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to employ and fix the compensation of such other employés as it may find nec- 
essary to the proper performance of its duties. Until otherwise provided 
law, the commission may hire suitable offices for its use, and shall have au- 
thority to procure all perry A office supplies. Witnesses summoned before 
the commission shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid witnesses 
in the courts of the United States.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 23, after the word ‘‘in- 
vestigation,’’ to insert ‘‘upon official business;’’ and in line 26, after 
the word ‘‘commission,”’ to strike out ‘‘and the Secretary of the In- 
terior;’’ so as to read: 

All of the expenses of the commission, including all necessary expenses for 
transportation incurred by the commissioners, or by their employés under their 
orders, in making any investigation, or upon official business in any other places 
than in the city of Washington, shall be allowed and paid on the presentation 
of itemized vouchers therefor approved by the chairman of the commission. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I should like to have the Senator explain why it 
is taken away from the Interior Department. 

Mr. CULLOM. ‘Theonly reason is because the Secretary of the In- 
terior as well as the commission agree that it is only an incumbrance 
to the Secretary of the Interior to be imposing such duties on him. 
It is impossible for him to know very much about the matter, and it 
is a duty that is troublesome to the commission to procure what seems 
to be an unnecessary indorsement; and finally, it is only superfluous 
work on the part of the Secretary of the Interior, and they both desire 
that this change should be made in the law. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Interstate Commerce was, 
in section 7, line 4, after the word ‘‘ report,” tostrike out “‘to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior;’’ so as to read: 

Sec. 7. That section 21 of said actis hereby amended so as to read as follows: 

“Sec, 21. That the commission shall, on or before the lst day of December in 
each year, make a report.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 7, line 5, after the word ‘‘ be,” 
to strike out ** by him;’’ so as to read: 

Which shall be transmitted to Congress. 


Mr. TELLER. I should like to inquire to whom the re 

Mr. CULLOM. If the Senator will look a line or two 
find it is to be submitted to Congress. 

Mr. TELLER. It seems to be the purpose of this bill to make this 
commission an independent Department of the Government. It does 
not seem to me that that is a good idea. It appears tome that they 
should be under the general supervision of some particular Department 
of the Government. We ought not to multiply these q Depart- 
ments in this way. Ido not think the objection that supervision is 
an annoyance to the Secretary of the Interior or anything of that kind 
is sufficient. I do not think a body of this kind should make its re- 
port to Congress, I think the report should be made to.some Depart- 
ment of the Government, and by it be transmitted to Congress. But 
I shall not make any particular objection on that ground, I willonly 
say in a general way that to be multiplying the small Departments or 
bodies which are not Departments, and have no real standing as such, 
is a great mistake, in my judgment. We have a number of such 
things now, but that is no reason why we should have more of them, 

Mr. CULLOM. This is a matter of no very great consequence, so far 
as I know, but I do know that this commission is probably about as 
responsible, and about as likely to be honest and square in its dealings 
ds any Department of the Government; and as the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. PLATT] suggests to me, we have some organizations now 
existing that are independent of any Department. 

It is true that it is necessary that the commission, as the law now 
stands, should deal with the Secretary of the Interior, who knows 
nothing about the business of the commission, and who can not know 
very much about it in any event without giving his close attention to 
it; and to require that is simply an embarrassment which it seems to 
me might as well be avoided. The Secretary of the Interior, as well 
as the commission, felt the same way, and for that reason we embodied 
this provision in the bill asitstands. Certainly this commission, made 
up as it is and as it always will be, I trust, of able and honest men, is 
just as likely to do right, and we are more likely to get the reports from 
the commission promptly than we should beif they went through other 
hands, 


rtis made? 
ow he will 


an 

Mr. TELLER. Itis no criticism on this commission to require its 
report to be submitted to the head of a Department. It is no answer 
for the Senator from Connecticut or anybody else to say that the Com- 
missioner of Patents reports to Congress or the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency. Those were things that grew up originally. The Commis- 
sioner of Patents reported to Congress before there was a Secretary of 
the Interior, and before he was ever in that Department. It is one of 
those things which have never been put in harmony with the general 
character of the Executive Departments of the Government. There is 
no reason why a subordinate body like a commission for this purpose 
should be reporting to Congress. The Secretary of the Interior does 
not report to Congress. He reports to the President. The Secretary 
of the Treasury, it is true, reportsto Congress, That isan old practice 
which began early; but in regard to all bodies lately created re- 
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ports have been required to be made to some established head of De- 
ment, 

I do not think it is of very much consequence one way or the other, 
but it is certainly no reflection upon the commission to say that they 
ought to report to some head of a Department. Of course it is in the 
power of Congress to make a Department out of this body, and I sup- 
pose to make all these commissioners members of the Cabinet if it wants 
them there, but it is a comparatively insignificant body. Without any 
reflection upon its members, I will say that their conduct heretofore 
has not been such, in my judgment, as entitles them to any extraor- 
dinary claim upon the American people. I do not think that there is 
a general feeling in the country that they have shown themselves ab- 
solutely above question. Ido not think they have shown that they 
have mastered the difficulties presented to them in the law of last year 
in such a way as to always acquit them of criticism, and I suppose no- 
body presumed they would when they were appointed, and nobody 
supposed that the appointees would when the offices were created. 

Mr. CULLOM, As far as the commission are concerned, I suppose 
that everybody knows that any body of men taking charge of the great 
work that was intrusted to the commission by this law would be crit- 
icised by somebody, and probably very severely, for any action taken 
in the premises, My own judgment is that the commission has done 
as well if not better than the people of this country ed. My 
own judgment is that they have done eminently well. But whether 
that be true or not, so far as these amendments are concerned which 
are now under consideration they are made simply for the purpose of 
securing prompt transaction of business and not suggested on the 
part of the commission with any di tion to arrogate to themselves 
any special power, but simply that they may be able, with the consent 
of the Secretary of the Interior, to go on with their work without being 
delayed, as they occasionally have been, in procuring what was necessary 
to carry on the business of the commission. I hope that the members 
of the Senate will allow the bill to stand as it is in these respects. 

Mr. GORMAN. I agree generally with the chairman of the com- 
mittee, but I think there are some features of the bill that require ex- 
amination. The provision is that the commission shall report directly 
to bay ger As they have discretion in the use of the appropriation 
made, I think they should report to Congress the names of persons em- 
ployed and the compensation they deem proper toallow. I would sug- 
gest to add at the end of line 13 of section 7 the further proviso ‘‘and 
they shall report to Congress the names and compensation of the per- 
sons employed by said commission.” 

We have a Fish Commission for which a lump sum is voted every 
year; and we authorize them to employ such persons as they think 
proper, and at such compensation as they choose. It is impossible at 
this time and at this early stage to determine with accuracy the num- 
ber of persons that ought to be employed by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and their compensation; and I therefore trust the chair- 
man of the committee will permit an amendment at the end of line 13, 
which shall require a report of the names and compensation of the per- 
sons employed by the commission. 

Mr. CULLOM. Ihave no earthly objection to that. I think it is 
well enough that it should be done. 

Mr. GORMAN, Isend up the amendment. ` 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In section 7, on page 15, after line 13, it is 
proposed to insert: 

And the names and compensation of persons employed by said commission. 

The amendment was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is on the amend- 
ment reported by the Committee on Interstate Commerce in section 7, 
line 5, after the word ‘“‘be,” to strike out ‘‘by him.” 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Interstate Commerce was, 
in section 7, line 7, after the word ‘‘reports,’’ to strike ont ‘‘issued 
from the Interior Department”’ and insert ‘‘ transmitted to Congress;’’ 
so as to read: 

Src, 7. That section 21 of said actis hereby amended so as to read as follows: 

“Src. 21, That the commission shall, on or before the Ist day of December 
in each year, make a report, which shall be transmitted to Congress, and copies 
of which shall be distributed as are tife other reports transmitted to Congress.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenextamendment was, in section 8, line 3, after the word ‘‘shall,’’ 
to strike out ‘‘apply to” and insert ‘‘ prevent;’’ in line 7, after the 
word ‘‘thereat,’’ to insert: 

Or the free carr of destitute and homeless persons transported by char- 
itable societies, and the necessary agents employed in such transportation, 

And after the word ‘‘ religion,’’ at the end of line 12, to insert ‘‘or 
to municipal governments for the transportation of indigent persons; 
so as to make the section read: 

Sec, 8, That section 22 of said act is hereby amended so as to read as follows: 

“Sec, 22. That nothing in this act shall prevent the carriage, storage, or 
handling of property free or at reduced rates for the United States, State, or mu- 
nicipal governments, or for charitable purposes, or to or from fairs and expo- 
sitions for exhibition thereat, or the free carriage of destitute and homeless per- 
sons transported by charitable societies, and the necessary agents eanploveds in 


such transportation, or the issuance of mileage, excursion, or commutation pas- 
senger tickets; nothing in this act shall be construed to prohibit any common 
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carrier from giving reduced rates to ministers of religion, or to municipal gov- 
ernments for the transportation of indigent persons; nothing in this act chal 


be construed to prevent from giving free carriage to their own officers 
and employés, or to prevent the principal officers of any company or 
companies from exchanging passes or tickets with other railroad companies for 


their officers and etaployés: ; and nothing in this act contained shallin any way 
abridge or alter the remedies now existing at common law or by statute, but the 
rovisions of this act are in addition to such remedies: , That no pend- 
litigation shall in any way be affected by this act.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STEWART. Ihave an amendment which I shall present as a 
member of the Committee on Military Affairs. On page 16, section 8, 
line 24, after the word “‘persons,’’ I move to insert: 

Iroad arrangement 
deemn proper with the Board of Mansyers of the Netionsl Homes for Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers, for the transportation of soldiers and other persons travel- 
ing to and from such homes. 

Mr. PLATT. I should like to have the last portion of that amend- 
ment read once more. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the amendment. 

Mr. PLATT. Why should “‘ other persons” be included in the ben- 
efit of that provision ? 

Mr. REAGAN. I hope the Senator will strike out the words ‘‘and 
other persons.’” 

Mr. STEWART. Yes; let them be stricken out. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Theamendment will be so modified. 
The question is on the amendment as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 

Mr. CULLOM. The committee, after reporting the amendments 
which have been passed upon by the Senate, instruct me to offer the 
following additionalamendment, to come in after the close of the section 
just disposed of. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The amendment will be stated. 

Mr. CULLOM. The amendment comes in as section 5 of the bill. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Itis proposed toinsert the following as section 5. 

BEO. 5. That section 16 of said act is hereby amended so as to read as follows: 
S$ aneii rra kto tT Lersh Breage carrier, as defined in and subject to Danes 
fawfal ae requirement of on Soop mana mah rr va Gy act, — founded 
? © o- 

se as Donatia ofthe Unie hata Waal Soave for tne sora 


ment to the Co; 1 be lawful for the commis- 
sion or for any company or person interested in such order or a i are to 
e United States 


apply ina summary nt b ition, to the circuit court of th 


reasonable; and such notice may be served on such common carrier, his or its 
office: mts, or servants in such manner as the court shall direct; and said 
souk d Pith t the formal a i aE abie aes 
iy, and without the an ap] o to 0} - 

rk Bese in equity, but in such manner as to fi ustice in the premises; and to 
end such court shall have power, if it think fit, to direct and prosecute in 
such OA FAN VENGAN VORS ciel int, all such inquiries as the court 
may think n to enable it to forma just ju entin the matter of such 
petition; and on such hearing the findings of fact in the report of said commis- 
heb the matters therein stated; and if it be 

made to appear to such court, on such hearing or on rt of any such person 
commission drawn in 

question has been violated or disobeyed, it shall be lawful for such court 
to issue a writ of injunction or other proper poron, mandatory or other- 
er continuing such violation 


of injunction or other proper process, mandatory or otherwise, it 
fal tor such court to e write 


such writ of injunction or other proper process, manda- 

tory or y for each 
person in default the sum of $500 for every Ariea be named in the 
fail to obey such injunction or 
mandatory or otherwise; and such moneys be pay- 
abie as the court shall direct, either to the party complaining or into court, to 
abide the ultimate decision of the court, or into the ; and payment 
thereof may, without prejudice to any other mode of recov: ig the same, be 
enforced attachment or order in the nature of a writ of execution, in like 
manner as if the same had been recovered by a final decree in in such 
court, When the subject in ute shall of the value of $2,000 or more, 
either party to such ar fore said court may appeal to the Supréme 
Court of the United tes, under the same ions now provided by law 
in respect of security for such appeal; but such appeal shall not o; tostay 


it shall be la EET CONVAR OF Porson haretan In aah OEE SE Tene 

way by to the circuit conrt of the United 
States as a court of law in the judicial district in which the carrier com- 
plained of bas its principal ofice, or in which the violation or disobedience of 
such order or requirement shall happen, alleging such violation or disobedience 


as the case may be; and said court shall by its order then fix a time and place 
for the trial of said cause, which shall not be less than twenty nor more than 
forty days from the time said order is made, and it shall be the duty of the mar- 


same es now provided by law in respect to securi 
but such a; must be taken within twenty days from the day of the rendi- 


cover a reasonable counsel or attorney’s fee, to be fixed by the court, which shall 
be collected as part of the costs in the case. F 

in; ia comma rovisions, the circuit courts of the U: States shall be deemed 
to ways in session.” 


OHIO VALLEY CENTENNIAL EXPOSITION. 


Mr. SHERMAN. I now ask that the joint resolution (H. Res. 196) 
declaring the true intent and meaning of the act approved May 9, 1888, 
be considered. The authorities at the other end of the Avenue think 
itn to modify the language of the amendment proposed by my 
colleague [Mr. PAYNE]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection the vote by 
which the joint resolution was passed will be reconsidered, as also the 
vote by which it was ordered toa third reading. The Senator from 
Ohio propones an amendment, which will be stated. 

Mr. § MAN. In lieu of the amendment offered by my colleague 
I move to insert that which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to add to the joint resolution, in 
lieu of the amendment heretofore adopted, the following: 


Nor shall anything in said act be so construed as to prevent the purchase of 
suitable ma‘ and the employment of proper persons to complete or modify 
series of objects and classes of specimens when in the judgment of the head of 
any Department such purchase or employment, or both, is necessary in the proper 
preparation and conduct of an exhibit, nor to authorize the removal from their 
places of deposit in Washington of any original paper or document or laws or 
ordinances whatever. 


The amendment was agreed to. : 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the joint resolu- 
tion to be read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read the third time, and passed. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS, 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. 
PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had, on 
the 4th instant, approved and signed the act (S. 1919) granting a pen- 
sion to John Fox. 

The mi also announced that the following bills were presented 
to the President June 25, 1888, and not having been returned by him 
to the House of Congress in which they originated within the ten days 
prescribed by the Constitution, have become laws without his approval: 

An act carat granting a pension to Sarah J. Tompkins; 

An act (S; 1744) granting a pension to William M. Davis; 

An act (S. 175) granting a ion to Eleanor 8. Lawson; and 

An act (S. 1687) to restore J. Rock Williamson to the pension-roll. 


THE INTERSTATE-COMMERCE LAW. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2851) to amend an act entitled ‘‘Anact to regulate com- 
merce,” approved February 4, 1887. 

Mr. STEWART. Since I offered an amendment a moment ago, the 
chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs has come into the Sen- ~- 
ate and has furnished me with the amendment which was agreed upon 
in the Military Committee, and I would ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my amendment and substitute in lieu of it the amendment 
of the committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 16, line 14, after the word ‘‘ persons,” 
it is proposed to insert: 

Or to inmates of the National Homes for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers under 
arrangements with the board of managers of said homes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The language just read will be sub- 
stituted in place of that which was announced as to on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] heretofore, if there 
be no objection. The question recurs on the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. CuLLom] as section 5. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CULLOM. ‘That concludes all the amendments of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I desire to call the attention of the chair- 
man of the committee to the provisions of the amendment in reference 
to soldiers’ homes. It seems to me that the language upore will 
not include both national homes and State homes. If is any 
doubt about that, it should be made definite. Therefore I would sug- 
gest that it would be well to have it read ‘‘inmates of national or State 
homes,” 
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Mr. CULLOM. As far as the Committee on Interstate Commerce is 
concerned, that committee has been disposed to allow liberal 
to be used with reference to the application of the law to accommoda- 
tions to soldiers, whether in homes or othérwise; but I am perfectly 
willing, so far as I am concerned, to have the amendment extend to 
inmates, not only of national homes, but of State homes as well. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I suggest to the Senator from Iowa that itis hardly 
necessary to extend it to occupants of State homes, because we do not 
sear with arrangements a railroad company may make within a 

tate. 

Mr. PADDOCK. That is frequently done. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Certainly the Military Committee did not think it 

necessary. The Senator can wait a few moments until we look further 
into the matter. 

Mr. CULLOM. Ihave no objection to the insertion of the words 
“or State’? between the words “ national” and ‘‘homes.’? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It refers to the Board of Managers of the National 
Homes for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. 

Mr. CULLOM. We have a home for disabled soldiers in our State, 
owned and controlled by the State, with a board of managers appointed 
by the governor. 

. HAWLEY. But the national board can not arrange for that. 
You want to adjust the language for that, 

Mr. CULLOM. ‘I think the words “Or State’’ will cover the case, 
if inserted between the words “‘ natio and ‘‘ homes.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Sarees will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The amendment now reads; 

Or to inmates of the National Homes for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers under 
arrangements of the board of managers of said homes. 

It is proposed to amend the amendment so as to read: 

Or to inmates of the National or State Homes for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers 
under arrangements of the boards of managers of said homes, 

Mr. HAWLEY. That, perhaps, will do. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will stand as last 
reported, if there be no objection. The Chair hears none. 

Mr. REAGAN. _ I offer an amendment, to come in as an additional 
section to the bill as section 9. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 


fe the circuit and district courts of the United States shall have jurisdiction, 
the relation of any person or persons, firm, or corporation, ng such 

ve lation by a common carrier of any of the provisions of the act to which this 
is a supplement, and all acts amendatory thereof, as prevents the relator .from 
having interstate traffic moved by said common carrier at the same ratesas are 
charged, or u terms or conditions as favorable as those given by said com- 
mon carrier for like traffic under similar conditions to any other shipper, to 
issue a writ or writs of mandamus against said common carrier, commanding 
such common carrier to move and transport the traffic, or to furnish cars or 

other facilities for transportation for the party ap plying for the writ, upon such 
terms and in such manner as shall seem just an Tope to the court in order 
to prevent any undue discrimination against the re r or any violation of the 
provisions of the act to which this is a supplement: Provided, That if any ques- 
tion of fact as to the -propre mpensation to the common carrier for the service 
to be enforced b writ is raised by the pleadings, the writ a 
mandamus may ord notwithstanding such question of fact is un 
upon such terms as to security, payment of money into the court, or otherwise, 
as the court may think proper, pending the determination of the question of 
fact by a jury: Provided, That the rem hereby 


ven by writ of mandamus 
shall be cumulative, and shall not be d to exclude or interfere with other 
remedies provid supplement. 


ed by this act or the act to which it isa 

Mr. HISCOCK. I would suggest to theSenator from Texas whether 
it is desirable that lines 14, 15, 16, and 17 of his amendment, to the 
word ‘‘ Provided,’’ should beinserted? Would not the amendment be 
more perfect with these lines left out? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COCKRELL in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Texas accept the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. REAGAN. One moment. Iam afraid the amendment would 
not be apt for the purpose in view with these lines omitted... The oh- 
ject of the amendment is where parties offer goods to be shipped to 
require the corporations to forward their merchandise in its. per 
turn and at reasonable rates of freight and on the same condi 
freight is forwarded for other persons. 

As the law now stands, a transportation company may discriminate 
against persons or firms, delay their freight to the great injury of the 
shipper, subject only to a civil suit, and may continue the delay pend- 
ing the civil suit, The object of this amendment is to have the goods 
go forward, and issue a eal where the facts warrant it, to com- 
pel the mo of the freig 

Mr. HOA. t ‘oe will allow me a moment, I willstate 
to him the objection to that provision. 

This amendment provides for the issuing of a peremptory writof man- 
damus, not the ordinary writ, but the final writ, ‘‘upon such terms and 
in such manner as shall seem just and proper to the court, in order to 
prevent any undue discrimination against the relator or any violation 
of the provisions of the act to which this is a sup 

It seems to me that practically those lines place the whole matter in 
the hands of the court to fix the terms on which the 


scrote 
be ede a to bedetermined by the judgment of the court. Itseems 


to me that the Senator does not care to go to that extent of addressing 
the matter to the conscience of the court as to the terms on which 
fi t shall be carried. 

proviso in the amendment, of course, is properenough. I make 
no objection to that, althongh I did make objection to it in the com- 


mittee. 
Provided, That if any question of fact as to the proper compensation to the 
common carrier = the service to be enforced by the writ is raised by the plead- 


ings, the writ of mandamus may issue, notwithstanding such ques- 
tion of fact is un mataas ee , upon such terms as to security, payment of money 
into the court, or as the court may think proper, pending the deter- 


erwise, 
mination of the « question of fact by a jury. 


It seems to me the amendment would be as perfect as the Senator 
would care to have it if he would leave out that discretionary power 
which, for aught I know, would take the place of the law itself. Leave 
out the judgment of a single judge as to the terms and conditions upon 
which the freight shall be carri 

Mr. REAGAN. In order to nn against any injury resulting froni 
the first part of the amendment to a transportation company, the pro- 
Me was inserted which has just been read by the Senator from New 

ork: 

That if any question of fact as to ts proper ion to the common 
carrier for the service to be enforced by the writ Pepe ra by the pleadings, the 
writ of peremptory mandamus may issue, notwithstanding such question of 
fact is undetermined, upon such terms as security, payment of money into 
the court, or otherwise, as the court may y think proper, pending the determina- 
tion of the question of fact by a jury. 

The object, as I stated, of the amendment is to enable the court by 
mandamus to compel the transportation company to move the freight 
of all shippers, so as not to discriminate against any shipper, so as not 
to delay the freight of any one. The words objected to by the Senator 
from New York, he seems to think, would give the courts too much dis- 
cretion. They are: 

Upon such terms and in such manner as shall seem just and proper to the 
court, in order to prevent any undue discrimination against the relator, or any 
violation of the provisions of the act to which this is a supplement. 

When the court is petitioned for a writ of mandamus the ground of 
complaint is to be stated, and it may be any one of several grounds, 
It may be alleged that the goods were not shipped in time; there may 
be a refusal to ship in proper cars; it may be some other impediment 
to the rights of the shipper; and the object of these words is to allow 
the court in its judgment to meet the exigencies of the case—the pre- 
cise facts of the particular case, Ido not think the provision has any 
other meaning than simply to enable the court to give such directions 
under the law as will meet substantially the complaint made, and I 
apprehend that there can be no injury worked to any one by that; and 
the subsequent proviso protects completely the transportation company 
against any injury, because if a question of fact arises as to rates the 
freight owner must give security for any damages, or he may deposit 
the money. So the rtation company is protected against injury 
by the order of the court requiring the security—either personal secu- 
rity or the deposit of money. 

I would be glad if the Senator would allow the amendment to go 
through in the form in which itis. It will be one of the most valua- 
ble of all the processes for obtaining justice for shippers, preventing 
discriminations, and preventing transportation companies from practic- 
ing such discriminations as may injure a shipper, and preventing in- 
juries which may occur to him until the time he may recover in a civil 
suit by delaying his shipment if they choose to delay it. It seems to 
me a wholesome and necessary provision which ought to be made. 

Mr. TELLER. I sympathize with the purpose of the amendment 
and am disposed to vote for it as it stands, although I would prefer it 
with the words on page 2 stricken out, as suggested by the Senator 
from New York. It seems to me that the purpose of the amendment 
is to prevent} undue favoritism on the part of the railway companies. 

Mr. REAGAN. In order to meet the exigencies of action I will con- 
sar o se striking out of the words suggested by the Senator from 

New Yor 

Mr. TELLER. Then I have nothing further to say about it except 
that I think it is in the interest of the shipper that those words should 
go out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is the modification of tho 
amendment? 

Mr. HISCOCK. To strike out lines 14, 15, and 16 and down to the 
word ‘‘Provided,’’ in line 17. 

Mr. REAGAN. I accept that modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. TheSenator from New York suggests 
an amendment to the amendment of the Senator from Texas, which 
will be read. 
to CULLOM. The Senator from Texas consents to the modifica- 

n. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be read to the Senate. 

The SECRETARY. After the word “writ,” at the end of line-13 of 
the amendment, it is proposed to strike out: 

Leyte such terms and Ps such manner as shall seem just and proper to the 


court, in order to preven a. undue discrimination against the relator, or any 
violation of tha poovisions the act to which this is a supplement. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas accepts the 
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modification, and the amendment will be so modified. The question 
is on the amendment as modified. 

Mr. TELLER. I suggest to the Senator to strike out the words ‘‘by 

a jury,” in line 24. , The questions of fact may be determined by the 
court by agreement very likely, but if it is not done by agreement, of 
course it will be by a jury. 

Mr. REAGAN. Any controversy about an amount over $20 would 

have to be settled by a jury. 

Mr. TELLER. Unless by agreement. 

Mr. REAGAN. Say ‘‘determination of the question of fact bya jury 

unless 8 jury be waived.” 

Mr. TELLER, Say ‘‘ bythe courtorajury.’’ Iwould not confine 

it to a jury, and say that under all circumstances a jury must pass upon 
these questions. I think if the word ‘‘jury ’’ is out, itis leftthen un- 
der the general law that it must be determined by a jury unless the 
parties waive a jury, which they can do. 

Mr. REAGAN. I have no objection to the suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado offers an 

amendment, in line 24, after the word ‘‘ fact,” tostrike out ‘‘ by ajury.”’ 

Mr. TELLER. My suggestion to the Senator is that if we leave it 

muny to be a determination of the question of fact, it will be deter- 
mined by a jury unless the parties agree otherwise. 

Mr. REAGAN. Then suppose the amendment read ‘‘unless the 
parties agree to waive it.” 

Mr. TELLER. That is not necessary if you strike out ‘‘ by a jury.” 
The general practice would require it to be decided first by a jury un- 
less the parties agreed that the court might decide. 

Mr. REAGAN. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas accepts the 
amendment pro’ > 
: Mr, REAGAN. Yes, I consent tostrike ontthe words ‘‘ by ajury,” 

n line 24. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Texas as amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. REAGAN. I had intended to present an amendment, and gave 
notice that I would do it, extending the provisions of the law to this 
effect: 

The provisions of this act shall apply to all persons, corporations, or compa- 
nies engaged in the express business, in so far as they are en, in such trans- 
portations of freight as is herein defined and regulated; and it shall also apply 
to the relations of the carriers hereinbefore mentioned with sleeping-car com- 
panies, drawing-room-car companies, palace-car companies, -car compa- 
nies, tank-car companies, and any com ies, associations, or persons furnish- 
ing for use upon railroads, cars or other instrumentalities for the transport: t on 
of persons or property. 

I believe this is necessary. The committee did not agree to it, and 
as I deem the provisions a y consented to by the Senate as valua- 
ble and important, and that they will not be contested, while to add 
other provisions might delay the passage of the bill, I will not for the 
present press this amendment, though the purpose of it was recom- 
mended by the commission. Afterwards, I think, however, they quali- 
fied their recommendation on that subject. I believe the subject is 
one that ought to be acted on. I simply refrain from offering it in 
order to facilitate the passage of the bill through the Senate in time 
to secure action in the other House, 

I wil) also say that I had intended to offer an amendment to—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will suspend until the 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business. The hour of 2 
o’clock having arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business, which is the bill (S. 62) to provide for fortifications and other 
seacoast defenses. 

Mr. CULLOM. I hope that will be laid aside informally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois asks that 
the unfinished business be laid aside informally. Is there objection ? 
The Chair hears none. ‘The interstate-commerce bill continues before 
the Senate, 

Mr. REAGAN. I had intended to introduce an amendment to the 
fourth section of the act of February of last year, but it was a subject 
very much controverted in both the House and Senate at that time, and 
the decision of the Senate was in favorof the present form of the fourth 
section. The construction which the proviso has received at the hands 

` of the commission, it seems to me, was a strained construction and an 
unjust construction. It has seemed to me that the effect of the decis- 
ion of the commission was to make the proviso the law and to com- 
pletely ignore the existence of the body of the section, the main pur- 
pose of the act. Whether I am wrong or they are wrong on that sub- 
ject it is not necessary to investigate now. 

I simply desire to say that I intended introducing an amendment to 
that section, but asit would lead certainly to controversy and with not 
a very good prospect of success, I do not intend to embarrass the chance 
the bill now has of being passed, and I shall waive it until another 
session of Congress. 

Mr, TELLER. I regard the amendments contained in this bill as of 


considerable value for the purpose of carrying out the original intention 
of the law of last year, and I have no desire to antagonize anything con- 


tained in the bill. 
subject. 

I regret that the committee did not make some change in section 4 
of the law, especially as to the proviso which provides: 


‘That upon application to the commission Pay ATN under the provisions of 
this act, sach common carrier may, in special cases, after investigation by the 
commission, be authorized to charge less for longer than for shorter distances 
for the transportation of passengers or property; and the commission may 
from time to time prescribe the extent to which such designated common car- 
rier may be relieved from the operation of this section of this act. 


I am not one of those who contend that a railroad company should 
regulate its freight by the exact distance it is carried—that is, I donot 
pretend if a road is 200 miles long that it should carry freight to the 
center of the line for exactly one-half what it charges to carry it to the 
end of the road—but I do say under this provision of the law man: 
abuses which had grown up before the passage of the act, and of whi 
the people justly and rightly complained, have been continued, and, 
in my judgment, they will always be continued under this proviso 
until it is repealed or amended or modified in some manner. 

It is very easy for the railroad companies to declare that the circum- 
stances are so different that they can not comply with the first part of 
the section, and I think the Interstate Commerce Com ion, endeav- 
oring undoubtedly to do what they have believed to be proper, with an 
ardent desire, I have no doubt, to carry out the pprpose and intention 
of the law, have been led into making, as was suggested a moment ago 
by the Senator from Texas, this the B aaa part of the law. They 
have given an importance to this proviso to the fourth section that never 
could have been iatended by the framers of the bill, and certainly was 
not intended by Congress when the bill became a law. 

As I said, the abuses that had grown up before have been continued, 
and, I may add, I think without exaggeration, that in many cases they 
have become exceedingly increased. There has been an aggravation of 
the former abuses. I can only say, by way of illustration, that under 
this act until very recently goods haye been carried from the Pacific 
coast to Kansas City for considerably less than one-half what they had 
been carried to the interior of the continent over about one-half of the 
distance. Goods were carried from Pacific coast points to Kansas City, 
in the Missouri Valley, for $1.05 a hundred, and the same goods under 
like circumstances entirely were charged to the city of Denver, 600 
miles nearer the Pacific coast, $2.65 a hundred. It was possible for a 
dealerin Kansas City to buy his goods from the Pacific coast and trans- 
fer them through the city of Denver to Kansas City and reship them 
to a point 100 miles west of the city of Denver, and deliver them to 
dealers there, having paid less freight for the shipment to Kansas City 
and the shipment back than a citizen of Denver had paid for the shi 
ment tothat city. Cities 300 miles west of Denver paid more for goo 
from the Pacific coast under this provision for a long time than cities 
in the valley of the Missouri 900 miles east of those points, 

Recently the commission have decided that these were extortionate 
rates, and that there must be some modification; but what will be the 
modification? How much will they allow them to carry for $2 to Den- 
ver when they carry for $1.05 to Kansas City? Will the commission 
say that is fair? The dealers, as it is now, are left largely at the mercy 
of the commission. It can not be contended by anybody that they 
ought to be allowed to carry goods to Kansas City, 600 miles east of 
Denver, for less money than they carry the same goods to Denver. At 
least the poopie of Denver have a right to have their goods as cheap 
from the fic coast as Kansas City or any other city in the Missouri 
Valley. Ido not say that the commission will not insist that that 
shall be done, for I do not know what the commission has determined 
to do in that particular; but I do say that a law isa defective law that 
leaves it for any body of men to say that such a proceeding may take 
place; and it is in the interest of the railroad companics and everybody 
connected with commerce and trade that this should cease. 

Tt was enough when we said that common carriers might charge as 
much for the short distance as they did for the long, without giving 
permission under certain circumstances that they might charge less for a 
long distance, and in my judgment there ought to be no proviso of this 
kind in the bill. 

I should insist upon amending this bill so as to strike out the pro- 
viso to section 4 if I did not fear that the very desirable things in these 
amendments might thereby be defeated. I propose therefore not to 
make the motion, but to allow these amendments to become a part and 
parcel of the law, and to give notice to the railroad companies and to 
everybody connected with this subject that when that is done I will 


I only want to say a word or two on the general 


join with a number of others who I know are of the same mind to de- 


clare either that the railroads voluntarily must discontinue these out- 
Tageous proceedings or the strong hand of the law shall compel them 
under fear of their officials going within the doors of the penitentiary, 
where they ought to be if they continue them. 

For the reason I have suggested, that this might create an antagonism 
that would prevent these beneficial amendments from becoming a law, 
I do not propose now to move the amendment, although I regret that 
the committee have not seen fit to put it in and meet this issue squarely 
so that the question might have been determined in this country whether 
the railroad companies are or are not greater than the people, whether 
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there is or whether there is not power in Congress to compel the inter- 
state commerce of this country to be conducted upon principles of justice 
and equity and fair dealing. That question will be presented to Con- 
gress, and we might as well have met it now as at any other time; but 
I propose when it is met if possible to have the approval, the sanction, 
and the support of a committee of this body. 

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, I agree in large measure with what 
the Senator from Colorado has said with reference especially to the en- 
forcement of the law, and I desire to say for his information that many 
hundreds of the railroad companies of the country since the interstate- 
commerce act was passed have complied literally with the fourth section 
of the act, according to the reports by them and by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

I desire to say farther that the Committee on Interstate Commerce 
had the subject under consideration for a good while, and discussed the 
very point which the Senator has been speaking of; and the judgment 
of the committee was that as this law, which is a new one, onlyalittle 
over year old, and the commission under it has hardly had time to test 
it and enforce submission to it by the corporations of the country, it 
would be better to pass over the question of amending the fourth sec- 
tion of the act until the following session, so that the commission may 
have further time to investigate and report to the Congress of the United 
States before Congress takes any action upon it. 

I think that was a reasonable course on the part of the committee. 
The members of the committee understand fully that there are viola- 
tions of that section of the law, and I think the commission understand 
that, and the commission are at work with a view to enforce the fourth 
section of the iaw everywhere in this country. But the Senator must 
know, as everybody knows, that it takes time to put in operation and 
enforce a law like this, which is new upon our statute-book, and I 
think it is the part of wisdom that Congress.should go no faster than 
the experience under the statute as it stands clearly justifies in the in- 
terest of fair dealing and the best interests of the commerce of the 
country. 

I shall not take up the time of the Senate in discussing the matter 
at this time, as nobody feels that it is best to amend the fourth section 
at this session. We want the commission to have more time, also in 
view of the importance of the amendments which the Senate has al- 
ready agreed to becoming a law before this session shall close. We do 
not desire as a committee to incorporate in the bill doubtful amend- 
ments which may defeat any legislation on the subject. 

After these remarks I desire to call the attention of the Secretary to 
the numbering of the sections. The amendment to section 16 should 
come in before the amendment to section 17 of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That has already been done. 

Mr. CULLOM. Now, I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois to some amendments which have been recom- 
mended by various citizens of the United States. I have in my hand 
one of the petitions sent here, asking for an amendment in these words: 

Provided, That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier, subject to the pro- 
visions of this act, to carry or transport any commodity for any shipper i a 
car or vehicle owned, leased, or in any way controlled by such a lemni thatit 
shall be unlawful for any shipper to make Meet Pre rapdeoid with any carrier to con- 
MA ead property of such shipper in cars or vehicles owned or controlled by such 

I desire to ask the Senator whether in the bill which his committee 
has reported there is any provision to remedy the evil pointed out in 
the petition which I haye read? I understand that large corporations 
. evade the force and effect of the interstate-commerce act, or that part 
of it which secures equality of rights and privileges and equality of 
tates, by owning their own cars, by owning oil-cans, or something of 
that kind, which enables them to evade the stringent provisions of the 
interstate-commerce law, attempting to secure equality of rates and of 
rights to all the people of this country. Isay that I understand cer- 

n of these large corporations have evaded the law in the way which 
is pointed ont in this amendment. If I can get the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois, I should like to ask-him what provision has been 
made to cure that evil, or whether the committee regard it as incura- 
ble, or as something that ought not to be cured? 

Mr. CULLOM. As the Senator asks me the question whether the 
committee has done anything to interfere with persons owning their 
own cars, I answer that it has not, and my judgment is that it can not 
afford todo so, For instance, take the dressed-beef shippers that we 
all know something about. When that business to grow, and up 
to this time in fact, the railroad companies of the country failed to pro- 
vide, did not and perhaps could not provide, the n ears for the 
transportation of dressed beef in such manner as it ought to be trans- 
ported from one section of the country toanother. Sosome of the par- 
tics engaged in the dressed-beef transportation business provided their 
own cars, and they are being used to-day, very many of them; but the 
railroads are beginning to furnish cars as rapidly as they feelable to do 
so. Buta portion of the cars in which that article is transported are 
owned by the parties engaged in the business themselves, and some ar- 
rangement between the shipper and therailroad company isagreed upon 
by which the transportation is paid for. 

T do not see myself that the Congress of the United States can under- 


take to provide that a man shall not furnish his own car, or that the 
company shall furnish all the cars, because in some instances 
they could not do it without great embarrassment to themselves. 

But there is nothing in the bill that permits in any way any advan- 
tage to be taken by the party owning the car over other persons who do 
not own cars, In other words, it is within the purview of the law and 
within the power of the commission to see to it that every question in- _ 
volved in the ownership and the transportation of the car where it is 
owned by the shipper shall be considered, and the party owning the 
car, taking s l the facts into consideration, shall have no undue advan- 
tage over the person who does not own a car. 

I think that is probably a sufficient answer to the question of the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. REAGAN. The amendment which I intended offering and did 
not offer meets the question suggested by the Senator from Mississippi. 
The act of February 4, 1887, which we now propose to amend, reads, 
in section 1: 


That the provisions of this act shall apply to any common carrier or carriers 
engaged in the transportation of passengers or property wholly by railroad, or 
partly by railroad and partly by water when both are used, under a common 
control, management, or arra ent, for a continuous carriage or shipment, 
from one State or Territory of the United States, or the District of Columbia, to 
any other State or Territory of the United States, or the District of Columbia. 


The second paragraph of that section reads as follows: 


The term “railroad” as used in this act shall include all brid and ferries 
used or operated in connection eee, railroad, and also all the road in use 
by any corporation operating a rail , whether owned or operated under a 
cont agreement, or lease; and the term “transportation ” shall include all 
instrumentalities of shipment or carriage. 

When we had enumerated everything that was necessary in the 
original clause we inserted ‘‘shall include all instrumentalities of 
shipment or carriage.’’ It seems that the commission concluded that 
a company other than a railroad company owning its own cars and 
transporting its own property is not technically a common carrier, and 
therefore not within the provisions of the law defining common car- 
riers, It was not the object of the law to define common carriers. 
The object of the law was to regulate commerce between the States, 
and the transportation of that commerce, and we included a ful! defi- 
nition of the railroad and its means of transportation as generally known, 
and then to cover every possible mode of conveyance of property on a 
railroad we added: 

And the term “transportation” shall include all instrumentalities of ship- 
mentor 5 a 

It seems to me that if the commission had been very anxious to pro- 
tect the people they would have concluded that a car which did not 
belong to the railroad company was nevertheless their means of trans- 
portation under that law. 

Mr. GEORGE. Let mestate what I understand to be the operations 
of the interstate-commerce law and the intention of Congress in its en- 
actment; and I can best illustrate by propounding this question to the 
Senator from Texas: Is he not aware that under the interstate-com- 
merce law men of large capital doing a large business, able toown their 
own cars and ship their manufactures or their own produce, do in fact 
by the mere owning of their cars secure an advantage in transportation 
which is driving out from business all small men? 

Mr. REAGAN. Ido understand the affirmative of the proposition 
the Senator from Mississippi presents. I dounderstand that the Stand- 
ard Oil Company, for instance, owning its own cars and tanks and ship_ 
ping its own oil, is held not to be a common carrierand is not brough 6 
within the provisions of this law, and they. drive other manufacturers 
of oil out of the market. That ought to have been met. It is not a 
defect in the law, in my opinion. The law is not defective, but the 
construction of the law ought to be met at this time by an amend- 
ment that would have told the commission, ‘‘ We do not mean that the 
purposes of this law shall be avoided in that way.” 

Mr. GEORGE. If the commission that operates that law construe 
it so as to give these men an advantage, is it not the plain duty of the 
Senate and of Congress to make the law soplain that they can not evade 
it or misconstrue it? z 

Mr. REAGAN. I sympathize with that view myself. 

Mr. CULLOM. It seems to me that the Senator from Mississippi is 
mistaken as to the construction put upon the law by the commission. 
My recollection is that the commission have decided a case involving 
the question between a man by the name of Rice and the Standard Oil 
Company, in which they have decided that the Standard Oil Company 
should not do what they were attempting to do on account of their 
having their tanks and Mr, Rice not being able to own them, but the 
oil should be carried at the same rate by the transportation company 
in tanks as it was carried in barrels, which was the only thing that the 
individual, Mr. Rice, was able to provide. So I think there is a mis- 
understanding of the construction of the statute by the commission; 
but I am free to say that I do not believe that the commission has been 
as vigorous in enforcing the law as between parties not able to own 
cars and those who do own them as they ought to have been. Still I 
do not think there is any defect in the statute that will justify a cor- 
poration or party that is able to build its own cars or its own means 
of transportation being discriminated in favor of as against a poor man 
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who is not able to provide his own cars or his own means of transpor- 
tation. 
Mr. GEORGE. What does the Senator say? 


Mr. CULLOM. I say that I do not think the law justifies any such 
position as that indicated by the Senator from Texas, that because a 
person or a corporation owns a car, it, therefore, is not subject to being 
controlled just the same as though the car belonged to the railroad 
company itself. I think the Senator will find upon reading the most 
recent. decisions of the commission that they are holding the parties 
who own their means of transportation to account just as though they 
did not own them, 

Mr. REAGAN. I did not give that as my construction, but I gave 
it as what I understood to be the construction of the commission and 
as against the terms of the law. 

Mr. CULLOM. That is exactly where I differ with the Senator from 
Texas. I thinkif the Senator will read the most recent decisions of 
the commission he will find that the commission are holding to account 
a corporation or company that owns its cars just exactly as they do the 
party who does not own them. 

Mr. REAGAN. Iam glad to hear that. 

Mr. GEORGE. I want to ask a question, because I want to get at 
the facts if I can. Does the Senator from Illinois mean to say that the 
commission in its recent decisions as to companies engaged in inter- 
state commerce and carrying products and merchandise on cars owned 
by the shipper, has forced that shipper to pay the same price for goods 
consigned in cars owned by him as the railroad charges other people? 

Mr. CULLOM. ThisiswhatIsay. A recent case has been decided 
between a man by the name of Rice and the Standard Oil Company. 
The Standard Oil Company owns its tanks; whether it owns the trucks 
on which the tanks are placed Iam unable to say; but it owns its tanks 
in which it puts the oil and in which it carries vast quantities of it, 
while Mr. Rice is not able to own a car or anything above the size of 
a barrel. Mr. Rice made a case against the Standard Oil Company or 
against the railroad company which involved the question, and, as I 
understand, the commission has decided that the railroad company was 
not justified in charging the amount that it did, differing largely from 
the freight that it charged Mr. Rice, who had his oil in barrels, and 
the commission held the railroad to account, and ordered that a change 
of charge should be made by the railroad company. 

Mr. GEORGE. Did the commission hold that the railroad company 
should charge Mr. Rice only the same price per gallon—— 

Mr. CULLOM. Per 100 pounds. 

Mr. GEORGE. Or per 100 pounds when shipped in barrels that it 
charged the Standard Oil Company when shipped in tanks? 

Mr. CULLOM. That is exactly what I understand the commission 
has decided, that they should be allowed to chargeper hundred pounds 
for carrying the oil, whether in tanks or barrels. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to hear it. Does the commission re- 
quire the railroad companies to charge men shipping in their own cars 
the same amount per pound or per 100 pounds or any other unit, as it 
charges people who do not own cars? : 

Mr. CULLOM. Iam not able to answer that question, because I 
do not recall any case which has come before the commission involv- 
ing the question on just that point. > 

Mr. REAGAN. I am glad the construction of the statute is such 
as the Senator from Illinois has stated, but in the earlier decisions, es- 
pecially the one I had reference to when I spoke, it was held that they 
could not deal with persons who shipped in their own cars, because they 
were not common carriers; they carried only for themselves; and it 
seems that the commission took them out of the operation of the Jaw 
because they were not technically common carriers in the face of the 
provision which made all instrumentalities of commerce subject to the 


w. 

The courts held, and I understand the commission followed them, as, 
of course, they would be likely to follow them, that the sleeping-car 
companies are not common carriers, that they are not part-of the rail- 
road system, that they are not part of the railroad transportation, and 
they manage somehow or other that there is no power over them. A 
gentleman from Baltimore made an ingenious statement. in which he 
said that such a company was not a person, was not a corporation, and 
he went on to define that it was not anything that the law could touch, 
and yet it was engaged in transportation. To the plain mind, to the 
unsophisticated mind, to the mind unbiased by interest, it looks pretty 
hard to make a distinction to reach the point that express companies 
and sleeping-car companies are not subject to be controlled by such a 
law as this, a law which embraces all instrumentalities of transporta- 
tion. It does not say they shall belong to a railroad company, to any 
railroad corporation, to any company or any individual, but it em- 
braces all instrumentalities of shipping. 

My judgment is—and I speak it with respect, because I think the 
commission is composed of honest and able men—that it is simply an 
excess of conservatism that prevents them from being just, or a lack of 
that courage which is necessary to meet a great question like this. If 
they had been willing to execute the law in its spirit with reference to 
the evils the country was suffering under, and had enforced the fourth 


section of the law and the clause of the first section which I have read, 
the railroads at once would have conformed to their requirements, the 
country would have been quieted, and the commission would have been 
saved a vast amount of labor that has been imposed on them by what 
seems to me their vacillating course. 

It is right that the representatives of the States and the people 
should speak and let them know that a plain law should be plainly 
enforced when it affects great interests like those affected by this law, 
and when they go off to say that because these people are not com- 
mon carriers, as they did in the earlier decisions—that is, the express , 
companies and the sleeping-car companies—when they do that in the 
face of this first section I have read, including every instrumentality 
of transportation, I think their attention ought to be called toit in the 
strongest possible way. 

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, one word further. 

I have no controversy with the Senator in calling the attention of 
the commission to their duties. I want to say that when the original 
act was prepared I supposed that I had in the bill sleeping-car com- 
panies, express-car companies, and every other kind of cars or means 
of transportation that anybody used upon railroads. I am perfectly 
willing that Senators shall express their views and condemnation, if 
they choose, of the judgment or action of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in not giving the law as we passed it a more liberal con- 
struction as toits meaning. I am inclined to think that they have 
not given the law as broad a construction as they were justified in 
doing by the language, but I must say again that the act has been in 
force but a little over a year, and it is certainly but fair that those gen- 
tlemen shall have time enough to do what they can under it; and it 
will be wise on our part that we should go a little slowly in making 
amendments until they, the commission, have had ample opportunity 
of enforcing the law as it exists already. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Mr. President, the bill now before the Sen- 
ate contains many provisions which, in my opinion, will effect a reform 
in the existing law regulating commerce, and therefore I have no dis- 
position to obstruct the speedy passage of the bill. There are some 
amendments which, I think, should be made to the law that are not 
embraced within the provisions of the present measure. 

On the 12th day of December last I introduced a bill to amend the 
second and fourth sections of theact toregulatecommerce. The amend- 
ment to the second section was to strike out of the existing Jaw the 
qualifying terms ‘‘under substantially similar circumstances and con- 
ditions.” The amendment to the fourth section was to strike out the 
same words, and also to repeal the proviso under which so much mis- 
chief has been practiced. That bill was considered by the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce and was reported adversely tothe Senate. At 
my request it was placed upon the Calendar, and it is there now. 

I wish to say in advance, in order that the railroad companies and 
the interstate Commerce Commission may all understand it, that unless 
there are corrections made by both the commission and the railroad 
companies in respect of the abuses which have grown up under those 
provisions of the present Jaw, I shall certainly do all that may be in 
my power to induce the Senate to pass that bill at the next session. 

I do not now wish to interfere with the progress of this bill, but ail 
over this country instances have sprung up like unto those the Senator 
from Colorado has referred to, and all manner of abuses in the admin- 
istration of our transportation system have been practiced and hidden 
behind those words in the second section, ‘‘under substantially simi- 
lar circumstances and conditions.” : 

Mr. GEORGE. That clause is a Trojan horse. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Iam quite content to believe that the Com- 
mission has been doing the best it could, and feeling its way toward 
better results; but it must travel faster than it has yet gone, and it 
must present fruits of action between this and the next session of Con- 
gress, or I shall endeavor to have the amendments made that are in- 
corporated in the bill which I introduced; and I believe that as these 
developments go on, and the people come to understand them, unless 
the commission puts an end to them, Congress will do it. 

I only wish to say this, sir, in the way of justifying myself in not 
now urging those amendments: it is an independent bill on the Cal- 
endar. Iam willing to let the commission have a little longer trial; 
but if they will not do better then we must compel them by law, by 
taking away the clauses under which they have man perhaps 
not intentionally, subterfages which have gone Jargely to the protec- 
tion of the railroad companies in the practice of abuses in the matter 
of transportation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am very much gratified to hear 
what has fallen from the lips of the Senator from lowa. I thought 
when we undertook by Congressional action to manage the railroad cor- 
porations of the United States so as to have fair, just, and equal service 
by those companies to all the people of the United States we were un- 
dertaking a rather big job. I find, sir, that it was a big job. Iam not 
disheartened, however. 

I think when we recognize what I regard to be the fundamental idea 
upon which this legislation is based, and without which there is no 
justification or excuse for interfering at all, when we recognize that 
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idea as a just and true idea which is to be incorporated into the legis- 
lation of this country and enforced at all hazards and at whatever ex- 
then we will begin to see daylight. 

That idea is this, that common carriers are mere public instrumen- 
talities subject to regulation and control by public law; that they are 
mere seryaats of the public; and that in the service they render they 
must render exact and equal justice to all men who may have occasion 
for their services. In this is embraced the further idea (and without 
this additional subsidiary idea the whole scheme is worthless) that in 
performing this service there shall be no discrimination, no alleviation 
of burdens, no reduction of rates on account of the largeness of the ship- 
ment as against a small shipment, so thatin fact and in truth the com- 
mon, ordinary people of this country, the men upon whom thiscountry 
depends for its progress in peace and its defense in war, shall have 
upon one of their own public intrumentalities an equal and fair service 
with all others. 

Mr. President, there is one idea which can not be too much im- 
pressed upon the American statesman, and that is that by modern 
economic methods arising out of our civilization, out of the progress 
of industry and of the arts, it almost necessarily comes that the larger 
the establishment the cheaper the production, so that the tendency 
now is that establishments are growing larger and larger on account of 
cheapness, and all smailestablishments, all small men, are being driven 
from the position of independent workers to that of mere servants and 
wage-receivers from the larger establishment. 

Senators may think, if they have not reflected upon it, that this is 
animaginary scare, but I tell you that the philosophic statesman, the 
man who will look over this country and over civilized Europe will 
see the truth of what I have announced, that everything now tends to 
make large enterprises successful and to crush out little men and little 
enterprises. 

So far as that tendency is natural probably we can not obviate it, but 
when we come to deal with a public question confessedly within our 
jurisdiction it behooves us, sir, it is demanded of us by the highest 
consideration, not only of patriotism, but of philanthropy, of love for 
our fellow-man, that we shall do nothing, and that we shall omit to do 
nothing, which shall have a tendency to prevent the full operation of 
this economic law. : 

So you may have your interstate-commerce laws, you may prevent by 
the operation of those laws any discrimination between two million- 
aires shipping equally a large amount of goods; but if you stop there 
you have only protected men who are able to live without your protec- 
tion. Ifyou do not go a step further and say that the small shipper, 
the man of small enterprise, of small capital, shall have service pro rata 


per barrel, per hundred pounds, at the same rate exactly that the large 


establishments get it, you have failed to do your duty. 

So, Mr. President, I shall offer to this bill the amendment to which I 
called the attention of the Senator from Illinois a few moments ago. 
It willnot go toits full extent, I know. Wehad a proposition once be- 
fore the Senate on that subject, introduced by my friend from North 
Carolina [Mr. VANCE], advocated by him in an able speech, and sup- 
ported by me in a much less able one, and that proposition in the 
American Senate, representing democratic America, representing prob- 
ably fifty-five millions of poor men to four or five millions of rich men, 
received the enormous vote of four in the Senate. I had then as full 
confidence as I had in the justice of Almighty God that a discrimina- 
tion so unjust against the laboring and toiling men and women of Amer- 
ica could not live long. 

Ido not go to that extent this morning; but I shall offer the amend- 
= ment which I find in a petition sent to me from Mississippi, and will 
` see if we have made any progress in the last year in favor of protecting 
small men and small enterprises in America against the overwhelming 
advantages which larger capital and larger enterprises have. 

Mr. CULLOM. Ishould like to hear the amendment read. I did 
not know the Senator had offered one. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Mississippi will be read. 

The SECRETARY. Itis proposed to add at the end of section 3 of the 
original act the following proviso: 


Provided, That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier subject tothe pro- 
visions of this act to carry or transport any commodity for any shipper in a car 
or vehicle owned, I orin any way controlled by such shipper, unless the 


solutely. I want the Senator to answer me whether Congress in any 
way can enforce a law after it has been ed ? 

Mr. GEORGE. No, sir; but we may do this: If a law be doubtful 
and we find thatits just meaning, its just sense, is evaded, we can make 
it so plain that nobody dare evade it afterwards. 

Mr. CULLOM. The law is already so plain that any man who reads 
it may understand what it means. While itis the duty of Congress 
to enact laws, and to enact just laws protecting the rights of the people 
of this country, it is the duty of the Administration of this country to 
enforce the laws exactly as they are written upon the statute-book. 
If the Congress of the United States is to sit here and undertake to 
amend every time that it sees thata law is violated, it is plain that 
we could do nothing else, and we should sit here from one year’s end 
to another. 

I say, Mr. President, that there is nothing in the interstate-com- 
merce act which justifies any unjust discrimination between thesmall 
shipper and the large one; on the contrary, it forbids it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator say ‘‘any discrimination ?’’ 

Mr. CULLOM. I say any discrimination that is unjust. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. 

Mr. CULLOM. The Senator knows just as well as any other man 
that there are circumstances under which discriminations must be made 
in the interest of the business and the commerce of this country. 

Mr. GEORGE. There are no circumstances which can rightfully 
exist under the sun which will justify adiscrimination between a large 
shippe and a small shipper merely because one is large and the other 
is small. 

Mr. CULLOM. I entirely agree with the Senator from Mississippi 
in that proposition; and yet when he says thereis no instance in which 
discrimination ought to be made, the Senator admits that he does not 
know anything about the subject. If there is any fault anywhere it 
is in the enforcement of the act which is upon the statute-book to-day. 
We legislated as plain as language could be written against extortion 
from anybody. We legislated as plain as any language could be writ- 
ten against unjust discrimination between, places or between individ- 
uals, 


Mr. PUGH. The Senator will aHow me to state that there is not 
any jurisdiction in the commission to execute the law except in cases 
made before itby parties who complain before it that it has been vio- 
lated. I desire to state further thatthere has not been a single case of 
complaint made of a violation of the interstate-commerce law in the 
particular stated by the Senator from Mississippi. There has not been 
a single case made by parties before the commission that has not been 
fally investigated, and fairly and correctly decided according to the 
interstate-commerce law. 

In every instance where I have read the decision, I defy the power 
of any lawyer in the Senate who is opposed to this whole legislation 
to undertake to show that the decisions of the commission have not 
been in every ease in strict actordance with the law, and in execution 
of the law. The railroads have submitted to the decisions, and the 
shippers have submitted to the decisions. In the case made by Ricein 
reference to the shipment of oil the decision of the commission was a 
most elaborate one. The case was thoroughly investigated; it was 
thoroughly argued by lawyers on both sides; and every aspect of the 
question was fully considered. 

If gentlemen who complain of the non-execution of the law have not 
read the decisions of the commission, I should like to understand how 
they are prepared to criticise them. Gentlemen come here and talk 
about the non-execution of the law. There is no power to execute it 
except where there has been a complaint made, and in that case the 
commission have the power to examine. Only in that case have they 
the power to examine. Wherever there has been a case made they 
have examined, thoroughly examined, and correctly decided the law 
and executed it. 

Mr. CULLOM. I desire to ask my honorable friend from Alabama 
whether it is not his judgment that the law as it stands upon the stat- 
ute-book provides against extortion in any case and against unjust dis- 
crimination in any case ? 

Mr.PUGH. There is no doubt of it, and it is executed in every case 
made before the commission. If gentlemen can find any decision 
where it has not been executed, or any decision where there has been 
any relaxation of the law, or any hesitation to execute it to the full 
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Mr. CULLOM. The Senator from Mississippi makes a very vigor- Mr. CULLOM. Does the Senator desire to occupy the floor? 
ous speech in favor of the rights of the people. Innothingthathehas| Mr. GEORGE. Ido. 
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act which Congress passed a year ago or more provides against extor-| Mr. GEORGE. I beg pardon; I thought the Senator had resigned it. 
tion, against unjust discrimination in every form; and I assert that Mr. CULLOM. Notjust yet. I will yield to the Senator for a re- 


there is no principle the Senator has enunciated that is not already in- 
a a in the interstate-commerce act, which the Senator voted 
for. 
Mr. GEORGE. Is it enforced that way ? 
Mr. CULLOM. Whether it is enforced I am not prepared to say ab- 


mark or an interrogatory, if he desires. 
Mr. GEORGE. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I had no idea ot 
ing on holy ground. 
Mr. CULLOM. Notatall. I have no objection to the Senator tak- 
ing the floor, but I should like to be asked about it first. 
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Mr. GEORGE. I did not know the Senator was on the floor. 

Mr. CULLOM. It is very easy to talk about the railroads of the 
country violating law, and about the abuses upon the people, and all 
that sort of thing, but I desire to remind Senators that since the inter- 
state-commerce act has been in force, in thousands of instances abuses 
which theretofore existed have been cured. I desire toremind Senators, 
taking the fourth section of the act, that I think three hundred, and 
I am not sure but five handred railroads report an absolute compliance 
with the fourth section of the act. 

Senators may stand upon this floor and undertake to make the coun- 
try believe that they especially are the people’s defenders. I have no 
objection so far as I am concerned; my whole purpose and object and 
labor have’ been to protect the people of this country from abuses on 
the part of the railroad corporations of the country. If the Senator 
himself can say that he has done as much, then I am willing for him 
to criticise the action of Congress, or of those who are more especially 
responsible for the legislation upon this subject. 

I am ready to amend the bill wherever it is necessary to do so in the 
interest of protecting the people's rights against the corporations of the 
country, having due regard to the rights of railroads as well; but let 
me say to Senators that there was a great step taken within the last 
year or two when we passed the act regulating the commerce of this 
country, placing the railroad corporations of the country subordinate 
to law and subordinate to the control of the Governmentof the United 
States. - 

I am ready, as I said, to vote for and advocate any reasonable meas- 
ure iu the interest of protecting the rights of the people where it seems 
to be necessary; but here is a law upon the statute-book which pre- 
vents unjust discrimination, which prevents extortion in all cases, 
whether the man is rich or whether he is poor, and it is our duty to 
consider well any amendment we make to it. 

Let me say to Senators that many times within the last year have I 
been assailed by communications because the law as it is now upon the 
statute-book would not allow the great corporations or moneyed man- 
ufacturing concerns to get an advantage over the little one that hap- 
pened to be poor; and Ianswered them that the very object of the stat- 
ute was to protect every individual, whether he was rich or whether he 
was poor, whether he did a small business or whether he did a large 
one. 

That was the a of the statute, and it has accomplished great 
work in bringas ut the results which it had in view, in protecting 
the small manufacturer and dealer as against the power of the men of 
large means in getting advantages in transportation. Before this law 
was enacted a man or set of men carrying on a large business would 
trample out competitors by secret rebates, by drawbacks, and by every 
other subterfage which could be used to their advantage against the 
small operator who did not have the opportunities that they had. The 
law came into force, and it rectified and cured those evils in a large 
degree. 

i do not say that they are all cured, and I submit in all candor 
whether it is to be expected by reasonable men that all the evils con- 
nected with transportation should be cured within the period of a year 
or fourteen months. I say the law has been operating well. We have 
introduced, and the Senate has passed in Committee of the Whole, 
amendments curing some of the evils, putting up some of the gaps 
where we saw that the law ought to bestrengthened a little. We pro- 
vide in these amendments that the agent of the corporation who, with 
his eyes open, violates the plain letter of the law shall not only be 
subject to a fine of $5,000, but that he shall be subject, in the discre- 
tion of the court, to be sent to the penitentiary as well. We provide 
against the subterfuge of underbilling that was adopted by collusion 
between railroads and the large shippers of grain and other articles. 
We make it a itentiary offense to violate the law in that respect 
and in every other, except on the pure naked question whether it was 
right to charge this amount or that involving the question of reason- 
ableness, about which honest men may differ. ` 

I am anxious that these amendments shall be passed by the Senate 
without delay. I know that there are other things, perhaps, that 
ought to be taken into consideration, and doubtless they will be by 
the time another session of Congress comes around; but let me remind 
Senators that the English Government has been legislating upon this 
subject for years and years, and has passed hundreds and hundreds of 
acts trying to perfect their system of regulation in the British Govern- 
ment, We have justtaken hold of the subject, and I am proud to say 
that the American nation is abreast of the English Government in leg- 
islation upon this subject, if we are not in advance of her. 

Let us not undertake todo everything at once. Let us not be so 

- rash in declaring that we in the interest of the great body of the people 
will do something, and then do that which will injure the great body 
of the people. I want to go just as fast as certainty and wisdom will 
justify us in the interest of the people, but Iam not willing to rush 

eadlong into legislation that will cripple the commerce of the country, 
that will close up the markets against the commerce which comes from 
the far Westor from the South; but let us go step by step, taking only 
those steps which we are sure we are right in taking, and give a little 
time to perfect legislation upon the subject. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr..President, I shall not enter into competition or 
rivalry with the Senator from Illinois—— 

Mr. PLATT. Will the Senator from Mississippi allow me to ask 
him a question before he proceeds? 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly. 

Mr. PLATT. Does the Senator know, and is he able to state here 
in the Senate, that any railroad company charges less to persons who 
furnish their own cars than it does when the shipments are made in the 
cars of the company? I ask because we ought not to act without 
knowledge. 

Mr. GEORGE. [I tried to get that information from the Senator from 
TMinois. I do not know exactly how he answered it. 

Mr. PLATT. Then why should we act in a matter of this sort with- 
out any knowledge whatever. There is no necessity for it. 

Mr. GEORGE. I did not get a very satisfactory answer from the 


"Senator from Illinois. 


As I was going on to remark, I shall not enter into any competition 
or rivalry with the Senator from Illinois as to the love of the dear peo- 
ple of this country. Iam willing to acknowledge that so far as I am 
concerned he is wholly devoted, waking and sleeping, eating and 
drinking, night and day, in cold andin heat, in storm and in sunshine, 
to the dear interests of the great people of this country. I can not 
dispute that; aud if it is any consolation to him to have me acknowl- 
edge it on the floor of the Senate, I do acknowledge it most thor- 
oughly. 

But, Mr. President, this is not a matter to be disposed of by exhorta- 
tion. Itis not a matter to be di of by impassioned appeals to 
one’s own rectitude or his love for his fellow-men, oranything of that 
sort. Itis a pure business proposition, whether a man who ships 10 
barrels of flour upon a railroad train shall be charged $1 a barrel for 
that flour on 10 barrels, $10 for the lot, and a man who ships a car- 
load of 80 barrels shall get his car-load for 60 or £0 cents a barrel. 
That is the proposition, and I aver here, notwithstanding the state- 
ments made upon this floor, that under the operation of the interstate- 
commerce law as it now is, the habitual practice is to charge more per 
barrel or per package on a small shipment than when the shipment is 
made by the car-load; and I defy any Senator here to deny it. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a sin- 
gle question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey ? ' 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. , 

Mr. McPHERSON. Does the Senator pretend to say or to argue 
that in the case of a railroad company receiving a car-load of flour from 
Mississippi and delivering it, say, at the port of New York, by reason 
of a contract entered into at a given rate, it would be fair to exact of 
that same company the transportation of 10 barrels of flour over the 
same route at the same price as a car-load, requiring the railroad com- 
pany to send a car throughout the length of the entire line, gathering 
up pieces of freight at different stations along the road? Does he pre- 
tend to tell the Senate that the 10 barrels of flour shipped from the 
same point should be brought to New York at precisely the same rate 
per barrel at which the car-load should be brought? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is precisely what I mean to say, but I will 
put ita little different from the way the Senator does. He seem- to 
understand very well the operation of the railroad companies. Let 
me put it to him in a different way. A car-load of flour I understand 
is eighty barrels. A man at St. Louis buys eighty barrels of flour 
and puts it in asacar-load. It is delivered at a railroad station ir 
Mississippi, say, at a dollar a barrel. Eight men buy ten barre. < 
apiece in the city of St. Louis, and for those eighty barrels, belonging ~ 
to those ten men and put in a car, when it is transported into Missis- 
sippi they are charged a dollar and a half, or some greater sum than 
$1. Thatis precisely what I mean to put down, if I can. I mean to 
say that on public instrumentalities men doing service for tho public 
under public law shall not dare to charge one man for a pound or for any 
other measure of traffic more than a man who ships more is charged. 

There seems to be a little difference between the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. CuLLoM] and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Puen]. The 
Senator from Alabama gets up in some excitement and with some em- 
phasis declares that the law as it now stands is fully, completely, im- 
partially administered. I have not assailed that. The Senator from 
Illinois, when pressed as to the wrongs done now, complains that the 
fault is in the administration of the law and not in the law itself. I 
leave these two learned doctors on the subject to settle that differenco 
between themselves, and to ascertain whether the Senator from Ala- 
bama is right in saying that the law has been fully and fairly and 
strictly enforced, or whether the Senator from Illinois is right in say- 
ing that the law is perfect and the administration is wrong. That isa 
question I do not propose to settle. 

But it is a fair object of legislation to remove a doubt in the con- 
struction of a statute. It is one of the most beneficent ends of legisla- 
tion. ‘The Senator from Illinois knows, as every Senator on this floor 
knows who has paid any attention to the business, that small shippers 
do pey more per package than the men who are able toship by the car- 
l 
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I desire to make a remark or two as to the amendment which I have 
offered. I could not exactly understand the answer of the Senator 
from Illinois as to what was done when a man or a firm or a corpora- 
tion used his own cars in shipping his own goods as com with the 
man who did not own cars. I desire to know, and I ask the Senator 
again, if in the ris gas of beef the railroad company charges the man 
who ships beef in his own cars the exact price per pound or per hun- 
dred pounds that it charges a man who ships in cars belonging to the 
railroad company ? 

Mr. CULLOM. I stated to the Senator that I did not know the 
exact facts in that case; but taking a dressed-beef car, for instance, made 
for the purpose of transporting dressed beef, my impression is that such 
a car costs from $20,000 to $25,000. I am not sure Iam right in that, 
but it costs a pretty large sum. The Senator must know, I think, or 
must admit, that ifa man engaged in shipping dressed beet furnishes 
a car costing such a price and asks the railroad to haul it, the shipper 
must get a Jess rate per pound as freight on the beef in that car than 
he would get if the railroad furnished the car and transported its own 
car with the beef in it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly; and when you allow them to make a dif- 
ference who can prevent such difference as to destroy the small shipper, 
the man who has not got his car? I ask the Senator, who does not 
know that the shipment of dressed beef to-day is in the hands of a few 
large firms, everybody else being excluded ? 

Mr. CULLOM. Let me make one further remark. 

Mr. GEORGE. Who does not know the sad fact that whilst beef 
brings less to the raiser, the producer, to-day than ever before, it is as 
high if not higher than ever before to the consumer, so that somewhere 
between the man who raises the beef and the man who consumes the 
beef there are arrangements, there are charges, which equally rob the 
producer and the consumer ? 

Mr. CULLOM. Will the Senator allow me to say a word? 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly. 

Mr. CULLOM. I wish to say, in the first place, that there is an es- 
tablished arrangement, I understand, between railroads as to the trans- 
portation by one railroad of the cars of another; they charge so much 
for a car. Of course all the time almost every road, in every train it 
runs from one side of the country to the other, is carrying cars belong- 
ing to other roads. Here is an individual or a firm that is shipping 
beef from Chicago to New York or Boston or to Louisiana, and they 
ehip some of it in their own cars, They are charged exactly the same 
rate that the railroad charges other people or other railroads for hanl- 
ing their cars, taking into account weight and all the facts. 

Again, the dressed-beef firm has not cars enough and it asks the rail- 
road company to furnish them. Asa matter of fact, so fur as the firm 
that I know about is concerned, they are asking daily almost that the 
railroads shall furnish the cars and relieve them from the necessity of 
doing it. The railroads are not inclined to do it as fast as the firms or 
the shippers want them to do it; and where they do not do it there is a 
regularly established arrangement for the transportation of the car or 
a given number of pounds in it. Where they do do it they charge just 
the same to one shipper as they do to another, under the same circum- 
stances, doing a like or the same business. 

Mr. DAWES. I should like to ask either the Senator from Illinois 
ër the Senator from Mississippi, who have undertaken this debate, if 
they will state to the country whether there is anything in the law or 
anything in the rulings of the commission or anything in the practice 
by which a distinction is made between the dressed-beef cars of one 
owner and those of another owner? 

Mr. CULLOM. The law does not allow any such thing, and I have 
no information that any such thing is practiced. 5 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Ican give theSenator the information in asingle 
moment. 

Mr. DAWES. If there is no distinction between the dressed-beef 
cars of one owner and the dressed-beef cars of another owner, what ad- 
vantage can there possibly be to a large owner over a small owner? 

Mr. MCPHERSON. There can not be any. 

Mr. REAGAN, I willsay that I do not know what the facts now 
are, but it has not been long since the Cattle Eveners’ Association had 
= advantage of $20 on a car by a drawback of that amount in their 

avor. 

Mr. DAWES. That must be a gross violation of the statute. 

Mr. REAGAN. Certainly it was a gross violation. 

Mr. DAWES. Iam quite with the Senator, if he will make good 
such a complaint as that, to see to it whether it lies at the door of the 
commission or at the door of Congress. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Will the Senator from Texas please repeat the 
statement he made? I failed to hear it. 

Mr. REAGAN. I made the statement that I did not know what the 
facts are now, but that it had not been a great while since the Cattle 
Eveners’ Association got a drawback of $20 per car upon cattle trans- 
ported to the East from Chicago. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I thought the Senator said they got $20 for the 
use of the car. 

Mr. REAGAN. They got a drawback, an advantage of $20. 


Mr. McPHERSON. I should like to say to the Senator from 
Texas—— 

Mr. REAGAN. I do not wish to give way at this time. I propose 
an amendment to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missis- 
sippi, which I will ask the Secretary to read inits proper connection. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas to the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi 
will be read. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to add to the amendment— 

After making reasonable deductions for the use of such car. 

Mr. REAGAN. I desire to make astatement in connection with what 
has been said. The commission has held in more than one case that a 
large shipper should not be charged less than a small shipper; for in- 
stance, that a man having ten car-loads of freight shall not be charged 
less per car than one having a single car. The commission has held 
that, and rightly held it, and it is in conformity with the judgment of 
Mr. Fink and some of the best railroad managers of the country. 

‘There is a difference between shipping by the car-load and in small 
packages that we can not weil overlook in considering thiscase. Ship- 
ping by the car-load may be, and generally ought to be, somewhat 
cheaper than shipping in small packages less than a car-load, and so far 
as any argument would ignore that distinction I think it is erroneous. 

The amendment which I propose is that when persons ship in cars 
of their own they shall pay the same rate of transportation as if they 
shipped in the cars of the railroad company, deducting the reasonable 
cost of the car. That gives a fair rule. Z 

There has grown up in the country the practice of shippers owning 
their own cars. Some transporting companies own their own cars. It 
would hardly be just, since that has been allowed to be the case, to say 
that a law shall be passed which would compel them to lose the use of 
their cars, or to sell them at less than their value. But we can avoid 
thatinjustice by saying that when they ship in their own cars they 
shall pay as much as others do, less the value of the use of their cars. 
That makes it equitable, it makes it right; and with that modification 
I will vote for the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi. 

The question was asked with some degree of confidence of the Senator 
from Mississippi whether he could point to any case in which some 
shippers were charged less than others. I separate the question of the 
transportation of ordinary freights from the question of transportation 
in the cars of individuals. Whether it is true or not, the commission 
initsreport to the Secretary of the Interior recommended that legislation 
was necessary in order to enable them to control that very kind of 
cases; so that they thought it necessary. I suppose if that fact had 
been known to the Senator from Mississippi it would have been an am- 
ple answer to the interrogatory so confidently propounded to him. 
The commission believed it was necessary, but from some cause we 
have not so far incorporated the necessary legislation. 

While the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi reaches 
but to a single branch of the subject, and does not reach sleeping-cars 
and some others that I mentioned awhile ago, it does mention the kind 
in which one of the greatest abuses exists; that is, the cases in which in- 
dividuals use their own cars to ship their own products and thus get 
an advantage over those who are unable to own cars and ship their 
products themselves. 

The able argument of the Senator from Mississippi, showing the dan- 
ger of such legislation as will enable the large corporations and ‘men 
to absorb and destroy the smaller ones, can be met, without doing in- 
justice to anybody, by saying, as I propose by my amendment to say, 
that they shall pay the same price for the transportation of their prod- 
ucts as people who ship in the cars of the railroad company, less the 
value of the use of the cars that‘carry their freight. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. President; I wish to say a single word re- 
specting the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
GEORGE]. There is not a single line of railroad in the United States 
to-day of any prominence or any importance that does not belong to an 
association of railroads which have a fixed rule with respect to the trans- 
fer of cars from one line of railroad to another. For instance, the cars 
owned upon one line of road and running in conjunction with and 
forming a continued line, say from the extreme West to the seaboard, 
allow the line of road that owns the car a certain amount of mileage 
per mile when it reaches the junction road or the road which forms the 
Ss link. The rule is three-quarters of a cent a mile for the use 
of a car. 

If any individual wished to build cars and put them upon the line of 
railroad or nyon any. of these roads, under the -general arrangements 
which have n made by the railroads with one another, that indi- 
vidual would be entitled to three-quarters of a cent per mile for the 
use of his car. A ` 

There are certain railroad lines in this country that scarcely own a 
single car. Ican name youone. One of the great trunk lines of road, 
which transports perhaps as much freight from the West to the East 
as any single line, does not own to-day scarcely a single freight car 
upon its line. It does pay the owner of the car, whether it belongs to 
a rolling-stock company—I mean by that, construction companies that 
build cars to lease to railroads—or whether it belongs to an individual 
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who has built a certain peculiar kind of car for his own peculiar busi- 
ness, like the dressed-beef business, to which the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts referred, which requires a peculiar sort of car, a peculiarly 
constructed car, capable of being refrigerated; and, as a matter of 
course, all the cars are not capable of refrigeration. 

Hence, as I say, there is a regular rule, there is a law which governs 
all railroads and which as between railroad companies is just as rigid 
as the interstate-commerce law itself. There is also a rule governing 
what shall be the amount of loss that the owner of the car or the rail- 
road company running the car shall stand in case of a wreck or a collis- 
ion. It has been worked down to a nicety, until there isa regular 
master mechanic’s law governing the question of repairs. ‘There is an 
absolute inflexible rule governing the amount of compensation. 

Now, we will get down to the dressed-beef car of which the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES] speaks. There are four or five com- 

ies hs grea egies beef from the extreme Westito the seaboard. 
understand they go West as far as Kansas City. Certainly in Chicago 
there are great slaughterers of live-stock who own these cars themselves, 
and if they did not own the cars they would not be ing any 
dressed beef eastward, for the railroad companies would not build the 
cars for them. Railroad companies never make experiments in cars, 
and just so long as itis an experiment the public must do it, but they 
never refuse to run experiment cars at regular rates. 

The railroad companies receive those cars on their line with a car- 
load of freight just exactly as they would receive their own cars or if 
the freight were placed within their own cars. They transport the car 
to New York oyer their line fora certain fixed sum, which is an ad- 
vertised rate, as the interstate-commerce law requires, but they do not 
own the car. 

Now, what do they do? They turn around and pay to the ownerof 
the car filled with his own freight three-fourths of a cent per ton per 
mile for the use of it, and no more. So it practically makes not one 
particle of difference whether the railroad company owns the car or the 
individual ownsit, for there isa fixed rule between the railroads gov- 
erning that matter, and it isa just one. Some railroads think they 
can not afford to own the cars, and they hire all their rolling-stock. 

We will suppose that the Senator from Mississippi desires to trans- 
port dressed beef, as he has made that the subject of his debate, from 
the city of Chicago to New York. He goes to the different railroad 
companies, seven or eight of them, leading out of Chicago, and he de- 
sires them to furnish appliances to transport his dressed beef. ‘‘Oh, 
no,” they say; ‘‘ we have cattle-cars, an abundance of them, for trans- 
porting live cattle from Chicagoto New York, and why should we build 
you a peculiar kind ofcar, that is unfit for any other purpose on earth, to 
enable you to try an experiment, to know whether you can get dressed 
beef between Chicago and New York or not withoutspoiling? We will 
make no experiment; we have the appliances under which you can 
reach the city of New York with your car-load of cattle, and you may 
ship them in our cars or you may provide your own; and if you will pro- 
vide your own car I will pay you the same mage on your car exactly 
that I pay the owner of the live-stock car. We hire all our cars. We 
hire the live-stock car that transports the car-load of live cattle. We 
hire the dressed-beef car from the owner of that car, and we pay exactly 
the same mileage upon the dressed-beef car that we pay upon the live- 
stock car.” 

Now, what injury isdone? Who is hurt by it? The railroad com- 
pany prefer to do that to building their own cars, and every line of rail- 
road in this country from the Gulf of Mexico to the St. Lawrence River 
or Lake Ontario is governed by the same rule as to mileage. 

Mr. DAWES. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. McPHERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DAWES. Does the Senator dispute the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN], as a matter of fact, that by some trick 
or some mystery, not known tothe ordinary mind, there comes out a 
result that some particular corporation or ownership gets an advantage 
in some mysterious way, which amounts to what he says? 

Mr. McPHERSON. I will answer the Senator, because I think that 
that matter was very well ventilated before the Senate at the time the 
original act was passed. There was a period or time from 1875 to 1880 
when the railroad companies—— 

Mr. DAWES. I do not speak of anything beyond the interstate- 
commerce law, 

Mr. McPHERSON. Oh, that was long before the interstate-com- 
merce law; I have never heard of anything of that kind since. Of 
course the railroad companies were anxious to get business. 

They did establish, as I have heard stated here upon the floor of the 
Senate, a pool, by which they to pool their earnings, and they 
agreéd to give, as the Senator from Texas said, a certain compensation 
to a certain set of men called eveners, who would see to it that every 
line of railroad got its full portion of business at a given maintained 


rate. 

Mr. DAWES. The important question is, whether that is possible 
now? 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Not atall. Under the interstate-commerce law 
that would be subject to high fine and to imprisonment. Therefore it is 


all nonsense and perfectly absurd to talk about what took place ten or 
fifteen years ago as an argument at the present time. 

Now, the Senator from Mississippi proposes by an amendment he 
offers to the bill that every line of railroad shall own the cars, whether 
they wish to do it or not, or whether it would be profitable or not. 

In other words, if you want to establish the biggest monopoly in the 
world adopt the amendment the Senator from Mississippi proposes, for 
no line of railroad except one worth enough to own its railroad and its 
cars and to try all kinds of experiments could enter into it—indiscrim- 
inate car building—and then as a matter of course if successful they 
would get a monopoly of the business. 

In + to the statement made by the Senator from Mississippi 
before he took his seat, I wish to ask him a simple question. Does 
the Senator from Mississippi himself believe the statement that he 
made at that particular time as: to its result? He stated that there 
were dressed-beef operators in Chicago who are controlling the market; 
that while beef to-day was worth less to the producer than ever before, 
there was no reduction in the price to the consumer. 

Let us follow that out to its natural and logical conclusion and see 
where the Senator lands. Formerly in any State of the Union, any- 
where within reach of a line of railroad a man could take a single car- 
load of beef, drive them to a station, load them upon a car belonging 
to the railroad company itself, or one that they will hire, and trans- 
port it to the consumer in any market in the United States, and that 
can be done at the same rate under the interstate-commerce law that 
a man can have who transports a thousand cars. 

Now, what perfect nonsense it is to say that that producer of the sin- 
gle cat-load of beef, when the consumer is paying just.as much as he 
ever was, would be compelled to submit to such a reduction ss that. 
Supply and demand regulate the market everywhere. When a man 
is enabled to reach a market with the product of his own farm and 
reaches the consumer with his product, what a perfect absurdity it is to 
say that beef is lower in the country to the producer than it ever was. 
And yet he says higher to the consumer. Why, I ask, shall beef be 
low in the hands of the producer and very high to the consumer, with 
all the avenues of Lepage shd far to the farmer, with ee aa 
as cheap to the farmer as to anybody? If the fact which the Senator 
states as a fact did exist, it would not be creditable to the farmers’ in- 
telligence, but the fact does not exist. Beef is alike cheap to the pro- 
ducer and consumer. 

Mr. President, as I was saying before, to add to the bill the amend- 
ment which the Senator from Mississippi proposes would simply be to 
defeat this proposed act. It would help to build upa monopoly in the 
hands of a single rich railroad, while the poorer lines of railroad would 
not get the business because they could not build the cars necessary to 
do it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. REAGAN. I propose to modify that amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
accept the modification made by the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Let it be read. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. ‘The Secretary will report the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Mississippi, with the modification offered by 
the Senator from Texas, 

The SEcRETARY. It is proposed toadd to the end of section 3 of the 
act to regulate commerce, approved February 4, 1887, the following 
proviso: 

Provided, That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier subject to the pro- 
visions of this act to carry or transport any commodity for any shipper in a car 
or vehicle owned, leased, or in any way controlled by such shipper: And pro- 
vided further, That it shall be unlawful for any shipper to make any contract 
with any carrier to convey the property of such shipper in cars or vehicles 
owned or controlled by such shipper, or to charge persons shipping in their own 
ears less than is chai for like service in the cars of the railroad company after 
deducting a reasonable compensation for the use of the cars of such shipper. 

Mr. REAGAN. I thought the amendment I offered would obviate 
the difficulty in the language there. I did not understand it. I see 
it does not. According to the amendment there would still be a pro- 
hibition against shipments in a car other than the company’s car. I 
think that should be modified. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I see from the reading of the amendment that 
the first graph of the amendment makes it unlawful and a misde- 
meanor for any line of railroad to contract to receive or to take the cars 
of any shipper, or any company, or any person, or any manufacturer 
who has cars to furnish, or who leases cars. Then it ends there and 
a new paragraph begins, and it is provided that the shipper himself 
shall not contract with the railroad company except upon certain other 
conditions. 


got to be reshipped. 
. MGPHERSON. They would have to break bulk. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment as it now stands is 


the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Yes, sir; and I withdraw that amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent to withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. With a view of allowing the Senator from Texas to 
offer his proposition. 

Mr. REAGAN. I can not offer that amendment to the Senate, be- 
cause I have already in conversation to another amendment of 
the committee that will obviate the necessity for it at present. 

' Mr. GEORGE. Then I will offer it. 

Mr. CULLOM. — Let me appeal to the Senator from Mississippi. The 
Committee on Interstate Commerce discussed the amendment which 
_ the Senator now holds in his hand over and over again for a number ot 

days, and concluded that it was almost impracticable to embody that 

sort of provision in the bill and make it operate as part of the system. 
My purpose is between now and the next session to get up an amend- 
ment, if I can, which will meet the case. 

I offered substantially that amendment myself. Afterinvestigation, 
however, I made up my mind that it was not best to put it on this 
bill; but in the future it is my purpose, and I think it is the purpose 
of the committee, to investigate all the matters involved in that amend- 
ment, with a view of ascertaining whether or not we can not at a fut- 
ure session provide proper legislation covering all the ground that is in 
the amendment which the Senator has. 

Mr. GEORGE. Has the Senator also considered this question? 

_ Mr. CULLOM. Certainly. If there isany provision necessary I wiil 

certainly look into it. 

Mr. BLAIR. The discussion indicates how absolutely impossible it 
is that the inequalities, the difficulties, the burdens, and the oppres- 
sions which exist under our transportation system shall be removed 
until such time as the transportation as a unit is taken control of by 
the people as awhole. I do not believe myself that it is possible 
by the operation of the interstate-commerce law or by any system 
of legislation to embody the remedy which is sought by the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Mississippi; but when the transportation, 
that great element in the cost of production to the consumer, is fur- 
nished to the community at large in such a way that every producer 
of things transported stands exactly on an equality with every other 
producer, then these difficulties will be removed; but this progress im- 
plies a transfer of the ownership, or at least a transfer of the function 
of transportation from individuals and from corporations to the people 
asa whole. That is a tremendous step in the direction of socialism. 
Whether the people are prepared to take that step now or are to take 
that step in the future, is a question which we shall be obliged to con- 
sider if we inquire what legislation will result in the removal of those 
inequalities, those hardships which result from the attrition of large 
accumulations of capital with small capital, men of large means with 
men of small means. : 

Mr. President, there is another difficulty in this matter. The trans- 
portation system of the country as it isnow managed is done by corpora- 
tions, the creatures of the Government, artificial persons created by the 
act of law, and these corporations have been invested with certain func- 
tions. We give them these functions as an entirety, and they are the 
transporters, the common carriers.. What do we find these common car- 
riers doing? Without the consent of Congress, without the consent of 
the States which gave them existence, they transfer these corporate 
functions to individuals and to partnerships, and thus, without the 
authority of law, the common carrier bargains away a portion of the 
functions he has agreed to perform from time to time and which he 
engaged to transact by virtue of the corporate powers intrusted to him. 

` Thus it is that these parties construct for themselves the cars for the 
accommodation of their business between particular points. They do 
this as individuals for their own interest and in their own interest, and 
thus they come to control that transportation in which they are inter- 
ested; and in order to get the business at all it is a conse- 
quence that the corporation which is created by law and which is 
charged by law with the important public function of transportation, 
makes the best terms it can with this private individual or private 
party, so that that individual gets a percentage; and so the road-bed is 
given up to the owners of this rolling-stock at whatever rate the owner 
of the rolling-stock chooses to give, and it is at such a rate as that, on 
the whole, the cost of transportation falls more heavily on the private 
individual, the small capitalist, the small transactor of the same species 
of business, than it does upon the man or the corporation or the part- 
nership which is in the possession of the rolling-stock for its own ac- 
commodation and so is able to compel the public at large to yield to it 
the performance of a part of the corporate function that by law has 
been given to the common carrier and which he has promised to per- 
form so as to give to everybody, high and low, rich and poor, an equal- 
ity of rights. 

I look upon this as a violation of the chartered obligations of the 
railroad companies. I donot consider that a railroad company has any 
right whatever as a creature of law thus to farm out its functions, to 
give to this man the privilege of constructing and operating its rolling- 
stock, to the other magn some other privilege, and soall the way round. 
If it may give to one individual the right to construct roiling-stock, 
that in which he is interested, it may farm to another man another 


privilege, and thus liberate itself entirely, and in this day of competi- 
tion work out to the community at large the most diverse and glaring 
instances of injustice which can be imagined. 

There is no other way, I believe, for us to,\do but to deal with the 
corporations directly, and compel them to petform their own work and 
to stand upon their contracts with individuals without farming out any 
portions of their plant, by which they yield the control of their busi- 
ness to those who are able to have it done on their own terms. 

I only make these suggestions as the subject is passing away from 
the Senate, but whenever it comes up for action it is an important one 
to be considered. š 

Mr. McPHERSON. Ishould like to ask a question of the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Cuttom], who has charge of the bill, as I have not 
been present during all the period of its consideration. I find these 
words commencing at the bottom of page 5: 


It shall be unlawful for any common carrier, party to any joint tariff, to charge, 
demand, collect, or receive from any person or persons a greater or less com- 
pensation for the t: rtation of persons or property, or for any services in 
connection therewith, between any points as to which a joint rate, fare, or 
charge is named thereon than is specified in the schedule filed with the com- 
mission in force at the time. 


I should like to ask the Senator from Illinois why the committee 
have incorporated a new principle into the interstate-commerce law? 
In the interstate-commerce law we did make it unlawful to charge a 
greater compensation for carriage over acertain length of road. There 
is a schedule rate, and the companies are to advertise their rates in 
some public place where all can see them. The interstate-commerce 
law in the past as it has been enforced required that there should be 
no excess of charge over that advertised rate. Now it is proposed here 
to fix the rate absolutely; it shall not be ‘‘greater or less’’ than the 
advertised rate. I should like to know why that provision is inserted ? 

Mr. CULLOM. I can answer the Senator very easily. The law as 
it stands as to rates upon any railroad provides that itshall not change 
its rates without notice as to an advance. Now we amend the law and 
provide that there shall be three days’ notice before a reduction shall 
behad. The law as it stands already on the statute-book reads as fol- 
lows: 


And when a such common carrier shall have established and published its 
rates, and charges in compliance with the provisions of this section, it 
shall be unlawful forsuch common carrier to charge, demand, collect, or receive 
from any person or persons a greater or less compensation. 


That is the language of the law as it is now, and the amendment 
only provides that joint rates shall not be changed without notice. 
The present law is a little indefinite as to whether they were required 
to be made public. The same language is used and applied to joint 
rates. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. The interstate-commerce law was to 
prevent extortion in rates, to require that all should have equal rates. 
In other words, it was passed in order that there might be no discrimina- 
tion as between individuals. The rates are advertised, and each and 
every individual, whether he is a shipper of a car-load of freight or a 
shipper of 100 car-loads of freight, pays exactly the same rate for trans- 
portation. Now, it is proposed here to establish an arbitrary rule. 
Instead of preventing extortion above that rate or exceeding the rate, 
you now say they shall not go below it. In other words, you are now 
legislating in this way to benefit the railroads a thousand times more 
than individual shippers. 

Mr. CULLOM. The law provides that the railroads shall publish 
their rates, exactly what they charge. Then it provides that the rail- 
roads shall not change their rates until they have given notice. Now, 
the proposed law simply says that they shall neither charge more nor 
less until they have given notice that they desire to change the rates. 
That is all there is of it. There may be as much unjust discrimina- 
tion in some cases by reducing rates as by raising them. 

Mr. McPHERSON. No; there is a very wide difference. 

Mr. REAGAN. The language of this billis thesame as the language 
of the interstate-commerce law; that is, under the law the transpor- 
tation companies are only required to publish their rates on their own 
particular lines. There was no regulation for publishing the rates 
where their lines were prolonged in connection with other companies 
soas to make through rates. Now, itis provided in this bill that when 
they make those rates the commission may require them to publish the 
rates, and when published they shall not charge more or less than their 
published rates. This covers a longer haul than the other did. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. That becomes a portion of the rates of the road 
itself, a part of the new line of road. 

Mr. REAGAN. Yes, where there is a prolongation by different com- 
panies, where different companies agree to a certain through rate. 

Mr. McPHERSON. I know of no reason why it is necessary in a 
case of that kind. I can see very good reason why it should not be in 
the law, unless we have found it necessary to hold all the parts of a 
long line of railroad together by some provision of that kind. I can 
see no reason why it is necessary, and I do not see any part of this bill 
that deals with that question as to transportation through Canada. 

Mr. CULLOM. There is nothing in this bill about i 
through Canada. The object is to prevent unjust discrimination. In 
other words, a railroad publishes its rates. You go to the railroad 
agent and say, ‘‘I want to ship to a given point at a particular date,” 
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and unless these words are placed in the law they would be at liberty 
to give you a less rate; but they are not permitted to do so under this 
bill until the change of rate is advertised, so as to give every one a chance 
to know it. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Under the interstate-commerce law, if they gave 
a less rate to Mr. A, they would be obliged to give a similar rate to 
Mr. B, and they would be obliged to do it at once. The result is 
that every shipper over that line of road will be entitled to the reduc- 
tion of rates. In other words, this is altogetherin the interest of the 
shipper. . 

Mr. EDMUNDS. May I ask the Senator a question ? 

Mr. McPHERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I wish to ask him if, the rate being established 
and published, hegoes to the Pennsylvania Railroad Company at Jersey 
City and says: ‘‘I wish to ship twenty-five car-loads of flour to Wash- 
ington; your published rate is 10 cents a barrel, I will give you 5,” and 
they say, ‘‘done,” and it is done—I ask whether they have violated 
the law in doing that? 

Mr. McPHERSON. Not at all, if they give the rate of 5 cents to 
every man who ships on that given day. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Have they violated the law in doing that thing? 

Mr. McPHERSON. I think not. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Suppose I go to them in the afternoon, my friend 
having gone in the morning, and say: ‘‘I wish to ship ten car-loads ot 
flour to Washington; your published rate is 10 cents a barrel; I want 
to give you 5” and they say, “No, you must pay our published 
rate,” and I pay it. Under the present law, what would they violate? 

Mr. McPHERSON. They would be subject to fine and imprison- 
ment. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. How? 

Mr. McPHERSON. By that discrimination. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. They have not made any discriminatich in this 
to the public. They gave you a favor. They do not choose to favor 
me. They have held out only the published rate. I stand by the 
published rate. They may carry for you for nothing if they choose 
under the present law. The provision in this amendment now pro- 
posed is to meet that kind of favoritism, which in some way or other 
is practiced by some of the corporations. Irefer to that particular one 
only for illustration, knowing nothing about it. Unless they are held 
up as well as down to their published rates to all persons while those 
rates are in force, there will be a continued favoritism that plunders one 
man for the benefit of another. z 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I remember hearing this statement or one 
something like iton the floor of the Senate when the original inter- 
state-commerce law was , that if public men were trying to 
devise some method by which railroads could be benefited more than 
another, a better way could not be devised ‘than the interstate-com- 
merce law. It has been in operation for over a year, and during that 
time the railroad companies have received about 16 per cent. more for 
the transportation of freight and merchandise than they did under the 
old policy, and the difference the people have paid. 

Mr. REAGAN. By making high charges for the purpose of making 
the law odious. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. The cost of transportation in this country for 
the amount of freight carried has been 15 or 16 per cent. more under 
the interstate-commerce law than it was for two or three years pre- 
ceding its passage. What benefit have the public got? They have 
this benefit, they have this satisfaction, and only this, that we have 
the railroads now under Congressional control. In other words, we 
have the railroad system of this country in a condition where the rail- 
roads have recognized Congressional power and the right of Con 
to legislate in respect to them, but the public are paying for it all the 
time. Since the passage of the interstate-commerce law the railroads 
have increased their receipts, and some which were unable to pay ex- 
penses prior to its passage have been able to pay dividends out of the 
same patronage they had before. 

Mr. TELLER. What does the Senator think of the bill to compel 
the railroads to deal more equitably, having destroyed all favoritism 
that existed by which they gave one shipper a low rate and another 
shipper a high rate? 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I think to-day there is as much discrimination 
in rates as there ever was before. 

Mr. CULLOM. The records do not show it. 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator from New Jersey is correct, the rail- 
roads are violating the provisions of the law. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Ido not make answer as to that; but I think 
there is really as much discrimination as ever. 

Mr. TELLER. That is in violation of the statute. 

Mr. McPHERSON. You are now legislating, you are amending the 
existing interstate-commerce law in such a way that it seems to me to 
be perfectly absurd to leave that clause in the interstate-commerce law 
which prohibits pooling. . Here you make an arbitrary rule that the 
iA. companies shall fix a rate, and where they have fixed the rate 
and it is advertised they can not charge a lower rate even if all the con- 
ditions were such as to justify themin doing it. As it is to-day, a rail- 


road company may lower its rates, may reduce them 50 per cent. on a 
given day, but that reduction, in order to conform to the Jaw, must be 
for all shippers over its line on that given day, or until some new ad- 
vertisement is made and a new schedule of rates is published. Forin- 
stance, grain, provisions, or anything of that kind might be sent from 
Chicago, not at the advertised rate, but at a lower rate, if a foreign 
market could be found for it; but if the railroad company wished to 
accommodate that shipper by reducing the rate 50 per cent. from the 
advertised rate and was not willing to make the same rate to every 
shipper of the same kind of goods under exactly the same condition, 
that could not be done. I claim there would be no violation of the 
law in it now. 

Mr. CULLOM. TheCommittee on Interstate Commerce investigated 
pretty thoroughly the question of giving notice before reducing rates, 
and we had information before us from very many shippers in different 
parts of the country, some of them desiring five days’ notice, some of 
them ten, some ef them even as high as thirty, but others were a little 
in doubt whether any notice at all was best, and the committee thought 
that, in view of the uncertainty and doubt as to the exact time, we 
should fix it at three days’ notice before a reduction should be made, 
and ascertain by experience after that what the operation of it would 
be, and whether it world be beneficial or not, or whether a longer time 
should be required than the three days. But we thought it unsafe to 
make it longer than three days as a beginning and as, I may say, an 
experiment on the question of time of notice given of a reduction. 

I can not see that any possible wrong can come from giving that brief 
notice before a reduction shall be made, and certainly some notice ought 
to be required or an announcement be required when a reduction is 
made so that everybody can get the benefit of it alike, and we thought 
it was best in the interest of the shippers—not the railroads, but in 
the interest of the shippers, some of them asking as high as thirty 
days—that a brief time should be given before a reduction should be 
made. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Does the Senator pretend to say that under this 
provision as to the days, rates can be advanced on the same notice? 

Mr. CULLOM. Before an advance can be made there must be ten 
days’ notice. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I understand that, but if the other matter of 
reduction is left where the interstate-commerce law left it, so that a 
railroad company to-day may give to the public the benefit of a reduc- 
tion at once without asking of anybody the privilege of doing it, and 
be compelled to give the reduction it proposed to give to all shippers 
at the same time, then your bill is a grave censure of the law. 

Mr. CULLOM. All I have to say is that the great majority of those 
who were heard on the subject, business men and shippers, favored a 
notice before a reduction of rates. 

Mr. GORMAN. I concur very much with what the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Dawes] said. I admit that so far as concerns the 
operations of the railroads, from the day the interstate-commerce law 
went into effect, owing to the course of the Interstate-Commerce Com- 
mission, there has been less charged upon through rates than was ever 
charged in five years preceding except in the cases where they were 
warring with each other; and notwithstanding that, the aggregate re- 
ceipts, by reason of the large increase of the volume of hysiness known 
as through business, have exceeded the receipts duri! :..c years prior 
to the passage of the act. 

I desire to make the further statement that there is not a commer- 
cial community along the seaboard or in the interior where it has not 
been demonstrated and recognized by everybody to be the fact that 
there is no longer a hundredth part of the discrimination between firms 
and individuals that there was prior to the passage of this law. 

Mr. DAWES. What has been the effect on local trade? 

Mr. GORMAN. In the matter of local trade there has been greater 
uniformity than formerly. 

Mr. CULLOM. And great reductions in rates. 

Mr. GORMAN. Yes, sir; reductions have been made. There has 
been a readjustment of rates which has produced contentment with the 
present condition of affairs in comparison to what it was prior to the pas- 
sage of the law, and I venture theassertion, though I have not the sta- 
tistics before me, that there are 50 per cent. fewer suits against railroad 
companies because of discrimination since the passage of the interstate- 
commerce act than there were prior to it. 

Mr. DAWES. What has been the effect on the aggregate earnings 
of the companies? 

Mr. GORMAN. While the receipts of the railroad companies have 
been increased very largely, it is not because of increased rates, but 
because of the increased volume of business, 

Mr. DAWES. Then I understand the Senator from Maryland to 
say that while the through rates as a wholehave been in the aggregate 
less, and while the local rates have produced greater content and sat- 
isfaction, still, on the whole, the earnings of railroads have not suffered 
under this law. 

Mr. GORMAN. The business is increasing every year as the popu- 
lation increases and manufactures and producisigcrease. Those thi 
swell the gross receipts of railroads. 
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In regard to the interstate-commerce law, the same effect has been 
had in the United States at large that was had in the State of New 
York when the State law was passed there. The railroads have not 
been crippled; they have carried on their business with greater satis- 
faction; the public have been content, and overcharges which formerly 
existed have not been made. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I know that the Senator from Maryland is qual- 
ified to testify in this matter. I have stated that the public have paid 
15 cents more per ton for the average transportation from the West to 
the East—I speak now of the great trunk lines and the great receiving 
points—than they had paid in the two years preceding the passage of 
the law. I understand the Senator to say that the railroads never 
charged less than now, except in times when they were fighting each 
other. In other words, the earnings have not been more than they were 
in olden times, except when the roads were in battle. I never saw the 
time before the passage of the interstate-commerce bill, I fail to recall 
the year, in which the roads were not in battle. They were in a fight 
always; they were in competition always, the most active competition 
for business, and the rates were made lower by reason of it. But I 
stated that the public have paid more for rtation under the 
interstate-commerce law than they did before the passage of the law. 
That was my statement. 

I move to strike out the words I have referred to on the fifth 
and wherever else they appear, I have not had time to find all the 
places where they occur in the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator indicate the words 
proposed to be stricken out? 

Ee pate agua The words “or less” in line 116, where the 
8: 


It shall be unlawful forany common carrier, party toany joint tariff, to charge, 
demand, collect, or receive from any person or persons a —— or less eompen- 
sation for the transportation of persons or property, or for any services in con- 
nection therewith. 


I move to strike out the words “‘ or less.” 

The PRESIDENT protenpore. Theamendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In section 1, on page 6, line 116, after the word 
“greater,” it is proposed to strike out ‘‘or less.” 

he PRESIDENT protempore. Thisamendment having been adopted 
in Committee of the Whole is not subject to amendment at this stage 
of the bill. The Senator can move toamend it inthe Senate. If there 
be uo further amendments the bill will be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Ifthe amendment I moved is in order now I 
move it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will first put the question 
on scopo in the other amendments made as in Committee of the 

ole, 

The amendments were concurred in. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the reserved 
aren mont indicated by the Senator from New Jersey; which will be 
stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. Insection 1, on page 6, line 116, after the word 
‘* greater,” it is proposed to strike out the words ‘‘or less.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on this amendment 
of the Senator from New Jersey to the amendment made as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The amendment madeas in Committee of the Whole was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the House had signed the follow- 
ing enrolled bill and joint resolution; and they were thereupon signed 
by the President pro tempore: 

A bill (S. 1669) authorizing the Mississippi and Louisiana Bridge 
and Railroad Company, of Natchez, Miss., to construct a bridge over 
the Mississippi River, at or near Natchez, Miss.; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 96) authorizing the District commissioners to 
designate a site for a statue of Benjamin Franklin. 

SALE OF FORT OMAHA. > 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 671) to provide for the 
sale of the site at Fort Omaha, Nebr., the sale or removal of the im- 
provements thereof, and for a new site and the construction of suitable 
buildings thereon; which was on page 2, line 1, after the word ‘‘ At- 
torney-General,’’ to insert: 

ANE gigs further, That not more than one-third of said sum shall be ex- 
pended in the purchase of a site; and the whole expenditure for site and im- 
provement shall not exceed the sum of $200,000. 


Mr. MANDERSON. I move that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment. 
The motion was agreed to. 
FORFEITURE OF UNEARNED RAILROAD LANDS. Š 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 


of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1430) to forfeit certain 
lands heretofore granted for the purpose of aiding in the construction 
of railroads, and for other purposes; which was to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert a substitute. 

Mr. PLUMB. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amend- 
ment of the House and ask for a conference thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. PLUMB, Mr. 
DoLrH, and Mr. WALTHALL were appointed. 

LANDS IN DENVER. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 

resolution from the House of Representatives: 


Resolved, That the Clerk be directed to prepare a duplicate engrossed copy of 
the bill (H. R. 3300) to amend an act to enable the city of Denver to purchase 
certain land for cemetery purposes, and deliver the same to the Senate, and re- 
quest that body to furnish the House with a duplicate copy of the amendments 
of the Senate to said bill, and indorse on the duplicate engrossed bill and amend- 
ments the action had in the Senate thereon, and return the same to the House; 
the original bill and amendments having been lost. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
objection. . 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. TELLER, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1818) to grant to the town of Moscow, in Idaho 
Territory, certain lands for cemetery purposes, reported it with amend- 
ments. 

Mr. PADDOCK, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3219) to increase the pension of Keyes P. Cool, re- 
ported if with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 


VETOED PENSION BILLS. 


Mr. HAWLEY. The Committee on Printing, to whom was referred 
the motion of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. MANDERSON] to print 
5,000 additional copies of Senate Report No. 1667, being the report of 
the majority of the Committee on Pensions on vetoed pension bills, 
have directed me to report in favor of printing the same, including the 
views of the minority, and, as amended, they recommend its adoption. 
The cost will be $60 only. ` 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion provides for the print- 
ing of the report of the majority of the Committee on Pensions on the 
veto messages. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let the resolution be printed and lie over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, It will be so ordered. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The motion as referred to the committee is the 
barest informal memorandum. I can put it in the form ofa resolution. 
It is simply that 5,000 copies of Report No. 1667 be printed for the use 
of the Senate. The amendment includes the minority report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator trom Missouri de- 
sire to have the report lie over ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Yes, sir. 

BILL INTRODUCED, 

Mr. McPHERSON introduced a bill (S. 3295) to amend section 563 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS, 

Mr. COLQUITT submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (H. R. 2952) for the allowance of certain claims for 
stores and supplies taken and used by the United States Army, as re- 
ported by the Court of Claims, under the provisions of the act of 
March 3, 1883, known as the Bowman act; which was ordered to be 
printed, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

Mr. McPHERSON submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the naval appropriation bill; which was referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed, 

Mr. MITCHELL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the general deficiency appropriation bill; which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed, 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

On motion of Mr. COCKRELL, it was 


Ordered, That Samuel W. Ravenel and others, citizens of Boonville, Mo., 
have permission to withdraw from the files of the Senate a petition presented to 
the Senate March 9, 1886, praying for the passage of a bill prohibiting Chinese 
immigration, under the rules of the Senate. 


ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-II0UR LAW. 

Mr. BERRY. I ask unanimous consent to proceed to the considera- 
tion of Order of Business 1729. 

Mr. BLAIR. Before that is taken up, I give notice that to-morrow 
morning I shall ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration of the 
bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of laborers, work- 
men, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour law. 

SEACOAST DEFENSES. 


Mr. STEWART. I must insist on the regular order. 
laid over from time to time. 


It has been 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. TAO BONA DOUEI HOS MN Oh 62) 
to provide for fortifications and other seacoast defenses. 


ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE AT CUMMINGS’ LANDING. 


Mr. BERRY. se ar to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] 
to let the regular order be informally laid aside that I may call up the 
bill I have mentioned. It is important it should be passed at once. 
It will cause no debate whatever. 

Mr. DOLPH. I want consideration of the regular order. I do not 
ET ihe Beater but I want to get a vote on it. If itis up I will 

d to the Senator informally. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is before the Sen- 
ate. The bill referred to by the Senator from Arkansas will be stated 
by title, if there be no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Itis Order of Business 1729. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Order of Business 1729, being the bill (S. 3215) 
to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at 
or near Cummings’ Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

ae bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
men 

The first amendment was, in section 3, line 4, after the word ‘‘shall,”’ 
to strike out ‘not to be less than 160 feet in the clear ” and insert 
“tbe of such width as the Secretary of War shall prescribe;’’ in line 8, 
after the word “ ” to strike out “‘ be not lon than 10 feet above” 
and insert ‘‘shall be of such height above;’’ and in line 11, after the 
“word ‘‘ bridge,” to insert ‘‘as may be directed by the Secretary of War 
“in the interests of navigation;’’ so as to read: 


Src. 3. That the said badae: shall be constructed with a draw or pivot-span, 
sel shall be over me 


point of loca- 
fon, to the oea perstruct ssid bridge as may be directed 
Ae he Tice War in the interests of navigation; that the piers and be pd 
sid ‘bridge shall be built parallel with the current at stage 
river while: is most important for navigation, and the bri itself at at AR 
angles thereto; and that no riprap or other outside n for imperfect 
foundations be’ permitted to approach nearer than 4 feet to the surface of the 
water at its extreme low stage, or otherwise to encroach upon the channel-ways 
provided for in this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 4, after the words 
“whenever the,” to strike ont “Congress” and insert ‘‘Seeretary of 
War;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 6. That the right to alter, amend, or ron this act is hereby expressly 
reserved, and the right to require an; y changes in said structure, or its entire re- 
moval at the expense of the owners S thereof, whenever the Secretary of War 
shall decide that the public interest requires it, is also expressly reserved. 

The amendment was agreed to 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE NEAR KANSAS CITY. 


Mr. COCKRELL. I move to proceed to the consideration of exec- 
utive business. 

Mr. VEST. Iask my colleague to withdraw the motion for a mo- 
ment. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iwithdraw the motion for my colleague. 

Mr. VEST. I am instructed by the Committee on Commerce, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10628) to authorize the construction 
of a bridge across the Missouri River between Clay County and Jack- 

.s0n County, Missouri, at a point to be selected consistent with the in- 
terests of river. navigation between Kansas City, Mo., and a point 
within 5 miles below said city, to report it without amendment; and 
I ask that it be put on its passage, 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. - 


LIENS OF JUDGMENTS AND DECREES. 


Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate proceed to the epr g 
of executive business, 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Iask the Senator to yield to me a moment. 

Mr. DAWES. I withdraw the motion. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I ask for the consideration of Calendar No. 
1180, being House bill 8180. It will take but a minute. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed to its consideration. 

* There being no objection, the} Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
~ resumed the consideration of the bill (E. R. 8180) to aa ed the liens 
of judgments and decrees of the courts of the United Stai 

The PRESIDENT prot The bill has leone be been read at 
length and the amendments of the Committee on the Judiciary have 
been agreed to. 

Mr, WILSON, of Iowa. I desire to submit two amendments, I 


int of the su; 


move to insert, in line 12, after the word ‘‘county,’’ the words ‘‘or 
parish in the State of Louisiana;’’ so as to read: 


Provided, That whenever the laws of any State require a judgment or decree 
of a State court to be registered, recorded, docketed, indexed, or any other 
thing to be ew) in a particular manner, or in a certain office or county or 
parish in the of Louisiana, before a lien shall attach, ete. 


The saaaieees was agreed to. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I also, by instruction of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, offer the following amendment as an additional section 
to the bill: 

woes 3. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to uire the docketing 
the judgment or deeree of a United States court, or the filing of a transcript 
phe in any State office within the same county or parish in the State of Lou- 
isiana in which the udgment or decree is entered, in order that such judgment 
or decree may be a lien on any property within such county. 

Mr. CALL. I ask the Senator from Iowa to explain that. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. The province of that amendment is to pro- 
vide against the ‘necessity of having these transcripts of judgments and 
decrees rendered in the United States courts, filed in the local offices 
of the State within the same county where the judgment or decree has 
been rendered. There can be no propriety in requiring that to be done, 
because it would be merely going to the expense of having two places 
instead of one in such county; t is to say, for instance, in the city 
and county of New York, if this amendment shall be adopted, it will 
not be necessary to take transcripts of judgments and decrees in the 
United States courts in that city and county and file them in the 
county office in order to constitute a lien; but in all other counties, 
where the United States courts are not located, and the States have 
feed peor provision for the filing of those transcripts, then this bill will 

ve effi 

Mr. CALL. What is the meaning of the provision asto Louisiana? 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. That is merely for the purpose of desig- 
nating parishes there in addition to counties in other States. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I move that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments and ask a conference with the House of Representatives thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. WILSON of 
Iowa, Mr. EVARTS, and Mr. GEORGE were appointed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consid- 
eration of executive business. After nine minutes spent in executive 
session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 10, 1888, at 12 o’clock m. 


í NOMINATIONS. 
Executite nominations rectibed by the Senate July 9, 1888. 
UNITED STATES JUDGE. 

John H. Keatley, of Iowa, to be United States judge for the district 

of Alaska, vice Lafayette Dawson, resigned. 
ASSOCIATE JUSTICES. 

Roderick Rose, of Dakota Territory, to be associate justice of the su- 
preme court of the Territory of Dakota, rice W. H. Francis, whose term 
has expired. 

Hugh W. Weir, of Pennsylvania, to be chief-justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Idaho, vice J. B. Hays, dece 


Charles H, Berry, of Minnesota, to be associate justiceof the snpreme 
court of the Territory of Idaho, vice Case Broderick, whose term has 


expired. 
“Eliott Sandford, of New York, to be chief-justice of the supreme 
courtof the Territory of Utah, vice C. 8. Zane, whose term has expired. 

John W. Judd, of Tennessee, to be associate justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Utah, as en for by the act of Congress 
approved June 25, 1888. 

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS. 

Henry M. Barlow, of Delaware, to be collector of customs for the dis- 
trict of Delaware, in the State of Delaware, to succeed Henry F. Pickels, 
whose term of service has expired. 

James E. Otis, of New Jersey, to be collector of customs for the dis- 
trict of Little Egg Harbor, in the State of New Jersey, tosucceed George 
W. Mathis, whose term of service will expire by limitation on July 6, 
1888. 

REVENUE SERVICE. 

First Lieut. Washington C. Coulson, of Indiana, to be a captain in 
the revenue service of the United States, in the place of Capt. James 
M. Selden, deceased. 
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Second Lieut. James B. Butt, of Pennsylvania, to be a first lienten- 
ant in the revenue service of the United States, in the place of First 
Lieut. Washington C. Coulson, to be promoted. 

Andrew J. Henderson, of the District of Columbia, to be a third 
lieutenant in the revenue service of the United States, in the place of 
Third Lieut. Edward F. Kimball, resigned. 

Godfrey L. Carden, of Illinois, to be a third lieutenant in the reve- 
nue service of the United States, in the place of Third Lieut. Howard 
M. Broadbent, promoted. 

William V. E. Jacobs, of Maryland, to be a third lieutenant in the 
revenue service of the United States, in the place of Third Lieut. Will- 
iam E. Reynolds, promoted. 

Staley M. Landrey, of Indiana, to be a third lieutenant in the rev- 
enue service of the United States, in the place of Third Lieut. William 
E. W. Hall, resigned. 

Frank L, Smith, of Massachusetts, to be a third lieutenant in the 
revenue service of the United States, in the place of Third Lieut. Charles 
A. Barnes, resigned. 

Preston H. Uberroth, of Pennsylvania, to bea third lieutenant in 
the revenue service of the United States, in the place of Third Lieut. 
Daniel P. Foley, promoted. 

Eugene Vallat, jr., to be second assistant engineer in the revenue 
service of the United States, in the place of Second Assistant Engineer 
Frank W. Waterman, resigned. 


POSTMASTERS. 


William A. Hall, to be postmaster at Phoenix, in the county of Mar- 
icopa and Territory of Arizona, in the place of George E. Mowry, whose 
commission expired June 16, 1888. 

Hugh A. Clark, to be postmaster at San Jacinto, in the county of San 
Diego and State of California, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office haying, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

John Field, to be postmaster at Cloverdale, in the county of Sonoma 
and State of California, the appointment.of.a postmaster for the said 
ome meaig; by law, become vested in the President on and after July 

Margaret A. Finn, to be postmaster at Santa Monica, in the county 
of Los Angeles and State of California, the appointment of a postmaster 
for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after July 1, 1888. ; - 

Josiah B. Moores, to be postmaster at Ontario, in the county of San 
Bernardino and State of California, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 

Robert J. Pauli, to be postmaster atSonoma, in the county of Sonoma 
and State of California, the appointment of a postmaster for the said 
office haying, by law, become vested in the President onand after July 
1, 1888. j 

William L. Smith, to be postmaster at Selma, in the county of Fresno 
and State of California, the appointment of a postmaster for the said 
omo en, by law, become vested in the President on and after July 
1, 1888, : 

Charles E. Flanery, to be postmaster at Akron, in the county of Wash- 
ington and State of Colorado, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become’vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. = 

Joseph M. Graham, to be postmaster at Buena Vista, in the county 
of Chaffeeand State of Colorado, in the place of Carlos B. Wilson, whose 
commission expired July 1, 1888. 

Alonzo C. Allen, to be postmaster at Suffield, in the county of Hart- 
ford and State of Connecticut, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. _ 

Frank P. Smith, to be postmaster at Faulkton, in the county of 
Faulk and Territory of Dakota, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 

William to be postmaster at Farmington, in the county 
of Fulton and State of Ilinois, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Drake H. Vancil, to be postmaster at Cobden, in the county of Union 
and State of Illinois, the appointment of a postr for the said office 
having, by law, become vested in the President on and after July 1, 
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William Swint, to be postmaster at Boonville, in the county of War- 
rick and State of Indiana, the appointment of a postmaster for the said 
yee by law, become vested in the Presidenton and after July 
1, 1888, + eae! z 

"James R. Williams, to be postmaster’ at Danville, in the county of 
Hendricks and State of Indiana, in the place of Archibald P. Pounds, 
deceased 


Patrick H. Wilson, to tie postmaster at Worthington, in the county 
of Greene and State of Indiana, the appointment of a postmaster for the 


~ 


said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888, 

Martin Cooper, to be postmaster at Forest City, in the county of Win- 
nebago and State of Iowa, the appointment of a postmaster for the said 
office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after July 
1, 1888. 

"David C. Clark, to be postmaster at Phillipsburgh, in the county of 
Phillips and State of Kansas, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Ta Steinberger, to be postmaster at Erie, in the county of Neosho 
and State of Kansas, the appointment of a er for the said office 
having, by law, become vested in the President on and after July 1, 
1888. . 


Caspar Horwickholst, to be postmaster at Hays City, in the county 
of Ellis and State of Kansas, in the place of Joseph E. Wilson, removed. 

William D. Kelly, to be postmaster at Ellis, in the county of Ellis 
and State of Kansas, the appointment of a postmaster for the said office 
having, by law, become vested in the President on and after July 1, 
1888. 


Thomas Madigan, to be postmaster at Wallace, in the county of 
Wallace and State of Kansas, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. a 

Frank F. Stevens, to be postmaster at Richfield, in the county of 
Morton and State of Kansas, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Miss Lucy Hocker, to be postmaster at Eminence, in the county of 
Henry and State of Kentucky, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Samuel J. Robinson, to be ter at Towson, in the county of 
Baltimore and State of Maryland, in the place of Sarah Feast, whose 
commission expired June 28, 1888. 

John Duane, to be postmaster at West Medford, in the county of 
Middlesex and State of Massachusetts, the appointment of a postmaster 
for the said office haying, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after April 1, 1888. 

Charles H. Loud, to be postmaster at South Weymouth, in the county 
of Norfolk and State of Massachusetts, the appointment of a postmaster _ 
for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after July 1, 1888. 

Cornelius Cronin, to be postmaster at Kalkaska, in the county of Kal- 
kaska and State of Michigan, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888, : 

Eugene R. Savage, to be postmaster at Mancelona, in the county of 
Antrim and State of Michigan, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office haying, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Otto A. Kohler, to be postmaster at Hutchinson, in the county of 
McLeod and State of Minnesota, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 

Charles W. Main, to be postmaster at Tracy, in the county of Lyon 
and State of Minnesota, in the place of Ernst O. Brauns, whose com- 
mission expired July 2, 1888. 

Horace Picket, to be postmaster at Fergus Falls, in the county of 
Otter Tail and State of Minnesota, in the place of George L. Nichols, 
whose commission expired May 29, 1888. 

Alexander Elson, to be postmaster at Unionville, in the county of 
Putnam and State of Missouri, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

Frank W. Sprague, to be postmaster at Rushville, in the county of 
Sheridan and State of Nebraska, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 

David H. Applegate, to be postmaster at Red Bank, in the county of 
Monmouth and State of New Jersey, in the place of William Apple- 
gate, whose commission expired June 16, 1888. 

Catherine W. Baker, to be at Millington, in the county of 
Morris and State of New Jersey, in the place of James A. Baker, whose 
commission expired April 8, 1888. 

William B. Carpenter, to be postmaster at Flushing, in the county of 
Goes and State of New York, in the place of Andrew W. Smith, re- 
signed. 

James 8. Logan, to be postmaster at Port Chester, in the county of 
Westchester and State of New York, in the place of Charles H. Palmer, 
whose commission expired July 5, 1888.. 

Walter E. Northrup, to be postmaster at Oneida, in the county of 
Madison and State of New York, in the place of Watson A. Stone, 


Martin Walrath, jr., to be postmaster at St. Johnsville, in the 
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county of Montgomery and State of New York, the appointment of a 
postmaster for the said office having, by law, become vested in the 
President on and after July 1, 1888. 

Theodore W. Miller, to be postmaster at London, in the county ot 
Madison and State of Ohio, in the place of Katharine W. Hanson, 
whose commission expired June 28, 1888. 

William W. Montgomery, to be postmaster at Port Clinton, in the 
county of Ottawa and State of Ohio, the appointment of a postmaster 
for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after July 1, 1888. 

Wesley A. Savage, to be postmaster at Paulding, in the county of 
Paulding and State of Ohio, the appointment of a postmaster for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and after 
July 1, 1888. 

James Stratton, to be postmaster at Auburndale, in the county of 
Lucas and State of Ohio, the appointment of a postmaster for the said 
pe by law, become vested in the President on and after July 

3 . 

Francis G. Andrews, to be postmaster at Oxford, in the county of 
etes and State of Pennsylvania, in the place of Samuel H. Smith, re- 
moved. 

Isaac F. Bomberger, to be postmaster at Lititz, in the county of Lan- 
caster and State of Pennsylvania, in the place of Mrs. Sarah A. Christ, 
whose commission expired July 4, 1888. 

Robert I. Fleming, to be postmaster at Lock Haven, in the county 
of Clinton and State of Pennsylvania, in the place of William W. Ran- 
kin, deceased. 

William B. Jack, to be postmaster at Leechburgh, in the county ot 
Armstrong and State of Pennsylvania, the appointment of a postmaster 
for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after July 1, 1888. 

Peter A. Rattigan, to be postmaster at Barnhart’s Mills, in the county 
of Butler and State of Pennsylvania, the appointment of a postmaster 
for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on 
and after July 1, 1888. 

James G. Peck, to be postmaster at East Providence, in the county 
of Providence and State of Rhode Island, the appointment of a post- 
master for the said office having, by law, become vested in the Presi- 
dent on and after July 1, 1888. ? 

Charles R. Haynie, to be postmaster at Bastrop, in the county of 
Bastrop and State of Texas, the appointment of a porinetia for the 
said office having, by law, become vested in the dent on and after 
July 1, 1888. 3 

Henry Mertz, to be postmaster at Uvalde, in the county of Uvalde 
and State of Texas, in the place of Nathan L. Stratton, whose commis- 
sion expired June 12, 1888. 

Levin Perry, to be postmaster at Jefferson, in the county of Marion 
and State of Texas, in the place of Ernestine Sterne, whose commission 
expired June 26, 1888. 

James H. Rodeffer, to be ter at Woodstock, in the county of 
Shenandoah and State of Virginia, in the place of Daniel Lichliter, 
whose commission expired May 21, 1888. 

William C. Weaver, to be postmaster at Front Royal, in the county 
of Warren and State of Virginia, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and | 
after July 1, 1888. i 

Benjamin S. Thompson, to be postmaster at Hinton, in the county | 
of Summers and State of West Virginia, the appointment of a post- 
master for the said office having, by law, become vested in the Presi- 
dent on and after July 1, 1888, 

Charles F. Kalk, to be postmaster at Cumberland, in the county of 
Barron and State of Wisconsin, the appointment of a postmaster for 
the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 

John R. Mathews, to be postmaster at Menomonee, in the county of 
Dunn and State of Wisconsin, in the place of Edward L. Everts, whose 


commission expired July 4, 1888. 

Fredrick Swain, to be at Washburn, in the county of 
Bayfield and State of Wisconsin, the appointment of a postmaster for 
= office having, by law, become v in the President on and after 

uly 1, 1888. 

Leopold L. Daus, to be postmaster at Rock Springs, in the county of 
Sweetwater and Territory of Wyoming, the appointment of a postmas- 
ter for the said office having, by law, become vested in the President 
on and after July 1, 1888. 

Edwin S. Hallock, to be postmaster at Evanston, in the county of 
Uinta and Territory of Wyoming, in the place of Alanza A, Bailey, 
whose commission expired July 5, 1888. À 

ASSISTANT SURGEON IN THE NAVY. 

Albert Montgomery Dupu McCormick, a resident of Virginia, to be 

an assistant surgeon in the Navy, to fill an existing vacancy. 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS. 


Col. Thomas L, Casey, to be Chief of Engineers with the rank of brig- 
adier-general, July 6, 1888, vice Duane, retired from active service. 


ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT. 
First Lieut. Orin B. Mitcham, to be captain, June 17, 1888. 
MEDICAL DEPARTMENT. 

Charles F. Mason, of Virginia (late assistant surgeon), to be assistant 
surgeon with the rank of first lieutenant, July 2, 1888, vice Anderson, 
resigned. 

TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANTS. 
First Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet John D. L. Hartman, vice Foltz, promoted. 
Second Regiment of Cavalry. 
9. Cadet John S. Winn, vice Rucker, promoted. 
Third Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet Charles A. Hedekin, vice Isham, resigned. 
Fourth Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet Clough Overton, vice Benson, promoted. 
Fifth Regiment of Cavatry. 
Cadet Solomon P, Vestal, vice Hunter, transferred to the Fourth 


Artillery. 
Cadet Claiborne L. Foster, vice Waite, promoted. 
Tenth Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet Francis J. Koester, vice Trippe, promoted. 
First Regiment of Artillery. 
Cadet George W. Burr, vice Bailey, promoted. 
Cadet John L. Hayden. 
Fourth Regiment of Artillery. 
Cadet Charles D. Palmer, vice Townsley, promoted. 
Fifth Regiment of Artillery. 
Cadet Charles C. Gallup, vice Carbaugh, promoted. 
Second Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet Edward R. Chrisman, vice Mallory, promoted. 
Ninth Regiment of Infantry. P 
. Cadet Charles W. Fenton, vice Wassell, resigned. 
Tenth Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet William H. Wilhelm, vice Stottler, promoted. 
Eleventh Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet Charles P. Russ, vice Clayton, resigned. 
Thirteenth Regiment of Infantry. 


Cadet John S. Grisard, rice Buck, promoted. 
Cadet Peter C. Harris, vice Dade, transferred to the Tenth Cav- 


Fifteenth Regiment of Infantry. 
30. Cadet Edward Anderson, vice May, promoted. 
Nineteenth Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet William T. Wilder, vice French, promoted. 
Twentieth Regiment of Infantry. 
33. Cadet William H. Hart, vice Waters, resigned. 
Twenty-first Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet James W. McAndrew, vice Brook, promoted. 
Cadet Munroe McFarland, to fill a vacancy to be created by the 
appointment of a regimental adjutant. 
Twenty-fourth Regiment of Infantry. 
36. Cadet Charles V. Donalson, vice Hovey, promoted. 
Twenty-fifth Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet George E. Stockle, vice Webb, promoted. 
TO BE ADDITIONAL SECOND LIEUTENANTS. 
Attached to the Corps of Engineers. 
Cadet Henry Jervey. 


Cadet Charles H. McKinstry. 
Cadet William V. Judson. 
Attached to the Cavalry Arm. 
Cadet William J.-D. Horne, to the Ninth Cavalry. 
Cadet Robert L. Howze, to the Fifth Cavalry. 
Cadet Guy H. Preston, to the First Cavalry. 
Cadet Edwin M. Suplee to the Second Cavalry. 
Cadet Andrew G. C. Quay to the Eighth Cavalry. 
Cadet John P. Ryan to the Third Cavalry. 
Attached to the Artillery Arm. 
Cadet William S. Pierce to the First Artillery. 
Cadet Peyton C. March to the Third Artillery. 
Cadet Eugene T. Wilson to the Fifth Artillery. 


Class 
rank, 


20. 


14. 


21. 


13. 
18. 


= 


16. 
31. 


34. 


12, 


32. 


37. 
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Krace Attached to the Infantry Arm. 


. Cadet William R. Sample to the Fourteenth Infantry, 
Cadet William R. Dashiell to the Eighth Infantry. 

. Cadet Eli A. Helmick to the Eleventh Infantry. 

Cadet Alexander W. Perry to the First Infantry. 

. Cadet William T. Littebrant to the Nineteenth Infantry. 
. Cadet Charles G. French to the Twentieth Infantry. 

43. Cadet Capers D. Vance to the Twenty-first Infantry. 
Cadet Matthew C. Butler, jr., to the Fourteenth Infantry. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
MONDAY, July 9, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of Saturday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

o Mr, Crisp, indefinitely, on account of sickness in his family. 

To Mr. ROWLAND, for one day, on account of sickness, 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found truly enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
of the Houseof the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 1387) for the relief of certain volunteer soldiers; 

A bill (H. R. 5096) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
Flint River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R, 5903) for the relief of Lewis Davis, a soldier of the 
war of 1812; 

A bill (H. R. 9816) to authorize the building of a railroad bridge at 
Fort Smith, Ark.; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 191) relating to the pages of the House of 
Representatives; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res, 193) directing the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives to amend the enrollment of the bill (H, R. 9397) mak- 
ing appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for 
other purposes. R 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr, CONGER. Iask unanimous consent to discharge the Commit- 
tee of the Whole—— [Cries of ‘‘Regular order !”] 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

The SPEAKER. This being Monday, the regular order is the call 
of States and Territories for the introduction and reference of billsand 
resolutions. 

CONTRACT LABOR. 


Mr. FORD. I offer the resolution which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Whereas it is alleged that the present immigration to the United States is ex- 
cessive, artificial, and injurious, and is Saori to satisfy private greed; 

Whereas it is charged by prominent journals that the law prohibiting the im- 
portation of contract labor is being extensively evaded, owing to a lack of ma- 
chinery to enforce the provisions of said law; 

Whereas it is claimed that the present indiscriminate immigration is not vol- 
untary or natural, butis promoted and stimulated by transportation companies, 
and by ed bankers and f spege in America, and that such imm: tion 
is having the effect of decreasing the wages of the workingmen in the United 
States: Therefore, 

Be it resolved, That the Speaker shall appointa select committee of five, which 
committee is hereby authorized and directed to investigate the subject-matter 
herein referred to, and report their conclusions thereon to the House at the 
earliest practicable moment, by bill or otherwise. Such investigation shall be 
conducted at such times and places as the said committee may deem proper, 
and may be continued after the adjournment of the present ion of Congress 
if necessary. Said committee is hereby authorized to send for and examine per- 
sons, books,and papers, and administer oaths to witnesses, and to employ a 
messenger and sten , and thè expenses of said investigation shall 
paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 


Mr. FORD. I ask that the resolution be referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs, 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to inquire how it becomes perti- 
nent to that committee. 

The SPEAKER put the question, and was in doubt as to the result. 

A division was called for. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 56, noes 47. 

So the motion to refer the resolution to the Committee on Military 
Affairs was agreed to. 

SUGAR AND OIL TRUSTS. 

Mr. ADAMS. I offer a resolution which I send to the Clerk’s desk 
and desire to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Whereas on January 25, 1888, a resolution was adopted by the House recitin; 
that certain individuals and corporations had combined ip koneena the price of 
some of the necessaries of life, thereby injuriously affecting commerce between 
the States and impairing the revenues of the United S derived from its 
duties on imports, and requiring the Committee on Manufactures to investigate 
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the matter and report the result of such investigation to the House with such 
recommendations as the said committee might agree upon; and 

Whereas the purpose of said resolution was, among other things, to obtain 
information in regard to the so-called sugar trust and enable the House intelli- 
gently to consider a revision of the tariff duties on sugar, and also to obtain in- 

formation in to the so-called Standard Oil trust and enable the House 
to consider whether legislation in regard thereto ought to be had during the 
present session of Congress; and x , 

Whereas the broad scope of the resolution as adopted by the House renders it 

impracticable for the Committee on Manufactures to make during the present 
ion a final report with recommendations covering all the subject-matters 
embraced within the terms of said resolution: Therefore, 

Resolved, That the Committee on Manufactures be directed to report imme- 
diately to the House, with or without recommendation, all the evidence here- 
tofore taken by said committee relating to the so-called sugar trust; and that 
said committee be also directed immediately to make a separate report to the 
House.with or without recommendation, of all the evidence heretofore taken 
by said committee relating to the so-called Standard Oil trust. 


Mr. ADAMS. I do notcare whether the resolution goes to the Com- 
mittee on Rules or to the Committee on Manufactures, to which it re- 
lates. 

The SPEAKER. The resolution will be referred to the Committee 
on Rules, 

PUBLIC BUILDING, CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mr. HIRES introduced a bill (H. R. 10754) to amend an act entitled 
“An act for the erection of a public building at Camden, N. J.p? which 
was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to be printed. 


NATIONAL CEMETERY ROAD, VICKSBURG. 


Mr. CATCHINGS introduced a bill (H. R. 10755) to provide for the 
repair of the road built by the Government from Vicksburg, Miss., to 
the national cemetery adjacent thereto; which was read a first and 
second time, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and or- 
dered to be printed. 


LIFE-SAVING STATION, LAKE ONTARIO. 


Mr. NUTTING introduced a bill (H. R. 10756) to establish a life- 
saving station on the coast of Lake Ontario. in the county of Oswego; 
which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 


BLAIR EDUCATIONAL BILL, 


Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee on Rules: 


Whereas the people of the United States have largely petitioned Congress for 
the passage of a bill to aid in the establishment and temporary support of com- 
mon schools; and 

Whereas many of the States, through their legislative assemblies, have urged 
the necessity of such aid, notably that of the State of Virginia, in a joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 

Resolved (the House of Delegates concurring), That the Senators from Virginia be 
instructed, and the members of the House of Representatives from Virginia be 
requested, to vote for Federal nid to public free schools, and to support the meas- 
ure commonly known as the Blair bill, or some other better measure; and 

Whereas the Senate, during the early part of the present session of Congress, 
passed Senate bill 371, being a bill to aid in the establishment and temporary 
mapper. of common schools; and 

Whereas said bill has been before the Committee on Education for several 
months; and 

Whereas the majority of said committee have failed to report said billand 
have the same placed on the Calendar of the House for its action; and 

Whereas the majority of the committee have refused to-meet to consider said 
bill and have on various occasions left the committee-room for the purpose of 
breaking a quorum, so as to prevent the consideration of said bill; and 

Whereas the Republicans in caucus have asked unanimously that said bill be 
reported and placed on the Calendar of the House; and 

Whereas it is contrary to the spirit of the Constitution and subversive of free 
government to suppress the will of the people: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Education are hereby relieved from the fur- 
ther consideration of said bill, and that Tuesday, the 17th day of July, be eed 
apart for the consjderation of said bill, that it shall haye precedence of all other 
business until disposed of, and that no dilatory motions shall be entertained 
during the consideration of said bill. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 


Mr. OUTHWAITE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a personal explanation. 
I notice in the RECORD of July 7, that my colleague [Mr. GROSVENOR], 
speaking of his pair upon the land-forfeiture bill, used the following 
language: 

Iam announced as being paired with my colleague (Mr. Ourmwarre]. Iun- 


derstand that if he were present he would vote “no;" I therefore uphold the 
pair and would have voted in the affirmative, 


Ido not know whence the gentleman received his understanding. 
If he were present this morning I should have inquired of him, but 
he is not present. I should have voted ‘‘ yea” upon all occasions on 
that bill. I bave supported the bill as earnestly as I possibly could, 
and, as it was distinctively a Democratic measure, I can not conceive 
how the gentleman should have supposed that I would have voted 
é: 

no. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I desire to introduce a bill. 

Mr. LAWLER. Mr. Speaker—— 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from Illi- 
nois rise? 

Mr. LAWLER, At the end of the roll-call I wish to ask unanimous 
consent to have a petition printed. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order has been demanded by several 
gentlemen, and the Chair is executing the regular order. The gentle- 

’ 
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man from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] is recognized to introduce a bill 
under the call. 
STANDARD OF LENGTH, ETC. 

Mr. BLAND introduced a bill (H. R. 10757) to establish public 
standards of length and standard directions for ascertaining the varia- 
tions of the compass; which was read a first and second time, referred 
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, and ordered to 
be printed. 4 
CAPITOL, NORTH O AND SOUTH WASHINGTON RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Mr. BREWER (by request) introduced a bill (H. R. 10758) to amend 
the charter of the Capitol, North O Street and South Washington Rail- 
way Company; which was read a first and second time, referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

PENSIONS OF SURVIVORS OF WAR OF 1812. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky, introduced a bill (H. R. 10759) 
to increase the pensions of the survivors of the war of 1812; which was 
read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Pensions, 
and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF POSTAL APPROPRIATION ACT, 

Mr. PETERS introduced a bill (H. R. 10760) to amend section 245, 
chapter 456, of ‘‘An act making appropriations for the service of the 
Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1875, and for 
other purposes;’? which was read a first and second time, referred to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MILLS. I call for the regular order. 

COL. JOHN GEORGE RYAN. 

Mr. LAWLER. I hold in my hand a petition making a claim 
against the Government for damages for the false imprisonment of Col. 
John George Ryan, who was claimed to be John Surratt, concerned in 
the conspiracy against the life of Abraham Lincoln. This is a very 
important matter, damages being claimed to the amount of $100,000. 
I do not ask that the petition with theaccompanying affidavits be read, 
but I desire that it be published in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The regular order has been demanded, and unless 
that demand be withdrawn the Chair can not entertain the gentleman’s 

uest. Does the gentleman from Texas withdraw his demand ? 
. MILLS. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LAWLER] asks 
to have this petition pri in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Without the names? 

Mr. LAWLER. There is only one name. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STEELE, What is the petition? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois states that it is a pe- 
tition of a certain gentleman who claims that he was falsely arrested 
and imprisoned by the Government upon the allegation that he was 
John Surratt, and who asks damages to the amount of $100,000. 

Mr. STEELE. I think the petition had better go to the proper 
committee. I object. 

Mr. LAWLER. What objection can the gentleman have to printing 
the petition in the RECORD? j 

Mr. STEELE. Itis not necessary to lumber up the RECORD with 
matters which are not pertinent. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. This day, being the second Monday of the month, 
is set apart for the consideration of business of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, if claimed by that committee. If not, the ordi- 
nary business of the House will å f 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole for the purpose of taking up House bill No. 8272. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows: 

bill (H. R. to de for the ent of F. H. Bates as military in- 
Birer Workington High School, District of Columbia. z 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. HEMPHILL, it was 
not agreed to; there being—ayes 15, noes 63. 

Mr. MILLS. I now rise for the purpose of moving that the House 
go into Committee of the Whole, but I will yield a moment to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Breas]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. HEMP- 
HILL] desires to call up another bill. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I think it fair to the House to state that we are 
prepared to go on with District business, if the House will sustain us, 
and are anxious to do so. But itis not ni to consume time in 
making repeated motions. E will therefore submit only one other 
motion, with the view of testing the sense of the Honse as to whether 
we shall be permitted to go on with District business to-day. I there- 
fore move that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole 
for the purpose of taking up the bill (H. R. 9581) to incorporate the 
Geo Dock, Elevator and Railway Company. 

Mr. MILLS. I hope that motion will be voted down. 

The question being taken, the motion of Mr. HEMPHILL was not 
agreed to; there being—ayes 7, noes 76. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. In consideration of the action just taken by the 
House, indicating its desire to consider the bill which the gentleman 


from.Texas has designated, I will not further urge at this time the busi- 
ness of the District of Columbia Committee, as there is an evident ma- 
jority against its consideration to-day. But I would like to say that 
when we get th h with the tariff bill I will, throwing myself upon 
the mercy and kindness of the House, appeal to it to give us additional 
time for the consideration of our District measures. 

Mr. MELLS. I yield a moment to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Bicas]. £ 

Mr. BIGGS. I ask unanimous consent that the Committees of the 
Whole be discharged from the farther consideration of the bill which 
I send to the desk, and that it be put on its passage. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. After our experience of the last two days, I call 
for the regular order. 

Mr. BIGGS. I hope the gentleman will not object; it is a bill that 
he has agreed to, 

Mr. BUCHANAN, 
one-sided, 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House resolve itself into Commit- 
tee of the Whole on the state of the Union to resume the consider- 
ation of the tariff bill. Before that question is put, I ask consent 
Rei close debate on the pending paragraph of the bill at 1 o’clock 

y- 
Mr. RYAN. And all amendments? 

Mr. MILLS. And all amendments. After that you can vote as 
much as you please. 

Mr. CANNON. So far as concerns the amendment I have offered, 
and so far as concerns myself in connection with if, I will say, speak- 
ing for myself, that I am ready to consent that the debate be closed at 
any time. But so far as concerns closing debate on amendments which 
are to follow, several of which, of great importance I understand, are 
to be offered in good faith, I can not, for one, assent to closing debate 
in any time short of two days. Perhaps the subject may not take us 
so long as that, but a number of gentlemen want to offer amendments 
in good faith and want an opportunity to discuss them. 

Mr. MILLS. It seems to me we ought to come to some agreement 
to limit debate and finish this whole paragraph to-day. 

Mr. REED. I do not believe there will be any discussion beyond 
what is necessary, and I think the gentleman had better let it run on 
for a while. 

Mr. MILLS. Very well. Then I move that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole, and let the debate drift. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. ` 

THE TARIFF. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
for the further consideration of the tariff bill. The question is on the 
etapa the gentleman from Illinois to strike out and insert what has 
been » 

Jae WILKINSON withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

Mr. CONGER. Mr, Chairman, I believe I owe the House no apology 
for occupying a few moments this morning, this being the first time I 
have intruded myself into the discussion of this question. I learned 
very early in the course of this debate that discussion on this question 
was of very little use to us here. I comprehended long since the 
star chamber proceedings of the Committee on Ways and Means. I 
learned that no discussion, no appeals, no protests from this side of the 
House would avail to change one paragraph, sen: line, or word of 
this bill. ‘The unalterable fiat had gone forth that dark-lantern 
bill must pass just as it came from the committee, with possibly a few 
exceptions to in caucus, where a pot of glue or a wooden screw 
might serve to mend the broken fences of some Democratic Congress- 
man in a very close district. [Laughter.] 

I do not intend now to enter into a discussion of its merits. Over 
three hundred hours of continuous debate here have failed to convert 
one single member of this House. What, then, is the use of talking? 
Iam not especially charmed with the sound of my own voice. Nor is 
it necessary to inform my constituents how I stand on this question; 
I have frequently declared to them my position. They understand that 
I am an American; that I am a protectionist from the crown of my head 
to the soles of my feet, and that ently I am a Republican, and 
that I stand upon the platform of the Republican party. 

Gentlemen on the pt Man side of this House who were so terribly elated 
by our friendly dialogue here last Saturday need not worry themselves 
about our family affairs. I desire to say to them that we are notafraid 
to discuss this question among ourselves. Wemay differ as to the ways 
and means which should be used in correcting the irregularities and in- 
equalities of the tariff while preserving the protective principle, yet, 
Mr. Chairman, as to the principle and its ts we areone. Theven- 
erable gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLEY] may not travel in 
the exact line with his more conservative brother, gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. CANNON], and my friend from California [Mr-McKENNA ] 
and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. PETERS] may differ slightly with 
my colleagues from Iowa and myself. And some of us may even be 
in favor of free lumber, free salt, free rice, and free sugar, and be op- 


I will object until these things are made less 
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to bounties, yet we may all stand solidly together upon the na- 
tional Republican platform, and we all do stand uncompromisingly in 
favor of the prosperity and growth of all our country, and of the ele- 
vation, the advancement, the and happiness of all our people. 
Oh, gentlemen on the other side, you need not trouble yourselves about 
the Republican platform. We will take care of that. And right here 
I desire to have the Clerk read, for yourinformation, an epitome of that 
platform, so that you may be more fully conversant with it than you 
seem to be now. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Condensed into the form of a short creed, the Republican platform is some- 
thing like this: A 

We believe in a free ballot and in having every vote counted ; 

We believe in protection for protection’s sake, and we are not ashamed of it; 

We believe in abolishing internal taxes created for war purposes ; 

Pe believe in the direct protection of American Jabor against cheap foreign 
We believe in free internal competition ; 
We believe in railroad regulation ;* A 

We believe in homesteads and homestead titles for citizens; 

We believe in home rule for big and intelligent Territories ; 

We believe in a double monetary standard ; 

We believe in the utmost facilities for education, as worth all they can cost; 

We believe in a big merchant marine and in ship-yards; 

We believe in a good navy, good coast defenses, and pace. water routes for 

merce ; 
“We believe in making other nations respect our rights and pay for all they 
BAe believe in protecting American citizens against foreign interference, not 
only at bome, but in any part of the world; 

We believe in civil service reform more than ever; and 

We believe that nothing is too good for the soldiers who risked theif lives to 
save the country, and saved it.—New York Press. 

Mr. CONGER. Those are the principles on which the Republican 
party stands. Those are the principles which the manufacturers of this 
country indorse; those are the principles which the farmers of this 
country indorse; those are the principles which the miners of this 
country indorse; those are the principles which the wage-earners every- 
where indorse; and which will receive on the 6th of November next 
so universal an indorsement that they will then recognized 
not only as thecreed of the Republican party but the creed of the nation. 
[Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana, addressed the Chair. 

Mr. MILLS. I now ask unanimous consent that a vote be taken on 
the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. caret We 
can ny on and talk upon some other proposition. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!” 

‘Vote! 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Iwould like to speak for five minutes, 

Mr. MILLS, I move that the committee rise. 

Mr. BAYNE. The gentleman wants only five minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Then I will withdraw my motion. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask to have read the following 
amendment, to be presented at the proper time: 

Strike out line 329 down to and including the word “gallon,” in line 335,and 
insert the following: “All sugars and molasses shall,on and after January 1, 
1859, be admitted free of duty.” 

Mr. Chairman, in the levying of impost duties I believe they should 
be so adjusted as to develop our industries, This has become the set- 
tled policy of this country and I do not believe any considerable por- 
tion of our people desire to change it. But when it has been demon- 
strated by means of a high protective tariff after years of trial that the 
industry is not susceptible of development in this country so as to meet 
the wants of the people, then I believe we should place the article on 
the free-list. Hence I have offered the amendment which has just been 

Sugar, one of the great necessities of life, as made from sugar-cane 
proper, can only be produced in a limited area of the United States. It 
matters not to what extent we foster this industry by a tariff, we can 
not extend or materially develop it. The amount of the annual pro- 
duction is less than $20,000,000. A fraction over one-tenth of the 
amount consumed is prodaced in this country.. Our people pay a 
yearly tax ot over $56,000,000 on this one article alone. We do not 
produce to-day near as much sugar as we did before the war. In 
1861—62 we produced 539,830,500 pounds of sugar; in 1885~’86 the 
production was 302,754,486 pounds. While our home consumption is 
increasing at the rate of 10 per cent., our home product is i 

During the past ten years we have paid out over $455, 000,000 in duties 
on sugar. It is estimated that the ordinary-sized family pays not less 
than $ in duties on the amountof sugar consumedinayear. Eighty- 
two per cent. ad valorem is the protection given sugar under the pres- 
ent law. This protection has not increased production, but has en- 
hanced the price. Now, after years of a high protective tariff of 2 cents 
a pound on sugar and the production decreasing and equal to-day to 
only one-tenth of our consumption, is it the part of wisdom, I ask, or 
of statesmanship to longer continue the duty? Our Democratic friends 
need not longer talk about consistency, for it is not found in a bill con- 
taining such a hardship on the people. While this bill vy Soph some 
merit, yet it will not meet with favor by the people of country 
when it contains such a manifest injustice. 

But Louisiana must be kept in the Democratic column, even if it 
compels our Democratic friends to support a measure which is neither 


“fish or fowl,” neither protection or free trade—a bill illogical and 
built on no connected plan, the chief characteristic of which is its ex- 
We hear just now of wonderful experiments in the obtaining of a 
percentage of sugar from sorghum cane. If it should prove to be 


true as stated, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Karsas, and Nebraska can pro- 
for the world, for we can raise sorghum cane as certain as 
Indian corn. I would make liberal appropriations to continue these 
experiments, not only in Southeastern Kansas but in Iowa, Illinois, 
and other States, and if it proves to be a success, as claimed and hoped, 
it will be a very easy matter to renew the tariff on sugar and assist in 
developing this new industry. 

Some ofour friends advocate a bounty. Thegiving of direct bounties 
or subsidies it seems to me is contrary to the spirit of our form of gov- 
ernment. It isin the nature of class legislation, which I can not favor. 
(Applause. ] : ; s ; 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, when this question was 
first brought forward in the House I was not present, and thinking it 
was a proposition for free sugar, and that the result would be to strike 
down one of the industrial interests of the South, I felt like opposing 
it. I believe that the industries of this country, North, South, East, 
and West, no matter were they are located, deserve to receive the sup- 
port of every man on this floor. But as the debate p; I ascer- 
tained that it was proposed to make sugar free, and that it was also pro- 
posed to pay a bounty to those who are engaged in the production of 
sugar in this country. [decided in my own mind, alter reflection, that 
the proposition was a wise one, and that it was a proper one to receive 
the approval of the House. 

Any gentleman on either side who differs in regard to that matter, 
and who opposes the adoption of such an amendment, would do well 
to carefully consider just what the result will be. When they go be- 
fore their constituents in any district, North orSouth, Eastor West, and 
say they have voted against such an amendment, they will find it dif- 
ficult to convince them that they have acted in behalf of their best in- 
terests. 

Now, how is this bounty to affect the people of the country? Itis 
a question whether they are to paysix millions of dollars, orsixty mill- 
ions of dollars__ 

According to the committee which formulated this bill, thisis one of 
the clauses which they ought to have stricken out, instead of asking for 
it the support of the House. If they had done that they would have 
acted in with the recommendation of the President of the 


-United States, and in favor of the people taxed upon the necessaries of 


life. 

Let me ask any gentleman upon this floor the question whether he 
does not consider sugar as one of the necessariesof life. If there is any 
one here who does not think so, let him ask his constituents, and he 
will find that they are of an entirely different opinion, and he will find 
that they will say universally that it is a necessary of life, and that it 
is not only a necessary of life but that it is one of the prime necessaries 
of life. Like flour in the house, they can not do without it. 

If the amendment making sugar free should pass the House and be- 
come a law, what will be the result? The poor man who goes to the 
store to buy a dollar’s worth of sugar—5-cent sugar, for that is the 
standard quality in this country—gets 20 pounds fora dollar. If the 
amendment should passand become a law the result would be that in- 
stead of 20 pounds he would get 32 pounds. Now, how are you going 
to explain to your people that you have looked after their interest when 
you defraud every workingman out of twelve pounds of sugar in every 
dollar’s worth? If adopted, your constituents will get twelve pounds 
more for a dollar than they now get, and if it is not adopted they will 
get only 20 pounds instead of 32 pounds. 

Now, our people do not complain that sugar is too high. They are 
not complaining of any commodity in this country as being too high. 
All they complain of is that at times they are out of employment, and 
at other times when they are employed they do not get sufficient wages. 
From whom, then, does the complaint come? It comes mainly from 
the rich people. It comes from those who brought about the abolition 
of the income tax. They are always complaining. Governor St. John 
explained that in his which I read this morning inthe Sun. I 
have a suit of clothes for which I paid $75. In Canada I could have 
potea a similar suit of clothes for $20. By buying that suit here 

had to pay $50 more. He does not stop to inquire how in the long 
run the encouragement of each industry reduces prices generally while 
at the same time all our industrial interests are sustained and encour- 
aged; but those are the men who are always complaining of high prices, 
the men who are best able to pay them. 

It is just that kind of people who are too nice to use the domestic 
production, but who can afford to pay for the foreign imports, and they 
ought to have the privilege of paying that duty. But does your work- 
ingman buy the imported article? He is glad to be able to buy the 
home product, and does not.seek to get the imported article. He is 
very well satisfied with the domestic goods. He is the one, therefore, 
that ee ought to think of in the consideration of your tariff. With 
e E] classes everything they get must come from Europe. [Ap- 
use. 
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Mr. MILLS. I hope now we will have a vote on this question. 

Mr. CANNON. So far as I am concerned, I am ready for a vote on 
my amendment, but I would like first to be permitted to occupy five 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Very well, with that understanding. 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis understood that at the expiration of the 
five minutes to be occupied by the gentleman from Illinois the vote 
will be taken. 

Mr. DOCKERY. That is the agreement. 

Mr. CANNON. I want to say in that five minutes, in reply to the 
gentlemen—first in reply to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILK- 
INSON]. I hold in my hands a statement taken from the official report 
made to and adopted by an international convention between Great 
Britain, France, and Germany in 1879 touching sugar, from which it 
appears that in many thousands of actual practical experiments in 
France in refining raw sugars there was practically no loss of saccha- 
rine matter. In the high grades of sugar the loss was less than 1 per 
cent., and since that time the business of refining sugar has been im- 

roved. 
> A word in reply to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKIN- 
RIDGE], who made that wonderful statement. 

Mr. WILKINSON. I would like to have the opportunity of stating 
to the gentleman—— E 

Mr. CANNON. I can not yield. 

Mr. WILKINSON. I yielded to the gentleman’s interruptions sev- 
eral times in the course of my remarks, and hope he will allow me to 
make a single statement. 

Mr. CANNON. I hope this interruption is not to be taken out of 
my time. I would cheerfully yield to the gentleman if I had ten or 
fifteen miuntes. 

A word; I say in reply to the gentleman from Kentacky, who always, 
when he talks in his sincerity and magnificence and smoothness, makes 
me feel like Iwanted to say, ‘‘nowletus pray, brethren ” [langhter]—in 
reply to him and his statement wherein he stated that the labor in the 
refinery must he protected, and that we can not cut down any lower 
and have anything left for decrease upon other articles than sugar, and 
for that reason did not cut bat 20 per cent, why, my friend, you can 
let raw sugarcome in just as provided in the Mills bill—and none other 
is or will be imported—and then if you go to the higher grades above 
No. 13, all of which pass through the refineries and none of which are 
imported, and decrease the amount of the duty upon those higher grades 
one-half, you will just cut off $14,000,000 from the profits of the re- 
finers and leave them $14.000,000 still, and I say again, you will not 
affect the revenues of the Government onecent. The gentleman knows 
that. I believe he is on the Committee on Manufactures. I think the 
Committee on Ways and Means know it. I think they knew it when 
they first drew their bill, and first called the attention of the country 
and the House to it and boasted of this reform they were going to make. 
But, Mr. Chairman, when the bill was reported and the refiners pro- 
tested, the refiners and the trusts were left in the Mills bill, and they 
struck out the reform they put in when it was first drawn up and re- 
ported to the committee. Why did you doit? I asked that question 
before and I ask it now, and nobody has so far answered it. Again I 
repeat the inquiry, why did you do it? 

Now aword in regard to myown amendment. I think that amend- 
ment ought to be adopted. . I suppose it will not be. I apprehend 
that you are not going to sacrifice the St. Louis platform in this par- 
ticular by adopting my amendment. ‘True you have been making 
some little inroads upon the platform by adopting some amendments, 
four or five small changes, perhaps unimportant ones, the wood-screws 
of Connecticut, for instance, to satisfy some people on the other side; 
but I suppose you will not do it here, first, because it would not suit 
Louisiana men, and second, it would not suit the sugar trust. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the gentle- 
nian from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], which will again be read. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 


Strike out lines 329 to 361, inclusive, of section 2, and insert as follows: 

“All sugars not above No. 16 Dutch standard in color, all tank bottoms, sirups 
of cane juice or beet juice, melada, concentrated melada, concrete and concen- 
trated molisses, and all molasses testing notabove fifty-six d s by the polari- 
scope not otherwise specially enumerated or provided for in this act shall be 
exempt from duty: Provided, That if an export duty shall hereafter be laid upon 
sugar or molasses by any country from whence the same may be imported, 
such sugar or molasses so imported shall be subject to duty at the rates pro- 
vided by law at the date of the passage of this act. 

a sugars above No, 16 Dutch standard in color, three-tenths of 1 cent per 

onnd, 
Pe Molasses testing above fifty-six degrees by the polariscope, 14 cents per gal- 
lon. 

“ Maple sugar, 2 cents per pound of crystallizable sugar contained therein as 
ascertained by the polariscope, 

‘Maple sirup or molasses, 4 cents per gallon. 

“Glucose or grape sugar, | cent per pound. 

“Sugar candy, not colored, 5 cents per pound. All other confectionery not 
specially enumerated or provided for, made wholly or in part of sugar, and on 
sugars after being refined when tinetured, colored, or in any. other way adul- 
terated, and on aii chocolate confectionery, 10 cents per pound: Prov: That 
if an export duty shall hereafter be laid upon sugar or molasses by any country 
from whenee the same may be Ampenan; such su or molasses so imported 
shall be subject to duty as provi by law at the date of the passage of this act: 
Provided further, That for the encouragement of the production of sugar and 


molasses there shall be paid a bounty to the producers thereof in the United 
States, when made from beets, sorghum, impher, or other sugar-cane raised in 
the United States, as follows: 


“On sugar, 2 cents for each pound of crystallizable sugar contained therein, as 
ascertained by the polariscope. On molasses testing above fiity-six degrees by 
the polarisecope, 6 cents per gallon; testing not above fifty-six degrees by the 
ged cents per gallon; and the bounties provided for in this act aball 

out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe,” 

Tellers were demanded and ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will appoint the gentleman from Ili- 
Dnis (Mr. CANNON] and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] as 
tellers, 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a parliamentary 
inquiry; whether this amendment is not susceptible of division? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is a motion to strike out and iusert, and is 
not susceptible of division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 37, noes 103. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I ask unanimous consent that we may have a 
yea-and-nay vote on this amendment in the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee can not make an arrangement of 
that kind that the House will recognize. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment which I send 
to the Clork’s desk, 

- The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend in lines 336 and 337 by striking out “1,15 cents” and inserting “ sev- 

onty one-hundredths of a cent.” 


In line 339 strike out “ thirty-two one-thousandths” and insert instend “two 
one-hundredths,”’ 


Mr. DINGLEY. I desire to occupy a little more than five minutes, 
and in order that I may not be interrupted I ask unanimous consentto 
speak fifteen minntes if I need the time, Iprobably shill not require 
so much time. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I have of- 
fered proposes to reduce the duty on sugar from the present enormous 
rate of 82 per cent. to 41 per cent. or one-half; in other words, tore- 
duce the present specific rate of 1.40 cents per pound for raw sugar 
polarizing 75 degrees, to seventy one-hundredth cents per pound, and 
the present rate of four one-hundredth cents per pound tor each addi- 
tional degree to two one-hundredth cents per pound. 

The amendment which I propose is in harmony with the protective 
lists of the present tariff, and treats sugar, from the protective stand- 
point, as au article which may be produced in this country to the ex- 
tent of our wants, notwithstanding the fact that we now produce less 
sugar in the United States than we did before the war raises 9 serious 
doubt as to our ability toovercome climatic disadvantages. I nm will- 
ing, however, for the present to continue a policy based on the belief 
that we can develop the production of sugar to the extent of our 
wants. 

We are frequently told by gentleinen upon the other side that the av- 
erage duty imposed on imports on the dutiable lists of the present tariff? 
is 47 per cent., and that the Mills bill proposes to reduce that average 
only 7 percent., leaving still an average of 40 per cent. 

Every gentleman who stops to consider the subject appreciates the 
fact that a comparison of two tariffs by their dutiable lists alone with- 
out regard to their free-lists, for the purpose of showing the avernge 
imposed by each, is misleading and worthless. No comparison that is 
just or instructive can be made except by taking b oth the free and du- 
tiable lists and estimating the average duties of the two united, for it 
is only by doing this that any tariff obtains proper allowance for trans- 
fers from the dutiable to the free list. x 

Estimated on this proper basis the average duty on all imports un- 
der the tariff of 1824 was 47 per cent.; under the tariff of 1845, 26 per 
cent., and under the tariff of 1833, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1834, it was 28} per cent., and for the fiscal year ending June 3v, 1887, 
in consequence of the reduction in the invoiced valueof goods on which 
specific duties were imposed—which reduction increased the ad valo- 
rem equivalent—it was 32 per cent. 

Under the tariff of 1824 the average duty on dutiable goods was 51 
per cent.; under the tariff of 1846 it was 27 percent.; under the tariff 
of 1872 it was 434 per cent.; and under the first year of the tariff of 
1883 it was 414 per cent. 

What isit that has increased the average duty on imported articles on 
the free-list of the tariff of 1883 from 414 per eent. for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1884, to 47 per cent. for the year ending June 30, 1857, 
without any change in the law? It is the decline of value of imported 
articles on which a specitic duty is fixed; and the article which has had 
the most influence in increasing the average duty is sugar, which, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1884, paid a duty of only 50 per cent., 
but for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, paid a duty of 82 per cent. 

In other words, if sugar in the Jast fiscal year had borne a duty of 50 
per cent. the average duty of the dutiable lists of the present tariff in 
the last year would have been only 42 per cent. instead of 47; and if 
sugar had borne a duty of 41 per cent., as proposed by my amendment, 
the average duty of the dutiable lists of the present tariff would bave 
been only 40} per cent, instead of 47. 
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In other words, it is the increase of the ad valorem duty on sugar 
from the 50 per cent. contemplated by the tariff of 1883 to 82 per cent. 
that has raised the average duty of the dutiable lists from 41} per cent. 
in 1884 to 47 per cent. in 1887. And now gentlemen who are animad- 
verting on the average duty of 47 per cent.—made so large by the 
enormous duty on sugar—are supporting æ bill which imposes a duty 
equivalent to an ad valorem duty of 68 per cent. on sugar, against an 
ad yalorem of 50 per cent. as contemplated by the tariff of 1883, and 
are claiming that they have largely reduced the duty on sugar, when, 
as a matter of fact, the ad valorem equivalent of the specific duty which 
they propose on sugar—and our friends on the other side always insist 
on comparing ad valorem equivalents—is 18 per cent. more than the 
ad valorem equivalent for the first year under the tariff of 1883. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have already intimated, if my amendment should 
be adopted, the average ad valorem duty of the protected lists of the 
present tariff would be 40} per cent., and sugar would have 41 per 
cent., and that, too, specific, which is equivalent to 10 per cent. more 
than a duty of 40 per cent. ad valorem on most manufactured goods 
where undervaluations are the rule. 

Sugar with that reduction would have more than the average duty 
on the protected manufactured products, notwithstanding it is a cruder 
article than advanced manufactures. The average duty on iron in the 
present tariff is 40} per cent., on cottons 37} per cent., and on woolen 
goods (excluding the compensatory duty for wool) 38 per cent., and an 
ad yalorem duty, too, which in fact is not more than 32 per cent. spe- 
cific. Therefore my amendment deals with sugar on the principle of pro- 
tection and gives that industry the average protection given manufact- 
uring industries, notwithstanding it is not yet clear that it can be pro- 
duced in this country to the extent of our wants, ay gives sugar more 
protection than it gives on the average to manufactured products. 

In 1853-54 Louisiana produced 368,129,000 pounds of sugar, and 
the remaining Southern States, 18,173,000 pounds, total, 386,302,000 
pounds. In 1861-’62 the total product of sugar in these States was 
539,830,000 pounds. Butin no year since the war has the total an- 
nual product exceeded 320,000,000 pounds. 

In 1886 this country consumed 1,389,125 tons of sugar, or 53.3 
pounds per inhabitant. And of this consumption 1,235,213 tons, or 
nearly 90 per cent., were imported, and 153,912 tons, or 10 per cent., 
produced in this country. Certainly it would seem from our experi- 
ence thus far as if our climatic disadvantages are such that we can not 
successfully produce sugar here to the extent of our wants. If not, 
then sugar would not properly be an article to come within the policy 
of protection, which applies only to articles whose production can be 
developed to the extent of our wants. But in view of the alleged suc- 
cess during the past year of experiments for the manufacture of sugar 
from beets in California, and from sorghum in Kansas, I am willing to 
treat the sugar industry as one which within a reasonable period can 
be developed to produce sufficient to supply the wants of our country, 
and to give it the samt protection as manufacturing industries, 

It should be borne in mind that the tariff of 1816 imposed a duty of 
only 30 per cent. on sugar, and that of 1857 only 24 per cent., both 
only the average of the protection lists. My amendment proposes to 
give sugar 41 per cent. 

If greater protection than this is required to make the sugar industry 
a success, greater than has been required to establish other industries 
of a more advanced character, the States in which such industries are 
to be carried on will undoubtedly hasten to temporarily aid when satis- 
fied that sugar can be made here to the extent of our wants without 
climatic disadvantages, 

Mr. Chairman, I can not consent by my vote to retain a duty of 68 
per cent. on so indispensable an article of food as sugar, as is proposed by 
the Mills bill. I trust that the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mc- 
MILLIN], who assured the House that the Mills bill was a bill to re- 
duce the cost of the food of the people, will listen. If the duty is so 
fixed as a protective policy, I must object to it as entirely unnecessary 
and indefensible to protect an industry which has existed in this coun- 
try for half a century. $ 

If it is maintained as a revenue duty, as the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] intimated a few days ago, I object to it 
as unjust, in that it is a duty on a n article of food, consumed 
by the poor man to nearly the same extent as the rich man; an article 
produced to so small an extent in this country that home competition 
can not fix the price (as it does in the case of manufactured which 
can be made here to the extent of our wants), but the price is inevitably 
the foreign cost with the duty added. 

In the case of sugar, therefore, we have an article where no one de- 
nies that the duty is a tax which increases the burden of the consumer 
to the extent of the rate, where the commodity is a necessary article of 
food; where after forty years’ trial and with the highest encouragement 
ever given an industry we are unable to supply only one-tenth of our 
wants, an article where every reduction of the duty will certainly re- 
duce the revenue which the majority profess to seek to reduce; and yet 
it is this article which the Democratic majority insist on maintaining 
at the high rate of 68 per cent. 

And while seeking to retain this high rate of duty on so necessary an 
article of food as sugar, the same Democratic majority place on the free- 


list the products of the lumber-manufacturing industry, of the grain- 
bag manufacturing industry, of the brick-making industry, of the 
rough building-stone industry, and in the original bill as indorsed at 
St. Louis the lime and wood-pulp industries, and such products of the 
farm as wool, pease, beans, vegetables, cucumbers, tomatoes, milk, 
meats, and poultry; and seriously reduce the duty on manufactured 
articles, articles such as we can produce in this country to the extent 
of our wants, and on which for that reason the import duty is nota 
tax which increases the burden of our people, but a benefit to all 
classes. 

Gentlemen on the Democratic side protest that their great object is 
to reduce our excessive revenue. Ifso, why do they reduce the duty 
on sugar so little, when by making the reduction one-half they can 
surely cut off $23,000,000 in revenue on one article, and still leave as 
high a duty as the average of the protected lists, and when every cent 
of reduction of duty will surely reduce the cost of a necessary article of 
food? Why, instead of doing this, do they select articles heretofore in- 
sufficiently protected, where the reduction of the duty will increase the 
revenue, and injure rather than benefit the people? 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Do I understand the gentleman to 
say that his amendment cuts down the present duty on sugar one-half 
and provides for no bounty ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Yes, it cuts down the duty one-half, The duty 
now is 82 per cent. ad valorem, and I propose to make the duty a spe- 
cific equivalent of 41 cents, without any bounty. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. And still the duty will be above the 
average duty on protected articles? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Itwill. If sugar borean ad valorem duty of only 41 
per cent., the average duty of the dutiable lists under the existing tariff 
would have been only 403 per cent. last year. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. That isa dose which even the free-trade 
Democracy ought to jump at. 

Mr. GEAR. Iwould like to ask the gentleman a question. Under 
the Mills bill, as I understand, sugar is left at a duty of 68-per cent.? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Sixty-eight per cent. 

Mr. GEAR. And the gentleman proposes to cut the duty in two? 

Mr. DINGLEY. I propose to cut the original 82 per cent. duty in 
two, making the rate 41 per cent., heing 27 per cent. lower than the 
rate proposed in the Mills bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Willthe gentleman from Maine indicate how 
many votes this bill would receive on the other side if his amendment 
were adopted ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. I do not know that that makes any difference. 

Mr. MACDONALD. It makes a difference to me. 

Mr. DINGLEY. We are now considering the question of sugar; and 
if the object is to reduce the revenue and reduce the burdens of the 
people, here is an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I expect to vote for this bill, because I can not 
get anything better; but I do not propose to vote for any amendment of 
the opposition unless it will secure votes for the bill, instead of weaken- 
ing it on our side. 

Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I have been somewhat surprised 
at the character of the debate which has taken place during the last 
few days, and which has been continued this morning. The state- 
ments expressed by the gentlemen on the other side of the House aro 
so strangely opposed to the declarations set forth in their platform of 
principles that they would lead one to believe that those pledges have 
been either forgotten or abandoned; and it adds to our surprise to see 
them, while in such an embarrassing perplexity, venture to charge 
others with lack of consistency and fealty to party promises. ' The lead- 
ing feature of the Chicago Republican platform, the rule of action 
seh which the party proposes to be guided, is expressed in the demand 

‘or— 


such a revision of the tariff lawsas will tend to check imports of articles such 
as ere p uced by our people, the production of which gives employment to 
our r. 


Mr. Worcester defines the word ‘‘ check ’’— 

To stop, to repress, to restrain. 

Mr. Webster— 

To make a stop, to pause. 

Now, if this demand of the Republican platform means anything it 
must be that a product like sugar, coming as it does clearly within the 
class of articles which the Republican party pledged itself to protect 
by revising the tariff so as to check and stop its importation from for- 
eign countries, should be subjected toa high if not prohibitery tariff 
duty. 

Last year we imported sugar to the value of $68,897,102.27, and the 
duties collected on this importation were $56,515,601.67. 

Personally and as a friend of the people I am strongly in favor of 
reducing the tax on sugar, and the bill we are considering makes a re- 
duction of $11,292,087.94, a larger amount than is remitted upon any 
article except those on the woolen schedule. The tariff tax on sugar 
as fixed sf Republican Congress was 82 per cent., while the bill now 
before us fixes itat 65 per cent. The same Republican gentlemen who 
yoted for the bill of March 3, 1883, and fixed the duty on sugar at 82 
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per cent., which is the existing law, now vote for amendments to 
either remove the duty altogether or make it only nominal. I wish 
those gentlemen would explain how they reconcile such a course with 
their party pledges. Sugar is an article— 

such as is uced o le, and th ucti hii vesem- 
atre se OAT: ur people, e production of which gi 

The laborers who are given employment in Louisiana and Florida 
are colored men, The labor employed in Kansas, California, and other 
States are our good white fi and I would like to ask how our Re- 
publican friends reconcile their votes for free sugar with the pledges of 
their party to those citizens who labor in the production of that article. 
Sugar is'a product of ouragricultural industries, and to show how little 
consideration that industry has received from the Republican party I 
beg to call the attention of the House to the depressed condition of our 
farmers as compared with other, and especially with our manufactur- 
ing industries. 

The census of 1880 shows that the value of the farms in the United 
States was $10,197,098,776. There were employed on these farms 
7,670,493 persons, and the total product of the farms and orchards— 
including what was consumed by the farmers themselves—amounted 
to $2,264,278, 718. 

We see from this that the gross product in our agricultural industries 
was about 22 per cent. on the capital invested, and the annual value 
of the product per capita was about $300. 

This computation does not take intothe account theamountof thecap- 
ital invested in, or the wear and tear of, farming implements, the cost 
of seeds and fertilizers, the amount of capital invested in work-stock, 
nor the costof theirsubsistence. Werethese items included the profits 
of farming would probably be reduced one-half of the amount I have 
indicated; but to be liberal, we will say they would reduce my estimate 
one-third —$200 per capita, instead of $300. 

From the same census we learn that the amount of capital invested 
in manufacturing industries was $2,790,223,506; the number of hands 
employed was 2,738,930, and the total value of the product yea 
$5,369,667,706. The value of the product in the man 
dustries is thus shown to have been about 200 per cent. on the itil 
invested, nine times greater than the per cent. of gross product realized 
in agriculture. The value of the product was about $2,000 for each 
person engaged i in peat ern. or seven times asmuch as the product 
per capita realized in farming. 

Bat H should deduct the value of the materials used in manufactur- 
ing. Let us see what will be the result. The value of the materials 
used by these 253,840 manufacturing establi ts was $3,394, 340,029, 
leaving an excess of product over the materials used of $1,975,327,677, 
or about 70 per cent. on the capital invested—more than -three times 
the per cent. gained in farming—and the annual amount produced per 
capita, less the cost of ma was about $720, just three and three- 

times the per capita of the product by 

As these statistics are highly instructive Tai very important, as well 
as interesting, I have prepared a table which will show at a glance the 
marked difference between theconditionofanindustry which for twenty- 
five years has borne all the burdens ánd received none of the benefits 
of legislation as contrasted with industries which para been developed 
by partial Jaws into powerful monopolies, 


Table showing the comparative results of our agricultural and manufactur- 
ing industrics. 
FARMING INDUSTRIES, 
Amount of capital invested, exclusive of implements, cost of 
seeds and fertilizers, work-steck, or cost of their subsistence. -+ $10, 197, 096, 771 

Number of persons employed... ena 7, 670, pi 
Value of gross product, including « consumption | by farmers.. 278,7. 
Value of product for each person en; in farming, abo 


Per cent. of product on capital inves 22 
uct of each person after deducting 

feed of work-stock, €t6, yoesssseeeseeserene eae $200 

Per cent. of product on capital invested ........ccccsssseccsecssesssnerereere 14} 


MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES. 


Aniount Of capital in yeeted, 5; cacwteyeecessocenncencsanesmbesevainepbocssepynl ones 
Number of persons employed Sant 
Value of gross prod 
Value of product for each person.. 
Per cent. of product on capital inv: 
Value of materials used ,.,........-+..06 
Product after fer dodaciu materials used .. 
Product of each after deducting value of materials used. 
Per cent, of product on capital invested......,.......0000ssserersesseeree 


We therefore see that after deducting the cost of the PAR used 
in the manufacturing ok ae and deducting the cost of seeds, fer- 


ERE 
RS eae 
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back as 1880, AAE, LEa EERS sitar had so militated against thein- 
terests of the farmers that one man engaged in agriculture could pro- 
duce only about one-fourth of the amount in value which one man 


could produce in manufactures, and that a given amount of capital in- 
vested in farming industries produced only one-fifth as much value of 
product as the same amount produced in manufacturing industries. 

I think I have a right, Mr. YESA I think I may say it is my 
solemn duty, to appeal to the in Se party to halt in their mer- 
cilessly destructive legislation against the interests of the farmers of 
the United States. Lamentable as was the picture in 1880, it is more 
deplorable to-day. Palaces and untold wealth concentrated in the 
hands of the highly-favored few, while a leaky roof and a mortgaged 
home is all that is left to the once proud, independent, and happy 
American farmer. 

As evidence of the fact that this statement is no exaggerated picture 
of the pitiable extremity to which Republican legislation has reduced 
the farmers of the country, I beg to remind the House that it has been 
repeatedly asserted on this floor that the farms of the great West are 
almost buried in mortgages, held by the manufacturing capitalists of 
the East. I have no personal knowledge of the accuracy of these as- 
sertions, but I will give as my authority in one instance an article from 
the Missouri Republican, one of the leading Papersof the United States. 


It says: 
WHO OWNS THE WEST? 

All the advocates of high protective tariff have one refrain to their son 
speeches, magazine essays, and sermons—the vast wealth ofthe country. "y e 
are the richest country on the globe," they assert, “and the protective tarif aas 
made us s0o;” and then they present us with a bewildering arra: 
towering u: ‘into the billious to show how prosperous the land has ee SAST 
the protective policy of the last twenty-six years, In 1862 we had only 32,000 
miles of railroad ; now we have 150,000. In 1860 we had only $200,000,000 depos- 

vings-banks ; SOS Bae POCONO In 1960 we had 2,044,000 farms; 
in 1880 the number had i nereased to 4,005,000, and at the present time it can not 


cultural § 
in the nine favored industrial States ; it isin the latter th 
— the admiration of the high-tarift advocates is most conspicuously illus- 


But, they tcll us, the agricultural States have wn rich, too. They also 
have pered under protection. See how farms have multiplied in the} West 
and D pat pene and see how railroads have been built in Mlinois, Michigan, 


the Pacifi 


one word, “who owns the West? The people eN the aen it might be answered. 
But the answer would not be true, as a few indisputable figures will sufficiently 


First, as to farms. In 1830 there were 133,500 farms in Kansas, 256,000 in Ili- 
nois, 194,000 in Indiana, 247,000 in Ohio, 185,300 in Iowa, 154,000 in Michigan, and 
134,300 in Wisoonsin -makin Sada aey of 1,309,100 in the seven States named. Re- 
cent statistics collected associations and printed in farm journals 
make the following Stele ring mie farm piorna in these same States: 


Kansas... $235, 000, 000 
Illinois .. 1, 000, 000, 000 
Indiana.. 635, 000, 000 
a l O 1, 227, G00, 000 
Town...... 567, 000, 000 
Michigan... 500, 000, 000 
Wisconsin... 357, 000, 000 
a ES RTA AEA N S I E, 4,521, 000,000 
These figures are so ee their enormity as to seem incredible, Wedo 


States as encumbered with an te of four and a half billion mortgage in- 

debtedness, or an a of over $3,400 for valuation of 

property in these States in 1885 was as follows: 

Kansas EGE IIIS PENERE II E AEF A Tswana eens 75, 500, 000 
d: 00 


It will be seen that the reported mo 
AOA vol a the DAIR ST these 


debts cover about four-fifths the 
these mortgages 


value of the farms; an are held in the 
Eastern industrial States. 
Next, as to railroads. In the seven Western States named there were, in 1585, 


37,000 miles of railroad, with a stock and bond account and net earnings as fol- 
lows: 


Stocks and | Net earn- 
States, bonds. ings. 


SAS... 
Illinois... 


These 37,000 miles of railroads, having a nominal value of uar 700,000 ores 
two and a half billion dollars) and yielding annual net a of $67,520,000, are 
put down in the statistics of the day as partof the property of the Statesin which = 
they lie. But it is a notorious fact that only a very small fractio 
is owned in these States. The last report of the Iowa railroad 


1888. 


states that only one out of forty stockholders in Iowa roads lives in the State, 

and only one-seventieth of the capital stock is held in the State. In Illinois 

similar condition of things The official report of 

stoners does not state what proportion of the tal stock of the Illi- 
roads the capital stock of the leadin, 


nois is held in Illinois, but the location 

roads will assist us in eee ee The Illinois Central has $29,000, 
capital stock, only $685,000, or than 3 per cent., of which is owned in Illinois. 
Of the Chi , Rock Island and Pacific, about 5 per cent. of the capital stock is 
owned in ois; of the Ohioand Mississippi stock,onl half of 1 per 

of the St. Louis, Alton and Terre Haute, less than 


ing these fi asa y safely estimate that of the 19,000 miles of 
way in filinois, EK ace) 


of the East. 
'As Ilinois is called the panera ens bare and one of the richest cultural 
States of the West, it may be that the other Statesaro in no r con- 


dition than it in the matter of railroad ownership, and therefore it may be 
broadly asserted that practically all the railroads of the seven States named, 


valued at $2, 700,000 (two and a half billion dollars and over), are owned in 
the industrial Da.. ‘The industrial States : rotty 


are therefore drawing a 
round sum of money for one thing and another from the seyen Western 
named every year. The items may be stated as follows: 


In protective taxes..... 


In interest on mortgages. 
In railroad net earnings. 
Totali. seoses a bscebevn chbbaee pases bocged ebsens epeosnmareraser ceases soss caccesss 


The Western States are,in fact, being bled to death. Western farmers are 
actually becoming poorer and poorer every year. As a body they do not make 
a living, and the convincing proofof this fact is that their farms are fast passing 
under mortgage to the money-lending manufacturing States of the East. 
Twenty-five yearsago these mortgages were few in number and small in amount; 
now they number millions and cover an aggregate value of thousands of mill- 
ions, and all bear’6 to 8 per cent. interest. 

The West does not own itself. It is owned by the industrial States. Twenty- 
six years of the malign, sectional, and oeeeeye pay of re a tariff has done 
the work and done it effectually. The indusi States of the East, enriched 
beyond estimate by the annual tribute of $600,000,000 exacted for a quarter of a 
century from the other States under the false pretense of building up home 
manutactures, own all Western railroads, telegraph lines, and bridges, and 
hold mortgages on nearly all farms, their cities, and towns. 

This condition of the farmers of the West results directly from the 
legislation of the Republican party, and, it seems to me, gentlemen on 
the other side of the Honse wonld feel it to be their duty to aid in find- 
ing a remedy for so glaring an evil. And yet we see them now resist- 
ing, by every resource at their command, the accomplishment of this 
object. 

The Republican platform recently promulgated at Chicago declares 
that the party will— R 
favor the entire repeal of the internal taxes rather than tho surrender of any 
part of our protective system. 

Two years ago all the gentlemen were clamorous for the protection 
of the farmers by the oleomargarine bill. This year they go to Chi- 
cago and, by their platform, demand a repeal of that law rather than 
any part of their tariff for protection. 

Not satisfied with this attack on the farmer, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. HENDERSON], the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BAYNE], the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. FULLER], the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], and many other Republican gentlemen, 
insist upon the entire repeal of the tariff on sugar, a tax which has 
existed since the first tariff tax levied by the Government under the 
Constitution, and even anterior to that, to the tariff exacted during 
the period of the Confederation. Now, why are the gentlemen so 
hostile to the interests of the farmers? 

Do they imagine they can elect anybody to any office against the votes 
of our honest farmers? 

Do they imagine that this kind of Republican legislation will draw 
any votes to their party? : 

I can not think it is because they are really hostile to our agricult- 
ural interests; but I believe the country is rapidly coming to the con- 
clusion that the Republican party is dominated and controlled by the 
great monopolies of the Northeast, and that the interests of the great mass 
of the people have, with that party, been subordinated and made a sec- 
ondary consideration. : 

Tt was notalways tims. Let us recall some of the utterances of these 
distinguished Republicans in the last Congress. 

I read from volume 79, page 4895, of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
May 25, 1886, that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], speak- 
ing on the oleomargarine bill, said: 

The a lturists, who constitute the great foundation of industry—nearly 
one-half of our whole population—have for nearly a century submitted to tax- 
ation which tended to give a diversity of ind and have rarely asked for 
taxation which would tend to benefit them directly. * * * It is objected that 
the proposes = is too high, and that we do not need the revenue. 

Mr. © „in reply I call attention that the proposed tax is not so great 
as that upon the product of corn when it is made into whisky, or upon tobacco, 
or upon many articles imported to this country. * * * If gentlemen think 
we are getting too much revenue, it is perfectly competent to reduce internal 
taxation upon other articles, orto remove taxes, in whole or in part, upon some 
of the articles we import. ¥ 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. FULLER], who has just struck his 
blow at the farmers, two years ago was equally earnest in his advocacy 
of the oleomargarine bill. 

On page 4904 of the same volume of the RECORD I read that the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HENDERSON] said, replying to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLEY ]: 


No man res aod arate more than I do and have done for years, but 
I regret that the trembling hand of age is now being laid upon the very founda- 


tion industry that giveslife and vitality tothe Republic. He would defend afew 
glutted money and italists and down the purest indus- 
try that gives err and business prosperity to the nation—the great farming 
ind: . $ * è Jserve notice on Pennsylvania here and now that if there 
is to be no interest in this Chamber but iron, and if the farmers of 
this land and the t, glorious West are to be sacrificed to protect your iron 
industry, you will get your “‘eye-teeth” cut before many Congresses come and 
go. [Applause.] * * * The farmer does not often come into our presence de- 
manding protection, but he is here now, and in earnest. In whatever way we 
strengthen him we add prosperity to every business pursuit in the land. 

owner of the soil is a stockholder in the Republic. As you strengthen, enrich, 
and protect that element you do add blessings to all the people. 

On 4966, same volume, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, May 26, I 
read that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAYNE] said: 

Now, sir, I believe it to be a high duty to protect the agricultural industries 
a Sag sie from — or Pon manh Cne kenara Yk not jao 
rymen, the farmers, wor! ople? ey compose upward of 60 per cen 
of our working people, and kipsh work harder. 

On page 4969, May 26, I read thatthe gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HENDERSON], in further reply to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. KELLEY], said: 

The gentleman assumes here to speak for the are whom I represent, and 

terests. I eee him for 


to have 
war unless the farmers’ rights were protected. ; 

But now he and they go to-Chicago and fling their banner to tho 
breeze, with the inspiring rallying cry to the hosts of protection that 
rather than have one iota of protection taken off of iron or other im- 
ports, they would repeal the whole internal-revenue taxation, oleomar- 
garine and all. 

How will the dairymen of the country receive this astounding declara- 
tion? 

In the same spirit of disregard for the interests of the farmers the Re- 
publican members of this House, with a few exceptions, have vehè- 
mently opposed the effort of the Democratic party to abolish oreven re- 
duce the tax on lumber, so as to enable the farmer to build himself a 
neat cottage and purchase more cheaply the lumber for his fences, 


wagons, and farming implements. 

When the proposition to tax lumber was first brought before Con-. 
gress twenty years since, a most distinguished member of the Repub- 
lican party—he is its dictator and idolized leader to-day—denounced 
the project in unmeasured terms. 

I read from ihe Congressional Globe, Fortieth Congress, second ses- 
sion, page 3049, June 10, 1868: 

Mr. BLAINE. I move to amend the amendment by striking out the last word. 
Idesire to discuss briefly the amendment which the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means so vigorously opposes. And in the first place, let me say 
that during the entire war, when we were seeking everything on the carth 
and in the skies, and in the waters under the earth, out of which taxation could 
be wrung, it never entered into the conception of Congress to tax breadstuff's— 
never. During the most pressing exigencies of the terrible contest in which 
we were engaged, neither breadstuffs nor lumber ever the subject of one 
peuny of taxation. What was the reason of this? Let me tell my friend from 
Ohio that it was not because of the influence of the rich grain-dealers at Chicago 
or Toledo or Milwaukee. It was because, if anything be universal, breadstuffs 
are universal; for they constitute literally “the staff of life.” 

If you impose on them a tax ever so small in amount it will be made a pre- 
text by the very speculators of whom gentlemen talk for adding an appreciablo 
amount to the cost of a barrel of flour, I do beseech this House not to sanction 
the principle of subjecting such an article to taxation for the sake of the paltry 
amount that is to be gained from this source. 

Mr. WELKER. Does the gentleman expect to secure an exemption for lumber 
by advocating an exemption forbreadstuffs? [La ter. 

. Buarse. Iam relerring to breadstuffs because it illustrates a principle. 
I beseech this House not to sanction a tax on breadstuffs which will simply 
build up a mountain of prejudice for the sake of a mole-hill of revenue, 


It will be observed from this last remark that, while speaking of 
breadstuffs, Mr. Blaine’s real purpose was to oppose the tax which was 
then sought to be imposed on lumber. And it is very remarkable that 
his most devoted followers should now strenuously oppose Democrats 
in their efforts to enact tax laws which, twenty years ago, Mr. Blaine 
insisted was wise and necessary legislation. To show how earnest he 
was in his advocacy of free lumber, I will continue to read from Mr. 


Blaine’s remarks on that occasion: . 


But, sir, I have said enough on that point. Now,as tothe article of lumber. 
Iagain remind the House that there has never been a tax upon this article. 
The gentleman from Ohio may talk of this question as he pleases, but I say 
that. wherever the Western frontiersman undertakes to make for himselfa home, 
to till the soil, to carry-on the business of life, he needs lumber for his cabin; 
he needs lumber for his fence; he needs lumber for his wagon or cart; he needs 
est for his plow; he needs lumber for almost eyery purpose in his daily 

e. 
Mr. Patxn. Does he not need clothing also? 

Mr. BLAINE. I ask the chairman of the Committee on Waysand Means to tell 
me why it is that these articles have never been taxed heretofore? 

Mr. Hoorn, of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman mean to say they have 
never been taxed? 

Mr. BLAINE. I do. 

Mr. Hoorer, of Massachusetts. Were not the manufactures of wood taxed? 
Is not lumber wood? 

Mr. Buarye. Not at all; and I am surprised that a gentleman who lives so 
a as the gentleman from Massachusetts should be so ignorant of what 

lumber is. 

Mr. Hooper, of Massachusetts, Will my friend allow me to ask whether the 
tax was not upon lumber, manufactured or unmanufactured? 
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Mr. BLAINE. I am not answerable for the singular verbiage incorporated in 
the act of March, which excepted the manufacture of lumber and breadstufis, 

The difference between manufactured and unmanufactured lumber is known 
to everybody, or ought to be known to everybody who attempts to draw the 
act. Boards, joists, work that comes from the saw-mill (for I use the generic 

hrase), is lumber. Where it 

t is not classed as lumber, or 
called manufactured lumber, not enmannfact 
distinct from the saw-miil. 

So we see that, at the threshold of the pending campaign, the Re- 
publican party is divided, not on sugar alone, but its members are at 
variance with the views of its most prominent leader upon the impor- 
tant question of the propriety of a tax on lumber. 

Mr. Chairman, I have done. My sole object in addressing the 
House to-day was to make one more appeal for the farmer. The fig- 
ures I have given can not be disputed. They show that, weighted as 
lie is in the struggle for life and fortune by the calamitous effects of 
Republican Jegislation, he can not, under existing laws, hope for more 
than one-fifth of the prosperity which rewards the efforts of his more 
fortunate brother who is engaged in avocations which for twenty-seven 
years have enjoyed the fostering care and special favor of the party by 
whose laws the country has been ruled during all that period. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr, GEAR, I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Ainbama [Mr. WHEELER] be allowed to proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. For how long? 

Mr. RYAN. Until he coneludes his remarks. 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not ask more than five minutes additional. 

Mr. STRUBLE. I must object to an indefinite extension. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to extending the time of the 
gentleman from Alabama for five minutes? ` 

Mr. BLAND. I object to all extensions; let us have a vote. 

Mr. WHEELER. Iask but two minutes more. 

Mr. BLAND. Itis too hot to continue these discussions indefinitely. 

Mr. MILLS. Task for a vote on the pending proposition. 

Mr. BAYNE. I want to make a remark before the vote is taken. 

Mr. GEAR. IfI can obtain the floor, I will yield to the gentleman 
fiom Alabama [Mr, WHEELER]. 

Mr. BLAND. I object. 

Mr. Hooker addressed the Chair. : 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman from Mis- 
sissipi [Mr. HOOKER] rise? 

Mr. HOOKER. For the purpose of taking the floor and yielding it 
to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. BLAND. I object to that. 

Mr. HOOKER. If the Chair recognizes me, I have a right to yield 
my time to any gentleman I may designate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi asks unanimous 
consent that he may be recognized for five minutes, and may yield his 
time to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. WHEELER]. 

Mr. BLAND. Lobject. Let us wait for cooler weather before in- 
dulging farther in this speech-making. I call for a vote. 

Mr. HOOKER. Irise to aparliamentaryinguiry. Iwish to know 
what is the question before the House—whether we are not discussing 
it under the five-minute rule, and whether each member is not enti- 
tled to speak for five minutes if he wishes to do so? 

The CHAIRMAN. Heisnot. The Clerk will read the rule. 

The Clerk read as follows, from clause 5, Rule XXIII: 

5. When general debate is closed by order of the House, any member shall be 
allowed five minutes to explain any amendment he may offer, after which the 
member who shall first obtain the floor shall be allowed to speak five minutes 
in opposition to it,and there shall be no further debate thereon; but the same 
privilege of debate shall be allowed in favor of and against any amendment 
that may be offered to an amendment; and neither an amendment nor an 
amendment to an amendment shall be withdrawn by the mover thereof unless 
by the unanimous consent of the committee. 

Mr. MILLS. I hope we will now have a vote. I move that the 
committee rise for the purpose of limiting debate. 

Mr. BAYNE. I demand a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 66, noes 48. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. ROGERS having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, having had 
under consideration the tariff bill, had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole on the state of the Union for the further consideration of 
the tariff bill; and pending that motion I move that all debate on the 
pendiug paragraph and amendments thereto be limited to fifteen min- 
utes; that is, to 2 o’clock. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Nothing will be offered but substantial amend- 
ments, and I hope gentlemen will not limit the debate upon the para- 


h. 
os. BAYNE. I want five minutes, and that is all I want, and then 
Iam done with sugar. 
Mr. MILLS. What do gentlemen suggest on the other side? 
Mr. REED. Limit the debate to the pending amendments. There 
are some matters of classification, and it is difficult tosay now to what 
extent the debate should be limited upon them, 


through the planing-mill for finer purposes 
classed at all, Pens the reciprocity treaty, it is 
lumber. Theplaning-millis 


Mr. MILLS. Very well; then I will move that the debate on the 
pending amendments be limited to ten minutes. 

The motion was to. 

The question recurred on the motion that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, and it was 
agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the pending amendments has been 
limited by order of the House to ten minutes. 

Mr. BAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I trust the proposition of the gentle- 
man from Maine [Mr. DISGLEY] will be acceptable to every Repub- 
lican on this floor, without exception, and I hope it will be acceptable to 
every Democrat on this floor. The proposition of the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. DrnGLey] is to reduce the duty on sugar to an equivalent 
to 41 per cent.—a high rate of duty on a necessary of life. The pres- 
ent law places the duty on sugar at 82 per cent. ad valorem. That is 
to say, the specific daty is équivalent to that. The Mills bill proposes - 
to retain the specific duty, but to reduce it to 68 per cent. ad valorem, 
putting on this necessary of life a high rate of duty. The amendment 
of the gentleman from Maine proposes to place the duty on sugar at the 
equivalent of 41 per ceut. ad valorem, which isa high rate of duty on 
a necessary of life. The amendment of the gentleman from Maine, on 
the basis of last year’s importation, will reduce the revenue $29,000,000 
on a necessary of life. 

With unction and with earnestness and with zeal free salt was ad~ 
vocated on that side of the House. If the whole duty on salt were 
paid by the consumer it would amount to 1 cent. upon each man, 
woman, and child. If the amendment of the gentleman from Maine 
be adopted, it will amount to 50 cents on each man, woman, and child, 
which is a tax to that extent. 

Gentlemen who. have declaimed so much in favor of reducing the 
duties on the necessaries of life are confronted now with a proposition. 
They are confronted, to use the language of the President, by a.‘ con- 
dition.” [Laughter.] They have the opportunity now by voting for 
this amendment to reduce the duty on that n of life to 41 per 
cent. ad valorem. Will yọu doit? Youmight as well doit, because 
you will be confronted with that condition until you put yourselves on 
reeord by a yea-and-nay vote for or against that proposition. And if 
you go to the country this fall voting against that proposition to reduce 
the duty to 41 per cent. ad valorem and attempt to keep the duty up 
to 82 per cent. ad valorem, the country will draw the proper inference 
and arrive at the conclusion that the gentlemen who have so strongly 
advocated reduction of taxes—for this is a tax—on the necessaries of 
life did not mean what they said, but that they meant to protect a 
Louisianian industry and sugar refineries, and that they had not the 
courage or the will to strike down the sugar trusts. 

Ihave heard declamation on that side of the House against trusts. 
I have heard declamation against a high tax on the necessaries of life. 
You are confronted now with the opportunity of striking down trusts 
and confronted with the opponent to-day of reducing the tax on a 
necessary of life. Will you doit? We shall see when the voters pass 
between the tellers on this proposition. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. KELLEY. I desire to ask leave to have printed in the RECORD 
an article on ‘‘Our sugar industry~shall it be protected?” from a 
pamphlet recently issued by Henry A. Brown, ex-Treasury agent. I 
do not ask to have it read, but that it shall be printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair hears no objection, and that will be 


done. 

Mr. KELLEY. In the course of the debate on Saturday I said if 
the duties on sugar were extraordinary or inordinate, graduate them; 
but I shall now be found passing through the tellers in favor cf spe- 
cific duties equivalent to 41 per cent. and a fraction ad valorem. [Ap- 
plause. ] , e 

The article referred to is as follows: 


OUR SUGAR INDUSTRY—SIALL IT BE PROTECTED? 


With fivefold sources of sugar production in this country—cane, beet, sorghum, 
maple, and corn—and climate suitable to each, it is absurd to pretend that sugar ' 

roducing should be left to tropical climes. agaang tA France, Belgium, Hol- 
and, Austria, and Russia are not tropical climes, yet their sugar products food 
the markets and rule the prices of sugar in London and New York. 

France pays 2 cents per pound bounty on sugar exports, and virtually pro- 
hibits imports of sugar. Tmany pays bounty on exports of sugar fron 32 
cents to about 63 cents per 100 pounds, according to grades, and virtually pro 
hibits the importation of sugar. Germany and France alone produce enough 
beet sugar to supply the annual consumption of imported sugars in the United 
States. 

Duties are levied as follows on sugars imported into European beet-sugar 
countries, which, having gained control of the sugar trade in England through 
her short-sighted abolition of sugar duty, now clamor for abolition of sugar du- 
ties in the United States for the same purpose: 


France: Cents. 
On brown sugar, ninety-eight degrees and under., ............. per pound... 4.3% 
On brown, above ninety-eight degrees, and on refined.......... o 5.47 
Germany: ‘ 
On RE TW IOI Bassin ars canccncccsinn nay snseeesenea themes beige iabsacsesbccapuasnsed dO... 2.58 
On) BIE FOB Od BAGONG I asc sien sas cecccsokatde Gioethasd cucokes E do. 3.25 
Austria, etc.: 
On all sugar under No. 19 Dutch standard. ............cccscsssscesseesecses HO ...06 3,27 
On No. 19 Dutch standard and over, and on refined.......... sese. seren do ..... 4. 
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Italy: 
On all sugars No. 20 Dutch standard or less... 
On all sugars above No. 20 Dutch standard... 


Netherlands; 


On raw sugar ninety-nine degrees, and on refined .............:0000e000« c. 4.91 

On melada and ON grape SUGAL.....0,0ssscecersreereeeecssenseesersecersseseenen: MAD atic 8.27 
Belgium : 

On class 4, under No.7 Dutch standard......0.ccseccsre PALARIE O....+ 


Spain: On su 

Denmark: On all sugar. 
Duties are levied on su 

734. 1887), ranging from 


rs in all other poss on prodadag countries (see C. R., 
mt 2 cents to 7 cents per pound. 
The average duty on dutiable sugars Aoporisg into the United States in 1887 


was 2,03 cents per pound, or less than one- e average any. levied on sugar 
in the countries above named, which was 4.17 cents per pound, 

Consul L. G. Reed, at Barbadoes, the largest sugar producer of the West In- 
dies (C. R. 86, November, 1887) says: `“ Male lal 


borers on sugar estates are paid 
20 cents per diem; females, 1 cents; children, 8 to 10 cents, with the addition 
of alittle molasses every Saturday.” 


The prices paid for labor in Germany average for men 1.75 mark to 2 marks, 
or 40 to 48 cents për day without board; for women, 1.1 mark, or 27 cents a day. 
The price paid for labor in France averages 1.75 francs to 2 francs. or 35 to 50 cents 
a day for men,and 1 franc, or 20 cents per day for women; as compared with 
prices of labor in this sonaty, these facts tell the labor story, without referring 
to the stiil worse paid labor in China, India and other countries. 

The above aro average examples of wages paid laborers on sagax estates in 
most foreign-producing countries; while countries that pay a trifle more for 
labor, levy prohibitory duty on sugars, and the sugar industry of this country 
must compete with those countriesor be wiped out. American su, industries 
are entitled to, and require, national protection quite as much asthe beet-sugar 
ition ppc of Europe, or our own cotton, iron and wool-manufacturing indus- 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to 
hear the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAYNE] admit that the 
duty on sugar isa tax. Is this the only tax in the tariff? I am very 
glad, also, to hear the gentleman admit that 41 per cent. isa sufficiently 
protective tax upon this necessary of life, even though its raw material 
is to be taxed. I would like for the gentleman, however, to reconcile 

-that statement with the position held by himself and held by his as- 
sociates on that side of the House, that while 41 per cent. on refined 
sugar is sufficient, even with a high tax on raw sugars, yet the proposed 
40 per cent. duty on woolens with raw wool free is an insufficient tax. 
Here is also a necessary of life and a protected industry. How is it, 
further, that 45 per cent. on steel rails isinadequate as alleged for the 
maintenance of that industry. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Will the gentleman pardon me—— 

M~. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I really have not the time to 
yiekt to the gentleman. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I only wanted to say that that is 40 per cent. ad 
valorem, while the 41 per cent. on sugar is specific. Now, if you will 
give us on woolens 38 per cent. specific there will be no difficulty in 
the way. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I will be very glad to have 
the gentleman from Maine elaborate the position he occupies at any 
other time, but in the few minutes allotted to me I must decline to yield 
to him. I hope he may take an opportunity to reconcile the difference 
which exists on that side in reference to their attitude upon these two 
items of this bill. Steel rails, at least, are specific, and the protective 
part of the tariff on woolens has not been and isnot specific nor so high 
as proposed in this bill. 

Now, sir, the gentleman has spoken of the sugar trast. The refining 
ofsagar, Mr. Chairman, and the production of raw or low-grade sugars— 
that production which is engaged in by the sorghum producers of the 
West, by the beet-growers of the West, and cane-growers of the South— 
nre two entirely different and distinct pursuits. The refining of sugar 
is done mainly in the East. The chief seats of this industry are found 
in Philadelphia, in New York, and in Boston, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we find—I have figured a little hastily for the 
purpose of getting at the margins which have been considered neces- 
sary heretofore in regard to this industry—that the margin allowed for 
refining previous to the adoption of the present law, taking the aver- 
age of sugars below No, 13, was 1.66 cents a pound as between raw 
sugars and refined sugars. That was then considered necessary by gen- 
tlemen upon the other side of the House. We kuow that the margin 
that you maintain between the raw sugars and the refined sugars is in- 
dependent of the question of revenue and of the original question of 
the tax. It is one of those business matters that has to be settled in 
a business way whatever may be the tax you agree upon to start with. 
But, sir, when gentlemen of the other political party revised the tarift 
in 1883 they did not consider that even 1.66 cents a pound was an ade- 
quate margin, so they made it 1.68 cents and a fraction over. 

Now, gentlemen, at that time when, as now, you were not dealing 
with an insufficiency of revenue, when in fact you were confronted by 
n redundancy of revenue, you deliberately established this as a busi- 
‘ness-like and proper margin between raw and unrefined sugars, your 
members on the Ways and Means Committee, and many of you here 
on the floor, have said that we were destroying this industry. You 
said at Chicago you would not surrender ‘‘any part” of these rates. 
You are in trouble. You are trying to unload. You now say we 


favor a trust. Let us see. If, now, we reduce the raw sugars 20 
points and the higher grades or refined sugars 20 points, we should 
leave the margin for the maintenance of the industry at precisely the 
sae ogoro at which it now stands—that is to say, 1.68} cents per 
pound. 

But, sir, what have we done? We have made the margin, not 1.68}, 


9 | but 1.383 of a cent. We have lowered the margin to the extent of $11,- 


000,000 of the possible profits to the refineries of this country, and we 
consider that a very pronounced step towards breaking up the abuses 
under the trusts. I think gentlemen on the other side of the House 
should draw a distinction between what is necessary to stop the abuses 
of the trust, and what may be necessary for the maintenance of the in- 
dustry itself. To escape a general reform of the many abuses of the 
tariff you are now willing toactually kill aselected industry. We want 
reform, not death. Reform will give life, joy, and increased prosperity 
to the masses everywhere. Where are your reproaches now? Who 
now is reckless and desperate? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I ask that we have a vote on the pending amendment. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. RoGrss having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on En- 
rolled Bills, reported that they had examined and found duly enrolled 
a bill and a joint resolution of the following titles; when the Speaker 
signed the same, namely: ~ 

A bill (S. 1669) authorizing the Mississippi and Louisiana bridge 
and Railroad Company, of Natchez, Miss., to construct a bridge over 
the Mississippi River at or near Natchez, Miss.; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 96) authorizing the District commissioners to 
designate a site for a statue of Benjamin Franklin. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. PRUDEN, 
one of his secretaries, announced that the President had approved and 
signed bills of the following titles: ` 

An act (H. R. 7883) granting a pension to Susan L. Watson; 

An act E R. 6949) granting a pension to Emeline C. Young; 

An act (H. R. 9284) granting a pension to Webster C. Webb; 

An act (H. R. 9224) granting a pension to Belle M. Baker; 

An act (H. R. 4831) granting a pension to Delilah Vandevender; 

An act (H. R. 5114) granting a pension to Franklin Long; 

An act (H. R. 5574) nng a pension to Benjamin F. Byers; 

An act (H. R. 813) granting a pension to Mrs. Lovina J. Reeves; 

An act (H. R. 888) granting a pension to John Magher; 

An act (H. R. 469) granting a pension to Maria A. Salisbury and 
Almira Morgan, only children of Maj. Abner Morgan, of the Revolu- 
tionary Army; . 

An act (H. R. 885) to amend chapter 253 of the acts of the second 
session, Forty-fifth Congress, passed June 15, 1878, granting a pession 
to John Langland; 

An act (H. R. 8510) for the relief of Mary Command; 

An act (H. R. 8299) for the relief of William M. Dayton; 

An act (H. R. 3125) for the relief of Susan Jones; 

An act (H. R. 3568) for the relief of B. S. Van Buren; 

An act (H. R. 4770) for the relief of Franklin White; 

An act (H. R. 7693) granting an increase of pension to Peter C. 
Cheeks; and 

An act (H. R. 9347) granting an increase of pension to William H, 
H. Buck. 

THE TARIFF. 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask a vote on the pending amendment. 

_ The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Maine which has been read. 

The question being taken, there were on a division—ayes 79, noes 97. 

Mr. DINGLEY. [I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 86, 
noes 105. 

So the amendment was rejected. = 

Mr. WEBER, I now offer the amendment notice of which I gave 
on Saturday. by 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out lines 329 to 346, inclusive, and insert the following: ` 

* All sugars not above No. 16 Dutch standard in color shall pay duty on their 
polariscopic test as follows, namely: 

“ All sugars not above No. 13 Dutch standard in color, all tank bottoms. sirups 
of cane juice or of beet juice, melada, concentrated melada, concrete aud con- 
centrated molasses, testing by the polariscope not above seventy-five degrees, 
shall pay a duty of 1.15 cents per pound, and forevery additional degree or frac- 
tion of ad not above ninety degrees shown by the polariscopic test they 
shall pay thirty-two thousandths of a cent per pound additional, 

“ All sugars not above No. 16 Dutch standard in color, testing by the polari- 
ape above ninety Sagres and not above ninety-one degrees, shall pay a duty 
of 1.90 cents per pound, and for every additional degree or fraction of a degree 


not above ninety-seven degrees shown by the polariscopic test they shall 
five-hundredths of a cent per pound additional. pa iie í re 
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lariscope above ninety-seven degrees shall be 
o. 16 Dutch standard ie 


Dutch standard of color and pay duty as follows, namely,” 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, as this isa subject of considerable im- 
portance, I desire to ask consent that I may proceed without the limit 
required by the rules, 

Mr. KELLEY. I move the gentleman have time to explain his 
amendment, ` 

Mr. MILLS. How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. WEBER. I think about thirty minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Ihope weshall getthrough with this schedule to-day. 

Mr. WEBER. If the gentleman will allow me, I believe the abuses 
that have been spoken of by the gentleman from Illinois can be cor- 
rected by a proper classification of the sugar schedule; and I do not be- 
lieve gentlemen on the other side will care to put obstacles in the way 
of preventing the undoubted fradulent importation of sugar. 

Mr. MILLS. Iam willing to give the gentleman fifteen minutes, it 
he will accept that. : 

Mr. CANNON. I hope he will be allowed to proceed thirty minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. I will give him fifteen minutes. 

Mr. REED. This is an important matter. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILKINSON] 
was allowed to proceed almost ad libitum. 

Mr. MILLS. I withdraw my objection. 

Mr. O’NEALL, of Indiana. I renew the objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the objection insisted upon. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman from Indiana 
will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. O’NEALL, of Indiana. At the earnest request of my friends 
I withdraw the objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis now suggested that the gentleman beal- 
lowed to proceed for twenty-five minutes. Is there further objection ? 

‘There was no further objection. 

Mr. WEBER. The amendment proposed by me is in the nature of 
a reclassification of the sugar schedule, and is not designed to interfere 
with the rates proposed by the committee. It is assumed, at least I 
assume, that the majority of this House purpose standing by the Com- 
mittee on Waysand Means as to rates, and the reclassification 
is substantially upon the rates prescribed by the bill of the committee. 
The amendment is in the interest of the sugar producers as well as of 
the consumers of this country, and is not inimical to the interests ot 
the refiner so far as the refining interests, pureand simple, are concerned; 
but the amendment does aim to strike, and I believe it will effectively 
strike, at the viciousness of the system which is the outgrowth of the 
existing law, and will result in stamping out practices that have been 
indulged in by some of the sugar refiners and importers whose trade 
operations were monopolistic long before they were combined in a sugar 
trust. 

The object of the sugar duty, Mr. Chairman, no matter what it may 
have been in the days gone by, whether for revenue or for protection, 
or for both combined, is primarily the protection of the sugar-growers 
of this country. How far this object falls short in the bill of the com- 
mittee and in what degree it fails, a careful examination of the exist- 
ing law and the practical working of the system under the Jaw will 
reveal. The proposition of the committee is but a horizontal reduc- 
tion of that fraud-inviting and frand-resulting system. The commit- 
tee—and when I say the committee I mean the Democratic majority 
of the committee, for that seems to have been the committee—the 
committee seems to have started out with good intentions. Theorigi- 
nal bill brought into this House fixed the color-line requiring the 
polariscopic test at No. 16 Dutch standard or under, and repealed that 
provision of existing law requiring the payment of a drawback on ex- 
ported refined sugar supposed to equal only the amount of the duty 
originally collected, less 1 per cent. retained by the Government. 

The amended bill, as reported by Mr. MILLS, drops the color line to 
No. 13, and restores the provision paying drawbacks. This amended 

_bill, this sudden change of front-on the part of the committee—always 
dangerous in the face of the enemy, so the military authorities tell us— 
this overthrow of sensible intention in the direction of true reform, 
point suspiciously to the fine Italian hand of the sugar trust.. Thein- 
strument used to carry out their purposes being the Committee on 
Ways and Means of this House; their reliance for success being the 
complication of the subject and the general lack of understanding of 
its practical working. 

Ido not charge that this committee was consciously influenced by 
the agents of the sugar trust; but, sir, the history of the sugar frauds 
upon the revenues of our Government and the sudden conversion of 
the Ways and Means Committee, as is evidenced by the schedule as it 
now exists in the bill compared with the schedule as it originally came 
to the House, seemingly indicates that the controlling sources of infor- 
mation upon which their amended action was based were the agents 
of the sugar trust. 

Before the existing schedule went into efiect in 1883 sugar duties 
were levied according to the Dutch standard of color alone. Up 
to that time nine-tenths of the sugar coming into this country came 
in as of No. 10 Dutch standard, or under. > 


When JOHN SHERMAN was Secretary of the Treasury he became sat- 
isfied that millions of pounds of high-gradesugars came into this country 
colored to resemble lower grades in order to escape the greater duties 
imposed upon the higher-colored sugars. He ordered the application of 
the polariscopie test, in order to ascertain their true saccharine quality 
upon which to rate the duties. The action of Secretary Sherman was 
resisted. The power of the courts was invoked; and in the case of Col- 
lector Merritt vs. Welsh the courts held that the application of the po- 
lariscope test required by Secretary Sherman to detect the true quality 
of these sugars was beyond the letter and spiritofthelaw. From that 
time until revived in 1883 the polariscope was relegated to the rear. 
But during that polariscopic period of two or three years the increase 
of the sugar revenues are estimated to be nearly $5,000,000. 

This decision of the Supreme Court of the United States referred io 
was rendered late in 1881, and in the tariff revision of 1883 the defects 
of the old system were sought to be remedied. ‘The remedy wasin the 
right direction, but it did not go far enough. The polariscope test was 
properly required, but only as to sugars grading No. 13 Dutch stand- 
ard in color or under. Up to that time substantially all the sugars im- 
ported came in as of No. 13 in coloror under. With such light as that 
Congress fixed the polariscopic test to apply to the sugar such as had up 
to that time been imported. 

Now, I invite the attention of the committee to a study of some offi- 
cial statistics bearing, I think, most effectively upon this feature of the 
case. 

In 1879 there came into this country of imported sugar 1,598,000,000 
pounds, of which 1,597,000,000 pounds came in as of No. 13 or under. 
In 1880 there came in 1,592,000,000 pounds, of which 1,589,000,000 
pounds came in as of No. 13 or under. In 1831 there camein 1,869,- 
000,000 pounds, of which 1,867,000,000 Hounds came in as of No. 13 or 
under. In 1882 there came in 1,913,000,000 pounds, of which 1,911,- 
000,000 pounds came in as of No. 13 or under. I skip the year 1883 
for the reason that in the middle of that year the polariscope appeared 
legally on the scene and was applied to all sugars of No. 13 Dutch 
standard and under commencing with a duty of 1.40 cents per pound 
for sugars testing not above 75 per cent. saccharine strength and add- 
ing four-hundredths of a cent perpound for each additional degree. 

In 1884 there was imported 2,437,000,000 pounds, of which there 
came in claiming to be No. 13, but testing over ninety-one degrees, 
288,000,000 pounds. 

Now, the normal or natural color, as it used to be when color de- 
termined the quality, and upon which our tariff rates are founded, of 
sugars testing ninety-one d saccharine strength is No. 13 Dutch 
standard in color, and up to the date of the legal polariscope, in 1883, 
the highest number of pounds imported of sugars above No. 13 was 
3,000,000 pounds; butas soon as the polariscope test was applied and 
the application of it limited to No. 13 the amount over No. 13, as de- 
termined by the color test, grew from 3,000,000 ds to 288,000,000 
pounds, testing by the polariscope ninety-one degrees, and therefore 
properly belonging to acolor grade above No. 13, and subject to a duty 
under the law of 2.75 instead of 2.04 cents per pound. That was in 
Aani in 1885 the amount of increase had grown to 512,000,000 

unds. 

In 1886 the increase in the imports of sugar over No. 13 was 826,- 
000,000 pounds, and in 1887 the increase of im sugar claiming to 
be No. 13, and appearing in color to be No. 13, but testing ninety-one 
degrees or over, and by that test shown to properly belong to the color 
class above No. 13, was 1,389,000,000 pounds, nearly one-half of the en- 
tire amount of sugars imported into the United States, paying 2.04 cents 

r pound for ninety-one d: test because they were classed with 

Yo. 13 in color, when they should have paid, according to the color 
class above, to which their polariscope test consigns them, and which 
would have required at least 2.75 cents per pound. Now, either the 
sugar-planters of this country were deprived of the benefit of the pro- 
tection involved between 2.04 (which would be the amount on No. 13 
sugar testing ninety-one degrees) and 2.75, which would be the duty 
under existing law if they were above 13 in color—either, I say, the 
planters of this country were deprived of the benefit of that protection— 
or this vast sum remained in the pockets of the trust. 

But this is not all. There is more iniquity in that provision of the 
bill relating to drawbacks upon exported refined sugars, which the com- 
mittee intended originally to repeal, but which for some reason as yet 
unexpjained, but as to which, although explanation has been repeat- 
edly invited, particularly by my friend from Illinois [Mr. Cannon ], 
the committee have maintained a most discreet and commendable 
silence. 

We may well look with suspicion upon the business of exporting re- 
fined sugars from this country to England upon the basis of drawbacks 
which shall equal only the amount of duty originally paid upon the im- 
portation of rawsugars. When we recall the facts that both countries 
go to the same sources of supply for the raw material; that the United 
States certainly has no advantage in respect of cost of capitalemployed 
to run the business of sugar refining, and no advantage in t of cost 
of plant; that westop theraw material half way, we may say, atour ports, 
unload it, cart it to the refineries, refineit with higher-priced labor, recart 
itto the wharves, reshipit, retaining 1 percent. of the duty originally col- 
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lected, and that we ship it to the country which buys the raw material 
at the same sources of supply that we do, and undersell the sugar re- 
finers of that country in their own market, certainly such a state of 
facts forces us irresistibly to the conclusion that there is something 
wrong somewhere. Even the very pansy theory which I have heard 
announced so often upon the floor of this House during the tariff dis- 
cussion, which has been so copiously dealt out to the wage-workers of 
this country to lull them into acquiescence to take this strong free-trade 
arias and which I presume will be repeated from every Democratic 

stump in the country from now until election, the theory that our labor 
is so much more productive because it is so much more skillful than 
the labor of other countries—even that theory as applied to sugar re- 
fining vanishes in the face of the fact that the labor cost of refining sugar 
is less than one-fifth of a cent per pound. 

Now I want to give the committee a few figures with reference to the 
sugar drawbacks, and I regret that my friend from- Louisiana [Mr. 
WILKINSON] is not in his seat, in order that I might, with the official 
statistics, correct the statement he made this morning that since the 
reduction of drawbacks on the first grade of sugar, exports of refined 
sugar had almost entirely ceased. 

In 1883 we paid as drawbacks on refined sugars exported $884,856. 48. 
In 1884, after the system under the new tariff, which limited the polari- 
scope test to No. 13 sugars, had fairly come into operation, we paid 
$1,579,680.61—nearly double the payment of the preceding year. In 
1885—and I desire the gentleman from Louisiana to notice that there 
is no falling off—the amount leaped up to $6,695,892.52. In 1886 we 

id $5,638,807.53, and in 1887 $5,466,501.79, I venture to say, Mr. 
aaah: that in the last three years, because of fraudulent importa- 
tions, $1,000,000 per annum was paid as drawbacks by the Govern- 
ment more than had been originally collected as duties. It is certainly 
a little singular that as the fraudulent importations grow the volume 
of exported refined sugar swells. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, you can not honestly refine sugar in this 
country and export it to England simply upon the basis of the duty 
originally collected, for the conditions are clearly against any such 
thing. The sugar comes in originally at a lower rate than it should 
pay according to law, and it goes out upon the basis of color at the rate 
which it is presumed to have paid in the first instance and ought to 
have paid, but which it did not pay. When you get this business of 
exporting refined sugar down to an honest basis, assuming that the 
elements of labor cost and capital remain'the same as now, you will 
have stopped the business of exporting refined sugars. 

Mr. Chairman, the people want relief from this burden of sugar taxa- 
tion. I do not believe that they desire this relief solely because of the 
amount of tax which they pay, but because many of them believe that 
the true principle of protection, namely, the protection of our labor 
against the cheaper labor of foreign countries, is not involved, and that 
the sugar tariff is a barrier against nature, against climatic influences, 
against the decrees of the Almighty. 

The distinguished gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE], 
whom I am glad to see before me, apparently interested in my remarks, 
stated a few days ago with some earnestness and with that eloquence 
which usually characterizes his utterances, but as I thought in a spirit 
of boastful pride, that the free labor of the South to-day is cheaper than 
the slave labor of ante-bellum days. When the gentleman made that 
declaration I thought that even this principle of protection, so far as it 
means the protection of our labor against the cheaper labor of foreign 
countries, might be considered in this case to have failed. Mr. Chair- 
man, the people do not object to this tax solely on accountof its amount. 
They object also because they believe that a certain percentage of the 
tax which they pay (and which in my judgment is wholly a tax, be- 
cause the home production being so insignificant in comparison with 
the total consumption does not at all affect the prices) does not appear 
in the Treasury of the United States, but remains in the pockets of the 
sugar refiners, 

But, sir, knowing how completely that side of the House is wedded 
to the free-trade heresies of ; having witnessed during the 
past few weeks with considerable admiration the grand discipline that 
has prevailed over there, whether brought about by the crack of the 
st lash, by coaxing, or by holding up the subtle influences, insinu- 
atingly and opportunely put forward, of a well directed veto message; 
having noticed at leastastrengthening of your lines at every weak point 
by sweetening our Louisiana friends with sugar, capturing Kentucky, 
perhaps, with whisky, wheedling South Carolina with paddy rice, screw- 
ing the courage of Connecticut up to thesticking point with wood-screws, 
and attaching one end of Chicago tothe procession with good American 
stick- -tight glue [laughter], I am ready to acknowledge that the two 

“wings of Democracy” flap loving and harmoniously together; and 
‘Iam forced to admit that you on that side can not properly be charged 
with being infidels, for you certainly have taken good care of your own 
household. 

Butknowingalso, Mr. Chairman, that gentlemen on the other side will 
act entirely in accord with the dictates of the Committee on Waysand 
Means, and ing the wisdom of bowing to the inevitable, I make 
no useless struggle for a reduction of duties; but I do plead for a re- 


classification of the schedule in order that there may be lifted from the 
shoulders of our people that portion of the burden founded in fraud 
and resulting in fraud, and for the purpose of showing that I am not 
entirely in error when I say that the people of this country demand 
relief from the burden of the sugar tax, I will read a brief extract 
from good Democratic authority, the loyalty and fealty of which I be- 
lieve has not yet been questioned, and I presume will not be by any 
gentleman on the other side of the House. The New York World of 
July 3 says: 

It is desirable to take the tax off sugar, since it is an article'’of universal con- 
sumption and the Government does not need the revenue. But there isa wide 
misap: msion as to the nature of the tax. The duty has much more of a 
revenue character than protective. Thorough free-traders prefer to have the 
tax continued, since five times or thereabouts as much sugar is imported as is 
—— in the epee ty And bec ert raunir ne she Oa — pipes 
profitable to raise sugar in The United States, and it is high time that poor peo- 
ple had ceased to be taxed to sustain the vain attempt. 

As to the amendment I have offered, it is upon the basis of the rates 
submitted in the bill proposed by the committee. It begins at No. 13 
Dutch standard in color, testing seventy-five degrees, with a duty of 
1.15 cents per pound, as ’ provided by the committee’s bill, and thirty- 
two one-thousandths of a cent per pound for every additional degree or 
fraction‘of a degree up to and including ninety degrees. 

Up to this point I am with the committee bill exactly. The varia- 
tion from the committee’s schedule, it may be said, begins here, for it 
requiresall sugars not above 16 Dutch standardin color, testing by the 
polariscope above ninety and not above ninety-one degrees, shall pay a 
duty of 1.90 cents per pound, and for all additional degrees up to and 
including ninety-sevend of polariscopic test they shall pay five one- 
hundredths of a cent additional. In other words, as sugars increase in 
richness, as demonstrated by the polariscope, the duty increases. 

But it will be observed that the last degree of sugar, testing ninety- 
seven, pays 2.20 cents per pound, precisely the amount provided in 
the committee’s bill for sugars above 13 and not above 16. Sugars 
testing by polari aboye ninety-seven degrees shall be classified 
with sugar above No. 16 Dutch standard in color. From this point 
the exact text of the bill is resumed. [Applause. ] 

Pass that amendment and it will stop the refiners who indulge in. 
these fraudulent practices. It will not injure Louisiana producers of 
sugar, but it will give them all the protection involved in the sched- 
ule, and will protect the consumers by just the amount between hon- 
est and fraudulent importations, and which now remains in the pock- 
ets of the sugar refiners of the conntry. [Applause. ] 

I reserve whatever time I have remaining. 

Mr. ADAMS. I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I believe I have been recog- 
nized, and I will yield only for a vote. 

Mr. ADAMS. ‘I move to strike out the last word for the purpose of 
submitting some remarks. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. In that case I will continue 
to occupy the floor for the purpose of answering one or two points made 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. WEBER] in the remarks which 
he has just submitted. 

In regard to the matter of the amount of duty paid on the raw su- 
gar which has entered into the refined sugar, that is certified to the 
proper officials under Treasury regulations by the refiners. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury has always had and now has the power to fix a 
limit beyond which these estimates shall not be paid. Under past 
Secretaries our export trade in refined sugar, based on the idea that 
refiners did not make false certification, has been very great. Iam not 
prepared in this matter to impeach anybody’s integrity, and so far as 
I know nobody can do it successfully. Secretary Folger was an able, 
painstaking, honest man. On the 9th of June, 1883, he issued the fol- 
lowing order: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. C., June 9, 1883. 
To collectors of customs and others: 


Until the Ist day of September, 1883, on the exportation of su and siru 
refined wholly from imported sugars, tank-bottoms, saa ad of SIA uice, ae 
lada, concentrated melada, or concrete and concentrated molasses, upon which 
duties shall be paid at the rates pi are tariff of 3 March 3, 1883, draw- 
back will be allowed at the follow 


ts per gallo: 
The allowance on sugars will be: subject to the deduction of 1 per cent.; and 
the allowance on sirup to the deduction of 10 See r cent., as bed bylaw. 


prescri 
. J. FOLGER, Secretary. 
He next issued this circular: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. C., October 3, 1883, 


To collectors of customs and others: 


The provisional rates of drawback specified in the Department's circular of 
June ei 1883, No.77, will continue in force until January 1, 1884, unless sooner 


revoked. 
CHAS. J. FOLGER, Secretary. 


. 
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\ 
Then on February 7, 1884, he issued this circular: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. C., February 7, 18%. 
To collectors of customs and others: 


‘The following rates of drawback on sugar and its products, established pro- 
visionally by the circular of June 9, 1883, are hereby declared to be permanent: 

1. On refined loaf, cut-loaf, crushed, granulated, and powdered sugar, stove- 
dried, or dried by other equally effective process, 2.82 cents per pound. 

2. On refined white coffee sugar, undried, and above No. 20, Dutch standard 
in color, 2.28 cents per pound. 

3. On all grades of refined coffee sugar, No. 20, Dutch standard, and below, in 
color, 1.44 cents per pound, 

4, On sirup resulting entirely from the refining of the above-enumerated im- 
ported materials, 4 cents per gallon, 

The allowance on sugars will be subject to the deduction of 1 per cent., and 
the allowance on sirup to the deduction of 10 per cent., as Sti ong by law. 

CHAS, J. LGER, Secretary. 


Then on July 23, 1884, Acting Secretary Coon issued this order: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. C., July 23, 1884. 
To collectors of cusioms and others: 

On the exportation of sugar refined from imported molasses, “eo which the 
duty of 4 cents Canes, presni by the tariff of March 3, 1883, has n 
paid, a drawbac: be wed at the rate of fifty-five hundredths of a cent 
per pound, less the legal retention of 1 per cent. 

CHAS, E. COON, Aeting Secretary. 
Exports continued large and complaints of fraud were freely made, 
asnow. On September 28 Acting Secretary Fairchild issued this or- 
der: ; 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY. 
Washington, D. C., September 28, 1888. 
To collectors of customs and others : 


On all refined loaf, cut-loaf, crushed, granulated, and powdered sugar, stove- 
dried or dried oy isa pay effective process, exported on and after Novem- 
ber 1, 1886, drawback will be allowed at the rate of 2.60 cents per pound, less the 
legal retention of 1 per cent. 

The above rate is provisionally established in lieu of the existing rate of 2.82 
cents per pound, pending an inquiry as to what further reduction may be nec- 
essary, 


C. S. FAIRCHILD, Acting Secretary. 


exports were of granulated sugar, On the 3d of Feb- 
ecretary Fairchild issued this order: 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 3, 1888. 
To collectors of customs and others: s 


The rate of drawbaek provisionally established by the circular of September 
28, 1886 (Synopsis 7780), on all refined loaf, cut-loaf, crushed, granulated, and 
waered sugar, stov: ed or dried by other equally effective process, namely, 
2.60 cents per pound, less the legal retention of 1 percent., is hereby declared to 


be permanent, 
C. S. FAIRCHILD, Secretary. 


Yousee Secretary Fairchild, first acting for Secretary Manning, and 
since acting for himself, has cut down Secretary Folger’s allowance on 
granulated sugar. 

Mr. DINGLEY. From 2.82 to 2.60. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman from Maineis 
correct. 

Mr. WEBER. They were reduced by Mr. Fairchild. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, er on. 

Mr. WEBER. That was the first reduction. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But first under Mr. Man- 
ning’s administration. 

Now as to exports. Honestexportswe do not wish tostop. Itgives 
work for our people. During the fiscal year of 1887 the exports of re- 
fined sugar were something over $11,000,000, if I remember correctly. 

Mr. WEBER. Are you speaking of sugar? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Yes, of refined sugar. I think 
it was something over $11,000,000. 

Mr. WEBER. That is incorrect. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. No, Ithinkitisnot; buton the 
contrary that itis accurate. But during the fiscal year just closed this 
exporttrade has-been very small. It has not been more than one-fourth 
or one-fifth what it wasbefore. Ifyou say there was fraud, Isay this is 
evidence of better things now. I expect the Secretary has got it about 
right. Iremember the statements of refiners with whom I have talked 
in relation to this matter. They have complained of what they con- 
sider the insufficiency of the present amount of drawbacks paid by the 
Treasury Department, and they have stated that under the restrictions 
of the Treasury Department the amount of the export of refined sugar 
has diminished until it has become merely nominal. I have not the 
exact data, but they complain bitterly. 

Mr. WEBER. Here are all of the official statistics which the gen- 
tleman tan use if he desires to do so. 

Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I do not contradict the official 
statistics, 

Mr. WEBER. Let me read, then. Ido not think the gentleman 
heard mé when I stated the facts derived from the official statistics. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, Perhaps, if I had heard what 
the gentleman said, I would not be making any remarks now. Ilis- 
tened to the gentleman, but could not fully hear him. 

Mr. WEBER. I have them here and will read them if you will 
allow me. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. It is not necessary now. 

Now. Mr. Chairman, that question of fraudulent drawbacks on ex- 


The princi 
ruary, 1888, 


ports is a question which rests at present where it has always rested— 
with the Department; and while I do not mean to contend 
against official figures, yet I have stated with some degree of confidence 
what I have and remember and what has been communicated to me 
by refiners and others who are perfectly acquainted with the subject. 

It is clear to me that this matter is at least in safe condition at this 
time as respects frauds. It is a matter we always have had to leave 
with the Department, and I see no better way now. There may be a 
better way, but it is not proven. We had better reject these experi- 
ments, and not forget that we are doing better than we have done. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WEBER. I ask unanimous ccnsent that the gentleman from 
Arkansas be permitted to occupy further time. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, No; while I thank the gen- 
tleman, yet I will not occupy the time of the committee now, ihough 
possibly I may take occasion later on to discuss certain other points in 
connection with the pending amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. I moveto strike ontthe last word. The amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from New York, changing the classification 
of sugars under the tariff laws, involves more technical knowledge of 
the subject than all of us perhaps have conveniently at hand. But 
there is one fact in regard to imported sugars and the tariff duty upon 
them which almost every well-informed person in this country knows. 
Sugars between No. 13 and No. 16 Dutch standard, as they are now 
produced abroad under modern processes of manufacture, are fit, or 
measurably fit, for consumption by the people of this country without 
being putthrough therefineries. I oughttosayrather that they would 
be fit forconsumption without refining, if they were not artificially col- 
ored to take advantage ofour tariff laws. They are, or rather would be, 
pure enough, clean enough, and light-colored enough to suit the taste 
of a large proportion of the people of the United States, 

But it so happens that the classification of our sugar tariff imposes 
a higher duty upon sugars lighter in color than No. 13 Dutch standard. 
Hence the foreign producer has a strong motive to darken the color of 
his sugar in order to take advantage of the lower duty. He changes 
the color of his sugar by artificial means before it passes through the 
custom-house. The result is that after it has passed the custom-house 
it is forced to go through the refineries in order to get rid of the artifi- 
cial coloring instead of going directly, as it otherwise would, to the 
breakfast table of the American consumer. Hence the existing sugar 
tariff, as well as the Mills bill, for the Mills bill perpetuates the abuse, 
compels the American consumer to pay a tribute of about a cent a 
pound to the sugar-refining trust on a large portion of the sugar which 
he uses. This is the evil which the amendment of the gentleman from 
New York proposes to cure. 

The Committee on Ways and Means also pro to correct this evil 
when they made the first draught of their bill for the use of the commit- 
tee. My colleague [Mr. Cannon] has already called attention to the 

-amazing change of front executed by the Committee on Ways and 

Means between the time when they printed the first draught of their bill 
and the time when they submitted the bill for the consideration of the 
House. 

The gentleman from New York has just now declared that he thought 
the ‘‘fine Italian hand ” of the sugar trust might be discerned in this 
amazing change in the text of the bill. He is not far out of the way. 
The members of the Coramittee on Manufactures as well as the mem- 
bers of the Committee on Ways and Means would probably admit that 
the change was due to evidence given by New York sugar refiners be- 
fore the Committee on Manufactures when that committee was inves- 
tigating the sugar trust under a resolution of my colleague [Mr. MA- 
SON] which passed the House January 25. Three members of the 
Committee on Manufactures are also majority members of the Ways 
and Means. They must have begun their investigation in February. 
The pending bill was reported early in April. 

I regret very much, Mr. Chairman, that the resolution of my col- 
league [Mr. MAsoN] was not confined to its original scope of an in- 
vestigation of the sugar trust. Ifit had been, we should perhaps have 
had a report from the committee long ago. It would have been of 
some benefit-to us in the consideration of the provisions of the pend- 
ing bill relating to the sugar duties. That was undoubtedly the in- 
tention of my colleague in introducing it. The scope of that resolu- 
tion was so broadened by the House that it covered not only the sugar 
trust, but the Standard Oil trust, and all the other trusts of which we 
have heard so much during the discussion of the pending bill. Iam 

lad to have all these trusts investigated, but I wish the committee 

d seen fit to make at least a partial report of the evidence taken, so 
that we could have had some benefit at this session from their investi- 

tions. 
eT seems to me it would have been only fair forthe gentlemen on the 
Committee on Manufactures who are members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means to see to it that at least a partial report was made, 
including all of the testimony takenin relation to the sugar trust. It 
is not enough, in my estimation, that in a practical matter, a matter 
of grave importance of this kind, the facts should be familiar to but 
three or four gentlemen, however eminent and able they may be. If 
we in this House are called upon to vote for or against a proposed re- 
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vision of the tariff laws, we ought to be placed in possession of all 
the information that is accessible to that committee or any other com- 
mittee of the House. Therefore I say I regret very much the report 
was not made months ago. 

I introduced a resolution this morning on the call of States calling 
for an immediate report from that committee of the evidence taken in 
regard to the sugar trust, and also the evidence in regard to the Stand- 
ard Oil trust. That, also, is an important matter. The resolution 
of my colleague [Mr. Mason] was introduced with reference to legis- 
lation to be had during the present session of Congress; and yet by the 
slow method in which the work of that committee has dragged itself 
along we are not likely to get any practical benefit from it this sum- 
mer or even next wiuter. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. ADAMS. Certainly. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I think I reveal no committee secrets when I 
state that the evidence taken by the committee on these two points has 
been concluded months since, and that it could have been presented to 
the House whenever it chose to call for it. 

Mr. ADAMS. On what points? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. On the Standard Oil trust and the sugar’trust. 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, perhaps it is my fault that I was not aware of 
that fact. Theoretically every one of us may be supposed to know what 
goes on in every committee, but practically we do not. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. And I see no objection to the House ordering 
that testimony to be printed at once. 


Mr. DINGLEY. I have a copy of the evidence on the sugar trust 
in my hand. 
Mr. ADAMS. It ought to be in the hands of every member; and 


the evidence on the Standard Oil trust also, 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will regard the pro forma amendment 
as withdrawn. 
Mr. MILLS. Ts there anything pending before the committee? 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘There isanamendment to strike out and insert. 
Mr. HOUK. I move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to ask unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to proceed not to exceed fifteen minutes, Ido not think I widl 


occupy ten. 
4 Mr. MILLS. I am bound to object. We must get on with this 
bill. 


Mr, HOUK. Then I will modify my request and ask for ten min- 


ntes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Tennessee that he be allowed ten minutes ? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr, HOUK. Mr. Chairman, I am a protectionist because I believe 
if protects, and were I on the Ways and Means Committee and charged 
with preparing a bill looking to the permanency of the protective sys- 
tem I would place everything on the free-list which was not produced 
in this country, or which we do not have the means of producing in the 
early future.in sufficient quantities to supply in a great degree the de- 
mands of the people. Everything which we can not produce should go 
on the free-list, because to place a duty on such articles comes within 
the reasoning of the free-traders, that the amount of the duty is added 
to the price. 

The protective theory, as I understand it, is that protection should 
be extended to all the industries of this country when they can pro- 
duce the article in sufficient quantities to supply the demand and meet 
the wants of consumers. This brings about competition, and the merest 
tyro knows that competition reduces prices. All human experience 
proves this to be a practical truth. It is true in every branch of trade 
that a sufficient supply and competition in the trade lessens prices and 
cheapens the article to the consumer. 

If I had been called upon to vote on the question of reducing or de- 
stroying the duty on sugar at the commencement of this session, being 
somewhat illy informed on the subject up to that time, I should, fol- 
lowing my natural inclinations to maintain the protective policy of 
this country as the great American policy to develop and build up, have 
voted to maintain the tariff duty as it stands to-day. But, as I now 
understand it, we produce in this country less than one-ninth of the 
sugar necessary to supply the consumption of the American people. 
‘That fact presenting itself, uncontradicted so far as I know, without 
any great assurance that this production can be increased commensu- 
rate with the demand and sufficient to supply the American market, 
T hold that as a true protectionist it is not the policy of the Republic- 
an party to keep anything on the protected list which is not produced 
in such quantities in this country as to create competition in the Ameri- 
can market and thereby reduce the price. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
for one Republican in the interest of protection, that we may not ex- 
tend it to those industries which ay of such small importance as to be 
insufficient to supply our home market and home consumption, I say I 
am inclined when the proper time comes to yote to put sugar upon the 
free-list, and shall do so unless the production shall have greatly in- 
creased in the mean time. 

But I apprehend, Mr. Chairman, it makes but little difference how 
we vote in thiscommittee. The decree has gone forth from the caucus, 


which seems to be as unalterable as the laws of the Medes and Fer- 
sians, that this bill from the Ways and Means Committee is not to be 
marred, not to be changed in letter or line except for the purpose of ac- 
commodating some Democratic member in a district where to leave the 
article on the free-list would endafger his re-election. We have seen 
a good deal to confirm the idea that the Democracy regard the tariff as 
“a local issue.” 

T did not vote for the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois for 
the reason that I, as a true protectionist, fear the result of the policy 
of inaugurating the bounty system by the sanction of the Republican 
party. I fear the result of the friends of protection inaugurating the 
policy of a bounty in lieu of a protective tariff. Where would it lead 
us to? If youstrike down the tariff on sugar and substitute a bounty, 
why not strike down on iron, on iron ore, on woolen goods, on cotton _ 
goods, on every conceivable fabric that is now manufactured abroad 
and imported into this country, and give the manufacturer a bounty ? 
I apprehend, if we shall establish this precedent of giving a bounty for 
the production of sugar, that we will open the gate, the entering wedge 
will be started, and it will finally be driven through allof our Ameri- 
can industries, and our free-trade friends will from time to time come, 
forward, placing this precedent in our presence, and, appealing to our 
past action, make war on every industry now built.up and in a state 
of prosperity in this country by proposing to take the duty off and give 
a bounty. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I understand the authors of this bill, the 

rimary object of it is for the purpose of reducing the surplus in the 
Treasury. Where is there an intelligent man who has studied this 
question and believes a reduction of dnty on foreign goods and foreign 
importations will reduce the surplus? Does not all experience go to 
show that whenever the duties on forcign productions imported into 
this country are reduced the revenues are increased instead of dimin- 
ished? Was not that so with sugar? Thereivre I appeal to gentle- 
men on this side, and I appeal to gentlemen on the other side to let us 
meet this issue fairly and squarely. Talk of no bounties. Do one of 
two things: either place s duty on sugar or put it on the free-list. 

Away with your bounties. I want nothing to do with them, nor do 
I believe the American people will sustain the bounty policy. I do 
not believe the American mind is in a humor to encourage bonnties on 
this, that, or the other enterprise. Therefore I shall vote to cppose 
bounties to any enterprise, for the production of sugar or any other 
manufactured article. Let the protective system stand, and be applied 
to every industry worthy of encouragement for the benefit of the 
American laborer, farmer, tradesman, and manufacturer; but let usnot 
reverse the American policy and drift off after new and strange doc- 
trines summed up in the word ‘bounty.’ 

The American policy has been to fester manufietures, increase the 
wages of labor, create a home market, and build up the country by a 
protective tariff. This Government has never committed itself to the 
policy of bounty-giving and has not granted bountiesin more than one 
or two instances. ‘These were the exception; a protective tariff has 
been the rule. Let us adhere to it as a trade regulation in all proper 
eases and whenever the circumstances and conditions surrounding any 
industry justify governmental aid in the interest of the people. 

But now, keeping in mind the primary object you havein view in this 
bill, if you desire to reduce the surplus there are but twc ways to do 
it. One way is, instead of reducing duties, to put the article on’ the 
free-list absolutely and stop any revenue from that source. The other 
way, the most practical way, is to repeal the tax on tobacco and on 
spirits used in the arts. If you please, I will go further and vote to 
wipe out the entire internal-revenue system from the pages of the stat- 
ute-books of the United States, 

Mr. CHEADLE. Except the tax on oleomargarine? 

Mr. HOUK. Except the tax on oleomargarine, and we will collect 
that in another way. The war taxes are the taxes collected through 
the internal-revenue system, except the little tax on oleomargarine. 
Let the war taxes be wiped out and the protective system stand. 

If we desire to reduce the surplus in the Treasury, let us repeal the 
internal-revenue system, repeal the tax on tobacco at any rate. Every 
Democrat who made a speech in Tennessee for ten years up to the elec- 
tion of Cleveland, so far as my knowledge goes, made war on the entire 
internal-revenue system from A to izzard. And I have heard and an- 
swered many of them by apologizing for the Jaw and condemning the 
methods of its execution. 

I would like to hear from our Democratic friends from my State. I 
would like to know how they stand on this question. I would like to 
have them tell me and tell this House, and through this House tell 
their constituents, whether they are for the repeal of the tobacco tax, 
or the modification or repeal of the internal-revenue system, or whether 
they are against it; because I tell the gentlemen their constituents will 
talk to them about it this fall. There will be music on this subject in 
many parts of Tennessee between this time and the election in Novem- 
ber, and I am curious to know how our Tennessee Democrats are going 
to follow the tune. y 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Let us have a vote on this amendment. 
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Mr. HOUK. I want to call attention to just one other thing. Mr. MILLS. We never denied anybody. We would not deny you, 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I askthat the time of the gentleman be extended | and the statement is false. : 

five minutes. 2 Mr. McCOMAS. You gave him a hearing, 
Mr. HOUK. I do not ask five minutes. Give me two minutes. Mr. MILLS, We did not deny anybody. 


Another way to aid in reducing the surplus is to do our duty here, Mr. McCOMAS. I have the floor. 
bring the Blair bill out of the Committee on Education and have a Mr. MILLS. You have not got the floor. I yielded to you two 
vote upon it. That will aid in reducing the surplus and will give the | minutes ont of courtesy for a question. You have not gotany time. 
bread of life to the ignorant children of the South and all other parts Mr. McCOMAS. I was recoguized by the Chair for five minutes. 


ofthe country. [Applause on the Republican side. ] This is my time. s 
Again, I have seen it charged in the newspapers that our candidate The CHAIRMAN. The five minutes have expired. 
for the Presidency voted against the Blair bill. Mr. McCOMAS. My five minutes are hardly out yet, Mr. Chair- 


I have here the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the Forty-eighth Con- | man. I want just a minute more to say this. WhatI am talking 
gress, first session, and on page 2724 I find that when the question was | about here is not the motives of men but the conduct of committees. 
taken on the passage of that bill it was passed by a vote of 33 yeas to Mr. MILLS. Oh, never mind the conduct of the committee. 

11 nays, and among those voting in the affirmative is the name of Sen- Mr. McCOMAS. And I have the information that at the time I 
ator Harrison. Again, by referring to page 21050f the CoNGRESSIONAL | have indicated the majority of the Committee on Ways and Means, 

. Recorp, Forty-ninth Congress, first session, I find that on the 5th of | or some of them, gave a hearing to the head of the sugar trust, Mr, 
March, 1886, that bill being under consideration, Senator Harrison rose | Havemeyer, and then on the 2d of April following this bill came in, 
and said: and they had struck out * 16” and put in “13” Dutch standard. 

» Iam fied upon this question with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Haw- | When the laborers of the country could not be heard, and the manu- 
LEY). Ifhe were present, I should vote yea. I understand he would vote nay. | facturers of the country could, not be heard, the leaders of the trusts 

Thatis his record upon that question, and now I ask the Democrats | were heard, and in obedience to their arguments and their persuasions 
to quit lying about it. [Laughter.] x you came here, gentlemen, and obeyed their dictates by leaving your 

Not- only did our Presidential candidate vote for the Blair bill, but | good position and taking your worse position in behalf of the refiners’ 
the Republican platform adopted at Chicago, on which he stands, ex- | trust and of the frauds committed upon the sugar consumers of this 
plicitly declares in favor of both State and national aid to the causeof | country. 
free education. Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I think the 

I had the honor to be a member of the committee on resolutions and | statement of the gentleman ought not to go upon the record without 
platform, and I am proud to have had the honor and privilege ofaiding | a denial of its truth. There was no hearing given by the majority of 
in making a national platform, declaring against free trade, in favor of | the Ways and Means Committee to Mr. Havemeyer in the sense in 
an American policy, and the education of the people. [Applause on | which the word ‘‘ hearing ” has been used upon this floor. 
the Republican side.] - Mr. McCOMAS. Did you not give Mr. Hayemeyer a hearing upon 

Mr. McCOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask a question of the | this subject? 
majority of the Committee on Ways and Means forinformation. Ide-| Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky, I did not; nor was I present 
sire to ask the gentlemen of the majority of the committee (and I see | at that time. i 
three of them present), whether or not on the 26th of March last, Mr. Mr. MILLS. Nor was I. 

Havemeyer, of New York, did not have a hearing by the majority of |e Mr. MCCOMAS. Your colleague on the committee [Mr. BRECKIN- 
the committee, or by four members of the majority, with respect to | RIDGE, of Arkansas] has said so. 

sugar? I know that on the 12th of March there wasa hearing andan | Mr. BRECKINR E, of Kentucky. Not in the sense of a hearing 
examination of Mr. Havemeyer before the Committee on Manufactures, | before the committee. : 

but I want to know now whether, on the 23d of March, the day of the Mr. McCOMAS. He said so. 

adjournment of this House by reason of the decease of the lamented Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. He did not; that is exactly 
Chief-Justice of the United States, the members of the majority of the | the question I am raising on the gentleman from Maryland. 
Committee on Ways and Means did not, individually or collectively, Mr. CANNON. What did he say? 

some of them, give a hearing to Mr. Havemeyer on this subject? Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. If the gentleman from Illi- 

Mr. BRECK. E, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I do not þe- | nois, who is filching time which does not belong to him, will not in- 
lieve that anybody ever came to Washington to confer with the Dem- | terfere he will find ont. What the gentleman from Arkansassaid was 
ocratic members of the Committee on Ways and Means but what he | that he invited Mr. Havemeyer to the room of the Committee on 
had ample opportunity to talk over the business he came here about. Ways and Means to give those gentlemen who were then present the 

Mr. McCOMAS. Does that include Mr. Havemeyer? information which had been given to him; he did not say that he in- 

- ` Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. As regards this particular case, | vited Mr. Havemeyer to a formal meeting of the committee. 
I do not remember dates, but I remember that Mr. Havemeyer talked Mr. McCOMAS. Not formal—informal. 
with me and perhaps a little with some of the other Democratic mem- Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I have not said any such 
bers of the Ways and Means Committee about the sugar-refining bus- | thing. 
iness. It was when he was here summoned as a witness before the Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Nor were some of us present. 
Committee on Manufactures. But this is the fact which the gentleman has disingenuonsly distorted. 

Mr. McCOMAS. That was on the 12th of March. No human being came to any member of the majority of the Waysand 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Very well, then, I would say | Means Committee and asked to have a conversation with him when it 
that it was on the 12th. I am speaking now from memory, and I will | was not courteously accorded. 
say that at my request, having developed before the Committee on| Mr. McCOMAS. Did Mr. Havemeyer—— 

Manufactures an interesting line of investigation, precisely what the Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. One moment. When the 
Committee on Ways and Means were engaged upon, I asked him to | gentleman says, in antithesis, that we gave a hearing to the ‘‘ chief of 
wait after he was done with the Committee on Manufactures and go | the sugar trust” and refused it to others he is intentionally disingen- 
with me tothe Ways and Means Committee room, as I wanted him to | uous. 

talk there with one or two gentlemen of the committee. Itrelated| Mr. McCOMAS. Let me ask the gentleman this question. If he 
to some matters of a technical character that I for one wanted informa- | wants to be fair and frank, does he deny specifically that Mr. Have- 
tion about. That, I suppose, is what the gentleman from Maryland | meyer on March 12 or 23, individually conferred, informally if you 
refers to. please, on this subject with a number of gentlemen of that committee ? 

Mr. McCOMAS. Now, does the gentleman from Arkansas recall the | Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not deny it. 
fact that on the day of our adjournment here on account of the decease Mr. McCOMAS. Ah, that is my point. 
of the Chief-Justice Mr. Havemeyer did have a hearing before the Com- | Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Idonotdenyit. [Applause 
mittee on Ways and Means or some of its members? ou the Republican side.] And the gentlemen who applaud, applaud a 

_ Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I have no recollection of it. | disingenuous statement. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Anyhow, you admit that he did have a hearing be- Mr. McCOMAS. My statement is as fair as yours. My assertion 
fore the majority on some other day upon your invitation? was that members of that committee, men who happen to be on that 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I do not mean to deny it, the | committee, a number of the gentlemen in the majority on the com-- 
facts, as stated, at all. My only recollection on the subject is what I mittee, had, informally or formally, I care not which, given time and 
have given you. But suppose he did. Suppose he had come to me or | had conversations on this question with this gentleman at the head of 
I had met him on the day you say, I would have listened to him with | the sugar ‘‘ trust,” and within a few days thereafter reported this bill 
great pleasure. making the change from 16 to 13, Dutch standard. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Yes; you would deny-a hearing to the miner and Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Indubitably, if Mr. Have- 
the manufacturer and the laboring man, while you would give it to | meyer asked an audience, he got it. 


Mr. Havemeyer, the leader of the sugar trust. Mr. MoCOMAS. That was my point. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. That is all stuff. Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. No, it was not; you have 
Mr. MILLS. We never denied anybody. dodged. 


Mr. McCOMAS. Yon did not deny him. Mr. McCOMAS. You have dodged. 
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Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Your point was that we had 
given it to that gentleman and had refused it to others. 

Mr. McCOMAS. My point is that you heard him. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. And we heard every one else who 
applied in the same way; therefore your point is not a fair one. 

Mr. McCOMAS. But you did hear him. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I didnot hearhim. I remember 
nothing of the kind. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Other gentlemen of the committee did hear him. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. There was nota time when any 
gentleman could not be heard in the same way. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The only point I desired to 
put on record was a denial of the double charge that certain persons 
were heard, while there was a refusal to hear others. That was the 
disingenuous and unfair statement which I desire to contradict. 

SE pe REED. Yet it is a notorious fact that hearings were refused in 
cases. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Itisnota fact that a bearing 
was ever refused to a gentleman who came to the majority of the com- 
mittee and asked fora hearing. While formal hearings by the commit- 
tee sitting as a committee were refused, yet it is not true, and the gen- 
tleman is not authorized in saying it is true, that we refused hear- 
ings to certain gentlemen and in the same sense accorded hearings to 

ers. 

Mr. McCOMAS. I think I am entitled to a minnte on this subject. 
I want to say that the gentleman from Kentucky, by what he has 
said, has admitted all that I have charged. 

Mr. DOCKERY and others. No, he has not. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The record will show. 

Mr. McCOMAS. With respect to Mr. Havemeyer, the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] has said that at his reqnest Mr. 
Havemeyer talked with certain members of that committee. I under- 
stand the gentleman from Kentucky now to say that he did talk with 
certain members of that commiitee. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. No, I did not. I said I did 
not know, and therefore I did not contradict it. I was not present. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Did he talk with yon? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I haye no recollection of ever 
having talked with Mr. Havemeyeraboutsugar. 1 talked to Mr. John 
Parsons in the presence of Mr. Hayemeyer in a humorous way about 
the testimony——— 

[Cries of “Ah!” “Ah!” on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Let me get through. The 
gentleman, jndging of me by himself, may think it was improper. I 
had known Mr. John Parsons; he wasin the committee-room; we renewed 
our acquaintance, and had a humorous conversation abont the gentle- 
man being before the Committee on Manufactures, and I was intro- 
duced to three or four gentlemen, including one or possibly two of the 
Messrs. Havemeyer; but there was no conversation between us either 
about the sugar schedule or the testimony before the Committee on 
Manufactures. 


Mr. McCOMAS. I understand that Mr. Parsons is the connscl of 
the sugar trust; I am told so, and that Mr. Havemeyer, the head of 
the trust, is his client. As I now understand, Mr. Havemeyer had 
various conversations with certain members of that committee—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentueky. Who told you that he had 
“ various conversations? ” 

Mr. McCOMAS. Well, say one—say two. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Why can you not beaccurate 
in asingle statement? Why can you not stick to accuracy? 

Mr. McCOMAS. I now repeat what I have said. The first branch 
of it is—and I appeal for confirmation to every member on this side— 
that when hearings were asked for on behalf-of the laboring interests 
by laboring men of various crafts in this country, they were turned 
from your door. That is one part of my proposition, and have I not 
proved it by all the members on this side of the House? 

Now, the second one is this: That this man, Mr. Havemeyer, came 
here and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] said 
that he had conversations with certain gentlemen on the committee; 
that there were certain gentlemen there. When you turn to the record 
you will find that the gentleman said with some members of the com- 
mittee. Ido not say anything Ican not prove. I can prove by admis- 
sions of the gentleman from Arkansas that these men had conversations 
with these men on this committee. . 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. As to Mr. Parsons, I had 
no conversation with him on the subject of the sugar schedule. I had 
humorous conversation about his being here before the committee. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Humorous conversations! 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman manufactures 
his facts to fit the occasion. 

Mr. McCOMAS. The gentleman is irtentionally disingennous as to 
the committee. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman, I repeat, at- 
tempts to put òn record in juxtaposition the statement that we gave 
a hearing to some with the other statement that we refused a hearing 
to others, using the words in both cases in the same sense. I say we 


gave to all gentlemen who came before the members of that committee 
a courteous hearing. I say we denied no one, but treated impartially 
all of those who came there asking for an informal hearing. That is 
true, and anything contradictory of it is false. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Let us poll the committee. 

Mr. HOLMES. There was no hearing formally or informally on the 
part of the Committee on Ways and Means, and I ask the gentleman 
to answer that question—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. What is it? 

Mr. HOLMES. You gave no notice—thatis the majority of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means gave no notice they would hear parties 
formally or informally. p 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Sofar as I am concerned I 
gave notice myself to gentlemen who are experts in these matters, who 
were coming to Washington, that I would be glad to get all the infor- 
mation from them I could. So faras I know no public notice wasgiven 
by the committee, that is by the majority of the Ways and Means 
Committee. Does that answer the gentleman’s question? 

Mr. McCOMAS. You had no hearing, then, before that committee ? 
Were not parties introduced before that committee? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Yes; parties were informally 
before that committee. I deny the right of any gentleman to ask fora 
private conversation. It isa discourteous and improper thing to do. 
Having said that much, I answer so far as I am coneerned there were 
gentlemen in various avocations I heard of, and I told them I would 
be glad to have conversations with them, and as to other gentlemen I 
went farther and said I would be glad if they would meet my col- 
leagues who were seeking information from those who knew it. I was 
doing the best I conid to get all the information before the committee 
I could. 

Mr. HOLMES., That is, the majority of the committee granted a 
hearing to the capitalists of the country and the leaders of the trusts; 
that they have been heard, but a hearing was denied to everybody else. 
[Hissing and cries of dissent from the Democratic side.] The leaders 
of the sugar trust were invited before that committee and granted a 
hearing, whilst a hearing was refused to all others. [Applause on 
the Republican side. ] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I have not said a word about 
trusis. Ido not know who the gentleman refers to as capitalists. 

Mr. HOLMES. That will be all explained to the country. Now, 
I ask the gentleman whether the Jaboring men ever had a hearing be- 
fore that Committee on Ways and Means, formally or informally? 

Mr. ROGERS. We will discuss this question before the country. . 
[Cries of “ Vote!’*] 

Mr. HOLMES. I say a hearing was granted to those capitalists 
aud leaders of the sugar trust, but that no hearing of any sort was 
granted to the laboring men of the country. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!’’] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Oh, you are demagoging, my 
friend; all of you are. 

The question recurred on Mr. WEBER’s amendment. 

Mr, WEBER. I call fer a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 78, noes 97. 

Mr. WEBER. I call for tellers. 

en were ordered; and Mr. WEBER and Mr. MILLS wore ap- 
point A 

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 65, noes 86. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MILLS. I offer the amendment I send to the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: S 


= Jn line 353 strike out the word “four” and insert “two 


so that it will read, ‘‘ molasses testing not above fifty-six ie by the polari- 
scope shall pay a duty of 2} cents per gallon.” 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. I would like to ask the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means why he could not reduce it to2 
cents a gallon instead of 2} cents? 

Mr. MILLS. Because it will make an improper proportion between 
that and the other provisions relating to sugar. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. Iam informed by those interested 
in,boiling molasses that the duty on molasses should be, under the pro- 
visions of what the committee have fixed on sugar in this bill, 2 cents 
a gallon. They have not been able to make any profit for the last two 
or three years under the present duty; and when the committee are re- 
ducing the duty on sugar they think that the duty on molasses, to 
make it right, so that they can boil that article with a profit to them- 
selves, should be pnt at2centsa gallon. They have made calcula- 
tions which bring ont that result as the proper amount of the duty, 
and a proper relation between the duty on molasses and sugar; and I 
ask the chairman of the committee why he can not get it down to 2 
cents a gallon at once? 

Mr. RANDALL rose. 

Mr. MILLS. I will auswer by saying—— . 

Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania desire to be heard? 

Mr. RANDALL. Ionly wanted tosay that the exact relation which 
molasses that is boiled and produced from it has to the rate of 
duty fixed in the bill of the Committee on Ways and Means is 2} cents; 
and that 23 cents is the proper rate of duty. 
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Mr. O’NEILL, of Pennsylvania. Why will not the chairman of the 
committee agree to fix it at 2} cents instead_of 2} cents, so that those 
who boil molasses may have some of the advantage which is necessary 
to enable them to carry on their business under the operations of this 
luw? And I think if that rate was fixed it would be satisfactory to all 
concerned. 

Mr. MILLS. At the reduction of from 4 to 2} cents we have made 
a larger reduction on molasses than upon sugar. If the relation be- 
tween sugar and molasses is correct according to the existing law, then 
we have given the molasses people a very large advantage over the sugar 


people. 

Mr. RANDALL. If you would put them exactly on the basis of a 
20 per cent. reduction you would fix the duty at 24 cents, for that is 
the exact equivalent, if I am not mistaken in the calculation. 

Mir. MILLS. But this is more than that. It is even as much as 30 
per cent. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. The chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means fixes the amount at 2}, and we would be satisfied 
with 24; and I think this sum, if the committee will not agree to re- 
duce it to 2. cents, ought to be adopted. I hope it will. 

Mr. RANDALL, The 2}, as I understand it, is the exact relation 
which that molasses would bear to the reduction made in this bill on 
sugars. I have been advised by some of the Louisiana members here 
that they desired it 2}, but I do not think that is a proper relation. 
‘The fact is, the molasses that comes into this country to be boiled does 
not come in competition nor in the same period of the year with the 
Louisiana molasses, 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. I would state in reply that the 
molasses-boilers would be satisfied, I believe, with 24, if they are un- 
able to get it fixed at a lower rate. Still, I bopo the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means will agree to make it 2 cents. I have 
spoken with one or two of the Louisiana members myself, and I know 
they will take 2} cents if they can not get the rate lowered. 

Mr. MILLS. When this bill comes back from the Senate there may 
be some matters in conference to be decided. After a full examination 
of the matter if it be then necessary these changes can be made. 

Mr. MASON. Are you sure it will ever get there? 

Mr. RANDALL. I move to amend the amendment of the gentle- 
“man from Texas by making it 2} cents. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The question recurring on the amendment of Mr, MILIS, it was 
mlopted. 

TheCHAIRMAN,. Thereis an amendment pending, proposed by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. FuLLER], which the Clerk will now read. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 


Strike out line 329 down to and including the word “ gallon,” in line 355, and 
insert the following: 

CAN sugar and molasses shall, on and after January 1, 1889, be admitted free 
of duty.” 


The amendment was rejected. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. ROGERS having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which concurrence was requested, the joint resolution (H. 
Res. 196) declaring the true intent and meaning of the act approved May 
9, 1888. 

«It further announced that the Senate requested the return of its reso- 
lution agreeing to the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 899) fọr 
the relief of Mary M. Briggs. 

It further announced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1983) to ratify an act 
entitled ‘‘An act creating the county of San Juan, in the Territory of 
New Mexico,” 

3 THE TARIFF. 

The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

Mr. CANNON, I offer the amendment I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: =< 


“All sugar above No. 20 Dutch standard, 2.50 cents per pound. 
“Molasses testing notabove fifty-six degrees by the polariscope shall pay a duty 
of 4 cents per gallon; molasses testing above fifty-six degrees shall pay a duty 


of 6 cents per tatters 
“ Provided, That if any export duty shall hereafter be laid tpon su; or mo- 


And prov Surther, Tha 


Mr. CANNON. I desire to add to that amendment the following 
words, which I will give to the Clerk: 


Sugar-candy, not colored, Scents a pound; all other confectionery 40 per cent. 
ad valorem, 


Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to state very briefly what this amend- 
mentis, It is precisely the provision that was first reported by the 
majority, the Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee 
to the full Ways and Means Committee on the Ist day of March last. 
I then read an account in the Courier-Journal and in papers through- 
out the country of interviews with gentlemen on that committee, and 
the comments and dispatches sentoif by the Associated Press. I read 
them with great pleasure, because they stated, and stated truly, that - 
under the provisions which are embodied in the amendment one-half 
of the sugar that the common people of this country use would go into 
consumption without passing through the refineries. 

It is also true that they would have gone into consumption at over 
a cent a pound less than they would go into consumption under the 
provision as the bill stands to-day. Judge of my sorrow, surprise, and 
indignation when the Ways and Means Committee reported that bill 
and I found they had changed it so as to drive the poor man’s sugar 
through the refinery by artificial means and subject it to the extortion 
of the sugar trust. I wondered why it was. It has been partially ex- 
plained this morning. The gentleman from Maryland asked if Mr. 
Havemeyer was before that committee. ‘The answer was, ‘Oh, no: 
but before members of the committee.” Whois Havemeyer? The 
greatest sugar refiner in this country, at the head of the trust, the 
organizer; the man whose iron hand crashes ont every refiner who does 
not come into the trust; the man who levies a toll on 60,000,000 peo- 
ple to the extent of $30,000,000 cnnually; the man who stands emi- 
nent and prominent in the Democratic party fighting its battles. 

He is the rich man, the Croesus of New York, if you please, to whom 
many Democrats look with hope for relief in his earnest and eficient 
advocacy of the re-election of Grover Cleveland, as he advocated the 
election of Grover Cleveland. There is the cat in the meal; there is 
the nigger in the wood-pile. Ihave called attention to it time and time 
again and asked for an explanation, and have had to speak right out in 
meeting. ‘Take the bill as it was originally reported, take the bill as 
it stands to-day, take Havemeyer’s presence, take the monopoly that 
still grinds upon the people by virtue of the Mills bill as you have 
changed it back, in connection with your interviews as they were first 
reported, and it is so plain that a wayfaring man may run as he reads. 

Now, I do not expect you-to correct it. A correction of your bill 
would break up the sugar trust and lose you its effective support this 
fall. You have agreed uponit in caucus. I simply wanted to call at- 
tention to it, and from you to appeal to the people who pay the tax on 
sugar every year of a dollar and fifty cents, man, women, and child, 
throughout the country, by virtue of these provisions. We will try 
the case before the great jury next fall. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!’"} 

Mr. REED. I hope the chairman of the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee will explain to us why he made the change in the bill. 

Mr. MILLS. Willthe gentleman be kind enough to explain why in 
the Committee on Waysand Means in former Congresses when a bill 
reducing the duties on sugar was presented you stood then by thissame 
man whom you say is at the head of the sugar trust? 

Mr. CANNON. Do two wrongs make a right? 

Mr. MILLS. Itis not your time yet. I wantto know, when you 
were in power on the Ways and Means Committee, why it was that you 
stood by Mr. Havemeyer and by all the other sugar trusts and all the 
other trusts in this country, and then refused to accord us considera- 
tion of the measure in the House? You now parade yourself before the 
country as super-honest, super-decent, and super-patriotic —— 

Mr. REED. Super-heated. 

Mr. MILLS. And yet you knelt by the side of the leaders of these 
monopolies and recited your prayers year after year and day after day, 
never finding fault with them until we got a Democratic majority iu 
this House that came here honestly to reduce taxation on the people: 
and when we propose to smite some of your idols, you raise the cry ot 
Havemeyer and the sugar trust. Let me tell you, and dou’t you for- 
get it, we are going to give you an opportunity to vote on these trusts 
before you get away from here, and every one of you will vote on the 
side of the trusts, too. 

Mr, REED. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. GAY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to have the privilege of saying, 
before the committeé votes upon this proposition —— 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, Ishould like to be recognized before the 
sound of the voice of the gentleman from Texas [Mr, MILLS] has dicd 


away. 

TheCHAIRMAN. TheChair will now recognize the gentleman from 
Maine, and will recognize the gentleman from Louisiana later. 

Mr. GAY. Very well. 

Mr. REED. It does seem strange to me that the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, whenever asked for an explanation of 
the features of his bill, finds it necessary to fly into a passion, finds it 
necessary to go off into a defeuse of his own virtue. I should suppose 
that such a defense was necessary, and yct after all he might occasion- 
ally omit it and once in a while give us an explanation of the reasons 
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which have governed him and the committee; but from the inception 
of this tariff bill down to the present time the committee have kept 
utterly secret the reasons which have influenced them in framing the 
various provisions of this bill. Time after time in committee, time 
after time in the House, we have asked them for their reasons, we have 
asked what induced them to make these changes in the tariff, and 
what induced them to make changes in their own bill, but they have 
seen fit always to refuse to answer. 

There are persons uncharitable enough to suppose that that may 
arise from ignorance, but the debate to-day shows that in some cases it 
arises from other reasons. It would be betraying the secrets of those 

rivate interviews which have been had with favored manufacturers 

y gentlemen on the other side. It would expose the secrets of the 
political origin and political character of the amendments which they 
are endeavoring to make to the tariff. Here is a direct charge made 
against them that after an interview with Mr. Havemeyer they had 
this sugar schedule changed—changed, it is charged, in the interest of 
one of those ‘‘ trusts’? which they denounce so much, and the most 
prominent one before the country to-day. Instead of rising to ex- 
plain the reasons, the sound reasons, unconnected with personal in- 
fluence that induced the committee to make this change, the chairman 
springs to his feet for the purpose of indulging in general declarations 
as to how good he is and how bad we are. , 

Why, Mr. Chairman, is this the way—and I appeal to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Cox] upon this point—is this the way to conduct 
a business transaction? Has business entirely vanished from this pro- 
ceeding? Are we to be vouchsafed no business reasons for a change 
made under circumstances so suspicious? Do they desire to go before 
the country in dead silence upon this bill, or do they desire to go to 
the country with only some remarks as to the goodness of the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means? 

Is that the reason why this change was made in the sugar schedule, 
because the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means thinks 
he is better than our side? Is that good sound business reasoning ? 
Are intelligent men to be contented with that? It looks as if the kind 
of intelligent men that adorn the other side of the House were con- 
tented with precisely that thing. It looks as if they were not going 
to vouchsafe to the country any statement of the reasons upon which 
this bill is founded, and it seems from the whole tenor of the discus- 
sion to-day that this bill has been made up in the interest of a few 
favored people for the purpose of effectuating the success of certain 
particular Democrats. Now, that is not a business reason, that is not 
a business way in which to control the affairs of this country, and I 
believe if it can ever be squarely brought before the people they will 
stamp it with their most signal disapproval’ [Applause on the Re- 
publican side and cries of ‘‘ Vote !” on the Democratic side. ] 

[Mr. GAY withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX.] 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, in regard to the prep- 
aration of this schedule, that it was made, so far as I know, without 
Mr. Havemeyer’s knowledgeand without hisadvice. It was made pre- 
cisely upon the old line of the Republican tariff of 1883, so far as the 
classification is concerned; and we have gone back tothat. I think our 
first preparation of the bill was on that line, and we afterward changed 
it; I believe it was at my suggestion it was changed. It was the rep- 
resentatives from Louisiana who came before usand remonstrated against 
` it. Inever had a word from Mr. Havemeyer on this subject—had no 
counsel with him; do not know what his views were on that subject. 
If he had any he never told them tome. He may have talked to other 
gentlemen, and doubtless did. But we went back to this schedule be- 
cause our friends remonstrated against it and claimed it would inflict 
great injury upon them and their interests, So far as Mr. Havemeyer’s 
Democracy is concerned, I know nothing about it. 

Mr. REED. Did I understand the gentleman to say ‘‘ our friends ?”’ 

Mr. MILLS. Ispeak of you all as ‘* friends;’’ I often do that; it is 
entirely parliamentary. But I will withdraw itifyousodesire. [Laugh- 
ter. 2 

ow, I want to finish what I was about to say. All I know of Mr. 
Havemeyer’s politics is that I have heard he contributed a large sum 
to the election of General Garfield. 

Mr. CANNON. I have heard he contributed a large sum to the 
election of Cleveland and has promised to contribute a large sum to 
his re-election. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Will the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] 
kindly tell to whom the second promise he mentions was made? 

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman from Texas [ Mr. MILLS] stated what 
he heard, In i to that I havestated what I have heard. My hear- 
ing is as good as his. 

r. MILLIKEN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that our friends 
on the other side have just voted to place a duty of 68 per cent. on 
sugar, and seem to stand by their schedule on that subject, I desire 
the Clerk to read an extract from the Democratic platform which is 
pertinent to this question. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


It is repugnant to the creed of AAT Reino by such taxation the cost of 
the necessaries of life should be unjustifiably increased to all our ple. 
Judged by Democratic pringiples, the interests of the people are betrayed when, 
by unnecessary taxation, trusts and combinations are permitted to exist which, 
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while unduly Sinne the few that combine, rob the body of our citizens by 
depriving them of the benefits of natural competition. 


Mr. MILLIKEN. I ask attention to the paragraph just read, be- 
cause our friends on the other side during the whole debate on this 
subject have seemed to be oversensitive upon the matter of “' trusts. ” 
Hence, I have caused to be read the proposition in their platform on 
this subject, in order to show how much difference it makes whether 
this matter of ‘‘trusts’’ touches them or somebody else. 

When we protested against placing lumber on the free-list, because 
a great industry in Maine and other Northern States, obliged to com- 
pete with the lumber product of Canada, would thereby be destroyed, 
gentlemen cried out frantically against the lumber trust. They were 
asked to tell us where such a trust existed, or to produce some evidence 
that it existed at all, but failed to do so, and at last their claims of the 
existence of a lumber trust dwindled down to the statement of a sup- 
posed trust by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER]. 

And no proposition has been more definitely made and persistently 
repeated and reiterated than that these trusts were created and sup- 
ported by the tariff upon the articles involved in the different trusts. 
It was in vain that we pointed them to the Standard Oil trust, where 
there is no duty to operate, that great monopoly which is said to have 
demoralized the Democracy of one State at least and to have been effi- 
cient in producing political results not in conformity with the free will 
of the people. It was in vain that we held up the fact that trusts ex- 
isted in other countries than our own and without the influence of a 
tariff. Always when we sought to protect any industry marked for 
destruction in the Mills bill a trust was imagined and paraded asa 
seare-crow to frighten gentlemen into the free-trade ranks. 

But here is an industry where.a real, indisputable trust exists. A 
trust that within a few months has arbitrarily raised the price of sugar 
1 cent per pound, levying this tax upon every one of 60,000,000 peo- 
ple, to all cf whom that article of food isa necessity, levying it not for 
revenue purposes, not to encourage increased production and compe- 
tition and a co uent reduction of prices, but to decrease production 
and fill the pockets of the members of that trast, then the abhorrence 
of trustson the part of our Democratic friends disappears, and they 
stand here and vote for a duty of 68 per cent. on this necessary article 
of food, and this a specific duty which no undervaluation can reduce, 

What has become of the loudly-protested anxiety of gentlemen on the 
other side for the dear people whom they pretend so much to love? 
For the consumer for whom they express so much desire to furnish 
cheap food ? 

Why, Mr. Chairman, if there is a duty upon any article that op- 
presses the people it is the duty upon sugar. All the people useit. As 
I have before had occasion to say, it is the largest food charge in nearly 
every family in the land, and yet to protect one-tenth of the quantity 
of sugar necessary to supply the demands of our own people, and with- 
out any reasonable hope of increasing the product, this bill provides 
that we shall pay a tariff of 68 per cent. upon ten times as muchsugar 
as we produce. This is simply outrageous when compared with the 
way in which the Mills bill deals with great Northern industries that 
are sufficient in capacity to meet the wants of our people, and which 
by competition have caused a reduction of prices of more than 30 per 
cent. in the last twenty years. 

In the course of the debate this morning the gentleman from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. WILKINSON ] criticised me because in comparing the duty 
upon sugar with the duty upon some products of my own State I had 
raised, as he said, a sectional question. 

Why, gentlemen, you raise the sectional question yourselves in the 
bill which you have submitted to this House—make a distinction be- 
tween the sections of the country in treating one section to free trade 
and low duties and the other to high duties. I simply stated the fact. 
That fact came out most clearly in the discussion of the amendment of 
my colleague from Maine [ Mr. DING£EY] thisafternoon. When he pro- 
posed to reduce the duty on sugar to 41 per cent.—a duty equal to the 
average duty upon all articles in the dutiable list—how readily our 


‘friends on the other side voted that proposition down and insisted on 68 


per cent. 

If you look at the schedule you will find that while the duties on 
Northern productions are to-day not more than an average of 27 per 
cent., the duty on Southern productions, including the high duties upon 
sugar and rice, is more than 75 per cent. Still, when we ask for some- 
thing like a fair equalization of duties, you say we are raising a sec- 
tional question. 

Ah, gentlemen, you like to put the State of Maine on the free-list. 
It seems good to youto put the industries, great and small, of many of 
the Northern Republican States there, or reduce them to the lowest 
limit, but when we propose to give you even a homeopathic dose of 
your own medicine it seems to freeze the very marrow in your bones. 
[Laughter and applause. ] 

The question recurred on Mr. CANNON’s amendment. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 84, noes 85. 

Mr. BREWER. Mr. Chairman, I am paired with Mr. HEARD. 
Were he t, I would vote ‘‘ay.’’ 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I am paired with Mr. RICHARDSON. 
Were he present, I would yote ‘‘ay.’”’ 
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Mr. GEAR demanded tellers. 

Telas were ordered; and Messrs. MILLS and CANNON were ap- 
pointed. 

at committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 65, 
noes 84. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, a little study of this sugar sched- 
ule is instructive. The ay rate at which sugars are put in this 
bill, from raw to refined, is 65.64 percent. The great bulk of the sugar 
imported is below No. 13 Dutch standard of color, ninety-five degrees 
polariscope test. The amount of that grade imported the per year 
was 1,112,543,601 pounds, and that grade is put in this bill at 67.10 
per cent. The anvils made in my city are put at a rate equivalent to 
23.69 per cent. ; chains, 35 per cent. ; oil-cloths, 25 per cent. ; crockery 
an average of 40 per cent. While I would protect every American in- 
dustry that needs protection, I think that protection should bear at 
least some semblance of equality. From the time the ore is dug from 
the mine until the chain is polished and ready for shipment it takes 
quite as much labor and requires quite as much capital to produce 
the chain as it does to produce sugar. 

Rice is put (cleaned) at 100.47 per cent., while rubber goods are put 
at 15 per cent. I need not enlarge. You cut down the protection to 
the American workman, but you leave the sugar and rice he consumes 
at a rate proportionately far too high. 

Much has been said to-day about the sugar trust. A word as to that. 
It is perhaps the most thoroughly organized and iron-clad affair in this 
or any country. I have here s copy of the deed signed by the parties 
to the trust. Itis dated August 16, 1887, and is signed by the repre- 
sentatives of sixteen refineries. The shares are not to exceed $50,- 
000,000 of value in all. It provides that the ownership of each re- 
finery shall, if not already so, become an incorporation. ‘Then the in- 
dividual holders of these shares are to exchange them for trust certifi- 
a ata rate to be ascertained by an appraisement of the value of each 


ery. $ 

These certificates of the trust are to be issued by a central board of 
trustees named in the deed. This has been done. The holdersof the 
stock of each refinery have surrendered their shares, and have received 
in lien thereof their pro rata of trust certificates. This is a very neat 
operation. Their property has gone beyond their control, and they 
can not withdraw if they would. The trustees holding the stock vote 
it at the stockholders’ elections, and can elect any board of directors 
they please to, and the stockholder must stand by helpless and see his 
property managed by a board of directors he may know nothing abont. 
The net profits of each refinery are paid in to this central board of 
trustees, who from time to time divide them among the individual re- 
fineries. It will be seen that it is a perfect. machine, and the testi- 
mony taken before the committee I have the honor of being a member 
of shows that it has been worked with all the regularity and remorse- 
lessness of a machine, The fact, however, which was abundantly 
proven, and which isof immediate interest to the whole country, is that 
since the formation of this trust sugars have been advanced to the con- 
sumer at least one cent per pound. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. CANNON. We have not passed from the sugar schedule yet. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. No amendment has been offered. 

Mr. WEBER. I move, after line 359, to insert: 

And provided further, That no drawback of duty shall be allowed or paid on 
any sugar exported from the United States. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this is the last charge upon the sugar trust of 
this country. The gentlemen of the other side are here afforded the 
last opportunity of purging themselves of the suspicion, which will grow 
into a certainty if they refuse this proposition, that their proposed leg- 
islation is in the interest of the sugar combine. 

In explanation of this amendment I beg to say that I found this 

- provision in its exact language in the original bill, and as it does not 
appear in the amended bill, I conclude that its omission is an oversight 
ora clerical error. Therefore I desire to offer it now. 

The explanation of the gentleman from Louisiana as to the suspi- 
cious change from the original good intent is that it was on the request 
of the Louisiana delegation that the rates and color line were changed. 
I hope the gentlemen on the other side will give us a reason for this, 
the other change. They have not so far given us any reason for the 
change from the original bill to the amended bill. By skillful cross- 
examination we have discovered that after the first bill came into the 
House, Mr. Havemeyer appeared on the scene, and that forthwith the 
changed bill came into this House. I charge that the amended bill is 
in the interest of the sugar trust of this country. 

I hope this amendment will do away with the other end of the line 
which permits frauds on the revenues of the Goyernment. I main- 
tained a few moments ago, and I hope demonstrated it, that it is im- 
possible for sugar to be exported on a drawback equal in amount only 
to the duty paid. The facts and figures are against it. As the impor- 
tation of fraudulent sugars increases the exportation of refined sugars 
swells accordingly. ` 

Now, I desire tooccupy no further time of tne committee, but simply 
ask a question to which I would like to have a response from gentle- 


men on the other side of the House—why they have changed fronts 
so materially in this regard? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] . 

Mr. SPINOLA. Mr. Chairman, my colleague from New York [Mr. 
WEBER] has just made a direct charge against this side of the House 
in regard to the sugar trust and Mr. Havemeyer. Two distinguished 
leaders on that side, gentlemen recognized as leaders, and whose ability 
and long experience on this floor entitle them to be classified as such, 
have undertaken to present their views but have clearly forgotten facts 
bearing on the question they sought to discuss in connection with Mr. 
Havemeyer and his direct interest in the sugar refineries of this country. 

I wish to say to the members of this House, and through them to 
the people of the United States, that the Democratic party in the city 
of New York, of which I am an humble member, through the instru- 
mentality of Tammany Hall, the oldest political organization in this 
country, have taken strong ground against that sugar trust. They 
have called public attention to it and to other trusts as well; and have 
employed counsel to appear before the attorney-general of the State of 
New York and present the case there as one in violation of the criminal 
laws of-that State; and the attorney-general of the State of New York, 
a Democrat, has within the last two weeks taken the necessary legal 
steps to dissolve the sugar trust as well as the sugar companies which 
have united and joined in this enterprise. 

Now, so much for the attitude of the Democrats with reference to 
trusts. I speak, I repeat, for the oldest Democratic organization in 
America. We haye stood there, Mr. Chairman, like a wall of iron 
against the encroachments of trusts and will continue to stand there 
until we abolish and destroy them; and gentlemen on that side of the 
House can come to their rescue when the time offers for them to do so, 
[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I ask for a vote. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. I want to ask my colleague a ques- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the amendment is exhausted, and 
the question is on agreeing to the amendment of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WEBER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CANNON. I desire now that the amendment which I sent up 
some time ago may be read. 

The amendment of Mr. CANNON was read, as follows: 

Strike out lines 329 to 351 inclusive, and insert the following: 

“All sugars not above No, 16 Dutch standard in color shall pay duty on their 
polariscopic test as follows, namely: 

“All sugars notabove No. 16 Dutch standard in color, all tank bottoms, sirups 
of cane juice or of beet juice, melada, concentrated melada, concrete and con- 
centrated molasses, testing by the polariscope not above seventy-five degrees, 
shall pay a duty of 1.15 cents per pound, and for every additional degree or frac- 
tion of a degree shown by the po pic test they shall pay thirty-two thous- 
andths of a cent per pound additional. 

“All sugars above No.16 Dutch standard in color shall be classified by the Dutch 


standard of color, and pay duty as follows, namely: 
“Allsugars above No. 16 and not above No, 18 Dutch standard, 1.70 cents per 


pound, 

SAU sugarabove No. 16 and not above No. 20 Dutch standard, 1.90 cents per 
pound. : 

“All sugars above No. 20 Dutch standard, 2.30 cents per pound.” 


Mr. CANNON. Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to debate this 
question, but if I can have order I merely want to say a few words by 
way of explanation of the amendment, and what it will accomplish if. 
adopted. It does not change the committee’s bill on all sugars that 
are imported into this country below No. 13 Dutch standard, but it 
does change the bill with reference to the provision relating to sugars 
above No. 13 by lowering the rate of that class of sugars one-half a 
cent a pound; so that if adopted, there being no sugars imported into 
this country above No. 13, it will give to the people of the country the 
sugar, which we force through the refineries, cheaper by just one-half 
a cent a pound, and will give the refiners less protection by this half a 
cent a pound, and you leave the refiners with a profit of four and three- 
tenths mills per pound. It will break in on the trust, and largely 
break it up. 

And now I want to call the attention of my venerable friend from 
Tammany Hall [laughter], who says that they are trying to break 
up the trusts in New York—I refer to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SPINOLA ]—that they are going to break up these trusts by 
prosecuting them under the criminal laws. Ialways understood, Mr. 
Chairman, that it was better to lock the stable door before the horse 
was stolen than to try to catch and punish the thief after the horse 
was gone. My provision will take the foundation from under your 
Havemeyers and the other Tammany people who are in this trust 
[laughter] and break it up, and then there will not be any need in 
your trying to bring the criminal laws of the State to bear upon them 
and send them to the penitentiary. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. Iwanted to ask my colleague a ques- 
tion while he was addressing the committee. 

Mr. SPINOLA. What is it? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. I want to ask my colleague if the 
honorable President of the United States did not himself sign the Ele- 
vated Railroad trust of New York. Will the gentleman from Tam- 
many Hall answer that? 
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Mr. SPINOLA. The ‘‘ gentleman from Tammany Hall” will take 
great pleasure in answering the gentleman’s question by simply inform- 
ing him that no sach trust has ever existed in New York as the one he 
mentions. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. Yes, sir; the Elevated trust. 

Mr. SPINOLA. There is no such trust known as the Elevated Rail- 
road trust. 

Mr, HOPKINS, of New York. The President signed it and allowed 
this trust to get a foothold there in that city. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON]. 

The chases td was rejected. 

Mr, BER. I offer the amendment I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Add after line 359 the following: ai 

“ Provided, All drawbacks on sugar shall be paid in accordance with the 
polariscopic test, as herein provided.” 

Mr. WEBER. I desire only to say that this is the last assault on the 
trust. It affords an opportunity to the gentlemen on the other 
to purge themselves of the suspicion, which should they vote this 
down will become a certainty, that they are acting as is most desired 
by the sugar trust. This simply provides that sugar going out of the 
country shall be tested precisely the same as sugar coming into the 
country, because substantially all the sugar coming into this country 
comes in under No, 13 and in accordance with the polariscopic test. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky, rose. 

Mr. WEBER. If the gentleman is going to answer, I will reserve 
my time. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not care about the gen- 
tleman’s time. I have plenty of time of my own. I have nothing to 
say about the identification of the Democratic party with trusts. There 
will be abundant time for the discussion of that matter hereafter on 
the stump. But the question of a drawback is avery important ques- 
tion as to a great many of the articles on which it is given. There are 
some forty or fifty articles on which when exported drawbacks are al- 
lowed; allowed as to the whole amount of duty in certain cases, as to 
90.per cent. in certain cases, and as to 99 per cent. duty in certain other 
cases. I hold the list inmy hand. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. WEBER] might indicate a much more conspicuous devotion to the 
interest of the tax-payer and consumer of Americaif he would draught 
an article which would abolish all the drawback rates and put the tax- 
payer of America upon the same footiug with the consumer abroad un- 

er this advantage. - 

But it was, in the judgment of those who have gone before us, a 
wise thing as to certain articles to allow a drawback on those imports 
which are afterward exported upon which there was an import duty 
when imported. I do not see any reason why an exception should be 
made in sugar. Ithonght at one time that there might be such an 
exception, but I studied the whole question in its relation to all the 
industries and it seemed that a step of that sort as to this article, leav- 
ing out all others, was one that we were not prepared to take. This 
is a question that does not relate to the sugar industry alone, but to 
all others, 

Mr, BAYNE. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. BAYNE. As I understand it, the sugar that goes out gets a 
larger drawback than the duty paid when it came in under this system; 
sae as I understand it, that principle does not apply to any other draw- 

ack. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman has shown in 
this long and protracted debate, in which he has taken quite a con- 
spicuous part, a very great familiarity with all these matters; and he 
is no doubt aware that this is fixed by the executive department of the 
Government; that itis fixed upon the basis of the waste of the sugar 
in the process of refining, whether accurate or not I do not know, but 
- it has been fixed by the various Secretaries of the Treasury under former 

administrations and reduced under the present Administration. It was 
fixed for the purpose of giving to the sugar exporter who has been the 
sugar importer the duty which he paid. It was larger per pound be- 
cause a pound of refined sugar was richer in saccharine matter than a 
pound of raw sugar which had been imported, and it was to provide 
for waste that the additional amount was given. Whether it was ac- 
curate or not is a question with which I am unfamiliar. It is purely 
an administrative question and has been decided by this Administra- 
tion to be inaccurate heretofore, because if has reduced the amount of 
. the drawback. 

Mr. CANNON. Right here allow me to state that I inquired at the 
Treasury Department touching this matter and was informed, not only 
by the Treasury agents, but by the Assistant Secretary,who had this 

matter in charge, that sugar refiners refused absolutely to state the cost 
of refining or the amount of waste. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. That, however, is a question 
ofadministration. It is not a matter of statute. The question I de- 
sire to submit is a mere business suggestion in answer to the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from New York [Mr. WEBER], and not in re- 
sponse to the political speech made by the gentleman from New York, 


that the question of drawback was one of much larger scope than its 
mere relation to sugar, and that the precedent that would be estab- 
lished by repealing the drawback on sugar was one that ought not to - 
be taken until Congress is ready to go further in that matter. 

Mr. CANNON. I had no desire or intention to make a political 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I did not charge you with it. 
Isaid the gentleman from New York. The gentleman from Illinois 
never makes political speeches on the tariff. [Laughter on the Demo- 
cratic side. ] 

Mr. CANNON. I want to say that the amendment of the gentle- 
man from New York would accomplish, as I understand it—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. It is suggested that my state- 
ment was too broad; that I should have said the gentleman from Ilinois 
only makes political speeches in answer to Judge KELLEY and his Re- 
publican colleagues. I accept the amendment. : 

Mr. CANNON. Now, if the gentleman has got through with his 
political speech, will he allow me to ask a business question, whether 
he does not think that this amendment, which provides for finding the 
saccharine strength, where the sugar is exported, in each cargo of sugar, 
should prevail? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Under existing law the offi- 
cers of the Treasury Department have authority to use the polariscope 
to test the saccharine strength of sugar. That is the law to-day. 

Mr. CANNON. How would it do to make it mandatory? 

Mr. MILLS. But it can be of no service to you on this, because the 
Secretary of the Treasury has to make an estimate and they have been 
doing it under all the administrations. The estimate is made, not by 
the Secretary, but by the officers under him, to find out as nearly as 
they can what amount of sugar pays duty on comingin, and then after 
it is refined, what the wastage is; and they deduct that and make the 
rebate accordingly. It is a matter of estimate by the experts of the 
Treasury Department, and the polariscope has nothing to do with it. 
The polariscope is used when the sugar comes in to test its saccharine 
strength. 

Mr. BAYNE. Iam told there is no loss of saccharine strength by 
refining. j 

Mr. MILLS. That is a question for the Treasury experts. 

Mr. BAYNE. But they pay a drawback of about two and a half. 

Mr. MILLS. Well, I can inform my friend that under former ad- 
niinistrations they were paying too much drawback; but they could 
not help it. It was a question of estimate, and when the Treasury 
Department found that they were paying back more than was proper 
they lowered the rebate. I know that this administration has low- 
ered it. 

Mr. McMILLIN. The first reduction under this administration 
was from 2,82 to 2.60; and then, if my memory serves me correctly, 
it was reduced to 2.40, until now it is below what is actually paid by 
the refiners. As to this second reduction, however, I may be in error. 
That is the present status of the question, and the rebate is paid under 
the act of 1883. 

Mr. MILLS. -I hope our friends on the other side will now let us 
dispose of this sugar schedule, 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] that the reduction of drawbacks on ex- 
ported sugar under this Administration has been, I think, from 2.82 
to 2.60 per pound, where it now rests, 

Mr. MCMILLIN. It is 2.60 on the highest grade. 

Mr. WEBER. The only reduction made since the law of 1883 went 
into effect has been on the highest grade. 

Mr. McMILLIN. The gentleman does not deny that the present 
Administration has reduced the amount of rebate paid. 

Mr. WEBER. Ido not deny it, and when I was accused of inter- 
jecting politics into this sugar question it seemed to me that the in- 
terjection of politics was on the other side by the gentleman from West 
Virginia, and others, who called attention to the reductions made 
under this Administration. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Imay not be strictly accurate as to the figures, 
but the fact remains that there has been a reduction made nnder the 
present Administration. 

Mr. WEBER. The new tariff went into effect in 1883. The read- 
justment of duties necessitated a reduction of drawback rates. In 1884 
the amouutof drawbacks paid onsugars exported reached about $1,579, - 
000, a figure which it had several times before reached. That was under 
aRepublican Administration. In 1885, however, it suspiciously jumped 
up to six millions five or six hundred thousand dollars, and it took the 
Democratic Administration sixteen months before they came to the con- 
clusion that there was something wrong about it, and then reduced the 
rates on the highest grade from 2.82 to 2.60 per pound. 

Mr. McADOO, The trouble was that there were too many Repub- 
licans still in office. They were not turned out rapidly enough. 
(Laughter. ] ae 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. How much does the gentle- 
man say was exported last year? 

Mr. WEBER. Iam not speaking about the amount cf pounds. I 
am speaking of the drawbacks in dollars. The gentleman from Ar- 
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kansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] and I differed as to'amounts awhile ago, 
arising from the fact that he referred to the value of the sugars while 
I referred to the drawbacks, i 

The question was taken on the amendment of Mr. WEBER, and it 
was rejected—ayes 52, noes 79, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

All tobacco in leaf, unmanufactured and not stemmed, 35 cents per pound. 


Mr. MILLS. Some gentlemen have asked that the paragraph just 
read be passed over informally; and I accordingly make that request. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. That is what I was about to ask. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the paragraph just read 
by the Clerk will be passed over for the present, with leave to recur to 
it hereafter. The Chair hears no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Potato or corn starch, rice starch, and other starch, 1 cent per pound. 


Mr. NUTTING. Mr. Chairman, I move tostrike out the paragraph 
just read. The manufacture of starch in the United States is an im- 
portant industry. I do not believe there is any good reason for reduc- 
ing the tariff on starch; and there are several good reasons why itshould 
not be reduced. The present duty upon cornstarchis 2 cents a pound; 
this bill, as now presented to us, proposesto reduce that duty to 1 cent 
apound. There can be but two reasons given by the majority of the 
committee in favor of this reduction: First, that it will help to reduce 
the surplus revenue; second, that it will give consumers cheaper 
starch; and,third, possibly assist in giving us the markets of the world. 
We will examine these grounds and see what foundation there is for 
them or any of them. 

Mr. Chairman, in the last year starch manufactured in the United 
States amounted in value to about $15,000,000. The capital invested 
in the United States in this business is about $10,000,000, and four or 
five States are interested in it. The amount of money paid during the 
last year to laborers in this branch of industry was about $2,000,000. 
The number of acres of land which it takes to raise the corn that is 
made into starch in the United States is 480,000—very nearly half a 
million acres. If you reduce the duty upon starch 1 cent a pound it 
will be necessary to reduce the wages of the men in order that the 
manufacturing establishments in the United States may keep in opera- 
tion. You are not going to get the markets of the world, because 
Canada and some thirteen other countries which manufacture starch 
have a duty upon the article which is more than the duty we place 
upon it in the United States. So that by this reduction of duty you 
not only strike a blow at the starch industry of the United States, but 
you really assist those outside this country who are engaged in the 
manufacture. 

This industry is carried on in at least five States, New York, Ohio, 
Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa. There is plant enough now in existence 
and in process of construction in this country to supply the wants ot 
the entire population of the United States. 

You must remember, also, that the immense outlay of capital in this 
business bas been ventured upon the faith that the Government would 
not change the rate of duty. 

It can not be said that the price of corn starch has been kept up by 
the tariff, because we find that in 1865 the export price of starch was 
9.8 cents per pound; and in 1875, ten years afterward, the export price 
was 5.7 cents per pound, a reduction of nearly one-half. In 1885, ten 
years later, the export price was 4 cents a pound (I am taking the av- 
erage); and in 1887, the last year, the average export price was less than 
3 cents a pound. So that during all this time, while we had a tariff of 
2 cents a pound on starch, the price to the consumer steadily decreased. 
In my home city, Oswego, we have probably the largest establishment 
for making corn starch in the world. The output from this one estab- 
lishment last year was nearly or quite 20,000,000 pounds. Think of it, 
20,000,000 pounds, or nearly one thousand car-loads. 

The average amount of money which the American family pays for 
starch during the course of a year is less than 25 cents, and there is no 
burden on the people by the duty on starch. The amount received 
upon importations of starch into this country is less than $7,000. So 
that, by reducing this duty, you are not going to do anything consid- 
erable in the way of a reduction of the surplus. Nor would you re- 
duce the price of starch. I believe the majority of the Committee on 
Ways and Means only claim that by this reduction upon starch the 
surplus will be reduced to the extent of about $3,000. 

The farmer is interested in this question. It is a fact which every 
man on this floor, before he votes on this question, should know, that 
last year we exported but a little more than 40,000,000 bushels of corn; 
and there should go beside that this other fact, that last year there were 
used in the manufacture of starchin the United States almost 13,000,000 
bushels of corn. 

In this one industry almost one-third as much corn is used as we sold 
in the ‘‘ markets of the world.” 

There can be but little profit in corn starch at from 2} to 4 cents per 
pound. You should not strike this indus Let it alone. It gives 
nearly fifteen thousand farmers steady employment to raise the corn 
necessary to keep the twenty-four corn-starch factories in this country 
running. These fifteen thousand farmers, because of these starch facto- 


ories, have a steady home market each year for 13,000,000 bushels of 
corn. Not only this, but these fifteen thousand farmers have families. 
Not less than forty thousand people are interested in raising the corn 
used in making starch, if you count four or five to each farmer’s family. 
Then, too, there are four or five thousand laborers who find steady em- 
ployment in these factories at good wages. There are nearly six hun- 
dred people employed in the one factory in my city, where there is 
pon orn starch made probably than in any other one factory in the 
world. 

The present duty of 2 cents is not prohibitory, as the following figures 
will show: 
avons of starch imported into this country in— 


1887... ses 
Reduce the tariff to 1 cent a pound as this bill proposesand you put 
the factories that make corn starch in this country in competition with 
cheap foreign labor; notcheap foreign labor in the manufacture of corn 
starch, but cheap foreign labor in the manufacture of potato starch. 
You have potatoes on the free-list now; that strikes at our farmers. 
Now you propose to reduce the tariff on starch so that foreign nations 
can make their potatoes into starch and send it here and sell it cheaper 
than corn starch can be made. This will ruin the manufacture of corn 
starch in this country. The farmer will lose his market for 13,000,000 
bushels of corn. He will lose his home market. This will destroy 
the opportunity of four thousand laborers who now find remunerative 
labor in this business; this will cause the ten millions of capital in- 
vested in corn-starch manufacture in this country to be destroyed. 
You do not open the markets of the world by this blow at starch-mak- 
ing, but you open your own markets to the world. 
have shown this tariff on starch is not added to the cost of starch 
to the consumer, for starch has steadily decreased in cost to the con- 
sumer until it is now less than 4 cents per pound on an average, when 
twenty years ago it was more than twice that in cost to the consumer. 
Competition between manufacturers in this country has reduced fhe 
price. Let the majority of the Ways and Means Committee show one 
petition asking for a reduction of tariff on corn starch. There has been 
no request to that end. 

This reduction will not reduce the surplus, for you will find that 
the 1 cent per pound tariff which this bill leaves will bring more rev- 
enue than the 2 cents has brought. The importations will increase 
enough to more than make up the difference. 

No, Mr. Chairman, let this industry alone. Let the farmer’s inter- 
est in it alone. Let the laborer’s interest in it alone. Do not destroy 
the capital, but be wise enough to protect and foster all these in leav- 
ing the tariff at 2 cents per pound. 

If you should succeed and make law of this provision as to starch, 
and destroy starch-making in this country, then you would place the 
people of this country in the hands of foreign starch-makers, and up 
would go the price. 

No, Mr. Chairman, let the American people be supplied by ous own 
starch-makers, 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Mr. Chairman, this item of the pending tariff 
bill is one which affords our friends on both sides of the House an op- 
portunity to attest the sincerity of the protestations they have made, 
that they seek to promote the interests of. the farmer. This article of 
potato starch is one in which the farming interests in certain sections 
of our country are directly concerned to a very important degree. In 
Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York, where the largest 
portion of our potatostarch is manufactured, the starch factories furnish 
the principal home market for the farmer’s potatoes. Ina large pore 
tion of the agricultural régions of those States the starch factories form 
one of the essential sources of reliance for the farmer. 

In the northern part of my State—the most fertile region of Maine— 
the potato-starch industry is a most important factor with regard to the 
interests of the farmer. During some years past the starch !actories of 
this country have probably consumed annually something like 3,000,- 
000 or 4,000,000 bushels of potatoes; and the production of starch has 
been 25,000,000 or 30,000,000 pounds. The starch factories are located 
in the immediate vicinity of the potato fields. The farmer digs his pota- 
toes and sells them almost at his very door. During a number of years 
past the farmers in Aroostook County, Maine, where this industry is 
very largely carried on, have been enabled to sell their potatoes with- 
out assortment, large and small, just as taken from the field, at prices 
varying from 25 to 30 cents a bushel, to the starch factories. Without 
these factories those farmers would have no market for that class of 
their potato product that is not adapted for table use. 

By reducing the duty 50 per cent., as proposed in this bill, you will 
simply permit the potatoes raised in the British provinces to come 


across the line and compete ruinously with the product of the farmers 
of my State and of the other States bordering on Canada which are in- 
terested in this business. 

In that portion of my own district to which I have alluded there are 
some forty of these starch factories scattered throuch the potato region, 
producing thousands of tons of starch annually and providing the farm- 
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ers with a reliable cash market at home for hundreds of thousands of 
_ bushels of potatoes. 

In a recent interview on the subject, Mr. Alba Holmes, one of the 
leading starch manufacturers of Aroostook County, Maine, stated em- 
phatically that the removal of the duty on starch would close every 
factory in that county. The reduction of the duty to 1 cent per pound 
would probably be quite as disastrous. Mr. Holmes said: - 


The average price of starch for some time has been 4 cents per pound. 
Owing tothe prices we pay for potatoes and labor, there is only a very small 
margin for profit. In fact we could not continue the business and sell at a less 
price. We find formidable competitors in Germany and Holland, who, owing 
to their starvation labor prices and the low prices paid for potatoes, are enabled 
to export large quantities of starch, pay a duty of 2 cents per pound, and sell 
for 4 cents and make a profit, Take off the duty and we could not, nor would 
ae ey to vape with them. Ishall close my factories that moment the duty 

aken off. 

Take the matter of dextrine or burnt starch. It was formerly manufactured 
in Providence, R.I., and in New York, the two factories using about 1,400 tons 
of starch annually. Atthattime it was protected by a fair duty and the business 
flourished. The duty was unjustly reduced to 1 cent per pound. We say = 
justly, because it takes l} pounds ofstarch to make a pound of dextrine, and a 
the present rate of duty onstarch it should now be 3cents instead of one. The 
result was what might have been expected, the American manufacturers of 
dextrine were driven to the wall,and to-day there is not a pound manufactured 
in the United States. 

Hon. Thomas H. Phair, State senator from the same county, and the 
owner of seven starch factories, declares that without the protective 
tariff not a pound of starch could be made in Aroostook until the farm- 
ers should be ready to furnish potatoes for10centsa bushel. Hesays: 

Last year Canadian factories paid from 10 to 13 cents a bushel for their pota- 
toes, while the factories on the American side paid from 25 to30cents. Take off 
the duty and our farmers must sell their potatoes for 2 or 3 cents a bushel less 
than the province farmers,on account of difference of freight, or not sell any. 

A few daysago, whilein n, I met a Prince Edward’s Island man who had 
several tons of starch to sell, and he sold it for 4} cents, less the duty of 2 cents 
and 24 per cent. commission—that is, he sold for 2} cents, less the 2} per cent. 
comm m, and d the freight, $2.50aton. At the prices paid for potatoes 
last year by our ries the cost of starch here was about 4} cents a pound. 
While the Prince Edward man paid $2.50 a ton for transportation we have to 


y $7.50. 
P Yot only must the free-trade policy, if adopted by the Reople, shut up every 
starch factory in Aroostook, but it must absolutely stop pments of potatoes, 
unless our farmers are ready and willing to produce them for less price than 
the province farmers now 

Hon. C. F. A. Johnson, a pioneer in this industry, and one of the 
most highly-respected citizens of his section, stated before the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means a few years ago, when this interest was 
similarly threatened, that the interests of more than ten thousand farm- 
ers were involved. He said: 

Protection to the starch-maker is protection of the utmost importance to the 
farmer, It really means to him home comforts, the education of his children, 
and the support in his community of religious and charitable institutions, with 
all that those saventas imply. 

If any gentleman of this committee has ever had the good fortune to be a 
planter and hoer and digger of potatoes he will readily assent to the proposi- 
tion that 25 cents per bushel is as low as he or any other man ought to doi . 
At this price, which is the usual one paid by yp eenaa cre costs from 
3} to 44 cents per pound, to which must be added from one-half to five-eighths 
of a cent per pound for transportation, storage, and commission. This brin 
up the cost when it is sold to 4} to 4} cents per pound, This variation in cost 
explained chiefly by variation in quality o LU ngoeangss in different years. I have 
known years when they yielded but 6 pounds per bushe!. 

There is in the communities in wh these mills are located in my own 
State (Maine) a large amount of capital invested; the business is one involving 
large risks; my own firm lost in this business in 1881 over $12,000. 

The present tariff of 2 cents per pound isas small as we can ibly work 
under, A reduction would demolish the industry in the Uni States, The 
farmers of the neighboring maritine provinces (contentedly or otherwise) pro- 
luce potatoes at much less price than ours can, and the Canadian starch-makers 
have a very material advantage over us in the matter of transportation. 

We can not takea pound of starch to their country without paying their gov- 
ernment a duty of 2 cents. Why should not American citizens have the adyan- 
tage of their own markets? 


Last year the starch factories in the province of New Brunswick 
paid from 10 to 13 cents a bushel for their potatoes right across the St. 
John River at the very time when the farmers of my State were re- 
ceiving 25 and 30 cents for every bushel they could lay down at the 
starch factory. If you agree to this proposed reduction of one-half of 
the present duty, making it but 1 cent per pound, the result is to be 
the destruction of this industry on the American side of the line. You 
are going to take away from the farmers of New England, New York, 
and the other States interested this chief market for the sale of one of 
their important products; and you are going to do this, very strangely, 
as it seems to me, directly in the face of the fact that the Canadian 
tariff to-day puts a duty of 2 cents upon every pound of starch that 
goes from the United States to the British provinces. 

Our present duty on starch is in no sensea burden upon the Ameri- 
can people. The additional cost that is imparted to a yardof cloth by 
reason of the starch used in its manufacture is infinitesimal, and this 
potato starch is used almost entirely for the purpose of starching yarns 
and fabrics of cotton cloth and cloth for prints. Yet by this legisla- 
tion cutting down the duty one-half you propose to say to the farmers 
of Maine, of New York, New Hampshire, Vermont, and elsewhere, who 
who have been engaged in raising potatoes upon land better adapted 
for that than for other purposes, ** The American Congress has decr@ed 
that you shall sell no more of your potatoes at the prices they now 
bring, but you must raise and sell them to compete with the low prices 
of the Canadian farmers.” z 


Everybody knows that in Canada Jabor is cheaper, land is cheaper, 
and that the people live in a less comfortable way than we are willing 
that our American farmers should live; so that the competition in- 
volved in the proposed reduction of duty, so far as the potato industry 
is concerned, would be to our farmers simply destructive. 

I can not see why we are called upon to show to Canada a liberality 
which Canada refuses to show tous. Ican notsee why weare called upon 
to allow the products of the starch factories of Canada to come over into 
the United States at one-half the duty which the Canadian Government 
exacts from the American manufacturer if he tries to sell starch in the 
British provinces. There is no logic in this; there is no patriotism in 
it; there is no common sense in it; there is no justive in it to our 
farmers. On the contrary, so far as my section of the country is con- 
cerned, it is one of the most direct and serious blows that this Mills 
bill proposes to strike at the agricultural interests. 

Mr. Chairman, this reduction of the tariff on potate-starch and the 
failure to put the rate on dextrine and similar starch products at a rate 
that will protect the American producer form part of what seems a 
systematic assault upon all the leading industries of my State, as evi- 
dence of which I have compiled from the figures published by the 
Ways and Means Committee the following comparative statement: 


THE DEMOCRATIC ASSAULT UPON MAINE’S INDUSTRIES—HOW THE MILLS BILL 
STRIKES AT NEW ENGLAND LUMBERING, MANUFACTURING, AND FARMING IN- 
TERESTS FOR THE BENEFIT OF EUROPE AND CANADA—FACTS THAT SPEAK 
LOUDER THAN WORDS. 


The following table shows exactly how the Democratic Mills tariff-re- 
duction bill proposes to strike down the protective duties that under Re- 
publican laws have stimulated American industries, increased the wages 
of American labor, furnished a profitable home market for our farmers, 
and given to American workingmen the most comfortable and happy 
homes in the world. Although a few items cited below have been 
dropped out of this bill since it was reported, the following list repre- 
sents the changes of the existing tariff proposed by the Mills bill as it 
was indorsed by the Democratic national convention at St. Louis and 
the Democratic State convention of Maine: 


Proposed rates under 
the Democratic Mills 
tariff. 


Protective duties under 
the Republican tariff. 


Timber: 
Hewn and sawed and 
timber used for 
and in building 


wharves. 

uared or sided.......,,... 
Wi unmanufactured........ 
Sawed boards, planks, and 
deals, and all other arti- 
cles of sawed lumber. 


20 per cent. ad yalorem..) Free-list, 


1 cent per cubie foot....... 
20 per cent. ad valorem.. 
$1 and $2 per 1,000 feet.... 


SFF 


3 


20 per cent, ad valorem.. 


-| 10 per cent. ad valorem... 
20 per cent. ad valorem... 
15 cents per 1,000.. 
35 cents per 1,000.. 


Fish-glue, or isinglass..... 
Soap, hard and soft.........-.-.- 
Hemlock extract, for tan- 
ning. 
tes. 


Ress WOO ca diesncursacccidusslinecsee 


10 percent. ad valorem . 
$1.50 per tOM,...6.-cccererseee 


wrought or unmanufact- 


ured. 
China, clay, or kaolin ........... 
Brick aa 
Vegetables, fresh orin brine 
(cucumbers, pickles, cab- 
bages, 


SSS SF SSS¥es 


20 percent. ad val asol 
10 per cent. ad valorem... 


Pulp, for paper-makers’ use.. 

Bristle .scp.sssss-voepscsvusosissresse 

Bulbs and bulbous roots, 
not ripe 


10 percent. ad valorem.. 
15 cents per pound......... 
20 per cent. ad valorem.. 


25 per cent. ad valorem.. 
10 p cent. ad valorem.. 
SRAN o 
20 per cent. ad val Q 
65 cents per cubic foot... 
20 per cent. ad valorem. . 


Garden seeds... 

Marne e all kinds...... Pe 
aster of Paris, ground or 
calcined, 


Granite, freestone, sand- 
stone, and all building or 
monumental stone un- 


S SSSES3 SEF SPFS 


1 cent per po 
12and 10cents per pound 


SF 


Wools: Clothing wools of 


various grades. 
paa and manufactures of | 30 per cent. ad valorem..| 20 per cent, ad valorem 


Protective duties under 
the Republican tariff. 


Proposed rates under 
the Democratic Mills 


Anvils, anchors, or parts 
thereof; millirons and 
mil-eranks of wrought- 
iron, and wrought-iron 
for ships, and forgings of 
iron and steel for vessels, 
steam-engines, and loco- 
motives, or parts thereof, 
weighing each 25 pounds 


2 cents per pound ..........| 1} cents per pound, 


oc’ Be pies, 
FREENET E TETA 40 per cent. ad valorem..| 30 per cent. ad valorem 
Cabinet” and house furni- | 35 per cent. ad yalorem.. Do. 
ture, finished. 
Lamber: 
Boards, planks, deals, 


and other sawed lum- 
ber of hemlock, white- 
wood, sycamore, and 


Planed or finished 
on one side. 
Planed or finished 
on two sides, 
ed on twosides, 
tongued and 


groovy 
All other articles of 


$1.50 per 1,000 feet.......... 
$2 per 1,000 feet............... 
$2.50 per 1,000 feet........... 


50 cents per 1,000 feet. 
$1 per 1,000 feet. 
$1.50 per 1,000 feet. 


sawed lumber notelse- 
where specified : 
Planed or finished | $2.50 per 1,000 feet.......... 50 cents per 1,000 feet. 
on one side. 
Planed or finished | $3 per 1,000 feet............... $1 per 1,000 feet. 
on two sides. 
Planed one si e EAE S A Do. 
tongued an 
rooved. 
ed on two si: $3.50 per 1,000 feet.. ........| $1.50 per 1,000 feet. 
tongued an 
grooved, p 
All oe manufactures of 30 per cent. ad valorem. 
wW . 
Potato starch .......essssesseoseesee] 2 cents per pound........... 1 cent per pound. 
Oil-cloths for floors .. s.s.s ss... 25 per Seok Pad valorem. 
‘Woolen rags, shoddy, etc .....| 10 cents per pound......... Free-list. 
Pune p an ae AA $08 .| 12 per cent. ad valorem. 
Sized or glued for for print Ps 
Paper boxes ..........0. om 
Brushes of all kinds. nas 
Card clothing for factories ... Pred 
Carriages and parts of... 30 cent. ad valorem. 
Friction matches = | 25 age cent. ad valorem. 
Inks and ink powd Dya 20 per cent. ad valorem. 
arare; sawed, dressed, and | $1.10 per cubic foot......... 65 cents per cubic foot. 
Marble manufactures... ..| 50 per cent. ad valore 30 per cent. ad valorem. 


COTTON AND WOOLEN MANUFACTURES. 

Cotton goods.—Under the existing tariff all cotton manufactures are protected 
by a specific duty equivalent to — 40 per cent. on the average—the common 
grades less, and the fine grades mo 

The Mills bill abolishes all specific odaia and EiT a sweeping ad valo- 
rem duty of 40 percent. for all kinds Lod ders the ad valorem duties invite 
fraudulent un aaNet samara which rastially reduce duties 8 to 10 per cent., 
the practical effect of such a change would be to reduce protec- 
tion on fine goods so as to prevent their Aged Restaeng hyd 

Woolen goods, Be) pe imposes a duty of about 35 Sania per pound 
(as an equivalent for duty on wool, of which the wool-grower receives the 
benefit), and 35 per cent. ad valorem on coarse and 40 cent. ad valorem on 
fine goods. As the pound duty is intended to be ea little more than the 
average duty on the wool, to against errors, that is also a slight protec- 
tion to those engaged in woolen manufacturi ng. 

The Mills bill abolishes the pound duty (because of free woo 
ad valorem duty of 35 per cent., and 40 per cent. on fa 
farmer loses the advantage of the duty on wool, and the man 
with nothing but the ad valorem duty on imported woolens, the effect of which 
must be to increase importations thus injure the home manufacturers. 


[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Com- 
mitteeofthe Whdleon thestate ofthe Union had had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the Jaws in rela- 
oF to the collection of the revenue, and had come to no resolution 

ereon. 


country. 


001) and imposes an 
woolens. The 


WILLIAM H. TABBARRAH. 


Mr. MOFFITT. I ask,by unanimous consent, to discharge the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House from the further consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 948) for the relief of William H. Tabbarrah, and that the same 
be now put upon its passage. 

‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Lie it enacted, ete., Thatthe Secretary of Waris gg 4 bear ering 8 and directed 
to correct the’ record of William H. Tab private in k pje ens fni 
PEE mida Sen Regiment New York Volunteers, 80 ond ‘the same shall show him 

to have been discharged for gunshot wound of right thigh received in action, 
instead of the record now made. 


The amendment reported by the committee was to strike out “pri- 
vate” and in lieu thereof to insert ‘‘ sergeant.” 
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Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Let the report of the com- 
mittee be read. 
The report of the committee (by Mr. CAREY) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 48) for 
the relief of William H. Tabbarrah, beg leave to report: 

‘The records of the War Departmentshow that William H. Tabbarrah, late ser- 
geant of Poe aoa F, Ninety-sixth Regiment New York Volunteers, was dis- 
charged February 863, at convalescent camp, Alexandria, Va., on surgeon's 
certificate of disability, by reason of tuberculosis contracted after enlistment. 
(See record hereto annexed.) 

The evidence before the committee shows that the ipar pi of the said Tabbar- 
rah for the cause slated was erroneous; that he was not disabled by reason of 
tuberculosis at the time of his discharge, but was disabled by reason of wounds 
received in the service, and that the cause assigned for his discharge should 
have been on aceount of gunshot wound. (See affidavits hereto annexed.) 

The committee recommend that the bill pass with the following amendment: 
Strike out, in line 4 of the bill, where the same occurs, the word “private” and 
insert in lien thereof the word “sergeant.” 


War DEPARTMENT, Washington City, April 20, 1888. 


to your request of the 15th ultimo for information upon House z 
Congress, first session, to provide for correction of the record of 
William H. Tabbarrah, late of Company , Ninety-sixth New York Volunteers, 
so as to show him discharged for wound, I have the honor to inclosea report of 
the 18th instant from the Adjutant-General, which, it is believed, furnishes the 
information requested. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
WILLIAM C. ENDICOTT. 


Secretary of War. 
Hon. R. W. TOWNSHEND, 
Chairman Commitice on Military Affairs, House of Representatives, 


WAR DEPARTMENT, ADESINA 's OFFICE, 
‘ashington, April 18, 1838. 

Sın: I have the honor to return House bill 948, Fiftieth Congress, first session, 
authorizing the Secretary of Warto correct the record of William H. Tabbarrah, 
latea Bt toi in roion i F, Ninety-sixth Regiment New York Volunteers, to 
show him to have bee n discharged by reason of gunshot wound of right thigh, 
received in action, instead of the pease now made, transmitted by the chairman 
of the House Committee on Military Affairs, and, in compliance with instruc- 
tions, to report as follows: 

The of this ofice show that Sergeant William H. Tabbarrah, Company 
P; Ninety-sixth New York Volunteers, was enrolied October 25, 1861, mustered 

n November 15, 1861, and present for duty to April 30, 1862, Oa AET 1852, 
hò is reported absent in hospitalat Annapolis, Md., wounded atthe battleof Fair 
Oaks, May 31, 1862. On June 3, 1862, he was admitted to the general hospital at 
Annapolis, Md., with gunshot wound, location not stated, and was treated until 
December I 8, 1562, when he was returned to OAS and sent to his regiment. 
While en Stor to his regiment he was examined by the medical board at Con- 
yalescent Camp, near Alexandria, Va., Februa l4, and d Feb- 
ruary 27, 1863, at said camp on m Sree s certificate of disability by reason of 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 


: In rep! 


tuberculosis contracted since en! 


R. C. DRUM, 
Adjulant-General. 
The SECRETARY or WAR. 


To the Adjutant-General of the United States Army, ete.: 
Cimston County, New York, ss.: 

William H. Tabbarah, being duly sworn. says that he resides at Plattsburgh, 
N. Y., and was a sergeant in Company F, Ninety-sixth New York Volunteers, 
in the late war, and now draws a pension for gunshot wound of right thigh, 


y pen area No. 13583, which wound was received at the battle of Fair 
y 

Deponent further states that he has made application for a bounty by reason 

of being for wounds; and the same been denied upon the ground 


that the record oa that deponent was discharged for difficulty of the lungs, 
when, in fact, deponent has never had difficulty of the lungs at all, and was 
discharged solely on account of said wound and for no other cause whatever, 
to defendant’s knowledge; and deponent respectfully asks that upon the eyi- 
dence on file upon his application for sate parte as in other records contained, and 
that herewith enbmnitted, said corrected and made to show that he 
for gunshot prying a nap aah 
WILLIAM H. FASTA BAR. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 15th day he ae FF: 
F.F. HADHA AWAY. 

Notary Public, 


was d 


STATE OF New York Clinton County, ss: 
James M. Fulton, being duly sworn, says that his residence and post-office is 
Beekmantown, Clinton County, New York, and has resided there and been = 
regexp physician and surgeon in said county for forty-three — last > 
his age is now NS eet Jan Deponent further re de that he is peed 
well uainted with William H. 


berland Head, ines said town, upon the west shore of Lake C plain, which po- 

sition said Tabbarrah still hol eee further says that shortly after said 
William H., Tabbarrah’s d: pin th shen of 1863, deponent saw him an 
knows that said Tabbarrah was diy wow his right en and deponent 


ows 


Ps 
lungs of any kind, more than pertapa 
and deponent knows that when said Tabbarrah returned from the war he had 
no lung trouble whatever. ee further says that he has no interest in 

Tabbarrah’s matters, either pension, bounty, or otherwise; and further saith 


J. M. FULTON, M. D. 
and subscribed before me this 16th day of January, 1883, and I certify 
tness is a physician in good standing in his profession, and entitled 


JAMES J. BROWN, 
Justice of the Peace. 


1888. 
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STATE or New Yor, Clinton County, ss: 


Romeo Hyde, of Beekmantown, in said county, being duly sworn, mare that 
his age is thirty-nine years; that he is well acquainted with William H. Tab- 
barrah, who was formerly a sergeant in Company F of the Ninety-sixth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteers, of which deponent was also a member in the late 
war, and deponent knew him well while in said iment. Deponent further 
says that he saw said Tabbarrah within a very few days after the battle of Fair 
Oaks, in May, 1862, Deponent saw him one of the first days in June at White- 
house Landing upon a stretcher badly wounded, and deponent knows that at 
that time and all through said service, so far as deponent knew at the time 
and since, said Tabbarrah has had no difficulty of the lungs, but his trouble has 
cage te baoa nee the war yg yao “ Da 
eponent further says that s himself now a regular practicing physici 
in paid kowa of Beekmantown, and has been for about fourteen years last past, 
and bas often seen said Tabbarrah in those years, as said Tabbarrah married his 
wife from a family residing in the same village with deponent, and d 
has never known or heard that said Tabbarrah had any lung difficulty 
no doubt whatever but what his discharge from the service was who! 
count of said gunshot wound, from which hé ever since been 
par crippled and disabled; and further deponent has no interest whatever in 


id matter, 
ROMEO HYDE, 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 16th day of January, 1883, and I cer- 
tify that said witness is s paraoa in good and regular standing in his profes- 


sion, and entitled to full 
JAMES J. BROWN, 
Justice of the Peace, 


. Mr. Morrirr’s motion was agreed to, and the bill was taken upand 
the amendmentof the committee agreed to; and then the bill asamended 
was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, 
it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MOFFITT moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


RIGHT OF WAY BILL. 


Mr. PEEL. Iask by unanimous consent that the House take a re- 
cess at 5 o’clock to-morrow evening until 8 o’clock; the evening ses- 
sion to be devoted to the consideration of bills granting right of way 
through Indian reservations, reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to which there is no objection. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 


EVANSVILLE MARINE HOSPITAL. 


Mr.HOVEY. Iask, by unanimous consent, to take up the bill (H. R. 
1321) for the erection of a marine hospital at Evansville, Ind. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I move the House do now 
adjourn. 

Mr. BLAND. I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 27, noes 64, 

Mr. BLAND demanded tellers. 

Tellers were not ordered, 

So the motion was disagreed to. 

Mr. HOVEY. Not another bill shall pass by consent. 

Mr. BLAND. I move the House take a recess until 5 o’clock, and 
on that motion I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 6, noes 59. 

So the motion was di d to. 

Mr. BLAND. I move that the House do now adjourn, and on that 
motion I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 22, noes 28, 

Mr. BLAND demanded tellers. 

Tellers were not ordered. 

So the motion was disagreed to. 

Mr. BLAND. I move the House take a recess until 6 o’clock. 

The hour of 5 o’clock having arrived, the Speaker pro tempore de- 
clared the House adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 


ut has 
on ac- 
still is 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. CLARDY: A bill (H. R. 10761) correcting the rank of Gus- 
tav Dachsel,and granting a pension to his widow in accordance with 
that rank—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CROUSE: A bill (H. R. 10762) for the relief of William Q. 
Lawrence—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DARLINGTON: A bill (H. R. 10763) granting a pension to 
George W. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 10764) granting a pension to L. 8. 

—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10765) for the relief of W. H. Cowherd—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GEAR: A bill (H. R. 10766) granting right of way to the 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa Falls and Northwestern Railway Company—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. : 

By Mr. HOUK: A bill (H. R. 10767) granting a pension to William 
J. Cooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10768) granting a pension to James M. Duggan— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUNTER: A bill (H. R. 10769) granting a pension to John 
M. Krunk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


By Mr. McCREARY: A bill (H. R. 10770) for the relief of Simeon 
H. King’s executrix—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10771) granting a pension to John Stewart—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10772) granting a pension to Eliza A. Carson—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 10773) for the benefit of the Dan- 
ville, Lancaster and Nicholasville Turnpike Road Company—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MORSE: A bill (H. R. 10774) for the relief Honora 0’ Daley— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PIDCOCK: A bill (H. R. 10775) granting a pension to Ann 
Vigo—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MCRAE (by request): A bill (H. R: 10776) for the relief of 
Elisha Casey—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: A bill (H. R. 10777) for the relief of Cæsar 
Snell—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10778) for the relief of Nelson Cowan—to the Com- . 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. E. J. TURNER: A bill (H. R. 10779) granting a pension 
to William M. Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. J. R. WHITING: A bill (H. R. 10780) for the relief of 
Benjamine E. Snyder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10781) for the relief of John Donahue—to the 
Committee on Private Land Claims. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 10782) granting a pension to 
William H. Hood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 
- The following petitions and. papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. C. L. ANDERSON; Petition of John F. Green, ‘of Yazoo 
County, and of Martha W. Lindley, of Lauderdale County, Mississippi, 
for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By Mr. BIGGS: Resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of San 
Diego, Cal., and of the Board of Trade of Los Angeles, Cal., for the 

of the bill to incorporate the Maritime Canal Company of Nic- 
aragua—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DUNN: Petition of James E. Wilmans, of Riley Kinman, 
and of James S. Smith, of Jackson County, Arkansas, for reference of 
their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GEAR: Petition of 130 citizens of Jefferson County, Iowa, 
for amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on 
Commerce, 

By Mr. HOOKER: Petition of citizens of Port Gibson, Miss., for 
abolishing boxes in post-offices—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads, 

By Mr. HOUK: Petition of Harriet Ballard, of Alfred McConnell, 
aud of Joseph Line, administrator of Wiley Line, deceased, of Tennes- 
see, for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LAWLER: Petition of John George Ryan, of Chicago, IlL., 
for relief—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. McCLAMMY: Petition of J. W. Winslow and 26 others, 
citizens of the Third district of North Carolina, for prohibition in the 
sry of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor 

c. 

By Mr. MCRAE: Petition of F. M. Halthoff, heir of Francis Halt- 
hoff, of Ashley County, Arkansas, for reference of his claim to the Court 
of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. NEAL: Petition of John N. Berrong, of John L. Moss, of 
C. A. Humphreys, of Susan Lowry, and of Elisha Kimbrough, of Ten- 
nessee, for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. REED: Resolutions of the General Conference of the Congre- 
gational Churches of Maine, for repeal of internal-revenue laws, and 
prohibiting exportation and importation of liquors—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. : 

Also, petition of citizens of Navana, Tex., in favor of the schedule 
ofduties adopted by the wool-growers and manufacturers—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Petition of Cassar Snell and of Nelson 
Cowan, of Murfreesborough, Tenn., for reference of their claims to the 
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SAWYER: Petition for repealof law preventing the payment 
of arrears of pensions—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: Petition of W. A. Rooth and 42 others, 
citizens of St. Clair County, Missouri, in favor of certain amendments 
to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce, 

By Mr. G. M. THOMAS: Petition of John Darnell for relief—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAM WHITING: Petition of Rev. P. F. Barnard and 
25 others citizens of the Eleventh district of Massachusetts, for pro- 
hibition in the District of Columbia—to the Select Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 
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By Mr. WILLIAMS: Petition of William H. Hood, for a special-act 
pension—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The following petition for the more effectual protection of agricult- 
ure, by means of certain import duties, was received and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. GUENTHER: Of citizens of Waupaca County, Wisconsin. 

The following petitions, praying for the enactment of a law providing 
temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of illit- 

, Were severally referred to the Committee on Education: 

By Mr. CUTCHEON: Of 127 citizens of Manistee and Osceola Coun- 
ties, and of 149 citizens of Mason and Wexford Counties, Michigan. 

' By Mr. E. B. TAYLOR: Of 185 citizens of Ashtabula and Trumbull 
Counties, Ohio. 


SENATE. 
TUESDAY, July 10, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented the petition of George F. 
Calvert, of Port Orange, Fla., alleging fraud on the part of United 
States officials in the contested-homestead case of A. Force vs. E. H. 
Jones, and praying for investigation thereof; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Orange County, North Car- 
olina, praying for the adoption of certain amendments to the interstate- 
commerce act; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 


merce. 

Mr. DAVIS presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Winona, 
Minn., praying for the passage of the House bill authorizing the Wi- 
nona and Southwestern Railroad to construct a bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River at Winona, Minn.; which was referred to the Committee 
on Commerce, 

Mr. SABIN presented a memorial of the St. Paul (Minn.) Chamber 
of Commerce, remonstrating against the construction of bridges over 
the Detroit River; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Redwood, Minn., praying 
for legislation protecting wool and woolen-manufacturing interests; 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. PAYNE presented two petitions, signed by 95 ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, citizens of Ohio, praying for the passage of the per diem 
rated service-pension bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. ) 

Mr. PLUMB presented the memorial of John Cowdon in regard to 
the improvement of the Mississippi River and tributaries since 1830, and 
favoring the adoption of the Lake Borgne outlet improvement system; 
which was referred to the Committee on Improvement of the Missis- 
sippi River. : A 3 

Mr. SHERMAN presented a petition of 63 ex-Union soldiers and sail- 
ors, citizens of Westerville, Ohio, praying for the passage of the per 
diem rated service-pension bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. PALMER presented the petition of H. P. Wheeler and 124 other 
citizens of Hillsdale County, Michigan, praying for the adoption of cer- 
tain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; which was referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon, which 
were agreed to; and the bills were indefinitely postponed: 

__A bill (S. 3165) granting an increase of pension to Isaac M. Fletcher; 
A bill (S. 3164) granting an increase of pension to Henry Potter; and 
A bill (S. 3014) granting a pension to Joseph Zerbach. = 
Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 

ferred the following bills, reported them without amendment, and sub- 

mitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 6193) for the relief of Edson Saxberry; 

A bill (H. R. 9910) increasing the pension of William J. Headly; 

A bill (H. R. 621) granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Whaley; 

A bilt (H. R. 7093) granting an increase of pension to John A. Rolf; 

A bill (S. 3166) granting a pension to William F. Pike; 

A bill (S. 3197) granting a pension to Abbie L. Ham; 

A bill (S. 3198) granting a pension to Mary Murphy; 

A bill (S. 3150) granting a pension to William Schaffer; 

A bill (S. 3230) granting a pension to Martha J. Cole; and 

A bill fS. 3189) granting a pension to William T. Hutton. 

Mr. BLODGETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3171) granting a pension to Andrew Hopper, sub- 
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mitted an ađverse report theron, which was agreed to; and the bill was 
postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon, which 
were agreed to; and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill (S. 3138) granting a pension to George Wylie; 

A bill (S. 3102) granting a pension to James Smith; and 

A bill (S. 2704) granting a pension to James Hope Arthur. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 3221) granting a pension to Isaac N. Hawkins, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the fol- 
lowing bills, reported them severally without amendment, and sub- 
mitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3137) granting a pension to Ruth Ames; 

A bill (H. R. 10334) to grant a pension to Elizabeth O’ Laughlin, the 
helpless and invalid daughter of Dennis O’ Laughlin, late a member of 
Company I, Ninth Minnesota Volunteer Infantry; 

A bill (S. 3157) granting a pension to Joseph S. Wilson; and 

A bill (S. 3158) granting a pension to Nancy L. Huffman. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
the following petitions, submitted adverse reports thereon, which were 
agreed to; and the committee were discharged from their further consid- 
eration: 

_ The ps of Alfred E. Gathercole, praying to be allowed a pen- 
sion; ani 

The petition of Matilda Gillespie, as guardian of the minor children 
of John Burchill, praying that they be allowed a pension. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon, which were 
agreed to; and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill (s. 3063) for the relief of Levinia Robinson; 

A bill (S. 3161) granting a pension to Henry Ann Stuart; 

A bill (S. 6) granting a pension to Mrs. Emeline P. Trask; 

A bill (S. 3070) for the relief of John Anthony Orleman and Mary 
Albina Wilhelmina Orleman; 

A bill (8. 3160) granting a pension to Nelson Beebe, of Oregon; 

A bill (S. 951) for the relief of Elvira E. Baxter; 

A bill (S. 1309) granting a pension to Hiram Bateman; 

A bill (S. 3043) granting a pension to Samuel G. Whitley; 

A bill (S. 3041) granting a pension to George Slack; 

A bill (S. 3024) granting a pension to Lewis H. Linville; 

A bill (S. 3049) granting a pension to Christian Wanzel; and 

A bill (S. 3061) for the relief of Emma McCollum. 

Mr. BLAIR, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 9595) granting a pension to David A. Yeaw; 

A bill (H. R. Se granting a pension to Susan F. Scott; 

A bill (H. R. 7624) for the relief of Coburn D, Outten; and 

A bill (H. R. 8953) granting a pension to Eliza Mathews. 

Mr. PADDOCK, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1766) granting a pension to Stephen Butler, reported 
it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 602) for the relief of James Millinger, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred 


-the bill (H. R. 4069) granting an increase of pension to Elnathan Meade, 


reported it withont amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 
HANNAH BABB HUTCHINS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1540) granting a pension 
to Hannah Babb Hutchins, which was,in line 6, after the word ‘‘ pen- 
sion,” to strike out ‘‘ during life;’”? so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Hannah Babb Hutchins, a volun- 
teer nurse in the war of the rebellion, and pay her a pension of $25 per month, 
in lieu of the one now received by her. 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EMILY J. STANNARD. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2657) ting an in- 
crease of pension to Emily J. Stannard, which was, in line 5, after the 
words ‘‘rate of,” to strike out ‘‘one hundred”? and insert ‘‘seventy- 
five;’’ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place onthe pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Emily J. Stannard, widow of the 
late George J. Stannard, brevet major-general of volunteers, and to pay hera 
pension at the rate of $75 per month. from and after the passage of this act, in- 
stead of the pension she is now receiving. 


Mr. TURPIE. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amend- 


ment of the House of Representatives, and ask for a conference thereon. 


The motion was agreed to. _ 
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By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. BLAIR, Mr. 
DAvIs, and Mr. TURPIE were appointed. 

RETURN OF A BILL. 


Mr. DAVIS. I move that the House‘of Representatives be requested 
to return the bill (S. 1427) granting an increase of pension to Elna- 
than Meade. 

The motion was agreed to. 


BILLS INTRODUCED, 


Mr. PADDOCK introduced a bill (S. 3296) granting a pension to 
Mrs. A. J. Horton; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions, * 

Mr. BERRY introduced a bill (S. 3297) for the relief of Sterling H. 
Tucker and others; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. PASCO introduced a bill (S. 3298) for the relief of Salvador Costa; 
sgn was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 

aims. 

Mr. TURPIE (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3299) to authorize 
and empower the Secretary of the Navy to contract for certain guns 
and ammunition therefor; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Nayal Affairs. 

Mr. HOAR introduced a bill (S. 3300) in relation to registry-letter 
envelopes; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. STOCKBRIDGE (by request) introduced a bill ¥S. 3301) grant- 
ing a pension to Richard J. Nichol; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pen- 


- sions, 


Mr. VOORHEES introduced a bill (S. 3302) for the relief of Louisa 
Kearney; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee on Claims, 

Mr. VEST introduced a bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating 
to postal crimes and amendatory of the statutes therein mentioned,”’ 
approved June 18, 1888; which was read the first time by its title. 

Mr. VEST. I propose that this bill be referred to the Committee on 
Post-Offices and Post Roads, but I want to call the attention of that 
committee, and especially of my friend from Delaware [Mr. SAULs- 
BURY], who reported the bill to which this is amendatory, to a sin- 
gular state of case that has arisen in regard to one of the provisions of 
the bill which we have already : 

On June 18, 1888, we an act amendatory of the act in 
to postal crimes, and one of the provisions of that bill is as follows: 

And all matter otherwise mailable by law upon the envelope or outside cover 
or wrapper of which, or postal card, upon which indecent, lewd, lascivious, ob- 
scene, libelous, scurrilous, or threatening delineations, epithets, terms, or lan- 

ge, or reflecting injurious! upon the character or conduct of another, ma 
written or printed, are hereby declared to be non-mailable matter, and shail 
not be conveyed in the mails, nor delivered from any post-office nor by any let- 
ter-carrier. 

The object of that amendment, which was at the instance of the Post- 
master-General and which I had the Honor to offer, was to do away with 
a species of blackmailing which has been used throughout the country. 
I say ‘‘throughout the country,” but especially in two cities. I hold 
in my hand a specimen of one of these envelopes which is used in the 
collection of debts and which comes from Chicago. It has upon it in 
very large letters ‘‘ Collecting bad debts,” and in addition it has upon 
it these words: 

If it is necessary to send another notice it will come in an envelope like this, 

The one from Kansas City, which I also hold in my hand, is from 
another collection agency and has the same words upon it, ‘‘ Bad Debt,’? 
in large letters. In another portion it says: 

If no attention is paid to the inclosed notice, this envelope will come next. 

As a matter of course a business man to whom one of these envelopes 
may be sent in the open mail would find himself advertised by means 
of this envelope in the community where he did business as a defaulter 
in the payment of his honest debts; in other words, that his debts 
were bad debts; and the clause of the statute which I have read was 
enacted for the purpose of doing away with this species of blackmail- 
ing, if nothing else. 

Now in order to avoid that, with an ingenuity worthy of a much bet- 
ter cause, the persons engaged in this business have caused envelopes 
to be made, transparent envelopes, and on the inside the letter matter 
put in these envelopes are found the same words contained on the out- 
side of the present envelopes, and that is done for the purpose of evad- 
ing the law which we passed some three weeks ago, which punished 
the placing of this matter on the outside of an envelope. 

The bill which I have offered is intended to meet the case as made 
now by these same parties, and to punish them for using the mails in 
this way; in other words, to make this matter punishable when it is 
contained not upon the outside envelope as the law now is, but upon 
any portion of it. 

I hope my friend from Delaware will report the bill as soon as possible. 

The bill was read the second time by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. . 

Mr. MANDERSON introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 99) provid- 


ing for the printing of the portion of the annual report of the Chief of 
the Bureau of Statistics on commerce and navigation for the year end- 
ing June 30, 1887, entitled “‘ Annual report of the Chief ofthe Bureau 
of Statistics in regard to imported merchandise entered for consump- 
tion in the United States, with amounts of duty and rates of duty col- 
lected;’’ which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Printing. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill (H. R. 948) for the 
relief of William H. Tabarrah; in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

The message also returned to the Senate, in compliance with its re- 
quest, the resolution of the Senate agreeing to the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 899) for the relief of Mary M. Briggs. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed to the first 
amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. ltes. 196) declar- 
ing the true intent and meaning of the act approved May 9, 1888; that 
it had agreed to the second amendment of the Senate to the resolution 
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate, 
and that it also requested the concurrence of the Senate in an amend- 
ment to the title of the resolution. a 


AMENDMENTS TO BILIS. 


Mr. EVARTS submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BATE submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H. R. 2952) for the allowance of certain claims for stores 
and supplies taken and used by the United States Army, as reported 
by the Court of Claims under the provisions of the act of March 3, 1883, 
known as the Bowman act; which was ordered to be printed, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims, 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


On motion of Mr. PALMER, it was 


Ordered, That leave be granted to withdraw from the files the 
panying the bill (S. 1445) for the relief of Emma H. Fish, adversely reported. 

Ordered, That leave be nted to withdraw from the files the papers accom- 
panying the bill (S. 1075) for the relief of Elwin A. Scutt, adversely reported. 


PREVENTION OF COMPETITION, 
Mr. SHERMAN. I submit a resolution for which I ask present 


consideration. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be read. 


The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Finance be directed to inquire into and re- 
rt, in connection with any bill raising or reducing revenue that may be re- 
erred to it, such measures as it may deem expedient to set aside, control, re- 
strain, or prohibit all arrangements, contracts, ents, trusts, or combina- 
tions between personsor corporations, made with a view, or which tend to pre- 
vent free and full competition inthe production, manufacture, or sale of articles 
of domestic growth or production, or of the sale of articles imported into the 
United States, or which, against publie policy, are designed or tend to fpster mo- 
ay or to artificiall 
o 


TS ACCON- 


advance the cost to the consumer of necessary articles 

uman life, with such penalties and provisions, and as to corporations, with 
such forfeitures, as will tend to preserve om of trade and production, the 
natural competition of increasing production, the lowering of prices by such 
competition, and the full benefit designed by and hitherto conferred by the 
polisy of the Government to protect and encourage American industries by 
evying duties on imported goods. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this resolution? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I did not hear the first part of it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be again reported. 

The Chief Clerk read the first clause of the resolution. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 

Mr. DOLPH. I observe that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
GEORGE] has given notice that to-morrow morning, after the morning 
business is disposed of, he will address the Senate on the treaty between 
the United States and Great Britain. I give notice that at the con- 
clusion of the Senator’s remarks to-morrow, if there is time, and if 
not, then on Thursday, after the morning business, I shall ask the in- 
dulgence of the Senate to submit some remarks upon the treaty my- 
self. 

MINOR CHILDREN OF LEVI M. HUNTER. 

Mr. SAWYER. I move that the bill (S. 2932) granting a pension to 
the minor children of Levi M. Hunter be recommitted to the Commit- 
ted on Pensions. 

The motion was agreed to. 

THE INTERSTATE-COMMERCE LAW. 

Mr. CULLOM. I neglected yesterday, after the passage of the bill 
(S. 2851) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act to regulate commerce,” ap- 
proved February 4, 1887, to move that the bill as passed by the Senate 
be printed. I now make that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PACIFIC RAILROADS. 


Mr. CULLOM. While on the floor I desire to give notice that te- 
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morrow, or as soon thereafter as an opportunity presents, I shall call 
up for consideration the bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of 
July 1, 1862, entitled “An act to aid in the construction of a railroad 
and telegraph line from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to 
secure to the Government the use of the same for postal, military, and 
. other p ,”? and also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts 
amendatory of said first-named act. 


THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


Mr. STEWART. If there be no further morning business, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (S. 12) to pro- 
vide for the formation and admission into the Union of the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes, 

Mr. HOAR. The Senator will remember that this time, by special 
order, was assigned for the consideration of the fisheries treaty. 1 gave 
way to the Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE] the other day for the con- 
sideration of the river and harbor bill. He said it would not take half 
an hour to complete it, but it took the whole day. 

Mr. STEWART. Under the circumstances I will notask the Sena- 
tor to give way now. 

Mr. HOAR. I move that the Senate proceed now to the considera- 
tion of the fisheries treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
moves that the Senate now proceed to the consideration of the fisheries 
treaty in open executive session, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in open execu- 
* tive session. The Secretary will report the treaty by its title. 

The SECRETARY. Treaty (Ex. M.) between the United States and 
Great Britain, concerning the interpretation of the convention of Octo- 
ber 20, 1818, cy eps Washington February 15, 1888. 

The PRESID. protempore, If there be no objection, the reading 
of the Journal of the last open executive session will be dispensed with. 
‘The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator will allow me a word before he proceeds, 
I gave notice last evening that this morning, at the close of the rou- 
tine business, I would move to take up the Senate bill touching the 
arrears due to those who worked over eight hours a day under the 
eight-hour law. In accordance with the custom of the Senate, I gave 
way to the Senator from Massachusetts, as he desires now to proceed. 
I am informed that notice has been given by two Senators that they 
wish to speak to-morrow upon the treaty in the same way, and there- 
fore to-morrow will likely be occupied. I hope to be able to ask ihe 
attention of the Senate to this bill at the close of the speech of the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts to-day. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, I make no apology for entering early 
upon this discussion, This is the oldest question in our foreign re- 
lations, The question of the rights of her fishermen has mingled with 
the history of Massachusetts from the inning, as their skill and 
courage have been from the beginning a chief part of her glory and 
pride. . One of the half dozen most famous passages in English prose is 
that where, more than a hundred years ago, the greatest of English 
orators, in his last appeal to save England from the madness of her 
tyranny, paid his eloquent homage to these husbandmen of the sea. It 
will never become stale or commonplace to Americanears. It is often 
quoted, but we may well repeatit, since the wit of man can not mend it. 

Mr. Edmund Burke said: 

As to the wealth which the colonies have drawn from the sea by their fisher- 
ies, you had all that matter fully opened at yourbar. You surely thought these 
acquisitions of value, for they seemed eyen to excite your envy; and yet the 


spirit by which that enterprising employment has been exercised ought rather, 
in my opinoar to have raised your esteem and admiration. And pray, sir, 
what in the world is equal to it? Pass by theother parts and look at the man- 
ner in which the people of New England have of late carried on the whale fish- 
eries, While we follow them among the tumbling mountains of ice and be- 
hold them penetrating into the frozen recesses of Hudson's Bay and Davis Straits, 
whilst we are looking for them beneath the Arctic Circle, we hear that eared 
have pierced into the a cage zopan of polar cold; that they are at the anti- 
podes pene yori under the frozen circle of the south. Falkland Island, 
which too remote and romantic an object for the of national am- 
bition, is but a stage and resting place in the progress of their victorious indus- 
pt G Nor isthe equinoctial heat more disco ing to them than theaccumulated 

ter of both the poles, We know that w. some of them draw the line and 
strike the harpoon on the coast of Africa, others run the longitude and pursue 
their gigantic game along the coast of Brazil. No sea but what is vexed by their 
fisheries; no climate that is not witness to their toils. Neither the perseverance 
of Holland nor the activity of France nor the dexterous and firm sagacity of 


extent to which it has been pushed by this recent Soy or Lot a oe ee sn; 
n ne of man K 


owe little or nothin 


this happy form by t 
that, through a ‘ls 


The war of the Revolution, of course, interrupted for a time the fish- 
eries of the American colonies. But the fishermen were not idle. 
They manned the little navy whose exploits have never yet received 
from history its due meed of praise. They furnished the ships’ com- 
panies of Manlyand Tuckerand Biddle and Abraham Whipple. They 


helped Paul Jones to strike terrorinto St. George’s Channel. In 1776, 
the very first year of the Revolutionary war, American privateers cap- 
tured three hundred and forty-two British vessels, The fisheries came 
up again after the war. Mr. Jefferson, the first Secretary of State, 
commended them to the favor of the nation in an elaborate and admi- 
rable report. He says that before the war four thousand men and 
28,000 tons of shipping were annually employed by Massachusetts in 
the cod fishery alone, and four thousand men and 24,000 tons of ship- 
ping in the whale fishery alone. He shows how the energy of the New 
England fishermen, aided by their local advantage, had before the war 
driven France and Spain and Portugal from the northern fisheries, and 
their rivalry was pressing hard on England herself. After the Revo- 
lution, when our fisheries began to revive, England endeavored to 
aliure our fishermen into her dominion by a high system of bounties 
and an absolute prohibition of foreign fish in her markets. Sheissued 
an invitation, re-enforced by high bounties to our fishermen, under the 
general description of ‘‘ foreigners who had been employed in the whale 
fishery,” to pass over with their families and vessels to the British 
dominions, either in America or in Europe. 

France took the alarm. ‘‘She saw,” as Mr. Jefferson says, ‘‘ the 
danger of letting fouror five thousand seamen, of the best in the world, 
be transferred to the marine strength of another nation and carry over 
with them an art which they possessed almost exclusively.” Lafayette, 
the illustrious citizen both of France and America, wrote a letter to 
dissuade our fishermen from accepting the British proposal, and prom- 
ised that France would do better for them. The French ministry gave 
a counter-invitation and offered a bounty of fifty livres, near $10, a ton 
on every fishing vessel they would equip. 

Ihave not time to narrate the detail of the contest between England 
and France for the transfer of our fishermen. We had to contend 
against bounties in France and England and prohibitory duties in Eng- 
land, for the life of a calling which Mr. Jefferson declares was ‘‘ too 
poor a business to be left to itself, even with the nation most advan- 
tageously situated.” All Senators are familiar with the policy of 
bounties and duties, at times separate, at times combined, with which 
we maintained and cherished our fishing industries. 

I have seen with deep regret that the President of the United States, 
or some person upon whose advice he has acted, seems to think that 
this object, which the far-sighted policy of Great Britain and France 
thought so desirable for them, of transferring foreign fishermen from 
their own country to ours, is undesirable. He has hastened to put him- 
self on record by a letter to the collector of Boston, si with his own 
name, as intending to use all the powers vested in him by law, even 
under the most strained construction, to prevent the employment under 
the American flag of fishermen of foreign origin. I do not think many 
precedents can be found of instructions given by the Departments to 
their subordinates under the signature of the President. I am sure no 
example can be found in our , and I think none is likely to oc- 
cur again, of an Executive straining his powers and departing from the 
propriety of his station to prevent an accession of skilled seamen to 
America like that which England and France so eagerly strove to gain 
at the close of the Jast century, They look at the thing very differ- 
ently across the border. When Vice-Admiral Wellesley was in com- 
mand of the North American fleet, he considered it his duty tocall the 
special attention of the secretary of the admiralty to their danger, from 
the fact that colonial fishermen in considerable numbers man American 
vessels. Sir John A. Macdonald declared that— 


The Canadian Goyernment view with very serious concern the effect upon 
our maritime population of such dependence upon American employers, It 
creates s a oer foreign sentiments and institutions, and affords oppor- 
tunities for instilling into the minds of our people ideas and expectations alto- 
gether inimical to British connection. 


These men, Mr, President, come here to abide. They are not peons 
or coolies. They are not the property of anybody. They are in the 
way of nobody. They are not imported to bring down or to keep down 
the wages of other laborers. On the contrary, they enable the calling 
in which they find employment to be more widely extended, and to 
afford occupation for many others, who might not get it without them. 
‘The President’s shaft is aimed at the wrong mark. Among the best 
and most valued citizens on the Massachusetts coast, in Gloucester, in 
Marblehead, in Provincetown, are to be found many of these brave and 
skillful mariners, whom our policy in regard to our fisheries has at- 
tracted from the British provinces to take their lot under the American 


flag. 

There arethreesources of information later than the United States cen- 
sus of 1880 from which we can discover the number and the nationality 
of our fishermen. Massachusetts took a census in 1885 in which these 
numbers appear in the schedule of population and also in a special re- 
port on her fisheries. The United States Fishery Commission have 
gathered the statistics for 1886, 

The Massachusetts fishery report gives 14,676 fishermen engaged in 
the fishing vessels of Massachusetts. Of these, 11,743 were residents 
of pprap aove 2,933 were non-residents of usetts; and of 


these non-residents 998 were Americans. Of the whole 14,676 there 
were 12,741 either having their homes in Massachusetts or American 
residents in other States. 
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On the other hand the table of population shows a total of 7,980 
fishermen, of whom 5,433 are native or naturalized Americans, Of 
the aliens 138 are Irishmen. But 1,158 are natives of England or her 
dependencies other than Ireland. 

Professor Baird estimates the number of persons employed in our 
fisheries in 1880 as 131,426. Of these 101,684 were Americans. The 
value of the fisheries of the sea, the great rivers, and great lakes was 
over $43,000,000. The fisheries of New England ed 37,043 men. 
The South Atlantic States engaged 52,418 men; the MiddleStates, 14,981 
men; the Pacific States and Territories, 16,803. (See Appendix D. 

I insert the table (A) at the close of my remarks. I insert a 

) a letter from the Commissioner of Fisheries with his estimate for 

886, and (C) a table from the census of 1880. From these it will 
seem probable that the truth is somewhere between the Massachusetts 
population and fisheries census. The proportion of American fisher- 
men to foreigners, as it a in each of them, is sufficient for my 
purpose. It is safe to say that a large proportion of those not as yet 
naturalized will be naturalized. They have little attachment left for 
the British flag. President Cleveland need be under no apprehension. 
They are, as Sir John A. Macdonald has found out, ‘‘in fullsympathy 
with American sentiments and institutions,” and have ‘‘ ideas and ex- 
pectations altogether inimical to British connection.” 

As we look back upon the war of 1812, there are some things which 
the people of New England may well wish had been otherwise. But 
if there were anything of disloyalty there, it all evaporated in words. 
A few disloyal phrases of a convention at Hartford, a little grumbling 
of a governor, what are they to the blaze of resplendent glory thatrises 
from the deeds of her seamen? The men who censure the reluctance 
of the Federalists of that day to resent the provocation we had received 
from England do not always make sufficient allowance for the equal in- 
sult we were receiving from France. The party who opposed the war 
with England wereeagerenoughtotakearmsagainstFrance. They were 
filled with a morbid horror of the power of Napoleon. Butitwas a hor- 
rorinto which no element of cowardice entered. They thought that in 
overcoming England we would overcome the last barrier against his 
universal empire, and that in attacking England we ranged ourselves 
sushe side of universal tyranny against the last hope of constitutional 

rty. 

We can now see that they were wrong. The American people were 
inspired by asurer instinct than that of the Federal leaders. The final 
jadgment of history must be that the war of 1812 was a righteous and 
glorious war. We were compelled to it by the impudent British pre- 
tension to search American vessels on the high seas, and take from them 
every man whom a midshipman should suspect, or pretend to suspect, 
of being a British subject. We had scarcely a friend anywhere. The 
haughty nations of Europe sat at their gates, scowling at the little Re- 
public, as the five Norman champions in Scott’s immortal story sat at 
the doors of their tents on the field of Ashby de la Zouche. The little 
country, not thirty years old, hurled her mortal defiance at the proud- 
est and strongest of them all, as the young Saxon knight struck the 
shield of Brian de Bois Guilbert with the sharp end of his spear. We 
began the war after England had crushed the navy of every other power 
that had contended with her by sea—Holland, Spain, Denmark, France. 
England never had a naval war in which she was met, ship to ship, 
witha superiority in discipline, in gunnery, in seamanship, and in suc- 
cess as by us in the war of 1812. This is fully admitted by Maj. Gen. 
Sir Howard Douglas in his treatise on naval gunnery, the standard 
English authority, published with the approbation of the Lords Com- 
missioners of the Admiralty. This book was originally published in 
1820, five years after the war ended. I have here the edition, 
the last before the substitution of steam-vessels and iron-clads for the 
old wooden ships. He says: 


The fleets of Europe had been swept from the face of the ocean by the gallant 
achievements of the British marine, 


He goes on to say: 


We entered in 1512, with too great confidence, intoa war with a marine much 
more expert than our European enemies. 

He then proceeds to draw his instruction for the conduct of naval en- 
gagements almost wholly from the sea fights with the Americans in 
the war of 1812. Look at his index: 

Action, Naval: Between the Chesapeake and the Shannon; between the Avon 
and the Wasp; between the Frolic and the Wasp; between the Guerriere and 
the Constitution; between the Hornet and the Peacock; between the Java and 


the Constitution; between the 3 onia and the United States; between the 
Phoebe and the Essex; between the President and the Belvidere. 


Here are nine naval engagements, the only ones selected by the En- 
glish author for the instruction of his countrymen. All of them were 
combats between British and American ships. In all but two of them 
the Americans were victorious, In one of these, two British ships at- 
tacked the American in a neutral port, when she was disabled, and at 
anchor, one of her top-masts having been carried away in a storm. 

It is true we made peace without a formal relinquishment by Great 
Britain of the obnoxious pretension. But it is also true that it was 
never heard of again. 


The nation issued from the war— 
said John Quincy Adams— 


with all its rights and liberties unimpaired, preserved as well from the artifices 
of diplomacy as from the force of preponderating power upon their element, the 
seas, 


The Duke of Wellington has given a testimony still more authori- 
tative and decisive. I have not seen it cited by American historians. ` 
After the downfall of Napoleon the duke was urged by the Cabinet to 
take command in America. He replies in a letter to Lord Liverpool 
of November 9, 1814. He says: 

I do not promise to myself much success there. If we can not obtain a naval 
supremacy on the lakes, I shall go only to signa peace which might as well 


be signed now. You have no right, from the state of the war, to demand any 
concession of territory from America. 


In her contributions, sacrifices, and achievements in this war, Massa- 
chusetts may well challenge comparison with any other American 
State. She raised fourteen thousand men in 1814. She paid $2,000,- 
000 for bounties. One of her fishing towns, Marblehead, had moro 
than eight hundred men in Dartmoor prison when the war ended. 
She furnished during those three years more men than any other State. 
The New England States, which opposed the war, sent more men into 
the field than the Southern States, which brought on the contest, 


You recollect how sailors’ rights were won, 
Yard locked in yard, hot gun lip kissing gun. 


No man ever attributed want of patriotism to John Quincy Adams. 
Hear what he says of the fishermen: 


Where were they during the war? They were upon the ocean and upon the 
lakes, fighting the battles of their Seer Turn back to the records of your 
Revolution; ask Samuel Tucker, himself one of the number, a living example 
of the character common to them all, what were the fishermen of New England 
in the tug of war for ere: Appeal tothe heroes of all our naval wars; 
ask the vanquishers of Algiers and Tripoli; ask the redeemers of your citizens 
from the AiE of servitude, and of your nation from the humiliation of an- 
nual tribute to the barbariansof Africa; call on the championsof our last strug- 

les with Britain; ask Hul and Bainbridge; ask Stewart, Porter, and Mac- 
mough what proportion of New England fishermen were the companionsof 
their victories and sealed the proudest of our triumphs with their blood, 

We all know how much of the supply of American seamen, to whom 
allthis was due, came from the American merchant marine. But these 
fisheries were the cradle of Navy and merchantservice alike. Icould call 
a hundred witnesses. Let me cite but one. 

Admiral Luce, in his excellentaddress before the United States Naval 
Institute at Annapolis in 1874, says: 

I will yield to no one in st Bg appreciation of a true American seaman, 
When found, as he still may in our service, though in a deplorably small 
minority, he was one to be proud of and to respect; shay and fearless, fer- 
tile in resources, patient, even cheerful under adversity, of wonderful endur- 
ance, intelligent and self-reliant, and withal of unflinching, uncompromising 
fidelity to his flag. Take him all in all, I maintain kua rone “true Yankee 
sailor” has not his equal in the world. * * * Itis rela’ on good authority 
that when the Constitution returned from Holland, after transporting thespecie 
required to pay the last installment of our national deht to that country in 1812, 
the term of service of her crew had expired, and a few days after her arrival 
they were discharged. Commodore Hall immediately manned his ship by 
drawing on the fishermen of the New England coast, and the merchantseamen 
of Salem, Newburyport, Boston, and vicinity. The response was prompt, and 
it isalleged that when the Constitution soon after captured the Guerriere, of 
her a hundred and fifty seamen, only sixty had ever served on board of a 
man-of-war, 


Whatever changes may be made by new methods of intercourse in 
the relations of nations with each other, it is still true, and will still be 
true, as when Mr. Webster said it in 1824, that— 


High rank among the nations results more than from anything else from 
that military power which we can cause to be water-borne, and from that ex- 
tent of commerce which we are able to maintain throughout the world. 


It will also still be true, that if America is to have ships of war, or 
is ever again to take her former rank in peaceful ocean commerce, she 
must look to her hardy and adventurous fishermen for a large share of 
the supply of her seamen. 

No tor who has to deal with this immense interest will venture 
rashly to disregard the authority of the present head of our Navy. I 
have lately received this letter from Admiral Porter: 


OFFICE OF THE ADMIRAL, Washington, D. C., May 4, 1888. 
My Dear Stim: Ihave the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your commu- 
nication of May 4 asking my opinion of the value of our fisheries as a nursery 
for seamen for the present Navy, which is to be built of iron and propelled by 


I beg leave to say that all our fisheries at the present moment are more valun- 
ble as nurseries for naval seamen than they ever were before, for our commer- 
cial marine has been almost obliterated from the ocean. 


great 
They not only furnished seamen to the abet d but manned that immense fleet 
that swarmed the ocean, paralyzed the British commerce, and 
arge section of the British people, led by that great political writer, 
Le ee Cobbett, to demand of the Government that peace should be secured 
on any terms. ; 

Notwithstanding the overwhelming naval power of Great Britain duringthe 
war, with heavy squadrons in every sea, we were indebted tothe New England 
seamen and the brave officers who led them for a success unparalleled in history. 

If we had a war to-morrow we must depend almost altogether upon the fish- 
ermen of New England to man our naval vessels. 

To show the importance of having trained seamen in time of war, I will men- 
tion the fact that the regiment of blehead fishermen under John Glover 
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were cmployed to carry Washington's forces across the Delaware when he sur- 
Petre and captured the Hessians. Without theaid of the fishermen itis doubt- 

ul if Washington would have undertaken the perilous enterprise, for the fish- 
ermen were the only ones who considered the project feasible. 

The ships that will hereafter be built for the Navy will require as good and 
hardy sailors as have ever been required before, and it isto be regretted that 
we can not obtain the services of the fishermen in time of peace. Their present 
calling is more lucrative than any employment they can obtain in the Navy, 
and there are no sufficient inducements held out to them to enlist in the Gov- 
ernment service, 

In time of war with a maritime power the occupation of these fishermen would 
be gone, and they would flock to enlist in the Navy, as they didin the civil war, 
* when the Confederate privateers made their appearance off ourcoast, The ves- 
sels of our Navy may be said at the present time to be manned almost entirely 
by foreigners who have entered the service not from deyotion to the flag. In 
case war should be suddenly declared against us our ships abroad would be 
obliged to return home, discharge their crews, and ship American seamen. In 
a late inspection of the United States ship Trenton the board of inspection re- 
ported to me as follows: “The crew is a fair one, considering their want of 
knowledge of the English language ’’—a pretty severe commentary on the class 
of seamen we enlist Ja the Navy. It is very desirable that we should adopt 
some system by which we could obtain enough bona fide American seamen to 
leaven the crowd of foreigners now on board a United States vessel of war. 
The crews of our ships of war are generally made up of men from all parts of 
the world, largely from the Scandinavian race, who do not care what flag they 
serve under, There are the descendants of the Huns, Goths, and other barba- 
rians who once overran Europe. They enlist in our Navy softened in character, 
but still free lances asof old. They serve for money, with no sentiment for flag 
or nationality, and possibly if it came to an action with a ship of their own ora 
neipnborny nation, they would haul down the American flag and hoist that of 
their own country. 

The same qualities required for the seamen of fifty years ago are required for 
the seamen of vessels of war to-day. The better the seaman the more easily he 
will learn the improvements in gunnery and seamanship, and the best seamen 
iu the world are those who come from the New England fisheries. They are 
the strongest, hardiest classof men I knowof. They areexposedtoall weathers 
and bear the severest tempests. They are seamen all over, and I will merely 
add that in 1812 the old Constitution, whose career is familiar to every Ameri- 
can, was manned almost altogether by Massachusetts fishermen. 

As to any extra science pein requires to man oue prosoni and projected ships 
of war, I would remark that the management of a ship is easier than it used to 
be, but we require the same good seamanship we had in days gone by. With 
a steam-capstan and steam-winch twenty men can get a large vessel under 
way. An officer on deck, a man at the wheel, and one at the lead, with the 
above number on deck for general purposes, and the ship can go to sea with 
the rest of the crew in their hammocks, But when the machinery is disabled 
and the ship must rely on her ponderous yards and sails, we want every man 
to understand English and be a seanian from the crown of his head to the sole 
of his foot. The modern guns, it is true, are larger than of old, the machine 
to work them is a little more intricate, but a week’s good drilling would 
native-born seamen all that is essential, and a ship of war at the end of that 
sear would be ready for inspection by the board of inspection. When the 

»oard of inspection finish their examination of a ship, she must go to sea ready 
to meet any enemy of equal force, so that what ae revious to 1812, when 
the Chesapeake was disgraced by the British ship oat. can never again oc- 
cur as long as the board of inspection exists. 

If we can in a week drill a mongrel crewso that every man knows his various 
stations on shipboard, how much easier would it be for us to do the same thin, 
with a crew of New England fishermen, hardy and active in their persons an 
intelligent beyond any set of foreign seamen. 

The question of protection to the New England fisheries and their seamen 
does not aamit of argument, and in my zeal on the subject I may have gone out 
of my way to prove to you that which you know already. 

Linclose you some statistics which, if you have not already got them, will give 
you the status of our fisheries throughout the United States. 

If there is anything bearing on this subject you would like me to hunt up, 
please let me know, and I will endeavor to obtain it. 

The statistics I inclose show at a glance the immense money value of our 
fisheries and their importance to the country. If it had not been for the fish- 
eries, New roe. tna would never have been settled, for on the first landing on 
those stormy shoresit is likely the emigrants would have been forced to go else- 
where but for the quantities of fish, a most fortunate circumstance for the Union, 
to which New England has added so many true and loyal States. 

I have the honor to be, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
DAVID D. PORTER, Admiral. 
Hon. GEORGE F. Hoar, 
United States Senate, 


Thestatistics which were inclosed with the above letter will be found 
in the appendix to these remarks (D). 

Nearly every important maritime power of ancient or modern times 
has owed the foundation of its commercial prosperity and its naval 
strength toits fisheries. When these flourished, itsstrength increased. 
When these went to decay, the power of the nation had departed. Pro- 
fessor Huxley tells us that Sidon signifies “a fishing place.” Tyre 
was settled by a colony of fishermen trom Sidon. The power of Carth- 
age was built up by the fisheries. Venice was founded by fugitives 
from the north, who betook themselves to the avocatien of fishermen. 
Genoa, the birthplace of Columbus, laid the foundation of her strength 
by usurping the fisheries of the Bosphorus. The first wharf in London 
was built for the accommodation of fishermen. Amsterdam was orig- 
inally a village of herring catchers. It was an ancient proverb— 

Amsterdam is founded on herring bones, and Dutchmen’s bodies are full of 
pickled herrings. = 

The naval greatness of England came from the same source. The 
ancient rule of the church which forbade the eating of meat on Fri- 
day is said to have been due to a politic purpose to encourage fisheries. 
In 1563 the British Parliament, to encourage the building up ot a naval 
marine, passed an act extending this prohibition to two more days of 
the week. The act declares that— 


As well for the maintenance of shipping, the increase of fishermen and ma- 
rines, and the repairing of port towns, as for the ring of the flesh victual of 
the realm, it shall not be lawful to eat meat on Wednesdays and Saturdays 
unless under a forfeiture of £3 for each offense. 

Edmund Winslow, the governor of Plymouth, has recorded that when 
King James asked the envoy of the pilgrims who went over from Ley- 


den to England to tell him of the place they had fixed upon ‘‘ what 
profits might arise in that region,” the answer was “‘ fishing.’’ 

The fishermen are the only portion of a nation that maintain unim- 
paired their fighting quality during a long peace. Armies become en- 
ervated on a peace establishment. But the daily life of the fisherman 
is a constant discipline in fearlessness, endurance, and activity. Our 
fishermen are all we have left on the sea as a resource for a sudden oc- 
casion. 

if anything further were wanting to show the importance of this oc- 
cupation to national defense and to national wealth it would be found 
in British and Canadian testimony. Our free-trade friends talk about 
the duties on fish. They tell us of the hardship of a tax on so cheap 
and wholesome a food. Mr. President, we,pay $600,000 a year for 
West Point and Annapolis. Canada exported from the produce of her 
fisheries in 1887 a value of $6,843,388. Of this we took nearly a mill- 
ion anda half. Every dollar of that was a*payment to our great rival, 
to our only possible enemy, towards the support of a naval school to 
which Annapolis or Greenwich is quite unimportant. 

The desire of Canada and Great Britain to contract within the least 
possible. limits the fishing ground to which America shall haye access, 
and to possess themselves without obstruction of the calling which 
brings to the great American market its supply of fish for food and fish- 
oils, has a vastly larger purpose than a mere struggle for a profitable 
industry, important as that may be. 

England to-day the great steam fleet. of the world. She 
has, subject to the authority of her Queen, or under her political or com- 
mercial control, three hundred and fifty millions of people, a third of 
the population of the world. She controls the commercial dealings of 
the inhabitants of 12,495,000 square miles of territory, an area four 
times as great as that of the Roman empire. She has taken possession 
of all the greatroutesof commerce. She steps from island to continent, 
and from continent to island, from fortress to naval station, and from 
naval station to fortress. Let me repeat a few sentences which I ut- 
tered here last year: 

England has not only laid her hands on these enormous countries 
and the men who inhabit them, but the way she has got control of the 
great highways, the great roads of commerce, is more wonderful still. 

There are four great roads by which the commerce of the world must 
travel from nation to nation. There are two old roads and two new 
roads. The old roads are down through the South Atlantic. One 
turns eastward by the Cape of Good Hope into the Indian Ocean. One 
turns westward to the Pacific around Cape Horn. The two meet at 
least at Cathay or farthest Ind, girdling the globe with their mighty 
and beneficent chain. At every station, at every step, on both, is the 
power of England planted. 

Half way down the coast of the eastern hemisphere, where Africa 
juts out into the Atlantic, are the English West African settlements 
and her colonies of Sierra Leone and the Gold Coast. Just below the 
equator is Ascension Island, an English colony. Five degrees of lati- 
tude further we come to St. Helena, an English fortress, where the 
great foe of England died a prisoner and an exile. The cape itself, a 
cape of ‘‘good hope” to no commerce but hers, with its excellent har- 
bors of Cape Town and Natal, is one of her most prosperous colonies. 
Thence, by successive steps, Mauritius, Seychelles, Chagos, Maldive, 
Ceylon, all British possessions, India is reached. Every other power 
must pay tribute to her in peace, and must ran the gauntlet of her 
fortresses and naval stations in war. 

Would you go westward through the Straits of Magellan or past the 
stormy Cape Horn? Powers in closest friendship with her hold the 
continent from the southern line of Brazil, while her own Falkland 
Islands command and menace the entrance to the strait and the pas- 
sage round the Cape. 

But England has not contented herself with the ancient ways. Her 

commerce is guarded by a far different statesmanship from that which 
denies appropriations to build a navy, or to pay for carrying mails on 
its own vessels, or defend its coasts; far different from that which bal- 
lies Mexico and cringes before Canada. She already occupies the high- 
ways of the future. Commerce hereafter is to seek direct paths though 
continents must be severed. Here again are two roads, eastward and 
westward. One through the Mediterranean Sea already cuts Asia and 
Africa in twain and passes out through the Red Sea to the Indian 
Ocean. The other, not yet open, is to divide our own continent at 
Nicaragua or Panama, or to cross it at Tehuantepec. 
* Whoever shall follow either pathway, except Tehuantepec, must do 
so at the mercy of England. She holds Gibraltar, the impregnable 
gateway of the Mediterranean. Half way from Gibraltar to Egypt is 
her mighty naval station of Malta, which commands both shores of the 
Mediterranean. Hugging the Asiatic coast is Cypress, her new posses- 
sion, whose purchase was almost the last act of Lord Beaconsfield. 
Suez itself she has taken from the improvident hands of France, while 
at the narrow entrance and exit of the Red Sea she holds Aden and 
Perim, and beyond, on the way to India, the Island of Socotra. She 
commands the great eastern pathway of commerce from Europe to In- 
dia and China almost as absolutely as the river Thames. 

Turning to the westward route, our position on the Gulf of Mexico 
will secure to our three Southern ports conyenient access to the canal 
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wherever it may be. But all other commerce must pass the line of 
sentinels which the foresight of England has already armed and sta- 
tioned at the entrance to the Gulf. The Bermudas, the Bahamas, the 
Leeward and Windward Islands, Jamaica, and Trinidad form a com- 
plete blockade, while British Honduras lies close to the eastern month 
of the proposed canal of Nicaragua. 

Of the forty chief West Indian Islands European powers own all but 
one, the seat of the black Republic of Hayti and St. Domingo. Eng- 
land herself owns thirteen beside the Bahamas and the Bermudas. 

If we ever have a contest with her for a canal at Nicaragua or Panama, 
her island of Jamaica stands guard at the entrance of the Caribbean 
Sea and the Bay’of Honduras, 

She is now adding to all this the land route across Canada. She is 
adding this last and strongest link to the chain which is to bind China 
and Japan to her chariot, girdling the globe anew in the northern lat- 
itude where the degrees of longitude and the circles become smaller. 
She is building a strong fortification at Esquimalt, where Vancouver 
Island, which the weakness of President Polk surrendered to her, thrusts 
itself into our territory, while the guns of Halifax threaten us on the 
east. a 

At the same time Canada, aided by British wealth, is developing her 
railroad system with wonderfal liberality and wisdom, so that the 
blood of commerce, even that which comes from our own veins, may 
feed her mighty arteries. 

Here are a few of the enterprises she is just undertaking or accom- 

lishing, either as a goyernment or by corporations under her control. 

member that all this is in addition to her great interoceanic system 
of communication which the Senator from Maine so well described the 
other day. 

First. we important line of railroad constructed last year, called the 
Duluth, South Shore and Atlantic, extending from the Gogebic iron 
range of Lake Superior to the Sault Ste. Marie, has, according to re- 
cent advices, been purchased by the Canadian Pacifice Railway. It will 
no doubt become an important feeder to that railway. 

Second. A Canadian company has recently completed a bridge across 
the Sault Ste. Marie. 

Third. The Canadian government within the last thirty days has def- 
initely decided upon and arrangementsare made for buildingaship-canal 
between Lake Superior and Lake Michigan, on the Canadian side of 
the straif, and in opposition to the canal at that point on the Amer- 
ican side, built and owned by the Government of the United States. 

Fourth. A well-defined project exists for building a combined ship 
canal and ship-railway from Georgian Bay, leading down from Lake 
Huron to Lake Ontario, near Toronto. The total distance is about 100 
miles, of which 40 miles will be a dredged canal at lake level and 
60 miles by a ship-railway. The object of this route is to avoid the 
tortuous and expensive navigation through the St. Clair flats, Lake 
Erie, and the Welland Canal. It will shorten the distance from the 
Sault Ste. Marie to Toronto 220 miles. 

Fifth. The Canadian Government is engaged in improving the St. 
Lawrence system from Lake Erie to Montreal, the total cost of which 
completed will be about $50,000,000. Below Montreal it has deepened 
the St. Lawrence River to 25 feetdepth, and is continuing the improve- 
ment with the intention of deepening it to 27} and then to 30 feet. 
It has expended on this work probably over $3,000,000. 

Sixth. The Dominion Government has subsidized, or rather guaran- 
tied, 5 per cent. interest on the cost of construction of the Chignecto 
SAFINA. to be builtacrosstheisthmus between Nova Scotia and New 
Brunswick. The cost of this work is estimated to be over $4,000,000. 
There is no doubt that with the suecessfal completion and operation 
of this ship-railway, the Georgian Bay ship-railway will be at once 
commenced under the auspices and with the assistance of the Dominion 
Government. 

Let me have permission to read here a few sentences from an’ able 

mphlet by Mr. Bourinot, the accomplished clerk of the Canadian 
Raise of Commons. They contain also the weighty opinion of the 
Marquis of Lansdowne, late governor-general. 

In any plan of imponas defense Canada must henceforth perform an impor- 
tant part. On her Atlantic and Pacifc coasts are the finest harbors of the world 
and enormous deposits of bituminous coal available for steam pu Hal- 
ifax is a strongly fortified port with a large dock-yard; and at ates now 
desolate, but once a famous fortress of the French—could well be established 
another important station for a naval squadron. Both at these places and in 
British Columbia can be formed those coaling stations which, as Captain Co- 
lomb has pointed out, are essential as strategical positions. The present gov- 
ernor-general of Canada, in a recentspeech, referred tothe important works that 


fare now in course of construction on the Pacific coast for purposes of defense. 
become one ofthe 
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great steam-ficet of the world, and the power of increasing it to still larger pro- 
rtions, she can always maintain a si y and secure communication with 
ina, Japan, Australia, and even with India, and all other countries in which 
she hasimportantinterestsatstake, From her depots at Halifax, or other places 
on the Atlantic coast of the Dominion, she can in four days reach the shores of 


the Pacific and supply a fleet ordered to protect her interests in the east, should 


they ever be threatened by Russia or any other power. The fishermen and sail- 
orsof the Dominion must prove an element of great strength in the maintenance 
of the line of communication with England and those countries with which she 
is politically or commercially identified. paey can man the vessels necessary 
to protects our ports, and otherwise assist in the naval defenses of the empire. 
A thousand stalwart fishermen from Nova Scotia would aid materially in the 
defense of British Columbia or any other section of Canada. 

Looking, then, at the maritime industries of Canada, from an imperial as well 
as a purely commercial standpoint, we can not fail to see how intimately con- 
nected they are with the security of the empire. We all know that no coantry 
can be woy great that has nota seaboard and does not follow maritime pn 
suits. Spain sank low in the scale of nations as her maritime power declined 
with the loss of her great colonies. The prosperity of Italy has increased with 
the growth of her commerce and shipping, and she need no longer lament the 
palmy days of Genoa and Venice. eall know why St. Petersburg was built 
on a marsh, and the history of this century is replete with the evidence of the 
desire of Russia to establish herself within the Golden Horn. France has fed her 
navy from the hardy Bretons and Normans who have served a rude apprentice- 
ship on thebanks Newfoundland. Canada,as yet with a populatipn of about 
five million souls, already possesses a marine greater than that of Russia, Ger- 
many, Italy, or France. Prosperous as may be hereafter her commerce in man- 
ufactures or in agricultural podao it is on her rich fisheries must always rest 
in a largë measure her maritime greatness, 


To maintain the communications with the East through Canada, to 
keep open this imperial highway at both extremities, the sixty thou- 
sand fishermen of the Dominion must form an almost indispensable ele- 
ment of greatest strength. They will issue ont from Halifax at one 
extremity of the great continental line, and from Vancouvers Island at 
the other, forming, in time of war, a perpetual menace to ourcommerce 
and to our coasts. 

This is no controversy as to the profit of a few thousand men in their 
business. They could doubtless find profitable employment elsewhere, 
It is a struggle on the part of Great Britain and Canada to increase 
theirnaval strength and diminish ours; toincrease the numbers of a naval 
school whose graduates will be a constant threat to our commerce in 
time of war, both on the Atlantic and the Pacific. 

Now, Mr. President, it was to adjust the relations between these two 
nations in regard to this great interest, so vital to the strength and so 
important to the welfare of both, that the Administration solicited the 
negotiation which has resulted in the present-treaty. It has but one 
avowed object. Thatis to promote the convenience and define the 
rights of American fishermen and protect them against unfriendly in- 
terference as they pursue their calling. Yet, is it not a little remarka- 
ble that there is not to be found throughout the length and breadth of 
the land, so far as I can hear, a single fisherman who does not deem 
its provisions an outrage? So far as the expressions of their opinions 
come to me and to my colleague in our correspondence; so far as we 
hear from public meetings from the towns where the men interested 
in the fisheries dwell; so far as we can learn from our colleagues who 
represent those districts in the other House; so far as the associations * 
of fishermen have taken action; so far as we get the utterance of the press 
or the conclusions of men who have had to deal officiaily or under im- 
portant responsibility with the matter heretofore, there is one concur- 
rent expression of concern, alarm, disapproval, indignation. 

Here is the action of the city council of Gloucester, now the chief 
fishing port of the country. There is no distinction of party in that 
city on this question, (See Appendix E.) 

Here are the preamble and resolutions of the Gloucester Mariners’ As- 
sociation, signed by 144 masters of vessels. You can see something of 
the political feeling of some of these men from the names they give 
their vessels. Here is the schooner Senator Morgan, and the schooner 
Senator Saulsbury, side by side, with the schooner John G. Whittier 
and the schooner George F. Edmunds. (See Appendix F.) 

The New York Board of Trade and Transportation express the views 
of business men of that city in opposition to negotiation on this subject. 
(See Appendix G.) 

The Secretary of State thinks— 

There is not ajustand reasonable complaint on the part of our American fish- 
ermen for which this treaty does not provide aremedy and promise a safeguard 
in the future. j 

How does it happen that no single American fisherman has found it ` 
out? Why, Mr. Bayard, when he wrote that letter to his Boston sup- 
porters, must have singularly forgotten that he had adjourned the ques- 
tion of remedy for every one of the complaints which he had over and 
over again in his diplomatic correspondence declared to be just and 
reasonable to a remote and uncertain future. Here, Mr. President, is 
the resolution of the Gloucester Board of Trade. (See Appendix H.) 

Here are the resolutions of the American Fishery Union. (See Ap- 
pendix I.) 

I leave to Senators from other States to make known the sentiments 
of their own constituents. s 

I have seen somewhere the charge that the opposition to this treaty 
had its origin in the prejudice of party. Never was a calumny more 
unfounded. The earliest and most earnest voices of remonstrance have 
come from those eminent Democrats who have had occasion to study 
this question in times past. Mr. Charles Levi Woodbury, who bears a 
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name that has been a synonym for pure and undiluted Democracy for 

‘tions; Mr. Richard S. Spofford, the last Democratic candidate for 

in the Gloucester district; Mr. Trescott, counsel for the United 

States at Halifax, in 1878, the most accomplished American writer on 

our diplomatic history—the American feeling of these men broke away 

from their Democracy—or rather, they found no inconsistency between 
patriotism and Democracy as they had learned it. 

Mr. President, the whole Democratic party had fully committed itself 
to another and very different policy of dealing with this subject. It 
will be remembered that the President, in his message of December, 
1885, made this recommendation: 

Tn the interest of neighborhood and of the commercial intercourse of 
adjacent communities, the question of the North American fisheries is one of 
much importance. Following out the information given by me when the ex- 
tensory ment above described was n , I recommend that the 
Congress provide for the appointment of a commission in which the Govern- 
ments of the United States and Great Britain shall be ively represented, 

with the consideration and settlement, upon a just, equitable. and hon- 


0! e basis, of the entire question of the fishing rights of the two Governments 
and their respective citizens on the coast of the United States and British North 
America, 


April 18, 1836, the Senate passed this resolution as a response to the 
President’s recommendation: 

» Resolved, That in the opinion of the Senate the appointment of a commission 
in which the Governments of the United States and Great Britain shall be rep- 
represented, charged with the consideration and settlement of the fishing rights 
of the two Governments on the coasts of the United States and British North 

ica, ought not to be provided for by Congress, 

This was adopted by a vote of 38 to 10, every Republican Senator who 
voted or was present being in the affirmative and the following Demo- 
crats: BROWN, BUTLER, Fair, GORMAN, HARRIS, MCPHERSON, Maxey, 
MorGAN, PAYNE. 

But this is not all.- The President recalled the subject to the atten- 
tion of in his next annual message, in which he declared that 
the recommendation of his last message had been ‘‘mef by an adverse 
vote in the Senate.” Congress thereupon passed the statute of March 
3, 1887, entitled ‘‘ An act authorizing the President of the United States 
to protect and defend the rights of American fishing vessels,” ete. This 
passed the Senate by an unanimous vote on the yeas and nays, save one. 
The Democratic House proposed a still more stringent measure of re- 
dress, desiring to cut off intercourse with Canada by land as well as by 
sea, The report of their Committee on Foreign Affairs, as well as the 
letter of Secretary Manning, which is appended to it, denounces the 
conduct of Canada as “inhuman,” “‘ in violation of treaty obligation,” 
and ‘“‘ uncivilized.” The debate showed that Democratic Senators vied 
with Republican Senators in their expressions of indignation. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware in in the speech of the Senator from Maine 
a reminder that the Secretary of State had gone as far as that Senator 
himself in expressions of indignation at the ontrages inflicted on our 
shipping. The declarations of the Secretary of State in his correspond- 
ence with our minister at St. James, and the British minister here, the 
able letters of Mr. Phelps, the doctrines laid down by Mr. Wharton, 
the present Solicitor of the State Department, in his Digest of Interna- 
tional Law; the admirable letter of Secretary Manning to the House of 
Representatives; the utterances of Democratic Senators, notably the 
Senator from Alabama, on this floor, are all in contradiction of the prin- 
ciples and the policy of this treaty. If, for this first time in nearly 
seventy years, party lines have been drawn in our foreign relations, it 
is done now, at the bidding of the Administration by a total and in- 
stant change of front on the part of its supporters. 

These votes and this action are a censure in advance of the whole pol- 
icy of the present negotiation. They announce the policy of the Dem- 
ocratic party in tones that can not be mistaken. A series of insults to 
the American flag, a policy of persistent unfriendliness, the refusal of 
the common international hospitalities had been inaugurated for the 
purpose of compelling achange in our domestic legislation. It was that 
for which Congress, without distinction of party and with the nearly 
unanimous approval of the people without distinction of party, placed 
in the hands of the President a simple, direct, peaceful, but ample and 
most effectual means of redress. The Administration in this negotia- 
tion has disregarded the authorized expression of the will of the Amer- 
ican people, ifthere can be such authorized expression. We placed in 
the i of the President a simple means for a simple purpose. In- 
stead of using that means, the whole American complaint is postponed 
to a remote and most uncertain future. Neither apology nor compen- 
sation, neither indemnity for the past nor security for time to come is 
proposed. Instead, we have this most extraordinary treaty. 

Before calling attention to its terms I wish to make ong other ob- 
servation. That is, that the Administration seems to have consulted 
nobody. Ican not learn that in the progress of this negotiation any 
representative of the interests to be affected has been admitted to its 
confidence. When the Washington treaty of 1871 was in progress the 
Senate was kept in session far into May. Its members on both sides 
were constantly consulted and kept advised either by the commission- 
ers or the President. When the Ashburton treaty was negoti 
Massachusetis and Maine, the States chiefly interested in the bound- 
aries in dispute, were invited to appoint commissioners, who were con- 

stantly in attendance. During this whole negotiation, as during that 


which preceded the Halifax award and that which preceded the Geneva 
award, the leading statesmen of Canada were constantly consulted 
by the representatives of Great Britain. Arbitrators proposed by us 
were rejected in deference to Canada’s objection. One of the British 
commissioners is understood to have repaired to Canada during the 
discussion, wnich was intermitted for that purpose. Yet neither my 
colleague nor myself, neither of the distinguished Senators from Maine, 
no representative of a fishing district in the other House, no member 
of this body, the constitutional adviser of the President and the con- 
stitutional depositary with him of the treaty-making power, is admitted 
or consulted in this important matter until the concessions to Canada 
are all made and the President and Secretary come before the public 
with their declaration that we have got all by this treaty that we are 
justly and equitably entitled to demand. 

Great Britain and Canada were represented on their part by trained 
diplomatists. The British minister at Washington, like his predeces- 
sors, makes diplomacy the business of kis life, and, as is well known, 
oceupies a very high placein that profession. ‘The Canadian represent- 
ative, Sir Charles Tupper, has made the fishery interests of Canada the 
study ofa lifetime. Our commission, on the other hand, worthy and 
able as are the gentlemen who composed it, was improvised for the oc- 
casion. Neither of them probably had any considerable knowledge of 
the matter in question until his official relation to it began. I do not 
complain of this. It is unfortunately the habit of the United States 
in the conduct of our foreign intercourse. But it rendered the refusal 
of the Administration to avail itself of the usual means of information 
and advice specially unhappy in its results. 

Mr. PAYNE. If the Senator from Massachusetts will permit me, 
I should like to ask him, what is his opinion of President Angell, who 
was upon the commission ? 

Mr. HOAR. I do not think it is quite proper for the Senator to ask 
my opinion as to President Angell, but I am very happy to state it. 
I do not think, however, it is right to ask my opinion. The Senator 
might ask my opinion of some gentleman whom I do not respect. I 
respect President Angell very highly, but Iam not aware that Presi- 
dent Angell—to use the graphic expression of another person—ever 
saw a mackerel until it came from the gridiron. A gentleman of Mich- 
} = 

Mr. PAYNE. He was born in New England. 

Mr. HOAR. Suppose he was—— 

Mr. PAYNE. A native of Rhode Island. 

Mr. HOAR. Suppose he is a native of Rhode Island; there are na- 
tives of Rhode Island by the hundreds and thousands who have no 
knowledge of the laws and rights of fisheries. Why did he not con- 
sult with gentlemen from Rhode Island who represent that inter- 
est? Why did he not consult some representative of the fishing in- 
terests in the other House? Why did he not consult some leading 
representative of the fishing interests in this body ? 

Mr. PAYNE. Associated with the commission on our part was one 
of the leading lawyers in the country, Mr. Putnam. 

Mr. HOAR. Aneminent lawyer, my personal friend, whom I highly 
value and esteem; but it shows the utter boy’s play and utter igno- 
tance of the importance of the rights that are at stake when one of the 
Senators of the United States, a Democratic member of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of this body, when the criticisms are made that 
when the fishing rights have been surrendered without consulting the 
men who knew anything about them, gets up and asks me what is my 
opinion of President Angell. j 

Mr. PAYNE, I think, if the Senator will permit me, that he has 
made a very uncharitable and irrational charge upon this commission. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam making no charge upon the commission. 

Mr. PAYNE. Excuse me until I finish my statement. I think it 
is very uncharitable to make the remark that the commission knew 
nothing about the question; that President Angell knew nothing about 
the matter. The idea that a man born in New England, educated in 
New England, hrought up in New England, knows nothing about this 
matter is very singular. 

Mr. HOAR. WhatI stated was that I was not aware that President 
Angell ever saw a mackerel until it came from the gridiron. 

Mr. PAYNE. I know Mr. Angell to be pre-eminent in science, 
one of the most distinguished men in the United States, the head of 
the University of the State of Michigan. 

Mr. HOAR. President Angell is all thatand a great deal more, but 
I have never heard that either of the three American commissioners, 
the Secretary of State, the honored head of the University of Michigan, 
or the honored leader of the Portland bar had had occasion to inform 
himself thoroughly in regard to the practical righis and interests of 
the vocation of the American fishermen. 

Mr. PAYNE. One moment more. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HOAR. Iam willing to yield for a correction of a statement. 

Mr. PAYNE. I wish to correct the statement the Senator made, 
that neither one of the gentlemen associated with the Secretary of 
State had any knowledge of the fisheries question. He overlooked the 
very inent fact that Mr. Putnam, who is certainly one of the most 


prominen 
eminent lawyers in New England, had been the attorney in the Do- 
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minion courts of these very fishermen in defending their rights; and 
to say that he knew nothing about the mackerel question is unfair. 
Mr. HOAR. Mr. Putnam, it is true, had been employed to defend 


some criminal cases in the Dominion courts. He was a very compe- 
tent person. I wonder what would have been thought of Mr. Putnam 
when he was acting as attorney in defending those cases if he had un- 
dertaken to try them without consulting his clients, to get some of his 
clients’ knowledge of the law and the facts. 

Mr. PAYNE. I take it that somebody in New England—— 

Mr. HOAR. Ido not yield any further. I take it that when these 
three men were undertaking to deal with the trained diplomatists of 
Great Britain and with Sir Charles Tupper, the old minister of fish- 
eries in the Dominion, who had made this subject the study of his life- 
time, it was a very indiscreet thing indeed, however eminent in science 
or in law or in Delaware politics they were, not to avail themselves of 
the advice, of the assistance, and the suggestions of the representatives 
of the fishing interests in this body and in the other House. 

Mr. GRAY. Ido not want to interrupt the Senator if he objects to 
an interruption; but will the Senator from Massachusetts undertake to 
say that the negotiators on the American side of this treaty, Mr. Put- 
nam and Mr. Angell, to say nothing of the Secretary of State, were in- 
ferior in equipment for the duties that were imposed upon them to Mr. 
Chamberlain or Sir Lionel Sackville West; that there was anything in 
the occupations, history, or previous studies of those gentlemen that 
made them at all inferior in equipment for negotiation to either of the 
gentlemen whom I have named, one of them certainly not a practical 
diplomatist, and the other not so eminent that any fair American law- 
yer should fear to come in competition with him ? 

Mr, HOAR. I think that the training of a New England lawyer in 
a commercial city, and the training of a man as professor in a univer- 
sity in the West, and the training of an able and honorable United 
States Senator from Delaware, however honorable those positions and 
functions in life may be, did not fit them to cope on terms of equality, 
eithet in diplomacy or in special knowledge, with the men whom Great 
Britain sent on the other side, and I think that the result of that dip- 
lomatic attempt on the part of those gentlemen will abundantly sat- 
isfy the Senate of that fact. 

Mr. GRAY. What special training had Mr. Chamberlain, or what 
special training had Sir Lionel Sackville West, which rendered them 
superior to the American negotiators? 

Mr. HOAR. Isupposeit had been the business of Mr. West to study 
the question for the last ten years. 

Mr. GRAY. And what better selection could have been made in 
ape bee where we have no trained school of diplomatists, than was 
made? 

Mr. HOAR. I wouldsuggest that Mr. WILLIAM P. FRYE, of Maine; 
Mr. W. H. Trescott; General WILLIAM COGSWELL, of Salem, Mass. ; 
Mr. Fitz J. Babson, of Gloucester, or Mr. Charles Levi Woodbury would 
“have saved us from the disgrace and humiliation of this treaty. 

One other matter I ought to advert to. The Committee on Foreign 
Relations very properly calls attention to the refusal by the President, 
under the advice of the Secretary of State, to communicate to the Sen- 
ate confidentially the course of the negotiations and discussions, and 
the various propon jana and arguments arisingin the negotiation. The 
committee deems the refusal contrary to the constitutional relation be- 
tween the President and the Senate, and the reverse of the continuous 
practice in such matters from the beginning of the Government until 
this time. The Secretary of State alleges as the reason for the refusal— 


That the negotiation is intrusted to the discretion of the Executive, and that it 
could not hopefully be entered on without the guaranty of mutual confidence 
between the agents. 


He implies that his refusal is due to some confidential obligation to 
the British side of the conference. But Sir Charles Tupper, on the 
other hand, in his speech of May 10, expresses his— 
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So itis clear, Mr. President, that this concealment from the Senate 
of what took place there as preliminary to the treaty is solely of Mr. 
Bayard’s own seeking, and is contrary to the expectation and to the 
desire of the British commissioners. Thesuggestion of the confidential 
character of this communication, and that it is essential in order that 
such proceedings might be hopefully entered upon, finds no support 
in the understanding of the other side. Something took place there 
which Sir Charles Tupper desired and expected to make known to 
Canada, and which the Administration desires and expects to conceal, 
not only from the American people, but from the Senate, to whom the 
Constitution commits the duty of advising in regard to the transaction. 

Now, Mr. President, what was the present occasion for a revision of 
our international relations with Canada? We had, it is true, long- 
standing differences, growing out of conflicting claims under the treaty 
of 1818 and in regard to our rights before that treaty. But these claims 
were not the subject of the present disturbance. The wrongs with 
which this treaty does not deal are the wrongs which had so excited 
public indignation. The recent and present subject of American com- 
plaint is the attempt on the part of Canada to compel a change in our 


customs laws, a purely domestic concern, for her benefit, by vexatious 
and inhospitable treatment of our vessels, in violation of the plain laws 


of international courtesy. To that complaint it was the duty of the 
Administration to have addressed itself. The grievances recently suf 
fered by the American vessels whose names have been furnished us by 
the President in his communications have, I believe, in no instance 
grown out of their having fished in the territory disputed under the 
treaty of 1818. There have been but two American vessels seized for 
fishing outside the 3-mile line since the treaty of 1818. One was the 
Washington in 1843, seized in the Bay of Fundy, and decided by the 
umpire to whom the two nations submitted the case to be within our 
rights under that treaty. The other was the case of the Argus. The 
Administration have passed by the American grievance, have got 
neither indemnity for the past nor security for time to come, have done 
all that was in their power to do to put future redress ont of our reach. 

They have entered upon a negotiation in regard to matters not in- 
stantly pressing, and in dealing with those have yielded nearly all that 
was of value in the American claim, what clearly belonged to us, and 
what we had always enjoyed as matter of right, without any adequate 
or important equivalent. 

The law of March 3, 1887, passed with but one dissenting voice in 
each House, ‘gives the President authority to prohibit the entrance to 
our ports of the vessels of any foreign power or any port, district, or 
dependency thereof, or any class of such vessels, when he shall be sat- 
isfied that our vessels are unjustly vexed or harassed there. But how 
must he be hampered and restrained in the exercise of that discretion 
by his own public utterances, and those of the Secretary of State made 
since this treaty was proposed, and by the concessions implied in the 
instrument itself. 

We claim that the refusal to fishing vessels of the ordinary rights of 
hospitality and commercial privileges. is a violation of the law and 
usages of nations as established in modern times, justifying, not war, 
but a like refusal in our discretion to any vessel from the offending 
port or district. Now, here we have a treaty stipulating for certain 
restricted and conditional privileges to our fishing vessels, therefore 
clearly recognizing the propriety of withholding them in all other 
cases. How can the President and Secretary ever hereafter put in force 
the provisions of the statute of March 3, 1887 in retaliation for conduct 
whose propriety they have themselves so admitted? The rights of 
common humanity to our vessels in distress have been withheld in 
many flagrant instances. This isa grievance for which the cessation 
of the intercourse in respect to which the complaint arises furnishes 
abundantremedy. The treaty provides for removal of this grievance 
to a limited extent and on strict conditions. The President can 
hardly hereafter make the continuance of these grievances a ground 
of complaint in the cases he has not provided for. 

But the important question is the substance of the treaty itself. If 
Iam right—and if I am wrong the ablest statesmen of America in 
every generation have been wrong—if Iam right this is no mere ques- 
tion of the investment of a few hundred thousand dollars and the em- 
ployment of a few thousand men; these may be transferred to equal 
profit elsewhere. It is a question of the strength of the right arm of 
this nation. It is a question of its power to ward off or to return a 
blow in any fature war. It isa question of that naval strength with- 
out which our commerce and our coast cities are alike to be at the 
mercy of any enemy who may attack them. It enters largely into the 
question whether as a maritime power we are to be equal, not to Great 
Britain, but even to Canada. It is a question, not of the price of fish, 
but of the limits and the efficiency of the American naval school. 

The pending negotiation has to do with a good many separate ques- 
tions, They relate to four principal subjects of difference: 

The extent of territory in which the United States possess rights of 
fishery, including shore rights; ‘ 

The treatment due to our vessels on the coasts and in the ports of th 
British North American dependencies; 

The claim tor indemnity for past grievances in the treatment of our 
fishermen; 

The abandonment of our established protective policy for the benefit 
of British fishermen. 

In regard to each of these, the Secretary of State seems to have dealt 
with the subject, I will not say in total ignorance, but in total disre- 
gard of the American position and the American rights. He says, in 
his letter to gentlemen in Boston, that ‘‘ the sole and difficult question 
to which the treaty relates is that of the fishery rights of one nation in 
the jurisdictional waters of another.’? This is the statement of the 
American case from the British point of view. Mr. Bayard’s letter 
and the utterances of a few other supporters of the treaty are the first 
and only statements of this character ever heard on this side of the At- 
lantic south of the Canadian border since the continent was settled. 
We have always held, and there is abundant British authority to sup- 
port our claim, that we were joint owners of a great ocean fishery which 
our fathers had helped to conquer and to acquire, and which had been 
granted to Massachusetts by her charter, a property where the fishery 
was the principal and the shore right the accessory, and that at the 
Revolution we made a partition of that property; that we did not gain 
or acquire that right by the treaty of 1783, but simply retained it and 
had it acknowledged, and that it rests to-day on the same foundation 
as our title to our independence, or our title to the soil of the State of 
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„Maine. The jurisdiction of shore or adjacent waters had nothing to 
do with it. IfI were to undertake to support this view by marshal- 
ing all the American authorities, I must speak a week; I must cite 
every American historian, every American writer on public law, every 
American diplomatist who has dealt with the subject from John Ad- 
ams down to Mr. Wharton, the present accomplished law adviser of 
the Department of State. 

The Continental Congress, as early as 1778, declared the ultimatum 
on which peace should be made with England— 

1, Independence; 

2. The recognition of our claim to the fisheries; 

3. Free navigation of the Mississippi. 

They enforced this by the further agreement that every stipulation 
respecting the fisheries must receive the assent of every State. 

John Adams has left it on record that when he went abroad as our 
representative in 1778, and again when the treaty of 1783 was nego- 
tiated, his knowledge of the fisheries and his sense of their importance 
were what induced him to take the mission. Hecalls them— 

That great source of wealth, that great nursery of seamen, that great means 
of power. 

He declared that unless our claims were fully recognized the States 
would carry on the war alone. He said: 

His country had ordered him to make no peace without clear acknowledg- 
ment of the right to the fishery, and by that declaration he would stand. 

His letters to William Cranch, to James Lloyd, to Richard Rush, 
to William Tudor, and William Thomas set forth the whole grounds 
of our rights as an original part of our nationalempire. This right 
was completely acknowledged -by the highest English authorities. 
When the British Parliament passed the act of March, 1775— 


To restrain the trade and commerce of the provinces of Massachusetts Bay 
and New Hampshire and the colonies of Connecticut and Rhode Island and 
Providence Plantations; and to prohibit such colonies from carrying on any 

on the banks of Newfoundland, and other places therein mentioned— 
sixteen peers, among them Lord Camden and Lord Rockingham, pro- 
tested. Among their reasons they said: . 

Because the people of New England, besides the natural claim of mankind to 
the gifts of Providence on their coast, ure specially entitled to the fishery by 
their charters, which have never been declared forfeited. 

In the debate on the articles of peace in the House of Lords, Lord 
Loughborough, the ablest lawyer of his party, said: 

The fishery on the shores retained by Britain is in the next article not ceded, 
but recognized as a right inherent in the Americans, which though no longer 
British subjects, they are to continue to enjoy unmolested. 

This was denied nowhere in the debate. 

John Adams took greater satisfaction in his achievement securing 
our fisheries in the treaty of 1783 than in any other of the great actsof 
his life. After the treaty of 1783 he had a seal struck with the figures 
of the pine tree, the deer, and the fish, emblems of the territory and 
the fisheries secured in 1783. He had it engraved anew in 1815 with 
the motto, ‘' Piscemur, venemur, ut olim.’’ I have here an impression 
taken from the original seal of 1815, This letter from John Quincy 
Adams tells its story: 

Quixcy, Seplember 3, 1836. 


My Dear Son: On this day, the anniv: of the definitive treaty of peace 
of 1783, whereby the independence of the United States of America was recog- 
nized, and the anniversary of your own marriage, I give you aseal, the impres- 
sion upon which was a device of my father, to commemorate the successful as- 
sertion of two great interests in the negotiation for the , the liberty of the 
fisheries, and the boundary securing the acquisition of the western lands. The 
deer, the pine tree, and the fish are the emblems representing those interests. 

‘The seal which my father had engraved in 1783 was without the motto. He 

ve itin his lifetime to your deceased brother John, to whose family it be- 
| eo That which I now give to you I had engraved by his direction at Lon- 
don in 1815, shortly after the conclusion of the treaty of peace at Ghent, on the 
24th of December, 1814, at the negotiation of which the same interests, the fish- 
erties, and the boundary had been deeply involved. The motto, Piscemur, ven- 
emur, ut olim, is from Horace. 

I request you, should the blessing of Heaven preserve the life of 
Charles Francis, and make him worthy of your approbation, to give it at your 
own time to him asa token of remembrance of my father, who gave it to me, 


and of yours. 
JOHN QUINCY ADAMS. 

My con, CHARLES FRANCIS ADAMS. 

The negotiations of 1815 and 1818 were under the control of as 
dauntless and uncompromising a spirit, and one quite as alive to the 
value of the fisheries and the dishonor of abandoning them as that of 
John Adams himself. If John Quincy Adams, the senior envoy at 
Ghent, and the Secretary of State in 1818, had consented to a treaty 
bearing the construction which is now claimed he never could have 
gone home to face his father. When the war of 1812 ended, Great 
Britain set up the preposterous claim that the war had abrogated all 
treaties, and that with the treaty of 1783 our rights in the fisheries 
were gone, There was alarm in New England; but it was quieted by 
the knowledge that Jphn Quincy Adams was one of our representatives. 
Tt was well said at that time that, as 

John Adams saved the fisheries once, his son would a second time, 

When some one expressed a fear that the other commissioners would 
not stand by his son, the old man wrote in 1814, that— 


Bayard, Russell, Clay, or even Gallatin would cede the fee-simple of the 
United States as soon as they would cede the fisheries. 


When land made the claim at Ghent that the war had abrogated 
the treaty of 1783, and that our fishery rights both at sea and on shore 


our son 
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came from that treaty and had fallen with it, our commissioners an- 
swered that our right to the fisheries stood on the same foundation as 
our right to our independence or to our territory, and that this right 
was not affected by the war, and that they were instructed not to bring 
the same into discussion. Mr. Adams, in his letters in reply to Tona- 
than Russell, shows that this claim is not only supported by Vattel, 
but is established by abundant British authorities, One of the British 
commissioners has left on record his opinion that the failure by Great 
Britain to reject this claim in the treaty amounts to an assent to it. 
Mr. Adams distinctly declares that our right was not the creation of 
the treaty of 1783. 

It was the ry use of the right at any time theretofore as British sab- 
jects, and the acknowledgment by Great Britain of its continuance in the peo- 
ple of the United States after the treaty of separation. 

The letter of instruction to our commissioners at Ghent says: 


Information has been received that it is probable thata demand will be made 
to surrender our right to the fisheries. Should it be made, you will, of course, 
treat it as it deserves. If insisted on your negotiations will cease. 

Our commissioners notified those of Great Britain that they were not 
authorized to discuss these rights. The treaty was concluded without 
mentioning them. Mr. Adams declared four years after the convention 
of 1818: ; 

Our doctrine was sound in itself, and maintainable on the most enlarged, hu- 
mane, and generous principles of international law. * Since that the 
principle asserted by the American plenipotentiaries at Ghent has been still as- 
serted and maintained through the long and arduous negotiation with Great 
Britain, and has passed the ordeal of minds of no inferior ability. It has ter- 
minated in a new and satisfactory arrangementof the greatinterest connected 
with it, and in the substantial admission of the picopi asserted by the Ameri- 
can plenipotentiaries. * * * This principle is yet important to great inter- 
ests and to the future welfare of the country. 


He states in a terse and weighty sentence the whole controversy: 

ey considered it a British grant; we considered it a British acknowledg- 
ment, 

Mr. President, it is obvious that if the war of 1812 abrogated our 
fishery rights a new war will abrogate the treaty of 1816 and give us 
Vancouver’s Island and fifty-four forty. 

We were only insisting upon a doctrine many times asserted by emi- 
nent British authorities, and by the great continental writers on the 
law of nations. Vattel says: 

Although a nation may appropriate to itself a fishery upon its own coast and 
within its own jurisdiction, yetif it has once acknowledged the common right 
of other nations to come and fish there, it can no longer exclude them from it; 
it has left that fishery in its primitive freedom, at least with respect to those 
who have been in possession of it, 

He cites the herring fishery on the coast of England as being com- 
mon to them with other nations, because they had not appropriated it 
to themselves from the beginning. 

It is clear, then, Mr. President, that we had and have everything 
that was assigned to us in the partition of 1783, everything that Eng-" 
land then acknowledged to be ours that we did not renounce in 1818., 

That treaty leaves the deep-sea and bank fisheries untouched, as not 
capable of being questioned. It then expressly affirms the right of the 
United States to take fish on the whole western coast of Newfoundland 
and on the southern coast as far eastward as the Rameau Islands; also 
on the coast of Labrador from Mount Joli northward indefinitely; also 
on the Magdalen Islands; also to dry and cure fish on the unsettled 
portions of said coast. We had before no right to dry and cure fish in 
Newfoundland; but we had the right to take fish on the whole shores 
of the British possessions in North America. We renounced in 1818 
the right to take fish on the coast of Nova Scotia and on the eastern 
shore of Newfoundland and the shore at the mouth of theSt. Lawrence 
westward from Mount Joli, and gained the shore rights on a consider- 
able strip of Newfoundland. ‘There is, as far as I know, no claim any- 
where that the right to dry fish on these shores or to take them within 
3 marine miles, renounced in 1818, was of any considerable importance. 
But the treaty of 1818 is censured for two reasons: 

First, because in the clause in which the United States ‘‘renounce 
forever any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed by the inhabitants 
thereof to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 3 marine miles of any of 
the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of his Britannic Majesty’s domin- 
ions in America, not included within the above-mentioned limits,” 
the use of the words ‘‘bays’’ has left it open for England to claim 
that we are excluded from all territory within 3 miles from any body 
of water included between headlands, whatever may be its size. 

Second, that in enumerating certain privileges to be thenceforth en- 
joyed by our fishermen, it impliedly renounced all others. 

A small part of this criticism is well founded. The use of the gen- 
eral term ‘‘bays,’’ taken literally and without regard to the subject- 
matter of the negotiation, would bave excluded us from substantially 
all the shore fisheries, even those conceded to us by the other express 
language of the treaty. * It would shutusout from the whole Gulf of St. 
Lawrence itself. That is certainly a bay. Itisnota ‘‘bay’’ included 
within the above-mentioned limits; but the above-mentioned limits, 
nearly all of them, are included within it. If you except Labrador, 
north of theStraits of Belle Isle, there is nota league of the territory within 
which our shore rights are reserved which is not within the Gulf of St. 
Lawrence, which all, I believe, was formerly included in the name 
Baie des Chaleurs. This is all Mr, Webster and Mr. Everett have con- 
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ceded. All their criticism on the treaty of 1818 was uttered before 
the award of 1853. The language of the treaty gave Great Britain a 
pretext for raising a difficulty. But, as I shall presently show, it is a 
pretext which she never herself has seriously undertaken to enforce, 
and which, but for the defenders of this treaty, never would have had 
a place of dignity in this discussion, i 

The other criticism upon the treaty of 1818 is absolutely without 
force. Senators talk as if the negotiators of the treaty of 1818 had, in 
some way, renounced or abandoned or failed to obtain a provision for 
suitable hospitalities for our fishermen in Canadian ports, and this has 
made all the trouble. This is another mistake. Prior to 1818 no 
American vessel, whether employed in fishing or commerce, had the 
right to enter a British-American port for any purpose whatever. They 
could fish on the fishthg-grounds where the inhabitants of both coun- 
tries used to fish. They could go on the shore to dry fish. But they 
could not enter a harbor, unless it were a place used for fishing. They 
could buy nothing or sell nothing. They could not refit or ship a 
crew or go into the interior or go home byland. Now everything stip- 
ulated in their behalf in the treaty of 1818 was a clear gain. It fa- 
vored the fisherman so far above all vessels whatever, It enabled him 
to get his bearings and shelter and water and fuel. The policy of 
England, which to all other commerce was as ferocious as that of the 
cannibal of the south seas, relaxed toward the fishermen almost to the 
dim and faint courtesy of her savage Highlander. 

‘Stranger, what dost thou require?” 
“Rest, and a guide, and food, and fire.” 

The treaty of 1818 was a Democratic measure. The commissioners 
were Albert Gallatin, Jefferson’s Secretary of the Treasury, and Rich- 
ard Rush, the friend, disciple, and eulogist of Calhoun. The Presi- 
dent was James Monroe. TheSecretary was John Quincy Adams, who 
had been with Gallatin at Ghent. He was little likely tosurrender any 
right of a New England fisherman. If you had dissected his brave and 
stont heart you would have found fisheries written on it. 

John Quincy Adams sounded a clarion of triumph when the treaty 
of 1818 was concluded. The great object of his father’s life, save inde- 
pendence, the object without which his father believed that independ- 
ence itself could not be maintained—the great object of his own public 
service, until those later days when he stood almost alone for the right 
of petition against a hostile House of Representatives, had been secured. 

The British pretension that the war had destroyed our fishing rights 
had been abandoned. Important privileges had been gained for the 
fishermen which were allowed to no other persons whatever. Shore 
Epa on of the continent had been abandoned, but others on the 
island of Newfoundland had been secured in their stead, 

We haye gained by the convention of 1818— 

he says— i 

an adjustment of the contest prenra 
tion restricts the liberties in some small de, , but it enlarges them propably 
in ad e not less useful. It has secured the whole coast fishery of let Qos 
of the British dominions, except within 3 marine miles of the shores, with the 
liberty of using all the harbors for shelter, for repairing damages, and for obtain- 
ing wood and water. It has secured the whole participation in the Labrador 
fisheries: the most important part of the whole, and of which it was at Ghent 
eis we the intention of the British Government at all events to deprive us, 

* * The convention also secured to us the rightofdryingand curing the 
fish on a part of the island of Newfoundland, which had not been enjoyed un- 
der the treaty of 1783; it has narrowed down the pretensions of exclusive terri- 
torial jurisdiction with reference to those fisheries to 3 marine miles from the 
shores. Upon the whole, I consider this interest as secured by the convention 


of 1818 in a manner as advantageous as it had been by the treaty of 1783,—Adams 
to Russell, page 241, 


You see, therefore, Mr. President, that the second criticism of the 
treaty of 1818 wholly disappears. Fishermen who brave the perils of 
the seas to supply food for mankind are the favorites of public law 
everywhere. It is a strange argument that because in 1818 the diplo- 
macy of America gained for her fishermen an advantage by which they 
were excepted from Great Britain’s tyrannous and barbarous policy of 
non,intercourse with her colonies, they should have no part in the hu- 
mane and liberal policies of later times. 

The first criticism on the treaty of 1818, if you deal only with the 
words and phrases of asingle clause, has a little more foundation. But 
it disappears when you look at the whole instrument. The purpose of 
the clause was to move back the line of the fisheries 3 miles, When 
they spoke of drying and curing fish ‘‘in the bays, creeks, or harbors ’’ 
they were using differing phrases to describe the little inlets of the 
shore. The Gulf of St. Lawrence, then all included in common par- 
lance in the name ‘‘The Bay of Chaleurs,” was not included in the 
limits where the privilege of drying fish was admitted, but itself in- 
cluded within its own limits all those of the coast excepting only 
that part of Labrador north of the Straits of Belle Isle. The treaty ex- 
pressly admits us to the Magdalen Islands, to the coast of Labrador 
east of Mount Joli, and to the south and west coast of Newfoundland. 
The British pretension would involve the absurdity that we may, under 
the treaty, take and dry fish on those coasts, but can not do it in the 
waters which surround them. 

Further, the treaty speaks of the unsettled bays, harbors, and creeks, 
showing that it was a description of a shore line that it was making. 

Further, it reserves the right to enter the bays, harbors, etc., where 
we are excluded from fishing, for purposes of shelter. How absurd to 


our whole principle. The conven- 
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suppose that they were thinking of the Bay of Fundy, of the Bay of 
Chaleurs, of the Gulf of St. Lawrence, when they spoke of an entry for 
the purpose of shelter. A ship outside of one of these ina storm 
would of course keep the open sea. 

But the historic evidence is equally decisive. Mr. Rush has left on 
record his testimony that this clause of renunciation was drawn by 
him and inserted at the request of the American commissioners, in 
order that the whole transaction might appear as an assertion of the 
original American rights as acknowledged in 1783, which could only 
be lost or limited by express release. The British plenipotentiaries 
did not desire it. Mr. Rush declares that neither he nor Mr. Gallatin 
would have signed the treaty if it excluded us from any waters but 
those within 3 miles of the coast. Mr. Adams had had prepared 
most carefully a statement of our fisheries for the use of the negotiators 
of 1815 from competent merchants engaged in the business. He also 
had a letter from James Lloyd, then Senator from Massachusetts, and 
one of the most accomplished statesmen of that day. Mr. Lloyd’s let- 
ter is a most admirable and valuable summary of the history and con- 
dition of the fishing interests of Massachusetts, which then included 
Maine. Whatever may be the case now, these bays were then, as they 
may be again, the most valuable part of our fishing grounds. Mr. 
Lloyd says: 

The shores, the creeks, the inlets of the Bay of Fundy, the Bay of Chaleurs, 
andthe Gulf of St. Lawrence, the Straits of Belle Isle, and the coast of Labra- 
dor appear to have been designed by the God of nature as the great ovarium of 
fish—the inexhaustible repository of this species of food, not only for the sup- 
ply of the American but of the European continent. At the proper season, to 
catch them in endless abundance, little more of effort is needed than to bait the 
hook and pull the line, and occasionally even this is not cw preryt & In clear 
weather, near the shores, myriads are visible, and the strand isat times almost 
literally paved with them. 

He further says— 

That on a Sunday the New England fishermen swarmed like flies upon the 

ore, 

He says— : 

The provincials, in 1807 or 1808, stationed a watchman nearthe Straits of Canso 
to count the number of American vessels which passed those straits on this em- 
ployment, who returned 938 as the number actually ascertained by him to have 


passed, and doubtless many others, during the night, or in a storm, or thick 
weather, escaped his observation. 

For twenty-five years, as Mr. Rush declares—and he was minister 
to England for seven—as Mr. Marcy, the Secretary of State, declares, 
and as Mr. Stevenson, our minister to England, declared in a letter 
to the English secretary for foreign affairs, without denial, no serious 
claim was made that we had no right in the great bays more than 6 
miles wide. We have exercised that right from that day to this. In 
1843, at the instigation of the colonial authorities, Great Britain seized 
two of our fishing vessels, one, the Washington, for fishing in the Bay 
of Fundy, the other, the Argus, for fishing on St. Anne’s k, on the 
northern coast of Cape Breton. Both vessels were in a large bay more 
than 6 miles wide; both were more than 3 miles from the shore, 
and both were in waters whose shores on both sides were in Pritish 
jurisdiction. It is true, one of the outer headlands of the Bay of Fundy 
is in Maine, if you treat the coast on the mainland as forming the head- 
land, and not the British island of St. Menan,which lies just off that 
eoast. But the Bay of Fundy borders on Maine but for a few miles, 
on the most liberal estimate. The ship was far in the bay, 10 miles 
from Annapolis, where the shores were British on both sides, and had 
been for more than 60 miles inward from the open sea. These cases 
were submitted to arbitration in 1853. The British Government in 
the mean time had ordered that no further seizures should be made in 
waters more than 3 miles from the shore. The case was referred by 
the two Governments to arbitration. The umpire decided in favor of 
the American claim. This is his language: 

The question turns, so far as relates to the treaty stipulations, on the mean- 
ing given to the word “ bays” in the treaty of 1783. By that treaty the Ameri- 
cans had no migos to dry and cure fish on the shores and bays of Newfoundland, 
but they had right on the shores, coasts, bays, harbors, ahd creeks of Nova 
Scotia, and as they must land to cure fish on the shores, bays, and crecks, they 
were evidently itted to the shores of the bays, ete, By the treaty of 1818 
the same right is granted to cure fish on the coasts, bays, etc., of Newfound- 
land, But the Americans relinquished that right and the right to fish within 
3 miles of the coasts, bays, etc., of Nova Scotia. Taking it for granted that the 
framers of the treaty intended that the word “ bay” or “ bays” should have the 
same meaning in al and no mention being made of headlands, there ap- 
pears no doubt that the Washington, in fishing 10 miles from the shore, violated 
no stipulation of the treaty. 

It was urged on behalf of the British Government that by " coasts,” ‘‘ bays,” 
etc., is understood an line drawn along the coast from headland to 
headland and that the jurisdiction of Her Majesty extends 3 marine miles out- 
side of this line, thus closing all the bays on the coast or shore, and that great 
body of water called the Payot Fundy, against Americans and others, making 

is doctrine of the headlands is new and has re- 


meaty pn 839, in which “it 
eral limit for the exclusive right of fishery apa the coasts of the two countries, 
shall, with respect to bays the mouths of which do not exceed 10 miles in width, 


miles Mes kata 130 to 140 miles long; it 
y, 
body of water, has the same meaning as that applied to the 
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mind, irresistible that the Bay of Fundy is not a British bay, nor a bay within 
the meaning of the word as used in the treaties of 1783 and 1818. 

The owners ot the Washington, or their legal representatives are, therefore, 
entitled to compensation; and are hereby awarded, not the amount of their 
claim (which is excessive), but the sum of $3,000,due on the 15th of January, 


Iam amazed that so good a lawyer as the Senator from Delaware 
should have worked himself into the belief that this does not decide 
the whole questiou. Mr. Bates gives his decision, and puts it exclu- 
sively on the ground that bays in 1818 mean the same thing as in 1783, 
a description of the shore line, and that a vessel ‘‘ ten miles from shore 
violates no stipulation of the treaty.” Thisis stated by him as the 
ground of his decision. It settled not only the Bay of Fundy, but 
the whole contention between the two Governments. Then he goes 
on to speak of some special arguments of Great Britain; first, the head- 
land theory. He rejects that as new, and having a proper limit in the 
convention lately made with France. He adds thatthe Bay of Fundy 
has one of its headlands American, and is not a bay within the mean- 
ing of the word as used in the treaties of 1783 and 1818. Now, it will 
be seen that although the fact is mentioned that one of the outer head- 
lands of the Bay of Fundy is in the United States, the decision is not 
put on that ground, but expressly on the ground that the Bay of Fundy 
is nota bay within the meaning of the treaty, that ‘ bay, creek, harbor, 
and coast,’? where we were to dry fish by the treaty.of 1783, meant 
the shore line, and that the words had the same meaning in 1818, and 
that a vessel 10 miles from the shore is not within the treaty at all. 

The same decision is made in the case of the Argus. No opinion 
was there given, because the principle of the opinion in the case of the 
Washington covered it. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Massachusetts will 
allow me—I do not intend to interject in his speech any portion of the 
debate we had some time ago on the occasion of my discussion of this 
point—but I am quite willing, as long as he has recited the whole 
of the opinion of Mr. Bates, that it should be submitted to the Senate 
for its judgment as to the ground upon which that decision was made. 
Notwithstanding the Senator’s exegesis and at the risk of his question- 
ing my ability as a lawyer, I yet can not see why a careful reading of 
that opinion will not justify the conclusion to which I came originally 
with my study of that question, that the ground upon which that 
opinion is based is that the Bay of Fundy, so called, is not a bay at all 
within the meaning of the treaty of 1818, and that the language of the 
umpire, Mr. Bates, in connecting that opinion with that illative 
conjunction ‘‘ therefore,’’ fully justifies the conclusion at which I have 
arrived. 

But if the Senator will pardon me, while Iam on my feet I wish to 
correct what is of course not an intentional mistake in the statement 
of the case of the Argus. Hespeaks of the Argus as haying been seized 
in the Bay of St. Anne. I call his attention to the evidence in the 
case of the captain and crew, that she was seized not within the Bay 
of St. Anne but upon St. Anne’s Bank, which is quite another situation 
and far outside of the limits of these waters which are properly called 
the Bay of St. Anne. 

Mr. HOAR. I had intended to make that correction myself, but 
inadvertently as I passed it Isaid ‘‘St. Anne’s Bay.” It is unimportant 
however, as affects the principle. St. Anne’s Bank is within a line 
from headland to headland, but it is outside of the body of what I 
spoke of, which has been named St. Anne’s Bay; so that the giving us 
damages for that was a rejection simply of the British headland theory. 

We have it then setiled by the history of the original transaction, 
settled by subsequent practice, settled by a fair construction of the 
whole of the treaty, and especially settled by asolemn adjudi- 
cation binding upon both nations, that the treaty of 1818 only with- 
drew our fishery rights 3 miles from the shore. 

Now, Mr. President, the difficulties of the last three years have noth- 
ing to do with the question of the trne limits of our fishing-ground. 
They relate solely to an i itable and vexatious abuse of our ves- 
sels for the purpose of compelling us to alter ourdomestic arrangements 
as to duties on imports. 

Now, what an unwise, blundering, timid, un-American diplomacy 
is that which, when one hundred and fifty American ships cry out to 
their Government for redress of vexatious treatment in British 
for denial of ordinary hospitalities, for oppressive use of legal author- 
ity, to turn wholly away from their injury and suffer Great Britain to 
discuss over again the interpretation of the treaty of 1818 as to fishing 
limits, and take down from her walls the rusty, disused weapons of 
seventy years ago and brandish them again in ourfaces! Whatstates- 
manship, what patriotism is it for President and Secretary and Demo- 
cratic Senators to set themselves with one voice to arguing the British 
case ! , 

They tell us we ought to negotiate. We have negotiated, and are 
content with the results. They tell us we ought to arbitrate. We 
have arbitrated, and have two judgments in our favor. What treaty 
is likely to be better for us than the treaty of 1818. What arbitration 
more likely to result in our favor than the arbitrament of 1853? The 
RDE which caused the attack on our fishing vessels at Fortune Bay 

first time we attempted to exercise there our rights after the Hal- 
ifax award, the spirit which has dealt with these one hundred and fif- 


teen cases of American vessels seeking hospitality, will never be altered 
until our markets are given up to Canadian fishermen and our own 
fishermen are driven from their trade. That spirit will find as many 
opportunities for its exercise under the new treaty as under the old. ~ 
Our complaint of Mr. Cleveland is not that he negotiated, but that 
he refused to negotiate in regard to the American grievance. That he 
puts off toa more convenient season. He negotiates where we need 
no negotiation, and leaves our condition worse than he findsit. Our 
demand for redress, which is a fit subject for negotiation, the gravity 
of which he has again and again admitted, he wholly ignores or post- 
pones. He has done the things he ought not to have done and has left 
undone the things he ought to have done. 2 
In the year 1886, according to the information laid before us by the 
Executive, 700 American fishing vessels, and inel887, 1,362 American 
ing vessels were boarded and called to account by British officials 
in British-American waters or ports. According to the minority of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, nearly 400 vessels have been involved 
in seizures or other interferences. More than 150 of these have com- 
plained toour Government. One hundred and fifteen of them have been 
the subject of diplomatic complaintto Great Britain on the part of our 
Executive. These were no light or frivolous complaints. ‘The Secre- 
tary of State in his diplomatic correspondence with England, where, 
if anywhere, the language of caution and moderation is appropriate, 
denounces the acts of the British authorities as ‘‘ outrageous,” as 
“brutal,” “inhospitable,” “‘inhuman.’? The President indorses the 
action of the Secretary and desires to have the evidence taken and pre- 
served in perpetuam rei memoriam, that demand for redress may be 
enforced against England. Secretary Manning declares that: 
The Dominion of Canada brutally excludes American fishermen from Cana- 
dian ports— 
and says that he— 


hopes there never will be such passionate spite displayed by the officers of this 
Government as has during the last summer been exhibited in the Dominion of 
Canada toward well-meaning American fishermen. 


These are not sentimental grievances. Voyages broken up, vessels 
condemned on frivolous pretexts, the common decencies of hospitality 


‘denied, refusal even to replace the food that had been given to their 


own perishing seamen; a Canadian she-wolf would have had more grat- 
itude to the man who had succored her young; the American flag 
hauled down from an American mast head by a Canadian officer. Why, 
in the old days here would have been matter for a hundred wars. 

Mr. Bayard promised the owners of the David J. Adams, in his let- 
ter of June 30, 1886, that— 


Reparation for all losses unlawfully caused by fore authority will be the 
subject of international presentation and demand. psjii * 


And now we are quietly told, in the corner of a report, that these 
claims have not been considered, as some demands are made against us 
for interfering with seal fisheries in the North Pacific, and both sub- 
jects are adjourned to a future time. Itis not too much to say that, 
while this Administration shall exist there will neither be nor 
hope nor expectation of redress for any outrage committed by Great 
Britain upon an American anywhere. 

For the insult to our flag we get no apology from Great Britain. We 
are informed by the British minister that the Canadian Government 
regrets it. But we have no diplomatic or internatitnal relations with 
Canada. She is to us but a bureau or de ent. The act should 
either be disavowed and punished by Great Britain, or Great Britain 
must be held ible. 

we get no indemnity for the past. Is there any security for the fu- 
ture? 

There is nothing in the instrument very difficult of comprehension. 
There are nominally sixteen articles in it. There are really but five 
that are absolute. There is one other that takes effect if we repeal our 
duty on fish. 

First. It provides new limiis for our right of fishing near Canadian 
shores. The first nine articles deal with this one subject. 

Second. It provides in two articles for the treatment of American 
fishing vessels entering Canadian harbors for shelter, repairs, wood, or 
water. 

Third. It gives to ‘fishing vessels of Canada and Newfoundland on 
the Atlantic coast of the United States all the privileges reserved and 
secured by this treaty to United States vessels in the aforesaid waters 
of Canada and Newfoundland.’’ 

Fourth. It agrees that every United States fishing vessel shall coii- 
spicuously exhibit its number on each bow. 

Fifth. It provides for the trial and punishment of the United States 
vessels unlawfully fishing or preparing to fish, or otherwise violating 
the laws of Great Britain, Canada, or Newfoundland ‘‘relating to the 
right of fishery in such waters, bays, creeks, or harbors.’’ 

Sixth. It provides that when we admit their fish-oil, whale-oil, seal- 
oil, and fish of all kinds free of duty, we may enter their ports, etc., to 

provisions and supplies, to ship crews, and transship cargoes. 

As to each of these matters the treaty leaves us worse than it found 


us. 
It does not afford redress of grievances. 3 

a does not provide against the recurrence of causes of complaint in 
ture. 
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It concedes valuable rights which ought not to be surrendered. 

It gains no valuable rights which we do not now possess. 

Tt negotiates in regard to matters which, under the special circum- 
stances, should not be the subject of negotiation. 

It fails to negotiate and bring into settlement matters which per- 
emptorily demand settlement. 

It gets much less than it is worth for what it proposes to give, and 
much less than Canada had already shown her willingness to pay. 

It leaves us in much worse attitude for future negotiation. 

It shows an utter want of appreciation for the national value of our 
fisheries and the respects in which they are important. It shows an 
utter insensibility to the national honor, dignity, and character. 

The whole tone and temper of the negotiation is feeble, spiritless, 
ignoble, and timid. 

I have already spoken of the failure of the Executive to obtain or 
even to demand redress of grievances and insults. The President and 
Secretary had committed themselves; they had in their diplomatic cor- 
respondence committed the nation to the assertion that our fishermen 
and the nation itself had been outraged by these proceedings. Both 
Houses of Congress had united in an expression to the same effect. This 
does not reston American authority alone. Mr. Davies, of Prince Ed- 
ward Island, I believe an eminent, I know a very able member of the 
Canadian Parliament, who followed Sir Charles Tupper in the recent 
debate, and who will not be charged with not taking the side of Canada 
to the extreme, said in that debate: 

They were not satisfied with putting a construction upon the treaty andthen 
carrying out that constroction in a firm and reasonable way, but they were de- 
termined that the customs laws of this country should be d in to harass, 
to irritate, to worry, and drive to desperation the American ermen, as it did 
drive them to desperation. 

Now, what occasion was there to reopen the old dispute as to the 
meaning of the word “bays” in the treaty of 1818? That had noth- 
ing to do with the vexations to which our vessels were subjected. We 
had, as has been seen, two judgments which settled the question in 
our favor. The matter was substantially at rest. There had been a 
little Canadian talk on the subject, but Great Britain had given it up. 
This is thoroughly admitted by both sides in the colloquy lately had 
in the Parliament of Canada between Sir Charles Tupper and the Hon. 
Peter Mitchell, lately minister of marine and fisheries, under Sir 
John Macdonald, and the highest authority in Canada on this subject, 
unless we except Sir Charles Tupper himself. 


Sir ORARLES TUPPER. I can only say that nobody knows better than my hon- 
orable friend that Great Britain induced him to recall his regulations and in- 
structions, after he had issued them, and restricted his jurisdiction to within 3 
monas of the shore. 


And why? Because Great Britain could control the govern- 


r. MITCHELL. 
ment of this country, and I had to do it; that is why- 
e s * + * . * 


Sir CAARLES TUPPER. There was also a dispatch from Lord Granville. Now, 
under the pressure of this, as my honorable friend has stated, he changed his 
instructions in reference to the 10 miles and put in 6 miles, and forbade his offi- 
cers to interfere with the American fishermen, not as in the first instructions he 
gave, if they were within 3 miles of the mouth of the bay, but only if they were 
within 3 miles of the shore, and he says: 

“Until further instructed, therefore, you will not interfere with any Ameri- 
ican fisherman unless found within 3 miles of the shore, or within 3 miles of a 
line drawn across the mouth of a bay or creek, which, though in parts more 
than 6 miles is less than 6 | ical miles in width at its mouth. In 
the case of any other bay, as Baie des C urs, for example ”— 

The very bay he excluded them from was more than 10 miles wide— 
“you will not interfere with any United States fishing vessel, or boat, or any 
American fishermen, unless they are found within 3 es of the shore.” 

Mr. MITCHELL. Under positive instructions from England, against my repre- 
sentations and everything else. 

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I think I have satisfied my honorable friend that, as 
far as Her s Government were concerned, while they maintained the 
bays, and the result is, as my hono: 


gero the treaty, they were un to the question of 

e friend knows, that for the last thirty- 

four certainly since 1854—and I will not go further back than 185i—there 

has fsa Do interference with eA pii fishing vessels unless they 
were within 3 miles of the shore, in bays or elsewhere. 

See how completely these gentlemen both admit the practical refusal 
of Great Britain forthe last forty years to countenance thisabsurd claim. 
Now, what did you want to open it for? 

But in one respect these gentlemen are wrong. They are wrong in 
stating that Great Britain maintained a different view for the first forty 

I have shown from the evidence of Mr. Rush that this construc- 
tion of that treaty was never heard of for the first twenty-five years, 
from 1818 to 1843, when the Washington was seized. 

Now, our Administration begin this treaty by nine articles, in which 
they give up substantially this entire contention. There are, itis true, 
some or bends of the coast from which the preposterous head- 
land theory, which Mr. Bates, the umpire, says was never before heard 
of, might exclude us. But I do not now recall a single body of water 
which appears on the map to have the name of a bay, except the Bay of 
Fundy and St. George’s Bay, to which weare hereafter to have admis- 
sion if the treaty be ratified. Even St. Anne’s Bay the treaty shuts 
against us. 

Can the Senator think of any single body of water except the Bay of 
Fundy and the St. George’s Bay, in which we have admission, which 
bears the name of ‘‘bay?’’ 

Mr. GRAY. Ican point you ont some that have no geographical 
name. 


Mr. HOAR. You do not recall the name? 

Mr. GRAY. I think I can point you out some. 

Mr. HOAR. It is said that the delimited waters have little value as 
fishing grounds. Areport of the Committee on Foreign Relations made 
January 19, 1887, is cited, which expresses the opinion that theright to 
take fish within 3 miles of the shore is of no practical value to Amer- 
ican fishermen; that purse-seines can not be safely or profitably used 
near the shore; that the schools of mackerel are almost always found 
more than 3 miles from land, either in great bays and gulfs or out at 
sea. Sup this all to be true to-day, it does not follow that our 
rights areof no value. The commitiee are speaking only of the present 
use of a right to go within 3 miles of land. They expressly except 
great bays and gulfs. But the habit of these fish to resort to par-~ 
ticular localities, which has changed once, may change again. Mr. 
Lloyd, in his letter of 1815, says: 

The shores, creeks, and outlets ot the Bay of Fundy, the Bay of Chaleur, the ~ 
Gulf of St. Lawrence, and the straits of Belle Isle are the great ovarium of 
fish. In clear weather, near the shores, myriads are visible, and the strand is 
almost literally paved with them. 

This fish, which have changed their places of resort before, may change 
again. Artificial propagation, which depends for its importance on the 
unerring habit of the fish to return to the place where it was hatched, 
may stock these shores and inlets anew with a supply as abundant as 
ofold. Whatever the committee may have said, or whatever fishermen 
may have said, as to the present value of these bays and inlets under 
the conditions now existing, or for a few years past or to come, neither 
the highest American nor the highest Canadian authorities believe the 
rights we yield by this treaty to be of small importance. President 
Arthur, in his message of December, 1883, says: 

I suggest that Congress create a commission to consider the gencral ques- 
tion ef our rights in the fisheries,and the means of opening to our citizens, 
under just and enduring conditions, the richly-stocked fishing waters of British 
North America. - 

When the President wrote these words we had everything beyond 
dispute except what Great Britain claims we renounced by the treaty 
of 1818. 

Now, what thinks Canada? Sir Charles Tupper, in his speech in 
which he reports the proceedings of the negotiators, says: 

There was one subject on which I was glad to find that the American pleni- 
potentiariesand myself were entirelyasone. They exp no wish to acquire 
the right to fish in the jurisdictional waters of Canada. With that expression 
of opinion on their part I heartily concurred, I believe, sir, it would have been 
dificult to obtain any possible treaty that would repay Canada for having her in- 
estimable fishing grounds thrown open again to United Slates fishermen, 

Mr. Davies answers him: 

I agree that the inshore fisheries of Canada are the most valuable possession 
she has to-day. 

Note this remarkable assertion. Mr. Bayard writes to Boston that— 

The sole and difficult question was of the fishery rights of one country in the 
jurisdictional waters of another. 

Yet Mr. Bayard, according to Sir Charles Tupper, did not express 
the slightest wish to have that question decided in our favor. 

No, Mr. President, the surrender of these ancient fishing rights, which 
the valor of our fathers won for us and the diplomacy of our fathers 
secured for us, can not be palliated by the feeble excuse that they are 
of little worth. Great Britain makes no contention for trifles. ‘These 
many thonsand square miles of fishing ground have been, are, and will 
hereafter be of vast importance both to our fisheries and to our naval 
school, as none know better than the astute men who represented Great 
Britain and Canada. 

Note the remarkable assertion of Sir Charles Tupper in this state- 
ment, made on his responsibility in the Canadian Parliament, that they 
were not even asked by the American commissioners to treat with us 
on the subject which Mr. Bayard declared was the sole and difficult 
question which existed between the two Governments, and the Amer- 
ican rights were all surrendered. 

Nor can this surrender be justified on the ground that it renounces 
any cause of contention or makes it easier for the fisherman to know 
whether he is within the prohibited limits. The present limit is 3 
miles from the shore. That can be judged easily by a practicéd eye. 
The judgment is aided by a thousand landmarks and seamarks. But 
under the treaty, with the exception of six of the twelve bays thatare 
named, the line of exclusion is 3 miles seaward from ani i line 
drawn across the water where the bay is 10 miles wide. Who can tell, 
in the night, in the fog, in the storm, when he is 3 miles from an imag- 
inary line drawn 10 miles through the water? Do not you think the 
fishermen will get over the line sometimes, even innocently, when they 
are after a school of mackerel? If you get overthe line and are canght 
fishing or preparing to fish, your vessel, appurtenances, cargo, and sup- 
plies are gone. 

Mr. GRAY. The line of exclusion of which the Senator speaks is to 
exclude American fishing vessels from fishing within—— 

Mr. HOAR. Or preparing to fish. 

Mr. GRAY. Or preparing to fish. Ido not know that the Sena- 
tor’s eloquent phrase in regard to vessels being unable to discern that 
line at midnight or in a storm is very applicable. I do not know that 
a vessel can undertake to fish at midnight or in a storm or is very par- 
ticular about the line where it may be. ‘The line, as I nibdeniiand 46 
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is to mark the limit of the right of fishing or preparing to fish. Iam 
” speaking of the Senator’s language about midnight and the storm. 


Mr. HOAR. Did the Senator ever hear of a tog? 

Mr. GRAY. Oh, yes, and have seen them. 

Mr. HOAR. Does the Senator suppose that anybody would fish in 
a fog? 

Mr. GRAY. But take the case the Senator mentioned. 

Mr. HOAR. Take the case of a storm at night and the line then 
being seen. 


Take this stipulation in connection with the provision of the Cana- 
dian law, which I shall speak of again, and which now stands, and is 
hereafter to stand, in spite of this treaty: Revised Statutes of Canada, 
chapter 94, section 10, of fishing by foreign vessels: 

Ifa dispute arises as to whether any seizure has or has not been legally made, 
or as to whether the person who se was or was notauthorized to seize under 
this act, oral evidence may be taken,and the burden of proving the illegality of 
the seizure shall lie upon the owner or claimant. 

Now look at section 15: 


If, on any information or suit brought to trial under this act, judgment is given 
for the c ant, and the court or judge certifies that there was probable cause 
for seizure, the claimant shall not be entitled to costs, and the person who made 
the seizure shall not be liable to any indictment or suit on account thereof; and 
if any suit or prosecution is brought against any person on account of any seiz- 
ure under this act and judgment is given against him, and the court or judge 
certifies that there was probable cause for the seizure, the plaintiff, besides the 
thing seized, or its value, shall not recover more than 4 cents damages, and shall 
not recover any costs, and the defendant shall not be fined more than 20 cents, 

The voyage may be broken up; the fisherman may be absolutely 
innocent; the cargo may be spoiled; the ship may be lost while in 
charge of the men who seized it; yet if, on this oral testimony, the 
man who made the seizure, on his complaint, can get a judge to certify 
that he was misled by somebody else, or by mistake of fact or plage, so 
that he had probable cause, no suit whatever will lie against him; and 
if the suit be first brought against him by the owner, there shall be no 
costs, and 4 cents damages. The testimony is to be oral. Senators 
know something of the evidence in admiralty suits even at their best. 
I am afraid Captain Quigley, of the Canadian schooner Terror, will 
find little difficulty in persuading his sailors to think and to testify 
that every American vessel he shall board hereafter is within the pro- 
hibited line. 

Edward Everett told me that he was once sitting at midnight on the 
deck of the Scotia as she passed Cape Race, on astormy and dark night. 
He asked Captain Judkins how near he supposed himself to be to Cape 
Race. The captain answered, ‘‘ Within 5 or6 miles.” A little while 
afterwards Mr, Everett asked him how near he could tell his actual 
position with certainty. The captain answered, ‘‘ Within 8 or 10 
miles.” 

Another section provides that three-quarters of what the vessel and 
cargo sell for, which is fishing or preparing to fish within the limits, 
may be distributed among the sailors. Oral evidence may be taken, 
The sailors on board the Canadian vessel which makes the seizure are 
bribed, if I may use so gross a term, by three-quarters of the value ot 
the thing seized, and the burden of proof is put upon the owner of the 
vessel which has been seized, and that is a thing which does not seem 
to have entered Mr. Bayard’s head. 

Now, Mr. President, everybody is familiar with the evidence which 
is got in admiralty causes from sailors—— 

Mr. GRAY. I only want to say, if the Senator from Massachusetts 
will indulge me—and I do not wish to interrupt him unnecessarily— 
that the provision of the Canadian law which places the burden of proof 
upon the vessel seized to disprove her contravention of that provision, 
harsh as it seems, and undoubtedly is, is the counterpart of the laws of 
the United States in regard to customs seizures, and the laws of the 
United States are quite as rigorous, and they place in so many words 
the burden of proof upon the vessel seized to disprove the contraven- 
tion of customs regulations or laws, But however that may be, I call 
the attention of the Senator from Massachusetts to the clause in the 
treaty which, for the first time in our diplomacy, undertakes by treaty 
stipulation to limit the scope of the municipal law of another country 
in its effects and operations upon our fishermen, 

Mr, HOAR. We differ altogether in our point of view. I utterly 
deny that the customs laws throughout this country contain any pro- 
visions which are like that; but the Senator from Delaware, if he will 
give me his attention for one moment, I think will see the very great 
difference between the two cases. 

We have the right to impose on vessels that import merchandise into 
this country the obligation of showing that when they come in they are 
in compliance with our law. They are within our jurisdiction, and, 
reasonable or unreasonable, they have no cause of complaint. But here 
is the fisherman of the United States exercising his right on the high 
seas, or his right where he is as much within the exercise of his own 
property as the Canadian is in his own dwelling. And now to say that 
a little Canadian vessel may seize an American who is in the exercise 
of his own public right, secured to him by the law of nations and by 
special treaty, a right which he got for Great Britain in the first place, 
and that she shall hold over his head the obligation to have his vessel 
confiscated—and there is another provision of that law which provides 
that if the judge says there is probable cause for the seizure there shall 


be only 4 cents damages and 20 cents costs for the recovery—to say that 
that should be done when a Canadian court, on the evidence of a lot of 
sailors who are to have three-quarters of the thing in dispute as a bribe, 
shall certify that there was probable cause for seizure! I can not believe 
that, upon reflection, my honorable and patriotic friend from Delaware 
will stand here and advocate or justify such a condition of things. 

Mr. GRAY. I did not attempt, if the Senator will allow me, to ad- 
vocate or justify anything. I merely wanted to point out the fact that 
barbarous as it may seem—and I think a great deal about our custom- 
laws is barbarous—— 

Mr. HOAR. This is no customs law. 

Mr. GRAY. I know it is not; but it is a law which does undertake 
to place upon the vessel seized just that barbarous and unnatural rule 
that the party seized shall have the burden placed upon him to disprove 
the allegation. 

Mr. HOAR. Does not my honorable friend see that we are talking 
about the condition of an American fisherman, prosecuting his fishing 
right on the high seas? Suppose a little Canadian fellow comes along 
and takes a vessel worth $20,000 or $30,000 and says, ‘‘ You werenoton 
the highseas, but you were a rod over 3 miles from this 10-mile line drawn 
from headland to headland. Itake youintoCanada.’’ And there those 
sailors are to have three-quarters of that sum distributed among them. 
To claim that the man was a few rods one way or the other from this 
line, what has that to do with the American customs laws? 

Mr, GRAY. Nothing, except thatit is a mode of enforcing the law. 

Mr. HOAR. A man coming to an American port submits himself 
to American authority and American jurisdiction and American law. 

I would not speak with disrespect of the Canadian courts. I have 
known personally some of their jurists. There are others who stand 
in high and deserved repute among the great lights of jurisprudence. 
But I do not know what local tribunals may be charged with the ad- 
ministration and interpretation of thislaw. Our Canadian friends will 
pardon me if I must, in this instance, judge of their jurisprudence by 
their legislation. The Canadian judge must be expected to interpret _ 
their Jaws in the spirit which inspired them, and to carry out the pur- 
pose for which they were confessedly enacted. That purpose was, as 
Mr. Davies declared in the Parliament of Canada, ‘‘ that the customs 
laws of this country shall be dragged in to harass, to irritate, to worry, 
and drive to desperation the American fishermen, as it did drive them 
to desperation.” That Mr. Davies is high authority will appear from 
a sketch of his career, which I take from Appleton’s Biographical Dic- 
tionary and append to these remarks. (See Appendix J.) 

Mr. GRAY. Will the Senator allow me to read, while I have the 
book in my hand, five lines from our Revised Statutes, which support 
the assertion I have made. 

Mr. HOAR. Yes, sir, 

Mr. GRAY. Iread from section 909 of the Revised Statutes, which 
says: 

In suits or informations brought, where any seizure is made pursuant to any 
act providing for or regulating the collection of duties on imports or tonnage, 
if the property is claimed by any person, the burden of proof shall lie upon such 
claimant: Provided, That probable cause is shown for such prosecution, to be 
judged of by the court. 

Mr. HOAR. That is, the burden of proving the property. 

Mr. GRAY. But putting the burden of proof on the ‘‘claimant’’ 
the Senator of course knows is quite technical. 

Mr. HOAR. I can not understand how a lawyer of such eminence 
as my honorable friend, of the patriotic purpose and candor which 
we know he possesses, should in the zeal of his defense of this extraor- 
dinary performance satisfy himself that there is any resemblance be- 
tween a United States statute, which says that where a man claims 
property the burden of proof shall be on him, and astatute which says 
that when property in my possession is seized—it may be on the high 
seas—the burden of proof is put upon me to prove that that seizure was 
illegai. I can not see, myself, any possible resemblance between the 


two. 

Mr. GRAY, If the Senator will pardon me, it is not very relevant, 
but at the same time it is a question of accuracy. This provision of 
the Revised Statutes does just that thing, and where there is a seizure 
made and there is a claimant (which is a technical word for a man who 
is a defendant in a proceeding in rem), the burden of proof is on him 
as to everything that is charged, not only as to the ownership of the 
property, but as to the infraction of the customs laws. 

Mr. HOAR. Does the Senator mean to say that if I could seize a 
British vessel in the port of New York I could hold on to that vessel? 

Mr. GRAY. So far as the charge made was for the infraction of the 
laws as to customs duties. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam constrained to say that I do not believe it. 

Mr. GRAY. ‘Thestatute says so. I do not say so. 

Mr. HOAR. I do not believe the statute meantanysuch thing. If 
it did, there is no possible resemblance between seizing the vessel of 
another nation when it is in its own right, in its own place, and a ves- 
sel going into the port of another country and submitting it-—— 

Mr. GRAY. It is a barbarous rule of evidence, but it is the rule. 


Mr. HOAR. There is no possible resemblance between the two cases, 
‘These first nine articles of the treaty, then, instead of surrendering a 
thingof no value in theinterestof peace, surrender what isof great value 
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in theinterest ot discord. _The purpose of Canada to drive our fishermen 
from the sea and to compel us to open our markets to support theirs, 
will remain unchanged, or will be stimulated to new efforts by this 
achievement. A hundred seizures, a hundred vexations, a hundred 
quarrels will arise where one has arisen before. If dishonor to our 
flag, if vexation, brutality, inhospitality, outrage, have produced for 
her this harvest, what motive will she have for other conduct here- 
after? She has tried already, to her entire satisfaction, what virtue 
there is in stones. She will not be likely to resort to words or grass 
hereafter. 

Within the past three weeks the news comes of the American ship 
Bridgewater, a vessel of 1,557 tons, which put into Shelburne, Nova 
Scotia, in distress for repairs, having encountered a heavy gale. She 
had sailed from St. John, New Brunswick, for Liverpool with a cargo 
of deals. The owners of the cargo, foreseeing a long detention, trans- 
ferred it to another ship. The owner of the vessel offered it at auc- 
tion to see if he could sell it, but got no bids. On this the Canadian 
customs officer seized it as an importation, demanded 25 per cent. duty, 
and held it for eighty-one days. The Government then decided that 
the seizure was illegal. The collector then proposed to release the 
ship on condition that the owner would withdraw his protest, and re- 
lease the officer who made the seizure and the Government from all 
claim for damages. This the owner indignantly refused. The ship 
was then released without condition. The minister of justice gave the 
opinion that the owner had no claim against the seizing officer, and the 
Government refused to entertain his demand for redress. The owner 
lost his charter-party and his voyage, and thinks he was damaged full 

000. 
: 134 Macon STREET, BROOKLYN, June 5, 1888. 

DEAR SIR: I thank you for your valued favor of yesterday's date, 

When Mr. Rowell, the minister of customs of Canada, handed me his letter, 
which you have in print, declining to entertain my claim tor compensation, I 
remarked, after carefully reading it, “It is unfortunate you confess to the 
violation of law, but deny the ress. The matter will now goto the State 
Department, it being a governmental rather than a personal matter.” Mr. Row- 
ell replied, with a smile, ‘* You will get nothingthere, Of all the claims which 
have een lodged there against the government, we have not been called upon 
topay one; wesimply heard nothing more about them.” Atthe time I thought 
both this and his letter were intended to fayor me with a compromise, the 
deputy minister of justice having, a moment before, in the ante-room, put me 
in a position to make such offer. 

I can not see how,.Mr. Bayard can be indifferent to this. Not to ask foran 
explanation and remedy forthe pecuniary injury would simply be a confession 
that in treaty laws, in which our Government are a party to, we have no rights 
which even dependencies are bound to respect. The State Department must 
have received the papers Friday morning, butas yet I am without acknowledg- 
ment. 

e Very truly, yours, 


Hon. WILLIAM COGSWELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Mr. GRAY. What is the date of the letter? 

Mr. HOAR. June 5, 1888. 

Mr. GRAY. What connection has that with the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. HOAR. The purpose of reading this letter is not to comment 
on the failure of the State Department to do something about this. 

Mr. GRAY. It does not allege it. 

Mr. HOAR. No, it does not allege it. It is to call the attention of 
the Senate to the fact that the Canadian minister of customs smiled in the 
face of the injured citizen and told him that they never heard anything 
more from the American administration about these claims which the 
American administration over and over again had denounced as out- 

us and brutal and inhuman. 

When Mr. Seward made a speech from a balcony in 1866 and asked 
his audience what he should say to the Emperor of France, a voice in 
the crowd cried out, ‘‘Tell him to get out of Mexico!” The Emperor 
got out of Mexico pretty rapidly when Mr. Seward gave him the inti- 
mation. When General Grant asked his countrymen who had suffered 
from the Alabama to leave their bill for collection with him, England 
sent her commissioners here with an apology and paid the bill. When Mr. 
Adams was told by Earl Russell that the law officersof the Crown found 
no law to prevent the going out of the rams, Mr. Adams quietly an- 
swered, ‘‘It issuperfluous to observe to your lordship that this is war.” 
The rams were stopped inan hour. WhenSalisbury, the present prime 
minister, was told by Mr. Evarts that the Fortune Bay affair would be 
treated as abrogation of the treaty, he reversed the decision and paid 
the bill. There was Republican diplomacy. The weakest Canadian 
official laughs in the face of an American complainant when he thinks 
of Grover Sleda and Mr. Bayard. 

The Senator from Alabama told us the other day how he thought 
the South would look at this business. He said, if I correctly under- 
stood him, that the masters of these fishing vessels were holders and 
importers of slaves. He said the fishermen were asmall per cent. of the 
population of the country. He said, too, as I understood him, that if 
the issue were presented to the people of the South whether we should 
have free fish or a war with England, they would prefer free fish. He 
now says, in reply to the Senator from Maine, that what he said was 
this: 


JOHN H. ALLEN. 


I admonished that side of the Chamber. and I respectfully do it again, that if 
you present to the people of the United States going to war with Great Britain 
against the question of letting in fish free of duty, you have a dangerous issue 
before you; that is all. 


——— Š O D A 


Whatan utterance is that! American vessels by the hundred seized, 
insulted, harassed, vexed, dishonored. The American flag hauled down 
from an American masthead. American mariners in foreign ports sub- 
jected to treatment which our Democratic Secretary declares is *‘out- 
rageous,’” ‘‘brutal,’’ ‘‘inhuman,’’ “‘inhospitable.’’ All this is done 
to bully us to put fish on our free-list, that the fishery marine and the 
naval strength of our rival may grow, and our fishing marine and naval 
nursery may dwindle and decay. And when the Senate of the United 
States is considering what to do about it the Senator from Alabama 
telis us these sailors of ours are few in number, and that ‘‘a question 
between putting fish on the free-list and war with Great Britain is a 
very dangerous issue.” Are we China, that opium is to be forced into 
our markets at the point of British bayonets or the mouth of British 
cannon ? 

The solid South is represented in this body by 34 votes. They are 
all Democrats save one. His seatis soon to be filled by a Democratic 
successor. “Of that 34, 29 have inserted in the official catalogue of the 
Senate as their title to honorable remembrance, a statement of distin- 
guished service in an attempt to destroy their country and bring its 
proud flag in dishonor to the dust. They are fond of telling us thatall 
thatis changed now. Theysay that ifthe country shall ever be in peril 
again, if the flag shall be menaced anew, whether jt be foreign levy or 
domestic malice, it shall find no readier or braver defenders than among 
the men who stood in arms against it. I, for one, have never ques- 
tioned their sincerity. I do not question it now. 

I know, as the people of the North know, that there was courage in 
thestout hearts which maintained that conflict for those four long years. 
I do not believe that the men of the noble Southern stock, who dis- 
played, even when in the wrong, the courage, the affection for home 
and State, the aptness for command, the constancy, the capacity for 
great affection and generous emotion, the readiness to encounter pov- 
erty and death and exile, which won the admiration of mankind, 
when the flag of the country which has forgiven them and restored 
them and trusted them is insulted and dishonored, will be quite con- 
tent to take their tone from the Secretary of State or the Senator from 
Alabama, 

There is no occasion for a note of war. Firmness and strength and 
calmness and dignity and understanding and maintaining our own just 
rights are much more likely to keep peace than the supplicating and 
yielding diplomacy of the present Administration. 

But the President expresses his peculiar satisfaction with the ninth 
article. 

Nothing in this treaty shall interrupt or affect the free navigation of the Strait 
of Canso by the fishing vessels of the United States, 

He says: 

The uninterrupted navigation of the Strait of Canso is expressly and for the 
first time affirmed. 

The treaty does not say that. It says: 

Ding. in this treaty shall interrupt or affect the free navigation by fishing 
vesseis. 

If there be any implication, it is that other vessels can not go there, 
if Canada objects. But this isan ancient way from the open sea to 
the Gulf of St. Lawrence, where our right is as unquestioned as it is 
to the Gulf of Mexico. Who ever denied it? Sir Charles Tupper 
utterly repudiates the President’s notion. He says that was nothing 
new. 

We provided simply that nothing in this treaty should interrupt the free 
navigation of the Straits of Canso, as previously enjoyed by fishing vessels, to 
which we confined it. 

This was put in by the Canadians themselves, because they had de- 
limited Chedabucto Bay. I suppose President Cleveland’s next move 
will be to surrender our right to visit two-thirds of the Mediterranean, 
and then claim great credit that he has saved the right to go through 
the Straits of Gibraltar. 

But the tenth and eleventh articles, which stipulate what United 
States fishing vessels may or may not do in the ports, bays, and har- 
bors of Canada and Newfoundland are those on which Mr. Cleveland 
specially plumes himself, 

I will append these articles to my remarks. [See Appendix K.] 
They provide that our fishing vessels when they enter bays or harbors 
where they can not go to fish, shall conform to harbor regulations com- 
mon to them and those of Canada; 

That they need not report, enter, or clear when they go in for shelter 
or repairs, except when they stay more than twenty-four hours or com- 
municate with the shore; 

‘They shall not be liable for compulsory pilotage; 

Nor, when they are there for either of the four permitted objects, for 
harbor or like dues; 

When they go in under stress of weather they may transship, reload, 
or sell their fish, subject to duty, when this is necessary as incident to 
repairs, and may replenish lost or damaged supplies and provisions; 

In case of death or sickness shall have needful facilities; 

May have license to buy provisions and supplies for their homeward 
voyage; 

And may be accorded on all occasions such facilities for casual or 
needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to trading 
vessels. 
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Now, unless I am mistaken, every one of these thingsis and has been 
for nearly sixty years granted to Canadian fishing vessels in Massachu- 
etts and Maine in recognition of the obligations of common decency, 
or international courtesy. 

This is the first treaty in our history, unless made with some half- 
savage chief, or in regard to ports closed to general commerce, where 
there has been an attempt to stipulate for the civilities of life. Itisa 
treaty which, for the first time, recognizes the doctrine that fishermen 
are to be dealt with as an inferior and less favored class, to whom may 
be rightfully and properly denied, with our consent, the courtesies and 
privileges extended to all other commerce. 

The treaty of 1818 limited, it is true, the rights of our fishermen in 
British North America to shelter, repair, wood and water. But that 
was an exception in their favor. That was anassertion of the doctrine 
of international law, that fishermen, who provide food for mankind, 
are the favorites of that law. Some writers, some treaties, I think, 
declare that they shall not be disturbed in their occupationeyen in war, 
Yet now, because, in the day of our weakness, when every American 
port in British dominions was hermetically sealed against all our ships, 
the diplomacy of John Quincy Adams and Albert Gallatin gained for 
our fishermen privileges denied to all others, the present Administration 
submits to put them in a situation of marked inferiority to all others. 
I confess I do not think it quite consistent with a proper self-respect 
to be negotiating with my neighbor just how far he shall and how far 
he shali not behave to me like a gentleman. 

The objection to these articles is not merely the trifling nature ot 
the concessions they gain, but it is their clear implication that we have 
no ground of rational complaintif the things they do not concede shall 
hereafter be denied to us, The vessel of commerce, under the modern 
law of nations, is welcomed and made at home. It is subjected to no 
other restriction than that of making proof of its character and friendly 
purpose, a reasonable contribution to port expenses, and compliance 
with the customs laws of the country where it finds hospitality. It 
comes and goes at its pleasure. Itis a grossly unfriendly act to deny 
it hospitality, freedom of intercourse, protection, equal access to the 
courts if any man do it a wrong, fair, prompt, equal, impartial trial it 
it be charged with doing a wrong to any man. 

I refuse my assent to this treaty, if for no other reason, because it 
declares and implies that the Massachusetts fisherman, with the full 
consent of his own Government, is hereafter to be exempt from this 
humane and beneficent principle. Whatever of thedecenciesof life are 
for him or for the flag which floats over him do not come as of right 
and in honor. They are to be doled out and measured out and begged 
for, and bargained for, and paid for. I have been told that it is an 
offense among the dwellers in the mountain regions of the South if the 
host does not invite the guest to take the whisky bottle into his own 
hand. ‘‘He allowanced me, sir,’’ was the description I oncg heard or 
that kind of hospitality. Yet, the American mariner is hereafter to 
get cold water and shelter on such terms only at the will of petty Ca- 
nadian officials, 

Mr. Bayard says if we will look at complaints which we have heard 
from our fishermen we shall find that none of them can happen again 
under this treaty. I am amazed that he can say so. I shall speak ot 
that presently. But one of the causes of complaint is that when our 
fishermen go in for shelter the Canadian officials do not leave it to their 
discretion to say when the storm is over, and they can safely depart, 
but order them off into the storm frequently before itis over. The 
skipper of the fishing vessel is apt to be tolerably weatherwise. He 
knows the signs off Labrador, or in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, or in the 
Bay of Fundy quite as well as alientenant on any British cruiser or any 

tty port official. He isin hurry enough to get back to his fishing; 
bat heis not permitted to be the judge, when he gets in for shelterin a 
storm, how long the safety of his vessel requires him to stay. This is 
one of the most frequent causes of trouble, and is left wholly without 
remedy in the treaty. 

I have a letter from the Hon. James Gifford, known personally to 
me as a highly respectable citizen of Provincetown, Mass., and late col- 
lector of that port, in which he says: 

The other matter against which there is indignant protest, namely, {he order- 
ing American fishing vessels to sea by officers of Dominion cruisers is in dero- 
gation of the dignity, rights, arid interests of master, crew, owners, and the 
country they re nt. Captains knowing better than any other persons can 
know the condition of their vessel, sails, spars, and ri ng, and as well able 
to judge of the weather as are others, esteem themselves judges of when 
to go to sea, and regard this interference by foreign officers as a gross indignity 
to themselves and to the flag under which they sail. In no other country is 
this outrage perpetrated upon captains of American vessels. This arbitrary in- 
terference with the perogatives, responsibilities, and duties of our masters, is 
not only keenly felt, but their vessels and crews are apr ny ee to serious 
peril and disaster. The following incident illustrates this fact : 

Capt, Samuel T. Hatch, of this place, master of the schooner Stowell Sher- 
man, in August, 1886, while fishing off the north coast of Prince Edward Island, 
in company with forty-five other American fishermen, was compelled by a 
northeast blow to seek shelter in the small, narrow harbor of Cascum ue. 
This r is al by a dangerous shoal across its mouth that takes up 
vessels, especially those of considerable draught, and particularly when the sea 
is running high, After lying there twenty-four hours, the commander of the 
cruiser Howlett entered the harbor and ered the entire fleetoff at once, Al- 
though the water had somewhat moderated and the wind had changed, the 
weather continued too rough to fish, and the easterly gale of the previous 


days caused the sea still to break on the bar at the entrance to the harbor, thus 
rendering it very hazardous for vessels to attempt the passage ows. The com- 


mande? of the Howlett was respectfully requested to delay the execution of his 
order, which he peremptorily refused to dc, 

Captain Graham, ot the schooner A. R. Crittenden,of Gloucester, remonstrated 
pyes that he was in charge of a valuable vessel and and for which 

© was responsible; that there was great danger of stranding his vessel should 
he then try to go out, and, if permitted to remain. he would sail as soon as the 
weather would safely permit. To this the Dominion officer replied that he did 
not care how valuable his vessel and ongo were, Be should leave the harbor 
immediately, The entire fleet nh aon! hove their cables and hoisted sail, 
ik yr to getting under way. ooner Fanny Sperling, being the first to 
make the trial. to leave port, wis soon stranded. 

The commander of the Howlett, alarmed at the result of his order, went to 
her assistance, called upon the crews of the other American fishermen for aid, 
and revoked his order to sail. But for the timely aid thus rendered by the com- 
bined crews of the fleet the Fanny Sperling would have become a total wreck— 
a fate that would probably have been shared by many of her companions had 
not the insolent order of the Dominion officer been canceled, To subject the 
safety of the vessels and crews of our fishermen to the caprice and insolence of 
petty Dominion officers is a grievance that ought not longer to be tolerated by 
or without a treaty, Yet I donot see in the pending treaty any modification 
even of this domineering assumption of despotic authority over our fishermen, 
Hence, if there were no other reason, I should be opposed to its ratification. 


Very respectfully, 
JAMES GIFFORD. 


This is nota solitary instance. In the Secretary of State's list of 
American vessels seized, retained, or warned off from Canadian ports 
during 1886 there are sixteen vessels in a single year warned off when 
in portforshelter. Professor Baird’s additional list contains a consider- 
able additional number. (See Appendix.L.) 

I may as well complete what I have to say here of Mr. Secretary 
Bayard’s singular delusion, that if you take the grievances confplained 
of, one by one, you will find the treaty provides against their recur- 
rence. Here is another most irritating annoyance which has escaped 
his attention, for which he has secured for us no remedy whatever. 


Provixcerowns, Mass., May 21, 1883. 

DEAR Sim: Representative R, T. Davis, having informed me of your inten- 
tion to address the Senate on the merits of the fisheries treaty, I venture to 
eall your attention to two matters of importance involved, which I have not 
seen elsewhere discussed, 

One is the seizure and fine of vessels for the landing of one or more of their 
crews prior to reporting the vessel at the custom-house, and the other is the or- 
dering our fishing vessels to sea, regardless of the judgment of the master as to 
the unsuitableness of the weather or condition of the vessel. 

As to the former, provision is made in the treaty, under article 10, for continu- 
ance of this unwarrantable and annoying practice, This article provides that 
‘vessels remaining more than twenty-four hours * * .* or communicating 
with the shore,” etc., must report at the custom-house, thereby furnishing a 
basis for perpetuating the seizures and fines complained of, 

Its adoption by the Senate would be an indorsement not only of the mulcting 
our vessels in the sum of , but also of imposing a restriction elsewhere un- 
known in our commercial relations. The mere landing of a vessel's crew, the 
taking no goods nor effects from the vessel, is not even in Canada made an of- 
fense, except when done by American fishermen; this prohibition to land prior 
to reporting is not applied to Dominion fishing, coasting, nor merchant vessels, 
as you will perceive by inclosed afidavit of Capt. John Newman, an intelli- 
gent and truthful gentleman, His statement can be verified by any number of 
American masters who frequented Dominion ports prior to 1885. Crews from 
foreign countries having been certified by local health officers as exempt from 
contagious diseases are free to land at any port in the United States where the 
may happen to enter, I am informed that this is the practice at Liverpool. 
England, and at all other foreign ports. 

Schooners Pear! Nelson, of Provincetown, and Everett Steele, of Gloucester, 
were seized and fined $200 each, under circumstances that exhibit the wanton- 
ness and arbitrary nature of the transactions, as may be seen on pages 52 and 55 
of Executive Document No. 19, December 8, 1886. The authorities at Ottawa at- 
tempted to justify these seizures by citing the provisions of sections 25 and 180, 
46 Victoria, chapter 12, quoted in said Executive Document No. 19, 

I think, however, you will agree with me that there is nota sentence or word, 
even by implication, in either of these citations that makes the landing of a ves- 
sel’s crew prior to reporting a violation of law. The continuance of seizures, 
therefore, of our vessels on the pretext indicated ought not to be assented to, 


Ferd eee JAMES GIFFORD. 


Personally appeared before me, James Gifford, a notary public, at the port of 
Provincetown, in the State of Massachusetts, this 12th day of March, 1887, John 
Newman, of Shediac, in the Province of New Brunswick, Dominion of Canada, 
who, being by me duly sworn, deposes and says that he has been master of ves- 
sels belonging to ports in said Dominion for ten years last t; that daring 
that eet he has frequently reported and ente the vessels under his com- 
mand at numerous customs-houses in such ports, but that in no instance has he 
been required by a customs oflicer therein to make report or entry of his vessel 
and cargo prior to allowing his crew to land; that it has been his invariable 
practice for his crews to land at any port in the Dominion of Canada on arrival 
of his vessel, without question of any customs officer as to whether or not he 
had previously reported to the customs office; thatthe last port at which he thus 
permitted his crew to land was at Richibucto, New Brunswick; that daring 
the period named he never heard from -a customs officer, or other person in 
the aforesaid Dominion, he had violated any revenue law or customs regula- 


tion by so doing. 
JONN NEWMAN. 
JAMES GIFFORD, 
Notary Public. 

The causes of grievance in these cases may be classified, asffollows: 

1. Indignity suffered by detention and search and by being warned 
off. 
2. The ordering of vessels out of harbors when Canadian officials 
deem there is no necessity for shelter. 

3. Onerous customs laws and the exaction of fees and dues. 

4. Refusal to sell necessary provisions and supplies. 

5. Unjust local laws regulating seizures and trials, 

These causes are rot removed by the treaty. On the contrary the 
following causes for dissatisfaction on the part of the American fisher- 
men, and opportunities for unreasonable conduct on the part of the 
Canadian authorities would still exist under the pending treaty. 


[sear] 
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1. Canadians could search all American vessels within the 3-mile 
limit; could question the masters on oath; could seize their vessels on 
a mere pretext, and could put them to the proof of the illegality of the 
seizure. 

2. The Canadians could order away vessels that had taken refuge in 
their ports whenever they cared to do so. 

3. The right to unload and transship is incident only to repairs. 

4. The only exemption given from burdensome harbor and customs 
laws is in case of shelter, or repairs, or the purchase of wood or water 
in a place not a port of entry. 

5. Provisions can be purchased only for the homeward voyage. 

_ 6. Only by free fish can Americans purchase commercial privileges. 

7. All the injustice of the fishing laws remains. The burden of 
proof is still on the defendant, and he is denied his remedy for illegal 


Mr. Putnam says in his defense of the treaty that— 

The words “ preparing tofish,” in statute 38 George III, have been the cause 
of many troubles, and are susceptible of a variety of constructions. 

But they are now introduced into the treaty itself, which consents 
that our vessels may be condemned, the penalty not to exceed the for- 
feiture of the entire ship and its contents, for preparing to fish. 

Mr. GRAY. “Preparing to fish therein.’’ 

Mr. HOAR. Yes; ‘‘preparing to fish therein.’ I hope the Senator 
will not interrupt me at this point. What Isay is that the words of 
the Canadian statute and the words of the treaty are identical, and I 
am talking about Mr. Bayard’s claim, that none of the prior difficulties 
will be heard of again if this treaty takes effect, and Mr. Putnam says 
that the words ‘‘ preparing tofish’’ have been the cause of many troubles, 
and are susceptible of a variety of constructions. 

Mr. GRAY. The Senator will allow me to suggest to him that even 
though the Canadian statute undertakes to punish by forfeiture of the 
vessel the preparing to fish by an American vessel in Canadian waters, 
whether that fishing for which they are preparing is within the in- 
hibited territory or without it, the treaty confines the right of punish- 
ing for preparing to fish within, not preparing to fish without. 

Mr. HOAR. I do not so understand it. 

Mr. GRAY. That is a very important point. 

Mr. HOAR. The word ‘‘therein’’ may aswell be claimed to qualify 
the words ‘‘ preparing to fish’ as to qualify the word ‘‘fish.”? But I 
do not want to dwell on that. That is not my point. 

Mr. GRAY. It only shows that there is an important difference. 

Mr. HOAR. I am talking about the question whether this treaty 
will remove the cause of trouble, and I say that your treaty which in- 
troduces this language is just as liable to cause the troubles which 
my honorable friend now suggests arose under the old Canadian statute. 

Mr. GRAY. Howcan it, may I ask the Senator from Massachusetts, 
when the old difficulty was that an American fishing vessel that went 
within the 3-mile limit and was charged with preparing to fish within 
that limit in waters outside of it was within the purview of the Cana- 
dian law, while under this treaty it is expressly stipulated that the only 
offense for which the vessel can be seized is preparing within any 
Canadian waters to fish therein? 

Mr. HOAR. ‘The treatydoes not sayso. The treaty says the entire 
vessel and its contents may be condemned if found fishing or preparing 
to fish therein, and Canada will claim unquestionably, no matter where 
yon are going to fish, if you are preparing to fish you are violating her 


wW. 

Mr. GRAY. That isa very flat contradiction. I only refer to the 
lan of the treaty. 

. HOAR. I do not wish to be at all discourteous to the Senator, 
but I think the Senator misunderstands the treaty. 

Mr. GRAY. That may be. 

Mr. HOAR. If the Senator and I differ, Canada and the United 
States may well differ, and if Canada and the United States differ, you 
have not got rid of your trouble. 

These words not only bind our Government to permit their citizens 
to be searched or punished for no offense, but only when the Canadian 
authorities shall think they are preparing to commit one; but they flatly 

. contradict Mr. Bayard’s allegation that the recurrence.of past causes 
of trouble is prevented for the future. 

Mr. Putnam goes on to say that there were four subjects of dispute 
between 1856 and 1884: 

1. Great bays. 

2. The headland theory. 

3. Whether the provincial officers would drive out our vessels from 
provincial bays and harbors when, in the judgment of the authorities, 
they did not in fact need shelter or repairs. 

4. The vexatious legislation which denies our citizens remedy in the 
case of transgression and the like. 

I have shown that under the treaty there will be more occasion for 
trouble than before. The third cause of trouble the treaty does not 
touch. The fourth I shall show in a moment it helps very slightly. 

Mr. GRAY. Will the Senator from Massachusetts allow me? 


The PRESIDENT protempore. Does the Senator from Massachusetts 
yield to the Senator from Delaware? 
Mr. HOAR. Certainly. 


Mr. GAY. Let me call the Senators attention to the language of 
Article XIV of the treaty? I understood the Senator from Colorado 
[ Mr. TELLER] tosay in hisseat that there was no such language in the 
treaty. In stipulating what acts may be punished by the Canadian 
law, Article XIV says: 

And for preparing in such waters— 

That is in Canadian waters— 
to unlawfally fish therein, penalties shall be fixed by the court, not to exceed 
those for unlawfully fishing. 

That is the language in Article XIV of this treaty, and I submit to 
the Senator and to the Senate that it does not seem susceptible of any 
other construction than that which I have given it. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, I think the Senator from Delaware is 
right as to the words ‘‘and for preparing in such waters to unlawfully 
fish therein;’’ but my point must remain, however, that the offense of 
preparation to fish is still left subject to the question of what is prepa- 
ration to fish. 

I do not find in these two articles or anywhere inthe treaty any jus- 
tification for the President’s claim that ‘‘it is framed in a spirit of lib- 
eral equity and reciprocal benefits,” or that ‘‘it will be satisfactory to 
those of our fishermen engaged in the deep-sea fisheries,’’ or that it 
gives the ‘‘privilege on all occasions of purchasing such casual and 
needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to trading 
vessels, 

On the contrary, this instrument adopts and recognizes to the fullest 
extent the pretension that the rights of our fishing vessels are measured 
by the convention of 1818, unaffected by the subsequent changes in 
the customs of nations or the commercial arrangements of 1830. It 
declares and admits in substance that because they were favorites of 
the law of nations then they are under its ban now; because they 
were better off than all other men then, the only Americans not out- 
lawed in British ports on this continent, they are to be worse off than 
all mankind now. 

There is nothing in this instrument which permits an American fish- 
erman to go into a Canadian port, harbor, or bay for any purpose not 
set forth in the treaty of 1818. 

Provided, however— 

Says that treaty— 


that the American fishermen shall be admitted to enter such bays or harbors 
for the purpose of shelter and repairing therein, of purchasing wood, 
and of obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever. 


That treaty, reaffirmed in this one by a hundred implications, opens 
the only narrow and inhospitable doorway by which the American fish- 
erman can getin. If he has gone in forshelter, under stress of weather 
or other casualty, he can then and then only— 

Unload, reload, transship, or sell his fish, subject to customs regulation, if it be 
necessary as an incident to repairs, and may replenish outfits, provisions, or 
supplies damaged or lost by disaster, . 

It is then only that he can get facilities in case of death or sickness, 
and then only that he can get supplies for his homeward voyage. 

They talk about the matter of compulsory pilotage and harbor dues, 
Massachusetts and Maine do not require Canadian fishing vessels to 
take a pilot, Their skippers know the coast as well as any pilot. 
They have no passengers. Their cargo is their own property. Can- 
ada can only maintain the requirement of compulsory pilotage for pur- 
poses of vexation and not for purposes of public security. She does 
not require it of herown fishermen. The dollar-and-a-half harbor due 
is unimportant except as a vexation. Sir Charles Tupper very frankly 
says in his speech as to this concession: 

The fact is that although there appears to be a considerable concession in 
that, it does not amount to much, 

He had just said substantially the same thing as to pilotage: 

That the play was not worth the candle. : 

He says also in regard to the concessions of Article XI, on which the 
President lays such stress, that the transshipment concession was a wise 
and judicious concession to make, He asks what would be thought of 
Canada if she denied it. He says that— 

In making it we were only acting from the dictates of humanity and from a 
due regard to the credit and reputation of our country all over the world. 

He also clearly implies that he deems the President's notion that the 
privileges of deep-sea fishermen are extended by the last clause of Article 
XI altogether wrong, and that it applies only to vessels coming in under 
stress of weather and for the homeward voyage. This is also affirmed 
hy the representatives of the government in the debates in the Cana- 
dian senate. Indeed Article XV shows that until fish is made free in 
the United States her vessels can enter only for the purposes specified 
in the treaty of 1818, 

As the delimitation articles absolutely surrender what was decided in 
our favor in the cases of the Washington and the Argus, so Article X 
and Article XIV surrender what was conceded in the Fortune Bay mat- 
ter to the spirited diplomacy of Mr. Evarts. Article X says our fish- 
ermen ‘‘shall conform to harbor regulations common to them and the 
fishing vesselsof Canada.” Article XIV says: ‘‘Forany other violation 


of the laws of Great Britain, Canada, or Newfoundland, relating to the 
right of fishery in such bays, creeks, or harbors, penalties shall be fixed 
by the coart.’? 
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They tried once before to subject us to their Sunday laws and their 
laws fixing a close season and their laws regulating the size of nets. 
This was under the treaty of 1871. Mr. Evarts remonstrated. Lord 
Salisbury asserted their right to compel us to submit to their laws, and 
said the law officers of the Crown had no doubt about it. Mr. Evarts 
told them he should treat it as an abrogation of the treaty, and Presi- 
dent Hayes sent a message to Congress advising the restoration of the 
duty on fish. Great Britain instantly yielded and paid $80,000 dam- 
ages. Now you would throw away all this without the slightest 
equivalent. Hereafter, under your brilliant diplomacy, Great Britain 
and Canada and Newfoundland are to make the laws under which we 
are to exercise our treaty rights. 

Mr. GRAY. With the Senator’s indulgence, I want to call his at- 
tention to a fact that appears in the correspondence, which I can not 
lay my hands upon now, in regard to the Fortune Bay outrage, so-called, 
that Great Britain did not yield the principle for which she contended, 
but consented to pay an indemnity, because, whatever might be her 
right to impose those laws upon American fishermen, she conceded that 
they could not be enforced by a mob. 

Mr. HOAR. That was a distinction without a difference. Great 
Britain agreed for a consideration that we might go into her bays to 
catch fish. We went there to catch fish, and we violated, as she said, 
her Sunday law, the law about the close season, and the law about the 
size of the nets. Mr. Evarts remonstrated, and Lord Salisbury replied 
that he had consulted the law officers of the Crown, and he and they 
were of opinion that England had granted us the right to fish subject 
to the right which her dependencies had—the right to make their laws 
to govern and regulate its exercise. 

‘Thereupon Mr. Evarts spoke with some indignation of the doctrine 
that they conld take away by legislation what they had given us by 
treaty. Then Lord Salisbury said that while that might not be true 
ef future legislation, at least of the past legislation which existed at the 
time of the treaty it must be true. Thereupon Mr. Evarts observed 
that if they had sold us a valuable fishery right without notifying us 
that it was under mortgage or other lien or incumbrance, it was an 
unusual transaction. Lord Salisbury replied in substance that he did 
not desire to hear anything more about the subject. Then Mr. Evarts 
recommended President Hayes to send a message to Congress inviting 
the revocation of the treaty and treating the English contention as a 
rejection of thetreaty, ThenSir Edward Thornton came to Mr. Evarts 
in a day after the thing was done and wanted to know why he did not 
give notice of this step. Mr. Evarts said he did not consider himself 
bound to doit, andSir Edward Thornton then inquired of Mr. Evarts 
if he was willing further to treat it as an open question, England hav- 
ing said she would not. Mr. Evarts said certainly. Thereupon Eng- 
land came in and paid $39,000 damages, and wehave not heard of that 
English pretension from that day to this. 

Mr. GRAY. Upon the ground I have stated. 

Mr. HOAR. If the Senator thinks that is the ground to be got out 
of it, all right, that is the story. 

I will not dwell upon Article XII, which, literally construed, gives 
to Canada and Newfoundland the same ownership in common in the 
waters of our whole Atlantic coast which the valor of our fathers ac- 
quired, and which were acknowledged in 1783 and in 1818 in the waters 
of Canada and Newfoundland so far as they are reserved or secured by 
this treaty. The British argument is much stronger, in my judgment, 
for this construction of Article XII than for tle claims to which Mr. 
Bayard and his associates have so tamely submitted. 

Nor will I dwell on the thirteenth article, regarded by our fishermen 
as so obnoxious and degrading. It requires every fishing vessel of the 
United States, whether she means to go near Canada or not, to wear a 
number conspicuously exhibited on each bow, a requirement not ap- 
plied to England’s own fishermen, strongly suggestive of tickets of leave 
and prison regulations. 

The fourteenth article is equally remarkable for what it declares 
Canada shall not do hereafter, and for whatit impliedly consents Canada 
may hereafter continue to do. Nobody, I suppose, expects that until 
we grant free fish, and free trade to Canadian products, there will be 
any change in the spirit, temper, policy, or purposeof Canada. What 
we have to complain of is that Canada has so framed her customs laws 
and her fishing laws as to subject our vessels to a series of seizures, 
confiscations, penalties, interruptions, and outrages. This malice she 
has deliberately enacted into law. Any of twenty officials, some of 
them of the pettiest order, may seize an American ship and cargo. The 
burden is put upon the owner of the vessel to show that theseizure was 
illegal. Ifthe local judge shall certify there was probable cause for 
the seizure, we get no costs, and only 4 cents damages. Thisis the ex- 
isting Canadian law, untouched, unrepealed, unaffected by this treaty. 

Extracts from the Canadian statute respecting fishing by foreign 
vessels are given in the appendix to these remarks (M). 

It will be seen that by these laws any petty customs or naval officer 
or justice of the peace may seize an American shipand cargo, although 
that ship may be in the exercise of-its rights and outside the 3-mile 
line; may take itto any port in Canada; may put it on trial wherever 
he please to detain it; may compel it to prove its innocence; shall be 
exempted from paying either damages or costs, if the court certify there 


was probable cause for seizure; may convict it or establish probable 
cause on the evidence of the Canadian sailors, who may receive three- 
fourths of the sum for which the ship and cargo are sold, if condemned; 
and that the suit by the owner can only be brought one month after 
notice left at the lastand usual place of abode of the captor, which may 
bein Great Britain; and can not be brought atall more than three months 
after the seizure; so that there are only two monthsin all within which 
such suit may be brought, even if the owner die, or besick, or insane, 
or be at a distance, 

You have fall knowledge of these things. You have complained of 
them. You have declared that they were put by Canada on her stat- 
ute-book to harass your fishermen and drive them to madness. You 
have denounced them as an outrage. And now, when you make your 
treaty, you put in it a few of the commonplaces of common right, 
and leave these outrages to continue. Worse than this. You declare 
that this treaty contains all that you can reasonably ask. You not 
only leave this Canadian legislation on her statute-book, but the Presi- 
dent and his Secretary indorse it, and estop us, so far as they can, 
from ever complaining of it again. You have contented yourself with 
so much. As to the rest, you must forever after hold your perce. 
This is what you call conciliation. 

Conciliate? It jest means be kicked, 
No metter how they phrase an’ tone it; 

It means thet we're to set down licked, 
Thet we're poor shotes an’ glad to own it. 

They have put into Article XIV a few stipulations for those common 
decencies of a fair trial, to which all mankind are entitled as of com- 
monright. But they accompany even these with the provision that the 
penalty for unlawfully fishing, however innocent or accidental, however 
theskipper may have mistaken his position, or however doubtful or con- 
flicting the evidence, may extend to the forfeiture of the vessel and 
everything on board. The penalty for preparing to fish may be fixed 
by the court and shall be no greater than for fishi The judgment 
of forfeiture (no lesser judgment) shall be reviewed by the governor- 
general. But if he approve the finding, it is quite doubtful if there be 
power vested in him to lessen the penalty. The unrepealed Canadian 
statute still makes the forfeiture for unlawful fishing absolute in all 
cases. But the second clause of Article XIV provides— 

Tha the proceedings shall be summary and inexpensive as prac- 
ticable; 

The ry shall be at the place of detention (not the place of seizure 
or near it); 

Security for costs shall not be required except when bail is offered. 
(They will have in their possession the whole ship and cargo); 

Reasonable bail shall be accepted; 

There shall be proper appeals; 

These shall be available to the defense only. (That is, the defend- 
ant shall not be twice put in jeopardy). 

I should like to ask Senators on the other side if there be one of 
these provisions, which to deny to a foreign sailor in her ports, without 
a treaty, in this close of the nineteenth century, would not make Can- 
ada a stench in the nostrils of mankind. 

There is not one of them that has been denied in a United States 
court since the country was settled. If the least of these privileges 
were denied to a British ship-owner in the courts of Boston we should 
hear from the British foreign office; or rather, we should not wait to 
hear from the British foreign office; we should remedy the grievance 
under the prompt and eager stimulant of our own public opinion. 

It is quite significant that the British plenipotentiaries did not ask 
us to put into the treaty any stipulation that we would give them the 
like justice in our courts. Nobody ever dreamed that it was possible 
for the United States to refuse to a foreigner in our ports as inexpensive 
a trial as practicable, a trial in the vicinage, exemption from security 
for costs when we hold his property, reasonable bail, and proper ap- 
peals. Every Senator on the other side of the Chamber would deem 
it a national insult to ask us for a promise in a treaty to observe the 
common decencies ot judicial proceedings. 

Mr. President, as I was saying just now, if we were to treat ten 
British ships in Boston as they have treated a hundred in Canada, we 
should hear an expression of anger from Downing street to which that 
which followed the seizure of Mason and Slidell would be tame. John 
Bull would not have much to say about postponement to some future 
time of a demand forredress. Howlong do you think he would submit 
to the law which gave 4 cents costs and 20 cents fine as the remedy for 
the illegal seizure of a vessel and cargo and put the burden of proof 
on the party whose vessel was taken from him to show that the seizure 
was illegal? 

Hear what Chief-Justice Cockburn in his work on Nationality lays 
down as the law of nations, recognized in Great Britain: 

In respect of personal rights, the alien, so long as he remains on British soil, 
is in the same position as the pets hiy subjects. The courts of this country 
are open to him as against foreigners in respect of iona for causes of action 
arising within the jurisdiction, and in respect of breach of contract for causes of 


action arising, either in this country or abroad, as against the British subjects, 
in respect of any cause of action wheresoever arising.—Cockburn on Nationality, 


page 149, 
This matter was well summed up almost thirty years ago by a very 
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wise young writer on international Jaw, one Hosea Biglow. I wish 
he had a single spark of his ancient spirit now: 
Ef I turned mad dogs loose, John, 
On your front parlor stairs, 
Would it jest meet your views, Joha, 
To wait an’ sue their heirs? 
Ole Uncle S., sez he, “I guess, 


Ion’ ess,” sez he, 
“Thet ef Vattel on his toes fell 

’Twould kind of rile J. B., 

As well as you and me.” 


Who made the law thet hurts, John, 
Heads I win, ditto tails? 
“J. B.” was on his shirts, John, 
Unless my memory fails. 
Ole Uncle S., says he, “ I guess, 
(I am good at that),” sez he, 
“That sauce for goose ain’t jest the juice 
For ganders with J. B., 
No more then you and me,” 


When your rights was our wrongs, John, 
You didn’t stop for fuss, 

Britanny’s trident prongs, John, 
Was good Bea, a law for us. 

Ole Uncle S., sez he, “ I guess, 
Though phizie ’s good,” sez he, 

“Tt doesn’t foller that he can swaller 
Prescriptions signed J. B. 
Put up by you and me.” 


We own the ocean, tu, John; 

You mustn't take it hard 

Ef we can’t think with you, John, 
It’s jest your ewn back yard. 

Ole Uncle 8., sez he, “I guess, 
Ef that’s his claim,” sez he, 

“The fencin’ stuff 'll cost enough 
To bust up friend J. B., 
As well as you and me,” 

T have not time to go into the detail of the Canadian customs laws. 
They will be found in Senate Document No. 113, pages 348, 401. 

The fifteenth article is to take effect when we remove the duty from 
fish-oil, whale-oil, seal-oil, and fish of all kinds. We are to have in 
exchange for that concession licenses to enter the Atlantic ports, bays, 
and harbors of Canada and Newfoundland— 

To buy provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines, supplies, and outfits, 

To transship catch. 

To ship crews. 

Mr. President, it is difficult to overstate the absurdity of this pro- 
vision, even if it were not a humiliation to be called on to make a con- 
ditional bargain at all, under the circumstances. 

We are to remit the duties on those articles to all British subjects. 
It is no matter where they are caught. It is enough if British subjects 
bring them in, and they are the produce of fisheries carried on by the 
fishermen of Canada, Newfoundland, and Labrador. Our duties on 
fish brought from Canada and Newfoundland alone in the year end- 
ing June 30, 1886, were $297,028.05. All our duties on fish for the 
same year were $502,287.54; in 1887 they were $611,937.69. This 
change in our law will of course extend to all mankind, for British 
subjects will import all our fish that we do not take ourselves, if it ap- 
plies only to them. 

Now, this $600,000 worth of duties we give up for what Canada in 
the three years after the duty of 1854 was abrogated sold to us, to- 
gether with the right to fish everywhere in her waters for 50 cents a 
ton the first year, $1 the second, and $2 the third. The last year our 
fishermen would not take the licenses. Our fishery tonnage in 1886 
was 70,437 tons. At $1.aton she would have sold to us all these 
rights and full fishing rights also for $70,000. We now give up the 
$600,000 merely for the privilege to buy bait and supplies. 

But further. The treaty of 1871 gave us the fell right to take fish 
everywhere and to land and dry fish everywhere in Quebec, Nova 
Scotia, Prince Edward Island, the Magdalen Islands, and all adjacent 
islands. In return we gave them the right to admit duty free fish-oil 
and fish (not whale-oil) being the produce of the Dominion of Canada 
and Prince Edward Island. 

Now they are to have the right to bring in the produce of fisheries 
carried on by them, wheresoever they may be. We getin exchange only 
the right to buy supplies and bait, transship cargoes, and ship crews. 

It is true that we paid under the treaty of 1871 a large sum of money 
for the privilege. My friend from Maine has spoken of the selection 
of our commissioner. Mr. Kellogg had been a man of great ability, 
who had filled conspicuous public stations. It is said, and it may be 
true, that his mental vigor had become impaired by advanced age, or 
some other disorder, without the knowledge of those who appointed or 
recommended him, But there is nothing in the history of the transac- 
tion which tends to show that anything the American commissioner 
did, or failed to do, had or could have had any effect on the result. 
The mistake was in consenting to the selection of Mr. Delfosse as um- 
pire. He was the representative of Belgium, a power which England 
erected and which depended on England for its continued existence. 
His sovereign was the son of the brother of Queen Victoria’s mother 
and of Prince Albert’s father, and was himself brother of Carlotta, 
moen Maximilian, whom we had lately compelled France to abandon 
to te. 


Mr. DAWES. Will my colleague allow me a word ? 

Mr. HOAR. Certainly. 

Mr. DAWES. There was no mistake in consenting to the selection 
of Mr. Delfosse, for this Government did not consent to it. The pro- 
vision of the treaty of 1871 was that the two powers should have so 
many-days, mentioned in the treaty, to upon an umpire. The 
British Government neglected, if they did not refuse, to meet the Gov- 
ernment of the United States to make that selection. Upon frequent 
call on the part of the Government of the United States upon the rep- 
resentative of the British Government to fulfill that provision of the 
treaty of 1871, they utterly neglected it until the time for ing 
upon the umpire had passed, and under the stipulations of the treaty 
it was left to a foreign power to select Mr. Delfosse. 

The statement which I have made here I had from the highest au- ` 
thority. No higher authority at the time existed than that which 
made the statement, and it was made at the time of the selection of 
Mr. Kellogg. It was made in my own hearing and in the hearing of 
my then colleague. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. Delfosse’s own fortune in public life depended on 
his sovereign’s favor. We had already notified Great Britain that the 
Belgian minister would probably deem himself disqualified by reason 
of the peculiar political connection of his government with that of Great 
Britain. Earl de Grey, chairman of the British commissioners in nego- 
tiating the treaty, had notified us, when suggesting the reference of the 
fishery dispute to some government, ‘‘I do not name Belgium, because 
Great Britain has treaty arrangements with tlrem that might be sup- 
posed to incapacitate them,”’ ; 

Our mistake was not in the nomination of Mr. Kellogg. It was in 
going on with the arbitration when Great Britain refused to propose 
any other name but that of Delfosse. 

But after the money had been paid we endeavored to induce Great 
Britain to give up the bargain and keep the money. Canada abso- 
lutely refused. Sir Charles Tupper said that ‘‘after that treaty had 
been in operation for ten years there was not a single public man in 
Canada but was ready to do everything possible to maintain and to 
continue that very treaty.” Now, what wretched diplomacy is this, 
when Canada had shown her eagerness to give us the whole freedom of 
her sea-fishing waters, clear to the land, and the right to use her shores 
for drying fish, etc., as provided in the treaty of 1871, when she could 
receive in exchange nothing but our market for fish and fish-oil (not 
whale-oil nor seal-oil), being the products of Canada and Prince Ed- 
ward Island, to make a bargain by which giving them the right to 
bring in free the produce of fisheries carried on by them anywhere in 
the world, and add to it whale-oil and seal-oil, and getting nothing in 
return but these rights to buy bait and supplies, to transship cargoes 
and crews. : 

It is true Sir Charles Tupper says it is impossible to overestimate the 
advantages of enjoying the fisheries that are contained in the jurisdic- 
tional waters of Canada. But rich as are those advan they are 
almost worthless without the American market. The slightest ref- 
erence to the history of these interests, the slightest recollection of the 
conduct of Canada in the past, the slightest zeal and care for the inter- 
est of these American citizens, would have got for us mach better terms 
if we were to adopt the policy of the fifteenth article. As I have al- 
ready said, Mr. Evarts brought Great Britain instantly to recede from 
the position colonial government, foreign office, prime minister, cabinet, 
law officers of the Crown had taken, by proposing to abrogate the treaty. 

But, Mr, President, I should fail to do justice to my own conviction 
if I did not say that I hold it ignominious to undertake to make terms 
for a change in our tariff laws in the face of the behavior of Canada to 
our fishermen, which the Administration knows was adopted to coerce 
us to that very action. 

Mr. President, the whole of this treaty recognizes what we strenu- 
ously deny—the fitness of maintaining a discrimination against fisher- 
men. It turns their ancient privilege and exceptional honor into a 
badge of disgrace. It constantly affirms g dominion on the part of 
Canada over the fishing-grounds which froh the beginning have been 
our joint property. It establishes throughout a relation of control. 
License, license, license is the stipulation at every step. What we 
claim as a right they compel us to accept and hold only under their 
license. Instead ofa full, frank, free recognition of general commer- 
cial rights, everything we are to have is a privilege, constantly to be 
the subject of difference and quarrel until the demands of Canada are 
fully yielded. 

You will scarcely find a claim of the American opponents of this 
treaty that is not supported by the speeches of its friends in the Ca- 
nadian Parliament. Sir Charles Tupper begins by appealing to that 
body not to press him unduly to sbow the great advantage of the treaty 
to Canada until the Senate has acted. Theparticularsin which he‘has 
specially outwitted Mr. Bayard he keeps for the present iv his own 
breast. But he admits in express terms that the inshore fishery rights 
of Canada are of great value; that our markets are of greater value 
still; that Great Britain had in practice abandoned the claim to exclude 
us from great bays and headlands; that he was not compelled by Great 
Britain to yield any claim of Canada, but was wholly responsib‘e for 
the treaty himself; that the provision in regard to the Straits of Canso 
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is nothing new; that the subjecting fishing vessels which did not stay 
twenty-four hours:to report was not enforced against Canadian vessels 
there or in the United States; that it ought to be abandoned in the 
interests of good neighborhood; that in the matter of compulsory pilotage 
the play was not worth the candle; that Canadian fishermen were 
already exempt from it; thatin allowing us to transship cargoes they 
were only doing what was required by due regard for the credit and 
reputation of their own country all over the world; that the license to 
buy casual and needful supplies was a thing demanded in the interests 
of good neighborhood; that he has left the penalty for unlawfully fish- 
ing where he found it. ¢ 

He further adds that— 

The President and the Democratic party from end to end of the United States 
declare this treaty a fair settlement. * * * We occupy the vantage ground 
of having these men, out of their own mouths, declare t nothing has been 


wanting on the part of the Government of Her Majesty to place this question 
on a fair and equitable basis, 


He says they have accomplished this without injuring Canadian in- 
terests to any extent whatever; and further, that this admission is 
worth all their trouble, even if the treaty be rejected. 

My friend from Delaware did not like it the other day when I spoke 
of his arguing the British side of the question; but I do not see how 
he can help admitting that the British side of the question is stated 
much more strongly on the other side of this Chamber than it is by 
Sir Charles Tupper. 

In addition to all this, Mr. Davies admits what Sir Charles does not, 
that the Canadian fisheries laws have been administered with the pur- 
pose of vexing, harassing, and irritating fishermen of the United States, 
and they have accomplished their purpose. 

Sir Charles Tupper goes on to declare his confidence that the great 
Democratic party will remain in the majority, and what he expects 
from that party, whose prospect of a continued hold of power he con- 
templates with so much satisfaction, and his especial delight in the 
Mills bill. 

He makes one statement to which I hope and believe even some gen- 
tlemen on the other side will not listen without indignation. That 
there may be no mistake, I will quote it in his own words: 

Mr. Bayard told us, the American plenipotentiarics told us, that there was 
but one way of obtaining what we wished. “‘ You want ter freedom of com- 
mercial intercourse, You want relaxation in our tariff arrangements with 
respect to peura odone in which you are so rich and abundant. There is 
but one way to nit. Let as by common concession be able to meet on 
common ground and remove this irritating cause of difficulty out of the way, 
and you will find that the policy of this Government, the policy of the President 
and of the House of Representatives, the policy of the great Democratic party 
of the United States, will at once take an onward march in the direction you 
propose, and will accomplish steadily that which you would desire in the only 
way by which it can ever be attained.” These were not empty words. Those 
were the sober utterances of distinguished statesmen, who pointed to the avowed 
policy of the Government of the United States as the best evidence of the sin- 
md of what they said. What has happened already? Already we have ac- 
tion by the finan exponent of the Administration; I mean Mr. Mirus. The 
ink is scarcely dry upon this treaty before he, as the representative of the Goy- 
ernment and chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means, brings forward 
a measure todo what? Why, to make free articles that Canada sends into the 
United States, and upon which last year $1,800,000 0f duty was paid.—Canadian 
Commons Debates, April 10, 1888, pages 723, 729. 

Mr. President, this is not my charge. This is the British envoy re- 
porting to his principal. These words were not spoken in a corner. 
They were spoken in the Canadian Parliament. They have long since 
met the eye of Mr. Bayard and of President Cleveland. Sir Charles 
Tupper doubtless sent them to the President and the Secretary of State, 
as he did to the members of the Senate. They have gone uncontra- 
dicted to this moment. The Secretary has declined to make known 
even to us, who share the treaty-making power with the President, the 
preliminary discussions which led to the treaty, on the ground of the 
confidence due to the British negotiator, a proceeding at which the 
British negotiator expresses his surprise. Here we have him, accord- 
ing to Sir Charles Tupper, not as the Senator from Delaware said, 
“leaving party division at the shore’s line,” telling England, not whatis 
the policy of the American people without distinction of party, not what 
is the icy of the Presidegt and Senate, who are the treaty-making 
power under our Constitution, but what is the policy of the President 
and House of Representatives, and what is the policy of the great Demo- 
cratic party. 

Tell us that we are endeavoring to make a party issue on this treaty, 
when we adhere to the policy that both Houses unanimously and with- 
out distinction of party declared a little more than twelve months ago ! 
For the first time, with but a single exception, has a Secretary made 
such an utterance. For the first time in American history has an ad- 
ministration sought to curry favor with Great Britain on party grounds, 
For the first time has an American diplomatist told her what she had 
to expect from a party. It is the author of that utterance who depre- 
cates "the suggestions of partisanship.’’ . 

I said there was one exception. I said that such a statement was 
unknown in our diplomatic intercourse with but a single exception. 
That exception falls far short of the present example. Mr. Van Buren, 
when Secretary of State, had given the following instructions to Mr. 
McLane, the minister to Great Britain, for this Government in the 
negotiation for the opening of British colonial courts to our commerce: 


The opportunities which you have derived from a jensen aan in our public 
councils, as well as other sources of information, will enable you to with 
confidence (as far as you may deem it proper and useful so to do) of the respect- 


>. 


ive parts taken by those to whom the administration of this Government is now 
committed, in relation to the course heretofore pursued upon the subject of colo- 
nial trade, Their views upon that point have been submitted to the people of 
the United States; and the counsels by which your conduct is now directed are 
the result of the judgment ex by the only earthly tribunal to which 
the late administration was amenable for its acts. It should be sufficient that 
the claims set up by them, and which cause the interruption of the trade in ques- 
tion, have been exclusively abandoned by those who first asse them, and 
are not revived by their successors. If Great Britain deems it adverse to herin- 
terests to allow usto ap eager ee in the trade with her colonies, and finds nothing 
in the extension of it to others to induce her to apply the same rule to us, she 
will, we hope, be sensible of the propriety of placing her refusal upon those 
grounds. To set up the acts of the late administration as the cause of forfeiture 
of privileges which would otherwise be extended to the people of the United 
States would, under existing circumstances, be unjust in itself, and could not 
fail to excite their deepest sensibility. * * * You can not press this view of 
the subject too earnestly upon the consideration of the British minister. It has 
paorbee. and relations that reach beyond the immediate question under consid- 
eration. 


All Mr. Van Buren had done was to call attention to the fact that 
the former attitude of this country had been taken under another ad- 
ministration; that the part taken by the present administration had 
been different, and that their views had been submitted to the people; 
that the old claims had been abandoned and not revived. He suggested 
no distinction between the opinions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate. He made no promise as to the future conduct of a party 
as to domestic questions in which Great Britain had an interest. His 
utterances were in his instructions to our own minister, not in diplo- 
matic intercourse with an envoy of Great Britain. 

For this his nomination as minister to Great Britain was rejected. 
Mr. Calhoun, then Vice-President, gave his casting vote for the rejec- 
tion. 

Hear what Delaware had then to say on this matter. Mr. Clayton 
said: 

“He was dirceted to speak with confidence of the respective parts taken by 
those to whom the administration of this Government is now committed,” to 
lny before Europe the state of parties in this country, and to degrade and dis- 
grace all the former administrations of our Government, during which this 
right had been insisted apes by entirely and unconditionally withdrawing all 
our claims for justice on t country. He was told, insu ce, to press upon 
England the state of our domestic and party differences at home, and he was 
admonished that this subject had bearings and relations which reached beyond 
the immediate question under consideration. * * * Let us say to the British 
Government this day by our vote that we never consented to the disgrace 
which has befallen us, and that we prefer to recall the minister who has dis- 
honored us, to all the pretended benefits of this miserable negotiation. Onthis 


ground alone I will this day condemn this appointment so far as my vote will 


go to affect it. 
Mr. Webster said: 


I think those instructions derogatory in a high de to the character and 
honor of the country. I think they show a Aana daepbetticn: in the writer 
of them, to establish a distinction between his country and his party; to 
that party above the country; to make interest at a foreign port for that party, 
rather than for the ar yong Me to persuade the English ministry and the English 
monarch that they had an interestin maintaining in the United States the ascend- 
ency of the party to which the writer belongs. Thinking thus oMhe purpose 
and object of these instructions, I can not be of opinion that theirauthor was a 
proper representative of the United States at that court. Therefore it is that I 
propose to vote against his nomination. 
It is the first time, I believe, in modern diplomacy, it is certainly the first 
time in our history,in which a m: to a fore court has sought to make 
favor for one party at home against the other, or has stooped from being the 
representative of the whole country to being the representative of a party. 
And as this is the first instance in our history of any such transaction, so I in- 
tend to doall in my powerto makeit the last. For one, I set my mark ofdisap- 
probation upon it; I contribute my voice and my vote to make it a n tive 
PETEA to be shunned and avoided by all future ministers of the United States. 

If, in a deliberate and formal letter of instructions, admonitions and direc- 
tions are given to a minister and repeated once and again to urge these mere 
party considerations on the foreign government, to what extent is it probable 
the writer himself will be disposed towards them in its one thousand opportu- 
nities of informal intercourse with the agents of that government? 

Mr. GRAY. Do I understand the Senator from Massachusetts to 
say that Mr. Bayard in a deliberate and formal communication to the 


British Government introduced any allusion to parties in this coun- 
2 


Mr. HOAR. I undertake to say what Sir Charles Tupper said in 
a speech which has been published. 

Mr. GRAY. I uriderstood the Senator just now to say that in a 
deliberate and formal communication Mr. Bayard had done so. 

Mr. HOAR. The Senator misunderstood me. I was reading from 
Mr. Webster. 

Mr. GRAY. Iam glad to hear the Senator say so. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam going to repeat what I said. The Senator can 
not have understood me. $ 

Sir Charles Tupper says that Mr. Bayard told him in substance (I 
am not now giving the words, which, however, will be printed as they 
were uttered by Sir Charles Tupper) that if he would make this treaty, 
the President and the House of Representatives and the great Demo- 
cratie party would do what Great Britain wanted, and what Canada 
wanted, in regard to our customs laws in that particular. Then I read 
from Mr. Webster. That was in one of the informal opportunities of 
official intercourse which our Secretary of State had with Sir Charles 
Tupper. s 

Mr. Webster said that when Mr. Van Buren, as Secretary of State, 
in a formal letter to our minister in England, had permitted such a 
thing to be said, it was not only bad in itself, but that we might ex- 
pect in the thousand and one opportunities of informal intercourse he 
yore go on to do exactly what Sir Charles Tupper says Mr. Bayard 

one, - 
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Mr. GRAY. I misunderstood the Senator from Massachusetts, but 
I wish to say that there is not a particle of evidence which the Sena- 
tor has produced here showing that Mr. Bayard ever used the language 
which he has just quoted. 

Mr. HOAR. Sir Charles Tupper said it, and it is uncontradicted. 
Does the Senator believe that the Canadian minister of state, in re- 
porting to that government what took place on that occasion, made a 
misstatement, or if he did thatit would have gone two or three months, 
fully known to all mankind, without contradiction? I have the de- 
bates here, sent me by pir Charles Tupper himself. 

Mr. GRAY. It will be printed, and we shall look at it. 

Mr. HOAR. It is all printed, and you can look at it. 

But the Senator from Alabama threatens us with foreign war. He 
says we object to all negotiations and that ‘‘we propose to open the 
door to a new plan of redress which it may be impossible to close until 
war has filled our land with slaughter.” Why, Mr. President, if it 
were not for my respect for the Senator from Alabama, I should say 
that thisissupremely silly. The whole matterissimpleenough. The 
people of the United States will not be misled. What we propose to 
say to Great Britain is just this: We do not agree that because we 
made our fishermen an especially privileged class in 1818, when you 
would admit no other vessel at all, we are now bound to except them 
from the advantage of the decencies ¢f hospitable intercourse as they 
existin1888. But if you think otherwise, so be it. You may write the 
law yourself; but the rule, whatever it is, must apply alike to both 

ties. If our fishing vessels with their cargoes can only enter your 
ports for the four purposes mentioned in the convention of 1818, yours 
shall only enter ours for the same purposes. 
_ Let the same rule apply to both. If the American fishing vessel in 
distress, or not in distress, can not enter Canadian ports to buy, then 
the Canadian fishing vessel shall not come into our ports to sell. If we 
can not unload our cargo of fish there to send it anywhere in the United 
States to be there sold, you shall not unload your cargo of fish here to 
send it anywhere in the United States to be there sold. If our ship 
can not stay twenty-four hours in Halifax your ship shall not stay 
twenty-four hours in Boston. What is sauce for the cod-fish is sauce 
for the mackerel. Make yourownrule. Write yourownlaw. Take 
your own medicine. Put up yourown prescription. Sir Charles Tup- 
per says Great Britain did not renounce any rights for herfishing vessels 
in 1818. That is true. But it is also true that she did not get any 
rights for her fishing vesselsin 1818. Her rights depend on our statute 
of 1830 and President Jackson’s proclamation. Our rights beyond the 
treaty of 1818 stand on the British order in council. 

If that order in council can be recalled at her pleasure, our statute 
and proclamation can be repealed at ours. If her order in council of 
1830 did not mean fishing vessels, or can be now so construed or modi- 
fied as to not mean them, our statute and proclamation did not mean 
fishing vessels, or may be so construed or modified as not to mean them. 
The Senator from Alabama misconceives the spirit of the American 
people if he expects them to submit to other terms than an equal right 
and an equal privilege for both sides. He undervalues the intelligence 
of the American people if he thinks he can frighten them with the 
idea that Great Britain will fight or will engage in a warfare of com- 
mercial restrictions in such a quarrel. 

But the Senator says Congress, in the statute of March 3, 1887, put 
upon the President a discretion it shrank from exercising itself, If it 
meant retaliation it should have said retaliation. Instead of that, it 
put upon the President the grave responsibility of doing an act of com- 
mercial unfriendliness ef hisown motion. Itis no such thing. When- 
ever he issatisfied that our fishing vessels are deprived of their rights, 
or are unjustly vexed or harassed in Canadian waters, the statute de- 
clares ‘‘it shall be the duty of the President, in his discretion, to deny 
the vessels of the British Dominion or their fish entrance,” ete., with 
proper exceptions of vessels in distress. He is to make proclamation. 


The President may,in his discretion, apply such proclamation to any part or 
to all of the foregoing named subjects, and may revoke, qualify, limit, and re- 
new such proclamation from time to time as he may deem necessary to the full 
and just execution of the privileges of this act. 


The discretion vested in him is only as to the extent he shall go. 
That was clearly indispensable. If he had excluded fish only, and had 
no power to go further, Canada might in return exclude some other 
poruci of ours which she could get elsewhere as conveniently. We 

d to arm him with discretion to this-extent; and also that he should 
not be compelled to go further than the exigencies required. Butit 
is expressly made his duty to proceed to exercise his discretion under 
the act, and to take whatever of the steps therein pointed out are nec- 
essary to accomplish its purpose. 

No, Mr. President, the attempt to becloud this question will not 
avail. We had a very simple complaint. It was the use of Canadian 
fishing laws and customs laws to harass our fishermen in British ports 
and waters, to compel us to let in their fish to our market free of duty. 
We gave the President a very simple remedy. It was to apply the 
same rule to the fishermen of both countries. Congress unanimously 
thought that was all that was needed, and the President signed the 
bill. But it seems to have occurred to the Secretary of State that his 
favorite Democratic doctrine of free trade could get some advantage 
from this business. He invited the British commissioners to come 
over here, and led them to expect they were to discuss the matter of 


adjusting commercial relations by treaty. That was found impracti- 
cable. 

Sir Charles Tupper has declared the astonishment he felt when he 
found the representatives of the United States unwilling to take up the 
subject. He appeals to his own people to decide whether Mr. Bayard’s 
letters and conversation: had not fairly led him to that expectation. 
The Secretary then puts off all the complaints of his American fellow- 
citizens to a remote future. He permits Great Britain to revive an old 
exploded pretension, settled by a just interpretation of the treaty of 
1818, settled by the history of that treaty, settled by solemn adjudi- 
cation, settled by long practice, settled by Great Britain’s refusal to 
maintain the absurd pretension of Canada. He leaves the obnoxious 
Canadian statutes unrepealed, the obnoxious Canadian practices to be 
resumed at her pleasure. He gets a promise from Canada to observe a 
few of the common decencies of behavior and of trial, which she con- 
fesses she could not refuse with any regard to her own credit, anda 
promise to let us buy supplies and transship cargoes and crews when- 
ever we admit her to our magnificent market without the fishing rights 
which she has so gladly and eagerly given for it heretofore. 

He admits that Canada has done everything we can reasonably ask, 
although our vessels are still to be seized by petty officials, the burden 
still to be put upon our fishermen of proving their innocence, and 
neither damages or cost are to be recovered for the detention of vessels, 
the seizure of cargoes, and the breaking up of voyages. He assures 
Great Britain that the objects and p of the great Democratic 
party, of President and House, are in harmony with hers, and establishes 
the claim of that party to her future sympathy and support, He in- 
duces his Democratic followers to reverse their own policy and to eat 
the bravest words they ever spoke. This is the cup President Cleve- 
land submits to us. Mr. Bayard expressed in his Boston letter the de- 
sire that this matter might be discussed publicly in the Senate. The 
President in his message advised that we sbould make public “the 
exact substance of the proposed adjustment in place of the exaggerated 
and imaginary statements which would otherwise reach the people.’’ 
I do not think either then expected to be taken at his word. 

No, Mr. President, this treaty is not the road to honor, to safety, or 
to peace, It is not the road to the respect of Great Britain, or even of 
Canada. Where it removes one cause of discord it will produce ten. 
Quiet, firmness, adherence to treaties, submission to the judgments of 
duly constituted international tribunals, the same rule for both sides, 
will give us security. Wecan never have commercial reciprocity till 
reciprocity of justice and courtesy are first established. 

The Americans are not a quarrelsome people. When we remensber 
whose children we are, we have always shown a surprising readiness to 
yield our just rights for the sake of peace. We have little left to us 
even of that rash humor which our mother gave us. But wecan never 
live in peace with Canada if weallow her to think that the methods she 
has taken for the last three years are the ways to gain concessions from 
us, We can never live in peace with England if we permit her, with- 
out prompt and instant protest, to try once more the experiments on 
our forbearance which preceded the Revolution, which preceded the 
war of 1812, which accompanied the war of the rebellion. ‘The rejec- 
tion of this treaty is in the interest of a true, thorough, and lasting 
peace. We have every motive of kindred, of friendship, and of com- 
mercial interest to live inamity with the mother country, and with the 
young power which is rising on our northern boundary, whose frontier 
for more than fifty degrees of longitude marchesside by side with ourown. 

We look with no contempt or dislike upon Canada. We are glad to 
see the spirit of her young nationality stirring in her veins. We be- 
hold with admiration the growth of her magnificent railroad system, 
and the cou and enterprise with which her statesmen are adding 
these new links to the chain with which England, like a mighty snake, 
is winding her coils about the globe. Sir Charles Tupperand Sir John 
Macdonald may well give lessons to hoth sides of this Chamber. She 
is not afraid to create or to control the great railroads that are essential 

to her commercial prosperity. She does not send away her famous 
engineers, when they place their genius at her command, humbled and 
bafiled from her legislative chamber, to die in sorrow and disappoint- 
ment. She is not afraid to build a ship-railway or even to create a 
navy. But whenshe asks us to abandon our fishermen to her tender 
mercies, to build up a naval school for her by giving her fishermen our 
market, she asks what it is neither fitting for us to yield nor for her 
to receive, 

The American, who reads with pride the civic and military history 
of his country, can feel the same satisfaction when he comes to the 
chapter which tells of her diplomacy. In the day of our infancy Frank- 
lin, and Adams, and Jay encountered the trained diplomatists of Eng- 
land and the continent, not merely as equals but as masters, The 
direct, open, sincere, straightforward, untiring energy of brave and 
honest old John Adams, *‘ whose armor was his honest thought, and 
simple truth his utmostskill,’’ alone made possible the treaty with Hol- 
land. Theconsummatesagacity and personal influence of Franklin gave 
us the French alliance. The conrage of Adams, the wisdom of Frank-* 
lin, the austere virtue and steadfast firmness of Jay united in 1783 
to save for us, alike from the power of our great antagonist and the 
wiles of jealous and suspicious allies, everything that was essential to 
greatness and glory by land and by sea. - Later, the foresight and fear- 
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lessness of Jefferson gained for us the great Louisiana empire. Monroe 
and his minister of state won for us the Floridas, ; 

At the close of the war of 1812 John Quincy Adams, and Gallatin, 
and Clay, and the elder Bayard met the representatives of a power 
that had one-half of the world for her allies and the other half at her 
feet. England had just overthrown Napoleon on land, and swept the 
navies of Europe from the face of the sea. Yet we came from the con- 
test of war, and of diplomacy, with every right and liberty unim- 
paired. our honor without a stain, with added glory to our flag, and 
the pretension for which England had gone to war with us never to be 
heard of again. 

We had another war within our own recent memory. Our foes were 
of our own household, Our ancient enemy and ourancient ally sat at 
their gates, gazing across the Atlantic, to see if they could discover 
any pretext for throwing their weight into the scale of rebellion. 
England gave us provocation enough. You remember the sublime 
patience with which Abraham Lincoln waited until the hour of our 
strength came. It was the fortune of another Adams to address to 
Earl Russell one quiet sentence, perhaps the most eloquent that ever 
came from an American pen— 

It is superfluous to observe to your lordship that this is war. 

Foreign office and law officer reversed their decisions in an hour 
and the rams were stopped. You know how the French Emperor, 
victor of Sebastopol and Solferino, in the height of his military 
strength, hurried out of Mexico at a word uttered by Mr. Seward. 
You remember the time when General Grant gave notice that any 
American citizen who had a claim against Great Britain should bring 
the evidence to him. That haughty power sent over her commissioners 
to apologize for her wrong, and was held as a defendant to make com- 
pensation. You remember how the diplomacy of the same great ad- 
ministration induced nearly every first-class power in Europe to re- 
nounce the ‘old doctrine of perpetual allegiance and let our adopted 
citizens alone. 

Those were days when the American citizen, native and adopted, 
held up his head in the pride of his citizenship. Those were days 
when our ten thousand million of wealth was becoming fifty thousand; 
better still, when slaves were changing into freemen, and freemen into 
citizens. Those were days when the flag, beautiful as a flower to 
those who loved it, terrible as a meteor to those who hated it, floated 
everywhere in peaceful seas, and was honored everywhere in friendly 

rts. No petty British officer hauled it down from an Amerie¢an mast- 

ead. No Canadian minister of justice laughed in the face of an injured 
American citizen when Grant was in the White House. 

I confess that, much meditating on these things, I take little satis- 
faction when I think of Grover Cleveland. I do not like the policy 
which everywhere robs American citizenship of its glory. I do not 
like the methods of fraud and crime which have destroyed popular 
elections in so many Democratic States, I would have the box where 
the American freeman casts his ballot sacred asa sacramental vessel. 
I do not like this conspiracy between the old slave-holder and the 
English manufacturer, to strike down the wages of the American work- 
man and the comfort of the American workman’s home. I do not like 
your refusal to maintain the American Navy and to fortify and defend 
the American coast. And I likeno better the presenttreaty. Itleaves 
the American sailor to be bullied and insulted without redress, and 
abandons the American right to the fisheries, older than the nation 
itself which the valor of our fathers won for us and the wisdom of our 
fathers preserved for us. 


APPENDIX—A, 


Talle showing number o, sons engaged in the fisheries from Massachusetis and 
z Yy per their place of birth. 


[Massachusetts State Census of 1855. Taken from population schedules. ] 


Foreign-born males, 


Place of birth of foreign-born. Natural-| wot | Total 
Aliens. | ized > z 
voters, | VOters.* 

186 179 503 
Canada (English). 1 5 8 
Canada (French). 12 A 2 18 
England........ 4l 46 1 88 
Seolland..... 16 12 2 30 
Nova Scotia... 950 210 149 1,309 
Prince Edward 118 35 7 160 
New Brunswick 19 TD fi OESR 31 
Germany H l4 2 60 
Sweden 221 53 18 292 
Portuga 167 52 28 247 
Western I 409 51 4l 501 
Other canntries, 403 | 165 28 596 
Total foreign-born 2,540 | sil 462 3,843 
Total native-born. 4,130 


Total males... 
Total females... 


a E T DRE NTA ESEN seetneneneeeens KETENO 7,980 
-p Reliabio polls only or those having no political condition (not including 
aliens), 

t“ Portugal” includes dependencies other than ‘“ Western Islands,” 


B. 


Letter from Professor J. W. Collins, Assistant United Slates Fish Commissioner, trans- 
mitting statistics in regard to the fisheries of Massachusetts, 


WASHINGTON, D. C., May 24, 1888, 

Str: In compliance with the instructions contained in your letter of this date 
(inclosing a letter from Hon. GEORGE F, Hoar) I have the honor tosubmit the in- 
closed table showing by customs districts and by totals the numberand nation- 
ality of men on vessels employed in the cod, mackerel, halibut, herring, and 
other food-fish fisheries, from the State of Massachusetts, during the year 1835, 
This table has been compiled from data obtained under the direction of Mr, R, 
Edward Ear!l, my predecessor in charge of the division of fisheries. The facts 
have been chiefly collected by experts of the Fish Commission, but to some ex- 
tent have been supplied by the masters and ownersof the fishing vessels. 

There are not available in this office any statistics of the number of men em- 
ployed in the boat fisheries of 1886, but these have been approximated from the 
returns obtained by the census of 1880, since which time there has probably been 
comparatively little change. 

‘The number of men employed in the whale fishery has been estimated on the 
basis of the average crews of vessels in 1880. At that time the vessels averaged 
a fraction over twenty-four men each, and as there were ninety-six vessels om- 
ployed in the whale fisheries from Massachusetts in 1836, it would give us an ap- 
proximate number of men engaged in that fishery, the last-mentioned year, of 
2,304. It bas also been necessary to make an approximation of the number of 
peony employed in the preparation of fishery products in Massachusetts, and 

believe it safe to assume that these figures are not very much different from 
the actual facts at the present time. 

These statistics for the vessel fisheries have been gathered with much care, as 
previously stated, by experts thoroughly familiar with the fisheries, and they 
are, therefore, believed to be exceptionally accurate and valuable, 

I ape the table may meet the requirements of Senator Hoar. 

ours, very respectfully, ` 
J. W. COLLINS, 


Assistant United States Fish Commissioner, 
In Charge of Division Fisheries, 
Hon. MARSHALL MCDONALD, 
United States Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, 
Washington, D. C. 


Comparative statement of thestalistics of the fisheries of Massachusells, compiled from 
the census returns published in the reports of the “ Fisheries Industries of the Uniled 
Btates” by the United Siates Fish Commission in 18390, and the “ Fisheries of Massa- 
chusetls, census of 1835,” prepared under the direction of Col. Carroll D. Wright. 


1880, UNITED STATES FISH COMMISSION |1885, THE FISHERIES OF MASSACHUSETTS, 


REPORT. 

Capital invested: 
Vessels and boats........... $6, 681, 980 
Nets and traps .....c.sssseene 369, 870 


Capital invested: 
Working capital, ap 


7, 
Real estate, buildings, pa- 
ratus, salt, and ice...... $8, 660, 581 


machinery, and cash... 


Vessels and tonnage: 


Food fishery......... 799 42,118.00 
Menhaden fishery 35 1,269.70 | Vessels and tonnage: 
Oyster fishery 6 557. 54 Schooners. 736-47, 767.23 
hale fishery. 161 352, 2 
Seal fishery . 1 
Squid fishery. 5 
TET skas 1,007 
Small boats: 


In vessel fishery ... 
In shore fishery, 


Total... -cconssssnasorseer, osese re-boats, etc...... 5, 308 
Persons employed: 
3 Vessel fishermen. 
Boat fishermen 4,528 | Persons employed : 
3,991 Resident tishermen...... 11,743 
Non-resident fisher- 
TON ss sssisssesssi a.s 2,933 
Shore hands.... 
DOTRI ciccrcccniicesespereren 


There has been considerable decrease in the number of vessels and men em- 
loyed in the whale fishery from New England since 1880, chiefly due to the 
fact that the vessels have been transferred from New England whaling ports to 
San Francisco. In 1886 there were only ninety-six vessels employed in the 
whale fishery from Massachusetts against one hundred and sixty-one in 1830, 
and the decrease in the number of men would be approximately 1,390. This 
number subtracted from the 17,165 employed in the eries of Massachusetts, 
according to the census of 1880, would leave 15,765, as against 14,676 reported by 
the census of husetts in 1885. It seems, therefore, that these statistical 
statements corroborate each other,and that there was a probable decrease of 
about one thousand employed in the State between 1880 and 1885. 

The hands employed ashore in preparing boneless fish, fish-glue, etc. all of 


` 


which were included in the report of 1880, are not taken into account in the - 


State census, where they come under the head of “ Manufactures.” 
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apr ec rd O A A coaches diag wei m panes Bp tao naa 
Massachusetts during the year 1886. 5 i OSAA PNN 


ar i lil: 

dalali 

3 a ae og co 

Customs districts. i7 ee | SE | ° 28 & PE 

ag | 2a | 22 | 28 | 5 ITHE 

Belz |2 |e |edlae7|é 

Soba! 92 Bi E 

65 21 l4 

Persia s ¥ DAC T 

5 | 14 lu 

Dismal, Resa eels %5 atl este 
Barnstable. 39 25 


NoTE.—In addition to the above there were twenty-five American subjects 
and one com ao en employed on vessels engaged exclusively in the lobster and 
menhaden 

These figures do not include men fishing in boats and vessels under 5 tons 
abe oy nor men fishing on vessels employed in the whale fishery. Approxi- 


mate figures for these fisheries show 4 men in the boat fishery and 2,304 men 
in the whale fishery. 


No account is here ‘taken of net packers, fitters, and factory hands, the ap- 
proximate number of whom is 2,95: 


Cc. 
Table showing number of fishermen and oystermen in New England and their 
place of birth. 


[From the United States Census of 1880.) 


Number of fishermen and oystermen in Massachusetts............. senses 
Number of fishermen and oystermen in M; apese lai Soot 
Number of fishermen and oystermen in New Hampshire Sooo 


Total in Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts 
Number of fishermen and oystermen in Rhode Island.. 
Number of fishermen and oystermen in Connecticut 


Total in New England (Vermont excluded). ......ss.ssssrsssee ceeerereseecnens 
DETAIL SHOWING NATIVITY. 


see 6,103 
. 4,244 


Ms . 
Extract from the report of BM tear y= F. Baird, Commissioner of Fisheries, 
for : 


After giving a list of his authorities (Census Report for 1880) Professor Baird 
continues as follows: 

“ The general results of the investigation, from the statistician’s standpoint, 
may be briefly summarized as follows: 

“In 1880 the number of persons employed in the fishery industries of the 
United States was 131,426, of whom 101,684 were fishermen and the remainga 
were shoremen, The fleet consisted of 6,605 vessels (with a tonnage of 
208,297.82) and 44,804 boats, and the total amount of capital invested was $37,- 
955,319, distributed as follows: Vessels, $9,357,282; boats, $2,465,393; minor ap 
pastus and outfits, $8,145,261; other capital, including shore property, $17,987, 

peros value of the fisheries of the sea, the great rivers, and the great lakes 


laced at $43,046,053, and that of those in minor inland waters at $1, 500, 000, 
inal all, $44,546,053. These Pani were estimated upon the basis of the prices of 
the prod ucts received by been 


bow 4 rasp rane andif average wholesale prices 
considered the value WOM ave been m greater. In 1832 the yield of the 
fisheries was much ter than in 1880, and prices, both at first hand and at 
wholesale, were higher, so that a fair estimate at wholesale market rates would 
place their value at the jae resent time rather above than below $100,000,000. 

ns aa respon of the New England States are the most important. “They en- 
eke 043 men. ten vessels, 14,787 boats, and yield products to the value of 
4,270, o. In this district the rincipal riata poing in order of importance 
are: Gloucester, New Bedford, the center of the whale fishery, Eastport, Boston, 
Provincetown, and Portland. 

“Next to New England in importance are the South Atlantic States, Salige 
ing 52,418 men, 3,014 vessels (the majority of which are small, and engaged in 
shoro à and bay fisheries), 13,331 boats, and returning products to the value of $9,- 


“Next are the Middle States, employing in the coast ot 14,981 men, 1,210 
vessels, 8,293 boats, with products to the amount of $8,676,579. 

“ Next are the Pacific States and Territories with 16,803 men, 56 vesse! peel 
boats, and products to the amount of $7,484,750. The eries of the Great 


employ 5,050 men, 62 vessels, and 1,594 boats, with products to the amount oF 


$1,784,050, The Gulf States employ 5, ,131 men, 197 vessels, and 1,252 boats, yield- 
ing products to the value of $545,584.” 
E. 


[Resolutions of the city of Gloucester. ] 
CITY OF GLOUCESTER. 


Ix Common CouxcIL, February 28, 1888, 
Resolved, That the city council of Gloucester earnestly protest inst the 
adoption of the Fishery Treaty, which is now before the United States 
Senate for ratification, nares that its adoption will be a great injury to the 
p interests of the country. 

wed, That the Senators and Members of Congress representing the State 

of Massachusetts be requ to use all their influence to prevent the adoptiqn 
oe treaty, to the end that the fishing industry of the country may not be sac- 


Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to United States Senators 
Hoarand DAweEs, also to each Massachusetts member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and that his honor, Mayor Robinson, be requested to transmit the 
same at once. 

Adopted. Sent up for concurrence. 

A. F. STICKNEY, Clerk. 
In BOARD OF ALDERMEN, March 8, 1583, 


JOHN J. SOMES, Clerk. 
DAVID I. ROBINSON, Mayor, 
JOHN J. SOMES, Oity Clerk. 


Adopted in concurrence. 
Approved March 12, 1888. 
A true copy, attest: 


F. 


oe and resolutions adopted ata meeting of the Gloucester Master Marin- 
rs’ Association, at Gloucester, Mass., Friday evening, April 13, 1888; Henry 
Bo Thomas, president; William M, Gaffney, secretary, 


Whereas in every treaty between Great Britain and the aera ge States since 
1783, the rights of American fishermen have been sacrificed: and 
Whereas the present treaty now under consideration by the Senate of the 
bitigan States is a still further surrender of our rights upon the high seas, in the 
roposed act of delimitation by which the headland theory of Great Britain is 
Patablished, and jurisdiction is assumed over waters which are the property of 
all nations; and 
Whereas by the terms of this treaty the common offices of humanity, ac- 
knowledged, practiced, and Be ect yr by all civilized nations, have been claimed 
as concessions and made a matter of bargain and sale; and 
Whereas the ambiguous language of this treaty makes ae ee of its provis- 
ian local law; 


sone uncertain, resting their interpretations solely upon 
an 

Whereas no indemnity for Kas wrongs and ontrages are provided, and no 
recognition of the rights conferred on American vessels in Canadian ports, by 
mutual legislation, is made, but, on the contrary, every such right is denied 
and the barbarous acts of Canada is justified and allowed; and 

Whereas both treaty and protocol are but the initiatory aioe towards the 
py: ee surrender of the markets of the United States, by which the fisheries 

f Canada will be developed and enlarged and those of the United States de- 
pleted and destroyed: 

Resolved, That this association, composed of the masters of American fishing- 
vessels, who know by contact and experience the full significance of Canadian 
diplomacy, cordially unite with their brethren of other associations in the fol- 
lowing declarations: 

That in common with the other producing industries of the country, we ask 
- bree General Goyernment neither subsidy nor bounty, but simply equal pro- 

on. 

That we have neither asked nor sought the interyention of any commission, 
mixed or otherwise, to define our just rights upon the high seas or in foreign 

rts, but have appealed to our own Government to maintain the integrity and 
gr interpretation of treaties and legislation, under which our business rights 
as American citizens are affected. 

That we neither use nor desire to use Canadian waters for Š ier pcan fishing, 
but simply ask that our commercial rights therein shall be defined by our own 
Government, and when so defined, maintained, 

That the American ocean N not dependent upon any favor or privi- 
lege, to be granted by Canada, but on the contrary the natural resources of our 
own country and the high seas afford everything necessary for the prosecution 
of our business. 

That we will cheerfully conform to whatever construction our own Govern- 
ment shall (a upon existing treaties and wp, eens on, and desire no new treaty 
that shall dictate our national legislation or destroy the small remnant of pro- 
tection we now have. 

R |, That we appeal to the honorable Senate of the United States, which 
has by a most eminent commission thoroughly investigated the subject ‘of our 
fishery relations with Canada, and whose report has passed through the legis- 
lation of both Houses of Congress, been unanimously approved; to sustain the 
honor and dignity of the Government of the United States, by maintaining tho 
integrity of their action, and the rights of our citizens, by refusing to approve 
the treaty, or consent to'so complete a surrender of our rights as a nation. 

Resolved, That as the entire fishing interest of the United States has not been 
allowed any representation whatever by the PiE aet of this treaty, while 
the commission of the Senate visited every location and obtained sworn testi- 
mony from the operative fishermen of the country, the reason for the diference 
in results is clearly apparent. 

Resolved, That we respectfully ask for prompt and immediate action upon 
this treaty, by the honorable Senate, in order that our national honor may be 
vindicated, and the rights of our citizens assured, in every foreign port and upon 
the high seas. 

Capt. Henry B. Thomas, schooner M. H. Thomas; Capt. Joseph 

Smith, schooner Lizzie M.Center; Capt. Geo A. Johnson, 

schooner Augusta H. Johnson; Capt. John Ch: olin, schooner 

Smith; G. French: Capt. Nathaniel P, Smith, schooner Margie 

a John P. Aiken, schooner Bartie Pierce; Capt. 

homas H. White, schooner Rapid Transit; Capt. William Maile 


Therefore, 


an, schooner Alabama; Capt. Josep! h E. Graham, schooner Sen- 
man chon John McInnis, rir Senhara Willie M. Stevens; 
Capt. Jobn en We cKinnon, schooner Mayflower; Capt. Geo. H. 


Martin, schooner ama Maud; Capt. Pius McDonal 
Edith 8, Walen; Nog sede John Geary, schooner Della’ F. Tarr; 
Capt. William BM nald, schooner Blue Jacket; ape Alex- 
ander McEachern, schooner Mascot; Capt. Sylvanus McPhee, 
schooner Canopus; Capt. Joseph I. Tupper, schooner Jennie 
Seaverns; Capt, Solomon A. Rowe, yeep ee H. Foye; 


, schaoner 


Capt. . Dixon, schooner Henry cong i 
Manuel Silva, schooner J. W. Collins; C A hs oT PEN 
schooner Col. J. H. French; Capt. Edwa Teagan EAA Ab- 


bie F. Mo: Capt. Colin Chisholm, schooner John W. Camp- 
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bell; Capt. John Collins, schooner Annie M. Jordan; Capt. An- 
gus McKay,schooner New England; Capt.H. M. Seelye,schooner 
Argonaut; Capt. John S. MeQuin, schooner Druid; Capt. Alex- 
ander McNeil, schooner M. A. Baston; Capt. John McKinnon, 
schooner Starry Flags Capt. Sidney Smith, schooner Fred. P. 
Frye; Capt. N. A. McKinney, schooner Shiloh; Capt. Robert 
Smith, schooner Volunteer; Capt. Joseph L., Swim, schooner 
Edith’ Rowe; Capt, Levi N. McLean, schooner Herald of the 
Morning; Capt. R 1. Cunningham, schooner Enola ©.; Capt. 
Charies Lee, schooner Orient; Capt. James McShara, schooner 
Alert; Capt. Jesse Lewis, schooner Lizzie W. Hannum; Capt. 
James Fiers, schooner Zenobia; Capt. Colin McIntosh, schooner 
Nellie G.Thurston; Capt. James Cromwell, schooner Hattie Eye- 

n; Capt. James Simpson,schooner Ralph E. Eaton; Se 

Anderson, schooner Wm, H. Jordan; Capt. ise A . Bearse, 
schooner Star of the East; Capt. Robert Porper, schooner Glad- 
stone; Capt. William P, Gray, schooner Leona; Capt. Charles 
Martin, schooner John S. McQuin; Capt. Charlies J. Lawson, 
schooner Herman Babson; Capt. John Marshall, schooner Land- 
seer; Capt, Sewall W. Smith, schooner Rattler; Capt. B. A. Will- 
jams, schooner G. P. Whitman; Capt. Russell D. Terry, schooner 
Ada R. Terry; Capt M. B. Murray, schooner M. M. Murray; 
Capt. Frank Veator, schooner Alice; Capt. Daniel McIntyre 
schooner Gertie Evelyn; Capt. Harry Gardner, schooner Samuel 
V. Colby; Capt. Will Goold, shooner F. W. Homans; Capt. 
Jed. Warren, schooner AliceC. Jordan; Capt. William Dempsey, 
schooner Mattie F. Dyer; Capt. Owen A. Whitten, schooner Carrie 
W. Babson; Capt. William Herrick, schooner George F. Keene; 
Capt. John W. McFarland, schooner Emma W. Brown; Capt, 
William H. Greenleaf, schooner Porter S. Roberts; Capt. John 
Dowdell, schooner Matthew Keny; Capt. F. B. Vautier, schooner 
Thetis; Capt. John Campbell, ooner Grace L. Fears; Capt. 
William H. Collins, schooner Lucy E. Friend; Capt. John A. 
Grillin, schooner Lizzie Griffin; Capt. William N. Wells, schooner 
Bessie N. Wells; Capt. Thomas Bohlin, schooner John G, Whit- 
tier; Capt. Thomas Jones, schooner Alice S. Hawkes; Capt. 
William T. Lee, schooner Sarah E. Lee; Capt. A F. Brown, 
schooner Edith Conley; Capt. Amos N., Rackli schooner 
Frank A. Rackliffe; Capt. Stephen B. Cole, schooner Lelia Nor- 
wood; Capt. Ni el Greenleaf, schooner Lizeie J, Greenleaf; 
Capt. O. B. Fitch, schooner Davy Crockett ; Capt, Harlan Eaton; 
schooner Electa A, Eaton; Capt. Wilson Cahoon, schooner Flora 
Dilloway; Capt. Frank H. Hali, schooner Fannie Bell; Capt. 
Wm. H. omas, schooner Mystic; Capt. ward Stapleton, 
schooner Champion; Capt. Daniel McKinnon, sch: 
sota; Joħn A. MeDonald, schooner W. W. 


steamer Novelty; ag x 
D.E. © 


Capt. Ma sch nnie W. Freeman; 
Capt. Frank MA go schooner ig, jemi Sy pero Johnson, 
schooner Loring E. Haskell; Capt. me ire; Al- 
schooner Brunhilde; Capt. T. F. H on, 
schooner Ralph F, Hodgdon; James A, McKinnon, schooner 
Ada M. Hall; Capt. Charles Sy rege Fernwood; oP 
John , schooner Concord; Jerome B. MeDonald, 
seooner Monitor; Capt. oe H, schooner Augusta E. 
Herrick; Capt. Andrew M: zie, schooner Senator Saulsbury ; 
Capt. George M. McClain, schooner Henry Dennis; Capt. Charles 
Harty, schooner I. J. Merritt, jr.; Capt. Loring B. Na schooner 
Belle A. Nauss ; Capt. Frank l, schooner Warren J. Crosby; 
Capt. Augustus 1, schooner Anna B. Cannon; Capt. Alexander 
Trench, schooner Marion Grimes; Capt. Frank Foster, schooner 
Frank Foster; Capt. Edward Trevoy, schooner Edward Trevoy; 
Capt. Joseph Ryan, A. D. Story; Capt. Williom 
re, schooner John W. Bray; Capt. Thomas Parris, schooner 
vernor Butler; Capt.John A. Vibert,schooner Spencer F. Baird ; 
Capt. Cornelius Thorburne, schooner John S. n; Capt. 
Wm. Gibbs, schooner Oceanus; Capt. John Cousens, jooner 
Barracouta; Ca) G.H on, schooner William H. Cross; 
, Schooner Eliza R.; Capt. Alex. Haines, 


‘Tavener, schooner Mattie Winship; Capt. Zenas Brown, schooner 
ho schooner Edward Ever- 


a G. Pool, schooner George F. 

William Kiff, schooner Fleetwing; Capt. B. F. Payson, schooner 
8. F. Maker; Capt. Charles Burchart, schooner William M. 

pk A Capt. Edward Groves, schooner Edward P. eee ; Capt. 
Colin Chisholm, schooner J. W. Campbell; Capt. Charles Smith, 
schooner Finance; Capt. John M , Schooner Farmer R. 
Walker; Capt. John McDonnell, schooner Scud. 


G. ~ 


Resolutions adopted by the New York Board of Trade and Transportation, at 
ihe monthly meeting, March 14, 1888. 


THE FISHERY TREATY. 


Whereas Canada, under a forced Ng pyr of the treaty of 1818, (which 
Was superceded by those of 1830 and 1871,) has sought unjust seizures of 
American fishing vessels to compel the United States to salt fish free of 
; an 

the United States Commissioners inted to negotiate a just and 
e e qucetion havereported a form 


le, 
of duty) the same rights which we con- 
namely, the purchase of supplies, the shipment of mer- 
chandise in bond from one country to another, the shelter in port for a longer 
period than twenty-four hours, and fishing in waters more than 3 miles from 
shore if within i lines drawn from headland to $ 

Whereas the justice of all these claims of American fishermen was conceded 
by our Department of State, as is shown by its correspondence, but they were 
waived by the American commissioners, apparently with an entire disregard of 
the rights and interests of American fishermen; and 

Whereas Canadian fishermen enjoy advantages in bounties, ee exemp- 
tion from taxation, and lower prices for labor and materials which are not en- 
joyed by American fishermen, and which would speedily our American 


fishing industry if the protecting barrier of the duty was removed, an illustra- 
tion of which is seen in the effect of the treaty of Washington, under which the 
Canadian fishing fleet increased in twelve years from four hundred vessels to 
eleven hundred, while ours decreased in the same time 30 per cent. : 

Resolved, That as at p as any. industry is thus protected m the United States 
the duty on fish should be continued, and when removed the persons engaged 
in this hazardous industry should be granted a bounty which will in some de- 
gree enco! them to continue same. 

Resolved, T: the importance of the sea fisheries to our country can not be 
measured by the capital employed, for they constitute a nursery for our com- 
mercial marine and our Navy, the usefulness of which has been demonstrated 
in every emergency when we havebeen called upon to maintain the rights and 
honor of our flag on the high seas, 

Resolved, That while we have every desire to cultivate friendly relations with 
our neighbors and to saccursae the present Administration in efforts to that 
end, we would be false to our duties as American citizens and business men if 
we failed to protest against the ratification of a treaty so unjust and inequitable 
end wick sacrifices nearly every right for which our Government has been con- 

ending. 

Resolved, That this question should not be considered from an administration 
oranti-administration, a free-trade or protection point of view, but from a na- 
tional and business standpoint, and we feel confident that if this treaty is thus 
considered it will not receive the approval of the Senate, the co-ordinate branch 
of the treaty-making power. 

Resolved, ‘That if the Canadian Government should persist in unjust treatment 
of American fishing vessels, it can only have the effect to interfere with and de- 
ur the closer commercial relations ween the United States and Canada 
which so many persons in both countries would be glad to see consummated, 
and if continued will inevitably result in a greater or less degree of non-inter- 
are = which our last Congress unanimously conferred authority upon the 

resident. 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be transmitted to the President and 
Senate and to such other persons as the executive committee may direct, 


H. 
[Resolution of Gloucester Board of Trade.] 


GLOUCESTER, MAss., April 26, 1888, 
To Hon, GrEorGe F. Hoar: 
Ata meeting of the Gloucester Board of Trade held this morning, Joseph O. 
Proctor, president, presiding, the following resolution was presented by Chartes 


H. Pew +, and unanimously adopted : 
p That the proposed Chamberlain treaty is detrimental to the interests 
of the United States as a people, and injurious to its honor and dignity as a na- 


tion, and ought not to be ratified. 
CYRUS STORY, Secretary, 


L 


[Resolutions of the American Fishery Union.] 

Whereas the present national interest in the matter of the American fisheries 
has oftentimes been subjected to unfavorable criticism by reason of the facts 
being misunderstood, the American Fishery Union desires to place upon record 
their position in the following resolution: 

Resolved, That, in common with other producing industries of the country, we 
makor oe General Government neither subsidy nor bounty, but simply equal 
protection. 

Resolved, That we have neither asked nor sought the intervention of any com- 
mission, mixed or otherwise,to define our just rights on the high seas or in for- 
eign ports, but haye appealed to our own Government to maintain the integ- 
rity and just interpretation of treaties and legislation under which our business 
and rights as-American citizens are affected. 

Resolved, That we neither use nor desire to use Canadian waters for practical 
fishing, but simply ask that our commercial rights therein shall be defined by 
our own Government, and, when so defined, maintained. 

Resolved, That the American ocean fisheries are not dependent upon any favor 
or privilege granted by Canada, but, on the contrary, the natural resources of 
our own country and the high seas afford everything necessary forthe prosecu- 
tion of our business. 

Resolved, That we cheerfully conform to whatever construction our own Gov- 
ernment shalt place upon existing treaties and legislation, and desire no new 
treaty that shall dictate our national legislation or destroy the small remnant 
of protection we now have. 

esolved, That the freedom of our ports and markets afforded Canadian ves- 
sels is in marked contrast to that afforded American vessels in Canadian ports 
when sailing under papers issued by the United Statea Government, conferring 
all rights and privileges upon them, and that arefusal on the part of the Cana- 
dian Government to recognize such papers bearing the seal of the United States 
is an act of non-intercourse, and justifies retaliation, 


Ms J. 


{Notice of Louis Henry Davies, CREA ron Appleton's Biographical Die- 
tionary. 

Davies, Louis Henry, Canadian statesman, born in Charlottetown, Prince 
Edward Island, May 4, 1845. He was educated at the Central Academy and 
Prince of Wales College, Charlottetown, and was admitted to the bar in 1556, 
He was solicitor-general of his native province in 1869, and again in 1872-73; 
was the leader of the opposition in the Legislative Assembly until September, 
1876, when he became premier and attorney-general, which portfolios he retained 
till 1879, when his administration resigned. He was elected to the local Legis- 
lature in 1872, and reelected from time to time till 1879, when he was defeated, 
In 1882 he was elected to represent Queens County, Prince Edward Island, 
in the Dominion Parliament, and still (1886) representsthat constituency. He 
was counsel for the tenantry of Prince Edward Island before the land com- 
mission, which sat in 1875~76. when the estates of all proprietors in the island 
were expropriated by the province. He was also one of the counsel represent- 
ing Great tain before the international fishery commission which sat at 
Steers Nova Scotia, in 1877, under articles of the Washington treaty. Heis a 

iberal. 

K. 


[Articles X and XI of the proposed fisheries treaty.] 
` ARTICLE X. 


United States fishing vessels entering the bays or harborsreferred to in Arti- 
cle I of this treaty, shall conform to harbor regulations common to them and to 
fishing vessels of Canada or of Newfoundland. 

They need not report, enter, or clear, when putting into such bays or harbors 
for shelter or repairing damages, nor when putting into the same, cutside the 
limits of established ports of entry, for the purpose of purchasing wood or of ob- 
taining water; except that any such vessel remaining more than twenty-four 
hours, exclusive of Sundays and legal holidays, within any such port, or com- 
municating with the shore therein, Tar de required to report, enter, or clear; 
eao ¥ shall be exeused hereby from giving due information to boarding 


1888. 


They shali not be liable in any such bays or harbors for compulsory pilotage; 


nor, when therein for the pu! of shelter, of repairing damages, of purchas- 
ing wood, or of obtaining , shall they be liable oon harbor dues, tonnage 
dues, buoy dues, light dues, or Other similar dues; but this enumeration shall 
not pan other 


inconsistent with the e enjoyment of the liberties re- 
served or secured by the convention of October 20, 1818. 


ARTICLE XI. 


United States fishing vessels pre the ports, bays, and harbors of the 
eastern and northeastern coasts of or of the coasis of Newfoundland 
under stress of weather or other casualty may unload, reload, becom or sell, 
subject to customs laws and ced gO all fish on board, when such unload- 
ing, transshipment, or sale is made ra fags dle as incidental to repairs, and may 

replenish outfits, provisions, and supplies damaged or lost by disaster; and in 
pie death or ness shall be allowed all needful facilities, including the 
shipping of ee 
purchase in established ports of entry of the aforesaid coasts 
of Canada fe Newfoundland, me the homeward voyage, such provisions and 
supplies as are o d to trading vessels ] be granted to United 
States fishing vessels in ake ports, pro mp upon application and without 
peed firr and such vessels, having obtain in the manner aforesaid, 
also be accorded upon all occasions such facilities for the purchase of 
min or needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to the 
trading vessels; but such provisions or supplies shall not be obtained by bar- 
ter nor purchased for resale or trafe. 


L. 


A list of American vessels seized, detained, or warned off from the Canadian 
ports during the last year. 


1. Sarah B. Patnam.—Beverly, Mass.; ca Randolph, master. 
from harbor of Pubnico in storm ‘March 22, 1886, 

2. Joseph Story.—Gloucester, Mass. Detained by customs officers at Baddeck, 
Nova ‘Scotia, in mri? , 1886, for alleged violations of the customs laws. Released 
after twenty-four urs’ detention. 

3. Seth Stockbridge.—Gloucester, Mass.; Antone Olson, master. Warned off 
from St. Andrews, New Brunswick, about A ril 20, 1886. 

4. Annie M., Jordan.—G loucester, ‘Alexander Haine, master, “Warned 
ar! at St. oye New Brunswick, about hen 4, 1886. 

David G. Adams.—Gloucester, Mass.; Alden Kinney, master. Seized at 
ea ove ere May 7, 1886, for all violation of che treaty of 1818, actof 
I, and act of 1883. ‘Two suits brought in yioe-admirally court at 

Tallies tor x pelle. Protest filed May 12. Suits pending still, and vessel not 


Driven 


age ar treated, b; officials in Canso Bay, Nova Scotia, May, 1836. 
. Dor ty.—Portland, Me.; Warren A. Doughty, master. Seized at 

st Pens Cape ye May 17, 1886, violation of customs laws. 
uit it was instituted court at ifax, Nova Scotia, but was 


uently arenes: and vesse r June 29, 1886. 

8. Jennie žad Jalia E Me.; W. H. Travis, master. Warned of at 

Digby, Nova Scotia, by customs officers, May 1s, 1886. 
. Lucy Ann.—Gloucester, Mass.; Joseph Smith, master. Warned off at 

Yarmouth, Nova Scotia, May 29, 1886. 

10. Matthew Keany.—Gloucester, Mass. Detained at Souris, Prince Edward 
Island, one day for alleged violation of customs laws, about May 31, 1836. 

11. James A. Garfield. —Gloucester, Mass. Threatened, about June 1, 1885, 

ith oe for having purchased bait in a Canadian harbor, 


12. W. Bradly.—Gloucester, Mass.; J. F. Ventier, master. Warned off 
at Canso, Nova Scotia, between June 1 and 8, 1886 
13. Eliza Boynton,—Gloucester, n,master. Warnedoff 


Mass.; George E. Marti 
at eens Nova Scotia, between June 1 and 9, risse. Then afterwards detained 
in manner not reported, and released October 25,1 


of land! G- Graig. Portland, Me.: Webber-mast June 15 or 16, 1886. 

17. Ci t.—Portiland, Me.; Keene, master. ed at Shelburne, Nova 
Scotia, Jul toon for ali violation of customs laws. Penalty of $400 de- 
manded. eyd under pee sy 12, and in addition $120 costs 
deposited July 14. costs refi July 21, and vessel released August 

Harbor dues exacted August 26, notwithstanding vessel had been refused 
ati the a of entry. 


Harrington.—Portiand, Me. ; Frellick, master. a at Shel- 
bame, No "Nova Scotia, July 3, 1886, for alleged violation of customs laws; j fined 
$100 July 5; fine deposited, under protest, July costs dej u 
refasded a 21, and vessel released. =i z; 

. Hereward.—Gloucester, Mass.; McDonald,master. Detained two days at 
Canso, Nova Scotia, about July 3, 1836, for shipping seamen arial to port 


ws. 
20. G. 
ned $400; a 


—Booth Ba: ; Dickson, master. Detained at Hopewell 
ape. New Brunswick, for ar Ne ‘Violation of customs laws,on July 24, 1835, 


= ge Mass.; A. F. Spee le eer master. Warned off at 
Canso, Nova Scotia, June, 1886. of Shelburne, Nova Scotia, 
where vessel entered se shelter yearly Kept under guard PETN night 
and released on the 4t. 


25. Caroline senor —Booth Bay, Me.; Charles S. Reed, ee Warned off 
Pas ew nswick, an refused water, August 4, 1885 
26. oh.—Gloucester, Mass. ; Charles Nevit, master. Boarded at Liverpool, 


Nova Scotia, August 9,and subjected to rude surveillance. 

27. Julia Elien.—Booth Bay, Me.; Burnes, master. Boarded at Liverpool, 
aae Scotia, August 9. 1886, ‘and subjected to a rade surveillance. 

28. Freddie W., Alton. =; Provincetown, Mass.; Alton, master. Boarded at 
Liverpool, Nova Scotia, Au and subjected to rude surveillance. 

29. Howard Holbrook. sven B ass. Detained at Hawkesbury, Cape 
Breton, August 17, 1886, for alleged violation of the customs laws. Released 
August 20 on deposit of $400. Question of remission of fine still pending. 

30, A. R. Crittenden.—Gloucester, Mass.; Bain, master. Detained at Hawkes- 
bury, Nova Scotia, August 27, 1886, for alleged violation of customs laws. Four 
hundred dollars penalty deposited August 25 without protest, and vessel released. 
Three hundred and seventy-five dollars remitted, and a nominal fine of $25 im- 
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31. Mollie Adams,—Gloucester, Mass.; Solomon Jacobs, master. Warned oft 
into storm from Straits of Canso, Nova Scotia, August 31, 1885. > 

32. Highland Light.—W: elificet, Mass.; J. H. Ryder, master. Seized off East 
Point, Prince Edward Island, September 1, 1886, while fishing within prohibited 
line. ‘Suit for forfeiture begunin vice-admiralty courtatCharlottetown. Hear- 
ingset for September 20, but postponed to September 39. Master admitted the 

Peh Mos ey Canedion judgment, Vessel condemned and sold December 14, 
ian Government. 

oS Pearl N Ayes —Provincetown, Mass.; Kemp, master. Detained at Arichat 
Cape Breton, September 8, 1886, for alleged violation of customs laws. Rel 
September 9, on deposit of $200. Deposit refunded October 26, 1836. 

34. Pioneer. ruched, master. Warned off at Canso, 


—Gloucester, Mass.; F, F, C) 
Nova Scotis, September 9, 1886, 

35. Everett Steel.—Gloucester, Mass. ; Charles H. Forbes, master. Detained 
at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, September 10, I886, for alleged vivlation of customs 
laws. Released by order from Ottawa, September 11, 1836. 

36. Moro Castle.—Gloucester, Mass.; Edwin M. Joyce, Goyer Detained at 
Hawkesbury, Noya Scotia, September 11, 1886, on charge of having smuggled 
goods into Chester, Noya Scotia, in 1884, and also of violating customs laws. A 
deposit of $1,600 demanded. Vessel discharged November 29, 1886, on payment, 
by yaar, t, of $1,000 to Canadian Government. 

. William D. Daisley.—Gloucester, Mass; J. E. Gorman, master. Detained 
at Mha Prince Edward Island, October 4, 1856, for alleged violation of cus- 
toms law. Fined 3100, and released on payment; $375 of the fine remitted. 

38. Laura Sayward. —Gloucester, Mass.; Medeo 1 Rose, master. Refused priv- 
tinge of landing to buy provisions at Shelburne. Nova Scotia, October 5, 1835. 

Marion Grimes.—Gloucester, Mass, Detained at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, 
October 9, for Pring of port laws in failing to report at custom-bouse on en- 
tering. Fined $400. Money paid under protest and vessel released. Fine re- 
mitted December 4, 1886, 

40. Jennie Seaverns. —Gloucester, Mass. ; Joseph Tu per, master. Refused 
pea pleating: and vessel placed under guard at erpool, Nova Scotia, 


October 20, 

ål. Flying Scud.—Gloncester, Mass. Detained for alleged violation of cus- 
toms awe at at Halifax, November 1, or about that time. Released November 16, 

42. SarahH.Prior.—Boston,Mass. Refused the restoration of a lost seine, which 
was found bya Canadian schooner, December, 1836. 

43. Boat (rame unknown).—Stephen R. cóm, master, Eastport, Me. 
Warned off at St. Andrews, New Brunswick, July 9, 1895, with others. 

44. Two small boats (unnamed).—Charles Smith, Pembroke, Me., master. 
Seized at East Quaddy, New Brunswick, September 1, 1886, for alleged viola- 
tion of customs laws. 

45. Druid (foreign built)—Gloucester, Mass. Seized, warned off, or molested 
otherwise at some time prior to September 6, 1886. 

saline pm digs Snow.—Injury to this vessel has not been reported to the Depart- 
ment o e. 

47. erar Hak Pee Any to ihis vessel has not been reported to the De- 
partmen 

48. Wide Fors Eastport, Me.; William A master, Fined at L’Etang, 
New Brunswick, $75 for taking away fish without getting a clearance; again 
November 13, 1596, at St. George, New Brunswick, fined $20 for similar offense. 
In both cases he was proceeding to obtain clearances. 

49. Eliza A, Thomes (schooner).—Portland, Me.; E. S. Bibbs, master. Wrecked 
on Nova Scotia shore, and unable to obtain assistance. Crew not itted to 
land or to save anything until ion was received from ca) in of cutter. 
Canadian officials placed guard over fish saved, and in saved from 
wreck narrowly escaped confiscation, (From Statements of D. Thomes, 
owner, Portland, Me.) 

50. Christian Fliseorth (schooner).—Eastport, Me.; James Ellsworth, master, 
Entered Port Hastings, Cape Breton, for wood ; anchored at 10 o'clock, and re- 
ported at custom-house. At2o'clock was boarded b y captain of cutter Hector 
and ordered to sea, being forced to leave without oe In every harbor en- 
tered was refused privilege of buying anything. Anchored edas lee of land 
in noharbor, but was compelled to enter at custom-house. In no two harbors 
= ae fees alike. (From statements of James Ellsworth, owner and master, 

po 

51, Mary d W. Whorf (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass.; Simon Berrio, master. In 
July, 1886, lost seine off North Cape, Prince Edward Island, and not allowed ta 

ê any rej on shore, causing a broken voyage and s long delay. Ran 
short of provisions, and being denied prelege of buying any on land, had to 
obtain from another American vessel. (From statements of p Estr g Snow, 
owner, Wellfleet, aeee 
wee powa Phenjan schooner). Sahib range dey A Rug F. Hatch, master, 

ot allow: D ceri nce t gaara 7 es, and obliged report at custom- 
situated at distant and inconvenient places ; ordered out of harbors in 
stress of weather, namely, out of Cascumpec Harbor, Prince Edward Island, 
nineteen hours after entry, and out of Malpeque Harbor, Prince Edward Island, 
fifteen hours after entry, wind ter blowing too hard to admit of fishing. Re- 
turned home with broken From statements of Samuel T. Hatch, owner 
and master, Provi. Poupees 
53. Walter L. Rich (schooner). —Wellficet, Mass.; Obadiah Rich, master. Or- 
dered out of Malpeque, P., E. I., in unsuitable weather { for fishing, having been 
in harbor only twelve hours. Denied right to ah Sey provisions. Forced to 
enter at custom-house at Port Hawkesbu: on Sunday, collector fearing 
that vessel would leave before Monday an fe would rani ose oes (From 
statements of Obadiah Rich, owner and master, Wellfleet. 
54. Bertha D. Nickerson (schooner).—Booth Bay,Me.; N. E. Nickerson, master. 
P kair a ae ga Ari Siara by being denied Canadian ian harbors to pro- 
cure crew, and d while waiting for men to come from Nova 
(From ern h ore S. een & Soi owners, Booth Pigg ces Me. Shy 
55. Newell B. Hawes ( fleet, ; Thomas 


way, to whom he explaitied ervand. On returning. ng, found tw 

cutter on his tosea, 

to go in the heavy fog. At9 o'clock the fog li fed slig iziti, a and, though the ba- 

Arpi — slapd low toa a — imminent, vessel was forced to nar 4 Soon 
yy gale, w which split sails, causing considerable damage. ptain 

ont Toon beth aim to right of remaining in harbor twenty-four hours, 

(From statements of T. C. Kennedy, owner and master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 

56. Helen F. Tredick Taam Re Porpoise, Me.; R. J. Nunan, master. 
July 20, 1886, entered Port Latour, N. S., for shelter and water. Was ordered 
immediately tosea. (From statements of R.J. Nunan, owner and master, Cape 

ae ise. Me. 

57. N miiie at. Snow (schooner).— Wellfleet, Mass.; A. E. Snow, master, Was 
nohellowed ve purchase provisions in any Canadian ports, or to refit and land 
and ship fish, eget ering legare compelled to leave for ph ial with a broken sab 
Not permitted to remain in ports longer than local officials saw 
(From statements of J. C. Young, owner, Wellfleet, Mass.) 

58. Gertrude Summers ( 
fused privilege of purchasing provisions, which resulted: iu injury to voyage. 
Found harbor regulations uncertai 
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four hours, again was ordered out in three hours, (From statements of N. S. 
Snow, owner and master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 
59. Charles BR. Washington ronn — Wellfleet, Mass.; Jesse S. Snow, master. 
Master was informed by collector at Ship Harbor, C. B., that if he boughs pro- 
visions, even if actually necessary, he would be subject to a fine of $400 for each 
offense. Refused permission by the collector at Souris, P. E. I., to buy 
ions, and was compelled to return home September 10, before close of 
season. Was obliged to reportat custom-house every time he entered a harbor, 
even if only for shelter. Found no ty in the amount of fees demanded, 
this being apparently at the option of the col r. (From statements of Jesse 
S. Snow, owner and master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 
60. John M. Ball (schooner).—Provincetown, Mass.; N. W, Freeman, master. 
Driven out of Gulf of St. Lawrence to avoid fine of $400 for landing two men in 
the port of Malpeque, Prince Edward Island, Was denied all supplies, except 
wood and water,in same port. (From statements of N. W. , owner 
vineetown, Mass.) 
(schooner).—Eastport, Me.; Warren Pulk, master. Cleared from 
81, 1886, under register for West Isles, New Brunswick, to buy 


rovis- 
ng 


6L 


ue, Pri 
roken trip. (From statements of W. L, Joyce, owner and master, Atlantic, 


65. Asa H. Pervere (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass.; A. B. Gore, master. En- 

tered harbor for shelter; ordered out after twenty-four hours, Denied right to 
. (From statements of S. W. Kemp, agent, Wellfleet, Mass. 

x Mass.; P. E. Hickman, master. 

Ran short of provisions, and, not being permitted to buy, left for home with a 

broken voyage. Customs Mulgrave, Nova Scotia, would allow 

urehase of provisions for homeward passage, but not to continue fishing. 

from statements of Parker E. Hickman, owner and master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 

67. Frank G. Rich (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass. ; Charles A. Gorham, master. 
Not permitted to buy provisions or to lay in Canadian ports over twenty-four 
pours (From statements of Charles A. Gorham, owner and master, Wellfleet, 

ass. 

68. Emma O. Curtis (schooner).—Provincetown, Mass.; Elisha Rich, master. 
Not allowed to purchase provisions, and therefore obliged to return home. 
(From statements of Elisha Rich, owner and master, Provincetown, Mass.) 

69. Pleiades (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass.; F. W.Snow, master. Driven from 
harbor within twenty-four hoursafterentering. Notallowed to ship or discharge 
rene Laar penelty ot $400. (From statements of F, W. Snow, owner and mas- 

r, Cae ass. 

70. Charles F. Atwood (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass.; Michael Burrows, master. 
Captain was not permi to refit vessel or to buy supplies, and when out of 
food had to return home. Found Canadians d to harass him and put 
him to many inconveniencies. Not allowed to d seine on Canadian shore 
for purpose of repairing same, (From statements of Michael Burrows, owner 
and master, Wellfleet, ) 

71. Gertie May (schooner).—Portland, Me.; I. Doughty, master. Notallowed, 
though provided with permit to touch and trade, to purchase fresh bait in Nova 
Scotia, and driven from harbors. (From statements of Charles F. Guptill, 
owner, Portland, Me.) 

72. Margaret S. Smith (schooner).—Portland, Me. 
ter. Twice compelled to return home from Bay of 
trip, not being able.to secure provisions to continue fishing. 
petty inconveniences in regard to customs regulations. (From statements of 
A.M. Smith, owner, Portland, Me. 

73. Elsie M. Smith (schooner).—Portland, Me.; Enoch Bulger, master. Came 
home with half fare, not being able to get provisions to continue fishing. 
Lost seine in rage A noo rather than beannoyed by customs ee when 
seeking shelter. (From statements of A. M. Smith, Portland, Me.) 

74. Fannie A. Spurling (schooner).—Portland,Me. ; Caleb Parris, master. Sub- 
ject to many annoyances, and obliged to return home with a half fare, not bein, 
os to procure provisions. (From statements of A. M. Smith, owner, Portland, 

e. 

75. Carleton Bell (schooner).—Booth Bay, Me. ; Seth W. Eldridge, master. 
Occasioned considerable expense by being denied right to procure crew in 

nadian harbors, arid detained in spring while waiting for men to_come from 
aoe Scotia. (From statements of S. Nickerson & Sons, owners, Booth Bay, 


e. 

=] Abbie M. Deering (schooner).—Portland, Me.; Emory Gott, master. Not 
being able td procure provisions, obliged to return home with a third of a fare 
of mackerel. (From statements of A. M. Smith, owner, Portland, Me.) 

77. Cora Louisa (schooner).—Booth Bay, Me.; Obed Harris, master. Could 
get no provisions in Canadian ports, and had to return home before getting 
full fare of fish. (From statements of 8, Nickerson & Sons, owners, Booth Bay, 


Me. 

A Eben Dale (schooner).—North Haven, Me.; R.G. Babbi master. Not 
permitted to buy bait, ice, or to trade in any way. Driven out of harbors, and 
unreasonable restrictions whenever near the land. (From statements of R.G. 
Babbidge, owner and master, Pulpit Harbor, Me. 

79. Charles Haskell (schooner).—North Haven, Me.; Daniel Thurston,master. 
Obliged to leave Gulf of St. Lawrence at considerable loss, not being allowed to 
buy provisions. (From statements of C. S. Staples, owner, North Haven, Me.) 

80, Willie Parkman (schooner).—North Haven, Me. ; William H. mas- 
ter, Unable to get supplies while in Gulf of St. Lawrence, which necessitated 
tat Masse) at great loss, with a broken voyage. (From statements of 
William H. Banks, owner and master, North Haven, Me.) 

81. D. D. Geyer (schooner).—Portland, Me.; John K. Craig, master. Being re- 
fused privilege of touching at a Nova Scotia port to take on resident crew al- 
read. , owner was obliged to vide for men to Portland, at 

le cost, causing t loss of time. (From statements of F. H. Jor- 
dan, owner, Portland, Me. 

82. Good Templar (schooner).—Portland, Me.; Elias Tarlton, master. Touched 
at La Have, Nova ia, to take on crew 


; Lincoln W. Jewett, mas- 
St. Lawrence with broken 
Incurred many 


statements of Henry Trefethen, owner, Peak's Island, cae} 5: 

83. Eddie Davidson (schooner).—Wellfleet, Mass.; John D. Snow, master. 
June 12, 1886, touched at Cape Island, Nova Scotia, but was aged Sorin to 
on part of crew; boarded by oncon officer and ordered to within twenty- 
four hours; not allowed to buy food 


pal porie on Gulf of St. Lawrence. (From 
statements of John D. Snow, owner master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 


hi grow 
h 
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84. Alice P. Higgins (ohcona) meinast; Mass.; Alvin W. Cobb, master, 
Driven from harbors twice in stress of weather. (From statements of Alvin W, 


Cobb, master, Wellfleet, Mass.) 
; L. Rush, master. Wasobliged to 


8. osure peooeni ua Bay, Me. 
return home before ng a fall cargo, not being permitted to purchase pro- 

(From ickerson & Sons, owners, 
Booth Bay, Me.) 


visions in Nova Scotia. statements of S. N 

86, Naiad (schooner).--Lubec, Me.; Walter Kennedy, master. Presented 
frontier license (heretofore acceptable) on arriving at St. George, New Bruns- 
wick, but collector would not ize same; was compelled to return to East- 

rt and clear under register before being allowed to purchase herring, thus 

osing one trip. tba statements of Walter Kennedy, master, Lubec, Me.) 

87. Louisa A. Grout (schooner).—Provincetown, Mass.: Joseph Hatch, jr., 

master. Took pci to touch and trade ; arrived at St. Peter’s, Cape Breton 
in afternoon of May 19, 1886; entered and cleared according to law; wasobl 
to take inexperienced men at their own prices to complete fishing crew, to get 
to sea before the arrival of a seizing oficer who had started from Straits of 
Cansoat 5 o'clock same afternoon in search of vessel, having been advised by 
telegraph of the shipping of men. (From statements of Joseph Hatch, jr., 
owner and master, Provincetown, ) 
88. Lottie E. Hopkins (schooner).—Vinal Haven, Me.; Emery J. Hopkins, 
master. Ref permission to buy any article of food in Canadian ports, Ob- 
tained shelter in harbors only by entering at custom-house, (From statement 
of Emery J. oo North Haven, Me. 

89. Florine F, Nickerson (schooner).—Chatham, Mass.; Nathaniel E, Eldridge, 
master. Engaged fishermen for vessel at Liverpool, Nova Scotia, but action o 
Canadian Government necessitated the paying of their transportation to the 
United States and loss of time to vessel while waiting their arrival; otherwise 
would have called for them on way to fishing groun: Returning, touched at 
Liverpool, but immediately on anchoring Canadian officials came aboard and 
refused permission for men to go ashore. Captain at once signified his inten- 
tion of immediately proceeding on passage, but officer prevented his departure 
until he had reported at custom-house, vessel being thereby detained two days. 

From statement of Kendrick & Bearse, owners, South Harwich, Mass.) 
90. B. B. B. (sloop).—Eastport, Me.; George W. Copp. master. Obliged to dis- 
continue business of buying sardine herring in New Brunswick ports for East- 
port canneries, as local customs regulations were, during the season of 1 
made so exacting that it was impossible to comply with them without risk o 
the fish becoming stale and iled by detention. (From statements of George 
wW. Copp. master, reap) e.) i 

91. ir Knight (schooner).—Southport, Me.; Mark Rand, master. Compelled 
to t Scotia to Maine, the vessel not being 
at Nova Scotia ports for them on her way to the fishing grounds, 
(From statements of William T, Maddocks, owner, Southport, Me.) i 

92. Uncle Joe (schooner).—Southport, Me.; J. W. Pierce, master. Compelled 
to pay transportation for crew from Nova Scotia to Maine, the vessel not being 
allowed to call at Nova Scotia —— for them on her way to the fishing grounds.) 
(From statements of William T. Maddocks, owner, Southport, Me.) Í 

93. WillieG. (schooner).—Southport, Me.; Albert F. Orne, master, Compelled 
to pay transportation for crew from Nova Scotia to Maine, the vessel not being 
allowed to call at Nova Scotia ports for them on her way to the fishing grounds, 
(From statements of William T. Maddocks, owner, Southport, Me.) i 

94. Lady Elgin (schooner).—Southport, Me. ; George W. Pierce, master. Com- 
paea to pay transportation for crew from Nova Scotia to Maine, the vessel not 

ing allowed to call at Nova Scotia ports for them on her way to the fishi 

nds. (From statements of William T. Madd , owner, Southport, Me. 
%. John H. cag mers A wanes goers LOM Me,; David Dougherty, master, 
Called at a Nova Scotia port for bait, but left without ee ee fearin; 
seizure and fine, returning home with a broken voyage. Ata Newfoundlan 
de was charged $16 light-house dues, giving draft on owners for same, which,’ 
3 OESE; they refused to pay. (From statements of E. G. Willard, owner, 

‘ortlan e. 

96. Ripley Ropes Rec pcrag eToeney pn Me.; O. E. Hare, master. Vessel 
rany to sail when telegram from authorities at Ottawa refused permission to 
touch at Canadian ports to ship men; con gn obliged to Ry, for their 
transportation to ine, and vessel detained while awaiting their arrival. 
m statements of n Orne & Son, owners, Southport, Me.) 

97. Jennie Armstrong (schooner).—Southport, Me.; A.O. Webber, master. Ves- 
sel ready to sail when telegram from authorities of Ottawa refused permission 
to touch at Canadian ports to ship men; consequently obliged to pay for their 
transportation to Maine, and vessel detained while awaiting their arrival. 
(From statements of Freeman Orne & Son, owners, Southport, Me. 

98. Vanguard (schooner).—Southport, Me, ; C. O. Dyer, master. essel ready 
to sail when telegram from authorities refused permission to touch at Canadian 
p to ship men; consequently obliged to pay for their transportation to 

ine, and vessel detained while awaiting their arrival. (From statements of 
Freeman Orne & Son, owners, Southport, Me.) 

99. Electric Flash (schooner).—North Haven, Me.; Aaron Smith, master. Un- 
uble to obtain supplies in Canadian ports and obliged to return home before 
obtaining full cargo, (From statements of Aaron Smith, masterand agent, 
North Haven, Me. 

10. Daniel Simmons (schooner).—Swan’s Island, Me.; John A. Gott, master, 
Compelled to go without necessary outfit while fishing in Gulf of St, Lawrence. 
(From statements of M. Stimpson, owner, Swan's Island, Me 


pay transportation for crew from Nova 
allowed to call 


101, Grover Cleveland (schooner).—Boston, Mass. ; George j keman, master. 
Sua pang to return home with only partial fare of mackerel, being refused 
supp. a in Canadian ports. (From statements of B. F. De Butts, owner, Bos- 
ton, Mass. 

102, Andrew Burnham (schooner).—Boston, Mass.; Nathan F. Blake, master. 


M. x 
[Revised Statutes of Canada, chapter se, 4n act respecting fishing by foreign 
vessels. 
s 


= = + * Ld . 


2. Any commissioned officer of Her Majesty’s navy serving on board of any 
vessel of Her esty’s navy cruising and being in the waters of Canada for the 
purpose of affording protection to Her Majesty's subjects en; in the fish- 
eries, or any commissioned officer of Her Majesty's navy, fishery officer, or 
stipendiary magistrate on board of any vessel belonging to or in the service of 
the government of Canada and pores the service of protecting the fisher- 
ies, or any officer of the customs of Canada, sheriff, justice of the peace, or other 
person duly commissioned for that purpose, may go on board of any ship, vessel 

any harbor in Canada or hovering in British waters within 3 
a paya; creeks, or harbors in Canada, and stay 
such harbor or distance, 


or boat within 


$ such sh: p vessel, or boat is foreign, or not navi- 
pes according to the laws of the United Kingdom or of Canada, and (a) has 
found nahid, or preparing to fish, orto have been fishing in British waters 

ioa 
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within 3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of Canada, 
not included within the above-mentioned limits, without a license, or after the 
expiration of the term named in the last license granted to such ship, vessel, or 
boat under the first section of this act, or) has entered such waters for me A 
sone not permitted by treaty or convention, or by any law of the United King- 
om or of Canada for the time-being in force, su p, vessel, or boat, andthe 
tackle, rigging, ap; 1, furniture, stores, and cargo thereof shall be forfeited. 
4, All goods, ships, vessels, and boats, and the tackle, rigging, hp: furni- 
ture, stores, and cargo liable to forfeiture under this act may be se and se- 
cured by any officers or persons mentioned in the second section of this act ; and 
every person opposing any. officer or person in the execution of his duty under 
thisact, or aiding or tting any other n in any such opposition, is guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and liable to a fine of $300 and to two years’ imprisonment. 
* * * * + = * 


6. All goods, vessels, and boats, and the tackle, rigging, ap) , furniture, 
stores, and , condemned as forfeited under this act, shall be sold by pub- 
lic auction, on of the officer who has the custody thereof under the 

rovisions of the next preceding section of this act, and under ions made, 

time to time, by the governor in council; and the of every such 
sale shall be subject to the control of the minister of marine and fisheries, who 
shall first pay thereout all necessary costs and expenses of custody and sale, and 
the governor in council may, from time to time, apportion three-fourths, or less, 
of the net remainder among the officers and crew of any of Her Majesty’s shi 
or Canadian Government vessel from on board of which the seizure was ma e, 
as he thinks right—reserving to the Crown and paying over to the minister oi 
finance and receiyer-general at least one-fourth of such net remainder, to form 
part of the consolidated revenue fund of Canada; but the governor in council 
may nevertheless that any good vessel or boat, and the tackle, rigging, 
apparel, furniture, stores, and cargo, seized and forfeited shall be destroyed or 
be reserved for the public service. 

$ * * s * * * 

10. If a dispute arises as to whether any seizure has or has not been legally 
made, or as to whether the person who seized was or was not authorized to 
seize under this act, oral evidence may be taken, and the burden of proving the 
illegality of the seizure shall lie upon the owner or claimant. 

1i. No claim to anything seized under this act and returned into any court of 
vice-admiralty for adjudication shall be admitted unless the claim is entered 
under oath, with the name of the owner, his residence and occupation, and the 
description of the property claimed, which oath shall be made by the owner, 
his attorney or agent, and to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

+ * * s * * s 

13. No writ shall be sued out against any officer or other 

to seize under this act for anything done under this act unt: 


noticè in writing has been delivered 

the person intending to sue out such writ, his attorney oragent, in which notice 
be contained the cause of action, the name and place of abode of the person 

who is to bring the action, and of his attorney or agent, and no evidence of any 

cause of action shall be admitted except such as is contained in such notice. 

14, Every such action shall be brought within three months after the ca 
thereof has arisen. 

15, If on any information or suit brought to trial under this act on account of 
any seizure, judgment is given for the claimant, and the court or judge certifies 
that there was probable cause for seizure,the claimant not be entitled to 
costs, and the person who made the seizure shall not be liable to any indictment 
or suit on account thereof; and if any suit or prosecution is brought against any 
poner on account of any seizure under this act, and judgment is given against 

im, and the court or bag. lig NOES MaS ANET WAS geen protege Er fio paji: 
ure, the plaintiff, besides the thing seized or its value, shall not recover more 
than 4 cents damages, and shall not recover any costs, and the defendant shall 
not be fined more than 20 cents. 7 

Mr. PLUMB. Mr. President— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection the Senate 
will proceed from open executive session to the consideration of legisla- 
tive business, without a formal motion. 


DISTRICT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. PLUMB. I present the report of the committee of conference 
on the District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report of the committee of con- 
ference will be read. r 

Mr. CALL. I hope the Senator from Kansas will not call that report 
up for consideration this evening. I should like to hear the result of 
the report made to the other House before we act uponit. There is 
one of the subjects of difference between the House and the Senate that 
Ishould like to have considered after the action of the other House 
upon the report of the conference committee, and in the event that the 
House do not concur I shall ask the Senate not to concur in that pro- 
vision of the conference report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be objection to the con- 
sideration of the report, the motion to proceed to consider the same 
must be decided without debate. Does the Senator from Kansas insist 
on his motion to proceed to its consideration? 

Mr. PLUMB. Ido. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to proceed to the consideration of the conference report on the 
District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senate, and will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the d ing votes of the two Houses on 
certain amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8989) “‘ making appropria- 
tions to provide for the expenses of the government of the District of Columbia 
for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes,” having met, 
after full and free conference have torecommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 14, 20, 21, 38, 50,56, 59, 
60, SI, 63 63, 72, 77, 82, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 118, 120, 123, 161, 162, 163, 164, 167, 169, 
an in 

That the House recede from its d ment to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate numbered 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 98, 27, 28; 29, 80, SL. 32, 33, BA, 26. 30, 37, 


46, 47, 48, 51, 54, 57, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 73, $4 94, 105, 106, 
109, 112, 113, 116, 117, 119; 123, 124, 125, igor fsb tio 


rson authorized 
one month after 
to him or left at ‘his usual place of abode by 


The conference report is before the 


25, 127, 129, 130, 131, 136, 137, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 
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148, 149, 151, 152, 168, 171, 174, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 183, 185, 186, 187, 188, 190, 191, 
and 192, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In line 13 of said amendment strike out the words “three 
thousand” and in lieu thereof insert the words “‘ two thousand;” and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its d ment to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘$3,000;"’ and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed rt “$43,864; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended 
as follows: Strike out all after the word “repealed ” therein; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘ $20,400 ;"" and the 
Senate to the same. 

Ame ent numbered 15: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$100; and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $11,600 ;’’ and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro; insert ‘* $615,000,” and strike 
out, in line 24, page 5 of the bill, the words “on the” and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “in the discretion of the Commissioners on;” and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 40: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 40, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
“$144,600; andthe Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 41, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro) insert “‘ $38,600; and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amen nt numbered 42: That the House recede from its ent to 
the amendmentof the Senate numbered 42, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In line 9 of said amendment strike out “Rhode Island aye- 
nue” andinsert * Boundary” in lieuthereof; in lines 10and li strike out“ New 
Jersey avenue” and insert * Boundary ’’ in lieu thereof; in line 16 strike out 
“Sixth” and insert ‘‘Fifth;’’ insert after line 18 the following: “ Thirteenth- 
street intersection to B street; a street, from S street to Boun: ;” and 
in lieu of the sum proposed in said Senate amendment insert *‘$191,400;’ and the 
Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 9 of said amendment strike out the word “Half” 
and insert in lieu thereof *‘ South Capitol,” and after said line 9 insert “ L street, 
from First to Four-and-a-half streets;’’ and in lieu of the sum named in said 
amendment insert ‘*$52,800;’’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 44, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: After line 2 of said amendment insert the following; 

“Seventh street, from D street to Virginia avenue. 

“South Carolina avenue, from Seventh to Ninth streets.” 

In lines 9 and 10 of said amendment strike out “ Pennsylvania avenue” and 
insert “G street.” 

And in lieu of the sum named in said amendment insert ‘* $54,400." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 10 of said amendment strike out “ Massachu- 
setts” and insert *‘ Maryland ;" and after line 12 insert “Sixth street, from H to 
K streets ;”’ and strike out line 19 of said amendment; and in lieu of the sum 
named in said amendment insert “$129,700; and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 49: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the'sum proposed by said amendment in- 
sert ‘$3,500; and the Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 52: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘*$15,000;"’ and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “* $95,000;”’ and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House recede from its disagreement to 


the amendment of the Senate numbered 55, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro; insert “90,000; and the 
Senate a; to the same. 


Amendment numbered 58: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 58, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out the amended paragraph; and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

Amendments numbered 74, 75, and 76: That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate numbered 74, 75, and 76, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: Strike out the amended paragraph and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“For the grading and paving of Fourteenth street northward from the Bound- 
ary, for the grading and paving of Stoughton street and of Chapin street from 
Fourteenth street extended to Wayland Seminary, and the paving of Pomeroy 
street in front of the Freedman’s Hospital, $35,000; in all, $88,980.” 

And the Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered79: That the House recede from its disagreement tothe 
amendment of the Senate numbered 79, and agree to the same with an amend- 
mentas follows : Inlieu of the matter pro; to beinserted by saidamendment 
insert the following: “Including retaining-wall on M street, at the approach 
to the new free bridge across the Potomac, which bridge is hereby p: under 
the jurisdiction of the commissioners of the District of Columbia;” and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 85: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 85. and agree to the same with an 
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amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘*$77,000," and add 

at the end of the amended paragraph the following : 

ee eg pnt ang peronda shall be made at a price higher 
n 27 cents per square 

And the Senate to the same. 

Amendment num! 87: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 87, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ** $105,000; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendmentnumbered 95: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 95, and to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $958,971;”" and in line 19, 
page 12 of the bill, strike out “sixty-four thousand three” and insert in lieu 
thereof ‘‘sixty-six thousand eight; and the Senate a to the same. 

Amendment numbered 107: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 107, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $137,711;” and the 
Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 110: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 110,and to the same with an 
amendment = Sue In lieu of the sum meara insect “$3,000;”? and the 

e same. 

Amen mt numbered 111: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered HI, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert *‘ $22,500; ™ and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 114: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 114, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in sald amendment insert 
“$8,000; "” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 115: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 115, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$9,000; "’ and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 121: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 121, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $315,000;" and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 123: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 123, and ee to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proj insert * $2,700;"’ and the 
Senate saree Se the same. 

Amen t numbered 126: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 126, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the number insert “twenty-two; ” 
and the Senate agree to the same, ‘ $ 

Amendment numbered 132: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 132, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of thesum proposed insert ‘‘$2,400;” and after 
the word “ building,” in line 24, page 15 of the bill, insert the words “and 
cells; ” and the Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbe: 133: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 133, and agree to the same with an 
amendment rd ee In lieu of the sum proposed insert ** $14,000; and the 

e same, = 
ent numbered 134: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the Senate numbered 134, and a, to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum ponoso said amendment insert 
: ** $15,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary ;" and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 135: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 135, and spes to the same with an 
amendment se Soon In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘$406,510; ’’ and the 
Senate same, 

Amendment numbered 138: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 133, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieuof the number proposed insert “ nine;’’ and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 144: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 144, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro; insert * 

Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 145: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 145, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “* $4,000; and the 


Senate to the same, 

PERAE AA numbered 146: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 146, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted insert the 
following: “for erecting engine-house in southeastern section of Washington 
and furnishing same, $12,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary ; car- 
riage for same, $700;”’ and the Senate agree to the same. i 

Amendment numbered 147; That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 147, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $141,200;"’ and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 150; That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 150, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the amended paragraph insert the following: 

“The commissioners of the District of Columbia s not, after the 15th day 
of September, 1888, permit or authorize any additional telegraph, telephone, 
electric-lighting, or other wires to be or maintained on or over any of 
the streets or avenues of the city of Washington; and said commissioners are 
hereby directed to investigate and rt to Congress at the beginning of its 
next session the best method of removing all electric wires from air or sur- 
face of the streets, avenues, and alleys, and the best method of interring the 
game underground, and such legal regulation thereof as may be needed; and 
they shall report what manner of conduits should be maintained by the city of 
Washington, if any, and the cost of constructing and mainta: the same, and 
what charge, if any, should be made by the city for the use of its conduits by 
the persons or corporations placing wires therein, and upon what terms and 
conditions the same should be used when required so todo, and for such inves- 
tigation $1,000 is hereby appropriated: Provi That the commissioners of the 
District may, under such reasonable conditions as they may prescribe, author- 
ize the wires of any existing aera, telephone, or electric-light company now 
operating in the District of Columbia to be laid under any street, alley, high- 
way, footway, or sidewalk in the District whenever, in their judgment, the 
public interest may require the exercise of such authority; such privileges as 
may be granted hereunder to be revocable at the will of Congress without com- 
pensation, and no such authority to be exercised after the termination of the 
present Congress.” 

And the Senate to the same. 

Amendment aaber 170: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 170, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter insert following: “all under 
the control of the commissioners ;"’ and the Senate agree to the same, 


Amendment numbered 173: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 173, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted insert the following: “all 
under the control of the commissioners;"’ and the Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 175: That the House recede from its ment to 
the amendment of the nambered 175, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out all after the word “association ™ in line 8 of 
said amen t down to and including line 10, and insert a period in lieu of 
the semicolon after the said word “association; ™ and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 189: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 189, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
“$17,835;"? and in line 3, on page 25 of the bill, strike out “thirty-five” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the word ** y;" and the Senate agree to the same. 

P. 


J. ©. CLEMENTS, 
FELIX CAMPBELL, 
LOUIS E. McCOMAS, 
Managers on the part of the House, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon concurring in 
the report of the committee of conference. 
Mr. MCPHERSON. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
Mr. SHERMAN. Before that motion is put I desire to have a formal 
amendment to a little joint resolution agreed to, The matter of time 


is important. 
Mr. MCPHERSON. I withdraw the motion. : 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Kansas yield 


for the purpose indicated by the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I donot ask it if action is to be taken now on the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDENT fe tempore. The question is on concurring in 
the report of the conference committee. 

Mr. CALL. I move that the Senate non-concur in so much of 
amendment numbered 1 as relates to the salary to be paid to the in- 
spector of plumbing in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PLUMB. Let me interrupt the Senator for a moment to make 
a statement which I think will be satisfactory to his mind. 

The Senator is aware, in the first place, that the salary of this officer 
was reported from the Senate Committee on Appropriations exactly as 
it was estimated for. On the motion of the Senator from Florida the 
salary was increased to $3,000 by the Senate in deference to his opinion 
about it, unsupported by that of any other person that I know of. Cer- 
tainly no one came before the committee to say anything about it, and 
we heard from nobody except from him. ‘The Senate conferees stood 
out unreasonably, as. some think, certainly stronger for that item than 
almost any other provision in the bill, and we finally succeeded in ef- 
fecting an increase to $2,000. 

I do not believe the Senator can make soyang by any motion he 
may make. As he has opened up the question, if he is right, as I am 
persuaded that he is very likely, not because I know anything about 
it, but simply because I have confidence in his judgment, it has laid 
the foundation for something in a succeeding bill, either at this or the 
next session of Congress, and he is fully as likely to accomplish what 
he desires in that way as anyother. Certainly he can not expect that 
the two Houses should remain in anything like permanent controversy 
over a mere question of salary, and that, too, fora person who has been 
serving at the salary he is now receiving for years, and about which 
there has been no complaint whatever, and who I have no doubt in the 
world is entirely willing to continue toserve, and would consider him- 
self grossly outraged if he were turned out, notwithstanding what the 
Senator thinks the insufficient character of his salary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair would observe that the 
motion of the Senator from Florida is not in order and can not be en- 
tertained by the Chair. Thereport of a committee of conference is not 
susceptible of amendment, Having been agreed upon by the managers 
on the tof the Senate and House of Representatives, it must be 
adopted or rejected as an entirety. The question, therefore, is upon 
concurring in the report of the committee of conference. 

Mr. CALL. Then I hope the report will not be concurred in. I 
have observed that on repeated occasions the committees of conference 
have reported to the Senate a motion to concur in certain numbered 
amendments or certain numbered agreements of the committee. That 
was the report of the committee. It may be parliamentary perhaps 
that it is aprivilege belonging only to members of a conference com- 
mittee to ask that items shall be separately considered and so acted 
upon, and that the Senate shall not have the right to do it, but it is 
certainly not a rational or business method of procedure. 

I wish to state as the ground of my objection to the conference agree- 
ment that every physician of prominence in the city of Washington of 
whom I have any knowledge has by letter and statement, which have 
been printed in the RECORD, advised the Senate and the House of the 
present, immediate necessity of the provision to the lives of the people 
in the District, and to the strangers who come here, relating particu- 
lar instances enforcing the necessity and the propriety of the amend- 
ment. The law, as I understand it and as they understand it, confines 
the duty of the inspector of plumbing to new houses being erected, and 


to see that proper plumbing is inserted in such houses. For the old 
houses there is no provision; and that work has been gratuitously per- 
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formed by this most deserving scientific and practical sanitary engi- 
neer, not as an inspector of plumbing, but as a sanitary engineer of 
experience and skill. That fact is certified by every physicianand by 
some of the leading business men of this city, and their certificates 
were read to the Senate and printed in the RECORD when the amend- 
ment was put upon the bill. “Numerous instances have occurred and 
within a short period of time. 

: The reason why I ask that this report may not be agreed to now is 
that General WHEELER, a member of the other House, in the Butler 
Building near here, very recently came near losing his life, according 
to the testimony of one of the most eminent physicians of this town, 
by the sanitary condition of that house, which was ascertained only at 
his request when, as a gratuitous and voluntary and unpaid service, the 
officer who is to receive this increase of salary was sent for and discov- 
ered it. The same is true, I understand from the best authority, of 
General Sheridan’s family and children. The same is.true of my own 
immediate neighbor’s house, and numerous instances have oceurred, 
most notably that of Mr. Black, a member of the other House of Con- 
gress, who lost his life by paralysis, caused by the condition of the 
rented house which his family occupied. 

Numerous instances of this kind have been gathering for years, until 
every physician of prominence in this city has recommended and writ- 
ten letters which were presented by me to the Senate, showing the neces- 
sity of immediate action and of compensation to this man for the serv- 
ice which he is gratuitously performing. Why any one should desire 
to continue this wholesale sacrifice of life I can not understand, but it 
seems that some one prefers that the people should die by the thousand 
rather than pay a thousand dollars more to a deserving and capable 
public officer. 

There is not a city in the United States where the salary of the per- 
son charged with the duties of a sanitary engineer, not of an i tor 
of plumbing, is not largely over $3,000 a year, and yet we are asked 
that this service shall either go unperformed and the epidemics which 
are brought into the city and District, particularly the hotels and in 
rented houses, shall continue to destroy the lives of the people and the 
children of the people, or that this person shall perform the service 
without compensation. 

Mr. President and Senators, that is the condition of the question. I 
take it for granted that when this conference report is made to the 
House of Representatives and the facts are made known as have been 
developed in the case of General WHEELER lately, they will agree to 
the amendment put upon the bill by the Senate, and for that reason I 
ask that the report be non-concurred in. AsIsaid, there is nota prom- 
inent physician in the city of Washington who is not upon the records 
here certifying to the necessity of if.. I see before me the Senator from 
Colorado, who told me that he had had personal experience which ex- 
hibited the necessity of it, and the danger to which himself and his 
family had beenexposed. I therefore ask that the Senate will not con- 
cur in the conference report. There are hundreds of peoplein the pub- 
lic service who do not do the thousandth part of the good done by this 
man who receive more than the amount proposed to be paid to him. 
We have no right to assume that this man will continue to perform 
this service gratuitously, and if he does we have no right to punish 
him for his charity and his skill. 

Mr. BLAIR, Mr. President, this is a city that the Congress of the 
United States is responsible for, and strangers coming from all parts 
of the country and all parts of the world have a right to suppose that 
the houses of this city are decently cared for; that the best of sanitary 
skill is employed here to see that they are kept in due order. Asa 
matter of fact, life after life is being lost, and practically murder is 
beingcommitted simply because the old houses of the city are not prop- 
erly inspected. 

I do not know just how this matter rests, but for one I believe that 
we should disagree to this report, and that the attention of both Houses 
should be called to this one specific item, so that we may get a scien- 
tific and responsible sanitary ofiicer whose, duty it shall be to inspect 
the new buildings which are being erected, and also the old houses 
where three-quarters of the population live,and into which the strangers 
from all parts of the country are invited every session in vast numbers, 
and where many of them die. 

Mr. DAWES. The difficulty is not that we have not an efficient offi- 
cer of this kind. He is commended by everybody for his skill. The 
difficulty with the Senator from Florida and the Senator from New 
Hampshire is that he does not get enough salary by $200. That isthe 
trouble, 

Mr, BLAIR. I ask theSenator’s pardon; the proposition of the Sen- 
ate was to increase the salary to $3,000. 

Mr. DAWES. The oficer discharges all the duty now that the Sena- 
tor fromm Florida thinks he ought to discharge, but the Senator from 
Florida says some part of it is voluntary, and the Senator from Florida 
thinks because of the value of his services, which all concede, his salary 
ought to be raised. Very likely it ought to be raised, but whether it 
should be $3,000 or $2,000, where the conference committee put it, 
may be a question. I do not think thatthe houses will suffer whether 


the salary be $2,000 or $3,000. No complaint has come from the offi- 
cer himself, no suggestion has come before the committee that there 
has been any failure of duty on the part of this officer for lack of pay, 


nor from the commissioners, nor anybody that he ought to have more 
pay. Itis possible that he ought, but I submit we had better not 
shake the Republic in the sum of $200. 

Mr. CALL. I beg the Senator’s pardon, that is not the state of the 
case. The statement is not that the law requires certain duties to be 
performed, that of inspecting new buildings, not of old buildings, not 
of sewers, but so far as this work is done, it is done voluntarily. The 
Senate and the House ought not to ask this man to devote his time, 
and if they did he could not devote his whole time, to the inspection 
of the old houses in this great city. Butif he did, what kind of an 
argument is it that his wife and children should be allowed to suffer 
while he is gratuitously inspecting the house of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts and saving the life of his wife and children? 

The leading physicians in this District, the proper guardians of the 
health of the people, have urged upon Congress the passage of this 
amendment to increase the compensation of this man as something ab- 
solutely required by the public service and demanded by justice and 
right. The Senate, almost unanimously, put this amendment upon 
the bill after reading their letters, and two of the commissioners of the 
District of Columbia told me that they thought it was a proper and a 
wise measure. 

Mr. BLAIR. Ido not understand the question of fact to be as the 
Senator from Massachusetts states it. As I am not upon the Commit- 
tee of Appropriations, I donot undertake to know whether he is correct 
or the Senator from Florida, who is also upon the same committee, who 
called the attention of the Senate to this subject. But if the Senator 
from Florida be right, there is no official duty chargeable upon this 
officer to inspect the old buildings of the city, and certainly there can 
be no legal obligation upon him to perform a duty which he performs 
gratuitously, for if it be a legal duty it is nota duty gratuitously per- - 
formed. 

Mr. DAWES. Does the Senator suppose that it would be any more 
his legal duty if he should get a little more pay ? 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator is trifling and treating this matter which 
concerns life with an absurdity of questioning which I trust he will 
accept my pardon for doing, which I give with that sort of feeling that 
is perhaps proper under the circumstances. It is not a thing to be 
laughed or sneered down that lives have been lost here in this city by 
reason of the imperfect inspection of buildings. On many occasions 
the work has not been done. ~ Whether there be a legal obligation upon 
any officer under the law to perform the work or not, the work has 
failed to be efficiently performed in many instances, and there has been 
great complaint about it. If the Senator from Massachusetts, as a 
member of the Committee on Appropriations, has not heard that com- 
plaint, he simply has not heard all that is going on in this city, nor all 
the complaint that has been made. 

As I understand the facts to be, here is a sanitary inspector whose 
official duty it is to examine the new buildings and see that the new 
plumbing which is put into the city is all right. That he is paid for. 
I do not understand that consequently it is his official duty at all to 
inspect the older buildings. I do not know whether I am right or 
wrong about that. If the Senator be right about that, itis simply a 
case where there is an official obligation which is not sufficiently paid 
for, but there is beyond that the further fact, as I understand, that it 
is a duty to the public which is not fully pgrformed by anybody. 

Mr. DAWES. In acknowledgment of my obligation to the Senator 
from New Hampshire for the gracious manner in which he has par- 
doned the offense that I have committed, I will state to him that there 
is no legal duty imposed upon this officer to inspectold buildings; that 
it was not in the power of the Committee on Appropriations to impose 
that duty upon him. It was not asked by anybody, because it could 
not be done in an appropriation bill. If his salary remains at $1,800, 
where it has been for a great many years, or at $2,000, where the con- 
ference committee has put it, orat $3,000, where my friend the Senator 
from Florida wants it, his duty will remain the same, and he will dis- 
charge it with great efficiency and with great service to the people. 

In addition to that, heis willing and always has been, and will con- 
tinue to do it, whether the salary remain at either one of these three 
points, when called upon by the people occupying the old houses, to 
give his opinion as to what ought to be done in them. 

The Senator from New Hampshire does not—I speak it with mod- 
esty—know anything more about the defects of plumbing in old houses 
thanIdo. Ispeak it with becoming modesty. The Senator does not 
appreciate any more than I do the necessity of prescribing by law the 
duties of such an officer, and clothing him with power not only to give 
his opinion, but to enforce such alterations in the plumbing of the old 
houses in this city as will secure in some measure a degree of health 
that is not now in the city. All that the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire and the Senator from Florida, in their zeal about a salary, leave 
outof the question. If they desire something that will produce better 
plumbing in the old houses of this city and will undertake the work, 
I will join with them; but it will not be effected by changing a salary. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The question is on concurring in the 
report of the committee of conference. 

Mr. CALL. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Florida moves 
that the Senate adjourn. [Putting the question. ] 
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Mr. PLUMB. I hope that will not be done until we dispose of this 
2onference report. , 

Mr, CALL. I shall call for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The noes appear to have it. 

Mr. PLUMB. There is evidentlya misunderstanding about this 
matter, both on the part of the Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Florida hasa right 
to demand the yeas and naysif he desires. Does the Senator from 
Florida ask for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. CALL. I withdraw the demand for the present. I should like 
to have the yeas and nays on concurring in the conference report. 
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" passed ” and insert “approved.” Also,in the fourth line,strike out “9th” 
and insert “28th ;” and in lines 2 and 3, strike out * and approved.” 


There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred in, 
and the amendments proposed by Mr. BUTTERWORTH were agreed to. 


RETURN OF A BILL TO THE SENATE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following request of 
the Senate: 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, July 9, 1888, 


Resolved, That the Secretary be directed to request the House of Representa- 
tives to return to the Senate the resolution of the Senate agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the House to the bill (S. 889) for the relief of Mary M. Briggs. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection this request will be complied 


Mr PLUMB. What the Senator desires and what the physicians of | with. 


this city desire is a new piece of legislation giving authority to some 
one to act as sanitary inspector for this city. They believe this officer 
would be a good person for that place, and they have wanted an en- 
larged provision or a new provision giving him authority which he does 
not now That was not proper to be put on an appropriation 
bill, and it could not be puton in conference because it was not in con- 
troversy between the two Houses. If this report were to be rejected 
we should be in the same condition as now, because anything we might 
put in would be subject toa point of order. What both these Senators 
want, and very properly, with credit to their heads and hearts, could 
not be accomplished in the way in which they seem to be desirous of 
getting it, 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, Ido not want to delay the Senate. I 
have acted in the discharge of what I conceive to be my duty. When 
every physician of prominence, every property-holder says to me, ‘‘It 
is your duty, exercising a public function as a legislator, to make com- 
pensation to a man whose services are used every day by us for the dis- 
covery of the cause which is destroying human life, not in one instance 
but in hundreds of cases,” whenever a source of information or au- 
thority comes to me and addresses itself to me for the performance of a 
duty intrusted to me with the statement that one person not charged 
by law with the performance of that duty is constantly called upon, 
giving his time and service to other public duties at a smaller compen- 
sation than prevails in any city in the Union,and giving it ineffectually 
for the want of time taken from his other duties and the want of as- 
sistance, and asks that an amendment be made increasing his compen- 
sation until there can be more complete details provided by a statute, 
I do not think I am performing my duty when I turn a deaf ear to it 
knowing as I do that this action will cause the death of many children 
and many people in this city. Therefore I have asked for a vote on the 
subject. I do not think that these important measures should be dis- 

of in this way without a quorum and in haste. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring in the 
report of the committee of conferrence. 

‘The report was concurred in. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 41 minutes p. m.) 
ny Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, July 11, 1888, at 
12 o’clock m, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, July 10, 1888. 


The House met at 11 0’clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
PAPER FOR UNITED STATES SECURITIES. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a letter from the Secretary of 
the Treasury, transmitting copy of a letter addressed by him to the 
President pro tempore of the Senate respecting the appropriation for dis- 
tinctive paper for United States securities for 1889; which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

; OHIO CENTENNIAL EXPOSITION. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the Senate amendments 
to the joint resolution (H. Res, 196) declaring the true intent and mean- 
ing of the act approved May 9, 1888. 

Mr, BUTTERWORTH. I want to move a concurrence in the Sen- 
ate amendments with an amendment. I observe that the dates are 
wrong, both in the body of the resolution and in the title. It should 
read ‘‘approved May 28,” instead of May 9. 

The SPEAKER. In the body of the resolution it reads, ‘‘ passed 
May 9.” 

Mr, BUTTERWORTH. What I ask is that unanimous consent be 
granted to change the dates both in the title and the body of the reso- 
lution to conform to the facts; that is, to make the date in each case 
May 28, and amend the resolution in other ts to conform. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the Senate amendments 
will be concurred in; and the Clerk will report the amendments pro- 

by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In the title strike out “9th” andinsert “28th.” Amendline 2 bystriking out 


There was no objection. 
` ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
Mr. HOVEY. I ask unanimous consent to take up for present con- 
sideration the bill which I send to the desk. 
Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order. 
The SPEAKER. The regular order is the call of committees for re- 


ports. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I ask unanimous consent that 
the morning hour for the call of the committees be dispensed with, and 
that committees having reports to make may be permitted to hand 
them in at the desk. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

PORTRAITS GF FORMER SECRETARIES OF THE NAVY. 

Mr. WISE (by request) introduced a bill (H. R. 10783) making an 
appropriation for the purchase of portraits of former Secretaries of the 
Navy; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Library, and ordered to be printed. 

ELDREDGE SMITH SURFACE, ELEVATED, AND STREET RAILWAY SYS- 
$ TEM. 

Mr. WISE also, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 
10784) making an appropriation to test the Eldredge Smith surf 
elevated, and street railway systems; which was read a first and secon 
time, referred to the Committee on Railways and Canals, and ordered 
to be printed. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 

By unanimous consent, the following reports were filed by being 
handed in at the Clerk’s desk: 

J. M. HOGAN. 

Mr. BIGGS, from the Select Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 4489) for the relief of J. M. Hogan; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

4 PHILIP W. SILBER. 

Mr. MATSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 7957) for the relief of Philip W. Silber, 
captain Company C, Indiana Volunteers; which was read a first and 
second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and ordered to be printed. 


PHILIP THOMPSON (THOMAS). 

Mr. MATSON also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with an amendment the bill (H. R. 10210) increasing the 
pension of Philip Thompson (Thomas); which was referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

FRANCIS H. PLUMMER. 

Mr. FRENCH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with an amendment the bill (S. 2091) granting a pension to Francis 
H. Plummer; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, ahd, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 2 

JAMES M’GOWAN. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2764) increasing the pension of James Mc- 
Gowan; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. ] 

MRS. ELLA M. GROVE. ` 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2254) increasing the pension of Mrs. Eila 
M. Grove (?); which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 


ELLA M. THORNTON. 

Mr, SAWYER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2982) granting a pension to Ella M. Thorn- 
ton; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 
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MARGARET A. HILLARD. | 

Mr. SAWYERalso, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2993) granting a pension to Margaret A. 
Hillard; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

ARTHUR D. AND ALFRED LYFORD, 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with an amendment the bill (H. R. 4670) granting a pen- 
sion to Arthur D. and Alfred Lyford; which was referred to the Com- 
niittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

STATE HOME FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS AND SAILORS. 

Mr. LAIRD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 7939) providing for aid to a State home for dis- 
abled soldiers and sailors of the United States, their widows and or- 
phans; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

RICHARD PORTER. 

Mr. HUNTER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10241) granting a pension to Richard Por- 
ter; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
ra Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 


RIGHT OF WAY ACROSS PAPAGO INDIAN RESERVATION, ARIZONA. 

Mr. SHIVELY, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 7843) granting to the Citrous Water 
Company the right of way across the Papago Indian reservation in Mar- 
icopa County, Arizona; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. + 

THOMAS BLAZER. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 6880) granting a pension to 
Thomas Blazer; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. 

SMITH BODKINS. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 6022) granting a 

nsion to Smith Bodkins; which was referred to the Committee of the 

ole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 


MARY CAFFREY. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7623) granting a pension 
to Mary Caffrey; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

PERRY R. NYE. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 6409) for the rélief of 
Perry R. Nye; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

H. 8. SAYRE. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, reported back with amendment”the bill (H. R. 968) grant- 
ing a pension to H. S. Sayre; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

; RACHEL MORGAN, 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10607) granting a 
pension to Rachel Morgan; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

ELEANOR D. HEATH, 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7457) granting a pension 
to Eleanor D. Heath; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. : 

MARY WOODWORTH. 


Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7657) granting a pension 
to Mary Woodworth, widow of Ebenezer F. Woodworth; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


ISAAC ROSHON, 


Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 6334) for the re- 
lief of Isaac Roshon; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed, 

JONATHAN HARRISON. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7857) granting an increase 
of pension to Jonathan Harrison; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 

HARRISON WAGNER. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also,from the Committeeon Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back with amendment the bill (S. 332) granting a pen- 
sion to Harrison Wagner; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. 

CHRISTINA EDSON. 

Mr. HERMANN, from the Select Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims, reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 2822) forthe relief 
of Christina Edson, and the personal representatives of John Geisel, de- 
ceased; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

JAMES R. BERRY. 

Mr. MANSUR, from the Committee on Claims, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (H. R. 9848) for the relief of James R. Berry; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole Honse on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

STATE HOMES FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS. 

Mr. LAIRD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 2116) to provide aid to State homes for the 
support of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

NATIONAL MILITARY HOMES. 

Mr. LAIRD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2461) ig Ca asta $150,000 for quarters 
and barracks at the branches of the National Military Homes for Dis- 
abled Volunteer Soldiers; which was referred to the Committee of the - 
Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

FORT ROBINSON AND FORT NIOBRARA, 

Mr. LAIRD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back with amendment the bill (S. 1561) to provide for the comple- 
tion of quarters, barracks, and stables -at Fort Robinson and Fort Nio- 
brara, in the State of Nebraska; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 

OREGON RAILWAY AND NAVIGATION COMPANY. 

Mr. DARLINGTON, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2536) granting to the Oregon Railway and 
Navigation Company the right of way through the Nez Percé Indian 
reservation; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

NEWPORT AND KING’S VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 

Mr. HARE, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 1129) granting to the Newport and King’s Val- 
ley Railroad Company the right of way through the Siletz Indian res- 
ervation; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed, 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT SPRINGFIELD, MO. 

Mr. WADE, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9618) to extend the limit for 
the erection of a public building at Springfield, Mo.; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT ATCHISON, KANS. 

Mr. WADE also, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, reported back favorably the bill (S. 1726) to provide for the 
erection of a public building for the use of the post-office and Govern- 
ment offices at the city of Atchison, Kans.; which was referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed? 

HOSPITAL FOR THE INSANE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. LEE, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, reported 
back with amendments the bill (H. R. 7785) for the relief of the at- 


tendants on the insane at the Hospital for the Insane in the District of 
Columbia; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I move that the House re- 
solve itself into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union for 
the further consideration of revenue bills. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What is the regular order? 

The SPEAKER. This is the regular order. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I understand that the regular order is the call 
of committees under the hour. 

The SPEAKER. The House has, by unanimous consent, just dis- 
pensed with the call of committees. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. It dispensed with the call of committees for 
reports, but not the hour for consideration as I understand it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is aware of that fact; but under the 
rules of the House, after the hour for the call of committees has been 
consumed, or dispensed with, a motion is in order to go into Commit- 
tee of the Whole on the state of the Union to consider revenue or ap- 
propriation bills. . If that motion is not agreed to, then the second 
morning hour will be in order, unless dispensed with. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. There is but one bill pending now in that 
hour from the Committee on Military Affairs, the bill which was called 
up at our last meeting, and it will take, I am satisfied, not more than 
two or three minutes to dispose of it. I ask the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas to withdraw his motion for a moment and allow the considera- 
tion of that bill to be completed. 

The SPEAKER. But if the hour is entered upon, then another 
committee will be called. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Not necessarily. 

Mr. SPRINGER. He asks unanimous consent to proceed to con- 
sider that bill without regard to the hour. 

Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. No, I do not ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed outside of the hour, but to consume such portion of the hour as is 
necessary to complete that bill. 

The SP. The gentleman must get the House to reject the 
motion of the gentleman from Arkansas in order to reach his object. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the House will vote that motion down. 
This is the bill in relation to the detail of Army officers to the col- 


Mr. PAYSON. A very important bill. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Ifthe House shall proceed in 
the morning hour to consider that bill then the whole hour will be 
consumed either by the Committee on Military Affairs or the next com- 
mittee called, as I understand it. 

The SPEAKER. It will. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. It will not take three minutes. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But if you enter upon the 
consideration of the bill in the hour another committee will be called. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has so stated. 

The question is on agreeing to the motion of the gentleman from 
Arkansas, 

The question was taken; and there were, on a division—ayes 54, noes 


So the motion was agreed to. 
THE TARIFF. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
for the further consideration of the bill the title of which the Clerk 
will read. $ 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation, and simplify the laws in relation to the 
collection of the revenue. p 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


To strike out lines 364 and 365, as follows: 
“ Potato or corn starch, rice starch, and other starch, 1 cent per pound.” 


The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose debate on the amend- 
ment had been exhausted. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Rice, cleaned, 2 cents per pound; uncleaned, or rice free of the outer hull, and 
still having the inner entia < on, 1 cents per pound. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move to strike out the word ‘‘or,”’ 
in line 366, and to strike out, in line 367, the words “‘ free of the outer 
hull and still having the inner cuticle on.” 

Mr. REED. Mr. i , when we adjourned last night we were 
on the subject of starch. 

The CHAIRMAN. Before the gentleman came into the Hall the 
amendment in regard to starch was voted on, and the Clerk proceeded 
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to read the section of the bill now under consideration, no other gen- ° 
tleman desiring to speak on the subject of starch. 

Mr. REED. I was sitting here, Mr. Chairman, waiting to make 
some observations before the matter passed. : 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman did not address the Chair. 

Mr. REED. I certainly did not. I did not know there was an op- 
portunity. I should like to point ont some little difficulties with the 
section in regard to starch, if I can have the unanimous consent of the 
House. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED. I just want to point out what seems to mea very fla- 
grant inconsistency both in the purpose and object of this provision in 
regard to starch. We have already provided that there should be 15 
cents a bushel duty upon potatoes, the raw material out of which this 
starch is made. Out ofa bushel of potatoes you can make 10 pounds 
of starch. At the present rate of duty that gives a protection of 20 
cents, which is 5 cents for the manufacturer, in addition to 15 cents 
which has already been put upon the raw material. It is proposed to 
reduce the tariff on starch to 1 cent, which will give you a tax on the 
raw material of 15 cents, and a tax on the manufactured article of 10 
cents, an inconsistency that is very obvious. In addition to that, the 
sole object of putting 15 cents upon a bushel of potatoes must be to in- 
crease the market for that article of farm produce. Now, one-half of the 
potatoes which are produced in this country are sold to starch factories. 
If those factories cease, then one-half the market for the potatoes of 
the farmer, whom we desire to protect, will be destroyed. So that 
with one hand you retain the duty for the benefit of the farmer, and 
in order to strike the manufacturer you incidentally take away one- 
half of the market which the farmer has for his potatoes; and in addi- 
tion to that you are guilty of the gross inconsistency of having a larger 
tax—to use the phraseology you delight to employ—upon the raw ma- 
terial than you have upon the manufactured article. There is now 
only an increase of one-quarter in the present law, and under your pro- 
posed law there is a decrease of one-quarter. I suppose those consid- 
trations will hardly move you, because it is impossible for the House 
to know precisely what has gone on in the private consultations with 
regard to this matter, so it is difficult to respond to the reasoning that 
may have moved the committee. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. May I ask the gentleman a question ? 

Mr. REED. Certainly. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I want to ask you whether you really believe 
a reduction of 1 cent a pound on starch is going to destroy the entire 
manufacture of starch in this country ? bd 

Mr. REED. I have not said that. 

Mr, OUTHWAITE. Is not your whole argument based on that? 

Mr. REED. My whole argument is based upon the idea that with 
regard to potato starch the effect will be to injure the industry in some 
places and destroy it in others. The gentleman from Ohio, if he has 
done me the honor to listen on the various occasions when 1 have ad- 
dressed the House, will find that I have never made extravagant state- 
ments as to the effect of any part or portion of this bill. I have not 
felt that in each instance where I had occasion to address the House it 
was necessary in any way to make rhetorical statements with regard to 
these matters. But I do know that in my own State, in the county of 
Aroostook, where this industry is the principal money crop of the farm- 
ers—that from which they obtain the money which they have to use 
outside of their personal subsi the money comes largely from the 
sale of potatoes to starch factories. 

I recollect with great distinctness that in the Forty-seventh Congress 
there was a great effort made by the starch manufacturers to cause a 
change in the tariff on account of the injury which was done them in 
the present law by the admission of dextrine and other substances made 
out of starch at a rate of duty which enabled the starch manufacturers 
to evade the tariff. I know what the effect of that was, and I am quite 
sure what the effect of this will be, namely, that in 2 great many places 
it will stop the factories, and in others it will injure them, and that the 
tendency of it is to lessen the market of the farmer for his potatoes. It 
is obvious that must be the result. . 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We are very large exporters 
of starch, which clearly indicates that that industry is upon an inde- 
pendent basis. We exported in the last fiscal year over 7,000,000 
pounds of starch. 

Mr. REED. Not potato starch. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We are also very large export- 
ers of potatoes, having exported several hundred thousand bushels of 

tatoes. 

Poir DINGLEY. We have imported, not exported, potatoes. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Iam speaking of exports and 
I have the list before me. 

Mr. DINGLEY. We have not exported potatoes. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. 

There was an exportation of potatoes in the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1887, of over 434.000 b 

Mr. DINGLEY. But the last fiscal year was the year ending June 
30, 1888, and in that year there was no exportation of potatoes. 


1888. 
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Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But we have not got the re- 
turns for that year. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Itis only on certain portions of the border that 
there are any potatoes exported. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We are producers of asurplus 
of potatoes, just as we are producers of a surplus of corn, and as a rule 
that surplus causes the product to sell at free-trade prices whether there 
be a tariff or not. Now, I am very glad to find a recognition on the 
part of the gentleman from Maine [Mr. REED] of one fact, and thatis 
that this bill does retain the duty on potatoes, whereas he, I think, 
and certainly others on his side, have heretofore claimed that under 
the vegetable clause potatoes were put on the free-list. 

Mr. = are What is the provision in this bill in ‘regard to 
potatoes 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, I refer you to your colleague 
from Maine [Mr. REED], who has just cited it. 

Mr. DINGLEY, But youimpose a tariff of 15 cents a bushel on the 
raw material, potatoes, while you put only 10 cents a bushel upon 
them when they are manufactured in the form of potato starch. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. ean, se go that Mos; but I also 
recognize another fact, namely, that potatoes ga general product 
like corn, wheat, and cotton, if we have a surplus, that surplus is sold 
in the market independent of any effect of the duty, and the fact that 
‘we are ae exporters of starch is further evidence of the truth of that 


proposition 

Mr. DINGLEY. But do you think it fair to poet duty upon 
the raw material than upon the manufactured product 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I do not hold the , Se engen 
of the gentleman from ‘Maine, as generally urged, that the higher the 
duty the lower the price. It is only where you are producing a sur- 
plus under such conditions as do not permit the formation of a trust or 
a combination that a duty is inoperative. Lrecognize the soundness of 
the gentleman’s proposition as applied to this case under those limita- 
tions. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Iwish the gentleman from Arkansas [ Mr. BRECK- 
INBIDGE] would state just whan the Mills bill does provide in regard 
to potatoes. I understood you [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas] to 
accept an interpretation of it from this side. Now, whatis your inter- 
pretation ? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. My interpretation is the same 
as that of your colleague [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. That it does not alter the present law? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. That potatoes are not put on 
the free-list. 

Mr. BOUTELLE, That there is a duty of 15 cents a bushel on po- 
tatoes? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I believe that is it. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent was given for the gentle- 
man from Maine [Mr. REED] to make some remarks on this paragraph 
of the bill, but the pending question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Hopkins] to the paragraph in rela- 
tion to rice. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Ishonuld like to have unanimous consent to make 
some remarks upon this starch paragraph. 

Mr. DOCKERY. - How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I want to speak in my own right under the five- 
minute rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has no right under the five-min- 
ute rule on this paragraph which has been passed. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Then I ask unanimous consent. 

Mr. BLAND. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLAND. I supposed that this portion of the bill had been 


ed. 
P The CHAIRMAN. ‘This paragraph has been passed, but the gentle- 
man from Maine [Mr. REED] obtained unanimous consent to make 
some remarks upon it. 

Mr. BLAND. Then I demand the regular order and a vote upon the 
pending question. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. BouTELLE] made an exhaustive statement upon this paragraph 
yesterday evening. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I state to the committee that I desire to present 
some facts that have not been stated at all in this discussion. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But we have passed that para- 
graph, and therefore the gentleman’s facts can not possibly affect the 
action of the committee now. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. They are in connection with starch. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But we have passed that para- 
graph. 

Mr. BOUTELLK. Verygood. ThenI desire to offeran amendment 
to the tariff bill, to come in at this point. 

Mr. BRECKIN RIDGE, of Arkansas. I must object to going back, 
The CHAIRMAN, Th regular 

e CHAIR e order is demanded by the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. BLAND]. 2 = 


Mr. REED, I think that hereafter when the House opens, as there 
is generally a good deal of confusion when we are going into commit- 
tee, the Chair ought to call attention to the fact that the paragraph 
last under consideration is going to be passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair in this case did call special attention 
to it. 

Mr. REED. The notice did not seem to reach us all. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is now on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS] in regard to rice. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I ask unanimous consent that at this point and 
in this connection I be permitted to offer my amendment, which di- 
rectly affects this starch question. 

Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order and that we proceed with 
the bill. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Objection is made to the request of the gentleman 
from Maine [Mr. BOUTELLE]. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. The gentleman does not intelligently object. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. BLAND. All the intelligence of the committee is not with the 
gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Will the gentleman allow me to state what I 
desire to do? 

Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I insist that the regular order is the offering of 
amendments to this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The regular order is the pending amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS], upon which he 
is entitled to the floor. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 366 strike out “or,” and in line 367 strike out “free of the outer hull.” 
Mr. BOUTELLE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN, That is not now in order unlessit be an amend- 

ment to this amendment. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. That is exactly what I desire to offer, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has not the floor for that pur- 
pose. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoPKINS] is entitled to the 
floor for five minutes. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Very good; then Iwill be recognized afterwards. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. The subject of my amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, is of importance enough to challenge the attention of every 
member of the House. Rice as a food product has become of almost 
universal use in this country; and if we are legislating in favor of the 
poor man or in favor of cheap food products, it seems to me that the 
time to show we are in earnest upon such a question has now arrived. 

Prior to 1846 there was no import duty on rice of any kind; but 
under the tariff law of that year an import duty of 20 per cent. ad 
valorem was placed upon rice, which in 1855 was reduced to 15 per 
cent. ad valorem. The duty upon rice is now a little more than 113 
per cent., being very much higher than it was during the war. Inthe 
bill now under consideration there is a change in the schedule so that 
it is claimed there is a reduction, making the duty something over 100 
per cent. on cleaned rice and 59 per cent. and a fraction on uncleaned. 
If this were all there is in this question, I do not know that I should 
attempt to hold the attention of the House upon this matter; but asit 
was shown in reference to the sugar schedule yesterday that after cer- 
tain parties had visited the leading members of the Ways and Means 
Committee the sugar schedule was changed to the detriment of the con- 
sumer, so I find in comparing the bill as it was originally prepared by 
the Ways and Means Committee with the bill now under consideration 
a similar transformation has taken place in regard to rice. 

For the last forty years or more there have been certain laws defin- 
ing the classifications, cleaned rice, uncleaned rice, and rice in the 
rough, or paddy. There has been no definition which has interfered 
with this classification; and persons in trade and commerce have come 
to understand exactly what is meant by cleaned rice, uncleaned rice, 
and rice in the rough, or paddy. The decisions of the Treasury De- 
partment are in harmony with this understanding of the trade, so that 
the definitions are fixed and settled. This seems to have been clearly 
understood by the Ways and Means Committee when this bill was first 
prepared; for I find on referring to the bill in its original shape that 
there is no limitation, no special definition of uncleaned rice. But in 
the bill now under consideration, when we come to the article of un- 
cleaned rice, we find this definition: ‘or rice free of the outer hull, 
and still having the inner cuticle on.” That, apparently, is an inno- 
cent innovation upon the existing rice schedule, Upon its face it 
wouid seem to be in the interest of all persons concerned. But when 
you come to look at the condition of things prevailing in the rice trade, 
you see that this sectional hand which is apparent all through the bill 
is made manifest on this subject; then you find that the producers of 
rice, the persons who are interested in keeping the price up on this food 
product, have had their influence with the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, and that this definition, instead of being something which will aid 
the consumer of the product, will have a direct tendency to increase 
the price of the article. Now, thatcame about, Mr. Chairman, in this 
way: I am told—— 

Mr. DOCKERY. I would like toask the gentleman whetherin this bill 
there is an increase of the duty on rice, or whether there is a reduction. 
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Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. There is apparently a decrease of the 
duty on uncleaned rice, because under theschedule in the existing law 
the duty on uncleaned rice is 14 cents per pound, or 71.52 per cent. ad 
valorem: and it is claimed that this bill makes the duty 1} cents per 
pound, or 59.60 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Then this bill proposes: a decrease on the present 
rate. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I would like a few minutes more time. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I hope the gentleman from Illinois will 
be allowed five minutes additional. 

Mr. BLAND. Tf object. Let us have a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to extending the time of the 

ntleman from Illinois for five minutes? 

Mr. BLAND. I object. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I hope I may have time to answer the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DocKERy]. He is apparently honest 
in his question, and I desire to show him that while the schedule in 
this biil proposes upon its face to reduce the duty on rice, yet the prac- 
tical result will be to increase the duty. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I hope the request of the gentleman from Illinois 
for additional time will be granted. y 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] ob- 
jects. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoP- 
KINS] has made a statement in reference to the rice schedule which he 
has not yet had full opportunity apparently to develop. I should be 
obliged to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] if he would 
withdraw his objection and allow the gentleman from Illinois to develop 
his argument, for I can assure the gentleman that there is nothing in 
the argument; nevertheless, I should be glad if an opportunity were 
given to present it. 

Mr. BLAND. We have heard that argument here for nearly a month. 
These speeches simply go over what we heard in the general debate. 
If we are to leave here before September, let us proceed to business 
and stop this eternal political discussion. I object to it. 

Mr. REED. Iam not surprised that a gentleman on the other side 
objects to this discussion. I think it very natural. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, if I can be allowed—— 

The CHAIRMAN, Objection has been made. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia, Mr. Chairman, I am, for my own part, 
entirely willing that the gentleman from Illinois should have addi- 
tional time, but I have no desire to press that request upon the House 
in the face of the objections which havs been presented. I will en- 
deavor just now, unless consent is given that the gentleman may have 
additional time to finish his argument, to make a brief reply to the 
position he has taken. 

It has been quite the fashion for gentlLmen who profess to have had 
superior opportunities to study these economic questions to impute 
either ignorance, or sometimes perhaps worse motives, to gentlemen on 
this side of the Chamber, and the remarks which have just been made 
by the gentleman from Illinois are a signal illustration of the fact that 
when a gentleman talks abont an item in this bill he ought to be sure 
first that he knows something about it or understands it. That gen- 
tleman is generally well informed on anything he undertakes to dis- 
cuss, but I respectfully submit that he has not studied this subject 
with the care its importance deserves, especially when the gentleman 
has endeavored to annex to this discussion the idea of sectionalism, 
which he charges against my colleagues on the committee, 

It requires but brief and indifferent examination of the records of 
the Treasury Department to convince any gentleman who will take 
the trouble to inquire, that the definition he seeks to strike out of the 
clause of the pending bill is not only a necessary definition, in order 
to secure a fair enforcement of the tariff law with reference to the item 
it embodies, but in order to prevent constantly growing frauds upon 
the revenues. It is true that the article of rice has stood upon the 
tariff schedules in the form, as stated by the gentleman, for many 
years; but this item in the bill, like a thousand others in the law 

~ bearing upon the tariff schedules generally, has been evaded by cun- 
ning and curious devices and contrivances as much as any schedule all 
‘along the line. 

Rice is a grain which, like wheat, rye, and other small grain, has two 
cuticles—first, the outer husk or chaff, and when inclosed in the hull 
in that form is called rough rice or ‘‘paddy.’? In order to make rice 
perfectly clean it is necessary that both of these cuticles or skins shall 
be removed, and that has been the uniform regulation of the Treasury 
Department. The gentleman could have found it out by slight in- 
quiry, but he seems to have neglected his opportunity. 

Now, sir, it has been found on trials in the courts where this ques- 
tion has been raised that rice has been brought in almost completely 
cleaned, but still in a condition which excludes it from the Treasury 
definition; brought in at San Francisco or New Orleans in this condi- 
tion, and in cases made against the collector for charging the duty on 
clean rice those cases have gone tothe jury. The cases have been 
tried, and, as in most cases, the jury have found against the Govern- 
ment, and hence the Treasury Department has been embarrassed almost 
as much as in any other small item in the tariff to administer the law 
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with reference to the collection of the duty onrice. Cargoes have heen 
brought in in this condition which were required to be put in the 
simplest machine, built at the smallest expense, and brushed or refined 
by an air-blast or by friction at an insignificant cost bushel, and 
the consequence has been that under these facts rice which was practi- 
cally clean, but which still had the inner cuticle, or even dust adher- 
ing to it, has been brought in at the lower rate of duty and brushed, 
or simply exposed to an air-blast to remove the cuticle or dust, and 
thereby come in competition with clean rice which paid the full and 
higher tariff duty. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, asI said before the gentleman from Georgia addressed 
himself to the Chair, for more than forty years the schedule of rice has 
been found to work well in this country; the decisions of the Treasury 
Department have been uniform, and there has been no trouble. But 
since this bill was first reported to the House several cargoes of rice 
were stopped at the port of Savannah and other Southern ports, and 
this question was raised; and in view of that fact, this question hav- 
ing been raised by the Southern rice planters, the interpolation was 
made in the bill and an entirely new classification was presented, such 
as we now find presented for our adoption here. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Will the gentleman pardon me to ask 
where he gets his information? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Ilinois. Yes, sir; I will give the information 
with pleasure. Partly from Mr. Maney, an importer of New York; 
from Mr. Talmage, another importer of New York. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. That is sufficient. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. And a practical analysis of the entire 
subject presented by the New York press. 

Mr. REED. If the gentlemen on the other side would favor us with 
a little more specific information at times, we might get along a little 
better with the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Now, Mr. Chairman, under this new 
classification proposed by the majority of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, nine-tenths of the rice which has been heretofore imported as 
uncleaned rice will be excluded, and will have to pay the higher duty, 
and the object of the definition of uncleaned rice in this bill is for that 
purpose, 

This brings me to the point where I desire to answer the question of 
the gentleman from Missouri, who asks if the duty on uncleaned rice 
has not been lowered. It has been lowered a quarter of a cent per 
pound, but under the definition, as the parties who are familiar with 
this subject claim, nine-tenths will be excluded and will be compelled 
to pay a duty of 2 cents per pound, or 100 per cent. and a fraction ad 
valorem. 

The gentleman says there is no trouble about this, and from his 
statement it would seem there was to be none. I confess, Mr, Chair- 
man, a definition which has answered the purposes of this Govern- 
ment for more than forty years on the importation of this food product 
ought to be sufficient now, and especially so when the duty upon rice 
is kept as high asit is. During the war, when the Government was 
reaching for every avenue or source of revenue, the duty upon rice was 
not as much as is proposed in the present bill. 

Now, if that be so, why is it the Southern planter desires this in- 
crease of duty upon imported rice? The statistics show that there is 
over 50 per cent. more rice raised in this country now than there was 
before the war. The statistics show that in Louisiana and the Caro- 
linas it is a constantly increasing crop in value and amount. The sta- 
tistics also show that it is a crop that the planter receives a higher price 
per pound for than he did before the war. Now, I ask the gentlemen 
who claim to be in the interest of the people of this country, in the in- 
terest of furnishing them a food product which shall be cheap, why a 
crop that is increasing every year in amount, with a gradual ascending 
scale in price, should be protected by an import duty higher than it 
was before the war ? 

{Here the hammer fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I desire to state in the outset that I do 
not represent the rice industry. My residence is far in the interior. 
I have no relation to those who are engaged in the cultivation of tide- 
water rice. There was a stricture or so, however, made by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS], of which some notice ought to 
be taken. He charged the gentlemen who reported this bill or those 
who changed its original form in this respect with sectionalism. 

Where the foundation for that charge can be found, he has not yet 
disclosed. There is no foundation for it. On the contrary, when he 
secks to strike out this definition, he is, although he may not be aware 
of it (I hope the gentleman will not be offended for imputing to hima 
want of knowledge), defending a corner on rice or on the cleaning of 
rice, which is an actual fraud on the honest importer. I want to say 


here, without intending any reflection on his sources of information, 
“that one of the gentlemen to whom he referred, Mr. Talmage, of New 
York, is an importer of this peculiar kind of uncleaned rice, and he is 
making his profit on that margin which is afforded by the present 
rulings of the Treasury Department, enabling him to bring in the rice 
which he uses at a lower rate of duty, cleaning it at a trifling cost, and 
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then putting it on the market as a perfectly clean rice in competition 
with that which has been honestly imported. Now, sir, if a defeat of 
this little scheme by which importers are seeking to put up their little 
eleaning establishments in Savannah, in Charleston, and in New Orleans, 
and make their fortunes, will be the result, the gentleman is welcome 
to any credit which he can make ont of his discovery, and welcome to 
any reputation which he can secure by the charge of sectionalism on 
those who attempt to defeat this scheme and this proposition. That 
is the whole ofit, Mr. Chairman. 

Let us see further how it will operate. Of the regular cleaned rice 
imported into this country there were 33,000,000 pounds in round num- 
bers. Of the inferior a: ticle, or rather the article which is imported as 
uncleaned rice and brought in at the lower rate of duty, there were, I 
believe, about 8,000,000 pounds. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Four million. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. In order to be entirely accurate I have 
referred to the figures, and instead of 8,000,000 I should have said 4,- 
000,000, because I knew it was about 12 per cent. of the entire impor- 
tation of the cleaned rice. Now, Iask the gentleman if he is aware 
that the Treastiry report for the next twelve months willshow at least 
a double importation of the uncleaned rice; and I ask him if he is aware 
that at the time Mr. Talmage was flitting about these corridors here 
and giving him the information upon which he is acting to-day, there 
were cargoes of the Batavian rice and others already anchored in the 
port at Savannah, and that there were other cargoes on the way, the 
owners of which were seeking to take advantage of the fact that there 
was no definition of uncleaned rice in the tariff schedule? I presume 
the gentleman was not aware of the fact or else he would not have taken 
the position he has taken here, which does him no credit and which 
certainly does not illustrate his fairness, 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the pending amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I withdraw it, and move to strike out 
the last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. ELLIOTT]. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I move to strike out the last word. 


Mr. Chairman, the proper test of the correctness of this definition to | 


which the gentleman refers is to ascertain what meaning was given to 
it at the time when uncleaned rice first became known in our tariff laws. 

In 1862 this expression ‘‘ uncleaned rice’’ was for the first time used, 
and at this point I will read from the record of the debate a petition 
which was presented at that time by Mr. Sargent, of California. Mr. 
Sargent said: 


In support of the amendment I send to the Clerk’s desk to be read a commu- 
nication signed by the East India importers of the city of San Francisco, and 
of several United States officials employed in the custom-house of that port, 
which I commend to the attention of members. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

“San Fraxctsco, January 1, 1862. 

^ GENTLEMEN : The undersigned importers of East India rice goods at the port 
of San Francisco, in view of the possible change in the tariff during the present 
session, very respectfully call your attention to the great importance of securing 
in any new bill the same ratios of discrimination in favor of uncleaned rice as are 
afforded under the bill which went into operation August 5.1862, The con- 
sumption of rice in California amounts to 25,000,009 pounds per annum. The 
imports consist of cleaned rice—namely, rice with the inner skin removed and 
uncleaned rice, or rice with the outer husks only removed, and paddy. The 
cleaned rice is imported almost exclusively by Chinese; the latter description 
by American houses who have it cleaned in our rice mills, in the erection of 
which a large amount of American capital has been invested. 

“The cleaned rice at places of export costs more than twice as much as the 
uncleaned, and a specific duty upon all grades of rice would manifestly be un- 
{ost and would speedily drive the entire business into the hands of the Chinese 

nstead of the American importers, and besides give to the East India cooly the 
poe upon cleaning instead of to the laborers of California, where it properly 
ongs. 

“We therefore respectfully request that you will give this subject your atten- 
tion should there be any change in the tariif during the present session, and beg 
you to secure for the American importer and for American labor that protection 
from their own Government which they have a right to demand. 

“Importers of uncleaned rice lose from 10 to 40 per cent. in cleaning here, and 
it costs on an average 50 cents per 100 pounds to clean and fitit for consumption ; 
and in the event of the character of the importations being ged by a proper 
discrimination in favor of uncleaned rice the cost of cleaning, amounting to 
$325,000 per annum, would go into the hands of the American instead of the East 
R e lines tis Donor do edain fall bedient ts 

“We have the honor to remain, very respectfully, your o! nt servants, 

he F. G. CARY. 


“FALKNER, BELL & CO. 
“MACONDRAY & CO, 
“McNEIL & CO. 
“R, FEUERSTEIN & CO. 
“W. T., COLEMAN & CO. 
“DICKSON, DE WOLF & CO. 
“FLINT, PEABODY & CO. 
“DANIEL GIBB & CO. 
“H, F. EDWARDS. 
“KOOPMANSCHAP & CO. 
“EDWARDS & BAILEY. 
“ALSOP & CO. 
“WM. M, GREENWOOD. 

“Hon. Minton 8. LATHAM, 

“Hon, JAMES A. McDOoUGALL, 

‘* Senators. 
“Hon. A, A. SARGENT, 
“Hon, THOMAS G. PHELPS, 
“ Members of Congress representing the State of California at Washington. 


* At the earnest solicitation of East India importers, we have carefully exam- 


ined the annexed memorial to the California delegation in Congress, and fully 
approve of the same, 
“C. H. McNULTY, 


“ United States engi wo cage raS Goods, 


“ 


“ United Slates Appraiser for East India Goods.” 


It will beseen, Mr. Chairman, that in the petition I have read, which 
was sent to Congress upon this very subject by the men who were then 
the only persons in this country engaged in the business, there is found 
the precise language which the Committee of Ways and Means have in- 
corporated in this bill as a definition of uncleaned rice, to wit, ‘‘rice 
with the outer husk only removed.” This petition was presented in 
1862, and I have here a copy of a letter dated in 1863 from Mr. Chase, 
the then Secretary of the Treasury, in which he gives precisely tlic same 
definition, and I have also extracts from documents on file in the Treas- 
ury Department showing that at that time it was conceded upon all 
hands that uncleaned rice was precisely the article which is described 
by the bill of the committee. 


GENERAL APPRAISER’s OFFICE, Boston, July 23, 1863, 

Sır: So much of the eighth section of the tariff act of July, 1862, as refers to 
the article of rice designates three articles, and imposes on each a distinct and 
different rate of duty. 

1, Paddy.—Paddy is rice, or rice-grain, in itscalyx or hull, or, in other words, 
unhulled rice. 

2. Cleaned rice.—This is the rice of commerce, and is paddy divested (1) of its 
hull or calyx, (2) of its inner cuticle or dowse, which adheres to the grain after 
the hull is disengaged, and (3) of the dowse or fine meal and dust which is found 
in the rice after this inner cuticle by friction is disengaged from it. 

The process of turning paddy into rice—cleaned rice—is simple. The paddy 
is run aie ae sand or hulling stones, and is then through a fanning- 
mill, by which the grains are entirely cleared from the chaff or hull. Thegrain 
is then thrown into the mortar and subjected to friction,and passed through 
other cleaning and fanning processes, This second winnowing leaves thie rice 

from dowse meal or dust, and presents a grain of a pearly appearance, 
which then becomes the true rice of our commerce. 

8. Uncleaned rice—All the rice which comes to the United States directly 
from the East Indies has undergone the first process above described, either by 
running it through stones or by the use of the mortar and pestle. That is, the 
paddy has been divested more or less perfectly of its chaff or outer hull. None 
of it arrives se ted from its inner cuticle, part of the cuticle being still on 
the grain, and the rest of it in the form of fine meal and dust mixed in with the 
rice. East Indian rice is Cade exported in this manner. No cargo of rice 
imported into Boston or New York is ever put on the market or sold as cleaned 
rice. It is not considered an article which can be used or ready for the jobbi 
or retrail trade; and if sold as imported, both seller and purchaser understan 
that it is uncleaned, or, as they usually term it, ** style.” Itis sent to the 
rice mills to be dressed or cleaned before it is put on the market as an article for 
consumption, 

The residuum of the paddy, this inner cuticle and dust, forms a distinct arti- 
cle of trade, andiscalledrice-meal. Inthe Carolinas it is usually sold at about 40 
cents a bushel, and is used as food foreattle. In New York and Boston it issold 
for similar pur; 5 

It has been stated that this meal or dust is an article put into the rice to pre- 
vent the weavel from entering it. This is probably a mistake. There is no ev- 
idence of it, at least I have found none. No dealer in rice that I have met with 
believes it. An analysis made in Boston by Dr. Charles T, Jackson proved itto 
be free from any foreign substance whatever. 

If it be true, however, that a poisonous substance is found in this East Indian 
rice (the Tariff Committee had a sample of it before them when the act of 1862 
wan aon this fact alone affords ample reason for Congress designating it un- 
cleaned. 

Several cargoes or parts of of East Indian rice have recently been im- 
ported as cleaned rice and paid the highest rate of duty, but the shipmen s were 
madefrom Germany phen Sears where the article had undergone the cleaning 
process. The cost of cleaning itin this country I understand to be about three- 
quarters of a cent a pound. 

I have not the least doubt Congress intended this very article of East Indian 
rice as the uncleaned rice designated. It appears to have been the intention of 
Congress to modify the act of 1861. 

I inclose herewith a ay of a statement made to me by the foreman of the 
rice-mill at New York. The statement was not made under oath, but the party 
mene it was both frank and intelligent. 

ery respectfully, your obedient servant, 
THOMAS McELRATH, 
United Slates General Appraiser, 

I. L. GOODRICH, Esq., 
Collector, ete. 
Statement made by Charles Rowan, foreman of the rice mill at the foot of Jefter- 

aa cen ork, (Statement made in answer to my interrogations.— 

x rath. 


Iam not the superintendent of these mills. They are called the New York 
Rice Mills. My name is Charles Rowan. Iam theforeman. I have been in 
the business for twenty-six years. The mill is not running now, as there is no 
rice to cleanin the market. Several cargoes of East Indian rice have lately ar- 
rived in New York, but not direct from the East Indies. The rice was cleaned 
at Hamburg or London. The East Indian rice which is brought to the United 
States directly from Calcutta or other places is always called unclean rice; or, I 
mean, it is always understood to beuncleaned. Itcontains a part of the dowse, 
that is what we call it, or the meal. Sometimes it contains the whole of it 

This dowsce isan inner skin, and is entirely different fromthe hull. Thisinner 
skin must always be separated from the rice before the rice is merelintable. 
I mean merchantable as an article of food orto the retail trade. Rice from South 
Carolina either comes here as paddy or is divested of this inner skin before it 
is shipped. The East Indian rice always bas thisskin on. Ido not consider 
the dust which is found in East Indian rice as that which makes it unclean 
rice, but the inner skin inthe grain is what I consider makes it unfitto be sold 
as an article for consumption. The dust, in part at least, may be made by the 
meres or sand bug, a small insect peculiar to rice. It may partly be made by 
al on. 

The rice used in the United States always has this skin and this meal or 
dowse taken from it. Itis separated in these mills by friction and fanning, and 
is quite a different and independent process from that of hulling. Whenever 
we say East Indian rice at the miil we mean—that is, we all understand it to 
mean unclean rice; that is, rice which has to be cleaned before it is sold to the 
merchants, The Patua rice is not cleaned rice, but is partly so. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, September 10, 1863. 


Sir: Your letter of August 10, 1963, is received, asking for instructions as to 
the proper application of the terms “vaddy,” “cleaned,” and ‘“uncleaned” 
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rice, as found in section 8 of the tariff act of July 14,1862. Paddy is rice or rice- 
in in its natural condition as first removed from the straw; that is, the grain 

n its calyx or hull. 
“Cleaned ” is when the grain is divested of its hull or calyx, the inner cuticle 
which adheres to the grain after the hull is disengaged, and of the fine meal and 


dust which are found in the rice after this inner cuticle is by friction removed; f- 


or,in other words, when it is in a condition suitable for culinary uses. ‘ Un- 
cleaned” applies when the grain has been ed of the calyx or hull, ad- 
ee ron its condition as paddy, but not perfectly freed from the inner cuti- 
e, ete. 
The presence of dust, either of forcign matter or of particles of rice, resulting 
oan A es or the work’‘of insects, I do not consider as affecting the classifi- 
cation, 


: S. P. CHASE, Secretary of Treasury. 

I. L. GOODRICH, Collector, Boston, Mass. 

From that day on at various times controversies have arisen which 
have put the Treasury Department to a vast amount of trouble. As 
the gentleman from Georgia [ Mr. TURNER] has stated, there have been 
many suits instituted against the Government, involving large costs, 
the importers generally obtaining judgment against the Government in 
consequence of their facilities for procuring the testimony of experts— 
men engaged in the same business. Tosuch an extent has this gone 
that the Secretary of the Treasury lately urged the propriety of defining 
uncleaned rice, and also rice of the other elasses, so that the Govern- 
ment might be saved from these numerous suits arising out of matters 
which are really of very little importance. If the gentleman will re- 
fer to the statistics, he will find that while of granulated rice, another 
grade, some forty millions are annually imported, and of clean rice 
dutiable and free about forty-three millions more, of this class of rice 
there were only about 4,000,000 pounds imported last year, amounting 
in value to about seventy or eighty thousand dollars; so that this great 
outcry is made about an article of import which amounts altogether in 
value to only about $80,000, a business in which very few persons are 
interested, one of the principal individuals engaged in it being the gen- 
tieman who has been referred to here, Mr. Talmage, of New York. The 
letter of the Secretary is as follows: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. C., March, 1888. 

Sır: Lam in receipt of your letter of the 9th instant, in which, referring to the 
classification under the tariff acts of the different conditions of rice, you request 
to be informed w the ent experiences any difficulty in classifying 
ee and whether there is any need for aclearer definition thereof 

Ta rep] you are informed that it is very desirable, in view of the many ques- 
tions which have heretofore arisen between importers and officers of the 
customs as to what should be considered “cleaned” and “ uncleaned”’ rice, 
“paddy” and “rice meal” and "rice flour,” that these several conditions of 
rice should be clearly and distinctly defined in any tariff act which may here- 
after be enacted. 

The clause for “oleaned ” rice should definitely specify the character of that 
commodity; that is, whether it is intended to mean the cleaned and polished 
rice of commerce, ready and fit for table use, or not; and the character of the 
“‘uncleaned” rice should be particularly set forth. “Paddy” is understood on 
all sides to consist of rice not hulled; but as to what constitutes ‘‘rice meal” 
and ‘‘rice flour” controversies have heretofore arisen as to whether the article 
called “granulated rice” comes within*the scope of the clause for those com- 
modities as now contained in the statute. On this Lorre would shir Arann 

an o! esu 


I may mention that under the provisions of the then Fapa tariff acts for 


atNew York, Boston, and 
ified by the collectors at the ports as “cleaned ’’ rice, but wh 
claimed to be “‘ uncleaned.” ‘The importers pro’ $ „and instituted 
suits for the recovery of the difference in the duties between ‘* cleaned” and 
“ uncleaned ” rice and upon trial succeeded in recovering the same, the jury 
finding, from the proofs submitted, that such rice was the *‘ uncleaned ” rice of 
commerce. This necessitated the refund of large amounts of duties, including 
interest and costs; and a clear and succinct statement as to what is meant by 
the terms of thestatute would avoid such confusion in future cases. 


Very respectfully, 
I. H. MAYNARD, Assistant Secretary. 
Hon. WILLIAM ELLIOTT. 


I also read the following: 
TRYING TO EVADE DUTY BY IMPORTING SO-CALLED UNCLEAN FOREIGN RICE. 
[From the New York Times.] 
New OrLEANS, March 15. 
The interest that bas existed in the rice trade of late on account of the free 


importation of so-called unclean re ng rice at Atlantic ports was given addi- 
h to-day by the arrival of a co 


way for the ready entry of the consignments expected here later. praiser 
Bouny, after submitting the samples to local experts, refused to appraise them 
as unclean rice, the experts having declared that the pe were in reality 
clean rice. The final process of brushing has been evidently omitted with the 
intention of defrauding the revenue. It was thought that this decision of the 
appraiser would have the effect of turning away the expected importation from 
this port; but this does not seem to be the case, as 683 sacks arrived yesterday 
on the steamer Professor, and other lots are on the way. 

The arrival! of this rice, and the attempt to enter itas unclean to secure the 
benefit of lower duty, caused considerable excitement atthe Produce Exchange, 
a = formal request was at once signed by members engaged in the rice rare Me 
as follows: 

* We, the undersigned, members of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange, inter- 
ested in the rice trade, certify that we have examined sample of 683 sacks 
Patna rice exsteam-ship Professor, and are of the opinion that said rice has been 
thoroughly milled and afterward mixed with flour to make it appear in the un- 
clean instead of the elean state.” 

The consignment is said to be the property of Perseverance Rice Mill. This 
case promises to oO sa a very interesting question, and will doubtless be 
eventually ap to Washington. 


Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, it is a favorite argument 
with some people who find themselves occupying an untenable position 
to assume that their opponents are ignorant of the matter under dis- 
one n, and thatall the information on the subject is confined to them- 

ves, 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. 
own party. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I donot mean to say that the gentleman 
from Georgia occupies that position; but he can not put me down on the 
amendment I propose here by claiming that I am ignorant of the sub- 
ject Iam attempting to discuss. Before he undertakes to do that I 
would like to have him explain why the Ways and Means Committee, 
of which he is a distinguished member, when they first presented this 
tariff bill, adopted the same classification of rice that has existed in our 
tariff for so many years; and then I should like to have him explain 
why, after certain Southern planters and importers visited these halls 
and consulted with members of the committee, this definition which I 
seek to have stricken out was interpolated in the bill as we now have 
it. That information would be more interesting to members of this 
House than it is to charge ignorance upon me. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Will the gentleman pardon a sugges- 
tion? I desire toinform him that most of my information was ob- 
tained from his friend Mr. Talmage. I looked through his statements, 
and arrived at the conclusion I have reached, with the aid of other gen- 
tlemen familiar with the subject. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Well, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
gained his information from thatsource it was very unkind on his part 
to traduce Mr. Talmage as he did. g 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Ihope the gentleman does not under- 
stand me as having traduced Mr. Talmage; I had no such intention. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. If the gentleman obtained all his in- 
formation from Mr. Talmage, I can say to him that I stand on more 
fortunate ground; for, besides that information which has been fur- 
nished by this importer on this all-absorbing subject, I have availed 
myself of all the information that could be furnished by the importers, 
North and South, and of the examination which was had before the 
Ways and Means Committee in the Forty-ninth Congress, when some 
of the most distinguished planters of the South were before that com- 
mittee and gave their evidence. With this combined information Iam 
clear in my conviction that the interpolation in this bill to which I 
have called attention is intended to work a detriment to the consumer 
and a benefit to the planter at the South. 

The gentleman in his argument substantially admits that the effect 
of this restriction in the bill will be to change the classification of a 
large amount of rice which has been imported into this country under 
the definition of ‘‘uncleaned,’’ and to place it in the schedule of 
cleaned rice, upon which the higher import duty will be paid, the 
effect of which, using the arguments of our Democratic friends, will 
be that the price to the consumer will be enhanced. 

If this were a struggling industry, if it were an ‘‘infant,’”? and 
needed such enormous protection as is afforded in the Mills bill, I 
would have nothing to say; but the statistics, coming to my aid again, 
show that no business prosecuted North or South pays any better than 
the cultivation of rice. Mr. Trenholm, of South Carolina, who was 
before the Committee on Ways and Means in the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, gave it as his deliberate judgment—— 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I caninform the gentleman of something 
else oF does not know—that half of the rice plantations have been aban- 
doned. i 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Well, I will come to that. Mr. Tren- 
holm, in his evidence before the Ways and Means Committee in the 
Forty-ninth Congress, stated that 60 bushels of rice were notan unusual 
yield per acre. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. His statement was precisely one-half of that—30 
bushels; and I can refer the gentleman to the very page. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Hopxtns] has expired. 

[Cries of “Vote!” ‘‘ Vote!??] 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move to strike ont thelast three words. 

The CHAIRMAN. That motion is not inorder. Therearealready 
pending an amendment and an amendment to an amendment. The 
first question is on the amendment of the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. ELLIOTT] to strike out the last word. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I withdraw that amendment. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move—— 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Imovetoamend by striking out the last two words. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Ihope the gentleman will let me finish. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Iyield to the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the pro forma amend- 
ment as being made by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS]. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. The gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. ELLIOTT] says that 30 bushels per acre were, according to Mr. 
Trenholm’s evidence, a fair average production. Sir, that gentleman 
did state in his evidence that the yield in many cases was 60 bushels 
anacre, and where the rice is cultivated to the best advantage, 72 bushels 
anacre. Now, in view of the factthat rice can be cultivated at a profit 


The gentleman must be describing his 
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when the cleaned rice brings 3 cents a pound, the net profit at 60 bushels 
per acre would be $36 an acre. That is the net profit as given by par- 
ties who are familiar with the cultivation of rice. Thisbeing the profit 
on 60 bushels per acre, [ask members of the House why the rice product 
of this country should be protected to the enormous extent proposed in 
this bill. Ifit be true that rice can be produced at a profit when sold 
at 3 cents per pound cleaned, then, assuming the average yield to be 
only 30 bushels per acre, as the gentleman from South Carolina [ Mr. 
ELLIOTT] now states, that is a larger profit than is made by the wheat 
jgrowers of Dakota, Minnesota, orany of the WesternStates. Thatisa 
larger profit than can be made upon any of the farm products of the 
North which the gentlemen on the other side, in this bill, seek to strike 
down by placing many of them upon the free-list. Yet the gentleman 
from Georgia, who says there is nothing sectional in this proposition, 
insists, by his action, which is in harmony with the committee, that an 
import duty of more than 100 per cent. shall be retained upon cleaned 
rice. If that is not sectionalism, I ask the gentleman to explain what 
itis. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. As to the production of rice, I have the testimony 
here of Mr. W. L. Trenholm, of South Carolina, and it shows the in- 
accuracy of the information furnished to the House during this debate 
by the other side on these subjects. The statements just made by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS] are a fair average of the kind 
of information which has been given to the House. Let me read from 
this testimony to which the gentleman refers: 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. How many bushels of rice are produced 
to the acre? 


Mr. TRENHOLM, Thirty bushels to the acre is an average production. There 
are favored spots that produce 60 bushels to the acre. 


Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Read further on. Does he not say that 
he has known 72 bushels to, the acre? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Trenholm goes on to say further: 

I have known 72 bushels to the acre to be produced on a small area of 3 or 4 
acres, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that is an example of the accuracy of the facts 
stated on that side of the House. The gentleman asserted that Mr. 
Trenholm stated that the average yield of rice was 60 bushels to an 
acre. In reply to that statement I appeal to the record, where it is 
shown that Mr. Trenholm stated the average production of rice to be 
30 bushels to the acre. It ison a par with other statements made by 
gentlemen. The gentleman from Illinois said that the rice production 
is now twice as much as before the war. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I said 50 per cent. greater. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Before the war the production was 215,000,000 
pounds. Last year it was 156,083,890 pounds. The gentleman evi- 
dently got his evidence from some tables used in argument upon the 
floor by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR]. He stated that 
the ante-bellum production was 115,000,000, a mistake of only 100,- 
000,000 in 215,000,000 pounds. That statement is on a par with the 
statement that the average production is 60 bushels to the acre. Not 
more than 50 per cent. of the area formerly cultivated in rice is now 
cultivated in South Carolina. 

It is a cropsubject to entire destruction. Onthe Savannah River, on 
account of a freshet last August, the entire crop of a number of large 
plantations was lost. Nota pound was made. It is peculiarly sub- 
ject to such disasters. In consequence of the peculiar character of the 
industry, not only is the crop subject to annihilation, but frequently 
the plantations are almost wholly destroyed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Do you claim their entire annihilation? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. In certain localities at times, yes, the entire anni- 
hilation of the crop. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. GEAR. I wish tosay aword. I have presented petitions not 
only from dealers but from consumersof cleaned rice. We are told by 
gentlemen on the other side that the perfection of tariff legislation was 
the Robert J. Walker tariff of 1846.. That tariff put a duty of 20 per 
cent. on cleaned rice. The reduction of the tariff of 1857 put rice at 
15 per cent. only. Why do the gentlemen on the other side put 100 per 
cent. duty on rice to-day in the present bill? You put vegetables, you 
put fresh meats, eggs, beans, pease, cucumbers, beets, potatoes, and 
wool of the Western States on the free-list, while you put rice, of which 
the people use 4 pounds per capita, or 250,000,000 pounds annually, at 
a duty of over 100 per cent. Why do you this? Why do you put 
sugar at 68 per cent. in the bill? Itisnow 82 percent. How canyou 
answer to the people for this inequality of taxation, 

Gentlemen on the other side say we use sectional arguments. Why 
are you so sectional in your action when you reduce the rates of duty 
upon all the Northern products and the Western products, while you 
put upon clean rice a duty of over 100 per cent, in this bill? Whydo 
you do this, when you say that you regard the tariff of 1846 as the 
porera per se of that sort of legislation? You gentleman on the 

emocratic side have much to say about the poor. Why do you not 


aid this class of people by a reduction on rice, which enters so largely 
into into the consumption of the poor people of 
for a reply. 


this country? I pause 
e 


Mr. ELLIOTT. The duty on rice was put there by a Republican 
Congress. A Democratic Congress is not responsible for it. Prior to 
1883 it was 2} cents on the clean rice. The present Committee on 
Ways and Means has made a further reduction. The reduction in the 
duty on rice is much greater than the average reductions on dutiable 
articles. The average reduction by the bill is about 8 per cent.—on 
rice it is 18 per cent. 

Mr. BAYNE. ‘Thirteen per cent. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Altogether 18 percent. The chairman of the com- 
mittee has an amendment that he has offered or will offer that will 
make the reduction 18 per cent. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Is not the duty proposed in the Mills 
bill 80 per cent. more than before the war? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. That maybe. ‘‘It is a condition we are confront- 
ing, not a theory.” [Laughter.] The Republican party is to-day pro- 
posing to reduce the duty on rice in behalf of the Chinese to whom 
they have also given a candidate for the Presidency, and the course of 
this debate shows they are quite ready to sacrifice the colored laborers 
of the South for their friends, the Chinese, by giving the latter free 
rice, [Laughter and applause. ] 

Now, I beg to read a letter from the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, 
dated the 22d day of June. He writes: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTICS, 
Washington, D. O., June 22, 1888. 

Dear Sm: In reply to yours of the 18th instant, I have tostatethat during the 
fiscal r ending June 30, 1887, the quantity of cleaned rice imported and en- 
tered for consumption was 43,055,913 pounds ; of uncleaned only 4,642,000 pounds; 
paddy 2,152 pounds; granulated, or rice-meal 48,526,723 pounds. Inasmuch as 
the rice-meal,or granulated,is not used generally as a food it would appear that 
the greater portion of the foreign rice coi in the country is imported in 
the condition of cleaned. 

The amount of domestic rice produced in the country was 156,038,590 pounds. 
Of thjs there was exported only 644,384 pounds, the remainder being consumed 
for one purpose or another in the country. You will therefore see that the 
amount of foreign rice consumed is only about 27 per cent. 

While this does not directly answer your question, it may afford you some 
useful information upon the subject. 

I will add that the number of ete of foreign rice imported and entered for 
consumption into the port of Francisco during the year ending June 30, 
1887, is as follows: 


Rice: Pounds. 
Cleaned, from Hawaiian Isiands..... . 9,213,700 
Cleaned, from all other countries . 30, 440, 816 
MOG E AO ENTE EENIA 2,152 
CPUS, or FICO TIO siparo oranssina onsess erri Spiessens eiia oas 1,378,521 


This would indicate that the foreign rice is largely consumed on the Pacific 
coast, presumably by the Chinese. Our own rice is said to be much superior 
Boe ENR 

pectfully, yours, WAL F. SWITZLER, 
oj ureau, 

Hon. Wat. Exurorr, M. O., 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. WARNER. I understood the gentleman to state in the discus- 
sion of this question that the committee finds itself confronted with a 
condition and not with a theory upon thericequestion. Will the gen- 
tleman be kind enough to inform the committee what ‘‘ condition ’’ 
exists in regard to rice culture which requires a protective duty of 100 
per cent.? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. All that the rice planter asks is that his product 
shall be put upon the same footing with other protected articles which 
he is compelled to use in the prosecution of his business; that is to say, 
that the protection should not be denied to him while it is extended to 
the articles he is compelled to use. 

That isall. The condition we find isa tariff of 2} cents a pound 
imposed by the Republican party upon this article. 

Mr. WARNER. I do not think the gentleman can make his defense 
by attacking the action of the Republican party. That is not the 
question now presented. 

I want to know what is in the culture of the rice crop which requires 
a 100 per cent. duty to protect it. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. The gentleman will observe that there is no such 
protection to rice as 100 per cent. Carolina rice is worth anywhere 
in the markets of the world almost twice as much as the foreign rice. 

Mr. GEAR. Then it has double the protection? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. By no means; just the contrary. Because there is 
a duty of 100 per cent. on foreign rice it does not follow that American 
rice is protected to that extent. As to the exact degree of protection 
which may be figured out on the basis of the relative value of the rice 
sis here and forcign rice, gentlemen can figure it out for them- 

ves. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from South Carolina 
has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. Lhope additional time will be granted to the gentle- 
man, because I consumed a part of his time, and a great deal of it has 
been taken up in interruptions from this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair made a liberal estimate of necessary 
interruptions. 

Mr. GEAR. Will the gentleman from South Carolina permit a 
question ? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South Carolin 

expired. 
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Mr. WARNER, I ask that the gentleman’s time be extended. 

Mr. BLAND. Ihave objected to extending the time of gentlemen 
on the other side, and I still object to any further extension, I think 
we are ready for a vote, and there has been enough talk on this ques- 
tion already. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will regard the pro forma amendment 
as being withdrawn, and the question now is on the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. BAYNE. I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. GEAR. Will the gentleman permit me to ask the gentleman 
from South Carolina a question? 

Mr. BAYNE. Yes. 

Mr. GEAR. The gentleman from South Carolina states that Caro- 
lina rice is worth 100 per cent. more in any market than the foreign 
rice. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Not exactly that. 

Mr. GEAR. Did not the gentleman state that? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I said this: that it is worth anywhere in the mar- 
kets of the world almost twice as much as foreign rice. I did not say 
it was worth as much everywhere, but in some markets it is, partic- 
ularly in England, where I believe it is worth more than that differ- 
ence. In this country it is not. 

Mr. BAYNE. How much more is it worth? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. From 2 to 2} cents per pound more. 

Mr. GEAR, I beg thegentleman’s pardon, the quotations of Chinese 
and J: ese rice do not bear out the assertion; in fact they show that 
the difference is less than three-fourths of a cent a pound. 

. Mr, ELLIOTT. The gentleman is doubtless becoming confused by 
different classifications of rice. I have statistics here which show that 
there is a differerice which is equalin some instances to 3cents a pound. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. If Carolina rice is so much more valua- 
ble, why do you want any protection at all? 

Mr. BAYNE. Now, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Ihopethe gentleman from Pennsylvania 
will yield to allow an answer to that question. 

Mr. BAYNE. Iwant the timefor myself. I have yielded all I can. 

Rice, Mr. Chairman, is a necessary of life in this country. It is an 
article of food which is not only necessary to the comfort of many fam- 
ilies, but it is absolutely indispensable in many cases-as an article of 
food, whose place can not be supplied by anything else; and yet we 
have again here the spectacle presented by the gentlemen on the Ways 
and Means Committee, who sympathize so largely with the overtaxed 
public, placing rice in their bill at a duty of over 100 per cent.! 

According to my information and observation there is no other article 
in the entire bill that is placed so high as this duty on rice. This duty, 
too, is a tax, becanse the amount of rice that we can produce in this 
country is, I believe, only one-quarter of the consumption. On the 
three quarters of the consumption the people of the country are re- 
quired to pay 100 per cent. duty. And for what purpose? To serve 
asmall interest, not as large now as it was many years ago, much like 
the sugar industry—retrograding; to protect and foster that industry, 
located in a particular section of one of the States of the Union. While 
the farm products of men in the Western States and in the Eastern 
States are put upon the free-list, rice is maintained at a duty of 100 
per cent. Fao not know that I blame the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina so much for getting 100 per cent. duty if he can do it; nor do I 
blame so much the gentlemen from that section of the country for 
standing by him. But what must be thought of the Northern Demo- 
crat who votes to put the products of the Northern States on the free- 
list and walks up like a little man between the tellers to put 100 per 
cent. duty on rice? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Mr. Chairman, it makes no great consumption of 
time to state the proposition that is before the House. The bill now 
under consideration proposes areduction of theduty onrice. The gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAYNE], who has just taken his seat, 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr HOPKINS], who has vexed him- 
self so much on the question this morning, are both resisting this bill, 
and by resisting it propose to keep the rate on rice and on sugar just 
where itis now. That will be the result if they defeat this bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Inonemoment. Wait until Icomplete my state- 
ment. When they get through with resistance to this bill, if success- 
fal in that resistance, in place of the duty being what we propose to 
make it, a reduction on an average ofabout 18 per cent., they will leave 
itas it now stands, and where their party originally put it. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will not the gentleman answer a ques- 
tion ? 7 

Mr. MCMILLIN. They will leave the duty where their party said 
in their platform at the Chicago convention it should remain, instead 
of at a reduced rate. : 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will the gentleman answer a question ? 

Mr. McMILLIN. With pleasure. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Iask the gentleman if, under the defini- 


tion you give for uncleaned rice, that will not exclude a large percent- 
age which is, under the existing law, imported ? 

Mr. MoMILLIN. I will state to the gentleman that under the 
amendment pro to be offered to this section the reduction on the 
rice schedule will be about 18 per cent. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. That does not answer my question at 
all. Iasked you if, under this definition which you have given for un- 
cleaned rice, you will not exclude a large amount that has been here- 
tofore imported as uncleaned rice? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Iwill state to the gentleman that there may have 
been constructions and evasions—— 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Answer the question. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I will answer itin my own way. I will not be 
dictated to as to how I shall answer it. We find under the law that 
was enacted by the gentleman's party all sorts of frauds are being per- 
petrated all along the line. One of the objects of this bill is to correct 
these things and to have a sensible, just, and fair administration of the 
law. I need only illustrate by stating that one of the crying evils of 
the present law is that coverings come in untaxed. That is remedied 
in this bill. So with many other things. It is the purpose to make 
the law, just so far as we can, and have it enforced as written, to place 
no premiums on fraudulent invoices or evasions of the law in importa- 
tions. 

Now, to resume what I was about tosay. Mr. Chairman, there isa 
reduction proposed in this bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will the gentleman answer another 
question ? 

Mr. McMILLIN. My time is so limited I can not answer. The 
gentleman has had the floor almost half of the time since the House 
met this morning, and must excuse meif I decline to allow him to 
keep it all day. ` 

We propose a reduction of 18 per cent. in the rice schedule. The 
gentleman is resisting that reduction. If this bill is killed gentlemen 
on the other side will succeed in keeping the present rate of duty of 
about 113 per cent. on rice. Furthermore, if the gentleman wants any 
comfort let him study his own actions. Why, the platform he is boast- 
ing so much about, adopted at Chicago, says his party will not reduce 
any duty, but in lieu thereof will give first, free whisky in the arts, 
and if that does not sufficiently reduce the revenue, then free whisky 
for drinking. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the formal amendment is exhansted. 
If there be no objection it will be considered as withdrawn. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Irenew it, Mr. Chairman. Jam notsur- 
prised, after listening to the closing statements of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] in interpreting the Republican platform, 
that he gave so lame an answer to my questionashedid. Aman whois 
incapable of giving a proper construction to a platform as tersely put 
as the one adopted by the Republican convention in Chicago, is evi- 
dently incapable ot answering as direct a question as I put to him. 
When the gentleman talks about free whisky he is indulging in wild 
imaginings. He can not find free whisky in the Republican platform. 
When he says the Republican party, in its convention in Chicago, re- 
solved against reducing taxation upon any of the dutiable articles, he 
gives a construction to that platform not indorsed by any Republican, 
East, West, North, or South. The Republican party simply states it 
is in favor of protection to American industries. 

It is in favor of protecting American labor, and it is in favor of any 
law that looks to the well-being of this country upon those two great 
questions. But these gentlemen on the other side of the House are 
undertaking to put a construction upon that platform to the effect that 
the Republicans are in favor of retaining a duty upon every article that 
is covered by the existing tariff law. After the debate upon the sugar 
question I should have supposed that gentlemen on the other side would 
understand that the Republican party is in favor of a reduction of tax- 
ation upon at least some of those articles, and I now call their atten- 
tion to the fact that when the gentleman from Maine [Mr. DINGLEY] 
introduced his amendment here proposing to reduce the duty upon 
sugar to an extent which would harmonize it with the tariff upon other 
articles covered by this bill, every Republican voted in favor of that 
amendment, and it was opposed solidly by the Democratic members of 
this House. In view of that fact, I ask the gentleman which party is 
in favor of maintaining war taxes and which party is in favor of cheap 
food products for the American people? The gentleman’s argument 
upon the rice question is in harmony with his position upon sugar. 
The amendment which I have proposed is for the purpose of securing 
cheap rice. The gentleman could notdeny the statement I made here 
this morning, that that amendment is calculated to give to the food 
consumer a cheaper product than he can obtain under this bill if it 
should become a law, and before we get through we will go a step 
further and move to reduce this tariff of over 100 per cent. ou rice in 
the same proportion we proposed to reduce the tariff on sugar. Onall 
of these food products that are in use in every household the duty should 
be reduced to as low a limit as is consistent with the needsof the Gov- 
ernment and the interest of the laboring people. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, Will my colleague permit me to ask him a 
question? 
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Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Yes, sir. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I understood the gentleman to say that every 
Republican voted in favor of the amendment of the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. DINGLEY] to reduce the tariff on sugar 50 per cent. I 
desire to call his attention to the fact that Mr. MCKENNA, of Califor- 
nia, and Mr. FUNSTON, of and several other Republicans voted 
against that amendment, voted with the Democrats. 

Mr. CONGER. The exception proves the rule. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. How does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
TOWNSHEND] know that they voted that way? 

Mr. MCKENNA. There is no question about it at all. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I accept the gentleman’s correction; 
but he names only two Republicans, one from California and one from 
Kansas, who did not vote in favor of the amendment. Now I willask 
my colleague: Are you in favor of cheap sugar, or are you in favor of 
retaining war prices? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I am opposed to retaining war prices, and 
therefore I am in favor of the Mills bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Did you vote for the Dingley amend- 
ment? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iam in favor of the Mills bill, which takes 
twelve millions off sugar. You are opposed to the Mills bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Did you vote for the Dingley amend- 
ment? [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!” “Vote!” on the Democraticside.] Ithink 
I have the floor, Mr. Chairman, but I will yield long enough for my 
coll e to answer my question, whether he voted for the Dingley 
amendment, reducing by one-half the duty which this bill proposes on 


sugar. 

Mr, TOWNSHEND. I will take the floor in my own right and an- 
swer my colleague. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Youcan answer the question in my time. 
Answer it now. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I will answer it in my own time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] 
recognized. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Chairman, I can answer my colleague’s 
inquiry without any hesitation whatever. I voted against the Dingley 
amendment. It was an amendment introduced here for the purpose 
of confusing the action of those who are in favor of reducing war taxes. 
[Jeers on the Republican side.] I shall vote for the Mills bill, which 
makes a large reduction of the duty on sugar, and my colleague (Mr. 
Hoprx1ys] has already indicated that he will vote against that bill. 

Now, as I am on the floor, before I take my seat I desire to say, Mr. 
Chairman, those here or elsewhere will find themselves mistaken who 
have indulged the belief that some of those sitting un the other side of 
this Chamber, elected by Republican votes in the West, when the time 
for final action on this bill arrives will rise above mere parti i 
and vote upon this question as the interests of their constituents dic- 
tate. The recent debate clearly indicates that every Republican mem- 
ber will, on the final roll-call on this bill, vote against a reduction of 
taxation and in favor of maintaining the high and unnecessary war 
taxes in the interests of the protected monopolies. 

I am, however, gratified to know that many of the Republican con- 
stituents of these gentlemen will join the Democrats of their districts 
in condemning their course at the ballot-box next November. 

As proof of this assertion allow me to cali attention to the position 
of a distinguished member of that party in Illinois whose name is fa- 
miliar to all Republican members from that State, as one who has been 
a leader in that party from its foundation until since the Republican 
convention at Chicago made the platform it did last month. Certainly 
he will be no stranger to the gentleman from the Seventh district, who 
is his representative on this floor. I refer to Hon. L. D. Whiting, a 
prominent farmer living near Tiskilwa, Ill., who has been a resident 
of Illinois for fifty years. He was the trusted ally of Owen Love- 
joy. For eighteen years he represented the Republicans of his district 
in the State senate. . He is a man of a high order of ability and of un- 
questioned honesty. 

Some six months ago he said the issue of tariff reform would dwarf 
all other issues in this campaign, and expressed a hope that the Repub- 
lican party would array itself on the side of the people in the impend- 
ing conflict. He is disappointed in the action of the Republican con- 
vention and refuses to support it. 


Hesays that the SAA masses of the country were not fairly represented 
by the body over which Thurston and Estee presided, and thinks there are 
hundreds of thousands of Republicans who will not surrender principle at the 
dictation of a class interest. *‘I do not like to take my Republicanism from B, 
F, Jones,” he said, “for itis so unlike the doctrine which Abraham Lincoln 
advocated, WILLIAM WALTER PHELPS is not an acceptable substitute for Wendell 
Phillips. No protected lumber barons can interpret to me the Republicanism 
which was taught by the pe of Owen Lovejoy. Inthe old days the Republic- 
an party was not run in the interest of factory and mine owners, and a rail- 
man controlling $300,000,000 of capital was not supreme dictator.” 


In an interview with the Chicago Herald correspondent on the 7th 
instant, relative to the platforms adopted and nominations made at Chi- 
cago and St. Lonis, he said what I ask the Clerk to read. 

Mr. MASON. ‘The gentleman says Mr. Whiting repudiates the Re- 
publican platform. Did not the party repudiate him first? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. No, sir; he has never been repudiated by your 


is 


party. He has been faithful to your party until the action of the Re- 
publican convention at Chicago. 

Mr. MASON. I know that two years ago he was a candidate before 
the Republican’conyention for the State senate and was defeated. [Ap- 
plause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Chairman, who has the floor? 

TheCHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] 
has the floor, and declines to yield. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I knew very well that I had touched my col- 
league [Mr. Mason] ‘‘on the raw” when I called attention to the fact 
that Illinois Republicans are spitting upon the platform of the Chicago 
convention. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Now, let the inter- 
view be read. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the following: 


“I have,” continued Senator Whiting, ‘studied the two platforms chiefly in 
reference to the tariff planks. The issue now before the country is the 
most ay me question we have been called upon to consider since slavery 
was abolished. The Republican party, through its last convention, transformed 
itself into a high-tariff and monopoly party. I can not think of the convention 
that nominated Harrison as a Republican convention. It was a high-tariffand 
monopoly assemblage. It took an entirely new departure on the tariff, leavin, 
all the grounds it has formerly occupied, When the present war tariff was levied, 
as a compensation for the direct tax which was laid on manufactured goods, it 
was conceded by its authors and all supporters that the two, coming in together, 
would go out together. 

“ But when the direct taxes were removed from manufactured goods the pro- 
tectionists managed to retain the high tariff. The country submitted on the 
ground that the money, so far as it went to the Treasury, was applied to pay off 
the war debt; but all parties conceded that the time was near at hand when it 
would be improper to continue this high war tariff. Strong protectionists then 
said its continuance would be unjust to other interests. But now what do wo 
see? These protected interests, having long enjoyed its advantages, have joined 
in a combination, offensive and defensive, to make a war tariff a permanency. 
Their first oracles to h their scheme were Messrs, RANDALL and KELLEY, 
who, something more than a year ago, openly advocated that the national rey- 
enue should be reduced by the removal of the tax on spirits and tobacco. 

“This proposition was then deemed by the people J torpena to be too absurd 
for serious consideration. Massachusetts aa the generally (where the 
protected interests dominate in public affairs) through State conventions and 
the hee gave it their indorsement, The nearly unanimous public sentiment 
of the West was for retaining the tax on spirits and tobacco and removing it 
from lumber, coal, salt, and reducing it on the other necessaries of life, he 
former, through their grangers' alliances and farmers’ institutes, were unani- 
mous in demanding such a tariff reduction, but the politicians who secured the 
aby nbc ras positions in the State and national conventions were jive and 
a one the combined protected interests to shape the revenue plank in the 
platform. 

“I regard the action of the Chicago convention as a new departure, dictated 
by powerful interests for pancreas rae unjust advantage which the exigen 
of war had given them. I consider ita robbery of the West to errich the ‘ash. 


1 think it is drawing the life-blood from Western agriculture to give boun- 
ties to a class interest. The programme of the poeneu is to confine their 
operations to the home market, and, as the mills, their employés and append- 


ages, are ample to manufacture for a continent, they contemplate, through com- 
binations and trusts, to stop production by running on half time and other-de- 
vices and ad obtain prices for the goods which will give them their desired 
profits. This tariff, or revenue plank, aims to secure this state of things, and 
the election of the high-tariff candidates is to obtain the indorsement of the 
country of this nin yang I believe the time has come when the manufact- 
urers of the United States should contemplate in the near future a competition 
at home and abroad for the trade of the world. 

** This country affords so eregast hime A for such an enterprise that by run- 
ning on full time and with economies which are now in many cases d rded 
their profits will not be reduced and the wages of their employés will be greater 
because of the increased demand. In the early days of the Republic commerce 
was counted as one of the great elements of our prosperity. Commerce is a 
eivilizer and enricher of nations. It is contrary to the genius of our institu- 
tions and instincts of our ple to adopt the Chinese plan proposed by the late 
high-tariff convention. Though I would not suddenly make radical chan; 
in the tariff, the protected interests should prepare for the application of that 
sound principle that a business or interest which can not sustain itself is not 
worth sustaining by others. The American people are rapidly learning that to 
protect one interest is to do it at some other one’s expense. 

“I would retain the internal-revenue taxes on spiritsand tobaccoasone of the 

ermanent sources of revenue, I fully indorse Mr. Blaine when he said, not 
ong ago, that he would tax whisky so long as there was any whisky to be 
taxed. I fully indorse Presidents Grant, Garfield, Arthur, and Cleveland in 
their declared purpose to keep the taxes on spirits and tobacco so as to give a 
proper opportunity for reforming the war tariff. I regard the revenue plank 
n the high-tariff À paresis as no less an indorsement of Grant, Garfield and Ar- 
thur with their distinguished Secretaries of the Treasury than of Mr. Cleve- 
land. This new departure of the late high tariff convention at Chicago is not 
only condemnation of Mr. Cleveland but of these distinguished Republican 
statesmen and of the Republican party up to a very recent period. 

**Its success at the polls can not destroy tariff reform, but it will delay it and 
convulse the country for an indefinite time to the detriment of other reforms, 
It will continue a system of robbery which the farmers can not much longer en- 
dure. Tariff-reform Republicans now face an exigency which taxes to the ut- 
most their wisdom and courage and faithfulness to p nciple. It seems to be 

inin that they must refuse to support the doings of the Chicago convention, 
he majority of Republican tariff reformers will be averse to identifying them- 

selves with the Democratic party, though that party at this juncture, in its plat- 
form at St. Louis and doings in Con, , sul ntially represents their views. 
It scems to me to be desirable that there shall be some public consultation on 
the part of such Republicans to decide what action they will take to sustain 
their principles. that decision should be to support Mr. Cleveland, the pur- 
pose of such support could be publicly made known. In the several Congres- 
sional districts of Illinois, and I think the West generally, there should be found 
a practicable way for all tariff reformers, of whatever party, to combine in sup- 
porting a tariff-reform candidate. 

“Iview with tapprehension the fact that the late Chicagoconvention was 
80 completely officered and controlled by the great monopolies of the country. 

ere is nothing less than the defeat of the Republican party that can purge it 
of this dangerous element. Its success would be the success of monopoly. I 
somewhat anticipate that a real anti-monopoly party must be organized in the 
near future. On all of the pal which constituted the Republican party 
in regard to slavery and the war I am as ent as I ever was. Were those 
issues present ones I would be as zealous in the cause as ever. I helped to or- 
ganize the Republican party in Bureau County in 1854, and never from 
time till now voted for any candidate for office but a Republican. But I regard 
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principle as above party, and party as but a means to carry yeh gh agama I 
can not regard the late Chicago convention as Republican. In its essential 
features it was a convention of classes and monopolists. 

“ When you tell your Republican friends this, what do they say?” 

“Tam sometimes asked when I met with my change of opinion. I reply, ‘I 
have not changed. One year ago,’ I say to my Repub! Sal “you were 
with me for retaining the taxes on spirits and and for making the re- 
duction of national taxes on the necessaries of life. I know of no Republican 
who then dissented from this proposition. You were with me six months ago, 
and two months ago, and down to the time of the promulgation of the Chicago 
By pire If you now indorse that tariff plank you must have changed almost 

the twinkling ofan eye. You accuse me of change! If you will study your 
own case you will see where the change comes in.’ 

s: aed ey moss ay wah I oe shout = yey bes ever, at soil, an 
speech, and free men;’ but I do not expect t e -tariff co: eracy wi 
ever induce me to shout for free whisky and free tobacco. 

“ The national Republican party was formed in Pittsburgh in 1856, and the plat- 
form on which Frémont was nominated related to slavery, Mormonism, and 
. The platform on 
in 1860 was slightly injected with incidental 

in 1858, even 
e tariff, conform- 


P e. 

“ The high tarifites claim that the system of protection commenced under 
Washington's administration. That tariff, however, averaged but 8 per cent. 
and up to the war of 1812 it did not reach 15 percent. The war of 1512 forced 
into existence many manufacturing establishments. Henry Clay, with consid- 
erable propriety, proposed to protect for a time these infant enterprises. In 
1813 Mr. Clay pAR oss that the doctrine of protection was a temporary expe- 
dient to protect infant industries which have now grown mostly to maturity, 
and would not much longer require protection.” 

‘Does protection in any instance within your knowledge increase the pay of 


the laborer?” 
“I think that in no case within my knowledge does it jncrease the laborer's 
x by stimulating into 


pay. The high tariff has tended strongly to derange la! 
existence more establishments than the country needed. Many of the strikes 
and lock-outs have been caused by the desire of the mill-owners to stop pro- 
duction, The wages of labor are regulated dag sop ang demand, the employ- 
ers always seeking to hire at the lowest price. Theclaim ofa high tariff aspro- 
tection for American labor really meansa high tariff to protect monopoly.” 
“As between the St. Louis and Chicago platforms, which do you intend to 


rt? 

me he Chicago platform clearly demands a continuance of the tax upon farm- 
ers to give bounties to the manufacturers. The St, Louis platform, on the con- 
trary, demands such a reform of the tariff as will give great relief to agriculture. 
Unless farmers are willing from partisan motives to vote that peg fae unjust 
burdens shall be imposed upon them, they must vote down the Chicago plat- 
form. The St. Louis platform declares in the line of the interest of farmers and 
other consumers, and there should be found a way in this emergency by which 
they can give it their earnest su rt. Personally, belie Grover Cleveland 
to be the foremost champion of The rights of the people, I support at the 
lis the views he advanced in his brave message. Grover Cleveland has grown 
n public estimation, in ability, and in character. He represents a great prin- 
ciple, and when a principle is at stake I shall be true to my convictions. This 
year, to be consistent, I must indorse by ballot, pen, and voice the platform of 

the St. Louis convention.” 

[During the reading of the foregoing, when Mr. TOWNSHEND’s time 
had expired, he asked and obtained consent that the whole interview, 
as already given, be published in the RECORD. ] 

Mr. GEAR. I move to amend by striking out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. No further amendment is in order at present, as 
an amendment and also an amendment to the amendment are pending. 
If there be no objection the pro forma amendment will be regarded as 
withdrawn. 

Mr. BLAND. I object, and call for a vote. 

Mr. GEAR. I renew the pro forma amendment to strike ont the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. A pro forma amendment to the amendment is 
already ding. Objection has been made by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BLAND] to the withdrawal of the pro forma amendment. 
The question will therefore be taken on agreeing to the motion to strike 
out at the end of the paragraph the word “‘ pound.” 

The question having been put, 

The CHAIRMAN said: The noes seem to have it. 

[Cries of “ Division’’ on the Republican side. ] 

The question being again taken, there were—ayes 56, noes 70. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I call for tellers. I want to give the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] a vote upon this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on ordering tellers. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I withdraw the demand for tellers. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I make the point that no quorum voted. 

The CHAIRMAN. No quorum having voted, the Chair appoints as 
tellers the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CHEADLE] and the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN]. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 62, 
noes 103. 

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amendment ot 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS]. 

Mr. BAYNE. I send to the desk a substantial amendment which 1 
desire to offer to the pending amendment. 

- The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out, in line 366, ‘2 cents” and insert ‘* one-half of 1 cent;” and, in lines 
367 and 368, strike out “ 1} cents ” and insert “‘ one-quarter of 1 cent.” 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. BAYNE, it was 

. rejected. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amendment of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Hopkins], which will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lines 366 and 367 strike out‘‘ or rice free of the outer hull.” 

The amendment of Mr. HoPKINS, of Illinois, was rejected. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. The imports of rice into this country the past 
year were, cleaned, 33,731,462 pounds; uncleaned, 4,000,642 pounds; 
paddy, or rice having the outer hull on, 2,152 pounds; total, 37,734,- 
257 pounds. This bill proposes to put the duty on rice at, for cleaned, 
an equivalent of 100.47 per cent., and for uncleaned an equivalent of 
59.60 per cent. This bill puts the vegetables, flax, meats, poultry, and 
wool raised by our Eastern farmers on the free-list. Here is a chance 
to correct an ‘‘ inequality,” butI am confident it will not be corrected. 
Here is an opportunity to abolish a ‘‘ war tax.” Why does not the 
Committee on Ways and Means make the same cut on rice and sugar 
that they have on the farm products of the North? Sugar is left at 
about 68 cent. and rice at over 100 per cent. and yet we are told 
this is a bill to reduce and simplify taxes and to correct inequalities 
in the tariff. % 

Mr. WARNER. I move to amend by striking out, in line 366, the 
words ‘‘two cents” and inserting ‘‘one cent;’’ so as to make the duty 
on rice, cleaned, 1 cent per pound. 

Mr. Chairman, while the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. EL- 
Liotr], who is certainly familiar with this subject, was defending a 
duty of over 100 per cent. on rice, in response to the suggestion he had 
made, that it is ‘‘a condition and not a theory which confronts us,” I 
asked what conditions exist in the culture of rice in South Carolina or 
any other State which renders it necessary that a duty of over 100 per 
cent. should be maintained upon this food product? I do not wish to 
do the gentleman any injustice, but my remembrance is that the only 
answer vouchsafed to my inquiry was the statement that the commit- 
tee had reduced the duty which was placed upon this food product by 
the Republican party; ihat, then, is the only ‘‘condition’’ that con- 
frontsus. He defends his action now by what the Republican party 
did years ago. 

The condition that confronts the gentleman is this: The Republican 
party years since placed a high duty on rice, a food product, I might 
say a necessary of life. Rice is produced in a certain section of our 
common country, therefore it must be maintained, while other duties 
placed by the same party on great agricultural products in other sec- 
tions of the country, less than one-third of that on rice, is to be ruth- 
lessly cut down, and in many instances wiped out. 

The condition that confronts the gentleman is high protection to 
every interest in his section. His theory is free trade, which he ar- 
bitrarily applies to every other section. 

No reason has been given outside of the geographical one why a duty 
of 100.47 per cent. should be maintained on rice. 

What are the facts as to the rice culture in the South? The gentle- 
man from South Carolina [Mr. ELLIOTT] gives me this information; 
he at least wants to make the best possible showing in defense of the 
committee in making this glaring discrimination in favor of the rice of 
South Carolina and other Southern States. He tells me that rice is 
worth on an average to the planter 4} cents a pound, that is, 1.21} cents 
a bushel, the average yield being 30 bushels tothe acre. The testi- 
mony before the Ways and Means Committee of last Congress gives 30 
bushels to the acre as the lowest estimate, while the yield in some fa- 
vorite localities runs as high as 72 bushels to the acre. 

In arriving at the value of the rice crop per acre, I propose to take 
the lowest average of the crop, 30 bushels to the acre, thus understat- 
ing rather than overstating its value. I am also informed that it costs 
8 cents per bushel to clean the rice for the market. Let us be even 
more liberal and put the cost of cleaning at 11} cents.- From these fig- 
ures it will be seen that when the rice is cleaned the net value to the 
planter is $1.10 per bushel. 

A crop of 30 bushels to the acre would yield the planter $33. Cer- 
tainly a profitable crop. That is the condition which confronts us in 
determining what protection is needed in the rice culture. It demands 
and is given a protective duty of 100 per cent. Is this just? I have 
talked with some of my fellow-grangers on each side of the Chamber 
as to yield and value of the corn and wheat crops. I find an average 
wheat crop to be 15 bushels to the acre. This is a fair average yield. 
For the purposes of my illustration I will call it 20 bushels to the acre 
Fifty cents a bushel is all it will average to our Western farmers; but 
that I may be on the safe side, I shall estimate it at 60 cents a bushel, 
which is fully 20 per cent. more than the price realized by the farmers 
in Missouri, Nebraska, Minnesota, Iowa, and Dakota, the great 
wheat-fields of the continent, for their wheat crop. Leave out of the 
calculation the 2 or3 cents a bushel that it costs to thrash and prepare 
this cereal for the market. The farmer from his wheat crop of 20 
bushels to the acre gets at the outside figure $12, against the rice- 
planter’s $33. That, let me say to the gentleman from South Carolina, 
is the condition that confronts the Western farmer when he is asked to 
pay the rice-planter 100 per cent. on his crop. 

Take that other great agricultural product of the North and South- 
west—corn. Its average yield will not exceed 35 bushels to the acre; 
the price will not average to exceed 25 cents per bushel. In estimat- 
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ing the value of the corn crop I shall take 40 bushels to the acre as the | I may be pardoned for thus paraphrasing the quotation of the dis 


average yield rather than 35; this gives the value of the corn crop to 
the farmers of the great West at $10 acre. 

To use the gentleman’s language, the ‘‘ condition that confronts us”? 
when we are asked to place a duty of 100 per cent. on rice is this, that 
taking the lowest average value of the rice crop per acre in South Car- 
olina it is $33, while taking the highest average value of the wheat 
and corn crops in the North and Southwest per acre it is but $12 and 
$10, respectively. 

Yet we are assured over and over again that there is nothing sectional 
in this bill and certainly not in maintaining this extraordinary high 
rate of duty on this common food product of over 100 per cent. 

Certain it is I have no disposition to charge that this high protective 
duty on rice is sectional, that it is the result of a design to favor one 
section rather than the result of accident. Yet, farmers of the North 
whose industries have been stricken down will naturally ask, why give 
this protection to the rice-planter, who realizes $33 an acre from his crop, 
while they get a return of but $12 for their wheat and $10 for corn per 
acre? 

You will find that this will be a condition and nota theory that will 
confront you in November, 

Should my motion prevail there will be left a duty of 50 per cent. 
on rice. No facts have been gif€n why it should be more. 

Mr. KELLEY. How many pounds of rice does the gentleman say 
there are in a bushel ? 

Mr. WARNER. Twenty-seven. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. I will move to strike out the last word. Sir, I 
ofter this amendment in good faith. My judgment is that rice should 
be placed on the free-list. My judgment is that sugar should be put 
on the free-list. I am not here advocating any measure which shall 
work what may appear an injustice or hardship to the rice-grower. I 
am willing to concede to him a protection greater than the average 
protection granted to the other industries of the country. Iam will- 
ing to vote for 50 per cent. protection to that industry. Why should 
itbe more? Nota figure has been given, not a fact stated to show that 
this will not amply protect the rice industry. 

The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. ELLIOTT] says that we wish 
to strike down the colored man. It is argued that this duty on rice is 
for the protection of the colored men of the South. ‘To this extremity 
is the gentleman driven for a reason to justify this duty. Itis to be 

resumed that the gentleman is sincere in this, yet it taxes our credu- 

ity to believe it. Is the colored man who labors upon the rice planta- 
tion better protected than the man who works in the wheat or corn 
fields of the North? The popular impression is to the contrary. The 
fact is you do not pay the freedmen who cultivate your rice one-half 
the wages the corn and wheat farmer of the North pays his farm hands. 
Other reasons than that of the protection of the black man must have 
controlled the committee in fixing a duty of 100 per cent. on rice. 

Mr. Chairman, it is as well to be honest about this matter. Certain 
States raise rice. Their Representatives wanted it protected. Their 
votes were necessary to secure the passage of the Mills bill. This was 
the ‘‘ condition ’’ that confronted the Committee on Ways and Means. 
A duty of over 100 per cent. is put on rice to secure votes. A like 
condition confronted the committee on the sugar question, and it was 
met and solved in the same simple and practical way. This will ex- 
plain a remark made in the Democratic caucus by an eminent states- 
man, who is always frank: 

That in the preparation of this bill the committee was as honest as it could 
afford to be. 

Votes were needed; to secure them every principle of protection, rev- 
enue reform, and free trade were violated. 

It was necessary for them to show that under the new leadership 
there was sufficient cohesive quality in.the Democratic party to passin 
the House a revenue bill; consistency and principle were of less conse- 
quencethan votes. In order to secure support of your measure among 
other things it became necessary to take glue from the free-list. 

A MEMBER. And wooden screws of Connecticut. 

Mr. WARNER. Oh, yes; the wooden screws of Connecticut. It 
was necessary to fasten a vote that could not be secured by glue. I 
congratulate, Mr. Chairman, my friends on the other side on their ad- 
vanced views and ultra protection doctrine when rice and sugar is dis- 
cussed. 

To maintain high rates of duty—100 per cent. on the former and 68 
per cent. on the latter—every man on that side of the Chamber stands 
up to be counted. In the discussion of the duty on these articles that 
constitute a part of the daily meal of every jaboring man in the land 
the cry of “‘ legalized robbery”? is not heard. You vote solidly to thus 
tax the breakfast-table of the poor man for the sugar and rice planter. 


You shut your eyes to the gigantic sugar trust that enables the sugar 
refiners to advance the price of sugar to sixty million consumers. 

In the last two days you have been making strong protection speeches 
in defense of an exorbitant duty on rice and sugar; you have invoked 
protection to American industries. One unacquainted with your record, 
a believer in the doctrine of protection, might be led to exclaim: ‘God 
bless the Democracy, which is the faith’s (protection) defender,” if 


tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox], But, sir, when we 
see that party striking down the great wool industry of the entire 
country and indiscriminately degrading American labor and destroy- 
ing American industries we must exclaim: ‘‘God bless—no harm in 
blessing—the pretender.” 

Gentlemen, stop masquerading as revenue reformers, as the friends 
of American labor, until at least you are prepared to deal fairly by 
every industry, wherever situated in our common country. Treat all 
alike. 

You have no facts to give the country why this exorbitant rate ot 
duty should be imposed upon an article which is consumed by every 
laboring man, a food product in which every family in the country has 
a direct interest as consumers. You have talked much of a free break- 
fast-table. Do not longer— 

Keep the word of promise to our ear, 
And break it to our hope 
Here the hammer fell. ] 
oi WILKINSON withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the chair 
as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, 
its Secretary, announced that the Senate, in compliance with the re- 
quest of the House, herewith furnished a duplicate engrossed copy of 
| the bill (H. R. 3300) to amend an act to enable the city of Denver to 
purchase certain lands for military purposes. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed bills or 
the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House was re- 


quested: 

A bill (S. 2851) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act to regulate com- 
merce,” approved February 4, 1887; and 

A bill (8. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at or near Cummings Landing, Lincoln County, Ar- 
kansas. 

The message further announced that the Senate disagreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1430) to 
forfeit certain lands heretofore granted for the purpose of aiding in the 
construction of railroads and for other purposes; asked a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had 
appointed Mr. PLUMB, Mr. DOLPH, and Mr. WALTHALL conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the Senate disagreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2657) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Emily J. Stannard; asked a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and had appointed Mr. BLAIR, Mr. Davis, and Mr. TURPIE as con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 8180) to regulate judgments and decrees 
of the courts of the United States; asked a conference on the amend- 
ments, and had appointed as conferees on the part of the Senate Mr. 
WILSON, of Iowa, Mr. EVARTS, and Mr. GEORGE. 

The m further announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1540) grant- 
ing a pension to Hannah Babb Hutchins; and had agreed to the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 671) to provide 
for the sale of the site at Fort Omaha, Nebraska, the sale or removal 
of the improvements thereof, and for a new site and the construction 
of suitable buildings thereon. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed the bill 
(H. R. 1062) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Mis- 
souri River between Clay and Jackson Counties, Missouri, at a point 
to be selected consistent with the interests of river navigation between 
Kansas City, Mo., and a point within 5 miles below said city. 


TARIFF, 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be considered as withdrawn. s 

us GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ount the last 
word. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] in his remarks afew 
minutes ago asserted that all over the Northwest Republicans were 
joining the Democratic party on account of the tariff. As far as the 
State of Wisconsin is concerned I am sure my friend has drawn simply 
on his vivid imagination. I have not heard of a solitary case of that 
kind, but, on the contrary, I know personally a number of Democrats 
who have come out boldly for the Republican party on account of the 
tariff question. I will cite only oneinstance. A gentleman whosup- 
ported Cleveland four years ago, and who only two years ago was the 
Democratic candidate for State treasurer of the State of Wisconsin, has 
come out for the Republican candidate. Ina long letter, published in 
the Milwaukee Sentine! of last Saturday, he states his reasons for doing 
so. I should like to print the letterin full, and will ask the Clerk only 
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to read the closing paragraph in order that I may not detain the 
House. 
The letter is as follows: 


THE ISSUE JOUNED—SQUARELY PRESENTED IN THE PRESENT CAMPAIGN—FREE- 
TRADE FICTIONS EXPOSED BY MR, J. A. JOHNSON—THE ACTUAL FACTS REGARD- 
ING THE PERCENTAGE OF LABOR IN FINISHED MANUFACTURES AND THEIR 
BEARING ON THE QUESTION. 


Not since the election of 1864, when the Democratic convention pronounced 
the war a fuilure, has there been an issue so fairly and broadly presented as is 
that of protection and free trade in the present cam . Both parties have 
presented good candidates, so that there will be no side issues to distract the at- 
tention of the voter. And while it is true that there are some Democrats who 
favor protection and some Republicans who favor free trade, yet these are com- 
paratively few, and it may fairly be said that the issue is joined on the question 
of protection or free trade. Some Democrats argue that in 1584 they a plat- 
form that was as strongly protective as it is possible for any platform to be, and 
quote the folowing paragraph from that platform : 

“The Democratie party is pledged to revise the tariff in a spirit of fairness to 
all interests, i'ut in making a reduction in taxes it is not proposed to injure 
any domestic industries, but rather promote their healthy growth. From the 
foundation of this Government taxes collected at the custom-house have been 
the chief source of Federal revenue; such they must continueto be. Moreover, 
many industries haye come to rely upon legislation for successful continuance, 
so that any change of law must be at every step regardful of the labor and ca 
ital involved. The pronn of reform must be subject in execution to this p 
dictate of justice—all taxation shall be limited to the requirements of an econom- 
ical governm nt. The necessary reduction in taxation can and must be effected 
without depriving American labor of the ability to compete successfully with 
foreign labur, and without imposing lower rates of duty than will be ample to 
cover any increased cost of production which may exist in consequence of the 
higher rate of wages prevailing in this country. Sufficient revenue to pay all 
the expenses of the Federal Government, economically administered, including 
pensions, interest and principal of the public debt, can be got under our present 
system of taxation from custom-house taxes on fewer imported articl ring 
heaviest on articles of luxury and bearing lightest on articles of eea eg We 
therefore denounce the abuse of the present tariff, and, subject to the preceding 
limitations, we demand that Federal taxation shall be exclusively for — 
paspop Ey and shall not exceed the needs of the Government economically ad- 

nistered.”" 

It would seem to be impossible to find stronger language in favor of protection 
than is here used, and the platform of 1884 was reaffirmed by the Democratic con- 
vention“of 1888, the above quoted section included, but with a very important 
qualification, to-wit, as interpreted by the President in his last annual message, 
and the Mills bill was indorsed as in harmony with and an explanation of 
the platforiu. Now, the President so interprets the platform that wool, one of 
our very important products, should be put on thefree-list, The free-tradersand 
the President argue that the poor man should have free wool so that he wing hv 
tain cheap clothing. But if he is to have free clothing in order that he may keep 
warm, is there any reason under Heaven why he should not have free stoves, 
which are necessary not only to keep him warm, but also to cook his scanty food? 
Is there even a shadow of consistency in arguing tree wool and woolen fabrics 
and protected iron and iron wares? Is the one more of a necessity than the 
other? Must not he who argues free wool to-day argue free iron to-morrow? 
Is there any possible escape from this? And then what becomes of protection ? 
‘Will it be possible to have free importation of iron and wool and not “injure 
any domestic industry ” or lower the w of American labor? 

England, our great competitor, certainly does not on the average pay more 
than two-thirds as much for labor as we do. Will any one soberly contend that 
our manufacturers can pay $150,000 for labor where England would pay but 
$100,000 in making goods of general adaptation and consumption, and compete? 
‘The steam-engine is very nearly all labor. The material even in a $20,000 steam- 
engine can be bought for a few dollars before soy Papa is put on it. The same 
is true of a $25,000 printing press. The same holds true in most machinery and 
wares. Material costs but little before any laboris puton it. The man of sober- 
ness and truth must admit that making our markets to the foreigner, be it 
on wool or textile fabrics, on machinery or the iron in them, must result in one 
of two things: Either we must reduce the price of labor to the European level 
or we must surrender our markets to the foreign manufacturer. 


A FREE-TRADE FICTION. 


est 
in a free-trade 


: “And it has seemed to men of common sense that since wages in 1880 
roduct, an average duty of 47 
er product or laborer.” 

A free-trade statistician, Mul . asserts 
ures produced in the United States is,in New raj ear wey per cent.; Middle 
States, 19 per cent, Be leone States, 18 per cent.; Western States, 18 per cent. ; 


cago 
and May 16, 1888, clearly and gonna f asserts that the amount of wages in fin- 
ished the value, 
are the very highest 
fair. If we can not 


ing extensively circulated 

and quoted all over the country. Senator McDonald is one of the | men 
of his party,and the two journals mentioned rank among the very best in the 
trastrans per in the land 


Republican party. And there is probably not a 
that has not and re-echoed the statement. It would be preposterousto 
say that they would make such a statement without believing it. 

‘ow, if the statement is founded on facts I freely acknow: that the whole 


to $3 
cost of labor, which would be ample protection. 


P 
own manufacturers to our market, their acquaintance with buyers and 


e pecu- 


liarities and wants of trade, and the shorter time the capital would have to be 
employed because the wares could be sold quicker, besides the saving in freight, 
would much more than make up for the additional cost of labor here. And if 
the ers will in some way make their assertions good, not with empty 
words and meaningless phrases, that the cost of labor of manufactured wares 
is only 20 per cent. of their value, but with actual cash or equivalent, it is per- 
fectly safe to say that every protectionist in the land will at once abandon his 
position in favor of a protective tariff and join the free-trader in favoring a 
tariff for revenue only. But the free-trader will do no such thing. He makes 
the assertion ae because he has not carefully investigated the question, and 
not upon convictions founded upon invincible facts, 

It does not need any great profundity to show the absolute fallacy of the as- 
sertion. Take our metallic and textile fabrics. Whatis the value of metallic 
fabrics before any labor is puton them? I have already stated that the mate- 
rial in a $20,000 steam engine and a $25,000 printing pes can be bought fora 
few dollars, say $1 pete, and not over $50 for material sufficient for both ma- 
chines, before any ris put onit. A finished farm wagon sells for, say, $60. 
But I can safely agree to furnish the materials for it before any labor is put on 
it for $l. By thus applying the touchstone of common sense we see that the 
above quoted assertions as tothe amount of labor in manufactures must be very 
wide of the mark; in fact, that they have no foundation whatever. 

But it will be said that they must have some straw upon which to base their 
assertions, that men of sense do not make such reckless statements without 
some foundation. 

The conundrum is easily unraveled. The census of 1830 does state that the 
total value of manufactured articles was $5,370,000,000; that the value of ma- 
terials was $3,397,000,000, and the total amount id for labor was $948,000,000. 


Here they get the figures that the amount paid for labor is only 18 per cent. of 
the value of the finished But they do not stato that the same census also 
shows that the materials have been count several times. The manufacture 


of the farm wagon commences when the miner begins to mine the iron and coal 
and the woodsman to fell the timber. Then comes the iron-ore as finished ware 
from the miner, the pig-iron from the furnaceman, the bar-iron from the roll- 
Fon Tye the steel from the steel-maker, the springs from the spring-maker, the 
bolts from the bolt-maker,and soon. Material is thus counted several times, 
and at each count a large amount of labor is added, 

The material that could be bought for $1 before any labor was put on it costs 
the wagon manufacturer $25 before he touches itto construct a wagon. In more 
complicated wares the difference is still more ipenkiygee Atl ag $3,397,000,000 worth 
of mater were thus not raw materials, but mater: that had already gone 

rocesses of manufacture. 


through several 

In point of strictly raw materials, that is, materials before any labor has 
gone into them, cost but little. In very many articles the raw materials cost 
nothing, such as brick, lime, Leagan) prt hl ipa Sa aa etc., while 
it costs but a trifle in all articles e of iron and steel. In the textiles, if we 
deduct what the labor has cost, for instance,to produce wool, we shall find that 
there is but little left. 

A STRONG WITNESS. 

A few years ago the London Times had an exhaustive article on this subject, 
and as to the cost of production in the 100 the Times classified it thus: In 
England 56 per cent. goes to labor, 21 per cent. to capital, and 23 per cent. to 

vernment, In France 4l per cent. fon to labor, 36 per cent. to capital, and 
r cent. to government. In the United States 72 per cent, goes to labor, 28 
t, to capital, and 5 per cent. to Government. 

I have no proof that the Times is correct except that, so far as I know, there - 
has been no denial of the correctness of the conclusions. And they are certainly 
reasonable. We know that taxes are much higher both in England and France, 
We also know that capital, while it commands somewhat higher interest in this 
country, yet itis turned more frequently in Eegorr because our mar- 
kets are at home, while both England and France must send many of their prod- 
ucts to foreign markets, which requires longer time for returns. They also 

roduce a larger proportion of fine wares,which require a longer time to manu- 

acture. We may, I think, accept as practically true that in this country labor 


gets 72 per cent. of the value of manufactured goods, while capital gets 23 per 
ok Ne becomes of the claim of the free-trader that labor gets but 15 
per cen 


I have dwelt at considerable length on this feature of the case, because it is 
an all-important one. Itseems to me that it isconclusively shown that the free- 
trader's premises being wholly based on fiction, his whole structure crumbles. 
And it follows that it is utterly impossible for this country tocompete with Eu- 
rope in manufacturing without tly reducing the wages of labor. And this is 
the issue in the campaign. Either to a great extent abandon manufacturing of 
articles of general adaptation and consumption, or greatly reduce the wages of 
labor. And if wages must be uced in one line of manufacture, it must be in 
all, Ifit must be reduced for the artisan, it must be for the common workman, 
and in time it must also affect the salaries of clerks, salesmen, and professional 
men. None could escape the general leveling process. We would get down to 
the European level. 

The same David A. Wells above quoted wrote an article in 1870 for the Cobden 
(English) Club in which he said it would have been better for Americans if the 
had set to the American mills for rolling railroad rails and Penone 1 
the workmen and brought their rails from England. Here is the opinion of 
this high free-trade authority. And Professor W. G. Sumner, certainly a man 
of much ability, and as free-trade authority second only to Mr, Wells, said, in 
1883, in Cleveland, in a debate with Professor Denslow, that it would be better 
if America would pay the manufacturers of pig-iron 10 per cent. on their capital 
and pay the workmen for lying idle, and buy her iron from foreign countries, 
Here are rage 2 free-trade authorities who carry their doctrines to their legiti- 
mate results. We can see what their views are of American industries. It may 
be that these views have now been somewhat modified. But if so it has been 
brought about by absolute demonstration that the policy of protection has 
brought results wholly unexpected by them. 
be asked how men of high ability and learning can seriously promul- 


It may 
gate such ous nonsense, for it certainly deserves no better name. We 
can explain it only as John Quincy Adams explained similar phenomena. He 


said in one of his reports that there is noerror so absurd some sublime 
philosopher will not defend it; no invention so stupid, no assertion so foolish 
that it has not been defended by some learned, amiable, and virtuous but be- 


wildered statesman. 
Has not John Quincy Adams stated the case correctly? May we not thusac- 
count for much of this free-trade absurdity ? 

The issues have been fairly joined; the case is on trial. It may not be decided 
in this campaign, It is possible that another four years of suspense and uncer- 
tainty, even of partial free trade, is in store for us. But the American papis 
will get at the question in due course of time, even if it is not decided next No- 
vember. No political question is settled till itis rightly settled. Lincoln said 
that a part of the people can be fooled all the time, that all the people can be 
fooled a part of the time, but that all the le could not be fooled all the time. 

All the signs of the times, however, point to the settlement, and correct set- 
tlement, of this question next November. If the free-traders are defeated now, 
they stay defeated. The question will then never again be made a party 

uestion. Protection sentiment is growing rapidly, especially in the South. 
f the free-traders are defeated in this campaign, not even the ‘ghostof the Mills 
bill will linger in men’s memories, 
J. A. JOHNSON, 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6081 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Is not this gentleman a manufacturer? 

Mr. GUENTHER. He employs a great many men. 

Mr. HUDD. The extract which my colleague from Wisconsin sent 
to the Clerk’s desk to be read I recognize as coming from a gentleman 
who is quite distinguished in my State, and who up to a very recent 
period has been quite a distinguished memberof the Republican party. 
A few years ago he experienced a change of heart, or thought he did, 
growing out of some irregularities in the Republican party, and he was 
nominated by the Democrats upon their State ticket. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I want to ask my colleague a question. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Oh, stop that interrupting. You do it all the 
time over there. 

Mr. GUENTHER. My colleague [Mr. Hupp] is from Wisconsin, 
and he is always courteous. Will he allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. HUDD. Not until I get through. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Did not Mr. Johnson support Cleveland four 

ears ago? A 
Mr. MACDONALD. I object to these interruptions. I would like 
to see some civility on the other side. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I have nothing to do with Minnesota. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Minnesota has something to do with you. 

Mr. HUDD. Mr. Chairman, the trouble with our friends upon the 
other side, and particularly with my colleague from Wisconsin, is that 
they are fearful that some of the utterances which have been made by 
the distinguished gentleman whose letter was cited by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. TowNSHEND] will have an effect upon the country, 
and therefore they endeavor to counteract it by this publication of Mr. 
Johnson’s, Mr. Johnson at the time he made those remarks (what- 
ever they may be and wherever they may have been uttered, for I did 
not notice the occasion on which they were made), was probably in 
the state of mind that my colleague, Mr. GUENTHER, was in when the 
question of paying a bounty or subsidy toa certain Pacific mail steam- 
ship line was under discussion in last Congress. Mr. Johnson may 
have come to the conclusion, as did my friend, Mr. GUENTHER, upon 
that occasion, that confession was good for the soul, and I propose now 
to read as a part of my remarks, in order to show how distinguished 
gentlemen like my colleague may change their views, an extract which 
I think he will recognize as his own utterance, and which seems to be 
very appropriate at this time. He will find itin the report ofa speech 
which he made here on the 17th of May, 1886, and which is printed in 
volume 79 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the Forty-ninth Congress. 
He commences by saying, ‘‘confession is good for the soul, and it 
brings forgiveness.” [Laughter.] He then proceeds: 

I say, Mr. Chairman, the main charge brought against us as a party was the 
popular belief in the truth of it which has caused the Republican party, in spite 
of the truth of its principles, in spite of TS ag lp pagpahbereomey OH find itself to- 
day out of power, were charges just of this character, charges that we had been 
too free with the people’s money ; that we had granted too many million dollars 
for subsidies; that we had paid too dearly for what we had received; that we 
had allowed ourselves to be made the victims of scheming corporations; that 
we had been too credulous; that we had been imposed upon too frequently by 
land-grant and subsidy-hunting railroad, canal, and transportation companies ; 
that we had dealt too much in class legislation for the benefit of monopolies 
and millionaires, and that we let the plunderers pull the wool over our eyes— 
these were charges that many honest people believed, and the result was our dis- 
charge from power, 

a GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Would not my friend like to strike out the whole 
extract? [Laughter. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amendment 
will be considered as withdrawn. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I renew the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is under obligation to recognize the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. KERR]. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, Iam surprised that my colleague 
from Wisconsin can for a moment think that I said those charges were 
true. I simply said to this House that the Democratic party had iter- 
ated and reiterated such charges for years, and that there were a good 
many honest people in the country who really believed them to be true 
[derisive laughter on the Democratic side], because they had been iter- 
ated and reiterated with genuine Democratic persistency. But, Mr. 
Chairman, to-day, after the Democratic party has been in power for a 
time, those very same people who, under the false pretenses made by 
the Democrats, were induced to vote against the Republican party, have 
seen the error of their ways and are now coming back to that party. 
[Laughter and jeers on the Democratic side.] This same Mr. John- 
son, from whom I have read an extract, is one of those people, honest- 
minded, always trying to do the best by his country, and he, because 
he believed the that were preferred against the Republican 
party by you gentlemen on the other side, went over to the Democratic 
party. He was received by that party with open arms, and two years 
ago they put him on their ticket for treasurer of the State of Wiscon- 
sin; but now, after he has seen what the Democratic party really is, 
after he has discovered the hollowness of their pretenses, he comes back 
to the Republican party, and that is the case with most of the others 
who left the uty for a time to join the Democrats. [Jeers on the 


Democratic aie. 
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Now, if my friend will read my whole speech he will find it utterly 
impossible to make any capital against me that can in the least reflect 
upon my Republicanism. 


Mr. HUDD. I heard your speech when you delivered it, and ap- 
plauded every word of it. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Well, then, you did not understand it; that is 
the trouble. You read garbled extracts, and when I said that certain 
charges were preferred you construed me as conceding that they were 
true. We all know that charges may be preferred which can not be 
substantiated, and those charges to which I called the attention of the 
House and the country were of just that character—charges which were 
simply made, but never proved. 

Mr. HUDD. Iwill ask my colleague whether one of the charges was 
not that the Republican party had granted subsidies to corporations, 
and whether he did not know that to be true? 

Mr. GUENTHER. Moreland grants to corporations have been made 
by Democratic Congresses than by Republican Congresses. 

Mr.HUDD. Then, brother, what did you mean by saying ‘‘An hon- 
est confession is good for the soul?’’ Are you making a second one 
now, in order to receive absolution for your sins? 

Mr. GUENTHER. I have no absolution to receive, ` 

Mr. BLAND. Now let us have a vote. 

Mr. KERR addressed the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be considered as withdrawn. 

There was no objection. s 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by striking out the 
last three words. I wish to call attention to the remarks just made 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Hupp]. Serions charges are 
made by him against the Republican party in regard to granting sub- 
sidies to railroads. Now, I wish to refer to a list of subsidies granted 
to railroad companies—to the Little Rock and Fort Smith Railroad and 
other companies—before the Republican party took control of this Gov- 
ernment; subsidies amounting to over 16,000,000 acres of the best lands 
in the United States, some of them situated in Iowa, in Illinois, the 
very garden lands of the United States, where railroads would have 
been built without one dollar of subsidy and without one acre of land- 
The land which has been given by the Republican party for the build. 
ing of railroads was land which was not worth 1 cent an acre until those 
subsidies were granted—land which would not have been inhabited to 
this day but for the building of those roads. But the lands granted by 
the Democratic party embraced more than 16,000,000 acres of the best 
lands in the United States. I take the liberty of inserting in my re- 
marks a list of those grants. 


Subsidies granted previous to 1860, 


Railroads, Acres. 
Little Rock and Fort Smith Railroad......ccccsscsesesseess 1, 056,593 
Illinois Central Railroad............ 006+ 1, 235, 490 
Chicago and North Western Railroad 545,575 
Cedar Rapids and Missouri River Rail 1, 142,120 
Winona and St. Peters Railroad...... 1, 668, 787 
St. Paul and Sioux City Railroad. 1, 146, 306 
West Wisconsin Railroad..... 802, 816 
North Wisconsin Railroad 813, 857 
Mississippi and Missouri R 643, 147 
Hannibal and St. Joseph... 603, 1 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern Railroad 1, 382, 410 
Western Minnesota Railroad.... nis 646, 
St. Pauland Pacific Railroad........cccccssssenseccesenreen senses! 1, 251, 046 
Southwestern Branch of Pacific of 728, 
Stillwater and St. Paul Railroad.. 860, 
Southern Pacific Railroad............. 1, 145, 162 
North Louisiana and Texas Railroad. 353, 221 
Burlington and Missouri River Railroad 388, 697 
16, 467, 957 


The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. ELLIOTT] said something 
about the colored men and the position of the Republican party with 
reference to them. Sir, there is a suspicion in the public mind of the 
country that the gentleman from South Carolina has no right to speak 
here for the colored men of his district; but if he has the right to speak 
for any such, he speaks only for the very small portion of the colored 
men of South Carolina who raise rice. The great body of the colored 

ple of the South—7,000,000 people, scattered all over the Southern 
tates—eat that rice—have it upon their breakfast plates every morn- 
ing; and the gentleman from South Carolina, acting against the interests 
of that great body of people, as well as against the great body of the 
people of the whole country, asks that a tax of 100 per cent. shall be 
continued upon the breakfast table of every colored man in the entire 
South; and you are asked to continue this rate of taxation in spite of 
the fact that it is 60 per cent. more than the average duty upon the 
articles embraced in the tariff schedule at the present time. Is it not 
reasonable, is it not in the interest of a fair tariff, that this tax should 
be brought down to 40 per cent., the average of the schedule ? 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] asked whether we 

would vote for the bill if this amendment should be made. Thesame 
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question was asked in regard to the sugar duty. I ask whether any 
man can stand before the country and refuse to reduce the duty upon 
sugar and upon rice, which the committee leaves in one case 28 per cent. 
and in the other case 60 per cent. higher than the average of duties, and 
excuse himself by the question, ‘‘ Would you vote for the bill if the 
amendment were adopted?’’ I say to you, gentlemen, perfect your 
bill; makeit fair; make it equitable; make it reasonable; make it con- 
form to the sense of justice of the country; and then you will be in a 
position to ask us whether we will vote for it or not, and to hold us 
nsible if we vote against it. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Now let us have a vote. 

TheCHAIRMAN, Inthe absence of objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be considered as withdrawn. The question is on the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] to strike out, in 
line 366, ‘‘2 cents” and insert ‘‘1 cent.” 

The amendment was rejected, there being—ayes 47, noes 70. 

Mr. WARNER, move to amend by striking out, in lines 367 and 
368, the words ‘‘one and one-quarter cents’’ and inserting ‘‘three- 
fourths of a cent.” I do not wish to occupy time on this amendment. 
I will merely remark that it makes the duty about 50 per cent. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Rice-flour, rice-meal, and broken rice which will pass through a sieve Known 
commercially as No. 10 brass-wire sieve, ten meshes to the running inch or one 
hundred meshes to the square inch; the within the wires shall not exceed 
in length or width seven hundred and eighty-seven ten thousandths of an inch, 
20 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I offer the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out lines 369 to 375, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“*Rice-flour and rice-meal, 15 per cent, ad valorem,” 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, the effect of that amendment is 
still further to reduce the rate provided in this bill on rice-flour from 
20 per cent. to 15 percent. I have in my hand the report of the United 
States Brewers’ Association, assembled in annual convention at St. Paul 
in May last, and included in that report is a report to that convention 
by Lewis Schade, who signs himself as the attorney ot the United States 
Brewers’ Association. From that report I will read a few lines which 
will throw some light on the origin of this paragraph. 

There are two tariff bills before the House, one introduced Lg Mr. Mri, the 
majority bill, and the other by Mr. RANDALL, Mr, Mrits's bill is more favor- 
able to your interests. It provides that rice-flour, rice-meal, and broken rice 
that will pass through a sieve, known commercially as No.10 brass-wire sieve, 
shall pay 20 per cent. ad valorem, which is an improvement on ead thr pede 
being also the same rate contained in Colonel Morrison's tariff bill of last 

Me Ramnantts bill is a step backwards, for it provides that rice-flour, rice- 
meal, and broken rice that will pass through a sieve, known commercially as 
a No, 12 wire sieve, shall pay one-half of 1 per cent. per pound. 

A reduction of the duty on corks was frustrated by the cork manufacturers, 
who appeared here in great force. In every other respect your wishes were 
complied with in the Mills bill. 

Comment is unnecessary, and I will make none. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The question recurred on Mr. McMILLry’s amendment, and it was 


to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Paddy, or rice having the outer hull on, 1 cent per pound. 


Mr. MILLIKEN. I move to strike out the last word. The gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. TowNsHEND] stated in the remarks submitted 
by him this morning that the Republican party is in favor of maintain- 
ing the present rate of taxes and opposed to reducing it because we will 
not take the Mills bill whole. In other words, he assumes that we are 
opposed to any prescription for the patient because we will not take the 
particular remedy that he prescribed to us. The difficulty with the 
gentleman’s prescription is that it contains more poison than good, honest 
medicine. The remedy is a good deal worse than the disease. It is 
calculated to physic #0 death the industries of certain Northern States, 
and at the same time to pamper and fatten the favorite industries of 
the South. 

Look at it, Mr. Chairman, fora moment. While you place nearly 
all the products of the farmers of Maine on the free-list, you put the 
duty on rice at 100 per cent. Where is the justice in that? Tell me 
why the farmers in my own State should have their products placed 
on the free-list and be placed in direct competition with the products 
of the people who live over the line in Canada, just along side of them, 
while the farmers of the South who are ed in rice-culture are pro- 
tected by a duty of 100 per cent.? I should like that some of the gen- 
tlemen on the other ‘side of the House would point out to me the jus- 
tice of such a proposition. 

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, the position needs only to be 
stated to have its injustice at once seen. Its partisan unfairness and 
sectionalism are so bold and patent that no one but a Democratic free- 
trader would have the effrontery to defend it, and yet the gentleman 
from Illinois presents us this proposition of brazen injustice, and be- 
cause we will not adopt it accuses us of not favoring the reduction of 
taxation. It is his method of reduction of taxation that we object to. 
His bill is a blow at great industries of one section of the country and 
a very careful protection of the industries of the other. It gives the 


most radical protection by this bill, with the highest rate of duties to 
the farm products of South Carolina, Florida, and Georgia, and free 
trade in nearly all the products of the North. One hundred per cent. 
protection for the rice-grower of the South, and all the farm products of 
Maine put on the free-list! Is not thata fine dose for the industries 
and labor of my own section, and then to say we oppose reduction en- 
tirely because we refuse to swallow that dose. Why, it is as absurd 
as the Mills bill itself, and that is saying enough of it. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

By unanimous consent the pro forma amendments were withdrawn. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has just taken his seat has volun- 
teered the remark that this item of the bill was intended to favor and 
did as a matter of fact favor the Southern farmer. It is perfectly pat- 
ent that assertion is not borne out by the facts and is wholly and en- 
tirely gratuitous. The bill now under consideration does propose, as 
is admitted on all sides, a substantial reduction of the present duty on 
rice, 

The protection which the rice farmers enjoy to-day was given to them 
under an act passed by a Republican Congress. I do not believe that 
any man will insist for a moment that the Republican party at that 
time had or at any time since has had any especial good feeling for the 
farmers of the South, or that they would have conferred upon them this 
favor if it had not been required by the fitness of things and if it conld, 
with any show of justice, have been withheld from them. The fact 
that they accorded it to them is therefore conclusive evidence that they 
were eminently entitled toit. If there be any industry in this coun- 
try that does need protection, and within the revenue limit and regu- 
lated by the revenue principle there are many, it is this particular in- 
dustry of rice cultivation in the South. Gentlemen have undertaken 
to compare the profits made in this industry with the profits made in 
the cultivation of wheat and other grains. 

The comparison thus presented is unworthy of gentlemen on the 
other side, and shows that they do not understand the facts connected. 
with the cultivation of rice as com to wheat or corn, Everybody 
who knows anything about the cultivation of rice knows that at least 
twice as much labor is required to produce that article and prepare it 
for market as to produce wheat or corn or perhaps any other grain, and 
for this reason the profits of rice-farming are not so great as wheat- 
raising in the West, neither is the latter subject to foreign competition 
as the former is. The gentleman from South Carolina (tx. ELLIOTT] 
said, and Irepeatit now, thatthe protection against foreign competition 
afforded by this bill to the article of rice will inure largely to the bene- 
fit of the colored laborers of the South, in whom the Republican party 
profess such interest, but whom I have noticed since I came here that 
party always desert when the pinch comes. 

We do not cultivate rice there upon the principle that grain is culti- 
vated in the West. We cultivate it upon what is known as the “ ten- 
ant system.” The largest part of the rice lands in my district are cul- 
tivated upon this plan, nearly always by poor men, both white and 
black, who pay the owners of the lands for rent a fixed portion of the 
crop, the balance of which they keep themselves for their labor. Thus 
is presented the fairest system of the divisicn of the profitsof the prod- 
uct between the land-owner and the laborer that can be devised. The 
profits, however, either to the landlord or to the laborer, are very small, 
Neither the landlords or laborers get rich, nor do we here behold those 
sudden accumulations of fabulous wealth which have come to the own- 
ers of many of our Northern protected industries, What little profit 
there is, whether it comes from protection or otherwise, we divide fairly 
between the tenant and the land-owner. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the gentleman permit a question ? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand the gentleman to say that the rice 
culture in the South or in his State is carried on y by independ- 
ent colored labor. Now, will he state what part of the proceeds of the 
land goes to the tenant and what part is retained by the landlord for 
rent? 

Mr. SIMMONS. The landlord receives one-third of the proceeds, 
the tenant two-thirds. 

Mr. WARNER. That is exactly what the landlord receives for lands 
used in the culture of grain on the same principle in the West. 

Mr. SIMMONS. ‘That is true, I presume; it is also the case in re- 
gard to corn raised in my own State, and I presume is generally the 
custom. 

Gentlemen have said that on an average 60 bushels of rice were pro- 
duced upon an acre of land inthe South. That may be true in certain 
parts of the South. No doubt it may be true in regard to certain parts 
of the rice lands of South Carolina. But in my district, where they 
raise upland or highland rice exclusively, and I am informed by my 
colleague [Mr. McCLAmary], in whose district rice isa leading product, 
that io his district also 20 bushels an acre is considered a large yield. 
I know in some sections of my district where they engaged a few years 
ago quite extensively in the production of rice this industry has been 
abandoned and they have gone back to the culture of corn, which is 
regarded as one of the least profitable crops we raise, these lands being 
in the main unsuited to the growth of cotton. 
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This change is brought about by reason of the fact that there is no 
profit in the culture of rice. That is the present condition of the in- 
dustry in my State. Now, by removing the duty on rice and allowing 
the free introduction of the Chinese product {for nearly all the rice 
brought here comes from China), this Chinese product would be per- 
mitted to come in and compete on equal terms with the rice produced 
by the poor farmers of the South. ‘he gentleman from Iowa said we 
wanted it cheap so that the laborers of the South might have it upon 
their tables. I will tell the gentleman that under the protective sys- 
tem of the Republican party prevailing so long (for the South has had 
but a small bite at the cherry of protection) the laborers of the South 
have become so poor that they can not afford even to eat rice they pro- 
duce. They are actually forced in many instances to sell this crop and 
to convert it into other and more substantial and cheaper necessaries. 
In many cases they are obliged to content themselves with such sub- 
vote as bread and pork. Iam sorry to have to say it, but it is the 
truth. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I have listened in vain for some 
facts to be given of this condition which the gentleman [Mr. ELLIOTT] 
says confronts us upon the rice question. The gentleman who last ad- 
dressed the House says it costs two-thirds as much to produce rice as 
it does to produce wheat. He evidently does not mean that. He as- 
sumes, I suppose, that it costs twice as much. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That is exactly what I said. 

Mr. WARNER, I presume the gentleman meant that. But he goes 
on further and states that the rice culture of his State is managed upon 
the tenant system, the landlord renting the colored man the land for a 
part of the crop, allowing it to be cultivated, and when the crop is 
produced the landlord, as he informs the House, takes one-third of the 
crop and the laborer the balance. It is known to every one who knows 
anything of the great agricultural regions of the West that when a 
farmer rents his farm to a tenant he never receives more than one-third 


_of the crop for the rent. 


‘The rice crop is worth three times as much as the wheat crop, the 
corn crop, or the oats crop; and therefore the landlord in your State, 
taking the statements made upon this floor as true, which I concede to 
be correct, gets three times the amount for the rent of his land as the 
landlord of the North gets. That is the condition that confronts us in 
considering the necessity for the protection asked for the rice-grower. 

But the gentleman says, what is the purpose of this? It would throw 
open the markets of America to the product of Chinese cheap labor. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Is the gentleman from Missouri aware 
of the fact that it costs about $100 an acre to prepare, by a system of 
ditches prevailing in rice culture, an acre for the production of rice, 
which expense is borne by the landlord? Thatis an expense the grain 
grower of the West does not incur. 

Mr. WARNER. Is that necessary every year? 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Oh, no; not necessarily. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, for how many years? 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. It is for the original preparation of the 
land. But alter that there is a constant expense to keep up the em- 
bankments and keep the land in a condition to be flooded -—— 

Mr. WARNER. What is your land worth an acre? 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Without these ditches the lands would 
not be worth $10 an acre. 

Mr. WARNER. Let me say to the gentlemen, we raise wheat, we 
raise corn on land worth three or four, five or ten times as much an acre 
as your rice land. Gentlemen, let us face the condition. Let us be 
honest. You are for this measure for protection’s sake. You are for 
it because you raise rice. You are for it because you want the 100 per 
cent. duty; and yet you vote solidly to cut down every other industry. 

The gentleman refers to Chinese cheap labor. In the bill undercon- 
sideration is the item of bagging for cotton. The great bagging facto- 
ries of the world are at Calcutta, where the jute butt is raised at the 
factory door, where they employ cooly labor at from 6 to 12 cents a 
day. You have prostrated that industry in this country. You have 
reduceditto 15 per cent. ad valorem, which you must know will close up 
the factories in my State. You are buying the cotton bagging manu- 
factured in this country cheaper than you ever bought it before, 

Before these manufactories were started in the United States you 

paid from 18 to 20 cents a yard for foreign bagging, for every yard of 
cotton bagging you bought. Since these industries have been estab- 
lished in our own country and fostered by protection cotton i 
has been 50 per cent. cheaper than ever before. It was sold last spring 
for 7 cents a yard, and has been down as low as 6 cents and 6 mills. 
Yet my friend will vote to cut down this manufacturing industry, to 
prostrate it, when he knows the result of his vote is to close the doors 
of every hagging factory in my State and to bring in the product of 
the cooly labor from Calcutta. Why are you not consistent ? 
_ Mr. Chairman, I do not pretend to know whether 20 bushels of rice 
is a fair crop or not. The gentlemen says itis. I made my statement 
upon this floor on information given to me by the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. ELLIOTT]. He sat here while I made it and did 
not dissent. 

I know the evidence taken before a committee of this House shows 


that the lowest yield is 30 bushels, and that it runs up as high as 60 
bushels an acre; in some eases as high as 72 bushels to the acre. Ina 
book which I hold in my hand a letter from Captain Ross to Judge 
KELLEY states that the average yield of the rice crop of the South is - 
50 bushels to the acre, = 

Mr. KELLEY. That is the average crop of Florida. 

Mr. WARNER. ‘The average crop of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I 
simply wish to submit these facts. The South wants a protection of 
100 per cent. on rice, and it will get it regardless of right or justice. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the formal amendment 
will be considered as withdrawn. . 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Has the paragraph been disposed of? 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no amendment pending. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I move to insert the amendment which Isend to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by inserting after line 377 the following : 

“ Dextrine, burnt starch, gum substityte, or British gum,3 cents per pound.” 

Mr. BLAND. I raise the point of order that that clause of the bill 
has been passed. The amendment is not germane to anything now 

nding. 

Pe The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is in order. The gentleman 
will proceed. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Mr. Chairman, when I made the statement a 
short time ago that the gentleman from Missouri did not intelligently 
object, I had no intention to say anything discourteous to him. What 
I had in mind was that in the confusion prevailing in the House at the 
time I thought the gentleman did not understand the amendment 
which I proposed to offer was a substantial amendment, germane to the 
paragraph which I had in view, and one which would bring before the 
committee facts I thought necessary to enable the committee to form 
a proper judgment as to the disposition of this question. 

Dextrine, burnt starch, gum substitute, and British gum are on the 
tariff schedule at a different point and under a different classification 
from potato starch, but are manufactured products of potato and corn 
starch. They enter into consumption in this country in direct and dis- 
astrous competition with the manufacturer of potatostarch. On the 
present tariff schedule these substances have a duty levied upon them 
of 1 cent per pound. The duty is entirely too low. The duty is not 
in conformity with any principle of tariff levying that can be justified, 
as I will endeavor to show to the House. 

Dextrine, gum substitute, and British gum are imported into this 
country and used for precisely the same purpose for which potato starch 
is employed—for starching fabrics, for sizing fabrics, for printing cloths, 
and purposes of that kind. Under this classification of the tariff by 
which these articles are permitted to come in at the low rate of duty 
of 1 cent per pound the result has been that since 1883 the importation 
of these gums hasalmost doubled. In 1883 there were imported 2,639, - 
000 pounds. In 1887 there were imported into this country of these 
gums and dextrine 5,617,751 pounds. Now, on the average 1 bushel 
of potatoes will produce 8 pounds of potato starch. At the present 
rate of duty of 2 cents per pound, that would be a duty of 16 cents on 
the potato starch. Ona bushel of potatoes, under the existing tariff, 
and under the tariff as I understand it is to be left by the Mills bill, as 
the gentleman from Arkansas explained this morning, the duty on a 
bushel of potatoes is 15 cents. y 

Now, 1 bushel of potatoes, producing 8 pounds of starch, would, un- 
der the proposed tariff, admit the manufactured product of a bushel of 
potatoes at 8 cents duty, while the raw potatoes themselves have to 
pay 15 cents per bushel. That is manifestly contrary to any just prin- 
ciple of tariff duties, But this gum substitute and dextrine is a still 
more advanced product of the potato starch. It requires about 1} 
pounds of starch to make a pound of gum substitute or dextrine, and 
yet, at the rate of 1 cent per pound, while the bushel of potatoes in the 
raw state would have to pay 15 cents duty, this highly manufactured 
product of the bushel of potatoes would come in at 5} cents; 5} pounds 
of gum substitute or British gum coming in at 1 cent per pound would 
pay only 54 cents. In other words, the product of the potato advanced 
two stages—first, to the stage of potato starch, and then to the still 
further manufactured stage of dextrine or gum substitute—would come 
in for 5} cents, while the bushel of potatoes would pay 15 cents. In 
other words, again, the manufactured product would be admitted at 
about one-third of the duty that was imposed on the raw material. 
That is a condition of things that certainly ought not to exist. Now, 
my amendment proposes to putthis duty upon this gum, dextrine, and 
substances of that kind at a rate proportionate to the duty which is 
laid upon the raw material. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

On motion of Mr. COX, by unanimous consent, Mr. BOUTELLE was 
allowed to continue his remarks for five minutes. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. This is a matter of great importance to the po- 
tato growers in the section of country to which I have alluded in my 
previous remarks. Of course it is obvious that if we permit the ad- 


vanced product of potatoes to be introduced into the country at a lower 
rate of duty than the potatoes themselves pay, that is the most serious 
and disastrous kind of competition, and that is the condition of things 
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to-day. I have already spoken of the large increase in the importa- 
tion of these gums, which go directly to fill the place that would be 
supplied by the manufacturers in this country. We have been manu- 
facturing the gums or dextrines in the United States until within a 
year or two. went before the Ways and Means Committee in 1884 
on this subject and endeavored to get an increase in the duty on dex- 
trine, because it was believed and stated that unless the duty were 
raised to a rate commensurate with that on other articles it would be 
disastrous to the dextrine factories in this country. 

At that time we were manufacturing quite a large amount of dex- 
trine and gum in Rhode Island and other States, but under the opera- 
tion of the tariff those mills have been closed, and my information is 
that now there is not a pound of these gums manufactured in the United 
States, notwithstanding the fact that we have abundant facilities for 
growing the potatoes and that the manufacture would afford profitable 
employment to our own people. But the inequality of the tariff as it 
exists now, and as it is proposed to be perpetuated by this bill, is such 
that the foreign manufacturer of dextrine is enabled to put his goods on 
our market at a rate with which it is absolutely impossible for us to 
compete. At the present rate of consumption I assume that by saving 
for ourselves the manufacture of these substances we would give our 
farmers a home market for from three-fourths of a million to a million 
bushels of potatoes every year—a very important item. But the point 
to which I particularly desire to call the attention of gentlemen on the 
other side is this: Irrespective of the tariff upon potatoes or on their 
products, in view of the fact that we have placed and are perpetuating 
a duty of 15 cents a bushel on potatoes as they are dug from the 
field, we ought not to permit this highly-advanced product of potatoes 
to come in at a rate of duty only about one-third as much as the rate 
levied on the potatoes themselves. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Mr. Chairman, the present rate of duty on dex- 
trine, burnt starch, gum substitute, etc., the articles mentioned in 
this paragraph, is 31.59 per cent., or 1 cent per poia The duty on 
starch under the existing law is 2 cents a pound. The committee re- 
alized that that was an unreasonable discrimination against the higher 
product and they therefore lowered the duty on starch to 1 cent a 
pound. The effect of the amendment proposed by the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. BouTELLE] would be to increase the duty on dextrine, 
burnt starch, etc., to a rate above 94 per cent., and if the importation 
under that duty kept simply at what it is now, instead of making a 
diminution of revenue by this provision of the bill, there would be an 
increase of more than $160,000. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I state very frankly that my object is not to in- 
crease the revenue, but is to prevent importation and to stimulate 
production at home, 

Mr. McMILLIN. Your object, then, is to make a prohibitory and 
exclusive duty upon this commodity? 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Yes, sir. ç 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I thank thegentleman for his candor. Mr. Chair- 
man, I insist that upon substances so essential as these are in manu- 
factures this House would not be justified in putting a duty of 94 per 
cent, in order to make it prohibitory. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Inamoment. The geneman butafew minutes 
ago was joining with his friends on that side of the House—not by 
word of mouth, I believe, but in action—against the rate that was pro- 
posed to be levied on rice, one part of which was only fifty and odd 
per cent. Yet now he turns around and says that we ought to raise 
this duty on these articles from 31 per cent. to 94 per cent.! Now, Iin- 
sist that that should not be done. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I want to make myself understood in regard to 
the ‘‘ prohibitory’’ question, because that is an expression that is easily 
misunderstood. When I said that my design was to make this duty 
prohibitory, I meant to make it prohibitory against the competition of 
a product which comes in as a result of underpaid foreign labor; I 
meant to make it prohibitory up to the point where importations of 
these articles shall come in fair competition with articles produced in 
this country by labor paid at remunerative rates. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Does not my friend believe that the rate he has 
proposed, 3 cents a pound, would be not merely compensation suffi- 
cient for the difference in wages but would be absolutely prohibitory ? 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I do not. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Well, that is the fact. It certainly would be. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I believe it would have the effect of enabling the 
American farmer to produce potatoes and the American manufacturer 
to produce dextrine at a profit. It would enable them to pay the farm 
hands engaged in raising the potatoes and the laborers employed in the 
manufacture the rates of wages that we desire to have prevail in this 
country, and would prevent them from being brought in competition, 
as they are to-day, with the underpaid labor of Europe. That is the 
object of our tariff, and that is the object I have in view in offering this 
amendment. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. The rate in the bill, 1 cent a pound, is the very 
rate which the gentleman’s own party fixed by the tariff of 1883. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I admit that. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. This is not a reduction. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I admit that. 


Mr. MCMILLIN. Weare proposing to let the duty stand where it has 
been under the existing tariff, and if there is any complaint to be made 
about wages having been lowered or manufactures having been injured 
or destroyed, the gentleman must complain of his own party. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. But the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mc- 
MILLIN] must recognize the fact that this bill proposes to remedy the 
defects of the existing law. 

Mr. McMILLIN. It does wherever it can do so; butit is not possi- 
ble to remedy every defect that is found inthe law. We have reduced 
the rate of duty on starch to 1 cent, which is the rate on dextrine. We 
have destroyed that inequality. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thedebate on the pending amendment has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I move to strike out the last word. I call the 
attention of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] to the 
fact that under the existing law, which the Mills bill does not propose 
to disturb in this respect, the duty on potatoes is fixed at 15 cents per 
bushel, and unless you adopt my amendment, or some other amend- 
ment increasing the duty on dextrine and gum substitute, you will 
permit the advanced product of potatoes to come in ata rate only about 
one-third as high as that which is levied on the potatoes themselves, the 
duty on potatoes boog cents per bushel, and the duty on dextrine 
and gum substitute being 5} cents. Now, that certainly can not be 
advisable. It certainly is not businesslike. Either the duty on po- 
tatoes is too high or the duty on the manufactured article is too low. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. If potatoes were used only for the production of 
this article then there might be some force in the argument of the gen- 
tleman; but he must remember that this is one of the least uses to which 
potatoes are applied. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Iunderstand that to be the fact; but at ithe same 
time the ge ntleman must recognize that the stimulation of the potato 
starch industry has a direct stimulating effect upon the devoting of land 
area to the cultivation of potatoes, and to that extent tends to a cheap- 
ening of this product. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. 
of duty on potatoes. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Iamnot; I am complaining that the duty on the 
product of potatoes is not so high as it ought to be. Let me call the 
gentleman’s attention to this fact, that under the present bill the duty 
on potato-starch is put at 1 cent per pound; yet it is understood and 
admitted that it takes on the average a pound and a half of starch to 
make a pound of dextrine; and the duty you propose on dextrine is only 
the same that you propose on starch. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. But we correct the existing evil to the extent of 
one-half. We did not go below 1 cent, but did bring down the duty to 
the extent of one-half of the difference that originally existed. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. The trouble is that the correction is made in the 
interest of the foreign producer, not in the interest of the American 
farmer. 

Mr. McMILLIN. It would seem impossible to satisfy my friend. 
He complains that the duty on starch is too great as compared with 
the duty on dextrine; yet, when we attempt to make a reduction he 
says we are operating in the interest of the foreign producer. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. Certainly I do; and this bill shows that Iam 
correct. Here is an rg eras Bi duty between a crude article and its 
manufactured product, both being articles which can be produced in 
the United States profitably with proper protection; and yet, when the 
attention of the House is called to this matter the Democratic side, 
instead of removing the evil by putting up the duty on the article on 
which the duty is too low, attempts to remedy it by cutting down the 
duty upon the article on which the duty is low enough already. Ido 
not think such legislation is in the interest of the American farmer or 
of the American people. I believe it would be better for our people if 
we could raise in this country every bushel of potatoes required for the 
manufacture of the starch or gums or other substances which go intu 
the multiform manufactures carried onin this country. It is the duty 
of the American Congress to adjust duties in the interest of the Amer- 
ican farmer, and not in the interest of the German or the English 
farmer. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Missouri [ Mr. 
WARNER] insists upon making a comparison between the profits made 
by the Southern rice-planter and those of the Western wheat and corn 

wer. I think the gentleman does not take into consideration the 
fact that the two systems of farming are essentially different. I know 
myself but little about the yield of the Western corn and wheat lands; 
but I am informed by a gentleman who lives in that section, who 
comes, I believe, from the State of Ohio, that in his State it is not an 
unusual thing for an acre of corn to yield 30, 40, and sometimes as high 
as 60 bushels. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. O’NEALL], who sits 
behind me, says that where he lives the yield is sometimes 75 to 100 
bushels per acre. 

Mr. WARNER. Is there any gentleman on this floor from the State 
of Ohio who will say that the average yield of corn in that State is 
more than 40 bushels an acre? I do not think there is. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I did not say the average. 

The gentleman insists that this is a tax for the benefit of the land- 
owners of the South, and that it inures chiefly to the benefit of a par- 


The gentleman is in effect complaining of the rate 
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ticular class of Southern farmers. In that also he is mistaken. The 
actual profits of the Southern rice-farm owner are not equal to those 
of the Western wheat-crop grower, and for the simple reason that, as 
I understand the facts toex ist in the West, a crop of wheat or corn can 
be grown every year. The land is rich, black soil, and will bear an- 
nual cultivation. The case is different with rice-growing lands in my 
State, and I speak only for my State. In my State the lands will not 
bear annual cultivation in rice. Rice is a very draining and exhaust- 
ive crop, and if any man should put his high lands in rice every year 
he would find at the end of four or five years that his land would be 
impoverished and incapable of growing anything. 

Mr. WARNER. Does not the gentleman know that all Northern 
farmers rotate their crops; that the land, if planted in wheat or corn 
year after year, would become exhausted? 

Mr. SIMMONS. The gentleman does notadvert to the fact that the 
rice-producing lands can not be planted in corn in intervening years. 
In my section of the country the land which grows rice will not, as a 
rule, grow anything else; and if you wish to cultivate it in rice you 
must give up the cultivation of any other crop. We can not rotate 
the crops on these lands, and hence every alternate year they are idle 
and yield the owner no income. 

Mr. Chairman, I said a little while ago that the result of the repeal 
of these duties would be to bring the poor rice laborer of the South 
into direct competition with the labor of China. When gentlemen from 
the Western States are confronted with the competition of the China- 
man on their own soil they raise up their hands in holy horror and de- 
nounce it on this floor and throughout the country. But when it is 
proposed that the Chinaman in China (where he lives more cheaply 
than he does in America) shall be put in competition with American 
labor on the Southern coast, these gentlemen say: ‘‘Open wide the 
doors, and let the competition come in.’’ 

Mr. Yost rose. 

Mr.SIMMONS. I haveonly fiveminutesandcannot yield. Again, 
when it is proposed by this bill to take off even a fraction of the high 
bounties which the manufacturing interests of the North enjoy under 
the existing tariff, these gentlemen on the other side protest against it. 
The slightest reduction of these duties they declare will destroy these 
industries, shut up their factories, and deprive their laborers of em- 
ployment; but these same champions of protection think it a virtuous 
action to come down into that much-abused section where I and a large 
number of gentlemen on this side of the floor reside and take from us 
the meager benefits which our tariff laws grudgingly give us. When 
we seek to hold on to a part of the crumbs which came to us from 
that munificent system of bounties bestowed by the tariff which they 
have so long maintained in this country, they charge us with incon- 
sistency and twit us with having protective tendencies. 

Ah, gentlemen, you are willing to keep up the duties, oppressively 
high as they in many instances are, upon everything except rice and 
sugar. The duties upon these you wish to reduce eyen below the cut 
made by this bill. It is because they are Southern industries, and be- 
cause they are farming industries. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WARNER Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to continue this dis- 
cussion, but I do wish to say to the gentleman who last addressed the 
House [Mr. Smmtons], and who represents a section of the country 
from which he says so many members on that side come, that when he 
talks of striking down an industry or striking a deadly blow at an in- 
dustry of his State, and that that blow comes from gentlemen on this 
side, it is well enough for the gentleman to know the fact and it is 
well enough for the country to understand the deadly blow that is to 
be struck. 

We simply say to those engaged in rice-culture, we will give you a 

rotection of 50 per cent. You say you want 100 percent. We ask 
zor the facts upon which you base such a demand. Yet so far not 
one man has given any fact that tends to justify such demand. You 
deal in glittering generalities. You talk of Chinese cheap labor com- 
ing into competition with freedmen of the South. Yet you have not 
told us how much you pay these freedmen of the Southamonth. You 
have not told us what your land is worth. You have not told us what 
it costs to cultivate an acre of rice, and the simple fact, Mr. Chairman, 
is that these gentlemen demand this duty of 100 per cent. on rice for 
protection’s sake alone and because they raise the rice. If they raised 
wool, it would, if necessary, have been given a like protection. 

The last gentleman who addressed the House is a protectionist of 
the ultra type. He deceives himself when he imagines he is anything 
else. He is for the protection of those articles in which he and his 
constituents are interested, and for which I do not blame him. I 
would the Representatives on this floor from some of the other States 
would follow his example, and not let their industries be stricken 
down without protest. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I desire to say that the reduction of duty on those 
articles under consideration meets with my hearty approval, and as soon 
as circumstances will permit I hope further reduction will be made. 

Mr. WARNER. The gentleman is not quite so much of a protec- 
tionist as I thought he was. He says the proposition for this reduction 
meets with his approval. What is there here to bind his conscience? 
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What is there to trammel his vote? Has he not the right to vote as 
his judgment dictates, or is he voting the views of some other gentle- 
men? If the proposition I make here to-day meets with his approval, 
as he states it should meet with the disapproval of none—why does 
he not support it? Why does he not vote for it? 

Gentlemen, you are mistaken. You are trying to pass this Mills bill 
through the House. You are striking at the industries here and there. 
You take such action as will secure votes enough to pass the bill. 
Where necessary you will give the protection to any amount to secure 
the votes required to pass it. I apprehend you will pass it through 
the House. 

A MEMBER. We are right. 

Mr. WARNER. Oh, yes, you are right. As one of the leaders on 
that side said, it was for the purpose of getiing votes. As one gentle- 
man, whose pet industry was taken from the free-list and put upon the 
dutiable list, said toa member on this floor, ‘‘ Why, if you will vote 
for the bill, we will put what you want also upon the dutiable list.” 
This is revenue reform ! 

That is the kind of Jegislation we have—a kind of legislation which 
I think the people of this country will not approve. The people will 
condemn your action in leaving a duty of 68 per cent. on sugar and 100 
per cent. on rice, while you put wool, one of the leading agricultural 
products of the great Northwest, upon the free-list. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. ELLIQTT. As to the remarks which have been made on the 
other side of the House in reference to the sectional character of this 
bill arising out of its provisions as to rice, I beg to say a word More. 

What are the facts in connection with this industry in the State of 
South Carolina, where rice is grown to a larger extent than in any other 
State except Louisiana? The product of rice there forms just 2 per 
cent. of the agricultural products of the State. The product of oats 
forms twice as much. The product of corn is twelve times as much, 
and of cotton twenty-five times as much. 

There is the status of this industry in South Carolina in comparison 
to other agricultural products. As toother products in this same con- 
nection, I may state that the product of cotton-mills is five times as much 
as rice; the product of the lumber, which is on the free-list, is five times 
as meet, and the product of commercial-fertilizer factories twice as 
muc 

Now, all this outery has been raised of a sectional character over an 
industry which occupies a comparatively insignificant position in re- 
gard to the agricultural products of a State which, with one single ex- 
ception, is the largest rice-growing State in the Union. That points to 
what a slight foundation, or in fact to the utter absence of any foun- 
dation on which is based the charge that has been so frequently made 
on the floor, that this bill is prepared in the interest of the South. 

Bat the gentleman spoke of the conditions that confronted us in tef- 
erence to thissubject. He asked the question, and I answered by way 
of response, in the first place, that the duty now of 2} cents per pound 
on cleaned rice was a condition; that is the status which this commit- 
tee found. They have made a large reduction. Why should it all be 
cut off? Why should the duty be abolished on this agricultural in- 
dustry, where labor forms at least two-thirds of the entire cost of pro- 
duction; where, in certain sections at least, the industry is not re- 
munerative; where there is no trust or combination to keep up prices, 
and where, under the general downward tendency of values, the price 
of American rice has been diminishing year by year? As has been 
shown, the great mass of the rice imported for food is consumed by the 
Chinese, and the duty paid by them is probably about the only contri- 
bution made by them towards the support of the Government. 

The granulated rice or rice-meal imported, amounting to 48,526,723 
pounds last year, is used entirely in the manufacture of beer, and upon 
that, as in case of other material entering into manufactures, the duty 
has been placed very low, 15 per cent. ad valorem. Taking the home 
production of 156,000,000 pounds, and theamount imported for food, 
about 44,000,000 pounds, the consumption per capita is less than 4 
pounds per annum. Itis absurd, then, to speak of it as a necessary ar- 
ticle of food in this country. 

Mr. HOLMES. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HOLMES. Will the gentleman please state what it costs to 

raise arí acre or a barrel or a bushel of rice ? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I was just coming to that point. I am speaking 
now of the cultivation of rice upon the rivers, which comprises the great 
bulk of the product of the South. The gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Simmons] speaks of the upland rice, which costs much less 
to produce, yields less, and the price of the product is less. 

But upon these plantations built up on the water courses of the 
South the conditions are very different. One inevitable condition is 
that the land must be where there is a tidal flow, and altogether of 
fresh water, because the slightest infusion of salt water destroys the 
crop. The plantations must be reclaimed from the swamps, and the 
dams or embankments constructed, and canals and ditches dug, ata 
cost of from $75 to $200 per acre, according to the locality. These 
dams must be thrown entirely around swamps over which the water 
flows at every high tide. These are the original outlays. Inaddition 
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the cost of cultivating an acre of rice upon plantations of this charac- 
ter is estimated at not less than from $25 to $30. 

The great difference between this industry and all others lies in the 
fact that improved machinery can not be employed to any extent in it; 
and this brings about a sharp competition between the class of labor 
that is employed in the South upon it, the colored labor, and the labor 
producing the foreign rice, which receives as compensation an average 
of from 50 cents a month, not a day, but from 50 cents a month to 6, 
7, or 10 cents a day. And that is the labor you wish to make the 
colored labor of the South come in sharp competition with. As I have 
said, you can not employ machinery. Improved machinery is of no 
possible use there. It is pretty much all labor and labor in its most 
primitive form. . 

Mr. GEAR, May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Certainly. 

Mr. GEAR. Do you not cover in that statement not only the cost 
of the irrigating ditches, but the labor as well? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. No, of course not. The ditches are dug at the 
outset. The plantations then have to be kept up and repairs made, 
and ordinary repairs are included in this cost. 

Mr. HOLMES. Now please state what it costs here by way of labor 
to produce rice by the barrel, bushel, or acre, so that we may have an 
opportunity of comparing it with the low-waged product to which you 
have referred. This labor is very cheap abroad, as the gentleman 
states. Now let us know what it is at home, 

[Here the hammer fell. ] = 

Th@®CHAIRMAN. Debate is exhausted on this amendment. 

Mr. HOLMES. I ask unanimous consent that the time of the gen- 
tleman may be extended. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Then let ussee if we can not arrive at some under- 
standing as to the time when the debate shall close. I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate be closed in five minutes on the pending amend- 


ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The pending amendment is a formal amend- 
ment. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I mean the pending paragraph and all amend- 
ments thereto. a 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I ask that it be fixed at ten minutes. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I will accept that. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
South Carolina for five minutes longer. 

Mr. HOLMES. What Iwas about to ask the gentleman from South 
Carolina was to give the labor cost in his State in raising rice. Hehas 
stated the cheap character of the labor abroad producing the imported 
rice. Now, whatis it paid here? Whatdo the colored men of the 
South who labor in the rice-fields receive, and what is the cost per 
bushel, per acre, or per barrel? These are facts that will be interest- 
ing to the committee. What do they get per day or per month? : 

Mr. ELLIOTT. ‘Thereis no rate per day or month in this industry. 
It is not employed on that basis, but it is altogether task labor. So 
much is paid for so much work. The work may be completed at any 
period during the day, 12, 1, or 2 o’clock, according to the skill of the 
workman and the character of work. P 

All the statistics that have been given relative to the cost of laborin 
the rice industry in South Carolina are utterly i Ordinarily 
no men are employed by the day and none by the month. It is in the 
power of the laborer to make such pay as he chooses, according to the 
amount of work he does. So far as cutting rice is concerned, it has to 
be done with an old-fashioned reaping-hook, not with improved ma- 
chinery. It must be all cut by hand, and must frequently be taken 
out of the field upon the head of the laborer. The price for reaping 
is $1 per acre, showing an enormous increase in the cost of reaping an 
acre of rice over what it would cost to reap an acre of wheat. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him 
a question? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Certainly. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Is it not true that the average pay ot 
laborers engaged in the culture of rice is less than 50 cents per day; 
and is it not also true that, as a rule, they are paid in store orders and 
not in cash? 7 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Not at all, as a rule. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Then the gentleman has not been in- 
formed correctly 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Itisnottrue. Iwill undertake to say that nowhere 
in the world is there a better feeling existing between employers and 
their laborers than those engaged in the rice industry in South Carolina. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. What are they paid per day? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Thecultivation has diminished at least 50 per cent. 
and has thrown out of employment a great number of laborers. If it 
were not for the kindly feeling existing between the employers and the 
employésin that section of country, and the care the rice planters have 
for their laborers, it would be impossible for the colored race to exist 
without verging upon staryation. I will explain further. The inva- 
riable custom is that on these plantations laborers have their houses 
free of rent; they have as much land as they care to cultivate free of 


rent, and fuel and everything of that sort free; they are charged for 
nothing. The only condition of these favors is that whenever their 
labor is required they shall give it at the usual price for that character 
of work in cash. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Certainly, 

Mr.SPOONER. I want to inquire if you are in favor of protection ? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. As an original proposition I would not set out to 
protect any industry merely for protection; but we find this condition 
attaching to this and other industries, and the question is how much 
to reduce the duties and thereby diminish the revenues. [Derisive 
laughter on the Republican side. 

Mr. SPOONER. That is the condition which confronts you? 

Mr. ELLIOTT, Yes. We have cut down the duty on rice 18 per 
cent,; more than twice as much as the general cut on dutiable articles. 
. Mr. HOLMES. IfI understand the gentleman, he can not tell what 
it costs to raise an acre of rice. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. CertainlyIcan. Itcosts from twenty-five to thirty 
dollars an acre. Here is another difference. When you produce your 
wheat the farmer gathers the wheat and isdone with it. What is done 
with rice? It has to be prepared for market by being sent to mill to 
be pounded and put in barrels, all of which is charged to the planter; 
then it is put upon the market. 

I state upon my personal knowledge that after the planter has ran 
all the risks of that cultivation, furnished the land and the capital, 
risked the gales and freshets, after the rice has been thrashed by ma- 
chinery, more or less expensive, and is loaded for transportation to the 
mill, the cost from that time until it is sold is frequently 20 per cent. 
of the gross proceeds of the shipment. 

Mr, MILLIKEN. Do not‘all of the expensive conditions of pro- 
ducing rice which you state apply to the production of foreign rice 
with which you compete? 

Mr, ELLIOTT. Notatall. As I understand it, they are not sub- 
ject to the great risk of absolute annihilation—not injury, but annihi- 
lation in a single night—of an entire crop and almost the ruin of a plan- 
tation worth $40,000. Instances have been known where an equinoctial 
gale has so wrecked such a plantation that it had to be sacrificed for 
five or six thousand dollars. 

I have spoken of the abandonment of many valuable plantations be- 
cause the industry is not remunerative, When this occurs it must be 
borne in mind that, in consequence of the artificial character of the 
plantations, dams, trenches, and floodgates, the value of the property 
is soon entirely destroyed and the land lapses back into its original 
valueless condition. Nor has any other crop yet been found that can 
be cultivated on these lands, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I ask to append a table of prices. 


Lowest and highest price of rice per 100 pounds in each year in the Neu 
York market from 1825 to 1886, inclusive. 
[American Almanac for 1888.] 


Year. Year, 


Lowest. | Highest. Lowest, | Highest. 


pe 


RRSSESASSASaRseesagsRseakssassas 


SVAON en EIpINeSospeSE RRS msna pee 


SRERSASHSSSSSSSASSRSRSSSARRSALA 


ba 
Fabel abil po po po Po Da p p D9 Bo po jih jan SAt ENA EN yea pa pO GO pèn jòn po ol atm 


ll et EA EA A EA EA GA PA O P I I Pa GA ma po pa FE so na pa a po pa pa po po $ 


PO ae Go 20 BO V BO mT GO po 19 DO Hi po pa pa o pa $3 G0 bS pa Bo ho a bo po po po po FO 
SRSESRSSSSSSSASSASRRSSASARSSsayns 


SUSAARRARABEASRASHESARAASSSSsSs 


Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen on the other 
side of this Chamber ought not to be surprised at the attitude which 
gentlemen on this side take on this question, although they seem tobe. 
While we are all protectionists and believein protecting all of the prod- 
ucts, North and South, East and West, that need protection, we still 
are not such extreme protectionistsas not to find in some cases the pos- 
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sibility of a tariff being too high. It is simply that, and that alone, 
which has called for the suggestion of the amendments that have been 
made in reference to the two items of sugar and rice. Now, sir, if rice 
is not over-protected by this bill I amin favor of the bill as it stands. 
If sugar is not protected more than it need be under all the circum- 
stances I am not in favor of any reduction upon that list. 

But, on the other hand, we think we have a right to say that we are 
surprised at the argument which we hear from the other side of the 
Chamber. I have listened to the general discussion all through when 
I could be present, and when I could not be present I have read the 
speeches from that side of the House. I have found them in spirit, in 
soul, in intellect, and in sentiment opposed altogether to protection as 
protection. I hear that a tariff is a tax equal to itself, not only upon 
the articles imported, but all that are consumed. I hear it in every 
speech on that side of the House. I hear it continually week after 
week. Now, when the question of sugar comes up and the question 
of rice comes up, the very argument that we make for wool and for 
other products of other parts of the country is urged by these same 
gentlemen, who haveignored the principle of this argument heretofore 
in the general discussion, and will ignore it when we come to those spe- 
cific things. 

They will take the article of rice and insist that it shall continue to 
carry a duty of more than 160 percent. ‘They complain that we of the 
North are striking deadly blows at the industry of the South when we 
propose to bring this duty down to 50 per cent. Ina few days, ora 
few hours it may be, we shall reach the great Northern production of 
wool, which stands protected now by a duty of not over 30 per cent. ; 
and they will strike off the entire protective tariff on that article, not 
heeding any complaint that we may make that they are giving a deadly 
blow to one of the productions of the North. They will do this with- 
out a single qualm of the intellect or the conscience, if there can be a 
qualm of intellect. They have so misdirected their minds in regard 
to this matter—so thought and so continued to think—that they do not 
believe intellectually there is any inconsistency in striking down wool 
and in holding up rice, although wool for the present is protected, as I 
say, by a duty of only 30 per cent. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the answer may be made to this that wool is a 
necessity of all the people. I have heard that over and over again. 
So it is; but it is not more needful than food. There is not a man on 
the other side of the House who can give a good reason for protecting 
sugar and rice which is not an equally good reason in my mouth in 
favor of protecting wool, and I defy any man to undertake it, 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BOUTELLE, Has the entire time for debate on this subject 
expired? 

“The CHAIRMAN. All debate on the pending paragraph and all 
amendments thereto is now closed. ` 

Mr. BOUTELLE. As most of the ten minutes seem to have been 
occupied in discussing something not very germane to the pending 
amendment, I hope I may be permitted io close the debate on this 
question by asking the members of the Ways and Means Committee, 
as a matter of justice and logic and good sense, to correct the error in 
this case, as they co: the error into which they found they had 
fallen in regard to glue.. They replaced the duty on glue. I ask that 
they now unanimously consent to put the duty on potato-starch back 
to 2 cents a pound, and fix the duty on gum substitute as proposed in 
my amendment, which will be a proper and relative proportion of du- 
ties. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. We have no authority to accept the gentleman’s 

roposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the pending paragraph and amend- 
ments thereto is now closed. [Cries of “Vote!” ‘‘Vote!’?] Ifthere 
be no objection, the formal amendment will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question now recurs on the amendment of 
the gentleman from Maine; which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 377 insert: 

“ Dextrine, burnt starch, gum substitute or British gum, 3 cents per pound.” 

The amendment was rejected; there being—ayes 56, noes 77. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Raisins, 1} cents per pound, 

Mr. VANDEVER. I move to amend the line just read by striking 
out ‘‘one and one-half” and inserting ‘‘ two,” so as to make the duty 
on raisins 2 cents per pound. Mr. Chairman, the rate of duty upon 
raisins under the existing law is 2 cents a pound; this bill proposes to 
reduce it to 1} cents. In submitting my amendment I desire to call 
attention to the fact that raisin production, commercially, is of com- 
paratively recent origin in the State of California. Three years ago 
the entire raisin production of that State was about 300,000 boxes of 
20 pounds each. Last year we uced about 800,000 boxes. This 


year there are in the State of California about 15,000 acres devoted to 
the cultivation of raisin grapes. The season having been favorable, 
there is a larger acreage than ever before. Those 15,000 acres of raisin 
grapes will, itis estimated, produce probably a million and a half boxes 


of raisins this year—20-pound boxes, representing a value of not less 
than $3,000,000. 

The raisin-producing portion of California is the only part of this 
country that seems to come into competition with the foreign produc- 
tion of raisins, which come from Portugal and Spain. In the State 
of California, our soil and climate being so peculiarly favorable, we 
have demonstrated a capacity to supply the entire home demand for 
raisins. The bill before us proposes to reduce the duty one-half cent 
per pound, which, upon the product of the raisin-producing portion of 
California lying wholly, I believe, within my district, will amount to 
something like $150,000. The duty upon imported raisins last year 
under the existing law was about $800,000. Itis estimated that if 
the change of duty proposed in this bill from 2 cents to 1} be made, 
the duty will amount to about $600,000. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, to the members of the committee that there 
may be a policy in that. If this proposed rate in the bill under con- 
sideration becomes a law it strikes a blow at that raisin industry in 
the State of California which will almost entirely annihilate the pro- 
duction of raisins there, and to supply the deficit in the consumption 
we must importitfrom abroad. The reduction ofone-half cent a pound 
will operate as a protection to the imported article, and a discrimina- 
tion against the domestic article; and I am sorry to say so, and to call 
the attention of the committee to the fact that this change in the duty 
on raisins is not exceptional, because so far as that part of the country 
is concerned, and under the operation of this Mills bill, many of its 
most important and leading industries are sufferers to a large extent. 
And in the region of the country where I live, where these raisins are 
produced mainly by small landholders, householders, people look 
around upon these flourishing fields which their industry has built up 
and contemplate the fact that under the provisions of this bill a blow 
oe struck at them which is like striking a blow at their very home- 
stea 

Sir, it is worthy of the consideration of this committee to determine 
whether they will inflict this wrong upon that section of country, and 
follow up the rigors of this bill, which have already passed under re- 
view, placing articles on the free-list which concern directly the in- 
terests of so many persons on that side of the continent. 

I submit these observations for the consideration of the committee. 
But there is much more to besaid. I will only add in conclusion, that 
if an ocean to-day rolled between the State of California and the Halls 
of this Honse, and in the Hall of this House the ruling majority, which 
supports the Mills bill, and which has the indorsement of the Execu- 
tive of the United States, was in power, they could not assume a more 
unfriendly attitude to the people of the Pacific coast than they do un- 
der the operation of the bill. If thereis any discrimination in the pro- 
visions of the bill under consideration in regard to this great industry 
it is in favor of the foreign product andagainst the producers of our own 


untry. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

- Mr. MCKENNA. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will be 
adopted, and I do not utter an idle hope. Nor, sir, do I despair of its 
adoption, notwithstanding the experience we have already had. And, 
sir, I think I can call upon my Democratic colleagues to support this 
amendment. I do not do this to make them conspicuous, nor to put 
them in a distinct and offensive position toward it, but to invoke their 
support for it. 

I know, sir, that a man must stay with and go with his party in most 
cases. One would perform but a weak and desultory part alone. But, 
sir, I believe they can and ought to support this amendment. 

They can do so and still be consistent and loyal to their party, and 
I ask them, therefore, and through them all Democrats, to support it. 
You have greater inconsistencies in your bill than this. I do not say 
this tauntingly. My own side of the Chamber has convinced me that 
there can be inconsistencies, It may be, sir, wise inconsistencies. 
General truths are not always carried ont to the extent that they are 
capable of in logical illation. We assert universal liberty to all, but 
we give it to none. Its very perfection might become its vice. There- 
fore if I can concede wise inconsistencies to this side of the Chamber, 
I can also concede wise inconsistencies to the other side of the Cham- 
ber. But I pause to remark that there must be some limitation in this, 
both to tariff reformers and to protectionists. I shall not now stop, 
sir, to define what that limitation is, I say, and speaking asa protec- 
tionist, and of protection, if some pluck out the gray hairs and some 
pluck out the black hairs, the animal in time will be completely shorn. 

But, [ repeat, there may be wise inconsistencies, and therefore I ask 
you Democrats to concede us this amendment. You claim to be con- 
servative and temperate to some industries, Be so to this industry. 
It needsit. It isa new industry and a struggling one. What that 
means I need not dwell on; what of trouble and expense and, may be, 
misfortune, I need not dilate upon. New soils must be found and 
tested; experiments must be made, their results often discarded, others 
tried; ways and means must be devised; markets must be found and 
conquered. It takes time todo this. It takes capital to do it, and 
eapital is often sunk in doing it. : 

The tax of 1} cents or a tax of 2 cents is no special protection to 


6088 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 10, 


raisins, sir. I hold in my hand a wholesale price-list of raisins, which 
I obtained from one of the grocery stores of this town, which shows 
that the wholesale price ranges from 7 cents a pound to 40 centsa 
pound. I will insert here a table giving the prices. It is as follows: 
Raisins. 

Finest Dehesa layers, 6 crowns, 22-pound boxes .... 
Finest Dehesa layers, 5 crowns, 22-pound boxes 
One-fourth box, finest Dehesa layers, 6 crowns 
One-fourth box, finest Dehesa layers, 5 crowns 
One-fourth box, finest Dehesa layers, 4 crowns 
PAODCO Tl WAG a E AELE EA ANSA NE OS 

London layers, flat, half box... 
London layers, fiat, quarter box.. ........ 
Loose Muscatels, 5 crown, 22-pound bo 
Loose Muscatels, 4 crown, 22-pound boxe: 
Loose Muscatels, 3 crown, 22-pound boxes.. 
Loose Muscatels, 2 crown, 22-pound boxes... 
Ondara, Layers, finest.. 
Valencia, finest.. 
Sultanas, finest... 
Sultanas, good q 
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California raisins, 
Lonse Muscatels, 3 crown, 20-pound boxes... 
Loose Museatels, 2 crown, 20-pound boxes. 
London Layers, 3 crown, 20-pound boxes. 

The import value of the raisins at the custom-house is 5} centsa 

pound. Now, raisins worth 40 cents a pound, and surely they are lux- 
uries, under the principles of this bill and under the principles as- 
serted by everybody, ought to beara higher duty. A higher tariff tax, 
if it be a tax, than 2 cents should be imposed even for the privilege of 
the marketif not to secure protection to a home industry. 
- The raisin production of California is very great. Attention has 
been called to it by my colleague [Mr. VANDEVER], butI desire to show 
how it has increased in the last few years. In 1873 it amounted to but 
6,000 boxes, while in 1887 it was 800,000 boxes. Sixteen million 
pounds of raisins was the product of the last year, equal to 58,000,000 
pounds of fresh grapes. 

This year it is estimated that we will produce 1,500,000 boxes of 
raisins, or 30,000,000 pounds, consuming in their manufacture at least 
105,000,000 pounds of fresh Muscat grapes. But that is notall. Con- 
nected with this industry there are other industries, and these also will 
be injuriously affected by the reduction of the duty. 

Now, I will ask the gentlemen of the Ways and Means Committee, 
I ask my colleague [Mr. Brees] who sits before me, whom I know 
believes every word I utter, why not restore this duty to 2 cents ? 
Why is not this a ‘‘condition’’ as in other cases there are “‘condi- 
tions?” But I urge nothing of that sort now, Mr. Chairman. I wish 
to urge upon the Democrats of this House the concession of half a cent. 
If I dared to talk politics to them, Mr. Chairman, I would say more 
Democrats than Republicans are interested. I do not mean to say 
those Democrats will leave their party on account of the bill or stay 
in it on account of the amendment; but they would have kinder feel- 
ings for their party and better hope for the party if the amendment 
should be adopted. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California has 
expired. Debate on the amendment is exhausted. The question is 
on the amendment submitted by the gentleman from California, which 
the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk reported the amendment. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. I would like to be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. I move to strike out the last word. 

I will state, Mr. Chairman, that the committee that formulated this 
bill and have undertaken to strike out half a cent a pound on raisins 
have not been very consistent when they come to consider the differ- 
ence in the price of raisins and rice to which they have added 100 per 
cent. You must remember the average price of raisins in this country 
is 10 cents a pound. The duty of 1} cents a pound on raisins makes 
15 per cent. protection. You have on the one side raisins and on the 
other side you have rice, which you raise in the South. On that we 
have supported the duty and are willing to stand by the duty of 2 cents 
per pound. That makes 100 per cent. you have on rice which you 
raise in the South. Now you are going to begrudge the people in Cal- 
ifornia the paltry sum of 15 per cent. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman is incorrectas 
to the price of South Carolina rice. He is referring to foreign rice. 
The price of Louisiana and South Carolina rice is 5 and 6 cents a 
pound. That is the price in London, 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Let me tell the gentleman from Arkansas 
that if that imported rice came in free the South Carolina rice would 
sell at the very same price it does. I am a dealer in rice, and have 
dealt in it for twenty years. I knowall aboutit. It will not bring a 
quarter of a cent more in the open market to-day. 

Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We export a considerable 
amount of rice abroad, and that rice sells in the London market at not 
less than 5 cents a pound. ‘Those are the official facts. If the gentle- 
man can furnish any information—— 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. You may have some little dainty articles 
fitted up for some of the nabobs in London, but the people of this coun- 
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try are not that kind. They are satisfied with the plain domestic rice. 
The Chinese rice has no foothold in thiscountry. Itis the East India 
rice that it comes in competition with. 

We have given them 100 per cent. on rice, and now they offer us 15 
per cent. on raisins. The raisin industry is a new industry. It has 
sprung up within the last five years. Five years ago you could find 
nothing of it, but now you findit. There is hardly a store in the 
Western States but what sells these California raisins, If thisindustry 
is left to itself and protected as it should be, the time will come when 
foreign raisins will be driven out of the market and California will 
supply our whole country with raisins. 

But if this duty is reduced every year or two, as you propose to do, 
the result will be that Jess and less raisins will be raised, and the mar- 
ket will be left open for foreign products to come in. 

Our friends on the other side contend that the reason they want to 
protect rice and the reason they want to protect sugar is because these 
products come into competition with the pauper labor of India and 
other countries. That is true. They are right in that respect, and 
that is just what we claim for all the other industries in the North. 
They want to put lumber on the free-list. Some one said it is true they 
want to put lumber on the free-list, although lumber is a product ot 
the South. But that lumber does not come into competition with the 
lumber of the North. The whole country from the East to California 
on the border-line of Canada will be affected for two or three hundred 
miles into the interior by the reduction of lumber, while the South, 
Tennessee and Georgia, will feel no affect of it whatever. Why? Be- 
cause the freight is so heavy on lumber that they can not ship it into 
the interior without the transportation costing more than the difference 
of the duty. 

Therefore you gentlemen in the South can well afford to say ‘‘ we 
have put lumber on the free-list,’’ because putting it on the free-list 
will never affect you, but it will affect us up in the North; and so it 
is with salt, and so with other industries. [Applause. ] 

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, before I begin my remarks I want to 
make an inquiry. I understand that the question under discussion is 
Saree ane correct in that? 

e CHAIRMAN. That is the pending paragraph. 

Mr. BIGGS. Well, sir, I was somewhat surprised when my distin- 
guished friend from Indiana [Mr. WHITE], in discussing this para- 
graph, went back to the rice question. I rise here not for the purpose 
of discussing the rice question, or the lumber question, or the salt ques- 
tion, because all those have been disposed of. I rise for the express pur- 
pose of saying a few words on the raisin question. The distinguished 
gentleman from Indiana rose to make some remarks in favor of restor- 
ing the duty on raisins to 2 cents a pound, but he forgot his subject 
and went back to lumber and rice, and even to the question of free 
salt. I do not think there was any force in what he said, but I sup- 
pose that, for courtesy’s sake, I must admit it was an argument. 

Mr, Chairman; I am in favor of protecting every infant industry in 
this country. I stand here and say that I am in favor of protecting 
the raisins and everything that we produce, not only on the Pacific 
Slope, but throughout the entire length and breadth of this country. 

Yes, sir; I want raisins protected; I want all the protection I can 
have for them and for our other industries; but, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen, I say without fear of successful contradiction that raisins 
are as well protected under this new bill as they were under the old, 
and now I propose to produce the proof. The duty under the old law 
was 2 cents a pound. Under that law there was a damage allowance 
of 10 per cent. on the invoice price if any case er box was damaged in 
the least. Under this bill there is no damage whatever allowed. The 
raisin industry is one of the great industries, not only of the Pacific 
slage, but of the whole United States, and it ought to be properly pro- 
tected; but I say that under the 10 per cent. damage provision of the 
existing law the duty was reduced to about the rate at which it stands 
in this bill, and leaving that damage provision out of the bill practi- 
cally restores the duty to what it is under the existing law. 

Mr. VANDEVER. Will my colleague allow me a question? 

Mr. BIGGS. With pleasure. 

Mr. VANDEVER. Who pays the damage? 

Mr. BIGGS, The shipper or the importer pays the damage, not the 
consumer. Itis paid into the Federal Treasury as revenue collected 
by the people. 

Mr. VANDEVER. Then how does the present bill affect the ques- 
tion of damage? 

Mr. BIGGS. ‘There is no damage allowed under this bill, and I say 
that that change will make the duty on raisins the same as it is now, 
2 cents a pound. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Do you want this bill passed? 

Mr. BIGGS. Yes, sir. We want all the protection we can get on 
every industry in California. I tell you that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will you not give usa little in Ohio, on wool? 

Mr. BIGGS. Yes;I will give it to youif you can getit. [Laugh- 
ter.] But I am not discussing the wool question now, or thesalt ques- 
tion, or the rice question; I am discussing raisins. My colleague [ Mr. 


McKENNA] made a very correct statement of the number of boxes 
shipped, and o! vhat we propose to ship in the future, and I tell you 
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that we propose to supply not only the United States, but we expect 
that inside of twenty years we shall be exporting our product to all 
parts of the world where they want a choice quality of raisins. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Debate on the pending amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. MORROW. I renew the amendment. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Iask the gentleman to yield while I make a re- 
quest that all debate on this paragraph and amendments thereto be 
limited to ten minutes. 

Mr. MORROW, I do not feel that I have any control over the mat- 
ter, but so far as I am concerned I shall not occupy more than five 
minutes. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Iask unanimous consent that debate on the pend- 
ing paragraph and amendments be limited to ten minutes. 

Mr. FELTON. I object. 

Mr. MORROW. Say fifteen minutes. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I accept the gentleman’s suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request-is made that the debate be limited 
to fifteen minutes. 

Mr. VANDEVER. I object. There has been unlimited time al- 
lowed on other questions. We now have before us one of vital inter- 
est to our State. 

Mr. McMILLIN. What time does the gentleman desire? 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. 

Mr. MORROW. Mr. Chairman, my colleague [Mr. Bicas] has given 
to this bill a character that I had not before heard attributed to it— 
that it is a bill forthe protection of the industries of thiscountry. My 
impression, from the discussion I have heard on the other side of the 
House, was that the purpose was to reduce the duties upon the various 
‘items mentioned in the bill; and in accordance with that principle I 
understand it is the purpose to reduce the tariff on the article of raisins. 
It has been said over and over again that it was proposed to reduce the 
tariff in order that the consumer of thé various articles on which the 
duty falls might obtain them at a cheaper rate. I do not know that 
such would be theresult; Idoubtit. But that has been the argument 
presented in support of the bill. Now, I understand from the state- 
ment of my colleague [Mr. Bicas] that the reduction of the rate of 
duty is for the p of securing greater protection. This is not the 
purpose of the bill, as I understand it, and it will not so affect our in- 
dustries, in my judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that upon this article of raisins the 
other side of the House can very properly vote with us for the amend- 
ment proposed by my colleague [Mr. VANDEVER] to make the duty 2 
cents a pound, the same as it stands in the existing law; and for this 
reason; the production of grapes for raisins, as stated by my colleague, 
is a new industry in this country. It is one in which a large amount 
of capital has been invested. It is an industry requiring time for de- 
velopment. The growth of a vineyard producing grapes for raisins re- 
quires two, three, four, and in some cases perhaps five years. During 
this time the vineyardist, ofcourse, has no income; hence, almost inevi- 
tably, before his vineyard makes any return he becomes indebted to his 
banker or to his friends for money with which to carry on his enter- 
prise. In this way many of the vineyardists of California are now more 
or less in debt, and will so continue until their enterprise is fully estab- 
lished and returns secured. . 

Now, if you reduce this duty half a cent per pound at this critical 
period what must be the result? The vineyardist, who has been bor- 
rowing money to carry him along till the time when the business will 
produce an income, will be informed by his banker that he can have 
no more money, because this bill will destroy the small margin of profit 
which he would otherwise receive on his production. I am afraid seri- 
ous loss will be the result of this action now. 

We have just had under discussion the duty on rice. Gentlemen on 
the other side of the House have explained why a protective rate of duty 
should be continued on the rice industry of the South equivalent to 
more than 100 per cent. ad valorem, and they have had the power to 
continue the rate. But now the very next article in the bill is that of 
raisins, on which the duty is 2 cents pound, equivalent to 35.40 
per cent, ad valorem, and it is pro by this bill to reduce the duty 
to 1} cents per pound. At this last rate the duty will be equivalent 
toan ad valorem duty of 26.55 per cent, Is this discrimination against 
our raisin industry to be accounted for by the fact that rice is an in- 
dustry of the South and the production of raisins an industry of an- 
other section of the country? 

The action of the majority in discriminating against raisins appears 
peculiar and incomprehensible when we come to consider the proposed 
change in detail. The present duty on cleaned rice is 2} cents per 
pound, or the equivalent of 113.03 per cent. ad valorem. The rate in 
this bill is a reduction to 2 cents per pound, or the equivalent of 100.47 
per cent. ad valorem. This is simply a reduction of only about 11 per 
cent. on the ad valorem duty. The present duty on uncleaned rice is 
14 cents per pound, or the equivalent of 71.52 per cent. ad valorem. 
The rate in this bill is a reduction to 1} cents per pound, or the equiv- 
alent of 59.50 per cent. ad valorem. This is a reduction of about 16 
per cent on the ad valorem duty. 

The duty on granulated rice or rice meal is not changed, but con- 
tinued at 20 per cent.ad valorem. The present rate of duty onrice 
paddy is 1} cents per pound, or the equivalent of 134.50 per cent. ad 


valorem. The rate in the bill is a reduction to 1 cent per pound, or 
the equivalent of 107.60 per cent. ad valorem. This is a reduction of 
exactly 20 per cent. on the ad valorem duty. 

Now, let us see how this bill treats raisins. The present duty on 
raisins is 2 cents per pound, or the equivalent of 35.40 per cent. ad va- 
lorem. The rate in the bill is a reduction to 14 cents per pound, or 
the equivalent of 26.55 per cent. ad valorem. This is a reduction of 
25 per cent. on the ad valorem duty. 

You tenderly remove the duty from the different grades of rice to 
the extent of 11, 16, and 20 per cent., leaving granulated rice un- 
touched, and you then at the very next blow remove 25 per cent. from 
the duty on raisins. Now, I ask is this a fair proposition under any 
possible state of facts relating to the assumed necessity for a reduction 
in the rates of duty? Your complaint is against the high rate of ad 
valorem duty on articles used in general consumption, yet you con- 
tinue rice at a rate the ‘equivalent of more than 100 per cent. ad va- 
lorem and strike 25 per cent. from the duty on raisins, reducing this 
article to 26.55 per cent. ad valorem. 

These two articles come before the House with somewhat similar 
claims, though I contend that raisins present a much stronger claim 
for protection than does rice. As suggested to me by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. ALLEN] both rice and raisins are necessary for a 
good pudding, and in this respect I suppose they have something in 
common, but apart from that it is proper that, with a view to the in- 
terest of labor, there should be a certain percentage of protection on 
both articles for the benefit of the home industry; but there is no good 
reason why raisins should be less protected than rice. Again, in Cal- 
ifornia the industry is very different from the rice-fields of 
the South. In the South the production of rice is by owners of large 
tracts of land, securing crops from the first year. In California the 
vineyards are generally small, and the whole industry represents a 
great number of people, many of whom are poor, but who must pa- 
tiently wait for returns. This industry is struggling into existence, 
and is obliged to compete with the cheap labor of Spain and Portugal. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. McMILLIN. Ifthe amendment of the gentleman from Cali 
fornia should be adopted and this bill become a law, the effect, taken 
in connection with other paragraphs of the bill, will be, not to continue 
the duty on raisins as at present, but to increase it. 

Mr. MCKENNA. There ought to be an increase; and this would 
not be too much. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Iam not going to argue that question now. I 
simply desire to point out that the amendment would not simply re- 
tain the duty as in the existing law, though the House might probably 
suppose such would be the effect, judging by the face of the amend 
ment. 

Now, section 2927 of the Revised Statutes, which I will now take the 
time of the committee to read, provides that there shall be a reduction 
made on imported goods, wares, and merchandise for damages which 
may occur, whether as in this case through leakage or what not. There 
would be a reduction of the rate of duty in proportion to the damage 
sustained by the merchandise. But this bill, under section 19, changes 
that law and repealsit. So that very fact of itself is a protection to 
those who are engaged in raising the production in this country. 

Again, under the existing law and the construction placed thereon 
by the courts, there is no change made or duty on the package contain- 
ing these articles. But under the bill which we have under considera- 
tion the packages have to pay duty at their value. Those two sections 
themselves are an addition to the present rate of duty on articles where 
there is no change made in the existing law. Hence I say the effect 
of the amendment of the gentleman from California would beto in- 
crease the rate of duty upon the present rate rather than to leave it at 
the present rate. 

From the best information Iam able to get as to the amount of dam- 
age and waste and destruction from various sources the amount is some- 
thing over 5 per cent. I am not prepared to say that it would be 8 or 
9 per cent., the reduction proposed by the present bill. 

Mr. MORROW. The amount of protection arising from the repeal 
of the provision of the present law would be infinitesimal. The dam- 
ages to raisins in the course of transportation do not amount to any- 
thing. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Iam not prepared to state what it would amount 
to. Whatever it is it would amount to an increase of duty. The 
amount of revenue was $813,000; outside the additions made to which 
I have referred would be about $200,000. The only comment I have 
to make on that is to say that there is no place where revenue is less 
needed than in the vaults of the Treasury of the United States. There 
is no one on the continent which needs it less than the United States. 
We felt, therefore, the reduction was one proper to be made. 

Mr. MCKENNA. In consideration of the fact that foreign raisins are 
sold in the United States at wholesale at a price from 7 cents to 40 
cents, why could you not make a reduction of the revenue somewhere 
else ? 

Mr. McMILLIN, Yes, perhaps we could; but every time we went 
to do it somewhere else, without one single exception, gentlemen on 
the other side said that was the wrong place. 

Mr. MCKENNA. But I have voted steadily against any reductions 
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Mr. MCMILLIN. 
it we have not had the co-operation of our friend from California. 

Mr. MCKENNA. That is not an answer to my question. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Where else will the gentleman place it? 

Mr. McKENNA. I think now you could afford to concede this 
much to that struggling industry, could you not? 

Mr. McMILLIN. There might be other things which would sustain 
the reduction as well. I do not pretend to say there are not, but at 
the same time the reduction here is not an improper one. 

The informal amendments, by unanimous consent, were withdrawn. 

Mr. FELTON. Imove tostrike out the last word. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, if there is any other gentleman who desires to discuss this ques- 
tion, I will give way to him and let him do it, as this item has been 
very thoroughly discussed, the ground well thrashed over during the 
debate in its connection; but, sir, during the course of the long debate 
upon the pending bill I have listened with great attention to parts 
of it, and have noticed that very much has been said on both sides of 
the House in regard to the depressed conditions of the agricultural in- 
terests of the country, the deplorable condition of the tillers of the soil; 
that their capital and labor were unremunerative by reason of the low 
prices of their productions. As a reason for this existing state of affairs 
gentlemen differ; some attribute it toone cause, some to another, such 
as the restriction of the circulating medium, the demonetization of 
silver, heavy taxation. But as arule by the gentlemen upon the other 
side, the tariff is held responsible. 

Now, sir, while they may be factors in the case, I believe the great 
reason, the fundamental reason underlying the whole subject to be the 
keen competition between those engaged in these pursuits. I believe 
it to be much keener than in many, perhaps in any, of the manufact- 
uring industries of the country. ‘To comprehend this, one has but to 
look at the vast area of acreage now under cultivation, its wonderful 
fertility of soil, the rapid strides that have been made in it during the 
last quarter of a century—made possible by the wonderful rta- 
tion facilities which have grown up—the vast area of arable land still 
awaiting the husbandman and to be had almost for the taking. The re- 
sult has been a production greater than the domestic wants of the 
country, and being practically without an export market for our sur- 
plus—certainly so at remunerative as we are unable to com- 
pete in foreign markets with the cheap labor and cheap land of India, 
Southern Russia, Australia, and the Argentine Republic, also by the 
protection afforded those industries in other countries by the protective 
laws of their respective governments. 

Sir, I regret that in the brief time allotted to me I shall be unable to 
elaborate as I would desire to do this part of the question, but will say 
if gentlemen upon the other side of the House are sincere in their de- 
sire to protect the farmer and his waning interests and the people 
thronghout the country generally, here is the opportunity to assist an 
infant industry. Gentlemen upon the other side of the House may 
smile at this expression, but it is essentially true, and if this interest 
is fostered but for a short time, for a few years, repeating the remarks 
made by myself on another occasion some little time since upon a kin- 
dred item in this bill, such will be the production of this article and 
such will be its perfection as to drive from the market all foreign com- 
petition and e it, though now a luxury, within the reach of every 
man, however humble and straightened his means. And, sir, for this 
reason, had I been present, I would have voted for the duty upon sugar 
as nted in the pending bill, and I now say to gentlemen on both 
sides of the House that if its protection is maintained I believe, and I 
have scarcely a doubt that within seven years from this time this coun- 
try will provide its own sugar and save to the nation and its circula- 
ting medium $100,000,000 in value per annum. 

Now, sir, much has just been said in regard to the duty upon rice. 
I am in favor of a fair duty upon this article in order to protect the in- 
dustry, and I say to gentlemen upon the other side of the House you 
have the negro element down South; itis largely increasing in numbers, 
and your first concern is how to furnish them with labor by which they 
can maintain themselves; and in my opinion to do so you will require 
all of the industries of which your soil is capable to be fostered—sugar, 
rice, and every other industry possible—and even then you may find 
it difficult. 

Sir, I am a protectionist. I believe in the principle, and that it 
should be general and pervading our whole industrial pursuits, and 
that the tariff must exist as a whole or it must sooner or later be dis- 
carded, It is asking too much of human nature to have granted to one 
section what is denied in another. 

Now, sir, thisindustry, for the present at least, needs encouragement 
and protection. Those engaged in it are mainly small farmers who have 
their all involved, and are just upon the eve of receiving the benefits of 
years of labor and at the expense in many instances of lost capital, pro- 
vided protection is not denied them. 

My distinguished colleague from one of the Northern districts who 
has just taken his seat has been the subject of some criticism in regard 
to his acts and votes upon this question. He is a good man, a clever 
man, and he tells us he is in favor of protection. Now, sir, it occurs to 
me that his great difficulty is that he is on the wrong side of the House 
and in the wrong party for a protectionist. [Applause. ] 


That is it. Where we have attempted to place Mr. VANDEVER. Mr. Chairman, 


I want to reply to the remarks 
of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] for a few moments. 
He says that under the present law there is a drawback allowed upon 
damaged articles of raisins imported into this country from abroad 
which perhaps is a protection to the domestic product. He gives no 
items making up the amount to which he refers, but admits that the 
damage allowed upon the product imported is insignificant and hardly 
worth repeats n the course of this oroa He shows a partiality 
upon his side of the question, and upon the of my coll e from 
California on this sie: a ai spent 

He favors this product coming in here from abroad. That, I think, 
is a great mistake to our own people. . $ 

Now, I want to say that if you restored California to the jurisdiction 
of the Spanish flag perhaps the interests of California might fare bet- 
ter than at the hands of some of these gentlemen on the other side; and 
I make that observation from this fact, that atthe opening of this Con- 
gress a circumstance I alluded to the other day in a few remarks took 
place, and to which I then referred, when we were flooded with pe- 
titions from Portugal and Spain—producers of raisins—appealing to the 
Congress of the United States to reduce the tariff upon this product. 
They had already become aware of the fact that the competition be- 
tween the raisins of California and the raisins of Spain and Portugal 
was threatening that industry of theirs, and they appealed to the Dem- 
ocrats of this country, for they had read the utterances of the President 
of the United States, Grover Cleveland, upon the general question ot 
tariff upon imports, and understanding the attitude that gentlemen on 
that side of the House were taking, they appealed to them for a change 
nc na Regt They knew in that appeal they were appealing to their 

rien 

Now, gentlemen, the question comes home to us to-day in the shape 
of the amendment that has been offered, and it must be remembered 
that California does not appear here as a suppliant for anything that 
she is not entitled to. She is a component part of this great Republic, 
and holds out now in the near future the prospect of being one of the 
dominating States of this great Union. Wecan not forget the fact that 
she puts bread into the mouths of our friends upon the Eastern sea- 
board, and that she puts gold into their pockets, and that to-day there 
is an exemplification of the force and energy of the American character 
displayed upon the Pacific coast that you will bo unable to find in any 
other part of the land. 

This is one of our infant industries now rising in successful compe- 
tition with all the world. Be justif you can not be generous to the 
people; and remember that when you come to California she always 
extends to youa liberal hand of welcome, an open and hospitable hand, 
and do not forget to be just in dealing with her. Iventure to say that 
there is not a man within the sound of my voice to-day but that is 
closely and intimately associated with numerous persons upon the 
California coast. 

We are here in the house of our friends, and we ask you to consider 
our interests in this Congress, and in connection with that great raisin 
industry, in preference to the people who live upon the other side of 
the roar of the Atlantic. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the formal amendment 
will be considered as withdrawn. The question is on the amendment 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. VANDEVER]. 

The Sone, was put; and the Chair was in doubt as to the result. 

Mr. VANDEVER. I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 73, noes 77. 

Mr. VANDEVER. I call for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair will appoint the gentleman from Cal- 
ifornia [Mr. VANDEVER] and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mc- 
MILLIN ] as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 67, 
noes 77. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


After line 378 insert: Eggs, 5 cents per dozen, 


Mr. GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, I yesterday received a numer- 
ously signed petition from farmers in my State, in which, among other 
things, they asked that eggs should be placed upon the dutiable-list at 
5 cents per dozen. In my speech which I delivered some weeks ago 
upon the tariff I called attention to the fact that in the three months, 
October, November, and December, 1887, we imported 6,594,672 dozen 
eggs, at a value of $1,115,725, nearly four and one-half million dollars’ 
worth of eggs per annum. One of my friends on the other side said in 
his tariff that he could see no good reason why the American 
hen should not be able to supply the demand for home consumption. 
I think, Mr. Chairman, in‘all seriousness, that the American hen 
ought to be encouraged to supply the demand for the consumption of 
our eggs, and I think that this amendment will doit. I only said in 


my speech that I wanted a duty of 3 or 4 cents per dozen on eggs, but 
in obedience to the instructions received from the farmers in my State 
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I offer this amendment that eggs shall be placed upon the dutiable-list 
at 5 cents per dozen. 

The Chair put the question on the amendment, and was in doubtas 
to the result. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I call for a division. 
of the American hens. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 64, noes 73. 

So the amendment vas rejected. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I offer the amendment which I now send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: l 

It is proposed after line 378 to insert: 

“ Vegetables in their natural state, or in salt or brine, not otherwise specially 
enumerated or provided for, 10 per cent. ad valorem,” 

Mr. MCMILLIN I make the point of order that that subject has 
already been disposed of, and is now out of order. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I do not think that point of order is well taken. 
When this subject was up before it was in connection with the free-list, 
and it was impossible then to offer an amendment placing a duty on 
these vegetables. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. ‘The gentleman’s remedy was by moving to strike 
the article out of the free-list. The paragraph will be found on page 6, 
after line 132. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair has already decided this question on 
a former occasion. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Then I submit the amendment I now send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 578 insert: 

“ Beans, pease, and split pease, 20 per cent. ad valorem.” 

Mr. GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, 20 per cent. ad valorem is the 
present duty. 

Mr. McMILLIN. To save time I make the same point of order on 
that amendment as I made on the other. On line 148, page 7, the 
Chair will find this matter disposed of. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: z 

Peanuts or ground beans, three-fourths of 1 cent per pound; shelled, 1 cent 
per pound, 

Mr. YOST. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out lines 379 and 380. 

Mr. GUENTHER, Mr, Chairman, I should like to be heard on the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The point of order has already been elaborately 
discussed and decided by the Chair on a former occasion. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Have the farmers of the Northwest no rights—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not desire to hear further argu- 
ment on the point of order nor to reopen the question. The Chair has 
recoguized the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Yost]. 

Mr. YOST. Mr. Chairman, I do not see how the proposed change 
can possibly benefit any one; certainly not the consumer of the pea- 
nut. On the other hand, its tendency is and must be to very seriously 
affect the producer of the peannt. I therefore ask that the clause be 
stricken out entirely and the duty be restored to the present rate. 

The Chair put the question, and was in doubt as to the result. 

Mr. YOST. I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 74. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mustard, ground or preserved, in bottles or otherwise, 6 cents per pound, 

Cotton thread, yarn, warps, or vep yarn, whether single or adyanced be- 
yond the condition of single by twisting two or more single yarns together, 
whether on beams or in bundles, skeins, or cops, or in any other form, valued 
at not exceeding 40 cents per pound, 35 per cent, ad valorem; valued at over 
40 cents per pound, 40 per cent. ad valorem. ‘ 

Mr, LEHLBACH. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Amend as follows: Strike out all of lines 383 to 389 and insert in lien thereof 
the following: 

oF paion thread, yarn, warps, or warp yarn, whether on beams or in bundles, 
skcA:s, or cops, or in any other form, valued at not exceeding 25 cents per 
pound 10 cents per pound; valued at over 25 cents per pound and not exceed- 

ng 49 cents per pound, 15 cents per pound; valued at over 40 cents per pound 
and not exceeding 50 cents per pound, 20 cents per pound; valued at over 50 
cents per pound and not exceeding 60 cents per pound, 25 cents per pound ; 
valued at over 60 cents per pound and not exceeding 70 cents per pound, 30 
cents per pound; valued at over 70 cents per pound and not exceeding 80 cents 

er pound, 35 cents a pound; valued at over 50 cents per pound and not exceed- 

ng Si per pound, 45 cents per pound; valued at over $1 per pound, 45 per cent, 
ad valorem.” 

Mr. LEHLBACH, Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I offer, 
with one or two exceptions, places cotton thread, yarn, warps, or warp 
yarn at the same rate of duty as at present. There are in my district 
and in that adjoining, represented by my colleague, Mr. MOADOO, four 
firms manufacturing cotton thread. These employ thousands of hands. 
The reasons for the adoption of this amendment are the same that have 
so often been given during the consideration of this bill. The cost of 
the plant of a cotton mill is at least double that of the cost in England 
and Scotland. The price of the material for the construction of the 
factory is double; the wages paid to the carpenters and masons are 
nearly three times those paid on the other side; the wages of those em- 
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ployed in our factories are from two to two and one-half times greater 
than the highest wages paid in England. This enables our mechanics 
who are employed in these factories to live better, to educate their 
children, and in a few years, with proper economy, to accumulate a 
sufficient amount to build neat and substantial cottages. The present 
duty is about the difference in wages paid here and those paid abroad. 
Should this bill become a law it will compel a reduction of wages, and 
thus hurt those whom it should. be the policy of this Government to 
protect. But, Mr. Chairman, it will not result in any benefit to the 
consumer. The present cost of a spool of cotton at retail is 5 cents, 
and six spools are sold for 25 cents, or 4 1-6 cents a spool. 

The passage of the Mills bill will have the effect only that the middle- 
men, the merchants, after its passage, instead of selling, as they do now, 
the American thread, will import more largely the foreign-made article, 
for the reason that it will yield to them a larger percentage of profit, 
and thus compel the American manufacturer to reduce the price to 
them, which he can only do by the reduction in the cost of manufacture, 
Hence the result will be no benefit to the consumer but the enrichment 
of the merchant at the expense of the wage-worker. To this I most 
earnestly protest, and ask for the adoption of my amendment. I shall 
also offer an amendmen:é to lines 391 and 392, making the duty specific 
by placing spool-thread of cotton at 6} cents per dozen spools. This 
is a reduction from the present rate. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend 
the amendment. I send my amendment to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Cotton thread, yarn, warps, or warp-yarn (not wound on spools), whether 
single or advanced beyond the condition of single, by twisting two or more 
single yarns together, whether on beams or in bundles, skeins, or cops, or in 
any other form : 

Valued at not exceeding 25 cents per pound, 10 cents per pound. 

Valued at over 25 cents per pound, and not exceeding 40 cents per pound, 15 
cents per pound. 

Valued at over 40 cents per pound and not exceeding 50 cents per pound, 20 
cents per pound. i 

Valued at over 50 cents per pound and not exceeding 60 cents per pound, 25 
cents per pound. 

Valued at over 60 cents per pound and not exceeding 70. cents per pound, 33 
cents per pound, 

Valued at over 70 cents per pound and not exceeding $0 cents per pound, 38 
cents per pound, 

Valued at over 80 cents per pound and not exceeding $1 per pound, 48 cents 
per pound; and ten per cent, ad valorem additional. 

Valued at over $1 per pound, 50 per cent, ad valorem, 


Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. I will state that this simply puts 
back into the bill the existing law with respect to cotton yarns and 
warps, making a specific instead of an ad valorem duty; except that 
upon three grades of the finest yarns it increases the duty in a small 
degree. Upon that point I desire to occupy a few minutes in explain- 
ing to the committee how closely the present tariff is pared down upon 
those fine yarns, so that in many cases a similar product is brought 
in from abroad in spite of the duty;.and I suppose I can not explain 
that in any better way than by illustrating from a practical example 
how these yarns are made. It happened that only a few years ago in 
one of our New England cities there was built a modern mill, modern 
in every respect, built according to the best plans of the best mill ar- 
chitect that could be found. That mill was equipped with the best 
and most modern labor-saving machinery known to cotton manufact- 
urers. It was intended to produce a fine fabric, which would employ 
the highest skilled labor. In every pound of this fabric there was con- 
sumed a quantity of Sea Island cotton which cost 45} cents per pound 
of cloth; the wages paid were 87% cents per pound of cloth; the taxes 
and other incidental expenses were 32} cents per pound of cloth; mak- 
ing an aggregate of $1.65} per pound, or 12} cents per yard. Now, 
under our present tariff, that fabric was imported at 13 cents a yard, 
and the quarter of a cent margin did not suffice to pay interest on the 
investment, so that this mill, which was built at large expense and 
equipped in the most elaborate manner for the express business of pro- 
ducing this fine fabric, struggled along for a time in competition with 
the foreign article, and atlast was compelled to give up the business of 
producing the fine fabric and go back to the production of coarser yarn. 

Now, the interest which the people, and especially the working peo- 
ple, of this country have in the production of these fine fabrics is this, 
that every woman of the wealthy classes who buys 10 yards of these 
fine goods pays as much in wages as thirty women would pay who 
each buy 10 yards of standard sheeting. This case illustrates the dif- 
ficulty of competing in this country on fine yarns and fine cloths un- 
der the present tariff. 

There is another thing I want to mention, and that is the backward 
step taken by the committee in making the duties ad valorem instead 
of specific, as they are under the present law; and upon that subject I 
can do no better, Iam sure, than to have read from the Clerk’s desk 
2 compilation of quotations from that excellent administrative oflicer 
of the present Administration, the late Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. 
Daniel Manning, who, as a business man, was brought into such close 
relationship with the practical difficultics in the way of collecting du- 
ties under a system of ad valorem rates, where undervalutions were 
the rule, that he never hesitated upon every public occasion in his 
official reports, as well as upon private occasions, to express himself 
upon that subject in language which can not fail to be understood. I 


6092 


send these quotations to the desk to be read, and I commend them to 
the attention of the majority of this committee. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SPECIFIC AND AD VALOREM RATES. 
[Extracts from Senate Ex. Doc. 72, Forty-ninth Co: 
of the Secretary of the Treasury on 
Hon. Daniel Manning.] 


Page 36, ‘‘ Whatever successful contrivances are in operation to-day to evade 
the revenue by false invoices, or by undervaluations, or by any other means, 
under an ad valorem system, will not cease even if the ad valorem rates shall 
have been largely reduced. They are incontestably, they are even notoriously 
inherent in that system.” 

Page 40. “One advantage, and perhaps the chief advantage, of a specific over 
an ad valorem em is in the fact that under the former duties are levied by a 
positive test which can be applied by our officers while the merchandise is in 

ion of the Government and according to a standard which is altogether 
national ahd domestic. That would be partially true of an ad valorem system 
Jevied upon * home value; ' but there are constitutional impediments in the way 
of such a system which appear to be insuperable. But under an ad valorem 
system the facts to which the ad valorem rate is to be applied must be gathered 
in places many thousand milesaway, and under circumstances most unfavorable 
to the administration of justice. One hears it often said that if our ad valorem 
rates did not exceed 25 or 30 per cent., undervaluation and temptation to under- 
valuation would disappear; but the records of this Department for the years 
1817, 1840, and 1857 do not uphold that conclusion.” 

4l. Consigned merchandise, “The sending to New York of merchan- 
dise by foreign manufacturers and presenting it there for sale, or the taking in 
this country of orders, on samples, of merchandise to be delivered in New York 
at duty-paid prices arranged in our currency, is a growing fact which this Goy- 
ernment must face in selecting and prescribing rates of duty, Just as manu- 
facturers in other States of our Union send their merchandise on consignment 
to their agents to sell in New York, so do, andso will, European manufacturers, 
The ledgers of commerce and trade will more and more be written and kept in 
that city, and laws of taxation, State or National, immediately ae are not 
likely greatly to impede or change thecurrent. As buyers in New York do not 

o to New England to buy her staple manufactures, but find all the elements of 

uying in New York, so it will naturally be with European productions. If 
that is to be the case I do not think our existing ad valorem rates can in the 
future be honestly or satisfactorily worked under the existing conditions of our 
invoice eed our appraising law, and the force of consular and appraising officers 
we now have. 


Bes sef iai DANIEL MANNING, Secretary. 
To the Honorable THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Mr. LEHLBACH. In view of the fact that the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ALLEN] is substantially 
the same as that offered by myself, I ask unanimous consent to accept 
the gentleman’s amendment, and haveit considered pending in lieu of 
my own. : 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the amendment of the 
gentleman from New Jersey will be withdrawn, and that of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ALLEN] will be considered as pending 
in its place. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. Chairman, the paragraph now under consid- 
eration proposes to reduce the eight classes in which these products are 
now placed by existing law to two classes only. It proposes to reduce 
the duties provided by the present law—not to a very large extent, as 
appears by reference to the duties on an ad valorem basis; but by reason 
of the change from specific to ad valorem duties there will be created 
a difficulty which has not existed under the administration of the ex- 
isting law. The amount of this class of manufactured goods imported 
during the last fiscal year illustrates clearly, as it seems to me, the 
fact that the rates of duty imposed under the existing law are not too 
high, for the importation of these threads and yarns during the last 
fiscal year has amounted in value to nearly $1,000,000. 

I very earnestly commend the position which has been taken by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ALLEN] in favor of the retention 
of specific duties. The amount of duty levied under existing law upon 
this class of manufactured goods is not so high by something like 50 per 
cent. upon theaverageas thatimposed by the present bill upon rice, which 
received the support of the entire Democratic side of this House. Gen- 
tlemen on the other side, in advocating the retention of high duties— 
amounting to something like 100 per cent.—upon rice, have to-day 
called attention to the large amount of capital necessary for the prep- 
aration of their fields and for carrying on that industry; yet here isan 
immense industry which has grown up in this country, in which a vast 
amount of capital has been invested, in which the highest class of skill 
is engaged, and which gives support to a very large number of labor- 
ers. It is the leading manufacture in my own State and in large sec- 
tions of this country, and has produced goods competing more and more, 
nearly in all classes, with those of foreign production, as our ability and 
the perfection of dur machinery have increased under the protection ot 
the tariff, until to-day the manufacturers of cotton goods in this coun- 
try are able to compete in many respects and in many classes of goods 
with the foreign manufacturers, and actually export considerable quan- 
tities of American-manufactured cotton goods to compete, evenin Eng- 
land, with the cotton manufactures produced there. 

Yet gentiemen must not forget that in the finer classes of these goods 
the amount of Jabor involved is very largely in excess of that involved 
in the manufacture of the coarser grades of yarns and cotton cloths, 
and that the necessity for protection is particularly evident as touch- 
ing those classes of finer yarns and cotton cloths which fail to receive 
nader the provisions of this bill that protection which they absolutely 
nesl for the continuance of this class of manufacture in this country. 

{Here the hammer fell. ] 
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The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. ALLEN, of 
Massachusetts, it was rejected; there being—ayes 50, noes 72. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


On all cotton cloth, 40 per cent. ad valorem, 


Mr. DINGLEY. I move to amend by striking out the paragraph 
just read, and inserting what I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: ` 


On all cotton cloth not bleached, dyed, colored, stained, painted, or 
rinted, and not exceeding fifty t is to the square inch, count- 


ng the warp and filling, per square yard 2 cents, 
RE DSR a EIE OOA ANA AN 2} cents. 
If dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed. 4 cents. 
Exceeding fifty and not exceeding one hu 

square inch.... 2} cents, 
If bleached..... . 3 cents, 
If dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed. Gee 4 cents. 
Provided, That on all cotton cloth not exceeding one hundred 

threads to the wrens inch, counting the warp and filling, not 

bleached, dyed,colored,stained,painted,or printed, valued atover 

Scents per square yard: 
Bleached, valued at over 10 cents per square yard; dyed, colored, 

stained, painted, or printed, yalued at over 13 cents per square 

yard, there shall be levied, collected,and paid a duty per cent. 

ad yalorem..... AEE . 85 percent, 
Exceeding one ed a y 

threads to the square inch . 3 cents, 
If leached i. sseisasissasnsorsoas vesses 4 cents. 


If dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed.. és 
Provided, That on all cotton cloth exceeding one hundred and no 
exceeding one hundred and fifty threads to the square inch, count- 
ing the warp and filling, not bleached, dyed, colored, stained, 
ainted, or printed, valued at over 8 cents per square yard : 
Bleached, valued at over 10 cents per square yard; dyed, colored, 
stained, painted, or printed, valued at over 13 cents per square 
yard, there shall be levied, collected, and paid a duty percent. ad 


5 cents, 


threads to the square inch 

Tf bleached... sesse. ceseseessane 

If dyed, colored, stained, paint n 

Provided, That on all cotton cloth exceeding one hundred and 
fifty and not exceeding two hundred threads to the square inch, 
counting the warp and filling, not bleached, dyed, colored, stain- 
ed, painted, or printed, valued-at over 8 cents per square yard : 

Bleached, valued at over 10 cents per square yard; dyed, colored, 
stained, painted, or printed, valued at over 13 cents per square 
yard, there shall be levied, collected, and paid a duty per cent. 
ad valorem i aC 

Exceeding two hun 

Af DIGRONBG asenaan 

„paint 


Provided, that on all such cotton cloth not bl 
stained, painted, or printed, valued at over 10 cents per 
yard: 

Bleached, valued at over 12 cents per square yard,and dyed, col- 
ored, stained, painted, or printed, valued atover15 cents per yard, 
Lees shall be levied, collected, and paid a duty of per cent. ad ya- 

PORNO TEANN aee NE E EE EE N E E E a E E E 


Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Waysand Means, 
in the bill before us, have set aside all the classifications of cotton goods 
provided by existing laws, and have adopted one sweeping basket 
clause, covering all kinds of cotton goods, which imposes an ad valo- 
rent duty of 40 percent. Itmust beevident to every member of thiscom- 
mittee thatso sweeping a change as is here proposed is calculated to have 
a most important effect, and can not fail to produce evils which, itseems 
to me, the Committee on Ways and Means have not fully considered. 

It is, in the first place, a complete transfer of the cotton schedules 
from specific duties to ad valorem duties, and a complete change in this 
respect from the policy of the Government. It is inexplicable that so 
sweeping a change as this should be made in the face of the report of 
the late lamented Secretary Manning, showing conclusively that spe- 
cific duties are necessary in order to carry out the will of the legislative 
branch of the Government with reference to the imposition of duties; 
that ad valorem duties invite frauds—frauds which it is beyond the 
power of the administrative officers of the Government to avoid—and 
that ad valorem duties are practically, in the textile list, a premium 
upon frauds. It is certainly surprising that the Committee on Ways 
and Means, in the face of the advice of the Executive Department of 
the Government and of the official who is set specially to administer 
our tariff laws, should have brought in a proposition to adopt exclu- 
sively ad valorem duties for all cotton goods. 

Not only that, Mr. Chairman, but the plan which is proposed is one 
that must inevitably tend to largely increase importations of the class 
of fine cottons which we are endeavoring to manufacture in this coun- 
try, and which now come into competition in such a large degree, even 
under the present tariff, with the finer imported goods. 

And a greater difficulty arises from the proposed change for another 
reason. Gentlemen are aware of the fact that within a few years new 
classes of cotton goods have come into use, printed, colored, and highly 
finished, and being in their character almost equal to silk. Now it is 
proposed to impose upon such goods as these goods, which we are just 
attempting to manufacture in this country, an ad valorem duty of only 
40 per cent. This is done in face of the fact that they are that class 
of commodities that are used in the main by the wealthy, and may be 
considered as luxuries. I invite the attention of gentlemen in this 
connection to the report of the Treasury Department for 1887 upon, 


square 


1888. 
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this class of goods, in which it is said—and I refer to the report of the 
Bureau of Statistics, page 25: 
There are numerous articles of cotton which are so liberally manufactured 


and ornamented as to become more articles of luxury than any articles of 
silk which are classed as luxuries, 


The inevitable effect of this wholesale transfer from the specific to 
the ad valorem duties must be to greatly increase the difficulties en- 
countered by our manufacturers in making all these finer classes of cot- 
ton goods, to invite and encourage the importations of such goods from 
abroad, and enlarge rather than diminish our revenues. We may in- 
deed safely make the duty upon the coarser grades of cotton goods 
lower than the committee proposes in this bill, 40 per cent. ad valorem, 
provided it is made specific, so that these cotton goods which the poor 
man buys may have a smaller duty than they do now. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] s 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

; Mr. DINGLEY. Iask unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes 
onger. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I call the attention of the committee also to the 
fact that an ad valorem duty of 40 per cent. in textiles is equivalent to 
not more than 30 or 32 per cent. specific, because of the undervalua- 
tions which are practiced by British, German, and French exporters. 
Therefore when the Mills bill seems to make but a small average re- 
duction as expressed in an equivalent ad valorem duty, yet practically 
by transferring the schedules from specific to ad valorem duties and 
abolishing the classification it makes a reduction on cotton goods of 
more than 10 or 12 per cent. And while this would do no harm in 
coarse cottons, yetin the fine grades which weare endeavoring to manu- 


facture, and of which last year goods invoiced at $29,000,000 and worth 
much more were imported into this country, all of which we ought to 
have made ourselves, the result would be, by the change from specific 
to ad valorem duties as proposed in the Mills bill, the $29,050,000 im- 
ported last year would the very first yearshow an increase of ten to fifteen 
million of dollars, thus increasing the revenue, and at the same time 
working a serious injury to all mills engaged in the manufacture of 
such goods to an extent the committee could hardly have appreciated. 

When gentlemen of the committee contemplate the practical work- 
ing of the proposed cotton schedule, especially in the light of the re- 
port of Secretary Manning upon the effect of ad valorem duties, and 
read thestatistics—which I will print in connection with my remarks— 
as to how even under existing law fine manufactured cottons are strug- 
gling under great disadvantages against the highly finished fine goods 
imported, in which there is so large a proportion of labor, they ought to 
see good rcason for hesitating in the step which they propose to take, 
and indorse the amendment that I have presented, which embodies the 
schedule recommended by the Arkwright Club, composed of gentlemen 
thoroughly familiar with all the operations of cotton manufacture. 
The amendment proposes to make the duty on coarse cottons lower 
than the existing law. on medium cottons substantially the same as 
now, and to make a slight increase on the finer goods, If this should 
be done, we should have the interests ot the great body of the people 
of this country subserved, and at the same time we would encourage 
the manufacture of the finer and better classes of cotton goods now so 
largely imported from Europe. 

Mr. Chairman, I will print in connection with my remarks certain 
statistics presented by the Arkwright Club. 

The statistics are as follows: 


Importations of cotton cloth, in yards, under present tariff. 


Description of goods, 


BROWN. 


Not over one hundred threads to square inch........ 

One hundred to two hundred threads to square inc 
Over two hundred threads to square inch....... 
Exceeding two hundred, valued 10 cents or less.. 
Exceeding two hundred, valued Over 10 Cents, s.s.esssrsrerrerasseesens seen 


BLEACHED. 


Not over one hundred threads .........cecccorssccessneseresss essen ssoons tor O E ERTS 


One hundred to two hundred . 
Orar CWO DLO oases oss vistcsesens voniessoos ane sod sea saa ose 
Exceeding two hundred, valued 12 cents or less 
Exceeding two hundred, valued over 12 cents ...........00¢secseecersseseesnevsncne snesee ee oe 


Not over one bundred threads 
One hundred to two hundred... 
Over two hundred......... J easeeetenesevesss hpetabenanase 
Exceeding two hundred, valued 15 cents or } 
Exceeding two hundred, valued over 15 cents. 


1888, be- ` 
fore present 1884. 1885. 1887. Totals, 
riff. 

28,780 121 160,118 496, 854 
68, 377. 129, 241 1, 229, 612 2, 204, 045 
694, 202 „403 1, 850, 802 
380, 606 134, 825 932, 400 
397,818 98, 678 606, 872 
Danii pirg piar cade’ ceo tec Mace ais Beato aero 
1,569, S18 2, 276, 636 6, 090, 973 
= 
Seen à 751, 524 1,325,342 | 4,559,721 
6, 835, 378 116 4,389,972 | 26,005, 955 
1, 147, 564 688 1,861, 445 7, 832, 706 
2, 300, 000 903 1, 304, 760 7, 118, 082 
1, 850, 972 889 731,649 | 8, 709, 624 
454, 438 865 9,616, 068| 54 316, 088 
622 404 1,498,152 | 4,731,784 

516 359 4,536,834 | 14, 
828 67 6,418,006 | 14,473, 744 

T78 800 2, 184, 598. 7, 184, 
3 050 3,502,375 | 19,311, 321 
| 12, 257, 328 | 12, 880, 727 260 | 15, 838, 472 | 18,134,965 | 60,219,424 


Table showing the duties prior to 1883; the reductions made in 1883; and 
the changes in the cotton schedule proposed by the Arkwright Club, 1883. 


Changesproposed 
or Arkwright 
Reductions Club 1883, 


Duties prior to 
1883. made in 1883. 


Reduction.) Total. 


Not exceeding 50 threads 
to square inch : 


BSS FSS 


5} cents and 20| Now 5 bs 9 
per cent. to 6} 
cents and 15 
per cent. 
* No change. 


Table showing the duties prior to 1883; the reductions made in 1883, 


etc.—Continued. 
anges pro, 
by Arkwrig! 
Duties prior to| Reductions | Club 1888. 
1 made in 1883. 
Advance. fa 
Cents. |Per Cts.| Per ct. Per ct. 
5 to 6 cents......... Now 3 46 | 3} 1 
„| 5} to 6} cents......| Now 4 33 | 4} it aot 
5} cents and 20 | Now 5 29,/ 5} 10 19 
per cent. to 6} 
cents and 15 
per cent. 
Over 200 threads 
WT! ..sesssseessereeseeseeeee] D tO Teents......... Now 4 83 | 4} 12} 20} 
Bleached. ..| 5} to Tt cents...... Now 5 23 | 5} 10 18 
Printed, Ctc.....0+0| 5t cents and 20 | Now 6 235 12} 124 
per cent. to 7} 
cents and 15 
per cent, 


Reductions in six clauses equals 15.66 per cent, 
Advances in six clauses equals 13.05 per cent, 
No change in three clauses, 


6094 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 10, 
Importation of yarns into the United States, aan 


Pounds. 


EEEREN 
83883838 


Bleached cotton goods—in million yards. 
Yards. 


Jmporis a Enana oaa Aaa a RE 10, 000, 000 


American machinery was being introduced to make this class of goods, the 
demand for which goods was increasing. 


3 Yards. 

Imports in 1884......00r000 = «+» 12, 000, 000 
Imports in 1885... 17, 000, 000 
Imports in 1886... 14, 000, 000 
Importsin 1887 on „ 9,000,000 


The American mills are gradually gaining in supplying the market. 
Fine colored cotton goods—200 threads and over, 


Yards. 

AEDI. o DER E E ct S ain psevel cessor gossqiteoresasebig 5, 000, 000 
American machinery being introduced. 

Yards. 
Imports in 1834 9, 000, 000 
Imports in 1885. 9, 000, 000 
Imports in 1886. 10, 000, 000 
Imports in 1887. 12. 000, 000 


Notwithstanding the dut} and domestic production, imports are increasing. 
These goods are of the class referred to in the Treasury Department Annual 
Report (1887) of Bureau of Statistics, page 25, thus: “There are numerous arti- 
eles of cotton * * * which are so elaborately manufactured and ornamented 
as'to become more articles of luxury than many articles of silk which are classed 
as luxuries." 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Maine [ Mr. DIncLEy]. 
The question having been put, the Chair was in doubt as fo the re- 


sult. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Iask for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 51, noes 64. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ox all cotton cloth, 40 per cent, ad valorem. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

It is pro to strike out the paragraph and insert: 

“ Spool thread of cotton, containing on each spool not exceeding 100 yards of 
thread, 6} cents per dozen spools; exceeding 100 yards on each spool, for every 
additional 100 yards of thread or fractional part thereof in excess of 100 yards, 6} 
cents per dozen,” 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to state that this 
makes the duty specific, as the law now stands, and makes a reduction 
of one-half a cent on a dozen spools of cotton. I would like to ask 
some member of the Ways and Means Committee if he would be will- 
ing to state for the imformation of this House what actuated them in 
making the duty on spool-thread cotton ad valorem instead of a specific 
duty, as it nowis? Ihope some member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee will give the House the explanation if he can why the rate was 
made ad valorem instead of a specific rate of duty. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I will state to the gentleman 
that in the judgment of the committee a specific rate worked very great 
inequalities in the cottonschedule. Whilethe matter is not so material 
in spool thread as it is in some other features of the schedule, still it 
worked an inequality there; and therefore, both to simplify the tax and 
reduce the tax as it bears at present upon certain grades of thread, it 
was deemed wise and proper to make the change. The gentleman is 
too familiar with the details to make it necessary for me to go into 
everything. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I could not hear what the gentleman said, but 
will read the explanation in the RECORD. 

Mr. KEAN. I desire tohave printed in the RECORD a protest in re- 
gard to this change of duty; also the cost of imports under the pro- 

ed tariff bill, with the per cent. of wages paid in this country and 

Scotland. 

The protest and tables referred to are as follows: 

New York, March 9, 1888. 


COST TO IMPORT UNDER PROPOSED TARIFF BILL, ALL CHARGES, FREIGHT, IN- 
SURANCE, AND COMMISSIONS EXCLUDED, FROM GLASGOW. 


One dozen of 50 best six-cord thread: In hank “gray,” unbleached. 
One pound of 50-100 gray, cost January 16, 1888, 3s. 10d. sterling, net. 
Duty proposed, 40 per cent 


1 pound 100 equals 5 dozen thread... 


To finish—bleaching and dyeing . 
Loss in weight, 5 per cent............00+ 
Hank winding, spooling, ticketing, ete.. 
Dozen box, packing, Cte ......sereeecserresereeeners envceese 


1 dozen im ed in 
1 dozen No. 50 6-co: 


In favor of importing finished On SpoOols,....cscsseecsesrecreseseeeeeetserersseseees ~ 02601 


If duty was 50 per cent. cost of 1 gross as above, net... 
Duty 50 per cent 


4.9275 .4106 
1 dozen imported in hank, as Abov... ..ssse srcosresrecceceossersnssespeeseeeesers . 40926 
If duty was 6} and 6} per 100 yards, cost of gross, as above .. $3, 285 
Meh Gry, Ol MUI E RRON NIEL I AE E EEA ES „ 1.56 
4.845 .400375 


Comparison of wages paid for finishing hank thread at Paisley, Scotland, and Paw- 
tucket, R. IL, for year 1887, by Messrs, J. & P. Coats, 


[Pound sterling=$4.86.] 


Paisley (56 hours). 


For one week's work. og beeing 

s. d 
Cop. spoolers. 14 6 $3.51 $8. 32 
Twister tenders. 9 9 2.37 6.87 
Reelers........ 14 3.39 8.47 
Inspectors.., 12 6 3.03 7.12 
Skein spoolers .. 11 6 2.79 7.67 
11 2,67 8.76 
17 3 4.20 9.51 
30 4 7.37 13.50 
9 4 2.27 6.00 
23 10} & 80 12,00 
22 9} 5.53 9.06 
42,93 97.27 


AVERAGES—CALCULATED ON PAY-ROLLS OF 5,000 EMPLOYÉS, 


In America (per week of sixty hours) 
In Scotland (per week of fifty-six hours) 12s. 9d... 


ne J. & P. Coats pay higher average wages (per week of sixty hours) 


I Svspes wankesvs hac peonah nestps EE A bwobys\ E E conan saepeaastoessace lcsbesonceess beodbsanaaae 


(Or, say, 126 per cent. higher) for labor in America to finish hank cotton thread, 


Yours, truly, 
AUCHINCLOSS BROTHERS, 
Agents for J. & P. Coats, of Paisley, Scotland, 


Subject: Proposed duty on “ cotton thread on spools” by Committee of Ways 
and Means bill is 40 per cent. ad valorem. 7 = 

Manufacturers ask and require equivalent of 50 per cent. ad valorem, or a 
specific duty of 6} cents per 100 yards, and 6} cents for each additional 100 yards, 


New York, March 9, 1888. 


Dear Sim; The tariff bill as proposed by your honorable committee contains 
an Soret woe in its provisions that seriously affects the vested interests of the 
spool-thread manufacturers of this country. 

It proposes to place the duty on “spool coiton on spools” at the same ad 
valorem rate as “cotton thread, yarn, or warp yarn, ete.,’’ namely, 40 
= cent., and take away all protection formerly afforded the labor employed 

n finishing the goods in this country; at the same time, by adopting an ad va- 
lorem rate, it opens the publicto the common danger of fraud by “short lengths” 
and other deceptions practiced largely in foreign markets, 

The making of six-cord thread of best quality from the yarn and hank isa 
large industry in this country. 

Jt employs about 9,000 operatives and $14,000,000 ital. 

lt paid, in duties, to the Government in 1837, 1759.58 on goods “not on 
spools,” yarns, ete. 

3 The importers of thread “on spools” in same time paid but $51,222.12 for 
uty. 

About 26,000,000 dozens were manufactured and finished in this country last 
year as against imports of only 731,744 dozens on spools. 

To illustrate our point we sketch herewith memorandum account of cost to 
import a dozen of six-cord thread in “ gray " and finish it under your proposed 
bill, also cost to import, by your schedule, the same dozen all ** ed on the 
a peel showing over 2} cents per dozen in favor of the British manufacturer— 
all charges for importing and selling being excluded in both cases, 

Bod roper equality between the man article and its semi-manufact- 
u: state (on the present basis of labor) requires, for a parity, the equivalent 
ofa duty sa ineeie E aE p neno 50 per sent be ras es it is considered 
necessary nce the duty on goods in gray to 40 per cent. as you propose. 

We would respectfully urge on your honorable committee the wisdom of re- 
taining a specific rate per 100y: on “cotton thread on spools,” for the eee 
security it affords, both to the Government and the public, from fraudsin length, 
and that this specific duty be a rate equivalent to 50 per cent. of net cost in 
Gl w, say not less than 6} cents per 100 yards and 6} cents for every addi- 
tional 100 yards, the unit of commerce being a 200-yard spool. 
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We would respectfully ask that you give this matter your fair consideration, 
in view of the magnitude of the interests at stake and the very apparent injus- 
tice the proposed bill would inflict upon the labor employed in this special 
ra of our cotton ATA 

ours, very respec! y. 
J. & P. COATS, 
By AUCHINCLOSS BROTHERS. 
THE CLARK THREAD Co., of Newark, N. J., 
By WM. CLARK, Manager. 
THE MILE Exp SPooL Cotrron Co., Newark, N. J., 
By THOS. RUSSELL, Treasurer. 
Tre WILLIMANTIC LINEN CO., Willimantic, Conn., 
By THEO. M. IVES, Agent. 


Hon. RoGER Q. MILIS, 
Chairman Ways and Means Committee, 
louse of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

[Mr. Jounston, of Indiana, withholds his remarks for revision. 
See APPENDIX. | 

The CHAIRMAN. Thequestion is on the amendment of the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. LEHLBACH]. 

The amendment was rejected—ayes 56, noes 70. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Isend an amendment to the Clerk’s desk, to come 
in after the paragraph shall have been disposed of. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 392 insert: 

“ Flax, hackled, known as dressed line, $10 per ton.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Brown and bleached linens, ducks, canvas, paddings, cot bottoms, diapers, 
crash, huckabacks, handkerchiefs, lawns, or other manufactures of flax, jute, 
or hemp, or of which flax, jute, or hemp shall be the component material of 
chief value, not specially enumerated or S epy for, 23 per cent. ad valorem: 
Provided, Thatcuffs, collars, shirts, and other manufactures of wearing apparel, 
made in whole or in part of linen, and not otherwise provided for, and hy- 
draulic hose, 35 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, the verb seems to be left out in 
the proviso, and I move to amend line 401 by inserting after the word 
4‘ hose” the words ‘* shall pay.’’ 

Mr.OUTHWAITE. The gentleman will find the verb that heis look- 
ing for at the beginning of the second section of the bill, which reads 
that— 


On and after the Ist day of July, 1888, in liey of the duties heretofore ioposed 
on the articles hereinafter mentioned, there shall be levied, collected, and paid 
the following rates of duty on said articles severally. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will ask the gentleman as an expert (because 
I believe he was one some years ago) whether he thinks the proviso 
makes good grammar and good sense as it stands. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. The language I have read applies all the way 
through the bill, and it is not necessary to repeat it. ? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Butthe proviso isan exception which breaks the 
continuity of the bill. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. They will not even accept good grammar. 
[Laughter. ] a 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Flax, hemp, and jute yarns, and all twines of hemp, jute, jute-butts, sunn, 
sisal-grass, ramie, and grass, 15 percent. ad valorem, 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Imove to strike out lines 403, 404, and 405. The 
effect of this amendment will be to leave these articles at the present 
rate of duty. I understand, and gentlemen will correct me if I am 
misinformed, that when the Mills bill was first framed they placed 
these at 25 per cent. ad valorem. In the revised bill we find the duty 
reduced to 15 per cent. ad valorem. I would like the gentleman who 
has charge of the bill to state why this has been done. My amend- 
ment proposes to continue the present duty—35 per cent. 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. LEHLBACH, it 
was rejected. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. I moveto amend by inserting after 
the word “hemp,” at the end of line 403, the words ‘‘ 25 per cent. ad 
valorem,” so as to read, ‘‘flax, hemp, and jute yarns, and all twines of 
hemp, 25 per cent. ad valorem.” 

T. Chairman, in examining the existing tariff in connection with 
the table prepared at the Treasury Department for the use of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, I find the present duty on this class of ar- 
ticles to be about 35 per cent. ad valorem. I have been in communi- 
cation with some of the rope manufacturers of this country, especially 
those in the locality where I reside, and they inform me that a reduc- 
tion of the duty from 35 per cent. ad valorem, the present rate, to 15 
per cent. would be very hurtful to the industry in which they are en- 
gaged. I consequently desire to appeal to this committee, especially 
to the members of the Committee on Ways and Means—the majority 
who reported this hill—and ask them why they cannot consent to fix 
this duty at 25 per cent. ad valorem, being 10 per cent. less than the 
existing duty. 

I submit this} proposition in the interest of this industry, and be- 
cause I take as my authority those who are engaged in the manufact- 
ure of rope and who use these materials, 

Mr, Chairman, we may theorize as much as we please; we may listen 
to those here and there who think they understand this subject; but 
eoming down to the men who have a practical interest in this question, 


we get the right status upon which we should fix these duties. I 
know that those men with whom I have been in communication, and 
who have large capital invested in this business, would not ask Con- 
gress to put on or continue a duty at so high a rate as perhaps to be 
useless to them and to those whom they supply with the article they 
manufacture. 

But I come here with the best motives in asking this committee 
to fix this duty at 25 per cent. and not to reduce it to 15 per cent. I 
would very much like to know why so large a reduction as this bill 
proposes has been approved by the majority of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. Ihope my amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. LONG. I askconsent that the letters which I send to the desk 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

TheCHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, that order will be made. 
The Chair hears none. 

The letters are as follows: 

Boston, April 10, 1888. 

DEAR Mr. LonG: I suppose you have been written to before regarding the 
effect of the Mills reduction on the cordage business of this country, but feel it 
may do no harm for me to state some wi may make it clearer. 

You are aware, of course, that the present duty on manila hemp is $25 per ton ; 
on sisal hemp, $15 per ton; and on rope; etc., 2} cents per pound. When it was 
proposed to take off the duty on hemp we favored it,and suggested a corre- 
sponding reduction on rope—i. ¢., make the duty on rope 1} or 14 cents per 

und. I favor a fixed duty as heretofore, for in that case it the same 
ån all kinds:of rope, while with an ad valorem duty the duty on manila and 
sisal rope would be different, say a third of a cent a pound more on sisal rope 
“than manila, while the duty should be the same on each, as it costs as much to 
make one as the other. If it is impossible to have a fixed duty, then we believe 

e ad valorem duty should be 25 per cent., as the bill was first framed, inst 

15 per cent., as is now proposed. The latter would not be sufficient protec- 
tion, as we pay our help more than twice as much as is pea abroad. It is not 
safe to base the auty on the present price of hemp, whic. iy int PES high, 
spot manila now selling at about 9 centsand sisal atabout8. A15 percent. duty 
on ae prices would be satisfactory, but it is not a fair basis on which to 
WOrk. 

The crop of hemp is very large this year—I should say manila—fully 25 per 
cent. than ever before, and there can be no doubt but that the prices of fibers 
will be very much lower ina few months. In fact, not sovery long ago manila 


hemp sold for from 6 to 6} centsand sisal from 3} to 4 cents per pound, duty paa 
Now, let us take a fair average price, calling sisal 4} cents; off the duty, 
$15 per ton, leaves it at 3} cents, or, to be liberal, 4 cents, Now add 1 cent per 


pound, at which price the foreign manufacturers will be only too glad to unload 
the surplus of their mills, and we have 5 cents, at which pio rope would be 
poured into this country. Now, whereshould westand? Fifteen percent. duty 
on 5 cents means 5} cents, a protection of three-quarters ofa cent. Atthis price 
the American manufacturers could not run their factories, continuing to 
their help same prices as now, but would be compelled to either close their 
mills or reduce wages to an equality with England and Ireland, and you know 
what that means. The representative of the Belfast Rope Works, Ireland, told 
me some time ago his help did not expect to have meat more than once a week 
and considered themselves lucky to get it even then. They live on mush an 
potatoes and live in huts. We pay boys and girlsas much as they doable-bodied 


men. 
M. F. WHITON. 


Bosrox, April 6, 1888. 

Dear Si: We understand that under the Mills tariff bill it is proposed to 
make the duty on rope and binder twine 15 per cent. ad valorem. 

The establishment of a duty on rope and twine at such a figure as 15 per cent. 
simply means disaster and possible ruin to the manufacturing interests in cord- 
age in this country, for we could not compete with foreign manufacturers, who 
pay for labor less than one-half the wages we have to 

Permit us to give you an illustration of this fact. 
sentative of the ‘ast (Ireland) Cordage Works called upon us, While dis- 
cussing matters pertaining to cordage manufacture the question of labor came 
up, and we learned that the Belfast a paid their skilled labor 18 shillings 
per week, or say four and one-half do! We pay the girls in our employ 
considerably more than this; even boys as new beginners get more, and we pay 
some of our men as much per day as they pay par rook; and many of our men 
—— Ean two to three days the amount the Be company pay for an entire 


week. 

If the duty is reduced so that the cheap-labor cordage can be brought into our 
own markets to compete with our manufacturers, what must be the result? 

The argument may be made that 15 per cent. apon the average price of cord- 
age for past years, or eyen present prices, would be protection enough, 

This we should deny as a matter of fact, but allow it as an argument. The 
future prices for manila and sisal hemp must be very much lower than present 
figures, or those which have ruled for several years. 

he production is increasing largely; this year at Manila the receipts of hemp 
will probably be 25 cent. larger than any previous year. This of course 
means lower prices for hemp and cordage, and even if a tariff of 15 per cent. 
would be protection enough on tae average prices of the past—which we do not 
for a moment admit—with the lower figures which must unquestionably pre- 
vail in the future it would not be sufficient, and its passage would simply open 
the doors to foreign productions. 

The duty, in our opinion, should be not less than 25 per cent., and we trust 
that you will use all your power and influence to the end that the duty shall 
not be less than this figure. 

Very respectfully, yours, 


Hon. Joux D. Lone, 
Washington, D. C. 


Mr. MORROW. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say a word upon the 
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. O'NEILL]. We 
have in California a large cordage factory which is now supplying the 
demand of that section, and also, to a large extent, of the East. This 
establishment employs 2 considerable number of persons, to whom it 
pays reasonably good wages. But it comes into competition with a 
cordage factory in Hong-Kong, China, where the whole work ofthe es- 
tablishment is carried on by Chinese, with the exception, possibly, of 
the superintendent. Now, it will be impossible forthat cordage factory 
at San Francisco to’ carry on its business, in competition with the 
Chinese establishment, if the rate of duty is to be reduced as proposed 


y. 
Rome time since a repre- 
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in this bill. I have in my hand a letter from this San Francisco cord- 


age company—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. How will it hurt a cordage 
factory to reduce the duty on twine? 

Mr. MORROW. This factory manufactures twine. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. If the establishment manu- 
factures cordage it puts twine into the cordage. 

Mr. MORROW. I can not hear what the gentleman says, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. A reduction of the duty on 
twine can not hurt the manufacture of cordage. 

Mr. MORROW. Iam speaking particularly with reference to twine, 
which is one of the manufactures of this establishment. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Then itis not cordage at all 
that the gentleman is speaking of, but a different manufacture en- 
tirely. 

Me MORROW. Thereis a cordage factory in San Francisco; that is 
the name it goes by, but they manufacture all the articles named in 
this paragraph. I ask this letter be read in support of the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sawn Franctsco, Aprit 12, 1888. 


Dear Sir: We understand that the Mills tariff bill as originally framed had 
duty on rope and twine 25 per cent. ad valorem, and the raw material (hemp) 
free; but as the bill now is the duty is only 15 per cent., which is not sufficient 
protection to enable us to compete with the rope factory in Hong-Kong, where 
they employ all Chinese labor at 25 cents per day, except, perhaps, their super- 
intendent; and European labor is only about one-half what we have to pay. 

If possible we hope you will be able to amend the bill so the duty will not 
less than 25 per cent, ad valorem. 

We remain, yours, truly, 


Hon. W. W. Morrow, M. C., 
Washington, 


TUBBS & CO. 


D. 0. 


Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. We have the same facts from the 
establisment in San Francisco. We have the same facts from the es- 
tablishments of Philađelphia and elsewhere throughout the country. 
I do not see, therefore, why the Committee on Ways and Means can 
not take the results of experience from those who know what they are 
talking about. I appeal to my friends to yield to that amendment. 
Twenty-five per cent. is not too much to afford proper protection against 
foreign competition. 

The question recurred on the amendment of Mr. O’ NEILL, of Penn- 
sylvania. 

~ The committee divided; and there were —ayes 49, noes 72. 
So the amendment was disagreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
and all manufactures of flax, or 
ATO eng PTOS beeen ger fr chief value, not specially enu- 
merated or provided for, 25 per cent. ad valorem, 

Mr. PHELPS. Imovetostrike out ‘‘ thirty-five ” and insert ‘‘ forty.” 
I purpose to ask the courtesy of the House to extend to me an addi- 
tional five minutes for the purpose of discussing this ph, in which 
my home interests are indicated. As the hour is late 1 would be glad 
to ask the courtesy of the chairman of the committee now in charge of 
the bill to yield to a motion that the committee rise. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. : 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on thestate of the Union had had under consider- 
ation the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in 
relation to the collection of the revenue, and had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, asking for 
the return to the House of the bill (S. 1427) granting an increase of 
pension to Elnathan Meade. 3 > ae 

The message also furnished to the House, in compliance with its re- 


uest, a duplicate engrossed copy of the bill (H. R. 3300) to amend an 
met to enable the city of Denver to purchase certain lands for cemetery 


3 P : : 
p And then, on motion of Mr. McMILL1y, in accordance with previous 
order, the House took a recess until 8 o’clock this evening. 


EVENING SESSION. 
The recess having expired, the House (at 8 0’clock p. m.) was called 
to order by Mr. DocKERY, who directed the reading of the following 
communication: 


WAsHINGTON, D. C., July 10, 1888. 
ate Hon. A. M. Dockery to preside as Speaker pro tempore at 


I hereby desi . © 
this evening. 
stirs nes JOHN G., CARLISLE, Speaker, 


the session of 


Hon. Joun B. CLARK, 

Clerk House of Representatives, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House is now in session under the 
special order for the consideration of bills granting the right of way 
through Indian reservations reported from the Committee on Indian 

in cases where no objection is made. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. PEEL. I ask unanimous consent that these bills be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The oe pro tempore. Without objection that order will be 
pursued. 

There was no objection, and it was’so ordered. 


WYOMING MIDLAND RAILWAY. 


Mr. PEEL. I call up the bill (H. R. 10028) granting to the Wyo- 
ming Midland Railway Company the right of way through the Wind 
River or Shoshone Indian reseryation. 

The bill was read, as follows: = 


Be it enacted, etc., That the right of way is hereby granted, as hereinafter set 
forth, to the Wyoming Midland Railway Company, a corporation organized 
and existing under the laws of the Territory of Wyoming, for the extension of 
its railroad through the lands in Wyoming Territory set apart forthe use of the 
Shoshone Indians, commonly known as the Wind River or Shoshone Indian 
reservation; said railroad following the line of the Big Horn River from the 
northern boundary of the Wind River or Shoshone Indian reservation, and 
thence following said river and the Middle Fork of said river to Lander, witha 
branch from a point where the Wind River empties into said Big Horn River, 
and thence following said Wind River in a northwesterly direction across said 
reservation to its source in the valley of the Wind River and Shoshone range - 
of ae, with the right to construct, use, and maintain tracks, turn-outs 
and sidings. 

Sec. 2. That the right of way hereby granted to said company shall be 100 feet 
in width on each side of the central line of said railroad as aforesaid; and said 
company shall also have the right to take from said lands adjacent to the line 
of said road material, stone, earth, and timber necessary for the construction of 
said railroad; also ground adjacent to such right of way tor station-buildings 
depots, machine-shops, side-tracks, turn-outs, and water-stations, not to exceed 
in amount 309 feet in width and 3,000 feet in length for cach station, to the extent 
of one station for each 10 miles of road. 

Sec. 3. That it shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Interior to fix the 
amount of compensation to be paid the Indians for such right of way and ma- 
terial, and provide the time and manner for the payment thereof, and also to 
ascertain and fix the amount of compensation to be made individual members 
of the tribe for a sustained by them by reason of the construction of said 
road; but no right of any kind shall vest in said railway com y in or to any 
part of the right of way herein provided for until plats thereofy made upon act- 
ual survey for the definite } on of such rail „and including the points for 
emcee a on depots, machine-shops, side-tracks, turn-outs, and water-sta- 
tions, shall be filed with and approved by the Secretary of the Interior, which 
approval shall be made in writing and be open for the inspection of any party 
interested therein, and until the compensation aforesaid has been filed and paid ; 
and the surveys, construction, and operation of such railroad shall be conducted. 
with due repar for the rightsof the Indians, and in accordance with such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary of the Interior may make to carry out this pro- 
vision: Provided, That the President of the United States may, in his discre- 
tion, require that the consent of the Indians to said right of way shall be ob- 


tained by said railway company in such manner as he may prescribe, before any 
right under this act ll accrue to said company. 

ec. 4. That said company shall not assign or transfer or mo: this right 
of way for any purpose whatever until said road shall be completed: Provided, 


That the company may mortgage said franchise, together with the rolling-stock, 
for money to construct and complete said road: And provided further, That the 
right granted herein shall be lost and forfeited by said company unless the road 
is constructed and in running order within five years from the passage of this 


act. 

Sec. 5, That said railway company shall accept this right of way upon the 
expressed condition, binding upon itself, its successo; nd assigns, that they 
will neither aid, assist, nor advise in any effort looking® towards the changing 
or extinguishing the present tenure of the Indians in their land, and will not 
attempt to secure from the Indian tribes any further grant of land or its occu- 
pancy than is heretofore provided: Provided, That any violation of the condi- 
tion mentioned in this section shall operate as a forfeiture of all the rightsand 
privileges of said railway company under this act. 

Sec. 6. That Con: may at any time amend, add to, alter, or repeal this 
act. That this act shall be in force from its passage. 

The Committee on Indian Affairs recommended the following amend- 
ments: 

Strike out,in section 4,“ five years ™ and insert “three years;” also, in the 
ninth line of the same section, insert “and if not so constructed within three 
years, as aforesaid, all rights and privil herein granted shall become abso- 
lately. nulland void without further ation upon the part of the Government, 
either executive, legislative, or judicial.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was considered, the amendments adopted, and the bill as 
amended ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and beirg en- 
grossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. PEEL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. PEEL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state to the House that these 
bills are almost exactly alike; the only difference is in the name of the 
road to which the right of way is granted and the reservation through 
which it passes. It will promote very much the business to-night if the 
reading of the bills is not insisted upon, but that if n an ex- 
planation may be made by the member who calls the bill up. I ask, 
therefore, unanimous consent that that course may be pursued. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

DULUTH AND WINNIPEG RAILWAY. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up for present consideration the 

bill (H. R. 10112) granting to the Duluth and Winnipeg Railway 
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Company the right of way through the Fond du Lac Indian reserva- 
tion, in the State of Minnesota. c 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to considering this 
bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was considered, ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed 


Mr. NELSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

FORT SMITH, PARIS AND DARDANELLE RAILWAY COMPANY. 

Mr. HUDD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to report 
back from the Committee on Indian Affairs. the bill (H. R. 9260) with 
a substitute of the same title granting the right of way to the Fort 
Smith, Paris and Dardanelle Railway Gomy to construct and oper- 
ate a railroad, telegraph, and telephone line from Fort Smith, Ark., 
through the Indian Territory, to or near Baxter Springs, in the State 
of Kansas, and authorizing said company to build a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at or near the city of Fort Smith, Ark. 

There was no objection. 

The report was ordered to be placed upon the Calendar. 

Mr. ROGERS. As I understand it, this substitute is an i dentica 
copy of the Senate bill. ~ 

Mr. NELSON. Has the Senate bill been reported ? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, as I understand it. I ask unanimous con- 
sent in lieu of the House bill to take up and consider the Senate bill, 
which is a fac-simile of the House bill just reported by the committee. 
. Mr. CUTCHEON. I would like to ask if the Senate bill has been 
before the House committee and has been reported? 

Mr. ROGERS. It has not; but the House bill is an exact copy of 
the Senate bill. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Have you compared it? 

Mr. ROGERS, I have, myself, with the assistance of my colleague. 

The SPEAKER protempore, The Chair is of opinion that this order 
asked by the gentleman from Wisconsin is scarcely under the technical 
construction of the order made by the House, but if there be no objec- 
tion, the report will be accepted and the substitution which he asks 
made. The Senate bill will be considered, the title of which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 2644) granting the right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris and Darda- 
nelle Railway Company to construct and operate a railroad, telegraph, and 
telephone line from Fort Smith, Ark., through the Indian Territory, to or near 
Baxter Springs, in the State of Kansas, and authorizing said company to build 
a bridge across the Arkansas River at or near the city of Fort Smith, Ark. 


Mr. ROGERS. I ask to offer an amendment to line 4 of section 9 
of this bill. 


The amendment was read, as follows: 
Amend by inserting after the word “ built,” in line 4 of section 9, the follow- 


a Jer it shall not be necessary in such case for a forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment.” 

Mr. ROGERS. I will explain the amendment by saying that this 
bill is in conformity with the general practice, requiring that this road 
shall be constructed within a specified number of years. This amend- 
ment is prepared for the purpose of providing that this right of way 
shall be forfeited without judicial process or legislative enactment if 
the terms of the bill are not complied with within a limited time. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Let the section be read as it will stand if the 
amendment is adopted. A 

Section 9 as proposed to be amended was again read. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, the amendment 
adopted, and the bill as amended ordered to a third reading; and it 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the House 
voce and the substitute therefor of the same title will lie upon the 
table. 

There was no objection. 

OREGON RAILROAD AND NAVIGATION COMPANY. 

Mr. DARLINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask consideration for the Sen- 
ate bill 2526, granting to the Oregon Railway and Navigation Company 
the right of way through the Nez Perces Indian reservation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection tothe present con- 
sideration of the bill ? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DARLINGTON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
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LEAVENWORTH AND RIO GRANDE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Mr. HARE. I call up,the bill (H. R. 7186) to authorize the Leay- 
enworth and Rio Grande Railway Company to construct and operate 
a railway through the Indian Territory, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reported the following amendments of the Committee on 
Indian Affairs: 

On page 2, line 14, strike out “‘ with and” and insert: 

“Provided, That if said railway company shall ask or receive from any town or 
community any compensation, gift, or subscription other than the right of way 
or grounds for depot purposes in consideration of crossing the Red River into 
Texas at any particular point, the same shall work a forfeiture of the rights 
herein granted, and said company shall have.” 

Also, in line 21 strike out the word * branches.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr.CUTCHEON. Mr. Speaker, does a report accompany these bills? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is advised that a report ac- 
companies the bills in all cases. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, I would either like to hear the report or a brief 
statement from the chairman of the committee as to the extent of this 
line; and also as to the general terms of these bills in regard to com- 
pensation for the right of way. 

Mr. PEEL. I will state to the gentleman as I did to the House be- 
fore he came in, that no bill reported to-night grants a single foot of 
land except what is absolutely necessary for the successful operation of, 
theroad. Similar bills have been passed by Congress for the last three 
Congresses. In all the bills except those in relation to the Indian Ter- 
ritory the compensation is fixed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. It was with reference to this particular bill 
granting the right of way through the Indian Territory, which seems 
to be a somewhat extensive right of way, that I desired to have thein- 
formation. 

Mr. PEEL. I will state to my friend that all bills granting the right 
of way through the Indian Territory require the railroad to pay to the 
tribe $50 a mile for each mile used, and then for every year the road is 
operated $15 a mile; and to pay to all private persons who have prop- 
erty in the right of way damages for the property taken by the road. 
If they disagree as to the compensation to private parties, either party 
may appeal to the district court having jurisdiction. If the tribes dis- 
agree as to compensation, they may appeal to the Federal courts and 
have the matter settled there. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. How is it in case of land held in severalty? 

Mr. PEEL. That would not be the case in the Indian Territory. 
In any case where the road goes over land held in severalty the indi- 
viduals have the right to have the damages assessed, if not fixed by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. COBB. I would ask whether in this bill there is a provision for 
obtaining the consent of the Indians. I do not think there is. Iam 
opposed to the grant of all these rights of way through the Indian Ter- 
ritory by bills that have hitherto been presented and are now being 
presented to the House, I have steadily opposed them in committee. 
My reason for opposition is simply this: in bills which are passed grant- 
ing rights of way through Indian reservations—of course the Indian Ter- 
ritory can not be considered an Indian reservation—there is always in- 
corporated a provision requiring consent of the Indians to be obtained 
before the parties to whom the right is granted shall take under it. 

Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir. 

Mr. PERKINS. Is not the gentleman mistaken in that statement? 
Does not the gentleman remember the case of the Billings, Clark’s Fork 
and Cooke City road as to which he repotted so earnestly and ably 
seconded the report on the floorof the House? There was no provision 
in that bill that the assent of the Indians should be required. I do 
not remember we have ever passed a right-of-way bill with such a pro- 
vision. Of course the allotment bills contain that provision. ‘The 
gentleman may have them in his mind. 

Mr. COBB. Perhaps I have confounded the two. 

Mn PERKINS. I think you have; because in the bills for that 
purpose we always provide that the assent of the Indians shall be re- 
quired; but in right-of-way bills we have never inserted a provision of 
that character. 

Mr. COBB. I will notinsist thatisso; although it has been my im- 
premio that a provision requiring the assent of the Indians was in- 
serted. 

But be that as it may, my position in regard to these rights of way 
through the Indian Territory is that the consent of the Indians should 
be required to be obtained in all cases. In all the treaties that have 
been made between the United States and the five civilized tribes there 
have been inserted provisions, stringent in their character, by which 
the Government of the United States pledged itself to secure to those 
tribes inhabiting the Indian Territory the strictest protection against 
invasion of any character. The treaty of 1866, the last one that was 
made, contained a provision authorizing a right of way to the Govern- 
ment of the United States through the Territory for two lines of roads, 
one running east and west and the other north and south. Now, my 
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contention is that the insertion of that very provision was a pledge by 
the United States that no other rights of way should be granted except 
upon the most urgent necessity, made to be manifest as a condition pre- 
cedent to the grant. 

These rights of way have been granted repeatedly, I know, without 
any special inquiry as to the existing necessity. It is said that com- 
merce demands these grants, but, so far as the general public is con- 
cerned and so far as the Government is concerned, there is no necessity 
made manifest at all. The treaty stipulations are disregarded; the 
particular rights of the Indians are disregarded, and we are merely 
yielding to a clamor on the part of these railroad corporations to run 
their lines at pleasure through a territory that they believe to be in 
their way in making their connections. Is it right? I do not believe 
it is, i 

There is another consideration. It will be observed that I do not 
controvert the right of the Government to grant these rights of way. 
I think the Government of the United States has perfect authority 
and power to exercise over this territory the right of eminent domain; 
but the question is one of the proper policy to be pursued. 

Here is a people under the special protection of the Government of 
the United States, it is true, but by permission of that Government 
they are exercising all the rights, powers, and functions of a State gov- 
ernment. They have their judicial department, their legislative de- 
partment, their executive officers, and all the machinery of a State gov- 
ernment, although they are not a State. 

The Government of the United States permits all this, and, in addi- 

“tion to that, it has guarantied by the most solemn treaties that these In- 

dians shall not be disturbed in the exercise of the privileges guarantied 
to them under the treaties by any interference on the part of white 
men. Now, itis very evident that if we go on in this way, granting 
to every railroad company that may apply the right of entrance into 
the Territory, it will soon be impossible to execute the guaranty which 
the United States Government has given to these Indians of absolute 
protection against the invasion of their territory or any interference 
with them in the exercise of their guarantied rights. 

If they consent, all right. They can give their consent more intel- 
ligently than any other Indians on the continent. They have their 
tribal relations still intact. They have their legislative department, 
their council, their executive officers, and they themselves are suffi- 
ciently advanced in civilization to determine whether or not the en- 
trance of these railroads into their Territory will affect them injuriously 
or the reverse. If they believe it will be beneficial to them, they will 
say so. They are intelligent enough to understand the question and 
to know whether it will be a benefit to them or not. If it will injure 
them, and we permit these roads to go in without proof of the neces- 
sity to the general public, we violate our solemn treaty stipulations. 

Therefore, if itis in order, I move an amendment to the pending bill, 
so as to provide that the consent of the Indians shall be first obtained 
before the right of way is granted. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman will please reduce his 
amendment to writing. 

Mr. PEEL. Iam sorry that my friend has interposed his objections 
on this particular bill. I had hoped that he would consent to let us 
proceed with it. I think I can say that this is the only bill that will 
be called up this evening granting a right of way through the Indian 
Territory. The other bills grant rights of way through reservations, 
and are measures to which I know the gentleman will not object. 

In reply to the views the gentleman has presented I have only to 
say that this no new question. 

I am perfectly familiar with the treaty stipulation to which reference 
has been made in which consent is given for rights of way for two roads 
through the Territory—oné running east and west and the other north 


and south. Under that stipulation those two roads go through with- |` 


out the consent of Congress being required. As to other rights of way 
through the Territory the Government proceeds upon a very different 
theory. I do not think that any lawyer who has considered the ques- 
tion will for a moment doubt that the Government of the United States 
has the right of eminent domain over that Territory as much as it has 
over the gentleman’s private property or mine, or the property of any 
other individual. Under the law, asI understand it, the individual 
holds the title to his real property from the sovereign, the Government; 
the Government holds the right of eminent domain over it, and a cor- 
poration, for the purpose of carrying the commerce of the country, can 
apply to-the courts and have the property condemned, and can force 
the right of way by paying the damages. 

Upon that vey Congress has exercised that right in regard to this 
Territory. These Indians certainly do not hold any better title to their 
lands than we hold to ours. Our consent is not asked when it is 
deemed necessary that a right of way should go through our private 
property; and it certainly is not requisite to ask the consent of these 
Indians when we proceed upon this Poe and pay the damages. 

Mr. COBB. Does the Congress of the United States undertake to 
run railroads through a State without the consent of the State? 

Mr. PEEL. No, sir; because that power is conferred upon the States 
themselves. But this land under consideration is not within any State 
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or organized Territory; it is simply a portion of the soil over which 
the jurisdiction of this Government extends; and so long as that is the 
case we have the right to grant right of way for the purpose of estab- 
lishing great. thoroughfares which are to carry the commerce of this 
country. 

It is not to discuss the merits of this question at length 
with my friend from Alabama [Mr. Cops], because we can not agree. 
I know that he feels some scruples in regard to this matter. One bill 
of this character, giving right of way through the Indian Territory, 
has already been passed this evening, and this is the only other one, 
so far as I know, of the same character which will be presented to-night. 
It is a measure in which my friend from Missouri [Mr. BURNES] takes 
some interest, and he can state to the House the great commercial ne- 
cessity for this right of way. It may be that in other cases the neces- 
sity is not so great. The gentleman from Missouri is more familiar 
with these lines of road thanIam. I trust that my colleague on the 
committee [Mr. Cops], when he hears the statement of the gentleman 
from Missouri, will withdraw his objection and let this bill pass. 

Mr. COBB. Mr. Speaker, I do not propose to urge strenuously my 
objection in this case, because I do not believe it would be of any use; 
and it is certainly not my purpose to stop legislation to-night by my 
opposition on this point. I believe it is pretty generally understood 
that the fate of the Indians is fixed; that they are doomed. The 
trouble is that nobody cares for an Indian, and the majority of the 
members of this House do not take the trouble to stop and reflect 
whether the safety and the rights of Indians are interfered with or not. 
These Indians are an outlying people upon our Western border. Our 
Western friends here are interested, of course, for their constituents in 
having these roads constructed. We in the Eastern States have begun 
to think it does not make any difference how questions of this kind 
may be determined; that the fate of the Indian is sealed, and there- 
fore it is useless to obstruct the scare of this so-called civilization. 

But I wanted to put on record my objections, more by way of pro- 
test than anything else. Idid not know that this bill was one in which 
my good friend from Missouri [Mr. Burnes] felt a special interest. 
Iam very much given (I can not help it) to yielding to these private 
solicitations when they come from such men as my friend from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. BURNES. Iam very much obliged to the gentleman. 

Mr. COBB. Ido not know whether it is right or not that I should 
feel this way; but I can not help it. 

Mr. BURNES. Ican give my friend from Alabama [ Mr. COBB] one 
satisfaction in return for his courtesy and kindness. I can assure him 
that this road is being built by one of the strongest and best corpora- 
tions within my knowledge. It runs through the great city of my 
friend from Minnesota, Judge Rick. Itisnow completed from Chicago 
by way of St. Paul to St. Joseph, the town in which I reside; and the 
work is now extending beyond my town in the direction of Leaven- 
worth, 30 miles farther, at which point it will strike Kansas and pro- 
ceed thence to the Rio Grande. 

I have no personal interest in the enterprise, but because the road 
runs through my town the corporation naturally expects, and the peo- 
ple there naturally expect, that I will do what I can to give the road 
an easy exit to the Rio Grande. Kansas wants this road, the people ot 
the West want it. I might say I believe the Indians would want it if 
their concurrence were asked, though I do not know that they have 
been consulted. The intention is in good faith to build the road in 
such a manner as to hurt nobody, while adding to the commercial facil- 
ities of half a dozen States. I believe my friend from Alabama is do- 
ing a‘valuable service in the interest of the public by sacrificing in this 
matter a little of his prejudices and a little of his fears that we are 
treating the Indians unkindly or unjustly. 

Mr. COBB. Isend to the desk my amendment. I will offer it, and 
let it be voted upon. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That the consent of the Indians to said right of way shall be obtained 
by said rai company in such manner as the Secretary of the Interior shall 
prescribe before any right under this act shall accrue to said company. 

Mr. WHEELER. Before that amendment is voted upon, I would 
like to ask my colleague [Mr. Cops] whether he has any information 
from the Indians that they object to this grant. 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir; though I do not claim that my knowledge on 
this point extends very far. I have talked with the gentleman who, I 
believe, is the representative of the Creeks, Judge Steadman, and per- 
haps one or two others, They have told me that they had repeatedly 
objected to measures of this kind, but their objections had been disre- 
garded, and they had ceased to make any contest about the matter. 
They feel aggrieved, however, that these rights of way are being granted 
without seeking the consent of the Indians, who they think ought, 
under treaty guaranties, to have some voice in these matters. That is 
what these gentlemen tell me. 

Mr. WHEELER. Havethey filed any written objection or protest ? 
They have not, 


Mr. COBB. 
Mr. W. No remonstrance has been filed by them against 


these measures ? 
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Mr. COBB. No, sir. 

j The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. COBB, it was re- 
ected. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BURNES moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
partod; and also moveđ that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

MONTANA, KANSAS AND TEXAS RAILROAD COMPANY. 

Mr. PEEL. I yield now to my colleague [Mr. PERKINS]. 

Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent to call up the bill (H. R. 
'7223) to grant the right of way through the Public Land Strip and Indian 
Territory to the Montana, Kansas and Texas Railroad Company, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? - 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PERKINS. In explanation of one provision of the bill it is 
perhaps proper for me to state that this grants not only the right of 
way through the Indian Territory, but through a portion of the Pub- 
lic Land Strip. In the judgment of many members of the Committee 
on Indian Affairs it was not necessary to incorporate into the bill that 
feature; but in view of the fact that this Territory is in an unorgan- 
ized condition, that there is no land district, and no way of following 
any plats, hence it was deemed necessary to incorporate it in this bill 
and grant the right of way also through that portion of the Strip. 

The bill contains all the provisions suggested by the gentleman from 
Arkansas, and which are generally embodied in such bills. 

Mr. ROGERS. What doesthe gentleman mean by the Public Land 
Strip? 

Mr. PERKINS. I mean that strip of land south of Kansas, and ex- 
tending west a little along the south boundary of Colorado, known as 
** No Man’s Land.” 

Mr. CUTCHEON. What is the limitof time for building the road? 

Mr. PERKINS. Two years. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. And the same provisions as regards forfeiture ? 

Mr. PERKINS. The bill as originally introduced provided for five 
years, but the recommendation of the Committee on Indian Affairs is 
to limit it to two years. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, Is the right of way made non-transferable ? 

Mr. PERKINS. Yes, sir; with the right on the part of Congress to 
regulate at any time. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Have you any objection to incorporating the 
same amendment which was submitted by the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas a little while ago and adopted to his bill ? 

Mr. PERKINS. Ihave no objection whatever; it is possible that 
it is in the bill now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The first question is on agreeing to the 
several amendments-proposed by the committee. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. ROGERS. I now submit this amendment, to come in after the 
word ‘‘ built,’’ in line 4 of section 9. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

And it shall not be necessary in such case for a forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment. 

The amendment was adopted. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. PERKINS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

PAPAGO INDIAN RESERVATION, ARIZONA. 

Mr. PEEL. I yield to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SMITH] 
who calls up a bill in place of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
SHIVELY] who is necessarily absent. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I ask consent to consider the bill (H. R. 
7843) granting to the Citrous Water Company aright of way across the 
Pa Indian reservation in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the reading of the bill demanded ? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I call for the reading of the report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Chair will first ask if thereis ob- 
jection to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr, CUTCHEON. I ask for the reading of the report. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. If the gentleman will permit me, I will 
make a brief statement. The report was only submitted to-day. 

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say that I have no objection to the bill, 
but whether it is in order under the special order is a matter of doubt 
in my mind. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I will explain this matter in a moment, 
so I think there will be no objection. 

The objectis this: Certain gentlemen, farmers in that region, are at- 
tempting to reclaim some desert lands by irrigation, and they have 
worked one ditch for conveying water a distance of 12 miles until they 
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have reached the line of thisreservation. At that point they struck an 
executive reservation with only two Indian families residing in some 
huts upon it, but living miles and miles away from this point where 
we are attempting to get water. These Indians are living away up in 
the high rolling lands on this reservation, a great distance from the 
point where this canal is to run, and the lands are absolutely unused 
by these Indians. 

The most of the Indians, with the exception of these families, have 
gone back from this reservation to the old reservation of San Xavier 
del Bac, which belongs to the same tribe. 

These gentlemen write me that this work is being ruined by cattle 
getting across it and by animals burrowing into it, and the great work 
has been stopped for months and months simply in order to secure this 
right of way through that reservation. They did not know it was an 
Indian reservation until they got to the line. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I will call for the reading of the special order 
under which this session is held to-night. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. They need water out there badly, and 
I hope there will be no objection to this. 

The Clerk read the special order, as follows: 


On motion of Mr. PEEL, by unanimous consent, it was ordered that to-morrow 
at 5 o’clock the House take a recess until 8 p. m., and that said evening session 
be devoted exclusively to the consideration of bills reported by the Committee 
on Indian Affairs granting rights of way through Indian reservations, in cases 
where no objection is made to such consideration. 


Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. That is broad enough. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. It does not touch this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. PEEL. I desire to say +o my friend from Indiana, that I do 
not want to raise the point of order against this bill, but I think that 
the order, although it does not specify what rights of way are granted, 
was understood by the committee and by the members of the House to 
refer to rights for railroads. I suggest, in order that there may be no 
misunderstanding, that the bill be taken up and passed to-night, but 
simply making the motion to reconsider and leaving it open until to- 
morrow morning, when it can be submitted to the House. I prefer that 
course, as I do notthink it comes really within the purview of the order 
agreed to by the House on the request made by the committee, 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Very well. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, I would like to ask the gentleman from Arizona 
a question. ‘This, as I understand it, is a private corporation? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. This is a corporation of seven or eight 
farmers, who are trying to get water on the land they have located. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. It is merely for their private benefit? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Nothing else in the world. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. With that statement, if the chairman of the In- 
dian Committee and his colleagues think it is best to consider the bill 
under the special order, I shall make no objection, but it does not seem 
to me it is legitimate under the order. 

Mr. PEEL. That is the reason I made the suggestion I did. It is 
a meritorious bill, and, I think, ought to pass. The best way to dis- 

of it is as we have agreed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair hears no point of order 
made on the bill; therefore the Clerk will report the amendments. 

The Clerk reported the amendments, as follows: 


It is proposed to add, after “Arizona,” in the tenth line, the following: 

“Provided, That all persons residing along said right of way shall have equal 
right to water supply at reasonable compensation: Provided further, That said 
right of way herein granted shall not mortgaged, sold, transferred, or as- 
signed except for the purposes of construction : And provided prp That un- 
iess sueh canal for which this right of way is ted be completed within two 
years after the approyal of this act, the provisions of this act shall be null and 


void,” 

Mr. CUTCHEON. As this bill is out of the usual order, I ask that 
it may be read in full. 

The Clerk read the bill. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. DOCKERY. Itis understood distinctly and the RECORD should 
show the fact that this bill is passed with the understanding that the 
right to reconsider is reserved. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This motion can be called up at any 
time aring = session. ‘The bill will not be sent to the Senate until 
it is di of. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I would like to have it called up to-mor- 
row morning. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
called up at any time. , 

Mr. PEEL. I move to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 


passed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motion will be entered, 


YANKTON AND MISSOURI RIVER RAILROAD. 
Mr. GIFFORD. I call up House bill 7547, granting the right of 


It isa privileged question, and can be 
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way tothe Yankton and Missouri River Railway through the Yankton 
reservation in Dakota. I will cheerfully explain any provision of the 
bill, if we can in that way dispense with the reading of the bill. The 
bill has been very carefully considered and conforms with all the re- 
quirements. There are no amendments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and se 

Mr. PEEL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PUYALLUP VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Mr. VOORHEES. I desire to call up House bill 10113, granting 
right of way through the Puyallup Indian reservation to the Puyallup 
Valley Railroad Company, and for other purposes; and ask the House 
to consider the Senate bill 2807. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Has this bill been reported from the 
committee? 

Mr. VOORHEES. I will state to the House that the bill reported 
by the Committee on Indian Affairs is almost in the same words. 

‘There are very few differences, and the differences do not change the 
sense of the bill at all. I ask to have the Senate bill considered in lieu 
of the House bill now on the Calendar and reported favorably from the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The special order is for the considera- 
tion of bills reported from the committee. When the House bill is re- 
ported the gentleman may then ask unanimous consent to consider the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. VOORHEES. Then I call up House bill 10113 granting the 
right of way through the Puyallup Indian reservation to the Puyallup 
Valley Railway Company. 

‘The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. VOORHEES. I now ask unanimous consent to consider, in 
lieu of the House bill, Senate bill 2807, an act to grant to the Puyallup 
Valley Railway Company the right of way through the Puyallup In- 
dian reservation, in Washington Territory, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. I ask the Clerk to turn to the bill and see whether 
it contains the self-executing forfeiture clause. If not, I desire to 
offer an amendment to that effect. 

Mr. VOORHEES. I have no objection to the amendment. 

The Clerk reported the amendment as follows: 

Add to the bill the words: ° 

“ And it shall not be necessary in such case for a forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment.” È 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time; and it was 
accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. PEEL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was : 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

'The latter motion was agreed to. : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, House bill 
10113 of the same substance and title will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker, with reference to House bill 7843, 
presented by the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SmirH], I would sug- 
gest that the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. PEEL], who made the 
motion to reconsider, withdraw that motion, the result of that action 
being that any one to-morrow will have the right to move to recon- 
sider in the House. Iwill ask the Chairif that will not be the effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SPRINGER). Any gentleman may 
move to-day or to-morrow to reconsider, unless the motion to recon- 
sider has been previously made and has been laid on the table. 

Mr. ROGERS. I submit, Mr. Speaker, that the proper way is to 
rise in the morning to a question of privilege and call the attention of 
the full House to what has been done, and then, unless some gentle- 
man desires to object or to insist that the bill shall not become a law, 
to call up the motion to reconsider and have it laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In either way it can be brought before 
the House. 

Mr. PEEL. My object in entering the motion was to avoid any 
charge that we had acted outside of the order. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, we can not make any con- 
ditions now that will affect the bill. Only what was done prior to its 
passage can have any effect. The understanding was that the bill 
should pass to-night and then, in order that nobodyshould be taken by 
surprise, that any gentleman who desired to-morrow could move to re- 
consider, or call up the motion to reconsider. 

That was the understanding. It was not understood that the matter 
should be left open indefinitely. The bill is passed, but any one who 
desires to-morrow to move to reconsider can do so, 
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Mr. DOCKERY. That was exactly my proposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Any gentleman can move to-morrow 
to call up the motion to reconsider. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I can not be made a party to anything 
that has the semblance of bad faith toward the House. My judgment 
is that nobody contemplated any proceeding under this order this even- 
ing, except with reference to bills granting rights of way to railroads. 

Iam not a member of the committee, but I do not think that any 
member of the House should sit here and permit anything to be done 
that does not comply with the utmost good faith towards the full 
House. Therefore, if the chairman of the committee [Mr. PEEL] pro- 

to withdraw the motion to reconsider, I shall renewit. Ishould 
have objected to the consideration of the bill myself, but for the state- 
ment of the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, it is entirely immaterial to 
me which course we take. The only thing that can guide me is the 
order made by the House, which brought me here thisevening; and as 
to the suggestion of bad faith, I wish to say that it is with me as it is 
with the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. RoGErs], and in fully as emi- 
nent a degree in my case as it is in his, for I place myself second to no 
man in that respect. But this order speaks of “rights of way;” it 
does not mention railroads. 

The chairman has said that his opinion is, and the opinion of the 
committee probably is, that bills granting rights of way to railroads 
were contemplated; but I did not come here to try to get a right or 
way for a railroad company, but simply to seeif I could not getaright 
of way for an insignificant water-ditch for the benefit of a few farmers 
to enable them to raise crops there this coming year. I have been 
working at that bill from ghe time this Congress met to get it favora- 
bly reported, and now I am met with the suggestion that my action is 
in bad faith because I do not happen to have a railroad behind me. 
This bill is not for a railroad right of way; it is only for an insignifi- 
cant water-ditch for the purpose of reclaiming some desert lands. 
What I object to is, that when we get into this House of 325 members, 
and any measure, however innocent it may be, which has anything to 
do with the Indians is brought up, it is sure to meet with this kind of 
objection. 

The railroads have all to be satisfied, but when I happen to call up 
a bill for the benefit of a few poor men who want to construct a water- 
ditch, somebody who knows that ‘‘Lo’’ has been imposed upon, lo, 
these many years, and who thinks that here isan attempt to steal some 
more lands from him, rises and makes some sort of objection, and the 
result is that the railroad bills get through, but the others do not, 
Now, this bill, in my judgment, is entirely proper te be considered un- 
der the order, and I do not think that the question of bad faith arises 
at all, or thatany gentleman upon this floor need be so sensitive.in his 
honor as to say that the order of the House does not bind him, that he 
goes beyond the written word. 

I confess that I have not that knowledge of parliamentary law which 
a longer standing on this floor might give me, and which would secure 
my rights and the rights of the people I represent in this matter; but, 
while I confess that, I would like to have this bill left in such a con- 
dition that at some time between now and the sounding of the trampet 
on the last day these men may have an opportunity to get this poor 
little water-ditch through a small corner of an Indian reservation 
where there are only two Indians living. [Laughter.] Ido want that 
simple privilege. If the suggestion of the chairman has that effect, so 
that I or any one else can call up the motion to reconsider and the mat- 
ter can be finally settled, that is all I ask; but I do not want to leave 
this bill in jeopardy and let railroad bills pass granting rights of way 
through Indian reservations all over the Western country. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I think my friend has let his temper 
get away with his good-nature and his judgment. In what I said I 
did not mean to reflect upon him or upon any member of this House. 
I simply meant to exercise the right which every gentleman here has 
to construe this order for himself, and, as I said before, I did not and 
do not mean to be made a party to any transaction which, according to 
my interpretation of the order, would be in bad faith toward the full 
House of Representatives. Thatisall. My friend has not considered 
this matter fully. Suppose that to-morrow somebody should rise and 
move to reconsider cur action on this bill, on the ground that it was 
a violation of good faith; then we would have the whole discussion 
brought upon the question of whether the House at this night ses- 
sion had violated either the letter or the spirit of this order. 

ers SMITH, of Arizona. I am perfectly willing to leave it in that 
position. 

Mr. ROGERS. But how much better position is the gentleman in 
when, the bill having , he enters a motion to reconsider, and 
then to-morrow rises and calls up that motion, thus showing that the 


action here has been taken in the most entiregood faith, On the other 
hand, suppose two days have elapsed and somebody then rises and 
raises the question, not only the gentleman himself but every member 
here present will be put in the position of seeming to have taken ad- 
vantage of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motion to reconsider is entered 
and can be called up by any gentleman. 
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Mr. PEEL. The motion to reconsider is open, and I can rise in the 
rece Soya call it up and explain to the House why this action was 
taken this evening. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. That is satisfactory to me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Then the motion of the gentleman 
(Mr. PEEL] to reconsider will remain as it originally stood. 

RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH FORT HALL RESERVATION. 
Mr. PEEL. I now call up the bill which I send to the desk. 
The title of the bill was read, as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 8662) to accept and ratify an agreement made with the Shoshone 
and Bannack Indians for the surrender and relinquishment to the United States 
ofa portion of the Fort Hall reservation, in the Territory of Idaho, for the pur- 
poses of a town site, and for the grant of a right of way through said reserva- 
tion to the Utah and Northern Railway Company, and for other purposes. 


Mr. PEEL. While this bill provides for right of way, it does more; 
and I am not willing that it should be passed this evening without 
final action being left open for the House to-morrow. But the meas- 
ure is a meritoriousone. The Department has examined and approved 
it, and desires its passage. The taking of this town-site is in accord- 
ance with an ent made with the Indians by commissioners on 
the part of the Government, the agreement having been subsequently 
approved bythe Department. The bill ts 600 or 700 acres of land 
for a town-site, the lots in which are to be laid off by the Government 
and sold at not less than an appraised value, to the highest bidder; 
and the money is to go into the Treasury for the benefit of the Indians. 
These are in general the provisions of the bill, in addition to the right 
of way. I ask that the bill be considered and passed now, but be left 

for reconsideration to-morrow, when I will call the attention 
of the House to the matter, and if therqis a single objection, it shall 


stop. 

Mr. O’ NEILL, of Missouri. I want to make oné request of the chair- 
man of this committee. He concedes that there is more involved in this 
bill than the question of right of way. Now there is on our Calendar 
another bill from the Committee on Indian Affairs which has been 
unanimously reported session after session. Itinvolvessimply a trans- 
fer on the part of the Cherokee Indians to the freedmen of money due 
themfromtheIndians. There is absolutely no objection to the measure; 
the only trouble has been in obtaining recognition to put the bill on its 
passage. In view of the fact that no person, I am sure, will object to 
this measure, I ask the chairman of the Committee on Indian Affairs 
whether he can not permit this bill to take the same course as these 
other measures. This is a matter of humanity. 

Mr. PEEL. I would be glad to accommodate the gentleman, but 
the bill to which he refers has no pertinence to the business of this 
evenin; 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. If it is necessary for the purpose of mak- 
ing the bill in order, you can put a right of way at the tail end of it. 
[Laughter.] Ihave no objection whatever to an amendment of that 
kind, in order to get the bill through. 

Mr. PEEL. I can notconsent to a request of that kind. I ask that 
the bill which I have sent to the desk be submitted to the House; if 
there is any objection, all right. 

Mr. PERKINS. In addition to what the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. PEEL] has said concerning this bill, I wish to say that it was 
draughted by the Interior Department, and I holdin my hand an execu- 
tive document transmitting it to the House, together with the treaty, 
and a statement of the equities in favor of the bill and the necessity 


for its passage. As suggested by the chairman of the committee, it is |- 


an important matter, and as it is a right-of-way bill, although coupled 
with other provisions, it was competent, in the judgment of the com- 
mittee, to call it up to-night under the order; but it was deemed best 
to do so with the understanding by the chairman. The gen- 
tleman from Idaho Territory [Mr. Dunots] is entirely familiar with all 
the circumstances, and will be glad, I know, to furnish any informa- 
tion. 

Mr. DUBOIS. The Utah and Northern Railroad Company already 
has a completed line in operation running through the reservation. 
This bill provides that the Indians be now paid for that right of way. 
Up to the present time they have never received any compensation for 
the use of their lands for this purpose. 

Mr. PEEL. This bill proposes to ratify the agreement which the 
Indians themselves made. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Iask the opinion of the Chair upon the question 
whether this bill is in order. 

The SPEAKER pro (Mr. SPRINGER). There is no doubt 
about the bill being in order at this special session of the House. 

The bill was ordered to be and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed,.it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

ST. LOUIS AND SAN FRANCISCO RAILWAY COMPANY. 

Mr. PEEL. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. PERKINS]. 

Mr: PERKINS. I call up for present consideration the bill (H. R. 
6612) to grant right of way through the Indian Territory to the St. 
Louis and San Francisco Railway Company, and for other purposes. 

The House proceeded to the consideration of the bill. 

The following amendments, reported by the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, were read and agreed to: 
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beginning at,” in line 30, insert “Rogers on said road, 
to.” 


After the words “ 
thence west by the way of Bentonville, in Benton County, to. 

5 line 3 of section 9 strike out “‘three,” before the word “ years,” and insert 
“two. 


Mr. ROGERS. I wish to ask my colleague [Mr. PEEL] whether 
this bill contains the self-executing forfeiture clause. 

Mr. PEEL. Iam not certain, but I think it does. 

Mr. PERKINS. The bill contains the following provision at the end 
of section 9: : 

Provided, That any violation of the conditions mentioned in this section shall 
oer as a forfeit ofall the rights and privileges of said railway company under 

Mr. ROGERS. That is not sufficient. I move to amend by insert- 
ing after the clause just read by the gentleman the following: 

And it shall not be necessary in such case for the forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment. 

The amendment was to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. PERKINS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to, 


MOORHEAD, LEECH LAKE AND NORTHERN RAILWAY. 


a] PEEL. I yield now to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Coss]. 

Mr. NELSON. The gentleman from Alabama yields his time to me, 
and I desire to call up the bill (H. R. 7261) ting the right of way 
through certain Indian lands in the State of Minnesota to the Moor- 
head, Leech Lake and Northern Railway Company. 

The SPEAKER pro temporé. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSON. There is an amendment I desire to incorporate in 
section 9, which I think will perhaps meet the views of the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That this forfeiture shall follow without any further act or ceremony what- 
soever. 


Mr. NELSON. That is to say, in the event of a failure on the part 
of the company to comply with the conditions of the grant of the right 
of way a forfeiture follows. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would suggest to my friend from Minnesota that 
as bills containing this provision have been approved by the President, 
and as it was prepared by the chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
after giving the matter full consideration, it seems to me it would be 
better to adopt that form. 

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection; and will accept as a substitute 
the form suggested by the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROGERS. ‘Then I offer the amendment in the same words as 
that heretofore adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

And it shall not be necessary in such case fora forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment. 

The amendment was adopted. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed fora third reading; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. NELSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ABERDEEN, BISMARCK AND NORTHWESTERN RAILWAY. 


a PEEL. I now yield to the gentleman from Dakota [Mr. GIF- 
FORD]. 
Mr. GIFFORD. I desire to call up the bill (H. R. 7964) granting 
to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and Northwestern Railway right of way ` 
across a portion of the Sioux reservation, in Dakota Territory. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. I move to amend this bill in section 5 by adding 
what I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert after the word “act,” in section 5, “and it shall not be necessary in such 
case for the forfeiture to be declared by judicial process or legislative enact- 
ment. 


The amendment was adopted. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
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NEWPORT AND KING’S VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 
Mr. PEEL, I yield now to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HER- 


MANN]. 

Mr. HERMANN. I desire to call up the bill (H. R. 5830) granting 
to the Newport and King’s Valley Railroad Company the right of way 
through the Siletz Indian reservation, and move as a substitute for the 
House bill the Senate bill 1129 of the same title, which was favorably 
reported by the Committee on Indian Affairs to-day. I desire to state 
to the gentleman from Arkansas that the clause to which he has re- 
ferred in several of the preceding bills is inserted in this one. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would inquire whether the bills are substantially 
the same? 

Mr. HERMANN. They are the same practically, and in addition 
they require the assent of the Indians. 

Mr. PERKINS. This bill was considered by the committee this 
morning and was reported by the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The clerks inform the Chair that this 
bill is not upon the Calendar. 

Mr. HERMANN. The Senate bill was reported from the committee 
this morning favorably, and the House bill was reported back also, 
with the recommendation that it lie upon the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1129) granting to the Newport and King’s Valley Railroad Company 
the right of way through the Siletz Indian reservation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill ? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and being read the third 
time, was passed. 

Mr. HERMANN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. PEEL. I believe that is the last bill that the committee wishes 
to call up to-night. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. In regard to this bill No. 5066, to se- 
cure to the Cherokee freedmen and others their proportion of certain 
proceeds of lands under the act of March 3, 1883, I want to ask the 
chairman if there is not some method by which we can have the bill 
considered to-night, subject to having it withdrawn in the morning if 
there is a single objection; in other words, in that way to obtain 
unanimous consent of the House for the consideration of an unobjec- 
tionable measure. 

Mr. PEEL. I feel as anxious as the gentleman to secure considera- 
tion of the bill, but can not, as chairman of the committee, agree to 
call up a bill so manifestly outside of the order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair would be glad to accommo- 
date the gentleman from Missouri, but does not see, under the order, 
how this bill could be considered. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. I understand that the chairman of the 
Committee on Indian irs expresses himself in favor of the bill. 

Mr. PEEL. I have already said so. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. Then he will call it up at the earliest 
opportunity. i 

Mr. PEEL. I will. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. Very well; I have got him tied to that. 
[Lavghter. ] 

Mr. PEEL. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 32 min- 
utes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of thefollowing titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 
By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 10785) for the relief of Mrs. Mar- 
garet E. Harnie—to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. FLOOD: A bill (H. R, 10786) to remove the charge of de- 
sertion from Isaac Samuels—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. GEST: A bill (H. R. 10787) granting a pension to Richard 
Ashcraft—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. McCREARY: A bill (H. R. 10788) for the relief of John 
Pittman—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. LAFFOON: A bill (H. R. 10789) granting a pension to Philip 
Neuman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 10790) for the relief of John Rudy—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 
By Mr. A. C. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 10791) granting a pension 
to Marinda Wakefield Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
| By Mr. VOORHEES: A bill (H. R. 10792) conferring authority upon 
; the county commissioners of Garfield County, Washington Territory, to 
| issue bonds—to the Committee on the Territories. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 10793) to enablethe city of Pomeroy, in Washington 
Territory, to levy special taxes for the building of water-works, and for 
other pu —to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. W. L. WILSON: A bill (H, R. 10794) granting a pension to 
Phebe H. Sever—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: Memorial of the general conference of the 
Congregational churches of Maine, in favor of legislation for the sup- 
pression of the liquor traffic—to the Select Committee on the Alco- 
holic Liquor Trafiic. 

By Mr. FORNEY: Petition of citizens of Cullman, Ala., for an 
amendment to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on 
Commerce. : 

By Mr. GRIMES: Petition of T. H. Kimbrough, G. A. B. Dozier, 
and other citizens of Harris County, Georgia, to amend the interstate- 
commerce act—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. LAFFOON: Petitions in the claims of John Rudy and of 
Thomas Osburn—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LEE (by request): Papers in the claims of Harrison Mills, 
of Charles Clarkson, of George Clarke, of George W. Goram, and of 
Henry Vanderhoof—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. POST: Petition of W. L. Wasson and 37 others, citizens of 
Illinois, for amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SENEY: Petition of Lester Sutton and 80 others, citizens of 
Seneca County, Ohio, in favar of the wool tariff fixed by the American 
Wool Growers and Manufacturers’ Association at Washington, Janu- 
ary 14, 1888—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SYMES: Petition of citizens of Colorado, concerning the in- 
terstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WEBER: Petition of the Knights of Labor of Niagara County, 
New York, in favor of amending the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

The following petition, indorsing the per diem rated service-pension 
bill, based on the principle of paying all soldiers, sailors, and marines of 
the late war a monthly pension of 1 cent aday for each day they were 
in the service, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: 

By Mr. OUTHWAITE: Of H. Warren Phelps and 62 others, soldiers 
and sailors. 

The following petition, praying for the enactment of a law providing 
temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of illit- 
eracy, was referred to the Committee on Education: 
ar Mr. HERBERT: Of James M. Davidson and 32 others, of Burton, 


SENATE. 
WEDNESDAY, July 11, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


OHIO VALLEY CENTENNIAL EXPOSITION. 


The PRESIDENT pro The Chair lays before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representatives on the joint resolution (H: 
Res. 196) declaring the true intent and meaning of the act approved 
May 9, 1888. The message will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the House concur in the first amendment of the Senate to the 
joint resolution and concur in the second amendment of the Senate to said joint 
resolution with amendments as follows: 

On page 1, line 2, of the oint resolution, strike out the word “' passed” and 


insert the word ‘“‘ approved, 
rete a 1, line 2, strike out the word “ ninth” and insert the word “ twenty- 
eighth.’ 


On page I, lines 2 and 3, strike out the words “ and approved,” and change the 
title so as to read: 

* A joint resolution declaring the true intent and meaning of the act approved 
May 28, 1888.” 

Mr.SHERMAN. I move that the Senate concur in the amendments 
of the House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MARY M. BRIGGS. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 


message from the House of Representatives: 


Resolved, That the Clerk be directed to return to the Senate, in compliance 
with its request, the resolution of the Senate agreeing to the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 889) for the relief of Mary M. Briggs. 


Mr. SAWYER. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment of the House was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by which the amendment 
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made by the House of Representatives was agreed to. It will be so or- 
dered, if there be no objection. 

Mr.SAWYER. I now move that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives and request a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
DAVIs, and Mr. TURPIE were appointed. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED, 


The bill (H. R. 948) for the relief of William H. Tabarrah was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. CAMERON presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Phila- 
delphia, Pa., and a petition of the Manufacturers Club of Philadelphia, 
Pa., praying that an appropriation be made for the improvement of the 
League Island navy-yard; which were referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

He also presented petitions of the Junior Order of United American 
Mechanics of Pennsylvania, praying for the passage of Senate bill No. 
553 to regulate and restrict immigration, as follows: Fredonia Council, 
No. 47, of Philadelphia; Diligent Council, No. 4, of Philadelphia; Gen- 
eral Custer Council, No. 206, of Johnstown; Good Will Council, No. 42, 
of Tyrone; General Putnam Council, No, 125, of Pittsburgh; Ellsworth 
Council, No. 14, of Philadelphia; Moyer Council, No. 166, of Moyer; 
Philos Council, No. 188, of Madison; Invincible Council, No. 33, of Al- 
legheny; Wilkinsburgh Council, No. 92, of Wilkinsburgh; Scottdale 
Council, No. 102, of Scottdale; MiddletownsCouncil, No. 156, of Middle- 
town; Warden Council, No. 182, of Stoners; Birmingham Council, No. 
26, of Pittsburgh; Black Creek Council, No. 51, of Weatherby; New 
Tripoli Grand Council, No.-204, of New Tripoli; Bridesburgh Council, 
No. 135, of Philadelphia; Security Council, No. 168, of Weaver’s Old 
Stand; Dravosburgh Council, No. 141, of Dravosburgh; Winona Coun- 
cil, No. 163, of Germantown; Climax Council, No. 195, of Smithton; 
Bethany Coancil, No. 155, of Ruff’s Dale; General Marion Council, No. 
154, of Pittsburgh, and Codurus Council, No. 115, of York. 

The petitions were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. SPOONER presented a petition of citizens of Pierce County, Wis- 
consin, praying for the adoption of certain amendments to the inter- 
state-commerce act; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I present the petition of M. 8. Hellman, of Can- 
yon City, Oregon, with accompanying evidence, praying for a rehear- 
ing in the matter of his claim for reimbursement for supplies furnished 
the Quartermaster’s Department, heretofore presented to the Senate, 
and on which an adverse report was made, No. 85, first session, Forty- 
third Congress. I move that the petition, together with the papers on 
file in the case, be referred to the Committee on Claims. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON presented a petition of 32 citizens of Davis County, 
Iowa, praying that the schedule of duties agreed on by the representa- 
tives of the wool-growers and wool-manufacturers at the city of Wash- 
ington may be enacted into a law; which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Groton and vicinity, in 
the Territory of Dakota, praying that no change be made in the tariff 
on flaxseed and linseed-oil, and flax lint; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Dofia Afia County, New 
Mexico, praying for legislation providing for the payment of claims 
for Indian depredations; which was referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Healso presented a petition of 130 citizens of Jefferson County, Iowa, 
praying for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; which 
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Council Bluffs, 
Iowa, praying for the extension of time of payment of the debt of the 
Union Pacific Railroad Company; which was referred to the Select 
Committee on the President’s Message transmitting the Report of the 
Pacific Railway Commission. 

CUSTOM-HOUSE EMPLOYÉS. ; 

Mr. HALE. Iask, out of order, as I am engaged in the Committee 
on Appropriations, to submit two resolutions at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator desire immediate 
action upon them? 

Mr. HALE. Yes, sir. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the first 
resolution will be read. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, directed to 
send forthwith to the Senate the information relating to employés in the cus- 


tom-house service in New York city, called for by resolution of the Senate 
adopted May 1, 1888; also, the information relating to employés on the castoms 
bts at Baltimore, Md., called for by resolution of the Senate adopted May 
» . 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution ? 


Mr. SAULSBURY. Iwish tọ inquire if there is any necessity to 
obtain this information from the Secretary of the Treasury. I under- 
stand we have had a committee going round and looking into the sery- 
ice at the various custom-houses, and I suppose they have all the in- 
formation required without troubling the Secretary of the Treasury to 
furnish a list of all the employés in the custom-houses of the country. 
It seems to me that it would be unnecessary to call upon him to fur- 
nish us with a list of the number of employés and the character of em- 
ployés when we have aspecial committee of this body to make pilgrim- 
ages to various parts of the country for the purpose of ascertaining 
that very fact. 

I have no objection toJanybody having all the information he wants, 
but when we have a spscial committee traveling over this country in- 
quiring of everybody, not only in the civil service, but those who have 
been dismissed from the ervice, everything in connection with the pub- 
lic service in the custom“houses, why should we be making inquiry of 
the Secretary of the Treasury with reference to the number of employés, 
the character of employés, and the pay of employés at the various 
custom-houses of the country? It seems tome to be out of order to be 
doing any such thing. 

Mr. HALE. Ido not understand that the Senator objects. I do 
not think any Senator will object to the resolution. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I donot know thatI want to object. Isimply 
rise to make an inquiry of the Senator from Maine, 

The resolution requires an immediate response by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, which may mean a good deal to him; that is, it may re- 
quire a very large extra force of clerks in order to give the information 
that the Senator from Maine desires. 

May I inquire whether the necessity of the resolution is based upon 
some action being taken by the Committee on Appropriations, in appro- 
priating money for the use of the Treasury Department to pay the em- 
ployés at the custom-houses? 

Mr. HALE. No, not necessarily. The Senator will not object to 
the resolution if he examines it carefully. The information was called 
for two months ago or more, and this is only to remind the Depart- 
ment that it should send these facts in forthwith. I have not pro- 
ceeded unadvisedly, and have not been impatient; but it is more than 
two months since the resolution was first put in, and the Senate is en- 
titled to the information. It is upon a public matter, a matter that 
has excited public interest. It is information that can easily be fur- 
nished, and the resolution is only a reminder to the Secretary of the 
Treasury of the former resolution, and that the inquiry of the Senate 
ought to be answered. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Itis not needed by the Committee on Appro- 
priations in order that they may intelligently appropriate money for 
the pay of the employés of the custom-houses? 

Mr. HALE. No, sir. 

Mr. McPHERSON. I would suggest, then, to the Senator from 
Maine that he modify the resolution and not use the term “‘ forthwith,” 
but say ‘‘at his earliest convenience.’’ That would be a reminder. 

Mr. HALE. There was one resolution passed in that form more 
than two months ago. The Senator knows that this not infrequently 
happens, where a resolution of inquiry to which nobody objects is put 
in. After the Senate waits a reasonable time it is then customary in 
a respectful manner to ask that the information be furnished forth- 
with. ‘‘ Forthwith’’ means as soon as possible. It would not, I think, 
be fitting and courteous to put a first resolution in that way, and I did 
not. This is only to remind the Secretary of the Treasury, so that we 
may get the information. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I did not object to the resolution when it was 
originally introduced and passed by the Senate. I do not object to this 
resolution. I want the Senate to have the information. 

Mr. HALE. I do not think any Senator will object. I have not 
been impatient about it. ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution, the question is on agreeing to the 
same. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

APPOINTMENTS TO CLASSIFIED SERVICE. 

Mr. HALE. Inowask for the consideration of the second resolution 
which I sent to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be read. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Civil Service Commissioners be, and they are hereby, di- 
rected to send forthwith to the Senate the information relating to certifications 
and appointments in the classified service in Washington called for by reso- 
lution of the Senate adopted May 1, 1888. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. HOAR. I should like to inquire of the Senator from Maine if 
there be a statute which authorizes one House of Congress to direct the 
Civil Service Commissioners to send information to that House ? 

Mr. HALE. If the Senator objects to the resolution, I will let it go 
over. 

Mr. HOAR. I think thatshould be known. It would put the Sen- 
ate in an awkward position if such were not the case. 


Is there objection to the present 
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Mr. HALE. If the Senator objects, of course the resolution goes 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Massachusetts 
object to the present consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. HOAR. No; Iasked the Senator from Maine a question as to 
the authority of the Senate to give this direction. 

Mr. HALE. I have no idea that there is such an unapproachable 
majesty about the Civil Service Commission that the Senate may not 
send a proper inquiry to it. 

Mr. HOAR. I donot think that is a very good answer to the propo- 
sition made. The Senator from Maine offers a resolution directing a 
certain public body to inform the Senate. If the Senate has authority 
to give that direction, that is all right. The Senator knows whether 
it has or not, or he would not introduce the resolution. If it has no 
authority to do that, then the question will present itself to the Sen- 
ate whether it will make such anorder. Ido not think it is any mat- 
ter of unapproachable majesty. 

Mr. HALE. Iam willing to leave it to the Senate. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I think the inquiry of the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts is a very proper one. 

The P. pro tempore. 
consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Unless I can get an answer to the question 
raised by the Senator from Massachusetts I shall object. 

Mr. HALE. Either Senator can object, and the resolution will go 


over for a day. 
I object, then. 


Is there objection to the present 


Mr. SAULSBURY. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Delaware objects, 
and the resoiution lies over under the rule. It will be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. SAULSBURY, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 
Roads, to whom was referred the bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An 
act relating to postal crimes and amendatory\of the statutes therein 
mentioned,” approved June 18, 1888, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3159) for the relief of the Oregon Paving and Con- 
tract Company, reported it with amendments, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5222) for the relief of A. M. Anderson and 
others, reported it without amendment. 

He also submitted the views of the minority of the Committee on 
Claims to accompany the bill (S. 353) for the relief of William T. Crump; 
which were ordered to be printed. 

Mr. VEST. I rose, but scarcely in time, to ask the Senate to con- 
sider the bill reported by the Senatorfrom Delaware [Mr.SAULSBURY ], 
the bill of which I Spoke yesterday. Itisa mere formal amendment 
of an act we passed June 18, 1888. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri asks 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the 
bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes and 
amendatory of the statutes therein mentioned,” approved June 18, 
1888. Is there objection? 

Mr. DOLPH. The morning business is not concluded? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is not yet concluded. 

Mr. DOLPH. Will the bill take any time? 

Mr. VEST. I think not; the mere reading of it will suffice. 

Mr. DOLPH. I will let the bill come up, but I ask the Senator to 
allow me to make a report. 

Mr. VEST. It is a short bill. 

Mr. DOLPH. I wish to makea report from the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, and then I shall have no objection to the consideration 
of the bill. f 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. TheChair will receivereportsof com- 
mittees. 

Mr. DOLPH, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2854) to execute certain treaty stipulations pro- 
hibiting Chinese immigration, reported adversely thereon, and the bill 
was indefinitely postponed. 

He also, from the same committee, reported a bill (S. 3304) to pro- 
hibit the coming of Chinese laborers to the United States; which was 
read twice by its title. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Vest] asks for the consideration of the bill (S. 3303) amendatory of *‘An 
act relating to postal crimes and amendatory of the statutes therein 
mentioned,’’ approved June 18, 1888. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOAR. What is now the order of business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order of business is reports of 
committees. 

Mr. HOAR. I make no objection to the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill having been this day re- 
ported, the Senator from Missouri asks unanimous consent for its pres- 
ent consideration. Is there objection? 

Mr. PADDOCK. I wish to make some reports from the Committee 
on Pensions, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is in the nature of an objec- 
tion. 

Mr. PADDOCK, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 10244) granting a pension to Mrs. Betsy Lockwood; 

A bill (H. R. 6307) granting a pension to Sarah A. Corson; 

A bill (H. R. 24) for the relief of Eliza Russell; and 

A bill (H. R. 490) granting a pension to George W. Pitner. 

Mr. BLODGETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 8988) to increase the on of Mrs. Minerva 
Eagle, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 6491) for the relief of Lowman & Co., reported it 
without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and sub- 
mitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 2531) granting a pension to Frederick W. Travis; 

A bill (H. R. 6220) granting a pension to John Taaffe; 

A bill (H. R. 6783) to place the name of John A. Griffey on the pen- 
sion-roll; and 

A bill (H. R. 8423) for the relief of William H. Porter. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, asked to be discharged from their further con- 
sideration, and that they be referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, which was agreed to. 

A bill (S. 674) for the relief of Felix Marcinkowski; and 

A bill (S. 2429) for the relief of Charles F. Holly. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1661) for the erection of an ap- 
praiser’s warehouse in the city of New York, and for other purposes, 
reported it with amendments. 

Mr. HOAR, from the Committee on Claims, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 751) for the relief of the estate of J. J. Pulliam, deceased; 


and 
A bill (S. 992) for the relief of the Sone and Fleming Manufacturing 
Company, limited, of the city of New York. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Zepreneune, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House disagreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8180) to regulate the liens of judgments 
and decrees of the courts of the United States; agreed to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the bill and amendments, and had ap- 
pointed Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina, Mr. ROGERS, and Mr. 
FULLER managers at the conference on its part. 

The message also announced that the House insisted upon its amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 2657) granting an increase of pension to Emily J. 
Stannard, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
had appointed Mr. MATSON, Mr. CHIPMAN, and Mr, GALLINGER 
managers at the conference on its part. 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing bills, each with an amendment, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate: : 

A bill (S. 2644) granting the right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris 
and Dardanelle Railway Company to construct and operate a railroad, 
telegraph, and telephone line from Fort Smith, Ark., through the 
Indian Territory, to or near Baxter Springs, in the State of Kansas; 
and 

A bill (S. 2807) to grant to the Payallup Valley Railway Company a 
right of way through the Puyallup Indian reservation, in Washington 
Territory, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ing bills: 

4 bill (S. 1129) granting to the Newport and King’s Valley Railroad 
Company the right of way through the Siletz Indian reservation; and 

A bill (S. 2536) granting to the Oregon Railway and Navigation 
Company the right of way through the Nez Perces Indian reservation. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore: 

A bill (S. 123) granting a pension to Mrs. Virginia Grier; 

A bill (S. 1173) increasing the pension of Jeptha A. Jones; 

A bill (S. 1556) granting a pension to Martha N. Kelloggs 

A bill (S. 2274) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine K. ittlesey; 

A bill (S. 2604) granting a pension to Mrs. Loanda Sherman; 

A bill (S. 2866) granting a pension to Abel G. Rankin; 

A bill (S. 3021) granting a pension to Carrie V. Miller; and 

A bill (H. R. 1983) to ratify an act entitled ‘An act creating the 
county of San Juan,” in the Territory of New Mexico. : 
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BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. TELLER introduced a bill (S. 3305) setting apart atract of land 
to be used as a cemetery by the Independent Order of Odd Fellows of 
Central City, Colo.; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

Mr. McPHERSON introduced a bill (S. 3306) granting a pension 
to Mary K. Richards; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PLATT introduced a bill (S. 3307) to remove the charge of de- 
sertion from the military record of George O. Bradley; which was read 
twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. CALL introduced a bill (S. 3308) to provide for gas and electric 

ts for the city of Washington and the public buildings by contract; 
which was‘read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. ALLISON introduced a bill (S. 3209) for the relief of Mrs. Eliza- 
beth E. Groff; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. COCKRELL introduced a bill (S. 3310) to place the name of 
John Tobin on the pension-roll; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr, SPOONER introduced a bill (S. 3311) granting a pension to 
Osear H. Kimball; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CALL introduced a bill (S. 3312) to authorize the appointment 
of a sanitary engineer in the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CAMERON introduced a bill (S. 3313) granting a pension to 
Lewis Dolby; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. DOLPH submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 2430) explanatory of an act entitled ‘‘An act to settle 
certain accounts between the United States and the State of Mississippi 
and other States, and for other purposes;’’ which was ordered to be 
pene and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Mr. CALL, and Mr. WILSON of Iowa, submitted amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by them respectively to the sundry civil appro- 
priation bill; which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 


SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION STATEMENTS. 


Mr. ALLISON submitted the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That in the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10540) "making appropri- 
ations for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1889, and for other purposes,” the Committee on Appropriations be au- 
thorized to employ a stenographer to take down such statements in regard to 
items therein as the committee may desire to have reported; and the committee 
may haye such statements printed for its use. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


On motion of Mr. SAULSBURY, it was 

Ordered, That leave be granted to withdraw from the files of the Senate the 
petition and papers in the case of Charles D. Maxwell. 

On motion of Mr. CULLOM, it was 


Ordered, That Mrs. Frances M. Wilkinson have leave to withdraw from the 
files of the Senate the papers relating to her petition for a pension, her applica- 
tion having been reported upon adversely. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. GEORGE. I move that the Senate resolve itself into open ex- 
ecutive session for the consideration of the treaty with Great Britain. 

Mr. PLUMB. I do not propose or desire to interfere with the con- 
venience of the Senator from Mississippi, but I ask him to withhold 
his motion so that I may present a conference report and have it dis- 
posed of. It will take about half.an hour, perhaps. It is only to 
meet the convenience of the other legislative branch that I wish to 
have it considered now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
yield for that purpose ? . 

Mr. GEORGE, I do. 


POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. PLUMB submitted the following report: 

The committee of conference on the Sane: sed votes of the two Houses on 
certain amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9345) making appropriations 
for the service of the Post-Oflice Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1889, having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 2, and agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its ment to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered I, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter stricken out by said amendment insert the following: ‘‘ For com- 
pensation to clerks in post-offices for unusual business, as contemp) by Re- 
vised Statutes, section 3863, $25,000;’’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 


numbered 3, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
os the word “ year,” in line 4, of said amendment; and the Senate agree 
e same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter stricken out by said amendment insert the following: 

“The P: eneral may hereafter allow rent, light, and fuel at offices 
of the third class in the same manner as he is now authorized by law todo in 
the case of offices of the first and second class: Provided, That no contract for 
rent for a third-class post-office shall be made for a larger period than one year, 
nor shall the aggregate allowance for rent made in any year exceed the amount 
appropriated for such purpose,” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 6, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed insert the following: ‘‘ That hereafter the on seeds, 
cuttings, bulbs, roots, cions, and plants shall be charged atthe rate of 1 cent 
oe c 2 ounces or fraction thereof, subjectin all other respects to the 

ws.’ 


And the Senate agree to the same. 
On amendment numbered 7, the committee of conference has been unable to 
agree. 


JAMES H. BLOUNT, 

ALEX. M. DOCKERY, 

HENRY H. BINGHAM, 
Managers on the part of the House, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring in 
the report of the committee of conference. 

Mr. PLUMB. There were but few points of difference between the 
two Houses on the Post-Office appropriation bill. 

Amendment numbered 1 was a new provision authorizing the Post- 
master-General to spend $50,000 as compensation for clerks in post- 
offices for unusual business. That provision the Senate struck out. 
The Senate conferees agreed to yield to the House to the extent of ap- 
propriating $25,000 for that purpose. 

Amendment numbered 2 was a provision for rent, light, and fuel for 
post-oflices of the third class, appropriating $650,607. The Senate in- 
serted in lieu thereof $450,000, and besides added a provision that not 
more than $300 should be allowed for rent of a third-class office in any 
one fiscal year, and not more than $60 for fuel andlight. The House 
conferees substantially agreed to that provision. 

Amendment numbered 4 was designed to be a permanent provision 
of law for the payment of rent for third-class post-oflices. It was 
stricken out by the Senate, and the Senate conferees substantially 
yielded to the House upon that point. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I ask the Senator if there was any increase ot 
the rate of rental for third-class post-offices ? 

Mr. PLUMB. There was not. The Senator will bear in mind that 
as the law now stands rentcan not be allowed for third-class post-oflices. 
The House inserted a provision which allowed the Postmaster-General 
to award any sum which he might name for that p The Senate 
amendment limited the amount to be allowed during the present fiscal 
year, beginning the first day of this month, to $300, designing simply 
to bring this matter within limits and tosee how the provision was going 
to operate. To that the House conferees agreed. 

Senate amendment numbered 6 was a provision reducing the postage 
on seeds to 2 cents a pound. That amendment was adopted on my 
motion. I had taken the Senate bill as reported from the Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads and as passed by the Senate, and I de- 
signed to amend it so as to make the rate 8 cents a pound, but by a 
mistake in the hurry of the moment I made the amendment in the 
wrong place, and that reduced the rate from the amount contained in 
the Senate bill, which was 4 cents a pound, to 2 cents a pound. The 
bill as it passed the Senate was designed not only to reduce the post- 
age on seeds to an amount which was regarded as a fair compensation 
for carrying them, but was also designed to meet the special circum- 
stances of Canadian competition then in existence and which have 
since been removed. So, when I came to offer the amendment it was 
designed to do by the amendment exactly what the Senate Post-Office 
Committee would have done as an original proposition, that is, reduce 
the postage one-half, making the rate 8 cents a pound in place of 16 
cents a pound, as it is now. The conferees of the Senate and House 
agreed upon the proposition as it was intended to have been in the 
Senate, making the rate 8 cents a pound. 

The only item of difference remaining between the two Houses, so 
far as the conferees are concerned, is what is known as the subsidy 
clause. This amendment, numbered 7, is found on page 6 of the bill, 
in these words: 

To provide more efficient mail service between the United States and Central 
and South America and the West Indies, $800,000. To promote the purposes or 
this appropriation the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized and directed to 
contract with American built and registered steam-ships for the transportation 
of the United States mails to such ports in said countries as in his judgment will 
best subserve said postal service. Said contracts shall be for a period of not less 
than five nor more than ten years, at a compensation not exceeding for each 
outward trip $1 per nautical mile of the distance in the most direct and feasible 
sailing course between the terminal points as shall be found expedient and de- 
sirable to secure the ends above set forth. 

The subsequent paragraph requires the Postmaster-General to fur- 
nish the schedules of arrivals and departures, authorizing in case of un- 
reasonable failure to depart on those dates to withhold from the con- 
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tractors a certain sum asa penalty for non-performance. That remains 
in difference. The conferees upon every other item of difference 
but that one, and that is still in difference between the two Houses. 

i ask for the adoption of the report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring in the 
Teport of the committee of conference. 

The report was concurred in. 

Mr. PLUMB, I now move that the Senate further insist on its 
amendment numbered 7, and ask a further conference with the House 
of Representatives upon that amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas moves 
that the Senate still further insist upon its amendment numbered 7, 
sa ask fora further conference with the House of Representatives 

ercon. 

Mr. PLUMB. Before that motion is put I wish to say a few words. 

There is nothing in this provision which requires the Postmaster- 
General to spend this money. It is a discretionary fund. I do not 
mean to say that he can absolutely take off all the service between 
United States ports and those in South and Central America, but I do 
- say that he practically has control over this expenditure to the extent 
of saying whether he will expend a small portion of it, one-half of it, 
or all. 

It is a fund designed to give him power to establish a better mail 
service, a more frequent mail service, a swifter mail service between 
the ports of the United States and the ports of South and Central 
America and the West Indies, : 

The Postmaster-General objects to being endowed with this respon- 
sibility; and he says in substance in a communication to a member of 
the House of Representatives, which is contained in the RECORD of the 
4th day of July, that the service as at present carried on is satisfactory. 
With all due respect tothe Postmaster-General, I do not believe a word 
ofit. It may be satisfactory to him, and to that extent, of course, his 
statement may be entirely correct; it may be satisfactory to the Post- 
Office Department; but it is not satisfactory to the business public. It 
is not satisfactory to the persons who use the mails; the facilities pro- 
vided by the United States, whether they be American or foreign ships, 
for carrying the mail between these ports, are not satisfactory. It is 
not « fair arrangement upon the part of the Government of the United 
States, which is under certain obligations, because it has reserved to 
itself the right alone to carry the mails of the United States. It is not 
a fair dealing with the Government upon this subject. 

Mr. President, we give every year between $5,000,000 and $6,000,000 
for the purpose of carrying the mails or what are called the star-rontes 
of the United States. The Postmaster-General lets contracts for this 
service, inviting competition therefor by public advertisement, and fix- 
ing at his own discretion not only the rate of speed but the number of 
trips between the various points. It is tothecreditof the Department 
now and heretofore that it never has sought to establish any very close 
relation between the returns to be received from that service and the 
expenditure on account of it. 

It has been the policy of the American people to carry the mail to 
American citizens wherever they were to be found on American soil. 
In the most remote mining camps, in the newer agricultural commu- 
nities, everywhere where men go for permanent possession or business, 
the United States Government practically recognizes its obligation to 
carry to them the mail, and to carry it to them with a frequency and 
a celerity which has relation not to the amount of revenue paid, but 
which has relation to the necessities of the situation, and those neces- 
sities of course are commercial and social. 

If the mails of the United States had only been carried to those com- 
munities which paid for them—that is to say, where the revenues 
of the Department equaled the sum it took to pay for the mail sery- 
ice—there would have been no service west of the Mississippi River 
to-day practically, or it would have been confined toa few of the larger 
cities, and the border population of the country would not have been 
accommodated. But, Mr. President, the United States has adopted 
an entirely different policy. Where the people are it takes the mails 
tothem. To-day there isa mail on horseback, to-morrow there is a 
mail in a coach, and the next year the mail is carried on a railroad. 

But an erroneous idea prevails about the relation of t places like 
New York, Philadelphia, and so on, to the revenues of the mail service. 
It is assumed that all the money which is put into the Treasury on 
account of mail service by the New York office is entitled to be credited 
to that place, and we hear a t deal of talk of the amount paid for 
clerk-hire and things of that kind out of the mail receipts at the New 
York post-office. Thereis not a mining campin the United States, there 
is not a hamlet anywhere under the fiag that does not contribute to 
the revenues of the New York post-office. By just as much as these 
agencies of the Government and of civilization are extended, by just 
that. much the mail receipts at large cities are swelled; but they are 
due partly in every case to the circulars sent out and returned and to 
the co: mdence that goes to and fro between the large commercial 
center and every village and hamlet in the land. 

So, if there be an excess of postal revenue in New York, Boston, 
and Philadelphia, it is because of the policy adopted by the United 


States Government of giving to the American people, however remote 
and scattered, the benefits of the postal service. 

Mr. VEST. I should like to ask the Senator if there has ever been 
any complaint by American citizens resident in South America in re- 
gard to mail facilities? 

Mr. PLUMB. I think there has been. 

Mr. VEST. Ihave neverheardofany. We had better be perfectly 
frank about this. The only complaint I have ever heard—and I sup- 
pose every Senator is perfectly cognizant of that fact—has come, I pre- 
sume, from thesteam-ship linesin existence. I receive frequently slips 
calling my attention to the importance of additional mail facilities be- 
tween this country and South America, but I never heard of any com- 
plaint from any citizen resident in those countries. 

Mr. PLUMB. I have, and I have heard it very often. Of course, 
the American people do not gothere to permanently reside, and it is to 
their credit that they do not. They still retain their citizenship. 
They go there for purposes of domicile in connection with trade, the 
building of railroads, the selling of goods, and so on. They are to 
some extent a transitory population. They do not remain there year 
after year as people do in the West. They go and come very largely, 
and therefore they do not utter such complaints; they are not heard in 
the shape of formal petitions as they would beif they were pores who 
lived there all their natural lives and to whom, therefore, the privation 
which the policy of the Government has brought to them would be 
more apparent and more dangerous and more damaging. 

But, Mr. President, this is a question of degree and not of kind with 
the Post-Office Department. I have in my hand a bill which, I violate 
no confidence in saying, because I am authorized to make the state- 
ment, was drawn in the Post-Office Department under the auspices of 
the Postmaster-General himself and introduced in the House of Rep- 
esentatives by the chairman of the Post-Office Committee, who was a 
member of the conference committee on this bill, which proposes to 
nent section 4009 of the Revised Statutes of the United States as fol- 
ows: 

But in cases where a contract shall be made in addition to the sea and United 
States inland postage— 

And it will be borne in mind that the maximum compensation now 
is acombination of the sea and inland postage upon the matter carried. 
This bill goes on: 


But in cases where a contract shall be made in addition to the sea and United 
States inland postage to be allowed under this section to United States steam- 
ships plying between ports of the United States and Central and South America 
and the West Indies, he may, by agreement— 

That is, the Postmaster-General may— 


by agreement with the owners or agents of said steam-ships, at an equivalent 
consideration therefor,— 


That is to say, he is authorized to fix the schedule of departures and 
the contractors shall name asatisfactory time within which the journey 
shall be made between the United States port and the foreign port— 
allow any sum not exceeding three times the sum of said sea and inland post- 
age, for ing their vessels without fail upon certain dates, to be specified 
in schedules covering periods of not less than six months each, to be agreed 
upon in advance by Postmaster-General and said owners or agents. 

And then follows a provision very much like the one contained in the 
amendment now under consideration. 

So that after all, taking this bill as expressing the true sentiment of 
the Postmaster-General, it is simply a question of limiting his discre- 
tion to a maximum expenditure of $800,000, or the maximum expendi- 
ture of an unascertainable amount, which may be three times the sum 
allowed by the present law. $ 

Now, Mr. President, it may be worth while to know what we are 
paying for this service, and I have here a table prepared at the Post- 
Office Department showing it. To the Pacific Mail Steamship Com- 
pany, for the service between New York and Colon during the fiscal year 
1887—the fiscal year which terminated one year ago this month—we 
paid $15,340.62. We paid the same steamship company, for service 
between San Franciscoand Panama, $1,833. We paid to the New York, 
Havana and Mexican Steamship Company, for service between New 
York and Vera Cruz, $399.03. We paid the steamship company that 
carries the mail between Key West and Nassau—the name of the own- 
ers not given—$228.37. We paid to what is known as the “Red D 
Line,” between New York and Laguayra, $4,457.47. We paid the 
New Orleans and Central American Steamship Company, for service 
between New Orleans and Port Limon, $195.12. We paid Hoadley 
& Co.’s steamers for service between New York and Colon, $23.39. 
We paid Oteri’s line, between New Orleans and Truxillo, $199.55; to 
the Royal Mail Steamship Company, between New Orleans and Belize, 
$3,887.77; to the steamships connecting us with the Haytian Repub- 
lic, between New York and Cape Hayti, $205.30; to the United States 
and Brazil Steamship Company, for service between New York and Rio 
de Janeiro, $10,804.35; to the Morgan Line, for service between New 
Orleans and Vera Cruz, $67.50; to the same line, for service between 
New Orleans and Havana, $192.81; to steamers plying between New 
York and Bermuda, $10.79; to the Clyde Line, between New York and 
San Domingo, $960.08; to Leaycraft & Co.’s steamers, between New 
New York and Cape Hayti, $30.32; to the steamer Alert, for service 


1888. 


between New York and Cape Hayti, $79.42; to the New York and 
Cuba Mail Steamship Company, between New York and Sanfiago, 
$124.88, and to the same line, between New York and Nassau, $331.48. 
Making a total for all the service between the United States and Cen- 
tral and South American and West Indian ports, $39,371.25. 

The Postmaster-General wants the discretion limited to an expend- 
iture of three times that amount, and we are willing to trust him— 
those who believe in this amendment and have agreed in the reporting 
of it are willing to trust him—with a maximum sum of $800,000, and 
to the payment of that sum on a basis of not exceeding $1 per nautical 
mile on the shortest line to be traveled between the ports named for 
the carrying of the mails. : 

This service yields us a profit, that is to say, the entire foreign mail 
service of the United States, yields a profit to the United States Gov- 
ernment of between $600,000 and $700,000 a year, and if we were to 
appropriate all this money and the Postmaster-General should expend 
it all, the foreign mail service of the conntry would still not result in 
a deficiency. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Would not the new facilities tend to increase the 
receipts ? 

Mr. PLUMB. I think they would. The Postmaster-General esti- 
mates that the increase for the present year was 20 per cent., and I call 
the attention of the Senate to the fact that the aggregate increase of 
the mail facilities of the United States in the internal business of the 
postal service is only about 8 per cent. per annum. ‘That is the aver- 
age. Sometimes it goes below that and sometimes if is as high as 10 

r cent., but the average increase during the past two or three years 
io been only about 8 per cent., while our foreign service has increased 
at over twice that rate. 

I believe following the suggestion of the Senator from Connecticut. 
If we had better communication, if we had swift communication, if 
we had more frequent communication, and if we had a service under 
the control of the Post-Office Department in such a way that a sched- 
ule of departure could be arranged to be published six months in ad- 
vance, as provided in this amendment, the business between this coun- 
try and Central and South America would be much increased. We 
have been doing this same thing with reference to Cuba. I take pleas- 
ure in recalling my own part in that, whereby for the purpose of es- 
tablishing swift communication between New York, the metropolis of 
this country, and Cuba we have paid for years 50 cents a mile to the 
railroads between New York and Tampa Bay, and are now paying more 
money per annum for one little steamer plying between Tampa Bay 
and Havana than we are paying for all the service rendered to our postal 
department by mail steamers to all Central and South American coun- 
tries put together. Asa result our trade with Cuba has been largely 
increased. 

It is plainly to be seen that we are on the threshold of taking com- 
mercial possession of Cuba, largely by means of this improved com- 
munication. Passengers leaving New York now goin sixty hours from 
New York to Havana; the parcel business has immensely increased; 

the post expressage his largely increased; travel has largely increased; 
the process of assimilation between these countries is going on. Some 
of these days we shall have Cuba by a perfectly natural process, and 
without war, as everybody knows. We would not permit the Govern- 
ment of Spain to interfere with thateven at the expense of war. The 
Senator from Massachusetts [ Mr. Dawes] says “excepting the En- 
lish Government.” That statement is sonnewhat involved. I leave 

m to elucidate that. ` 

Attention is often called to the fact that we are in many cases com- 
peting with governments that do exactly what is here proposed. There 
is not a continental power thatdoesnot subsidize itssteam-ships. Great 
Britain and Germany are to-day colonizing Africa. The very first 
step in that colonization, which, of course, is only another means of 
extending their trade, was to establish subsidized lines of steam-ships 
between German ports and British ports and African ports. They are 
doing the same thing wherever their steam-ships go. In other words, 
they do whatever may be necessary to make it perfectly sure that be- 
tween the German Empire and between Liverpool and the points to 
be reached there may be the swiftest and best possible means of com- 
munication. 

But, Mr. President, we shall take possession in the same way com- 
mercially of all these countries if we will only apply to our service 
on this country and theirs the same rule we have applied at 

ome. 

We propose to vest the Postmaster-General with that discretion. He 
may not exercise it at all; he may decline to do it, and if he declines 
to do it the money can not be spent. He is in no danger of being over- 
reached; he is under no compulsion to do anything he does not think 
the necessities of the service require; but we believe, certainly I be- 
lieve, that if he has this money he will see so many ways of improv- 
ing the service and shortening communication by making it more fre- 
quent and better that he will spend a considerable portion of it, and that 
the postal service of the United States and the commerce of the United 
States will thereby be largely enhanced. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, I was appointed a member of this com- 
mittee of conference, although it was well known that I was unalter- 
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ably opposed to the view taken by the Senate in regard to this subsidy 
question; therefore I took no particular part in the discussion had in this 
conference in regard toit. I agreed with my colleagues in regard to 
all the other differences between the Houses touching the matter per- 
taining to the Post-Office bill proper, and the Senate having passed the 
subsidy provision I defererd to their action, of course, as a member 
of a conference. I will now state, however, that I have no idea that 
the House of Representatives will agree to it, and further, that I do 
not believe they ought to agree to it. 

It is a subsidy pure and simple, not wanted by the Post-Office De- 
partment, not needed by it, not forming a part of its system of carry- 
ing the foreign mails at all. As the Postmaster-General very well says, 
it might as well be given by Congress, without his intervention, to a 
few men as a bonus or a donation, ànd leave him unembarrassed by 
the difficulties that it is now attempted to throw around his adminis- 
tration by placing if in his hands under the pretense that the good of 
the service will be promoted by its expenditure. All that the Senator 
from Kansas says about our star routesand steam-boat mail routes is 
true, 

We send our mails to all our people by the best means attafnable, 
whether they pay expenses or not. They go regardless of profit or loss 
to the remotest parts of the country. Every civilized country in the 
world does the same thing. We ought to do it; we are under obliga- 
tion to our own people to do it; we throw restrictions around all the 
ships in the coastwise trade carrying our mails that are not pretended 
to be thrown around vessels engaged in the foreign service, and we re- 
quire them, as we do railroads and stage-coaches, to comply with all 
postal regulations. 

The ship that carries the mail along our coast has to sail and deliver 
mails at stated periods whether she has any other freight or not; she 
has to make her trips in a specified time or suffer the penalty, unless 
there is a reasonable excuse for thedelay. That is part of our internal 
system, and Cuba being within 100 miles of our coast is embraced in it; 
that is beneficial, asthe Senator from Kansas says; but that interior 
system which the United Statesand Great Britain, Germany and France, 
and all other countries that are dealing with their own people, carry on 
is a very different thing from what is proposed here in sending mails to 
foreign countries in subsidized lines. 

Mr. President, I do not know that I can present the objection to this 
subsidy scheme in any better way than by reading what the Postmaster- 
General says in regard to it in his letter to Mr. BLOUNT, of the House. 
He exhausts the argument, The Senator from Kansas has not at- 
tempted to answer it, although he called attention to the letter and 
has no doubt read it carefally. I insist, with all due respect to him, 
that neither he norany other gentleman in this Chamber can answer it. 

The Senator is mistaken in saying that the Postmaster-General may 
do as he pleases with it. He is directed to use the $800,000, and is re- 
quired to give it to the subsidized steam-ship lines. Two or three 
years ago, when only the word ‘‘authorized’’ was used in a somewhat 
similar attempt to subsidize pet lines, and the former Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, Mr. Vilas, did not see fit to exercise that discretion, he was de- 
nounced on this floor for the position he took and the responsibility he 
assumed by all advocates of thesubsidy. Someofthesteam-ships refused 
to carry our mails altogether for a time, and for days on this floor the 
action of the then Postmaster-General was denounced in unmeasured 
terms. The next effort was to add the words ‘“‘and directed’? to the 
word ‘‘authorized,”’ in order to compel him to carry out the designs 
of the subsidy-seekers. The same language is used in this amendment, ° 
which says: 

To provide more efficient mail service between the United States and Central 
and South America and the West Indies, $300,000. To promote the purposes of 
this appropriation the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized and directed to 
contract with American built and registered steam-ships for the transportation 
of the United States mails to such ports in said countries as in his judgment 
will best subserve said postal service. Said contracts shall be for a period of 
not less than five years nor more than ten years, at a compensation not exceed- 
ing for each outward trip $1 per nautical mile of the distance in the most direct 
and feasible sailing course between the terminal points as shall be found expe- 
dient and desirable to secure the ends above set forth. 

Mr. PLUMB. Does the Senator not see that on the question of com- 
pensation the words ‘‘ not to exceed ’’ qualify the whole paragraph ? 

Mr. BECK. Not to exceed a dollara mile? 

Mr. PLUMB. Yes. 

Mr. BECK. I admit that; but he is directed to give it to them at 
that rate and must make contracts for $500,000 for at least five years 
if they propose to sail miles enough, as they will whether they catry 
more than one letter a trip or not. 

Mr. PLUMB. Not to exceed that rate; he may give it at a rate less 
than is paid now if he can get it. 

Mr. BECK. Even when Mr. Vilas was only authorized to do it, he 
was denounced, as I can show by the RECORD, because he did not give 
it all to them, and gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber day 
after day could hardly find epithets vile enough to apply to the Post- 
master-General because he did not give the dollar a mile that they said 
he was authorized to give, and it was claimed they were entitled to 
have it all paid to them whether they performed any real service or not. 
If they carried one letter, they were to have the dollar a mile for each 
mile sailed. But I will not go back over that controversy. 1 repeat 
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that the Postmaster-General settles it in his letter, so that I need not 
e the question. No man can answer him, or successfully contro- 
vert the truth of his statements. I hope Senators will listen while I 
read what he says. He recites the subsidy provision which the Sena- 
tor from Kansas read. The Postmaster-General says: 
SUBSIDY. 

The remaining provision of the bill is as follows: 

7. “To provide more efficient mail service between the United States and Cen- 
tral and South America and the West Indies, $800,000. To promote the purposes 
of this appropriation the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized and directed 
to contract with American built and registered steam-ships for the transporta- 
tion of the United States mails to such ports in said countries as in his judg- 
ment will best subserve said postal service. Said contracts shall be fora period 
of not less than five nor more than ten years, at a compensation not exceeding, 
for each outward trip, $1 per nautical mile of the distance in the most direct and 
feasible sailing course to secure the énds above set forth. 

“The Postmaster-General shall cause schedules to be furnished by the con- 
tractors, stating dates of departure of steam-ships from the United States six 
months in advance, and in case of unreasonable failure of any steam-ships to 
depart with mails on the date or dates therein stated the Postmaster-General 
may withhold from the contractor or contractors as penalty one-half the con- 
tract price for said trip or trips, and in the event of continued failure to depart 
on dates stated in the schedule the Postmaster-General may annul the contract 
be terminated by ag igen 
It will hardly be legislation that it is either demanded or re- 
uired, or that it can be utilized for the benefit of the service merely. 
The resources and powers of the ent haye proved entirely adequate to 
afford to the citizens of the United a foreign mail service equal to, and in 
most cases superior to, that of any nation in the world. Nine-tenths of our for- 
eign letter mail crosses the Atlantic, and the settled policy of the Department 
has been to employ the swiftest vessels from week to week for carrying the 
mails, The De ent, at the Ling wr of prominent merchants, importers, 
and bankers of the United States commercial relations with foreign 
countries, has endeavored to induce foreign postal ions to adopt a 
— policy to promote expedition and security in a 


nder the present system, on routes other than to European mails 
have been carried in American steam-ships at four times the rates d for 
transatlantic service, although no fo. vessel has ever refused or tated to 


accept the sea Postage, Or one-fourth rate paid to American bottoms, Un- 
der the present conditions the Central and South American letter mail increases 
York, New Orleans, and San Francisco increased year 
887, from 712 to 831. In addition to the compensation paid in money, 
common carriers by water are greatly benefited by the mail. 

vision for their benefit in Brazilian pors are as follows: steamers are al- 
lowed to immediately discharge their cargoes, preference being given them be- 
tered at the custom-house, 


West Indian 


peting foreign ships as permitted by law, yet in very many cases because of vag 
have been 
rtment to our citizens under the law was to give them the most ex- 
peditious, and certain mail facilities within its resources. 

If there shall be radded to the functions of postal administration that of 
administering a subsidy or a bounty for the promotion of American shipping 
interests I can readily see why, in practice, these two offices must so conflict 
that, so far from being of advantage to and promoter of eflicient mail service 
such a subsidy, with such a purpose, in the hands of the Postmaster-Gene! 
must antagonize and overbear the prima: object of his office, which is to give 
to the co: mdence of our citizens the best expedition and certain transmis- 
sion. Ifthe bounty or bonus system is to be revived, itshould be done without 
involving this De; ent in the complications certain to arise from adminis- 
tering it, and without hampering its fundamental rule of action, which is that 


oi sge Bet aid to Pacifi railroads, with ditions imposed that th 

e we ic with con ms im e 

mails hoali be carried for a credit on the debt, = the Department was left 

_ free to employ better or more expeditious routes in its discretion. The pro 
legislation will be in effect a mandate to the Postmaster-General to contract with 
American-built as well as American-registered steam-ships for the t rta- 
tion of the mails to the ports of Central and South America and the West Indies 
fora period of not less five years and with a compensation for each outward 
trip of $1 per mile, 

He at least assumes that he has no discretion in regard to the com- 
pensation, which he says is $1 a mile for each outward trip. Continu- 
ing, he says: - 

There is no condition for advertisement, and, indeed, unlike even the British 

tted, as the contracts are 


tocarry 
pealed (23 United States Statutes at Large, 58), and it 
goes without saying that the proposed legislation intends the Department to 
y the maximum rate provided, i. e., $1 per nautical mile for five years, to these 
e ns, without troubling them with any negotiations as to terms, and, in- 
deed, as you will observe, without even the lodgment of discretion in the De- 
partment to designate from what ports of the United States the mails shall sail. 
It may be said in passing that presumably the “terminal points” from which 
sailings will be made, if self-interest, as is usually the case, Sade will be those 
from which the greatest number of nautical miles ma computed, rather 
than from those at which the convenience and needs of the service would be 
su ` may noted also t the schedules of sailings are to urn: 
ited. It be noted also that th hedules of saili to be furnished 
by the contractors, and not by the Postmaster-General; altogether, from an 
analysis of the proposed legislation it would seem to exclude the exercise of 
any power of any representative of this Government to provide for this mail 
anA e in the interest of the ple, except after contract, which must be on 
the carrier's own terms and after the carriers have fixed the schedules accord- 
ing to their ideas of what the mail service should be, to compel them to con- 
form to their own expressed views and decision as to the public convenience 
and the public interests. 
I beg you to believe that in this criticism of the bill Iam not commenting un- 
€:vorably at this place upon a policy of granting bounties to American ships. 


volved in the inistration. Such gifts should be voted and given dk 
rectly, if the Government shall determine to pursue a policy of engaging 
this branch of private ess, With ve however, to the 
framers of the bill, I do seriously object to that provision of the pro; 


corporation, bhas pamer the subsidized lines might be compell 


at all times be enabled to send the mails by th 
make use of the best facilities afforded for that purpose from among all car- 
riers offering. The Department should be free to take advantage of all sail- 
ings, of increased facilities coming from increased business, of changes for the 
better wrought by time, extension of commerce, and competition, and should 
not be tied up for a decade to single lines of communication, unstimulated to 
bo Apres and all progress by the existence of a settled, inordinate, and 
in income. 

Herewith I furnish you two tables marked “A” and “B.” From them you 
will see that the mails of this country were carried to Central and South Amer- 
ica and the West Indies for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1887, by foreign steam- 
ers at a cost of $7,936.27 at the single rate, and by steamers of American register at 
a cost of $39,381.57. The number of miles sailed by the foreign ships employed 
was 666,448; the miles sailed by the ships of American remployed were 
546,758. It will be seen, on the plan of payment proposed, which is fixed with- 
out regard to the amount of mail carried, that the service, which cost us in the 
fiscal year 1887 $47,317.84, would have cost us, if paid for as proposed, $1,213,206. 
It is estimated that the weight of mails will be for the next year increased 
20 per cent. over these and from w: have before shown it will be 
seen that the number of sailings will be increased in about the same ratio over 
the figures given in Tables A and B. The total cost of the sailings under this 
bill, anager upon the business of 1887,can be but an approximate standard 
by which to estimate the cost under a provision of $1 for every nautical mile 
for each outward trip. 

But without to the cost, it is perfectly evident, from an examination of 
these tables and from the experience of the Department in affording the best 
attainable service, that ‘‘American-built ships” alone, with whom the Depart- 
ment can now contract under this bill,and with which it must contract for a 
term of years, can not perform the’service absolutely essential. Heretofore, as 
I have said, whenever it has been possible and consistent with the best in 
ests of the public which this Department serves, American ships have been em- 

loyed to carry the mails at four times the rate paid to foreign ships; yet with 
is policy steadily maintained, to give proper service at all it has been neces- 


tages from connecting the bmp agree poo A with this Department will 


: it will not.commend itself to our people if, with this enormous mee 
sation, avowedly for the carriage of the mails, frequency of transmission s| a 


ent 


will of course faithful nister the fund in accordance with the spirit of the 
act. Ifeel confident such administration will result only in a very great pe 
embarrassment of 


cuniary benefit to a dozen individuals, at the bos peers an 
en service, and of inconvenience, injustice, and material injury to the great 
y of the people, whose money will be used in the purchase of those results. 
Considering this as a subsidy pure and simple, unconnected with the postal 
service, it becomes a question of general eames with which this Department has 
nothing todo, The subject has n ably and exhaustively discussed in Con- 
gress, notably in the Thirty-fifth, Forty-fifth, Forty-sixth, and Forty-ninth. You, 
sir, and other distinguished members— 


This is addressed to Mr. BLOUNT, of Georgia— 


of the Post-Office Committee as at present constituted, have on the floor of the 
House presented the learning which the history of the subject, political economy. 

or the experience of legislation canteach. It been frequently demonstrated 
by the experience of this and other countries that to enable one line by Govern- 
ment aid to carry more cheaply and thus to destroy competition, does not pro- 
mote commerce,* The most successful ocean steam-ship lines of the Continent— 
those of Hamburg and Bremen—receive no pay from the government other 
than the moderate B greeny rates.+ The British precedent is not in point and 


would not be even if Great Britain did not offer her mail service to the carriers 
of the world. “Her aims are political and not commercial. She must have 
constant communication colonies, and she has spent large sums for 


this object. She must have an efficient and capable transport ice for the 
rotection of those colonies.” f} The views of that government are ‘in Mr, 
mdemore’s report (Parl. Papers 1867-’8, XIT, 113) as follows: 

“The question (mail subsidy service) can not be dealt with on commercial 
piropos * * & For the sake of keeping up such communication with the 

tas the nation requires they mustset commercial principles at defiance, and 
cost what it may the nation must either pay them what they lose thereby or 
fo the communication,” 

Of course England may subsidize lines of ships to open up new markets for 
her surplus, because she freely exchanges commodities with such markets; and 
her policy is after establishing the commerce to steadily decrease the subsidy. 
If the policy of giving bounties to promote commercial relations with other 
countries be ever adopted after the failures in our history, it would seem 
that its adoption should be deferred until closer commercial relations with those 
Srnka can be maintained, and are not antagonized by ån opposing system 
of laws, 


I hope that language will be considered carefully by gentlemen on 
the other side when they are quoting what other nations do in order to 
build up commerce. They met in Chicago lately, and in their plat- 
form declared that they are going to keep the American markets for 
themselves; they propose to build a Chinese wall around the United 
States to prevent our people from buying anything produced abroad 
which can be produced at home at any price, in order to protect home 
industries. 

They propose to take no step in the direction that other nations are 
moving in order to build up closer commercial relations with other 
countries, but they propose to antagonize trade with other people by an 


Hite pares marines of foreign countries, Forty-ninth Congress Ex. Doc, 
Yo. e 

+ Forty-fifth Congress, second session, Ex. Doo, No. 88. Forty-sixth Congress, 
third sessi 


ion, House committee report No, 342, 
y. 
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opposing system of exclusion and restriction which destroys the very 
idea of commerce with other countries. I will not, however, go into 
these questions now. 

The Postmaster-General continues: 


Commerce in the very essence of its meaning is exchange. It is not to sell 
and never to buy. 


Never to buy seems to be Republican policy in dealing with foreign 
nations, according to the Chicago platform, if somebody here has the 
same things to sell, even if be asks double price for them. He adds: 


The individual or nation does not exist that will buy all one has to sell for 
cash with no reciprocal return in profitable exchange. Cargoes out and car- 
goes back are needed for the creation of a merchant marine. The cargo out 
will not be bought unless we buy in exchange, and it will be bought if we are 
willing to trade. Until these conditions come, subsidies may maintain a line 
so long as the subsidy lasts and then the line will go down for want of legiti- 
mate trade, If, however, the vabig paliey is to be pursued, I venture to sug- 
gest the Mexican method. When a ship arrives with a cargo the tariff tax is di- 
vided with the ship-owner, the latter taking 50 per cent. of the duty on the goods 
he brings in payment on account of his subsidy, The trading-ship is thus en- 
abled to remit to the consignor, if he will employ his Saipa pornon of the goy- 
ernment duties, and thys the ship-owner is indeed ena to promote trade 
with foreign countries directly. An improvement upon the Mexican method in 
the interest of the promotion of trade and of the building of ships to conduct it, 
would be to enable the owners and the builders to receive at the port of con- 
signment in that country still a greater proportion of the duties imposed by the 
government upon the cargo. 

In this way the Mexican ship would be enabled to get her cargo, charge a fair 
profit for carriage, and sell to the Mexican consumer ata price at which he 
could conveniently buy, take out a cargo for exchange, and repeat the process, 
to the cultivation of much closer commercial relations with foreign countries, 
and to the maintenance of Mexican shipping. Of course, the Mexican method 
is somewhat cumbersome, and the same end might be reached without indireo- 
tion and without the payment ofa subsidy by the removal or reduction of the 
Mexican tariff on imports. 

While on the subject of closer commercial relations with South and Central 
America, for the promotion of which the bill under consideration is doubtless 
intended, I call your attention to some interesting figures, Our total trade with 
Brazil for the year ended June 30, 1887, was as follows: 


Total im: ESET $52, 955, 591 
8,137,794 
47,076, 473 
5, 876, 703 
Our total trade with Central America for the same period was as follows: 
Total imports.. $7, 706, 978 
Total exports. 3 
Of the imports 
We did impose a tariff upon 
Our total trade with Venezuela was.as follows: 
SR T g EEE E I AE AE aicere $8, 444, 
‘Total exports. = .. 5,504,215 
Of the imports we im no tariff upon... . 8,248,450 
We did impose a tariff Upon... s..se.ssssse seses ccoeso costes conapenssees «sesapsos cossos 12,786 
Our total trade with the United States of Colombia was as follows: 
E ... $4,771,308 
po; 7, 158, 235 
Of the imports we im 934,559 
We did impose a tariff upon 16, 594 
Our total trade with the Argentine Re 
Total imports.. 2 
Total exports.. 6, 364, 545 
Of the imports 8, 347, 935 
We imposed a tariff upon. 752, 256 


Our total trade with Chili was as follows: 


These illustrate the universal rule by which the limitations upon commercial 


relations and the carryi rade with all the countries of Central and South 


ge 
imports free of duty, the large proportion value 
is the item of coffee, after deducting which the lesson on exchange of trade as 
bearing on closer relations with all these countries is the ssme, and the uni- 
versal one. 
I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant, 
DON M. oe 
master-General, 


ae Chairman of tke Com iltee on the Post-Office and 
n o m on 
Post-Roads, House of Representatives. 

I agree with the Postmaster-General that we must take what the peo- 
ple we seek to trade with have got to sell if we expect them to buy 
from us. That is what all the leading commercial countries of the 
world are doing to secure trade and cargoes for their ships both ways. 
Does any man suppose that the world will buy from us unless we buy 
something from them? Is it good policy to close our markets against 
the world? If so, is it not good policy for them to close their markets 

us? Can we sell to everybody and buy from nobody? Ithink 
not. ‘That, however, involves, as I said, other questions which we 
can discuss by and by. 

All I have to add now is that the Postmaster-General demonstrates 
that from the time we began with the Garrison subsidy, followed hy the 
Roach subsidy, and thesubsidy tothe Pacific Mail, that brought so much 
scandal, we have built up no trade of any uence, except in goods 


admitted free ofduty. Wecan build upnoneby subsidies. Thissubsidy 

will not build up trade, but it will seriously embarrass existing postal 

regulations by giving asubsidy toafew men at the publicexpense, tothe 

e the public service and to the injury of every tax-payerin 
e country. 


Mr. CHACE. Mr. President, I have forgotten the figures, and I 
should like to ask the Senator from Kansas how much the amount was 
that our Government has been paying for the foreign mail service? 

Mr. PLUMB. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, the last re- 
turns, the Department puts the total amount at $39,375.31. 

Mr. CHACE. And whatis the Department willing to expend? Do 
I understand that to be $100,000? 

Mr. PLUMB. The bill prepared in the Department and introduced 
in the House of Representatives by Mr. BLOUNT, of Georgia, the chair- 
man of the Post-Office Committee, provides for giving the Department 
authority to increase the expenditure to three times that amount. 

Mr. CHACE. ‘That would be a little over $100,000. 

Mr. PLUMB. About $115,000. 

Mr. CHACE. I want to read here, so that the figures may go inte 
the RECORD, in order that all men may see by an absolute comparison 
what this Government pays and what foreign governments pay for the 
same service; and after that I shall have a very few remarks to make 
in regard to the letter of the Postmaster-General. 

While we pay $39,000 for this service, France pays $5, 152,388.88; 
Great Britain pays $3, 206,766.67; Brazil pays $2,223,958.10; and little 
Japan $241,250-—— 

Mr. PLUMB. With the Senator’s permission, I wish to make a cor- 
rection. On looking a little more carefully at the provision of the bill 
to which I referred I find it practically provides for the payment of 
four times as much, because upon a fair construction of the language— 
and I understand that to be the Departmental construction—they may 
not only allow the sea and inland postage, but they may allow three 
times that much for expedition, which makes about four times, or say 
$150,000. 

Mr. CHACE. One hundred and fifty thousand dollars. Thatisa_ 
trifle more than the little bit of a government of Belgium pays. Bel- 
gium pays $134,793.32, and there are any quantity of States in this 
country with a larger population than Belgium, which has a popula- 
tion, if I recollect aright, of about 2,000,000. 

I was about saying that Japan pays $241,250, and the Netherlands 
pay $101,975.60 for this service. 

I felicitate the Postmaster-General upon having embraced this op- 
portunity to make a tariff speech to the Congress of the United States, 
and I was somewhat interested to see that my friend the honorable 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Beck] realizes constantly his own im- 
pulses so fully that he can never make an address upon any subject in 
the Senate of the United States without making a tariff speech. 

Mr. BECK. Does the Senator think I made one to-day? 

Mr. CHACE. The Senator made the Postmaster-General’s speech 
for him, and it was a very good one, too. 

Mr. BECK. I thought it was. 

Mr. CHACE. We were very happy to have a little variation. It 
was not the old speech of the Senator. 

Mr. BECK. I think the Senator and his associates who are so much 
protected personally by a high protective tariff do not relish it. 

Mr. CHACE. Now, Mr. President, there are one or two very weak 
spots in this tariff speech of the Postmaster-General. The Senator 
emphasized, repeated, and varied in all sorts of ways the doctrine set 
forth by the Postmaster-General. This idea that you can not trade 
with foreign nations unless you buy of them is a favorite theory of 
free-traders. The Senator himself said—I quote his language—‘‘ you 
can not sell unless you buy; the Central American and South American 
people will not buy our goods unless we buy their goods.”” Then he 
quotes the following figures: He says we import from Brazil $52,000,- 
000 in value a year and we only sell her $8,000,000. It seems to me 
that the boot is on the other leg. We are buying some six or seven 
times as much of Brazil as we are selling to her. Soof Central Amer- 
ica. We buy of Central America $7,000,000 and we only sell them 
$3,000,000. The argument of the Senator fails there, because we are 
buying more than twice as much of Central America as we are selling 
them. We are buying of Venezuela $8,000,000 per annum and we are 
only selling them $5,000,000. We are buying of Chili $2,800,000-—— 

Mr. BECK. ‘The Senator will please observe—— 

Mr. CHACE. Iam quoting the Senator’s figures as he read them. 

Mr. BECK. And all we buy are things that we allow to come in 
free, with a very few small exceptions. 

Mr. CHACE. Yes, but the Senator announced the doctrine that 
these people will not buy of us unless we buy of them. 

Mr. BECK. Certainly, and we do buy from them such things as 
we allow to come in free of duty. 

Mr. CHACE. Yes, and we buy from them five to eight times as 
much as they buy of us. 

Mr. BECK. Free goods. 

Mr. CHACE. The argument is utterly futile and unavailing. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLUME ] very well suggests to me that 
we bought the same kind of goods of them when we were levying a duty 
on them. We bought coffee, we bought the hides from Venezuela when 
we were levying a duty upon them. But it makes no difference; peo- 
ple buy what they want and sell what they have to sell. That rule 
applies universally and everywhere, and the argument the Senator 
makes is against him instead of for him. We buy $29,000,000 of the 
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people of some dozen different governments in South America, twice 
and a half as much of merchandise as we sell to them every year; and 
yet the Senator rises in his place and says, ‘‘ You have got a Villainous 


SEEN, you can not expect people to buy of you unless you buy of 
them,” and all the time we are buying of them from two to ten times 
as much as they buy from us. 

But, Mr. President, what is the reason we do not sell to these peo- 
ple? One of the most important reasons, one of the most serious im- 
pediments to our trade with Central and South America grows out of 
the fact that we have not ample and ready mail communication with 
those countries. Merchants in this country exporting goods to South 
America are constantly sending their invoices by way of Great Britain. 

The Postmaster-General talks about sending the mail by foreign 
steamers. We had a fine illustration of that only two years ago, when 
the predecessor of the present Postmaster-General made a contract for 
carrying the mails with one of the English lines of steamers. That 
steamer took the mail as far as Para, South America, at a price which 
would hardly pay for carrying the mail from the dock to the post-office 
in the South American port. He took the mail to Para, and when the 
captain found he could make a better charter from there to London, 
he dropped the mails on the wharf and left them there. A steamer ot 
the Brazilian and South American Mail Steamship Company coming 
along and seeing the mails there took them up and carried them 
through, and when she got to the South American port where they 
were to be delivered, because of their delay, because of their being 
delivered behind time, she had to pay a fine for the delay in the de- 
livery of them. 

Mr. President, this is in line with the whole policy of the Demo- 
cratic party—the party of repression of industry of every kind. It is 
in contravention of what is an established rule of every civilized nation 

~“ except our own, that we should encourage and build up our own in- 


dustry. 

The Postmaster-General makes a very disingenuous argument. He 
says this money might as well be paid to a few persons named in the 
bill. Now, every man knows that the provision is simply that these 
contracts shall be let after advertisement, and not only so, but he may 
contract with one, two, three, or one dozen parties. But howisit with 
our inland transportation? Why will not the same argument prevail 
in relation to that? You make provision for the carriage of your mails 
by railroad. The Postmaster-General might object to the carrying out 
of that law for the same reason, because every man knows that the 
mail between New York and Buffalo is earried over a certain railroad 
this year and will be the next year. The argument would apply with 
equal force to that appropriation as to this. That is not the purpose. 
The Democratic party is the party of reaction, of retrogression. They 
are opposed to all enterprise, to the building upot the industries of this 
country. They have inherited from the Southern Confederacy, the old 
slaveholding Confederacy, the idea that there shall be nothing done 
by the Government to benefit the business of this country. 

One more remark, and thenIshall stop. Weread in the newspapers 
a few days ago some speeches made by some very eminent lights of the 
Democratic party at a meeting in Tammany Hall. Every oneof them 
made haste, and they almost tumbled over each other, to declare and 
attempt to prove that the Democratic party was not a free-trade party. 
Now, I suggest to them that they had better send to Tammany Hall 
this letter of the Postmaster-General. What does he say? He says 
that it is your fiscal system, your of laws that is in the way of 
the increase of trade with South America, What does he mean? He 
means your system of collecting duties upon imports. He means that 
free trade is the shibboleth of the Democratic party. There is the real 
doctrine of the Democratic party. He wrote that letter before he had 
heard from Oregon. I wish to call the attention of the country to the 
fact that occasionally we get a fair and candid announcement of what 
the real opinion of the Democratic party is in to this matter. 

Mr. PLUMB. I am willing now to yield to the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. REAGAN. Before the Senator does that I should like to make 
a remark. I do not want to occupy time. 

Mr. PLUMB. This will come up to-morrow, and we shall have 
plenty of time to discuss it then. 

Mr. REAGAN. Ido not want to occupy ten minutes, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
GEORGE], by the usages of the Senate, is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. PLUMB. I wish to say to the Senator from Mississippi that if 
I had understood fully the situation exactly as it is, I should not have 
trespassed upon his good nature by asking him to yield. I did not 
understand that this matter would take so much time. I now yield 
that he may go on. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi moves 
that the Senate do now proceed to the consideration of the fisheries 
treaties in open executive session. 

Mr. GEORGE. Several Senators here have expressed a wish that 
another bill shall be taken up and considered, and it is immaterial to 
me whether I go on to-morrow or to-day. At their request and their 
suggestion, I withdraw the motion I have made, and I givenotice that 
to-morrow, at the close of the morning business, not the morning hour, 


Sr renew the motion and submit some remarks about the fisheries 


ty. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is withdrawn. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had directed him to return to the 
Senate, in compliance with its request, the bill (S. 1427) granting an 
increase of pension to Elnathan Meade. : 

The also announced that the House insisted upon its amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 1430) to forfeit certain lands heretofore granted for 
the purpose of aiding in the construction of railroads, and for other 
purposes, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
had appointed Mr. HOLMAN, Mr. STONE of Missouri, and Mr. PAY- 
SON, managers at the conference on its part. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore : 

A bill (S. 671) to provide for the sale of the site at Fort Omaha, 
Nebr., the sale or removal of the improvements thereof, and for a new 
site and the construction of suitable buildings thereon; 

A bill (S. 1540) granting a pension to Hannah Babb Hutchins; and 

A bill (H. R. 10628) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River between Clay County and Jackson County, Missouri, 
at a point to be selected consistent with the interests of river naviga- 
tion between Kansas City, Mo., and a point within 5 miles below said 


city. 
RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH INDIAN TERRITORY. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 2644) granting the right 
of way to the Fort Smith, Paris and Dardanelle Railway Company to 
construct and operate a railroad, telegraph, and telephone line from 
Fort Smith, Ark., through the Indian Territory, to or near Baxter 
Springs, in the State of Kansas; which was, on page 7, line 19, after 
the word ‘‘ built,’’ to insert: 

And it shall not be necessary in such case for forfeiture to be declared by ju- 

cial process or legislative enactment. 


Mr. BERRY. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment. 
The motion was agreed to. 
RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH PUYALLUP INDIAN RESERVATION. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2807) granting to the 
Puyallup Valley Railway Company the right of way through the Puy- 
allup Indian reservation, in Washington ‘Territory, and for other pur- 
poses; which was, on page 5, line 22, after the word ‘‘act,’’ to insert: 


And it shall not be necessary in such case for a forfeiture to be declared by 
judicial process or legislative enactment. 


Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DAWES. Before the question is put I desire to say a word. 

The Senate has taken notice, I presume, this morning of the number 
of bills that have come into the Senate from another quarter, authoriz- 
ing the construction of railroads through Indian reservations. I de- 
sire, if it may be proper, to call the attention of the Senate and the 
country to the fact that almost the entire legislation of this session in 
reference to Indian affairs will be summed up in the authorization of 
railroads to be constructed over Indian reservations, Whatever is 
necessary for the administration of Indian affairs, or at least the most 
pressing measures, some which have passed this body, some which 
have been long ago sent elsewhere, have for some reason or other, else- 
where than in this body, been laid aside for legislation authorizing the 
construction of railroads through Indian reservations. The Senate has 
been remarkably liberal itself in authorizing these roads, not more so, 
however, than the public good demands; but the complaint which I 
make in the name of the administration of Indian affairs is that most 
important measures of legislation are laid aside elsewhere for the sole 
purpose of authorizing the construction of railroads through these reser- 
vations. 

While the Department itself, in the necessities of administration, 
is pressing upon the committee of this body, and is pressing elsewhere, 
forabsolutely necessary legislation, in other bodies by unanimous con- 
sent the time is set apart for the Indian Committee to make reports 
exclusively of bills authorizing railroads to be constructed through 
these reservations, while such pressing measures as pertain to the 
healthy and wise administration of the Indian Department can not 
find” op’ ity to be presented for action. That I felt it my duty 


The question is on the motion of 


to call the attention of the Senate and the country to, so that the 
lack in Indian administration this year will find its explanation in the 
remarks I have made this morning. 

I move concurrence in the amendment of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


1888, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6111 


ELNATHAN MEADE. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the House of Representatives: 

Ordered, That the Clerk be directed to return to the Senate, in compliance 
TIo s request, the bill (S. 1427) granting an ancesens of pension to Elnathan 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that the vote on the passage of that bill be re- 
considered, and that the bill be postponed indefinitely, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The Senator from Minnesota asks 
unanimous consent that the vote by which this bill was passed may be 
reconsidered, and that the bill be indefinitely postponed. It is so or- 
dered, if there be no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had receded from its disagreement to 
the thirtieth amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10233) mak- 
ing an appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes, and agreed to the 
same, 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the re- 
port of the committee of conference on the di ing votes of the two 
Houses on certain amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8989) 
making appropriations to provide for the expenses of government of 
the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and 
for other purposes. 


POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate resumes the considera- 
tion of the motion submitted by the Senator from Kansas [ Mr. PLUMB] 
that the Senate further insist on its seventh amendment to the bill (H. 
R. 9345) making appropriations for the service of the Post-Office De- 
partment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and ask for a further 
conference with the House of Representatives thereon, on which the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLUMB] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. PLUMB. I yield to the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 'The Senator from Kansas yielded to 
the Senator from Mississippi'[Mr. GEORGE], who withdrew his motion 
for an executive session. The question now recurs upon the motion of 
the Senator from Kansas that the Senate further insist upon its amend- 
me, on which the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN] is entitled to 

e floor. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, the Senator foom Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHACE] asked the question why it was that we could not sell as much 
as we bonght in South American and Central American countries, and 
answered it by stating that the main reason for that was that we did 
not subsidize steam-ship lines. He did not use the word ‘‘subsidy,”’ 
but I use that word as conveying the idea which I understood he in- 
tended to express. I did not expect to discuss this question, and I do 
not propose to enter into the discussion of it to any extent, but I felt 
unwilling that that statement should go without a further remark. 

The real reason why we do not sell as much as we buy is a very dif 
ferent one, in my judgment, from that suggested by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. It is because by our revenue legislation we have so in- 
creased the cost of materials, the cost of rents, the cost of living, the 
cost of clothing, the cost of every element that enters into manufact- 
ured fabrics, that we make them cost so much that we can not sell 
them in competition with those of other countries which make them 
at less cost, and there is no subsidy within the bounds of reason to 
ships that will enable us to reduce our prices so as to sell our commodi- 
ties in markets when they cost so much more here than the like com- 
modities cost in other countries. 

Mr. DAWES. What are those articles? 

Mr. REAGAN. All the articles which constitute elements of the 
cost of manufactured fabrics, labor, living, rents, clothes, food, and 
everything else. I mean in general terms to say that by our revenue 
system we have put the whole policy of the country in this respect 
upon stilts. We have got it up so that we can not compete with other 
countries, and gentlemen do not seem to think of liberalizing our policy 
as a means of extending our trade, but, like the Senator from Rhode Isl- 
and [Mr. CHACE], and like my friend who has just risen [ Mr. Dawes], 

: bd think the only way to extend our trade is by still further subsi- 
dies. 

Mr. DAWES. Ifthe Senator will specify the particular article, we 
could determine by the figures whether we had increased the price of 
it by duties. 

Mr. REAGAN. Ido not propose to take up the subjects now in 
detail, and the Senator can get the benefit‘of what I say and contro- 
vert it at his leisure. What I meant to say and did say was that by 
our revenue policy we make our general merchandise manufactured in 
this country so high that we can not compete in the markets of the 
world with like commodities made in other countries, and no amount 
of subsidy that is within the range of reason can enable us to compete 
in those markets. Subsidy will not bring down the price of our com- 
modities. If itdoes, then the manufacturers of those commodities must 
lose, and the gentleman had better understand that. 

The Senator talks about the Democratic party being the party of re- 


action. I understand it to be the party of liberal views. I understand 
that the policy which would restrict the trade of the country, which 
would build up a Chinese wall, so to speak, around this country, which 
would prevent the commerce of the country being carried on with other 
nations, is the great difficulty under which we labor. That is Repub- 
lican policy, not Democratic policy. 

Why, sir, we have gone on giving subsidies to manufacturers until we 
have induced investments in machinery and manufacturing establish- 
ments to such an extent that it is impossible that these establishments 
can run on constant time during the year. What is the result? One 
of the results is that the capital invested in these manufacturing estab- 
lishments lies idle and unproductive during the period that it can not 
be employed. 

A more fatal and more evil result is the fact that for large portions 
of each year these manufacturing establishments have to suspend oper- 
ations and turn thousandsand tens of thousands of laboring people out of 
employment, and tostarvation and to strikes, and to the business of being 
tramps. That comes from a system ofsubsidies, an unnatural system for 
securing an unnatural investment of capital beyond the needs of the coun- 
try, coupled with the fact that, while we are doing that, the same policy 
increases the cost of our manufactured articles, so that we are limited 
substantially to the sale of them in our own country and can not take 
them to foreign countries; and yet the Senator from Rhode Island talks 
about the Democratic party being a reactionary party because it refuses 
to go further in the line of subsidies, because it refuses to fetter the com- 
merce of this country, and it seeks to liberalize that commerce, it seeks 
to let capital take its natural course, to let it be invested where it can 
find constant and useful employment, not by an artificial stimulus to in- 
duce investments that will employ a large number of people a short 
time and then turn them out to starve for the balance of the time 
when commodities can not be sold. 

Mr. PLATT. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BERRY in the chair). 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. REAGAN. In a moment. The Senator from Delaware [ Mr. 
Gray] calls my attention to a paragraph, which I will read, from the 
Philadelphia Ledger, which says: 

The Manufacturers’ Association some time ago resolved to shut down fora 
month in order to prevent the glut of the market. For the past two or three 
years this has been the annual custom. 

Mr. GRAY. “The annual custom!’ 

Mr. REAGAN. It is the habitual custom. We all know it and 
have known it from year to year. The difficulty has been that we have 
gone too far with subsidies, either for the benefit of capital or for the 
benefit of labor, and we have gone so far in this direction as to increase 
the cost of our manufactured fabrics so as to limit their sale to our 
own country and prevent us from having the benefit of the world’s 
markets. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Will the Senator permit me to ask a question 
before he sits down? 

Mr. PLATT. I have been trying to ask a question for some time. 
I want to ask the Senator from Texas this question, without any design 
at this time to enter into a discussion of the protective system: I ask 
why he supposes it is that in that country which does not adopt the 
protective system, but adopts the system which he thinks, I suppose, 
should be adopted for this country, it is found necessary to subsidize 
the vessels which carry the mails to South America to the extent of 
something over $3,000,000 a year? 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I do not feel prepared to answer 
to my own satisfaction the question which the Senator has presented, 
and certainly would not be able to answer it to the satisfaction of others 
now, but if I should offer an off-hand answer, it would be this, that 
the conntries which subsidize steamers and try to outrival each other 
in subsidies, are monopoly-ridden countries that suffer in their gen- 
eral business for the promotion of particular interests, just as the pol- 
icy of the Republican party would and does make the body of the people 
of this country suffer for the promotion of the interests of a few persons. 

Mr. McPHERSON. The question I wanted to ask the Senator was 
this: He calls attention to the fact that factories close down. That I 
presume is because of the want of demand for their goods. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the duty of the Chair to lay be- 
fore the Senate at this hour the unfinished business, which is the bill 
(S. 62) to provide for fortifications and other seacoast defenses. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. In other words, in a protective country where 
foreigners can not sell their s 

Mr. BLAIR. I rise to a point of order. The Chair having laid be- 
fore the Senate the unfinished business, I suppose it should be infor- 
mally laid aside or some action taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The unfinished business is now be- 
fore the Senate. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The chairman of the committee who reported that 
bill, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. DoLPH], is temporarily absent and 
desires it to lie aside without losing its place. I have no doubt he will 
agree to that being done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, it will be 
temporarily laid aside. 
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Mr. McPHERSON. Am I now in order, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas [Mr. REA- 
GAN] has the floor, but yields to the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. McPHERSON. I will begin again. In a protective country 
which keeps out foreign manufactures, when overproduction takes 
place at home, as a matter of course the factories must close. Does 
not the Senator think if in addition to our own market we had the 
entire markets of South America as well forour products, it would give 
labor here stcadier employment? 

Mr. REAGAN. I do think that, and I think we ought to pursue a 
policy and could pursue a policy, if we acted wisely and properly, that 
would effect that very purpose; and that is by liberalizing our com- 
merce, by reducing our protective system; but it can not be done, as I 
said awhile ago, by subsidizing ships, because no subsidy we can give 
to ships will reduce the cost of our commodities in foreign markets. 

Mr. McPHERSON. All commerce is barter. We can not expect 
to continue commercial relations with a country unless we barter with 
that country. But take, if you please, one of the principal commodi- 
ties of the Senator’s own State, the cotton industry. There is no tariff 
upon raw cotton. There is no country in the world that produces raw 
cotton to the extent we do, and we exportit to the extent of thousands 
and tens of thousands of bales. It goes abroad. Why can not the 
labor of this country, in addition to supplying its own market, its pro- 
tected market, make cotton goods for South America, even if the la- 
borers work at less than protected pay on that particular class of cot- 
ton goods that go to South America? If the manufacturers and labor- 
ers jointly should adopt such a policy, the factory need not close at all, 
and if it should it demonstrates the fact that even the policy of absolute 
free trade would not help us to secure foreign markets. 

Mr. REAGAN. The statement I have made makes the best answer 
that I can give to the question the Senator propounded, that we have 
invested so much capital in manufactures that we are able to manu- 
facture, if the factories were run on full time, twice as much as this 
country can consume. We have by increasing the cost of material, the 
cost of clothing, the cost of food, the cost of rent, and by increasing 
the cost of all the elements that enter into the creation of our fabrics, 
made them so high that we can not sell them in foreign markets, and 
therefore we can not avail ourselves of those markets so as to keep our 
capital and our labor employed; but if the Senator and others will 
consent to a reduction of the tariff to a reasonable standard, a revenue 
standard, not looking to that protection which seeks the exclusion of 
commerce from this country —— 

Mr. CHACE. Mr. President, I want to assert-—— 

Mr. REAGAN. Let me proceed. If it will beallowed that we shall 
adopt a policy that will enable us to manufacture as other people manu- 
facture and at the price at which other people manufacture, and that 
will not stimulate the investment of more capital than can be profitably 
and constantly employed, the evil will be remedied. 

Right here [ wish to suggest, in the line of the question of the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey, that we have pursued this exclusive policy, this 
policy of striking down our commercial relations with other countries, 
of abdicating our trade as far as we could with other countries, until 
the great agricultural interest of this country, the food-producing in- 
terest, the meat-producing interest, the cotton-producing interest, is 
threatened by Germany, by France, and by Great Britain with a re- 
taliatory policy. Remember that the great body of our exports are ag- 
ricultural. I forget the proportion, but I think about four-fifths or 
more are agricultural, coming mostly from the Middle and Western and 
Southern States. This policy ofa high protective tariff, excluding com- 
merce, is being felt by those governments, and all who are familiar with 
what has been going on in them for the last two or three years know 
that they threaten a retaliatory policy, so that they will not buy to the 
extent they have our food supplies, our meats, our cotton, whatever we 
have of productions of that kind, and from year to year the suffering, 
the inconvenience, and the loss of the country in this respect will go on 
until the people by poverty, by distress, are at last driven to under- 
stand that the great body of the people of this country is being impoy- 
erished and pauperized in order to make millionaires of a few men en- 

ed in manufacturing and other monopolistic pursuits. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. [entirely admit the argument the Senator makes 
that high duties are ahinderance tocommerce. No country can com- 
pete asa manufacturing country with another one which admits all 
raw materials for use in its factories free. Iadmitthat. Ialso admit 
that no line of steam-ships that we can run to-day, even by subsidy, to 
the South American states can compete with an English line of steam- 
ships that takes the product of those states to England when they are 
received into that country free of duty. 

But we are reforming our revenue laws. bill is now pending else- 
where which undertakes to place raw material upon the free-list. 
Therefore, if the bill becomes a law, our factories will occupy an en- 
tirely different position, and as to the question I raised with the Sena- 
tor from Texas about the cotton industry, certainly his plea of high 
tariff does not apply to that. If we can grow cotton in this country 
cheaper than it can be raised anywhere else, and we do, can we not ex- 

rt the cotton product to South America and undersell othercountries ? 
The Senator answers in this way: that that can not be, simply because 


the cost of living and of labor is higher and rentsare higher here. Am 
I mistaken in my statement? If lam not, then after our home market 
is supplied labor can only find employment in its willingness to meet 
the world’s competition in foreign markets. And when we give up the 
South American markets we surrender the only spot of discoverable 
country on the globe which will in the future absorb our surplus prod- 


ucts. 

Mr. REAGAN. I only want to say that South America is not a cot- 
ton market; it is a cotton-producing country. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. The same applies to other cotton manufactur- 
ing countries, and a great deal of the exports of this country that go 
to South America are cotton goods. The English send cotton goods to 
South America as well. The South American states are not manufact- 
uring states, and although they raise cotton do not manufacture 
largely. I used cotton as an illustration because the American prod- 
uct stands in respect of cost precisely with the English product, except 
the increased cost of labor; and our labor is far better than English la- 
bor. Why, then, do we not export cotton to South America? 

Now, Mr. President, the question that I put to the Senator he has 
failed to answer, unless this be his answer, that because labor is higher 
here we can not send goods to South America. Which is better for 
labor to do, to become absolutely and entirely idle by closing np the 
factory when the home market is overstocked, or to labor for a time at 
less wages in order to enable us to export the goods to South America 
and compete with English goods? If cotton goods could be manufact- 
ured in the cotton region of this country and sent to South America at 
1 per cent. profit, after paying a reasonable sum to labor, the manu- 
facturing industry would prosper. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I wish to ask the Senator whether cotton raised 
in the Southern States could profitably be manufactured in this coun- 
try and sent abroad, sent to Brazil and other South American states. 
I ask him this question: If, with a tariff on cotton goods of about 30 or 
35 per cent., with the duty added to the price of cotton goods imported 
into this country, if you had every farthing of cotton manufactured in 
the United States under your protective system, so as to exclude all 
other cotton without paying 35 per cent. duty, does he believe the man- 
ufacturers of this country would consent to send their cottons free of 
duty to the South American republics, when they were charging the 
American consumer 35 per cent. by means of the tariff duty? 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Most assuredly, and I want to say that 50 per 
cent. of all the manufactured products brought into this country from 
England, Germany, France, Belgium, and the other manufacturing 
countries of Europe represent nothing more than the cost of produc- 
tion. They send their surplus goods to this country and sell them for 
money or what is to them the equivalent of money. The surplus ot 
their factories is turned into money at once, at some price, and this is 
the only country which speculates on the future. Anything, at all 
times, will find a money purchaser hereif the price ismadelow enough. 

Let me illustrate. I met an iron-monger from Glasgow coming to 
this country to sell a quantity of iron. I asked him this question, 
“Why do you come to the United States tosell it?’’ He said, “Iam 
obliged to sell it for money, sir; and when it reaches the port of New 
York I want to sell it for what it will bring. I intend to pay the duty 
on it and take what there is left.’ Thus it is with the surplus goods 
of every country in Europe. Their mills do not close up; they havea 
market all over the world, and they use their markets to the best pos- 
sible advantage. : 

Now, Mr. President, one word more and I have done. I have never 
voted in the Senate for a subsidy for anything; for steam-ship lines, 
railroads, or anything in the world in the shape of a subsidy that I 
know of. Iam opposed to subsidies in the abstract, but I want to say 
here and now as to this South American trade that with me it is an 
exceptional case. These greatrepublicsof South America are a part or 
our own continent, being like us and with us in interest, in sympathy, 
in everything that goes to make up a republican form of government, 
desiring to trade with us, doing everything in their power to encourage 
and increase the trade with us. Hereare Brazil, the Argentine Repub- * 
lic, and many other of those states which have even granted subsidies 
to American steam-ship lines themselves to enable them to get commer- 
cial relations and postal relations with the United States of America. 
Here is the Roach Line that a few years ago was ted a subsidy of 
$100,000 a year by Brazil, but when it was found that the Government 
of the United States would not aid itat all the result was that the Bra- 
zilian Government withdrew its subsidy. 

I do not call this a subsidy. It grants $1 per mile to a steam-ship 
line for carrying the United States mails to the Central and South 
American states. I think itis only a just and fair compensation to 
induce lines of steam-ships to be rapid in their movements and capable 
of doing the commerce both ways quickly. 

I think it is the very best investment the Government of the United 
States can possibly make. Here are steam-ship lines owned to-day by 
the British Government, by the German Government, which admit- 
tedly have almost three-fourths of the trade of Central and South 
America, that are subsidized by those governments. There is not a 
single steam-ship line running down the coast of South America to-day 
that is not a subsidized line by a foreign government except our own 
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steam-ships. Now, then, I notice in the ver¥ excellent letter which 
the Postmaster-General has sent us, that he, unwisely I think, stops 
exactly where I want to begin. 

Mr. REAGAN. I did not yield to the Senator for # speech. 

Mr. McPHERSON. I suppose the Senator will permit me to finish 
my statement. I notice that the Postmaster-General stops just ex- 
actly short of where he should have stopped. He makes the admission 
that he is giving the very best postal facilities possible to be given with 
the resources at his command. Now, what are the resources? Why, 
sir, he is dependent upon the subsidized steam-ship lines of foreign 
pronar to carry the mails, and they are a part of his resources. 

upposing those resources should be withdrawn, and the rela- 
tions between the United States and Centraland South America should 
then be one-half what they are now, the simple admission that for all 
that postal trade during the entire year the cost was only $39,000 is 
to me asuflicient admission that we are not giving good postal facilities, 
or that we are robbing the steam-ship companies that carry the mails. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, the Senator from New Jersey thinks 
I have not answered his question. Iam not sure that I know what it 
is, and I will not repeat what I have stated on the subject, but leave 
the record as it is made for others to determine whether my position is 
sustained, or whether he has put a question to me that I have not an- 
swered. All the object I had in view in rising was to make the state- 
ment that the purpose of the subsidy—I call it a subsidy, the Senator 
does not, but I do not care what name you call it by—the purpose of 
the increased pay will not effect the end which it is said it is intended 
to effect, that of increasing the commerce of the country to any per- 
ceptible or valuable extent; and I say that, for the reason I have 
stated two or three times, our manufacturing establishments are sur- 
rounded by conditions which make it impossible for them to manu- 
facture goods and put them into the markets of Central and of South 
America and of Mexico in competition with the goods of other countries, 
that make them cheaper and no amount of increase of mail pay, as you 
call it, no amount of subsidy to steam-ship lines, if you take it in that 
shape, can aid us in that difficulty. If we want to increase the ship- 
owning of the country, if we want to encourage ship-building, then the 
granting of money may aid in that, butit will not change the condi- 
tion of commerce between this country and those countries. It can not 
do it, and it is easy to see that it is impossible by a mere increase of the 
number of ships and the trips of ships to lower the price of commodities 
manufactured in this country so as to enable them to compete with 
commodities manufactured in other countries. That is all I have to 
say about that. 

ae McPHERSON. Would they not have some traffic beside the 
mail? 

Mr. REAGAN. The Senator asks me if they would not have some 
traffic besides the mail. If we want traffic we must adopt the condi- 
tions which will give us traffic. We must enter upon a liberal policy 
of commerce with the rest of the world, and buy where we can buy 
cheapest and sell where we can sell dearest, a principle recognized by 
all the writers on political economy so far as I know, and it is the cor- 
réct principle. We never can accomplish the end of increasing the 
commerce of this country with those countries by subsidies so long as 
we render it impossible for our manufacturers to put their commodities 
in those markets in competition with those of other countries. 

Mr. HAWLEY obtained the floor. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I wish to saya single word, if the Senator from 
Connecticut will bear with me a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Connecticut 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I want to say afew words. I give way though. 

Mr. McPHERSON. AsI ia to the Senator from Texas, the steam- 
ship would require some other traffic besides the mail, even if it had a 
subsidy. The steam-ship lines that are already running between the 
United States of America and the South American states have stations 
established along the Atlantic coast. One of the lines after making its 
headquarters at New York and taking on cargo, comes down to Nor- 
folk, where it has an agency established. It receives freight at Nor- 
folk and it goes to Central and South America, where it has its agencies 
established also for the sale of goods. In other words, when thesteam- 
ship lines are established they of necessity are compelled to establish 
commercial agencies, andin that way they aid and encourage commerce 
between the two countries. That is the condition of things as it exists 
to-day, and it would exist to a much greater extent if the number of 
ships was only increased. 

As I said before, I am unwilling to undertake to change the whole 
revenue and fiscal policy of our Government for the sake of getting the 
trade of Central and South America, but I claim it would not be nec- 
essary. A certain modification of our revenue laws, which would allow 
our factories to obtain control of the raw material at the lowest possi- 
ble price, taken in conjunction with intelligent American labor to put 
that material into the different products, would enable us to take pos- 
session of every one of the South American markets. I am unwilling, 
for one, to allow any European government to get control and hold of 
the markets of that country through its agencies, its commerce, iis sub- 
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sidies, and everything of that kind, to the extent of driving out Amer- 
ican ind and keeping it out. 

I want a line of steam-ships from the'Pacific coast, plying between the 
South American States and the Pacific coast. I want a line of steam- 
ships, or a dozen of them, on the American coast, plying along the coast 
of South America, and carrying the products of the North to that south- 
ern hemisphere. I demand thatasaright, and I care not by what pro- 
cess it may bereached. If the Government of the United States havea 
surplus of $600,000 as a profit in carrying the foreign mail, I will gladly 
contribute that $600,000 toward the opening and the holding of those 
markets. It is true the Post-Office Department can secure postal facili- 
ties, such as they are, at less rates than this bill proposes, and we might 
continue this policy until we had no need of postal facilities with South 
America at all, Our rivals would have so intrenched themselves com- 
mercially that we should be compelled to admit that while the most 
progressive of all the nations we could not supply even the wants of our 
nearest neighbors. No foreign nation shall ever occupy any portion of 
these American States, either to influence their policy or enjoy a mo- 
nopoly of their commerce, at least with my consent, until after the 
United States shall have exhausted every means at its command to pre- 
vent both these catastrophes. 

Nowhere else on earth would I venture to goin the same manner, but 
as to South America I would have and I would hold that market against 
all comers at allcost. Whether it can be done by subsidies I know not, 
but I do know that capitalists desiring investment in steam-ship lines 
have said that they would build steam-ships and run them between the 
ports of the United States and the ports of South America, and run 
faster lines and do everything in their power to encourage and increase 
commerce, provided the Government would pay them the subsidy that 
the British Government are paying to lines already engaged in the same 
trade. Iam willing to trust them and to try it. Iam willing to try 
it for a single year, and I am not willing to postpone the effort asingle 
hour longer. X 

I regret that I have been forced into this debate to-day without a 
single moment of preparation. I hope, however, it will be postponed, 
and that I may have opportunity of presenting my views more fully 
upon this important question. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I understand the Senator from Texas [Mr. REA- 
GAN] to simplify the tariff question somewhat by declaring unequivo- 
cally that it is necessary to reduce wages in this country in order to 
extend our foreign trade. 

Mr. RFAGAN. The Senator does not understand me that way, I 
hope. I have not said anything of that kind. 

Mr. HAWLEY. He confessed our inability to sell goods in certain 
countries through our inability to produce cheaply enough, 

Mr. REAGAN. Yes, sir; but there are many elements that enter 
into the production of goods besides labor; the cost of material and 
living of every sort and all the elements I mentioned enter into it. 
ae HAWLEY. Then he would reduce the cost of living. Is that 
i 

Mr. REAGAN. I would reduce the tariff to a revenue standard, so 
as not to put the business of this country upon stilts and disarrange 
our whole financial and commercial system. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Itis very difficult to understand what the revenue 
standard is upon some If there is next to nothing coming in 
of a certain article that is produced here and itis preduced abroad, then 
the duty is practically a prohibitory one; but to reduce that duty 
would be to invite importation and to increase the revenue. So it is 
extremely difficult, I say, as to many articles, to know what is exactly 
a revenue standard. j 

But the Senator puzzles me in another respect. He says we have 
given such encouragement to manufacturers that capital gluts the 
market; that there is too much capital employed in manufacturing; 
and that we are producing goods too rapidly and have a surplus, and 
therefore have to stop. In the first place, there is no imaginable sys- 
tem under which you can escape an occasional glut of the market, 
There is England, the paradise of the Democratic party commercially, 
politico-economically the paradise, that has, more nearly than any 
other people, except it be the Turks or some equally mistaken people, 
a free-trade tariff; and yetit iseverlastingly said in the English papers 
that they are suspending here and there because the market is glutted. 
Yet raw materials go in there free, and everything else goes in free, 
except certain large classes of articles that the poor man consumes as 
much as do the rich, and on those they have their tariff. 

They get their whole hundred millions out of four or five articles of 
almost universal consumption, while we get the larger part of ours out 
of luxuries and things of that sort. We encourage the establishment 
of manufactures here, and at the same time we tax for the support of 
the Government the people who are best able to pay. They say to us 
that free trade—for that is what they are all aiming at confessedly; 
Watterson says the man is an imbecile who denies it—they say to us 
that free trade is proper, and yet this free-trade nation of Great Britain 
has as much difficulty as anybody else with glutted markets. 

The gentleman makes another mistake in supposing that hi 
necessarily imply a greater price and costlier production. 
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him the statistics of an English statistician who points out distinctly 
the fact that the American laborer produces more per capita than any 
other laborer; that a hundred Americans produce as much as onehun- 
dred and five, or one hundred and ten, or one hundred and fifteen—I 
can not furnish exactly the figures, I do not remember, but a measur- 
ably greater amount than the English laborer produces. Why? He 
gives thereason. Because he is better fed and better clothed and more 
intelligent, and will not live in the cabins those people are in. 

But the free-trader turns around and points to the fact that the cost 
of rent is higher here than in Great Britain; and the English free- 
trader thinks he has made a point when he shows that workmen haye 
to pay more for rents here. It is because they will not live in the 
manner these people live. They will have meat more than once a 
week; they will have a better house and better surroundings; they 
will have a piano or a melodeon; will put on good clothes for Sunday; 
and we could not make them live here as they do there. 

The free-trade doctrine these gentlemen preach here—I shall not 
undertake to go into the subject generally—is simply a deliberate de- 
termination to reduce the cost of manufacturing in this country by re- 
ducing the rate of wages, and they might as well admit it too, and go 
into the Presidential campaign accordingly. 

I say, on the other hand, that the well-fed and well-clothed Ameri- 
can mechanical operative can produce more goods than anybody else 
per capita, and he does it by his better physical condition, being more 
active, intelligent, and capable; also because he hassomething to hope 
for and something to live for in this country; and he has better ma- 
chinery. It pays to pay higher wages. By paying higher wages you 
get a more rapid and a more excellent production, and in no case does 
it tend to lower prices. ` 

Mr. BUTLER. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. HAWLEY. With great pleasure. 

Mr. BUTLER. If the proposition be true that the American laborer 
produces more than the English or European laborer, is not that the 
reason for this increase of wages that he gets, and will not that in- 
a of wages and higher wages go on if there is a reduction of taxa- 

on? 

Mr. HAWLEY. He will savesomething there undoubtedly. Isee 
what the gentlemen are aiming at. Throw off these duties and let 
goods freely come in at cost with a small percentage added. How does 
the laborer there live? Read the innumerable books, or go yourselves 
and see how he lives. Wages will be somewhat higher in this country 
anyhow because of the scale of living, perhaps, but take the duties off, 
put these men, then, upon an even plane of competition, the one man 
with his meat onte a week and insufficient clothing and insufficient 
education, and the other man well fed and well clothed. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not want to cause cheap labor; Iam very much 
opposed to it. I think that the admission of the Senator is a complete 
answer to his own argument, that the fact that the American laborer 
produces more accounts for the increase of his pay. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It does not wholly. 

Mr. BUTLER. So that higher wages in America would go on not- 
withstanding a reduction of taxation, because the American laborer is 
more intelligent, the Senator says. Ithinkhe is. Because he lives in 
abetterhouse, Ithinkthatistrue. Because he has better machinery. 
I think that is true; and because he works longer. That is true. 
Therefore he gets more so that the reduction of taxation does 
not necessarily involve the idea of a reduction of wages according to 
the Senator’s own theory. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator had better take the floor. We shall 
have this out by and by, some other time, when it will be more satis- 
factory. It isa very inviting subject indeed; but just let me finish 
what I was going to say, and you may have the rest of the afternoon. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not want any part of the afternoon. I was 
- simply putting in my oar as the Senator is putting in his. 

Mr. WLEY. Ihave the floor in my own right. Iam not put- 
ting in an oar. 

Mr. BUTLER. I beg pardon. 

Mr. HAWLEY. All right; the Senator is perfectly welcome. 

I find the excess of production in behalf of American workmen either 
5, 10, or 15 per cent., but the difference in wages is anywhere from 20 
to 100 per cent. Soif you take off the duty you do not remit the men 
to an exact equality. You may do it so long as their political institu- 
tion, whether gotten from the vice or ignorance of the present or in- 
herited from the vice of ages, it makes no odds—— 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Senator—— 

Mr. HAWLEY. Please do not. I could not repeat the alphabet or 
the Lord’s Prayer when you interrupt me that way. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BUTLER. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Of the condition of wages and life over there, 
whether it results from vicious and stupid legislation now, or by the 


misfortune of centuries of precedent, ignorance, and stupidity, I know 


the particular consequences so far as our economic questions are con- 

cerned. Their condition is far below ours, and they can compete un- 
' favorably. 

The Senator from New Jersey said they send their goods here at cost 

in order to get rid of them, and keep their factories running at odd 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JULY 11, 


hours. Ourmannfacturersknowallaboutthat. Onur peopleare familiar 
with that dodge. But he spoke as if they habitually send their goods 
here atcost. They can send their goods here at cost and pay 25 or 30 per 
cent, duty and still compete. Take your 25 or 30 per cent. duty off, and 
what becomes of competition then? They have to simply combine and 
glut the American market with goods, to sell under cost, and burst up 
a large number of our newer establishments. 

One single remark more and I will go away from this debate, which 
is just a little bit ont of place on this bill. We make a mistake in 
thinking so much of foreign markets, Sometimes we overlook certain 
facts that ought to be taken into consideration. We have almost as 
much as we can do to keep up with the growth of the United States, 
and feed and clothe and manufacture for it. 

Mr. DAWES. We could do it all. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes, and have 30 per cent. over. ` 

Mr. BUTLER. Would it bother the Senator now if I should ask 
him a question ? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It would bother me ever so much. Our growth 
in this decade will increase to the usual 30 per cent. or more, that is 
to say, it is, econoinically speaking, Spain annexed to the United 
States in this decade, a country just about equal to Spain. If we had 
had in these ten years sixteen or seventeen millions included within 
our outline, we should have said we had greatly added to our mar- 
kets. If we could take to ourselves in South America 17,000,000 peo- 

le on that eastern coast and say we will furnish them with that trade 
Pe right here at our own doors we have annexed it), we should think 
ita fine increase, and yet we are bringing right in by our natural 
growth and by immigration an addition of 30 per cent. in this decade, 
and there must be an addition of 30 per cent. to our manufacturing 
facilities in order to supply those people. Now, why be so hungry 
about a foreign trade? 

Mr. STEWART obtained the floor. 

Mr. REAGAN. Will the Senator from Nevada allow mea moment? 

Mr. STEWART. I want to say a few words before the debate closes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Nevada yield 
to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. STEWART. I will yield for a few moments, 

Mr. REAGAN. [I listen habitually to the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. HAWLEY] with a great deal of pleasure, but I was surprised to 
hear the statement he made that in the free-trade country of England, 
as he calls it, they levy their taxes upon the necessaries of life while in 
this country they levy their taxes upon the luxuries of life; that is, 
England levies her principal duties upon whisky, tobacco, and rum, 
necessaries of life, while we levy our principal duties upon such lux- 
uries as iron and steel, and the products of iron and steel, upon cloth- 
ing and the things we can not live without. So it seems to me there 
is some mistake in that. 

I know the habit of talking about free trade; I know how persist- 
ently we are to have false issues forced before the country; but I do 
not propose myself to be led off by them. Free trade is a term that 
I do not know exactly how to define. I suppose the Senator would 
define it to be a trade without taxation upon imports, That is wlat 
I would call strict free trade. If he means that, notwithstanding his 
statement I venture to say that there is not one in a thousand of the 
American people who propose any such thing or contemplate the pos- 
sibility of any such thing. 

There is another term in which we speak of England as a free-trade 
country. They adopt the policy of liberalizing their commerce. 

Others suggest that a free-trade country is a country where a tarift 
is levied for revenue only, and where commerce is liberalized as far as 
it can be liberalized consistently with the collection of the necessary 
revenue for the support of the Government. If that is what the Sen- 
ator means by free trade, then I am a free-trader, and I take it that 
most of the Senators on this side of the Chamber are free-traders of 
that kind; that is, free-traders in the sense of simply levying duties 
enough to furnish revenues for the support of the Government econom- 
ically expended. 

But the Senator from Connecticut made a remark (and I hope the 
Senator from Nevada will allow me to refer to it; I will only detain 
him a moment) to the effect that this country would do a good business 
if it supplied its own people with manufactures, and a Senator near 
by him suggested, ‘‘And all its own people require,” and that seemed 
to be assented to by the Senator. Iinvoke the attention of the Senator 
and the Senate to the proposition; Suppose we adopt the policy of man- 
ufacturing for our own country, to the exclusion of the manufactures 
of all other countries, is not that an absolute destruction of commerce 
with other countries? If we do that, what is to become of the mill- 
ions of dollars’ worth of corn, of wheat, of flour, of pork, of beef, of 
cotton which we export to other countries? If we devote the whole 
energies of this country to building up millionaire manufacturing cor- 
porations, and in doing that strike down the agriculture of this coun- 
try, which is the pursuit of five-eighths of ts population, this being 
essentially and eminently a country of agricuilture, what sort of states 
manship, I ask, is that to be? ii 

Mr. STEWART. IfI had been a free-trader at the commencement 
of this running debate, I think I should have been by this time ia fa- 
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vor of protection. One idea has been developed more clearly than any- 
thing else in the course of the debate, that about the best thing that 
ones engaged ina manufacturing industry can have is a market. 

e great struggle is fora market. The main thing to encourage man- 
ufacturers is to give them a market. ‘That is what England subsidizes 
ships for, and other countries do the same. It is to get a market for 
her manufactured goods. She has not a sufficient home market and 
she wants a foreign market. 

We have a pretty large home market which we are not allowed to 
supply altogether by reason of our laws. England has it so arranged 
that she supplies pretty much all her market except the few things 
that we now make better than she can. We supply her with scythes 
and with some farming utensils, with axes and things we can make 
better than she can. Otherwise she has her home marketof 35,000,000 
people, besides considerable of her colonial markets, and she has ar- 
ranged her Jaws so as to keep those markets. 

We have a large market which we are striving to keep. It is worth 
twice as much as England’s home market, because we have twice as 
many people and our demands for living are greater. Here each indi- 
vidual consumes more than the Englishman. We have a greater ca- 

city. Our market is growing, and if we had that market we should 
ee no strikes in this country; we should have all our people employed 
if we could have our home market to supply. 

Mr. BUTLER. While the Senator is discussing the question of home 
market, may I ask him if it is not equally important to have a market 
for our agricultural products as well as for our manufactured products? 

Mr.STEWART. Thatisthevery point. The more people we have, 
the more manufacturing goes on, the more home market we have for 
our wheat, our cotton, and our other home products; and that is worth 
four times as much as all your foreign markets. The foreign market 
isa mere bagatelle. Why give away your home market? Without 
your home market farming would have to stop; all would have to go 
into farming, and so would starve. 

No, it is this valuable home market of ours that England is striving 
for by the aid of the Democratic party, and which we are trying to 
preserve. They tell us that we could manufacture much cheaper if we 
did not have any home market. If we had free trade and would allow 
foreign countries to break down our home market, we could manufact- 
ure, it is true, what wecould sell to other peoples. But that is not my 
experience in observing operations of that kind. The more we produce 
the cheaper we can produce it. The larger the scale of manufacture 
the cheaper we can manufacture. That is universally the case. The 
more, I say, we have to do in that line the more we can do. It will 
develop machinery, it will develop the talent of the country. It has 
been proved in every part of the country that the more we manufacture 
the cheaper we can manufacture. 

If we take off the tariff we can not manufacture as cheaply as we can 
now, because we should have the country swarming with tramps; we 
should have our industries broken up; we should have no market; we 
should be deprived of that market which enables us to manufacture on 
a large scale. These sixty millions of people with the resources of this 
country, with the s prodno of every clime in abundance, if we ntilize 
them, could manufacture in a short time cheaper than any country in 
the world. That keeps this people above the starvation line. 

What shall we do with our surplus wheat? Those people will not 
buy it unless they are hungry, and if they are hungry they will buy 
it. There are many articles that we can supply the South American 
countries with as cheaply as England, if we do it on a large scale. 

Why is it that England has got to subsidize all her steamers in or- 
der to trade there at all? She has free trade. That does not enable 
her to carry on trade with the South American countries without a 
subsidy; and if it will not enable England with her advanced state of 
manufactures, with her low wages, to control those markets without a 
subsidy, how could it enable us to do so? 

There are many articles that we manufacture of a better quality 
than other countries. Many of our cotton goods go to China, and 
England is counterfeiting our marks in order to compete with them, 
and they have to wash and weigh the goods so as not to be deceived. 
Our cotton is betterand heavier. If you will give us the same chance, 
by subsidizing our steam-ships, we can carry our products to many 
countries in the world. We have an abundance of raw material, and 
we can afford to put better raw material in the articles and make 
better goods, as we are doing, in many commodities. But you deprive 
our people of the same means of communication with other countries 
that England has, for you deny the subsidies and you cut off our mar- 
ket there. 

I agree with the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. McPHERSON] in what 
he said, and I am glad to agree with him in something. I approve of 
his speech. When I find him saying anything that I believe is sound, 
I want to acknowledge it, and I want to acknowledge it right here, 
If we had additional mail facilities with those countries, we have many 
articles that we could send to them, and the balance of trade in those 
countries ought not to be against us, asitnow is. A vast balance of 
trade is against us in the South American countries, where we ought 
to cultivate trade. Inasmuch as England and France find it necessary 
in order to have trade with those countries to have subsidized mail 


lines, let us try that experiment and see if our people will not manage 
to supply those markeis and prevent a vast balance of trade in those 
countries against us. Weare importing into this country between 
$700,000,000 and $800,000,000 of commodities each year. 

Mr. PLATT. Twice as much as the whole South American trade. 

Mr. STEWART. Yes, that is twice as much as the whole South 
American trade. Of that $700,000,000 or $800,000,000 there is not 
more than $100,000,000 of it, not more than 25 per cent. of it at all 
events, that we could not produce in this country if we had the oppor- 
tunity. Tea and coffee and some other things we have to import, for 
those we can not raise, but the great majority—three-fourths of that 
$800,000,000 worth—we might produce in this country, and give em- 
ployment to our people. 

Supposing we had the supplying of a market of $500,000,000, which 
would be the very least we might supply, nobody would suffer from 
anything abroad. Suppose there were $500,000,000 additional market 
for the people who are unemployed in this country, and they were 
called upon to manufacture articles and to raise products to supply 
that $500,000,000 of market which we give away to others, do you not 
believe that the country would be more prosperous ? 

I deny that charging people for coming into our markets as a tax 
upon articles makes our people idle by depriving them of labor. Itis 
a tax upon other countries. We charge them for the privilege of com- 
ing in here and taking labor from our people which they want to do 
themselves. Who feels this tax the most? Where does all the effort 
come from to remove this tax? Does it come from the American peo- 
ple? Do the petitions come from American people? Are the pam- 
phlets that are written on this subject from American people? Was the 
organization that seeks to open our markets to England and to all the 
world to cut down the tariff, and which manages this thing, created in 
the United States? Does it not haveits headquartersin England? Is 
it not the Cobden Club? Isit notthe Cobden Club that is giving prizes 
to each one of our colleges nearly,and teaching our young men to write 
in favor of the interests of England and bringing them up free-traders, 
so that it takes them some years after they come out of college to learn 
something of the interests of the United States. 

Why does the Cobden Club raise money and send it here to distrib- 
ute pamphlets? Why does it give prizes in our colleges? Is it forthe 
purpose of benefiting our education, or is it for the purpose of benefit- 
ing their commerce? Isit for the purpose of building up America, or 
is it for the purpose of giving employment to English laborers? 

If we must cheapen manufactured products in this country by bring- 
ing down labor, by giving up our markets to others in order to have 
foreign trade, we had better have no foreign trade. But that is not 
necessary. The more we retain of our own market the more manu- 
factures we have, the cheaper our people will manufacture, and the 
more they will have to sell to others. I believe that the American 
people have a right to the American market. They have a right to 
supply those markets, and we have no right to take it from them and 
give it to others, for it is a mere gratuity when you give it away. 

Our opponents will not say that they will havea revenue tariff. We 
have not got a revenue tariff yet. We are raising $118,000,000 from 
war taxes, from internal reyenue, because we have not tariff enough to 
raise the revenue needed to support the Government. It has beena 
favorite theory of the Democratic party from the beginning that they 
would raise enough duties on imports tosupport the Government. We 
Have not got it. They propose to postpone the day when they will get 
back to a revenue tariff. 

The peculiar fancy of the Democratic party was to have a tariff for 
revenue. We hearthem talking about itsometimes yet; but still they 
hold on to internal revenue war taxes to prevent a tariff for revenue, 
and they would have approximate free trade. Let us have a reyenue 
tariff,abolish your internal revenue, and raise your revenue from duties 
on imports. If properly levied they will protect home industry and 
develop a market here, and enable our artisans to compete with all the 
world, because we should have such a market at home as no other 
country could have. 

That foreigners are in favor of free trade with this country is not to 
be wondered at, because there is no such market on earth. There is 
no people who live as well, no people who buy as much, no people who 
need as much as we do. If you take away our market and make our 
people tramps for the purpose of manufacturing cheaply to gain a few 
thousand dollars’ worth of trade with South America, it can not be 
accomplished by that means, because the more you break down our 
industries the more ‘‘ trusts’? you willhavein Europe. Senators talk 
about ‘‘trusts’? at home. You know there are no importers in the 
United States properly speaking. Every importer here is the agent of 
a foreign manufacturing establishment. 

Mr. PLATT. Almost. 

Mr. STEWART. I think every one. I do not think there is one 
whoisnot. No general merchandise, no general trade canit be. He 
is the agent of a foreign manufacturing establishment, and how is it 
done? Some twenty years ago I had occasion to examine this subject 
to a certain extent, and I found this to be the mode: Mr. A. T. Stew- 
art in former times would ship English gloves or silks or any other arti- 
cle, but before he would do it, as he had a manufacturing establishment, 
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he would take the goods from that establishment and would expose 
them in Paris, or in London, or in Liverpool as the case might be, for 
sale at auction in certain broken quantities. Of course there would 
be no purchasers, nobody could go into that line of trade, and the 
goods would be sold remarkably cheap, and the consul would certify 
that that was the market price. 

Besides that, you have your ad valorem duties, and then comes the 
matter of expert grading. In that way an agent of a foreign manufact- 
uring establishment would get his goods in competition with the peo- 
ple of the United States. They have their trusts and their combina- 
tions, and they havethem through Europenow. Take off the tariff and 
there will be nothing but trusts. Every important merchant will have 
his trust, and he will fix the price of the article by selling a few broken 
lumps. So you can not avoid trusts. There are trusts and combina- 
tions on every article. When those trusts are broken up the prices are 
lowered. That is why they are so much lower now than they were. 
Take the article of boráx, for instance. That rated over 30 cents a 
pound, although it could be produced in India in unlimited quantities 
for 2 or 3 cents a pound. We puta tariff on that article; the industry 
was built up here, and now the price is down to 6 centsa pound. It 
has broken up English trusts; it has broken up the trustsin India. I 
could cite numerous cases of that kind. 

I am opposed to trusts, but if we are to have trusts, I would rather 
they should be American trusts, which we can deal with, and not for- 
eign trusts. Ifyou break down your American markets you will have 
foreign trusts, as you always have had, represented by agents here 
called agents of foreign manufacturers. I believe in protecting our 
own industries, not only from foreign labor, but from foreign trusts. 
If we are to have trusts, we should have them at home; and then we 
could have committees to examine them. We could do something 
with them here. 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, I desire to submit a few brief remarks 
to the Senate upon the subject of the conference report on the Post- 
Office appropriation bill, 

Iam a member of the Committee on Appropriations, and gave my 
assent to the provision in the bill providing for an expeditious and 
regular mail service. I think this discussion to-day has been entirely 
foreign to that amendment and to the objects which it has in view; 
but as I propose to sustain the report of the committee by my own 
vote, I wish to state the grounds which will govern my judgment, 
differing as I do from the great majority of those upon my own side 
of the Chamber. 

The question presented in this provision of the Post-Office appropri- 
ation bill is not in any wise connected with the subject of a tariff in 
its good effects or its bad effects, nor with the subject of labor, except 
in so far as the laborer shares in the general prosperity or adversity of 
the country. The question presented is simply this: Is it desirable 
that the mails to foreign countries shall be carried in American ships, 
manned by Americans? Is it or is it not a desirable object to be en- 
couraged by public policy or to be discouraged? I apprehend there 
can be but one answer to chat question. 

Whether they shall be carried in American-built ships or American- 
owned ships is another question altogether, resting upon different con- 
siderations; but upon the proposition that this great Republic, repre- 
senting sixty-five millions of the most advanced and prosperous people 
upon the face of the globe, should be represented in foreign countries 
by the ordinary instruments of commerce which contribute to the civ- 
ilization of mankind and the improvement of the race, there can be 
but one opinion. How far that result can be reached by a mail service 
induced and encouraged by Government aid is the question to be con- 
sidered. 

If there were no commerce, if there was nothing but that intercourse 
between the different nations and peoples of the earth which is a neces- 
sity of our naturé, there would be but one answer to the question, 
whether so large a portion of the human race, occupying so conspicuous 
a position in its political, its scientific, its inventive mind and progress, 
should be represented as other nations and peoples are, with equal dig- 
nity, by their own ships, whether built orowned in their country, sail- 
acy, ago their own emblem of national] power. 

. President, there can be but one answer to this question. 

Is it desirable as a public policy that the foreign mails should be car- 
ried in American ships, manned by Americanseamen? If so, it is be- 
cause there are reasons why it should be an established public policy 
of the people of the United States, and these reasons can be discovered, 
analyzed, and tested to ascertain their force and effect. What, then, are 
these reasons? 

1. Because the mails can be carried as expeditiously, safely, and suc- 
cessfully, looking only to the efficiency of the mail service, as on a 
foreign ship. 

2. When a desired public object can be attained in two ways equally 
as well, and one way will also attain other desirable objects of public 

licy, it is plain that the way which will produce thegreater number of 
Jeatrulie results ia the Proser oma ta be peleaba. i: 

What, then, are the other proper and wise ends of public policy to be 
attained by the carriage of foreign mails in American ships? 


The ship is the only means of communication across the ocean, except 
the electric telegraph. 

It is the only means by which the personality of a people may be 
made known to the people ofanother country. It is the representative 
and emblem of the national power and prosperity and advancement. 
The effect of the exhibition of superior power and enterprise upon a 
people is favorable. 

3. It offers an easy, safe, and expeditious method of transportation 
for passengers, trade, and commerce. This is a desirable object, and 
is the first step in a foundation for commercial intercourse between 
peoples of different countries. Itgives employment to and opportunity 
for American seamen and develops a taste for maritime service. This 
also is a desirable object. It furnishes native seamen familiar with 
seamanship for service in time of war and for the enrichment of the 
people in time of peace. None can truthfully or reasonably deny these 
very evident propositions. If they are true, it follows as a necessary 
consequence that if the mails can be carried as safely and as expedi- 
tiously in American vessels as in foreign ones that it is a wise public 
policy to have them so carried. Neither can it be denied that these 
results are worth paying for, unless the cost be too excessive and bur- 
densome to the people. 

Upon that point it is evident that if these results should be attained 

they will pay back to the people the cost and far more. 
_ Another object which results from the carriage of the mails in Amer- 
ican ships, either partially or wholly, is that the people are thus made 
to contribute their part as a people to the improvements and the inven- 
tions and the progress of the age in naval construction and in the 
means of communication by ocean transit. 

But itis denied that the mails can be carried as expeditiously in 
American as in foreign ships, and the reason given is that in contract- 
ing with a ship to carry the mails without being bound to one line the 
authorities may makeselections of the ships engaged in ordinary com- 
merce, and that the interests of commerce always demand, obtain, and 
furnish the greatest possible amount of expedition, safety, and prompt- 
ness of delivery, and that the mail service can be thus performed in 
the subsidized ships of foreign countries; but this is obviously an un- 
sound proposition even regarded from this standpoint alone. In what- 
ever may be the rates of speed and the degrees of safety and comfort 
now obtained by the subsidized ships of foreign countries and under 
the ordinary incentives of commerce, the proposition ignores all the 
probabilities of further improvement by American enterprise and skill 
and invention. It is further unsound because it can only be applica- 
ble when an established and large commerce gives steady employment 
to fast ships, and does not relate to those countries where there are no 
established commerce of sufficient value to give such employment and 
where the possibilities of future commerce rest in wise policies of en- 
couragement and development. 

Again, it is an unusual proposition, because it is not true that if you 
give a particular subsidy to American ships to carry the mails, you 
can not also give employment to foreign ships to carry the mail in the 
interval of their trips. Again, it is said that this aid from the Govern- 
ment gives such ships a monopoly of the carrying trade, and enables 
them to prevent competition from other ships, carrying through the 
aid of the Government bounty at rates ruinous to other ships, until 
they drive them out of the trade. The objection is made that this is a 
subsidy in money; but the Constitution in providing that Congress 
shall have power to establish post-offices and post-roads, expressly pro- 
vides for the payment of a subsidy in money, and every payment made 
by the Postmaster-General for the domestic and the foreign mails is a 
subsidy in money, and precisely in all particulars and in all 
the same as this amendment, the only difference is in the amount and 
the person to whom it shall be paid. No human intellect can point 
out any difference. 

When the Postmaster-General prefers a steam-ship to a sailing vessel 
to carry the mails to Europe, he pays a subsidy for speed and safety. 

He does everything that this amendment does, except that he pays 
the subsidy to a foreign enterprise. 

Who is there that as between vessels equal in all respects will not 
prefer a ship of his own country? The State I in part represent has 
1,400 miles of seacoast; her splendid port of Pensacola, one of the finest 
harbors in the world, Tampa, and Key West, all looking out upon 
Central and South America—Jacksonville opening to the West Indies 
and South America—invite the aid of the Government to establish and 
send from them their mail-ships, giving speedier, more certain, and safer 
mail service. 

I have great respect for the Postmaster-General. He is an able man. 
He is a man of conspicuous devotion to the public service and he is an 
excellent administrator; but that does not make his views and opin- 
ions always sound. Let us examine and see upon what ground they 
rest. He assumes that it is not desirable that there should be any aid 
given by the Government to this mail service. If he does not do so, 
then he recognizes the propriety of this amendment except in so far as 
the amendment may not be so good as some other provision by which 
the aid of the Government might be given to the mail service. 

Is it true that the Government aid should not be given to any pri- 
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vate enterprise performing a public duty or a public function? What 
is government for? In its general legislation, in the establishment of 
a public policy, it is togive aid to enterprise, to industries, by restraints 
of and incentives to human action. When, then, the proposition is 
that the representative of the people, the Government, which directs 
the combined efforts of the people, may give aid to private enterprises 
wisely by legislation, but not by money, what ground is there for that, 
and who will point out the difference in the ideas where there is none ? 
Legislation by the Government establishing a general policy affecting 
the different interests of the people is as much Government aid as and 
sometimes far greater than any appropriation of money. 

Theseideas are vain; they have no foundation. The Governmentis to 
foster and direct and encourage by the effect of its legislation the pub- 
lic policies that may be wise and useful to the people. That is the 
logic, the theory, and men can not alter the truth, which is divine and 
bears its own consequences. 

If this be true, how then shall this question be tested? It is pro- 
posed that in those countries where there is no commerce, no ships, no 
American connections, the policy of the Government shall give artificial 
stimulus and aid to them by giving a bounty to encourage that which 
the commerce does not demand and require, in order that the future 
commercial relations of the country may be developed. The propriety 
of this will manifestly rest upon two considerations only. One of these 
is, Will it have the effect designated? Is it wise to the end of produc- 
ing that result that a contract should be made with Americans to per- 
form this service? There can be no doubt that if you will furnish the 
stimulus the Americans will do it. There can be no question that if 
the inducement be great enough from the Government the service will 
be supplied. 

But the Postmaster-General says it will limit his choice; that it will 
limit him to a service that will be slower and less expeditious and less 
certain. Then why not put in the contract a provision that this service 
shall be equal to, if not greater in speed during the whole of the period 
of time than any other, and that the contract shall cease and be de- 
termined whenever the contractors permit a greater amount of speed 
or a greater amount of safety or efficiency in the ships of other competi- 
tors, or by any standard that modern invention and progress may re- 
quire? There is no difficulty in meeting that view of the Postmaster- 
General by a contract which any one may draw, requiring the ships to 
be equal not only to the best now made but equal tothe best that may 
be developed hereafter, if you will give sufficient inducement to the en- 
terprise. This is the proper answer to the Postmaster-General’s prop- 
osition. He has the control of the provisions of the contract; let him 
make it so that whenever better ships and a better mail service shall 
be furnished by any competitor, foreign or domestic, the contract shall 
cease. 


The Postmaster-General admits the propriety of this amendment 
while he objects to it in his very able and ingenious letter upon the 
subject. He says that he has given four times as much to American 
ships as to foreign ships for carrying the mail already; that is the prac- 
tice of the Department. 

That is a concession of the whole subject. Why did he give the 
-four-hundredth fraction of a cent. to an American ship instead of to 
a foreign ship? If it was wise to do it for a small amount, it is wise 
to do it for a great amount. If the consideration of favoring Ameri- 
can enterprise by the most infinitesimal proportion of increased pay 
is a wise one for the public, whatever consideration is necessary to pro- 
duce that result is a wise one for the public, within the limit that 
it shall not be so great as to be unreasonable and burdensome. 

He says that he gave this advantage to American ships, and if he 
did to American ships, he did it upon the ground upon which the 
amendment was adopted. Of course we assume that he wanted to 
benefit them. 

This question has nothing whatever to do with the effect of our do- 
mestic policy of tariff or no tariff. Ishare in the general views upon 
that subject on this side of the Chamber, which will not permit the 
imposition of burdens upon one part of the people for the benefit of 
the other. I admit that the granting subsidies of money to enter- 
prises, however intimately connected with the public functions, is a 
dangerous power, but I undertake to say that the ocean mail service 
of this country is as intimately connected with its prosperity in peace 
and its defense in war as the maintenance of an army and navy, and 
that it bears precisely the same function, with the added one that it 
will develop the commercial prosperity of the country. 

To show how wild many of these propositions advanced against this 
amendment are, suppose we admit the proposition that the country is 
burdened with an excessive tariff imposition. Suppose we admit, for 
the purpose of testing this argument, that the cost to the consumer in 
our own country is largely increased, and that an aggregate of 30 or 
40 per cent. upon the actual cost and the foreign cost of production is 
imposed by our tariff policy, why would it not be possible for the man- 
ufacturer, who has received a benefit of 30 per cent. from the American 
consumer, although he may not be able to manufacture his goods at 
equal cost and upon terms of equal competition with the foreign pro- 
ducer, to dispose of his production in foreign countries at a competing 
price with those of the foreign country to any extent less the bounty 


received from the tariff? Undoubtedly he could not do it at the price 
of the home consumption; but the very fact that he had a bounty for 
it at home, and the bounty of the protected market, would enable him 
to sacrifice largely the profits in a foreign country and yet make a 
profit. 

There is no one more opposed than I am to the policy of the imposi- 
tion of duties for protection alone, but I recognize the fact that there 
may be commercial relations even under a prohibitory policy. You 
can not restrain and prohibit the intercourse of mankind. You can 
not build either a Chinese wall or a wall built by non-intercourse laws 
which will separate the peoples of the earth. The human race was 
made by God Almighty for free intercourse and the exchange of thought, 
invention, and the products of labor. Thought is free, hope is free, 
the aspirations of the mind are free. Mankind as created by the Gre- 
ator will have intercourse with each other. Then we must provide for 
it according to modern civilization, for the dignity of national relations 
and national intercourse, for the comfort and convenience of exchange, 
trammel it as you may, it must have communication. 

In my judgment we might modify our existing system and change 
it vastly for the better, for the welfare and comfort of our own people 
and for the promotion of foreign intercourse. But that is not the ques- 
tion here. It is to-day, as we stand, with $700,000, 000 or $800,000,000 
of exchanges, or double that amount, why shall we not maintain the 
national honor and the national dignity, so that an American citizen, 
whether in South America, nearest to us, or in Europe, shall feel the- 
pride and dignity of seeing a vessel of his own country appear in the 
foreign ports bearing the thoughts and the communications and the 
commercial interests of his own people, and respected and honored as 
the representative of the great Republic? 

It is for these reasons, Mr. President, while I think a better system 
of bounty or of subsidy might be devised, that I am willing, as one 
representative of the American people here in the Senate, to vote some 
part of the public money for the transportation of the mails in the 
most expeditious manner in vessels the best that have been or can be 
constructed, which shall be American and representative of our people 
and our nationality. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the motion 
of the Senator from Kansas [ Mr. PLUMB] that the Senate still further 
insist upon its amendment numbered 7, disagreed to by the House, and 
ask for a further conference thereon. 

Mr. PLUMB. I ask for the yeas and nays on that motion. 

PERN ym and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 

e roll, 

Mr. REAGAN (when Mr. COKE’s name was called). My colleague 
[Mr. Coke] is paired with theSenator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES]. 
If my colleague were here, he would vote ‘“‘nay.” 

Mr. DAWES (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. COKE]. I would vote ‘‘yea’’ if it were not 
for that pair. ` 

Mr. FAULKNER (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. QUAY],.but I have transferred 
my pair to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL], and therefore I 
vote ‘‘ nay. 

Mr. McPHERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Hiscock]. Ido not know how he 
would vote uponthisquestion. Ifhewerepresent, Ishould vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. PLUMB. He would vote the same way. The Senator from 
New Jersey, I have no doubt, may feel himself released from his pair. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Being so informed, I will vote. I vote *‘ yea.” 

Mr. PASCO (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHANDLER]. If he were present, I 
should vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SABIN (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. KENNA]. If he were here, I should vote 

‘yea. 

Mr. VANCE (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. FARWELL]. If he were present, I should 
vote ‘‘nay.”’ 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa (when his name was called). Iam paired 
with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Witson]. If he were present, 
I should vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. BATE. My colleague [Mr. HARRIS] is paired with the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Iam paired generally with the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. I find that my colleague [Mr. PAD- 
DOCK J is absent and apparently is not paired. I will transfer my pair to 
my colleague and vote. I vote ‘‘yea.”’ ? 

The result was announced—yeas 28, nays 16; as follows: 


YEAS—28. 

Allison, Davis, Hoar, Piumb, 
Blair, Dolph, Ingalls, š 
Bowen, Edmunds, McPherson, Sawyer, e 
Call, Farwell, Manderson, Spooner, 
Cameron, Frye, Mitchell, Stewart, 

Gorman, Payne, Stockbridge, 
Cullom, Hale, Platt, Teller. 
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NAYS—16. 
Bate, Cockrell, Hampton, Saulsbury, 
Beck, Colquitt, Hearst, 
Berry, er, Jones of Arkansas, Vi 
Blodgett, George, Reagan, Wali 
ABSENT—32. 

Aldrich, Eustis, Riddleberger, 
Blackburn, organ, in, 
Brown, Gibson, Morrill, Sherman, 
Butler Gray, Paddock, ford, 
Chandler, al Palmer, Vance, 

ke, b oor! 

i ý Hiscock, Quay, Wilson of Iowa, 

Dawes, Jones of Nevada, Ransom, of 

So the motion was agreed to. 


By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the managers of the further conference on the part of the Sen- 
ate, and Mr. PLUMB, Mr. ALLISON, and Mr. Beck were appointed. 


AMENDMENTS TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. EDMUNDS. I beg leave to offer, with the assent and approval 
of all the members of the Committee on the J iary with whom I 
have been able to consult, an amendment intended to be A ig to 
the sundry civil appropriation bill, to be printed and refi to the 
Committee on Appropriations. I wish to say that the amendment is 
to provide that t e Joint Committee on Printing of the two Houses 
shall cause to be made a new and complète index to the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States, and all the statutes and joint resolutions since, 
that shall be a good one for the conveniences and necessities of every- 
body. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations and printed. 

Mr. CALL submitted an amendment intended to be pro by him 
to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was refi to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 7547) granting the right of way to the Yankton and 
Missouri River Railway through the Yankton reservation in Dakota; 


and 
A bill (H. R. 10112) granting to the Duluth and Winnipeg Railway 
- Company the right of way through the Fond du Lac Indian reserva- 
tion, in the State of Minnesota. : 

SEACOAST DEFENSES. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
DoLPH] desire to proceed with the bill (S. 62) to provide for fortifica- 
tions and other seacoast defenses? 

Mr. BLAIR. I ask the Senator from Oregon to consent that the bill 
may be informally laid aside in order to proceed to the consideration 
of the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of laborers, 
workmen, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour law. 

Mr. DOLPH. I can-not consent to that. I have been a long time 
waiting for a full Senate to consider the coast defenses bill, and I do 
not know that any one wishes to discussit. I think if the amendments 
be read and acted upon we can have a vote upon it. I su the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE] intended to address the Senate 
to-day. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 62) to provide for fortifications and other seacoast 
defenses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The first amendment reported from 
the Committee on Coast Defenses will be stated. 

Mr. BLAIR. I suppose the Senator from Oregon hardly expects a 
vote upon the bill without further discussion. 

_ Mr. DOLPH. Ido. I do not know that any one desires to discuss 
it. If any one desires to discuss it the question will come up on the 
Army appropriation bill. I think we can take a vote upon it at once. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE], who 
had the floor to-day by the courtesy of the Senate to speak upon the 
fisheries treaty, kindly gave way with the understanding that at the 
close of the debate upon the Post-Office appropriation bill I would have 
an opportunity to make a motion or obtain by consent of the Senator 
from Oregon the right to ask the Senate to consider Senate bill 405 in 
favor of these laborers, who have been now in three Congresses at least 
getting reports, always favorable reports in both Houses of Congress, 
but have never been able to get the consideration of their measure. 

Mr. DOLPH. I gave way once for the consideration of that bill, and 
we were unable to get a quorum to act on it. 

Mr. BLAIR. That was not the faultof the friends of the bill. 

Mr. DOLPH. There is sickness in my family and I desire to take 
them away as soon as I can, and I want to have the bill disposed of. 
I think we can get a vote on itin half an hour, probably in a quarter of 

- an hour, as soon as the amendments are acted on. 
T. BLAIR. Of course if the Senator does not give way I can not 
press the request further. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The first amendment will be stated. 


The CHIEF CLERK. The first amendment of the Committee on Coast 
Defenses is to add, at the end of section 2: 


All of said appropriation to be ayailable until expended. 


So as to make the clause read: 


For the fiscal ending June 30, 1889, $21,500,000; for each fiscal year there- 


after for the od of eleven years, $9,000,000, and for the fiscal year ending June 


30, 1901, $5,877,800, all of said appropriation to be available until expe Š 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 3, line 3, after the word ‘‘afore- 
said,’’ to insert ‘‘and the armament therefor, and the purchase of sites 
for the said fortifications, substantially;’’ and in line 16 of the same 
section, after the word ‘‘ ports,’’ to insert ‘‘ or the armament therefor; ” 
so as to make the section read: 


the adjournment of the next session thereof, when, if such chan have 
not been authorized by Congress, work be resumed under the p rec- 
ommended by said board. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment, was in section 4, line 4, after the word ‘‘by,’’ 
to strike out ‘‘a board of’’ and insert the words ‘‘ him, and he may 
appoint an advisory board of; and in line 6, after the word “‘ be,” 
to strike out the words ‘‘appointed by the President, and be;’’ so as 
to make the section read: 


Src. 4. The floating batteries and ero recommended b; 
on of the Secretary of the 


said board 


be removable at his pean 
wise provided, shall 
peor hh pone of = weet August 3, 1 


constructed all parts 

domestic manufacture, and if reasonable bids can be obtained therefor, consider- 
ing the cost and risk of navigating and transporting the same, if constructed 
elsewhere, the floating batteries and torpedo-boats intended for use on the Pa- 
cific coast shall be constructed on that coast, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenext amendment was, in section 5, line 18, after the word ‘‘ shall,” 
to insert the words ‘‘ have or shall;’’ so as to read: 

That no money shall be expended Snares So pares for steel accepted and 


delivered; that each bidder shall have or contract to erect in the United 
States a suitable plant. 
to. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 7, after the word ‘‘ by,”’ 
to insert the words ‘‘ the Secretary of War, who may appoint;’’ in line 
9, after the word “Army,’’ to strike out the words ‘‘ who shall be ap- 
pointed by the President and,” and insert the word ‘‘ to;’’ in line 11, 
after the word ‘‘ provided,” to strike out the words ‘‘so far as practi- 
apa and to insert ‘‘except when done at Government shops;’’ so 
to read: 


Sec. 6. That the construction of the fortifications and their armament, the fab- 
rication of guns and gun for fortifications, submarine mines, and all 
such defenses except floating batteries and torpedo-boats, shall be under the 
supervision of the tary of War, but before any money is expended on any 
such fortifications or other defenses the plans and specifications of the same 
shall be approved by the Secretary of War, who may appoint an advisory board 
of not more than ten officers of the Army, to be removable at his pleasure. All 
works as herein provided, except when done at Government shops, shall be 
done by contract. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the same section, after the word “ con- 
tract,” at the end of line 12, to strike out the words “‘ the ot 
which shall be governed by the laws and regulations of the Department 
in force at the time,” and insert ‘‘or otherwise, as may be most eco- 
nomical and advantageous to the Government.” 

Mr. GORMAN. I appeal to the Senator from Oregon, who has pre- 
sented this bill, and, I think, offered these amendments, to permit the 
bill with the amendments to be printed, so that we may see them. 

Mr. DOLPH. The bill was printed months ago, with the report of 
the committee and an explanation of the amendments. 

Mr. GORMAN. Iunderstand the bill has been printed, but the 
amendments have not been. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill with the amendments has 
been printed. 


Mr. DOLPH. The amendments are reported by the committee. 
Mr. COCKRELL. I ask the Senator whether the report has been 
printed? I have not been able to find it as a separate document, and 
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the last place on earth to look for anything is the CONGRESSIONAL | Mr. DOLPH. 


RECORD. 

Mr. DOLPH. It was printed four months ago. 

Mr. COCKRELL. As a separate document? 

Mr. DOLPH. Asa separate document, a report. 

Mr. COCKRELL. It is very strange that itis not so noted on the 
Calendar and not so noted on the bill. I have not been able to get 
hold of it. 

Mr. DOLPH. ‘Theat isa mistake. When the bill was first taken up 
the report and bill were printed in the RECORD, which also contains 
the letters of the Secretary of War—— 

Mr. COCKRELL. I remember something about the report or some 
papers having been printed in the RECORD, but I never saw the report 
in separate document form. . 

Mr. MCPHERSON. The bill now before the Senate, if I understand 
it correctly, appropriates a very large sum of money through a series ot 
years, the object and purpose of the bill being to commence a system 
of fortifications along the seacoast. When you begin these fortifica- 
tions, it must be upon a well-matured plan, and if you make an appro- 
priation of money, say for the first year of $10,000,000, and do not con- 
tinue it through the years that are to follow, to enable the officials to 
carry out the entire plan or system, the result of the whole thing will 
be that the money is thrown away. 

I do not know whether it is the right of this Congress to make an 
appropriation of money pledging future Co to continue the sys- 
tem of fortifications upon the seacoast until the Government has ex- 
pended $120,000,000. Certainly that is matter that was discussed but 
very little in the committee, and I do not know and I did not under- 
stand that the bill was to be reported back to the Senate. I may be 
mistaken about it. I know that, so far as I was concerned as a mem- 
ber of that committee, I thought it was undertaking a great work and 
without any plan before us, or without any plan that had been made 
by any engineer of the Army, without deciding whether the best thing 
to do was to build a fortification upon land, or in lieu of that to pro- 
vide floating batteries that might be moved from one exposed point to 
another. That was a subject which the committee did not and could 
not decide, and I do not know that it could be decided at all in aman- 
ner which would be satisfactory to Senators. 

I do not know that this bill should not have further consideration at 


tifications, which, perhaps, is asJmuch as should be rag et Pore but 
understanding that the Army bill does not touch the fortifications, as 
I am informed by the Senator from Maryland, I think it is a little pre- 
mature for the Senate to decide to make an investment of $120,000, 000 
without some well-matured plan before them. In addition to that, if 
the first appropriation is made of ten or fifteen million dollars, as the 
case may be, if it were not continued in after years, through a series of 
years by an appropriation made every year to prosecute the work, the 
result would be that we should be in the same shape then that we are 
to-day with respect to fortifications. 

Mr. STEWART. I would ask the Senator how he proposes to ma- 
ture a plan if he does not commence maturing somewhere? 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I am satisfied something ought to be done 
with respect to fortifying our seacoast. Whether it will be done by 
fortifications built upon the land or by floating batteries which can be 
transferred, as I said before, from one exposed point to another, is a 
matter that I think the Engineer Corps of the Army and the Engineer 

ent of the Navy have not yet fully matured in their own minds. 
Therefore I do not think it is well to proceed with the consideration 
of a measure which has not been well digested by a committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For the information of the Senate, 
the question having been raised, the Chair calls the attention of the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. COCKRELL] and others to the fact that this 
report, No. 603, was printed as a separate document, ordered on the 
19th of March. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I have a copy of it now, but, if the Chair please, 
I call the attention of the Chair to the point that the fact that there is 
an accompanying report is not noted on the face of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is noted on the Calendar. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is true; but it does not appear on the face 
of the bill that there was any report accompanying the bill. 

Mr. DOLPH. This bill was reported from the Committee on Coast 
Defenses after several meetings. I am sure the Senator from New 
Jersey must have forgotten, though he was present and participated in 
the discussion, and I am pretty sure he was present when the report 
was adopted and I was directed to report the bill. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I did not understand that the chairman was 
authorized to make a favorable report upon the bill. I do not remem- 
ber that he was, although I think no objection was made to reporting 
it back; but I supposed it was to be reported without any recommenda- 
tion. If Iremember aright aboutit, both the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. HAmprTon] and myself, who are members of the committee, 
joined in the discussion which took place on a single day, as I remem- 
perin eee and I did not understand thateither of us subscribed 

e 


Well, Mr. President, I so understood, and the com- 
mittee having several bills before them, different propositions,a majority 
of the committee directed the chairman to report this bill, and in pur- 
suance of that direction I prepared and submitted a written report to 
accompany it. 

This bill provides for the fortification of twenty-seven ports upon the 
Atlantic and Pacific coasts, at which the board on fortifications and 
other defenses reported that defenses were most urgently needed. It 
adopts the plan recommended by that board, subject to change by 
Congress. It appropriates the entire amount necessary for the comple- 
tion of the entire work, to be available from year to year as required; 
so that the objection which the Senator from New Jersey has made to 
the bill does not exist. ‘The whole amount is appropriated, and if this 
plan is adopted, if this bill should pass both branches of Congress, 
there will be no delay for want of funds, and the work will proceed. 

The plan is certainly the best plan that Congress has before it, and 
the report on which it is based, I believe, was made in January, 1887, 
by one of the most competent boards that was ever organized in the 
country, consisting of Army and Navy officers and civilians. I dis- 
cussed this bill at some length when it was first taken up and read, 
and had it printed in the RECORD. I have had it postponed from time 
to time, so that there might be a full Senate, and now I desire to have 
it disposed of. A 

Mr. HAMPTON. Mr. President, I think that the Senator from 
Oregon is mistaken in some parts of his statement. My recollection 
of the action in regard to this bill is this: We had it before the com- 
mittee, and upon the first vote as to whether it should be reported fa- 
vorably or unfavorably there was a majority against it, or on the prop- 
osition the committee was equally divided, so that in fact it was an 
unfavorable report. The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MCPHERSON], 
however, said that he would be willing that it should be reported to 
the Senate, but he did not commit himself to the support of the bill. 
I was opposed to it, as the Senator will remember, throughout. I 
think the Senator from New York [Mr. Hiscock] was also opposed to 
it. Iam sorry he is not here. I think the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
REAGAN] did not concur in it. 

Mr. DOLPH. I think theSenator from Texas did, and he is here to 
state; and if the Senator will allow me to correct him, I will tell him 
how it was. The Senator from Pennsylvania [ Mr. CAMERON] was not 
present when the vote was had. The Senator from Pennsylvania then 
came in and changed the resulf, and then, as I understood, the Senator 
from New Jersey acquiesced in the majority report; but without his 
vote there was a majority report. It was the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr, CAMERON] who came in from the Naval Committee and 
cast his vote so as to make a majority. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Then, Mr. President, the report which has been 
made as the majority report was made by the vote of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. Certainly I did not consent to report the bill, as I under- 
stood. It is too large an appropriation of money for me to yote for, 
either in committee or elsewhere, except upon some well-matured plan 
commending itself to my own judgment, . 

Mr. PAYNE. I would like to inquire of the chairman what is in- 
cluded in line 12, of section 1, by the words ‘‘lake ports.’’ Does that 
mean the ports of the upper lakes ? 

Mr. DOLPH. I think probably Rouse’s Point and some point on 
Lake Champlain, and at some point on the St. Lawrence River there is 
a fortification recommended by the board. If the Senator will refer to 
the report he will find several ports at which a fortification is to be pro- 
vided and the plans for which are stated in the report. 

Mr. PAYNE. It does not include any port on the lakes? 

Mr. DOLPH. It does not include the harbors individually, but it 
will include some fortifications on the St. Lawrence River and on Lake 
Champlain. 

Mr. PLUMB. Mr. President, this general question was developed ~ 
in the discussion of the Army appropriation bill a few days ago. The 
amendment of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] to that 
bill is still pending, as the bill itself is pending. While it istrue that 
it deals with only a part of this raia iuan deal with a very important 
part of it, that of the construction of large caliber steel guns. In ad- 
dition to that, I have some information, which seems to be reliable, 
that within a short period of time we shall have from the House of Rep- 
resentatives what is known as the fortification bill, a bill which is one 
of the regular appropriation bills which usually receives favorable ac- 
tion by both Houses of Congress, 

This question ought to be dealt with, not piecemeal, but in gross, 
and it seems to me that it would be better that this bill should go over 
until such time as these other bills have been reported to the Senate 
and coneluded, so that the Senate may have an opportunity to consider 
them all together. : 

I perhaps ought not to show my own ignorance upon this subject as 
presented by the committee as a reason for delay, but I can say gen- 
erally that I think myself that we should have a debate upon this 
subject when it is before us either in the shape of the Army bill or the 
regular fortification bill, before we act upon this bill from this special 
committee, no doubt well considered, based upon existing facts, and so 
on. In that way the Senate.will be better able to decide than it is 
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now. Therefore, unless I seem to antagonize some one specially, I 
shall move that this bill be made a special order for the 26th day of 
July, at 2 o’clock. 

Mr. VEST. I wish to ask the Senator from Kansas a question. I 
have heard from a reliable source that the fortification bill, which will 
be here in a day or two, appropriates $35,000,000. 

Mr. PLUMB. Somewhere between thirty-five and forty million 
dollars. 

Mr. VEST. And here is an appropriation of $126,378,800 by the 
first section of this bill in addition. 

Mr. PLUMB. I will state that the amendment which has been pro- 
poe by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] to the Army 

ill appropriates $6,000,000, and the trouble I find is in reconciling in 
these several ways the general question of fortifications in my own mind. 
I think, therefore, it would be advisable to have this matter go over. 

Mr. REAGAN. When this matter was before the committee I gave 
my consent and approval to the reporting of the bill by the Senator 
from Oregon. I felt all the time that proper arrangements ought to be 
made for the protection of our principal seaports and for putting the 
country in that condition of defense which would not make us feel une- 
qual wheneyer any question of negotiation arises between our country 
and others. But I want to suggest to the Senator from Oregon that 
when the Army appropriation bill was up the other day, and the 
amendment was offered by the Senator from Connecticut, appropriat- 
ing about $5,000,000 to enable the Government to make steel 
guns, I supported that amendment, and supported it with a state- 
ment that I thought there was no probability of this passing, and doing 
that much towards the defense of the country than the present bill. 
On account of its appropriating a less amount of money I would like 
to see that bill acted upon, to know whether that amendment is to be- 
come a law, and I should like to see the results of the action on the 
fortifications bill before this bill is acted upon. While I gave my ap- 
proval to the reporting of this bill I would be glad, if it met the ap- 
proval of the Senator from Oregon, that it should be laid aside for the 
time being. 

Mr. DOLPH. Mr. President, while for a month we have scarcely 
hada quorum of the Senate, I have been in attendance each day wait- 
ing to get a vote upon this bill. I desire soon to leave the city and to 
be absent from the Senate for a time, and it would be very inconveni- 
ent for me to have the consideration of this bill postponed to the time 
mentioned by the Senator from Kansas. 

I listened with some impatience to the debate a week ago last Fri- 
day on the Army appropriation bill. When that bill was under dis- 
cussion and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] was anxious 
to secure a yote upon his amendment, although greatly interested in 
the subject, I refrained from occupying the time of the Senate with any 
remarks. I did not intendatthis time to further discuss the bill under 
consideration. After much consideration of the subject, the Senate 
Committee on Coast Defenses matured and reported a bill, which was 
introduced by myself. It was submitted to the Secretary of War for 
his criticism, and by him to the Chief of Engineers, to the Chief of Ord- 
nance, and to the Board of Engineers in New York City, and received 
the approval of them all. s 

The Secretary and every officer and board expressly approved the 
provision of the bill for an'appropriation of the entire amount estimated 
for this work to be expended from year to year as required. 

I have before me the minutes of the meeting of the Committee on 
Coast Defenses, at which I was authorized to report this bill, which 
show that on the first ballot Messrs. HAWLEY, Hiscock, McPHERSON, 
and HAMPTON voted for Senate bill 19. That was a bill to appropriate 
something like $9,000,000. 

Mr. DAWES. Isit in order to state what was done in committee? 

Mr. DOLPH. Perhaps not; but it has already been done, and I will 
say, inasmuch as the Senator from New Jersey has undertaken to state 
whathedidin committee, that the minutesshow that he changed his vote 
and voted for Senate bill No. 62 after having voted for the smaller bill. 

This bill adopts the plan recommended by the Board on Fortifica- 
tions and other Defenses, appointed by the President under the pro- 
visions of the act of March 3, 1835. It makes an appropriation of the 
entire amount estimated by the board as required for the fortification 
of twenty-seven ports. It has been on the Calendar for about three or 
four months, and it has been the unfinished business before the Senate 
for something like a month. The report was printed in the RECORD 
when I first called up the bill for consideration. I think the Senateis 
prepared to vote upon it, and if itis proposed to enter upon this work 
at all, this bill should be passed. 

We may differ concerning some subjects relating to coast defenses 
(and I am sorry to say that we differ asto the necessity of coast defenses), 
but there are some facts that can not becontroverted. Noone will deny 
that the United States to-day is utterly defenseless against an attack 
by the most insignificant naval power of the world. We have some 
5,000 miles of seacoast, not including Alaska, with numerous harbors 
which will admit of the entrance of the gunboats and smaller war- 
ships of Great Britain and other European powers, and large harbors 
on both coasts that will admit of the largest war-ships of Great Britain, 
France, Germany, and Italy, and upon the shores of these harbors mag- 


nificent cities with costly public edifices and palatial residences and the | Sanspareil,...... s.s... 


accumulated wealth of a century, all of which could be destroyed in a 
few hours by the engines of destruction which are carried by modern 
war-ships. With no guns for the Army, and if we had them, with no 
fortifications on which they could be mounted but what could be con- 
verted into a heap of ruins by a few well-directed shots from a 5-inch 
steel rifle, we should be, in the case of a foreign war, at the mercy of 
the enemy until we could permanently obstruct the entrances to our 
harbors or could provide guns and fortifications. 

From the fortified harbors of Halifax and Bermuda the great war- 
ships of Great Britain menace our Atlantic coast and our commerce 
upon the Great Lakes, and from Esquimault on Puget Sound a battery 
of 80-ton Armstrong guns, either now or will shortly frown upon our 
unprotected coasts across the straits of Juan De Fuca, and her great 
war-ships under cover of these batteries menace our commerce on Puget 
Sound and on the Pacific Ocean. 

I desire to insert in the RECORD a list of vessels, classified according 
to draught of water and the ports which they can enter upon our coasts, 
Atlantic and Pacific, with the tables accompanying it, found in the re- 
port of the Board on Fortifications and other Defenses. 

The paper is as follows: 


LIST OF VESSELS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO DRAUGHT OF WATER AND THE 
PORTS WHICH THEY CAN ENTER. 


Portsmouth, N. i. ; Roc 


. ispo, ; 
cent City, Cal.; San Francisco, Cal.; Benicia, Cal.; Trinidad, Cal.; Mendocino 
City, Cal.; New Pungonnds, Wash.; Olympia, Wash. ; Seattle, Wash. ; Steila- 
coom, Wash.; Port Townsend, Wash, 

Vessels of Class A, drawing from 25 feet to 26 feet, can enter the following- 
named ports at half tide, in addition to those above mentioned: Salem, Mass. ; 
Boston, Mass. ; Hempstead Bay, Long Island; New York; Lewes, Del. (break- 
water); New Orleans, La. 

Class B,—Foreign vessels drawing from 20 to 25 feet—Vessels of Class B, draw- 
ar tery than 25 feet and more than 24 feet, can enter the following-named ports 
at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : Baltimore, Md, ; Port Royal, 
8.C.; Vallejo, Cal.; Astoria, Oregon. 

Vessels of Class B, drawing less than 24 feet and more than 23 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: 


5 .; San Diego, Cal. 
Vessels of Class B. drawing less than 23 feet and more than 22 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : 
Nt ery L; Norfolk, Va.; ‘Wilmington, Del.; Chester, Pa.; Philadelphia, 


a. 

Vessels of Class B, drawing less than 22 feet and more than 21 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : 
Wood's Holl, Mass. ; en F. 

Vessels of Class B, drawing less than 21 feet and more than 20 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : 
Vineyard Haven, Mass. ; Pensacola, Fla. 

Class C.—Foreign vessels drawing from 15 to 20 feet.—Vessels of Class C, draw- 
a than 20 feet and more than 19 feet, can enter the following-named ports 
at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: Calais, Me.; Nantucket, 
Mass. (outer harbor); Washington, D. C.; Annapolis, Md. 

Vessels of Class C, drawing less than 19 feet and more than 18 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: 
Edgartown, Mass,; Fall River, R. I.; Mobile, Ala.; Kalama, Oregon. ; 

essels of Class C, drawing jess than 18 fect‘and more than 17 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: 
Bangor, Me.; , Oregon. 

Vessels of Class ©, drawing less than 17 feet and@ more than 16 feet, can enter 
the following-named at half tide, in addition to these before mentioned ; 
Perth Amboy, N. J.: leston, S. C.; Smithville, N.C.; Apalachicola, Fia. 

Vessels of Class C. drawing less than 16 feet and more than 15 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : 
Stonington, Conn.; New Haven, Conn.; St. Mary's, Fla. 

Class D.—Foreign vessels drawing less than 15 feet.— Vessels of Class D,draw- 
ing less than 15 feet and more than 14 feet, can enter the followin named ports 
at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: Richmond, Va.; Beaufort, 
N. C.; Fernandina, Fla. 

Vessels of Class D, drawing less than 14 feet and more than 12 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned : 
Plymouth, Mass.; Barnstable, Mass.; Savannah, Ga.; St. Augustine, Fla.; Gal- 
veston, Tex.; Newport, Oregon; Empire City, Oregon. 

Vessels of Class D, drawing less than 12 feet and more than 8 feet, can enter 
the following-named ports at half tide, in addition to those before mentioned: 
Newbu rt, Mass.; Bridgeport, Conn.; Little Harbor, N. J.; Atlantic 
City, N. se Edenton, N. C.; Plymouth, N. C.; 


New e, N. C.; Wilmington, 
N. C.; Georgetown, S. C.; Jacksonville, Fla.; Cedar Keys, Fla. 
Crass A.—Foreign vessels drawing 25 feet and over. 
Nore.—Sister ships, of same draught, are bracketed. 
Maxi- Maxi- 
Name of ship. mum Name of ship. mum 
draught. draught. 
ENGLAND—continued, 
1 AR Armored. Hn 
27 11 || Téméraire... 27 2 
27 6 Dreadnaugh' 26 9 
Triumph .... 2 7 
27 3 Alexandra .. 26 6 
Nelson..... 26 6 
Superb .... 26 5 
27 3 || Inflexible. 26 4 
pore ey 26 3 
Renown... OSSUS ..... 
27 8 || Edinburghs 2% 3 
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Crass A.—Foreign vessels drawing 25 feet and over—Continued. Cuass B.—Foreign vessels drawing from 29 to 25 feet—Continued. 


Maxi- Maxi- Maxi- Maxi- 


Name of ship, mum | Name of ship. mum Name of ship. mum Name of ship. mum 
draught. | N draught. draught. draught, 
ENGLAND—continued, ITALY—continued. AUsTRIA—continued. 
Rath Unarmored, « 
tn ... 28 0 en 
26 1 20 4 
Palestro. 
= a Principe Amadeo ... a 21 0 
3 6 RUSSIA. xy (e? 
Armored. Salamander ..... R | JAPAN. | 
Admiral Nakimoff..... 235 9 
26 8 Unarmored, 
235 6 235 6 wae 
letzky ..... 
25 0| Laudon a6 
25 0 
25 0 
29 11 235 0 
| 2 ENGLAND, RUSSIA—continued. 
27 10 Armored, in 
. 
27 3 Torpedo ram (Polyphemus 
26 0 sry, Bat Seem ). rs R 
7 
2 9 17 0 
2 8 16 6 
2 0 18 0 
i 15 8 
25 3| 25 
Unarmor: 
TOUrville...... ..ceccseserererneere } 5 0 
DUGUCSICssserrssorsseeressees 26 9 | Opal and 5 others of class.. 
ITALY, ~~ : 19 8 
Eahatós ‘Albrecht... 25 3 | Comusand 8othersof class ee 
be K. Erzherzog Rudolf.. 3 3 
TURKEY. Modeste and 4 others of 
29 8| Armored. 
Re Umberto..... 28 11 Hamidieeh 25 6 
Sicilia..ins mers. Messudieh. 3 0 19 8 
Cxiass B.—Foreign vessels drawing from 20 to 25 feet. Do 
FRANCE—continued, 18 4 
+ Hn 17 1 
a 8 
2 23 0 
4 a s 16 5 
217 
23 20 6 @) 
23 7 ITALY. 
23 
Unarmored. 
22 0 || Flavio Gioia..,...........0». Per 21 6 
Amerigo Vespucci............ 17 8 
21 3 | RUSSIA. 
21 1 Armored, 
Peter eee A 9 
Not named 23 0 19 0 
A 7 23 0 
a 3 23 0 
23 9 
3 3 : 2 0 
23 0 
2 1 
n R Preussen ..... A7 19 6 
20 0 || Ha 21 7 
18 0 
Leipzig. 
„|| Pring Adalbert, att 
g 18 0 
17 6 
goza 4 11 15 0 
as 
A 20 
Unarmored. 18 0 
17 0 
illa... 4 o 
‘ist ive Unarmored. > Armored. 
Ae Pamjat Markurija..........0 Ia lae a erated 15 6 
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Crass C,—Foreign vessels drawing from 15 to 20 feet—Continued. 


Crass D,—Foreign vessels drawing less than 15 fect—Continued. 


Name of ship. 


SWEDEN—continued. 


Almirante pow: 


Vice Admiral Popoff............ 
Not named..........0. i 


Novgorod 


see enaeeseaseneeeseces: aeeeves 


CHILI. 


Almirante Cochrane......... 
Blanco Encalada.. 
HUASCAL..00..00ecccsoenens 


Unarmored, 


CHINA, 
Amiral Miaulis.............0.00: 
PORTUGAL. 


A 
Ting Yuen 
Chen Yuen 


Riachuelo.......... desans 
Aquidaban 


Unarmored. 
Cruzador “B” 
Guauabara.. 


ENGLAND. 
Unarmored, 
Cw 
Wild Swan and eleven cy Fie 
others of class............+ s “3 
Fantome and five others es 7 
Of class... sei ssssssseossssesene 13 11 
li 6 
l4 6 
l4 0 
l4 0 
Arab.... ane 13 9 
Ramble and two others of hate 
E CARI MNase RE Sa 
leer acs and three oes za 2 
f class. ad 
12 11 
pains and sister mie 12 0 
Albacore and two ieee sid 

class. 1 6 
uo 
no 

Rearine: and an oleae to 

Of ClASS.........-10ss000- = 

ne cabs cach ser 10 6 
EE S cient 1011 
10 11 


Coquette and six others of 


see neeeeeeeeeeeee 


Cygnett and eleven others 4 


gS € S885 
oa fo Oe 


9 6 
Staunch ane onset re 9 
others of class. 61 


Medina and eleven — 
of class... oe 


+1 10 


oan 


Maxi- 
mum 
draught 


Name of ship. 


HOLLAND—continued. 
Armored. 


sessssss 


Also a See awed 
of gunboats, 


NORWAY. 
Armored. 
ESTAR: 


m 
AA d 


vaaanak & 
BScocace s 


sas 
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Crass D.—Foreign vessels drawing less than 15 feet—Continued. 


Maxi- Maxi- 
Name of ship, mum Name of ship. mum 
draught. draught. 
CHINA. 
Unarmored, 
+” 
9 6 
11 iron and steel gunboats 
12 o| (alphabetical class)......... fe. 
10 6 JAPAN. 
Unarmored, 
8 G6 | Katsuragi .......0..scccvosssseeseee 
xi it 15 0 
hi 
CHILL 13 0 
(?) 
Unarmored. a 
Magellanes. ... ses.. soeioe sererenee 


13 0 


While we are defenseless against an attack by a naval power, the 
great countries of Europe are providing not only for defense, but for 
aggressive warfare. The question is whether this defenseless condition 
of our coasts is to continue. I confess Iam surprised by what I see 
to-day, and I was surprised the other day to hear the remarks of the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLUMB] and the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. COCKRELL]. 

The Senator from Missouri emphatically stated that we did not need 
coast defenses; and I think it was a fair inference from what the Sena- 
tor from Kansas said that he believed it, too. If those Senators could 
insure us for all time against a foreign war, I would agree with them 
that we do not need coast defenses. But, sir, who can foretell the fut- 
ure? How can we judge of the future but by the past? Wars have 
been and wars will be. Even the United States, with the peaceful 
disposition of its inhabitants and its isolated situation, has not been 
able to avoid foreign wars; and Europe is either ina continual state of 
war or in preparation for it. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask the Senator from Oregon a ques- 
tion at such time in his speech as it will suit him to answer. 

Mr. DOLPH. I would prefer to finish what I am saying. 

If the Senator from Missouri believes, as he said, that there is no dan- 
ger of a foreign war, that is a sufficient reason why he should vote 
against any proposition for the defense of our coasts; but Isubmit when 
he says, as I understood him to say, that when war is once upon us the 
courage and patriotism and genius of the American people will provide 
a timely defense, that is mere idle declamation. It will take years to 
build guns, to construct fortifications, and instruct the personnel for 
coast defense. 

We may prophesy of the coming of the millennium, we may dream of 
peace, we may sleep in fancied security only to be awakened by the 
rude alarm of war. The history of the race has been the history of 
constant conflicts of arms, and the same passions which have animated 
mankind in the past continue to animate them now. If the Senator 
believes that there is no danger of foreign war, and as he said that since 
the unsuccessful attempt to destroy the Union all cause of dissension 
and sectional jealousy and strife is removed and we have an indissol- 
uble Union of indestructible States, and that there is no longer any 
danger of civil war, why should we maintain the Army and the costly 

nnel of the Navy? Why not set the example at once to the other 
nations of the earth of beating our swords into plowshares and our 
spears into pruning-hooks? 

The Senator talks about the courage and patriotism and genius of 
the American people. Sir, he has no greater admiration for the heroic 
qualities of the American people than myself. They are not lacking 
in courage; they are not lacking in genius or any other quality that 
goes to make up the most perfect type of manhood; but when the hour 
of peril comes to this country, if it ever comes, when a fleet of modern 
war ships is in the harbor of New York or San Francisco, and with 
those great projectiles of a ton weight, fired 10 miles or more with a 
muzzle energy of 62,000 foot-tons, are mowing down the rows of costly 
brick and granite and marble edifices and scattering death and destruc- 
tion, of what avail, I would ask the Senator, would be the courage or 
the patriotism or the genius of the American people? 

Sir, millions of infantry and of cavalry and of artillery, with such 
appliances for coast defenses as we now have, would be as powerless 
before those bolts of destruction as before the thunderbolts of the Al- 
mighty, or as were the people of Charleston a year ago last August, 
when their residences were shaken down over their heads by the forces 
of nature, 

In any foreign war of the future the great battles will be fought be- 
tween the modern war-ships of the enemy and our fortifications, with 
powerful guns managed by an instructed personnel, and an army of a 
million of men would be mere idle s tors. 

Senators are not consistent. If the Senator from Kansas believes as 


he said, that there never will be a hostile shot fired on this continent, 
why did he the other day advocate an appropriation of $400,000 to pur- 
chase dynamite guns? Andif the Senator from Missouri believes there 
is no danger of foreign war, why does he support appropriations for the 
Army and the military and naval schools? 

But, Mr. President, leaving this question for the moment, I desire, 
now that I have the floor, to say something upon the subject of guns. 
The Senator from Kansas said that built-up steel rifles were out of 
date. $ 

Mr. PLUMB. For coast defense. 

Mr. DOLPH. Forcoastdefense. Mr. President, eitherthe whole world 
is wrong and the costly experience of the leading nations of Europe for 
the last twenty-five years has led to no practical results, and the emi- 
nent officers of the ordnance and engineer corps of the armies of Europe 
are ignorant and corrupt, and the reports of the actual service of steel 
guns in war have been falsified and the reports of our own boards, the 
Gun Foundry Board, the Board on Fortifications and other Defenses, 
the committee of the Senate of which the honorable Senator from Con- 
necticut was chairman, and the committee of the House of which Mr. 
RANDALL was chairman, have led us in the wrong direction, and the 
officers of our Army and Navy know nothing abont their business, or 
the Senator from Kansas was wrong and the breech-loading built-up 
forged steel rifle is the best gun that ever was invented or built. 

Who says, except the Senator from Kansas, that the steel rifles are 
out of date? The South Boston Iron Works, who want to force on the 
Government worthless cast-iron guns because they can make them and 
can not make steel rifles; inventors, proprietors of inventions such as 
the multicharge gun, or the dynamite gun, who want to force untried 
inventions upon the Government. But, sir, no officer of the Army, no 
board appointed to inquire into the question has said that they are out 
of date. If we are to provide forged-steel rifles, how shall it be done? 

All the Government officials whose duty it is to make recommenda- 
tions to Congress upon the subject and who are qualified to judge agree 
concerning it. The Gun Foundry Board reported in favor of forged- 
steel rifles for the Army and Navy; that the forged and tempered steel 
ingots, rough bored and rough turned, should be procured by contract 
from private parties, and that the Government should fabricate the 
guns, assemble the parts, and for that purpose there should be erected 
one gun factory for the Army and one for the Navy, the one for the 
Navy at the Washington navy-yard, and the one for the Army at 
Watervliet arsenal. 

The Hawley committee investigated the whole subject and con- 
curred inthis report. The Board on Fortifications and other 
at the head of which was our present Secretary of War, and which has 
been eulogized on this floor as the best qualified board that ever con- 
sidered the subject of coast defenses, approved the report of the Gun 
Foundry Board, not only as to the of guns, but as to the 
manner in which they should be procured. 

Further than that, Congress has acted on their recommendations, so 
far as the Navy is concerned, and if my recollection serves me—I have 
not looked at the Reconp—the Senator from Kansas himself made a 
motion to increase the appropriation in the last naval appropriation 
bill for the purpose of providing a plant at the Washington navy-yard 
for the gun factory there. He certainly favored it, and I think he of- 
fered it. I may be mistaken as to the bill, however. 

Mr. PLUMB. Will the Senator allow mea word in that connection ? 

Mr. DOLPH. Certainly. 

Mr. PLUMB. The two propositions are entirely different. I have 
no doubt in the present stage of the art of gun-making a built-up steel 
gun is the most potent weapon for ships; but that is not true, as I be- 
lieve, to-day—that is to say, not certainly true as to guns for coast de- 
fense, which are to be mounted onland. I believe myself that within 
the last twelve months there has been what amounts to a practical rev- 
olution in the art of gun-making—that is, of defensive processes, so 
far as they relate to operations on the coast. I do not refer now to the 
operation of batteries in the field, or anything of that kind, but to sta- 
tionary works on land, and I do believe that the steel gun to-day is 
comparatively out of date for works of that kind. I admit that a few 
years ago I thoughtdifferently. I think there has been great progress 
in that time, and great changes have been made. 

Even at that time any one who carefully and thoughtfully investi- 
gated the subject must have arrived at the conclusion that the steel 
gun itself was an imperfect weapon compared with the best explosives 
known which were supposed to be used in connection with it. I will 
venture to say that a steel gun has never been made that can be safely 
relied upon to fire two shots an hour for twenty-four hours consecu- 
tively. Ido not mean to say that is a permanent defect, but that is 
the best we have. That is what we want. I speak of that to show 
that what we had in the very highest state of the art up to the time 
when it became possible, as I think, to use dynamite and other high 
explosives as projectiles was a very imperfect weapon. 

Now, if the Senator will allow me, in the shape of an interruption 
(which is hardly regular), to say further as the conclusion of what I 
have to say on this subject as to its merits, that I believe if we start 
in on this expenditure we shall go through with it even, if it shall be 
demonstrated a hundred times over before we conclude it that every 
dollar which we expend is thrown away. Why? Because the extra- 
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conservative, the propulsive er of that conservatism which is em- 
bodied in the Army, is such that once committed to a scale of expendi- 
tures they will go through with it; once committed to a form of ex- 
plosive or form of gun, they will go through with it to the end, even 
if the whole world were against them on that subject. 

In that same line, I have no doubt, and I do not think the Senator 
from Oregon has, that the intelligent opinion of the world to-day is to 
the effect that the heavy ironclads which have been built at an enor- 
mous expense by all the continental powers and by England, are ab- 
solute failures, except in harbor defepse; that not one single one of 
uen will ever sail away three leagues from the shore for any purpose 
whatever. 

The smallest torpedoes, the smallest charge of dynamite, managed 
with the least possible human ingenuity, will blow any one of them 
out of the water. And beyond all that, Mr. President, the power of 
offense is greater than that of defense, and the very moment it is de- 
termined that 30 inches of steel plate can be carried upon a frame, that 
very moment the inventive genius of offense determines upon a msisile 
ani, site a power of propulsion which will destroy that 30 inches of 

plate. 

So I do not take any stock at all in this idea of the ironclads of the 
Old World. They will never moor outside of their own harbors, and 
I believe to-day, as is stated in a letter which I quoted the other day, 
that the dynamite guns, recently tried on the Hudson, which can be 
bought for $40,000 apiece, will furnish a more complete defense to every 
harbor in the United States than any ten field guns that could be 
mounted there; in the first place, by reason of the fact that it throws 
a dynamite shell which contains a power greater than that which can 
be communicated by any possible charge of powder, and in the next 
place by reason of the fact that the propulsive power is Se Sane air, 
that enables it to be thrown with greater accuracy than by the combus- 
tion of powder. 

In reply to what was said the other day, that it was not believed to 
be possible to use this projectile firing a shell 2 miles whilea shell could 
be carried 7 miles from the deck of a ship, it is fair to remark that no 
ship when it comes within 7 miles of any city on the Atlantic coast will 
come less than a mile of the nearest land point. So if one of these 
dynamite guns struck water within a mile of the farthest possible range 
where one of these ships could be stationed, and still reach any of our 
cities, it would be within the fullest and most accurate aim of the dy- 
namiteguns. Butthese are not guns for anything except for longrange. 
They do not comprise the flotilla of the sea. They are not good for a 
fusilade; they are no use at short range; they are only good for long 
range. Anyone is perfectly safe within a thousand yards of any iron- 
clad, however formidable at 7 miles away. So these dynamite guns 
could be stationed within a mile and be just as safe from any projectile 
thrown from such an ironclad as it would be at Gibraltar itself. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I ask the Senator a question? Every one of 
these great ironclads carries scores and hundreds of Nordenfeldts and 
Gatlings, so that you might as well get into a hornet’s nest as to get 
within a half mile of them. 

Mr. PLUMB. Well, I know the Senator from Connecticutis by his 
constitution, by his prejudices, by his prepossessions, determined to 
make it out that the steel gun to-day is the great gun of Europe, and 
therefore to be used by us. I can not get him away from that. That 
un-American idea will go with him to his grave. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I didnot say much about theory. I rely upon the 
practical results which have been demonstrated. 

Mr. PLUMB. What I have said is the final, ultimate fact that the 
ironclads are good only at long range; they are not good for close-by, 
and these dynamite guns, even if what the Senator says is true, might 
just as well be sheltered beyond any power of being reached by the 
ironclads within a mile as they could be at 10 miles. The best bul- 
wark of defense, the best weapon of defense, the best possible force is a 
dirt fort 100 feet thick, which is proof against any shot, and no amount 
of steel can possibly injure it. Therefore, Mr. President, we have itin 
our power to take these vessels as they come, but they are are not go- 
ing to come. 

All this talk, I think, with due respect to those who utter it, grows 
out of the fear which was developed years ago when it was supposed 
that the ironclads represented the highest type of offensive and defen- 
sive warfare, which they do not. The British Government will not 
build any more of them; the Italian Government will not launch more 
of them; the French Government will not launch more of them. To- 
day America is proceeding upon the modern models; the ship, iron, it 
is true, but not with the bulwark of iron, which itself represents, not 
protection against a great projectile, but which with a vessel that has 
clean heels with which it can get away, and with a big gun at long range, 
will be very effective. But we here are proceeding to-day upon the 
theory that was in vogue five or ten years ago, when we have waked 
up out of a Rip Van Winkle sleep, out of the controversy between the 
House and Senate a few years ago. We are proceeding as though we 
supposed to-day the British were likely to come over here and invade 
us, as a very unfortunate outcome of the debate on the fisheries treaty. 
I confess I do not have any fear of that kind, although I say it prob- 
ably with some deference, but I feel when we start upon anything we 


shall do it in such a way that we shall accommodate ourselves from 
day to day, and from time to time, to the very best that can be pro- 
duced by the inventive genius of this country; but if we start out with 
a preconceived plan to spend $12,000,000, we shall spend iton that plan 
no matter what is determined about its being valuable or otherwise. 
That is what I object to. x 

Mr. DOLPH. The upshot of all the Senator’s speech is that he p 
poses to do nothing and let the defenseless condition of our coasts con- 
tinue. I have said emphatically enough (and it can not be successfully 
controverted, for the Senator is not supported), that modern steel rifles 
are effective guns. They have been used in actual war. They are the 
guns by which Alexandria was attacked and shelled and the fortifica- 
tions there destroyed, and some of the modern war ships of Great Britain 
have not only crossed the sea, but have from time to time been stationed 
on Puget Sound, where they threaten our commerce. 

I noticed this morning in one of the city papers a statement of the 
“* Navies of Europe;’’ it is in the Post of this morning: 

An English bluebook has just been issued which gives the number of vessels 
contained in the navies of the different maritime powers of Europe, as follows: 

Daie ig 49; France, 30; Italy, 21; Germany, 13; Russia, 9, 

Cruisers—England, 87; France, 67; Sigh E ; Russia, 25; Italy, 21. 

Torpedo vessels and boats—England, 176; France, 140; Italy, 138; Russia, 97; 
Germany, 96. 

Iam not myself in favor of building armored battle ships. I think 
until we have fortified our coasts and have provided a navy of cruisers, 
cruisers that in case of war would scour the seas, destroy the commerce 
= the enemy, we ought not to expend money for these great armored 


ips. 

But to return to the question of guns, I hold in my hand the report 
I have already referred to of the Board on Fortifications made in Jan- 
uary a year ago, in which they say on page 11: 

Cast iron as material has been advocated on account of supposed cheapness 
and facility of manufacture, but the sole method of arriving ata sound conclu- 
sion in this respect is a carefulanalysis, A comparison made between 
breech-loading cast-iron rifies and Krupp’s steel rifles, which by no means sus- 
tains the claims either of superior economy or facility of manufacture for a cast- 
iron gun of power equal to one made of steel. On the other hand, the differ- 
ence of weight sait the cast iron appears to be 66 per cent. of the weight of 
the steel gun, a defect which would greatly interfere with facility of maneuver 
and rapidity of fire. It would be singular if, after waiting for so many years 
with the alleged intention of profiting by the experience of nations foremost in 
the manufacture of heavy ordnance, we should begin the long-neglected de- 
fense of the country with accepting a material for guns which, after having 
been tried by leading European nations, has been deliberately rejected in favor 
of steel. The board emphatically recommends steel. 


Also, reading from page 32 of the same report: 

As to guns, the committee believes that nothing less than the most approved 
types for each caliber is admissible, and that for the most important sites not 
less than 60,000 foot-tons of muzzle energy will be imperatively necessary. 
These guns should be made of steel and manufactured in this country. They 
should possess the merits of simplicity, strength, and a construction approved 
by experience. 

Mr. President, in a speech which I made in the Senate on July 28, 
1886, I inserted a table taken from a speech made by Hon. JOSEPH 
WHEELER, of Alabama, in the House of Representatives, showing the 
numbers of guns afloat at that date ranging 10 miles or upward owned 
by foreign nations, with the names, the maximum armor, the draught 
of ship, the number and caliber of guns, and also guns afloat ranging 
from 9 to 10 miles, which I submit now as a part of my remarks. 


Guns afloat ranging possibly ten miles or upward. 


Nation. 


Ship. 
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Guns afloat ranging possibly ten miles or upward—Continued. 


a 
i a a 
Nation. i ‘ $ 
A © 8 
ches. | Ft. in, | No.| Inches. 
BAIT asosda ososòsssosol 18.9 | 30 3j 4 17 
18.9] 29 6| 4 7 
17.7 | 511| 4 17 
17.7 | 29 6| 4 17 
17.7 | 235 11| 4 17 
Germany. rere 8 10 2| 1 12 
8 10 2| 1 12 
on ine EHRE: 
a AN 
l4 20 0| 4 12 
SEMA OER 24 27 0| 4 12 
2 23 0| 4 12 
24 23 0| 4 12 
Denmark..........+.... 8 15 0; 1 13.8 


3 4) 4 16 
29 4| 2 10.6 
2410) 4 10.6 
210| 4 9.5 
2410| 4 9.5 
210) 4 9.5 
2410| 4 9.5 
21 4| 2 10.6 
21 4| 2 10.6 
23 0| 4 17 
28 9| 4 17 
19 8| 4 10.2 
19 8| 4 10.2 
19 8| + 10.2 
19 8| 4 10.2 
10 2} 1 12 
10 2| 1 12 
10 2; 1 12 
10 2| 1 12 
10 2| 1 12 
10 2| 1 12 
10 2| 1 13 
10 2| 1 12 
20 0| 4 9 


I also submitted a list, taken from the same source, of the different 
harbors on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, with the cities upon them, 
containing a statement of facts which are interesting, which I also 
ask to insert as a complete and unrefutable answer to what has been 
said by the Senator from Kansas in regard to the possibility of any 
war vessel of a European power being able to approach and bombard 
one of our seacoast cities without coming within range of a dynamite 
gun, It is as follows: 

_ NEW YORK AND BROOKLYN. 

‘These cities have a population of 1,772,962. One of these vessels could floatin 
80 feet of water off Coney Island, beyond the range of any guns in our forts, and 
throw projectiles into the business part of the city of New York and to nearly 

point in the city of pars foe 

I would like to ask what would be the effect if a shell weighing 2,000 pounds 

uld drop and burst at the corner of Wall street and Broadway, and what 
would be the further effect of a few hundred such shots in New York and Brook- 
lyn. And yet such an occurrence is at this moment a mi possibility. 
BOSTON. s 

This city has a population of 369,832. An enemy’s vessel could lie in 30 feet of 
water 5 miles from the State-house in Boston and throw these massive shells 
into Lynn, Chelsea, Charlestown, the navy-yard, East Boston, Boston, Cam- 
bridge, South Boston, Roxbury, and Dorchester. 

PORTLAND, ME. 

This city, with a population of 35,080, could be shelled by any one of the ves- 
sels ppm od in the table, lying off to the northeast of the city, or to the south- 
east, in more than 30 feet of water, at distances varying from 3 to 4 miles. 


NEW BEDFORD, 

This city has a population of 26,845. Any vessel with such an armament as I 
have described could lie off in the outer harbor, at almost any point to the south- 
ward of the city, in 27 or 30 feet of water, at any distance the commander might 
select,from 2 to 6 miles, destroy the bridge to Fairhaven, and either exact a heavy 
contribution or lay the city in ruins in a few hours. 

PROVIDENCE. 

The harbor at this point has numerous shoals, which, in the absence of a pilot, 
would render it impossible for a hostile ship to approach it safely nearer than 
6} miles (Conimicut Point), but the high-powered guns I have referred to could 
readily destroy the vast and important manufacturing industries which center 
at Providence, with its population of 104,857, from even a greater distance, 


NEW HAVEN. 
This city has fed gut pemne ng of 62,882. Vessels could rest securely 4 miles from 
the city, in 30 fi , and destroy it in a very few hours. 
NORFOLK. 
The population of this 
prosen to within 7 miles, and, with high-powered guns, shell every foot of the 


BALTIMORE. 
This city, with a population of 332,313, is, in a great measure, protected by the 
ould be vessels 


difficulties of access, but it w: for drawing not than 
15 feet to sail abreast of the oye and some of the vessels carrying guns of 10 
miles range draw but 10} to 15 feet, 


city is 21,926. Vessels drawing 26 feet of water can ap- 


WASHINGTON, 

The capital of our country was once in the hands of British troops. It is 200 
miles from the ocean, but vessels drawing 19 feet can sail to the city, Its popu- 
lation is 159,871. 

RICHMOND. 

This city has a population of 63,600. It is 150 miles from the mouth of James 

River, which has 13 feet of water to the city. 
CHARLESTON. 

This city has a population of 49,984. There are many points not more than 7 

miles from the city from which vessels drawing 25 feet could shell the city. 
SAVANNAH, 

This city, with a population of 30,730, could be easily protected. Only very 

light-draught vessels can approach nearer than 10 or 12 miles, 
PENSACOLA. 

This city has but 6,845 population, but it is important on account ofits excel- 
lent harbor. A position could be taken in 30 feet of water south of Santa Rosa 
Island, the distance being not more than 5 miles from the city. 

MOBILE. 

This city has a population of 29,132, and could very easily be 
at present there is water sufficient to float vessels drawing less 
within 4 miles of the city. 


rotected, but 
16 feet to 


NEW ORLEANS. 


This city has a population of 216,090, It is 110 miles from the sea, but the 
largest vessels could sail abreast of the city. The control of the jetties would 
bea strong elenrent in the defense of the city, Small craft not drawing over 5 
feet could enter the lake in rear of the city. 


GALVESTON. 


The population is 22,248. Vessels drawing 30 feet could select any position 
not more than 3 miles off and shell the city. 


SAN FRANCISCO, 


The population is 233,959. The harbor, which is one of the finest in the world. 
could in the present condition of the defenses be entered, but even if this could 
not be done, vessels carrying high-powered guns could rest outside the bay in 
30 feet of water, at a distance of 6 or 7 miles, and shell the city. 

I have referred to the larger gua, but it might be well to mention that our 
smaller seaports are equally defe: ess, 

Each of the following-named cities could be shelled by the foreign vessels I 
have named: 

PACIFIC COAST. 


Port Townsend, Steilacoom, Seattle Harbor, Olympia, New Dungenness, 
'ortland, Newport, amie A City, Crescent City, Trinidad, 
cia, Vallejo, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Santa 
and San Diego. ¢ 


GULF COAST. 
Brownsville, Clarksville, Brazos Santiago, Apalachicola, St. Mark’s, Tamps 
Bay, Cedar Keys, and Key West. 3 


ATLANTIC COAST. 


St, Augustine, Jacksonville, Fernandina, St. Mary's, Port Royal, 
town (S. C.), Smithville, Wilmington, Beaufort, Plymouth, New 


Amboy, Bridgeport, Now London, Stonington, Bristol, Newpork Fell iver, 
Vineyard Haven, Nantucket, Provin 
blehead, Salem, Gloucester, Kopo EEC, Engros yo a Bring Bath, 
Camden, Bucksport, Bangor, Rockland, rt, and 

I mention these places merely for the corroborating the state- 
ment Luaro previously made relative to the defenseless condition of all our 
seapo 

Mr. President, this statement shows that a large proportion of our 
seaport cities could be destroyed by an enemy’s ships without coming 
within range of a dynamite gun. 

It seems to be easier to obtain an appropriation for something that 
has not been recommended by the engineers or has been condemned 
by them, or something that is still in the experimental stage, than to 
secure an appropriation of a dollar for legitimate coast defenses. My 
recollection of the last fortification bill which was considered in the 
Senate is that it contained a provision for acontract with the South Bos- 
ton Iron Works for the manufacture of cast-iron guns, which have been 
condemned for years by the officers of the Engineer and Ordnance 
Corps of the Army. There has been introduced into the House of Rep- 
resentatives during the present session a bill (H. R. 6525) to authorize 
the Secretary of War to contract with the South Boston Iron Works for 
cast-iron guns and mortars to meet the exigencies of public defense, 
and a most remarkable thing connected with it is that there has been 
printed and distributed to members of Congress a brief on behalf of the 
company like a formidable law brief, an argument by Mr. Eppa Hun- 
ton, a lawyer of this city, who undertakes to enlighten and 
to make it believe that it is necessary for coast defense that the Gov- 
ernment should contract with the South Boston Iron Works for guns 
which are not recommended by the Secretary of War or the officers of 
the Army or Navy. The Army appropriation bill as it came to the 
Senate contains a provision that is advocated by the Senator from Kan- 
sas appropriating $400,000 for purchasing pneumatic dynamite guns. 
The New York Pneumatic and ite Gun and Torpedo Company 
came before the House and asked for $4,000,000 to buy their guns. It 
seems that afterwards they were willing to take what the House gaye 
them, 10 per cent. of the amount. ; 

It would be interesting to know who compose this dynamite gun 
company. I think it would be a good thing for the Government to 
employ them to obtain an appropriation for legitimate coast defenses, 
They should succeed if they are influential enough to secure the adop- 
tion of an untried invention and to cause to be inserted in a regular 
appropriation bill $400,000 for the purchase of dynamite guns. 

What are these dynamite guns? Guns in which com air is 
used in place of powder, firing a projectile, a large light shell with a 
range of a mile or at most from 1 to 2 miles, with low velocity, firing 
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it into the air, a curved fire, 'and the projectile moves so slowly in the 
air that I am told a man on a small vessel, and I do not know but one 
of the great ironclads, could get outof the range of it after it was fired. 

The Senator talks about accuracy of the fire of theseguns. A board 
was appointed to investigate and report upon thatgun, and the com- 
pany declined to have an investigation under the supervision of 
an Army board. I have here copied, in a letter of the Chief of Ord- 
nance to the Secretary of War, a letter from the president of the Dy- 
namite Gun Company, in which he speaks about giving an exhibition 
of the gun ‘‘after a short delay to insure suitable weather; ” that is 
tosay, it is a fair-weather gun. Like a small craft that can only goto 
sea when the wind is fair, you can only fire a shell from the dynamite 
gun with any degree of accuracy when the wind is favorable, because 
when the shell was flying through the air a gale of wind might blow 
it out of its course. This gun was tried under the supervision of the 
company in New York harbor, and they managed to throw a shell a 
mile, a shell containing a large charge of some high explosive, dyna- 
mite probably, and to destroy an old wooden schooner, but they had 
six months in which to sight it and range jit as at a fixed target, and 
upon the strength of this they claim that the gun has accuracy of fire. 
That is not evidence. That is different from firing it at a rapidly 
moving object. ne 

The effect of the shot does not depend upon the power of the gun. 
If you were to take the dynamite contained in one of the shells. and 
throw it down on the deck of a vessel you would destroy it. The Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. DAwxs] asks if I am not unjust in my 
criticism. Iam not unjust. The proposition to buy dynamite guns 
involves the question of their merits, and I am fortified with proofs to 
substantiate my assertions. 

I am willing that the War Department shall make all the needed 
experiments. They may try this pneumatic dynamite gun, they may 
investigate the invention of Lieutenant Grayden and others for firing 
shells loaded with dynamite from powder guns, and all the inventions 
that are offered, which promise good results. Iam in favor of a $600,- 
000 appropriation as now contained in the Army appropriation bill for 
the purposes of making experiments. Let the War Department ex- 
periment with this gun; but I do not want to see $400,000 expended 
for a gun that has never been tried. under the supervision of the Army, 
and may yet prove a failure, or become worthless by further improve- 
ments. 

Then again the Senator talks as if when Great Britain or other foreign 
powers were making a war on us they would run their ironclads right 
up within a mile of these dynamite guns to be destroyed. I have heard 
it said that because these guns could be fired without noise and with- 
out smoke the enemy would not know where they were and would be 
drawn into ambush to be destroyed. But, sir, do you suppose that the 
naval vessels of Great Britain,'rendezvoused at Bermuda or at Halifax, 
would attack New York, or Boston, or Charleston, or Savannah, or any 
of ourseaports without knowing precisely where our batteries were lo- 
cated? Š 

Then, if we had the dynamite guns where would we put them? I 
asked that question of an officer of the Ordnance Corps the other day. 
“ Well,” he said, ‘‘I suppose we would have to put them upon the ma- 
sonry structures we now have. We can not put them in casemated 
batteries because they have a curved fire.” They are fired in the air. 

Now, suppose we should put the dynamite guns upon some of the 
existing fortifications in New York Harbor. A British vessel steaming 
down in twenty-four or forty-eight hours from Halifax, would lie 5 or 
6 miles out of the range of the dynamite gun, and with a shot from one 
of these built-up forged steel rifles that are condemned by the Senator 
from Kansas, would demolish the fortifications, the guns, and the plant 
to operate them. 

Connected with this plant there is a steam engine, It is necessary 
to keep a steam engine for every gun to compress the air. 

The Senator himself the other day admitted that the dynamite guns 
were probably not the best guns of the kind that could be made; that 
there would probably be improvements made in them; and if that is 
so, what is the justification for buying guns that are in an experimental 

9 


he spoke of the invention, which was mentioned by the Senator 
from Alabama, of a Mr. Smith, who had invented a gun to fire dynamite 
shells with powder. That gentleman is not the only inventor of that 
kind of a projectile. I hold in my hand the report of three trials of 
Lieutenant Graydon’s invention, which is an invention for firing shells 
loaded with dynamite from powder-guns. They may be fired from our 
rifle-guns, or our smooth-bore guns, from any guns we have, and from 
steel-rıfles when they are manufactured. Two of these investigations 
were had by direction óf General Sheridan under the supervison of Maj. 
Gen. O. O. Howard, at San Francisco. Since that time another trial 
has been made under the supervision of a board of officers convened by 
the War Department, and I read briefly from the report. The official 
report says: 
Shells charged with dynamite by Lieutenant Graydon were successfully fired 
from the gun and serious damage was inflicted on the turret— 


That was a turret of armor prepared expressly to test 
bres being especially the case in the third round, when penet: 


n and disru>- 
ve effect were combined. 


dace two main points of merit claimed for the invention were thus subsian- 
IA : 

1. To fire a dynamite shell from a heavy rifled cannon with the full service 
charge of black powder as the propelling force without injury to the cannon, 

2. To obtain full penetration by the shell before the dynamite was exploded 
in the target. 

By this invention dynamite is fired the whole range of the gun. But 
even if these pneumatic dynamite guns had been advisedly recom- 
mended by the War Department as no longer experimental, they are 
not to take the place of built-up forged-steel guns. They are not to be 
any part of the system of fortifications recommended by the Board on 
Fortifications and other Defenses and by the Secretary of War. On the 
contrary, the Secretary expressly says that the appropriations for these 
dynamite guns will not lessen the appropriation necessary for the coast 
defenses one dollar. 

To establish what I say I will submit an extract from the last annual 
report of the Secretary of War, in which he recommends an appropria? 
tion for forged-steel guns. In speaking of the steel guns, he says: 

It is believed to be of vital importance that appropriations be annually 
made by Congress until our present need of modern guns is supplied and the 
aid that our steel industry demands is assured, As a step in this direction an 
appropriation of $1,500,000 for the forgings of Sinch and 10-inch B. L, steel 
guns been recommended in the estimates. This sum would procure the 
steel for about any 8-inch and forty 10-inch guns, anà should be made available 
untilexpended. In this connection the Chief of Ordnance remarks as follows: 

“It is not necessary to enter into a discussion of the necessity for. seacoast 
armament, nor of the possibility of fature disbandment of armies and the settle- 
ment of international controyersies with the pen instead of the sword. What 
may bein the near or distant future in this re; the most astute statesman 
ean not divine, Our dealings, however, are with the immediate present, and 
if the recurreace of wars are DEN: to follow ample preparation, Europe in arms 
would seem to indicate that the days of ful arbitration have not yet been 
reached. Itcan hardly be recommended that while waiting for this future pos- 
sibility our shores should continue unguarded and at the mercy of the most in- 
significant belligerent. Rams and torpedoes and dynamite guns are powerful 
auxiliaries in harbor defense, but the war conditions yet obtaining will not dis- 
pense with the hard hammering of heavy shot moving with high velocity, be- 
cause these auxiliaries themselves need protection of a most perfect character. 

The dynamite guns with a limited range can not be left to the mercy of the 
much louger-reaching guns of the enemy’s ships. The attacking ships must 
be keptat a distance by heavy guns and long-range mortars, the comparatively 
low cost of mortars enabling us to compensate by numbers for any lack of accu- 
racy of fire. Asa a agers force gunpowder yet stands supreme. It strikes 
its terrifie blow at long distances; its arm reaches many miles; it plants its 
blows with unerring certainty. We can not dispense with such a force, so 
readily handled, so thoroughly understood. Heavy cannon are therefore a 
necessity, and must be provided, and our unprotected coasts demand that they 
be provided speedily. 

“These necessities also demand that they be of the most approved quality ; 
cannon of steel, which haye been adopted by the world after most thorough 
and satisfactory experiment and trial; cannon that will place this nation on an 
equality with the most powerful. Itwill cost money, but not more than the loss to 
the cities of New York and Brooklyn from one day'sbombardment. * * * The 
positive and practical experience of the Midvale Works and the Cambria Works 
is to the extent of their facilities equal to that of foreign establishments, and 
these results are in a large degree the outcome of high standards, close specifi- 
cations, and most rigid supervision and inspection, enforced by this Depart- 
ment. I venturethe opinion that such important work can not be intrusted to 
better or more skillful hands than to the officers of the Ordnance Department 
of the Army.” 

He also refers to this dynamite gun, and this is the recommendation 
in his annual report: 

The purchase of one of these guns of 15-inch caliber— 

That is, of the pneumatic dynamite gan— 
is recommended in order to determine the full extent of their fitness for 
coast defenses. 

Then he proceeds to givea history of thegun. It will be seen thatthe 
Secretary recommends the purchase of one gun for the purpose of ex- 
perimenting. But after this New York pneumatic dynamite gun com- 
pany had made its proposition to the House of Representatives, a com- 
munication was sent to the House committee by the Secretary of War, 
in which he said substantially, as was stated by the Senator from Kan- 
sas the other day, that he did not regard the gun as any longer experi- 
mental; but he does say what I read in recommending the purchase of 
these guns: 

Itis not intended by this recommendation to supplant the previous recom- 
mendations of the Department, which call attention to the great needs of the 
country in the matter of coast and harbor defense, and the necessity of having 
guns of modern pattern and construction of great power and range. The pneu- 
matic groamie gun does notand can not take the place of such heavy ordnance, 
but will be a most important and necessary auxillary thereto 

I read from the recommendation u which the appropriation con- 
tained in the Army appropriation bill is based, which the Secretary 
of War says must not and can not take the place of appropriations for 
these heavier or longer-ranged guns, 

Not being able to find in any printed document the recommendations, 
which had been made by the officers of the Ordnance and Engineer 
Corps upon this subject, I went to the War Department to get copies 
of the correspondence, I obtained a copy of a letter addressed to the 
honorable Secretary of War by Gen Benét, Chief of Ordnance, on 
the 24th of April, 1888, from which it appears, as I have said, that 
this gun company failed to make arrangements for trials of their gun 
before a board of engineers of the Army appointed for the purpose, 
and the board was dissolved. The Chief of Ordnance, in his letter to 
the Secretary of War, repeats his recommendation concerning this gun 
to the Secretary of War which was embodied in his annual report. 
He says: 


WAE DEPARTMENT, Washington, D. O., April 24,1888. 
SIR: I haye the honor to return herewith the paper transmitted from Hon. 
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and constructed by Mr. Meio: of Ohio, in 1883, and was brought to Fort 
a = On March 15, nena ion from 


y 

ed officer has since that time been on this 

in experimenting with and developing this gun. 

A report of the trials, ete., of this gun by Lieutenant Zalinski having been re- 

cei the partment in December, 1885, through General Hancock, 

ding the Military Division of the Atlantic, the Secretary of War, under 

date of January 26, 1836, appointed a board of officers for the purpose of arrang- 

ing for and witnessing the trials of the pneumatic dynamite to o gun at 

Fort Lafayette, New York Harbor, and ‘to report on its merits and suitability 
for the military service.” s 

Under date of July 9, 1886, and in modification of his letter of February 8, 
1886, the PE says pms of the Pneumatic Dynamite Torpedo Gun Company ad- 
dressed following letter to this board: 

“ PNEUMATICO DYNAMITE GUN Company, OFFICE 44 BROADWAY, 
“ New York, February 9, 1886, 

“ GENERAL: In compliance with the request made by your board at its session 
of February 8, I have the honor, as president of the Pneumatic Dynamite Gun 
Company, to state that the report made to the honorable Secretary of War by 
Lieut. E. L. Zalinski upon his experiments and tests of the pneumatic torpedo 
gun, owned by this company, at Forts Hamilton and Lafayette, embodies es- 
sentially what is claimed for this weapon, its character and uses, 

“The company will (at is own expense) give an exhibition or exhibitions for 
one board, to establish the correctness of the report and the conclusions based 
thereon. 

“These trials will be made atsuch time as may be convenient to your board, 
after a short delay to insure suitable weather, and will confer with you or any 
representative of the board designated to arrange the time and details of the 


same. 

vane is andarna that such trials will be limited to the S-inch gun now at Fort 
fayette, 

“ With your permission, we would like to substitute this for the letter handed 

to you yoretoay ski: subject. a ain A 

“Tam, general, very respectfully, your o ent servant, 

3 “S. D. SCHUYLER, President.” ` 


it General HENRY L. ABBOT, Chairman, ele.” 


The board adjourned February $, 1836, to meet at the call of its chairman, 
‘when the gun should be ready for trial. 

The ings of the board show that “ no further co: ndence was had 
with the company, but Maj.George W. McKee, junior member and recorder, 
was designated by the board as the officer to confer with the company or its 
representative and make arrangements for the trial. 

“* Major McKee had several interviews with Lieutenant Zalinski, the com- 
pany’s representative, and visited Fort Lafayette to ascertain what progress 
was being made in getting the gun ready. When the board adjourned the dis- 
tinct understanding was the company would give notification just as soon 
as the gun was y. In May or June the president of the board was informed 
by Lieutenant Zalinski that proposed trial had been unavoidably delayed 
by strikes and other causes, and that due notification would be given when the 
company was ready tosubstantiateitsclaims. Hearing that Lieutenant Zalinski 
was making some trials with the gun before a naval board, Major McKee wrote 
him several letters, asking him when he would be ready for the trial of the 
dynamite gun, but Lieutenant Zalinski utterly failed to say he was ready or 
appoint any time TER Sorem me trial.” La DA 

uence of the failure ie compan make the necessary arrange- 
mont Die board was dissolved by direction ed the Secretary of War, under date 
of January 6, 1887, and the official connection of the Department with the in- 
yention ceased. 


In Sej ber, 1887, on the uest of the president of the Pneumatic Dyna- 
ite Gun Company, the ordnance on duty at New York was 
directed by the ent to be present and witness an experimental exhibi- 


th 
matic dynamite to o gun: 
“This modern ane has bean no far pertoeted aa to render it practica- 
ble to ect to a considerable means of compressed air, large 
explosives with a safety, certainty, and accuracy of fire which 

render it a source of danger tothe decks of hostile ships. More than this, 
an electric fuze, capable of being actuated by contact with salt water, has been 
devised and tested with Serene which would more than double the 


present constructed, 
The result is much the pep bei with Lacey pI less certainty of action,as 
n y 


that sought to be attained efending a channel by means of fixed mines, but 
with theo advantage of being able to shift at will, as it were, the location 
of the ‘ torpedo field ' to any point within range, taken up by the enemy’s ship. 


The latter 


guns, say of 15-inch caliber, for ex- 
haustive trials of gun and projectile, with the object of determining the full ex- 
tent of their capacity and fitness for coast defense.” 

‘The above views are deemed very liberal when the fact is considered that not 
a shot has been fired underthe direct inspection and supervision of this Depart- 
ment, and that, with the exception of witnessing the destruction of the wooden 
vessel by the Ordnance Board, the results of have reached the Department 
second hand. It is hardly to be expected that on such meager practical in- 
formation a recommendation can be made for the immediate expenditure of 


$4,000,000, 
With regard to the needs of coast defense, for these d: mite guns, should 
their fitness be established after a full and careful as suggested above, 
questions at once arise as to the function to be assigned to them and their rela- 


tive position in the line of defense, requirements for site, mounting, protec- 
tion, ete. The determination of these questions isa matter for consultation 
with gineer Department of the Army, who, under the Secretary of War, 
devise theplan of defense for our different harbors, construct the fortifications, 
and locate and operate the submarine mines planted in the channels. Inorder 
that a system of these torpedo guns may properly supplement without inter- 
fering with or detracting from the efficiency of the gun and mortar batteries or 
the fixed torpedo fields, the views of that Department should be had as to the 
requirements of the service for this type of gun and missile. Itis more dis- 
tinctly the duty of the Ordnance Department to ascertain by systematic trial 
the merits of various weapons and appliances, and to furnish on demand arma- 
ment of approved type. 

In view of these considerations I would recommend as follows: 

F: tone or more pneumatic dynamite torpedo guns of different cali- 
ber, of the most approved pattern, with appurtenances and mounting complete, 
and three hundred shell, subcaliber or otherwise, and fuses for each gun, with 
the n quantity of high explosive, be procured for exhaustive trial of 
gun, projectile, and fuse, to enable this Department to decide upon the merits 
of the weapon as such. This is substantially as recommended in my annual 
report; 

Second. That this paper be referred to the Engineer Department for an ex- 
pression of its views and for recommendations as respects the employment of 
this system for coast defense; and 

Third. Thatas this system is but an auxiliary in coast defense and of second- 
ary importance as compared with high-power steel guns and rifled mortars, 
there should be no reduction in the sums that may be appropriated for steel 
guns and mortars in order to procure dynamite guns, The more urgent need 
for inaugurating the production and supply of steel guns and mortars should 
stand first and foremost in any appropriations made for armament, 

£ Respectfully, your obedient servant, P 
8. V. BENET, 


Brigadier-General, Chief of Ordnance, 

Hon. SECRETARY OF WAR. 

This was dated April 24, 1888, and was addressed to the Secretary 
of War, and upon that the Secretary of War based his letter to the 
chairman of the House committee who reported the Army appropria- 
tionbill. Ialsosubmit the following extracts from the reportof General 
Duane, Chief of Engineers, in which he substantially joins in the rec- 
ommendation of the Chief of Ordnance: i 


[Third indorsement.] 


OFFICE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
April 25,1883, 

Respectfully returned to the 

The recommendations of the Chief o! 
namely: 

“ That one or more pneumatic dynamite torpedo guns of different calibers, of 
the most approved pattern, with appurtenances and mounting complete, and 
300 shell, subcaliber or otherwise, and fuzes for each gun, with the necessary 
quantity of high explosive, be procured for exhaustive trial of gun, projectile, 
and fuze, to enable this Department to decide upon the merits of the weapon. 
This is substantially as recommended in my annual report.” 


of War. 
Ordnance are fully concurred in by me, 


* s s * * s e 

“That as this system is but an auxiliary in coast defense, and of secondary 
importance as ‘com with high-power ateel guns and rifled mortars, there 
should be no reduction in the sums that may be appropriated for steel guns and 
mortars in order to procuredynamite guns. Themore urgent need for inaugu- 
rating the production and supply of steel and mortars should stand first 
and foremost in any appropriations made for armament.” 

Iam not prepared, however, to recommend any extensive purchase of these 
or any torpedo guns, much less an appropriation of $4,000,000, until their efi- 
ciency has been more fully demonstrated. 

The papers are returned herewith. 

J.C. DUANE, 
Brigadier-General, Chief of Engineers. 


CLINTON B. SEARS, 
Captain Engineers, United States Army. 


I wili also, without reading, as they have been once printed in the 
REcORD, ask to have incorporated in the RECORD as part of my re- 
marks the letters of the Secretary of War, of the Board of Engineers, 
New York, of the Chief of Engineers, and of the Chief of Ordnance, 
all of them approving of the bill which has been reported by the Senate 
Committee on Coast Defense, and which is now before the Senate, and 
emphatically approving of the proposition to appropriate the entire 
amount necessary for the fortification of the ports named in one bill. 

The letters are as follows: 


War DEPARTMENT, Washington Oily, January 28, 1888. 

Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 20th 
ultimo, inclosing a copy of Senate bill 62, Fiftieth Congress, first session, ** to 
provide for fortifications and other seacoast defenses,” and requesting the views 
of this Department in regard to the proposition to appropriate in one bill the 
whole amount estimated for the wo! TO} , the proposition to adopt the 
report of the Fortifications Board of as to the character of the defenses un- 
til otherwise ordered by Congress, and as to whether the provisions of the bill 
are suitable for practical execution so far as the direction of the work will be 
under the control of this Department. 

In reply I beg to transmit a report of the 3d instant from the Board of ius ae 
eers, and a report of the Ilth instant from the Chief of Ordnance, suggesting 
certain amendments which are indicated in the inclosed copy of the bill, together 
with a report of the 6th instant from the Chief of Engineers, expressing the 
opinion that the appropriation in one bill of the whole amount estimated will 
result in the most economical and speedy completion of the works in question, 
that the proposition to adopt the report of the Fortifications Board as to the char- 
acter of the defenses until otherwise ordered by Con is judicious, and that 
the provisions of the bill, modified as suggested by the Board of Engineers, are 
suitable for practical execution as far as the direction of the work will be under 
the control of this Department, 

The views of the Chief of Engineers and the recommendations of the Chief of 
Ordnance and of the Board of Engineers are concurred in by this Department. 


Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
WILLIAM ©. ENDICOTT, 
Secretary of 


A true copy. 


ar. 
Hon. J. N. DOLPH, 
Chairman Committee on Coast D. 


‘enses, 
United Senate, 
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THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS, ARMY BUILDING. 
New York City, January 8, 1888. 

GENERAL: The Board of Engineers, to which was referred by your indorse- 
ment of December 28, 1887, the letter of the Senate Committee on Goast Defenses 
of December 20, 1887, inclosing Senate bill 62 “To provide for fortifications and 
other seacoast defenses,” have the honor to report that it has carefully exam- 
ined sections 1, 2,3, and the first twelve lines of section 6, being so much of the 
bill as refers to the land or defenses of the coast usually constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers, and beg leave to submit the following suggestions: 

Section 1 enumerates twenty-seven positions upon our coasts designated by 
the Fortification Board of 1885 as ports "* where defenses are most nt,” and 
appropriates in one sum the cost of the works for these ports as estimated by 
the board, namely, $126,377,800. 

Section 2 divides the above sum into thirteen pata one of which shall be 
Me ten gud each year for thirteen years, beginning July 1, 1888, and ending June 

‘These sections appropriate in one bill the whole amount estimated for the 
works proposed, a change from the usual course followed in the construction 
of public works, but a change which, in the opinion of this board, will result in 
the most economical and speedy completion of the works in question. 
= All experiences in the construction of public works show that the great source 
of in cost is the irregular and partial appropriations made for their erec- 
tion. From the suspension of operations it often happens that completed work 
is badly damaged by natural causes, and upon resumption of operations has to 
be largely repaired or else entirely renewed. 

This is also true of plant, tools, and appliances, while a still further source of 
expense is created by the d rsion of the workmen, who have become skilled 
in the several kinds of work in hand. With one appropriation made available 
in a term of years the work goes on continuously; advantage can be taken of 
the markets in the purchase of materials, and the entire work is finished in the 
shortest possible time and at the smallest cost. 


of said sum upon ya ar repo to be available until expended.” 


any dimensions, shape, figure, or site tothe works or the number of guns in each 
description of battery. is 


board does not 
of the fixed defenses suggested by the Fortification Board of 1885, namely: 
“Shore ries, 


line 8, after the word *‘ 
ment, and its use ™ be inse: 


Pres 

would be more efficient. Itisalso suggested 
that in section 6, line 10, after the word “pleasure,” lines 11 and 12, and the first 
three words of line 13 be amended soastoread as follows: “All worksas herein 
provided shall be done by contract or otherwise, as may be most economical and 
advantageous to the Government.” 

Thisis the language adopted by Congress for the construction of river and 
harbor improvements, and Eis been found to work with advantage to the United 
Sta 


tes. 
ARE PAPITA which were referred to the board in this case are herewith re- 
turned, 
Respectfully submitted. 
aor THOS. LINCOLN CASEY, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers. 
HENRY L. ABBOT, 
Colonel of Engineers, But. Brig. Gen, 
C. B. COMSTOCK, 
Lieut. Col. of Engineers and Bvt. Brig. Gen. 
Brig. Gen, J. C. DUANE 


Chief of Engineers, Ù. 8. Army, Washington, D. C. 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGIN. 
UNITED STATES ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., January 6, 1888. 


Sr: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Senats bill No. 62, re- 
ferred to this office for report, and in returning it invite attention to the report 
of the Board of Engineers herewith, the recommendations of which are con- 


curred in, 

It is believed that the appropriation in one bill of the whole amount estimated 
will result in the most economical and speedy completion of the works in ques- 
tion. Experience has fully demo: ted thatany attemptto carry on and com- 

lete Eere ir of importance by meafis of small appropriations made at uncertain 
ntervals has always resulted in great increase in cost if not in utter failure. 

The proposition to adopt the report of the Endicott board as to the character 
of the Soreness until otherwise ordered by Con, is regarded as judicious. 
The provisions of the bill, modified as suggested by the Board of Engineers, are 
. considered suitable for practical execution so far as the direction of the work 
will be under e e rn of sever Department, 

Very respectfu ‘our o! nt servant, 
* ane J.C. DUANE, 


Brigadier General, Chief of Engineers. 
Hon, WILLIAM C, ENDICOTT, y 
Secretary of War, 
ORDNANCE OFFICE, WAR DEPARTMENT, 
r Washington, D. C., January 11, 1888. 
Sım: I have the honor to return herewith Senate bill No. 62, first session, Fif- 
tieth Congress, “to provide for fortifications and other seacoast defenses,” and 
to report on those provisions relating to the manufacture and purchase of ord- 
nance material. 
Line 9 of section 2 should read as follows: "All of said sum to be available un- 


til expended.” 
“other defenses,” add the words “and the 


In section 3, line 3, after the wor 
armament therefor;" so that it shall read: * * * * for the purpose of pro- 


viding fortifications and other defenses, and the armament therefor, for the 
ports aforesaid.” * * * - 

in section 3, line 14, after the word “fortifications,” add the words “or the 
armament therefor,” so that it shall read, “any changes in the plans for the 
fortifications, or the armament therefor, of any of said ports.” * * * 

In section 6, line 7, after the words “for the same, ” insert the words “subject 
to the approval of the Secretary of War, shall be submitted for recommenda- 
tion to,” in place of the words ‘shall FDA aAa by,’’ so that it will read, 
“ + * $ the plans and fications for the same, subject to the approval oj 
the Secretary of War, shall be submitted for recommendation to an advisory 
board * * e» change makes the section consistent with existing law, 
and with section 3, providing for this board as advisory to the Secretary of War. 

In section 6, line 8, after the word “Army,” the words “skilled in fortifica- 
tions, their armament and its use,” should be inserted; so that it shall read: 

“An advisory board of not more than ten officers of the Army, skilled in 
ile eae Bae their armament and its use, shall be appointed by the Presi- 

en 


In the same section, line 10, after the word “ pleasure,” lines 11 and 12, and the 
first three words of line 13, should be amended so as to read as follows: 

“All work as herein provided, except when done at Government shops, shall 
be done by contract or otherwise, as may be most economical and advantageous 
to the Government,” 

In the same section, line 14, after the words “established at,” substitute the 
words “ Wateryliet arsenal, New York,” in place of the words “ Frankfo 
arsenal, Pennsylvania,” The Watervliet arsenal was recommended as the 
most suitable site for a gun factory by the Gun Foundry Board of 1884, A re- 
examination of this site for the purpose of a gun factory, and also of the Frank- 
ford arsenal, Pennsylvania, was made during the past year by a special board 
of ordnance officers. This board also decided in favor of the superior eligi- 
bility, on the whole, of the Watervliet arsenal, and the Department has al y 
concentrated some gun plant and commenced work at that point. (See pages 
18 and 22, Report of the Chief of Ordnance for 1887, copy herewith.) 

In the same section, line 21, after the word *‘tempered,” insert the word “ an- 
nealed ; ” so that line 21 shall read: ‘rough-bored, rough-turned, oil-tempered, 
and annealed steel.” 

In the same section, line 36, after the words “la t calibers,” add the words 
“required under the advertisement;” so that it shall read as follows: 

t * * © The time of delivery of the smaller calibers to commence at the 
expiration of not more than eighteen months and that of the largest calibers 
required under the advertisement at the expiration of not more than three years 
from the date of the acceptance of the contract * * * .” 

In establishing a plant for gun steel,and in commencing the manufacture of 
guns, both economy and efficiency, as well as ultimate success, will more surely 
result by beginning first with the smaller calibers and working up gradually, 
after some experience has been acquired, to the largerones. (See > page 3,re rb 
of House Committee on Ordnance and War-Ships, first session Forty-ninth 

„copy herewith.) It is thought that the steel for guns of not more than 12 

nehes caliber shouid first be procured. With the experience and pecuniary 

help thus gained the manufacturers could produce more successfully the heavier 
masses required for the larger calibers, as 14 inches and 16 inches. a 

In the same section, lines 40 and 41, after the words ‘erect at the,” substitute 
the words ** Watervliet Arsenal, West Troy, New York” in place of the words 
“Frankford Arsenal, near Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,” 

Inthe same section, line 46, after the words “ gun-carriages,”’ substitute these 
words, “necessary equipments for said guns and gun-carriages,” in place of the 
words “Ordnance equipment;"’ so that it shall read: “For fin and as- 
Paaraam erm guns adapted to modern warfare, up to and including the largest 
approved sizes, and for the manufacture of gun-carriages and the necessary 
Cg Nay racine for guns and carriages forthe Army * * *.’” 

n the same section, line 47, after the words “million dollars,” add the words; 
“And provided further, that to meet present necessities, and until the manufact- 
urers of steel in the larger masses is sufficiently bela the Secretary of 
War may, at his discretion, contract for cast-iron bodies for breech-loading, steel- 
hooped, rifled mortars, after due advertisement, and under the usual s 
tions required by the War Department for procuring arron gons; t 
tars to be fabricated at the factory as hereinbefore provided for, or by con- 
tract, as the Secretary of War may direct.” The on Fortifications and 
other defenses reported that some seven hundred 12-inch mortars would be re- 
quired. The Department has under test a 12-inch breech-loading, cast-iron, 
steel-hooped mortar, which has given satisfactory resalts, and it may be for the 
hinien of the Porere to make par of the mortars on a similar plan. 

ery respectfully, your o ent servant, 
S. V. BENÉT, 


Brig. Gen., Chief of Ordnance. 
Copy of bill amended as herein suggested inclosed herewith. 


Hon, WILLIAM C. ENDICOTT, 
Secretary of War, Wastington, D. C. 


Mr, COCKRELL, Mr. President, I deeply sympathize with my good 
friend from Oregon and all others who are so sensitive about attacks 
being made upon this great country by foreign nations. I have no pos- 
sible fear. I can see no reason on earth which could induce any of the 
great powersof the world to engage in war with the United States. We 
are a peace-loving people. We are isolated from all other nations, 
England and Mexicoare the only nations that could attack us from their 
own soil. We must give the English statesmen and rulers credit for 
common sense, for a desire to perpetuate their own independence and 
prestige and power among the nationsof the world. England owes 
her power to-day more to her commerce than to any other thing. She 
must maintain that in order to maintain her prestige in the future. 
England knows, all intelligent Englishmen know, that within ninety 
days after a war was declared between the United States of America 
and Great Britain her commerce would be swept from the ocean, her 
prestige would be gone, and would not be restored for years, if ever. 

Mr. STEWART. I should like to inquire of the Senator from Mis- 
souri what we could sweep her commerce from the ocean with? 

Mr. COCKRELL, We would build swift-going vessels that would 
do it. We would build vessels inside of six months or ninety days 
that would go upon the sea and drive her commerce from the ocean. 

Mr. STEW T. Suppose we could not take the vessels out of 


rt? 
ges COCKRELL. Could not take them out of port! The idea that 
England, with her fleet, or Germany, or France, or England, Fran 
and Germany combined could blockade all the ports of the Uni 
States where we build vessels is perfectly absurd and ridiculous. 


on- 


+ 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.. 


6129 


Mr. STEWART. Where are your ship-yards to build them? 

Mr. COCKRELL, We would build them on any river thatis navi- 
gable. There would beno trouble aboutthat. We have the ingenuity 
and the material and the skill to build vessels upon almost any of the 
navigable streams of the United States. Where did the rebels during 
the late war build and construct their vessels, and wheredid they send 
the commerce of the United States? Only three or four vessels did it. 

Mr. TELLER. ‘They were built in England, mainly. 

Mr. CHACE., By their political allies. 

Mr. COCKRELL, That isa sample of what the Americans can do 
when American is pitted against American, and what would it be when 
American was pitted against any other nationality? 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator tell us where the rebels builtany 
wonderful vessels during the war? 

Mr. COCKRELL. The records show. The country knows it. 

Mr. TELLER. No, I do not. 

Mr. COCKRELL, If the disfinguished Senator has represented his 
great State so long in the Senate of the United States and has been 
Secretary of the Interior and does not know anything about that, I 
do not propose to spend my time in trying to enlighten him. 

Mr, TELLER. I believe they did build one clumsy vessel down 
here in Virginia, but it could hardly be called a vessel. I believe that 
was about all the extent of their building that they did not build 
across the water. 

Mr. COCKRELL. - England can not afford toattack ns. She has no 
motive forattacking us. There is noreason why weshould have a war 
with her. She would be the losing power. 

Then you go to Mexico; and what would Mexico attack us for? 
There is no reason in the world why she should attack us. We have 
no danger from that source. We have no danger from France. How 
would France attack us? Would she come with her fleet around our 
coast? 

Mr. President, this scare is simply ridiculous; it is farcical. 
not rise to any degree above that. 

What is this bill? Let us examine it. It proposes to appropriate 
$126,377,800 as the beginning; not as the completion, but as the be- 
ginning of a system of fortifications. 

Mr. DOLPH. It is to be appropriated to defend the twenty-seven 
principal ports. 

Mr. COCKRELL. At the principal places named, I understand. I 
have read it all,and Iam not speaking unadvisedly. I say the bill 
proposes to appropriate $126,377,800 for the fortifications at twenty- 
seven ports as the most urgently needed places. Others are to come in 
time, and where will it end? We are to have fortifications and tor- 
pedo-boats anchored in a continuous line around our entire seacoast. 

Mr. President, look at the report of this board. I refer to the report 
of the Board on Fortifications or Other Defenses appointed by the Presi- 
dent under the act of Congress approved March 3, 1885. On page 8 of 
that report it says: 


The subject of the defense of the coasts has usually been treated upon the 
supposition of the existence of a navy not equal to the fleets of the enemy, but 
sufficiently numerous to impose upon him the necessity of concentration and 
the avoidance of large detachments from hisforce; but this view of the case the 
board is not called upon to discuss, for it does not exist, and it will besides be 
found in the sequel that some of the ports named for defense will be strategic 
rendezvous for lighting ships of war, when these shall have been built in ade- 
quate numbers for operating in force against the enemy. 


PORTS ARRANGED IN ORDER OF URGENCY. 
Twenty-seven. They have been literally follewed inthis bill. The 
entire twenty-seven have been provided for in this bill. Now, what 
does the board say ? 


The list of ports is not exclusively arran in the order of commercial im- 
portance, some reference being had to the facility of defending certain sites and 
the greater or less period of time which this task might demand. Baltimore, 
Savannah, Wilmington, and others belong to the class where in an emergency 
obstructions might be improvised to check temporarily a hostile squadron. 

It is not possible to arrange the smaller ports always in the order of impor- 
tance, also, because the necessity of a fortified harbor of refuge may be more 
urgent upon a long stretch of exposed coast, although the port there situated 
nugas be inferior in wealth and importance to others to which it has been pre- 
ferred. 

The board, in limiting the list to the names above, does not wish it to be un- 
derstood that there are no other places along the coast which are of the impor- 
tance necessary to justify measures of defense. There are others, but the works 
of defense already existing at some of these, and the force of any probable at- 
tack which would be directed against them,do not make it necessary to call 
particular attention at this time to their condition and n: 

The board, in stating “at what ports fortifications or other defenses are most 
urgently required,” presents the following list. 

Then they give the eleven ports where fortifications are most urgently 
required: 

1. New York. 

2. San Francisco. 

3. Boston. 

4. The lake ports. 

5. Hampton Roads, 

6. New Orleans. 

7. Philadelphia. 

8. Washington. 

9. Baltimore. 

10, Portland, Me. 

11. Rhode Island ports in Narragansett Bay. 


Those are the ports where fortifications are most urgently needed, and 
yet the committee have reported in favor of the entire twenty-seven, 


XIX——384 


It does 


when this board itself, in its own judgment, only recommends eleven 
as urgently needed. 

What does the board further say in regard to the kinds of fortifica- 
tions? 


= In the sequel the objects to be gained by the defense of the principal ports, as 


well as of others named in this report, will be commented upon. The board 
will now consider “the character and kind of defenses best adapted for each, 
with reference to armanent,” and “the utilization of torpedoes, mines, or other 
TONTE wane, 2a taking up the subject in the order in which it is pre- 

n to it. 

The defenses, as to character and kind, with reference to armanent, should be 
fixed and floating, one or both, according to locality, armed with powerful can- 
non needed to repel attack from the most formidabie ships. 

Then they go on and speak of floating defenses—not vessels, but 
floating defenses: 

The floating defenses mean floating batteries Gae aas apecteby for operating 
in harbors or close to the land, armored more heavily and armed with ®eavier 
guns than any probable adversary. 

* * * k > * + 

The shore batteries may be armored turrets, revolving or fixed, armored case- 
mates, and emplacements in barbette. 

Then the report goes on and speaks of the different kinds of fortifi- 
cations, etc. A 5 : 

I hold in my hand the report of the committee made in this case, 
and in that report the ifc recommendations in regard to each of 
these places is set out. ‘They commence on 10 of the report with 
a *‘ list of ports, with description of fortifications and other defenses, 
with reference to armament, mines, torpedoes, ete.” They give New 
York. I will read that: 

1, New York.—This important port must be fortified at both entrances in the 
most thorough manner. Fortifications: Turrets, armored casemates, barbette 
batteries, mortar batteries. Submarine mines will form a part of the defense. 
Eighteen torpedo-boats are recommended for service in this harbor. 

The proposed armament—the kind of guns—is given under the heads 
of caliber, kind, number, remarks, as follows: : 


Caliber. | 


Kind. Number. | Remarks. 
i | 
„| 110-ton guus. 18 | B. L. R, 
80-ton guns. 2 | B. L. R. 
50-ton gans. 40 | B. L. Rs 
27-ton guns, 20 | B. L.R, 
13-ton guns, 15 | B. L. R. 
OORTE: isocces ycnscecswaveseucestes 144 | Rifled. 


Then the report goes on and gives the others, specifying particularly 
the kind ot fortifications at each port. I find on calculation that one 
hundred and thirty-two torpedo-boats have been provided for in the 
bill—one hundred and thirty-two torpedo-boats, to be stationed at the 
various points designated. On page 17 of this report I find that the 
expenditures for these various purposes have been analyzed and ar- 
ranged, being a consolidated statement, and under the head of land 
defense and armament are the subheads of masonry and earthwork, 
armor, structural metal, guns and mortars, carriages, floating batteries 
and their armament, submarine mines and their adjuncts, torpedo- 
boats, and then the total. 

Now, taking these twenty-seven ports, the estimate for the land de- 
fenses, for masonry and earthworks, is $31,863,600; for armor, $20,- 
300,000; for structural metal, $3,320,000; for armament, under the 
head of guns and mortars, $28,554,000, and then under the head of 
carriages, $9,411,800. We come then to floating batteries and their 
armament, $18,875,000. That much would be sunk. We come to 
submarine mines and their adjuncts, $4,334,000, a total waste. We 
come to torpedo-boats, and the estimate is $9,720,000, also thrown 
away. 

Mr. President, these are enormous sums of money, and I say that it 
is exceedingly injudicious and unwise for this country to launch forth 
in any such enterprise as this. We all know that the Army and Navy 
favor this, Certainly they do. They favor anything that wil add im- 
portance to their arm of the service. It is natural that they should. 
The Army would like to have fortifications all around the coast; the 
Navy would like to have a large rtumber of vessels. There is no ques- 
tion of that. ` 

Mr. President, I see no necessity for these works; none in the world. 
This is not the time to enter upon them. I say if we enter upon this 
system now and spend these $126,377,800, inside of twenty years we 
shall pronounce three-fourths of it an absolute waste, at the very lowest 
possible calculation. - 


Mr. DOLPH. Will the Senator permit me to ask how it would be 
wasted? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Because it will be of no use then. 

Mr. DOLPH. Why? 


Mr. COCKRELL., What will your floating batteries be worth, what 
wijl your torpedo-boais be worth, and many other things that will have 
been absolutely wasted? 

Mr. DOLPH. Why have we an army? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I will show you why. 

Mr. DOLPH. That is what I should like to know. 

Mr, COCKRELL. They will be wasted just as thousands of old iron 
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cannon that we have now are useless and thrown away, wasted, just as 
all the fortifications we have ever built are now utterly worthless. 
They are of no use. Wespent millions upon them. 

The Senator wanted to know why we had an army. Does anybody 
sup that our army of 25,000 men is depended upon by the United 
States to defend the honor and integrity and glory of this great coun- 
try in a war with any foreign power? It never has been. The vol- 
unteer soldiers are the men who fight the battles of this country and 
upon whose shoulders its permanence depends, The regular Army is 
simply a nucleus, and has always been treated as such, It is to guard 
the Indians, principally. That is about the only use we practically 
have for it. 

Mr. DOLPH. There is no use for it for that purpose any more. 

Mr. COCKRELL, That has been the case, and the Senator doubt- 
less has been scared over the Indians as he is now over foreign nations, 

But the standing Army is for no such purpose. Itis simply a nucleus. 
The Navy is not to rival the navies of the world. Iwant to know from 
the Senator if he proposes that we shall fortify the United States of 
America as France and England and Italy and Austria and Russia for- 
tify their frontiers and their borders? Iwant to understand that prop- 
osition. If thatis the proposition, we understand this bill. If it is 
not the proposition, I can not understand it. 

Are we, the United States, a republican Government, at peace with 
the world, afraid of nothing, not assailable successfully by all the na- 
tions of the world combined, to set the example of a frontier fortifica- 
tion like France, like Germany, like Austria, like Russia, and other 
. nations, where they have standing armies of from 500,000 to a million 

of men? s 

Mr. STEWART. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a ques- 
tion? Š s 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly. 

Mr. STEWART. Are you in favor of any coast defenses, and if so, 
what? - 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iam not now, sir. Iam not in favor of the ex- 
penditure of a dollar right now. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator wait until the surplus was 
dis of and we had no surplus? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Oh, that surplus! Oh, that surplus! Oh, the 
hungry horde that are rushing for that surplus every time, and every 
aspirant for notoriety of any kind has his long arms out for that sur- 

lus. Every job that can be brought into Congress has been brought 

ere. Every man who has sensitive nerves and fears the great powers 
of the world and wants to make this a great country proposes to spend 
the surplus in fortifying! : 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator said a moment ago that this was not 
the time to enter upon the construction of coast defenses. I want to 

-know why it is not the time, and if it is not the time now, whenis the 
time? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Itis not the time because we are only in the in- 
fancy in the kinds of defense that will be necessary in the future. 
Weare only in the infancy of the manufacture of arms and of explosives. 
All the money that England, France, Germany, Austria, and Italy 
have spent in armored vessels and ironclads has been thrown away. 
I think recently France has introduced a gun which far su any- 
thing, and it will cause all the other nations to adandon their present 
system of rifles, 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator would wait then on his philosophy 
until human ingenuity is exhausted ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I would wait until there-were some circum- 
stances which justified the United States in apprehending war, and I 
do not believe that day will ever come. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the scare of both the Senators from Ore- 

n and other Senators. They have cities. Millions of dollars would 
be spent at those cities. Their constituents want the money spent 
there. Their constituents are urging them up to secure these appro- 
priations. It is all proper in their view, it is all very nice to have this 
surplus distributed all over the country and spent here and there. But 
what use have we had for fortifications since 1812? We have existed 
a good long while as a nation. * . 

Mr. DOLPH. The Senator knows that we prosecuted a System of 
fortifications to 1875. 

Mr. COCKRELL. But it is all gone. 

Mr. DOLPH. So are the clothes we wore then all gone. 

Mr. COCKRELL. They areall gone; weneverusedthem. It would 
have been far better to have distributed the money among the people 
than to have thrown it away in the way it wasdone. There werejust 
such scares as the Senator is trying to get up now, and millions of dol- 
lars were spent, but we have never been able to utilize them fora sol- 
itary purpose on earth and never will. You are talking about your 
fortifications now. Your grandchildren and your great-grandchildren 
will never live toseethem used. Itis money thrown away, absolutely 
and unqualifiedly. 

We started as a small country here. Weachieved our independence 
md reat paipa AN m had = war with Great Britain in inka oe 

en, by just su vice and appeals asare being made to-day, peo- 
ple of this country were induced to build fortifications all around our 


coast for fear some enemy would attack us, and those fortifications are 
now moldering in ruins, inhabited by bats. No soldier would dare to 
take refuge behind them; they would be far more dangerous than if 
they were not there. We have never had to use them. 

We have lived in this country since the war of 1812 seventy-six 
years, three-quarters of a century, and we are less liable to be attacked 
to-day than we ever were in our whole history. Day by day we are 
growing stronger and more powerful. We have the territory where 
our population can increase and expand. We have the courage and we 
have the resources, and the nations of the world will neverdare to com- 
bine, all of them even, against the United States in war. ‘There is not 
a particle of danger. 

You start out with $126,000,000. You had better distribute it now. 
You had better just give it away. You will never derive a dollar’s 
benefit from it so far as foreign nations are concerned. The only ben- 
efit will be to give engineers and officers and artisans employment for 
atime, They will put up these works, and after awhile they will be 
abandoned, just as old Fort Washington down here is abandoned, and 
just as all the other forts have been abandoned. 

I referred the Senator from Oregon to the Lebel gun, I believe it is 
called, recently introduced in France, a weapon far superior to any 
gun thåt has ever yet been invented. Now I want to read the Senator 
on ele from the New York Sun in regard to recent explosives. It 
is headed— 


MAY FIRE SHELLS 27 MILES—INTERESTING EXPERIMENTS WITH EMMENSITE— 
IT CAN BE USED LN ANY FIREARMS, 


A special car carried a party of fifty gentlemen to Harrison 
ing to witness experiments with Dr. Stephen H, Emmens's big 
mensite. Dr, Emmens has converted a farm-house half a mile south of the 

rison station intoa laboratory and factory. He received his visitors in his work- * 
shop. The inventor is partly paralyzed in his legs, and has to be moved about 
in awheeledehair. He hasan intellectual head and face, and his hair has turned 
yellow from constant ee of the materials of his explosive, Itis based on 
an acid analogous to picric acid, 

Dr. Emmens says that his explosive is absolutely safe to handle and ve: 
cheap. It can be used in firearms, smallor large. It burns slowly when ignited, 
it can be granulated in any size. He crushed a lump of the ina power- 
ful stone-crusher. A small cartridge was loaded with some of this powder and 
the bali was shot with a pistol through a one-eighth inch iron plate. Leaving 
the laboratory the party went out into the open fields. Four cartridges, con- 
taining in all 3 pounds of emmensite,were placed in bores four feet depp drilled 
into n mass of rock cropping out of a hillside, The cartridges were exploded 
by electricity, and the rock was broken into pieces small enough to be shoveled 
away. Mr. J. B. Cooper, a Colorado mine owner, estimated the amount of bro- 
presse ya at 35 tons. He said he had never seen anything like the effect of the 
explosion, 

In another part of the field a platform had been raised and targets erected. 
A dynamite cartridge placed upon a post in the field exploded when struck by 
a bullet from a rifle, while an emmensite bebe was merely knocked from 
the post, Cartridges of dynamite, explosive ine, and emmensite were suc- 
covey exploded on iron plates suspended by threads at the corners. The 
effect of the emmensite was to blow a large hole through the plate, while the 
jee op & of the other explosives merely bent the plates, 

Trial was then made with Springfield rifles. 


We have got plenty of them, 

The distance was 100 yards, and the target consisted of five boards, 1} inches 
thick, about 3 inches apart, and backed by an iron plate. With the ordinary 
service cartridges, Seth ty D AaS of gunpowder, the ball which penetrated 
the furthest struck the fifth , while the two emmensite balls, driven by 
15 grains of powder, pierced all th and were flattened st the iron 
plate. Successful tests were also made with a shotgun at 50 S, 

The availability of the explosive for submarine blasting was shown by im- 
mersing emmensite coated with paraffine in a barrel and exploding it by elec- 
tricity. A lump of emmensite thrown intoa barrel of water while burning con- 
tinued to burn almost to the last grain. The use of the compound for pyro- 


rda; 
explos; 


morn- 
em- 


technical p ses was shown by burning it ina darkened room. Dr. Emmens 
also exhib a multi accelerating cartridge of his invention, which may 
pe used in any size of gun. Dr. Emmens estimates that with a gun 40 feet 
ong— 


That is not a very long gun— 

a range of 27 miles would be obtained. The Pittsburgh Steel Casting Com- 
pany is about to cast for him a 3-inch gun, 7} feet long, which is expected to 
throw a 25-pound projectile 6 or7 miles. Another invention of his isa “torpedo 
gun,” which projects a winged cylinder, to which are attached cartridges that 
may be exploded by either a detonator or a time-fuse. 

Dr. Emmens’s visitors yesterday, many of whom are interested in the manu- 
facture and use of firearms and explosives, were unanimous in praising the 
adaptability and power of the new explosive. Among the spectators were, 
Kawsahami, the Japanese consul ; Signor Conti, secretary to the Italian consul; 
General John P. Hatch, and Capt, J. H. Mortimer, United States Army; Baron 
R.O de Vérèz and his two sons, of France; arapung grea oetara 
A. C. Hobbs, of the Metallic Cartridge Company of Bridgeport; Bouvier, 
ot San Francisco, who came East expressly to witness these experiments; Dr. 
H. Hazard, and J. H. Eddy, 

I read this merely to show the bilities of these things. I say 
we are simply in the infancy of these matters. I am in favor of en- 
couraging by every wise and judicious and liberal means these inven- 
tions and keeping pace with them. Iam in favor of our Government 
having machinery where we can if necessary manufacture, but I am 
not in favor of manufacturing the guns of to-day or erecting seacoast 
defenses or torpedo boats or these floating batteries or anything of that 
kind, or these fortifications, They will become useless, and the money 
will be thrown away. Ido not know what will be best. Let us be 
ready simply by encouraging the manufacture of these things, encour- 
aging our inventors, having the foundry or the means for manufactur- 
ing if necessary. I say to the Senator from Oregon and the Senator 
from Nevada that within thirty days earthworks can be thrown up 
around our coast in which guns can be placed that will be as durable 
against a siege as any of the fortifications contemplated in this bill. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Task the Senator if any other sort of fortifications 
can be made of any value against the present armaments of the fleets 
of the world except earthworks? 

Mr. COCKRELL. The Senator asks a very pertinent question. 
Thus far there is no material—— 

Mr. HOAR. What is the question? 

Mr. COCKRELL. The question was if we can now construct any 
fortifications that would prove defensive against the present arma- 
ments of the fleets of the world ? 

Mr. BLAIR. Except earthworks. 

Mr, COCKRELL. Oh yes, I mean except earthworks. 

Mr. STEWART. I shoitld like to ask a question. 

Mr. COCKRELL, Let me answer this question. 

Mr. STEWART. Then I will ask mine. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I say that brick and mortar, and stons, and 
wood, and all these things have passed away as a means of fortifica- 
tion. It is absolutely useless to talk about them. It is questionable 
whether we can crect, as you might call them, steel fortifications, and 
make them thick enough to resist permanently. I presnme they are 
the kind contemplated in the bill, and are the only kind except earth- 
works or sandworks which can promise great resistance. 


Mr. STEWART. The Senatorstated a moment ago that he supposed’ 


we could pat these up at any time. Where would you get the guns? 

Mr. COCKRELL. We can manufacture the guns in a very short 
time. 

Mr. STEWART. How quickly? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Isaid to the Senator that I would encourage in- 
vention liberally; that I would encourage the construction by the Gov- 
ernment of the means of making these guns whenever it was neces- 


Mr. STEWART. Are you in favor of appropriating money for the 
construction of guns? 

Mr. COCKRELL. No; not for the construction of guns. Iam in 
favor of making an appropriation for the machinery with which we can 
construct the guns when we want them. 

Mr. STEWART. How will you know what kind of machinery you 
can use if you do not know what kind of guns you want? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I suppose we shall probably want to make them 
out of steel or some other kind of metal.. We may have machinery 
that will utilize that metal in the best possible form, whatever may 
hereafter be devised to be that form. We can have the kind of ma- 
chinery, and you can make any kind of gun out of any kind of metal 
that has been used. 

Mr. STEWART. I understood the Senator to oppose the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] the other day, 
in which he proposed to appropriate $6,000,000, mostly for machinery. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iam in favorof helping tomake machinery, but 
not machinery to make a particular kind of gun, for then you will 
have to manufacture that gun, and it might become useless. 

Mr. STEWART. I do not think the machinery is confined to any 
particular gun. There is nothing of that.kind inthe amendment. It 
is proposed to have such machinery as will manufacture any guy, I 
understand. ` 

Mr. COCKRELL. I aim in favor of liberal appropriations; but I do 
not think the right sum was put in that amendment. 

Mr. STEWART. Will the Senator name the appropriation he would 
be to make for this purpose? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Isuppose $500,000 or $1, 000,000 would be ample. 

Mr. HAWLEY. That would put up about one-quarter of the plant 
necessary to make a big gun 

Mr, COCKRELL. teh your estimate. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It is not my estimate, but the estimate of the men 
who build them. 

Mr. DOLPH. In answer to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
GEORGE], I wish to shy that there is certainly a limit to any gun that 
has ever yet been built or projected, but there is no limit to the thick- 
ness of cast-iron, cast chilled iron, cast-steel, forged steel, or wrought- 
iron armor upon fortifications, so that there is no trouble about provid- 
ing fortifications that will he not only a suflicient protection against 
any projectile ever yet fired, but by additions to the thickness against 
any that ever will be fired by any gun that shall hereafter be invented. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is all imagination. 

Mr. DOLPH. it is not imagination. 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt him, I 


“should like to make one suggestion to him. When he talks about a 


million dollars to make a plant for the manufacture of guns, I wish to 
ayoh to him that the very first essential part of the plant he must have 
manipulate the material after it is made can not be put up fora 
million ollars. The necessary hammer can not be put up anywhere 
in this country for less than a million and a half dollars. 
; Mr. COCKRELL. {fam willing to make it a millionanda half dol- 
ars, ifn 

Mr. TELLER. That is one item out of a great number. 

Mr. COCKRELL. ‘That is the very thing, Mr. President. 

Mr. TELLER. Let me say also that just before Krupp died, a aot 
years ago, he added $7,000,000 to his plant in one year. 


Mr. COCKRELL. Are we to follow the example of Krupp in Eu- 
rope? Are we to make the European nations our exemplars? If we 
are let us abolish our republic and establish a monarchical government. 
To talk about a republic following the examples of monarchies and 
kingdoms and empires is absolutely ridiculous. If you want to make 
this country a monarchy say so, and we will spend millions upon mill- 
ions of dollars to build fortifications and have our whole coast bristling 
with cannon and with torpedo boats, and our Canadian frontierpristling 
with guns and fortifications and armed men. Let us bring up the 
standing Army to 500,000 men, and let us be upon a fighting fonting 
equal to France, Germany, Austria, and Russia. 

Mr. TELLER. I wish to ask the Senator another question. Does 
the Senator think that a republican government can make guns or 
material any better than a monarchical government ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly not. 

Mr. TELLER. Does the Senator believe that the necessary appli- 
ances in Krupp’s manufactory to make a good gun would not be neces- 
sary in a republican manufactory ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Not at all, sir. 

Mr. TELLER. I thought so, by your remark. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Not at all; it will not be. We shall never need 
the guns that Mr. Krupp’s establishment has been furnishing to the 
world. We shall never need the armament that Mr. Krupp’s has. 

Mr. RANSOM. Will the Senator from Missouri yield to me for a 
motion to adjourn? x 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iwill yield. * 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will lay before the Senate 
bills from the House of Representatives for reference. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Indian Affairs: 

A bill (H. R. 7547) granting the right of way to the Yankton and 
Missouri River Railway through the Yankton reservation, in Dakota; 


and . 

A bill (H. R. 10112) granting to the Duluth and Winnipeg Railway 
Company the right of way through the Fond du Lac Indian reserva- 
tion, in the State of Minnesota. 

Mr. RANSOM. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 34 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Sey; July 12, 1888, at 12 

o'clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
WEDNESDAY, July 11, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


LIENS OF JUDGMENT., 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 8180) with 
Senate amendments, to regulate the liens of judgments and decrees of 
courts of the United States. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask unanimous consent that the House non- 
concur in the Senate amendments, and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will appoint as managers on the part 
of the House the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. HENDERSON, 
the gentleman from Arkansas, Mr. ROGERS, and the gentleman from 
Iowa, Mr. FULLER. 

CEMETERY, DENVER. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 3300) with 
Senate amendments, to amend an act to enable the city of Denver to 
purchase certain lands for cemetery purposes. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I believe that is ihe bill that was mislaid, a copy 
of which was called for by the House from the Senate by resolution of 
the House. In that event, itis in conference between the two Houses. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that the en amend- 
ments to that bill, which were sent to the House by the Senate were 
mislaid; and thereupon the House by resolution requested the Senate 
to farnish a copy. ‘This is a compliance with that request. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Will it be necessary to again i the matter to 
the Committee on the Public Lands? 

The SPEAKER. It will not; it is already there. 


EMILY J. STANNAED. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2657), grant- 

ing a pension to Emily J. Stannard, with House amendments disagreed 
to by the Senate. 

Mr. MORRILL. I ask unanimous consent that the House insist 
apon its amendments, and agree to the conference asked for by the Sen- 
a 
e There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair will appoint as managers on the part 
of the House in this case the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. MATSON, 
the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. CurpMAN, and the gentleman from 
New Hampshire, Mr. GALLINGER. 


FORFEITURE OF LAND GRANTS. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 1430) to for- 
feit certgin land heretofore granted for the purpose of aiding in the con- 
struction of railroads, and for other purposes, with House amendments 
disagreed to by the Senate. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iask unanimous consent that the House insiston 
its amendments to the Senate bill, and agree to the conference asked for 
by the Senate. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will appoint as managers on the part of 
the House the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. HOLMAN, the gentleman 
from Missouri, Mr. STONE, and the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. PAY- 
SON. 

BRIDGE ACROSS ARKANSAS RIVER NEAR CUMMINGS, ARK. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 1315) to au- 
thorize the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River ator near 
Cummings Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas; which was referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2851) toamend 
an act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 14, 
1887; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


ELNATHAN MEADE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following request of 
the Senate: 
Ix THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, July 10, 1888. 


Ordered, That the Secretary be directed to uest the House of Representa- 
tives to return to the Senate the bill (S. 1427) granting an increase of pension to 
Elnathan Meade. 


The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, this request will be com- 
plied with and the Clerk will be directed to return the bill. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, an- 
nounced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the committee of 
conference ou the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill (H. 
R. 8989) making appropriations to provide for the expenses of the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1889, avd for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr, FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the following titles; 
when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 9377) making appropriations for the legislative, execu- 
tive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1889, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 1983) to ratify an act entitled ‘‘An act creating the 
county of San Juan,” in the Territory of New Mexico; 

A bill (S. 1173) increasing the pension of Jeptha A. Jones; 

A bill (S. 123) granting a pension to Mrs, Virginia Grier; 

A bill (S. 1556) granting a pension to Martin N. Kellogg; 

A bill (S. 2274) granting a pension to Mrs. Catherine K. Whittlesey; 

A bill (S. 2604) granting a pension to Loanda Sherman; 

A bill (S. 2866) granting a pension to Abel G. Rankin; and 

A bill (S. 3021) granting a pension to Carrie V. Miller. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker—— 
Mr. BLAND. I call for the regular order. 
Mr. HATCH. I rise to present a privileged report. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 


Mr. SIMMONS. LI rise to a question of personal privilege. In the 
RECORD of this morning I am represented as having interrupted the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] on yesterday, and made the 
following statement: 

Mr. Snrmons. I desire to say that the reduction of duty on those articles under 
consideration meets with my hearty approval, and as soon as circ ces 
will permit, I hope further reduction will be made. 

What I did say or intended to say, and thought I did say, was this: 
I desire to say that the reduction of duty made by the bill (meaning 
‘the Mills bill) on these articles (meaning rice) meets with my hearty 
approval, and I shall be glad to see them further reduced as circum- 
stances will permit. I did not refer to the amendment offered by the 

tleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER], because it was that which 
Fhad been opposing. In the latter part of the gentleman’s remarks 
he assumes that I did mean to declare myself as approving his amend- 
‘ment. My attention was diverted and I did not hear that portion of 
his remarks, else I should have disabused him at the time of the im- 
pression that what I had said referred to his amendment. . 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Several members addressed the Chair. 

The SPEAKER, The regular order is demanded. 

Mr. COX. I hope the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] will 
withdraw the demand for the previous order. 

Mr. BLAND. I withdraw the demand for the present. 

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 

Mr. HATCH. I rise to present a privileged report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will send it to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the disagreeiig votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate, numbered 30, to the bill (H. R. 10233) making an 
appropriation for the Departmentof Agriculture for the fiscal year ending Jane 
39, 1882, and for other purposes, having met, after full and free conference haye 
been unable to agree. 

W. H. HATCH, 
A. ©. DAVIDSON, 
sages ter bem 
ame NR! he Howe 
C. B. FARWELL, 
« WILKINSON CALL, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

The report of the committee of conference was adopted. 

Mr. HATCH. I move that the House further insist upon its disa- 
greement to the Senate amendment and agree to the conference asked 
for by the Senate. 

Mr. RYAN. Is that the amendment providing for further experi- 
mentation in relation to sorghum sugar? 

Mr. HATCH. Itis. 

Mr. RYAN. Then I hope the Senate willadhere. It is too late now 
for me to move to concur in the amendment, but I hope that when the 
question comes before us the House will concur in that amendment of 
the Senate. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the House will adhere. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state in connection with this 
report, in order that the House may understand it, that the Senate 
placed upon the House appropriation bill an amendment appropriating 
$100,000 to continue experiments in the manufacture of sugar from 
sorghum. When the appropriation of $100,000 for that purpose was 
made in the first session of the Forty-ninth Congress the Bureaun of 
Agriculture, represented by the Commissioner, the manufacturers of 
sorghum sugar in the East, a representation from Kansas, and also a 
representation from the sugar-planters of the State of Louisiana ap- 
peared before the Committee on Agriculture and stated that that ap- 
propriation, in addition to what had already been appropriated from 
time to time, was all that was necessary or that would be required in 
conducting experiments as to the proper method of manufacturing 
sugar either from sorghum or ribbon cane by the diffusion process. 

The Department of Agriculture and all these industries were fully 
committed to that proposition, and the Committee on Agriculture, in 
making that report to the House of Representatives, stated the fact 
that that was all that would be required to complete these experi- 
mentations, and such was the language of that appropriation, to com- 
plete the experiments in the manufacture of sugar both from sorghum 
and ribbon cane. 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman will allow me to say aword by way 
of emphasizing what he has just said. The statement just referred to 
by the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture [Mr. HATCH] was 
made in response to an earnest protest from the Democratic side that 
this was an inappropriate use of the public money, and that the appro- 
priation ought not to be made. y 

Mr. HATCH. ‘The gentleman is correct. A number of members of 
the House were opposed to making any further appropriations in this 
direction; but with that understanding, the appropriation was made. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I would like to ask the gentleman whether he has 
made or intends to make a motion that the House further insist on its 
disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. That motion is pending, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ididnotso understand. The gentleman from Kan- 
sas expressed a desire that the House at a proper time should make an 
expression on this subject. Thinking that possibly the formal motion 
had not been made, I desired to suggest that we take distinct action 
now, as the Senate would probably pay greater regard to the action 
of the House if taken after debate and serious consideration. 

Mr. HATCH. I have made the motion that the House further in- 
sist on its disagreement; and that motion is pending. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ithink the gentleman will find that the motion has 
not been made. 

Mr. HATCH. Oh, no; the record will show that I made the mo- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The motion has been made and has been stated by 
the Chair. 

Mr. HATCH. During the second session of the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress these same industries, in the face of the pledge which had been 
made but a year before, came back to the Committee on Agriculture 
and insisted that, by reason of the short crop of that year and a defect 
in some of the machinery which had been made, it was impossible to 
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conclude satisfactorily the experimentations without a further appro- 


priation. Upon the strong appeal then made and upon the representa- 
tion of the Commissioner of Agriculture that the value of the machin- 
ery purchased by the Government would be saved by a further appro- 
priation, the Committee on Agriculture and the House reluctantly con- 
sented to a further appropriation of $50,000. That was to close up the 
matter. The Commissioner has made his final report. He has stated 
officially in a most positive manner that these experimentations, so far 
as the Department is concerned, have been closed; in other words, that 
he has done all he could do by an appropriation of money. 

Mr. GAY. The gentleman has referred toarequest made at the sec- 
ond session of the Forty-ninth Congress for an additional appropriation. 
I wish to ask him whether the representatives from Louisiana joined 
in that request—whether it did not come exclusively from Kansas? 

Mr. HATCH. Thegentlemaniscorrect. As I now recollect the cir- 
cumstances, the demand for the continuation of the experiments on 
sorghum cane came exclusively from the representatives of that section 
of the country where sorghum was grown. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have for the last twelve or more years appro- 
priated money from time to time in very generous sums for the contin- 
uation of these experiments. They have been continued until Iam 
satisfied that any additional appropriation will simply be in the nature 
of a subsidy to some firm or corporation owning a sugar factory. ‘There 
is no need of a single dollar to continue further experimentation; that 
field is exhausted; and if those who desire to do so can not make sugar 
with the information which has been given them up to this time by the 
Agricultural Department they can not make it at all. 

I wish to state that the Commissioner of Agriculture has not asked 
for this appropriation. Neither in the Book of Estimates, nor in any 
communication to Congress, nor in any official communication to the 
President, nor in any communication to the Committee on Agriculture 
has he intimated that he desired one single dollar for this purpose or 
that he could properly expend it in this way. 

Mr. RYAN. Does the gentleman mean to have the House under- 
stand et the Commissioner of Agriculture does not desire this appro- 
priation 

Mr. HATCH. Ido. I feel justified in saying that he does not de- 
sire it, because he has made no report to anybody at any time asking 
for it, and he has stated positively that he has done all that, in his 
judgment, could be done. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Whom does this recommendation come from? 

Mr. HATCH. There is no recommendation so far as I am aware. 
Not a single one of these industries has come before the Committee on 
Agriculture at this session and asked anyappropriation. Not a single 
petition or memorial has been sent to the committee asking for it. It 
is sprung upon Congress by an amendment placed on this bill in the 
Pep: and there is no authority behind it, so far as we are able to 
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I will send to the Clerk’s desk and have read a letter which I have 
received from the State of Louisiana in‘regard to the work of this 
character which has been done there. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

NEw ORLEANS, July 4, 1888. 


Dear Se: E. H. Cunningham, of Sartartia post-oflice, Fort Bend County, 
sugar planter, proprietor of su, land, Borden & Bre plantations, has 300 
acres of sorghum that he intends to work with his diffusion apparatus before 
his cane ripens, and 1,200 acres of cane. His sorghum will be ready in a few 
days, and his cane October 1. 

is diffusion plant—made by Edwards & Hauptman, of this city—has a ca- 
pacity of 300 tons per day. He has experts to operate it (including Mr, Swen- 
son), and he will this season thoroughly demonstrate the value of diffusion, 
practically, in the manufacture of sugar both from sorghum and cane. Your 
committee can get reliable information from him without an appropriation. 


Yours, respectfully, 
3 Á CHAS, G. JOHNSEN. 

Hon. W. H. HATCH, 

Chairman House Committee. 

Mr. PETERS. If the gentleman will allow me—— 

Mr. HATCH. Certainly. 

Mr. PETERS. Any one who has been in a factory where sugar is 
made from sorghum knows the statement made by that gentleman is 
made through ignorance. 

Mr. HATCH. I take it that he knows more about it than any gen- 
tleman on this floor, the gentleman from Kansas not excepted. 

Mr. PETERS. I beg to say the statement made by him shows that 
he does not know what he states. 

Mr. HATCH. He has had more experience than any gentleman on 
this floor. 

But here is another letter which I will read. I do not indorse all 
this gentleman says, but I am going to read his letter, as I want the 
House to know what the representative men throughout the country 
who are engaged in this industry have to say on this subject. 

PHILADELPHIA, July 7, 1888, 

DEAR Sim: I see by the papers that your committee has refused to accede to 
the Senate amendment appropriating $100,000 for sorghum-sugar experiments 
and trust you will insist on your ition, 

As a sugar refiner and grower I have kept myself posted on every attempt to 


make sugar from sorghum, and not one has been a success or offered any rea- 
sonable promise of success. 


That I do not believe. 
Mr. PETERS. Ishould think not. 
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Mr. HATCH (reading): 

As a fact the money heretofore epproprisied by Congress, and spent under 
the direction of a Government official named Wiley, has not only been a waste 
of money but worse, as his misleading reports have caused many people to em- 
bark in this business and in every instance lose their money. 

That I do not believe. While I believe this money has been extrava- 
gantly and wrongfully expended, I donot believe that it has all been lost. 

Mr. PETERS. He refers to experiments made two years ago. 

Mr. HATCH. I will read the letter through : 


The sat arid and most thorough experiment in this line was made at Rio 
Grande, N. J., where, after losing hundreds of thousands of dollars, and per- 
sisting at it for a series of years, they had at last to abandon it; and no wonder, 
for they only succeeded in getting about 300 pounds of sugar to the acre, while 
in Louisiana they get 3,000 pounds, in Cuba often double that amount, and in 
the Sandwich Islands sometimes as high as 10,000 pounds. 

I am very desirous of seeing the United States raise all her own sugar, but it 
is worse than waste to spend it pursuing this will-o’-the-wisp. 

Very respectfully, yours, 
H. W. BARTOL, 


Hon. Mr. HATCH, " 
Chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture. 


I do not know Mr. Bartol. 

Mr. PETERS, Is there anything in that letter you do indorse? 

Mr. HATCH. What I wish this House to understandis this: That 
we have for the last twelve years appropriated liberally money in the 
direction of ascertaining everything possible in reference to the present 
manufacture of sugar from sorghum and to reach thisdiffusion process 
on the ribbon cane in Louisiana. As far as it was possible to go, Mr. 
Speaker, we have gone, and I say to the House now that every single 
dollar appropriated in that direction is simply a subsidy to some ex- 
isting factory, and you had better in good faith take the names and 
turn over to them the money given for this purpose. It is utterly im- 
possible for the Government to learn anything new on this subject. 
We have spent thousands and thousands of dollars in improved ma- 
chinery which is now in the hands of the Government. We have em- 
ployed the best experts in this country and Europe. We have sent 
our chemists to examine the processes abroad. They have come back 
to us and closed their reports. There is nothing further to be done. 

Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ADAMS] desire any time? 
If he does, I will yield to him. 

Mr. RYAN rose. 

Mr. HATCH. How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. RYAN. I desire some time myself. 

Mr. “ear I will yield first to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ADAMS]. 

Mr, RYAN. Ido not think, in view of the importance of this sub- 
ject, the gentleman from Missouri ought to close debate in an hour. 

Mr. HATCH. ‘The gentleman will have plenty of time to say all he 
wants to say about this matter. 

Mr. RYAN. I will ask the-gentleman to yield to me. 

Mr. HATCH. Iam willing to yield to the gentleman from Illinois 
if he will tell me how much time he wants. 

Mr. ADAMS. Iask the gentleman from Missouri to continue his 
remarks for a few minutes more, in order to state to the House the 
most important point, which he has apparently neglected to state. If 
an amendment comes upon the floor of the House without report of the 
Commissioner and this House puts it into an appropriation bill, this 
House is presumed to put it into that bill for some reason. If an 
amendment is put by the Senate into an appropriation bill, even though 
there is no report from the Commissioner of Agriculture or any other 
official of the Government, it is to be presumed they have some reason, 
good or bad, for putting it into that bill, and it seems to me that the 
House conferees, in enlightening the House in the discharge of their 
duties in the premises, ought to state the reasons there are given, good > 
or bad, by the co-ordinate branch of the legislature for inserting this 
in the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. I will state to the gentleman in a very few words. I 
have not heard any reasons. I have not seen one single paper, peti- 
tion, memorial, or document of any kind from any section of the coun- 
try, either to the House or the Senate, asking forthis; nor have I heard 
a single reason urged on the part of the managers of the Senate in favor 
of it, except that in their judgment it is better. 


Mr. ADAMS. They give no reasons for their judgment? 
Mr. HATCH. Ihave stated about all I have heard. 

Mr. RYAN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HATCH. How much time does the gentleman want? 
Mr. RYAN. Only a short time. 

Mr. HATCH. Ten or fifteen minutes ? 

Mr. RYAN. Perhaps not so much, 


. PETERS. I want fifteen or twenty minutes. 
. HATCH. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RYAN] 
ten minutes. 
Mr. RYAN. 
amendment. 
The SPEAKER. That motion is always in order until the matter 
is finally disposed of by some action of the House. 
Mr. RYAN. . Then I submit that motion. 
I have listened with some interest to the statement made by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. HATCH]. If I understand him aright, he 
is opposed to the amendment providing for further experimentation in 


If in order, I desire to move to concur in the Senate 
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sorghum sugar because the Agricultural Department has not come be- 
fore the committee and asked it. He has assigned no other substantial 
reason, so far as I have heard. 

He admits here that the results of the experimentation under past 
appropriations have been fruitful, and are of such a character as to war- 
rant the belief that we can in this country make from sorghum sufii- 
cient sugar for our own consumption, and perhaps for export. I know 
how difficult it was to get the last appropriation through. 

It was not obtained through the favor of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HATCH]. If I remember aright, it was a Senate amend- 
ment that was antagonized by the gentleman from Missouri, as he is 
antagonizing this amendment to-day, and yet it was under that meager 
appropriation that experiments have been made that warranted such 
sugar planters as Mr. Cunningham in investing money in the business. 
The letter the gentleman read a moment ago ing Mr. Cunning- 
ham is of itself the most satisfactory evidence that the experiments that 
were had at Fort Scott developed beyond question that sorghum sugar 
can be made, and profitably made, in this country. 

Mr. Cunningham is himself an old sugar producer or manufacturer. 
When the results of these experiments at Fort Scott became public, 
after these experiments had disclosed the fact that 98 per cent. of the 
juice of the cane could be extracted and the sugar made profitably, 
that planter and manufacturer wrote to the Department for informa- 
tion in tothe matter. Mr. Colman, then as now Commissioner 
of Agriculture, suggested to him that the best way to get information 
upon the subject was to go there and examine for himself and take with 
him his experts. He did go there and spent over two weeks of time 
himself in investigating the processes used. He kept his expert there 
over 2 month, and as a result he returned to his home and engaged in 
the manufacture of sugar from sorghum cane. 

Now, it is stated on the floor of this House that the Agricultural 

t does not desire this money for further experimentation. I 
am, with all due deference to my friend from Missouri, free to say that 
that must be an inference which he draws from the fact that the Com- 
missioner made no estimate for it, and that he has no other warrant 
for saying anything of the kind. Isay here that I am satisfied, from 
information that is absolutely reliable, that the Agricultural Depart- 
ment does want the money for further experiments. 

Mr. PERKINS. Will my colleagueallow me to make a suggestion ? 

Mr. RYAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. PERKINS. Is not the reason the Agricultural Department did 
not ask a continuance of this appropriation because of a promise made 
last year that it would not ask for further funds ? 

Mr.RYAN. Iwasjustabout tosay, iff understand the matteraright, 
that there was a refusal on the part of the House Committee on Agri- 
culture to make that last appropriation of $94,000 until a pledge was 
extorted from the honorable Commissioner of Agriculture that he would 
not come to Congress again and ask an appropriation for this purpose. 

Mr. HATCH. Task the gentleman from Kansas to yield to me for 
amoment, because he has been misinformed, and I am sure he does not 
wantto make a statement that is not true. I want to say to the gen- 
tleman that there is not a particle of truth in that statement, and wher- 
ever he got his information, he was misinformed. Nothing of the kind 
was done in committee; no pledge was exacted from the Commissioner 
of A ture, and the only pledge that was made was by the Louisiana 
and Kansas delegations and the Commissioner of Agriculture, volun- 
tarily, to the committee. 

Mr. RYAN. Iwanttosay thatall efforts to getit without that pledge 
were unavailing. I accept the statement of the gentleman, but I wish 
to add that my information is as I stated it. Itcame from avery high 
source. . 

Now, sir, I do not care who made those pledges, whether the Kansas 
delegation—and if so, I am not one of them—— 

Mr. HATCH. I did not mean the delegation on the floor of this 
House. I spoke of the representatives of the sugar interests of Kansas. 

Mr. RYAN. I do not know who made the pledges, but I am in- 
formed that the Commissioner of Agriculture found it necessary in some 
way to make that pledge before he could get his appropriation. 

Now, sir, are we to stand here in the presence of an industry of this 
magnitude, with results that are before us of experiments made under 
a small appropriation of $94,000, and refuse to make this appropriation 
because somebody went before the committee and made a pledge that 
he would not ask for any further appropriation? Why, sir, the field 
of experiment is yet rich. It is broad and fruitful. Experiments are 
to be made not only in the line of the processes of manufacture, but 
also in the line of the development of the quality of the cane itself. 
No man can foretell theimportance of this appropriation to the farmers 
of this country and to the American people. Judged by the past re- 
sults we would be absolutely derelict in the performance of a public 
duty if we did not continue this experimentation. Why, sir, we stand 
up here and by unanimous consent allow a public building to be con- 
structed somewhere, not of very great public importance, costing $100,- 
000, or even $200,000, but when we are asked in the interest of agri- 
culture, which is languishing throughout the country, to promote an 
industry of vital importance to the farmers, when we are asked for the 
meager sum of $100,000, we have the head of the Committee on Agri- 


culture antagonizing the small and comparatively insignificant appro- 
priation. I hope, sir, my motion will prevail. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. HATCH, I nowyield ten minutes to the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. PETERS]. 

Mr. RYAN. Have I no more time? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PETERS, I would like to have fifteen minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. Ten minutes is enough for the gentleman. 

Mr. PETERS. There are certain reasons why this appropriation 
should be made as I think; and I wish to briefly state them, so that the 
House may act understandingly. My colleague [Mr. RYAN] touched 
briefly upon one of these reasons, namely, the experiments necessary 
in the different kinds of cane. Those who have had experience in the 
cultivation of sorghum cane know that the season of ripening, so far as 
the making of sugar from the cane is concerned, is a very important 
item, and that the cane must be of such a character that it will ripen 
along ip successive periods so that it may be cut and taken to the mill 
and the miliing season be prolonged as long as possible. One of the 
great difficulties of making sugar profitably from sorghum has been 
the shortness of the milling season. This can be prolonged by experi- 
ments in the kinds of cane to be sown. In the first place, it requires 
cane that shall besown early in the season, which shall ripen early; and 
then another class of cane which will ripen a week or two later; then 
another class of cane that will ripen a week or two later still; and sc 
on, covering the entire milling season. 

The longer you can extend that milling season, from the ripening ol 
the first cane to the coming of frost, the greater will be the product that 
you can make in the mill. Sothat it seems to me from this brief state- 
ment the House will readily understand the importance of the ex- 
periments in ascertaining just what cane is best to be sown first, what 
will ri later, what will take the shortest period in maturing, and 
what will take the longest period. f 

There are other experiments in connection with the matter, experi- 
ments as to the plan by which the juice can be extracted from the cane, 
boiled to a certain consistency and then stored in vessels to remain until 
winter comes on, when it can be made upintosugar, ‘There are experi- 
ments to be carried on in that directiongwhich, in my opinion, will 
yield rich returns, 

There are other experiments to be carried on which are important on 
this subject. Itis important to experiment in relation to the latitude 
in this country in which this cane can besuccessfully grown. I believe 
it can be grown as far south as the middle-of Texas, I believe it can 
be grown as far north, perhaps, as the middle of Iowa. I believe it can 
be successfully grown in this belt; but it is to be determined by the 
experiments whether the cane can be grown in this latitude. 

It is not alone for Kansas that this appropriation is asked. The gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. HarcH] mistakes Kansas as being the only 
State interested in this experiment and in thisappropriation. Such is 
not the case. We are desirous that this great industry shall be ex- 
tended throughout the latitude in the United States that is adapted to 
the cultivation of cane. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the gentleman answer me one question? 

Mr. PETERS. If you will get me a little more time. 

Mr. HATCH. Iwill not use up much of your time. Is it not a fact 
that the State of Kansas is paying to-day, and has been paying for sev- 
eral years, a royalty of 2cents a pound on all sugar made in that State? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir; it is a fact that the State pays a bounty of 
2 cents a pound on all sugar that polarizes ninety degrees. 

Mr. RYAN. But not for several years past. 

Mr. PETERS. But I will state to the gentleman from Missouri, as 
I stated to the House the other day, that that bounty had nothing 
whatever to do with the successful carrying on of the experiments made 
at Fort Scott last year. That was the result of the appropriation that 
we wrung from the Committee on Agriculture in the last House. I 
want to say further that there is a large field for experiment in testing 
and educating expert boilers. It is in relation to boiling I say the let- 
ter of the Louisiana gentleman indicates that he knows nothing about 
the subject. Hesent his experts to Fort Scott and they were there two 
or three weeks during the sugar season, but I say to him and this 
House that it is as utterly impossible for a man to become an expert 
boiler in three weeks as it is for him to become an miller in 
three weeks. The great skill required isin the boiling, after the juice 
goes from the diffusive battery into the vacuum-pan. The establish- 
ment at Fort Scott obtained a boiler who had been educated in the 
best sugar factories of Germany and who had also boiled in the Lon- 
isiana cane factories and in the beet factories of California. He came 
to Fort Scott, and it was through his great experience and skill in 
boiling that the experiment was brought to so successful a conclu- 
sion. There, in the breast of that young foreigner only twenty-four 
years of age, rested almost entirely the secret by which sugar could be 
made from sorghum after the saccharine matter had been properly ex- 
tracted from the cane, and by which it could be made in paying quan- 
tities which would render it a profitable thing to manufacture, and it 
is especially for the education of other experts in boiling that this ap- 
propriation is needed. 
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sir. TILLMAN. Will the gentleman please tell us what quantity 
of sugar has ever been actually granulated from sorghum juice in Kan- 
? 


sas 

Mr. PETERS, Onc hundred and fifteen pounds of sugar have been 
made from a ton of cane, : 

Mr. TILLMAN. But how many tons of actual sugar have ever been 
granulated in the United States from sorghum juice in Kansas, in New 
Jersey, or anywhere else? 

Mr. PETERS. Ido not know. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Has there been as much as a car-load? 

Mr. PETERS. Why we made 234,000 pounds of sugar in one mill 
at Fort Scott last year, sugar which sold at the mill for 6 cents a pound, 

„and was the equal of any coffee C sugar that you can find anywhere. 
And so far as sweetness is concerned, it polarized 98.1 per cent., and 
you can not find that grade of sugar in California or in Germany orany- 
where else that will polarize as high as that. 

! Mr. TILLMAN. Was that sugar made exclusively from sorghum? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes, sir, I saw it made, myself. As I stated here 

the other day, I went into the cane-field, saw the cane cut, saw it loaded 
‘on the wagons, saw it put through the cutting-machine, saw it go into 
‘the diffusion battery and into the vacuum-pans and into the centrifu- 
gal, saw it come out sugar, and then saw it polarized. Sothat I speak 
from actual knowledge. 
,. Now, Mr. Speaker, ‘as I have said, one of the strongest necessities 
for this appropriation is to educate more expert boilers, so that this 
industry may not be under the control of a few establishments which 
have succeeded in getting the services ot experts, We want to broaden 
the field for private enterprise. One of the great difficulties in Kan- 
sas, as elsewhere, is that these expert boilers are so few, and the gen- 
tleman who proposes to make sugar in Louisiana will find that it will 
cost him thousands and thousands of dollars to educate experts in the 
boiling process before he can make sugar profitably. 

- In making this sugar at Fort Scott the expert boiler I have men- 
tioned stood by the vacuum-pan from 4 o’clock in the afternoon until 
10 o'clock the next day; he never left it in all that time; his eye was 
upon the thermometer in the vacuum-pan, and he had a continual test 
going on before his eyes of the consistency of the material; and it re- 
quires just as much skill to tell when the material is fit to be turned 
into the centrifugal as it requires to give that wonderfully delicate 
touch on the part of the miller to tell when the flour is being made 
properly from the wheat. It would have been impossible forany man 
not an expert, not having full knowledge of the business, to tell when 
the material was of a sufficient consistency to be turned into the mix- 
ing-machine, and from that into the centrifugal, so that it would gran- 
ulate into sugar. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] ; 

Mr. PETERS. I would like five minutes more. 

Mr. HATCH. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN]. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I yield twominnutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. PETERS]. 

Mr. PETERS. Another reason why this appropriation is necessary 
is because there is a so-called patent which claims to cover this process. 
That question, I know, is being tested in the courts, but it will prob- 
ably be years before it is determined whether the patent is valid or not, 
and we need this appropriation to make experiments so as to avoid 
everything thatis connected with the patent and thereby save the agri- 
cultural portion of the community from being placed in the power of 
the owners of the patent. We want toavoid that monopoly. e want 
the experiments to be carried on, not only for the purpose of doing away 
with the patent, but also for the p of learning how to make sugar 
without paying any tribute to the patent. This, I say, is another rea- 
son why there is a necessity for this appropriation. I thank the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN] for his courtesy. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. Chairman, without claiming to be an expert 
in the manufacture of sugar, I have read and studied somewhat con- 
cerning this subject. The great difficulty in manufacturing sugar out 
of sorghum is to granulate it. This has been the difficulty in regard 
to sorghum from the day it was introduced into the United States until 
now. Why, sir, long before the late war, Governor Hammond, of my 
State, formerly United States Senator, ed $30,000 out of his 
private in the fruitless effort to granulate sorghum juice, and he 
utterly failed. I know of many other Southern highly educated agri- 
culturists who have sunk large sums in the same endeavor. It isa 
well-known fact that of the two saccharine substances which supply 
the world with its sweets, one is called sucrose, which is the principle 
of the sweet matter in the tropical cane, the beets, and which can be 
dried by heat, and from which we get our sugar; the other, which is 
called glucose, is the sweet matter in grapes, sorghum, Indian corn, and 
other substances. Glucose has never yet been concentrated, dried, and 
granulated so as to furnish anything like the concentrated sweet or 
granulated matter which is supplied by the sucrose principle; and that 
is the difficulty to-day. Iam satisfied that something besides the proc- 
ess of attempting to granulate at any particular s of the ther- 
mometer, as intimated by the gentleman from Mr. PETERS], 
must be discovered before that secret can be mastered. I know that 


a few so-called experts, probably interested in this $100,000 subsidy, 
have asserted that the dominant saccharine principle of sorghum is su- 
crose and not glucose, but the weight of authority, both scientific and * 
practical, is against them. 

It has been pretended that some Government employ¢s—chemists who 
were retained at the agricultural stations in New Jersey and Kansas— 
have discovered the secret and patented it for granulating sorghum 
juice. But, Mr. Speaker, had that been true, sorghum would have been 
cultivated, in spite of patents or by aid of the patents, in a thousand 
places where it is not now cultivated, and there would have been sugar 
factories all over the West to granulate sorghum if it could have been 
done. 

Why, sir, it is a notorious fact that millions and tens of millions of 
gallons of glucose sirup now used in this country are made ont of sor- 
ghum juice and Indian corn simply by boiling the latter in sulphuric 
acid, the invention of a German chemist a few years ago. That glucose 
sirup is used to aduiterate the tropical cane sirup until it has become 
somewhat difficult to get hold of a barrel of pure sucrose sirup. That 
glucose stuff is also worked into candy and applied to various other _ 
uses, such as the manufacture of preserves, people thinking they are 
getting tropical sugar when they are really getting nothing but glucose, 
the sweetness of which is not so rich, although I believe itZis admitted 
to be as healthy as the sucrose sweet. 

Mr. PETERS. I have already stated a case in which sugar made _ 
from sorghum was polarized by a chemist from the Agricultural De- 
partment and showed ninety-eight and one-tenth degrees. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Government is in possession of the secret ot 
granulating sorghum, why continue to pay for it? If the gentleman’s 
statement is if there was no fraud about the matter, it is a dis- 
covery for which the whole civilized world ought to return its grati- 
tude. I for one, however, confess that I am still incredulous about the 
ability to granulate sorghum juice in paying quantities and in concen- 
trated form. / 

Ihave known instances where it would somewhat granulate itself 
in time so as to leave a few pounds of soft or semi-fluid candy, as it 
were, in the bottom of a barrel of sirup after you had used all the 
sorghum sirup out of it; but it would not dry; in addition to its being 
discolored it was not fit for a gentleman to eat, at least ho would not 
use it so long as he could get white sugar. Thesecret of granulating 
the glucose of grapes, figs, watermelons, sorghum, etc., is a secret which 
the world has been trying to discover ever since the days of Lot, but 
in all probability it never will be found until some man discovers it 
by accident. It seems to be one of the unsolved problems of the ages, 
like squaring the circle, finding perpetual motion, desulphurizing gold, 
or taking longitude at sea without a chronometer. Now and then some 

‘*crank’? asserts that he has done either or all of these things; but 
when you put the matter to thetest hefails. I believe that when the 
test is thoroughly applied these so-called processes of granulating sor- 
ghum will fail. I fear there may have been some fraud about the al- 
leged successful experiments, probably by the smuggled use of sucrosé 
sirup, or sugar made from beets or tropical cane. Therefore, I think 
the House ought not to make any further appropriation to continue 
these iments, for I believe any such appropriation would be in 
the nature of a subsidy to established factories or to pay some pre- 
tended expert a salary for attempting to do something he can not do. 
Another reason why this subsidy should not be granted is that we now 
have a high tariff on sugar to stimulate its manufacture out of tropi- 
cal cane, beets, sorghum, Indian corn, or anything else by the discovery 
of either new new furnaces, new machinery, etc. Is it not 
enough for the people of this country to pay a tariff of fifty or sixty 
millions a year to promote the manufacture of its sweets without having 
also to stimulate their manufacture still further by an annual bounty 
of $100,000 to a favored few experimenters, who will likely work much 
harder for their own profit than for improving the art of granulating 
ucose ? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining? 

The SPEAKER. Seventeen minutes. 

Mr. GAY. I would like to be heard on this question. 

Mr. HATCH. I have already promised all my time, and I can not 
yield to the gentleman. I yield three minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. WEAVER]. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I have always favored appropriations 
for this purpose. The first appropriation was made, I believe, in the 
Forty-sixth Congress. An amendment was offered to the agricultural 
appropriation bill by Mr. Gillette, who was then my colleague, repre- 
senting the Seventh district of Iowa. He asked for an appropriation 
of $50,000, which was voted down. He followed it to the Senate, and 
$25,000 was voted. That amendment was finally concurred in by the 
House. Since that time other appropriations of various amounts have 
been made, and I believe that the result has justified the expenditures 
authorized by Congress. It jyas money wisely spent. 

Sir, there are some st: contradictions in human nature, and we 
often find exhibitions of them in the legislation. Why; sir, we annu- 
ally appropriate millions of dollars to the sword, to keep up military 
schools, to build experimental war vessels and cruisers, to construct 
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yatious kinds of projectiles and other instruments of destruction and 
eruelty, yet when an appropriation is asked for the plowshare, for 
the carrying on of experiments in matters of agriculture, to make us 
a people of peace, a self-sustaining, happy, and prosperous country, 
we then are met with constitutional objections grave and solemn. 

I am not in sympathy with that method of argument. If the pro- 
duction of sugar from sorghum is still an experiment it is wise to con- 
tinue it. We have a Department of Agriculture as distinct as the 
Navy Department or the War Department, and it is just as legitimate 
to give that Department whatever is necessary to carry on experiments 
of this character as to make appropriations to enable the naval or the 
military departments of the Government to carry on their experiments. 
I trust the appropriation will be made. 

[Here the hammer fell. j 

Mr. HATCH. I will yield now for four minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ADAMS]. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, two objections to this appropriation 
have been stated to which I wish to call the attention of the House. 

The first objection consists in statements of Louisiana planters and 
Eastern sugar refiners that itis unwise to appropriate any more money 
for the development of the sorghum-sugar industry in Kansas and 
other Northwestern States. 

The second objection has just now been stated by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Rocrrs]. It issimply this, that the original ap- 
propriation for this p made a year or two ago, was an improper 
one, and was opposed by the entire Democratic side of the House. 

As for the first objection all I have to say is that the evidence of 
Louisiana cane-sugar growersand Eastern refiners is not entitled to the 
fullest weight on a question of thiskind. It would be extraordinary 
if this House refused to concur in the Senate amendment advocated 
here on this floor by the Representatives of those Northwestern States 
where the sorghum industry is of the greatest importance, merely be- 
cause objection is made by the Southern cane-sugar growers and the 
Eastern sugar refiners. They have a direct interest against the suc- 
cess of the sorghum-sugar industry. This sorghum sugar does not 
need to go through the refineries. We have heard that statement this 
morning. If it does not need to go through the refineries it comesin 
direct competition with the cane sugar from Louisiana. In that re- 
spect it is somewhat like the foreign sugars between No. 13 and No. 
16 Dutch standard, or rather as these sugars would be if they were not 
artificially colored before importation. 

We heard something about this the other day. We were discussing 
the extraordinary change in the text of the tariff bill made by the 
Committee on Ways and Means just before it was reported to the House. 
The change was attributed to the sugar trust. The gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Gay] explained that it was due to the remonstrances 
of the Louisiana sugar growers. I wish I could quote his words, but 
I see they are withheld for revision. The substance was this: The cane- 
sugar growers did not want the foreign sugars between No. 13 and No. 
16 Dutch standard to go directly into consumption, and so compete 
with Lonisiana sugar. So the committee changed the bill, making 
No. 13instead of No. 16 the dividing line between the lower and the 
higher duty. The effect is that a large amount of foreign sugar, which 
otherwise would go into consumption without refining, is artificially 
colored before importation. The effect of this is that the consumers of 
this country are compelled to pay a tribute to the sugar refiners, 

The development of the sorghum-sugar industry would have pre- 
cisely the same effect on the Louisiana cane sugar. Sorghum sugar 
would come into direct competition with the cane sugar of Louisiana. 
Moreover, I have heard from a Representative of Kansas on this floor 
that in his opinion, if the experiments provided for by the Senate 
amendment were carried out a little further, sorghum sugar could not 
only be grown in this country to satisfy the entire demand, but would 
be independent of a protective-tariff duty, 

Ido not attribute any narrow views to the Representatives of Loui- 
sianaon this floor, I simply say that the letters read from the Clerk’s 
desk, embodying the views of cane-sugar growers and Eastern refiners, 
are not entitled to any weight whatever. 

As to the second objection, which was stated by the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS], the House can dispose. of it without much 
debate. I believe the original appropriation made for this same pur- 
pose a year or two ago was an eminently proper one. It has been par- 
tially justified by the result. We have already appropriated $150,000. 
We had better appropriate $100,000. more in order to get the full ben- 
efit of the expenditures already made. ` 

Mr. HATCH. Several gentlemen have asked me to yield to them on 
this question, and as I have only ten or eleven minutes remaining I 
hope by unanimous consent my time will beextended twenty minutes. 

Mr. RYAN. Ihope that will be done. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
` Mr. HATCH. I now yield for ten minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. GAY]. If he does not need the whole of that time he 
will return to me, of course, what he does not use. 

Mr. GAY. Mr. Speaker, I had no idea of making any remarks on 
this subject; but it is an interesting subject, andif the representatives 


of Louisiana did not join in any request for additional appropriation in 
behalf of the sugar interest it was because we thought we were com- 
promised by the agreement in the first session of the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, when it was understood we would not ask for any further appro- 
priation for further experiments by the Department of Agriculture, in 
the interest of sugar. 

I, however, commend the en and zeal of the Senator from Kan- 
sas, in the second session of the Forty-ninth Congress, who moved an 
appropriation and succeeded in getting it for the continuation of the 
sugar experiment. I commend it because the country, not only in 
Kansas and Lonisiana, but the sugar-producing interest in general de- 
rived incalculable advantage from thecontinuation of the experiments 
in the season of 1887. 

Now, we have not failed to join in this measure from any spirit of 
opposition to it, and are free to say here now that it can not fail to be 
advantageous. This is the most important and interesting subject now 
before the people of the United States; that is, the great sugar-pro- 
ducing problem. Sorghum juice immature is water, cane juice im- 
mature is water; as it becomes more and more mature, more and more 
saccharine value is imparted by nature. 

This is a delicate property, and is to be sougbt for with intelligence 
and with experience. ‘The value consists in its inherent capacity to 
form crystals when properly condensed by evaporation. e juice, 
in its natural condition, is blended with other constituent elements 
of the plant, more or less hurtful to the valuable properties sought for. 
These act as clogs and hinderances to the assertion of the power to crys- 
tallize. Here steps in the valuable aid of chemistry, with its varied 
attributes, to ascertain and nentralize all deleterious properties. With 
the aid of proper natural agents and the application of graduated heat, 
sugar-makers seek to separate the constituent parts of the juice, so that 
as far as possible only pure, limpid sucrose may remain for the further 
manipulation into sugar. 

Mr. PETERS. Ifthe gentleman will permit me, the diffusion proc- 
ess leaves out all foreign matter, outside of the saccharine matter or 
juices. That is one of the great advantages of the diffusion process. 
When you force the saccharine matter through the diffusion batteries 
the foreign matter remains in the batteries, and the saccharine matter 
or juice alone goes through. 

Mr. GAY. I-willsay to my friend that the diffusion process is a 
principle of saturation applied for obtaining a larger extraction of the 
juice from the plant. Now it has also its disadvantages, and these re- 
quire the scientific treatment of the juice, because the extraction by 
saturation with water of these weak juices (they are all comparatively 
weak), soon demonstrated that the degree of heat applied must not be 
so great as to destroy the capacity for subsequent granulation. Such 
agents were to be developed by science as would free the juice of the 
properties which hinder the natural assertion of the power of crys- 
nes repay clarify and cleanse the product to render it a commercial 
article. i 

Further experiments were necessary and were made, I will say 
frankly that the diffusion process I do not consider any better than the 
mill process, except that it isa natural and ingenious device to get 
more juice from the plant, and hence is a better and more desirable 


process. 

Mr. PETERS. But, if the gentleman will permit me again, under 
the crushing process the foreign matter in the cane went into the juice; 
but under the diffusion process, where the stalks are cut up into little 
pieces not exceeding an inch square, and packed in the batteries, all 
foreign matter remains with the bagasse or refuse matter in the bat- 
tery, while the saccharine juice alone is permitted to go through; and 
this makes the diffasion process preferable to that extent. 

Mr. GAY. I have said it is preferable to some extent; but if you 
saturate any plant by water so as to render it soft and get at its prop- 
erties, you at the same time give opportunity of saturating ont and 
bringing forward into the product the deleterious properties which exist 
in the plant. 

Now, I admit that in this respect science has come to the aid of the 
cane-grower and the manufacturer of sugar, through the agency of the 
chemists of the Agricultural Department, to supply a deficiency of sci- 
entific attainment in this country. 

I will say, sir, that it is the misfortune of this country that so many 
of our young men turn their attention early in life to merchandise, to 
the various professions, all of which are overdone, while so few set out 
to become masters of the sciences which are so imperatively required in 
the successful prosecution of agriculture and the multiplicity of man- 
ufacturing interests all over the land. Iam glad to say we have hon- 
orable exceptions and the number is increasing, but still the field is 
comparatively unsupplied. This is not the case in France and Ger- 
many, where such valuable education is more widely diffused and such 
assistance to the industries is more conveniently available and within 
the economical reach of all. 

That being our qecoleny here, we need the aid of science. We need 
that character of technical education, Hence the demand for the'as- 
sistance of the Agricultural Department. Abstractly about other matters 
they do not know any more than we do, and upon many subjects not 
halfas much. But it has been their opportunity te obtain such infor- 
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mation; they have the advantage, laboratories and chemical tests and 


experiments, and hence have an advantage over usin thatrespect. We | gin 


are therefore disposed to avail of their technical knowledge as far as 
the chemical processes are concerned in assisting us in the initial pro- 
cesses of this industry. 

My friend from South Carolina speaks of the efforts of Governor 
Hammond thirty years before the war to make sugar from sorghum, 
which were unsuccessful, That has been the experience before and 
since the war in the ten thousand efforts which have been made to pro- 
duce sorghum sugar. I do not know, but I have no doubt his experi- 
ments were made in open kettles with high heat in an attempt to 

ulate the juice. The failure may have arisen from the use of too 
high a heat, which destroyed the power to assert crystallization. 
. GEAR. I presume he tried the old kettle process. 

Mr. GAY. And the high-leat process destroys the ripened cane 
juice in Louisiana as well as the sorghum. We got 50 pounds to a ton 
under the old process, but since the introduction of the vacuum-pan, 
which is no more or less than boiling the juice at a lower temperature, 
so as not to destroy the erystallizable properties of the juice, we began 
to develop an increased percentage, and hence we have a new era for 
the sugar interest in Louisiana, Kansas, California, and elsewhere. 

This grows out of the fact that science has aided us, so that instead 
of getting but 50 pounds or 60 or 70 pounds out of a ton of cane, as was 
once the result, the last experiments in Louisiana developed about 220 
pounds of sugar from a ton of cane. In that way our people must go 
on and learn, and if we will be guided by experience in such experi- 
ments we will get moreand more sugar fromaton of cane. I will say in 
this connection that a gentleman from Illinois, one of our most enter- 
prising citizens, Mr. Daniel Thompson, of the parish of St. Mary, 

uisiana, has published to the world that the entire product of his 
last crop gave him a yield of 176 pounds of sugar for every ton of cane 
ground by the mill process, Mr. Thompsoncameto Louisiana entirely 
unfamiliar with the sugar business; but after experiments running 


through a period of ten or twelve years with the mill process, by the- 


aid of skill and capital, he has made a great success. 

It has been objected, Mr. Speaker, that this appropriation will not 
inure to the benefit of the agriculturist, but solely to the manufacturer. 

Now, sir, there would be no opportunity to rar a sugar factory with- 
out the farmers of that neighborhood found it advantageous to raise 
sorghum; without the factory there would be no thought of raising the 
cane, Therefore, I regard their interests as identical, and that what 
will help one will promote equally the welfare of the other, each in his 
appropriate sphere, 

I had the time, I could speak of the juice of the beet, which, when 
the first efforts were directed to utilize it as a sugar-making property, 
was found to be so refractory and abhorrent’ that it was only after the 
most careful and studious tests of science that it was harnessed into 
successful progress, and from that plant alone, under the support and 
with the governmental nursing required, Europe now produces one- 
half of the entire sugar production of the world. 

It is true that substantial ground has been gained, but since so large 
a part of the forward march in the sugar industry towards real perma- 
nence and success is of such recent acquisition, why should not every 
reasonable aid be given to further investigations and further efforts in 
the line of ascertaining the undeveloped, hidden mine of wealth which 
may be very near being discovered. 

As my time has expired, I must stop. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. CANNON. In the three minutes I want to say I am satisfied 
that for years past sugar has been-made from sorghum, and that we 
have made material progress from year to year in that direction, with 
the aid of these very experiments; and everybody will admit that it will 
be wonderfully desirable to produce the sugar in this country that we 
consume in this country Whether it will be done or not, I do not 
know. 

Mr. FELTON. It will be done if you do not take the tariff off. 

Mr. CANNON. If the gentleman will not take my three minutes 
of time to talk about the tariff, and will let me talk about this appro- 
priation to make experiments in ascertaining whether sugar from sor- 
ghum can be established as an industry in the United States, as it is 
not now established, I would be very glad. 

Whether it will be done or not I do not know, but is is worth the ef- 
fort. Since I have been coming to Congress we have spent many mill- 
ion dollars to promote the mining industry. We have appropriated 
$400,000 every year for the Geological and Geographical Bureau. We 
support the Smithsonian Institution. We found and promote schools 
of technology, and agricultural colleges. Why not, in view of this great 
interest, try every experiment which we can—try to produce in this 
country the sugar which we require? When you consider the amount 
involved, the $100,000 is a mere bagatelle. It strikes me nobody 
should hesitate for a moment in voting that $100,000 for experiments. 
I would be willing to vote more if necessary, not to carry on the busi- 
ness, but for experiments; and if you find it can be done, for the tech- 
nical education of the boilers and the special chemists and others until 
the knowledge is disseminated and the industry placed upon its feet. 


Then we can let it look out for itself. 


Mr. HATCH. I now yield one minute to the gentleman from Vire 
ia [Mr. YosT]. 

Mr. YOST. Mr. Speaker, I simply want to emphasize the statement 
made by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. PETERS] to the effect that 
this demand does not come from Kansas alone. The Legislature of Vir- 
ginia, at its last session, unanimously adopted a resolution instructing 
its Senators and requesting its Representatives to vote for an appropri- 
ation to establish an experiment station in Virginia for the manufact- 
ure of sugar out of sorghum. Our people feel that they have an interest 
in this subject, as it promises to open to them a new field for agriculture, 
God knows the agricultural interests there need snch an opening. 
(Applause. ] 

Mr. HATCH. As I have yielded the larger portion of the hour and 
twenty minutes to gentlemen who are in favor of this appropriation I 
desire now in the few minutes of my time remaining to call the atten- 
tion of the House to the fact—— 

Mr. WILKINSON. Excuse me for interrupting; but can you not 

ive me five minutes on this question ? 

Mr. HATCH. I have not five minutes to spare now. 

Mr. PETERS. I ask unanimous consent—— 

Mr. HATCH. Istate to the House that gentlemen who are in favor 
of this amendment and urging concurrence on the part of the House, 
have had over two-thirds of all the time that has been oceupied— 
nearly three-quarters of the time. That ought to satisfy any reasona- 
ble gentleman. I insist now upon the regular order and upon the re- - 
mainder of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri declines 
to yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Certainly as the representative of my committee and 
the manager on the part of the House I should have‘time enough to 
explain their position to the House. I have reserved barely enough 
time to go over the ground, and I hope I will not be interrupted dur- 
ing the few minutes remaining to me. 

Gentlemen talk about appropriations for experiments in sugar in the 
interest of the agriculturist. The gentleman from Iowa, to whom I 
yielded three minutes, occupied the entire time trying to impress upon 
the House the necessity of making experiments in behalf of the agri- 
culturists. The Committee on Agriculture for the last two or three 
Congresses have been doing that pretty effectually. They have éstab- 
lished in connection with agricultural colleges experiment stations in 
every State in the Union and in one Territory, and have given them 
an appropriation of $15,000 each for pu of experiment. 

I have stated ds plainly and as fully as I have time to do that every 
single dollar recommended by the Committee on Agriculture has been 
appropriated and cheerfully appropriated by the Congress of the United 
States for experiments in the manufacture of sugar, both from sorghum 
and sugar-cane. Itisnota new industry, as the gentleman from South 
Carolinastated. It has been for years the subject of private enterprise. 
The Government has taken hold of it and has gone as far as in the 
judgment of the Commissioner of Agriculture and its employés it was 
necessary to go for the public good. 2 

Gentlemen forget that this $100,000 thus appropriated comes out of 
the pockets of the tax-payers, and this proposition is simply to dump 
it into the pockets of two or three manufacturers. I know what I am 
talking about. It issimply to give a bonus and a subsidy to half a 
dozen establishments in the United States. Every dollar of the last 
appropriation of $150,000 has gone into the coffers of these manufact- 
urers. The gentlemen know it. The Agricultural Department went 
to Fort Scott, Kans., and to Louisiana and made iments in the 
factories of these gentlemen, and these gentlemen got the benefit of 
every dollar of it. 

Mr. RYAN. The American people got the benefit of it. 

Mr. HATCH. The American people would have had the benefit of 
it if the experiments had been properly conducted. The only fact de- 
veloped that was of any interest to the people has been patented by 
one of the employés of the Government at this very establishment at 
Fort Scott. 

Mr. PETERS. All that was patented -—— 

Mr. HATCH. Yes; and the Government of the United States, 
through the Department of Justice, to-day is attempting to set aside 
that patent. : 

A MEMBER. And it will be set aside. 

Mr. PETERS. All that was patented was using chloride of lime in 
the diffusion battery: 

Mr. DUNN. Without which nothing could be done. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Ido not yield,and I have requested gentlemen to 
whom I have yielded my time so liberally not to interrupt me. Kan- 
sas is a cormorant upon every proposition before this House. She has 
never had enough of anything inthe world. She not only wants more 
money but more time on this floor than any seven States in the Union. 

Mr. PETERS. Do you expectus to keep our mouths shut when you 
make such statements? 

Mr. HATCH. No; I know you can not keep your mouth shut, my 
dear friend, under any circumstances. 

Mr. PETERS. Not when you make such statements. 
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Mr. HATCH. | I have not made a statement in regard to this whole 
matter that the gentleman does not know is true, and he can not pro- 
duce a document from the beginning of the report of the Commissioner 
of Agriculture on this subject down to the present that will not justify 
every single statement I have made. 

Mr. PETERS. Wellydo not think we are cormorants. We are 
here doing our duty to our constituents, and if you call us cormorants 
for that, I for one am willing to stand it. r 

Mr. HATCH. I did not say the gentlemen were cormorants; I said 
the State of Kansas. I took particular pains to say that the State was 
acormorant,and I donot propose to withdraw thatremark. [Laughter. ] 
She is even so greedy that she wants all the Republicanism there is in 
the United States, and she has got more of that than her share. 
(Laughter. ] 

Now, I want the House to understand what the pending motion is. 
I have moved that the House insist upon its di ment to the 
amendment of the Senate; and I am satisfied that if the House wishes 
to appropriate any further sum for this experimentation, $20,000, or, at 
the outside, $50,000, is as much as the Senate wantsor will insist upon, 
and is every dollar that can be expended for this purpose. Therefore 
to concur in the amendment of the Senate now appropriating $100,000 
would be simply dumping that much money into the Agricultural De- 
partment and requiring the Commissioner to spend it withont any ne- 
cessity or preparation for it at all. 

Now, it is not necessary for me to say on behalf of the Committee 
on Agriculture that not a single proposition has been introduced into 
this House within the last ten years in favor of the agricultural inter- 
ests of the country that that committee has not led the fight for on this 
floor. The Committee on Agriculture willingly advocated here every 
one of these appropriations for experimentation in sugar-making until 
the parties themselves told us that they had all the money they could 

roperly expend, and we were bound to take them at their word. They 
told us they had enough, and, so far from the committee having forced 
any pledge of that kind from them, it was a voluntary statement made 
in open committee. 

I now yield a minute to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. DUNN], 
who desires to offer an amendment. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I send to the desk an innocent little 
amendment which, if adopted, will go far, I think, to destroy interest 
in this subject. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Bae of pK sn shail aoe Tare rent, or oe po a eml 
or plant of any character whatever belonging to any private corporation, com- 
pany, or person. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. ‘That meansstop or put up Government works, 

The SPEAKER. To what does the gentleman from Arkansas [ Mr. 
Dunn] offer this as an amendment ? 

Mr. DUNN. LIoffer it as an amendment to the motion which has 
been made by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Ryan] that the House 
con@ur in the Senate amendment. If the House concur, I wish it tobe 


done with this proviso. 
Mr. PETERS. Do you realize that that virtually means doing 
nothing at all? 


Mr. DUNN. I realize that it will totally destroy the interest of 
Kansas and of all other localities in this subject. 

Mr. HATCH. I now demand the previous question on my motion. 

Mr. FELTON. I hope the gentleman will withhold his demand for 
the previous question until I can have an opportunity to ask him, as 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, for some information in re- 
gard to a change that has been made in this bill which is of very great 
interest to the people that I represent. 

Mr. HATCH. I yield to the gentleman for a question. 

Mr. FELTON. In the bill as it went to the Senate there was a 
provision—I am unable to turn to the section—for payment of expenses 
of experts to examine into some diseases of trees. When this bill 
was passed last year there was a proviso inserted that these experts, 
in the course of their investigation, should not go outside of the United 
States. At my solicitation, I believe, that clause was taken out of the 
bill this year before it went to the Senate. I see that it has been in- 
serted in the bill by the conferees. Now, I presented only a few days 
ago a set of resolutions from the State board of horticulture of Califor- 
nia, setting forth the fact that millions of dollars’ worth of property 
were in jeopardy by reason of the ravages of the white scale bug (Jcerya 
purehasi), There are untold millions of these bugs and $20,000,000 
dependent on their extermination. It is of vast importance, to the 
fruit-growers especially, that they should get rid of this bug; yet a 
provision which would permit a simple trip of these experts to Aus- 
tralia, costing not more than $3,000, is denied to thatinterest. We 
hear constantly of the demoralized condition of agriculture in this 
country, yet this Congress refuses to appropriate $2,500 or $3,000 to 
take care of a great and important interest like this. I would like to 
know from the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture why this 

was made and by whom. 

Mr. HATCH. Ifthe gentleman had been in his seat when we made 
the first report from the conference committee, he would have learned, 


as he will find now by reference to the report then submitted, that the 
Senate insisted on that amendment, and the House conferees, after 
hearing the statements of the managers on the part of the Senate, rec- 
ommended concurrence in the amendment. I now yield two minutes 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HENDERSON]. 

Mr. FELTON. One moment more. 

Mr. HATCH. Ican not yield longer. The matter to which the gen- 
tleman refers can not be opened at this time; and I hope he will not 
consume time unnecessarily. 

Mr. FELTON. So be it. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the other day, when I 
was discussing the sugar question, my good brethren from Kansas ar- 
raigned me pretty sharply on the ground that the matter of making 
sugar from sorghum had been thoroughly demonstrated, that it had 
passed beyond the realm of experiment, 

Mr. RYAN. No, sir; I beg tosay that no such statement was made. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Funston], his colleague [Mr. PETERS], and the smiling countenance 
(without having expression in words) of my friend in front of me [Mr. 
Ryan] all confirmed the idea that this matter was beyond experiment. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker-—— 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Wait a moment. 

Mr. RYAN. Ido not care to have the gentleman misrepresent me. 
I stated that experiment had developed the fact that sorghum sugar 
could be made profitably; I did not for one moment contend that farther 

rimentation was not desirable. 

. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I have not yielded to have the gentle- 
man occupy my time. Now, Mr. Speaker, I am glad to have this dis- 
cussion confirm my position that this matter is still under experiment, 
and that the producers of sorghum are not yet prepared to turn out the 
millions of pounds of sugar necessary for the people of thiscountry. I 
say that the position of the gentlemen here to-day confirms the position 
I took the other day. Iam now, as I was then, heartily in favor of 
continuing these experiments, and am in favor of the $100,000 appro- 
priation for that purpose. 

Mr. PETERS. ‘Then we forgive you. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I am, however, confirmed in my po- 
sition that sugar should be put upon the free-list, or practically so, as 
these gentlemen are not prepared to supply the needs of the country. 
I believe that in time the genius of’ our people will make sugar from 
sorghum and beets in sufficient quantities to supply the wants of our 
country. But that time is probably very remote as yet; at all events, 
while we are experimenting I am opposed to paying nearly $90,000,000 
annually from the pockets of the people to enrich foreigners. 

Mr. HATCH. Iask unanimous consent that all gentlemen desiring 
to print or extend remarks in the RECORD may have leave to do so. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, that leave will he granted. 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HATCH. I now demand ihe previous question. 

Mr. PERKINS. Iask unanimous consent that five minutes be given 
to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILKINSON], to address the 
House now—not by remarks to be printed in the RECORD after the 
question is disposed of. 

Mr. BLAND. Oh, we all understand this question. I call for the 
regular order. $ 

Mr. HATCH. I have already yielded to the friends of this appro- 
priation more than three-fourths of my time. I object. 

Mr. PERKINS. Do I understand the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. HATCH] objects? 

Mr. HATCH. Ido, because I have yielded more than three-fourths 
of my time to gentlemen on the other side of the question. 

Mr. WILKINSON. The gentleman ought not to have read letters 
from parties who are interested against the diffusion process, and then 
decline to have those statements answered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] de- 
mands the regular order. Does the gentleman from Kansas x 
Demet accept the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 

UNN |? 

Mr. RYAN, No, sir; I desire a vote directly upon the motion to 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Ry An] declines 
to accept the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas, and insists 
upon a vote on the simple motion to concur, which has preference over 
all other motions. If that be not agreed to, the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas can move to concur with an amendment. 

Mr. DUNN, Iask that my proviso be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That in making said investigation and experiments the Commis- 
sioner of Agriculture shali not hire, rent, or employ any sugar mill, machinery, 
or plant of any character whatever belonging to any private corporation, com- 
pany, or person. 

Mr. HATCH. I now demand the previous question on the pending 
motion. 

The previous question was ordered. - 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I ask that the Senate amendment be 
reported. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 23, page 12, insert: 

“To enable tiie Commissioner of Agriculture to continue experiments in the 
manufacture of sugar from sorghum-cane, including the purchase and trans- 
panies of samples and supplies, $100,000: Provided, Th That the Commissioner 

hereby required to make a separate report to Congress, stating fully and no- 
curately an itemized account of every expenditure RAD under this provision, 
and the results of all experiments made, and also including the purchase and 
transportation of samples and supplies.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion that the House re- 
cede from its disagreement to the amendment just read, and concur in 
the same. 

Mr. GEAR. LI eall for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken on Mr. RYAN’s motion to recede; and it was 
decided in the affirmative—yeas 126, nays 99, not voting 99; as fol- 
lows:. 


YEAS—1%. 
Ada Fuller, Long, pid ag 
Allen, Mich. Funston, Lyman, Seull, 
Anderson, Iowa  Gallinger, Macdo E Seney, 
Anderson, Gay, Mahoney, Seymour, 
Arnold, Gear, Mansur, Spooner, 
Atkinson, Gest, D, Steele, 
Baker, IN. Grout, McCullogh Sane 
Bingham, Guen x McKenna, 
Boothman, asan Milliken, Taylor, E. B, Ohio 
Bound, LL my boa Moffitt, Thomas, K 
Brewer, Hen erson, Iowa Morrill, Thomas, Wis. 
Browne, T.H. B.,Va. Herbert, ` orrow, Thompson, Ohio 
Brumm, Hermann, Nelson, Townshend, 
Buchanan, Hitt, Nutting, Turner, Kans, 
Bunnell, Holmes, O'Donnell, Vandever, 
Butler, Hooker, Osborne, Wade, 
Cannon, Hopkins, I. Outhwaite, Warner, 
Caswell, Hopkins, Va. Owen, Weaver, 
Cheadle, ovey, Patton, Weber, 
Clark, Hunter, Payson, West, 
Conger, i. Perkins, White, Ind. 
Cox, Johnston, Ind, Peters, Whiting, Mass, 
Crouse, Kean, Phelan, Iber, 
Dalzel, Kelley, Phelps, Wilkins, 
Darlington, Kennedy, Post, Wilkinson, 
Dingley, Kerr, Pugsiey, Williams, 
Fora nbas, alalaw, Saats Ufaa aa 
arqunar, AW, ey, 
Felton, ird, Rice, Yoder, 
Finley, ê, Robertson, Yost. 
Fitch, Lehlbach, Romeis, 
ind, Ryan, 
NAYS—9. 
Abboit, Cummings, Johnston, N.C. Russell, Mass, 
Anderson, Miss. Daras; Kilgore, Sa 
Anderson, I. Da m, con, Shively, 
Bankhead, estena ashame Sn 
n ery, wiler, er, 
Bies. Eiiot, Maish Spincia 
RES, io P pringer, 
Bland, Enloe, Martin, Stahinecker, 
Bliss, Fisher, Matson, Stewart, Tex. 
Breckinridge, Ark. Foran, McAdoo, Stockdale. 
Breckinridge, Ky. Ford, McCreary, Stone, Ky 
Bryce, Forney, McHae, Stone, Mo. 
Buckalew, French, Mills, Tarsney, 
Burnett, Gibson, Montgomery, Thompson, Cal 
Lena ey F.,N.Y. Glass, Neal, Tillman, 
Candler, Grimes, Norwood, ‘Tracey, 
th, Hall, Oates, ‘Turner, Ga. 
Chipman, are, O'Ferrall, Vance, 
Clardy, Hatch, O’Neall, Ind Walker, 
Clements, Heard, ee), Washington, 
Cobb, Hemphill, Penington, Wheeler, 
Cockran, Hiestand, Pideock, Whiting, Mich. 
Cothran, Holman, Richardson, Wilson, W. Va. 
Cowles, Hudd, Rogers. Wise. 
Oulberson, Hutton, Rowland, 
NOT VOTING 99. 
Allen, Mass, Collins, Hopkins, N. Y. O'Neill, Mo. 
Allen, Miss. Compton, Houk, er, 
er, N. Cooper, Howard, Perry, 
Barnes, Crain, Jones, Plumb, 
ne, Crisp, La Follette, Randall. 
Belden, Cutcheon, Lagan, Rockwell, 
Belmont, "Davenport, Landes, Rowell, 
Blanchard, Davis, Latham, Russell, Conn. 
Blount, De ý Lodge, Rusk, 
Boutelle, Dibble, Lynch, Scott, 
Bowden, Dorsey, Maffett, Shaw, 
Bowen, Dougherty, McClammy, Sherman, 
Brower, Ermentrout, M: Smith, 
Browne, Ind. Gaines, McCormick, Sowden, 
Brown, Ohio Glover, McKinley, Stephenson, 
Brown, J.R.,Va. Goff, McKinney, Stewart, Ga. 
Burnes, Granger. McMillin, Stewart, Vt. 
Burrows, Greenman, McShane, Taulbee 
Ro nepos Grosvenor, Merriman, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
nA — Moore, Thomas, Il. 
Campbell, Ohio Morgan, White, N. Y. 
Campbell, T.J., N.Y. a N, N.C. Morse, Whitthorne, 
Carlton, Henderson, I. Newton, Wickham, 
ee Hires, Nichols, Woodburn. 
Cogsw: Hogg, O'Neill, Pa. 


So ihe motion was to. 

On motion of Mr. RYAN, by unanimous consent, the reading of the 
names was di with. 

During the roll-call the following pairs were announced: 

Until further notice: 

Mr. PHELAN with Mr. WEST. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT with Mr. LODGE- 


Mr. PERRY with Mr. Brvaor. 

Mr. McCLamMy with Mr. NICHOLS. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Mississippi, with Mr. BAYNE. 

Mr, Crisp with Mr. ROWELL. 

Mr. CRAIN with Mr. HAYDEN. 

Mr, CATCHINGS with Mr. CoGSWELL. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio, with Mr. BUTTERWORTH. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. GOFF. 

Mr. T. J. CAMPBELL with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TAULBEE with Mr. SHERMAN. 

Mr. MCMILLIN with Mr. Burrows. 

Mr. ENLOE with Mr. HOUK. 

Mr. GREENMAN with Mr. THOMAS, of Illinois. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York, with Mr. CocKRAN. 

Mr. LANDES with Mr. RUSSELL, of Connecticut. 

Mr. MCKINLEY with Mr. Scorr. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. ROCKWELL; and 

Mr. CUMMINGS with Mr. McCormick. 

For this day: 

Mr. BARNES with Mr. BAKER, of New York. 

Mr. MERRIMAN with Mr. PLUMB. 

Mr. Rusk with Mr. DE Lano. 

Mr. Compron with Mr. DORSEY. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina, with Mr. BROWER. 

Mr. Brount with Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. On this proposition 
Mr. BLount would vote ‘‘ nay, and Mr, ALLEN would vote **yvea."! 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. DAVENPORT, 

Mr. Bynum with Mr. STEPHENSON until the 12th of July on all po- 
litical questions and the Mills bill. 

On this vote: 

Mr. SowDEN with Mr. J. R. Brown. 

Mr. MCKINNEY with Mr. Bowen. 

Mr. DIBBLE with Mr. JoserH D. TAYLOR. 

Mr. CARLETON with Mr. GROSVENOR. 

Mr. PHELAN. I find I am paired, and I will therefore withdraw 
my vote. 

Mr. COGSWELL. My pair was made with Mr. CATCHINGS several 
days ago, and I thoughtit wasonly forthatday; butas he seemsto have 
understood it differentiy I desire to withdraw my vote. 

Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, am I paired? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is paired with the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. PHELAN]. 

Mr. WEST. I withdraw my vote, then. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. The gentleman from Tennessee [{Mr.- PHELAN] 
changed his vote, finding he was paired with the gentleman from New 
York. Why not let both votes stand? 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, that will be done. 

ere was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

Mr. ENLOE. I am announced as paired with my colleague, Mr. 
Houk. That was some days ago, but the pair has expired, and there- 
fore I have voted. 

The SPEAKER. The pair will be withdrawn. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I find Iam paired with Mr. Burrows, which I 
had forgotten for the moment, and therefore will withdraw my vote. 

Mr. MOFFITT. My colleague, Mr. PARKER, of New York, is de- 
tained at home on account of sickness in his family. If present he 
would vote in the affirmative on this question. 

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 

Mr. RYAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the motion to 
concur was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will inquire whether Tipi is all of the 
amendments about which the conferees have 

Mr. HATCH. Yes,sir. I withdraw ashkil paar will let the 
House take the responsibility. I have nothing further to say about it. 

TheSPEAKER. This paszes the bill, so faras the Houseis concerned. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCoox, i 
nounced that the Senate had agreed to the scotia Been of the Ticats to 
the second amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. Res. 
196) declaring the true intent and meaning of the act approved May 9, 
1888, and also to the amendment of the Honse to the title thereto. 

It further announced that the Senate had disagreed to the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 899) for the relief 
of Mary M. Briggs, and asked for a conference on the ing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. SAWYER, Mr. DA- 
Vis, and Mr. TURPIE as managers of said conference on its part. 

EVENING SESSION FOR CENSUS BILL. 

Mr. COX. Iam directed by the Committee on the Census to ask 
unanimous consent that when the hour of 5 o’clock arrives to-day the 
House will take a recess until 8 o’clock this evening, for the purpose 
of considering the census bill. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 
Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 


# 
7 


6140 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 11, 


they had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the following 
titles; when the Speaker signed the same, namely: 

A bill (S. 671) to provide for the sale of Fort Omaha, Nebr., the 
sale or the removal of the improvements thereon, and for the purchase 
of a new site and the construction of suitable buildings thereon; 

A bill (S. 1540) granting a pension to Hannah Babb Hutchins; and 

A bill (H. R. 10628) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River between Clay County and Jackson County, Missouri, 
at a pdint to be selected consistent with the interests of river naviga- 
tion between Kansas City, Mo., and a point within 5 miles below said 
city. 

z FORT HALL RESERVATION. be 

Mr. PEEL, On yesterday, at the evening session, the House con- 
sidered and passed a bill (H. R, 8662) to accept and ratify an agree- 
ment made with the Shoshone and Bannack Indians for the surrender 
and relinquishment to the United States of a portion of the Fort Hall 
reservation, in the Territory of Idaho, for the purposes of a town site, 
and for the grant of a right of way through said reservation to the Utah 
and Northern Railway Company, and for other purposes. 

Under the special order it was understood that bills granting rights 
of way through Indian reservations reported from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs to which no objection was made were to be considered. 

In this case the right of way in this bill is coupled with a grant on 
the of these Indians of some 840 acres of land for a town site, 
which is to be laid off by the Government and sold at not less thanits 
appraised value to the highest bidder, and the money to go into the 
Treasury for the benefit of the Indians. The bill has been recom- 
mended by the Interior Department, in fact it was draughted by the 
Department; and we passed upon it lasteyening because it was impos- 
sible to separate the right of way contained in the bill from the other 
provisions. 

It was however, that there should be a motion to reconsider 
and leave that open until y. 

I now move to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed, and 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


CITROUS WATER COMPANY, ARIZONA. 


Mr. PEEL. The same condition of affairs applies to the bill (H. R. 
7843) granting to the Citrous Water Company a right of way across the 
‘Papago Indian reservation in Maricopa County, Arizona. This bill was 
also passed, it being entirely unobjectionable; but as the spirit of the 
order applied to the granting of rights for railroads, there was some 
question as to whether this bill was within the order, and hence the 
same plan was pursued. 

I now move to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed, and 
to lay that motion upon the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. CLEMENTS. I desire to submit a conference report. 

I will state, Mr. Speaker, that this report is quite lengthy, and I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with the reading. It is signed by all 
the conferees, and it contains a reference to the numerous amendments 
in dispute between the two Houses. If the report was read, it would 
not convey the information perhaps that the House desires; and I ask 
instead that the reading be dispensed with and that the statement ex- 
plaining the report be read. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. What is the bill? 

The SPEAKER. The District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

‘The report is as follows: 

The committee of conference on the aegre votes of the two Houses on 
certain amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8989) “making appropra- 
tions to provide for the nses of the government of the District of Columbia 
for year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes,” having met, 
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 13, 14, 20, 21, 33, 50, 56, 59, 
60, im $2, 63, 72, 77, 82, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 118, 120, 128, 161, 162, 163, 164, 167, 169, 
an a 


rece pre 151, 152, 168, 171, 174, 176,177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 183, 185, 186, 187, 188, 190,191, 
and 192, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In line 13 of said amendment strike out the words “three 
thousand” and in lieu thereof insert the words “two thousand; * and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendmentof the Senate numbered 2, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $3,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$43,864; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

‘Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended 
as follows: Strike out all after the word “repealed” therein; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 


‘ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed 


to the same with an amend- 
ert “ $20,400; "’ and the Senate 
agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert * $400;" and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows; In Heu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $11,600; ” and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree to the same with an 
amendmentas follows : In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $615,000,” and strike 
out, in line 24, page 5 of the bill, the words ‘ton the” and insert in lieu thereof 
ee Braised “in the discretion of the commissioners on;’’ and the Senate agree 

e same. 

Amendment numbered 40: That the House recede from its disagreement ta 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 40, and to the same with an 
amendment as foliows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
“*$144.600;”? and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 41, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro; insert ‘$38,600; and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 42: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 42, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 9 of said amendment strike out “ Rhode Island 
avenue” and insert “ Boundary” in lieu thereof; in lines 10 and 11 strike out 
“New Jersey avenue” and insert“ Boun "in lieu thereof; in line 16 strike 
out" Sixth" and insert *' Fifth ;” insert after line 18 the following: * Thirteenth- 
street intersection to B street; Eighth street, from S street to Boundary;” and 
in lieu of the sum proposed in said Senate amendment insert ‘$191,400; and 
the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 43,and agree to the same with an 
amendmentas follows: In line9 of saidamendmentstrike out the word “ Half” 
and insert in lieu thereof “South Capitol,” and after said line 9insert “‘ L stree 
from First to Four-and-a-half streets;'’ and in lieu of the sum named in sai: 
amendment insert ** $5: ;” and the Senate agree to the same. 

‘Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: After line 2 of said amendment insert the following: 

“Seventh street, from D street to Virginia avenue. 

“South Carolina avenue, from Seventh to Ninth streets.” 

In lines 9 and 10 of said amendment strike out “Pennsylvania avenue” and 
insert" G street.” 

And in lieu of the sum named in said amendment insert " $54, 400.” 

And the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 10 of said amendment strike out ‘* Massachu- 
setts” and insert “Maryland ;” and after line 12 insert “Sixth street, from H to 
K streets ;” and strike out line 19 of said amendment; and in lieu of the sum 
named in said amendment insert “$129,700; and the Senate agree to same. 

Amendment numbered 49: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 49, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert 
“$3,500;” and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 52: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu ofthe sum proposed insert ‘‘$15,000;" and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 53, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum phepnbed impart **$95,000;? and the 
Senate a; to the same, 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows:,In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $90,000;"’ and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 58: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 58, and agree to the same withan 
amendment as follows: Strike out the amended paragraph; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendments numbered 74, 75, and 76: That the House recede from its disa- 
greement to the amendments of the Senate numbered 74, 75, and 76, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out the amended paragraph 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: ` 

"* For the grading and paving of Fourteenth street northward from the Bound- 
ary, for the grading and paving of sey ene street and of Chapin street from 
Fourteenth street extended to Wayland er and the paving of Pomeroy 
street in front of the Freedman’s Hospital, $35,000; in all, $88,000."" 

And the Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 79: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 79, and agree to the same with an amend- 
mentas follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by said amendment 
insert the following: ‘Including retaining-wall on M street, at the approach 
to the new free bridge across the Potomac, which bridge is hereby placed under 
the jurisdiction of the commissioners of the District of Columbia;” and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment nambered 85: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 85, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro) insert “$77,000,” and add 
at the end of the amended paragraph the following: **Provided, That no ex- 
penditure hereunder be made at a price higher than 27 cents per 1,000 square 
yards; ” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 87: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 87, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘'$105,000;*’ and the 
Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered %5: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 95, and ec to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro: insert ‘* $958,971; and in 
line 19, page 12 of the bill, strike out “sixty-four thousand three” ‘and insert in 
lieu thereof “ sixty-six thousand eight;™ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 107: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 107, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows; In lieu of the sum proposed insert **$137,711;" and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 110: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment ot the Senate numbered 110, and © to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘‘$3,000;"’ and the 
Senate ee to the same. 

Amendment numbered 111: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 111, and agree to the same with an 


amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and 
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amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$22,500 ;” and the 
Benate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 114: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 114, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
** $8,000 ;’’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered U5: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 115, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘*$9,000;"" and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 121: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 121, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$315,000; ” and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 123: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 123,and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “‘ $2,700;’’ and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 126; That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 126, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the number proposed insert “twenty-two; " 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 132: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 132, and spree to the same with an 
amendment as follows; In lieu of the sum proj nsert "$2,400; ” and after 
the word “building,” in line 24, page 15 of the bill, insert the words “and 
cells; ” andthe Senate a; to the same. 

Amendment numbe 133: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 133, and a; to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert *'$14,000;” and the 


Senate eres to the same. 

Amendment numbered 134; That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 134, and pares to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
the following: *' $15,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary ; ” and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 135: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 135, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed rt ‘$406,540; ” and the 
Senate agree to the same. É 

Amendment numbered 138: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 138, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the number proposed insert“ nine; ” and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 144: That the House recede from its disagreement to 


the amendment of the Senate numbered 144, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “* $4,500; and the 
Senate to the same. 


Amendment numbered 145: That the House recede from its disagreement to 


the amendment of the Senate numbered 145, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum a n, Sonex “ $1,000;” and the 
Senate to the same. 


Amendment numbered 146: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 146, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In licu of the matter proposed to be inserted insert the 
following: “For erecting engine-house in southeastern section of Washington 
and furnishing same, $12,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary ; hose car- 
riage for same, $700;” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 147: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 147, and a to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed rt ‘$141,200; and the 
Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 150: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 150, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the amended ia Say oe insert the following: 

“The commissioners of the District of Columbia sha!! not, after the 15th day 
of September, 1888, permit or authorize any additional telegraph, telephone, 
electric-lighting, or other wires to be erected or maintained on or over any of 
the streets or avenues of the city of Washington; and said commissioners are 
hereby directed to investigate and report to Congress at the beginning of its 
next session the best method of removing all electric wires from the air or sur- 
face of the streets, avenues, and alleys, and the method of interring the 
same under-ground, and such legal regulation thereof as may be needed; and 
they shall report what manner of conduits should be maintained by the city of 
Washington, if any, and the cost of constructing and maintaining the same, an 
what charge, if any, should be made by the city for the use of its conduits by 
the persons or corporations piacing wires therein, and upon what terms and 
conditions the same should be used when rb aig so to do, and for such inves- 
tigation $1,000 is hereby appropriated: Provided, That the commissioners of the 
District may, under such reasonable conditions as they may prescribe, author- 
ize the wires of ig Sore rig Valegtaph; toio phona; or electric-light company now 
operating in the District of Columbia to laid under any street, alley, high- 
way, footway, or sidewalk in the District whenever, in their judgment, the 
public interest may require the exercise of such authority; such privileges as 
may be granted hereunder to be revocable at the will of Congress without com- 
pensation, and no such authority to be exercised after the termination of the 


present Congress.” 
And the Senate to the same, 
Amendment numbered 170: That the House recede from its disagreement to 


the amenamect of the Senate numbered 170, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter insert the following: “all under 
the control of the commissioners ;” and the Senate agree tothe same. 

Amendment numbered 173: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 173, and to the same with an 
amendmentas follows: In lieu of the matter inserted insert the following: ‘all 
under the control of the commissioners; " and the Senate a to the same. 

Amendment numbered 175: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 175, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out all after the word “ association ™ in line 8 of 
said amendment down to and including line 10, and insert a period in lieu of 
the semicolon after the said word “ association; " and the Senate agree to tlie 
same. 3 

Amendment numbered 189: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 189, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 
“$17,836; " and in line 3, on % of the bill, strike out “ thirty-five” and insert 
in lieu thereof the word “ yi” and the Senate agree to the same. 


J. C. CLEMENTS, 

FELIX CAMPBELL, 

LOUIS E. McCOMAS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


F. M. COCKRE! 
Muisead ORS peat Un Ana 


The statement is as follows: 


The managers on the part of the House of the conference on the di: = 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8989) 
making appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year 1889, submit the following written state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the action recommended on the Senate 
amendments as compared with the bill as it d the House: 

On amendments 1, 2, 3, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,31, 32, 33, 34,36, and 37: Trans- 
fers certain employés heretofore provided for under the engineer commission- 
er’s office to the office of the two civil commissioners without any increase in 
their number or compensation, except the salary of the inspector of plumbing 
is increased from $1,500 to $2,000; and increases the amount for contingent ex- 
penses under the civil commissioners from $2,500 to $3,000, 

On amendment 4: Restores the provision repealing the law which provided 
that appropriations for contingent expenses of the District should be under the 
direction and in the sole discretion of the commissioners, and strikes out the 
provision that no part of appropriations made by the bill shall be used for the 
purchase of street-car tickets. 

On amendments 6,7, 8,9, and 10: Authorizes the cashier in the collector's office 
to act in the necessary absence or inability of the collector, provides for two 
additional clerks, at $1,200 each. and increases the contingent expenses in the 
collector's office from $700 to $2,700; and appropriates $2,000 for expenses of col- 
lecting overdue personal taxes. 

On amendments I3and l4: Strikes out the proposed increase of contingent ex- 
penses under the auditor's office from $300 to $350. 

On amendments 15, 16, and 17: Increases amount for contingent expenses un- 
der attorney’s office from $300 to $400, and appropriates $2,500 for judicial ex- 
penses, including printing of briefs and witness fees in the District cases 
the supreme court of the District. 

On amendments 18and 19: Increases the amount for contingent expenses and 
for holding inquests under the coroner's office from $500 to $700. 

On amendments 20 and 21: Leaves the appropriation for contingent expenses 
for the markets at $400, as provided by the House. 

On amendment 35: Provides that fees collected for leases of streets and reser- 
vations shall be covered into the Treasury. 

On amendment 38; Strikes out proposed amendment authorizing expenses, 
other than those for overseers and inspectors, to be paid from appropriations 
for sewer, street, or road work. 

On amendments 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 49, relating to the improve- 
ment of streetsand avenues and replacement of wood pavements: ret’ riates 
$615,000 for the entire work, being $142,678 less than I passed te by the Senate, 


before 


and $157,224 more than was contained in the bill as it House. There 
are enumerated in the schedule of work to be done during the year all streets 
and avenues inserted by the House, as well as those proposed by the Senate, it 
being left to the discretion of the commissioners to select the particular streets 
and Senne EIAS be improved within the amount of money which is ap- 
prop) 

On amendment 50: Strikes out the proposed increase of limit of prices that 
may be paid for asphalt pavement from $2 to $2.25 per square yard. 

On amendments 51 and 52: Increases the amount for grading streets, alleys, 
and roads from $10,000 to $15,000. 

Onamendments 53and 51: Increases the amount for repairs to pavements from 
$85,000 to $95,000, and authorizes contracts to be made therefor for periods not 
exceeding five years, subject to annual appropriations. 

On amendment 55: Increases the amount for permit work from $40,000 to $90,- 


On amendment 56: Leaves the amount for repairs to streets,avenues,and alleys 
at $35,000, as passed by the House. 
ee a 57: Increases the amount for repairs of county roads from $30,- 

to 000, 

‘On amendment 58: Strikes out the provision for extending Eighteenth street 
to Columbia road. 

On amendments59, 60, and 61: Leaves the provision to grade and regulate How- 
ard avenue at $7,700, as proposed by the House. 

Onamendments 62 and 63: Restores the provision to grade Jefferson, Jackson, 
and Washington streets, in the eastern section, at a cost of $4,000. 

On amendmentsé4and 65: Appropriates $13,140 to grade and macadamize Har- 
rison street and Good Hope road from the navy-yard bridge to Bowen road, in 
the eastern section. 

On amendment 66: Provides for the pavement of Nicholls avenue, in the east- 
ern section, from Harrison instead of Washington street. 

On amendment 67: Strikes out provision of $10,000 to extend Sixteenth street 
parana the Boundary. 

n amendments 68 and+69: Appropriates $15,000 for work on Fourth street 
northeast, extending from the Bunker Hill road, and on First street, extending 
to Michigan avenue, and thence along said avenue to Lincoln road. 

On amendments 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and 76: Apport $35,000 for grading and 
paving Fourteenth street northward from the ndary, for pading and pavin; 
Stoughton and Chapin streets from Fourteenth street to Wayland Seminary, ond 
for paving Pomeroy street in front of Freedmen’s Hospital; and $1,000 to grade 
Thirteenth street from Clifton avenue northward, 

On amendment77: Restores the provision of $10,000 for condemnation of 
streets, roads, and alleys, 
naka : Increases the amount for surveys of the District from $5,000 

On amendments 79, 80, and 81: Increases the amount for construction and re- 
pairs of bridges from $12,500 to $14,500, and provides for a retaining wall on M 
street at the approach of the new foot-bridge across the Potomac, and places that 
bridge under the jurisdiction of the commissioners. 

On amendment 82: Strikes out proposed increase for cleaning and repairing 
sewers and basins from $30,000 to $35,000. - 

On amendment 83: Increases the amount for main and pipe sewers from $55,- 
000 to $70,000. 

On amendment 84: Increases the amount for constructing suburban sewers 
from $30,000 to $35,000. 

On amendment 85: Increases the amount for sprinkling, sweeping, and clean- 
ing streets from $70,000 to $77,000, with a provision that no expenditure shall be 
made thereunder at a poe higher than 27 cents per thousand square yards, 

On amendment 86: tends the operation of the parking commission to the 
suburban streets, 

On amendment 87: Increases the amount for gas-lighting the streets from 
$100,000 to $105,000. 

On amendments 92 and 93: Requires electric lights tobe of 1,000actual instead 
of 2,000 nominal candle power. 

On amendment %4: Inserts a provision that the appropriation for harbor and 
river front shall include “other necessary items and services” not mentioned 
in the paragraph. " 

On amendments %5, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 
114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, and 122, relating to public schools: Leaves the 
pro m touching janitors for and care of buildings and grounds as fixed 
the House, except the care of buildings and rented rooms is limited to 
per annum for each room d of $50; tes the amount for repairs and ims 


provements to school buildings, including construction of fire-proof stairways 
to Lincoln Building, at $35,000 instead of $20,000; increases the amount for school 
teachers from $464,310 to $466,810; increases the amount for sanitary improve- 
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ments in old buildings from $1,000 to $3,000; increases the amount for contingent 
pgs $20,000 to $22,500; increases the amount for fuel from $20,000 to 

,000; leaves the amount for industrial instruction at $8,000, as fixed by the 
House; increases the amount for furniture for new school buildings from $8,000 
to $9,000; increases the amount for two new school build: in the sixth school 
division from $10,000 to $12,000, and increases the amount for new school build- 
ings from $225,000 to $315,000, being for two new buildings in the first school 
division, one in the second school division, one in the third school division, 
one in the fourth school division, one in the fifth school division, one in the 
seventh school division, and two in the eighth school division. 

On amendments 123,124, 125; 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, and 135, relat- 
ay Metropolitan poe, inereases pay of superintendent of police from $2,600 
to 32,700: Increases number of lieutenants from eight to nine, the number 
of sergeants from twenty to twenty-two, the number of privates of class 1 from 
one hundred and fifteen to one hundred and forty-five; strikes out pro d 
increase of privates of class2from one hundred and forty toone hun and 
sixty; increases the number of station-keepers from seventeen to nineteen, the 

rs from eight to nine, the drivers of patrol wagons from four to five; 
leaves the Thy “yrs for repairs of stations, including police-court build- 
ing and cells, at $2,400, as fixed by the House; increases the amount of miscel- 
laneous and contingent expenses from $11,500 to $14,000; and appropriates 
$15,000 for purchase of lot and erecting and furnishing a station-house in north- 
east Washington. 

On amendments 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, and 147, relat- 
ing to fire department: Provides for two assistant chief engineers, instead of two 
foremen acting as assistant engineers; increases the number of foremen from 
seven to nine, the firemen from seven to eight, the hostlers from nine to ten, 
the privates from sixty to sixty-six, and the watchmen from te four; in- 
creases the amount for purchase of hose from $3,000 to $4,500, the amount for 
purchases of horses from $3,000 to $4,000; appropriates $12,000 for erecting en- 
pine neus in Southeast Washington and furnishing the same, and $7,000 fora 

OSE-CA, 


sriage. 

On amendments 148 and 149: Provides for an expert repair-man, at $969, for 
the telegraph and telephone service. 

On amendment 158: Strikes out the entire agtapi appropriating $36,000 
for putting District telegraph and telephone wires under-ground, and provid- 
ing that the commissioners shall ibe ci all telegraph, telephone, and other 
avires to be removed from streets and alleys wherefrom the District wires are 
taken or may be remoyed, and substitutes for the whole provision the following: 

The commissioners of the District of Columbia shall not, after the 15th day of 
September, 1588, permit or authorize any additional telegraph, telephone, cice- 
tric-lighting, or other wires to be erected or maintained on or over any of the 
streets oravenuesof thecity of Washington, and said commissioners are hereby 
directed to investigate report to Congress at the beginning of its next ses- 
sion the best method of removing all electric wires from the air or surface of the 
streets, avenues, and alleys, and the best method of interring the same under- 
ground, and such legal regulation thereof as may be needed, and they shali re- 

rt what manner of conduits should be maintained by the city of Washington, 

any, and the cost of constructing and maintaining the same, and what charge, 
if any, should be made by the city for the use of its conduits Le § the persons or 
rations placing wires therein, and upon what termseand conditions the 
same should be when mirs be so to do, and for such investigation $1,009 
is hereby appropriated: Provided, That the commissioners of the District may, 
under such reasonable conditions as they may prescribe, authorize the wires of 
any existing tel ph, tele ne, or electric-light company now operating iu 
the District of Columbia to laid under any street, alley, highway, footway, 
or sidewalk in the District, whenever in sete Fon, pia the public interest may 
ssaa the exercise of such authority—such privileges as may be granted here- 
under to be revocable at the will of Congress without compensation, and no 
such authority to be exercised after the termination of the present Congress. 

On amendments 151 and 152: Increases the amount for contingent expenses 

under the health department from $3,500 to $4,000, 


priates $1,500. iring and restocking the greenhouses. 
On amendment175: Appropriates $2,500 for temporary food and lodging to in- 
cee persons, $ of which sum may beallotted by the commissioners to the 
ashington N ing House n. 7 
Onamendments176, 177,178, and 183 : Appropriates $1,000 to enable the National 
Association for tute Colored Women and Children to care for colored 
foundlings; a 


ppecpeares $5,000 for erecting a ward for colored foundlings in 
connection with the Washington Hospital for Foundlings, and strikes out pro- 
vision requiring the commissioners to report to Congress whether any institu- 
ent in the District has refused admission to foundlings on account of race or 
color. 

On amendment178: Appropriates $5,000 for additional accommodations for the 
St. Rose Industrial School. 

On amendments 180 and 181: Increases the amount for improvements to the 
buildings of the National Homeopathic Hospital from $2,500 to $3,500. 

On amendment 185: Extends‘provision for emergency expenditures to “ other 
cases of emergency not otherwise sufficiently provided for.” 

On amendments 186, 187, 188, 169, 190, relating to the water department: In- 
y of one clerk from $900 to $1,000; provides for a draughtsman at 
inspectors at $900 each; and reduces the appropriation for engi- 
to $130,000; and approprimes $51,000 for laying 

‘ourteenth street to B street, 


creases the 
$1,500, and s 
neers, firemen, ete., from $135,000 
anew water- from K street, northwest, down 
southwest. 

On amendment 191: Strike out the following, which was inserted as section 3 
of the bill by the House: 

“That the Treasurer of the United States is hereby directed and authorized 
to apply such portion as may be deemed expedient of any surplus which may 
remain at the close of the fiscal year 1888, and of each fiscal year thereafter, of 
the general revenues of the District of Columbia in excess of one-half of those 
appropriations payable bs bye! out of the revenues of the District and the United 
States, to the payment of the balance yet remaining unpaid of the debt of the 
District of Columbia created by the act approved July 15, 1882, entitled, An act 
to increase the water supply of the city of Washington, and for other purposes : 
Provided, That the amount of ssid surplus shall first be reported to the commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia and the Treasurer of the United States by the 
First Comptroller of the Treasury when called upon to do so.” 

On amendment 192 : Inserts the following as a new section: 

“That all moneys received from sales of animals or material of any sort pur- 
chased under appropriations, other than for the water department, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, made since July 1,1878, shall be paid into the Treasury of the 
United States to the credit of the United States and the District in equal parts; 
of Peet iste on made for the District of Columbia under sec- 
tion 3 of the act of June 11, 1878, entitled “An act providing a permanent form of 


government for the District of Columbia,” remaining unexpended at the end of 

two years from the close of the fiscal year for which such sppropritions were 

or may be made, shall be covered into the Treasury, one-half to the credit of the 

ree ona and one-half to the credit of the general fund of the District of 
um bia, 

The bill as agreed upon appropriates $5,015,321.32, being $535,108.65 less than 
as it passed the Senate, $519,520 more than as it passed the House, $760,720.66 more 
than was appropriated for the fiscal year 1888, and $220,331.03 less than was sub- 
mitted in the estimates for the fiscal year 1839. 

J, ©. CLEMENTS 


FELIX CAMPBELL, 
LOUIS E. McCOMAS, 
Banagers on the part of the House. 

Mr. SPRINGER (before the reading of the above was concluded). 
I ask unanimous consent to dispense with the further reading, as this 
is quite a lengthy report. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state for the information of the 
House that the report has already been printed in the RECORD and 
appears in this morning’s edition. The gentleman from Illinois asks 
unanimous consent to dispense with the further reading of the state- 
ment, and that it be printed in the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. . 

The conference report was adopted, 

Mr. CLEMENTS moved to reconsider the vote by which the confer- 
ence report was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, J 

Mr. MILLS. Imove to dispenso with the morning hour for the call 
of committees. ; 

Mr. SPOONER. I hope gentlemen will be given an opportunity to 
present their reports. 

Mr. STEELE. I have a report I wish to make. 

Mr. MILLS. I have no objection to reports being presented. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, gentlemen having reports to 
make will be permitted to hand them in at the Clerk’s desk. 

There was no objection. 

The motion of Mr. MILLS was agreed to. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 
a ve following reports were filci by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
esk: 
PURCHASERS OF COLORADO LANDS. 

Mr. PAYSON, from the Committee on the Public Lands, reported back 
with an amendment the bill (H. R. 9056) to protect purchasers of lands 
lying in the vicinity of Denver, Colo., heretofore withdrawn by the ex- 
ecutive department of the Government as lying within the limits of 
certain railroad grants, and afterwards held to lie without their limits; 
which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

RELEASING THE ESTATE OF ASHER R. EDDY. 

Mr. STEELE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, 
late lieutenant-colonel and quartermaster, United States Army, de- 
ceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. L. en, sureties on his official 
bond; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. z 

JESSE SPENCER. 

Mr. MORRILL, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9663) granting a pension to Jesse Spen- 
cer; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

FRANCIS P. VERNON. 

Mr. MORRILL also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7912) for the relief of Francis P. 
Vernon; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. ; 
MRS. DULCENA NEAL. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with an amendment the bill (H. R. 9341) granting a pension“ to 
Mrs. Dulcena Néal; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

J. IL. BUGG AND OTHERS. 

. Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10401) for the relief of J. H. Bugg 
and oth%rs; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

JOHN N. DORR, SR. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 267) for the relief of John N. 
Dorr, st.; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
ae iia Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
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` A. W. POLLARD. 


Mr, STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 3670) for the relief of A. W. 
Pollard; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

HUGH I. M’NARY. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back ‘favorably the bill (H. R. 5137) for the relief of Hugh I. 
MeNary, executor of A. C. Thomson, deceased; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

OLDHAM COUNTY, KENTUCKY. 


Mr. STONE also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 5889) for the relief of Oldham County, Ken- 
tucky; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

MUCK-A-PEC-WAK-KEN-ZAH. ` 

Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 6764) to t a pension to ‘‘ Muck-a-pec- 
wak-ken-zah,’’ or ‘‘ John,’’ an Indian who aided in saving the lives of 
many white people in the Indian outbreakin Minnesota in the year 1862; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

- TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA. 


Mr. SPRINGER, from the Committee on Territories, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10614) to organize the territory of Oklahoma, 
and for other purposes; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying 
reports, ordered to be printed. 

BREVET RANK OF OFFICERS OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back with amendment the bill (S. 1323) to authorize the President to 
confer brevet rank on officers of the United States Army for gallant 
services in Indian campaigns; which was referred to the Honse Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

THE TARIFF. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
for the patete consideration of the bill the title of which the Clerk 
will repo: 

The Merk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the 
collection of the revenuc. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending paragraph. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Flax orlinen thread, twine, and pack thread and all manufactures of flax, or 


of which flax shall be the eomponent material of chief value, not specially enu- 


merated or provided for, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The €lerk will report the pending amendment 
to the paragraph. 
‘The Clerk read as follows: 
Amend the paragraph by striking out “twenty-five” and inserting ‘forty.’ 
The The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPS] 


ceed for ten minutes without interruption. 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. PHELPS. I donot know, Mr. Chairman, that it is worth while 
to say anything. I can not help thinking that whatever the fact and 
whatever the argument, it will be of no avail; and I can not help feel- 
ing that I speak to a court which has already made its decision. 

How can I feel otherwise when I recall the facts? The Committee 
on Ways and Means refused to let any laborer orany manufacturer tell 
them about the facts, refused to let any representative make to them 
any ent, and then withdrew into the dark privately to prepare 
the bill, a code of decisions which, like the laws of the Medes 
and the Persians, altereth not. This was the first step in their great 
drama, which, if it is successfully carried to the end, will be a tragedy 
to the interests of American industry. For their next step, confronted 
with the parliamentary necessity of taking their iron code ont into the 
sty ht of the House and into the dangers of a discussion, forced to 

e it into the House, where the sacred personnel of their own bench 
ai to be enlarged by the admission of the whole of the Democratic 
majority, there was but one step left, and in their desperation they 
had thenerve totake it. Theysummoned their majority and imposed 
an oath upon every one of them that no Democratic member should 
vote in favor of any amendment not adopted by the caucus, no matter 
how glaring was the mistake, the folly, or the injustice which the dis- 
cussion in this House might reveal. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. PHELPS. Certainly. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnast Do I understand you to say that this 


CHAIRMAN. 
is recognized, and if there be no objection he will be permitted to pro-: 


side of the House either imposed an oath or a promise on members on 
this side of the House that every one of them would favor the Mills 
bill as it stood and oppose any amendment ? 

Mr. PHELPS. I can not say how binding a caucus resolution may 
be on the consciences of the Democratic gentlemen who attend them, 
but I am here to say, and Iam now answering your question, and I 
defy any gentleman ip that caucus to contradict it, that a resolution 
was introduced, and that a resolution, as Iam informed,was unani- 
mously passed, that no amendment introduced into this House should 
receive the support of Democratic votes unless it were an amendment 
that had been first passed upon and approved by the Democratic cau- 
cus. Am I right? Dare the gentleman deny that that resolution was 
introduced and that that resolution was passed nem. con. ? 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. That is simply untrue. 
on my personal honor and say that that is untrue. 

Mr. PHELPS. Then I am very glad to hear that a report that was 
telegraphed by the Associated Press to all the cities of the United States, 
and which has never before been contradicted, is to-day contradicted 
by the gentleman from Minnesota. And, however hard it may be to 
believe it, I accept the contradiction, although I am filled with wonder 
and amaze to see how faithfully that resolution, which, if the Ligh 
man is correct, existed only in the imagination of the reporter, has been 
obeyed by those who never heard it introduced and who never voted 
upon it in caucus. [Applause on the Republican side of the House. ] 

I am here to say that if my observations have been correct as I sat 
here day after day, there has not been an amendment, however sensi- 
ble, however useful, introduced by a gentleman on this side of the 
House which has not been rejected by the Democratic majority. 

Now, I ask, Mr. Chairman, in view of this condition of affairs, what 
incentive is there forany practicallegislator? I mean by a practical leg- 
islator one who does not want to waste his own time or to waste the time 
of the House. What inducement is there for him to offer any sugges- 
tions upon tlfis bill? There is-no inducement unless a man is willing 
to look over the stolid mass of caucused Democracy that sits opposite 
to us to that court of appeals which sits in the Senate, or beyond the 
Senate toethat grander court of last resort, the people of the United 
States, who will hear the workingman, who will hear the manufact- 
urer, who will hear the representatives of the people, and who will give 
their decision. 

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee may boast that his 
House will pass his bill next week. I assure him confidently that the 

ple of the United States will not pass the Mills bill next November. 
Tappan on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. MILLS. Let us have a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey has not yet con- 
cluded his remarks. 

t. PHELPS. Now, Mr. Chairman, having, I admit, rather in view 
this appellate tribunal than the massed majority which sits opposite to 
me, I wish in a few moments to offer a specimen brick of the edifice 
which they have constructed in darkness. I want to show that the 
paragraph which proposes a reduction from the present rate of 40 per 
cent. to 25 per cent. is in every particular a mistake; that it defeats all 
the objects which the creators of this bill pretended to have in mind 
when they createdit. I shall prove that this reduction will not dimin- 
ish but will increase the income. Ishall prove that it will throw thou- 
sands of skilled workmen out of employment. I shall prove that the 
machinery where they find their employment will be reshi to the 
country from which it came. In making this proof I s summon 
the very best witness. I shall summon a witness who is the very man 
who will pay this increased income at the custom-house, the very man 
who will reluctantly be forced to discharge these workingmen, and the 
same man who, having imported his machinery and paid 45 per cent. 
to get it into this country, will have to reshipit to the land from which 
it was brought. 

Now, who is my witness? The firm of Barbour & Brothers is the 
oldest, the largest, the wealthiest establishment engaged in the man- 
ufactures of this industry. Their reputation belongs to twocontinents. 
In Ireland and New Jersey they have mills of the largest capacity. 
Years ago, before the war, they had only the Irish mill, in which they 
manufactured and sent to and sold in the American market, with a - 
fair profit, their linen thread and cord. After the passage of our tarift 
bill in 1861 they lost the American market. They met this contin- 
gency promptly and with courage. They sent three of their own broth- 
erhood across the ocean; they brought with them their machinery and 
their capital, and what was worth still more, their energy, their hon- 
esty, and their courage. They built up in the city of Paterson a mag- 
nificent palace larger than any palace which they had seen in the Old 
World from which they came. Those palaces were palaces of ostenta- 
tion and ease; the palace that they raised on the banks of the Passaic 
was a palace of industry, and that is only one of the larger cells which 
have honeycombed Paterson and made it a busy kive of happy human 
industry. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, my witness is William Barbour, the head or 
this vast establishment, the son of one of those brothers who immi- 
grated from Ireland. William Barbour was born in America, and isa 
man of ardent patriotism, of the highest character, and of the greatest 


I stand here 


responsibility. Through me he testifies here to-day, and taken: the 
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responsibility of his words. Hé testifies that during the past five 
years, under the present rate of duty, the finer lines of thread could 
be manufactured in his Irish establishment more profitably than in his 
Jersey establishment, and that upon those invoices he has been paying 
$60,000 a year for duty. He says now that if the purposes of the 
Mills bill are carried out and this duty is reduced from 40 per cent. to 
25 per cent. it will be profitable for his concern to import four times 
the quantity they now import, and that they will pay upon those in- 
creased importations not the $60,000 which Barbour Brothers now pay, 
but $150,000 perannum. When William Barbour made that statement 
I turned quickly to the table where are the estimates of what is ex- 
pected to be the reduction of thesurplus made by this reduction of the 
duty upon linen thread, and I found that the increased duty which 
this single firm of Barbour Brothers & Co. will be obliged to pay under 
the reduced tariff equals, or substantially equals, the whole amount 
which the framers of this bill expect to derive from the whole line of 
linen threadimportations. Thereisareductionofthesurplus! There 
is a reduction with a vengeance, the result of which is that the whole 
amount which these gentlemen expect to get into their Treasury from 
this industry will be paid by a single establishment, leaving the rev- 
enues to be swollen way beyond their estimate and way beyond the 
present income by the duties which will be paid by other establish- 
ments engaged in the same industry. They are not so large as this, 
but they are large, thrifty, and existing elsewhere—in New Jersey, in 
New York, in Pennsylvania, in Ohio, and, I am glad to see, as one of 
the first beams of the dawning sun, even in the State of Kentucky. 

What further does my witness say? ‘That if, as he supposes, his im- 

rtations must need be quadrupled, inthat case he must discharge his 
Eudel of American workingmen and, worse than that, he must send 
back his machinery to Lisburn, in Ireland, from whenceit came. And 
just here, in order to show that the labor which the Mills bill takes 
from these American workingmen is not underpaid, he testifies to this 
fact, which he knows as an owner and manager both in the Irish 
mill and in the New Jersey mill. He is familiar with the pay-roll in 
each mill, and he testifies that on the Irish pay-roll there are the names 
of 2,900 British subjects who enjoy the blessings of free trade; that on 
the Jersey pay-roll there are the names of 1,400 American citizens who 
enjoy the blessings of a Republican tariff; and that the pay-roll which 
rewards 2,900 free-trade British subjects is substantially the same as 
that which rewards 1,400 protected American citizens. [Applause on 
the Republican side. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent that the time of the gentle- 
man be extended. 

Mr. BLAND. I shall have to object, Mr. Chairman. We want to 
get a vote on this. 

Mr. PHELPS. I shall not occupy more than five minutes more. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman does 
not speak often, and I trust his time will be extended. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I ask unanimous consent that the time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey be extended. 

Mr. BLAND. If weare going to extend the time for one gentleman 
we must extend it forall. I shall object to one and all. 

Mr. WEAVER rose and was recognized. 

Mr. PHELPS. I move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
New Jersey later. The Chair has already recognized the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER]. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from New Jersey 


is to occupy five minutes more, I shall be very glad to have him occupy ` 


it now. 

Mr. PHELPS. I am obliged to the gentleman. I move to strike 
out the Jast word in order to continue this testimony, but before doing 
so I wish to say that it does not surprise me that the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BLAND] is unwilling to hear the truth even after he is 
buttressed by a caucus resolution which seems to hold him and his col- 
leagues firmly in hand. 

Mr. BLAND. Now, Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman talks noth- 
ing but polities, I do object. If he was making an argument on this 
bill— - 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Iask that the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BLAND] be made to keep in order. 
Mr. BLAND. I hope the rules will be enforced. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Live up to them yourself, my friend. 
Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to continue this testimony, 
and I will be brief in doing so. 
Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, I want to understand whether the 
gentleman can proceed in violation of the rules of this House. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair stated the situationand supposed the 
tleman from Missouri understoodit. When the gentleman from New 
Kay [Mr. PHELPS] had used up his time objection was made to ex- 
tending it. The zentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] rose and was 
and the gentleman from Iowa thereupon yielded to the 
gentleman from New Jersey, who moved to strike out the last wêrd, 
and is proceeding in order. The Chair was obliged to recognize the 
gentleman when he offered the amendment. 
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Mr. BLAND. If the Chair recognizes that as being in order that is 
what I object to. 

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Chairman, I did not want to be deprived, even 
by the wonted discourtesy of the gentleman from Missouri—— 

Mr. BLAND. There is-no discourtesy—— 

[Cries of “ Regular order!’’] 

Mr. PHELPS. Of an opportunity to state that my witness prefers a 
request. In view of the injury which he showsis done to hisindustry, 
I did not wish to sit down without also giving prominence to that re- 
quest. Itseems to me it is a proper one. If this reduction be made 
and this bill passed, the Democratic majority which destroys his busi- 
ness should at least be—not generous enough—we do not expect that 
from a party which counts among its members the gentleman from 
Missouri; but that when they destroy the industry by which the Irish 
ancestors of Mr. Barbour were induced to bring their machinery into 
this country, and to pay 45 per cent. upon it, they should be just 
enough to pay the children and heirs of these pioneers the 45 per cent. 
which their ancestors expended when they imported that machinery. 
And I make the appeal the more heartily because, as I think I have 
shown, there is no way connected with this paragraph by which the 
gentlemen on the other side will have any opportunity to reduce the 
surplus unless they are willing to reduce it by paying back the 45 per 
cent, on the machinery which they banish from the country. 

If, as I have shown, the amount of income will be increased by the 
making of this reduction; if, as I have shown, workingmen by the 
hundred and thousand will be put out of employment; if, in addition 
to this, the machinery will be carried out of the country and its further 
capacity for use here be destroyed forever, then it is evident that, look- 
ing to the interest of the laborer and of the manufacturer and of the 
surplus itself (the only interest which gentlemen on the other side ever 
claim to pay attention to), this proposition to reduce the tax on linen 
thread is a mistake and a failure. 

But I am here also to say, not on the testimony of William Barbour, 
but as a fact, that they will not benefit the consumer, because ever 
since that industry has been introduced the cost of its product to the 
consumer has continually diminished. When Barbour Brothers intro- 
duced their Mackay thread for shoes they sold it at 90 cents a pound. 
They have reduced the cost to the consumer all these years, until now 
the price-list shows that they sell it at 57 cents a pound. First they 
sold spool-thread at $1.07 a pound; now they sell it for 68} cents a 
pound. Has the consumer been injured? 

This reduction, as proposed in this ph, hurts every industry 
and disappoints every purpose which the committee had in mind. 
Ought not my amendment to prevail? 

And in view of this, which is only one instance of the brilliant series 
of mistakes which they have scattered all over the pamphlet of their 
Mills code [laughter], and remembering that it was the Republican 
party that introduced and developed the tariff and proved it to be the 
best enginery man ever devised not only to increase the production, 
but also to diminish cost, may I not confidently claim, as I do, that 
the American people when they como to pass upon the Mills bill will 
say, ‘‘For God’s sake let ihe Republican party who devised and who 
understand and who love this enginery, if it needs any repairs, make 
them themselves, and not leave them to the blundering of a half-hearted 
and ignorant Democracy.” [Applause. } 

In connection with his remarks Mr. PHELPS submitted the following 


letter: ‘ 
New Yous, March 31, 1888, 

Dear SIR: As a stockholder and director of Barbour Flax Spinning Com- 
pany of Paterson, N. J., I wish to make a statement to you regarding the flax- 
thread industry, and to call your attention to the effect which the proposed 
Mills bill would have upon it, 

Notwithstanding the fact that the duty on Jinen thread is at present 40 per 
cent., this company has paid on an Srenge for the t five years over $60,000 a 
year in duties on the fincr sorts of linen thread, finished and ready for market, 
which it was found more profitable to import than to manufacture here. 

The Mills bill wonld cut down protection on these goods to 25 per cent., and 
as a conseguence would shut down a large portion of machinery and throw 
hundreds of bands out of employment. Should this bill pass,I think Ido not 
overstate the case when I say that the company would find it profitable to im- 

rt four times the quantity previously imported. Therefore, instead of reduc- 
a cece, in this particular case to $37,500 it would in reality increase it 
to „00O. y 

While Iam aun American born, and the industry I represent in Paterson, N. 
J., is thoroughly American, I am also a large stockholder in a flax spinning 
company in Ireland; and that you may judge of the relative wages paid in the 
two countries, I would state that the pay-rolis of the two mills, as recently com- 
pared, differed only about $500, the number of hands in the Irish mill being; 2,900 
against 1,400 in the New Jersey mill. 

There is not a system of linen-thread cogging! | in this country which has 
not been imported, paying a duty of 45 per cent. If the object of the Mills bill 
is to reduce the surplus, should it not embody a clause refunding the duly on 
machinery, which, on account of insufficient protection, must be reshipped 
abroad? 


The German Government, as you know, has recently adopted a system of 

rotection. The company in Ireland with which I am connected,and which 
Baa manufactured threads in Ireland for the German trade for the ny: twenty- 
five years, has been obliged under the new law to build a factory in Germany 
to hold its trade; and itis safe to say that the money-taken out of Germany 
aaa eee past ten years will be reinvested in Germany within a year. 


o trul, 
EEN WM. BARBOUR. 
Hon. W. McKrs ey, Jr., 
Washington, D. 0. 


Mr. WEAVER. Mr, Chairman, I have listened with a great deal of 
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interest to the eloquent words of the distinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PHELPS]; but I am somewhat surprised to find him ad- 
Tarog an increase in the rate of duty upon thread from 25 to 40 per 
cent. ad valorem and in the next breath claiming that he is a friend of 
the laboring men and women of this country. His amendment, if 
adopted, will increase the price of sewing-thread to the poor sewing 
women of New York and his own State. The phrase ‘‘ American work- 
ngmen,’’ which the gentleman uses with so much fluency, is a ge- 
neric term; it includes the working men and women not only of his sec- 
tion of the Union but of mine. It includes the grangers of Iowa, who 
were so unceremoniously dealt with and punished in the late Chicago 
convention, before which the distinguished gentleman was a candidate 
for the Vice-Presidency of the United States. I hold in my hand an 
interview published in the Washington Post of July 3—the present 
month—an interview with the gentleman from New Jersey, which bears 
all the ear-marks of a candid and accurate report of what the gentleman 
said. Iask the Clerk to read the portion of that interview which I 
have marked, in order to show how the Republican convention treated 
the Republican farmers of my State and the candidate whom they pre- 
sented for nomination. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


So, too, ALLISON was more thought of than the votes indicated, but through 
all the discussion there had wn and strengthened the belief that the candi- 
date must come from a doubtful State. Even zealous HENDERSON could not 
claim that Iowa was in doubt, but what really destroyed the bope of Mr. ALLI- 
son's friends was the conviction that since the extreme granger sentiment had 
taken New York's candidate out of the run it was not policy to select a granger 
candidate. In vain ALLISON’Ss friends said that his personal record was that of 
aman who had held the scales between the two extremes, the prairie and Wall 


street. 

That failed to satisfy the leaders. . 

What else could you expect? The answer was that his State is the home of 
the granger and the head center of its influences, and the convention admitted 
the force of the answer. 


Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I take it for granted that this is a 
truthful report of the interview had with the gentleman from New 
Jersey. The farmers of Iowa will resent this open and undisguised 
insult, and they will answer once for all the defiant and impudent as- 
sumption, openly avowed by the confederated monopolies, that the 

ple of Iowa are to be disciplined and punished because, forsooth, they 
ve dared to enact through their Legislatureanti-monopoly legislation. 
You were able to successfully boycott them in your convention. It will 
be their turn by and by. As the gentleman has eloquently stated, 
there is a higher court, the court of last resort—the American people. 
The people of Iowa and of the whole Northwest will give you a lively 
hearing in that court between now and November. [Applause on 
the Democratic side. ] 

The farmers of Iowa were spurned in that convention, and the fact 
is established by the gentleman’s own statement which has just been 
read. If he is not correctly reported, he is here to correct it on this 
floor. The New York candidate, Mr. Depew, for whose defeat the re- 
taliation was visited on the Iowa candidate, said in aninterview pub- 
lished in the New York Tribune on the 24th of June, that the reason 
why the Iowa candidate was defeated was because he came from a 
State which had legislated in a manner unfriendly to the railroads and 
hence could not expect the support of the New York Central and con- 
nected interests. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

By unanimous consent informal amendments were withdrawn. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I will renew the informal amend- 
ment. Mr, Chairman, I want to qualify my statement made to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPS] a few minutes ago. [Laugh- 


ter. 

ite REED. He is not only going to state the truth, but the whole 
truth. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I believe I stated to the gentleman 
from New Jersey what I had in my mind at the time and believed to 
be so, that I had been present at every caucus of the Democratic party 
in this House, but it has since been brought to my mind and I recol- 
lect that there was one at which I was not present. 

Permit me to say that at one caucus when I was present such a 
resolution as was referred to to-day was presented, but did not pass. 
That is all I know of the matter. [Laughter on the Republican side 
and applause on the Democratic side.] Of course when I make a de- 
nial I wish to limit that denial to caucuses at which I was present and 
to matters within my own knowledge. 

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Chairman, I only want a minute to relieve the 
mind of my friend from Iowa[Mr. WEAVER]. Iwanttosay I identify 
that interview, and am pleased to notice on its reproduction with what 
courtesy and fairness I have stated the truth. Thereis nothing in the 
reproduction which affected me at all, except a certain Jack of mod- 
esty in the gentleman from Iowa that he should publish in this House 
that interview in which I stated that he [Mr. WEAVER] was “the 
chief of the grangers and the very center of its activity.” [Laughter.] 
When I said that in choosing a Presidential candidate it would not do 
to go amongst the extreme grangers, the reason was that the extreme 
grangers in that State do not belong to the Republican party. Why 
choose from them? They belong neither to the Republican nor to the 
Democratic parties, but follow the red banner of the gentleman from 
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Iowa [Mr. WEAVER], whom I regard as not belonging to the Repub- 

lican party himself, but whom I consider to be, as I said in the inter- 

bel the S of the grangers and the very center of their activity. 
Laughter. 

Me WEAVER, The gentleman is not ingenuous, I fear, in the re- 
marks he has just submitted to the committee. There is not one word 
of allusion in that interview to myself. 

Mr. PHELPS. Does not the gentleman reside in Iowa? 

Mr. WEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. PHELPS. Is he not the chief leader of the grangers ? 

Mr. WEAVER. No, sir; but I am their friend. 

Mr. PHELPS. Then if he is not I do not know, and the House does 
not know, who is. 

Mr. WEAVER. I thank the.gentleman for the compliment; but I 
was not a candidate before the Chicago convention, and the gentleman 
can not shirk the responsibility nor hide the ugly fact stated in his in- 
terview. It was Mr. ALLISON who was punished because he lived in 
a Granger State which had enacted laws unfriendly to the railroads. 
I have nothing to do with the Republican party of Iowa, except to op- 
pose it, nor do I affiliate with Mr. ALLISON politically nor with those 
who supported him in the Chicago convention. The gentleman knows 
this very well, and there is no escape for him whatever. [Applause on 
the Democratic side. ] 

It is the unkindest cut of all for this gentleman, who was a candidate 
for President and Vice-President, I believe, before the Chicago conven- 
tion—— [Laughter. ] 

Mr. PHELPS. No; only for Vice-President. 

Mr. WEAVER. I say, Mr. Chairman, that itis the unkindest cut of 
all for the distinguished ®entleman to state in his place on this floor 
that the railroads punished Mr. ALLISON and the gentlemen support- 
ing him because the Senator happened to live in the same State with 
myself. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

I understand him to say in his interview that the reason the con- 
vention was opposed to Mr, ALLISON was because he lived in a Granger 
State. Iam curious to know what my friend from Iowa and colleague 
[Mr. HENDERSON] thinks of the treatment his distinguished Senator 
and candidate for President was subjected to in the convention. I 
would like to hear from my colleague as to whether he indorses what 
the gentleman from New Jersey stated as a reason for the rejection of 
the Iowa candidate. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will regard the pro forma amendment 
as withdrawn. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I renew it. 

I do not rise, Mr. Chairman, to gratify this burning thirst for infor- 
mation on the part of my colleague, nor am I stirred up by the fact 
that men are often loudest in their proclamations when they know least 
what they are talking about. [Laughter and applause on the Repub- 
lican side. ] 

I am not here to defend the gentleman from New Jersey in his inter- 
view. Iam not myself a very prolific interviewer; and those who are 
swift to rush into the press with interviews must take care of them- 
selves when they come home to roost. [Laughter and applause on the 
Democratic side.] But one thing I do want to say, and that is I think 
I know something about the operations of the Chicago convention, and 
what operated upon the minds of the assembled Republican wisdom 
in that body. 

I think I know the reasons that led to the defeat not only of Senator 
ALLISON, but of that other equally distinguished and honored gentle- 
man and soldier, and pre-eminently the representative, as some claim 
to believe, of the granger sentiment, Judge Gresham; and while I am 
not here to entertain my colleague or to entertain my Democratic breth- 
ren with the incidents of a Republican convention, I am here to say 
this, that I do not believe, and to me it is absolute knowledge, that the 
attitude of Iowa in respect to railroad legislation lost Senator ALLISON a 
single votein that convention. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

I rank with my colleague in verivione, dei right of the people of my 
own State to control the corporations that may be operated under the 
laws of that State. My friend and neighbor, Senator ALLISON, does 
not abate his belief that the sovereignty of the people should be recog- 
nized in the control of corporations; but neither the Senator from 
Iowa nor myself attempt to ride into power as some gentlemen do, in 
season and out of it, by playing the part of the arrant demagogue in 
ae) to corporations. TAnpa and laughter on the Republican 
side. 

I will say this much in regard to the interview of my friend from 
New Jersey—and in passing let me say that the State of New Jersey 
in that convention showed by its vote its confidence in the Senator 
from Iowa as a Presidential candidate-—but when my friend from New 
Jersey said in his interview that even HENDERSON did not dare to 
claim that Iowa was a doubtful State, he told onesolid truth. [Laugh- 
ter and applause.] I neverdid so claim, nor do I claim it now. Iowa, 
as in the past, will this fall, in spite of rantings and misrepresentations, 
plant herself squarely in the front rank of the Republican States for 
Harrison and for Morton. [Loud applause on the Republican side. ] 


I move to strike out the last two 
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Not only that, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, but Iowa will show that 
re pennis, including its honest grangers, believe in a party—that they 

eve in principles which recognize America and American working- 
men, and which do not toady to the dictates of English interests and 
English representatives, whether they are at home or in the White 
House. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. WEAVER. Iwas not disappointed, Mr. Chairman [laughter 
on the Republican side], in the remarks of the gentleman from Iowa, 
my colleague, who has just taken his seat. I knew that he would 
not take the floor without administering a rebuke to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. I expected nothing else. I was not surprised, 
therefore, at what was said, nor was I surprised, forced as he was to 
make some declaration, that he used, before he took his seat, the word 
‘*demagogue.’’? [Derisive laughter on the Republican side.] A man 
is a demagogue, sir, in this country if he is consistent and persistent in 
his opposition as against monopolies throughout his whole life. 

To avoid being a demagogue, in the opinion of the gentleman from 
Towa, a man should go into national conventions with the monopolies, 
poe your candidate, and then, when kicked out and slaughtered 

cold blood by the monopolists, he must join in the wild acclaim 
over his own defeat and the humiliation of his confiding constituents. 
[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

There is no demagogy in that. A man may do all that without 
being a di e 

Now, while we have the open confession of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PHELPS] that his interview was not only correctly re- 
ported, but that it was truthful in fact, and as we further have his 
ideas of Western men and how far they should be trusted in politics, I 
send forward to be read a letter from the g Vice-President of the 
United States, to show what he thinks of an Eastern man. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OHICAGO, June 23, 1888. 


The following letter from Senator John J. Ingalls was received by a member 
ofthe Kansas delegation in the convention: 
“Vice-Presipent’s CHAMBER, Washinglon, June 16, 1888. 
“Yours 13th at hand, It does not make much difference who is nominated, 
in my judgment. The candidates will cut but a small figure in the fight. We 
can elect anybody or we shall fail. 


[Laughter on the Democratic side. ] 
Pada least conspicuous, and therefore the least complicated man will be the 


[Laughter on the Democratic side. ] 
somebody like Hayes— 

[Renewed laughter long continued. J 
in 1876. Among all the men named there is not one leader—no one whose per- 
sonal or historical relations to the people would make a difference of 1,000 votes 
inthe canvass. SHERMAN, ALLISON, Harrison: etc., have records that would be 
awkward on the tariff— 

[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 
the currency, the Chinese question— 

[Renewed applause on the Democratic side. ] 


ete. 

*“Depew’s connection with railroads and corporations would be a heavy load, 
especially in the cultural States. Wemightas well nominate Gould or Van- 
derbilt at once, impression is that Alger or Gresham comes nearer filling 
the bill than any oft the others, with some fellow like PHELPS, of New Jersey— 

[Laughter on the Democratic side, ] 
who could reach the conservative forces of the East and get contributions— 
[Renewed laughter. ] 


from the manufacturers and Wall street. But you can judge much better than 
I what is best after consulting with the delegates. 

“JI have the use of the wires during the convention by the courtesy of the 
company, and mae therefore telegraph me fully at all times if anything of 
interest transp 


“Truly yours, 3 ` 
“JOHN J. INGALLS,” 
[Shouts of laughter and applause on the Democratic side, long con- 
ed 


DERSON, of Iowa, rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the formal amendment 
will be considered as withdrawn, and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HENDERSON] may renew it. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I did not apply the 
term ‘‘demagogue’’ to any one in this House; but one member in this 
House has had the wisdom to make the application. [Laughter on the 
Republican side.] When consistent records are spoken of by my wor- 
thy colleague he introduces rather a dangerous theme, I think; but not 
forme. Ihave had an unbroken record since I was born and started 
in a black abolition underground railroad family of which I am not 
ashamed. My friend’s record I would not dare t6 trace. Time would 
not enable me to follow its meanderings. The gentleman has been 
pleased to give us a little literature to read. It has been suggested it 
was a stolen letter. 

A MEMBER. A forged letter. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I will not say it was forged. I do 
not think it was. But it was a stolen letter; and those who want to 
use letters of that kind are at liberty to do so. 

Since we are reading letters and looking up the records of great men 
I send to the desk to have read by the Clerk some extracts from speeches 


made by my colleague from Iowa, which I think will be appreciated by 
my Democratic brethren who are always double shotted with applause 
when my colleague has something to offer that may inany way disturb 
his Republican brethren. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


THESE ARE SOME OF WEAVER’S UTTERANCES ON THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY MADE 
IN PUBLIC SPEECHES, 

He said at Albia on July 18, 1866: 

“I want to congratulate you first, fellow-citizens, on the suppression of purely 
Democratic rebellion, gotten up by Democrats for the democratic purpose of ` 
Sevag this Union and perpetually establishing human slavery. Now and 
forever it is establishing as an eternal truth that the Democracy in no place or 
State can ever be trusted with government, Asa party it should disband, just 
as a section of it did at Appomattox.” 

He said at Centerville in 1867: 

“Again has the Democratic party of Iowa spoken. Why, sir, I am astonished 
beyond measure that a party with a record so utterly vile and wretched and 
wicked should be so lost to all shame and decency as to make an appearance 
before the Joyal people of Iowa. 

i 2 hey should be trampling in the wilderness of oblivion, and never more re- 
urn, 


[Laughter on the Republican side. ] : 
i Homa in a joint debate with Col. H. H. Trimble, at Bloomfield, on September 


“Here we have the old fight over again, The Confederate Democracy, North 
and South,in which the infamous en division of lowa appears,are 
again contesting with Grant for the safety of the Union. As at Donelson, he 
proposes to ‘move on their works at once,’ and there is noescape for this rank, 
traitorous horde, except in another surrender. Charge on them, fellow Repub- 
li = spare not one, not even 2 deputy road superviser, from total political 
ani jon, 

[Laughter on the Republican side. ] 

He said in Bloomfield on September 25, 1869: 

“What is the use of further arraigning the defunct Democracy, with all its 
hoary crimes, at the bar of public opinion? We know that its acts comprise 
murder, treason, theft, arson, fraud, perjury,and all crimes possible for an or- 
ganization to connive at,” 


[Renewed laughter on the Republican side. ] 
“It would be a mercy to put its record a million miles deep in the pit that is 


mentioned in Holy Writ; and I may add thatif a large and distinguished as- 
Satam of its alleged statesmen were sènt along it would only be common 
ice.” 


[Applause on the Republican side. ] 
He said in Fairfield, September 18, 1870: 
“The Democracy, as usual, are loud in their o; 


ition, but what did they 
ever do when they had a chance? 


Here in Iowa y stole the school fand and 
nationally they stole the arsenals, the Navy, the Treasury, everything that was 
not red hot, and created the very devil's rebellion. And these men appear and 
ask for your support. They should come on bended knee asking your forgive- 
ness for the unspeakable pe: arm they have committed and the wretched miser- 
ies inflicted upon our common country.” 


(Loud applause on the Republican side. ] 


He said in Keokuk, September 16, 1871: 

“The record of the Republican party appeals to the candid judgment of all. 
men as unimpeachable, save, perhaps, that it was too lenient with the leading 
Democratic conspirators, The same old gang, save those who were shot or 
hung, are again conspiring to get n of the Government next year. 
Woe to them! for the loyal hosts crush them, and crush them forever and 
forever out of all possible danger of such a misfortune to our common country.” 

He said in Oskaloosa, September 25, 1872: 

t No Republican can ever, under any circumstances, hayeany part or lot with 
the hungry, rebellious, man-hating, woman-selling mane opaa under the 
name of Democracy, a name so full of stench and poison that it should be blotted 
from the vocabulary of civilized man and handed over to the barbarism that it 
so fitly now and in all the past has represented.” 

[Prolonged applause on the Republican side. ] 

He said at Stiles, September 11, 1873, in referring to the financial policy of the 
Democratic Lge N 

“But, then, what could you expect from the poor, blind, diseased, decrepit, 
dismal, damned old Democratic party?" : 

[Prolonged laughter on the Republican side. ] 


He said at Monona, September, 1874: 

“There can be no doubt about the question at all. With greenbacks and na- 
tional-bank notes our business needs are well met. There can be no better 
unity of the paper 
through its financial 


ere 


[Renewed langhter on the Republican side. ] 
Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Now, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 
motion to strike out the last two wordsand move to strike out the last 


three. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Ilinois. I would like to inquire if Mr. BLAND 
is present? 

. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I will now return the compliment of 
my colleague from Iowa, who favored me with a question, by asking 
him if he denies that he made these utterances as just read. 

Mr. PERKINS. Ask him if they were true when made. 

Mr. WEAVER. I will reply in my time. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. You will not grant me that answer 
now? Then, Mr. Chairman, I will say I have taken pleasure in hav- 
ing this matter read before the House, because I want to give my col- 
leagte credit for some of the best utterances that ever fell from his 
lips [applause on the Republican side], some of the truest indictments 
that ever were drawn against the Democracy, drawn when he was one 


of the standard-bearers of the Republican party. 


1888. 
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I did not hear these speeches made, but they have been published 
again and again in Iowa as having been made by my colleague. Ihave 
taken utterances from the National View, published in Washing- 
ton, D. C., one «f the leading Greenback papers in the United States, 
edited by one who has been, if not now, the secretary of the National 
Greenback party, and has trained at different times side by side with 
my colleague in advocating the interests of the Greenback party. 

We certainly have these utterances from sources that are entitled to 
credit. I have watched with some care in the National View to see 
any refutation or denial of these speeches by the gentleman from Iowa, 
but none appeared that I was able to discover, nor have I everseen any 
public refutation of them in Iowa from my colleague. 

While we are having the views of individuals to entertain the Ameri- 
can people I thought it not ont of place to give my colleague an oppor- 
tunity to speak, as he did speak, from his heart and judgment when he 
gave those eloquent utterances. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. WEAVER. I renew it, Mr. Chairman. - 

As will be seen, the date of those so-called speeches—— 

A MEMBER (on the Republican side). You are pleading the stat- 
ute of limitation, are you? 

Mr. WEAVER. No, sir, never. I want to say those remarks were 
uttered in years past when the situation was entirely different frem 
what it is now, and are the oldest kind of chestnuts in my district and 
in Iowa. ([Derisive laughter on the Republican side.] No matter, 
gentlemen; they laugh best who laugh last. Wait until I get through. 

: Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. WEAVER. No; Ican not. I will give the gentleman all he 
wants. 

I was an ardent opponent of the Democratic party during the anti- 
slavery controversy. Iespoused the standard of the Republican party 
before I was of age, and I followed it through good and through evil 
report, in peace and in war. The war ended, I opposed the Demo- 
cratic party in its attitude toward the question of reconstruction and 
all of the questions that grew out of the war which constituted party 
issues. I have no doubt that I uttered, if not the words contained in 
the extracts read before this House, words equally as forcible and sub- 
stantially similar. s 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. There is no doubt of that. 

Mr. WEAVER. I have nothing to take back with regard to my 
course on the issues that arose out of the war. Itrelates to the distant 

t, and it is wholly unnecessary. I followed the standard of the 
Republican party because I believed whilst I was doing it that they 
were right and were the friends of the poor, the lowly, and the down- 
trodden; but when I learned that the Republicanism of 1877 was not 
the Republicanism of 1860; when I found that they had demonetized 
silver, which had been good enough for everybody from the time of 
Washington down tothe time of General Grant; when I further learned 
that the Republican party had passed the act of January 14, 1875, to 
convert the greenbacks into interest-bearing debt, and another act to 
refund the public debt and make it payable in gold coin, thereby rob- 
bing the people of fully $600,000,000 in this single enactment; when 
I found they given away hundreds of millions of acres of the pub- 
lic lands and were making no effort to reclaim it; when I learned fur- 
ther that they sought to perpetuate the national debt and intended to 
make it the chief corner-stone of national banking, and that bank-notes 
were to be substituted for greenbacks as oursole paper circulation, with 
the monstrous attendant evils of expansion and contraction at the will 
of the banking corporations, and when I read in the speech of JoHN 
SHERMAN, delivered at Mansfield, Ohio, that such was to be the settled 
policy of the Republican party, I concluded it was time for me to quit. 

And although I had been a member of the convention in 1877 that 
nominated my colleague [Mr. GEAR] for governor of Iowa, and had 
supported him in that convention for the nomination, when I became 

uainted with these facts I wrote him an open and frank letter say- 
ing that I could no longer act with the Republican party. I could not 
do so because I found they were no longer the friends of the poor, and 
that whilst we had emancipated four millions of human beings, they 
were now, through vicious legislation, pursuing a policy which would, 
unless arrested, enslave many more millions of the white people of 
this country. ‘The events of the past ten years have justified my 
gravest fears. [Applause on the Democratic side.] I left them then 
and challenged them to open combat, and have never asked for quarter 
nor struck my colors. I have delivered blow for blow, ever trying to 
keep within the bounds of proper political warfare. 

I left the Republican party when it had 80,000 majority in Iowa and 
4,000 majority in my Congressional district over all opposition. 
that look like hunting for an office? Does it not rather look like I was 
following my convictions? I leave this House to judge of that matter. 
When I began with the little band of Greenbackers to denounce these 
great wrongs I found the Democratic party of the West, which I had 
80 vigorously fought in the past, under the leadership of the gallant 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] and others, were leading in the 
good work of remonetization of silver, and they passed a bill through 


this House for its full and free reinstatement. [Applause on the Demo- 
cratic side. ] 

I found, furthermore, that when the bill for the free recoinage of sil- 
ver reached the Republican Senate they emasculated it, and that a Re- 
publican Senator from my own State [Mr. ALLISON] was the gentle- 
man who accomplished the result. Having stabbed every greenback 
note in the back with the word ‘‘ except,’’ they now sought to send 
silver forth maimed and crippled, only to be coined in limited quanti- 
ties, and then only on Government account. 

I found the Democracy of the Northwest and of many other sections 
of the country bitterly opposed to the destruction of the greenback cur- 
rency and its wicked conversion into interest-bearing debt, and early 
in the winter of 1878 they passed a bill through this House which put 
a stop to this destruction. The little band of Peter Cooper Greenback- 
ers had aroused the country and many stanch old Jackson and Jefferson 
Democrats rolled up their sleeves and went to work in their own party 
with the results stated. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Many 
Republicans, in defiance of their party leaders, joined in the good work 
also. As the battle for equal rights and fair play waxed hot I sought 
affiliation with the Democrats of my district and State, and we have 
ever since in my district, and often in the State, co-operated, and we 
have made it mighty lively for you from that day to this. And I ad- 
vise you to keep your eyes open, for there is still more fun ahead. 
have never joined the Democratic party. 

Iama member to-day of the Union Labor party, into which the Green- 
back party has practically merged, along with some other labor organ- 
izations. While it is true that I have never joined the Democratic 
party, I have felt it to be my duty to affiliate with that party in this 
House, in my State, and in my district, whenever it was practicable, 
through the action of separate conventions, because I believe the Dem- 
ocratic party is nearer to the people than the Republican party, and 
because I find more friends there for the principles which I represent 
than in any other party outside of my own. 

But while thus affiliating, it has been done in the frankest possible 
manner and with the distinct knowledge that I reserve my independ- 
ence and the right to strike at wrong wherever found, and the gentle- 
man knows that I have been fearlessin the exercise of my independence. 
I have nothing to conceal here. Those old extracts have been read in 
all the campaigns in Iowa for the past decade, until they sound like 
extracts from ancient history. ‘The Democratsthere have said, ‘ Yes, 
he did hit us hard, but we hit him just as hard, and the account is 
square; and we prefer him to any monopoly Republican that can be 
put up in the State.” [Applause on the Democratic side. ] s 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I desire to say a few words. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. I move to strike out the last word, 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I rise to oppose the amendment of 
my colleague. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. The gentleman has already spoken. I 
want to know, Mr. Chairman, whether it is possible to have intelli- 
gent, common-sense business done in this House—whether it is not 
time to end this interjection into the tariff question of this political 
twaddle which is only wasting the time of the House? 

Mr. HENDERSONgof Iowa. Mr. Chairman, am I not recognized ? 

Mr. MILLS. I would like to have an end of this political discus- 
sion. Let us vote. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let us go on and work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment can only be withdrawn by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I rise to oppose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman for that 


purpose. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. ‘‘How have the mighty fallen!” My 
colleague [Mr. WEAVER] confesses that the utterances just read were 
made by him, but he pleads the ‘‘ baby act,” because they were made 
in the days of his adolescence. They were made as late as 1872. I 
wish to ask my colleague, and would like him to answer now, whether 
when he made those charges against the Democracy he believed they 
were true? 

Mr. MASON. He said so. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. The gentleman said so, they tell me, 
and he is silent though in his seat now. Very well. Now he says that 
he changed his position because the Republican party fell from grace. 
Ah! Mr. Chairman, I have lived in Iowa since I was a child, and have 
been an observer of the records of our publicmen. In 1875 I was a 
member of the same Republican State convention with my colleague 
when he was a candidate for nomination for governor. 

It was the judgment of the Republican party of Iowa that the old 
war governor, old Sam Kirkwood, should be nominated instead of my 
ambitious friend. He was so nominated, and my friend was defeated - 
in that Republican convention. Up to this time he had stood among 
the foremost champions of every Republican proposition that had been 
laid before the country—financial propositions and all. In public and 
in private he stood forth as a gladiator defending Republican ideas and 
Republican policies. But he was beaten asa candidate for governor in 
that convention. Matured man as he was, a man of well-formed judg- 
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. ment, well equipped in knowledge of public affairs, he was beaten on 
the first ballot in that convention. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] Then, suddenly, within two short years, the grumbling com- 
mencing eo instanti, this revolution took place; and the convictions 
which followed his blade at Donelson, that had led him up toa matured 
manhood, suddenly fell as though stricken by a bolt from God. All 
at once my colleague finds the Republican party not pure enough for 
him [laughter], and he suddenly jumps into the ranks of the rotten 
Democracy, as he has just described them. 

And now he gets up and tries to make this House and the country 
believe that he changed his position | ecause the Republican party had 
become politically so corrupt. Did it become corrupt between 1875 
and 1877? What monstrous political revolution had taken place in 
the Republican party in those two brief years? Ah, ‘‘ Consistency, 
thou art a jewel!” But that does not describe my colleague. 

Again, in 1880, he suddenly broke loose from the Democracy and 
became the Presidential candidate of the Greenback party. At that 
time, in his speeches in the South and in other parts of the country, he 
drew an indictment against the Democracy showing how terribly they 
had fallen, describing their outrages in the South, their ballot-box stuff- 
ing; and above all things he appealed to the Greenbackers to oppose 
going into any combinations with the Democracy. [Applause and 

aughter on the Republican side.] Some are even mean enough to 
claim that he ran in J880 as the tail of the Garfield kite to keep fusion 
from taking place between the national Greenback party and thenational 
Democratic party. I do not say that was the motive; but he did us 
lots of in that campaign. God bless him for that! [Laughter 
and applause.] We ‘‘downed’’ the Democracy. 

After that campaign of 1880, before he had time to let the blood re- 
tire from his beautiful countenance after the exertions of that cam- 
paign, he came back into Iowa and roared for fusion with Democracy, 
and got it, too; for he is an able man; we all concede and admire his 
ability. After denouncing fusion in 1880, he has since been working 
for it, commencing immediately after that campaign, and having ob- 
tained his seat in this House on that doctrine. He is now enjoying the 
fruits of his latest flop as a Democratic member of Congress. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee rise. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 87, noes 82. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Committee of the Whole 

ouse on the state of the Union had, according to order, had under 
consideration the tariff bill and had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole onthe state of the Union; and pending that motion I move 
that all debate on the pending panes and all amendments thereto 
be closed in ten minutes; and on that I demand the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered; and under the operation thereof 
the motion for closing debate was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. I now ask for a vote on the motion to go into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 

The motion was agreed to. = 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the order of the House all debate on the 
pending paragraph and all amendments thereto has been closed in ten 
minutes. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPs], who commenced the debate on the 
pending paragtaph, promised us some proofs in regard to the effect the 
proposed legislation would have on the industries affected by it. Ire- 
gret in the interest of practical legislation that the gentleman drifted 
into a political discourse, but I hope in the five minutes which are al- 
lowed to his side of the House he will give us the proofs he has prom- 
ised. We have had assertions, we have had prophecies, but we have 
had no proof of any kind submitted to the House. 

The present rate in the law is 40 per cent., and the duty on dressed 
line flax is $40 a ton. The duty on undressed line is $20 a ton. Itis 
proposed by this bill to reduce the tax on the finished article from 40 
to 25 per cent. ad valorem, and to put undressed flax on the free-list, 
and in accordance with the amendment adopted in a previous part of 
the proceedings of the committee to put dressed line at $10 a ton. 

The question for us to consider is the amount of protection left and 
how it bears upon the labor in this industry. The value ofa 
ton of dressed line on the other side of the ocean is over $525. Ten 
dollars is less than 2 per cent. tax. If we adopt the form of calcula- 
tion of deducting that tax on the raw material from the protection 
given to the finished product we would have a net protection of over 
23 per cent. But, sir, the undressed line comes in free, and therefore 
in one sense and in one form it may be said that protection obtains to 
coed ACABE ns per cent., and in no form or sense to less than 23 per 
cen 

Let us compare this with the rates which have obtained in this line 
of business under past laws. Under the tariff of 1857 there was a pro- 


tection on the manufacture of flax of 15 per cent. ad valorem, Only |. 
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linen thread or twine had more than this, and that was 24 per cent. 
There was no tax then on the raw material which enters into flax goods. 
When that law was passed it received the vote of every gentleman in 
this House from the State of Massachusetts, and of every gentleman 
in this House from the State of Maine, and it received in its favor every 
vote from New Jersey. 

The duty proposed in this bill is nearly double that on all flax goods 
except thread and twine, and equal to the old duty on that. The pro- 
posed protection is nearly double. 

Is my time out? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I wanted to bring out one or 
two more facts. I ask that the time be extended ten minutes more; I 
will consume five, and let five be given to the other side of the House. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. In 1861 in the Morrill bill 
the duty was made 30 per cent. on all flax goods and the tax was made 
$15 a ton, bothon dressed and undressed flax. Taking undressed flax 
as the base and at present prices, a little over $200 for such flax, this was, 
as we are giving, less than 23 per cent. protection net. But this bill 
carries over 23 per cent. It was considered entirely adequate then. 
Mr. MORRILL said some of the rates exceeded the needs of protection. 
It received every vote but 13 in this House of the entire vote from 
New England, New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. The pro- 
posed protection, then, is every bit as much as it is in the Morrill tariff 
bill of 1861, though we all admit that the need of protection grows 
less as time goes on. In the tariff of 1862 a slight increase was made 
in the flax schedule. 

At that time it was asked of Mr. MORRILL whether this increase 
was for protection. It wasdistinctly denied by him and by other mem- 
bers of the committee that it was needed by the industries or intended 
for the purpose of protection, but for temporary war purposes. ThisI 
brought out fully in my speech in the general debate. 

It was to be repealed as soon as the condition of the United States 
Treasury would permit. The title of the bill was ‘‘ An act increasing 
temporarily the duties on imports, and for other purposes.” 

Now, what is the labor cost? If you turn to the document which I 
hold in my hand, issued from the Interior Department, and from Mr. 
Seaton, the Superintendent of the Census, you will find he says that in 
the linen-goods industry, which is a fair sample, in this country 20 per 
cent. of the value of the goods is the extent of the labor cost in it. 

You ask us, therefore, to cover the difference between 20 per cent., 
shown to be the labor cost even here, and something less than 20 per 
cent. in other countries. We leave youa considerable margin to do it. 
We fix the rate at over 23 per cent. We leave, therefore, 3 per cent. 
more duty than there is labor in the entire product; and yet the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey who was going to give us some facts in con- 
nection with the matter—which have not been given—takes the po- 
sition that this is going to destroy the industry in this country, of 
which fact, however, he has, I say, failed to give any proof. These 
figures now relate to the industry as it has been built up in recent 
years. - 

Sir, this completes the statement I wanted to make, and I now yield 
the remainder of my time to the other side of the House. 

Mr. JACKSON. Before proceeding with my remarks I desire to 
have read on behalf of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. LEHL~- 
BACH] the telegram which I now send to the desk, so that it may be 
inserted in the RECORD. This tel is in confirmation of the state- 
ment made by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPS] during 
the course of his remarks. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


New YORK, July 11, 1888. 
Hon. HERMAN LEHLBACH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 

We most 7 urge you to o the proposed reduction in the tariff on 
flax, hemp, and their products, e pay from two to three times more wages 
than Euro manufacturers do. e can not, for this reason, even under 
present ff, compete in fine grades with foreign manufacturers. The pro 
reduction would destroy our industry here, increase the revenue by quadrupling 
importations, and make the United States dependent on Europe for its supply 
of flax and hemp products, 

x MARSHALL & CO. 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of the 
committee to the peculiar character of the ent made by the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [ Mr. BRECKINRIDGE]. It is a form of reason- 
ing to which we have m frequently treated by gentlemen on the 
other side of the House. The gentleman seems to be able to satisfy his 
own conscience and the conscience of the majority here upon any of the 
great questions of protection growing out of this bill, if he is only able 
to show that at any time in the the Republican party has not 
given any higher protection to an industry than they are now offering 
to give by this bill. It is not often that they fairly have opportunity 
to make such comparisons, but they are eager to catch at the smallest 
rtunity of this kind. 

y, Mr. Chairman, we can well admit that there are industries in 


this country that the Republican party has not yet sufficiently pro- 
That was one of the things the Republican party had in mind when, 
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in its national platform, it pledged itself to a revision of the tarift 
duties. That revision means revision up as well as revision down. It 
means to keep in mind the great princiPle of protection, the great 
American principle which is to protect all the industries of this coun- 
try. Itis one of the things the Republican party may well be proud 
of—that it has always striven to improve the laws of the land; that, 
when new questions and new issues have from time to time arisen, it 
has been brave enough and honest enough to meet them. 

Mr. Chairman, the flax and hemp industries are of the class of in- 
dustries of this country that never have been sufficiently protected. I 
confess that the Republican party has not done all it should have done 
in this direetion. I support most heartily the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPS], and only regret we can not 

further. But we can not expect to induce the committee to go 
urther than the amendment proposes. 

I regret very much to be compelled to say that the majority has not, 
even with the information furnished them by our side of the House, 
exhibited any great willingness to adopt proper amendments to this bill. 

I take issue at once with the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECK- 
INRIDGE], who makes the statement that there is but 20 cent. of 
labor in the production of flax and hemp. He certainly is mistaken 
in that respect. He gives some meager extracts from the census re- 
ports as authority. But a moment’s thought and reflection ought to 
convince any one that there is some wrong application in the facts and 
reports if they appear to show that in the production and manufacture 
of flax and hemp only 20 per cent. is attributed tolabor. Let mecall 
attention to the facts, and he will at once see that in the larger classes 
ofthis product the quantity oflabormustbe far inexcess of 20 per cent. 

Take flax after it is grown and ready to becutorpulled. I presume 
our friends would then call it raw material, but in fact it has required 
great labor to bring it to that condition. The land had been cleared 
and fenced by labor; the soil had been plowed and harrowed by labor, 
and the seed sown by labor. But flax when grown is of very trifling 
value, so little that in this country thousands of tons are burned be- 
cause the farmers are unable to utilize it. 

But after the flax is grown it goes through the different processes of 
rotting or roming. rippling, and scutching—each requiring a large 
amount of skiled labor. 

The following description T ask to have printed will show more fully 
than I can describe the labor that is bestowed on flax before it becomes 
what is called dressed line and is ready for spinning. Itis then worth 
$200 per ton, nearly all of which is labor. Even then it is treated by 
this bill as raw material. : 

There are two ways of retting flax, water retting and dew retting. Water 
retting is followed mainly in Western Europe. The bunches of flax are sunk 
in large shallow dams, and held down by turf. The water causes certain chem- 
ical changes to take place in the fiber, which softens it and fits it for manufact- 
ure. Dew retting is mainly in vogue in Russia. There the stalks are simply 
left on the ground e to the action of the sun, air, rain, and dews until 
similar chemical changes are brought about. 

After the stalks have been retted the seeds or berries are combed out. This 
is called rippling. Finally the flax is passed through breaking or “‘ scutching”’ 
machines, which beat out the shives or wooden cores. It is then ready for the 
manufacturer. 

See, then, how much labor has been expended u 

even raw material of it. It has been sowed, pulled, tied, retted, rippled, and 
scutched, Or, omitting the work done before it leaves the field in which it grew, 
it peace oe three separate and distinct processes before it comes to the 
Saree x strange sort of raw material this flax. Buteven yet it is not certain 
whether it is entitled to be called raw material, for half the people who know 
all about flax insist that it can not propery. be called “ raw” until it has gone 
through still another process, called heckling. Heckling is done both by hand 
and by machinery. It isa combing process, and the flax that has passed through 
it is called “dressed line,” The waste from the combs is called tow, and is used 
for coarser kinds of manufacture, 
i Now, at last we have got to the raw material, for no one will deny that dressed 
line flax is raw material, except the hacklers who have combed it, the scutchers 
and xipplers who have thrashed it,so to speak, the retters who have retted it, 
and perhaps the farmers who have pulled it. 

I will not detain the committee with descriptions of the further pro- 
cesses of this manufacture, In short, it must be subjected to drawing, 
roving, and spinning, each a separate and distinct process. These 
alone to make thread or yarn, there being in case of twines some addi- 
tional and different treatment. 

The large proportion of the cost of this product when it has become 
thread and twine that must be attributed to laboris apparent. When 
we follow it to higher stages of manufacture, such as linens, the cost 
of labor still increases, and we can see how far wide of the mark is the 
suggestion that only 20 per cent. of the finished product is attributa- 
ble to labor. 

I have a purpose in making these statements. I want to show that 
there is no reason why flax in the condition called dressed line should 
come within the argument urged on the other side in support of this 
bill; that is, the argument that it should be permitted to come in free 
as raw material. Raw material is not a proper name for importations 
under the flax and hemp schedule of any article whatever. For this 
reason I call attention to the fact that when flax and hemp come here 
it has then received a large part of its value from labor alone, and is no 
longer raw material. Labor has taken the straw of little value, and 
when it reaches us it is worth $200 per ton. 

Here at once we have the explanation why the farmers of the North- 
west burn thousands of tons of flax. Great labor is required to pre- 


n the flax in order to make 
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pare it for market. Our labor is higher priced than Europe and Asia, 
and without adequate protection we can not take care of flax. In no 
industry is the difference in wages between our country and others 
more piainly shown than in the flax industry. I shall print with my 
remarks a table showing this difference, and which is a good illustra- 
tration of the advantages our laborers have over those of other coun- 
tries. 

I want again to call the attention of Congress to the fact that the men 
engaged in the flax and hemp industries of our country are opposed to 

is bill. 

You tell us that you want raw material free, so we can manufacture 
more than we do; but the men engaged in the business say no. They 
understand very well that it is better for them to have laws that will 
encourage the growth of flax and hemp in this country than to be de- 
pendent on foreigners. 

Mr. Chairman, my time is so short that I can not say what I would 
like on this subject. I desire in great earnestness to impress on Con- 
gress that the reduction of duties on manufactured articles, as proposed 
in this bill, means utter destruction of the flax and hemp industry. 

There are many irregularities in the proposed bill, and the duties 
are reduced out ot proportion to other kinds of manufactures. This 
could not well be avoided when the bill was prepared, without the aid 
of men familiar with business. But I do not consider it n to 
discuss this point. It is apparent from votes already taken that the 
majority of this committee will not make any changes in this bill, no 
matter how imperfect it may be shown to be. I ask to have printed 
with my remarks two letters received from Messrs. Bentley & Ger- 
wig upon this subject. They are gentlemen engaged in my district in 
the manufacture of flax and hemp. They are intelligent gentlemen, 
who have had a long experience in the business, men of undoubted 
honesty and integrity, and what they say ought to have weight with the 
committee. 

As will be observed they corroborate what we have heard to-day 
from other parties interested in this industry, by telegraph and letters. 
They all oppose the passage of this bill. 

Such statements ought to be sufficient to induce the majority to 
change their bill. Will they heed this testimony? 


New BRIGHTON, PA., April 16, 1888. 

DEAR Sirs: After struggling forty years, we have succeeded in establishing 
an important industry for manufacturing flax and hemp twine from American 
hemp and flax. About the year 1875 we made the first twine that was ever 
used on a grain-binder. Increasing the quantity each year, we now make 
about 200 tons annually (in addition to other twines), all from American hemp, 
Pang ated conten ae to the success of that great labor-saving machine, the 
grain-binder. 

If the duty is taken off hemp and flax, we believe there would not be a pound 
grown in the United States. We could not compete with foreign manufact- 
urers, nor even with manufacturers in our own country who are located near 
the seaboard, as the freights would be against us and we would be under the 
necessity of mopping our mill. Two hundred hands would be thrown out of 
employment and the savings of two generations, invested in buildings and 
machinery, would be rendered worthless. 

We would, therefore, most earnestly protest against the putting of foreign 
pvers on the free-list, and the lowering of existing duties on manufactured 


s. 
Very respectfully, 
BENTLEY & GERWIG, LIMITED. 
The Hon. the MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C. 


New BricHmTON, PA., July 10, 1888, 


Dear Sır; Permit us to call your attention to a few points in the *“ Mills bill” 
that directly affect our interests: 

1. Whereas cotton and woolen ocs are granted an average protection of 
about 40 per cent., flax, hemp, and jute goods are reduced to 15 and 25 per cent, 
This, we think, isa great injustice. hile cotton manufacturers get all their sup- 
ply of raw material in this country, we, as flax, hemp, and jute manufacturers, 
will probably be compelled to get our supply of stock from foreign countries, 
on account of their being on the free-list, and thus freights would against us 
in competing with foreign countries, while in cotton goods the advantages 
would be the other way. 

2. Then again on machinery. For cotton it is nearly all made here, because 
the cotton industry has grown so large that the manufacture of cotton machinery 
has developed as well and in same proportion, while the manufacture of flax, 
hemp, and jute machinery has not been developed, because the flax and hemp 
and jute industries are yet in their infancy, not having been sufficiently pro- 
tected and fostered. Hence the machinery for these fibers is imported at heavy 
duties, and this is simply because the nery is quite complicated and ex- 
pensive. The demand for this class of machinery is yet so small that it will 
not justify machinists in getting up necessary patterns and tools to make said 
machinery. The expense would exceed the profits, 

Then again, we do not think it right that cordage, both tarred and untarred, 
should have 25 per cent, duty, while flax, hemp, and jute yarns, and all twines 
of same should only have 15 per cent. It should be exactly the reverse, as 
twines and yarns are finer than cordage, and hence more labor on them; they 
should have 20 per cent. more than cordage, instead of 10 per cent. less. And 
lastly, it is a mistake to have two duties on twines; one for hempand jute, and 
another for flax. It will lead to undervaluations and injustice, as the fibersare 
so similar that it would require experts to tell the difference; and we could not 
expect Government inspectors to be experts on this class of goods. Hence the 
higher class would be brought in under the lower duties, greatly to our disad- 
vantage. In conclusion, we can not see any necessity whatever why a youn 
and struggling industry should be thus harshly, and as we think unjustly, dealt 
with. Our profits have never been excessive. Our manufacturers have never 
had any combinations or trusts to control prices or labor. All we ask is rea- 
sonable protection, and do trust the honorable House of Representatives will 
duly consider our claims and our protest against lowering existing duties. 


Very ly, 
BENTLEY & Gerwie, Limited, 
JOS. BENTLEY, Secretary. 
Hon, O. L. Jackson, 
Washington, D. C. 
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Average rates of wages paid in the flax-spinning trade, Europe and America, 
[Mark equal to 23.8 cents; ruble equal to 50 cents; franc equal to 19 cents.] 
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*Work 72 hours per week. 
Flax and Hemp Spinners and Growers’ Association, 1886, 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask that a dispatch of three 
lines, which I hold in my hand, may be read and published in the 
RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ANDOVER, Mass., July 11, 1888. 
Hon. Hexnry CABOT Lo: 


House of urekao Washington, D. C.: 
Reduction of dutieson manufactures of flax would probably entirely destroy 
an important American industry, 
Surra & Dove MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 

Mr. PHELPS. 
my remarks a letter to which I referred. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has that right under the general 
leave to print. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Has all the time been exhausted? 

The CHAIRMAN. There are three minutes still remaining. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I would like to occupy those three minutes. 

Mr. BLAND. As I understand, the House ordered this debate closed 
in ten minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The House did. 

Mr. BLAND. Then I object. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri that the gentleman in charge of the bill arose and asked unani- 
mous consent that the debate be continned ten minutes longer. The 
Chair recognized the fact that that request was not in order, but as it 
came from the Ways and Means Committee and there was no objection, 
the debate was allowed to continue. , 

Mr. BLAND. I was not here or I should have objected. I do now 
object, and raise the point of order that the committee had no right to 
extend the time. 

Mr. BRUMM. It was done by unanimous consent. 

Mr. BLAND. I withdraw the point and will let the discussion con- 
tinue. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Some days ago I took occasion while we were 
on the paragraph in regard to flax to have inserted in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD a letter from Dunbar, McMaster & Co., of Greenwich, 
N. Y. Since that time, having an interest in this industry, I have 
taken pains to examine all that is contained in Secretary Manning’s 
volume, which he furnished to the last Congress. Not one of the let- 
ters bears on the trend of the reduction of this duty. The gentleman 
from Arkansas, in the remarks he made a few moments ago, seemed to 
think there was no infringement at all on the workers’ wages here. 
He fails to take into account this fact: That most of these great indus- 
tries that are affected now have come into this country and have been 
built up in this country since the Morrill bill went into effect. Con- 
sequently what argument of the gentleman may remain in respect to 
the wage question and in respect to the difference between raw mate- 
rial products and wages can not certainly hold good now. 

Without Wiriurene eeu on the time of the House, I desire to 
send to the Clerk’s the report of Secretary Manning, and have 
read a portion of the letter of J. R. Leeson & Co., of Boston, who are 
the agents of the Grafton Thread Mills. From that letter, Mr. Chair- 
man, the House can get exact data of the difference between one of the 
*best running thread-mills in the world, at Johnstone, Scotland, and the 

Graiton Mills, in Massachusetts. 


The letter is as follows: 
Bostox, November 6, 1885. 


m: Referring to the Treasury circular sent to the Grafton Flax Mills, asking 
Pood Berth regard tolinen-thread manufacturing, we beg to submit briefly 
our replies upon the main points suggested therein, 

+ e 


* $ * * $ 
Wages.—The wages paid throughout all the manufacturing departments at 


tWork 81 hours per week. 
. 


Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insertin | 


t Work 60 hours per week. 


Grafton are fully double what are paid at the Johnstone Mills for exactly the 
same work. In many cases the Grafton ratesare 200 per cent, greater, and itis 
certainly within the mark to state that the wages at Grafton are double those 
paid in Johnstone for the same work and time. 

Machinery.—The machinery at Grafton was all imported, as no flax machinery, 
such as is there used is, to our knowledge, made in the United States. The duty 
on the machinery was 35 per cent., and on the brass and steel portions 45 per 
cent, ad valorem, With transit and other incidental charges added, the cost at 
Grafton was 50 per cent. higher than in Scotland. 

Buildings.—Such experience as we have had of building in the United States 
leads to the conclusion that a mill here costs at least double what the same mill 
would cost in Scotland. With buildings and machinery costing 100 per cent. 
| higher, it will be seen that a mill in the United States, fully equipped for run- 
ning, will involve double the capital and interest charges of an establishment 
in Scotland. 

Supplies.—General mill supplies sre as a rule dearer at Grafton than at John- 
stone, although oils are somewhat less here; but on the whole prices here for 
— are higher than in Scotland, 

i.—This is a very important item, and it is considerably dearer at Grafton 
than at Johnstone, Coal has never been lower at Grafton than $4.50 per ton, 
while at Johnstone a similar quality could be bought for $1.25 to $1.50 per ton. 
Shee cost of coal at Grafton, therefore, will be fully three times the cost at John- 
stone, 

From the foregoing it will be seen that the cost of manufacturing threads at 
| Grafton is very much greater than in Scotland: (1) the duty of 5 to7 per cent, 
| on the raw material used ; (2) building costs 100 per cent, miore; (3) machinery 
costs 50 per cent. more; (4) coal costs 200 per cent, more; (5) wages are at least 
100 per cent. higher. Under such circumstances a protective duty on the man- 
ufactured thread is absolutely essential to the existence of an American linen- 
thread mill. Taking into consideration all the various items of increased cost 
as cnumerated, we are fully satisfied that any reduction of the present rate of 
duty on linen thread, which is 40 per cent, ad valorem, would entail the most 
serious results upon linen-thread manufacturing in the United States, and would 
make it extremely difficult for domestic thread manufacturers to hold their own 
oe: foreign-made agers ? 

e beg to remain, sir, with great respect, 
Yours, faithfully, 


Honorable SECRETARY or THE TREASURY, 
Washington, D. C. 


The question was then put on the amendment offered by the gentle- 
eet from New Jersey [Mr. PHELPS], and the Chair was in donbt as 
to the result., 


J. R. LEESON & CO. 


Mr. PHELPS. I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 52, noes 73. 

So the amendment was rejected. : 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Oil-cloth foundations, or floor-cloth canvas, or burlaps, exceeding 60 inches in 
width, made of flax, jute, or hemp, or of which flax, jute, or hemp, or either o? 
them, shall be the component material of chief value, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I move to amend in line 413 by striking out 
“ twenty-five” and inserting ‘‘ forty.” 

Mr. Chairman, our friends on the other side have set us the example 
of invoking here the opinions of persons not connected with this debate 
nor with the House of Representatives in regard to the current politics 
of the day, and the result of that invocation has been to draw out the 
opinion which was formed by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] 
some years ago as to the consequences that would follow the induction 
of the Democratic party into power in this country. Following up 
that line of thought, I desire to have read an extract from a speech by 
a distinguished Democrat, made within the past few weeks and the sen- 
timent of which has gone uxchallenged by the Democratic press and 
statesmen of this country. ' 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A REBEL SPEECH—GENERAL BRADLEY JOHNSON STIRS UP THE SPIRIT OF SECES- 


810X. 
WASHINGTON, June 7. 
esterday, by General Brad- 
erate memorial ceremonies 
of gossip here. Itisa valuable 


The red-hot rebel speech delivered in Baltimore, 
ley T. Johnson, formerly of Virginia, at the Conf 
held there, is not the least interesting subject 
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and timely contribution to the cam p, and comes in good season on 
top of the St, Louis nominations. neral Johnson, among other things, said: 
*I expect to live to see the time when the cause of the federates will be 
looked npon as that of true constitutional liberty the world over. When the 
records shall be truly written and understood of men, the world will learn that 
that Gladstoneis fight- 
of the 
Lee? 


love for any man than for Stonewall Jackson? Does any story stir the En- 
glish race deeper than the death of — who fell, leading a charge, twenty-six 
years ago to-day? How does the world measure the exploits of the ing 
Jeb Stuart? The story of such devotion to a cause, of high cou: and manli- 
ness in fight, has touched the heart of all this world, and this feeling will grow 
stronger and more universal as time goes on. 


“Never was the South making greater strides in material pi than now. 
She is acquiring wealth and power swiftly and surely. “a is 
something great and worthy of admiration, but there are aspirations higher 


than mere accumulation of wealth, a feeling nobler than the desire to get rich. 
Will your new South produce such men as the history of the Commonwealth 
of the past can pointto? Show me a Commonwealth that made such a record 
as Virginia from 1776 to 1865—from the day of Washington to that of Robert E. 
Lee—for genius, for pateksi brains, statesmanship, ideas which character- 
ized the great men who came from the South, ‘The work of these men will 
down in history to posterity. So will the deeds of the soldier who followed the 
Confederate cause in poverty, hunger, without pay and clothing, standing at his 
post for four years at the risk of his life with no hope of reward or promotion, 
no pension to look for when he was ed, and no dream of a land grant for 
“his services. Of all the men of that class—the sterling private soldier—let me 
put mine ahead of all. It is impossible for such men not to be honored. I did 
not believe the United States had a right to coerce the Southern people. I said 
I would fight if they tried to do it, and I did fight. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. MILLS. I hope our friend will now let us have a vote on this 


paragraph. K 
Mr. GROSVENOR. Iwithdraw the amendment, and move to strike 
out the last five w 

Mr. MILLS. I appeal to our friends on the other side to let us get 
on with this bill. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Let me have two minutes more, and I will not 
further oecupy the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] 
asks unanimous consent for time to complete the reading of this ex- 
tract. : 

Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina objects. 
If no gentleman on the other side desires to speak in opposition to the 
amendment, the Chair will recognize the gentleman, Mr. GROSVENOR. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I move to strike out the last five words, and I 
ask that the reading of the extract be continued. 

The Clerk continued the reading, as follows: 


I would do the same thing to-morrow, as God is my witness. 

Many of us might have kept out of that war, but we did not. * * * The 
South is progressing. She is not dead. These old Confederate soldiers and 
their descendants elect ninety out of every one hundred Congressmen, thirty- 
four United States Senators, and the President of the United States. [Applause.] 
The Government of the United States is controlled by Confederate soldiers. It 
isalways the case that when you get into a position tocommand respect you 
will get respect. The old Confederate soldiers are not idle. Their work for 
twenty-six years in government,in railroads,and industrial enterprises of all 
sorts is making itself felt all over this land. In 1890 Texas will send twenty- 
five men to Con, The anxiety will be then, not who can carry New York 
in the election, but who can win in Texas, [Applause.] 

* * . $ * * $ 

A Maryland man fought a naval battle in Hampton Roads with a Monitor 
that caused a irs in naval warfare all over the world, and there is not a line 
in the history of this State about him. A Maryland man defended the harbor 
of Mobile such as no other ever did, but he ot no record for it. Every Confed- 
erate soldier carries with him, chained to his heart, a casket of his dead hopes 
and aspirations all through his life, as Douglas did the heart of Bruce to the 
Holy Land, to show his devotion to the cause for which he fought. If the time 
should ever come, and it were necessary, there are ten thousand in Maryland 
who would stand for their cause as Douglas did for Bruce. 

“I have no sympathy with that slush and sentimentality that is always gush- 
ing over to theother people. Iwill not do that. I recall thesentimentality ex- 
hibited by some just ore the eightieth birthday of Jefferson Davis, a man 
who, of all Confederates, has been singled out oy pas enemies and branded by 
malice and prejudice and kept from his rights. e is a patient statesman and 
a hero. He is renowned for his patriotism. E hope he will go down to his 

ve with the disfranchisement his enemies have put upon him, for I am sure 
he has no desire for it to be otherwise, and would never accept the right of suf- 
frage except by unanimous consent, of which there is not the remotest hope.” 


The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, GROSVENOR] will be considered 
as withdrawn, and the Clerk will report the next paragraph. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ojl-cloths for floors, stamped, painted, or printed, and on al] other oil-cloth 
(except silk oil-cloth), and on water-proof cloth, not otherwise provided for, 25 
per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move to amend in line 417, page 25, by strik- 
ing out “twenty-five” and inserting ‘thirty. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the inequalities in the present tariff law is that foundations for oil- 
cloths and oil-cloths which are made from those foundations bear the 
same rate of duty. This inequality is not corrected in the pending 
bill, but is preserved, because the bill puts the foundations which are 
named in the preceding section and the oil-cloths themselves at a sim- 
ilar though a reduced rate. The amendment which I have offered will 
make a difference of 5 per cent. between the duty on the foundations 
and the duty on the finished oil-cloths., There should undoubtedly 


be some difference because of the more advanced stage of manufacture, 
The amendment which I have offered fixes a very low rate, indeed; 
much lower than should be given, but I have offered it in order to test 
this House and see whether they would be willing to make any differ- 
ence between the lower form and the more advanced form of manu- ` 
facture. The rate which I propose is the rate provided by the act of 
July 30, 1846, and from that time until the present, with the excep- 
tion of a short period between 1857 and 1861, the higher priced oil- 
cloths have borne a rate varying from 30 cent. up to 45 per cent. 
Now, the present bill proposes to reduce the rate to 25 per cent., and 
my amendment, as I have said, will still leave a great reduction in the 
present rate, while it puts oil-cloths at the at point which they were in 
the tariff of 1846. It does, however, allow a slight difference between 
the duty on the manufactured article and. the duty on the materials 
which enter into the manufacture of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that the facts which I have stated would 
be placed within the hearing at least of gentlemen upon the other side 
who are to vote on thisamendment, but I notice that a number of them 
prefer to discuss these measures in the cloak-room and perform their 
Congressional duties by coming out and voting atter the discussion is 
over, unheard by them. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Before the gentleman sits down I wish to call his 
attention to the fact that under the tariff of 1846 oil-cloth foundations 
were free, while the duty on oil-cloths was 30 per cent. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I understand that. 

Mr. DINGLEY. But 5 percent. difference between the foundations 
and the completed article is certainly insuflicient. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I have put the difference at only 5 per cent., 
but I agree with the gentleman thatit is entirely insufficient. I wanted 
to see, however, whether the men in my city who are engaged in mak- 
ing oil-cloth are to have any consideration at the hands of this House. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Had you not better make your amendment 35 at 
least ? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Of course I would prefer 35, but I want to sce 
whether the other side will vote down 30. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, a short time ago in this 
debate I was very much interested in a controversy between my col- 
leagues, one on the right of this Chamber [Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa] 
and one on the left [Mr. WEAVER]. It is not for the purpose of criti- 
cising either, but for the purpose of correcting, as I may, the record, 
that I wish to advert to what passed between them. 

I was not surprised, in view of the school in which my friend on the 
right trains, that ‘‘demagogue’’ was one of the first things to come as 
a sweet morsel from under his tongue, to be applied to any man who 
does not see fit to square his conduct in harmony with the self-consti- 
tuted ‘‘ bosses ’’ of the faction of the party with which he trains. 

I know right well, from intimate knowedge of the history of politics 
in my own State and of the party in which he trains, that Iam to-day 
a better Republican than he is when judged by every public and offi- 
cial utterance of the party, as I can prove beyond the shadow of a doubt 
if I am permitted to do so in the time accorded me. When he hurls 
the epithet ** pemeevene ” at my friend across the way [Mr. WEAVER] 
he is only whipping the Republican Legislature of his own State over 
the shoulders of our distinguished colleague. The leading paper that 
is in harmony with the faction (and itis a mere faction) which controls 
the machinery and organization of conventions there through the help 
of railroad managers, the leading paper of the State representing that 
faction, has given the country evidence whom the gentleman means to 
refer to as ‘‘demagogue’’ when he so flippantly and frequently uses 
that epithet. 

This paper, which is edited by Mr. J. S. Clarkson, a member of the 
Republican national committee, in an editorial a column long, classed 
together the present Republican governor of the State of Iowa and 
my. colleague on the left (Mr. WEAVER], and denounced them both as 
** demagogues,’’ saying ‘*it was no better in Governor Larrabee,” the 
present Republican governor, ‘to use the dogmas and doctrines and 
heresies that WEAVER was using than it was for WEAVER himself to 
use them.’? And this was the character of the warfare of the corpora- 
tion end of thé party during the session last winter on the governor 
and the members who favored railroad legislation that the people had 
been demanding for years. 

You question the Republicanism that I profess for the simple rea- 
son that I do not square myself at all times in harmony with the dic- 
tation of a set of leaders of the party who, in my judgment, are mis- 
representing the rank and file. 

This same representative of that faction of the Republican party in 
my State, to which I have alluded heretofore, arraigned me the other 
day for obstructing the passage of what is known as the Union Pacific 
refunding bill. I want to say that, so far as the official utterances 
of the Republican party are concerned, and so far as that question in 
particular is concerned, I was squaring my conduct in what I did to 
obstruct the passage of that legislative monstrosity with the last official 
utterance of the p haii party in my State, which, through the 
Twenty-first General Assembly, in which there was a Republican ma- 

jority in both branches, emphatically denounced that proposition and 
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instructed the legislators in Congress from that State to vote and us® 
their influence against the passage of that measure. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I ask for a vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I want just another minute to make 
more proof with reference to the Republicanism of those whom these 
self-constituted managers of the Republican party undertake to read 
out of the party. Asan independent Republican candidate, in oppo- 
sition to a man who is the leader of a faction of the party to which he 
belongs, I made a joint canvass of my district, holding a joint debate 
in every county of the eleven constituting the district; and 1 want to 
say to him that a Republican Legislature has enacted into law, and a 
Republican governor has approved as law, every one of the leading 
fundamental propositions which in that joint debate I affirmed. And 
when my colleague uses the word ‘‘ demagogue’’ he means to include, 
and does include within his meaning, the members of a Republican 
Legislature and a Republican governor, who had the temerity to enact 
into law the statute which the railroad candidate for the presidency 
at Chicago denounced as the ‘‘ confiscation laws’’ of Iowa. And these 
are the laws that a part at least of the Iowa delegation at Chicago 
were apologizing for to the railroad barons as the product of a crazy 
pack of demagogues who misrepresented the real sentiments of the peo- 
ple of the State. This is the sense in which the ordinary party boss 
uses the word ‘‘demagogue.’? And I want to say right here that the 
time will soon come, if it has not already, when the epithet ‘‘dema- 
gogue” as applied by the minions of the corporation bosses will be the 
only decoration worthy of an American in public life who wishes to 
represent the will of the people and not the syndicates and trusts. 
(Applause. ] 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa, I move pro forma to strike out the 
last word. Mr. Chairman, the yearling Democrat who has just taken 
his seat [laughter] was not in my mind at all in the pleasant little col- 
loquy which I had with my other colleague [Mr. WEAVER], and I 
confess my surprise thaton such a warm afternoon the gentleman should 
jump into a demagogue suit never intended for him, for his size—— 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Louder! 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Oh, that is loud enough; the gentle- 
man hears me and understands me. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Will the gentleman repeat the last re- 
markin which he used the word ‘‘demagogue?”’ 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I say it surprised me not a little that 
my coll e and friend who has just taken his seat, whom I never 
thought of in my colloquy with the gentleman on the other side [Mr. 
WEAVER], should jump so hastily, on a hot afternoon like this, into 
the demagogue suit which was not cut or intended for him. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. ‘‘ Demagogue’’ or Democrat? 

Mr. REED. Either; itis the same thing. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I have great doubts whether my friend 
[Mr. ANDERSON, of Towa, ] knows himself which name should be ap- 
plied, if I should discuss him; he raises a doubt in my mind now. 
But if he thinks our colleague [Mr. WEAVER] is not able to take care 
of himself, I appreciate his generosity in coming to his aid. If he 
is defending himself, he is putting up a shield when no man drew a 
sword or threw a dart at him; and in that defense he is only drawing 
a swift indictment against himself. I did not drawit. If he wants 
to air the campaign between himself and Colonel Hepburn, this is not 
the place, it seems to me; but I am not his guardian. If he wants to 
air before this House his triumph over his able and distinguished com- 

titor, that is his privilege; I have no quarrel with the gentleman. 

f he wants to invite a discussion on or a comparison of political records, 
I am ready—— 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Will you allow me a question? 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Certainly. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Does not the gentleman affiliate with 
the faction of the party in Iowa who have been arraigning the present 
governor as a de 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Ido not belong to any faction. We 
have no factions in the Republican party in Iowa. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I want to get the gentleman’s definition 
of what he means when he uses the word ‘*‘ demagogue.” I want that 
to go upon record, because the Republican party, in its majority and 
its official capacity in Iowa, are demagogues according to his defini- 
tion. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I do not want this taken out of my 
time. I want to say that the gentleman should have understood the 
term ‘‘ dem: e” before flying into a passion at me, supposing I 
had made an allusion to him,which I have not. And what the arraign- 
ment of any Republican paper has to do with this question I do not 
understand. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Will you answer my question? 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Well, now, just keep quiet for a little 
while, and I will answer to his heart’s content. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Do you deny that it is true that the 
Legislature of my Stute has adopted laws that part of the Republican 
press declares are confiscation laws? 


e— 


Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Now, if my excitable friend will just 
keep his seat—— 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. And were you not a member of the 
Towa delegation representing that faction of the Republican party at 
Des Moines that was apologizing to Depew and the railroads for this 
action of the Republican Legislature? 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Let the galled jade wince. These 
gentlemen who have no party and no politics, but who think they are 
so big that they can be a party unto themselves, are easily disturbed. 
[Laughter and applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I will take care of myself without the 
assistance of my colleague. 

Mr. HENDERSON, ot Iowa. Now, if the gentleman is so anxious 
to compare records, I am perfectly willing to enter into that contest 
with him. So far as my belonging to a faction of the Republican party 
is concerned, I do not belong to a faction of the Republican party either 
in the State or the nation; nor am I one of these hot-headed fellows 
that fly into a passion at nothing. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Especially when you are in as tight a 
place as you are in now. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Weil, now, will you just let me pro- 
ceed and we will see which is in the tight place. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to be interrupted. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. And the gentleman can be exceedingly 
patronizing when he is in a different position. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HENDERSON] 
is entitled to the floor and declines to yield. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa, Now, if I can be permitted to say a 
word, and occupy the time kindly allotted to me by the committee, I 
hope I may do so uninterrupted by a gentleman who seems to consider 
himself hit whenever a gentleman points in his direction, but had not 
even a thought of him. 

He seems determined to thrust his record before this House. He is 
talking about monopolists and monopolistic legislation, and the criti- 
cism of a Republican paper and a Republican governor. I think the 
gentleman knows that I have been the consistent, lifelong friend of 
the governor of Iowa, and voted for his nomination when he himself 
was trying to defeat it. [Applause.] I think, therefore, I have been 
pretty consistent in my record as a friend of Governor Larrabee, who 
has stood, as he stands to-day, the champion of honest people. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I hope we will have a vote now. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I have been interrupted so much that 
I have not been able to say what I started out to say. 

Mr. GEAR. I hope the gentleman will be permitted to proceed 
longer. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I have been interrupted so constantly 
that I have not spoken two minutes consecutively. 

Mr. MILLS. I would like to make some progress with the bill. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. The gentleman ought to have cried 
halt when the fight was going on on the other side. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman, my colleague from Iowa, have time to finish his remarks. 

Mr. NELSON. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. NELSON. Are we in Committee of the Whole on the state or 
the Union, or on the State of Iowa to-day? [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Dockery). It seems that we are in Com- 
mittee of the Whole on Iowa at present. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I move to strike out the last two 
words, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that there isan amendment 
pending. 

Mr. BLAND. Both of these gentlemen had five minutes. 
are therefore on an equality, and now let us have a vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I hope the five minutes’ time will be 
allotted to my colleague. 

Mr. BLAND. Then, I want to couple the request with the under- 
standing that five minutes will be the whole time; otherwise I shall 
object. If it is understood that that closes the debate on this para- 
graph, I will not object. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Towa. 
graph so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Imust object to that, because if the amendment 
is rejected I have another substantial amendment to offer, and I desire 
to talk business, not politics. 

Mr. BLAND. The gentleman would still have five minutes for that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Iowa, that his colleague be permitted to proceed for five min- 
utes? > 

Mr. BLAND. 
minutes. Let us 


They 


It will close the debate on the para- 


I shall have to object. Both have had their five 
get on with the public business, 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, BUCHANAN]. 
The amendment was rejected. 


£888. 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


In line 417 strike out “twenty-five” and insert “ thirty-five.” 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I will not add anything to what 
I have already said on this subject. It will be noticed the amendment 
I offer now is to increase the rate from 25 to 35, which is still 5 per 
cent. below the present duty. I offered the other amendment at so 
low a rate to be enabled to ascertain whether this House would make 
any difference in the rate between the material and the manufactured 
product. I now offer the amendment at the rate which we should 
make in order to give anything like adequate protection. 

The Chair put the question, and was in doubt as to the result, 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Let us have a division. I want to see gentle- 
men on the other side rush out of the cloak-rooms. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 64, noes 79. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Gunny-cloth, not bagging, 15 per cent. ad valorem, 
ra an bagging, and like manufactures, not especially enumerated or pro- 


including ng for cotton com wholly or in part of flax, 
hemp, jute, gunny-cloth, gunny-bags, or other material, 15 per cent, ad valo- 
rem, 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment. 

Strike out as follows: 

“In lines 423 and 424 strike out 15 per cent. ad valorem and insert three-eighths 
cents per pound.” 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to inquire of the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] what rate ad valorem that would be 
on these goods? 

Mr. MILLS. I will state to the gentleman from New Jersey, if my 
voice can reach him, that we have only changed the ad valorem toa 
specific duty at a corresponding rate. 

Mr. KEAN. Why do you not do that on everything? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Why did you change the rate on cotton from 
specific to ad valorem and on this from ad valorem to specific? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We have passed over the cot- 
ton schedule, and I donot know that it is necessary to discuss it again. 
If the gentleman has anything to say about the proposed amendment 
I would like to hear from him on the subject. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would rather have it discussed intelligently 
than not at all. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I offer the following amendment to the pending 

ragraph: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 421, strike out the words “ including bagging for cotton,” and at the 
end of line 424, insert the following: 

Bagging for cotton composed wholly, or in part, of flax, hemp, or jute,1 cent 
per pound, 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. Chairman, it is my purpose to detain the com- 
mittee but few moments in the discussion of my amendment. Here- 
tofore in the discussion of that provision of the bill putting burlaps 
upon the free-list I took occasion briefly to submit to the House certain 
evidence from the manufacturers of jute bagging in Missouri and from 
other parts of the country. My excuse for presenting this amend- 
ment, if an excuse be necessary, the industry not being in my district, 
but in a different part of the State, is explained and justified by the 
fact that the State I have the honor in part to represent on this floor 
is destined in the near future to take the front rank as the champion 
of the American system of protection. Her undeveloped resources, in 
which she is richer than any other State in the Union, will demand 
this of her Representatives. 

It is charged and undenied that every member on the other side of 
the Chamber is denied, by caucus resolution, the right to offer upon 
the floor of this House any amendment to this bill, unless his amend- 
ment shall first have been submitted in private to the Committee on 
Ways and Means and its consent obtained. A violation of this decree 
of King Caucus subjects the offending member to the pains and penal- 
ties of the party lash and official displeasure. 

The members from my State and other States in which this cotton- 
bagging industry exists, under the overpowering influence of caucus 
dictation are compelled to remain silent. 

In the presence of the destruction of this purely American industry 
they are dumb. 

The thing which they would do often, as in this instance, they are 
prohibited from even attempting, 

Of the 50,000,000 yards of cotton bagging manufactured in the 
United States nearly one-half is made in the mills in the city of St. 
Louis. This is one of the leading of the many industries of that great 
manufacturing center. Its existence is threatened by the provision 
under consideration, reducing the duty from 3 cents to three-quarters of 
acentperyard. More than fifteen hundred operatives are employed in 
the mills of St. Louis in the manufacture of jute bagging for cotton. 
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Messrs, Warren, Jones & Gratz, the agents of these mills in St, Louis, 
write me: 

Missouri manufactures more “ ng for covering cotton” than any other 
State in the Union. The * bagging for covering cotton”’ is made especially for 
that purpose, and isa much coarser grade of goods than “ burlaps”” ing, and 
hence can be made in this countsy, as it does not require such skilled labor as 
“burlaps” bagging. At present nota yard of this class of goods is imported ; 
it is all made in this country; hence placing “b ng for covering cotton” on 
the free-list would not help to reduce the surplus in the Treasury at all, as there 
is no revenue derived from it. At present the bagging made in this country for 
covering cotton is being sold at cost, or less than cost, all over the country, the 
cow petition among the American mills having brought the market to this con- 
— in spite of the fact that the industry is protected by a duty on imported 
g s. 

From this letter it will be seen that of the 50,000,000 yards of bag- 
ging used in the United States for baling the cotton crop of the South 
every yard is made in the United States, and, as before stated, nearly 
one-half is the product of the mills of the city of St. Louis. Therefore 
this is an American industry built up under the American system of 
protection. 

It is claimed that this is a bill to decrease the revenues and thus re- 
duce the surplus. If so why reduce the duty on bagging for cotton? 
Not one yard is imported; not one cent of revenue collected. 

Should this bill become a law, reducing the duty on this article 2} 
cents per yard and thereby close the doors of the St. Louis and other 
factories, 50,000,000 yards will be imported each year, yielding a rev- 
enue of $375,000 per annum, increasing the surplus by that amount. 
The reduction of the duty on this fabric certainly will not enable the 
American manufacturer to sell the bagging to the cotton-planter 
cheaper than now. As appears from the extract cited it is being sold 
to-day at nearly cost. The operation of the bill will be to encourage 
the importation of this kind of bagging, and thus increase the revenue 
by the amount of duty collected. 

I shall now submit to the committee an extract from a letter received 
by me from the Standard Mills Bagging Company, of St. Louis: 

If the bill is it is, it will absolutely rui bagging facto) 
in the United Loree aang oh tion ESOR the ve id Santiachorers had 
already forced prices down to the point that there is but little profit in the busi- 
ness. 

Messrs. Warren, Jones, and Gratz, reputable citizens of St. Louis, 
from whom I have already quoted, say on this subject: 

Not a jute manufacturer in the United States could live a day with these prod 
ucts placed on the free-list; so, in addition to the destruction of millions of dol- 


lars invested in this class of business, thousands of operatives, absolutely de- 
pendent on it for their livelihood, would be thrown out of employment, 


Like evidence from manufacturer after manufacturer can be pro- 
duced, but time will not permit, 

Sir, I fully recognize the fact that evidence piled mountain high will 
not change the vote of a single member on the other side of this Cham- 
ber. Yon will voteon this amendment, as on all others, in accordance 
with caucus instructions. Yet, sir, I shall submit an extract from a 
petition to the American Congress signed by 161 workingmen and 
women: 


Sr. Lovis, Mo., April 25, 1888. 
Memorial of operatives of the Standard Mills Bagging Company ofSt. Louis. Mo, 


To the Congress of the United States : 

Your tioners would ion arse A iy note that they are operatives and 
employés of the Standard Mi Begging mpany of the city of St. Louis, Mo.; 
that the provisions of the Mills tariff bill reported from the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and now pending in the House of Representatives, reducing the 
tariff on jute bagging to 15 per cent. ad valorem and placing burlaps on the 
free-list, will compel all the manufacturers of these fabrics in the United States 
to permanently shut down their factories, or will compel us, your petitioners, 
to work for the low wages paid to the operatives of Dundee, and after a short 
time the still lower wages paid to the pauper labor of Calcutta—in the former 
case less than one-half and in the latter case less than one-fifth the wages we 
receive. 

Your petitioners would respectfully solicit your attention to the official re- 
port of Consul Wells to the State Department on the condition of jute laborers 
of Dundee (Consular Reports on Foreign Labor, volume 1, page 86, and volume 
2, page 954), wherein it appears that the average weekly wages of females are 
but $2.50; that 23,670 persons live in 8,620 single rooms—“ hovels "—with noth- 
ing to lie on but the bare floor, and no covering but coarse burlap cloth, and 
that only occasionally; that 74,374men, women, and children occupy 16,187 two- 
room houses, and that thus, from extreme poverty, overcrowding in “these 
vile dens,” filth, and neglect, they are subj to all kinds of wretchedness, 
infectious diseases, and immorality, with hardly a chance to raise themselves 
to the level of a decent manh and womanhood. 

Your petitioners respectfully suggest that provisions of law which subject us 
as wage-workers to the alternative of such unhappy conditions as are shown 
in these official reports can not be in accordance with the wisdom of your hon- 
orable body, and humbly pray relief therefrom. 


Gentlemen, you may, nay, will turn a deaf ear to the pleadings of 
these and tens of thousands of other laborers of the country, but be- 
ware of the ides of November; they will obtain a hearing then. In the 
name of American labor I plead with you not to strike down this in- - 
dustry in my State, or any industry, tomake a market for the product 
of the half-paid, half-starved laborers of Dundee, or, what is still worse, 
that of the cooly labor of Calcutta. 

Let me call the attention of my Democratic friends to a few facts 
that can not be successfully controverted by any gentleman on this 
floor. The finest mills in the world for the manufacture of jute bag- 
ging, including bagging for covering cotton, are situate in Calcutta. 
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The machi in those mills is the best made. The laboremployed 
is the cheapest in the world. These mills have a capacity to turn out 
200,000,000 yards per annum, the entire product being controlled by 
an English syndicate or trust. The jute of which the bagging is made 
is grown almost at the door of the mill. 

e effect of this reduction of 2} cents per yard on bagging used for 
covering our cotton crop is to put American labor in direct competition 
with the 6-cents-a-day labor of Calcutta. It is not difficult to predict 
the result. Is it, I submit, the part of wisdom to place the alternative 
before the intelligent laborer in our jute mills to either work for a wage 
approximating that paid the cooly laborer in Calcutta or to seek other 
employment? For one, I had rather so leyislate as to increase the daily 
pay of every wage-worker in the United States than to bea party to 
any legislation, at the dictation of party or otherwise, to reduce his 

one g 

Pie Chairman, the cotton planter who uses the product of our Amer- 
ican mills is not being oppressed by a high or unreasonable price for 
the bagging he purchases. Before these mills were established in the 
United States he paid the foreign manufacturer from 18 to 24 cents 
for every yard of bagging he purchased. Now he gets American-made 
bagging for 7 cents a yard. Close these mills by unfriendly legislation, 
and in the near future he will be at the mercy of the English syndi- 
cate that controls the entire product of the mills at Dundee and Cal- 
cutta, and we will be sending to England $4,000,000 a year for foreign- 
made bagging that should be expended at home for the benefit of the 
wage-workers of America. 

It is not even contended that any one is suffering from the present 
rate of duty on bagging for cotton, unless it be the owners of the mills 
at Dundee and Calcutta. They and they alone will be benefited by 
the proposed reduction. Their interest and not that of the American 
manufacturer, laborer, or consumer have been consulted by the com- 
mittee. The duty under existing law on jute bagging for cotton is but 
little, if any, above the average duty on all the dutible articles enumer- 
ated in the bill. It is less than two-thirds of the duty you have left 
on sugar, and less than one-half of the duty you have placed on rice, 
necessaries of life that in my judgment should be free to every labor- 
ing man. 

fe is true you have placed jute butts, from which this bagging is 
made, upon the free-list. At most this will only reduce the cost of 
production one-half cent per yard. The present duty is 3 cents a yard— 
that is, 1} cents a pound. If you reduce the duty on the bagging an 
amount equal to the entire duty taken from jute, if would leave it at 
1} cents per pound or 2} cents per yard. You are not satisfied with 
that, but make a cut of 2} cents upon each yard of the manufactured 
fabric, while the duty removed from the raw material, jute butts, from 
which the fabric is made is only one-half cent, In other words, you re- 
duce the wage of the laborer who makes the bagging in the city of St. 
Louis 1j cents on every yard of bagging his toil produces. Thus you give 
the Dundee and Calcutta manufacturer an opportunity to take possession 
of the American market. It is not strange, notwithstanding vour pro- 
testations to the contrary, that you should receive English sympathy 
in your free-trade tendencies. 

As the London Globe puts it: 


On the broad question—free trade—Mr., Cleveland's candidature naturally and 
necessarily carries English sympathy. 


The London Times in its issue of the 6th of this month thus speaks 
of President Cleveland’s letter to Tammany Hall: 


It would hardly be possible to put the free-trade case more clearly or more 
strongly, and yet such is the force of words President Cleveland shrinks from 
the use of the term “free trade,” and in fact declares that those who taunt him 
with being a free-trader are deceiving the country. Free trade appears to be 
equivalent, in the language of American political controversy, to “enemy of 
the workingmen and of industrial enterprises,” 

That it should be so is one of the curiosities of politics and an extraordinary 
instance of the power of a phrase even over minds which are commonly shrewd 
and reasonable, for it is certain that the arguments which President Cleveland 
urges are those which Cobden used to tayoy forty-five years ago, and which 
any English free-trader would employ now, Such pro) tions as that taxation 
ought to be strictly limited the needs of the country, that it is unjust to tax 
the whole community for the benefit of special classes, that import duties stifle 
production and limit the area of a country’s markets, are purely free-trade ar- 
guments. Assuch we are glad to see President Cleveland using them, though 
we are sorry for the popular infatuation which makes it dangerous to give them 
their right name, 


The Daily News, of London, thus compliments the President: 


President Cleveland's speech is more tothe point. He discusses the princi- 
ples at issue in the si le and shows that he is the free-trade candidate in 
everything but name. © reservation is animportant one for American party 

urposes. The President feels compelled to characterize the attempt to brand 
Bim as a free-trader as deception, but for all that the electoral conflict now in 
progress is a conflict between free trade and protection and nothing less. This 

a very good conflict as things go. 


No one doubts but what the President is entitled to all the praise 
that the free-trade press of England lavishes uponhim. The proposed 
legislation in the pending paragraph leaves no room to doubt that you 
are his faithful followers in the direction of free trade. Under the plea 
of reducing the revenue, reducing the surplus in the T: , you 
strike down an American industry that hundreds of thousands of dol- 


lars of duty may flow into the Treasury on an article from which an- 
der existing laiy not one farthing of revenue is collected. 

Your attempted legislation says ‘‘as plain as whisper in the ear’? 
that you are controlled and directed by the free-trade tendencies of 
your party. [Applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER]. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say 
a word by way of reply to the gentleman on one or two industrial points 
presented in his remarks. In the first place, the gentleman mixes up 
the manufacture of burlaps with that of cotton bagging. 

Mr. WARNER. _I beg the gentleman’s on—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, I mustask the gentleman not 
to interrupt me as my time is limited. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to say to the gentleman—— ` 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Will the gentleman please be 
silent and let me alone? 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly; but Ido not want to be misrepresented. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. You are not misrepresented. 

Mr. WARNER. I have not mixed up anything. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman can not bring 
any manufacturer’s statement here to the effect that machinery which 
makes burlaps is adapted to making this bagging. If he can, I hope 
he will doit. Furthermore, the gentleman can not bring any manu- 
facturer’s statement here to the effect that there is or ever has been a 
yard of the bagging that is enumerated in this paragraph made any- 
where on the face of the earth except in the United States. 

Therefore there is not in Calcutta a loom that can make this bagging. 
Of course they can start factories for the purpose of making it, but 
there are no such industries now existing in Calcutta, in Dundee, or 
anywhere else except in the United States, and no other cotton-produc- 
ing country except the United States uses this bagging. ‘That is the 
statement of bagging manufacturers in the gentleman’sown State, and 
in other parts of the country. 

Mr. WARNER, Will the gentleman pardon me a moment? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman must excuse 
me. Iam speaking on my own authority, and I have these statements 
of manufacturers—— 

- Mr. WARNER. Well, I have statements, also. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, Will the gentleman please not 
consume my five minutes. I got him an extension of his time to seven 
minutes, and I have only five myself. Furthermore, the gentleman 
speaks of the reduction in the price of bagging as resulting from its 
manufacture here. Now, he knows that when bagging was worth 20 
cents a yard it was hemp bagging, not jute. s 

He must know that the use of the jute-butt for the making of this 
bagging dates only ten or fifteen years back, and he must know that it 
is the utilization of the refuse butt of the jute which has brought down 
the price of bagging. It is because we have substituted a cheap for an 
expensive material that the price has come down, and the reduction has 
nothing to do. with the establishment of manufactories in this country. 

The utilization of jute butts, which could be had at a mere nominal 
price, which were almost thrown away, which represented no more 
value than cornstalks do in this country, is what has brought down 
the price of this bagging. All along down through the period of the 
war we gave to our finer manufactures of jute no higher rate of pro- 
tection than is now given to the coarsest manufactures of jute. 

If along in 1862 and 1863 the finer manufactures of jute got such 
protection as 20 per cent. and 25 per cent., with a duty of five and six 
dollars a ton upon the jute butt, representing a very large part of the 
value of the butt, certainly when we give them 15 per cent. upon the 
very coarsest manufactures of jute, with free jute butts, we put them 
in a relatively better position than they were in with a duty on the 
butts and therates I have named upon the manufactured articles; and 
according to the professions of the manufacturers themselves, and the 
statements of the men who spoke on this floor for the industry, those 
rates were higher than were needed. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to say a word in reply to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. Iam perhaps unfortunate in not having the clearness 
of expression which so eminently characterizes that distinguished gen- 
tleman; but I do not think i had mixed up the question of burlaps 
with that of bagging for covering cotton. We make little or no bur- 
laps in this country; we do make all the bagging for covering cotton. 
The machinery used in making this bagging has been imported into 
this country, paying a duty of 45 per cent., a duty which you propose 
to removeunderthis bill. Thatisa fact, and without raising any ques- 
tion between the gentleman and myself—he may be an eminent ma- 
chinist—I have the record evidence that the mills of Calcutta can at 

anominal expense be adapted to the manufacture of this coarser grade 
of ing used for covering cotton. The evidence exists, and will not 
be disputed on this floor, that every yard of the product of those mills 
is controlled by a foreign syndicate, a foreign ‘‘trust.’’ I say to the 


gentleman that the operatives in the mills in the city of St. Louis, in 
which nearly one-half of the cotton bagging consumed in the United 
States is made, as well as the men who own the mills, say thatif a 
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duty of 15 per cent. ad valorem and no more is placed upon this article 
the result will be to shut up those factories. Whether this statement 
is exaggerated or not I can not say; it isa questson between the gen- 
tlemen who operate these factories and the committee. The committee 
has given us no facts as to the result of the proposed reduction, 

One other question. In the course of the debate to-day the distin- 
guished gentleman has seen fit to say that 20 per cent. ad valorem 
upon a certain article made up the difference between the labor in a 
foreign country and the labor in this country. Will the gentleman 
contend that 15 per cent. ad valorem is equivalent to the difference be- 
tween the cooly labor of Calcutta and the labor in the city of St. Louis 
and the State of Missouri? Will the gentleman contend—— 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Would the gentleman like a 

ly to that now ? 
. WARNER. Certainly. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. That, Mr. Chairman, can be 
answered by giving the figures of an American manufacturer in a con- 
versation with an English manufacturer from Calcutta. I have them 
in a letter from one of the most eminent textile manufacturers in Amer- 
ica. He writes: 

One of tee orig nope eae came here once from Calcutta, where he had long 
resided, to find out why jute butts could be sent from Calcutta to be woven into 
bagging in place of the bagging being woven in Calcutta at 10 cents a day, the 
rate of weavers’ wages. He went to the mill of the New York. Bagging Com- 
pany with my friend, Mr. Marshall, the free-trade manufacturer. When inthe 
mill he asked the question indicated above. Mr. Marshall responded by ask- 
ing him, “ Whatis the cost of weaving a yard of gunny cloth iif Calcutta at 1C 
cents per day wages?” To which my friend responded, “Two and a half 
cents.” “ All right,” said Mr. Marshall, "that woman tending two looms earns 
a dollar and a half a day, but the cost of weaving the gunny cloth is a half a 
centa yard.” Upon which.my friend made his final comment: ‘That is so, is 


it? Then I have come half way round the world to discover that I am a fool for 
putting a question to which I might myself have found the answer.” 


Bagging is not manufactured in Calcutta; but it is even a coarser 
line of goods than gunny cloth. And the gentleman from Missouri, I 
think, is in error when he says that ao burlaps are made in this coun- 


Mr. WARNER. That is the recerd. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I think not. 

Mr. WARNER. There may be asmall quantity manufactured here. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. When this manufacturer from 
Calcutta saw the manner in which this work was being done by intelli- 
gent, vigorous American labor, in an invigorating climate, as opposed 
to the work of a poor, miserable, broken-down effete population, labor- 
ing in a climate tropical in its character and enervating in its effects— 
when he saw that the Americans were turning out many-fold more 
yards per day, and that the price of labor, per unit of product, was so 
much less than in Calcutta, he then saw the supremacy which the 
American manufacturer has, not only with 15 per cent. protection, but 
even without a protective tariff. f 

Also, the gentleman will not dispute the statement that you can not 
bring bagging or burlaps here at as cheap a rate of freight as you can 
bring raw jute. The manufactured product can not be compressed to 
the same extent as the jute. Therefore there is a gain in bringing the 
jute here compressed, just as we now gain in shipping our cotton to 
Europe compressed, as compared with the manner of shipping when 
the old-fashioned plantation bags filled up the ship’s space before it 
had acquired its tonnage. We can get along with a duty of 15 per 
cent., and we could get along without any duty. 

Mr. WARNER. As the gentleman used a part of my time, he will 
permit me to use a portion of his. Iam not here to criticise the ac- 
tion of gentlemen of the Ways and Means Committee. It does not be- 
come me to criticise the acts of statesmen. But I will sayin all frankness 
to the gentleman from Arkansas that had he consulted the American 
manufacturers of jute bagging, and followed their advice with the same 
blind faith that he has followed the views of the manufacturer from 
Caleutta, the reduction in this bill would not have been made. [Ap- 
pa on the Republican side.] That is the trouble, gentlémen; you 

ave sought information from realms remote. You talk here to-day 
of the debilitated pauper labor of Calcutta; but yesterday, when you 
were defending your rice industry of the South, we heard of the 
“heathen Chinee’’ and his products coming here in competition with 
the rice grown by the Southern planter. You change to suit the oc- 
casion. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. As the gentleman is occupying 
my time, he will allow me a word. 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly; we have exchanged time; it is not very 
valuable. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. This statement of which the 
gentleman speaks is the statement of an American manufacturer; it is 
the boast of such a manufacturer of his superiority. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand,that it is simply hearsay evidence, 
which would not be received in any court in Christendom. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. It is written evidence. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The question recurred on Mr. WARNER’S amendment, 

Mr. WARNER demanded a division. 


The committee divided; and there were—ayes 53, noes 65, 
So the amendment was disagreed to. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

Tarred cables or cordage, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

Untarred manila cordage, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 


All other untarred cordage, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 
Seines and seine and gilling twine, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. BUCHANAN. In behalfof my colleague [Mr. LEHLBACH ], who 
has been unable to be present to-day, I move to strike out +25” and 
insert ‘‘40 per cent.” in lines 431 and 432. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say a word here in regard to 
the position taken by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR]. 
He referred to a speech recently delivered by Bradley Johnson, eulo- 
gizing the Confederate soldiers and their cause, showing that they were 
in power in the Union. ([Derisive laughter on the Democratic side. ] 
Now I like to hear those gentlemen talk favorably of their old com- 
rades, [Laughter and applause. ] 

But I wish to refer to this significant fact, that one of the members 
of the Committee on Ways and Means in defending this bill made the 
statement that this Government could not exercise power unless it was 
expressly granted. His language is as follows: 

We sit here undera written Constitution, exercising only those powers which 
are expressly granted, and nowhere in that instrument do we find the power to 
tax for any but a public purpose, 

That is the position of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [ Mr. Scorr]. 
I wish to call attention of the country to the fact that that position 
was indorsed by the St. Louis convention. I wish to call attention 
further to the fact that it is the first time the Democratic party has 
taken that position since 1856. In the convention in 1856 they in- 
dorsed the Kentucky and Virginia resolutions of 1798 as a rule of Dem- 
ocratic policy. ‘That was the doctrine of the Democracy of the coun- 
try, and it was on that doctrine they went into the war. 

Now, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] reasserted that 
doctrine, and he got it inserted into the Democratic platform at St. 
Louis for the first time since the war, Amongst its principles is de- 
fined ‘‘devotion to a plan of government regulated by a written con- 
stitution strictly specifying every granted power, and expressly re- 
serving to the States and the people the entire ungranted residue of 
power.” 

Now, I renew the assertion, that is the first time the Democratic 
party of the country has taken that position since 1856; and 1 wish to 
say further that that position is in violation of the Constitution of the 
United States, as interpreted by Mr. Madison; and in support of that 
assertion on my part I will read from the Federalist, No. 43. In that 
letter he says, speaking of that clause of the Constitution defining the 
power of the Federal Government: 

‘ew paris of the Constitution have been assailed with more intemperance 
than this; yet on a fair investigation of it, no part can appear more completely 
invulnerable. Without the substance of this power the whole Constitution y 
would be a dead letter. Those who object to the article, therefore, as a part of 
the Constitution can only mean that the form of the provision is improper. 
But have they considered whether a better form could have been substituted? 

There are four other possible methods which the convention might have taken 
on this subject. They might have copied the second article of the existing con- 
federation, which would have prohibited the exercise of any power not expressly 
delegated; they might have attempted a positive enumeration of the powers 
comprehended under the general terms “necessary be ari ” they might 
have attempted a negative enumeration of them by ying the powers ex- 
cepted from the general definition; they might have altogether silent on 
mo subject, leaving these necessary and proper powers to construction and in- 

erence, = 

Had the convention taken the first method of adopting the second article of 
confederation, it is evident that the new Congress would be continually exposed, 
as their predecessors have been, to the alternative of construing the term " ex- 
pressly "’ with so much vigor as to disarm the Government of all real authority 
whatever, or with so much latitude as to destroy altogether the force of the 
restriction, It would be easy to show, if it were necessary, no important 
ponar, delegated by the Articles of Confederation, has been or can be executed 

x rita Site without recurring more or less to the doctrine of construction orim- 
cation, pr 
K As the powers delegated under the new system are more extensive, the Gov- 
ernment which is to administer it would tind itself still more distressed with 
the alternative of betraying the public interest by doing nothing, or of violat- 
ing the Constitution by exercising powers indispensably necessary and proper, 
but at the same time not expressly granted. 

Now, this strict construction of the Constitution, so strongly assailed 
by Mr. Madison in this letter, is the very position of the Democratic 
party to-day, and that is why they, led by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, declare that the Government has no power to levy a tariff ex- ` 
cept for the purpose of revenue only. 

The question was taken on Mr. BUCHANAN’S amendment, and it was 
disagreed to. 

The Clerk proceeded to read as follows: 


Sail duck, or canvas for sails, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

a and other sheetings, of or hemp, brown or white, 25 per cent. ad 
valorem. 

All other manufactures of hemp or manila, or of which hemp or manilla shall 
be a component material of chief value, not specially enumerated or provided 
for, 25 per cent. ad valorem, 


Mr. JACKSON. I move to strike out ‘25 per cent.” and insert 
**40 per cent.” 
The amendment was disagreed to. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Grass cloth, and other manufactures of jute, ramie, China, and sisal-grass, not 
specially enumerated or provided for, 25 per cent. ad valorem: k t 
as to jute, jute-butts, sunn, and sisal-grass, and manufactures thereof, except 
burlaps, not exceeding 60 inches in width, this act shall take effect January 1, 
1889; and as to flax, hemp, manila, and other like substitutes for hemp, and the 
manufactures thereof, upon July 1, 1889, 


Mr. ADAMS. I move to strike out the last word for the purpose of 
asking gentlemen on the other side to tell me why the rates are fixed 
as they are. i 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. It was supposed, of course, 
that this bill, if it took effect at all, would not take effect until long 
after the present crop had been sown. There are crops in Kentucky 
and elsewhere of hemp and flax, and necessarily these crops were sown 
in the spring and will be cut in the fall, and will of course have to be 
rotted and broken out, and be ready for sale in the spring of 1889. 

Mr. ADAMS. Now with reference to the other provision fixing the 
date July 1. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman will see that 
this paragraph is divided into two clauses, one the articles which would 
be apt to come in competition with American-grown articles, but not 
of the same character. 

Mr. ADAMS. Is that the first or second part? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. That is the first part; that 
is, jute, jute-butts, sunn and sisal-grass, and manufactures thereof. 
None of these are raised in America. 

The second clause relates to those articles which can be raised in 
America and may come in direct competition with a crop which can 
not come into the market until after the Ist of January, and therefore 
this later date was fixed to cover the period necessary for the crop sown 
this spring to be sold. 

Mr. ADAMS. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I desire to have leave of the 
committee at this time to insert in the REcoRD a table showing the 
rate of wages in the State of New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has the right under the general 
leave to do that. 

_ The table referred to by Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kenticky, is as fol- 
lows: 
WAGES IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK. 

There is probably no State except Connecticut, which is more injuriously af- 
fected by the present tariff than the State of New York, and this injury is more 
serious to those whoearn their living by day’s wages than to any other portion 
ofthe community. A careful examination of the statistics of manufactures in 
the census of 1830 will show this conclusively. Thatcensus shows that the in- 


dustries, in which the manufacturers of New York are engaged are generally 
those srg ch the materials are either the product of the forest and the mine 


such as „iron ore, and lumber, or else mai s in a still more advanced 
state of pre tion. The totals of the census table for this State for the year 
1880 are as follows: 

Number of manufacturing establishments.............-..-. 42,739 

Capital employed .........csecsseres soecsesoerssses eseon ssecsnoassesore $514, 246, 575 
Ave number of hands employed: 

346, 549 

137,455 

29, 529 

Total number of hands.................+. cuaeos 531,533 

Total amount paid in wages during the year. $198, 634, 029 

Value of materials............ : $679, 612,545 

Value of products of manufactories...........<:004s00 $1, 080, 696, 596 


It appears from this table that after paying the entire cost of material and 
wages and 6 per cent. voca the capital invested, $30,854,794.50, there was a bal- 
ance to the credit of the New York manufacturers in 1880 of $171,595,227.50. This 
covered wear and tear, insurance, commission, and other incidental expenses 
of the business and the manufacturer's profit. 5 3 

Jt is apparent from this that the business of manufacturing in New York, in 
1880, was a profitable one to the manufacturer, and the question is how legisla- 
tion can be so shaped as to benefit the workingman without injuriously affect- 
ing the business, The argument that is constantly used by the protectionists 
is that it is of no use to the workingman to cheapen the price of what he has to 
buy if he will have no work with which to earn money to pay forit. This is 
undoubtedly true, and what the Mills bill proposes to do is to make such a 
change in the tariff laws that the price of the material employed in the manu- 
factures of the State of New York will be reduced without diminishing the 
wages of the workingman, but on the contrary, with a tendency to increase 
them, 

The average duty on materials that enter into the manufactures of the State 
of New York is 47 per cent. The duty on some of them is a great deal more 
and in many instances, as in the case of the duty on copper, is so high as to be 
prohibitory. But taking the average of 47 per cent., what does this mean? It 
means that for every $100 worth of material purchased, the cost to the manu- 
facturer when delivered in New York is $117; that is to say, that the tax on 
the material is about one-third of the American value ; which is that stated in 
the census table as that of the materials used in the industries of New York. 
It is true that in many cases the price of these m:f.erials in this country is not 
increased as much as the amount of the tariff tax. But it is also true that the 
effect of the tariff tax upon these materials isin many instances to increase their 

ice more than the amount which is paid in taxes to the Government. This 
s due to two facts: 5 

First. The expense of transporting the material from the foreign country in 
which it is produced to this country, and . 

Second. The profit which the importer who advances the duties to the Gov- 
ernment requires before he will sell the article which hehasimported. Forex- 
ample, an importer who bas purchased tin-plates, worth in London $100,000, and 
hus paid to the United States $33,000 as the duty upon them, will not sell these 
tin-plates for $133,000, but will ask for them that price plus interest on his outla 
and profit on his investment. This would raise the price to the New Yor 
munufacturer who nses tin-plates in the course of his business; as for example, 
in making tin-ware, or in canning tomatoes, or in roofing a house, or in making 


a leader or any other purpose for which tin-plates are used, so that it is plain be- 
fore the goods actually get into the factory in which they are to be worked up, 
the cost of them would be at least $150,000, It therefore follows that the estima’ 
that has been made, that one-third of the cost of the materials is due to the tariff, 
isa fair one. Ifthe tariff on these materials were repealed altogether, it woul 
consequently follow that the manufucturers of the State of New York, instead 
of being compelled as they were in 1880 to pay over $679,000,000 for their mate- 
rials, could, if these materials had been on the free-list, have bought them for 
about$450,000,000, making a saving of about $225,000,000. This would have cheap- 
ened the price of the product without diminishing the wages of the workman, 
or the profit of the manufacturer, 

In fact, the necessary tendency of such a change in the law would be to in 
crease both. Mr. Wheeler showed very clearly in the recent joint debate in 
Boston that there were three things which affected the rate of wages—tirst. de- 
mand and supply; second, cost of material; third, the efficiency of the labor. 
Now, it is plain that if the cost of the finished product, the coat for the shirt or 
the can of tomatoes or the shoes or the house, is diminished by diminishing 
the cost of the materials, more persons would beable to buy the one or rent the 
other than there are now. This would increase the demand, and increased de- 
mang would increase the production. The wages of the laborer would atonce 

nerease. 

In other words, a hundred millions of this saving in the cost of the material 
could be paid to the laborer, and yet the price of the finished product could be 
reduced by $125,000,000, 

A very striking illustration of this is afforded by the course of the market for 
quinine, The duty on quinine was abolished, and quinine itself was put on the 
free-list in 1879. The manufacturers of quinine represented to the tariff com- 
mission in 1882 that it would destroy their business to keep quinine on the free- 
list, The following statements meds by them before the commission are so like 
the statements of many of the manufacturers of the present day in reference to 
the Mills bill that they deserve to be quoted: 

Mr. Charles P. White, of New York City, said: “We ask protection so that 
we may at least stand on a par with Euro) manufacturers and not be driven 
out of the business entirely. We should be in a position where we can have 
some slight protection. If we can have all the duties that now exist on the 
articles we use removed, a 10 per cent. protection would be helpful to us. With- 
out the removal of such duties we should have at least 15 per cent., and this, I 
think, can not be considered as an excessive rate of protection.” 


By Commissioner KENNER, to Mr, S. G. Rosengarten: 


“Q. I understand you to say that a moderate tariff on quinine, not exceedin; 
20 per cent., and certainly equal to 10 per cent., is necessary for the continu 
manufacture of the article in this country ? 

“A. Yes, sir, as a b ess, We should keep on manufacturing it, of course, 
under any circumstance in order to supply our customers; but to make a suc- 
cessful business we must have some protection. You can see from the figures 
which have been presented to you how the business has fallen off.” 

But notwithstanding these arguments, Congress refused to restore the duty on 
quinine, and it has been on the free-list ever since. At the same time forests 
of cinchona, from the bark of which quinine is made, have been cultivated, so 
that the article itself has become a subject of agriculture as well as of com- 


merce. 

The effect of this has been tly to diminish the cost of the material from 
which quinine is made, and this and the repeal of the tax have had the result 
wet gee diminishing the cost of quinine, so that one hundred 2-grain quinine 
pi , Which cost the purchaser before the abolition of the tariff tax from $2.75 to 

„can now be bought for 50 cents. the manufacturers of quinine have 
never been so prosperous nor the of the workmen employed in their 
factories so remunerative as they are at the present time. What more conclu- 
sive evidence could there be thatif the manufacturers could get cheap materials 
they would need no tariff protection, but could raise their wages and make more 
money than they now do? 

Another striking illustration of the statement that has been made is to be 
found in the legislation in reference to hides and leather. In 1872 the duty of 
1C per cent., which up to that time had been levied on raw hides, was re ed, 
and they were put on the free-list. The effect of this can best be stated in the 
words of Mr. J. S. Moore: 

“In 1872, the last year when a duty was levied on raw hides, our export of 
tanned leather was valued at $2,865,800. In 1873, the first year after hides were 
free, the export value of leather arose to $4,362,174. Two years later, in 1875, it 
rose to $7,064,482." In 1886 the amount exported was $8,737,682; in 1887, $10,436,- 
138. This is four times the amount of the exports of 1872, and the production of 
the leather thus exported gave employment to many more workmen. 

The effect of this reduction has not only been to increase the exports of man- 
ufactured leather, but to increase and make more remunerative the wages of men 
who eo in leather and the production of leather and leather goods for home 
consumption. 

I annex a table which shows the cost of material, the amount of wages paid, 
and value of the finished product, and the amount that remained to the manu- 
facturer after paying his wages and for his materials during 1880, and in the prin- 
cipal industries of the city and State of New York. If any mechanic or workman 
who works in apy of these trades will take up this table and examine the part 
of it relating to his own trade he will see exactly what part of the cost of the fin- 
ished product in that trade is made up by the cost of the material and what part 
by the wages that are paid. 

He will find in almost every case that the cost of material is more than three 
times the amount paid for wages, and nearly or quite three-fifths of the value 
of the finished product. It will thus be clear to every person who will take 
the trouble to examine into the facts that the interest of the workingman can 
best be subserved by the repeal of the duties upon the materials which he uses 
in his work, and that the only parsona that would be injured by such a change 
in the tariff are the owners of the forests and mines of this country, whose 
profits might thereby be diminished. But even in their case the probability is 
that the repeal of the duty on raw materials would give such an impetus to 
business, would increase so much the demand for the products of our manu- 
facturers, by diminishing their price and increasing the ability of the workman 
to buy the comforts and necessaries of life, that even those engaged in the pro- 
duction of lumber, the mining of ore, and the making of salt would not be seri- 
ously injured. Even if they should, the whole number of persons engaged in 
these industries is not one-fiftieth of the population of the United States, 

The laws of the country bave for nearly thirty years discriminated in their 
favor. On their account, and to benefit them, most burdensome taxes have been 
imposed upon every other industry, Certainly they have had their share, and 
they ought not to complain if some attention now is paid to the wants and re- 
quirements of the rest of the community, and particularly to the wants and 
needs of those who work in the factories and mills of Americaand who are now 
suffering from a tax imposed ostensibly for their benefit, but which really is an 
st to them. 

tis all very well to say that the cost of each article is not very much increased 
by the tariff; but that is poor comfort to the man who earns, let us say, $5 a 
month, Two dollars a month on his house rent, 10 cents on every hat, 15 cents 
on every pair of shoes, 5 cents on abet f can of tomatoes, 15 cents on every yard 
of carpet, a dollar on every suit of clothes, may not be much to the millionaire. 
To the workman they would make the difference between pi g economy , 


and comparative comfort, And thatis what we are trying to secure for him, 
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Table of manufactures, New York City, 1880. 


So renga 
ue of pro- 
Articles of manufacture. Fite Wages. Material, duct and 
aggregate of 
wages and 
Artificial feathers and flowers .. 141 „302 $4, 298, 684 $1, 122, 614 
Bags, other than paper.... 7 , 600 3,584, 300 246, 850 
Belting and hose, leather. 11 362, 860 1, 699, 729 186, 179 
Book-binding and blank-| 114 290, 627 4, 927, 886 1, 083, 555 
Boots and shoes, including custom work 839 621, 822 7, 663, 000 1, 567,128 
pases camlgsavendee 20 433, 218 1, 035, 549 301, 289 
55 044, 409 2,173,565 457, 536 
33 715,790 1, 242,844 220, 872 
64 884, 737 1, 826, 845 465, 137 
782 045, 762 9, 415, 424 2,093, 939 
45 981,918 1,573, 561 308,719 
460 454, 265 7, 096, 315 1, 399, 990 
139 041, 825 2,613, 361 505, 817 
736 209, 340 60, 798, 697 6,576, 552 
230 745, 305 18, 930, 553 8, 298, 533 
30 766, 520 5, 974, 458 940, 268 
45 525, 503 1, 098, 103 A4, 425 
7 5 1,061, 284 212, 640 
187 4,592, 991, 848 
27 639, 3, 694, 178 618, 794 
21 1,798, 550 - 259, 826 
15 6, 229, 926 757, 081 
287 14,710, 835 8, 113, 888 
il 14, 758, 718 185, 999 
79 19, 137, 882 6, 305, 394 
nting and p 412 21, 696, 354 8, 460, 127 
Slaughtering and ogee cpm 58 29, 297, 527 958, 429 
Su; and molasses, ned 5 11, 330, 883 897, 254 
Tobacco, cigars, ebe sess... 761 18, 347, 108 3, 475, 506 
Miscellaneous... ..sceeeerses eat 53 8, 968, 1,784, 550 
Total, including some not specified ALOVE,....cerserseeeeessessaesereeesecnsarapasersnentensenegeennensessensesseees 11, 339 97,030,021 | 288,441,691 | 472,926,437 87, 454, 725 


Agricultural implements. $4,580,010 | $10,709, 766 $3, 603, 881 
Artificial flowers and feathers. x 2, 257,623 4,343, H3 1, 131, 363 
8 338, 850 3,119, 600 3, 884, 306 425, 856 

28 215,585 1,644,714 2, 142, 730 282, 431 

22 196, 674 1, 904, 513 2,365,139 263, 952 

156 1, 680, 629 2, 445, 204 5, 296, 691 1, 220, 668 

272 4, 902, 132 11, 502,251 18, 979, 259 2, 574, 876 

373, 228 603, 337 1, 339, 668 362, 

113 916, 049 1, 508, 391 8,033, 777 609, 347 

56 684,519 2, 309, 185 3,610, 472 616, 768 

102 683, 243 1, 301, 247 2, 458, 445 473, 955 

1,719 2, 612, 982 13, 022, 040 19, 937, 953 4, 302, 931 

821 1, 613, 766 1,196, 925 4,108, 464 1, 297,778 

215 814,349 2, 030, 919 3, 705, 127 839, 859 

10 1, 92, 391 4, 453, 410 8, 419, 254 2,013, 423 

667 2, 882, 672 4,031, 422 8, 888, 479 1, 954, 385 

26 556, 390 1,470, 273 2, 304, 680 277, 858 

1,652 623, 391 8, 848, 708 12, 295, 353 2, 823, 254 

Clothing, men’s... 1,583 18, 324, 466 52,712, 947 81, 133, 611 10, 096, 198 
Clothing, women's 277 4, 196, 913 12, 577, 958 20, 314, 307 3, 539, 436 
Coffee and spices, roasted 58 q 6, 073, 482 7, 652, 672 1, 168, 931 
Confecti 392 y 4,304,832 6, 686, 389 1, 546, 353 
Coo; 740 1, 676,719 38, 913, 531 6, 765, 719 1,175, 469 
Oo: 37 632, 748 4,110,112 5, 207, 135 464,275 
Cotto: 57 2,218,121 5, 627, 299 9, 723, 527 1,878, 107 
Dru 112 293, 556 6, 978, 755 9, 991, 259 2, 018, 48 
Fertil 75 287, 859 2,242,511 3, 150, 312 519, M2 
1,768 1,587, 899 43,226, 194 49, 331, 984 4,517, 895 

883 14, 828, 342 20, 214, 369 44,714, 915 9, 672, 201 

Furnishin 73 1,790,514 3,770,374 7,147, 443 1,376,554 
Furniture ........... 849 4, 997, O41 6, 749, 672 15, 210, 879 3,364, 166 
199 1, 245,013 3, 404, 937 5, 718, 529 1, 068, 579 

23 178, 898 6, 623, 526 7,822,970 520,546 

Hats and ca; 168 1,877, 123 3, 335, 778 6, 464, 058 1,251, 157 
Hosiery an: 75 2, 036, 076 5, 072, 058 9, 899, 540 |” 2,791, 400 
89 4,099, 451 13, 395, 229 22, 219, 219 4,714, 539 

il 25-4, 883 14, 317, 826 14, 758, 718 186, 009 

386 1,819, 742 18, 014, 683 23, 652, 366 3, 817, 941 

325 6, 912, 798 19, 823, 853 35,392, 677 11, 656, 026 

Lum 2,822 2,162, 972 9, 119, 263 14,356,910 8, 074, 675 
Wissen epenaiveewestohag: 111 513, 229 7,781,359 9, 874, 098 1,579, 500 
560 3,496, 242 4,055, 445 10, 189, 267 3, 687,580 

Mixed textiles... sses.. 134 3, 049, 305 6, 935, 558 13, 376, 380 3,391,517 
Musical instruments... 82 3,213,481 3,579,131 8,064, 154 1,292,542 
AT sense DARAT 73 831, 863 6, 994, 561 9, 455, 900 1,529, 476 
Printing and publishing. 712 “8, 059, 487 9,518,171 27, 835, 376 10, 307,718 
Ship-buildin saose 457 2,907,129 4, 055, 637 7, 985, O44 1, 022, 278 
BRI E ss tenonstas 195 2, 730, 571 6, 410, 261 11, 014, 820 1, 273, 988 
Silk and silk goods... sses 151 2,590, 025 5,331,904 10, 170, 140 2, 248,311 
Slaughtering and meat-packing.. 128 1, 020, 790 40, 149, 850 43, 096, 138 1, 926, 498 
Soap and candles............. 97 494, 903 4,889, 625 6,574, 939 1,190, 411 
Sugar, molasses, eae 17 1,218, 212 67,273,614 71,237,051 2,745,225 
Tinware, copper, and sheet-iron ware. 1,190 2,151, 397 5,217, 864 9, 858, 768 2,590, 507 
Tobacco, chewing, smoking, and snuff. 1, 103, 435 5, 337, 075 907, 737 2, 467, 227 
Tobacco, cigars and 1,683 7, 671, 831 11, 942, O43 767,504 5, 153, 730 
Miscellaneous indust: aopn 12, 913 18, 337, 158 29, 089, 931 64, 355, 479 26, 978, 390 
Total, including some not specified above..... ne SNT „| 42,739 | 198, 634,029 | 679, 612, 545 |1, 080,696,596 | 202, 459,022 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next paragraph. the entire third section of the bill, which embraces the woolen sched- 


Mr. MILLS, I want to make a proposition now similar to that | ule, and then have the debate upon the entire schedule or any portion 
which was made by my friend from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] the other | of it, with the right to offer amendments to all or any of these para- 
day in reference to the sugar schedule. I propose that the Clerk read | graphs. z 
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Mr. BUCHANAN, Will the gentleman first permit a suggestion ? 
I have an amendment which I have not quite prepared to this preced- 
ing paragraph, and I would like to have the right to offer that amend- 
ment as soon as I can get it ready. 

Mr. MILLS. Very well. I have no objection. 

I ask now that the entire woolen section be read, and then that it be 
open to amendment and debate. 

Mr. ADAMS. How far? 

Mr. MILLS. The whole of section 3, comprising sixty-one lines. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas that the entire schedule be read as one paragraph, and 
be then open to debate and amendment? à 

Mr. DINGLEY. Before consent is given, I wouid like io inquire 
of the gentleman with reference to the time to be given for debate? If 
this is read as simply one paragraph, of course it is then in the power 
of the gentleman to move that the committee rise and close debate. 

Mr. MILLS. We have no intention of proceeding otherwise than 
was done in the sugar schedule. I propose this with a view of saving 
as much time as possible. Let the debate go on, and after awhile we 
will come to some conclusion as to the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ren Z. On and after July 1, 1888, there shall be admitted, when imported, free 
k ‘Al ote: hair of the alpaca, goat, and other like animals. 

Wools on the skin, 

Woolen shoddy, mungo, waste, and flocks. 

And on and after October 1, 1888, in lieu of the duties heretofore imposed on 
the articles hereinafter mentioned in this section, there shall be levied, collected, 
and paid the following rates of duty on said articles severally : 

Woolen and wo cloths, shawls, and all manufactures of wool of every 
description, made wholly or in part of wool or worsted, not specially enumer- 
ated or provided for, 40 per cent. ad valorem. 

Flannels, blankets, hats of wool, knit gouds, and all made on knitting- 
frames, balmorals, woolen and worsted yarns, and all manufactures of ever; 
description, composed wholly or in part of wool or worsted, the hair of the al- 
paca, goat, or other animals, not Specialy enumerated or provided for, 40 per 
cent. ad valorem: Provided, That from and after the passage of this act, and 
until the Ist day of October, 1888, the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to classify as woolen cloth all imports of 
worsted cloth, whether known under the name of worsted cloth or under the 
names of ** worsteds” or “diago: ,” or otherwise. 

Bunting, 40 per cent, ad valorem. 

Women's and children’s dress goods, coat linings, Italian cloths, and goods 
of like description, pee in of wool, worsted, the hair of the alpaca, 
goat, or other animals, 40 per cent. ad valorem. 

Clothing, ready-made, and wearing apparel of every description not specially 
enumerated or provided for, and balmoral skirts and skirting and goods of sim- 
ilar description or used for like purposes, composed wholly or in part of wool, 
worsted, the hair of the alpaca, font, or other animals, made up or manufact- 
ured wholly or in part by the tailor, seamstress, or manufacturer, except knit 
goods, 45 per cent, ad valorem, 

Cloaks, dolmans, jackets, talmas, ulsters, or other outside garments for ladies’ 
and children’s apparel, and goods of similar description or used for like pur- 
poses, composed wholly orin part of wool, worsted, the hair of the alpaca, goat, 
or other animals, made up or manufactured wholly or in part by the tailor, 
seamstress, or manufacturer (except knit goods), 45 per cent. ad valorem. 

Webbings, gorings, suspenders, braces, beltings, bindings, braids, galloons, 
fringes, gimps, co: cords and tassels, dress trimmings, -nets, buttons, or 
barrel buttons, or buttons of other forms for tassels or ornaments wrought by 
hand or braided by machinery, of wool, worsted, the hair of the alpaca, 
goat, or other animals, or of which wool, worsted, the hair of the alpaca, goat, 
Go eg ee 
hassocks, bedsides arhamar agr Peni on, hemp, jute, or parte of either, or other 
material, 30 per cent. ad orem, 

Endless belts or felts for paper or printing machines, 30 per cent. ad valorem, 

During the reading of the above, 

Mr. REED said: How does it happen that this is being read in this 
manner? : à > 

TheCHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texasasked unanimous con- 
sent that the whole of section 3 might be read as one paragraph, and 
then be open to amendment and debate. 

Mr. REED. To be considered as one paragraph? 

Mr. MILLS. We are going to consider this just as we did the sugar 
schedule at the su ion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CAN- 
non]. Ifany gentleman wants to offer a substitute for the whole, of 
course he can do so, and amendments to any part of it will be in order. 

Mr. REED. But we are to vote on the separate items? 

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes. . 

Mr. REED. And no limitation as to the debate? 

Mr. MILLS. Not yet. We will debate it for awhile. 

Mr. REED. But the understanding was here, I am informed, that 
there was to be no limitation to the debate. 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman from Maine, Governor DINGLEY, said 
that if there was reasonable debate it would be satisfactory. 

Mr. REED. Reasonable debate is rather an indefinite term. 

Mr. MILLS. I propose that there shall be a fair and reasonable de- 
bate. If you say two days, I shall not object. 

Mr. REED. Twodays! 

I think there has been a misunderstanding in regard to this matter. 

Mr. MILLS. Notatall. Isimply did as my friend from Illinois 
invited us to do the other day in regard to the sugar schedule. 

Mr. REED. If there is an understanding that there is to be no limit- 
atien as to the debate, there is no objection to the other part of it, 


Mr. MILLS. I would not say that there should be no limitation. 
It would mean the giving up of the bill. 

Mr. REED. Not at all. Of course if it was in any bad faith, or 
anything of that sort, I would not expect you to stand by it. 

Mr. MILLS. Let us take the same course that we took in regard to 
the sugar provision. What time does the gentleman propose? Let us 
see if we can agree upon something. 

Mr. REED. Ido not propose any time. I always understood as a 
matter of parliamentary propriety that there is no method of fixing any 
limitation to debate before the debate has begun. There can not be 
from the very nature of the case. a3 

How can you tell how many arguments you will allow before you 
know how many arguments are going to be started? 

Mr. MILLS. I am not proposing to limit the debate, but I do not 
say I never would move to close the debate. I will give you fair and 
liberal time, as I did on thesugarschedule. Youought to be satisfied 
with the way we did about that. I do not propose to take snap judg- 
ment on anybody at all. 

Mr. REED. Of course we have the matter in our own hand; only I 
want it understood that we are not to be regarded as filibustering if 
we do not get what we consider the proper amount of time for debate. 

The reading of the section as above was then concluded. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. There was a section passed over temporarily to 
allow me to prepare an amendment, Ihave theamendment ready and 
will now send it to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 


Page 27, after line 440, insert: 

“Provided further, That wherever any of the goods, wares, and merchandise in 
this section mentioned are the product in whole or in part of convict labor the 
same shall pay treble the said rates by this section imposed.” 


The Chair put the question on the amendment, and was in doubt ag 
to the result. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I ask for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 56, noes 65. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGEgof Arkansas, I desire to state that I may 
print a few remarks on the item of oil-cloth. I know it is permitted 
under the order, but I do not care to avail myself of it without giving 
notice. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no objection. 

Mr. CASWELL. Before the committee rises I ask unanimous con- 
sent that leave be now given to offer amendments to this section and 
that the amendments may be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. MILLS. I have no objection. 

Mr. CASWELL. Several gentlemen have prepared amendments, and 
if they can be offered now and printed in the Recorp, members will 
be able to see what they are. 

There was no objection; and under the leave thus given amendments 
were offered as follows: 


By Mr, PUGSLEY: 

To strike out the entire section. 

By Mr. O'DONNELL: 

“That the rates of duty to be levied, collected, and paid upon the three sev- 
eral classes of wool and hair from the alpaca, goat, and other like animals, as 
now classified by law, which may be imported from foreign countries, be 
restored and fixed at what they were on each of the three 5 hm tegen 
of said articles at the time of the passage of the act of March 3, 5 entitled 
‘An act to reduce internal-revenue taxation, and for other purposes,’ any law 
to the contrary notwithstanding.” 


By Mr. Booruman: 

Amend line 2, on page 27, by striking outthe words “ there shall be admitted" 
and in lieu thereof insert the words “all wools, hair of the alpaca „and other 
like animals ;’’ and after the words “ when imported,” in said line 2, insert the 


following: 
purpose of fixing the duties to be charged thereon, 


“Shall be divided, for the 
into the three following classes: 

“ Class 1, clothing babe Maser is to say, merino, mestiza, metz, or metis wools, 
or other wools of merino blood, immediate or remote, Down clothing wools and 
wools of like character with any of the preceding, including such as have been 
heretofore usually imported into the United States from Buenos A 
Zealand, Australia, Cape of Good Hope, Russia, Great Britain, Canada, and else- 
where, and also including all wools not hereinafter described or designated in 


classes 2 and 3. 

“ Class 2, wools.—That is to say, Leicester, Cotswold, Lincolnshire, 
Down combing wools, Canada long wools, or other like combing wools of Eng- 
lish blood, and usually known by the terms herein used, and also all hair of the 
alpaca, goat, and other like animals, 

“Class 3, carpet wools and other similar wools.—Such as Donskoi, native South 
American, Cordova, Valparaiso, native Sm and including all such wools of 
like character as have been heretofore usually imported into the United States 
from Turkey, Greece, Egypt, Syria. and elsewhere, 

“The duty on wools of the first class which shali be imported washed shall be 
twice the amount of the duty to which they would be subjected if imported un- 
washed; and the duty on wools of all which shall" be imported scoured 
shall be three times the duty to which they would be subjected if imported un- 
washed. The duty upon wool of the sheep, or hair of the alpaca, goat, and other 
like animals, which si be imported in any other than ordinary condition, as 
now and heretofore practiced, or shal] be changed in its character or condition 
for the purpose of evading the duty, or which shall be reduced in value by the 
admixture of dirt or any other foreign substance, shall be twice the duty to 
which it would be otherwise subject. 

* Wools of the first class, the value whereof at the last port or place whence 
exported to the United States, excluding charges insuch port, shall be 30 cents 
or less per pound, 10 cents per pound ; wools of the same class, the value whereof 
at the last portor place whence exported to the United States, excluding cha: 
in such port, shall exceed 32 cents per pound, 12 cents per pound, and in addi- 
tion thereto 10 per cent. ad valorem. 

“ Wools of the second class, and all hair of the alpaca, goat, and other like an- 
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imals, the value whereof, at the last port or place whence exported to the United 
States, excluding charges in such port, shall be 32 cents or less per pound, 10 
cents per pound, and in addition thereto 11 per cent. ad valorem; wools of the 
United States, seluding charges T an gas dal camel aniete ie, 
ex! n; po ex cents per 
12 cents per pound, aad tn ddition thereto 10 per cent. ad valorem. ; 
“ Wools of the third class, the value whereof at the last port or place whence 
rted to the United States, excluding charges in such port. shall be 12 cents 
or per pound, 3 cents per pound ; wools of the same class, the value whereof 
at the last port or place whence exported to the United States, excluding charges 
in such port, shall exceed 12 cents per pound, 6 cents und. 
“Wools on the skin, the same rates as oi wools, the quantity and value 
to be ascertained under such rules as the Secretary of the Treasury may pre- 


scribe, 
Also further amend by striking out lines 3, 4, 5, and 6. 
By Mr. CASWELL: 
Amend the bill by striking out lines 4,5, and 6, of section 3, placing wools 
upon the free-list, and insert the following : 
All wools, hair of the alpaca, fost, ps. other like animals, as aforesaid, shall 
be divided for the purposes of fixing the duties to be charged thereon into three 


to wit: 

“Class 1, Clothing wools. 

“Class 2. Combing wools. 

“Class 3. Carpet and other similar wools according to and in the manner 
vided in section 1 of chapter 197 of the act of San, K en March 2, 1867. 

** And upon wools of the first class, the value whereof at the last port or place 
whence exported to the United States, excluding charges in such port, shall be 
32 cents or less per pound, the duty shall be 10 cents per —— and in addition 
thereto ll per cent, nd valorem. Upon woolsof the same class, the value whereof 
at the last port or place whence exported to the United States, excluding charges 
in such port, 1 exceed 33 cents per pound, the duty shall be 12 cents per 
pound, and in addition thereto 10 per cent. ad valorem. 

“Upon wools of the second class, and upon all hair of the alpa, goat, and 
other like animals, the value whereof at the last port or place whence exported 
tothe United States, excluding charges in such port, shall be 32 cents or less 
per pound, the duty shall be 10 cents pound, and in addition thereto 11 
cent. ad valorem, Upon wools of the same class, the value whereof at the 
last port or place whence exported to the United States, excluding charges in 
such port, shall exceed 32 cents per pound, the duty shal] be 12 cents per pound, 
and in addition thereto 10 per cent. ad valorem. . 

“Upon wools of the third class, the value whereof at the last port or place 
whence orted to the United States, excluding charges in such port, shall be 
12 cents or less per pound, the duty shall be 3 cents per pound. 

Upon wools of the same class, the value whereof at the last port or place 
whence ex to the United States, excluding charges in such port, ex- 
ceed 12 cents ew’ pound, the duty shall be 6 cents per pound. 

Provided, T the duty upon woolof the first class, which shall be imported 
washed, shali be twice the amount of duty to which it would be sub; if 
imported unwashed, and that the duty upon wool of all classes which shall be 
imported scoured shall be three times the amount of the duty to which it would 
be subjected if imported unwashed. 

On sheep skins and Angora goat skins, raw or unmanufactured, imported 
with the wool on, washed or unwashed, the duty shall be 30 per cent, ad va- 
lorem, and on rags, shoddy, mungo, waste, and flocks, the duty shall be 12 cents 
per pound, 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MCMILLIN having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union had had under consider- 
ation the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in 
relation to the collection of the revenue, and had come tono resolution 
thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. Was to-night set 
apart for the consideration of bills in relation to the census, in accord- 
ance with the request of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox]? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was. 


: LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. STEELE, 
until further notice. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had agreed to the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9345) making appropriations for the service 
of the Post-Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889; 
and also that the Senate further insisted upon its amendment num- 
bered 7. 

RECESS, 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House take a recess until 8 o’clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 45 
minutes p. m.) the House took a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION. 


The House was called to order at 8 p. m. by Hon. BENTON McMIL- 
LIN as Speaker pro tempore, who directed the reading of the following 
communication: 

SrEAKER’s Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. O., July 11, 1888, 
Sin: I hereby designate Hon. Besrox MCMILLIN to preside as Speaker pro 
tempore at the session of the House this evening. 
JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker, 
Hon, Jony B. CLARK, 
Clerk House of Representatives. 
The Clerk read the order on which the House assembled, as follows: 
On motion of Mr, Cox, 4 unanimous consent, it was ordered that a recess 
be taken this evening unti oP. m., the evening session to be devoted to the 
consideration of the bill (H, R.1659) to provide for taking the eleventh and 
subsequent censuses, 
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Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the bill as- 
signed for this evening be considered in the House as in Committee of 
the Whole, and that the Committee of the Whole be discharged from 
the further consideration of the bill. 

There was no objection. 
eat acasaee: protempore. The Clerk will report the title of the 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R.1695) to provide for taking the eleventh and subsequent censuses. 


[Mr. Cox withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX. } 

Mr. COX. I now ask unanimous consent to dispense with the first 
reading of the bill. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
tions with the amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Beit enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Uniled States of 
America in Congress assembled, That a census of the population, wealth, and in- 
dustry of the United States shall be taken on or for the date June 1, 1890. 


The committee propose to amend in line 4, by striking out ‘‘for’? 
and insert ‘‘of.’’ 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read section 2, as follows: 


Src, 2. That there shall be established in the Department of the Interior an 
office to be denominated the Census Office, the chief officer of which shall be 
called the Superintendent of the Census, whose duty it shall be, under the direc- 
tion of the head of the ag eer gin to E NEAN and direct the taking of the 
Eleventh Census of the United States, in accordance with the laws relating 
thereto, and to perform such other duties as may be required of him by law, 


The committee propose in seçtion 2, line 4, to strike out the word 
‘*the? before the word ‘‘ census. ’’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read section 3, as follows: 


Sec. 3. The Superintendent of Census shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate; and he shall receive an annual 
salary of $5,000; and for the purposes of takin the Eleventh Census ofthe United 
States, the Secretary of the Interior may appoint a chief clerk of the Census Office 
atan annual salary of $2,500, two stenographers, and ten chiefs of division, at 
an annual soa onan of $2,000, ten clerks of class 4, twenty clerks of class 3, 
thirty clerks of c 2, with such number of clerks of class 1, and of clerks, copy- 
ists, and computers, at salaries of not less than $720nor more than $1,000 per an- 
num, as may be found necessary for the proper and a ag compilation of the 
results of the enumeration of the census herein provided to betaken, And upon 
such compilation and ponasa of said census the period of service of said 
clerks shall end. All the clerks of classes 4, 3, and 2, above provided for, may 
be statistical experts, 


The committee propose the following amendments to section 3: 


In line 3 strike out “five” and insert “ six,” 

After the word “‘stenographers,”' in line 7, strike out the word “and,” and 
ee: the word “division,” at the end of the line, add “and one disbursing 
clerk. 

After the word “taken,” in line 15, add the following: 

“And the Secretary of the Interior may also appoint one captain of the watch, 
ata salary of $840 per annum, two messengers, and such number of watchmen 
and assistant messengers and messenger boys, at salaries of $400 each per annum, _ 
laborers and skilled laborers, at $000 each per annum, and charwomen, at sala- 
ries of $240 each per annum, as may be found necessary to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act.” 

In line 17, after the word “clerks,” where it first occurs, add the words ‘‘and 
employés.” 

In line 19, after the word “experts,” add the Josep : 

“The disbursing clerk herein provided for shall, before entering upon his 
duties, give bond to the Treasurer of the United States in the sum of $50,000, 
which bond shall be conditioned that the said officer shall render a true and 
faithful account to the Treasurer, quarter-yearly, of all moneys and properties 
which shall be by him received by virtue of his office, with sureties to be ap- 
proved by the Solicitor of the Treasury. Such bond shall be filed in the office 
of the First Comptroller of the Treasury, to be by him put in suit upon any 
breach of the condition thereof.” 


Mr. ROGERS. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. As I did not en- 
ter the Hall till a few minutes ago, I wish to inquire what arrange- 
ment has been made in regard to the consideration of this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill, by unanimous consent, is 
being considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. The 
first reading was dispensed with, and the bill is now being read by sec- 
tions for amendment. - 

Mr. ROGERS. I would like to inquire of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Cox] what increase of force the pending section —section 3— 
provides in comparison with the act for the taking of the last censns. 
I find here a provision for ten chiefs of division. I supposed there was 
now some sort of organization in the Interior Department with refer- 
ence to the census; if not, it has been very recently abolished. I de- 
sire to ascertain whether this bill proposes the organization of an en- 
tirely new force—a new bureau, as it were, in that Department. 

Mr. COX. Some five years ago the census bureau was abolished, 
and the whole business connected with the census was placed in the 
hands of a chief clerk in the Interior Department, who has taken charge 
of the archives and other matters connected with the last census, as well 
as to some extent the preparation for the next. This bill is substan- 
tially the same as the act for the taking of the census of 1880. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is the force the same? 

Mr. COX. The force is not exactly the same; there is an increase. 

Mr. ROGERS. To what extent? 


The Clerk will report the bill by sec- 
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Mr. COX. The ‘third section of the act of 1879, under which the 
census of 1880 was taken, reads as follows: 

The Superintendent of Census shall be sanpo by the President, iee with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, and he shall receive an annual salary of 
$5,000; and the Secretary of the Interior may appoi a chief clerk of the census 
office, six clerks of class 4, ten clerks of class 3, clerks of class 2, with such 
number of clerks of class 1, and of copyists and computers, at salaries of not less 
than $700 or more than $1,000, as may be found necessary for the proper and 
prompt compilation and publication of the results of the enumeration of the 
census herein provided to be taken, 


Most of the clerks for whom this bill provides will not be called into 
use until the actual and active work of taking the census has been be- 
gun; then there must be almosta regiment of people to digest, tabulate, 
and copy the results of the census. Of course there must be an increase 
of force to some extent as our population has increased sinco the last 
census from 51,000,000 to something like 64,000,000. 

Mr. ROGERS. The matter which attracted my attention was the 
creation of ten separate divisions in one bureau. Ten chiefs of divisions 
struck me as a rather large force. 

Mr. COX. Instead of providing that these officers be appointed at 
the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior or the Superintendent of 
the Census, we classify them and fix the salaries. I think classification 
has now become a ts in the business of our Departments, and a very 
valuable rule. This arrangement has been recommended by those fa- 
miliar with this business—men who have been engaged in statistical 
work and know all about it. I accept their judgment as superior to 
my own in a matter of this kind. 

Mr. ROGERS. This is a matter to which I have not given any con- 
sideration, and, of course, I would not venture to criticise anything 
that has been done by the committee; but noticing the organization 

To; in the bill, it seemed to me the force was very large, and I 
thought that some explanation of this matter ought to be made, and 
go upon record, if we are to create a great bureau of, this description. 

Mr. COX. Isu this bureau will not be at work for some time; 
we must first organize the business. Many of these officers will not 
be called into active duty until the work really begins; but the bureau 
must be created now. 

Mr. FULLER. I wish to inquire of the chairman of the committee 
[Mr. Cox] why the committee has recommended an increase of the 
salary of the Superintendent from $5,000 to $6,000. It occurs to me 
$6,000 is a high salary—entirely too high. It is higher than is received 
by the head of any bureau that I now think of—higher than the salary 
of the Commissioner of Pensions. There are very few judges of our 
United States courts who receive such a salary. This work does not 
require a very high order of talent. Of course, it calls fora and 
painstaking application; but I see no reason why the salary should be 
increased $1,000. 

The Superintendent of the Geological Survey gets $6,000. 
I do not believe the Government can get the right kind of service in 
this case unless the salary be raised to $6,000. I think we all have in 
our minds a gentleman, now superintendent of the Department of La- 
bor, who, if he chose to go into other business outside of official sta- 
tion, could command a salary of $10,000. It was the judgment of the 
committee that $6,000 would not be too much for an office of this char- 
acter, for there is scarcely any office connected with the Government 
requiring harder work. Some of the officers who were connected with 
this work in the last census broke down. ‘Thechief clerk, Mr. Seaton, 
became insane in doing work upon the last census; for this business 
does not merely involve taking the census and tabulating the results, 
itruns forward into apportionment and all sorts of calculations ramify- 
ing therefrom. 

Mr. DOCKERY. It should be remembered, also, that this isa tem- 


porary service, 

Mr. COX. Itis. Ido not object, however, to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. FULLER] moving an amendment to reduce this salary. I 
would like to test the sense of the House upon it. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Allow me to suggest, also, to the gentleman that 
this is a temporary service for which this gentleman has toabandon his 
present business. 

Mr. COX. I would not object to the gentleman making a motion if 
he chooses to do so, as I should like to have thesense of Congress upon 
it. I believe the committee was unanimous, or practically so, in its 
recommendation. ; 

Mr. FULLER. Do we not take a vote upon the committee amend- 
ment? If necessary, however, I move to amend that amendment by 
reducing the salary to $5,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
that a vote will be taken upon the committee amendment to strike out 
five thousand and insert six thousand. If thatamendment is rejected, 
the gentleman accomplishes his purpose. 

Mr. SENEY. I would like, before the question is taken, to ask the 
gentleman from New York to state how the salaries prescribed here in 
the third section compare in amount with those prescribed under the 
act of 1879? 

Mr. COX. I have just read in section 3 of the former act what the 
salaries were. I have not made a computation in the aggregate, but 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 11, 


there is not much increase over the former salaries. There is a pro- 
portionate increase of the force by reason of the increased work. 

Mr. SENEY. About what is the rate of increase? 

Mr. COX. It is about equal to the increase in population. 

Mr. SENEY. I mean the rate per cent. 

Mr. COX. Not exceeding 10 or 15 per cent. at the most. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, another matter occurs to me in this 
connection, and in order to be formal I move to strike out the last 
word, for the purpose of stating it. 

I would inquire of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] what 
part of this bill will indicate to the Secretary of the Interior when these 
parties are to be employed ? : 

I do not see anything in the third section in regard to it except the 
creation of these offices and the authority to employ clerks at given 
salaries. Where is the limit upon the Secretary in this respect as to 
the date of the appointment? 

Mr. COX. The great body—the great army of officers—will not be 
employed until 1890; but the bureau will call into its service accord- 
ing as the emergency may arise such clerks as they may need, at which 
time their compensation will begin. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. When does the bureau begin? 

Mr. COX. On the passage of the law. 

Mr. ROGERS. But when are these appointments to be made? 

Mr. COX. When the necessity for the service arises; not before. 

Mr. ROGERS. Unless there is some subsequent provision which 
I have not been able to discover in the bill, I do not think this section 
is explicit enough on that point, and should be amended. 

We all know that these bureaus are matters of growth. When first 
created they started out with a small beginning, and have gradually 
grown until they have become, in some instances, great Departments. 
We create here, of course, this bureau in accordance with the judg- 
ment of men who are more capable of passing upon the question than 
myself, or, perhaps, than the House, unless it be those who have given 
careful consideration to the subject—we establish, I say, a great bureau 
where we employ so many officials at such and such salaries attached 
to the offices, and there is no discretionary power, so far as I am able 
to see, fixed in the Secretary of the Interior. The appointments are 
authorized under the bill, but as to when they shall begin or whether 
he shall appoint them directly the bill is silent. 

It occurs to me, therefore, that there should be some provision leav- 
ing it discretionary with the Secretary of the Interior, and not compel 
him by a public law to create a great bureau to remain some time at 
least with a large force of officers in it with nothing to do, and at the 
same time to be drawing large salaries from the Government. 

Mr. COX. Of course we will have to trust something to the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of the Interior. The language of the bill is 
based upon that of the old Jaw, and of course we do not presume that 
the Secretary will appoint this force until the emergency comes. They 
do not go to work at the beginning. There is a large amount of pre- 
paratory work to be done before these clerks will be employed, or the 
great bulk of them. 

I will say to my friend, further, that in former bills on this subject, 
and especially the bill providing for the Tenth Census, no such provis- 
ion limiting the matter in the manner suggested was enacted. 

Mr. ROGERS. I know that the gentleman from New York is more 
familiar with this subject than any other member, and I would like 
to ask him if there were any complaints of abuses under the former 
act? 

Mr. COX. None whatever. The law was well executed by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and by General Walker. Ido not think I would 
restrict the Secretary of the Interior in the respect the gentleman sug- 
gests. These clerks are only employed, as under the last census bill, 
when needed. 

Mr. ROGERS. I was going to suggest to my friend from New York 
that it might be well—it would certainly do no harm—to incorporate 
in this section that for the purpose of taking the Eleventh Census of 
the United States the Secretary of the Interior may, as the exigency 
requires, make these appointments. 

Mr. COX, I have no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will offer that as an amendment, using the words 
‘fas the necessities of the service may require.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the com- 
mittee amendments will be first in order. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will commit my amendment to writing, then, while 
they are being acted upon. 

Mr. PERKINS. I would like toask the gentleman from New York 
whether the object of the bill is to create a permanent bureau? 

Mr. COX. Not at all. 

Mr. PERKINS. Is that not the effect of the language of the second 


section? 
Mr. COX. No. This is a copy in that of the law of 1879; 


and we were compelled by act of Congress to abolish the bureau after 
a time, for it had gone along owing to the ig 

tions that were to be gotten out that dragged 
through many years, 


number of publica- 
eir slow length along 


1888. 


Mr. PERKINS. Is there any limit in the bill in that particular? 
Mr. COX. We can not limit it, because we do not know exactly 
when all these various results will be tabulated and put in proper 
shape. It would be unusual, and I think it would be an embarrass- 
ment to the service, to make the amendment which the gentleman sug- 
gests. 

Mr. PERKINS. Iam not suggesting an amendment to put a limit 
in the bill, but I thought the EOE in the second section was 
such as to create a permanent bureau. 

Mr. COX. I wish we could do that. It would be wiser to have all 
our statistical bureaus coalesced into one. They do that in England, 
they do it in France, but we have not come to that point yet. The 
moment the census officials get through their work it is turned over to 
a clerk in the Interior Department, where it is laid away and cared for 
until the next decennial period comes around. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
of the amendments except the one making a change in the salary? 

Mr. FULLER. Only on that. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. I wish to call the attention of the 
chairman of the committee to what I think is a needed amendment. 
In line 18 the salaries of the messengers and watchmen are grouped in 
with the messenger boys at $400 per annum. I think it would be 
better to strike out, in lines 19 and 20, the words ‘‘ messenger boys at 
salaries of four hundred dollars each per annum,” and to insert the 
same words in line 21, after the words ‘“* per annum,” where they prop- 
erly come in. 

Mr. COX. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. Then I move that amendment. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out, in lines 19 and 20, after the word “ messengers,” the words “and 
messenger boys at salaries of fourjhundred dollars each perannum,” and insert 
the same words in line 21, after the words “per annum. 


The amendment was to. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I wish to ask a question of the gentleman from 
New York in charge of this bill. I observe that there are ten chiefs of 
divisions provided for in this bill, whilst in the act of 1879 there were 
no chiefs of divisions. ‘There are also ten clerks of class 4 provided for 
here, whilst in the act of 1879 butsix clerks of that class were provided 
for. There are twenty clerks of class 3 provided for in this bill, whilst 
in the act of 1879 there were but ten. This bill provides, also, for thirty 
clerks of class 2, whilst in the act of 1879 there were but fifteen clerks 
of that class provided for. What I wish to ask the gentleman is whether 
this increase in the number of clerks is necessary. 

Mr. COX. Absolutely necessary. In the work of the former cen- 
sus the clerks worked all day and sometimes half the night, and also 
on Sundays. They were driven all the time in order to get up the 
statistics for our apportionment, and no body of men ever worked more 
faithfully.. They were mere temporary clerks, as has been already 
stated, and this increase is considered indispensable by those who are 

in the matter. 
. ATKINSON. I observe, also, that the increase is in the more 
ive class of clerks, but perhaps that also is necessary. 
eSPEAKER pro tempore. Ifno separate vote be demanded on the 
amendments, the Chair will put the question on them in gross, except 
the one as to the change of salary. The Clerk will report that amend- 
ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In line 3, strike out “five” and insert “six,” 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think there ought te be a separate vote upon each 
proposition to increase the number of employés. 

The SPEAKER protempore put the question, and was in doubt as to 
the result. 

A division was called for. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 15, noes 9. 

So the amendment was to. 

Mr. COX. I will say in reference to the question asked me by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ATKINSON] that the chiefs of di- 
visions in former censuses were chosen from experts and paid out of 
another fund. They were compelled to have experts at that time, as I 
recall. That will account for the apparent discrepancy between the 
act of 1879 and the present act. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I was not familiar with that fact. All the in- 
formation I had on the subject I gathered from the text of the act of 
1879. 

The Clerk reported the next amendment, as follows: 


In section 3, line 7, it is proposed to strike out the word “and” after the word 
“ stenographers,” and toadd, at the beginning of line 8, the words ‘and one dis- 
bursing clerk.” \ 


The amendment was to. 
The Clerk reported the next amendment, as follows: 


After the word “taken,” in line 15, add: 

** And the Secretary of the Interior may also appoint one captain of the watch 
at a salary of $840 per annum, two messengers and number of watchmen 
and assistant messengers and messenger boys at salaries of $400 each per an- 
num, laborers and skilled laborers at $600 eac! rannum, and charwomen at 
salaries of $240 each per annum, as may be found necessary to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act.” 
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Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend by pro- 
wae salaries of $400 each per annum for the charwomen, instead of 
240. 
The Clerk reported the amendment, as follows: 


It is proposed to strike out “two hundred and forty,” in line 22 of the section, 
and insert "four hundred.” 


Mr. PERKINS. Before voting on that amendment I would like to 
inquire of the gentleman from Indiana or of some other gentleman 
present, what salaries are paid to the charwomen in the other Depart- 
ments. 

Mr. HOLMAN. ‘Two hundred and forty dollars. 

noah O'NEILL, of Missouri. Two hundred and forty dollars every- 
where. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. I do not care for that information. My 
impression was they were paid the amount provided in this bill. Nev- 
ertheless that is no reason why the salaries of these women should be 
fixed according to what charwomen are paid in other Departments, 
The salary is too low. I for one believe the rates should be increased. 
I think it is discreditable to this Congress to attempt to employ women 
at the rate of $240 peryear. Congress ought to set the example to our 
people of being liberal, especially with the poor. I voted to increase 
the salary of the chief to $6,000 per annum. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Will the gentleman permit a question ? 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Does the gentleman from Indiana employ any 
female help in his own house? 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. I do, 

Mr. GROSVENOR. What rate per week do you pay? 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. We pay the girl that we hire at our home 
$3 a week and board. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. One hundred and fifty dollars a year. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. Yes; and her board. Does the Depart- 
ment board the women? If the Department boards the women and 
pays them $240 a year I shall be satisfied. The girl that I hire gets 

er board and her bed. I say the poor are continually ruled against 
in Government employ. I see that plainly in the case of laborers em- 
ployed in the Departments. I have no objection to paying large sala- 
ries to the heads of Departments. I do not begrudge them their sala- 
ries, and have never voted against them. I voted in favor of paying 
the chief of this bureau $6,000. I think it is due to this House that 
we agree to the trifling addition I propose in the compensation of these 
poor women, who are more in need of money than the heads of the De- 
partments. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The amendment of the committee was agreed to. 

The Clerk reported the next amendment, as follows: 

In line 17, after the word ‘‘clerks’’ where it first occurs, add the 
words ‘‘and employés.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk reported the next amendment proposed by the committee, 
as follows: 

In line 19, after the word “‘experts,’’ add the following: 

The disbursing clerk herein provided for 1l, before entering upon his du- 
ties, give bond to the Treasurer of the United States in the sum of $50,000, which 
bond shall be conditioned that the said officer shall render a true and faithful 
account to the Treasurer, quarter-yearly, of all moneys and properties which 
shall be by him received by virtue of his office, with sureties to be approved by 
the Solicitor of the Treasury. Such bond shall be filed in the office of the First 
Comptroller of the Treasury, to be by him putin suit upon any breach of the 
conditions thereof. 

The amendment was a to. 

Mr. ROGERS. I offer the following amendment: 

The Clerk reported the amendment, as follows: 


After the word “may,” in line 5, insert "from time to time as the necessity 
therefor arises.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read section 4, as follows: 


Sec. 4. That the Secretary of the Interior shall,on or before the Ist day of 
March, 1890, on the recommendation of the Superintendent of Census, lamn aar 
the number, whether one or more, of supervisors of census,to be appointed 
within each State or Territory, who shall appointed by the President of the 
United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The total 
number of such supervisors shall not exceed one hundred and seventy-five. 
Each supervisor shall, before entering upon the duties of his office, take and 
subscribe the plows oath or affirmation: “TI, , supervisor, do 
solemnly swear or affirm that I will support the Constitution of the United 
States, and perform and discharge the duties of the supervisor of census accord- 
ing to law, honestly and correctly, to the best of my ability ;” which oath shall 
be filed in the office of the Secretary of the Interior. 


The committee recommend the following amendments: 


In section 4, line 5, strike out the word “or” and insert the word “‘and,” and 
ae ne reat “ Territory,” in the same line, add the words “and the District 
o um 


The amendments were to. 

Mr. HOVEY. I offer the following amendment, in line 12, section 4. 
The Clerk reported the amendment, as follows: 

In line 12, section 4, include in brackets the words “ or affirm.” 

Mr, COX. That is right. > 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. BUCHANAN. I offeran amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After section 4 add the following: 

“And any supervisor may at the discretion of the Superintendent be detailed 
for service in any other State.” __ 

Mr. COX. I do not see the object of that. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Those who are familiar with some charges and 
counter charges that were attendant upon the taking of the last census 
will see the object. ; 

Mr. COX. I beg to say to the gentleman that I never heard of any 
complaints about the taking of the last census except in two places, 
one in Missouri and the other in South Carolina. General Walker, the 
Superintendent of the Census, and the gentleman then at the head of 
the Interior Department, a Republican, had the census retaken in those 
places under the supervision of the very men who had made the com- 
plaints, and the retaking showed the normal increase between the first 
and the second taking. I do not think the complaints were well 
founded, and although they had some little run in the newspapers, I 
believe no man ever made any charge in the House that was not satis- 
factorily answered, 

Mr. GROSVENOR. What is the objection of the gentleman from 
New York to an amendment like this? 

Mr. COX. Well, it is rather incongruous to have men designated to 
go from one State to another, 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I suppose it would not be done except in a case 
where there was some suspicion of wrongdoing of some kind. 

Mr. COX. Itwould introduce confusion into the system and destroy 
its unity. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Very large interests hinge upon this question. 

Mr. COX, Iwillsay tothe gentleman from Ohio Ente. GROSVENOR] 
and the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN] that there was 
no trouble about this subject in the taking of the last census. This 
provision of the bill was drawn by the late General Garfield very care- 
fully for the bill for the Ninth Census, and I copied it in my bill for the 
taking of the Tenth Census. Many of the features of this bill, in fact 
the main features of it, were drawn by General Garfield after most 
careful study, and experience has since demonstrated the value of his 
study of the subject. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. This amendment does not propose that 
the discretion shall be exercised unless an emergency calling for the 
exercise of it arises, 

Mr. COX. Well, you do not want to provide for every imaginable 
emergency in a bill of this kind. 

Mr. KERR. Would not the superintendent have this discretion 
without the amendment? 

A MEMBER. No. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I have offered this amendment in order to relax 
to some extent the rule laid down in this section, which provides that 
these officers shall be appointed ‘‘ within each State and Territory.” 
My amendment simply allows the Superintendent of the Census, in 
his discretion, to detail some of these gentlemen for service elsewhere. 
Of course he would not exercise that discretion unless he thought it was 
necessary, and where it necessary he should have the power to 
do it. As the bill stands it would be impossible for him to order asu- 
pervisor from Missouri into Illinois for example, or vice versa, and 
therefore it would be necessary for him if he desired to make such 
changes to come to for additional legislation, or else to allow 
to pass what he believed to be defective work. The amendment leaves 
it all in the discretion of the Superintendent. 

The amendment was rejected—ayes 12, noes 18, 

The Clerk read as follows: ; 

. 5, the performance, 
wi ah perro bn ge ih th ra 
ent of Census the division of his district into subdivisions most convenient for 
the purpose of enumeration; to d te to the Superintendent of Census suit- 
able persons, and, with the consent of said Superintendent, toemploy such per- 
thin his district, one for each subdivision, and resident 
with reference to fitness, and without ref- 


erence to their party ions, according to th 
by the Superintendent o Census; but in case it 


qualifi 
of enumerator resides in that d © supervisor 
son, resident in the county, to be the enumerator of that distri 
to enumerators the printed forms and schedules issued from the Census Office, 
in quantities suited 
to enumerators the 


sel enumerators in person ari letter, as freely and fully as ope be required 
to secure the purposes of this act; u ntend- 
ent of Census, and to facilitate the taking of the census with as little delay as 
possible, he may cause to be distributed by the enumerators, prior to the taking 
of the enumeration, schedules to be filled up by householders and others ; to 
provide for the early and safe transmission to his office of the returns of enu- 
merators, em g ail the schedules filled by them in the course of enumera- 
tion, and for the due receipt and custody of such returns pending their trans- 
mission to the Census Office ; e and scrutinize the returns of enumer- 
ators, in order to ascertain whether the work has been formed in all re- 
spects in compliance with the provisions of law, and whe any town or vil- 
lage or in portion of the district has been omitted from enumeration; to 

orward to the Superintendent G ymca the completed returns of his district in 
such time and manner as shall A prreciroong by the said Superintendent, and 
in the event of discrepancies or deficiencies appearing in the returns from his 
district, to use all diligence in causing the same to be corrected or supplied; to 
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make up and forward to the Superintendent of Census the accounts required for 
ascertaining the amount of compensation due under the provisions of this act 
to each enumerator of his district, 


Mr. CONGER. I desire to offer an amendment, which [ send to the 
desk. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

Insert after the word “census,” in line 11, the following: 

“ Provided, That in the appointment of enumerators preference shall in all 


cases be given to properly qualified, honorably discharged soldiers or sailors of 
the United States Army or Navy residing in the respective districts." 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amendment of 
the gentleman from Iowa [ Mr. Concer]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Let it be reported again. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. COX. Letit go. I have no objection to it as long as the mat- 
ter is left discretionary and the soldier is required to be fit for the pur- 
pose. But the soldiers are getting old now and we want young enu- 
merators. 

Mr. CONGER. The work comes at a pleasant time of year. 

Mr. HOLMAN. There is no objection to it. 

Mr. ROGERS. The only. point I see against it is one which some- 
body has w red in my ear, that there may be some districts where 
properly qualified soldiers can not be found. 

Mr. ATKINSON. The matter is discretionary. The amendment 
only provides that ‘‘ preference shall be given.” 

Mr. MATSON. It seems to me that the language of the amendment 
just acted on ought to be a little different. In its present form it ap- 
pears to provide for the appointment of only such soldiers as have 
been in the regular Army. I presume the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
CoxoER] intended to provide more especially for those who have been 
soldiers in the volunteer service. 

Mr. CONGER. I certainly did, and I supposed the language of the 
amendment would accomplish that object. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Let the amendment be again read. 

The Clerk again read the amendment of Mr. CONGER. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. That is all right. 

Mr. CONGER. If there is any question about the construction of 
this amendment, I ask unanimous consent to insert the words ‘‘either 
in the regular or volunteer service.” 

Mr. DOCKERY. I suggest that the amendment should read in this 
form: 

Provided, That in the appointment of enumerators preference shall in all 


cases be given to seg f qualified persons who have served in the milit 
or naval service oft the United States, an rb 


Mr. ATKINSON. During the war of the rebellion. 
Mr. CONGER, I have no objection to the amendment ted by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DOCKERY], though I think the 


amendment in its original form includes every one that will be cov- 
ered by the gentleman’s amendment. . 

Mr. COX. There is no objection to that amendment. . 

Mr. CONGER. Iam perfectly willing to accept the amendment, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Itis necessary that the amendment be 
acted on by the House. The Clerk will report the amendment of the 
gentleman from Missouri as taken down by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Saia Singh in the fated of atypia Lap canes Let in Hops 
cases ven roper, perso: 
military or naval parvice of the United States r Youlding in the sameo, districts, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the amendment of the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. CONGER] has been adopted in the form originally of- 
fered this substitute can not be entertained except by unanimous con- 
sent or by a reconsideration of the vote already taken. Is there objec- 
tion to the entertainment of this amendment in lieu of that already 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa? The Chair hears none. 

The amendment of Mr. DockERy was adopted. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Ioffer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lines 9 and 10 of section 5 strike out the words “and without referenco to 
their political y affiliations,” and insert “and from each of the political par- 
ties in proportion to the number of votes cast for each party at the last preced- 
ing election for member of Congress in the Congressional within which 
appointed, and," 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer this amendment, knowing 
that the language in this bill is the language of the law of 1879, but 
remembering also the fact that in the execution of that law the enu- 
merators, at least in my section of the country, were appointed equally 
from the two political parties then existing. 

My amendment provides a broader method of appointment. It pro- 
vides that these enumerators shall be appointed according to the num- 
ber of votes cast by each political party at the p ing Congressional 
election. Enumerators will thus be secured not only from the two great 
political parties, but also from parties casting a smaller numberof votes. 
This will serve to bring these enumerators as close to the people as any 
arrangement which could be made, and will make them as nearly as 
possible in harmony with the sentiments of oue goto I think the 
amendment should be adopted, as thereby wes secure @ proper dis- 
tribution of these enumerators and possibly save our friends on the other 
senon the consequences of a change of administration on the 4th or 

arch next. 


1888. 
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Mr. GROSVENOR. Ido not like to delay the proceedings on this 
bill; but I can not myself see how this amendment will work. Take 
for illustration the State of Georgia: our side will not get avy votes 
there, and therefore no enumerators. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Of course not; I understand that. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Nor any supervisors or anything else. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. This does not refer to supervisors. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I would be willing to put this matter on the 
basis of the vote, if I could find out what the vote is; but where one 
side does not vote, I can not find out. 

The amendment of Mr. BUCHANAN was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEC, 6. Each supervisor of census shall, upon the completion of bis duties to 
the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Interior, receive the sum of $125, and in 
addition thereto, in thickly-settled districts, $1 for each thousand or majority 
fraction of a thousand of the population enumerated in his district, and in 
sparsely-settled districts $1.40 for each thousand or majority fraction of a thou- 
sand of the population enumerated in such district; such sums to be in full com- 
pensation for all services rendered and expenses incurred by him, except that 
an allowance for clerk-hire may be made, at the discretion of the Superintend- 
ent of Census. The designation of the compensation per thousand, as provided 
in this section, shall be made by the Secretary of the Interior at least one month 
in advance of the date for the commencement of the enumeration. 

Sec. 7. That all mail matter of whatever class, relative to the census and ad- 
dressed to the Census Office, to the Superintendent of Census, his chief clerk, 
supervisors or enumerators, and indorsed “Official business Department of the 
Interior, Census Office,” shall be trans free of postage; if any person 
shall make use of any such indorsement to avoid the payment of postage on his 
private letter, pac! or other matter in the mail, the person so offending 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and subject to a fine of $300, to be 
prosecuted in any court of competent jurisdiction. £ A 

Sec. 8. No enumerator shall be deemed qualified to enter upon his duties until 
he has received from the supervisor of census of the district to which he belongs 
a commission, under his hand, authorizing him to perform the duties of an enu- 
merator, and setting forth the boundaries of the subdivision within which such 
duties are to be performed by him. He shall, moreover, take andsubscribe the 
following oath or affirmation : 

a , an enumerator for taking the — census of the United States, 
do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will make a true and exact enumeration of 
all the inhabitants within the subdivision to me, and will also taith- 
fully collect all other statistics therein, as provided for in the act for taking the 
in conformity with all lawful instructions which I may receive, 


not disclose any information contained , or statements 
obtained by me to any person or persons, except to my superior officers. oe 


Signed) x 
Wiles said oath or affirmation may be administered by any judge of a court 
of record, or any justice of the peace, or not: public empowered to inister 
oaths; and a copy thereof, duly authenticated, shall be forwarded to the super- 
a of census before the date fixed herein for the commencement of the enum- 
cration, 


: gae amendment reported by the committee to section 8 was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 23 strike out “ and a copy thereof” and insert “ which oath.” 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. ROGERS. I wish to inquire what is the object of the obliga- 
tion of secrecy which is ei on the enumerators in the affidavit. 
The language is: 

And will not discloses any information contained in schedules, lists, or state- 
ments obtained by me to any person or persons, except to my superior officer, 

Mr. COX. The object is this, as any one can understand on a mo- 
ment’s reflection from the nature of the census, People come to the 
enumerators and ask for all sorts of information of the wealth or pov- 
erty, as it may be, of their neighbors. We donot propose to have any 
such troublesome thing in order to accommodate any one seeking that 
. sort of information and making inquiries of the enumerators. It pre- 

vents the taking of the census if a man is at the mercy of his neigh- 
bors, who may gossip about his prosperity or otherwise. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I can say from my own nal observation 
that it is ers fully to take the census without some such re- 

t as 

Mr. COX. It has always been the case in every census which has 
been taken, from the enumeration of the people of Israel, when they 
feared to be taxed or conscripted, down to the present time. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. ‘They do not want the facts about their affairs 
to be published in the newspapers. 

Mr. COX. They are often reluctant to give information to the enu- 
merators when people are inquiring as to their standing in the com- 
munity from idle curiosity or otherwise. 

There being no amendment offered to the section, the Clerk read the 
next section (9), as follows: 


ualified in the 


manner aforesaid, to visit each dwelling-house in his subdivision, 
and each family therein, and each individual living out of a family in any place 
of and by inquiry made of the head of such family, or of the member 


pe eye by 

shall be found at the usual place of abod 
out of a family Rye apne to answer the 
requirements act, then it shall be 
the req as nearly as may be practicable, from the family or 
or persons, living nearest to such place of abode. The Super- 


families, or person 
intendent of Census may employ s agents or other means to make an- 
A thin the 


enumeration of all Indians liv 


ng jurisdiction of the United States, 
with such information as to their condition as may be obtainable, classifying 
them as to Indians taxed taxed, 


and Indians not 


The committee amendment was, in line 10, to strike ont ‘‘ eighty ’’ 
and insert ‘‘ninety;’’ so it will read, ‘‘1890.” 
The amendment was agreed to, 


Section 10 was read, as follows: 

Sec. 10. And it shall-be further the duty of each enumerator to forward the 
original schedules, duly certified, to the supervisor of census of his district, as 
his returns under the provisions of this act. 

There being no amendment offered to the section, the Clerk read the 
next section, as follows: $ 

Sec. 11. The compensation of enumerators shall be ascertained and fixed as 
follows: In subdivisions where the Superintendent of Census shall deem such 
allowance sufficient an allowance not ex 2 cents for each living inhab- 
itant, 2 cents for each death reported, 15 cents for each farm, and 20 cents for 
each establishment of productive industry enumerated and returned, may be 
given in full compensation for all services: Propi That the subdivisions to 
which the above rate of compensation shall a 
Superintendent of Census at least one month 
For all other subdivisions rates of compensation shall be fixed in 
enumeration by the Superintendent of Census, with the approval of the See- 
retary of the Interior, according to the difficulty of enumeration, having refer- 
ence to the nature of the region to be canvassed and the density or sparseness 
of settlement, or other considerations pertinent thereto; but the compensation 
allowed to any enumeratorin any such district shall not be less than $3 nor more 
than $6 epee day of ten hours’ actual field-work each, when a per diem compen- 
sation shall be established by the Secretary of the Interior, nor more than 3 cents 
for each living inhabitant, 20 cents for farm, and 30 cents for each establish- 
ment of productive industry enumerated and returned, when a per capita com- 

nsation be deemed advisable by the the Interior. No claim 

or mileage or traveling expenses shall be allowed any enumerator in either 
class of subdivisions, except in extreme cases, and then only when authority 
has been previous! ted by the Superintendent of Census. The Su 
tendent of Census l prescribe uniform methods and suitable forms for 
ing accounts of the number of people enumerated or of time occupied in field- 
work, for the purpose of ascertaining the amounts due to enumerators, sever- 
ally, under the provisions of this act. f 


Mr. PERKINS. Let me ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Cox] is the compensation provided here the same as that which was 
provided in the old law ? 

Mr. COX, Itisnot. Itisalittlelarger. Itis provided here where 
the Superintendent of Census shall deem such allowance sufficient an 
allowance not exceeding 2 cents for each living inhabitant, 2 cents for 
each death reported, 15 cents for each farm, and 20 cents for each 
establishment of productive industry enumerated and returned may 
be given in full compensation for all services. 

Under the act of 1799 10 cents was the allowance for each farm. It 
is 15 cents here, 

Mr. PERKINS. Is ita fact that the compensation under the old 
law is not a fair compensation ? 

Mr. COX. No, itis not. They came back to Congress and asked 
for relief. Members of Congress had many petitions from them. We 
find, too, that we want a little better class of men for enumerators to 
take account of farms and establishments of productive industry. It 
is proposed to give them for that purpose a compensation than 
is allowed under the old law of 1799, Those who have watched the 
operation of the old law acknowledge this to be necessary. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Tought not to raise any objection to this increase, 
as I ought to have been present when this matter was being considered 
in the committee. I live in a country of about the average population, 
having a number of manufacturing establishments. I donotremember 
to have heard complaint that a good class of men could not be obtained 
for the compensation provided in the act of 1799. This is a material 
increase, and although I shall not make an amendment, I would prefer 
to have the compensation remain as it is provided in the old law, be- 
cause the cost of living is less now than it was when former censuses 
were taken. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. A great many men who were offered the posi- 
tion of enumerator declined to take it on account of the smallness or 
the compensation, anda great many who did take it found the com- 
pensation inadequate and withdrew. I was not in Congress, and do 
not know of the application for increased compensation. ‘ 

The census is taken on the ist of June, and in farming districts at 
that time the farmers are in the height of their work. It is provided 
the enumerator must be a resident of his district. Take agricultural 
districts and you will scarcely find a man competent to do the work 
successfully who would be willing to take less compensation than that 
which is provided in this bill. 

Mr.COX. Oneidea I suggest to the gentlemen of the House is this: 
In order to take the value of farms or establishments of industry the 
enumerator has to go again and in. After he leaves his schedule 
he has to goafterit. He has toassist the farmer orsmall manufacturer 
to make his return. 

Mr, CUTCHEON. Is the compensation provided on the top of page 
10 to apply to enumerators of certain districts? 

Mr. COX. Itis. I hope the gentleman from Indiana will not insist 
on changing this well-considered compersation, as it really is the most 
difficult part of the census. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. I wonld like to ask the chairman 
of the Committee on the Census why they make a difference between 
the enumeration of the farms and the enumeration of the establish- 
ments of productive industry, the one being placed at 15 cents each 
and the other at 20 cents each? 

Mr. COX. There is more trouble in making an enumeration of the 
one than of the other, as the gentleman from Mississippi will surmise. 
It requires more technical knowledge to make an enumeration of manu- 
facturing establishments than of farms. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. I think there should be the same 


6164 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 11, 


compensation for each; and I move to amend by placing them on the 
same footing; thatis, to strike out, in the sixth line, the word ‘‘twenty”’ 
and insert ** fifteen.”’ 

Mr. COX. I hope that amendment will not be adopted. The dis- 
crimination should be made between manufacturing establishments and 
farms, in this respect. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read section 12, as follows: 

Sec. 12. That the subdivision assigned to any enumerator shall not exceed 
4,000 inhabitants, according to the census of 1880: Provided, That in the Terri- 
tories and in the States admitted into the Union since 1880, the supervisor of 
census may appoint additional enumerators in cases where, in his judgment, 
the census can not be pro erly taken in thirty days by reason of the increase 
of population or the physical features of the said district., The boundaries of 
all subdivisions shall be clearly described by civil divisions, rivers, roads, pub- 
lic surveys, or other easily distinguished lines. ‘ 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ments: 

In —- 12, line 2, after the word “inhabitants” add the words "as nearas 
ma; e7? 

i the same section strike out the paragraph commencing with the word 
“ Provided,” in line 3, and ending with the words “said District,” in line 9, 
and change the colon after the word “ eighty,” in line 3, to a period. 


Mr. CONGER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the chairman of the 
committee whether they mean by this section to make these districts 
or subdivisions to include 4,000 inhabitants under the act of 1880? 

Mr. COX. That is the object of the committee. 

Mr. CONGER. The reason I ask is because there are many places, 
in the West especially, where townsof four, five, six, and ten thousand 
inhabitants exist now where perhaps there were not fifty people living 
in 1880. It will make some of the divisions exceedingly large. 

Mr. ROGERS. If my friend will pardon me, I will state that by the 
census of 1880 the town in which I live contained but 3,300 people. 
It is estimated now at 17,000. 

Mr. COX. This provides that they shall not exceed 4,000, as near 
as may be. 

Mr. CONGER. Yes; but look at the remainder of the paragraph : 
“ According to the census of 1880.” Now, how would that operate in 
these places that I have referred to? 

Mr. COX. They will be divided into a number of districts. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Look at Dakota. 

Mr. COX. That will be divided. 

Mr. CONGER. Can they divide it under that bill? 

Mr. COX. Certainly; it is to be divided into districts of 4,000 in- 
habitants as near as possible. 

Mr. CONGER. But as near as may be according to the census of 
1880; that would have to be the basis. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Why not strike out “‘ according to the 
census of 1880?” 

I make that as a motion. 

Mr, COX. I have no objection to that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The committee amendments are first 
in order. 

The amendments of the committee were adopted. 

The amendment of Mr. Horxrns, of Illinois, was also adopted. 

The Clerk read section 13, as follows: 

Sec. 13, That any supervisor or enumerator, who, having taken and sub- 
scribed the oath required by this shall, without justifiable cause, neglect or 
refuse to perform the duties enjoined on him by this act, or shall, without the 
authority of the superintendent, communicate to any person not authorized to 
receive the same, any information gained by him in the performance of his 
duties, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction shall 
forfeit a sum not exceeding $500; or, if he shall willfully and knowingly swear 
or affirm falsely, he shall be deemed guilty of perjury, and, on conviction 
thereof, shall be imprisoned not exceeding © years, or by fine not exceed- 
ing $800; or if he shall willfully and knowingly make false certificates or ficti- 
tious returns, he shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon convic- 
tion of either of the last-named offenses, he forfeit and pay a sum not 
exceeding $5,000 and be imprisoned not exceeding two years. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move, inline 17 of this section, to strike out 
**and” and insert ‘‘or.’’ 

It will be noticed the punishments provided for here are both by fine 
and imprisonment. The previous punishment was fine or imprison- 
ment both; and my own experience is such as to teach me that convic- 
tions are far more certain by juries when the punishments are in the 
discretion of the court in the alternative. I ask that this be changed 
by striking out “and” and inserting ‘‘or,’’ and perhaps it should be 
followed in the eighteenth line by adding the words ‘‘ or both.” 

Mr. COX. Ihave no objection to that. But we followed the lan- 
guage of 1879. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think the present law had better be adhered to. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Iam sorry the chairman of the committee has 
given his assent to this, if he has done so. I think that in the crimes 
of perjury and forgery there is no State in this Union that would per- 
mit any man to escape with a slight fine, and possibly not pay a cent of 

the fine. They are two of the worst crimes known to the category of 
crimes against property; and one of them is the crime of the false cer- 
tificate to the aggregate of the enumeration which affects the representa- 
tion in Congress. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. inly. ; 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I drew my amendment hastily as the Clerk was 


reading, under the impression that this referred to the punishment for 
forgery. I ask to withdraw it, as I see it was not this section to which 
I wanted to apply it. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, this section provides for a penalty 
where supervisors or enumerators shall,“ without justifiable cause, ’’ re- 


fuse to perform the duties enjoined by this act. But suppose a super- 
visor or enumerator, with justifiable cause, should fail to perform the 
duties of the office, and therefore the duties of the office would not be 
performed, what arrangement or provision is there to provide for such 
an emergency ? 

Mr. COX. There is a provision in a subsequent section for that. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Where? 

Mr. ROGERS. Permit me a moment. I wish to submit a remark 
that this language ‘‘ without justifiable cause” is objectionable here, 
and I move that it be stricken out, There is no court on earth that 
would give any legal sanction to such words. I do not recollect to 
have seen any legal sanction ever given to them by any court. Who 
is to determine what justifiable cause is? The wordsin themselvesdo ` 
not mean anything, and they ought to be striken out. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I will ask my friend if he will not in the same 
motion provide for putting in some words that ought to go there; ‘‘ will- 
fully,” ‘‘ maliciously,” or some other word that imports a crime. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, they oughtto beinserted. I wish first to move 
to strike out these words because they have no legal signification. Sup- 
pose the court tells the jury it must acquit a man it he has shown justi- 
fiable cause. Howis the court to determine what is justifiable cause ? 
There is no legal signification to any such term, Itis wholly unknown 
to the practice of the law, so far as I am advised. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. In case of a trial would not that mat- 
ter be left to the jury? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; but who ever heard of the question being sub- 
mitted to a jury as to what was justifiable cause? It is usual to tell 
what the murder, the assault, or the crime is. i 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois, Justifiable cause is a matter a jury is 
called upon to decide almost constantly. 

Mr. ROGERS. Whenever that is the case the law defines what the 
crime is. Suppose a man is indicted for homicide and sets up justifica- 
tion. The court defines what is justifiable homicide. But what is 
justifiable cause here? Nobody can tell. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Although it may not be the case in your 
State, in our State juries find the presence or absence of justifiable 


cause. 

Mr. ROGERS. They find the facts, but the court tells what the 
law is. ; i 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. This comes under the class denom- 
inated mixed questions of law and fact, which are always submitted 
to the jury. 

Mr. ROGERS. Suppose one man curses another and that other 
shoots him and kills him. Would you submit to the jury the question 
whether he was justified in killing the man who cursed him? Inour 
country that would not be done. 

Mr. KERR. I suggest that the gentleman move to strike out the 
words ‘‘ without justifiable cause” and insert ‘‘ willfully.” 

Mr. ROGERS. That is exactly what I propose todo. I propose to 
strike out the words ‘‘ without justifiable cause’’ and insert the words 
“ willfully neglect or refuse.” 5 

Mr. SAWYER. As I understand it, the point sought to be guarded 
against is this: That a man having taken the oath shall go on and per- 
form the duties. panpan that man is taken sick and can not perform 
the duties. Itis awi act on his part notto doso. It is an inten- 
tional act on his part, but he has justifiable cause for failing to per- 
form his duties. I do not see any difficulty about leaving the matter 
to the court, or to the jury under the direction of the court, to decide 
what in a given case is justifiable cause. In my State it is very com- 
mon to submit such matters to the courts. 

Mr. ROGERS. My friend from New York is in error in his defini- 
tion of ‘‘willful.”? If a man was taken sick and neglected his duties, 
the neglect on his part would not be willful. 

Mr. SAWYER. The failure is an intentional act on his part. 

Mr. ROGERS. It would not be a willful act, but anact over which 
he would have no control. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I desire to call the attention of the House to the 
fact that this is precisely the same language that was used in the act 
of 1879, ‘‘ without justifiable cause.” It appears that that act operated 
satisfactorily. Ido not see that there is any marked difference between 
theexpressions ‘‘ willfally’’ and ‘‘ without justifiable cause.” Itseems 
to me that in practice the words are synonyms. 

I know full well that ‘‘ willfully ” is the expression generally used in 
criminal codes, but I believe that this language is synonymous with it, 
and Isee no reason why an amendment should be made when practically 
it has no value. 

The question was taken on the amendment, and the Speaker pro iem- 
pore declared that the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BACON.. I call for a division. 

The House divided; and they were—ayes 7, noes 16. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. GROSVENOR. I want to call the attention of the chairman of 
the committee, and I do it modestly and respectfully, to what seems 
to me to be a defect in this bill which perhaps requires amendment. 
The gentleman has said that in a su uent section of the bill the 
difficulty pointed out by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. PETERS] 
has been met. It seems to me, however, that the trouble lies right 
here. The Superintendent of the Census has general power; he is not 
limited geographically, but all the other officers provided for here, as 
far as I am able to discover, have no jurisdiction outside of certain geo- 
graphical limits. The supervisor is limited to his district; he has no 
power outside of it; and at every point in the bill the words are care- 
fully inserted ‘‘ within the district.” The same is true as to the enu- 
merator. He is not only limited to taking the enumeration within 
his district, but he must live there, except that in one place in the bill 
it is pornea (and this strengthens the view I have taken) that if no 
suitable person can be found within the district another enumerator 
may be appointed to go into that particular district and take the cen- 
sus there. 

Mr. COX. Provided he resides in the county. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes; he must reside in the county. Now, the 
power to appoint a person living outside is limited to a certain occa- 
sion, and that occasion is expressed in this language: ‘‘in case it shall 
be found in any enumeration district that no person qualified to per- 
form and willing to undertake the duties of enumerator resides in that 
district.” If there is a person inside of the district who is qualified and 
willing to undertake the duty, then there is no power to appoint an 
enumerator outside of the district. Now, take the case suggested by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr, PETERS], where the enumerator is quali- 
fied and is willing toundertake theduty, but does not perform it, either 
neglects or fails to performit. It is true there is a provision in the 
bill for his removal and the appointment of somebody else, but there 
are extreme cases which might not be covered by that provision, and 
it seems to me that a statute of so great importance as this ought to 
contain a provision that would be an effectual barrier against any ac- 
pty or any design on the part of anybody defeating the operation of 

e law. 

Mr. COX. Ifthe gentleman will turn to section 22 he will see this 
provision: 

That the Superintendent of Census, with the consent of the President, may at 
any time remove any supervisor of census and fill any vacancy thereby ca 
or otherwise occurring; and the supervisor of census may, with the consent of 
the Soperin tendenito Daia remove any enumerator in district and fill the 
vacancy thereby caused or otherwise occurring. 

That provides for every possible contingency. There was no trouble 
about this in the taking of the last census. No vacancy occurred that 
was not properly and promptly filled under the law. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Butif the gentléman will bear with me, that 
provision does not meet the point which I make. It says that— 


the Superintendent of the Census, with the consent of the President, may at any 
time remove any supervisor of census and fill any vacancy thereby caused or 
othe: occurring; and the supervisor of census may, with the consent of the 
Superintendent of Census, remove any enumerator in his district and fill the ya- 
cancy thereby caused or otherwise occurring. 


But if the supervisor removes an enumerator he must appoint another 
man in the district, and if a superintendent removes a supervisor he 
must appoint another one in the district. My point is that somewhere 
in the bill power ought to be lodged in the Superintendent of the Cen- 
sus, in case any supervisor and his successor and the enumerator re- 
fuse to do their duty, to send somebody to take the census in that dis- 
trict. I only submit this as a suggestion. Iam not going to offer an 
amendment, and if the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] is of the 
opinion that the bill is sufficiently guarded on this point I have noth- 
ing further to say. 

. COX. Judging by the operation of the former statute, it was 
sufficiently guarded. In every case of a vacancy occurring from any 
cause there was power to fill it promptly, and no trouble occurred. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 14. That if any person shall receive or secure to himself any fee, reward, 
or compensation as a consideration for the employment of any person as enume- 
rator or clerk, or shall in any way receive or secure to any partof the 
Seger eee provided in this act for the services of any enumerator or clerk 
he shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined not less than $600 nor more than $3,000, in the discretion of the court. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I move to amend by striking out, in lines 7 and 
8 of section 14, the words ‘‘less than $500 nor;’’ so as to read, ‘‘shall 
be fined not more than $3,000 in the discretion of the court.” 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ATKINSON] 
is in the right line, but I think the language should read, ‘‘shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $3,000,” ete. 

Mr. ATKINSON. My amendment amounts to precisely the same 
thing. ‘‘Not more than” and ‘‘not exceeding” are synonymous 
phrases. 

The amendment of Mr. ATKINSON was agreed to. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will inquire of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Cox] what is to be done where the man can not or does not pay 
the fine? I think the alternative of imprisonment in the discretion of 
the court should be provided. 

Mr. WHEELER. Have not all the States a general law regulating 
matters of this kind? 


Mr. BUCHANAN. We are not legislating for the States, but for 
the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If no amendment is offered, the Clerk 
will report the next section. > 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iwill ask to recur to this section hereafter for 
the purpose of amending it. 

The Clerk read. as follows: =+ 


ily, 
family, shall be, and each of them hereby is, required, if thereto requested 


by the 
superintendent, a epee! or enumerator, to render a true account, to the best 
of his or her knowledge, of m belonging to such family, in the vari- 


The amendment reported by the committee was read, as follows: 


After the word “agent,” in line 13, strike out the word “ or;” and after “ di- 
rector,” in the same line, insert “or other general officer.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I now desire to offer an amendment to section 
14. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the amend- 
ment will be entertained. 

Mr. COX. I wish the gentleman would defer that until we get 
through the bill. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. It will take only a moment. 

Mr. COX. Very well. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move to amend by inserting, in line 9 of sec- 
tion 14, after the word ‘‘dollars,’’ the words ‘‘or be imprisoned not 
more than one year, or both.” 

Mr. COX. I have no objection to that. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS. I desire to offer an amendment to the pending sec- 
tion—section 15. I move toamend by inserting, after the word ‘‘ act,’’ 
in line 18, the words ‘‘ or willfully give false information.” The ob- 
ject of this amendment is to punish any one of the officers of these cor- 
porations who may willfully give false information to the supervisor or 
enumerator. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. That is already provided for. There is provis- 
ion for the punishment of any one who shall ‘‘ willfully neglect or re- 
fuse to give true and complete answers.” The giving of a false answer 
is the neglect to give a true answer. 

Mr. COX. I think the gentleman from Arkansas will find that the 
purpose of his amendment is accomplished by the language already 
embraced in the section. 

Mr. ROGERS, I think the present language of the section is not 
broad enough. It reads: ' 

Who shall, if thereto requested by the superintendent, supervisor, or enum- 
erator, willfully neglect or refuse to give true and complete answers. 

Now, a person may neglect to give a true answer, and that is pun- 
ishable by the language of the bill. He may refuse to do so; that is 
also punishable by the language of the bill. Buta person may give 
other information which is false. I think that ought to be punishable, 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Ifa person gives false information he ‘‘ neglects 
or refuses” to give true information. 

Mr. PETERS. If he gives false information he can not give ‘‘ true 
and complete answers.’’ 

Mr. ROGERS. The answers which he gives may be true; but he 
may give other information that is false. 

The amendment of Mr. ROGERS was agreed to, there being—aye 
12, noes 11. - 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ihbelieve the closing portion of section 15 is the only 
provision in this bill embracing the anomaly of a forfeiture to be re- 
covered in acivil action, and also a prosecution of the offense as a mis- 
demeanor. It seems to me if it were provided that the agent or officer 
who refuses to give correct answers shall be subject to fine not exceed- 
ing $3,000 it would be at least as well as to have two forms of action, 
for as a general thing the two forms of action would not be resorted to. 
There would not be the enforcement of a fine and also a prosecution by 
indictment for a misdemeanor. I do not know whether the attention 
of the committee has been called to this matter or not. 

Mr. COX. We have simply followed the provision of the previous 
law. There has never been any prosecution underit, and is notlikely 


to be. 
Mr. HOLMAN. Section 16, which weare next to consider, embraces 
a very anomalous provision that— 
All fines and penalties nag ge by this act may be enforced b: 
appropriate action at law in any court of competent jurisdict 
offenses shal} have been committed or forfeitures incurred. 


indictment or 
on where such 
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This language may have been intended to cover only the last clause 
of the preceding section, where a eivil action is provided on the one 
hand and a penal prosecution on the other; but in fact this provision 
of section 16 is applicable in terms to all the other sections of this act 
which impose a fine or enforce a penalty. 

Mr. COX. Section 16 provides the jurisdiction. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. ‘The language of section 16 is, ‘‘ where such offenses 
shall have been committed or forfeituresincurred.’’ It isnot confined 
by any means to the offenses referred to in the preceding section. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It is provided in section 16 “that all fines and 
penalties imposed by this act may be enforced by indictment or appro- 
priate action at law in any court of competent jurisdiction where such 
offenses shall have been committed or forfeitures incurred.” The fines 
and penalties imposed for a misdemeanor may be enforced by a civil 
action. It seems the provision as tocivil suits should be stricken out, 
as it occurs nowhere else in the bill. Section 15 would not seem to be 


uired, 
me CHIPMAN. Why put this in at all? 

Mr. HOLMAN. It becomes necessary on account of the anomalous 
condition of a criminal action on the one hand and a civil action on the 
other. In line 19, I move to insert, ‘‘such officer or gentleman shall 
be guilty of misdemeanor and subject toa fine not exceeding $10,000,’’ 
and then strike ont after the word ‘‘dollars,’”’ to the end of the section, 
and section 16 will be unn * 

Mr. ATKINSON. ‘The gentleman from Indiana proceeds on the idea 
or the theory that there is but a single penalty to be enforced. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Yes, sir; cri X 

Mr. ATKINSON. Butin addition to that there is to be a fine to be 
enforced by civil action. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is forfeiture. 

Mr. ATKINSON. Debt would be the appropriate action to enforce 
this penalty, but in addition to that, where a criminal offense has been 
committed it is provided the offender shall be imprisoned for a period 
not exceeding one year. So there are two penalties, one to be recovered 
under a civil action and the other by criminal prosecution. The sec- 
tion is right as it is, and section 16 is in harmony with it. I believe 
these two sections are copied from the act of 1799. 

Mr.COX. They are. 

Mr. ATKINSON. There is no reason growing out of that act which 
would lead to any change like that which is proposed. When a law 
has worked well is it not better to stand by it rather than to create a 
new law, the former one having been found eflicient? 

Mr. HOLMAN. I tried to the idea which the gentleman 
has stated, that the last clause of section 16 contains a provision not 
found elsewhere in the law, and thatis, it provides for a civil action on 
one side to enforce particular offenses and a criminal prosecution on 
the other. 

Mr. COX. In section 13 the gentleman will find the same thing. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The chairman of the committee prefers the lan- 
guage of the present law, which any one will see is not artistically 
dra 


wn. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to ask a question in reference to 


this section. It provides that these penalties may be enforced in any 
court of competent jurisdiction. Does that mean a United States 
court? 


Mr. COX. Certainly. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would like to ask the gentleman from New York 
if he would not consent to strike out, in this section, in line 19, the 
words ‘‘less than $500, nor more than’’ and insert the word ‘‘ exceed- 


in n 

Žir. COX. Ihave no objection to that. 

The amendment was adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the next section. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Before that I would like to suggest to the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. Morrow], who calls my attention to the 
fact, that where a forfeiture to enforce any civil action to the amount 
of $500 would only be within the jurisdiction of the State courts, yet 
you would have the anomalous character of a statute where the civil 
feature to compel the forfeiture was to be placed in one tribunal, while 
the penalty was to be enforced in another. 

Mr. ATKINSON. That would be the case in any State court, if you 
were there, as well as in the United States court. The criminal cases 
are tried in a court of quarter sessions and a court of oyer and termi- 
ner, while the civil causes are tried in the court of common pleas in all 
States where the common-law practice prevails. You would have the 
indictment here triable in a district court of the United States and 
Le have the civil action triable in the circuit court of the United 

States. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I presume not—— 

Mr. MORROW. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. ATKINSON. They are the same action. 

Mr. HOLMAN, I presume the gentleman is correct, because this, 
of course, would come under the provision of an act of Congress, and 
be in the nature of a forfeiture, and places the question of jurisdiction 
in the particular court suggested. 

Mr. MORROW. By a recent decision of the United States circuit 
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court for California the statute conferring upon the United States the 
right to sue has been recently declared subject to this limitation as to 
amount; so where the United States under the statute is authorized to 
pursue a defendant to recover, say, $500, under a recent statute of last 
year changing the jurisdiction of the circuit courts, it is now necessary 
for the United States to go into the State courts. 

Therefore my suggestion to the gentleman from Indiana was, that as 
an objection to the form of the statute it had this further objection— 
you might so divide this one offense that you would be required to 
prosecute in the State courts for the penal sum to be recovered under 
the form of the civil debt, while the penal offense would be answerable 
in a United States court. Now, the gentleman from Indiana proposes 
an amendment which leaves the whole case in the United States courts, 
to be recovered under its criminal jurisdiction. 

Mr. ROGERS. My attention had not been called to this before, and 
I was not aware of the decision of the court of California. But un- 
questionably the gentleman states what is the law; and in order to 
get into the Federal court less than the minimum now fixed by law 
you must confer special jurisdiction, or else when you go into the court 
with something less than the minimum amount you are met with a 
statute that says jurisdiction is not here, and you must go into some 
other court. You have thus under a statute of the United States to 
prosecute a man upon an offense under an indictment in the courts of 
the United States, and to prosecute him for the minimum amount un- 
der the State courts. It is doubtful to me whether you can carry your 
ease there, and put the man under trial twice for the same offense. 

Mr. MORROW. In this case the penalty to be inflicted is one that 
Congress designs to inflict. Hence the suggestion of the gentleman 
from Indiana is correct, that it gives the United States court power to 
inflict the punishment designed to be inflicted by this section. 

The Clerk read sections 16 and 17, as follows: 


Sec. 16. That all fines and penalties imposed by this act may be enforced by 
indictment or appropriate action at law in any court of competent jurisdiction 
where such offenses shall have been committed or forfeitures incurred. 

SEC. 17. That the schedules of inquiries at the Eleventh Census shall be the 
same as those contained in section No, 2206 of the Revised Statutes of the United 


tel h com i 
establishments rep 
and for the fiscal year o 
nation nearest to the 


quired to obtain from railroad 


The Clerk read the following amendment recommended by the com- 
mittee: 

In section 17, at the end of line 11, make the comma a semicolon, and add 
the following proviso: 

“ Provided, however, That said Superintendent, under the authority of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, cause to be taken in thesame schedule of inquiry, accord- 
ing to such form as he may be, the namesof those who served inthe 
Army of the United States the war of the rebellion, and who are survivors, 
at the time of said inquiry, and surviving soldiers’ widows. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I have an amendment I wish to offer here. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To the committee’s amendment? 

Mr. ATKINSON. Yes, sir. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

Amend by adding after the word “ Army" in the iso proposed b; 
aeara yrei fo wore “Navy or Marine Corps.” eid k, gaie 

The amendment was adopted. 

_Mr. ATKINSON. I offer a further amendment to the same pro- 
vision. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by adding, after the word “inquiry” in the same proviso, the words 
“together with period of service of each and the command or vessel in which 
such service was rendered.” 

Mr. COX. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon that amend- 
ment. -Itis almost impossible to include it under our schedule, it is 
so large now. I trust the gentleman will not insist. It may resultin 
striking out all the gentleman wishes to accomplish, if you embrace 
more than can be accomplished. 

I will say to my friend, from my observation and experience with 
this business and with these immense schedules that are made up at 
the Census Office and are carried around in the pockets of the enu- 
merators, that it is almost impossible now to get correct reports on 
these matters; and if you cumber the census-taking you defeat its ob- 
ject. I think we have done very well in adding the section which 
provides for the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. But so far as the 
present amendment is concerned we might as well propose to name 
the various regiments, the different departments of the service, cav- 
alry, artillery, infantry, ete., and have a schedule for the Army alone. 
We favor the amendment providing for giving the names of soldiers 
that survive and their widows, because there has been a eall for it 


from various quarters, not only in this House, but outside; and the 
information thus gathered will be of great use. In one State, New 
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aap pupe. they have already by State action taken a census includ- 
this feature. 

ing hope the gentleman will not insist on the amendment. If he does 
it will soencumber the schedule that we can not get men to do the work 
except ata largely increased expense, and then very bunglingly. 

Mr. ATKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly to find myself 
in antagonism with the chairman of the committee. I regard the in- 
quiry which is proposed to be made by this amendment as of the great- 
est importance. I do not believe it will complicate or swell to an im- 
proper volume the papersof the census. At the present time we have 
the Commissioner of Pensions engaged in trying to obtain the names, 
residence, company, and regiment of all the surviving soldiers. He 
has established what is known as the record division in the Pension 
Office, that is intended exclusively for that purpose. The information 
obtained by the record division of the Pension Office is entirely for the 
purpose of facilitating the consideration of pension cases pending. If 
these enumerators will take the names of the soldiers together with the 
company and regiment in which they served we will then have a more 
accurate list than it is possible for the Commissioner of Pensions to ob- 
tain by any means in his power; and such a list would be of very great 
Stripe Besides that there are scientific reasons for taking a census in 

way. 

It will be of great interest to us and those who come after us to know 
the effect of military or naval service upon the longevity of those who 
were engaged in the Army or Navy during the war. For that reason 

- I believe the period during which these men served should be taken. 
Besides this the country has been agitated by what is known as service- 
pension legislation, and the question always arises as to what such leg- 
Eiation will cost, and we never can know what it will cost until we 
have obtained the information that this amendment provides for secur- 
ing through the medium of the Census Bureau. We must know how 
many soldiers and sailors are living, and how long they served during 
the wr before we can tell what the cost of a service-pension bill 
will 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

„The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has ex- 

The SPEAKER pro tempore put the question on the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ATKINSON] and was 
in doubt as to the result. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I call for a division. 

‘The House divided; and there were—ayes 5, noes 17. 

Mr. ATKINSON. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The Chair will appoint as tellers the 

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ATKINSON] and the gentleman 

m New York [Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX. I hope my friend will not insist upon his point. 

Mr. ATKINSON. No, sir; but I should like to make this arrange- 
ment, that we may havea vote in the House upon my amendment. If 
that is agreed to, I will at once withdraw the point of no quorum. 

Mr. ROGERS. This is the House now. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I refer to a quorum of the House. 

Mr. COX. LIhope my friend will not insist on breaking down the 
bill now. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I will not do that. 

Mr. COX. We can not get any other time in the House. We have 
done as well as we can. 

Mr. ATKINSON. Ifthe previous question is considered as ordered 
on this amendment, we can have a vote in the House. 

Mr. COX. Ifthe gentleman will allow the proceedings to run along, 
I will endeavor, with due consideration, to see what can be done with 
his amendment when the bill goes to the Senate. From my present 
observation of the matter it is impossible for us to make this schedule 
without incurring an enormous additional expense. 

Mr. ATKINSON, I withdraw the point of no quorum. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MATSON. I fears to offer an amendment to come in after the 
word ‘‘ widows,” in line 14, as follows: 

And also a separate schedule showing the names of such surviving soldiers 
as on the Ist day of June, 1890, are inmates of almshouses. 

The reason I offer this amendment is because there has been consid- 
erable agitation of the question of pensioning the soldiers who are in 
the a manous I think the facts can be obtained with very little 
trouble. 

There has been a very decided issue between those ote are now in 
the legislative branch of the Government upon this precise question. 
Upon one hand it has been alleged that there is a large number of sol- 
diers in the almshouses, and upon the other that there are very few, 
and it seems to me that this information can be had with but little dif- 
ficulty. 

Mr. COX. I will say to the gentleman that if he can only formu- 
late his proposition in some way so as not to encumber this schedule 
with if there will be no objection. I think the desired information 
could be obtained by correspondence through the officers of the bureau 
with the officers of the various infirmaries and almshouses, and it will 
be much better to obtain it in that way than to encumber this schedule. 
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Gentlemen must remember that we have more than sixty millions of 
people, and that we must have an army of 40,000 men to go around 
and make this enumeration. If the gentleman will put his proposition 
into such a shape that the experts to be employed in this business can 
also collect their information that he desires about the soldiers, I shall 
be pleased to have it provided for in a proper place in the bill. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Let me suggest that most of this information 
could be very readily obtained from most of the States by correspond- 
ence conducted by these experts with the State authorities. 

Mr. MATSON. I have no disposition to insist upon the particular 
manner in which it shall be done, but it seems to me that it is of great 
importance that this census should settle this question. 

Mr. COX. Draw up your proviso and I will add it to the bill at the 

roper place, 

Mr. MATSON. If the objection is that this schedule would be en- 
cumbered by this proviso, I will change the amendment so as to read: 

And also the Superintendent of the Census shall ascertain how many of the 
surviving soldiersare inmates of almshouses. 

Mr. COX. That will be satisfactory. We have a schedule by which 
all paupers in almshouses are enumerated: 

Mr. MATSON. That does not apply to the soldiers. 

Mr. COX. Draw up your r~oviso, but do not put it in this echcd- 
ule. 

Mr. MATSON. I withdraw the amendment for the present. 

Mr. ROGERS. I suggest to the gentleman from New York that 
the word ‘‘surviving,’’ at the bottom of page 13, ought to go out. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I have prepared an amendment which I think 
will cover the proposition which the gentleman from Arkansas isabout | 
tomake. I move to strike out the words ‘‘and surviving soldiers’ 
widows,” in line 17, and to insert the following: ‘‘and the surviving 
widows of soldiers, sailors, and marines.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ROGERS. I suggest to my friend from Pennsylvania that he 
ought to strike out the word “surviving.’? If a widow is dead, she 
is no longer a widow. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ATKINSON. Thegentlemaniscorrect. I took the words from 
the bill which speaks of “surviving soldiers’ widows.’’ I accept the 
gentleman’s suggestion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the amendment 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania as modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out, in lines 17 and 18, the words “ yea ae ores widows,” and 
insert “and the widows of eee sailors, and mariners 

The amendment was 

Mr. ATKINSON, I wish to sakes another amendment. Imoye to 
amend by inserting after the word “‘superintendent,’’ in line 12, the 
word ‘‘shall.’? 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an 
amendment to this section. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will please withhold 
his amendment until the amendments proposed by the committee are 
disposed of. The Clerk will report the next amendment of the com- 
mittee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Section 17, lines 19, 20, and 21, strike out after the word “obtain” the words 
“from railroad corporations, incorporated express companies, telegraph com- 
panies, and insurance companies and” 

Mr. CONGER. I desire to ask the chairman if it is the intention 
to take the railroad statistics as provided for under ae act of 1879? 

= COX. We take the statistics of all co: 

Mr. CONGER. I notice that you leave it diaseetionars with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to say what the schedule shall be. ~ 

Mr. COX. We want to leave it in that way because we have had a 
great many imperfect reports on these subjects. 

Mr. CONGER. Suppose the Secretary of the Interior should con- 
clude that he wonld not take statistics in regard to railroad corpora- 
tions, express companies, etc. ? 

Mr. COX. We shall have to trust him to do his duty. 

a CONGER. Ishall, at the end of the section, propose an amend- 
men 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I desire to ask the chairman of the committee 
whether his understanding of the effect of striking out these words is 
strictly correct. If they be struck out, the Secretary of the Interior 
will have no right to make these requirements of railroad corporations, 
express companies, etc. The language will then be limited to ‘‘all cor- 
porations or establishments reporting products other than agricultural 
products.’* A railroad company reports no productsof any kind. Will 
not the striking out of this language deprive the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior of the right to make these inquiries? 

Mr. PERKINS. The words, “reporting products other than agri- 
cultural products,” limit and describe the corporations from which this 
information is to be obtained. 

Mr.COX, As gentlemen object to this amendment I will, in order 
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to facilitate the passage of the bill, withdraw the amendment on be- 
half of the committee, i 

The SPEAKER pro tempbre. If there be no objection, the amend- 
ment proposing to strike out the words indicated in lines 19, 20, and 
21, will be withdrawn. The Chair hears no objection. 

The next amendment of the committee was read, as follows: 

After the word “census,” in line 30, insert the following: 2 

" He shall also, at the time of the eral enumeration herein provided for, 
or prior thereto, as the Secretary of the Interior may determine, collect the 
statistics of and relating to the recorded indebtedness of the people, and make 
report thereon to Congress; but the amount expended for the collection of 
such statistics of indebtedness shall not exceed the sum of $250,000, which sum 
is hereby appropriated, and shall be immediately available, in ‘addition to the 
$6,000,000 appropriated in section 20 of this act. The only volumes that shall be 

repared and published in connection with said census shall relate to popula- 

ion and statistics relating thereto, the products of manufactories, min- 
ing, and agriculture, mortality and vital si tics, valuation and public in- 
debtedness.” 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Has the committee any definite understanding 
as to the meaning of the language ‘‘ recorded indebtedness of the peo- 
ple,” as used in this amendment? 

Mr. COX. Itmeansall emee all mortgages (chattel mortgages 
and mortgages on land), all liens of any kind information of which we 
can get by record. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Government bonds? 

Mr. COX. Information as to Government bonds is easily obtainable 
from the Department. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The people of the United States owe in fact 
the bonded indebtedness of the Government—the greenbacks and all 
that sort of thing. 

Mr. COX. Those matters appear ofjpublic record and are provided 
for in another of the bill. We can obtain all that information by 
calling on the Departments. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Why not say ‘‘ mortgages, bills of sale, and 
chattel mo ‘Be 

Mr. COX. Because ‘‘indebtedness”’ is a generic term and includes 
everything. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Is it nota little too ‘‘generic?”’ 

Mr. COX. I think it fits the case exactly. We studied this mat- 
ter a good deal. If we should undertake to obtain statistics of the 
whole indebtedness of the people throughout the United States, it 
would probably cost a million dollars additional; therefore we propose 
to collect information as to indebtedness in certain representative por- 
tions of the United States, and then make estimates. We were led to 
adopt this provision by reason of expressions made in this House by 
various members on both sides—by references which we have had in 
the debates here to the indebtedness of the people. Among other in- 
debtedness, that of the farmers of the West has been called in ques- 
tion; nebulous statements of various kinds have been made, to which 
the gentleman from Ohio himself has called attention.. We propose 
therefore to get as nearly as we can the statistics of the indebtedness 
of the people in certain representative localities, which would not cost 
the large sum that would be required if we should undertake to ascer- 
tain the whole indebtedness of the people. We do not propose to in- 
quire as to promissory notes and debts of all kinds, but only as to re- 
corded indebtedness, ascertaining perhaps 15 or 20 per cent. of the 
whole indebtedness of that kind, and then forming an estimate as to 
the rest. The collection of even this information will, according to 
the judgment of the Commissioner of Labor, cost at least $250,000. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. In the absence of data as to how much of the 
recorded indebtedness has been paid but not canceled upon the record, 
you will be just as much in the dark as ever. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman in his speech the other day referred to 
the fact that the commissioner of statistics of Michigan had undertaken 
to collect statistics in regard to some forty-seven counties of Michigan, 
making, I think, about 17 per cent. of the indebtedness of the people 
of the State, and forming a basis for an approximate estimate as to the 
rest. I think that was the only proximate accurate statement of the 
kind presented here. We propose to do something of the same sort in 
this case, so far as we can consistently with a reasonable expenditure, 
We have drawn this clause very heedfully, both as to economy and as 
to the accomplishment of the object to be subserved. I desire to make 
a part of my remarks a letter on this subject from Mr. Carroll D. 
Wright, the Commissioner of Labor. From an examination of this 
letter the House will see how carefully and upon what advice the com- 
mittee has acted. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C.; May 9, 1883. 

DEAR SIR: Referring to your verbal request as to methods which might be 
adopted in the Eleventh Census forthe collection of the statistics of indebted- 
ness of record other than public indebtedness, I have the honor to submit the 
following statement: 

The statistics of the indebtedness of individuals, whether the same be in the 
form of mo or debts otherwise secured, or general indebtedness through 
notes and bills payable, would constitute one of the most valuable lines of in- 
formation that could possibly be collected. 

There are three methods which naturally suggest themselves to one’s mind 
for tie Gareach tee oe arer schedules of the census, by an inquiry di 
rected to the head of AT family or individual, Samporaibie JOE ii he ness 


transaction. This would include all farmers, business men, and others owning 
houses or having the care of families, or in any way individually responsible 


to the public. The addition of the por inquiries to secure this information 
to the population schedule would involve great expense, probably increasing 
the of the enumeration proper from one-third to OAA; that is, adding 
from $800,000 to $1,000,000 to the expense ot the enumeration. . 

On the other hand, the addition of proper inquiries to the population sched- 
ule would antagonize the census, so fur as the enumeration isconcerned, before 
it commenced, and the enumerators would be handicapped from the start. The 
success of any enumeration depends very largoi upon the goodwill of the 
public and the willingness of persons to comply with the reasonable request of 
the Government for information concerning their affairs. All inquiries, how- 
ever, regarding the financial condition of the poopie have heretofore been met 
with great opposition, and undoubtedly would be again, although should such 
inquiries be added to the population schedule it is safe to say that from 10 to 15 
per cent., judging from past experience in such matters, would comply with 
the request of the Government and furnish the information relative to their in- 
debtedness. Of course, this indebtedness should be in connection with the 
value of the property owned by the individuals furnishing information. Such 
a canvass, therefore, would have for its result partial suecess in certain direc- 

ns, at expense, and a ing influence upon the whole census enu- 
merations, both as to population and manufactures, as well as > 

Considering the expense and the general injury to the work of the census, 
this method ly seems advisable, 

Second. The collection of the facts relating to recorded indebtedness, mean- 
ing thereby all chattel and real-estate mortgages, which are the subjects of rec- 
ord from the records themselves. Chattel mortgages are usually recorded in 
municipal records, while real-estate mo. are usually extended on the 
records kept at county seats. If real-estate mortgages only were to be consid- 
ered, the registers of deeds in all the counties of the Uni States would have 
to be visited and the records thoroughly compiled. There are, in round num- 
bers, 2,700 counties in the United States. To collect the information g 
mortgages recorded in these counties could not cost less than $40 percounty, or 
a total of $108,000. I think it would be goa impossible to do it for this sum, 
because, in order to secure any information that would be of value and which 
would lead to any just conclusions, the records would have to be searched fora 
series of years, and all mortgages minuted with reference to the assessed yal- 
uation of the towns, or townships, or of the whole county in each case, 

The proper sum of estimate for this work, confined entirely to county records, 
would be 200,000. It would be quite impossible to collect the information from 
the municipal records, so far as chattel mortgages are concerned, without either 
visiting every municipal government in the United States or corresponding 
with the proper officer in each municipal government, to secure the informa- 
tion, in which latter case compensation would have to be given. It is safe to 
assume that the expense in securing the indebtedness under chattel mort 
by this method would be far greater than by securing it belek pa the population 
enumeration. Even if the expense of securing the information relating to in- 
debtedness through records was not objectio: e on account of % 
are obstacles in the way which render such a method unadvisable. e records 
of mortgages would, in all cases, give the amount of the original mortgage 
debt; but, as a rule, payments on the original mortgage debt are not made mat- 
ters of record. So, where a man had given a mo: on his place of $10,000, 
and had pad. say, $9,000 in liquidation thereof, the indebtedness would 
still stand on record at $10,000; so the facts, or rather the results of any collec- 
tion of data from records would lead to vicious conclusions. 

This second method, however, would relieve the census of all antagonism 
through the inquiry into the financial affairs of individuals, 

Third. The employment of specially qualified experts to collect the informa- 
tion desired from representative communities; s collection to be made sub- 
sequent to and independent of the enumeration of the people in eral, This 
method is free from objection in every direction except that of expense. It 
would not antagonize the public in any way, but it would lead to the most valua- 
ble results; that is, it would give the valuation and the indebtedness thereon to 
such extent as the appropriation made for it might warrant. It would not give 
the facts for every farm and every property-holder in the United States, but it 
would give the facts for representative towns or counties, and by selecting 
counties the information might be collected so as to show the property valueot 
each holding, and the indebtedness thereon, as originally made and as shown 
through the of deeds, further information being sought as to the pay- 
ments in part liquidation of the recorded debt. 

This method seems the most feasible and the most desirable, taking all things 
into consideration. With an appropriation of $200,000 or $250,000 a very general 
idea of the indebtedness of the country might be gained; certainly it wonld be 
approximately correct so far as it went. If Congress saw fit to carry the matter 
still further it would be merely a question of money; but to make any reason- 
able collection, on which any fair or just conclusions could be based, the sum 
named should be appropriated in addition to that named in your bill for the 

neral purposes of the census. That is to say,if Congress desires to have the 
acts for representative districts or localities regarding recorded indebted- 
ness collected, it should make an extra appropriation for census purposes of at 
least $250,000. 

Trusting I have covered the points named by you, 

Iam, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
CARROLL D. WRIGHT, 
Commissioner, 
Hon. 8. S. Cox, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. CONGER. If the indebtedness appearing upon record in the 
various counties of the States be taken as the basis of these statistics 
the information will be so inaccurate that it would be unjust to pub- 
lish it to the world. Atone time an attempt of this sort was made in 
the State of Iowa; butit was ascertained that in probably every county 
of the State at least three-fourths of the chattel mortgages which had 
in fact been paid remained uncanceled on therecords. In view of such 
facts, it would be unfair and unjust to publish to the world informa- 
tion obtained in that way as exhibiting the indebtedness of the people. 

Mr. COX.” I concur with the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. CONGER] 
in what he says to a great extent. It is the same with mortgages in 
several of the States. In Ohio mortgages are not canceled until the 
last installment is paid. We shall have to make inquiry with the aid 
of experts as to what indebtedness has been paid, and how much re- 
mains. It will help a nation as well as an individual to know just 
what burdens it is laboring under. 

Mr. CONGER. Itis all guess-work. : 

Mr. COX. Itis more or less an estimate, I admit. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I would ask why the words in line 31, ‘‘or prior 
thereto’’ are used? Why are those words inserted there in regard to 
collecting the statistics relating to recorded indebtedness ? 

Mr. COX. The object is to commence the examination now, to be- 
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gin the correspondence, to reach out as soon as the bureau is organized 
to get the proper correspondence so when 1890 comes it will have 
some of the material on hand to make the proper calculation in refer- 
ence to this indebtedness. 

Mr. ROGERS. I agree with my friend from Iowa. I think this 
would be an unwise and unsatisfactory work. Toillustrate. I do not 
know in how many States South, but in my own State agricultural 
operations are carried on upon liens—crop liens—which are never re- 
corded, They are filed. They stand as filed. It may be half is paid 
or a third is paid; no one knows what is paid, so far as that is con- 
cerned. When paid they are taken up and destroyed. 

No party who undertakes it can in the limit of thirty days go through 
the county offices and ascertain just what the indebtedness is. In the 
first place, in many cases it would take a good lawyer to tell whether 
an instrument was a mortgage or not. These things have all to be 
considered. You will have a class of men dabbling witha subject they 
are incapable of understanding. Instead of giving us information the 
result would be to fill the country with a lotof misinformation. We 
can not get anything accurate unless we employ proper parties. We 
can not get the desired information unless we get a better class of men 
to do the work. 

Mr. COX. Ihave conferred with my colleagues on the committee 
and they are not pertinacious as to this amendment. It adds to the 

of the census $250,000 for the collection of statistics of in- 
debtedness perhaps, which after all may be an uncertain element. Be- 
side, we will cutout thisgreate If any gentleman wants a vote 
on itin the House, or if any gentleman wants ayote now, the committee 
will not insist on it. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It seems to be hardly practicable. It would have 
to be more definite to accomplish anything. The information sought 
for would have to be presented in such form as to give the general fact 
affecting localities. In going into localities, counties, townships, cities, 
and towns, it is a subject which ought to be carefally thought over 
before definite action is taken by Congress. 

Mr. COX. I withdraw the amendment at the request of the com- 


mittee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the amendment 
of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. CONGER. Before we pass away from the amendment of the 
committee I desire to make a remark on the subject. 

Mr. COX. I have withdrawn it in deference to the criticism of the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. CONGER. Can the gentleman from New York withdraw it ex- 
cept by unanimous consent? I make that inquiry of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, If the amendment were offered by an 
individual he could perhaps withdraw it. The Chair understood the 
withdrawal by the gentleman from New York was not objected to. 
Does the gentleman from Iowa object to the withdrawal of the amend- 
ment? : 

Mr. CONGER. Ido, unless I can have an inquiry answered. 

Mr. COX. I will be glad to answer the gentleman. 

Mr. CONGER. How much of the amendment does the gentleman 
desire to withdraw? 

Mr. COX. Imoveto withdraw from ‘‘he,’’ in line 30, to ‘‘act,’’ in 
line 39. In other words, I withdraw the following partof the amend- 
ment: 

He shall also, at the time of the eral enumeration herein provided for, or 
prior thereto, as the tary of the Interior may determine, collect the statis- 
tics of and relating to the recorded indebtedness of the people,and make report 
thereon to Con: ; but the amount expended for the collection of such statis- 
tics of indebi shall not exceed the sum of $250,000, which sum is hereby 
appropriated, and shall be immediately available, in addition to the $6,000,000 
appropriated in section 20 of this act. 

Mr. CONGER. That is right. 

Mr. COX. That cuts out twenty-two volumes in the last decade. I 
wish to save expense in that particular. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That portion of the amendment will 
be considered as withdrawn. 

The Clerk will now read the remaining portion of the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The only volumes that shall be prepared and published in connection with 


said census shall relate to population and social statistics relating thereto, the 
products of manufactories, minin; 


f and agriculture, mortality and vital statis- 
tics, valuation and public mdebi ess. 
= The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert in this section : 

“And he shall cause to be taken an enumeration of the membership of all 
labor, agricultural, and other like industrial societies, associations, unions, and 
other like organizations,” 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. That amendment may be broader 
somewhat than I intended, but the object in‘view is this: We know 
that there are certain industrial organizations in this country which are 
playing a very important part in its development, and are having their 
effect upon the progress of the country. 

I think, sir, it is important that we should provide ourselves, through 


the medium of the census, with the means of determining the growth 
and of these o izations. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Will the gentleman allow me amoment? I 
understand that the larger number of industrial organizations, labor 
organizations, in the country refuse to give their membership to any- 
body, and how are you going to get them? They are secret, and they 
refuse to give you the number even of their assemblies. How are you, 
under this act, going to compel them, the Knights of Labor for in- 
stance, to give up their secrets? Do you propose to apply the penal 
provisions of the bill to them? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. I did not yield to the gentleman 
for an argument, but only for a question. The amendment, I will 
answer the gentleman, is confined solely to the industrial associations, 
and I intended it to refer to what are known as labor organizations in 
the common acceptation of the term as we know and understand it, 
and the various agricultural organizations, granges, alliances, ete. I 
do not know that they object to giving their membership, but as I 
understand it they desire for their own information to determine and 
that the country may understand their growth and development, the 
progress they are making, and the effect they have upon the develop- 
ment of the industries of the country. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hope the Congress of the United States wili 
never attempt by any criminal procedure, by the enforcement of penal- 
ties, fines, or imprisonment, to break down and make public the rules 
adopted by the secret organizations of labor in this country. Itis an 
inquisitorial use of the power conferred under this statute for which we 
get nothing in return and violate one of the plainest principles of our 
social organization. 

Now, it is within my personal knowledge that one of the rules of the 
Knights of Labor is an inhibition against giving to anybody these facts 
which the gentleman wants to demand. If you desire to send public 
documents, labor reports, ete., into the country to individual members 
of labor assemblies of youragricultural district, you will be compelled 
to send them to the local assembly, because you can not ascertain the 
names of the members, 

And there are many other things in connection with it that in order 
to get this growth that the gentleman talks about we would have to 
violate the rules of these organizations and turn them over to the in- 
quisition of the Bureau of the Census, I do not think we ought todo 
that. They can make known their own progress. They can make 
known their organization in theirown way. Weknow how many men 
work for a living, because we can get that information from the cen- 
sus. We get such information of all kinds that is valuable from the 
census, and it would be recognized by the labor organizations as an_ 
attempt to break in upon them by the organic law and against the pro- 
visions they have made in their own associations and societies to man- 
age their own business in their own way. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the proposition will be again reported. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It seems to me that that is hardly practicable, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. I wish to say but this in answer 
to the gentleman from Ohio, that the first time I ever heard of a census 
being called an “inquisitorial concern ” was in his remarks. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. In the way the gentleman wants to apply it. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. That amendment embodies no 
such idea as the gentleman asserts; but I am perfectly willing that it 
shall be modified, so it can not possibly be so construed as having that 
effect or purpose, in order to get at such statistics as are accessible with- 
out the violation of any of the rules of these organizations. It is far 
from my design to accomplish anything of that sort or interfere in any 
manner with them. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. But if the amendmentis modified, as the gentle- 
man suggests, if will be absolutely worthless. Suppose the facts that- 
the gentleman wants to ascertain are not given. As a member of the 
Forty-ninth Congress investigating the several railroad strikes it was 
proved abundantly over and over again by members of one of the labor 
organizations that no one member would reveal the name of any other 
member. How could the gentleman then, under the circumstances pro- 
posed, accomplish anything by hisamendment? Thereturnscould only 
be partial, and hence worthless. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi. But there are organizations which 
are not secret, and there can not be a partial return except with refer- 
ence to organizations that have a rule of secrecy, and then, of course, 
we can not get any statistics. It is only those societies who are will- 
ing to proclaim to the country the number of their membership that 
this will affect. It does not attempt or undertake in any manner to 
interfere with the rules of any of these orders, or seek to invade the pre- 
cincts of the assemblies and obtain the names of members or the num- 
ber of the membership of the different organizations that are secret. 

The question was taken on the amendment of Mr. ANDERSON, of 
Mississippi, and it was rejected. 

Mr. CONGER. _I desire to offer an amendment, which issimply the 
provision of the old law as to taking statistics in regard to railroads, 
express companies, and insurance companies. Itis a very long amend- 
ment, occupying nearly two pages in the statutes. I do not desire to 
delay the work of the House by having the amendment read. I ask 
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unanimous consent that the reading of the amendment may be dis- 
pensed with. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ATKINSON. I wish to ask the gentleman from Iowaif he does 
not think that is already included in section 17, which provides that 
the schedules of inquiry of the Eleventh Census shall be the same as 
seed omnes in section 2206 of the Revised Statutes of the United 

tates 

Mr. COX. That is the fact. 

Mr. CONGER. In answer to the gentleman’s question I will say 
that it is, provided the Secretary of the Interior concludes to take this 
information; but there has arisen in my mind a suspicion that this 
was not intended, from the fact that the committee propose to strike 
out, in lines 19, 20, and 21, so much as refers to railroad corporations. 

Mr. COX. Thatis to be retained. There is no such object on the 
part of the committee. 

Mr. CONGER. In order to be certain to obtain this information I 
propose this amendment, 

Mr. COX. It is already provided for. 

a CONGER. Itisif the Secretary of the Interior is inclined to 
eit. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read section 18, as follows: 


18, That each enumerator in his subdivision shall be charged with the 
collection of the facts and statistics required by each and all the several sched- 
ules, with the following exceptions, to wit: In cities or States where an official 

tration of deaths is maintained, the Superintendent of Census may, in his 
discretion, withhold the mortality schedule from the several enumerators within 
such cities or nies, Sod may obtain the statistics required by this act through 
official records, pay: therefor such sum as may be found necessary, not ex- 
ceeding the amount which is by this act authorized to be paid to enumerators 


for a similar y, 2 cents for death thus returned. enever 
he shall deem it t, the Su tendent of Census may withhold the 
schedules for man’ uring and social statistics from the enumerators of the 
several subdivisions, and ma; the collection of these statistics upon ex- 


y charge 

ghee agents, to be employed without respect to locality. And said 
uperintendent may employ experts jem oye agents to inv te in their 
economic relations the manufacturing, ng, mining, cattle, and other indus- 
tries of the country, and the statistics of telegraph, exp transportation, and 
ef rem on KONITA as he may designate an require, And the Superintendent 
of Census , With the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, prepare sched- 
ules containing such inte: ries as shall, in nis judgment, be best adapted 
to elicit this information, w such specifications, divisions, and particulars 
head as he shall deem necessary to that end, Such experts and 
7 agents shall take the same oath as the enumerators of the several sub- 
divisions, and shall have equal authority with such enumerators in respect to 
the subjects committed to and they shall receive compensation at rates 
to be fixed by the Su tendent of Census with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior: That the same shall in no case exceed $6 per day and 

actual traveling expenses. 


The Committee propose the following amendment: 
In line 18, after the word “agents,” add the following: 


“To collect the statistics of and relating to indebtedness as provided in the fore- 
going sections and.” 


Mr. COX. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw that amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the withdrawal 
of the amendment? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reported the next amendment of the committee, as follows: 

In line 20 strike out the word “railroads.” 

Mr. COX. I withdraw that amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the withdrawal 
of the amendment? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reported the next amendment of the committee, as fol- 
lows: 


In lines 21 and 22strike out the words “and the statistics of telegraph, express, 
transportation, and insurance companies,” 


Mr. COX. I withdraw that amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the withdrawal 
of the amendment? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read sections 19 and 20, as follows: 


Src, 19. That the enumeration required by this act shall commence on the 
first Monday of June, 1890, and be taken as of that date, and each enumerator 
shall prosecute the canvass of his subdivision from that daté forward on each 
week-day without intermission, except for sickness or other urgent cause; and 
any unnecessary cessation of his work shall be sufficient ground for his removal 
and the appointment of another person in his place; and Soy pua soappointed 
shall take the oath eared of enumerators, and shall ve compensation at 
the same rates. And it shall be the duty of each enumerator to complete the 
enumeration of his district, and to prepare the returns hereinbefore required to 
be made, and to forward the same to the supervisor of his district on or before 
the lst day of July, 1890, and in any city nanay over 10,000 inhabitants under 
the census of 1850, the enumeration of ti pe on shall be taken within two 
weeks from the first Monday of June; and any delay beyond the dates above 
respectively, on the part of any enumerator, shall be sufficient cause for with- 
holding the compensation to which he would be entitled by compliance with 
the provisions of this act, until proof satisfactory to the Superintendent of Cen- 
sus shall be furnished that such delay was by reason of causes beyond the con- 
trol of such enumerator, 

Sec. 20. That the sum of $6,000,000 is hereby fixed and limited as the maximum 
cost of the census herein Provided for, exclusive el miara and engraving, 
and it shall not be lawful for the Secretary of the Interior orthe Superintendent 
of Census to incur any expense or obligation whatever, in to said cen- 
sus, in excess of t sum; and the sum of $6,000,000, in addition to ány sums 
which may be received for copies as provided in section 23 of this act, is hereb 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriat: 
to immediately available, and continue available until the completion of 
the Eleventh Census, 


under 


The committee propose the following amendments: 


Insection 20, line 3, strike out the word “and™ between “printing” and “em 
graving,” place a comma after the word “printing,” and after the word “ens 
pare” add the words “and binding,” placinga comma after the word “binis 

Mr. ROGERS. For the purpose of presenting this matter I move 
to strike out, in line 7, the words “six million,’’ and insert in lieu 
thereof the words ‘‘two hundred and fifty thousand dollars.” Ide 
this for the purpose of getting certain information, and also for the 
purpose of expressing some views on the subject. I would ask the gen- 
tleman from New York whether or not in the passage of the former bill 
the full sum provided for taking the census was made available at the 
time and oontinued available until the census was completed ? 

Mr. COX. No, sir; only three millions. We had great trouble 
and criticism for coming to Congress again and again for renewed ap- 
propriations; and so we considered it best in this case to give the full 
amount to complete the census without the printing and binding. 

The average is about the same now as it was in the Ninth and Tenth 
Censuses, say 10 cents per head. If my friend from Arkansas wants to 
have a statement of the expense of the former census I have it before 
me, and can give it to him. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would like to have the aggregate. 

Mr. COX. For the Tenth Census the total cost, including printing, 
was $5,785,254.72, divided as follows: Enumerators, $2,095,563.32; 
special agents (which we have disposed of a good deal in this bill), 
$625,067.29; printing reports, $678,624.61; superintendent's office, $2- 
385,999.50. One-half the expense named for special agents will be 
saved by this bill, because we do not order so many expert essays on 
subjects connected with science, like mining, etc.; and only pretend to 
give the productof our manufacturers in addition tothe ordinary enu- 
meration, reports, ete. Deducting this saving in cost of printing leaves 
the total cost of the Tenth Census $4,794,096, or about 9} cents per 
capita of the population of 1880. 

Mr. ROGERS. How much did you spend the first year? 

Mr. COX. I think it took the whole three millions the first year, 

Mr. ROGERS. In otherwords, there will be very little of this money 
that can be expended before the 1st of next July; and in the mean time 
Congress will assemble. It does not seem to me essential to make an 
appropriation of $6,000,000 for the purpose when there will be no use 
for a considerable portion of the sum for about a year. 

It occurs. to me that that is unwise and that it is not a proper ex- 
penditure to make. It may be that it will be wiser to increase the 
sum that I have proposed in my amendment $250,000, though I really 
do not see what they are going to do with any ofitnow. Idonot know 
anything that can be done with any portion of this appropriation until 
after the next session of Congress, and therefore I think it unwise and 
improper to make an appropriation at this time of $6,000,000 when we 
have not a particle of use for the money at present. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Whatdifference doesit make when our Treasury, 
as we are told constantly on the other side, is bursting with a surplus? 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, it makesa good deal of difference in many 
directions. 

Mr. MORROW. Oh, yes; it will make a difference in the election. 

Mr. ROGERS. This appropriation locks up in the Treasury unnec- 
essarily a large amount of money. Another point about it is that all 
political parties want to avoid as far as possible the semblance of any- 
thing that is improper. We donot need to appropriate now $6,000,000 
when the purpose for which we appropriate it can not be carried into 
effect at present and when the money is not really n . If we 
were appropriating for the building of a court-house or anything of 
that kind I would not propose to make ‘‘ two bites of a cherry,” be- 
cause in such a case we begin the work and go right along; but in this 
case we do not and can not commence until abont the beginning of the 
next fiscal year. Therefore what is the object of appropriating $6,000, - 
000 and having the statement sent out to the country that we have 
appropriated six millions for which there is not a particle of present 
use? It has at least the semblance of wrong doing, and it is impor- 
tant to the whole country and important as a party measure that we 
refrain from doing anything that would bear that construction, and I 
do not think the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] ought to in- 
sist upon our making an appropriation like this at this time. Ispeak 
openly and frankly about the matter. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Before the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] 
replies to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Roarrs], I ask him to 
observe the fact, which has been heretofore overlooked, that the three 
millions appropriated for the taking of the last census was appropri- 
ated on the 3d of March, 1879, just as an appropriation might be made 
before the end of the next session of this Congress. Of course the ap- 
propriation must be made before the 4th of March, as the Congress ex- 
pires at that time. Therefore, judging from past experience upon this 
subject, it seems to me that no large sum need be now sopr riated, 
and I do not think that any very large sum ought to be placed within 
the control of any Department which is not to be used within a short 
period of time. 

Mr. ROGERS.’ I suggest to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Cox] that the appropriation can go into the sundry civil bill at the 
next session of Congress and answer all the purposes for which it is re- 
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quired just as well as if it were appropriated now, and I hope the gen- 
tleman will not insist on the appropriation being madeat this time. 
If any sum is necessary now, I am willing that it shall be provided for 
in the bill, but I certainly do not see any necessity for appropriating 
the whole amount. 

Mr. HOLMAN. There has got to be an office organized. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. Possibly the sum I have proposed in my 
amendment is too large for present requirements, but it may be neces- 
sary to organize an office and get ready for the work, and whatever 
amount is required for that ought to be appropriated, but nothing be- 
yond that. 

Mr. COX. I have had no opportunity to confer with the committee 
on this, because the question did not come before them in the light in 
which it is presented by the gentleman from Arkansas. It will be 
necessary to organize an office, with rent, etc.; and we shall have to 
buy certain material in advance to prepare for the printing, ete. We 
have to get a certain kind of paper prepared especially for the enumer- 
ators, because ordinary paper gets worn out by being carried by them 
hither and yonder. Evidently, therefore, there must be a considerable 
expenditure almost at once; but, in view of the suggestions that have 
been made, I am willing to cut down this present appropriation to 
$1,000,000. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will accept that. 

Mr. COX. And then we can provide for a further appropriation at 
the next session. : 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It seems to me that that is sailing somewhat 
under false colors, We pass a bill here providing for the expenditure 
of $6,000,000, and then we appropriate only one million, and go to the 


country with the proposition that this administration is spending, 


$1,000,000 only, when it is really providing for the expenditure of six 
millions. k 

Mr. COX. If we are to be discredited by reason of the expenditure 
of so much money, we shall get the discredit next year also. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We do not propose to give you that opportunity 
next year. 

Mr. COX. I am surethat gentlemen on either side are not afraid to 
take the responsibility of appropriating all the money needed at pres- 
ent, trusting to the future for further appropriations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But we have this money on hand, and we may 
as well appropriate it. I donot think you are going to reduce the sur- 
plus before 1890 by the Mills bill or in any other way. 

Mr. COX. I would be very glad to take the judgment of the House 
on this subject, and will abide by it, of course. 

Mr. ROGERS. If we appropriate this money we do not turn it loose; 
it still can not be used except as may be necessary under the law. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is all true; I understand that. But why 
not make provision in a business-like way now? 

Mr. HOLM AN. Theappropriation of the money makes the Depart- 
ment responsible for it. 

Mr. COX. Ishould like to hear from the gentleman on the other 
side [Mr. MCKENNA], my colleague on the committee. 

Mr. MCKENNA. I think it will no doubt besufficient for the pres- 
ent to appropriate only $1,090,000 of the $6,000,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS] will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Inline 7 strike out “six millions” and insert “one million.” 

Mr. HOOKER. I would like to make an inquiry of my friend, the 
chairman of the committee [Mr. Cox]; and I wish also to say a word 
upon a particular portion of this bill which, so far as I know, has 
not yet been adverted to. Ithihkasufticient amount ought to be ap- 
propriated at once to organize this bureau efficiently. What I desire 
to inquire of the chairman of the committee is whether provision is 
made in this bill for the immediate printing of the reports which may 
be made to the Superintendent of the Census. I would like to know 
also whether the publication of the information obtained under the 
last census has yet been completed. We shall soon be in the ninth 
year of the present decade; yet, as I understand, the publication of 
the reports of the Census Bureau is not yet entirely completed. 

Mr. COX. In response to the last part of the gentleman’s sugges- 
tion, I will say that every one of the reports provided for or called tor 
by the Census Office has been ordered to be printed. In the deficiency 
bill passed at the beginning of the present session $67,000 was appro- 
priated to wind up the whole concern. Only three or four books yet 
remain to Be published. They are allstereotyped, though notall printed 
and bound. ‘The reason why these books have not been printed earlicris 
that some of the essays or manuscripts had not been prepared. Those 
manuscripts have not reference especially to the year 1880, but apply 
to the whole decennial period, having relation to matters connected 
with mining, petroleum, and other subjects of general interest, and 
there will be no necessity of taking up those subjects in the future. 

I say, therefore, to my friend from Mississippi that the business of 
the Tenth Census is entirely wound up—wound up, I know, with some 
little discredit, because of its dilatoriness, resulting from the fact that 
some of the men engaged in connection with this office broke down in 
their health in consequence of the arduous nature of the work. 


We are now ready to take hold of this matter for 1890. We have 
barely time enough to get this bill through the Senate, and have the 
proper preparations made for tabulation, the paper manufactured, etc. 
I think the sum of $1,000,000 is all that need be appropriated now for 
organizing the office and preparing to enter upon the work. 

Mr. HOOKER. After hearing what my friend, the chairman of the 
committee, has just said, I wish merely to remark that the publica- 
tion of the census reports of 1880 has been exceedingly dilatory. Two 
volumes of the Compendium of the Census, as I understand, were pub- 
lished in 1883 and there are some volumes not yet published; so that 
now, in 1888, we are making appropriations for the completion of the 
publication of the census taken in 1880. I wish to suggest to my hon- 
orable friend from New York, to the Committee on the Census, and to 
the House that it is important that whatever census publications be 
made should be made rapidly and promptly, so as to give the country 
early information with reference to all the various schedules in regard 
to vitality, population, production, etc. We want these publications 
as rapidly as practicable, and therefore, in my judgment, the appro- 
priations for the organization of the bureau ought to be liberal and 
they ought to be made available at such time, that the publication 
may commence as soon as the returns come in and be completed as 
early as possible. This was my idea in making my inquiry of the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. COX. I will say that of the twenty-six different publications 
which have been made upon the various subjects connected with the 
last census, only seven will be published under this bill. We have cut 
off all provisions for the others; and the seven volumes provided for in 
this bill will no doubt be published immediately after 1890. 

As to the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS] 
I will remark that, while the aggregate appropriation is limited to six 
millions, we shall not need all of it until 1890 shall have rolled around, 
when the information collected will have to be digested-in the Census 
Office. It will then be time enough to make the full amount of the 
appropriation. 

Eien ci being taken on the amendment of Mr. ROGERS, it was 
opted. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I move to strike out in section 20, the words 
‘fin addition to any sums that may have been received for copies as 
provided in section 23 of this act.” ‘Those words seem to be superflu- 
ous. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Section 21 was read, as follows: 

Seo, 21. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized whenever he 
may think proper, to call upon any other Department or office of the Govern- 
ment for information pertinent to the enumeration herein required. And he 
mays tenko convenient quarters in the District of Columbia for the office work of 

The committee’s amendment was read, as follows: 


Strike out the words, “and he may rent convenient quarters in the District 
of Columbia for the office work of the census,” 


Mr. COX. Let those words be stricken out. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Section 22 was read, as follows: * 


his district, and fill the Lesser thereby caused or 
such cases but one compensation shall be allowed for the entire be 
apportioned among the persons performing the same in the discretion of the 
Superintendent of Census. 

There being no amendment proposed, the next section was read, as - 
follows: 

Src. 23, That upon the request of any municipal government, meaning thereby 
the incorporated government of any town, village, township, or city, or kindred 
municipality, the Superintendent of Census shal] furnish such government with 
a copy of the names, with age, sex, and color, of all persons enumerated within 
the territory in the furisdict! on of such municipality, and such copies shall be 
paid for by such municipal government at the rate of 20 cents for each one hun- 
dred names, and all sums so received by the Superintendent of Census shall be 
accounted for in such way as the Secretary of the Interior shall direct, and cov- 
ered into the Treasury of the United States to be placed to the credit of, and in 
addition to, the appropriation herein made tor taking the Eleventh Census. 

Amendments of the committee: 


Frog “birthplace” after the word “sex;" and strike out 20” and insort 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. CONGER, I am requested by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. Matson] to offer the following amendment as an additional set- 
tion: 

The Clerk read as follows: 


SEC. 24, That the Superintendent of Census shall ascertain the names of 
those who had served in the military or naval service, and who aresurvivorson 
the Ist of June, 1880, and who are then inmates of almshouses. 

get the 


Mr. ROGERS. Do I understand the gentleman wants to 
puot these people? I should think the number would be all that is 
wanted. 

Mr. CONGER. Ihave offered it at the request of the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. ROGERS. Does the gentleman from New York desire that 
amendment? | 
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Mr. COX. 
almshouses. 
Mr. CONGER. Ido it at the request of the gentleman from Indiana. 
Mr. HOLMAN, It may be well to ascertain the number of persons, 

Mr. COX. But not the names of those in almshouses. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I move that amendment, to strike out the names, 
providing only forthe number. I wish to have a vote on my colleague’s 
proposition, but in the first place I want to put it insuch a form as he 
would agree to haveif he were here. I do not object to the number, 
but I do not think we should provide for the names. 

Mr. HoLMAN’s amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I move to strike out the words ‘‘ and who are 
survivors on the Ist day of June, 1890;’’ so it will read, ‘‘who served 
in the military or naval service and who are in almshouses.’’ They 
must be survivors if they are in almshouses. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The question recurred on Mr. CONGER’S amendment as amended. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 3, noes 9. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

‘The question next recurred on the following amendment of the com- 
mittee: 

Insert as section 24 the following: 

“Sec. 24, That the of the Interior may authorize the expenditure of 
n sums for the traveling expenses of the officers and employés con- 
nected with the taking of the census, and the incidental expenses essential to 
the carrying out of this act, including the rental of convenient quarters in the 
District of Columbia and the furnishi 
blanks, tally-sheets, circulars, ete,” 

Mr. HOLMAN. I move to add the following words: ‘‘and shall 
from time to time make a detailed report to Congress of such expendi- 
tures.” 

Mr. COX. There is no objection to that amendment, 

The amendment was adopted, and the amendment as araended was 


agreed to. 
The next section of the bill was read, as follows: 
Sec. 25. That the act entitled ‘An act to 
Jaws inconsistent with the poras of this act are Besor repealed 
n accò 


censuses subsequent to the Eleventh Census shall be taken 
the provisions of this act unless Congress shall hereafter otherwise provide, 


Mr. CONGER. Iask unanimous consent to recur to page 15, for the 
purpose of offering an amendment. 
Mr. WEAVER. I want to make an inquiry about this matter, 


I do not want to expose the names of those who are in 


ng thereof, and an outfit for printing small 


whether the Ee d 
The SP R protempore. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to recur to 15, section 17, for the purpose of offering 


an amendment. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CONGER. I move to insert the amendment I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Add after the word “indebtedness,” in line 44, “and to statistics relating to 
oe corporations, incorporated express, telegraph, and insurance compa- 
nies.’ 


Mr. HOLMAN. Isnotthatcovered by the last clause on the fifteenth 


page ? 

Mr. CONGER. I think not. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It provides for the collection of statistics relating 
to railroad, telegraph, express, transportation, and insurance compa- 


nies. 

Mr. CONGER. Where do you find that? 

Mr. HOLMAN. In section 18, 

Mr. CONGER. ButIam referring now to the provision for the pub- 
lication of certain volumes. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ah, that is different. 

` The amendment of Mr. CoNGER was adopted. 

Mr. HOVEY. I want to add another clause to the same section, to 
follow what has just been adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the gentleman 
from Indiana offering a further amendment to the section? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add at the end of the last amendment “and a list of surviving soldiers, sail- 
ors, marines, and the widows of soldiers, sailors, and marines. 

Mr, HOVEY. There is no publication authorized of that class. 

Mr. COX. Ihave no objection to that. ; 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to call attention to the language of the fif- 
teenth section, in reference to the penalties and forfeiture; and I ask 
leave to submit the following amendment, to strike out all after the 
word ‘‘shall,’’ in the nineteenth line, as follows: 

Forfeit and pay a sum not less than $500 nor more than $10,000, to be recovered 
in an action of debt in any court of competent jurisdiction, in the name and to 
the use of the United States, and in addition thereto shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be imprisoned for a period not ex- 
ceeding one year. 

And insert what I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


be guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $10,000, to which may be added imprisonment for a period not 
exceeding one year. 


Mr. COX. Ihave no objection to that. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS. Now, for the sake of perfecting the language of the 
bill, in section 13, line 8, I ask unanimous consent to recur to this part 
of the bill and strike out the words “forfeit a” and insert “‘ be fined 
in any sum;’’ so that it will read: 

And upon conviction shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $500. 

This provides a fine instead of a forfeiture. 

Mr. COX. All right. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ought there not tobe a minimum sum? That 
might bring it down to a dollar. Itmight be no punishment at all. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment just submitted. 

Mr. MCKENNA. Why not say “fined in a sum?” 

Mr. ROGERS, All right; I will accept the modification. 

The amendmentas modified was adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS. Now, in line 16 of the same section, the words 
‘* forfeit and pay” should be stricken out, and insert in lien thereof 
“Dbe fined in a; ” so that it will read : 


He shall be fined in a sum not exceeding $5,000, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, this amendment 
will be adopted. 

There was no objection. ie 

Mr. ROGERS. Again, in section 15, line 11, in order to make the 
bill conform, strike out the words “‘ forfeit and pay” and insert in 
lieu thereof ‘‘ be fined in.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS. Again, section 10 should bestricken out in toto. That 
has no application since the adoption of the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. COX. There is no objection to that, I presume, now. 

Mr. MORROW. I suggest that there is no need for striking that 


out. 

Mr. HOLMAN. You do not want to enforce these by a suit in the 
State court. 

Mr. MORROW, No; but this provides now that these fines may be 
enforced in any court of competent jurisdiction. 

Mr. ROGERS. As the bill is framed now, the jurisdiction is in the 
Federal courts. ‘The Government loses nothing under the amendments 
which have been adopted. 

Mr. HOLMAN, I would that the section be amended so as 
to provide that ‘‘all fines and penalties imposed by this act may be 

forced by indictment in any court of competent jurisdiction where 
such offenses may be committed or forfeiture incurred.” 

Mr. ROGERS. I have no objection to that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman from Arkansas in- 
dicate his amendment? 

Mr. ROGERS. The words I propose to strike out are in line 2, “or 
appropriate action at law.” 

Mr. HOVEY. Let me suggest that you can not enforce an indict- 
ment. You punish by indictment. 

Mr. ROGERS. The word ‘‘ prosecuted’? might be substituted. 

Mr. MORROW. ‘That all fines and penalties imposed by this act 
may be prosecuted by indictment or information.’’ 

Mr. MCKENNA. The words used are good enough. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will notask to have the word ‘‘ enforced”? changed. 
I think that is sufficient. I move to strike out ‘‘or appropriate ac- 
tion at law,” in lines 2 and 3, and “‘or forfeitures incurred,” in line-4. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. MORROW. I suggest that we insert after the word ‘‘ indict- 
ment’? ‘‘or by information.” 

Mr. ROGERS. I would not add those words. 

Mr. MORROW. I move to amend section 16 by adding, in line 2, 
after the word ‘‘indictment,”’ the words ‘‘or by information.’’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 
as falas I now demand the previous question on the passage of 

e bill. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be en; and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. COX moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on thg table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. COX. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 33 
minutes p. m, ) the House adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 
Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 
By Mr. T. J. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 10796) granting a pension 
to Francis Pohl—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. CHIPMAN: A bill (H. R. 10797) for the relief of James W. 
Kraggs—to the Committee on War Claims. - 
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By Mr. DARLINGTON: A bill (H. R. 10798) granting a pension to 
John Oakes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 10799) granting a pension to Tyrel 
Ham blin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10800) for the benefit of Thomas Kinney—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FITCH: A bill (H. R. 10801) for the relief of Samuel B. 
Jones—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HIESTAND: A bill (H. R. 10802) to increase the pension of 
James M, Etter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: A bill (H. R. 10803) for the relief of Da- 
vid Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, LAFFOON: A bill (H. R. 10804) for the relief of Jacob Held, 
sr.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mz. LAGAN: A bill (H. R. 10805) for the relief of Mrs, Anna 
Hernandez—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr, LANE: A bill (H. R. 10806) granting a pension to Eugenia 
A. Helston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McCREARY: A bill (H. R. 10807) granting a pension to 
Mary Speaks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SENEY: A bill (H. R. 10808) for the relief of James W. 
Byrd—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (H. R. 10809) torefertheclaim of Andrew 
J. Kirby against the United States to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10810) granting a pension to John W. Curtis—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRUMM: Petition of H. T. Baily and others, against the 
internal-revenue tax—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Henry Schlotman and others, favoring the anti- 
convict labor bill—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: Petition of James W. Knaggs, for relief—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of David Dawson and others, for licensing certain en- 
gineers—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of Ellen A. McInerney, widow of Lott McInerney, 
Company G, One hundred and sixteenth New York Volunteers, for a 
pension—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. R. H. M. DAVIDSON: Petition of citizens of Tampa, Fla., 
for an appropriation for the improvement of Tampa Bay—to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. ERMENTROUT: Memorial of Resolute Council, No. 27, and 
of Industry Council, No. 163, Junior Order of United American Mechan- 
ics, in favor of Senate bill No. 553, restricting immigration—to the Com- 
mittee on Labor. 

By Mr. GLASS: Papers in the claim of Nancy P. Garison, of Benton 
County, Mississippi—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of 75 citizens of Oregon, for prohibi- 
tion in the District of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. McCREARY: Petition for the reliefof Dawson T. Lamb, late 
of Companies C and D, Kentucky Volunteer Infantry—to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

Peace petition of N. W. Morris, for relief—to the Committee on War 


By Mr. LAFFOON: Petition of Jacob Held, sr., of Henderson, Ky., 
for relief—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LONG: Petition and affidavits of Thomas Coyle and wife, for 
relief—to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. MILLIKEN: Resolution of the Congregdtional churches of 
Maine, against the production, importation, and exportation of intoxi- 
cating liquors—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. RAYNER: Petition of Richard N. Bowerman, late lieuten- 
ant-colonel Thirty-sixth Regiment United States Infantry, for reference 
of his case to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SAWYER: Petition of 130 citizens of Wyoming County, New 
York, for reduction of postage—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SENEY: Petition of James W. Byrd, for the removal of the 
charge of desertion—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SIMMONS: Petition of Jasper B. Mann, of Carteret County, 
North Carolina, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SOWDEN: Petition of George W. Weitknecht and others, 
citizens of the Tenth district of Pennsylvania, for continuing work 
looking to the eradication of pleuro-pneumonia, etc.—to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. è 3 

By Mr. STEELE: Petition of L. J. Gibble and 100 others, asking 
that each honorably discharged soldier be allowed to enter 160 acres ot 
public land—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 


By Mr. TILLMAN (by request): Petition of John G. Goettee, ad- 
ministrator of Eliza Goettee, of Robert C. Bowers, and of Elizabeth- 
Youmans, for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. i 

By Mr. WASHINGTON: Petition of J. B. White, of Davidson County, 
Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. . PA 

By Mr. WHITTHORNE: Petition of E. J. B. Smith, of Williamson 
County, and of heir of Giles T. Harris, of Maury County, Tennessee, 
for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By Mr. YARDLEY: Petition of 51 citizens of Montgomery County, 
Pennsylvania, protesting against a reduction of the duty on window 
glass—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


The following petition for the repeal or modification of the internal- 
revenue tax of $25 levied on druggists was receiveđ and referred to the 
Committeeon Ways and Means: DAN 

By Mr. LEE (by request): Of citizens of Loudoun County, Virginia. 


The following petition praying for the enactment of a law provid- 
ing temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of 
illiteracy, was referred to the Committee on Education: 

By Mr. HITT: Of Ira Mettler and 33 others, citizens of Creston, 
Ogle County, Illinois. 


SENATE. 
THURSDAY, July 12, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
THE JOURNAL. 


The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read. 

Mr. PLATT. From the reading of the Journal I notice that there is 
an order for the withdrawal of papers, I think in the case of Mrs. Fran- 
ces M. Wilkinson, where there had been an adverse report. I wanted 
to inquire—as the order seems to have been adopted absolutely—whether 
the parties would have the right to withdraw the papers? The rule 
1ss-—_— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Such orders are always taken sub- 
ject to the rule of the Senate. 

Mr. PLATT. So that the rule interprets itself? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes; the rules impose the duty upon 
the Secretary, so that it is not necessary formally at this time to enter 
“ subject to the rule,” 

If there be no motion to correct or amend the Journal, it will stand 
approved as read. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. SABIN presented a petition of 146 citizens of Faribault, Minn., 
praying Congress to take steps looking towards the purchase of the 
Island of Cuba by the United States Government; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a paton of 17 citizens of Carver County, Minne- 
sota, praying for amendments to the interstate-commerce law; 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr.SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred an amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. 
PADDOCK to the sundry civil appropriation bill, reported it favorably 
with the recommendation that it be referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations; which was agreed to, 

Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was 
referred the joint resolution (S. R. 98) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to accept the surrender of and cancel land patents to Indians 
in certain cases, reported it with amendments. a 

Mr. MANDERSON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred an amendment intended to be proposed by him to the sun- 
dry civil appropriation bill, reported it favorably, and moved that the 
amendment, together with the accompanying report in regard to the 
subject-matter, be referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed; which was agreed to. 


Mr. BOWEN, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported an j 


amendment intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
whom was referred an amendment intended to be proposed by him to 
the sundry civil appropriation bill, reported favorably thereon, and 
moved that it be referred to the Committee on Appropriations: which 
was agreed to. 

Mr. BATE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 5259) to relieve Jacob G. Bostalter from the 
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charge of fraudulent enlistment, reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PASCO, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1493) for the relief of J. Schriber & Co., of Cleveland, Cuya- 
hoga County, Ohio, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a 
report thereon. 

Ir. COCKRELL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 4659) for the relief of George M. Ochiltree, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 


COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 


Mr. DAWES. Iam instructed by the Committee on Indian Affairs’ 
to report a resolution for action at the present time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs be instructed, either by full 
conxnittee or such subcommittee as may be appointed by the chairman there- 
of, to continue during the recess of Congress the investigation authorized by 
the resolution of March 1, 1887, with the authority and in the manner and to 
the extentprovided in said resolution ; and also to visit any reservations where, 
in bre opao of said committee, it may be necessary to extend their investi- 
ga . i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

; There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider the reso- 
ution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thinks that as the reso- 
lution proposes a charge on the contingent fund the rule might re- 
quire a different disposition of it. 

Mr. DAWES. Let it be referred to the Committee on Contingent 
Expenses. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let it be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be again read. 

The Chief Clerk again read the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be referred to 
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate. 


REPORT ON COMMERCE AND NAVIGATION, 


Mr. MANDERSON. I am directed by the Committee on Printing 
to report back favorably the joint resolution (S. R. 99) providing for 
the printing of the portion of the annual report of the Chief of the 
Bureau of Statistics on Commerce and Navigation for the year ending 
June 30, 1887, entitled ‘‘Annual report of the Chief of the Bureau of 
Statistics in regard to imported merchandise entered for consumption in 
the United States, with amounts of duty and rates of duty collected.” 
I ask for its present consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
length for information. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, eic., Thatthere be printed 20,000 copies of the reportof the Chief of the 
Bureau of Statistics in rabbis to im; merchandise entered for consump- 
tion in the United States, with rates of duty and amounts of duty collected, for 
the fiscal ny Soa 14,000 forthe use of the members of the House of Represent- 
atives; for the use of members of the Senate, and 1,000 for the use of the 
Bureau of Statistics of the Treasury Department. The sum of — dollars, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to defray the cost of the publication 
of said report. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the joint resolution. 


The joint resolution will be read at 


Mr. MANDERSON. I move to fill the blank with “fifteen hun- 
dred.” The cost will be about $1,100. - 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 


The CHIEF CLERK. In line 11, after the words ‘‘sum of,” it is pro- 
posed to fill the blank by the insertion of the words ‘‘ fifteen hundred;”’ 
so as to read: 

The sum of $1,500, or so much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appro- 
priated, etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Why the discrimination in this case? I thought 
we had established a rule that the Senate was to have one-third and 
the House two-thirdsof such documents. Now there comes in a very 
valuable document, and 14,000 is for the House of Representatives, 
5,000 for the Senate, and 1,000 for the Bureau of Statistics. 

Mr. MANDERSON. That does not depart very far from that gen- 
eral rule. These figures were fixed because the resolution in that form 
came from Mr. Switzler, the chief of this bureau, and it seemed to the 
committee that it was well enough to leave it as suggested by him, 
giving 5,000 to the Senate and 14,000 to the House. 

Mr. COCKRELL, I think we are quite competent to judge of the 
number we want. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I suppose so, 

Mr. COCKRELL. I do not think the proportion fixed in the reso- 
lution is proper. I move to make it 6,500 for the Senate and 13,000 
for the House, in lieu of the 5,000 and 14,000. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Then the Senator will have to amend the num- 


ber. 
Mr. COCKRELL. The resolution makes 20,000 the number. 
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Mr. MANDERSON. You had better say 6,000 for the Senate, 13,- 
000 for the House, and 1,000 for the Chief of the bureau. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I shall not object to that. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I do not object to that. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The amendment of the Senator from 
Missouri will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed toamend the resolution in line 7, 
so as to make it read: 

Thirteen thousand for the use of the members of the House of Representa- 
tives, 6,000 for the use of members of the Senate, and 1,000 for the use of the 
Bureau of ties. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. > 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. SHERMAN introduced a bill (S. 3314) for the relief of the heirs 
of Peter Poorman; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced a bill (S. 3315) to remove the charge of 
desertion from the military records of William F. Pritchard and Will- 
iam S. Pritchard; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying papers, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. DOLPH introduced a bill (S. 3316) granting a pension to Jasper 
N. Warren; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee gn Pensions. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa (by request), introduced a bill (S. 3317) for 
the relief of John F. Riley, collector of the estate of Samuel R. Hamil, 
deceased; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompany- 
ing paper, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SABIN introduced a bill (S. 3318) to provide for the revocation 
of the withdrawal of lands made for the beneiit of certain railroads, and 
for otber pu ; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3319) granting the right of way through 
certain Indian Jands in the State of Minnesota to the Moorhead, Leech 
Lake and Northern Railway Company; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3320) panaki the Duluth and Win- 
nipeg Railway Company the right of way mgh the Fond du Lac 
Indian reservation, in the State of Minnesota; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. VANCE introduced a bill (S. 3321) to incorporate the Washing- 
ton and Great Falls Narrow Gauge Railroad Company; which was read 
ice UF its title, and referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


On motion of Mr. HOAR, it was 
Ordered, That Mrs. A, A. Coolidge baye leave to withdraw from the files of 
the Senate her petition and accompanying papers, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 6612) to grant right of way through the Indian Terri- 
tory to the St. Louis and San Francisco Railway Company, and for 
other purposes}; 

A bill (H. R. 7261) granting the right of way through certain lands 
in the State of Minnesota to the Moorhead, Leech Lake and Northern 
Railway Company; 

A bill (H. R. 7223) to grant the right of way through the Public 
Land Strip and Ipdian Territory to the Montana, Kansas and Texas 
Railroad Company, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 7843) granting to the Citrous Water Company a right 
of way across Papago Indian reservation, in Maricopa County, Arizona; 

A bill (H. R. 7964) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway right of way across a portion of the Sioux reserva- 
tion, in Dakota Territory; and 

A bill (H. R. 10028) granting to the Wyoming Midland Railway 
Company the right of way through the Wind Riveror Shoshone Indian 
reservation. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. 
PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had on 
the 9th instant approved and signed the following acts: 

Anact (S. 2610) authorizing the construction of railroad bridges across 
the Snake River and across the Clear Water River by the Oregon Rail- 
way and Navigation Company; 

An act (S..1525) to authorize the construction of a bridge over the 
Cumberland River, between Burnside, Ky., and Ca: in Tennes- 


see, or the south fork of said river, between Burnside and Tateville, 
y-; 
An act (S. 23) to authorize Dalles City to construct a bridge across 
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the Columbia River, in the State of Oregon and Territory of Washing- 
ton; 

An act (S. 1851) providing for an international marine conference to 
secure greater safety for life and property at sea; 

An act (S. 1484) to fix the status in the Navy of certain cadet engi- 
neers; 
Anact (S. 1004) granting a pension to Ann Verneuil; 
An act S 1192) ee a pension to Judson Knight; 
An act (8S. 1908) granting a pension to John R. Wheelock; 
An act (S. 1906) granting a pension to Matilda Bleumner; 
An act (S. 1997) granting a pension to Peter Thompson; 

act (S. 2100) granting a pension to Charles Tidmarsh; 

act (S. 2151) granting a pension to Mrs. Aurelia Hillyer; 
8. 2183) granting a pension to Rachel Plummer; 
8. 2255) granting a pension to Amanda W. Beach; 

An act (S. 2331) granting a pension to Mary J. MeGregor; 

An act (S. 802) granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. Wilcox, 
now Roberts; and 

An act (S. 1844) granting an increase of pension to Ann Atkinson. 

The message also announced that the President had, on the 10th in- 
stant, approved and signed the joint resolution (S. R. 26) to arbitrate 
and settle the questions at issue between the District of Columbia and 
Samuel Strong. : 

The further announced that the following bills were pre- 
sented to the President June 29, 1898, and not having been returned 
by him to the House of Congress in which they originated within the 
ten days prescribed by the Constitution, they had become laws with- 
out his approval: 

A bill tS. 808) granting a pension to Julius C. Monson; 

A bill (S. 1827) granting a pension to Philomelia L. Dartt; and 

A bill (S. 2168) granting a pension to Francis Marion Walker. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS, 


Mr. SHERMAN submitted amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which were referred to the 
Committee on A riations, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. GIBSON submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 2952) for the allowance of certain claims for 
stores and suppli¢s taken and used by the United States Army, as re- 

rted by the Court of Claims under the provisions of the act of March 

, 1883, known as the Bowman act; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DANIEL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the naval appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


VETOED PENSION BILLS. 


Mr. HAWLEY. I made a report a few days ago from the Commit- 
tee on Printing upon a resolution to print 5,000 additional copies of 
Senate Report 1667, being a formal report by the Committee on Pen- 
sions upon seven vetoed pension bills. The matter lay over under ob- 
jection or at the request of some Senator, I do not remember who. I 
call the matter up again now, and ask for its consideration. 

The i maar eek ne tempore. The resolution referred to by the 
Senator from Connecticut will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

That 5,000 extra copies of Senate Report No. 1667, on certain pension 


bills returned to the Senate by the President without his approval, together * 


fv ae views of the minority of the committee, be printed 
3 = 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is the report of the Senator from Connecti- 
cut in regard to vetoed pension bills? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. COCKRELL. When it was made I asked that it lie over. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It is the report of the Committee on Printing on 
the ition to print the report of the Senator from Minnesota [ Mr. 


Davis]. 

Mr. I understand; but I thought probably the Senator 
would like to have incorporated in that report the message of the Presi- 
dent which was received, I believe, on last Monday, which referred to 
another bill vetoed by him. It would be good reading matter to have 


that included. It treats directly of his duties as Chief Executive and 
his action u thése various bills. 

Mr. DAWES. There are several. Would the Senator like all the 

I wish to God that they could all be printed and 


r the use of the 


veto messages on on bills 
coc. 


one, probably more important than some of the others, and that Sena- 
tors would like to haveit printed. They want todistribute that litera- 
ture, and I thought they would jump at the chance to have that mes- 
Sage printed now and sent broadcast. ` 
Mr. DAWES. Ido notthink the Senator need express his wish in 
that manner, but he can offer a resolution to print all those veto mes- 
sages in one document, 
r. COCKRELL. I was making the suggestion, if this resolution 


be passed, to have this particular message inserted in the document. I 
do not want to force it, but simply make the suggestion, hoping that 
my friends will gladly acquiesce in it. 

Mr. DAWES. I suggest that it would be more interesting reading, 
and that a more effective document would be the collection of all the 
veto messages on the vetoed pension bills. 


Mr. COCKRELL. There could be no more interesting document 
issued to the American people, and if the Senator will offer such a 
resolution I will gladly and cheerfully vote to print 100,000 copies. 

Mr. DAWES. The Senator expressed his wish in such profound 
and reverent language that it might be done that I thought perhaps 
he would introduce such a resolution himself. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I will introduce a resolution, and I will test 
whether Senators desire to have that document sent broadcast over 
the country. 

Mr. DAWES. I suggest to the Senator to be sure to get them all. 

Mr. COCKRELL. 1 will do that right now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.» The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution reported from the Committee on Printing. 

Mr. PLATT. Mr. President, at the last session of Congress, on my 
motion, a work was compiled embracing all the veto messages of the 
Presidents of the United States from the commencement of the Govern- 
ment down to the close of the last session, if I am not mistaken; and 
that embraced all the veto messages of President Cleveland up to that 
date. I think it is very proper that that document should be supple- 
mented, but I hope it will not be done upon this particular matter. It 
ought to follow the course that was pursued in regard to the compila- 
tion of that document. 

I am not quite sure what message it is that the Senator from Missouri 
refers to now, for we have them almost every day. Isuppose it issome 
one particular veto message that he wants to have printed. I wish he 
would specify which one it is. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I will show my colleague what it is; I have it. 

Mr. President, the report of the Committee on Pensions which it is 

to print is the report of the committee on the veto messages in 
the case of seven vetoed bills, with an argument which I beg leave to 
say is very able, but too short, upon the general question of the extent 
of the President’s proper function in these cases. Thatisas far as the 
committee cared to go. It is probable it will exercise its own discretion 
in making a further report on other vetoed bills. But I do not think 
the Senator from Missouri, upon careful consideration, would care to 
give very general cireulation to that veto message of which he spoke. 

My attention was attracted to its peculiar and without a 
thought of using it in debate I penciled some of its felicitous obser- 
vations. The President dwells with apparent satisfaction upon the 
idea that he had got the better of the committee in having discovered 
that the beneficiary in this case was a woman, to use his words, ‘‘ of 
very bad character, and that she had been under arrest nine times for 
drunkenness, larceny, creating disturbance, and misdemeanors of that 
sort. 

I do not know how that may be. The Senate is not a police court. 
The committee, I suppose, reported, upon examination of the facts di- 
rectly bearing upon the petition, that Mrs. Dougherty ought to receive 
asmall pension, or that it would be wise and generous to give her one, 
and probably did not search after her whole life. But after paving 
somehow discovered and cheerfully set forth that she had been arrested 
many times for drunkenness, larceny, creating disturbance, and mis- 
demeanors of that sort, the President proceeds to make a remark which 
will be agreeable reading to the scores of thousands of soldiers’ widows 
and daughters who are the beneficiaries—not the beneficiaries in the 
proper sense, but who are the creditors of the Government—in these 
words: 

But there is much reason to fear that this case will find its parallel in many. 
that haye reached a successful conclusion. 

I have had relatives and friends who are among these so-called ‘‘ben- 
eficiaries’’ of the Government. They are included in this general re- 
flection. Does the Senator think that is a pleasant work, or one likély 
to elevate the President and his party in public esteem to circulate 
that insinuation among the millions of soldiers now surviving? Ihave 
no objection to printing it, but I should like to have the committee 
send out with it a report upon the case, making the comments that 
naturally occur to gentlemen. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Now, Mr. President, I desire to offer the follow- 
ing resolution—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair can not receive it now, 
the question being on agreeing to the resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Printing, which, however, is subject toamendment. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I ask that my resolution be read for informa- 
ti 


on. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be read for information. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed 100,000 copies of the messages of the President 

of the United States sent to the Congress of the United States vetoin, nsion 

bills during the Forty-ninth Congress and the Fiftieth Congress to thi Mia: “ 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That will be in order as an amend- 

ment to the resolution of the committee. 
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Mr. COCKRELL. I offer it as an amendment to that resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri pro- 
poses to amend the resolution reported by the committee by adding 
what has just been read. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, as far as the Committee on Pensions 
is concerned and so far as I myself am concerned, who drew the report 
now under discussion, it is a matter of perfect indifference whether it 
goes forth to the country in the shape it was presented or with the ad- 
dition of the President’s message in the Dougherty case. That case, 
with the message, has been referred to the Committee on Pensions for 
consideration, and will in due time receive all the attention which it 
deserves and be the subject of a report to the Senate. It is now in the 
hands of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BLODGETT], who made 
the report upon which the bill was passed, for his advisement and con- 
sideration; but I deem it proper to say a word or two here in regard to 
the facts which the President did not place in their true perspective, 
as to being recent or remote—facts which were carefully considered by 
the committee, charitably considered, and, I think, justly determined. 

It would seem from the language used by the President of the United 
States in regard to this unfortunate woman, who, while working in a 
Government arsenal in making cartridges, suffered a severe accident, 
who lost her son, who had been made almost insane, as she says, wholly 
so—it would seem, I say, from the language used by the President in 
his message that she is at this present time a person of bad character 
and a drunkard. 

I took occasion when the files came again from the Pension Office to 
examine the record in that respect to find what ground there is for the 
assertions against her. I find that the police of this city report, and 
its latest report comes down no further than the year 1872, that this 
woman had before that date been arrested seven times and not nine; 
that the other two cases were of another person entirely; and that the 
President of the United States has gone back fifteen years to investi- 
gate the character of this poor, old, decrepit, half-crazed woman, for 
the purpose of putting an imputation upon her and thereby justifying 
the veto. From 1872 to 1888 this committee were advised that her con- 
duct had been proper. 

I find also, from the records of the Pension Bureau, transmitted to 
the Committee on Pensions for re-examination, in connection with this 
remarkable message, that on the 5th day of July, the date of the veto, 
a report as to her had been withdrawn from the files and delivered to 
the chief of police of the third Metropolitan district of Washington, and 
that it has not been returned. ‘The result of it all is this: That after 
the committee examined the action of the Pension Bureau, considering 
the case fairly and charitably, with care, the President of the United 
States has re-referred to that bureau the whole matter for its views as 
to the expediency of disapproving the action of Congress, and has gone 
back fifteen years in the records of the police department of this city 
to ascertain whether the woman at that time, so many years ago, had 
not, through her misfortunes or infirmities, been subject to the lapses 
from propriety which are detailed in the m ; that all the time 
since, so far as we are advised by the most reputable authority in this 
city, she has been worthy of the charity which the committee in its 
judgment thought ought to be extended to her by the enactment of a 
pension act. 

In due time I assure the Senate that veto and all the facts will re- 
ceive the attention of the committee. 

Mr. STEWART. Iam glad this question has come up, and I hope 
it will be up every morning until some reason is assigned for this ex- 
traordinary proceeding on the part of the President besides the fact that 
it is within the power incorporated in the Constitution. I heard no 
other reason than that assigned by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Vest] the other morning. The reason assigned by the apologists of 
the President all over the country is that he has this power._ 

If the Senate will reflect a little they will find that there are many 
powers in the Constitution which may be abused. The President has 
power not to sign any appropriation bill and stop the wheels of the 
Government, and you have no redress. The Senate might refuse to 
pass an appropriation bill to carry on the Government; the other House 
might do the same. The very fact that these powers are intrusted to 
the different departments makes it possible for all persons having them 
in charge to abuse them. 

I can conceive no abuse liable to lead to more serious consequences 
than that the President of the United States with a salary of $50,000a 
year and at an expense to keep up the establishment of several hun- 
tired thousand dollars more furnished by the Government, the whole 
country being dependent upon the proper conduct of that great office; 
I say I can conceive of no greater abuse than for the President to occupy 
his time in hunting about the police-court records to ascertain the char- 
acter of a poor woman fifteen years ago, to determine whether she is 
entitled to receive a pension for injuries received by her while in service. 

It seems to me that we can have that kind of service performed by 
cheaper-paid men. It seems to me there might be some other officer 
to do this detail work. I do object to the precedent that the President 
of the United States is to become a detective or that he is to examine 
all these details. If there is nobody in the country sufficiently honest 
to attend to these matters of small detail, then weareinabad fix, It 
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certainly can not be done by the head of the executive department of 
this Government. He has not the time; it is beneath the dignity of 
his office; it is not his business, and never was intended to be, and it 
never was supposed that any President of the United States would do 
more with the veto power than to protect his office from unconstitu- 
tional encroachments, That was declared over and over again in the 
debates in the convention that formed the Constitution. The univer- 
sal belief was that it would only be used on those occasions, but now 
we haye the spectacle of its being used on disputed questions of fact 
with regard to verysmall matters with which the committees of the 
two Houses are , a Democratic committee in the other end, a 
Republican committee here, as conscientious and as honest commit- 
tees, I venture to say, as were ever in any Congress. And yet we 
hear these lectures day after day, the President upbraiding them for 
not performing their duty properly in regard to these small details, un- 
dertaking to say that they are not the judges of these facts when sub- 
mitted to them, but that he must deal in these small matters, and, as 
I stated heretofore, the whole ex , if all these bills were permit- 
ted to pass, would be only about $24,000 a year. 

Why is it necessary for the whole form of government to be changed 
in order to have a competent person to investigate these details? If 
it be true that these committees are not competent, if we are to sit 
here and see the committees rebuked day after day, and their work re- 
pudiated and their characters destroyed—for it does affect the charac- 
ter of men to have their work characterized as it has been in these ve- 
toes—if that is the case, reorganize the Senate, reorganize the House, 
and appoint other committees. 

I venture to say, however, that no better men can be found in the 
Senate or in the other House than are upon these committees, 

This wrangle about facts of that kind is unbecoming in the head of 
a great Government, and it was never expected of the President. I 
want these vetoes laid before the country, and I want the country to 
say whether the President has shown in any case such an emergency 
that he is called upon to exercise the veto to protect any of the consti- 
tutional rights of the Executive or to defend the Constitution in any 
respect. I want the country to judge of that. No bill can be passed 
but that an argument can be made against it; and because the Presi- 
dent has gone out of his way and made arguments against some of these 
bills on ex parte statements against them, is he therefore justified ? 

All our work may be criticised; we criticise it daily ourselves and 
properly; but to have it criticised in such matters by the Executive is 
changing the whole form of the Government. Although it may pass 
for the time being without notice, the time will come when these pre- 
cedents will come back to plague us on other matters than pension 
bills, other matters than claims; and others may use the precedent of 
two hundred vetoes in three years and assume the whole legislative 
power of the Government. 

I say it is one of the most serious matters confronting us, and de- 
manding more serious attention than anything that has come before 
this Congress, or is likely to come before it. 

Mr. BLAIR. Ishould like to call attention to one point in reference 
to these vetoes. The President in many of them seems to assume, 
after careful investigation, like that of a detective, or an investigation 
of any other character, that if he is able to fix upon the applicant for 
a pension a personal stigma therefore the whole country is under no 
obligation whatever and can be under no obligation whatever to give a 
pension to the applicant. I have not myself so construed my duty as 
a legislator in this regard. I have felt that when a man, whatever 
might be his personal character, had di his obligations to the 
Government, had risked his life, complied with his contract, and had 
suffered in consequence of his service to the country a physical disa- 
bility pensionable, if he were a man of the most excellent personal 
character, that he was equally entitled to the benefit of the country’s 
pension laws although in some respects he might not be up to the 
highest standard of personal behavior and character. I think we are 
bound by that rule. 

We were willing to accept the services of everybody who was phys- 
ically competent to render them, and the life of the nation was saved 
very largely by men who had their little tantrums of drink andit may 
be other peccadillos, and some of them men who from time to time 
may have been guilty of serious offenses against the law; but it does 
not follow that because of these things, if they discharged their duty 
to the Government, in a way that if performed by persons of the most 
excellent reputation and character would have entitled them to a pen- 
sion, they are to be deprived of that benefit under the law although 
something may be shown against their reputation. A person may 
guilty of the habit of using profane language and occasionally getting 
intoxicated, he may have even committed petit larceny or a breach of 
the peace, but if he has done his duty to the country he is entitled to 
his pension all the same, whether he be a man of the best character, or 
whether something can be said against his character. 

Now, in regard to this woman, she was pensioned by this special act 
because of the personal hurt she had received really in a dangerous 
employment, as dangerous almost as that of the soldier, in a cartridge 
factory, and forthat reason, and byreason of many other circumstances 
which bear upon the general merits of her case, this act was passed by 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. ; 


6177 


the two Houses of Con I think that even if the President had 
succeeded in establishing the fact that she was notin every respect the 
best of women, she still is entitled to the good offices of her country. 

I rose to say particularly in to this woman that only a day or 
two ago I received a card from Mrs. Dougherty and went to the Marble 
Room to see her, and she presented me a large envelope filled with tes- 
timonials to her good name, and with a trembling hand and voice and 
tears in her eyes she said to me that the President of the United States 
had put an awful story about her in the papers of the country and 
begged that she might be vindicated, and those papers which I saw 
and passed back to her (and they will no doubt reach the committee; 
I hope they will, at least)—those papers, from many citizens, worthy 
people in this city, establish a high personal character on the part of 
Mrs. Dougherty. I say this much in regard to her personal status. I 
do not know that anything can be said against her in the past. If there 
can be, it was certainly a gratuitous insult. 

I ask the Senators to recall their own personal history and the Presi- 
dent to recall his own personal history and say whether silence is not 
a welcome thing to usall. Let him whois guiltless cast the first stone, 
whether it be at one end of the Avenue or the other. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to make an amendment to the amend- 
mentof the Senator from Missouri—the amendment calling for the print- 
me all the pension veto messages of the President—to add these 
words: 


Together with the reports of the Committee on Pensions of the Forty-ninth 
Congress thereon, and the views of the minority. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed amendment will be 
read. 

i The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to add to the amendment the fol- 
owing: 
Together with the reporis of the Committee on Pensions of the Forty-ninth 
Congress thereon, and the views of the minority. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I hope the Senate will not entertain seriously 
the motion to print 100,000 copies of the veto messages. It seems te 
me a ridiculously small thing to do, and especially to publish a state- 
ment about a woman, even though the statement is made by the Pres- 
ident of the United States under the circumstances. Upon the face of 
the statements made by the Senator from Minnesota, I would not vote 
to publish the message at all; but think of the idea of printing 100,000 
copies of a veto message on a pension bill about a poor woman! You 
had better pay her a pension ten times over. The cost of the publica- 
tion would be ten times the amount of the pension she would get. It 
is ponp A discreditable proceeding on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. WLEY. Mr. President, the motion of the Senator from 
Missouri proposes to print 100,000 copies of all the pension vetoes that 
the President of the United States has sent in. I must raise a point 
of order against that, but before doing so I will state my reason for 
doing it. Most of these vetoes have already been printed in the vol- 
ume ordered not long ago that contained the vetoes of all the Presi- 
dents up to date of the order. I have no personal objection to print- 
ing any reasonable number of the pension vetoes alone as an independ- 
ent document except this, that they give only one side of a case, and 
that if they ihoa be issued by authority of the Senate and sent 
through the country. without a protest, that might seem to imply a 
willingness at least to be silent under these grossly unjust insinua- 
tions and comments of the President and his entire misconstruction of 
the proper function of the veto power. 

For example, I do not wish remarks like these to go withouta proper 
report of the committee of the Senate to accompany them: 

Unreasonable, unfair, and reckless granting of pensions by special acts, 

Eight hundred cases have been considered by the Senate Committee 
on Pensions during this Congress, of which three hundred have been 
reported unfavorably. 

The committee in the other House has a majority of Democrats, in 
the Senate a majority of Republicans upon these committees are men 
whose private and public lives are as reputable as that of the President, 
who are as good lawyers as the President, who are as faithful in the 
performance of their constitutional duties as the President. I object 
to comments upon two committees of Congress and the two Houses ot 
Congress of that description from a President who is violating the Con- 
stitution by the character of his vetoes. 

Mr. HOAR. I desire to ask the Senator from Connecticut in refer- 
ence to the last observation of the President he quoted, whether, on 
the President’s construction of his constitutional duty, that he is a part 
of the legislative power and bound to examine and consider and ap- 
prove or object to every bill, he is not responsible for every single act 
of legislation that has passed Congress, except those that he has him- 
self vetoed? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think so. I think the President makes a great 
mistake as to the function of Congress and the function of the Presi- 
dent. Ido not propose, however, to go fully into the argument con- 
cerning the vèto power, but I will briefly refer to the following state- 
ment in the same message: 

Adjudications of the Pension Bureau are overruled in the most peremptory 
fashion by these special acts of Congress. 


These two Houses of Congress represent the law-making power of 
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sixty millions of people. The Pension Bureau is one of the subsidiary, , 
auxiliary servants and creations of the nation. Clerks in that office 
adjudicate these pension cases, and the President accepts the adjudica- 
tion of a $1,200 clerk as superior to the judgment of three or four hun- 
dred members of Congress, and scolds us for overruling them, to use 
his language, “in the most peremptory fashion.’’ 

Every act that is passed that changes an existing statute is an over- 
ruling of these subordinates, a new command to them to pursue a dif- 
ferent course hereafter. They are there te obey us, not to complain of 
adjudications overruled. : 

He says: 

Adjudications of the Pension Bureau are overruled in the most peremptory 
fashion by these special acts of Congress, since nearly all the beneficiaries named 
in these bills have unsuccessfully applied to that bureau for relief., 

That is why they are here, because they have applied there unsuc- 
cessfully and they have been unsuccessful, not of necessity because the 
claims were unfounded, but the rigidity of general statutes makes it 
impossible to do justice in all cases. For what were the courts of 
equity established during these centuries but to supply that wherein 
the statute law by reason of its universality is deficient—if I quote 
Blackstone correctly? This Congress is the great legislative court of 
equity to correct errors, to make exceptions, if it chooses to do so, and 
what is more common than for the Pension Bureau to say in to 
a pension case unofficially or even officially, ‘‘Our sympathies are 
with you; you really ought to have a pension, but the letter of the 
law is such that we can not grant it. Goto Congress.” And yet the 
President positively makes it an objection to these bills that the ap- 
plications have been once overruled there, whether by reason of the 
generality of the law or the impossibility of making out the case tech- 
nically under the law. 

It is the uniform practice of the Pension Committees to inquire first 
whether the application has been made to the Pension Bureau, and it 
the case be pending there, the committee makes it a rule to wait until 
it shall have been adjudicated, and then take up the question as to 
whether equity does not require a different result. 

I object also to this remark of the President in his message, and itis 
among the things I wish to see replied toin any publication of the veto 
messages: 

Those with certain influence or friends to push their claims procure pensions, 
and those who have neither friends nor influence must be content with their 
fate under general laws. It operates unfairly by increasing in numerous in- 
stances the pensions of those y on the rolls, while many other more de- 
serving cases from the lack of fortunate advocacy are obliged to be content with 
the sum provided by general laws. 

I am indignant, sir, at that which I would say outside of this Cham- 
ber is grossly false. Whoare the friends of this poor woman Dougherty? 
Who are her friends of power, influence, wealth? And in rd to 
99 out of 100 of the petitioners, what power have they over a Senator 
sitting here under his oath to perform his duty? Who knows them? 
They are A, B, and C in the great list of humanity to allofus. They 
are knownonly by the evidence they send here, the certificates from the 
adjutant-generals of the several States, extracts from the rolls of the Ad- 
jutant-General’s Office here, theaffidavits of respectable citizens of their 
localities, ete. If there be one thing in which the great Congress of 
the United States imitates the Divinity it is in the mannerin which it 
listens patiently to the humblest and the least known in this and other 
matters. 

I raise the point of order that the proposition to print 100,000 copies 
of all of President Cleveland’s pension vetoes is against the rules, for 
it would require a volume of probably two hundred pages, and would 
cost far more than the rule permits us to order without the concurrence 
of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Before the Sepator proceeds, the 
Chair will state that the rule peremptorily requires that all motions to 
print additional numbers shall be referred to the Committee on Print- 


ing. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not rise for the p of expressing any opin- 
ion in regard to the merits or demerits of this particular veto message 
under discussion, for I really know nothing about it, except what the 
papers disclose. But there has been, it seems to me, a good deal of 
rather wild talk about the exercise by the President of his veto power, 
and a good deal of mock indignation has been manifested, I must think, 
for some other purpose than to get the bill passed; and many appeals 
have been made to our sympathetic feelings by Senators who have 
spoken in regard to this poor woman. 

I want to say, for one, that if it can be made to appear that injustice 
has been done to her, either to her legal rights or to her character, the 
Senator from Connecticut shall have my vote to correct it. 

Sir, I think it might be advantageous to have read occasionally some 
passages from a document which seems to have got into bad repute in 
this body, to wit, the Constitution of the United States, and, with the 
permission of the Senate, I will have read part of section 7 of Article I 
of the Constitution, beginning with the words ‘‘every bill.” 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Every bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives and the Sen- 
ate , before it become a law, be presented to the President of the United 
States; if he approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it with his ob- 
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jections to that House in which it shall have originated, who shall enter the 
objections at large on their Journal and proceed to reconsider it. If after such 
reconsideration two-thirds of that House shall to the bill, it shall be 
sent, together with the objections, to the other House, by which it shall like- 
wise be reconsid and if approved by two-thirds of that House it shall be- 
come a law. But in all such cases the votes of both Houses shall be determined 
aes and nays, and the names of the persons voting for and against the bill 
shall be ente on the Journal of each House bill shall 
by the Presid 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a good deal has been said about the 
violation of the Constitution by the President of the United States, 
because he sees fit in the exercise of his executive functions to with- 
hold his approval to certain bills passed by the legislative department 
of the Government. That provision of the Constitution, with all other 
provisions of that instrument, was evidently prepared with great care 
and with great caution. 

Mr. DAWES. And should be so exercised. 

Mr. BUTLER. And the Senator from Massachusetts says it should 
be so exercised. If he will excuse me for differing with such a distin- 
guished constitutional lawyer as that Senator is, I will say that in a 
great majority of cases I think it has been very judiciously exercised. 
That is my judgment. 

But if the Constitution has been violated, if the President has ex- 
ceeded his powers under the Constitution, the legislative branch of the 
Government has a very plain specific remedy provided by the Consti- 
tution. It says in terms that if two-thirds of both branches of Con- 
gress should not agree with the President’s action and should so record 
their votes by yeas and nays the bill shall become a law notwithstand- 
ing the objections of the President. So I can not quite see the force of 
this attempt to alarm the country, that the President of the United 
States is a usurper, that he has violated the Constitution, that he has 
been guilty of falsehood, that his own character is not above reproach. 

Sir, I shall leave those Senators who choose to characterize the head 
of a great Government in that language to have all the advantage that 
they think can be obtained fromit. For one, sir, I have toomuch respect 
for the high office to use that kind of language in speaking, in my official 
capacity at least, and in a forum where heis not permitted to be heard. 
If I were called upon to express an opinion, I would say, what I be- 
lieve to be true, that this country is in much greater peril, that there 
is much more danger to the liberties of the people of this country from 
the usurpations of Congress, the legislative department of the Govern- 
ment, than from the executive. We are in danger, sir, if some author- 
ity does not check this propensity on the part of the legislative depart- 
ment of this Government, of having erected upon the ruins of consti- 
tutional government all the evils of a parliamentary government with- 
out any of its advan 

I believe that the President of the United States has done this coun- 
try a very great service in the scrutiny and care and courage which he 
has manifested in the exercise of his constitutional right in interposing 
his vetoes upon many of these bills. 

Now, sir, if can not be charged, I think, successfully, and I believe 
it will not be, that in this matter there is any partisan feeling what- 
ever. I think that bothsides of this Chamber have voted with unusual 
unanimity and liberality in the granting of pensions to the Union sol- 
diers of this Government and to all of those who are dependent upon 
them; and it comes within my knowledge and within the knowledge 
of Senators upon this floor, that where there has been patent injustice 
in the exercise of the veto power the legislative department of the 
Government has promptly rectified it inaccordance with the provisions 
of the Constitution under which he acts; and if any injustice has been 
done in this case or shall have been done in one hereafter or has been 
done in the past, I venture the opinion that that injustice will be 
promptly remediefl by both Houses of Congress. 

I therefore can not quite understand why this onslanght, this as- 
sault, this attack on the Chief Executive of this country should be en- 
tered upon with the indulgence of such epithets as I have heard this 
morning applied to him. I say that I can not appreciate and I can 
not understand it, I here and now pledge my vote and my support 
to override the President’s veto whenever it shall be made to appear 
to my judgment that he has been mistaken and has done injustice to 
the humblest citizen or the humblest individual in this country. 

Congress in my opinion has been tooJax. I think I can afford to say, 
what is declared to have been improper on the part of the President, 
that it has been reckless not only in regard to pension bills but tomany 
other acts of legislation, and the people of this country would have 
been in a very much better condition in my humble opinion if more ot 
the predecessors of the present Chief Executive had exercised the same 
scrutiny and the same courage and the same independence in regard to 
the legislation of Congress. And in saying that, I do not intend to 
make in the remotest degree any reflection upon the patriotism or 
character of the distinguished men who have preceded him. Instead 
of being rebuked and denounced, my opinion is that he will receive the 
thanks of every patriotic citizen of this country for the check which he 
has imposed upon this recklessness and carelessness by Congress. And, 
sir, in saying that, I plead guilty myself to the imputation and the 
charge, adi am prepared to take my share of the responsibility. 
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I will now repeat that if there is anything unjust or unfair or harsh 
to this poor woman there certainly is intelligence enough in the Com- 
mittee on Pensions of this body to demonstrate it, and if they do, I 
repeat my purpose and my willingness to override the President’s veto 
and see that justice may be done her in accordance with the provisions 
of the Constitution and with the orderly procedure of a Togislative 
body constituted as ours is, 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, the Senator from South Carolina can 
not understand how this subject came before the Senate this morning, 
or to use, I think, more exactly his phrase, he can not understand the 
onslaught made upon the President of the United States. Sir, I re- 
ported from the Committee on Printing a simple, plain resolution to 
print an extra number of asomewhat unusual and elaborate report upon 
seven vetoed pension cases, because it contained an answer to many in- 
quiries made by citizens, and set forth thongh all too briefly, as I said, 
= wens of oe Committee on Pensions. 

id not bring up the Dougherty case. Idid not bring up the 
President's exercise of the veto power. The Dougherty pen nats 
incidentally referred to here, because the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
COCKRELL] arose to praise it and to specially adopt its language, and 
to desire that it might be printed in connection with a document to 
which it has no relevancy whatever. He brought the Dougherty case 
in here, and he brought it in by his proposition to override the rules, 
as he will see upon reflection, to print 100,000 copies of what would 
be a 200-page volume, containing all the President’s pension vetoes. 
He began a eulogy of the Dougherty veto. 

The Senator from South Carolina says that the President will receive 
the thanks of the country for his vetoes. Will he receive the thanks 
of the country for saying that among the innumerable widows and 
daughters of soldiers who are the beneficiaries of the Government, there 
are too many parallels to cases of drunkenness, larceny, and misde- 
meanor? Is that one of the things for which he should be thanked? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HAWLEY. No; Idid not say a word or interrupt when the 
Senator was speaking. 

„Mr. BUTLER. I beg the Senator’s pardon. Iwonld not interrupt 
him without his consent, though I submit to interruption without the 
slightest impatience. 
ae cg uiepicla I prefer that the Senator should wait until I get 

ugi 

Mr. BUTLER. I wanted to correct what I thought was a misstate- 
ment on the Senator’s part; but I wili do so afterwards. 

Mr. HAWLEY. TheSenator says the President will receive thanks 
for his vetoes. One of them contains the language I have just quoted, 
which is a careless reflection upon the decency of all these women. He 
will receive the thanks of the people, I suppose, for this expression: 

The theory seems to have been adopted that no man who served in the Army 
can be the subject of death or impaired health exeept they are chargeable to 

service. 

The Senator from South Carolinacan not make it appear that I have in- 
dulged in insults or personal reflections upon the President. I will not 
be guilty of that, but I intend to comment freely upon his conduct within 
the line of publicduty and without personal ill-will. And I say, as I 
said before, that thestatement just quoted is untrue. It is simply un- 
true that the theory has been adopted that from whatever cause a sol- 
dier dies his death is traceable to his service. But that it is so trace- 
able is true in a multitude of cases. There is no skillful veteran in 
the medical profession who will not tell you that no man who spent 
three or four years in that war, subject to its physical exposures, its 
terrible trials, has now truly an unimpaired constitution. 

I say further that the President will not receive the thanks of the 
people of this country for declaring, in the language I have before 
quoted, that ‘adjudications of the Pension Bureau are overruled in 
the most peremptory fashion by these special acts of Congress,” when 
three hundred of eight hundred cases have been reported adversely; 
nor will he receive the thanks of the country for complaining that these 
persons have pensions granted after pensions had been refused by the 
Pension Bureau. He will not deserve the thanks of the country for 
declaring the conduct of Congress in this matter ‘‘unreasonable, un- 
fair, and reckless.” 

Surely it is not a party question, as the Senator says. Indeed it is 
not, because it is a Democratic House that shares with the Republican 
Senate the charge of unreasonable and reckless and unfair legislation 
in this matier, Certainly this is such language as no President who 
ever was in that chair before him has used toward Congress. Tapa 
to the rhetoric and temper of these pension vetoes. Compare their 
terms with the which, without an exception for a hundred 
years in all the messages of all the Presidents, has been that of delib- 
eration and courtesy and dignity and respect, and such as comes also 
from the Supreme Court, in dealing with co-ordinate branches of the 
Government. 

Now, sir, how many scores of violations of that sense of propriety can 
I furnish from these messages which are not merely disagreeable in a 
political sense—for with that we have no fault to find—not merely vig- 
orous, earnest, decisive, but they contain in them covert stings and in- 
sinuations concerning the wisdom, integrity, and common patriotism of 
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these great legislative bodies. Shall I make a bill of specifications? 
There is scarcely one of his one hundred and seventy-eight veto mes- 
sages that does not contain something of the kind, even to the verge 
of reflections upon the accidents to which soldiers in some branches of 
the service were peculiarly liable, as in the famous cavalry case. 

But the Senator points to the Constitution, and he says that if the 
President does not approve a bill he shall return it. That section has 
a definite construction in the history of the Government. Al the leg- 
islation and all the vetoes have a general consensus of judgment as to 
the limitations of the words ‘‘approve it.’’? It is not required of the 
President that he shall agree with us upon minute questions of fact to 
which we have given elaborate consideration.. Unless he is to assume 
to be an equivalent legislative body he must leave something to the 
legislative judgment and power of Congress. All the legislative power, 

roperly speaking, is committed to Congress. 

But the veto power is evidently given to him, as the history of the 
country shows, that he may allow Congress a ‘‘ sober second-thought”’ 
in special cases; also that he may protect his own branch of the Gov- 
ernment against interference and upon it; and further, that 
he may protect, if need be, the Supreme Court of the United States 
from encroachment. ‘These are the uses of the veto power. The 
general construction and judgment of the country to that effect for a 
hundred years is shown conclusively enough in the fact that all his 

redecessors vetoed but one hundred and thirty-three bills, and his num- 
runs up to over two hundred. Is this the first President in a cen- 
tary who has found out the limitations of the Presidential office? Is 
this a new ‘‘ Daniel come to judgment” to pass condemnation upon 
the illustrious line from George Washington down? Is it for him, first 
of them all, to assume the right to stigmatize the legislative branch as 
unjust, unfair, unreasonable, and reckless? Is hethe only one who has 
found that it is his business to be a judge of every minute question of 
fact as if he was sitting in a dusty-foot court? So it would seem. 

This is a new-fashioned Democratic party, which will put no limita- 
tions upon a President, which has hedged its divinity about with such 
a wall that even 60,000,000 people by their representatives must be- 
ware how they touch his majesty. 

Mr. BUTLER. I was very much in hopes that what observations I 
made would have in a measure allayed the indignation of my friend 
from Connecticut, and haye induced him to pursue a more moderate 
and conservative course; but it is a little out of his way to manifest 
quite so much feeling in a matter of this kind. 

I have stated that I thought the patriotic people of this country 

would thank the President for the courageous mannerin which he had 
interposed his veto power. It was not quite fair for the Senator from 
Connecticut to garble an extract from a veto message of the President 
and put me in the attitude of saying that the country would thank 
him for that particular language, without giving the entire context of 
the message. 
Iam no apologist for intemperate or Fy ais language, if that is 
improper language, which is used by the President of the United States 
or by a Senator of the United States. My judgment is that there is a 
certain decorum which ought to be exercised in every department of 
this Government, one in dealing with the other. Iam not responsible 
for the language of the President in this message or any other, 
He may have gone beyond the proper boundary, or he may not, I think 
he has quite a direct and, if 1 may use the expression, sledge-hammer 
way in going at things that is pretty effective, something like the style 
of some of his distinguished predecessors in his high office. 

What is the remark of the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. HOAR. I made the remark to a Senator at my side that the 
ones he went at with sledge-hammers seemed to be soldiers and widows. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator says the President went at the soldiers 
and widows with a sledge-hammer style. Sir, I do not know that he 
uses any stronger sledge-hammer than the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, when there was an opportunity to use sledge-ham- 
mers. I never heard of his using any very destructive weapons at any 
time, unless they were the weapons of language. But that isa matter 
for the President and the Senator from Massachusetts. I have nothing 
or ve ee I was simply discussing the veto messages in gen- 
Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut says that the custom 
and construction of that provision of the Constitution is so well recog- 
nized in this country that there can be no mistake as to what the 
meaning of the word: ‘‘approve’’ is. Ishall not go into the discussion 
of that question with him. The language of the Constitution is very 
explicit, very plain, and very simple, and I think is not susceptible of 
any very great discussion. 

The Senator then went on to say that the Democratic party was giv- 
ing a new construction to the powers of the President. I do not un- 
derstand that the Democratic party has anything to do with it. The 
Constitution of the United States settles that question. That reg- 
ulates the powers of the executive and the legislative and the judicial 
departments of this Government. 

The President of the United States places his construction upon it on 
his responsibility as President of the United States. He is plainly and 
unquestionably a part of the law-making power of this Government, 
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and the framers of the Constitution appear to have attached very great 
importance to that feature of law-making for the country, because they 
have hedged it about by this provision of the Constitution which con- 
fers upon the President the right to veto bills which do not meet his 
epyrrel. He has done that, as I have said. apoo his responsibility 
and upon his judgment; and I repeat that if he violated the Con- 
stitution, either in letter or in spirit, the same paragraph which confers 
that power upon him gives Congress the remedy for any mistakes which 
he may have made. Therefore, it seems to me that all of this de 
and this discussion of the President and of what he deems to be his 
duty under the Constitution is out of place. We can remedy it with- 
out the slightest difficulty by simply passing this bill over his veto, 

Mr. BLAIR obtained the foor. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator yield fora moment? I desire to sim- 
ply waive an objection which I su yesterday to the passing of a 
resolution which the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] asked to have 


passed. 

Mr. BLAIR. Ihave but very little to say, but I will yield if it is 
important that action should be had at once on the matter to which 
the Senator from Massachusetts refers. 

Mr. HOAR. Yesterday morning the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
HALE] reported from his committee a direction to the Civil Seryice 
Commission to furnish certain information to the Senate. I inquired 
of that Senator whether there was any legal authority vested in the 
Senate to give such a direction tothat board. I amsatisfied, however, 
on reflection‘and examination, that the legal authority does exist, and 
that either branch of the legislative department, either House of Con- 
gress, has the right to direct any Department of the Government, in 
regard to which it makes laws and for the support of which it makes 
appropriations, to give such information in regard to matters within 
that Department as the Senate or House desires; and the customary 
direction to the different heads of Departments rests on nothing but 
that immemorial usage, except in the case of the Treasury, in regard 
to which there is an ex statute. . 

I call the attention of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY ], 
who, also joined in the objection, and I think he is now satisfied to the 
same effect. I therefore desire to withdraw my objection to the reso- 
lution and let it pass, if the Senate will permit it to be passed. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr, President—— 

Mr. HOAR. IftheSenator willallow that resolution to be passed -—— 

Mr. BLAIR. I prefer to proceed now. Other Senators desire to 
speak on this question, and it will soon be 2 o’clock, and it will be a 
mere matter of courtesy at that time to allow this debate to proceed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BLAIR] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator from South Carolina [ Mr. BUTLER] criti- 
cises the action of Congress in reference to pension legislation and other 
legislation with great freedom, and appears to feel that he is justified 
in so doing by confessing that he is as great a sinner as any, or the 
greatest of all himself. I have no objection whatever to the Senator 
from South Carolina filing his confession, and I am willing to accept 
his word for it, and I doubt not but that the evidence is sufficient to 
prove the proposition that he may have been neglectful of his duties 
himself and reckless in the exercise and in the discharge of them; but ` 
I donot think he is justified by any facts of which he is in possession 
in saying that any of this pension legislation has been characterized by 
recklessness on the of the Pension Committee in the last Congress 
or in the present. I admit that Congressmen may be reckless and that 
people may be reckless. They may be reckless in peace and they may 

reckless in war, and unless they had been so there would have 
been slight occasion for the discussion of pension bills in this Congress 
or in any other Congress during the iast quarter of a century or the 
next half century. 

But with reference to the action of the Pension Committee of the last 
Congress, which is chiefly reflected upon necessarily, because then the 
great mass of legislation which has been vetoed took pas I wish to 
say (and I ask any one in the Senate Chamber, in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, or in the United States to point out the error if I commit 
one) that of all those cases which the President has vetoed upon the 
merits there has been none which was not a good case and with refer- 
ence to which there has come from any part of the United States after 
the veto, after the advertising of the facts to the communities where 
they were known and where the parties lived, any response whatever 
to the accusations of the President. There was one case which I heard 
something of in the State of Missouri, but it turned out that there was 
another side to that, and that a Democrat who had been hit made full 
and ample response, establishing that the case was one of merit. 

There have been a few instances where there were mistakes in names, 
a few cases, as in other legislation, where bills had doubled upon one 
another; but there has not been even in those cases a single instance 
where there was any danger of the Treasury losing a dollar, because 
the name of the person when pensioned goes upon the roll with a proper 
description, and if there be two bills passed giving a pension to the 
assy person in the same Congress the error is detected and the Treasury 
is safe. 

Now, sir, in the last Congress, having had by reason of the illness 
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of the regular chairman of the committee the duties of the chairman- 
ship deyolyed upon me during the most of the Congress, I took upon 
myself to send for all Ge popor in every vetoed case to re-examine 
them myself, every essential paper that there was in the possession of 
the Pension Office, and such evidence, in addition to that which the 
Pension Office possessed and the President possessed, as bore upon the 
merits of those cases. Ido not assume to be right always, but if it 
were my dying word I would say that, so far as I can judge, the Presi- 
dent vetoed quite as good cases as he approved, and, take them asa 
whole, the vetoed cases are cases of absolute merit, and the vetoes were 
outrages upon the rights of American citizens. That is my belief; not 
guilty outrages upon the part of the Executive, but outrages in the 
sense that he was wrong upon his facts and that it is the most natural 
thing in the world that he should get so. He could not re-examine 
these cases; he did not re-examine these cases. Every one of these 
vetoed cases which was examined or which had ever been filed in the 
Pension Office was referred to the pension officer with a request that 
the facts should be reported. The evidence in the possession of Con- 
gress does not go to the Executive, and of course the ent sus- 
tains itself, and the clerk who has been overruled, and who chooses to 
think he is snubbed when the American Congress forms a different 
judgment upon the facts than that which was formed by the clerk, re- 
ports the facts again and the President follows him. 

In some of the messages which he has sent to us, by reason of the 
curt and cavalier manner in which he expresses himself, one would 
think that if it was necessary for him to veto these bills he might have 
done it as a gentleman, not to say like a President. 

I had occasion to say something with reference to the Irish woman, 
Mrs. Dougherty, a few moments ago. Senators seem to question 
whether there is anything in these vetoes to irritate anybody, either 
the soldiers or those who took occasion to pass upon their claims in 
either branch of Congress. Let me read to Senators a case which oc- 
curred in the Forty-ninth Congress, that of Harriet Welch. I have 
the whole case here in the report of the committee in favor of allow- 
ing the pension, the veto message, and the report of the committee 
upon the veto message. The original report is this: 

Harriet Welch is the widow of Syreannous Welch, private Company C, Thirty- 
eighth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, who was pensioned for gun- 
shot wound of his left leg, received in the military service and in the line of his 


duty. The rate of ion was increased from one-half to th: uarters be- 
cause of increasing disability in the wounded leg. Again applying ‘or increase 
of pension, he was to report for examination fore the examining 
board of su ms convened at Green Bay, Wis. Returning from Green Bay, 
Wis., he fell from the cars and was killed, September 7, 1877. 

John Hammer filed affidavit May 22, 1884. t “soldier's leg was so crippled 
that he could not depend upon it, and that it gave way many times and caused 
him to fall.” That itis his belief that in attempting to pass from one car to an- 
other while returning from Green Bay his leg gave out and caused him to fall 
between the cars, when he was crushed to death, 

In view of all the facts, the committee believe it to be their duty to report in 
favor of this bill, and recommend its passage with the following amendment. 


Which was simply one as to amount, and of course the amount was 
small. Those are the facts; that was the finding of the committee of 
the Senate. The President vetoed the bill, and he said: 


The beneficiary named in this bill asks for a pension as the widow of Syrean- 
nous Welch, who was wounded in 1864 while in the service, and was pensioned 
therefor in 1867. In 1876 his rate of pension was increased. In 1877 he ap- 


pears to have applied to have his pension again increased. It is all that 
upon such application he was directed to appear before an mene ay S or 
a surgeon at Green Bay, Wis., for examination, and in returning to his home 


from that place on the 7th day of September, 1877, he fell from the cars and was 
killed, his remains having been found on the track the next morning. 

No one appears to have seen the accident, but it is claimed that he could not 
depend upon his wounded leg, and that it “gave way many times and caused 
him to fall.” From this statement the inference seems to have been indulged 
or his death was attributable to the wound he had received thirteen years 

‘The widow's clalm, based upon thisstate of facts, was rejected by the Pension 
Bureau on the ground that the acgident resulting in death was not the result of 
his military service. 

Just as though it were not the result of his military service, if that 
is the limitation to the discretion of Congress if it be a case of merit 
or of commendable generosity to give the pension. 

And on an appeal taken to the Secretary of the Interior from that determina- 
tion the same was sustained. 

Now, this is what I call attention to, and I call attention to it be- 
cause I think it appeals to the honorable instincts of real men, of 
human nature even in its uncultivated form: 

Though this widow admits that prior to her ma: with the deceased sol- 
dier she had married an man whom she could only say she believed to be 
dead, I believe her case to be a pitiable one, and wish that I could join in her 
relief. But unfortunately official duty can not always be well done when di- 
rected solely by sympathy and charity. 

There was a woman who had lived with her husband and borne 
seven children, her husband had been wounded in the service of his 
country, and Congress thought that his death was attributable to the 
results of that wound; Congress thought that widow should havea pen- 
sion; and without the slightest occasion to call in question this domestic 
history, with not a particle of evidence anywhere to indicate that this 
woman had not been married honestly and upon a fair and legal pre- 
sumption of the death of her first husband, there seems to have been 
an intentional effort to cast upon her the slur of an infamous alliance 
and of illegitimacy upon her children, wholly outside of the record 


and wholly unnecessary to reach the merits of the case. The com- 
mittee commenting upon the matter say: 

The principal facts upon which this claim is based are set forth in the previ- 
ous report of thiscommittee, which is hereto appended. The reason alleged by 
the Pension Office for the rejection of this claim is that the death of the soldier 
did not result from the ce. The following newspaper account of his death 
appeared at the time: 

“Syreannous Welch (or Deuney, as he was generally called), a veteran and 
pensio ner of the late war, was killed on the track of the Wisconsin Central 

ilroad, about 4 miles north of this place, on Wednesday night or Thursday 
morning last, and was mangled in a fearful manner, his head Esta been cut 
into just above his eyes and his brains scattered along the track. He had been 
to Green Bay atten: £0 some business relating to pension and returned 
on the 1l p. m. train, He was known to have left Hilbert, but was not known 
to have ever reached Chilton, and it is supposed that he fell from the li p. m, 
train and was lying on the track, when the 1 a. m. train going north killed him. 
An inquest was held by Esquire Green, of this city, and a verdict rendered in 
accordance with the facts, ‘The deceased was an industrious and hard-working 
man and was an engineer at Zech Brothers’ mill, and leaves a wife and seyen 
small children to mourn his loss,” 


The committee proceed: 

The question is raised as to the 1 ity of the marri which seems to have 
resulted in long cohabitation and the birth of seven hilaren The claimant 
was married to the soldier June 7,1868. There is nothing in the evidence to 
justify the slur which the President casts upon the chastity of this widow and 
the legitimacy of her seven fatherless children. Pensions have heretofore fre- 
quently been granted in cases similar to this. Human nature cries out aloud 
for the allowance of pen in such a case, and if this woman, with her seyen 
small children, is to be deprived of it, your committee at least are glad that the 
responsibility rests elsewhere. 

From the reports in this large number of cases I might select others, 
many others. I was led into this debate from the circumstance that the 
Senator from Missouri moved that 100,000 of these veto messages be 
printed, many of which are libels upon Congress, offenses for which men 
in private life would assail each other, at least in the courts; and I do 
insist that if 100,000 of these veto messages of the President are to be 
printed and sent broadcast all over this land, the committees which he 
assails and the individuals whom he assails in these m shall be 
heard in the form of the reports of the committee upon these vetoes 
along with the accusations contained in the messages themselves. That 
is why I offered the amendment asking that with these veto m 
if they are to be printed, may go along the explanations, not to say in 
vindication, but the humble explanations of the members of the Pen- 
sion Committee, made through theirchairman in the last Congress; and 
if the resolution goes to the Committee on Printing, I trust they will 
bear in mind the great injustice they will perpetrate if they spread this 
slander and allow no opportunity for vindication to go along with it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the Senator from New Hampshire 
has seen fit to characterize my observation with a good deal of freedom, 
and he complains that I have criticised the actionof Congress. He then 
goes on to say that I having confessed that I was the chief sinner and 
principally responsible for the negligence and recklessness of Congress, 
he no doubt the evidence was quite sufficient to convict me on 
that confession. Ofcourse I yield to the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire in the earnestness and devotion and fidelity with which he trans- 
acts the business of a Senator from a sovereign State. I know, sir, 
that he, in that respect, is entirely beyond criticism; but I may be 
pardoned for saying that I think the greatest blessing that could over- 
take this country, to say nothing of this Senate, the greatest good that 
could befall us would be that the Senator were less faithful to the line 
of duty which he has marked out for himself, for I think if there has 
been any incumbrance, any incubus upon the sensible, orderly, re- 
spectable di of the duties of this body, it has been in the person 
of the Senator and the measures which he has introduced for our con- 
sideration. 

ur, PDAIR: Will the Senator please to specify what measures he 
refers to 

Mr. BUTLER. Why, Mr. President, it would be absolutely im- 
possible to specify. 

Mr. BLAIR. I think it would. 

Mr. BUTLER. Ithink I might take everything he does in solido, 
and repeat the proposition. We should be infinitely better off if he 
were less attentive and would fatigue us less and fatigue the country 
less with many of the measures which he brings into this body for our 
consideration. I suppose the Senator sets himself up as a model, and 
he feels called upon for an excuse for making the observatiqns and 
criticisms upon me which he did. 

Well, sir, he says it ismuch more manly, he will pardon me for say- 
ing so much more in accordance with that standard which he himself 
attempted to establish a few minutes ago of manliness and courage to 
attack a man where he has the right to vindicate himself, as he has 
done in my case, than to attack the President of the United States 
when he knows the President has not the opportunity of replying to his 


aspersions. 

He says that the President atleast might send his vetoes in like a gen- 
tleman. Why, Mr. President, what a calamity, what a terrible calam- 
ity it would be to this country if the standard of a gentleman had to 
be established by the Senator from New Hampshire! Why, sir, it 
would undermine, it would destroy every rule upon the subject recog- 
nized among civilized people. And yet the Senator says the President 
of the United States might at least have sent his veto messages in like 
a gentleman. God save the mark! 


1888. 
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He says that I, as a member of this body, discussed with too much 
freedom the action of the Senate and of the Congress in passing bills 
and making laws for thiscountry. Will the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire inform the Senate and the country how many pension bills we 
pass per minute from that desk? We pass them so many per minute. 
I understand one hundred and forty-seven bills were passed in an hour 
and ten minutes. The guardians, the representatives of the people, 
supposed at least to guard with reasonable fidelity and attention the 
Treasury which contains their taxes and their money, vote out of 
that Treasury one hundred and forty-seven bills to pay money in one 
hour and ten minutes—over two a minute. Yet the Senator says I have 
been too free in criticising the action of the Senate, and upholding the 
President of the United States when he calls a halt upon that manner 
of doing business, and voting the money of the people out of the Treas- 
ury in that reckless way, under his power under the Constitution; and 
because I saw fit to advert to what I thought was bad practice, and 
which I think every Senator on this floor in his heart will admit is a 
bad practice, am arraigned, I am personally charged with neglecting 
my duty. 

I perhaps have not more courage than the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, penapi not as much, but I have the courage to do what he does 
not seem to have—to admit when I have made a mistake, and not at- 
tempt to create a diversion with the facility of a demagogue appealing 
to the soldier vote of the country, and then arraigning me use I, 
as I thouglit, in a modest and perfectly proper and conservative manner, 
criticised the action of this body for recklessness not only in that re- 
spect, but in a good many others; I mean not only in respect to pen- 
sion bills, but to many other matters. 1 believe every honest man will 
admitit, and in making that admission he does not necessarily cast a 
personal reflection upon the gentlemen constituting the committees of 
this body. I have said not one word of disparagement of any gentle- 
man of the Committee on Pensions. I have the highest personal re- 
spect for the chairman; I have the highest personal respect for the 
members of that committee; but they are not infallible, and neither 
am I. If I had any doubt of the virtue and propriety and wisdom of 
that prora of the Constitution, the conduct of this body and, if I 
may be permitted to say so, of the other House has justified, if any jus- 
tification were needed, the wisdom of those who framed it and made it 
a part of the fundamental organic law of this country. 

In making that statement I did not intend to do, and I did not in 

- point of fact do more than what was my right within the strict rules 
of parliamentary propriety, as I understand them; and there was noth- 
ing in my opinion to justify the Senator from New Hampshire in his 
arraignment of me, saying that I had neglected my duty and that he 
had no doubt the evidence was quite sufficient to convict me of it. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President, the Senator from South Carolina can 
not escape the predicament in which he chose to place himself by in- 
sulting me for accepting his own words as the only proof I was looking 
to or that I know of that he is a negligent Senator. He rose on the 
floor of the Senate and denounced the Senate and the House as reckless 
bodies, failing to discharge their duty with that attention to their oaths 
and their obligations with which a common carrier must transport a 
bag of salt in order to avoid liability under the law. That is what the 
Senator said, and he clothed himself with the larger share of the com- 
mon insult by saying that he confessed to it. I denied his evidenceso 
far as I myself was concerned, based upon my own consciousness, and, 
so far as I know, any other of the Senators, or even the Senator from 
South Carolina, for I believe he is really innocent of the charge, not- 
withstanding the exigency of this debate made it necessary for him, in 
order to defend his Presidential candidate, when he was charged with 
that which constitutes the lack of the ordinary qualities and forms of 
expression that attach to a gentleman, to say nothing about official in- 
tercourse, to confess to himself and to fasten upon this body an oppro- 
briam which does not belong there. 

Finding himself in that predicament, and I endeavoring to rescue 
everybody else, at least myself, and confessing that his own evidence, 
for I could not doubt the veracity of a Southern gentleman, ought to 
be taken against himself, passed the matter along, and then undertook 
to vindicate myself and my own committee in the last Congress. I 
thought I had a right todo so. I did not understand that in so doing 
I was exhibiting the qualities particularly of the hero or the coura- 
geousgentleman. I did not suppose I was to be complimented with the 
insinuation that I probably possessed more of courage than the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina. I never surmised that, nor that I might un- 
derstand what he means by insinuating that the Senator from New 
Hampshire is a demagogue. 

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator from New Hampshire is no traitor. 
is not indebted to the mercy of his country for his life—— 

Mr. BUTLER. I did not—— 

Mr. BLAIR. Andif he has offered measures here on this floor which 
have not met with the commendation or the approval of the Senator 
from South Carolina, God knows if they had met with his approval it 
would have been for his own good; and the Senator may see the time, 

‘and the Senate and the country may see the time, when if the measure, 
which I suppose he has principally in his mind, had become the law of 


He 


the land a quarter of a century ago there would have been free men 
and a free ballot in his own Southern country as well as in the North, 
and the institutions of America would not have been threatened with 
subversion and destruction by a too successful rebellion that flaunts 
itself now under the forms of government and boasts that it doesadded 
work under the old flag. 

I am aware that it is getting to the time to close this debate to-day, 
but I wish to say to the Benator from South Carolina that while I claim 
no excess of courage and never expect to be called upon to exhibit even 
the ordinary courage of a Senator or a civilian, I shall not shrink from 
any test probably that he sees fit to subject it to. 

The Senator from South Carolina seems to think there is necessa- 
rily wrong legislation because®one hundred and forty-seven pension 
bills were passed in an hour. I have seen vast sums of money, single 
items covering more than all the pension cases yetoed by the President 
combined, here just as fast as the Clerk could read line after 
line. Who found fault? Nobody. They were true and just charges 
upon the Treasury of the United States. They had been investigated 
by committees. They had been investigated by the Executive Depart- 
ments and acted upon without investigation by committees of Con- 
gress. Who ever found fault with that form of recklessness in legis- 
lation? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will pause. The hour 
of 2 o'clock having arrived, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole 
resumes the consideration of the unfinished business, being the bi 
(S. 62) to provide for fortifications and other seacoast defenses, 

Mr. GEORGE rose. 

Mr. BUTLER. I hope the Senator from New Hampshire will be al- 
lowed to proceed. 

Mr. BLAIR. It is not proper that I should seek to retain the floor. 
I have said what I care tosay. There may be an opportunity for re- 
suming the debate, if it be necessary. 

Mr. BUTLER. I hope the Senator will be allowed to proceed. 


THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


Mr. GEORGE. Imove that the Senate resolve itself into open execu- 
tive session with a view to the consideration of the fisheries treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi moves 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the resolutions of the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] and the fisheries treaty in open 
executive session. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in open executive 
session. If there be no objection, thereading of the Journal of the last 
open executive session will be dispensed with. The Executive Clerk 
will report the pending treaty by title. 

The EXECUTIVE CLERK. Treaty (Executive M) between United 
States and Great Britain concerning the interpretation of the conven- 
tion of October 20, 1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 

Mr. GEORGE proceeded to addresstheSenate. Hayingspoken over 
two hours, 

Mr. GRAY said: If my friend will yield to me, if it beagreeeble to 
him, I will make a motion to adjourn at this time, or if any Senator 
wishes to have any other business transacted I will move that we go 
into legislative session. 

Mr. BLAIR. I should like very much to have an opportunity to call 
up Senate bill 405. 

Mr. GRAY. Iam willing to do whatever is the pleasure of the Sen- 
ate. I move that we go into legislative session. 

Mr. SPOONER, I shall ask to take up a bill. 

Mr. GRAY. Ido not wish to take the Senator from Mississippi oft 
the floor. 

(Mr. GrorGe’s speech will be found complete in the succeeding 
day’s proceedings. ] 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the object to 
he to enable the Senator from Mississippi to retain the floor to complete 
his speech hereafter. The question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Gray]. 

The motion was to. 

_ The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senate is now in legislative ses- 
sion. 
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs: 

A bill (H. R. 6612) to grant right of way through the Indian Terri- 
tory to the St. Louis and San Francisco Railway Company, and for other 


purposes; t 

A bill (H. R. 7261) granting the right of way through certain lands 
in the State of Minnesota to the Moorhead, Leech Lake and Northern 
Railway Company; : ; 

A bill (H. R. 7223) to grant the right of way through the Public 
Land Strip and Indian Territory to the Montana, Kansas and Texas 
Railroad Company, and for other purposes: 

A bill (H. R. 7843) granting to the Citrous Water Company a right 
of way across Papago Indian reservation, in Maricopa County, Arizona; 
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A bill (H. R. 7864) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway right of way acrossa portion of the Sioux reservation, 
in Dakota Territory; and 

A bill (H. R. 10028) granting to the Wyoming Midland Railway Com- 
pany the right of way through the Wind River or Shoshone Indian 
reservation. 

APPOINTMENTS TO CLASSIFIED SERVICE. 


Mr. HOAR. I desire, in the nature of morning business, toask that 
the resolution of the Senator from Maine [ Mr. HALE], which came over 
from yesterday and to which I interposed an objection, may be now 

. There will be no objection to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the Chair 
lays before the Senate the resolution stbmitted by the Senator from 
Maine, coming over from a previous day. 

: The resolution submitted yesterday by Mr. HALE was read, as fol- 
OWS: 


Resolved, That the Civil Service Commissioners be, and they are hereby, di- 
rected to send forthwith to the Senate the information relating to certifications 
and appointments in the classified service in Washington ed for by resolu- 
tion of the Senate adopted May 1,1888, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 


ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE. 


Mr. BERRY. I move thatthe House of Representatives be requested 
to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction 
of a bridge across the Arkansas River at or near Cummings’ Landing, 
Lincoln County, Arkansas, 

The motion was agreed to. 


SEACOAST DEFENSES. 


The PRESIDENT ae tempore. The Senate resumes the considera- 
tion of the unfinished business, being the bill (S. 62) to provide for 
fortifications and other seacoast defenses. 

Mr. BLAIR. I ask that the unfinished business be temporarily laid 
aside, unless the Senator from Oregon [Mr. DOLPH ] has some other dis- 
position he desires to make of it, so that I may ask the Senate to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjust- 
ment of accounts of laborers, workmen, and m ics arising under 
the eight-hour law. The Senate must have observed the diligent effort 
I have made now for some five or six weeks to get this bill heard, and 
from my much speaking I hope they will consent to dispose of it. Will 
the Senator from Oregon assent that the fortification bill be tempo- 
rarily laid aside? It would be a very kind thing to do. 

Mr. DOLPH. I shall consent if I can procure an agreement of the 
Senate that the coast-defense bill be laid aside to be considered imme- 
diately after the Army ppb peep bill is disposed of. The Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] would like to have that considered 
first, and I have no objection to that arrangement. 

Mr. HOAR. If it be laid aside informally it will come up again. 
That is the effect of it without any stipulation. 

Mr. PLATT. Let it be laid aside informally. 

Mr. DOLPH. I have no objection to its being laid aside informally 
for the day. That will enable the Senator from New Hampshire to 
call up his bill. 

Mr. BLAIR. Perhaps the Senator may get the arrangement he pro- 
posed, that it be laid aside until after the Army appropriation bill is 
considered. Then the bill I wish to call up would become the unfin- 
ished business, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Chair understand the Sen- 
ator from Oregon to ask unanimous consent from the Senate? 

Mr. DOLPH. Iask that the bill be laid aside informally to be taken 
up immediately after the Army appropriation bill is di of. 

The PRESIDENT pro temprre. The Senator from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent that the bill (S. 62) to provide for fortifications and other 
seacoast defenses be informally laid aside, its consideration to be re- 
sumed after the completion of the Army appropriation bill so called. 
Is there objection? ‘The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 

Mr. BLAIR. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of laborers, 
workmen, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour law. 

Mr. SPOONER. I ask the Senator from New Hampshire to yield to 
me to call up a private bill. 

Mr. BLAIR. Let the question be taken on my motion, and then I 
will yield. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from New Hampshire to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the bill indicated by him. 

The motion was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is before the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. BLAIR. I now yield to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
SPOONER]. 


Mr. SPOONER. Iask the Senator to yield to me to enable me to 
ask the Senate to take up a bill which I think will elicit no discussion, 


The question is on agreeing to the 


Mr. BLAIR. Ican not yield to anything where I do not have the 
assurance that it will not consume time by debate. 

Mr. SPOONER. If I find thatit elicits debate Ishall withdraw the 
request. 

Mr. BLAIR, Very well. 


MRS. SARAH L. LARIMER. 


Mr. SPOONER. I ask the unanimous consent of the Senate to call 
up the bill (S. 2563) to compensate Mrs. Sarah L. Larimer for impor- 
tant services rendered the military authorities in 1864 at Deer Creek 
Station, Wyoming, and for loss of property taken by Sioux Indians. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator designs to ask that the pending order be 


laid aside informally. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will preserve the rights 
of the Senator from New Hampshire. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill indicated by the Senator from Wisconsin? 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected to pay Mrs, Sarah L, Larimer the sum of $5,000, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, in full for valuable services rendered by 
her to the Government in the year 1864, by giving important information to 

in Shuman, in command of the United States troops, and others, of the 
evil designs of hostile Indians, while she was held in captivity by them, 

Mr. COCKRELL. Is there a report in that case? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be read, if there be 
no objection. 

Mr. SPOONER. I desire to move an amendment to the amend- 
ment. In lines 5 and 6 of the amendment I move to strike out the 
words ‘‘out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,’’ 
and to add at the end: 


Said sum to be paid out of any funds due to said Indians if there be any avail- 
able for such purpose, and if there be none, then out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Missouri call 
for the reading of the report? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Ishould like to have the report read. 

Mr. SPOONER. I can state to the Senator from Missouri, I think 
in a few words, the case, and it will take less time than to read the re- 


port. 

While this lady was traveling with her husband and a considerable 
number of people in 1864 she was captured by the Sioux Indians. A 
large amount of property was taken from them, I think the testimony 
shows about $10,000 worth. Her husband was in ill health, a wounded 
soldier of the Union, who had recently been discharged. She was 
captured, and in a day or two escaped carrying her child some 75 miles 
or thereabouts. She gave information to the troops of the United 
States, which it is established by overwhelming evidence prevented 
their falling into an ambuscade and their destruction. A small band 
of the troops, in violation of the order given in pursuance of the in- 
formation, fell into an ambuscade and were destroyed. 

A Mrs. Fanny Kelly, who was captured at the same time, and who 
also gave information to the Government which was beneficial, was 
some years ago paid $5,000 by the Government. The bill was $5,000 
for services and $5,000 for property. One of these sums was taken ont 
of the annuities due the Indians, the other was appropriated out of the 
general fund in the Treasury in her case, and in support of her claim 
there was presented a statement signed by Spotted Tail, Swift Bear, 
and other chiefs and warriors of the Sioux Indians, acknowledging the 
massacre and destruction of property and consenting that payment be 
made out of the funds dueor to become due tothe Indians. Of course 
that statement is just as applicable to the case of Mrs, Larimer as it 
was to the case of Mrs. Kelly, for she was captured at the same time 
and was in the same relation, so that there is no question as to the 
ania of the tribe, nor is there any question as tothe capture and the 
outrage. 

There were before the committee, and are-appended to the report, 
affidavits of the officers who commanded the Federal troops, ing 
in detail to the information which Mrs. Larimer gave'to the troops and 
to the value of that information. 

We were obliged to report against her claim for reimbursement for 
the property taken, because her title to it as against her husband was 
not satisfactorily established to the committee. 

Mr. DAWES. I should like to inquire of the Senator to what In- 
dians the bill refers ? 

Mr. SPOONER. It refers to Spotted Tail and Swift Bear and other 
chiefs and warriors of the Sioux Indians, who acknowledged this mas- 
sacre and consented to the amount paid to Mrs. Kelly being deducted 
from their annuities. 

Mr. DAWES. It is not recited in the body of the bill? 


Mr. SPOONER. No; but it is recited in the report. It is simply 
stated in the bill that the amount shall be deducted from the funds 
due to the Indians if there be any funds available for the p 

Mr. DAWES. Ought it not to be more specifically stated in the bill 
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itself, because it simply says ‘‘ out of any funds due to said Indians?” 
There are no specific Indians mentioned in the bill. 

The Senator will recollect that there are no funds properly due to 
the Sioux Indians, because all of their funds that they had at the time 
of the war to which I suppose this refers were confiscated into the 
Treasury. It would not be proper to say a fund now due to those very 
Indians. Perhaps it would be proper to say ‘‘to be paid out of such 
moneys as were confiscated’ by a certain act. On two or three ocea- 
sions money has been paid to individuals which it was supposed right 
to charge over to that fund, and it has been necessary to specify that 
particular fund. 

I think the Senator's statement shows that the money ought to be 
paid out of any funds that are due to the Indian tribe that committed 
the offense, and if there are no such, and the moneys were confiscated 
belonging to this particular tribe, I think it had better be charged to 
that fund. It occurred to me that the Senator would hardly carry ont 
his own idea by the language of the bill. 

Mr. SPOONER. ‘There is no possible question. as to the identity 
of the tribe. The administrative officers of the Government would be 
able to ascertain that fact without question. 

Mr. DAWES. Would they obtain it through the bill? Ought not 
the bill to specify it? 

Mr. HOAR. I suggest to put in the words ‘‘due to said Indians so 
holding her in captivity,’’ and if there be an official statement on record 
that will be sati ry. 

Mr. DAWES. I should think the Senate ought to go further and 
charge it on to this confiscated fund, if there are no moneys due to 
those Indians. Thereare no moneys properly due to those Indians now. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then under the bill it would be payable out of the 
general funds of the Treasury. 

Mr. DAWES. ‘That would be as long as short, for the money is in 


the 3 

Mr. SPOONER. It would be as broad as long. 

Mr. This is a meritorious bill. It is an Indian dep- 
redation claim. It amounts to that. It is no more meritorious, how- 
ever, than perhaps some hundred other bills that are pending in vari- 
ous committees of the Senate. 

I make no objection to the passage of this bill, because, as I said, it 


cases should be paid. I know something about this case and the other 
case which has been mentioned. This case has come under my obser- 
vation, and I agree with the Senator who presents it that it ought to be 
paid. It ought to be paid out of the money of these Indians, if they 
have any, and if they donot have any, it ought to be paid out of the 
Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. VEST. One observation made by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. TELLER] ought possibly to receive some attention from the Sen- 
ate. Sometime ago we established a bureau to investigate these Indian 
depredation claims. I understand that fourteen hundred of these claims 
have been passed upon by the bureau, and all that is necessary is for 
Congress now to take them up. The evidence was furnished, passed 
upon by lawyers who are employed in that bureau, and the facts col- 
lated by examinersin the field; and yet neither House of Congress does 
anythingin the matter. Fourteen hundred of these claims have passed 
through that bureau and are ready now for the action of Congress, and 
yet no legislation is had, and I undertake to say that the youngest of 
us will never see any. 

Mr. STEWART. The way is to have—— 

Mr. BLAIR. I think I shall be obliged to ask my friend from Wis- 
consin to withdraw the bill. 

Mr. REAGAN. I suppose we can have a vote on the bill now. 

Mr. BLAIR. Let me say that to-morrow and next day have been 
set apart for discussion of the fishery treaty. I hoped this evening to 
dispose of the labor bill, but it looks to me that we may fail to do it if 
this discussion proceeds, so that I can hardly be justified in allowing 
it to go on further. 

Mr. SPOONER. This claim does not involve at all the principle of 
the payment of the Indian depredation claims. If there is to be further 
debate, I feel bound to withdraw it for the present, however. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire call for the regular order? 

Mr. BLAIR. If there can be a vote without debate, I shall not do 
so. Otherwise I must ask for the regular order. 

Mr. DAWES. I move to amend the amendment by striking out the 
words I have indicated and inserting: 


To be paid out of the unpaid annuities stipulated to be paid to said Indians 
under the treaties, but abrogated and annulled by the act approved February 


is a very meritorious bill; but I simply desire to call the attention of | 1 1983 


the Senate and of the various mem of the committees who have 
this character of bills before them to the fact that it is high time to 
consider all the bills that are in committee which belong to this class. 

In this connection I desire to call attention to the fact that there is 
' a resolution on the table, which has been lying there for some time, 
providing for a ial committee; and I hope that all the members of 
the Senate will join with me at a very early day in passing that reso- 
lution and raising a committee which will have nothing else to do, and 
which can take up this subject and consider it. 

Mr. TELLER. I donot want to antagonize the bill, but I wish to 
emphasize what has been said by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
indian tribe, a very large tribe, ted 

i ibe, a very committed very gross outrages 
upon the people of the United States in the early days of our late war, 
and from that on down for several years. _The whole tribe, or the 
members of it, are supported now by the United States as a gratuity, 
practically. None of them toil or labor, and all of them are fed and 
clothed by the General Government. 

There are in the Northwest, some of them coming under my per- 
sonal observation, a great number of men who suffered by their depre- 
dations, some of them being actually ruined, all of their property de- 
stroyed, and who in their old age find themselves practically destitute, 
not being aided or assisted by the General Government in any shape 
or manner. 

Up to 1859 the Government of the United States regarded itas its duty 
to make good to the citizens of the United States the losses they had in- 
curred by a failure on the part of the Government to protect them against 
the Indian depredations that were committed priortothattime. Since 
that date nobody has had any claim except by a special act of Congress. 
Occasionally some man who comes here and hires an attorney on the 
outside, who belabors Congress day after day, and week after week, and 
year after year, g@ts an appropriation to pay him for depredations of 
this character. I think in the last twelve years since I have been 
familiar with this body there have been perhaps as many as that num- 
ber of claims . There are a great number equally meritorious 
which are not provided for at all. 

I agree with the Senator from Oregon that there ought to be some- 
thing done to reimburse those people, who were not allowed to reim- 
burse themselves, as frequently as they might have done, by goingafter 
the Indians in times when it was scarcely to be said that there was war 
with the Indians, when the whites were obliged to allow the Indians 
to take their stock and drive it away, knowing that the Indians were 
within their reach, rather than to precipitate a war, which would have 
allowed them to regain possession of their stolen stock. 

I think the committee that ischarged with this matter ought to make 
some effort to provide by some general system of law that this class of 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Itis impossible for the clerks to write 
from the dictation of the Senator. 

Mr. BLAIR. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. REAGAN (to Mr. DAWES). Let the bill go through. 

Mr. DAWES. Iwithdrawtheamendment. Senators areimpatient 
and think it is sufficiently definite. If they are satisfied, I shall not 
press the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
shire demand the regular order? 

Mr. BLAIR. Ihave no objection to a vote, but I can not yield to 
further debate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “‘A bill tocompensate Mrs. 
Sarah L. Larimer for important services rendered the military author- 
ities in 1864, at Deer Creek Station, Wyoming.” 


ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the consider- 
ation of the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of 
laborers, workmen, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour law, 
The bill provides that whoever, as a laborer, workman, or mechanic, 
has been employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United 
States since the 25th of June, 1868, the date of the act constituting 
eight hours a day’s work, shall be paid for each eight hours he has 
been employed as for a full day’s work, without any reduction of pay on 
account of the reduction of the hours of labor. 

All claims for labor so performed in excess of eight hours per day are 
referred to the Court of Claims, to be adjudicated upon the basis that 
eight hours constitute a day’s work, and judgment is to be given 
against the United States in favor of each claimant for the amount 
found due, to be paid as other judgments of the Court of Claims against 
the United States. 

An amendment was reported by the Committee on Education and 
Labor, in section 2, after the word ‘‘limitation’’ in line 9, to strike 
out: 

Or ent made or receipt given for a 1 
a dass work, as provided ia = first a Aa LE aai Bons oe ee oE 

So as to read: 


No statute of limitation shall bar the right of recovery. 


Mr. COCKRELL. I hope that amendment will not be agreed to. 
Mr. BLAIR. I hope it will be. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was rejected. 


Does the Senator from New Hamp- 
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Mr. COCKRELL, Now I offer an amendment at the end of line 14 
of section 2: 

And provided further, That any amount allowed under this act toany claimant 
shall only be paid to such claimant in person, or to his administrator or heirs. 

I want to cut off claim agents and attorneys from getting three- 
fourths of this. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator send the amend- 
ment to the desk in writing ? 

Mr. COCKRELL prepared his amendment and sent it to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Missouri. 

The CHIEF CLERK. After line 140f section 2it is proposed to add: 

And provided further, That any sum allowed or found to be due to any claim- 
ant under this act shall only be paid to such claimant in person if living, and if 
dead to his admjnistrator or widow and heirs. 

Mr. BLAIR. The general law as it now stands is supposed to pro- 
tect the Treasury and claimants against the raids of agents as fully as 
they need be protected. I will send to the desk to be read section 3477 
of the Revised Statutes. 

Mr. HOAR. I should like to ask the Senator from Missouri a ques- 
tion. What does the Senator mean by the payment to a claimant in 

m? Does he mean that he must go to the Treasury? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Not at all. 

Mr. HOAR. Would it not have that meaning? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Notatall. The payment must be made to him. 
The payments are all made by warrants, and they must be delivered 
to the claimant, and not to the claim agent. That is the difference. 

Mr. HOAR. Sent by mail? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Thousands are sent by mail. 

Mr. HOAR. I know what they do now. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is what I want; the warrants to be sent by 
mail directly to the claimants. 

Mr. HOAR. I think the phrase the Senator uses has a known leg- 
islative meaning which he can state better than I can because he has 
more experience in such matters, He says now that the money shall 
be paid to the claimant in person. That would not, in the ordinary 
parlance, include the sending of a check or draft by mail in my judg- 
ment. If I should testify that I paid the Senator in person and he 
should prove that I sent it by mail, would not that be a contradiction ? 
To secure what the Senator wants, I think he had better put in two 
or three words which will make that meaning beyond question. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iam perfectly willing to put in any words the 
Senator may suggest to carry out the meaning. 

Mr. HOAR. Say ‘‘or sent by mail.” 

Mr, DAWES. ‘Or by draft payable to his order.” 

Mr. HOAR. ‘‘Or by draft payable to his order.” 

Mr. COCKRELL. No,I do not want it payable to his order. I 
want it payable to him. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam sure the Senator does not want to have anything 
inserted that will entangle this matter. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly not. 

Mr. HOAR. If the warrant is payable to him, he will have to go 
to the Treasury to get the money. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Oh, no; any bank will pay it. After the war- 
rant is issued it is as assignable as greenbacks or United States bonds. 

Mr. HOAR. No, not when it is expressly payable to order. 

Mr. COCKRELL. _ If it is payable to a man he does not have to put 
in the words ‘‘ or order;’? he can assign it. 

Mr. MITCHELL. How can a bank carry it? 

Mr. COCKRELL, The same as any other draft payable to order. 
If it is payable to a man it is payable to his order. There are no such 
words required in a warrant from the Treasury Department to make 
it assignable. 

Mr. HOAR. Putin the words ‘‘in person or by warrant sent to him 
by mail,” and then they will issue it in the ordinary form. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Yes, they will issue it in the ordinary form. 

Mr. HOAR. That is all right. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed modification will be 
reported at the desk. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


And provided further, That any sum allowed or found to be due to any claim- 
ant under this act shall only be paid to such claimant in person, or by warrant 
— to him by mail, if living, and if dead, to his administrator, or widowand 

eirs, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will now read the 
section of the Revised Statutes sent up by the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BLAIR]. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Src. 3477. All transfers and assignments made of any claim upon the United 
States, or of any part or share thereof, or interest therein, whether absolute or 
conditional, and whatever may be the consideration therefor, and all powers of 


attorney, orders, or other authorities for receiving payment of any such claim, 

or of any part or share thereof, shall be absolutely null and void, unless they 

are freel made and executed in the 

nesses, r the allowauce of such a claim, the ascertainment of the amount 

due, and issuing of a warrant for the payment thereof. Such transfers, as- 

signments, and powers of attorney must recite the warrant for on bag and 
cer haying 


resence of at least two attesting wit- 


must be acknowledged by the person making them, before an oi 


authority to take acknowledgments of deeds, and shall be certified by the offi- 
cer; and it must appear by the certificate that the officer, at the time of the ac- 
knowledgment, read and fully explained the transfer, assignment, or warrant 
of attorney to the person acknowledging the same, 

Mr. BLAIR. That is the general law which applies to the collec- 
tion of all claims of this character and all other claims paid from the 
Treasury, and I do not see any necessity for any amendment to the 
bill in that regard. The Senator from Massachusetts, who Isee is not 
paying attention to this now, although he did alittle while ago, has more 
constituents interested in this than anybody else, and I would like him 
to frame the clause in such a way that they can obtain their money 
without trouble or embarrassment to anybody. I only wish to get it 
so that it will be satisfactory and right. Ido not see any occasion for 
an amendment to the bill, not the slightest, and I object to the amend- 
ment for that reason. 

Mr. COCKRELL. ‘The law which the Senator has had read at the 
desk has been upon the statute-book for many years, and notwithstand- 
ing that law is upon the statute-hook it is of daily occurrence that the 
Treasury officials send to claim agents and attorneys here in Washing- 
ton the warrants that are issued in payment of claims. I now have 
two constituents whose warrants have been kept in the hands of claim 
agents here, one for a year, an $800 or $900 warrant, and another for 
eighteen months. They get hold of them; they can not use them, but 
they will not deliyer them up until they can get 35 or 50 per cent. out 
of the warrant, An attorney has gone into the courts of this District 
and tried to get out an injunction to prevent a Secretary of the Treasury 
from issuing a duplicate upon my application that a duplicate should 
be issued of a warrant which he had taken, and which, refusing to de- 
liver to the proper owner, should be treated as a nullity. The matter 
is now pending in thecourts. In another case there was a controv 
between the home attorney and an attorney here in regard to a fee and 
the amount of it, and there the warrant has been held in the hands of 
the attorneys here for nearly eighteen months, according to my recol- 
lection. The party entitled to it can not get his warrant. 

Now, if this bill becomes a law, just the moment these warrants are 
ready to be issued parties will come in with their powers of attorney 
and demand that these warrants shall be delivered to them, and under 
the law they have a right to have them delivered, as it has been de- 
cided from time immemorial. They will put the warrants in their 
pockets and tell these men, ‘‘Give us 25 or 50 per cent. and you can 
have the warrant.’ If this bill passes without this restriction itis a 
law for the benefit of the claim agents purely and solely, and not for 
the benefit of the laboring people. The claim agents will get the lion’s 
share of the whole thing. I want these words putin so that there shall 
be no doubt upon the question that these laboring men if they are en- 
titled to anything shall get it themselves, and not have 25, 50, or 75 per 
cent. deducted by claim agents or attorneys who have done nothing for 
them in any manner, shape, or form. I insist upon the amendment as 
an absolute necessity to guard the interests of these claimants, 

Mr. BLAIR. If an abuse of the kind which the Senator speaks of 
exists it is in violation of law, and I certainly am willing to make a 
special law for this case to prevent any abuse, though I think it can not 
occur except by violation of the law, which expressly provides that no 
assignment shall be made. I have no objection to the amendment if 
the Senator knows of abuses that are arising. 

Mr. COCKRELL. There is an assignment made. 

Mr. BLAIR. But the Department issue the warrant to nobody but 
to the party himself. 

Mr. COCKRELL. It has been universally ruled otherwise. 

Mr. BLAIR. It is a violation of law. 

Mr. COCKRELL, It has been the universal rule. Other Senators ` 
here knowit. The Senator who is chairman of the Claims Committee 
will sanction what I have said. There is no doubt of it. Every one 
who has had occasion to investigate such matters knows thatis the way 
the warrants are issued. 

Mr. BLAIR. Then why has not the Committee on Claims, of which 
the Senator himself has been so long a distinguished member, given us 
general legislation which would provide against the abuse? 

Mr. COCKRELL. There has never been any complaint until within 
the last few years. 

Mr. BLAIR. Why did not the Senator provide against it in the last 
few years? Now the Senator says there isan abuse. I will not take 
up time, but put it in the bill so that there shall be no abuse in this 
case at all events; but if it exists itis in direct violation of law. I 
hope the Senator will go further with his vigilance and give us a gen- 
eral bill to correct the abuse entirely. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. COCKRELL]. 

Mr. HOAR. Let it be read as modified. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

And provided further, That any sum allowed or found to be due to any claim- 
ant under this act shall only be paid to such claimant, in person or by warrant 


sent tohim by mail, if living, and, if dead, to his administrator, or widow and 
eirs. 


Mr. HOAR. Iwould suggest to strike out ‘‘ administrator or widow 
and heirs” and insert ‘‘ personal representatives,” so that it will read 


1888., 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6185 


“and, if dead, to his personal representatives.” That comprehends Mr. BLAIR. If he works more than eight heurs, he ought to be 


every person who has a right to it, whoever it is. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Ihave no objection to that. 

Mr. HOAR. That is the universal phrase. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will beso modified. 

Mr. COCKRELL. What would be the technical interpretation of 
“legal representatives?” 

Mr. HOAR. ‘‘Personal representatives,” not ‘‘legal representa- 
tives’’—a different thing altogether. A personal representative is an 
executor or administrator, unless by some peculiar system of legislation 
another party in interest comes in. 

Mr. BLAIR. ‘“ Legal representatives’? would not do. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I have no objection to ‘‘ personal representa- 
tives” being put in. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Missouri as modified. : 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PAYNE. AsI understand this bill, I can not vote for it. This 
is one of the most unjust propositions that has ever been made. The 
eight-hour law of 1868 has been for twenty years in operation. Per- 
sous who agreed to work ten hours a day for a day’s wages and have 
accepted it and have receipted for their compensation, now come in and 
ask that a law should be passed giving them wages for the hours they 
actually worked at the rate per hour which a day’s work of eight hours 
would be. 

Now I understand, Mr. President—I speak from information derived 
in the Committee on Education and Labor—that the demand for this 
legislation originated among the shipwrights or workers in the ship- 
yards at the Boston navy-yard. They came before the committee; there 
were some intelligent men who claimed this; and they admitted that 
at the time they were employed in that yard the commandant told 
them distinctly or in written notices communicated to them that if 
they engaged in the employment of the Government they must work 
ten hours a day. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator pardon me right there for saying that 
the theory upon which this bill goes is that that written notice com- 
municated by the commandant was in direct violation of the law. 

Mr. PAYNE. That Idonot believe. There was perhaps an abun- 
ance of labor there, more than the demand, and there was competition 
to obtain work. There was nocompulsion onanyone. There was not 
aman employed by the Government who was compelled to work for 
the Government ten hours a day. He did it voluntarily because it was 
an object for him pecuniarily to do so, and this notice by the com- 
mandant was given and pay accepted under it at the end of every 
thirty days. Each man’s name is on the pay-roll. He was paid for 
his thirty days of work. The cost for the construction of a new vessel 
or the repair of an old one went into the accounts of the Navy Depart- 
ment, and it is there undisturbed from that day until this. The Su- 
preme Court have passed upon these claims. Very ingeniously did 
Senators seek to get into the first section of the bill something that 
would give validity or legality to these claims. The Supreme Court 
decided this matter in the case of Martin vs. The United States, re- 
ported in 4 Otto, page 400; which is thus stated in the report of the 
committee: 

In this case the claimant was at work under a special contract to work twelve 
hours per day from the Ist of October to the Ist of June for $2.50 per day, and 
ten hours per day from the Ist of June to the Ist of October at $2.25 per day. 
The court held t the act of June 25, 1868, constituting a day’s work, was a 
direction by Congress to the officersand agents of the Government prescribing 
the length of time which should constitute a day where no special agreement 
was made on the subject, but as claimant had made a special agreement he 
must be bound by it. b 

That is perfectly plain. It is perfectly reasonable and perfectly just, 
for because ofthe superabundance and the oversupply of labor it would 
not command in the market more than that rate for ten hours’ labor. 
The workman freely accepted it, and yielding his iabor with that un- 
derstanding, the Government has paid for it, and I want to know by 
what right in law or in equity that man should have this additional 
pay? He has not earned it, and he has expressly and distinctly aban- 
doned his claim to it; having had notice that the extra time should 
not be paid foras work. Ido not think that the bill would apply to 
men in ship-yards only. The provision is very general. It applies to 
a persons in the employment of the Government. It applies to po- 

icemen. s 

Mr. PLATT. No, it is limited in the bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. I beg pardon; it says everybody in the employment 
of the Government. 

Mr. BLAIR. ‘‘ Laborers, workmen, and mechanics.’’ 

Mr. PAYNE. It applies to every one in the employment of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. PLATT. If the Senator will excuse me, the language of the 
bill is ‘‘ whoever, as a laborer, workman, or mechanic, has been em- 
ployed by or on behalf of the Government.” 

Mr. PAYNE. Is not the policeman a workman? Is not the fireman 
dolce: ? Whatis he if he is not? He is not a capitalist; he isa 

rer. Š 


paid for it according to law. 

Mr. DAWES. I should like to inquire of the Senator from Ohio if 
he is not aware that this is perfectly in accordance with the precedent 
of the Government itself? 

Mr. PAYNE. ‘The very report of the committee in this case shows 
just what they claim. I should like to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee what is the estimate of the cost of this bill. How many mill- 
ion dollars? 

Mr. BLAIR. Iwillanswer that question by asking another—because 
it is my right, living in the northeast part of the country—whether it 
be more or less, what consequence is it if the debt be justly due? 

Mr. PAYNE. Suppose it is not justly due? 

Mr. BLAIR. If it be justly due, the bill should pass if the amount 
due is the smallest amount that could be mentioned. However, the 
Senator’s question deserves a more direct answer, which I can give 
either now or later. 

Mr. PAYNE. I should like to have the Senator give an estimate of 
the cost and expenditure under the bill if it passes. 

Mr. BLAIR. I can not do it for the reason that the executive offi- 
cers say that it would require a very prolonged and troublesome ex- 
amination of the pay-rolls of the several ents for quite a num- 
ber of years of time past, and unless there should be a law by virtue of 
which it should become necessary to ascertain the balances due it is 
hardly thought that they will undertake the investigation. But the 
Secretary of the Navy, as I understand from documents which were be- 
fore the committee and which are in the report of the House commit- 
tee ifnotin thatof the Senate committee, has estimated that theamount 
due employésin the Navy De ent, where the great majority of the 
cases are, would not be over $3,000,000. It might be very much less, 
and I imagine it must be very much less for the reason that upon an 
examination of the subject we find that these men did not overwork 
their time according to the law of eight hours during the winter, six 
months of the season, so that the extra pay they earned would only 
apply to one-half of-the year, and it nearly all applies to the years be- 
tween 1876 and 1883, inclusive, making eight years,so that it really 
covers only about four years’ time. 

Ihave heard various estimates by workingmen’s committees and 
others who have examined the subject as well as they could, and the 
sum is put all the way from a million dollars or a million and a half to 
four milliondollars. I never heard a higher estimate than $4,000,000 
from any one who claimed to know about or to be interested in the sub- 
ject. But the question after all is whether the Government ought to 
pay it. The Government has paid for eight hours’ work, and many 
of these men performed labor to the amount of ten hours daily for a 
part of the year. If the Government were able-to pay for eight hours’ 
work, they ought to pay for two hours’ work in addition. 

Mr. PAYNE. Is the Senator answering my question? ~ 

Mr. BLAIR. Ithink Iam. Iwas trying to show the Senator tha 
his question is irrelevant. It is a question of conscience really, in 
the first place, whether we owe anything or not; and if we owe any- 
thing, we do not owe over $4,000,000, according to the largest esti- 

te. 


ma 

I will answer the Senator’s question further, for the Senator will 
observe that I have not had the floor yet-to present the points of the 
issue. Senators have commenced discussing it just as the subject oc- 
curred to their minds from time to time. I presume we should get 
along quite as fast if I had taken the floor and had had an opportunity 
to explain the subject in the usual way. 

Mr. PAYNE. Goon. 

Mr. BLAIR. Ihave here a list of men whose names appear upon 
the Government register during the period which the workmen and 
the Departments understand to be covered by the bill. This informa- 
tion, as I am told by the committee of workmen, wus obtained on their 
solicitation by an order sent through the War, Navy, and State Depart- 
ments, and they thought the Interior Department also, though that 
would not be so very material, there not being a great many under 
pa Department touched by the bill in any case. They received this 
reply: 

Statement showing the number and residences of mechanics, workmen, and 
laborers in the several States and Congressional districts entitled to back pay 
under the eight-hour law and under the provisions of Senate bill No. 405 and 


House bill 1539 of Fiftieth Congress, as appears by the official register of the 
United States. 


I may say there have been six committee reports, three in the House 
and three in the Senate, if I am not mistaken in my recollection of 
them, after careful examination, favoring this bill in different Congresses. 

Alabama, 649; Arkansas, 91; California, 1,090; Connecticut, 64; 
Delaware, 58; Florida, 116; Georgia, 242; Illinois, 523; Indiana, 267; 
Iowa, 275; Kansas, 97; Kentucky, 374; Louisiana, 275; Maine, 979; 
Maryland, 126; Massachusetts, 988; Michigan, 257; Minnesota, 473; 
Mississippi, 170; Missouri, 353; Nebraska, 77; New Hampshire, 356; 
New Jersey, 157; New York, 2,521; North Carolina, 230; Okio, 143; 
Oregon, 265; Pennsylvania, 928; Rhode Island, 62; South Carolina, 
55; Tennessee, 362; Texas, 410; Virginia, 1,174; West Virginia, 332; 
Wisconsin, 222; making a grand total of 14,767 different men who are 
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supposed to be interested in this question, and I have here the sum 
distributed among the Congressional districts of the country, the States 
where they are, and I ask to have the whole printed. 


Statement showing the number and residences of mechanics, workmen, and 
laborers in the several States and Congressional districts entitled to back 
pay under the eight-hour law, and under the provisions of Senate bill 405 
and House bill 1539, of Fifticth Congress, as appears by the official regis- 
ter of the United States, 

ALABAMA, 649, 


First district, James T. JONES: 
Alabama’ River, Clark and Monroe Counties... 
Mobile City, Mobile and Washington Counties 


Second district, HILARY A. HERBERT: 
Mobile River, Baldwin County................ 
Alabama River, Montgomery County... 


Fourth district, A. C. Davison: ag 
Warrior River, Hale Coun’ 
Alabama River, Wilcox, Dalias, and Lowndes Counties........ 


Sixth aaae J. H. BANKHEA 
mbigbee River, Green aaa Pickens Counties 
mala River, Green and Tuscaloosa Counties. 


Seventh district, Wa. H. FORNEY : 


Ri 

Eighth district, J 

Tennessee River, Florence, Tannin, Lauderdale, and Colbert 

UNÝİES...neeoeeneeeetneerseressesre E ii 
ARKANSAS, 94, 

First district, POINDEXTER DUNN : 

Mississippi River, Desha, Lee, and Mississippi Counties... +62 
Second district, C, R. BRECKINRIDGE: S 


Pine Bluff and Jefferson Counties 
McGinnis Shoals ... = 


Paha es ee Joun H. Rocrrs: 
Rock and Pulaski Counties ........ AEA E E E EET, , 72 
CALIFORNIA, 1,090. 
First Amer tg T. L. TATA : ies 
See POON sas wlovesas nasa ns snssecusedssub ocersanceseds EERON 
Third district, JOSEPAH come y 


Fourth district, W. W. Morrow: 
Francisco, Mare Island and nary yara; 


mine r Empo incor ys SU RRTAONTES A E E E 68 
'HARLES N. TON: 
San Francisco, Engineer Department....... sosnasnjapen buebes akinss dieas egoraer 37 
Sixth district, WILLIAM VAN 


ANDEVER : 
Wilmington and San Diego, Engineer Department .e.ssssssssrisssersssense tyu 
CONNECTICUT, 64. 


Third district, CHARLES A. RUSSELL f 
New London, naval station ......e.sessereseeesesserssrerrenneenen RRR eccceneses posea es 


64 
DELAWARE, 58, 
First J. B. PENINGTON : Y - 
Lewes, gineer Department.......... SEANSEN mesedsteveveateeceasssheeh TORN #58 
FLORIDA, 116. 


First district, R. M. DAVIDSON : 


GEORGIA, 242. 


THomas M. Norwoop: 
pruska: gp ag ent. 


Second district, G, TURNER: 
Chattahoochee River, Fort Gaines... 


Third district, CHARLES T, Crisp: 
Oconee River, Mount Vernon . 
Ocmulgee River, Lumber City. 


Fourth district, Taomas M. GRIMES 
Chattah: 


Seventh district, J. C, CLEMENTS ; 
Cdcgn River, FICK Coanty so i.o si sacscech sevesssceasopen ossos oobis sagana sopiras sasao % 


* Per hour and per month. t Per hour. 


ILLINOIS, 523. 
sie ee R. W. DUSHAN: 


Second district, FRANK LAWLER 


cago 
Third district, WmLram E. erias 
Chicag 


O. soseverse serene: 


te weneeeree 


Chicago..... a 
Eleventh di district, 
Rock Island arsenal.... 


exes 


Twelfth district, G. A. rool 
Quincy, Engineer Department... cc ennpeviabesnotacsceussenaceeneotens ceayssee team m 


Kampsville, Calhoun nn. Engineer Department ........ SORAA 


Eighteenth district, JEHU BAKER : 
East St, Louis, Engineer Department ....sssssssssrssees PAOR SN 


INDIANA, 267. 
First district, Arvin P. Hover: 
Wabash River, Gibson and ore Counties... 
Second district, Jons H. O'NEA 
Wabash River, Knox and Sullivan Counties... 
Third District, Joxas G. HOWARD 
Jeffersonville, Clark Wes farmer "Engineer Department....... 
Eighth District, James T. JOHNBETON 
Wabash River, Fountain, Vermillion, and Vigo Counties.... 
Tenth District, WILLIAM H. OWEN: 
MUSINGS SING cack snes: I A ANE A R E E E EN A AIETE 


First District, Jons H. GEAR: 
Keokuk, ‘Engineer De 
on District, ALTER 


zij y laler 


enport, from Rock Seana ai p A adopsedeeseseeveoes oe bose ssbend sbpatse - 165 
pa yn 
oines, Engineer SSN; TESNE E a R TONNAS anions 
Eleventh district, I. S. STRUBLE ptm 
Sioux City, Bee Department TENTON Aapan Sp inan eae al 


Kansas, $7. 


First district, E. N. MORRILL: 
Atchison 


Second district, E. H. FUNSTON : 
Wyandotte. and Kansas City, Kans,, Engineer Department... 


FEREC 374. 


Ninth district, Grona M. THOMAS: 
Louisa, Big Sandy River, Engineer Department. ...... She A N Ean N Wl 


ay rac district, H. F, FINLEY : 
berland River, near Somerset, Enla iia Cornice: see Sosiri 
pery Sarnen River, Smith's Shoals... 


BRECKINRIDGE p 
Kentucky and Owens Counties... aaobesd ansectgaccsaemeetiegeseas | S121 
435 


bessassssasesseseasrsnstttsrasssasresssresnsss 


LOUISIANA, 275. 
First district, T. S. WILKINSON: 
New Orleans, Engineer Department e... sisssroissssesssesssneressssserss 
Second district, M. D. LAGAN : 
New Orleans, Engineer Department........ssess.ssesrereseesrrsorsosersssssrrsonrersre 


Fifth district, C. NEWTON: 
AsgLake Providence and Mississippi River, Wilson’s Point. 
Carroll Parishes. 


Madison and East 


Second district, NELSON DINGLEY, si 


Knox and Lincoln Counties... IPEN E sede ESARET 216 
Third district, SETH L. MILLIKEN: 
O a AOAR NIE ORELE EAE ENDA ase neseeye ste heecesapneoetne ae 115 
Fourth district, CHARLES A. BOUTELLE: 
Washingt Cottey ser sociirecsesssccanssstdsooandagasunseaasyvestbatocsosniganobupactouost 249 
MARYLAND, 125, 
Second district, Franx T. SHAW: 
Baltimore, Engineer Department................se a 22 
ae district, ind wed W. RUSK: 
Baltimore, Engineer Department... 28 
Fifth district, BARNES COMPTON : 
Fort Foote, Fort Washington, and Prince George County......0.....00 42 
Sixth district, Lours E. McComas: 
Montgomery County, work done in District of Columbia..........000.. 3i 
MASSACHUSETTS, 983, 
Third district, LEOPOLD MORSE : 
Boston, from navy-yard and custom-ho0USe....s... sss s.e sesser cee cee ssn ces ene resans 121 
Fourth district, PATRICK A. COLLINS: 
Boston, from navy-yard and Custom-honst..... ia ..s. ssrssesrsrsssssn ee css vee coe 106 
Fifth district, Epw ot D. HAYDEN: 
Watertown arsenal, 72 
93 
170 
—————— 


* Per hour. + Per hour and per wonth, ‘} Per month. 
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MASSACHUSETTs—continued. 
Sixth district, Henry CO. LODGE: 
Everett and Boston, from navy-yard .....s..ssssssemereesse 
Twelfth district, Francis W. ROCKWELL: 
Springfield armory. ......:...--ceccsssessreseoesrscecsovsvensuees paa eoi oai éabeesepetcennes 
MICHIGAN, 257. 
MELBOURNE H, FORD: 


neer Department............ 
HITING : 


tresreresesnreseressassst 


3 8 


Fifth district, 
Grand Haven, En; 
Seve T O iasa Dipartaial. 
Huron County, neer Ib .arips<saietonmsegeoneiceceee 
Eleventh district, Sera C. MOFFATT : 
POACHING Bb. BARING EEE A ssa ianavcacisepsensenconcanssoscce acces suspen baduna sense 7 
MINNESOTA, 173. 
Fourth district, EpmUND Rice: 
Minneapolis, Engineer Department. 
St. Paul, Engineer Department.......... 


Pree ene eeeanen . 


Fifth district, KNUTE NELSON : 


Leech Lake, Engineer Deas, > ae 345 
Brainard, Engineer Department... sccccsssvvoerseeesesrene 64 
1 *409 


Mrssissippr, 170. 

au district, Tuomas C. CaTCHINGS : 
Vicksburg, Engineer Department.. 
Sun Flower County 


mar, district, C. L. ANDERSON : 
Yazoo River, Yazoo and Holmes Counties .. 
Sixth district, T. R. SrockDALE: 
Natchez, Engineer Departmen T EE abpeabspanson scans 
Seventh district, 0. E. Hoox 
Mississippi River, Claiborne und Jefferson Counties.......c0seeere dian 


MISSOURI, 353. 
shag freee Wri11aM H, HATCH: 


tebeeeereerereeeeeentsesnesssesesen . 


1, Marion Co 


Loe En; 


Kansas City, partment... 


gineer 


gr peat Joun T. HEARD: 


Saline, and Howard Counties .......s.essssisssssssssesscorsesresssssserese *64 
Seventh th district, Joun E. HUTTON: 
Louisiana and Pike Counties ......ee.s..sesessssererersssne Pr A PA AE Seras p23 
hih district, J. J. NEILL: 
t. Louis, Engineer Department,......s...ssssesiosseeseses covsessssenseng cesses sseees = ți 
Ninth district, JoHN M. GLOVER: 
Louis, Engineer Department... EA hobs’ j vives hab bhooredeatsabsuepesstetbent evac ran 282 
u- 


St. Genevieye County......... SRE 


ore district, James P. WALKER : 


Cape Girard: 
NEBRASKA, 77. 
First district, JoHN A. MCSHANE: 
Omaha, Engineer Department s... 38 
Nebraska City, Engineer Department 21 
Plattsmouth, Engineer Department.. 18 
“77 
— 7 
New HANPSHIRE, 356. 
First district, L. F. MCKINSEY : 
Portsmouth, navy-yard.............4+ 356 
New JERSEY, 157. 
anh frabeth, Engin Joun KEAN, Jr.: X F 
gineer ngineer Departmen RN Js easved ph eocetn'vieseysaneonees 
Fifth 
Dover, powder dep BONN EEA apd che CEL PE ECE DP E PA N E O EAE o 87 
Sixth emet ag ee LEHLBEACH 
Newark, U URASA ES SS aA + 16 
Seventh district, WILLIAM MCADOO: 
Jersey City, Engineer Department... A NAE VAERE 2400099 ssa 42 
New York, 2521. 
First district, PERRY BELMONT: 
Staten Island 130 
Queens County... = 73 
203 
pacana district, FELIX CAMPBELL: 
121 
$38 
may hy sh R Sener? ica iye tin 
ngineer ment and navy-yard employ6s,.......ccsseeeseseen Epe 
pak district, ‘Anca M. Buss: s 
nacer Department and DATATAN GRIF BG A 172 
oer district (New York City), A. J. Communes: 
custom-house and fice building employs, .........-.-.eeceeressseeeee 73 
Bereniki district, L. 8. BRYCE: 
Engineer Department and post-office building employés.................. 64 


* Per hour, 


+ Per hour and per month, t Per month. 


NEW YORK—continued. . > 


Eighth district, Tororny J. CAMPBELL: 
ngineer Department, navy-yard, and custom-house employés........ 
wee cea Bi gone t, ard, and post-office buildin loyés.. 
neer ent, navy-y: an ce bu ig employ: 
Tenth istrict, F, B. SPINOLA : 
Engineer Department and customs store-house....... Aa 
ere eeg ie T.J. gered = ; ~ Pg 
partmen’ navy-yard, and custom-house employés....... 
Twelfth district W W. B. COCKRAN 
gineer Department and p and post-office building employés.................. 
Thirteenth dist: 
Engi gineer Department and custom-house employés e AE 
Fourteenth ct, WILLIAM G. STAHLNECKER 
EA tated ats cowie ge? pclae and post-office building employés 
Eighteen district, E. W, GREENMAN: 

West Troy arsenal... 
Nineteenth district, Crane 
Troy arsenal employ 
Tyentpouventt district, wr W, 

Engineer eines T Oswego. 
Thirty-second district, J. M. FARQUHAR : 

Engineer Department, BOND o A EAEOI 
Thirty third district, Joun B. WEBER: 

Engineer Department, Erie County... 


NORTH CAROLINA, 230. 


First district, L. E. LATHAM : 

Engineer ment, Beaufort.......... aa bsnashbwenag cunceseuneu jaiansel sössi cassis 
Second d district, F. M. SIMMONS: 

Engineer Department, Kinston........,.. 
istrict, C. W. McCLamuy: 

Cape Fear River, Engineer Department ..sssesssssssssrssssnrsssssn Soisin istida 
Sixth district, A. M. ROWLAND : 
Engineer. Department, Wilmington ........:..esssseeene sestebgoeeeosastooscences á 


OBIO, 143. 


First district, BENJAMIN BUTTERWORTH : 
Cincinnati, Engineer pepe Pe 
ROWN: 


seressesaressstsreneesent erreren ssseserersssere 


sepeeses sereset ssseseseeresensssesrorissresses 


OxsaOR; 265. 
fgekem se hg Brxcer HERMANN 
de Locks, Coos Bay, and Yaquina Bay... 
Fort ‘ort Btevenson athe oS ea es Lee ne 


PENNSYLVANIA, 928. 


First district, H. H. BINGHAM : 

Philadelphia, cap beg employés Dass ekeneoe ceseso evvhunaeeck Cibwoteoee wsovey iesi 
Oe av ea tate wae! aarind ves. 

and arsenal employés........ ye PE e 

Third d SAMUEL J. RANDALL 

Navy-yard employés..... cnepestnaseainessa! 
Fourth district, W ILLIAM D, ‘KELLEY: 

Navy-yard ‘and arsenal CR DLO FEB EE si sccccccncn neces sbahepanessapbaapaisaaceessemny 
Fifth district, A.C. HARMER: 
Navy-yard and arsenal employés,............00 P A ANE gavavesheb eater 


TTT TETTETETT] 


„ Engineer 
Ameo Gura district, TE Tuomas M. 
o River, Departm 
Trent Tapsa district, Oscar L. JA 
River, Engineer De 


RHODE ISLAND, 62. 


First district, HENNEY J. SPOONER : 
Beene: from Fort ere and Block Island Engineer Dee 
meni = 


aos CAROLINA, 55. 
First h uiers SAMUEL DIBBLE ies 
leston, Engineer Devs NSN coking oea aa soane Deesesa nscossces 
Bovente district, WILLIAM ELLIOTT: 
Georgetown and Peedee River........ sawakadeetersndasparaibacshseapaasenessdetve sere ore 


TENNESSEE, 362, 
Third district, Jomn R. NEAL: 
Chai and ae Mie or rapa Department............. E TEEN y 


a Perry and Decatur Counties.....csrecsccorsrssenersenceeeee 
Tenth district, JAMES PHELAN: 
Memphis, "Engineer Department........ ossosa sesso sarasi, aascobishs oto seceteresd¥sen .. 


Texas, 410. 
First district, CHARLES STEWART: 
Orange and Newton Counties, Engineer Depariment,...sss.s. 
ee ee 
ne nty, ngineer 
Seventh district, WeB, Oa RA os 
veston, En; neer partmen 
Tenth district, JOSEPH D, SAYERS 
San Antonio, Ordnance and Quartermaster Departments... issen . 


VIRGISIA, 1,174. 
First district, T. H. B. Brown: 
Fredericksburgh, Engineer Department, ......essssssssssosesssessrenssisnss serene 21 


Second district, G. E, BOWDEN: 
Norfolk navy-yard............. 
Fort Monroe and arsenal ... 


*Per hour. + Per month, 
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VIRGINIA— continued, 


Third district, GEORGE D, WISE: 


Richmond, Engineer Department and granite quarry ......s.ssssesssessess *194 
Fourth district, W. E. GAINES: 
Petersburgh and Clarksville, Engineer Department.................cecsseees +46 
Fifth district, Joux R. Brown: 
Danville, acer Department 32 
Sixth district, S. G. HOPKINS: 
Randolph and Stanton Rivers, Engineer DepartMent.....s......sesresrssee +39 
Eighth district, W. H. F. LEE: 
Alexandria and Fort Myer, Engineer Depariment...........s.srserrereeser > 28 
Ninth district, H. 0. BOWEN : 
New Berne, New River, Engineer Depariment........ ......ccsssseeseceesserers 793 
West VIRGINIA, 332, 
First district, NATHAN GOFF: 
Wheeling and Clarksburgh, Engineer Department............:cc:0sseseesseere 28 
Third district, CHARLES P. SNYDER : 
Hinton, Kanawha and Fayette Counties and Charleston, Engineer 
n EAE NS R E E E A E S E A ENESE +40 
Fourth district, CHARLES E, HOGG : 
infield, Mason and Putman Counties, Engineer Department......... 64 
Wisconsin, 222. 
Fifth district, Tuomas R. Hupp: 
Green Bay, Engineer Department... ses .sesesserssssersuerseresseesssseeeseresssssse fal 
Sixth district, CHARLES B, CLARK: 
‘ox and Wisconsin Rivers, Menesha, Appleton, and Montello 
Counties, Engineer Department,...........sccssecsssscssecenssersecssseee ecceesesees 764 
Seventh district, O, B. THOMAS : 
Wisconsin River, Sauk County, Engineer DepartMent........sesssssssrenss H6 
Eighth district, N. P. HAUGEN: 3 
Fountain City, Buffalo County, Engineer Department......ssessee soe bot 720 
= 
Ninth district, Isaac STEPHENSON: 
Wisconsin River, Wood County, Engineer Department... ss... sses. 28 
BHO TZOO BAY: .occcensnosposaceduneeiogscesys p04sn ts oxbass secvonnscusavesh <acensoncgusceven Keeeeeven ŽS 23 
t51 
I 
Grand CARR oreer cccconsscceseasessebsnatcopad cub vececsesd noneot age vecton savon tenses caaeeoresees 14, 767 


Mr. PAYNE. Ido not understand the moral obligation of the Gov- 
ernment to pay this extra price contrary to the distinct and intelligent 
understanding. There was no fraud, there was no deception. The law 
did not imperatively require that this additional compensation should 
be paid. It does provide what shall be considered a legal day’s work, 
but it does not disable the employés from making a contract. If the 
supply was greater than the demand they could work for half the or- 
dinary price if they chose. 

As I said before, there was no compulsion. They were notified dis- 
tinctly by the superintendent of the yard that if they would work so 
many hours in the day they would receive $2, or $3, or $4. With that 
perfect understanding they fulfilled it; they discharged their obliga- 
tion, and the Government discharged its obligation by paying the 
money, and the men received the pay. 

A gentleman from Boston, and being from Boston I suppose he is a 
very sharp man, with others helping him, have been lobbying in Con- 
gress for some ten or fifteen years to get through a bill to enable them 
to override the courts. The courts have decided against them. When 
I suggested in committee that they ought to go before the Court of 
Claims they replied, ‘‘The Court of Claims has decided against us ; we 
want a law that will compel the Court of Claims to decide in our favor.” 

The estimate of the chairman ot the committee is not definite. The 
amount involved may be $5,000,000 or $10,000,000, but I claim that 
the Government is not indebted to these men. Every man having a 
claim may bring suit before the Court of Claims. There would be 
ten or twelve thousand suits brought before the Court of Claims to 
have these accounts adjusted. I can see no reason or justice or equity 
init. I believe the bill ought to except all cases where there was a 
distinct agreement to the contrary, and nobody would be wronged by 
such a provision. 

Mr. DAWES. I am very heartily in sympathy with the purpose of 
this bill, but I am earnestly, sincerely afraid that its purpose would 
not be carried out by the bill itself. 

The bill provides that all these men shall receive pay for their labor 
at the rate of so much for 8 hours, and then requires every one of them 
to commence a suit in the Court of Claims in order to obtain that ex- 
cess. He must get a judgment of the Court of Claims upon aclaim he 
has against the Government. 

Mr. PAYNE. That establishes the claim. 

Mr. DAWES. That establishes the claim. It provides in the out- 
set that there shall be 14,767 such suits, because there are so many 
men, according to the enumeration presented here, who have these 
claims, There must be a claim that can be adjudicated upon by the 
Court of Claims. 

Mr. BLAIR. TheSenatorislaboring undera misapprehension. Per- 
haps he would like to have me correct him. The bill provides— 

That all suits under this act shall be commenced within two years from and 
after its passage; and any number of said claimants may join in the same suit. 

It is like a bill in equity; so that they join and end it forthwith. 

Mr. DAWES. ‘That isa suit with 14,000 heads to it, and there have 
got to be just as many issues as there are individuals. I do not see 
how that will essentially relieve these parties. Every one of them has 

t to have his issue tried separately. They can not combine in the 
as, though they may, as appears, combine in the suit itself, 


*Per month. 


7 Per hour, 


The Supreme Court has decided that when they agreed to work ten 
hours for eight hours’ pay that agreement is binding on them. Sup- 
pose they go into the Court of Claims and say they have worked ten 
hours, and there turns up an agreement on their part that they would 
work ten hours for eight hours’ pay, I have an apprehension that the 
Court of Claims would decide that they have no basis for their claim. 

Mr. PAYNE. I beg to interrupt the Senator. That would have to 
be the decision of the Court of Claims, but for the first section of the 
bill making an absolute obligation, whether there was any agreement 
or not, 

Mr. DAWES. Iwas going tosay, if I had not been interrupted, that 
is the only ground upon which any one of them can maintain his suit 
in the Court of Claims. The proposed statute first creates the obliga- 
tion and sends them into the Court of Claims upon a new obligation, 
created a long time after they have performed their work. That seems 
to me to be nnnecessary. 

I have here a copy of an agreement which at the armory at Spring- 
field was held up as an alternative to no work, and every man who 
worked at the armory after the passage of the law and after the proc- 
lamation of President Grant that they should be paid by the hour had 
this alternative: ‘‘If you want to work in the Springfield Armory you 
must sign this agreement.’’ 

We, the undersigned, employed at the National Armory, Springfield, Mass., 
on behalf of the United States, hereby agree to work ten hours each calendar 
day, or at the rate thereof, for the sums set opposite our respective names., ‘This 
contract is made in conformity to General Orders No. 53, Headquarters of the 


Army, Adjutant-General's Office, June 1, 1887, and can be terminated at the 
pleasure of the United States or the subscribing party. 


Name. | Occupation. Wages per 10 hours. Witness, 


It seems to me that the only way a man could maintain his claim in 
the Court of Claims would be upon the idea that you create in the act 
itself which sends him to the Court of Claims the basis of the judgment. 
That is to say, he had no claim that would abide a momentin the Court 
of Claims unless you create it in this proposed statute. 

This is not anew matter. When General Grant insisted upon it that 
the eight-hour law should be carried out in the spirit and in the letter, 
after the attempt had been made to make the employés of the Govern- 
ment work ten hours for eight hours’ pay he issued a proclamation 
requiring that in all the Government works they should he paid at the 
1ate of eight hours, Thereupon Congress passed a law to pay up to the 
date of that proclamation every one of them at the rate of eight hours. 
They did not send them to the Court of Claims, but they passed a law 
in these words: 

That the pope accounting officers be, and are hereby, authorized and re- 
quired, in the settlement of all accounts for the services of workmen, laborers, 
and mechanics employed by or on behalf of the Government of the Uni 
States, between the 25th day of June, 1868, the date of the act constituting eight 
hours a day’s work for all such laborers, workmen, and mechanics, and the 
19th day of May, 1869, the date of the proclamation of the President concerning 
such pay, to settle and pay for the same without reduction on account of the 
reduction of the hours of labor by said act, when itshall be made to appear 
that such was the sole cause of the reduction of wages, and a sufficient sum for 
said purpose is hereby appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated. 

Under that act all the employés described in the phraseology of the 
pending bill had their opportunity to go and show at the Treasury, to 
the accounting officers of the Treasury, that they had not been paid ac- 
cording to the hour. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him for a mo- 
ment at that point? 

Mr. DAWES. Certainly. 

Mr. BLAIR. The point the Senator is driving at, I sup is that 
it might be better to send these men to the accounting officers for the 
differences, if any shall be found to be due, which should be paid to 
them. That is just what the men all over the country are exceedingly 
anxious not to be obliged todo. All their trouble has come from the 
obstinacy and stubbornness and the determination of the officers of the 
Executive Departments not to administer according to its terms and 
spirit the eight-hour law. 

I wish to give the Senator a fact in regard tothat. Under that law, 
which passed on an appropriation bill, requiring that the excesses due 
for the labor performed beyond the eight hours between the 25th day 
of June, 1868, and the date of President Grant’s proclamation, which 
was in May, 1869, a little less than a year, it was computed that there 
were some $300,000 due, These men have importuned and begged 
and tried their best, and they have collected less than $25,000 from the 
accounting officers of the Treasury. -Therefore they want to be sent to 
the Court of Claims so that if they have any rights they will have the 
judgment of the Court of Claims, which Congress will attend to, and 
not the accounting officers of the Government. 

Mr. DAWES. The Senator generally states a subject very well; but 
when I saw this bill which requires all these persons, some for $20, 
some for $30, and some for $40, small sums, to get a judgment of the 
Court of Claims before they could be paid, my mind went back to the 
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law. I offered a resolution calling upon the Secretary of the Treasury 
to report what had been done under the law, and the report is in print 
here. Every man’sclaim presented was described in theactasa laborer, 
workman, or mechanic, who claimed to have worked over eight hours, 
except those about which there was a dispute as to whether they had 
worked over eight hours or not. Every one was paid, and the aggre- 
gate was nearly $700,000. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him? I do 
not know what document he has before him. Iwish to read from the 
House committee report of the present session. 

Mr. DAWES. That House reportwas made before the report came 
from the Treasury in answer to my resolution. I introduced it because 
I thought this bill would impose a grievous burden upon small claimants, 
and I thought that the phraseology taken from the statute was suffi- 
cient for the day. I introduced a bill in the words of the statute, pro- 
viding for the adjustment of the accounts of laborers and mechanics, 
arising under the eight-hour law, on the 6th of February last, which is 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That whoever, as a laborer, workman, or mechanic, has 
been employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States since 
the 25th day of June, 1868, the date of the act constituting eight hours a day’s 
work, paid for each eight hours he has been employed as fora full 
day’s work, whether e ata price per pr) og upon piece work or task 
work, withoutany reduction of pay on account of the reduction of the hours of la- 
bor, ean Sen greene between the United States and any such laborer, workman, 
or mechanic touching such compensation to the contrary notwithstanding. 
And the Raa accounting officers are hereby directed to readjust the accounts 
of all such laborers, workmen, and mechanics, and pay the samein conformity 
with the provisions of this act; and a sufficient sum of money for that purpose 
S rds ak appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
p: le 

Mr. BUTLER. May I ask the Senator what was the dateof the re- 
port from the Secretary of the Treasury to which he refers? 

Mr. DAWES. It is dated since this bill came from the House. I 
can not tell the date. 

Mr. BUTLER. At this session? 

Mr. DAWES. At this session. As the Senator says, the laborers 
took alarm at it and came here and importuned me to drop that bill 
and let them go to the Court of Claims, but this significant thing ac- 
companied it all. Every one who came here came with a claim agent. 

Iam not desirous of obstructing this measure. I desire that when 
these men ask for bread they shall not have a stone given them. The 
form of statute which I have read did work the compensation of every 
one up to that date about whose claim there was no dispute. I think 
the accounting officers of the Treasury, if required in this distinct lan- 

could decide whether these men worked ten or eight hours, 
fast as well as the Court of Claims, 

But, as the Senator from New Hampshire says, these men think that 
they can not get their rights except through the Court of Claims. I 
am afraid that been put into their heads by claim agents; but I am 
not going to offer my bill as asubstitute for the pending measure. I 
wanted to put on record my opinion that this is a stone instead of a 
loaf of bread, and that not 50 per cent. of the little items due these 
laborers from the Government for work over eight hours will ever reach 
their pockets. I desire that they shall have in the spirit and the letter 
of the eight-hour law compensation for the day of eight hours. They 
have had it under one form, They are not satisfied with that and want 
to have a new form; but I wish merely to put upon record my appre- 
hension that these laborers are being misled as to their best remedy. 

Mr. VEST. It is nota pleasant thing to run against this jugger- 
naut in this onay: Every pees man understands the appeals that 
are now being e to the labor vote of the country, but I should 
have a very poor opinion of myself if I should vote for this bill. 

Whilst the Congress of the United States unquestionably has the 
constitutional power to pass such a bill, yet it is certainly against the 
spirit of that instrument. An inhibition was put in the Constitution 
against any State passing a law impairing the obligation of contracts. 
There is no such inhibition upon the Congress of the United States in 
express terms; but when I vote to legislate here, though I give way 
frequently to personal solicitation and to temptations that present 
themselves in an alluring form in behalf of æsthetic and sentimental 
objects, I still endeavor to discharge my duty to the Government and 
people of the United States as I would do it to a fellow-man. 

Suppose that this were a question between individuals; suppose that 
any laboring man, a horny-handed son of toil, as we hear so frequently 
from the piety had made a contract with an employer that he 
would work ten hours a day and receive a dollar and a half for ten 
hours’ labor. What would be thought of him if he would afterwards 
pres himself in a court of equity and ask that that contract be de- 

iberately set aside and that he should receive pay for work he never 
performed? 

Mr. BLAIR, May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. VEST. Certainly. 

Mr. BLAIR. The United States is the employer. The United States 
has a law upon its statute-book that every laborer, workman, and me- 
chanie shall be paid for a full day’s work when he works eight hours. 
A subordinate officer, an agent of the United States, if you choose, an 
agent to act under the law and only according to the law, says to the 

“horny-handed sons of toil,’? who have families, and who are hungry 


and who must have work, and because they have had it they are horny- 
handed, ‘‘ Unless you work ten hours you shall not work for the United 
States at all, notwithstanding we are authorized only to hire at the 
tate of eight hours for aday’s work.” Does the Senator hold that that 
unauthorized act by the agent is to be ratified by the United States? 

Mr. VEST. I hold that every intelligent citizen of this country 
should be bound by his contract. 

Mr. BLAIR. But that is no contract. 

Mr. VEST. Itis the contract. The Supreme Court has so decided. 

Mr. BLAIR. I beg the Senator’s pardon; there is no such decision. 

Mr. VEST. This identical question was presented to the Supreme 
Court and they decided that where there was an express contract these 
parties could not recover. 

Mr. BLAIR. But that is the question. 
contract. 

Mr. VEST. That isa question of law; and here we have the extraor- 
dinary anomaly of the Congress of the United States pretending to 
put before one of its tribunals a question of law and at the same time 
telling them they will adjudicate the matter in advance. The whole 
object of this bill is to say that the Court of Claims shall decide in ad- 
vance of any facts that may be given to them that eight hours a day 
shall constitute a day’s work for these people, whether a contract had 
been made or not. 

Mr. GEORGE. Every legal question involved is settled by the bill. 

Mr. VEST. As a matter of course; it is res adjudicata, Such a 
thing was never known among educated lawyers as an attempt to force 
upon the statute-books, in advance of the facts and in advance of any 
legal adjudication, the result of the whole thing. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to ask him to state how 
he makes that out? There is no express contract; there is no implied 
contract whatever between these laborers and the United States until 
the United States ratifies the illegal act of its agent. 

Mr. VEST. I beg pardon; the few remarks I wish to make I will 
continue, by the Senator’s permission, without interruption. Heasks 
me how I make it out. Here is the proposed statute upon which it is 
declared: 

‘That whoever, as a laborer, workman, or mechanic, has been employed by 
or on behalf of the Government of the United States since the 25th day of June, 
1868, the date of the act constituting eight hours a day’s work, shall be paid for 
each eight hours he has been employed as for a full day's work, without any 
reduction of pay on account of the uction of the hours of labor, 

Whether there is an express contract or not itis mandatory, Then 
the second section goes on and provides that the Court of Claims, no 
matter what the facts are, shall find that eight hours a day constitute 
a day’s labor, and shuts out any express contract, The amendment 
reported to the bill proposes to strike out the clause— 

Or payment made or receipt given for a less som por day than the full price 
of a day’s work, as provided in the first section of act. 

And the chairman of the committee tells us he is opposed to striking 
out those words. 

Unquestionably it was intended there to put this matter beyond 
the slightest scintilla of doubt, for it says that the Court of Claims 
shall go on and make these decisions— 
and no statute of limitation or payment made or receipt given for a less sum 
per day than the full price of a day's work, as provided in the first section of 
this act, shall bar the right of recovery. 

Mr. President, here is a part of this legislation in which it is pro- 

that the Government of the United States shall take charge of 

the citizen and make a contract for him and relieve him from his own 
deliberate act. Although the contract has been made, although years 
have elapsed, although it was done distinctly and emphatically for a 
at the time, now the Government comes in and takes the place 

of the intellectual assent of its citizen and says, ‘‘ We will do better for 
you than you did for yourself; we will pay you this money in spite of 
your own deliberate contract.’’ I can not vote for any such bill. It 
is abhorrent to my ideas of justice. I would not pretend to do such a 
thing to a fellow-citizen. I would not pretend to undertake to force 
this sort of pre-adjudication upon any man in the United States who, 
like myself, is a simple citizen, and I will not do it on the Government. 

Mr. PAYNE. There should be a distinct understanding as to the 
agreement between the Government agent and the employés. There 
were several witnesses examined before the committee, and I am very 
sorry that the report of the committee omits one very important fact. 
There was not a single case before the committee where it was claimed 
that the man had not been employed under a distinct agreement or 
understanding. It was stated that in the Boston navy-yard a leading 
man had been getting up these things for years and agitating them 


here in Con, 

Mr. B. To whom does the Senator refer? Ido not recollect 
any such man from Boston. There was a Mr. rs who was one of 
these workmen, but he was a ‘‘horny-handed son.of toil” himself. 

Mr. PAYNE. I say without a single exception if there was not a 
written ent signed by the party at the Springfield arsenal there 
was this understanding, and he admitted it, that they went to work 
upon the distinct declaration that they were to work ten hours a day 
for their wages. They went into that agreement, and why should 


I say there is no express 
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they not abide by it? It was said that there was a secret purpose, 
that some day they would get the difference out of the Goverement. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator will remember that the witnesses all 
stated that the services were rendered under Sages as being contrary 
tolaw. The men were obliged to work on the terms that the person 
in charge insisted upon, or not get the work that they expected. The 
Senator may not remember all the testimony. 

Mr. PAYNE. I remember that part of it, because I cross-examined 
the witness myself, and he stated distinctly that there was no formal 
protest. They did not say ‘‘ we will receive this under protest,” but 
it was a mental protest, a private belief that some day or other they 
would get the extra pay. 

Mr. DAWES. Iwill read what the Supreme Court have decided. I 
believe that there was an agreement either express or implied, and that 
agreement I think under this decision of the Supreme Court will be 
fatal to these men if their pay depends upon a judgment in the Court 
of Claims. But if it depends upon the direct order of a statute to the 
Treasury accounting officers to pay it as in the bill I presented and as 
in the statute of 1871, it‘will be paid. 

The Supreme Court have decided what I think will turn out to be 
fatal to every case that goes into the Court. of Claims if there turns up 
any ment either express or implied. I read the syllabus of the 
case of the United States vs. Martin, 4 Otto, page 400. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator read the opinion? 

Mr. DAWES. I will read the syllabus, and then I will read the 
opinion if it is desired, 

1. The act of Congress of June 25, 1868 (15 Stat., 77), that eight hours 
shall constitute a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and m ics em- 
ployed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States, is in the nature 
of adirection by Government to its 

2. It is not a contract between the Government and its laborers that eight 
hours shall constitute a day's work. It neither prevents the Government from 
making agreements with them by wi bor may be more or less than 
eight hours a day nor does it pi the amount of compensation for that or 
any other number of hours’ labor, 

8. Where, therefore, a laborer, in the habit of working for the Government 
twelve hours a day for $2.50 a day, is informed by the proper authority that if 


he remains in the service at that compensation he must continue to work twelve 
hours a day, and he does so continue— 


That is an implied contract— 
and is d accordingly, he can not afterwards recover for the additional time 
over t hours as a day's labor. 

Ea gh Sg omen prge het pg 
in full of the account, a bar to any further aim.” ; =! 

Shall I read the opinion? 

Mr. GEORGE. ‘That is very good. 

Mr. DAWES. The opinion goes on tosay thatitis not incompatible 
with the contract; that any contract as to different hours is a legal con- 
tract, and if a man continues after notice he is presumed to have con- 
formed to that notice. Ijhink that is as fatal to him as can be when 
he gets into the Court of Claims, notwithstanding the attempt in this 
bill'to create a new basisforthe judgment. Therefore it is that I want 
these men to have something, and I want the accounting officers of the 
‘Treasury directed to them at the rate of eight hours a day for all 
the hours they worked, and to a} iate a sum sufficient forthat pur- 
pose out of any money in the Treasury. Then they will have some- 
thing; otherwise I fear that they will not. 

Mr. VEST. The object of this bill is to reverse that decision of the 
Supreme Court. After they had received that construction of the law 
of 1868 and of the express or implied contract made between the Gov- 
ernment and the employés, this bill was constructed for the purpose of 
deciding in advance for the Court of Claims what should be done in 
reference to this contract, or notwithstanding the contract, express or 
implied, and that is the whole of it. 

Now, a single word about this claim of duress, and Iam done. I 
am Seated f hear that claim presented here to-day. Ifit were in 
the crowded labor marts of Europe, if we were legislating here to-day 
for the pallid sons of toil and want, the pauper labor of Europe, I could 
understand that sort of duress; but we have heard so much from our 
friends on the opposite side of this Chamber of the American workman, 
his high wages, plenty of work, a continent opening up its virgin soil 
and all its resources to his energies and intellect, and yet we are told 
when a man has deliberately agreed to work for the Government of the 
United States at so many dollars a day, working ten or twelve hours, 
he did it under duress, for his starving wife and children! 

What becomes of our panacea, the tariff? Is it possible that the 
workingmen of this country are in that condition? Is it possible that 
they were com under duress to make a contract of this sort? I 
deny it; I repudiate it. No American workman has done any such 
thing. There is no man in this country who is willing to work who 
can not find a field of work and select his own avocation. 

For one, sir, I honestly believe, without disrespect to anybody, that 
this is simply a political appeal to a certain class of voters in the coun- 
try, intended to say to them, ‘‘ Weare your special friends, and we 
will put money into your pockets, notwithstanding your own contracts 
made in the past.’ I can not vote for it. 

Mr. STEWART. I desire to offeran amendment to the billas an ad- 
ditional section; whether it is in order or not, I will read it for the in- 
formation of the Senate. I think it will have a tendency to prevent 
evils of this kind in the future. I propose to add: 


Any officer or agent of the United States who shall hereafter authorize any 
laborer under his charge or control to perform for the United States more than 
eight hours of manual labor in one day shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor, and on conviction thereofshall be punished by a fine not exceding $500. 


I was one of those who voted for the original eight-hour law of 1868, 
and I offer this amendment, if it isin order now. I voted for the orig- 
inal bill, and the object was tofix eight hoursas aday’slabor. It was 
then anticipated that it would be followed by the States and by the 
people generally. I was one of those who believed that eight hours 
was as much labor as a man ought to perform for the good of himself 
and his family and the good of the country. I believed that in the 
course of a lifetime he-could perform more labor by confining itto eight 
hours a day than if it was out through a longer period. He 
would be worn out more rapidly than he would be if his labor were 
confined to eight hours. I thought the Government ought to set the 
example, and I think so now. 

Besides, there is none too much labor in the country. There area 
great many people outofemployment, and there always willbe. There 
are laborers enough in the country to perform all the labor by only 
working eight hours per day. I believed that it was for the general 
interest of the country, and I ly that the officers of the 
Government have undertaken to thwart this legislation and are con- 
tinuing to do so, requiring legislation to compel them to do their duty. 
It seems that it is necessary to havea criminal statute to prevent them 
from violating the plain intent and meaning of the law, and it is time 
it was stopped. 

I say that I should like to sce the present law put in such a shape 
that those who are compelled to labor more than eight hours should be 
paid for the extra time, and that the theory of the law should be car- 
ried out. I think it is time that the officers and agents of this Gov- 
ernment had some respect for the laws of Congress. The idea of mak- 
ing contracts in plain violation of the spirit of the law, such contracts 
as have been read here to-day, is a disgrace to those oflicers, and there 
ought to be a criminal act on the statute-book to prevent it in future. 
Then it would stop. Iam in favor of putting the law in such a shape 
that these laborers will get their money, and I am in favor of such a 
law as will stop such practices on the part of Government officers here- 
after. It seems tome that the Congress of the United States ought to 
have sufficient power to pass laws by which its own officers will be 
guana, so that they shall not undertake to set up a policy for them- 

ves, 

This country will not be injured by an eight-hour law. Everybody 
will be better for it. There is abundance of labor. ‘The Senator from 
Missouri talks about the friends of the laborer. Iam a friend of the 
laborer; I am not ashamed to own it, and I do it in no sense of dema- 
gogy in trying to get their votes. Iwasa laborer myself and I know 
something about it. I say that I am a friend of the laborer, and I be- 
lieve that labor can be advanced, that laborers can be made healthier 
by not working them to death, continuing them at work long hours, 
destroying them in a few years, and preventing them from having the 
privileges of education, recreation, aud the rest. 

There are laborers enough in this country to do all the work that is 
to be done. We see tramps around asking for labor; they can not get 
it. The idea of holding them to contracts coerced from them in that 
disgraceful way by these officers should not be tolerated. 

I am sorry that my noble friend from Ohio [Mr. PAYNE] should haye 
talked abont enforcing a contract made under duress, made to the dis- 
grace of the officers who made it. Do you talk about enforcing it, 
about standing on a technical contract of that kind, and about decis- 
ions of the Supreme Couri holding them bound by it because there was 
no law on the statute-book to prevent such a contract, when the plain 
language employed is that no such thing shall be done, when the policy 
of the Government was plain, when every officer who made those con- 
tracts knew it; and then because we have a technical decision in that 
way do you say that we should not remedy the evil and defend the 
honor of Congress? 

Mr. PAYNE. You said you were a laborer? 

Se Be Via escent i my alii 

m your experience do you sa titisn 
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Mr. STEWART. I would not need a criminal law to prevent me 
from controlling labor. I have asked for a criminal law to prevent 
ofücers of the Government from making contracts contrary to law. 
When I was a ing man, if I wanted to do more than eight hours 
work I could find a dozen jobs outside. But I do not want any 
Government officer to violate the law by making a sham contract with 
me. Ido not require that. I could take care of myself under the 
eight-hour law very well when I was a laboring man, and I can do it 
yet. I have been very well satisfied with eight hours’ labor a day. 

Mr. CALL. Will the Senator from Nevada yield to me? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. ` 

Mr. CALL. If itis agreeable to the Senator, as there is no quorum 
here, I will move that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. STEWART. Undoubtedly the Senator is willing to move an 
adjournment when another man is talking, but I never knew him to 
move an adjournment when he was talking himself. [Laughter.] 
When I am through I will make that motion myself, but I have the 
floor and I shall not yield it until I get ready. 
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2 SPOONER. May I make a suggestion to my friend from Ne- 
vada? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. It sometimes happens in the service of the Govern- 
ment, as in the service of individuals, that there come emergencies in 
which it is necessary that men should work, if they are willing to work, 
over eight hours a day. Do you intend to prohibit that? Would it 
not be better to frame an amendment soas to prohibit such contracts and 
yet permit work in case of emergency, where the interest of the Govern- 
ment requires it? 

Fee STEWART. There would be too many emergencies, I am 
id. 

Mr. SPOONER. We have had such cases during this session. 

Mr.BLAIR. The Senator will allow me to suggest that the bill does 
not prohibit extra hours of labor for extra pay. It is only a prohibi- 
tion of more than eight hours at the ordinary daily pay. 

Mr. SPOONER. Iam speaking of the amendment of the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. STEWART. Perhaps we can modify the amendment to meet 
that case. I see that cases of emergency might occur. It might be 
modified, but it is evident there must be some criminal law to prevent 
the constant violation of the eight-hour law. The opposition to it 
comes from some sources I can hardly appreciate, but it appears that 
it is impossible toget a law that will be without some crimi- 
nal statute. However, we can amend the bill so that it will have that 
criminal sanction, 

Mr. GEORGE. I wish to ask the Senator if he has any information 
that the law is now being violated or has been violated under the pres- 
ent Administration ? 

Mr. STEWART. I have not looked up the record of the present Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. s eR I ask the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BLAIR]. 

Mr. BLAIR. The President has given his opinion that the construc- 
tion of the law claimed by the friends of this bill is the true construction 
of the original law, that a man ought to be paid the full daily wages 
of outside work regardless of the length of the day for his eight hours’ 
work in behalf of the Government. 

Mr. GEORGE. Then [understand thatall the animadversion of the 
Senator from Nevada applies to acts done under administrations pre- 
ceding the present one. 

Mr. S STEWART. It applies to anybody who has made a contract of 
that kind. There may be emergencies when men might be required to 
work longer than eight hours. Perhaps we shall have to amend the 
measure in that respect. 

Mr. BLAIR. Give them extra pay. 

Mr. STEWART. Ido not believe in giving them extra pay or al- 
lowing them to work extra hours, because there is nota surplus of work. 
I believe that all should havea chance, and I believe when eight hours’ 
work has been given that is all the Government ought to give to any 
man in any one day. Give the rest of them a chance. I do not believe 
in putting it out in extra pay. When there was an emergency there 
might be cases req extra hours of labor. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator before moving to adjourn allow me 
to read the facts, about six lines, on which the decision that has been 
cited wasmade? If the Senator will listen to this he will see that this 
decision does not touch the case; itis only binding so far as the facts are 
concerned. It is as follows: 


In the year 1873 the claimant greeters a formal Ba gem | = Pfs to the 
Fourth ‘daditor of the ue him under 


Auditor uaa bee stated the account, a allowed the elaimant 
was admitted 


The Senator will observe that after the KEE were rendered, and 
after the claim was made and after a tribunal was provided and an ad- 
judication was made, the defeated | emis Arad to that adjudication accepts 
the award, receipts for it in fall of and the Supreme Court 
held that that adjudication and the ets of the award were bind- 
ing upon him. 

Mr. BUTLER. It seems to me that we are violating our own doc- 
trines this very moment, manifesting great interest for the poor labor- 
ers of this country and asking that they be required only to work eight 
hours; and yet we are imposing upon these poor laborers here, our re- 
porters, about twelve hours of work. 
> IE Seer Will the Senator give way for a motion to ad- 
journ 

Mr. BUTLER. I was just about to move, in their behalf, that the 
Senate do now adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South Carolina 
moves that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 55 minutes p. m.) 
ee Penate adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, July 13, 1888, at 12 
o'clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, July 12, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


MARY M. BRIGGS. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill 8. 899, with Honse 
amendments disagreed to by the Senate, for the relief of Mary M. 


The SPEAKER. Ifthere be no objection, the House will insist on 
its amendments and agree to the conference requested by the Senate. 
There was no objection. > 


LEAVE’ TO PRINT. 


By unanimousconsent, leave was granted to Mr. CUTCHEON to print 
in the RECORD remarks on the subject of pensions, pertaining to the 
special order of this evening. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina, for one day, on account of 
sickness. 

To Mr. Smrvons, for five days, on account of important business. 

To Mr. PERRY, for one week from this date. 

To Mr. HOLMES, for two days, on account of important business. 


EVENING SESSION FOR BUSINESS OF LABOR COMMITTEE, 


Mr. MILLS. I ask unanimous consent that next Wednesday night 
be set apart for the consideration of business from the Labor Committee. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iam willing to consent if the next night is 
set apart for the consideration of business from the Military Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. HOLMAN. 
be brought forward. 

Mr. MILLS. Let us deal with one matter at a time. ; 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Very well; let that first be disposed of. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas that the House on Wednesday next take a recess from 5 

o’clock until 8 o’clock, the evening session 5 be devoted to the consid- 

eration of reports from the Committee on Labor? 

There was no objection. 


EVENING SESSION FOR BUSINESS OF MILITARY COMMITTEE, 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Now, Mr. Speaker, I make the same request 
for the Military Committee; that Thursday night of next week be set 
apart for the consideration of business from that committee. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the gentieman from Illinois will give some 
intimation of the character of the bills that will be brought before the 


ouse. : 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Something like twelve hundred bills have 
been introduced and referred to that committee, and over one hundred 
have been reported to the House. Itis not in my power to designate 
the bills. The gentleman knows full well that bills can not receive 
final consideration at the night sessions unless itis done practically by 
unanimous consent. Therefore I do not think he ought to insist upon 
having a list of the bills. I can not state at present just what bills I 


shall bring forward. 
Will you bring forward the fortification bill? 


I hope an intimation will be given of the bills to 


Mr. HOLMAN. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Not at a night session, because it would be 
useless to do so. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ilinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND]? 

There was no objection. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I ask unanimous consent that next Tues- 
day evening be set apart for the consideration of general pension bills. 

Mr. BLAND. I think we had better have the regular order. Fgur 
nights have already been assigned for business. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] de- 
mands the regular order, which is equivalent to an objection. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to dispense with the morning hour for reports. 

Mr. GEAR. I wish to present a couple of reports. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask unanimous consent that all gentlemen having 


-| reports to make be allowed to present them to the Clerk for appropriate 


reference. 
There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


FILING OF REPORTS. 
The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 
HOLDING OF DISTRICT COURT, UNITED STATES. 


Mr. CASWELL, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 1437) to provide for the holding of the 
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district court of the United States at Salina, Kans.; which was re- 
ferred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

LANDS FOR MINING PURPOSES. 


Mr. HARE, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 6162) to authorize the Choctaw, Chickasaw, 
Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole Nations of Indians, respectively, to lease 
lands within their respective boundaries for mining p subject 
to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, and to validate leases 
heretofore made for said purposes by the proper authorities of any of 
said nations; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the 
accompanying report, ordered to bə printed. : 

JAMES AND WILLIAM CROOKS. 


Mr. COTHRAN, from the Committee on Foreign Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 3879) for the relief of James and William 
Crooks, of Canada; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

CEDAR RAPIDS AND IOWA FALLS RAILWAY COMPANY. 

Mr. G from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 1076) granting right of way to the Cedar Rap- 
ids, Iowa Falls and Northwestern Railway Company over and across 
the Pipestone reservation, in the State of Minnesota; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

ROBERT M’NUTT. 


Mr. GEAR also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 157) correcting the military history of 
Robert McNutt; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

JUNCTION CITY AND FORT RILEY STREET RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Mr. LAIRD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 1969) granting right of way to the Junction City 
and Fort Riley Street Railway Company into and upon the Fort Riley 
military reservation, in the State of Kansas, and for other purposes; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


OMAHA, HAYS CITY AND SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Mr. LAIRD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 973) to authorize the Omaha, Hays City and 
Southwestern Railway Company to build its road across the Fort Hays 
military reservation; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. 


CHICAGO, KANSAS AND WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Mr. LAIRD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 1473) to authorize the Chicago, Kansas and 
Western Railway Company to build its road across the Fort Hays mil- 
itary reservation; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. 


RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH UNCOMPAHGRE, ETC., RESERVATIONS, 


Mr. PERKINS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 6707) to grant the Rio Grande and Pacific 
Railway Company the right of way through the Uncompahgre and 
Uintah reservations, in the Territory of Utah, and for other purposes; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


ACCEPTANCE OF FOUNTAIN, ETC., FROM CITY OF FRANKFORT, KY. 


Mr. NEAL, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10054) to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to accept fountain and lamp from the city of Frank- 
fort, Ky.; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


A message from the President, by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, 
announced that the President had approved and signed bills and joint 
resolution of the House of the following titles : 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 193) directing the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives to amend the enrollment of the bill (H. R. 9377) mak- 
ing appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for 
other purposes; 

Joint act aca (H. Res. 191) relating to the pages of the House of 

ves; 

An act (H. R. 860) for the relief of Alfred Head; 

An act (H. R. forth cane in na Painter; 

An act (H. R. 1361) to incorporate the reform school for girls of the 
District of Columbia; 


An act (H. R. 1451) for the completion of a public building at Wich- 
ita, Kans. ; 
An act (H. R. 956) for relief of heirs of Christopher Cott; 

Anact (H. R. 3290) to amend section 685 of the Revised Statutes 
relating to the District of Columbia; ` 

An act (H. R. 1514) relating to the record of wills in the District of 
Columbia; 

An act (H. R. 9377) making appropriations for the legislative, exec- 
utive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1889, and for other pi - 

An act (H. R. 6833) making appropriations for the diplomatic and 
consular service of the United States for the fiscal year 1889. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed a joint resolution of the following title; in 
which the concurrence of the House was requested: 

Joint resolution (S., R. 99) providing for the printing of a portion of 
the annual report of the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics on commerce 
and navigation for the year ending June 30, 1887, entitled ‘‘Annual 
report of Bureau of Statistics in regard to imported{merchandise en- 
tered for consumption in the United States, with amount of duty and 
rate of duty collected.” 

The message further announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2807) to 
grant to the Puyallup Valley Railway Company a right of way through 
the Puyallup Indian reservation in Washington Territory, and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2644) grant- 
ing the right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris, and Dardanelles Rail- 
way Company to construct and operate a railroad, telegraph, and tele- 
phone line from Fort Smith, Ark., through the Indian Territory to or 
near Baxter Springs in the State of Kansas. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


. The SPEAKER. The question now is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to dispense with the morning hour. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Which morning hour? 

The SPEAKER. There is but one morning hour. The words 
“í morning hour” have a well-understood meaning in the rules of the 
House and have had for many years. They mean the hour set apart 
for the call of committees for reports. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And not the hour for the consideration of 
bills? 

The SPEAKER. No. 

The motion of Mr. MILLS to dispense with the morning hour was 
agreed to. 


CLERK FOR COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 


Mr. DUNN, by unanimous consent, offered the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee on Accounts: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries be allowed 
an annual clerk, to be paid outof the contingent fund of the House until March 
3, 1889, at the rate of $2,000 per annum, and the Committee on fp feat ape 


are hereby instructed to make provision for such clerk at the said rate of $2,000 
perannum from said March 3, 1889, 


TheSPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to dispense with the morning hour. 

Mr. MATSON. The gentleman yields to me for a moment to give 
me an opportunity to say to the House that the business for this even- 
ing session is such that a quorum will be required, and if a quorum is 
not present a call of the House is certain to ensue. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent—— 

The SPEAKER. The r order has been demanded by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND]. 

Mr. BLAND. I withdraw the demand for the present. 

Mr. FORD. I desire to present a report from the Committee on 
Mili Affairs, and ask for its present consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The report will be read, after which the Chair will 
ask for objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Whereas it is charged by prominent journals that the laws prohibiting theim- 
portation of contract laborers, convicts, paupers, and other classes are being ex- 
tensively evaded, owing to the lack of inery to enforce the provisions of 
said laws: Therefore, 

Be itresolved, That the Speaker shall appoint a select committee of five, which 
committee is hereby authorized and di to investigate the subject-matter 
herein refered to, and report their conclusions thereon tothe House at the earliest 
practicable moment, by bill or otherwise. Such investigation shall be conducted 
at such times and places as the said committee may deem proper, and may con- 
tinue after the adjournment of the present session of Congress, if necessary, and 
said committee is hereby authorized to send for and examine persons, books, 
and papers, and administer oaths to witnesses, and to employ a messenger, a 
reaay ee and necessary interpreters; and the expenses of said investigation 
shall be paid out of the contingentfund of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this resolution ? 

Mr. HOLMAN. I suggest to my friend from Michigan that it might 
be sufficient to limit the amount of expenditure, 
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Mr. FORD. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Isuggést that the amount should not exceed $3,000. 

Mr.FORD. Theyallowed the committee to investigate trusts $5,000. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I move to amend the resolution so as to provide 
that the expenses shall not exceed $3,000. 

Mr. WILKINS. That is not enough.» I suggest $5,000. 

Mr. FORD. It ought to be $5,000. 

Mr. HOLMAN. A committee of the House, with five members, a 
sergeant-at-arms, and clerks, conducted an investigation which lasted 
three months and a half, at an expense not exceeding $3,000. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Add to the resolution the words “ and the expenses of said investigation shall 
not exceed $3,000.” 


Mr. DINGLEY. I desire to ask the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Forp] what is the purpose of creating a subcommittee to make this 
investigation. Why can not the Committee on Labor do it? 

Mr. FORD. -I do not know that there is any particular object, ex- 
cept that I thought it would be better to have a special committee than 
to refer the subject to any of the standing committees of the House. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I call the previous question on my amendment. 

_ Mr. KERR. Isuggest that the resolution be amended so as to re- 

quire the committee to report during this session. It seems to me that 
the time we shall probably have during this session wil] be sufficient 
to enable this committee to make theirinvestigation and report, so that 
we may have legislation on this subject at once, this year, and not wait 
until the next session. I therefore propose that the resolution be 
amended so as to require the report to be made tothe present session of 
Congress. 

The SPEAKER. There is one amendment pending now, and until 
that is disposed of no other isin order., The gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HOLMAN] demands the previous question upon his amendment. 

Mr. OATES. Task the gentleman to withdraw that demand for a 
minute. 

Mr. HOLMAN. 
renew it. 

Mr. OATES. Iwill. Mr. Speaker, I regard this as an exceedingly 
important matter. The resolution, as I understand, proposes to raise 
a special committee for this work, and I think thatisright. It ought 
to be a special committee composed of the best men in this House, be- 
cause, in my judgment, there is no more important question that the 
Congress can be called upon to consider than that which this resolu- 
tion aims at. I have during all this session and previously been seek- 
ing and obtaining very important information touching this question 
and the abuses referred to in thatresolution. There is no donbt atall 
in my mind that there have been many such abuses, many evasions of 
the existing law. Classes of immigrants are being brought to this 
country practically in slavery, in violation of every principle of our 
statutes, and greatly to the injury of the public. These abuses ought 
to be remedied by suitable legislation, and for that purpose we ought 
to obtain all the information practicable. A special committee of suit- 
able men ought to be raised. They ought not to be cramped by too 
strict a limitation upon the amount to be expended, and they ought 
to have a fair amount of time in which to investigate this matter to 
the bottom, so as to make a report on which every gentleman may rely 
and on which the House can act intelligently. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I suggest to my colleague on the committee 
to accept the amendment of, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOL- 
MAN]. 

eh FORD. I have already agreed to do so. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can not accept the amendment, 
though he may oppose it. The amendment must be voted upon by the 
House. 

Mr. VANDEVER. I wish to inquire whether this resolution by its 
terms extends to evasions of the law in reference to Chinese immigra- 


I will withdraw the demand if the gentleman will 


tion. If it does not, itshould be amended so as to embrace that subject. 
Mr. FORD. It does include that subject. The language is ‘‘ and 
other classes.’’ 


The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

Mr. FORD. I understand the previous question to be upon the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood it to be upon the amend- 
ment and the resolution. 

Mr. COX. It was not intended in that way. 

Mr. FORD. I think it was intended to apply only to the amend- 


ment. 

The SPEAKER. In that ease the previous question will be consid- 
ered as operating only on the amendment. ri 

Mr. FÖRD. I yield for a moment to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I rise to a question of order. 
vious question generally. 


I called for the pre- 


The SPEAKER. The Chair so understood; and so put the question | ing the character of our present enormous foreign immigration. 


to the House. 
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Mr. HOLMAN. If the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] will 
renew the call for the previous question, I will withdraw it. 

Mr. COX. On the amendment? 

Mi. HOLMAN. No; on the resolution and amendment. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise to a question oforder. The gentleman 
did not have the floor to move the previous question on the resolution 
itself; he only had the floor to move the previous question on the 
amendment. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] was in pos- 
session of the floor, and simply yielded to allow the gentleman from 
Indiana to offer an amendment. - 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mjchigan did not yield to 
the gentlemanfrom Indiana. The gentleman from Indiana obtained 
the floor. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The gentleman from Michigan did not sur- 
render the floor; he simply allowed the gentleman from Indiana to 
offer his amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan could not prevent 
the gentleman from Indiana from offering theamendment, unless he re- 
tained the floor, and he did not retain it. The gentleman from Indi- 
ana obtained the floor and offered his amendment. The gentleman 
from New York will proceed. 

Mr.COX. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call the attention of the House 
to the great necessity of this resolution for the collection of informa- 
tion, and to express the hope that it may lead to the securing of further 
legislation in relation to our immigration system. At Castle Garden 
and elsewhere—— 

Mr. MORROW. At San Francisco. 

Mr. COX. At San Francisco and wherever else there have been 
abuses under the existing laws, wherever there has been a failure to 
enforce the law, there is need of inquiry into these abuses with a view 
to their correction. When I went to New York City, the week before 
last, I was surprised to find the condition of things with reference to 
Italian immigration into that city. I was called upon by a 
who had collected facts in relation to this matter, facts certified by the 
Italian consul and others in New York, showing evils and abuses which 
the best Italian people, as well as the officials of our Government 
charged with these matters, desire to have corrected. Those facts dis- 
close an abnormal immigration to this country by a class of men who 
are persuaded to come here by false and fraudulent pretenses; so that, 
instead of the ordinary healthful immigration which might be readily 
and advantageously assimilated, we have eighty thousand persons a 
year coming here under these improper influences. 

Mr. FORD. Fifty thousand in one month in the city of New York. 

Mr. COX. Fifty thousand in the city of New York, and in one 
month; men who are ignorant of our customs, who do not understand 
our language, who know nothing of our institutions, and who come 
here, many of them, mere tramps or adventurers, who frequently come 
to prey upon our own people. 

I desire this inquiry for another reason. Men who are engaged in 
this business, Italians, bankers, and it is said also that the steam-ship 
companies have their agents in towns in southern Italy in the Cala- 
brian country, and they induce these ignorant men, poor men, men who 
desire to better their condition, to leave their native country and come 
to the United States, to the great disadvantage of the people them- 
selves, and to the great detriment of American labor. 

I desire not only to have this investigation complete, but also to have 
proper legislation, which will be the outcome of it. We have the data 
for this resolution, facts which have been collected by the New York 
Herald and by other newspapers, showing the necessity for it; and as in 
the old English Parliament, laws were passed under the stress of pub- 
lic clamor, so in this case we have enough of public clamor to justify 
the adoption of this resolution; and I trust, sir, that it will result in 
strong, stringent, perhaps drastic legislation would be a better word, 
so as to remedy these evils of which so many and such just complaints 
have been made. I hope an adequate amount will be given for the 
investigation. I do not think the sum here proposed is sufficient. 

Mr. WEAVER. It ought to be $5,000. é 

Mr. COX. I would not, therefore, limit it as to expenses "merely. 
It involves other important elements connected with our prosperity, 
and I would, therefore, vote down $3,000, and give what the committee 


Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Speaker—— 
Mr. FORD. I demand the previous question. 
. MORROW. I hope the gentleman will not do that. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. ‘That will never do. Gentlemen on this side 
want to be heard. . 

Mr. MORROW. Give me a few minutes, anyhow. 

Mr. FORD. I will withdraw the demand for the present, and yield 
three minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Morrow], 

Mr. DINGLEY addressed the Chair. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan has yieled to the 
gentleman from California three minutes. 

Mr. MORROW. Mr. Speaker, I am exceedingly glad that this House 
is at last confronted with the importance of this vital question concern- 
It is 
a question that has long and grievously agitdted the people of the Pa- , 


tleman .- 
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cific coast, and we are familiar with all its worst phases. If it has 
now become a national question, affecting the more populous East as 
well us the extreme West, we may reasonably hope for effective meas- 
ures of relief in the protection of the whole country against this foreign 
invasion. 

On the Pacific coast we have confronted this condition of affairs re- 
lating to foreign labor for more than thirty years, during which time our 
laborers have been compelled to come into competition with the im- 
ported cheap and degraded labor of Asia, and yet our people have pro- 
tested, and until recently, in vain against this Chinese immigration. 
We have shown that it does not assimilate and is not incorporated into 
the industrial system ofthe country. 

You are now confronted with the same condition of things arising 
out of an invasion from another direction. A large partof this excess- 
ive immigration into New York, it is said, consists of contract laborers 
or hired slaves precisely as the Chinese are brought into San Francisco. 

There has been an effort to restrict Chinese immigration, but the 
law is evaded. Itis a fact that while prior to the adoption of the 
present law the average annual Chinese immigration into San Fran- 
cisco was about eight thousand, yet under the operation of the present 
restriction lawit amounted last‘year to about eleven thousand, so that 
this law that was intended to be restrictive has resulted in permitting 
an increase of immigration of these people whose labor is sold before 
they leave Hong-Kong. Iamglad that this resolution has been brought 
forward, and I hope that the investigation will be thorough and cover 
the whole subject, including Chinese immigration to the Pacific coast, 
as wellas the pauper labor from Europe. I hope the amendment lim- 
iting the expense of the select committee to $3,000 will not be adopted. 
Let the committee cover the whole ground, so that legislation may be 
had as fully as the subject demands. 

Mr. FORD. I now demand the previous question. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DINGLEY. If the previous question shall be ordered, there 
will be one-half hour for debate, I believe? 

The SPEAKER. There will not be, as debate has already taken 

Under the rules of the House if no debate had occurred the 
gentleman’s ion would be correct. 

Mr. DINGLEY. But there has been no debate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California just addressed the 
House on the subject. Other gentlemen have spoken upon it. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I ask the gentleman to give me five minutes. 
[Cries of “R order!” ] 

Mr. RY. We donot want to debate the resolution, but to 
pass it, and not take up time talking about it. 

Mr. FORD. Iam sorry I can not yield. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question ison agrecing to the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Let it be read. 

The amendment of Mr. HOLMAN was read, as follows: 

And the expense of this investigation shall not exceed $3,000. 

Mr. KERR. I wish toaskif the amendment proposed by myself to 

uire a rt at this session is not before the House? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman didnot movean amendment. The 
Chair stated at the time that there was an amendment then pending, 
and until it was disposed of another amendment would not be in or- 
der. 


Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the gentleman will be given an opportunity 
to submit an amendment of that kind so that a report may be made 
at this session and that action may be taken promptly. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Regular order. 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. HOLMAN, the 
House divided; and there were—ayes 70, noes 85. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr, FORD moved to reconsider the vote by which the resolution was 
adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr, Speaker, 
may be a limit imposed upon this expenditure, 
may be $5,000. 

he SPEAKER. Is there objection ? 
Mr. CHEADLE. I object. 


* ADDITIONAL ROOM FOR DOORKEEPER. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I desire to offer the following resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved by the a GA A EEEE Saag 3 the ei E o Jae e, 
su to the approv: e Committee on Accoun and ereby, 
one ached and raced to rent some suitable building, or ina building, 
f the year 1888, to be used by him for additional accommo- 

The expense of the same shall be paid out of the 


I ask unanimous consent that there 
I ask that the limit 


Gutigun tee chs AO 
contingent fund of the House. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 


Mr. HOLMAN. There are certainly quite a number of buildings 


over on the ground we have bought for the Public Library which might 
be used for that purpose. 

Mr. RICHARDSON, I will state that the Committee on Printing 
has investigated that fact. The gentleman is mistaken when he states 
there is a building there which can be used for this purpose. We have 
endeavored to get one of the two buildings there, but have been in- 
formed by the commissioners for the Library that they need the two 
buildingsthere. They positively refuse to allow the Doorkeeper to have 
access to them. ‘The folding-room here is full. The little room that 
they have on the Library ground is full of books, The Public Printer is 
ready and anxious to deliver to the Doorkeeper from five to six thou- 
sand copies per day of the agricultural report. The Doorkeeper is not 
able to receive them. There is nowhere they can be placed to which 
the Doorkeeper has access. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Will my friend allow nit to ask him a single ques- 
tion? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Yes. 

-Mr. HOLMAN. A numberof rooms have been rented in the Butler 
Building for the House. Those rooms certainly are not used. Can 
they not be obtained? No committee has met there since Congress 


began. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I understand those rooms are occupied by the 
committees of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The resolution is not yet before the House. Is” 
there objection to its present consideration? 

A MEMBER on the Republican side. I object. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I hope the gentleman will not object, because 
if he does it will leave us nowhere to deliver the Agricultural Reports 
PRT the Cattle and Dairy Reports which the Public Printer is ready to 

eliver. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Why can they not besentout from the Print- 
ing Office ? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. ‘The Public Printer has nowhere to fold them. 
He can not deliver one day’s work. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made, and the resolution will go to- 
the Committee on Accounts. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I would like to know who objected. I saw 
no gentleman rise. I will state that these reports can not be folded at 
the Printing Office. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee claims that no 
gentleman rose and made objection. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I rise to object, Mr. Speaker. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I now move that the House resolve it- 
self into Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Irise toa question of order.  ~ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. My question of order isthat the regular order 
is the pending bill reported from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
which was under consideration on last Saturday; and that that regular 
order can not be dispensed with except by unanimous consent. The 
rule prescribes the order of business for days other than Monday. It 
says that after the morning hour shall have been devoted to reports 
from committees, or the call completed, the Speaker shall again call 
the committees in regular order for one hour, upon which call each com- 
mittee on being named shall have the right to call up for consideration 
any bill, ete. 

The rules prescribe thatafter that order has been discharged the next 
business in order is to proceed to the consideration of unfinished busi- 
ness; and after the unfinished is disposed of the rule prescribes that 
the next thing in order is for the House to go into Committee of the 
Whole for the purpose of considering appropriation bills and revenue 
bills. The Speaker on last Friday held strictly in concurrence with 
the position I take. s 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the hour for the consideration of bilis. 

Mr. Hormax. I ask unanimous consent that the hour be dispensed with. 

Mr. STEELE. I object. 

Mr. Hormax. Does it es unanimous consent to dispense with this hour? 

‘The SPEAKER. It can only be done by unanimous consent. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it will take but two or three minutes to dispose 
of the pending bill, and I insist it shall be of now. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has decided on several occasions that 
the hour for considering bills could be dispensed with, when a request 
was made for that purpose, only by unanimous consent. But there is 
another rule of the House to which the gentleman from Illinois did not 
call attention, and which the Chair will cause to be read, under which 
the motion made by the gentleman from Texas [ Mr. MILLS] is in order. 
If that motion is agreed to, the vote of the House of course dispenses 
with the order. If that motion is not agreed to, then theorder must 
be proceeded with unless unanimous consent is given. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Rule XVI, clause 9, At any time after the expiration of the morning hour it 
shall be in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the purpose of considering bills 
raising revenue or general appropriation bills, 

The SPEAKER. This is an exception to the rule which the gen- 


tleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] has read. That isa rule pro- 
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viding for going into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union 
aera after unfinished business has been disposed of; but by the 
e just read by the Clerk the additional special privilege i is given to 
ommittee on Appropriations and to the Committee on Ways and 
Means to move, after the morning hour, to go into Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union for the consideration of their bills. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If I understood the reading of that rule, it 
provides for going into Committee of the Whole after the unfinished 
business is disposed of. 

The SPEAKER. No; after the morning hour, which is the hour 
for the call of committees. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I submit that there is a very flagrant 
conflict between the rule I have read and the one which the Clerk has 
just read. 

The SPEAKER. Not at all. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Well, Mr. Speaker, I do not want to consume 
the time of the House on this matter. The pending bill will be dis- 
posed of in two or three minutes, and I ask the gentleman not to raise 
the question of consideration, but let the matter be disposed of. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR] 
withdraws his objection to. the consideration of the resolution offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. From information which I have received 
since I objected, I think the resolution ought to pass, and I withdraw 
my objection. 

The resolution was agreed to, 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the res- 
olution was agreed to; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The SPEAKER. The question now is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. MILLS], that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on tke state of the Union, Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

TARIFF. 

The CHAIRMAN. TheHouse is now in Committee of the Whole 
for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation 
and simplify the laws in relation to thecollection of therevenue. The 
pending question is on the third section of the bill, 

Mr. MILLS. Iask unanimous consent, for the convenience of gen- 
tlemen on both sides of the House, that there shall be no vote taken on 
my part of the pending section to-day, but that the day shall be given 
to debate. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. MILLS. I[also ask consent that the dates in this section may 
be left open for the present. 

Mr. ADAMS. ‘The gentleman refers not only to the date in line 1, 
but also to the date in line 7. 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, sir. We simply want to go on with the debate 
to-day. 

The CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent is asked that the dates in 
this section be left to be determined hereafter when that question is 
called up. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair desires to state for the information 
of the House, in view of the fact that there is to be no vote on the 
pending paragraph during the day, that it is unnecessary for members 
to move formal amendments. The Chair will recognize gentlemen for 
debate until the voting begins. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. With a view to shortening the debate, I 
wish to inquire of gentlemen on the other side if it will accord with 
their views to agree that there shall be a yea and nay vote in the 
House on the wool schedule? .« 

Mr. . Iam notauthorized to make any agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that any agreement of that 
kind would have to be made in the House, as the committee can not 
bind the House. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I made the suggestion in order to ascer- 
tain the feeling of the gentlemen on the other side, and I understand 
that they refuse to entertain the proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio, on the left [Mr. 
PUGSLEY], desires to ask unanimons consent that he be allowed to 
address the committee not to exceed twenty minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PUGSLEY. x if there is any eloquence whatever 
in silence, I have heretofore been one of the most eloquent members 
of this House. On my arrival here I was informed by an old member 
that it was not considered good form for a new member to say much. 
He said if I would keep quiet and listen to him I might, perhaps, in 
the course of time, if I was duly attentive, know as much as he did. 
Unfortunately my limited stock of wisdom has not increased as rapidly 


as I hoped it would under that process, owing perhaps to a lack of 
absorbing poweronmypart And so, as I representa district which cast 
37,000 votes, which is twelve times as many as are represented by each + 
of twelve gentlemen here who have spoken about twelve times as often 
as the average of the remainder of the members, I venture a few re- 
marks on the modest wool question, one in which my district is a good 
deal interested, although not to the extent of many other districts in 
the State, there being’in the one I represent only about 120,000 sheep. 

I do not desire to repeat the arguments that have been urged during 
the progress of this debate against the provision of the bill under con- 
sideration placing wool on the free-list, but to call the attention of the 
committee to one or two more evil results that would follow the adop- 
tion of that provision. 

The destruction of the wool-growing industry in this country would 
not only be a loss to the farmer of the profits now derived from wool 
and mutton—it would have a tendency to impair to a very considera- 
ble extent the productive capacity of the soil, which is his only capital. 
‘There is no question of such vital importance to the farmer as the ques- 
tion of fertilization. How shall he preserve or improve the condition 
of hisland? ‘That is a question which is now presenting itself before 
the American farmer in the older States with startling clearness. Itis 
one which he has hitherto considered but little. He has drawn with 
unsparing hand on the stores of fertility provided by nature in a new 
country. Even in Ohio, which is one of the best agricultural States 
and is so young thatitis this year celebrating the centennial ofits set- 
tlement, the farmers are warned by the diminished productiveness of 
the soil that their methods of farming must be changed. Less land 
must be plowed and cultivated and more devoted to pasture; less 
grain must be raised and sold and removed from the farm, and more 
must be consumed on the farm. The attention of the farmer must be 
given more than it hitherto has been to the raising of live-stock of a 
kind which will be most beneficial to his land. I submit to those at 
all acquainted with farming that there is no class of animals so useful 
as sheep for that purpose. There are none which can live so almost 
entirely on pasture, which require so little grain, which do so little in- 
jury by tramping, and which soquickly restore an apparently exhausted 
soil to a comparatively fertile condition. 

This proposed legislation that would drive sheep out of this country 
would, [I think, make unavailable a very large amount of the poorer 
lands of this country, and would at the same time be a serious blow at 
a great many farmers who, while they may not bein debt, have no sur- 
plus property tospare. It would havea destructive effect on some whom 
I represent. Two-thirds of the land in my district is remarkably fer- 
tile, affording every comfort to those who occupy it; but the remain- 
ing third is poor. Itis poor naturally, or has been worn out by too much 
cultivation. št is nearly all occupied, however, and it is occupied by 
good, honest men. Thereisno way they can makea living out of those 
lands except by keeping sheep. Cattle, horses, and hogs require too 
much feed, especially grain. But by keeping a flock of from 50 to 200 
sheep on such lands, and by moving them from one field to another, 
allowing each a sufficient rest from cultivation, a man can so improve 
the condition of his land as to enable him to raise the limited amount 
of grain required as breadstuff for his family, and also for his flock, his 
team, two or three cows, poultry, and enough swine to furnish him meat 
through the winter. From these sources and the fruit and vegetables 
he can raise, a poor man on a poor farm can live decently and raise his 
family decently. 

I know a good many such men as that, and I have great respect for 
them. They are good citizens. They do their duty to the very best 
of their ability to their families, to their neighbors, and, when called 
upon, to their country. They are endeavoring to educate their children 
and to bring them up in the right way, and to elevate them to a posi- 
tion better than their own. I would not like to see the burden of 
those men, already heavy enough, made greater than they can bear. I 
would not like to see them driven from their humble but independent 
homes to become day laborers for others. But that would be the effect 
of the passage of this bill unamended in this particular. And not in 
my district only, but to a much greater extent in many other places 
scattered over the whole country. But, says the President of the United 
States, in substance, it can only injure the owner of fifty sheep to the 
amount of $36, and of a hundred sheep $72, and of two hundred sheep 
$144, and those sums are too insignificant to be permitted to stand in 
the way of an illustration of a great ciple. They do seem small, 
and they are small to a gentleman with $50,000 a year salary, and $50,- 
000 a year more for household expenses; rer when they mean clothing, 
when they mean attendance in sickness, when they mean comforts and 
necessaries of which a man and his family would otherwise be deprived, 
they are not so insignificant; they are, on the contrary, of very great 
importance. But, say the free-traders, the farmer will get a cheaper 
blanket. Cheap blankets are a specialty with our Democratic friends. 
They seem to think that if a farmer can only wrap himself in a cheap 
blanket and stick a rooster’s feather in his hair, and march around the 
country like an Indian, he will be all right.. Where the money to buy 
the blanket is to come from after his business has been destroyed they 
fail to inform us. Even if under such circumstances he has the money 
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to purchase blankets rA ~lothing, he can buy goods made by our own 
manufacturers as cheaply as those made in England, and far cheaper 
than he could if without protection home competition were withdrawn. 

We have heard a great deal here, from those whose principal interest 
in the farmer is to obtain his vote, about the depressed condition of ag- 
ticulture. Whatever the truth about that may be, I can conceive of 
no action that can be taken by Congress better calculated to do the 
farmer a direct and serious injury than the destruction of the forty-four 
millionsofsheepinthiscountry. It will not aid our farmers if you trans- 
fer all the profits of that immense business to the farmers of Australia 
or the Argentine Republic. It will not benefit the other farmers in 
the United States, and certainly not the wool-growers, if you compel 
the million men nowengaged in that industry to go into other branches 
of farming already sufficiently occupied and lower prices by overpro- 
duction. 

The wool-growing industry is one which has in it hope for the future 

.if properly protected. The present duty on wool should not only be 
retained, it shonld be increased, so that within a short time we will 
have one hundred millions instead of forty-four millions of sheep in 
this country, and two millions instead of one million men engaged in 
the business, and furnish the entire supply of wool required by our 
manufacturers, 

It would prevent the deterioration of the soil; it would be to the 
advantage of all the farmers; it would add to the number of homes 
for the people and to the manufacturer, who should also have adequate 
protection; it would increase the home market, the value of which de- 
pends upon the prosperity of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, while the bill now under consideration protects the 
Southern planter, its effects will certainly be, and its object seems to be, 
to injure the Northern farmer by placing many of his most important 
products in competition with those of the cheap land and labor of other 
countries. The protection he has hitherto enjoyed is to be withheld, 
and the doors are to be thrown wide open to all who may choose to 
pour their surplus agricultural products in upon us. Notwithstanding 
the hypocritical lamentations that have been’uttered and the crocodile 
tears that have been shed over the Northern farmers by the majority 
of this House, there is no other class so discriminated against, and 
whose rights are so disregarded, and yet they comprise a large propor- 
tion of the best, most substantial, and patriotic citizens of the country. 
‘The purpose would appear to be to arouse in them antagonism to those 
engaged in manufactures, and to secure their assistance in forcing upon 
all the advent of free trade. If I know those whom I represent, and 
their views accord with those of farmersgenerally, it will not be accom- 
plished. They are fully informed as to their own interests. They know 
the better market protection will give them, and how it will enhance the 
value of their lands more to have a great manufacturing establishment 
with thousands of employés in their immediate neighborhood, or as 
near as possible to them in their own country, rather than in Europe. 
They know it ‘is better that one-third of the people should be pro- 
ducers, and two-thirds consumers of what they raise than that all 
should be producers. They know that they can buy cheaper and sell 
dearer under protection than under free trade. They know that, if 
the mere 6 per cent. of their produce that is sold abroad and comes in 
competition with the produce of cheaper labor and cheaper lands, de- 
creases the price of the 94 per cent, sold at home, it would be well for 
them if the fostering hand of the Government was still further ex- 
tended to develop other manufactures that can be carried on success- 
fully in this country, so that the increased number of employés and 
consumers would require the 6 per cent. now exported, and relieve the 
farmers from that unworthy competition. ‘They know their welfare is 
dependent on that of all other citizens, and they will adhere to the 
policy of protection for themselves and for all. [Applause. ] 

Mr. MORSE Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that since the election of 
Mr. Cleveland to the Presidency the Republican partyin this House has 
placed itself in a most illogical position on the tariff question. It has 
admitted in the Tariff Commission report and in various ways that 
some revision of the tariff,so as to reduce unnecessary taxation and pre- 
vent the still further growth of the surplus in the Treasury, was called 
for. Yet they have refused to make any revision themselves, or to con- 
sent to any revision to be made by anybody else, which looks to the re- 
duction of duties confessedly too large, and not required for any legiti- 
mate governmental pu > 

In my service sn this House for eight years under two Republican 
administrations I do not remember having had any like experience. 

* Heretofore whatever party was in power some attempt has been made 
to correct what was wrong and bring about a better condition of affairs; 
but at the present time the policy of the Republican party seems to be 
to create a feeling of general dissatisfaction in Congress and throughout 
the country, apparently without regard to results and which can lead 
to no possible good. The Democrats can not be expected to be over- 
prea at the complications which arise out of such a condition of pub- 

c affairs. They have honestly attempted to bring the administration 
of the Government to a peace basis, and to strictly confine all Depart- 
ments and officers to the exercise of their proper functions, and they 
find themselves obstructed in the accomplishment of this good work 
by the course pursued by the Republican party, which gives itself up 


to the expression of furious opposition when any member on this side 
of the House seeks to say anything with reference to the tariff, or pre- 
vent, as far as possible, extravagant appropriations of the people’s 
money and keep taxation within proper bounds. While the surplus 
revenue has grown beyond all precedent, and while there is serious ap- 
prehension throughout the whole country that it may lead to deplor- 
able results, yet when we attempt to bring about some adjustment of 
this unfortunate state of affairs we are denounced as enemies of Ameri- 
can labor! 

Now, every sensible man knows that without the votes of American 
laborers not many of us on this side would hold a seat in this House. 
We are in fact indebted to them for our seats on this floor, and we have 
received their votes because the history of the country shows that the 
Democratic party has always favored legislation having in view the 
best interests of the whole people. It can not be that we would wil- 
lingly cast aside the support upon which we depend. In point of fact 
both President and fetes ot of Congress look for an indorsement from 
the people whose votes they require if they hope to succeed, and they 
would avoid as an act of supreme folly the advocacy of any measure 
which would tend even indirectly to the injury of labor or the labor- 
ing man in this country. 

Whether I speak or remain silent I am liable to misconstruction, but 
I am not deterred by that fact from doing what I believe to be my 
duty. At the risk therefore of being called a free-trader—which T cer- 
tainly am not; and of being called an enemy of American labor and 
the American laborer—which would be untrue and without a shadow 
of foundation—I will venture to express my views on the pending prop- 
osition reported from the Committee on Ways and Means for the re- 
vision of the tariff. 

It is admitted on both sides of the House, or it is at least not denied, 
that the surplus revenue in the National Treasury is at present so large 
and has continued to increase so steadily that it has become a serious 
inconvenience and embarrassment, if not a positive menace, to our busi- 
ness interests. The burning question of the hour, therefore, is, what 
shall be done by Congress? It should provide a remedy for this recog- 
nized evil with the least possible delay and in the most effective man- 
ner, looking to the general welfare and not merely to special interests, 

It is not contended anywhere, or by any one, that it is the right of 
any government, national, State, city, or town, to tax the people beyond 
what is actually necessary for a proper and economical administration 
of the Government. To do so is not only in defiance of ordinary busi- 
ness rules, but is a gross breach of trust on the part of the legislative 
body that indulges in such a course, Unnecessary taxation is unjust 
taxation; and the moment it is discovered it becomes the-duty of Con- 
gress to see that the evil is removed and is prevented from increasing. 

In a word, Mr. Chairman, it may be said as an axiomatic truth, that 
in a country like ours, with a population of over sixty millions of people, 
developmenttaking place in all sections of the country, that theamount 
of money we have is a fair measure of the needs and necessities of active 
and successful enterprise. Money is to ordinary business what blood 
is to the life of the human body. If we lessen the amountof blood we 
impair the functions of life and strength and we open the way to the 
very worst possible consequences. 

So to take out of the channels of trade the money which is their life- 
blood, and to keep on sapping the whole business system of the coun- 
try by hoarding that money and withdrawing it from its fair use and 
office, is a crime as well as a blunder. It isin opposition to the truths 
of economic history of every people, and destructive in its tendencies 
in whatever way it may be looked at, or with whatever analogies it 
may be compared and tested. 

Now, a growing surplus revenue influences the money market un- 
favorably by increasing the price of money and the rate of interest, 
and as a consequence restrains and lessens, if it does not paralyze and 
destroy, business interests. It at once arouses suspicion and destroys 
confidence, and the injurious results can be measured only by the ex- 
tent to which the evil is permitted to exist. As an evidence of this 
fact let me state that one firm doing business in Boston to the amount 
of $10,000,000 annually, has been lost to that city in consequence of a 
change in the rate of interest. It is equally valuable to notice what 
has recently taken place by the action of the Secretary of the Treasury 
in complying with the law. As soon as he began to buy bonds the rate 
of interest fell from 5 to 3 per cent., and this within one week. It 
clearly demonstrated the benefitial effect of reducing the plethora of 
money in the Treasury and increasing the supply of money in the 
country for the ordinary purposes of business. 

It exhibited the danger of hoarding money and the consequent dis- 
advantage to merchants, of whom 90 per cent., at some time during 
the year, are obliged to borrow money, and upon whom an advanced 
rate of interest results in loss, and sometimesin ruin. Of course fail- 
ures and financial embarrassments are largely due to speculation; but 
in this connection I do not include any such consideration, but confine 
myself at present to the infiuence which the withdrawal of money 
from the channels of trade and hoarding it in the Treasury has, in in- 
creasing the rate of interest, thereby imparing the free movement and 
success of business; while, on the contrary, the limitation of revenue 
to the actual wants of the Government and allowing the country te 
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expect a profit by the use of the remaining money which fairly belongs 
to it, will lower the rate of interest and improve confidence, and pre- 
serve a better tone, and secure a larger and more general prosperity. 

I came to this Congress committed to my constituents upon a prin- 
ciple, and to which my party was committed, and that was to provide 
in the best way and at the earliest moment for the reduction of the 
surplus revenue of the Government. The attention of Congress was 
called to this matter in the most urgent and emphatic terms by the 
President of the United States in the exercise of his constitutional 
power, to inform it of the condition of the country and to recommend 
what in his judgment was the best course to pursue. Immediately 
after the organization of this House and the appointment of commit- 
tees, the Committee of Ways and Means earnestly deyoted itself to the 
preparation of a measure providing for a readjustment of duties and a 
reduction of revenue, for the purpose of doing away with the surplus, 
That committee reported a bill to the House as a result of their labors 
and as the very best measure they could suggest. It is pending in 
this House, and demands our attention and our action, 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, action upon it can not longer he deferred, as 
the session is drawing to a close. It is the only measure we have be- 
fore us, and it must be taken for granted that it is the best one under 
the circumstances, or else if there were a better one, which would more 
certainly secure the end we are trying to reach, it would have been 

resented before this. But the bill of the committee is the only bill 
before this House. I shall therefore support it to the best of my abil- 
ity as the only way open to me as a member of this House to meet the 
pledges I have made to the people and discharge my sworn duty tothe 
country. 

I do not propose to take up and consider every item of a long bili 
like this, but rather come at once to the subject under discussion. 

The question of wool, upon which there has been so much said, seems 
to my mind to be so plain that I wonder there can be any difference of 
opinion about it., Iam informed that the world’s annual production 
of wool is consumed within the same period, and as we only raise 300,- 
000,000 pounds of wool or wool-tops, 1 can not see what particular dan- 
ger to our wool interest there can be, or why there should be any ob- 
jection to allowing the wool that we needn our manufactures to come 
in free of duty. It is absolutely required in our manufactures, and 
will be imported whether the duty is more or less. Our wool will be 
used for the purpose to which it is adapted, but it does not begin to 
supply, either in extent or quality, the wool which our improvement 
and advance in the manufacture of woolen goods require to compete 
with the finer quality of woolen goods imported from abroad. lam 
satisfied, therefore, should this bill pass, the production of wool in this 
country will find a larger market and a better price than it does now, 
because the increased manufacture of woolen goods will increase the 
demand for our own wool; and the necessity on our part of competing 
successfully with a higher quality of imported weolen goods will be 
assisted in the accomplishmentof that end by obtaining the finer wool 
at a cheaperrate, while at the same time the wool-growing interest will 
be kept up and stimulated in the larger demand which must necessarily 

- arise out of more extensive and better woolen manufactures. 

I know that every manufacturer believes, as I do, that it would be 
in the interest of every woolen manufacturer to have free wool. The 
only fear threatened by the opponents of the measure seems to be that 
what may follow, not by the passage of this bill, but at some future 
time the Democrats intend to make woolens free as wellas wool. Now, 
without discussing this point politically, it seems to me that the Re- 
publican party, claiming to be able to control the next House, ought 
not to fear the of this bill, as they could easily prevent the 
passage of an act for free woolens, which was never thought of or 
intended by us. It is claimed that free wool will affect the price of 
American wooland thereby injure the American wool producer. Every- 
body knows that wool can be most profitably raised where land is the 
cheapest. I have no doubt we could raise more wool in this country 
than we do now, but the farmer may find it more profitable to occasion- 
ally kill a lamb and sell the meat than to procure the wool. 

I amin receiptof a letter from a personal friend, together with astate- 
ment from the New York Economist, showing what, in his opinion, the 
effect of free wool would be, which I beg to insert in my remarks. 

I have also another communication giving figures of the cost of mak- 
ing the goods under a free-wool system. We know what the effect has 
been of the abolition of the duty on hides, Scarcely a ship sails out 
of the port of Boston without carrying as a part of its cargo American 
leather, a patt of which is manufactured by William Titt & Sons, per- 
sonal friends of my colleague, Mr. HAYDEN, and supporters of my col- 
league; Mr. LODGE, who, I understand, export two-thẹds of their pro- 

uction. 

This is only one case, and I believe a relative and a personal friend 
of Mr, HAYDEN, Mr. John fummings, is doing a large business in the 
same line. 

The importation of hides free of duty not only did not in any way 
lessen the cost of or decrease the market for our own hides, but by 
diminishing the cost to those engaged in the manufacture of the article, 
it stimulated and enlarged that manufacture, and by making a larger 


demand for the domestic article of hides, increased the market for 
them. 

I believe the introduction of free wool will enable us to supply at 
least 25 per cent. more of the woolen goods we consume than we ever 
did before. It accomplishes, therefore, the very purpose we have in 
view, because it has the double effect of reducing the revenue, which 
we do not need for any legitimate purpose, and it improves and extends 
atthe same time the fineness and quality of our woolen goods and en- 
larges the demand for the home product. Considering in every point 
of view the free importation of wool, where we can get it best and 
cheapest, will have the effect to benefit and not to injure either our home 
productions or our home market—as in the case of the importation of 
free hides from other countries, the effect of which has been beneficial 
in a very marked degree. It is certainly true that our manufacture of 
woolen goods is improving in quality, finish, and style, and with proper 
facilities furnished to it, of the raw material it requires, at the cheapest 
rates, we must necessarily assist and not retard its growth; and every 
sense of justice of what is right would prompt us in this reasonable 
and just mode to help our own woolen manufactures in their comneti- 
tion to supply our home market with a better class of goods which, as 
we know, toa very large extent, is supplied now by importation of 
woolen goods from abroad. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Does the gentleman claim that the free importa- 
tion of wool will make the price of wool grown in this country greater 
or less? 

Mr. MORSE. I claim that none of the wool which we impori to- 
day conflicts directly with the American wool, because it is of different 
fiber and different quality; and if we can get wool from abroad free, I 
believe that by the mixture of foreign wool with American wool, en- 
abling us to manufacture more woolen goods, we shall naturally use 
more of our American wool. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Do you not believe that when wool is imported free 
we shall soon be receiving the woolen goods from abroad free ? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think thatis a fair question. We raise rev- 
enue by a tariff largely in textile fabrics; thatis our policy. Wetmake 
wool free as a raw material, as we believe, in the interest of manufact- 
urers and wool-growers both. It is not to beexpected that we will at 
any time refuse a reasonable protection to labor employed in manufact- 
uring. 

Mr. ARNOLD. The woolen manufacturers are afraid of free wool, 
because they are afraid of free woolen goods later on. 

Mr. MORSE. I have answered you. That is my statement. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Have you considered the effect of free 
wool upon the sheep industry from the American standpoint? 

Mr. MORSE. There is no question in my mind that by permitting 
the importation of wool free we can make here woolen goods of the 
classes we now import, and by reason of the increase of our woolen 
manufactures here the American wool-grower will bein as good a con- 
dition as he is now if not better. 

Mr. WILKINS. I wish to put to the gentleman a question for in- 
formation. He statesthat we must have wool from abroad to be mixed 
with our own wool in order to manufacture certain classes of goods. 
I would like him to explain what kind of wool we must import for the 
purpose of mixing it with American wool, and what kind of goods 
would then be manufactured. x 

Mr. MORSE. ‘The suit I now wear is an example of cloth made of 
mixed wools, It is a worsted that could not be made of the common 
American fleece, Fashion is capricious. Manufacturers must make 
what the trade requires and to do that they must have choice of wools. 

Mr. WILKINS. Then the gentleman from Massachusetts means to 
say that the foreign wool must be imported free, in order to enable us 
to manufacture worsted goods. 

Mr. MORSE. For the manufacture of many kinds of worsted goods, 
and also for the production of much of the goods for women’s wear. 

Mr. WILKINS. Dress goods? 

Mr. MORSE. Dress goods of many kinds. American wool alone 
can not produce satisfactory results in this class of goods. 

Mr. WILKINS. Does the gentleman say that we can not manufact- 
ure from American wool as good worsteds as can be manufactured from 
any imported wools? 

Mr. MORSE. That is exactly what I claim; that the American 
wool alone can not be used so as to produce goods of the class of that 
which I am now wearing. 

Mr. WILKINS. Of what wool is that manufactured? Where does . 
the wool grow? 

Mr. MORSE. I believe it is Australian wool. The gentleman 
might as well claim that our carpetscan be manufactured from Ameri- 
can wool. Why are not carpets made out of the wools we produce here? 

Mr. WILKINS. We do make carpets out of wools produced here. 

Mr. MORSE. The records show that in the manufacture of carpets 
in the United States 90 per cent. of the wool used is imported. 

Mr. WILKINS. Iagree that we do manufacture carpets from im- 
ported wools—— 

Mr. MORSE. ButI go further. 

Mr. WILKINS. But we also manufacture carpets from wool raised 
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in the United States, in Arizona, New Mexico, ete. The gentleman 
knows that. 

Mr. MORSE. But what percentage of ourcarpetsare manufactured 
from such wool? : 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. There are 32,000,000 pounds of our 
wool used. 

Mr. MORSE. Ihave not time to yield indefinitely in this way. My 
point is that in the carpets made in the United States 90 per cent. of 
the wool is imported. 

There is another consideration, general in its character, which seems 
to have been lost sight of in the discussions which have taken place on 
this subject. We should not forget there has been marked improve- 
ment and advance in every field of human labor, and that through the 
inventive genius of our own people we have been able to increase the 
outcome at less cost than ever before. is, taken in connection with 
the better methods of business, has not been without beneficial re- 
sults. Take as a single instance the machinery of a mill built thirty. 
years ago and contrast it with one built within the last five years. In 
the latter case the new mill could be run ata profit, while the old one 
would be run at a loss or not at all. We are not only better manu- 
facturers but we are also better merchants. Competition has become 
closer and sharper, and we are compelled to take advantage of every 
facility we can command in the transaction of our business and the ex- 
ercise of an economy which avoids every expense found to be unneces- 
sary. The merchant strives to deliver his goods directly from the pur- 
chaser to the consumer. The middleman has therefore disappeared 
from view, 

Mr. ARNOLD. As a matter of fact, if the woolen manufacturer 
wants improved machinery does he not send to Belgium or England to 
procure it? 

Mr. MORSE. Iam aware of that fact; yet now, when we are trying 
to give you the privilege of importing machinery free, you object. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Will not that machinery over there produce, with 
the same amount of labor, as much cloth per hour as it will prealuce 
in the United States? 

Mr. MORSE. Does the gentleman mean to inquire whether the same 
labor and the same machinery employed over there will produce as 
much as here? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Exactilv. 

Mr. MORSE. We gentlemen on opposite sides of the House disagree 
entirely on that point. My colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. RUS- 
SELL] mentioned the other day a case of this kind, showing that shoe- 
making machinery used in England produced but 47 per cent. as many 
shoes per day as similar machines produced in the United States. 

I know something about this matter from my own experience. I 
was born abroad and came here at the age of seventeen years, landing 
at Castle Garden from an emigrant ship. Ihad no relatives dependent 
upon me, I was free to act for myself, and I was able to lay by money. 
Immigrants are usually the young, the ambitious, and enterprising; 
they are stimulated by their opportunities; their labor here is far su- 
perior to what it would beat home. They leave behind those whose 
entanglements or lack of enterprise hamper them, and the man on this 
side of the water is worth twice as much as the other. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Doesthe gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MORSE] 
claim that a loom running eighty picks per minute in Belgium will 
produce less cloth per hour than a loom which runs the same number 
of picks per minute in the United States? 

Mr. MORSE. The gentleman from Rhode Island might as well sup- 

all the conditions of labor to be the same in Belgium as they are 
0 That machinery runs at our speed and people work with our 
ambition—— _ 

Mr. ARNOLD. But the gentleman should remember—— 

Mr. MORSE. Permit me to finish my statement. Here our oper- 
atives, under the stimulus of which I have spoken, work at high speed 
and full time. They are promptly on hand when the bell rings, and 
stay until 6 o’clock in the evening, when the bell rings again. They 
work steadily, and without the numerous holidays, i ties, and 
interruptions which interfere with the productiveness of labor on the 
other side. Ifthe gentleman means to make it appear that under ex- 
isting management and arrangements the same results are produced 
abroad as here, I deny it. I claim, and can prove, that under our sys- 
tem we produce better results from our machines than are produced on 
the other side. 


“ Mr. FELTON. Then the matter depends upon the management? 


Mr. MORSE. Tt depends in a measure upon the difference of cli- 


mate, the ambition of the workmen, and also on the fact that our in- 
stitutions are different here; our laborers are more independent—— 

Mr: COCKRAN. Here they have hope. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; they have the chance of a future; the employé 
has the hope of becoming an employer, as I have done, though I had 
but little expectation of doing it when I landed in America. 

When I began business my goods were purchased of a jobber. He 
bought of a commission house, and that commission house obtained 
its goods from the manufacturer. Since then the process has changed, 
and instead of buying from a jobber, and he from the manufacturer, I 
buy from the manufacturer directly, and save the expense of different 
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shipments and the incidents of freight, cartage, nsurance, and book- 
keeping at the several places, and reduce the cost by saving the three 
pos of these middlemen. ‘That istosay, that now, with my present 
usiness under the system of to-day, I save these three profits. I can 
purchase cheaper from the manufacturers direct than I conld—— 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. ‘Then three men are turned out of em- 
ployment. 
oct MORSE. Oh! now, we are not talking buncombe, but solid 

cts. 

Ican not make money unless I buy my goods direct from the man- 
ufactarer. 

Mr. ARNOLD. You buy your goods from the manufacturer enough 
cheaper to save the expense of the middlemen. 

Mr. MORSE. Well, I hardly claim that; I buy them cheaper, of 
course. If I buy direct from friend ARNOLD I will get them from him 
cheaper than if he sold them to A, and A sold them to B, and I pur- 
chased from B, 

Mr. ARNOLD. You save three profits. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, I am saving something. I do not want to ad- 
vertise my business too much; but it enables me to sell these ‘‘ $10 
suits.” [Laughter and applause. ] 

We have in addition better facilities of travel and carriage by rail 
and steam-boat for the delivery of goods. Steam and electricity supply 
us with the very latest information, and we know up to the last mo- 
ment where we can buy cheapest and sell at the best profits. This 
enables us to manufacture goods at less cost and to sell them at re- 
duced rates. It enables us also to avoid loss by bad debts, which is 
an item in successful management. Twenty-five years ago, when I did 
only one-quarter of my present business, the percentage of loss was 
five times as great as it is at present, because of this item, and such I 
have no doubt is the experience of the merchants generally. 

We are doing business upon a far better system than formerly. 

We were formerly obliged to sell on six, eight, and ten months’ 
credit, and pay from 8 to 12 per cent. for money, but owing to the fa- 
cilities to which I have just referred, and the economies and better 
methods of business adopted, we have sold goods for nearly cash, and 
borrowed money at one-ha#the former rate of interest. 

Money has accumulated in this country, and as a general rule the 
country is more prosperous. But we are endeavoring to aid it still 
further by giving free wool to the American manufacturer, which will 
still further enlarge the field of American industry, and help our peo- 
ple. You keep threatening us all the time with your free whisky 
u refuse free wool. Now take some 
of our Democratic medicine. [Laughter.] Itmay do somebody some 
good. We believe it will. We do not want your free whisky. 

But besides these things, the American market has changed. For- 
merly money was less abundant here and all over the world." Now it 
must be actively used, and men with capital have the. control. Noman 
to-day can do a successful business on the credit system. He can not 
buy upon credit and succeed. The point I wish to make is that in the 
interest of business we must collect only money enough to meet the 
requirements of economical administration, and instead of millions of 
money hoarded in the Treasury it should be in the active channels of 
trade, in the pockets of the people. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. How much surplus would the gentleman 
take off? Fifty millions? 

Mr. MORSE. Pardon me; but do not answer your own question. 
Reduction of surplus must d d upon existing conditions. We are 
fighting for a principle in this bill which you claim is a wrong one. 
Now, the amount of surplus to be taken off depends entirely upon what 
the requirements of the Government may be from day to day and from 
year to year. The Treasury may be in such a condition next year that 
it will require more money. Suppose, for instance, a war should break 


out—— 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. But we have not any war now. There- 
fore I ask the gentleman how much of the surplus he would take off? 

Mr. MORSE. All thatisin the Treasury, not required to meet legit- 
imate purposes. [Applause on the Democratic side]. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indi But how much is that? 

Mr. MORSE. Well, Iam nota statistician. The gentleman must 
find the figures for himself. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. You claim, or your bill claims, that it 
should be reduced fifty millions, 

Mr. MORSE. Well, do you object to that? 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. No, I do not; but you do: 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, no; that is just what we are trying to do. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. You had the opportunity to take that 
amount off of sugar the other day and absolutely refused. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; we refused your method of reduction on sugar, 
rice, and all that; but you must bearin mind, my friend, that we claim 
as much patriotism and honesty in the management of the affairs of 
this Government on this side of the House, and on the part of the men 
who framed this bill, as you do. We believe that there is a method of 
doing this which will do injustice to none and will be of advantage to 
all. We have got opinions of our own, and we have put them into 
this bill, and we propose to go before the country upon them. [Ap- 
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plause.] Now, you can go to the country on your opinions and we will 
go on ours.. You can say that if you had had your way—which you did 
not—when you go on the stump in Indiana for re-election, that you 
would have put sugar on the free-list. I am willing to grant you that 
much. We are willing to go upon the bill as it stands. - 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. So are we. 

Mr. MORSE. Very well. : 

Nor should we forget, Mr. Chairman, to take info account in sum- 
ming up the results the vast and abiding influence which immigration 
has had in building up this greatcountry. Who can tell the enormous 
advantages which have been brought to use in opening up to settlement 
the wild regions of the West and Southwest by these bands of immi- 
pops They have come to us in the bloom of their lives, and they 

ve brought to us the labor which we needed. In their effort to make 
homes for themselves they have built up our waste places, and in many 
instances have established commonwealths which to-day are not only 
the strength and support of our free system of government but the pride 
and the glory of every American citizen. x 

Suppose, for example, a man owned the best gold mine in the world 
and yet had no one to work it for him or to purchase his product, what 
would the mine be worth to him? Nothing! We have vast resources, 
and those have been opened up by these immi ts. They have not 
only brought us their labor, but they have brought us their knowledge 
in reference to their special productions, the value of which can hardly 
beoverestimated. It must therefore be apparent to every one that our 
prosperity is not altogether due to the tariff laws. 

Gentlemen on this floor, in the flush of fervid declamation, talk of 
the mask being taken off of the Democratic party, just as if the Demo- 
cratic party was sailing under false colors or pretending to be what it 
is not! 

It is no answer to denounce Democrats asfree-traders simply because 
they wish to reduce revenue taxation to the point where it willsupply 
the legitimate demands of the Government, while it will not be hurt- 
ful to the people. Nor is it true, however often it may be alleged, 

that we owe all our prosperity to tariff laws, and that any change in 
those laws will be disastrous. Our prosperity is the resalt of our nat- 
ural resources, energy, industry, économy, and justice, and it would 
be unsafe to depend upon any other than these old-fashioned and reli- 
able principles for the preservation of good government. 

No man can justly accuse me, as a Democrat. of failing to appreci- 
ate the wants of the country, or lacking in disposition to do that which 
is right and proper to bedone. Still engagedin business, ean it be be- 
lieved I would willingly depreciate the value of my own property and 
advocate what I know must lead to that end? 

If I had the least fear the pending bill would have any such conse- 
quence I would not vote forit. If I believed it would reduce the wages 
of the laboring men of the country or bring distress upon those who 

. . are engaged in manufactures or any other industries, I would be the 

` last man on this floor to support it. Such is not my belief; but on the 
contrary I am firmly convinced, by every consideration which I have 
been able to give the subject, it will very materially help all classes 
and all industries by preventing stagnation of business and bringing 
about a more just and better condition of affairs by removing ont of 
the way a surplus revenue hoarded in the Treasury and standing an 
object of apprehension and a means of temptation to legislation of the 
most questionable character. 

In this connection a great deal is said about England, English mar- 
kets, and English sympathies, and that all this legislation is for the 
benefit of England. By inquiry made, and the general public opinion 
seems to be that this very President of ours isan American, and strange 
it is that he should recommend only such legislation as will benefit 
others only and not our own people. 

We have been told, also, this bill is a Presidential measure. It cer- 
tainly was the duty of the President under his oath to inform Congress 
of the peril to our business interests and to our prosperity as a people 
which was apparent to every other citizen of intelligence, however 
humble his position might be. An effort was made in the Forty-ninth 
Congress to reach some mode of adjustment, but the Morrison bill was 
defeated, and various reasons were assigned for its defeat. It was said 
if it had been passed the consequences would have been so disastrous 
that it would result in the overthrow of the Democratic party. If the 
passage of the present bill would restore the Republican party to power, 
it seems to me we would not hear such furious opposition to it. In 
my judgment they do not really believe any such thing. Atallevents, 
Mr. Chairman, the Democratic party shows its confidence in the pend- 
ing measure and in its justice by risking their ascendency as a party 
upon its success. 

The use of this bill as an opportunity to attack the President is no 
new feature in the course of his opponents. His bold and manly con- 
duct, his frank, open, and straightforward course, his stainless and 
admitted integrity, have not sufficed to save him from the attacks of 
carping critics and the bitterness of political opponents. Were he a 
prophet, and endowed with more than human wisdom, his judgment 
would fail to please his censors, and the oftener he was justified by 
the event the more constant would be their petty attempts to fal- 
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ay his motives, to pervert his attitude, and to rob him of his just 
ues, : 

We had an experience of this when first he took the office. The 
Senate resolutions are well remembered, which called in question his 
reasons for certain removals from office, and demanded all private cor- 
respondence in cases of dismissal, and all know how this political drag- 
net failed to secure the hoped-for advantage. : 

The petty hue and cry about pension vetoes at times makes itselt 
heard even at the present day; yet there is no one who has read the 
vetoes, unless blinded by i ip, who can deny that the Presi- 
dent has merely exercised that ordinary prudence and discretion which 
the ibility of his office demands, and that he has differed from 
former Presidents only in refusing to sign fraudulent or improper bills 
or to pass them without examination as being too much trouble. 

Then there was the battle-flag incident, with its three kinds of palsy, 
an incident which must bring the blush of shame to all who remember 
their attempt to use it for political advantage. Again, the President 
of the United States, as the representative of this great nation, as an 
act of international courtesy sent as a gift to the Pope a copy of the 
Constitution of the United States. To what straits a party is reduced 
who makes this an accusation! Yet we were solemnly told that this 
would bring into the Republican ranks every religious denomination 
outside of the Rom{n Catholic Church ! 

Now with equal grace comes the storm of denunciation upon the 
President’s tariff message, which to every friendly mind, to every un- 
biased person, it is as clear as the sun in the heavens that the Presi- 
dent was actuated only by the deepest conviction and the highest sense 
of the duty he cwed to the country, when he reported to Congress, in 
language which could not be misunderstood, the crying evil bronght 
upon the country by unnecessary taxation, pointed out the necessity 
of prompt action, and suggested the remedy, 

I believe the country to be in full sympathy with the passage of a» 
bill reducing the income of the Government to actual requirements. 
Of course the Republican party will continue to oppose the passage of 
the bill in every way. If the bill is wrong, why đo they not submit a 
better one? They have not done so, although they clamor so loudly 
against the one which is pending. If it wiil have the effect to destroy 
values, to close factories, to throw labor out of employment, to reduce 
the wages of labor now employed; if all this is to follow, it ought to 
be shown, and the Republican party by its representatives should 
bring in some proposition to accomplish the object to be attained, with- 
out leading to all these disastrous consequences! Yet they have not 
done this, nor will they, because it will expose at once the groundless- 
ness of all their charges and insinuation against the President, against 
the action of the Committee on Way and Means in this House, and 
against the Democratic party generally. 

If I believed the resolutions of my old friend, formerly a member of 
this House, Ex-Governor Foster, wherein he stated the message of the 
President and the bill of the Ways and Means Committee are a direct 
and open assault upon American industries, which, if unresisted, must 
lead to free trade and paralyze business, I would oppose them to the 
best of my ability, and failing to resist the passage of such a bill, I 
would sever my connection with a party which could be guilty of such 
an enormity. But Ido not believe any such thing, andamonly aston- 
ished that a great party should be reduced to making such statements 
to meet the exigencies of an impending Presidential campaign. In my 
judgment the American laborer will not be humbugged by any such 
nonsense, nor will such course of action satisfy him that the Republi- 
can party is his friend, and that the Democrats, contrary to all reason 
and in absolute defiance of their own interest and their own success, are 
marching with open eyes to ruin. 


APPENDICES. 

COST STATEMENT FOR MAY, 1888. 
Cost per yard. 
cestartteren sere thsauyespsavevup | psp ans selene beuveencreesshoWS oxrnsoSrnber 25.3 
1.5 
2.2 
-5 
L5 
4 
E 
Rent, insurance, and taxes...... 49 
Allowances for imperfect goods.. 3.0 
SORRY 8 ao a A Bart n he OE AEA A ee 40.5 


In the items of dyestuffs, wool oil, machinery oil, and soap are included sup- 
plies that are used in dye-house, card-room, and finishing-room, such as belting, 
card-clothing, flocks, brooms, twine, and paper. + 


Boston, July 7, 1888. 

Hon. LEOPOLD Morse: | 

DEAR Sim: I forgot to say in my letter tc you to-day that the labor ina yard 
of cassimere, such as are made at the mill I ama director in, costs no more than 
it does in a yard of British goods of the same quality, although we pay nomi- 
nally 25 to 50 per cent. more by the day or week. Mr, Robert Bleakie willas- 
sure you thatsuch is the fact. Itisonly about 18 percent. of the cost of the goods, 
The managerandtreasurerofour' * ® millisa rank Republican and does 
not wantany changein thetariff,as hesays we are doing well and always have 
made money—why not let well enough alone? Hesays he fears free goodssoon 
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if we nave free wool now, That is a poor argument, but it is the only one they 
have. With 40 per eene duty on the goodsand free wool we can almostor quite 
e 


compete with the foreign goods if they pay nothing for labor and we pay the 
same as now, 


Boston, July 9, 1888. 
Hon, LEOPOLD Morse: 

My Dear Sie: I wrote you Saturday giving you the cost of fancy cassimeres 
in the United States in comparison with the cost in England and Scotland, and 
explaining the advantage the Americans would have over the British nuder the 
“ Mills bill.” I find to-day a statement in the New York Economist of the com- 

ive cost of another article of woolen goods largely manufactured lere. 

fou will see by the statement if we had free wool we could make these goods 
less than they can, and compete with them without any duty; but the duty 
would be 40 per cent., or 27.96 cents per pound, Supposing we paid double the 
price for labor that they do, we should still have a margin of profit with 49 per 
cent, duty, as in the Mills bill, 

I inclose the statement. 


Bosrox, July 7, 1888. 

Hon. LEOPOLD MORSE: 
ke ees a I can give you some information of the cost of manufacturing woolen 
goods t may interest you, * * * The statement is correct, but varies 
from month to month a trifle. The item of labor varies from 224 to 25 cents 
per yard. Other items may vary in about the same proportion, but the entire 
cost of the s, except wool, varies from 40 to 50 cents, unless there is silk in 
them. This is for a fancy cassimere that sells for $1.70 to $1.75 by the case. I 
have been a director in this mill for the last fifteen years, and am fully ted, 
I inclose a statement received from the mill of the cost for manufacturing for 
May. You will see that the item of labor is only 25.3 cents, which is as large as 
any month in the year; generally is about 23 cents. Some of the other items 
are generally a trifle larger. I will give you the cost at the mill. 


Scoured wool, 26 ounces, at 3} cents per ounce. 
Labor, as per statement.. 
Other items, as per statem. 


131.5 
It costs us, with the discounts, to sell these goods about 16 per cent., so you 


see the profit is small. 
Now supposing we had free wool, the cost would be about as follows, if we 


paid the same for labor: 


Scoured wool, 26 ounces, at 2} cents per ounce... 
Labor, as per statement.. 
Other a A SS 


105.5 


Now let us see what the English or Scotch goods would cost, laid down here 
with 40 per cent. duty, in accordance with the Mills bill: 


Wool, the same as here, 26 ounces at 2} cents per ounce............ raises 
Labor, say 50 cent. less (but it is not per yard any less) about .. > 
Other items about the same as they Cost her€....s.eesssssesssssnsressrererisnneresusnse 


Add 40 per cent. duty on cost of goods there......cccccecseerecneeeeeeseersneee tee 


129.70 

Therefore you see we can make the s here 24,20 cents less than a foreign 
article of the same quality can be laid down here, if we have free wool, and 
sti!l pay the same as we are now paying for labor. 
Iam surprised that any manufacturer of fancy cassimeres in the country 
should oppose the Mills bill. I think they would not if they were not blinded 
by political prejudice, I sincerely hope the Mills bill, or something similar em- 
bracing raw materials on the free-list, will become a law, but I fear it will fail 
in the Senate. 


WOOLEN MANUFACTURES—COMPARATIVE COST OF MANUFACTURING ALI-WOOL 
DRESS GOODS IN ENGLAND AND AMERICA, 


WASHINGTON, June 30. 


Consul Schoenhof at Tunstall, England, has furnished the State Department, 
under date of June 5, 1888, with a very interesting and instructive comparison 
of the cost of manufacturing all-wool dress goods in America and in England. 
The goods selected for comparison are known as “‘sackings.”” In Americathey 
are largely used for ladies’ dress. They are made of carded wool, and are oi 
plain flannel weave. They represent, therefore, flannel manufacturing in the 
different items of labor as well as sackings or ladies’ cloth. 

The American mil! selected for comparison uses mostly Ohioand Michigan 
X fleeces, the price of which at the time Mr. Schoenhof's calculations were 
made stood at 35 cents per pound. A shrinkage of 60 per cent. takes place inthe 
scouring and manufacturing, which brings the cost of the wool in the cloth to 

“70 cents per pound, The cost of carding, spinning, weaving, dyeing, and fin- 
ishing was obtained by dividing the actual expenditures for these several pur- 
poses for half a year by the number of pounds of finished product turned out in 
that time; and the additional charges per pound of cloth, including general 
office expenses, rent, insurance, taxes, and interest, were ascertained in the same 


way, 
a. The total cost in Massachusetts 


r mannfactured pound of ds as de- 

scribed, f. e., all-wool sackings used for ladies’ dress goods, is as follows: 
Cents. 
2. Carding, including scouring. 3.00 
8. Spinning, ...seisisss sess ovaceeeccoe cess 2.85 


4. Weaving, labor 
a, Dressing and warping............. 


7. Finishing.. 
8. Additional 


Total cost per pound. 

Cost of manufacturing, exclusive of wool, 32.31 cents. 
The English mill with which the comparison was made used Cape or Sydney 
wool, for which they paid 6} pence, or 13 cents per pound. This wool yields 6} 
pounds of cloth to 16 pounds of grease wool, The wool would then stand 16 
ence, or 32 cents per pound in the cloth, 


b. The total cost in England per manufactured pound of all-wool sackings, 
used for ladies’ dress , was as follows: 


Be a ETEEN E O A N E Y 
2-3. Carding, scouring, and spinning’. 
4. Weaving— 
a, and e. Dressing, ete.. 


7. Finishing. 
8. Charges........ 
Total cost per pound 


sa nee enone seeesere A sessss sean nasancnnere srren bone eneeee 


Cost of manufacturing, exclusive of wool, 37.90 cents. 

Tn England, in weaving, each operator operates only one loom against two in 
America in this class of goods, 

In corroboration of this statement, Mr. Schoenhof furnishes a statement from 
another mill in Leeds, 


They used New South Wales greasy lambs’ pieces and 
locks, o 


f which the pr sent price is5} pence, or 11 cents per pound, This wool 
shrinks in manufacturing nearly 75 per cent. 
c. The total cost per pound of sackings at this mill was as follows: dii, 
n 


Labor sundries.. 


6. Dyeing SSDNA gues 
7. Finishing (60 per cent. labor).... 
TOE cacussctadvosvedes 


sesse rete t itr et ee ee 


Cost of manufacturing, exclusive of wool, 57.27 cents. 

The manufacturer has calculated here the supplies, item 5 in the previous 
statements, and the charges, item 8 in the previous statements, in with each 
separate manufacturing process, and profit and discount in with the general 
charges. Mr, Schoenhof deducts 7} per cent. for discount.and 10} per cent. for 
profit, making the manufacturing cost per pound 40.25 cents. Mr. Schoenhof 
says that he only introduces this statement in corroboration of the first, which 
he had examined personally and obtained the items in more specified form. 
The latter aceount was mailed to him after he left Leeds. 

The close approximation of two accounts from different parties unknown to 
each other as furnishing the information, he considers valuable confirmation of 
general correctness, * hematical pagel Ege adds, * can only be obtained 
where, as in America, one mill makes one c of goods only, and then only 
with mental reservations, as even here different kinds of goods though of the 
same class are turned out in the year's ran, But if we come within a fraction 
of a cent for each manufacturing operation in all-wool dress goods to reliable 
information of comparative values, we have covered all that can be reasonably 
bag rape for the purpose of this inquiry.” 

r. Schoenhof says: 4 
“The weaving Wagen per pound of finished cloth are nearly the same as in 
America, The running yard shows more difference. The American goods of 
which my samples are 50 inches wide; the English are 54 inches wide. The 
54-inch goods are, however, also largely manufactured in America, but as arule 
about an ounce heavier per 54-inch yard than this class. The English wages of 
a weaver in woolen mills, mostly girls, are from 12 shillings to 15 shillings a 
week—not one-half the American pay. That the weaving cost to the manu 
urers is the same is due to the greater moreak power and quickness of the 
American operatives, who, no matter what their original nationality may be. 
soon learn to take up the quickness and sprightliness of their better-trained 
American associates, 

“T have often been told by English manufacturers, when speaking of this 

poepomencs of small output, large number of hands, and similar disproportions 

n the two respective working worlds, that they knew it well. They say, and 
the rest, that an English girl is satisfied if she 
earns 12 shillings, or, if she is clever, 15 shillings a week, and does not exert 
herself to go beyond that. I have found, however, exceptions to the rule, and 
we find in England variations ofan almost unlimited number from the most pro- 
ive to the most stagnating method. 

“The manufacturing cost per pound of finished goods is 33 cents in America, 
against 38 cents in England, 5 cents less in America; but the wool costs 38 cents 
more in America, in part on account of the wool duties. In other words, if we 
had the wool at the same cost as the English, we could produce at 64.31 cents 
what it costs in England 69.90 cents to produce, Our wools, of course sell atas 
much higher rates over foreign woolsas the duty and charges amount to, The 
cheaper the foreign wools the greater the disproportion between our price and 
the foreign wool price. The wools used in England, cheap colonial clothing 
wool, though Mae short, are admirably adapted to that class of goods. They 
give a much handsomer face and add a luster and life which ours seldom show. 
Most of them are even of smaller eyieereory than ours of corresponding nature, 
pamant hae however, as the wools used by the manufacture C, are absolutely 
pro ed. 

“There the wool costs 11 cents in the pecans; but the manufacturerimporting 
the wool has to pay a fine at the custom-house of 10 cents, not alone for the wool 
he uses, but 10 cents for each pound of grease and dirt, which he has to import 
along with the wool, and is lost in the scouring; consequently 4 pounds of 
wool, as in Exhibit O, are required to produce 1 pound of cloth 4 by 10, or 40 cents 
on 43.6 cents’ worth of wool. (A wool of this sort would cost the American 
manufacturer fully 11} cents more per pound of greasy wool, as not alone the 
duty but also the extra freight and charges, brokerage commissions, etc., have 
to be counted, so that the 44 cents in the 4 pounds required for a pound of cloth 
would cost him 90 cents, or 105 per cent., more than the English manufacturer 
has to pay.) Our custom-house statistics only show the rates paid on what is 
imported and never on what is excluded by prohibitive duties. The excluded 
materials are those which make the success or failure of manufacturing. The 
excluded materials, on the contrary, however, always find a way into the United 
States in the form of manufactured 5 

“ The dyeing isdone in America in most mills by the menufacturers; in Eng- 
land, by separate dye-houses. In America large quantities of similar goods, and 
frequently of one color, are dyed in a day's work; in England large and small 

uantities of dissimilar goods are lent to the dye-house from a large number of 
firms. A large woolen mill in Massachusetts yeng in the wool only, gave me 
as the daily average quantity of indigo-blue dyeing 6,500 to 7,000 pounds of wool. 
For this they employ from forty-five to fifty men at $l.15a day, Taking fifty, 
the larger number, they would pay $57.50, and with the head dyer, say, in round 
numbers, $60 a day. Thesemen, however, do the scouring likewise of the same 
quantity of wool, The “reini and scouring therefore costs in labor only six- 
sevenths of a cent per pound. The mill is known for paying smaller wages 
than is general. On the other hand, this statement shows how much saving 


my informant in this line amon, 
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ean be effected when operations are conducted on so large a scale as in this mill 
and with no changes in the dye, etc. 

“ Whatever the causes, whatever the advantages or disadvantagesin rd to 
the ultimate result in the character, quality, or ap; ce of the gi „ one 
thing is certain, that so far as the cheapening of price is concerned our manu- 
facturing system seems to have the honors. I onlyallude to this phase now in- 
ferentially. I reserve to myself the task in summing Ne Spr result of ay. in- 
quiries into the manufacturing cost and working meth of different nat spe 
to return to and more fully treat this very important subject in the economy o 
production. My presentaim only is to reportthe facts.” T. B. K. ond- 
ence Journal Commerce. 


Mr. O'DONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I have felt that a fair and equi- 
table revision‘of the customs laws wasessential. I wanted such changes 
as would be just to all portions of our people. By this method the ine- 
qualities could be corrected. I waited with considerable patience for 
the appearance of the bill solong under discussion. A perusal was dis- 
appointing. I do not term it a sectional bill. But as I look it over I 
find it knows no North, no East, no West; it isallSouth. The indus- 
tries of my State are assailed quite completely. The wool-growerslook 
upon the presentation of this measure as the harbinger of ruin. The 
farmers of the North, as they look upon the uncertain prospects of the 
crops for the season and realize the depressed condition of the sheep 
husbandry, feel that their great industry, which they have for years ła- 
bored to create and foster, isabout to be stricken down. The growers of 

- wool will, if this bill become a law, see their flocks increase and look 
on as men who count a loss. Careful estimates show that the clip of 
wool in the United States amounts to nearly 3,090,000 pounds yearly, 
valued at $79,000,000, the product of forty-five million sheep. 

It is computed that the placing of wool on the free-list would se- 
riously injure eight hundred and fifty thousand men now interested 
in this industry. Those engaged in this occupation, employers and 
those dependent upon them, represent one-fifteenth of the nation’s 
population. You will, by the enactment of this law, inflict great dam- 
age upon them and not benefit any of our people, for the removal of 
the protective duty will not reduce the price of the commodities made 
from wool, as those articles are already about as low as in any other 
country. As has been shown, this bill discriminates against the farm- 
er and the poor man, the rate of duty being higher on the blanket 
which will be selected by the poor man than on that which will add to 
the comfort of his wealthy neighbor. Some gentlemen here, whose 
opinions I respect, tell us free wool will enhance the price tothe farm- 
er. Iam not thoroughly versed in the science of economics possessed 
by the friends of this bill, who allege that its enactment will result in 
giving a higher price for wool to the farmer and a lower price to the 
manufacturer. If thisdoubtful problem could bedemonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the friends and representatives of the farmer and wool- 
grower, this section would have a unanimous vote in this House. By 
the terms of this bill you remove protection from the producer of wool, 
but maintain it for the benefit ofthe manutfacturer—the manufacturer 
who is so often denounced by the advocates of this bill,and whom you 
have sought to prove does not need protection. 

For centuries the governments of the Old World have encouraged 
the wool-growers. The statutes of England, from 1275 to 1846, con- 
tain various enactments encouraging the growth of wool. In 1463 the 
importation of woolen cloth was prohibited, and in 1678, in the reign 
of Charles LI, all persons deceased were obliged to be buried in woolens; 
if this were not done the person directing the burial was compelled to 
forfeit £5 to the Crown, or $25 in our money to-day. As late as 1715 
the Government of England aided in inducing the production of wool 
and manufacture thereof; in 1750 the English Parliament prohibited 
the export of any tools or utensils for woolen manufactures, in order 
to check the wool product of the American colonies. That nation has 
built up its sheep and woolen industries by tariffs. She has given us 
a good example to follow. The protective policy of the United States 
made this a great wool-growing land. In twenty years, under protec- 
tion, the sheep in this country increased from 22,000,000 to over 50, 
000,000, and the raw wool from 100,000,400 pounds to over 300,000,000 
pounds annually. Had the industry been let alone, in a few years we 
should have been independent on the wool supply. 

In 1883 Congress unwisely reduced the wool tariff, and the disaster 
to that industry began. In the short period of three years the flocks 
decreased 5,867,312, and there was a reduction of the wool clip of 43,- 
000,000 pounds. ` Think of the great loss—millions of dollars taken 
away from the farmer and wool-grower and given to the inhabitants 
of other countries, when the money should have been kept at home. 
Last year the numberof sheep in America was reduced 1,214, 559in num- 
ber, the value of which was over $2,000,000—this sum lost in a single 
year. Look at Michigan and her wool-growers. It has been said that 
the number of sheep diminished in Michigan under high tariff and in- 
creased under low tariff. This error should have been corrected be- 
fore. The census shows that in 1870 there were 1,984,964 sheep in 
Michigan; in 1884 the number had increased to 2,434,967. Three 
years after, under the reduction of duty, the number had fallen to 2,- 
184,491. These returns show an increase of 450,000 in Michigan 
under the tariff of 1867, and a decrease of 250,576 under the operations 
of the lower duties by the act of 1883. 

Last year Michigan produced 13,734,526 pounds of wool from 2,113,- 
000 sheep, and now it is proposed to still further injure the farmers 


and wool-growers by sweeping away what little protection there is left 
them. No one has asked to have wool placed on the free-list, while 
thousands from my own and nearly all the other Congressional dis- 
tricts have appealed for their rights. You have not even read or heeded 
their petition for redress of a great threatened grievance. You of the 
majority, if you pass this bill, injure an industry of nearly every county 
in the Union. The people will hold you accountable for the destruc- 
tion of a great division of farming pursuits. The wool-growers and 
farming community protest against this invasion of their rights. They 
realize that wool-growing is one of their main products, being ex-’ 
ceeded in value by only eight industries in this country. The raising 
of wool is worth quite $100,000,000 a year to the agricultural popula- 
tion, while the woolen manufactures aggregate $300,000,000 per an- 
num. Added to these there is an investment by farmers and wool- 
growers of $400,000,000 in sheep, barns, sheds, and other necessaries 
to properly care for the animals. 

It is estimated that there are 467,452,499 sheep in the various coun- 
tries of the world. Of the owners of the millions just spoken of the 
United States of America stands fourth among the possessors of sheep, 
having over 45,000,000 of the wool-bearing animals. The wool prod- 
uct of the United States is more than one-sixth of that of the wool- 
growing countries of the world. Do you wonder that the wool-growers 
desire to protecttheirinterests? They feel the legislation contemplated 
in this measure will be a most serious menace to their rights and inter- 
ests; that its passage will paralyze a stupendous industry and inflict 
great wrong andirreparableinjury. Let this bill become a lawand you 
will sce exemplified the old saying, ‘‘ Great cry and little wool;”’ the 
owners of sheep will cry out in a manner that will be heard, for this . 
measure will give them little wool. The sheep-growers and farmers 
have suffered much of late years from unwise, unjust, and uncalled-for 
legislation; now it is proposed to complete the destructive work. The 
keeping of sheep ordinarily serves to make grain-growing profitable, for, 
as the Spanish proverb says, ‘‘ The foot of the sheep is shod with gold;’’ 
but now wool is so low that the profit is infinitesimal. I have quoted 
the Spanish proverb; the Spanish wool-growers always see to it that 
they are protected. 

The reduction of the duty on wool has, since 1883, added greatly to 
the importations, the receipts from duties on wool in four years were 
nearly $22,000,000, the aggregate increase following the reduction bein, 
$6,009,000. The lowering of duties added to the surplus, and injured 
the wool-grower, while failing to lessen the cost of woolen The 
manufactures of wool imported fell off a little after the reduction, but 
last year the importations were larger than in 1883. 

It is in the power of Congress to restore this industry to prosperity. 
Re-enact the duties levied in 1867 and you will at once see a great re- 
vival in the growing of wool. If this country should prohibit the im- 
portation of waste, shoddy cloth, or clothing made from that stuff, and, 
if possible, prevent the manufacture of shoddy, it would promote health, 
aid prosperity, and in a few years the United States could supply all 
its people with woolens at very low prices. 

THE CLASS OF DUTIABLE GOODS. 

In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, the governmental receipts 
from imports amounted to $217,225,163; of this sum over four-fifths, 
or $176,802,933.48, came from ten classes of articles. The ten alluded 
to are as follows: 


BBROT iovsnsciccdcssscs cose cpacoassvesscaseehnectsbad spe ceihoutsoser vecsteheneuvianesécedctbesdusneed $58, 016, 684, 34 
Wool, and manufactures of... 
Iron and steel, manufactures 
Silk, and manufactures of. 
Cotton manufactures.. 


Flax, hemp, jute, ete... 9, 497, 981.74 
TODACCO ......600scncscees 9, 127, 758. 26 
Wines and liquors... 7, 402, 242, 82 
Chemicals, drugs, et 4, 654, 165. 24 
Glass and glassware... 4,510, 312. 48 

NGM betas set T A th sooth A A EEE E R ET 176, 802, 933, 48 


After these ten classes have paid the sum aboye, the remaining fifth is 
collected from hundreds of other articles. 

THE FREE-LIST UNDER LOW TARIFF AND THE PRESENT TARIFF, 

Let me cail the attention of the House to the fact that in 1854 the 
number of classes of articles dutiable numbered three hundred and 
thirty, while there were on the free-list. but twenty-eight, the importa- 
tions of the latter being valued at $25,580,000. That was under the 
operations of the tariff of 1846. Last year the imports of articles into 
this country free of duty were valued at over $233,000,000, more than 
$200, 000,000 greater than came in free of duty in the halcyon days when 
the country was struggling under the tariff of 1846—an enactment ap- 
proacaing free trade, adopted at the time Great Britain embraced that 
theory. 

I cite these facts to show that it has been the policy of the Repub- 
lican party to enlarge the free-list, to take off duties from those articles 
which we can not produce here, and secure a revenue and encourage the 
production of such as can be manufactured in our own country. 

THE PRESENT TARIFF—TYE FREE-LIST. 

It has been stated and restated here and every where else in this land 
that the present tariff law, an act devised by well-wishers of their coun- 
try and statesmen who desired the prosperity of the nation, but whose 
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work is denominated a ‘robber tariff’? by members here, levies duties 
on over four thousand articles. A careful review of the existing law 
demonstrates that the number of times rates of duty are mentioned 
therein is exactly six hundred and fifty, while the number of articles in 
the official schedule for collection of duties aggregate nine hundred and 
ten. In this list are thirty-eight articles of cotton manufacture, one 
hundred and seventy-two of iron and steel, twenty-two kinds of liquors, 
thirty-two enumerations of lumber and manufactures thereof, seventy- 
three grades of wool and its product, thirty-five gradations in sugar, 
‘twenty-four qualities of tobacco, and so on. It requires, however, a 
mathematical mind to sum up forty hundred articles dutiable. Todo 
go requires revision reform arithmetic. 

In looking at the free-list I found four hundred and twenty-five classes 
of articles in the present law. 

A few evenings since, after listening, asis my custom, to the debate on 
this question during the day’s session, I glanced at the list of articles 
admitted free of duty under the tariff law, and concluding to adopt 
the reform arithmetic for the time, I went rather hastily down the 
columns of the free-list. and I found in my hasty enumeration that 
there were some nine hundred and seventy-eight articles imported on 
which there is no tariff, tax, orduty. I flattered myself that this was 
an achievement and a contribution to economic knowledge. The next 
morning I was perusing a pamphlet on the great question of the hour, 
and soon learned from its pages that the tariff law of the United States 
of America, enacted under Republican auspices, admitted two thousand 
articles free of duty. I shall not enumerate the different articles of 
the classifications hereafter. 

MAKE NECESSITIES FREE. 

To enlarge the free-list and admit products that can not be advanta- 
geously raised here is excellent doctrine and worthy of emulation. 
Under Republican control tea and coffee were admitted free of duty, 
and that doctrine can be made sweeter yet by the addition of sugar to 
the list under the heading *‘ free of duty.” Then attach to them an- 
other article of food, rice. You know Republican policy in 1872 caused 
anthracite coal to be admitted free of duty. Under the operation of 
the existing tariffact, during the last fiscal year the worth of the imports 
subject to duty was $450,325,322, while the importations paying no 
duty amounted to over half of the value of those subject to duty, or 
$233,093,651. During the last fiscal year the United States received 
customs duties to the amount of $217,225,163, from 910 articles. The 
nation standing next to this in commercial greatness is England. Last 
year the Government of Great Britain exacted $98,611,510 in duties on 
19 different products and their subdivisions. In this sum not a far- 
thing came from impost on sugar. 

ENCOURAGEMENT TO THE SUGAR CULTIVATION. 

I know gentlemen will say that the cultivation of sugar should be 
encouraged in this country. I agree with them, and two years ago 
took the initiative in this matter. It has been 2 source of gratification 
for me to listen during this debate to gentlemen from various States 
who have maintained the idea I advocated here on the 20th of March, 
1886. Last year we imported 2,781,257,878 pounds of sugar; the prod- 
uct of this country was 344,762,880 pounds; the consumption is over 
3,000,000,000 pounds. The small amount produced in this country is 
from about 150,000 acres of land. Time has demonstrated that the 
tariff on this article has not increased the supply from our own country, 
If we pay a bounty, this will aid those in the industry now and may 

„Stimulate other sections to press forward in the sugar-producing effort. 
Germany, Russia, and France by this means created the greatest sugar 
product of the world, and Belgium, Austria, and Holland benefited 
their subjects and- founded a new avenue of trade by encouraging the 
cultivation of sugar. The prize is worth the effort. 

GOOD MEASURES OF RELIEF. 

If we take sugar, which paid over $58,000,000 last year in import 
duties (and over $3,000,000 export duty to other countries), and rice, 
which yielded not quite a million dollars into the Treasury on imports, 
and put them on the free-list, we will have reduced the revenue $59,- 
000,000 and given us a free-list every way admirable and beneficial. 
Then, if you want to help the country more yet, reduce postage to 1 
cent per ounce, thereby saving the people $26,000,000 more each year 
and keeping the money among the people instead of distressing so 
many of our inhabitants by accumulating in the Treasury. Then re- 
duce the present exorbitant postage of 16 cents per pound on seeds, 

lants, bulbs, and cions to 4 cents. This measure we owe to the 
aa They do not enjoy any of the great benefits of the postal 
system in free delivéries and numerous mails, but instead pay high for 
the support of the postal department and have few of its advantages. 
This will be simple justice to the agricultural community. You can, 
by appropriate legislation on these three items, at once stop the flow 
of money into the nation’s hands, leaving it among our citizens, and 
the reduction by this method of $85,000,000 per year will revise the 
tariff satisfactorily, save the people millions of dollars, and do away 
with the perils surrounding the plethora in the vaults of the United 
States. Try this method, end this debate, and give the country rest. 

A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION. 

Our laws relating to customs revenue are denominated by the pres- 

eat Executive, who has taken an oath to enforce them, as ‘‘ vicious, 1n- 


equitable, and illogical.’”’ This statute of the United States is thus 
described by the President of the United States. In rebuttal of this 
Executive utterance I summon Germany’s great ruler, Prince Bismarck, 
the statesman whose genius created a mighty empire from discordant 
principalities. May 14, 18:2, Bismarck declared that the prosperity 
of the United States was mainly due to the system of protective laws, 
and he successfully urged that Germany imitate our example. The 
governments of the world are adopting the system here. In but five 
nations now is there any leaning toward free trade—England, Turkey, 
Norway, Austria-Hungary, and Holland. Germany finds the protective 
policy restoring her prosperity. She realizes the profound truth of the 
declaration of her great economist, Frederick List, who passed from 
earth in 1846, but before his end impressed upon his countrymen the 
maxim that should be cherished by every people, ‘‘that the markets or 
the nation should be reserved to the labor of the nation.’’ 
THE PROSPERITY OF THE NATION. 

The United States of America now stands in the front rank of the 
nations of the world—leads them all; the aggregate of its industries 
are larger than that of any other people. Mulhall, acknowledged to 
be the most eminent of all statisticians, in his Dictionary of Statistics, 
places the industries of the United States at $11,405,000,000 per an- 
num, which is $2,205,000,000 greater than those of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain; nearly double those of France; almost twice as 
large as those of Germany; nearly three times as large as those of Rus- 
sia, and very nearly equal to the combined industries of Austria, Italy. 
Spain, Belgium, Holland, Australia, Canada, and Sweden and Norway. 
These figures photograph the mightiness of this nation, and fix its rank 
in the industrial world. This eminent, proud, and prosperous place in 
the nations of the universe has been mostly created under thé protect- 
ive policy—a policy which should remain undisturbed, and the Re- 
public and its people permitted to continue the advance to greatness. 

In the above estimates Mulhall places the industries of the United 
States at $11,405,000,000 yearly. This is regarded as a low estimate. 
Our economists think $14,000,000,000 would be nearer the figures. In 
the wealth of nations, the United States of America stands as the 
richest ofall. Its ions increase $875,000,000 each year, while 
France adds to its wealth $375,000,000 perannum, Great Britain $325, - 
000,000, Germany $200,000,000. Our customs laws do not prevent 
the growth of wealth, intelligence, and happiness, but on the contrary 
promote these great blessings. 

“THE MARKETS OF THE WORLD,” 

We are told that if we remove and reduce our tariff we will enjoy 
the markets of the world. If we were to sweep away every custom- 
house to-day, expunge every law from our statutes that levies a tariff, 
and make the country absolutely free-trade, does any one think that 
any nation or people would buy more of us than they wanted? No. 
You would find that we had not increased our trade with other na- 
tions. The effect would be to break down our industries and help 
those of other countries. The manufacturing nations want to sell, not 
to buy. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, we bought of Mex- 
ico, the Central American States, British Honduras, and the twenty 
governments of the West Indies and South America products to the 
value of $172,468,52G—over one-fourth of all our purchases from the 
outside world. In return, how much did we sell to them of our prod- 
ucts and manufactures? Only $64,904,479 worth—a little over one- 
third as much as we bought of them. It can not be said that our 
tariff prevented them from buying from our people, for over one-half 
of the articles we bought of them were admitted free of duty. I ap- 
pend a table I have prepared, giving the imports from the countries 
named, our exports to, and the value of goods brought here free of duty, 
which is as follows: 


Imports 
from, 


Imports free 
of duty. 


Countries, Exports to. 


49,515, 434 10, 138, 930 2, 033, 205 

11, 569,79 6, 465, 030 2) 776,573 

4, 661, 690 1,707, 241 74, 367 

SEER 1,752, 537 3, 059, 318 1, 740, 106 

ERE AIS SEEN 1, 380, 126 1,014, 414 189, 100 

406, 625 1,354, 344 24,741 

Danish West Indies... 500, 675 604, 844 , 058 

Dutch West Indies.. 256, 695 536, 300 226,939 

South America: 
Brash iinis ERTI a ANN 52,953, 173 8,071, 653 47,076, 473 
Venezuela..........+ Soeveeedcouses 8,261,236 2, 827,010 8,248, 

United States of Colombia... 3, 950, 953 5, 973, 965 3, 834, 359 

Argentine Republic... 4,100, 192 5, 671,729 3, 347, 936 

Chili... 2, 853, 233 2,062, 507 2, 487, 008 
Uru ` 2,818, 76L 1,393, 725 2, 381,11 
Brith Gu 2, 739, 573 1,423, 211 15,21 

Ecuador.. 1,131,169 1,019, 392 1,130, 984 

Pers ss 461,726 717, 968 450, 147 

Dutch Guiana 482, 424 236, 105 394,995 

French Guiana 1,443 137,724 433 

Boli at eresio] E OEE 

a a a R S E RARA RCS 172, 468, 526 | 64,904,479 | 93,906, 681 


1888. 


Gentlemen, ‘‘the markets of the world” will net come tous. We 
must rely upon the best market in the world, the home market, the 
market created by the people of our land—I repeat, the best market of 
the world. Let us do nothing to destroy that. Rather, when you talk 
your theories, remember that true saying of the great apostle of free 
trade, Adam Smith, who, in his Wealth of Nations, makes this admis- 
sion, which you all overlook : 

Whatever tends to diminish in any country the number of artificers and manu- 
facturers tends to diminish the home market, the most important of all mar- 
kets, for the rude produce of the land, and thereby still further to discourage 
agriculture. 

Equally applicable is the observation of Alexander Hamilton, who 

ed ‘‘an extensive domestic market for the surplus of the soil’’ as 
of the highest importance. He held the domestic market— 
is of all things that which most effectually conduces toa flourishing state ofagri- 
culture. To secure such a market there is no other expedient than to promote 
manufacturing establishments. Manufacturers, who constitute the most nu- 
merous class after the cultivators of the land, are, for that reason, the principal 
consumers of the surplus of their labor. 

WILL REDUCED DUTIES REDUCE THE SURPLUS? 

There are but one or two governments in the world whose receipts 
exceed expenses. The United States of America is one of the fortunate 
nations. We are troubled with too much money, while nearly all 
other governments are in difficulties from deficiencies. We are em- 
barrassed by riches. A surplus is easier to manage than a deficiency. 
‘The advocates of the bill now before us desire to reduce the revenue 
by reduction of duties. Will the bill accomplish the end desired? The 
first revenue reformer we read of was Jean Baptiste Colbert, minister 
of finance of France under Louis XIV, in 1661. France needed money; 
its exchequer was frightfully depleted and its obligations could not be 
met. Colbert stated he could replenish the treasury by reduction of 
duiies. He was laughed at, but tried the experiment. The duties 
were reduced 33 per cent. For a time the receipts of the government 
fell off; this was followed by largely increased importations, largely 
augmented receipts from customs, and the revenue rapidly swelled, 
while the industries of the country languished and the people suffered 
foremployment. ‘The experiment was abandoned after a time. 


MICHIGAN—A GRAND STATE AND ITS PROSPERITY, 


Turning from the figures above, which denote the grandeur of our 
country, I look now with pardonable pride upon the strides Michigan 
has made—the grand peninsular State which is taking its leading place 
in the front rank of the blessed union of States. We find by the State 
census of 1884 much that is cheering. In 1880 the number of its farms 
was 154,008, and the acreage in the same 13,807,240. In four years 
the farms had increased to 159,605 and the acreage to 14,852,226; in 
1880 it had 8,296,862 acres of improved farm lands; in four years the 
same had risen to 8,974,156, showing an average annual increase of 
169,448 acres in improved farms, 88 per cent. being cultivated by their 
owners. In 1880 the farms, including lands, fences, and buildings, were 
valued at $490,103,181; four years later their value had increased to 
$571,443,462, and in the same period the value of the farming imple- 
ments had increased nearly two and a half million dollars and the live- 
stock on these farms reached the value of $70,626,648, an increase of 
$15,000,000 in the space of four years. In 1883 the Michigan farmers 
paid $13,532,675 in wages to farm hands. 

These figures eloquently demonstrate the prosperity of the agricult- 
ural classes from 1880 to 1884. At the beginniogof the present decade 
there was $92,930,959 invested in manufacturing. In four years this 
had grown to $136,697,397, an increase of almost 50 per cent. from 
1880 to 1884. In 1880 the manufacturers of Michigan gave employ- 
ment to 77,535 persons, and four years after the industries required 
127,007 workmen, an increase of 50,000 wage-earners in forty-eight 
months. The wages paid in 1880 were $25,313,682, which ran up to 
$44,213,739 in 1884, an increase of nearly 80 per cent. The material 
used in 2,228 (or more than one-fourth) of the manufacturing estab- 
lishments of the State is taken directly from the forest tree, requiring 
$62,303,000 capital and employing 53,297 persons, who were paid 17,- 
310,227 in wages in 1884. These are genuine home industries with 
the raw material right at hand. The mines of Michigan employed 
13,193 workmen in 1884, paying them $6,286,355 in wages. These 
mines required a capital of $41,441,962. In the Michigan fisheries 
1,338 fishermen in 1884 earned $253,683, and these 316 fisheries had a 
capital of $702,365. : 

In concluding this gratifying reference to the glorious State which I 
have the honor in part to represent, I desire to say that Michigan has 
p in the past and is prospering now. ‘The agitation of the 
tariff has injured that Commonwealth some, as it has all portions of 
our land, This agitation isa disturber of prosperity, and only unset- 
tles and injures the welfare of all classes. This will in a few months 
come to an end. Let me state that the value of the farms of Michigan 
have increased $81,000.000 in eight years, and the personal property 
on these farms in the same period was augmented to the amount of 
$17,000,000. Here we have $98,000,000 of wealth added to the pos- 
sessions of the farming community in the short period of eight years. 
Then the addition to the manufacturing capital of the State in the 
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same period was $44,000,000. The actual wealth of Michigan in 1880 
was given by the census at $1,370,000,000. Its progress has heen so 
great that now its wealth is estimated by the best of authority to have 
reached the colossal figures of $2,000, 000,000, an increase of $630,000,000 
in eight years. So long as thestariff affords such magnificent results 
of greatness and prosperity, so long will we maintain the system, 
thereby promoting the progress of all our people. 


FARM MORTGAGES. 


Mr. Chairman, several gentlemen onthis floor have dwelt with ‘‘ ghoul- 
ish glee’? upon the fact that many farms in this country are encum- 
bered with mortgages. Some orators have enlarged upon the subject 
with such extravagance that they demonstrated the farm mortgages 
nearly exceed the value of the property, which, were their statements 
true, would indicate we have in this land very liberal money-lenders. 
Then the orators aforesaid demonstrate to their satisfaction that these 
mortgages are due to our tariff laws. Were there no mortgagesin this 
country when we by law approximated free trade? Indeed there were, 
and in those days of trouble and hard times foreclosures were terribly 
frequent. Michigan, with the mortgages in that State, has been 
quoted, I find by the census of Michigan that the assessed valuation 
of its farms was $335,378,025; on which farms there were mortgages 
aggregating $64,392,580, an incumbrance of less than 20 per cent., not 
on the actual value, but on the assessed value. And the friends of this 
megsure pending propose to diminish the opportunities for payment 
by inaugurating hard times. If the mortgages in this country are occa- 
sioned by the tariff, does free trade make such evidences of indebted- 
ness impossible? Let us see: Mulhall tells us that the mortgages on 
the farms of England are 58 per cent. of their total value. 

Sir Edward Sullivan, member of parliament, of England, relates the 
gloomy fact that— 

Since 1876 the value of Iands and the income from farms in England have fallen 
from 30 to 50 per cent., but the interest on the mortgages remains the same. 

Lord Derby states the losses of English land owners have been $1,- 
500,000,000, and the losses of tenants $600,000,000. He farthermore 
says that hundreds of thousands of acres have gone out of cultivation 
in ten years. During the last session of Parliament, Hon. Henry 
Champlin, in his speech, with sorrow alluded to the great falling off 
in tilled lands, the decrease of cattle and sheep, and of 700,000 persons 
idle from the paralysis of English agriculture. From this gloomy 
picture of the Jand of free trade we turn, determined not to permit the 
hands of national progress to be turned back, but instead to keep in 
mind the homely but safe maxim, ‘“‘ Let well enough alone.” 

But let us go back to the subject of mortgages in Michigan, for the 
whole has not yet been told; one phase of the subject has been over- 
looked or forgotten. There are in Michigan about 25,000 farmers who 
came from foreign climes, most of them from lands where free trade is 
the law. They left theirnative placessolely with the purposeof better- 
ing their condition, inspired with the hope and desire of owning the 
soil they were to till, believing that under our laws all true wealth 
comes from the kind earth. They are frugal, industrious citizens; they 
brought to the State their savings, and the 25,000 added to our wealth 
$4,663,188. This money they invested in Michigan farm lands, bor- 
rowing $11,191,714, making a total investment of $15,824,902. To-day 
their farms are worth ata low valuation $65,000,000. These abopted 
citizens have added $50,000,000 to their own possessions, augmenting 
the wealth of the Commonwealth that sum, all fron an investment of 
less than $16,000,000, three-fourths of which was originally in mort- 
gages. Let me add, in concluding this reference to farm mortgages in 
Michigan, that the report from which I quote states that during the 
last fiseal year but 1,667 mortgages were foreclosed for non-payment, 
and part of the lands sold were redeemed. 


“THE GOVERNMENT ECONOMICALLY ADMINISTERED.” 


It is germane to the subject being discussed to speak of the admin- 
istration of the Government. There is a familiar reform phrase relat- 
ing to the Government economically administered. We remember four 
years ago the country heard from the press and the hustings many mar- 
velous tales about the extravagance of the party then in power. Have 
the expenses of the nation been reduced since then? If so, when and, 
where? The appropriations for the fiscal year 1885, regular, annual, 
and permanent, were $302,179,381.73; those for 1886, the first year of 
the present era of reform, ran up to $330,645,507.87, an increase of 
$28,466,126.14; those for 1887 were $355,357,584.58, an increase of 
$24,712,076.71; those for 1888 were $360,357,524.83, an increase of 
$4,999,940.25. The estimates furnished by the Departments for the 
coming fiscal year figure up $384,094,527.58. Granting that this 
amount will be appropriated, which is quite probable, as the sum will 
likely be larger, the amount will be $23,737,002.75 greater than for 
the preceding year, making, in round numbers, $82,000,000 increase in 
appropriations for carrying on ‘‘the Government, economically admin- 
istered,” in four years, Added to this we find the appropriations for 
deficiencies for 1886 to have been $13,866,719.62, and at this session 
$14,101,409.74, making a total of $27,968 120.36. 

These deficiency appropriations, added to the four regular annual 
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and permanent appropriations for the four years of the present Admin- 
istration, will make an increase of $109,883, 266.21 in conducting national 
affairs when the Government is economically administered. These ex- 
cessive appropriations can not be attributed to Congress, for I find that 
the Department estimates were reduced as follows: For 1886, $44,539,- 
706.62; for 1887, $31,775,220.40; for 1888, $15,549,065.46—a total re- 
duction by Congress in three years of $91,853,992.48 from the estimates 
of the heads of the different Departments who are economically admin- 
istering the Government. 

pe make the figures more readily understood, they are tabulated 

ow: 


Increase in appropriations for fiscal year— 
1 pes 


886 , 126. 
1887... , . 
AANB Pee 4,999, 940.25 
1889 (estimat 23, 737, 002. 7: 

Deficiency appropriations for the 
E i, OPEET ee + 13,866,719. 62 
EDI codoska EERIE NI AE RAASTA E see veh PENNE ESAE SA N ESEA 14, 101, 400.74 
109, 883, 266. 21 


It should be remembered that another deficiency bill is to come in 
this session which will swell the amount over three millions more. 

I remember, Mr.Chairman,it was frequently stated four years ago that 
the Government under Republican control was extravagantly adminis- 
tered, and several of you gentlemen piously and frequently invoked 
the people to ‘‘turn the rascals out.’’ The people alliteratively ordered 
achange. But they have repented of their ill-considered acts. I do 
not charge there isextravagancenow. If these expenditures are neces- 
sary, then the Republican administrations were economical. If there 
be waste, reform is necessary. The money of the. people should not 
be wasted. The most honest and intelligent of Napoleon’s brothers 
once said, ‘Gold in its last analysis is the sweat and blood of nations.’’ 
Every dollar wasted by this Government by unworthy and unnecessary 
objects represents so much of the life-blood of the people. In eight 
months full inquiry will be made as to the actual condition of affairs, 
At that time we hope to ‘‘ open the books.” 

INCREASE OF OFFICE-HOLDERS, 

There is another matter which attracted much attention in the po- 
litical contest of four yearsago. The orators of the party nowin power 
dwelt long and vociferously over the appalling fact that 100,000 office- 
holders were running the country, and pointed out the dangers to the 
nation from this class. The present Executive, then as now a candi- 
date, was uneasy over this force of servants of the public, and alluded 
to the mischief they were capable of performing. So impressed was he 
over the situation that confronted him that he wanteda constitutional 
amendment to prevent him, in case of his success, utilizing the office- 
holding army. ‘The country in 1884 was promised that the office-hold- 
ing class under the Government should be reduced in number. Has 
this reform been accomplished? Nay, nay. Wonderful to tell, the 
oftice-holding brigades of the nation have been recruited, and now, with 
enlarged ranks, are eager for the fray. 

If you will examine Senate Report No. 507, made by Senator COCK- 
RELL, of Missouri, on page 3 of that document, you will find that the 
total array of “‘officers and employés in the several branches of the 
civil service” reaches the startling number of 132,072! If this species 
of reform continues, ere another four years goes by the office-holding 
forces of this Republic will become a vaguely defined host, which, like 
Israel of old, it is forbidden any man tonumber. And, Mr. Chair- 
man, I grieve to say that this army of placemen can only be trathfully 
described in the language of the present Executive as ‘‘a horde of of- 
fice-holders with a zeal born of benefits received and fostered by the 
hope of favor yet to come, stand ready to aid with money and trained 
political service” the reform ticket nominated at St. Louis. Hereare 
132,072 officials of the nation. Is it any wonder the Executive trem- 
bled when the force was an even 100,000? And yet the addition of 
32,072 will not change his ideas of civil-service reform, or that of the 
party with which he is identified, including the ‘“‘horde’’ spoken of 
by the President. 

TRUSTS. 

We have been told in eloquent language of the existence of twenty- 
seven trusts in this country. Trusts are infamous conspiracies against 
the rights of the people. Where is the remedy to protect the public 
against the encroachments of the oppressor, and why is it not applied 
by the legislative power? The trust claims that it is for the benefit 
of the people. The trust must go. Among others the great combine, 
composed of 132,072 of our people, headed by the highest official power 
in the land, must go. It terms itself “‘ a public office is a public trust,” 
and the thousands of office-holders rally around to perpetuate it. 
George William Curtis terms it a conspiracy against human rights. 
This trust, alleged to be for the benefit of the people, has had its day 
and will in a few months be relegated to the limbo of broken trusts. 
It is a singular fact that four years ago the trust was almost unknown. 
But one existed; it was the Rtandard Oil trust, and it aided in the 
overthrow of the party then in power and paved the way for the ad- 
vent of reform. Since then twenty-six new trusts have grown up and 
flourished in this country. 
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THE PEOPLE'S RIGHTS, 

The tariff we believe promotes the prosperity of the people. This 
tariff enabled the nation to carry on its war for existence; it permits a 
grateful country to care for its defenders; it affords the opportunity for 
the Government to deal justly with its soldiers and those who are de- 
pendentuponthem. Thisjustice is wrongfully delayed. For this delay 
there is no reason in law, right, or justice. Under the operations of our 
customs laws wages are higher in this country than in any other. For 
proof of this statement see Democratic platform of 1884, reaffirmed in 
1888. The comforts and necessities of life areas cheap here and often 
cheaper than in other lands. Why, had it not been for this tariff the 
prices of everything, including the red bandana, would be much 
higher than now, as they were before our industries felt its stimulating 
effect on production and competition. Speaking of the red bandana, 
the alleged oriflamme of victory for the Administration, let me call your 
attention to prophecy which shall see fulfillment. If you will open 
your Bible, as you should, you will find in Ezekiel, xiii, 21: ‘“‘ Your 
kerchiefs also will I tear, and deliver my people out of your hands.’. 
As you study these prophetic words, recall to your mind that the earth 
and the fullness thereof was promised to the seed of Jacob, and then re- 
member that two of Jacob's sons were Benjamin and Levi. [Applause.] 

In the name of the public weal do not turn back the hands of national 
progress, but let this agitation cease and permit the country to continue 
*‘the policy which inspires labor with hope and crowns it with dignity.” 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. MCKINNEY. Iam glad the gentleman who has just taken his 
seat has such faith in the old prophecies; and if those prophecies are 
to be fulfilled in the destruction of the bandana and the party it rep- 
resents, the only thing we can do who are resting under the promise of 
that destruction is to show the faith that is in us and die like men. 

Mr, O'DONNELL. You will do it, too. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. Ihave no desire to make a lengthy speech on this 
occasion. I only wish to offer a few remarks in answer to the first gen- 
tleman who took the floor this morning, Mr. Puastry, of Ohio, He 
told us in the very beginning of his remarks that it was absolutely nec- 
essary that the farmers in his Ohio district, especially on the poor lands, 
should maintain a flock of sheep because of their value as fertilizers. 

Now, it seems to me that this argument of the gentleman is a very 
proper one, and one, too, that does not argue in fayor of a protective 
tariff on wool. In the speech which I made on the tariff in the month 
of May I stated it was impossible for the State of Ohio and other States 
in the North to compete with the Southern and Southwestern States 
and Territories, because of the value of the land iy Ohio as compared 
with the value of land in those Southern climates. But itis a fact 
well known to every one who has had experience in sheep-raising— 
and I am glad that in my early days that was my business in the State 
of Ohio, in a county that produces more wool than any other county in 
that State and the very best quality of wool—it is well-known, I say, 
to every one who has had any experience in wool-growing that there 
is no stock raised upon a farm that isso valuable as a fertilizer as sheep. 

Take a poor farm in the State of Ohio that will produce but lightly 
of wheat, of corn, of oats, or of other vegetables and pasture your sheep 
upon the fields and they will enrich it, and enrich itat aless cost than 
it can be enriched in any other possible way. Now, Isay that though 
there were not a pound of wool grown upon a sheep’s back the farmer 
who dwells upon the poor lands of the district our friend from Ohio 
represents could afford to raise sheep upon his farm for mutton and fer- 
tilizer alone. The gentleman has very plainly shown to the House and 
to the country that the farmer in his district has three profits from his 
sheep: first, from the wool that is grown; second, from the mutton; and 
third, in the fertilizing qualities which result in the production of better 
crops. Why, I ask you, in the face of these facts, when they becomea 
necessity to the farmer, backed by the statement of this gentleman, 
should this House be asked to place a high protective tariff upon wool 
in order that the farmer in Ohio may have a better profit, although he 
has three profits from his sheep already ? 

I want to know if the gentleman would argue upon this floor or to 
the country that there would be less fertilization from a sheep under 
free-trade than there would be under a protective tariff? It is my im- 
pression that the sheep would know nothing whatever about it, but 
would go on fertilizing the fields under free-trade just as they do un- 
der the protective tariff. [Laughter. | 
‘ Mr. STRUBLE. There might bea decrease in their number, though. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Well, as the gentleman raises that question, we 
will see about the effect of the protective tariff upon the increase or the 
decrease of the sheep in Ohio. In 1866, the year before the high pro- 
tective tariffon wool went into effect, if I remember aright, there were 
in Ohio no less than 6,568,000 sheep. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. MCKINNEY was allowed to continue his 
remarks‘for five minutes longer. 

Mr. McKINNEY. From 1866 to 1877, eleven years of protection, 
the number of sheep in Ohio was reduced to 3,900,000, showing a de- 
crease of 2,600,000. Now, some of our Ohio brethren say that this 
was because they found themselves—— . e 
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Mr. WILKINS. Will the gentleman permit a question ? 

Mr. McKINNEY. Certainly. r 

Mr. WILKINS. Where did you get your statistics? 

Mr. MCKINNEY. I get my statistics from the Government statis- 
tical reports. ` 

Mr. WILKINS. Statistics showing that there were over 6,000,000 
sheep in Ohio in 1866? N 

Mr. MCKINNEY. In 1866 you had 6,568,000 sheep, and in 1877 
you had only 3,900,000. 

Mr. WILKINS. Is the publication to which the gentleman is re- 
ferring an official document? If so, I will ask him to give me the 
number of it. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. I will give it to you when I get through. In 
1833 you had 5,500,541. From 1877 to 1883 youhad madean increase, 
but still you had more than a million and a half less sheep than you 
had in 1866. 

In the State of New York in 1866 there were 5,117,000 sheep. In 
1882 there were 1,732,000. In 1887 there were 1,879,000. These fig- 
ures show very plainly that sheep were not increased in number in the 
States I have named during the period of the high protective tariff. 

In the early part of the debate upon this bill we an address de- 
livered here upon thesubject of wool by the gentleman from Iowa | Mr. 
GEAR], in which he showed us a blanket and made a statement—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. As the gentleman has been going into figures, 
I would like to call his attention to the fact that in 1866 there were 
about two millions and a half of people, counting every man, woman, 
and childin the State of Ohio. Now, does the gentleman suppose it 
possible that there were more than two sheep to every individual of 
the entire population, city and country ? 

Mr. MCKINNEY. I will answer the gentleman’s question by ask- 
ing another. How many people have you now in Ohio?. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Only three and a quarter millions. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. How many sheep have you in Ohio now? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not know the exact number, but nothing 
like the number you have stated. Your figures are totally wrong. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. His figures are too low. 

Mr. LANHAM. According to the report of Mr. Dodge, the statisti- 
cian, it is estimated that in January, 1888, there were 4,106,622 in the 
State of Ohio. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. If the gentleman from Ohio will go to the statis- 
tics, he will find that in 1887 there were 5,000,000. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. The agricultural report of the State of Ohio 
gives the number of sheep in that State in 1867 as 7,555,507, 

Mr. MCKINNEY., Iam giving the figures taken from the statistical 
returns, and if the statistics are wrong the gentleman [Mr. GRosvE- 
NOR] will have an opportunity to prove that fact later. Iam not 
giving figures as of my own knowledge. I am not here to deceive this 
House or to deceive the people of this country. Iam here only to state 
facts, and when I go to the official returns of this Government for my 
figures I assume that they are correct, but if they are not correct the 
gentleman will have ample opportunity to show their incorrectness 
hereafter. 

During the early part of this debate the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GEAR} made a speech on this floor in which he referred to this wool 
questiou,-and produced a blanket which was manufactured, as I under- 
stood, in the State of Iowa. In doing so that gentleman made the 
proposition thatif the Mills bill should become a law it would not only 
destroy the wool interest of the State of Iowa, but would shut down 
the mill at which this blanket had been produced. This statement 
was received with great enthusiasm by the gentleman’s colleagues on 
this floor. Now, that speech went to the State of Iowa, and was read 
by the gentleman who owns the mill where that blanket was made. 
In order to show the manufacturer’s idea of the argument of the gentle- 
man from Iowa, I send to the desk a letter which the proprietor of that 
mill addressed toa certain newspaper on thatsubject. Iask the Clerk to 
read this letter for the information of the House, as well as of the 
geutleman from Iowa himself, who, I hope, will give especial attention 
to the reading. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

r BONAPARTE, IOWA, May 21, 1888. 


Dear Sir: In reply to yours of the 19th instant I would say : Our woolen fac- 
tory commenced operations in 1854, and was in full blast in 1856, and we have 
been oe ee since that time, except July, 1863,to March, 1864, at 
which time, having been burned out, we were rebuilding our factory. We have 
run continuously since then, except stops in the winter for repairs. 

The volume of our business is larger than before the war, because we have a 

t deal more machinery and better facilities for enna prey, Taking, 
owever, the amount of machinery we had before the war and our facilities for 
conducting the business, we had proportionately as large if nota larger amount 
of business then, and I know wit: more profit to us, Our business was much 
more profitable before the war than now, 

If the Mills biil passes with its provisions for the reduction of the wool tariff, 
it is my opinion it would not reduce the volume of our business, but have a tend- 
ency to increase it. It would if increase our profits, and consequently 


our ability to increase wages of operatives. In our experience, however, the 
question of wages is que by the law of supply and demand wholly, and 
not affected by the tariff. 

In my opinion the number of sheep has largely decreased in Van Buren County 
since 1860. Iam a sheep-breeder, and while the sheep industry, taken for a suc- 
cession of years, is always a profitable business, the profit before the tariff was 

„put on the wool was as great and some years greater 


now. 


With reference to wages paid before the war and now, I have forgotten, and 
am unable to answer. I find with reference tomy books that we paid our boss- 
carder in 1865 the same wages that I do now. 
Yours truly, 
ISAIAH MEEK. 


Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, the statement of the gentleman 
who flaunted that blanket in the faces of the members of this House, 
saying that the Mills bill would not only ruin the wool-growers, but 
would also shut down the mill where that blanket was produced, is 
sufficiently answered by this letter from the owner of the mill, who is 
very confident that by the passage of the Mills bill the amount of his 
manufactures and his profits will be increased. I am as willing to ac- 
cept his statement on this subject as that of the gentleman from Iowa, 
who I presume knows not so much in regard to the question of manu- 
facturing. 

One word further and I am done. It is agued on this floor that if 
the Mills bill goes into effect and wool is put upon the free-list, the 
price of wool in this country will be reduced to such an extent that it 
will be impossible for our farmers to continue the raising of sheep for 
the purpose of wool production. Sir, I am honest in the statement of 
my belief that if wool were placed on the free-list to-day, it would not 
sell for one cent a pound less in this country when the next clip comes 
into market than it did the present year when the last clip came in. 
It is well known that this country produces to-day but 265,000,000 
pounds of wool. 

A MEMBER. How are the people to get cheaper clothing if the 
price of wool will not be reduced? 

Mr. MCKINNEY. I will answer the gentleman. It is a fact that 
we find it necessary to import into this country for our own consump- 
tion about 335,000,000 pounds of wool and woolen goods in various 
forms. This amount it is now necessary for us to purchase abroad. 
The only effect of making wool free will be to raise the price of wool 
in Europe, and to maintain the price that prevails in this country to- 
day. The gentleman asks how are we going to give the people cheaper 
clothing. The question is not with reference to the reduction of the 
price of wool used in the manufacture of woolen goods. The question 
is whether we shall in our manufacturing start upon an even basis 
with the manufacturer of Europe. If the price of wool in Europe 
should increase so as to become equal to the price in America, then 
whatever the price of wool may be, whether 25, 30, or 40 cents a pound, 
the American manufacturer would purchase his wool at precisely the 
same price that is paid in Europe; and there being a protection of 40 
per cent. ad valorem on the manufactured goods, as provided in the 
Mills bill, the American manufacturer would be on an equality with 
the European, and by reason of the 40 per cènt. protection would not 
be injurously affected by the competition of the foreign manufacture. 

This is not a question of price, it is a question of the equality upon 
which the manufacturer in this country starts, as com with the 
manufacturer abroad. It is a well-known factas stated by Mr. Switz- 
ler, statistician of the Treasury Department, that if the worsted manu- 
factories of this country in the last year had been worked to their full - 
capacity, we would have been short 80,000,000 pounds in the wool 
necessary for the manufacture of worsted goods. We can not manu- 
facture such goods as the Scotch cheviots and English broadcloths, 
without the importation of Scotch and English wool. The very mo~- 
ment that wool is put on the free-list its price in Europe will increase, 
so that in our manufacture of woolen goods we shall be upon the same 
basis with the foreign manufacturer. Hence the wool-grower will not 
be injured; the manufacturer will haye an opportunity to increase hig 
production; and we shall manufacture our own goods instead of im- 
porting, as we do to-day, millions of dollars’ worth of goods from 
Europe in order to supply our home market. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. CASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I do not expect to be able to call 
the attention of the House to any new points on this subject; I shall 
seek only to condense and reproduce a few facts which I think worthy 
of consideration. The amendment which I offered yesterday is a sub- 
stantial reproduction of the tariff schedule of 1867, so far as wool is 
concerned. 

I find, Mr. Chairman, that this country is now consuming about 
400,000,000 pounds of wool annually; and the great question arises, 
where are we going to obtain that wool for our consumption? Shall ` 
we produce it here in our own country or shall we purchase it in 
foreign markets? My State is greatly interested in this question. 
It is a large wool-growing State, and I feel it incumbent upon me to 
stand here until the last moment and protest against the enactment of 
any law which shall destroy that industry. It is idle to say the farm- 
ers of my State or in the Northwest can continue to raise sheep if wool 
be placed upon the free-list. Such a law will utterly destroy sheep- 
raising not only in my State but in the whole country, and we shall 
be dependent on foreign markets for the wool we shall need for our 
consumption. The evil would not stop there, but it is very evident 
that when we cease to grow our own wool, when sheep-raising in this 
country is driven out and the foreign growers are in possession of our 
markets, there will be a large advance in the price of wool, and we 
shall be obliged to submit to their terms, 
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I notice that in 1868, just after the law of 1867, the whole number 
of sheep then in America was 25,000,000 head. Within sixteen years 
after the enactment of the law of 1867, which increased the duty,*the 
number of sheep was increased to 50,000,000. ‘This shows conclusively 
that the increased duty stimulated the production. But as soon asthe 
reduction of duties on wool, 11 and 12 per cent. ad valorem, by the act of 
1883, the number of sheep began to decline, and we suffered a loss of 
6,000,000 head in the four years which followed. Isstronger evidence 
required to show that the duty on wool is already too low, and that it 
is impossible for us to compete with Australia, Russia, and South 
America, with their cheap labor and lands, in the production of wool? 
Sir, the production of wool is almost universal with us. We find 

sheep in every State and almost every county. 
` The sheep in the United States in 1887 were distributed as follows: 


New England States.. 1,237,085 
Middle States.. 2, $68, 032 
Southern States 9, 241, 449 
Western States 14, 332, 538 
Pacific coast... 9, 892, 652 
‘Territories, ete Kate, SON 
T n A ARSEENI N LE NE E E E 44,759, 314 


— Wool Reporter, page 164. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. CASWELL. Iask forashort time longer. I will not unnec- 
essarily consume the time of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. How much time does the gentleman desire? 

Mr. CASWELL. Not to exceed ten minutes, 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. - 

Mr. CASWELL. In 1887 the importation of wool was 114,000,000 
pounds, or about 29 per cent. of the amount of wool which was con- 
sumed by the people. Shall we now increase that importation to three 
hundred or four hundred million pounds? If so, we must furnish the 
gold to pay for it. We must relinquish the occupation, so ancient and 
so profitable. We shall dismiss the shepherd, whose familiar calling 
has adorned the pages of all history wherever civilization has existed 
down to the present hour. We shall no longer have use for him. 
This will dispose of another calling which has given so much labor to 
our working classes. 

What is the object of placing wool on the free-list? What is the 
object of the passage of the bill itself? My friends on the other side 
of the House claim, and I will not impugn their motives, that it is to 
reduce the price of goods and products to the consumer. Let me say 
to you, whenever you cheapen the products of labor you reduce the price 
of labor itself, and you can not avoid it. And whenever you cheapen 
products you increase the purchasing power of the bonds and securi- 
ties, the money, the mortgages, and the notes held throughout the 
country by rich people. If you cheapen products 20 per cent. you 
increase the purchasing power of the wealthy to the same extent. 
Money and securities are their capital stock, their wealth, while labor 
alone constitutes the capital stock of the poor. You do not increase 
the purchasing power of his capital, but you impair it by compelling 
him to submit to a reduction in the price of his wages. 

But you say your legislation will enable him to purchase the goods 
which he needs at a less price. That may be true, but you can not 
claim you improve his condition; you injure him by reducing the price 
of his labor, or I may say his capital; while it must be said you in- 
crease the value of all morgan, notes, and other evidences of wealth 
in the law you would pass. tead of legislating in the interest or 
labor you inflict a blow which will put the laboring man to a great 
disadvantage. There is no escape from this conclusion. 

Why should this great blow be given to the farmers of the country? 
Last year there were imported into this country $74,000,000 of farm 

\ products. If this bill should become a law it will place a large addi- 
tional list of farm products upon the free-list. We may look for and 
confidently expect, if this bill shall pass, that next year more than 
$200,000,000 worth of farm products and products in which the farmer 
is interested will find their way into this country. Are gentlemen 
prepared for that state of things? Is the farmer going to sit by and 
not complain? Why, sir, the people are already suffering from the 
blow leveled at their industries by this bill. I for one am constantly 
receiving letters making inquiry as to the prospect of the Mills bill. 
Here is one I have taken from the mail within the last half hour. The 
inguiry is ‘‘ what is the prospect of the passage of the Mills bill, and the 
probability of putting wool on the free-list?’’ Says the writer: ‘‘ Buy- 
ers are holding back and are not purchasing for fear of the passage 
of the Mills bill.” 

Sir, it will be difficult to estimate the injury that has already fallen 
upon the people arising from the feay of the passage of this bill. The 
depression in the wool markets is very great. The price of wool has 
already greatly depreciated and the growers must sell at great loss. 
Pass this bill and it is a long step in the direction of free trade. It 
this policy is to continue it will not be long before we will find foreign 
nations have complete possession of the American markets instead ot 
the le of our own country. 

. BOOTHMAN. Mr. Chairman, this being asubject of very great 
State, I ask unanimous consent of 


importance to my district and to my 


the committee that I may proceed with my remarks until I get through. 
I think I shall not exceed thirty minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection the gentleman from 
one will be permitted to proceed for thirty minutes without interrup- 

ion. eet 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. Mr. Chairman, the Mills bill, in its provisions 
regarding wool, strikes a deadly blow at one of the leading industries 
of my district and State, and of the United States. Iam opposed to 
that bill for this, if for noother reason. I am in favor of these amend- 
ments because I would correct the blunder made by the reduction of 
the wool tariff in 1883. I invite attention to some statistics regarding 
the subject of wool, which show conclusively the great injury it would 
be to us should the bill pass. 

Number of sheep in my district in the spring of— 


DOCTORS Arh TOK FOREN seien soraa neri Aaa AEEA PANE, 


Wool clipped in the district: 
1886 (the last year for which figures are obtainable). 


.pounds... 631, 971 
aA. ae 569, 056 


P G0) 


This wool was worth not less than 32 cents per pound in our market 
in 1886; so that the loss on wool alone has been at least $20,132. 
The sheep were worth in 1883 at least $3.50 per head. This value has 
been reduced by not less than $1 per head by reason of the tariff act of 
1883; so that the loss on the decreased number of sheep is not less than 
$36,155. The total wool clip for the years 1883, 1884, 1885, 1886 was 
2,478,814 pounds. This, by reason of the tariff reduction of 1883, was 
sold at an average price of at least 6 cents per pound less than it would 
have brought under the tariff of 1867; so the loss here was $148,728, 
or a total loss to the district by reason of the act of 1883 of $205,015. 

But this computation does not take into account the loss by decrease 
of the flocks since the spring of 1887, and decrease of the wool clip since 
the epring of 1886, for which no statistics are given. Broaden the view 
somewhat: 


Sheep. 
We had in the State of Ohio in the spring of 1883... 5, 130, 920 
There were left in the spring of 1587. 4,111, 871 
Or s loss in four years Of.........0cc00s eseeceees seseecese 1,019,049 
Pounds, 

In the spring of 1883 in Ohio we clipped Of wool ........cccssssusseesessesseses 24, 349, 109 
Be BHA ac esineen At PELARIS N she . 23,558,713 
So there was loss in 1884 of.... 790, 396 
In 1885 we DARD cosson cn cocusossoressesansudeasiecstevvossoussehassesvusantusouyeneeeneasesvos 22, 081, 552 
Ora shortage for that year of... sessrrssessssres s 2, 267, 557 
In 1886 we had . 19,702,329 
Or a decrease for that Foar Ofisa ...csccccesscocecsceccccsccsssesecececsiecnccen 4, 648, 780 
SE 

Being a total shortage in pounds for the years 1884, 1885, and 
a EAE T DR ATI E E E A OREN ER E LE I AEON 7, 704, 733 


Following thé same rule of computation adopted for the district, the 
losses in the State haye been, by reason of the tariff act of 1883, as 
follows: 


Loss on decreased price of wool SO1d..........2ccccsc cesses cscsssssaacseseeesees sae soneee 


Loss on wool shortage........s...ssesssrriseesseesnssesen 2,465,514 

Loss on sheep killed or otherwise disposed Of.....ssssssssrssssesssansssesneeersee 1,019,049 
Total loss to the State, not including loss on clip of 1887 nor on 

decrease of flocks since then...........1.0:.-ssccssesassen saccesessessseecevcesens 7,405,118 


Or an average loss, to the eed farms in the State, of $30 per farm. 

The price paid for wool in 1887 in my district,and generally through the 
State, wonld average 32 cents per pound for the better grades. It will 
not average more than 22 cents the present year for the same grades, 
The reduction in price has been occasioned by the pendency and dis- 
cussion of the Mills bill alone, 

When the buyers went into the market this year they were com- 
pelled to buy upon the basis of wool being placed upon the free-list, or 
else assume the risk of losing upon the investment in case this bill 
should pass. 

Capital does not invest in that way. The result has been that free- 
trade prices have been and are being paid for the Ohio wool clip of 
1888, and the farmers must and do bear the loss, And no matter what 
the fate of the bill may ultimately be, that loss atleast has fallen upon 
the Ohio farmers, and the farmers of my district, by reason of the mere 
discussion of the proposition to put wool on the free-list. 

The wool clip with us is essentially the main dependence of our 
farmers, as a means of raising money to pay taxes and to meet debts 
coming due in the early part of the year. Coming, as it does, early in 
the summer season, it is about the only resource they have for these 


purposes. 


. 1888. 


It will be readily seen then with what galling force anything in- 
erfering with the expected and accustomed returns from this indus- 
try, strikes the homes of the common people of the land. 

Gentlemen may air their rhetoric, and indulge in their dreams of 
trade supremacy, and felicitate themselves upon having taken a step— 
a long step—by this bill in the direction of ultimate free trade, which 
is the design they are secretly and covertly intending to accomplish. 
But we point to this condition of affairs in this one business, which 
has brought an absolute loss this one year to the people of Ohio of not 
less than $1,800,000 by reason of the mere discussion of your bill. 
‘This loss is one of its first fruits. If this appears in the green tree, 
what may we expect in the dry? 

Mr. FITCH. Ifthe farmers of Ohio lost 10 cents a pound of the 
r ice of their wool, did not the American consumer get the benefit? 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I will answer that question further alongin my 
remarks, if the gentleman will do me the favor to listen to what I have 
to say. 

Mr. DOCKERY. This is a very good place now to answer yes or no. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I think it willcome in alittle better somewhere 
further on in my remarks, as I have got some good things of my own 
to say. 

Much discussion has been had regarding the effect of the tariff of 1867 
upon the production and priceof wool. I propose to show you whateffect 
it produced in Ohio ata time when values were not dependent upon an 
influted and consequently depreciated currency; at a time when the 
condition of the flocks, as to numbers, and the production of wool as 
to pounds, may be fairly attributed to the operations of that law; I 
desire also to show the discouraging and injurious effect produced by 
the tariff act of 1883 upon this industry. ‘To do this I have selected 
the period running from January 1, 1879, when specie resumption was 
had, to the summer of 1887. 

‘From and including the spring of 1879, to and including the spring 
of 1383, we have a period when it may be fairly said the natural and 
legitimate effects of the tariff of 1867 would be apparent as regirds 
sheep husbandry. We have alike period from the spring of 1883 to 
and including the year 1887, wherem the same opportunity is given ot 
forming a judgment regarding the operation of the act of 1883 in this 
particular. 

I have here a table taken from official sources in Ohio to which I in- 
vite attention, and which I submit as a part of my remarks, showing 
the number of sheep in the State, and pounds of wool shorn, for each 
year from 1879 to 1887, inclusive. 


Statement of number of sheep and pounds of wool shorn in Ohio from 1879 
to 1887, inclusive. 


Year. Authority. N ae of zonas 
1879...... “ Ohio Statistics,” compiled by State authority.) 4,267,261 | 18,671,420 
aoe pads Census of 1859, See 902, or 21, an 4l4 

S81, 


* Ohio Statistics,” su 
„do. 


* No statistics yet extant as to clip of this year. 


It will be noticed by the table that from the spring of 1879 to the 
spring of 1833, inclusive, the number of sheep in the State increased 
by 883,659 head; the wool produced increased by 5,677,689 pounds, thus 
demonstrating the natural effect of the tariff of 1867 to have been the 
increase of the flocks upon the one hand and a large increase of wool 
on the other. And it shows also that the industry was advancing upon 
both of these lines when the tariff of 1883 was When the tariff 
of 1883 was passed we had in Ohio 5,130,920 sheep; in four years 
that was reduced, as shown by this table, to 4,111,871, while the 
pounds of wool had fallen off in three years more than 4,600,000 

ands. 

This clearly and conclusively shows that the act of 1883 has com- 
menced what the Mills bill is intended to complete, namely, the abso- 
lute annihilation of sheep husbandry among our people. 

I have taken this leading sheep and wool-producing State as an ex- 
ample of the evil effects of the tariff of 1883 upon sheep and wool rais- 
ing. An examination of the question as to other wool-producing States 
will unquestionably show like results, 

But these results could only flow from the competition with which 


the American farmer must contend, and which was compelled by the | P' 


act of 1883. 

Let us see where the danger is and what we may expect to meet if 
this bill shall finally become the law of the land. In order that it may 
be seen how much an Ohio buyer could now pay, and be safe, if the 
Mills bill should Lsubmit the following table, giving a compar- 
ison of the Philadelphia and London markets for such grades of wool 
as are commonly produced in that State, namely: s 
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gs ETHE 
=o. 3 aes pig 
ark S99" | S25" 
ark £385 | 258; 
© OM g ES |gs $ 
een g £28 | Aiga 
z 5 -| kaS - 
AAS 2 hes | S508 
H| 2 EEEE 
Grade of wool. E £ spaa | 2256 
= ogo 3 e5 43 
Sa) a| a [E387 | ses 
SSS| 53 ASE g a $ a 
a ay 7. 3 om oo Ss by 
23514 BEERS | age 
Sa 3 z sis Eom 
$ p 5 ge ge FE F] ə 
AERE A 
WASHED COMBING. 
Ohio and Pennsylvania fine delaine, 
35 50 70 2i} 10} 
37 40 61 Zit 9} 
37 23 48 20 17 
34 20 42 20 l4 
35 17| .42 24 11 
"WASHED CLOTHING. 
Ohio and Pennsylvania XX and abore, 

RSI wa A E E SE E A 32 51 65 18} 13} 
Ohioand Pennsylvania XX and above, 

SRO Sic os a a a mannceectonenee 30 53 63 18 12 
Ohio and Pennsylvania X... 30 50 6 18 13 
Ohio end Pennsylvania med 

k 37 40 6l 27} 9} 
37 23 48 20 17 
Michigan and New York fine delaine... 32 53 68 18 l4 
Michigan and New York X and above.. 28 53 59 18 10 
Michigan and New York medium, $ to 
MOONE OET A EER; aaheose 36 40 60 z} 8i 
Michigan and New 36 2 46 20 16 
Choice tub-washed.... = 42 l4 49 27 15 
Average tub-washed............ccsveccssensssoossl 39 17 47 26 18 
UNWASHED COMBING. 
Fine unwashed delaine, X, XX, and 
& 65 17 6 
Medium unwashed combing, 7 to ł 
BAO OG PEAN ENNE E oboe 29 52 60 22 + 
Coarse combing, unwashed, } blood...... 27 44 48 14} 12} 
Braid, unwashed combing ......ss.essersrsress 24 43 42 l4 10 
UNWASHED CLOTHING. 
Fine unmerchantabie, XX and above wi 

Oa ss aaa n EEES S aA 24 63 © l4 10 
Fine unmerchantable, X and above 

Mihin cess cocks cose ncesnoeh crucsqnicneaesaqounss} 2 6&5 63 13} 8} 
Fine unwashed clothing, XX and above, 

A ee ee rae ae, 23 ot 6 13} 9} 
Fine unwashed, X and above, average.. 21 65 60 13 7 
Medium unwashed clothing, } to + 

blood, CHOC co. ocses si scosccenescenscveewevosmoser 29 52 60 22 7 
Medium unwash 

blood, av: Pent ES 28 54 60 21 6} 
Coarse un ed clothing, } blood, 

PE AE RAET Ye SOR S A N NE 28 42 48 15 13 
Coarse unwashed clothing, } blood. 

RVOTASC LR ENEE POS 27 44 48 1d} 12} 
Common and burry, unwasnhed............. 20 50 40 13 7 


This table was prepared by Messrs. Justice Bateman & Co., wool 
commission merchants, of Philadelphia, and is computed upon the then 
current market prices for like grades, and very clearly shows that if 
Ohio wool is brought into competition with like grades found in the 
English markets, it must be bought at from 6 to 17 cents less per pound, 
varying according to grade, than was paid in 1887, if the buyer would 
be safe; and that is precisely what is being done now in that State. 

Of course this would be unnecessary and extortionate if such com- 
petition would not exist, even though this bill should pass. But such 
competition would arise. Why, Mr. Chairman, even under the present 
law it exists to a degree likely to ruin our sheep industry. You have 
seen how, since the law of 1883 was passed, the number of sheep and 
pounds of wool produced by us are steadily and surely diminishing; 
and the reason for this is to be found in the increased importations, 
mainly from the English market. 

We imported in 1883, year ending June 30, the following quantities 
and kinds of wool, all told: 


Class 1, clothing wools...., 
Class 2, combing wools. 
Class 3, carpet wools.... 


aa PIT E cots a EA EE A A O dete ey ... 53, 049, 965 
And this importation came in under the tariff of 1867, which im- 
osed a duty whose average ad valorem equivalent was 45.11 per cent. 
Under the tariff of 1883, imposing a duty whose average ad valorem 
equivalent is 41.77 per cent., we imported for the year ending June 
30, 1887, the following quantities and kinds of wool, namely: 


Class 1, clothing wools. 
Class 2, combing wools 
Class 3, carpet wools... 


Pounds. 
.. 11,546,530 
1,373, 113 
40, 322 
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Of this wool England and her colonies produced and furnished us 
with the following quantities, namely: . 
Pounds. 


Chass 1, clothing WoO0]8 .....0.0sssscsersssscossesssonsscssneseccseseessessessssooeeeesesessssesss 11, 256, 920 
2, combing wools, wee 8, 464, 587 
Class 3, carpet wools ...2......csccsseeecesseses teneeenee se. 23, 550, 882 
Or a total amount produced by them of..... weve 48, 272, 389 


There were also shipped from ports in England, in the same year, the 
following additional quantities, namely: 


Pounds. 
Class 1, clothing wools . one 375, 767 
Class 2, combing wools. eos 1,477,287 


Class 3, carpet wools 


so 39, 542, 728 
Ora total amount of wool purchased by English merchantsand 
resold to the United States of,........0rccsecesncossrecascccosasee ovecncsvceseses 41,395, 782 

Thus it will be seen that England and her possessions furnished 
us in all, last year, $4,668,171 pounds of wool, or about fourteen-nine- 
teenths of the whole amount of our importations. It will be no task, 
I apprehend, in the light of these facts, to see what foreign nation is 
demanding ‘‘free wool” in the United States. Nor will the task be 
any harder when the question is asked, ‘' For whose benefit does Eng- 
land make this demand?” It is because in this, as in all other lines 
of commerce, she wants the American markets for England, and for 
England only. She owes no allegiance to the United States. She fur- 
nishes no men to fight the battles of this Union. Her sonscan not be 
drafted into our armies to be slain, if need be, in defense of our flag. 
She bears none of the burdens of carrying on our Government. On the 
contrary, if we are to judge by her conduct in the past, she would as 
lief sell to our enemies as to us, and has, in all ways possible, given us 
to understand that she has no use for us, except for her enrichment, 
regardless of the injury that may result to our people and institutions, 
growing out of her avarice and because of conipetition with her de- 

ed and poorly paid labor. It is with her a question of money to 
made, and that alone, which induces her Cobden Club and free-trade 
theorists to cry ‘‘free wool ” to this nation. The wonder is that any 
American who loves his country and desires to see it prosper can be so 
blind and deluded as to fail to see the real motive behind this specious 
and deluding cry. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there is another matter involved in the statis- 
tics to which I have called attention, which I would note here. It is 
that when the rates of duty are lowered the amount of the revenue is 
increased. This bill proposes to reduce the revenues by putting cer- 
tain articles on the free-list and by reducing the tariff on others. The 
revenue may be reduced by taking a duty entirely off. But great care 
must be taken where the tariff is only reduced in amount, if we would 
avoid an increase of revenue by reason of increased importations. The 
estimate of the majority of the Ways and Means Committee, based 
upon the importations of last year, of the amount of reduction to be 
effected by the rates of duties upon articles which still remain duti- 
able, although at a reduced rate, is as follows: 

Importations of dutiable articles for year ending June 30, 1887, upon 


which by the Mills bill some duty is still left.............. «se. $178, 329, 048 
Duties collected upon these for year 1887......... . 117,663,127 
Proposed reduction of amount of duties. 31, 530, 941 


Per cent. 
Average ad valorem rate now on these articles.,.........-sccsccseereeeeereees 65. 98 
Average ad valorem rate proposed thereon by Mills bill.......0.000« 48. 30 
Amount to be remitted, average rate... wssercccccercsserenrsnseerenssecssens 17.68 


e By the tariff of 1867 for the year ending June 30, 1883, we collected 
of revenue on wool a sum total of $3,174,628. Our importations for 
that year were, as before stated, 53,049,965 pounds under a tariff duty 
ofabout 5 percent. less ad valorem equivalent. Wecollected revenue on 
wool for the year ending June 30, 1887, a sum total of $5,901,469 
on an importation of 114,404,173 pounds. So that it is here seen how 
a reduction of duties increases importations, and consequently increases 
the revenue. 

The danger line, at which this increase of revenue begins when the 
rate of duty is lowered, is, when your duty gets below the point where 
it operates as a bar to importations. If the tariff is high enough to 
keep out importations, then it will yield but little revenue. If it is 
just high enough to give the home producer a shade the advantage 
over his foreign competitor, it will yield somewhat more revenue, but 
still not enough to do any injury. But if it is only high enough so 
that the shade of advantage is in favor of the foreign competitor, then 
importations rush in, monopolize your market, increase your revenue, 
and ruin your home production. 

That we got the wool industry into this last state by the act of 1883 
is now apparent to any one. There are only two ways of disposing of 
the matter: First, take off the tariff on wool entirely and permit the for- 
eign product to monopolize our market, destroy our flocks, injure our 
farmers, make way with our prosperity in that regard, and thus stop 
the revenue; or second, raise the tariff on wool to the point where it 
was before the act of 1883 was passed, and give to this most important 
national resource an impetus only to be found in preserving our home 
market for our home productions. Of the two ways I prefer the sec- 
ond; and my voice and vote shall be found in that line until our laws 
are so framed as to bring about that result. I know itis claimed that 
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while the duty on wool benefits the farmer, it is more than offset by the 
amount of the tariff hé is compelled to pay upon his woolen goods. 
This proposition I utterly deny; and I invite a critical and close con- 
sideration of the question. Let us suppose a case: A farmer has 50 
sheep in his flock. These sheep yield an average fleece of 5 pounds, or, 
in all, 250 pounds of washed wool. This rates, under the act of 1883, 
one-half as clothing and one-half as combing-wools, and as such aver- 
ages 11 cents per pound tariff, if imported. 

If, as the ‘*free-trader’’ argues, the farmer pays the tariff on his 
woolens, then it follows he gets the tariff on the wool he sells, or on 
his 250 pounds of wool he realizes the additional sum of $27.50 be- 
cause of the tariff. This wool, preparatory to being worked into cloth, 
will make 83} pounds of scoured wool, and it takes not quite seven- 
eighths of a pound of this scoured wool to make 1 yard of cassimere, 
known in the trade as ‘‘ men’s all-wool clothing,” and can be bought 
at the factory, at wholesale, for 88 cents per yard; and suits made of 
it retail at from $8 to $12 throughout the Union. Under the rulings 
of the Treasury Department regarding worsteds this quality of cloth 
comes in at an average tariff cost of 30 cents per yard. So that, if the 
farmer purchased 90 yards per year of this cloth, and thus, as ‘‘ free- 
traders” claim, pays the whole tariff, he would pay but $27 additional, 
and would still be 50 cents ahead on the whole transaction. But now 
we have supposed that he buys back 90 yards of this cloth inone year. 
This would make thirteen men’s suits. 

As a matter of fact no ordinary farmer or farmer’s family will ina 
year use one-half of thatamount of clothor itsequivalent. So, reckon- 
ing it at one-half, his gain in the whole transaction by the tariff would 
be $14, But the fact is that such clothing as onr ordinary Ohio, Mich- 
igan, Pennsylvania, and Indiana wools produce, and which is the kind 
most commonly in use among our farming population, is sold quite as 
cheaply with us as it is in London. ‘The finer grades of cloth here are 
higher than there; but this grade of clothing retails very nearly as low 
here as there. So Iam informed by those having knowledge of Lon- 
don retail prices for this class of clothing. 

The truth of this was well illustrated in the remarks of my colleague 
(Mr. MCKINLEY], who, not long since, in this discussion, gave us 
the occular evidence of it; and I can not resist making the statement 
here that no man on the other side of the House has answered or re- 
futed the statements he made regarding wool blankets, or, indeed, any 
other statement contained in his masterly exposition of this subject, 
nor has any attempt to do so been made. 

That competition among our home woolen manufacturers has brought 
about this era of cheap woolens is too well established to need argu- 
ment. Do you ask, then, why the need ofa tariff? I answer: 

First. That we may preserve the American market for the American 
wool-grower. 

Second. That we may not by the destruction of our flocks be placed 
at the mercy of foreign producers. > 

Third. That there may be accorded to the American farmer the pro- 
tortion on this product of his farm which is accorded to other branches 
of trade. 

Fourth. That this source of national wealth and prosperity may not 
be lost to us because of the cheapness of the foreign product. 

Fifth. That our money, which would otherwise go to the foreign 
producer of wool, may be kept here at home to pay our debts and cir- 
culate among us, thereby enriching our people. 

Sixth. That the principle of protection may not be applied to the 
manufacturer of wool and be denied at the same time to the producer 
ofit. If one is protected the other should be, and I am for protecting 
both of them. 

When gentlemen declare that this reduction on wool is made for the 
purpose of enabling the manufacturer to obtain ‘‘cheap raw materials,” 
and so put it into his power to pay better wages to labor, and sell 
cheaper cloth to the laboring man, I would ask who labors harder 
than your farmer? Who puts in more hours of work in twenty-four 
than he? Who is more worthy of the care and regard of Government 
than the man furnishing its bread? You keep the tariff on the man- 
ufactured product, and indulge in the poetical and fallacious idea that 
manufacturers are then to be willing to pay more for labor than now, 
and are going to sell for less money than the market warrants them in 
asking, because you were so generous in leaving them some protection; 
and this is accompanied by the implied threat that if your expecta- 
tions are not realized you will come back at them with a still farther 
reduction until their protection is absolutely gone, thus demanding, 
as the price of giving the manufacturer and his labor this protection, 
that he and they shall reverse a law of trade older than Congresses, and 
buy and sell regardless of supply and demand. 

And this illusory view is advanced for the good of less than 3,000,000 
persons engaged in protected industries, taking the number to be as 
stated in the President’s message, while this wool industry, in which, 
from the same authority, 7,670,493 farmers are interested to the extent 
of at least $120,000,000, as shown by the census of 1880, you propose 
to leave without any protection; and, as I have shown, thus utterly 
destroy and annihilate it. 

Mr. Chairman, the theory of protection, properly applied, results in 
no such absurd and untenable position. It confines the place of sup- 
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ply to the United States as to the things we can produce in sufficient 
quantities to meet, or approximately to meet, the demands of our peo- 
ple. In doing this it does not confine its beneficial effects to one in- 
dustry or to a few favored pursuits; but it declares that as to all indus- 
tries which are or may be established and which are likely in time to 
supply the demand of our people we will confine the purchases of such 
things by our citizens to our own home markets as far as a tariff rea- 
sonably can or ought to do so; that this will keep our money at home 
to be invested in home enterprises; that it will develop our natural re- 
sources in all directions; that it will diversify the occupations of our 
people; that it will thus furnish employment for our labor; that under 
this system our laborers need not be all farmers or all anything else, 
but may be profitably engaged among us in nearly if not quite all the 
business pursuits and industries known to man. 

But it is not found within this principle of protection that one great 
industry among us shall be stricken down and destroyed in order to 
furnish to another ‘‘raw materials,” so called. 

This is antagonistic to and destructive of the principle of protection, 
and is the one subtle and insinuating way in which its enemies ig ogee 
itsand seek to overthrow the system. For, if a large body of the ad- 
herents of the protective theory can be thus split off from the main 
column of its supporters, by taking one industry at a time and remoy- 
ing the duties from it, so that those engaged therein have none of the 
benefits of the system, our opponents hope to be re-enforced by them, 
and thus finally be able to destroy the system itself, by the aid of those 
thus alienated from its support. 

It is the indirect mode of attack that seeks to divide the army and 
then destroy its separate parts. But fortunately for the protective 
system, and, therefore, for the country, in this instance, the attack is 
obliged to assume that the American people are fools, and. can not see 
what is really meant by such an approach. And it will fail, as all 
projects thus presuming on the intelligence of the people, should fail 
and do fail. 

It may be argued by some thatwe atleast oughttolet carpet wools 
in free because we can not produce them. The answer to this is that 
it is a mistake to suppose we can not produce our carpet wools. The 
dry plains of Western Texas, Colorado, and of the Territories of Ari- 
zona, Utah, and New Mexico are especially adapted to the support ot 
flocks of Mexican sheep, which multiply rapidly and furnish a supe- 
rior carpet wool. We can also use the poorer kinds of all other wools 
produced by us for that purpose. And we actually did produce over 
20,000,000 pounds of carpet wools in 1887. If gentleman would be 
convinced of our ability in this direction let them restore the tariff of 
1867, and in less than five years it will not require ent to show 
them it can be done, and be dong cheaply. The facts alone, then, will 
convince the most skeptical. I am in favor of letting Americans pro- 
duce the 80,000,000 pounds or more of carpet wools we imported in 
aa when they have both the capacity and the soil to enable them to 

o it. 

I would pay to American labor and skill and to American citizens 
every possible dollar I could before going abroad to purchase anything 
needed in our American life. By following such a policy we will 
build up our own people, support our own poor, augment our national 
wealth, and transmit to our children a nation rich in wealth, wise in 
statesmanship, and strong in the love of its people. The plan of re- 
ducing the surplus by a cowardly surrender of our wool market and 
industry to a foreign rival is, in my opinion, the veriest imbecility, 
and the men who counsel and compel it are certainly committing a 
blunder the evil effects of which can not be computed. 

The raw wool when prepared for market can not be called ‘‘raw 
material” in any proper sense of the term. It may be called such as 
regards the manufacturer of woolens in the sense of a ‘“‘trade term,” 
but it is a misnomer considered in the original meaning of the words 
used. I will enumerate the items of expense which enter into the 
preparation of a fleece of washed wool for the market. 

First. Cost of the sheep from which it is shorn. 

Second. Cost of keeping the sheep for one year. 

Third. Cost of shearing and washing the sheep. 

Fourth. Cost of marketing the wool. 

These four items of cost must be met and overcome by the possible in- 
crease of the flock and the sum realized from the annual sale of the 
fleece. Now, to say that a fleece of wool thus produced, which requires 
the farmer’s work and labor, the consumption of bis hay and grain, 
the use of his land, and the investment of his money, isa ‘‘ raw mate- 
rial” is to pervert the meaning of language. It is material advanced 
a long step towards the manufactured cloth, and, as the statistics and 
the experience of wool-growers amply show, can not be profitably ad- 
vanced to this stage under the tariff of 1883 as against foreign compe- 
tition. The policy, therefore, of placing wool upon the free-list means, 
as I have said, the utter destruction and annihilation of sheep hus- 
bandry in this Union, and the surrender of this great element of na- 
tional growth and wealth entirely to foreign producers. 

Mr. Chairman, when this result so plainly appears to be the natural 
effect of this bill, I confess, sir, I can not appreciate or commend the 
feeling that prompts an American citizen to occupy the anomalous po- 
sition of professing a great love for his people and his country’s insti- 
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tutions, yet finds himself willing to consent to strike down and destroy 
so necessary and so important a national resource. For myself, I be- 
lieve that allegiance to and love of the Jaws, the institutions, and the 
ple of my country is measured by a different standard and evidenced 
y a different course of action. 

I would not charge that gentlemen of a different view than the one 

I entertain are unpatriotic, but I do say that gentlemen can do as 
great an injury to the nation by following and establishing a mistaken 
and destructive theory as by following a deliberate purpose to dam- 


age it. 

The effect of a mistaken thrust of the dagger is as dangerous and 
hurtful as an intentional stab. And I earnestly urge upon gentlemen 
to support these amendments and restore the 1867 tariff upon wool, and 
again place it in the power of our farmers to profitably raise wool, and 
thus enable them to reach a better and more prosperous condition, and 
so add to the wealth and greatness of our whole people. 

Now, in conclusion, I would put the following question to gentlemen 
upon the other side of this House, and I earnestly hope that they, or 
some of them, will give me an honest answer to the inquiry: 

By the Mills bill you place upon the free-list fifty-three different in- 
dustries that have heretofore enjoyed protection to a greater or lesser 
extent, You reduce the duties on a multitude of others. You say 
you hope, in spite of experience to the contrary, to effect a large re- 
duction of the revenue by this action. 

Suppose the bill should become a law, and it should hereafter be 
found that instead of reducing revenues it actually increases them, 
because of the flood of importations it brings in. Where then do you 
next propose to strike? Will you take off the internal taxes? Or, fol- 
lowing the principle of the Mills bill, will you still essay the reduc- 
tion of revenue by placing more protected articles and industries upon 
the free-list ? I take it no man of ordinary sense would be at a loss to 
see that the logic of your bill is ultimately a strictly revenue tariff, 
such as England now has, and that means death to the protective sys- 
tem; and an honest answer to this question will unmask the mean- 
ing of the President’s message, the intent of the Mills bill, and the 
true meaning of the tariff plank in the Democratic platform recently 
adopted, if such unmasking is at all needed to expose that meaning. 
[Applause. ] ; y 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I would like to ask the gentleman 
am Ohio if the statistics to which he refers include those of the United 

tates. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I have not included those. et 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Because I think it would be admir- 
cored if they were also embodied in the tables to which the gentleman 
refers. 

During the delivery of the foregoing remarks the hammer fell. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. OUTHWAITE in the chair). The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. FITCH. I hope additional time will be granted. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I should like to have five minutes’ extension. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio be permitted to proceed for five minutes longer. 

There was no objection. . 

[Mr. BOOTHMAN then resumed and concluded his remarks asabove. 

| Mr. DOCKERY withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I do not know whether the programme 
of speakers has been arranged or not. Ifit has been, Idonot wantto 
interfere with it, and although I had no voice in the arrangement, I 
have been taught politeness and do not want to interfere withit. But, 
sir, if I am permitted, I would like to answer the question which was 
put to me whether this country could produce wool enough without 
large importation, I answer, yes, that this country can produce 90 per 
cent. of all the wool necessary to have here if we are given the oppor- 
tunity to do so. There is no question about that fact. Andif it were 
true that we can not produce suflicient wool, neither can we produce 
sufficient rice nor sugar, and yet gentlemen insist, while protection is 
kept up upon sugar and rice, wool shall be practically free. 

As a matter of fact the Mills bill has paralyzed the wool industry in 
Michigan. The farmers there can get only 22 to 25 cents for their best 
wool simply and solely because of the threatened danger by the Mills 
bill. When I state that I state what is known to everybody in the 
State of Michigan who knows anything about it. 

The friends of this bill insist upon free salt. Salt is 60 cents a bar- 
rel in Saginaw to-day. Michigan produced 425,000 barrels of salt in 
the month of June, and a total of 1,800,000 barrels of salt since Jan- 
uary 1, and this product of the districts represented by my colleague 
Mr. WHITING, and my colleague Mr. TARSNEY, sells at 60 cents a bar- 
rel, 280 pounds to the barrel, and the barrel itself costs 20 cents. 

Yes, these gentlemen take the tax off salt, which goes into the con- 
sumption of the whole country, an average of about 50 pounds to each 
person, and insist that those things which are raised south of Mason and 
Dixon’s line in infinitesimal quantity compared with the amount used 
shall be protected by a tariff, in the same breath charging us with being 
sectional. We do not ask the people of the South or the North for any- 
thing except fair play and fair treatment, and if these gentlemen think 
they can, with impunity, strike at every industry in the great State of 
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Michigan, as they seem to think they can, they will find out more 
about that after the election than perhaps they know now. 

They say we will put copper upon the free-list and destroy the cop- 
per trust; that we will keep a tariff on sugar and destroy the sugar 
trust; using opposite remedies for the same disease. We are told that 
the Republican party, by its adherence to the present system, is injuring 
American industry and is not the friend of American labor. 

Let me say to the gentleman from Missouri that if the distinguished 
ees from Pennsylvania [Mr. RANDALL] had not gone to New 

ork and solemnly assured the people there that the Democratic party 
would not interfere with the tariff to the detriment of the people, the 
State of New York would have given its electoral vote for Mr. Blaine 
in 1884. Butasa matter of fact he so said, and fought hard to keep 
his party to his pledge, and for such adherence has been practically read 
out of the party. A 

Mr. LANHAM. I do not desire to discuss the pending amendment, 
but rather to state a matter personal to myself. 

T. i , in some remarks which I had the honor tosubmit dur- 
ing the general debate on this bill, on the 2d of May last, I declared my 
purpose to offer or support an amendment to.reduce the duties on the 
manufactured products of wool to an average ad valorem of 25 per 
cent. I am still of the opinion that these duties ought to be reduced, 
and under ordinary circumstances I would faithfully execute the in- 
tention then expressed. It was done in advance of the authoritative 
action of the conventions of my party, both in my own State and at 
St. Louis, and before the Democratic Representatives in Congress had 
held any conference with reference to the line of policy to be pursued 
upon this bill. 

In good faith I submitted and urged before our party council, held 
in this Hall, the amendment mentioned; and while I believe it ought 
to have been adopted, still in the judgment of a majority of my polit- 
ical associates it was deemed inexpedient to disturb in this respect the 
measure reported by the majority of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

This bill has received the sanction and approval of the Democratic 
party, and has become essentially a party measure. We all realize the 
necessity of accomplishing something by way of tariff reduction and 
relieving the people from unjust taxation. This can only be done 
through that strength which comes from united action. I for one am 
not willing to incur the responsibility of endangering the passage of 
the bill or standing in the way of any reform contemplated by its pro- 
visions, and I have resolved what doubts I have entertained as to my 
own proper course in this matter into the general duty of fidelity to 
the conclusions reached by that party to which I belong. And in keep- 
ing with its councils and declarations I shall yield for the time being 
my personal inclinations to its aggregate wisdom and decline to break 
its ranks in favor of any individual commitial or conviction. I have 
felt it my duty to commit to the record this statement of the reasons 
which actuate my conduct. 

Mr. BREWER. Mr. Chairman, as I have said before, I have no ex- 
pectation that anything that can be said on this side of the House will in 
the least change the text or character of this bill, because it has been 
ordained by the caucus of the majority that no change is to be made 
in the same except by such amendments as are offered by the majority 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, and I should not take farther 


time of this committee was it not for the fact that I desire to correct 
some statements made by my colleague [Mr. Forp] in a speech made 
by him on this floor on the 27th day of April Jast. In that speech my 
colleague used this language in speaking of the effect of the duty on 
foreign wools: 

Take the result in my State, for instance, the State of Michigan. In 1867 the 
wool tariff was enormously increased, In that year thetariff on wool was raised 


-so that itaveraged between 50 and 60 per cent. and it so continued, practically 


without interruption, for sixten years. In 1867, when the tariff went into effect, 
there were 4,000,000 sheep in the State, and under the effect of the high tariff on 
wool, on the Ist of January, 1880, the number of those sheep had dwindled down 
to less than 2,000,000. 

> My colleague made a similar statement in a communication some time 
previous, addressed to the president of the Sheep-Breeders’ Association 
in my own State. I do not know where he got that information, for it 
certainly was from no official report. I find from the census reports for 
the years here given the following facts: In the year 1860 the census 
report shows there were 1,271,743 sheep in Michigan; in 1870 there 
were 1,985,906, and in 1880 there were 2,189,389. 

In 1867 there was no official report, either State or national, show- 
ing the number of sheep in Michigan, but if my colleague will take 
the pains to look at the census reports he will find there must have 
been considerably less than 2,000,000 sheep in Michigan at that time, 
or less than one-half the number stated by him. According to the 
returns made to the secretary of state for Michigan in 1884, under the 
State census of that year, there were 2,896,911 sheep in the State, 
which largely exceeded any number before that given. I concede that 
since the reduction of the duty-on wool under the act of 1883 there 
has been a reduction in the number of sheep in our State. This has 
been caused partially by a reduction of the duty at that time, and 
partially comes from the fact that for ten years there has been no single 
Congress that there has not been a bill pending here to reduce the 
duties upon foreign imports, wool and other articles. These bills have 
hung like a pall over the industries of the country, and our flock-rais- 
ers have suffered heavy losses by reason thereof; and to-day they are 
receiving trom 5 to 8 cents less for each pound of their wool than they 
would have received had not this bill been pending. 

For ten years they have been harassed by proposed or threatened 
legislation, antagonistic to their interests, until many of our farmers 
have been lessening their flocks or entirely disposing of the same. 
When the party now in power succeeded in the election of 1884, the 
farmers of my State, being aware of its free-trade tendencies, and of 
the unfavorable legislation which it had threatened touching sheep 
husbandry, have been compelled to meet the threatened emergency by 
depleting their flocks. If the farmers of the country could have the 
assurance that a reasonable and proper duty could be maintained upon 
foreign wool for ten years, we should at the end of that time have 
no need to import a pound of foreign wools, for a sufficient amount 
would be produced in our own country; but so long as the present 

y shali remain in power, just so long will our tariff laws be un- 
stable, uncertain, and demoralizing to the business interests of the 
country. 

In connection with my remarks I here give a table showing the re- 
duction of duty on wool and certain kinds of woolen goods by the act 
of 1883, and the effect of such reduction upon imports. 


A table of imports for three years previous and three years subsequent to the reduction in the tariff of March 3, 1883. 
[Compiled from official statistics of the Treasury Department] 


Articles. 


WORSTED CLOTHS. 


Except such as are composed in part of wool: 
Valued at not exceeding 40 cents per POUNG........0.ssc0seeesenssesse scene rereeeees 
Valued at over 40 cents and not exceeding 60 cents........... 
Valued at over 60 cenis and not exceeding 


‘Total pounds of cloth each year...... . 
Amount of Jaties Collected on ClOLNS.......-rereresseseenverseecerres seesoeeeeeessssesonosreeses 


20 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
..| 30 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
..| 40 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
.| 50 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 


aetnesaeeeetesrerces cenenscsensssnet toseeeentees saneesseneceeeenes 


Rates of duties, 


1, 180, 999 | 
l 


Articles. Eates of duties. Oxtevons 
WORSTED CLOTHS. 
Except such as are composed in part of wool. 
Valued at not exceeding 30 Cents............-sccssseecereenerrere «| 10 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
Valued at over 30 cents and not exceeding 40 cents... ..| 12 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
Valued at over 40 cents and not exceeding 60 cents.... ..| 18 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
Valued at over 60 cents and not exceeding 80 cents... ..| 24 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
Valued at over 80 Cemts.............-scccaceosesssccsseesssssnccoonseees ..| 35 cents per pound and 40 per cent... 
Total pounds of cloth ench yonr... 5 cciceends<ose qusesettnce edasesnences none ea boscceses]onectoreaseensceds can sasdéses <ocenabesvescreqsosowosoocooses 12, 966, 493 
Amount of duties collected on cloths... $7, 367, 411. 65 
Tnerease in revenue $4) 910, 863. 62 
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A table of imports for three years previous and three years subsequent to the reduction of the iariff of March 3, 1833—Continued. 


Articles. Rates of duties. 


YARNS, 


Valued at not exceeding 40 cents per pound.......ccccccorrsssserecesseeessnecees 
Valued at over 40 cents and not exceeding 60 Cents .........0sscreeseeees 
Valued at over 60 cents and not exceeding 80 Cents............-seegeee . 
Valued at over 80 cents per poUnd....ssssssrseseeesssesesesessseseeseesseeseósossoeesessres seers 


Total pounds of yarn cach YEAP,,.....s0..ccsrecsssosssororsescsenecsssverseesssecnensns lessesernes 
Amount of Buties BOUOOSOG a ccrercecesias cea peousinsespeiscinssotenovtognavces 


Articles. Rates of duties. 

YARNS. 
Valued at not exceeding 30 cents per pound............. OLIER REN SARA 10 cents per pound and 35 per cent ... 
Valued at over 30 cents and not exceeding 40 cents.. asssesesvénsseeersersvseseeees| 12 Cents per pound and 35 per cent ... 
Valued at over 40 cents and not exceeding 60 Cents, .........cssseseseererssersseeees| 18 cents per pound and 35 per cent ... 
Valued at over 60 cents and not exceeding 80 CONtE......c.sseeerercereee .| 24 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 


Valued at over 80 cents per pound.. ....sss.sssserssssssasessses Pe A aL SR 35 cents per pound and 40 per cent... 


Total pounds of yarn each Years. sccccsessreserceseeeees 
Amount of duties collected on yarns.. 
Increase in revenue s. se Aeoeeoese osason 


sessssssessns sassarese: 


TTET 


Articles. Rates of duties. 
KNIT GOODS. 
Hosiery, shirts, drawers, and other knit gonds: 
Valued at not over 40 cents per pound ......sssssssssssessrresressssaesssesissn st .| 20 cents per pound and 35 per cent 


| 30 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
.-| 40 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 
..| 50 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 


Valued at above 40 cents and not exceeding 60 cents. 
Valued at above 60 cents and not exceeding 80 COMtS.....csssecersseee 
Valued at over 80 cents per pound......ssessssssssssssseseesssssos eseteeedesneees 


Total pounds knit goods each 1,318, 807 
Amount of duties collected $1, 483. 68 
Articles. Rates of duties. tsan Sci 
KNIT GOODS 


Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. 
236 


And all goods made on knitting-frames: 


Valued at not exceeding 30 cents per pound......0....c000+ ssuseeeseeeee | 10 cents per pound and 35 per cent ... 


Valued at over 30 cents and not exceeding 40 cents 12 cents per pound and 25 per cent... 33 
Valued at over 40 cents and not exceeding 60 cents, .| 18 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 7,178 
Valued at over 60 cents and not exceeding 80 cents, .| 24 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 75,112 


Valued at over 80 cents per pound .,....cc0ssssererereree severe "| 35 cents per pound and 35 per cent... 


Total pounds knit 
Amount of duties collected 
Increase in revenue ., 


1,084,963 | 1,092, 348 


Articles. Rates of duties, 


Cloaks, dolm jackets, talmas, ulsters, or ‘other outside ents for | 50 cents per pound and 40 per cent... 
ladies’ and Aron open. Aer trots Uk aicatine Geneaieekoet ox ined 
for like purposes. 

P tara Gd arable OTN O N E vccascabsbustpacencsontnhesss sesecrnkestoadéebasseonenns| eotene vote VE LONT IEE NII DINOE INE FEN EENES 


Articles. “Rates of duties. 


Cloaks, dol ets, talmas, ulsters, or other outside garments for | 45 cents nd and 40 per cent... 
ladies lolmentlacone apparel, Baper of similar psani eria or used realy siete: 
‘or like purposes. ; 


Articles, Rates of duties, 
BETAS BE ay SS Pe 


RAW WOOLS, e 


Pounds, Pounds, Pounds. 


Class No. 1—Clothing Wools .....sece:seses 3 seee {| J cents per pound and 1 per cent} 20,600,707 | 13,489,928 | 11,546,590 | 45, 646, 160 
Amount of duties collected ....... Ean | oveee 


Class No, 2—Combing Wools... 1D. conts ber pound and il ber cent, }| 451,450 


tinnanininaenninnnaanns $ | 10 canta por pound and 10 per cent 
Amount Of duties Collected a. ceccicsssicsserercnssqrsvoscosonpseiscassooeeqect.sanssnces.covtovenseeiees on PEEN ft 


Claes Na OORDE WONG aas iisse.ccntiss secret siasi siiniga niske aaa eesis $ 
Amount of åüties Collected ...,isssescss saso cossogressecsonscessensassasasnecess ssessosspeoassnase| ©: 


seen nmeeeennnee ssrsarseesae 
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A table of imports for three years previous and three years subsequent to the reduction in the tarif of March 3, 1883—Continued. 


Articles. Rates of duties. 1884 | 1885, | 1836, chong Fein 
RAW WOOLS, 
“ie j Pounds. Pounds, Pounds. 
Class No. 1—Clothing wools... P| Be iraro aad oen g ae ~~} | 20,703,843 | 13, 472, 432 | 23,821,758 | 57,498, 083 
Amount of duties collected. pen PEIA ONE OE EEI E IRIE REREN PREEN EEI ENER KONSO ENEI $5, 905, 430, 42 
DIMPORGS TG a aa T NE E vey cxciessbn soucecosdapussecadessinfoneyscijaccaiabsapvopuanivecaghepsceasel 6 aaa oana A res tp eetrytratrevtsntena tery oncore pirori trerea sve Sen $107, 717. 66 
Class No. 2—Combing wools . {| oon Melato }| 4,474,905 | 3,891,914 | 4,872,739 | 13,289,048 
P R E T 9 RASARE NES AIE EES ENR SER A AANE EER EAEE VAS AET ANA S A edvees bavastvessrs $1, 337, 340. 02 
E EE a ON, POTA SEA E R PEE AT ATASA E EETRI EIR ENEA AERA E IEAA EEEE EEEE AS EENI EA $271. 525. 90 
Class No. 3—Carpet wools.. a { loirg necro i 62,525, 692 | 50,782,306 | 79,716,051 | 193, 024, 049 


Amount of duties collected -| $5,570, 459. 69 
Increase in revenue........... i $83, 889,97 
Total for 
Articles. : | Rates of duties. 1882. 1883. tl years. 
Pounds. mds. Pounds. 
Rags, shoddy, mungo, waste and MOOKS.......ccsesssccssestecerescerseeseeeeesnnneceee ssns 12 cents per pound less 10 per cent. 543, 116 917, 621 971, 401 2, 432,138 
Amount of duties collected. 


$291, 857.37 


Articles. 


Total for 


Rates of duties, 


Rags, shoddy, mungo, waste and MOCKS......ccsesecseseeserescereesessnnses veveee onvene 
Amount of duties collected... ccs S 
Increase in revenue, 


three years, 


Total increase in reyenue on these six articles in three years...........:.00ce0e 


The increase in the amount of clothing wool imported during the three 
years succeeding the reduction of duty in 1883 exceeded the amount im- 
ported for the three previous years 11,852,873 pounds, and of combing 
wools 3,125,774 pounds, and of carpet wools 63,299,783 pounds, and of 
rags, shoddy, waste, flocks, etc. , 2,278,779 pounds, while under the lower 
rate of duty there was collected $1,062,367.96 more duty during the 
three years succeeding the revision of 1883 than there was during the 
three years preceding the same, showing that by a reduction of the 
rate of duty the imports are so increased that the aggregate of duty is 
continually increased also. The same thing occurs in the case of 
worsted cloths, woolen yarns, knit goods, ladies’ woolen wearing ap- 
parel, etc. With the entire abolition of the duty on raw wool can 
any one doubt that the most of our wool will be imported, and sheep 
husbandry in the United States become a thing of the past? With 
the proposed decrease in the rate of duty upon woolen goods the im- 
portations will be so increased that the duty collected in the aggregate 
upon such goods will largely exceed that collected now under the pres- 
ent law. The only reductions made in the customs revenue under this 
bill will be upon such articles as are placed upon the free-list. The 
sole object of the bill, if we are to determine its object by its context, 
seems to be to increase importations. The Democratic majority in this 
House, as well as the Democratic party at its recent convention, has 
determined that this bill must pass, and that it is in the interest of our 
own industries and the labor of our own country that the wants of our 

ple be supplied by the production of foreign lands. The Repub- 
ican party, on the contrary, demands such legislation as shall tend to 
svpply the wants of our own people from the productions of our own 
labor, legislation, which shall tend to foster our own industries and 
provide labor with fair wages for our own people. 

The President in his message and other addresses presents all the 
arguments adduced by the most rabid free-trader, and yet he asserts 
that the question of free trade or protection is not in issue. He urges 
the placing of wool and other articles called ‘‘ raw material ’’ upon the 
free-list, and to that extent he certainly must be a free-trader. Henry 
George and every free-trader in America supports Grover Cleveland for 
President, Every free-trader in England fayors the re-election of Gro- 
ver Cleveland, for they know that his views are in harmony with their 
own, even though he may refuse to be classed with them. Let us see 
what they say. The London Times of July 6, 1888, in commenting 
upon the remarks of President Cleveland upon receiving official notice 
of his renomination, uses this language: 


It would hardly be le to the case more clearly or more 


put. free-trade 
is the force of words President Cleveland shrinks from 


be equi of American pouroa controversy, to “enemy 
of the workingmen and of industrial enterprises.” 
That it should be so is one of the curiosities of politics, and an extraordinary 
ce of the power of a phrase even over minds which are commonly shrewd 
and reasonable; for it is certain that the arguments which President Cleveland 
urges are those which Cobden used to employ forty-five ycars ago, and which 
any English free-trader would employ now. Such propositions as that taxation 
ought to be strictly limited by the needs of the country; that it is unjust to tax 
the whole community for the benefit of special classes; that import duties stifle 
production and limit the area of a country’s markets are purely free-trade argu- 


ments, As such we are glad to see President Cleveland using them, though we 
are sorry for the popular infatuation which makes it dangerous to give them 
their right name. 

Most of the London and other English press construe the President’s 
language in a similar manner and arrive at similar conclusions touch- 
ing his views upon the tariff question. The London Daily News, the 
great Liberal organ, of the same date, uses the following language: 

President Cleveland's speech is more to the point. He discusses the princi- 
ples at issue in the senge and shows that he is the free-trade candidate in 
everything but name, The reservation is an important one for American party 
had goa The President feels compelled to characterize the attempt to brand 
him as a free-trader as deception, but for all that the electoral conflict now in 
peers is a conflict between free trade and protection, and nothing less, ‘This 
s a very good conflict as things go, and, like warfare between good and evil, it 
threatens to be perpetual, Mr, Cleveland may find a more formidable antag- 
onist in General Harrison than we have been led to expect. 

As well might the President and his supporters in this House say 
that England is not a free-trade country as to claim that the policy ad- 
vocated and the arguments used by them here must not inevitably lead 
to free trade. There is no country in the world which has absolute free 
trade. England has not, for on many articles imported she levies a 
high rate of duty. Her tariff laws are framed ‘‘for revenue only,” 
and yet we all call England a free-trade country. Is there a Democrat 
here upon this floor that is not in favor of a tariff for revenue only ? 
Your party has often declared in its national conventions for this. 
Why, then, does the President shrink from admitting his desire for 
free trade as England has it to-day? Why is it that our Democratic 
friends here argue for English free trade and yet deny that they are 
free-traders? The whole scope of their argument has been that pro- 
tection in itself is wrong per se; that it is robbing one class of our peo- 
ple for the benefit of another class; that protection tends to restrict 
trade and is therefore detrimental to our industries and tends to op- 
pressourlabor. If this be so, then how can our Democratic friends say 
they are not for the opposite of protection, to wit, free trade or the 
English system of a tariff forrevenue only? Theallegations made by the 
English press as above quoted can not be gainsaid. The construction 
pos upon the President’s utterances and the acts of his party in this 

ouse are too plain to be refuted by any statement of the President. 
The chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, who is the leader 
in this House, during the first session of the Forty-eighth Congress, in 
discussing the ‘‘ Morrison bill,” used this language: 

We must remove, both by legislation and diplomacy, every hindering cause 
that prevents the free exchange of products of our labor in all the markets of 
the world. We must unfetter every arm and let every muscle strike for the 
highest remuneration of toil. We must let wealth, the creation of labor, grow 
up in all the homes of ourpeople. Then every industry will spring forward at 

und, and wealth, prosperity, and power will bless the land that is dedicated 
to free men, free labor, and free trade. (See volume 66, page 2990, of RECORD.) 

This was in 1884. On April 24, 1878, in discussing the ‘‘ Wood 
tariff bill,” Mr. MILLS uses this language: 

‘The committee could have imposed duties at 20 per cent., as a general rule, 
making a few ee above that standard and many below, and raise one 
hundred millions instead of one hundred and forty-one. The next year the 
same duties would bring one hundred and twenty millions, because the im- 


ports would be largely increased by the lower duties, Our policy should be to 
take the smallest amount of taxes t wecan by customs; and we should 
ually decrease 


the amount until our customs taxes come alone from nocompet- 
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ing articles entering our custom houses. We now have over a hundred mill- 

fons from whisky and tobacco and other internal taxes, but they are on the same 
rinciple as the tariff taxes on consumption, and fall on the poor, and should be 
argely decreased. (See volume 29 of CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 2793.) 

Here the honorable gentleman declares for a tariff for revenue only, 
such as they have in England, and which is known as free trade there. 
The honorable gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] compares protec- 
tion with highway robbery, and votes for the lowest possible reduction 
of duty on everything, unless the Democratic caucus orders otherwise. 
Many speakers upon the other side have boldly dtclared that this bill 
does not go as far towards free trade as they wished, but they would 
support it as the best they could get, while other leaders of the party 
counsel moderation until the party gets full control of the executive 
and legislative departments of the Government. Can any one doubt, 
then, that the Democratic party to-day is essentially a free-trade party ? 
The question in this campaign is protection vs. free trade, and there 
should be no avoiding the issue which our friends have made. If that 
party has the courage of its convictiong they should stand by the issue 
they have made and let the people render their verdict accordingly. 

The duty on wool and woolen goods should be restored to what it 
was under the act of 1867, with slight modifications in the classifica- 
tion; but it is entirely useless to point out what should be done when 
it is well known that no change in the bill can be made in this House. 
My friend from Missouri [Mr. DockERY] has taken occasion to allude 
to what he calls the glorious history of the Democratic party and its 
love for the laboring man. Let me state that if the Democratic party 
is entitled to any glory it must be for acts performed in its early his- 
tory and not in later years. If it has ever had any love for labor in 
this country it has failed to manifest that fact except by word of mouth, 
certainly not by any affirmative act. Up to a few years ago that party 
in the South claimed and exercised the right to own its own labor, and 
was sustained in that position by the Democrats of the North. That 
party since its resumption of power has enacted no legislation in the 
interest of labor or of laboring men. ‘To-day it tells us it seeks to re- 
lieve labor of its burdens, and how? By increasing the importation 
of the products of foreign labor and thereby depriving our own labor 
from producing that which goes to supply the wants of our people, by 
building up foreign industries and destroying our own. 

Let me tell my friend that the attempt of this House to carry out 
such policy is greatly depressing our industries and depriving thou- 
sands of laborers of honest employment at fair and remunerative wages, 
and these men will be heard in November next. [Applause. ] 

Mr. Chairman, I haye had for some time in my hands remonstrances 
signed by some fifteen hundred of my constituents against the putting 
of wool on the free-list or reducing the rate of duty thereon. As the bill 
had been reported to the House before they reached me, I have refrained 
from presenting the same until the present time, that I might the bet- 
ter call the attention of the House to the feeling possessed by our 
farmers touching this question. 

[During the delivery of the foregoing remarks the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. . 

Mr. BREWER. I ask unanimous consent to be permitted to occupy 
ten minutes longer. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BREWER resumed and concluded his remarks as above. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to enter my protest against 
the proposition of the Democractic majority of the Ways and Means 
Committee to place imported Canadian, South American, and Aus- 
tralian wool on the free-list. 

I protest against it, first, because it is a grave injustice to the farmers 
of Maine and of other States who raise wool, and especially injurious 
to agriculture. Under the present law imported clothing wool pays a 
dutyof 10 cents per pound for medium and 12 cents per pound forfine; 
and the Mills bill proposes to remove the whole of this duty, and to 
bring wool-growers of this country into free and open competition, not 
only with the wool-growers of Canada, but also of South America. I 
desire to ask the Democratic members of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, who have reported this bill, how they defend such injustice to 
our farmers as placing imported wool on the free-list, while they im- 
pose a duty of 100 per cent. on imported rice to protect Southern rice, 
68 per cent. on sugar to protect Southern sugar, and 40 per cent. on so 
crade an article as bituminous coal to protect Virginia and Maryland 


NOT GIVE CHEAPER CLOTHING PERMANENTLY. 

The gentleman from Arkansas [ Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] repliesthattheir 
object is to make clothing cheaper for the massesof the people. Butif 
it is really a blessing to the people to crush out wool-growing in the 
United States, as this bill certainly will; if the entire abolition of the 
duty on wool will produce a condition of things which will permanently 
give the people cheaper clothing, which I deny, then I ask the gentle- 
man why he confines his ‘‘blessing’’ to wool produced by the farmers 
of this country, and at the same time refuses to give the farmers free 
sugar, free rice, free coal, free everything? Why call upon the farm- 
ers who grow wool to bear alf the sacrifices to secure a great ‘“bless- 
ing” for others, and refuse to give them compensatory blessings ? 

Bat, Mr. Chairman, I deny that free wool would be a permanent ad- 
vantage to the people, even in the matter of clothing. Temporarily 


‘CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6213 


there would be cheaper wool, because foreign wool would come in free. 
But as soon as our farmers killed off their flocks and stopped raising 
wool (as they would be compelled to with free wool) then the 

falling off of production consequent on the giving up of wool-raising in 
this country would advance the price abroad and any temporary advan- 
tage would be largely lost. But there would be an offset to any tempo- 
rary advantage arising from the fact that the ability of our farmers to 
purchase articles for consumption would be diminished to the extent 
of the destruction of their former income from wool-raising. Indeed, 
after twenty-seven years’ protection of wool-growing, woolen cloth is 
30 per cent. cheaper than it was before the war under non-protection. 
There never was a time when clothing was so cheap, and the working- 
man can bhy a coat in the United States for two-thirds the labor that 
he can buy a similar coat in Great Britain. In addition to this loss, 
the destruction of the wool-raising in this country would havea seri- 
ous effect on the supply of meat and increase the price of mutton, which 
now forms so large a part of the meat supply of the people. And be- 
yond this whatever tends to discourage sheep-raising injuriously af- 
fects the fertility ef our farms, for it is well known that sheep have a 
most beneficial influence in renovating worn-out lands on which they 


are pastured. 3 
IMPORTANCE OF SHEEP-RAISING. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard it said, in the progress of this debate, 
that sheep-raising and wool-growing are matters of little consequence 
to the people of the United States. President Cleveland in his last an- 
nual message, which recommended placing wool on the free-list, con- 
veyed the impression that only a few farmers are interested in sheep- 
raising. 

Mr. J. R. Dodge, the statistician of the Agricultural Department, 
reports that January 1, 1888, there were 43,544,755 sheep in the United 
States, valued at $89,279,926, distributed as follows: 


Sheep. 
States and Territories, ae : 
verage 
Number rice: Value. 
547,725 $3.01 | $1,645,914 
205,023 2.98 610, 668 
393, 301 2.85 1,120, 279 
è 62, 667 3.30 206, 702 
Rhode Island 20,852 3.8L 79, 498 
Connecticut .. 49, 199 3.81 187,517 .- 
New York... 1, 564, 067 3.46 5, 415, 582 
New Jersey. 105, 276 3.70 389, 1 
Pennsylvania .. 984, 891 2.80 2, 756, 119 
Delaware . 22, 294 3.27 72,780 
Maryland 160, 254 3.35 537,171 
Virginia .. 444,741 2. 42 1, 078, 053 
North Caro! 427,500 1.36 581, 054 
South Carolina... 107, 334 1.72 184, 400 
JCOTGIA......00 442,274 1,50 664,826 
Florida. , 888 1.96 182, 061 
Alabama.. 310, 622 1.46 453, 135 
Mississippi 247, 830 1.57 390, 
Louisiana 113, 965 1.64 186, 891 
4 4,523, 739 1.52 6, 864, 774 
220, 167 1.41 310, 127 
516,594 1.61 832,440 
474, 933 2. 26 1, 073, 824 
797, 998 2.43 1, 986, 74L 
4,105, 622 2.61 | 10,714,177 
2, 113, 004 2.72 5,743, 990 
1, 003, 068 2.55 2,553, 611 
814,177 2.49 2, 026, 894 
911, 662 2.15 1, 962, 261 
283, 725 2.38 674, 698 
408, 478 2,41 985, 249 
1, 087, 690 1.74 1, 894, 973 
830, 139 1.76 1, 457, 558 
422,112 2.02 852, 456 
5, 462, 728 1.83 | 10,291,779 
2, 930, 123 1.70 4, 987, 069 
660, 1,91 |+ 1,259,660 
1, 137, 686 1.98 2, 257, 169 
658, 561 1.75 1, 152, 482 
269, O19 2.60 700, 526 
312, 408 2.05 G40, 436 
1, 265, 000 2.10 2, 658, 398 
3, 623, 168 1.09 3, 953, 239 
1, 335, 000 1.9% | 2,594,172 
549, 885 1.94 1, 068, 976 
Wyoming... 08 |, 855 


Indian Territory 


zos | 89,279,926 


As the average weight of wool per head is now about 6 pounds, the 
production of wool in the United States last year was about 265,000,000 
pounds, valued at $66,000,000. 

In 1884 the number of sheep in the United States was 50,626,626, 
and the production of wool reached 308,000,000 pounds, the largest 
annual wool crop ever marketed in this country. In 1880 the number 
of sheep was 40,765,900, and the production of wool 240,000,000 
pounds. In 1875 the number of sheep was 33,783,600, and the pro- 
duction of wool 192,000,000 pounds. In 1870 number of sheep 28, 477, - 
951, and production of wool 100,102,387 pounds. In 1860 number of 
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sheep 22,471,271, and the production of wool 60,511,343 pounds. In 
1850 number of sheep 21,723,220, and wool clip 52,516,959 pounds. 
In 1840 number of sheep 19,311,374, and wool clip 35,000,000 pounds. 

Ib will be observed that in twenty years between 1840 and 1880, all 
but four years under a revenue tariff policy, the number of sheep in 
the United States increased only 20 per cent., and the clip of wool 70 
per cent., while in the twenty years between 1860 and 1880 the num- 
ber of sheep increased 80 per cent. and the clip of wool 300 per cent. 

In 1885 the United States was second to only Australasia, with a 
clip of 455,470,000 pounds, in her production of wool. The Argentine 
Republic came third with a clip of 283,047,000 pounds; Russia fourth, 
with a clip of 262,966,000 pounds, and the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain fifth, with a clip of 135,936,000 pounds. The tota. wool elip 
of the world was 1,825,788,000 pounds, the United States, with a clip 
of 302,000,000 pounds, producing one-sixth of the whole. 

The most remarkable feature of the progress of wool-growing in the 
United States has been the rapid increase in the average weight of the 
fleece. In 1840 this was barely 1.85 pounds; in 1850 it was 2.42 
pounds; in 1860 it was 2.68; in 1870 it was 3.52; in 1890 it was 4.79; 
and in 1887 it was 6 pounds. 

In 1860 this country produced little over 2 pounds of wool to each 
inhabitant; in 1880, over 4 pounds; and in 1885, over 5 pounds. 

Between 1850 and 1860 our imported woolens averaged annually 
$1.09 per inhabitant; between 1860 and 1870, 91 cents, and between 
1870 and 1880, 86 cents; showing that under protection we are coming 
nearer and nearer to supplying our own markets. 

In 1886 our consumption of wool was 399,081,000 pounds, of which 
we produced 285,000,000 pounds, or 72 per cent., and imported 114,- 
404,173 pounds, or 28 per cent. 

Of the wool imported only 23,195,734 pounds were clothing wool, 
9,703,962 pounds combing wool, and 81,504,477 pounds eoarse carpet 
wool. 

The value of our woolen manufactures in 1880 was $267,252,913 
(more than the value of the woolen manufactures of Great Britain), 
and the value of the same imported was $35,776,559, making the total 
consumption of woolen goods in that year $303,029,472, or about $6 
per inhabitant—a constantly increasing consumption of woolens. 

These figures, striking as they are, give an incomplete idea of the im- 
portance of the wool-growing and sheep-raising industry to our farmers 
and the country; and this industry in the United States the Mills bill 
proposes to wreck by allowing foreign wool, produced by cheaper labor, 
to come into our markets free of duty to compete with it. 

EFFECT OF FREE WOOL. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that an attempt has been made to show 
that wool will not decline in price under free trade, and therefore to 
claim that free wool will not hurt the farmer. The Democratic candi- 
date for Congress in the district in which I have the honor to repre- 
sent (C. E. Allen, esq.), presents this claim in his letter of acceptance, 


as follows: i 
After twenty years of protection on wool, we have about two-thirds of a sheep 
per inhabitant, and a sheep gives annually less than 5 pounds of wool. Pray, 


tell me, wool-raisers, will you let us freeze in some of these blizzards for the 


Jack of wool from somewhere? Wool did notdecline in price when free of duty. 
pay pa eng isn’t it? They tickle the farmer with 10 cents a pound on his fleece 
and aim to get 50 cents per pound on his clothing. k 

The amusing of this claim that wool would be as high under 
free trade as under protection is that it is put forth as a companion of 
another claim that free wool will cheapen woolen cloth to the consumer 
by reducing the cost of the material. Our free-trade friends can not 
occupy both positions at once from their point of view. 

As a matter of fact we have not had free clothing wool in the United 
States since 1824. From 1824 to 1857, and even under the low tariff of 
1846, the duty was 30 per cent. ; from 1857 to 1861 it was 24 për cent., 
and between 1867 and 1883 it was an equivalent of 50 per cent., and 
since 40 per cent. A 

So that the statement that ‘‘ wool ait not decline in po iie es 
of duty *? is meaningless, because, unti present time for sixty-five 
enters have had no President or Congress that has thought it just, 
wise, or safe to place wool on the free-list, and it is suggestive that since 
the Mills bill threatened free wool it has declined 7 cents in price. Ir 
free-wool threatened has done this, what will free wool enacted into 
law do? 

Nothing can be clearer than if wool is admitted free of duty it will 
result in a decline of wool nearly to the extentof the duty. Butafter 
this decline has wrecked wool-growing in this country, and one-sixth 
of the production of the world been lost, does any one doubt that for- 
eign wool-growers will take advantage of the situation to increase the 
price, so that the ultimate result will be greater cost of wool for cloth- 


ing? 

While the inevitable tendency of the largely increased production of 
wool in the world has been to reduce the price of wool every where, yet 
the effect of our tariff has been to keep the price of wool in this coun- 
try higher than it would have been or will be under free wool. In 
other words, protection has encouraged sheep-raising and has led to 
reeding that now the weight per fleece is three times 


such attention to b: 
what it was in 1860, and even 30 cents per pound pays better than 40 
cents would have paid in 1860. 
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Under protection we are coming nearer and nearer every decade to 
growing all our clothing wool. In 1860 we produced only 2 pounds of 
wool per. inhabitant, and in 1885, 5 pounds per inhabitant. In 1886 
we imported only 23,000,000 pounds of clothing wool, while 270,000, - 
000 of clothing wool were raised and used at home. ; 

If we should admit foreign wool to our markets free of duty, the 
temporary effect would be to cheapen price until onr chief industry was 
destroyed, and then the destruction of one-sixth of the world’s wool 
elip would result in higher prices for wool and dearer clothing. . The 
American farmer would be sacrificed, and then the consumer would 
ultimately have to pay more for his clothing and his mutton. It isno 
wonder that the farmers of the United States represented by the Wool- 
Growers’ Association have united ina remonstrance against the propo- 
sition of the Mill’s bill to place wool on the free-list, as follows: 

The wool-dealers and wool-growers of the United States, representing a capi- 
tal of over $500,000,000 and a constituency of a million wool-growers and wool- 
dealers, assembled in conference in the city of Washington this 7th day of Decem- 
ber, 1887, having read the first ann message of the President to the Fiftieth 
Congress, declare that the sentiments of the message are a direct attack upon 
their industry, one of the most important of the country and in positive viola- 
tion of the national Democratic platform of 1854, as interpreted by the party 
leaders and by the rank and file of the party; that thre argument made 
by the President for the removal of our protection against foreign competition 
is the old one, repeatedly made by the enemies of our industrial progress, and 
effectively answered in nearly every school of our land, and so thor- 
oughly disproved by the logic of facts and the demonstrations of experience and 
history, as to need no answer from us. We acknowledge that our “ small hold- 
ings,” our scattered and unorganized condition, make us the easy prey of the 
free-trader, but we had a right to expect something different from the Chief 
Executive of the nation, at once the most happy, prosperons, and contented of 
any of the world, made so by a peed of protection and development which he 
now seeks to destroy. We had a right to expect our President would favor the 
wool-growers of the United States, and contess our deep disappointment that 
instead he favors the interests of our foreign com 


HOW THE FARMERS ARK AFFECTED. 

It is not only wool that the Mills bill places on the free-list, but Ca- 
nadian beans, pease, milk, meats (including mutton and beef), eucum- 
bers, cabbages, turnips, squashes, tomatoes, manufactured lumber, 
bricks, building-stone, etc., are also admitted free of duty to compete 
in our markets with our own farm produce. 

No wonder the Montreal Gazette, in discussing our coming elections, 
recently expressed an earnest desire that President Cleveland might be 
re-elected, with a Democratic Congress, giving these reasons for its 
choice: 


Canadian people have a special and deep interest in the Presidential contest 
in the United States. * * è The fishery treaty might possibly be ratified by 
the Senate, if Mr. Cleveland's administration isapproved by the people. * * * 
‘Phere can be no doubt that the chances of its ultimate acceptance will be greatly 
increased if Mr. Cleveland's administration is indorsed. 

There is, however, an even more important reason why Canadians should 
wish for the success of Mr. Cleveland. The great issue of the day among our 
neighbors is tariff reform. * * * Mr. Cleveland’s success meaning the pas- 
sage of the Mills bill, and the passage of the Mills bill meaning a free marketin 
the United States for our lumber, wool, iron ore, salt, and some other producis, 
a will watch with deep interest the progress of the campaign and the 

outcome. 


What makes this treatment of Northern farmers more unjust is the 
fact that the Mills bill imposes 68 per cent. on sugar to protect Louisi- 
ana, and 100 per cent. on rice to protect South Carolina rice, 

INJURIOUS TO WOOLEN MANUFACTURES, 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE], in defending 
free wool, laid great stress on the advantage which he declared it would 
give American woolen manufacturers to have free wool and protected 
woolen goods. 

I am aware, Mr. Chairman, that great efforts have been made by the 
promoters of the Mills bill to induce woolen manufacturers to support 
the measure on this ground. Butit is a credit to the sense of honor 
and fair-dealing which prevails among the great body of woolen manu- 
facturers in the United States that scarcely a dozen of them, and these 
free-traders, have joined in the support of the Mills bill. Even if it 
were true that free wool would temporarily promote the interests of 
woolen manufacturers, yet those gentlemen realize that it would be 
only by doing injustice to the wool-grower, and that this injustice 
would speedily react and reach the manufacturer. Indeed, it is well 
understood that the object of the free-traders in placing wool on the 
free-list is to endeavor to detach the farmers from the ranks of protec- 
tionists, in order that they may have their aid to next greatly reduce or 
abolish the duties on manufactured 

But the passage of the Mills bill could not even temporarily benefit 


woolen man The present tariff imposes on imported wool- 
ens a specific d or square-yard duty, intended to fully cover and 
a little more cover the duty on wool, which goes to the farmer, 


and a manufacturer’s duty of 35 per cent. ad valgrem on coarse wool- 
ens and 40 per cent. on fine. The Mills bill abolishes the duty on 
wool and also the specific duty on imported woolens, leaving the manu- 
facturer the same ad valorem duty as at present. This does not give 
the woolen manufacturer any additional vantage ground as against im- 
ported goods. Indeed, it diminishes his protection to whatever extent 
the abolished specific duty (Which could not be avoided by under- 
valuations as an ad valorem duty is) exteeded the actual difference in 
cost between wool in England and in the United States, which is 
usually less than the specific duty. 

In other words, the woolen manufacturer, with free wool and noth- 


1888. 
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ing but the manufacturer’s ad valorem duty, which is largely over- | thus become the beneficiary of this open and notorious and infamous 
come by undervaluations of imports, would not be so well off as now. | assault upon the fundamental principle of our Government? 


The difficulty under which woolen manufacturers are laboring now 
is not the want of free wool, but because of the Treasury decisions 
which admit worsted goods at a lower duty than woolens, because of 
wholesale underyaluations which require specific instead of ad valorem 
duties, and more intelligent appraisers at the custom-houses, and be- 
cause of the threat of free wool, which has almost checked the demand 
for goods. 

If the difficulties which woolen manufacturers and employés in 
woolen mills ate called to encounter have been great under a threat of 
the Mills bill, what would they be with the bill a law of the land! 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Muts] has indulged in swelling 

rophecies of an immense export trade in woolens if we could only 
ba free wool. How unfounded all such prophecies are may be seen 
by examining the statistics of exports of cotton goods. Notwithstand- 
ing we have cotton cheaper than our European rivals, yet we were able 
last year to export cotton goods to the value of only fifteen millions, 
and those goods only coarse cottons, in which the labor is a small ele- 
ment, simply for the reason that our labor costs more than it does 
abroad, If we had free wool, we could not export even fifteen millions 
of woolens, for the reason that our higher-cost labor would prevent. 

We have a domestic market which requires twice as large an amount 
of woolens as any foreign market, and it is our first duty to retain that, 
by taking measures to correct the Treasury decision and inequalities 
in rates which last year allowed the importation of foreign woolens to 
the value of $44,000,000. With these loopholes stopped up we shall 
have not only the most flourishing woolen-manufacturing industry, but 
also the most prosperous wool-growers in the world. Let our motto 
be protection to both American wool-growers and American woolen 
manufacturers (for both industries must stand or fall together), as well 
as protection to every other industry in the land. American markets 
belong to American producers and workingmen. [Applause. ] 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Before beginning my remarks, and 
without knowing exactly how much time I shall oceupy (though I as- 
sure the House I shall be as brief as possible), I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may proceed without interruption until I have completed 
what I have to say. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Ohio [ Mr. Josrrn D. TAY- 
LOR] asks unanimous consent to proceed with his remarks until they 
are completed? Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

(Mr. Josern D. TAYLOR withholds ‘his remarks for revision. 
APPENDIX. } 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, of what avail are discussions upon 
the subject of the tariff if, after full hearing has been had, the people, 
the final arbiters, are not permitted to register their judgments.and to 
make their final decrees? 

It is the argument before a jury whose finding is to be compulsory 
and whose decrees are registered, not by the judgment of the jurors 
after due deliberation and upon the weight of the evidence, but rather 
by the dictates of a party which has suppressed fair and candid discus- 
sion, and has by its predetermined course not only blotted out opposi- 
tion to its party dictations, but has been willing to avail itself of the 
fruit of its wrongfal doings in order that it may retain the ascendency 
in a Government which would cast it aside if its ballot-boxes weré not 
closed with dishonor and locked with fraud. : 

Is there a single individual in this land so deluded as to believe that 
ifevery ballot-box was open and free and fair and every man permitted 
to cast his ballot into the box and have it honestly counted out just as 
he put it in the people of this country would indorse the doctrine of 
free trade and would permit the Democratic party to continue in power 
after the 4th of March next? 

Is there any one so ignorant that he does not know that the Demo- 
cratic party, if it succeeds at all, must succeed because in a large part 
of the Union it has long since been determined that the voters of that 
portion of the country shall not be permitted to make choice between 
the parties asking for their confidence, and shall not be permitted to 
put their ballots into the boxes and select their representatives and 
choose the rulers to whom their delegated powers shall be intrusted? 

Is.there any one so misinformed as to be of the, opinion that the 
“ majority ’—that designated portion of our people by whose ex- 
pressed wish the country and its institutions is to be governed—will 
be permitted in those Southern States at the coming elections to de- 
termine the principles which are to prevail and fo select those who are 
to administer the laws and to enact the legislation of the country? 

Is there any one who does not know that in a large portion of the 
Union the ‘‘ minority ” overawes the ‘‘ majority,” and that the ballot- 
boxes do not register the will of a majority, but of a dictatorial and 
arrogant minority who have usurped the power and trampled out the 
will of the people? 

Is there any one so utterly blinded as to believe that the Democratic 
party is ignorant of this fraud and outrage and intimidation? 

Is there any one so foolish as not to know that the Democratic party 
is ready and willing and content to avail itself of the assistance of this 
portion of the Union, and is confidently counting upon the unbroken 
solidity of these Southern States to perpetuate itself in power, and 


"See 


THE FALSE CREY OF SECTIONALIS5M, 

I know it is considered an act of great temerity if any one refers 
even in the most casual way to these elections and the frauds and out- 
rages and intimidations of the Southern States. It is regarded as an 
interference in matters which do not concern him or his, and he is 
branded as a defamer and looked upon as one who would stir up un- 
necessary sectional strife. 

But those elections do not concern the Southern people alone, ihey 
are matters of interest to the people of the whole country. 

For if the Democratic party remain in power for another four years 
it will only be because it is enabled by continued suppression of the 
will of the people in those States to blot ont the will of the majority. 

It is folly to raisejthe cry of sectionalism as against a free ballot, but 
if only that ery will avail to attain an honest ballot-box and the rights 
of the people, then let that cry prevail. 

MR, GRADY AND THE BLOODY SHIRT. 

Mr. Grady, in his Atlanta Constitution, has given us his interpreta- 

tion of this sectional cry from a Southern standpoint. He says: 


Mr. SHERMAN makes bold to say that he will base his candidacy principally 
on the pledge to secure, if possible, a fair count of the votes in the Southern 
States. In other words, he raises the bloody shirt, and fiaunts its gory folds 
defiantly at Mr. Blaine and Mr.-Foraker. 7 . 


This, then, is the new definition of the ‘bloody shirt.” One who 
believes in the freedom and purity of the ballot-box and is not afraid 
to assert his opinions, and is ready and willing to plead for fair elec- 
tions and an honest count in every section of the Union, is a dissemi- 
nator of vicious doctrines, and a calumniator whose actions are to be, 
met with denunciation, and whose arguments are to be treated with 
derision and contempt, and who is to be branded as a traitor to the 
peace and good will of the different-sections of the Union. 

Mr. Grady and his Southern brethren will find that neither denun- 
ciation nor attempted intimidation will meet this question, and that 
neither epithet nor threat will divert the people from an inquiry into 
the outrages and frauds of these Southern elections, and that there will 
be no end to this matter until the ballot-boxes of Georgia are as fair as 
the ballot-boxes of Indiana. 


THE ISSUE OF A FAIR COUNT OF THE VOTE WILL BE SQUARELY MET BY SOUTH- 
EEN PEOPLE. 


But Mr. Grady goes on further to say: 


But Mr. een as cannes. a agen a satisfactory to ei Dem- 
party. He wi met squarely on the issue he pro , and the 
ple of this country will once and for all settle it. poe ee 


The platform ‘‘ to secure, if possible, a fair count of the votes of the 
Southern States’’ announced by Mr. SHERMAN, which Mr. Grady de- 
nounces as ‘‘ waving the bloody shirt,” is entirely acceptable to the 
Democratic party, and ‘‘ they will meet it squarely, and the people of 
this country will once and for all settle it.” . 

Settle what? Settle the right of the people of the Southern States 
to have a fair election and an honest count? Can it be possible that 
any party in this country can ever be committed to the principle of 
contending openly against fair elections and honest ballot-boxes? Can 
it be possible that any party will ever dare in this country to contend 
for fraud and outrage and suppression of the votes of the people, and 
go before the country upon such an issue? And yet Mr. Grady is the 
spokesman of these States, and no one rises up in that section of the 
country to denounce him. He speaks as one with authority. He lays 
down the gage of battle, and proclaims himself and his party as openly 
determined to destroy the doctrine of a fair election and an honest 
count, and boasts that his ‘‘ people will once and for all settle it.’’ 

Such men have their uses. They go before to point out the way. 
They are valuable only so far as their folly and indiscretion advertises 
to the people the dangers to be met and overcome. 

Their defiance issimply thearrogant foolishness ofthe braggart. When 
the storm comes and the battle rages fiercest these men hunt the holes 
and hide in the cracks and the crevices until the danger passes over, and 
then come forth to boast of their prowess or to decry those braver than 
themselves. 3 

OUTRAGE CAN NOT ALWAYS PREVAIL. 

Mr. Grady and his followers will learn that outrage and injustice may 
prevail for a time, but it is a triumph that can be but temporary; no 
wrong can be very long lived. An outraged people may submit for a 


time, but in the end they will burst from the shackles that bind them, soa 


and the very oppression that seems to be crushing out their independ- 
ence will push them to the wall and compel them to assert with irresist- 
ible force the manhood that is within. 
If you dam up the river of progress 
At your peril and cost let it be! 
That river must seaward, despite you 
Twill break down your dams and be free! 
It will heed not the pitiful barriers 
That you in its way have downcast, 
For your efforts but add to the torrent 
Ww flood must o’erwhelm you at last! 


If Mr. Grady clearly states the issue, and the contest is to be made 
upon free elections and a fair count in the Southern States, it is time 
the people of this country were advised of the factso that they may uw- 


— 
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derstand the importance of the coming elections, and see to it that right 
and justice prevail. - 
THE RIGHT OF THE MAJORITY TO RULE. 

One of the fundamental principles of our Government is the right of 
the majority torule. So long as the people are assured of the main- 
tenance of that principle, and are with some degree of certainty guar- 
antied the privilege of assisting in the formation of the laws by which 
they are to be governed, they will submit themselves to the law, and 
acknowledge its superiority and give it their obedience. 

With patience and forbearance, recognizing the fact that a bad gov- 
ernment is better than no government at all, and that good laws badly 
executed are better than government without laws, they may fora time 
quietly submit themselves to wrongs and outrages, to laws violated 
and principles trampled under foot. 

They may content themselves to await the slow movement of the 
wheels of justice rather than with impatient and hasty steps to assert 
their rights and to demand the privileges acknowledged to be a part of 
their citizenship. 

THE BALLOT THE MEANS BY WHICH TO EXPRE33 THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE, 

The method pointed out by the Constitution as the manner in which 
the citizen could with equal power express his opinions and convic- 
tions, could choose his rulers, and delegate his authority, and could 
approve or disapprove of legislative enactments, and could indorse or 
condemn the execution of Jaws, and the Executive, was the ballot. 

In the hands of the freeman it was intended to be all-powerful, by 
means of which he could express his will and could direct his delegated 
authority, and could recall the same or transfer it to others. 

In short, the ballot was the one great means provided for the univer- 
sal expressions of the people’s opinions and the registration of the peo- 
ple’s commands, ? 

It was to be the one plane of equality upon which every citizen of 
the Republic could stand equal with his neighbor. It gave to every 
citizen an equal power to protect the institutions of his country and to 
defend his personal rights and political liberties. 

To rob him of the ballot is to deprive him of the means of making 
expression of his desires in the matterof government. To prevent the 
free exercise of it is todeny to him the opportunity of making expres- 
sion of his will as to the enactment of laws and legislation. 

To destroy it is to take from him that equality which enables him to 
stand as an equal in the component parts which are to form the com- 
pleted whole of this magnificent temple of liberty. ‘‘The right of the 
majority to rule ” was therefore the very corner-stone of the Republic, 
and the ballot the method adopted by means of which the majority 
should be determined. 

THE REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC PARTIES CONTRASTED, 

I desire, Mr. Chairman, to briefly allude to the history of the two 
parties now prominently before the people of this country. 

In 1860 the Democratic party had been in almost unbroken control 
of the Government for a quarter of a century. It again came before 
the people asking for its continued favor and support, and submitted 
its claims and its records to the people at the ballot-boxes, and the 
people by the majority pointed out by the Constitution at the ballot- 
boxes of the land decided against the Democratic party, and deter- 
mined that it should no longer continue in power, but should hand 
over the Government to the Republican party. 

There was no claim that the elections had not been fair and free; 
there was no claim that the man chosen by the people to be their chief 
Executive, aname since become illustrious beyond all other names, 
Abraham Lincoln, of Illinois, was not the choice of a majority of those 
entitled to exercise the elective franchise. $ 

In the face of such an expression of the people did the Democratic 
party quietly submit to the rule of the majority? Did they return 
their delegated authority to the people? By no means; they deter- 
mined if they could not rule by fair means and by the ballot, they 
would rule by force of arms, and eleven States of this Union declared 
themselves in open rebellion against the Government and levied armies 
and made war for the destruction of that Government whose only 
crime was the assertion of the constitutional right of the majority to 
rule, and after four years of contest, unequaled in the world’s history, 
the supremacy of the Government was restored and the unity of the 
land re-established. 

Permit me now to contrast the action of the Democratic party in 1860 
with the action of the Republican party in 1884. 

For a quarter of a century the Republican party had been in power; 
it had held the reins and directed the affairs of this great land. 

At a national election it submitted its claims for confidence and sup- 
port to the people at the ballot-boxes, and the people by a majority of 
those entitled to rule declared that they would no longer confide to its 
care the affairs of the nation, but would turn over the Government toits 
political opponent, the Democratic party. It was claimed that the elec- 
tions were not fair, that the peopleina large part of the land had not been 
permitted to express their opinions and preferences between the parties. 
‘That the ballot-boxes of eleven States of this Union had been trampled 
under foot; that fraud and violence had crushed out the majority, and 
that a minority had, by reason of its assured supremacy, taken 
siou of the polls, and that the right of the majority to rule had been 


denied and overturned. Notwithstanding all this, did the Republican 
party fly toarms? Did they levy armies? Did they come with brist- 
ling bayonets and rebellious banners? Did they march with impend- 
ing tread to the destruction of that Government whose affairs they were 
no longer to rule? Did they determine that the end of their party’s 
life should be the end of the Government’s existence? By no means; 
but they quietly submitted themselves to the declaration of the ma- 
jority as expressed at the ballot-boxes, and without either anarchy or 
attempted war, surrendered to their more fortunate and successful op- 
ponents—the Democratic party—the Government which they had so 
successfully administered for a quarter of a century, content to appeal 
from the people back to the people, content to go from the ballot-boxes 
of 1884 to the ballot-boxes of 1888. 
WHICH PARTY DO YOU COMMEND? 


I ask you in all candor which of these two parties do you most com- 
mend, that party which annunciated the doctrine of rule or ruin and 
followed the leadership of those who were determined to hold the reins 
of Government or to destroy that Government, or that party which was 
content to trust its cause with the people and to abide by the decisions 
me ~ people as registered by the majority in the ballot-boxes of the 


SOUTHERN ELECTIONS, 

It would seem proper, Mr. Chairman, upon the eve of another na- 
tional election, to inquire into the condition of the elective franchise in 
that part of our Government whose ballot-boxes it is claimed do not 
fairly and honestly register the will of the people, and where it is con- 
tinually asserted that fraud and violence deprive the citizen of the 
means and opportunities to give expression to his political preferences 
and deny him the right to aid in selecting those to whom his political 
and representative power should be delegated. 

r THE SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA, 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Eustis] but a short time since, on 
the floor of the Senate of the United States, inquired whose business it 
was, ‘* What business is it of yours?” he said. 

He would have us to understand that it is simply a matter which 
alone concerns the people of Louisiana, where fraud and violence tram- 
ple the ballot-boxes under foot in that State. 

He would have us to believe that the denial of the right of a citizen 
in Louisiana to exercise his constitutional rights is a matter which can 
not affect the people of the other portions of the Union. He forgets 
that the Representatives elected by fraud and violence and intimida- 
tion in Lonisiana or Georgia are empowered to legislate for every sec- 
tion of the Union, and that the laws enacted by such fraudulently 
elected Representatives affect every citizen of the Union, whether he 
lives in Ohio, in Michigan, or Illinois. 

He forgets that the electors chosen by reason of unfair and dishon- 
est elections in these States turn the executive department of the 
Government over to the party which has defended and upheld and ex- 
cused these frauds. 

When Tweed, of infamous memory, was in the midst of his power, 
and flourishing in dishonesty, he asked, with the same insolence which 
characterizes the utterance of the Senator from Louisiana, ‘‘ What are 
you going to do about it?” 

The reply of outraged justice was so earnest, and so y, that the 
broken criminal had neither the sympathy nor the condolence of man- 


kind. 
ELECTIONS OF 1884 FRAUDULENT. : 

It was charged in 1884, and it is charged to-day, that the Presiden 
tial election of 1884 would not have resulted in Democratic victory if 
the people had been permitted to vote, and to have their votes hon- 
estly counted. It is charged with equal earnestness that the Demo- 
cratic party hoids power in this House by reason of the most glaring 
frauds upon the ballot-boxes and the intimidation of those entitled 
under the laws to exercise the elective franchise. 

We have a right to inquire, Mr. Chairman, into the truth or falsity 
of these charges, and I challenge any gentleman upon the Democratic 
side of this House to give, if he can, any fair explanation of the glar- 
ing discrepancies which everywhere appear in the votes of the South- 
ern States, and by means of which they hold power in this House and 
control the very Government itself. 

SIX STATES COMPARED, 

Permit me to present you the votes of six of these States, every one 
of whom would be Republican, and would send a large Republican 
representation to this House if their ballot-boxes were free and fair. 

Let us take the States of South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Missis- 
sippi, North Carolina, Louisiana. In 1880 in these States the popula- 
tion was divided between the white and colored races as follows: 


White. | Colored, 


South Carolina. 391, 105 604, 333 
Georgia......... 816, 906 725, 133 
Alabama....csces-- 662, 185 600, 103 
Mississippi... 479,242 650, 291 
Louisiana ..... 454, 954 483, 


North Carolina... 


1888. 
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We see that in the States of South Carolina, Mississippi, and Louisi- 
ana the colored race ontnumbers the white race by 422,821, while in 
Georgia and Alabama the white race outnumber the colored race only 
153,835. If the colored people were permitted to vote in these States 
and have their ballots counted it is not presuming too much to say that 
all of these States would give large Republican majorities, and that 
instead of sending an unbroken Democratic delegation to this House, 
a part at least of their Representatives would sit over on the Repub- 
lican side of this Chamber. 

In the five States of Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
ee Carolina the votes were divided between the whites and blacks 
as follows: 


White. | 


States. | | Colored. 
Alabama.. 141,461 118, 423 
Georgia.. 177, 143,471 
Louisiana. 108, 810 107, 977 
Mississippi 108, 254 130, 278 
South Carolina .. 86, 900 118, 883 


In Louisiana the colored votes about equal the white votes; in Mis- 
sissippi the colored votes exceed the white 22,024, and in South Caro- 
lina 31,983, and yet at the last elections in these three States, with a 
colored population of 422,871 in excess of the whites, and with 54,007 
black voters in excess of the white voters, these States gave Democratic 
majorities aggregating 95,658. 

Is there any gentleman upon that side of the Chamber so bold and 
defiant as to claim that these elections were free and fair? 

ALABAMA, 


If we go to Alabama we find that the voters, by race and Congres- 
ional districts, according to the last census, were as follows; 


District. 


| White. | Colored. 
| | 


“| 


14, 889 
13,812 
17,477 
27,178 
12, 297 
11,139 

7, 679 
12, 267 


ER A 


The colored voters exceeded the white voters in the first, Second, 
Third, and Fourth districts, as follows: 2,557 in the First, 349 in the 
Second, 3,149 in the Third, and 20,612 in the Fourth. . And yet atthe 
election of 1886 in the First, Second, and Third districts there was no 
opposition to the Democratic ticket, and in the Fourth district the 
Democratic candidate, Mr. DAVIDSON, has a clear majority of 8,868 
votes, 

It is idle to tell us that the colored men are voting the Democratic 
ticket, for there were only 4,220 votes cast in the First district, 5,659 
in the Second, and 4,680 in the Third; and yet there are in these three 
districts alone 46,178 colored voters. 


GEORGIA, 


Go with me to Georgia, that Democratic paradise, where it requires 
less votes to elect a man to Congress than it requires to elect a justice 
of the peace in Ohio. Throughout the entire country there are castin 
-~ each district, at a Congressional election, an average of about 30,000 
votes. There are about the same number of votes in each of the Con- 
gressional districts of Georgia, but at the election of October 6, 1886, 
the votes cast were as follows: 


ter! Inde- | Repub- 


Districts. ing. “eter 


GORE CORRE ones eas cha saeges cane TPAR EArt AN SEIAS EAEra ASEE EAE PARIR neues eer 
In the First, Second, Third, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, 
and Tenth districts there was no opposition. 


MISSISSIPPI. 
Look at Mississippi. In the four districts represented by ALLEN, 


+» 27,430 
Ninth, 


Barry, Hooker, and ANDERSON the total vote cast in 1886 was as 


follows: 
Votes. 


It may be observed that while these gentlemen are all Democrats 
elected without opposition, no Republican is ever returned from any 
of these Southern States with that euphonius annex, ‘‘ No opposition.” 


ALABAMA, 
Now go to Alabama. é 
Votes. 
First district. Jones, Democrat, no Opposition.. .....ssssssess.ssirsnererrrreesen osse.. 4, 236 
Second district, Herbert, Democrat, no Opposition. ....se...ssssrssnssrssossunnsesesese 5,659 
Third district, Oates, Democrat, NO OPPOSItiON......-0....--ceseeeeen senenienneey sevse 4, 662 
Fifth district, Cobb, Democrat, no Opposition ......ccccsccsssssssssecessecuneessneserteee 6,333 


DEMOCRATS CONTROL BECAUSE OF THESE FRAUDS, 

Could there by any possibility be a more systematic and determined 
suppression of the votes of any of the Union? And yet it is by 
these very votes, which have been literally blotted out, that these gen- 
tlemen are enabled to stand here to-day in control of this Chamber 
and threaten the destruction of that system of protection which has 
builded up and diversified the industries of this country and enriched 
it beyond any other nation upon the civilized globe. 

While the votes of these Southern States are being suppressed, and 
oue man, by virtue of his living south of Mason and Dixon’s line, is 
enabled by the ballot to wield as much political power as eight or ten 
men in other portions of the Union, it may be well for us to inquire 
how long this condition of affairs shall continue? 

How long will the people of this country permit themselves to be 
ruled by fraud and violence? How long will they be content to sub- 
mit to the rule of the minority? How long will they be willing tosee 
that wise provision upon which our Government, ‘‘a Government of 
the people, for the people, and by the people,’’ was intended to stand 
for all time, the right of the majority to rule, trampled beneath the 
feet of contending factions and without apparent hope of its ultimate 
preservation? —_ 

OSE BALLOT SOUTH EQUALS TEN IN THE NORTH. 

In the late election in Oregon to select one Representative to the 
Fifty-first Congress 60,000 voters put their ballots into the boxes and 
had them counted out. In Mississippi 45,348 elect eight Representa- 
tives to this Congress. Dakota, who stands like a young giantess 
knocking for admission to the sisterhood of States, and whose strength 
and independence is witnessed by the growth and prosperity of her 
people, sends to the floor of this Congress one Representative elected 
by the ballots of 104,811 qualified citizens. 

Indiana, without whose aid the Democratic party will be driven from 
power, sends her Representatives to this floor, elected by votes largely 
in excess of the entire vote of Georgia. At the election of 1886 there 
were cast in the— 


Votes, 


First district, Mr. Hovey, Republican...... 
Fourth district, Mr. Holman, Democrat 
Seventh district, Mr. Bynum, Democra' 

In the great State of New York, upon whose chariot wheels the 
Democratic party is clinging with the departing strength of despair, 
the election of 1886 showed in the— 


First district, Mr. Belmont, Democrat. 
Twelfth district, Mr. n, 
Ninth district, Mr. Cox, Democrat. 

In— 

Ohio, Mr. Outhwaite, Democrat...........c.0:0ccccssserscassecessseacecessseevseecseesaceusiers 
Illinois, Mr. Springer, Democrat...... moat 
Pennsylvania, Mr. Scott, Democrat. 

And even in— 

paa Ra D EL ED Ocr ah LAE EEE N E LS ONLI PELL E 
ONE DEMOCRAT SOUTH EQUALS TEN DEMOCRATS NORTH. 

I commend these figures to my Democratic friends for their careful 
consideration. Not only is the Republican party completely destroyed 
in these States, but one Democrat in Georgia, Mississippi, Alabama, 
and Louisiana is as powerful as ten Democrats in the North. One 
Democratic ballot in Georgia is equal to ten Democratic ballots cast 
in Indiana, Illinois, New York, and Ohio, and greater than fifty in 
Oregon or Dakota. 

In short, it requires about 30,000 votes in Ohio, New York, Penn- 
sylvania, Indiana, and Connecticut to electone man to Congress, while 
27,433 elect ten Representatives in Georgia, 

Could anything be more preposterous? Is it possible to present a 
more outrageous example of the trampling under foot of the rights and 
liberties of the people? Can any just or plausible excuse be given for 
such a wholesale destruction of the ballot-boxes of the land? 

SENATOR COLQUITT, OF GEORGIA. 

Senator COLQUITT, of Georgia, has attempted, in an article in the 
Forum, to show that there is no suppression of the colored vote in 
Georgia. 

I commend him to the tables of the ten Congressional districts for 
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his careful consideration. It is, however, worthy of note that it is in 
matters essentially political that the vote of Georgia is so completely 
and satisfactorily suppressed. 

ONLY SUPPRESSED IN POLITICAL ELECTIONS, 

In the late contest in that State upon the question of temperance, 
where the colored men were for once protected in their right to exer- 
cise their franchise, in the county of Fulton alone nearly 10,000 votes 
were cast. Atthe ing election for the choosing of Congressional 
Representatives the eleven counties of the Fifth district, of which Ful- 
ton is one, cast only 2,999 votes. 

Either there was fraud in the boxes of Fulton, which contained 
10,000 votes upon the non-political question of temperance, orsome 
one was deprived of the privilege of voting upon the political question 
of selecting a Representative in Co: 

It is useless to deny that the colored man is deprived of his vote in 
those States, and that by reason of this political intimidation and out- 
rage the Democratic party holds power and controls the lower House of 
Congress and occupies the mansion of the Executive. 


GOVERNOR GORDON, OF GEORGIA. 


General Gordon, of Georgia, speaking in Cincinnati less than one 
year ago, said, in referring to the suppression of the colored votes of 
the South: x 

Why then do not they (the n } vote in national politics? Because they 
do not want to vote. Many of them have no reasons for voting and many of 
them if left to their own free choice would vote the Democratic ticket, but they 
know it is not necessary in Georgia, for there we are all Democrats. The rea- 
son that the black men do not vote in national elections is that they haye been 
educated and lost all interest in the party which robbed them of their school 
fund and would have robbed them ot every right they had for the sake of office. 

These, then, are the reasons for the admitted failure of the colored 
people to vote in Southern elections according to General Gordon: 

First. They do not want to vote. 

Second. They do not vote because they are Democrats down there. 

Third. They do not vote because they have been robbed of a school 
fund by the Republicans. 

Although having been robbed of their school fund, they have become 
so educated and enlightened as to have lost all interest inthe Republi- 
can party and the country, and therefore do not vote in national elect- 
ions. 

Mr. Chairman, when there shall have been established asylums for 
incurable idiocy in the State of Georgia it will be fitting that the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who now poses as the governor of that. State, 
whose concentrated wisdom has thrown such an electric light upon this 
question of suppression of the colored vote, escape to the mountains, 
otherwise he may be classed among those wanting in intelligence suf- 
ficient to distinguish right from wrong and deficient in that high sense 
of chivalric honor that would defend at the risk of life and limb the 
weak and the oppressed. 

They do not vote down there, General Gordon says, because they are 
Democrats and do not want to. 

What trash! and yet this man pretends to speak withauthority. He 
is a representative of Georgia and its chief executive, one whose duty 
it is to see the latys executed and the people defended and protected in 
all their rights. 

The truth is that they do not vote in Georgia because it is much 
healthier and safer not to vote, and because they can not with freedom 
and unrestrained vote the ballot of -their choice. 

GOVERNOR M’ENERY, OF LOUISIANA. 


- Governor McEnery, of Louisiana, was more frank and outspoken than 

his neighbor, the governor of Georgia, upon this question, and with 
Senators Eustis and GIBSON in his opening address in the late guber- 
natorial contestin Louisiana, and in unqualified language, insisted that 
the suprémacy of the white race in Louisiana was impossible unless 
the colored citizens of the State were denied the civil rights guarantied 
to them by the Constitution of the United States and of the State of 
Louisiana, And— 

That the country must be given to understand that what has been done must 


be done in, and that we can not safely permit the colored citizens to enjoy 
their poli rights. 


Upon this speech of the governor of Louisiana the New Orleans Pic- 
ayune, a Democratic paper, thus comments: 


‘The governor's fiercest attack upon General Nicholls was upon the ground 
that the latter had shown himself too conservative, not sufficiently aggressive. 
In plain terms, Governor McEnery took the position that the maintenance of 
the supremacy of the white race in Louisiana is im ible unless colored citi- 
zens of the State are denied the enjoyment of the civil rights guarantied to them 
by sae E pEr a Pa of a nts oe. — _ a of the State. ra 
went into particulars, an: precisely how the thing was done. The coun 

is given to understand that what has been done must be done again; that we 
can not safely permit the colored citizens of this State to enjoy their political 
rights. That argument was distinctly and an posed made against General 
Nicholls’s candidacy—that he could not be relied upon to secure the supremacy 
of the white race by su ng the suffrage of the colored people. In other 
words, they contended General Nicholls would not be a safe governor be- 
cause he is not a bulldozer. 

That was the gravamen of ther criticism, and they meant nothing else. What 
ure we to think of the desperation of an office-seeker who has thus supplied 
every enemy and detractor of the South in the North with such a rich store of 
campaign material? Hitherto when have ventured to charge the 
things yesterday openly confessed by the governor of this State and a United 
States Senator from this State, Democrats both North and South have denounced 


the accusation as false, have upbraided those who uttered it as stirring up sec- 
tional and race strife, and for ** waving the bloody shirt,” but now the governor 
of a Southern State himself waves the bloody shirt, and the United States Sena- 
tor from Lo also waves the garment. When hereafter we undertake to 

the charge of our enemies, how can we meet the confessions of our pro- 
fessed friends? 

If any one will carefully examine the election returns of any of these 
Southern States, he will be enabled to convince himself without much 
effort that there is a systematic and continued and intentional suppres- 
sion of the colored votes in the South; and that, as Governor McEnery | 
says, it is necessary in order that the Democratic party shall by this 
means retain the ascendency in that portion of the Union, and by so 
retaining it continue in power in this House and in the Presidency. 

GOVERNOR M'ENERY AT SHREVEPORT. 

Ican not dismiss this subject without giving you the plain-spoken 
utterances of Governor McEenery in hisspeechat Shreveport, La., March 
15 last. Governor McEnery said: 

I tell you there is danger, and North Louisiana will have to save this State 
from disgrace. If you permit the negroes to organize you will have to break 
it by power, and go right now and break it in its incipiency. Before I will see 
such another state of affairs I will wrap the State in revolution from the Gulf 
to the Arkansas line. The white people under the radical ime were fast 
going towards the condition of Hayti, and I now ask you to ish to the 
world that we, the white people, intend to rule the destinies of this country. 
We have now a Gaul at our doors, and it is time we shall say that the law shall 
be silent, and uphold our liberties at all hazards. 

Governor McEnery was followed by Colonel Jack, of Natchitoches, who said : 

“ You have heard the assurances of our chief executive, that come what will 
or may, he will wrap this State in revolution, from the Arkansas line to the Gulf, 
rather than have calismcomeinto power, And Itcll you we are in danger, 
with the astute and wily Warmoth as a leader—the wily, crafty, and insidious 
gentleman from New Orleans. > 

“Ifthisstate of affairsshould confront him, all Governor McEnery would have 
to do would be to issue his flat or manifesto, and the people of North Louisiana 
would come to his rescue and redeem the State as they did before; and if what 
I say is treason let them make the most of it.” 

McEnery and Jack made similar, but more extreme speeches at Monroe and 
“ha ou te and McEnery has followed it up in other speeches throughout the 


e. -. 

Not satisfied with this, he has written to his returning officers, whose duty it 
is to fix the polling places, appoint the commissioners and clerks of election, 
and return the votes in all of the parishes of the State, as follows: 

**Warmoth is developing too much strength. We must beat him. See to it 
that your parish returns a large Democratic majority.” 

Is it possible to state the issue more distinctly than the Governor of 
Louisiana and his friend state itin Louisiana? Can there by any mis- 
take about this matter? Was it not an open, notorious, and admitted 
suppression of the colored votes of that State which was determined 
upon by the chief executive of that State and the Democratic party 
which supported and indorsed him, and was not the result of the elec- 
tion which almost immediately followed a proof positive of the carry- 
ing out of the expressed intentions of suppressing and destroying this 
vote? 

Can even a Democrat of the North, who seems to be struck with a 
peculiar color-blindness upon this subject of the votes of the South, 
deny after such an open proclamation and an equally open redemption 
of the promise, that the colored voters of Louisiana were denied not 
only the right to organize as well as the right to vote, but that as Gov- 
ernor McEnery had said it should be, ‘‘the law was silent?” 

ENFRANCHISEMENT OF COLORED RACE GAVE THEM THE POWER. 


The enfranchisement of the colored people added to the power of the 
Southern States twenty-two Representatives and forty-four votes in the 
electoral college. By this very power based upon these new colored 
voters they are enabled to control the Presidency and this House; with- 
out them they would be in a hopeless minority. 

We have a right, therefore, to demand that they be permitted to ex- 
ercise the right which they have been granted by the amendment to the 
Constitution, and be permitted without fear or favor to put their bal- 
lots into the box and have them honestly counted out. 

NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN ELECTIONS COMPARED. 


Permit me to present you a sale prepares for the purpose of show- 
ing the population, the number of qualified voters, and number of votes 


cast in some of the States of the Union in 1884, and I have purposely 
selected these States as nearly equal in population as possible. 

The number of population is obtained from the census of 1880, and 
the votes are those cast in the Presidential election of 1884. 


Percent. 
voting. 


gseSresagg 
ccoconwnnnwwco 
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In the DemocraticState of New Jersey, with a population of 1,131,116, 
in the Presidential election of 1884, 260,537 voters cast their ballots into 


1888. 


the boxes and had them counted out. In the Democratic State of Mis- 
sissippi, with a population of 1,131,597, slightly exceeding the popu- 
lation of New Jersey, 120,019 votes only were cast or counted. e 
inference is irresistable—either the Democrats of New Jersey fraudu- 
lently stuffed the ballot-boxes or the Democrats of Mississippi robbed 
them or prevented those entitled to vote from putting their ballots into 
the boxes, 

Democratic Indiana, with a population of 1,978,301 and 498,437 
voters, cast 494,793 votes, or 99.3 per cent of the entire vote. Demo- 
cratic Georgia, with a population of 1,542,180 and 321,438 voters, cast 
only 145,543 votes, or 44 percent. of the entire vote. Republican Kan- 
sas, with a population of 995.577 cast, in 1884, 265,843 votes, while 
Democratic South Carolina, with a population of 996,096, cast at the 
same election 91,578 votes. 

FRAUD IN THE NORTH OR FRAUD IN THE SOUTH. 

It requires no great amount of wisdom to deduce the conclusion that 
the Republicans of Kansas, and the Democrats of Indiana are fraudu- 
lently stuffing the ballot-boxes of these two States or that the Demo- 


crats of Georgia and the Democrats of South Carolina are robbing the. 


ballot-boxes of these two Democratic States, or by fraud, violence, and 
intimidation are preventing more than 300,000 of the legally qualified 
voters from exercising the right of franchise guarantied tothem by the 
Constitution. 

CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS COMPARED. 

If these returns show such gross and glaring irregularities at a gen- 
eral national election, as is exhibited by the returns of 1884, what 
must we say when we examine and compare the returns of 1886 in the 
election of Representatives to the Fiftieth Congress ? 

The States of Kansas, Mississippi, New Jersey, and South Carolina 
are each entitled to seven Representatives in the Lower House of Con- 
gress upon the basisof population as determined by the census of 1880. 

The seven districts of Kansas at the election of 1886 returned their 
Representatives, and their voters registered and had countedin theseven 
districts of Kansas 277,365 votes, as follows: ~ 


. 31,287 


Sixth district... 
Seventh district 


In the seven districts of New Jersey in 1886 there were cast 229,373 

votes, as follows: 

First district. 

Second district.. 

Third district... 

Fourth district . 

Fifth district. 

Sixth district 

Seventh district 


In Mississippi, in the seven Congressional districts, the entire vote 
cast was only 45,348, as follows: 
First district ... 
Second district 
Third district... 
Fourth district 
Fifth district ... 
Sixth district... 
Seventh district.. 


In South Carolina the returns of seven districts in 1886 showed the 
following as the total vote: 


Seventh district .. 


Thus we see these four States electing seven Representatives each 
upon a basis of population determined by the census of 1880. In 
‘Kansas 277,365 voters are registered to go to the bailot-box and de- 
posit their ballots; in New Jersey 229,373; while in Mississippi 45,- 
348, and in South Carolina 39,077 are sufficient to return Representa- 
tives equal to the Representatives of Kansas and New Jersey. 

Thus we see New Jersey and Kansas returning fourteen Representa- 
tives to the Fiftieth Congress and casting a combined vote of 506,738, 
while South Carolina and Mississippi return fourteen Representatives 
to the same Congress and cast 84,425 votes. 

There is manifest inequality in the numbers required to elect in 
thesafour States. Either the census returns have not been fairly and 
justly made with a view to securing equal representation or the voters 
in Mississippi and South Carolina have not been permitted to cast their 
votes into the boxes and have them counted out. 
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But if these figures are astonishing and alarming, what shall we say 
when we come to examine the returns of the State of Georgia? 

Geo with a population of 1,542,180 and with 321,438 voters, 
black and white, and a Congressional representation of ten members 
upon this floor; and yet at the Congressional election of 1886 the ten 
districts of Georgia, out of an entire voting population of 321,438, cast 
only 27,520 votes, as follows: 


Seventh district... 
Eighth district. 
Ninth district... 
Tenth district.. 


TOLDI. eos one aso eoa san evsvonece tee Sensei ses sés'sevesn ens ree 
IS THE COLORED VOTE SUPPRESSED? 


Can it be possible that there is no suppression of the colored vote, as 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. CoLquitr] attempts to persuade us 
there is none in his article in the Forum? Can it be possible that the 
colored people are voting the Democratic ticket, as Governor Gordon, 
of Georgia, tells us in his speech in Ohio? 

But there are in Georgia 143,471 colored voters alone, and there are 
177,967 white voters. If the colored people are voting the Democratic 
ticket in Georgia, the only ticket recognized and permitted to be voted 
at all in nine districts of Georgia, where do the white people vote? 
If of the 147,000 colored people entitled to put their votes into the 
boxes in Georgia only 27,520 are permitted to exercise the right of 
franchise, where are the other 120,000 colored voters and the 177,000 
white voters itted to put their ballots? 

Is not the Senator from Georgia presuming upon the want of intel- 
uigence of his readers, and does not the governor of Georgia presume 
too much upon the ignorance and credulity of his hearers? 

OTHER STATES COMPARED. 

It is fair to compare this vote with the votes of the other States. 
Towaelects eleven Representatives to this House, and in 1886 her eleven 
districts cast 346,698 votes. 

. Connecticut sends four Representatives to this House, three of them 
Democratic and one Republican, and casts 123,015 votes, 

"Democratic Delaware, with a pores of 146,698 people—a popu- 
lation a little more than the colored vote of Georgia and less than its 
white vote—sends her one Democratic Representative with 22,230 votes, 
almost equal to the entire vote of the ten districts of Georgia. 

Indiana sends thirteen Representatives to this House, six of them 
Democratic and seven Republican, and casts in her thirteen districts 
459,319 votes, as follows: ; 


PPRAHPPHE 
ERENER 


g 


Votes. 


. 35,159 
. 30,941 
026 


30, 766 
82, 856 
. 32, 650 
43, 890 
40,728 
41,458 
34,185 
38, 890 
34, 478 


Seventh district, Bynum ( au 
Eighth district, Johnston (Republican) 
Ninth district, Cheadle (Republican) Š 
Tenth district, Owen (Repubiican) 
Eleventh district, £ Republican. 
Twelfth district, White (Republican) 47 
Thirteenth district, Shively (Democrat. . 387,192 


SRR AI OA ew aha sasha Sado A poser E bok co EEN MODY OL 
ONE DEMOCRAT IN GEORGIA EQUALS TWENTY-FIVE DEMOCRATS IN INDIANA, 
Every Democrat in Indiana, except one, is elected by a vote that ex- 
ceeds the entire vote of the ten districts of Georgia. 


Mr. BYNUM, Democrat, is elected by a vote that almost equals the 
entire vote of Mississippi and is nearly double the entire vote of Geor- 


gia. 

I call the attention of Mr. HOLMAN, the great objector, to the fact 
that the vote which elects him to this Congress exceeds the vote of the 
aca delegation, and yet we have heard no word of protest 

m him. 


GREATEST OUTRAGE OF ALL. 

One thousand seven hundred and four votes elect Mr. Crisp, Dem- 
ocrat, to this floor from Georgia, while 43,890 votes elect Mr. BYNUM, 
Democrat, from Indiana; in other words, it would seem as if one Democrat 
in Georgia is as powerful at the ballot-box as twenty-five Democrats in 

ndiana, 

And, as if to emphasize the infamy of this glaring and almost un- 
speakable outrage upon the ballot-boxes of the land, Mr. Crisp, of 
Georgia, who comes here after having suppressed almost the entire vot- 
ing population of his own district, is, by the Democratic Speaker of this 
House, placed at the head of the Committee on Elections, to sit upon the 
election and qualification of every other member of this House. Could, 
the irony of infamy and outrage go further than this? ° 


R. Lynch presided. 
" Resolved, 
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REPUBLICANS DISBAND IN MISSISSIPPI. 

In Mississippi, with an almost overwhelming majority for the Repub- 
lican ticket if the people were permitted to register their votes and 
have them honestly counted, with 130,000 colored voters and 108,000 
white voters, and yet so persistent has been the suppression of the right 
of suffrage that in 1885 the Republican party, as a party, was substan- 
tially disbanded, and by formal action, as follows: 

JACKSON, Miss., September 10, 1835, 
The Republican State executive committee met hereto-day. Chairman John 
i The following resolution was passed : 

, That in view of the fact that organized opposition to the Democratie 
party of this State this fall is uscless, because of the well-known impossibility of 
securing at the polls an honest election, it is the sense of this committee that no 
convention be called to nominate a State ticket. 

What comment is needed upon a statement like that made by one of 
the great parties of the country in one of the States of the Union? 

It is useless to insist that the elections are free and fair. 


REPUBLICANS DISAPPEAR IN GEORGIA. 


There were cast at the Congressional election of 1880, in Georgia, 
55,724 Republican votes. In the election of 1886 there were cast 2,895 
Republican votes. 

Well did the gentlenian from Georgia say the other day that the Re- 
publican party had disap , and he might have added that there 
had disappeared with it free and fair elections, and an untrammeled 
ballot-box. 

THE LESSON OF THE HOUR. 

We may learn from ouradversary, and if we fail to gather wisdom from 
the lesson of the hour we may blame only ourselves if, after being fore- 
warned, we do not so defend our institutions as to preserve them, and 
while we are contending for freedom and purity of the ballot-box, let 
us not be forgetful of the dangers which threaten the liberties of the 

ple. : 
Pere these Southern elections have proven anything they have demon- 
strated that by fraud and violence a factious minority may posses- 
itself of the power and control of the Government itself. To what 
extent thac fraud and outrage has progressed let the history of these 
elections for the past ten years answer: 

This House handed over to the Democratic party by the elections in 
the Southern States. 

The Chief Magistracy of the nation surrendered to the Democratic 
party because the voters of a large portion of the Union are denied the 
right to exercise the franchise granted them by the Constitution. j 

The very men who but a short time since contended for the destruc- 
tion of the Government are now its recognized rulers, placed in power, 
not by the people, but by the suppression of the people. 

I permit one of them to speak for himself and for them, and I simply 
quote from what he says. Ex-Rebel General Bradley Johnson, on the 
6th of last month, in a speech at Baltimore, said: 

I did not believe the United States had a right to coerce the Southern people. 
I said I would fight if they tried to do it, and I did fight. I would do the same 
thing to-morrow, as God is my witness. 

Many of us might have kept out of that war, but we did not. * * * The 
South is p! ing. She is not dead. These old Confederate soldiers and 
their descen: ts elect ninety out of every one hundred Congressmen, thirty- 
four United States Senators, and the President of the United States. lApplanse:] 
The Government of the United States is controlled by Confederate soldiers. 

What comment is needed upon this declaration? If Grady, of At- 
lanta, thinks that the demand for free and fair elections’ means the 
waving of the Union bloody shirt, would it be unfair to suggest that 
this unreconstructed Confederate is waving the Confederate shirt; or, 
worse yet, that he is telling the truth and giving the people of this 
Union the true condition of affairs? Ican add nothing to such a state- 
ment; it speaks as neither word noract of mine can speak. ButI beg 
of my Democratic friends to consider its words of boasting, and I ap- 
peal tomy countrymen to weigh the words and to profit by the lesson 
it should teach. 

REPUBLICANS BELIEVE IN FREE ELECTIONS. 

The Republican party believes in free and fair elections. You can 
point to no part of the Union where the Republican party is in control 
that the ballot-boxes are not free and fair. 

There is no section of the land where the Republican party is in 
power that deprives any man of a right to vote. ‘There is not a voting 
precinct in all America where Republicans control that the humblest 
Democrat can not go peacefully and without question and put hisbal- 
lot into the box and have it counted just as he cast it. It is a matter 
of just pride with the Republican party that it wins success by fair and 
honest elections or it does not win at all. It can afford to be defeated 
by fraud, but it can not afford to succeed by dishonest elections. 

GRANT AS A REPUBLICAN. 


I 
I can not refrain from quoting from the speech of tt great Ameri- 
can, one whose name and fame are illustrious beyond the soldier of 
any age, and whose wise statesmanship and sagacity and prudence 
stamped him as a leader among leaders and a statesman among states- 
men. General Grant, in his speech at Warren, Ohio, in i880, said: 


Iam a Republican as the two great political parties are now divided, because 
” the Republican purty isa national party, seeking the est good for the t- 
est numVer of citizens, There is nota precinct in vast nation where a Dem- 


* ocratcan not cast his ballot and have it counted as cast. No matter what the 


prominence of the opposite party, he can proclaim his political opinions, even 
if he is only one among a thousand, without fear and without persecution on 
account of his opinions. Thére are fourteen States and localities in some other 
States where Republicans have not this privilege. This is one reason why I 
am a Republican, 

The history of the Republican party has been one inseparably con- 
nected with the purity and the integrity of the ballot. Itstands to-day 
as it has ever stood, a defender of the rights of the people, and it chal- 
lenges its adversary to a fair and free contest before the court of public 
opinion. It neither seeks to hide its records nor to destroy its history. 
It throws down the gage of battle boldly announcing its opinions and 
convictions, and is ready to defend them upon every occasion and to 
champion them upon every field. Ever ready to submit to the major- 
ity, it only asks that that majority may be permitted without fear and 
without favor to register its convictions and to express through the 
ballot the judgment and the will of the American people. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I move the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. % 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr: MCMILLIN having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the stateof the Union had had under consider- 
ation the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in 
relation to the collection of the revenue, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. SAWYER, for one day, on account of important business. 

To Mr. PENINGTON, indefinitely, on account of important business, 

To Mr. HATCH, for three days, on account of sickness. 

To Mr. BLAND, from night sessions, on account of sickness, 

To Mr. RoGers, for the remainder of the day, on account of sick- 
ness. 

To Mr. Dunn, from the session this evening, on account of sickness, 

To Mr, CANDLER, for this day, on account of sickness. 

To Mr. MCSHANE, until the 14th instant, on account of important 
business. 7 

To Mr. STEPHENSON, indefinitely, on account of important business. 

The hour of 5 o’clock p. m. having arrived, the House, under its pre- 
vious order, took a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION. 


The recess having expired, the House was called to order by Hon. 
BENTON MCMILLIN, who directed the reading of the following com- 
munication: 

SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1888. 

Sır: Hon. Benton McMILLIN is designated to preside as Speaker pro tempore 

at the session of the House this evening. S 
JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 


Hon, Jons B. CLARK, 
Clerk House of Representatives. 


JESSE H. STRICKLAND. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House isin session for the consid- 
eration of pension bills upon which the previous question is pending, 
with the understanding that there shall be fifteen minutes’ debate on 
each side and the right to amend in certain ones. The Clerk will re- 
port the first bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jesse H. Strickland, formerly col- 


onel of the Eighth Regiment of Tennessee Cavalry, United States Volunteers, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


The Clerk read the following amendment, proposed by the com- 
mittee: 

In lines 7 and 8 strike out “and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 a month” 
and insert and for the purpose of prosecuting claim for pension, and for no 
other purpose, said Jesse H. Strickland shall be considered as having been duly 
commissioned and mustered as colonel of said regiment, to date from the 30th 
day of January, 1863." 

‘The Clerk also read the following amendment, proposed by Mr. 
BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky: : 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

“For the purpose of prosecuting a claim to date from the of this act 
for a pension, and for no other purpose, Jesse H. Strickland 1 be considered 
as having been duly commissioned and mustered as colonel of the Eighth Regi- 
ment of Tennessee Cavalry, United States Volunteers, from the 20th day of 
January, 1863.” & 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I merely wish to state in opening this 
discussion that the report of the committee and the evidence here show 
the regiment never was entitled toacolonel. There never were enough 
men to entitle the regiment to a colonel. The evidence also shows that 
this man never wasin command of theregimentascolonel. Itshows the 
further fact that when there were enough men to entitle the regiment 
to a colonel there was another man mustered as colonel of the regi- 
ment. Now, with this statement of facts as shown by the report it * 
seems to be plain that the bill should not pass. I reserve the zest of 
my time until gentlemen who are in favor of the passage of the bill 
shall give some reason why it.should pass.. 

laa od Mr. Speaker, I do not know what time the gentle 
man 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6221 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the order of the House fifteen 
minutes debate will be allowed on each side. The Chair has recognized 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] to control the time in 
opposition to the bill. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] 
has twelve minutes remaining. 

Mr. BUTLER. In answer to the statement of the gentleman from 
Indiana, it is very true that this man was not mustered. It is very 
true that he was not with theregiment.. Why? Becauseafter he had 
authority to raise the regiment, after he had worked for months rais- 
ing the regiment, had spent his time and his money, he was stricken 
down with disease. The report clearly shows that fact, and the gen- 
tleman I presume hasit before him. It was no faultof Colonel Strick- 
land that he was not mustered. He was notin condition to be mus- 
tered. He went to Camp Nelson and from there to Lexington, Ky., 
and Louisville under the treatment of a surgeon who belonged to the 
Army. The record contains his statement as to the condition of Colonel 
Strickland. 

When the regiment got a sufficient number of men to be organized 
and to have a colonel mustered, Governor Johnson was anxious to have 
the regiment organized, and Mr, Strickland was in Kentucky down 

~ with disease, not able to be out of his bed, and upon a consolidation of 
the regiment with some men raised by Mr. Patton, Patton was mus- 
tered as colonel of the regiment. Strickland had been recognized for 
monthsas the colonel, he had issued orders as colonel, everybody treated 
him as the colonel of that regiment, but because, by the act of God, he 
was stricken down and could not be mustered, we are met here by the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JoHNstoN] with the suggestion that 
this bill ought not to pass. 

That is about all I desire to say until I hear from the gentleman from 
Indiana. All that this claimant asks is that we shall give hima status 
so that he can go before the Commissioner of Pensions and prosecute 
his claim for a pension. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!” ‘‘ Vote !’’] 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt but 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BUTLER] states the case as he un- 
derstands it, and I have no doubt that every man in this House, if he 
would read this report, would be led to the sameconclusion which the 

ntleman has reached, I desire, however, to call the attention of the 

ouse to certain facts. This record shows that the Eighth, originally 
the Fifth, Tennessee Cavalry was to be organized. It takes twelve 
companies to form a regiment of cavalry. Ishallstate some facts now 
which are within my own personal knowledge. 

Thomas Capps, of Knoxville, Tenn., and Mr. Strickland, who was 
colonel only in name, started out to recruit a regiment. They recruited 
five companies, which entitled them to a lieutenant-colonel under the 


law. In July, 1863, Thomas Capps was mustered lieutenant-colonel 


of that regiment, and John Sawyers, of East Tennessee, was mustered 
as a major, those being all the officers that the regiment was entitled 
to under the law. Colonel Strickland in his statement says, and the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BUTLER] makes the same statement 
here, that he failed to be mustered because he was stricken down with 
disease and was confined to his bed at the time. In his statement Col- 
onel Strickland says that on or about the 1st of September he was taken 
sick withintermittent fever, and that he went to Murfreesborough, clearly 
leaving the impression that from the time he was taken sick in Septem- 
ber, until the ensuing February, when this regiment was consolidated 
with another, he was confined to the hospital. Now, I hold in my 
hand a communication from the War Department, written to me 
at my request, which I wish to read to the House, and which shows 
that the statement which Colonel Strickland makes, if he intends to 
convey the idea that he failed to be mustered because he was sick, is 
not true. 

Iwill read first, however, the report of the Committee on War Claims 
in the Forty-ninth Congress on this case. It is as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R, 1 for 
the relief of Jesse H. Strickland, having carefully considered the same and ac- 
companying papers, submit the following report: 

Mr. Stri d presented his claim to ar Department, and a letter dated 
July 17, 1882 from William E. Chandler. Acting Secretary of War, says: 

“The De ent is in receipt of the statement dated the 5th ultimo, left by 
you, from Jesse H. Strickland, of Brooklyn, N. Y., who sets forth that in Janu- 
ary, 1863, he was authorized by the President to recruit, organize, and equip a 

ent of cavalry, to be composed of Tennessee and other refugees who were 

lling to enter the military service of the United States; that he raised the 

regiment, which was designated the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry, and rendered 

service as its commanding officerand was recognized as such commanding ofti- 

cer, but that he was never mustered into service, and that his frequentappeals 
for muster in as colonel haye been refused, 

“He now renews his claim for recognition as coloncl. 

“In reply I beg to inform you that this case has received due consideration. 
No facts are presented to affect the decision of the Department of March 23, 
1869, which were not before the Department and considered at the time that de- 
cision was rendered. 

“ The request of Mr. Strickland for muster-in must therefore be refused. 

“The decision of March 23, 1869, in this case was as follows: 

“* The regulations of this Department prohibit the muster into service of a 
a pan to the completion of the ment for which he has been commis- 

ion 

“The records show that the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry was not completed 
and mustered in until February 29, 1864. 

“The request of Mr. Strickland, therefore, can not be ted.” 

J. C. Kelton, Assistant Adjutant-General, in a letter dated March 9,1886, ad- 
dressed to the honorable Secretary of War, says: 

“ January 30,1863, Mr. J. H. Strickland was authorized to raise a regiment of 


cavalry in and near East Tennessee. June 30, 1863, four companies (A, B, C, D) 
were mustered in for the organization (then termed Fifth Tennessee Cavalry, 
subsequently Eighth Tennessee Cavalry), and on August 14, 1863, an additional 
company was muste: in. : 

“September 24 and October 15, 1863, Mr. Strickland applied for muster in as 
colonel, but pending action on the same his authority to recruit was revoked 
by as Orders 468, pa: h 5, dated October 19, 1863, from this office. De- 
cember 14, 1863, however, the Rectetary of War directed rescission of the spe- 
cial orders referred to, ‘leaving the question of muster into service to be deter- 
oy by the rules of the Department,’ but it does not appear that action was 


thereon, 

“ The first and only roll upon which his name ees is the field and staff 
roll of the incomplete Eighth Tennessee Cavalry, dated October 31, and on 
that he is reported absent.” [Asa matter of course he was absent, e never 
was with the regiment a day in his life.] 

‘About February, 1864, the regiment was completed by the consolidation 
with it of the Tenth Tennessee Cavalry, and on April 1, 1864, S. K. N. Patton 
was mustered into service as its colonel. 

“ From the foregoing it will be seen that a vacancy for colonel did not exist 
in and for the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry until February, 1864, and that S. K. N. 
Patton was mustered in as colonel of the regiment to fill an original vacancy. 

“It is ae r to add that claims for recognition heretofore presented were 
denied M 29 and April 10, 1861, by letters from this office, and by the Secre- 
tary of War, July 17, 1882.” 

our committee, in view of the foregoing statement of facts, do not think 
such a case is made as justifies a reversal of the decision of the Secretary of War, 
and therefore, under the rules of the committee, return the bill with the recom- 
mendation that it do not pass, 


I read now the communication from the War Department: 


WAR DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, May 12, sss, 

Sır: In reply to your personal request of the 9th instant, I have the honor to 
invite your attention to report No. 1754, House of Representatives, Forty-ninth 
Con; first session (copy herewith) which embraces the substance of a letter 
from this office dated March 9, os the matter of the claim of Jesse H. Strick- 
land for recognition as colonel, Eighth Tennessee Cavalry. 

Additional to the information contained therein, it ap from original pa- 
pers filed in the claim that “ Col. J. H. Strickland, Eight! Tennessee Cavalry,” 
was, by special orders dated September 19, 1863, from Camp Nelson, Kentucky, 
directed to relieve Lieut, Col. R. Charlton Mitchell as commandant of convales- 
cent camp. On September 21, 1863, Mr. Strickland was directed by Brig. Gen. S. 
8. Fry, commanding Camp Nelson, to proceed to Lexington, Ky.,for the pur- 
pose of being mustered in, with instructions, if his muster-in could not an 
complished at that place, to go on to Cincinnati, Ohio, for the purpose. Septem- 
ber 24, 1863, Mr. Strickland telegraphed this office from Cincinnati for authority 
to be mustered-in. His telegram was notanswered. September 26, 1863, General 
Fry, Camp Nelson, telegraphed Mr. Strickland as follows: “Can not make Flint 
muster you, Ifit can not be done without going to Washington, go and hurry 
back.” October 15 and November 16, 1863, he was in this city, and on those dates 
he addressed communications to this Department. No reference to the condi- 
tion of his health is made in any of those communications. 

The strength of the companies oe the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry on 
February 1, 1864 (a date just prior to the consoli n of the Tenth Tennessee 
Cavalry with the Eighth) was as follows: Company A, 79 enlisted men and 2 
commissioned officers; B, 86 enlisted men and 3 commissioned officers; ©, 81 
enlisted men and 3 commissioned officers; D, 77 enlisted men and 2 commis- 
sioned officers, and E, 85 enlisted men and 3commissioned officers. Aggregate, 
13 officers; 408 enlisted men. 

Francis W. Strickland was mustered-in as first lieutenant and commissary of 
subsistence Eighth Tennessee Cavalry (formerly Fifth East Tennessee Ca ) 
to date, May 1, 1863. 

Roll for July, August, September, and October, 1863 (four months muster and 
first roll on file) reports him present. 

He was discharged the service May 13, 1864, in special orders, Division of the 
Mississippi, of same date, on account of having been rendered supernumerary 
by the consolidation of the Eighth and Tenth Tennessee Cavalry. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
R. C. DRUM, 


Adjutant-General. 

Hon. J. T. JOHNSTON, 
House of Representatives, Washington. S 

During the reading of the foregoing letter the following proceedin 
took place: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has ex- 
pired, : 

Mr. HEARD. If I can be recognized, I will yield to the gentle- 


man. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That can not be done under the order 
ofthe House for this evening session. 

Mr. GALLINGER. There are a great many other bills on the Cal- 
endar awaiting consideration. 

Mr. HEARD. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] be permitted to finish his statement of facts 
for the information of the House. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. It will only take two or three min- 
utes. 

Mr. GALLINGER. If it is brief, I have no objection. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I object. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I hope, Mr. Speaker, that there will be no objec- 
tion urged. This is an official communication from the War Depart- 
ment, which fixes the status of this officer, and how can we vote in- 
telligently upon the case unless we have this information ? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Weknow that this man lost his health in rais- 
ing this regiment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I want to say now—— 

Mr. GALLINGER. Regular order. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I merely want to say —— 

Mr. GALLINGER. Regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is made. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr, BUTLER] has twelve minutes remainin, 
Mr. BUTLER. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 

Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER]. 


m New 
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Mr, GALLINGER. I can probably say all I have to say upon this 
subject in less than five minutes; I certainly do not require more. As 
a member of the Committee on Invalid Pensions I gave very careful 
and conscientious consideration to this case. A bill had passed the 
Senate ioning this man at the rate of $30 a month; the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions felt that the Senate had perbaps gone rather far, 
and were willing to have the bill amended so as to simply give him a 

onable status, and leave him to prosecute his claim before the 


ment, 

Itisin evidence, the proof is indubitable to any one who wishes to view 
this question fairly, that this man went all over Tennessee at his own 
expense, paying out his own money, giving his own time while under- 
taking to organize from the refugees of that State and elsewhere a regi- 
ment under the orders of the President of the United States. It is in- 
dubitable that he raised, if not an entire regiment nearly an entire 
regiment, expending his time and money in that work. It is a fact 
that he became sick while engaged in the performance of this duty, 
under the authority of the President of the United States. And inas- 
much as we have pensioned scores of men who never were mustered 
into the service because of sickness or some accident that befell them, 
it is to my mind astonishing that a gentleman who himself served in 
the Army of the United States should come here to-night and urge that 
this man’s case should be made an exception to the rule which has been 
established in this House for the last five orsix years. The gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. JOHNSTON ] has himself admitted in the course of 

` his argument that this man was on the field and staff roll; that he was 
in command of a camp and was marked ‘‘absent;’’ that he was recog- 
nized as colonel of that regiment. But because he became sick, be- 
cause, as the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BUTLER] has very prop- 
erly said, he was visited with a misfortune and could not complete the 
work which he so patriotically undertook to perform at the request of 
the President of the United States when the Union Army needed recruits, 
when the fate of the nation was trembling in the balance, and we 
needed patriots to help fight the battles of the country-—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana, rose. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I can not yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. You do not state the facts correctly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. [insist that the gentleman must not interrupt 


me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New Hampshire 
is entitled to proceed without interruption. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I say, Mr. Speaker, it is an astonishing fact to 
me that a man who himself served in the Union Army should come 
here and say that one who performed this patriotic duty to the country, 
giving his time and his money, never having received a single centin re- 
turn for the service which he rendered to the Government—it is aston- 
ishing to me that any man, much less a soldier, should come here and 
say we should not grant this man the right to go before the Depart- 
ment and prosecute his claim, giving him the title that he earned and 
which he was recognized as holding while in command of that camp. 

If this man be granted the right which this bill proposes to give 
him, he will still he compelled to prove himself enti to this pen- 
sion; he will still be compelled to prove that any disability under which 
he may labor was incurred in the line of duty in the service of the 
United States. Isay we are doing no injustice to any soldier, no in- 
justice to the Government of the United States in granting this man 
this right which, in my judgment, belongs to him and ought not to be 
withheld from him for a single moment. That is all I care to say. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Justone question. I understood the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER] to say that Strickland was 
acting under a warrant from the President of the United States. Was 
it from the President, or was it a recruiting commission from the pro- 
visional governor of Tennessee? 

Mr. GALLINGER. According to the testimony, it was from the 
President of the United States. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. 8 er, I have some feeling inthis matter. I 
have some personal knowledge ofthis case. Colonel Strickland was en- 
gaged in the same business as myself. I met him at Nashville recruit- 
ing his regiment—a loyal man in the midstof treason, spending his time 
and his money in behalfof the Government. He recruited four or five 
companies. He was stricken down with disease. Here is the evidence 
of it: 

MEDICAL DIRECTOR'S OFFICE, 
Louisville, Ky., September 4, 1863, 

I certify that I have carefully examined J. H. Strickland, colonel of Eighth 
East Tennessee avay and find him suffering from intermittent fever, and he 
will not be able to rejoin his regiment for — some da; 

WILLIAM W. LDSMITH, 
A, A. Surgeon, U. 8. A., Member of Board of Examiners. 

Here is.a second certificate of the same character, dated at Lexing- 
ton, Ky., September 9, 1863; another is dated at Lexington, Ky., Sep- 
tember 17, 1863. Here is still another: 


Hickman Bremer HOSPITAL, 
Camp Nelson, Ky., September 19, 1863. 

I have carefully examined Colonel Strickland, of Eighth East Tennessee Cav- 
alry, and find him unfit to perform field duties, because of debility following an 
attack of fever; and in my opinion it will be several weeks before he will be 
able for the duties of his corps, 

A, C. SWARTZWELDER, 


Surgeon, United States Volunteers, in charge. 


Now, Colonel Strickland had authority from the President to raise 
regiment. He went to work to doso, and spent his time and his money 
in that work. By the act of God he was stricken down for weeks and 
months. While he was in that condition another man was mustered 
in as colonel of that regiment, and thus Colonel Strickland was deprived 
of that recognition to which his services entitled him. All he asks is 
the privilege of going before the Commissioner of Pensions and show- 
ing by proof that while in the line of duty as a soldier he incurred dis- 
ability entitling him to a ion. 

The gentleman from Indiana talks about his knowledge of the cir- 
cumstances of this case. It is not necessary for me to say anything 
about the trouble that he and Colonel Strickland had. I will only say 
thatthis man has been pursued timeand again unrelentingly in amanner 
in which no soldier ought to act toward another. Colonel Strickland 
did the best he could, as the proof here abundantly shows. He wasa 
stout, hearty man when he was authorized to raise that regiment, and 
for months afterward while engaged in that service. While perform- 
ing this duty he was stricken down, as the proof shows beyond any 
question. Yet the gentleman from Indiana now says that Colonel 
Strickland was never with the regiment. Itis a startling discovery 
that because, by reason of being stricken down by sickness, a man is un- 
able to leave his room and therefore is not with his regiment, he must 
not have recognition or be regarded as entitled to a pension if he in- 
curred disability. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I ask the gentleman from Tennessee 
to yield to me fora moment. I know he wants to state the facts cor- 
rectly in this case. Now, if you will read this communication from 
the War Department it will show the fact to be true that this man was 
here in Washington trying to be mustered at the very time he claims 
that he was stricken down with sickness, 

Mr. BUTLER. Here is a statement of the surgeon in charge, show- 
ing the fact that this man was sick on the dates mentioned, and stat- 
ing that he was not in a condition to perform military service. These 
affidavits and papers which I hold in my hand I will ask to have printed 
with my remarks. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the gentleman from Tennessee yield to me 
for a question? I wish to ask simply if the several certificates from 
reputable physicians do not show this man was sick and unable to per- 
form military duty—United States surgeons at that? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, sir; and in addition here is proof, not in the 
record, just come in to-night, from Colonel Reeves, of the Eighth Cay- 
alry, and other officers of the same regiment, all bearing out the same 
state of facts. Here is testimony of Colonel Kirk, and Colonel Sawyer, 
lieutenant-colonel of the regiment after Colonel Patton was mustered 


~in, all testifying to the facts sworn to by Colonel Strickland. Therecan 


be no proof stronger than that submitted in support of this case, and 
I appeal to the House to do justice to this man and grant him the relief 
that is sought for in this bill. 

The affidavits referred to by Mr. BUTLER are as follows: 


GENERAL APFIDAVIT. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
City and county of Washington, ss: 


On this 25th day of May, A. D. 1886, personally appeared before me Felix A, 
Reeve, aged forty-nine years, a resident of said city and county, whose post-office 
address is Washington, D. C., who, being duly sworn, declared in relation to 
aforesaid case as follows: That he was colonel of the Eighth Tennessee Vol- 
unteer Infantry in the late war of the rebellion; that he was appointed colonel 
by the Secretary of War on the Sth of September, 1862, and was mustered as such 
by his order on the 16th of September, 1862. 

Affiant states that he was appointed and mustered as colonel before he had 
recruited any men for his regiment; and that several other colonels of Joyal 
Tennessee regiments—Robert K. Byrd, Robert Johnson, aud probably others— 
were appointed, mustered, and drew pay before they enlisted any recruits for 
their iments, Affiant, however, refers tothe records of the War Department 
for a fuller statement of the facts, 

Affiant further states that he was acquainted with Colonel Strickland in 1862; 
that for a short while he was connected with his regiment, and was authorized 
to recruit for it; that as he understands and believes, he afterwards recruited 
for the hth Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and acted as colonel for several 
months; but as to this affiant’s information is hearsay, and he is unable to state 
positively with regard to Colonel Strickland’s connection with said regiment. 
Affiant further declares that he has no interest in said case, and is not concerned 


in its prosecution. 
: FELIX A. REEVE. 


STATER or ILLINOIS, County of Shelby, ss: 


In the matter of the claim of Jesse H. Strickland, Jate colonel of the Eighth 
Tennessee Cavalry, now pending in Congress. 


On this the 17th day of February, A. D. 1888, personally ap) ed before me, 
a nota panao in and for the aforesaid county, duly authorized to administer 
oaths, Jo n L, Kirk, aged og e years, a resident of Moultrie County, Illi- 
nois, whose post-office address is Windsor, Shelby County, Illinois, well known 
to me to be reputable and entitled to credit, and who, being dulysworn, declares 
in relation to the aforesaid case as follows: 

That he entered the Fifth Tennessee Cavalry Volunteers (afterwards changed 
to the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry) in the spring of 1863 and was appointed lieu- 
tenant in Company D of said regiment, and acted as said lieutenant until the 
12th day of August, 1863, and that he was then mustered as captain of Company 
E of the same regiment, and that Jesse H. Strickland and T, J. Copps was rec- 
ognized as colonel and lieutenant-colonel during the time that I was with the 
regiment; and he further declares that he was discharged from said regimentat 
Nashville, Tenn., on the 3d day of May, 1864, by reason of the consolidation cf 
Eighth and Tenth Tennessee Cavalry. 

He further declares that he has no interest in said case and is not concerned 
in its prosecution, 

J. L. KIRK, 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS, County of Shelby, ss: 
Sworn and subscribed before me this er by ee above-named 


affiant, and I 
hereby certify that I read said affidavit to a including the no words 
and no words added, and acquainted him with its contents before he ex- 
ecuted the same. I further certify that I am in no wise interested in said case, 
nor am I concerned in its prosecution, and that said affiant is personally known 
to me and that he is a credible person. 
Certificate on file. 
[seat] JAMES A. MOBERLEY, 
Notary Public, 


AFFIDAVIT, 


STATE OF TENNESSEE, County of Grainger, ss: 


In the matter of claim of Jesse H. Strickland, late colonel of Eighth Tennessee 
Cavalry, now pending in Congress. 


Personally came before me, a clerk of the cireuit court in and for aforesaid 
county and State, John M. Sawyers, age sixty-two years, resident of the town 
of Rutledge, county of Grainger, State of Tennessee, well known to me to be 
reputable and entitled to credit, and who, being duly sworn, declares in relation 
to aforesaid case as follows: 

That he was among the first men who joined the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry, 
and aided in its organization, and was appointed on April 15, 1863, senior major 
by Jesse H. Strickland, who was colonel of said regiment appointment of 
Abraham Lincoln, Presidentof the United States, and that he knows from per- 
sonal official knowledge that the said Jesse H. Strickland was colonel of the 
said Eighth Tennessee Cavalry, by appointment, from its first organization in the 
early part of 1863 to April 15, 1864, when Samuel K, N. Patton was mustered col- 
one! of said regiment during the absence of Colonel Strickland. 

When I last saw Colonel Strickland he was sick, but can not state what was 
the matter with him, 

Further, Col. Samuel K, N. Patton was mustered colonel on account of con- 
solidation with the Eighth and Tenth Tennessee Regiments Cavalry. 

Further deponent saith not. 

I further declare that I have no interest in said case, and am not concerned in 


its prosecution, 
J. M. SAWYERS, 


Sworn to and subscribed before me rere gen be the above-named affiant; and 
I certify that I read said affidavit to said afiant, and acquainted him with its 
contents before he executed the same. I further certify that I am in no wise 
interested in said case, nor am I concerned in its prosecution. 
Witness my hand and official seal this 17th day of February, 1888, 
W. H. CADEE, 
Clerk of the Circuit Court for Grainger County, Tennessee. 


GENERAL AFFIDAVIT, 
DISTRICT or COLUMBIA, 
County of Washington, ss: 


In the matter of claim of Col. J. H. Shae for muster in United States 
service. 


Personally came before me, a in and for aforesaid county and State, 
Patrick H. Jones, aged years, citizen of Port Richmond, county of Rich- 
mond, State of New York, well known to me to be reputable and entitled to 
asoiy and who, being duly sworn, declared in relation to aforesaid case, as fol- 

ows: 

That he has been acquainted with claimant for about sieno Mite years. 

That he was colonel of the One hundred and fifty-fourth Regiment New 
York Infantry Volunteers, and his command was in second division of First 
Army Corps which was operating under General Sherman commanding Depart- 
ment. 

That in or about December, 1863, he became acquainted with the claimant in 
Tennessee and found that he was engaged in recruiting a regiment for cavalry 
pervice the Eighth Tennessee Cavalry Volunteers). 

Also that Colonel Strickland was recognized in such duty officially by orders 
and correspondence from headquarters. 

He further declares that he has no interest in said case, and is not concerned 


in its prosecution, 
PATRICK H. JONES, 
Late Brig. Gen, Vols. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this day by the above-named affiant; and 
I certify that I read said affidavit to said affiant, and acquainted him with its 
contents before he executed the same. I further certify that Lam in no wise in- 
terested in said case nor am I concerned in its prosecution; and thatsaid affiant 
is personally known to me; that he is a creditable person and so reputed in the 
community in which he resides, 

Witness my hand and official seal this the 13th Snee ES 1886. 

|Seal.] CHARLES NMAN, Notary Public. 


GENERAL AFFIDAVIT. 
Disreicr or COLUMBIA, 
County of Washington, ss: 
£n the matter of correction of muster in case of Col. J. H. Strickland, formerly 
be gy aang Eighth Regiment Tennessee Calvary Volunteers, United 
tates y. 

Personally came before me, a notary public in and for aforesaid county and 
the District of Columbia, who, being duly sworn, declared in relation to afore- 
said case as follows: 

Ihave been acquainted with Col. J. H. Strickland for about twenty-three years. 
J wasa member of the staff of General H. P. Van Cleve in 1864, at which time 
I met and became uainted with said Colonel Strickland. General Van Cleve 
was then in command of the postof Murfreesborough and the railroad defenses 
between Nashville and Tullahoma, Tenn., Department of the Cumberland. I 
saw Colonel Strickland daily for some time at headquarters and other places, 
where he was understood to be and regarded as colonel of the Eighth Regiment 
Tennessee Cavalry United States Volunteers, and was then (1864) on recruiting 


service, 
WM. H. H. SHEETS, 
Late Captain and A. A. A, G., Staff of Brig. Gen. H. P. Van Cleve, 
Commanding Post of Murfreesborough, Dept. Cumd. 


A pa of affiant at Register’s Office, Treasury Department, Washington, 


. ©.) 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this day by the above-named affiant; and 
I certify that I read said affidavit to said affiant, and acquainted him with its con- 
tents before he executed the same. I further certify that Iam in nowise inter- 
ested in said ease, nor am I concerned in its prosecution; and that said affiant 
is personally known to me; that he is a creditable person and so reputed in the 
community in which he reside, 

fab py my hand and official seal this 15th day of February, 1896. 

SEAL. 


fF 
JOHN W. P. MYERS, 
Notary Public. 


GENERAL AFFIDAVIT. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
County of Washington, ss: 
In the matter of claim for correction of muster claim of Col. J. H. Strickland, 
Eighth Regiment Tennessee Cavalry Volunteers. 


s 

Personally came before me Francis W. Strickland, a citizen of the town of 
Brooklyn, county of Kings, State of New York, well known to me to be repu- 
table and entitled to eal and wha, being duly sworn, declares in relation to 

afo d case as follows: I was appointed by Col. Jesse H. Strickland, in May 

1863, first lieutenant and comm and su ce of the Eighth Regimen 
Tennessee Ca’ Volunteers, then being recruited and Sg pos and in camp 
at Camp Nelson, Kentucky. I reported for duty at Camp Nelson, Kentucky, in 
May, and was mustered in on Colonel Strickland’s letter of appointment, 
the other officers of the command, and his orders were obeyed as 

colonel commanding Eighth Regiment, and he was recognized by the general 
commanding post, S. S. Fry, and others; General A. E. Burnside, then command- 
i Dont of the West, in which department the ent was Coing duty. 

is t-office address 366 A Fifth strect, rahe fi N.Y. 

He further declares that he has no interest in said case, and is not concerned 


in its prosecution, 
FRANCIS W. STRICKLAND, 
Late First Liewt. and C. 8. Eighth Tenn, Cav. U.S. Vols. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this day by the above-named affiant; and 
I certify that I read said affidavit to said affiant and acquainted him with its 
contents before he executed the same. I further certify that I am in no wise 
interested in said case, nor am I concerned in its prosecution; and that said 
affiant is mally known to me; that he isa creditable person, and so re- 
puted in the community in which he resides. 

Witness my hand and official seal this 16th day of February, 18853. 

[sean] s CHARLES 8S. BUNDY, 

Notary Public, District of Columbia, 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amendment of 


the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE], which has been 


read. 

The amendment was adopted. 

The bill as amended was ordered toa third reading, and was read 
the third time. 

The question recurring upon the passage of the bill, the question was 
taken; and there were on a division—ayes 79, noes 37. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. No qaorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pointof order being made that no 
quorum has voted, the Chair will order tellers. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana, and Mr. BuTLER were appointed tellers. 

The House again proceeded to divide. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. : 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. If the House should not conclude the 
consideration of these bills to-night, would they not come upto-morrow 
immediately after the reading of the Journal? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the status of 
these bills is peculiar in this respect: The previous question was or- 
dered at a night session of the House held for the consideration of pen- 
sion bills, and the bill came up on the day fixed at the night session, 
and was then, by order of the House, fixed for consideration to-night. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Then the bill stands as any other bill; 
and the previous question being ordered, if a quorum should not be 
obtained to-night, would not the bill come up to-morrow under the ordi- 
nary practice of the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks, from the fact that 
the bill stands under an order with the previous question ordered upon 
it, to-night being fixed for its consideration, that it would be in the 
discretion of the House to dispose of it at any future session or make 
such disposition as the judgment of the House mfy dictate. 

Mr. MATSON. Has the report of the tellers been made? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It has not. 

The tellers reported—ayes 97, noes 93. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. No quorum. 

Mr. MATSON. I move a call of the House. 

- The question was taken; and the Speaker pro tempore was in doubt 
as to the result. 

Mr. DOCKERY. [rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I wish to inquire whether, in the event of a fail- 
ure to consider the bill now before us, or the other bills that were made 
a special order for this evening, they would not be unfinished business 
at the head of the Private Calendar, and subject to consideration on 
any Friday hereafter? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has just made a statement 
in response to the inquiry of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANDER- 
son]. That, however, would be for the then occupant of the chair to 
determine. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. It is very evident from the action 
of some members present to-night that they intend to obstruct business; 
and Iam going to say right here that the only way to get out of this 
difficulty is to adopt a motion which I shall make that all cases of this 
character be postponed until the 26th day of July immediately after 
the reading of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will recognize the gentle- 
man to make that motion later on. The pending motion is the motion 
of the gentleman from Indiana for a call of the House, on which the 
House is dividing. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 50, noes 67, 


6224 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 12, 


Mr. MATSON. I demand the yeas and nays. 
Aad dona and nays were ordered, more than one-fifth voting in favcr 

ereof, 

Mr. SPINOLA. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mes SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the gentleman 

rise 

Mr. SPINOLA. I rise for the purpose of asking the Speaker to ci- 
rect the Sergeant-at-Arms to call in the straggling members from the 
lobbies, so as to be sure and get a quorum. There is no question but 
that a quorum is here. 

The question was taken, and there were—yeas 106, nays 50, not vot- 
ing 168; as follows: ; 


YEAS—106, 
Abbott, Finley, Matson, Sowden, 
Allen, Mass. Ford, McAdoo, Spinola, 
Anderson, Iowa Forney, McKinney, Springer, 
Anderson, Miss. French, Milliken, wart, Vt. 
Anderson, Ill, Fuller, Moffitt, Stone, Mo. 
Arnold, Gallinger, Morrill, Struble, 
Baker, N. Y, Gest, Morrow, Tarsney, 
Baker, Gibson, eal Thomas, Wis. 
Bin; r- Grosvenor, Nutting, Thompson, Ohio 
Boothman, Grout, O'Donnell, Thompson, Cal, 
Bound, Hayes, *Neall, Ind, Walker, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Heard, O'Neill, Pa. Warner, 
Bryce, Henderson, N.C. O'Neill, Mo. ington, 
Buchanan, Henderson, Il. Osborne, Weaver, 
Butler, iestand, Payson, Wheeler, 
Campbell, Ohio Hooker, Phelps, White, Ind. 
Caruth, Hopkins, Il Rice, White, N. Y. 
Ch Hopkins, Va. Richardson, Whiting, Mich, 
Chi Hunter, Romeis, iting, 
Clements, Jackson, Russell, Conn. Wickham, 
Co Johnston, Ind. Russell, Wilkinson, 
Cooper, Kean, Sayers, Williams. 
Kennedy, Scull, Wilson, Minn, 

Culberson, Laird, Seney, Yardley, 

Izell, Teos a monr Yoder. 
Dock: ; vely, 
PaT Martin, Snyder, 

NAYS—50. 
Anderson, Kans. Davidson, Ala. Ketcham, Peel, 
Atkinson, Davidson, Fla. Kilgore, Perkins, 
Bankhead Dibble, Laffoon, Peters, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Enloe. Tayan, Rowland, 
Brewer, Farq ‘ Laidlaw, Stockdale, 
Browne,T,.H.B.,Va.Glass, Lan fs Stone, Ky. 
Bunnell 5 Lawler, ‘Turner, 
Hap bell, T.J. »N.Y.Hall, Long, pL eae 
ugen, " e, 
Clark, er McCullogh, Weber, 
Cobb, res, McRae, Whitthorne, 
D Hutton, Montgomery, 
Conger, err, Outhwaite, 
~. NOT VOTING—168. 

Adams, Cutcheon, Johnston, N, C. Plumb, 
Alien, Mich, 2 ones, Post, 
Allen, Miss, Darlington, Kelley. Pugsley, 

n, Davenport, La Follette, Randall, 
Barnes, Davis, ndes, Rayner, 
Bayne, Dingi “6 ’ Roberto 

yne, ey, n, 
Belden, Dorsey, Lehibach, Roc y 
Belmont, Dougherty, d, Roge 

“ Rowell, 

Dunn, Lynch, h 
Bland, Elliott, onald, Ryan, 
Bliss, Ermentrout, Maffett, Sawyer, 
Bloun Fisher, Mahoney, Scott, 
Boutelle, Fitch. Mansur, Shaw, 
Bowden, Flood, Mason, Sherman, 
Bowen, Foran, MeClammy, Simmons, 
Brower, m, cComas, Smith, 
Browne, Ind. i McCormick, Spooner, 
Brown, Ohio Gay, ry, ecker, 
Brown, J. R., Va. Gear, McKenna, Steele, 

m, Glover, McKinley, Stephenson, 
Buckalew, Goff, ‘eMillin, Stewart, Tex. 
Burnes, Granger, McShane, Stewart, 
Burnett, Greenman, Merriman, Symes, 
Burrows, Guenther, 1s, Taul 
Butterworth, Hare, Moore, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Bynum, Harmer, Morgan, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Hatch, Morse, Thomas, Ky. 
Candler, Hayden, Nelson, ‘Thomas, Ill. 
Cannon, Hemphill, ewton, iy 
Carlton, Henderson, Iowa Nichols, Tracey, 
Caswell, Hue ‘orwood, ‘Townshend, 
Catchings, ates, er, 
Collins, Hogg, O’Ferrall, Vance, 

Com: x H š Owen, West, 

Cow. Parker, Wilber, 

Cox, Hopkins, N. Y. Patton, Wilki 

Crain, Houk, Penington, Wilson, W. Va. 
Crisp, Hovey, ITY, Wise, 

Crouse, Howard, Phelan, Woodburn, 
Cummings, Hudd, '» Pidcock, Yost. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 
Would it be in order at this time, before the announcement of the vote, 
to ask unanimous consent— [Cries of “‘ order! ”] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the pairs. 

The following pairs were announced until further notice: 

Mr. TILLMAN with Mr. HOUK. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND with Mr. FITCH. 

Mr. Bicas with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. 


Mr. BYNUM with Mr. STEPHENSON, 

Mr. CoLLINS with Mr. DUNHAM. 

Mr. MERRIMAN with Mr. Symes. 

Mr. Prpcock with Mr. DE LANO. 

Mr. LANDES with Mr. STEELE. 

Mr. PERRY with Mr. BRUMM. 

Mr. McCiammy with Mr. NICHOLS. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Mississippi, with Mr. BAYNE, 

Mr. Crisp with Mr. ROWELL. 

Mr. CRAIN with Mr. HAYDEN. 

Mr. CATCHINGS with Mr. CoGSWELL. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. Gorr. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL with Mr. BELDEN, 

Mr. TAULBEE with Mr. SHERMAN. 

Mr. MCMILLIN with Mr. Burrows. 

Mr. GREENMAN with Mr. THomAs, of Illinois. 

Mr. MCKINLEY with Mr. Scorr. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. ROCKWELL. 

Mr. PENINGTON with Mr. HIEsTAND. 

Mr. CumMINGs with Mr. McCormick. 

Mr. TRACEY with Mr. PLUMB, until the 17th instant, 

For this day: 

Mr. RoGers with Mr. CASWELL. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota, with Mr. KETcHAM. 

Mr. BARNES with Mr. HERMANN. 

Mr. Rusk with Mr. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. Compton with Mr. BOWEN. 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr, GAINES. 

On this vote: 

Mr. CowLES with Mr. FISHER. 

Mr. BURNETT with Mr. BurrERWORTH. 

Mr. Summons with Mr. CANNON. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT with Mr. GUENTHER. 

For three days: 

Mr. HATCH with Mr. PUGSLEY. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, I want to say to the House that 
I am paired with Mr. BELDEN on political questions, not on general 


legislative business. 
A call of the House is ordered. The 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will- call the roll. 
_ Mr. DUNHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now ad- 
journ. 

The motion was lost. 

Mr. DUNHAM. Isa motion for a recess in order? If so, I move 
that the House do now take a recess until 10 o’clock to-morrow morn- 


ing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that a call of the 
House having shown the absence of a quorum, a motion for a recess is 
notin order. The Clerk will call thé roll. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Is it in order toask unanimousconsent 
to suspend further proceedings under this call and unanimous consent 
to have a roll-call on the passage of the bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks it might be in order, 
by unanimous consent, to dispense with further proceedings under a 
call of the House; but no business that required a quorum could be 
transacted, the absence of a quorum having been shown and the point 
made. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !’’] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular order is demanded, and 
the Clerk will call the roll. 

The roll was called; and the following-named members failed to an- 
swer: 


Adams, Cannon, Goff, Mahoney, 
Allen, Mich. Caswell, Granger, Mansur, 
Allen, Miss, g5, Greenman, Mason, 
Arnold, Collins, Guenther, McComas, 
Bacon, Gorpon; S McCormick, 
Barnes, Cowles, Harmer, A 
Barry, Cox, Hatch, McKenna, 
Byna Crain, Hayden McKinley, 
iden, Crisp, Hemphill, McShane, 
Belmont, Crouse, Henderson, Iowa Merriman, 
Biggs, Cummings, Hermann, ills, 
Blan . aet a Hitt, Moore, 
Bland, Darlington, Hogg, Morgan, 
Bliss, Davenport, Holmes, Morse, 
Blount, Davis, Hopkins, N. Y, Nelson, 
Boutelle, DeLano, Houk, Newton, 
wden, Dingley, Hovey, Nichols, 

Sovet Dorsey, Bore Sas 

rower, Dougherty, udd, errall, 
Browne, Ind. Dunn, Johnston, N. C. Owen, 
Brown, Ohio Elliott, Jones, Parker, 
Brown, J. R., Va. Fisher, Kelley, Patton, 
Brumm, Fi La Follette, Penington, 
Buckalew, Fil Landes, Perry, 

urnes, Foran, Lee, Phelan, 
Burnett, n, Lind, idcock, 
Burrows, Gaines, Lodge, Plum 
Butterworth, Gay, Lynch, aa, 
Cam F., N. Y. Gear, ona. Rayner, 
Candler, Glover, Maffeit, 
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Robertson, Simmons, Taulbee, West, ` 
Rockwell, Smith, Taylor, E. B., Ohio Wilber, 
Rogers, Snyder, Taylor, J. D., Ohio Wilkins, 
Rowell, Spooner, Thomas, Ky. Wilson, W. Va. 
Rusk, StahInecker, ‘Thomas, Ill ise. 

Ryan, Steele, liman, Woodburn, 
Sawyer, Stephenson, cey, Yost. 

Scott, Stewart, Tex. Townshend, 

Shaw, Stewart, Ga, ‘Turner, Kans, 

Sherman, Symes, ance, 


at MATSON. Iunderstand that more than a quorum have an- 
swered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A quorum have answered. 

Mr. MATSON. I move to dispense with all further proceedings un- 
der the call. ` 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I demand the yeas and nays on the final pas- 
sage of the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

1 Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I rise to a question of personal privi- 
ege. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I understand that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. BUTLER] stated in his remarks that while I was 
in the service I had a personal difficulty with Mr. Strickland. 
[Cries of ‘Regular order.” ] I wish to say that that is not true. I do 
not know who the gentleman’s informant is, but the statement is not 
true. I was with that regiment from September until it was consoli- 
dated, but I never spoke to or saw Mr. Strickland in my life until I 
met him during the session of the Forty-ninth Congress, and he never 
was with the regiment for any one to have any quarrel with him there. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. BUTLER. Iwas so informed, and I believed it to be the fact. 

[Cries of ‘‘ Regular order!’’] : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on ordering the yeas 
and nays on the passage of the bill. z 

Mr. WEBER. Mr, Speaker, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WEBER. I understand that the gentleman from Indiana is 
willing to withdraw his point, and I ask whether it is in order at this 
time to move to reconsider the vote ordering the yeas and nays? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is in order for the House to recon- 
sider the vote by which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WEBER. Then I make that motion. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I hope it will be reconsidered. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to—ayes 88, noes 27. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now is on ordering the 
yeas and nays. 

The question was taken, and 33 members voted in favor thereof. 

Several MEMBERS. Count the other side. 

Upon a count there were—ayes 33, noes 94, and, more than one-fifth 
having voted in the affirmative, the yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SPINOLA (after the roll-call had been begun). Mr. Speaker, 
is it in order to have the amendments to the bill read? 
en SPEAKER protempore. That is not in order pending the roll- 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 102, nays 53, not vot- 
ing 169; as follows: 


YEAS—102. 
Adams, Dalzell, Lehlbach, Seymour, 
Allen, Mass. Dorsey, Dg, Snyder, 
Anderson, Iowa Farquhar, i Sowden, 
Anderson, Ill. Felton, McAdoo, Spinola, 
Anderson, Kans. Finley, MeCullogh, Stewart, Vt. 
Arnold, Ford, McKinney, Struble, 
Atkinson, Fuller, Milliken, Taylor, J.D., Ohio 
Baker, N. Y. Gallinger, Moffitt, Thomas, Wis. 
Baker, Il Gest, Morrill, Thompson, Ohio 
Bing! a Gibson, Morrow, Thompson, Cal. 
Boothman, Grosvenor, Nutting, Vandever, 
Bound, Grout, O'Donnell, Wade, 
Brewer, Haugen, O'Neill, Pa. Warner, 
Hay Osborne, Weaver, 
Buchanan, Henderson, Il Patton, Weber, 
nel Hi f Payson, White, Ind. 
Butler, Hires, Perkins, White, N. 
Campbell, Ohio Holman, te Whiting, Mich, 
Campbell, T.J., N.Y.Hopkins, Il. Phelps, Whiting, 
Caruth, Hunter, Post, Wickham, 
Chipman, Jackson, Rice, Wilkinson, 
Clark, Kean, Romeis, Williams, 
Cockran, Kennedy, Russell, Conn Yardley, 
Conger, A) a ll, Mass. Yoder. 
. a ull, 
Cutcheon, Lawler, Seney, 
NAYS—53. 
Abbott, Davidson, Ala. Henderson, N. C. Latham, 
Anderson, Miss. Davidson, Fla. Herbert, Lyman, 
Bankhead, Dibble, Hooker, Martin, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Dockery, Hopkins, Va. Matson, 
Carlton, loe, Hutton, McRae, 
Cheadle, Forney, Johnston, Ind. Montgomery, 
Clements, Glass, Laffoon, Neal, 
bb, Grimes, Lagan, O’Neall, Ind. 
Cothran, Hall, Laidlaw, Outhwaite, 
Culberson, Heard, Lanham, Peel, 
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Richardson, Stockdale, Turner, Ga. Whitthorne, 
Rowland, Stone, Ky. Walker, 
Sayers, Stone, Mo. Washington, 
Springer, Tarsney, Wheeler, 
NOT VOTING—-169. 
Allen, Mich, Cummings, Kelley, Fandall, 
Alien, Miss. n, Ke! 5 Rayner, 
Bacon, Darlington, re ate Reed, 
Barnes, Davenport, La Follette, Robertson, 
Barry, Davis, Landes, Rockwell, 
Bayne; De Lano, Lane, Rogers 
Belden, Dingley, Lee, Rowell, 
Belmont, Dougherty, Lind, Rusk, 
Biggs, Dunham, Lodge, Ryan, 
Blanchard, Dunn, Lynch, Sawyer, 
Bland, Elliott, onal Scott, 
Bliss, Ermentrout Maffett, Shaw, 
Blount, isher, Mahoney, Sherman, 
Boutelle, Fitch, I sur, Shively, 
Bowden, Flood, Mason, Simmons, 
Bowen, Foran, McClammy, Smith, 
Breckinridge,Ky. French, McComas, Spooner, 
Brower, Funston, McCormick, StahInecker, 
Browne,T.H.B., Va.Gaines, McCreary, Steele, 
rowne, AF, McKenna, Stephenson, 
Brown, Ohio r, McKinley, Stewart, Tex. 
Brown, J.R.,Va. Glover, MeMillin, Stewart, Ga. 
Bromm, Goff, MeS! e, 
Buckalew, Granger, Merriman, Taulbee, 
urnes, Greenman, Mills, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Burnett, Guenther, Moore, Thomas, Ky. 
urrows, Hare, Morgan, Thomas, Ili 
Butterworth, Harmer, Morse, Tillman, 
ynum, Hatch, Nelson, Tracey 
bell, F., N. Y. Hayden, Newton, Townshend, 
Candler, Hemphiil, Nichols, Turner, Kans, 
on, Henderson,Iowa Norwood, Vance, 
Caswell, Hermann, ates, Vest, 
Catchings, Hitt, O’Ferrall, Wilber, 
Clardy, Hogg, O'Neill, Mo. Wilkins. 
Cogswell, Holmes, Owen, Wilson, Minn, 
Collins, Hopkins, N.Y. Parker, Wilson, W. Va. 
Compton, Houk, Penington, Wise, 
Cowles, Hovey, erry, Woodburn, 
Cox, Howard, Phelan, Yost. 
Crain, Hudd, Pideock, 
Crisp, Johnston, N. O. Plumb, 
Crouse, Jones, Pugsley, 


On motion of Mr. GALLINGER, by unanimous consent, the read- 
ing of the names of members voting was dispensed with. , 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. Mr. Speaker, I have voted, but I am paired, 
and I ask leave to withdraw my vote. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. If it breaks a quorum we shall object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that even with 
the vote of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, ERMENTROUT] there 
is not a quorum. . 

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded, 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The vote having been taken by yeas 
and nays, the Chair is bound to take notice of the fact that there is no 


uorum. 

re Mr. MATSON. Iask unanimous consent that this bill be passed 
overinformally. I make that request for this reason. There is a bill 
on the Calendar that I think is perhaps the strongest one on the Cal- 
endar. I make up my judgment on that point because so many gen- 
tlemen—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that when the 
fact of no quorum is disclosed by a yea-and-nay vote nothing is in or- 
der but a call of the House or a motion to adjourn or some proceeding 
to ascertain the presence of a quorum. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. I move that the House adjourn. 

Mr. MATSON. If that is the ruling of the Chair, I move that the 
House do now adjourn. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Speaker—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise? 

Mr. COCKRAN. Simply to ask for information; in what position 
that will leave the unfinished business ?, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the opinion of the Chair, the bills 
will stand in the same position as now. There has been no vote taken 
to-night ordering the previous question, that having been ordered be- 
fore, and the Chair is of opinion that they will come up as unfinished 
business when this class of business is again reached in the House. Bat 
those are questions for the then occupant of the chair to determine. 
The question is on the motion of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Matson], that the House adjourn. 

Mr. MATSON. I withdraw the motion. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Iask unanimous consent that these bills be set 
down for next Thursday evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No quorum being present, it isincom- 
petent for the House to entertain the request of the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. CLARDY. Is it in order for the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Matson] to submit a request for unanimous consent. [Cries of “ Reg- 
ular order!’’} 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rules prescribe that when the ab- 
sence of a quorum is disclosed only two motions are in order, The 
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question ison the motion of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Matson], 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and the House accordingly (at 10 o’elock 
and 12 minutes p. m.) adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. McCULLOGH: A bill (H. R. 10811) granting a pension to 
Elizabeth Candy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10812) granting a pension to Susan Barr—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. It. 10813) granting a pension to Jesse B. Ramsey—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUNTER: A bill (H. R. 10814) granting a pension to Mary 
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FORD: A bill (H. R. 10815) for the relief of Andrew K. 
Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OUTHWAITE: A bill (H. R. 10816) granting a pension to 
Hugh Ewing—to the Committee. on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILBER: A bill (H. R. 10817) granting increase of pension 
to Alexander Van Loan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. G. A. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10818} granting a pension 
to Mrs. Adelaide H. Woodall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


The following petitions and papers were Iaid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ABBOTT: Petition of Edmond Raphailp and 40 others, of 
Ellis County, Texas, for amendments to the interstate-commerce law— 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. A. R. ANDERSON: Petition of W. H. Abbott and 18 others, 
citizens of Mills County, Iowa, for amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce iaw—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BREWER: Remonstrance of James A. Button and 200 others, 
citizens of Genesee County; of 750- farmers and wool-growers of Shi- 
awassee County; of C. M. Wood and 200 others, farmers of Living- 
stone County; of T. S. Bausher and 155 others, citizens of Oakland 
County, and of L. G. Burch and 110 others, citizens of Clinton County, 
Michigan, against putting wool on the free-list—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. : 

By Mr. CANDLER: Petition of Eli Lovinggood, administrator of 
Samuel Lovinggood, of Cherokee County, Georgia, for reference of his 
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CARUTH: Petition of J. A. Miller, of Louisville, Ky., for 
relief—to the Committee on Clai 

By Mr. ENLOE: Petition of R. A. Guthrie, of Perry County, Ten- 
néssee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FORD: Petition for the relief of Andrew K. Miller—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: Memorial of D. P. Wilcox and 10 others, of 
Dakota, for certainamendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Memorial of E. P. Alderman and 27 others, 
of Theodore F. Davis and 11 others, of the Farmer’s Club, and of H. 
B. Loomis and 34 others, of Washington County, Ohio, for certain 
amendments to the interstate-commerce act—to the Committee on Com- 
merce, ; 

By Mr. D. B. HENDERSON: Petition of the Industrial Christian 
Home Association of Utah, asking for Government aid—to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Home Missionary Society of the Meth- 
odist Episcopal Church, favoring the appropriation of $75,000 for the 
Industrial Home Association of Utah—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, 

By Mr. JACKSON: Petition of the Junior Order of United American 
Mechanics of Rochester, Pa., in favor of bill restricting immigration— 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES: Petition of John C. Smith, for amendments to the 
interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. LEE (by request): Petition of John F. Mortimer, for relief— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LODGE: Petition of John Johnston and 79 others, of Wash- 
ington, Me.; of George L. Chaffer and 37 others, of Staffordville, Conn. ; 
of E. J. Haskell and 27 others of Calais, Me., and of Louis Helm and 
24 others, of Stafford Springs, Conn., for the bill repealing duties on 
sugar and molasses—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLAMMY: Petition of J. H. Sampson and 121 others, for 
amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. McCREARY: Petition of Mary Speaks, widow of Jesse C. 
S second lientenant Company K, Seventh Regiment Kentucky 

olunteer Infantry—to the i on Invalid Pensions. 


By Mr. MATSON: Petition of Hiram Murphy and 87 others, ex-Union 
soldiers of Owen County, Iowa, for the passage of the bill givingarrears 
of i the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OUTHWAITE:; Petition of Hugh Ewing, for increase of pen- 
sion—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REED: Petition of Jesse Gould and others, of Biddeford, 
Me., in favor of a pension for Mrs. Hattie H. Edgerly—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROWLAND (by request): Petition of Archibald S. McNeil, 
of Richmond County, North Carolina, for reference of his claim to the 
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TRACEY: Petition of citizens of Albany County, New York, 
in regard to reduction of postage on merchandise—to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. WHEELER: Petition of Moses B. Keel, of Jackson County, 
Alabama, for reference of his ciaim to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. J. R. WHITING: Petition of Duncan Buchanan and 107 
others, of Huron County, and of H. H. Spencer and 70 others, of Macomb 
County, Michigan, for amendments to the interstate-commerce law— 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of John Donahue, for relief—to the Committee cn 
Private Land Claims. 

By Mr. WILKINS: Petition of G. K. Arthar and 200 others, citi- 
zens of Tuscarawas County, and of C. F. Sangsten and 30 others, citi- 
zens of Coshocton County, Ohio, in relation to the duty on wool—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WISE: Petition or citizens of Richmond, Va., relative toa 
national bureau of harhors and water, ways—to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the War Department. 

The following petitions, praying for the enactment of a law provid- 
ing temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of 
illiteracy, were severally referred to the Committee en Education: 

By Mr. DUNN: Of 191 citizens of Mississippi County, Arkansas. 

By Mr. LODGE: Of president and faculty of the Boston University, 
the Universalist Ministers’ Club, and the supervisors and eommission- 
ers. of Boston sehcols. 


SENATE. 
FRIDAY, July 13, 1888. 


a Sp by Rev. C. HERBERT Ricitsrpsoy, D: D., of Washington 
City, D. €. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a petition of citizens of Phil- 
adelphia County, Pennsylvania, praying for certain amendments of the 
interstate-eommerce law; which was referred to the Committee cn In- 
terstate Commerce. 

Mr. FARWELL presented a memorial of wool manufacturers and 
wool dealers of Louisville, Ky., and other places, remonstrating against 
the passage of the Mills tariff bill; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Finance. 

Mr. TURPIE. I present the petition of William H. Seal and others, 
residents of Mount Carmel, Ind., praying for the passage of certain 
amendments of the interstate-commerce law. Asa bill covering the 
amendments here suggested has already passed the Senate, I move that 
the petition lie on the table. ; 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. PALMER presented the petition of John E. Hood and 15 other 
ex-Union soldiers and sailors, residentsof Plymouth, Mich., praying for 
the passage of the per diem rated service-pension bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. BUTLER. I present a preamble and resolutions adopted by U. 
S. Grant Post, No. 327, Department of New York, Grand Army of the 
Republic, favoring the passage of Senate bill No. 2797, to authorize the 
President to advance Chief Engineer George Wallace Melville, United 
States Navy, one grade, etc. I presume the bill was referred to the 
Committee on Naval A ffuirs, and I move that the preamble and resolu- 
tions be referred to that committee. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DAWES. I presenta memorial of a large number of woolen 
manufacturers and wool dealers, citizens of Kentucky, remonstrating 
against the proposed legislation in the Mills bill in reference to wool 
and woolens. I move that the memorial be referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. PASCO presented the petition of the State Agricultural College 
of Florida, with reference to the titles to lands in the Arredonde grant 
of 20,000 acres in sage it Pd Teeraa, s college sre locat Seu a 

thereof, and praying passage of Senate bi s efer- 
wo aaa with certain amendments; which was referred to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 
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Mr. EVARTS presented a petition of the Saratoga (N. Y.) Monu- 


ment Association, praying that an appropriation be made for the com- | sideration of this bil 


pletion and dedication of the monument commemorating the surrender 
of General Burgoyne at Saratoga; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Library. 

Mr. PLUMB. Two or three days since I presented the petition of 
Jobn Cowdon in regard to the Lake Borgne outlet system of improve- 
ment of the Mississippi River; which was referred to the Committce 
on the Improvement of the Mississippi River and tributaries. I now 
move that the petition be printed as a public document. 

The motion was agreed to. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2680) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, 
late lieutenant-colonel and quartermaster-general United States Army, 
deceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his offi- 
cial bond, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

Mr. VANCE, from the Committee on the District. ef Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 3329) to regulate the subdivision 
of land within the District of Columbia, reported it with amendments. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 1099) for the relief of the Chureh of the Ascension, in the District 
Columbia, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report 

ereon. 

Mr, FAULKNER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10060) prescribing the time for 
sales and for notice of sales of property in the District of Columbia for 
prerano taxes, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon, 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
3168) regulating admissions to the Institution of the Association for 
Works of Mercy in certain cases, and for other purppses, reported it 
without amendment, 

Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1950) to ratify and confirm an agreement with the 
Indians of Fort Berthold agency, in Dakota, reported it with amend- 


ments. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred an amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. 
STEWART to the sundry civil appropriation bill, reported a substitute 
therefor; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8183) for the erection of a public 
building at Opelousas, La., reported it without amendment, sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

POLICE MATRONS, 


Mr. FARWELL. Iam instructed by the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8039) iding for 
the appointment of police matrons for the District of Columbia, to re- 
port it without amendment, and I ask unanimous consent for its con- 
sideration now. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the consider- 
ation of this bill? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read. 

‘The bill was read. 


By unanimous consent, the bill (H, R. 8039) providing for the ap- 
pointment of police matrons for the District of Columbia, defining their 
key and for other purposes, was considered as in Committee of the 

ole. 

it proposes to authorize the commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to appoint three matrons for the police department of the District, at a 
salary of $600 per annum, as soon as the necessary accommodations 
may be authorized and provided by Congress, and the work completed. 

These police matrons are to search when n , examine, and 
care for the female prisoners who may be taken into custody by the 
police, and to take charge of lost or abandoned children while detained 
at a station-house to which a matron may be assigned, under suchrules 
and regulations as the commissioners of the District may from time to 
time make. No woman is to be appointed a police matron unless suit- 
able for the position and recommended therefor in writing by at least 
ten women of good standing, residents of the District. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ROAD TO BATON ROUGE NATIONAL CEMETERY. 


Mr. WALTHALL. The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5064) to construct a road to the national 
cemetery at Baton Rouge, La., report it without amendment. 

Mr. GIBSON. I ask unanimous consent to put that bill on its pas- 


“ho PRESIDENT protempore. ‘The bill will be read for informa- 
n, 
The bill was read. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
{> The Chair hears none. 

The bill (H. R, 5064) to construct a road to the national cem 
at Baton Rouge, La., was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. MANDERSON introduced a bill (S. 3322) to increase the pason 
of George W. Montgomery; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PLUMB introduced a bill (S. 3323) granting a on to Flor- 
ence Reynolds; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CHANDLER (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3324) to make 
the Lake Borgne outlet, to improve the low-water navigation of the 
Mississippi River from New Orleans, La., to Cairo, TIL, and incidentally 
to reclaim and protect the valley lands of the Mississippi River and 
tributaries from overflow; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Improvement of the Mississippi River 
and Tributaries. 

Mr. PALMER introduced a bill (S. 3325) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Julia M. Edie; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. MITCHELL introduced a bill (S. 3326) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to negotiate with the Coeur d’ Alene tribe of Indians 
for the purchase and release of a portion of their reservation; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that Order of Business 1722, House bill 7749, 
be now considered. 

Mr. EDMUNDS, Are bills in order? 5 

Mr. HALE. Let us get through with the morning business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A request for the regular order isan 
objection to the motion of the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I ask leave to introduce a bill by request. 

The bill (S. 3327) to establish a council of ordnance was read twice 
by its title. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I move the reference of the bill to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. : 

I wish to say that the gentleman who prepared this bill and submit- 
ted it to me for introduction is a gentleman of very high attainments 
in respect to the matters embraced in the bill; but, of course, as I have 
not had time to study it in detail I make the usual statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Thé bill will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. : 


AMENDMENTS TO GENERAL DEFICIENCY BILL. 


. Mr. PLUMB and Mr. MITCHELL submitted amendments intended 
to be pro by them, respectively, to the general deficiency appro- 
priation bill; which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 


AMENDMENTS TO CLAIMS BILL. 


Mr. PAYNE submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 6514) for the allowance of certain claims reported. 
by the accounting officers of the United States Txeasury Department; 
which was referred to the Committee on Claims,and ordered to be printed. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT WABASHA, MINN. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempare. Are there resolutions, concurrent or 
otherwise? If there be none, the morning business is concluded. 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that Order of Business 1722, House bill 7749, 
be now taken up. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7749) to authorize the 
building of a bridge across the Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with an 
amendment, which was to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
to insert the following: 

That the city of Wabasha, in the State of Minnesota, be, gnd is hereby, author- 
ized to construct and maintain a bridge for the of vehicles of all kinds, 
animals, and foot-passengers, across that part of the Mississippi River east of 
the main channel of said river, at a point opposite or nearly opposite the said 
city of Wabasha, and to charge for such use such reasonable rates of toll as may 
be approved from time to time by the Secretary of War. 

Sec. 2, That any bridge constructed under this act and according to its limita- 
tions shall be a lawful structure, and shall be recognized and known as a post- 
route, upon which also no higher charge shall be made for the transmission over 
the same for the mails, the and the munitions of war of the United States 
than the reed ca mile id for their transportation over railroads or public 
F et I ng to sai bridge; and the United States and all companies and 
individuals shall have the of way for telegraph, postal-telegraph, and tel- 
geen purposes across said 


pro- 
posed location, the to phy of the banks of the river, the shore-lines at high 
and low water, the directi d tho 
hall furnish such other information as may be 


` 
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for a full and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan 


and location of the bridge are approved by the Secretary of war the construc- 
tion of said bri shall not be commenced; and should any change be made 
in the plan of said bridge during the progress of construction, such nge shall 
be subject to the nyt 90 elon of the Secretary of War; and in case of any litigation 
ae from any obstruction or alleged obstruction to the free na ion of 
said river, caused oralleged to be caused by said bridge, the case may be brought 
in the circuit court of the United States within whose jurisdiction said bridge 
or any EEY thereof may be located. 

Src. 4. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved, and the right to require any changes in said structure, or its entire re- 
moval, at the expense of the owners thereof, whenever the Secretary of War 
shall decide that the public interest requires it, is also expressly reserved. 

Serc. 5. That this act shall be null and void if actual eonstruction of the brid 
herein authorized be not commenced within one year and completed within 
three years from the date hereof. r 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 


The bill was read the third time, and passed. 
BRANCH SOLDIERS’ HOME IN INDIANA. 


Mr. MANDERSON. Iask consent that the Senate consider Order 
of Business 1607. I move to take it up. 

The motion was agreed to; and the bill (H. R. 8391) to authorize 
the location of a branch home for volunteer disabled soldiers in Grant 
County, Indiana, and for other purposes, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Military Affairs with 
an amendment, which was, in section 3, line 7, after the word ‘‘ shall,” 
to insert the word ‘‘first;’’ so as to read: 


Provided, That the citizens of said county shall first drill a natural gas well or 
wells on said pronnan of sufficient capacity to furnish gas for heating and light- 
ing said buildings, and shall supply an adequate quantity of such gas free of 
cost to the Government. 


Mr. MANDERSON. I hope that amendment may not be agreed to. 
I do not think it is essential. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INDEBTEDNESS OF NEW MEXICO. 


Mr. PLATT. Task the Senate to consider at this time House bill 
4423, Order of Business 1428. I move to take it up. 

The motion was agreed to; and the bill (H, R. 4423) relating to cer- 
tain acts of the Twenty-seventh Legislative Assembly of the Territory of 
New Mexico, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
vides that the act of the Twenty-seventh Legislative Assembly of the 
Territory of New Mexico, entitled ‘‘An act to create a funded indebted- 
ness of the Territory of New Mexico to pay and discharge certain claims 
for carpets, furniture, gas fixtures, gas and water, and fuel, and for 
shelving the vaults and library room, and for insurance and other in- 
cidental and contingent expenses, now accrued and to accrue during 
the ensuing two years,” approved February 14, 1887; and the act of 
the same Legislative Assembly, entitled ‘‘An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of current expenses of the Territory until the tax income shall 
meet the same,” mt dees February 24, 1887, shall be approved and 
declared valid acts of the Legislative Assembly, and the Territory shall 
be bound by their ferms, and shall be held to the payment of the re- 
spective sums stipulated to be paid in the bonds, the issuance of which 
is provided in these acts, and in the manner and form therein pre- 
scribed. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Will the Senator please explain that bill to the 
Senate? 

Mr. PLATT. We passed an act in 1885, I believe, that no special 
acts or laws could be passed by a Territorial Legislature for certain 
purposes mentioned in the act, but that all such laws should be gen- 
eral laws. ‘The Territory of New Mexico has passed an act to provide 
for finishing up their Territorial capitol and furnishing it, and some 
matters of that sort, ‘vhich I do not think interferes with or is pro- 
hibited by the act of Congress to which I have referred; but a question 
has been raised ahout it, and it is desired to ratify that action of the 
Legislature. The Territorial act was defective in that it did not I A 
vide any means for paying the interest on the bonds which should be 
issued. This bill remedies that defect. There are about $250,000 of 
these bonds which have been sold and the interest on which became 
due the ist of July. There are nomeansof paying it. The credit of 
the Territory suffers and the bondholders have suffered. This is a 
House bill, and at the request of the Delegate from the Territory and 
on examination by the committee we thought it ought to pass. 

The hill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

* MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 8662) to accept and ratify an agreement made with the 
Shoshone and Bannack Indians forthe surrender and relinquishment 
to the United Statesofa portion of the Fort Hall reservation, in the 


Territory of Idaho, for the purposes of a town site, and for the grant 
of a right of way through said reservation to the Utah and Northern 


Railway Company, and for other purposes; and 
A bill (H. R. 1659) to provide for taking the eleventh and subsequent 
censuses. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had signed 
the following enrolled bills and jointresolutions; and they were there- 
upon signed by the President pro tempore : 

A bill (S. 1129) granting to the Newport and King’s Valley Railroad 
Company the right of way through the Siletz Indian reservation; 

A bill (S. 2536) granting to the Oregon Railway and Navigation 
Company the right of way through the Nez Percé Indian reservation; 

A bill (S. 2644) granting the right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris 
and Dardanelle Railway Company to construct and operate a railroad, 
telegraph, and telephone line from Fort Smith, Ark., through the In- 
dian Territory, to or near Baxter Springs, in the State of Kansas; 

A bill (S. 2807) to grant to the Puyallup Valley Railway Company 
a right of way through the Puyallup Indian reservation in Washington 
Territory, and for other purposes; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 196) declaring the true intent and meaning 
of the act approved May 28, 1888. 


THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


Mr. GEORGE. I move that the Senate now resolve itself into open 
executive session to consider the fisheries treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi moves 
that the Senate do now proceed to the consideration of the resolutions 
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MorGAn] and the fisheries treaty 
in open executive session. 

The motion was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in open executive 
session. If there be no objection, the reading of the Journal of the last 
open executive session will be dispensed with. The Executive Clerk 
will report the pending treaty by title. 

The EXECUTIVE CLERK. ‘Treaty (Executive M) between United 
States and Great Britain concerning the interpretation of the conven- 


‘| tion of October 20, 1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I know of no higher duty of Amer- 
ican Senators than giving their advice as to the making or rejection of 
a treaty settling grave questions which have arisen in relation to im- 
portant rights of the American people. Our advice and consent have 
been asked by the President to the conclusion of a treaty involving 
many important questions of a most delicate nature, which have re- 
mained unsettled formany years, giving rise todisputes and differences 
of a grave character, threatening serious complications with one of the 
great nations of the world, notwithstanding four previous treaties made 
for the same p 

In the case before us we are not only to determine what is best for 
the American people, but we find this first question involving the de- 
termination of what obligations the American people have come under in 
former treaties and what may therefore be due to public faith solemnly 
pledged, what is due to an observance of compacts, what is due to that 
high honor, to that scrupulous compliance with national engagements, 
which no people can sully or neglect without disgrace and without 
Gisaster. 

In discharging this high duty there is no room for considerations ot 
a mere partisan character, no place for passion, no rightful opportunity 
for appeals or arguments founded in error or directed to any other end 
than the public good. > 

In their relations with foreign nations the thirty-eight American 
States are one, the American people are one; their interests, their rights, 
and their obligations the same. There may be differences of opinion, 
as there always are, as to particular questions, but these differences 
should have no relation to party divisions, Foreign nations have no 
right to participate in our domestic divisions. As to them we all be- 
long to the same party, the party of our country. 

The proposed ey is a substitute for or modification of existing 
treaty obligations, and this necessitates a comparison of the old and 
the new. This compels an inquiry—calm, deliberate, and just—into 
the true force and meaningof both. Thus only can it be known which , 
is the better. Thus only can we make a rational choice, 


OPEN SESSIONS, 


Mr. President, for the one hundred years of the existence of our 
Constitution this examination and inquiry have been made under cir- 
cumstances which allowed the freest interchange of views between 
members of this body, the fullest discussion and the calmest consider- 
ation. Our deliberations were confidential; foreign nations having 
adverse interests were excluded. They were not allowed to know the 

ents, the reasons, the motives which controlled our action. 

That the American people, our masters, ought to be allowed to 
know what their agents, their servants, are doing, and the reasons for 
their action, may be admitted in a general sense; but it is also true 
that it is unsafe, unwise to permit foreign nations with whom we 
are treating to be admitted into our secret councils and thus learn our 
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views, our motives, the arguments and reasons on which we act. 
They give us no admission to theirs. 

- Up to this time the American Senate, without complaint from the 
American people, have denied this privilege to foreign nations, sub- 
ordinating the lesser right of the people to be present at these delib- 
erations to their greater right, the right to have their business trans- 
acted in a manner most advantageous to them, most consonant to 
their safety and welfare, the right to exclude foreign nations from 
intrusion into their councils. This view prevailed in the American 
Senate as to this very treaty up to and on the 14th day of May last. 
On that day the Senate, by a vote of 41 to 3—the negatives being Sen- 
ators DAWES, SHERMAN, and TELLER—refused to admit the British 
Government and all others to our deliberations. On the 22d of the 
same month the British and all the world were invited to be present 
by the vote of every Republican Senator but one, Mr. HALE. 

I believe, sir, it is an open secret that this change in the attitude of 
the Senators on the other side, resulting in a consequent change in the 
uniform practice of the Senate, was brought about by the action of a 
caucus or conference of Republican Senators from which all the world 
was excluded. What arguments were urged, what reasons presented, 
which worked this extraordinary change are unknown to me, unknown 
to the world. The Republican Senators became in some unknown way, 
in secret council, from which the American people were excluded, con- 
vinced—solemnly convinced—by ments and on reasoning which 
they dared not or would not committo the American people, that secrecy 
in affairs, secrecy in making treaties, was all wrong; that the universal 

ractice of our fathers on thissubject was all wrong. The inconsistency 
tween the methods used and the end attained, the repugnance be- 
tween the principles of these methods and the principles involved in 
this end, are so patent that it requires a large share of charity in judging 
mankind to believe that both are sincere. The result—a declaration 
that secrecy in deliberations in conducting negotiations with a foreign 
power is all wrong, the exclusion of that power from our counsels is 
un-American, is reached in a secret caucus from which the American 
people themselves are excluded! It is not to be forgotten, however, 
that this change in regard to secret sessions of the Senate is not by any 
means the result of a conviction that such secrecy is in general wrong. 
The change is limited to this very treaty; for since the vote to consider 
this treaty in open session we have been considering all other executive 
business in secret, including not only treaties, but matters of nomina- 
tions to public office, which are purely of domestic concern. Thus we 
take into our confidence, admit to our secret counsels, Great Britain 
when we consider matters which seriously affect our relations with 
that empire, and we exclude from our confidence the American people 
when considering matters affecting them alone. 

Mr. President, this action of the Senate forces me, in stating the con- 
victions I have for favoring the ratification of the treaty, to argue in 
the hearing of the British people, if they can hear so humble a man as 
myself, adversely to some of the alleged rights which have been claimed 
by American diplomatists. Such arguments have already been stig- 
matized on this floor as ‘‘the British side.’ Whether the denunciation 
was intended to deter Senators from expressing views favorable to rati- 
fication or to destroy their weight when expressed I shall not stop to 
inquire. If, however, what I or others may say may favor some of 
the pretensions of Great Britain and be adverse to false claims set up 
for our own country, and harm comes from the fact that Great Britain 
has been notified that such views are entertained and such arguments 
made, that harm results from the action of the majority—the Repub- 
lican side of this Chamber—and not from the action of my party asso- 
ciates. 

The truth is, Mr. President, as I believe, that this debate is not now 
and never was intended by the other side of the Chamber to be, as the 
Constitution intends it should be, as the American people have aright 
to demand that it should be, a fair and honest consideration of the ques- 
tion of ratification or rejection of the treaty. That question has already 
been settled in a secret caucus of the other side of the Chamber. The 
treaty has been predestined to rejection, and for reasons unknown to 
the world; and the open debate we are now having is not for the pur- 

of settling what we ought to do, but to justify what has been 
ecreed to be done, by arraigning before the American people the Presi- 
dent for negligence or indifference to American rights. The discus- 
sion therefore before our masters, the people, must take that fall and 
free range which it would have taken before the Senate if sitting in 
secret and in the confidence that nothing said would ever be made 
public or reported to Great Britain. For, Mr. Psosident, it would be 
a great injustice to those who favor ratification, a great wrong to the 
American people themselves, if we, when thus enged before our 
masters and charged with surrendering great and valuable rights be- 
longing to them, are not permitted to show that no such rights exist, 
that no surrender has been made, and that which the treaty secures 
us is of great import and advantage to our country. 

Mr. President, the issue being between the old and the new, we are 
forced to consider both the old and the new, and determine between 
them. In doing this, sir, I shall not fail to recognize to the fallest 
extent the importance of these fisheries, nor shall I forget the especial 
rights, interests, and necesesitics of those of our countrymen who are 


engaged in taking and curing fish in waters near the British colonies. 
There is not an American citizen—native or naturalized—who hazards 
his life in the oftimes perilous business of fishing in these tempestuous 
waters whose smallest rightI would surrender or impair. On the con- 
trary, whatever rights he has I would notonly fortify, but would enl 

as farasin my power. Ishall attempt no eulogy on the American fish- 
ermen; that has been better done by others. I will say this, that I 
recognize them, every one of them, as my countrymen, engaged under 
the sanction of public law and treaties in an employment of great 
importance to the whole country, full of dangers and discomforts, and 
often unremunerative tothe very men whoseskill, whose courage, whose 
self-denial and endurance take these treasures from the seas. If Ido 
not unconsciously stumble, I shall cast my vote on the question of rat- 
ification on that side which, being consistent with the faith of public 
treaties, the sanctity of international compacts, most advances the wel- 
fare of these men. 

EFFECT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW ON THE SUBJECT. 

Mr. President, during the delivery of the very able and very instruct- 
ive speech of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. GRAY] several weeks 
ago, he was interrupted by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER], : 
also by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar], both of these Sen- 
ators stating that the claim to these fishery rights was not made under 
international law, but was based solely upon treaty en ents. 
That, sir, is not strictly correct. For the treaty of 1783, as well as the 
convention of 1818, though fully specifying our rights and liberties 
with respect to the fisheries, yet must be construed according to law 
and by the law; and that law is the law of nations as it was under- 
stood and acted on at that date by the United States and Great Britain, 
the parties to these international compacts. This position is distinctly 
taken by the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Sir, if you make a contract with another yourrights under it areas- 
certained and measured by its terms; these terms are what the law says 
the language used means, and the law so governing is the law recognized 
as in force at the time and place the contract is made. To know the 
obligation of a person to pay to you so many dollars you refer to the 
law fixing and defining what a dollar is, and so of a pound sterling or 
a franc. To thislaw you and the other contractor are presumed to 
have submitted yourselves so far as relates to the interpretation and 
meaning of the contract. And the law when thus applied enters into 
and becomes a part of the contract itself. 

The report of the Committee on Foreign Relations distinctly admits 
this principle; for in many places the claim of the United States to take 
fish in the ‘‘bays”’ is averred to be a matter to be determined by the 
public law of nations, asserting that by that law bays over 6 miles 
wide are public waters, the common property of mankind, and are not 
subject to the territorial dominion of the’tountry whose shores they 
indent. 

On page 21 the report states: 

The question of the extent of the territorial dominion, as it respects fishing 
rights in bays more than 6 miles wide indenting the shores of a country must 
of course be determined by the lawand practice of nations as they existed in the 
year 1818; at which time the committee thinks the 3-miles limit from shores was 
recognized without regard to large indenting bays, except under very peculiar 
circumstances, such as the prescriptive exercise of dominion, ete. 

And on page 20, speaking of the eleven bays from which by the treaty 
American fishermen are excluded, the report objects to such exclusion 
‘whilst by the public laws of nations these same waters will be open 
to the vessels of all other countries than our own ™ unless they shall 
renounce their rights inthe same. And on page 21, speaking of bays 
in the British dominions over 6 miles wide, it is stated that— 

It is not thought by the committee to be suitable to the dignity or interests of 
the United States to renounce the right of its citizens to pursue business in any 
part of the public waters of the world. Such rights, the committee thinks, 
should neither be subjects of purchase, sale, barter, or gift. 

There are many other expressions of similar import in that paper; 
so that whatever may be the opinion of the two distinguished Senators 
alluded to, it is clear that the Committee on Foreign Relations do re- 
gard it as important, even essential, in construing our rights under 
the convention of 1818, to know what the law of nations is in respect 
to the ‘‘bays’’ named in it, and that they regard that ‘‘bays’’ over 
6 miles wide as not included in the renunciation of fishery rights by 
the United States made in that convention. 


THE RENUNCIATION CLAUSE IN CONVENTION OF 1818. 


That convention, after stating the waters in which the liberty of 
fishing is conceded to the United States, contains this language: 

And the United States hereby renounce forever any liberty heretofore, en- 
joyed or claimed by the inhabitants thereof to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 
3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions in America not included within the above-mentioned lim- 
its: Provided, however, That the American fishermen shall be admitted to enter 
such bays or harbors for the purpose of shelter and repairing damages, of pur- 
chasing wood and of obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever, etc. 

The position of the opponents of the present treaty is that the word 
“ bays” used in this renunciation means such bays only as by the law 
of nations as then understood were territorial bays, bays less than 6 
miles wide; and it is upon this contention that our fishery rights are 
sought to be established in bays from which, as the British claim, the 
convention excludes us, 3 
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Without admitting or denying that such result would follow, if by 
the law of nations, as understood by England and the United States in 
1818, ‘‘bays’”’ more than 6 miles wide were regarded as public waters, 
I shall proceed to examine what rights England and the United States 
for many years, regarded with reference to these fisheries were subject to 

te and exclusive national proprietorship. 

Mr. President, it must be noted that there is nothing in the conven- 
tion of 1818 which indicates an intention of the contracting parties to 
confine the word ‘‘bays’’ as therein used to territorial waters over 
which the nation whose shores they indent had general municipal juris- 
diction. As I understand it the word “‘bays’’ as used in the conven- 
tion is claimed to mean territorial bays, not so much by force of the 
natural and ordinary meaning of the language employed as from the 
assumption that it is not to be presumed that the United States and 
Great Britain intended that the former should be excluded from pub- 
lic bays, to which all other nations wereadmitted. That neither party 
would desire such a result, so discriminating against the United States, 
may be admitted; and it may also be admitted that it would require 
very plain language to indicate such a concession on the part of the 
United States, 

It becomes material, therefore, to inquire into the opinion and prac- 
tice of both the United States and Great Britain at and before that 
time, as to the conceded and acknowledged rights of either or both in 
these fisheries, as to the admission or exclusion of other nations into 
and from these waters. 

THE TREATY OF UTRECHT. 

In 1713 a war between England and France was ended by the treaty 
of Utrecht. That war was waged in both hemispheres, and between 
the colonies as well as the principal nations themselves. At that time 
England was owner on this continent of that part of the United States 
east of the Mississippi, excluding Florida and Louisiana. France 
owned all now embraced in the Dominion of Canada and the island of 
Newfoundland. The British American colonies contributed in men 
and money largely to the success of the British armies on the North 
American continent, and especially in all the operations against the 
territory on which these fisheries, in the language of the treaty of 
Utrecht, ‘‘depended.’? The acquisition of these fisheries was a main 
object of military movements in Nova Scotia and the adjacent French 
territory. These operations were successful. 

Nova Scotia (then also called Acadia) and Newfoundland also were 
conquered by the British armies and ceded by the treaty of Utrecht to 
England. 


lan 
Article XII of that treaty is in substance as follows: 


Art. XII. France cedes to England all Nova Scotia or Acadia, also city of 
Port Royal, and “all other things which depend on said lands and islands, and 
the inbabitants of the same are yielded and made over to the Queen of Great 
Britain and to her crown forever, and the most Christian King doth at present 
yield and make overall the particulars aforesaid; and that in such ample man- 
ner and form that the PSF ArH of the most Christian King shall hereafter be 
excluded from all kind of ngin said seas, bays, and other places on the coast 
of Nova Scotia; that is to say, in those which lie the east within 30 
leagues, beginning from the nd commonly called Sables, inclusively, and 
thence stretching along towards the southwest.” 

Article XIII cedes to Great Britain Newfoundland and adjacent islands, and 

revents French from fortifying any place in Newfoundland, or erecting any 

uildings a besides stages made of boards and huts necessary and usual 
Por et Ae hati be allowed” the French “ to catch fish and dry them on land in 
that and in thas pars only,and in no other beside that of the said island of 
Newfoundland, wh stretches from the place called Cape Bona Vista to the 
northern point of said island, and from thence prena ik by the western 
side reaches as far as the place called Point Riche. But the island of Ca) 
Breton, as also all others, both in the mouth of the river St. Lawrence, and in the 
gulf of the same name, shall hereafter belong of right to the French, and the 
most Christian King shall have all manner of liberty to fortify any place or 
places there.” A 

A careful study of Article XII of the treaty is of great importance. 
France makes the cession of Nova Scotia or Acadia to England ‘‘ with 
all other things which depend on said land * * * in such ample 
manner and form,” that the French should thereafter be ‘‘ excluded 
from all kinds of fishing in said seas, bays, and other places on the 
coast of Nova Scotia * * * which lie towards = east within 30 
leagues (90 miles), beginning from the island commonly called Sable, 
and thence stretching along towards the southwest.’’ 

It is thus seen thatin the opinionand practice of England and France, 
then the two most powerful of all European states, these fisheries ‘‘ de- 
pended ” on the adjacent land, in such sense that the nation that owned 
the land also owned the fisheries, and that this exclusive national 
ownership of the fisheries extended more than 90 miles from the coast, 
as Sable Island itself, thestarting point, was away out in the open sea, 
miny miles from the mainland. 

By the thirteenth article Newfoundland was ceded to England, butcer- 
tain fishing liberties were “allowed ’’ the French, notwithstanding the 
cession, on the coasts of that island from Cape Bona Vista on the east 
around by the north and then down on the west to Point Riche, but in 
no other part. J. Q. Adams says Spain was by this treaty of Utrecht 
excluded from fishing in the ‘“tneighborhood ’’ of Newfoundland. 

‘> Going back to the early part of the eighteenth century, now nearly 
two hundred years ago, to the first treaty between the great maritime 
nations of the world in relation to the North American fisheries, we 
find it distinctly the practice and opinion of these nations that these 


fisheries ‘‘depended”’ on the mainland, were subject to the owners of 
the adjacent shores, and that this exclusive ownership extended at 
least 90 miles from the shore into the open sea. Thus it was in the 
very inauguration of the practice of nations, under the law of nations, 
that there was not only no recognition, as to these fishery rights, of 
the common property of mankind in them as to all seas, bays, or gulfs 
oade of 3 miles from the shore, but an express repudiation of such 
right. 
& TREATY OF PARIS, é 

Mr. President, following the practice and opinion of nations, invoked 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations, for the next half century, we 
come to the next treaty between France and England—the treaty of 
Paris, in 1763—in which there were stipulations in reference to this 
fishery. During that half century France had enjoyed fishery rights 
on the coast of Canada, and such rights as were conceded on the coast of 
Newfoundland by the treaty of Utrecht. She had also fishery rights 
in virtue of her ownership of the island of Cape Breton. A main ob- 
ject of the war which was thus ended in 1763, at least in America, was 
to conquer from France the remainder of the land on which these fisher- 
ies ‘‘ depended ’’; and in this object the British colonies fully concurred, 
and to attain it contributed very largely of both blood and treasure. 
The result was that Canada and Cape Breton were conquered, and by 
the treaty ceded to England, leaving nothing to France in these parts 
but two small and rocky islands as a fishing station. 

This treaty confirmed the previous cessions of Nova Scotia and New- 
foundland, and ceded Canada and Cape Breton to Great Britain. Again 
the fisheries were the subjectofnegotiationand settlement. France was 
still allowed the liberty of fishing on the coast of Newfoundland, as 
specified in Article XIII of the treaty of Utrecht; and the treaty pro- 
ceeded to say, ‘‘And his Britannic Majesty consents to leave,” yes, 
‘consents to leave’? to the French the liberty of fishing in the Gulf 
of St. Lawrence, This was no narrow bay or strait, but a great sea. 
Yet so firmly was the idea settled in the minds of the statesmen of 
both nations that all these fisheries ‘‘depended’’ on the adjacent 
lands and were a part of the property of the owner of these lands, that 
it was deemed necessary, in order to secure fishing rights to the losing 
party, when these lands were ceded, that the new owner should con- 
tract to “‘leave’’ to the other as a part of his old property nppoodant 
to the lands ceded, a portion of his ancient right to fish in that great 
sea—the Gulf of St. Lawrence. But it was left, not as a ‘‘right,’’ for 
that was supposed to be lost with the loss of the adjacent land, but 
only as a “liberty ” or privilege yielded by the gracious consent of the 
true owner. 

Bat, sir, even this privilege was not left without restriction. It was 
allowed only ‘‘on condition” that the French do not fish but at the 
distance of 3 leagues—9 miles—from all the coasts belonging to Great 
Britain, as well the coasts of the islands in the gulf as of the continent. 
And as to Cape Breton, the condition was that the French do not fish 
within 15 leagues, or 45 miles, from the coasts of that island. These 
stipulations in the treaty of Paris were grants of privileges, and grants, 
too, on condition, grants on condition-subsequent; so that if there 
should be a violation of this condition by fishing beyond the prescribed 
limits, the grant was liable at the will of England to forfeiture, and 
the French subject, by the force of the treaty itself, to be ejected from 
fishing in the Gulf of St. Lawrence and the seas south of Cape Breton 
forever. As to the fishing adjacent to Nova Scotia, this treaty, at the 
end of fifty years from the treaty of Utrecht, sdlemnly and deliberately 
ratified and confirmed forever the exclusion of the French from fishing 
within 30 leagues of the coast of that province, commencing at Sable 
Island, as it was stipulated in the treaty of Utrecht. 

Mr. President, to both these treaties we were parties, not merely 
silent, unwilling, and acquiescent parties, as humble and obedient sub- 
jects of the British Crown, but active, a ive parties, freely spending 
our money and shedding our blood to drive the French from these fish- 
eries and to acquire them for ourselves in part as members of the Brit- 
ish Empire. We had a local autonomy, the goner in ourselves, at our 
will, to raise men and money for this enterprise, and we did raise and 
spend more than our proportionate share, as John Adams claimed, The 
advantage thus gained we enjoyed to our great profit; and the prin- 
ciples on which the acquisition was made we sanctioned, solemnly and 
explicitly sanctioned not only in words, but by a century nearly or 
active business life and enterprise in strict accord therewith. It isnot 
in our power to-day to deny or repudiate these principles and this con- 
duct. However much we may have changed, if change there has been, 
in reference to the extent from the shores to which these treaties could 
rightfully assign exclusive national rights, it is yet true that in 1783, 
through John Adams, in 1816, through John Quincy Adams, and ever 
since, and now in the report of the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
in every speech made insupport of our alleged rights, it is made promi- 
nent as the surest and best foundation for our claim that our right to 
these fisheries is an ancient one, coming from our participation in those 
very wars in which these fisheries were conquered from the French. 
What this claim means in the report of the committee when they at 
the same time assert that the fisheries in the open seas outside the 
3-miles limit and in the great bays over 6 miles wide are and have al- 
ways been the common property of mankind and can not therefore 
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be the exclusive property of any nation; and at the same time ad- 
mit that all the other waters inside the 3-miles limit and inside the 
bays 6 miles and under in width are the exclusive property of Great 
Britain, I leave to that learned committee to explain. ‘There remains 
under the theory of the committee nothing on which the claim by con- 
quest can be located, unless perhaps on and along that mathematical 
line which, without breadth or thickness, marks the 3-miles limit. 
The value of such a right is respectfully left to the determination of 
that learned committee. 

Mr. President, such was the action and such the attitude in reference 
to public law, and under public law which the people of Massachu- 
setts and the other colonies, before their independence, assumed 
when they were British subjects. Now, sir, if it be argued against 
the plain facts I have stated that the colonies were only a part of 
a great monarchy, were not possessed of national rights nor clothed 
with national responsibilities when they thus acted, and were, therefore, 
not responsible for nor bound by the attitude assumed by England and 
France as I have stated it, that fheir position was only of loyal and 
obedient acquiescence as dutiful subjects of the British Crown, a suf- 
ficient answer will be found in what I have stated, showing their free 
and active participation in these wars and in the fruits of these wars. 
If further answer is required it is furnished, abundantly furnished, by 
their subsequent conduct when they were really free and independent 
States. And here again it will be found that the United States in the 
most solemn manner affirmed the doctrine of exclusive and separate 
national right and ownership in these fisheries, not only to the full 
extent stated in the treaties of Utrecht and Paris, but carrying these 
principles to their legitimate and logical result, they affirmed this ex- 
clusive right to all the fisheries as well on the ocean itself as on all 
smaller waters. ° 

ACTION OF CONGRESS, IN 1776, 

X now bring to the attention of the Senate this subsequent conduct, 
and I aver that it justifies all that I have said. 

Mr. President, the first act of our international intercourse—our 
first actual and practical assertion of the principle asserted in the 
Declaration of Independence, that the colonies, as free and and inde- 
pendent States, “have full power to contract alliances and establish 
commerce’’—was the appointment of commissioners to make a treaty 
of alliance with France. John Adams was one of these. In Decem- 
ber, 1776, the Continental Congress, in secret session (for they did not, 
as we now do in reference to this treaty, admit to their confidence in 
matters of our foreign relations the nations of the world), appointed a 
committee of five to consider and report a plan for securing foreign as- 
sistance in our war forindependence. This committee consistedof John 
Witherspoon, Elbridge Gerry, Richard Henry Lee, Abraham Clarke, and 
Samuel Adams—three, a majority, from New England, one from New 
Jersey, and one from Virginia. 

This committee, as in fact did the whole Congress, turned their eyes 
to France for the needed assistance. And considering maturely what 
it was in their power to give for the needed alliance and asistance, 
they remembered that this great fishery and the lands on which it ‘‘ de- 

ded” had once been the property of France; that only after two 
loody and devastating wars, in which the colonies actively and ef- 
fectively participated against the country whose assistance they were 
now seeking, and in favor of that country with which they were now 
. at war, had this great property been wrested from France and conferred 
, on England, leaving to France as a mere liberty, as a mere concession 
from the liberality and bounty of England, the poor privilege of taking 
fish in circumscribed limits, and as to the most valuable part, based 
‘on a hard condition, that the taking of fish should not be within many 
‘leagues of the shores. They remembered, too, that this fishery was 
‘then the most valuable in the world, and, on the principles of the 
treaties of Utrechtand Paris, to which the colonies were parties, as be- 
fore stated, that it “depended” on—that is, was appendantto the ad- 
jacent lands, then belonging wholly to Great Britain, and that if they 
succeeded in securing their independence and a separation from Great 
Britain the fishery would be lost to them, unless they secured also a 
separation from Great Britain of these very lands and their annexation 
to the United States. So this great committee, whose names I have 
mentioned, reported a plan to secure French assistance. This plan, 
after three days’ careful and profound consideration, in secret session, 
by the very Congress which made the Declaration of Independence, and 
in less than six months thereafter, namely, on the 30th of December, 
1776, was adopted without dissent or division. 

This plan, among other things, provided as follows: 

It “authorized and instructed the commissioneys of the United States to 
France to assure His Most Christian ran yee that should his forces be employed 
in conjunction with those of the Un States to exclude His Britannic Maj- 
esty from any sharo in cod fishery of America by reducing the islands of 
Newfoundland and Cape Breton, and should ships of war be furnished when 
required by the Uni States to reduce Nova Scotia, the fishing shall be en- 
joyed equaliy and in common by” the French and the United States, ‘‘to the 
exclusion of all other nations and people whatever,” and half the island of New- 
foundland shall be owned by the French: Provided, That“ Nova Scotia, Cape 
Breton, andthe remaining part of Newfoundland ” shall be annexed to the ter- 


ritory and Government of the United States.” (See Secret Journal of Conti- 
nental Congress, volume 2, page 39.) ` 


Mr. President, I have read this, not as containing anything unknown 
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to persons who have investigated this subject, but only to refresh fail- 
ing memories, and to place it in contrast with the assertion of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, thatin the opinion and practice of nations 
these waters, when over 6 miles wide, were, for the purpose of taking 
fish, public not national waters—the common property of allthe human 
race, and to show how utterly destitute of substantial proof, how utterly 
baseless is the charge made by this committee and by others on the 
other side of the Chamber, that the treaty proposed for our ratification 
by the President surrenders rights which belong to us under the public 
law of nations. Thisact, this solemn and deliberate action of the Con- 
gress of 1776, shows beyond controversy or doubt that as to the Ameri- 
can fisheries, the American doctrine, having its beginning in 1713, when 
we were British colonies, and continuing from that time to the birth- 
day of our separate and independent station among the nations of the 
world, was in every particular the exact reverse of that false and per- 
nicious, that un-American doctrine announced by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. That this doctrinethus reaffirmed in the most 
solemn manner in 1776, continued to be the American doctrine up to 
the convention of 1818 and later, will be shown hereafter. 

Mr. President, the importance of this action of the Congress of 1776 
cannotbe overestimated. The great menofthatday did not build wiser 
than they knew. They, holding fast to just principles suited to Amer- 
ican conditions, thought and acted, even in temporary pressing emer- 
gencies, on those broad lines of policy and justice essential to the fut- 
ure grandeur of the nation they were founding. In the broad land 
they inhabited, washed by almost limitless oceans on either shore, 
with broad guli, bays, and seas adjacent to and indenting the land, 
were also immense lakes, themselves inland seas, and the greatest rivers 
in the world. All nature’s works were ona scale of magnificence and 
grandeur unknown in civilized Europe. With the certain conviction 
that they were laying broad and deep the foundations of a republic 
which would have a continent for its possessions, they were utterly 
incapable of confining national rights and privileges over waters in- 
denting their shores to those contemptible and Lilliputian inlets which 
were under 6 miles wide. Already they had claimed and exercised, 
and we have ever since claimed and exercised, jurisdiction over Dela- 
ware Bay, Chesapeake Bay, and Long Island Sound, all of which were 
much T than this limit allowed by the committee for jurisdictional 
waters. ides all this, as I have clearly shown, they had, in conjunc- 
tion with Great Britain and France, in the most solemn public acts, 
consented to the separate national jurisdiction contemplated in the plan 
I have referred to. 

The occasion and the purpose of this assertion of this doctrine as to 

ublicand national waters were a guaranty of its integrity and sincerity. 

t was the first publicact taken by them on their entry into the family 
of nations. It was an assertion of our adherence to the doctrines or 
public law established by the nations in reference to these waters. The 
specific was to secure the friendly aid of a sister nation in our 
struggle for independence. Can it be said that this first entry was in 
duplicity, falsehood, and dishonor? Can it be charged that this first 
great ac3 was in violation of that public law which regulates honorable 
and friendly intercourse among peoples and nations, an attempt to rob 
not only one nation, but all, of their just and acknowledged right to 
share in the common property of the human race, the gift of a benefi- 
cent God toallhis children? Was this, the false and impious act of that 
body of men, who at that very date had fresh on their lips the dec- 
laration that in maintaining the right of their country to a place in the 
family of nations they committed themselves and their people to the 
perils and hazards of war, ‘with a firm reliance on the protection of 
Divine Providence,’’ whose laws they were consciously violating? Was 
the price offered to France for assistance—the exclusion of all nations 
from the fishery—a false pretense, a sham, a counterfeit present- 
ment of a pretended substance? The doctrine announced by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations makes an affirmative answer to all these 
questions necessary. 

But, sir, this plan so adopted by the Congress of 1776 was carefully 
prepared by the distinguished patriots and eminent statesmen I have 
mentioned. When reported to the Congress it was carefully consid- 
ered for three days and amended so as to read as I have stated it. 
Every word was carefully scrutinized and weighed, the import and 
meaning of every sentence thoroughly considered. The whole, as was 
intended, conveys fully and explicitly the proper idea entertained. 

ANALYSIS OF THE PLAN OF 1776. ` 

In this document, so prepared, so designed as the basis of interna- 
tional compact, there is no word wanting to convey the full meaning 
of its authors, no superfluous word to confuse or mislead. A careful 
analysis of it is essential to unfold its full significance. Proceeding 
with this analysis we discover that the plan was— 

First. Not only to exclude Great Britain, the common enemy, from 
the fisheries, but something else. If the exclusion of Great Britain 
was all it might be said that was no evidence of what the parties 
thought of the law of nations on the subject, as this exclusion would 
be but an act.of foree—of war—a just return to Britain for her former 
exclusion of the French. So we see— 

Second. That the plan was to exclude also “‘all other nations and 
people whatever,” friends and foes alike, and allies as well. 
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Third. The method of this universal exclusion is significant. The 
exclusion was not to be by a mere’police of the seas stationing all over 
the fishing waters armed ships to capture or drive away all intruders, 
but the exclusion was to be as a matter of right under the law of na- 
tions, as had been announced in the treaties of Utrecht and Paris, be- 
fore referred to. The exclusion was to be accomplished by reducing; 
that is, conquering from Great Britain, Nova Scotia, Cape Breton, and 
Newfoundland, the land and island on which the fisheries ‘‘depended.”’ 
Who owned these lands owned the fisheries according to the opinion 
and practice of nations at that time as asserted in this plan. 

Fourth, The object and purpose of this exclusion is set forth ex- 
plicitly and clearly. This object and p had no reference to the 
common good of all mankind, either morally or financially. It was 
not pretended that the fisheries were aninjury to the human race, and 
ought therefore, like intoxicating drinks, or gaming, or piracy, to be 
prohibited, exterminated. Oh, no. Amore practical end was in view. 
The purpose was, when all others should be excluded, that then the 
fishing ‘‘should be enjoyed equally and in common ” by the United 
States and France. 

Now, Mr. President, if the doctrine announced by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be correct, all this plan, so deliberatelyand solemnly 
adopted by the Congress of 1776, was a mere attempt to form a con- 
spiracy with France to plunder and rob, not Great Britain alone, but 
all mankind of their undoubted rights, and then appropriate the 
plunder to the pious use of a fair and equal division among the con- 
spirators. 

It is true, sir, that ‘‘cod fishing ’’ alone is mentioned, but the right 
to exclude from that embraced the right to exclude from all others. 
It will be noted also that the phraseis “‘cod fishery of America,” not 
cod fisheries of Newfoundland, or of Nova Scotia, or of Cape Breton, but 
of America. It was from this that all nations were to be excluded. 
That this fishery embraced all then used and known as fish- 
eries, those on the banks of Newfoundland, on the open sea, and every- 
where else where codfish were caught in the American seas, is manifest 
not only from theforce of the expression used and from the former con- 
duct of England and France and the United States, but from subsequent 
acts and declarations, including those of our most distinguished and 
able statesmen and diplomatists, as I will show hereafter. Certainly, 
Mr. President, this crushes the assumed verity of the doctrine of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations that exclusive fishing rights were al- 
lowable only in small bays and inlets not over 6 miles wide. 

Mr. President, I have been considering what our fathers of 1776 sol- 
emnly proposed, and solemnly decided they had a right to do under 
the public law of nations; in which they affirmed most explicitly, 
without a doubt as to their meaning, a doctrine in reference to these 
fishery waters exactly and with pointed directness the reverse in all 
respects of the positions assumed by the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions—positions which the committee propose, as the organ and in- 
structor of the Senate, for our adoption as a rule of public law, to be 
binding on the past and in the future, and as good grounds for reject- 
ing a treaty which secures to us in these waters, with an inconsidera- 
able exception, not only all that the false rule of the committee claims 
for us, but many valuable and important rights and liberties from 
which we are confessedly excluded by the public law of nations. 

TREATY WITH FRANCE IN 1778. 

Mr. President, I come now to consider what was really accomplished, 
what was consummated and agreed to, in the treaty of 1778 with France 
in relation to the matters contained in this plan, and in strict accord 
with the principle announced in it. 

On the 6th of February, 1778, our commissioners succeeded in mak- 
ing a treaty of alliance with France, and on the same day also con- 
cluded a treaty of commerce. 

In Article IX of the treaty of commerce there was a mutual cove- 
nant that the inhabitants of each country should abstain from fishing 
‘in all places’’—not in territorial waters, not in small bays and inlets 
not over 6 miles wide—but in all places whatever possessed by the 
other, and that the French should not fish in havens, bays, creeks, roads, 
or places which the United States should then holdor thereafter hold; 
and a like covenant on the part of the United States not to fish in all 
these when held by the French. It was then provided, to secure the 
exclusion of all nations by each party, that whenever the places of ex- 
clusion, as specified in the treaty, should be open to other nations, the 
same should be open also to French or Americans, as the case might 
be. 


By Article X itis stipulated that the United States, their citizens and 
inhabitants, shall never disturb the French in the enjoyment of the 
right of fishing on the banks of Newfoundland— 

Nor— 

And I quote the language of the treaty— 
in the indefinite and exclusive right which belongs to them on that part of the 
coast of that island assigned to them by the treaty of Utrecht. 

The principle on which these stipulations are based can not be mis- 
taken when we consider the opinions of both parties as exhibited in the 
treaties of Utrecht and Paris, as I have before explained, and the plan 
adopted by the Congress to secure French assistance, and on which I 
have just commented. The treaty of 1788 breathes the same spirit 


and is based on the same principles as these former treaties and as set 
forth in this plan. What places either party might rightfully hold un- 
der the law of nations are such seas as were adjacent to the land held 
by the party, out into the sea to at least 90 miles, as was stipulated in 
one of these treaties. Certainly there was no law of nations recognized 
by either party as confining the provisions of either to the narrow bays 
and inlets under 6 miles in width which indented its coasts. The 
stipulation against disturbance by the United States of the French in 
fishing on the banks of Newfoundland, every one of which was in 
the opensea, certainly shows that both parties recognized that such fish- 
ing rights were not secured to all nations by the public law of nations, 
for otherwise the insertion of such a guaranty in the treaty would not 
only have been wholly useless, but an insult to the United States in 
the supposition, on which the stipulation wasin that view based, that 
such a guaranty was necessary to prevent the United States from vio- 
lating the natural rights of France secured to her by the law of nations. 

The stipulation not to disturb the French in their exclusive and in- 
definite right to fish on the coast of Newfoundland, as designed_by the 
treaty of Utrecht, is of itself a plain recognition of this exclusive right, 
which being indefinite, as stated in the treaty, was not restricted by 
the 3-miles limit from the shores, as the committee insists all exclusive 
rights are. Moreover, the stipulation that each party would refrain 
from fishing in places held by the other, if intended to be confined to 
within 3 miles of the shore, and to bays and inlets not exceeding 6 
miles in width, is utterly absurd and useless, if it be true, as asserted 
by the committee, that both parties and all nations recognized, as a 
rule of public law, by which nations are governed, that such waters 
are territorial, and as such are held as exclusive rights without stipu- 
lation or agreement with other nations. 

Mr. President, these last unilateral stipulations in favor of French 
rights in the exclusive fisherg on the coasts of Newfoundland and rights 
on the banks of Newfoundland, without corresponding and mutual stipu- 
lations in favor of the right of the United States to fish on these banks, 
were doubtless introduced at the instance of France because of her ex- 
clusion by the treaties of Utrecht and Paris from that immense portion 
of the high seas lying within 90 miles of Sable Island, which included 
some of those banks, and to protect her exclusive, indefinite right to 
fish on the coast of Newfoundland. 

Mr. President, we have seen from this review of solemn treaties 
made between England and France and between France and the United 
States, and the solemn declarations and actions of the Continental Con- 
gress, that from 1713 to 1778—sixty-five years—by the common con- 
sent of these nations (and of Spain, as stated by J. Q. Adams) that 
this idea of the Committee on Foreign Relations that all sea waters, 
including bays more than 6 miles wide, were public fishing waters 
common to all nations, never had any existence as applied, at least, 
to the North American fisheries, which from the inning were 
treated and held by these great nations as capable of and subject to 
the exclusive dominion of the nation who held the adjacent shores, 
and this, too, not only in bays and other inlets of the coasts, but on 
gulfs, great arms of the sea, and even on the ocean itself. 

TREATY OF} 17822. 

We come now, Mr, President, to the treaty of 1782-’83, five years 
later than the treaty with France just alluded to. 

This treaty was the second solemn public act of the United States in 
the shape of a treaty which had reference to the fishery. Wehad made 
two other treaties besides those with France prior to the treaty of 1783, 
to wit, with the Netherlands and with Sweden. These two were trea- 
ties of commerce and amity, and embraced many and voluminous pro- 
visions; but in neither was a single reference to these fisheries, showing 
by this omission conclusively that the United States claimed, and these 
countries conceded, that they had no fishery rights whatever in the 
American seas. In 1795 like treaties were made with Prussia and 
Spain, and there was in these likewise no reference to the fisheries. 

The fishery article in the provisional treaty with Great Britain of 1782 
is copied into the definitive treaty of 1783—the permanent and final one. 

Up to this time we have abundant and satisfactory evidence of the 
position of both England and the United States, ana of France as well, 
as to the extent of national ownership of these fisheries, all agreeing, 
all asserting in treaties and in the most solemn public acts that they 
were—all of them—not in small bays and creeks alone, but on the high 
seas, the subject of exclusive national ownership. 

It had not entered the head of an American statesman or diplomatist 
that the mere acquisition of their independence by the United States, 
their admission into the family of nations, gave them or their citizens 
the right of fishery on the northeast coast of North America, in common 
with the rest of mankind, in what is by the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations denominated as public waters, beyond the ordinary territorial 
jurisdiction of the state owning theadjacent shores. ‘The fisheries were 
then universally regarded, certainly by England, France, Spain, and the 
United States, as appendant to the lands and islands about the Gulf of 
St. Lawrence, and as much the subject of national ownership as these 
lands and islands themselves. 

The proof of this is absolutely conclusive, notwithstanding the asser- 
tion of the Committee on Foreign Relations to the contrary. In addi- 
tion to the proof I have introduced, I feel bound to introduce more, 
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The gravity of the present situation, the high character and the great 
and varied and extensiye knowledge of the members of that committee 
making the contrary assertion constitute the excuse for longer de- 
tention of the Senate in furnishing further proof on a proposition al- 
ready abundantly established. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HOAR. I would like to ask the Senator from Mississippi with 
reference to the fisheries on the Grand Banks (without going into the 
question between bays 6 miles wide and bays 10 miles wide) whether, 
taking the fisheries on the Grand Banks, it was attempted in former 
times to appropriate those fisheries to the private use of a particular 
ano or to the joint use of certain nations against the rest of man- 

? 

Mr. GEORGE. That does not seem to be aquestion, but a statement. 

Mr. HOAR. ‘The Senator will not find that I violate his indulgence. 
I understand the Senator as applying the Grand Banks to the fisheries 
of the ocean in the neighborhood of the coast. Is the Senator aware 
thatany nation to-day, anywhere, asserts an exclusive right to the ocean 
fisheries on the Grand Banks against any other nation? 

Mr. GEORGE. Iamnot. If the Senator will pay attention to what 
Tam saying he will find that my position can not be mistaken. 

And now, Mr. President, following the plan I have adopted, of dis- 
cussing these graye and important matters by reference to solemn pub- 
lic acts of nations in their chronological order, as near as may be, I 
come to consider what were the opinions of the statesmen of the United 
States on the law and practice of nations in reference to the fisheries 
at the very dates of the provisional treaty and the definitive treaty 
with Great Britain in 1782 and 1783. I might rely with confidence on 
the ponpon that these opinions, expressed in treaties, expressed 
in the most solemn and deliberate acts of the Continental Congress, 
and promulgated and acted on by England, France, and Spain, re- 
mained un for the very short period intervening their date 
and the date of the 4 whet mcg treaty of 1783. 

I say I might safely rely on the presumption that these opinions and 
principles were unchanged, since at that early day, in that proud era 
of American sta ip, profound convictions long entertained were 
not changed with the suddenness of the conversion of St. Paul or the 
almost equally sudden conversion, for political and party purposes 
merely, of the majority in this Chamber as to the necessity of secret 
and confidential sessions, as I have before stated. 

But there is no necessity to resort to presumption. The evidence is 
fall and complete, and needs but to be stated to convince the Senate 
how utterly untenable is the position of the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations. It will be well, Mr. President, before proceeding further, to 
recall at this place to the attention of the Senate the exact position of 
the committee on this subject—that all waters not inclosed in shores 
6 miles apart and under are public seas, a part of the property of all 
mankind, belonging to each nation in common with all others, in vir- 
tue of its existence as a free and independent state or community; 
that the right to take fish in these waters belongs to and inheres in 
each nation, who has not renounced it, as one of the attributes of its 
sovereignty and independence; that this same right immediately be- 
comes attached to a new nation on its creation and acknowledgment as 
a new, free, and independent nation by virtue alone of its sovereignty 
and independence. This doctrine is certainly true in the abstract so 
far as it relates to the equal rights of nations, and is undisputed by me 
as to all real national rights which attach to states and communities 
which are sovereign and independent. 

It therefore follows, Mr. President, that when a new community be- 
comes an independent nation, by virtue of its independence alone, 
from the mere force and vigor of its independent national life and ex- 
istence, it becomes clothed with all the rights of other independent na- 
tions in what is known as the common property of nations or of man- 
kind. In this I agree with the Committee on Foreign Relations. In 
fact, there is no dispute between us so far as the principle of the laws 
of nations is concerned. Our difference is as to its application, as to 
the test by which, under that law, it is to be determined whether a bay 
or body of sea water indenting the shores of asingle nation is national, 
or a water belonging to the whole world. 

But, Mr. President, whilst these principles I have announced, so far 
as they relate to the complete admission of a new nation, by the mere 
fact and as a necessary result of its independence, to all the common 
and public rights of all nations are not in controversy anywhere, are 
acknowledged by all as fundamental and invariable and indisputable, 
it so happens that our statesmen of the Continental Congress did not 
consider that the acquisition and acknowledgment of*the independ- 
ence of the United Statessecured to the people of these States fishery rights 
in these waters as the mere result of their independence. They deemed 
it necessary that there should be something else done or acknowledged in 
order to secure these rights. That which they thus deemed necessary 
to be done or acknowledged was not to be done or acknowledged by 
all nations, which, on the theory that these waters were common to all 
nations, was essential, but only by two, France and England, the only 
two who, according to J. Q. Adams in his letter of January 22, 1816, 
had fishery rights in these waters. As to France this matter was set- 


tled in the treaty of 1778, as I have shown. As to England there had 
been no settlement. The Continental Congress, as I understand it, had 
instructed Mr, Adams to conclude no treaty at all with Great Britain 
without a settlement of the fisheries, and this demand was after- 
wards limited to the making of no treaty of commerce without such 
settlement, Mr. Adams, however, acted on the first, and declared to 
the British commissioners in November, 1782, that he would set his 
hand to no articles for a treaty, even of peace, without satisfaction as 
to fisheries. 

Great difficulty was found in the negotiations to frame a satisfactory 
fishery article, and on that account the British commissioner proposed 
to omit it till the making of the definitive treaty. Whereupon Mr. 
Adams made the declaration above referred to, and forced a settlement 
of the fishery question in the provisional treaty itself. 

Mr. President, this particular point in our history is so important, 
even essential to the proper understanding of the subject before the 
Senate, that itis necessary to treat of it with particularity and care 
as to the details. 

John Adams’s diary throws great light on the subject. Still it does 
not contain such full details as to render it unnecessary to refer to 
other authoritative documents. 

And first it is necessary to ascertain fully and clearly what was then 
the American claim to the fisheries, its full extent and character. The 
most valuable document known to me on that subject is the letter of 
John Q. Adams to Lord Castlereagh, dated January 22, 1816. In that 
letter Mr. Adams uses the following language: 

The fisheries on the bank of Newfoundland, as well in the open seas asin the 
polgnboriee Deve gulfs, and along the coasts of Nova Scotia and Labrador, were 
by the dispensations and laws of nature, in substance, only different parts of 
one fishery. Those of the open sea were enjoyed, not as a common and uni- 
versal right of all nations, since the exclusion hom them of France and Spain, 
in whole or oll parh had been expressly stipulated by those nations, and no 
other nation , in fact, poor 9 inthem. It was, with some exceptions, 
an exclusive possession of the British nation. 

Yes, the exclusive possession of the British nation. 

This, Mr. President, was the American idea as to this fishery at the 
date of the treaty of 1783, so stated by the most accomplished diplo- 
matist of this country. 

This fishery, as a whole, included the banks of Newfoundland, the 
open seas, the gulfs and bays and coasts, all these being but parts, as 
Mr. J.Q. Adams said, of one whole. It included also, as will be seen 
from the same letter, ‘‘drying and curing fish’’ on the adjacent shores, 
as ‘incidental and necessary to the fishery.” 

With this understanding of the extent and character of the fishery, 
as well with reference to the high seas as the bays and shores and 
all these being but parts of one whole, and with the further understand- 
ing that at the date of the treaty the whole was in substance an exclu- 
sive British possession, with the exceptions I have before stated (being 
concessions of Great Britain to France, which, as I have shown, were 
solemnly recognized and guarantied by the United States in the treaty 
with France in 1778), it is easy to comprehend fully the meaning of 
the Continental Congress in the plan adopted on the 30th of December, 
1776, which I have before setout—the meaning of the treaties of Utrecht 
and Paris in 1713 and 1763, and our treaty with France in 1778, as well 
as the treaty with Great Britain in 1783. 

But it will throw more light on this subject to call to mind the 
claims and arguments of our commissioners who negotiated the treaty 
of 1783 with Great Britain. They insisted, as is plainly inferable 
from the proportions of John Adams, that the fishery, including all 
its parts, on the banks of Newfoundland, in the open seas, in the gulfs 
and bays and coasts of the British Provinces, and drying and curing, 
were the common and exclusive property of all the people of the Brit- 
ish Empire, except as against France. They further insisted, as J. Q. 
Adams did in 1816, that as the people of the colonies had contributed 
their full share, and more than their full share, in blood and treasure 
in the wars by which these fisheries had been secured to the British 
people, they, on a separation from the British Crown, were of right 
entitled to share in them with the British people. 

That, sir, was the American doctrine then. There was no pretense 
or suggestion that the fisheries on the high seas belonged to them in 
common with the whole of mankind. 

It was well understood that the fishery, as J. Q. Adams stated i 
be, was an exclusive British possession, with some exceptions which I 
have shown referred only to the French rights under the treaties of 
Utrecht and Paris. 

In this condition of affairs, with this understanding on the part of 
the United States, as to rights, or rather the want of rights, in the fish- 
eries under the public law of nations, the negotiations for the treaty 
were conducted. 

On November 4, 1782, just twenty-six days before the signing of the 
provisional treaty of 1782, which contained the fishery article, as it 
was copied in the definitive treaty of 1783, John Adams, after having 
discussed for awhile our fishery rights, drew up his first proposition 
for thefishery article, which is set out at page 302 of the third volume 
of his works. That proposition is as follows: 


4, That the subjects of His Britannic esty and the people of the said United 
States shall continue to enjoy unmolk the right totake fish of every kind on 
allthe banks of Newfoundland, in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, and all other places 
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where the inhabitants of both countries used any time heretofore to fish, and 
also to cure and dry their fish on the shores of es Scotia, Cape Breton, the 
Isle of Sable, and on the shores of the unsettled bays, harbors, or creeks of Nova 
Scotia and the Magdalene Islands; and His Britannic Majesty and thesaid United 
States will extend equal privilege and hospitality to s fishermen as 
his own. (John Adams's Works, volume 3, page 302.) 
Mr. President, this proposition shows fully the American claim. It 
. Shows, also, that in the opinion of the United States rights on 
the high seas, not alone those in narrow bays, 6 miles wide and under, 
were national, not public, rights, and were capable of being held, owned, 
and possessed by one or more nations to the exclusion of all others, and 
were also the subjects of negotiations and compacts between nations to 
secure exclusive rights therein. 

It breathes the same spirit and speaks thesame voice as did the plan 
adopted by the Continental Congress in 1776, and which I have before 
set out, this spirit and voice being the right of the United States, either 
by themselves or in conjunction with any other nation, to exclude all 
the rest of mankind from this fishery as a whole, including that part of 
it on the high seas—in the ocean itself. 

The proposition of Mr. Adams is, in short, to recognize the whole 
fishery, as well that on the banks of Newfoundland, the Gulfof St. Law- 
rence, and all other places where both parties had used to fish, includ- 
ing drying and curing on the shores of Nova Scotia, Cape Breton, Sable 
Island, and on the shores of the unsettled bays, harbors, or creeks of 
Nova Scotia and the Magdalene Islands, as the ancient and undoubted 
right of both the people of the United States and of Great Britain, with 
guaranty that it should continue unmolested. They were to continue 
to enjoy them unmolested as they had hithertoenjoyed them, and this 
was without hindrance or molestation from other nations, for all other 
nations were in fact excluded, except some inconsiderable privileges of 


ce. 

In this ition there is no mention of or reference to fishing 
rights on high seas as public rights of all mankind, belonging to 
all by the law of nations and m no treaty stipulation to secure 
them; nor any distinction taken between fishing rights on the high 
seas and fishing rights on the shores and in the small creeks and bays, 
including the right of drying and curing fish on land. All these 
were treated exactly alike and all claimed tostand on exactly the same 
footing and as parts of one whole. 

On 27th November, just three days before signing the treaty, Mr. 
Adams submitted another proposition, as follows: 


ART. III. That the subjects of His Britannic Majesty and the e of the 
United States shall continue to enjoy unmolested the right to take of eve 
kind on the Grand Bank and all other banks of Newfoundland; also in the Guif 


in time of to hire of land for terms of years of the legal proprietors 
in any of ions of His yw n {o erect necessary 
and to cure and dry their fish, 


This proposition as to the right of taking fish is the same substan- 
tially as the first, but as to curing and drying, the word ‘“‘right”’ is 
abandoned and the word ‘‘liberty’’ used in lieu; and there is some 
change also as to the territory on which drying and curing was to be 
done, but still the pretension that the American right to fish was as 
good, as valid in public law in small bays and creeks as on the open 
sea is maintained. There was no distinction taken between them in 
any respect whatever. 

Mr. President, in further illustration of this subject and as an addi- 
ditional proof of the American claim and of the true meaning of the 
treaty of 1783, I refer to Mr. Adams’s diary of the 29th November, the 
day before the treaty was signed. It will there be seen that in answer 
to a proposition of the British commissioner to strike out the word 
*í right” in the first clause of the treaty as it was finally agreed to and 
now stands, and insert ‘‘liberty, ’? Mr. Adams said: 
right? In former treaties— 
Utrecht and Paris—France 


b to the former as to the 
ours atleast as m: as 


as 
e have been constantly fighting in , and Nova Bootia for 
defense of this fishery, and have ded beyond all pi more than 
you. If, then, the right can not be denied, why should it not be acknowledged 
and put out of dispute? Why should we leave room for fishermen to 
wrangle and chicane? 

Mr. President, here, if at all, was the place for Mr. Adams to claim 
the right on the ground that it was a right under the public law of na- 
tions, of which no nation could be deprived without its consent; for it 
will be noted that as the article had been then framed and as it now 
stands the word ‘‘right’’ applies only to fishing in the open seas—bays, 
large or small, not even being mentioned, they being embodied in a 
su ing clause, in which the ‘‘liberty*’ to fish is conceded; yet he 
said nothing about this public right to which the committee attach so 
importance. He asserted the American right to be good and valid as 
compared with the English and French.right, and on the farther ex- 
clusive ground of having contributed blood and treasure to acquire it. 

As further proof that in these negotiations no distinction was taken 


as to fishery rights on the high seas and the same rights on the 
shores and small bays I refer again to Mr. Adams’s diary, in which he 
states his reasons for asking the British commissioner to strike from the 
treaty a poran prohibiting the Americans from fishing within 3 
leagues—leagues, not miles—of all the British coasts except Cape Bre- 
ton, and as to that the prohibition was 15 leagues. None of these rea- 
sons raise the question of public rights under the law of nations, which, 
if such a right was then considered as existing, would have been con- 
clusive. They all refer to mere matters of expediency, and among them 
to the disadvantages which would accrue to the British themselves from 
the exclusion of Americans; another being ‘‘thatif forced off 3 leagues 
we would smuggle eternally;’’ and that both British and American 
fisherman wouldsmuggle, especially the American. (See Adams's Works, 
volume 3, page 338.) Another reason was that the Americans were al- 
ready excluded indefinitely from fishing on the western coast of New- 
foundland in favor of the French by the true construction of the treaty 
of Utzecht, and that this proposed exclusion would operate to the ad- 
vantage of France and not of Great Britain, urging as a reason for lib- 
erality on the part of England that the Americans would spend their 
money made in the fisheries in England and the French would not. 

Mr. Adams succeeded on these grounds in striking out the proposed 
exclusion, never once urging our right under the law of nations. In 
fact, Mr. Adams would not and could not have urged such a proposi- 
tion, for he was forbidden to do so by the very instructions from the 
Continental Congress under which he was acting. ‘These directed him 
not to consent toany treaty of commerce with Great Britain without an 
explicit stipulation on her part, not to disturb or molest the inhabitants 
of the United States in taking fish on the banks of Newfoundland 
and other fisheries on the American seas anywhere, except within the 
distance of 3 leagues from the shore, if a nearer distance could not be 
obtained by negotiation. Our demand was to fish within 3 leagues, 
not 3 miles of the shore. Were the men of the Continental 
destitute of ity or courage, as were, in the opinion of the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Frye], the American commissioners in 1818? So again 
when during the tiations he was informed by the British commis- 
sionerthatthe French Government proposed that there should be a parti- 
tion of the fisheries between England, France, and the United States, and 
that the fishermen of each nation should be confined within the bound- 
aries specified, Mr, Adams did not object to the partition upon the 
ground that these were public waters in which all nations had a right 
to fish, and England, France, and the United States could not there- 
fore partition them among themselves but on the ground of oP mae 
ency alone, stating among other things ‘‘that it would be very di t 
to restrain our fishermen; they would be frequently ing and 
making disputes and troubles.” (See 3 Adams’s Works, page 332.) 

The treaty between France and England in 1783, made simulta- 
neously with the treaty with us, and the negotiations for which were 
carried on at the same time, and by frequent interviews between France 
and the American commissioner, recognizes the same doctrine. 

Article V of that treaty is in substance as follows: 


Arr. V. The French King “in order to quarrels 


pre a and then descending western ex- 
ihe fishing whioh ie aasigned to sheen aa thay land a right to onjey thal AIGLA 
to them i the treaty of Utrecht.” x 

A declaration was appended to the treaty which required England to 
take the most positive measures to prevent her fishermen interruptin 
the French fishermen through competition, and to that end England 
pome to pull down the erections for fishing and to remove them. 

French were not to be incommoded in cutting wood necessary for 
repairs of scaffolds, huts, and fishing vessels. 

What a pity, Mr. President, that John Adams and his compatriots 
had not the ‘‘sagacity ™ to see the great light which the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs has discovered—that in all these waters, seas, 
bays, and inlets, up to within 3 miles of the shore, was the common 
right of all nations, or seeing it, had not the courage to recognize it 
and be guided by it. If this great light was a true light, not the mere 
fitful glimmering of the jack-o’-lanterns of politics, the exhalation of 
the swamps and quagmires of partisan prejudice, it would only have 
been necessary to call attention to it to secure all and more than all 
the mere fishery rights which the instructions of the Continental Con- 
gress demanded. 

Mr. President, all this proves, if anything can be proven by human 
evidence, that from the year 1713 up to and including the year 1783 
when was concluded the definitive treaty of peace between Great Brit- 
ain and the United States by which our independence was acknowl- 
edged, in the opinion and practice of England and France and of the 
people of the United States this fishery was held and treated as one, 
whether on the high seas, on gulfs and bays, oron shores, including drying 


and and that it was appendant to these British provinces and was 


the subject of national exclusive ownership in allits parts and was par- 
these nations by treaties among themselves alone, and 
t it was a public right of all nations, evenso far as the 


titioned 
that the idea 
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high were concerned, was not entertained at all. This is proven 
beyond all controversy when we consider that if this fishery right on 
the high seas was a public right there was no necessity for saying any- 
thing about it in the treaty of 1783, for on that view it would have re- 
sulted to us as a necessary ‘sequence of our independence. J. Q. Adams’s 
evidence on this subject is conclusive. In his letter to Lord Castle- 
reagh, date 22d Samuel, 1816, before alluded to, Mr. Adams said: 


Ifthe United States would have been entitled in virtue of a recognized indepen- 
dence to enjoy the fisheries to which the word As ceo sere no article 


upon the subject Sacks teense been necessary in the treaty. ( American 
renee SS BE} 
= 
Waren SAAS beck t have lost their portion of this great na- 
tional property, to the noquist gs go hich they had aR Og PREC their 


share, unless a ‘formal article of the treaty should secure it to them, that the 
asioi wes soberdaen) (Ib. pago S59.) 
* e - 


That Great Britain would Pee have Sonion 


subjects shouid be hence ioes on the coasts of Nova apeten to say, on 
those which lie toward east within 30 leagues, beginning fro: 

ee called Sable, rer eor nii and thence EATE along towaris the 
southw 


pecan ia ie; and in the 
retensions 
oundland.”’ 
that Great 


was not, TERS 
Blinn recognized the sigit, of thp map othe bale SEa caer ploces on 
Prd ia ae inhabitants of both countries used stany time theretofore to 

These extracts utterly overthrow the position of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

It must not be forgotten that the above extracts from Mr. Adams 
were written by him in reply to an argument of Lord Bathurst in de- 
fending his position, that the “‘ liberty of fishing,’? mentioned in the 
treaty of 1783, had been abrogated by the war of 1812, and was to be 
distinguished from the “‘right’’ to fish in public waters; Lord Bath- 
urst’s position on this exact point, to wit, that fishing on the open sea, 
was a public right, being precisely the piere of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. President, it will not now be a matter of difficulty to ascertain 
the meaning of the word “bay,” as used in the treaty of 1783. It is 
now rendered certain that at that date, 1783, both England and the 
United States considered, that as to this fishery, in all its parts on the 
high seas, and on bays great and small, there was no distinction as to 
any of them as to the right to own it as a whole, as the property of a 
single nation; thatin practice exclusive rights weresecured on the high 
seas and in the small bays, equally, and the exclusive liberty to fish 
was equally extended to these bays and to the high seas more than 90 
miles from the coast. 

Then it follows that no reason existed, no motive felt, why, in using 
the word ‘‘bays,’’ it should be presumed that only small bays were in- 
tended. 

In all the treaties theretofore made, in all the dence, in all 
the negotiations leading to, and concluding these treaties, not a single 
word was used which indicated that as to this fishery there was a dis- 
tinction between small bays and large bays, or that the exclusive right 
-of fishing was limited to 3 marine miles from the shore. But, on the 
contrary, this distinction now set up was wholly unknown and un- 
thought of; and when reference was made to rights or exclusion of 
rights of fishing, as to distance from shore, 3 leagues, 15 leagues, and 
30 leagues were named, and not 3 miles, as the committee insists is 
correct. 


We are left, then, to give to this word, as well as to all others used 
in the treaty, its natural tion. This signification is evident. 
Tt indicatesall the bays of his Britannic Majesty’s dominions (excluding 
specially some of those of Newfoundland), every water knownasa bay, 
whether large or small. There is nothing in the language used which 
restricts the word to any particular kind of bay situated in the Brit- 
ish dominions. If a ee re ee any sense 
and known as a bay it was included, if only it was a bay of “‘his 
Britannic Majesty’sdominionsin America.” Thatwasthe phrase which 
distinguished and separated them from all others; there was no sepa- 
ration of those np Sanyo arin Hence, under the treaty of 1783, 
which conceded to us fishery rights, and this is not denied by any one, 
the United States had the liberty to take fish in all the bays, whether 
great or small; and also to cure and dry fish on all unsettled bays, 
whether great or small. 

Mr. President, Icall especial attention to the fact that if in the treaty 
of 1783 “bays j means only small bays—6 miles and under in width— 
there is no grant or concession in that agreement of the right-or lib- 
erty of taking fish in the larger bays at all, and no right or "liberty to 
take or cure fish on the unsettled large bays. And thus this manifest 
absurdity would come from this view: that whilst the treaty specifies 
with particularity the places in which the Americans have aright to fish, 
namely, Banks of Newfoundland, Gulf of St. Lawrence, and all other 
places “‘in the sea ” in which both parties had before used to fish, and 
then specifies coasts, “bays,” and creeks, in which the liberty to fish 
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is conceded, it means all that it says in relation to all these but 
“ bays.” As to these, without any reason therefor, we are excluded 
from all but the small bays, which in many instances excludes us from 
fishing in the very waters of the large bays over which we are com- 
pelled to sail in order to enjoy our fishing rights in the smaller bays. 
This would seem to be conclusive. 

But if it is insisted that this absurdity is removed by claiming the 
right to fish in the large bays, under that clause acknowledging the 
right “‘in all other places in the sea’? where both countries had there- 
tofore used to fish, the answer is overwhelming. 

In the first place, it has been seen that John Adams, in his firstproposi- 
tion, before set ont, drew the fishing article by naming the places for the 
fishing rights,as ‘‘all the banksof Newfo' d, the Gulf of St. Law- 
rence, andali other places ” (not in the sea, but all places whatsoever) 
where both countries had used to fish, and herepeated this phrase in his 
second proposition. Heomittedall mention of bays, creeks, and even seas 
inreferencetotakingfish. If that had been adopted, theright 
to fish every wherein seas, bays, and creeks, if they had theretofore been 
used by both countries for that purpose, would have been conceded, as 
is now contended for. But this language, though twice was 
twice rejected, and the phrase he used was amended by inserting “in 
the seas” after ‘‘all other places,” confining the places to “‘seas’’ so 
faras the “right” was recognized, Bleyen nsd eniad *“bays,”’ 

especially in which a ‘‘liberty,”’ notaright, was conceded. ‘The treaty 
was fully and deliberately considered and discussed for many weeks. 
very word of importance in it underwent careful scrutiny, as was 
the manifest daty of negotiators in framing so important a compact. 
The proposed by Mr. Adams, having clearly and manifestly 
the meaning now set up, was rejected, and rejected, too, on account of 
that meaning, and other inserted, which by common under- 
standing and the right use of language does not have this meaning; and 
the ition now is to reject this ordinary meaning, and not only 
that, but to insert in its stead the substance of the language which was 
twice deliberately rejected. 

To do this would be to destroy the confidence of mankind in the in- 
tegrity of language itself, and toleave them, as tothe meaning of solemn 
agreements respecting the most important rights, to conjecture—to the 
whims and conceits, the speculations, the “airy nothings’’ of persons 
charged with enforci them. 

“Gulls,” “seas,” “‘bays,’’ “‘harbors,’’? and ‘‘creeks’”’ are all men- 
tioned in the treaty. Each of these words has its own appropriate 
meaning, and its distinct and separate meaning also, when they are all 
used together. Words which have a specific and also a general mean- 
ing when used inau instrument in connection with other words which, 
of themselves, include all that is embraced in the general meaning, 
have only in that instrument their specific meaning. Thus sea has 
for its specific meaning, the second order, next to oceans, of the great 
bodies of salt water. But it also includes, in a more general sense, 
smaller bodies of water which are parts of it. It is manifest, if these 
smaller parts be expressly named also, as gulfs, bays, and creeks, that 
then the word ‘‘sea’’ can only be applied to waters which are specific- 
ally the ‘‘sea,’’ and not to gulfs and bays and creeks; for otherwise 
these words would add nothing to the instrument. They would be 
meaningless. It is an established canon of interpretation, as well as of 
common sense, that in such cases the words used have as their appro- 
priate meaning thatspecific sense in which they are manifestly used— 
whereby according to a universal rule on that subject, every word 
used shall be construed as having force—as having been introduced for 
some valuable purpose, and not one of them be rejected. 

In solemn legal instruments unnecessary words are excluded; un- 
meaning and useless words are not introduced for euphony or style. 
Each word has its appropriate office and performs its appropriate duty. 
Sea, gulf, bay, creek, and harbor are all used in the order in the treaty 
in which they are named; each may include in a géneral sense all those 
which follow. This can never be done when these subordinate waters 
are themselves specifically named and used for distinctly separate pur- 
poses. 

This argument itself is conclusive. 

Mr. President, I have shown beyond successful controversy that 
in the treaties between Great Britain and France in 1713 and 1763 
these fisheries, whether in small creeks and bays near the shore, in the 
Gulf of St. Lawrence, or in the open seas, for distances in some in- 
stances 3 leagues or 9 miles, in othérs 15 leagues or 45 miles, and 
others 30 leagues or 90 miles and more, and in another for an unde- 
fined and indefinite distance, were habitually and constantly treated 
as the subject of exclusive national rights of the power which held 
these British provinces, and as ‘‘dependent’’ on these lands, and as 
being, furthermore, the subject of barter, sale, exchange, and gift. 

I have shown that in the opinion and judgment of the United States, 
commencing with the Continental Congress in 1776 down to the year 
1816—withouta break in the continuity of this concensus of 
the fishery right was, as conceded and acted upon by Great Britain and 
France, an exclusive national right; and in addition that these countries 
and ourstatesmen regarded the fishery in the watersabove mentionedand 
within the distance from the shores above stated to be of such a nature 
as in all its parts to constitute but one whole, including all the waters 


before mentioned, also the right to cure and dry fish on the shores, and 
that this right was the subject of exclusive national ownership, to be 
acquired by possessing the adjacent land, and when so acquired subject 
to disposition by barter, sale, exchange, or partition, at the will of the 
nation or nations owning these lands, and for their sole use and pro- 
prietorship, excluding all other nations; I have also proven that in 
the opinion and judgment of the United States these waters—all 
of them, including the ocean covering the banks of Newfoundland— 
so far as fishing rights were concerned, were not public waters, as con- 
tended for by the Committee on Foreign Relations, in which all na- 
tions had a right to participate unless excluded by their own consent; 
that in their opinion and judgment, at the date of the treaty of 1783 
the fishery asa whole, including all its separate parts in the ocean and 
in the small bays and everywhere else, was the exclusive possession of 
the British people, with the slight exception granted by Great Britain 
to France. 

It has also been shown that the United States claimed a share in the 
fishery in all its parts at the date of the treaty of 1783 as a partof their 
rights, basing their claim expressly on the contribution they had made 
as a part of the British nation in blood and treasure in acquiring these 
rights from other nations, as the exclusive possession and property of 
the British, and expressly repudiating the suggestion that as to that 

in the sea and ocean they were entitled, under the law of nations, 
as independent states. 

It has been proven that these views were expressly set forth by the 
United States in the year 1816, when negotiating for a recognition, of 
these rights in the fishery, and that such was the state of their claim 
at the very date at which the convention of 1818 was entered into. 

Now, sir, if remains only to show that there is nothing in the con- 
vention of 1818 to change or modify these views. The task will be an 
easy one, and when it is accomplished it will appear that, however dis- 

tasteful the result may be to us, however contrary to our present and 
recent contentions, construing the treaty of 1783 and convention of 
1818 by what was the manifest intention of both parties and in the 
light of the claims and opinions of both and of the plain language used, 
that ‘‘bays”’ as used in that convention by us in the renunciation of for- 
mer liberties, means the same thing exactly as ‘‘bays’’ in the treaty of 
_ 1783, by which the renounced rights were in the first instance recog- 

nized or acquired. And this appearing, it is shown that the present 
treaty now under consideration grants very important and valuable 
rights in the fishery never before belonging to us, and never before, nor 
even now, conceded by Great Britain to any other nation. 

Mr. President, before proceeding to an examination of the text of 
the convention of 1818 it is proper to call to mind at this point the 
exact state of the negotiations and the exact differences between 

Great Britain and the United States as developed by diplomatic 
correspondence between them in relation to the fisheries. 

At the treaty of Ghent in 1814, which ended the war of 1812, it 
was found there was an irreconcilable difference between the two 
Governments as to the alleged abrogation of the treaty of 1783 by the 
late war. 

It was contended by Great Britain that the treaty as to the fishery 

rights was abrogated. On the other hand it was asserted by the 
United States that the stipulations were of that permanent character 
respecting permanent na’ rights that they survived a war be- 
‘tween the parties. Lord Bathurst, for the British Government, in- 
sisted that so much of the third article of the treaty of 1783 as recog- 
nized the right of the United States to fish on the banks of New- 
foundland and on the Gulf of St. Lawrence—open seas—was the 
mere recognition of a right which the United States had by the law of 
nations, and therefore survived the war. This is the first instance I 
have noted in which Great Britain made such a concession with refer- 
ence to this fishery. He further insisted that the liberties to take and 
cure fish on coasts and bays, etc., were grants, and were therefore 
abrogated by the war. Mr. Adams, as has been shown, controverted 
these views, and insisted that our fishery right was clearly a per- 
manent right, and not abrogated by the war on the grounds before 
stated. There was no question in dispute between them as to the 
meaning of ‘‘bays’’—as used in the treaty of 1783—Mr. Adams’s 
claim being equally extensive, whether the one construction or the 
other was placed on that word. 

The sole point in dispute was that the United States affirmed and 
Great Britain denied that the whole of the fishery article of 1783 was 
in force. The United States sought a clear recognition of this claim 
and Great Britian resisted and refused it, Lord Bathurst expressly de- 
claring that Great Britian would never admit that the liberties to take 
and cure fish in the bays, ete., specified in the treaty of 1783 were rights 
of the United States. So it turned out that in October, 1818, the con- 
vention was signed. As both parties, though for entirely different 
reasons and on very different grounds, as has been explained, agreed 
exactly as to the rights co nomine recognized as belonging to the 
United States to fish in the Gulf of St. Lawrence and “‘other places 
in the sea,” the convention was made, as the preamble asserts, to 
settle the differences between the two Governments as to the “lib- 
erty” to take and cure fish on certain coasts, bays, harbors, and 
creeks of His British Majesty’s dominions. Itsaid nothing, therefore, 
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about rights or the seas in which they existed. It left those rights in 
the United States fully and completely and unquestioned. They were 
treated, as they undoubtedly were, as our undeniable rights, without 
reference to the question whether they were ours by the law of nations, 
as Lord Bathurst then and the Committee on Foreign Relations now 
affirm, or whether our title rested on the treaty of 1783, recognizing 
our right as coming from a partition of the exclusive right of Great 
Britain, as Mr. Adams insisted. The convention treated solely of the 
liberties on the coasts, bays, etc., which Great Britian insisted had been 
revoked or abrogated by the war, and which the United States con- 
tended remained unaffected by the war. On that point the British con- 
tention was admitted, or else there would have been no treaty and need 
foratreaty. The manifest purpose, therefore, of making the treaty was 
to secure our rights in British waters. The mere authentic diplomatic 
recognition of the claim was all that under the view of Mr. Adams 
would have been required. No treaty under that view was required, 
or even appropriate. 

I see nothing in the circumstances of our country at that time which 
rendered it probable that our statesmen who negotiated and ratified this 
convention should have been infiuenced by fear of Great Britain, as al- 
leged by the Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE]. Four years before we 
had ended a war with that power in which American yalor and Amer- 
ican skill in arms had won undying laurels. At the very date of the 
ratification of the treaty Andrew Jackson, who had punished the Brit- 
ish on the plains of Chalmette as they had never been punished before, 
was a major-general in the United States Army ready again to lead his 
countrymen to victory in a war with the same nation. Winfield Scott, 
the victor over the same enemy on bloody fields, was still an Ameri- 
can general, and Zachary Taylor—honest, brave old Zachary Tay- 
lor—was also an officer of the United States Army. In mili ins 
our leaders were the equals and even the superiors of the British. In 
the service of the United States, in civil life, were some of the most 
distinguished names of our history—Henry Clay was Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and a firm friend and supporter of the Ad- 
ministration; Calhoun, Secretary of War, and the younger Adams the 
head of the Cabinet. The President had won distinction as a gallant 
soldier in the Warof the Revolution and as a statesman of the highest 
order attained the highest place in thenation. There still lived of the 
Revolutionary fathers Jefferson and John Adams. At no time in our 
history was our country better equipped, for war or peace, in the service 
of the bravest and wisest. So that this charge of a deliberate surren- 
der of our rights, through want of sagacity and courage, involves na- 
tional shame and disgrace. Sir, the charge is without foundation. 
It dishonors the great statesmen of that day—it dishonors the great and 
brave American people, who, in spite of divisions at home, in spite of 
Hartford conventions sowing discontent and distrust, had rallied around 
the national standard, and winning imperishable renown on bloody 
fields, by their endurance, their valor, their constancy, had achieved an 
honorable peace. 

But, sir, this method of denunciation and abuse is wholly out of place 
in considering the treaty before us. We can not inject into it rights 
notin it, by denunciation of its authors, nor cure the surrender of 
rights, if surrender were made, by falsely attributing to it a meaning 
it does not possess. If our fathers were cowards in b of the con- 
vention of 1818, it is no reason why we should be false. The conven- 
tion exists as a part of the supreme law of the land, and it constitutes 
our title and, according to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TEL- 
LER] and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar], our sole title 
n these Siena: What it gives us we have; what it surrendered we 

ve no 

Mr. HOAR. Right there let me ask the Senator, does he say that I 
said the treaty of 1818 constitutes our sole title? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what I understood the Senator to say in 
his interruption of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Gray]. 

Mr. HOAR. Iabsolutely and peremptorily disclaim that view of it. 

Mr. GEORGE. So if it be mean and cowardly, if it deliberately 
surrendered fishery rights, as the Senator from Maine insists, it is the 
greater reason for the negotiation of a new treaty which, like the one 
before us, surrenders no rights, but secures many and valuable privi- 
leges we never before had. 

But, sir, my duty now is to ascertain what this convention means, 
for whatever may be its true meaning, we are bound by it—bound by 
national good faith, by national honor to abide by it in all its length 
and breadth, until it shall be abrogated—lawfully and constitution- 
ally abrogated. We can not escape from it by setting up either the 
plea of cowardice or of folly. I find no proposition in the report of the 
committee to abrogate it. On the contrary, I find they insist, as I in- 
sist, that it shall be observed in good faith by both countries. 

Mr. President, I come now to consider more especially the meaning 
of the text of the convention of 1818, to arrive at which my previous 
observations have been in the main directed. 

I do not propose to praise the convention, nor do I feel at liberty to 
denounce if, as the Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE] did, as the result 
of a want of ‘‘sagacity’’ and ‘‘courage’’ on the part of our commis- 
sioners, and ‘‘as a deliberate surrender of our fishery rights.” . How- 


ever this may be, it is not denied that it exists to-day as a valid treaty; 
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a valid compact of the United States; a part of the supreme law of the 
land. I may be pardoned, I hope, in saying that it was negotiated by 
two of the ablest of American statesmen, Gallatin and Rush, under 
the Presidency of James Monroe, whilst John Q. Adams was Secre- 
tary of State, and Mr, Calhoun and Mr. Wirt were members of the 
Cabinet. It was also ratified on a yea-and-nay vote, thirty-eight Sen- 
ators voting for it and not one against it. 

On the question, ‘* Will the Senate advise and consent to the ratifi- 
cation of this convention,” it was determined in the affirmative—yeas, 
38. 


Those who voted are— 


Barbour, Virginia; Burrill, Rhode Island; Crittenden, Kentucky; Daggett, 
Connecticut; Dickerson, New Jersey; Eaton, Tennessee; Edwards, Illinois; 
Eppes, Virginia; Forsyth, Georgia; Fromentine, Louisiana; Gaillard, South 
Carolina; Goldsborough, Maryland; Hanson, Maryland; Hunter, Rhode Island; 
Johnson, Louisiana ; fus, King, New York; Lacock, Pennsylvania; Leake, 
Mississippi; Macon, North Carolina; Mellen, usetts; Morrow, Ohio; 
Noble, Indiana; Otis, H. G., Massachusetts; Palmer, Vermont; Roberts, Penn- 

Ivania; Ruggles, Ohio; Sanford, New York ; Smith, South Carolina; Stokes, 

orth Carolina; Storer, New Hampshire; Tait, Georgia; Talbot, Kentucky; 
Thomas, Illinois; Tichenor, Vermont; Van Dyke, Delaware; Williams, Missis- 
sippi; Willaims, Tennessee; and Wilson, New Jersey. 

So it was 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein), That the Senate 
do advise and consent to the ratification of the convention made and concluded 
at London on the 20th day of October, 1818, between the United States of America 
and His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. 

Thirty-eight Senators voted for it and not one against it. Of the 
Senators so voting in the affirmative are the illustrious names of Crit- 
tenden, of Kentucky; Forsythe, of Georgia; Rufus King, of New York; 
Harrison G. Otis, of Massachusetts; Macon, of North Carolina; Eppes, 
of Virginia; Gaillard, of South Carolina, and every Senator present 
from New England, only one of them being absent. The Senator from 
Maine very plainly intimates that the treaty as made was the product of 
fear on our part, for ifit was the result of want of courage on the part 
of the negotiators, and was, as the Senator says, ‘‘a deliberate sur- 
render of our fishery rights,” the fault was not less in the President 
and Senate who ratified it than in the commissioners who conducted 
the negotiations. So the condemnation of the Senator from Maine ap- 
plies equally to the President and his Cabinet, the Senate, and, in short, 
the country itself, for after its ratification Mr. Monroe was re-elected 
almost unanimously. Isay to the Senator from Maine: 

Vixere fortes ante Agamemnona 
Multi. 

Then, what doesitmean? Thatistheimportant question. Because 
of the ‘‘differences’’ between the United States and Great Britain re- 
specting the ‘‘liberty’’ (not the right) claimed by the United States to 
take, dry, and cure fish on certain coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks of His 
British Majesty’s dominions in Americait was made, as the preamble ex- 

ressly states. These ‘‘differences,’’ as exhibited by the correspondence 

tween Mr. Adams and Lord Bathurst and Lord Castlereagif, before al- 
Iuded to, did not relate to the extent of this liberty so claimed by the 
United States, but as to whether it existed in any degree or to any ex- 
tent whatever. There had been no controversy about ‘‘ bays,” whether 
greater or less than 6 miles wide, The difference was as to whether the 
liberty claimed as toany ‘‘ bay,” was well founded. Both parties, at 
that time, well understood the status of the fishery among nations, both 
understood that this fishery for nearly a century, in all its parts, on 
the sea and Gulf of St. Lawrence, as well as on the great bays and 
small inlets, had been recognized and treated by both, and by France 
and Spain as the subject of the individual and exclusive ownership of 
rticular nations. And especially was it understood that the United 
Btates set up their claim to this liberty upon the ground that the fish- 
ery, including all its parts, in waters of whatever nature, of whatever 
dimension, aud also including, as necessary incidents, the right of dry- 
ing and curing fish on the shore, was before the independence of the 
acta the exclusive possession of the British people, with some 
slight exceptions, as stated by Mr. Adams, and that on the separation 
they were entitled to a share in them with Great Britain—not with 
other nations—and that they did in fact secure such share by the treaty 
of 1783. With these differences as thus explained, the parties pro- 
ceeded to make a new agreement—the convention of 1818. This con- 
vention did not recognize the claim of either party. It did not even 
propose to compromise the difference. 
It proceeded in plain words to declare that the United States ‘‘ shall 
 haye’? the liberty of fishing and drying and curing in certain places— 

“shall have ” in the future, not as in thetreaty of 1783, when speaking of 

“rights ” acknowledged in that treaty, ‘‘shall continue to enjoy un- 

molested” these rights. On the face of the convention it was a grant 
in futuro of liberties. When considered, however, as I think is right, 
with reference to the former treaties and the former acts and conduct of 
‘the parties in reference to the matter, it wasa partial recognition of the 
disputed claim of the United States to the extent named; and also, by 
a subsequent clause, a renunciation by the United States of any claim 
beyond what is recognized. The convention, however, did contain a 
new grant with certain restrictions as to the liberty of American fish- 
ing vessels to enter for certain specified purposes British waters. 

The difference between the treaty of 1783 and the convention of 1818 
as to the liberty of taking and drying fish is not in any respect as tothe 
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nature and character of the liberty, but only as to the extent consid- 
ered territorially over which the liberty was to exist thereafter. In 
some ts this extent was diminished, and in others enlarged, as 
compared with the treaty of 1783. it wasas to taking fish diminished 
in extent by the limitation that the liberty was not to extend to within 
3 marine miles of certain coasts, bays, and harbors of His Majesty’s 
dominions, being all but the southern and western coast of Newfound- 
land, the shores of Magdalen Islands, and the coasts, bays, harbors, and 
creeks of Labrador. ‘The diminution as to the curing and drying was 
in the exclusion of the United States from the coast of Nova Scotia and 
the Magdalen Islands. The enlargement in fishing was in the liberty 
to take fish on the southern and western coasts of Newfoundland from 
Ramea Islands to Quirpon Islands, our rights under the treaty of 
1783 being dependent as to Newfoundland on the actual exercise of 
similar rights by British fishermen, we being excluded where they did 
not actually fish; and enlarged also in the indefinite extension north- 
ward of fishing rights through the Straits of Belle Isle, not to be exer- 
cised, however, in contravention of the exclusive rights of the Hudson 
Bay Company. 

But, Mr. President, we secured other important rights by this con- 
vention which were not secured under the treaty of 1783. Under that 
treaty, though securing the liberty to fish in all the inshore waters, in- 
cluding small bays and creeks, we had no liberty to repair vessels, to 
buy necessary wood and water, nor seek shelter. We could take fish 
almost anywhere, we could dry and cure them on unsettled bays in 
Nova Scotia, Magdalen Islands, and Labrador, but we had no right to 
get supplies of any kind anywhere. So, after all, the surrender was 
not so great as the Senator from Maine supposes. 

Those were substantially the changes made in the treaty of 1783 
by the convention of 1818, 

But it must be borne in mind that as to the question now in dis- 
pute abont fishing in the bays over 6 miles wide there was no settle- 
ment of any difference between the two countries; if any existed no 
attempt to settle it was made. No difference appears to have existed. 
The language in the convention of 1818 recognizing the right to fish in 
bays, harbors, creeks, and the ge renouncing the claim of rights 
to fish in certain bays, harbors, and creeks of his British Majesty’s is 
exactly the same in the convention and in the treaty of 1783. F have 
shown beyond successful controversy that this language in the treaty 
of 1783 embraced equally small and large bays, that it gave or conceded 
the liberty to fish in both without distinction or difference. 

It is therefore to be presumed as the convention of 1818 was in pari 
materia with the treaty of 1783, that the same identical language used 
in both would have the same meaning in the one as in the other. It 
must be noted also that the liberty of fishing as conceded in the treaty 
of 1783, and asalso conceded in the convention of1818 on the coasts, 
bays, etc., of Labrador is in thesame language, and that the renuncia- 
tion in the convention of 1818 by the United States of the right to 
take fish on the coasts, harbors, and bays, other than those in which 
the concession is made, is also in the same language. It follows, there- 
fore, beyond doubt, that, as in the two concessions, ‘‘bays’’ certainly 
means large as well as small bays, the same word means the same thing 
in the renunciation. And thus it is shown, beyond honest contro- 
versy, that under the renunciation in the convention of 1818 we have 
lost the liberty of fishing in the large bays over 6 miles wide, unless 
the English language is of that flexible and dishonest character that, 
when used by us in treaties, it includes everything possible in grants 
in our favor, and shrinks to the smallest possible limits in all renun- 
ciations we may make. No honest nation, no honest man can stand 
on @ position like that. 

Mr. President, I know that further argument on this point is un- 
necessary, for it is established, if anything can be established by hu- 
man reason, that in the convention of 1818, asin the treaty of 1783, 
the word ‘‘bays’’ means waters geographically situated within the 
British dominions of North America of any and all dimensions, and 
that, as in the treaty, the liberty to take fish was conceded or acknowl- 
edged as to all these bays, so in the convention this same liberty was re- 
nounced by us as to all, the concession and the renunciation being 
exactly the same in extent as to the subject-matter of the concession 
or renunciation. The Bay of Fundy may be rightfully considered as 
excluded, because, in fact, it is not a British bay, one of its headlands 
being on our shores. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to ask him 
a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. GEORGE. I believe I would rather not be interrupted. I want 
to get through. The Senator will see my views as they are devel: 
and if he wishes to discuss any of these questions with me hereafter, 
very well. 

Mr. HOAR. I merely wanted to ask a question of the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi de- 
clines to be interrupted. 

Mr. GEORGE. Ithas also been shown that by a universal consensus 
of opinion and practice between France, d, and the United States, 
the nations chiefly if not solely interested in the fishery, this great prop- 
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. erty was held and treated from the beginning up to the year 1818 as the 
proper subject, under the law of nations, of exclusive rights of indi- 
vidual nations, and this in all the waters in which the fishery existed, 
without regard to dimensions, incliding as well all bays, whether more 
or Jess than 6 miles wide, as also the great Gulf of St. Lawrence and 
the neighboring ocean itself. It has also been shown by the letter of 
J. Q. Adams I have quoted that at least this opinion was enter- 
tained by the United States up to and including negotiations for the 
convention of 1818. This is sufficient, amply sufficient, to crush for- 
ever the suggestion that the plain meaning of the words of the con- 
vention of 1518, recognizing all the bays in the British possessions as 
the proper places in which exclusive rights of one nation to take fish 
existed, shall be restricted to bays under 6 miles wide. 
EXCLUSIVE RIGHTS RECOGNIZED IN CONVENTION OF 1818, 

But, sir, strong and conclusive as this is, we have in the very con- 
vention itself the recognition of this in the plainest and strongest 
terms. From this there is no escape by any argument or evasion what- 
ever. This recognition is found in that provision of the convention 
which concedes to the United States the liberty of taking fish on the 
coasts, bays, etc., of Sonthern Labrador through the Straits of Belle 
Isle indefinitely to the north, but ‘‘ without prejudice to the exclusive 
rights’’—(I quote the language of the convention)—*' without preju- 
dice to the exclusive rights of the Hudson Bay Company.” 

Now, here *‘ exclusive rights”’ are not only recognized as being the 
rights of a nation, but the subject of grant to a corporation of its own 
creation. And what are the exclusive rights so recognized in the very 
convention itself? They are defined in the charter granted in the year 
1670 which gives to this company (I quote its language) “exclusive 
right ’’—"* yes, exclusive right—to take fish.” Where? In small 
bays and creeks 6 miles wide? No; but in all those ‘‘seus, straits, 
bays.” Yes, “bays,” rivers, lakes, creeks, and sounds, in whatever 
latitude they may lie, within the entrance of the straits called ** Hnd- 
son Straits.” 

Now, sir, mark the forcible language in which this grant of exclu- 
sive rights is made. First, the right is to be ‘‘ exclusive’? of all na- 
tions and ofall men. It is granted not only on rivers, lakes, creeks, 
but also in sonnds, straits, and bays, and even in seas themselves. 
Then it is granted in all those great waters, in whatever latitude they 
may be, if only they lie within the ‘‘entrance’’—yes, the entrance—“* of 
Hudson Straits.” The straits at their entrance are 80 miles wide, 
their narrowest width anywhere is 60 miles, and the average is 100 
miles. The Hudson Bay covers many thousand square miles. Bat 
leaving this out we have here a clear grant of an exclusive right to fish 
in Hudson Straits as they lie within or farther inward than the en- 
trance. What other great waters, bays, and sounds were included in 
the grant of exclusive rights to the Hudson Bay Company it i3 unnec- 
essary to ascertain. Certain it is that the grant is of waters, seas, 
bays, inlets, straits, etc., withoutreference to their width. This grant 
was made originally and continued on the principle then recognized 
both in England and America that sea-fisheries in America were re- 
garded as the rightful subject of individual national exclusive owner- 
ship in waters on the northeast of this continent, including bays and 
seas, without reference to their dimensions. Acting on this conclu- 
sion the United States in the convention of 1818 solemnly recognized, 
in the language I have quoted, this exclusive right of the Hudson Bay 
Company. And yet, in order to maintain the contention of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, we are asked to commit ourselves to the 
folly of rejecting the plain meaning of language used in the convention 
of 1818 on the untenable ground that this meaning is so utterly incon- 
sistent with the dcctrine and practice of nations, especially of the 
United States, in respect to exclusive rights in large bays; that it is 
impossible to believe that we gave our assent to it in that sense, whilst 
in the same convention there is an express and unequivocal recogni- 
tion of this condemned doctrine and practice. - 

Mr. President, certainly what I have stated is a conclusive refata- 
tion of the false and un-American doctrine in reference to fishing rights 
on the northeastern coast of North America announced by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. I might well decline further argument 
on this point in view of this unbroken consensus of opinion based on the 

ractice and usageof nations, including our own conntry, and sustained 
by the ablest and most patriotic of American statesmen from the be- 
ginning down to the date of the convention of 1818, and solemnly rec- 
ognized and affirmed in that convention itself. But, sir, there are 
some errors and fallacies which mankind surrender only alter every 
possible and every imaginary ground for their support have been swept 
away. There are some follies which, assuming the false shape of bene- 
factions to those who cherish them, become so intertwined with the 
feelings, the prejudices, and passions of mankind that they are enter- 
tained with generous hospitality even after detection. This idea of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations which I have been considering is 
one of them. Of course, Mr. President, I have_no hope of convincing 
them; but despite the great authority of that committee, I do licpe 
that the American people will give that just weight to their own his- 
tory, to the acts and declarations of their most eminent statesmen, which 
will enable them to see this controversy in its just light. As to that 
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committee and their political colleagues on this floor I have no such 
hope. Very soon after the treaty was sent to us by the President for 
our constitutional advice, it was considered in secret by a caucus of the 
Republican members of this body. It was determined that it should 
be rejected. They have the power to reject it. The rejection of it is 
to be an issue in the Presidential cam Through and by this 
rejection it is hoped that enough voters will be seduced into the sup- 
port of the Republican ticket to reverse the action of the American 
people in 1884 and to return to coveted power those who had been 
ejected in that year. So that this fallacy of the committee having 
been made an issue in the campaign, they will not, they can not, they 
dare not, be convinced. t 

Now, Mr. President, while I believe that those whostill remain uncon- 
vinced willrejectany evidence, however conclusive, eyen though it come 
from one risen from the dead, yet there remains one other testimony 
which I believe it my duty to introduce. It is the voice of one who 
though dead ‘‘still lives’? in that resurrection which comes from his 
teachings daily pondered by and daily leading the world. He was 
an American, and had American prejudices for American interests. 
On this exact point now in dispute he spoke no uncertain language. 
He said in the circular issued by him in July, 1852, as Secretary of 
State, speaking to this very point in issue: 

A bay, as is usually understood, isan arm or recess of the sea entering from 


the ocean between capes or headlands, and the term is applied equally to small 
and large bodies of water thus situated. 


If “bay” has this meaning, asitcertainly has, as usually understood, 
what pretense is left for the contention of the committee? It has been 
shown, conclusively shown, that there is nothing in the context of the 
convention, nothing in the law of nations so far as it relates to these 
fisheries, nothing in the practice and opinions of the United States and 
Great Britain—parties to the convention—which demands a qualifica- 
tion of this meaning. On the contrary, the practice and usage of these 
two nations in reference to the subject-matter of the convention were up 
to its date in exact accord with what its meaning would beif “ bays” 
had this usual and ordinary meaning as stated by Mr. Webster. No 
reason remains for twisting or changing this meaning. 

Now, the convention of 1818 contains an explicit and clear renunci- 
ation by the United States of fishery rights in all bays of the British 
provinces, with certain specific exceptions. Itcontains more than this. 
it contains a rentinciation of these rights to a line drawn 3 miles from 
these bays. That, sir, we can claim the right to fish ina bay when 
we have renounced the right to fish within even3 miles of it, is a propo- 
sition which, in the fair and reasonable opinion and judgment of man- 
kind, it will be impossible to maintain. 

Mr. President, I have now said all I desire to say on the true meaning 
and construction of the convention of 1818. If I have not misread 
the truths of history; if I have not misinterpreted the acts, the decla- 
rations, and opinions of American statesmen, I am authorized to con- 
clude that at the date of this convention, 1818, in the opinion and 
judgment of those statesmen, there was no rule of the law of nations 
which as to this fishery confined exclusive national fishery rights to 
bays and inlets 6 miles wide and under; and hence there is no just 
ground for giving the word ‘‘bays”’ as used in that convention an un- 
natural and unusual meaning. 

Tt will not do to say in opposition to the ratification of this treaty, as 
was said by the Senator from Maine [ Mr. FRYE], that the convention of 
1818 surrenders our rights. That, sir, is a greater reason, if it be true, 
for the acceptance of the treaty before us, which secures to us every 
important, every material right allowed in that convention, even if con- 
strued as the Committee on Foreign Relations construe it, and it sur- 
renders nothing of value. But construing the convention of 1818 as 
it should be, this treaty gives us many and great advantages not pos- 
sessed under the convention; and this is also true, however the con- 
vention of 1818 may be construed. 

It is a fair and just treaty; the best we have ever been able to se- 
cure after many years of irritating and harrassing negotiations, Its 
negotiation reflects credit on American diplomacy, and is another con- 
vineing proof that American rights, American honor, American inter- 
ests, at home and abroad, are safe in the hands of the present Admin- 
istration. ‘This truth neither party prejudice nor the argument of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations will be able to obscure. 


COMMERCIAL ARRANGEMENT OF 1830. 


Mr. President, in what I said yesterday there was no allnsion to 
the claims set up by the Committee on Foreign Relations as to com- 
mercial rights to our fishing vessels under what is called the arrange- 
ment of 1830, The committee admit that no American vessel had 
aright to resort to British North American ports for any commercial 
purpose or other purposes, but only to take fish on certain coasts; and 
that fishing vessels only had also a right to resort to all British North 
American ports for the special purposes named in the convention of 
1818. 

There can be no doubt whatever on this subject from the language 
of the treaty itself, so far as regards fishing vessels; and it is only in 


relation to fishing vessels that we have any concern now. That con ` 
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vention, in that clause of it which concedes the liberty of taking 
fish on or within 3 marine miles of certain coasts, bays, etc., named 
in it, contains this proviso: 

‘That American fishermen shall be admitted to enter such bays or harbors for 


the purposes of shelter, repairing therein, of purchasing wood or ob- 
taining water, and for no other purposes whatever, poh z 


Certainly there can be no doubt as to the meaning of this; and so far 
as I can understand the rt of the committee, it does not claim more 
on this point than I do, e both agree that as to fishing vessels there 
was under the convention of 1818 no right to enter ports and harbors 
of the British provinces (except on the southern coast of Newfoundland 
and southern coast of Labrador, wherein the right to cure and dry fish 
was granted) but for the four purposes named. ‘This restriction of the 

of entry is not left to implication, but rests on an express stip- 
ulation—‘‘ for no other purpose whatever.” 

Mr. President, there is no need here to explain why this was so, for 
the language is so plain there is no room for doubt ordispute. Amer- 
ican fishing vessels have the right to enter British ports or harbors for 
the four named purposes, but for no other whatever. 

Thus the matter stood under the convention of 1818, and thus the 
matter stood, as admitted by the committee, till what is called the ar- 
rangement of 1830 was made. It is claimed by the committee that 
this arrangement changed all this as to American fishing vessels. The 
claim is utterly unfounded. 

COMMERCIAL TREATIES WITH GREAT BRITAIN. 

Mr. President, there was no treaty of commerce or navigation be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain till the year 1794. By the 
third article of that treaty it was provided that there should be free 
and reciprocal rights of intercourse between the United States and the 
British possessions in America by land and by inland navigation, with 
right to navigate the inland waters of each and to carry on trade and 
commerce in that way with each other. But it was especially stipu- 
lated that this provision did not extend to the admission of United 
States vessels into the seaports, harbors, bays, and creeks of the Brit- 
ish dominions, nor into the rivers between their mouths and the high- 
est ports of entry from the sea, excep? small vessels between Montreal 
and Quebec, nor to the admission of British vessels from the sea into 
the rivers of the United States beyond the highest port of entry for 
other foreign vessels. The free navigation of the Mississippi by both 
parties was also provided for. 

By the twelth article certain reciprocal rights of trade between the 
United States and the British West Indies were provided for, termina- 
ble, however, in two years after the war in which Great Britain was then 
engaged. By article 13 certain privileges of trade between the United 
States and the East Indies were granted and regulated. By article 28 
the treaty as to all its commercial parts was made temporary, extending 
only to twelve years. 

In 1815 another treaty of navigation and commerce was concluded. 
By this treaty a reciprocal commerce between the United States and 
the British ions in Europe was agreed to; and it was also stipu- 
lated that the trade between the United States and the British North 
American and West Indian colonies should be unaffected by the treaty. 

This treaty was limited to four years, but afterwards, by the conven- 
tion of 1818, was prolonged for ten years, and then in 1827 was con- 
tinued indefinitely. 

Thus under treaty stipulations stood intercourse, commercial, and 
navigation rights between the United States and Great Britain in the 
year 1830, when the arrangement of that year was entered into, and so 
far as the right of commerce from the sea is concerned, the entry of 
American vessels into the seaports, bays, and harbors of the British 
North American possessions, there was none whatever. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS AS TO TRADE WITH GREAT BRITAIN, 

I notice now the legislation of the United States on this subject, be- 
ing action from which we could have receded atany time. It appears 
there had been exclusion of American vessels, commercial vessels, from 
British ports when there was no exclusion from our ports of British 
vessels coming from ports from which we were excluded, : 

‘Therefore, on A 18, 1818, the United States undertook to correct 
this inequality by providing that the ports of the United States should 
be and remain closed against every vessel owned in whole or in part by 
-British subjects coming or arriving from any British port which by the 
ordinary laws of navigation and trade are closed against vessels of the 
United States. Stringent regulations were made to prevent an eva- 
sion of this law by vessels which, coming into our ports from British 
ports not clbsed against us, but which in departing from our ports 
might go to a closed British port. (See Statutes at Large, volume 3, 

432.) This act was passed, it will be noted, before the conven- 

tion of 1818. 3 
On the 15th of May, 1820, a supplement to the last named act was 
This act excluded from the ports of the United States, British 
vessels coming from Lower Canada, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, New 
Foundland, Cape Breton, and their dependencies, also from the Ba- 
hama, Bermuda, and Caicos islands, or any other possession of Great 
Britain in the West Indies or continent of America south of the south- 
ern boundary of the United States, and not included in the prohibition 
of the act of 1818, These two acts it will be noted were acts of exclu- 


sion, acts of retaliation, and the last one, it will also be noted, was in 
no respect contingent but was absolute, excluding from American ports 
all British vessels from the British colonial ports named in it without 
specifying that such exclusion should be dependent on a similar ex- 
clusion of vessels of the United States. 

On May 6, 1822, another act was passed; this was an act of relaxa- 
tion. It provided that on the President being satisfied that the ports 
in the British West Indies had been opened to the vessels of the United 
States, he should issue his proclamation admitting British vessels com- 
ing from these colonies. This act was to be continued in force till the 
end of the next session of Congress and no longer. 

It will be noted, however, that this relaxation did not apply to ves- 
sels coming from the British North American provinces. As to them 
the exclusion of the act of May 1, 1820, continued in full force. (See 
3 Statutes at Large, page 681.) 

On March 1, 1823, another act was passed. This act suspended the 
acts of 1818 and the supplementary act of May 15, 1820, so far as their 
provisions limit or interdict navigation and commerce between the 
United States and certain named British ports. These ports were in 
the West Indies and in the British North American provinces. St. 
John’s and St. Andrew’s in New Brunswick, Halifax in Nova Scotia, 
Quebee in Canada, St. John’s in Newfoundland were those named in 
the North American provinces. 

The right of British vessels, however, was confined to importing in 
the United States articles of the growth, produce, or manufacture of 
the places from which the vessels came, and to exporting to the same 
places articles of the growth, produce, and manufacture of the United 
States. 

The act was to continue in force so long, and only so long, as the 
enumerated British ports should remain open to vessels of the United 
States conformably to an act of Parliament of June 24, 1822. It was 
further provided that if any other British port in America should be 
thereafter opened to American ships, then ships of that port should be 
admitted into our ports. (See 3 Statutes at Large, page 741.) 

Mr. President, in relation to commercial intercourse between the 
British provinces in North America and the United States matters 
stood in this way at the date of the arrangement, so called, of 1830, 
That from the five named British colonial ports, Quebec, Halifax, St. 
Andrew’s and St. John’s in New Brunswick, and St. John’s in New- 
foundland British vessels were admitted into all the ports of the United 
States when importing products of the places from which each might 
come, and reciprocally these five ports were open to our vessels. In 
this it will be noticed that the rights of the British vessels coming from 
these ports admitted them to all our ports, whilst American vessels 
were admitted only to these five ports. 

The statutes and regulations under them for commerce and traffic 
were not understood in any way to relate to the fisheries; as to them 
itis admitted on all hands that up to the arrangement of 1820 they 
stood alone upon the convention of 1818. 

Mr. President, up to this time there had been no dispute or com- 
plaint about the convention of 1818 so far as it related to fishery rights. 
It had not then been discovered that this convention was the result of 
a want of sagacity and courage on the part of the American commis- 
sioners, or that it was a deliberate surrender of our fishery rights, as 
stated by the Senator from Maine; or if it had been discovered we 
had not published our shame and made it the plea for a forced con- 
struction of that convention. So far as I have learned, both par- 
ties were satisfied with the bargain which had been made, Under it 
our vessels of all kinds were excluded from British ports for commer- 
cial purposes, and our fishing vessels were excluded except for the four 
purposes named in the convention, shelter, repairs, wood, and water. 

But there was dissatisfaction with the commercial arrangements be- 
tween the British possessions in America and the United States. Es- 
pecially was the trade with the West Indies very desirable to us. It 
may be mentioned here that one of the great industries of the United 
States at that time was the making of rum, and one of the great indus- 
tries of the West Indies, and also of many other portions of this wicked 
world, given oyer then to the gratification of their appetites and pas- 
sions, was drinkingrum. ‘This usefal and tempting article was manu- 
factured from molasses. Molasses was a product of the West Indies. 
The West Indians had molasses to sell. We wanted it, that it might 
be converted into the more valuable and more saleable article, rum, 
which we were anxious to make, both for domestic use, I must admit, 
and also for exportation. 

This connection between rum, and molasses as the raw material for 
rum, and that provision—peculiar in itself—of our act of 1830, which 
granted con mercial rights in our ports to the British Provinces without 
requiring reciprocal rights for our people in theirs, our grant as to this 
being mere boot given for reciprocal and mutual commercial rights be- 
tween the United States and the West Indies, will be seen and fally 
appreciated when I state the history connected with the act of 1830. 
It appears, sir, from authentic records, that on the very day of the 
passage of the act of 1830 by the House of Representatives, that a bill 
was also passed to reduce the tariff on imported molasses. It had not 
then been diseoyered that the way to reduce the price of any commodity 
was to increase the tax on it. That wonderful discovery in political 
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economy was, in the dispensation of Providence, reserved as the achieve- 
ment of a later generation, who having partaken of that forbidden 
fruit in the garden of Republican liberty, the transfer by law of the 
labors of some—of many—into the pockets of others—a few— found out 
that all the Jaws of mathematics, all the teachings of arithmetic were 
wrong, contrived by the wicked inventor to favor British interests, and 
that the addition of one thing toanother made the sum smaller, and the 
subtraction of one from another was real increase and enlargement; 
and hence, that the more that is taken from the tax-payer the more 
he has left. This discovery being now made, I submit it to my honor- 
able friends on the other side of the Chamber whether, when we come 
to remodel the tariff, it would not be well, in order to protect the great 
trusts and monopolies, to prohibit entirely the introduction of all 
works on mathematics and even tax highly their making at home. In 
this way only can we effectually prevent British aggressions and save 
our people from that enlightenment which will detect the iniquities 
of protection. We have made a start in that direction in passing the 
international copyright bill. So, then, being ignorant of this great 
discovery, in order to enco the making of rum by cheapening the 
price of imported molasses, the tariff tax was reduced. 

But if I stop here it will be supposed that the main purpose of this 
reduction was in order that the poor common working people of this 
country could get cheap molasses for food, and thus I would besuspected 
of trying to support the old economic idea still cherished by the party 
to which I belong, that articles of necessity and comfort for the poor 
ought to be taxed lightly. I must add, this view of that measure is 
not entirely correct; for the bill further provided that there should 
be a drawback, or a return of the reduced duties collected on imported 
molasses whenever the rum into which it had been converted was ex- 
ported. This act became a law the same day with the celebrated act 
of 1830. (See 4 Statutes at Large, page 419.) 

On this particular point it will be useful to refer to some statistics. 
From these it will be seen that both the importation of molasses and 
the exportation of rum were at that time in no healthy condition. In 
fact, both were fast approaching the point where certain death was im- 
minent. In 1828 the importation of molasses was 13,285,998 gallons. 
In 1830, the date of the act, it had fallen to 8,340,783 gallons, a falling 
off of about 33 per cent. In 1831, the very first year after the act, the 
importation was more than doubled, being 16,915,959 gallons, and with 
slight fluctuations it reached in 1835 to 18,656,224 gallons. We turn 
now to the exportation of rum. In 1828 the exports amounted to 506,- 
052 gallons; in 1830, keeping pace with the decreased imports of molas- 
ses, the exports were only 153,160 gallons, a falling off of more than 66 
percent. The effect of the act on the exports of rum was not so rapid as 
on the importation of molasses. Theexports continued to decrease dur- 
ing the nextthree years. Why this was so I am unable to explain farther 
than that there might have been, probably was, an increased domestic 
consumption, for it is certain that under the influence of cheaprum there 
must have been a great increase in the consumption of intoxicants. So 
on this point again we find that history repeats itself. In 1830 by Con- 
gressional action rum was cheapened at the expense of the necessaries of 
life in order to protect the fisheries, and so now in 1888, more than 
- half a century afterwards, we find the Republican party in national 
convention assembled, solemnly declaring that we must have cheap 
whisky rather than that one jot or tittle of the burdens imposed by 
the present iniquitous tariff shall be removed from blankets, common 
clothing, salt, agricultural and mechanical implements, and the like 
articles of common and n use among the farmers and laborers 
of the country. But after awhile this increased demand was met, the 
appetites of the people for intoxicants, though stimulated by Congres- 
sional action, were at last satiated, and our foreign trade adjusting 
itselfto the condition of satiety at home, began to respond to the bene- 
ficial force of this act. $ 

In 1834 the readjustment came, and with it a large increase in the 
exports of rum, being nearly three times the amount exported in the 
previous year. In the next year, 1835, the full effect of the reduction 
and drawback was seen, the exports of rum being 507,970 gallons, and 
more than in the prosperous year for rum, 1828, 

Mr. President, this curious and interesting portion of our history, of 
which the Committee on Foreign Relations seem to be as oblivious as 
they are of the true American doctrine as to the jurisdiction of our 
country over its bays, sounds, and the adjacent seas, would be incom- 
plete if I stop here. This idea, so prominent in the legislation of 1830, 
of the intimate and essential connection between free or cheap mo- 
lasses as the raw material of rum and the prosperity of our fisheries did 
not originate in that year. It is older than the Government itself, and 
has been fostered and encouraged from the beginning by those who 
claimed to be the especial friends of the fisheries. 

In 1733, one hundred years less three before the act of 1830, the 
British Government imposed duties on rum, molasses, and sugar im- 
ported into the American colonies from all the West Indies except their 
own. These products had been exchanged forourfish. Before the com- 
mencement of this trade with those islands molasses was thrown away, 
and it was first saved and put into casks to be brought to New England 
p be distilled into rum. The peop 


le of the northern colonies insisted 
at unless they could continue to sell fish to the West Indies and— 
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Import molasses from thence to be manufactured into spirits for domestic con- 
sumption and for trade with the Indians they could not prosecute the fishories 
without ruinous losses. 

I quote from Senate Executive Document No. 22, Thirty-second Con- 
gress, second session, page 311. It is further stated that New England 
never submitted to the law, and therefore the threatened ruin to the 
cod-fishery wasaverted. That isthe way in which this connection be- 
tween the fisheries and rum was viewed during the colonial era. 

In 1789, at the first session of the first Congress under the Consti- 
tution, this matter came up again. It was proposed by Mr. Madison 
and others to tax imported molasses 8 cents per gallon. Among other 
arguments to support this tax it was urged that molasses was converted 
into rum, a deleterious substance, injurious to the health and to the 
morals of the people. ‘This tax was resisted in able speeches by Messrs. 
Thacher, Goodhue, and Fisher Ames, all of Massachusetts. Espe- 
cially was the resistance of Mr. Ames able and effective. He urged that 
we exchange for molasses those fish that it is impossible to dispose 
of anywhere else, and the molasses we converted into rum; that it is 
scarcely possible to maintain our fisheries with advantage if the com- 
merce for summer fish is injured, which he asserted would happen if 
a high duty was imposed on molasses, and that it would carry de- 
struction throughout all the New England States and eventually af- 
fect the whole Union. He relied greatly on the West Indian market, 
saying: 

Our best fish will find their way tothe best markets, while the slaves in the West , 
Indies would consume the refuse. 

The proposed tax of 8 cents a gallon was defeated, and only 2} cents 
per gallon imposed. 

It will be seen, Mr. President, that some progress, or rather some 
change, was made in the animus of the molasses and rum trade in the 
century intervening the British act of 1733 and the American act of / 
1830. At the former period we wanted molasses in exchange for our 
fish, in order, haying converted it into rum, that we might carry on a 
profitable trade with the Indians, then abounding all over the continent, 
In thecentury following the trade had done its ‘‘ good and perfect work,” 
so that but few of these untutored sons of nature remained to whom we 
could exchange this exhilarating beverage. They had mostly departed 
to the happy hunting grounds of the Great Spirit—hastened on their 
journey thither by the spirits distilled by Americans, under the patronage 
and encouragement of the American Congress, from West Indian molas- 
ses, raised by the labor of poor African slaves, to cheer whose hard toil 
we charitably contributed, for a proper quid pro quo, our refuse fish for 
which there was no other market under the sun. In 1830, having lost 
in this way most of our Indian customers, we sought customers in for- 
eign nations, and hence the provision in the act of that year allowing 
a drawback on exported rum. 

Now, Mr. President, if the Committee on Foreign Relations had re- 
membered this portion of our history, they would have saved them- 
selves from the great error into which they have fallen in supposing 
that the arrangement of 1830, as they are pleased to call it, had any 
reference whatever to reciprocal trade between the United States and 
the British colonies to the North and East of us. They would also 
have seen that the boot we gave in that arrangement, to wit, admission 
to our ports of vessels from those colonies without exacting like admis- 
sion to ours, was but the regular outcome and fruit of a policy a hun- 
dred years old—of getting a trade with the West Indies by which we 
could get easily and cheaply molasses as the raw material for rum in 
exchange for refuse fish, to be eaten by the poor Africans of those is- 
lands. The committee erred in not giving due weight to this combina- 
tion of philanthropy and pelf, of pseudo Christian grace and real com- 
mercial greed, which in all ages has been potential, and in our own ir- 
resistible. è 

Now let us see whatthe act of 1830 was. It provided that whenever 
the President of the United States shall receive satisfactory evidence 
that Great Britain will open the ports in its colonial possessions, in 
the West Indies, on the continent of South America, in the Bahama 
Islands, the Caicos, and the Bermuda or Somer Islands to the vessels 
of the United States, on terms, as to importations and exportations 
from and to said possessions and the United States, of exact equality 
with British vessels, and at same time leaving the commercial inter- 
course of the United States with all other parts of the British domin-’ 
ions on. a footing not less favorable to the United States than it then 
was, the President should by proclamation admit British vessels com- 
ing from said colonial possessions into the ports of the United States 
on the same terms of reciprocal equality; and certain restricting acts 
of commerce were suspended or N 

Now this is the first section of the act. If the act had stopped there, 
it would have been on its face fair and equal. In that case it would 
have given a reciprocity in the ports in those British colonies only in 
which reciprocity was granted tous. But it would not have secured 
us that commerce so essential to our happiness—molasses as the raw 
material for rum. For, as has been stated, by the act of May 6, 1822, 
we had offered reciprocity to England between our ports and her West 
eer ports, and that this proposition had for eight years been re- 
jected. 

But the act did not stop here. We had found that an even swap 
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could not be had, and we therefore must offer more. So the act had 
a second section, a very important section in throwing light on the matter 
under discussion. This second section provides that whenever the ports 
of the United States are opened according to the provision of the first sec- 
tion—that is, whenever our vessels shall be admitted to equal and recip- 
rocal trade in the West Indies, South America, the Bahamas, Caicos, and 
Bermudas—then vessels from the British provinces north and east of 
the United States, or, in other words, from the Dominion of Canadaand 
Newfoundland, shall be admitted into an entry in the ports of the 
United States. 

And the President on receiving such evidence did issue his procla- 
mation accordingly, exactly as required; so that this statute or ar- 
rangement of 1830 did not stipulate, did not contract for admission of 
American vessels of any sort into the British North American ports— 
the ports of the Dominion of Canada and of Newfoundland, for any 
purpose whatever. If the British conceded such admission to com- 
mercial vessels of the United States, they admitted them of their own 
free will, on motives and reasons applicable to them alone, and the 
concession, whatever it may have been, was just as broad or just as 
narrow as they pleased to make it, and embraces just such things as 
they intended to include in it, and they were at liberty to withdraw 
or modify it at any time. It was a free grant on the part of Great 
Britain, without consideration from or agreement with the United 
States. Whatever they should do in this respect was not within the 
meaning or contemplation of our act of 1830. That we granted by 
that act commercial intercourse to the British North American pos- 
sessions has nothing to do with the concession of a similar right to us. 
Our proposition offering commerce with the British North American 
possessions was clearly a price paid—an extra price paid—to secure 
commercial reciprocity with the other British possessions, It was mere 
boot given on an exchange of that reciprocal intercourse because of its 
greater value to us, in great part because of our use for molasses as the 
raw material of rum. 

Mr. President, thisis so plain on the face of the statute that further 
argument is unnecessary. Yet as the Committee on Foreign Relations 
take a different view of it, I will fortify it by authority. 

The authority I refer to is the conduct of our fishermen after 1830, 
and the diplomatic correspondence of the United States. No commer- 
cial rights were claimed by our fishermen under this arrangement of 
1830 for many years, and none by our statesmen untila very recent pe- 
riod. Whoever will peruse Senate Executive Document No. 100, 
Thirty-second Congress, first session, in relation to seizures of Ameri- 
can fishing vessels made by the British provinces, will see that it was, 
conceded on all hands that our fishing vessels had no commercial rights 
under the so-called arrangement of 1830. 

The schooner Shetland was seized in 1839 for a violation of the con- 
vention of 1818 in exercising commercial rights, the master selling a 
pair of trousers, 1 pound of tea, and 6 pounds of tobacco to a boy. The 
complaint of the seizure made by our Government was not that we had 
commercial rights, the right to sell those things, but that the master 
had been entrapped by the authorities into making the sale; that the 
whole thing was too trivial to warrant a seizure of the vessel. So in 
case of the schooner Hart, seized for giving two barrels of herrings as 
the priceforpicking the schooner’snets, Hereagain there was no claim 
on our part of commercial rights, we relying as a defense on the in- 
significance of the transaction. And in case of the Eliza the owners 
defended themselves upon the ground— 

That they neither sold, bartered, nor parted with any article whatever out of 
said schooner, 

And in case of the Amazon the master and his men defended against 
the seizure by swearing— 

That there were no articles on board but fishing supplies, and that no article 
was sold or taken from the vessel. 

Mr. Barnes, the naval officer at Boston, reporting on these seizures 
in 1839, states the facts in one case, as follows: 

“The master had on board a keg of tobacco for the use of the crew. 
An inhabitant of the province begged the captain to sell him a few 
pounds, for which he paid in wood. The purchaser immediately in- 
formed the provincial officers, and the vessel and were seized.” 

Mr. Barnes says the result of the trial cannot be predicted, but he 
adds: ‘‘The owners and persons interested hope, however, that the 
tribunal will discriminate between cases of a flagrant and premeditated 
violation of the treaty and laws of the provinces and mere trivial, un- 
important, and fortuitous offenses.’’ 

This was the excuse. No claim wasmade of commercial rights under 
the arrangement of 1830. In case of the ‘‘ Independence,’’ Grantham, 
the consular agentof the United States, reports: The trouble was that, 
at the earnest solicitation of an inhabitant, the master loaned him a 
net for one night, and secured therefor a few herrings. In another 
case he reports the offense was that the Americans received from a 
British fishing vessel two barrels of herring for assisting the master in 
clearing his nets. Yet no complaint was made by him that these 
seizures were in violation of the arrangement of 1830; the complaint 
was only that they were for trivial, unimportant, and fortuitous infrac- 
tions of the convention of 1818 and the provincial laws. , 

On August 14, 1839, Mr. Vail, Acting Secretary of State, made a 
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reponi to the President, Mr. Van Buren, of the various seizures of our 
ing vessels. He makes no claim of commercial rights. On the con- 
trary, he expressly states. (see Executive Document, before named, 
page 95) that our only privilege of entering in the British ports was for 
shelter, repairs, wood,and water, ‘‘and no other.’ 

Lieutenant Paine, who had been sent to examine into these matters, 
in his letter and report to Mr. Forsyth, Secretary of State, expressly 
states that our fishing vessels have no commercialrights, (Executive 
Document No.100, before cited.) 

And in 1841 Mr. Forsyth, in his dispatch of that date to Mr. Steven- 
son, after all the seizures I have just referred to had been made, sets 
up as the American claim the right to fish up to within 3 marine miles of 
the shore, but makes no complaint of these seizures for a violation of 
our alleged commercial rights; nor does he claim any such rights. 

He inclosed to Mr. Stevenson a copy of the statute of Nova Scotia of 
March 12, 1836, ting fishing rights of American vessels, which 
was enacted professedly on its face to enforce the convention of 1818, 
denying to us commercial rights, and makes complaint of its harsh 
provisions as to procedure, etc., but does not intimate an objection that 
it interferes with our commercial rights under the arrangement of 
1830. 

Diplomatic correspondence concerning the troubles of our vessels 
in these waters was carried on by Mr, Everett in 1844 and 1845, and 
no mention was made of commercial rights under the so-called arrange- 
ment of 1830. 

In 1853 there was also a diplomatic correspondence between the two 
countries on this subject, and yet whilst it was acknowledged that the 
British desired to enter into a treaty for reciprocal commercial rights 
between the United States and the British provinces, no intimation 
was made that any such rights of fishing vessels existed. 

Mr. President, that the British Provinces made harsh and unneigh- 
borly and unjust regulations, and enforced them with a stringency and 
rigor without justification or excuse, is true. That disputes were con- 
stantly arising concerning their captures of our vessels for a violation 
of their regulations isalso true. That there had arisen a dispute about 
the extent of our fisheries in the bays and inlets of the British Prov- 
inces is alsotrue. That these disputes threatened the peace of the two 
nations and finally resulted in the treaty of 1854, fixing reciprocity in 
trade in about thirty articles of commerce, is also true. Yet in all 
these troubles, in all these disputes and discussions and negotiations, 
there is not a single syllable, as far as I have observed, which set up 
any claim for commercial rights to our fishing vessels under the ar- 

ent of 1830, so called, or on any other ground. 

The treaty of 1854 especially recites as the reason for making it that 
misunderstanding had arisen in regard to fishing rights under Article I 
of the convention of 1818, making no allusion to any dispute about 
any commercial right whatever, or to the so-called arrangement of 1830, 
That treaty postponed the trouble during its existence. In 1866 it was 
terminated in the manner and for the reasons stated and explained so 
ably and clearly by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. GRAY]. Then 
again we were left to the troubles and disputes about the extent of fish- 
ing rights under the convention of 1818. The matter was again post- 
poned by the treaty of 1871, which was terminated in 1885, During 
all this time there was no claim set up for our fishing vessels that they 
had commercial rights under the so-called arrangement of 1830. Up 
to about the year 1885 our statesmen had neither the ity to see 
nor the courage to claim (if I may paraphrase the Senator from Maine, 
Mr. FRYE), that this arrangement of 1830 gave commercial rights to 
our fishing vessels. 

Now, sir, under the circumstances is it too much to say that such 
claim made at this late date in opposition to the clear and plain mean- 
ing of the statute of 1830 is without substantial foundation. 

COMMERCIAL LICENSES TO OUR FISHING VESSELS, 

Mr. President, it is needful that Ishould notice another argument 
sometimes pressed in favor of commercial rights to our fishing vessels. 
This argument is based on licenses granted by the United States to 
fishing vessels to exercise commercial privileges. That such licenses 
would have the effect within our jurisdiction, within the boundaries 
of the United States, to confer commercial rights on fishing vessels is 
undoubted. But, sir, isa solemn treaty between great civilized na- 
tions—Christian nations—which admits our fishing vessels into the 
ports of the other treaty power for shelter, for repairs, for wood, and 
for water, ‘and for no other purpose whatever,” to be set at naught by 
us by the mere granting to our fishing vessels a license to do that 
which the treaty declares they shall not do in the ports of the British 
Provinces? Can we evade the obligations of a treaty by attempting 
of our own motion to secure rights to our vessels denied by the treaty 
in giving an additional and simulated character to these vessels ? 
The plain meaning of the treaty is to exclude fishing vessels for all pur- 
poses whatsoever except the four named in it—shelter, repairs, wood, 
and water. Can we introduce them for another purpose by merely 
granting them a license to enter for such other purpose? Sir, it is too 
pen for argument, that we can not introduce the unlawful and pro- 

ibited by annexing to it of our motion something else which is not 
unlawful and not pente We can not introduce a pest-ship fall 
of disease into a friendly port merely because such ship may have 
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in her commercial character the right of entry, not even if such 
ship be loaded with the very articles of medicine necessary to arrest 
or extirpate the disease. 

“HE PROPOSED TREATY EXAMINED. 

Mr. President, the discussion now brings me to a comparison of the 
old and the new—an examination of American rights as they will be 
if this treaty be ratified as contrasted with our rights as they now 
exist under the convention of 1818. 

Under the convention of 1818, now in force, our treaty rights; in 
addition to fish on the high seas (whether coming from the 
treaty of 1783 or the law of nations is immaterial), are— 

First, to take fish, as follows: 

PS a the southern coast of Newfoundland, from Cape Ray to the Ramea 
N 
b. On the western coast of the same, from Cape Ray to Quirpon Island, on the 
northern extremity of Newfoundlan 

¢, On the shores of Magdalen Island. 

d. On the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks of the coast of Labrador, from Mt, 
Joli indefinitely northward. 

These are the positive concessions, and no more. It will be noted that 
there is no concession to take fish on the, coasts of Nova Scotia, New 
Brunswick, or Cape Breton, and on the remainder of the coast of New- 
foundland not mentioned above, including all its eastern and part of 
its southern coast. 

The liberty of curing and drying fish is granted on the southern coast 
of Newfoundland from Cape Ray to the Ramea Islands and on the coasts 
of Labrador. 

Then comes the renunciation of the United States, which is of the 
liberty theretofore claimed or enjoyed of taking, drying, or curing fish 
“fon or within 3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, , and 
harborsof all other of His Majesty’s dominions,” which, as [have shown 
conclusively, means 3 miles from the coasts and 3 miles from the en- 
trance of the bays, etc., our claim, however, being to 3 miles from the 
shores in all bays more than 6 miles wide. 

Under the treaty now before us as to fishing rights we have the right 
to take fish as before, under the convention of 1818: 

a. On the southern and western coasts of Newfoundland. 

d. On the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks of Labrador, besides our rights in 
the open seas. 

c. On the shores of the Magdalene Islands. 

So far the convention and treaty are the same. Under the true con- 
struction of the convention of 1818 we have no right of entering into 
any of the bays, harbors, or creeks, except for shelter, repair, wood, 
and water, being expressly excluded from entry for any “ other pur- 

s whatever.” 

Under the treaty we may enter for the same purposes, and in addi- 
tion under the second clause of Article XI we may enter ‘established 
ports of entry ’’ to purchase supplies for the homeward voyage, and our 
fishing vessels are to have on all occasions in such ports the liberty to 
purchase casual or needful provisions or supplies. 

This is a very important gain, as I shall show hereafter. 

Under the convention of 1818, when our vessels entered into any of 
the British ports for shelter, repairs, wood, or water, they were sub- 
ject to port charges, to be made to report, enter and clear, to compul- 
sory pilotage, to harbor dues, and light ducs. The exercise of these 
rights, or some of them, had been the causes of great expense, trouble, 
and annoyance to our fishing vessels. 

That these were common is seen throughout our diplomatic 
correspondence, and the complaints made by ourfishermen. (See Senate 
Executive Document No. 100, Thirty-second Congress, first session, on 
pages 73, 74, 77, 79, 80, 81, and Nos. 11 and 47 in list of vessels far- 
nished by minority report on this treaty, commencing on page 52.) 

Under the treaty on entry of our vessels for the four purposes named 
they are required only to conform to harbor lations common to 
them and to the fishing vessels of Canada and Newfoundland. They 
need not report or clear when entry is for shelter or repairs, nor when 
entering outside of established ports of entry for wood or water; and 
they are not liable for compulsory pilotage, nor when in for shelter, 
repairs, wood, and water are they liable for harbor dues, tonnage dues, 
buoy dues, light dues, or other similar dues. This isa great gain for 
our yessels. Under the convention of 1818 an American vessel having 
entered a bay or harbor for any of the four purposes therein mentioned, 
namely, shelter, repairs, wood, and water, could do nothing and pro- 
cure nothing but these four things. Under the treaty by Article XI, 
any vessel entering for any casualty whatever may unload, reload, 
transship, or sell all fish on board when necessary or incidental to re- 
pas and may replenish outfits, provisions, and supplies damaged or 

ost by disaster; and in case of death or sickness shall haveall needful 
facilities, including shipping of a crew. 

These are important gains under the treaty, and essential even in 
many cases to a successful trip of a vessel. Under the same article 
our fishing vessels may, on their homeward voyage, have licenses free 
of charge for the purchase of supplies in established ports of entry; and 
our vessels also on all occasions are to have licenses to purchase casual 
and needful supplies and provisions. 

These licenses to purchase supplies in established ports of entry are 
of the utmost importance, and of themselves ought to require of us a 
ratification of the treaty. 
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Mr. President, in the fishing business, asin nearly all others, the tend- 
ency of modern economic and industrial arrangements has been to 
crush out all small enterprises and men of small means and small capi- 
tal. So that we are now, at the end of this century of so-called prog- 
ress met, face to face with this, to me, appalling state of affairs, that 
small, independent workers, who formerly owned their own ships and 
conducted personally their own affairs, are being driven—in fact, almost 
entirely driven—from business by the greater economy and efficiency of 
larger enterprises, larger establishments, wherein the owners and man- 
agers are not workers and the laborers are merely wage-receivers. The 
almost infinite subdivision of labor, on account of its greater productive 
efficiency when so subdivided, has produced and is producing, as a neces- 
sary consequence thereof, a division of mankind into two classes, one— 
and that a small one—large capitalists, wage-payers, and the other— 
the many—wage-receivers, This subdivision has also had a tendency 
to narrow and compress the energies and the faculties of laborers, by con- 
fining the mind to the performance of a single kind of work, which, 
after some practice, produces skillfully, and well, by the mere trained 
operation of the hand, without conscious mental effort. One of the re- 
sults of thissubdivision is that laborers confined for years to the perform- 
ance of a single manual operation become incapable of that variety of 
thought so necessary to conduct skillfully a successful business. 

This is.one of the great obstacles which men, once entering one of 
these large establishments and devoting their attentian for years to one 
simple operation of manual labor, are rarely able to overcome success- 
fully, and which prevents them from emerging from the class of wage- 
earners. 

As enterprises, as establishments become larger and larger, necessa- 
rily this division makes the manhging class relatively smaller and the 
laboring class relatively larger. This, Mr. President, is not a good 
thing for the wage-earners, and not being good for them, itis not a good 
thing for the country, not a good thing forthe human race, How this 
tendency may be counteracted and reversed I may not be able to de- 
termine; but seeing it, feeling deeply its pernicious and baleful work- 
ings, I declare it to be the duty of the Government when two courses 
are open in any proposed matter, one to increase the tendency, the 
other having a contrary effect, to choose the latter. In the beginning, 
when inshore fisheries were allowed to us, and a frequent resort to the 
shore, the fishing vessels were small. It needed bunt small capital to 
own one and but few men to manage it successfully; hence in those 
days the owners of these small vessels were frequently part of the crew 
which sailed them and took fish. It was not beyond the hopes and 
aspirations of the poorest sailor and fisherman working in one of these 
vessels that in a few years he might be the sole or a part owner of the 
vessel on which he worked. 

But, sir, this is all now changed—the vessels are large, the equip- 
ments in seines and other supplies more expensive; so that they who 
ran and m the vessel and take the fish are rarely, if ever, inter- 
ested in the vessel itself. 

Now, Mr. President, if we give, as this treaty does, the opportunity 
of smaller vessels being employed in the fisheries, we will have done 
much to arrest the evil tendency I have noted. If we secure a resort 
alone to the shores on easy terms, not only for wood, water, repairs, 
and shelter, but for supplies of all kinds, together with transport of 
the catch, we encourage the use of the smaller vessels, we encourage 
independent, smaller workers in the owning of the vessels on which 
they sail. Ithink this is oneof the most beneficent effects of the treaty, 
even as it now stands, and these benefits would be increased if we 
hereafter secure the reciprocity proposed by Article XV of the treaty, 

I send to the desk a copy of a letter on this subject written by Mr. 
Dimick, secretary of the Boston Fish Bureau, to Mr. Switzler, chief of 
the Bureau of Statistics, which he has sent to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JONES, of Arkansas,in the chair). 
The Secretary will read the letter. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

Orrice oy Bosrow Fisu Evreac, No. 3 Loxa WHARF, 


Boston, June 30, 1888, 
Dear Sm: It is almost impossible for me to answer the questions you have 
asked, The bureau was organized in 1875, and has kept statistics of vessels and 
men engaged in the northeast fisheries only since 1880, An accurate record of 
the comparative size of fishing vessels would be compiled, I think, only from 
the records of the custom-houses at the fishing ports. It is impossi i 
rate vessels on our shore and those that fish on the 
along puca of years. Some years nearly the whole mackerel fleet goes to 
the Gulf of bees Lawrence (generally spoken of as the “ North Bay ”), and some 
ears very few. 
z In a general way I can say that theaverage sizeof fishing vessels Gearing out 
the small craft which fish only close to our shore) is probably twice that of fifty , 


years ago. 
The average crew has largely increased, but not quite in proportion to in- 
crease in the size of vessel. 

There is a very much smaller proportion of fishermen owners than formerly. 
This is owing oy to the fact that the majority of the fishermen (outside of 
the small craft which furnish fresh fish for the daily market, which fish near 
the shore) are foreigners. 

Iam told that fifty years ago, on Cape Cod, three-fourths of the fishermen 
were owners in the fishing vessels and that there are not one-fourth now. 

Gloucester, our largest fishing port, has practically no fishermen owners. 
A few captains are owners or part owners of their vessels, but the number is 


very small, 

‘The comparative cost of fitting a vessel isa very dificult matter to arrive at. 
It varies from year to year with the varying price of suppliesin the mark et. 

In the years 1885, 1886, and 1587, wages of codfishermen were considerably re- 


1888. 
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duced, and owing to this and cheapness of some supplies, the cost of catching 
fish was less for many years. This year it will bea little more as price 
of salt is higher, and wages on the whole a trifle higher. 


truly you: 
hee x apii F. F. DIMICK, Secretary. 
Chief of Bureau of Statistics. í 
Mr. GEORGE. In addition to that, I obtained from the Treasury 
ment some statistics showing the increase in thesize of the fish- 
ing vessels. In 1775 the average tonnage of fishing vessels was 37 tons. 
In 1830 it was 41 tons. In 1854 it was 67 tons. In 1865 it was 76 
tons. In 1871 it was 81 tons. In 1885 it was 100 tons. i 

So we see there has been a continued and steady advance in the size 
of the vessels, and at the same time a continued and steady decrease in 
the ownership of vessels by the fishermen. ’ 

OBJECTION AS TO NON-PREVENTION OF ERITISH RIGHTS IN OUR PORTS. 

Mr. President, it is complained in the report of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations that the treaty does not put the fishing vessels of 
Canada and Newfoundland in American ports on the same footing 
with American fishing vessels in their ports. This certainly is a very 
curious objection, if it be well founded. The treaty in that view se- 
cures the rights named in it to our vessels, and leaves us to give or 
grant to the Canadian vessels just such rights as we please in our ports. 
This is exactly what has been done in all our treaties on this subject. 
In the treaty of 1783 not a word was said about the rights of British 
provincial fishing vessels in the ports of the United States, and so in 
the convention of 1818. -Both those international compacts were made 
to secure and protect American rights. The British in neither claimed 
nor asked for similar rights for their vessels in our ports. This left us, 
Mr. President, in the best possible of all conditions. We had treaty 
rights in the British ports and they had noneinours. Ifthey exercise 
any rights here, it is by our graceand permission. Wemay grantsuch 
rights on such terms as we please, change or modify them, or with- 
draw them altogether. Whatever our conduct may be in reference to 
Canadian vessels, we still bave our rights named in this treaty, rights 
secured by it without granting similar rights to the Canadians. That 
might be an objection from the Canadian standpoint, but certainly is 
no reason why Americans should reject the treaty. The twelfth article 
of the treaty does, however, secure (what the treaty of 1783 and con- 
vention of 1818 did not) the same rights to Canadian vessels that are 
secured to us. 

This was a demand of the British provinces that we could not de- 
cently resist. But that is not the objection which the Committee on 
Foreign Relations make. Their objection is, that this article did not 
go further and by negative words restrict the rights of Canadian vessels 
in our ports to the treaty rights secured to our vessels in the ports of 
the Dominion and of Newfoundland. Letus look at this matter a lit- 
tle. The treaty rights of the vessels of both countries are exactly the 
same under this new treaty. These rights each Government is by the 
treaty bound to the other to observe. A refusal to do this would bea 
violation of treaty obligations, which would release the other party and 
even give good cause for war. When these rights are respected the 
treaty is satisfied. As to otherand additional rights, each Government, 
in virtue of its sovereignty and independence, may grant or withhold 
them at its own will, and if at any time it shall grant any such rights 
it may recall thematpleasure. The objection of the committee, there- 
fore, is that the United States do not in this treaty bind themselves to 
take away rights which they may have voluntarily granted and tie 
their hands from granting any such rights in the future. Thecommit- 
tee insist that the United States shall enter into an obligation restrict- 
ing its own sovereign powers. 

They complain that the United States by this treaty are left free to act 
for their own interests in all matters outside of the treaty, so that if it 
shall be, as it is, to the interest of our people to sell fishing supplies 
to Canadian vessels, or if any other right granted to the Canadian ves- 
sels would be more to our benefit than to theirs, we shall be bound by 
the treaty not to grant it, however much we might desire for our own 
advantage to do so. 


THE NUMESERING OF THE VESSELS, 


Like this is the objection that we may grant licenses to the Canadian 
vessels without their being numbered. On this subject we are left by 
the treaty free to require such numbering or not as we may see proper. 
All there is of this is that the Dominion was not willing to be bound 
to grant these licenses without the numbering. We wanted the li- 
censes as a treaty right and they stipulated to give them, but on the 
terms named in the treaty, we, as to these, being left to do just as 
we please, for the twelfth article only secures to Canadian vessels the 
same rights our vessels have by the treaty; and therefore if an Ameri- 
can vessel can not without a license to buy trade in a Canadian port 
without also being numbered, so the Canadian vessels can not have a 
license to buy in our ports except on the same equal terms if we re- 
quire it. 


3 


THE PENALTIES FIXED BY THE TREATY. 
Mr. President, another objection is that the treaty by its fourteenth 
arlicle fixes penalties for a violation of the treaty, 
This— 


The committee say— 


is a singular provision (and probably unique) to be found in a treaty between 
two civilized nations, the general tenor of whose laws and the general social nat- 
ure of whose institutions are very nearly homogeneous. 


Whether the committee intends by this objection to complain of the 
introduction of such a provision in any treaty between civilized nations, 
or only between Great Britain and the United States, as these are the 
only two— : 

The general tenor of whose laws and the general social nature of whose in- 
stitutions are very hearly homogeneous— 

Iam unable to say. If they are to be understood as saying that such 
a provision between the United States and any highly civilized nation 
is objectionable, then I answer: That such was not the opinion of the 
fathers; such is not the American doctrine, if the men of the Revolu- 
tion are to be trusted to expound American doctrines. The treaty of 
1778 with France was the first treaty ever made by the United States. 
As was shown yesterday, by its ninth article it regulated fishing rights 
between the United States and France, and in doing so it was not 
deemed by the fathers unique, peculiar, or objectionable, to make a 
provision in reference to a penalty for a violation of treaty rights, and 
that penalty, it so happens, is exactly the same penalty as the highest 

bed in the treaty before us, namely, a confiscation of the vessel. 

If, however, the committee mean to object only to such a provision 
in a treaty with England—and not to the justice. and rightfulness of 
the provision itself, I leave it to their wisdom, or their ingenuity, which 
ever it may require, to explain to the American people, why a treaty 
should be rejected when made with Great Britain, because it contains 
a provision admittedly just and honorable in treaties with all other 
nations. 

And, Mr. President, whilst on this subject, I will say that the four- 
teenth article, on penalties and procedure against vessels violating the 
treaty, is of great value. It restricts the penalty of forfeiture to un- 
lawfal fishing or preparing to fish unlawfully inthe prohibited waters. 
For all other offenses the penalty is not to exceed a fine of $3 per ton. 
It provides also for speedy and conyenient trial of the vessel seized, 
allows a defense to be made, without security for costs, unless the 
vessel be bailed—requires that reasonable bail shall be allowed, and 
permits appeals only to the owners of our vessels—refusing them to the 
other side; and requires all judgments of forfeiture to be reviewed by 
an imperial officer—the governor-general in council. 

These are all very valuable rights secured to our citizens by the 
treaty. 

I ask the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Gray], who has examined 
the subject, to explain our statutes about trials of seizures. 

Mr.GRAY. The Senator from Mississippi asks me to say something 
about the provisions of our statutes in regard to seizures for violations 
of the customs laws and customs regulation which I alluded to the 
other day when the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. HOAR] was speak- 
ing. Isuppose I can best answer his question by giving him a sum- 
mary that I had made of our statutes in that regard. i 

Section 909 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, which I 
read at length the other day, provides that in case of seizure for viola- 
tion of customs laws or duties the burden of proof shall be put upon 
the man who opposes the seizure. I read that the other day. 

Mr. HOAR. Only when probable cause has first been shown for the 
prosecution. 

Mr.GRAY. I will read section 909. I read it at length, I believe, 
the other day. Section 909 provides: 

In suits or informations brought, where any seizure is made pursuant to any 
act providing for or regulating the collection of duties on imports or tonnage, 
if the perty is claimed by any person, the burden of proof shall lie upon 
such claimant: Provided, That probable cause is shown for such prosecution, 
to be judged of by the court. 

Section 923 of the Revised Statutes, which I will not take the time 
to read but will give the purport of, obliges the claimant of a vessel 
or goods seized to give bond to prosecute the suit and respond to 
costs. 

Section 970 of the Revised Statutes in such cases denies costs to the 
successful opponent of seizure, and relieves the seizing officer from 
liability for such seizure, if the court thinks there was reasonable 
cause for the seizure. 

Section 975 has similar provisions in another case. 

Section 971 mulcts the unsuccessful opponent of seizure in double 
costs, so that if a person intervenes as the owner of the vessel or goods, 
denying the legality of the seizure, and does not succeed, this section 
imposes upon him double costs, making it in all cases at his own risk 
when he defends a suit. 

Section 979 awards to the successful opponent of seizure possession 
of his property, but only after he has paid his costs. 

Section 3073 enables officers making the seizure to plead the general 
issue and give the act of Congress as special matter in evidence. 

That, I presume, covers the point alluded to by the Senator. 

THE BRITISH SIDE, 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it has been said in this debate, and will 
probably again be said, that the contention of those who favor the ratifi- 
cation of the treaty is on the British side; that it surrenders American 
rights; is contrary to American ideas and American principles. Onean- 
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swer to thisis thatitis my plain duty, that itis the plain duty of the Sen- 
ate, in determining whether we will accept or reject this treaty, to ascer- 
tain fairly and truly our rights as they now exist and comparethem with 
our rights as they would be if this treaty were accepted or ratified. As 
an American Senator charged by the Constitution of our country with 
giving advice to the President as to the conclusion of treaties, it is my 
duty to give this advice honestly, frankly, and on full consideration or 
every fact, every principle involved, so that he, the sole representative 
of the American people in our intercourse with foreign nations, may 
do what an honest and conscientious regard for the welfare and honor 
of the United States may demand. That this advice might be given 
freely and fully, without embarrassment or injury to the country, 
our deliberations on treaties have hitherto, in accordance with the 
sound judgment and wise and patriotic foresight of our fathers been 
confidential. In this confidential family meeting of the representatives 
of the States there was full and free conference and debate, the world 
being excluded from our deliberations. All party considerations were 
banished; all desire to attain any other end than the public good was 
suppressed; each Senator was expected, in the discharge of the high 
duty imposed by the Constitution to declare to his fellow-Senators 
fally and freely the facts and the arguments which he deemed proper for 
their consideration. In the discharge of this duty in this confidential 
family session there was no danger of injury to our country by the dis- 
closure of views which were in opposition to some of the claims we had 
put forth. These confidential deliberations are like the confidential 
communications between our Government and its foreign ministers, 
matters to be considered only by us. How often, sir, when such com- 
munications are afterwards published, does the presence of marks of 
omission show to us and show to the world that the matter omitted 
is of that nature that publication of it would not be proper. In the 
diplomatic correspondence of one of our most eminent statesmen, Mr. 
Everett, in relation to the very subject we now deliberate upon, are 
such marks, showing omissions in the published copy. 

THE SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE. 

The attention of the Senate was called to this several weeks ago by 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. GRAY]. Afterwards the Senator from 
Alabama, whose services on the Committee on Foreign Relations as the 
senior member of the minority, on this and other matters concerning 
our foreign intercourse deserves and will receive the gratitude of the 
country—afterwards, I say, the Senator from Alabama offered a reso- 
lution calling on the President for these omitted portions of Mr. Ey- 
erett’s letter. That resolution, strangely enough, in view of the former 
action of the majority of the Senate removing confidence and sec 
from all deliberations on this subject, was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations for their opinion and advice. For many days, 
even weeks, and after many meetings of that committee, that resolu- 
tion sleeps in the unrufiled quietude, in the tranquil repose of studied 
neglect and of lordly contempt. That committee, by the sole action 
of the majority, every one of whom voted to reverse the traditions 
and rules of the Senate extending through a century, and thus throw 
open to the world our debates on the ratification of this treaty, will 
neither advise nor refuse to advise the Senate to make an effort to un- 
cover one of the important secrets connected with our discussions. 
They declinetoactatall. They neither go forward norretreat, butstand 
still in sullen, stubborn silence. They dare notask the President for the 
information for fear they may discover something they would not like 
to know and wouldnot like the American people to know. They dare 
not recommend a refusal to ask, for that would be to confess in the face 
of the world that their boasted desire to have all that concerns the 
ratification of this treaty made known was a mere sham, a miserable 
pretense, an adroit feint to cover a partisan movement. They dare 
not ask for it to be communicated in secret session and to be con- 
sidered in secret session, for that would be an acknowledgment of 
error in ordering secret sessions abolished, and would a'so present to 
thé American people the unseemly spectacle that a majority of the 
American Senate would be guilty of the mere pretense of partial and 
incomplete open sessions for mere party purposes, returning to secrecy 
only when it was suspected that something would be disclosed which 
might operate against party interests, party success. 

Sir, this non-action on the resolution of the Senator from Alabama 
seems to bear the construction that it is the wish of the majority that 
while we are by their action to have open sessions, yet all that which 
favors the ratification of the treaty shall in some way be concealed, 
so that there may be a condemnation of the President at all events, 
even by 4 covering up of material facts. 

This purpose is by no means a matter of surprise after what has 
Pura g For the Senate, by requiring this debate to be open, in the 
hearing of the world, has deliberately abdicated its constitutional ex- 
ecutive function of advising and consenting to treaties, so far as this 
treaty is concerned, and substituted therefor an unseemly wrangle, in 
order to sustain before the American people a predetermined rejection 
of a treaty securing to us the most valuable rights and surrendering 
nothing whatever. This debate on the part of the majority is not for 
constitutional advice to the President, but is a mere apology for a pre- 
ordained result, and an arraignment of the President for his action in 
this matter. Under these circumstances, when diplomatic reserve, 
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secrecy, and confidential consultations have been abandoned without 
reason relating to the public welfare, but solely to embarrass and bring 
into disrepute the Administration, and surrendering the welfare of the 
American people to secure an advantage in a partisan contest, to win 
victory when victory is not due, I interpret my duty to be to discuss 
the whole subject freely and fairly, and to notice every fact and argu- 
ment I deem important. Since the appeal is made to the American 
people, I construe my duty to be to so act that their judgment should 
pede invoked on half truths, on a partial and mutilated statement of 

e case. 

Mr. President, if in my investigation of this subject I have reached 
conclusions adverse to some of the rights sometimes asserted in our 
behalf, it isa consolation to know that by the treaty under consideration 
these very rights so alleged to exist, all of them that are valuable, are 
secured, and in addition many more. It is also aconsolation to know 
that whatever I may say can be of no harm to my country, no injury 
to any single human being in all this world, save only to myself. In 
what I have said and shall say, I have spoken and will speak no one’s 
opinion but my own. I pretend to speak and have authority to 
speak for no person in office or out of office; not knowing and not caring 
who may approve or who may condemn, save only that great generous 
and magnanimous people whose commission I hold, and to whom I am 
responsible for all I do or omit to do as a Senator on this floor. My 
position in public life is too humble, my influence too limited to give 
any weight to what I may say, beyond what may be rightly due to 
the same matter, if written and published anonymously. What I have 
said is based on public authentic records. If I have mistaken them 
or misinterpreted them the correction is easy, if correction be deemed 
necessary by the learned opponents of the treaty. If convicted of error 
I shall be glad to be corrected; for, sir, Ihave no feeling, no wish, no 
interest, no bias nor prejudice, other than to do my duty to the Senate 
and to my country. But, sir, it should not be forgotten that the main 
question before us is not as to the absolute verity of the arguments I - 
have advanced, but whether, being urged in opposition to our rights 
as they have been asserted, they do not constitute a sincere doubt, 
which ought to be removed by negotiation, and which constitutes a fair 
ground of compromise of conflicting claims. Can any Senator with con- 
fidence say that there is no doubt, And if there be sincere and just 
ground for doubt, shall we assume the attitude of infallibility denied 
to all other children of the human race, and say we will not consider 
even adverse claims, will not treat or negotiate so that there may be, as 
there will be if this treaty is ratified, a fair and honorable adjustment 
of these long-standing and irritating disputes. 


MR. WEBSTER'S VIEWS. 


Mr. Webster, in a circular printed in a Boston paper on July 19, 1852, 
referring to the claim of Great Britain of rights under the convention 
of 1818, said: 

It was undoubtedly an oversight in the convention of 1818 to make so large a 
concession to England. Since— 

Now note what follows— 

Since the United States had usually considered those vast inlets or recesses of 
the ocean— 

Yes, vast inlets and recesses of the ocean, not the Lilliputian bays, 
not wider nor larger than Long Island Sound, or Chesapeake, or Dela- 
ware Bay— 
but the United States had usually considered that those vast inlets and recesses 
of the ocean— 

As Mr. Webster continned— 
ought to be open to American fishermen as freely as the sea itself to within 3 
marine miles of the shore— 
and not that these vast inlets and recesses were under the convention 
of 1818 actually so open. 

It can not escape notice how careful the language is. 

First. He states that there was undoubtedly an oversight in the con- 
vention of 1818. What is an oversight but a failure to insert some- 
thing in the convention which would sustain our claims if it had been 
inserted, or a failure or neglect by which language was used in the 
convention which militates against our rights ? 

Second. The oversight was in making ‘‘so large a concession to Eng- 
land” as the convention makes. The concession is in relation to the 
vast inlets and recesses of the ocean, as Mr. Webster states it. Will 
the Committee on Foreign Relations state what is this large, too large, 
concession, which was an oversight in the convention of 1818, and which 
that instrument made, and which concern these vast inlets and re- 
cesses, if in fact and in truth it was not a concession, that our rights 
to fish did not extend to them nor nearer than 3 miles to them? No 
fair and just answer can be made to this. For Mr. Webster explains 
his own meaning by giving as the reason for his statement that this 
large concession was an oversight, ‘‘since the United States had usu- 
ally,” not always, not uniformly considered, but ‘‘ usually considered 
those vast inlets and recesses of the ocean ought to be open”? to the 
fisherman as freely as the sea itself to within 3 miles of the shore. 

Now sir, if, as the committee contend, the true meaning of the 
convention of 1818 is that the United States had by it a right to take 
fish in the vast inlets and recesses of the ocean as freely as in the sea 
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itself, to within 3 miles of the shore, then it follows that no conces- 
sion was made and no oversight committed, and that we actually 
now haye as our undoubted possession what Mr. Webster said by an 
undoubted oversight we had conceded away to England. Then the 
undoubted oversight which Mr. Webster said made too large a con- 
cession to England, was as his words plainly mean, a failure to havethe 
convention made according to a view which we had usually enter- 
tained—that is, as the United States had usually considered that our 
rights in these vast inlets and recesses were as stated by him—it was 
an oversight resulting in too large a concession to England that we 
did not cause the convention to be made according to our theory and 
understanding. 

Mr. Webster in the same circular asserts, as I stated on yesterday, 
that a bay, as usually understood, is an arm or recess of the sea enter- 
ing from the ocean between capes or headlands,.and that the term is 
equally applied to small'and bodies of water. He knew that 
this term was used in the convention in that clause in which we 
renounced our fishing rights, renouncing them in bays, harbors, creeks, 
alike. So he felt impelled to make the remark I have commented 
on about the concession being too large. 

Yet it is said that notwithstanding all this Mr. Webster’s opinion 
isthe other way. This contention is based on a remark near the close 
of the circular, in which he stated his non-agreement to the view 
thata construction of the convention of 1818 which he had just quoted 
was conformable to the intention of the contracting parties. 

The construction which he had just quoted, and to which he stated 
his non-agreement, was the construction placed on the convention by 
the law officers of England, in which the extreme headland theory was 
asserted, as explained by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Gray] 
when he addressed the Senate on this subject—a construction and theory 
which would have excluded us not only from what are properly bays, 
but from concave indents of the coast where the different and opposing 
headlands were a hundred miles apart. 

But, Mr. President, taking the whole of the circular together, are 
we prepared to say that there is no doubt about the meaning of the 
convention of 1818, and that the English construction of it is so clearly 
in opposition to its true meaning that it deserves no consideration what- 
ever. We should deal fairly with ourselves and with the worldin the 
construction of treaties and the obligation they impose upon us. If 
we discover that by an oversight, or otherwise, we have made too large a 
concession, as Mr. Webster said we did, this does not authorize us 
to construe the treaty as if no oversight had been committed and no 
concession made, In such a case we are bound to resort to friendly 
negotiation to correct the oversight—to reduce the concession. This 
the President has done, so that in the treaty before us there is no con- 
cession of any substantial value, even on the theory of international 
law contended for by the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

THE BRITISH SIDE—ANSWER. 

But, sir, the charge of taking the British side in this controversy, if 
worth making, is worth repelling, and especially so since the answer 
is complete and overwhelming. The main point in dispute turns upon 
the question whether the word ‘‘bays’’ used in the convention of 
1818 means all ‘‘ bays” in the British dominions, as Mr. Webster said 
it did, or only ‘‘ bays’’ 6 miles wide and under. 

In what I have stated in opposition to the view that ‘‘ bays ” capable 
of exclusive national dominion are those only 6 miles wide and under, 
I have but stated the truthof history. If that truth be on the British 
side, I am not responsible for it. The President is pot responsible for 
it. They who made the history are responsible. 

I deny that history is on the British side, and I propose to prevent, 
so far as I may be able, history from being rewritten so as to be on that 
side, surrendering forever great American interests. I deny that the 
great and patriotic men of 1776, who first declared and then won our 
independence, and who, as I have shown, in that momentous hour 
when appealing to Heaven for the rectitude of their purposes and com- 
mitting themselves and their country to the guidance and support of a 
generous Providence, and seeking alliances to aid them in their struggle 
for liberty and independence, affirmed in the most solemn manner 
their right and the right of France under the law of nations to con- 
quer and then occupy as their sole possession and property, exclusive 
of all other nations, this great fishery in all its parts, on bays large 
and small and on the ocean itself, in that act, intended and designed 
to destroy utterly British power in America, were on the British side. 

Ideny that John Adams, testy; passionate, vehement in speech and 
in action, with an all-consuming love of his country, and well-informed 
as to all that concerned her interests and the advancement and welfare 
of her people—that this man, in his negotiations for the treaty of 1783, 
in demanding our admission to this fishing on the ground that it was 
our rightfal share in an acquisition and possession of the British peo- 
pie, secured by war, in which we contributed our blood and treasure 
more than our due proportion, was in that act on the British side. I 
deny that his no less illustrious son in 1816, when, in resisting British 
pretensions, based mainly on the position now assumed by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations and denied by me, namely, that fishing in 
the open seain the neighborhood of Newfoundland is the common 


right of all nations. he affirmed as the basis of our rights that the 
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whole fishery in bays and inlets and on the open seas was before our 
independence the exclusive possession of the British people, of whom we 
were a part, and afterwards the joint possession of Great Britian and 
the United States, was on the British side. 

I deny that George Washington and his Secretary of State, Thomas 
Jefferson, in 1793, when forcing France to return a British vessel cap- 
tured in Delaware Bay on the ground that the capture was in Ameri- 
can waters, were on the British side, 

I deny that Jefferson in claiming that the rightful jurisdiction of the 
United States over the high seas extended beyond the 3-miles limit to 
the Gulf Stream, was on the British side. 

I deny that the gteat American jurist, Chancellor Kent, in claiming 
jurisdiction for the United States over large bodies of sea-water on Our 
eastern coast many miles from the shore, inclosed by lines drawn 
from distant points of the shore, jutting out into the sea, hundreds of 
miles apart, and in claiming a like jurisdiction over all that part of the 
Gulf of Mexico included between the shores, and a line drawn from 
the southern Cape of Florida to the mouth of the Mississippi, was on 
the British side. j 

I deny that the whole American people, in claiming and exercising 
exclusive jurisdiction over Delaware Bay, 13 miles wide; over Long 
Island Sound, 10 miles wide; over the Chesapeake, 12 miles wide, are 
on the British side. 

All these claims, sir, are American claims, made by eminent and 
patriotic Americans, and sustained by the American people, to protect 
and subserve American rights and American interests. If all these 
were false to American rights, then I am also false. I may well bear 
the unjust reproach of being on the British side when in such illustri- 
ous company. 


AMERICAN RIGHTS AND DUTIES, 

Mr. President, I have stated and have endeavored to support what 
I conceive to be the true view in this controversy. I have stood and 
I mean to stand on those principles of the law of nations, so far as 
this continent is concerned, which gives our country her rightful mas- 
tery over American seas. I do not intend to barter this great birth- 
right of Americans for an alleged temporary advantage, a mere miser- 
able mess of pottage. The inheritance, the mission of the American 
people is to occupy for their possession forever the North American 
continent from the polar seas to the isthmus which connects us with 
the southern hemisphere, including all islands and seas which lie next 
to it. The Monroe doctrine was but a half truth, a great advance, and 
sufficient for the time in which it was announced. That doctrine for- 
bids future European colonization in the western hemisphere. It will 
in the no very distant future assume its rightful and logical develop- 
ment in the exclusion, or if need be expulsion, from the North Ameri- 
can continent and the West Indies of all European territorial and ju- 
risdictional rights. 

That, sir, is destiny, certain, inexorable. Nothing can prevent it ex- 
cept the failure of the American people to rise to the height of their 
great mission, their surrender of doctrines announced by our fathers, 
their concession of permanent and enduring rights to mere temporary 
expediency. The colonization and settlement of the North American 
continent by Europeans was in the first instance a necessity. It was 
essential to redeem these broad and favored lands from savage worth- 
lessness and reduce them to the service of civilization and progress. 
Especially, sir, was this colonization by the British people a benefit to 
the human race, for in the wilderness they planted not only civiliza- 
tion but also the seeds of free institutions, where, unaffected and un- 
hampered by the kingly and monarchical traditions of the Old World, 
they will reach their full development. But as in Mr. Monroe’s time 
further British as well as further European colonization was a political 
anachronism, so in the not distant future European ions before 
attained will beout of date. Thisiscertain. We may hasten or retard 
it, but it can not be prevented. We may so act as to cause the ag- 
gregation of the people of North America under one flag to be delayed, 
to be accompanied with friction, even war and bloodshed. We may so 
act that when this aggregation shall comeit will be but a mere forcible 
conjunction of adverse and hostile peoples, instead of a real union, not 
only in political but in commercial and social relations. 

That the attraction of these peoples to our flag should be by kind- 
ness, by friendly acts, the natural result of kindred hopes and kindred 
aspirations and common interests, is manifestly wiser and better; bet- 
ter for them and-better for us. The Canadians are already tutored in 
self-government. The voluntary transfer of their allegiance to the 
American flag would result in no friction, no conflicts. So, sir, it is 
our clear duty, our manifest interests, that in our intercourse with 
them, whilst maintaining fully American rights, we should not irri- 
tate, annoy, or oppress. Such a course will but the more strongly at- 
tach them to the great power beyond the seas, to which they will be 
certain to look for protection and safety. In pursuing this course we 
but do the work of the British Crown. 

Mr. President, we may have, it is not unlikely we will have, ourown 
troubles, which may force us to secure an extension of our borders, or ir 
not our borders the extension of our influence to the south. We have 
now conditions in our political, social, and industrial life which never 
before confionted a free people, conditions which might possibly be 
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met with safety for a long time at least in an empire, wherein all the 
people are subjects, not citizens, and by the iron hand of unsympa- 
thizing power, exerted through an imperial and unrelenting militarism 
are reduced to a common level, a common equality in political slavery 
and social degradation. In sucha government the hopes, theaspirations 
of the great body of the people reach not beyond the securing of personal 
safety and that comfort and ease coming from the absence of hunger. 
Whether they can be met in safety in a democratic republic, wherein 
the energies of men are so stimulated by liberty as to causea ceaseless, 
ever-enduring contest and rivalry for that superiority, that coveted in- 
equality in wealth, social relations, and individual power and infiuence, 
which are denied in abstract political rights, and especially when this 
rivalry is intensified by the commingling of heterogeneous and mutu- 
ally repellant, diverse peoples, time alone can determine. I can not, 
no man can, foresee the full extentand effect of the dangers which even 
now seem to menace us by the incorporation into the body of American 
citizenship of a race, patient, docile, inoffensive, peaceful though it be, 
who yet are without ancestral aptitudes for free institutions, without 
the inherited instincts for self-government, which existing in the Anglo- 
Saxon race has enabled it to cause progress and advancement in free 
institutions to be a steady, onward march for more than a millennium. 

Tf it shall turn out to be true, as that distinguished and philosophic 
statesman, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS], asserted in 1882, 
when advocating the exclusion of the Chinese from this country, that 
homogepeity in a people is a necessary condition of success in free insti- 
tutions, as shown by all the long reaches of human history from Aris- 
totle to Webster; if it shall come to pass that Mr. Lincoln shall be 
proven to be right in declaring that the physical differences between the 
two races are such as to forever prevent them from living ther in 
one community on terms of perfect equality, then it will also result that 
there will be in the future, when, no man can tell, that arrangements 
will be made bv the free consent of both races by which that closs con- 
tact which breeds antagonisms and disorder will be obviated. Whether 
that will be by one means or another, I do not know. Ido know, how- 
ever, that one of the wisest statesmen who ever lived in this country, 
Robert J. Walker, more than forty years ago, pondering then on the 
great problem of African slavery in the United States, or, if you please, 
on that great crime against human rights, foresaw that it could not be 
eternal. And considering what was best for the white people of the 
Union, best for the unfortunate people held in bondage, he looked with 
hope to the regions south of us as furnishing a solution of the trouble. 

As to whether in the providence of God this solution shall ever be 
demanded by the best interests of both races I express here and now no 
opinion. But I will say that in my poor judgment it is the duty of 
American statesmen to commit this country to no policy, to no doctrines 
of public law which will prevent the American people of both races, of 
all races, from seeking such outlets as their necessities and their inter- 
ests may demand for the teeming millions of inhabitants which shall 
in the great future occupy our land. Beforesuch a danger, before such 
anecessity, if they shall come, as they may come, all jurisdic- 
tions, all supposed European rights on this continent must give way. 
The safety of the Republic must be the supreme law. 

Mr. President, I am not predicting events; I am not endeavoring 
with my weak and feeble powers to penetrate into the domain of the 
unknown and the unknowable. I do not pretend to forecast the future. 
but in the face of possible and natural dangers felt by the wisest, en, 
nized by the greatSenator from Vermont, and also by Mr. Lincoln, I wi 
to invoke the Senate, not for a mere temporary advantage, even if it were 
not illusory, not for a mere mess of pottage, not for the poor privilege 
of a delusive banquet at the phantom feast set before us by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, to discard American doctrines, reverse 
American policies, which being recognized and maintained by us would 
at least furnish some hope of escape from future troubles and dangers. 

If, sir, there be any who seek an escape from these possible dan- 
gers, who would have homogeneity by the amalgamation of races, the 
substitution of hybridism for the pure blood of either or both races, 
they will be disappointed. If, sir, there be any who, believing the 
overthrow of the South in the late civil war to be a conquest and sub- 
jugation of the Southern people, shall hope by a policy of repression, 
of unfriendly action by the Federal Government, to drive from their 
homes and the homes of their fathers the white race of any one of the 
Southern States, so that it may become homogeneous in being wholly 
African, I tell them this will never happen. It will never come to 
pass that the white people of the South will ever be driven from their 
ancestral homes, or that remaining there they will be other than 
they and the race to which they belong have ever been in all parts of 
the world and in all times, the supreme power in the States they in- 
habit, working out and responsible for the destinies of these States. 

If there be any of the sons of the Southern States so recreant, so 
forgetful of their history and traditions, full as they are of great ex- 
amples of self-sacrifice for the common good, so seduced spas te of 
personal advancement, so awed by power, as to falter in the di rge 
of the high duties imposed by perils and dangers, as to so seek shelter for 
himself from the storm which beats on all others, he will by that act of 
separation for his individual and personal ends exclude himself from 
the confidence and companionship of that great mass of Southern men 
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and Southern women, who, whilst yielding.a cheerful obedience to the 
Constitution and laws of the Union, mean for themselves and for their 
posterity to surrender not one jot or tittle of their inheritance as free 
men and free-women, or of their just and rightful equality in American 
citizenship. 
IF WAR COME, i 
Mr. President, I have stated frankly my views on the question be- 
fore the Senate. “‘ Shall the Senate advise and consent to the r :tifica- 
tion of this treaty?’ Its pre-ordained rejection I deplore. What will 
in the end result if, rejecting this wise and just treaty, we are turned 
over to retaliation, to non-intercourse, to that acerbity of spirit, that 
inflammation of passions sureto come when two great nations enter into 
reprisals and contests for superiority in the injuries they can inflict, I 
know not. If war come, as seems to be desired by some, then, how- 
ever it may come, on what grounds waged on either side, I shall 
(and the people of Mississippi will) know only that our country is in 
danger. Mississippians will not stop to inquire whether by wiser coun- 
sels, by more moderation, war might have been averted. They will 
rally to the support of their country as Mississippians have never failed 
in the past to do when called to meet a foreign foe. They will hold 
no conventions to criticise or condemn measures taken by the National 
Government for defense, nor will they seek to mark with precision a 
narrow line for the exercise of the military powers of the Constitution. 
There will not be in all the broad land of the South one single as- 
semblage, one single convention, which, like the Hartford Convention 
of 1814, sitting with closed doors, will hold high and solemn debate 
about the conduct of the war. They will hold no convention concern- 
ing which it may rightly be said, as was said by John Quincy Adams, 
in December, 1828, concerning the said convention of 1814— 
Ashe who has hitherto enjoyed unrivaled the honors— 
Of being the putative father of the convention— 
is now disposed to bestow on others the shame of its tnity. Ma 
ostensible Padi Ebe alike. aiva 
rom its acts was yet in dim eclipse tọ the 
tinguished members. 
Sir, Senators from New England may raise the absurd and senseless 
clamor that we who favor the ratification of this treaty are taking the 
British side; yet if by their folly and perverseness war shall come 


-Mississippi will take that side which she took in the last war with 


Great Britain. Mississippi was then a Territory. Her population was 
sparse, most of her fair land being the home of the savage Indian. In 
December, 1814, when the British fleet had captured or sunk our gun- 
boats on Lake Borgne, when they were pushing their advance on New 
Orleans through Bayou St. John, and Chef Mentuer, when panic seized 
the inhabitants of that fair city, fearing that they would be the vic- 
tims of the diabolical watchwords of the invader, *‘ Booty and Beauty’? 
for the conqueror, Andrew Jackson, undismayed, and relying on the 
bravery and skill of his army and the patriotism of his countrymen, 
made, among others, two calls for assistance which that great chief- 
tain knew would be responded to. One of these was for the gallant 
and brave Tennesseeans, under the command of General Coffee, then 
at Natchez. How these gallant sons of that gallant State of which 
Jackson was a citizen, and who in all our wars have so responded to the 
calls of their country as to have won for their mother the proud title 
of the Volunteer State, responded to this call, history has recorded on 
her brightest page. I will not repeat it now. 

That other call which Jackson made was on the gallant Colonel 
Hinds and his squadron of Mississippi Cavalry—the brave soldier 
in whose honor has been named that imperial county of Mississippi 
in which her capital is located. He and his squadron responded, too. 
They hastened to the rescue of the beleaugered city in that manner and 
spirit that, through forests, thickets, and swamps, crossing rivers, 
bayous, quagmires, and morasses, in four days from the receipt of the 
summons from Jackson, marching a distance of 230 miles, they were at 
the side of thatgreatcommander. This march, incelerity of movement, 
in the hardships and endurance of the men, is unparalleled in history. 
Only one other case approached it in celerity, and that was the pre- 
cipitate flight of General Gates and his few attendants from the battle 
of Camden in 1781, in which, panic adding wings to their feet, they 
accomplished, in escaping from a pursuing enemy, the distance of 80. 
miles before the end of the day on which the battle was fought. 

As soon as Hinds and his squadron arrived in New Orleans, without 
rest to recruit men or horses, they became not only the eyes of the 
commanding general but a strong arm of our forces, making daily sor- 
ties, charging the enemy’s outposts, and retreating with full informa- 
tion of his position. That squadron of Mississippians so conducted 
themselves in all the operations about New Orleans, including the great 
battle of the 8th of January, 1815, as to extort from General Jackson, 
after one of the hottest engagements, this compliment: ‘‘ Your un- 
daunted courage this day has excited the admiration of the whole 
army.” 

If war shall come, Mississippi will emulate the example of these, her 
sons. To surpass it is beyond the powers of man. 

APPENDIX. 


TREATY WITH GREAT BRITAIN, 1818. 
ARTICLE 1. Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by 
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the United Piston, for Shs inhabitants thereof, to take, dry, and cure fish on cer- 
tain bays, rs, and creeks of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in 
Ame itis between the high contracting parties that the inhabitants 


agreed 

of the said United States shall have forever, in common with the subjects of His 
Britannic Majesty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that pare of the 
southern coast of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the Rameau 
Islands, on the western’ and northern coast of Newfoundland; from the said 
Cape Ray to the Quirpon Islands, on the shores ot the Magdalen Islands, and 
also on ts, bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount Joli, on the southern 
coast of Labrador, to and through the Straits of Belle Isle, and thence north- 
wardly indefinitely along the coast, without prejudice, however, to any of the 

exclusive es oy of the Hudson Bay Com ve 
And that American fishermen shall also have liberty forever to dry and 
eure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors, and creeks of the southern 
of the coast of Newfoundland, hereabove described, and of the coast of 
brador; but so soon as the same, or any portion thereof, shall be settled, it 
shall not be lawful for the said fishermen to dry or cure fish at such portion so 
settled without previous ment for such pu with the inhabitants, pro- 
rietors, or possessors of the ground. And the United States hereby renounce 
oreyer any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed by the inhabitants thereof to 
take, dry or cure fish on or within 3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, 
creeks, or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s dominionsin America not included 
within the above-mentioned limits: Provided, however, That the American fish- 
ermen shall be admitted to enter such mye or harbors for the purpose of shel- 
ter and of repairing damages therein, of purchasing wood, and of obtaining 
water, and for no other purpose whatever. But they shall under such re- 
strictions as may be ne to prevent their ng, drying, or curing fish 
therein, or in any other manner whatever abusing the privileges hereby re- 

served to them. 


Mr. HOAR. I do not wish to detain the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
DOLPH], who I understand desires to take the floor at this time, es- 
pecially after having myself occupied so long the attention of the Senate 
on this subject. 

The Senator from Mississippi who has just addressed the Senate, and 
who declined to be interrupted by an interrogatory during his address, 
stated that a certain doctrine or argument of his founded upon the dis- 
tinction between the words “‘right’’ and ‘‘liberty’’ in the treaty of 
1783 established his position, and he was polite enough to say ‘‘ beyond 
honest controversy.’’ 

I shall take the earliest convenient opportunity to do what I ought 
not to interrupt my friend from Oregon to do now—to show that the 
argument which the Senator from Mississippi has brought forward was 
abundantly refuted and overthrown and expressly denied by John 
Quincy Adams, the Secretary of State under whom the treaty of 1818 
was negotiated, and by Richard Rush, who wrote, himself, the lan- 

in the treaty of 1818 upon which the Senator from Mississippi com- 
mented. I will place upon the record of the Senate, after the Senator 
from Oregon gets through, the narrative of that whole transaction in 
Mr. Rush’s book, ‘‘Rush’s Occasional Productions,’’ and the narra- 
uv of it by John Quincy Adams and his remarks upon Jonathan Rus- 


The argument which the Senator from Mississippi has made was made 
by Jonathan Russell in an attack on John Quincy Adams a few years 
after the treaty of 1818. Itisall there. Mr. Adamsanswered it with 
a communication to the public which absolutely pulverized reasoning 
and reasoner alike. I remember an honored relative of my own who 
was a member of the House of Representatives telling me that one day 
John Quincy Adams was in the chair in that body, and John Randolph 
was addressing the House and sought to describe the condition of some- 
body who had been thoroughly overthrown and demolished, and with 
that peculiar gesture of his, pointing to the chair, John Randolph said, 
‘*Mr, Chairman, he Jonathan Russelled him.” 

DISTRICT MILITIA. s 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator from Oregon kindly yields tome. I 
desire to report from the Committee on Military Affairs a joint resolu- 
tion which I should be glad to have acted upon immediately, because 
it will hardly be of use if it should be postponed any time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Thereportofthe Senator from Con- 
necticut from the Committee on Military Affairs will be receiyed as in 
legislative session, if there be no objection. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I report back the joint resolution (H. Res. 161) to 
authorize the Secretary of War to issue arms and equipments to the 
militia of the District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Connecticut asks 
that the fron, Doene may be informally laid aside and that the 
joint resolution be considered as in legislative session. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I willstate the case in a moment. 

Mr. DOLPH. I will yield with the understanding that if it leads 
to debate I may interpose an objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will have a right to 
demand the regular order. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Iwill state the case very briefly. The Committee 
on Military Affairs reported favorably a bill to organize the militia of 
the District of Columbia. It has the Senate, and been favor- 
ably considered in the House, but it may be impossible to reach it per- 
haps during this session. In the mean time the House has passed this 
joint resolution, which will enable some arms, tents, and camp equi- 
page to be issued to that militia for the fall encampment, so that it does 
not make so much difference whether the regular bill passes now or 
next December. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 

ed to consider the joint resolution. 

The resolution was read at length. 


Mr. HAWLEY. A single remark, Mr. President. That is sub- 
stantially a paragraph of the bill which has the Senate. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 1216) for the investigation of the mining débris ques- 
tion in the State of California; 

A bill = R. 5156) for the relief of Andrew R. G. Smith; and 

A bill (H. R. 7186) to authorize the Leavenworth and Rio Grande 
Railway Company to construct and operate a railway through the In- 
dian Territory, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had concurred in the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 474) for the relief of Gen- 
eral G. Cluseret, 

EMMA S. FREE. 


Mr. BLAIR submitted the following report: 


The committee of conferenve on the disagreeing. votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 431) granting a pension to Emma 8. Free, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

‘That thé Senate recede from its disagreement to the House amendment to 
gaid bill, and agree to the same, Ho weak 


. W. BLATR, 
CHAS, J. FAULKNER, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 
EDWARD LANE, 
JAS. P. WALKER, 

E. N. MORRILL, 
P Managers on the part of the House. 
Mr. Fanpocs agrees to this report, but is absent at time of signing: 
. W. BLAIR. 


The report was concurred in. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. PASCO, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9512) for the erection of a public 
building at Brownsville, Tex., reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PALMER, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2197) empowering and directing the Commissioner 
of Navigation to register and enroll as American vessels certain sailing 
vessels of foreign construction, repaired in the port of Cleveland, Ohio, 
and named the Josephineand M.C. Upper, respectively, reported it with- 
out amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bili; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. HAWLEY and Mr. EVARTS submitted amendments intended 
to be proposed by them, respectively, to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill; which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PALMER submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 1156) to encourage the holding of a national indus- 
trial exposition of the arts, mechanics, and products of the colored 
race throughout the United States of America, to be held in the years 
1888 and 1889; which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

Mr. STEWART submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (S. 2042) to establish a United States land court and 
to provide for the settlement of private land claims in certain States and 
Territories; which was referred to the Committee on Private Land 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

The bill (H. R. 1695) to provide for taking the eleventh and subse- 
quent censuses was read twice by its title, and referred to the Select 
Committee on the Census. 

The bill (H. R. 1216) for the investigation of the mining débris ques- 
tion in the State of California was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

The bill (H. R. 5156) for the relief of Andrew R. G. Smith was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

The bill (H.R. 7186) to authorize the Leavenworth and Rio Grande 
Railway Company to construct and operate a railway through the In- 
dian Territory, and for other purposes, was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

The bill (H. R. 8662) to accept and ratify an agreement made with 
the Shoshone and Bannack Indians for the surrender and relinquishment 
to the United States of a portion of the Fort Hall reservation, in the 
Territory of Idaho, for the purpose of a town site, and for the grant of 
aright of way through said reservation to the Utah and Northern Rail- 
way Company, and for other purposes, was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will again resolve itself 
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into open executive session and resume the consideration of the fisheries 
treaty. The Senator from Oregon [Mr, DOLPH] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. DOLPH. Mr. President, the Senate, under the Constitution, is 
part of the treaty-making power. In the exercise of its functions in 
this regard it is independent and should be as free from Executive in- 
fluence as the Executive in the performance of his purely constitu- 
tional duties is free from legislative control. The question of the ratifi- 
eation or rejection of the treaty now before the Senate should be de- 
termined solely upon its merits. Ifit is a fair and proper treaty, by 
which the rights of the United States are secured and only reasonable 
concessions made upon matters of honest controversy between the two 
governments, the Senate should advise and consent to its ratification, 
if not, it should reject it. N 

I do not place my opposition to this treaty upon the ground of irregu- 
larity inits negotiation. No one has claimed, either in the committee 
or in the Senate, to my knowledge, that it is not properly before the 
Senate for consideration upon its merits, and if ratified will not be as 
valid as if there were no question concerning the official character of 
the persons who negotiated it on the part of the United States. The 
resolution offered hy the Senator from Alabama in committee did not 
present that question alene. It was calculated to raise questions not 
material in the present status of the treaty, and upon which there is 
room for difference of opinion, and to divert attention from the merits 
of the treaty. In the committee the motion to lay the resdlution on 
the table was made by myself, not because I did not suppose that the 
treaty if ratified would be valid and binding, but because I was not 
willing to say that it had been duly negotiated, and thus approve of 
the manner of the appointment of the American plenipotentiaries with- 
out the advice and consent of the Senate. 

It is not my intention to dwell upon the historical facts connected 
with the question of our fishery rights upon the coasts of Britis® North 
America, which has largely occupied the attention of our Government 
for the last seventy years and is still the subject of controversy with 
Great Britain, and yet as an introduction to what I propose to say con- 
cerning the treaty now under consideration a reference to the facts upon 
which our rights in British waters on these coasts depend and out of 
which the controversies concerning them have arisen seems desirable. 

Prior to the Revolution the inhabitants of the colonies enjoyed in 
common with all British subjects the right to take and dry fish on the 
coasts of the British provincesin North America. ‘The glorious struggle 
which gave birth to a new nation and planted on the shores of the New 
World a government by the people changed their relations to Great 
Britain. Whatever rights they gained by that struggle were acquired 
not by the favor of Great Britain but by force of arms. The struggling 
colonies achieved independence and secured the rights guarantied to 
them by the treaty of 1783 by eight years of war waged against them by 
the powerful Government of Great Britain, conducted in violation of the 
usages of warand of the laws ofhumanity. When victory had crowned 
our arms and peace was about to be declared, our commissioners con- 
tended for the fishery rights which had been enjoyed by the inhabitants 
of the colonies before the war. The British negotiators’endeavored to 
induce them togiveuptheclaim. They refused; Great Britain yielded, 
and by the third article of the treaty of September 23, 1783, which rec- 
ognized the independence of the United States, it was agreed— 
that the ple of the United States shall continue to enjoy unmolested the 
right to take fish of every kind on the Grand Bank and on all other banks of 
Newfoundland; also in the Gulfof St. Lawrence, and atall other places in the 
sen where the inhabitants of both countries used at any time heretofore to fish, 
and also that the inhabitants of the United States shall have liberty to take 
fish ofevery kind on such part ofthe coast of Newfoundland as British fishermen 
shall use (but not to dry or cure the same on that island), and also on the coasts, 
bays, and creeks of all other of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America, 
and that the American fishermen shall have liberty to dry and cure fish in any 
of the unsettled bays, harbors, and creeks of Nova Scotia, Magdalen Islands, 
and Labrador, so long as the same shall remain unsettled; but so soon as the 
same or either of them shall be settled, it shall not be lawful forthe said fisher- 
men to dry or cure fish at such settlement, without a previous agreement for 
that purpose with the inhabitants, proprictors, or possessors of the ground, 

The right here mentioned to take fish on the banks of Newfound- 
land, in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, and at sea beyond the territorial 
jurisdiction of the British ions was without question an inherent 
right of the inhabitants of the United States as an independent nation, 
and derived no additional strength from the stipulation of the treaty. 
Whether, as has been contended, the liberty recognized by the treaty 
of the inhabitants of the United States to take fish on the coasts of New- 
foundland and on the coasts, bays, and creeks of all other of His Bri- 
tannic Majesty’s dominions in America, and the liberty of American 
fishermen to dry and cure fish inany of the unsettled bays, harbors, and 
creeks in Nova Scotia, Magdalen Islands, Labrador, etc., were identical 
with the possession of land and the demarkation of boundary, and 
whether the treaty in that respect is analogous to a deed of partition or 
not, it is certain that these liberties were easements in land servitudes 
in the British territory permanent in their nature, and were no more 
affected by subsequent wars between the two nations than was the title 
to the territory allotted to the United States in the partition of empire 
by the treaty. 

From the ratification of the treaty of 1783 until the war of 1812 there 
does not appear to have been any controversy concerning the fishery 
rights recognized and secured to the inhabitants of the colonies by the 


third article of that treaty. Then came the time when the American 
people, goaded to desperation by the outrages of Great Britain in en- 
slaving American seamen, in capturing American vessels, and unable 
to secure by diplomacy, by embargoes, by non-importation laws, non- 
intercourse laws, liberty for their commerce to exist, determined no 
longer tamely to submit to British aggressions and declared that the 
time had come for resistance by all the means which God had placed 
within their reach. The war of 1812 was fought. Commissioners on 
the part of the two Governments met and negotiated a treaty of peace. 
The British commissioners set up the contention that the rights of the 
United States in the fisheries on the coasts, bays, and creeks of British 
North America and the right of drying and curing fish on the coasts 
of Nova Scotia, Magdalen Islands, and Labrador depended upon the 
oer of the treaty of 1783, and fell when the treaty was abrogated 
y war. 

The American commissioners maintained that these fishery rights 
were rights existing previous to the treaty of 1783, had been secured 
to the United States upon a division of the British Empire, were per- 
manent in their nature, and could no more be lost by the abrogation of 
all treaties with Great Britain caused by war than our independence, 
the recognition of which was secured by the same treaty. The Amer- 
can commissioners being without instructions, it was agreed to omit 
from the treaty.all provisions concerning the rights of American citi- 
zens to fish in British waters, and the claim of Great Britain of the 
right of British subjects to navigate the Mississippi. The effect of this 
omission was to leave the United States in possession of all the rights 
acknowledged or secured to the colonies by the treaty of 1783, which 
were of such a permanent nature as not to be affected by subsequent 
unfriendly relations between the two countries. After peace had been 
concluded conflicts naturally arose between our tishermen and the 
British authorities, and our fishery rights under the treaty of 1783 be- 
came the subject of a diplomatic correspondence, in which Mr. Adams, 
on our part, and Earl Bathurst, on the part of Great Britain, ably 
maintained the views of their respective Governments. Finally, in 
1818, Mr. Rush, our minister to England, assisted by Mr. Gallatin, 
negotiated a treaty, the first article of which was as follows: 


Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by the United 
States for the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry,and cure fish on certain coasts, 
bays, harbors, and creeks of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America, it 
is agreed between the high contracting parties that the inhabitants of the said 
United States shall have forever, in common with the subjectsof His Britannic 
Majesty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that part of the southern coast 
of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the Rameau Islands; onthe 
western and northern coast of Newfoundland from the said Cape Ray to the 
Quirpon Islands, on the shores of the Magdalen Islands, and also on the coasts, 
bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount Joly, on the southern coast of Labrador, 
to and through the Straits of Belle Is'e, and thence northwardly indetinitely 
along the coast, without prejudice, however, to any oi the exclusive rights of 
the Hudson Bay erry And that the American fishermen shall also have 
liberty forever to dry and cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors, and 
creeks, of the southern part of the coast of Newfoundland, above described, and 
of the coast of Labrador; but so soon as the same, or any portion thereof, shall 
be settled, it shall not be lawful for the said fishermen to dry or cure fish at such 

ortion so settled without previous agreement for such ee with the inhab- 
Hanis, proprietors, or naar of the ground, And the United States hereby 
renounce forever any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed by the inhabitants 
thereof to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 3 marine miles of any of the 
coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in Amer- 
ica not included within the above-mentioned limits: Provided, however, That 
the American fishermen shall be admitted to enter such baysor harbors for the 
purpose of shelter and repairing damages therein, of purchasing wood, and of 
obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever, But they shall be under 
such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their taking, drying. or cur- 
ing fish therein, or in any other manner whatever abusing the privileges hereby 
reserved to them. 


Great Britain by this treaty succeeded in securing a compromise by 
which our in-shore fishery rights and our rights upon the shores of Brit- 
ish American possessions to dry and cure fish were greatly restricted. 
We renounced forever those rights upon the coasts, bays, creeks, and 
harbors of the British possessions in North America where it was not 
stipulated they should continue, The renunciation clause was insisted 
upon by our commissioners to show that they had not abandoned the 
grounds upon which their claims surrendered by the treaty rested, and 
to prevent any implication that the rights not renounced were the sub- 
ject of a new grant. I think we are agreed upon both sides of this 
Chamber that by this treaty we surrendered to Great Britain valuable 
rights. The history of this controversy previous to this period is ma- 
terial to the question now under consideration only as showing the 
origin and foundation of our present claims to fishery rights within the 
jurisdiction of the British colonial provinces. No one, so far as I am 
aware, except the Senator from Alabama, is prepared to advise or vote 
for the abrogation of the treaty of 1818. 

Whatever prior rights of the United States were surrendered by that 
treaty, after seventy years of acquiesence it would Nardly be consistent 
with the honor and dignity of a great nation to repudiate that treaty 
and contend for the rights then surrendered. ‘The fishermen of the 
United States are content to abide by that treaty. I understand that 


it is the measure of our fishery rights in the waters within the juris- 
diction of the Canadian provinces and Newfoundland, and that the only 
ground for controversy between the two governments concerning these 
rights is the question of the construction of that treaty. 

What are the rights of the United States in British waters recognized 
by the treaty of 1818? Calling attention again to the fact that the 
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rizht of the inhabitants of the United States to fish in all parts of the 
sea outside of British waters, including the banks of Newfoundland 
and the Gulf of St. Lawrence, isa right not dependent upon either the 
treaty of 1783 or the treaty of 1818, although ized by the former, 
nor upon our rights as subjects of Great Britain prior to the Revolution, 
but isa natural right in common by the citizens of every 
independent nation. These rights may be stated as follows: 

1. The right of the inhabitants of the United States to fish in the 
territorial waters of British North America, on the southern coast of 
Newfoundland, from Cape Ray to the Ramea Islands; on the western 
and northern coasts of Newfoundland, from Cape Ray to Quirpon 
Islands; on the shores of the Magdalen Islands, and on the coasts, bay: 
harbors, and creeks of Labrador, from Mount Joly eastward throug 
the Straits of Belle Isle, and thence northwardly indefinitely. 

2. The right to dry and cure fish on any of the unsettled bays, har- 
bors, and creeks of the southern part of the coast of Newfoundland and 
on the coast of Labrador just described, but when the shores become 
subject to private ownership the right is to be exercised subject to 
agreement with the shore owners for the use of the shore for such pur- 


es. 

ari The rights of American fishermen for shelter, for the purpose of 
repairing and of obtaining wood and water to enter the bays 
and harbors on the coasts of British American possessions other than 
those enumerated above, within the waters of which the inhabitants 
of the United States have a right to fish. ? 

These rights are permanent rights—easements in British territory 
which can not be destroyed or impaired by legislation either by Great 
Britain or her provinces, and can not be lost except by voluntary sur- 
render by the United States or by conquest by a foreign power. The 
right reserved to our fishing vessels in the treaty of 1818 to enter into 
the bays and harbors of the British coasts in North America, upon which 
we by the treaty renounced the right to fish, was purely a fishing right 
as distinguished from commercial rights, and is incidental to the rights 
of fishing. 

The questions of controversy which have arisen under the fisheries 
article of the treaty are— 

1. As for the line of delimitation of the common waters within 
which the inhabitants of the United States have a right to fish from 
the British waters within which the United States renounced the right 
to take fish; and 

2. As to what are reasonable and necessary restrictions to prevent 
American fishermen from abusing the privileges reserved to them in 
the waters in which they may not take or cure fish. 

- The claims of the two Governments concerning the line of delimita- 
tion may be stated thus: 

Great Britain declares it should be measured 3 miles to the seaward 
from a line drawn from headland to headland of all bays and gulfs. 
The United States insists that it should follow the coast and be meas- 
ured across the mouths of bays only when the distance from headland 
to headland is 3 miles or less. The diplomatic correspondence con- 
cerning this controversy, in my judgment, is not important to a decis- 
ion of the question under consideration. It will, it is believed, show 
that the United States has always insisted upon its claim in this re- 
gard, and that Great Britain has not, except in a few instances, under- 
taken to enforce the headland theory. In fact, I can not find that the 
headland claim was set up until many years after the date of the treaty, 
or was even attempted to be enforced except in the case of the Wash- 
ington and the Argus. The regulations and restrictions of American 
fishing vessels in British waters under laws enacted by provincial leg- 
islatures have been the fruitful source of contention. 

In 1819 the British Parliament passed a statute concerning the fish- 
cries to carry out the stipulations of the treaty of 1818. Its provisions 
appear to have been a reasonable exercise of the right reserved by Great 
Britain to make restrictions concerning the exercise of the privilege 
secured to our fishermen in British waters by the treaty. From 1819 
to 1854 the provincial legislatures passed various laws relating to Amer- 
ican fishermen in many as it has always been contended by. 
our Government, in violation of the treaty and abridging the rights of 
our fishermen. Seizures and confiscations of fishing vessels were made 
by the provincial authorities for alleged violations of these laws. A 
recent writer on the subject thus states the grounds of seizure: 

1. Fishing within the proscribed limits. 

2. Anchoring or hovering in-shore during calm weather without any 
ostensible cause, having on board ample supplies of wood and water. 
Fe Lying at anchor and remaining inside of bays to clean and pick 

4, Purchasing and bartering bait and preparing to fish. 

5. Selling goods and buying supplies. 

6. Landing and transshipping cargoes of fish. 

The seizures made for alleged infractions of the provisions of these 
laws, which were in violation of the treaty rights of our citizens, no 
doubt constitute the foundation of just claims against Great Britain, 
Some claims on account of such seizures were submitted to and deter- 
mined by the commission provided for in the convention of 1854. 
There appears to me to be no reason why all other claims of a similar 
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character should not be submitted to a commission and determined in 
the same manner. The consideration of these claims would involve 
the question of the territorial limit of our fishing rights, the reasona- 
bleness and legality of the restrictions made by the provincial statutes 
upon the exercise of the liberties of American fishermen in British wa- 
ters secured by the treaty of 1818, as well as the merits of the claims on 
the facts of each case. To the extent that the laws under which the 
seizures were made relate to commercial privileges, as distinguished from 
the fishing rights of our vessels under the treaty, seizures of American 
vessels for infractions of them, in my judgment, do not constitute the 
foundation of a legal claim for reparation against Great Britain. Isup- 
pose it was competent for Great Britain, and the provinces also, to the 
extent of their legislative power, to repeal at any time the order in 
council by which American ships were admitted to commercial privi- 
leges in the ports of the British possessions of North America. 

The United States had the same power at any time to discontinue 
the arrangement made in 1830 for reciprocal commercial privileges and 
to deny British vessels admission to our ports. And to the extent that 
the British provinces at any time have denied to our fishing vessels or 
vessels of any class cominercial privileges, the dignity and honor of the- 
United States demanded that the vessels of such provinces should have 
been denied commercial privileges in our ports. 

Under the reciprocity treaty of 1854, in addition to the liberty of tak- 
ing and drying fish on certain coasts of the British North American 
possessions, secured to the inhabitants of the United States under the 
treaty of 1818, it was agreed that the inhabitants of the United States 
should have the liberty to take fish of every kind except shell-fish on 
the seacoasts and shores and in the bays, harbors, and creeks of Can- 
ada, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward’s Island, and of the 
several adjacent islands, without being restricted to any distance from 
the shore; also to land on such coasts, etc., for the purpose of drying 
nets and curing fish, but not so as to interfere with the rights of pri- 
vate property or with British fishermen in the prior use of any part of ` 
said coasts. And like privileges were granted to British subjects upon 
the coasts, bays, harbors, etc., of the United States north of the thirty- 
sixth degree of north latitude. As by this treaty fish and products of 
fish and most agricultural and mineral products of each country were 
admitted into the other free of duty, there was a cessation of the ag- 
gressive acts of the provincial authorities against our fishing vessels, but 
upon the abrogation ot this treaty in 1866 they were renewed, together 
with the complaints of our fishermen. The Dominion of Canada by an 
act of Parliament passed May 22, 1868, and amended in 1870, revised, 
the laws of the provincial governments, and the governor-general of 

made an order that thenceforth ‘‘all foreign fishermen shall be 
prevented from fishing in the waters of Canada.’’ 

Against these palpable violations of our treaty rights our Secretary 
of State vigorously protested. Then followed the treaty of 1871 for 
the settlement of the Alabama claims, and by which for a period of 
ten years and for two years after notice by either of the contracting 
parties the article of the reciprocity treaty of 1854 granting to our fish- 
ermen the right to take fish on the coasts of the British North American 
possessions and granting to British subjects the right to fish on the 
eastern seacoast and shores of the United States north of 39° of north 
latitude was renewed, and it was provided that for the term of years 
mentioned— 


Fish oil and fish of all kinds except fish of the inland lakes and rivers falling 
into them and except fish preserved in oil, being the produce of the fisheries of 
the United States or of the Dominion of Canada, or of Prince Edward's Island, 
shall be admitted into each country respectively free of duty. 


It was agreed that the claim asserted by Great Britain, but not ad- 
mitted by the United States, that the privileges accorded to the citizens 
of the United States were gater in value than those accorded by the 
United States to British subjects should be submitted to commissioners, 
who should determine what compensation ought to be paid by the 
United States to Great Britain, ifany. ‘This commission met at Hali- 
fax in 1877. The commission disagreed, but the umpire, Mr. Del- 
fosse, the Belgian minister at Washington, decided that the United 
States should pay to Great Britain the sum of $5,500,000. This ar- 
rangement cost us over $10,000,000—$5,500,000 in cash and from five 
to six millions in remitted duties on fish and fish oil. The United 
States Government, after payment of the money before the treaty ex- 
pired, became so thoroughly convinced that the arrangement was not 
beneficial to us that it offered to terminate it, but the British Govern- 
ment would not consent. 

We terminated the treaty at the earliest possible moment and found 
that we had not only paid over $10,000,000 for the privilege of catch- 
ing $700,000 worth of fish, but by the admission of Canadian fish free 
had built up the fishing interests of Canada and had nearly destroyed 
ourown. Canadian fish being no longer admitted into the United States 
free, the Canadian authorities commenced the old tactics to secure a 
free market in the United States for their fish and fishery products. I 
shall not enumerate the outrages perpetrated upon our fishermen, the 
seizures and confiscations of their vessels, the fines, insults, and indig- 
nities heaped upon them. The report of the minority of the commit- 
tee contains a long list of them. The common rights of humanity were 
denied to our fishermen in distress. Upon one pretense and apother 
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our fishing vessels were seized and fined or confiscated, and in one in- 
stance the American fiag was insolently hauled down from the mast- 
head of an American vessel by a British officer. For my purpose the 
utterances of the present Secretary of State and of our minister to Great 
Britain are sufiicient. The character of these proceedings on the part 
of the Canadian Government will appear from the following quotations, 
which might be multiplied indefinitely. Mr. Phelps, our minister to 
England, in'a letter to Lord Roseberry, dated June 2, 1886, concern- 
ing the seizure of the David J. Adams, said: . 


From all the circumstances attending this case, and other recent cases like it, 
it seems to me very apparent that the seizure was not made for the purpose of 
enforcing any right or redressing any wrong. As I have before remarked, itis 
not pretended that the vessel had been engaged in fishing, or was intending to 
fish in the prohibited waters, or that it had done or was intending to doany 
other injurious act, It was proceeding upon its regular and lawful business of 
fishing in the deep sea. It had received no request, and of course could have 
disregarded no request, to depart, and was, in fact, departing when seized; nor 
had its master refused to answer any questions put by the authorities. It had 
violated no existing law, and had incurred no penalty that any known statute 


imposed, 

It seems to me impossible to escape the conclusion that this and other similar 
seizures were made by the Canadian authorities for the deliberate purpose of 
harassing and embarrassing the American fishing vessels in the pursuit of their 
lawful employment. And the injury, which would have been a serious one if 
committed under a mistake, is very much aggravated by the motives which ap- 
pear to have prompted it. 

Iam instructed by my Government carnestly to protest against these pro- 
ceedings as wholly unwarranted by the treaty of 1818, and altogether inconsist- 
ent with the friendly relations hitherto existing between the United States and 
Her Majesty's Government; to request that the David J. Adams, and the other 
American fishing vessels now under seizure in Canadian ports, be immediately 
released, and that $ pao orders may be issued to prevent similar proceedings 
in the future. And I am also instructed to inform you that the United States 
will hold Her Majesty's Government responsible for all losses which may be 
sustained by American citizens in the dispossession of their property growing 
out of the search, seizure, detention, or sale of their vessels lawfully within the 
territorial waters of British North America, 


Mr. Bayard, ina communication to Sir Lionel West, the British min- 
ister, dated May 20, 1886, said: 

And I should fail in my duty if I did not endeavor to impress you with my 
sense of the absolute and instant necessity that now exists fora restriction of 


the seizure of American vessels charged with violations of the treaty of 1818 to 
the conditions announced by Sir Edward Thornton to this Governmentin June, 
1870. 


Again, May 29, 1886: 

Such proceedings I conceive to be flagrantly violative of the reciprocal com- 
mercial privileges to which citizens of the United States are lawfully entitled 
under the statutes of Great Britain and the well-defined and publicly proclaimed 
authority of both countries, besides being, in rapeat the existing conven- 
tions between the two poun an assumption of jurisdiction entirely unwar- 
ranted and which is wholly denied by the United States. 

On June 7, 1886: 


I earnestly protest against this unwarranted withholding of lawful commer- 
cial privileges from an American vessel and her owners, and for the loss and 
damage consequent thereon the Government of Great Britain will be held liable. 

On July 10, 1886: 

this treatment I make instant and formal protest as an unwarranted 
interpretation and application of the treaty by the officers of the Dominion of 
Canada and the province of Nova ia, as an infraction of the laws of com- 
mercial and time intercourse existing between the two countries and asa 
violation of hospitality, and for any loss or injury resulting therefrom the Gov- 
ernment of Her Britannic Majesty will be held liable. 
On July 30, 1886: 

These are flagrant violations of treaty rights of their citizens for which the 

United States expect prompt remedial action by Her Maj 


jesty’s Government, 
and I have to ask that such instructions be issued forthwith to the provincial 


officials of Newfoundland and of the Magdalen Islands as will cause the treaty 
rights of the citizens of the United States to be ~ 

Notwithstanding these strong patriotic utterances of Mr. Bayard and 
Mr. Phelps, a treaty is presented to the Senate for ratification which, 
in my judgment, surrenders the American position concerning bays 
and harbors and the clear rights of our fislfermen in British waters un- 
der the treaty of 1818; surrenders our claim for commercial reciproc- 
ity, and contains a stipulation that if our fishing vessels are granted 
even partial commercial privileges in Canadian ports we must purchase 
them with free fish and fish-oil; and no provision is made for deter- 
mining the rights of our fishermen and securing for them reparation 
from Great Britain for the seizure and confiscation of their vessels and 
for other outrages which Mr. Bayard less than two years ago said were 

t violations of the treaty rights of our citizens. Instead of, as 

Mr. Phelps, in accordance with his instructions, informed Lord Rose- 
bery would be done, holding— 
Her Majesty's Government responsible for all losses * * * sustained by 
American citizens in the disposition of their property growing out of search and 
seizure, detention and sale of their vessels lawfully within the territorial waters 
of British North America— 
the Administration now propose by this treaty to surrender a large 
part, at least the grounds, of our claims as to territory and our con- 
tention as to commercial rights and to submit to regulations in clear 
derogation of the rights of our fishing vessels in British bays and har- 
bors under the treaty of 1818. The purpose for which these outrages 
are committed can not be misunderstood. Mr. Phelps, our minister 
to England, in his letter to Lord Rosebery, before referred to, concern- 
ing the seizure of the David J. Adams, said: 

The real source of the difficulty that has arisen is well understood. It is to 
bs found in the irritation that has taken place among a portion of the Canadian 


people on account of the termination by the United States Government of the 
treaty of Washington on the Ist of July . whereby fish imported trom Can- 
ada into the United States, and which so long as that treaty remained in force 
was admitted free,is uow liable to the import duty provided by the general 
revenue laws, and the opinion appears to have gained ground in Canada that 
the United States may be driven, e harassing and annoying their fishermen 

cs the adoption of a new treaty by which į shall be admitted 

ree. 


It is not necessary to say that this scheme is likely to prove as mistaken in 
policy as it is indefensible in principle. In terminating the treaty of Washing- 
ton the United States were simply ex a right expressly reserved to bot 
parties by the treaties itself, and of the exercise of which by either y neither 
can complain. They will not be coerced by wanton injury into the making of 
anew one, Nor would a negotiation that had its origin in mutual irritation be 
pran of success.. The question now is, not what fresh treaty may or might 

desirable, but what is the true and just construction, as between the two na- 
tións, of the treaty that already exists. 

The Government of the United States, approaching this question in the most 
friendly spirit, can not doubt that it will be met by Her Majesty's Government 
in the same spirit, and feels every confidence that the action of Her Majesty's 
Government in the premises will be such as to maintain the cordial relations 
between the two countries that have so long happily prevailed. S 

The Senator from Alabama in his recent speech in the Senate upon 
the fisheries treaty said: 

I did not say in the Senate, as I say now, that every trouble that had arisen, 
or will arise, under the treaty of 1818, would disappear the moment Congress 
shall repeal the duty on fish. In this opinion Iam sure I must have the con- 
currence of the Senator from Maine [Mr. Frye}. Why did I not then speak out 
on that question? lt was because we were then dealing in the Senate with 
Great Britain, and not with differences of opinion on domestic questions, and 
I thought it hardly fair to add even my feeble influence to stimulate the hope 
of Great Britain for a free market for fish. I want that duty repealed for many 
reasons, the chief one being that it will lower the price and increase the supply 
of food to the great body of our industrial classes. 

The denial of commercial privileges to our fishing vessels in the ports 
of British-American possessions is not because the purchase of provis- 
ions, supplies, and outfits in such ports would not be beneficial to the 
merchants and traders of those provinces, but for the purpose of ben- 
efiting a more important industrial industry of the Dominion, by placing 
our fishermen in the prosecution of the open-sea fisheries at a disad- 
vantage with Canadian fishermen and building up Canadian fishing 
interests, and for the further purpose, as it is supposed, of being able 
to barter such commercial privileges for the admission into the United 
States of Canadian fish free of duty. 

That under the mutual arrangement between the United States and 
Great Britain of 1830 our ships were entitled to fall commercial priv- 
ileges in the ports of British North America there can be no doubt, 
Under the proclamation of President Jackson, issued the 5th of October, 
1830, in pursuance of the previous act of Congress of May 29, 1830— 

British vessels and their cargoes are admitted to entry in the ports of the 
United States from the islands, vinees, and colonies of Great Britain on or 
near the American continent, and north or east of the United States. 

And in the order in council made at the court of St. James November 
5, 1830, it is declared— 

That the ships of and belonging to the United States of America may import 
from the United States aforesaid into the British possessions abroad goods, the 
produce of those States, and may export goods from the British possessions 
abroad, to be carried to any foreign country whatever. 

But if this were not so, as the rights of Canadian vessels in our ports 
are dependent wholly upon our legislation, which it is entirely compe- 
tent for us to modify or re: at any time, our duty to our fishermen 
and our own self-respect demand that either our ships of every class 
shall be admitted to full commercial privileges in the ports of the Cana- 
dian provinces or that the commercial rights withheld from any of our 
ships by the laws of such provinces shall be withheld from the vessels 
of such provinces in the ports of the United States. To follow the ex- 
ample of the Senator from Maine and quote from the most remarkable 
discourse on record, if in this regard we shall say to our Canadian 
friends: 

For with whatjudgment ye judge, ye shall be judged: and with what measure 
ye mete, it shall be measured to you again— 

We can not go far wrong. 

There is nothing new nor extraordinary in such a course. Ithasbeen 
the practice of Congress since the organization of the Government. Sev- 
eral acts of the character mentioned have been passed concerning our 
commercial intercourse with Great Britain. 

By an act entitled “‘Anact concerning navigation,” approved April 18, 
1818, the ports of the United States were closed after the 30th of Sep- 
tember, 1818, against vessels owned by British subjects arriving from 
any port or place in acolony or territory of His British Majesty which 
by the ordinary laws was closed against vessels owned by citizens of 
the United States. Vessels and cargoes entering the ports of the United 
States in violation of the act were declared to be forfeited to the United 
States, and the owners, consignees, or agents of British vessels taking 
on board productions of the United States in the ports thereof, except 
sea stores, were required to give bond not to Jand them in any British 
colony or territory {rom which by the ordinary laws vesselsof the United 
States were excluded. 

By an act of Congress entitled ‘‘An peed: yer ri toan actentitled 
‘An act concerning navigation,” approved May 15, 1820, it was pro- 
vided that after the 30th day of September of the same year the ports 
of the United States should beand remainclosed against vessels owned 
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wholly or in part by a subject or subjects of His Britannie Majesty, 
comingor arriving by sea from any port or placein the province of Lower 
Canada, in the province of New Brunswick, in the province of Nova 
Scotia, islands of Newfoundland, St. John’s, or Cape Breton, or the de- 
pendencies of any of them, and from<ertain other ports named. Bonds 
were required to be given by the owners, consignees, or agents of British 
vessels laden with articles the growth of the United States for exporta- 
tion not to land them in the prohibited places; and it was further pro- 
vided that no wares, or merchandise should be imported from 
the prohibited place except they were wholly of the growth, produce, 
or manufacture of the colony where laden and whence directly imported, 
and for a violation of the provisions of the act the vessel and cargo were 
to be forfeited. 

By anact of Congress entitled ‘‘An act to regulate the commercial 
intercourse between the United States and certain British colonial 
ports,” approved March 1, 1823, the provisions of the first, second, and 
third sections of the acts of April 18, 1818, and May 15, 1820, were 
suspended so far as they related to certain British ports, among which 
were St. John’s and St. Andrew’s in New Brunswick, Halifax in Nova 
Scotia, Quebec in Canada, St. John’s in Newfoundland, and the ports 
of the United States, from and after the 3d day of March following, 
were declared to be open to British vessels coming directly from such 
British colonial ports; but by the sixth section of the act it was pro- 
vided that unless repealed, altered. or amended by Congress it should 
continue in force so long as the British colonial ports mentioned should 
be open to the admission of vessels of the United States conformably 
to the provisions of the British act of Parliament of the 24th of June 
preceding. But if at any time the trade and intercourse between the 
United States and all or any of the British colonial ports enumerated in 
the act should be prohibited by a British order in council or by an act of 
Parliament, then from the day of the date of such order in council or 
act of Parliament, or from the time that the same should commence to 
be in force, proclamation to that effect having been made by the Presi- 
dent of the United States, each and every provision of the act, so far 
as the same applied to the intercourse between the United States and 
the enumerated British colonial ports in British vessels, should cease to 
operate in their favor. 

By an act of Congress passed the 29th day of May, 1830, which pro- 
vided that whenever the President of the United States should receive 
satisfactory evidence that the Government of Great Britain would open 
the ports of certain colonial possessions to the vessels of the United 
States for an indefinite or limited term, he was authorized in the re- 
cess of Congress to issue his proclamation declaring that he had received 
such evidence, and from the date of such proclamation the ports of the 
United States should be opened indefinitely or for a term fixed, as the 
case might be. Under the provisions of this act Andrew Jackson, then 
President of the United States, on the 5th day of October, 1830, issued 
the proclamation before referred to, in which he declared that the acts 
of April 18, 1818, May 15, 1820, and March 1, 1823, were repealed and 
British vessels and their cargoes were admitted in ports of the United 
na from the provinces of Great Britain north or east of the United 

tates. 

Such a course has been authorized by Congress, By an act of Con- 
gress passed in the Senate by a vote of 46 in the affirmative to 1 in the 
negative, and in the House by a vote of 256 in the affirmative to 1 in 
the negative, and approved March 3, 1887, it is provided— 

That whenever the President of the United States shall be satisfied that Ameri- 
can fishing vessels or American fishermen, visiting or being in the waters or 
at any ports or places of the British dominions of North America, are or then 
lately have been denied or abridged in the enjoyment of any rights secured to 
them by treaty or law, or are then or lately have [peen] ustly vexed or ha- 
rassed in the enjoyment of such rights, orsubjected to unreasonable restrictions, 
regulations, or requirements in respect of such rights, or otherwise unjustly 
vexed or harassed in said waters, ports, or places; or whenever the President 
of the United States shall be satisfied that any sucli fishing vessels or fishermen, 
having a permit under the laws of the United States to touch and trade at any 
port or ports, place or places, in the British dominions of North America, are 
or then fately have been denied the privilege of entering such port or ports, 
place or places, in the same manner and under the same regulations as ma: 
exist therein applicable to trading vessels of the most favored nation, or shail 
be unjustly vexed or harassedin respect f, or otherwise be unjustly vexed 
or ha therein, or shall be prevented from purchasing such supplies as 
may there be Jawfully sold to trading vessels of the most favored ; or 
whenever tho President of the United States shall be satisfied that any other 


vessels of the United States, thair masters or crews, so arriving at or being in 
such British waters or ports or places of the British dominions of North Amer- 


ica, are or then lately have been denied any of the privil therein accorded 
to the vessels, their masters or crews, of the most favo: nation, or unjustly 
vexed or harassed in respect of the same, or unjustly vexed or harassed therein 


by the authorities thereof, then, andin either orallof such cases, it shall be law- 
ful, and it shall be the duty of the President of the United States, in his discre- 
tion, by proclamation to that effect, to deny vessels, their masters and crews, of 
the British dominions of North America, any entrance into the waters, ports, or 
places of, or within the United States (with such exceptions in regard to vessels 
in distress, stress of weather, or needing supplies, asto the President shall seem 
proper), whetber such vessels shall have come directly from said dominions on 
such destined voyage or by way of some port or place in such destined voyage 
elsewhere; and also to deny entry into any port or place of the United States 
of fresh fish or salt fish or any other product ofsaid dominions, or other goods 
coming from said dominions to nited States. The President may, in his 
discretion, apply such proclamation to any part or to all of the foregoing-named 
subjects, and may revoke, qualify, limit,and renew such proclamation from 
time to time as he may deem necessary to the full and just execution of the pur- 
Pposesofthisact. Every violation ofany such proclamation, or any part thereof, 


is hereby declared illegal, and all vessels and goods so coming or being within 
the waters, ports, or places of the United States contrary to such proclamation 
shall be forfeited tothe United States; and such forfeiture shall be enforced and 

ed upon in the same manner and with the same effect as in the case of 


p 
“-easels or goods whose importation or coming toor being in the waters or ports 


of the United States contrary to law may now be enforced and proceeded upon, 

Every person who shall violate any of the provisions of this ‘act, or such proc- 

lamation of the President made in pursuance hereof, shall be deemed guilty 

ofa misdemeanor, and, on conviction thereof. shall be punished by a fine not 

exceeding $1,000, or by imprisonment for a term not exceeding two years, 

ox by both said punishments in the discretion of the court. Approved March3, 
RE d 


No member of either House of Congress appeared to think at the 
time this act was passed that the unconditional surrender of our fish- 
ery rights in whole or in part, and the purchase of partial commercial 
privileges for our fishing vessels by the surrender of a million dollars 
of revenue annually, was necessary to prevent a war with Great Brit- 
ain. Such a proposition advanced by a member of the Senate or of the 
House would have been hailed with derision. ‘The Senator from Ala- 
bama, who, I believe, in discussing the report of the Senate conferees upon 
the disagreement of the two Houses upon the House amendments to this 
bill, gave expression to the views of the other side of this Chamber at 
that time, did not appear to think that such retaliation as is provided 
for in this act would lead to war. I will quote from his remarks to 
show what he thought at that time as to the propriety of such legisla- 
tion: 


Mr. Morcan. Mr. President, I was a member of the committee who reported 
this bill, and it received my cordial approbation. I was aiso a member of the 
subcommittee which formulated the bill, and it was carefully considered there 
in connection with the evidence which had been collected, not only from their 
own investigations under the order of the Senate, but also from the archives of 
the State Department as far as we had access to those archives. 

After that committee had entered upon its work, and before it was ready to 
make its report, the Secretary of State sent a communication to the Senate in 
which was developed at large correspondence on this subject; and I had tho 
happiness to find that the committee and the Secretary of State, without any 
division of peng ot all, were entirely a d in their views of the conduct of 
the British provinces and of the British Government towards our Government 
in respect of this very important and very delicate matter. 

The committee in preparing the bill and bringing it forward into the Senate 
first took into consideration what was the actual condition of the treaty rela- 
tions between the United States and Great Britain respecting the British prov- 
inces in North America, and a very close, narrow investigation of the whole 
field of inquiry satisfied us that we were entirely without treaty ag pacer ero 
with Great Britain in respect of our commerce with the Canadian Dominion. 
It is true that in the treaty of Washington we have mutual stipulations in re- 
spect of trans: on, liable to be suspended, I believe, upon two years’ notice 
or upon the failure of either government to carry out in faith, according 
to the opinion of the other government, the provisions of those mutual stipu- 
lations. But the Senate will do well to remember in approaching this question 
and in deciding what is its duty in ct of it that the United States have no 
commercial engagements with Great tain with reference to our commerce 
with the Canadian provinces. Our engagements are limited to what I have 
already stated and to the treaty of 1818 relating to the fisheries. The relations 
between the United States and the provinces of Canada depend entirely upon 
the statutes of the two countries, and not upon any t engagements; so 
that in legislating upon this question we have an open field in which we are 

mitted to exercise our own sweet will without question on the part of Great 

ritain. We can establish by act of Congress any of the ordinances that we see 

proget for the regulation of our commercial rclations with those provinces, and 
50 


ey can do the same thing. 

When two coun , thus neighbors to each other, are thus situated in re- 
spect of their treaty obligations and are left only to provide for their mutual 
interests by legislation, it is very clear that if the Dominion of Canada, backed 
by the Government of Great Britain, shall legislate in hostility to our trade it 
becomes not only our duty but our only alternative to legislate in hostility to 
theirs, to legislate according tothe principles of retrosion and retaliation, if you 


ease. 
The Senator from Kansas was anxious to know whether the committee pro- 
to goto war. About what should we goto war? Not, certainly, on ac- 
count of the breach of any commercial treaty with Great Britain in respect of 
the Canadian provinces, for we have notgot any. It would be a war of words, 
necessarily followed by a war of acts of a commercial character simply, if we 
should have a war, for there is to be no broken engagements brought to the at- 
tention of any government in consequence of the conduct either of Great Brit- 
ain or of our Government upon questions, unless it may be that some 
rights which have guarantied to our fishermen in the treaty of 1818, not 
com. rights, but fishery rights, shall haye been violated by the Canadian 
Government or by ourselves. 

The treaty of 1815 is the real point of dispute between us—the construction of 
5 the question of its proper enforcement, and the question of the nsibility 
of the British Government for the acts of the Dominion in regard to that treaty. 
That is the real bone of controversy between us to-day, and it is about that 
which we differ. We are undertaking to improve our condition in respect of our 
differences on that subject, and other comme questions between us and 
Great Britain or the Canadian vinces, by the reformation of our statutes; so 
as to give to our own Government by the authority of Con: under the sanc- 
tions of law that dogres of power which le our Government 

an 


to itself protect its people ve acts on the part of 
e Daaa pornas or Government of Great Britain, as you please, 


“Upon satisfactory proo given to the President, by the government of 
any Pregn nation, that no d minating duties of tonnage or imposts are im- 
vied in the ports of such nation upon vessels wholly carats raised 


con 
That is, a duty of 10 per cent.— 

“so faras the vessels of such foreign nation, and the produce, manufact- 

ures, or me dise imported into the United States from such foreign nation, 

or from any other foreign country; the suspension to take effect from the time 

of such notification being given to the President, and to continue so long as the 
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re exemption of vessels, belonging to citizens of the United States, and 
their corgons. saat be continued, and no longer.” . 

There is the whole paan le of this bill. Itis put in a different form in that 
enactment, but only in a different form; the principle is p the same. 
Suppose that we should enact a law to-day in Con that there should bé no 
commercial intercourse between the ports of the United States and of Canada, 
but that the President of the United States might suspend that law and permit 
commercial intercourse between the two countries whenever it was made satis- 
factorily to appear to him that our fishermen upon the coasts of Canada were 
received with hospitality and treated with humanity. That would be a con- 
stitutional Jaw, and it would be a wise provision, but the Committee op For- 
eign Relations have not thought it best to advise the Government of the United 
States to come to a positive determination of law in advance that there should 
be no intercourse, and allow the President to suspend that law at his pleasure ; 
but the committee prefer to give the President power to s nd as to certain 
articles oras to any importation of their goods, based upon satisfactory evidence 
brought to his attention that that Government have treated our men of com- 
merce and our fishermen also with injustice upon their coasts, and have harassed 
and detained and omy pear anti and insulted both them and the flag under which 
they sailed. So this is not a novel principle in the Government by any means, 
nor is it novel in respect of this particular question, : 

x General Grant, in his annual message in 1870, made the following recommenda- 

on: 

“ Anticipating that an attempt may ibly be made by the Canadian authori- 
ties in the coming season to repeal their unneighborly acts toward our fisher- 
men, I recommend you to confer upon the Executive the power to suspend by 
proclamation the operation of the laws authorizing the transitof goods, wares, 
and merchandise in bond across the territory of the United States to Canada.” 

Going further than this bill goes— 

“ And further, should such an extreme measure become necessary, to suspend 
the operation of any laws whereby the vessels of the Dominion of Canada are 
permitted to enter the waters of the United States.” 

That was a faithful declaration of American policy based upon American honor 
by a man who had proper respect for it, and I honor him in his grave for the fact 
that he did anticipate hour of trouble that we now bs a re „and forestalled 
it by that wise and manly declaration in his message of 1870 to Congress, 

So this is nota new question atall; it is nota question that has not been under 
consideration heretofore. Congress in its efforts last year to provide a law by 
which this subject could be reached merely failed to go far enough to accom- 

lish the end that was intended. The 1 tion in this bill is aene 2 in the 
ine of that pro in the last Congress, and which was passed by both Houses, 
that not going enough to reach the evil which we now have to confront. 

Under these circumstances would the Senate of the United States be content 
to leave the President of the United States without power enough to control the 
commercial intercourse and regulation between this country and the Dominion 
of Canada so as to posue an equilibrium ora parallelism, to say the least ot 
it, between the rights and privileges that they enjoy in our ports and harbors 
and those that we enjoy in theirs? I can scarcely think that we should not be 
otherwise than delinquent in our duty if we omitted toarm the President of the 
United States with the only power which appears now to be effectual for the 
pu of producing this mutuality of benefit and advantage and om in 
Sala heewane these two countries. Our Governmentis not now equipped with 
power enough under the statutes to do that which is becoming to our honor and 
to our interests and the protection of the individual men of our country engaged 
in this lawful traffic, and also e: in a higher duty even than that—prepar- 
ing themselves to become the chief element of stren; in the great naval enter- 

rises which we ee, in the future to establish in this ngs A Jam not will- 
ae to remain any longer in a condition of impotence and disability when I 
know that the power toconfer this authority upon the only person in the United 
States who can properly exercise it rests in the hands of Congress, and not in 
the hands of the treaty-making power, 

Great Britian can baffle us as long as she pleases by saying she will make no 
commercial engagements with us respecting Canada. ‘ We have none toim- 
prove; we have none to interpret; we sit down on our own interpretation of 
this fisheries matter, and we intend to stand uponit; but so far as you are con- 
cerned you have no engagement of ours by which you can coerce us to do any 
better than we have been doing in the past in respect of the interestand honor 
and liberty and rights of your people.” That is not the condition in which our 
country ought to be left. Patriotism forbids it; duty to the country and to 
posterity alike forbid it. 

Some question has been raised here as to the purpose of the committee in re- 
porting the bill. The Senator from Kansas seemed anxious indeed to ascertain 
whether the committee were going to bring the country into war, and I have 
had Democratic Senators question me about that who desired to know whether 
the committee were about to make a declaration of war against Great Britain, 
Can we not in the quietude of our own country and in the repose which attends 
this Chamber pass laws affecting our own commerce without making threats 
against any person in the world? It would not be becoming in us to make 
threats, nor isit necessary. When our resolutions are reached we are strong 
enough in the expression of them to convey to the world at large the idea that 
we mean what we say. 

Sir, I donot see how the Government of Great Britain could address a note to 
our Department of State inquiring into the motive of this 1] tion any more 
than the Government of Spain or the Government of Pr could address a 
note to our Secretary of State to inquire why it was we spread out upon the 
statute-books discriminationsagainst them in their commerce and theirtonnage 
and their ships, which should remain until the President of the United States 
should lift them by a proclamation, It has been but afew months since we had 
a controversy with Spain over this very question. We had a little convention, 
or rather a sort of agreement with her not amounting to a treaty, entered into 
between the executive powers of the two Governments, inf which more liberal 
terms of commercial intercommunication were permitted between Cuba and 
the other Caribbean possessions of Spain and the United States, 

After a while the President of the United States, Mr, Cleveland, became satis- 
fied that Spain was not observing good faith in the execution of that agreement, 
and thereupon immediately he restored, br na proclamation, discriminating 
duties against the flag of Spain. Afterwards, when Spain came and made ac- 
knowledgment of her mistaken action and removed the difficulty, the Presi- 
dent made another proclamation in which he restored Spain to the favor that 
she was entitled to under that little ent. So it is, whipping back and 
forth, that this power in the hands of the President of the Uni States isa 
necessary power to preserve the balance of commercial differences between 
countries, and that we can not abandon that asa part of our statutory system 
without crippling ourown Government. The Committee on Foreign Relations, 
at least, do not propose to abandon it; but they come now to apply it in a case 
which in its nature is delicate, I admit, and somewhat provoking to American 
pride and American honor and duty. 

I will read from Mr. Phelps’s letter of date of June 2, 1886, to Lord Rosebery. 
MF purpose in reading this is soy to show that the report of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations is scarcely np n the vigor of its and in the heat 
of its umentation to what Mr. Phelps said in his direct ress on this ques- 
lion to Lord Rosebery. I shall commence with reading the latter clause of his 
dispatch first to answer some interrogatory or suggestion that has been put 


. 
here to-day in respect of the purposes of the British Government and the Cana- 
dian Government in this pt ss of unlawful acts which, taking the liberty that 
the Secretary of the Treasury indulged in, I am permitted on the floor of the 
Senate to call brutal, without any offense I think to the ears of Senators or to 
British susceptibilities. Here was a plain, positive, direct man, speaking like 
an American ought to speak upon a question of this kind. 


The Senator then quotes from Mr. Phelps’s letter to Lord Rosebery, 
portions of which I have already read. 
He then continues: 


Mr. MorGan. Mr, President, in order to show further that this committee is 
in a line with the present Administration, I will read an extract from the reply 
of the Secretary of the Treasury to the resolution of the House of Representa- 
tives of December 14, 1886, calling for an interpretation of the tariff laws respect- 
ing the duties on fish. On page 13 of his report the Secretary of the Treasary 
says: 

During the past summer, while American vessels regularly documented, havo 
been excluded from the hospitality and privileges of trading in Canadian ports, 
Canadian fishing vessels have been permitted freely to enter and use American 
ports along the New Toyang coast, have been protected by this Department in 
suchentry and use, and have not been require to pay nye other fees, charges, 
taxes, or dues than have been imposed upon the vessels of other governments 
similarly situated, The hospitality elsewhere and generally extended in Brit- 
ish ports to American commercial vessels has not been less, in quality or quan- 
tity, as I am informed, than the hospitality extended to British vessels in Ameri- 
can ports; but there is this marked difference, that while this De nent pro- 
tects Canadian fishermen in the use of American ports, the Dominion of Canada 
brutally excludes American fishermen from Canadian yorti. This dependence 
of port hospitality, as between this Government and the British Government, 
in ct to vessels of either, is emphasized by the seventeenth section of the 
law of June 19,1886, empowering the President to suspend commercial privi- 
leges to the vessels of any country denying the same to United States vessels. 
That section is in harmony with a section in the British navigation law which 
authorizes the Queen, whenever British vessels are subject in any foreign 
country to prohibitions or restrictions, to impose by order in council such pro- 
hibitions or restrictions upon the ships of such pete i country, either as to voy- 
ages in which they may engage or as to the articles which they may import 
into or export from any British possession in any part of the world, so as to 
pae the ships of such country on as nearly as possible the same footing in 

ritish ports as that omwhich British shipsare placed in ports of such country.” 

‘There is a statement of the whole doctrine‘; t 
sity of mutual legislation on the of each power to provide the necessary 
means of keeping Bp or g the equilibrium of our commercial inter- 
course in respect of the privileges of the ports and otherwise. 

Mr, EDMUNDS. Allow me to say that that was stated in the discussion in the 
Senate on the very law to which the Secretary refers, and has been stated all 
the time, and was in the bill passed by the Senate in respect of the export of 
meats, ete., which was sent to the House of Representatives. 

Mr. MorGan, Iremember very well the Senate passed a bill reported by the 
lamented Senator from California, Mr, Miller, and that bill was distinctly pred- 
icated on the idea that in France and in Germany our American meats were 
excluded from their markets, or discriminationsagainst them were made contin- 
a to the detriment of our own people, upon pretended complaints as to the 
quality of the meat, etc, Thereupon the Senate that bill, after due con- 
sideration, authorizing the President of the United States, in case the discrimi- 
nation should spone to be not genuine and honest and sincere, but from some 
motives of local policy, to retaliate by excluding their sugars, or whatever it 
was that we put in the retaliatory clause of the bill; Ido not now remember 
what. 


I do not understand that there has been at any time since I have had the 
honor of being a member of this body any difference of opinion among Sena- 
tors upon the question of the right and duty of the American Government to 
provide laws that the President of the United States might exercise this species 
of retaliation, if you please to call it such, in our commercial intercourse with 
foreign countries. So far from its being a warlike measure, it isa measure to 
prevent war. If we should to-day declare war, as we have the right to declare 
that the British Government have violated the treaty of 1818, that it was a casus 
belli, and that it was our duty so to treat it, we should bring these two countries 
by the ears in a very savage way, to the expenditure of much treasure and 
blood. But the Senate of the United States and the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations do not think of EDE upon that ground. 

Tet the facts that may ibly compel or justify such a peaoednee as that rest 
where they are now, in the womb of the future, and probably American policy, 
and statesmanship, and resolution, and material will be quite sufficient to meet 
each emergency as it may arise. But this committee are acting in the most 
peaceful way, on the side of ce, so as to furnish opportunities by which our 

vernment may call the Government of Great Britain to pause and reflect 
= jo e guston, first, “* How much is this going to aa your commerce? 
ow much is this going to cut you off from the profits of the rich and conven- 
ient trade with Jas james of the United States? Perhaps after you have duly 
weighed that question under the influence of a positive example set by a proc- 
lamation of a President of the United States relating to fish, then you will have 
sufficiently recovered your composure to deal with us in a more friendly, if not 
fraternal, spirit than you haye been erje JE 

We want to interpose an opportunity for cool reflection on the part of these 
governments, directed to their commercial interests, and addressed tothe sound 
sense of the commercial men who control these countries, Itwill not be neces- 
sary the President of the United States shall issue a proclamation of em- 
bargo or a proclamation of entire suspension of commercial relations with the 
Canadian provinces or any other spark of Great Britain. 

I am quite satisfied that when Canadian fishermen find that they have got 
no market in the United States for a pound of their fish and can not afford to 
carry them across the Atlantic Ocean or the Pacific Ocean to foreign markets, 
they will at once consult the great moving power of nations and of men, the 
pocket nerve; they will find that quite influential enough to arrange all of their 
disputes and difficulties without resorting to the muscles and nerve of the right 
arm of power, the war-making power. 


Mr. President, contrast this dignified, vigorous, and patriotic speech 
of the Senator from Alabama, made but a little over a year agu, with 
the complaints now made concerning the course of the majority in the 
Senate in discussing this treaty in open sessions, with the charge that 


is a statement of the neces- 


the adherence of the majority to the position of the Senate and House 
of a year ago on this queseion is for political purposes, with the inti- 
mations which have been made by Senators upon this floor thatif this 
treaty is not ratified the President will enforce the law, so ably advo- 
cated by the Senator from Alabama a year ago last March, in such a 
manner as to ruin the industries of the country and bankrupt our 
people, and that if we reject this treaty and refuse to surrender all that 
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wé have been contending for in this matter there is danger of war with 
Great Britain. 

Which side of this Chamber is influenced in its action upon this 
treaty by political considerations? How are we to account for the 
sudden change in the position of the Senator from Alabama? What 
has put the British arguments as to the construction of the treaty 
of 1518 into the mouths of the honorable Senators on the other side 
ofthis Chamber? Politics! The decree has gone forth that the State 
Department and the Administration must be sustained in this mat- 
ter. The man of destiny who occupies the White House and rules 
the Democratic party at his own will, crooked his finger and the Sen- 
ators who were in favor of commercial retaliation a year ago have turned 
a complete somersault and endeavor to obscure the real question at 
issue by allusions to caucus agreements and charges that the course of 
the Republican Senators concerning this treaty is dictated by political 
considerations, 

This was the attitude of the United States, deliberately taken by 
the legislative department one year ago. We stood on the treaty of 
1818 as the measure of our fishery rights in British waters, including 
the incidental rights of our fishing vessels- to resort for certain pur- 
poses to the bays and harbors of the British American coasts, as to 
which we had renounced the right to fish. We had determined on 
giving to Canadian vessels the same commercial rights in our ports 
that vessels of the United States were accorded in Canadian ports and 
no more, and placed the power in the hands of the President to regu- 
Jate such rights. We placed in the hands of the President power, by 
prohibiting the entry of Canadian fish, to retaliate for the cruel and 
unjust treatment of our fishermen in Canadian waters. The only 
thing left to be done was to demand of Great Britain indemnity for the 
seizure of our fishing vessels, in violation of the treaty of 1818, and for 
the President to enforce the power placed in his hands, 

Instead of that this treaty was negotiated, by which, if it is ratified, 
we will yield substantially all that Great Britain has ever claimed and 
surrender our claim for reciprocal commercial privileges. 

It is not my p to enter into a critical review of the treaty. 
Others better qualified for the task have done that. Iwill briefly refer 
to the salient features of it. 

The first eight articles of the treaty relate to the delimitation, by a 
commission, of the British waters, bays, creeks, and harbors upon the 
coasts of Canada and Newfoundland as to which the United States, by 
the treaty of 1818, renounced the liberty theretofore enjoyed by its citi- 
zens to take, cure, or dry fish. The question of what these waters are 
is not submitted to the commission, but the treaty prescribes the rules 
by which the delimitation is to be made, leaving the commission the 
formal task of marking the lines of delimitation upon the British admi- 
ralty charts. . 

By Article III of the treaty, if ratified, the United States will sur- 
render the right to fish within a line 3 miles seaward from all bays, 
ereeks, and harbors, 10 miles or less in width, along the coasts upon 
which we renounced the right to fish by the treaty of 1818. 

By Article [V of the treaty, at or near the following large bays the 
limits of exclusion are established by fixed lines, and the United States 
surrender the right of fishing in bays of much greater width than 10 
miles, namely, Bay Chaleur, Bay Miramichi, Egmont Bay, Fortune 
Bay, and Sir Charles Hamilton Sound. 

The limits of exclusion at or near Barrington Bay and at Chedabucto 
and St. Peter’s Bays, at Mira Bay, and at Plancentia Bay are fixed at 3 
marine miles seaward from fixed lines, and the United States surren- 
ders the right of fishing in bays of 20 miles and more in width at the 
limits of exclusion. 

By the fifth article of the treaty all such interior portions of any bays, 
creeks, or harbors as can not be reached from the sea without passing 
within 3 marine miles of the shores, no matter what the width of the 
channel may be, are excluded from the common waters. 

These provisions, if not substantially a recognition of the British 
headland theory, are a voluntary surrender of our claims upon the 
question of what are British bays and harbors under the provisions of 
the treaty of 1818, after seventy years of stout contention under all ad- 
ministrations, in the face of an almost unanimous agreement of modern 
authorities that our contention is correct, and of an adjudication in our 
favor. 

The owners of the American vessel, Washington, seized in 1843, while 
fishing in the Bay of Fundy 10 miles from land and confiscated, pre- 
sented their claim for reparation to the commission provided for in the 
convention of 1854 between the United States and Great Britain, alleg- 
ing that the seizure and confiscation were illegal. The commission 

, and the umpire decided that the Bay of Fundy was nota 
British bay or a bay at all within the meaning of the treaty. This de- 
cision covers the whole ground in controversy, and necessarily sustains 
the American construction of the treaty. It effectually disposes of the 
headland theory. 

The same commission passed upon the claim of the owners of the 
Argus, seized off Cape Breton and within the points of extreme head- 
lands, and held the seizure to have been illegal. The headland theory 
being disposed of, in my judgment there is nothing left of the British 
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claim to exclude our fishermen from the bays, creeks, and harbors 
more than 6 miles wide. The open sea is free to all and can not be 
brought under the dominion of any one nation. Its physical nature 
is such that it can not be possessed, and can not therefore become prop- 
erty. Itis a public highway for all nations. Parts of the sea, how- 
ever, are subject to municipal jurisdiction and belong to the territory 
of the countries whose coasts they wash. This jurisdiction rests upon 
the principle that each state, in order to defend its coasts, is entitled 
to jurisdiction seaward to the extent of its ability to maintain it from - 
the shore. Upon this principle the jurisdiction of a nation seaward 
from its coasts is a variable jurisdiction, and was not, at the time the 
treaty of 1818 was made, as extensive as it is to-day. Jurisdiction 
over the sea based upon the ability of a nation to assert and maintain 
it in the earlier history of mankind would have extended the distance 
of a stone’s throw from shore, then an arrow’s flight, then the distance 
of a cannon shot, which at the date of the treaty of 1818 was by the 
common consent of mankind one marine league. Logically, upon the 
same principle it should now be extended to the distance covered by the 
effective range of modern steel rifles. The rules of international law at 
the time the treaty of 1818 was made entered into and became a part 
of it. The true interpretation of the renunciatory clause of the treaty 
by which the United States surrendered the right of fishing within 3 
marine miles of certain coasts, bays, creeks, and harbors must be de- 
termined by ascertaining what the rule of international law as to the 
jurisdiction of a state over the adjacent sea was at the time the treaty 
was negotiated. The treaty was evidently a declaration of the rule 
of international law. I find this question so admirably discussed in the 
American Law Review for April, 1871, that Iam constrained to quote 
from it. The writer says: 


The clause of the treaty of 1818, establishing the territorial line at 3 marine 
miles distant from “any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors"’ of the provinces, 
was evidently intended to be, and must be considered as declaratory of the inter- 
national law. If we can, therefore, discover and state with accuracy the doc- 
trines and rules of that law, we shall have found the correct interpretation of 
the convention. Parts of the sea are under the municipal jurisdiction and be- 
long to the territory of the countries whose coasts they wash. These portions 
are, for reasons stated h r, bounded exteriorly by the zango of cannon 
shot projected from the land, which distance, for purposes of certainty, has gen- 
erally been taken at 3 marine miles. This external sea limit of territorial do- 
minion does not, however, follow the shore parallel to all the sinuosities of the 
low-water mark; it is measured at the established distance from point or head- 
Jand to point or headland, where these projections do not alter or break the trend 
of the coast, and is thus carried around the mouths of those small depressions or 
bays whose openings are not wider than the double range of cannon, or6 marine 
miles; but it does sweep inwardly from headlands where the general direction 
of the coast is changed, and follows the concave shore of those larger indents 
whose mouths areof er width than the double range of cannon. Great 
Britain has, however, from an early day asserted municipal jurisdiction and 
territorial dominion over a wider extent of adjacent waters, and has demanded 
that her exterior sea-line shall run direct froma point 3 miles without one 
extreme headland to a point 3 miles without the next extreme headland, no 
matter how far apart these promontories may be, nor how broad and deep 
the included depression, nor how many the intervening and lesser projections 
of the land. In a word, while the general law says that territorial right is con- 
fined to those bays whose mouths are not wider than the double range of can- 
non, and to that part of others which lies within cannot-shot, Great Britain 
would extend her exclusive sway to all portions of all bays and gulfs. 

In his discussion of this subject Phillimore says: 

“ Besides the rights of property and jurisdiction within the limit of cannon- 
shot from the shore, there are certain portions of the sea which, though vee 
exceed this verge, may, under special circumstances, be prescribed for. Mari- 
time territorial rights extend, as a general rule, over arms of the sea, bays, gulfs, 
estuaries, which are inclosed but not entirely surrounded by lands belonging 
to one and the same state. With respect to bays and gulfs so inclosed there 
seems to be no reason or authority fora limitation Martens, Thus 

property and jurisdic- 


Great Britain has inmemorially claimed and exe 
tion over the bays or portions of sea cut off by lines drawn from one promon- 
tory to another, and called the king’s chambers.” 

e shall see he’ r that the limitation suggested by |Martens, which is 
thus discarded by Phillimore, is based upon sca and is sustained by al- 
most universal authority, Wildman simply remarks that “the sea within = 
shot of the shore is occupied by the occupation of the coast.” The latest Eng- 
lish text writer upon international law is Sir Travers Twiss, and he is far from 
supporting the extreme British pretensions, After stating the familiar rule that 
hostilities can not be carried on within a certain distance of neutral coasts, he 


proceeds: 
“That distance is held to extend as far as the safety of a nation renders it 


necessary and its power is adequate to assert it; and as that ce can not, 
with convenience to the nations, be variable, depending on the presence or ab- 
sence of an armed fleet, it is by practice identified with thatd over which 


a nation can command obedience to its empire by the fire of its cannon. That 
distance is, by consent, now taken to be a maritime league seawards along all 
the coasts of a nation. Beyond the distance of a sea league from its coast the 
territorial laws of a nation are, strictly speaking, not operative.” 
He prefers to call such waters “jurisdictional,” and thus describes those which 
he denominates “‘territorial:" 
“Ifa sea is entirely closed by the territory of a nation and has no other com- 
munication with the ocean than by a channel of which that nation may take 
ion, it appears that such a sea is no less capable of being occupied and 
ming property than the land. In the same manner a bay of the sea, the 
shores of which are the territory of one and the same nation, and of which the 
entrance may be effectively defended against all other nations, is capable of 
being reduced into the ion of a nation.” 
Finally, he limits ju ction over the “King’s Chambers” to the mere right 
of Bad siya hostilities therein between other belligerents. 
y is the range of cannon shot from the land adopted as the limit of terri- 
torial jurisdiction and pro y? Because the open sea is free to all, and can 
not be or bro tunder the dominion of any one nation. Ortolan 
examines and states this ciple at length with great clearness and cogency 
of reasoning. We can only quote his conclusion: 
“The impossibility of property in the sea results from the physical nature of 
this element, which can not be and which serves as the essential 
means of communication between men. The impossibility of empire over the 
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tracey results from the equality of neis and the reciprocal independence of na- 
tions,” 
Th 


a permanent ominion is, of a possession fi 
wen can onl cod PRE e E per by pant ian Atl ADG b beyond the reach 
guns there o possession any more than in mid-ocean. Hautefeuille elab- elab- 
orates this dcctrine as follows: 

dominion stops at the place where continuous possession ends, 
where the pene who own the shore can no longer exercise power, at the place 
from. which they can notexelude strangers; finally, atthe place where the pres- 
ones of foreigners, being no longer dangerous, jans have no interest to exclude 
wore Now the point where the causes which re the sea susceptible of pri- 

ceaseisthe same forall. Itis the limitof the power represented 

ers instruments of war. All the space through which pace ph rojectiles thrown from 
the shore pass, being protected and defended by them, is territorial and subject 
to the dominion of the power which controls the shore. The test range of 
a ball fired froma cannon on land istherefore the limit of the territorial sea. The 
seacoast does not present a straight and regular line; itis, on the contrary, 
mapara ess always broken by ba; yay epas capes, ete, If the maritime dominion must 
from every one of the points of the shore, great inconyenience 
ier te result. It has therefore been agreed in practice to draw an be ina A 
line from one weiner tea f to another and to take this line as the base of di parr 
ure for the reach of the cannon. This mode, adopted by almost all nationa, is 
only applicable to small bays,and not to those of great extent, which are in 
reality parts of the open hanponoig ! which 1 it is impossible to deny the complete 
assimilation with the great ocea 
Martens thus states the rule with the limitation rejected, as we have seen, by 


Phillimore: 

“What has been said of rivers and lakes is equally applicable to bays and 
gulfs; above all, to those which do not exceed the ordinary width of rivers or 
the double rangeofcannon, Af this day all writers agree that straits, gulfs,and 
the t sea belong to the ownerof the coast as far as the range ofa cannon 
pia upon the shore.” 
In the editor's note upon this section, contained in the latest edition, the pas- 
sage cited above from Hautefeuille is quoted with approval. Kliber expresses 

If in a precise and ical manner: 

“To the territory of a State belong those maritime districts and regions sus- 
ceptible of an exclusive possession. In this number are baat gros of the ocean 
which extend within the continental territory of a nation, if they can be còm- 
manded by cannon from the two banks, or if their entrance only can be closed 
or defended against vessels fs, bays)” 

Ortolan is even more emphatic. He says: 

“We should range upon the same line scot ery and roads, gulfs and bays, and 
all indentations known by other names, w these indentations made in the 
lands of the same state donot exceed in breadth the double ra: of cannon, or 
when the Ke ele age can be governed by artillery, or when it is naturally de- 
fended banks, or rocks. In all these cases we can truly say that the 
gulfs or soos Ain the ke paez of the nation which is the mistress of the terri- 

To roD E Oe 

ron de Cussy press feet tho subject at great length. 
merous treaties and Jaws and to many text-writers, 

“Sovereignty over the territorial waters of the sea sae e as far as the range 
of cannon fired from the shore. This sovereignty also extends to maritime 
districts and regions, such as roads, bays, and straits, whose entrance and exit 
can be defended by cannon,” * * * ye AN bays and straits, however, cannot 
belong through oe entire surface and extent to to the territorial sea of the state 

whose shores wash.. The sovereignty of the state over large bays and 
straits is limited %o the distance which has been indicated in the preceding 


Boies referring to nü- 


Hemmer, discussing territorial dominion over the sea, states the general rnle: 
“Common usage established the range of cannon as the distance within 
which it is not lawful to trespass, a line of limit which has not only obtained 
a of Grotius, of Bynkershoek, of Galiani, of Kliiber, but has been 
opted by the laws of many nations.” “Tf the strip of sea which 
es the coast is PONNE A as fai penik ME to the. contiguous state, if follows, 
Boke even a stronger reason, that waters connected with this portion of the sea 
ought to be under the Peten rr zee of the neighboring state which is able to 
them, fo defend the approach to them, and to hold them toader its exclusive 
control. Such are the ports and harbors which form a means of access to the 
territory. Some nations, as much by an extension of their rights as for other 
reasons, have arrogated to themselves a kind of dominion, or at least exclusive 
use, over certain portions of the high seas. Thus, in Bosiene' they include within 
the dominion of the state, under the name of King’s Chambers, the bays situ- 
ated between two promontories.” 

Ina treaty between Great Britain and France of August 3, pr it is stipulated 
that the subjects of either state shall enjoy an exclusive right of fishing within 
a distance of 3 miles from low-water pore along the whole extent of its coasts. 
‘The ninth article provides that this distance shall be measured, in the case of 
bays of which the opening shall not exceed 10 miles, from a straight line drawn 
across from one cape to r. 

Wesubmittbat Egoi eE arao is demonstrated, and that the correctness of the 

claim is hed, The position assumed by the British bome and 
colonial governments is sustained by only one. English text-writer—Phillimore. 
All other modern jurists of authority agree both in the general principle and 
in its LH rm egae to the particular case. Such unanimity exists simply because 
the principle itself is not arbitrary, but is founded upon the essential nature and 
necessary elements of territorial property and dominion, It follows, therefore, 
that, taking the limit ex in eier of 1818 as the true one, the exterior 
sea line along the eoasts should sweep within all bays and other in- 
dents whose mouths are more than 6 miles wide, leaving portions of their waters 
without its boundary of exclusion, and therefore open and free for American 
citizens and vessels to fish therein, and to anchor, prepare to fish, and do all 
other acts connected with their business, Any interference with them while 
thus lawfully pursuing their avocation, is as much an_ international wrong 
as though they should be arrested in the very midst of the Atlantio or Pacific 
Oceans, 


Such was the understanding of our commissioners who negotiated the 
treaty of 1518. Mr. Rush in a letter to-Mr. Marcy in 1854, explaining 
the meaning of the treaty, speaking of this very question, said: 


These are the secre words in our favor, They meanno more than thatour 
fishermen, while fishin; ing in the waters of the Bay of Fundy, should not go nearer 
than'3 miles to any of those small inner PATR SIOR or barbors which are 
known to indent the coasts of Nova Scotia an ew Brunswick. To suppose 
they were bound to keep 3 miles off from a line drawn from headland to me 
headland on the extreme limits of that bay—a line which might measure 50 
miles or more, according to the manner of drawing or imagining it—would be 
a most unnatural su tion, 

Similar reasons apply to all other large ba: 


veng ulfs, 
we be layed that we retained th he right of i ie he 


In signing the trea’ 
the sea, whether phe ead 


bay, gulf, or by whatever name designated. Our fishermen were waiting tor 
the word, not of exclusion, but of admission to these large bays and gulis. 

An intelligent and able reviewer of this treaty sums up the provisions 
of the first ten articles as follows: 


Articles I to X ereate an exclusive fishery for the British not consistent with 
the treaty of 1783 nor that of 1818, Our rights in the entire fishery in 1783 were 
those of a tenant in common, including the use of the shores for the purposes of 
drying and curing our fish, and procuring wood and water, and for repairs. The 

modifications in 1818 were a renunciation of our right to take within 3 
miles of the Nova Seotia shore, and the accession of the right to dry and cure 
fish on certain south shores of Newfoundland. 

The lines and limits in this new plan shat as out from vastly more of ocean 
than did the treaty of 1518. nck AS merican statesman, Secretary of State, and 
President who has been brought in contact with this question between 1518 and 
Mr. Bayard in the autumn of 1887, including Mr. Bayard himself up to that 
time, has resisted and refused to consent to the British p bonha sn known as the 
“headland doetrine.”" Every umpire before whom the question was heard has 
decided against the British pretension. British ministers themselves have de- 
clined repeatedly to offer to enforce it, and it has rested in abeyance ever since 
the decisions in the Argus and the Washington cases denounced it as an unten- 
able construction. 


After such a surrender of territorial rights one would naturally ex- 
pect to find some compensatory provisions in the remaining articles of 
the treaty, but when we examine the tenth article we find a further 
surrender of rights—the rights of American fishing vessels resorting to 
British Ameriean bays and harbors for shelter and other purposes pro- 
vided for in the treaty of 1818, to exemption from unnecessary restrie- 
tions by municipal laws. These rights or liberties, as has been said, 
are not commercial rights, but are incidental to the greater right recog- 
nized by the treaty of fishing in certain British waters. It could not 
have been contemplated by the framers of the treaty of 1818 that in 
the exercise of these liberties American fishing vessels should be sub- 
ject to commercial regulations. 

By this article, if ratified, the United States will waive the right of 
their fishermen to the unrestricted enjoyment of these liberties ex- 
cept to the extent necessary to prevent the abuse of their exercise, 
and agree that our fishing vessels in the exercise of the rights guarantied 
by the treaty of 1818 shall be subject to municipal laws and shall con- 
form to the harbor regulations provided by the municipal Jaws of Can- 
ada, and when resorting to such bays or harbors for shelter or repairing 
damages and remaining more than twenty-four hours, exclusive of Sun- 
days and legal holidays, or communicating with the shore, or when 
resorting to such bays or harbors within the limits of established ports 
of entry for the purpose of purchasing wood or obtaining water, may 
be requested to report, enter, and clear. It will be observed that by 
this article the fishing vessels of the United States while denied com- 
mereial privileges in Canadian ports are to be subjected to commercial 
restrictions and regulations while in the exereise of treaty rights. 

The eleventh article of the treaty provides that United States fishing 
vessels entering the ports of the eastern and northeastern coasts of Can- 
ada and of the coasts of Newfoundland under stress of weather or 
other casualty, may unload, reload, transship, or sell, subject to the 
customs laws and regulations, all fish on board when such unloading, 
transshipment, or sale is made necessary as incidental to repairs, and 
may replenish outfits, provisions, and supplies damaged or lost by dis- 
aster, and in case of death or sickness shall be allowed all needful facili- 
ties, ineluding the shipping of crews, and that license shall be granted 
to United States fishing vessels to obtain by purchase (not by barter) 
in established ports of entry on the aforesaid coasts of Canada or New- 
foundland for the homeward voyage such provisions as are ordinarily 
sold to trading vessels, and. when such license has been obtained by 
such vessels they shall be allowed such facilities for the purchase of 
casnal and needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to 

rading vessels, that is to say, such supplies as are required while fit- 
ting for the homeward voyage. 

Without diseussing in this connection the right or duty of the United 
States to demand for American vessels of every class such privileges in 
British American ports as are accorded to Canadian vessels in the ports 
of the United States, it is sufficient to say concerning this article that 
the privileges stipulated for the fishing vessels of the United States are 
such as are by the common practice of all nations accorded to vessels 
of other nations as acts of hospitality and humanity, and that to pur- 
chase or sell such privileges is incompatible with the honor and dignity 
of a great nation. 

But the substantial proposition of the treaty is found in the fifteenth 
article. By the preceding articles the United States gains nothing 
of consequence and surrenders much. By the fifteenth article the 
commercial privileges our fishermen want, and which it is claimed on 
the part of the United States they are entitled to as a matter of good 
neighborhood and upon principles of reciprocity, are offered to us upon 
condition that we will give the colonial fishermen free market for their 
fish and fish-oil. After all that has been said by the present Secretary 
of State and our minister to Great Britain concerning the rights of our 
fishing vessels to commercial privileges in Canadian ports, the Ad- 
ministration has agreed with Great Britain that if we obtain such 
privilege hereafter we shall purchase them with the remission of duties 
upon Canadian fish and fish-oil. The duties on Canadian and New- 
op tae fish for the year ending July 1, 1887, amount to $611,- 
937. 
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Had fresh fish been subject to the same duty as salt fish the duties 
on the same for the year would have amounted to $230,126. The 
duties remitted on salt fish and fish-oil, with the increased importation 
in the future, would approximate a million of dollars a year, while the 
admission of Canadian and Newfoundland fish and fish-oil free of duty 
would, as it did under the treaty of 1871, build up the Canadian fish- 
ing interests at the expense of our own. Notwithstanding this Sena- 
tors on the other side of this Chamber intimate that fish will be put 
upon the free-list if this treaty isrejected. Iwill inform them that, in 
my judgment, that is not the way to secure free fish for the Canadian 
fishermen, The ratification of this treaty, surrendering to Great Britain 
our claim for commercial hae, ti for our fishing vessels unless pur- 
chased by free fish, would lay the foundation for placing fish on the 
free-list. The Senator from Alabama in his recent speech declared 
himself in favor of the admission of Canadian fish free of duty. He 
need not have made the announcement. The fact that he supports 
this treaty was sufficient evidence as to his position upon that subject. 
The admission of fish free is the natural sequence of the ratification of 
this treaty. No doubt the only reason why a stipulation for the ad- 
mission of Canadian fish into the United States duty free was not in- 
serted in the treaty was that stated by our negotiators in their reply 
to the proposition of the British plenipotentiaries, who proposed — 

That with the view of removing all causes of difference in connection with 
the fisheries it is proposed by Her esty’s plenipotentiaries the fishermen 
of both countries shall have all the poruge enjoyed during the existence of 
the fishery articles of the treaty of Washington, in consideration of a muteal 


, arrangement providing for greater freedom of commercial intercourse between 
the United States, Canada, and Newfoundland. 


To which the United States commissioners replied: 


While continuing their proposals, hereto submitted on the 30th ultimo, and 
fully sharing the desire of Her Britannic Majesty’s plenipotentiaries to remove 
all causes of difference in connection with the fisheries, the American plenipo- 
tentiaries are constrained after careful consideration to decline to ask from the 
President the authority requisite to consider the proposals conveyed to them 
on the 3d instant as means to the desired end, because the greater freedom of 
commercial intercourse 80 pro would necessitate an adjustment of the 
present tariff of the United States by Congressional action, which adjustment 
the American plenipotentiaries consider to be manifestly impracticable of ac- 
complishment through the medium of a treaty now existing. 

Does any one believe that the British plenipotentiaries in negotiating 
this treaty did not confidently expect that Congress would remove the 
duties on fish and fish-oil, and that the fifteenth article of the treaty 
would becomes operative? 

What becomes of the statement of Mr. Phelps to Lord Rosebery 
that the scheme of Canada to drive the United States ‘‘into the adop- 
tion of a new treaty by which Canadian fish shall be admitted free 
* * * js likely to proye as mistaken in policy as it is indefensible 
in principle?” Sir, J am much mistaken in the temper of the Amer- 
ican people if they will submit to be driven into such a concession or 
yield to demands attempted to be enforced by such means. Great 
Britain, to make a market for the productions of British India, forced 
the opium trafic upon China at the point of the sword. To swell her 
revenues she monopolized the liquor trafic in British India and added 
to the wretchedness of the impoverished inhabitants by spreading in- 
temperance among them. She assisted in the collection of the debts 
of her citizens in Egypt by the intervention of her ironclads. Butun- 
less the American people have hopelessly lost the spirit which animated 
them in 1776 and 1812 she will never succeed by harassing and annoy- 
ing our fishermen in driving the United States into the admission of 
Canadian fish free, 

The President, in his message transmitting the treaty to the Senate, 
says that by this treaty *‘the uninterrupted navigation of the Strait of 
Canso is expressly and for the first time affirmed.’ Thisisa mistake. 
As a matter of international law Great Britain never had any right to 
interrupt the free navigation of the Strait of Canso by the fishing or 
other vessels of the United States; but there is nothing in this treaty 
that can be construed as an abandonment on the part of Great Britain 
of any conteation to the contrary. The language of the treaty is: 

Art. IX. Nothing in this treaty shail interrupt or affect the free navigation of 
the Strait of Canso by fishing vessels of the United States, 

That is, nothing in the treaty is to be construed asa renunciation by 
the United States of its claim to the free navigation of the strait. This 
provision was evidently intended to prevent the delimitation in the 
treaty of Chedabucto Bay, which forms the southern entrance to the 
Strait of Canso, from being construed into an abandonment by the 
United States of its right to navigate the strait, The right of the citi- 
zens of the United States to the free navigation of the Strait of Canso 
does not depend upon treaty stipulation. The strait connects the At- 
lantic Ocean with the Gulf of St. Lawrence, the navigation of both of 
which are free to our fishermen and to all the world, and they have 
under the acknowledged principles of international law the right of 
free passage through it. A 

Thereare other thingsin this treaty and things omitted from it which 
should cause its rejection by the Senate; among them the extraordi- 
nary provision of Article XIII, providing that the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall mike regulations for the conspicuous exhibition by any United 
States fishing vessel upon each bow of its official number, and requiring 
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the regulations to pe communicated to Her Majesty’s Government prior 
to their taking effect, which is justly offensive to our fishermen, and 
the surrender of therightof our fishermen to transship cargoes under the 
provisions of Article XXIX of the treaty of 1871. But I will not fur- 
ther discuss its provisions, 

It isa mistake to suppose that the pending treaty, if ratified, will 
remove the grounds of misunderstanding between the two countries as 
to our fishing rights in Canadian waters. So far from settling points 
of difference between the two nations so as to prevent future misunder- 
standings, it, in my judgment, multiplies questions for controversy. 
The old question of what are necessary and reasonable regulations to 
prevent the abuse of their privileges by our fishermen in British waters 
will be still a subject of controversy, and by renouncing all claim of 
right to fish in the great bays named in the treaty and in other bays 
where the width is 10 miles and under from headland to headland, 
the area of the waters from which our fishermen are excluded, and 
within which the Canadian authorities will enforce legislation to annoy 
and drive them out, is greatly increased, and, as we heard from the 
Senator from Maine, the danger of accidental invasion of British waters 
and of infractions of Canadian laws is greatly augmented. The un- 
usual tides, strong currents, and prevailing fogs*vhich for long periods 
will make it impossible for our fishermen to distinguish the headlands 
of bays at the distance from shore required by the new delimitation, 
all add to the risk and danger of our fishermen in prosecuting their 
calling in the Gulf of St. Lawrence and navigating those waters. 

The fifth article of the treaty adds a new subject for evasion and mis- 
construction by the British authorities. It provides that nothing in 
the treaty shall be construed to include within the common waters 
such interior portions of any bays, creeks, or harbors as can not be 
reached from the sea without passing within the 3 marine miles men- 
tioned in Article I of the convention of October 20, 1818. 

What does this article mean? Whenis the test to be made—at high 
or low water? What is the draught of the vessel by which the test is 
to be made, oris there a different rule for vessels of different draughts, 
so that one vessel will be excluded and another admitted; or will Great 
Britain claim that where the channel usnally navigated by vessels en- 
tering a bay is nearer than 3 miles from either shore, all vessels are 
to be excluded? Not only does the treaty add to the questions for 
controversy with Great Britain and her dependencies, but it leaves 
other important .and serious matters of difference between the two 
Governments unadjusted for future negotiation, arbitration, or settle- 
ment by other means, The question of the seal fisheries in the Behr- 
ing Sea, the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, and the Nicaragua Canal, the 
acquisitions and threatened acquisitions of territory by Great Britain 
in proximity to onr shores are all left a3 causes for irritation, contro- 
versy, and pretext for war if either country, as some Senators suppose, 
desires it. 

The Senator from Alabama, in his recent speech, said: 


Mr. Blaine, Mr. Evarts, Mr. Sueras, and Mr. Gresham were all members 
of cabinets, and two of them were Secretaries of State while discussion, which 
always implies negotiation, was being conducted on these same questions. ‘The 
wrongs went on; the peopie suffered; the diplomats quarreled, as lovers do, 
only to prore the depths of an inner love that no surface storm can reach, but 
they still mildly discussed a treaty and hid away all thoughts of war from their 
peaceful contemplations, Their repose, which argued an indifference to the 
wrongs then existing, is in strange contrast with their present wild and sudden 


| fury, excited by those wrongs. 


I apprehend that the“ wild and sudden fury’? referred to exists only 
in the rhetoric of the Senator from Alabama. The position of the Re- 
publican Senators to-day is the position of the whole Senate and of 
both Houses of Congress and, as was claimed by the Senator, of the Ad- 
ministration but a little over a year ago. But what are the facts con- 
cerning the connection of Republican administrations with the fish- 
eries question? 

When Abraham Lincoln was inaugurated, the reciprocity treaty of 
1854 was in force, and continued in force until 1866. During that time 
there was no controversy between the two Governments upon the ques- 
tion. The essions against our fishermen ceased when Canadian 
fish were admitted free. Before the termination of the reciprocity treaty 
the British Government had directed that American fishing vessels 
should not be interfered with unless they were found within 3 miles 
of the shore, or within 3 miles of a line drawn across the mouth of a 
bay or creck less than 10 geographical miles in width. By a letter 
from the colonial department of the admiralty, dated April 30, 1870, 
and by instructions from the admiralty dated May 5, 1870, British na- 
val officers were directed— 

Not to seize any [American fishing] vessel unless it is evident it can be clearly 
proved that the offensive fishing has been committed and the vessel captured 
within 3 miles of land. 

In short, the British Government, without abandoning its claim to 
the headland theory, directed that it should not be enforced, but the 
free market in the United States for Canadian fish having been lost by 
the termination of the reciprocity treaty, the Canadian Dominion in 
1868 and in 1870, by legislation which clearly violated our treaty rights, 
renewed the controversy. The diplomatic controversy concerning our 
fisheries rights was merged in the treaty of 1871, which mainly related 
to Alabama claims, but by the provisions of which all grounds of con- 
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troversy were once more removed by the admission of fish and the 
products of fish duty free into the United States for another period of 
twelve years. When that treaty was terminated the administration 
was Democratic, and is entitled to the credit, or must bear the blame, 
as the case may be, of subsequent negotiations. 

The Senator from Alabama takes the position that the rejection of this 
treaty would close the door to negotiation, and adopts a line of argu- 
ment calculated to alarm the country by intimating that the alterna- 
tive to the ratification of the treaty is war with Great Britain. It will 
be interesting to contrast his recent utterances as to the necessity for 
a treaty with Great Britain and the danger of commercial retaliation 
with some remarks made by him in the Senate on the 13th of April 
1886, during the discussion of a resolution which passed the Senate on 
that day by a vote of 35 yeas to 10 nays, and which is as follows: 


Resolved, That in the opinion of the Senate, the appointment of a commission 
in which the Governments of the United States and Great Britain shall be rep- 
resented, c with the consideration and settlement of the fishing rights of 
the two governments, on the coasts of the United States and British North 
America, ought not to be provided for by Congress, 


The Senator said: 


In crt ane to the remarks of the Senator from Maine, and also in what in- 
vestigation I have been able to give this subiect, Iam unable to ascertain that 
there is really any unsettled question between the United States and Great 
Britain in regard to the fisheries of the northeastern coast. I have inquired of 
Senators who have had ie, ng ns in the diplomatic affairs of the country, 
to ascertain, if I could, whether there was any open question of damages, any 
claim of damages arising between the Governments respectively out of any su 
pes breach of our fisheries treaties or our fisheries laws; and I can hear noth- 

of that kind. The Halifax Commission seems to have settled for good and 
all ev: controversy, sounding in damages at least, which has been promoted 
oru by the citizens of the countries on either side, 

Those considerations out of view, the next question would be whether there 
is any want of certainty in our treaty relations with Great Britain upon this 
nee I conceive that there is no want of certainty in our treaty relations, 
and there is scarcely room for a difference in interpretation of what our treaty 
relations actually are. The two treaties which have settled the actual and what 


No other treaties we have made at all in respect to the fisheries have under- 
taken to define the permanent, enduring rights either of the British people or 
of our people in respect of the fisheries. We have had two other treaties on 
this su ject, the treaty of 1854 and the treaty of 1871, but they were both tem- 
porary in their character and both made liable to be suspended by the action of 
either government after they had run for ten years, and both have been abro- 
gated. So that the field is entirely clear in respect of the actual state of treaty 
relations between the United States and Great Britain, and those treaty rela- 
tions rest upon the treaties of 1783 and 1818, 

> a * * * > +> 

We took the —— od Pace novo, and in that treaty of 1818 we yielded certain 
very important rights which I have just called to the attention of the Senate, and 
we Ma gee ar out to us some other rights in perpetuity. I will call attention 
to Article I of that treaty to show exactly what we yielded and what we re- 
tained; we did not gain anything. 

* Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by the United 
States, for the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry, and cure fish on certain coasts, 
ks of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America, it 
contracting parties that the inhabitants of the said 
United States shall have forever, in common with the subjects of His Britannic 
Majesty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that part of the southern coast 
of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the Rameau Islands, on the 
western and northern coast of Newfoundland,” : 

That appears to be a gaut in tuity. 

“From the said Ca) y to the n Islands, on the shores of the Mag- 
dalen Islands, and on the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount 
Joli, on the southern coast of Labrador, to and through the Straits of Belle Isle, 
and thence northwardly indefinitely along the coast, without prejudice, how- 
ever, to any of the exclusive rights of the Hudson Bay Company.” 

‘All these ba ea were gran to us in perpetuity on that boundary, that defi- 
nition of the limit— 

** And that the American fishermen shall also have liberty forever to dry and 
cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors, and creeks of the southern part 
of the coast of Newfoundland, hereabove described, and of the coast of Labra- 
dor; but so soon as the same, or any portion thereof, shall be settled, it shall 
not be lawful for the said fishermen to dry or cure.fish at such portion so settled 
without previous agreement forsuch purpose with the inhabitants, proprietors, 
or rs of the ground.” 

‘hat was what was granted to us, or rather it was what was left of our rights 
under the treaty of 1783. Now comes the part that we yielded: 

“And the United States hereby renounce forever any liberty heretofore en- 
joyed orclaimed by the inhabitants thereof to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 
3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 

ty’s dominions in America not included within the above-mentioned 
limits: Pro however, That the American fishermen shall be admitted to 
enter such bays or harbors for the pu: of she)ter and of repairing damages 
therein, of purchasing wood, and of ning water, and for no other purpose 
whatever. But they shall be under such restrictions as may be necessary to 
prevent their taking, drying, or curing fish therein, or in any other manner 
whatever abusing the privileges hereby reserved to them.” 

That I consider the treaty foundation in regard to the fisheries between the 
United States and Great tain. It seems to me a very clear one, I can 
scarcely understand how it is the subject of misconstruction or misunderstand- 
ing atall. It will be observed that in this proviso the language employed and 
the evident Topas of it was to extend to our fishermen a peculiar privilege 
in the bays, rs, inlets, and creeks into which they might resort, in favor of 
our fishermen. There is reg in that article which I have just read to indi- 
piatia! people or a people who wers intruding upon ihe signa of te por 
pi e or a people who were in upon the rights of the people 
of the Satna mérisan provinces; that their traffic was in any sense an un- 
lawful traffic or injurious to the people with whom wetraded. On the contrary, 
this very privilege and license of entering into their bays was given to us for 
the p of promoting the welfare of the people along the coast of the British 
possessions, 7 2 $ p = 


* 

I do not wish to volunteer any opinions about this subject before a question 
gets before the Senate and I am compelled to act upon it; but my convictions 
are very gry rg: aro fixed; indeed I may say that we can get along with 
the people of Great Britain on this subject without any further treaty at all and 


e in any sense a 


without any further legislation. Ifany one were to ask me what provision of 
a treaty I would frame to Seen poee and settle any question’of fundamental law 
between us and Great Britain in respect of the fisheries, I could not su; st it, 
or if I were asked to pro: anamendmentto the statutes of the United States, 
so as to put the control of this intricate subject more completely in the hands of 
our own Government, I could not frame the amendment to the statutes, I 
would not know how to doit. I believe that both the treaty stipulations and 
the situation under the statutes are about as complete as we areever able to 
makethem. There may be other interests, and there are other interests lyin 
between the people of the British possessions and the United States that I woul 
like very much indeed to see promoted by further negotiation, but I can not 
call tomind, there is no suggestion to my mind of, any improvement that we 
could make under existing conditions of our rights in the fisheries of that 
northeastern coast. 
e s $ . * * * 

Mr. GEORGE. Would it not be well to base the right to buy ice, bait, and all 
that sort of thing, on the interpretation of the law? 

Mr. Moreay. Ice and bait are not mentioned in this treaty. 

Mr. GEORGE, I know they are not. 

Mr. Morgay. Ice and bait are therefore to be treated as articles of commerce, 
If we have any right to get ice and bait there, it is under the commercial privi- 
lege extended to us by the statute of Great Britain. 

Mr. GEORGE. Which Great Britain has a right to interpret for herself. 

Mr. Moreayn, Interpret for herself until we come to our right to interpret, and 
then we say, “If you interpret it in that way we interpret our statute so and 
so. 

Mr. GEORGE, That is retaliation. 

Mr. Morean, And itis all you can make of it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Li does not come to any agreement. 

Mr. MorGan. It would hardly be expected, I think, that the diplomatic pow- 
ers of two t governments should enter into a negotiation to determine the 
distinction ween iceand bait on one side and bacon and flour on the other 
as articles of commerce; neither of them is mentioned in the treaty, but I should 
think it was unfortunate for the civilization ofthis age, especially I should think 
ít unfortunate for the character of the publicists of this age, if they should find 
it necessary to interpret the meaning of ice and bait so as to exclude them within 
the commercial list, when everybody would admit that flour and bacon are in- 
cluded in the commercial list. 

Whatever is legitimate traffic, whatever is not contraband, is lawful traffic in 
any port to which you have the lawful right of access; and if it is ice and bait 
it is just as much commerce as if it was flour and bacon. You can not claim ice 
and bait under the treaty, you can not claim flour and bacon under the treaty, 
but beyond question a merchant ship has the right to go there and buy flour 
and bacon and a fisherman has the right to go there and buy flour and bacon if 
also he isa commercial ship, for a tisherman may have two rs, an 
every one of them I believe two characters. One is a business or vocation 
of catching fish, and the other is of dealing in freightsor in merchandise, traffic, 
barter, or exchange just as they wish. We do not send any ships out of our 
ports, as I understand, exclusively for the purpose of fishing, but we arm every 
one of them with a sea pass and give them the protection of an enrollment ora 
registry, so that they are American ships in every sense of the word and com- 
me: ships in every sense of the word. 

Now, Mr. President, I to call attention again to the treaty of 1818 and to 
insist that the proviso which is found in the latter part of Article I was never 
intended for the purpose of discriminating against American ships and denoune- 
ing American fishermen or putting them under any bad character, casting any 
imputation or reproach upon them, but it was intended to rovide for them 
privileges that at that time did not exist in the hands of ordinary commercial 
vessels—a favored class of ships under the treaty, a class of ships favored be- 
es of the patane which they brought to the people living upon that 
northern coast, 


The Senator from Alabama says: 

The committee having decided without the aid of a single vote of the minority 
against a resolution to discuss this eg in open session, the minority had the 
right to suppose that this attitude would be adhered to. 

The Senator will remember that while the resolution offered by him- 
self relating to the manner of the appointment of the American pleni- 
potentiaries, and set forth in the minority report, was under consider- 
ation, he strongly indicated a disposition to favor the discussion of the 
treaty in open session. I certainly regarded what he said, and I think 
every other member of the committee did, as indicating that if the con- 
sideration of the treaty was not to be divested from the question of the 
regularity of the appointment of the so-called plenipotentiaries who 
assisted Secretary Bayard in its negotiations, he should vote for open 
sessions. The Senator was not alone in making such an intimation. 
He will remember also that when the vote was first taken in the com- 
mittee upon the resolution for open sessions it was adopted, three mem- 
bers of the majority and three members of the minority, including the 
Senator from Alabama, voting for it; and that it was afterwards recon- 
sidered on account of strenuous opposition of the Senator from Ver- 
mont. 

Does not the Senator also know that it has been stated upon this 
floor by Senators on that side of the Chamber that they had caucused 
upon the question whether the treaty should be discussed in open ses- 
sion, and that they were nearly equally divided upon the question, and 
does he not also know that their course upon the question is in accord- 
ance with a caucus understanding, and that the same caucus consid- 
ered the merits of the treaty? It comes with a poor grace under such 
circumstances for Senators now to talk about caucus decrees and of the 
change of position of Senators upon this side of the Chamber upon the 
subject of open sessions. If this treaty is a fair treaty which can stand 
upon its own merits, and will bear discussion, why is all this complaint 
about the discussion of this treaty in open session? Why are Senators 
on that side of the Chamber desirous of postponing the consideration 
of the treaty until December? Why so much talk about war with 
Great Britain if the treaty is rejected? Why is the Republican side 
of the Senate threatened with rash and inconsiderate action by the Ex- 
ecutive in enforcing the retaliation act of March 3, 1887? Why tho 


charge that the Republican side of the Senate is governed by political 
considerations in opposing this treaty? 
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Is it possible that the objection to open session is that certain Sena- 
tors feel compelled tostand by the Administration and sustain the treaty, 
knowing that it is an abandonment by the United States of the contro- 
versy concerning the fisheries, and will not bear inspection? 

Mr. President, if I were to vote against this treaty because it has 
been negotiated by a Democratic President, or for any other political 
reason; or if, believing as I do that it surrenders valuable rights secured 
by the treaty of 1818, that it purchases partial commercial privileges 
in Canadian ports for our fishing vessels and estops us from withdraw- 
ing the fall commercial privileges now enjoyed in the ports of the 
United States by the fishing vessels of the Canadian provinces when, 
as I think, we should either have for our fishing vessels full commer- 
cial privileges without purchase, or give to Canadian fishing vessels in 
our ports only such commercial advantages as we ourselves enjoy in 
the Canadian provinces, I should vote for it for fear that the President 
will, if the treaty is rejected, use the power of reciprocity, or retalia- 
tion, if you please, which Congress has placed in his hands to be used 
in his discretion, in such a manner as to unnecessarily interfere with 
the commerce and business of the country and to produce bankruptcy 
and ruin to our commercial and business interests, I should be un- 
worthy of the position I hold. And, sir, if I should vote for the sur- 
render of American rights proposed by this treaty for another reason 
which has been urged upon the other side of this Chamber, namely, 
that the rejection of the treaty may be made a pretext for war against 
us by Great Britain, I should be no less recreant to the duty I owe to 
my constituents and the country. 

Sir, our battles with Great Britain will be battles of diplomacy. She 
will get by diplomacy all that we are weak enough to yield, but the 
lessons taught her by experience have not been forgotten, and she will 
reserve the contest of arms for nations of less strength and fewer re- 
sources. From the close of the Revolution and the treaty of peace of 
1783 until the negotiation of this treaty there has been one continnal 
diplomatic battle between the United Stateg and Great Britain. Ifshe 
has yielded to our just claims it has been foot by foot. Treaties were 
no sooner made than ambiguities were claimed to exist or breaches on 
our part alleged to justify her refusal to execute them and to lay the 
foundation for a new treaty and the further exercise of her genius for 
Nae oh 

y the treaty of 1783 with Great Britain the independence of the 
United States was recognized and a partition of empire upon; 
but in direct violation of the provisions of the treaty she held on to her 
fortified posts in our northwestern territory, using them as a base from 
which to stir up hostility among the savage tribes against us, evidently 
with a view of seizing a favorable opportunity to renew the struggle. 
She not only persisted in this wrong, but pretended to a right to retain 
possession of the posts, alleging that the United States had broken the 
treaty by permitting the States to place obstacles in the way of the 
collection of English debts. In short, it took another treaty—the 
treaty of 1794—to secure the surrender of the northwestern posts by 
the British Government which was stipulated for in the treaty of 1783. 
The settlement of our northern boundary, which by the treaty of 1783 
was definite enough, required years of negotiations and treaty after 
treaty. 

After a controversy of nearly half a century we entered into a treaty 
with Great Britain for the settlement of the Oregon boundary ques- 
tion, a settlement in which, in my judgment, we were overmatched by 
British diplomacy and surrendered rights which never should have 
been yielded and the consequence of which to us and the value of which 
to the British Government are just now beginning to appear. The 
draught of the treaty was prepared by the British ministry and the 
treaty was neither obscure nor ambiguous, It fixed our boundary at 
40° north latitude from the Rocky Mountains to Puget Sound, and 
thence along ‘‘ the middle channel which separates the continent from 
Vancouver’s Island, and thence through the straits of Juan de Fuca 
to the Pacific Ocean.” The Canal de Haro was the widest and dee 
est channel between Vancouver and the continent, the one evidently 
called for by the treaty, and yet Great Britain set up a claim to the 
Sen Juan Islands and other islands south and east of this channel, 
and declared that under any circumstances she would maintain the 
sovereignty of them, and sought to establish the Rosaro Straits, named 
and placed upon the English admiralty chartsafter the treaty was made, 
as the boun: line, and it took a quarter of a century of diplomacy 
and an arbitration to settle the boundary in Puget Sound in accord- 
ance with the plain stipulations of the treaty. 

If it were true, which it is not, that the rejection of this treaty by 
the Senate would be made the pretext by Great Britain for a declaration 
of war against the United States, that fact should not receive a mo- 
ment’s consideration by the Senate. 

Can it be that a people who in their infancy threw off the British 
yoke, and by a brave struggle and heoric sacrifices achieved their in- 
dependence, who in 1812 took up the gauge of battle against Great 
Britain and maintained their rights against British aggression, and in 
other times and under other administrations never shrank from assert- 
ing and maintaining their rights upon land and sea wherever the em- 
blem of our nationality was of right displayed, have in these later 
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days, with their great wealth and resources and increased population, 
so degenerated that it is a legitimate argument addressed to United 
States Senators charged with the grave constitutional duty of advising 
and consenting to a treaty with a foreign nation that if the treaty is 
not ratified, and, as they believe would be the case, the rights of the 
United States basely yielded, it would be the occasion for war? 

I do not believe that the American people have so degenerated and 
would be willing to purchase peace upon such terms. When it comes 
to pass that the most important acts of this the highest legislative 
body in the country are controlled by fear of foreign war, or by threats 
of Executive proceedings which will involve the country in financial 
disaster and ruin, and the business interests of the country in bank- 
ruptcy, instead of by the deliberate judgment of Senators exercised under 
the sauction of their official oaths unbiased by fear and uninfluenced 
by Executive dictation, our republican institutions will indeed be in 
danger, but the danger will be from within and not from without. 

But, sir, I do not fear a war with Great Britain. I believe the sen- 
timent of the two countries in favor of peace and of peaceful measures 
for settling differences isso great as to prevent a resort to thearbitrament 
of war. Besides, sir, Great Britain will not resort to war with us, be- 
cause it is not to her interest todoso. She has everything to lose and 
nothing to gain bysuch awar. England aspires to be the workshop of 
the world. Her markets are in every part of the civilized globe> Her 
commerce whitens every sea. Her possessions are found on every con- 
tinent. Her merchants, her manufacturers, her ship-owners, her bank- 
ers and her capitalists, her artisans and laborers are all interested in 
preserving peace with us. We do not want war. Even if fully pre- 
pared for war, it would bea national calamity. The defenseless condi- 
tion of our coasts, the exposed condition of thousands of millions of de- 
structible property in our great seacoast cities, and the unprotected con- 
dition of our coastwise commerce would, in the event of war, at first 
cause us great loss. While I am free to admit that with our exposed 
coast and unprotected coastwise commerce we are not prepared for a war 
with Great Britain, I am equally certain that she can not afford a war 
with us, for whatever damages at the commencement she might be able 
to inflict upon our exposed seaports, in the end we would come out of 
the struggle able to make her pay the cost of the war and for the dam- 
ages she had inflicted, while she would come out with the loss of her 
Canadian provinces and of her extended and valuable commerce, 

The fortified naval stations at Halifax and Bermuda and Esquimalt 
area menace to our commerce and seaport cities; but, on the other 
hand, her most important colonial possession is divided from our terri- 
tory by an imaginary line 3,000 miles in extent. No forts can protect 
the Canadian frontiers, and her great ironclads can not protect her 
commerce in a hundred seas. At the call of even this pro-English Ad- 
ministration, in case of war with Great Britain, armed men from every 
State and Territory along the Canadian border would spring into the 
field to make the conquest of the provinces, and a few months of hos- 
tilities would witness on every sea where a British merchant ves- 
sel was to be found an American privateer intent on securing in- 
demnity for the damages inflicted upon our commerce and unprotected 
coasts, 

Again, sir, while war is undesirable and would be a national calam- 
ity, and considered in itself is a brutal, barbarous practice, there are 
some things more to be dreaded than war. A nation can emerge from 
a costly and sanguine war with its honor untarnished, with its self-re- 
spect unimpaired, its love of liberty intensified, and the foundations of 
its prosperity strengthened, but when to avoid the supposed necessity 
of maintaining its rights it basely yields to unjust demands it loses its 
own self-respect and the respect of other nations. 

Mr. President, in 1776 thirteen feeble colonies, with three millions 
of people, without armies and without resources, declared their inde- 
pendence of Great Britain and maintained the struggle with undaunted 
courage and unparalleled sacrifice until the mother country was will- 
ing to treat with them for a separation, The great prize of peace and 
independence for the struggling colonies was within reach. The Brit- 
ish commissioners sought to induce the American negotiators to give 
up their fishery rights on the British colonial coasts of North America, 
but great as the inducement must have been, John Adams said, “I 
will never put my hand to any article without satisfaction about the 
fisheries,” and Great Britain yielded. 

Contrast the reply of John Adams just quoted with the terms of this 
treaty. Is it possible that the American people have so degenerated 
during more than a century of prosperity that a nation of 65,000,000 
of people, with unbounded resources, with a full Treasury, occupying 
a commanding position among the nations of the earth, able to coms 
mand respect and to enforce its rights everywhere, the custodian of the 
liberties and rights won by tha swords of our Revolutionary sires, is 
willing to purchase hospitality from Great Britain or her colonies, to 
buy immunity for her citizens from the aggressions of the Canadian 
Government in violation of treaty rights, or from fear of British iron- 
clads is ready, without an adjudication of her rights, or rather in the 
face of an adjudication in our favor, tamely and voluntarily to surrender 
the liberties in British waters secured to us by the Revolution as we 
have claimed them for seventy years? 
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Ido not believe it. The Senator from Alabama says, though his 
statement is contradicted by his vote: 

Iam not averse to open discussion of this treaty, because I know that the im- 
mense interests of the pulatiuns contiguous to Canada and along the 
Great Lakes will consi y weigh every fact that bears on this controversy. 

The Republican side of this Chamber haye shown by their votes that 
they are ready to let the people of this country, not only along the 
Great Lakes but everywhere throughout our domain, hear the discuss- 
ion as to the merits of this treaty and pass judgment upon their action 
in regard to it. They have too much confidence in the intelligence of 
the American people to think for a moment that they can by assertion 
or 50 be made to believe that the alternative presented to the 
Senate by the Administration is the surrender proposed by this treaty 
or war with Great Britain, and too much confidence in their patriotism, 
national pride, and self-respect to think that if they could be made to 
so believe that even then they would be willing to make the surrender. 

PROPOSED ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 

During the delivery of Mr. DoLPH’s speech as given above, 

Mr. PUGH said: Will the Senator give way for a minute to allow 
me tosubmit a motion? 

Mr. DOLPH. Certainly. 

Mr. PUGH. Imove that when the Senate adjourn to-day it adjourn 
to meet on Monday next at 12 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BERRY in the chair); The Sen- 
ator from Alabama moves that when the Senate adjourn to-day it be 
to meet on Monday next. 

Mr. CHACE. Mr. President, I suppose it is a foregone conclusion 
that that vote will be 

| The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The motion is not debatable, as the 
Chair understands. By unanimous consent, the Senator may proceed. 
The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. PLATT. I should be very glad to think that the motion was 
debatable. 

Mr. FRYE. It is, by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unanimous consent, the Chair 
thinks, it may be debated. 

Mr, CHACE. Isuppose it is a foregone conclusion that in this thin 
Senate that motion, as usual, will be adopted; but it seems to me that 
it is an error, a mistake. There are a number of questions before the 
Senate which it will require considerable time to debate. I do not 
wish to offer any factious oppositiun to the motion. Ihave no doubt 
ifa quorum were here they would vote that way, but I simply want 
te put on record my protest against it. Itis well on in the summer 
and we sre wasting time. 

The Senate may be well up in its business, as some Senator suggests 
in his seat, but there is a great deal of talking to be done, and after a 
time we shall have very important measures coming before us which 
will demand action, and then there will not be time to finish many of 
them. I wish to put on record my protest against adjourning the Sen- 
ate in this way. I think the Senate ought to sit to-morrow and act on 
some of these questions. There are a number of questions which de- 

. mand attention and action, and the Senate ought to stay here and at- 
tend to them. 
‘ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will put the question. 
[Putting the question.] The ayes appear to have it. 

Mr. CHACE. Iask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. DOLPH. I wish the Senator from Alabama would withdraw 
his motion and let me finish my remarks. He can then renew it. 

Mr. PUGH. I withdraw it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. , The motion is withdrawn. 

we DOLPH resumed the floor and completed hisspeech as published 
above. 

Mr. PUGH. I give notice that on Monday next at the close of the 
morning business I shall ask the Senate to go into open executive ses- 
sion for the purpose of making some remarks on the pending treaty. - 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The Senate resumes its legislative 
session. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 
Mr. SAWYER. I move that when the Senate adjourn to-day itad- 
journ to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to. 
RECOVERY OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY. 
Mr. CALL. Isubmit the following resolution, and ask for its pres- 
ent consideration: , 

. Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be directed to furnish the Senate 
such evidences as may be in the Treas Department relating to property of 
the United States or to which the United has a valid claim, which is held 
in adverse against the United States, with such recom: on as 
to its recovery as he may consider best for the public interest. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the resolution ? ` 

Mr. TELLER. Ishould like toask the Senator from Florida to state 
the purpose of the resolution. I do not want to antagonize it. 

Mr. CALL. ‘There issome property as to which I think itis very de- 
sirable some action should be taken for its recovery. 


Mr. TELLER. It refers to some particular property? 

Mr. CALL. It does. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. If there be no objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution, the question is on agreeing to the 
same. 

The resolution was to. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 22 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until Monday, July 16, 1888, at 12 o’clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, July 13, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and approved. 
STATISTICS OF IMPORTS, ETC. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the joint resolution (S. R. 
99) providing for the printing of the portion of the annual report of 
the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics on Commerce and Navigation for 
the year ending June 30, 1887, entitled ‘‘Annual report of the Chief 
of the Bureau of Statistics in regard to imported merchandise entered 
for consumption in the United States, with amounts of duty and rates 
of duty collected; which was read a first and second time, and referred 
to the Committee on Printing. ~ 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


Mr. COGSWELL, by unanimous consent, obtained leave of absence 
for one week, on account of personal reasons, 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
the committee had examined and found duly enrolled bills and joint 
resolution of the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (S. 1129) granting to the Newport and King’s Valley Rail- 
road Company the right of way through the Siletz Indian reservation; 

A bill (S. 2536) granting to the Oregon Railway and Navigation 
Company the right of way through the Nez Percé Indian reservation; 

A bill (S. 2644) granting the right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris 
and Dardanelle Railway Company to construct and operate arailroad, 
leery. and telephone line from Fort Smith, Ark., throngh the 
Indian Territory, to or near Baxter Springs, in the State of Kansas, and 
authorizing said company to build a bridge across the Arkansas River 
at or near the city of Fort Smith, Ark.; 

A bill (S. 2807) to grant to the Puyallup Valley Railway Company 
a right of way through the Puyallup Indian reservation, in Washing- 
ton Territory, and for other purposes; ‘ 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 196) declaring the true intent and mean- 
ing of the act approved May 23, 1888. ; 


EVENING SESSION FOR BUSINESS OF THE COMMITTEE on CLAIMS,” 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, Fridays have for some time past been 
yielded to public business, and I understand it is the desire of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT], chairman of the Committee on 
the Pos’ Office and Post-Roads, to have the House’proceed to-day with 
the consideration of the conference report on the Post-Office appropri- 
ation bill. I therefore ask unanimous consent that to-morrow evening 
the House take a recess from 5 o’clock till 8 o’clock, the evening ses- 
sion to be devoted to the consideration of bills reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims to which there may be no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous con- 
sent thata recess be taken to-morrow evening at 5 o’clock until 8 o’clock, 
the evening session to be devoted exclusively to the consideration of 
bills reported from the Committee on Claims to which there shall be no 
objection. Is there objection to this request? The Chair hears none, 
and the order is made. 


. MINING DEBRIS IN CALIFORNIA. 


Mr. BIGGS. Iask unanimous consent that the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union be di from the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1216) for the investigation of the mining 
débris question in the State of California, and that the House now pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed 
to detail three officers from the Engineer Corps of the United States Army as a 


commission for the of making a oronga examination and investiga- 
tion of the mining debris uestion in the State of California, and orp anpas 


approp: , out of any monéy in the Treasury not otherwise 
the purpose of carrying into effect the provisions of this sum to be ex- 
pended at the discretion of the Secretary of War; said commission to report 
as early as practicable to the Seerctary of War the result of their investigation. 


There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. ‘ 
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The amendments reported by the Committee on Mines and Mining 
were read, as follows: 


In line 8, after the word “injured,” insert “ navigable;” soastoread “injured 
navigable river channel.” = 

Before the word “tributaries,” in line 9, strike out “its” and insert “their.” 

In line 11 strike out “sectiop’’ and insert “ sections,” 

At the end of the bill add: “And the Secretary of War shall make report 
thereof to Congress.” ; 

The amendments were to. à 

Mr. BIGGS. I desire to move a further amendment, which I send 
to the desk. 

The Clerk read as followg: 

After the word “California,” in line 7, strike out “and for a complete exami- 
nation and survey of the injured river channel, its tributaries, and lands adja- 
cent thereto, with a view to their improvement, and to devise some plan 
whereby the conflict between the mining and farming section may be ad- 
justed,” and insert “for the purpose of ascertaining whether some plan can be 
devised whereby the present conflict between the mining and farming sections 
may be adjusted and the mining industry rehabilitated, and for a complete ex- 
amination of the injured navigable river channel, their tributaries and lands 
adjacent thereto, with a view to the immediate rectification of said rivers.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

ssed. 


passed. : 

Mr. BIGGS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
es ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I call for the regular order. 


GENERAL G. CLUSERET. 


Mr. COX. I rise to a question of privilege. House bill No. 474, for 
the relief of General G. Cluseret, was returned from the Senate with a 
verbal amendment, and referred during my absence to the wrong com- 
mittee—to the Committee on Claims instead of the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. I desire that the Senate amendment be concurred in. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The regular order has been demand 

Mr. COX. I hope the gentleman from Georgia will w w that 
demand. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I withdraw it for this purpose only. 

Mr. COX. This bill has been referred to the Committee on Claims. 
I desire that the committee be discharged from its further considera- 
tion, and that the Senate amendment be concurred in. 

The amendment of the Senate was read, ns follows: 

In lines 8,9, and 10 strike out “rendered to the Department of State in carry- 
ing out a ar instruction of that Department of May 23, 1880,” and insert 
“and expenses in procuring information and specimens of benefit to the United 
States and,” : ‘ 

There being no objection, the Committes on Claims was discharged 
from the farther consideration of the bill, and the amendment of the 
Senate was concurred in. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


ae SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia demands the regular 
order, 

Mr. DINGLEY, Mr. Concer, and others addressed the Chair. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Georgia insist upon the 
demand for the regular order. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I hope the gentleman from Georgia will withdraw 
his demand fora moment. I understood that he would allow one 
unanimous consent on this side as well as on the other. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I agreed to withdraw in deference to the wishes of 
the gentleman from Maine.. 


ANDREW E. G. SMITH. 


Mr. DINGLEY. I ask unanimous consent to discharge the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House from the further consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 5156) for the relief of Andrew R, G, Smith, and put it upon its 


passage. 
The SPEAKER. ‘The bill will be read subject to objection. 
‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized 
aud directed to cause an office-muster to be made in the case of Andrew R, G., 
Smith, late hospital steward of the Second Regimentof Maine Cavalry Volun- 
teers, so that said Andrew R, G. Smith shall thereby rank as assistant surgeon 
of said regiment from the Ist day of December, 1865, the date of the issuing of 
his commission by the governor of the State of Maine, he having performed 
the duties of assistant surgeon from said Ist day of December, 1865, until the 6th 
day of December, 1865, the date of the muster out of said Pasia rra 


The Committee on Military Affairs recommend the passage of the 
bill with the following amendment: 


Provided, That said Smith shall receive no additional pay or allowance on ac- 
count of said remuster, 


Mr. DINGLEY. I only desire to say, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is 

unanimously reported by the committee and carries no additional com- 
sation. z 
Mr. MCMILLIN. What committee? 


Mr. DINGLEY. The Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. McMILLIN. What is the object of the bill? S 

Mr. DINGLEY. ‘The object is to give this man the rank to which 
he was entitled, but coupled with the proviso that it shall carry noad- 
ditional compensation. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. And does not look to a pension? 

Mr. DINGLEY. No, sir. are. 

Mr. MAISH. Ortoa bounty? I do not remember this bill. 

Mr. DINGLEY. No, nor to a bounty. I ask that the report be 
printed. 

The report is as follows: 

The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
5156) for the relief of Andrew R. G. Smith, report: 

Andrew R. G. Smith was hospital steward of the Second Maine Cavalry from 
the time of his enrollment, December 3, 1863, to December 1, 1855, when he was 
commissioned as an assistant surgeon of same regiment by the governor of 
Maine. But he was at the time unable to muster, and was mustered out De- 
cember 6, 1865. 

From Jane 3, 1865, he was acting assistant surgeon, and in charge of a hos- 
pital at Pensacola, Fla. 

Upon his application to muster uj 
1884, and February 3, 1887, he was 
imum number in his regiment, 

1. It appears that Dr. Smith actually performed the duties of assistant sur- 

n from June 3, 1865, 

2. That he was duly commissioned as assistant esd ye December 1, 1855. 

3. That there was a vacancy in that grade, through the resignation of Asst. 
Sue at an ane his duties in n capable and highly acceptable 

t e perform: is duties ina e and hig manner, 
as ret pcr ark the testimony of the surgeon of his ment, Dr. George W. 


n his commission under acts of June 3, 
used upon the ground of the want of a min- 


There being no objection, the bill was considered, the amendment 

adopted, and the bill as amended was ordered to be and read 
athird time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, 
and passed. 
Mr. DINGLEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moyed that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. X 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. , 


Mr. BLOUNT. | Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Post-Office appropriation bill. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The commiites of conference on the disagrecing votes of the two Houses on 
certain amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9815) making appropriations 
for the service of the Post-Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1889, having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senhte 
numbered 2, and agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement fo the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter stricken out by said amendment insert. the following: “For com- 
pensation to clerks in post-offices for unusual business, as contemplated by Re- 
vised Statutes, section 3963, $25,000; and the Senate agree to the same, 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senato 
numbered 3, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
all Areca the word “year” in line 4 of said amendment; and the Senate agree 
to the same, 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter stricken out by said amendment insert the following: 

“The Postmaster-General may hereafter allow rent, light, and fuel at offices 
of the third class in the same manner as he is now authorized by law to doin 
the case of offices of the first and second class: Provided, That no contract for 
rent for a third-class post-office shall not be made for a larger period than one 
year, nor shall the aggregate allowance for rent made in any year exceed the 
amount appropriated for such purpose.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement tothe amendment of the Senate 
numbered 6, and ee to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter pro insert the following: *‘ That hereafter the postage on seeds, 
cuttings, bulbs, roots, cions, and plants shall be charged at the rate of 1 cent for 
each 2 ounces or fraction thereof, subject in all other respects to the existing 
laws;” and the Senate agree to the same. a 

On amendment numbered 7 the committee of conference has been unable to 


agree. 
JAMES H. BLOUNT, 
ALEX. M. DOCKERY, 
HENRY H. BINGHAM, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


A B. PLUMB, 


JAS. B. BECK, ` 
Branagers on the part of the Senate, 


The statement accompanying the report is as follows: 
STATEMENT. 


The conferees on the part of the House respectfully report that they havo 
agreed to the accompanying conference report, and herewith submit their ac- 
tion to the House for its approval. 

They agreed to one-half of the sum contained in the House bill as compensa- 
tion to clerks in post-oftices for unusual business as contemplated by Revised 
Statutes, section 3863, to wit, $25.000. 

Theeffect of the report on Senate amendment numbered 2 is to fix the appro- 
priation for rent, light, and fuel for post-offices of the third class at $150,000, 
instead of $650,607 as proposed in the House bill. 

The action of the conferees on Senáte amendment numbered 3 was to strike 
out the following language: “Nor shall any contract bé made calling for the 
payment of either rent, or fuel, or lights beyond the fiscal year 1889." 

The effect of the report on Senate amendment numbered 4 is to permit the 
Postmaster-General hereafter to allow rent, light, and fuel at offices of the third 
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class in the same manner as he is now authorized by Jaw to do in the case of 
offices of the first and second class, with a proviso yemirsiniog him from making 
contracts for a period longer than one year, and from exceeding the amountin 
the appropriation bill for allowances for rent for any given year. 

The effect of the report on Senate amendment numbered 6 is to add “ plants,” 
and to fix the rate of postage on seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, cions, and plants at 
the rate of 1 cent for each 2 ounces, or fractional parts thereof, subject in all other 
respects to the existing law, 

here was no agreement on Senate amendment numbered 7. 

All of which is respectfully submitted.’ 

JAMES H. BLOUNT, 


ALEX. M. DOCKERY. 
HENRY H. BINGHAM, 
Confetees on the part of the House. 


Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, as already appears from the statement 
accompanying this report, the amount of compensation for clerks pro- 
vided in post-offices for unusual business as agreed to by the conferees 
was $25,000, instead of $50,000 as fixed by the House. The Senate 
seemed to think that this was an entirely new item, and ought not to 
have been allowed at all. The House conferees appreciating the neces- 
sity, in view of the statements of the Postmaster-General, for this fund, 
insisted, as far as they could insist, but were only able to obtain an 
agreement on the part of the Senate to allow one-half. 

Perhaps the item of most interest in relation to this appropriation 
bill, is for rent, light, and fuel for post-offices of the third class. The 
amount estimated by the Department for this service was $656,674, 
which the Senate cut down to $450,000, and provided that there should 
not be any payment for rent, light, and fuel for a greater sum than $300 
per annum, and struck out all the legislation authorizing it after this 
year. The House conferees believed that in getting the sanction of the 
Senate to a recession, as to the legislation of the House allowing the 
rent, light, and fuel, they were amply compensated for whatever they 
yielded in the matter of amount for the next fiscal year only. They 
were further induced to this agreement by the suggestion that it would 
take some time to po in operation these allowances, and that whatever 
inconvenience might arise it was simply for a year, and that it would 
be ell therefore to end the disagreement between the two Houses by 
accepting the suggestion which was embodied in the report. 

In the matter of postage on seeds, cuttings, bulbs, and roots, it will be 
observed that the conferees agreed to the insertion of the word ‘‘ plants,” 
which had not theretofore been embodied in legislation on this subject, 
and fixed the rate at 8 cents a pound. Istated when the matter was 
up in the House before, notwithstanding the utterances with reference 
to a different sum to be fixed for this postage, that that was what was 
intended, and I am confirmed now in that conclusion by what has 
taken place in making the report of the conference committee to the 
Senate. 

I ask the previous question upon the adoption of the report, unless 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, or some other gentleman, desires to 
be heard. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I desire to move that the House recede from its 
disagreement to the Senate amendment—— 

Mr. BLOUNT. Let us first agree to the conference report; and 
when that has been done—— 

Mr. BINGHAM. Then amendments will be in order? . 

The SPEAKER. The conference report must first be di of, 
and then the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania will be in 
order, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Iask the previous question on the adoption of the 
report. 

Arr. BINGHAM. Will that prevent amendment? 

The SPEAKER. A report of a conference committee can not be 
amended. 

The Chair desires to call the attention of the gentleman from Geor- 
gia to the fact that there seems to be an error in this report. The 
Chair is about to investigate the matter and see whether the error ap- 
pears in the report as made to the Senate. The report as made to the 
House reads: 


Provided, That no contract for rent for a third-class post-office shall not be 
made for a longer period than one year, etc. 


The word ‘‘not’’ is interlined in this report and destroys the sense 
of the report, as the gentleman will see. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I did not discover the mistake until the amendment 
had been agreed to by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair will now refer to the amendment to 
see whether the word appears in the report made to the Senate. If it 
does not it will be evident that this is merely a clerical error in mak- 
ing the duplicate copy for the House. If it is really a part of the re- 
port it can not be amended, because a conference report can not be 
amended. 

Mr. BLOUNT, I will certainly make no motion to amend the con- 
ference report. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands’ that; but it is important 
to ascertain whether or not that is in the Senate copy. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I had just discovered it as the Clerk read, and I 
intended to call attention to it myself. 

The SPEAKER.: The Chair will state to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia that the word ‘‘not’’ does not appear in the Senate report, and is 
therefore evidently a clerical error in making the duplicate. The 
Clerk will read that part of the report made to the Senate. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That no contract for rent for a third-clays post-office shall be made 
for a longer period than one year. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair suggests, therefore, that the gentleman 
erase the word ‘‘not’’ from that report, as it is evidently a clerical 
error in the copying. - 

Mr. BLOUNT. I will do so. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Ifthe conference report is accepted, it being an 
agreement upon six items and a disagreement upon the seventh, can 
the seventh item be amended ? 

The SPEAKER. The question will still be left open. The House 
may recede from its disagreement entirely, it may recede and agree to 
the amendment with an amendment, or it may recede and agree to it 
without an amendment. The question is upon agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. BLOUNT moved to reconsider the vote by which the report was 
agreed to; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The remaining amendment is now before the 
House for such action as the House sees proper to take. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I move that the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the Senate amendment, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands there is only one aménd- 
ment disagreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Only one; the seventh. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will first report the amendment disa- 
greed to. 

The Clerk reported the amendment, as follows: 

To provide more efficient service between the United States and Central and 
South America and the West Indies, $800,000. To promote the purposes of this 
appropriation the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized and directed to con- 
tract with American built and registered steam-ships for the tra: rtation of 
the United States mails to such ports in said countries as in his ju ent will 
best subserve said postal service. Said contracts shall be fora period of not less 
than fivenor more thanten zaa at a compensation notex ng foreach out- 
ward trip $1 per nautical mile of the distance in the most direct and feasible 
sailing course between the terminal points as shall be found expedient and de- 
sirable to secure the ends above set forth. 

The Clerk read the amendment proposed by Mr. BINGHAM, as fol- 
lows: : 

Amend, in line 111, by inserting, after the words “ West Indies,” the words 
“Australasia, Japan, and the Sandwich Islands,” 

Amend,in line 112, by striking out “eight hundred” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “four hundred and fifty.” 

Amend by striking out all after the word “service,” in line 117, and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

“And in cases where a contract shall be made in addition to the sea and United 
States es pomeee allowed under section 4009 of the Revised Statutes to reg- 
istered United States steam-ships plying between ports of the United States 
and Central and South America, the West Indies, Austra: , China and Japan, 
and the Sandwich Islands, the Postmaster-General may, by agreement with the 
owners of said steam-ships, at an equivalent consideration therefor, allow any 
sum not exceeding three times the sum of the said sea and inland postage to 
steam-ships running to such of the said countries as are in the Postal Union, 
and an equivalent sum to steam-ships to such of said countries as are notin the 
Postal Union, for d tching their vessels without failure upon certain days to 
be specified in schedules covering periods of not less than six months, to be 
agreed upon in advance by the Postmaster-General and said owners oragents: 
Provided, That any failure to dispatch a vessel upon a schedule date may sub- 
ject the owners or the Fa pone to a penalty not less than the sum to which the 
vessel would be entitled for the conveyance of mails if she had sailed in ac- 
cordance with the schedule; said penalty to be deducted by order of the Post- 
master-General from any sums found to be due said owners or agents.” 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM] 
moves that the House recede from its disagreement and agree to the 
amendment of the Senate with the amendment which has just been 
read. 


Mr. ADAMS. I wish to ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania [ Mr. 
BINGHAM] whether his only motion .is to recede and agree to the 
amendment? É 

Mr. BINGHAM. This is the only point of disagreement in confer- . 


ence. 

Mr. ADAMS. I am aware that the only point of disagreement is 
this amendment, I understood the other day, however, that the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania was intending to move to recede from the 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate, but now I appear tobe 
corrected, because his motion is not to recede and concur in the amend- 
ment of the Senate, but to agree to the amendment with an amend- 
ment which has been read from the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. BINGHAM. For the reason that we take the body of the Sen- 
ate amendment, enlarge it in many particulars, and cut down the ap- 
propriation. The principle is maintained. 

Now, Mr. er, I desire to know whether we can not reach an 

ent as to the length of debate upon this bill to-day. 

Mr. BLOUNT. How much time does the gentleman wish? 

Mr. BINGHAM. This side will want three hours. 

Mr. SPINOLA, And this side will want six. [Laughter.] 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BING- 
HAM] is entitled to the floor. 
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Mr. BINGHAM. There are several gentlemen who desire to dis- 
cuss this proposition, and while I am entitled to the floor I am of 
course desirous of knowing to what extent this debate will run, in or- 
der that the time may be properly divided. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Of course I want to come to an agreement with the 
gentleman in reference to the time. He has submitted a proposition, 
and responses to it are being made on my side, and I have been taking 
them in. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ADAMS. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ADAMS. At this stage of the proceeding, or at any future stage, 
is it or will it be proper to move to recede with an amendment differ- 
ent from the amendment which the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BINGHAM] has just bad read ? 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman may move to amend the amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, either by an 
amendment in the form of a substitute, or by adding to it, or striking 
out a part of it. The Chair thinks, moreover, that if the proposition 
to recede from the disagreement of the House and agree to the amend- 
ment of the Senate with an amendment should be rejected, it would 
still be in order to move to recede from the disagreement, and agree 
without an amendment; in other words, to concur, the idea being 
always to reach an agreement between the two Houses, if possible. 

Mr. BLOUNT. So far as I am concerned, I am willing to accede to 
the arrangement suggested by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BINGHAM], which is substantially a proposition for three hours of de- 
bate on each side, and I ask unanimous consent that that order be 


made. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] asks 
unanimous consent that debate be closed at the end of six hours, the 
‘time being equally divided between the two sides of the House. 

Mr. BLAND. I hope it will be understood, however, in that con- 
nection, that the session to-day will be extended so that we may take 
a vote upon the bill. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I have no objection to that. I think the sugges- 
tion a very proper one. 

Mr. WILKINS. Does that require unanimous consent ? 

The SPEAKER. It does. 

Mr, WILKINS. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman object to the proposition for 
six hours’ debate, or only to the modification s ed? 

Mr. WILKINS. Yes, I object to the six hours’ debate. 

The SPEAKER. Then the question is under the control of the gen- 
tleman who has the matter in charge. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I hope my friend from Ohio [Mr. Wirxrxs] will 
withdraw his objection. 

Mr. WILKINS. Iwill not. I insist that this debate ought to close 
in time to enable us to take a vote by 5 o’clock to-day. ` 

Mr. BLOUNT. Iam sure it will not. 

Mr. WILKINS. That will allow five hours. 

Mr. BLOUNT. The gentleman may object, but he can not control 
this bill. I willsay to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BING- 
HAM] that so far as it may be in my power I will endeavor to accord 
the time which he indicates his side desires. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Let each side take all the time they want on this 
important question. 

Several MEMBERS. Thatis right. 

(Mr. Bryguam withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

M J BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, prior to the year 1845 the amount 
paid for the transportation of ocean mail postal matter was exceedingly 
small. No contracts were made. The Government itself did not pay 
for the postage except to American vessels; and under the act of 1825 
up to 1845 only 2 cents per letter was allowed. The foreign vessels 
were not allowed anything. In 1845 Congress passed a law authorizing 
the Postmaster-General to make contracts with American steam-ships 
for the transportation of the mails. That act contained no limitation 
as to the amount to be paid. f 

It was claimed then as now, that something must be done for Amer- 
ican commerce. In thaf act authorizing contracts we made one with 
the Ocean Steam Navigation Company covering a period of ten years, at 
an annual compensation, in 1848, $100,000; 1849, $200,000. ButI will 
not take up the time of the House by reading, but will insert the table 
in my remarks of the payments which were made. = 

Then a contract was made with E. K. Collins & Co. in 1858, under 
which large amounts of money were paid out by the Government. 
After this there was a contract made with Arnold Harris, under which 
many millions were paid. I should dislike to take the time of the 
House by running over these three contracts, one covering $3,000,000, 
another $5,000,000, and the other $3,000,000. There was a contract 
made by the Secretary of the Navy with a man by the name of Sloo, 
under which a large sum of money was paid, running through a period 
of years. 

Now, the contract with the Collins Line provided for the construction 
of five vessels to be suitable for naval purposes and within the control 
of the Government in case of war, which were to run, I think, oncéa 


month, but I am not sureof that, between this country and Liverpool, 
making the roundtrip oncea month. AsI have said, these vessels were 
to be subject to the control of the Government and suitable for naval 
purposes. The result was thatonly four of the vessels were constructed. 
The Attorney-General held, notwithstanding the vessels were not con- 
structed under the terms of the contract, notwithstanding but four ves- 
sels were constructed and run instead of five under the contract, that 
notwithstanding these failures to comply with the contract, neverthe- 
less the Collins company were entitled to the compensation fixed in the 
law without reference tothe contract. Investigation after investigation 
was had developing these facts, and general discontent was all over the 
country. 

So it was in reference to these other contracts with Sloo and Arnold 
Harris, running from New York to Aspinwall, and from Panama to 
Astoria. Contracts were made in terms to protect the Government, 
but the fact turned out to be that the number of vessels required were 
never put on, but there was influence enough in the Department, and 
in Congress, notwithstanding investigations were had, for the purpose 
of preserving this condition of things to the advantage ot the ship- 
owners, and to the detriment of the Government of the United States. 

I will read from the debate in the Senate at that time as it is found 
in the Congressional Globe of June 10, 1858. 

Mr. Toomes. Yes, by special contract with him; and that was the way with 
the Sloo contract and the Harris contract. They were to build ships fit for war 
purposes. I know when the Collins vessels were built. I was a member of the 
Committee of Ways and Means of the other House, and I remember that the 
men at the head of our Bureau of Yards and Docks said they were not worth a 
sixpence for war purposes; that a single broadside would blow them to pieces; 
that they could not stand the fire of their own ne. But newspapers in the 
cities that were subsidized commenced firing on the Secretary of the Navy, and 
he succumbed and took the ships. That was the way they were got here. Then 
they were to be commanded by lieutenants in the United States Navy. That 
was another part of the contract. Mr. Collins came here and said: “I do not 
want these people on my ships; they are not good for much.” 

I rather yielded that point, because there much in what he said; and we 
agreed to let him have his own commanders. All this was done under the 
naval power. It was said we wanted these ships for naval pores and that 
they would be very valuable in case of war. Nobody maintains that idea now; 
it is given up; but it was used to get Congressional contracts with particular 
individuals for their benefit, and not, as my honorable friend from pemeetzin’ 
says, for the benefit of the Government. That has been the trouble of the whole 
system. It has been for the benefit of contractors, not of the Government, 
That has always ruled in making the contracts and always will when Congress 
makes contracts. How can Con make a contract? Here are sixty-four of 
us in this hody: there are two hundred and thirty-sixin the other House—gen- 
tlemen of different pursuits. True there may be onc or two ship-carpenters 
among the whole number, but the great bulk of them are fit for nothing on 
saith bat polities—fit for no business. We have some who are very well rene: 
fied for many things, but not for other things. As for the idea that sucha y 
can make a contract, I presume there is no human being in America, white 
or black, who can doubt that itis the most unfit body for such a popoe that 
could be collected. There is no responsibility. One-half of them tlo not know 
who did it and if they did they would not care. Nine-tenths of them act from 
ignorance on such a matter, because they know nothing about it, and we gen- 
erally have only ez parte statements from those interested. We have not time 
to examine the public questions connected with the various Departments of the 
Government and all the little contracts besides. It isimpossible todo that and 
attend to our legislative duties, I would g back to the earlier policy of the 
Government, the persistent policy of the Government against the idea of my 
friends from Louisiana and Mississippi. We never hada steam-ship afloat on 
the ocean to carry the mails abroad until 1 

Now, sir, in the Thirty-second Congress the Secretary of the Navy 
made a report upon these several lines, declaring the contracts as I 
have stated them, and also the failure of the contractors to comply 
with their contracts, and fully supporting what was said by Mr. 
Toombs, the Senator from Georgia, in the debate from which I have 
read, So outrageous were these failures to comply with these con- 
tracts, as shown by the investigations, that in 1858 the Senate of the 
United States, without a yea-and-nay vote—nay, without a division— 
pronounced against all of these contract steamers as fraudulent, and, 
so far as the vessels were concerned for naval purposes, as an utter 
fraud and imposition on the Government, and placed on the Post- 
Office appropriation bill the law providing for payment of sea postage 
to foreigners and sea and inland to American steamers; and that is the 
way we came to get the act of 1858, and whenever we start out on this 
line of making contracts for the mails, as proposed in this amendment, 
of which we have experience, we shall always come to scandal and 
frauds. 

Now, sir, there were then the contracts made with these three lines 
to which I have referred, and they were necessarily continued; they 
were in force for ten years, and all the operations of the Government 
were just as these gentlemen wanted them, until the terms expired; 
so for several years we had had these large payments to make after the 
aforesaid legislation. 

In 1866 we subsidized the Brazilian line, and a little later on wesub- 
sidized what is known as the Pacific Mail line. I maintain, sir, that 
we never got any additional mail by reason of the aid given by the Gov- 
ernment to either of these lines. ‘The Brazilian mail line contract ex- 
pired, and we continued to get the same service that we did before un- 
der the contract. The Pacific Mail line contract, of all the lines with 
which Congress has authorized special contracts to be made—and while 
I say special, the terms were general, but the contract, everybody knew, 
pointed to the Pacific Mail line—has proved most notorious. 

Perhaps a greater scandal came to the House of ng sapien grow- 
ing out of that contract than ont of anything which occurred in our 
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history. They desired toincrease theamountof the service. Ofcourse 
it was designed for the ‘* benefit of commerce,” for 
of the mail » and was prompted entirely by ‘‘ motives of patriot- 
ism;’’ but just along there an investigation comes in as to where this 
movement commenced, and from that investigation gentlemen who 
will take the-trouble to examine it will ascertain ps whether it 
was for the benefit of commerce or whether it was for the benefit of 
the mail system of the country. A committee was with the 
investigation of the matter, and their report will be found in Report 
No. 268, Forty-third Congress, second session, on China mail service, 
1874-'75, wherein the committee reported in reference to the expendi- 
ture, which turned out to be about $1,000,000, as was supposed about 
this Capitol, for the purpose of getting an additional sum for this com- 
pany; and while I have not time to read this investigation, I will state 
as briefly as I can the substance of it, which was to the effect that 
Allen B. Stockwell, the president of the Pacific Mail Company, made 
contracts amounting to over $900,000 for the purpose of getting ‘‘ pe 
triotic legislation’’ in the interest of American commerce and the 
American mail service through this House and the other. 

What was the result of that investigation? Ah! gentlemen, it was 
shrewdly ed. Themoney had beenspent. Somegentlemen inthe 
House of Representatives were ascertained to be connected with it; and 
their names have been blackened from that hour to the present time. 
Called on to testify, some hid themselves behind the relations of attor- 
ney and client, and others fled the country, and the truth was never 
ascertained. I say, Sheela, the history of this country in its past 
legislation warns this House against a repetition of the evils of that 
proceeding. 

But, sir, I wish to call your attention to the question of whether or 
not the American vessels are receiving adequate mail compensation. 
I wish to ask whether, if that be true, if they do receive adequate 
mail compensation, it does not include the entire question in relation 
to the matter at issue before the House at this time? What I wish to 
say in reference to that subject will be said plainly, and I know the 

ies who may be seeking subsidies and may be persuaded that the 
money should be used in this way, and for no other purpose, will as- 
sert my reasoning a most contemptible way of combatting what they 
call a great question. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BING- 
HAM], who has just taken Bis. seat, stated to the House that prior to 
1885 the administration of the Post-Office Department had never given 
more than the sea to American vessels carrying the mails, but 
since that time the present administration had been paying both sea 
and inland postage, which was four times the amount paid prior to 
that time; and, so far as I know, the history shows that there were no 
complaints abont that matter. 

I ask your attention now to the Pacific mail line from San Francisco 
to Panama for 1885. The amount paid on the mail matter, if paid at 
freight rates, would have been $2.86 atrip. Thisisanexceedingly small 
mail. If paid at parcel dispatch rates it would have been $40.12, and 
if paid at sea and inland postage rates would be $140.20. That line 
is getting for the of the mails just seventy times what it gets 
for carrying freight. It is getting nearly four times what it would get 
for express and they are under no liability to the Govern- 
ment for loss of the mails. They are under liability for the loss ot 


express matter. 

in the carrying of the mails—the Brazilian Poze for instance, and 
many others—by reason of the fact of carrying the mails they have cer- 
tain port privileges; they can break bulk at once without delay, while 
other vessels are kept waiting; they may arrive and depart at any 
time without interference by reason of the fact that they are carrying 
the mails, and this is to them quite an advantage. 

Let us turn to the Pacific mail line from New York to Colon. The 
amount paid at freight rates would be $1.11 per trip. The amount, if 
se at parcel dispatch rates is $202, and at sea and inland postage is 

17. 


Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. For what amount and how computed 


on weight? 

Mr. BLOUNT. They are paid $1.60 a pound on letters and 8 cents 
on newspapers. 

They are by weight. “Ifmy friend will allow me, I wish to say 
that this is 


ust four times what we give foreign aiae The foreign 
ships are carrying many of these mails because we have to take the 
first vessel, with a view of expedition, that we can get the mail on. 
On the line from New York to Venezuela per trip the freight rates for 
the mail would be $1.74. If paid at parcel-dispatch rates the rate 
would be $33. If paid at sea and inland postage rates the rate would 
be $115, nearly one hundred times what the freight rate would be. 
Now, what is the inconvenience? There isa little room set apart 
for that purpose on all vessels. They put express packages in there, 
and the packages go across the water without any responsibility at all. 
. The amendment of my friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM] 
introduces what I supposed had disappeared—the Chinese mail. Many 
have thought that the scandal of the Pacific mail to China was a thing 
of the past, but here it comes back again in my friend’s amendment to 


be taken care of. The Australian mail is also in there to be taken 


the ‘‘ improvement | care of. 


I think I have made it appear plainly if we are seeking to get at 
meritorious rates for carrying mail matter that four times the sea and 
inland commends itself to the approval of every man who will 
treat the matter in a business way. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I wish to call attention to the fact that the great 
bulk ‘2 this mail under the Senate amendment, the mail from San 
Francisco to Panama and from New York toColon, goes on the Pacific 
Mail line, with George Gould as the president and Jay Gould and 
numbers of others as directors, whose names will appear in an attached 
table. Huntington is interested, too. The Brazil line, presided over 
by Mr. Thurber, has for one of the chief owners Mr. Huntington, who 
has had some legislative experience. Doubtless he has a great deal of 
patriotism and a great desire to promote American commerce and im- 
prove the mail service of thiscountry. Iam sure the American people 
will respond in all places and at all times with admiration for his efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the practice constantly to say in response to what 
I have stated as to mail pay, “See what England pays, what France 
pays, what Geen eae. So far as England is concerned, the Post- 
master-General has rightly stated that her action is political. ‘The sub- 
sidies she has given have as a general rule gone to her colonies, with 
which she must keep up her political relations and her political obliga- 
tions, just as the Eastern section of this country does with the Western 
and the Northern with the Southern. It is their own country, not- 
withstanding the ocean intervenes. It is likewise of advantage to her 
because of her economie laws, which look to the promotion of trade 
with the foreign countries of the world. How about France? Mr. 
Speaker, when we come to look at the action of these countries, and 
compare their action with the proposition contained in this bill, the 
intelligence in the first and the carelessness in the last policy can but 
suggest that that carelessness comes because the real object is not to be 
perceived from the language of the law, to wit, to give a bonus to ex- 
isting American lines. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Will it disturb you to indicate the 
difference between the cost in those countries and in ours as pro; 
in this amendment? You have spoken of England, France, and Ger- 


many. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I will come to that. In France, Mr. Speaker, they 
have adopted what they believe to be a system of increasing their com- 
merce, increasing their shi its profits. They provide 
bounties for iron or steel vessels of 50 francs per ton, gross measure- 
ment, and for wooden vessels of 200 tons or more 20 franes per ton. I 
have not tinte to give all the figures, but will print them. 

THE FRENCH BOUNTY LAW. 


The bounty proposition in France assumed a definite form by the promulga- 
tion of a law in January, 1881, by which the privileges enjoyed ship-builders 
erials used in construction and 


since 1896 of importing ‘free of duty all mat 
equipment of vessels were abolished, and a system of bounties paid direct! 
from the state treastiry was substi . These bounties were fixed at the fol- 
lowing rates: For iron or steel vessels, 60 francs per ton, gross measurement; for 
wooden vessels of 200 tons or more, 20 francs per ton; for wooden vessels of less 
than 200 tons, 10 francs per ton ; for composite vessels, 40 francs per ton; for en- 
gines placed on board steamers, and for auxiliary apparatus, such as steam- 
eet pa i eap ape Wy winches, ventilators worked by machinery, also their 
oors and pipes, 12 francs per kil These various allowances were pay- 
able on the delivery of the Frenc regisier by the receiver of at the 
nearest place of 
Nor was the state aid confined to the construction of ships only; it was ex- 
tended to the navigation of them. 


t an military na navigation 
granted, daring apr years from the date fre publication of this law, toall French 
vessels, sailing 


This emer? ig pan icable only to foreign-going vessels. 
It is fixed at 1.50 per register to: E and per 1,000 miles’ run for vessels of 
French construction fresh off off the stodion and decreases annually by— a 
rancs. 
For wooden vessels... 0.075 


For composite vessels. 0.075 
For iron vessels... 0.05 


For foreign-built vessels the bounty is reduced to one-half of the above- 


Now, sir, sin the result of all this legislation so far as France is concerned 
as compared with Germany, who gave no bounties, who gave no sub- 
sidies, who only paid 370,000 marks per nnum for her mail up to 
about 1885 (a mark being a little over 20 cents), the French bounties 
pian ere for navigation, and for subsidies for carrying the 
increased in shipping at a greater rate, she built larger 
ake, her pages Á increased more rapidly; and while her ship-owners 
were in a comparatively good Spoke nearly all the subsidized lines 
of France were in bankru 

We are told we ought to go down into South America with subsi- 
dized lines, as En, France, and Germany do. Germany has gone 
on, side by side, with the subsidized lines, built up her trade pari passu 
with other nations except England, without subsidies, depending for 
her mail communications and largely for the transportation of her com- 
me po with Australia, with China and South America, upon En- 

lis ips. 
$ Therefore it is quite evident that these subsidies did not bring about 
this result. In 1881 France adopted this policy. Prior to 1831 she 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6263 


was increasing in ship-building and the extension of her trade faster 
than Germany, but immediately afterward Germany ran past her. 
France had in mind, among other things, the idea of extending her 
trade with America by subsidizing a steam-ship line here, but in one 
or two years after she had put on that line her trade with America be- 
gan to decrease, and it decreased year by year. So that the experience 
of France does not at all help the argument of gentlemen on the other 
side. Germany—in 1886, I think—did po on one line to East Asia 
and Australia, and information which is believed to be authentic dis- 
closes the fact that in 1887 that line lost £280,000. Imitating France 
in the matter of subsidies, she has run her lines where France has run 
hers, into bankruptcy. 

Thetruth is, Mr. Speaker, that the bounty system to steam-ship lines 
has resulted inan overproduction of vessels, until they can be bought for 
half their cost. They are lying-up in the various harbors of the world, 
and of those that are running some are not paying running expenses. 
And yet, in such a situation, with the freights of the world carried at 
these meager rates, gentlemen urge us to launch our people out into that 
same great sea of bankruptcy and ruin. . 

My friend from Pennsylvania [ Mr. BINGHAM ] has undertaken to com- 
pare what we pay ocean steamers for the carriage of the mails with the 
amount we pay the railroads, the steam-boats, and the star service. In 
relation to that I wish to say that the two kinds of service are entirely 
different, and are performed under entirely different conditions, so that 
necessarily a different rule must be adopted. 

In 1873 we did pass a bill providing for paying so much per pound, 
per ton, per mile per annum to the railroads. We contracted with 
steamers by letting contracts to the lowest bidders, and so we did with 
reference to what is known as the star-ronte service. So far as what 
we pay the railroads is concerned, it has been reduced since then, at 
one time 10 per cent., and at another time 5 per cent., and I believe 
it is generally conceded that the railroads are getting entirely too much 
to-day. So far as the steam-boats are concerned, they are inland; they 
are protected by our navigation laws, and I am not here at this time 
to take issue with any one upon that point; but I remind gentlemen 
that that service also is let to the lowest bidder. The rates are not 
fixed by reason of any design to help the railrords or steam-boats. 
hee contracts are let to the lowest bidders in the steam-boat star serv- 


Mr. BINGHAM. No; the Postmaster-General has discretion. 
Mr. BLOUNT. The gentleman must allow me to state it as I un- 
. derstand it. The Postmaster-General undertakes to get that service as 
low as he can, and even as to the Cuban service, to which my friend 
has referred, the Postmaster-General advertised for bids, But how is 
it with reference to the ocean mail? Will you advertise for the lowest 
bidder for that service? Will you undertake to get it as you do your 
inland service, as cheaply as you can? ; 

Mr. BINGHAM. The law says that preference shall be given to 
American vessels. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Please do not interrupt me. Now, Mr. Speaker, 
there is not a line of American ships running from this country to 

‘Europe. In the Central and South American service the lines are well 
known, and they are few. If youundertake to have your mails carried 
from this country to Brazil by letting the service to the lowest bidder, 
unless you do as Great Britian does, submit it to the lowest bidder 
and let any person in the world take the contract, you will have no 
competitive bidding practically. This would be the case on the Brazil 
line. So it is with reference to the China mail and with reference to 
the mail from San Francisco to Panama, and from Colon to New York. 
So it is with reference to all of these lines, and when gentlemen talk 
about paying $1 a mile and letting the service to the lowest bidder, al- 
though there is nothing in the gentleman’s amendment providing for 
that—— F 

Mr. BINGHAM. The general law authorizes that. 

Mr. BLOUNT. But my friend is making a law for this case, and 
his amendment directs the Postmaster-General to make the contract; 
it does not authorize him, it requires him to doit. In all previous at- 
tempts to pass subsidies there has been an effort to seem to be reason- 
able by giving the Postmaster-General authority to do what was de- 
sired, but the action of Mr. Vilas heretofore upon these questions has 
put these gentlemen on notice, and so they bring in a provision here 
directing him to make contracts. As every one knows, that means that 
he must go tothe Pacific Mail line running from San Francisco to China, 
running from New York toSouth America, running from New York to 
Central America, ranning from New York to Brazil. It seems that 
he must go to these lines and pay them $1 per mile for the carrying ot 
the mails. Now, sir, I have shown that there is no analogy between 
this ocean service and the railroad service, the steam-boat service, or 
the star-route service. 

And yet, sir, it is shown by a table which I will publish (for I have 
not time to read it) that the American steam-shiplines are getting to- 

-day just as much per mile as the railroad, steam-boat, and star-route 
lines are getting. In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, this poor, impe- 
cunious, begging corporation, the Pacific Mail line, with the humble 
men who are at the head of it, whoare asking this additional subsidy, 
have already obtained a subsidy all along the western coast in connec- 


tion with the service to Mexico and Central and South America. They 
are getting now from the Mexican Government and some of the Central 
American states subsidies of which no account is made here, and which 
the inland service has no opportunity to enjoy. 

My friend from Pennsylvania hasread to you some tables in relation 
to the cost of the service to Central and South America in 1858, and at 
subsequent periods. 

I desire to call attention to a table of mail pay for Central and South 
America for 1858-59, 1874—75, and 1886—87 which I will print. 

I wish now to call attention to a circumstance which oceurred in the 
debate during the last Congress in reference to increasing the sérvice 
of these lines. One of the main arguments made with reference to in- 
crease of service pointed to the Argentine Republic. It was especially 
urged by the president of the Brazil Mail Line and by gentlemen in 
debate here that the Argentine Republic was developing into one of 
the greatest South American states, that we had no mail service with 
that country, and there ought to be some discretion allowed with the 
view of our getting farther down that coast into the Argentine Repub- 
lic. I read at that time a communication from Mr. Hanna, the Ameri- 
can minister down there, stating that negotiations were going on be- 
tween a gentleman in New York and the Argentine Republic to put 
on a line between Buenos Ayres and New York; that the President 
and his Cabinet had agreed to submit the matter to Congress; that it 
was expected acontract would be made and that the line would be put 
on without any subsidy from the American Government. The offer 
was $100,000. The Brazilian Government, I am informed, declined to 
allow the Brazilian line to enter into a contra¢t for the extension of 
that service down the coast. There is some rivalry between the Ven- 
ezuelan people and those of Brazil, and therefore objection was made. 
It was urged here that as the Argentine Republic was proposing a con- 
tribution we ought also to give about $100,000. But Congress saw fit 
not to do so; and the tine Republic has actually made a contract 
for a line between New York and Buenos Ayres, which will go into 
operation in a very short time for the sum of $87,000. 

Such were the inducements held out to us during the last Congress, 
more by reason of the inviting trade with the Argentine Republic than 
for any other, for subsidizing a line with the view of getting commerce; 
yet, to-day, without a dollar from the public Treasury, the line is to 
go on for a period of ten years. So, sir, wherever the condition of 
trade requires means of transportation, especially trade with foreign 
countries, you but have to stand still and the eager bankrupt owners 
of vessels are on hand ready to transport your commerce. 

This is the situation on the ocean to-day. ‘There is and will be no 
trouble about ships whenever there is trade. The Postmaster-General 
has wisely stated that in reference to South America the restraints on 
trade by reason of our own legislation prevent the extension of com- 
merce in those countries. I have not time to refer in detail to the fig- 
ures on this subject, but they are exceedingly instructive. They show 
in the first place that the great bulkof our trade with those countries is 
where there is no duty, and that where there is a duty the trade to 
and from those countries is about equal, supporting the rule that you 
must have exchange in order to have trade. 

Mr. Speaker, I think I have satisfactorily stated to the House the 
rates of postage as compared with freight rates and express rates, and 
shown that they ought to be entirely satisfactory. They are satisfac- 
tory to the commerce of the world. They are satisfactory to the car- 
riers in dealings between man and man. They are satisfactory every- 
where, except to the ship-owners engaged in carrying our mails. 
have shown how the bounty systems of Europe have brought bank- 
ruptcy to the ship manufacturers and ship owners, and how they have 
utterly failed in the matter of extending commerce. I have shown 
that trade can not be promoted in this method. I have shown that 
there is no analogy between the internal and the external carriage ot 
commerce; that they are on different principles, if properly executed, 
entirely in the interest of the people instead of the carriers, as the ar- 
gument of the gentleman on the other side [Mr. BINGHAM] would 
indicate. 

Now, let us come to this particular amendment. 

Mr. HOOKER. Will the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] 
state the amount paid for the transportation of foreign mails, as com- 
pared with that paid for the inland railway and steam-boat mail serv- 
ice? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Does the gentleman mean to inquire in regard to 
our ocean mail service generally, or simply the mail service with South 
America? : 

Mr. HOOKER. The ocean mail service. ` 

Mr. BLOUNT. Iwill print a statement. Now, sir, before discuss- 
ing this amendment in particular I desire to read it. 

To provide more efficient mail service between the United States and Central 
and South America and the West Indies, $800,000. To promote the purposes of 
this appropriation the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized and directed to 
contract with American built and registered steam-ships for the transportation 
of the United States mails to such ports in said countries asin his judgment will 
best subserve said postalservice. Said contracts shall be fora period of not less 
than five nor more than ten years, at a compensation not exceeding for each 
outward trip $1 per nautical mile of the distance in the most direct and feasible 


sailing course between the terminal points as shall be found ¢xpedient and de- 
sirable to secure the ends above set forth, 
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It is to be observed, sir, in the first place that contracts would be en- 
tered into for five or ten years, Take the case of the Argentine Re- 
public. 

Mr. BINGHA™ rose. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Excuse me, I have not time to finish what I have 
to say. 

Mr. BINGHAM. We have agreed to disagree to that proposition, 
and I have submitted an amendment. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I hope my friend fromm Pennsylvania will not inter- 
rupt me. He says we have agreed to disagree, and yet here is the Sen- 
ate with an amendmentonour bill. And does notthe gentleman know 
it is not disposed of, and that because he has seen fit to offer another 
amendment it does not take it out of the way? 

You have to enter into a contract for five or ten years. Suppose you 
have made a contract with the Brazilian line connecting down the 
coast with Buenos Ayres by carrying the mails to that country. Sup- 
pose you had it for five or ten years and up springs the mail from New 
York to Buenos Ayres. How are you to use it? You tie the hands 
of the Government so that it can not take advantage of the changed 
conditions of commerce. There you are tied hand and foot for a pe- 
riod of years under this contract. 

Now the Postmaster-General is unfettered, and he puts the mail to 
Central and South America on every vessel, American or foreign, which 
happens to be leaving the portat the time. For one-half he pays four 
times as much as the other. For the whole he pays about $45,000, and 
he tells you that undgr this amendment it will cost about $1,200,000. 
One million two hundred thousand, sir, to carry the mails, one-half ot 
which are now carried by foreign steamers and one-half by our own at 
the rates named. This amendment cuts off the service one-half, and 
makes the cost $1,200,000. I ask the House whether the Postmaster- 
General is not correct when he states that it is an absolute embarrass- 
ment to the Post-Office Department in the matter of handling the mails? 

Why, sir, the proposition would seem to be monstrous that the Post- 
master-General shall stop the mails when the time comes to send them 
abroad, and when there is a fine ship to take them, and require that 
they shall wait until an American steamer is ready to make the trip, 
an American steamer, one of George Gould’s establishments going from 
San Francisco to Panama or Colon to New York—to wait until Gould 
and Huntington come along with their ships. Then you contract with 

“these men to carry your mail, and the service instead of costing $40,000 
will cost $1,200,000. Doitif you will. In the Forty-fourth Congress 
the gentleman from Indiana, by a resolution in this House, declared 
against subsidies to all sorts of corporations, and it was agreed to by 
an overwhelming vote. In the Forty-fifth Congress the gentleman 
from Indiana, Mr. John H. Baker, a gentleman on the other side of 
the House, able and true, whose name I shall ever preserve in my mem- 
ory with great respect for his intelligence and capacity, offered a reso- 
lution providing as follows: 

Resolved, That in the judgment of the House no subsidies in money, bonds, 
public lands, indorsements, or by pledge of the public credit, sho@d be granted 
or renewed by Congress to associations or corporations engaged in or proposing 
to engage in public or private enterprises; but that all appropriations ought to 


be limited to such amounts and purposes only as shall be imperatively demanded 
by the public service of the Government. 


Who voted for this? My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAYNE], 
and he has stood true to it from then until now; my friend, Mr. BROWNE, 
of Indiana; also thatillustrions personage who once figured as the high- 
est man in this House, and who was afterwards President of these Uni- 
ted States, Mr. Garfield; Mr. Haskell, and our distinguished friend 
from Ohio [Mr. McKINLEY], as well as our distinguished friend from 
Maine [Mr. Rerp]. It was agreed to in this House by a vote of 126 
yeas to 85 nays. 

From that time, in the Forty-fifth, Forty-sixth, Forty-seventh, Forty- 
eighth, and Forty-ninth Congresses, these same impecunious patriots 
have been here attempting to force on the House of Representatives, by 
amendments to the Post-Office appropriation bills, these very subsidies 
which that resolution declared that the House would not tolerate. 

And if gentlemen want to go before the country on the record of this 
amendment, mar the mail service, cubit off, increase the compensation 
enormously, to the great advantage of the Pacific Mail line and to the 
great advantage of the Brazilian line—these are the chief beneficiaries— 
I say if they want to do it I have no question to make with them. 
They must bear the responsibility. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DocKERY in the chair). 
of the gentlenian from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I ask my friend from Illinois to yield to me a por- 
tion of his time. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Illinois. I yield to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia such time as he may desire. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, my friend from Pennsylvania, Gen- 
eral BINGHAM, who has offered the amendment to the Senate amend- 
ment, feels, I suppose, the destructive force of the criticism of the 
Postmaster-General upon the Senate amendment. He proposes to take 
in the Australian line and the line to China, and to pay them four 
times the sea and inland They are getting fifty to one hun- 
dred times the freight rates, or more than that—I have given the ex- 


The time 


act figures, and therefore any effort to repeat them here might result 
in inacenracy—and yet, without any suggestion, so far as I know, from 
any quarter, my friend offers to take in these lines to China and Aus- 
tralia and pay them, I repeat, four times the sea and inland postage, 
which is sixteen times what any foreign vessel is willing to take now. 
We have, sir—— 

Mr. BINGHAM. Will the gentleman allow me a moment? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Certainly. 

Mr. BINGHAM. ‘The gentleman is quoting my statement-— 

Mr. BLOUNT. I do not think Iam. I was attempting to quote 
the amendment, 

Mr. BINGHAM. That is it; but the whole thing subject to the - 
discretion of the Postmaster-General under existing law. Now, since 
the gentleman is quoting the amendment, I hope he will not leave out 
an esential qualification. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ah, the gentleman says “subject to the discretion 
of the Postmaster-General.’’ If my friend wants the discretion of the 
Postmaster-General, then I say by authority that the sea and inland 
postage is all the discretion he wants. 

Mr. BINGHAM. He does not say so in his report. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ido not care what he says in his report. I say it 
by authority of the head of that Department in my place on this floor; 
and would not do it, sir, but for the fact that in another place a dis- 
tinguished gentleman has seen fit to announce, and by authority, that 
the Postmaster-General favored this bill. 

Mr. BINGHAM. That he favored the ‘‘ Blount bill’’ was the state- 
ment, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ah, the gentleman says the ‘‘Blount bill.” That 
is about in keeping with the other methods connected with this sub- 
ject. When I came on to Washington there was a suggestion pendin 
and being discussed in reference to the increase of the sea and inlan 
postage, having the Argentine Republic in mind in this special provis- 
ion—and their mail is already provided for—and as I had in many other 
cases introduced bills and had them referred to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads, because I wanted all phases of this question 
to be presented, and in order that every possible condition of the subject 
might be before the committee, that bill was presented. But in refer- 
ence to that bill I deny that the Postmaster-General has ever given one 
line or syllable of it his indorsement. ‘That is the whole of it. And 
when that bill was published many gentlemen came to me, because it 
was known about the Capitol as the Blount bill, to whom I declared 
my opposition to it, and with the subsidized crowd I seemed to have 
grown very popular for a time on account of it. ` I am quite youthful, 
as my friend from Pennsylvania knows, but not quite that young. 
[Laughter.] It is not my bill; never was. 

Mr. BINGHAM. But the gentleman failed to put ‘‘by request’? 
upon it. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Oh, well, will my friend not take my statement be- 
cause I did not put ‘‘ by request” on the bill? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly I will take the statement; but I say it 
does not appear on the record that it was ‘‘ by request,” and I havo 
only been quoting the record. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ah, if my friend was discussing a great question 
with earnestness, I do not believe, whether in seriousness or jest, he 
would take the chance of misleading a single member of this House as 
to what sanction I have given to that bill. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The gentleman must not state that I endeavored 
to mislead the House. I answered the direct inquiry, that I did not 
say it was his bill, nor do I say so now. 

Mr. BLOUNT. But the gentleman has alluded to it so often andin 
a smiling way, I supposed of course that he intended to create that 
impression. 

Mr. BINGHAM. No, I only alluded to it in good humor. 

Mr. BLOUNT. But, Mr. Speaker, it is not a matter of any conse- 
quence, because I wish it to be understood that I introduced the bill, 
as I have introduced many other bills which I did not favor, because 
it was a subject proper to be considered in the committee, and I was 
anxious to take it up and investigate it in every light. I introduced 
it; but I did not undertake to father it, and I deny that the Post- 
master-General fathers it, or goesasingle step farther than he has gone 
in his letter, and that letter I am glad to say, sir, if attentively read, 
will satisfy any fair-minded person that he favors neither the amend- 
ment of the Senate nor that proposed by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. On the contrary, he believes that the provisions for the 
service to-day are ample, and believes to-day that we have the very 
best mail system on earth. He has stated that so far as the European 
mails are concerned, our own system gives us a better service by 
sending the mail nearly every day in the year, while the British mails 
coming to this country, taking the subsidized lines, are not near so 
good, and that there is complaint in England as well as this country 
by reason of the setvice, and if is not unusual to find our European 
mails, coming on subsidized lines, following after the goods to which 
the mails relate, which come here two and three days, sometimes, be- ¢ 
fore the mails. So farasthe South American mail is concerned, we are 
paying our own ships four times the service we are paying to the for- 
eign ships and for the same service. There is no desire for more money. 


t 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6265 


I trust that with this statement, with this relation of the Depart- 
ment to this bill and both of these amendments, this House will not, 
by any delusion that American commerce is to be promoted and Amer- 
ican mails facilitated, cripple that very mail system and cripple that 
commerce. No gentleman will undertake to say, so far as the commerce 
is concerned, that this subsidy amounts to anything compared to the 
subsidies of foreign governments. ill you then undertake with a 
small bonus to compete with those large subsidies? Is it not a failure? 
Does it mean anything less in the light of these contiguous facts? Does 
it mean anything else than an attempt to get additional compensation 
for certain steam-ship lines that can be numbered on your ten fingers? 

We have but little outward commerce. These lines are known and 
well established. One word just here so far as that commerce is con- 
cerned. We have been told as to the Brazilian mails that the Brazilian 
mails are in the interest of this commerce. We have an enormous trade 
there—the coffee trade. What is the situation in reference to that? 
These cheap steamers, sometimes designated ‘‘tramps,’’ hunting all 
over the world for trade, are bringing the coffee to this country instead 
of your Brazilian lines. You may subsidize as many of them as you 
please; you will have the same situation. The restrictions on trade 
will in a large measure late that. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will the gentleman explain how it is 
that the ‘‘ tramp ” vessels get that trade instead of the regular lines ? 

Mr. BLOUNT. My friend from Illinoisasks me how itis the tramps 
get that trade instead of the regular lines. The Italian Government, 
the French Government, the German Government, and I believe Spain 
also, now by a system of bounties and navigation laws have overstim- 
ulated the construction of ships until the trade is oversupplied; many 
of them are lying up with nothing to do, and others are creeping into 
every harbor hoping to get trade. It is just that condition of the com- 
merce of the world that makes it impossible for us to get the business, 

Mr. § er, at the request of the gentleman from Lilinois [Mr. AN- 
DERSON | I reserve the balance of his time, asking to be allowed to 
pn a number of tables, which it is impossible for me in the time al- 

owed to read to the House, = 
POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF FOREIGN MAILS, 
Washington, D. C., July 9, 1888. 

Sim: Inclosed herewith I have the honor to transmit two tables showing 
trans-Atlantic service, and the tage rates applicable to letters dispatched to 
foreign countries with which this country maintained a direct service by Ameri- 
can vessels during the period of 1858 to 1888, respectively. 

The tables I sent you som ago contained the statement of the lines (for- 
cign and ee es between the United States and Central and South 
America and the West Indies, the length of route, the number of trips per- 
formed, and the weights of the mails conveyed, anda table showi 
actually paid and the amount that would have been paid if they had received 
the sum of $l per mile during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1887. 

The same tables were transmitted to you by the Postmaster-General in his 
letter dated July 2, 1888, and published in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Wed- 


nadi, July 4, 1888, and the tables may be found on page 6396 of this session. 
am, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 


Superintendent Foreign Mails. 
Hon. J. H. BLOUNT, . 
Chairman Post-Offices and Post-Roads, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Statement showing thé rale of postage per half-ounce of letters sent to foreign countries 
with which this Government maintained a direct service by American steamers dur- 
tng the period from the year 1858 to 1888. 


Countries. 


ACAPUICO......s:000e sree 
e ORE Republic. 
Bahamas... 


Columbia, United States o! 
Costa Rica, via Panama........ 

Costa Rica, via United States packet... 
UA po cae nearest copscedenssvemas 
Guatemala, via Panama. 
Guatemala, via United Sı 


Hayti, vi. 3 Z 
Honduras, via St. Thom: 
Jamaica. 
Japan....... 
Mexico, by United States packet. 
Distances under 2,500 miles... 
Distances over 2,500 miles...... 
Nicaragua, United States packet 
Salvador, via Panama.............-+. = $ 
Salvador, via United States packet.. Di A AEE E 
St. Thomas, by United States packet to Ja- 
TIAICH s.o ossesisstoeesese 4 
Uruguay, via Brazil... 
Venezuela, via St. Thomas... 


aaa ananganaannacaataqananaatgnaggancaca 


The following table will show the total postage on the direct mails conveyed to 


‘ 


the amount. 


Central and South American countries and the West Indies during the fiscal 
years 1858~59, 1873-74, and 1886-'87 : 


77,427.15 
7Y, 129.21 


NICHOLAS M. BELL, 
Superintendent Foreign Mails. 


Wasnrxerow, D. C., 
Office of Foreign Mails, July 9, 1888. 


POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF FOREIGN MAILS, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1888. 


Sim: In answer to your verbal request to be informed as to the increased cost 
to the Government by reason of the payment to American steam-ship baer yo 
nies the total sea and inland on the United States mails conveyed to 
foreign countries as com with the cost of the service when only the sea 
ponas was paid, and also as to the compensation of vessels conveying United 

tates mails prior to the acts of March 3, 1845 and 1847, respectively, I have the 
honor to invite your attention to the following, namely: 

1. Pages 645 and 646 of the Postmaster-General’s report for 1884, wherein you 
will see that the trans-Pacific service cost inthe year 1884 (when the companies 
received only the sea postage on the mails conveyed) the sum of $19,125.78. 

On 1007 of the Postmaster-General’s report for 1887, the trans-Pacific serv- 
ice cost 465.49. The American steamers plying in this service received both 
the sea and inland postage, and part of the steamers being of foreign build and 

r received the sea postage only. 

As will be seen from page 646 the miscellaneous service was paid in 1884 
$37,132.69, while by reference to page 1008 of the Postmaster-General’s report 
for 1887, it will be seen that this same service cost the Government $51,416.44. 
Both of these tables include foreign as wellas American built steamers, In the 
table on page 646 of the Postmaster-General’s report for 1884 is included the 
Cuban and Mexican service, which cost about $18,000, fully one-half of the total 
American service. 


postage, and the payment of the sea postage only, you should compare the 
sum of $18,000 with that of $51,416.44. 

2. Prior to theacts of Congress of March 3, 1845 and 1347, respectively (sce Laws 
and lations for the Government of the Post-Office Department of 1843, page 
16; Subject, ‘‘Pos' on Ship and Steam-boat Letters.’’) vessels sailing from the 
ports of the United States with mail matter, received no compensation for the 
conveyance of such matter to the ports of destination, as the compensation for 
such conveyance was paid by the country of destination of the mails which 
received them. 

The act of 1825 provided as follows (section 34), namely: 

“For every letter recei by a deputy postmaster at a seaport to be con- 
veyed to a foreign country, there shall be paid to the deputy postmaster | cent,™” 

Section 18 of the act of 1825 provides as follows, namely : = 

“The master (except of a foreign packet) is to be paid 2 cents for each letter 
and package delivered by him.” 

Iam, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
NICHOLAS M. BELL, 
Superintendent Foreign Mails, 


Hon, J. H. BLOUNT, 
House of Representatives, Washingion, D. C. 


POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE oF ForEIGN MAILS, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1888. 


Stn: In answer to your verbal uest to be informed as to the persons com- 
posing. the directories of the Pacific Mail and also of the United States and Brazil 

ail Steam-ship Companies, I have the honor to state that this office is advised 
as to the Pacific Mail Steam-ship Company that their directors were elected on 
the 3lst of May, 1888, Mr. George Gould being afterward elected p ent. 
The directors chosen at that time were as follows, namely: Jay Gould, Sidney 
Dillon, Russell Sage, C. P. Huntington, Henry Hart, Will Remsen, Edward 
Lauterbach, Harvey Kennedy, SE AN Gould. 

As to the United States and Brazil Mail Steam-ship Company, Mr. H. K. Thurs 
ber is president of the board of directors, which is com of Mr. Hunting- 
ton and others. 

I am, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
NICHOLAS M, BEL 
Superintendent Foreign 
Hon. J. H. BLOUNT, 


Chairman Committee Post-Ofice and Post-Roads, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


- — 


ails, 


POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF FOREIGN MAILS, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1888. 


Sr: In reply to your verbal request to be informed as to whether the Hous- 
ton line of steamers recently subsidized by the Government of the Argentine 
Republic had commenced operations or not, I have the honor to inform you 
that this Department has recently been officially advised that this line of steam- 
ers is nearly ready to commence operations, and that it will carry the flag of 
the Argentine Republic. 

The communication on file relative to the matter is dated at Buenos Ayres,. 
on the 3d of a 1888, and was received on the Sthof June. This line of steam- 
ers is subsidi by the Government of the Argentine Republic for the sum of 

,000, and the company is to make thirteen round trips per annum from Bune- 
nos Ayres to New York. 
Iam, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
NICHOLAS M. BELL, 
Superintendent Foreign Mails, 
Hon. James H. Biount, 


Chairman Comumitice on Post-Ofice and Post-Roads, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. © 
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Statement showing the lines of foreign steamers plying between the United States and European ports; the weight of the mails conveyed; the total amount paid each line 
at the rate of 44 cents and 8 cents pe poma for letters and papers, and the amount that would have been paid if the vessels hadbeen of American build and register 
at rale of $1.60 and 8 cents = pon Jor letlers and papers; distance traveled between terminal ports; number of trips; tolal number of miles traveled outward; the 
amount American vessels would have received per nautical mile, and the average earnings of foreign steamers for the same service, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1837. 


Weight of mails— i“ E ag 5 EF 
: al | r32 HE 

“ze | § gene |$ 
; 25 4 |esee |33 
z 42 |gs $o lees |8 
ES > S$ bee £3 

Name of line. bes af es g REFE 
5 | 4 | a8] | a |Fssee| Ge 
‘hes r 3 ZEUS} 58 
EI a 8s $ a ESEESE 3 

ER F = Stses 
Ames epee 3 |333 pi 
5 : a & |abess | os 
Grams. Miles, 

368, 940, 154 340.76 , 783.44 | 3,520 299, 200 $1.36 ($0.43 
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NICHOLAS M. BELL, Superintendent Foreign Mails. 


Slatement showing the lines of steamers of American register plying between the United States and Central and South America and the West Indies, of each route, 


number of trips performed, weight of mails conveyed, rates of compensation, and tolal amount paid each line, and total amount if paid at $1 per mile, during the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1887. 
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NICHOLAS M. BELL, Superintendent of Foreign Mails, 


ent showing the number of trips and miles traveled by United States lines of steamers, and individual steamers of United States registry, in conveying mails lo the 
United States c during the pe ae ended June 30, 1885; the amount actually received, or estimated to have been received, and the average compensation per mile. 
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Statement showing the number of trips and miles traveled by United States lines of steamers, and individual steamers of United States registry, ec.—Continued. 


Lines and destination, 


Oceanio Steam-ship Company, to Hawali.............-00. cesses serenus 
Occidental and e, to China and Japan. .....c...c000 ses 
California and Mexican Steam-ship Company, to Mexico...... 
New oe Havana and Mexican Steam-s p Company, to 
Cuba and Mexico. sl aas 


New York and Cuba Mail Line, to Cuba. cte.... 


Clyde Line to Hayti, San Domingo, ete.... 
United States and Brazil Mail Line, to Brazil, ete.. 
Red “D” Line, to Venezuela, Curagoa, ete... . 
New Orleans and Central American Line, to Nicaragua, Seve 
Oteri’s Pioneer Line, to British Honduras. im 
Morgan Line, to Cees Se 
Tampa Steam-ship Company, to Guba, ete... 2 
New Orleans, Honduras and Guatemala Line, to Hondu- 
ete. 

ia Mail Line, to British Honduras.... 
Mendoza,to Ar penta Republic, etc... 
Kate Carroll, to British ondua 
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Brazil, Geena Republic, 
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Colon.......coss. 25, 203. 89 
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151, 912, 140 | $16, 627, 983. 00 10.95 

-| $3,027,321 5, 414, 804, 00 6.52 

Steam-boat and coastwise service. » 3,540, 607 563, 002. 00 15.9 

American eee to a emen ports— 
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Subsidy by British Honduras poveramens = 
ae paid on mails (sea postages) ........... 


s sent to Mexico, Cen- 


fiscal nded 
Postal Union, cond for the fe 


Amount actually paid. 


d to American lines by 
vig ANS governments, or the inward mails, presum- 
t their weight was the same as that of the outward 


Subsidy by Government of Hawaili............... 
Amount paid on mails (sea-postages).. 
Raney by the Government of Mexico. 


Amount paid on mails ( ges) 


Contracts agreeable'to the act of March 3, 18i7, were also executed between 
the Postmaster-General and the Ocean Steam Navigation een aE Living- 
ston, agent) for the conveyance of the United States mail ew York to 
Havre, for which the sum 31,060,378.19 was paid, amounting to annual compen- 
sation as follows: 


(Compensation of pe ocean n postages.) 
And between the Secretary of the Navy and E. K. Collins and associates fo: 
the conveyance of the United States maiis between New York and Tarea, 


for which the sum of $5,212,091.89 was paid, amounting to annual compensation 
as follows: 


Pacifie Mail Steamship Sens (W. H. Davidge, president). ` 

And between the Secretary of the Navy and George Law and associates (as- 

signees of A. G. Sloo) for the conveyance of the United States mails from New 
York to Aspinwall, for which the sum of £2,$89,510,79 was paid, amounting to 
annual compensation as follows: $ 


SES 1, 1848 to June 30, 


M. ‘0. Roberts and ters (assignees of A. G. Sloo). 


ANTI-SUBSIDY RESOLUTION. 
JANUARY 23, 1878, 

Mr. John H. Baker moved that the rules be suspended, so as to enable him to 
submit and the Honse to agree to the following resolution, namely: 

That in the judgment of the House no subsidies in money, bonds, 
public lands, indorsements, or by pledge of the publie credit, should be granted 
or renewed by Congress to associations or corporations engaged in or proposing 
to engage in public or private enterprises; but that all appropriations oughtto 
be limited to such amounts and purposes oily asshall be imperatively demanded 
by the public service of the Government. 

Which was agreed to—yeas 126, nays 55. 

Yras.—Messrs. ALDRICTI, Bacon, G. A. Bagley, J. H. Baker, W. H- Baker, Bal- 
lou, Banning, BayxE, Beebe, H. P. Bell, “Benedict, a BLACKBURN, 
Broust. Boone, Bouck, Boyd, Brags, Brentano, a wee dega, Bright, T.: 
M. Browne, Buckner, H. C. Burchard, Burdick, Cabell dwell, W.P. 
Caldwell, Calkins, J. M. Campbell, CANDLER. CANNON, CARLISLE, Chittenden, 
ALA. Clark, J.B.Clarke, J.B. Clark, jr., R. Clark, Clymer, Cobb, Collins, Con- 
ger, “Covert, J.D.Cox, 8.S.Cox, Crapo, Crittenden, Cummings, Cutler, H. 

Davis, Deering, Dickey, Durham, Dwight, Eames, Eickhoff, Ewing, Felton, 
W.A. Field, E. B. Finley, Forsrey, Fort, Foster, Franklin, Freeman, Fuller, 
Gardner, Garfield, Gause, Glover, Hale, Hanna, Hardenbergh, H.R. Harris, 
Harrison, Hart, Hartridge. Hartzell, Haskell, Hatcher, P.C. Hayes, Hazelton, 
Hendee, Henderson, Henry, A. S. Hewitt, G. W. Benin Herbert, HUNTER, H. 
L. Humphrey, Hungerford, ' James, F. Jones, 8S. Jones, Jorgensen, Joyce, 
Keifer, Keig! ey, J. OH. KETCHAM, Knapp, Knott, “Lapham, Lathrop, Li 


Lindsey, Lockwood, Loring, Luttrell, Lynde, MiAtu,—Marsh, May: a io: 
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Govern, McCook, McKenzie, McKrixtey, MeMahon, Mitchell, Monroe, Mor- 
gan, Morrison, Muller, H. S. Neal, Norcross, Oliver, Overton, T. M. Patterson, 
W. A. Phillips, C. N. Potter, Powers, Price, Pridemore, Quinn, Ran- 


WELL, Chalmers, 
Denison, Dibrell, 
. H. Ev 


ges. 
Ciaflin, Cravens, CULBERSON, Darrall, DAVIDSON, J. J. Davis, 
Dunnell, Elam, Ellis, Ellsworth, Errett, I. N. Evans, J. L. 


Young—S5, 


Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I had huped that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] would meet the question raised by the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM] to 
the postal appropriation bill on its merits, and not by the ingenious, 
diverting cry of ‘‘subsidy’’ and “bounty,” or by animadversions 
against the Senate proposition for which it is proposed to substitute 
one entirely different. 

Whatever views gentlemen may entertain of the wisdom or unwis- 
dom of the ‘‘subsidy’’ policy by which Great Britain has circled the 
globe with her steam-ship lines, or whatever objections might be raised 
to the Senate proposition, or whatever animadversions may be made 
against large appropriations to one company in the past, they ought 
not to affect the House in the decision of the simple question presented 
by the amendment, which involves only fair and reasonable mail pay— 
not ‘‘subsidies’’—for American steam-ships; pay suflicient tojustly com- 

te the American steam-ships which ply to the countries of this 
continent south of the United States, and of the East, and enable them 
to be maintained; and pay suflicient to make it possible for the estab- 
lishment of other American lines to ran to those countries of South 
America with which we desire to establish closer postal and commer- 
cial communications. 

Under the law as it exists to-day the Postmaster-General is author- 
ized to pay to American steam-ships for the transportation of our mails 
to South a and Central America, the West Indies, and the East an amount 
equivalent only to the sea and inland postage without regard to the 
distance they are carried. When this basis of compensation was fixed 
in 1858 the sea and inland postage was on the average four times what 
it is to-day. 

Under the law as it would be if the amendment to the Senate para- 
graph pro’ by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, which I heartily 
approve, should become a law, the Postmaster-General is authorized to 
contract to pay American steam-ships, not only existing lines, but also 
such new lines as the Postmaster-General may desire to have estab- 
lished, ing our mails to South and Central America and the West 
Indies, andUhina and Japan and Australasia, in addition to the present 
compensation, a sum not exceeding three times the sea and inland post- 
age. Suchsteam-ships to conform their sailingsand their trips to sched- 
ules furnished by the Post-Office Department. 

It will be seen, therefore, that the amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania gives substantially the same basis of pay- 
ment as was provided by the act of 1858, for the reason that the rate 
of sea and inland postage is on the average scarcely more than one-fourth 
what it was at that time. 

` The Postmaster-General, in a letter to the chairman of the Postal 
Committee [Mr. BLOUNT], published in the RECORD, has indicated 
various objections to the proposition to improve our South and Central 
American mail service as inserted in the pending bill by the Senate; 
but the amendment presented by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
obviates these objections, and conforms to a plan for improving this 
service and increasing the compensation recommended by Superintend- 
ent Bell of the foreign mail service, and printed in the last report (page 
1011) of the Postmaster-Genera], and according to a statement’ made 
in the Senate having the approval of the present Postmaster-General. 
Indeed, I am disappointed to find my friend from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] 
opposing the amendment, because it is a copy of a proposition intro- 
duced into the House early in the session by that distinguished gen- 
tleman. I am not without hope, however, that before this debate 
closes he will be found supporting a measure so obviously just and 


necessary. 

The gentleman from Georgia has quoted from the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral’s communication a single sentence, in which it isclaimed that the 
distinguished head of the Post-Office Department represents our South 
and Central American postal service as ample and satisfactory withont 
further legislation or increased compensation. It is obvious from the 
apn of the Superintendent of Foreign Mails, to which I have already 
referred, that the Postmaster-General could not have intended to be 
thus understood. The Superintendent of Foreign Mails, who has im- 
mediate knowledge of the situation, says: 


The Central and South American service is as good as can be obtained under 
the present system of dispatching mails by vessels ‘‘ when loaded.” Frequently 


vessels tendered to the Department to convey these mails on a certain day sail 
several days before or after the time appointed, to the annoyance and incon- 
venience of correspondents. I have to suggest, as one means of correcting this 
evil, that if the Postmaster-General were authorized by law to allow an addi- 
tional compensation, over and above that now allowed to vessels engaged in 
this service (u the basis of the weights of the mails conveyed), a system of 
premiums and penalties might be mutually upon by this Department 
and steam-ship companies, which would make it to the advantage of the steam- 
ship companies to adhere closely to theirscheduled sailing dates, whereby the 
efficiency of the service would be materiaily increased and the commercial in- 
terests of the country benefited, 

The late Postmaster-General recognized the necessity of improving 
our mail connection with South America by a line of steam-ships run- 
ning from New York to the ports of the Argentine Republic, with 
which we now have @o regular direct communication, for in his last 
report he called attention to an offer of that Republic to give $100,000 
per annum to establish direct steam-ship communication with the 
United States, and recommended action by Congress looking to co- 
operation onour part. The gentleman from Georgia states that the 
Argentine Republic has concluded an arrangement for a British line to 
New York. We have now only a monthly service to Brazil, a semi- 
monthly service to Venezuela, and only irregular service by foreign ves- 
sels to any other country of South America, Altogether our tal 
and commercial communications with South America are i cient 
and unsatisfactory. - 

It may be true, as the gentleman from Georgia says, that our exist- 
ing laws and appropriations might prove entirely adequate to afford 
whatever foreign mail service we desire if we are to act on the policy 
that it is of no consequence to the American people whether the steam- 
ships which carry our mails and transport our exports and imports are 
foreign vessels that may be turned against us in case of war or Ameri- 
can vessels bearing our country’s flag, proclaiming our country’s power 
and prestige, advertising our country’s products, and ready to respond 
to our country’s call for aid in the defense of her honor and independ- 
ence. 

For the transportation of our trans-Atlantic mails we paid last year 
$160,333 to six Pritish steam-ship lines, $142,075 to two Ramsk lines, 
and $11,606 to the French line, but nothing to an American line, for 
the reason that the view which regards it of no consequence whether 
our mails and our commerce are carried by foreign or by American ves- 
sels controlled our policy, while all the foreign nations have acted on 
the theory that power and prestige and trade follow the flag that floats 
at the peak of the ship. 

Even for the transportation of our mails to the countries of South and 
Central America and the West Indies we paid last year to American 
steam-ships only $39,371, divided as follows: To the Pacific Mail Steam- 
ship Company, for the service between New York and Colon during the 
fiscal year 1887—the fiscal year which terminated one year ago this 
month—we paid $15,340.62. We paid the same steam-ship company, 
for service between San Francisco and Panama, $1,833. We paid to 
the New York, Havana and Mexican Steam-ship Company, for service 
between New York and Vera Cruz, $399.03. We paid the steam-ship 
company that carries the mail between Key West and Nassau—the name 
of the owners not given—$228.37. We paid to what is known as the 
“ Red D Line,” between New York and åyra, $4,457.47. We paid 
the New Orleans and Central American Steam-ship es are for serv- 
ice between New Orleans and Port Limon, $195.12. We paid Hoadley 
& Co.’s steamers, for service hetween New York and Colon, $23.39. 
We paid Oteri’s line, between New Orleans and Truxillo, $199.55; to 
the Royal Mail Steam-ship Company, between New Orleans and Belize, 
$3,887.77; to the steam-ships connecting us with the Haytian Repub- 
lic, between New York and Cape Hayti, $205.30; to the United States 
and Brazil Steam-ship Company, for service between New York and Rio 
de Janeiro, $10,804.35; to the Morgan Line, for service between New 
Orleans and Vera Cruz, $67.50; to the same line, for service between 
New Orleans and Havana, $192.81; to steamers plying between New 
York and Bermuda, $10.79; to the Clyde Line, between New York and 
San Domingo, $960.08; to Leaycraft & Co.’s steamers, between New 
York and Cape Hayti, $30.32; to the steamer Alert, for service between 
New York and Cape Hayti, $79.42; to the New York and Cuba Mail 
Steam-ship Company, between New York and Santiago, $124.88, and to 
the same line, between New York and Nassau, $331.48. 

To the American line running from New York to the ports of Brazil, 
it will be observed, we paid the munificent compensation of $10,804, 
or $750 per round trip of 10,500 miles; and the line is barely maintained 
by the $80,000 which it receives for transporting the Brazilian mails to 
the United States and its receipts for freight and passenger traffic. Ido 
not wonder that the owners of the only American steam-ship line run- 
ning from the ports of the United States to any country of South America 
south of Venezuela are becoming discouraged in view of the increasing 
competition to which they are subjected by foreign steamers, and what 
my lively friend from Massachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL] characterized 
as ‘‘ the salutary neglect of the Government.’? The ‘‘neglect’’ is ap- 


parent; and I have no doubt that when this solitary American steam- 
ship line, floating the Stars and Stripes in South American ports south of 
Venezuela, shall have been driven from the ocean, there will be gentlemen 
to point to the fact that a British line has taken its place and is carry- 
ing our mail fora less sum per trip than is now paid our Brazilian 
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line as proof of the “‘salutary ’’ character of our policy toward Ameri- 
can steans-ships. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I should like to ask the gentleman a 
question, if it will not disturb him. = 

Mr. DINGLEY. Not at all. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Iask for information. I understand 
Led Reston taken is that these appropriations are not intended as sub- 
sidies ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Precisely; they are simply fair mail compensation. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. No light has been given us as to how 
these lines are progressing; as to what dividends they are paying. I 
want to ask if these payments are essential to the life of the lines? 

Mr, DINGLEY. Undoubtedly. It is undoubtedly true that unless 
something shall be done to increase the mail compensation of the Amer- 
ican steam-ship lines that are now running from this country to South 
and to Central America, and to the East, before five years there will not 
be a single American steam-ship line left. 

Mr. STEWART, of Vermont. Is there a steam-ship line now estab- 
lished running to the Argentine Republic? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Notany, although the gentleman from Georgia has 
said the Argentine Republic has made arrangements with a British com- 
pany to put on a line, 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. My point is this: It seems to me to 
be conceded that we are paying more for carrying mails than the rate 
for carrying freight and express 

If the lines, although paid at a more liberal rate than for this other 
class of service, can not be kept up and maintained on business prin- 
ciples, then are we not confronted with the proposition that we have to 
subsidize or give bounty in order to keep the lines alive? I wantthat 
matter put upon its true basis. 

Mr. DINGLEY. That depends entirely upon what you may call a 
subsidy or bounty. Allow me to say that there are three elements in 
the revenue of every steam-ship line which maintains itself: first, the 
compensation received for the transportation of freight; second, the com- 
pensation received for the transportation of passengers; and third, the 
compensation received for the transportation ofmails. Now, the Amer- 
ican lines of American steam-ships running to South and Cerstral Amer- 
ica can not be maintained with simply the receipts for the transporta- 
tion of passengers and the transportation of freight. 

The routes are long, and at present the revenue from these sources 
is inadequate to maintain these lines. The American-Brazilian line, 
for example, has been struggling along with its revenues from passen- 
gers and t and $80,000 a year from Brazil for the transportation 
of her mails, and scarcely paying its bills, not paying last year a sin- 
gle cent of profit to the owners. Unquestionably if the Government of 
the United States can not afford to pay something more for the trans- 
portation of her mails the American-Brazilian line must be withdrawn 
before long, and a British line would ultimately take its place. That 
is the situation which confronts us in this matter. In determining 
what is fair mail pay we must take into consideration what are the 
receipts of the vessels for the ortation of passengers and freight, 
and must supplement that with a sufficient amount, reasonable in it- 
self, not going beyond the amount thatis provided in this bill, namely, 
four times the sea and rE potage, which would give the Brazilian 
line only $55,000. That is all that is provided for by the amendment 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BINGHAM]. Even though 
the Postmaster-General should give the Brazilian line the utmost sum 
provided by this bill, it would be only $55,000 instead of $10,800 at 
present. 

Now, I am sure gentlemen will see that $55,000, the extent to which 
the Postmaster-General can pay under this provision, is low mail trans- 
portation and lower than we are paying coastwise steamers for their 


ce. 
Mr. BLOUNT. Will the gentleman please tell us where he gets his 
financial information as to the condition of the Brazil line? 
Mr. DINGLEY. I have to take it from the statements that the 
owners of the line have put forth. Of course I do not know anything 
about it personally, but I think the gentleman will find the statement 


correct. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Have you any information as to the 
dividends of the Pacific Mail Line or the Brazil Line? 

Mr. DINGLEY. I have noticed in the papers that the Pacific Mail 
paid 5 cent. last year, but I understand from other statements 
wah have seen that they have not been able to make any dividend 
this year. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The stock is quoted in the market at 34, the par 
being 100, and it pays no dividend. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Now, Mr. Speaker, I should be pleased to be in- 
terrupted to any reasonable extent, but gentlemen will bear in mind 
that there are other members who desire to speak, and I must not 
trench upon their time. 

I have no doubt that British steam-ship lines would cheerfully enter 
into a contract to carry our South American and China and Australian 
mails without compensation if we would withdraw our steam ships run- 
ning to those countries. Indeed, within the past year the Governments 
of Canada and Great Britain, notwithstanding our Pacific line furnished 
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them ample mail facilities, have voted a subsidy of $300,000 per annum 
to establish and maintain a British steam-ship line running from Brit- 
ish Columbia to China and Japan and touching at San Francisco, with 
the almost openly avowed purpose of driving off the American line 
from San Francisco, crippling our growing trade with the East, and 
strengthening the naval and military power of Canada as a check on 
the United States, I think there is no doubt that Great Britain and 
Canada would be glad to carry our China and Japan mails gratuitously, 
on the condition that the American line be withdrawn. Why uot, if it 
makes no difference whether our mails and commerce are carried by 
foreign or American vessels? 

It may be said—it has been said—that we now give American steam- 
ships three and a half times as much for carrying letters, and nearly 
twice as much for carrying papers outside of our trans-Atlantic mails, 
as we give foreign steamers, and that this is ample. Itis true that we 
do give American steam-ships about 5c ents each for transporting let- 
ters without regard to distance, and foreign steam-ships about 1} cents. 
But this difference of compensation, computed on the basis of letters 
and papers carried, amounts to very little on the lines outside of the great 
trans-Atlantic routes where the mails are large. Indeed, it works to 
the advantage of the foreign lines which control the latter routes. On 
this basis last year the British Cunard line received 65 cents per mile 
one way for transporting our mails, while the American-Brazilian line 
received but 14 cents. On the steam-ship routes of this continent and 
on the Pacific the mails are comparatively small, the distance to be 
steamed great, and the compensation even at 5 cents per letter almost 
nothing. What consolation is it to the American steam-ship line run- 
ning from New York to Brazil, a distance of 5,500 miles, to be told 
that the $10,804 per annum, or the $750 per trip, which they receive 
for carrying the United States mail is made up at the rate of sea and 
inland postage, or 5 cents per letter, while a British line would receive 
only sea postage, or 1} cents per letter, or less than $3,000 per annum? 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply shameful—and I measure my words when 
Isay it—it is shameful that this great Government of sixty-two millions 
of people, rich, powerful, and rightfully seeking to strengthen its pres- 
tige on the ocean as well as on the land, should maintain a basis of com- ` 
pensation to American steamships for carrying our mails which works 
out such results as I have referred to. It ought to be evident to every 
candid mind that the basis of sea and inland postage on letters carried, 
without regard to distance, as a measure of compensation is wrong, and 
is doing American steamers a graye injustice; for it costs a vessel but 
little more to carry two hundred sacks of mail matter than it does ten 
sacks. We do not compensate our internal mail transportation on the 
sole basis of weight of mail. We do not compensate even the steamers 
carrying our river and coast mails solely on the basis of number of letters 
or weight of mail, but on the length of the route also. Why should not 
we deal on the same terms with our citizens who are endeavoring to 
maintain American prestige on the ocean in the face of open and over- 
whelming foreign competition, and provide for increased compensation 
for transportation of our foreign mails by American steamships where 
the routes are long and the mail light? 

The Post-Office Department, in the last year that the report of the 
Postmaster-General gave the compensation, paid the American coast- 
wise steamers which convey our mails between Port Townsend and Ta- 
coma $29,700. The distance traveled one way was a little over 28,000 
miles per annum, or $1 per mile. Nobody ever complained that this 
was unjust ‘‘ subsidy.” 

Yet when the New York and Brazilian line asks to have the miser- 
able pittance of 14 cents per mile which it receives increased to 56 cents 
per mile one way, or $55,000 per annum, all that would be allowed by 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the mod- 
est request is met with the cry of ‘‘ subsidy.” 

The Post-Office Department paid a few years ago. and I presume it 
is doing the same now, and doing it roeny. a 8,000 to the small 
steamers running between Baltimore and Norfolk for carrying the mail, 
but sean | more for commercial purposes, as there isa better mail serv- 
ice by rail. 

I ask gentlemen also to note the fact that the Post-Office De 
ment, by special enactment, has been able to give the Tampa and Ha- 
vana steam-ship line $54,000 per annum for transporting our mails 
semi-weekly or tri-weekly a distance of 366 miles, and no one objects 
or regards it as ‘“‘ subsidy.” Why should similar compensation to our 
Brazilian line for transporting our mails 5,500 miles be denounced as 
“subsidy?” Will the gentleman from Georgia inform the House ? 

Mr. Speaker, I appeal to the House, not to give ‘‘subsidies,’’ as the 
European governments do, to establish and maintain steam-ship lines 
connecting with all of the world, but such fair compensation as 
will secure the establishment and maintenance of American steam-ship 
lines to the leading countries of Central and South America. Fair 
compensation is not ‘‘subsidy’’ in the sense in which that word is be- 
ing used in this House to deter gentlemen from dealing justly with 
American steam-ships, We have to-day no regular direct steam com- 
munication with the Argentine Republic, notwithstanding that grow- 
ing Republic has had a standing offer to pay $100,000 per annum to 
maintain such a line, although it is reported that that Republic will 
withdraw the tender because there is no disposition on the part of the 
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United States to aid in the establishment of so desirable a means of in- 
creasing the intercourse and trade between the two republics. In the 
face of such opportunities, shall we longer continue the policy of neg- 
lect? With the non-manufacturing Empire of Brazil and fifteen re- 
publics, consisting of over 40,000,000 people, at our doors, sympathiz- 
ing deeply with this conntry, and having a foreign trade of $700, 000,000 
annually, shall we continue to shout “subsidy ’’ and frighten ourselves 
from doing what a wise statesmanship demands should be done to in- 
crease our means of postal and commercial intercourse with South and 
Central America? 

On the basis contemplated by the ameridment offered by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, the Postmaster-General would be authorized, 
if he thought proper, to increase the compensation of the twenty-one 
American lines, which last year received the miserable pittance of only 
$44,474 for transporting our mails to South and Central America and 
the West Indies, to not exceeding four times that sum, or $165,897, on 
the basis of last year’s mail matter, or, with the probable increase of 
mail matter, about $200,000, on the condition that the service shall be 
improved. ‘This would enable the Postmaster-General to give the Bra- 
zilian line not exceeding $53,000, the Pacific Mail Steam-ship Company 
about $92,000 over their line from New York to Colon, the New Orleans 
and Belize line about $18,000, the Venezuela line about $21,000, and 
the other lines smaller sums, all according to the discretion of the Post- 
master-General. - 

If the Australian and China and Japan lines are included, to which 
we paid last year $38,465 (including $20,000 paid to the Oceanic Line), 
probably about $100,000 more would be required, leaving a balance of 
$150,000 to be used in establishing a new line to the Argentine Republie 
and increasing the frequency of the service to other points. 

‘* Subsidies ’’ are not proposed by the pending amendment, yet it 
may be of interest to look fora moment at what Europe is doing. No 
nation of Europe has ever originally established steam-ship lines to 
connect with foreign countries without liberal mail-pay from the Gov- 
ernment. It has been frequently asserted that Great Britain has not 
done this. ‘The official records, however, prove that England was the 

* pioneer of this policy on the most liberal scale; and that France, Ger- 
many, Italy, and Spain have imitated her example. To settle this 
int beyond question, however, two years ago I addressed a note of 
inquiry to the late Capt. Bedford Pim, i everywhere as an 
English authority on all matters relating to the British marine, and I 
received from him a pronipt reply on this point, in which he said: 

It has been the policy of the British Government to establish or rather encour- 
age the establishment of British steam-ship lines by the annual Berar ofa 
postal subsidy, and this with the most gratifying results as regards the expansion 
of British commerce, I know of no instance of a British postal line of steamers 

y established without a subsidy for carrying the mails. 

Now that Great Britain has obtained ion of most of the im- 

tant lines of steam-ship communication with foreign countries, she 

no need of dispensing her largesses with so liberal a hand as for- 
merly—largesses amounting to $250,000, 000 in the last forty-five years; 
but the mail compensation she still gives so many of her steam-ship 
lines shows that she continues to jealously guard this important agency 
in the development of ber foreign trade. 

Only last year she joined Canada in giving a subsidy of $300,000 per 

-annum. to establish a steam-ship line between British Columbia and 
China and Japan. And it is a mistake to suppose that Great Britain 
has confined this policy to steam-ship lines connecting her ports with 
her colonies, for this has not been the case, as Captain Pim’s statement 
authoritatively shows. Indeed, the first British steam-ship lige con- 
necting the ports of Great Britain with Brazil was established by the 
aid not only of postal subsidies but also of a Government guaranty of 
8 per cent. profit to the company undertaking the enterprise. 

From the annual report of the British postmaster-general I take the 
following statement of the amounts paid by Great Britain to steam- 
ship lines, almost entirely British, for foreign mail service, and the 
amounts paid each line by the Government in excesss of the receipts 
for postage: 


Taero aged 
men 
Payments. over 
receipts. 
Ms 
s5 |.. 
@ r 
39, 295 
793, 000 
East coast of Africa. 31,120 
‘West coast of Africa. 41,990 
Dover and Ostend. 80,585 |.. 
Malta and Messina.. 7, 500 |.. 
United States. ........... 462, 615 
uda and Jamaica.. 87,500 
Panama and Val 13,285 
‘West Indies and Mex 4 420, 115 
(POON TETE A dav cuiaph ins debjab eves ELS EET AROE 5, 039, 830 
* Paid to Australia. +Paid by colony, 


In addition the British Government is paying a subsidy to a new 
line running from British Columbia to China and Japan. , 

Previous to 1875 the British Government paid annuaily from $4,000,- 
000 tp $5,000,000 to steam-ships for ocean mail service, an amount from 
two to three millions in ex: of her revenue from foreign postage. 
Nearly all of this sum was paid British steam-ship lines. France pays 
her mail steam-ships over fourand ahalf millions annually, Italy nearly 
two millions, Austria one million, Spain one million, Germany $950,- 
000, and even little Holland over $300,000, 

Mr. Speaker, while I am gratified tolearn from the statement made 
in the Senate that the distinguished Postmaster-General approves the 
amendment submitted by the gentleman from Pennsylvania looking 
to the maintenance of American steam-ship lines and better postal sery- 
ice between our ports and the ports of the countries south of us, yet I 
regret that in his published letter in which he discusses the Senate 
proposition he should hare gone out of his way to connect this impor- 
tant subject of better postal and commercial communication with South 
and Central America with the tariff dispute in such a way as to lead 
many gentlemen who do not stop to carefully inquire into the subject 
to infer that it is one phase of great issne which divides parties, 
when in fact itis a purely patriotic and business question which should 
equally interest all good citizens. . 

Says the Postmaster-General: 

Of course England may subsidize lines of ships to open up new markets for 
her surplus, because she freely exchanges commodities with such markets, and 
her policy is after establishing the commerce to steadily decrease the subsidy. 
If the policy of giving bounties to promote commercial relations with other 
countries be ever adopted pare after the failures in our history, it would seem 
that its adoption should be deferred until closer commercial relations with those 
countries can be maintained, and are not antagonized by an opposing system of 
laws. Commerce in the v essence of its meaning is exchange. fe is not to 
selland neverto buy. Theindividual or nation does not exist that will buy all 
one has to sell for cash with no reciprocal return in profitable exchange. Car- 
goes ont and back are needed for the creation of a merchant marine. 
The cargo out will not be bought unless we buy in exchange, and it will be 
bought if we are willing to trade. 

Inasmuch as the gentleman from Georgia has repeated this state- 
ment silence might be construed as an approval of the economic views 
so confidently affirmed by the distinguished Postmaster-General and 
the gentleman from Georgia. I shall be pardoned for briefly digress- 
ing from the subject before us to point out what seems to me to be 
substantial grounds for regarding them as theories which have been 
disproved by commercial facts. 

I am surprised, Mr. Speaker, that the Postmaster-General should af- 

firm, as if it were a settled commercial fact, that one nation will buy 
of another only as it can sell to that other nation, in the face of hisown 
statisties of our trade with South America, which shows exactly the 
contrary. 
The tables submitted by the Postmaster-General show that last year 
we bought of Brazil products of the value of $52,955,591, and yet that 
we sold to Brazil products of the United States only to the value of 
$8,137,794; that we bought of Central America products of the value 
of $7,706,978, and sold only $3,006,714. 

What becomes of the ‘‘ barter’? theory of the Postmaster-General in 
the face of the actual facts of our fo: trade, which show that na- 
tions buy where they find the prices and the means of communication 
most advantageous without regard to whether they can make an ex- 
change of products? As a matter of fact the United States is the larg- 
est buyer of South and Central America and West India products. 
We are endeavoring to improve our means of communication so as to 
sell them more. ‘The trouble with our trade with South America is 
not, as the Postmaster-General supposes, that we do not buy of them, 
but that they do not buy of us as much as they would if there were 
better communication. 

The suggestion of the Postmaster-General that our exports to South 
American countries are restricted by the fact that we impose duties on 
their products finds a sufficient answer in his own tables, which show 
that, notwithstanding we impose no duty on the chief product of 
Brazil, to wit, coffee, yet we exported to that empire last year articles 
to the value of only $8,137,794, in the face of the fact that we imported 
from Brazil products to the value of $47,076,473, on which we imposed 
no duty, $36,401,864 being coffee; while Great Britain, which im 
a neay duty on coffee, exported to Brazil articles to the value of $33,- 
460,531. 

Neither is there any basis for the Postmaster-General’s assumption 
that the revenue-tariff policy before the war promoted our foreign trade, 
and the protective policy since the war destroyed it, which, I presume, 
is what he means when he says that we must defer steps to promote 
commercial relations with South America until we have got rid of ‘‘an 
opposing system of laws,” 

If the distinguished gentleman had consulted the official statistics 
he would have found that our foreign commerce has been much larger 
per inhabitant since the war, under protection, than hefore the war, 
under a revenue tariff. In the reyenue-tariff period, between 1846 and 
1861, our annual imports ayeraged $10.73 per inhabitant, and our ex- 
pen $9.94 per inhabitant; annual foreign commerce, $20.67 per in- 

bitant. Butin the protective tariff decade, between 1871 and 1881, 
our annual imports averaged $13.50 per capita and our exports $14.93; 
annual foreign trade, $28.43 per inhabitant. 
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It will be observed that our foreign commerce was 40 per cent. larger 
per capita under protection than under a tariff for revenue only. Coyld 
there be a more complete refutation of the assumption that a protective 
tariff destroys foreign trade? Indeed, our foreign commerce since the 
war has increased much more rapidly than that of Great Britain, whose 
policy is supposed to be peculiarly favorable to foreign trade. Even 
including the war period, when our foreign trade was so seriously crip- 
pled, the official statistics show that the foreign commerce of the United 
States increased 95 per cent. between 1860 and 1885, while the foreign 
commerce of Great Britain increased only 83 per cent., and that of 
France only 80 per cent. 

Even our trade with the countries of South America, which the Post- 
master-General cites as an illustration of his point, has increased be- 
yond the growth of our population, notwithstanding we have not taken 
measures to provide regular and rapid steam communication with 
them, as Great Britain, France, and Germany have done. 

It is conceded that our imports from nearly every country of South 
mene have increased largely. But our exports have also greatly ex- 
panded. } 

In 1860 we exported to the Argentine Republic under a revenue 
tariff articles to the value of $1,003,500; in 1887, articles to the value 
of $6,364,545, 

. In 1860 we exported to the United States of Colombia articles to the 
value only of $1,642,800; in 1887, articles to the value of $6,364,545. 

Tu 1860 we exported to Venezuela articles to the value of $1,056,250; 
in 1887, articles to the value of $5,504,215. š 

To South and Central America, which trade it has been asserted we 
largely held under revenue - tariffs, our exports in 1860 were only 
$17,500,000, but in 1883, $42,500,000. 

Even our exports to the West India Islands have increased from 
$23,000,000 in 1860 to $32,250,000 in 1883. 

In 1860 our exports to Russia were $2,750,000; in 1883 they were 
$19,000,000, In 1860 our exports to Germany were $14,750,000; in 
1883, $64,250,000. In 1860 our exports to Belgium were $2,750,000; 
in 1883, $26,750,000. In 1860 our exports to Great Britain were $196,- 
250,000; in 1883, $420,500,000. 

Turning to the East, in 1860 our exports to Japan were $90,000; in 
1883, $3,250,000. In 1860 our exports to Australia were $4,000,000; 
in 1883, $9,500,000. 

These statistical illustrations, which I might multiply, simply show 
that our foreign trade with nearly every country in the world has grown 
under protection as never before, and therefore that the assumption ot 
the Postmaster-General that it is ho use to improve our means of com- 
munication with the countries of South America to increase our trade 
until we go back to ayevenue tariff, has no foundation in the statistics 
of commerce. i 

I am aware, Mr. Speaker, that the opponents of protection represent 
it as a Chinese wall designed to bar out foreign trade, when the fact is 
that its office is simply to bar out only such imported articles as we can 
ourselves produce or manufacture to the extent of our wants, thus so 
increasing the general prosperity and ability to purchase and so en- 
larging our productive capacity, that, taken together, we buy for our 
own consumption more that we do not produce and sell for the consump- 

_ tion of others and consume ourselves more that we do produce than any 
other nation on the face of the earth. 

Although the foreign commerce of Great Britain appears in the sta- 
tistics to be larger per capita than ours, yet this is due to the fact that 
she imports all the materials of her manufactures and much of the 
food consumed by her people in carrying on her industries, while we 
produce nearly all the materials, and, with the exception of sugar and 
rice, all the food we consume. The materials and food of Great Britain 
appear in her exports and imports, much of it twice; ours not at all ex- 
cept so far as they are exported. According to Mulhall the value of 
the total products of Great Britain consumed at home and exported in 
1880 was $172 per inhabitant, while in the same year, according to 
Nimmo, the value of the products of the United States was $200 per 
inhabitant, 

Mr. Speaker, I will not dwell longer on the question as to what tariff 
policy fosters our foreign and internal trade and promotes general pros- 
perity, for that has no proper connection with the issue before us, and 
would not have been alluded to by me if the Postmaster-General had 
not imported it into this discussion. It is sufficient that our product- 
ive capacity is almost unlimited, and that the non-manufacturing coun- 
tries of South and Central America and the West Indies offer us valu- 
able markets almost at our doors, of which we can not make the most 
until we secure regular and direct steam communication with them for 
postal and commercial purposes, Nothing is better settled than that 
foreign trade follows the flag, and that the preservation of commercial 
independence demands that our own ships should be the bearers of our 
mails and our products. No part of our country is more interested in 
maintaining American lines of communication with foreign countries 
than the great West, for in case of war between Great Britain and an- 
other foreign power our means of transportation would be cut off. 

Again, in no other way can we ahr so economically for the na- 
tional defense as by encouraging the establishment and maintenance 
of American steam-ship lines for postal and commercial uses, composed 


of stout ships which we can summon to our aid in time of need. The’ 
immense fleet of merchant steam-ships which England has created by 
her policy of postal subsidies and governmental aid, and upon which 
she calls when hostilities are threatened, make her the monarch of the 
seas. 

Speaking of this subject in a letter addressed last January to the 
American Shipping League by one of our distinguished naval com- 
manders, enforcing the importance of maintaining our own lines of 
steam-ships and our own vessels to carry our mails and our products, 
Admiral Porter said: 

I could produce numerous statistics to show how much has been done by for- 
eign powers to promote the steam-ship lines which now traverse every part of 
the ocean, Their main object was to foster their mercantile marine and add to 
the strength of their navies in time of war, The United States bave done liter- 
ally nothing in this direction, but have forced their mercantile marine into a 
poson whence it can only escape ruin through the strong help of the Govern- 
ment, ` 

The restoration of our mercantile marine is inseparable from the rehabilita- 
tion of our Navy. The two undertakings must go hand in handif we wish either 
to succeed, and I hope the timeis not far distant when the same noble spirit of 
nationality and patriotism which underlies the favorable sentiment in Congress 
toward the Navy will find expression in decided action upon this most impor- 
tant of all national issues. 

Expenditures for the maintenance of a merchant marine for postal 
and commercial purposes are not bounties to any industries, but in the 
same line with expenditures to create a Navy and provide for the pub- 
lic defense and to facilitate communication for naval and commercial 


mrposes. 

We can not hope, neither would it be wise, to build a navy on the 
seale of that maintained by Great Britain. A moderate fleet of naval 
vessels of the best typefand a large fleet of swift merchant steam-ships 
are the best naval defense that the United States can have in time of 
war. Let us realize before it is too late that the seat of empire is on 
the rocking waves as well as the solid land. 

Mr. DINGLEY. How much time have I remaining ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has thirteen minutes. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I yield it to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 


PETERS. | 

Mr. PETERS. I reserve that time until I can take the floor in my 
own right. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Maine [ Mr. DING- 
LEY] is usually very fortunate in his references to the policy of other 
governments in comparison with our own, but I think he has been es- 

ially unfortunate to-day in his appeal to the experience of Great 
ritain in regard to this matter ofsubsidies. I thinkitis very obviousthat 
no parellel can be drawn between Great Britain and this country in this 
matter of subsidies, and no reason can be urged founded on the expe- 


rience of that government in favor of our adopting her policy. Great ` 


Britain, as has been often remarked on this floor, has vast outlying pos- 
sessions, with oceans intervening between those possessions and the 
mother country; her ocean mail system is the same to her as our in- 
ternal postal system is to us. 

You can not speak of the transportation of the mails being a matter 
of subsidy in the United States, no matter what sum may be paid be- 
yond the actual cost of the work. Whether it was a wise policy or 
not, at the very beginning of our history a postal system was deemed 
of so great importance and the diffusion of intelligence among our 
people so greatly to be desired, that the mail service was placed di- 
rectly under the control of the Government by the Federal Constitu- 
tion. 

In this country the mails are to be carried in any event on the best 
terms that the Government can obtain. The diffusion of intelligence 
among our people and correspondence between them must be secured 
and maintained whatever may be the cost. To Great ao with 
her vast outlying possessions scattered through all the oce@s, her ocean 
mail service like our inland system must be carried on, and she sub- 
sidizes ocean steamers for the purpose of securing regular and speedy 
communication between those various portions of her extended empire. 
This isnatural enough and proper enough under that imperial system. 
In the case of Great Britain the excessive sums paid to steam-ships 
plying between her own ports is no more asubsidy than the large pay- 
ments she may make for transporting mails by inland rontes. Hap- 
pily we have no such outlying possessions except Alaska, which is not 
greatly in need of postal facilities,  , 

But again, sir, the gentleman’s appeal and reference to Great Britain 
as a parallel to us and an example for us, does not sound well to the 
American ear. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. DiInGLey] does not 
often make that kind ofan appeal. The British system rests on sub- 
sidies. It has rested on subsidiés for centuries. Subsidy is the founda- 
tion of monarchies and has been through all the ages. Itis a discrim- 
ination in favor of one class, or of certhin classes of the people, as against 
other classes, the building up of the fortunes of the few at the expense 
of the nation, and has in all ages resulted in the impoverishmentof the 
many. Subsidy has always been the policy of monarchies, and always 
will be while monarchies exist. Such a policy gives strength to mo- 
narchical institutions, while it is fatal to the institutions of a republic, 
for it uniformly destroys, like monopoly, the equality of the people. I 
think, therefore, that on both grounds the gentleman’s reference to the 
policy of the British Government was not a happy one. 
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Our people are not -likely to follow the example. I think the gen- 
tleman himself would not approve it upon reflection. We can not de- 
sire for our country the results that have been produced by subsidies 
during the progress of ages in Great Britain and other European mon- 
archies. Our policy is to place all classes of the people on a common 
basis, to open up equally to all men the opportunities for advancement, 
and not to single out particular classes and advance their fortunes at 
the expense of the many; for this is what subsidy has always done 
and will always do, no matter how plausible the argument may be of 
equal advantage. 

But, sir, the amendment which has been submitted by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [ Mr. BINGHAM] presents this subject to us in 
such a tangible form that we can see at a glance what this subsidy 
means more clearly than common, although the question has been be- 
fore the House time and time again. The distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania proposes to bring under this subsidy system the 
transportation of the mails between our Pacific coast and the ports of 
China and Japan. What has been our experience heretofore in that 
respect? 

As gentlemen know, our subsidy to the Collins line was a failure, 
and resulted in an unpleasant inquiry in this House. The only two 
subsidies that were not subject of unfavorable comment and protest, 
but which produced no good results to any one except the capitalists 
who owned the ships, were the subsidy to the line from New York to 
Brazil and the subsidy to the line from San Francisco to the Sandwich 
Islands; the one $150,000, the other $75,000 per year, and both aban- 
doned when the contractsexpired, They opened up no new trade. We 
simply gave a few gentlemen about a million of dollars, that was all. 

But the subsidy for the line from San Francisco to China and Japan 
presents the whole subject in its proper and natural light. Whether 
the subsidy be for an industry between our country and foreign na- 
tions or an industry in our own midst, the results arethe same. When 
in 1865 you subsidized the Pacific Mail Steam-ship Company with a 
bonus of $500,000 a year, there soon sprang up upon the same route 
between San Francisco and China and Japan another line, running in 
competition with the subsidized line, but without a dollar of subsidy. 
While the one line was subsidized and the other not, both were en- 
gaged in the same commercial ventures, running, I believe, the same 
number of vessels between the different ports they visited. . 

One of those lines—I speak now of the subject of subsidizing with 
the view to building up American industry or advancing the fortunes 
of American citizens—one of those lines, the Occidental and Oriental, 
was owned by American capitalists though sailing under a foreign flag, 
while the very line which was subsidized, though running under the 
American flag, was, in the main, a foreign corporation, its capital being 
held mainly abroad, so that in fact we were granting a subsidy in the 
interestof foreign capitalists as against American capitalists. Somuch 
upon the subject of building up our commerce in this way, and so much 
for the patriotism involved. It is well known that our capitalists are 
engaged in any number of carrying enterprises throughout the world, 
their vessels going under foreign flags, I remember that as far back 
as 1872, upon an inquiry directed by this House, the fact was disclosed 
that even then several vessels were being built on the Clyde for Ameri- 
can capitalists to be run under the British flag. So much for the ques- 
tion of patriotism as involved in this matter. $ 

In referring to our experience on this subject of subsidies generally, I 
have spoken of the Collins line, the other two instances being quite un- 
important, and the subsidies mere gifts of money to fortunate gentlemen. 
Sir, ifit is proposed to extend thissubsidy to the Pacific Mail Steam-ship 
line I am not willing that the House shall so soon forget or overlook 
the fact that one of the most humiliating spectacles ever presented on 
the floor ofthis House was in connection with a subsidy to that steam- 
ship line. I desire the Clerk to read a resolution adopted by this House 
on the 20th of February, 1873. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Whereas, in the testimony taken before the Ways and Means Committee of 
this House, in reference to certain matters committed to said committee for in- 
vestigation, it has been sworn by Le Grand Lockwood, of New York City, that 
a large sum of money was used to secure pe art through Congress of an 
increased annual appropriation to the Pacific Mail'Steam-ship Company, in the 
faerie of a subsidy, for the transportation of mails and other purposes: There- 

Resolved, That said Committee on Ways and Means are hereby authorizedand 
directed to make full inquiry into the truth or falsity of said sworn statement. 
and to this end the said committee is hereby authorized and directed to send 
for persons and papers, and generally to exercise such powers and discretion as 
will be necessary thereto. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The resolution just read was the foundation of an 
inquiry which resulted in the most startling disclosures. ‘The result 
of the inquiry was reported to ¢he House by Mr. Kasson, of Iowa. 
Mark you, the Pacific Mail Steam-ship Company, for the purpose, as it 
was said, of affording increased facilities for the transportation of mails 
to the countries of the East, had obtained a subsidy of $500,000 a year 
in 1865 for ten years. While that subsidy was still in operation, and 
several years before it had expired (for the contract ran for a period of 
ten years), this movement was made to increase the subsidy to a mill- 
ion of dollars a year for the unexpired term and $500,000 a year for the 
residue of the ten years; so rapidly do these movements in the inter- 


est of subsidies travel when once fairly set on foot. What was the re- 
swt of that ory sien ? Itisshown in the following statement from 
the report of Mr. Kasson, on behalf of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, who investigated the subject: 

With the exception of some small sums paid Drey by Stock well, the total 
amount disbursed by his direction in connection with the legislation referred to 
appears to have been retained byor disbursed through the hands of said Irwin, 
and to have amounted to about $890,000. The committee ascertained the names 
of the es to whom payments were made by Irwin to the amount of $703,100, 
and a list of gll these recipients of prospective subsidy is given. 

One of the persons to whom payment was made was William 8. King, 
of Minnesota, Postmaster of this House, who had been elected as a 
member of Congress, but who never took his seat. Mr. King, who, 
according to the report, received $125,000, was, at the time these events 
transpired, Postmaster of this House, and up to the time of these dis- 
closures had been so highly honored that he had been elected a Repre- 
sentative from Minnesota; but, as appears from this report, he fled the 
country for the purpose of avoiding the consequences of his infamous 
acts in behalf of this corporation. 

John G. Schumaker, who was at the time a member of this House, 
received, according to the report, $300,000 in two payments, one of 
$275,000, and one of $25,000. -How he distributed this money the 
committee could not ascertain. So that here in this House, when this 
subsidy system had been fairly inaugurated, an officer and a member 
of the House received the sum of $425,000 corruptly and left this House 
forever, dishonored, reflecting discredit upon this body and upon the 
country at large. Is it desirable that.a policy like this should be en- 
couraged by the American Congress ? 

Mr. HOOKER. What is the date of that report? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Itisa report made to this House on the 27th of 
February, 1875. Now it is proposed that this very same company, the 
Pacific Mail Steam-ship Company, largely a foreign corporation, shall 
in direct terms, under the amendment now pending, receive the bene- 
fit of a portion of this subsidy. Can this House, with a proper regard 
to a just public opinion, and in the face of this infamous record, sub- 
sidize again the company that by such corrupt practices brought shame 
and dishonor upon the country? Congress, of course, in 1875, hastened 
to repeal the former subsidy. Will this Congress revive it ? 

The Occidental and Oriental Company has run without a dollar of 
subsidy, carrying your mails between San Francisco and China and 
Japan, and carrying them, too, when the Pacific Mail refused to carry 
them, when Postmaster-General Vilas so wisely refused to give it a 
part of the subsidy you voted in the Forty-eighth Congress. The peo- 
ple honor him for never expending a dollar of thatsubsidy. Yet we are 
proposing, and I think my friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM] 
must have overlooked this extraordinary requirement, we are deliber- 
ately proposing that the Pacific Mail shall receive subsidies from the 
Treasury of the United States, although through the seductive and 
corrupting measures taken by that company the country was disgiaced 
and the names of at least two men connected with this House were 
covered with infamy. 

I think the subject of subsidy is not one the American citizen can 
contemplate with pleasure, even when subsidies were apparently given 
necessarily for the high purpose of more firmly uniting the States of the 
Atlantic and Pacific in the midst of war. The Government felt when 
granting a subsidy of public bonds toward the construction of the Pa- 
cific railroads it did it from necessity for the public good and because 
it would inure ‘directly to the benefit of the people. Yet even then 
the fruits of subsidy were national dishonor, and two once honored 
members of this House left it with blighted reputations, never to re- 
turn. I say, therefore, that the experience we have had on the sub- 
ject of subsidies would lead us to avoid them hereafter as an eyil too 
great even to be gravely considered. 

But gentlemen say this isnot a subsidy. Nota subsidy, sir! Why, 
gentlemen, you are now paying four times as much to the American 
ships for transporting your mails abroad as you pay to foreign ships; 
you pay them four times larger compensation than they receive for trans- 
portation of express matter, while the safety of the latter is insured by 
the ship company and your mails involve no insurance. Gentlemen 
seem to think carrying a package for the United States ought to stand 
on a different footing than carrying a package for anybody else. You 
pay now four times as much for carrying a kage by an American 
ship for the United States as it would receive for corresponding ex- 
press matter carried a corresponding distance, while in the latter case 
the safety of the package is secured and its safety guarantied by the 
ship company and not in the former. 

But, Mr. Speaker, it is generally admitted by all men that we have at 
the head of the Post-Office Department a gentleman whoseability and 
capacity furnish a high guaranty that your great Postal Department is 
and will be wisely administered. Gentlemen on both sides of the 
House have expressed their confidence in the chief of that Department. 
He has been referred to by gentlemen only in terms of respect for the 
success and efficiency with which he administers the duties of his of- 
fice. Now, the Postmaster-General, in the able and conclusive letter 
before you, says, so far as the subsidy system is concerned as here proe 
posed, that it would simply embarrass him and embarrass that great 
Department in the execution of the law. Can you afford to do that 
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under the pretense of reviving American commerce? If you must and 
will grant subsidies, then do it indirect terms. Donot embarrass the 
Post-Office Department in carrying our mails between this country and 
other countries. Do not embarrass this great Department of the Gov- 
ernment by granting a subsidy merely for the purpose of building up 
the fortunes of a few men at the expense of the Treasury of the United 
States. 

I will refer for a moment to an additional fact. The gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. DINGLEY], who is generally so frank and so fair, stated 
to the House that we are paying more to foreign vessels for transport- 
ing the mails than we are paying to American vessels, when in fact we 
are paying to American vessels for any given postal service four times 
as much as we pay to foreign vessels. It can not be expected that we 
will pay as much for carrying a single letter as we pay for carrying ten 
thousand letters, We pay, of course, according to the service as far as 
practicable, not only in our postal service, but in all the service of the 
Government. We pay simply according to the work done, and it can 
not be expected that we will pay for carrying a dozen letters as much as 
we will pay forcarrying one hundred thousand. Paymentis made upon 
the basis of the service rendered, and nothing more can be justly asked 
of the Government. 

Can the American ship-owner ask for more? He gets four times as 
much as the foreign vessels for doing precisely the same thing. Isnot 
that enough? ‘There is no justice to the country in Congress submit- 
ting to such a demand as is here made on pretense of an efficient postal 
service merely for the purpose of building up the fortunes of a few men 
who come here and demand it. Itwould not be tolerated for one mo- 
ment in any other business. 

The statement of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] shows 
the House the character and the class of men and their conduct in the 

t in reference to this matter of subsidy, but I do not think this 
ouse will consent for one moment to build up the fortunes in this way 
of such men or any other. I am sure the men who were engaged in 
the Pacific Mail subsidy in 1875 are not those whose fortune this House 
should be prompt to enhance in the way which is here proposed. The 
true American idea is different from that of Great Britain, where the 
granting of subsidies has built up great estates, vast wealth, and 
blighted the whole land with a hopeless and impoverished people. 

The absence, happily, of the subsidy theory in our form of govern- 
ment and its practice in our country has built up a widely-diffused 
wealth which is the pride and the glory of the United States. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will the gentleman allow a question? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. What is yourtheory as to the best man- 
ner of building up the commerce of the country. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It is growing every year. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Well, our merchant marine? 

Mr. HOLMAN. ‘The condition is pai ed this: that when American 
capitalists find it better and more profitable to engage in the carry- 
ing trade than to invest their money in the countless enterprises within 
the limits of the United States, you will find that business reviving, and 
- parore; It is a cosmopolitan employment and you can not make 

t loca 

You can monopolize the coastwise trade; it justly and fairly be- 
longs to American-built ships. But when you go into the foreign carry- 
ing trade, you must of necessity come into competition with all the 
sea-faring nations of the world; and your carrying trade will never be 
revived until it affords a more profitable field of employment than can 
be found in other avenues of commercial and business life. 

That is manifestly the trouble. Our capitalists demand large profits 
on their ventures, and although the change from wooden to iron ships 
produced extraordinary results in former years, it is manifest that for 
twenty years our carrying trade has not revived because our citizens 
found better investment for their money in other pursuits, and because 
as is shown by the investigation embodied in the report of 1872, to 
which I have referred, made by order of the House, your methods are 
more expensive and local taxes are higher than elsewhere, although I 
concede that some of the cities and some of the States have reduced 
local taxation in the interest of the carrying trade, but as a general 
rule the higher taxation, and I do not refer now to taxation under the 
tariff, but the higher taxation to which our people are subjected inter- 
feres materially with the cost of the carrying trade of this country. 
But whenever it becomes profitable, as it will undoubtedly be in the 
progress of time, then, and not until then, will our carrying trade be 
revived. 

It is known that the carrying trade of the worldis entirely overdone. 
Capitalists in this field have to content themselves with small profits if 
they expect to successfully compete for business where all nations are 
competitors. But our commerce increases every year, and our capital- 
ists in the progress of time find investments in this field of enterprise 
as profitable as others, and Federal and local taxes will be moderated, 
and then our flag will not be confined to the coastwise trade, but will 
appear as of old in the highways of the world’s commerce. 

Mr. PETERS. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. FELTON]. 

Mr. FELTON. I shall not attempt to discuss this question in its 
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broadest sense, first, because I am not sufficiently well versed in it to 
do so, and in the second place because it has already been thoroughly 
discussed by others. I have listened attentively to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM], who has explained to us ina terse, suc- 
cinct, and masterly manner the post-office phase of this question, as I 
shall term it. The distinguished gentleman from Maine [Mr. DING- 
LEY] has given us the commercial phase of it; and I have listened at- 
tentively, also, to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] in reply 
tothem both. Therefore I can add nothing to the general phase of the 
question, but desire to submit a few remarks upon one point, which 
may to some extent explain the present condition of a part of the postal 
mail service. : 

Now, sir, take the case of the Brazilian line. Its amount of ton- 
nage is proportioned, as a matter of course, to the value of the commod- 
ities carried, and I have not the figures of the tonnage, but the com- 
merce between the United States and Brazil is about $61,000,000 per 
annum. Ourexportsare only eight millions out of the sixty-one. The 
gentleman from Maine tells us that this line doing this amount of 
commerce, and subsidized, to use an offensive term, by the Brazilian 
Government in the sum of $80,000, is unable to sustain itself, is not 
making dividends, and will have to go down, unless some additional 
government aid either by this Government or by Brazil is given to it. 
Now, take the Australian line, which plies between the port of San 
Francisco and Australia and New Zealand by way of the Sandwich Isl- 
ands. The total amount of commerce in this case is a trifle short of 
$14,000,000. 

You will observe this fact, which isdistinctly opposite to that of the 
Brazilian trade, that our exports in this amount to nearly $10,000,009, 
thus exceeding the imports over $5,000,000, and the amount of ton- 
nage upon which freights can be charged to sustain this important 
service is only one-fifth the amount of income received by the Bra- 
zilian line. Now, it has taken twenty years to establish that com- 
merce. , It is carried in American bottoms, owned by Americans, en- 
abled to be prosecuted by a subsidy from the Australian and New 
Zealand Governments amounting to $150,000 per annum, and an ap- 
propriation from the Post-Office Department of $20,600 additional. 
Now, sir, the further condition exists in this service that it is not a 
member of the Postal Union, and therefore the facts are that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States is collecting between $40,000 and $47,000 
per annum and is paying to the line but $20,000. 

The Government is making, therefore, twice what it gives this line. 
Now, taking into consideration the amount of the tonnage and the im- 
portance of the trade, I submit to this House if itis not an ignoble pol- 
icy, a policy beneath the dignity of this nation to use that line for the 
purpose of making money and to have it sustained by a foreign gov- 
ernment? Any gentleman who desires to see for himself the amount 
of this commerce can make his own figures, It is supporting to-day, 
the export trade, for every working day in the year over 11,000 men at 
$3 per day each, and according to the usual computations we make, it 
is supporting a population in the United States of 55,000 people. 

Now, sir, the condition is—and I know whereof I speak—that the 
Australian government’s contract with this line expires within three 
months of the present time. They have become disgusted at the ex- 
treme conservative policy of this Government, to give it no worse name, 
and have signified their intention of giving fio more assistance, unless 
the United States Government will meet that government, as the term 
is, half way. Gentlemen may think I am actuated by local or personal 
motives. They are entirely mistaken. Of this entire export com- 
merce of $10,000,000 per annum less than one and one-half million is 
produced upon the Pacific coast. The balance is manufactures coming 
from one State and another throughout the entire East. Whatever 
may be the condition of other lines, the condition of this line is such 
that unless some new arrangement is made and is made before the ex- 
piration of three months, some arrangement which will at least be fair 
to those people, that the Government may give them what they make 
and what is received for their services, instead of speculating off of 
them, we shall lose that line and measurably that trade. ' 

I need not tell gentlemen on this floor that it is by direct, quick, 
and frequent communication between countries that trade springs up 
and is brought tous. A merchant goes to another country with his 
samples and finds a customer. The banking businggs is arranged, 
credits established, and the consequence is a knowledge of the articles 
that we have brought to the notice of the business men of that country. 
They prone and we receive the advantage. e 
Right here let me make one further remark. It issaid by some gen- 
tlemen that we can not export to compete with other nations. The 
answer is that we are exporting to an English colony right from the 
United States. It perhaps may be interesting to know some of the 
articles we export, and therefore I name some of them. We export 
nearly $300,000 worth of agricultural implements; of books and maps, 
over $100,000 worth; of breadstuffs, $118,000 worth; of carriages, 
steam-cars, ete., $358,000 worth; of chemicals, drugs, dyes, and med- 
icines, $334,000; clocks and watches, $127,000; fish, $378,000; fruit, 
$110,000; iron, steel, and the manufactures thereof, $1,532,000; leather 
manufactures, $251,0C0; beer, nearly half a million; and the manu- 
factures of wool, $1,440,596; sewing-machines, brooms, brushes, lamps; 
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The amount of exports during the last eighteen years amounting to 
$115,251,913, or near $115,252,000; balance of exports over imports 
amounting to $70,000,000 in round numbers and yearly increasing. 
[Here the hammer fell. ] 
_The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has ex- 


ired. 
i; Mr. BIGGS. I hope the gentleman may have more time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. the gentleman from Kansas yield 
more time to the gentleman from California? 

Mr. PETERS, I will yield the gentleman two minutes more, 

Mr. FELTON. These figures illustrate two facts: First, that the 
advantages of this trade is not for the benefit of the people I represent, 
but for the country generally. As muchasI have their interests at 
heart, and as proud as I am of the State I represent, as every other 
gentleman should be of his State, it illustrates the fact that this com- 
merce is made up mainly of your manufactures east of the Rocky 
Mountains. 

It also illustrates the fact that, according to the great fundamental 
principles underlying all trade and commerce, it is not always the 
cheapest, it is not always the nastiest that people prefer. It illustrates 
further that the question of commerce is the question of educating a 
people to its wants, its tastes, and its necessities, 

Mr. Chairman, I listened to the remarks of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT]. I understood him to say it is proposed to give 
this Australian line more than they asked. If gentlemen have paid 
attention to what I have said they will discover that the gentleman 
from Georgia was mistaken in his assertion. Unless something further 
is done the present service will not be maintained, but will take its 
place in the Victoria, British Columbia, line, to Australia, which is sub- 
sidized by the Canadian Government. Our people require aid to con- 
tinue this line. 

Mr. PETERS. Now, Mr. Speaker, I yield ten minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. OWEN]. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. Speaker, I was an earnest supporter of the Senate 
amendment which proposed to give $800,000 for the ocean mail lines; 
but now I shall support the amendment that is under consideration. 

The Central and South American Governments have few ships of 
their own. Wanting goods they buy of vessels that bring them to their 
doors, and thus naturally the trade of these countries is controlled almost 
entirely by those nations which have the largest merchant marine. The 
contro! of commerce is in the hands of the nations who'control the means 

of commerce. What are the means of commerce? They are mail fa- 
cilities, ships, banking-houses, commission-houses, and agents. There 
must be steamers to convey mail and merchandise with speed and regu- 
larity; there must be all the varied exchange, credit, draft, and the 
large lines of accommodation afforded by banks; and then commission- 
houses must be established where each line of goods, as it is landed by 
the vessels, finds reception; then agents must travel the country, after 
the manner of our drummers, and the goods they sell by sample must 
be delivered with regularity and certainty. 

So it comes to pass that the people who seek important commerce 
with foreign people must have ships, mails, banks of exchange, com- 
mission-houses, and agents. Having the means of commerce, they can 
control commerce. Wherever the English ship goes laden with the 
manufactures of Great Britain, she finds at the end of her journey an 
English commission-honse ready to take her goods and dispose of them 
among the people of that country. It is by all of these means that she 
controls trade. 

Of what avail is the generally favorable sentiment of South America 
for usif we have not the appliances to furnish them goods? Our mails 
to them are far betweenand alwaysirregular. We have but ten steam- 
ers going to the entire southern continent, when we should have more 
than that sailing from our ports every week. We bave nothing like 
regular commission-houses and agencies, andas to banking, all our ex- 
change is through English houses. When England, or France, or Ger- 
many contract to establish ocean mail to a foreign port it is for a term 
of years, and it is well known that it will be ently continued. 
Thereupon her pushing business men open houses at these ports and 
exhibit their wares. If they needsupplies from homethey are reeeived 
with promptness. A local commission agent from Brazil visited this 
country and gong other things took back a large number of harvest- 
ing machines. They were received with great favor, and sold so read- 
ily that he at once ordered three hundred more. They took the usual 
course of American shipping to that country and were received seven 
months after the order. It is proper to infer that the harvesting sea- 
son was over when they got there. 

If we wili make a five-year contract to carry our mail to these south- 
ern ports our merchants will flock to Rio, Buenos Ayres, Montevideo, 
and the great cities of that country, and open commission-houses. The 
restless agent for American goods will push his way to every trading- 
post and store in all thatland. When the wholesale buyer wants an 
article the commission-house does not have, the drummer will reply: 

“ We will order it for you from America, and have it here inside of 
thirty days.” 

Their merchants will open trade with ours because they will know 
we have come to stay. I know it requires time to get all these appli- 
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ances at work, and that we can not in a year reach full control of this 
trade. Yet*the first year will, beyond all doubt, yield gratifying re- 
sults. When the word gets out among these people that the great Re- 
public has ized them and ask for the fellowship of barter, 
which next to the kin of citizenship makes a united people, the Ameri- 
can ship will be the welcome guests in their harbors. 

England has made of herself the workshop of the world, and by 
sailing her own ships, and maintaining rapid mail communication with 
all the nations of the earth she is enabled to control commerce to a 
larger extent than any other nation. She buys less and sells more than 
any other government. She buys nothing but raw goods; she sells 
nothing but manufactured goods. She sells to every one of the south 
countries more than she buys; in some instances six times as much as 
she buys. Last year she bought $5,000,000 worth of products from 
the Argentine Republic, and sold that country $30,000,000 worth. Not 
so with us; we buy from these countries more than we sell, and the 
triangular ship system helps to keep us in this rut. 

English lines of vessels loaded at Liverpool for Brazil discharge their 
cargo there, and loading with coffee and other goods sail up to New 
York, discharge their load and sail across to Liverpool. They take a 

to Brazil, and having no order for a return load home, and as we 
have no ships there, they take on board the order for a load of goods 
to America. And this is how we sell to Brazil only $8,000,000 worth 
a year, and our imports from her amount to $50,000,000. We ought 
to get rid of British triangular ships. 

For carrying the mails from Port Townsend, to Neah Bay, 102 miles, 
we pay $6,303; yet from San Francisco to Mexico, a distance of 1,520 
miles, we pay $208. Does any man believe the latter to be a just com- 
pensation? 

For carrying the mail from Tampa to Key West, a distance of 249 
miles, we pay $23,600. ‘These are American ports; but from Key West 
to Cuba, a distance of 100 miles, we pay $237, the latter being a foreign 
island and called foreign mail. Do you approve of this as prudent busi- 
ness management when we seek the trade of that island? 

We pay the New Zealand line $20,000 for carrying our mail to Aus- 
tralia, when we have an American line making exactly the same trip, 
and the New Zealand line is already paid $150,000 by its own govern- 
ment, Their purpose is to secure the trade of Australia and break 
down our line, which is seeking to secure that trade for America. Is 
this acting in good faith with American interests? 

When we pay $280,000 for carrying our mail in foreign vessels and 
$46,000 to our own vessels, is that prudent management? 

When for carrying commerce from and to our shores we pay to for- 
eign vessels $136,000,000 per year and but $14,000,000 to American 
vessels, is that the statesmanship that builds a powerful government? 

When in 1858 we were masters of the ocean, and in 1888 find our- 
selves without a vessel crossing the Atlantic with our mail, is it not 
loyalty to plead for the restoration of our commerce? 

South of us lie fifty million people, their country bursting with natural 
wealth, anempire richer than India, from which Augustus Cæsar brought 
back $40,600,000 in excess of values exchanged, or of that field of com- 
merce where Solomon sent one voyage which returned him gold valued 
at $14,500,000. These people are inactiveand without genius. They 
import $500, 000,000 worth of manufactured products annually—$450, - 
000,000 from Europe and $50,000,000 from the United States. They 
have asked to be recognized incommerce by the great Republic, for they 
want to believe that theirdestiny moves with ours. We view thesteam- 
ers from England, Germany, and France, loaded to the water’s edge, 
bearing to their ports, into many of which the American flag has never 
entered, and unloading that merchandise whose sale and profit alone 
makes the vessel’s native country tolerable to live in. We gaze upon 
this continent of measureless wealth that lies at our very door, and are 
surrounded at home by fields untended, by furnaces unfired, bya million 
men unemployed, by woman’s face made white by anxiety and want, 
and are, like Tantalus, ‘‘doomed to parch with thirst in the midst of 
waves, and viewing banquets, to starve to death.’’ 

Mr. PETERS. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN]. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the condition of our merchant 
marine should awaken our earnest attention. The latest printed re- 
port from the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics on Commerce and Nav- 
igation shows that on the 30th day of June, 1887, our merchant ma- 
rine, registered, enrolled,and licensed, consisted of 17,570 woodensailing 
vessels, with a tonnage of 2,553,706.46, 12 iron sailing vessels, with 
a tonnage of 9,331.54, 4,982 wooden steam-vessels, with a tonnage of 
1,076,960.14, and 499 iron steam-vessels, with a tonnage of 465,756.70, 
a total aggregate of 23,063 vessels and an te tonnage of 4,105,- 
844.84, This tonnage is greater than that of any other nation except 
Great Britain. This tonnage is divided into two classes, coastwise and 
sea-going. In the coastwise is included all vessels plying upon our 
rivers, the lakes, and along the coast, from one port to another of the 
United States. In the sea-going is to be included all vessels plying 
between our own and foreign ports. 


The coastwise trade is exclusively in our own hands. By law no 
foreign vessel is allowed to clear from one port to another within the 
United States. This coastwise trade has therefore as its only compe- 
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tition the railroads, which now reach from almost every sea and lake port 
and river point to the centers of trade and commerce. This competi- 
tion by rail has become very sharp, and is rapidly driving to the dock 
to rot the ‘‘river palace’? of the Mississippi and the trim coaster of 
the Atlantic seaboard. But this is competition arising among our- 
selves; as already remarked, no foreign vessel can enter into it. 

To be exact, our tonnage is divided in occupation as follows: Coast- 
wise trade, 3,010,735 tons: in the foreign trade, 989,412; and in the 
fisheries, 105, 98 tons. Our tonnage engaged in the foreign trade is 
lower to-day than it has been atany time since 1846, when itamounted 
to 943,307 tons, and almost as low as it was in 1810, when it was 981,- 
019 tons, and only abont 49 per cent. of what it was in 1861, when it 
had risen to 2,496,894 tons. The tonnage in the coastwise trade has 
varied somewhat, but it is practically the same as it was in 1860 and 
1861. 

But we wish to speak more especially as to the foreign trade. The 
figures given above show the condition of ourmerchant marine engaged 
in that trade. But abont 14 per cent. of the merchandise which 
enters and leaves our ports from or to foreign ports is carried in ves- 
sels flying the American flag. This is the condition. Whathas caused 
and is causing this? June 30, 1861, we had a tonnage of 2,496,894 en- 
gaged in the foreign trade. June 30, 1866, this had fallen to 1,387,756 
tons, nearly one-half. These figures tell their own story. It takes no 
commentary traced in the smoke of burning merchantmen, the victims 
of rebel cruisers, to emphasize their meaning. Our merchants, not 
willing to risk the dangers resulting from the foreign eupidity which 
built these cruisers and the malignity, disregarding all the rules of 
modern warfare, which manned them, sold their vessels either to the 
Government or to foreign nations. During the war about 600,000 tons 
were sold to the Government and 801,301 tons were sold to foreign- 
ers, a diminution, aside from the vessels captured and burnt, of over 
1,400,000 tons. 

During these years the same enemy of the American ship which, 
under the lead of Jefferson Davis, succeeded in destroying the Collins 
Line, which succeeded in incorporating in the Confederate constitution 
a prohibition of any bounty, and which now opposes fair and decent 

y to our steam-ships for carrying the mail, got in its fine and effect- 

ve work, When the war was closed the American people sought to 
rebuild first the waste and desolation of war upon the land; and then, 
too, we had a great West and Northwest to open up to civilization and 
settlement. Railroads were to be laid, mines to be opened, lands to 
be broken up and made to yield their golden harvests. The bronzed 
navigator, taken from his ship to the land, left his warlike pursuits 
not to again contend with ocean’s tempests, but to become s pioneer in 
subduing the wilderness and causing it to bloom and blossom like the 
rose. 
Another cause of this decline in onr foreign shipping is one not so 
well known to the American people, because there has been a studied 
effort to deny or at least to conceal the facts. We have had to con- 
tend upon the high seas with the shipping of nations aided from the 
treasuries of those nations. Sometimes this aid has taken the form of 
a bounty on building, as with France; sometimes the shape of a bounty 
upon distance sailed, as with France, Italy, and Spain; sometimes the 
shape of a direct payment of cash from the treasury of a gross sum per 
year, as was formerly the case with England; and sometimes the shape 
of additional mail pay, as is now the case with Great Britain. But 
whatever shape it has taken it has always been in fact a payment of 
cash in some form to their shipping from the public treasury. Up to 
1885 d had paid ın one way or another $273,563,000. In 1885 
she paid $3,870,000 ostensibly as mail pay, while the United States 

id $24,404. The contracts entered into by France with her lines 

which expired recently—July, 1888) call for an annual payment of 

23,388,892.francs. I am not certain that these contracts have been 

renewed, but possibly her bounty paid on distance sailed takes their 

place. Our Government pays to its merchant marine upon the high 

seas almost $30,000 for mail pay. I desire to read from a letter re- 

ceived some time since from a gentleman well acquainted with the facts: 
“THE FIELD IS THE WORLD.”—OCEAN MAIL SERVICE. 

Wo have no transportation pears River Piate countries; our one seh ae Ar- 
E00 miles out of thelr course, and the balsaee vis Heasil With Bracil we hive 
one steam-ship line that makes only fifteen trips annually. Fully half of the 
mails to Brazil are sent via Europe; the reason of it is our Government 
has been and still seems to be wholly unconscious of the panana growing 
Jay av of cultivating closer commercial relations with America. It 
only needs a few cursory statements to show that we are throwing away golden 
opportunities of supplying large and important markets with manufactured 

that can be furnished by us to better advantage than can be done by 
uropean countries, if we only had mail facilities and the transportation that 
necessarily accompanies mail service. 

Brazil has an area nearly equal to the United States; her imports and exports 
amount to about $200,000,000 annually, of which about $00,000,000 are exports, 
‘The United States takes about $50,000,000 (principally coffee, rubber, and cocoa); 
she imports from the United States only about $6,000,000, consisting principally 
of flour, lard, petroleum, and some mannfactured goods. Europe furnished 
her about $100,000,000 of merchandise, a very large item being manufactures of 
cotton (manufactured in Europe ly from cotton raised in the United States). 

Some will naturally ask, why is t so? and the answer is, simply because 
of the lack of niail facilitiesand transportation; because the rulers of En: 
France, Germany, and Italy have seen the value of the trade and have pai 
liberally for mail service. Good mail service always brings in its train regular, 
direct, quick, and cheap transportation. The ine Republic has a tem- 


perate climate and is the United States of South America, and is growing in 
popne and wealth pro rata r than eyen our own wonderful country, 

uenos Re ieee the principal seaport, has a population of about 459,000, 

The freight on the Uruguay, Parana, and Paraguay Rivers is fully 
4,000,000 tons annually. Over six thousand steamers and fifteen thousand sail- 
ing vessels enter the port every year. 

As an illustration of the interest felt by that country in the United States, upon 
the news of the death of President Lincoln, as a mark of respect the Argentine 
Congress adjourned for three days and the legisiature of the province of Buenos 
Ayres established a new county on the frontier bearing his name. 

General J. A. King, director of the Argentine bureau of free information for 
the United States, says: 

* We have copied your Constitution and many of your laws; our dollars are 
the equivalent of yours; our people are prosperous and progressive; our gov- 
ernment is firmly established, and all our ways are peace, We want closer 
commercial relations, and for this purpose our government established a free 
information bureau in the United States of North America; for this purpose our 
government offered $100,000 gold annually, to establish direct mail service to 
our country. One of our large banking firms, Samuel B. Hale & Co.,is com- 
posed of pure and unadulterated Yank energetic men of the highest char- 
acter. Some of your Vermont men are shipping merino sheep to our country; 
some other Vermont men are building a railroad there; horses and cattle are 
being shipped from this country, some of them via Europe. Our foreign com- 
merce amounts to $200,000,000 annually, of which the United States gets but 
about $11, 000, 000.” 

These countries want to be friendly; they want to trade with us, and we treat 
them with indifference. The most our Government offers for mail service is 
about $1,000 a year. Uruguay, as poor as she is, offers $25,000 a year to an 
American steam-ship company for mail service. Itissimply a shame and a dis- 
grace the way we treat our South American neighbors. There would be no 
steam-ship line to Brazil if Brazil did not pay the United States and Brazil Mail 
Steamship cape gap 190,000 milreis annually (about $85,000). 

Brazil buys of us about 600,000 barrels of flour, 4,000,000 pounds of lard, and 
about €,000,000 gallons of mineral oil every year. Our irade with that, country 
might be nye ca Weshould havea mail going to and coming from Brazil 
every week. We should have a semi-monthly line of steamers running to the 
Argentine Republic and Uruguay. We could have this if our Government would 

y atithe of the amount that European countries pay to their steam-ship lines, 

Viry should we not pay “what the service is worth?" The great West does 
not realize the importance (to them) of cultivating this trade. If it goes on in- 
creasing itsraw products and its manufacturing interests,vast as its marketnow 
is it will yet see the necessity of opening upa wider market than it now enjoys. 

Under the stimulus thus given to foreign ship-building the supply 
of vessels for the world’s carrying trade has increased far beyond the 
demand, To-day, as I gatherfrom arecent bulletin of the Agricult- 
ural Department, a ton (2,240 pounds) of flour in sacks is carried from 
New York to Liverpool tor $1.30, and a barrel of pork for 24 cents. 
Over one thousand steamers came into the port of New York last year 
in ballast, į. e., unloaded. Foreign capital is content with 2 per cent. 
return; ours is not, and as longas one acre remains to be improved, one 
mile of railroad to be built, or one mine to be opened, our capital will 
prefer to seek such sources of employment. 

It is only the prospect of trade at the endof the trip which will tempt 
it to compete with such odds as I haveindicated. My judgmentisthat, 
so far as we can properly do it, we should send our mail to countries 
ready to trade with us, in vessels of American build, and at a compen- 
sation commensurate with the service rendered. We have not done 
this heretofore. Fora long time we compelled onr vessels to carry our 
mails at our own price, irres ive of the value to us or the cost to them 
of such service. We have long paid our own vessels a rate far lower 
than we have paid the vessels of other nations for exactly similar serv- 
ice. We have discriminated against our own vessels long enough, and 
I welcome the evidence of a coming desire to do this justice to them. 
I would not pay the heavy bounties paid by England and France. 
‘Those nations must soon, from sheer inability to continue, cease to do 
that, but I would give decent pay for honest service to these pioneers 
of American trade and American enterprise. y 

Mr. PETERS. I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOCKERY was recognized, and yielded ten minutes to Mr. NET- 
SON, 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I had not any purpose in the first in- 
stance to say anything at all upon this question; but while listening 
to this debate thoughts came into my mind of what great navigators 
my ancestors had been, and what great navigators their descendants 
still are, and of the means by which they have been able to cope upon 
the sea with all the nations of the earth. That little country, indented 
with deep fiords, surrounded by rocks, icebergs, and the ocean, with 
less than two millions of people, has a merchant marine next to that 
of the United States of America, and is now, as she has been for a thou- 
sand years, one of the most successful nations in the world upon the 
ocean. And yet,sir, to-day gentlemen talk here about this great United 
States of America, with more than sixty millions of people, being un- 
able to have a merchant marine or to maintain their place in commerce 
on the sea without the aid of subsidies. 

I want toread to these gentlemen some statistics, and in passing I 
want to say that, as in the tariff debate it was the fashion upon one 
side to ascribe all the prosperity of the country to the tariff laws, so 
in this debate it is the fashion to ascribe every weakness, every defect 
in our shipping or in our trade and commerce to the rebellion which 
occurred in this country more than twenty-five yearsago. When tbat 
rebellion took place I wasa boy at school, and I wasas ready as anybody 
else to take up my musket and fight for the flag of this country and defend 
it against the rebels of the South. Butto-day when we are discussing an 
economic question, that matter of the rebeilion is brought up again, 
and gentlemen gravely tellus that American ocean shipping does not 
exist because we had a rebellion twenty-five years ago. To me this 
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seems all stuff and nonsense, all fuss and feathers. [Applause.] The 
trouble is, gentlemen, you have put the American merchant marine in 
a sort of strait-jacket. Do you know that during the rebellion, when 
the rebel cruisers were sweeping your vessels from the ocean, hundreds 
of them were purchased by that little country of Norway and used in 
her commerce, although she had as good and ample material for ship- 
building and as good ship-carpenters as you had? 

Mr. STRUBLE. Why did they buy them ? . 

Mr. NELSON. Because they were cheap and because they had a 
right to buy them—a right which an American citizen has not under 
your laws to-day. 

Mr. STRUBLE. But what was the inducement to buy them? 

Mr. NELSON. They bought them because they could buy them 
cheaper under those peculiar circumstances than they could make them 
at home [applause], and because they had the privilege of buying 
them; while in this country you say by your laws to people who are 
willing to put their capital into the enterprise of traversing and trad- 
ing in ships on the high seas that they can not buy a vessel unless they 
buy it at the price which it costs when made in this country. 

Now, as I have said, Norway is a little country and a poor country, 
and I cite it not because I was born there, but because, and if gentle- 
men examine the statistics they will find, that it is one of the most 
poorly endowed countries on God’s green earth; and yet that poor little 
country, with free trade and free ships, comes next to the United States 
of America in its shipping and tonnage. I want to read the figures to 
the House, and I want you gentlemen who prate about the depreda- 
tions of the rebel cruisers twenty-five years ago, and about the necessity 
for subsidies to-day, to take these figures to heart and study them. I 
read from the last American Almanac, which I suppose you all con- 
sider good authority. First on the list comes Great Britain, with 
7,089 vessels, having a tonnage of 6,127,375. 

Next (and these figures have reference not to your coastwise trade, 
but to your foreign commerce alone) comes the United States with 6,639 
vessels and a tonnage of 2,684,067. And next to the United States 
comes poor, little, poverty-stricken Norway, with less than two mill- 
ions of population, but with 4,352 vessels, having a tonnage of 1,585,- 
193 tons. How is that for a country with only 1,900,000 people, as 
compared witha great country like the United States with all its wealth, 
capital, and resources? 

But the following table of arrivals and clearances in all the ports of 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, by nations, for the 
years 1885, 1886, and eleven months of the year 1887 show more fully 
and clearly the great difference and disproportion between the mer- 
chant marine of Norway and the ocean me nt marine of this coun- 
try, and shows what a sorry figure we cut in trans-Atlantic commerce. 


Total entries and clearances by nationalities of all vessels with cargoes at 
the ports of the United Kingdom from and to foreign countries and the 
British possessions during eleven months ending November, 30, 1887, 
compared with 1886 and 1885. 


Nationality. 1887, | 1886. | 1885. 
Tons. Tons. Tons 
17, 678, 014 | 16,725,319 | 17,219,442 
221,753 182, 144 212,414 
590, 1 614, 511 
3 645, 
029, 


21, 106, 542 | 20, 333, 163 


20, 174, 641 


166,713 | ' 151, 876 150, 746 
591,714 571, 451 
1,139,854 | 1,184, 028 
625, 182 646, 
1,514,993 | 1, 693° 54 
631, 685 614,910 
253, 362 219, 
645, 153 657, 101 
404) 352 390; 
17, 958 20, 286 
245, 422 327, 840 
53, 460 88, 217 
68,473 75,777 
172, 432 245, 049 
0, 997 37, 964 
, 27, 098, 106 


Now, as to this proposed subsidy, would this little subsidy build up 
American commerce? Certainly not. It would simply help these 
particular lines, and they would lie back on their oars, with this bonus 
in their pockets, and freeze out every other line that attempted to com- 
pete with them. 

You will be simply puttinginto the hands of these favored steam-ship 
lines a subsidy weapon by which they can bid defiance to any other 
line which might seek to engage in the commerce in which they were 
plying. To obviate this result you wéuld have to give a bonus, in order 
to build up trade at any given point, to every ship plying to that point; 
because if you should give a subsidy or bonus to one line to the exclu- 
sion of all others, you would enable that line to freeze out all other 
American lines; and they would do it, because steam-ship lines are as 
selfish as railroad corporations or any other body of selfish mem that 
you can imagine. 

Mr. Speaker, in order to show that the view I have expressed is not 
the opinion of a ‘‘ blasted foreigner,” I desire to have read by the 
Clerk an article from the pen of Professor Arthur Hadley, of YaleCollege, _ 
the author of a work on railroad transportation, which is, in my opinion, 
the very best work on that subject. The article which I send to the 
desk is a calm, dispassionate statement of the result of our experience 
in the past in reference to this matter of subsidy. It gives the view of 
a man who does not write from a party standpoint, but from the stand- 
point of common sense. 

Mr. FELTON. It is from a free-trade standpoint, is it not? 

Mr. NELSON. Not at all. 

I ask the Clerk to read the article I have sent to the desk. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the following: 


STEAM-SHIP SUBSIDIES AS A MEANS OF REDUCING THE SURPLUS. 


[By Professor Arthur T. Hadley, of Yale Colloge.] 


The United States has in two instances tried the poly of igras subsi- 
dies on a ange scale—with the Collins line in 1850-’58, and with the Pacific Mail 
in 1865-75. In neither case was the result ry. 

The subsidy to the Collins line was in large measure due to the efforts of Mr. 
King, of Georgia, for some time chairman of the House ittee on Naval Af- 
fairs. As early as 1841, only two years after the first contract of the English Gov- 
ernment with Samuel Cunard, he urged the United States to follow the example 


of England, The first act of Congress on the subject was in 1845; the 
amounts devoted to the payment of steam-ship lines were A eogurret increased 
until 1852, when they amounted to nearly $2,000,000 annually. At the close of 


that year there were American steam-ship lines running from New York to 
Liverpool, Havre, and Bremen; also from various American ports to the West 
Indies and the Isthmus of Panama, with connections thence to Oregon. 

Much the most important of these enterprises was the Collins line, which made 
fortnightly sat from New York to Liverpool, for which it received a subsidy 
of 000, ‘he history of this line is an instructive one, because it shows 
clearly the dangers of the subsidy system, even under the most favorable ciroum- 
stances. The boats were designed, built, and managed by ayran, aee compe- 
tent men. They were the finest specimens of steam-ship construction then ex- 
isting; they were probably the best sea-going wooden steam-ships which have 
ever been built. They were much more comfortable and much faster than the 
English boats with which they came into competition, and though the Cunard 
line was forced by the influence of their American rivals to build newer and bet- 
ter boats than they had before, they were far from equaling the Collins line in 
speed or comfort, Nor was the American line dishonestly man, . Mr. Col- 
lins was largely influenced by patriotic motives. So far from making any money 
out of his connection with this enterprise, it ultimately caused his financial ruin. 

But the fact that there was no intentional dishonesty makes the absence of 
eon eee allthe more apparent, The managers believed that they bad 

e public Treasury to fall upon. They indulged in all sorts of expendi- 
tures, necessary and unnecessary. Changes were made while the vessels were 
in process of construction which tly increased their cost, in many cases with- 
out corresponding advantage. The capital stock was insufficient. The com- 
pany was heavily in debt from the first. The care in ma ent, which was 
the only thing that could have enabled them to carry this load of debt, was al- 
together wanting. If any one desired an illustration of the danger of paralyz- 
ing individual thrift by Government aid, he could hardly find a better one than 
the Seny history of the Collins line. Under such circumstances the apparent 
prosperity of the business could not last long. The rage for making fast pas- 
sages rather than safe ones occasioned the loss of two steamers; a change of 
feeling in Congress caused the subsidy to be withdrawn, and the company was 
found to have aning left to stand on. 

The Pacific Mail had a much longer life, but its history was in many respects 
worse than that of the Collins line. It was less harmed by the discontinuance 
of the earlier subsidies in 1858 than by the renewal of the policy in 1865, The 
$500,000 a year which was paid them for their China service by the contract of 
1865 proved but a poor compensation for the unsound methods which were in- 
troduced into the management—in „ apparently, as the result of that con- 
tract. Up to 1865 the Pacific Mail been a sound concern, Its shares stood 
aboye par. After that it fell into the hands of speculators; it lost nine ves- 
sels in as many years; its shares ret gh ta below forty. An additional sub- 
sidy of another half million was voted in 1872. But the company was unable 
to get the new vessels ready for service within the time stipulated; and while 
the Government was hesitating what to do a series of disclosures showed that 
the contract of 1872 had been obtained by wholesale corruption. Publie opin- 
ion was strongly aroused againstthe system. The contracts of 1865 were allowed 
to expire and were not renewed, It was felt that the trade which had been en- 
tp tp not been that of merchants in China, but of speculators and lob- 

ome, 

"Such factsas these furnish a strong argument against the attempt to build up 
an American steam marine by means of subsidies. But there are special cir- 
cumstances which render the lesson doubly important at the present time, 

In the first place, the difficulties of building up an American carrying trade in 
this manner to-day are exceptionally great. The cost of ships in America is 
greater than it is elsewHere. No foreign-built ship is allowed to carry the 

merican flag. Our ship-owners are thus compelled to buy in a dear market, 
and then compete on even terms with those whose plant is cheaper. But this 
isnotall. Even if we were allowed, by a changein the navigation laws, to buy 
our ships wherever we pleased, we should not be on an equality with our com- 
petitors in this matter. In order that American capital may be attracted into 
the foreign ery trade, it is necessary that the rate of interest obtainable in 
that business should be about as high as that which can be had in other lines of 
business which offer chances for investment. That is not the case at the pres- 


ent time, Shipping profits have been cut down by large investments of Eu- 
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Tave been so much 


ropean capital, artificially stimulated by subsidies. 
cally no money to be 


cut down that there has been for two or three years p: 
made in the business. 

If the current rate of interest in Franee on business ventures of a certain class 
is 5 per cent., and in America 7 per cent., America can not compete with France 
on equal terms in that business, unless she has a special advantage in the con- 
duct of the business equal to 2 per cent. on the invested capital. Forty Tes 

we had such an aareniags on account of our superior facilities for building 
ips and Poveo skill in ing them. To-day both of those advan have 
been neutralized. Iron has been substituted for wood, steam for sail. Nothing 
short of a subsidy equal to the difference in current rates of profit in the two 
countries would put us on an equality in this matter; and that would only do 
it in ease France gave no subsidies atall. But Francedoes give subsidies, on a 
very scale; so la as to have stimulated an overproduction of French 
ships, which has done the French nation more harm than good. To accomplish 
anything effective we should have to counterbalance the difference in the rate 
of profit and the French subsidies put together. Were this done, we should 
doubtless have a t many foreign steamship lines of our own; but they 
would be running for the subsidy rather than for the trade. 

There is a tradition that “trade follows the flag;”’ that where our ships run 
we shall develop a trade. This may have been true before the invention of the 
telegraph, when the was so often a matter of private enterprise on the 
g of the ship-owner. But there can be no doubt that it is every day less and 

less true, and it is probably furthest from the truth on those lines of commnni- 
cation where subsidized steam-ships would be likely to run. The notion that 
such lines would act as drummers for New York houses has very little basis in 


fact. 

If under this condition of things we are asked to grant steam-ship subsidies as 
a patriotic way of getting rid of the surplus, the presumption is strongly against 
athe wisdom of any such policy. In all the affairs of life, whether public or TE 
vate, it is a dan; us thing to spend money simply because you have it. Itis 
almost certain t such money will be unwisely spent. This is conspicuously 
true of government expenditures. The really wise ones have not been made 
where an overflowing public treasury was used to help individual enterprise, 
but where some fedr s need was felt, and the government set about to have 
that need met in the most efficient way. 

England has at times given large steam-ship subsidies, but she has done it on 
business tne bog It was a political necessity for her to havecommunication 
with her colonies, and to have steam-ships which could furnish her with a 
naval reserve, and a transport service in case of war. In order to do this she 
had to pay for it. She tried to pay as little as she could for the service ren- 
dered; but she could not, ee PONA suicide, dispense with such service. 
She had the same reasons for su’ trons Parag wee an that we have for main- 

postal communication on lines which do not pay. It was the same rea- 
son which has led Germany and Russia to build military railroads, or which 
led us to grant liberal aid to the Union Pacific in 1862 and 1864, In all these 
feases it was a matter of business for the Government to secure its end. The 
fact that the returns could not all be measured in dollars and cents did not 
prevent its being sound business policy. In fact, it furnished a strong reason 
why the government might properly make the expenditure, because there was 
ag ee to be gained, of which individual enterprise could not reap the 

nefit. 

But where subsides have been given, as has been recently the case in France, 
or as was done in America in the instances already d bed, as a means of 
baer Ps Py private commercial enterprise, it has not proved good business 
policy. It has caused waste instead of economy, loss rather than gain; it has 
not proved a source of naval strength or commercial prosperity for the nation 
which has adopted it. It has turned out to be simply an inducement to extrava- 

nee, 

It is undoubtedly desirable to reduce the Treasury surplus; but why? Just 
because it offers a temptation to extravagant uses of money. To make the ex- 
istence of such a surplus a justification for subsidies is simply to court the evil 
of which we are afraid. If we spend our money recklessly, we shall not have 
so much left to spend, and in that way the immediate danger may be dimin- 
ished ; but meantime we shall have done the very harm which we wished to 
avoid. More than this, we shall have laid the foundation for future evil of the 
same sort; for any such lavish expenditure of money conceals the need of wise 
measures to prevent its accumulation. 

The existence of a surplus creates a presumption that if subsidies are granted 
at all they will be granted acheter A f the surplus is made an avowed reason 
for granting them, this presumption becomes overwhelming. If the policy 
should be adopted under the influence of such arguments, we must be prepared 


to sec it at its worst, 
ARTHUR T, HADLEY, 


Mr. NELSON (before the reading of the foregoing was concluded) 
said: Mr. Speaker, without consuming further time in the reading 
of that article, I will incorporate the whole of it in my remarks. Iam 
sorry that I have not time to go into this subject further. In conclu- 
sion I wish only to say, recurring to the subject of a comparison with 
the merchant marine of Norway, that this little country has free ships. 
A citizen of that country can buy ships in Norway or the United 
States or anywhere else under the sun. And as forsubsidies, Norway 
is so utterly poor that she could not think of subsidizing a single vessel 
for a single year. If she should undertake to enter upon a policy of 
subsidies she would be swamped forever. Hence in that country you 
have a case where the people are poor because of the natural poverty 
of the country, where they have practically free trade, where they have 
all the materials for ship-building and are first-class ship-builders, and 
yet are allowed to buy ships all over the world; where, in short, the 
people are left untrammeled just as God madethem and are at liberty to 
compete with all other people on the faceoftheglobe. Youcan scarcely 

.go into any harbor of the civilized world without finding a Norwegian 
ship. Now, the idea that in this country, with all our wealth, with 
all our resources, with all our material, we can not create or keep a 
merchant marine afloat without giving subsidies to a few steam-ship 
lines which ply from California westward or to someof the South Ameri- 
can countries is preposterous. As Isaida moment ago, the giving of 
bounties to a few steam-ship lines will simply arm them with weapons 
to keep everybody else out of the business. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Will the gentleman allow me one inquiry? 

Mr. NELSON. Certainly. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Can not England buy her ships everywhere? 


Mr. NELSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Can not France? Can not Germany? 


Mr. NELSON. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Yet have noteach one of those nations in the past 
been forced to aid her shipping interests in this way, by bounty, sub- 
vention, or some other system of generous support? 

Mr. NELSON. I will answer the gentleman if I have time. Inre- 
gard to France, she has attempted a large scheme of subsidy and is now 
eeling the effects of it; she has been caught on the receding wave, 
and as a result her shipping interest is now more sickly and dilap- 
idated than it éver was before—the result, if you please, of overpro- 
tection and overproduction. [Applause. ] 

In regard to England, her subsidies have not been granted for pro- 
tective purposes at all, but simply with a view of keeping up commu- 
nication by her merchant marine with her outlying provinaes and col- 
onies. 

Mr. BINGHAM. That does not answer the question I asked. 

Mr. NELSON. I have the privilege, as the gentleman must under- 
stand, of answering his question in my own way. 

Mr. BINGHAM. You have not answered my general proposition. 

Mr. NELSON. Well, I can not help it that you donot seem to un- 
derstand and appreciate my answer. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Oh, that is no argument; there is nothing at all 
init. Ihave made the general inquiry whether the history of those 
great nations, though their people may have the right to purchase 
their ships wherever they please, does not show that in each case the 
nation has by subsidy, subvention, or bonus aided in the development 
of, the shipping interests. 

Mr. NELSON. Not at all. 
and as a result—— 

Mr. BINGHAM. Why, England is giving four millions in that way 
to-day. 

Mr. NELSON. The aggregate result in all countries outsideof Eng- 
land is that they are to-day feeling the evil effects of overproduction 
and oversubvention in that industry; and as regards England, it is not 
a matter of trade with her, but a question of taking care of her inter- 
ests by maintaining communication with her extended outlying prov- 
inces and colonies. 

Mr. BINGHAM. England knows nothing but trade. 

Mr. NELSON. Itisa pity that we do not have something of that 
spirit. 

anp the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. FELTON. Will my courteous friend from Minnesota [Mr. 
NELSON ] allow me one word ? 

Mr. NELSON. I will, for I wish to be courteous. 

Mr. FELTON. Iinfer from what the gentleman has said that Nor- 
way is a poor country, that her people are driven to the sea as a dernier 
ressort. ‘They have there, as I understand the gentleman, absolute free 
trade; they were poor before and they are poorer now. Thank God! 
I am a citizen of a country that does have to seek for, and will avoid 
as long as possible, the cheap and the nasty; and I hope that the peo- 
ple the gentleman is speaking of may also arrive at that point or con- 
dition. The commonest natural requirements of citizens of the United 
States would be luxuries to people in Some countries—— 

Mr. NELSON. Now let me answer your question. 

Mr. FELTON. Let me get through. I only hope the gentleman’s 
own country will arrive at the same kind of civilization in time as 
pervades ours. 

Mr. NELSON. Oh, I know all about the feeling in California. You 
have been hating the Chinese so long over there that you hate every- 
thing else in the shape of a foreigner. 

Mr. FELTON. So far as our feelings for the Chinese is concerned, 
the a states it exactly. You are right there. I feel compli- 
mented. 

Mr. NELSON. Yes, you hate the Chinese—— 

Mr. FELTON. You could not pay me a higher compliment than 


They have attempted it temporarily, 


that. 
_The SPEAKER oro tempore. The time of the gentleman has ex- 


pired. 

Mr. NELSON. And you have got so over there that you can not 
discriminate in your dislike between Chinese and foreigners from any 
other countries, even those who are not in favor of the ‘‘ cheap and 
nasty.” The gentleman had a good deal to say about that. I notice, 
however, that the great manufacturing establishments and the great 
corporations of the gentleman’s part of the country and elsewhere 
wanted the cheap and the nasty in the shape of contract labor, and we 
had to pass laws to prevent them from coming in. [Applause and 
laughter. ] 

Mr. FELTON. Iam as much opposed as the gentleman to anything 
of that kind; but it took a statute of Congress to pass it. Ididall I 
could to that end. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I believeI have the floor. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman from Missouri will pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. It was a Republican law we 
repealed, I believe. 
. NELSON. I do not know anything about that. 
Mr. FELTON. I am with the gentleman from Minnesota in this 
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sentiment, and I want him to understand that I, myself, introduced 
in this and in the Forty-ninth Congress, early in the sessions, a bill 
in this House to prevent objectionable immigration, which your com- 
imttee have not dared to report. Why did your committee not report 
the measure and give the representatives of the people an opportunity 
to act on it? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will remind the gentleman 
that the gentleman from Missouri has the floor. 

Mr. DOCKERY. It must have been a center shots from the confu- 
sion’ that the remarks of the gentleman from Minnesota seemed to 
create on the other side. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if I can have order for a few moments—— 

The SREAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will suspend his re- 
marks until the House comes to order. 

The gentleman from Missouri has forty minutes. 

pe DOCKERY withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

Mr. BRUMM. Does the gentleman believe that free trade could 
remedy-it? 

Mr. PETERS. I yield now to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ADAMS]. 

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Speaker, I can not claim to havea very intimate 
knowledge of the working of the foreign mail service of our Post-Office 
‘ Department. I shall not try to discuss it. What I shall try to do in 
the time I have at my disposal is to show the great benefit which will 
flow to that part of the country in which I live if the Senate amend- 
ment becomes law and means what I believe it to mean, and is executed 
by the Postmaster-General as he says he will execute it, according to 
the spirit of the act. 

I do not understand the Senate amendment in the way in which the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DocKERY] understands it. He looks 
upon it asa subsidy pure and simple, using the word in the odious 
sense of a mere gratuity to a few existing lines of steamers. He even 
declared that under it a large sum of money would go to the Pacific 
Mail Company. How he reaches that conclusion I can not possibly 
see. Ihave not time to argue the question at length, but I will state 
what my understanding of its meaningis. If this amendment were 
to become law and were to be faithfully executed by the Postmaster- 
General, he would not be compelled to pay a single solitary dollar to 
the Pacifiċ Mail Company. 

Of course I speak of the moral obligation resting on the Postmaster- 
General. As to legal enforcible obligation, there is none. He could 
not be impeached if he refused to spend a dollar. ButI t, that 
if he endeavored, as he says he would, to carry out the aor of the act, 
he would not be compelled to spend a single solitary do on any ex- 
isting line for the existing service of that line. All the money which 
he would have to spend, all the contracts which he would in honor be 
bound to enter into, would be either to secure direct mail facilities 
where such facilities do not now exist at all, or else to secure a better 
service from an existing line than he can otherwise secure. Indeed I 
am inclined to think that he would be derelict in his duty if he spent 
a single dollar of this money. to an existing line as an additional com- 
pensation for the same amount of service which would be rendered 
without the additional payment. The meaning of the Senate amend- 
ment is simply this. Compensation to existing lines for ordinary serv- 
ice is elsewhere provided for. 2 

Mr. BINGHAM. In the existing law. 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, in the existing law, and the appropriation for 
it is found at the bottom of page 5 of the printed bill. Here it is: 
“For transportation of foreign mails, $547,000.” 

Now, just as we find in the transportation of our mails by rail that 
the ordinary mode and rate of compensation will suffice for ordinary 
cases, while in exceptional cases an exceptional rate of compensation 
is proper, and we therefore appropriate for necessary and special facil- 
ities on trunk lines, as we doin this very bill now pending; just so 
the Senate amendment provides for an. extra or special compensation 
for the transportation of our foreign mails by sea in those cases where 
the ordinary modes of compensation do not afford the mail facilities 
which the people of this country ought to have. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to say a word about the amendment of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I must say that I prefer the Sen- 
ate amendment. Why? Because I can not see how, under the gen- 
tleman’s amendment, we could secure direct steam communication 
where we need it most. I mean between New York and New Orleans 
in the United States, and Buenos Ayres and Montevideo in South 
America. The main effect of the gentleman’s amendment would seem 
to be to give a more adequate compensation to existing lines of Ameri- 
can steamers. That may beperfectly proper. But what we need most 
of all, I think, is to secure direct steam communication where there is 
no existing line at all. Howcan you starta line of American steamers 
between New Orleans and Buenos Ayres, or between New York and 
Buenos Ayres by merely giving four times the sea and inland postage? 
It is impossible. In sucha case you must give a mileage rate, and you 
can not give it except under the Senate amendment, 


Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will it trouble my colleague if I ask 
him a question? 

Mr. ADAMS, Notifitisabriefone. My time is limited. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Have you investigated the subject far 
enough to know whether the appropriations will be sufficient to estab- 
lish new lines at the place indicated by you. 

Mr. ADAMS. I do not know that. 1 only know that if the money 
is not sufficient for that purpose it will not be spent for that purpose. 
I know further, that the new lines could not be started under the 
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM]. 

Understanding the Senate amendment as I do I believe in the wis- 
dom of adopting it. It is an exceptional means of securing an excep- 
tional advantage. The general principle of bounty or subsidy is not 
involyed at all, I believe our trade with Central and South America 
is capable of a great development, I believe this mainly because I be- 
lieve in the magnificent future of the Argentine Republic. Increased 
trade with the West Indies and with the northern part of South Amer- 
ica and with Brazil may be of great benefittous. Itdoes not compare 
with what we should gain by increased trade with the Argentine Re- 
public. The foreign trade of that Republic is great already. It is 
nothing compared with what it will be in ten years. 

We need that trade today. We shall need it tenfold more in ten 
years. We can secure it if we make a determined effort now. In ten 
years it may be beyond our reach. 

I might almost say, Mr. Speaker, that I have a local interest in this 
question. I have been looking at some tables of imports into the Ar- 
gentine Republic. Iam surprised to find how many of the more impor- 
tant articles are produced in my own Congressional district, or in theim- 
mediate neighborhood of the city of Chicago, in which I live. If other 
gentlemen will examine the subject in the same way, I believe many of 
them would see the practical bearing of it in the same light. 

What I want to see done for the benefit of the Northwest is the estab- 
lishment of frequent and steam communication between New 
Orleans and Buenos Ayres. It would benefit not merely the North- 
west, but the Southern States of the Mississippi Valley. Of course 
there should be a similar line from New York, but we in the Missis- 
sippi Valley are mainly interested in the New Orleans route. 

‘There is another trade facility which I hope to see established, and 
which would have an important bearing on our trade with Central and 
South America. I mean an all-water route from the Great Lakes to 
the Gulf of Mexico, Such an all-water route, by its cheaper water 

i or by the effect of its competition on railway rates, would 
cheapen the cost of transportation to Central and South America from 
nearly all the manufacturing towns along our Northern border. 

But what we want first of all and most of all is a frequent and regu- 
lar line of American steamers from New Orleans to Buenos Ayres and 
intermediate points. 

Suppose we get such a line by adopting the policy indicated by the 
Senate amendment now pending. What would the effect. be on the 
industries of this country and particularly upon the industries of the 
Mississippi Valley, North and South? 

First consider what sort of a customer for American goods the Ar- 
gentine Republic is likely to be. It is the strongest, the richest, the 
most progressive among the younger nations of the world. Labor is 
comparatively scarce there, and wages are high. The people of the 
Argentine Republic earn money easily and spend it freely. They are 
in that respect like the people of the United States. The market 
which they offer us is likely to become within twenty years the best 
market in the world for us outside of the United States. 

I hold in my hand a very attractive book, just published, entitled 
“ The Capitals of Spanish America,” by Mr. W. E. Curtis. Mr. Curtis 
was secretary and acting commissioner of the commission appointed 
under the act of July 7, 1884, to ascertain and report on the best modes 
of securing more intimate international and commercial relations be- 
tween the United States and Central and South America. 

Undoubtedly the information in regard to Spanish America contained 
in this book is also to be found somewhere in the two bulky volumes 
of the report of the commission. But Mr. Curtis has in this book 
shown the happy faculty of imparting useful information in a very en- 
tertaining way. The main facts are here put into a more convenient 
fo: Besides, what I want to show is not merely the dry facts of the 
im of foreign goods into the Argentine Republic; I want to show 
the spirit of that people, their way of living, their way of making and 

ing money as it is now, and as it is likely to be in the future. 

It is these traits of national character and habits of earning and spend- 
ing money which makes all the difference in the world between a good 
customer and a bad customer for American products, and particularly 
for American manufactured Where a population is poor, where 


wages are low and the people find it hard to make both ends meet, you 
will not find agood market for manufactured goods unless it be for the 
inferior grades of goods at a low price. 

On the contrary, when the laboring population of a country have good 
wages, and not only make both ends meet, but havesomething to spend 
for the luxuries of life, there you find a good market for tho better 
grades of goods, even at the higher price. 
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Mr. FELTON. Is not that true of Australia and New Zealand? 

Mr. ADAMS. Certainly it is. It is true of all new countries of 
great natural resources, where the people are intelligent and enterpris- 
ing, and where labor is scarce and wages are high. Iwas just going to 
say that, and I was going to say further that this difference between 


the cheaper goods at the cheaper price and the better goods at the bet- 


ter price is just the difference between British and American : 

Take cotton goods, for example. If the people of the Argentine Re- 
public were poor, like many of the customers of Great Britain our solid, 
honest and durable cotton goods could not perhaps compete with the 
cheaper Manchester cottons, which are sometimes hardly more than 
mosquito netting filled up with pipe clay. As the people of that great 
republic of South America actually are, we could compete in their mar- 
kets against Great Britain with our better cotton goods, even at the 
better price which weshould have tocharge forthem. The proof is that 
British cotton goods are often imported into South American markets 
under a fraudulent Massachusetts trade-mark. 

Now, let me read some extracts from Mr. Curtis’s book: 

Here is something on page 543 about Buenos Ayres: 


The city of Buenos Ayres is the only one of the South American capitals in 
which modern ideas and manners of life prevail. The town is of mushroom 
wth, like Chicago. There were no old prejudices to uproot, no antiquated 
igotry to teardown. It looks less like Spain and more like a modern Amer- 
ican community. 


Again, on page 549: 
Notwithstanding the commercial disadvantages of Buenos Ayres— 


That refers to its inferior harbor facilities, which I understand have 
been remedied since the book was written— 


it is the most enterprising, prosperous, and wealthy city in South America, a 
regular Chicago, the only place on the whole continent where ple seem to 
be in a hurry, and where everybody you meet seems to be trying to overtake 
the man ahead of him. It is all bustle and life night and day, and is so differ- 
ent from the rest of South America that the traveler is more tmpressed than he 
would be if he came direct from the United States. 

Our knowledge of the Argentine Republic amounts to little more than we 
know of the Congo State, and the man who Foes there from the United States 
is kept in a state of astonishment until he leaves, Then as he sits on ship- 

and reflects over what he has seen he can not find an exclamation point 

big enough to do justice to his description of the country. ‘The Argentinians 

k it is wicked indifference on our part to know so little about them, for the 

surprise of the few American visitors wounds their self-esteem. They area 

proud people like the rest of the Spanish race, and unlike some nations have 
many things to be proud of. They know all about us. 

Thereare many men in the Argentine Republic who can tell you the percentage 
of increase in population, industry, and progress in the United States as shown 
by the latest ics, Buthow many people in the United Statesareaware that 
that country is growing twice asfastasours? How many members of the Senate 
or the House of Representatives at Washington, how many members of the 
Cabinet or justices of the Supreme Court know that the increase of population 
in the A: tine Republic during the last twenty-five years has been 154 per 
cent.; while in the United States it has been only 79 per cent., and that Buenos 
sgos is growing as fast as Denver or Minneapolis? 

‘he people are eas ge when they assert that their country is the United States of 
South America, and there is nothingelse that they are so proud of. They study 
and imitate our institutions and our methods, and in some cases improve upon 
them. Youcan buy the New York dailies and illustrated pa atany of the 
news stands in Buenos Ayres, although they are six weeks old, and the people 

urchase and read them, They understand the significance of the cartoons in 

uck, and read Harper’s Magazine and the Century. Blaine’s book and 
Grant's memoirs are on sale, and the issues of our Presidential campaigns are 
as well understood as their own local squabbles. 


Here is what he says about steam-ship lines on pages 551, 552: 


Fea! Benet lines of steamers connect the Argentine Republic with the mar- 
kets of Europe and from forty to sixty vessels are sailing back, and forth each 
month. In the harbor of Buenos Ayres, or in what they call the harbor, are doz- 
ens of steam-ships and scores of sailing vessels showing eve: but that ofthe 
United States, foran American steamer never goes there, and only occasionally 
a bark or a chartered at New York or Philadelphia with a cargo of 
lumber or railway supplies. 

Nearly all the these people buy of us are sent by way of Ew 4 
mails and passengers usually go, and very little is bought in the United States 
that can be purchasedelsewhere. The reason for this is very plain—we have no 
transportation facilities; while those afforded for trade in Europe are as regular 
and convenient as exist betweeen Liverpool and New York. 

this trade is worth having. The Argentine Republic imports nearly 
$100,000,000 worth of merchandise every year, of which about one-third is from 
England, one-fifth from France, onetifth from Germany, while the United 
States comes in at the tail of the list along with Sweden, Denmark, and Chili. 
While land sent $35,375,628 worth there in 1885 we sent $7,000,000, mostly 
lumber, railway supplies and cars, and agricultural implements. While she 
sent $7,000,000 worth of cotton goods, we sent $600,000 worth. While she sent 
nearly $7,000,000 worth of hardware and other manufactures of iron and steel, 
we sent about $500,000 worth, and so on down through the list of manufactured 
articles in which we with equal transportatiorfacilities can compete with any 
nation on the globe. Our are more popular there, as e here in South 
America, so popular that the manufacturers of Manchester and Birmingham im- 
itate our trade-marks and send cargoes of merchandise which appear to have 
rien produced in the United States, but never got nearer Yankee-land than 

‘erpool,. 


This, then, is what the people of the Argentine Republic are to-day. 
What are they likely to become within ten years? They appreciate 
now the difference between British and American goods. What are 
they likely to do when they can get our solid, honest, and durable 
American goods by direct frequent and regular steam communication 
with New York and New Orleans? Wecan drive the British goods out 
of the market. Four years ago I had a conversation with a gentleman 
at Chicago, who had for years been engaged in selling American goods 
by sample in some of the South American cities. He told me that on 
one occasion he was trying to sell agricultural machines such as are 
madein my Congressional district. There was a demand for aconsid- 


erable number of them. The superiority of the American machine at 
the price demanded was admitted. Yet he could not sell his machines, 
Why? Because they could not be deliveredin time. Why not? Be- 
cause there was no direct and regular steam communication with the 
United States. Thg machines would have to be sent to Europe and 
thence to South America. So his customer, or rather the man whom 
he wanted for a customer, decided to get the European machine, al- 
though he admitted its inferiority to the American machine at the price 
demanded. He could get the European machine more promptly and re- 
gularly when he needed it. 

This one example, as it seems to me, illustrates the whole case. 

It can not be denied that the Argentine Republic already offers a very 
valuable market for foreign goods, and that our share of their foreign 
trade is an insignificant one. I have in my hand an address, delivered 
May 8, 1888, by Edward Augustus Hopkins, a citizen of the United 
States, though long resident at Buenos Ayres, before the Chamber of 
Commerce of the State of New York, on the Argentine Republic and co- 
terminous countries. 

This address contains a table showing the imports for the year 1886, 
This list covers Å large number of articles produced in the United 
States. It will not be claimed, of course, that in all of the articles 
shown by this list we can successfully compete with Europe in the mar- 
kets of the Argentine Republic. Someof them cost much more to pro- 
duce in this country than in Europe. 

There are many, however, in which we can compete, even where the 
guestion of competition is a question of price without regard to quality. 
There are many others in which we can hold the market by reason of 
the superiority of the goods,even at a higher price than Europe can lay 
them down for, It is rather significant to notice the number of articles 
in the list I have referred to, which were imported from the United 
States, although in small amounts, during the year 1886, 

They are starch, dried fish, meats, preserved vegetables, flour, hams, 
dried fruits, dried vegetables, preserved fish, cheese, tea, ale or beer, spir- 
its, tobacco, cotton cloth, cassimeres, twine threads, canvas, lampwick, 
tanned goods, woolen manufactures, articles of hemp, calicoes, ready- 
made clothing, oils, colors, gunpowder, mahogany, trunks and boxes, 
pianos, paper, boots and shoes, saddlery, harness, tanned hides, arms 
and equipments, nails, cutlery, tools, thrashing-machines, sewing-ma- 
chines, railroad materials, watches and clocks, glassware, lamps and 
coal. 
I have said that many of the articles imported into the Argentine 
Republic are manufactured in the immediate neighborhood of the city 
where I live. Here is a partial list of them: Meats, preserved vegeta- 
bles, flour, hams, dried fruits, cheese, beer, spirits, cotton cloth, tanned 
goods, ready-made clothing, trunks and boxes, boots and shoes, sad- 
dlery, harness, nails, tools, agricultural implements, sewing-machines, 
watches, glass, and railway supplies. 

This list, with the exception of watches which are made in the Con- 
gressional district of my colleague [ Mr. HoPKINS], adjoining that which 
I have the honor to represent, is taken from the annual statement of 
the trade and manufactures of Chicago given in the Chicago Tribune 
of January 1, 1888. It appears that in the industries represented in 
this list about 46,000 workingmen were employed last year in and 
about the city of Chicago, and a capital of over $41,000,000. 

If gentlemen would only look at the subject from this practical point 
of view they might be surprised to find how much their own districts 
are interested in it. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. STEWART], in 
front of me, is interested in the new cotton-cloth industry of his own 
State. He would be interested to know how much cotton cloth the Ar- 
gentine Republic imported last year. If tbere were a line of steamers 
from New Orleans to Buenos Ayres the cheap, strong, serviceable cotton 
fabrics of Georgia, which now, I understand, begin to compete with 
Manchester cottons in China and the East Indies, would compete with 
them also in the South American market. Then there is the lumber 
industry of Arkansas and Louisiana, and a dozen others, which I have 
not time to mention. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it will hardly do to intimate, as the Postmaster- 
General seems to do in his letter to the chairman of the Post-Ofiice Com- 
mittee, thatit is useless or unwise to try to extend our foreign trade while 
we maintain a protective tariff. The protective tariff secures the home 
market for our manufactured goods. It does not follow that we ought 
not to export our manufactured goods whenever we can do so ata 

rofit. v 

F Here is the fact. We did export to the Argentine Republic during 
the year 1886 a large variety of American goods. These goods were 
sentlargely by way of Europe. If we could have sent them direct, the 
amount and number of them would have been greater than it was, even 
though many of them were produced in this-country only by reason 
of the existence of a protective tariff. 

ose, at least, who have been urging us for the last three months 
to abandon the protective system, in order, as they say, to secure the 
markets of the world, ought to be the first and foremost in the support 
of a provision which will be needed, if they have their way, in order 
to enable us to adjust ourselves more rapidly to the new condition of 
things upon which they would have us enter. 

Nor will it do to say that the foreign commerce of the Argentine Re- 
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public is too small to deserve our attention. If it is not worth hav- 
ing for what it is to-day, it is at least worth having for what it issurely 
destined to become. Remember, too, that although the Republic is 
certain to become a large user of manufactared goods, it is not likely 
to become a manufacturing nation. It has neither fuel nor water- 


power. 

Nor can it be said that the people of the Argentine Republic do not 
desire to have closer commercial relations with us. They desire it 
eagerly. Iunderstand thatthey have offered to give $100,000 per annum 
for the establishment of a direct line of steamers to the United States 
if the Government of the United States would give an equal sum, and 
that the offer is still standing. 

This reminds me of the remark of the gentleman from Georgia that 
a direct line of steamers to New York was likely to be established be- 
tween the Argentine Republicand New York without the interposition 
of our own Government. Ithinkheismistaken. The line he referred 
to is the Houston line. As the gentleman from Maine [Mr. DINGLEY ] 
has said, it is a British line. Its headquarters are at Liverpool. It 
was offered the bonus and accepted it; but when it was ascertained 
that the company was required to build new ships of 4,000 tons bur- 
den and adapted to carry two hundred and fifty passengers, the com- 
pany threw up the project, and we are as far off from having direct 
steam communication between the United States and Buenos Ayres 
as we were before. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the establishment of frequent and regu- 
lar steam communication between New York and New Orleans, in the 
United States, and the capital of the Argentine Republic and interme- 
diate points, which, as I understand the matter, would be the logical 
outcome of the adoption of the Senate amendment and its faithful ex- 
ecution by an intelligent and patriotic Postmaster-General, would re- 
turn to the people of the United States tenfold all the money it would 
cost the Treasury of the United States. 

Is this proposition disputed? Not at all. Those who oppose the 
Senate amendment will not stay to argue the question of the commer- 
cial anana involved init. They put their opposition on other 
grounds.: They say that it is subsidy pure and simple, by which they 
mean a gratuity to a few favored lines of steamers. Mr. 8 er, ifa 
subsidy in the odious sense in which the word is used shall come out 
of the pending proposition, it will arise, not out of the act itself, but 
ont of the execution of the act by the 'Postmaster-General. He can 
make it a subsidy or not, as he pleases. I admit that we give him the 
power. I have no fear that he will abuse it. 

He tells us in his letter to the chairman of the committee that if this 
Senate amendment becomes a law he will faithfully execute it accord- 
ing to the spirit of the act. The spirit of the actis that he shall make 
contracts withnewor existing lines of American steamers, not for their 
benefit, but for our benefit. The terms of the contracts which he isto 
make are entirely within his discretion, except that they shall not ex- 
tend less than five nor more than ten years, and that the rate shall bea 
mileage rate and shall not exeeed $1 a mile. 

I believe the Postmaster-General to be an intelligent and patriotic 
man. I believe he will exercise the power we give him, not in the 
interests of a few individuals, but in the interest of the people of the 
United States. His aim will be 


To provide more efficient mail service between the United States and Cen- 
tral and South America and the West Indies. 


That is the very language of the act. If out of this improved mail 
service there shall come, as I believe there will come, alarge and profit- 
able increase in our Central and South American trade, our mails to and 
from these countries will also increase, and the cost of carrying them 
then reckoned by the pound or price of mail matter will largely dimin- 
ish. The experiment may fail. So may any experiment fail. We 
voted $100,000 the other day for farther experiments in the making 
of sorghum sugar. That experiment may fail, but it was well worth 
tryin 

‘The incidental advantages to our merchant marine and to our polit- 
ical and commercial relations with the countries of Central and South 
America, which we hope for as a result of an improved mail service to 
those countries, may after all not be realized. If so, we shall at least 
have gained something. We shall have set at rest a long-disputed 
matter. If we can not in this way extend our trade relations with the 
countries of Central and South America then we can not in this way 
extend our trade relations with any countries in the world. ~ 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the experiment will not fail. I believe it will 
be a great and enduring success. I believe it will draw closer the ties 
of international and commercial friendship between the United States 
and the countries of Central and Southern America. I believe it will 
lead to a great and profitable extension of our foreign trade. I believe 
it affords the safest and wisest way in which we can take the first step 
toward the restoration of the American merchant marine. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, informed 
the House that the Senate had directed him to request the House of 
Representatives to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3215) to authorize 
the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at or near Cum- 
mings Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas. 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the following titles: 

A bill (H. R. 4423) relating to certain acts of the Twenty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly of the Territory of New Mexico; 

A bill (H. R. 8039) providing for the appointment of police matrons 
of the District of Columbia and defining their duties, and for other 


purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 5064) to construct a road to the national cemetery at 
Baton Rouge, La.; and 

A bill (S. 2563) to compensate Mrs. Sarah L. Larimer for important 
services rendered the military authorities in 1864 at Deer Creek Station, 
Wyo. 

The m further announced that the Senate had passed House 
bills of the following titles, with amendments, in which the concurrence 
of the House was requ 

A bill (H. R. 8391) to pee the location of a branch home for vol- 
unteer disabled soldiers in Grant County, Indiana, and for other pur- 


poses; and 
A bill (H. R. 7749) to authorize the building of a bridge across the 
Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that it had passed joint Siar Be (H. Res. 161) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of War to issue arms and equipments to the militia of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

It further announced that the Senate had receded from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 431) granting a 
pension to Emma S. Free, widow of Thomas S. Free, late major in the 
United States Army, and agreed to the same. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. BLAND. I desire in the interest of the overworked officers of 
this House to make a request for unanimous consent-—— 

Mr. PETERS. I believe I am entitled to the floor. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I wish to make a motion for a recess until 8 o'clock, 
if the gentleman will yield, as it now only wants about seven minutes 
of 5 o’clock, and we will have to take a recess at that time under the 
previous order of the House for the consideration of pension bills. It 
is hardly worth while for the gentleman to begin to make a speech now 
in the short time remaining; and I will therefore move a recess until 
8 o'clock. I will yield to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] 
to hear what he has got to say. 

Mr. BLAND. I stated, Mr. Speaker, that in the interest of the offi- 
cers who are overworked in this House, I wished to make a request for 
unanimous consent to the effect that the night sessions ordered by the 
House be limited to half past 10 o’clock. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The night session for to-night is lim- 
ited by the order to half past 10. 

Mr. BLAND. But that all evening sessions fixed heretofore by the 
House be limited to half past 10 o’clock. 

Mr. PETERS. I think that order had better not he made with refer- 
ence to to-night, at all events, until the chairman of the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions is present. 

Mr. McMILLIN. It does not affect the order for pensions, as that 
is already limited. 

Mr. PETERS. Then I have no objection. 

Mr. BLAND. Human nature requires some rest; human endurance 
has its limits, and the officers of this House ought to have a little con- 
sideration bythe members. They have been entirely overworked; they 
are necessarily here all the Gina the sessions of the House have been 
very long and very trying; and I understand there will be no objection 
to the request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the Chair hear objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Missouri ? 

“Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. What is it? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman asks unanimous con- 
sent that the evening sessions heretofore ordered by the House be lim- 
ited to half past 10 o’clock. - 

Mr. LYMAN. I object. _ 

Mr. BLOUNT. I wish to ask how much time of the six hours is re- 
maining for the general debate? 

The SPEAKER protempore. Those in favor of the amendment have 
occupied two hours and twenty-four minutes. Those opposed to it 
have occupied two hours and twenty-two minutes. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I wish to say that, as soon as the six hours shall 
have been exhausted, by agreement with the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania we will ask the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. One hour and fourteen minutes of the 
general debate remains. 

Mr. FELTON. Will the question be then open for further amend- 
ment? 

Mr. BLOUNT. That will depend on whether the previous question 
is ordered. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I wish to make asuggestion to the House, which, 
I believe, will meet the approval of a great many of the members pres- 
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ent, ifnotall. We have had several night sessions lately, in addition 
to the long daily sessions, and the House corps of reporters are over- 
worked and very much exhausted. These gentlemen have been work- 
ing night and day all week, and in the interest of common humanity, 

bone in behalf of the officials of this House, I move that we now ad- 
ourn. 

Mr. BLAND. Before that, I want consent'to renew my request, and 
hope there will be no objection toso reasonablea proposition. Wehad 
a meeting last night, we have one to-night, and we have one fixed for 
to-morrow night. It is not right to require men to do such an un- 
reasonable amount of work. 

Mr. BINGHAM. But we did nothing last night. 

Mr. BLAND. That is not the fault of the officers of the House. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is true; and the Reporters were present, and 
had to do their work whether anything resulted or not. 

I move that the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. PERKINS. On that I demand the yeas and nays. 

Several MEMBERS. ‘‘Oh, no!” 

The motion to adjourn was rejected. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Irenew my motion for a recess until 8 o’clock. 

-Mr. PERKINS, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. Would that 
interfere with the order providing that this session shall be for the con- 
sideration of pension bills? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Itwouldnot. The Chair understands 
that by a special order of the House the evening sessions of Friday are 
set apart for the consideration of pension bills. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I wish to ask if the pension cases 
which were set for last evening can be taken up this evening? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is of opinion that these cases 
have returned to their proper places on the Calendar in Committee of 
the Whole, and would be in order at the Friday evening sessions. 

Mr.SPRINGER. Oh, no; that isa mistake. They are not in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

Mr. BINGHAM. They are in the House and not in Committee of 
the Whole. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Of course. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair was misinformed. The 
Chair understands that they are still in the House. It would be in 
order to-night to call them up before the House goes into Committee 
of the Whole or after the committee shall have risen. 

The motion of Mr. BLOUNT was then agreed to. 

And accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the House took 
a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION, 


The recess having expired, the House was called to order by Hon. 
BeNTON MOMILLEIEN, who directed the reading of the following com- 
munication: 

SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1888. 

Sır: Hon. BENTON MCMILLIN is designated to preside as Speaker pro tempore 
at the session of the House this evening. 

J-G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 


Hon. Joun B. CLARK, _ 
Clerk House of Representatives. 


Mr. HUNTER. I ask unanimous consent to di the Commit- 
tee of the Whole from the further consideration of Senate bill 1009, and 
that it be now considered in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill, after 
which the Chair will ask for objections. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


An act (5.1009) granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alexander, widow 
of Lieut. Col. Thomas L. Alexander, United States Army. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House E ra thew gr s 
America in gress assembled, That the tary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the pro- 
visions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sallie R. Alexander, 
widow of the late Lieut. Col. Thomas L, Alexander, United States Army, at the 
rate of $50 per month, for and during her natural éife, in lieu of the pension of 
$30 per month now paid to her. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) is as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1009) 
granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alexander, widow of Lieut. Col. 
Thomas L. Alexander, United States Army, have had the same under consider- 
ation and concur in the Senate amendment, which is as follows: Strike out in 
lines 7 and 8 the words “ one hundred” and substitute therefor the word “‘ fifty.” 

Your committee beg leave to submit the following statement of the military 
service of Col, Thomas L. Alexander, United States Army, husband of claimant: 


“War DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
“ Washington, February 14, 1888. 

“Statement of the military service of Thomas L. Alexander, late of the United 
States Army, compiled from the records of this office: 

“He was graduated at the United States Military Academy, and br eo yor 
brevet second lieutenant Sixth Infantry July 1, 1830; promoted second lieuten- 
ant July 1, 1830; first lieutenant April 18, 1837 Ro ae uly 7, 1838; major Eighth 
Infantry June 9, 1853, and lieutenant-colonel Infantry July 31, 1961. 

“ He received the brevet of major, United States Army, August 20, 1847, ‘for 
gallant and meritorious conduct in the battles of Contreras and Churubusco.’ 

“ He was on leave of absence to December 1, 1830; on duty with his regiment at 

issouri, to May, 1831; at Rock Island, Ill., to July, 1831; at 
1832; in the field in the Black Hawk war 


in the battle of Bad Axe River, August 


the United States of 


2, 1832) 
urt-martial at 

Indian 

1846, 


to March 17, 1834 
Brigadier-General 


ht wing, 
; actin, rat tee 

Brevet Brigadier-General poi prey commanding o Dhim Depart- 

uisiana, to Jan- 


nera 
e Flor- 


skirmish of Amazoque, 
battles of Contreras and 


p pe at Harrodsbu: 
Soldiers’ Home, near 
He was 


from March 9, 1864, to August 16, 1866; mem- 
ber of the examining board of appl Decem- 
ber 3I, 1867; unemployed to June 20, 1868; on court-martial duty in the Depart- 
ment of the Cumberland to January 22, 1869; unemployed to March 11, 1881, 
upon which date he died at Louisville, Ky. o 


SCHWAN, 
“Assistant Adjutant-General.” 
General S. B. Buckner, who is now governor of Kentucky, was an Army as- 
sociate of Col. Thomas L, Alexander, and renders the following tribute to the 
memory of the deceased, which is mad 


“ 


e part of this report: 
“COL, THOMAS LUDWELL ALEXANDER. 

“The announcement of the death of this accomplished gentleman and dis- 
tinguished soldier has filled with sorrow a large circle of friends, His genial 
qualities, his exemplary life, his Christian virtues endeared him to with 
whom he was associated, and left upon all with whom he came in contact the 
impress of his generous nature. But though he has departed from this life he 
has left behind him the rich legacy of an example worthy of our imitation and 
a character calculated to excite ouremulation and to command our esteem. His 
career has been an eventful one. 

“Born in Prince William County, Virginia, of an illustrious pereeen be 

statesman ry 


second lieutenant, first lieutenant in 1837, and captain in 1833 
ment, in which he continued to serve until promoted to the —_ of major of 
the ey egrets in 1853, and subsequently to the grade of lieutenant-colonel 
of the 


the Sac and Fox Indians. who were under the leadership of the celebrated chief, 
Black Hawk, and after this decisive victory was selected by the commanding 
general to conduct the captive chief to Washington City. 

“After the conquest of these Western Indian tribes and his promotion to the 
grade of captain, he was ordered with his regiment against the Seminole Indians 
in Florida, and actively participated in the arduous campaigns against that tribe 
during the years 1839, 1840, 1841, and 1842. On theconclusion of the war, the difi- 
cult character of which can only be appreciated by those who have experienced 
like cee and privations, he was selected to superintend the removal of 
the present Indian nation west of Arkansas of the Seminole Chief Ti Tail 
and his band; and was subsequently stationed in their midst at Fort Towson. 
to hold them in subjection. In thisremote region, which was then so far beyo; 
the limits of civilization, he remained until the outbreak of the war with Mexico 
and the concentration of the troops of the regular Army by General Scott for 
the first campaign against the City of Mexico. From the Lower Rio Grande he 
moved with his company, which was the color company of his regiment, to the 
rendezvous near Vera Cruz. The landing was effected by Worth’s division on 
March 9, 1847. 

“This descent, which was made in the close view of an enemy superior in 
numbers, was no ordinary pageant. Three thousand veteran troops embarked 
in boats, each of which was manned by seamen and directed by an officer of the 
Navy, moved in a line parallel with the shore, and in perhaps less than three 
minutes from the landing of the first boat the entire line of three thousand men 
had formed upon the bank and were moving upon the heights beyond. Alex- 
ander’s colors were the first displayed upon the beach, and it may be safely as- 
se: he was the first soldier of that veteran army whose feet touched this 
hostile shore. : 

"Jn the siege of Vera Cruz which followed, and which terminated in its sur- 
render on the 29th of March; in the battle of Cerro Gordo on the 17th and 18th 
of April following; in the subsequent pursuit of the retreating enemy through 
Jalapa Perote and the city of Puebla; in the terrible day of Churubusco, and 
the operations resulting in the final capture of the city of Mexico and the dis- 
persion of the armies of Santa Anna, in Alexander bore an active and a 
distinguished in recognition of which he received the rank of brevet major, 
August 20, 1847, ‘for gallant and meritorious. conduct in the battles of Con- 
treras and Churubusco.’ 

“That veteran army which planted its victorious standards on the national 
palace of Mexico and won an empire for its country contained many aknightly 
soldier, but it could boast of no truer gentleman or more chivalrous spirit than 
Thomas Ludwell Alexander. 

“ At the close of the war with Mexico he was again assigned to duty on the 
frontier in Kansas and Minnesota, until selected to organize the Military Asy- 
lum at Harrodsburgh, Ky., until appointed, in 1558, 
lieutenant-governor of the soldiers’ home, near Washington City, in which 
position he continued until March 8, 1864. 

“The arduous duties of a military career, extending over a period of more 
than thirty years, and the deleterious influence of the varied climates to which 
he had been exposed, seriously injured a constitution which was never robust, 
He was compelled, fore, after so many years of devotion to his country,to 
avail hi of the privileges accorded by its laws, and on ber 16, 1863, was 
* retired from active service for disability resulting from long and faithful serv- 
ice,and from sickness and exposure con in the line of duty.’ 
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“The remaining years of his life were passed chiefly at his beautiful home 


near Louisville, Ky., cheered by the presence and the affection of the cherished 
partner of his life, the devotion of his children, the admiration and love of 
numerous friends, and the sincere regard and esteem of the community of 
ein tive TONo OF Teese chia tae ol AYORI insite Shak PAI 

*In ness years, e age seven! fan yto 
rest on the Ilth of March, 1881, the laurel wreath of the chivalrous soldier encir- 
cling his honored brow, and the confiding trust of Christian gand 
inspiring his heart. 

“Among the numerous friends who lament the loss of this accomplished 
Se none can more deeply grieve than the writer of this brief sketch of 

is military career. His subordinate for many years, and honored by his friend- 

ship, he early learned at the bivouac and around the camp-fire to appreciate 
the noble qualities of his commander, which attracted the love and commanded 
the esteem of all who app ed him. His imposing presence, his kindly, 
loving nature, his generous ca yop his true dignity of character, his stainless 
honor and integrity, his knightly and chivalrous bearing, united to make ‘a 
combination and a form, indeed, which give the world assurance of a man.’ 


“5, B. B. 
“ LOUISVILLE, March 14, 1831." 


In view of the distinguished services rendered the country by the deceased, 
and the advanced age of claimant, your committee find that the case Is 
strongly to the generosity of Congress, and therefore make this favora! gee 
port, and recommend the passage of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? . 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and S 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I now move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole under the special order. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the Private Calendar, Mr. DocKExy in the chair. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I move that we pursue the same course that we 
pursued last Friday evening, that only those bills be acted upon that 
are specially called up by members present. 

Mr. SAWYER. I object. 

Mr. PERKINS. I suggest that in addition to the request made by 
the gentleman from Michigan that those who were on the list last 
Friday evening and did not get recognition be the first ized to- 
night. Perhaps with that modification the gentleman from New York 
will be satisfied. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. That is understood. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that some fifteen or twenty 
gentlemen were left over from the list last Friday evening, and an ob- 
jection will cut those gentlemen out. Is the objection insisted upon ? 

Mr. HOUK. - It will be. 

Mr. SAWYER. If I may be permitted to make a statement, I will 
say that I did not object because I have any personal interest in the 
matter. There is not a case on the Calendar in which I have any per- 
sonal interest at all. But there are Senate bills which were referred 
to me and which I have reported. There is nobody here to look after 
those cases. Ihave heard a great deal of complaint in regard to the 
Senate delaying action on bills that have passed the House. If the 
cases are not taken up in regular order on the Calendar the bilis that 
have passed the Senate and come to the House will be put over to suit 
the feelings or desires of independent members of the House, 
and we will have the Senate complaining of us as we complained of 
the Senate at the lastsession. It is getting toward the latter part of the 
session, and I think we should follow the regular order. ‘That is the 
reason I object. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will suggest to the members present that on last 
Friday evening there were a number of gentlemen upon the list who 
were not recognized when we adjourned. It was then agreed (although 
I do not, of course, say that binds the House to-night) that the gentle- 
men who were not recognized should be ized this evening, and 
all have depended upon that. I think it is but fair that the gentlemen 
omitted then should be recognized. After they are recognized, if it be 
the wish of the gentleman from New York, we can proceed in the reg- 
ular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kansas? 

Mr. HOUK. LI object. Iwason the list during the early part of the 
session and never was reached. I did not insist on being recognized 
afterwards. I haye been hereseveral nights when I could not-get recog- 
nition, I was not here on the night to which the gentleman refers. I 
was out of the city Jast Friday night and could not be here. I donot 
gee why the proposed action should be taken just because it is more 
convenient for gentlemen to come here on one night than another. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is hardly a good reason for objecting to recog- 
nition of those who were here. 

Mr. FINLEY. I have been absent since the 16th of May, and have 
had norecognition. I do not think gentlemen who have unfortunately 

been absent from these sessions should attempt now to take advantage 
of those who have attended here regularly. 1 think they should abide 
by the action of the House on last Fridayevening. The Chairman then 
announced, and I thought properly, that he would carry the list over 
to this evening, and would recognize those who failed of recognition at 
the last pensien session for want of time; and I trust that members 
who were not here and could have been here last Friday evening will 


not attempt now to take advantage of those who were here. I have 
never sought to take advantage of my occasional absence to ask any 
extra privileges, and I do not think it ought to be done by any one. 

Mr. pce ng GER. As we are wasting valuable time, I ask for the 

order, 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I want to say that my name was on the list and 
went over. I have only had one bill passed in six months and do not 
think it is fair to be cut off by the objection of gentlemen who have 
been absent from the House half the time this session. [Criesof‘‘ Reg- 
ular order!” ] 

The CHAIRMAN. Ifthe committee will permit the Chair to make 
a statement, the Chair will say that at the meeting before the last 
unanimous consent was given to every member to call up a bill, At 
that time the Chair was able to recognize every gentleman present. 

Mr. HOUK. We will all agree to that to-night. 


The CHAIRMAN. It will not be the fault of the Chair if every 
gentleman is not recogni 

Mr. HOUK. Ifit is understood every gentleman will be recognized, 
I will withdraw my objection. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair stated at the last meeting that unless 
members interfered and objection was made, he would carry over the 
list and recognize members to-night. The Chair is endeavoring to 
carry out the agreement. 

Mr. McCREARY. Ihave not asked permission to make a remark 
foramonth. I have a bill which I would like to cal: up to-night. 
But I think fair play requires that those gentlemen who were present 
last Friday night and whose names were not reached shouid be recog- 
nized in regular order to-night. I ask that the Chair proceed with the 
call of the names in regular order, so that those who staid here last 
Friday night and were not called may now have an opportunity of 
calling up their bills. 1 make that motion, although it cuts me out, 
as I think it is fair and just. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Kentucky [Mr. McCreary] 
asks unanimous consent that gentlemen on the list who were not rec- 
ognized to call up bills at last Friday evening’s session be now recog- 
nized in their order. Is there objection ? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. The Clerk will report the 
first bill. 

C. R. THOMAS. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 355) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. I ask the consideration of that bill. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, su- 
thorized and directed to grant an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas, whose 
pension certificate is numbered 320171. 

The report (by Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred Senate bill 335, 
having considered the'same, report it back and recommend its passage with the 
following amendment, to wit: Add, after the words “ one hundred and seventy- 
one,” the words “and pay him a pension of $12 yee month,” 

Your committee hereby adopt and make part hereof the report of the Sénate 
Committee on Pensions, which is as follows: 

[Senate Report No. 135, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 

Charles R. Thomas, late a corporal of Company D, Sixty-fourth Regiment of 
Ohio Volunteers, was in receipt of a pension of $2a month from March 13, 1872, to 
August 23, 1882; of $4 amonth from August 23, 1882, to September 6, 1882, and has 
been in receipt of $6 a month from the last-mentioned date to the present. The 
history of the disability of the claimant is given in an affidavit of Darius Lan- 
don, who deposes : 

s he was a member of Company D, Sixty-fonrth Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry; that he was personally acquainted wi the applicant, Charles R. 
Thomas, and believes him to have been a sound, healthy man at the date of his 
enlistment and until the 15th day of June, 1862, on which date, at Battle Creek, 
Alabama, the said applicant received injuries in the following manner: He, the 
said Thomas, with others, was detailed by the colonel commanding to pro- 
cure water. It being very dark the said applicant fell into a deep intrenchment, 
thereby injuring himself to such an extent that he was unable to help himself, 
and that the affiant, with others, assisted him out and carried him to camp, 
and that he was not afterwards with the command. ‘The affiant also says that 
he has been acquainted with the Sy per since his discharge from the Army, 
and verily believes that the disability existing in the said applicant is the effect 
of the injury received as before stated, and that it, the injury, incapaci- 
tates him for the performance of manual labor.” 

The techincal character of the disability is shown in the following extract from 
an affidavit of Dr. George H. Masters, dated September 24, 1887, who swegrs: 

“That he has often examined this applicant, Charles R. Thomas, and finds 

him a continual sufferer from chronic myatitis, located near the lumbar regions, 
and in addition to this he finds a partial anchylosis of both ankle joints, which 
disabilities incapacitate him and render him unfit for the performance of man- 
ual r. 
Dr. Masters is corroborated by other medical testimony; and the sound health 
of the applicant before entering the service, the receipt of the injury detailed, 
and the resulting and continuous incapacity of the applicant are proven by sev- 
eral affidavits from men who were his comrades and remain his neighbors. The 
applicant is now sixty-six years old; his pension is his support; and the com- 
mittee recommend the passage of the bill for its increase. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 

the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. MORRILL. I ask unanimous consent that the titles of the bills 
be read in their order, and that if consideration of any bill is not asked 
when its title is read it be passed over, according to the usual custom. 

‘There was no objection, and it was so ordered, 
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HANNAH H. LATHAM. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for con- 
sideration (by Mr. GALLINGER) was the bill (H. R. 8506) for the re- 
lief of Hannah H. Latham. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to restore to the pension-roll the name of Hannah H. 
Lal , dependent mother of Bela E, Latham, late a private in Company K, 
Twenty-ninth Maine Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: , 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
5781) for the relief of Hannah H, Latham, haying considered the same, report 


as follows; 

Claimant is the mother of Bela E, Latham, late a private in Company K, 
Twenty-ninth Maine Volunteers, who died on the 23d day of July, 1864, while 
in the military ice, and of disease contra in said service. er 
_ ‘Was pensioned asa dependent, but in 1879 the name was dropped from the rolls, 
after a special examination, on the ground of non-dependence, A careful ex- 
amination of the papers in the Pension Office and other papers filed with the 
committee make it reasonably clear thatsome of the important testimony taken 
by the examiner was prejudiced and unfair, the probability being that at no 
time after the son’s death did the parents have property to an amount 
iog $500 after their debts were paid. 

he evidence now shows that the parents are both nearly cable gh arrain of 
age, in infirm health and destitute circumstances, thus bringing the claimant 
directly within the rule adopted by this committee and recommended by the 

Ccniesnlones of Pensions, to wit, present dependence. ° 
report back a substi- 


As the present bill is defective in form, your co: 
tute, and recommend its passage, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause, and substitute these words: 
“That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected to restore to the pension-roll the name of Hannah H. Latham, dependent 
mother of Bela E. Latham, late a private in Company K, Twenty-ninth Maine 
Volunteers,” 
to. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed to. 
There being no objection, the bill was ordered to be laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
ELIZA TREEREN. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for con- 
sideration (by Mr. GALLINGER) was the bill (H. R. 4098) granting a 
pension to Eliza Trefren. 
The bill was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, ete., ‘That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eliza fren, widow of James 


other hand, the Department, after exhaustive special examinations, failed to 
rove that soldier had epilepsy prior to enlistment, the nearest approach to 
he had severe sick hi which resul in so-called * crazy 
D Jt is a well-known fact thatifa person isa confirmed epi- 
leptic that circumstance is well known in the community, and it seems stran 
that in this case, if claimant was so afflicted, it can not be made to appear wi 
out q 
The papers on file indicate that there was a difference of opinion among the 
officers of the Department as to the merits of this case, and that doubt is also 
impressed u your committee. _ ? 
‘he bill asks that soldier. be again placed on the rolls and be paid a pension 
of $30 a month from and after September 3, 1885, the date at which the pension 
was discontinued. Your commitiee are not clear that this should be done, and 
yet feel that there is a strong presumption that the equities of the case are with 
the soldier, and hence recommend that all after the word “month,” in the 
seventh line, be stricken out, and that, as thus amended, the bill be passed, 


The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed to. 
There being no objection, the bill as amended was ordered to be laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do 


pass. 


SALLIE T. WARD. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for 
consideration (by Mr. FINLEY) was the bill (H. R. 8574) granting a 
pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of the late W. T. Ward., 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place upon the pension-roil the name of Sallie T. Ward, 
widow of the late W. T. Ward, and pay her a pension of $50 per month during 
her natural life, 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bili (H. R. 
8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of William T. Ward, have 
had the same under consideration, and find that a similar bill to the one before 
our committee was intruduced into the Forty-sixth Congress and passed, but 
was not called up and acted on in the Senate, 
As to the facts and history of this case, the report from the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions of that Congress is adopted as the report of this committee. 
Said report shows that he was m into the service October 4, 1547, as 
major of the Fourth Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and served with his regi- 
ment in Mexico to July, 1848, and was honorably mustered out with his regi- 
ment at Louisville, Ky., July 25, 1848, 

He was appointed bri ier-general of volunteers 18th September, 1961, and 
brevetted major-general of volunteers Hth February, 1865. 
His services were: Organizing brigade in Kentucky from September 20 to 
December 1, 1861; commanding troops at Green River Bridge, Ky., to January 
8, 1862; commanding Sixteenth Brigade, Department of the Ohio, to March 12, 
1862; commanding camp of instruction at Bardstown, Ky., and all the troops , 


ased Sev: on the lines south of Louisville, Ky., to July, 1862; commanding troops at Lex- 

ane” sone AAS SS SES ORD, h Pavoniaan Von Jain fumes Tek ington, Ky., during part of July, 1862, and in pursuit of Morgan to Au „1862; 
Š commanding at Mun: e, Ky., to September 5, 1462, and a brigade in Army 

The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: of Ohio to November, 1862; commanding post and bri at in, Tenn., 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
4098) granting a pension to Eliza Trefren, having given the same consideration 


ames Trefren was a private in Company F, Seventeenth Vermont United 
States hirea A, and was severely wounded in the thigh at the battle of the 
Wilderness, y 6, 1864, the ball being removed by incision. 

He was pensioned, and the pension was increased on account of increased 
disability from the wound, which seemed to affect the entire system. In 1866 
the examining surgeon certified as follows: 

“ He is very lame and suffers great pain in the seat of the wound. Thein- 
creased disability consists in increased lameness, but chiefly in broken-down 
health, the result of the wound and its effects.” 

It is in evidence that the soldier’s health continued shattered, his nervous 
system ee greatly. ileptic seizures followed, and it is supposed that 

eptic attack, although there is no medical t 


he died in an ep estimony on this 
point, either poor con. It is only known that he died suddenly, in what is 
gaid to have a fit. 


As epilepsy rarely ever manifests itself primarily in persons of mature 
exceptas the result of nervous exhaustion, and as this soldier’s wound had been 
for a long time undermining the nervous system, it is certainly reasonable to 
suppose that the epileptic condition was directl 
baitle. Your committee recommend that the bill be amended by striking out 
the word “deceased” in the sixth line, by substituting “F” for “G*™ in the 
seventh line, and by inserting the word “‘ Vermont” after the word " Seven- 
teenth” in the seventh line, and as amended recommend its passage. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were agreed to. 
There being no objection the bill as amended was ordered to be laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do 
pass. ` 


dae to the injury received in 


STEPHEN A. SEAVEY. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for con- 
sideration (by Mr. REED) was the bill 
to Stephen A. Seavey. 

The bill was read, as follows: 
` Be it . That th f z 
erer eeta eeri ekiro eara 


formerly of Company C, Twelfth Regiment Maine Volunteers, and him 
pension of $30 a month from and after September 3, 1885. nan z 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 

vac eran miog a pension to Stephen A. Seavey, having considered the same, re- 
rt as follows: 

PBoldier enlisted November 11, 1861, and was discharged August 17,1862, for 

epilepsy. He was pensioned June 1880, at $8 per month, from date of dis- 

arge, which was increased to $24 January 17,1853,and to $0 from March 3, 
1883. On September 25, 1885, pension was suspended on the ground of unsound- 
ness prior to enlistment. 

A very careful examination of the papers in this case shows that it is very 
difficult to determine with anything like absolute certainty the real facts in the 
case. On the other hand, claimantallegesa sunstroke while in the service as the 
cause of his epilepsy, but fails to conclusively show the incurrence of said sun- 


(E. R. 7510) granting a pension 


stroke. Could he do this, there would be no doubt as to the merit of the claim, 
and his restoration to the roll would be a matter of the simplest 


justice. Onthe 


to June, 1863; cer et See tas Brigade, Third Division, Reserve Corps, 
Department of the Cumberland, to October, 1863, and brigade in the District of 
Nashville to January 8, 1864; commanding First Division, Eleventh Corps, to 
April, tT aT First Brigade, Third Division, Twentieth Corps, to June 29, 1864; 
Comman: Third Division, Twentieth Co: to September 23,1864; on leave 
of absence to October 10, 1864; commanding Third Division, Twentieth Co 
ret ing geld discontinued, June, 1865. Honorably mustered out of service 
ugust 24, 3 

He distinguished himself in the battles before the fall of Atlanta, and in the 
e a the surrender of General Joseph E. Johnston’s army. 

e leading his brigade in a charge at the battle of Resaca, Ga., he was 
severely wounded in the arm and side, but refused to leave the fleld. He was 
absent on leave only seventeen days during the whole war. 

The fractured bone by the wound at Resaca gave him much trouble, and he 
finally found the arm useless. On account of his wounds he was receiving a 
a er’s pension of $30 per month at the time of his death (certificate No. 
He died October 12, 1878, a few months after completing his seventieth year of 


e. 
xposures in the service of his 
country were the direct cause of his death, they doubtless tended to diminish 
his powers to resist the effects of old age and to hasten his death, e 
ae e pna widow now past sixty years of age and without property or mears 
suppo! 

Your committee find many precedents for the legislation asked in the accom- 
panying bill passed at every Congress since the war. Among them we willonly 
refer to the pensions of Elizabeth York, widow of Shubal York, surgeon Fifty- 

fourth Illinois Volunteers (chapter53, page 582, 14Statutesat Large); Rose Web- 
ster, widow of Reason H., Webster, Company E, One hundred and twenty-third 
Illinois (papie: 116, page 530, 20 Statutes at Large); Grace Aikins, widow-of 
William R. Aikins, Company A, Eleventh Iowa Volunteers (chapter 296, page 
575, 20 Statutes at Large); Caroline Webster, widow of Col. Fletcher Webster, $50 
per month; and widow of General James Shields, $100 per month (chapter 
page 3, first session Forty-sixth Congress). 
Your committee recommend that the accompanying bill be passed. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


NANCY BALDWIN. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for 
consideration (by Mr. HovEY) was the bill (H. R. 4504) granting a 
pension to Nancy Baldwin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the visions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Nancy Baldwin, widow of Reuben 
Baldwin, Scan late of Company L, Fifty-eighth Indiana Volunteers, 


The report (by Mr. Matson) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 

4504) acter Ea, vaya to Nancy Baldwin, have had the same under consider- 

ation, and su the following report: 

Nancy Baldwin is the widow of Reuben Baldwin, deceased, She made appli- 

cation o pension as soldier's widow, and the same was rejected on the ground— 
“That the disease of which the soldier died (typhoid fever) was not contracted 


While we can not say that his wounds and e 
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in nor due to his mili service, nor due to the hernia for which he was pen- 
sioned, said fever occurring six years after his disch from the service.” 

The soldier was pensioned for inguinal hernia, which he contracted by talling 
through a bridge while on peret ooy before Corinth, Miss., about May 6, 1862. 

The examining surgeon, Dr. Hugh H. Patten, says: 

“He finds hernia in left pran produced by a fall. The rupture is very large, 
and often very painful; it is several inches long. Soldier is unable to do any 
teed of labor ; disability permanent, and in my opinion equivalent to an am- 
putation. 

Dr. J. A. Malone testifies that soldier came under his professional treatment 
(date not stated) suffering with inguinal hernia of right side. 

“TI thought there was ulceration in the bowels, for he sank down suddenly 
shortly after the hernia had made its appearance in the right side, and there was 
ee for a surgical operation, as death followed soon after, September 3, 


In a later affidavit he testifies: 

“The cause of his death, September 3, 1868, was from typhoid fever and the 
inguinal hernia, of which he sank suddenly before an operation could be had.” 

Two years later, August 19, 1879, Dr. Malone again testifies: 

“That the prime cause of the soldier's death was inguinal hernia of the right 
side, causing perforation of the bowels. Typhoid fever was secondary to the 
above trouble. The inflammation of the bernia was made very active by the 
fever siap eer last two or three days of his sickness and he sank down and 
died on or about the 3d of September, 1868."’ 

Dr. West testifies that soldier never had but one hernia that he knows of, the 
one of which he died. 

All the evidence tends to show, in the opinion of the committee, that the death 
of the soldier may reasonably be traced to the hernia contracted in the Army. 
‘True he nies have died of typhoid fever had hernia not existed, but the medical 
testimony shows that death must have been produced by hernia and typhoid 
fever combined. 

While there may be a doubt as to the actual cause of death, the committee 
are disposed to give the widow the benefit of the doubt, and therefore submit 
a favorable report, and recommend the passage of the bill. 


TheCHAIRMAN (Mr. McCreary). The question is on laying this 

oe aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that 
t do pass. 

The question was taken, and the Chair declared that the ayes seemed 
to have it. i ‘ 

Mr. KILGORE. Division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 61, noes 6. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

Mr. HOVEY. In order not to delay the business of the evening I 
ask unanimous consent- that this bill be passed over informally, not 
losing its place on the Calendar. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


MRS. MARY M’GEE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for con- 
sideration (by Mr. RUSSELL, of Connecticut) was the bill (S. 1495) grant- 
ing a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secre of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mrs, Mary McGee, widow of 
‘Thomas McGee, late private Company I and Company B, Thirteenth Regiment 
Connecticut Volunteers. 3 


The report (by Mr. FRENCH) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1495) 
granting a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee, have had the same under considera- 
tion, an leave to submit the following report: 

Mary McGee is the widow of Thomas McGee, who served as a private in Com- 

ny Thirteenth Connecticut Volunteers, from January ba bce, to April 25, 

866. e was a pensioner for varicose veins and resulting ulceration of right 
leg, and died July 20, 1885, of valvular affection of the heart, 

The widow's claim has been rejected by the Pension Office on the ground that 
the evidence fails to show that the death cause was due to the service. 

Dr. Harmon Shore, who attended the soldier for fifteen years before and upto 
his death, testifies that— 

“The soldier had varicose veins on both legs; those of the right leg most ex- 
tensive, with large painful ulcers over the front and inside of the leg; for which 
he was under treatment every year more or less during the last fifteen years, up 
to the time of his death. He also had a defect of his circulation, a feeble action 
of the heart; and several years previous to his death physical examination of 
the chest indicated yalvular changes and disease of the heart. The immediate 
cause of death was, in my opinion, from embolism, produced by the above- 
named diseases and defects of the circulation, and originated from causes de- 
veloped while in the service of the Army and line of duty.” 

The soldier served more than four years, and a greater part of this time in 
the malarial sections of the Southwest, and, as shown by the record, suffered 
from the effects of malaria during service, although no application for pension 
on that account was filed by him. Medical examinations show that he was of 
pood habits, and that he was a great sufferer from the diseased condition of 

is s 
In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, your committee feel inclined 
to accept the attending physician’s statement as correct; and the claimant's 
good character and need for assistance from the Government being vouched 
for by the best citizens of the town in which she resides, report favorably on 
the accompanying bill, and ask that it do pass. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying this bill aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman declared that the ayes 
seemed to have it. ; 

Mr. KILGORE. _I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 61, noes 3. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point being made that noquorum has voted, 
the Chair will designate the gentleman from Texas[Mr. KILGORE] and 
the gentleman from Connecticut [ Mr. Roem] to act as tellers. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Texas can 
give any reason why this widow ofa Union soldier should not be pen- 
sioned I should be glad to hear it. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. He does not need to have a reason, 


Mr. KILGORE. As gentlemen have asked for reasons, I suppose I 
have a ee to give them. 

Mr., EN, of Michigan. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. I 
would like to know the number and title of this bill, because I want 
to preserve them with the record of the action here of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] for use in the campaign. I would not ask 
anything better. 

Several MEMBERS, Regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has appointed as tellers the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] and the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. RUSSELL]. They will please take their places. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I move that the committee rise. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Let us have a call of the House. 

Mr. PERKINS. Let us make this record. 

Mr. KILGORE. The gentleman has asked for my reasons; I sup- 
pose I have a right to give them. i 

Mr. PERKINS. That is what I want. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas and the gentleman 
from Connecticut will take their places as tellers. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I move that the committee rise. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Dockery in the chair). The gentleman from 
ae and the gentleman from Connecticut will take their places as 
tellers. s 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. As 
I understand, we are about to have a division. The gentleman from 
Texas said he would like to give his reasons. I for one would like to 
hear them, as perhaps that will save further trouble. 

The CHAIRMAN. That can only be done by unanimous consent. 
If the gentleman from Texas desires to make a statement he can ask 
consent to do so. 

Mr. RUSSELL, of Connecticut. I called up this bill—— 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 

Mr. RUSSELL, of Connecticut. I wish to make a request that this 
bill be passed over, retaining its place on the Calendar. I called the 
bill up at the request of my colleague, Judge GRANGER, who is de- 
tained at his home by sickness; but inasmuch as the gentleman from 
Texas has raised the point of ‘tno quorum,’’ I ask that the bill be 
passed over, retaining its place on the Calendar. I make this request 
at the suggestion —— 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. Debate is not in order. 
The tellers will take their places, The question is on laying the bill 
aside to be reported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 62, 
noes 2. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas insists on the point 
of ‘‘no quorum.’? The tellers will retain their places. 

ra CHEADLE, I move that the committee rise, [Cries of ‘‘Oh, 
no!” 

Mr. McCCREARY. Iaskthegentleman from Indiana [Mr. CHEADLE] 
to withhold that motion for one moment. 

Mr. KILGORE.. I withdraw the point of no quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of no quorum being withdrawn, the 
ayes have it; and the bill is laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it pass. 


LEVI LITTLE. 


The next ion business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
BUCHANAN) was the bill (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little, 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-rolls, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Levi Little, late of Company E, 
Fourth Regiment of Delaware Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. Prpcock) was read, as follows: 


Levi Little served as private of Company E, Fourth Regiment Delaware Vol- 
unteers, from August 14, 1862, to June 3, 1865, when honorably discharged. 

His claim for pension on account of disease of lungs has been rejected by the 
Pension Bureau, on the ground that there is no record of disease of lungs or 
heart, and no medical testimony showing the existence of either of those dis- 
eases prior to 1876. 

Two comrades, who are shown to be credible, testify that the claimant con- 
tracted what they supposed to be disease of lungs near Fairfax Court House, 
Va., in January, 1865. 

The records of the War Department show that he wra treated at different 
bas cece his service for soreness, boneache, pain in stomach, cramps, pain 

n head, ete. 

Dr. J.G. West testifies that claimant came under his treatment immediately 
after his return from service, and was treated more or less until 1872, when he 
lefttheneighborhood. Affiantfound him in shattered constitution, much weak- 
ano and debilitated, which condition afiant attributed to claimant’s army 
service, 

Dr. T. A. Taylor testifies to treatment for lung troubles since 1876, 

A number of lay witnesses, claimant's neighbors, testify to claimant's sound- 
ness at enlistment, and his debilitated condition at discharge and since. 

Dr. Lewis Jemison, late United States examining su n, testifies that claim- 
ant was under his professional care for about two weeks in 1876. He was then 
in general broken-down condition, physically p , and unable to do any 
manual labor. 

The medical examinations fail to show any disease of lungs, but disclose hy- 
pertrophy of heart. ‘ 

It is true that the medical evidence is not positive as to the character of the 
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disease from which claimant safered at discharge or thereafter, This, how- 
ever, should not in any way prejudice the claim, as it is a well-known fact that 
without a very thorough examination it would be difficult even for a profes- 
sional to make a correct diagnosis of the particular disease when located in the 
ehest, and in its incipient stages. This difficulty is fully recognized in the prac- 
tice of the Pension Bureau, under which it is held— X 

‘That it is not oppo that claimants should be able to determine the exact 
nature of a disease located within the chest, whether it be of the lungs or heart, 
and that the allegation of lung disease should be held to be sufficient to cover 
any disease of heart which may be found to be due to the service.” 

‘This ruling was made in the case of a soldier who was discharged for disease 
of lungs, alleged said disease, but upon medical examination was found to suf- 
fer from disease of heart. 

In the case under consideration there is a lack of record evidence of the exist- 
ence of either disease in the service, hence its rejection by the Pension Bureau; 
but there is, in the opinion of your committee, sufficient and reliable testimony 
showing after nearly three years’ service such a debilitated condition at dis- 
eharge as should leave little doubt as to the connection between the now exist- 
ing isease of chest and the service. 

he bill is therefore returned with the recommendation that it do pass, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


THOMAS HARRIS. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
MORRILL) was the bill (H. R. 5530) for the relief of Thomas Harris. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is an adverse report. 

Mr. PERKINS. I move that the bill be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it lie on the table. é 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, that order will be made. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I ask that it be informally passed over. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will take the vote of the committee 
on the question. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. PERKINS] moves 
that the bill be laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it lie on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MARY FOSTER. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
GALLINGER) was the bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Fos- 
ter. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to vote upon the pension-roll, subject to the provisionsand 


limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary Foster, mother of Ezra P. 
Foster, late a private of Company A, Eighth Maine Volunteers. 

The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 

Claimant is the mother of Ezra P. Foster, late a private in Company. A, Eighth 
Maine Volunteers. Soldier was killed in battle at Drewry’s Bluff, . May 16, 
1864. Soldier lefta widow, who was pensioned, but whose pension has been 
discontinued in co uence of re . 

Claimant applies to Congress for pension as dependent mother. It is estab- 
lished that she was largely ia fers upon the soldier for support, and that he 
sent her considerable sums of money while in the Army. She is seventy-nine 

ears of ago, in feeble health and destitute circumstances, and is indorsed by a 
Lome number of her neighbors, who have petitioned in her behalf as a woman 
in every way worthy. 

Your committee report the bill back favorably, and recommend that it do pass. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
MARY E. FORREN. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
GALLINGER) was the bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. 
Forren. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and hereby is, author- 
ized and directed to place on the pension-rolls, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary E. Forren, widow of Morris 
Forren, late a private in Company I of the Thirty-first Regiment Maine Volun- 
teers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


Morris Forren was a private in Company F, Shee Regiment Maine 
Volunteers, The evidence shows that at the battle of Saget, a Va., a shell 
hit some rails and a portion of a rail struck soldier in the chest, 


Mary L. Griffin, who nursed the soldier constantly during his last sickness, 
swears that he suffered very much with his leg; that the pain in the leg was 
sometimes so severe that he would grasp it and in his agony, sayin 
that the pain was killing him. She alsosays that the leg was greatly withered 
and that after he died it turned almost black. 

Rufus Fickett, a man of integrity and standing in the community, testifies 
that he was intimately acquainted with the soldier, and saw him uently 
during his lastillness; thatasl as he could oak he continually complained 
of distress in the wounded leg same side of the body; that he ceased 
to speak he would draw up the wounded leg, grasp it with his hands, and some- 
times strike on it, and that after he died his leg turned almost black from his 
ankle to above the knee, there being a number of dark spots between the knee 


and hips. 
Dr. Gente Googins, of Millbridge, Me., an examining surgeon of the Pen- 
sion Department, attended soldier in his last sickness. Sr Googins made sey- 


eral affidavits in the case, covering substantially the same ground, and all 
claiming that the soldier's death was the result of the wound, In one affidavit 


the | oa denparr says: 

“T was called to examine soldier after his disc! 
1865. Found him suffering from a wound in the left leg, below the knee, cat 
by a shell ing away a portion ofthe tibia. He complained of pain in 
the leftside, with soreness of same. Said he was injured in the side at the same 
time that he was struck by the shellinthe leg. I made an external application 
tothe side. The leg was very bad; bone came away from time to time, and it 
d a good deal. He received a pension for the wound to leg, but 
always complained of his side. He came to see me about two weeks ‘ore 
death, com png of feeling badly. At this time the wound was discharging 
very little. Shortly after this I was called to see him; found him complaining 
of severe in side and leg, accom ied with cough and symptoms of pneu- 
monia, e wound had stopped discharging, and shortly after he died. My 
opinion of the case was that the wound of leg and the hurt to the side were the 
cause of death.” 

r. Googins subsequently testified as follows: 

“Soldier died from the effect of wound of leg received in service, and for 
which he was pensioned. I treated him for the wound ee, from the time 
of his discha until his death. It was a bad sore and d very much 
at times, which discharge reduced him greatly in strength, and at last blood 
poisoning resulted, affecting the lungs and causing Bah rr nae To sustain 
my theory I cite you to Erichsen’s Surgery, page 460, fifth edition, on Metastatic 
Abscesses from Pyemia.”’ 

Dr. Googins further says— 

“ That when he visited soldier in his last sickness in addition to the symptoms 
already enumerated he found him with a quick pulse, hurried respiration, cold 
chills, wound tender, discharge suppressed, and leg swollen, and that he died 
with all the symptoms of blood poisoning.” 

As the evidence of the attending physician and others gives a complete pic- 
ture of blood poisoning, such as oftentimes results from sevére wounds, and 
which sometimes affects the lungs, your committee are of opinion that this is 
an entirely meritorious case, and therefore report it back favorably and recom- 
mend its passage. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 


mendation that it do pass. ; 
MARGARET BLADES. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr, 
GALLINGER) was the bill (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret 
Blades. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the penao laws, the name of Margaret Blades, widow of Will- 
iam Blades, alias Blake, late of Company D, Sixteenth Maine Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


This bill has passed the Senate, the report made thereon being as follows: 

z t Blades, the applicant, is the widow of William Blades, or Blake 
who enlisted August 10, 1863, in' Company D, Sixteenth Maine Volunteers, and 
was discharged June 21, 1865. At the time of the soldier's death, March beter 
he was receiving a pension of $24 a month for ‘gunshot wound of left leg an 
shell wound of right shoulder, resulting in total disability, equivalent to loss of 
a hand ora foot.’ The widow’s claim was rejected by the Pension Office on the 
ground, ‘cause of death, articular rheumatism, not the resultof wounds for 
which pensioned.’ This rejection was affirmed by the Secretary of the Interior,. 


on appeal. 

As The soldier, in his application, urged that his disabilities were tly ag- 
giavated by rheumatism and neuralgic pains in the wounded limbs, and his 
widow testifies that these pains first made their appearance in those limbs soon 
after the soldier returned from the y. 

“Dr. S. M. ll testifies to having treated him for rheumatism in the 
wounded shoulder in 1871, when he was unable to work for five weeks -on Ac- 
count of it. The oe bond, J wg ar 1883, rated his disability from rheu- 
matism alone at one-half. . George H. Cummings, who treated Blades ‘ fre- 
quently for rheumatic and neuralgic pains,’ in the wounded limbs, and during 
his last illness, testifies: ‘His disease and death were the result of the severe in- 
juries received in 5 

“Dr, Thomas A. Foster, who also treated him frequently, testifies : 

“*It was my final opinion that his neuralgic rheumatism was the result of his 
army life and wounds.’ 

frs k 


from the Army in April 


Cierre Sipe last two years has been total.’ 


We concur in the foregoing, and report the bill back with a favorable recom- 
mendation. 


The bill was laid aside, to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. > 
JOHN CHILD. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by 
a Se) was the bill (S. 1288) granting a pension to John 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to place the name of John Child, late a pras in Ert pang 


D, Sixty-second New York Volunteers, on the pension-roll, subject to the 
tations of the pension laws. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: . 


This bill has passed the Senate, the report of the Senate Committee on Pen- 
sions being as follows: 

P bill is to pension John Child,a private in Company D, Sixty-second 
Regiment New York Volunteers. In his own statement the soldier says he 
was wounded at the battle of the Wilderness, and sent to Fredericksburgh Hos- 

ital. In about three weeks returned to his regiment in the field, . on the 

h of June, 1864, was with others taken prisoner near the Weldon Railroad, 
and was sent to Andersonville Prison, where he remained about ten months, 
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and through exposure, want of food, lying on the bare ground, and uncleanness, 
contracted scurvy, rheumatism, and ulcers. 

“The Adjutant-General's report corroborates his statement as to capture and 
Andersonvilleimprisonment. Lieutenant-Colone! Nevins, of his ment, says 
he was taken prisoner June, 1864, sent to Andersonville, and while in line ot 
duty contracted the diseases from which he is suffering. Patrick Martin and 
‘Thomas Naylor, fellow soldiers, swear to his capture, Andersonville imprison- 
ment, and resulting d b 

“The surgeon of Togas Soldiers’ Home, where he now is and has for a long 
time been, says he is suffering from chronic rheumatism and chronic ulcers in 
both legs. Another surgeon of the home says he has an eruptive disease, the 
result of severe and continued scurvy. Dr. Hill, of Saco, Me., who attended 
him at the home in 1873, says he had chronic rheumatism and ulcers caused by 
scurvy, and was in no condition to form manual labor. 

“ The medical examiners all identify scurvy, and one rates his disability total. 

“This man, since his discharge, has been in no condition to earn his subsist- 
gate The greater portion of the time he has been in soldiers’ homes or charity 

ospitals. 
“The Pension Office rejection is based upon the statement ‘that there are no 
records of the alleged scuryy and rheumatism, and the claimant's inability to 
furnish evidence.’ 

* Here is ample and positive proof of his capture and imprisonment—of his 
ten months’ confinement in the Andersonville prison, from which few were lib- 
erated alive, and from which none were set free without disease. Ni ily 
there are no records of his disability unless there were prison records, which are 
not available—which would not be accepted if they were. 

“There has been one ial examination in the case, which was not pro- 
ductive of any revelations for or against the claimant, and upon thisthe reviewer 
indorses the opinion that it is not advisable to waste any more time or money 
upon it. The application was made fourteen years ago, and in the opinion of 
the committee justice toa man who experienced a living death at Andersonville 
and came out of it diseased has been delayed too long. The bill is reported fa- 
vorably, with a recommendation that it do pass.” 

Your committee adopt the report of the Senate committee as above, and rec- 
ommend the passage of the bill. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. s 


MARY J. DAVIS. 


Mr. HAUGEN called up for consideration the bill (S. 1111) granting 


a pension to Mary J. Davis. 
‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary J. Davis, dependent mother 
of the late Lorenzo Crittenden, an enlisted man in the naval service. 


The Clerk proceeded to read the report. 

Mr. PERKINS. ‘This report has been made by Mr. BLISS, chairman 
of the Committee on Pensions, and has been carefully drawn. The 
Clerk has already read a page and a helf, and gentlemen must be satis- 
fied as to the justice of the claim. The report is a lengthy one, and I 
move, by unanimous consent, the further reading be dispensed with, and 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. KILGORE. As far as the report has been read, it would seem 
the disability complained of was contracted in the war. 

Mr. PERKINS. This man continued in the Army long after the 


war. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to dispensing with the further 
reading of the report? 

‘There was no objection. 

The report (by Mr. Butss) is as follows: = 


The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred Senate bill 1111, adopt the 
report of the Senate Committee on Pensions and recommend the passage of 
the act. 


La 
[Senate Report No. 43, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 


The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred a bill granting a pension 
to Mary J. Davis, have examined the same, and report: 

The claimant is the mother of the late Lorenzo Crittenden, who was ward- 
room steward on board the United States ship Guerriere. As to his service the 


Hom uincy, Mass., Janaary 22, 

The Boerne claim was amoral 18, 1885, “on the ground that the sailor's 

death was not the result of incurred in theservice and line of duty, but, 

as indicated by the report made upon special examination, most probably the 
result of vicious habits.” 

This is certainly the conclusion of the special examiner appointed to investi- 

the claim, but in the opinion of the committee it is not justified by the tes- 

ony filed in the claim, nor does it furnish any information in addition or con- 

to that already uced. The origin of the disease is shown by the tes- 


the doctor that Ori umatism. 

Benjamin F. Page swears to his personal knowledge of the man and of his 
sickness on board the same vessel. 

George F. Long swears that he was in the service with Crittenden, and knows 
he was sick before and after discharge. 

William E. Corthel swears that he knew Crittenden since 1862; in 1869 and 
1870 worked for the same man, and during that time he was lame and used up 
with rheumatism in left side, leg, and ankle; saw him often until he went to 
the Cates Home, and afterwards saw him frequently and noticed that he was 


partially K 
William T. dell swears that he first knew Crittenden in 1867, and in Octo- 
% sailor came to him lame and sick with rheumatism in left side, leg, 
and e. He offered to work without wages if witness would take him in. 
Witnes did so, and Crittenden worked about the dinin; 


g-room, at times so used 


up that he could do little or nothing. At this time Dr, Leighton boarded with 
witness and prescribed for both of them for rheumatism. In May, 1870, witness 
became embarrassed and gave up business, and Crittenden went to work for 
P., S. Wetherell on or about the same terms as for witness, and Dr. Leighton 
also boarded with Wetherell and prescribed for sailor. As witness and Critten- 
den were afflicted in the same way, it is natural that witness remembers that 
Crittenden kept getting wore and worse, and his disability increased until he 
became eeri ea, i Dr. Leighton is dead, and Wetherell has lost his mind. 

Samuel D. Harrington and John P. Fitzgerald swear that sailor was 
from November 1, 1869, to the latter part of 1871 by Dr. Leighton for rheuma- 
tism, and he was not able to keep employment on account of his disability. 
Patrick Fitzgerald and Joel Wil knew Crittendon from 1869 to 1871, and 
boarded where Crittenden worked; knew that he had rheumatism off and on 
all the time, sometimes being confined to bed. 

Philander T. Wetherell swears to Crittenden's bengi his employ from No- 
vember, 1869, to fall of 1871, and was attended by Dr. Leighton, now dead. 

Dr. Thomas Hall swears that he was Crittenden’s physician four years and at- 
tended him various times for chronic articular rheumatism, from which he was 
never entirely free; and latterly for urmmic convulsions, followed by paralysis 
of left side, rendering him perfectly helpless. 

Dr. Faxon, superintendent of Quincy Home, says Crittenden was admitted 
to home December 27, 1875. isease, paralysis. No treatment aside from bat- 
te Died January 22, 1880. Cause, paralysis, which, he says, was caused by 

ACCO. 

It may be here remarked that the paralysis ensued “chronic articular rheu- 
matism,” from which the man became partially before he was wholly para- 
lyzed, He was a great and almost helpless sufferer from this first cause, and it 
seems a little strained and far from consistent to trace paralysis to tobacco. 

Those witnesses are al! residents of Boston, Mass, 

There were two special examinations, the first in Washington, the last in 
Boston. Inthe first there were no developments. The last was an ev parte in- 
vestigation. No one representing the interests of the claimant had anyth to 
do with it. Jn this examination Isaiah Prindeil appears as s witness, He 
gins bysaying that he is not certain, but thinks he knew Crittenden before 1860; 
and then goes on to testify in reference to him, as to his condition prior to his 
voyage on the Guerriere. ‘It was about 1865 or 1866 that he worked for afflant,”’ 
He knows of his going to the home on account of the rheumatism and paraly- 
sis. He does not know how he incurred rheumatism, but he said it wasin the 
service. While he knew him his habits were fair. He smoked some; don’t 
know that hechewed any. Did not smoke much. 

Mrs. Mary Snow testifies in this examination, but it is principally as to what 
she does not know. 

The doctors who treated him in hospital and at the home differ in their tes- 
timony. Some say he drank and smoked excessively. Some say he had de- 
lirium tremens, others not. Dr. Hall never saw him drunk. Testifies from 
memory. Dr. axon, of the home. says his disability when admitted to the 
home was paralysis; he died of general debility resulting from that; don't 
know pores Pend ihre was the result of rheumatism; ho really, worried himselt 
to death—disappointed that he could not recover from his paralysis. He did 
not drink, but he smoked; he (Dr, Faxon) served tobacco to all who were able 
to use it, Some he cut off, they were not strong enough. He could not say 
that tobacco caused his death. Again he says his paralysis was caused by to- 

; reason for this opinion is his conversations with him; he never exam- 
ined him. George F. Going, his shipmate, sailed with him from Boston to Rio 
Janeiro, He used to smoke, and took a glass occasionally ; never saw him the 
worse for liquor, 

William E. Corthel, who testified in the special examination, says his habits 
were good; never saw him under the infinence of liquor; saw him many times 
day and evening. “It was nota fact that he was a hard drinker or smoker, 
saw him every day or two for nearly two years; he smoked cigars; he used to 
drink beer; have seen him and know.” 

Samuel D. Harrington, in special examination, sayshe was nota bad drinker; 
never saw him intoxicated ; smoked like the average of men. This special ex- 
amination has produced nothing new except some few contradictions. 

A. H. Shattuck, Second Auditor's Office, in a letter to the Commissioner of 
Pensions, written October 13, 1884, says as to the son’s supporting his mother 
that he was in no condition to do so, 

“He always expressed a desire to assist his poor old mother, who was once a 
slave, but circumstances prevented. The claimant, Mrs. Mary J. Davis, and 
her daughter live together and support themselves by taking washing. I 
always thought Mr. Crittenden in every sense a gentleman; his habits were 
temperate, and the officer in the hospital in which he died spoke of him to 

n the highest terms,” 

Mrs. Davis and her children were slaves. They first belonged to John C. P. 
Peter, late of Montgomery County, Maryland. They afterwards became the 
property of Rev. Charles H. Nourse, of Gecrgetown, D. O., from whom Mr, W, 

. Corcoran, of Washington, D. U., purchased their freedom. Lorenzo, the de- 
ceased son, was for some years a servant in Mr. Corcoran’s family. She 
bas one ter, feeble in health. The two have for years struggled to pro- 
care needful food by doing such work as they could, get and were competent to 
perform, She was, beyond any question, a dependent mother, dependent, un- 
fortunately, in the eye of the law, upon a sick and dying son. There is no pre- 
tense that the claim should not be allowed except that stated in the communi- 
cation of the Commissioner of Pensions, that the son’s death was attributable to 
“vicious habits.” This inference can only be drawn from the contradictory 
testimony of some of the witnesses. 

Lorenzo Crittenden was some five years in the service of the Navy. His last 
three years were 1s coke wg in Sonth American ports. The records of the 
Navy Department show that he was ill at more or less frequent intervals 
oF the cruise. From the time of his discharge he was disabled, and his 
disability gradually increased until he was stricken down with paralysis, and 
death soon after ensued. The predominance of testimony is against the theory 
of vicious habits, and in the opinion of the committee, in view of the weight of 
respectable and convincing proof to the contrary, it isan unjust decision, 

The bill is reported favo) y with a recommendation that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
JOHN W. JANUARY. 


Mr. CLARK called up for consideration the bill (S. 1124) to increase 
the pension of John W. January; which was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etec., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 


authorized. and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the yen laws, the name of John W. January, of Minonk, 


The report (by Mr. LANE) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred Senate bill 11%, 
considered 


beg leave to report that they have the same and find that tho report 
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Said report was as follows. 

“ [House Report No. 3762, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 

‘The claimant is the widow of Jacob F. Sailer, who served as private in Com- 
pany L, Fifteenth New York Heavy Artillery Volunteers, from June 22, 1863, 
to August 22, 1865, when mustered out with com y. He never applied for 
pension, and died February 11, 1°82, in the city of Washington. The ow filed 
her application for pension April 1, 1882, which has been rejected on the ground 
that the evidence is not deemed sufficient to connect the death cause with 
the service. This action was based upon the certificate of death, signed by 
one Dr. L. E. Rauterberg, to the effect that the soldier died of inflammation 
of the stomach and enlargement of the liver, while the claimant alleges that 
the death was caused from chronic rheumatism and its effects. 

“The record does not show treatmentin the service; in fact there are no med- 
ical records of the organization on file. Itdoes show, however, that the soidier 
was employed with the ambulance train of the Fifth Army Corps during the 
latter part of his service, ‘ 

“ Hugo G. Eichholz, a well known citizen of the capital, and the late sergeant 
of the soldier's company, testifies that the latter was a strong and healthy man 
until about March, 1564, when he wastaken with rheumatism and while 
the command was encamped at Brandy Station, Va., during a long spell of cold 
and rainy weather; was sent to hospital and did not again return to the com- 
pany while affiant was with the same, Again met the soldier in 1868, and was 
on visiting terms with him until his death. During that entire period soldier 
was a great sufferer from rheumatism and became greatly reduced in health. 

“ Moritz Lowenstein, late lieutenant of Company D, Fifteenth New York 
Heavy Artillery, testifies that the soldier was taken sick at Brandy Station, 
sent to hospital, and did not meet with him again until April, 1869, at which 
time he was reduced in health and a great sufferer from rheumatism. 

“ Christian Neumann testifies that soldier was free from bodily ailments from 
1856 until his enlistment, and that upon his return home in August, 1865, he was 
unable to ascend the steps to his house without assistance, and was a long 
period thereafter confined to his bed by reason of rheumatism. 

“Rudolph Gebney, late sergeant of soldier's company, testifies that the Intter 
was first attacked with rheumatism at Brandy Station, Va., and again at Fort 
Albany, in July, 1865, where he was sent to hospital ,and was unable to accom- 
pany his regiment to New York for muster-out, Met the soldier again in 1570, 
and knows that everthereafter he was a sufferer from rheumatism, and under 
medical treatment. 

“Mrs. Magdalena Wiener likewise testifies to Sailer's disability from rheuma- 
tism from about April, 1866, to his death. 

“Dr, A. Behrends testifies that he treated the soldier from 1873 up to within a 
few days of his death, for rheumatism and its allied diseases, from which he 
finally broke down. The heart and viscera were particularly implicated. 

“Dr. Mauss testifies that he was called to attend the soldier on January 5, 1882, 
and found him suffering from chronic rheumatism of Jong standing. There 
being no prospect of any cure, deponent did not repeat his visit. 

“Dr, Rauterberg testifies that he attended the soldier from January 19 to Feb- 
ruary 11, 1882, when he died. He was suffering from chronic ritis and en- 
largement of the liver, followed by anasarca. Understood at the time that the 
patient had been a constant sufferer from rheumatism since the war. 

“The claimant states that Dr. Rauterberg saw the deceased twice only, Janu- 
ary 19and February 11, 1883, the date of his death, and that at the last visit, a 
few hours before death, declared the deceased out of all danger. 

“The history of the case warrants the conclusions that the soldier was a con- 
stant sufferer from rheumatism contracted in the service of the United States; 
that the heart and other organs of the body became affected therefrom, and 
finally caused death. There was no post mortem examination to ascertain defin- 
itely the real cause of death. Dr. Ranterberg’s diagnosis of the case is in con- 
flict with that of Drs. Behrends and Mauss. Dr. Behrends, who stands high in 
his profession, and treated the soldier for nine years and until within a sbort 
time of his death, is corroborated in his diagnosis of the case by Dr. Mauss, who 
oes, had as much opportunity to study the man's ailments as did Dr. Rau- 
terberg. 

“ Believing that the claim is meritorious, your committee report favorably on 
the accompanying bill, and ask that it do pass, amended, however, by striking 
out the word * Frederick’ in line 5, and inserting the word * Frederick’ after 
the word ‘Jacob,’ in line 6.” 

Yonr committee, adopting the views ted in said report as their own, 
recommend the passage of the bill, with amendments, as follows: Strike out 
the word “‘ Frederick” in line 7, and all after “ volunteers” in line? to end of 
the bill, and insert " F.” after “Jacob ™ in line 7. 


The amendments*of the committee were agreed to; and the bill as 
amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 


made by the Senate on said bill is correct, and adopt said report as their own, 
which is as follows: 
{Senate Report No, 428, Fiflicth Congress, first session.] 

“The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred a bill toincrease the pen- 
sion of John W. January, have examined the same, and Hy pide 

“The claimant was a member of Company B, Fourteenth linois Cavalry. He 
was pensionei firstat the rate of $50a month, and last at the rate of $72 a month 
for loss of both legs. His case is one of peculiar and extraordinary interest. 
He was captured on Stoneman’s raid, in July, 1864, and upon retreat from Ma- 
con was taken by six Confederate soldiers to Andersonville, and kept there 
until the fall of Atlanta made it necessary for the prisoners to be removed to 
proront their falling into the hands of the Union forces. He thus tells his own 


Story: 

**T was taken to Charleston, S, C., with othersand placed by the enemy under 
fire of our own soldiers and gun-boats; remained here ten days, and was taken 
to Florence, 5. C., where we passed the winter of 1854-"65, on or about Feb- 
ruary 15 I was stricken down by an attack of swamp fever, and for three weeks 
remained in a delirious condition, The fever abated and reason returned. I 
soon learned from the surgeon, after a hasty examination, that I was a victim 
of scu and gangrene, and was removed tothe gangrere hospital. My feet 
and ankles 5 inches above the joints presented a livid, lifeless appearance, and 
soon the flesh to slough off and the surgeon, with a brutal oath, said I 
would die. But I was determined to live, and begged him to cut off my feet, 
telling him if he would that I could live. He still refused, and believing that 
my life depended on the removal of my feet, I secured an old ‘ket-knife and 
cut through the decaying flesh, and, severing the tendons,the feet were un- 
jointed, leaving the bones protruding without a covering of flesh for 5 inches. 

“*At the clove of the war I was taken to our lines at Wilmington, N.C.,in 
April, 1865, and when weighed Jearned that I had been reduced from 165 pounds, 
my weight when captured. to 45 pounds. Six weeks after I was released, while 
on a boat en rou's to New York, the bones of my right limb broke off at theend 
of the flesh. Six weeks later, while in a hospital on David's Island, those of my 
left had become necrosed, and broke off similarly. One year after my release 
I was ist able to sit up in bed, and was discharged. Twelve years after my 
limbs had healed over, and, strange to relate, noamputation was ever performed 
save the one I performed in prison. There is no record in the world similar to 
mine. My family consists of my aged parents,my wife, three sons,and three 


ghters. 

“This statement is vouched for by persons of the highest character. 

“Seventy-two dollars amonth is the highest pension rate provided bylaw. In 
view of the agony, mental and physical, which this man endured while a pris- 
oner, and for many years after; of his physical helpleesness, and the inade- 
quacy of his present rating to the support of his family, the committee are of 
the opinion that this is one of those rare instances in which Congress may ex- 
tend relief. 

* The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass.” 

In view of the facts your committee recommend that said bill do pass, 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


BRIDGET FOLEY. 


Mr. CHIPMAN called up for consideration the bill (S. 1447) grant- 
ing a pension to Bridget Foley; which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ele., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Bridget Foley, widow of Joseph 
Foley, late private in Company K, Fifth Michigan Cavalry. 


The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1447) 
granting a pension to Bridget Foley, submit the following report: 

Bridget Foley is the widow of Joseph F. Foley, late a private in Company K, 
Fifth Michigan Cavalry. Her claim was rejecied by the Pension Office on the 
ground that the disease of which he died existed prior to enlistment. Twenty 
or more witnesses testify that he entered the service a sound man, They were 
in a position to know. There is no evidence to the contrary, except that con- 
tained in the certificate for discharge for disability, in which the officer making 
it moss that he learns from a reliable source that he had rheumatism before he 
en a 

The affidavit of Captain Clark, who ed the discharge, shows that he made 
this statement upon what some one told him, Charles brooke, who served in 
a fire company with the deceased before his enlistment, induced him to enlist, 


oe served eins ae: oan that he incurred seaman (haona mendation that it do pass. 
) while marching through a heavy snow storm, one o: eet j= “ 
Samu Gnd wyation. de weadicchuseel om. AANA of this disease, suffered ADVERSE REPORT—HENRY PULSKY. 


from it ever afterwards, and finally died of it, There is no doubt as to the cause 
of death, and witness after witness testifies to the soundness of the deceased be- 
a a the service. He seems to haye been regarded as a very good 
There is no doubt that some persons are more susceptible to certain diseases 
than others, and the fact that an individual actually contracts a disease after 
exposure under which others escape it does not tend to prove that he had the 
disease before enlistment, but that the effect of exposure on him was greater 
than on the others, : 
Your committee recommend that the bill do pass. e 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


ELIZABETH B. SAILER. 


Mr. ARNOLD called up for consideration the bill (H. R. 160) grant- 


ing a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer; which was read, as follows: In view of this fact, your committee decline to take action on the bill, and, re- 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 


thoiri ona di Penh aei the nOn TIUA ma > 2 turning the same, recommend that it lie on the table. 
ho: rected to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provis S A i p 
limitationsofthe pension laws, the name of Mrs. Elizabeth B.Sailer, of Washing- The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 


ton City, D. C., widow of Frederick Jacob Sailer, late a private in Com m i tit be indefinitel tponed. 
L, Fifteenth Regiment Heavy Artillery, New York State Volunteers, on theroll | ancestor that it:h JERI je 
GEORGE C. CHASE. 


of United States pensioners, with the rato according to law, to commence from 
the date of approval of this act and continue during her widowhood. j ` a R A 
The amendments of the committee were read, as follows: | _ Mr. GROUT called up for consideration the bill (H. R. 9119) grant- 
Strike out the word “ Frederick,” in line 7,and all after “volunteers,” in line | 2% % pension to George C. Chase; which was read, as follows: 
9, to end of the bill, and insert “ F.” after “Jacob,” in line 7. Be it enacted, eie., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 


A‘ | authorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisio: 
The report (by Mr. SPOONER) was read, as follows: _ and limitations of the pension laws, the asks of C. Chase, late of one 


inne Committee > on Invalid Fenelaas fo whom was referred the bill (H.R. | pany F, Third Regiment Vermont Volunteers. 
gral t izabe! a A 
pil ae kin 9 paon o TEP Otay TODORS e report (by Mr. GALLINGER)/was read, as follows: 


I was favorably reported to the House in the second session of Th 
the Forty-ninth Congress, but was not reached for consideration, The Committee on Invalld Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 


Mr. THOMPSON, of California, called up for consideration the bill 


(S. 702) granting a pension to Henry Pulsky, reported adversely; which 
was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, sub’ to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry lsky, late a private in 
Company I, Second Massachusetts Cavalry. 


The report (by Mr. THOMPSON, of California) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 702) 
granting a pension to Henry Pulsky, have had the same under consideration, 
and beg leave to submit the following report: 

It appears from an examination of the papers in the case that the same isstill 
pending in the Pension Office and ready to be placed in the hands of a special 
examiner, 
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= gran ores a pension to George C. Chase, having considered the same, re- 
as follows: 

” Soldier enlisted November 13. 1861, as a private in Company F, Third Regi- 
ment Vermont Volunteers, for a term of three years. He served until July 29, 
1862, when he was discharged because of the existence of an oblique inguinal 
hernia on the left side. Soldier applied for Poi alleging that he incurred 
a ruptere in co: uence of a barrel of beef rolling on him which he was en- 
deavoring to load in a Wagon, but his application-was rejected on the ground 
that the hernia existed prior to enlistment, and on appeal the decision of the 
Pension Office was affirmed. 

‘The evidence, pro and con, is as follows: 

When soldier was d: from the Army the regimental surgeon gave it 
as his opinion that the rupture existed before enlistment. No reason is given 
for his belief on this point, nor is any explanation vouchsafed how soldier man- 

to perform his duties in the Army for eight months if he was in a ruptured 
condition at the time of enlistment. 

In addition to this evidence against the soldier is that of Examining Surgeon 
Orlando W. Sherwin, of Woodstock, who examined soldier December 10, 1881, 
and who discovered not only a small hernia in the left side but also a large one 
in the right side; and this medical officer of the Government declined to give a 
rating in the case because, as he says, ** I think the disabilities did not originate 
in the service.” He does not trouble himself to explain why he thinks that the 
disabilities, one or both of them, might not have origina! in the service, but 
contents himself by saying he thinks they did not. 

This is all the evidence filed inst the claim, except the statement of the 
captain of the com ny, who, at the time of the alleged accident, was sick in 
hospital at Philadelp’ He says he had no knowledge as to the incurrence 
of the rupture, being absent from the company at the time, but that he had 
narod. with two soldiers of the company, and they hadn't any faith in the 
woe Pcs gy however, that he thinks the soldiers were prejudiced against 

e claimant. ? 

On the other hand, Charles Humphreys says that he knew claimant inti- 
mately for five years before he enlisted; that he worked for his father, doing 
the heavy work on the farm, and that he knew him to be free from rupture. 

Lorenzo W. Shattuck, William J. Durphy, and Geo. W. Durrell swear that 
they worked with claimant, and were in bathing with him frequently, and that 
they never knew or heard of his being ruptu: before enlistment. 

Albert Willard and Melissa Willard, in a joint affidavit, state that claimant 
worked on their farm at the time of his enlistment, and that so far asthey knew 
he was in health and free from rupture, 

Charles Boyce swears that he was soldier’s tent-mate in the arag: that he 
knew him for five years before enlistment; that he was perfectly well upto the 
apelin of 1862, at w time he showed deponenta rupture in his left groin. 

Dr. D. M. Goodwin, assistant surgeon of soldier's regiment, and now of Min- 
yy Fe Minn., testifies as follows : 

“Said Chase was, as I have no doubt whatever, a sound and able-bodied man 
at enlistment. He was disabled in the line of his duty at Savage Station, Va., b; 
rupture in the left groin, about the 20th day of June, 1862, caused, as wasalleged, 
by lifting beef into an army wagon, Chase being at that time a wagoner. He 
was fitted with a truss the following day, and was subsequently discharged on 
account of his said injury, at Harrison’s Landing, Va. I am personally knowing 
to said facts.” 

Your committee are strongly of the opinion that the weight of proof rests 
with the claimant in this case, and therefore report the bill back favorably, with 
a recommendation that it do pass, 

Mr. KILGORE. I ask for a division. 

Mr. GROUT. Will the gentleman from Texas be 
state what his objection is to this bill? 

Mr. KILGORE. It does not seem to me the report states such a case 
as would justify this House in granting a pension. There does not ap- 
pear to be any evidence of a positive character. 

Mr. GROUT. If the gentleman will notice, there is evidence of a 
positive character in the report. 

Mr. KILGORE. What is it? 

Mr. GROUT. If the gentleman will look at the report he will see 
that it is there stated: 

On the other hand, Charles ag oye says that he knew claimant intimately 
for five years before he enlisted ; t he worked for hisfather, doing the heavy 
work on the farm, and that he knew him to be free from rupture, 

Lorenzo W. Shattuck, W. J. Durphy, and George W. Durrell swear that 
they worked with claimant, and were in bathing with him frequently, and that 
they never knew or heard of his being ruptured before enlistment. 

Albert Willard and Melissa Willard, in a joint affidavit, state that claimant 
worked on their farm at the time of his enlistment, and that so far as they knew 
he was in health and free from rupture. 

Charles Boyce swears that he was soldier's tent-mate in the army; that he 
knew him for five before enlistment; that he was perfectly well up to the 
oh Se 1862, at which time he showed deponent a rupture in his left groin. 

Dr. D. M. Goodwin, assistant surgeon of soldier’s regiment, and now of Min- 
neapolis, Minn., testifies as follows: 

“Said Chase was, as I have no doubt whatever, a sound and able-bodied man 
at enlistment, He was disabled in the line of his duty at Savage Station, Va., 
by rupture in the pop aha about the 20th day of June, 1862, caused, as was al- 
leged, by lifting beef into an army wagon, Chase being at that time a wagoner. 
He was fitted with a truss the following day, and was subsequently discharged 
on account of his said injury, at Harrison’s Landing, Va, I am personally 
knowing to said facts.” 

There is testimony of a positive character by the surgeon of his reg- 
iment. 

Mr. KILGORE. I will withdraw my demand for a division. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommedation that it do pass. 


: KEZIAH E. STRONG. 
Mr. GALLINGER called up for consideration the bill (S. 1142) grant- 
ing a pension to Keziah E. Strong. . 
~ The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it monet, ete., That the Secretary of the Interop be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the nameof Keziah E. Strong, widow of the late 
David Strong, a private of Company F, Fifth Regiment of Maine Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Inyalid Pension, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1142) 
: ting a pension to Keziah E. Strong, having considered the same, report as 
ows: 

This bill has passed the Se: 

“ The claimant is the widow of David 


good enough to 


as follows : 
ivate in Company 


een mh the case bein 
mg, Who was a 


F, Fifth Maine Volunteers. She asks a pension on the ground that his death 
was due to his service, and her claim is rejected because she has not been able 
to prove this to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of Pensions, 

" He was but ashort time in the service, having received an injury at the time 
of the Bull Run retreat, and on account of which he was di s is com- 
rades testify that he was sound when he entered the service, and that he was 
never well after he left it. The doctor who attended him for many years and 
down to the time of his death is dead. His widow testifies that her husband's 
books show that the soldier was treated by him from 1864 to 1874 at various 
times, but the entries do not show for what disease. 

“ The soldier's certificate of says he is unfit for the duties of a soldier 
by reason of chronic inflammation of the ligaments of the me! bones. It 
is in evidence that he was run over and injured in the foot and leg and shoulder; 
that from these causes he was always more or less disabled; that he never re- 
covered from them, 

"The claimant has not been able tocomply with the requirements of the Pen- 
sion Office as to the proof demanded, on account of the death of physicians and 
officers of his milltary organization; but it is shown that he was discharged on 
account of an injury received as alleged ; that he never recovered from the dis- 
abling effects of that injury; that he was almost continuously under treatment 
from its incurrence until he died. 

“It would seem to be no injustice to concede his widow a pension, in view of 
the fact that he was never able to labor for her sufficient support during his life 
after discharge, and that the injury and the struggle for subsistence may well 
po spent as the cause of his gradually in g helplessness and ultimate 

ea 


“The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass,” 

In addition to the facts set forthin the reportof the Senante committee, as 
above, a careful examination of the papers seems to fully justify the granting 
of a pension in this case. It is shown that soldier was sound at enlistment; 
that he was detailed as a wagoner at the first Bull Run battle, and that he came 
in Jame and injured, from which he never recovered. He died on December 23, 
1874, As he did not himself apply for a pension, the widow found it impossible, 
after so long a lapse of time, to secure the technical proof required by the De- 
partment. She is now nearly eighty years of age and in necessitous circum- 
stances, and your committee report the bill back favorably, with a recommen- 
dation that it do pass. 


Mr. KILGORE. Did the injury for which pension is asked take 
place during the war? 

Mr. GALLINGER. It did. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


SARAH F. JONES. 


Mr. GALLINGER called up for consideration the bill (S. 886) grant- 
ing a pension to Sarah F. Jones. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sarah F, Jones, widow of Albert L, 
Jones, late of Company B, Sixth Maine Volunteers, deceased, 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 886) 
nting a pension to Sarah F. Jones, having considered the same, report as fol- 
ows: 

The Senate report is full and conclusive in this case, and your committee 
adopt said report as their own and recommend the passage of the bill. The Sen- 
ate report is as follows: 

“The claimant is the widow of Albert S. Jones, late of Company B, Sixth 
Regiment Maine Volunteers. Her husband was pensioned for gunshot wound 
of neck, and died July 10, 1868. His term of service is thus shown by the rec- 
ord: ‘Enlisted July 1, 1861; d July 24, 1865.’ He died July 10, 1868; 
his widow filed application for pension October 15, 1868, and her claim was re- 
jected February 7, 1877. From this action an appeal was taken, and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior sustained the Pension Bureau, basing his decision on the 
statement of the medical referee, who says: 

“*The record and other evidence does not warrant the opinion that death from 
disease of the lungs and heart and paralysis was due to impure vaccination, 
Syphilis, however acquired, seems to have been a factor in the death cause, and 
ean not be eliminated,’ 

“The history of this man's service is that he was wounded, first by what is 
called a gunshot wound in the neck, the ball entering the neck four inches be- 
low the ear, or near the collar-bone, passing downwards and backwards to a 
point opposite the shoulder-blade, where it made its exit. After this wound he 
was never fit for active service; he was much in hospital, and was finally trans- 
ferred to Invalid Corps, It is also of record that he was a prisoner; that, ac- 
cording to the report of one of the examining surgeons, he was wounded in the 
leg, the muscles of which were injured and the leg weakened; and that he had 
rheumatism in the Army and after his discharge. 

“Two of his comrades, who were in the same company and hospital, say he 
was vaccinated in January, 1864. This was after his wounds in the neck and 
calf of leg,and several sicknesses; and they swear that his arm was full of 
gores from vaccination, so that he wassick. ‘That he was furloughed on account 
of the effectsof the vaccination. They were with him and know. These afflants 
saw him often after his discharge,and until a few weeks before his death, and 
during all this time the sores upon his arm continued to break out. One of these 
witnesses was the sheriff of Hancock County, Other witnesses corroborate this, 


“Dr, Fi 
he was 


pital, Baltimore, from hakemi patel FN with diarrhea. There are other dis- 


crepancies in dates that are inconsistent with the syp theory. 

The doctors who treated him, the Pension Office EEREN ns who 
examined him, make no reference to syphilis. The m 
his opinion upon the Surgeon: ’s report, w) is generally defective, 
and in th stance conflicts with other reports vidence. The com- 


e 
mittee believe the medical referee had no just grounds for such a decision; 
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that all the evidence as to prior soundness, good habits of the soldier, as to the 
incurrence of his wounds, of his poisoning, his continued sickness and suffer- 
ing, in which there was no interval, justify the belief that his disabilities were 
a) contracted in the service, and that they were the cause of his death. 

“The failure to discover ‘pathological connection * is one of the obstacles in 
the way of many a just claim, and in a case such as this, in which it took nine 
years to decide it, and in which the evidenceis clear, positive, and from the most 
reliable sources, the committee is of the opinion that Congress will not exceed 
its prerogative in reversing the decision.” 

The bill is reported fayorably, with a recommendation that it do pass. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 


the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that members present be permitted each 
to call up a bill. 

Mr. DOCKERY. It is too late to proceed in that manner now. 
is near time for the committee to rise. 

Mr. MORRILL, I call for the regular order. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Imove that the committee now rise. 

The motion was not agreed to; there being on a division—ayes 11, 
noes 23. 


It 


MRS. ELIZABETH WHITE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked by Mr. KERR) was the bill (S. 2089) for the 
relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White. 

The bill was read, as follows: = 


Be it enacted etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Elizabeth White, mother of 
Charles H, White, late of Company K,Seventeenth Regiment Iowa Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. SPOONER) was read, as follows: 


That they adopt the following Senate report upon said bill, and recommend-- 
the passage of the bill: 


[Senate Report No. 839, Fiftieth Congress, first session. ] 


The claimant is the mother of Charles H. White, late of Company K, Seven 
teenth Regiment of Iowa Volunteers, The son died at St. Louis, May 4, 1862 
only a very short time after he was mustered into the service. He was a mere 
youth when he enlisted, only sixteen years of age, too young and insufficiently 
developed for a soldier’s hard duty; nevertheless he was accepted and sent to 
the front, with the pres fatal result revealed by the record. 

The simple history of the case is that prior to his enlistment the son lived at 
home with his father, and that together they worked a small farm. After the 
death of the son the father struggled alone, borrowed money from time to time 
to eke out a support, and finally his indebtedness accumulated to such an ex- 
tent that he sol is property, the proceeds of which were absorbed in satisfy- 
ing a mo! and other obligations. For years the father had heart disease 
and other Fano beg one of which are traced back to 1863. His disabilities 
increased, rendering him helpless for years as a provider, and finally he died, 
leaving his widow old and poor. Dr. Russell, of Monticello, lowa, treated him 
from to 1870 for valvular heart disease. He suffered much and was obliged 
to keep quiet. He keptno record except a day-book, and these were destroyed 
trom year to year, but he identifies his treatment and dates by incidents. 

Dr. Millette knew him twenty years. He was troubled with valvular disease 
of heart. The first he knew of it professionally was four or five years before 
his death; but Mr. White told him ke had been troubled with it a number of 

years, and the doctor remembers of hearing, for the last dozen years or so, that 

he had occasional fainting spells. Has indistinct recollection that he had kid- 
ney disease. This he delivered to the special examiner, In a direct affidavit 
he T * Prior to 1868 I knew little of his physical or financial condition.” 

M, L. Carpenter, banker, of Monticello, says what land he owned was very 
poor. He borrowed money of him to live on. His credit was good, because he 
was honest. The banker bought the farm and paid the larger poean of the 
purchase-money with offsets, This is to the special examiner, In a direct af- 
davit he says: “ After paying off his mortgage he had nothing left. Thirteen 
years he knew him to be failing in strength. ‘The produce of his farm after pay- 
ing interest was not sufficient to mappo himself and his wife, and in order to 
support them in a frugal way he had to encroach upon his Sole He 
on to say that after paying interest and taxes they would have only $50 left. 
They were quite w 

There is some discrepancy in the direct testimony and that delivered to the 
special examiner, but it is a well-established fact from the evidence produced 
that the mother was dependent in the strict sense of the term, and that in later 
gota she has suffered much because her dependence has not been recognized 

y the source from which relief should have come. 

The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


ROSALOO SAGE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the consideration 
of which was asked by Mr. CLARK) was the bill (S. 2137) for the relief 
of Rosaloo Sage. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and heis hereby, author- 
ized and directed toplace on the pension-roll the name of Rosaloo Sage, late ot 
Company A, Eighth Iowa Infantry, subject to the requirements and limitations 
of the pension laws. 


The report (by Mr. SPOONER) was read, as follows: 


That they adopt the following Senate report upon said bill and recommend 
the passage of the bill: 
(Senate Report No. 890, Fiftieth Congress, first session.) 

The claimant was late a member of Company A, Eighth Iowa Infantry. 
enlisted September 5, 1861, and was discha) June 3, 1863. He appli 

nsion August 22, 1883, and the long interval between his discharge and the 

g of his application is referred to as a aag, circumstance. It may be 

as well to mention here a fact that is well known to the public, which is that 
hundreds of soldiers defer their applications until their growing disabilities 
and actual poyerty compel them to apply for relief to a source from which they 
know they will encounter numberless obstacles, long delay, if not final rejection, 
and the alternative of an appeal to Congress. 

The evidence in this case is principally the product of special examinations, 


XIX. 294. 


He 
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and even under this critical process there appéars nothing prejudicial to, but 
everything in favor of, the claim. ù z 

Nearly all of the witnesses testify that prior to his enlistment he was in good 
health and a strong, active man; that ever after his discharge he was in poor 
health. The organization to which he belonged participated in the engagement 
at Pittsburgh Landing. Mr. D. P. Meredith, a merchant at DeWitt, Iowa, was 
one of his comrades, He became acquainted with claimant after their enlist- 
ment, They were in the same mess. He has no recollection of his being sick 
until they arrived at Pittsburgh Landing, about the last of March, 1862. He 
thinks his disease was diarrhea, which was prevalent from the effect of bad food. 
He remembers that claimant was in the ranks the first day of the battle. Affi- 
ant was taken prisoner, 

J.C. Wilkes testifies to having known claimant since 1855, and says he was in 
good health until after his discharge, when he was in bad health, They were 
neighbors and he saw him every day. He does not think he ever had good health 
after he left the Army, ~ 

Referring to the bad food which the men had to subsist on, Alfred B. Smith 
tells the special examiner that they had to grind the screenings of wheat and 
make bread from the flour, which, with bad beef, made the men sick. The claim- 
ant was under the doctor's care half the time. 

Another comrade testifies that at a place called ‘* Pancake Hollow ” they lived 
on “slapjacks,”’ made of musty flour, the product of spoiled wheat. 

Thus the foundation of his sickness is explained. He contracted chronic 
diarrhea, which, in the progress of years, developed into alternate constipation 
and looseness. Heart disease ensued, and its existence is recognized by the 
examining surgeons. The Pension Office is unable to trace the connection. 
The doctors admit that theirregularities of the heart are not so t when con- 
stipation gives way to diarrhea. There can be no doubt that chronie constipa- 
tion interferes with the regular and healthy action of the heart, which, in - 
vated cases, causes prostration and ultimate death, It is affirmed by all the 
affiants that this man is trusty, truthful, and in every respect of good report. 
He was industrious, and struggled hard to avoid coming to want and the al- 
ternative of applying for a pension by working a little at his trade of carpenter, 

It is possible that if he could have lived at his ease, free from the care and 
anxiety his poverty imposed, he would not have been so physically helpless as 
he is now. Tt is not to be turned against him that he so long resisted the re- 
paaria to which heis atlast driven. Special Examiner E, D. Godfrey thus closes 

his report: 

“From the examination of the evidence on file at this date (June 16, 1887), I 
am of the opinion that it is sufficient to warrant the admission of the case with- 
out further examination.” 

Beyond any doubt his sickness, suffering, present prostration, and poverty 
are chargeable to the Government. The committee concur with the special 
examiner, and report the bill favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass, 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 


mendation that it do pass. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. CHIPMAN. I move that the committee do now rise. 

Mr. McKINNEY. There is a bill which was passed over, Mr. 
Chairman, and I ask unanimous consent to recur to that. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. We will scarcely have time to pass those bills 
that we have considered to-night even if we rise now; and I cau not 
withdraw the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MCMILLIN having resumed 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DOCKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, having had under 
consideration the special order, had directed him to report sundry bills 
with various recommendations. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I ask unanimous consent that the bills considered 
at the last evening session, or which were made special for Jast evening, 
be over informally, retaining their present status. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. ‘That leaves them exactly in their present condi- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That will be the effect. 

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Missouri? 

‘There was no objection, and it was so ordered, 

BILLS PASSED. 

Bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of the 
Whole, were considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; 
and being engrossed, were accordingly read the third time, and passed, 
namely: 

A bill (H. R. 8506) for the relief of Hannah H. Latham; 

A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of 
the late W. T. Ward; 

A bill (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little; 

A bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster; 

A bill H R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Forren; 

A bill (H. R. 160) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer; and 

A bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. Chase. 

The following bills, reported from the Committee of the Whole with 
amendments, were considered, the amendments concurred in, and the 
bills as amended ordered ‘to be engrossed for a third reading; and being 
engrossed, were accordingly read the third time, and passed, namely: 

A bill (H. R. TAGs granting a pension to Eliza Trefren; and 

A bill (H. 1’. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey. 

The bill (H. R. 5530) for the relief of Thomas Harris, reported from 
the Committee of the Whole with an adverse recommendation, was 
ordered to be laid on the table. 

Bills of the Senate of the following titles, reported from the Com- 
mittee of the Whole favorably, were considered, ordered to a third 
reading; and being read the third time, were passed, namely: 

A bill (S. 1495) granting a pension to Mrs: Mary McGee; 

A bill (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret Blades; 

A bill (S. 1288) granting a pension to John Child; 

A bill (S. 1111) granting a pension to Mary J. Davis; 
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A bill (S. 1124) to increase the pension of John W. January; 
A bill (S. 1447) granting a pension to Bridget Foley; 
A bill (S. 1142) granting a pension to Keziah E, Strong; 
A bill (S. 886) granting a pension to Sarah F. Jones; 
A bill (8. ted for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White; and 

A bill (S. 2137) for the relief of Rosgloo Sage. 

The bill (S. 335) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas, re- 
ported from the Committee of the Whole with amendments, was con- 
sidered, the amendments concurred in, and the bill as amended or- 
dered to a third reading; and being read the third time, was passed. 

The bill (S. 702) granting a pension to Henry Pulsky, reported from 
the Committee of the Whole with adverse recommendation, was or- 
dered to be indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. BUCHANAN moved to reconsider the several votes justtaken; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be Jaid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


“ MUCK-A-PEC-WAK-K EU-ZAH.”? 


Mr. MACDONALD. {ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole be di from the further consideration of the bill (H. 
R. 6764) to grant a pension to ‘‘ Muck-a-pec-wak-keu-zah,’’ or ‘‘John,"’ 
an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many white people in the 
Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected to place on the pension-roll the name of Muck-a- -keu-zah, or 
“John,” an Indian of the Dakota or Sioux tribe, now residing near the city of 
cso pi in the county of Dakota, in the State of Minnesota, and who rendered 
valuable services in behalf of the white settlers, and who was instrumental in 
saving the lives of many white people during the Sioux outbreak and war in 
the State of Minnesota in the year 1 and who then served the United States 
as a scout, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws. 


The report (by Mr. Briss) is a follows: 

That it conclusively Appana that this Indian performed important and yalu- 
able services in behalf of the whites during the Indian outbreak, and subse- 
quently was on the frontiers of Minnesota and Dakota in the years 1862-63, as 
a scout and under the command of General H. H. Sibley, then in command of 
that district; and that while defending the whites he received injuries at the 
hands of hostile Indians and from exposure while such scout, which have per- 
manently disabled him and injured health. 


The following isa memorial from General Sibley to this Congress in behalf 
of this Indian, and shows him to be worthy ofa pension from this Government: 


“To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the Uniled States in Congress assembled: 

"The memorial of the undersigned, late Seay aeran and brevet major- 
general United States Volunteers, in command of the military district of Minne- 
sota, respectfully represents: That Muck-a-pec-wak-keu-zah, commonly known 
as ‘Indian John,’ was ana tr by me during the outbreak and subsequent 
war with Dakota or Sioux Indians on the fron of Minnesota and Dakota in 
1862-63 as a scout, and in that capacity rendered essential service, and was in- 
strumental in saving the lives of white women and children; that while in the 
service he received injuries from exposure and violence at the hands of hostile 
fey which ane osa ; or x Sepa prala paie AoE abbas os n 

roperly supporting mily; t ean y are utterly impove: an 
Save ta depend for subsistence on the charity of the whites; wherefore your 
rekien iga pa ranny recommends and urges that your honorable body pass 
an act for the relief of the said Muck-a-pec-wak-keu-zah, in view of his helpless 
condition and former meritorious services to the Government, granting him 
such provision per month during his natural life as will enable him and his 
family to livein comparative comfort. 

“And your memorialist will ever pray, etc. 

“HENRY H. SIBLEY, 
“Late Brigadier and Brevet Major-General U. 8. Volunteers. 


“Sr. PAVL, Mrsx., March 21, 1888,” 


The additional evidence submitted to the committee shows that this Indian 
is a full-blood Sioux and now of the ageof seventy-five years; that he was liv- 
ing at Redwood, on the Sioux Indian reservation, at the time of the outbreak; 
tbat he did all in his power to induce the Indians not to raise up against the 
whites, but failed; that in aiding a mother and four children (the husband and 
father having been killed) to escape, he was followed by other Indians, and 
while protecting said mother and children was struck in the breast with a mus- 
ket and knocked down, and his ribs were broken; that after many difficulties 
he succeeded in getting the motherand children to his tent, where he kept them 
for about four weeks; that he rescued others in the same manner and guarded 
them until General Sibley came and rescued the white prisoners which the other 
Indians had, when he and those whom he had defended returned with General 


Sibley to Fort Snelling. 

Drs. Adams and Haws testify that his disability totally incapacitates him for 
manual labor of any kind. Other witnesses testify sustaining our conclusions. 

Your committee this as a truly meritorious case, and inasmuch as this 
Indian is uneduca’ and will find it cult to understand all the proceed- 
ings necessary to enable him to secure a pension in the regular way, we deem 
it But just that he should be granted a pension without being required to un- 
dergo further medical examination to establish his disability. 

We therefore recommend that the bill be amended so as to specify the amount 


of pension which he is to receive, and that that amount be fixed at the sum of’ 


$15 per month, and that as so amended the bill do pass. 

There being no objection, the amendment was concurred in. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. MACDONALD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

FANNIE A. KIMBALL. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Iask unanimous consent to discharge the Commit- 
tee of the Whole from the further consideration of the bill (S. 2890) 
granting a pension to Fannie A. Kimball. j 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., Thatthe Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby di- 
rected to place on the pension-ro}!, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
the pension la the name of Fannie A. Kimball, the blind daughter of 
Charles A. Kimball, deceased. late sergeant Battery D, First Rhode Island Light 
Artillery, at the rate of $18 per month. 

The report (by Mr. Spoon ER) is as follows: 

That said Fannie A. Kimball isthe blind daughter of Charles H. Kimball, who 
was a sergeant of Com’ y D, First iment Rhode Island Light Artillery, 
and enlisted in 1861, and died in the service in 1863. 

. His widow and said daughter were pensioned until the remarriage of his 
widow and the daughter had reached the age of sixteen. 

There is no general law for the pensioning of the daughter when over sixteen 
years of age; butthe relief pornea by this bill has been granted by special act 
of Congress in a number of similar cases, and is within the limitations estab- 
opa by your committee and sustained by the House both in this and previous 


ngresses. 
Your committee therefore recommend the passage of the bill, 


There being no objection, the bill was ordered toa third reading; and 
being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. ARNOLD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


MARY C. DAVIS. 


Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent to discharge the Com- 
mittee of cece from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis and putit upon its passa 

The bill was read, as follows: za 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, aué 
thorized and directed to place the name of Mrs. Mary C, Davis, formerly widow 
of William M. Worsham, major of the Twelfth Regiment of Kentucky Volun- 
teer Infantry, United States Army, on the pension-roll, subject to the provis- 
ions and limitations of the pension laws. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) is as follows: 


Mary C. Davis resides at Danville, Ky., and is sixty-four years of age. She 
married William M. Worsham on the 5th of Se: r, 1844, in Wayne County, 
Kentucky, and he enlisted in the Twelfth ment of Kentucky Volunteer In- 
fantry, United States Army, on the 3d day of October, 1861, and was regularly 
mustered into the service of the United States Army asa major of said regiment 
on the 3ist day of January, 1862, for three years, 

Maj. William W. Worsham, while in the line of his go in the military ser- 
vice of the United States, and while on the march from Shiloh to Corinth, in 
the State of Mississippi, in the year 1862, contracted camp diarrhea and became 
wholly disabled from said disease, and unable to perform military service, and 
applied to the proper military authorities and to those in command of his said 
regiment for a leave of absence, that he cy a return to His home in Kentucky 
and recruit his health; but at that time no leaves of absence or furloughs were 
granted to officers or enlisted men, and as his death seemed inevitable he re- 

his commission, which was acce; on account of his severe illness, and 
he immediately started to his home with a brother officer in July, 1862; but he 
died before he reached home, on a steamer on the Ohio River on the 18th day 
of July, 1862, of the said disease, contracted as aforesaid while in the service of 
the United States. 

After the death of Major Worsham his wife, Mary C. Worsham, married 
Schuyler B. Davis, in Boyle County, Kentucky, and remained his wife until his 
death, which occu on the’l0th day of February, 1883, since which time she 
has remained a widow. 

She had no children by either of her husbands, and is now old and in feeble 
health, and bas not sufficient estate for her support, having derived little or no 
means from her first husband, Major Worsham, and only a small amount from 
her late husband, Schuyler B. Davis. By her own ind she been trying 
to make a livelihood, but increasing years and feeble health make it very difi- 
cult now for her to secure such a support as she deserves. 

The facts herein referred to are supported by the evidenge of W. A. Haskins, 
lientenant-colonel and in command of the Twelfth Kentucky Infantry, of which 
regiment William M. Worsham was major at the time he resigned, and also b; 
Lawrence H, Rousseau, who wasafterwards commissioned colonel of said regi- 
ment, and by others, who also show that Maj. William M. Worsham was a gal- 
Jant officer and was faitbful to all of his duties as an officer and soldier from the 
time he entered the service of the United States until the time of his resigna- 
tion. Your committee believe that the name of og ee Davis should be placed 
on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension 
laws, and they recommend that the bill do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was considered and ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCREARY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bil! was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


JOHN J. MITCHELL. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous consent to discharge the Com- 
mittee of the Whole from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the pension-roll. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enaoled, ele., That the Secretary of, the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of John J. Mitchell, late of Company 
A, One hundred and tenth Regiment, Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. YODER) is as follows: 


John J. Mitchell enlisted September 4, 1862, in Company A, One hundred and 
tenth Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and was honorably discharged 9th day of June, 
1865. The evidence on file in the Pension Department shows this man’s con- 
dition to be deplorable. Without means, supported and cared for by a devoted 
wife, helpless as a child, and a hopeless imbecile. The evidence further shows 
that he was a healthy, robust man when enlisted, a brave and faithful soldier, 
pio ted a high character as such from the officers and privates of his regi- 
men! 

The evidence filed in his case is very voluminous, based upon a hospital reo- 
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ently believing that disease was the cause of the present co: 
claimant, and that he had the disease because the record was supported by 
claimant’s statement, made after sy mind was destroyed and after he pcaos 


was no cica- 


to an advanced cf tke caase of pininta a dab” This 
brings us to the pyr ede is popes of cause of plaintiff's disability. 
Dr, F. C, Owen, a physician igh character, Sao TEASA 


One hundred and tenth Ohio no Infantry, stat 
“That he personally — said Mitchell, and that int the fall of 1863, in conse- 
quence of excessive the said soldier was attacked with a severe con- 
he type of new a T head, and that he treated him in regimental 
but was o! to send him to general hospital in Washington City 


with a severe pain in his head. 
ge remembers Mitchell giving out on the march and being sent to 
te, rear ospital in October, 1863. Mr. Edge was afterwards erred to 
Pigono Corps, and did not meet Mitchell until the return home after the war in 
ong states that Mitchell the appearance of being broken down in 
D 


The above-named witnesses all sustain a high character for truth, and it would 
strongly indicate that the disability was incurred in the Army, but unfortun- 
ately for establishing the case of claimant as continuing disability the physican 
who attended him in his uent attacks of neuralgia of the head up to 1568 is 
dead. The claimant, according to the testimony of his wife, had frequent re- 
currence of the disease, but would labor when able to do so, and at other times 

rostrated and partially insane until 1880, when he w rapidly worse. Dr. 

ray, Dr. Parker, Dr. O'Ferral, and others ‘who attended ed him, all testify to treat- 

im at various times for severe attacks of neuralgie pains in the head, which 
finally resulted in partial ysis and dementia. 

ae O’Ferral, in reply to the direct question of Special Examner Fuller, of the 


Pensi on Departmen stated: 

That the present condition of Mitchell is the result of exposure, heat, and 
overexertion ata date remote from the present, and gradually resulted in his 
present trouble and condition.” 

The evidence of continuation of disability from time of sone was not 
sufficient to meet the requirements of the law under the rulings of the Pension 
Department. The origin of the disease is clearly established. Its continuation 
after the war rests upon the evidence of the wife and other parties, o to the 
death of the aefendina D physician. The evidence and medical ous physi- 
cians of high character called to attend Mitchell ata later date, and the present 
deplorable condition of Mitchell, all combine to render this a meritorious case 
for the action of Congress, and your committee do therefore recommend the 
passage of the accompanying bi 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered to be en- 

for a third reading, and, being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paszed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. A 


MARCUS D. RAYMOND. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent to 
discharge the Committee of the Whole on the Private Calendar from 
the further consideration of the bill (S. 2012) granting increase of pen- 
sion to Marcus D. Raymond, and put it upon its passage. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, clc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is héreby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Marcus D. Raymond, late a cor- 

ral of Com y I, Twentieth Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and a private of 

mpany B, Forticth Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, at the rate of $20 per month, 
in lieu of the amount per month he is now receiving. 


The report (by Mr. HunTeER) is as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions,to whom was referred the bill (S. 2012) 
granting increase of pension to Marcus D. Raymond, have had the same under 
consideration, and adopt the Senate re as follows: 

“The applicant was a corporal in Company I, Twentieth Kentucky Volun- 
teers, from October 10,1861, to Mav 12,1862, He afterwards servedasa private in 
Company B, Fortieth Kentucky Volunteers, from June 15, 1 to December 28, 
1864. In 1863 he received a gunshot wound in left side, for whic 
in hospital two months, In 1876 the soldier filed an application for a pension 
for the above-all disability. It was granted at $2 per month, commencing 
May te 1862; $6 from December 31,1864; $10 from February 4,1879; $12 from 
March 5, 1834, and was Lae to$sirom September 4, 1685, on the recommenda- 
tion of the pa og he 

“Subsequently he filed a ARD declaring additional disability, alleging 
injury to left elbow and right wrist, received by falling from a horse while on 
night ee ye duty. The soldier was not able to establish the origin of the 
latter claim the satisfaction of the Department, and thecase was inthe 
hands of a special examiner, who is of the opinion thatthe injuries were sus- 
tained in the service as alleged. The examining surgeon gives him a total 


va a hier a careful review of the evidence the committee recommend the pas- 
or eed of the bill with the following amendment: In line 9 strike out the word 
thirty’ and insert instead the word *twenty.’”’ 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, and being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky, moved to reconsider the vote 


by which the bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to recon- 
sider be Jaid on the table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 


A. W. ROSE. 


Mr. HOUK. I ask unanimons consent to discharge the Committee of 
the Whole from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 7160) grant- 


ing an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; and put it upon its passage. 
‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit ele, ANAN SRA SRTOEII O RA meaty than AOL BE S SDT; Loar 
thorized and recied to AA age oe ge the pension-rolls the name of A. W, Rose, and 
may nbn sree aC ED par mth, in lieu of any pension he may now be re- 
ceiving uni the gen law, by virtue of certificate numbered 80590, 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) is as follows: 


The soldier in this case, Abner W. Rose, enlisted in Company E, Third Ten- 
nessee Cavalry, at Big Barren, Ky., February 1, 1863, and served continuously 
until August 3, ‘1865, when he was honorabiy discharged from the service. 

It anes from the records and papers on file in this case that at the battle of 
ee bans Trestle, Ala., September 25, 1864, this soldier was severely wounded in 


arm and chest. 
In his original declaration for pon; filed February, 1866, he alleges as a 
ion this gunshot wound ofarm and 


ground upon which he bases his 

chest. As early as 1866 pretana aboard ol United States examinin; 
surgeons, who found that the axillary nerve eo a of the arm had been 
vided,and that the arm was permanently weakened totally disabled. He was 
pensioned April 24, 1867, for wound of leftarm atthe rate of $6 per month. The 
wound of chest apparent! was not taken into consideration at R this time. His 
pension was increased to §8 per month in September, 1869, upon the result of an 
examination by Dr. Bailey, ited States examining surgeon, who describes 
his disability at that time as follows: 


„a Un 
“That a missile entered left arm 6 inches below the shoulder and at the outer 
aspect, coming out at ang axilla, just exactly opposite to the point of entry, In 
the the inside of the arm is a cicatrix, and the line or direction of the missile in its 
course through thearm * * è * would indicate that the ball entered the chest. 
There is an abnormal respiration over the left side of the se a slight bron- 
chophony below and just in front of the cicatrix in the side of the chest. There 
is a dullness on percussion over the whole cardiac region, indicating hyper- 
trophy and effusion in the pericardium. It is my opinion that the entered 
the chest, and is still lodged in the see twee tee a the of the heart.” 

He was reduced in March, 1872, to $t per month, but in September of the same 

year he was restored to his ‘old rate. 

The board of examining surgeons who examined him in A 1872, after 
having described his condition about the same as contained in Dr. Bailey's 
staenet, certify that the ball may be and probably is, not far from the base 
of the heart: 

“That exertion causesdyspena, and he is unable tolabor; his ph cians state 
that he has frequent attacks of sickness, attributable to the woun Mr. Rose 
is a man of good habits.” 

They rate him total for the disability at this time. In 1880 soldier was granted 
a rerating, on account of gunshot wound of left arm and chest, at the rate of $8 
per month from August 4, 1865, $6 per month fronr December 4, 1871, and $8 per 
month from September 4, 1872. 

The board of surgeons at Baltimore, who examined him in July, 1880, certify : 

“That vant — ooh ep wound of left arm and chest, ball entering outer as- 
pect of the mid eft arm, above and behind humerus, and emerged atthe up- 
per part of the pany and re-entered the chest 2 inches below the first exit, pen- 
etrating the lung and remaining in; all that at the time he was wounded 
he had severe and copious hemorrhages from the lungs; alleges, upon exertion, 
that he has cough and shortness ator breath, pain under lower angle of right 
scapula; occasionally has vertigo, which causes him to fall.” 

These three surgeons find his disability as described above to be equal to and 
othe following A board of in Washington, D. C., ined 

e follo August a surgeons ngton, examine 
this soldier, ‘and certify that— 

“The ball entered the outer aspect of the middle third of left arm, passed up- 
ward and tothe right, coming out near the eR of left axilla, re-enterin, the 
chest 1 inch below and to the right of axilla, and, he says, still remains. There 
is slight dullness on percussion in the on of the wound; some loss of sen- 
sation on side of left forearm and hand; loss of geod in arm and hand ; indo- 
—_ aona on outer aspect of lower third of bot legs, on right very largo, on 

eft smaller.” - 

This board, after carefully examining the soldier, rate him as total. 

A board of surgeons, in September, 1873, found over an inch difference in cir- 
cumference of the soldier's arms, and this difference between his arms appears 
to have been the same since his first examination. 

The soldier was examined in August, 1885, by the board of surgeons at Knox- 
ville, Tenn., and upon examination of the appl licant this board found objective 
conditions which, n their judgment, entit! im to an increased rating. 

“He hasa arar konp scar at the insertion of the deltoid muscle; missile grooved 
the posterior border of the humerus. There is another wound in the axilla; 
there is an indentation on the margin of the fourth rib, with no visible pointof 
exit; * * the whole leftarm is less than theright; complains of numbness 
in the Aoroa, face issomewhat cyanosed ; heart action feebleand sounds er 
indistinct; the area of the cardiac; oy ee * dullness somewhat increased ; 
ertion rans the pulse up to 130,” 

They further state that— 

“ From the existing condition and the history of this claimant, in their ndg: 
ment the disability was incurred in the service, as is claimed, and that it has 
not been prolonged or aggravated by vicious habits, and that he was, in ‘thelr 
opinion, entitled to the total rating for disability caused by gunshot wound, and. 
three-fi „a sum which aggregates 


fourths rating for that caused by heart 
fourteen-eighteenths of third grade.” 

In Au; 1887, he was examined by a board of surgeons at Morristown, 
Tenn, he same description, almost identically, was given by this board. 
| sear nto for promo wound of left arm and chest one-half third not 

into m his disability from heart disease and affection of the 
lu: E hiana ONA are a result, 

The incurrence of the wound, as alleged, in the service; the fact that the sol- 


dier has suffered from its effects ever since; the present existence of the ball in 
the immediate vici 
lative evidence. 


vicinity of the heart are established beyond question by cumu- 
Accepting these facts, the only question upon which your com- 
mittee have to pass is whether the soldier's present rate of pension is commen- 
surate with his eri 
There is no doubt in the minds of your committee but what this soldier has 
been a terrible sufferer by reason of the wound incurred in service and line of 
duty. It is established Beyond Niger that he suffers from heart disease, 
which is readily attributable to this wound, He has an affection of the lungs, 
a is apparently the natural result of a wound where the ball penetrajes the 
lung. The soldier's left arm is greatly reduced in size and is comparatively of 
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little service to him, The wound in the breast, as before stated, has evidently 
given rise to severe affection of the lungs and heart, The soldier is thus ren- 

ered unfit to perform any manual labor requiring the least exertion on his 
part. 

Dr. Parker, a physician and surgeon of high standing, of Knoxville, Tenn., 
under date of May 18, 1887, gave this soldier a careful and thorough examina- 
tion, and it might be well to cite the result of this examination in connection 
with the conclusions reached upon this bill, 

Dr. Parker says: 

“1, That there is an old cicafrix from a gunshot wound of the left arm, the 
wound of entrance being just below the insertion of the deltoid muscle and a 
little to the terior aspectofthe * * *, Therange of the ball is upward and 
inward, having passed through the border of the posterior aspect of the humerus, 
leaving a wound on the inside of the arm at thg inferior margin of the anterior 
boundary of the axilla. From thence the ball penetrated through the fifth in- 
tercostal space, leaving a scar at the point of intersection of a line drawn around 
the chest 2} inches above the nippe and a vertical line will fall over the left 
coracoid process. The course of the ball after penetrating the parieties of the 
thorax I do not know positively. 

“2. = * * Exploration reveals the absence of vesicular murmur in the 
upper portion of the left lung a little below the clavicle, aud there is adhesion 
of the pulmonary tissue in this locality, with obliteration of theair vesicles, from 
the sternum to the left wall of the chest. I regard this asthe result of the de- 
struction of the tissue in the track of the ball and the inflammatory action sub- 
sequent to the shot, There is an irritable condition of the heart, with adhesions 
between the pleura and pericardium, and a direct mitral murmur, Pulse, when 
quiet, 90; on exertion, I Respiration, quict, 22; on exertion, 32. 

“3. There is a partial paralysis of both motion and sensation on the ulnar 

rtion of the forearm and of the little and ring fingers. This I attribute to in- 
jury of the ulnar branch of the brachial plexus, There is atrophy of the mus- 
cles of the left shoulderand arm. I regard thisasduetonon-use, I havetaken 
no subjective symptoms.” 

The existence of the ball in the vicinity of the heart is apparently liable to 
cause death at any time; and while in ordinary cases your committee are 
averse to recommending a disturbance of rates granted under the general law, 
they are clearly of the opinion, from the facts presented in this case, that the 
rate allowed this soldier has notin any way been commensurate with his disa- 
bility, shown to have existed, and to haye been due in the main to the disability 
for which he is pensioned. They therefore recommend that the bill do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered to be en- 
for a third reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HOUK moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

And then (the hour of 10 o’clock and 30 minutes p. m. having ar- 
rived) the Speaker pro tempore, in pursuance of its previous order, de- 
clared the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 

Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. GLASS: Joint resolution (H .Res. 197) referring theclaim of 
Norah Walsh to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. COMPTON: A bill (H. R. 10819) for the relief of Dr. J. 
Felix Morgan—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. J. E. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 10820) granting a pension 
to George M. Ziegler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HEARD: A bill (H. R. 10821) to correct the military record 
of George McKinney, jr.—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. McCREARY: A bill (H. R. 10822) for the relief of V. C. 
Lasley—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10823) for the relief of James F. Blount—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MORRILL: A bill (H. R. 10824) granting a pension to Mary 
A. Van Buskirk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. C. A. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 10825) granting a pension to 
Mary Jane Jelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. G. M. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 10826) for the relief of Richard 
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. YODER: A bill (H. R. 10827) for the relief of Catharine Tee- 
gardin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LIND: A bill (H. R. 10828) granting a pension to Braddock 
F. Stocking—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. JEHU BAKER: Petition of Thomas Lloyd, Charles Hilde- 
brand, and 31 others, citizensof Rentcbler, Ill., for certain amendments 
to the interstate-commerce act—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BAYNE: Resolution of Reliable Council, Junior Order ot 
United American Mechanics, of Allegheny, Pa., in favor of Senate bill 
No, 553—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BIGGS (by request): Remonstrance against House bill No. 
3067, to grant Boisé Basin Bed-Rock Flume Company the right to con- 
struct a bed-rock flume in Idaho—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. BRUMM: Petition of Bittenger and others, citizens of Schuyl- 
kill County, Pennsylvania, for amendments of the interstate-commerce 
law—to the Committee on Commerce. - 

By Mr. BUNNELL: Petition of woolen manufacturers and wool 
dealers of Louisville, Ky., against the passage of the Mills bill—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 


By Mr. CLEMENTS: Petition of James Keener, of Bartow County, 
Georgia, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. COOPER: Petition of J. W. Dickerson and 38 others, of 
Pennsylvania; of William Herbert and 98 others, of Colorado; of T. J. 
Chittenden and 30 others, of Nebraska; of John H. Tuttle and 22 
others, of Utah; of R. H. Pennington and 94 others, of Colorado; ot 
D. H. Henderson and 33 others, of Ohio; of S. L. Moore and 67 others, 
of Pennsylvania; of E. C. Chapman and 73 others, of New York; of J. 
P. Romero and 32 others, of New Mexioo; of S. C. Gordon and 36 
others, of Ohio; of T. N. Lucas and 163 others, of Indiana; of John An- 
drews and 30 others, of Indiana; of J. W. Bryarly and 32 others, of 
Virginia; of Cantrell & Faulkner and others, of Tennessee; of T; Hen- 
derson and 28 others, of Kentucky; and of C. B. Ladd and 42 others, 
of New Mexico, for increase of the tariff on wool—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COX: Resolution of U. S. Grant Post, No. 327, Grand Army 
of the Republic of New York, recommending the passage of Sen- 
ate bill 2797, to advance George Wallace Mellville—to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

Also, memorial of Gotham Assembly, and of the New York Plow 
Company, of New York City, for amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of Henry M. Barrett & Co., proprietors of the Eclipse 
Woolen Mills, and others, of Louisville, Ky., against the passage of 
the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DARLINGTON: Petition of woolen manufacturers, wool 
dealers, and others, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DE LANO: Petition of B. F. Bonney, of Hamilton, N. Y., 
for relief—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. ERMENTROUT: Petition of woolen manufacturers, wool 
dealers, and others, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: Petition of woolen manufacturers and wool 
dealers, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. HEARD: Paper in thecase of Mary J. Malotte, for a pension— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HIESTAND: Petition of woolen manufacturers and wool 
dealers, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. S. I. HOPKINS: Petition of manufacturers and dealers in 
wool, against placing wool on the free-list—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HOUK: Petition of wool-growers, protesting against placing 
wool on the free-list—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLAMMY (by request): Petition of woolen manufacturers 
and wool dealers, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. McCULLOGH: Resolution of Climax Council, No. 195, of 
Trovilla Council, No. 158, of Security Council, No. 168, and of O. W. 
Howell Council, No. 210, Junior Order of United American Mechanics 
of Pennsylvania, for the passage ot Senate bill 553, for regulating and 
restricting immigration—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. PETERS: Petition of H. O. Beal and 108 others, citizens of 
Edwards County, Kansas, for amendments to the interstate-commerce 
law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of manufacturers of and dealers in woolens, against 
the Mills bill in the reduction of the duty on wool—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RICE: Petition of 78 citizens of St. Paul, Minn., for the es- 
tablishment of asystem of harbors and water-works, etc.—to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures of the War Department. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Petition of heir of Christopher Acklen, 
of Franklin County, and of administrator of Mrs. Devinda Crouse, of 
Rutherford County, Tennessee, for reference of their claims to the 
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ROCKWELL: Petition of P. H. Murphy and others, against 
reduction of duty on window-glass—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. STAHLNECKER: Petition of U. 8. Grant Post, No. 327, 
Grand Army of the Republic of New York, approving the per 
promotion of their comrade, George Wallace Melville—to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Tarrytown (N. Y.) Workingmen’s Organization, 
asking certain amendments to the interstate-commerce act—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WEBER: Petition of woolen manufacturers, wool dealers, 
and others, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WILBER: Petition of citizens of Dolgeville, N. Y., to pro- 
tect the manufacturing interests of this country—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. z 

Also, against the destruction of the sheep industries of this coun- 
try—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. YOST: Petition of Richardson & Co. and others, against the 
passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
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The following petition, indorsing the per diem rated service-pension 
bill, based on the principle of paying all soldiers, sailors, and marines 
of the late war a monthly pension of 1 cent a day for each day they 
were in the metres referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: 

By Mr. McCUL +H: Of Jacob Swart and others, of A. B. Pratt 
and others, of W. H. Virgin and others, of Harrison Morris and others, 
of James M. FineH and others, and of Linsey Black and others, of 
Greene County, Pennsylvania. 


The following petition for the repeal or modification of the internal- 
revenne tax of $25 levied on druggists was received and referred to the 
Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. GRIMES: Of D. M. Hall, Wesley Jefferson, and others, citi- 
zens of Marion County, Georgia. 

The following petition, praying for the enactment of a law provid- 
ing temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed en the basis of 
illiteracy, was referred to the Committee on Education: 

By Mr. HERMANN: Of 49 citizens of Benton County, Oregon. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
SATURDAY, July 14, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. 


W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


SARAH L. LARIMER. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (S. 2563) to compen- 
sate Mrs. Sarah L. Larimer for important services rendered the mili- 
tary authorities in 1864 at Deer Creek Station, Wyoming, and for loss 
of property taken by Sioux Indians; which was referred to the Select 
Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


BRIDGE ACROSS ARKANSAS RIVER, ETC. 
The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following request of 


the Senate: ; 
In THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, July 12, 1888. 


Ordered, That the Secretary be directed to request the House of Representa- 
tives to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River, at or near Cummings Landing, Lincoln 


County, Arkansas, 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, the House bill reported on yesterday 
I believe is identical with that bill. 

TheSPEAKER. The Senate has asked to have the bill returned. If 
there be no objection, the Committee on Commerce will be di 
from the further consideration of this bill and it will be returned to 
the Senate in accordance with the request of that body. 

There was no objection. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the following titles; 
when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 474) for the relief of General G. Cluseret; 

A bill (H. R. 8989) making appropriations to provide for the expenses 
of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1889, and for other purposes; and 

A bill (H. R. 10233) making an appropriation for the Department of 
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other pur- 


poses. 
NEWSPAPERS, ETC., SOLD ON TRAINS, ETC. 


Mr. PHELAN, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 
10829) to prevent discrimination in the selling of literary matter, news- 
papers, journals, periodicals, or magazines on railway trains, in rail- 
way stations, on steam-ships or steam-ship docks; which was read a 
first and second time, referred to the Committee on Commerce, and 
ordered to be printed. 


OFFICERS DROPPED FROM THE ROLLS. 


- Mr. LEE, by unanimous consent, offered the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to 
be printed: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, requested to 
inform the House of Representatives what action has been taken by him, if any, 
with reference to officers of the United States Navy and Marine Corps who 
served honorably through the Mexican war, and whose names have been 
dropped from the rolls. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. BLAND. In the interest of the officers of the House, some of 
whom are already sick in consequence of overwork at night sessions, 
Task bse the evening sessions hereafter be limited to half past ten 
o’ clock. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
Zora Missouri? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I object. 


Mr. BLAND. It is not fair to require these officers to remain here 
such unreasonable hours. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois has objected. 

Mr. BLAND. I give notice that hereafter I shall object to all other 
night sessions unless the limit of half past 10 o’clock is fixed for ad- 
journment. 

POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I desire to call up the Senate amendments to the 
Post-Office appropriation bill. , 

Mr. PETERS. I believe I have twenty-one minutes left. I shall 
be able only in the time remaining to notice some of the objections that 
have been made to this amendment. The first objection was the Pa- 
cific mail scandal. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT], from 
Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN], and frora Missouri [Mr. DOCKERY], almost 

| shed tears over the fall of certain statesmen whose garments weresinged 
and who were in position in this House when action was taken. I have 
no time to shed tears over the fall of any man who in public life per- 
mitted his political skirts to be besmirched by a corrupt lobby. He 
who accepts public position and then allows his action to be influenced 
either directly or indirectly by corrupt influences should be hurled from 
power without sympathy and without pity from the people. 

We are here to deal not with the past, but with the present and the fu- 
ture. If the gentlemen are afraid to trust themselves, then they should 
resign and go home. If they can not withstand temptation, then this 
is no place forthem. Ifthey areafraid to trust their Postmaster-G eneral 
with that discretion that is always necessary to accompany a lodgment 
| of power, then he, too, should resign and give place to a man who has 
a firmer mold. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. PETERS. I can not, because my time is limited. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I suppose the gentleman thinks there should be a 
great deal of sympathy for the corporation that corrupted the members, 

Mr. PETERS. That may be the gentleman’s idea, but it is not 
mine. Hemay have sympathy with such corporations, but itis known 
from my course in this body that I have none. It was not necessary 
for him to ask the question. 

Because unholy influences entered this Hall years ago is no reason 
why we now, asthe Representatives ofthe people, should hesitate to do 
our duty. If that is acorrect rule of action then we should at once cut 
off from this bill all appropriation for star routes, because forsooth, in 
times past, fraud has been perpetrated in the expedition of that service. 

We might as well abandon Christianity because a Judas betrayed 
his Christ. We might as well discard patriotism because a Benedict 
Arnold betrayed his country for British gold. We might as well wipe 
from our statute-books all laws punishing murder because a Guiteau 
assassinated a Garfield. 

The second objection that has been urged is that we now pay a hun- 
dred and fifteen times more for mail thau is paid for freight on these 
steam-ship lines. And has it come to this, that in this, the light of the 
nineteenth century, burning, live intelligence is to be placed on a par, 
on an equal footing with dead freight; that we are to pay no more to 
transmit the burning thought of intelligence, teeming with business 
| hopes and inspirations than for the senseless mess pork or codfish ot 
| commerce? Out with such a comparison. 
| this progressive age of ours. 
| Another objection urged is that the granting of this appropriation 

will embarrass the Postmaster-General and the Post-Office Department. 
The appropriation in this bill for carrying the mail from Tampa to 
Havana is open to the same objection. Every dollar appropriated for 
carrying the mail along our coasts is open to the same objection. 
Every dollar appropriated for carrying our fast mails upon our railroads 
is open to the same objection. Position, effort, and responsibility, re- 
quiring intellectual exertion, is embarrassing, but who ever heard be- 
eee reason urged for the standing still of our car of national prog- 
ress 

Another objection urged by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] 
was that it would create such an unnatural stimulus in the building 
of new lines that the competition would soon produce bankruptcy as 
it did in England and Germany some time ago. Our carrying trade, 
I think, can stand a good deal of stimulus; and when we reach that 
period when competition tends to bankruptcy, if we ever do, then we 
can withhold the appropriation. If the subsidies granted by the Ger- 
man and English nations flooded the seas with ships, and the proposi- 
tion in this bill is a subsidy, then certainly it is a very strong argu- 
ment in favor of our granting it, because our country certainly needs 
to have a stimulus; needs to have our seas flooded with American ves- 
sels. I for one should like to see a flood of that kind. 

But here there is a glaring inconsistency in the argument of the op-* 
ponents of this measure. In one breath they declare that it would so 
increase the number of steam-ship lines, would so iticrease the supply 
of vessels in the American carrying trade that each would have but 
little to doand become bankrupt. In thenext breath they assert that 
the granting of these subsidies, as they call them, would not accom- 
plish the result. It would not increase the carrying trade. It would 
not increase the steam-ship lines, and the Postmaster-General would 
be compelled to distribute the amount of money among lines already 
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It should have no place in 


6294 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 14, 


inexistence. At leastone of these positions can not becorrect, and I sus- 
pect neither of them is correct. If the first position be correct, then we 
can remedy that by withholding the appropriation at the proper time. 
If the subsidies offered by the German and English nations did create 
an unhealthy stimulus, then that is the best evidence in the world that 
the subsidies granted were greater than necessary. . 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DOCKERY] says the amount of- 
fered in this bill will not increase the lines, because of the increased 
cost of the construction of the American ship and the increased cost of 
the labor in running the ship. 

His argument is, that you must either have free ships and cheap 
pauper labor or you must give four million of subsidy to place us on 
an equal footing with England and Germany. I wish I had time to 
talk for a few moments upon that question. Wedo pay more for labor 
than England does, because our labor is intelligent labor; because the 
sailor and the marine that goes down into the ship has the same power 
at the ballot-box thatthe Presidentof the UnitedStateshas. The Amer- 
ican system treats him as a component part of our political govern- 
ment. Our laws treat him as an intelligent being, who has a right to 
aspire to the highest office in the gift of the people; as an intelligence 
that has a mind; a soul that has feeling, has sympathy, inspiration, 
intuition; that has a right to have a home and a fireside, a family 
circle and loved ones about him. 

If it takes millions of subsidy from our overflowing Treasury to pay 
American workmen to build ships and to pay American sailors to sail 
American vessels to compete with England and Germany, then, rather 
than have the American ship-builder and his family go without bread 
and education and the American sailor and his family go without the 
comfortsof life, then, I say, let the doors of the Treasury be opened and 
let the millions roll forth. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

You propose to convert the American ship-bnilder and the American 
sailor into a tramp and a vagrant and send their families to the alms- 
houses of the land, because you can purchase English ships cheaper 
and hire English sailors at a less price. Iam for the American work- 
ingman, the American sailor, the American mechanic first, last, and 
all the time, even though he may be a little more expensive than the 
English mechanic or the English sailor. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DocKERY] says the amount pro- 

in this bill will not accomplish the object; he says that we tried 
it from 1866 to 1871, and that each successive year our merchant ma- 
rine grew less and less, and then went on in almost the same breath to 
answer his own argument, and show that the cause of the declension 
of the merchant marine was due to certain canses entirely disconnected 
with the law that he instances. He answered himself when he said 
that one of the causes of the decline of the merchant marine was the 
opening of the great West immediately after the war. The sailor and 
the marine who had served upon the sea during the war heard ot 
“Uncle Sam’s”’ farm west of the Mississippi—and he wanted a piece 
of it. 

He ceased to be a seafaring man and became a wayfaring man, and 
traveled westward, and this desire to get western homes so decreased 
the supply of sailors thatit made it almost impossible to get men to man 
American ships. But this was only one of the causes and was not by 
any means even the main cause. The war itself, the battle of the 
Monitor and Merrimac in Hampton Roads, the transition from wood 
to iron and steel, the treachery of land and the destruction of our 
marine by her privateers, are causes + led to this declension, and it 
would have taken millions upon millions of money to have stayed 
it, money which, at that time, our Government did not have; so that 
the declension of our merchant marine in the face of the appropriations 
that were made by the Government then is no argument against the 
appropriation now. Not one of the causes which produced that result 
exist to-day. 

But there is still another reason why that was not a fair test, and 
why it is not an argument in favor of the position assumed by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DocKERY]. 

The appropriation about which the gentleman talks was made to cer- 
tain steam-ship lines; made not so much for the purpose of establish- 
ing new lines, but made, if possible, to save some out of the wreck that 
was going on. 

The proposition to-day is entirely different. It proposes to set apart 
afund to be used by the Postmaster-General for a certain purpose. 
Not a dollar of it is to be given to any particular line by name. It 
only authorizes the giving of an extraordinary compensation for car- 
rying the mail to South America either by existing lines or by lines to 
be hereafter established. And gentlemen losesight of another fact. It 
is not the mere carrying of the mail that is the object to be competed 
for by these various steam-ship lines. That is but a small item, a com- 
paratively insignificant matter. 

It is the commerce that the carrying of this mail will bring to the 
vessels that carry it that will be the great stimulus to the establishing 
of new lines. Why is it that steam-boats on our inland rivers adver- 
tise themselves as the United States mail whenever they have 
that privilege? Why is it that ocean steam-ships plying between our 
country and foreign countries advertise themselves as mail lines ? 

It is because of the additional patronage that this brings. 


Gentlemen say, ‘‘ we know just whatiines will get this. money;’’ the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Dockery] ingeniously figures ont just 
what amount will go to each line,and then they raise their hands in 
holy horror and say, ‘‘Do you want it to go to the Pacific Mail; to go 
into the coffers of Gould and Huntington and that class of rascals ?”’ 

I think more of the Postmaster-General than you seem todo. He 
was a class-mate of mine and Ihave confidence in him. I know that if 
he gives it to the Pacific Mail, or to the Brazilian line, he will do so 
because he can get the best service for the least money. He is not 
compelled under this amendment to give them any amount of money 
because the clause “‘ not exceeding” qualifies the whole amendment. It 
is all idle to talk about the Postmaster-General not having a discretion 
under this amendment. He need give them only what he gives foreign 
steam-ships for carrying our mail. And here I want to allude to an- 
other fact. You gentlemen who talk so loudly against this proposi- 
tion are talking in the interest of the subsidized lines of England, Ger- 
many, and France. 

Defeat this proposition, and the result is in the interest of the En- 
glish aristocrat, the German monopolist, and the French banker. You 
assist England to subsidize her lines; you enable Germany to robus ot 
a territory anda trade that belongsto us underthe Monroedoctrine; you 
despoil our farmers of a market for their surplus products in a neighbor- 
ing country for the benefit of foreigners and a foreign country; you 
close South American ports against the products of the labor of Ameri- 
can workmen, and fill the sails of foreign vessels supplying a trade 
which rightfully belongs to us. 

You ery out **Subsidy, subsidy, subsidy,” and yet if this proposi- 
tion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania be asubsidy, then you by pass- 
ing this bill vote like subsidies to get your mail carried in foreign ships. 
The law now authorizes the Postmaster-General to give to these for- 
eign ships for carrying the mail the sea and inland postage. Do you 
give anything like such a sum to the railroads for carrying your mail? 
Do you give anything like such a sum to the star routes carrying your 
mails to your own people? Do you give anything like such a sum to 
your own people for carrying your mails anywhere? It is a gratuity 
you are giving to the foreigner. It is a gift you are giving to the for- 
eigner. It is a subsidy you are giving to the foreigner, if the proposi- 
tion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania is a subsidy. For my part 
if we are to give these gifts and gratuities and subsidies I want to give 
them to Americans instead of English; I want to give them to citi- 
zens of the United States instead of to citizens of the German Empiro; 
I want to give them to people who live here rather than to people who 
live beneath the French flag. Why isthe name subsidy lu in here 
where it does not belong? Why is the name of Gould and Huntington 
injected into this debate where it has no place? 

Mr. DOCKERY. Because they are the beneficiaries. 

Mr. PETERS. Who are the beneficiaries? 

Mr. DOCKERY. Jay Gould and Huntington. 

Mr. PETERS. I say the British monopolists that own the British 
steam-ship lines are the beneficiaries of the law that you argue in favor 
of, and desire to enact in the place of the law proposed by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. Choose ye between the British monopolists, 
between the British bankers and the German aristocrats on the one 
side and the American citizen on the other. 

Gould and Huntington are referred to for the purpose of arousing 
your prejudices and warping your judgment. The opposition to this 
amendment isin the interest of British gold and German capital. For 
my part I have no love for Gould or Huntington. I donot know them 
personally. If what has been charged against them is true they de- 
serve the most condemnation of the American people. If what 
has been said of them be true they are nothing but disreputable spec- 
ulators. But they are Americans, and have property in this country, 
and pay taxes in this country, and help to support the Government. 
And if we are going to give gifts and gratuities and subsidies, if you 

lease, for the purpose of getting our mails carried, and I must choose 
tween an American speculator and a foreign aristocrat, I will choose 
in favor of the American every time. If the gratuity is given to them 
and they fail to render just and accurate compensation such as thecon- 
tract required, then they are within our reach and amenable to our 
laws, while the English aristocrats, the German monopolists, and the 
French capitalists can snap their fingers at us and ask us what are we 
going todo abont it? If you gentlemen who oppose this amendment 
desire to stand in the position of favoring foreign monopolies and for- 
eign monopolists, that is your privil But as for me, my motto shall 
be“ Ameri may they alwaysberight! Butright or wrong, Ameri- 
cans forever !” 

It has been suggested, Mr. Speaker, that upon the same ground we 
should stop the mail transportation over the Missouri Pacific Railroad, 
because Mr. Jay Gould owns a controlling interest in thatline. I tell 
you, gentlemen, that argument will not stand the test of reason. 


And now, Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention to the object that 
is sought to be accomplished by the voting of this appropriation. What 
is the prize that we are seeking for? It is the trade and commerce of 
South America. South America, Central America, and the West Indies 
have a population of 40,000,000 of people. They have an area twice as 
large as that of the United States. ‘Their exports and imports last year 
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were over $700,000,000. It is that great trade that we are seeking. 
That is the object that we are striving for by thisamendment. That 
is the prize that we are trying to wrest from Great Britain, from Ger- 
many, from Italy, from Holland, from Belgium, and from France. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Have you any evidence that this pro- 
posed amendment will reach the result you speak of? 

Mr. PETERS. I have this evidence only, that whenever you in- 
crease the mail facilities between thiscountry and that you thereby in- 
crease the commerce between this country and that, and this amend- 
ment will be a step in the direction of the object which we desire to 
attain. Idonotclaim that this amendment will accomplish the result 
at once. I claim simply that itis one step in the direction in which 
American progress and American thought and American hope and 
American inspiration point. [Applause.] 

As an illustration of the wonderful growth and development of the 
countries whose trade we.are seeking, I wish to call attention to the 
Argentine Republic. That republichasa population of about 4,000,000. 
They built, in 1887, over 5,000 miles of railroad, and they will have an 
immigration during the present year of over 200,000 souls. [Applause. ] 

TheSPEAKER pro tempore. Thetime of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, even if time permitted, I have no dis- 
position to engage in an elaborate debate of the question now presented 
tothe House. I rise for the purpose of placing upon record some infor- 
mation showing where the false sentiment which lies behind the idea 
of subsidy originates and how it is corruptly and clandestinely worked 
up. Isend to the Clerk’s desk a letter which I ask that he will read, 
including the printed caption at its head. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

[United States and Brazil Steam-ship Company, office of president, Mills build- 

ing, corner Broad street and Exchange Place.] 
New YORK, September —, 1857. 

DEAR Sir: The inclo$ed small pamphlet contains, in acondensed form, a state- 
ment of a subject in which I believe you are interested. It has been sent to the 
ident and members of the Cabinet, to members of Congress, and other in- 
fluential persons. The officers of our Government are doubtless desirous of doing 
what is for the best interest of our country, but they are without knowledge of 


all the circumstances and doubtless believe they are representing publicopinion 
= pomnog the policy they have in the past; but I firmly believe osare wrong 
t 


They do not appreciate that all classes are deeply interested in restoring our 
commerce to its former position on the seas, and all it needs is an expression of 
opine to those in authority, upon this subject, to induce them to take favora- 
ble action. If,after reading this little pamphlet, you agree in the views therein 
expressed, will you not write letters to President Cleveland and to Postmaster- 
General Vilas, at Washington, expressing the hope that they will use their 
large influence to reverse the policy of our Government toward our commercial 
marine which has resulted so disastrously, and inaugurate the same principle 
in the carriage of ocean as is practiced by us on land, namely, paying 
what the service is worth, regardless of the postage collected on any particular 
route? Tf you will also do the same with your member of Congress and United 
States Senator, and with the editors of papers with whom you may be ac- 
quainted or with whom you may do business, I believe that the business merits 
of the proposition are so plain that when they are known a public opinion will 
arise which will speedily overcome the false theories which have resuited so 
disastrously to our foreign commerce. Every man some influence, 
and surely it can not be exercised in any better cause than this, 

I shall also be pleased to have an expression of views from you upon this sub- 

, and, if you desire, wiil forward you from time to time suggestions and in- 
formation bearing upon this subject, but I trust that you will at once act upon 
the suggestion of writing the officials above suggested and also any other influ- 
ential friends you may have. 

Very truly, yours, 
H, K. THURBER, 
President United Siates and Brazil Mail Steam-ship Company. 


Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, Iam advised, whether correctly or not 
I do not know, that the author of this letter is at the head of the largest 
wholesale grocery establishment in the world, certainly the largest in 
-~ this country. He therefore is not dependent necessarily upon the 
bounties of the Government for a living. He is not a beggar from 
necessity. It is from pure choice or pure patriotism, or because it is 
fashionable and customary nowadays for others similarly situated to 
doit. It will be observed that this circular letter concludes by carn- 
estly requesting my good farmer friend and constituent to give him an 
expression of his views on the proposition presented to subsidize the 
steam-ship line of which the writer of the letter just read is president. 
I send to the Clerk’s desk, for the benefit of the distinguished author 
of that letter, the answer of my constitutent giving his views upon the 
subject of subsidies. 

The Clérk read as follows: 


å \ ALMA, ARK., September 19. 
Dran SIR: I am in receipt of a letter and phlet—whichb I inclose—in 
which I am informed that I “am interested.’ Probably lam. I donot know, 
nor have I time to inquire or make the investigation necessary. Ihave, to- 
ther with others, elected a man to look after my interest in these cases, and I 
Faro confidence in his ability and disposition to deal with them. 

It looks a little to me like a “job.” For that reason I send it to you, that you 
may know from whence emanates the backing for any letters you may receive 
from your constituents, as I suppose this document is likely scattered broad- 
cast so as to come in on you at the “back door.” 

I will say this. If the object sought is to subsidizo a line for export of 
merchandise I am opposed to it. We have “ protected” our manufacturers un- 
til our people are unuble—too poor—to consume’their product; no “ overpro- 
duction” in the case. Now, do they, the manufacturers, want the Government 
to transport our goods to foreign markets so that they can compete with honest 
men in the markets of the world? Are our “infant industries” to remain for- 
ever in a state of helpless imbecility? 

Yours, truly, 


Hon. Jous IL Rocers, 
=n Fort Smith. 


J. K. P. DOUGLASS. 
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Mr. ROGERS. That is the way this proposition strikes an honest 
farmer out in Arkansas; and I have no doubt that the Kansas farmers 
will begin to see just where and how the public opinion is mannfact- 
ured which begets the zeal of the gentleman from Kansas who has just 
addressed the House. 

If time permitted, I should be glad to read ‘ between the lines ’’ this 
letter from the distinguished president of the United States and Brazil 
Steam-ship Company. It deserves to be read ‘‘ between the lines.” It 
is due to myself to say that while I am compelled to accept the state- 
meni that a copy of this letter has been sent to the President, the inem- 
bers of his Cabinet, and to Senators and Representatives in Congress , 
(because the writer is an honorable gentleman), I did not get my copy. 
of this letter; and if it had not approached me, in the forcible language 
of my farmer friend, through the ‘“‘ back door,’’ I should not perhaps 
have received it at all. But it came, and merits my attention. 

I will take occasion at this moment to allude very briefly to this 
pamphlet which was inclosed to my farmer constituent; and I only wish 
time would permit me to analyze it. Among other things it states 
that Mr, Thurber out of pure patriotism has invested $100,000 in this 
business because, to use his own language— 

It is a shame that American merchants should be obliged to send their letters 
to South America via Liverpool. 

The pamphlet continues as follows: 

He has since accepted the presidency of the line without pay— 

And the words ‘‘without pay ” are italicised, to give emphasis to the 
sacrifice— 
and isendeavoring to prove that Americans haye sense enough to do as their 
successful competitors for the world’s trade do, and as Americans themselves 
do on land, pay a fair price for mail service whether the postage in any par- 
ticular route meets the expense or not. That man is H.K. Thurber, etc, 

By what method is it that this patriotic, self-sacrificing president 
of the United States and Brazil Steam-ship Company proposes to dem- 
onstrate that Americans have sense enough to do as their successful 
competitors for the world’s trade do? And what is it this guileless, 
innocent patriot wants? It isthe *‘ world’s trade,” and he proposes to 
have the people buy it for him by appropriations made to subsidize his 
own steam-ship lines, so that he gets the subsidy first and then he gets 
the world’s trade to build up his mammoth business in New York, and 
all under the guise that it is— 

a shame that American merchants should be obliged to send their letters to 
South America via Liverpool. 
In another place this pamphlet makes the inquiry: 


Why not afford the American shipping industry adequate protection, as other 
industries are protected? When the industry was at its best there were 2,188 
American ship-yards; they employed 21,545 hands; the annual wages paid them 
amounted to $12,713,815; the capital invested was $20,979,874, and the annual 
yalue of the product $30,800,327. It was an industry worth protecting. 

When was it, Mr. Speaker, this happy condition of things existed? 
Was it under the auspices of this protective system, now invoked by 
this unsophisticated patriot, whose very bowels yearn for the honor 
and glory of his country, and who out-Jeremiahs Jeremiah in his Jam- 
entations over the decline of our merchant marine? Let his little 
pamphlet answer. Says he: 

In 1856 American vessels carried 75 per cent. of all our imports and exports; 
in 1886 but 25 per cent. 

The following table from the United States Bureau of Statistics shows the 
rapid decline of American and the rise of foreign shipping interests, and empha- 
sizes in a stronger manner than anything we can say the folly of the one plan 
and the wisdom of the other. 


Tonnage of American and foreign vessels entering the ports of the United 
States from foreign countries— 


Year. American.| Foreign, 
| 
Per cent., | Per cent. 
1851 to 1360.... 33 
1881 to 1886... 21° 79 


* Now estimated at but 14 per cent. 


And so it was in the good old Democratic days, when an American 
could buy his ship in any marketand sail it under the flag of his own 
country, and none dared to molest him or make him afraid. It was 
long before the fallacious dogma ever found birth, that the way to make 
a people rich is to tax them, that the way to protect a people is to lay 
burdens on them and fetter and restrict.their commercial relations with 
the world. But this very interesting pamphlet continues: 


Americans are not inferior either on land or sea to any people in the world, 
Our wages may be higher, but our skill is greater; we utilize machinery toa 
greater extent; we are fertile in expedients; we get more work from the same 
number of men, but we can not overcome the fact that ernments of com- 
peting nations have supported their steam lines while ours treated our ship- 
ping interests with indifference and neglect. One-tenth of the surplus in the 
Treasury, now acting as a menace to all industry, or one-quarter of the sum now 
authorized for the building of war ships, if expended over a period of ten years, 
would give us a fleet of swift merchant steamers that would carry our flag reg- 
ularly into the principal ports of the world, that would utilize the pone of 
our mines and our forests, that would furnish remunerative employment to 
thousands of our mechanics and laborers, and enable these materials and men 
to earn more than $100,000,000 annually 
ket which now go into the 

One-tenth of fixe surplus 


ing our own products to mar- 
kets of foreign ship-owners. 
the Treasury now acting as a menace to all indus- 
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‘t Mark the perfect man, and behold the upright.” Why, had that 
sentence stopped there one might have thought it came from the 
President's message—‘‘now acting as a menace to all industry.” How 
do our Republican friends relish that? But let us proceed a little— 
or one-quarter of the sum now authorized for the building of war ships, if 
expended over a period of ten years, etc,, etc., would furnish remunerative em- 
ployment to thousands of our mechanics and jaborers, 

“‘As the hart panteth after the water-brooks,”’ so this ‘‘childlike and 
Lease ‘ Samaritan yearns for the welfare of the ‘‘mechanic and la- 

rer. : 

And enable these materials and men to earn more than $100,000,000 annually 
in carrying our own products to market which now go into the pockets of for- 
eign ship-owners, 

Foreigu ship-owners? Why certainly not; that must be a typo- 
graphic error. Certainly he means these enormous sums go into the 
pockets of the mechanics and laborers. What an embarrassing mis- 
take that is. So we have it, that we must take one-tenth of the sur- 
pins, or one-fourth the sum now authorized to be expended for the 

uilding of war ships by cur own people and give it to this 
ing gentleman; that the $100,000,000 annually carrying our own prod- 
ucts to market, which now goes into the pockets of foreign ship-own- 
ers, shall be diverted from their pockets and turned into his. 

Mr. Speaker, it can not be that so good and simple minded a man as 
this can be engaged in any ‘‘job.’? My clever constituent does him 
the grossest injustice. He is but following in the footsteps of innu- 
merable other patriots in an honest effort to distribute the surplus so 
that our great industries may not be menaced thereby, nor their future 
plans disturbed by a reduction of taxation. 

One more reference to this pamphlet and I am done. 

Some people ask why it is that we can not compete with other nations on the 
ocean now as we used todo? It is not because of the change from sail to steam 
or from wood to iron; we have both of these to as great an extent as any other 
country; but it is because of the change from individual ships to steam lines, 
which cost so much to establish that it is beyond individual effort, and because 
other Governments— 

I ought to stop right here to say that this great merchant prince tells 
us that these gentlemen are mistaken when they urge that aggregated 
capital can accomplish better results than individual enterprise. 

And because other Governments, recognizing that “trade follows the Pa 
that “ the commerce of the world commands the wealth of the world "—in other 
wo that steam lines build up their termini just as railroads do—have fed and 
nouri their steam-ship lines— a 

Now listen to this beautiful figure of speech— 

Gs — as a bird feeds her young until they are strong enough to care for them- 
selves.” 

Mr. Speaker, this beautiful simile attracted my attention, and it de- 
serves notice fora moment. How sweet and beautiful the-thought! 
We are to ‘‘ feed and nourish ” these great monopolies, to ‘‘ feed and 
nourish” these merchant princes, to ‘‘ feed and nourish’’ these mill- 
ionaires, with all that kindly, self-sacrificing devotion with which the 
mother ‘‘ bird feeds her young.” 

Yes, labor shall toil eight, ten, twelve, and thirteen hours a day ih 
field, farm, and workshop, and bring its earnings to feed and nourish 
this ‘‘infant industry,” conducted by this patriotic president of the 
United States and Brazil Steam-ship Company, who so loves his country 
that he invests $100,000 in this line, and becomes its president ‘‘ with- 
out pay,” to save his countrymen from the shame of haying to send 
their letters to South America via Liverpool. How touching it is when 
he has achieved all this, to witness with what patriotic instinct, so 
closely akin to that which characterizes all the other privileged classes 
in this country, he turns and tells us that his little infant industry 
must be ‘‘fed and nourished even as the mother bird feeds her young.” 

Why, sir, this reminds me of a little conundrum that I heard the 
other day, which so well illustrates this situation that I must be per- 
mitted to refer to it. Some oneasked ‘why it was that little birds in 
their nests should live in ?? and the answer was, ‘‘ Because it is 
dangerous to fall out.” ughter.] So these great industries, bask- 
ing in the warm spring sunshine of legislative favor, live together in 
their soft, downy nest, made so not by their own earnest endeavor, 
enterprise, and thrift, but by legislative discrimination against the 
toiling masses; live in perfect peace and amity, because they know 
“it is dangerous to fall out;’’ and they all come, with their stereo- 
typed letters, with their pamphlets, with their false and manufactured 
public sentiment, and demand that the hard earnings of the people be 
taken from them and dropped into their mouths, just as the mother 
“bird feeds her young.” 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I believe I have fifteen minutes 
which I reserved from my hour, I yield one minute to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FELTON]. 

Mr. FELTON. Mr. Speaker, in the event of the pending amend- 
ment being voted down, I shall offer, if permitted to do so, an amend- 
ment to the following effect: 


To sustain the present, and to provide a more efficient mail service between 
the United States and Australia and New Zealand, the Postmaster-General is 
hereby authorized to pay for such service an amount of money equal to the 
amount received by it from such service for sea and inland postage. 


In this proposition there is nothing in the natureof subsidy. It 


takes not one dollar from the Treasury of the Government. It simply 
pope to give these lines what they earn and what they are entitled 
to for this service. 

Here the hammer fell. ] 

T BINGHAM withholds his remarks for revision, See APPEN- 
DIX. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Iask unanimous consent thatall gentlemen desiring 
to do so may have leave to print remarks on this subject. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OATES. Mr. Speaker, in the brief time allowed to me I shall 
not attempt to do more than state what I conceive to be the general 
principles underlying the Senate amendment and the proposition of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM]. I will not beable 
to present so full an argument as I would if I had more time. Section 
4009 of the Revised Statutes of the United States reads as follows: 


For transporting the mail between the United States and any foreign port, or 
between ports of the United States touching at a foreign port, the Postmaster- 
General may allow, as cee ear eee if by a United States steam-ship, any sum 
not exceeding the sea and United States inland postage; and if by a foreign 
steam-ship or by a sailing-vessel any sum not exceeding the sea-postage on 
the mail so transported. 


This, sir, is the measure of compensation now fixed for carrying the 
United States mails on the seas and oceans of the world. It is alleged 
to be insufficient. It is said that the compensation thus provided does 
not afford to the people of this country sufiicient foreign mail facilities. 

Now, sir, if that is an insufficient allowance for carrying the mails 
to the foreign countries named in the amendment, especially to the 
South American countries, no one will more willingly than myself vote 
to increase that compensation, so that there may be ample pay for the 
service required. ‘There is a marked distinction between paying a 
reasonable compensation for proper mail facilities, and the bestowal of 
the largesses of the Government upon steam-ship companies to stimu- 
late commerce and make the business pay the ship-owners. 

The Senate amendment proposes to appropriate $800,000 out of the 
Treasury, not to pay for carrying the mails, but to be given to steam- 
ship companies at the rate of $1 for each nautical mile sailed, in addi- 
tion to the sea and inland postage allowed by existinglaw. Itisasub- 
sidy, and is intended more for the purpose of stimulating trade and 
commerce between this country and those of South America than to pro- 
vide just compensation for carrying the mails. The money in the 
Treasury is the common property of the people; it is collected from 
them by way of taxation, and the appropriation of it in the way of boun- 
ties and subsidies to some small portion of the people to make the par- 
ticular business in which they are engaged profitable is favoritism, class 
legislation, and undemocratic in principle. 

It is paternalism, and the same objection which lies against monop- 
olies created by a high protective tariff lies against bounties and su 
sidies except in very rare instances. The principle I denounce is the 
injustice of taking by law the money of one man or set of men and 
applying it to the use and benefit of another. I believe in legislating 
for the impartial and equal benefit of all the people of the United 
States. The paternal, partial, and unjust legislation of Congress, favor- 
itism to particular pets as well as to corporations and classes for the 
last twenty-five years, is the prime cause of the discontent which to- 
day prevails among the poor and laboring classes of the people. 

The proper business of Congress is, in pursuance of constitutional 
grants of power, to make general laws for the common benefit of all the 
American people. 

The Congress of the United States should be as impartial as death, 
which knocks with equal hand at the door of the palace and cottage. 

I am opposed to appropriating money out of the public Treasury to 
stimulate anybody’s business in order to make it pay him. I have 
heard it asserted upon this floor that this proposition is similar to what 
is incorporated in the appropriation bills every year by way of provis- 
ion for compensating the railroad companies for transporting the mails. 
I cannot see it in that light. The railroad companies are compensated 
by some standard fixed at what is believed to be reasonable for the 
service rendered. 

The proposition of the gentleman from Pennsylvania is to fix the com- 
pensation ofsteam-ships for carrying the mails to South American coun- 
tries, China, Japan, and Australasia at three times the pregent rate of 
sea and inland postage, and backs this up with an appropriation out 
of the Treasury of $450,000 for the next fiscal year. Ido not know 
whether it is intended that this appropriation is to be used as a subsidy 
or not, but presume that it is intended to provide for the difference in 
present and the measure of compensation proposed by the amendment. 
If the latter is the proper construction of that amendment, it is nota 
subsidy, but is only a proposition to change the measure of compensa- 
tion by making it three times what it is now. The author of that 
amendment contends that the present measure of compensation is too 
small. If Iwere satisfied of that I would vote to increase the compen- 
sation to the highest point of the actual value of the service. 

I believe in liberal appropriations for mail facilities at home and 
abroad. It is nearer to the people than any other service except the 
work of the tax-gatherer. And if the commerce of this country with 
South American states is stimulated and benefited as an incident of our 
mail service it would be a source of gratification. But, sir, the United 
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States through the stimulus ot annual subsidies may build up a con- 
siderable trade with other countries, but when these are withheld it 
is doubtful whether it would survive. A foreign trade which comes 
to stay is that which is found to be so profitable as to induce capital 
and enterprise to engage in and develop it. That which is developed 
by artificial stimulants is likea hot-house plant—when the vitalizer is 
withheld it withers and languishes. The argument that England and 
other European countries have built a great commerce by the use ot 
subsidies has but little weight with me. We are Americans, with a 
superior form of government, different institutions, traditions, and 
surroundings, and, in my judgment, European precedents have wrought 
more harm than good in their influence on the legislation of this coun- 


I am not satisfied that the present compensation is toosmall. Iam 
a little apprehensive thatit is not quite as great as it should be for the 
mail service to South American countries. I am not well informed 
upon this branch of the subject, and those who have had superior op- 
portunity for obtaining information disagreeaboutit. Iam, however, 
less in doubt that the measure of compensation proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania is too great. He and the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT], both exceedingly well informed, and for whose 
opinions in such matters I have very great respect, differ so widely 
that there is no possibility of reconciliation. I shall therefore vote 
against the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania; and the 
Senate amendment being a subsidy and obnoxious to all the objections 
I have named, but not elaborated for the want of time, I shall never 
vote for it. 

Mr. RAYNER. I merely arise to clear away, if possible, a misap- 
prehension in connection with the subject of American shipping that 
seems to have taken a most remarkable hold upon public credulity. 
Mr. Blaine, some time ago, in a communication to an association ot 
merchants in the city of New York, declared that England has con- 
tinually stimulated the growth of her commerce by enormous bounties 
paid to those who build and sail steam-ships. The New York Cham- 
ber of Commerce repeated the statement, and, starting in this manner, 
it has re-echoed through the halls of almost every board of trade and 
shipping league in this country. After a patient examination of this 
subject, which resulted from my firm conviction that the shipping in- 
terests of a country could never be permanently maintained by any 
such process as this, I now make the statement, and am prepared to 
prove it with the details when the occasion requires it, that the com- 
mercial marine of Great Britain, the most powerful upon the seas, has 
neither been built up nor sustained by subsidies or bounties in any 
shape, and that we are not in the slightest degree following her exam- 
ple by adopting the wild schemes that are now being contemplated in 
order to restore American shipping. 

Great Britain in all her history never appropriated a dollar of money 
for the purpose of aiding in the construction or employment of a British 
ship. France has done so, and unprofitably toa high degree, but Eng- 
land never, and you can not point me to an act of Parliament that ever 
voted a bounty or subsidy for any such purpose. She has helped to 
maintain a costly ocean packet service, which is just as necessary for 
her governmental purposes as a standing army or a tax levy; and it is 
because the character of this service has not been examined into that 
it is being constantly confounded with a system of bounties and sub- 
sidies to which it does not assimilate itself in the slightestdegree. Before 
these schemes that are now flooding in upon Congress and purporting 
to follow in the wake of her example make any headway, let me im- 
press upon you the fact that this packet service is employed for the 
pur of carrying the mail; that her ocean mail is under the juris- 
diction of her post-office department, open to public competition, and 
always awarded to the lowest bidder. That from 1872 to 1882 its ex- 
penditures decreased over £300,000 per annum, and, what is more im- 
portant than all, two-thirds of the total outlay is annually repaid to the 
post-office department by the countries for whom the mail is being 
carried and by the colonial dependencies of Great Britain. 

The Peninsular and Oriental Line, which steams to India, Alexan- 
dria, Australia, and Gibraltar, and virtually circumvents a territory 
that contains twenty millions of people dependent upon England and 
sending their exports and products free of duty into the English mar- 
ket, has never been nourished at the exchequer, as has been so persist- 
ently claimed, but procured the carriage of the mails because it was 
by far the lowest bidder, performing the service for 17 shillings per 
mile in vessels of largely increased horse-power in place of a service 
costing upwards of 30 shillings a mile in vessels of not half the power 
and of greatly inferior speed and construction. Mr. Guion, at the 
launching of one of the ships of the Williams and Guion Line some time 
ago, triumphantly declared, ‘‘ We have never received a pound of Gov- 
ernment aid. We do not need it and we will notaskit.’’ Thetrouble 
about the matter is that our shipping leagues will not draw a distinc- 
tion between an honest system, open to competition, allowing a liberal 
compensation for carrying the mails, and providing for a speedy pas- 
sage and a prompt delivery under the strictest regulations and the se- 
verest penalties, such as the English system is and the contemplated 
American system, which unlocks the doors of your Treasury, opens 
the flood-gates of corruption, pays a premium to monopoly, and pro- 


poses to revive this lost American industry by a sort of galvanic process 
that will infuse into it the transient flush of fever instead of the per- 
manent glow of health. There is no one in my presence more deeply 
anxious for the restoration of American shipping than Iam. Restore 
it upon a natural basis, and not by artificial stimulation. 

England is the mistress of the seas because she has freed her com- 
merce and freed her ships; thatis the truth, and we knowit. We have 
enslaved them both, and we have foundered the best equipped and fleet- 
est service that sailed the oceanin its day. We have enslaved the ship 
from keelson to truck. From the wire in her stays to the brass in her 
“ taffrail logsheisaslave.’? We have enslaved her cargo, because from 
the moment an American vessel touches at a foreign port high and pro- 
hibitive duties proclaim to the nations of the earth that a pirate’s trib- 
ute is to be levied upon her freight, and that we give no quarter to the 
commerce of mankind. Had England continued such a policyas this, 
all the subsidies in her treasury would never have given her the posi- 
tion that she now occupies upon the sea. Like France and Germany, 
she has swept from her statute-books those relics of barbarism that pun- 
ish a citizen for transferring a foreign ship to the flag of his country, 
and until at least we relieve our commerce from its burdens to some 
extent, we may dissipate subsidy upon subsidy, and bounty upon 
bounty, but the ships that leave the banks of the Mersey and the 
‘Thames and the Clyde will continue to command and monopolize the 
markets of the world though we place upon the sea the best equipped 
marine that ever trod the billows of the deep. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. Mr. Speaker, I do not deem that dis- 
cussion of this question is likely to change the vote of the House and I 
had not intended to occupy any of the time of the House in expressing 
my views upon it. But on a policy which I deem so vital I am not 
willing to sit silent without raising my voice against the illiberal 
course which has been pursued by this country and is now being 
pursued against its own commerce. 

If it is statesmanship to economize to the last farthing upon the 
transportation of our foreign mails, and to keep those mails as small 
as possible, in order that the cost of their transportation may be re- 
duced to a minimum, then the course and policy of this Government 
is wise and statesman-like. 

But if the correct and statesmanlike view looks to something beyond 
a mere niggardly and higgling bargain on the transportation of our 
mails; if it enhances a building up of our commerce and establishing 
cordial, extensive, and binding trade relations with our neighboring 
republics of Central and South America, then the policy pursued by 
this country is narrow and short-sighted. 

I shall enter into no extended disquisition on this subject, but con-. 
tent myself with placing myself upon record in favor of the broader 
view of national policy. ` 

Mr. Speaker, commerce follows in established lines of trade, and the 
use of the mails goes with commerce. If this country desires to wrest 
the commerce of Mexico and the Brazils from Spain and England into 
channels which, from vicinage and common interest and kindred forms 
of government, are the natural channels and belong of right to us, then 
this country must, by a liberal treatment of our infant industries and 
by a far-reaching policy, foster at once new avenues of trade and en- 
courage our merchant marine as other nations who have succeeded in 
achieving a large foreign trade have fostered their new channels and 
aided their merchant service. Gentlemen, ‘‘there is a withholding 
which does not enrich, and a giving which does not impoverish,” and 
among the most pre-eminent examples of this adage is the treatment 
of our struggling industries in the matter of our commerce. 

Expend $800,000 in fostering our Central and South American trade, 
and you will bring ten times $800,000 into the coffers of our American 
merchants and ship-builders. Withhold your aid and send your mails 
by transient foreign ships, by ocean tramps, bound upon speculative 
ventures for their owners, in foreign competing countries, and you have 
checked commerce and retarded national growth. You have hidden 
your talent in the earth rather than put it with the exchangers, that 
it might gain other talents for its owners. 

For these reasons I favor the pending amendment, as tending toa 
larger and wiser treatment of our merchant marine and our foreign 
commerce. 

Mr. BLOUNT rose. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] has 
six minutes of his time remaining. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, this question has been very elaborately 
discussed upon both sides, and I think the House must be satisfied of 
the disposition of the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads to 
allow liberal debate. I shall feel it my duty at the end of my six min- 
utes, if not earlier, to ask the previous question on the motion of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM]. Before I do that I 
want to make one additional observation. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania has spoken of the discretion given to the Postmaster-General 
by this amendment, and has said by way of illustration that the Post- 
master-Genéral has discretion in reference to a large sum of money for 
the payment of clerks in post-oflices, and also as to various other funds, 

Mr. Speaker, so far as the discretion provided for in the amendment 
of my friend from Pennsylvania is concerned, the difficulty is not that 


E 


6298 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 14 
, 
it denies discretion to the Postmaster-General, but itis that while in | Byn Glass, Lind, Russell, Mass, 
terms discretion is allowed it is practically denied. For instance, we Paa rag Santis ee Sayers, 
have but one line of steam-ships from thiscountry to China. Prescribe | Garuth, Hall, Mansur, Shaw” 
that the Postmaster-General may allow that line three times the sea | Caswell, Martin, Shively, 
and inland postage in order to get the mails carried ‘ona certain sched- nee » Haugen, oes Snyder, 
ule. Remember that this is the only line, and suppose that the Pa- | Claris” Heard, McKinney, Spinola’ 
cific Mail Steam-ship Company should undertake to say to the Depart- | Clements, Hemphill, MeMillin, Springer, 
ment: ‘‘ Congress has given you the money to pay us three times the | €98. ot rake ig RE nao Pomc ar aie 
sea and inland postage; the compensation is reasonable, and we will Goe Bebek ~ Mills, si rch ea 
not make any other contract with you.” We put the Postmaster- | Cothran, Holman, Montgomery, Stone, Ky. 
General in a piton where he must absolutely stop that mail or else | Cowes. en > pri 
yield to the demand. And so it is all along the line. Therefore the | Culberson, Hono = SR Thomas Wis. 
idea of diamen being given to the Postmaster-General by this amend- onani A gowang S amon Tillman, 4, 
ment is elusive. Vvidson, he uw > Yorw P ownshen 
I will not occupy further time, and I now ask the previous question Sot: Tauber, N.C, O'Donnell, ative Hyi 
on the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM]. | Dorsey, Kilgore, O'Neall, Ind Wade, 
The previous question was ordered. Bono, EN, aI MO; Se 
The SPEAKER. ‘The question ison the motion of the gentleman | Foran, TAARAT RS renee, 
from Pennsylvania, which is that the House recede from its disagreement | Ford, ec, Phelan, White, Ind. 
to the Senate amendment, and agree to the same with an amendment. | Forney, tanuan coe Ra. ADEI 
Mr. BLOUNT. Upon that question I ask for the yeas and nays. Gest, ' i zi; Wilson. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. Gibson, Lehibach, Rowland, ge 
Mr. BLOUNT. I must ask the Chair to insist upon order in the NOT VOTING—134. k 
Hall. Although the Chair has just stated the question, gentlemen are | Alen, Miss. Crouse, Laidlaw, 
continually coming to me to ask what it is. Anderson, Miss. Cummings, Laird, Romeis, 
A MEMBER. _I ask that the question be again stated. Anon EAO oe a pest ride gl 
The SPEAKER. The question isupon the motionmade by the gen- | Barry, `` Davenport, Long, ' Ryan, 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM], which is that the House do | Belden, Davidson, Fla. Lynch, Scott, 
now recede from its disagreement to the Senate amendment, and agree Beta, Dat =r Sherman, 
0, Mahoney, Simmons, 
to that amendment with an amendment proposed by the gentleman | Bliss, Dougherty, McAdoo, Smith, 
from Pennsylvania. This question, the Chair will state, is divisible, | Bound, Dunham, McClammy, Spooner, 
if a division of the question is demanded. That is to say, a vote may | Boutelle, ee ct McCulloch rete 
first be taken upon the amendment proposed by the gentleman from 3 i , 
Pp y g Brower, Fisher, McKenna, Stewart, Tex. 
Pennsylvania, and then upon the simple motion to concur. Ifno divis- | Browne, Ind. Fitch, MeKinley, Stewart, Vt. 
ant DOARMA ES Brown, J. R, Va. Flood, ; Stone, Mo. 
Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, before the vote is taken Saeed: Gaines, Moffitt, Taulbee, 
I ask that the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. | Buckalew, Gallinger Moore, Thomas, Ill 
BINGHAM] be read by the Clerk. Braneli oe dorgan, Peete Del: 
The SPEAKER. Tt will be read. Burrows, Goff, ` Nichols, Turner, Kans, 
Thi k read the am - | Butler, Granger, O'Ferrall, Wi 3 
tee e Clerk rea endment proposed by Mr, BINGHAM, as fol. Batt erro rth, ae Senet O'Neill, Westy 
, F.,N.¥. Harmer, , 
‘Amend, in line 111, by inserting, after the words “West Indies,” the words Campbell, Ohio Ha Peel, Whitthorne, 
“Australasia, China pos § Japan, and the Sandwich Islands.” Campbell, T.J., E nA poor Penington, Wilber, 
Ameėnd, in line 112, by striking out “eight hundred” and inserting in lieu | Cannon, $ Wilkinson 
‘thereof ‘‘ four hundred and Catehings, ý Pideock, Wilson, W. Va. 
Am by gout all afier the word “service,” in line 117, and inserting $ y Plumb, ise. 
in lieu thereof the sowing well, Holmes, Post, Woodburn, 
“And in cases where a contract shall be made in addition to the seaand United | Collins, opkins, N, Y. Pugsley, Yoder, 
States inland postage allowed under section 4009 of the Revised Statutes to reg- | Compton, ouk, Randall, » Yost. 
istered Unitid States steam-ships pe plying between ports of the United States and | Crain, Johnston, Ind. Rayner, 
Centraland South hea ag ee the t Gira ma Australasia, China and Japan, and Crisp, Jones, Robertson, 


the Sandwich Islands, the Postmaste: 


Sum not ex 


neral may, by agreement with the 
owners of said steam-ships, at an equivalent consideration therefor, allow any 
three times the sum of the said sea and inland postage to 


So the motion of Mr. BINGHAM was rejected. 
Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa, {during the roll-call), said: I am 
with the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BURNES], who is sick; but as 
on this question he would vote the same way as myself, I vote “no,” 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will announce the pairs. 


‘steam-ships 

not in the Postal Union, for 
to be agreed 

or agente: Provi 


The following-named members were announced as paired on all polit- 
ical questions until further notice: 


Mr. CUMMINGS with Mr. MOCORMICK. 


Mr. HOOKER. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. I wishto know 
whether the vote about to be taken includes, with the proposition of 
the gentleman from Georgia, the amendment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, or whether the question is upon the amendment of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania as a distinct proposition ? 

The SPEAKER. There is no proposition pending excepting that 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. The House is now about 


to vote on that. 


The question was taken; and it was decided in the negative—yeas 


55, nays 135, not voting 134; as follows: 


Allen, Mass. Grosvenor, 
old, Grout, 
Baker, N.Y. Hermann, 

Bingham, Hires, 
Brown, Ohio Hitt, 
Brumm, Hooker, 
Cheadie, Hunter, 
Cutcheon, Jackson, 
Dingley, Eee; 
Farq ey, 
Felton, Kennedy, 
Finley, Kerr, 
Funston, K * 
i Lodge, 
Abbott, Bacon, 
Adams, Baker, M. 
Alien, Mich. Bankh 
Anderson, Iowa 
Anderson, Bayne, 


Mr. CATCHINGS with Mr. COGSWELL. 

Mr. LANDES with Mr. STEELE. ; 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio, with Mr. BUTTERWORTH. 
Mr. COLLINS with Mr. DUNHAM. 

Mr. MERRYMAN with Mr. SYMES. 

Mr. Prpcock with Mr. DE LANO. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. GOFF. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL with Mr. BELDEN. 
Mr. MCMILLIN with Mr. Burrows. 

Mr. GREENMAN with Mr. THOMAS, of Ilinois. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Illinois, with Mr. BLANCHARD. 
Mr. MOKINLEY with Mr. Scorr. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. RocKWELL. 

Mr. PENINGTON with Mr. HIESTAND. 

Mr. Smprons with Mr. PARKER. 

Mr. Jones with Mr. STEPHENSON. 

Mr. STONE, of Missouri, with Mr. Payson. 


Scull, 


Seymour, 
Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Taylor, J. D., Ohio 


ase Ey | | Me. ALEK, of Mistienippl, with Mr. Arxranom, 
Vandever, Mr. CRAIN with Mr. HAYDEN. * 
White, N. Y. Mr. Crisp with Mr. ROWELL. 
Whiting, Mass, Mr. McCiasory with Mr, NICHOLS. 
lea Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, with Mr. Yost on this amendment and 
yuu on the original proposition. Mr. Yost would vote ‘‘ay”’ and Mr. 

ANDERSON would vote ‘‘no.”’ 

Mr. WISE with Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana, for this day. Mr. WISE 

Breckinridge, Ark. | would vote against the amendment to the Post-Office appropriation 
Tokina; Ky. | bill providing ocean mail pay. 
Browne, T.ILB.,Va. s a , PEEL with Mr. BURROWS on this vote. Mr. PEEL would vote 
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Mr, JOHNSTON, of Indiana, with Mr. BARRY. Mr. JOHNSTON would 
vote ‘‘ay’’ on this amendment and Mr. BARRY ‘‘no.” 

Mr. ROBINSON with Mr. Romers, until 3 p. m. to-day. 
ae Moore with Mr, DARLINGTON, until ‘Wednesday, the 18th in- 

n 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida, with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania, un- 
til July 16. 

Mr. TRACEY with Mr. PLUMB, on all questions, until the 17th in- 
stant. 

Mr, HATCH with Mr. PUGSLEY, on all questions, for three days. 

Mr. O’FERRALL with Mr. GALLINGER, onall questions from the 12th 
instant, inclusive, until the 17th instant, inclusive, except the evening 
sessions of Thursday and Friday for pensions. 

y- RAYNER with Mr. McComas, on all questions, until Monday 
nex 

Mr. THOMPSON, of California, with Mr. MCKENNA, on all political 
questions, for Friday and Saturday, July 13 and 14, 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. CANNON, for the day. 

Mr, BucKALEW with Mr. DALZELL, for this day, 
` Mr. Frencu with Mr. GAtnEs, on all questions, for the day. 

Mr, LAWLER with Mr. RYAN, on all political questions, for this day. 

Mr. Witson, of West Virginia, with Mr. Lona, on all political ques- 
tions, for this day. 

Mr. Bryce with Mr. DAVENPORT, on all questions, for the day. 

Mr. MCADOO with Mr. BOUTELLE, on this vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi, with Mr. MoFFITT, on this vote. Mr. 
ANDERSON would vote ‘“‘no’’ and Mr. MOFFITT ‘‘ay.’’ 

Mr. RAYNER. I voted inadvertently, not remembering my pair 
with my colleague [Mr. McComas]. I do not know how he would 
vote on this question, but I presume I had better withdraw my vote, 
and I do so. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida. My pair with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. O'NEILL] has been announced. I desire to say 
that if he were present I should vote ‘‘no.”’ 

McMILLIN. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. PEEL] is paired 
= oy with the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BURROWS]; hence, 

the pair announced between the gentleman from Michigan and my- 
self does not apply to this question, I have voted. 

The result of the vote was announced as above stated. [Applause.] 

Mr. FELTON. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry, I wish to know 
whether it is now in order for me to offer my amendment, or for the 
chairman of the committee to accept it. 

The SPEAKER. The chairman of the committee can not accept the 
amendment; and the Chair, not knowing what the amendment is, can 
not say whether it is in order now or not. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I move that the House further insists on its dis- 
agreement to the Senate amendment numbered 7, and agree to the re- 
quest of the Senate 

Mr. FELTON. I ask that the Clerk read the amendment which I 
send up. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

To sustain the present, and to provide a more seor mail service between 
the United States and Australia and New Zesland, the Postmaster-General is 
hereby authorized to p for such service an amount of money equal to the 
amount received by it from such service, for sea and inland postage. 

Mr. FELTON. Imove to concur in the Senate amendment with 
the amendment which has just been read. 

The SPE The gentleman moves that the House recede from 
its disagreement to the Senate amendment and agree to the same with 
an amendment. Does the gentleman propose his amendment as a sub- 
stitute for the Senate amendment? 

Mr. FELTON. Yes; as a substitute for the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Then the question is first on the substitute pro- 

by the gentleman from California [Mr. FELTON] for the amend- 
ment of the Senate. 

Mr. FELTON’s amendment was disa to. 

The question next recurred on Mr. BLouNT’s motion, that the House 
further insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment numbered 
7, and agree to the conference asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
yotes of the two Houses, 

Mr. BLOUNT. On that motion I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and it was decided in the affirmative—yeas 
140, niya 58, not voting 126; as follows: 


YEAS—140, 
ADRA, Blount, oo Dorsey. 
Allen, Mich. Boothman, Clements Dunn, ; 
Anderson, Iowa Breckinridge, Ark. Cobb, Elliott, 
Anderson, M seer AA Ky. Conger, Enloe, 
Anderson, Tl. Brew per, Felton, 
Bacon, owna T. H.B., Va.Cothran, Finley, 
Baker, Il. Burnett, Cowles, Ford, 
Bankhead, Bynum, Cox, Forney, 
Barnes, Candler, Crain, Fuller, 
Barry, Carlton, Culberson, Gibson, 
Bayne, eee, lass, 
Biggs, naei Davidson, Ala, Grimes, 
Bland, Cheadle, Dibble, Guenther, 
Bliss, Chipman, Dockery, ie 


Hare, Latham, O’Neall, Ind, Stewart, 
Haugen, 4 O'Neill, Mo. Stockdale, 
Heard, Lehibach, Outhwaite, Stone, Ky. 
Hemphill, Lind, Payson, Struble, 
Henderson,Iowa Macdonald, Peel, Tarsney, 
Henderson, N.O. Maish, Phelan, Thomas, Wis, 
Herbert, Mansur, Post, Tillman, 
Holman, 4 jce, Townshend, 
iant MARUN Richardson, Duruer; Ga. 

opkins, reary, rs, ‘ance, 
Hopkins, Va. McKinney, Rowland, Wade, 
Hovey, K } Walker, 
Hudd, Sayers, Warner, 
Hutton, Montgomery, Seney, Washington, 
Johnston, Ind. Morrill, Shaw, Weaver 
Johnston, N.G, Neal, Shively, White, Ind 
Laffoon, Nelson, Snyder, Whiting, Mich, 
La Follette, Newton, Sowden, Wilkins, 
Lagan, Norwood, Spinola, Wilkinson, 
Lane, Oates, Springer. Wilson, Minn. 
Lanham, O'Donnell, Btallnecker, Yoder. 

NAYS—58. 
Adams, Gront, MeCullogh, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Allen, Mass, Hermann, Moffitt, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Arnold, Hires, Morrow, Thomas, Ky. 
Baker, N. Y. Houk, Nutting, Thompson, Ohio 
Bingham. Hunter, Osborne, Turner, Kans, 
Brown, Ohio Jackson, Owen, Vandever, 
Bramm, Kean, Perkins, ‘Weber, 
Clark, Kelley, Peters, West, 
Cutcheon, Kennedy, Reed, White, N.Y. 
Dingley, Kerr, Russell, Conn. Whiting, Mass, 
Farquhar, Laidlaw, Sawyer, Wickham, 
Funston, Lodge, Senll, Williams, 
Gear, Long, Seymour, Yardley. 
Gest, Lyman, Sherman, 
Grosvenor, MeCormick; Stewart, Vt. 
NOT VOTING—126, 

Allen, Miss. Cummings, Howard, Plumb, 
Anderson, Kans. Dalzell, Jones, Pugsley, 
Atkinson, Dartington, Ketcham, Randall, 
Belden, Davenport, Kilgore, Rayner, 
Belmont, Davidson, Fla. Laird, Robertson, 
Blan: Ps Davis, Landes, kwell, 
Boun: De Lano, Lawler, Romeis, 
Boutelle, Dougherty, Lynch, Rowell, 
Bowden, Danhan, Maffett, Rusk, 
Bowen, Ermentrout, Mahoney, Ryan, 
Brower, Fisher, Mason, Scott, 
Browne, Ind. Fitch, McAdoo, Simmons, 
Brown, J.R., Va, Flood, McClamniy, Smith, 
Bryce, Foran, k Spooner, 
Buchanan, French, McKenna, Steele, 
Buekalew, Gaines, McKinley, > Stephenson, 
liunnell, Gallinger, McMillin, Stewart, 
Burnes, Gay, McShane, Stone, Mo, 
Burrows, Glover, Merriman, iymes, 
Butler, Goff, Milliken, Taulbce, 
Butterworth, Granger, Moore, Thomas, T. 
Campbell, F., N. Y. gaont Morgan, Thompson, Cal, 
Campbell, Ohio armer, Morse, Tracey, 
Campbell, T:J., N.Y. fan Nichols, Wheeler, 
Cannon, Hayden, O'Ferrall, Whitthorno 
Catchings, Hay ONeill, Pa. Wilber, 
Cockran, Benderin Til Parker, Wilson, W. Va. 
Cogswell, Hiestand, Patton, Wise, 
Collins, Hitt, Penington, Woodburn, 
Compton, Hogg, Perry, ost, 
Crisp, Holmes, é Phelps, 
Crouse, Hopkins, N. Y. Pidcock, 

So Mr. BLount’s motion was agreed to. 

During the call, 


On motion of Mr. SPRINGER, by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the names was dispensed with. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

On this vote: 

Mr. McApoo with Mr. BOUTELLE. 

Mr. FISHER with Mr. LAIRD. 

Mr. ENLOE. Mr. Speaker, I was paired with the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Houx ] on the preceding vote to the one just taken, and 
being engaged in the room of the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads, did not get in in time to have the pair announced. If present, 
he would have voted ‘‘ yea,” and I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. PAYSON. Iam paired with the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
STONE], but as he would vote the same way I will leave my vote stand. 

The vote was then announced as above recorded. 

Mr. BLOUNT moved to reconsider the vote just taken; and also 
moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER appointed as of said conference on the 
part of the House Mr. BLOUNT, Mr. DOCKERY, and Mr. BINGHAM. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order of business is the call of com- 
mittees for reports. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to dispense with the call for to-day. 

The motion was agreed to. 


SUBSTITUTE REPORTER. 


Mr. BOOTHMAN, from the Committee on Accounts, reported back 
the following resolution: 


Resolved, That Edward D. Easton, now actin 
Speaker as a substitute reporter for Mr. J.K. 


under the ay agree Tae of the 
wards, who is confined to his 


bed by severe illness, be paid from the contingent fund of the House from the 

date of his appointment, June 11,1888, and during his service as one of the re- 

porters of the House, the amount of the current salary of said Edwards, with 
such additional sum as may be uired for the payment of ts; and 
is pes sony shall not interfere with the receipt oe Mr. Edwards of his full 
egal salarv— 


Accompanied with the following written report: 


Your committee, to whom was referred the resolution named above, having 
inquired into the facts, find that J. K. Edwards, one of the Official Reporters of 


Pona nnee to get the stenographic notes of Mr. Easton transcribed 

tone oninnstes further find that Mr, Edwards is a man in poorcircumstances 
and dependent upon his salary for the support of himself and family; that he 
was taken sick with a fever while employed by the House, and presumably be- 
cause of his devotion to his dutics as an officer of this House. Your committee 
think that, under the circumstances, the House owes it to itself to see that such 
a faithful employé does not suffer, and that he be permitted toretain his salary, 
and that his temporary substitute, Mr. Easton, be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House as provided in the resolution as proposed to be amended, and 
that the cost of transcribing the notes be also paid out of the same fund, thus 
giving to Mr, Edwards the use and enjoyment of his official salary during his 
extreme illness and necessity. 

Your committee therefore recommend that the said resolution be amended as 
follows: After the word “ House,” in line 9, insert the words “ not to extend, 
however, beyond this present session of Congress ;™ also after the word " Ed- 
wards,” in line 10, insert the words * while he shall be so employed and;" also 
after the word “assistants,” in lines 11 and 12, insert the words “to transcribe 
his stenographiec notes at the usual rates paid heretofore for such service,” and 
that as amended the resolution be adopted. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I do not see the necessity for the adoption of this 
resolution; and would like to have some explanation from the gentle- 
man presenting it. 

Mr. MoMILLIN. Let us have the resolution read again. 

The SPEAKER. If the House will be in order the Chair will cause 
the resolution to be again read as it will appear if amended as proposed. 

The resolution was again reported. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think there is a mistake in the recital part of 
that resolution. It seems from the report that the Speaker did not 
employ this assistant to take the place of Mr. Edwards, but that he 
was employed by Mr. Edwards himself. 

The SPEAKER. Thatiscorrect. Upon the application of Mr. Ed- 
wards the Chair gave him leaye of absence during his sickness, and 
approved of his employment of Mr. Easton. 

Mr. SPRINGER. -I think the resolution ought to show that the 
appointment of a substitute was made by Mr. Edwards himself, and 
not by the Speaker; because the Speaker, as I understand it, has no 
authority to make such appointments. The number of the Official 
Reporters authorized by law had been already appointed, and until 
there is a vacancy, caused by death or resignation, the Speaker has no 
authority to appoint any additional member of that corps. 

This gentleman has been acting at the request or by employment of 
Mr. Edwards, therefore, and not-by appointment of the Speaker. 

But it seems, Mr. Speaker, that we have no necessity for this em- 
ployment at all, in view of the fact that there are two stenographers 
already authorized by law in the employ of the House, now receiving 
annual salaries, whose duty it is to report the proceedings of the com- 
mittees of the House when called upon. I know of no committees now 
in session that require their services, so that I can see no reason why 
one of them at least, and possibly both, may not be assigned to the 
duty of assisting the Official Reporters of debates on the floor of the 
House. I say I believe there is no committee now in session requiring 
their services. Perhaps the Committee on Manufactures may hold 
sessions occasionally; but I do not see why these stenographers should 
not be assigned to this duty. 

I am satisfied that the House stenographers are in need of additional 
assistance, that they are very hard-worked, and especially by reason 
of the numerous night sessions we have had of late, and I am perfectly 
willing to give them all the additional assistance possible in view of 
the sickness of Mr. Edwards. But it seems to me that we have the 
necessary force already in the employ of the House, who are not doing 
any service for the committees. 

Mr, STAHLNECKER. ‘The Committee on the Library is also in- 
vestigating a question. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And if they are not employed in committees 
they could be used in connection with the work in the House, without 
the necessity of employing outside assistance. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. Mr, Speaker, in order that the action of the 
Committee on Accounts may be clearly understood, it is well that I 
should state the reasons which induced the committee to recommend 
this resolution. Mr. Edwards, as is well known, is one of the regular 
Official Reporters of debates of the House. He was taken violently 
ill during the session of the House, and the presumption is, from his 

resent condition, that he will not recover. In orderthat he might 
bs able to retain his place and not lose his situation, being a man in 
such circumstances in life that it was necessary for him to work to 
obtain a living for himself and his family, and being ill, as I have 
stated, it became necessary for him to get some competent person to 
supply his place as one of the Reporters, so that his ition may not 
be declared vacant and another appointment made. He did so, but it 


required the full amount of his legal salary to get a competent substi- 
tute, in addition to which it was necessary for him to employ other 
persons to assist this stenographer in order to transcribe his stenographic 
notes. - He therefore not only pays the full amount of his salary, but 
has also been paying for this additional work. 

Now, a person OTOKA regular annual employment can afford to do 
that, although he may have only $2, $3, or $4 a day out of his salary 
during the session of Congress left after paying his necessary clerical 
assistance, for when Congress is not in session he gets his full salary, 
and in that manner heis able to even up and make a fair compensation, 
But the man who is employed asan assistant to work only thirty, 
sixty, or ninety days, as the case may be, can not afford, at least no 
stenographer who is capable of doing the work required to be done on 
the floor of the House. to accept the position for the meager amount 
that would be left him after paying these assistants. Itrequired, there- 
fore, the fall amount of Mr, Edwards’s salary to pay for his substitute, 
and in addition to that, to pay the additional compensation to persons 
for transcribing the notes of the stenographer, so that besides paying 
his full salary for the employment of a substitute, which he has been 
doing ever since the 11th day of June, he has also been paying in ad- 
dition thereto from $8 to $10 a day to employ assistants, This man 
in the delirium of his fever is fretting over it, and it renders his con- 
dition a great deal worse. 

Itseems to me that where a faithful employé of the House has been, 
as this report shows, presumably stricken down in the service of the 
House, the House owes it to itself and to a spirit of fair treatment to 
its employés, that he shall not be left to bear, not only the burden of 
his illness, but the additional expense imposed upon him by this ar- 
rangement, } 

Mr. MCKINNEY. That is right. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. That is the explanation, and that is the reason 
the committee asks the adoption of this resolution. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Let me ask the gentleman if that has been the 
custom hitherto in such cases ? 

ACR BOOTHMAN. Ido not know. I know of no other case of the 
ind. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I think the gentleman will find upon examina- 
tion that such has not been the case. 

Mr. MASON. Has there been any other case where a substitate has 
been employed for one of the Reporters who was sick? 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I only know that it is consistent with an honor- 
able and fair treatment of the employés of the House. 

Mr. McMILLIN. -Ifthe gentleman from Illinois had known of the 
conditions heretofore, he would not have asked the question. The 
same question has arisen heretofore, and itis proper for the House now 
to understand this new proceeding before adopting this resolution. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I desire to offer the following amendment. 

The Clerk reported the amendment, as follows: 

-It is proposed to strike out, in the third, fourth, and fifth lines— 


Now acting under the appointment of the Speaker as a substitute Reporter 
for J. K. Edwards, p2 = 


And insert: 
Who has been employed by Mr. Edwards. 
So that the resolution will read: 


Resolved, That Edward D. Easton, who has been employed by Mr. Edwards, 
who is confined to his bed by severe illness, etc. 


Mr. BOOTHMAN. I will accept that. 

Mr. MASON. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] 
intimates that there is an established rule in regard to this matter. 

Mr. McMILLIN. ‘The custom heretofore has been that the stenog- 
rapher who is sick, and whose salary runs on when he is sick as well 
as when he is well, designates some one to take his place. That, of 
course, is done by the acquiescence at least of the House, although the 
substituteis paid by the Reporter, who makes such private arrangement 
as he sees fit with a man who is acceptable to the House. 

Mr. MASON. Iam informed by the Reporters that this question has 
never been raised before. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. It seems to me the claimed precedent is hardly 
in point. Here is a case where the sickness has lasted from the 11th 
of June to the present time, with the probability of a fatal termina- 
tion. 

Mr. McMILLIN. In the Forty-seventh Congress the illness contin- 
ued to the death of the Reporter. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iask for the previous question on my amendment. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I accept the amendment. . 

Mr. SPRINGER’s amendment was agreed to; and the amendments of 
the committee as amended were agreed to. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I now move to recommit the resolution to the 
Committee on Accounts. 

Mr. HOOKER. Is that motion debatable? 

The SPEAKER. It is not. 

Mr. HOOKER. I want to say that this gentleman has been a long 
and faithful servant of the House, and I think his salary ought to go on. 

The motion to recommit was lost. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. Now I demand the previous question on the 
adoption of the resolution as amended. 

The previous question was ordered. 
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Mr, SPRINGER. I demand a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 68, noes 38. 

Mr. SPRINGER. No quorum. I ask for tellers. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will appoint as tellers the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr, SPRINGER] and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
BooTHMan]. 

Before the tellers took their 
and ordered. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. There is so much confusion 
in the House that some of us have been unable to know the exact mat- 
ter under consideration. I ask that the resolution be reported. 

The resolution was again read. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Isthisresolution susceptible 
of a division, so that we can vote upon the payment for the services that 
this gentleman has rendered up to date, and by another vote deter- 
mine whether he shall be paid for the future? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the resolution is not susceptible 
of division. The resolution is so drawn that it can not be divided, in 
the opinion of the Chair. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !’’] 

: Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. I call for the reading of the reso- 
ution. 

The SPEAKER. It has been read twice. 

The question was taken; and it was decided in the affirmative—yeas 
102, nays 84, not voting 138; as follows: 


places the yeas and nays were demanded 


YEAS—102. 
Adams, Finley, Laidlaw, Sherman, 
Allen, Mass, Fuller, laird, Snyder, 
Allen, Mich. Funston, Lehibach, Stockdale, 
Anderson, Iowa Gay, Lodge, Struble, 
Arnold, Gear, Long, ‘Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Biggs, Gest, Lyman, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Bingham, Grimes, Mason, Thomas, Ky. 
Boothman, Grosvenor, McKinney, Thomas, Wis. 
Bound, Grou Milliken, Thompson, Ohio 
Bowden, Guenther, Moflitt, ‘Turner, Kans, 
Brewer, Harmer, Morrill, Vandever, 
Browne,T. H.B., Va. Haugen, Morrow, Wade, 
Brown, Ohio Hermann, Nelson, Warner, 
Brumm, Hi Nutting, Weber, 
Buchanan, Hooker, Osborne, est, 
Burnett, Hopkins, Il. Owen, White, Ind 
Butterworth, Hopkins, Va. Patton, Whiting, Mass. 
Caswell, Houk, Post, Whitthorne, 
Cheadle, Hovey, Rayner, Wickham, 
Clark, Hudd, ced, Wilkins, 
Conger, Jackson, Russell, Conn. Williams, 
Cooper, Johnston, Ind. Sawyer. Yardley. 
Cutcheon, Kelley, Scull, Yoder, 
Dorsey, Kennedy, Seney, Yost. 
Farquhar, La Follette, Seymour, 
Felton, Lagan, Shaw, 

NAY? —31. 
Abbott, Culberson, ss iiwore, Richardson, 
Anderson, Miss, Dargan, Lane, Rogers, 
Anderson, Ill. Davidson, Ala. Lanham, Rowland, 
Bacon, Dockery, Latham, Russell, 
Baker, Ill. Elliott, ee, Sayers, 
Bankhead, Enloe, Macdonald, Sowden, 
Barnes, Foran, artin, Spinola, 
Bland “ord, Matson, Springer, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Forney, MeAdoo, Stahinecker, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Glass, ¥; Stewart, Ga, 

ynum, are, McRae, Stone, Ky. 
Campbell,T.J.,N.Y. Hayes McShane, ‘Tarsney, 
Candler, Hem hill, Montgomery, Tillman, 
Carlton, Henderson, N.C. Morgan, Townshend, 
Caruth, Herbert, Neal, Turner, Ga, 
Chipman, Holman, Newton, Vance, 
Clardy, Howard, Ontes, + Walker, 
Clements, Hutton, ©’ Neall, Ind, Washington, 
Cobb, Johnston, N.C, Outiwaite; Weaver, 
Cothran, Kerr, Veet Wilkinson, 
Cox, Ketcham, Lagan, Wilson, Minn, 
NOT VO?T!NG—138, 

Allen, Miss. Cowles, Hayden, Moore, 
Anderson, Kans. Crain, Heard, lorse 
Atkinson, Crisp, Henderson, Iowa Nichols, 
Baker, Crouse, Henderson, Il. Norw 
Barry, Cummings, Hi ~ O'Donnell, 
Bayne, Dalzell, Hitt, O’Ferrall, 
Belden, Darlington, H: A O'Neill, Pa. 
Belmont, Davenport, Holmes, O'Neill, Mo 
Blanchard, Davidson, Fla, Hopkins, N. Y. Parker, 
Bliss, Davis, Hunter, Payson, 
Blount, De Lano, Jones, Penington, 
Bontelle, Dibble, Kean, Perkins, 
Bowen, Dingley, Laffoon, Perry, 
Brower, Dougherty, Landes, Peters, 
Browne, Ind. Dunham, Lawler, Phelps, 
Brown, J.R.,Va. Dunn, Lind Pideock, 
Bryce, Ermentrout, Lynch, Plumb, 
Buckalew, Fisher, Maffett, Pugsley, 
Bunnell, Fiteh, Mahoney, Randall, 
Burnes, Flood, Maish, Rice, 
Burrows, French, Mansur, Robertson, 
Butler, Gaines, McClammy, Rockwell, 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Gallinger, McComas, Roneis, 
Camphell, Ohio Gibson, McCormick, Rowell, 
Cannon, Glover, McCullogh, Rusk, 
Catechiugs, Goff, McKenna, Ryan, 
Cockran, Granger, McKinley, Scott, 
Cogswell, Greenman, McMillin, Shively, 
Collins, Hall, © Merriman, Simmons, 
Compton, Hatch, üs, Smith, 
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Spooner, Stone, Mo ‘Tracey, Wilson, W. Va. 
Steele, ymes, Wheeler, Wise, 
Stephenson, Taulbee, White, N. Y. Woodburn. 
Stewart, Tex. Thomas, Il. Whiting, Mich, 
Stewart, Vt. Thompson, Cal Wilber, 
. So the resolution as amended was adopted. 

During the roll-call, 


Mr. MCMILLIN said: Mr. Speaker, I desire to withdraw my vote, 
being paired with the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Burrows]. I 
also ask unanimous consent that my vote on the preceding yea-and-nay 
vote on the motion of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] be 
withdrawn, as I voted then under the so kara that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Burrows] was paired with the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. PEEL], but have since learned that it was not so. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I have voted on this call because my former 
pair with the gentleman from West Virginia is withdrawn. ; 

On motion of Mr. BOOTHMAN, by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the names was dispensed with. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts, with Mr. BURNETT, until Monday 
next at 3 o'clock. 

Mr. Norwoop with Mr. O'DONNELL, for to-day. 

Mr. BLOUNT with Mr. PETERS, for to-day. 

Mr. Rice with Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, on this vote. 

Mr. WiLson, of West Virginia, with Mr. HOPKINS, of New York, 
for the remainder of the day. 

Mr. McMILLIN with Mr. Burrows, for the remainder of the day. 

Mr. Larroon with Mr. FELTON, for this day. 

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the resolu- 
tion was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Before moving to go into Committee of the Whole 
for the further consideration of the tariff bill, I wish, if possible, to come 
to some understanding with the other side as to the time when a vote 
shall be taken upon the paragraph under consideration, 

Mr. REED. I suggest that the debate had better continue for the 
remainder of this afternoon. I think there are enough gentlemen 
present who desire to speak to occupy that time, and on Monday morn- 
ing we can probably come to some understanding as to when the vote 
shall be taken. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Can we agree to take the vote at some hour on 
Monday? : 

Mr. REED. I would not like to make any agreement to-day. Let 
us go on this afternoon and see what progress we can make, and I think 
that on Monday morning we shall be able to tell just about where we 
stand. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I have no objection to continuing the discussion 
for the remainder of to-day if we can make some agreement as to the 
time when the vote shall be taken, and I suggest to the gentleman 
from Maine that we agree to take the vote at 3 o'clock on Monday. 

Mr. REED. I think we had better let that matter go over until 
Monday morning. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. BINGHAM], who desires to introduce a bill. 

WASHINGTON AND GREAT FALLS NARROW-GAUGE RAILROAD, 

Mr. BINGHAM, by unanimous consent, introduced by request a 
bill (H. R. 10830) to incorporate the Washington and Great Falls Nar- 
row-Gauge Railroad Company ; which was read a first and second time, 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia, and ordered to 
be printed. 

NATIONAL BANK OF PORT JERVIS, N. Y. 

Mr. BACON, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 10831) 
to authorize the Comptroller of the Currency to issue to the National 
Bank of Port Jervis, N. Y., currency in lieu of certain unsigned bills 
stolen from said bank; which was read a first and second time, referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency, and ordered to be printed. 

LIGHT-BOAT, OYSTER BED SHOALS, NEW YORK. 

Mr. BACON also introduced a bill (H. R. 10832) for the establish- 
ment ofa light-boat with fog-bell on Oyster Bed Shoals, in the Hudson 
River, New York; which was read a first and second time, referred to 
the Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Iask unanimous consent that gentlemen having 
reports to make be allowed to file them with the Clerk in the usual 
manner. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 
The following reports were filed by being laid upon the Clerk’s desk: 
MILITIA OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. McADOO, from the Committee on the Militia, reported back favor- 

ably the bill (S. 2602) concerning the militia of the District of Colum- 
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bia; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accom- 

panying report, ordered to be printed. 

BIRMINGHAM, MOBILE AND NAVY COVE HARBOR RAILWAY COM- 
PANY. 

Mr. CLARDY, from the Committee on Commeree, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10679) to grant the right of way through the 
military reservation at Fort Morgan to the Birmingham, Mobile and 
Navy Cove Harbor Railway Company, and for other purposes; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

BRIDGE ACROSS FLINT AND CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVERS. 

Mr. CLARDY also, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges 
across the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; which was referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the 
accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PORT OF PORTLAND. 

Mr. CLARDY also, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 24) to extend the limits of the port of Portland as 
a port of entry; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

FOURTH COLLECTION DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA. 

Mr. CLARDY also, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 2613) to amend an act approved June 15, 1882, 
changing the boundaries of the fourth collection district of Virginia; 
which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

JACOB CAPES. 

Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favora- 
bly the bill (H. R. 8534) granting a pension to Jacob Capes; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

STANLEY J. MORROW. 

Mr. STOCKDALE, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 7993) for the relief of Stanley J. Mor- 
row; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 


printed. 
ISAAC FIELDHOUSE. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE, from the Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims, reported back favorably with amendment the bill (H. R. 8153) 
for the relief of Isaac Fieldhouse; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 

` panying report, ordered to be printed. 

LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES OF MIGUEL DESMARAIS AND OTHERS. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE also, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably with amendment the bill (H. R. 8160) for the 
relief of the legal representatives of Miguel Desmarais and others; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 


printed. 
J..T. AND ©. T. HALETT. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE also, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably with amendment the bill (H. R. 7781) for the 
relief of J. T. and C. T. Halett; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompa- 
nying report, ordered to be printed. 

; RAFAEL ROMERO, 

Mr. WHITTHORNE also, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably with amendment the bill (H. R. 8161) for the 
relief of Rafael Romero; which was referred to the Committee of the 
‘Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. x 

MANUEL SILVA. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE also, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably with amendment the bill (H. R. 6361) for the 
relief of Manuel Silva; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

PORTS OF ENTRY AT TACOMA AND SEATTLE, WASH. 

Mr. CLARDY, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (S. 1128) to create ports of entry at Tacoma and Seat- 
tle, in Washington Territory; which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JACOB NEWHARD. 

Mr. YODER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 4855) granting a pension to Jacob New- 
hard; which was referred-to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
shen Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 

rinti : 
p PUBLIC BUILDING AT SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH. 
Mr. BANKHEAD, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
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Grounds, reported back favorably the bill (S. 2662) for the erection of 
a public building at Salt Lake City, Utah; which was referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JESSE DURNELL. 


Mr. MASON, from the Committee on Claims, reported back favorably 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 92117 for the relief of Jesse Durnell; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


SAMUEL HEIN. 

Mr. MASON also, from the Committee on Claims, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (H. R. 4087) for the relief of Samuel Hein; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

HEIRS OF JOSEPH KULAGE, DECEASED. 


Mr. O’NEALL, of Indiana, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back the bill (H. R. 2564) for the relief of the heirs of Joseph 
Kulage, deceased; which was laid on the table. 

He also reported from the same committee, in the nature of a substi- 
tute for the foregoing, a bill (H. R. 10833) for the relief of the heirs ot 
Joseph Kulage, deceased; which was read a first and second time, re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

TARIFF, 


Mr. MCMILLIN. I now move that the House resolve itself into ` 
Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of bills raising revenue. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
for the further consideration of a bill the title of which the Clerk will 
read. 


The Clerk read as follows: U 


A bill (H. R.9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the 
collection of the revenue. 


The CHAIRMAN. The pending question is upon striking out sec- 
tion 3 of this bill. During this day formal amendments need not be 
offered, as the debate will be continued on the pending amendment. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I send to the Clerk’s desk and ask 
to have read a brief editorial from the Chicago Inter-Ocean. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


THE ABOLITION OF INTERNAL REVENUE. 


The venerable Judge KELLEY seems to have stirred up a good-sized hornets’ 
nest by his unequivocal avowal on the floor of Con of opposition to the re- 
tention of the internal-revenue em. The Republican platform was for cut- 
ting off everything except whi: , and even that rather than weaken the pro- 
tective system. The convention contemplated the total repeal of internal 
taxation as probable in the near future; Judge KELLEY agrees with the Inter- 
Ocean that the time has already come for getting rid of that war tax. For tak- 
ing that position he is charged with willingness to TOA intemperance in 
the interest of protected industries, In proof of this rge a remark made by 
Mr. Blaine in Paris interview is often quoted. It is true that Mr. Blaine 
thinks, or did six months ago, that the moral argument was in favor of retain- 
ing the tax, but the Prohibition party, which has given the subject special con- 
sideration and ought to be accepted as the highest authority on that point. holds 
just the contrary opinion. The fourth plank of the platform adopted at the na- 
tional Prohibition convention, at Indianapolis, six weeks ago, declares for “the 
immediate abolition of the internal-revenue system, whereby our national Goy- 
ernment is deriving support from our EAER. national vice,” 

If the objection u: to the Republican position on this subject were well 
taken it would equally gees Ape Prohibition position. The two differ in ex- 
tent; they also approach each other from different starting points, butif the Re- 
ee are chargeable with favoring “free whisky," then so are the Prohi- 

itionists, oy moreso. The truth is that it takes both planks to s: t the 
whole truth of the matter. There are two t arguments in favor of the pro- 
posed repeal, one financial and one ethical. Itis alike for the pecuniary and 
the moral interest of the American people that the internal-revenue system 
should be abolished. On the latter po there is no room for fair controversy. 
Qf course, each individual reasoner a right to his own personal opinion, but 
when it comes to an authoritative declaration it must be conceded that a na- 
tional and representative gathering of Prohibitionists is the highest possible 
authority upon the moral or temperance p of the tax on whisky. What 
could be more absurd than to charge the Republican party with promoting the 
liquor interest when it takes a step toward the position occupied by the Prohi- 
bition party? That touches the utmost verge, the outer rim of the preposterous, 

The pretension that the removal of the tax on whisky would make it dan- 
gerously cheap is based on the assumption that the State authorities could not 
or would not subject the liquor traffic to treatment, when the fact is that 
everwhere the traffic is either prohibited, except for medical and mechanical 
purposes, or required to pay special license fees. There is no such thing as 
“freo whisky” anywhere in the United States, independent of the national 
tax. Of course the prohibition and the license laws are often evaded and con- 
temned, but such violation would not be increased or aggravated by removing 
the national tax. On the contrary, the latter has created and maintains a 
whisky ring which is one of the great hindrances to the enforcement of tem- 
perance legi m. The enormous fund at the command of the liquor trust 
is largely due to the machinery of national taxation, and it is only natural that 
the Prohibitionists, who find their work constantly im the wh 
ring with its millions, should demand the immediate abolition of the internal- 


ing to play will not work. Ifthe elec- 
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will fall out of the hypocri isch: 


from the developments up to date, the Republican party is 
ii ty than with personal abuse of the star: -bearer. 
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in the platform, ially this most assailed one pledging the party to condi- 
tional abolition of the internal-revenue system. To be cordially approved by 
all who approve the policy of protection and of lessening the evils of intemper- 
ance it needs only to be clearly understood. " 


Mr. OUTHWAITE. Mr. Chairman; before proceeding to the sub- 
ject under discussion I make the ordinary oneek that my time be 
not limited to the usual five minutes, but that I be permitted to con- 
tinue for not exceeding thirty minutes, though I do not think I shall 
occupy more than halt that time. 

Mr. McCREARY. Imovethat the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OuTH- 
WAITE] be allowed thirty minutes. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman,-in view of the attempt 
that is being made to fix an early hour for a vote upon this paragraph, 
and in view of the fact that there are several gentlemen on this side 
who desire to speak, I think that perhaps speeches ought to be limited 
to some less time than thirty minutes. I do not want to interpose an 
` objection to the motion just made; butif my colleagué from Ohio 
(Mr. OUTHWATTE] will be satisfied with twenty minutes, I think that 
will meet with general approval. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Let me suggest to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Ezra B. TAYLOR] that v@ry few speeches have been made on this side 
of the House on this question. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I withdraw my suggestion, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Ohio on the left ofthe Chair 
[Mr. GROSVENOR] also asks to be allowed thirty minutes, and if there 
be no objection consent will be given that each of the gentlemen from 
Ohio [Mr, OvrHWatre and Mr. Grosvenor] shall be allowed that 
time. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr.OUTHWAITE. Mr. Chairman, I regret thatthe gentleman who 
is to follow me [Mr. GROSVENOR] has not preceded me in this discus- 
sion. We have reached that part of the bill which provides for placing 
raw wool upon the free list and reducing correspondingly the duty upon 
goods manufactured from wool. As my colleagues upon that side of 
the‘House with great unanimity insist upon retaining this duty upon 
wool and the higher duty upon woolens, I should have been glad to 
have heard from the gentleman his reasons for their position other than 
\ political reasons. 

Will placing wool upon the free-list affect injuriously the interests of 
the men engaged in the sheep-raising industry? Listening to many of 
the speeches made against this step will not bring one to the conclusion 
that such a resulé must follow such legislative action. Will it benefit 
such interests? If I had serious doubts upon this question I might at- 
tempt to prevent what is proposed in this section of the bill. Wemust 
consider whether the proposed reduction in the wool and woolens sched- 
ule will injure either industry; but we can not help seeing that it will 
result in lower-priced clothing. Every wearer of garments made of 
wool—and who is notin this broad land ?—may expect increased com- 
fort as a direct result. The tax paid last year upon wool and woolen 
goods was $35,646,497.63, How much was the additional tribute paid 
upon them to the favored mantfacturers. 

The gentleman from the Eighth district of Ohio [Mr. KENNEDY] 
occupied some time when this subject was last under consideration in 
discussing this section of the bill. I listened with fixed attention to 
hear what he would say, during some forty minutes of time, in favor 

-of the position occupied by the Republican members of Ohio upon 
this important question. I followed him closely all through; and it 
has been a long time since I have heard so thoroughly exhaustive and 
exhausting, so profound and socomprehensive a consideration of a topic 
under discussion in this House as that of which he gave us the beneiit. 
It reminded me of a lecture that I attended in my youth, delivered 
by the celebrated Artemas Ward. The title of the lecture was “Sixty 
minutes in Africa.’’ The audience listened to the lecturer with wrapt 
attention for fifty-nine and a half minutes while he wandered all over 
the universe, touching upon every remote subject that his mind could 
reach, and then closed with this allusion to the subject of the lecture: 
“Africa; Africa is noted for the strong fragrance of the rose found there 
in great abundance—the negroes.” 

Now, my colleague kept to his subject about as thoroughly as did 
that lecturer. I attempted by what might have been considered a flip- 
pant and impertinent inquiry to interject into his remarks something 
concerning sheep or wool; but I see that the gentleman has exercised 
his privilege of revising me entirely out of the RECORD, and thereby 
revising out of his speech the only allusion to wool that might have 
been found in it. 

Gentlemen upon the other side have insisted upon certain proposi- 
tions as being good reasons why the duty should be retained upon wool. 
One of those propositions is that the tariff has increased the namber of 
sheep in this country abnormally; another that the tariff has increased 
the clip of wool. 

How they do fire off statistics to sustain these assertions! There were 
so many sheep in such a year, and there were so many more in such 
another later year. There was a high tariff on wool during this period; 
therefore the tariff produced more sheep and the sheep produced more 
wool. Yes, indeed; and each sheep grew more wool and better wool 
because of this tariff. How many such arguments we hear! 


The gentleman from Maine insists that in the twenty years between 
1860 and 1880 the tariff has increased the number of sheep some 80 per 
cent., and the wool-clip 300 per cent. Another gentleman, one of my 
colleagues from Ohio, has insisted, and has produced a table here, drawn 
from the statistics of our country, to show that the increase of sheep 
in Ohio for the four years beginning with 1879 was, by the natural ef- 
fect of the tariff, to use his own language, 863,659 sheep, and of wool 
5,677,689 pounds. : 

Thus demonstrating the natural effect of the tariff of 1857 to have been the in 
crease of the flocks on the one hand, and a large increase of woo! on the other 

Now, I had supposed that the natural fecundity of the flocks has 
something to do with this increase. T supposed that instead of the 
tariff being a sort of providential prolific projector of sheep into this 
country, nature had something to do with their increase, and the shep- 
herd with his care and protection had made the most of it. 

I have examined the Statistical Abstract of the Ųnited States, pub- 
lished in 1887, to see how nature, supplemented by the care and con- 
cern of man, has dealt with other domestic animals—to see whether 
sheep were the only domestic animals that in this period of time have 
increased so rapidly in number. In the first place, I find by the Sta- 
tistical Abstract, page 251, that from 1866 to 1886, the twenty years 
immediately previous to the enactment of the high wool tariff, the in- 
crease of sheep reached 50 per cent. Next I look in the same table in 
another column at the number of milch cows, and I find that in the 
same period of time the increase was 150 per cent. 

Now, I expect some ardent advocate of the protective theory to rise 
up and say that the cows increased because of the protective tariff on 
cheese and butter [laughter]; so I will draw no inference from that 
iteņ. I next take the number of horses, and find thatin the same pe- 
riod they increased over 200 per cent. It may be that some ardent and 
enthusiastic protectionist will say that this was because of the tariff on 
curled hair. [Laughter.] The next topic in this table to which I call 
attention is the number of swine, which increased in this same twenty 
years of time nearly 250 per cent.; but then there is the tariff on bris- 
tles to account for that. [Laughter.] The next iteni I take is the 
number of oxen, which increased 350 per cent. in the same period; but 
then there was a tariff on hides and tariff on tallow, and of course that 
was the cause of the increase in this class ot domestic animals. 

Mr. DINGLEY: There is not any duty on hides. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. There was a tariff during a part of the time— 
up to 1872; and the increase was aboutas rapid during the period that 
the tariff was in force as it has been since it was taken off. 

But here is a domestic animal that beats all the rest, and it is en- 
tirely unprotected. I find taat in this period of time mules increased 
800 per cent., and there is no protective duty on this class of domestic 
animals—neither upon its hair nor its hide. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. That increase was owing—— 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Iam not paired with the gentleman to-day, 
politically or otherwise, and I have not time to be interrupted. 

I want to call attention now to statistics in regard to raw cotton. In 
this same period of time raw cotton increased 200 per cent. Yet there 
was no duty on raw cotton. 

I think the citation of these examples may possibly reflect some 
light upon the proposition that it was the tariff alone has produced 
the increase in the number of sheep in this country. But lest I 
may be taken up on that, I call attention to the increase of sheep 
and the increase of the wool clip during nearly the same period in 
countries which are entirely free-trade. I have here the volume issued 
by the Treasury Department concerning wool and manufactures of 
wool—a special report on thatsubject—and I find on the forty-fifth page 
some statistics in reference to this article. In Indiain 1859 there were 
only 14,000,090 pounds of wool raised; but in 1880 there were 50,000,- 
000 pounds raised—an increase of over 250 per cent. There was no 
tariff there to account for that. Take next the African colonies; in 
1859 there were 14,000,000 pounds raised; in 1880, 46,000,000 pounds, 
an increase of quite 225 per cent. Did any tariff make this increase ? 
There was none. 

Without any tariff whatever upon wool, Australia in 1860 raised 55,- 
000,000 pounds; in 1880, 392,000,000 pounds, an increase of over 600 
per cent. and twice as much as in this country with its protective tariff. 
This immense wool crop was from 51,000,000 sheep, making the aver- 
age nearly 8 pounds per fleece. : 

If the tariff is the producer of our increased growth of wool, please 
account to me for the increase in these countries—the number of 
sheep, amount of wool, and weight per fleece. While I am upon this 
topic I wish to cite the great increase throughout the world in the pro- 
duction of wool as evidence that the price of wool is influenced by sup- 
ply and demand. 

My colleague [Mr. BoorHmMAN] introduced a table to show the de- 
crease in Ohio for four years following 1883—the result, as he argued, 
of the reduction of the tariff made at the beginning of that period by 
the Republican party. By his table he shows that in the four years 
following that reduction of the tariff there was a falling off of 1,019,049 
= “Barer number Des sheep, and ay ig qanun of moo i sree pounds, 

is very plausible upon i tlooks asif the falling off might 
be attributed to the reduction of the tariff. But I have here a similar 
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table prepared by an active and energetic journalist in the State of 
Ohio, drawing his data from exactly the same source. It is with re- 
gard to the effect—if tariffs have any effect upon this question—of the 
high tariff of 1867 upon the number of these animals reared in our 
State. 

I will insert the table and some comments of the gentleman who 


made it in my speech: 


Years. | Sheep | Wool. | Years, Sheep. Wool. 
Number. Number. Pounds. 
7,555, 507 5,130,920 | 24,349,109 


Result. Sheep. | Wool 
Ni . | Pounds. 
Decrease in 1870 from 1867.....s..s00cecerseeensassenss 2,503, 479 8,137, 108 
Decrease in 1886 from 1883....... 858, 457 2,187, 751 


The tariff was placed on wool in 1857; 5 per cent. of it was removed in 1883. 
Now, if the removal of 5 per cent. caused a decrease of 858,457 sheep and 2,187,751 
pounds of wool in four years from 1883 to 1886, will Mr. Cowden bs kind enough 
to tell me what caused a decrease of 2,503,479 sheep and 8,127, 108 pounds of wool 
in the four years from 1867 to 1870? 

. W. A. TAYLOR. 


There was a decrease in four years after the tariff of 1867 was put 
on wool of 2,503,479 sheep in the State of Ohio. Please tell me why, if 
the taking off of the tariff diminishes the number of sheep, the put- 
ting on of tariff does not increase instead of diminish the number? 

Mr. WILKINS. Permit me to answer the gentleman’s question. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Answer in your own time. 

Mr. WILKINS. One million and a half of sheep were driven into 
Texas that year. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. That is not an answer to my question andisa 
statement which is unfounded so far as the statistics are concerned. 
There was a falling off in the Ohio wool clip of over 8.837,808 pounds 
in four years after putting on a high tariff, ora falling off of nearly four 
times the amount shown to have been the falling off in four years after 
the reduction of that tariff. 

Suppose the statement of my friend to be absolutely correct. Even 
suppose that a like ratio of all the sheep of the United States were 
driven into Texas, would that account for the fact that there was a 
diminution of 7,534,382 sheep in the United States in four years after 
1867. There was also a diminution of 18,000,000 pounds in the an- 
nual clip within four years after this increase of tariff on wool in 
1867. What inference in favor of a restoration of that tariff do gentle- 
men across the aisle draw from these facts? 

I have here a pamphlet which is entitled, ‘‘ Facts about wool 
and woolens,’’ sent to me by some zealous Republican protectionist in 
order that I may read, learn, and digest its contents, so as to vote in- 
telligently on the subject, because you know I belong to those igno- 
rant, blundering Democrats that Mr. INGALLS’s candidate for the Vice- 
Presidency alluded to on the floor of the House the other day. 

This pamphlet is written by Dr. E. P. Miller, author of the ‘‘ Fal- 
lacies of free-trade,” ‘* Protection the farmers’ only security,” and sev- 
eral works on medicaltopics. | Justsee whether he mixes up his quack- 
ery on medicine with hisquackery on the wool question. [Laughter 
and applause. ] 

Here is a table containing a statement of prices of unwashed wool in 
New York and Philadelphia markets from 1824 to 1887. I have on the 
opposite side a table of changes made in the tariff law. The twotables 
show on inspection, first, that the price of wool went up after reductions 
of duties quite as oftenas it went up after an increase, and in the sec- 
ond place, the price went down after increase of duties as often as it 
went up after an increase. There is another proposition contained in 
these figures. 

I take from the table the average price of fine wool for the month of 
January during the ten years immediately preceding the high tariff, 
and the average price in the month of January was 63.8 cents per 
nd. Taking from this table the average pricein the same month dur- 
the first ten years immediately following the high tariff of 1867 and 
the price fell to 56.2 cents per pound. Iam making all these com- 
parisons of the prices of fine wool. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Then the tariff is not added to the price of the 
‘wool? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Iam giving you some protection Republican 
authority upon the effect that a tariff has on the prices of wool. Take 
the second e, when the high tariff was still on, and the average 
pice for that period fell to 41.4 cents during thé month of January, 

g 22 cents less in the ten tariff years than for the ten years of low 
tariff. Six years of the period which I have designated as the second 
decade of high tariff were before the reduction of 1883. In fact, as I 
am comparing January prices, seven of the ten before that reduction 
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are included in the sum to make the average. I wish to be fair in 
these comparisons. 

But some one may say that it is not fair to compare the prices dur- 
ing the ten years from 1857 to 1866, inclusive, with the prices during 
the ten years from 1867 to 1876, inclusive; you ought not to take a 
period of national and financial disturbance, but a period when there 
was no such disturbance. Very well, then, let us take the low-tariff 
period from 1850 to 1860, during six years of which the duty was 30 
per cent. and for the other four no duty. In the October market of 
these ten years the average price of fine wool was 51.4. To get away 
from the inflation period as far as I can I will take from 1877 to 1886, 
inclusive. Calculating the average price of fine wool, October market, 
I find it was 39.7 cents per pound. 

During the first six years of this last period the duties were 90 per 
cent. of the highest ever known, being from 45 to 55 per cent., and 
during théother four years the duties ranged from 40 to 50 per cent. - 
The-average duties for these ten years were about four times the average 
duties for the ten years with which I have just compared the average 
prices of fine wools as shown by the table. But Iam not left to the 
deductions which I may make from these figuges. On December17, 1869, 
twenty months after the high-tariff act had gone into effect, a Repub- 
lican Secretary of the Treasury sent to the Republican Congress then 
in session a document prepared by a Republican special commissioner 
of revenue, from which I wish to read some extracts, They give the 
conclusions of this commissioner as to the effect of the passage of that 
act. They are as follows: 

Nearly two years have now elapsed since these measures were consummated, 
givin ample time for experience to test the principle. And what to-day is that 

x ence? 

E irst. Wool to the agriculturist at a lower price in gold than has almost 
ever before been experienced, the average price of medium American washed 
wools from 1827 to 1862 having been 42.8 cents per pound (gold), while the aver- 
age price of Ohio wools for the year 1868, reduced to gold, was only 35.21 cents, 
which is less than the average price of 1858, when, under the influence of the 
disastrous crisis of 1857, a large portion of the mills of the cauntry were stand- 
ing absolutely idle. For the year 1869 the price paid in Ohio for medium wools 
has been about 43 cents currency (32} cents gold). 

Second. A decrease of the number of sheep in the United States, estimated 
by the Commissioner of Agriculture at 4,000,000 for the single year 1868, while 
other authorities place the total decrease as high as 25 per cent. since the pas- 

e of the wool tariff. 

Ahira. A condition of the woolen manufacture characterized by a greater de- 
pression than that of any other branch of industry in the country with the ex- 
ception of ship-building; small profits accruing to a few, heavy losses to the 
many, with numerous and constantly recurring failures. 

Fourth. An increase in the importation of foreign fabrics of wool; the im- 
pora irg the fiscal year 1868 being returned at $32,458,884, and for 1859 at $34,- 


Gentleman protectionists now question all this and shout ont: Ex- 
plain! Explain! I can give no better explanation than this same com- 
missioner gave. Satisfied with his statement, and adopting it, I quote 
it here: 


The manner in which the present extravagant duties on the importation of 
foreign wools operate to prevent the prosperity and extension of the domestic 
woolen manufacturing industry, and to reduce the price of domestic wool, isa 
matter not difficult of explanation. 

The wools of the United States are mainly the merino clothing wools, which 
can be produced in any quantity and at prices which defy foreign competition. 
Woot has been raised in Texas during the last year (1868-69) in large quantities 
at an estimated cost of 7 cents (gold) per pound, and has commanded readily in 
the market 25 cents (gold) per pound. Itis furthermore to be noted that Ger- 
man-Saxon wool, which during the last year has touched the lowest price almost 
of the century, could not now be imported, even in the absence of all duty, and 
sold at so low a price as the ay: rices which XX Ohio wools have com- 
manded during the past season in the ew York market. 

On the other hand, wools which the existing tariff excludes are mainly wools 
which are either not grown in the United States or grown in very limited and 
insuflicient quantities. The American manufacturer, therefore, being restricted 
iu the selection of his raw material, is, of necessity, restricted in the varicty of 
his products; and the great quantity of machinery brought into existence by 
the demands of the war has in consequence been forced, in great part, into one 
line of production; overstocking the markets with certain descriptions of fab- 
ries, unnaturally reducing prices, restricting diversity and extension of pro- 
duction, and bringing disaster upon the whole business of wool manufacturing. 


I shall now return to the pamphlet of Dr. E. P. Miller for farther sta- 
tistics and arguments in favor of free raw wool. Understand clearly 
that he had no intention that his production should be put to such base 
uses. I shall now use the language of this gentleman who proposes to 
instruct us how to vote. 


The reader will remember that the first duty placed on wool in this country 
was in the year 1824, after thirty-five years of free wool. The price of fine wool 
in January of that year, it will be noticed, was 68 cents; in April, 70 cents; in 
July, 55 cents; in October, 60 cents. Now notice the price in 1887, after twenty 

ears of high tariff; in January, 33 cents; in April, 33 cents; in July, 34 cents; 

n October, 35 cents. Show a decline in the month of January of 35 cents a 
pound; in April, of 37 cents; in July, 2L cents; in October, 25 cents; or an 
average decline throughout the year of 29} cents a pound. 


That is a pretty picture to hold out to the wool-growing farmers of 
Ohio to indues them to vote to keep the tariff on wool. In view of 
it ean you wonder that they no longer desire the restoration of the tariff 
of 1867? ButI must read on. The doctor says with emphasis: 


Fine wool sold in the New York and Philadelphia markets after thirty-five 
years of free wool on an average of 29} cents more per pound than it did in the 
same markets after twenty years of high tariff duties, 

Are we to go on in this downward course? The wool-growing in- 
dustry of my State is declining under the baleful influence of the pres- 
ent high tariff. Shall we make no effort to arrest that decline? But 
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here is another ph, and it is drawn, too, correctly, from the 
tables, which I have compared to see whether he has been juggling 
with the figures or not: 

Another fact, In 1866, the year before the highest tariff was placed upon wool, 
fine wool in January was 70 cents per pound, fo April 65 cents, in July 70 cents, 
in October 63 cents. 

Mr. DORSEY. Will the gentleman allow a question ? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I have but a few moments, I prefer not to 
yield. 

Mr. DORSEY. I only want to ask what was the price of gold at 
that time? 

Mr.OUTHWAITE. ‘The gentleman can take his own time to answer 
his questions— 
while in January, 1884, the year of the highest production on wool in this coun- 
try, seventeen years after the highest duties known in the history of the country, 
fine wool sold at 40 cents in January, 48 cents in April, 35 cents in July, and 


cents in October, This shows an average decline in price of 27} cents a pound 
since the adoption of the highest duties. 


The gentleman has interrupted me to intimate that this decline is at- 
tributable to the fall in the price of gold and that the tariff on wool has 
sustained the price of wool; that the farmers know these things to be 
true. 

If these be facts, the farmers of my district do not know them to 
be, but deny both propositions. The declineis still going on, and they 
want to stop the decline, if possible, by legislation. 

A MEMBER. How are you going to stop it? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I do not know whether it is possible or not; I 
do not think it is possible to do so by increasing the tariff. Is not the 
increased supply throughout the country and the world bringing the 
price down? But Iam quoting a Republican as authority now, and 
though I do not agree with him in all his conclusions, I do agree with 
him as to his facts. He says: 

Another important fact should be observed, while the price of fine wool, on 
which the highest duties were placed, had declined an average of 29} cents a 
pound from the year 1824 to 1887, the price of coarse wool, on which the lowest 
duties were placed, had advanced 4 cents a pound. 

The duties then do make a distinction as against the finer qualities 
and in favor of the coarse. Well; in Ohio we take pride in raising the 
very finest wool that is produced in the United States. 

Again, in January, 1966, before the highest difties were placed upon wool, the 
difference in price between fine wool, upon which we had highest duties, and 
coarse wool, on which were placed the lowest duties, was 20 cents a pound. 

That is coming down a little nearer to the region of the present time, 
and here he es it. 

While in January, 1887, fine and coarse wool sold at the same price, and in 
July of the same year coarse wool sold at 1 cent a pound higher than fine wool. 

Again this gentleman has a ph in this pamphlet which he 
heads ‘‘Free wool does not lessen the cost to the consumer;’’ in other 
words, free wool does not lessen the price to the manufacturer; in 
other words, free wool does not lessen the price that the farmer re- 
ceives, and he proves it by figures from the same table. 


ree-l 

Again, in 1857, when wool valued at 20 cents a pound or less was put upon the 
free-list, although it fell off a little in 1858, it was 2 cents a pound higher in 
January,1859, than in January,1857. Do not the facts prove agen: Bran) pared 
wool on the list does not lessen the cost to the consumer, asclaimed by the 
opponents of protection? And if the price of wool advanced after it was made 
ne as = on n these cases, how are consumers in this country benefited by 

free woo 


These facts certainly sustain the heading of the paragraph. What 
interest has the wool-grower in keeping on the tariff or increasing it 
in the face of such proofs that it would not injure him to have free 
wool? But my protectionist advocate gives other reasons. Of course 
he never intended these arguments to be studied by wool-growers. 
They were for the manufacturers’ friends here, 

I will now read another paragraph, which he heads ‘‘The price of 
wool is not raised by increasing the duties;’’ and I commend this to 
my friend from Ohio, who wants the duty of 67 cents restored. 

In 1824, after thirty-five years of free wool, the price of fine wool in January 
was 68 cents, and in April, 70 cents a pound. In May of that year a tariff of 15 
and 20 per cent. was placed on wool, but the price instead of going up went 
down, for fine wool sold in July at 55 cents; in ber, at 69 cents; in January, 
1826, at 55 cents, and in January, 1827, at 36 cents. Again, in 1842, after ten years 
of nearly free wool, a tariff was placed on low-priced wool, and in January of 
that year fine wool was sold at 48 cents, and coarse at 35 cents; in January, 1843, 
fine at 35 cents and coarse at 25 cents per pound, 

+ + . . * s kd 


After the tariff act of March, 1867, the highest in the history of the country, the 
price of wool declined instead of advancing, for it sold in January, 1866, at 70 
cents; in January, 1867, at 68 cents; in April, at 60; in July, at 55; in October, at 
48; and in January, 1868, at 48 cents a pound; in April, at 50; in July, at 46, and 
in October, at 48, a decline in one year of 20 cents a pound. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Whose speech is the gentleman quoting 
from ? ; 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Iam not quoting from a speech, but froma 
pamphlet. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Will the gentleman allow mea question? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I really have not time. > 
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Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. It isa very short question. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Iprefer not to yield the little time I have. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Under those figures and under your state- 
ment, do you think, applied to wool, that the tariff is a tax? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Do I think the tariff is a tax? Yes; I think 
it is, and I now propose to show from good Republican authority that 
it is a tax; not using the word tax atall. 

1 read now from the ot the gentleman from Maine [Mr. DING- 
LEY], which, I think, will confirm the statement I have just made, and 
I quote from page 6757 of the RECORD: 

Nothing can be clearer than if wool is admitted free of duty, it will result in 
a decline of wool nearly to the extent of the duty. 

That is a proposition that I commend to the attention of gentlemen 
on the other side, ‘‘that it will result in a decline in wool nearly equal 
to the extent of the duty.” You accept the proposition of the gentle- 
man from Maine and indorse it. You believe it to be true. And not 
only that, but that the woolens the people wear will decline corres- 
pondingly. I accept the latter as a necessary result.of free wool and* 
will give my reasons further on: If imported wools are reduced in 
price it does not follow that the price of fine domestic wools must be 
also reduced. 

Mr. DINGLEY. The gentleman does not want, Iam sure, to do 
me an injustice by quoting only one-half of the remark. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Certainly not. I am not going to do the gen- 
tleman any injustice. I am going to give the gentleman the benefit of 
his own remarks; but I am simply commenting upon it as I go along, 
as I have something to say myself in this connection. That is a clear, 
plain statement, the proposition that to reduce foreign wools to the 
manufacturers equal nearly to the extent of the duty necessarily will 
reduce woolens to the people. 

We have in Ohio a very intelligent gentleman. I know that he 
is an intelligent gentleman, because he once represented his district 
in Congress as a Republican, and that ought to be a sufficient indorse- 
ment for him upon the floor of this House, who is a sheep-raiser and 
has a flock of 200 head or more, and I heard him say not long ago that 
he would give all the benefits he now receives upon the whole wool- 
clip of his flock by the protective tariff for the privilege of buying one 
untaxed pair of pantaloons. 

Now, I will go on with the statement of the gentleman from Maine, 
He says: i 

But after this decline has wrecked wool-growing in this country and one- 
sixth of the production of the world has been lost— 

Mark, you, Mr. Chairman, every industry that is touched by the bill 
is going to be wrecked and ruined; and the sheep, according to one gentle- 
man who spoke the other day, are to be driven out of the country; and 
according to another gentleman nothing but annihilation and destruc- 
tion will result to the wool industry of the country. It will be crushed 
out, he said upon this floor the other day. Iwas threatened with the 
loss of the wool vote in my district if I had agreed to stand by this sec- 
tion of the bill. 

In my district there is one very excellent precinct. It is a precinct 
that is known by the name of Goosetown. At the late primaries I 
was most thoroughly indorsed and supported in that classic precinct, 
and it was reported that the next morning in the police court appeared 
several of my constituents from Goosetown, some with discolored cuti- 
cle around the eyes and others with noses slightly swollen. But they 
had fought like brave men long and well, and I had hoped they would 
be there in November to fight my battle as valiantly again, if need be. 

What am I todo now? According to the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey I am oath-bound to support this bill; and I find, to my horror and 
dismay, that this bill to which I am thus pledged puts feathers on the 
free-list, and will crush, destroy, annihilate, and totally wreck the goose 
industry of Goosetown in my district. (Laughter. ] How many of 
you gentlemen do actually believe that taking the tariff off of wool 
will destroy the wool industry? How many believe that I am oath- 
bound to vote for this bill or any line of it? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Do I understand the gentleman to say 
he is pledged to support that bill ? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. [I referred to the statement of the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PHELPS). 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Sworn to according to the statement 
of the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. ‘‘ Imposed an oath upon every one of them” 
was the language he used. I am not mistaken. Let me go on with 
this little dissertation. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. The proposition is ridiculous that it, the bill, 
will destroy the wool-growing industry.- Itis an industry which pays 
very little for its labor, and in which the natural increase each year is 
from 75 to 80 per cent., and which has the additional value in the 
markets of being a meat-preducing industry; that that industry will 
be destroyed by taking a little of the tax off imported wool, or even 
taking the whole of the tax off of such wool, is not to be believed. 

Let me call the attention of gentlemen right here to the fact that there 
are countries upon the face of this globe that have no tariff upon wool, 
and that in those countries the industry is flourishing as well as it isin 
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this country. They are scattered all over the world; and in some in- 
stances are doing better, aecording to the statistics that I read a few 
moments ago, than this country is so far as wool-growing is concerned. 
To read on from the gentleman’s remarks: 

But after this decline has wrecked wool-growing in this country and one- 
sixth of the production of the world has been lost dose any one doubt that for- 
cign wool-growers will take advantage of the situation to increase the price, so 
that the ultimate result will be greater cost of woo! clothing? 

When one-sixth of the world’s wool-growing is lost. 

Then we are to ba destroyed! Thereisto beagrand combine. The 
Chinese are to come in uponus. People are to assemble in a monstrous 
wool trust from every civilized and uncivilized land. They are to come 
from the steppes of Asia and the colonies of Great Britain, whether in 
Australasiaor Africa. They are to come from the heart of Russia. They 
are to come from the Argentine Republic and Uruguay, from Canada, 
and from the South Sea Islands; and all get together and combine to 
control an industry that produces nearly 2,000,000,000 pounds of wool, 
worth about $400,000,000 annually. Simply to call attention to it 

* in this way is sufficient answer to the proposition. 

My friend from Ohio stated that already the price of wool had gone 
down from fear of the Millsbill. ‘‘The reduction in price has been oc- 
easioned by the pendency and discussion of the Mills bill alone.” -Can 
it be that such an intelligent constituency as his would let the price 
of wool go down on account of the discussion of the Mills bill alone, 
when there sits the Republican Senate at the other end of the Capitol 
(as has often been boasted by gentlemen) ready to save this country 
from destruction? Perhaps they have no faith in that body. Perhaps 
politics does not control the price of wool; but the rule of supply and 
demand does. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE, As I have not talked on this subject in the 
general debate I ask to have five minutes longer. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hope the gentleman will be allowed five min- 
utes more, i 

There was no objection. 

Mr, BUTTERWORTH. I wish my colleague, if he will permit me, 
would state his opinion as to the influence of a protective tariff upon the 
wool industry, giving the reasons for his opinion, and then stating 
whether he is in favor of or opposed to a protective system in its be- 


half. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. That would simply cut off the rest of my re- 
marks; and I havea particularspeech in my mind that I want to finish. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. That is the kind of speech that will bring 
an answer in the district. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I will speak in the district this fall. 

I have here some propositions similar to that of the gentleman’s 
with regard to the destruction of the wool industry which I saw in a 
paper this morning; ‘‘that everybody in this country was alarmed ex- 
cept the foreign importers and the foreign shippers, because the duty 
of 15 cents is to be taken off potatoes.” Everybody alarmed! My con- 

_ stituents in Goosetown are not alarmed. ‘They rest from their labors. 
They are ready and willing to accept their potatoes at 15 cents a bushel 
less, if such be the effect. But the duty is notto be taken off. Then, 
here is another article which I cut out of an independent Republican 
paper this morning, a telegram stating that the iron industry in Hock- 

g Valley in my district was about to be destroyed. Why? Because 
the Mills bill proposed to take $2 per ton off pig-iron. Is thatso? I 
fail to see it in the Mills bill. The cut is only 72 cents per ton. The 
truthful and intelligent correspondent goes on to say that the coal in- 
dustry is going to be destroyed. Why? ‘‘Because we are going to put 
coal on the free-list.’? Such false prophecies of evil are quite common. 
Nobody is influenced by them. 3 

It is not for fear of loss to the farmer—it is not anxiety on account 
of the farmer that is prompting a great many gentlemen here in their 
opposition to this reduction, 
` The gentleman from Rhode Island expressed it very clearly in a col- 
loquy between himself and the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Morse] the otherday when he said that ‘‘ the woolen manufacturers are 
afraid of free wool, because they are afraid of free woolens later on.” 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. DINGLEY], 
says, on page 6757 of the RECORD: 

But the passage of the Mills bill could not even temporarily benefit woolen 
manufacturers, The present tariff imposes on imported woolensa specific pound 
or square-yard duty, intended to fully cover and little more than cover the duty 
on wool, which goes to the farmer, and a manufacturer's duty of 35 per cent. 
ad valorom on coarse woolens and 40per cent. on fine, The M bill abolishes 
the duty on wool and also the specific duty on imported woolens, leaving the 
manufacturer the same ad valorem duty as at present. This does not give the 
di manufacturer any additional vantage ground as against imported 

That is what troubles them, that we do not give the woolen manu- 
facturers any additional vantage ground as against imported goods. 
They want additional vantage ground. 

The gentleman says again: 

In other words, the woolen manufacturer, with free wool and nothing but the 


manufacturer’s ad valorem duty, which is largely overcome by undervalua- 
tions of imports, would not be so well off as now, 


So far as the undervaluation of imports is concerned we have taken ^ 
care of itin this bill. So far as any danger tothe manufacturers is 
concerned, I do not believe that it exists. ‘They have been able to take 
care of themselves. We have made a fair proposition, which is to 
make a reduction equivalent to the reduction which shall result from 
the taking off of the tariff on wool, that which they have paid hereto- 
fore on that part of their raw material which they imported. 

I have here a little thing which I think shows the cause of the solici- 
tude of gentlemen upon the other side of the House on behalf of the 
manufacturers at this time. It is from a paper called the Tariff 
League Bulletin, which professes to be ‘‘ devoted to the protection ot 

erican labor and industries,” On the first page of it there isa 
comment upon what it calls the ‘‘confidential letter of the Republican 
Tenga i of the United States,” and here is what the editor says about 
t letter: 


It would be useless to criticise the tone of this ‘' sensational document,” or the 
temper with which itassails American manufacturers, in words which it says 
“are strong and bitter,butthey are true.” And we will not here comment upon 
the unfortunate policy of the letter which enforces a peremptory demand for 
money with a threat. 

It is important at this time only to review the charges against American man- 
ufacturers, which are the bone and sinew of this “confidential letter,” without 
which it would receive from us no comment whatever. They are quoted, it is 
true, from an eminent Republican Senator, but they are quoted with approval 
and declared to be true. 

These charges, when stripped of their discreditable verbiage, are, first, that 
the“ campaign which we are about to enter will concern more than anybody else 
the manufacturers of the country "—“ men who are getting practically the sole 
benefits, or at least the most directly important benefits, of the tariff laws; 
and, second, “ That while reaping the fruits of the tariff policy they have been 
very laggard in their contributions to the Republican cause.” Their conduct is 
called * cravenal parsimony.” The New England manufacturers, it is said, have 
been somewhat less monious than the others. But of Pennsylvania man- 
ufacturers it says, in language both vigorous and picturesque: 

eee my way about it I would pot them under the fire and fry all the fat 
out of them,’ 


And (he might haye added) ‘‘hold my dripping-pan under them to 
catch this fat to make soap out of for W. W. Dudley to carry on the 
campaign with in Indiana,” [Laughter.] 

This editorial proceeds: : 

But while manufacturers derive no greater advantages from protection than 
other classes in proportion to the magnitude of their enterprises, they never- 
theless do contribute far more than all other classes to its support. The records 
of the Republican party prove it. Those who have been engaged in collecting 
funds for its defense will testify to it. 

Well, if the records of the Republican party prove it, of course the 
Republican party ought to serve those who employ it for that purpose. 

The editor continues: 


We therefore deny the assertion of the Senator whom the Republican League 
has chosen for its mouthpiece, and we affirm that more than three-fourths of all 
the money used in support of ublicanism and protection has come from men 
directly or inditectly engaged in manufactures. 


Mr. Chairman, I want to close with these sentences: Any legisla- 
tion that is purchased is vicious legislation. Any legislation that is 
bought with money, no matter what its purpose may be, is legisla- 
tion that the people of the country should beware of. Any legislation 
which is in return for money paid to carry political campaigns withis 
injurious to the interests of the people. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PERKINS. Do we understand from that that you are a free- 
trader? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I do not know what you understand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Iask that my colleague’s time be extended 
long enough for him to explain where he stands with reference to this 
industry. Wedo not know except inferentially. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PERKINS. And in that connection I would like to have him 
answer whether he is a free-trader or not. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Of course if the gentleman does not want 
time to make the explanation—— 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. You Republicans may call me a free-trader. 

Mr. LA FOoLLETTE obtained the floor. 

Mr. WILKINS. I desire to ask my colleague from Ohio [Mr. 
OUTHWAITE] a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. WILKINS. I would like to ask my colleague whether he did 
not, with all the members of the Ohio delegation, go before the Ways 
and Means Committee of the Forty-ninth Congress and protest against 
the removal of the tariff duty on wool proposed by the Morrison bill, 
under consideration in that Congress? I hope he will answer yesor no. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. ‘There has been some progress since that time. 
I trust I have rops pace with it. I voted for the consideration of the 
Morrison bill without hesitation at the session to which the gentleman 
alludes. 

Mr. REED. We are willing to give the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
OUTHWAITE] more time, as he has neglected to state his position. - 

Mr. WILKINS (to Mr. OUTHWAITE). Did you not sign a paper at 
that time+— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin has been recog- 
nized. 

Mr. BLAND. Since that time the Representatives from Ohio have 
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heard from their people. Some of them have been nominated with 
instructions on this wool question; and others rejected without in- 
structions. 

The CHAIRMAN The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOL- 
LETTE] has been recognized, and will proceed. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Mr. Chairman, before proceeding with my re- 
marks, I ask that I may be allowed time to conclude them without 
reference to the five-minute rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Wisconsin asks an exten- 
sion of time to conclude his remarks. À 

A MEMBER. For what period ? ` 

Mr. CASWELL. As my colleague [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] has not oc- 
we the floor at all on this subject, I hope his time will not be lim- 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In the general discussion I lost my place on 
account of illness. I would like sufficient time to conclude my re- 


marks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks an exten- 
sion of time without limit. Is there objection ? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I object. 

Several MEMBERS. Say thirty minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understands, objection is made to 
an indefinite extension of time, but not to an extension of thirty min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLAND. The gentleman had no opportunity to speak in the 
general debate. This is the first time he has had the floor. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin be allowed thirty minutes in which tospeak on this subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to allowing the gentleman 
from Wisconsin to oecupy thirty minutes? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CARLISLE] in his speech upon this bill, apologizing to the 
House for devoting so much time to the period of our history covered 
by the tariff acts of 1846 and 1857, said: 

My only excuse for it is that there has been so much medenina nar 
misrepresentation concerning the history of what the gentlemen on the other 
ac the “free trade” period thatit seemed necessary to make some allusion 

The fact that therepresentations and conclusions of the distinguished 
gentleman from Kentucky, in reference to this most interesting decade, 
remain unchallenged and unanswered is my only excuse for calling the 
attention of the House to the subject now. 

No other portion of the gentleman’s speech was so loudly applauded 
on the other side; no other statements so sharply arrested the atten- 
tion of this House or fell with such telling effect upon the galleries; 
and surely no other part of that has been more widely quoted 
or commented upon by the leading journals of this country. 

That fairness ot manner which so adorns his utterances from the chair 
was carried with him to the floor, and added its charm and impres- 
siveness to his declarations upon that interesting occasion. The vast 
audience, crowding this Chamber to the roof, saw as never before 
the benign influence of the tariff acts of 1846 and 1857. One not 
present on that day can scarcely realize the happy and successful 
- manner in which a few percentages were made to tell the history 
of that period as never told before. He may read the words in cold 
type. but he can never appreciate the skillful and startling way 
in which the stately legislators of another generation, resting throngh 
all these years, secure in their reputations as consistent, conscientious 
statesmen, were called forth on that day, and with rare adroitness, com- 
pletely masked by the judicial style of the gentleman from Kentucky, 
made witnesses against their own records. 

While under the potent influence of his voice, so rich in the quality 
of candor, one could searcely doubt any of his conclusions. But read- 
ing the speech from the passive and unillumined pages of the RECORD, 
some will have the temerity to question the soundness of his deduc- 
tions, comment on his omissions, and even criticise his statements. 

The basis of his argument is the extraordinary prosperity, as he por- 
trays it, of the decade from 1850 to 1860, the direct result, he main- 
tains, of the tariff legislation of 1846. 

To prove the prosperity and thatitis the direct result of the tariffact of 
1846, first he selects certain industries and gives percentages of increase 
from 1849 to 1859, as found in the censuses of 1850 and of 1860; and 


second, he declares that the results of the act of 1846 were so benefi-- 


cent that in 1857— 
Every Representative from that part of the country— 
New England— 
who voted at all voted for a bill making an almost uniform reduction of 20 per 


cent. from the rates imposed by the act of 1846 and placing many additional 
articles on the free-list. z z X 


The industries which he selects to furnish the percentages of pros- 
perity are the manufactures of woolens, cottons, hosiery, hardware, 
and boots and shoes. And he states that— 

The value of all our woolen manufactures increased more than 42 per cent. 

That— 


In the Eastern States the increase in the value of the product of hosiery was 
481 per cent. 


That— 
The value of the production of cotton in the United States increased 77 per 
cent. g 


That— 

The increase in the value of the product inthe manufacture of bootsand shoes 
was 83 per cent, 

And that— 

In the manufacture of hardware New England increased the value of her 
product 100 per cent. 

The fallacy of such an argument, the trick of the percentage scheme, 
is so plain to the man who reflects that I only mention it in passing to 
a consideration of his figures. At this period in our history the man- 
ufacturing industries were so small compared with the present that 
any increase at all would show a large percentage. If there was but 
one factory in a given industry, and during the ten years another of 
equal capacity was built, there would be an increase of 100 per cent. 
for gentlemen to talk about, and yet the growth of that industry in the 
ten years would be really of very little importance to the country, and 
would indicate an exceedingly slow and discouraging development. 
To illustrate the misleading character of this style of argument from 
the facts of history, the percentage of increase in the woolen industry 
from 1850 to 1860 is given as 42 per cent., and from 1860 to 1870 as only 
50 per cent., and yet the increase in the value of the product from 1860 
to 1870 was nearly five times as great as from 1850 to 1860. 

No argument based upon percentages can be relied upon which does 
not state all of the facts constituting the basis of the calculations from 
which the percentages are derived and carry the same system over into 
the different periods with which comparisons are made. 

The gentleman from Kentucky does not give the underlying facts, 
pas goes swiftly from the bare percentages alone to this conclusion. 

e says: à 

Instead of paralyzing the industries and pauperizing labor in New England, 
or any other part of the country, for that matter, the tariff of 1846 infused new 
life and vigor into our languishing manufactures and secured more constant 
employment and higher wages to our laboring people. 

Is this true? z 

It has been said of the tariff act of 1846, touching our leading manu- 
factures, that— 


It put almost all duties at one of three ad valorem rates without any intelli- 
gent reference to either revenue or protection. Some industries gota fair de- 
gree of protection; a few got too much; the majority got too little or none atali, 


A more accurate statement would be that some branches of a 
single industry were practically destroyed, while ethers in the same 
industry were highly protected under this arbitrary classification. It 
fixed the duty on all cotton goods at one of two rates; boots and shoes 
at one of two rates; the large and widely differing articles of hardware 
at one of two rates; iron in its different forms at one, woolens from 
coarse yarns to the most highly finished cloths, one of three, and so on 
through the entire list. In many of these industries there were from 
10 to 40 different varieties and articles, some requiring a high degree of 
skill, some largely hand-wrought, and many made almost exclusively 
by machinery. Hence, under the inequalities of this system, while 
values were greatly disturbed and general progress retarded, while 
manufacturers were obliged to curtail the production of varieties in 
their business, they concentrated on the better protected lines of their 
industries and held up in some measure the averages of growth. 

While the duty on certain kinds of cottons was considerably reduced 
by the act of 1846, still cotton fared better than most manufactures, and 
the coarser cotton fabrics were left amply protected. Indeed, a study 
of the history of this industry shows that for the last forty-six years the 
tariff on the lower grade cottons has been almost prohibitory. This 
has offered a safe investment for capital and led to the rapid develop- 
ment ofthese lines through all'the years, thus keeping up the percent- 
age of growth for the whole industry, even under the acts of 1846 and 
1857. This point was clearly made by Mr. De Witt, of Massachusetts, 
a member of the Committee on Ways and Means, in the discussion on 
the tariff bill of 1857. He said: 

The care which the Government has extended to the manufactures of cotton 
has enabled them, besides supplying their own markets, tosend abroad to India, 
the Mediterranean, to South America,and other markets, coarse eyeing eo 
as sheetings, drillings, checks, stripes, ete.; but, sir, the finer fabrics are all im- 
ported from abroad, and will continue to be, unless Congress shall extend that 
encouragement so necessary to a successfal competition. 

Consequently, if the cotton industry continued to prosper it proves 
nothing for the free-trade character of the Walker tariff of 1846. 

Upon the leading articles in the manufacture of boots and shoes— 
men’s boots and shoes, women’s boots, bootees, shoes, and slippers, 
and children’s boots and shoes—the act of 1816 made an average reduc- 
tion of 18 per cent. But even this was much more than compensated 
for by the reduction of 23 per cent. on the boot and shoe makers’ raw 
material. 

Again, the gentleman holds up the hardware industry as a shining 
example of the glories of the tariff reduction of 1846. Butan analysis 
and comparison of the acts of 1842 and 1846 discloses the important fact 
that out of the long list of articles comprising this class, the duty on 
just two of the items was reduced by the act of 1846, and these articles 
were wood-screws and tacks. Surely if this industry flourished from 
census years 1849 to 1859 as a result of the tariff, it was because it es- 
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eaped the ‘reformers’? of 1846 and continued its growth under the | try at that time. But as he overlooked it, I may perhaps venture to 


protective act of 1842. 

The gentleman also speaks of the growth of the hosiery industry as 
marvelous. The duty on cotton knit goods was lowered by the act ot 
1846. But the great bulk of hosiery is classed as woolen hosiery, it be- 
ing so termed whether the product be all wool or mixed. Indeed, in 
the act of 1842 the only hosiery mentioned is ‘‘ woolen hosiery.” And 
the growth of this industry may not appear such a marvel when it is 
learned that on woolen hosiery the protective duty of 1842 was not low- 
ered at all by the act of 1846. 

It will be remembered that the percentage of progress which the gen- 
tleman gives for the woolen industry is only about one-half as large as 
that given for cotton, hardware, boots, and shoes. Why was this? 
Was it because the woolen industry fared worse under the law of 1846 
than the other three? Observe what follows. Out of twenty-three 
different lines of manufucture in woolens the act of 1846 reduced the 
tariff on fourteen an average of 29} per cent.; it increased the tariff 
on seven lines an average of nearly 20 per cent., and on two important 
lines left the tariff the same. 

It will therefore be seen that on some lines this erratic tariff act bore 
very heavily with its reductions, while others were given ample pro- 
tection for the times. 

On the cheaper grades of blankets, for instance, the duty was in- 
creased by the act of 1846 over that of 1842 33} per cent. The tariff 
on broadcloth was reduced 25 per cent. below the rates of 1842. What 
was the result? In Massachusetts, the State leading in manufacture, 
the value of this product decreased from $2,157,392 to $837,650.62, or 
61 per cent. in the ten years from 1845 to 1855. I give the figures for 
Massachusetts because it is the only State furnishing the statistics for 
the decade from 1845 to 1855, which shows precisely the effect of the 
act of 1846 on the manufacture of broadcloth. 

In view of the small comparative increase in the percentage of wool- 
ens; in view of the fact that the duty on one-third of the lines was in- 
creased and on two-thirds much diminished; in view of the fact shown 
that the manufacture of certain lines of woolens were practically de- 
stroyed while others were fairly well protected, it might be fair to as- 
sume that for the most part those branches of this industry which were 
undisturbed by the act of 1846 were the ones that gave the percentage 
of increase for the whole industry, quoted by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky. This assumption is proven to be entirely correct, if the condi- 
tion of the woolen industry as a whole was accurately described in the 
reports and debates of 1857. 

That this industry was not generally prosperous, that its languish- 
ing condition was ‘attributed to the Walker tariff of 1846, is pretty 
vigorously stated in the report upon the tariff bill of 1857, as it first 

the House. Under the head of ‘‘ Depression of the woolen in- 
terest” the committee say, ‘‘Our woolens have languished to the verge 
of extinction.” The following from the same report emphasizes the 
inequalities of the law of 1846 and also gives us some further informa- 
tion as to woolens: 

The cotton manufacturer was protected, the woolen was abandoned, and 
while all the interests dependent upon it have been sacrificed, the revenue has 
been inflated at least four millions per annum during the last four years beyond 
what it would have received ifthe policy of the Government had been as friendly 
to it as it has been to the cotton man urer, 

In ten years after the of the act of 1846 the importations of 
woolens had almost trebled, running from twelve million up to thirty- 
five million; while in the same time cotton imports only advanced 
from thirteen to fifteen and a half millions, increasing our depend- 
ence on foreign woolen factories nearly nine times as much as upon cot- 
ton. 

On the 16th of February, 1857, in the tariff debate in the House, Mr. 
Horton, of Ohio, after calling attention to this fact, said: 

The Secretary of the Treasury informs you that the manufacture of woolen 
fabrics Ifas decreased. The importation of foreign wool has dec » while 
thatof woolens has jay seereeeed No wool is exported and there is said to 
be only a small stock on d. Noother conclusion appents plausible except 
that the wool crop is greatly diminished. Uncertainty, irregularity, fluctuation 
in price, want of confidence in manufacturers’ ability to continue their opera- 
tions have produced their natural result, Add the fact that stocks in woolen 


manufacturing companies have gone down to a low price and there will be no 
doubt as to the conclusion to which I have arrived. 


In the same debate, Mr. De Witt, of Massachusetts, said: 

We have more than trebled our imports of woolen goods since 1346. We have 
banished nearly every flock of Saxony sheep from the country, ae the 
three hundred and forty-four sets cards and the eighteen hun broad 
looms which worked annually more than eight and a quarter millions of pounds 
of these fine wools. 

The gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. CARLISLE, quotes from the 
speech of Senator—afterwards Vice-President—Wilson, in the tariff de- 
bate of 1857, with hearty approval, a few paragraphs on the subject of 
the tariff on wool and other raw materials used by the manufacturer. 
He introduces his quotations from Senator Wilson with the com- 
epava for his information and opinion on this subject, saying that 

e was— 


A gentleman who perha 
dition and necessities of his constituents. 


It is strange perhaps that the gentleman from Kentucky did not 
take Senator Wilson’s testimony on the condition of the woolen indus- 


understood as thoroughly as any one the real con- 


give it. I quote from the same speech, delivered in the United States 
Senate February 26, 1857: 

At this time, when the great interests of the nation depend upon the proper 
adjustment of the duties upon imports,'the woolen manu urers present their 
condition to the attention of Conatees tn the consideration of American 
statesmen, They tell you, Mr. President, and they tell you truly, that the 
tariff of 1846 has borne heavily upon theirinterests. They tell you, and they tell 
you truly, that under the operations of the tariff of 1816 the manufacture of the 
finer and better classes of woolens has almost entirely ceased; that one by 
one the mills forthe manufacture of these finer classes of woolens have been 
compelled to succumb; that hundreds of thousands of dollars invested in these 
mills have been Jost, that even in the manufacture of coarser qualities of 
woolens hundreds of thousands of dollars have been sunk, 

And again, the woolen manufacturers tell you, and they tell you truly, that 
their interests are depressed, greatly depressed, under the present policy. They 
point you to thoir silent spindles and looms, to their depreciated property. 

This was the condition of one of the leading industries of our coun- 
try. This was the happy situation which the distinguished gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. CARLISLE] had in mind when he declares that— 

The tariff act of 1846 infused new life and vigor into our languishing manu- 
factures. 

When he asserts that— 

Even the strong prejudices of New England were removed by actual experi- 
ence, 

Sir, no man can read that debate on the bill of 1857 without com- 
prehending that a desire for relief from the effects of the act of 1846 
was the controlling motive with Senator Wilson and other representa- 
tives of New England in both branches of Congress. The wool-grower 
and manufacturer did not understand their mutual dependence then 
as now, and their supposed conflicting interests constituted the most 
important part of that discussion; and indeed they had been placed in 
extraordinary position by the hideous tariff deformity of 1846, which 
put more than one-third of the manufactures of wool at a lower tariff 
than the raw material. 

Is it strange, then, I ask gentlemen, that some of the representatives 
of New England were ready to vote even for a bill vicious in certain 
provisions which gave to the manufacturers free wool of all the coarser 
grades, upon which they had been obliged to pay a tariff of 30 per 
cent., and to that extent gave to them an increase in the tariff on cer- 
tain manufactures of woolens over the then existing rate? . 

No, no, Mr. CARLISLE, these gentlemen did not, as you say, ‘‘de- 
clare by their vote that a further reduction would be beneficial to their 
industries,” but they did declare that the act of 1846 had given cer- 
tain lines of certain leading New England industries an almost mortal 
hurt; and that, though the aid offered had something of peril in it for 
other manufactures, it would for the time being build up the waste 
pore where the Walker tariff had made such utter havoc and ruin. 

eed we marvel that some of them voted as they did? It is true, Mr. 
Chairman, that the statistics show gains in the important industries 
during the decade in question. I do not wish to be misunderstood 
upon this point. Still I maintain that other causes, of which I shall 
speak presently, gave rare and unusual advantages to all business, and 
that an average increase is not at all inconsistent with the great busi- 
ness disturbances experienced under the laws of ’46 and ’57, laws 
which gave ample protection to certain lines of many industrics and 
subjected others to the destructive influence of free-trade competition. 

The gentleman selected industries to point his argument which with 
one exception would show especially large percentages, but he singu- 
larly, with one exception, selected those which the act of 1846 either 
did not reduce at all as a whole or but slightly as a whole. 

He also makes the claim that the percentage of increase in the wages 
paid exceeded the percentage of increase in the number of hands employd 
and that hence the low tariff of 1846 ‘‘secured higher wages to our 
laboring people.” In another portion of his speech he endeavors to 
account for the much higher rate of wages under the more recent pro- 
tective period of our history in quite another way. If wages increase 
under protection the gentleman finds that ‘‘the most efficient cause ” 
of the increase is the introduction and use of machinery in combina- 
tion with skilled labor; that a man using machinery can turn out a 
hundred times more product than by hand, arid consequently earns and 
receives. higher wages. But it seems never to have occurred to the 
ete that this same argument turned against that other portion ot 

is speech might account for and explain his little percentage of ad- 
vance in wages as well as aid most materially in making up the per- 
centage of growth in the several industries cited. 

Why, sir, the study of our industrial progress discloses the fact that 
there came greater comparative development from inventions from 1842 
to 1862 than in any like period of time before in our whole history. It 
is true that the recent years are rich in great inventions, but they are 
largely improvements on existing inventions; besides, the conditions 
are entirely changed, and their influence on on an industrial world 
crowded and noisy with labor-saving machinery is not so marked, does 
not so revolutionize manufacturing as a generation ago. 


In hosiery it was not till about 1840 that the rotary-power loom was 
patented. From 1813 until that time but five patents were issued on 
machines for manufacturing hosiery; from 1840 to 1851 but thirteen, 
while from 1851 to 1860 there were seventy-nine patents issued. In 
1848 one hand could weave but 4 yards of carpets per day. 


Big- 
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elow perfected and patented the power loom for weaving carpets with 
which a single hand could weave 25 yards in a day, and at once 
this business was lifted for the time-being above the malign influence 
of foreign competition. It was not until 1851 that the ingenious ma- 
chine for pegging boots and shoes was patented. With this machine 
one man could peg a boot in three minutes. The importance of such 
an invention in an industry where pegged boots and shoes constituted 
three-fourths of the entire manufacture can at this time scarcely be 
calculated, but it is enough in itself to account for any percentage of 
growth made during the decade following. 

To that portion of the gentleman’s speech where he reviews the ac- 
tion of the House somewhat in detail upon the tariff bill of 1857, and 
which has occasioned much comment throughout the country, I in- 
vite the special attention of gentlemen present here to-day. 

He says that the results of the act of 1846 were so beneficial that in 
1857— 
every Representative from that part of the country (New England) who voted 
at all voted fora bill making an almost uniform reduction of 20 per cent. from 


so raes imposed by the act of 1846 and placing many additional articles on the 
ree list, 


This was upon the bill, he says, as it ‘‘first passed the House;’’ and 
speaking further in detail of this same vote he says: 

Every Representative from New Hampshire, Vermont, Connecticut, and 
Rhode Island was present and voted for the bill, and among them appears the 
name of the venerable and distinguished Senator who still serves his State»at 
the other end of the Capitol, Hon. JUSTIN S. MORRILL. _ 

This statement shows just enough familiarity with the history of **the 
tariff act of 1857 asit first passed the House” to misquote the record and 
misrepresentthemen who madeit. With a reckless indifference to plain 
and established facts, this declaration tramples under foot the verified re- 
ports of that Congress and plays with the reputation of a distinguished, 
consistent, life-long protectionist with a vandal hand. It transforms 
a devotee to the American system into a heretic and makes him wor- 
ship the British beast. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Keep the gentleman’s [ Mr. CARLISLE’s] statement in mind: 

Every Representative from that part of the country— 

New England— 
who voted at all voted for a bill making an almost uniform reduction of 20 per 
cent. from the rates imposed by the act of 1846. 

And going into this vote in detail, he adds: 

Among them appears the name of the venerable and distinguished Senator 
who still serves his State at the other end of the Capitol, Hon. Justin S. MOR- 
RILL. 

This is an error so gross and unjust as to demand correction, if for 
no other p than to do justice to the honored name of the Senator 
from Vermont, then a member of this House, and rebuke the careless- 
ness of the gentleman from Kentucky, who used it with such emphasis 
and telling effect on the occasion of his speech. 

I challenge him or any gentleman on the other side to mention a 
single reduction upon any important artécle of manufacture. by the 
bill as it first passed the House, when Senator MORRILL voted for it. 

Instead of making, as the gentleman from Kentucky says, ‘‘an al- 
most uniform reduction of 20 per cent. from the rates im d by the act 
of 1846,” as it first passed the House, when all the New England Repre- 
sentatives and Senator MORRILL voted for it, the bill was a protective 
measure, came from a committee which made in its report one of the 
most powerful arguments for protection ever submitted by a committee 
of this House, and did not make a horizontal or 20 percent. reduction at 
all, There was a Treasury surplus then as now, and the bill as it first 
passed the House was designed to reduce that surplus without impair- 
ment or injury to American industries. It was based upon protective 
principles. It added such articles to the free-list as were not in com- 
petition with the productions of this country. It did nothing more. 
It simply added to the free-list, and made no reduction upon manufact- 
ures whatever. 

There was no reason why Mr. MORRILL should not vote for it, and 
to seek to make that vote cast for the bill as it first passed the House 
a scar of inconsistency on the record of that gentleman is either inex- 
cusable blundering or the meanest sort of political pettifogging. [Ap- 
plause on the Republican side. ] 

Why, when the bill for which Mr. MORRILL and all the New Eng- 
land Representatives had voted went over to the Senate what did the 
Democrats there say of it? Did they say it made ‘‘an almost uniform 
reduction of 20 per cent. from the rates imposed by the act of 1846?” 

Let ussee. Take for instance the statement of that distinguished 
Democrat who devised the substitute which finally, with some modi- 
fication made in the Senate and some further amendment in conference 
ome became the law of 1857, Hon. R. M. T. Hunter, of Virginia. 

e said: 

The bill which passed the House does nothing but add to the free-list. The 
bill does nothing for the consumers. On all the articles he uses the duties re- 


main as they are, the addition to the free-list is for the benefit of the manu- 
facturer. 


And again: 
- The bill assent from the House of Representatives proposes that whatever 
advantages are to be derived from its operation shall given to the manu- 


facturer alone and keeping the existing rate of duty on everything else, 
I do not know how it appears to other gentlemen, I simply take the 


carefully prepared speech of the leader of his party in this House; take 
his statement that such was the experience of the Representatives of 
the New England States during the eleven years of 1846 to 1857: 


That they came here and by a unanimous vote demanded a still further reduc- 
tion in the interest of the manufacturers, 


I take that statement and pluce against it the stubborn facts of the 
record. I place against it the statement of that other distinguished 
Democratic leader, Mr. Hunter, of Virginia, that the bill for which Mr. 
MORRILL and the other New England Representatives voted unani- 
mously, ‘‘did nothing but add to the free-list,’’ and that ‘‘the addi- 
tions to the free-list are for the benefit of ‘the manufacturers alone.’ ”’ 

{Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I trust the time of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin will be extended so as to enable him to finish his remarks. 

Mr. REED. I think that courtesy ought to be allowed the gentle- 
man. This speech ought not to be interrupted here. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. RICHARDSON). Will the gentleman indi- 
cate what amount of time he desires ? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Twenty minutes will be sufficient. 

The CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent is asked of the committee 
that the time of the gentleman be further extended for twenty min- 
utes. Is there objection? 

Mr. BYNUM. I will not object to this extension, as the gentleman 
has probably been led to expect that general consent would be given; 
bat hereafter I shall insist on the enforcement of the five-minute rule. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Whatbecame of this billin theSenate? The 
gentleman from Kentucky says it— 


was sent to the Senate where it was amended by making a very slight increase 
in the reduction on certain articles. 


Had the gentleman been correctly advised he would have stated that 
instead of a ‘‘ very slight increase in the reduction on certain articles,” 
the whole character of the bill which had passed the House, and for 
which Hon. JUSTIN 8. MORRILL had voted, was changed completely, 
that it died the death in the Senate, was literally wiped out of legisla- 
tive existence, and that a bill, devised and offe: by Mr. Hunter, of 
Virginia, was substituted for it, but no more like the House bill than 
free trade is like protection. 

It is true that a portion of the free-list of the House bill which made 
it acceptable to the manufacturing interests on its first passage was in- 
corporated in Mr. Hunter’s Senate substitute and drew to it on its re- 
turn to the House the votes of eighteen New England Representatives, 
but it was there in the Senate that the infernal invention known as the 
‘20 per cent. reduction on nearly all manufactures from the act of 
1846’’ was unfortunately joined to a portion of the House bill— 

Like a mildewed car 
Blasting his wholesome brother— 
and bringing to the financial and industrial interests demoralization 
and ruin bordering on absolute chaos. 

The Republicans of theSenate who voted for it were manifestly moved 
to do so to secure free raw material for the manufactures, and escape 
in some measure the ruin threatened by the existing tariff of 1846. 
But in many signal instances they prayed to be delivered from the con- 
sequences of their own acts in voting for the Senate substitute, andin- 
dulged the hope that the House would force upon the Senate conferees 
their protection bill, and some beneficial legislation result. 

Hon. William H. Seward, who favored then a reduction of the sur- 
plus, as Republicans do now, was obliged to vote against the Senate sub- 
stitute, because though it had a little sop here and there thrown to pro- 
tectionists to catch votes, as this bill has, it was nevertheless opposed 
to the American system, just as this bill is, and so he tried to strike it 
down. He subsequently supported the conference report. 

And though Senators Wilson and Sumner voted for the substitute, 
the moving reason given by Mr. Wilson, speaking for both, was a— 
deep interest in the modification of the tariff of 1816 by this Congress. 

He further said of the Senate substitute: 

Iam confident the bill can not pass the House; bat I shall support it if the 
Honse bill can not here, in the confident hope that a committee of confer- 
ence can so blend the two propositions as to secure the support of both Houses. 

The gentleman from Kentucky, while claiming such beneficial re- 
sults from the act of 1857, bestowed with somewhat too generous hand 
the sole credit for the measure on the Republicans of that Congress. It 
was a rare and striking instance of Democratic magnanimity. What 
he did not avow hesuggested andimplied. In one instance he adroitly 
says: 

Here is the vote on tho act of 1857 as it first passed the House, a Republican 
House, over which Nathaniel P, Banks presided as Speaker. 

And later, of the vote on the Senate substitute; he said: 

And thus the tariff act of 1857, which we have so often heard denounced on 
the other side of the House, became the law of the land by the votes of Repub- 
lican and New England Representatives. 

As the excessive generosity of the gentleman from Kentucky robs 
the Democrats of their just share of credit for this important legisla- 
tion, I give the vote. 

The House at that time numbered 234 Representatives. The Repub- 
licans had only 108 members and were in the minority, but had se- 
cured the election of Mr. Banks as Speaker. The Democrats number- 


6310 


ed 83, and the Americans or Know Nothings 43. Thirty of the Know 
Nothings were from the Southern Democratic States. 

Of the Repnblicans who voted, all but 39 voted against the tariff of 
1857. Of the Democrats who voted, all voted for it except 4. The 
Democrats who voted for the bill outnumbered the Republicans nearly 
2to1. -And to thjs may be added the votes ofall the Know Nothings 
from south of Mason and Dixon’s line who voted excepting 3. 

And thus the tariff act of 1857, which we have so often heard extoll- 
ed on the other side of the House, but which has been execrated by 
the good people of this country for nearly a generation, became the law 
of the land by the votes of Democratic free-traders and Know Nothings 
from the South, 

I do not know that I can better illustrate the utter unfairness of the 
gentleman’s language than to apply his method to the present situa- 
tion, Suppose the pending bill should pass here and go to the Senate, 
that it should there be changed from a free-trade bill to a protective 
bill, should be returned to this House and be passed by it, a few Demo- 
crats voting withthe Republicans, how would the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CARLISLE] enjoy the idea of a Republican Speaker of this 
House a generation hence coming from his high place to this floor to 
say of the Democratic party, to say of the gentleman from Kentucky, 
that so well pleased was he with the results of the Morrill tariff that 
he voted for and made a spetch in favor of the protective bill of 1888 as it 
first passed the House; that this bill, after undergoing a few trifling 
changes in the Senate, came back and again passed the House—a Demo- 
cratic House—Hon. JOHN G. CARLISLE, of Kentucky, presiding? 

The honorable gentleman replying to the charge respecting the de- 
pleted condition of the Treasury,and especially to the gentleman from 

Michigan [Mr. Burrows],denied that the tariff acts of 1846 and 1857 

had contributed to the business depression and bankruptcy of 1857, 

and asserted that the credit of the Government had not been impaired 

and no Government bonds or Treasury notes “‘sold at less than par” 
until within ten days of the close of Buchanan’s administration. The 
authority cited by the gentleman to sustain this statement may take 
no account of the details of the Treasury transactions connected with 
the efforts to raise money during the last year of Buchanan’s adminis- 
tration. Whether discounts were not entered on the Treasury books 
as discounts, but as ‘‘ commissions,” or in some other manner still, or 
whether no record was made and preserved there at all of the arrange- 
ments with syndicates of bankers to float Government obligations does 
not signify. History has preserved for us the facts of that vexed period, 
and without favor or political bias hands them down to us with their 
lesson for to-day. 
. Appleton’s Encyclopedia for 1861, as well as McPherson’s History 
of the Rebellion, recites the Treasury transactions for that time sub- 
stantially as given in the History of the Protective Tariff, by Hon. R. 
W. Thompson, ex-Secretary of the Navy and a former member of this 
House. I quote from page 426 of his work: 

In October, 1860, the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Howell Cobb, of Georgia, 
who had largely contributed tothe results then existing,offered forsale $10,000,000 
of the5 ps cent, Government stocks, half of the $20,000,000 authorized a Con- 
gress. ids were made for this at a small — but only a portion of it was 
realized, on account of some of the bidders having withdrawn their offers. Con- 

was consequently compelled to pass a law in December, 1380, authorizing 

e issue of $10,000,000 of Treasury notes as another expedient for borrowing 
money. The at once offered $5,000,000 of these notes 


Secretary of the Treasury 
for sale, which had the effect of demonstrating the creer ie fact that the 
dual c'tizens. 


however, fell short of the necessary amount, and, to Ege the Govern- 
ing in the payment of the interest, a loan of $1,500,000 was made 
ofa syndicate of banks and bankers at 12 percent, Ina short time the remain- 


This was all in October, November, December, and January, months 
prior to the time when the gentleman from Kentucky states that Gov- 
ernment securities were sold at a discount. He says none were sold at 
a discount ‘‘ from the time of the passage of the tariff act of 1846 down 
to the last ten days of Mr. Buchanan’s administration.” 

The gentleman from Kentucky may possibly be correct in this state- 
ment, but there is at least very good authority, as I have shown, for 
believing that he is also in error upon this point. 

Gentlemen may differ in their opinions as to what caused the gen- 
eral business depression and disaster of these years and sent the Gov- 
ernment disgraced into the streets to hawk about her notes and bonds 
at a discount; nevertheless the following table of receipts and expendi- 
tures will show the effect of the tariff of 1857 on the condition of the 
Treasury, and may enable those interested to nose out the taint which 
had fastened itself npon the public credit: 
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“toil of the husbandman. Weh: 


> paring the same period the public debt increased year by year as 
‘ollows: 


Our imports of all kinds of foreign merchandise, exclusive of coin 
and bullion, for the year 1849, the earliest date for which the official 
figures are at hand, amounted to $141,206,199 in value. In 1859 they 
reached the sum of $331,333,341; and in the eleven years from 1849 to 
1859 inclusive, amounted to a total of $2,805,369,211. 

Our exports of all kinds of both domestic and foreign productions, 
excepting precious metals, were, in 1849, $140,351,172, and in 1859 
$292,802,051. In the eleven years the total amount was $2,438,598,- 
177, leaving a kalance against us on the merchandise account of $366,- 
771,034. 

Judged by any fair tests—as revenue measures, by their effects upon 
manuiacturing, by their effects upon agricu]ture—the acts of 1846 and 
1857 fail and fail signally. x 

The effect of the act of 1846 on agriculture is well demonstrated in 
the facts furnished by President Fillmore in his message of December 
2, 1851, five years after its enactment: > 

The values of onr domestic ex for the last fiscal year as compared with 
those of the previous year exhibit an increase of $43,646,322. At first this con- 
dition of our trade with foreign nations would seem to present the most flatter- 
ing hope of its future prosperity. An examination of the details of our exports. 
however, will show that the increased valus of our exports for the last fiscal 
ORT is to be found in the high price of cotton which prevailed during the last 

f of that year, which price has since declined about one-half. The valne of 
our exports of breadstuffs and provisions, which it was supposed the incentive 
of a low tariff and large importations from abroad would have largely aug- 
mented, has fallen from $68,701.921 in 1817 to $26,051,373 in 1850, and to $21,518,653 
in 1851, with a eek: probability, amounting almost to a certainty, of a still 
further reduction in the current year. 

aggregate values of rice e rted during the last fiscal year, as compared 
with the previous year, also exhibit a decrease amounting to $460,917, which, 
with the decline in the values of the exports of tobacco for the same period, 
make an aggregate decrease in these two articles of $1,156,751. 

The policy which dictated a low rate of duties on foreign merchandise, it was 
thought by those who promoted and established it, would tend to benefit the 
farming population of the country by increasing the demand and raising the 
price of cultural products in foreign markets. The foregoing facts, how- 
ever, seem to show incontestably that no such result has followed the adoption 
of the policy. 

Buchanan, in his message of December 8, 1857, gives this testimony 
as to the condition of the country after eleven years under the tariff 
acts of 1846 and 1857: 

‘The earth has yielded her fruits abundantly and has bountifully rewarded the 
all the elements of material wealth 
in rich abundance, and yet, notwi ding all these advantages, our country 
in its monetary interests isat the present timein a deplorable condition. Inthe 
midst of unsurpassed plenty in all the productions and in all the elements of 
national wealth we find our manufactures suspended, our public works retarded, 
and Conas of useful laborers thrown out of employment and reduced to 
wan 

Now, Mr. Chairman, one other point and Iam done. Protectionists 
are sometimes criticised for referring the prosperity of the last quar- 
ter of a century to the maintenance of their economic principles. - The 
language I have already cited from the speech of the gentleman from 
Kentucky is enough to show how he labors first to prove growth/and 
pona from the passage of the tariff of 1846 until 1860, and then 

ow broadly and unqualifiedly he claims itall as due to the low tariffs 
of 1846 and 1857. Nothing gets out of his net. Thess laws not only 
made wool cheap to the manufacturer, but in some unaccountable way 
the farmer gota higher price forit. They not only made all manulact- 
ured articles cost less, but by some magic gave the manufacturers 
greater profits and greater prosperity. They not only made wages 
higher but everything cheaper which the laborer turned out, and still 
left the employer a larger margin. In short, sir, they kept both ends 
of the teeter in the air at the same time. [Laughter and applause on 
the Republican side.] From the gentleman’s view they were simply 
most marvelous pieces of legislation. ; 

The gentleman entirely ignores those moro remote but still power- 
fal influences so material in keeping us afloat. buoying us up, and at 
times carrying us to the very crest of the wave. Influences both at 
home and abroad fortunately joined, placing this country in some 
measure beyond the harm of unwise legislation and bearing to the 
American people unexpected and for a time almost, unlimited wealth. 

He counts as nothing the discovery of gold in California, timed so 
fortunately for th@business interests of this country. It gave new life 


ehave 


1888. 
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and vigor to commerce and manufactures, quickened the lagging pace 
of trade, awoke sleepy villages and towns, and fairly stirred the world 
with new spirit. Thousands from every class and calling flocked to 
the mines. Money suddenly became plenty, wages increased, men 
were in demand, and labor heard calls on every side. Why, stop and 
think; morethan $600,000,000 in gold produced from those mines dur- 
ing the census period under consideration. 

What were the conditions abroad? Sir, at no time in the whole his- 
tory of this people have the circumstances abroad ever so unqualifiedly 
and bountifully favored this country? Even the misfortunes and ca- 
lamities of other nations were timed and turned to our advan 

Simultaneously with the discovery of gold in California came that in 
Australia, yielding with our own product more than a thousand mill- 
ion of dollars. In the midst of all famine and war smote heavily the 

roductive industries of nearly all Europe, checking their competition, 
reaking down many lines, and opening the way and the market for 
American produce of every kind. 

And yet not all the favoring circumstances, not all the accidents of 
fortune, not all the rare and auspicious coincidences both at home and 
abroad could long avert the certain and direful financial calamity com- 
ing as the logical result of laws designed to make Europe and America 
industrially alike. Wehad sowed the wind, we reaped the whirlwind. 
Talk as does the gentleman from Kentucky of recovering from the de- 
pression of 1857 ‘‘in afew months?’ It is trifling with the facts of 

istory. Sir, the rebellion was upon us before we could regain finan- 
cial strength and business stability. Following 1857 all credit and 
confidence and prosperity seemed to have departed this country. The 
crash of the banks carried down with them $200,000,000. ‘* The coun- 
try recovered in a few months?’ Why, within twelve months follow- 
ing 1857 the currency of this country was contracted more than $60,- 
000,000, The streets and highways were crowded with honest men 
begging for workat any price. There was no striking for higher wages 
then. Labor was out in search of bread, and want was no stranger to 
our people for the remainder of that decade. [Applause on the Re- 
publican side. ] 

Writing of this time, Henry C. Carey, the economist, changed from 
a free-trader toa protectionist by just such experiences as this, said: 

With 1857 came the culmination of the whole system. Merchants and manu- 
facturers became ruined, banks being compelled to suspend payment, and the 
‘Treasury being reduced toacondition of bankruptcy. In the three whi 
followed labor was everywhere in excess. Wages were low, immigration be- 


low the point at which it had stood for twenty years before, the home market 


for food diminished, and the foreign one proved so utterly worthless that the 


whole export to all the manufacturing nations of Europe amounted to little 
more than $10,000,000, 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the honorable gentleman’s showing as 

to these years is explained by reference to the arbitrary character of 
the tariff act of 1846, leaving as it did some lines of an industry undis- 
turbed, touching a few but lightly, and breaking others down alto- 
gether; by the fact that the percentages of growth are largest in those 
industries least disturbed and that manufacturers concentrated on the 
lines in each industry least hurt, and in that way kept up some per- 
centages of growth; by the fact that the impetus given under the pro- 
tective tariff of 1842 to 1846 stimulated inventions which culminated 
in a few years and carried manufacturing from hand work to hand and 
machine work combined, increasing production while greatly reducing 
its cost, and thus ining industries even under the hostile and ad- 
verse acts of 1846 and 1857; by the fact that the official reports, the 
debates, the history of the times record great disturbance, fluctua- 
tion and depression in business all through that decade; by the fact 
that outside of the influences of legislation the extraordinary advan- 
tages at home and abroad could not prevent financial disaster lasting 
and severe; by the fact that the fruits of this policy upon the country 
was an empty , enormous debt, injured credit. [Loud and 
continued applause on the Republican side. ] 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. i I rise to a privileged question. On 
the 11th of May last, in connection with the remarks I made upon 
House bill No. 9051, to reduce taxation, I took occasion to refer to the 
enormous profits realized by some of the protected industries of this 
country under our present tariff laws, and I then stated in proof cer- 
tain facts which had come to my knowledge in regard to the profits in 
one year of one of these companies, and which a certain party—a bene- 
ficiary under this policy—had personally admitted to me was correct. 
I, however, did not mention the names of individuals, only incorpo- 
rated companies. 

Perhaps no company in the United States has a larger interest in 
the iron and steel industries of the country than the one I named, and 
in referring to it in connection with these industries and the protective 
system generally as advocated by the Republican party, I used no lan- 
guage that any man, having even the slightest instincts of a gentle- 
man, could take exceptions to. I did refer to the profit made 
by this company and how it was acquired, and in doing this I cast no 
personal reflections, nor did I use any discourteous language. I re- 
ferred to this company to illustrate a policy, which, in my judgment, 
is unfair and unjust to the great masses of our people, and I did not 
pretend to claim that any company or individual had not the right and 
were not perfectly justified in availing themselves of unjust and ur- 
equal laws to amass money. 


It was the system and the results upon the country and the people 
of the country, as illustrated by this company, as a beneficiary under 
such a policy only, that I referred to. 

Now, Mr. Carnegie, who assumed I referred to him} did, in a letter 
to James M. Swank, before he sailed for Cluny Castle, attempt to deny 
in part theinterview as stated by myself, but he did so in gentlemanly 
and courteous language. 

Such language as ‘‘ absolutely falsifies them” and other similar ex- 
pressions, applied to any gentleman on this floor, I will leave the coun- 
try to judge of, but coming from the senior member of this House 
[Mr. KELLEY; of Pennsylvania], whose long parliamentary experience 
in 1 and his assumed knowledge of parliamentary law demonstrate 
that neither age nor association can cultivate in one what nature has 
not given him—those traits of character which gentlemen recognize both 
in public and private life as the best types of true manhood. 

Mr. Speaker, on the 6th instant the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KELLEY], during my absence from the House, and two months 
after the date of the delivery of my remarks on the tariff bill, said: 


I hastened back as soon as I could, and desire, either now or at some time 
when more agreeable to the committee, in the course ot the debate, to make a 
statement in connection with one point in this schedule which I alone, asanin- 
different witness, am able to make. 


And he further says: 

I was the only official person present at the interview. 

Then the gentleman proceeds to relate an alleged interview that oc- 
curred between Mr. Carnegie and myself in the committee-room of 
Ways and Means. à 

I hardly know, sir, in what language or how to characterize the state- 
ments made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I say positively 
here that no statement made by him in connection with that interview, 
with the exception of that relating to Mr. Carnegie’s citizenship, has the 
slightest foundation in fact, and that the gentleman has undoubtedly 
drawn upon his vivid imagination, and where misrepresentation better 
answers his purpose than facts he has no hesitation in availing himselt 
of it. It is a tissue of misrepresentations from beginning to end of the 
interview as it occurred, made out of whole cloth. 

In the first place the gentleman states: 

Meanwhile Mr. Carnegie had an appointment with me— 

Mr. KELLEY— 
in the room of the Committee on Wgys and Means. Observing that Mr. Scorr 
and he did not recognize each other, I said to Mr. Carnegie, sotto voce, “ there is 
WILLIAM L. Scorr.”’ “Indeed,” said Mr. Carnegie, ‘introduce me to him; wiil 
you, that I may briefly correct some of his misrepresentations.” {[ hesitated 
and faroak g them, ete. 

Now, sir, the facts are these: I was in the room of the Committee of 
Ways and Means on the day Mr. KELLEY states, behind a screen wash- 
ing my hands. Any gentleman entering the committee-room could not 
see me. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. KELLEY, came into 
the room, and in his usual sonorous voice asked if Mr. Scotr was in. 
Mr. Talbott, the clerk of the committee, stated that I was washing my 
hands behind the screen. ‘There were other gentlemen in the room, all 
of whom I can not now recall, but some of them I can, among others 
Mr. U. H. Painter, of this city. I came out in a minute or two after 
Mr. KELLEY entered and he said he wanted to introduce me to Mr. 
Carnegie. He did not say: ‘‘ There is Mr. WILLIAM L. Scorr.” He 
introduced me to Mr. Carnegie, and Mr. Carnegie and myself entered 
into a general conversation for a few moments, not relating to the tariff 
or the subject which subsequently followed. At last Mr. Carnegie re- 
marked to me that I had done him an injustice in stating he was not 
a citizen of the United States. I expressed my regretif I had made any 
statement of the kind which was incorrect; that I had been told by a 
mutual friend of ours in Pittsburgh, who I presumed would know, 
that he was not a citizen of the United States, and I certainly made no 
such statement to intentionally wrong him, and I was satisfied that I 
had been misinformed from the statements which he then made to me, 
and I would most cheerfully acknowledge the fact if there were any 
necessity or occasion for doing so. This was all that was said in regard 
to his citizenship. 

He then remarked further that I had made another statement which 
was incorrect; that I had said that the Edgar Thomson Steel Works had 
made as high as $1,500,000 in one year; and he stated that that sum 
would not pay the interesteither on the mortgage debt of the company 
or the interest on the cost of the works, I can not recall to which he 
applied it. I replied that I had not made any such statement as that, 
and he inquired what I had said. To this I answered that Ihadstated 
he had drawn out of the Edgar Thomson Steel Works as his share of 
the profits during one year as high as $1,500,000, or the equivalent of 
$5,000 a day forthree hundred days. He promptly replied that that was 
correct, and that he did not denyit. But hesaid: ‘‘ You may not per- 
haps be aware that in that year I gave to the city of Pittsburgh the sum 
of $500,000 fora library, and to the city of Allegheny $300,000.” 

These are the figures as I recall them. To this I answered that cer- 
tainly the contribut on of so large a sum of money by any gentleman 
for either educational or charitable purposes under ordinary circum- 
stances would entitle him to great credit, but that in his case I did 
not think it rose to that high order of philanthropy which under dif- 
ferent circumstances he might be entitled to. That ifin fair and open 
competition with his fellow men he had accumulated $1,500,000 in ons 
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year and had given away one million of it, as he stated, no one could 
question the motives by which he was influenced. That where a sys- 
tem of bad and vicious laws enabled a man to accumulate $1,500,000 
in one y-ar out of any industry of the country as his share alone of 
the profits of his company he might well afford to be liberal with his 
gains to popularize a policy that makes it possible for him to make in 
one year so large a sum of money. Mr. Carnegie’s reply to me was, 
“Oh, you are a .ree-trader.’’? Isaid, ‘* Yes, I am a free-trader, if you 
mean by that that Iam opposed to such a policy as discriminates in 
favor of the few azainst the many.” 

Mr. KELLEY took no part in this conversation, and Mr. Carnegie bid 
me good day; and left. Not one word in regard to the profits on steel 
rails passed between us, and in fact there was no occasion that any such 
conversation should have occurred. I neverstated in my remarks that 
the profits of the Edgar Thomson Steel Works were made from steel 
rails alone. I am toothoroughly acquainted with the various produc- 
tions of the Edgar Thomson Company not to know that their large ac- 
cumulated profits are derived from various steel and iron products made 
by them outside of steel rails. 

Mr. Speaker, I am willing to be qualified that this is substantially 
what transpired between Mr. Carnegie and myself, and that the state- 
ments made by the gentleman from Pennsylvaniaare totally incorrect, 
except as to Mr. Carnegie’s citizenship; and I will endeavor to have 
printed with these remarks the statements of other gentlemen present, 
of the same political faith as Mr. Carnegie and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, although they may not be ‘‘ official persons,” but who 
are at least entitled to as much credit for veracity as the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, that will confirm what I have said. . 

Mr. COX (when the five minutes of Mr. Scorr had expired) said: I 
hope the time of the gentleman from Pennsylvania will be extended. 

Mr, SCOTT. Ido not desire more than two minates more. 

Mr. BYNUM. Iam informed there is an understanding that some 
gentlemen on the other side, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Gros- 
VENOR] and others, are to have an extension of time. I am willing, 
of course, that this side of the House should use as much time as may 
be occupied by the other; but when the existing understanding has 
been carried out, I am going to insist on the five-minute rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to permitting the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] to continue his remarks for two min- 
utes longer? The Chair hears none. 

[Mr. SCOTT resumed and concluded his remarks as already given. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR 
will now be recognized for thirty minutes, in accordance with the 

previous order of the House. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Before the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] proceeds, I desire to give notice, since the 
speech of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLerre],that I will 
print in the RECORD extracts from aspeech by General Garfield and 
from the late speech of Mr. CARLISLE. I suppose after the speech of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] I should say the 
late Mr. CARLISLE—— 

Mr. REED. What is the gentleman’s proposition? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I desired to give notice—I 
suppose it is not necessary to ask leave—that I would publish in the 
RECORD extracts from a speech of General Garfield, and also from the 
late speech of Mr. CARLISLE—— 

Mr. REED, The ‘late Mr. CARLISLE,” I thought the gentleman 
said. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Well, the “late Mr. CAR- 
LISLE;’’ and no doubt it is a matterof very great pity that Mr. CAR- 
LISLE has been run over so badly this afternoon, but still—— 

Mr REED. Perhaps he can take care of himself. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. He is not too great to be spoken of. 

Mr. REED. He might possibly take care of himself. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I think the gentleman has 
had ample occasion to know that he is not only able to take care of 
himself, but able to take care of anybody who may have preceded him. 

Mr. REED. I beg to say that I have never had any personal occa- 
sion to know it of him or any other Kentucky gentleman. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I haveno doubt the modesty 
of the gentleman from Maine is only equaled by his merit. 

Mr. REED. Only equaled by my accuracy. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I admit that; your modesty 
is only equaled by your accuracy. 

Mr. REED. Precisely. 

Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Both of us agree as to that. 

Mr. REED. They are both great. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I have no doubt the gentle- 
man thinks so; and that is an evidence both of his modesty and of his 

accuracy in a single sentence. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE]. 

Mr. BAYNE. Is it the intention to reproduce the speech of Mr. 
CARLISLE? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. As I stated, I want to pub- 
lish in the RECORD extracts from a speech of Mr. Garfield and also 
from the late speech of Mr. CARLISLE. 


Mr. BAYNE. I presume the gentleman does not intend to repro- 
duce the s of Mr. CARLISLE in full? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. An extract from it. 

Mr. BAYNE. The complete speech has already been published in 
the RECORD. 

i BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. And no doubt very widely 
read, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky? The Chair hears none. 
Ee BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The Chicago platform declares 
that— 


The protective system must be maintained. Its abandonment has always 
pona anas by general disaster to all interests except those of the usurer and 
sheriff. 


This is a striking and theatrical sentence; but the historical state- 
ment contained in it is capable of proof or contradiction. The Walker 
tariff was a distinct ‘‘abandonment” of the protective system, and 
the country tried that experiment from 1846 to 1857, a period sufi- 
ciently long to give that system of low tariff with ad valorem rates a 
fair trial. In 1857 Congress, after full debate, with the concurrence of 
a majority of New England and its Representatives, reduced the rates; 
and the universal judgment of the country was in approval of the ex- 
periment commenced in 1846. So that the decade from 1850 to 1860 
may be accepted as the fair witness as to the truth of the statement of 
fact made in the Republican platform. The following extracts from 
the speeches of General Garfield and Mr. CARLISLE cover one of the 
periods referred to in that platform, as well as that upon which the 
gentleman from Wisconsin comments: 


[Remarks of Hon. James A. Garfield, ConGressionaL RECORD of March 6, 1878, 
pages 1525-6, volume 28, Forty-fifth Congress. ] 


The first forty minutes of his two hour and a half speech were devoted to over- 
turning a proposition of mine which was incidental and not vitally essential to 
my argument. The line of my argument was this: that it was generally con- 
ceded that 1860 was a time of peace and of general prosperity in this country; 
that there was fair employment of labor and fair remuneration for the laborer; 
that it was an era of free banking and the volume of the currency was $207,000,- 
00, the largest which this country had ever bad, except for a brief period in the 
panic year of 1857. On thatstatement I drew the conclusion that it was due to 
gentlemen who said that we had not now enough currency to show how, after 
all that has occurred to us in years past, the present depression of prices, which 
are nearly if not altogether asi ow as in 1860, and the present non-occupution of 
beer baie three times ns much currency now as we had in 1860 was still insuffi- 
cient. 

That was the drift of my argument, and upon the preliminarv declaration 
that the year 1860 was one of peace and fair prosperity throughout the country 
the gentleman spent forty minutes to show that 1860 was one of our most dis 
tressful years, except at pe oe present, that this country has ever known. In 
the first place he denied that it was a year of peace, and for three very curious 
reasons, First, use during the previous year seventeen men had invaded 
Virginia at Harper's Ferry. Second, because it was the year of the Presidental 
election. Third, because the yearafterward we had a war. Well, if these three 

facts prove that 1860 was not a year of peace then the gentleman is entitled to 
say that our currency was adjusted to a war basis during that year. But he 
denies my statement that 1860 was a year of general prosperity, and asserts 
that it was a year of great business depression. And he s this opinion 
upon the fact that in 1859 there was a destructive frost in some of the grain- 
growing sections of the country; that some iron-men say it was a disastrous 
year to the producers and manufacturers of iron; that there were large sheriffs’ 
sales in Philadelphia; and that the national Government was compelled to 
negotiate a loan to meet its expenditures. These and the opinion of Mr, Carey 
are, I believe, the main grounds on which he relies for overturning my position, 

For the purpose of my November specch I might have taken the whole decade 
from 1850 to 1860 as the base-line from which to measure the relative amount of 
currency needed before the war and now, but I chose the year 1860 as the last 
year of ce preceding the period of war and inflation. I consider it a fact, 
admitted by most every one, that 1860 was a year of very general prosperity, 
but as the gentleman denies it I will enumerate briefly a few of the groundson 
which I made my statement. 

In 1869 the burdens of national taxation were light, All our revenues, includ- 
ing loans, amounted only to $76,000,000. Our expenditures were $77,000,000, and 
our whole publie debt but $65,000,000, In the year 1860 the tonnage of our ships 
upon the seas was 5,353,868 tons, which was more “i 140,000 tons than in any 
other year of our history before or since. Two-thirds of our imports were then 
carried in American bottoms, as were also more than two-thirds of our exports, 

Our exports that year reached the aggregate value of $400,000,000, which was 
forty-three and a balf millions more than during any previous year. Our im- 
ports were $362,000,000, decidedly more than any other year. And I make this 
Statement on the authority of David A. Wells, that in 1860 we were exportin 
to foreign countries more American manufactures than in any other year o 


our gotor In a table printed on page 10 of the report of the special commis- 
sioner of the revenue for 1869, it appears that in 1860 there came to this country 
179,000 emigrants, 58,000 more than during the preceding year. 


As an exhibit of the activity and industry of our people, 4,819 patents were is- 
sued atthe Patent Office in 1860, 1,100 more than the average number for thethree 
years preceding. In that year we built 1,846 miles of railroad, a slight increase 
above the preceding year. The people of the United States consumed 332,000 
tons of sugar in 1857, and in 1860 they consumed the enormous amount of 464,000 
tons, more than in any other year of our’previous history. The mean annual 
consumption of tea in the United States, which was 16,000,000 pounds in the de- 
cade ending with 1550, was 27,000,000 pounds in the decade ending with 1850, 
This certainly is an indication that the people had something to buy with. 

From 1831 to 1851 the cotton crop of the United States ranged from one million 
to two and one-third million bales per annum. In the year 1860 it had risen to 
the enormous crop of 4,675,770 bales, almost 1,000,000 more bales than were ever 
grown in the United States in any previous year of our history. 

I find from the census reports that in 1850 our wheat crop was 100,000,000 bush- 
els,and in 1860 it was 173,000,000 bushels. In 185¢ we raised 592,000,000 bushels 
of corn; in 1860, 838,000,000 bushels, while in 1870 we raised but 760,000,000 bush- 
els, The crop of 1860 was 78,000,000 bushels more than that of 1870, and 346,000,000 
more than that of 1850. And so with several other of the great cereals. Tho 
crop of barley for 1860 was three times that of 1850. The crops of rye and buck- 
wheat in 1860 exceeded those of 1870, as well as those of 1850, 

In 1850 the value of the American farms was three and one-quarter billions of 
dollars; in 1860 it was $6,645,000,000 by the census, an increase of 103 per cent., 


while the population increased but 35 per cent. during the decade, 
The value of farming implements in 1850 was $151,000,000; in 1860 it was $246,- 
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000,000, an increase of 70 per cent., while Lots San next decade itincreased but 
42 per cent. From the statistics of manufacturés given in the census I find that 
in 1860 nine hundred and fifty-seven thousand hands were employed; in 1859, 
thirteen hundred and eleven thousand, In 1850 the products of manufactures 
amounted to $553,000,000; in 1860, $1,009,000,000, an increase of 90 per cent., while 
population increased but 35 per cent. The products of our manufactures in- 
creased in that decade $870,000,000, But the gentleman tells us it was a year of 
unusual distress, 

He spoke of the condition of the iron interest in that year. Let me tell him 
what the iron and steel associations say in their report for 1877. I find on 
28 that in 1860 there were brought from Lake Superior to our mills in the t 
116,000 tons of ore, 51,000 tons more than in any other year of our history. 

On page 47 of the same report I learn that the production of anthracite coal in 
Pennsylvania in 1860 amounted to 9,807,000 tons, almost 800,000 tons more than 
in any previous year. On page 12 of the same report I find that the production 
of bituminous coal and coke for 1860 amounted to 122,000 tons, which was 38,000 
tons more than the greatest product of any preceding year.. And how much 
pig-iron did we produce in that year? I quote from page 302 of the volume of 
“Speeches and Addresses” by WILLIAM D, KELLEY, a speech made by him here 
January 11, 1870, in which he gives the product for seven or eight years; and, 
according to Lor np sece in the year 1860 the total product of pig-iron in this 
country was 913, tons. This was 130,000 tons more than the average of the 
six a bayri eee years. 

This is from an ol 
myself; a debate that we hadeight yearsago,when to 
on the tariff (which I do not hesitate to say have donet 
more harm than the d nes of the extreme free-traders) it was necessa: 
for his argument to make it appear that because we then had a low tariff 1860 
was a year of great distress. 

We can find ample ground for the sufficient protection of American manufact- 
urers without distorting the history of our country. The gentleman's position 
lays him open to this dangerous reply that if the low tariff and insufficient 
volume of currency of 1860 caused the alleged distress of that year, how will he 
account for what he admits the distress of 1877, with a much higher tariff 
and three times the currency of 1860? 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, the decade from 1850 to 1860 was one of peace and 

eneral prosperity. The aggregate volume of real and personal property in the 
nited States in 1850 was, in round millions, $7,135,000,000; in 1860 it was $16,159,- 
000,000, an increase of 126 per cent. while the population increased but 35 per 
cent, Yet to suit a theory of finance we are told that 1860 wasa year of great 
distress and depression of business equaled only by the distress of the present 


yet he holds that 1860 was a year of unusual distress, 
d debate between the gentleman from Pennsylvania and 
gan his extreme views 

e cause of real protection 


year. 
1 hold that the facfs I have recited, establish, in so far as anything can be 
pape pearance statistics, that the year 1860 was a year not only of general ce 
but of general prosperity in the United States; and the fact thatthere were frosts 
in some fields the year before, sheriff sales in Philadelphia, and der gsi 
rers near some of tbe mills, not only does not overturn the proofs I hare 
submitted, but these proofs show how limited were the disasters of which the 
gentleman speaks. 
[Remarks of Hon. Jons G. CARLISLE, House of Representatives, May 19, 1888.] 
We have been told over and over again during this debate that the passa; 
of the pending bill will destroy many valuable industries now flourishing in 
various parts of the country; that it will deprive thousands of laborers of em‘ 
ployment and tly reduce the wages of those who continue to work; and 
the gentleman from Maine, who has just by eg has substantially repeated the 
gloomy predictions to which the House listened so often during the last 
three weeks, Sir, if I believed that the passage of this measure woul 
single honest industry or reduce the wages of those who are employed in it, I 
would, notwithstanding the great emergency which confronts us, hesitate long 
before giving it my support. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 
But in my opinion the reductions now proposed on dutiable imports, and the 
proposed additions to the free-list, will be beneficial to the manufacturers them- 
selves as well as to their laborers and the consumers of their products; and as 
the Representatives from New England on the other side of the House appear 
to be especially alarmed concerning the injurious effects of this bill upon the 


injure a 


great manufacturing industries in their part of the country, it may not be inap- 
ropriate to call their attention to a few historical facts connected with our tar- 
3 Tanaan in the past and the effects of low ratesof duty upon the prosperity 
of their 


ple. 
The highest rate of duty imposed by the tariff act of 1846 upon any class of 


who were divided upon the question, protested against the of that act, 
as they now protest against the passage of the pending bill, upon the ground 
that it would paralyze and ruin these great interests. The presentatives 


859, 
of Sag por ons from New England 


hands employed 
LL . 
Taking all the New 


r 
Bs recent. In the manufacture of hosiery the 
under consideration was almost marvelous. In the Easte 
in the value of the product was 481 percent. It was 523 per cent. in Connecti- 
cut, 377 per cent. in New Hampshire, and 373 per cent, in Massachusetts, 

What was the effect upon the manufacture of cotton fabrics in New England 
and in the whole country? Why, sir, the value of the production in the United 
States increased 77 per cent., the number of hands employed increased 28} per 
cent., and the total amount of wages paid increased 39 per cent. f 
In New England the increase in the value of the product was over 51 per cent., 
in the number of hands employed 28 per cent., and in the amount of wages 
paid 36 per cent. Massachusetts increased her product 77 per cent., New Hamp- 
shire 55 per cent., Rhode Island over 87 per cent., Connecticut 116 per cent., 
Maine 137 per cent., and Vermont 27} per cent. 

In the six New England States the increase in the value of the product in the 
manufacture of boots and shoes was 83 per cent.; in Massachusetts the in 


Applause.]} 


was 92 per cent., in Connecticut 10 per cent., in Maine 99 per cent., and in Rhode 
Island 337 per cent. The production in New England alone in 1860 was 

than the aggregate s ae ge of all the States of the Union in 1850. the 
manufacture of hardware New England increased the value of her product 100 
per cent., and in this industry also her product in 1850 was greater than the 
product of all the States in 1850. 

Instead of paralyzing the industries and panpenising labor in New England, 
or any other part of the country, for that matter, the tariff act of 1846 infused new 
life and vigor into our languishing manufactures and secured more constant 
employment and higher wages to our laboring le; and the consequence 
was that even the strong prejudices of New England were removed by actual 
experience, and in 1857 every Representative from that part of the country who 
voted at all voted for a bill making an almost uniform redustion of 20 per cent, 
from the rates imposed by the act of 1846, and placing many additional articles 
on the free-list, 

It may not be irrelevant to print a single paragraph from ‘‘ Twenty 
Years of Congress,” by Mr. Blaine. 
[From Twenty Years of Congress, page 196, volume 1.] 

The Whig victory of 1848 was not sufficiently decisive to warrant an attempt, 
even had there been desire, to change the tariff. General Taylor had been 
elected without subscribing toa platform or pledging himself to a specific meas- 
ure, and he was therefore in a position to resist and reject appeals of the ordinary 
partisan character. 
Moreover, the tariff of 1816 was yielding abundant revenue, and the business 
of the country was in a flourishing condition at the time his administration was 
organized. Money became very abundant after the year 1849; la: enterprises 
were undertaken, speculation was prevalent, and for a considerable period the 
big 3 of the country was general and apparently genuine, After 1852 the 

mocrats had almost undisputed control of the Government and had gradu- 
ally become a free-trade party. The principles embodied in the tariff of 1846 
seemed for the time to be so entirely vindicated and approved that resistance 
to it ceased, not only among the people but among the p: ve econo! a 
and even among the manufacturers to a large extent. So general was this ac- 
uiescence that in 1856 a protective tariff was not suggested or even hinted by 
any of the three parties which presented Presidental candidates, 


As for this testimony I ask leave to quote from the letter of J. Q. 
Smith, printed in report No. 2848, from the Committee on Ways and 
Means during the first session of the Forty-ninth Congress: 


By the census of 1850 the estimated value of farms in the United States was 
$3,271,575,426. In 1860 the value was estimated at $6,645,045,007, showing an in- 
creased value during the decade of $3,373,469,581, or more than 100 per cent. In 
1870 the value of the farms was estimated at $9,262,803,861, showing an increase 
during the decade of $2,617,758,861, or less than 40 per cent. In 1880 the value of 
farms was estimated at $10,197,096,776, being an increase during the decade of 
$99,292,915, or only a fraction over 9 percent. (See Compendium of the Census 
of 1880, page 658.) 

The value of the live-stock in the United States in 1850 was estimated at $544,- 
180,566. In 1860 it was valued at $1,089,329,915. The increase during the decade 
was $45,149,249, or over 100 percent. In 1870 it was estimated at $1,525,276,547, 
b-ing an increase during the decade of $435,946,542, or less than 4 per cent. in 
isso the live-stock was estimated at $1,500,464,609, being a decrease during the 
decade of nearly $25,000,009, or more than 1 per cent. 

The official valuation of taxable property in Ohio amounted in 1850 to $439,- 
876,340. In 1860 it amounted to $888,302,601, showing an increase during the ten 
years of $148,426,261, or more than 100 per cent. In 1870 it amounted to $1,167,- 
731,697, being an increase during the decade of $279,429,096, or less than 32 per 
cent. In I5 the taxable property of the-State amounted to $1,673,144,081, 
being an increase during the fourteen years of less than 44 percent. (Ohio Sta- 
tistical Report for 1884, page 655.) z 
The lands of Ohio, not including town lots, were valued on the books of the 
auditor of State, in 1859, at 266,751,102. In 1860, these lands were valued at 
$192,593,587, being an increase during ten years of $225,812,537, or 84 percent. In 
1834, they were valued at $708,312,772, being an increase in the twenty-four years 
of $215,719,185 or less than 44 percent. During the last eight years, while the as- 
sessments have increased more than $100,000,000 there has n no increase in 
the value of lands, notwithstanding many millions of dollars have been ex- 
pendedin their improvement. 

Since 1846 there has been no Soporan change in the methods of valuing real 
or personal property in Ohio. All the changes which have been made have 
been in the direction of securing fuller returns, All assessors are sworn to re- 
turn property at its “true value in money.” 

In 1850 the live-stock of Ohio was valued at $34,432,189. In 1860 it was valued 
at $69,583,000. The increase was $35,150,811, In 1880 the value was $69,583,000. 
The increase was in twenty years only $9,990,484. It was more than three and 
a half times as much between 1850 and 1850 as it was between 1860 and 1880. 

In 1850, with 6,216,871 acres of improved land in Missouri, the valuation of the 
lands of that State was $232,821,716. In 1884, with nearly 17,000,000 acres of im- 
proved land, the lands of the State were valued at $244,262,931. The increased 
valuation of all the lands of Missouri in twenty-four years was only $11,441,215, 
or less ere 1l per cent., although the increase of improved land was nearly 200 
per cep 

By the assessed valuations, published in the census reports, the per capita 
wealth of the people of Indiana was $205 in 1850, andin 1860, $304. e increase 
in ten years was . In 1830, it was $367. The increase in twenty years was 
only $62. In 1850, the per capita wealth of Ohio was $222. In 1860, it was $379, 
The increase during ten years, $157; the increase during the next twenty years 
was just $100, or not two-thirds as much as it was in the previous ten years. 
Without wearying you with further figures, do not all these statistics point 
strongly, if not conclusively, to the fact that from some cause or causes, there 
has been, since 1860, a great arrest in the prosperity of the country, and espe- 
cially of those engaged in agriculture? Are not the statistical figures I havo 
given such as to demand at the hands of your committee a careful and disinter- 
ested inquiry into the subject? There seems every reason to believe that be- 
tween 1850 and 1860 there was a very rapid increase in wealth. 

In the general prosperity of the country, the press farming community aj 
pears to have fully participated. Then, as now, it comprised about half of all 
our (pox oe Starting in 1850 with less than $4,000,000,000, they increased their 
wealth by more thanan equal amount inten years. But since 1860,with farmore 
than twice as much capital, and added millions of persons employed, they have 
scarcely been able, even by the highest estimates the census officers could pos- 
sibly make, to add as much to their wealth in twenty arh as they did in the 
preceding ten. In 1860 farmers owned half of the wealth of thecountry. In 1880 
they owned but a quarter. By the census estimates, the other half of the com- 
munity between 1860and 1880increased their wealth by more than $23,000,000,000. 
But farmers ow with an equal capital increased their wealth during the 
same time only a little more than $4,000,000,000. 

No one is betterawarethan you that between 1850 and 1860 we had the lowest 
tariff that we have had for more than seventy years. And you are equally 
well aware that since 1860 we have had, almost all the time, the highest tariff 
we have ever had, Is there not reason to believe that in that fact is to be 
found the secret of the terrible blight which has fallen on American agriculture? 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, the question is on the motion 
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of Mr. PuasLEY, of Ohio, to strike out the section placing wool on the 
free-list. I support that motion and I have no apology to offer for my 
a peg I do it in the interest of a great interest in my district. I 

it as a representative of all the people of my district, and in doing 
so I represent agreat interest not alone of Republicans but of Democrats 
as well.. And I claim for myself that I am quite as ready to do such 
battle as I may be able for all the people of my district alike. When 
it comes to a question like this tie interest of the whole people should 
be paramount to partisan considerations. 

But, Mr. Chairman, no matter how the question involved in the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PuGSLEy] may be turned and 
shaped, it is a political question as here presented. Iam glad the time 
has come that in the State which I have the honor in part to repre- 
sent there can be no longer any dodging or shifting of position on the 
part of the gentlemen who represent the Democracy. 

When I heard the speech of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OUTH- 


WAITE] to-day I was reminded that he had made some progress in the |’ 


development of a tendency toward the support of free wool. My 
mind runs back to the days in Ohio when fierce battles were waged 
on the stump and in the p: when Republican speakers were de- 
nounced as falsifiers of the record because they warned the people of 
Ohio that the tendency of the Democratic party was in the direction 
of free wool. ‘ 

In their platform of 1883 they denounced the intimation of the 
Republicah press and leaders of the Republican party and fiercely pro- 
claimed in language that I will reproduce that the Democratic party 
of Ohio defended protection of the wool interest of that State. 

In their platform of 1883 they denounced the lowering of the wool 
duties as follows: 

The act of the Republican Congress reducing the tariff on wool, while at the 


same time increasing it on woolen already highly protected, was ini- 
quitous legislation * * * and ought to be corrected. 


Later on, as late as 1885, after the present Administration had come 
into power, the Democratic party again, in August of that year, reas- 
serted its fealty and loyalty in support of the wool tariff in language 
which I will also produce : 

The Democratic party is and always has been the party of the people and of 
the agricultural and wool-growing interests. 


And in that same year there was circulated in Ohio a little circular, 
sent out by the Democratic headquarters at Columbus, affirming the 
loyalty of the Democratic party to the protection of wool and assailing 
the Republican party, and notably attacking the record of Senator SHER- 
MAN, on that record, asserting that it was the Republican party in the 
Senate of the United States that had made possible the attack upon 
wool interest of the State of Ohio and of the country. 

In that circular the Democratic party of Ohio placed itself on record 
in opposition to the position of my colleague from Ohio [Mr. Ourn- 
WAITE], when he claimed that the reduction of the tariff on wool will 
enhance the value in the market. In thatcireular the Ohio Democracy 
said: 

It means the indorsement of the reduction of the tariff on wool, by which 
measure the wool-growers of Ohio have been robbed of millions of dollars, 

This is quite a different statement from that of my Ohio friend. It 
is due to the truth of history to say that the attack upon Senator Sher- 
man was a false, wicked, and malicious statement, and known to be 
such by the men who madeit. Senator Sherman fought in that con- 
test, as he has in all others, for the interests of the wool-growers and 
pacer Beets his record in this regard will grow brighter and brighter 
when his maligners and traducers are forgotten, or remembered only to 
be condemned. 

When I heard the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OUrHWAITE] make 
.the speech he did I was reminded of an incident in the Forty-ninth 
Congress, one which made a profound impression on my mind, and one 
made use of in the campaign in Ohio to injure the position of the Re- 

ublican party and strengthen the position of the Democratic party. 

was pending in Congress the Morrison bill, which did not put 

wool on the free-list but provided a horizontal reduction of the tariff 

only in a small degree. ` There came from Ohio a great delegation of 

wool-growers, headed by the president of the Ohio Wool-Growers As- 

sociation, and also by a strong representation of Democratic workers 
and the secretary of the same organization. 

Under their leadership twenty members of Congress from Ohio as- 
-sembled in the lobby of the House of Representatives. All the Demo- 
cratic members were there. My distinguished predecessor, General 
Warner, was there. My friend from Ohio [Mr. SENEY], who sits be- 
fore me and whodoes me the honor to listen tõ me now, was also there. 
The gentleman from the central district of Ohio [Mr. OUrHWAITE] 
was also there. Also all the Democratic members, and all the Repub- 
lican members, except the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BUTTERWORTH], 
who was unavoidably absent, but whose position did not need any re- 
affirmation on that question, for he is always for protection to Ohio 
and all the other States. In solemn column we marched to the Ways 
and Means Committee room. That organization had not yet invented 
the star-chamber process of incubating tariff bills, That committee 
had not withdrawn itself into a cloister to produce an attack on the 
industrial interests of the country. They had not p so farin 
that direction, and they were willing to hear from the representatives 
of the people. We went in there. 


The Democrats selected General Warner to speak for them, and the 
Republicans selected myself. General Warner made a speechin which 
he denounced in strong language any attempt to reduce the tariff on 
wool. He said the wool industry in the State of Ohio had stood the 
last possible reduction that it could stand and be saved from utter de- 
struction. From this strong language no dissent was made by the 
gentleman from the central district of Ohio, or by any other Demo- 
crat. I insisted that the position of the Republican party on wool was 
in favor of the restoration of the wool tariff of 1867, and I supported 
our position as well as I could, and there was no dissent heard to what 
Isaid. The members of Congress from Ohio came from the room of 
the Committee on Waysand Means conscious of having done their duty, 
both sides saying we had represented not only the Republicans but the 
Democratic sentiment of the State of Ohio, and all insisting that Ohio 
Ton parties was unalterably opposed to any reduction on the wool 
tariff. 

Two years have passed away, Mr. Chairman, and the gentleman from 
the central district of Ohio has changed front materially. ButIought 
to say that in the campaign that followed the slaughter of the Morri- 
son tariff bill, my friend made a most energetic and persistent canvass 
in Ohio, and, in my mind’s eye, I can see him now gallantly riding 
among the ‘‘ haw-eaters’’ of Hocking County and the hardy agricult- 
urists and wool-growers of Perry County, declaring that his position 
on the wool tariff had been defined, when, in company of MCKINLEY, 
and Warner, and Judge TAYLOR, and other distinguished represent- 
atives of the protection of the wool interest, he gave his voice in pro- 
test against a reduction or alteration of the tariff on wool. So he se- 
cured the votes of his district and made a successful canvass, The 
Democratic wool men were happy and so was everybody else. But 
now he has changed front, as near as I can tell from his speech, I re- 


t. 

P Vhat has caused it? Ido not desire to be personal in my remarks; 
and I ought to say in this connection that I notified my colleague that 
I should refer to this subject, and he told me that he must go from the 
House upon a matter of important business. Heis the only Kepresenta- 
tive of the Democracy of Ohiothatnotonly has changed front, but is proud 
of having done so. Other Representatives of the Democracy from Ohio 
re taking this enforced ‘‘ dish of crow,” but they are doing it in si- 
lence. [Laughter.] How well they like it I donot know, and what 
the effect upon them at the fall election will be I can not say [laughter], 
but I refer to my colleague from the central district because he not only 
takes his dish of crow, but deliberately turns around and asserts that 
he always liked crow and always takes it in that form. [Laughterand 
applause on the Republican side. ] 

This year the Ohio Democracy in State convention assembled, with 
their record before their eyes, with the whole history of their false and 
fraudulent pretenses staring them in the face, and with the destruction 
of Ohio wool as a paying business assured, in their State platform comes 
out in strong language for the Mills bill, and free trade in wool. The 
Ohio delegation here, forgetting their position of two years ago, will, as 
T learn, ali vote for free wool with only the honorable exception of my 
colleague, Mr. FORAN. 

So the Democratic party of Ohio, following the Democracy of the 
country, and bowing to the fierce demand of the sectional committee 
of the House and the free-trade message of Mr. Cleveland, is for free 
wool. It is not important to discuss the question whether the Demo- 
crats are for free trade in general; it is enough to say that the whole 
party, headed by the President, is a free-trade party in wool. 

i What has been and what will be the effect of free wool upon the ir- 
ustry ? 

There has been and is now much confusion on this subject growing 
out of the multiplicity of authorities upon the effect of the decrease of 
the wool tariff on the industry in Ohio. 

I produce here a table from Ohio statistics of 1868, with the intro- 
ductory matter, as follows: 

Sheep-raising in Ohio has increased very rapidly, and we baye now a much 


larger number than any State in the Union. The number and value in 1868 
are as follows: 


IRIGY OF DOD aaeain s a bed ds tavean aia 


u 7, 683, 845 
Value of same......... 


$14, ae. 353 


In this year, the third of the reign of Mr. Cleveland, the flocks of 
Ohio have fallen to 4,101,340. 
I can not better discuss the question of how the changes in the tariff 
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have affected wool than to reproduce some extracts from my own speech 
made April 30, 1888, in this House during the present discussion: 


But, Mr: Chairman, I was speaking of wool. The tleman from Indiana 
. Bynum], candid man that he is, brave man as he is, too, to fight the indus- 
of his e, destroy the best products of her t wth in order 


the reactionary Democracy, fell into the same mis- 


the tariff have had upon the wool proas on of the country, An à 
man, I append here a statement which exactly illustrates the ty into which 
my friend fell. I give the table and will comment upon it: 


“PACT AND FICTION ABOUT WOOL. 
“The following tables are from the Pittsburgh Post, and sre intended toshow 
that sheep-raising in the States named has declined after twenty years of high 


1800—Low tariff: 

Sheep in Pennsylvania 
Sheep in Ohio............ 

a sea in New York 


45 to 50 cents, 
40 to 42 cents. 


Decrease of sheep in three States after twenty years’ high prices ......559, 060 
in prices— 
Fine wool 
Medium wool 
wool....... ane 
“Now, the facts are exactly the reverse, if the cunning arithmetician of the 
paper had put them in their proper place, as follows: 


. Low tariff, (High tari, Low tarif, 
1860. 1883. 1888. 


Sheep in Pennsylvania. 1, 631, 540 984, 891 
Sheep in Ohio............. 3, 4,106,622 
Sheep in New York 1,564,067 

Totals........... 8, 586, 209 6, 655, 580 


“Tn 1883 the tariff was reduced so as to allow the yarn sna apote (namely, 
worsted) which require the wool of these particular States for their production 
to come in at a lower figure than we can make them at home. 

“SOME OF THE RESULTS. 


Increase of sheep in three States after twenty years ofhigh protection. 880, 047 
Decrease of sheep in three States after four years reduced tarilff........ -- 1,050, 582 
“If worsted yarns and wools were restored to their position under the law of 


1867 their importation would stop, our home mills get to work, and the wools 
of these three States be again in demand at such prices as would make sheep- 
raising profitable and result in a tig pe) increase of their flocks. 

“ The decreased price was caused by the decreased demand. The reduction 
from 1800 to 1883 was a natural result of increased production under a high 
tariff. and sheep-growers were satisfied with the prices or they would not have 
added to their flocks. As a result of the tariff of 1883, however, the price de- 
clined to the ruinous figures which caused the decrease in the clip, and to that 
reduction only is the decrease due,and not to twenty years of high tariff, as 
claimed in the article quoted.” 

He avails himself of the figures which show the number of sheep iri 1860 in 
certain of the sheep-growing States. ‘Then he takes thé figures of 1887 and gives 
prices, etc., but he forgot to divide this scope of time from 1860 to 1887 into tires 
periods, and thereby hangs an absolute demonstration of the fact that a 
will lie, It appears that under the low tariff the total number of sheep in Penn- 
sylvania, Ohio, and New York was 7,706,162, and that under the high tariff upto 
1883 they had increased to 8,586,209. Then, following the reduction of 1883, which 
was the first blow delivered upon the sheep-growing interest of this country by 
the Democratic party, the sheep fell down to 6,655,580. This tens ont no 
friend's figures and relieves him from the singular position that he got himse 
into. Iappend herethe prices of wool under three cat as given by 
George W. Bond & Co., of Boston, under the tariff of 1868 to 1883 and then from 
1884 to 1886, inclusive: 


Average prices under the free tariff. 


Year. Fine. Meäium.| Coarse. | Average. 


Cents. Cents. Cents. Cents. 
35 36 
30 34 
33 35 
41 42 
58 61 
52 57 
41 46 
41 46 
37 41 
30 36 
31 43 
31 33 
43 46 
33 33 
35 41 
35 40 


These res tell the whole story, and demonstrate the fact that 
they may be made to lie, nevertheless very often spoil the force of the most im- 
petuous argument. The wool-growers of this country are intelligent people, 
and they are not petitioning Congress at this time to restore the tax of 
without knowing what it is they are talking about. The effect of the reduc- 
tion of 1883 upon the wool industry is better shown in the table which I now 
append, which shows the number of sheep in each group of States from 1880 to 
ier, and the rise and fall of the industry, The States are grouped, first, read- 
ing downward, the whole United States, then the Western States, then the 
Southern States, then the Pacific coast, then the Territories and the Middle 
States, then the New England States. And this table, Mr. Chairman, exhibits 
in language more eloquent than I can use the effect that the tariff of 1867 had 
= ber rd the wool industry and the reduction of 1883 bad in prostrat- 
git: 


Table showing the number of sheep in cach group of Slates, 1880-1837. 


1890, 1831. 1883. 

Total United States, 40,765,900 | 43,569,899 | 45,016,224 | 49, 237, 291 
Western States 12/212" 600 | 12,723,939 | 13,845, 938 | 15, 638, 829 
Southern States, 922' 200 | 10/872; 938 | 11,916,911 | 12,973,860 
Pacific coast... 11,900 | 8,670,297 | 8,685,506 | 9,067,837 
600 | 5,426,460 | 5,351,247 | 6, 320,000 

000 | 4,292,203 | 3,830,976 | 3,848,513 

600 | 1,579,062 | 1,385,646 | 1,388, 252 

1885, 1896, 1887. 

Total United States... 626 50, 360,243 | 48,322,831 | 44,759, 314 
Western States... 15, 630, 760 | 15,244,052 | 15, 131, 912 | 14, 332,538 
Southern States. 12, 950, 761 | 12, 468, 301 | 11,534,652 | 9,241,449 
Pacific coast 9,616,092 | 9,370,617 | 9,745,058 | 9, 892, 652 
‘Territories... 7,245,450 | 8,495,039 | 7,577,787 | 7,087,558 
Middle States.. 3.792, 675 | 3,498,425 | 3,083,594 | 2, 968, 082 
New England "384,888 | 1,283,809 | 1,249,328 | 1,237, 085 


The rate of ater as shown by this exhibit, from 1878 to 1888 was 7 per cent. 


1887, 64,000,000; while, in fact, Mr. Chairm: 
was but, in round numbers, 44,000,000; 
situation had the change nottaken piace, of 20,000,000 of sheep. Thus the small 
reduction of the tariffrevenue has 

20,000,000 of shee 
on the free-list? 

There are 700,000 flock-owners in the United States. In 1850 we had but 
21,000,000 sheep in the United States. In 1860, after ten years of Democratic 
administration, we had but 22,000,000 sheep. In 1870 we had 29,000,000; in 1880, 
in round numbers, 44,000,000; in 1883, 50,000,000, or more than double what we 
had in 1860. This industry furnished employment for 1,200,000 men. It em- 
ployed more $500,000,000 of capital, and was producing a product of about 3 
per cent. net. Strike down this industry, and you destroy ,000,000 of the 
wealth of the country only in so far as the carcasses of the sheep reduce the 
grand aggregate of destruction. 

Mr. Chairman, under a Democratic administration, with woo,on the free-list, 
substantially, I have seen in my own district thousands and tens of thousands 
of sheep slaughtered in the fall of the year for their hams and pelts. They were 
worth bat a little over 50 cents a head, and there was but little proi on io at 
that price. I have seen this industry spring up as though touched by the lamp 
of Aladdin; 1 have seen intelligent farmers of my district search the world for 
improved b of sheep, and I have seen the flocks dotting the hillsides, graz- 
ing in the valleys, thriving and prospering everywhere. There was music in 
the friendly appeal of the sheep as it came “dumb before her shearers” and de- 

ted in the treasury of the farm 


pary of the country. 
t rose no h 


figuratively, at the ye, pke aera the olden days when listening to ascertain 
h rebellion was coming, how near to Nashville the 
army of H had made its bloody track, how near to Cincinnati and Louis- 
ville the columns of Bragg and Kirb: Smith had proceeded, bow far into Penn- 
ivania the great army of Lee had come, So stand these farmers listening, 
ning, and their question is, How near to the farms of Ohio has the free-trade 
column of on advanced? Where is MILLS, with his spirit of destruc- 
tion? How near is this yandal horde, with their weapons of inevitable disaster 
to the flocks in the fields of the wool-growers of the country? 
ness is lyzed, nobody will buy wool, nobody will raise sheep, nobod 
hands ofthe Democratic party an industry so delicate, so grand, 
so intimately connected with the best interests of the culturists of this coun- 
try as this. But this bill, Mr. Chairman, and I will tell you what they will 
do. The spirit of 1861 is not dead north of the Ohio River, and they will accept 
your assault upon that industry as a declaration that, with the Democratic 
party permanently in power, the people of the North are to be hewers of wood 
and drawers of water for the benefit of the peonia of the South; that the old 
cry to which I adverted in the early part of my speech, that our people are 
“smal ersand okt ag hs the ** mud-sills of society,” In 
the dominating voice of the Democratic party. They have a weapon in their 
hands, aes they know how to use it. That weapon in the hands ofthe freeman 
comes down— 


“As snow-flakes fall upon the sod, 
But execute the freeman’s will as lightnings do the will of God.” 
They will drive from power this Democratic y, and will lish 


? part: they re-estab! 
the old Republican that, through its benign legislation, built up these in- 
d and made land blossom like the rose. 


After naar pamioon of the figures above it was not necessary that our 
friends on the other side should now become lost in the various laby- 
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rinthine compilations with which we haye been tortured during the 
last three months. . 

In the official report of the Ohio agricultural department, published 
only yesterday, itis shown that the wool clip of Ohio, as compared with 
the average for the past five years, is only 77 per cent. 

I want to say here that I have no time to spend in an elaborate and 
philosophic argument upon the question involved. It is enough for 
me to know that in 1860 we had in Ohio a trifle over 2,C00,000 sheep, 
and that in 1868 we had increased this to the enormous number of 
7,608,485. This increase went on until the reduction of 1883. But 
from that time on down to the present the wool industry of Ohio has 
gone steadily down, until to-day the latest reports of the flocks in Ohio 
show that we have only about 4,100,000. 

But the gentleman from Ohio says: What about the increase and de- 
crease and fluctuation of the cattle of Ohio, and the horses of Ohio, 
and the mules of Ohio? Well, Mr. Chairman, my friend exposes his 
imperfections in this line of discussion when he makes such an argu- 
ment. Every industry in Ohio that prospers affects the horse indus- 
try. Every time a new farm is broken, it increases the production 
of cattle, Every time a new railroad is projected, it increases the de- 
mand for mules; and every time you open a new coal bank you want 
more transportation for your product; and the horses and mules and 
the cattle of Ohio are not used for a single purpose, but for a multi- 
plicity of purposes, and increase or decline as the industries of the 
State demand. But the sheep of Ohio, with the simple unimportant 
matter of their use as food product, are used for the sole purpose of 
producing wool. So when you find that the sheep of Ohio have run 
down from 7,000,000 to 4,000,000, you find that they have become un- 
profitable for the purpose of producing wool, and there is no escape 
from that argument. 

Now, I am not going to argue so much about the cause as the effect 
on this occasion. I find the wool product of Ohio is being sold to-day 
at somewhere in the neighborhood of 22 to 23 cents a pound. I have 
here an extract from the Barnesville Enterprise, published in the dis- 
trict of my colleague [Mr. JoserH D. TAYLOR], in which it is stated 
that wool is selling in that neighborhood at 25 cents; that while it has 
not been active it will probably be purchased at about that figure. 
That two-thirds of the entire crop in that section has already been sold, 
and there has been a falling off in that township of about 1,000 sheep 
since last year. 

One thousand sheep, Mr. Chairman, means $2,000 at the price, the 
average price, that the sheep of Ohio were estimated at last April. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Let me state that the editor and pub- 
lisher of that paper is a firm Democrat. 

Mr. GROSYENOR. He is,within my personal knowledge, a Dem- 
ocrat; but he*voices the sentiment of Ohio when he recognizes the fact 
that there has been stricken from the product of the sheep of Ohio one- 
third of the value of the whole crop this year. 

Now, before this debate closes, will not some Democrat tell the coun- 
try how that hashappened? Whathasdonethat? AndifI that 
the country has paid all these millions of dollars, millions of dollars 
enough to have run the expenses of this Government for an almost in- 
definite time, for the luxury of having a Democratic Congress here, I 
want some Democrat to answer that question ifhe can. March right 
up to this issue and answer me. Do not go to flying off about'' trusts” 
and ‘‘robber tariffs,” and all that, but answer. 

What makes the wool this year nearly one-third less in value than 
it was last year? Is it the general depression in the country ? 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. It is not one-third less in price this 
year than it was last year. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Ifthe gentleman had given me his attention 
he would have observed what I have just read, that the wool crop in 
Ohio sold last year for thirty-five and is selling this year at from 
twenty-three to twenty-five. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michi It is not so in Michigan. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I find it is substantially so in Boston, and 
orayan else. The gentleman knows more about salt than I do; 
but he can not have a product in Michigan that is of the character of 
wool unaffected by the same processesthataffect the woolofOhio. We 
raise the same kind of wool. We go to the same market. Our men 
are just as capable of selling the wool as the men of Michigan; and 
when I read from the public prints a statement of the sales of wool in 
Ohio it was an argument that could not be met by such a statement. 
Ohio men are not selling their wool at less than its value. 

Mr. JACKSON. I have a letter which corroborates thestatement of 
the gentleman from Ohio—a letter from the president of the Pennsyl- 
vania Wool-Growers’ Association. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The price to which I refer is the current price 
for the triple X wool. 

Mr. DINGLEY In corroboration of the gentleman’s assertion, I will 
say I have a letter from a woolen manufacturer in Maine stating that 
he is buying his wool at from 7 to 8 cents less than last summer. 

Let me present to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wu1Tinc] 
the following statement from Bradstreet, dated only yesterday: - 
WOOL MARKET.—THE MILLS BILL TRANSFERS ALL ACTIVE COMPETITION TO LONDON. 

New York, July 13. [Special] 

Bradstreet’s, in its review of the wool market, says: No increase of activity 
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appears in the wool trade at any point. In the country holders are generally 
asking more than Eastern dealers are willing to pay. Until the course of the 
market is better developed buyers, both at first and second hands, bid fair to 
operate with the most caution. 

While the manufacturers are preparing samples for light-weight goods, they 
are not yet bringing them out, and are uncertain about their future requirements 
inthe way of stock. There is also a possibility that Congress will put wool on 
eps — In view of these circumstances no buying for future consumption 

antici, i 

The most that the mills are doing, or seem likely to do for the present, is to 
take out additional supplies for running out goods already ordered, In Ohio 
and throughout the West generally there is comparatively little activity. A 
moderate increase in the movement of Michigan wool is reported. Shipments 
to some extent from the Territories are in p: 2 

An excellent attendance continues at the London sales, with active competi- 
tion and a firm tone. The auctions close next Wednesday, Manufacturers 
have been looking through the Boston market in fair numbers this week, and 
have taken more or less new wool iu order to test its quality. Buying for ex- 
tensive consumption is still beer ate A 

A great deal of machinery is idle for repairs and orders, Pricesare generally 
steady. Some inquiry for Michigan extra wool is noticed, and there is a mod- 
erate movement of new Territory stuff. Carpet wool is dull, but very firm. 
The renee continue to run far below last year. Current quotations are as fol- 
lows, with comparisons: 


JULY 14, 


. . | auty 16, | July 15, | July 13, 
Grades. 180." | 1887." |” ‘1s6s. 


Cents. 


Ohio and Pennsylvania Oxtra.........--cccsessseersecereees 82 to 33 | 27 to 28 
Ohio and Pennsylvania XX......... 34 to 35 | 33 to Bt 29 
Ohio and Pennsylvania XX 35 to 36 | 31 to 35 | 29 to30 
Michigan extra. 32 | 32 to 33 | 2354 to 265 
Fine Ohio delai 35 | 36 to 37 |3) to3l 
No. 1 combing...... £ 33 | 38 to 40 35 
Texas spring, twelve MONENS............ seesssseessrren resse 23 to 27 | 23 to 27 |17 to 22 


The sales of the week at Boston are reported at 2,871,500 pounds, as against 
1,068,700 last week and 1,560,000 in the corresponding weeka yearago. At Phil- 
adelphia wool is moving very slowly and mostly in small lots proportioned to 
the urgent wants of manufacturers. s 

The trade is unsettled by tariff uncertainties, and operators are anxiously 
awaiting a settlement of the question now before Congress. 

Receipts are increasing a little, but are still small as compared with the ar- 
rivals at this period last year. The sales aggregate 453,000 pounds, as against 
458,C00 pounds last week, and 764,000 pounds for the corresponding week last 
year. 

I put up these facts against the opinion of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Wuittne]. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. That, then, Mr. Chairman, is the reduction. 
Take the wool crop of Ohio and we will compromise. I say 10 cents; 
it may be 8 cents. Multiply every pound of wool produced in the 
United States this year by the figure 8 and point it off into dollars and 
cents and you will find out how much the farmers of this country have 
paid for the luxury of a Democratic Congress. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Has this Congress caused that? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I say the menace of the Mills bill has done 
just that. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Ah! 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Eight cents on 275,000,000 of wool amounts to 

22,000,000, the reduction in a single year. Ohio produces about 
25,000,000 pounds of wool this year, It has gone down fully 8 cents 
per pound, and that,is $2,000,000 which we pay because we have a 
Democratic Congress and a free-trade President. 

I hope the gentleman will go a little further and not sneer, because 
I can not stand his sneers; they are so extraordinary that they crush 
me. If he will go back to the time when the Republican party in this 
House, aided by all the Democrats in Ohio but one or two, struck out 
the enacting clause of the Morrison bill he will discover that the wool 
of the country sprang up within forty-eight hours in the markets of the 
country from 3 to 5 cents a pound. [Applause.] 

Mr, WHITING, of Michigan. I would like to ask the gentleman 
another question, What fixes the price of wool? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. We have discussed that question here indefi- 
nitely and interminably. No two men on your side of the House put 
it the same way. It is fixed as other prices are fixed. Present value 
fixes it if the article is needed now; if the purchase is for future use, 
then p: ive conditions affect, regulate, and control it. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. It is fixed by the wool buyers in the 
markets before they close the buying. They fix the price. After the 
clip is purchased the price of the wool is so increased that the farmer 
pays a much higher rate for his woolen goods than he receives for his 

l 


wool. = 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I admit all that, and that is the strongest ar- 
gument against you that can possibly be made. Your statements 
should be revised before you launch them into the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp. It is exactly the presence of these enactments here that 
makes it possible for the wool buyers to combine together, fix the 
price, and force the farmers or the country to sell it to them. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. They do it through the tariff; inno 
other way. ; 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Through the tariff? 

Mr. WHITING. of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes. You bring in billsassailing the protective 
laws and thus destroy prices, then you say the tariff did it—an argu- 
ment on a par with the claim of the man who shoots his fellow-man 
and places the fault upon the gun. 
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Then the answer of the gentleman amounts to the claim that we 
must reduce the tariff when somebody threatens us, and if we refuse 
the injury is our fault. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. If they do not pay the high price 
made by the duty on imported wool they can pay a better price for 
the American elip. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. ‘The gentleman will live a long time before he 
will be able to get rid’ of the combinations that form when legislation 
threatens an industry or product of this country. 
ae TODAS: of Michigan. Combinations could notform but for 

e tari. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I know they have a way of making the farmers 
of Michigan tremble in their boots by saying, ‘‘Look out; the Demo- 
cratic party proposes to turn loose the illimitable wool product of Aus- 
tralia and South America free of duty upon our markets.” 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. The Democratic party do not make 
the farmers tremble in their boots. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I want the gentleman in his own time—for I 
must confess with all due respect I am learning nothing—to tell me 
what has produced the situation in this country whereby the farmers 
are compelled to sell their wool at such a reduction. Let him do itin 
his own time; he will have plenty of time. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. I can tell you now. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If he saysit is hard times, who brought them? 
I can remember that a few years ago it was the custom of gentlemen to 
charge hard times to the debit side of the ledger of the Republican party. 
I can remember very well whenever anybody failed in this country, no 
matter what the cause, the head-lines of the Democratic newspapers 
would show he had been ‘‘Shermanized;’’ sol think we can properly say 
now to these gentlemen, if they say the price of wool is run down be- 
cause of hard times, who produced the hard times? My friend from 
Ohio, who represents with myself the Hocking Valley district and the 
great products of iron and coal, boasted to-day that already somebody 
had got in a charge that the Mills bill put iron and coal on the free- 
list. I hold in my hand an editorial from one of the leading Demo- 
cratic newspapers of the day (the New York Sun), published under the 
head of ‘‘Woolis reached.’ I will print this editorial in my remarks. 
It is very short. The substantial effect of it is that when the Presi- 
dent drew his original tariff message, which is to-day the platform of 
the Democratic party, he put on the free-list both iron and coal. 

I do not know whether that is true or not. Idonotcare. I believe 
it is true, and I am told that in the first draught of the Mills bill iron ore 
and coal were both on the free-list, and I think I know that iron ore 
and coal is not now on the free-list because a delegation came here 
from Alabama and other Democratic States and notified the grand 
council of the Ways and Means Committee that if the change was not 
made there would be trouble on the Black Warrior, the Coosa, and else- 
where in the South; and so, for this reason and for no other reason, the 
assault is made first upon wool, and when that attack is successful iron 
ore and bituminous coal are to go next. 

The editorial is as follows: 


> WOOL IS REACHED, , 

The consideration of the Mills bill in the House of Representatives has now 
reached the wool clause. 

Free wool is regarded by the Mills forces, and we believe it was so regarded 
by Mr. Cleveland, as the king-post of the new tariff roof under which they pro- 
pose that thecountry shall live until they can build a freer one. To demonstrate 
this statement, a very short consideration of Mr. Cleveland’s message and ofthe 
history of the Mills bill will be sufficient. 

It is universally und that the first draught of the message showed sev- 
eral important staples upon the free-list which were not there finally. Coal and 
fron were on, among others, and the reason that they were removed was that 
such a programme would have been too startling and too comprehensive for 
practical use. Thus the recommendations actually submitted to Congress fell 
considerably short of the mark to which the President’s policy would have 
one had it been unrestrained py his estimate of the political difficulties in the 
way of attempting to go further. 

The Mills bill has gone through the same moderating process in the Commit- 
tee of the Whole, but it has been done publicly. Seventeen articles of import, 
which had been placed upon the free-list, have been taken off, and the states- 
men particularly interesteg in their domestic production have been solidified 
for the assault upon the duty on wool. On many taxed articles higher duties 
have been imposed than those originally contemplated by the Mills bill. But 
wool is the key of the territory now in dispute between protection and free 
trade; and against it the free-trade brigade have been maneuvering to mass 
their ontire force, volunteers and conscripts. They have yielded up one minor 
point after another with scarcely the sign of a struggle, all with view of a 
combined and irresistible attack on wool. 

As Mr. Webster said of Dartmouth College. “itis one of the lesser lights in 
the horizon of our country. You may put it out.” 

Nothing will be easier than to extinguish the wool interest, if you have votes 
enough; and then with the free-traders triumphant in the House of Represent- 
atives,a President in the White House whose economic policy consists pri- 
marily of tariff smashing, and a national condition of the finances which will 
make free trade easily and thoroughly practicable within twenty years or so, 
the protective system will be liable to comedown by therun. Then statesmen 
liko Gay of Louisiana or Vance of Connecticut, to whose interests Mr. MILLES 
has specially, though we dare say only temporarily, surrendered his funda- 
— principle, will find that though they have saved their roof their founda- 
tion is gone. 

The Mills tariff bill was in its conception and purpose a free-trade project. It 
has been immensely changed under the effect of discussion and of politics; but 
its pivotal element is still free wool. 

It is for the interest of Democracy that the Mills tariff bill should be beaten. 


Let the miners of the Hocking valley be not deceived. Their prod- 
uct is to come next. The hour is delayed; that is all. 


But I know this: while Iam glad, in the interest of my constituents, 
that coal and iron are for the present preserved from the destruction of 
the free-list, I will never cease to condemn the inconsistency of a com- 
mittee that would dare to put wool on the free-list as a raw material 
and leave bituminous coal and iron ore protected. The only answer 
to this charge of inconsistency is the answer which was given frankly 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. McMILLIN] in his opening 
speech in this debate. When confronted with this suggestion he said, 
‘t There are some things which we can do and there are some things 
which we can not do ;’’ and I could have added for him, ‘‘There were 
some things which we daréd to try to do, and there were some things 
we did not dare to try to do.” 

But the argument of this editorial is the argument which I adopt. 
We have reached wool, and that is to be strickendown. It wouldnot 
do to attack the wool interest and the iron interest and the salt inter- 
est and the coal interest of this country all at once, and so these gen- 
tlemen, marching up here filled with a determination to ultimately ob- 
tain free trade, have reached wool, which they are going to put on the 
free-list, and, in the language of the New York Sun, a leading Demo- 
cratic exponent of to-day, when they have accomplished that they will 
strike at the other great raw materials of the country, iron and coal. 

One victory and the free-traders will be emboldened to assail other 
industries, and in the end all the Northern industries must go; and 
protection to all the Southern products will be increased. 

Mr. Chairman, I insist upon this single proposition: The Congres- 
sional district which I represent has to-day about 300,000 shéep. One 
of the gentlemen who have argued vociferously here in favor of free 
wool spoke to me privately the other day and asked me whether many 
men in my district had more than 50 or 75 sheep. Why, Mr. Chair- 
man, in a district of five counties, largely devoted to iron and salt and 
coal, there are nevertheless 300,000 sheep. Their product ran up last 
year to nearly $500,000. 

This yearsomething over a hundred thousand dollars has been wiped 
out, and the future of the industry depends wholly upon the question 
whether or not the system of protection is to be maintained. The ar- 
gument which was made some weeks ago by the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL], that the land of the country could not be 
used economically for the production of sheep and wool, exhibited a 
painful misunderstanding of the situation. In my district there are 
large tracts of valuable land, and I with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts that upon that land the sheep industry is not profitable. 
But there is in the same connection land constituting perhaps one-half 
the surface of the district, which is worth not exceeding $10 or $15 or 
$20 an acre, and it is worth that much only because 300,000 sheep are 

ing upon it and getting their living upon it, and continuing the 
scil in at least as good condition at the end of the year as it was at the 
beginning. 

Now take off the wool duty, destroy the wool industry, and you not 
only compel the wool-growers to seek another line of production, but 
you render that land substantially worthless, because it is practically 
worthless for any other purpose. That is a strong argument in favor 
of the wool tariff. 

Among all the questions that have thronged upon us here in consid- 
ering this bill we have the fact of the peculiar geographical character 
of this attack demonstrated in this wool item, and I want somebody 
sometime during this debate to tell us why it is they want to strike 
this protection down. I find ina publication which I hold in my hand, 
emanating from the Committee on Ways and Means, that this reduc- 
tion will have the effect to reduce the value of wool and cheapen cloth- 
ing in this country. On the other hand, I have the statement of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL], as I understood it, that 
the effect of this would be to make the product of sheep in this coun- 
try more valuable. 

Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I am glad that the gentleman stands by his 
position. Now, between the two, I want some one to explain what is 
the object to be gained by this proposed change. This bill purports to 
cut down the revenue. Certainly no sane man will claim that we can 
afford, for the difference of $5,000,000 which we get from the tariff on 
wool, to assail an industry like this and destroy it. We have hada 
good many predictions during the progress of this discussion, and I 
will make one now. I understand that this bill is to be passed. The 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] has told us prophet- 
ically that it is to pass this House, and that he hopes it will pass the 
Senate. And I say pass it! Strike down an industry owned and 
operated by a million of voters in this country; strike down an indus- 
try that feeds and clothes five million people; strike it down and come 
back here next December, cast your eyes about this House, and then 
I say to you you will *‘ feel like one who treads alone some banquet- 
hall deserted.” é 

The people of the country recognize this not only as an unnecessary 
blow at a valuable industry, but as a stepping stone to the attack upon 
all the other industries. Do not undertake to flatter yourselves that 
you are to fight this battle out with the sheep owners of this country 
alone. You are to fight it out with the men coming up everywhere, 
with ballots in their hands, representing all the kindred industries of 
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this country which are to be taken one by one as fast as they are reached 
and consigned to the insatiable maw of the free-trade monster embodied 
in this bill. The people of this country understand that. They have 
watched this debate with wonderful interest; and they have seen no 
justification of this measure; they have heard no successful defense of 
it; and they will not hear any successful defense of it, because it is 
without necessity, without demand by the people—a gross attack upon 
a great industry which can stand no further reduction. 

Mr. Chairman, no single industry of the American people can be 
wrongfully stricken down upon the demand of free-traders or their 
allies the destruction of which will not be revenged at the polls by 
every man who lives by an industry in this country, whether that in- 
dustry is directly protected or otherwise. [Applause on the Repub- 
lican side. | 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, five years ago the Republican party of 
Michigan did not believe in the doctrine proclaimed by the Republican 
party of the nation to-day, favoring the repeal of the internal-revenue 
taxes rather thana surrender ofany part of the protective system. That 
eminent Republican, James G. Blaine, in his essay called the “‘ Paris 
Message,’’ uses the following language: 

The tax on whisky by the Federal Government, with its suppression of all il- 
licit distillation and consequent enhancement of price, has been a powerful agent 
in the temperance reform by putting it beyond the reach of so many. To 
cheapen the price of whisky is to increase its consumption enormously. There 
would be no sense in urging the reform wroughtby high licensein many ofthe 
States if the National Government neu! the good effect by making whisky 
within the reach of every one at 20 cents a gallon, 

The Republican platform favors the abolition of the whisky tax, 
which, as Mr. Blaine says, would cheapen its price and increase its 
consumption. But before that convention adjourned it passed a reso- 
lution sympathizing with ‘‘all wise and well-directed efforts for mo- 
rality and temperance.” They sympathize. How? According to 
Mr. Blaine they sympathize with temperance and morality by propos- 
ing to reduce the price of whisky. 

In 1883 we were collecting an enormous surplus revenue. During 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1882, our receipts exceeded our ordinary 
expenditures by over $146,000,000; and in the early part of 1833 the 
question as to the reduction of taxes was being extensively agitated. 
The Republican party of Michigan had not at that time gone over 
“body and soul and breeches’’ to the “trusts ” that are keptalive by 
the tariff, and they expressed themselves through their Legislature in 
square, honest, unmistakable terms against free whisky and tobacco in 
any form. The Michigan Legislature of 1883 was largely Republican 
in both branches; and fearing that the growing surplus in the Treasury 
might induce Congress to abolish the internal-revenue taxes in whole 
or in part, they passed a resolution which was approved by a Repub- 
lican governor, requesting their Senators and Representatives in Con- 
gress to oppose any effort to repeal the taxes on whisky and tobacco. 

That resolution passed the house of representatives on the 17th day 
of January, and the title of it was ‘‘ Joint resolution requesting our 
Senators and Representatives in Congress to vote against the removal of 
the internal-revenue tax upon intoxicating liquors and tobacco, or 
either.’? That resolution passed the senate on the 2d day of Febru- 
ary, and was approved by a Republican governor. That does not 
sound much like the utterances of the Republican party of to-day, 
whose policy, ifcarried to its logical and legitimate outcome, would 
result in adding to and increasing the misery of our fellow-citizens by 

cing whisky before them at 2 centsadrink. Tothis has it come at 

t. y, sir, I remember reading once of a man who said that his 
ideal country would be a place where whisky sold for 20 cents a gallon 
and there was no hanging for stealing. It is very obvious, and there- 
fore I will not state what party the gentleman I have just mentioned 
ought to belong to. 

Has my time expired? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s five minutes has expired. 

Mr. TARSNEY. I move, by unanimous consent, the gentleman’s 
time be extended fifteen minutes. 

Mr. LAIRD. With the understanding that the same courtesy shall 
be offered to this side from the other. 

Mr. FORD. It has been offered to gentlemen on the other side, be- 
cause they have taken up the whole afternoon. 

There was no objection, and Mr. TARSNEY’s motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has been extended for 
fifteen minutes. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the committee for its courtesy. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, after favoring cheaper whisky the Republican 
convention denounced the Democratic party for proposing free wool. 
It is conceded on all hands, sir, there should be some reduction of tax- 
ation. Where should that reduction take place? Certainly upon the 
taxes most burdensome. Is the tax on whisky burdensome? There 
can be but one answer to that question from any man who has not been 
seduced by selfishness and blinded by partisanship. 

There is not a government on the face of the globe that does not tax 
w. . Is the battle-cry to be cheap: whisky and higher tax on 
clothing? Ifso, it will never succeed. Is the wool tax burdensome? 
Ofcourse it is. It is a burden to the consumer while at the same time 
itis no benefit to the wool-grower. 


It is startling to observe the zeal gentlemen on the other side of the 
House exhibit in order to save the wool-grower, as they say, from 
harm. Allover the country the manufacturers who receive bounty 
from this tariff are greatly exercised over the reduction of the wool 
duty. They, as well as their subsidized journals and political organs, 
have been crying out about what? Not about copper, not about iron, 
not about glass, but altogether about wool. hen we reached the 
copper schedule in this House during the progress of the consideration 
of the Mills bill there was nota flutter; when we reached the iron 
schedule there was scarcely a breeze; but, sir, just. the moment we 
touched wool there was a rushing cyclone from the other side, and even 
now gentlemen are tumbling over one another in the anxiety of their 
superabundant zeal to save the imperiled interests as they allege of 
the wool-grower in this country from total destruction by the effort to 
put wool on the free-list. 

Some people might doubt the sincerity of these manufacturers, who 
are new converts to the farmer’s interest, and might suppose they were 
more anxious for their own projects than for the interest of anybody 
else. It looks very much as if they were using the interest of the far- 
mer as a mere eat’s-paw to promote and establish their own interest. 

Let us inquire just exactly how this matter is. Is it a fact that the 
wool tariff does help the farmer? 

The facts before this House prove the contrary. I donot believe the 
tariff on wool raises the price of the farmer’s product. I do not believe 
it ever yielded to the farmers of the country a single dollar or even a 
single penny of advance in the price for which their wool sold in the 
markets. The price of wool depends upon the prosperity of the woolen 
manufacturer. He must be prosperous or there will be no demand for 
the wool of the farmer, and if the demand for the wool of the farmer be 
lessened, of course, the price depending upon the demand for it and the 
market being reduced or cut off, the price falls. 

Our woolen manufacturers can not depend altogether upon the pro- 
duction of wool in this country. We can not produce the different 
kinds of wool in the United States necessary for successful manufacture 
of all sorts of woolen clothes from the lowest to the highest. For their 
success they must have within their control all kinds of wool. When 
they are successfal their demand for the wool product of our own farm- 
ers is of course steady and increasing. 

George William Bond, the greatest authority on wool and wool man- 
ufactures in the United States, uses this language: : 

None of the third-class wools (carpet wools) can be grown in this country to 
advantage. 

In regard to fine wools, he says: 

We may grow wool in some places equally fine and apparently as good in 
other respects as the wools that are imported, but they will not produce the 
same effect when finished. Such is the influence of climate and soil upon wool 
that no two places can grow wool exactly alike. 

Now, you may put on protective tariff just as you please on wool, 
you may make it as high as you please, but we can not, however much 
we establish protective tariff in this country, raise the different sorts of 
wool necessary for our woolen manufacturers, because the Almighty has 
not given us the soil or climate with which todoit. Therefore, when 
you increase the price of the foreign wool you necessarily impose an 
additional burden upon the woolen manufacturer; but when an do 
that, instead of helping the farmers of the country, you only injure 
the farmers, because by imposing additional burdens upon the woolen 
mannfacturers, who are the very best customers of the wool products 
of the farmers in this country, you therefore reduce the demand in our 
markets for the farmer’s wool, and the demand being lessened I need 
not tell this House the price falls. 

If the woolen manufacturing interest is depressed the demand is less- 
ened and the price is reduced. That is as certain as that two and two 
make four or the shadow follows the substance. So true is it that the 
tariff on wool cheapens the ‘price that the proposition has been đe- 
nounced over and over again by leading Republicans. In 1883 the 
National Wool Growers’ Association decl that the act of 1807, 
whereby the wool tariff had been increased, steadily, year by year, it 
reduced the price of wool from 51 cents in 1867 to 43 cents at the pres- 
ent time. 

The Indiana Wool-Growers’ Association in 1883 said: 
jane price of wool has steadily receded from 51 cents in 1867 to 42 cents in 


Senator HAWLEY, in the Senate of the United States, in 1883, said 
that the effect of the wool tariff had been— X 
to reduce the price of wool. 

And Senator SHERMAN also, in the Senate, in the same year, said: 

The result of the policy of protecting the wool-grower has been to gradually 
reduce the price. 

In 1857 the tariff upon wool was reduced, so much so that we had 
practically free wool. In 1867 the tariff was put up to almost the high- 
est rate of tariff we have ever had on wool. What was the result? For 
the three years following 1857, under free wool, the price of wool in 
Boston was 44 cents a pound on an average; and for the three years 
following the high tariff of 1867 it was 36 cents a pound. 

Again, in 1872 the wool tariff was reduced 10 percent. Did this re- 
duction decrease the price of wool? No, sir; by no means; for in 1872, 
under a reduction of this percentage of the wool tariff, wool sold in 
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Boston at an average price during the year of 62 cents in gold, the very 
hest price ever known for. wool on this continent. 
ow, some one said that the wool tariff increases the number of 
sheep. 

A MEMBER. Makes more lambs live. 

Mr. FORD. They claim that it not only raises the price of wool, 
but that it actually makes the sheep grow. Let us look into this for 
a moment. . 

What was our proportion of sheep to population before we had any 

-tariff upon wool? Why, it was a great deal larger than it is to-day. 
In 1813, years before we had any tariff on wool, and at a time when 
we had 8,000,000 of population, we had 15,000,000 sheep, while in 
1887, with a population numbering 60,000,000, we had but 44,000,000 
sheep. In 1813 we had two sheep per capita, while in 1887 we had 
but four-fifths of a sheep to each person, not enough to go round and 
give every person one whole sheep. Now, the result is 100 per cent. 
more sheep under free wool, better prices under free wool, and greater 

perity. 

From 1824 down to 1860 there was no time when we did not have a 
tariff on wool. The result was that the number of sheep declined 
enormously per capita of population. In 1857 the tariff on wool was 
reduced, so that we had practically free wool; but in 1861 the tariff 
was again raised. - 

In 1860 we had three years of practically free wool, but the wool- 
growing industry had not yet recovered from the blight produced by 
nearly forty years of high tariff, so that our proportion of sheep to pop- 
ulation was very low. In 1860 we had 30,000,000 of population and 
22,000,000 of sheep, exactly the relative proportions of to-day; and in 
1860 the price of wool in BoSton averaged 48 cents a pound, while in 
1886 it was but 33 cents a pound, showing that since 1860, notwith- 
standing the imposition of an exorbitant tariff, the number of sheep 
per capita has not increased, while the price of wool has actually de- 
clined 15 cents a pound. 

Now we are told, Mr. Chairman, that the object of imposing a high 
tariff on wool is to reduce the importations of foreign wool. But it 
does not, because cur manufacturers have got to have the foreign wool 
that we do not produce or else they will close Their factories and go out 
of the business. The wool tariff has not reduced the importations of 
wool at all scarcely, or to any extent worth speaking of. 

In 1866, out of a total consumption of wool by the people of the 
United States, 30 per cent. was foreign wool, and in 1886, 29 per cent. 
was foreign wool. i : 

Gentlemen say that the number of sheep increased in this country 
between 1869 and 1884 at a greater rate than ever before, and they 
attribute it to the tax on wool. Siy, where did that increase occur? 
Not in Ohio; not in Michigan. That increase was west of the Mis- 
souri River; it was in Texas, in California, in New Mexico. Was it 
the tariff that increased the number of sheep in those States? Not at 
all; it was the cheap land that could be procured, on which the sheep 
could roam and graze. 

The number ofsheepin Michigan in 1870 was 1,985,906, Ina former 
speech I was misled by some erroneous statistics and stated the num- 
ber at 4,000,000. That was a mistake. ‘There were 1,985,906 in 
Michigan in 1870. The number of sheep in Michigan in 1887 was 
2,156,157, or an increase of only 170,251 in seventeen years. The pop- 
ulation of that State during that time increased 69 per cent., and the 
number of sheep increased but 8 per cent. 

Now observe the difference under low tariffs. Between 1850 and 
1860, under a low tariff, and part of the time free wool, the number of 
sheep in Michigan increased 70 per cent. Between 1860 and 1870,dur- 
ing which time there were only three yearsof a high tariff on wool, the 
number of sheep increased 56 per cent. 

So long as suitable land for grazing sheep can be had in the West al- 
most for the asking, the wool coming from that portion of our domain 
will prove a mighty competitor with the wool grown on high-priced 
land in Michigan and Ohio. If you are going to benefit the Michigan 
wool-grower by a tariff, that tariff should be against Texas, California, 
and the Territories, and not against South America or Australia. 

Now, I would like to know where is the benefit to the farmer in this? 
It exists only in the vivid imagination of gentlemen on the other side. 
Has the wool tariff reduced the importation of wool? No, sir. Ian- 
one Co pipuy it has not. Has-it increased the number of sheep? 

ot at all. 

Mr. TARSNEY. It has decreased them. , 

Mr. FORD. Hasit increased the price of wool? No, sir; the op- 
posite has been the effect; the price has actually declined. Then where 
isthe benefittothefarmer? 1tmustbein the supreme satisfaction that 
he is doing hard work in order that certain manufacturers may grow 
rich out of hislabor. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

The manufacturer has said to the farmer: ‘‘ You work; I eat. You 
toil; I take a rest. You struggle and economize and pinch and save 
money and give it to me; and, Mr. Farmer, while you are making that 
donation to our wealth and prosperity you must be comforted by the 
consoling thought that there is a tariff on wool.” [Applause on the 
Democratic side. ] 

This is the feast the farmers of the United States are invited to par- 


take of by the Republican party; but it isa feast that, in my judg- 
ment, they will utterly repudiate ənd reject on the 6th of November 
next. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. COX. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union had had under consid- 
eration the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws 
in relation to the collection of the revenue, and had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. STAHLNECKER. I ask that the Committee of the Whole be 
discharged from the further consideration of House bill 1676, and that 
it be now considered in the House. 

Mr. KILGORE. I object. 

Mr. CRAIN. Iask that the Committee of the Whole be discharged 
from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 10165) for improving 
the mouth of the Brazos River in Texas, and that the same be now 
considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

Mr. HOVEY. 1 object. : 

Mr. T. H. B. BROWNE. I move to discharge the Committee of 
the Whole from the further consideration of the bill which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk, and that the same be now considered. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 1211) for the completion of the monument to Mary the mother of 
Washington at Fredericksburgh, Va. 


Is there objection? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is'there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 
Mr. HOVEY. I object. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. There have been night sessions set 
apart for the consideration of bills coming from a number of commit- 
tees. Quitea number of bills that have been reported from the Com- 
mittee on War Claims have passed the Senate. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that next Wednesday night one week be set apart for the consid- 
eration of bills that have passed the Senate and been reported to the 
House by the Committee cn War Claims. 

Mr. HOVEY. I object. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Asit seems that no business can be done, I move 
that the House take a recess until 8 o’clock this evening. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 58 minutes p. m.) 
the House accordingly took a recess until 8 o’clock. 


EVENING SESSION, 

The recess having expired the House reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m. 
The House was called to order by Mr. Cox, as Speaker pro tempore, 
who directed the reading of the following communication: 

SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, July 14, 1888, 

Sm: Hon. S. S. Cox is hereby designated to preside as Speaker pro tempore at 
the session of the House this evening. 

JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 

Hon, Jons B. CLARK, 

Clerk House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
this evening session. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On motion of Mr. LANHAM, 

Ordered, That a recess be taken to-morrow (Saturday) evening from 5 o'clock 
until $ o'clock p.m., the evening session to be devoted Gelezen 4 to the con- 
sideration of bills reported from the Committee on Claimsto which there shall 
be no objection. 


The Clerk will read also the order for 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, before moving that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House for the consideration of bills 
undér the special order, I desire to submit a brief statement for the 
consideration of the House. There are, I think, about one hundred 
and fifty bills on the Private Calendar reported from the Committee on 
Claims. A great many of those bills are, in my judgment, quite mer- 
itorious, and will provoke very little, if any, discussion. Under the 
order of the House we can consider only such bills as may not be ob- 
jected to. It would require a great deal of time to call the bills regu- 
larly in their order on the Calendar, and I submit a request for unani- 
mous consent that when the House does resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole House gentlemen present may call up bills out of the reg- 
ular order for consideration. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker, I think there is some objection to 
the method proposed by the gentleman from Texas, and, with his per- 
mission, I suggest that the most satisfactory plan that has ever yet 
been devised for facilitating business at these evening sessions is to 
have the bills read by their titles, and if the consideration of any bill 
is not asked for when its title is read to let it go over, not losing its 
place on the Calendar. In this case, however, in view of the special 
order, I would modify that so as to provide that each member shall 
have the right to ask for the consideration of only one bill until other 
a present shall each have had an opportunity to have one hill 
considered, 


6320 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 14, 


Mr. LANHAM. There are several gentlemen here whose bills are 
low down on the Calendar, so that it would take a long time to reach 
them, and I think that those who have been diligent enough to-make 
their a ce here to-night ought to receive some consideration. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Iconcur fally in what the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. DOCKERY ] has said. Various methods have been tried for 
the consideration of bills at these sessions, but I think the most satis- 
factory one we have ever adopted is the one suggested by him. Let 
the bills on the Calendar be called in their order, and if no gentleman 

resent calls for the consideration of a bill when the title is read let it 
passed over informally, not losing its place on the Calendar; but if 
any gentleman t desires the consideration of the bill, let him ask 
for it and let the bill be considered. I think we shall do more business 
in that way than in any other, and it will be satisfactory to every one. 

Mr. LANHAM. I suggest that no member ought to be allowed to 
call up a bill for an absentee. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Let it be understood that no one shali be per- 
mitted to call up more than one bill until all gentlemen present have 
each had an opportunity to call up a bill. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as there seems to be some 
objection to the method of procedure proposed by myself, I will en- 
deavor to conform to the ions of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. DockERY] and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN], 
and I now move that the House resolve itself into Committee of the 
japa House for the purpose of considering bills on the Private Cal- 
endar. 


The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole, 
under the special order which has been read in the House, The Chair 
will aa the proposition of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LAN- 
HAM]. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bills be read by their titles in their order on the Calendar, and that 
when a bill is reached, unless some gentleman present calls for its con- 
sideration, itshall be passed over informally, not losing its place on the 
Calendar, each member present having the fight to call up only one 
bill m others present have had a like opportunity to call up each 
one 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair su that gentlemen watch the 
Calendar closely while the Clerk reads the bills by their titles only, so 
that as bills are called the consideration of which is not asked for they 
may be rapidly passed over. The Clerk will report the first bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

A bill (H. R. 68) for the relief of Zeb Ward. 


Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to have that bill consid- 


ered, 

Mr. LANHAM. That bill passed the Senate, came to the House, 
and was referred to the Committee on Claims. The Committee on 
Claims had previously reported the House bill, but they have since re- 

rted the Senate bill with the recommendation that the House bill 

Jaid on the table. 

Mr. ROGERS. I intended as soon as the title of the bill was an- 
nounced to ask the consideration of the Senate bill instead. 


ZEB WARD. 


The first bill on the Calendar from the Committee on Claims (called 
up by Mr. Rogers) was the bill (H. R. 68) for the relief of Zeb Ward. 

Mr. ROGERS. I ask unanimous consent that, instead of consider- 
ing this House bill, we consider Senate bill No. 321, which isan exact 
copy of this. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the Senate bill will be 
considered in lieu of the House bill. The Chair hears no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


A bill (8.321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, of Little Rock, Ark. 


of the account of said risoners in the 
State pen: tiary of Arkansas from April 1, 1876, to March 31, 1883, the said 
Ward being the lessee of said penitentiary during that time. 

The . Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? The Chair hears no objection, and the committee will proceed 
to its consideration. 

Mr. KILGORE. I would like to hear the report read. 

Mr. ROGERS, The report is somewhatlengthy. I will send it up 
to be read if the reading is insisted upon, but I can state the facts per- 
haps more briefly than they are stated in the report, though that pre- 
sents, I the best argument which can be made on the subject. 
Mr. . Let the report be read. 


M 
The Clerk read as follows: 


The Committee on Claims have considered Senate bill No. 321, for the relief of 
Zeb Ward, and report the same without amendment, and recommend its pas- 


“This bill is the same as House bill No. 63, reported from this committee Jan- 


uary 24, 1888, and the report thereon of that date (No. 110) is adopted as areport 
on this Senate bill. 

he committee recommend that said House bill do lie upon the table, and 
that Senate bill No, 321 be passed instead thereof. 


Mr. ROGERS. This report refers to the very elaborate report upon 


the House bill which of course ought to be read, if gentlemen wish _ - 


to hear the committee’s statement of the case. 

Mr. LONG. Why can not the gentleman from Arkansas state the 
case? 

Mr. ROGERS. I can state it accurately; but the reading of the re- 
port seems to be desired. - Seed 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I will not insist upon the reading of this report, 
because I do not wish to appear captious; but in matters of such im- 
portance as this I think it proper the record should show the report 
upon which the action of the House is founded. I have acted on that 
theory heretofore, and shall continue to do so. ; 

Mr. ROGERS. Let the report be printed in the RECORD, and I will 
make a statement which I think will cover the points involved. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the gentleman from Tennessee withdraw his 
demand for the reading of the report? 

Mr. McMILLIN, Ido. 

Mr. KILGORE. I want to hear the report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


The committee find that this bill was gonsi aT the Committee on Claims 
in the Forty-ninth Congress and favorably repo: : but the amount claimed 
being a considerable sum, the committee have carefully re-examined it and 
submit herewith the result thereof. 

In the year 1873 Ward & Peck became the lessees of the Arkansas State peniten- 
tiary. At the date of their lease the United States prisoners in the eastern and 
western districts of Arkansas were being confined in that prison, at the sum of 
75 cents a day per capita, which was the sum allowed by the State for keeping 
its prisoners in the rece arson Ward & Peck continued to receive and kee 
the prisoners for both districts of Arkansas upon the same terms and condi- 
tions as their predecessors had done. In a letter addressed by the First Comp- 
troller of the Treasury to the United States marshal at Little Rock, dated Au- 
gust 19, 1884, in relation to the prisoners then kept at the Arkansas penitentiary, 
the following language was used: 

“The sum of 75 cents per day will be allowed for guarding, subsisting, cloth- 
ing, medicine, and providing medical attendance for each prisoner, in accord- 
ance with the rates heretofore allowed. 

“R. W. TAYLER, Oomptroller.” 


In October, 1874, complaints were made to the Attorney-General of the United 
States touching the condition and management of the penitentiary of the State 
of Louisiana, at Baton Rouge, in that State, Whereupon the Attorney-General 
opened correspondence with the United States marshal, Isaac C. Mills, of Little 
Rock, Ark. ae the condition and management of the Arkansas peniten- 
tiary, and the propriety of confining the United States prisoners sentenced by 
the United States courts for the district of Louisiana therein, The following is 
the answer of the marshal; ° 

“ OFFICE OF UNITED STATES 
“EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS, 
+ ‘Little Rock, Ark., November 7, 1874. 

“Sre: Yours of the 29th October, in regard to confinement of convicts sen- 
tenced by the United States courts of the district of Louisiana, has been re- 
ceived; contents carefully noted. In reply I am of opinion that the Arkansas 
penitentary is a suitable place for the purpose; Little is a healthy locality; 

rison room for several hundred more convicts than they now have confined, 
The contractors, Messrs. Ward & Peck, are willing to contract at the same rates 
as are now paid them by the United States for like services, 

“I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant, 
“ISAAO ©. MILLS, 
“ United Slates Marshal for the Eastern District of Arkansas, 
“Hon. Geo. H, WILLIAMS, 
“ Attorney-General, Washington, D. 0.” 
On the receipt of this letter the Attorney-General wrote as follows: 


3 ARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
“ Washington, D. O., November 12, 1874. 

“Sw: I have received your letter of the 7th instant, informing me that, in 
your opinion, the Arkansas penitent: is a suitable place for the confinement 
of United States prisoners, that Little is a healthy locality, and that there 
is prison room in the penitentiary for several hundred more convicts than are 
now confined there. You further note that the contractors, Messrs. Ward & 
Peck, will contract to receive convicts sentenced by Federal courts in other dis- 
tricts than those of Arkansas, at such rates as are now paid by the United States 
for prisoners sentenced by the courts of the latter named district. 

“I have designated this penitentiary as a place for the confinement, subsist- 
ence, and oe employment of such convicts as may hereafter be convicted 
by the Unt States courts for the district of Louisiana, and have so notified 
the officers of that district. You will please have a contract drawn up to be 
signed by these contractors on the one part and by myself for the United States 
on the other part, conditioned upon the payment of the same sum as is now 
paid for the support and maintenance of the United States convicts in that 
prison, that they will safely keep, subsist, clothe, and furnish the necessary 
medical attendance and medicine for such prisoners as may be sent by the 
courts of the district of Louisiana, 

“ When the contract shall haye been signed by the contractors you will trans- 
mit it to this Department for my signature. 


Very respectfully, 
Se r “GEO. H. WILLIAMS, Aliorney-General, 

“J. C. Miis, Esq., 

“ United States Marshal, Little Rock, Ark.” 
A The contract was drawn and executed in pursuance of this letter, and is as 
follows: 

“ Articles of agreement made and entered into this 18th day of November, A. 
D. 1874, by and between Zeb, Ward and John M. Peck, partners under the style 
of Ward & Peck, lessees of the Arkansas State penitentiary, of the first part, 
and the United States of America by her Attorney-General, George H. Williams, 
of the second part. 

“ Whereas Goome H. Williams, Attorney-General of the United States of 
America, has designated the penitentiary of the State of Arkansas as a place 
for the confinement, subsistence, and proper employment of such convicts 
may hereafter be convicted by the United States courts for the district of Lo 


“Witnesseth: That the said Ward & Peck, lessees as aforesaid, parties of the 
first part, for the consideration hereinafter mentioned, have agreed and by 
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these presents do had freeny ae oe Fg to and with the said United States py of 
the second that they, the said Taria of the first part, shall and wi ely 
zeep: subsist, and clothe, and furnish the necessary medical attendance and 
medicine for all such genas as may be sent to the said penitentiary of the 
State of Arkansas by the courts of the United States for the district of Louisiana. 

“And the said pary of the second part doth hereby covenant and agree on her 
part that she will well and ead pay to the said parties of the first partthe sum 
of 75 cents per day for each and every person so safely kept, subsisted, clothed, 
and furnished with medical attendance and medicineas aforesaid by said parties 
of the first part; said payment to be made at such times and upon the produc- 
tion of such vouchers as may be prescribed by the Department of Justice of the 
United States, And for the true and faithful peo of the covenants and 
agreements aforesaid the parties aforesaid by bind themselves firmly by 
these presents. In testimony whereof the parties of the first have here- 
unto set their hands and seals, and the United States, party of the second part, 
has witnessed her assent thereto by the hand of her Attorney-General, 

“WARD & PECK, [L.8.] 
- “ Lessees of Arkansas Penitentiary. 
“ [Seal Department of Justice.] 
“GEO. H. WILLIAMS. [t.s.] 
“Tn the presence of— 
“Joun WASSELL, 
“CO, B. MOORE. 
“A. J. FALLS, as to Gro. P. WILLIAMS,” 

As soon as the contract had been completed the Attorney-General made the 
following order: 

“DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, Washington, November 10, 1874. 

“Sır: Pursuant to the provisions of the acts of Congress approved May 13, 
1864, and March 5, 1872, I have designated the Arkansas State penitentiary as 
a place for the confinement, subsistence, and proper employment, during the 
term of their sentence, of yh aga who shall have been or may h er be 
con in the courts of the United States for the district of Louisiana of 
crimes against the United States and sentenced by said courts to imprisonment 
at hard labor, 

“Very respectfully, “GEO. H. WILLIAMS, 
“ Attorney-G@ 
“J. R. BECKWITH, Esq., 
“ United States Attorney, New Orleans, La.” 

[NorE.—Same sent to Judge Durell, at New Orleans, and Marshal Packard.) 

After the date of thisorder the prisoners sentenced in the United States courts 
for the State of Louisiana were sent to the Arkansas State penitentiary and kept 
by its lessees under this agreement. In January,1875, Ward, the claimant, pur- 
c the interest of his co-partner, Peck, in the lease from the State and in 
the contracts aforesaid for keeping, subsisting, etc., the United States prisoners 
for the States of Arkansas and ‘Louisiana, and thereby became the sole lessee of 
the State and the onlv contractor with the United States. 

In ae gpd of 1875, only a few months after the said contract was executed, 
Mr. Ward, in conformity to established regulations of the Department of Jus- 
tice under the law, presented his account fcr ing, feeding, etc., the United 
States prisoners to the Hon, H. ©. Caldwell, then and now the district judge of 
the United States for the eastern district of Arkansas, for his examination and 
approval; whereupon the said judge approved the account for 50 cents per day 
per sols and refused to approve it for the other 25 cents per day per capita,as 
provided in the contracts between the United States and the lessee, and wrote 
the Attorney-General a letter containing, among other things, the following 
sai Sage explanatory of his action; 

“The mers sentenced to im, mment in this penitentiary are sentenced 
to ‘hard labor’ during the term of their imprisonment. This of the sen- 
tence is faithfully executed by the lessees of the penitentiary, The earnings 
of the prisoners’ labor under this sentence go to the lessees. Their labor is val- 
uable, and ought to be taken into consideration in fixing the compensation of 
the lessees for subsisting, clothing, and furnishing medical attendance to the 
prisoners, I am satisfied that 50 cents per day would be a most liberal eom- 
pensation for subsisting, clothing, furn ng medical attendance, ete., for pris- 
oners sentenced to h labor, and their accounts ought justly to be reduced 
to that sum at least. For prisoners put in the penitentiary for ‘safe-keeping,’ 
and who do not labor, 75 cents per day is not unreasonable. 

“HENRY C. CALDWELL, 
“ United States District Judge.” 

On the receipt of this letter the Attorney-General notified Mr. Ward that only 
50 cents would be allowed. Ward protested a ge aN the violation by the United 
States of thecontract. Correspondence ensued; but the Department continued 
to cut down the account from 75 to 50 cents, and to send the prisoners to Ward 
ina way hereafter explained, who received them, as he was compelled to do 
under the State statute, and also received the allowance made him by the De- 
partment, but always under protest, and always presenting each account made 
out at the contract price—75 cents a day per capita. 

This state of things continued from April 30, 1576, until March 31, 1883—ncarly 


seven years. 

It should be stated at this point that in April, 1876, the Department made an 
order sending all the convicts thereafter convi and sentenced by the United 
States courts in Ar and Louisiana for a longer term than one year to the 
l prnh in West Virginia, and without any notice to Ward whatever, 
leaving with him only the sick, wounded, and short-term prisoners, whose 
services were of little value to him. Itmay be inquired why Judge Caldwell 
advised the disallowance of 75 cents per day. This is fully explained by his 
subsequent letter, as follows: 

“LITTLE Rock, ARK., May 11, 1886. 

“My DEAR SIR: In relation to Colonel Ward's claim for keeping United States 
prisoners I have this to say. When Colonel Ward first became the lessee of the 
pecker igen he oe all the unet oe veers. SO weenie the earn 

s! , aggregating a number, and many of them long-term prisoners, 
sentenced to hard labor. In view of these facts, I thought then,and still think, 
that 50 cents per day for each prisoner, including all classes, was an adequate 
compensation; but afterwards, by an order of the Attorney-General, issued 
under authority of an act of Congress, all Jong-term prisoners were sentenced 
to imprisonment in the house of correction at Detroit, Mich. This left only the 
short-term prisoners, most of whom were not sentenced to labor at all, to be 
imprisoned in the Arkansas penitentiary. It is obvious that what would be a 
fair compensation per head for keeping all the United States prisoners, those 
sentenced to long terms and hard labor, as well as those sentenced to short 
terms and no labor, would not be an adequate compensation for keeping the 
last-named class alone, 

“It is needless for me to say that I had no power to make a contract with Col- 
onel Ward on this subject, or torevoke or modify any contract he had made with 
the Department, and I never assumed to do so. While the law then in force re- 
quired me to examine the accounts paid by the marshal and approve or disap- 
prove the same, my action went for poring Sor any clerk in the Auditor's Office 
could then, as now, disregard my action. The approval or the disapproval of 
the judge settled nothing, and went for nothing, usually. 

* Yours, truly, “HENRY C. CALDWELL, 
“ United States District Judge. 

“ Hon. J. H. Rocrrs, M. ©., 

“* Washington City.” 


XIX—396 


It is fair to presume that Judge Caldwell did not know what Ward’s contract 
with the United States was, or, knowing it, thoughtin what he did to invite the 
attention of the Department to what he considered an exorbitant charge, that 
it might make a new contract with Ward. It resulted, however, as has been 
seen, in not only cutting down Ward’s pay one-third of the contract price, but 
in the immediate withdrawal also of all the long-term prisoners. He makes no 
claim for a for the breach of the contract, but only for the service actu- 
ally performed by him. 

The committee have examined all the correspondence that the Department of 
Justice could find on its files touching this claim, and have fairly stated the sub- 
rs A aa aaa and submit that claimant has established his claim to the ex- 
tent 9,615. 

Yourcommittee recommend that the words “ twenty thousand three hundred 
and ninety dollars and eighty cents” in the bill be stricken out and the words 
“nineteen thousand six hundred and fifteen dollars” be inserted in lieu thereof, 
and when so amended that the bill do pass. 3 

I am willing 


Mr. KILGORE (during the reading of the report). 
that the further reading of the report be dispensed with, if the gentle- 
man from Arkansas will state the substance of it. 

Mr. SENEY. I think this matter is of enough importance to de- 
mand that the report be read. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the report. , 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, the Senate bill was made to conform 
to the recommendation contained in the House bill, so that the appro- 
priation is now for $19,615, instead of the larger sum. ‘There was a 
discrepancy of some five or six hundred dollars between the report 
made from the Treasury Department and the itemized accounts as fur- 
nished by Colonel Ward. I declined to undertake to adjust that dif- 
ference, and allowed the report to be made according to the account 
as sent in by the Treasury Department. It is proper I should state 
that the report of the committee is, with the exception of asingle mat- 
ter, based solely and absolutely, I believe, upon the official records of 
the Department of Justice, embracing the contracts and correspondence 
between Colonel Ward and the different Attorneys-General, together 
with Judge Caldwell’s letter, and other matters of that kind. The re- 
port isa full and fair statement of the circumstances of the case ex- 
actly as they appear upon the public records of the Department of Jus- 
tice. 

Now, if there are any circumstances about which any gentleman de- 
sires to make inquiry, I shall be glad to reply. 

Mr. KILGORE. Isit customary to authorize by special act of Con- 
gress the payment of expenses of this kind? Are they not generally 
paid as part of the court expenses? 

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir. 

Mr. KILGORE. How are they usually paid? 

Mr. ROGERS. These expenses are paid regularly by the Comp- 
troller of the Treasury upon audited accounts of the marshal, which 
are submitted to the court for approval or disapproval. As Judge 
Caldwell says, the approval or disapproval of the court is the only safe- 
guard of the Department; but this is subject, of course, to be over- 
ruled by the accounting officers of the Treasury. 

Mr. KILGORE. Why were these accounts never paid in that way? 

Mr. ROGERS. They were never made out in that way. Judge 
Caldwell stated to the Department of Justice that 50 cents per day 
for each prisoner was enough. Colonel Ward received this sum under 

rotest. 
$ Mr. KILGORE. Then he was paid 50 cents per day for each pris- 
oner? 

Mr. ROGERS. He was. The balance due is 25 cents per day for 
each of these prisoners, in conformity with the price named in the con- 
tract between Colonel Ward and the Government, this difference of 25 
cents having been disallowed by action of the Department of Justice be- 
cause of the recommendation of the judge of the court. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does it appear in this investigation that the pris- 
oners were employed at labor? 

Mr. ROGERS. Oh, no. 

Mr. KILGORE. The claimant was the lessee of the penitentiary, I 
believe. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. KILGORE. And had the right to work the prisoners? 

Mr. ROGERS. Notatall; only those who were sentenced, of course, 
to hard labor. A large class of those who were imprisoned there, as 
this report shows, or a considerable number of them, were disabled, by 
wounds or long confinement, from working. The short-time prisoners 
he had no right to work at all. He had to clothe, feed, take care of, 
and furnish medical attendance for all of them, but was not allowed to 
work any of them excepting those who were sentenced to hard labor. 
And, moreover, the hardship bore particularly hard upon Colonel Ward 
for this reason, that he could not break the contract with the Gov- 
ernment because the State law compelled him to accept these prison- 
ers. 

Now, Judge Campbell, after the case had been before him, decided 
that he had no authority in the premises to revoke or modify the con- 
tract, but that it was a matter for the Department. The Department 
of Justice, however, as shown by the report, refused to do anything for 
the relief of Colonel Ward, and as a matter of fact they removed all 
the long-term prisoners, by an order of the Department, to Detroit, 
leaving him only the sick and wounded and those who were impris- 
oned for short terms; and for six years he was compelled to keep these 
in violation of the terms of the contract. He protested over and over 
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again to the Department, but they refused to reconsider the order. 
Koria of “ Vote !?? Vote yy} 
Mr. SENEY. I would like to ask the gentleman from Arkansas a 

question in this connection. 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 

Mr. SENEY. Is there any exdetiod law_under which Colonel Ward’s 

claim may be audited? 
` Mr. ROGERS. There is not so far as I am aware. 

Mr, BUCHANAN. Let me ask a question. 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Nias che tn Deae Unga leas from going 
into the Court of Claims and seeking his remedy there ? 

Mr. ROGERS. I do not know that there was any law at that time. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I think there was at this date, 1878. 

Mr. ROGERS. Iam not aware of that fact. It was long before I 
went to Congress. I did not know anything of it except what I found 
on the files of the Department, communications from ex-Senator Gar- 

. land, ex-Senator Powell Clayton, and others, protesting against the in- 
justice done to Colonel Ward. But I do not think he had aright to go 
one fe EAS OE ETE AE tans ee If he had, I doubt if he knew 

e 

Mr. SENEY. Why would it not be a good move to send it there 
now? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I will say to the gentleman, 
if my colleague will allow me—— 

Mr. ROGERS. BeforeI yield tomy naw. 3 let me say there isnot 
a of dispute between Colonel Ward and the Department on 

is bi 

There is no question as to the amount. The books correspond, ex: 
cept that there was a difference on the Treasury books in the amount 
of some five or six hundred dollars, which Colonel Ward abandoned, 
and he is perfectly willing to stand Dar Raa Daaka OE De TAPIT He 
makes no claim that is in that respect. 

Mr. SENEY. I understand from the reading of the report that there 
was a dispute between the accounting officers of the Government and 
the claimant as to the amount he was to receive under the contract. 

Mr. ROGERS. No; that is a mistake. 

Mr. SENEY. IfI understand the reading of the report, he was al- 
lowed 50 cents per day. 

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir; his contract says 75 cents. 

Mr. SENEY. Yes; but he was allowed 50 cents. 
ey ROGERS. That istrue. The claim is for the amount with- 


Mr. SENEY. And the contract called for seventy-five. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SENEY. But the aceounting officers of the Treasury allowed 
him 50 cents only, and that he took, as the gentleman from Arkansas 
states, under protest? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SENEY. Now, it eccurs to me that this is exactly the case to 
go to the Court of Claims, where that dispute between him and the 
accounting officers of the ‘Treasury could be settled. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I will say to my friend from 
Ohio that I think he is in error as to any dispute existing between 
Colonel Ward and the accounting officers of the Treasury. There is no 
dispute. 

While this matter is outside of my immediate district, yet the claim- 
ant is an old acquaintance of mine, and I understand very well about 
his business and I have looked carefully into this claim. - There is no 
dispute abnut the amount. There is no dispute as to the facts set forth 
in the contract and no dispute as to the amount in this report and bill 
that Colonel Ward claims from the Department at all, none whatever. 

The dispute was in reference to the first recommendation of Judge 
Caldwell that 50 cents was adequate for the prisoners as an entirety. 
Now, when Judge Caldwell found that the Government had taken all 
the prisoners that labored away from Colonel Ward, he then wrote the 
second letter set forth in the report, stating that the contract price was 
not excessive for the character of the prisoners leit with the licensees. 
Hence there is no dispute anywhere in the bill. 

He is now claiming 25 cents per day under the letter of the contract 
without regard to whether they had taken the long-term prisoners away 
from him or not, and leaving him only these unfit for labor; and the 
court, on a review of the question, revoked the previous recommenda- 
tion and said the contract price should be allowed. 

Mr. SENEY. A word in response to the gentleman from Arkansas. 
It is apparent that there is some reason why the Department did not 
allow Mr. Ward the entire claim he made. It is conceded here that he 
wanted 75 cents. It is claimed, I believe, that he was entitled to that 
under the contract; butthe accounting officers of the Treasury thought 
otherwise. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. No; I beg pardon; they did 
not think otherwise; not as to the contract. That question was not 
raised by the Department. 

Mr. SENEY. The point I wish to make is simply this: There was 
some reason, whatever that reason may have been, why these account- 
ing officers of the, Government did not allow Mr. Ward his pay. I 


think for that reason—call it a legal dispute or call it what you please— 
TO EAN O pena leap 1a Aho Cuns of Dana 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. My friend will observe one 
consideration. The reason in the ease is very plain. It is stated by 
the circuit judge. He states that he thought Ward was to continue to 
receive the sound as well as the unsound prisoners. ‘That was the rea- 
son and that was the basis of the judge’s recommendation. The judge 
distinctly states that reason was done away with. I think the gentle- 
man is Tight as to there having been s reason, but the reason is per- 
fectly clear. The judge leaves it no shadow of doubt. He withdraws 
entirely his former statement. 

Mr. SENEY. ‘There was a reason, but there is no reason now. 

Mr. ROGERS. Allow me to make a statement to my friend from 
Ohio. When I examined this claim the first thing I did was to senda 
communication in writing to the Department of Justice, asking for 
every paper relating to the transaction. My friend will accept my 
statement when I say I have carefully read every paper in connection 
with the case; every letter and every paper; and they were before the 
committee. The reason, and the only reason that ean be found upon 
the records of either Department, is this letter of Judge Caldwell which 
is set ont in the report. That is explained away by his subsequent 
letter, showing the misapprehension upon his part as to the relations 
which obtained between Ward and the Department. 

Mr. SENEY. What is the difficulty in the ‘way of sending the case 
to the Court of Claims? 

Mr. ROGERS. This last letter of Judge Caldwell explaining the 
case was addressed to me after I came to Congress; ten years after the 
transaction took place. 

Mr. LANHAM. Judge Caldwell does not pretend to deny that the 
Government contracted to pay 75 cents, and only paid 50 cents. 

Mr. ROGERS. . In my judgment every material fact is contained in 
the report; and all the evidence was laid before the committee and 
carefully considered. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to inquire of the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. RoGers], as he has carefully examined these papers, how many 
years elapsed after the letter of Judge Caldwell was written before 
this contract was finally concluded ? 

Mr. ROGERS. The contract was finally signed in November, 1874, 
and the order of the Department taking the long-term prisoners away 
was made April 30, 1876, and continued until Mareh, 1883, nearly seven 
years. 

Mr. HOLMAN. One other question. I hope as my friend has ex- 
amined these papers he will give theeform of some one of those receipts 
made annually during that period of seven years. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, this was made early in the 
present session. It is the wary, Boe bill on the record. The report 
was made in January last. I have not read one of the accounts since, 
and do not remember the form; but I do know that every one of them 
was made under protest. [Cries of ** Vote!™”] 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the Senate bill —— 

Mr. BUCHANAN. There is objection until I know more about this 
case, although I do not wish to take the time of the committee. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I am anxious to see the form of one of those re- 
eeipts. I have had enough experience in the Claims Committee to 
know that the cases are necessarily largely ex parte. 

Mr. LANHAM. I think that was not the case here. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think it is important to know what construction 
this claimant himself put upon the contract after the time the letter - 
of Judge Caldwell was written. 

It is said that the money was received under protest during those 
seven years. I should be glad to see the receipt. It must be an over- 
sight on the part of the committee, because the form of the receipt of 
course enters very largely into this transaction. 

I wish to add a single word to what I saidon that point. The duties 
of Judge Caldwell were clear enough. AI gentlemen understand ex- 
actly his relations tothis contract. All gentlemen understand distinctly 
to what he had to certify to enable the settlement of accounts from his 
court. Judge Caldwell finding one fact omitted in that contract—any 
reference whatever to the right of the lessee to employ the labor of 
those who were able to work—states in his letter that as to those who 
were not able to labor 75 cents was a reasonable price to have been 

by the Government, but as to those who were employed by the 
essee, 50 cents was reasonable compensation. 

That was the statement of Judge Caldwell, if I understood the read- 
ing correctly. From that I infer that the persons who were not able 
to labor, if they were paid for on the basis of that letter, were paid for 
at the rate of 75 cents per man. 

Mr. ROGERS. Buithey werenot. The rate was cutdown asto all. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Then I ask that the letter of Judge Caldwell be 


read 2 
OGERS. The first letter or the second letter ? 


Mr. HOLMAN. The first letter. The second letter simply says 
what every judge would say in such a case—that it was not his con- 
tract; that he was simply bound by law to certify the accounts of the 
Sapas paid by the marshal within his district, or that came within 
it by reason of the location of the penitentiary. 
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The extract from the first letter of Judge Caldwell, which is printed 
in the foregoing report of the Committee on Claims, was again read. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is the way Istated it. Now, the fact does 
not appear here whether or no the accounts were settled upon the basis 
there stated, but itis fair to presume that they were, and, if so, those 
persons who were able to labor were employed in labor—— 

Mr. ROGERS. Will the gentleman permit me to interrupt him? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. ROGERS. I state emphatically that they were not settled on 
that basis, and the Treasury Department does not pretend that they 
were. E 

Mr. HOLMAN. Why not? 

Mr. ROGERS. Judge Caldwell’s letter statesall that I know about 
the reason. They were all paid for at 50 cents a day, those not sen- 
tenced to hard labor as well as the others, in violation of the specific 
terms of the contract. 

Mr. LANHAM. In the original contract entered into between the 
lessees of the penitentiary and the Attorney-General of the United 
States there was nothing said as to long-term or short-term prisoners, 
but it was provided that they should take all prisoners—— 

Mr. HOLMAN (interrupting). I have already said that all of that 
was omitted. That was the basis on which the judge made his state- 
ment, in conflict with the terms of the contract itself, that 50 cents 
per head was a reasonable payment for those who could labor, upon 
the idea that in addition to the compensation paid by the Government 
the lessee was obtaining the benefit of the labor of those men, which 
benefit ought to inure not to the advantage of the lessee, but to the 
advantage of the United States. 

Now, does my friend think it a proper thing, after a judge has passed 
upon the subject with the whole matter under his eye, charged with 
this duty, familiar with the contract, and bound to know the terms of 
the contract he was writing about—does my friend think it is a proper 
thing to ask this House to revise the judge’s action ? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. If the gentleman will permit me, was not the 
contract executed subject to the laws of the land, and did not those 
laws require the judge to approve the accounts ? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Oh, of course. 

Mr. LANHAM. Let me read what the judge says about that: 

It is needless for me to say that I have no power to make a contract with Col- 
one! Ward on this subject, or to revoke or modify any contract he had made 
with the Department, and I neyer assumed to do so. 

Now, the contract makes this stipulation: 

The said parties of the gone rp shall and will safely keep, subsist, and clothe 
and furnish the necessary ical attendance and medicine for all such persons 
as may be sent to the said penitentiary of the State of Arkansas for the district of 
Louis and the said party of the second part doth ltereby covenant and 
agree on her part that she will well and truly pay to the said parties of the sec- 
ond part the sum of 75 cents per day for and every person so safely kept, 
subsisted, etc. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The terms of the contract have been repeated over 
and over again, and I am obliged to my friend for repeating them now; 
but I do not think that the individual members of this House should 
be placed in the position that this places them in. I do not believe, 
for instance, that my friend in front of me [Mr. GLAss] should be 
called upon by his own silence—that silence being affirmative in this 
case—to overrule the decision of the judge who decided this matter 
with all the facts before him. It is an unpleasant position in which 
to place any member on this floor. That is all I have to say about it. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. Is there any allegation of fraud any- 
where in reference to this contract ? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Of course not. : 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. Well, if the situation were reversed, 
if Mr. Ward had failed to keep his contract, and the matter were 
brought before the judge presiding in his court, would he not have 
compelled Mr. Ward to pay the utmost farthing? 

ae HOLMAN. My friend from New York differs with Judge Cald- 
well, 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. No, sir. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Then, if he does not differ with him—— 

Mr. ROGERS (interposing). Oh, Mr. Chairman, ido not think that 
is a fair argument. I do not think the gentleman from Indiana ought 
to put the case in that way. It isnot a judicial question. It was not 
a question that the judge had entered into except upon the face of the 
papers. He saw that 75 cents was charged for these prisoners, and he 
sat down, and, under the authority given him to approve or disapprove 
these accounts, simply cut down the accounts arbitrarily without a hear- 
ing. Thatis all there was abont it. Then the accounts were sent here 
to the Department, and upon that simple statement the Department of 
Justice went beyond what the judge had done and deprived Mr. Ward 
not only of the short-term prisoners and those who were not required to 
labor at all, but also of the long-term prisoners whom he had a right to 
work under their sentences. è 

Now, there can rot be any donbt át all that, when this contract was 
entered into, everybody knew the circumstances in regard to these 
prisoners being sentenced to labor. There is another fact which I can 
state from information furnished me by the Department of Justice, 
that from the very beginning, as shown in this correspondence, the De- 


partment of Justice, as well as the Senators then here from that State, 
had knowledge of Colonel Ward’s protest against the action of the De- 
partment from time to time during this entire transaction. The cor- 
respondence is on file and was furnished to the committee. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Has my friend anystatement from the Department 
of Justice or elsewhere as to the number of prisoners imprisoned at 
this prison during the term of this contract who were able to work and 
did work, and the number who did not work? 

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir; and that is not material, because all the long- 
term prisoners were sent away; and as to the others the allowance to Col- 
onel Ward was cut down to50centsaday. ‘The Government never paid 
more than 50 cents, that being all that Judge Caldwell thought ought 
to be paid. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Wecanciteconelusive evidence 
on that point. These transactions relate to what transpired after the 
first letter of Judge Caldwell; and my colleague [Mr. ROGERS] can cite 
the orders of the Department immediately after this first letter, taking 
away all these profitable prisoners. 

Mr. ROGERS. These documents are in the record. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. It also appears that if the 

Government had left the profitable prisoners there Colonel Ward would 
have been perfectly satisfied to have taken 50 cents a day for each 
prisoner as compensation for the entire time, but immediately after this 
first letter the Government, as shown by the orders which are in evi- 
dence, took away the profitable prisoners. Judge Caldwell’s second 
letter states that after this action of the Government taking away all 
the profitable prisoners, the recommendation that he made did not 
apply. 
Pate. WHITE, of New York. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say just one 
word on the general principle which seems to cover this case. In my 
view it is against the dignity of the United States to keep a citizen 
year after year out of his money due upon a contract, when there is no 
allegation of fraud, simply because the Government has the physical 
power thus to hang up a just claim through the action of an account- 
ing officer. If the circumstances were reversed, the same Department 
of Justice would sell the man’s property and compel him to make pay- 
ment. Let this country do justice to the citizen whose case is sub- 
mitted to its sovereign will, just as it exacts justice from him when it 
has the sovereign power to do so. This is a principle which should 
govern all cases of this kind in the absence of any fraud. [Cries of 
“Vote!” “Vote!” 

Mr. LANHAM. I ask unanimous consent that the debate on the 
pending claim be now closed. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I can not consent to that at this moment, though 
I would be glad to accommodate my friend from Texas. In reference 
to the remarks of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Warre], I will 
say we have heard that same speech in other cases. 

Mr. WHITE. of New York. It is a good one. 

Mr. HOLMAN. When my friend from New York shall have served 
here half the length of time which I have served upon the Committee 
on Claims of this House, he will modify very much his views in regard 
to matters of this kind. 

Now, let me say that this case was within the jurisdiction of the 
Court of Claims from the beginning. Of course all gentlemen know that. 

Mr. ROGERS. I do not. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ithas been within the jurisdiction of the court ever 
since its organization in 1863. 

Mr. SENEY. Do you mean under the general law? - 

Mr. HOLMAN. I mean under the general law. When the court 
was first organized, in 1853 or 1854, no final judgmentcould be rendered; 
but when the court was given jurisdiction of claims arising under con- 
tract, parties in cases of this kind were entitled to their day in court 
under the law. But there are two reasons, I imagine, why this case 
was not presented to the court. One was that these receipts were signed 
from time to time during this period of seven years, and were receipts 
in fall. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Oh, no. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is not the fact. I have so stated to my friend 
over and over again. 

Mr. HOLMAN. How does it happen that all the facts do not appear 
on the face of these papers? 

Mr. ROGERS. Why, Mr. Speaker, if I had published all this cor- 
respondence it would have made a book. I have set out every sub- 
stantial fact; but if all the correspondence, embracing all the long let- 
ters which passed between the Department and Colonel Ward, had been 
printed here the report would have been so long that it would have 
taken all night to read it. I have read every line of the correspond- 
ence; and I state here now that the letters of Colonel Ward were the 
strtnfest possible appeals that the Government should observe its con- 
tract and keep faith with its citizens. But he got no relief. Ido not 


think my friend from Indiana ought to undertake to question state- 
ments which I make over and over again as a matter of fact, and the 
evidence of which has been before the Committee on Claims in writing, 
copies of all the documents haying been sent to the committee by the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to inquire whether the papers in this case 
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are at the desk or on file. AsI was remarking, receipts were no doubt 
given during the seven years, and these accounts were examined from 
year to year during that time. I assume that the judge who passed 
upon these accounts was more familiar with the facts than Iam. I 
should have been very glad to have seen those receipts. If receipts 
were not given, or if payment was received under protest, which ap- 
peared on the face of the papers, the Court of Claims was open to this 
claimant all the time. [Cries of ‘* Vote !’’ ‘‘ Vote!’] 

The question being taken on laying the bill aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass, it was decided in 
the affirmative—ayes 39, noes 6. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I do not intend to raise the point of no quorum in- 
asmuch as the House seems to be so unanimous. 

So the bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the rec- 
ommendation that it do 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The House bill will be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that it be laid on the table. 


JOHN J. BROWN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 21) 
for the relief of John J. Brown. 

The bill was read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state under the order of the 
House bills only are to be considered which are not objected to. The 
Clerk will read the report, subject to objection. 

Mr. ENLOE. If we read every report through it will take up much 
more time than by making a statement of the facts. 

Mr. KILGORE. To save all further expenditure of time unneces- 
sarily I will object, Mr. Chairman, to taking up this case. 


JOHN S. BRAXTON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 613) 
for the relief John S. Braxton. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to the personal representatives of Jobn S. Braxton, 
late collector of customs at Norfolk, in the State of Virginia, out of any moneys 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $1,332.40, wrongfully 
taken by subordinates in his office, and the larger of the same ee 
in payment of light-house keepers, whose salaries should have been paid by his 
Fob aber eed and for which the United States were liable, the said Braxton not 

ving been at fault in the matter. 

Src, 2. That the Secretary of the Trey be, and is hereby, directed to cause 
suit to be instituted against the sureties of Luther Lee, jr., the predecessor of 
said John S. Braxton, upon his official bond as disbursing agent of the United 
States or otherwise, if, in his opinion, such suit would be availing to recover 
any moneys taken from his successor and wrongfully misapplied in payment of 
his delinquencies or defaleations. 


Mr. BOWDEN. I call up that case and ask for its consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. Isthere objection? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Read the report of the committee. 

Mr. LANHAM. Thisreport isa long one, much of it being in small 
type, and if any gentleman contemplates objecting to the bill it had 
better be done at once. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. To avoid the necessity of objection, I ask for the 
reading of the report. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I can state the facts in the case in a minute. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed, subject to the right 
to object. { 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I dislike to seem to be captious, but here isa 
‘claim where it is proposed to pay back to an officer money either stolen 
or squandered by his subordinates. I think the facts should be clearly 
shown to authorizesuch repayment. For the purpose of getting at the 
facts I ask for the reading of the report of the committee. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Of course, if the reading of the report is insisted 
upon, it is not necessary I should make any statement. 

» The factis, the bill has already the House twice and the Sen- 
ate once, but it never became the law. When Mr. Braxton was ap- 
pointed collector of customs at Norfolk, Va., in 1877—— 

A MEMBER. Has the reading of the report been dispensed with ? 

The CHAIRMAN. It has not. 

A MEMBER; Then I will insist upon it. 

Mr. BOWDEN. If the report of the committee is to be read I will 
not insist on making any further statement. 

The report (by Mr. BOWDEN) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill forthe relief of John 
S. Braxton, late collector of customs at Norfolk, Va., for the reimbursement of 


the sum of $1,332.40, paid by him to cover alleged defalcation by subordinate 
officials in his office, having had the same under consideration, beg leave to re- 


port: 

That having inquired into the facts, and finding that the matter had been re- 
ported favorably by the Committee on Claimsof the Forty-fifth Congress, adopt 
that report with slight modifications, as follows: é 

That it appears from the petition of said collector, which is under oath, and 
from other affidavits and papers presented to the committee, that said John S. 
Braxton was appointed collector of customs at Norfolk, Va., in February, 1877; 
that he found in said office when he took possession of the same and entered 
Spo his duties Charles E. Gettslich, deputy collector and clerk, and Henry 

lier, warehouse and entry clerk; that these were responsible positions, by 
virtue of which these officers had virtual custody of the funds appertaining to 
said office, receiving the cash, depositing it, ete. 

It further eprests. that the reputation of said Gettslich and Miller for honesty, 
integrity, and efficiency as officers was high in the community as wellas at the 


Depariment; that said Gettslich had been a customs officer for twenty-two 
years and said Miller had been for eight years, and both were represented as 
being very familiar with their duties; and said collector states under oath that 
he was advised that the retention of these two officers, thus experienced, was a 
necessity; and, moreover, that the avowed policy of the Government was 
against the removal of officers unless charges were preferred and substantiated 
against them; and that for these reasons, although he was desirous of substi- 
tuting other persons better known to him in their places, yet he was constrained 
to keep said Gettslich and Miller in office. 

It further appears that after said John S. Braxton took possession of his siid 
oftice and entered upon his duties as collector, the said Gettslich and Miller 
were guilty of taking from the public funds collected in said collector's office, 
and for which said John S. Braxton was vor, mio the sum of $1,553.76, 
$778.50 of which was wrongfully and fraudulently applied by them in the pay- 
ment of the salaries of certain light-house keepers, which accrued during the 
incumbency in office of Luther Lee, jr., the predecessor of said John S. Brax- 
ton in said collector’s office; and the balance was applied to their own use, 

As soon as the said John S, Braxton discovered the wrongful taking and em- 
bezzlement of this money, he deducted from the $1,553.76 taken the sum of 
$221.36, which was due to the said Gettslich and Miller on their salaries, and at 
once placed the sum of $1,332.40, the remainder of the sum embezzled and 
wrongfully taken by them, in bank, to the credit of the United States, out of his 
own priyate funds. The evidence clearly shows that of the amount wrongfully 
taken by the said Gettslich and Miller from the funds collected by the said John 
8. Braxton, and for which he was responsible, $778.50 was taken and wrongfully 
and fraudulently applied in payment of the salaries of light-house keepers, 
which had accrued during the incumbency of the said Luther Lee, jr., and for 
the payment of which funds had been previously furnished by the United 
ane, him, the said Luther Lee, jr., but which had not been applied by him 

‘or purpose: 

Instead of using the money furnished for the payment of these salaries, over- 
drawn checks were issued by the said Gettslich, as special deputy, and afier the 
said John S. Braxton became the collector, funds collected under him, and for 
which he was responsible, were taken by said Gettslich and Miller, and fraudu- 
lently applied in payment of said overdrawn checks, and of the salaries of said 
light-house keepers, as before stated. This amount, therefore, of $778.50, the 
committee are of the opinion was wrongfully and fraudulently applied in pay- 
ment of salaries for which the United States Government was responsible, and 
that the same should be refunded to the said Braxton, and the amount recovered 
from the sureties of the said Lee on his official bond, * 

As to the balance of the said sum of $1,553.76 taken by said Gettslich and 
Miller, amounting to the sum of $553.90, it is claimed by the said Jobn S. Brax- 
ton that he is not liable for the wrongful acts of the said Gettslich and Miller, 
his subordinates; and for the reason that he does not appoint them, but that he 
only nom! and the Secretary of the Treasury appoints his deputies and 
other subordinates and removes them at pleasure. Said Braxton er claims 
that even if liable in ordinary cases for the acts of his subordinates, he should 
not be in this case, for the reason, as he sw that (he wanted to substitute 
other officers who were better known to him in place of said Getislich and 
Miller; but because of their high standing in the Deperement their long experi- 
ence in the customs service, and the civil service rules as to the changes of offi- 
ore he was constrained to keep them in office against his own judgment and 
wishes. ‘ 

It appears that through the diligence and earnest efforts of Braxton in hunt- 
ing up the wrongs and frauds committed in said collector's office under the ad- 
ministration of it by the said Luther Lee, jr., his predecessor, the Government 
has recovered judgment against Lee's sureties for $13,948.35, which, but for his 
efforts, would have been a loss to the Government. And your committee, re- 
lying upon the truth of these statements, and believing that said John 8. Brax- 
ton has not been guilty ofany want of care and prudence, of any negligence or 
wrong on his part, buf, on the contrary, has shown himself to be an honest, 
faithful, and diligent officer, after a careful consideration of all the facts an 
circumstances, and without determining the question whether collectors of cus- 
toms are legally liable for the wrongful acts of their subordinates when not at 
fault themselves or not, are of the opinion that it is but an act of justice to Mr. 
Braxton that he should be relieved from loss in this matter, and that the said 
sum of $1,332.40, which was wrongfully taken by the said Miller and Gettslich, 
and which, to save his own name from suspicion, he atonce, on discovery 
of the fraud and the amount taken, deposited in bank to the credit of the Gov- 
ernment, should be refunded to him ; and for that purpose the committee re- 
port the accompanying bill and recommend its passage. 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of the 
bill now before the committee? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Ido not object to the consideration of the bill, 
but it seems to me there is no just ground stated to relieve this officer 
from the loss incurred by the acts of his subordinates. It seems this 
officer—— 

Mr. KILGORE. Do I understand the Chair to say it is too late for 
me to object to the consideration of the bill? I understood the read- 
ing of the report was called for, and that it was read subject to ob- 
jection. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The report was read; after which the Chair asked 
for objection, and there was no objection. 

Mr. KILGORE. I understood the gentleman from Tennessee [ Mr. 
MCMILLIN ] rose to make objection, or I should have done so. 

Mr. LANHAM. The Chair asked for objection and there was none, 

Mr. McMILLIN. This officer does not claim he made any effort to 
discharge these subordinates. I noticed that part of the report par- 
ticularly where it is worded with painstaking care. It does not ap- 
pear there was any effort on the part of this officer to get rid of these 
subordinates. It was suggested he was constrained to keep them by 
reason of the fact of their long experience, and ‘it being stated they 
were essential to the performance of the duties of the office. In my 
judgment we should hold these officers to strict accountability, and to 
the exercise of due diligence and proper control over their subordi- 
nates. Therefore, so far as I am concerned, I am constrained to op- 
pose the bill. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I will state for the information of the gentleman 
that in dawag the report—— 

Mr. MCMILLIN. If the gentleman will yield to me for a moment, 
itis also stated by a gentleman near me, as a matter bearing upon this 
question, that there is nothing from the Treasury Department show- 
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ing that it assumed the responsibility for the retention of these men 
or recommended the appointment. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I was just going to say, Mr. Chairman, that in 
drawing the report I used a former report, which, inadvertently I pre- 
sume, omitted the point to which attention has been called here, and 
it escaped my observation at the time. 1 

So far as the papers are concerned it appears that Colonel Braxton 
did ask the removal of these snbordinates, and was refused at the De- 
partment. Itseems that the facts came out in a month or so after his 
appointment while organizing his office, and he suggested the appoint- 
ment of other people and the displacement of these; and his effurts suc- 
ceeded in unearthing these frauds, and also in securing the conviction 
of these parties, one of whom was sent to jail and the other to the peni- 
tentiary foraterm. Through his efforts also the Government recovered 
mone. $13,000 against the sureties of his predecessor, which was col- 

ected. 

Mr. COBB. To whom did he make the suggestion of the removal ? 

Mr. BOWDEN. To theSecretary of the Treasury. Thatcomesout 
quite plainly in the testimony. : 

Mr. COBB. ‘The report does not show it. 

Mr. BOWDEN. No; I have just stated that I adopted a report 
made in a former Congress, and through inadvertence that was left 
out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion to lay the bill 
aside with a favorable recommendation. ‘ 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 27, 
noes 9. z 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

Mr. LANHAM. There is evidently no quorum in the House; and 
I appeal to my colleague not to insist upon the point. 

Mr. KILGORE. Why? 

Mr. LANHAM. We are very axious to do some business to-night. 
Our Committee on Claims have been quite active and industrious dur- 
ing this whole session of Congress, and this is the very first opportu- 
nity for the consideration of any of the bills reported to this Congress 
except such as have been reported and acted upon by unanimous con- 
sent. The great majority of those present have voted in favor of laying 
this bill aside, and I hope my colleague will not insist upon his objec- 
tion, but satisfy himself with voting against the bill. 

Mr. KILGORE. I suppose this is all out of order. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. I wish to add, further, that we 
have accommodated every member on the floor of the House who ap- 
peared before us with meritorious measures. The committee treated 
them fairly and decently, and we have the right to expect the same 
treatment. 

Mr. KILGORE. We are all out of order, but I wish to say this—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is only proceeding by unanimous con- 


sent. 

Mr. KILGORE, I want to say only this, that I have strong convic- 
tions in this case that the Government is not liable for the amount 
claimed, and, if that is my conviction, if every man in this House should 
vote for it I could not satisfy my conviction by contenting myself with 
that fact and allowing the matter to pass. If every man voted for it it 
would be my duty to sustain what I believe to be right in opposing it. 
That is all I claim. By passing this bill we simply transfer the respon- 
sibility on President Cleveland to veto it; and I am not willing to be- 
come a party to such a proceeding as that. 

pen gis Would not a single objection have caused this bill to be 

over? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would. The Chair thought the gentleman 
from Tennessee had risen for that purpose, as he states. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I think itis but due to the Chair to state this: 
I recognize the fact that the Chair called for objections, and that the 
time for objection had, in my opinion, been passed when I rose and ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair has so stated. 

The point of no quorum being made—— 

Mr. BUCHANAN. A single word. I had just as strong conscien- 
tious convictions against the bill of the gentleman from Arkansas; but 
I did not raise the point of order of no quorum. I shall, however, if 
this course is to be pursued when this subject comes before the House. 

Mr. KILGORE. I will join you in that. 

Ti LANHAM. Iask the gentleman from Virginia to withdraw the 
ill. 

Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE. Iwas just about-to rise to make that 

uest, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Allow me to say before that 
request is submitted in regard to this bill, and with reference to other 
bills upon the Calendar, in view of what the gentleman from Texasand 
the gentleman from New Jersey have said, that whenever a gentleman 
opposed a bill by voting against it I think his conscience ought to be 
satisfied that he has done his duty. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mine was satisfied until it was tendered by the 
action of the gentleman from Texas. Ido not wantany one-sided bus- 
iness in the House. s 

Mr. KILGORE. I will stand by you in that. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not mean to criticise 
either gentleman—either the gentleman from Texas or the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I understand that. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I only wanted to insist, in 
view of the possible action upon other bills on the Calendar, that I 
hope the gentlemen will satisfy their conscience by voting against the 


measure. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to withdrawing the bill ? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not want to object. I 
simply want to ask, if we can not all agree, that our consciences can be 
satisfied by voting against any bill that we do not approve without 
calling for a quorum. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I thought so. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Regular order! 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Virginia [Mr. BowDEN] that he be permitted to withdraw 
this bill? 

There was no objection. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will again call attention to tho fact 
that we are proceeding under an order which forbids the consideration 
ofany bill when objection is made to it. 

Mr. BYNUM. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BYNUM. The wording of the rule under which we are acting 
does not say that bills shall be considered to the consideration of which 
there is no objection; it says ‘‘bills to which there is no objection.” 
Now, I submit that where there is serious opposition to a bill there is 
“objection” to it, and according to the spirit of the rule, at least, that 
objection ought to carry the bill over. 

Mr. LANHAM. That is not the construction that was intended to 
be given to the order. 3 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is clearly of opinion that there can 
not be objection and consideration at the same time. There must bea 
time when the bill is presented for consideration, and when that stage 
is reached the time for objection is past; so, after the reading of a bill 
the Chair asks for objections, and then, if the reading of the report is 
asked for, it is read subject to objection. 

Mr. BYNUM. The Chair calls for objection to the consideration of 
the bill, but the order does notsay bills the consideration of which shall 
be objected to; it says bills to which there is no objection, and whenever 
any objection is made by a member on the floor toa bill, Isubmit that 
itis the duty of the Chair to rule that that bill does not come within 
the special order for this evening session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the order under 
which this session is held. 

The Clerk again read the order as follows: 


On motion of Mr. LANHAM, 
Ordered, That a recess be taken to-morrow [Saturday] evening at 5 o'clock 


until 8 o'clock p.m,; the evening session to be devo! exclusively to the con- 
sideration of bills reported from the Committee on Claims to which there shall 
be no objection. 7 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana will see that the 
order speaks of the ‘‘considđeration of bills to which there shall be no 
objection.” The Clerk will report the next bill. 

JOHN J, COUGHLIN. 


The next business upon the Private Calendar called up for considera- 
tion (by Mr. SHAw) was the bill (H. R. 5539) for the relief of John J. 
Coughlin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacied etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected to pay John J. Coughlin the sum of $631.13, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise oppropriatad; said sum being difference of pay from 
laborer, at $1.25 per day, to skilled laborer, at H per day, for two hundred and 
twenty-nine and one-half days, in arranging, cataloguing and classifying bound 
volumes of newspapers in the Library of Congress. - 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? Ifthere be no objection, the bill will be laid‘aside to be reported 
to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Let us have the report read. 

Mr. COBB. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. I wish to get some 
information. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his inquiry. 

Mr. COBB. If we do not see proper to object to the consideration of 
the bill, is it therefore to be inferred that we are committed to its pas- 
sage? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Why not? 

Mr. COBB. Why not? Well—— 

The CHAIRMAN, If the consideration of the bill is not objected 
to, the measure is then before the committee, and the after conduct of 
each member with reference to it must be left to his own judgment, 
subject to the rules, 

Mr. HOLMAN. Under the old rule of the House, which was in 
force, I think, for half a century (I believe they have a similar rule now 
in the Senate), two days of every other week, Fridaysand Saturdays, for 
instance, were set apart as objection days, the other Fridays and Sat- 
urdays being days in which measures came up in the regular order. 
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That was the old rule, and had been the rule uninterruptedly for a 
great many years prior to the adoption of the present rulesa few years 
ago. When a case was reported -—— . 

Mr. LANHAM (interposing). Mr. Chairman, I dislike to interrupt 
my friend, but I must insist on the regúlar order. It is very interest- 
ing to hear these historical statements, but our time is too limited. 

-Mr. HOLMAN. I would not have occupied near so much time as 
the gentleman himself has occupied. ~ 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course the action of every member with ref- 
erence to any bill is a matter for his own conscience, but the time to 
object is when the Chair asks whether there is objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That was all that I was going to state, that the ob- 
jection must be made at once, otherwise no vote could be taken under 
such a rule as this. The matter is to be acted upon nem. con., unless 
objection is promptly made. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !”] 

The report (by Mr. Saw) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 5539) for the 
relief of John J. Coughlin, report as follows: 

That said John J. Coughlin was employed by the Architect of the Capitol, 
from March 6. 1883, to November 30, 1883, as a laborer at $L.25 per day; that he 
was assigned to duty under the Librarian of Congress during this period of 
two hundred and twenty-nine and one-half days, and en; ed in a work requir- 
ing skilled and intelligent labor, in the cataloguing and arranging of news- 
geran published in the several States and Territories of the United States, in 

ngland, France, Spain, Portugal, Switzerland, Belgium, Russia, Cuba, India, 
Egypt, China, Mexico, and the Central and South American states, constitut- 
ing a collection of rare historical value; that his pay was inadequate for the 
Praa rendered, and that he is entitled toa more equitable and just compensa- 


on, a 

During a portion of the time he was employed J. B. Fay was associated with 
him in the work, receiving pay as a laborer. That Congress, recognizing the 
value of his er) services, appropriated in the sundry civil appropriation 
bill approved July 7, 1884, the sum of $313.44, the compensation of said 
F A g asd FEN he was employed $ per day. (; Statutes at Large, vol- 
ume 23, page 226. 

Your committee believe that, in justice and right, said John J. Coughlin 
should be paid an Squa sum with that received by J. B. Fay—at the rate of $4 
per day—especiall view of the statement by the Librarian of Congress that 
said Coughlin ren valuable service and is justly entitled to more compen- 
sation than $1.25 per day, the pay ofa laborer. 

Your committee find that the difference of pay between $1.25 and $4 per day 
for 229} days amounts to the sum of $631.13, and recommend the passage of the 
accompanying bill, which provides for the payment of the same. 

This bill was favorably reported by the Comenkias on Claims for the Forty- 
ninth Congress, and passed the House, but failed to secure the approval of the 
Senate, as it was never reported to that body by the committee to which it was 

ferred, 

The committee herewith append the statement of Hon. A. R. Spofford, Li- 
brarian of Congress, as part of this report: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled: 
The petition of John J. Coughlin respectfully represents that he was placed 
n rolls of Edward Olark, esq., Architect of the Capitol, on the 7th day or 
Maren, 1883, and assigned by him to duty under A. R. Spofford. esq., Librarian 
o ngress. 

That said duty consisted in arranging, classifying, cataloguing, and placing 
in the rooms prepared for them, under the rotunda, all the bound volumes of 

had ulated in the Sta 


papers 
turned over to said Librarian, comprising many newspapers sreap ag 1 
last spite ann belonging to the several States and Territories of the United 


States, to England, age ee Portugal, Switzerland, Belgium, Russia, 
Cuba, India, China, the Central and South American States and 
Mexico, a coll n of rare historical value. 


That said ne 


engaged 

1883, up to and eer yee Beye 30th day of November, 1883, and received 
for his services during said pe ž 

Clark mog no authority to pay more for temporary work, and the Li 


JOHN J. COUGHLIN, Petitioner. 


John J. Coughlin in account with A. R. Spofford, esq,, Librarian of Congress. 
B; k performed, arra: , classi , and catal ng the bound vol- 
Etita ei pia Hoes S, , from 


umes of newspapers in Con; 6, 1883, to November 

30, 1883: 

TOF days, At SA por aV i.cecces scese sscsvecessssneeonsncsnaresoepsussaseres sosege seseenceses +. $918.00 

To cash received, at $1.25 per ANY.......---escsssessseserenesseseresseceseeesseees secese . 286,87 
Balance due your petitioner...........-...... RE pn eR EIR Ane 631.13 


JOHN J. COUGHLIN. 
LIBRARY or Concress, Washington, April 2, 1886, 


of ne 


brary oi ngress, an ngen 
involved skilled and intelligent labor, but Mr. Coughlin 
eset wages, Sat Astaphan entitled to more, 
res s 
T EET A. R. SPOFFORD, 
Librarian 


ARCHITECTS OFFICE, UNITED STATES CAPITOL, 
Washington, D. C., April 15, 1888. 
I hereby certify that John J. Coughlin was employed as laborer on the annual 


repairs United States Capitol from March 7, 1883, to November 30, 1883, two hun- 
dred and twenty-nine and one-haif days, at $1.25 ey day, $286.87. 
WILLIAM McPYNCHEON, 
Clerk, Architect's Cffice, United States Capitol, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not like to object, but 
this looks to me likea claim that ought not tobe paid. Itissimplya 
case like many others where a man goes into the service of the Gov- 
ernment at a certain definite rate of compensation, is put upon the roll 
at that rate, accepts the employment and the pay, and then later comes 
in with a claim for extra compensation. ‘The man, as in this case, goes 
upon the roll as a laborer, but gets an easier job in a certain sense, is 
on the roll for two hundred days, draws his pay for that time asa 
laborer under the contract, and then at a future time, because some- 
body else is successful in getting a bill through Congress giving him 


additional pay, comes and asks for $2.75 extra for each day he wus on 


the roll. 1t seems to me that this is not the sort of claim that ought 
to be allowed. It isnota debt in anysense; it is a mere gratuity, and 
a gratuity upon false pretenses. 

Mr. SHAW. ‘Theduty performed by this gentleman, as certified to 
by the Librarian of Congress, required a degree of intelligence such 
as is not often found among laborers. Mr. Coughlin, it is true, was 
employed as a ‘‘laborer’’ and put on the laborer’s roll, but when he 
was so employed it was not contemplated that he should perform this 
special duty, and the evidence is that he did perform it intelligently 
and satisfactorily in connection with Mr. Fay. Mr. Coughlin received 
only laborer’s pay, but Mr. Fay succeeded in getting $4 a day for the 
same service, though both men were performing like duty and were on 
the same roll. The Librarian of Congress certifies that the work was 
intelligently and well done, and that Mr. Coughlin was entitled to more 
pay for it than he received. If the gentleman [Mr BRECKINRIDGE, 
of Kentucky] maintains, as I am sure he does not, that it is easier to 
work with the head than with the hand, then in a certain sense it is 
true that Mr. Coughlin had easier work than he would have had asa 
laborer, but in another sense it was more difficult work, and such work 
as an ordinary laborer could not have performed. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I have no doubt that every 
statement of the gentleman from Maryland is accurate; but what he says 
only enforces the objection I have to claims of this kind. Each one of 
us knows that it is very common in all the Departments in Washing- 
ton for persons to be put on the laborers’ roll when the work to be done 
by such persons is not properly laborers’ work. This isa mode by 
which public employment is given to persons to do other work than 
that of laborers. Consequently at every session of for many 
years back (because these claims come up in accordance with some set- 
tled precedent in former Congresses) these persons, who were anxious 
to get employment and who contracted with the Government to do 
particular work to which they were assigned, and who received for it 
tne pay which was promised to them, come in and plead that they are 
entitled to higher compensation because the service rendered by them 
was of a higher character. I say this is a bad precedent; and so far as 
it has become a precedent, it is one which is ‘‘more honored in the 
breach than in the observance.” ' 

While this is a small claim, it is a very good claim upon which to 
turn the lane. The saying has been that ‘‘it is a long lane which has 
no turning.” Almost all these claims have heretofore been by 
Congress; but now it seems to me this is a very good claim on which 
to make the turn. The facts are simply that this man was put on the 
laborers’ roll and executed work to which he was assigned. 

Mr. SHAW. But he was employed in the office of the Architect, 
and he performed this service for the Librarian of Congress—a service 
which by virtue of his employment he was under no obligation to per- 
form. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote! Vote!’’] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Shall this bill be laid aside to 
be reported to the House with a favorable recommendation ? 

The question was decided in the affirmative—ayes 29, noes 17. 


SUFFERERS BY WRECK OF STEAMER TALLAPOOSA. 


The next business on the Calendar from the Committee on 
Claims (called up by Mr. MCKINNEY) was the bill (H. R. 438) for the 
relief of the sufferers by the wreck of the United States steamer Talla- 


Mr. MCKINNEY. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate bill on 
this subject, which is similar, be considered in lieu of the House bill. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. To facilitate business, I will state 
that the Senate bill as well as the House bill was considered carefully 
in the Committee on Claims, and it was decided to substitute the Sen- 
ate bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the Committee of the 
Whole will consider the Senate bill in lieu of the House bill. 

There was no objection. 

Senate bill 869, for the relief of the sufferers by the wreck of the 
United States steamer Tallapoosa, was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That to reimburse the survivors of the officers and crew of 
the United States steamer Tallapoosa, wrecked at Vineyard Sound on the night 
of the 2ist of August, 1834, for the losses incurred by them, respectively, in said 
wreck, there shall be paid, out of any money in the Treasury of the’ United 
States not otherwise appropriated, the following sums, y: To John F, 
Merry, lieutenant-co ; William H. Everett, lieutenant; 
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Lag UO ep er arena Junior ayas k Nathan P. ann ne a 
< ttlesey, ensign; O. C. Tiffany, passed assistant paymaster, eac! ,000, 
To Hugh Kuhl, mate; James W: Baxter, mate; L. B. Gallagher, mate; Leonard 
Hanscom, carpenter; James Bishop, jr., eg yy Thomas B. Kramer, a) - 
ecary, each $700. To Lieut. W. H. Jaques, for loss of portion of naval orm, 
including epaulettes, sword, sword-belt, sword-knot, ete., $115. 

To all the survivors of the crew, namely: Joseph Arnold, first-class fireman; 
William A. Brooks, landsman; J. G. Baker, blacksmith; Charles E. Brown, 
steward to commander-in-chief; John W. Brown, jack-ofthe-dust; Thomas 
Brooks, coal-heayer; William R. Burke; bayman; Moses G. Berry, second-class 
machinist; James E. Booth, coal-heaver; Moses H. Baker, wardroom steward; 
Smith Berry, landsman; Albert Beyer, ordinary seaman; John C. Conway, 
ship's corporal; Wiliam H. Christian, ordinary seaman; Charles G. Carlson, 
carpenter's mate; John Carter, ordinary seaman; Charles H. Coates, landsman ; 
Aapee Aek Campbell, coal-heaver; Thomas Condon, coal-heaver; George E. 
Dodge, landsman ; John F. Dugan, quartermaster; William Dinning, first-class 
fireman; Clarence D. Dronenburg, coal-heaver; Peter Duffy, first-class flreman ; 
Robert H. Dickinson, cabin steward; William E.Denmore, landsman ; Joshua 
Davis, landsman; James D'Arcy, oaar Skt ancy, Edwin Delph, ordinary 
seaman; James Dalhanty, second-class man; ick Eagan, first-class 
fireman; Denis Faley, landsman; John Fowler, ship’s yeoman; Charles F, Fu- 

„second-class fireman; Charles Har, ordinary seaman; David Harrington, 

class fireman; John H wain's mate; Thomas Hubert, ship’s 
cook; Thomas Howell, first-class fireman; Alexander Hutton, first-class fire- 
man; Daniel W. Hickman, cook to commander-in-chief; Benson Humphreys, 
coal-heaver; Andrew Hahn, chief quartermaster; Gustaf Huldt, seaman ; Jo. 
Jones, ship's writer; Jacob Jacobson, seaman; Richard H. Johnson, landsman ; 
William E. Jones, landsman; William Johnson, ordinary seaman; James F. 
. C. Koch, ween 


Leonard, 
Jacob W. Leer, pay peer! Thomas Murphy, captain of forecastle; John Me- 
n of hold; Frank MeMusay bret cians fireman; John W. Ma- 


heaver; J paapa Padmore, ordina: 
H. Palmer, ca 
ber; William J, Redinmaker., ; George 
O. Rees, gomas seaman; Frank Sherman, ord seaman: Fred. Scharff, 
bugler; James O. Smallwood, first-class fireman; Amandas Straub, chief boat- 
swain’s mate; Edward Shanklin, coal-heaver; Alex. H. Sewell, uartermaster ; 
Frank Small, seaman; Henry K., Steever, first-class machinist; Charles F. Scott, 
coxswain to commander-in-chief; Patrick Sweeney, captain of fo ; Ed- 
ward Smali, landsman ; J.D. Skidmore, landsman; Christian A. Simon, lands- 
man; Frank Sullivan, landsman; Peter Thompson, cox-swain ; Tinker, 
steerage cook ; John Thompson, seaman ; Herbert 8. Trueman, captain of after- 
rd; Clarence D. Tippitt, second-class fireman; Daniel Tinsley, landsman; 
an C.Tinnman, ordinary seaman; James Taylor, seaman; William J. Turner, 
coal-heaver; Samuel W. Wells, engineer's yeoman ; Isaac Williams, coal-heaver; 
Murray Williams, coal-heaver; Bred. Williams, Jan: ; Andrew White, 
room cook; Charles Williams, ordinary seaman; Oscar W sea- 


ry H. Wal ker, first-class 


T 
poosa, namely, Clarence E. Black, passed assistantsurgeon; William O'Donnell, 
seaman; George A. Foster, landsman, shall be entitled toand shall receive, out 
of any money in the Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, 
as follo to wit: The relatives in the order named, of the persons connected 
with the United States steamer Tallapoosa hereinbefore referred to, a sum equal 
to twelve month’s sea-pay of each person lost: Provided, That the Jegal repre- 
sentatives of the above d persons who were in the service of the Govern- 
ment shall also be paid from the Treasury of the United Simtes any arrears of 
pay due said deceased at the time of their death: And provided further, That 
there shall be deducted from the sums allowed each of the parties named in this 
act aerer amounts may have been paid them under the provisions of ex- 
isting law. 

Sec. 3. Thatthe propor aecounting officers of the Treasury of the United States 
be, and they are hereby, sathorised and directed to settle, upon principles of 
justice and equity, the accounts of the officers and crew on board the said vessel 
when „and to assume the last quarterly return of the paymaster of said 
vessel as the basis of computation of the subsequent credits to those on board 
to the date of such loss, if there be no evidence to the contrary. 

Passed the Senate March 29, 1888. 

š ANSON G. McCOOK, Secrelary. 
By CHAS. W. JOHNSON, Chief Clerk. 
Mr. KILGORE. I would like to hear the report read, reserving the 
right to object. 

The report (by Mr. KERE) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred House bill No, 458, recom- 
mend that the bill be amended by adding after the proviso, in section 2, the 
iher, That there shall be deducted from the sums al- 


named in the bill whatever amounts may have been 
isting Jaw.” 


be paid are only a fair and reasonable compensation for the losses sustained. 
That the para ae the ship of war is Peo was without fault of the claim- 
named in by a court of be ec 

ttee, we add hereto 


gress, as follows: 

“This bill provides an Lee RaR simply sufficient to enable the officers 
to refurnish themselves an outfit. We are assured that it will be just 
about sufficient for that purpose. The first section also provides for the pay- 
ment of $100 to each of the surviving seamen, which we think will about cover 
the actual loss that each one of them sustained. Both officers and men were 
rescued destitute of everything, and all they ask is simply to be 
with an outfit suitable to the service to which they Lag ae 

* For this bill there are man nts. Under similar cireumstanees, in 
1848, a bill was passed for the relief of the relatives of those who were lost on the 
brig Somers, the precise language of which has been copied in the second sec- 
tion of this bill. That precedent was followed in 1853 in the case of the brig 
Washington, and in 1854 in the case of the Grampus, and again in 1870 in the 
case of Oneida, which was run down in the early part of that year near the 
coast of China, and also in the case of the United States steam-ship Huron, lost 
off the coast of North Carolina in 1877. 


“The United States steamer Tallapoosa was run into and sunk at about 11 


o'clock on the night of August 21, 1884, in Vineyard Sound. The officers were 
fully exonerated from any charge of carelessness or negligence, as will be 
readily seen bya careful perusal of the following communication from the Navy 
Department, which gives the findings of the board of inquiry convened to in- 
vestigate the loss of that vessel, and in which is also expressed the opinion of 
the Department on the report of said board: 

“*The findings of the court of inquiry, consisting of Captains D. B. Har- 
mony, R. F. Bradford, and F. M. Bunce, concerning the collision between the 
bes steamer Tallapoosa and the schooner James S. Loweil, were in substance 
as follows: 

“That on the night of the 2ist of August, 1884, about 1H p. m., the Tallapoosa 
was on her way from Boston to Newport, R. L, off East Choplight in Vineyard 
Sound, steering her course by the lights; the navigating officer, the ofticer of 
the deck, and the commanding officer being on deck, the latter personaily in 
charge of the conduct of the vessel; that the sky was clear, with a haze about 
the horizon, and a strong breeze blowing from the southwest; the tide flood 
setting to the eastward, from 1 to 1} knots an hour; the Tallapoosa steaming 
against wind and tide, making about 8} knots over the ground ; that when 
entering the channel between the Hedge Fence and Squash Meadow Shoals, 
at the point between buoys about 1} miles in width, the schooner Lowell was 
reported one and a half to two points on the starboard bow; that the Lowell 
was of 700 tons, laden with coal; was D 3 at a speed of about 9 knots 
through the water and 10 over the ground, and in about three minutes the ves- 
sels were in collision; the Tallapoosa was sunk and the Lowell badly damaged ; 
that on sighting the lights of the schooner the stenmer’'s helm was put to star- 
board and the steamer steadied when she had fallen off about three-quarters of 
a point; that constant watch was kept upon the schooner’s lights, and suddenly 
the green light disappeared and only the red could be seen; that the steamer's 
helm was tben put to starboard, her whistle blown twice and then sounded 
repeatedly, but her was retained; that she was struck by the schooner 
about 40 feet from the bow, on the starboard side, at an angle of from 30° to 70° 
with the line of the keel from the bow; that the schooner on sighting the lights 
of the steamer one-half point on the port bow, as seen from leew: under the 
sails, kept her course until the green light of the steamer was scen, then put her 
helm to port and struck the steamer, as described; that the evidence that the 
red light of the steamer was seen by the schooner’s people soon after her mast- 
head light was disregarded by the court,as the relative positions of the two 
vessels, as established by each of them, would render it impossible for the 
red light of the steamer to be at any time visible from the schooner; that the 
steamer did all that she was able to do in her position to avoid the collision, 
and complied with the law in every and all respects, as she was in the direct 
course of the schooner when she first sighted her, and that the schooner, when 
she saw the green light of the steamer, instead of holding her course, did, by 

utting her helm to Po and altering her course, violate section 4233, Revised 

tatutes (rules 23 and 24), for preventing collisions, The court is of the opinion, 
therefore, that the blame for the collision rests with the schooner. The court is 
glad to faa the fact that every effort was made by the people of both vessels 
to save life, 

“*The Navy Department roved the findings above referred to, not rely- 
ing alone on the testimony ott the ofticers and crew of the Tallapoosa, that they 
saw the schooner ——s course and that her sails were actually shaking 
when she struck, and therefore she caused the collision, but basing its ap- 
proval also upon the admissions in the testimony of the witnesses on the 
schooner. Master Reed, of the Lowell, testified that before the veasels came 
together he ordered the helin hard down. Being asked why he gave this man- 
ifestly wrong order, he answered, absurdly, that it was use the steamer 
had shown her green light, from which fact he inferred that she had starboarded 
her helm. Being asked why he did not, therefore, if he took the responsibility 
of changing his course, put his helm hard up instead of luffing directly into the 
steamer, he gave no reason,except that his impression was that een a or 
‘hard to Rr sae would cause the schoonen to strike the steamer amidships, 
instead of forward, near the bow, when both vessels would go down, The boy 
at the wheel, twenty years of age, also testified that the captain gave him the 
order to put the helm hard down, and that he gave her a couple of spokes. 

“The statement made and signed by the captain the second morning after the 
collision was as follows: 


‘Statement of Capt. F. K. Reed, schooner James S. Lowell, of Bath. 


“© We came into sound and going down on course SE. by E, } E., a red light 
was reported by the watch ahead = r Aha this a white light had been reported 
ahead, and I knew it was a steamer, and I thought red to red go clear. Suddenly 
I saw a green light ahead, and I gave the order hard a-port, and we came together 
about S. from E. buoy on Hedge Fence about 11 p. m., Ane a 5 ag RAR 


“* From this testimony of the schooner’s witnesses. therefore, tho Department 
decided that if the schooner had kept its course, as she was bound to do, there 
would have been no collision, and that the change of course on her part and” 
the giving of the directly wrong order by her ar awe was the sole cause of the 
collision. The claim made at the trial that, although the order was given to 
pos Deana hard rps wernt was me Pyne taena e collision, is treated by 

e nt asan afore! an 5 

ny: Your committee report the bill back, with a recommendation that it do 


- Mr. MCKINNEY (during the reading of the report) said: A com- 
mission was appointed by the Navy Department to investigate this 
matter, and a considerable portion of the report is simply an account 
of the examination by that commission, showing that the crew of the 
Tallapoosa were in no way to blame for the sinking of the ship. It 
seems to me to read that part of the report. 

Mr. SENEY. I think we ought to hear a full statement of the case. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the report. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
report ? E 

Mr. SENEY. From the reading of this report I do not understand 
that the Government is under any sort of obligation to make payment 
in these cases. I would prefer, therefore, that this case should come 
up when it can be more fully discussed. 

Mr. KERR. Idonotunderstand that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
SENEY] objects absolutely to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SENEY. My object in rising was to object to the further con- 
sideration of the bill. If the Chair will indulge me a moment, I de- 
sire to state as my reason for objecting, that I am unable to perceive, 
from the reading of this report, upon what principle it can be claimed 
that the Government is liable to pay any of these men a single penny. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. 
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DANIEL BOND. 


The next busines on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims (called up by Mr. GLAss) was the bill (H. R. 5853) 
for the relief of Daniel Bond. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to Daniel Bond, of Brownsville, Tenn., the sum of 
$61.80, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, on ac- 
count of the robbing of the post-office at Brownsville, Tenn., of the above sum 
accruing from the sale of postal stamps. 


The report (by Mr. FRENCH) was as follows: 


The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H.R. 5853) for the 
relief of Daniel Bond, of Brownsville, Tenn., have considered the same, and 

leave to submit the following favorable report: 

Ve find by an investigation of the evidence on file in the Post-Office Depart- 
ment that the afidavit of the postmaster discloses the fact that on the night of 
the 27th of September, 1587, a burglary was committed of the post-office at Browns- 
ville, Tenn., by making an opening through the back door, and the safe in the 
office being blown to pieces, and that there was taken from the safe $211.10 
worth of adhesive stamps and $26.68 of money-order funds, and $61.80 of postal 
furds. An inspector was sent to make an investigation, and finding the facts 
as stated in the affidavit of the postmaster recommended the payment of the 
two items of $211.10 and $26.68. And the same, under the law governing such 
ee, pavo beon paid, there being no authority under the law to pay the third 
tem of $61.80, 

The subject-matter being submitted to the Assistant Attorney-General for the 
Post-Office ment, he replies as follows: “'On examination of the papers 
filed in the case, this oftice was of the opinion that the loss had occurred with- 
out fault or negligence on the part of the postmaster, and so advised the Post- 
master-General, whoallowed Mr. Bond credits of $211. 10for stamps and stamped 
paper, and $26. 68 for moncy-order funds lost by the burglary. 

“ There are no records in the possession of the Department from which the 
amount of postal funds in the possession of a postmaster at any given date can 
be ascertained ; but in this instance the inspector appears to have been satisfied 
hated amount of postal funds stolen from the postmaster's safe by the burglars 

We are of the opinion that the postmaster, Bond, is entitled to relief, and rec- 
commend the passage of the bill. 


“ aoe CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
ill? 

Mr. BYNUM. I wish to inquire why this claim Was never paid by 
the Department. 

Mr. GLASS. The Department never pays claims of this class, and 
it is necessary to provide for their payment by special bills. 
Mr. HOLMAN. A general bill covering cases of this kind has been 
recommended by the Postmaster-General, and is now pending, having 
passed the House of Representatives. ` 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported toth 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


JOHN T. ROBERSON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar reported by the Commit- 
tee on Claims (called up by Mr. MCMILLIN) was the bill (H. R. 5494) 
for the relief of John T. Roberson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and required, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 


th the interest thereon from the — day of ——, L 
epson paid by said consul for clerk-hire, as had been the custom at said con- 
sulate. 


The amendments reported by the Committee on Claims were read, as 
follows: - 


Tn line 5, strike out “Roberson ” and insert “ Robeson.” 

After the word “dollars,” in line 7, strike out “ with the interest thereon from 
the — day of ——, 1884, it being the amount paid by said consul for clerk-hire, 
as had been the custom at said consulate.” 


Mr. MCMILLIN. Let the report be read. 

The report (by Mr. SHAW) was read, as follows: 

It appears from the papers filed in supporý of this claim that John T. Roberson 
was sprotin United States consul at Beirut, Syria, in 1882, and served in that 
capacity until February, 1886. Tho papers also show that at the time he as- 
sumed the duties of the position, and up to July, 1884, $600 a year was expended 
for clerk-hire, that amount having been appropriated by Congress for that use. 
It also appears that the bill making appropriations for consular and diplomatic 
pu forthe fiscal year bgirony bd une 30, 1885, failed to provide for clerk-hire 
nt the Beirut consulate; but the business of the consulate still requiring the 
clerical aid formerly given, the claimant was compelled to provide itat hisown 
personal expense, 

He appealed to the ins ase ery of State for reimbursement, but no provision 
having been made therefor, that Department could give him no aid, but he was 
advised that should he apply to Congress for relief the State Department was 
ready to recommend an appropriation for the amount claimed, which it has 
done by the following letter: ` 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, D. C., Jatuary 23, 1888. 

‘our inquiry of the 19th instant, I have the honor to say that 

é by Mr. John T. Robeson, late consul at Beirut, in his 
tition which accom ies your letter, are in accord with the facts as shown by 
the records of this Department. No provision was made by Congress for clerk- 
hire at the Beirut consulate for the fiscal year 1885, and the business of that 
office positively demanded clerical aid atall seasons. Mr. Robeson’s vouchers 
for $600 for such service would have been accepted by this Department had 
there been funds to meet them, and I therefore suggest the petition receive 
favorable consideration. 

A similar inquiry was addressed tothe Department by the Committee on Ap- 

priations of the Senate nearly a year ago, anda similar answer was addressed 
.o Senator ALLISON, as chairman of that committee, on February 23, 1887. 
Returning your inclosures as requested, 
I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant, 


Sir: In reply to 
the statements 


T. F. BAYARD. 
Hon. B. A. ENSLOE, 
House of Representatives. 


In view of the foregoing facts your committee recommend that the bill be 
amended by striking out ail that appearsin lines 7,8,9, and 10, after the termina- 
tion of the word * dollars,” in line 7, and also the letter “r” wherever it occurs 
in the surname of the claimant and that the bill as thus amended do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? 

Mr. KILGORE. Iam inclined to object, but before doing so I would 
like to inquire why this payment was not provided for in some defi- 
ciency bill by Congress heretofore. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I do not know why it has not been done. All I 
know concerning the case is that Secretary Bayard has stated that it is 
proper the claim be paid; that both before and after.the year for which 
this bill proposes to provide payment an appropriation was regularly 
made forclerk-hire. Why it was not made in that particular year I 
am unable to say; but Secretary Bayard states that these clerical serv- 
ices were essential to the proper conduct of the office. 

Mr. KILGORE. Did not the failure to make an appropriation in- 
dicate an intention on the part of Congress to abolish the clerkship? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I can not state. 

Mr. KILGORE. Was this clerkship continued after the failure to 
make the appropriation? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I understand that the appropriation was regu- 
larly made both before and after the particular year for which this bill 
proposes to provide. I will not undertake to say whether it was the 
intention of Congress in failing to make the appropriation to abolish 
the clerkship. Iam not informed on that point, and would not, of 
course, mislead the House. 

Mr. KILGORE. I believe I will object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Chair understand the goniloman as 
objecting? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes, sir. 

A. B. NORTON. 

The next business on tho Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 4805) 
for the relief of A. B. Norton. X 

Mr. LANHAM. This bill has already been passed and ought not to 
be on the Calendar. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, it will be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it be laid upon the table. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

NEHEMIAH OSBURN. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 464) 
for the relief of Nehemiah Osburn. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Let that bill be considered. There is 
no need on the part of the Clerk to read the preamble to the bill, as the 
report will give all the facts involved. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Does the gentleman propose to strike out the pre- 
amble? r 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I simply ask that the preamble be not 
read at this time, in order to save time, because the report will state 
the facts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection, and the bill will 
be read. 

The bill is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims, in the due course of business of 
that court, pi , freed from any statute of limitations, to the hearing of the 
claim of Nehemiah Osburn for losses alleged to have been sustained by him in 
consequence of the suspension, by orders of the Secretary of the Treasury, from 
May 22, 1861, until April 23, 1862; of work under his contract with the said Sec- 
retary for the construction of the court-house at Baltimore, and in consequence 
of the payment for the work done upon said building, and materials furnished 
therefor by said Osburn, in Treasury notes, instead of the "coin of the United 
States,” xs provided by said contract, and to determine whether any and what 
sum is justly and equitably due to him on account of said claims; and upon 
such hearing the receipt of said Osburn for the sum of $51,859.79, bearing date 
the 18th day of April, 1866, and the acceptance of said sum, shall be evidence of 
the payment of that sum to him in Treasury notes at that date, upon said con- 
tract; but inasmuch as he expressly reserved his right to apply to Congress for 
relief, the said receipt and acceptance shall not be evidence to the acceptance 
by bim of that sum in full payment of the amount due to him on account of 
said claims, or as a release by him of any right to sue for or otherwise prosecute 
any claim against the Government on account thereof. 


Mr, BAKER, of New York. This claim was reported favorably by 
the Committee on Claims of the TForty-ninth Congress with certain 
amendments. It was again reported in this Congress with the same 
amendments, but through some inadvertence the bill is printed with- 
out the amendments. If there be no objection, I ask that those amend- 
ments be considered as pending and to be voted on. 

To relieve the clerks I will read the report of the committee, if that 
be agreeable to members, It states facts and gives the reasons why 
this claimant should be authorized to go to the Court of Claims free 
from the statute of limitations in a matter involving about $60,000. 
The claimant is an old man, over eighty years of age, and a resident 
of my city. 

Mr. LANHAM. I ask the gentleman from New York to refrain 
from reading the entire report. It involves no appropriation, merely 
referring the case to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. But I understand from the gentleman from New 
York that it proposes to relieve this claimant from the statute of limit- 


ations. 
Mr. BAKER, of New York. It does. 
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Mr. MCMILLIN. I also understand the bill pro to pay the 
difference between gold and greenbacks ata time when the soldiers 
were paid in greenbacks. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. But there is an amendment covering 


that part of the case. 
Mr. MCMILLIN. The reading of the preamble has been dispensed 


with, and if we are not to have the report read it will be difficult to 
understand just exactly what the facts are. ; 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I want to say that every single offcer, 
from Howell Cobb, Secretary of the Treasury when the contract was 
made, down, have recommended the payment of this claim. Mr. Mc- 
Culloch, who considered the claim, allowed it. It has been approved 
by the Supervising Architect and other officers. A technicality arose 
in court which necessitated his coming to Congress to be relieved from 
the statute of limitations. 

Mr. WEAVER. Do I understand this proposition allows to the 
party the difference between gold and greenbacks? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. No, sir; the amendment strikes ont 
the words in the bill which are indicated, and in lieu inserts “ for any 
breach on the part of the United States.” 

Mr. WEAVER. If the Government agreed to pay in coin and paid 
in greenbacks, that would be a breach of contract. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. The contract provided he should be 
paid in gold. 

Mr. WEAVER. So did mine when I went into the Army. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. As I have said, that portion is stricken 
out. The bill merely authorizes this claimant to go to the Court or 
Claims relieved from the effect of the statute of limitations,as a matter 


of pure equity. 

Mr. PEEL. How came he to be barred by the statute of limita- 
tions? 

The report (by Mr. LAIDLAW) is as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred House bill 464, for the relief 
of Nehemiah Osburn, leave to submit the following report: 

A bill in substance similar to the present bill was introduced into the House 
in the Forty-ninth Con and refe: the Committee on Claims of that 
Congress. That co: ttee reported said bill favorably to the House with cer- 
tain amendments, which are embraced in the present bill. Said former report 
was numbered 3930 of the Forty-ninth Congress, second session, a copy of which 
is hereunto attached. 

Your committee adopt said report as their own, except the amendments 
therein pro; , they being embodied in tho present bill, and the committee 
recommend that the present bill do pass. 


[House report No. 3930, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 


This claim is for losses rowing ou. of a suspension of work, by order of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, from May ‘22,1861, to April 23, 1862, on the United States 
court-house in Baltimore, forthe construction of which the claimant had entered 
into an agreement with the Secretary of the Treasury (Howell Cobb), on the 
13th of July, 1860. Under this agreement the work was to be done according to 
plans and ry Space ayers which were to be furnished by the Treasury Depart- 
ment, and the court-house was to be delivered to the Government in complete 
order and condition on or before the Ist day of August, 1862, for the sum of $112,- 
208.04. A copy of the contract, showing its various provisions, is hereto an- 
nexed, marked Exhibit A. 

It SUPERS that the claimant was a builder of large experience, approved skill, 
and high personal and financial standing, and that upon the execution of his 
agreement with the Government he commenced collecting the requisite tools 
and materials, and engaging a proper force of superintendents, foremen, me- 
chanics, and laborers for the construction of the court-house in its various parts. 
Among the papers submitted to the committec is a contract, dated at Baltimore, 
on the Ist of September, 1860, between the claimant, of the one part, and J. B. 
Stillson as engineer, C. C, Moody as superintendent of granite work, and book- 
keeper, Joseph McQuatters as superintendent of mason work, and Jaines Ap- 
pleyard as superintendent of carpenter and iron work, under which the first 
two were to receive salaries of $2,000 and the last two $1,500 per annum each for 
their entire time and services in their several capacities on the said building 
until its completion, Judging by the a ake of the Treasury officers in regard 
to the manner in which the work was done, and the claimant's accounts were 
kept, these were men of first-rate ability in their several departments, The 
work was going on vigorously and prosperously, when it was stopped by di- 
rection of the Secretary of the Treasury. ina letter to the claimant from the chief 
clerk of the constrnetion office, dated May,22, 1862, a copy of which is hereunto 
annexed, marked Exhibit B, E 

The claimant alleges that if it had not been for thigsuspension he wonld have 
finished the building and delivered it to the Goveritment according to contract, 
and also that he would haye had the benefit of the low rates for building mate- 
rials and labor which prevailed during the period covered by his contract. On 
these points he is sustained by the acting assistant architect of the Treasury De- 
partens (Mr. B. Oertly), who, in a report which he was directed to make by 

r, J. Rogers, Supervising Architect of the same Department, said : 

“The contract stipulated for the Hee pevipe of the building on or before the 
ist day of August, 1562, Itis probable, if not certain, that (he work would have 
been completed within that time had it not been suspended by direction of the 
ned getyaenet in the spring of 1851. l.abor and materials were then abundant 
and of extraordinary cheapness, and continued so throughout 1851 and the first 
half of 1862. No difficulty was experienced during this period in procuring 
transportation for materials, nor from any depreciation of the national cur- 
rency. 

On the 234 of April, 1562, the Secretary of the Treasury ordered the work to 
be resumed, and within a week thereafter the work was again in progress. 
The claimant, and the various superintendents with whom he had contracted, 
as aforesnid, bad held themselves in readiness to resume operations, not know- 
ing when resumption would be ordered by the Secretary, and meanwhile the 
claimant had protested against the suspension, and given notice that he would 
hold the Government responsible for all the damages he might suffer from this 
breach of the contract. The claimant's affidavit, aud the certificate of the acting 
engineer in charge of the office of construction (Mr. S. M. Clark) on this point, are 
printed in the appendix, marked Exhibit C. 

In response to the claimant's representations, the Secretary (Mr. Chase) took 
the opinion of the Solicitor of the Treasury (Mr. Edward Jordan) upon a state- 
ment of facts, dated April 17, 1862, which had been prepared by the Acting En- 
gineer of the Department in charge of the building in Baltimore (Mr. 8. M. 


Clark), and, in answer to the question, “ Will the Solicitor state whether the 
Government is liable to pay for the stoppage (contract within)?” the 
Solicitor replied, “I think the Government is so liable,” 

Shortly r the resumption of the work the claimant found all the conditions 
reg: cece only did the cost of labor and materials rapidly advance, and 
the notes in which he was paid (despite his protest, instead of “ coin ™) 
keep declining in value, but transportation became more and more difficult to 
obtain, and the progress of the work was hindered, while all the expenses of 
superintendence and labor were prolonged. A brief quotation from the claim- 
ant’s memorial will show the change which had occurred in the situation: 

“Soon after resumption of operations it was found that great difficulties were 
to be encountered in the successful prosecution of the work, especially in the 
supply of granite. Previous to the suspension, I was obtaining granite of an ap- 
proved quality from the Woodstock quarry on the Baltimore and Ohio Rail- 
road isd miles from Baltimore) at 45 cents per cubic foot, delivered in the city 
yard, but after resuming operations it was impossible to get it from that quarry 
at any price in sufficient quantities. I obtained permission from the Depart- 
ment to substitute Dix Island (Maine) granite at a cost of from 90 cents to $3 per 
cubic foot, delivered on the dock. The cost of all other labor and materials in- 
creased in about the same ratio,” 

Notwithstanding these difficulties the claimant continued to push forward the 
work, and in the fall of 1865 the new court-house was delivered in complete or- 
der and condition to the Treasury Department, and accepted by that branch of 
the Government. Thus the work that was to have been completed, and,in all 
probability, but for the suspension by order of the Secretary, would have been 
completed within two years from its commencement, occupied more than dou- 
ble that time, And while the work was in i p rgan after the suspension, al- 
though its actual cost was largely in excess of the contract price, all payments 
to the claimant were made in Treasury notes on the basis of the figures which 
he had named in his contract, for the different kinds of materials and labor- 
figures fixed by him in 1860 with reference to values in *coin,™ The last pay- 
ment which he received under his contract, $6,615.01, on the 16th of June, 1865, 
would have purchased only $2,943.68, or less than half of the “coin” in which 
the contract provided that the building should be paid for. 

But the differences in value between the Treasury notes in which payments 
were made to the claimant, while his work wasin progress from the summer 
of 1862 to the summer of 1565, and the “coin ™ called for by the contract, do not 
enter into this claim at all, unless the claimantis entitled to interest on these 
differences from the dates of the various payments until the 18th of April, 1866, 
when the Treasury Department undertook to make a settlement with him, out- 
side of the contract, by paying him $54,859.79 as a balance due on the actual cost 
of the work and some allowance for superintendence. The claimant rp 
that after these years of arduous labor, embarrassment, and anxiety, durin: 
which the Government had the use of more than $100,000 of his capital inv: 
in the iner cost of the court-house, the payment in question still left him 
loser to a large amount, and that he was compelled to accept the money and 
sign the release annexed below to save himself from impending financial ruin, 


“WASHINGTON, April 18, 1866. 

“T acknowledge to have received from the United States Treasury Depart- 
ment the sum of $54,859.79, in full of all claims for work done by me on the new 
United States court-house at Baltimore, Md., andI hereby agree that the pay- 
ment of said sum shall be a final settlement of the amount claimed by me from 
the United States, hereby releasing all rights to sue or otherwise prosecute any 
claim against the Government, excepting only the right to apply to Congress 
for such equitable allowance in the premises for and loss under my 
contract with the Treasury Department for the performance of said work as 

ngress may see fit to make.” 

It will be noticed in what clear and unmistakable terms the claimant reserved 
his right to appeal to the equity of Congress. 

It now remains to explain the circumstances under which the estimate was 
made by the cid epoch Architect of the Treasury, upon which the foregoing 
settlement was had with the claimant. 

In the summer of 1865, when the court-house was nearly completed, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury (Mr. McCulloch), upon representations from the claim- 
ant, bad ordered his accounts for all the work which he had done since the stop- 
page in 1861 to be examined by the Supervising Architect. 

This was done and a report of the results was made on the 17th day of An- 
gust, 1865, by Mr. B. Oertly, acting assistant architect. This report, which is 
printed in the appendix, marked Exhibit D, shows the total cost of the work 
from its resumption in May, 1562, until its substantial completion in August, 
1865 (including $22,750 paid by the claimant for salaries to his four assistants al- 
ready named), to have been $167,074.94. To this Mr. Oertly added 20 per cent. 
for builder’s profits ($33,414.98)—the reasons for which allowance he states in 
his report—and $2,500 for claimant’s loss of time and loss of use of tools, ete., 
during the suspension, making $202,989,92, to which was afterwards added 
$5,552.78, claimed by the four assistants as salary during the suspension, and 
making an aggregate of $200,542.70. Deducting for payments made to the claim- 
ant during the progress of the work, $100,266.53, there appeared to be a balance 
d Pree’ Carat $109,276.17. The claimant's figures showed a balance in his favor 
0! 002.67, 

A careful examination of Mr. Oertly’s reportleaves the impression of thorough- 
ness, fairness, and moderation. His percentage for builder's profits, under the 
circumstances which he states, being 5 per cent. less than the maximum and 5 
per cent. more than the usual allowance, fell $7,000 short of the profits which 
theclaimant shows by atabulated statement he would have made on the original 
contract if the work had not been suspended. 

On the recommendation of the Secretary of the Treasury, Congress appo. 
priated $109,000 to pay the claimant; butthe question having been raised while 
the bill_was on its passage whether the Secretary had powerto make such a set- 
tlement, a proviso was added that no part of the sum should be paid by way of 
damages (14 Stats., pp. 17-26). Subsequently—although aeee Sargeras have 
been allowed by way of damage in Mr. Oertly'’s computation, which was rather 
an ascertainment of the quantum valebat—another accounting was ordered, and 
the balance found due to the claimant was fixed at $54,859.79, and paid to him 
under the circumstances already stated. 

The profits which he would have made on the original contract do not seem 
to have been of a speculative or uncertain kind. He was prevented from real- 
izing these profits, or any profits, by no fault of his, but by the action of the Gov- 
ernment; and under the settlement, to which, as he claims, he was compelled 
by his necessities to submit, he seems to have been left with nothing but his 
labor (and actual losses besides) for his pains. 

The Secretary of the Treasury (Mr, McCulloch) earnestly recommended this 
claim to the favorable attention of the Committce on Claims. Three of his let- 
ters on the subject are printed in the appendix, marked Exhibit E. The Secre- 
tary, who made the settlement, says expressly that nothing was allowed for 
damages. The claimant immediately thereafter memorialized Congress, and a 
bill was introduced to pay him $60,209.99, but no action seems to have been 
taken upon it, Subsequently he was advised that the receipt and release of 
April 18, 1866 (supra), would not estop him, and he accordingly brought an ac- 
tion in the Court of Claims, which he was afterwards advised to abandon, on 
the gronnd that without an act of Congress relieving him from the effect of the 
receipt he would in all probability be defeated, 

He Reecn Oey, discontinued his action, and betook himself again to Con- 
gress, Bills for his relief have been introduced at various sessions, but no ac- 


6330 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 14, 


tion has been taken until now. Itseems tothe committee that he is entitled to 
a judicial determination of his claim freed from the statute of limitation and 
the effect of the release. 

The considerations which haye brought your committee to this conclusion 
may be condensed as follows; 

1. There is no controversy, and can be none, regarding the fact that the Gov- 
ernment, by written orders, suspended this work as above indicated, and that 
this suspension resulted in extending the completion of the work from August 
1, 1862, to November, 1865. 

2, It is not disputed, and can not be, that the contractor was required to, and 


did, hold himself and his employés in readiness during this period of s nsion 
to complete this work, and was subjected to the expenses incident toso holding 
himself in readiness, . 


3. He faithfully executed his contract in every particular, notwithstanding 
the hindrances to which he was subjected by the Government. 

4, It is thoroughly settled by the decisions of the courts, that where the Gov- 
ernment thus interferes with the execution of a contract, and by such inter- 
ference makes the work more expensive to the contractor, or deprives him of 
the legitimate profits which he could have made and was entitled to make under 
his contract, there is a Pany at common law resulting against the Govern- 
ment from such suspension of or interference with the contract. Among the 
many cases which might be cited are the following: 

Smoot & Spicer's 8 Court of Claims, 96, in which it was held (and after- 
wards affirmed on ap to the Supreme Court, 15 Wallace, 36) that “the prin- 
ciples which must govern the liability of the Government in an action for breach 
ofc contract are the same as if the contract were between individuals.” In Figh 
& Gindrat’s case (8 Court of Claims 319) it was held that ‘ where the Govern- 
ment suspends work under a contract, and the contractors comply with the Gov- 
ernment’s request, both in suspending work and subsequently resuming it, 
they may recover all their actual damages occasioned by the suspension, in- 
cluding loss occasioned by the non-employment of their hands, by an advance 
‘of w and by the loss of lumber washed away and stolen,” 

«In ey & Livesey’s case (8 Court of Claims, 501) it is held that where the 
Government wrongfu Beyer eg a contract forfeited the contractor’s dama; 
are “the profits which he might have made if allowed to perform.” (See also 
United States vs, Smith, 94 United States, 214; Parish vs. United States, 100 United 
es 500; and United States vs. Mueller, 113 United 8 153.) 

In United States vs. Smith (rupra) the seo Court held that “the United 
States can be required to e compensation for damages (to the contractor) 
which he had actually sustained by its default in the performance of its un- 
dertakings to him,” and that the measure of damages was such a sum as “ was 
necessary to place Smith in the sanfe condition he would have been in if he had 
been allowed to ut interference,” 

5. The claimant in this case has been guilty of no laches, but has diligently 

ted his claim in every way open to him. 

6, From these facts it plainly results that if this interference of the Govern- 
ment has resulted in loss, which is not covered by what has been d to him, 
then a right of action would exist against the Government for whatever that 
loss may be, and this upon the principles of familiar law as well as obvious 


uity. 
“Ihe. only question left, therefore, is whether, under the conditions stated, it 
is just for the Government to insist upon the alleged technical effect of the re- 
ceipt above named and of the statute of limitations? Congress has uently 
nted relief even when the Court of Claimsor the Supreme Court of the United 
States, upon appeal, has rendered judgment against the claimants. One or two 


ngress, 
Stats., 713). 
Supreme Cou: 
of Claims, 86) ju 
vor of the United States, but Congress (17 Stats.,699) provided for relief to the 
plaintiff to the extent of $47,000 for those same damages. 

The present bill does not decide anything in favor of Mr. Osburn, but leaves 
all questions of right of recovery to the Court of Claims, withan appeal by either 
perry to the Supreme Court of the United States. The only thing which the 
pending bill accomplishes in favor of the claimant is to deliver him from the 
statute of limitations and from the all release. The committee, therefore, 
recommend the passage of the bill (H. R. 9252), amended so that it will read as 
indicated. $ 

APPENDIX, 
Exurerr A.—Oontract between Nehemiah Osburn and the United States of America. 

This contract made and entered into by and between Howell Cobb, Secretary 
ofthe Treasury, for and on account of the United States of America, of the first 
part, and Nehemiah Osburn, of Rochester, N. Y., to whom was awarded the 
contract for the entire construction of the building authorized to be constructed 
at Baltimore, Md., as a court-house for the United States courts, on his bid for 
the same, received under the advertisement of the Treasury Department, dated 
March 1, A. D. 1860, of the second part, witnesseth that the of the second 
| artes Adyar and agrees to and with the a the first part, for himself, 

heirs, executors, administrators, or assigns, to furnish and deliver all the 
materials and do and perform all the work required for the entire construction 


of 

ies of 

the ETRS T of the several 

12, 13,14, 15, 16, 17,18, 19, and 
1 conditions a) 


general co t 
of buildings, under the Treasury Department, 
py of which is hereunto attached, and which together with the drawin, 


in the “ general conditions” of the specifications hereto annexed. 
And the said party of the second part further agrees and binds himself, his 


August, 1862. 

And the said party of the first part, acting for and in behalf of the United 
States, doth covenant, promise, and agree well and truly to pay, or cause to be 
paid, unto the said party of the second part, his hei, executors, administrators, 
or the sum of $112,808.04, good and lawful money of the coin of the 

. United States, the payments to be made in the following manner, namely : 

Ninety per cent. (nine-tenths) of the value of work done and materials fur- 
nished (said amount to be ascertained and duly certified to the Department by 
the superintendent), will, in consideration of the premises, be paid from time 
to time as the ori ohne and 10 per cent. (one-tenth) will be retained un- 
til the completion of the work, and its approval and acce: ce as aforesaid by 
the said superintendent, which shall be forfeited by said party of the second 
part in the event of the non-fulfillment to the entire satisfaction of said superin- 

tendent of this contract. 


And it is further agreed by and between the parties to these presents that if, 
fromany cause whatever, the said party of the second part should fail to carry 
on the work with the required promptness,in the opinion of the said superin- 
tendent, to insure its completion by the time specified above, it shall become 
the duty of the said su ntendent,and he shall be,and is hereby, authorized 
and empowered.after eight days’ due notice thereof in writing, left at the shop, of- 
fice,or usual place of abode of the said party of the second part, or with his 
agent, without effect, to purchase and procure the necessary materials, and 
have the work performed, to supply any deficiency caused by the de- 
linquency of the said party of the second part, and the actual cost thereof, to- 
gether with 15 cent, thereon, shall be deducted from any moneys due or 
owing to the party of the second part on account of this contract, and if 
there is not that amount due him, then his bondsmen are be held liable for 
any deficiency, to be recovered of them by suit in the name of the United 
States. 


It is also covenanted and agreed between the parties of this contract that the 
party of the second pers shall execute, with two or more good and sufficient 
sureties, a bond to the United States in the sum of $30,000, to be paid in liqui- 

damages, conditioned for the faithful performance of this contract, and 
the agreements and covenants herein made by the said party of the second 


rt. 
mt is also covenanted, agreed, and understood that no member of Congress or 
other person whose name is not at this time disclosed, shall be admitted to any 
interest in this contract; and in the eventof the Department becoming satisfied 
that any other y or parties than the signer or signers bereto have either a 
contingent or direct interest therein, which may appear to the party of the first 
part to be prejudicial to the interest of the work or of the Government, then the 
said Secretary shall be, and he hereby is, empowered to cancel this contract and 
relet the same, and if any work shall have been performed or material delivered 
for the said building, on which 90 per cent. (nine-tenths) has been paid, the 10 
per cent, (one-tenth) retained thereon shall be forfeited to the Government, 

Itis further covenanted and agreed by the parties hereto that this contract 
shall not be assigned except by consent of the Secretary of the Treasury; and 
that any assignment thereof, except as aforesaid, will be a forfeiture of the 
same, and shall subject the said party of the second part, and his bondsmen, to 
such damages, to be recovered of them by suit in the name of the United States, 
as shall have been suffered by the said party of the first part, 

it is further agreed and understood that all the stones used in the said build- 
ing shall be laid upon their natural or quarry beds, and pawn abo oe of dress- 
ing shall be adopted shall be in the best manner of that style; and all the ma- 
terials used shall be of the best quality of their kind, and the work thereon 
= be of the best character, and to the entire satisfaction of the said superin- 
tendent. % b 

Itis also covenanted and agreed by and between the parties hereto that, in 
case any additions, omissions, or alterations are determined upon, the valuo 
thereof shall be estimated by the superintendent, in accordance, as near as prac- 
ticable, with the original bid of the parties of the second part, and the amount 
so estimated by him shall be deemed and taken to be the agreed upon and liq- 
uidated sum to be added or deducted for such additions, omissions, or altera- 
tions, and shall be specifically noted hereon, and be final and conclusive between 
the parties hereto. 

It is also covenanted and agreed by and between the parties hereto that if 
aT material shall be delivered on the site of the said court-house at Baltimore 
Md., by the party of the second part, and estimated and a percentage pai 
thereon by the party of the first part before they are putin the building, they 
shall become the property of the United States, and being delivered to the su- 
perintendent, be worked into the building as it Lie g Peg te 

In witness whereof, the said Howell Cobb, Secretary of the Treasury as afore- 
said, for and in behalf of the United States, hath hereunto subscribed name, 
and caused the seal of the Treasury Department to be hereunto affixed, and the 
said Nehemiah Osburn has also subscribed his name and affixed his seal, this 
30th day of July, A. D. 1860. HOWELL COBB, 

Witnesses of the signature of the Secretary: 

T, J. D. FULLER, 
P. CLAYTON. N. OSBURN. 
Witness of the signature of the contractor: 
©, OC, Moopy, 


Exutsir B.—Order suspending the work. 
BALTIMORE, MD., May 22, 1861. 

Sır: I am instructed by the honorable Secretary of the Treasury to direct you 
to cease all work under your contract for the construction of the Baltimore 
court-house at the close of this day, Wednesday, 22d of May, 1861. 

In thus directing a cessation of work under the contract it is deemed that 
your ultimate interest will be promoted. inasmuch as the present obstriction 
upon means of transport in your vicinity renders the con nee of material 
to the building site a work of much hazard, difficulty, and delay. 

Due notice will be given you when the work can be resumed, and the time 
for completing your contract will be extended a corresponding pean 

‘he custody of the property now on the building site and on the lots on Hol- 
liday and Frederick streets is placed in the coliector of the port, and you will 
please make an inventory thereof and hand it to the collector, together with 
the keys of the premises, taking his receipt therefor. 

ery respectfully, 8. M. CLARK, ©. C., 
NEHEMIAH Ganuke, K; Office of Construction, 
Contractor, Baltimore, Md. 
Exutetr C, 

I, N. Osburn, of Rochester, N. Y., do hereby testify that on the Ist day of June, 
1860, a contract was awarded to me by the J bewer fi Department of the United 
States for building a new United States court-house at Baltimore, Md. tin 
pursuance thereof, on the Ist ese ramet 1360, [commenced operations, and 
was p ing satisfactorily, when, on the 22d May, 1861, I was ordered to 
suspend work until further orders, That I protested against such stoppage, as 


I bad prepared my outfit of tools, etc., to complete the work. 
That on the Ist May, 1862, I was ordered to recommence the work, upon re- 
ceipt of which I 


called upon the acting engineer in charge of the Treasury 
Department and prctested vextbail to re against being compelled to go on 
with the work, and was assured by him that I should be paid all damages 
arising out of the suspension of the work, and that my accounts could be ad- 
justed satisfactorily on its completion. W OSBORN 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this day, the 30th January, 1858. 
CHAS. Ò. COX, J. P. 


Certificate of acting engineer in charge. 
: Treasury DEPARTMENT, January 30, 1868, 
I bave read the within jabore affidavit, and hereby certify that the facts as to 
the contract, the suspension of the work, and its subsequent resumption are true 
as therein alleged. ~ 


As to thealleged conversation with me at the time of the resumption of the 
work, I can not, at this late date, make 
the details of conversations 
ever, that Mr, 


ive averment of its correctness, as 
have out of my memory. I recollect, how- 
Osburn had many conversations with me at time in reference 
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to the extra amount due him by reason of the suspension, and I also recollect 
that it was my decided impression at the time that an extra amount was due 
him (how much I anpe to ascertain when the work was completed), and I 
therefore do not doubt that his allegations in that regard are also true. 


. M. CLARK, 
Formerly Acting Engineer in Charge, Ofice of Construction. 


Exutorr D.—Report of Assistant Architect Oerlly on claimant's account, 


Treasury DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF SUPERVISING ARCHITECT, 
August 17, 1865. 
Srm: In accordance with your request of the 26th ultimo, the contractor of the 
United States court-house at Baltimore, Md., N. Osburn, esq., submitted to me 
for inspection his account-books, subcontracts, vouchers, and other papers re- 
lating to the cost of the erection of the above court-house, with a view to facil- 
itate the investigation of his claim, presented by him to the honorable Secre- 


Tabular statement of expenditures made and liabilities bucarred by N. Osburn, esq., 


contractor, om account of 


tary on the 15th ultimo, and referred to this office. A schedule of the books 
ani pers submitted by him is herewith attached, together with his affidavit 
testifying to their genuineness, and making oath that they fully exhibit the ex- 
penditures made and liabilities incurred by him on account of said work. 

The documents begin with the starting of the work and extend up to the pres- 
enttime. The accounts seem to have been kept scrupulously careful, I have 
examined the same from the date of the suspension, May 22, 1861, thoroughly, 
assisted by ©. C. Moody, esq., who acted as book-keeper and assistant to N. 
Osburn. The result of my examination is embodied in the tabular statement 
annexed to this, and shows expendituresand liabilities of N. Osburn on account 
of the work since its suspension; italsoincludesa few small amounts for sundry 
unfinished work, which will be completed within a few days. 

To facilitate the comparison of the contractor's statement with mine, I arrange 
the subdivision of my table similar to his. 

The expenditures and liabilities enumerated by items 1 to 17, both inctusive, 
constituted the total prime cost of the work, except contingent expenses, since 
its suspension, and amount to $144,324.34, 


the erection of the Uniled Slates court-house at Baltimore, 


Md., since the suspension of the work, May 22, 1861, until its completion, August, 1865. 


, 
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-* At the time of the a of the work, the tools and building materials of the contractors were placed under the custody of the collector, who puta 


watchman over them, No! 


ding this, a number of valuable tools and over 600 yards of sand were stolen, and some 40,000 bricks destroyed, 


+ No superintendent of the work was appoiaten since its resumption, and in consequence thereof the contractors were obliged to visit Washington very fre- 


quently for consultation about plans and 
Tabular statement of expenditures made, etc,—Continued. 


Salaries 
perannum 
Names. Employment. fier ard Amount. 
Augustl, 
1585. 
J. B. Stillson........ EENZiNCCT,.....1rcccsscovsvessscnccesesssseece| At $2, 000 $5, 500 
O, C. Moody ........ Book-keeper and architect .....,... 2, 000 6,500 
18; ———Appleyard..| Foreman of iron work and car- 1,500 4,875 
OIE EANES NA A A 
—MeQuatters,, Foreman of masonry and labor., 1,500 4,875 


Item No. 18, amounting to $22,750, is for salaries to one engineer (J. B. Still- 
son), at $2,000 per annum; one -keeper (C. C. Moody) and draughtsman, 
at $2,000 per annum; one foreman for masonry and labor, at $1,500 per annum 
g. 3 eQuatters); and one foreman for iron work and carpentry (J. Appleyard), 
at $1,500 per annum. 

‘These gentlemen had been in the employ of Mr. Osburn for several years pre- 
vious to the commencement of the Baltimore court-house, and when he received 
the contract for this work, entered into an agreement with him (copy of which 
is annexed to this}, according to which they were to assist him at the above 
rates until the completion of the work. These salaries, paid i by N. Os- 
burn, were liberal, but not extravagant, and if the work bad not been sus- 
pended, their total amount would not have exceeded the usual 10 per cent, 
on prime cost allowed for such services. The contract stipulated for the com- 
pletion of the building on or before the ist of August, 1862. 

It is probable, if not certain, thatthe work would have been completed within 
pers ad had it not been suspended by direction of the Department in the spring 
o 

Labor and materials were then abundantand of extraordinary cheapness, and 
continued so throughout 1861 and the first half of 1862, 

No difficulty was experienced during this period in procuring transportation 
for materials, nor from any depreciation of the national currency. 

When the work was resumed in May, 1862, matters had not materially 
changed, labor and materials were still low, and a speedy collapse of the rebell- 
ion wasthen confidently expected, 

To these facts must it be attributed that Mr. Osburn did not decline to resume 
the work, and that he had made no new arrangements with the gentlemen 
named, he had, under the circumstances, reasons for expecting an early com- 
pletion of the work. 

Unfortunately all these premises should prove fallacious, The failure of the 


© payment of monthly estimates. The Government saved some $6,000 by this arrangement. 


'| first campaign against Richmond and the subsequent invasion of Maryland sud- 


denly and completely changed the state of business. Granite could no more be 
procured (except at long intervals) for want of transportation, the War Depart- 
ment assuming complete control of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, and labor 
became very scarce and high. 

These di Ities, and especially the one from the de tion of the cur- 
rency, kept increasing until the beginning of this year. Even had Osburn not 
been financially embarrassed by the total insufficiency of the payments made 
to him he would have been powerless to overcome the o! es, in conse- 
quence of which the completion of the work required three years and six 
months, in place of one year and three months as expected. Hence the heavy 


hise 15.7 per cent, of the above contingent expenses to prime cost of the 
work. 
The above gentlemen also claim payment for the time from the suspension of 


the work, May 22, 1861, up to its resumption, April 23, 1862 (amounting to 
$6,552.78). This claim is not included in my statement, though the contractor 
furnishes the opinion of counsel that he is liable for theamount. 

The work done on and the materials furnished for the Baltimore United States 
court-house by Mr, Osburn are excellent, fully up to all the requirements of the 
contract and to his reputation asa conscientious builder; it also must be ad- 
mitted that his bargains and transactions were economical and judicious, 

Considering the length of time Mr. Osburn’s money has been disadvanta- 
geouaiy laid out for the benefit of the Government, and the many difficulties and 
anxieties he has been subjected to, I should think it but equitable to add a 
somewhat higher rate of builder's profit than the Department has been in the 
habit of allowing to contractors. Sworn measurers and standard guide-books 
on the value of artificers’ work allow builder's profit varying from 10 to red mni 
cent. on contractor’s actual expenditures; the feu alere has heretofore 
been in the habit of allowing 15 per cent., and I k that in this case the 
rate ought to be increased to 20 per cent. 

If it should be considered that the Department has th@right to adjust N. Os- 
burn’s claim, I think that the following condensed statement would exhibit a 
fair, equitabie settlement of his accounts, namely : 

Actual cost of labor (other than for contingent services) performed on 
and of material furnished for the United States court-house at Bal- 
ners, since the suspension of work, May 22, 1861, until its comple- 


202, 
Deduct total of payments made on the above since May 1, 1862......... 100, 266. 53 


102, 723. 39 

To this should be added the amount for contingent services from Magan 1861, 

to May 1,1862, if it should be found that Mr. Osburn is really liable for same, 
‘The total amount claimed by the contractor is $126,002.67. 
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The original contract work remaining undone when the work was suspended, 
May 22, 1861, amounted to $91,951.39, and the extra work ordered at various times 
$9,314.96. From this it will be seen that if the account of N, Osburn, esq., should 
be settled on the basis of the above statement, that the cost (to the Government) 
of the work done since the suspension would be nearly double of its cost at the 


rates of the contract. 

The balance of the ropriation remaining available is $17,808.54. Out of 
this amount $10,962.93 will shortly fall due to Messrs. Pottier & Stymus, for fur- 
ts, matting, and curtains, ordered May 12 last, leaving $6,846.61 to- 


niture, 
wards the ‘inal settlement of N. Osburn’s account, 


. Very respectfully, 
. B. OERTLY, Acting Assieiant Architect. 
J. Rocers, Esq., 
Supervising Architect, Treasury Department. 


Exutsrr E. 
Secretary McCulloch to the claimant, 
JuLy 23, 1866, 

Dear Sir: Upon carefully looking over the scttlement heretofore made with 
fee upon your claim as contractor for the building ofthe Baltimore court-house, 

am forced to the conclusion that I have no authority toalter or waive the pro- 
visions of the release or receipt which you then executed. Nothing soni be 
allowed to you under the approp: on act approved April 7, 1856, except it 
should be certified by the Attorney-General to be legal, just, and proper, and he, 
in an opinion given in another and similar case, xs well as in conversation in 
regard to your case, seems to have been of the opinion that noclaim of damages 
for the discontinuance of work upon the building could be legally allowed. 

The settlement made with you, proceeding upon this basis, excluded those 
claims for damage, allowing you only for work actually done, which was all it 
was thought could be allowed under the Attorney-General’s opinion, or which 
he could certify to be legally due. I can readily conceive that the discontinu- 
ance of the work caused you actual and real loss, but there seems to be no other 
course for you now to pursue except to make application to Congress for relief, 
in accordance with the right reserved in the release which you executed, If 
you desire to pursue this course, withdrawing your letter of the 29th of May 
jast, I shall take pleasure in recommending your application to the favorable 
lami Seapine tr) yma 

eryr Y: 
H. McCULLOCH, 
Secretary. 
N. Ospurn, Esq. 


Secrelary MeCulloch to the chairman of the Committee on Claims. 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, June 5, 1866, 

Sr: At the request of Mr. N. Osburn, I desire to call the attention of the Com- 
mittee on Claims to his claim for damages, caused by the suspension of work 
on the United States court-house in Baltimore, Md., as shown by the papers 
herewith transmitted, from which it will be seen that while the claimant shane 
doned his right to apply to the courts for damages, he reserved his right to ap- 
ply to Congress for such compensation as might seem equitable and just. 


Very respectfully, 
H. McOCULLOCH, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 
Hon. C. DELANO, 
Chairman Commitee on Claims, House of Representatives. 


Second letter from Secretary McCulloch to the chairman of the Committes on Claims. ~ 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, January 17, 1867. 

Sır: On the 5th of June I inclosed for the consideration of your committee 
certain papers in to the claim of N. Osborn, contractor for the erection 
of the United States court-house in Baltimore, Md., for da for the suspen- 
sion of the work by the order of this Department, dated May 10, 1861, which 
suspension taking place at a time when material and labor was extremely low, 
prevented him from taking advantage of the favorable rates then current, and 
compelled him to complete the building at a time when the prices of both had 
m g, I am satisfied, a material loss to him. 

It will be seen from the receipt of Mr. Osburn (a copy of which was trans- 
mitted) that while the various claims aan under contract have been 
finally adjusted, nothing has been paid him for the damages he has suffered 
from the action of the De ent aforesaid. 

- The appropriation for the settlement of his accounts approved April 7, 1866, 
Pisa not, in the opinion of this Department, authorize any payment whatever 

for damages. 
Mr. Osburn haying withdrawn his letter of the 29th of May, 1866, and satisfac- 
torily explained the reasons that induced him to sign it, I desire to withdraw 
the letter of this Department, dated June 11, 1866, in relation thereto, and sub- 
mit his claims to your fayorable consideration. 
Very respectfully, 


advanced, causin, 


Boot McCULLOCH, 
Hon. C. DELANO, Chairman Committee on Claims. pat x 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Now, the officers of the Government, 
every one of them, without exception, have recommended the payment 
of any legal indebtedness existing on the part of the United States 
Government to this claimant, but the difficulty in the way is the statute 
of limitations, and the effect of the release he gave for the fifty-odd 
thousand dollars him. 

Mr. BRECKIN GE, of Arkansas. I wish to ask a question of 
the gentleman from New York before consent is given to laying this 
bill aside. The gentleman stated, I believe, that Mr. Howell Cobb, a 
member of the Cabinet, recommended the allowance cf the claim. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. No, I stated the contract was made by 
Howell Cobb in July, 1860, when he was a member of the Cabinet. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I did not so understand the 
statement. Will the gentleman please explain the release to which he 
has referred ? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I will read that portion of the report 


again. 
{The portion of the report referred to by Mr. BAKER, was again 
read 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. This was in 1860, I believe ? 
Mr. BAKER, of New York. Yes, sir. 


RECORD—HOUSE. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We have had no explanation 
as to the merits of this claim. I would like to knowsomething about 


it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask if there is objection to the 
present consideration of the bill ? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I consent that an explanation 
shall be given, subject to the right to object. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I wish it distinctly understood that 
after I have stated all the facts in connection with the case, if any gen- 
tleman objects to the consideration of the bill, I can only say ‘‘Amen,’? 
for I have examined it carefully, and know it to be only right and 


iust. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. Let me ask my colleague if this 
bill is not simply for the purpose of giving his constituent a standing 
in court and a day in court? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I can read that portion of the report 
which gives the facts in reference to the case perhaps in less time than 
it will take to explain it. 

Mr. BYNUM. I object to the consideration of this bill. There is 
no use in taking up the time in discussing it farther. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I want to say that I am sorry to have 
my friend object without hearing the case. 

Mr. BYNUM. Ihave heard the case. This party has received com- 
pensation, and gave a receipt in full for it. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. He gave a receipt in full, but that re- 
ceipt, if the gentleman will examine it, reserves the right to ask Con- 
gress for relief for damages, and reserves the right to prosecute any 
claim against the Government. 

Mr. BYNUM. I have heard the reading of that receipt. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Then I know my friend does not mean 
to insist upon his objection. 

Mr. BYNUM. I see no reason to withdraw the objection, and insist 
upon it. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Will this bill retain its place upon the 
Calendar? 

The CHAIRMAN. It will. 

Some time subsequently 

Mr. BAKER, of New York, said: I understand the gentleman from 
Indiana is willing to withdraw his objection to the consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. BYNUM. I will withdraw the objection. 

Mr. COBB. I renew it. 


JOHN T. ROBERSON. 


Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Chairman, in regard to the bill to which I 
made objection just now, I find, on talking with some of my friends on 
this side, that it is a meritorious claim, in consequence of which I 
withdraw the objection. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. What is the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 6494) for the relief of John T, Roberson. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Let the bill be read. 

Mr. LANHAM. It has been already reported at the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN]. : 

Mr. CARUTH. This is a bill to pay for clerical hire at a consulate. 
E Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Very well; I have no objec- 

on. 

Tho CHAIRMAN. The bill is before the committee and the ques- 
tion is on the amendments which have been submitted by the Commit- 
tee on Claims, and which have been read. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I think it is proper to adopt thelast amendment, 
because it has not been the policy of the Government to pay interest. 

The amendments were adopted. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
@ favorable recommendation. 

G. W. M’ ADAMS, 


The next bysiness on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri) was the bill (H, R. 4765) for the 
relief of G. W. McAdams. 

* The bill is as follows: | 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster-General of the United States is hereby 
authorized to release and relieve George W. McAdams, tmaster at Mount 
Pleasant, Iowa, and his sureties, of all responsibility and liability to the Gov- 
ernment for funds and property of the Government stolen from said post-office 
on the night of July —, 1885, by burglars: Provided, Thathe shall, upon exami- 
nation, find that such loss was without negligence, fault, or blame on the part 
of said postmaster, 


The report (by Mr. KERR) is as follows: 


Your committee being satisfied that no dan 
under the provisions of the bill submittin: 
and blame to the Postmaster-General for fis 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was laid aside to be 


recommendation. 


JULY 14, 


rcan arise to the Government 
e question of negligence, fault, 
determination, recommend the 


reported to the House with a favorable 


o 
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JOHN J. CROOKE, 


The next bill on the Calendar (the consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL) was the bill (H. R. 2696) for the re- 
lief of John J. Crooke. 

The bill is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $1,611.44 to John J, Crooke, for services rendered in 
imprinting internal-revenue stamps upon tin-foil to wrappers, from the Ist 
day of July, 1884, to the 7th day of October, 1884. 

The report (by Mr. KERR) was read, as follows: 


Your committee report that the bill herewith was referred to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, andthe Secretary referred the same to the Commissioner, whore- 
ported that there was an equitable claim due the claimant of the amount pro- 
vided in the bill, 

Your committee therefore recommend the passage of the same. 

Copy of report or letter of Commissioner is herewith attached. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 
Washington, January 26, 1888. 

Sim: In reply to your verbal inquiry at this office yesterday in regard to a 
plication of Mr. John J. Crooke, of New York, for relief from Congress on a 
count of money stated to be due him for imprinting internal-revenue stamps 
upon foil wrappers for tobacco, I have to state that under a contract entered 
into between Mr. Crooke and this office, and which was in force July 1, 1884, 
Mr, Crooke was entitled to receive compensation at the rate of 14 cents per thou- 
sand for stamps so imprinted. 

Upon presentation of his bill for such imprinting for the month of July, 1854, 
amounting to $163.74, it was referred August 14, 1884, to the accounting officers 
of the Treasury for pomak 

Upon October 18, 1884, this office was notified by the First Comptroller of the 
Treasury of the disallowance of Mr, Crooke’s bill for July, for the reason thatthe 
appropriation for printing stamps for the year ended June 30, 1885, provided for 
the payment for only such stamps asshould be printed at the Bureau of Engrav- 
ing and Printing. (23 Statutes, 204.) 

t is found on examination of the records of this office that there is due Mr. 
Crooke for imprinting stamps, under his contract, the sum of $1,611.45 for stamps 
imprinted from July 1, 1884, to October 7, 1884, inclusive. 

Mr, Crooke entered into a contract for the imprinting of internal-revenue 
sanpa on and after October 8, 1884, without charge or expense to the Govern- 
ment, 

Linclose a eee. of aletter addressed by this office, under date of April 10, 1886, 
to the honorable Secretary of the Treasury, on the subject of pens of Mr. 
Crooke for relief from Congress (House b lis 7341, 7842, 7343). 
to change the recommendations made in that letter. 

There are no papers on file in this office which will furnish any information 
other than is contained in this communication and that of April 10, inclosed. 


Respectfully, yours, 
JOS. S. MILLER, Commissioner. 
Hon. TMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

Mr. McoMILLIN. I wish to ask the gentleman from New York as 
to what amount is recommended by the bill? I did not catch the 
reading of it. 

‘ Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. Sixteen hundred and eleven dol- 
ars. . 

Mr. McMILLIN. I remember to have investigated the question in 
the last Congress, when it was before the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and we found that amount was due. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, and laid aside to 
be reported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 


SUFFERERS BY WRECK OF STEAMER TALLAPOOSA,. ; 


Mr. MCKINNEY. The gentleman “from Ohio [Mr. SENEY] with- 
draws his objection to the bill which I presented here awhile ago (S. 
869) for the relief of sufferers by the wreck of the Tallapoosa. 

Mr. SENEY. If it be the desire of the House to consider at this 
time the bill called up by the gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
McKinney] I will withdraw my objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further objection ? 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I ask that the gentleman be 
permitted to make a statement, subject to the right to object to the 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. LONG. Regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Theregular orderisdemanded. The Clerk will 
report the next bill. - 

The Clerk read as follows: 


ae oe (H. R. 4573) to provide for the adjustment of the accounts of Edwin A. 
errit 


Mr. LONG. I withdraw the demand for the regular order. 

Mr. KERR. I wish to say in regard to the bill called up by the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire, that it was carefully examined by the 
committee, and that there are precedents for it. We examined testi- 
mony and found that the amounts allowed these various members of 
the crew was simply the value of their outfit, which was inevitably de- 
stroyed when the vessel went down. 

Mr. HOLMAN. What was the outfit? 

Mr. KERR. A thousand dollars for each of the officers. 

Mr. HOLMAN. But what did that cover? 

Mr. KERR. It covered in each case about a dozen suits of clothes, 
epaulettes, hammocks, and everything of that kind—the whole para- 
phernalia of a naval officer. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. There were forty of these sailors. 

Mr. KERR. There were four officers and forty sailors. 


have no reason 


Mr. McKINNEY. These forty sailors that lost their entire outfit 
were in the service of the Government. They were in no sense respon- 
sible for the sinking of the vessel, and I think they ought to be com- 
pensated for their loss. 

Mr. KILGORE. I understand, Mr. Chairman, that this statement 
is made subject to the right to object to the consideration of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly. The gentleman from New Hamp- 
shire will proceed. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. These men, I say, lost theirentire outfit. They 
were poor men, and it seems to me perfectly just that they should be 
allowed at least the value of the outfit which they lost. The vessel 
lay under the water long enough to destroy entirely everything they 

ed. We do not ask that they shall be allowed for anything ex- 
cept what they absolutely lost while they were in the service of the 
Government. Now there is, or there will be, objection made to one 
part of the bill, and so far as that part is concerned I am willing that 
the bill shall be amended. It iswhereit says, ‘‘ The widow, child, or 
children, or in case there be not such, then the parent or parents, or if 
there be no parents, then the brothers and sisters, etc.” One gentle- 
man on the floor has stated that he will object to including brothers 
and sisters, and if the committee will permit, I am willing that that 
shall be struck out, although if no objection were made to it I would 
rather let it stand soas to avoid the necessity for sending the bill back 
to the Senate. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Is there not a provision in the 
general law for compensating sailors who lose their effects by accidents 
of this kind ? 

Mr. KERR. I understand that there is. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. What is it? 

Mr. KERR. There is some sort of provision, but what it is I donot 
know exactly. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I searched for it a year ago, but could not 
find it. 

Mr. HOLMAN. There is some provision on the subject. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say that 
there are two cases cited in the report where seamen lost their property 
and the Government reimbursed them. 

Mr. KILGORE. Those were cases where the families of the men 
who were lost were reimbursed. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman from New 
York is speaking of property now. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. I desire tosay, Mr. Chairman, that 
ifthere ever was a proper and charitable case presented to any Congress 
this is such a case, and the claim ought to be paid. The loss of the 
vessel was not any fault of these men, and they ought to be compensated 
for their loss. , 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. What amounts were allowed 
to the sailors in the cases which are cited as precedents? 

Mr. KERR. The same amount as in this bill. ; 

Mr. MCKINNEY. The allowance in the bill for each officer is $1,000. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. What is it based upon? 

Mr. McKINNEY. It is based upon the investigation of the facts. 
The testimony shows that it would require $1,000 to replace their 
clothes, their swords, and all the property that they lost. Thatis what 
the allowance is based upon. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. We passed several such bills in the Forty-ninth 

Congress. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I think that is a very liberal 
allowance for personal effects. This kind of legislation carries the Gov- 
ernment into the insurance business, and if officials take with them to 
sea more than is necessary for the actual service, I do not believe that 
the Government ought to insure their property. I suggest therefore to 
the gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. MCKINNEY ] that he let this 
allowance for the officers be fixed at $500, which perhaps may not cover 
all the property they lost, but will cover it so far as the Government 
could reasonably be expected to incur risks for their benefit. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. Ifthe committee do not object, I am willing to 
have the bill amended in line 13 by striking out ‘* one thousand ’’ and 
inserting ‘‘five hundred.” - Thai will make the allowance to each officer 


[Cries of “Vote? “Vote ™] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [ Mr. Coss] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. COBB. I have been trying to get in a word on this matter for 
some time. I think this bill is wrong in principle. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TimortHY J. CAMPBELL] bit the nail squarely 
on the head when he said awhile ago that it was a very charitable case. 
That is what it is, and that is the whole of it. 

Mr. LANHAM. He did not use the word “ charitable’’ in the same 
sense that you do. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. No, I did not mean it in that 
sense. [Laughter.] These men were in the employ of the Govern- 
ment, and if the Secretary of the Navy had ordered that vessel to the 
most dangerous point on the ocean they would have had to obey orders. 

Mr. COBB. Certainly. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. And they did obey orders, and 
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the result was that they lost all their property and very nearly lost 
their lives. The chief engineer was about nine hours in the rigging 
before he was taken off by a schooner, Furthermore, they were com- 
pelled by Jaw to have a certain amount of clothing and equipment at- 
tached to their positions in the Navy when they went tosea. That 
statement was made and verified before the Committee on Claims, not 
only before the subcommittee, but before the full committee. 

Mr. POST. Mr. Chairman, is this bill under consideration? 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis not. This entire proceeding is by unani- 
mous consent, Is there further objection to the consideration of this 
bill, in view of the statement of the gentleman from New Hampsbire 
[Mr. MCKINNEY] as to the amendments which he is willing to have 
made? 

Mr. COBB. If the Chair will indulge me a moment, it is not ex- 
actly fair to members of this House to call upon them to make these 
peremptory objections without giving them an opportunity to state their 
reasons. 

It puts them in a bad position, and the moment an objection is 
made the objector is surrounded by gentlemen specially interested, so 
that he can not hear what is going on because of the appeals that are 
made to him. It puts a memberina false attitude. Now, everything 
that the gentleman from New York has said may be truae—— 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. Itis true. - 

Mr. COBB. It may be true that this was a dangerous enterprise, 
but these men entered upon it knowing the danger and the responsi- 
bility. This bill simply proposes that the United States Government 
shall become an insurer of the property of officers of the Navy. That 
is the whole of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman object? 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


GEORGE F. ROBERTS AND OTHERS. 
The next business on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 


-~ mittee on Claims (called up by Mr. HOWARD) was the bill (H. R. 2127) 


for the relief of George F. Roberts and others. 
The bill was read. 
Mr. WASHINGTON. Let us hear the report, subject to objection. 
Mr. FINLEY. I object to the bill. 
Mr. HOLMAN. I hope before objection is made the report will be 


read. : 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The report covers six pages. 
Mr. HOLMAN. Perhaps the chairman of the committee can explain 
the case briefly. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. FINLEY] 
has objected. 
GEORGE B. HANSELL. 


The next business on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims (called up by Mr. VOORHEES) was the bill (H. R. 
5336) for the relief of George B. Hansell. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Alaska, to Washington, D. OC., after his discharge from the United States reye- 
nue-marine in 1870; and that the said sum of $373, or so much thereof as 
shall be necessary, be appropriated for the purposes of this act. 


Mr. SENEY. I ask for the reading of the report. 

Mr. VOORHEES, Ifthe gentleman will allow me, I can state briefly 
the single point embraced in this case. 

Mr. SENEY. I much prefer to have the report read. 

The report (by Mr. SHaw) was read, as follows: 


This bill was favorably reported by the Committce on Claims tothe House of 
Representatives during the first session of the Forty-ninth Congress. That re- 
port so fully sets forth the facts upon which the claim is based, that your com- 
pge adopt said report and make it part hereof, and recommend that the bill 

pass. : 


The Committes on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 2915) for the 
relief of George B. Hansell, having carefully considered the same, report: 

‘That the claimant in 1862 was a resident of Washington, D. C., and was com- 
missioned third lieutenant in the United States revenue-marine service. In 
1867 he was made a second lieutenant in the same service; that while serving 
as such second lieutenant he was ‘ordered to report to Washington, D.C., for 
examination and promotion. He reported for examination; after the examina- 
tion he was ordered to report for duty to the United States revenue-cuiter Reli- 
ance, then on the Pacific coast. T orders he obeyed. 

In September, 1870, while returning in the Reliance to Sitka, Alaska, from a 
cruise in the Arctic waters, he found awaiting him a letter from the Secretary 
of the Treasury dismissing him from the service. That letter was as follows: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, July 19, 1870. 


Sm: Having failed to pass the professional examination prescribed by this 
Department, and the Senate of the United States having confirmed the nomi- 
nation of your successor, I am directed by the President to inform you that your 
commission as second lieutenant in the Revenue-Catter Service of the United 
States is revoked, and your services as such will cease and terminate with the 

S eae respectfall, 
am, 
K n GEO. S. BOUTWEL EI i, 
Secretary o, easury. 
Second Lieut. G. B. HANSEL. £ : 
Revenue-Outter Reliance, Sitka, Alaska, 


Lieutenant Hansell thus found himself discharged at a point distant and re- 


mote from hishome. He claims that he was compelled to expend the sum of 
$273 in order to reach his home (Washington, D. C.) from Sitka, Alaska, where 
he was dismissed. 

‘The cause of his dismissal was “failure to pass the professional examination” 
prescribed by the Treasury Department. It will be observed that after he had 
reported to Washington for such examination, and had undergone the same, he 
was ordered for duty to the Pacific coast. He was discharged from the date of 
the receipt of the letter. Had he been discharged while at the most distant 
point while on the cruise to Alaska, it would seem that equity and fair btn 
to this officer would entitle him to tra: ion to his home. He claim 
his traveling expenses from the Treasury Department. The answer of the De- 
partment was: 

“That he (Hansell) was dropped from the service at Sitka, Alaska, and that 
no authority for traveling expenses was contained in the letter of the rt- 
ment sent to him atthe time; there is accordingly no legal basisfor his claim.” 

The committee are of the opinion, while there may be no legal basis for the 
claim, that justice demands that he be paid his actual and necessary traveling 
Spre from Sitka, Alaska, to his home at Washington, D. C. 

Your committee recommend that the bill be amended as follows: After the 
word “ dollars,” in line 7, insert the words “ or so mueh thereof as he may find 
to be required to pay the necessary and actual traveling,” and in line7 strike 
out the word “ for,” and after the word “dollars.” in line 10, insert the words 
“or so much thereof as shall be necessary,” and that, when so amended, recom- 
mend that the bill do pass. 

There being no objection, the Committee of the Whole House pro- 
ceeded to the consideration of the bill; which was laid aside to be re- 


ported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


A. O. BRADFORD. 


Mr. THOMPSON, of California. I desire to call up the bill (H. R. 
649) for the relief of A. C. Bradford. This bill has been already 
reached on the Calendar this evening. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill referred to by the gentleman can only 
be recurred to by unanimous consent. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to pay A. U. Bradford, late a judge of the thirteenth 
judicial district in the State of California, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise sppropriated, the sum of $487.55, which sum was assessed as the in- 
come tax, and was collected from and Foner by him to the Government of the 
United Sta upon his salary as such district judge, for the years 1863 and 1869, 
euch tax having been declared illegal and unconstitutional by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

The report (by Mr. TAULBEE) is as follows: 


‘The sum stated in the bill is the amount of income tax assessed on the salary 
of claimant as district judge of the thirteenth judicial district for the State of 
California for the years 1569 and 1863, and paid by him. The tax was ill l 
and unconstitutional, hence the committee recommends the passage of the bill, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this bill? 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Ido not know thatI shall object; but Iwould 
like to ask a question or two, reserving the right to object. I see this 
bill proposes to refund income tax on the ground that the tax was de- 
clared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States. I 
wish the gentleman in charge of this bill would state whether the court 
so decided before this tax was assessed and collected, or whether this 


`| gentleman stands in the same category with thousands of other people 


who paid the income tax. 

Mr. KERR. I believe the committee has adopted the rule of report- 
ing in favor of repayment in all cases of this kind where a claim is filed. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Was this ajudicial officer ? 

Mr. FELTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Iam waiting for an answer to my inquiry. 
I must object, unless some one can answer the question. 

Mr. FELTON. I can only state to the gentleman that this tax was 
declared by the Supreme Court of the United States to be unconstitu- 
tional; and in cases of this kind which have come before the House, 
bills for refund of the tax have invariably been passed; I have never 
supposed that the Government of the United States desired to take the 
money. of the citizen in an unlawful or uncenstitutional manner. in 
this instance the claimant happens to be a poor man, and is in need of 
the money. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. The gentleman has not answered my ques- 
tion. Iam not asking whether the beneficiary in this case is a rich or 
a poor man, or anything of that kind. My question is whether this 
tax was declared illegal before it was collected and paid in this in- 

Ed 


Mr. HOUK. I think this, matter can be preg apinn, As I 
understand, after the Supreme Court declared the income tax on sala- 
ries of State officers unconstitutional, a statute was passed by Congress 
providing for a refund of the tax; but there was a limitation of time 
within which claims must be filed. In this case, from some cause the 
man did not make his application within the prescribed time, and the 
object of this bill is simply to relieve the claimant from the bar created 


in that way. 
Mr. WASHINGTON. If this man comes in that category, I have 
no objection. 


There being no objection, the Committee of the Whole House pro- 
ceeded to the consideration of the bill; which was laid aside to be re- 
ported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


SUFFERERS BY THE WRECK OF THE STEAMER TALLAPOOSA. 


Mr. COBB. Icall up for consideration the bill (S. 869) heretofore 
called up by the gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. MCKINNEY], 
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who will move certain amendments to it to remove objections hereto- 
fore made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill will be read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That to reimburse the survivors of the officers and crew of 
the United States steamer Tallapoosa, wrecked at Vineyard Sound on the night 
of the 2ist of August, 1884, for the losses incurred by them, seepeestrely in said 
wreck, there shall be paid, out of any money in the Treasury of the United 
States not otherwise appropriated, the following sums, namely: To John F, 

erry, lieutenant-commander; William H. Everett, lieutenant; Frank E, 
Beatiy, Hentenant, nein; ade: Nathan P. Towne, passed assistant px yt 
ttlesey, ens y, passed assistant yymaster, each $1,000. 

To Hugh Kuhl, mate; Tinos W. Baxter, mate; L. B. Gallagher, mate; Leonard 
Hanscom, ead eo Bishop, junior, pay clerk; omas B. "Kramer, 
$700. To Lieutenant W. H. aques, for loss of Bdo for of pates 


steward; Smith Berry, aoe Albert Beyer Joses H. seaman; John ©. 
Conway, ship’s corporal; William’ H. Christian, ordinary seaman ; Charles 
Carlson, carpenter's mı mate; John Carter, ordinary seaman; Charles H. Coates, 
Jandsman; Timothy J . Campbell R coal-heaver ; homas Condon, o coal-heay 
George Jan: deman; Jobn i Dugan, q et p 


more, ainan; iy Roba D einen: a D'Ar hid ene L alatan 
-class fireman; Pat- 
; John Fowler, ship's 
yeoman; les F. Fugett, pe Reter aa aa fireman; Charlos Har, ordinary sea- 


Thomas Hubert, ship's cook; Thomas Howell, first-class fi fireman ; ‘Alacundios 
Hutton, Speke ao fireman; Daniel W, Hickman, cook to comman in-chief; 


, Seaman; 
H. Johnson, mnenpas | Willian £. Jones, landsman; Villiam Johnson, ordi- 


Jacob W. Leer, y oes Thomas 
cDermott, i: sect pay o Frank M: 


Spelt Ra of mard, eoat- John i 
LSA OLASO REWALA? Denier Mi ain; Patrick: in; ian Mi 
n. nie y, coxswain ; ca) 
tain of after-guard ; James McCann, coal-heaver; Jacob Miller, Jandsm a A 
Jules McLean, ordinary seaman; Felix Mackinsten, ordinary seaman ; Mich. 
ael O'Neil, jaina p preh fireman; ‘Timothy O'Reilly first-class machinist ; 
Ostersen, chief i hea mate; August Ohlinsen, master-at-arms; 
O’Brien, second-class d-class fireman: Arthur O’Brien, coal-heaver; Joseph Pad- 
more, ord Marshall Parker, lan ; John H, Palmer, cabin. 
cook; James “Richmond, painter; Horace ear George dargi William J. 
mac ieakes seen n; William E. Rockett, anen el Rees, ordinary 


ward Shanklin, bg viorenlag A OE dies H Bor Aier e hr nee se 
man; Henry K. Steever, first-class Charles F. 
commander-in-ehief; Patrick Sweeney, captain of forecastle ; ward Small, 
aaniu J. D. Pin tee Simon, landsman; Frank 
yan,landsman; Peter Thompson,coxswain; George Tink er steerage cook; 

John Thompson, seaman; Herbert 8S. ‘Trueman, captain of che, eee Clar- 
ence D, Tippitt, second-class fireman; Daniel Tinsle , landsman; Jan C. Tinn- 
man, ordinary seaman; James Taylor, seaman; illiam J. Turner, coal- 
heaver; Batanel Ww. Wells, engineer's yeoman; Isaac Williams, coal-heaver ; 
Murray Williams, coal- heaver; Fred. Williams, landsman; itd White, 
wardroom cook; Charles Williams, ordinary seaman; Oscar Westerholm, sea- 
man; Henry H. ‘Walker, first-class machinist; each $100. 

Sec. 2, That the widow, child, or children, or in = there be not such, then 
the parent or parents, and if there be no parents, th e brothers and sisters of 
those in the service who were lost in the wreck of the United States steamer 

o k. nt surgeon; Wiliam 
an, shall be entitled to and shall 
> United States not otherwise 


to, a sum equal to twelve months’ sea- wre dca of jery person lost 
the legal representatives of the above 
of the oe shall also be Lae 
any arrears of pay due said deceased at 

, That there Shalt be deducted from the sums allowed cach of the 
named in this act Wosteyar amounts may have been paid them under pea 


visions of existing 
Sze. 3. A erg ai er accounting officers of the Treasury of the United States 
be, and they are h , authorized and directed to settle, upon principles of 
justico and equity, the accounts of the officers and crew on board the said vessel 
hen wrecked, and to assume the last quarterly return of the paymaster of said 
minai as abe basis of computation of the subsequent credits to those on board 
to the date of such loss, if there be no evidence to the contrary. 
Mr. MCKINNEY. I move inline 13 to strike out ‘‘one thousand”’ 
and insert ‘‘five hundred;’’ so it will read: 
Passed assistant paymaster, each $500. 
The amendment was to. 
Mr. MCKINNEY. I move to strike out the words ‘ brothers aa 
sisters ” in the second section. 
Mr. BYNUM. I wish also to strike out ‘‘ parents ” before the words 
“brothers and sisters.’’ 
Mr. COBB. The question first recurs on the ‘motion to strike out 
& brothers and sisters.” 
Mr. BYNUM. I move as amendment to that to strike out “‘ par- 
ents,” and on my motion I demand a division. 
Mr. McKINNEY. I will accept the amendment of the gentleman 
aop ae. I move to strike out the words in the second section, 
as follows: 


Or in case there be not such, then the parent or parents, and if there be 
parents the brothers and sisters. ~ ne 


So it will read: 

Szc. 2. That the widow, child, or children of those in the service who were 
lost in the wreck of the United States steamer Tallapoosa, ete. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MCKINNEY. Inow move thatthe bill as amended be laid aside 
to be reported to the aE with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The motion was 

House bill 438 was etal to the House to be laid upon the table. 


NEHEMIAH OSBURN. 


Mr. BAKER, of New York. I call up for consideration/the bill (H. 
R. 464) for the relief of Nehemiah Osburn. 

The bill was read. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the reading of 
the report in this case, and also to the reading of the bill. I would 
have been glad to have found some ground upon which this claim 
could gothrongh. I will take one minute to state to the committee 
the reason why I shall insist upon my objection. 

The contract in this case was drawn for the very purpose of prevent- 
ing recourse to the courts as is now pro And while this claim 
may not be for a large amount of money, nevertheless it may establish 
a precedent which will lead to opening up cases arising out of the con- 
struction of gunboats and in reference to abe matters during the war 
which may involve millions of dollars. 

The President has vetoed during this very Congress a case of this 
character, and for reasons which are sound. The action proposed by 
this bill I believe to be one of doubtful expediency, and in view of the 
dangerous results to which it may lead I am compelled to insist upon 
my objection. 

P. GOUGH EDELIN. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 6753) 
for the relief of P. Gough Edelin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete. ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected to pay to P. elin, of land, the sum of $42.96, this amount 
having been advanced by him to N icy T: erro upon revenue check numbered 
109066, for $2,205.06, presented to him by her, payment of said check having 
since been refused at the United States subtreasury in ore upon the 
Say Kas the said Taliaferro was erroneously pensioned under certificate 
3094 (Navy. 


The report (by Mr. SHAw) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 6753) for tho 
relief of P. Gough Edelin, report: 

‘That they find a favorable report was made on this claim by the Committee 
on Claims during the first session of the Forty-ninth Congress. That report so 
fully sets forth facts upon which the im is based that your commitice 
make it part hereof, ang recommend that the bill do pass. 


The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8698) for tho 
relief of P. Gough Edelin, make the following report: 

Thisis s claim for money advanced upon a draft issued by the proper officer 
upon the subtreasurer at New York, in payment of a claim of aes s Niey Talia- 
ferro for pension. After said draft was issued it wag discovered that the said 
Saenger erroneously pensioned, and payment of the same was refased 


n presentation. 
he utter inability of the recipient of this advance to make good the same 
renders it incumbent upon the Government to indemnify Mr. Edelin against 
all loss caused by its own error and mistake. 
enone your committee recommend the passage of the accompanying 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do 

Mr. WEAVER. A draft was sent to this party for $250 from the 
Pension Bureau. Whatever faults there are in this matter arose out 
of the laches of the Government officers, and it is only just this bill 
should pass to refund the amount to Mr. Edelin. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. LANHAM. It is now nearly a quarter past 11 o’clock, and we 


have several bills to be acted upon in the House. 

Mr. BYNUM. Let us go on a little while longer. 

Mr. CARUTH. We can not rise now; I have a bill I want to pass. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It is getting quite late, and it is very hard upon 
the reading clerks and the officers of the House generally. It is very 
oppressive. Iam entirely impartial in the matter, but I think in jus- 
tice to the officers of the House I should make a motion for the com- 
mittee to rise. 

Mr. LANHAM. Ifthe gentleman will withhold that motion I will 
make it myselfin a few moments. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Very well. 

WILLIAM KNOWLAND. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. KERE) was the bill (H. R. 2636) for the relief of 
William Knowland. 

thea bill was read, as follows: 


it enacted, That the Seeretary of the Treasury be, and he sheera: 
eres to pay to William Knowland, of New York City, out of any money in 
Treasury not ova seg a |, the sum of $193.17, boing: balance due for 
services as messenger to Committee on Expenditures in the Department of 
Justice in the Forty-eighth Congress. 


The report (by Mr. KERR) was read, as follows: 
That in the year 1884 claimant was employed by the Committee on Expendi- 
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tures in the Department of Justice from September 6, ISH, to October 22, 1881, 
during recess, at the rate of $125 per month, under resolution of January 21, 
1884. That said claim was not paid, for the reason that there were not sufficient 
funds to the credit of said committee to pay him. 

Your committee therefore recommend that the bill pass for the payment of 
the claim. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered and laid aside to 


be reported to the House with favorable recommendation. 


DAVID A, HAY woop. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. BYNUM) was the bill (H. R. 3132) for the re- 
lief of David A. Haywood. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to David A. Haywood, of Indianapolis, Ind., the 
sum of $350.32, for grading and bowlding Market street, in said ety, in front o 
the post-office and court-house building, as per estimate made by the civil en 
gineer of the city of Indianapolis; and a sum sufticient therefor is hereby ap- 
propriated out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 

Mr. LANHAM. I made the report in this case, and have investi- 
gated it thoroughly. I know it to be a meritorious case. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Is it not a fact that the Committee on Appro- 
priations have rejected similar bills for paving and grading around 
public buildings? 

Mr. BYNUM. They can not include them in appropriation bills. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. But every claim of that kind has been objected 


to. 
Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. I beg the gentleman’s pardon; they 
have paid for paving constantly. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. I beg the gentleman’s pardon; I know what I 
am saying. 
Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. That the Government has not paid for 
paving around the public buildings. 
Mr. BUCHANAN, I mean precisely that. 
Mr. ONEILL, of Missouri. I know that I have collected from 
Congress for paving around the public buildings in St. Louis. 
Mr. BUCHANAN, Then you have been unusually lucky. 
F ‘The CHAIRMAN. Ts there objection to the consideration of the 
ill? 
‘There was no objection. 
‘The bill was ordered to be laid aside to be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. 


J. R. JONES, 


The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. HOPKINS, of Virginia) yas the bill (H. R. 
4201) for the relief of J. R. Jones. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, au- 


thorized and directed to pay to J. R. Jones, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of eighty-four dollars and fifty-one cents, 


‘There being no objection, the bill was considered and laid aside to 
be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


JAMES CALER. 


‘The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. BowpEN) was the bill (H. R. 2661) for the relief ot 
James Caler. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the proper accounting officer of the Treasury of the 
United States be, and he is hereby, author and directed to pay to James 
Caler, of Stamford, Conn., the sum of $8,445, for work done by him under a con- 
tract with the United States in the dredging and excavation of the bar at Ruth- 
crford Park, in the Passaic River, New Jersey. 


Mr. HOLMAN. How much is involved in this claim? 

Mr. BOWDEN. Eight thousand four hundred and forty-five dollars. 

Mr. HOLMAN. There should besome statement, or else the report 
should be read. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I call for the reading of the report. 

The report (by Mr. BOWDEN) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 2661) for the 
relief of James Caler, submit the following report: 

That the committee, finding the bill favorably reported by the House commit- 
tee at the third session of the Forty-fifth Congress, adopt the same, as follows: 

“That on the 25th day of June, 1873, the petitioner entered into a contract 
with the United States of America for dredging and excavating the barat Ruth- 
erford Park, in the Passaic River, New Jersey. For this work he was to receive, 
when it was completed, the sum of $14,500, The work has been completed ac- 
cording to the requirements of the contract. In the specifications, which were 
made part of the contract, the material was represented as consisting ‘of loose 
stones, bowlders, sand, and grayel.’ After quite a large part of the work had 
been done it was discovered that the remaining portion of the material to be re- 
moved consisted in part of a hard blue clay and pan, the removal of which 
was attended with an expense much greater than would have attended the re- 
moval of such material as the contract specified. For this extra expense Mr. 
Caler claims compensation, 

“Lieut. Col. John Newton, who was engineer in charge of the work, and who 
represented the United States in making said contract, and executed it for them, 
admits that there was a mistake made in the description in the contract of the 
character of the materialto be removed, and that the claimant is entitled to some 
relief; and your committee are of that opinion, Thequestion as to the amount 
that should be allowed him in full compensation is one of some difficulty. 

“Ina communicationad d to your committee, dated May 1, 1878, he says: 
‘In arriving at a conclusion as to the extent of Mr, Caler’s chai against the 


Government, there must be some uncertainty in spite of all the care that can be 
taken. As to the fact that he has some claim there can be no dispute, because 
the materials—sand, gravel, broken stone,and bowlders—which he contracted 
to remove were underlaid in some parts by a hard clay very difficult to dredge, 
and which was not cified in the contract.’ 

“Colonel Newton made, at the request of your committee, two computa- 
tions of the amount to be paid to the claimant in full satisfaction. The first is 
upon a basis of a payment for the use of his dredge and scows used, and of the 
wages of the men required to handle them, with the other expenses incident to 
their use. Upon this basis he finds the amount to be paid to the claimant to be 
$11,769. Subsequently Colonel Newton submitted another estimate based upon 
payment to the claimant for the ordinary wearand repair of machinery, wages 
of the men employed, with interest upon the value of the dredge, scows, and 
other material used in the prosecution of the work, to which he adds $1,000 for 
the services of the claimant. Upon this basis he makes the amount to be paid 


“This porn purance leaves out all compensation forthe use of property of the 
claimant in the prosecution of this work for a period of sixteen months, which 
is valued at the sum of $16,500, and for $18,471 advanced and paid out by him in 
the prosecution of the work (in all, the sum of $34,971), excepting 6 per cent. in- 
terest on his said disbursements and on the sum at which the property used was 
valued. This, your committee think, is not just, because it is apparent that 6 
r cent, interest upon the value of such property is not sufficient compensation 
or its use. The property is used up and destroyed by its use; and this com- 
seman makes no allowance for the rapid depreciation and final loss of the 
ro; j 
X His well understood that vessels of this kind become of little or no value for 
use after a period of twelve or fifteen years, and if the owner receives but 6 per 
cent. interest on his investment for fifteen years and then suffers a loss of the 
sum invested, his investment can not be considered a profitable one, It is also 
manifest that no man can afford to invest $16,500 in dredges and scows and run 
them upon a work of this character for sixteen months atan expense to himself 
of $18,471 and receive as compensation only the sum of $1,000 for his services, 
with interest at 6 per cent. on his capital invested and money advanced, with 
payment of his cash advancements, 
our committee are of opinion that there should be added to this last estimate 
of Colonel Newton the sum of $1,200 as a further compensation for the claim- 
ant’'s services, use of his property, and interest upon disbursements, mak- 
ing in all the sum of $8,415, to be paid to him in full satisfaction of his claim, 
and they therefore report the accompanying bill, and recommend thatit do pass, 
There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 


the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
CHESAPEAKE BANK, BALTIMORE. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. Houx) was the bill (H. R. 4531) for the relief of the 
Chesapeake Bank of Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. LANHAM. I movethat the committee now rise. 

Mr. FINLEY. Before that I would like to ask unanimous con- 
sent—— 

Mr. CARUTH. I hope the committee will not rise. - I ask the con- 
sideration of a bill whichis thenexton theCalendar. [Cries of “ Regu- 
lar order!” ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is on the motion that tho 
committee now rise. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 15, noes 14. 

Before the announcement of the vote, 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri, said: I will withdraw my vote in the 
affirmative, and vote in the negative so as to give the gentleman from 
Kentucky a chance to get his bill in, 

So the motion was rejected 

Mr. HOUK. I now demand the regular order—the consideration of 
the bill the title of which has just been read. 

The bill was read atlength. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN, I think the report should be read. 

Mr. LANHAM. It will take a long time to read the report and the 
officers of the House have a great deal of work to do after the House 
adjourns. Much work has been done in committee, and it is now near 
12 o’clock; so I move that the committee rise. 

Mr. CARUTH. We have not had any intervening business. 

The CHAIRMAN. A bill has been called up. 

The motion was agreed to, there being on a division—ayes 22, noes 9. 

Mr. FINLEY. I ask unanimous consent to call up a bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. TheChaircannotentertaina request now. The 
committee determines to rise. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MOMILLIN having taken 
the chair as § er pro tempore, Mr. DoCKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House, having had under consideration the Pri- 
vate Calendar, had directed him to, report sundry bills with various 
recommendations. 

e lhe SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the first bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is quite late, and I suggest that by 
unanimous consent the previous question be ordered upon the final 

e of these bills. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that that can not 
be done, as they are separate measures. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The previous question can be ordered upon the 
final passage of each bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dispose of the bills separately. 
BILLS PASSED. 

Bills of the following titles, reported favorably from the Committee 
read a third 


It will take but-a very short time to 


of the Whole, were severally ordered to be engrossed, and 


1888. 
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jay and being engrossed, they were accordingly read the third time, 
a 3 


. R. 5539) for the relief of John J. Coughlin; 
sR Ea for the relief of Daniel Bond; 

. R. 4765) for the relief of G. W. McAdam; 

. R. 2696) for the relief of John J. Crooke; 

. R. 5336) for the relief of George B. Hansell; 
. R. 649) for the relief of A. C. Bradford; 

. R. 6753) for the relief of P. Gough Edelin; 
A bill (H. R. 2686) for the relief of William Knowland; 
A bill (H. R. 3132) for the relief of David A. Haywood; and 
A bill (H. R. 4201) for the relief of J. R. Jones. 

ZEB WARD. 


The bill (S. 321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, reported favorably from 
the Committee of the Whole, was ordered to a third reading; and it 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

The bill H. R. 68, of the same title, was laid on the table. 

A. B. NORTON, 

The bill H, R. 4805, reported from the Committee of the Whole, was 
laid on the table. 

JOHN T. ROBESON. 


The bill (H. R. 5494) for the relief of John T. Robeson was reported 
from the Committee of the Whole with an amendment. The amend- 
ment was to, and the bill was ordered to be engrossed and read 
rsa time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 

ime, and Ś 

The title of the bill was amended so as to read: ‘‘A bill for the relief 
of John T. Robeson.” 

SUFFERERS BY THE WRECK OF THE TALLAPOOSA. 

The bill (S. 869) for the relief ofsufferers by the wreck of United States 
steamer Tallapoosa was reported from the Committee of the Whole with 
amendments. The amendments were agreed to, and the bill as amended 
Seabed a third reading; and it was accordingly read the third 
time, an b 

The bill H. R. 438, for the same purpose, was laid on the table. 

Mr. COBB (pending the passage of the Senate bill). I objected to the 
consideration of this bill, but withdrew my objection because I was 
willing that the bill should be considered upon the statements that 
were made and with the amendment suggested. I have not, however, 
changed my view as to the principle involved. . 

Mr. LANHAM moved to reconsider the votes by which the bills were 
severally passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

JAMES CALER. 

The bill (H. R. 2661) for the relief James Caler, reported from the 
Committee of the Whole with the recommendation that it do pass, was 
read by its title. A 
R KILGORE. ‘I demand the reading of an engrossed copy of that 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the engrossed 
bill is not here. The bill must therefore go over unless the House de- 
termines to remain in session until an engrossed copy can be obtained. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker—— 

d Sai SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise 

Mr. DOCKERY. Irise to make a request for unanimous consent. 
The chairman of the Committee on Claims [Mr. LANHAM] has had no 
opportunity this evening to have-a bill considered, and, on account of 
his faithful and efficient service, I ask that he be allowed the privilege 
of calling up one bill. 

Mr. SAYERS. And I, too. 

Mr. CARUTH. And I, too. 

Several other members demanded the same privilege. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. DocKkERY] was made without my knowledge or solic- 
itation, and I appreciate it very highly, but-—— 

Mr. DOCKERY. I withdraw the request. 

ROBERT F. ARNOLD. 
- Mr. LANHAM, I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole House be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 8270) for the relief of Robert F. Arnold, and that the House 
proceed to consider the same. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and 
directed to pay to Robert F. Arnold the sum of $1,000, for services rendered in 
behalf of the United States in the district court at Graham, Tex., and for this 
pice the sum of $1,000 is hereby appropriated out of any money in the 
'reasury not otherwise priBothar ef 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
of this bill? 
Mr. HOLMAN. I hope that the facts will be stated briefly. 


Is there objection to the consideration 


XIX——397 


Mr. LANHAM. This gentleman assisted the district attorney of the 
United States court at Graham in the prosecution of some alleged train- 
robbers. The report is somewhat lengthy, and I will only read what 
the district judge says in regard to this claim: 

I cordially and earn approve this account. The case was one in which 


any district attorney would need assistance. Mr. Arnoldably assisted. By any 
standard known to good lawyers $1,000 is a reasonable fee for the service per- 


formed, 
A. P. McCORMICK, 
United States District Judge. 

There being no objection, the Committee of the Whole House was dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the bill; and the House pro- 
ceeded to consider the same. a 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read athird time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LANHAM moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


M? V. B. SUTTON. 


Mr. FINLEY. I ask unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 5144) for the relief of M. V. B. Sutton, late post- 
master at Williamsburgh, Ky. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States be, 
and he is hereby, directed to pay the claim of M. V. B. Sutton, late postmaster at 
Williamsburgh; Ky., for $209.88, money and stamps lost by him on account of 
the robbery of his safe, February 12, 1584. 

There being no objection the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

The amendment, reported by the Committee on Claims, was read, as 
follows: = 

After the word “pay,” in line 4, insert “out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated.” 

Mr. BYNUM. I would like to know whether the Post-Office De- 
partment does not adjust claims of this kind? 

Mr. FINLEY. This matter comes here by the authority of the Post- 
Office Department, as the report shows. The Department sent outa 
special agent to investigate the case. 

The amendment reported by the committee was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. FINLEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

GEORGE W. SAMPSON AND BENJAMIN HENRICKS. 


Mr. SAYERS. I ask unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (H: R. 4789) for the relief of George W. Sampson and 
Benjamin Henricks, of Austin, Tex. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Beitenacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasurer be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pay 
$1,500 to George W. Sampson and Benjamin Henricks, of Austin, Tex., as com- 
pensation for the use of a court-room and offices for the and clerk of 
the United States district court of the western district of Texas, from the 1st 
day of July, 1865, to the Ist day of July, 1866, 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

The amendment reported by the Committee on Claims was read, as 
follows: 

In line 5, strike out “one thousand five hundred ” before the word “ dollars,” 
and insert “one thousand.” 

Mr. HOLMAN. I desire to inquire under what circumstances this 
property was rented. 

Mr.SAYERS. It was rented for the purpose of holding United States 


courts. ; 

Mr. HOLMAN. Rented by whom? 

Mr. SAYERS. By the proper authorities. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Was there not an express agreement that if the bill - 
establishing courts there should be passed, the court-house would be 
furnished without expense to the Government? 

Mr. SAYERS. I never heard of any such agreement. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. SAYERS. I move to amend by inserting before the words 
‘‘George W. Samson and Benjamin Henricks,’’ the words ‘‘the heirs 
of,” as both these parties are dead. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. SAYERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. SAYERS. I ask that the title of the bill be amended by insert- 
ing after the words ‘‘relief of?’ the words ‘‘ the heirs of,” so as to cor- 
respond with the amendment made in the body of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, that amend- 
ment will be made, A 

There was no objection. 


CAROLINE T. COCKLE. 


Mr. POST. Iask unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T, Cockle. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $199.80 be, and hereby is, appropriated, out 
ofany money in the Treasury not otherwise approp . to reimburse Caro- 
line T. Cockle, executrix of Washington Cockle, late tmaster at Peoria, IlL, 


for money expended for lighting the Peoria post-oflice during ‘the fiscal year 


There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill, which was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. POST moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


CHAMBERS & BROWN. — 


Mr. CARUTH. I ask unanimous consent for the present consider- 
ation of the bill (H. R. 329) for the relief of Chambers & Brown. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 

riated, to pay to Chambers & Brown $270, being the amount overpaid by them 

or special licenses in the year 1874. ; 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

ese amendment reported by the Committee on Claims was read, as 
follows: : 

Strike ent, in line 5, the words ‘Chambers & Brown,” and insert: 

“Henry Chambersand George E. Brown, partners, trading and doing business 
under the name, frm, and style of Chambers & Brown, on the 14th day of Au- 
gust, 1874, at 299 West Main street, Louisville, Ky.” 

Mr. CARUTH. I move to amend that amendment by striking out 
“E.” in the name ‘‘ George E. Brown ” and inserting ‘‘G.’? The cor- 
rect name is *‘ George G. Brown.” ; 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, and the amend- 
ment as amended was adopted. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

sed. 


pas 

Mr. CARUTH moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
S. T. MARSHALL. f 
Mr. GEAR. Iask unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2196) for the relief of S. T. Marshall. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secre! of the Treasw and is hereby, au- 
directed to pay S.T. Marchal, rp pees Aren] 


thorized and owa, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, and in full of all claim or demand 
of said 8. T. all, assi; of G. M. Marshall, in a contract made in 1850, 


ignee 

to supply and furnish beef cattle to General Estill, purchasing and disbursing 
agent of the United States for the commission sent to California in 1850 to make 
treaties with the Indians, the sum of $6,598.49, with interest thereon at 6 percent., 
but such allowance and payment to be subject toany and all credits to be shown 
or ascertained upon a fair and equitable settlement and adjustment of his ac- 
eae (as such assignee of said G. M. Marshall) with the Secretary of the In- 
r. 


The amendment reported by the Committee on Claims was read, as 
follows: 

In line 13, after the word “cents,” strike out “with interest thereon at 6 per 
cent. ` 


Mr. HOLMAN. The report should be read. 
The report (by Mr. KERR) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 2196) for the 
relief of S. T. Marshall; report that in 1850 one G. M. Marshall took to California 
for the use of the Government 150 ranch cattle and 75 large American beeves, 
which were delivered to Redick McKee, United States Indian agent, for which 
the said agent gave a certificate, of which the following is a copy: 

“San Francisco, December 31, 1851. 

“This is to certify that in the adjustment of the account of James M. Estel 

a in my late expedition through the Indian country, on 

e Klamath, is due to G. M. Marshall, as per within order of said Estel, 
dated 15th instant, the sum of $6,598.49. 

“* At this time I have not funds in my hands pea TT to this claim, but have 
confidence that Congress, during its present session, will provide the means for 
its payment at an early rin and, in my earn a = be paid out of the 
first moneys appropriated for such purposes orn 
K “ REDICK McKEE, 

“ United States Indian Agent.” 

St was in 1876, by the following instrument, assigned to this claim- 
ant: 

"STATE or IowA, Lee County: 

“For value received, I, G. M. Marshall, hereby sell, assign, and set over to S. 
T. Marshall the above pt a or paper signed by Redick McKee, Indian 
agent, and he is authorized to collect, settle, and receipt for whatever may be 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 14, 


obtained on the same in as fall faith and authority as I could do in my own 
proper person, having sold and transferred said por or evidence of indebted- 
ness to said S. T, Marshall in the A. D. 1856, and the original having been lost 


or paces in the hands of porone tor collection and can not be found, the fore- 
goi 


“G. M. MARSHALL” 
“Done and subscribed in my presence this $d day of Janum 
“ [SEAL] R. M. MARS 


ng bea true copy of the origi 


, A. D. 1876. 
Notary Public. 


The full history of the claim was contained in a sworn statement of Redick 
McKee, disbursing agens of the Government; and in the debate in the House, 
= the first session of the Forty-fourth Congress, from which we quote as fol- 

ows: 


“DISBURSING AGENT'S STATEMENT. 
“1334 G Street, Washington, January 15, 1876, 
“Sim; Ihave examined the papers you handed me touching the claim of G. 
M. Marshall, assigned to his brother, S. T. Marshall, of Keokuk, Iowa, and re- 
turn the same herewith. 

“My recollection of the transaction is distinct; and I think the copy of the 
certiticate sentis an exact copy of the original issued to Marshall December 31, 
1851, calling for $6,598.49. As the purchasing and disbursing agent of the com- 
mission sent to California in 1850 to make treaties with the hostile and discon- 
tented Indians of that State, I made a contract with General Estill, owner of 
the Sascol Ranch, to send with my expedition tothe Klamath and Trinity River 
rast fo drove of cattle, to supply my own party—the accompanying escort, of 
United States troops—and for presents to the Indians. ~ 

“In pursuance of this contract General Estill did send some 100 or 150 ranch 
cattle and 70 or 75 large American beeves under the direction and charge of G. 
M. Marshall, as agent; I understood at the time that the same cattle belon; 
to Marshall, and that be was in some way interested in the contract. We 
started from Benicia, via Sonoma Valley and Russian River, I think, early in 
angus and Igot back to San Francisco in the last days of December. Estill 
and Marshall settled their accounts, and the former drew an order on me in 
favor of the latter for the amount stated in the certificate, $6,598.49. 

“Of the first appropriation made for the service in California ($25,000) I had 
to expend nearly half of itin the purchase of Indian goodsin New York, unde0 
an assurance from the Depart ment that at the next session of Congress $100,00 
more would be estimated for,and no doubt sent me by mail at San Francisco 
Relying on this we commenced operation, and were happily successful in re 
storing peace in the central part of our field. During the session of 1850-51 
however, Commissioner Lea wrote me that the House Committee on Appro- 
priations had cut down this estimate for the service in California from $100,000 
to $75,000, and I mustbe governed accordingly. Iobeyed instructions, made no 
contracts or engagements which I ety ZA would exceed that sum, and none 
not absolutely necessary for the peace of the country. 

“You can judge of ourdisappointment, especially my own, on finding that after 
all Congress appropriated for the service in the whole State but $42,500, and of 
this the Department sent me but $27,500! Of course I was unable to pay Mar- 
shall and other contractors, and had to resort to the issuance of certilicates of 
indebtedness, By request of the Department I reported in February, and in 
in July, 1852, on remaining indebtedness in California, in both of which re- 
ports this claim of Marshall's is included. (Vide Senate Ex. Doc. No. 4, special 
session, 1853, pages 285 and 343.) 

“Mr. Marshall being anxious to return home. I gave him aletter to the Com- 
missioner to the effect that if the appropriation had not been remitted to me he 
might be id here. And hearing nothing further from either the claimant or 
the De t, I took it for ted his claim had been settled. On inquiry at 
the Department I now find it never been paid; and as I know it to be a just 
claim I hope nee will pay it without any longer delay. If Congress shall 
treat Mr. Marshall as Col. J. C. Frémont was treated in the settlement of his 
cattle accounts (10 Stat. L., 804), the interest will give the poor man some amends 
for being kept out of his money for twenty-four years, 

“If this statement should fail to satisfy the committee, or if it should be nec- 
essary that I verify it by a formal affidavit, let me knoy. 

* In haste, but very respectfully, your most obedient Te 

“REDICK MCKEE, 
“ Late Disbursing Agent in California. 

“P, 8.—If any question should be raised as to my status as commissioner, dis- 
bursing agent, ete., reference may be made to the Document No. 4, published 
by order of the Senate in 1853, above referred to. On page 8 you will see I was 
expressly instructed to pay the salaries of my colleagues, ‘and all other ex- 
penses of the commission.’ 

“R, McKEE,” 


“Subscribed and sworn on this the 26th of January, 1876, before me. 

“JOHN BAILEY 
“Justice of the Peace within and for the District of Columbia.” 
RELIEF OF S, T. MARSHALL, . 

“The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H, R. 2095) for 
the relief of S. T. Marshall, of Lee County, Iowa. 

“The bill was read, It authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Treasury, 
out of bt Bac om in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Pay to S.T.Mar- 
shall, of County, lowa, whatever sum may be found to be due him on ac- 
count of beef cattle furnished the United States for the use of the Indian De- 

rtmentin California in 1851.upon a fair and equitablesettlement of his accounts 
as assignee of G. M, Marshall) with the Secretary of the Interior. 

** 1877. Mr. Houtman. I call for the reading of the report, 

ee = rt of the Committee on Indian Affairs accompanying the bill was 
read, as follows: 7 

“*Asthe purchasing and disbursing agent of the commission which was sent 
to California in 1850 to make treaties with the hostile Indians in California, Red- 
ick McKee made a contract with General Estill to furnish beef cattle for the 
escort of United States soldiers which accompanied said McKee and party; that 
said Estill did furnish a large number of eattle under the contract in which the 
claimant seems to have been interested,’ ” 

** In December, 1850, at San Francisco, the accounts of Estill and Marshall were _ 
settled, and the agent, McKee, gave to them a certificate of indebtedness, show- 
ing that there was due them on the beef contract the sum of $6,598.49, which 
said McKee said, and still says, he had not the money to pay, in consequence 
of the appropriation for the service in California haying been reduced much 
below what he supposed it would be, As evidence of said indebtedness, how- 
ever, said McKee gave to G. M. Marshall a certificate of indebtedness. 

SA wry. as sworn to by said McKee is herewith submitted, together with the 
other evidence in the case. And, confirmatory of this, said McKee in his ofi- 
cial report to the Committee on Indian Affairs states that this amount is due 
to said Marshall, but qualified by an indorsement in these words: ‘Subject to 
credit.’ But your committee have not been able to ascertain the amount of the 
*eredit’ to which said claim is ‘subject,’ nor on what account. Your committee 
are satisfied, however, that a part at least of this claim is just and ought to be 


paid, 
“Tt may be, and your committee believe it is, true that the contract made by 
said M with Estill and Marshall to furnish beef to the e dition was made 


without authority of law; but the evidence shows very clearly that said McKee 


1888. 
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was the accredited t of the Government, and that these parties contracted 
with him under the belief that he had authority to contract with them for and 
on behalf of the Government, and that he himself believed he had authority to 
make the contract with them; and also that these parties, in good faith, fur- 
nished the beef cattle for the use of the Government, and that the Government 
gotthe benefit of them, It seems but just and equitable, therefore, that these 
poni should be paid a fair compensation for their property so furnished the 
overnment. Your committee therefore recommend the passage of the ac- 
companying bill, as a substitute for House bill No, 118 referred to them.” 

“The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again read the portion of the reportshowing 
the date of the jon. 

“Tre Clerk read as follows: 

“*As the purchasing and disbursing agent of the commission which wassent 
to California in 1450 to make treaties with the hostile Indians in California, 
Redick Mckee made a contract with General Estill to furnish beef cattle for 
the escort of United States soldiers which accompanied said McKee and party; 
that said Estill did furnish a large number of cattle under the contract, in 
which the claimant seems to have been interested.” 

“Mr. McCrary. The only objection that understand the gentleman from 
Indiana to raise to the payment of this claim is that it has been dues long time, 
jf due atall. Being familiar with the evidence in the case, I desire to state to 
the gentleman and to the House that this delay is fully explained by the evi- 
dence. The claim was made very soon after it accrued. The papers were 
placed in the hands of parties here in the city of Washington for the prosecu- 
tion of the claim. They were held by those parties for some time without the 
money being collected, the action of Con, being required. When the war 
broke out the persons who had possession of the papers and charge of the 
claim went into the Southern army. The claimant has never been able to find 
them since, and his efforts to find those parties and the original papers have 
delayed him until within the last year or two, when he has procured dupli- 
cates from the original Indian agent himself, which are sworn to and filed in 
the evidence in this case, 

“There is some little doubt as to the exact amount which is due to this claim- 
ant, as stated in the report. But that he furnished property to the United States 
for which he has never received a cent is entirely clear; and a fairsettiement of 
his accounts at the Treasury Department will determine exactly what is due 
him. I hope, therefore, that the bill will not be passed over, but will be laid 
aside to be reported to the House. 

“Mr. Boon, I desire to state, Mr. Chairman, that this bill did undergo a very 
close examination by the Committee on Indian Affairs, It is true the report 
does not set forth all the evidence in support of the claim, and it is further true 
that this claim isan old one. But thatis very easily accounted for. Now, there 
can be no possible doubt about this case, These parties furnished the Govern- 
ment with beef, which was consumed, and the Government got the benefit of 
it. It was furnished at the instance ofan officer of the Government, Mr. McKee, 
who was the agent of the Government in California to treat with hostile In- 
dians, and the reason he had not money to meet this debt arose from a mis- 
apprehension on his i as to what would be the appropriation.” 

It appearing from the above that the bill for the allowance of the claim was 
reported favorably in the Forty-fourth Congress, and your committee, being 
satisfied that the claim is just and ought to be paid, recommend the eof 
the bill with an amendment striking out the allowance of interest in the thir- 
teenth line of the bill, 


During the reading of the report, 

Mr. HOLMAN said: Mr, Speaker, I will not insist on reading the 
entire report. This bill was reported to the Forty-fourth Congress, and, 
while I do not remember the exact character of the measure, I can 
see the time consumed would postpone the bill. ~- 

Mr. GEAR. The goods were farnished and met with the approval 
of the officer in charge of the expedition, but Congress failed to make 
the appropriation. 

Mr. HOLMAN. 
Congress? 

Mr. GEAR. 


Why did it not pass the Senate in the Forty-fourth 


It failed for want of time. 
Why has there been so much delay in the payment of 


It has been pending for years. 
How does it come the assignee becomes possessed of the 


The man who furnished the goods died. 
What was the consideration of the transfer? 
The goods were furnished to the Government. 
There was no objection; and the bill was taken up for consideration. 
The amendment was agreed to, and the bill as amended was ordered 
to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and passed. 
Mr. KERR moved toreconsider the vote by which the bill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, moved that the House adjourn. 
The House divided; and there were—ayes 14, noes 14. 
So the motion was disagreed to. 


Cc. L. WILSON. 


Mr. ABBOTT. Imove,by unanimous consent, to di the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar from the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wilson 
and it he taken up for present consideration. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, author 
ized and directed to credit the account of C. L. Wilson, postmaster at Milford 
Ellis County, Texas, with the sum of $50. for money lost in transit. 

The report of the committee (by Mr. LANHAM) was read, as fol- 
lows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred House bill No. 7232, for the 
relief of C. L. Wilson, find that said C. L. Wilson was postmaster at Milford, El- 
lis County, Texas, on the 27th day of April, A. D. 1886; that on said day he placed 


two ten-dollar bills and one fifty-dollar bill, with a letter of remittance, in a 
penalty envelope which was sealed and directed to the postmaster at Galves- 


ton, Tex., and was then placed in an official registered pac which was also 
sealed and directed to the postmaster at Galveston, Tex. Th lee, eae pack- 
age was then placed in the box containing the balance of the for the day. 

Mr. W. H. Hudson, a reputable citizen of Ellis County, Texas, was present 
and saw the money counted and placed in envelopes an directed as aforesaid, 
He also signed the letter of remittance as a witness. 

Mr. Wilson swears that the said registered package was the same day placed 
in a locked pouch and delivered to the mail carrier, When the same reached 
Galveston the letter contained the two $10 bills, but the $50 bill had been ex- 
tracted while in transit, 

As soon as the loss was made known to him he made claim therefor under 
the act of March 17, 1882; but his claim was not allowed, for the reason that 
every step ror aia by the regulations for remitting post-office funds had not 
been compl with, in this, that the witness, Mr. Hudson, did not see the regis- 
tered packnge placed in the mail pouch and delivered to the mail carrier. 

The committee are of opinion that the omission on the part of Mr. Wilson to 
comply with the regulations in ng said remittance was due to his want of 
information of the requirements of the l regulations at the time the same 
was remitted. It has been shown that Mr. Wilson isa man of good character 
and standing in his community, and it is believed by the committee that the 
loss of said money is not chargeable to any intentional neglect of duty of Mr. 


Wherefore your committee recommend the passage of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ABBOTT moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I moye the House do now ad- 


ourn. - 
Mr. BOWDEN. I hope not until I can get through one more case. 
The House divided; and there were—ayes 13, noes 9. 
So the motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 12 o’clock mid- 
night) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 

Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 10834) to correct the military rec- 
ord of Benny Atkins—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10835) to correct the military record of Webster 
R. Atkins—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HIRES: A bill (H. R. 10836) to amend the military record 
of John Kirby—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HITT: A bill (H. R. 10837) to restore to the pension-roll 
the name of Mary E. Borke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. McSHANE: A bill (H. R. 10838) to remove the charge of 
desertion from the naval record of Patrick McCourt—to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETC. ‘ 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. G. A. ANDERSON: Petition of labor organizations of Quincy, 
Ill., in favor of House bill No. 8716 to protect free from convict labor— 
to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. BAYNE: Petition of Farragut Council, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, of Bellevue, Pa., in favor of Senate bill 553—to 
the Committee on Foreign i 

By Mr. BRUMM: Petition of John J. Gannon and others, citizens of 
Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania, for amendment of the interstate-com- 
merce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of Knights of Labor of Branchdale, Pa., in favor of 
House bill 8716, to protect free from convict labor—to the Committee 
on Labor. 

By Mr, CARUTH: Petition of the wool dealers and manufacturers 
of Louisville, Ky., against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FUNSTON: Petition of citizens of Linn County, Kansas, for 
amendment to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: Petition of Knights of Labor of Fargo, Dak., 
in favor of House bill 8716 to protect free from convict Jabor—to the 
Committee on Labor. 

By Mr, D. B. HENDERSON: Petition of 36 manufacturers and wool 
merchants against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KERR: Petition of soldiers of Troy Mills, Iowa, for action 
on general pension legislation before consideration of the Mills bill— 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LYMAN: Petition of Knights of Labor of Exira, Iowa, in 
favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. McCORMICK: Petition of Henry M. Barrett & Co. and 
others, against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, memorial of John Morton and 28 others, of McKean County, 
Pennsylvania, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law— 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, a petition from Eldred, Pa., in favor of House bill 8716 to pro- 
tect free labor against convict labor—to the Committee on Labor. , 


‘ 
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By Mr. NELSON: Petition of the Minneapolis Typographical Union, 
No. 42, in favor of the international copyright bill—to the Committee 
on Patents. 

By Mr. PHELAN: Petition of Catharine A. Brown, of Helen R. 
Somerville, of Burwell Sauls, of Mary F. Murrell, of Zillah Hall, of 
John C. Lanier, and of S. W. Sturdevant, administrator of Robert L. 
Forbes, of Tennessee, for reference of their claims to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. PUGSLEY: Petition of woolen manufacturers and others 
against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RICE: Petition of the Minneapolis Typographical Union, 
No. 42, in favor of the international copyright bill—to the Committee 
on Patents. 

BY Mr. SEYMOUR: Memorial of L. M. Tompkins and 38 others, 
of Grand Traverse, Mich., for certain amendments to the interstate- 
commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: Petition of Dana W. Bigelow and others, of the 
Twenty-third district of New York, for prohibition in the District of 
Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Trafic. 

By Mr. J. D. STEWART: Petition of Marion H. Wesley, of De 
Kalb County, Georgia, for reference of his claim to the Courtof Claims— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of E. G. C. Hughey, of Robert McWilliams, heir of 
William McWilliams, and of Moses Trimble, of Georgia, for reference 
of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

The following petition for the more effectual protection of agricult- 
ure, by the means of certain import duties, was received and referred 
to the Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. 8. T. HOPKINS: Of 18 farmers of Ulster County, New York. 


The following petition for the repeal or modification of the internal- 
revenue tax of $25 levied on druggists was received and referred to the 
Committee on Ways and Means: ` 

By Mr. BLOUNT: Of Mallory & Taylor, L. W. Hunt, and others, 
citizens of Georgia. 


SENATE. 
MONDAY, July 16, 1888. 


Prayer by Rey. FRANCIS T. INGALLS, D. D., President of Drury Col- 
lege, Springfield, Mo. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday last was read and approved. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting correspondence 
on file in the Treasury Department in relation to traffic over the De- 
troit bridge, concerning duties; which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to the Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmittingan estimate of the cost for the repairs of the 
Kennebec arsenal at Augusta, Me.; which, with the accompanying 
papers, was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. HALE. I move that the letter of the United States Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, transmitting a list of appointments to the Post-Oflice, 
and the letter from the Secretary of the Interior transmitting, in re- 
sponse to a resolution of April 30, 1888, a listof the employés below the 
classified service since March, 1885, now on the table, be referred to 
the Select Committee to Examine into the Condition of the Civil Service. 

The motion was agreed to. ; . 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented two petitions of citizens of 

Duval, Fla., and a petition of citizens of Greene, Miss., praying for the 
of certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; which 
were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Ohio, praying for the adop- 
tion of police regulations for the suppression of the adulteration of food, 
etc.; which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. DAWES presented the petition of John O. Leary and 93 others, 
citizens of Cambridge, Mass., praying for certain amendments of the 
interstate-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on In- 
terstate Commerce. 

Mr. DAVIS presented a petition of citizens of Hennepin County, Min- 
nesota,praying for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. COCKRELL presented a petition of citizens of Laclede County, 
Missouri, praying for certain amendments of the interstate-commerce 
law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, presented a petition of 33 citizens of Taylor 
County, Iowa, praying for the passage of additional amendments to 
the int mmerce act, prohibiting any railroad company from 


transporting merchandise in cars belonging to any shipper for such ship- 
pers; also in to fines and their disposition; which was referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. EDMUNDS presented a petition of oyster packers of Baltimore, 
Md.; a petition of dealers in canned and others, of Cleveland, 
Ohio; a petition of salmon packers and others, of Portland, Oregon; a 
petition of the St. Paul (Minn.) Chamber of Commerce; and a petition 
of canners and packers of Baltimore, Md., praying for the repayment 
in full of duties paid on imported tin when made into cans and ex- 
ported containing American products; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of the Board of Trade of Kansas City, 
Mo., remonstrating against the allowance of drawback on articles made 
from imported materials and exported to foreign markets after being 
manufactured here; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. SHERMAN presented a petition of 52 citizens of Highland 
County, Ohio, praying for certain amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce law; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. STOCKBRIDGE presented the petition of David McDonald and 
15 other druggists of Kalamazoo, Mich., praying for the repeal of the 
internal-revenue tax upon druggists as liquor sellers; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BECK presented a petition of citizens of Hopkins County, Ken- 
tucky, praying for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce 
law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. I present a memorial of leading mer- 
chants of Baltimore, Md., engaged in trade between that port and 
Brazil, remonstrating against the passage of the bill now pending be- 
fore the Senate, or any similar bill, granting subsidies to steam-ship 
lines between this country and Brazil, believing the same to be un- 
just, as tending to build up one interest at the expenseof others. As 
the matter is now in conference between the two Houses I move that 
the memorial be referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN presented a petition of citizens of Macon, Ga., praying 
for the repeal of that portion of the internal-revenue law that classes 
druggists as liquor dealers, and also for reducing the tax on alcohol 
used in medicine and the arts; which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. ; 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill fe R. 9894) granting a pension to Myron Teachout; 

A Lot H. R. 10579) to place the name of Samuel Massey on the pen- 
sion-roll; 

A bill (H. R. 2140) granting a pension to Eliza Smith; 

A bill (H. R. pelt granting a pension to Moses T. Coffey; 

A bill (H. R. 9034) granting a pension to Lydia A. Heiny; and 

A bill (H. R. 3923) to place the name of Frederic Ronicke on the 
pension-roll. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2740) for the relief of the trustees of the German 
Evangelical Church, of Martinsburgh, W. Va., reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. TELLER, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3125) restoring the right of pre-emption to Alfonso 
Roberts, reported it without amendment. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 3305) setting apart a tract of land to be used as a cemetery by the 
Independent Order of Odd Fellows, of Central City, Colo., reported it 
with an amendment. 

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re~ 
ferred the bill (H. R. 2592) for the relief of Andrew Gleeson, reported 
it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. HOAR, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 2484) for the relief of John Murphy and the Spalding 
Lumber Company, submitted a report thereon, and asked that the com- 
mittee be discharged from the further consideration of the bill and that 
it be referred to the Committee on Public Lands; which was agreed to. 

He also, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 878) for the relief of the estate of Thomas Niles, deceased, re- 
ported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the peti- 
tion of James Grace, praying reimbursement of expenses incurred by 
him in consequence of injuries received while in the discharge of his 
duties as a laborer at the Capitol, submitted a report, accompanied by 
a bill (S. 3328) for the relief of James Grace; which was read twice by 
its title. 

He also, from’ the same commi to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 2019) to amend section 2 of the act entitled ‘‘An act to provido 
for the bringing of suits against the Government of the United States,” 


approved March 3, 1887, reported adversely thereon; and the bill was 
indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I am instructed by the Committee on Military 
Affairs to report favorably to the prayer of the petition of the Depart- 
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ment of Ohio, Grand Army of the Republic, praying that an appropri- 
ation be made for the purchase of head-stones for deceased soldiers’ 
graves. J ask that the Committee on Military Affairs be discharged 
from its farther consideration, and that the petition be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The report was agreed to, 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2088) for the relief of Jacob Kern, reported it 
without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PASCO, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 8956) for the relief of S. B. West, administrator of 
Thomas Becton, deceased, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. : 

Mr. BLAIR, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 8075) granting a pension to Anna M. Arnold, widow of 
John Arnold; 

A bill (H. R. 7202) granting a pension to William C. Lord; and 

A bill (H. R. 5490) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Sinnott. 

Mr..JONES, of Arkansas, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 100) for the relief of Samuel Tate, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
1668) for the relief of A. M. Woodruff, reported it with an amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (8. 
3038) for the relief of P. E. Parker, reported it with an amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. HAMPTON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to Whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2187) to authorize the retirement of Lieut. 
John A. Payne, with the rank of major, reported adversely thereon, 
and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION STATEMENTS. 

Mr. VANCE. Iam authorized by the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to whom was referred the 
resolution submitted by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLISON], July 
11, 1888, in relation to statements on the sundry civil appropriation 
bill, to report it favorably without amendment, I ask for its present 
consideration. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, 
as follows: 

Resolved, Thatin the consideration of the bill (H. R.10540) making appropri- 
ations for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1889, and for other pur , the Committee on Appropriations be au- 
thorized to employ a stenographer to take down such statements in regard to 
items therein as the committee may desire to have reported; and the commit- 
tee may havesuch statements printed for its use. 

PORT OF NEW ORLEANS. 

Mr. GIBSON. Iam instructed by the Committee on Commerce, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 3376) to extend the limits or 
the port of New Orleans, to report it favorably without amendment. 
The bill has already passed the House, and I ask that it be put on its 
passage at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill having been this morning 
reported, the Senator from Louisiana asks that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of the same. Is there objection? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Letit be read for information. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. It will be read for information. 

Mr. GIBSON. Iwillstate thatthe bill has been approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, and thatit has passed the House of Representatives, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be read at length for infor- 
mation, subject to objection. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the limits of the pon of ent 
shall be, and the same are hereby, extended so as to include that portion of the 
parish of Jefferson lying between the Mississippi River, Lake Pontchartrain, the 
upper line of the parish of Orleans, left bank, and a line running parallel thereto, 
commencing at the Mississippi River at a point 2 miles above the upper line of 
the said parish of Orleans and extending to Lake Pontchartrain. 


By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


> NATIONAL HOME FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS. 

Mr. HAWLEY. By instruction of the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, I report favorably the joint resolution (H. Res, 195) electing man- 
agers of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers to fill 
vacancies caused by the expiration of the terms of office of members 
of the present board of managers on the 21st day of April, 1888, and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution ? 

Mr. COCKRELL, Let it be read for information. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The joint resolution will be read at 


of New Orleans, La., 


length for information, subject to objection. 
The Chief Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Resolved, That Col. Leonard A. Harris, of the State of Ohio, General John A. 
of Kansas, and General John F. Hartranft, of the State of 


„Of the State 


Pennsylvania be, and they are hereby,elected managers of‘ The National Home 
for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers,” to fill vacancies caused by expiration of the 
terms of office of members of the present board of managers on the 2lst day of 
April, A. D., 1888. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY, 

Mr. DANIEL. I am instructed by the Committee on the District 
of Columbia to report favorably, with amendments, the bill (H. R. 
5863) authorizing the Richmond and Danville Railroad Company to 
lay tracks, etc., in the District of Columbia. If there be no objection, 
I shouki be very glad if the bill could be put upon its passage at this 


time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. TheSenator from Virginia asks that 
the Senate now proceed to consider the bill this morning reported. Is 
there objection ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let it be read for information. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be read for information, sub- 


ject to objection. 


The Chief Clerk read the bill. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. If there be no objection, the amend- 
ment of the committee will be stated. 

Mr. VEST, I should like to inquire of the Senator from Virginia, 
as Iam not sufficiently acquainted with the localities here to locate 
those squares wbare it is proposed that the depots shall be constructed 
under the bill? 

Mr. DANIEL. The bill defines the localities. 

Mr. VEST. Butin what part of the city? Does this road come up 
to the vicinity of Pennsylvania avenue. 

Mr. DANIEL. No,sir. It is noton Pennsylvania avenue, and it is 
not on any of the reservations. It has nothing to do with the question, 
as I understand it, of railroad locations on the reservations. They sim- 
ply wish to connect some properties that they already own by crossing 
certain streets, so as to perfect their track. It has nothing to do with 
the question of buildings or reservations, which we have had up sev- 
eral times. 

Mr. McPHERSON..« I want to ask—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will first inquire if there 
is objection to the present consideration of the bill ? 

Mr. McPHERSON. I do not want to object to the consideration of 
the bill, except upon the ground that it seems to me from the location 
defined in the bill,if we propose now to grant the oceupancy of certain 
land, it is likely to interfere with the general plan we had before the 
Senate about two weeks ago. I think the various propositions ought 
to be considered together, and each railroad ought to have some loca- 
tion set aside for it, so that one will not interfere with the other. 

I suppose the Richmondand Danville road coming in from the South 
certainly wants to unite with both the railroads running north and 
east, the Pennsylvania and the Baltimoreand Ohio, and I should think 
that the location of the Baltimore and Ohioand the Pennsylvania line, 
if new locations are to be given them, ought to be considered jointly 
with this bill, in order thatall interests may be bestsubserved. I sug- 
gest, therefore, to the Senator from Virginia to let the bill go over. 

Mr. DANIEL. I do not think the bill has any relation to the prop- 
osition or plans provided for other railroads, The blocks 269 and 300 
and across Thirteen and a half street near E are in the lower corner of 
the city, and it does not interfere with the avenue or with the reserva- 
tion or with any of the plans of the other railroads. 

The Richmond and Danville Cempany have property down there 
that they have already bought, and they want to run their track across 
a few streets in order to perfect their line, 

Mr. MCPHERSON. The bill proposes, I believe, that the company 
shall occupy a part of Delaware avenue? 

Mr. DANIEL. Maryland avenue. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Running down to the Long Bridge? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Part of Maryland avenue is already occupied 
by the Pennsylvania line; the Baltimore and Ohio have also asked 
permission to occupy a portion of Maryland avenue, and it is proposed 
that this road shall take possession of that particular location. - 

Mr. DANIEL. ‘This is some distance from the proposed location, 

Mr. VEST. I think the bill had better go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill goes over under objection, 
taking its place on the Calendar. 

NEWBURGH CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION REPORT. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Committee on Printing instruct me to report 
favorably the joint resolution (S. R. 97) for the printing of the report 
of the Newburgh, N. Y., centennial celebration. They report a sub- 
stitute, making it a concurrent resolution in accordance with the stat- 


ute, and I ask actien thereon. 
The proposed substitute will be read. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Sonate (the House of Representatives concurring), That the report 
of the Joint Select Committee of Congress on the PEHEE a N. Y., monument 
and centennial celebration of 1883, submitted on the 26th of J une, 1856, be printed, 
and that 4,500 copies be printed and bound in cloth, of which 1,000 s be for 
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The PRESIDENT: pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I will say that the amendment not only changes 
the form toa concurrent resolution, but considerably reduces the num- 

proposed to be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. . 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had agreed to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9345) making appropria- 
tions for the service of the Post-Office Department for the fiscal year 
ending-June 30, 1889; further insisted upon its disagreement to the 
seventh amendment of the Senate to the bill, insisted upon by the Sen- 
ate, agreed to the further conference asked by the Senate on the disa- 
greeing votes ofthe two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr, BLOUNT, 
Mr. DockERY, and Mr. BINGHAM, managers at the conference on its 


The message also returned to the Senate, in compliance with its re- 

est, the bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Arkansas River at or near Cummings Landing, Lincoln County, 
Arkansas. 

The message further announced that the House had_ passed the fol- 
lowing bills, with amendments in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

A bill (S. 335) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas; and 

A bill (S. 869) for the relief of sufferers by the wreck of the United 
States steamer Tallapoosa. 
tue be Does also announced that the House had passed the follow- 

bil 

4 bill (S. 321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, of Little Rock, Ark.; 

A bill (S. 886) granting a pension to Sarah F. Jones; 

A bill (S. 1009) granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alexan- 
der, widow of Lieut, Col. Thomas L, Alexander, United States Army; 

A bill (S. 1111) granting a pension to Mary J. Davis; 

A bill (S. 1124) to increase the pension of John W. January; 

A bill (S. 1142) granting a pension to Keziah E. Strong; 

A bill (S. 1288) granting a pension to John Child; 

A bill (S. 1447) granting a pension to Bridget Foley; 

A bill (S. 1495) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee; 

A bill (S. pe granting increaseof pension to Marcus D. Raymond; 

A bill (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret Blades; 

A bill (S. 2089) for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White; 

A bill (S. 2137) for the relief of Rosaloo Sage; and 

A bill (S. 2890) granting a pension to Fannie A. Kimball. 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 160) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer; 

A bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster; 

A bill (H. R. 4098) granting a pension to Eliza Trefren; 

A bill (H. R. 6764) to grant a pension to ‘* Muck-a-pec-wak-ken- 
zah,” or “‘John,’? an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many 
white people in the Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862; 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 

A bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; 

A bill (H. R. 8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the 

ion-roll; 

A bill (H. R. 8506) for the relief of Hannah H. Latham; 

A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of 
the late W. T. Ward; 

A bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Farren; 

A bill (H. R. ty granting a pension to Levi Littl 

A bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. ES, 
A bill (H. R. 10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis; 
A bill (H. R. 329) for the relief of Chambers & Brown; 

A bill (H. R. 649) for the relief of A. C. Bradford; 

A bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T. Cockle; 

A bill (H. a 2196) for the relief of S. T. Marshall; 

bill (H. R. 2686) for the relief of William Knowland; 
bill (H. R. 2696) for the relief of John J. Crooke; 
bill (H. R. PSN for the relief of David A. Haywood; 
bill (H. R. 4201) for the relief of J. R. Jones; 
bill (H. R. 4765) for the relief of G. W. McAdams; 
bill (H. R. 4789) for the relief of the heirs of George W. Sampson 
and Benjamin Henricks, of Austin, Tex.; 

A bill (H. R. 5144) Aa the relief of M. V. B. Sutton, late postmas- 
ter at Williamsburgh, K; 

‘A bill (H. R. 5336) for the relief of George B. Hansell; 

A en (H. R. 5494) for the relief of John T. Robeson; 

A bi 1l (H. R. 5539) for the relief of John J. Coughlin; 

A bill (H. R, 5853) for the relief of Daniel Bond; 
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A bill (H. R. 6753) for the relief of P. Gough Edelin; 
A bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wilson; and 
A bill (H. R. 8270) for the relief of Robert F. Arnold. 


-~ ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; ard they were 
thereupon signed by the President pro tempore: 

A bill Ei R. 474) for the relief of Asie G. Cluseret; . 

A bill (H. R. 4423) relating to certain acts of the Twenty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly of New Mexico; 

A bill (H. R. ite to construct a road to the national cemetery at 
Baton Rouge, La. 

A bill (H. R. 8039) providing for the appointment of police matrons 
for the District of Columbia, defining their duties, and for other pur- 


poses; 
A bill (H. R. 8391) to authorize a location for a branch home for 
volunteer disabled soldiers in Grant County, Indiana, and for other 


rposes; 

A bill (H. R. 8989) making appropriations to provide for the expenses 
of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1889, and for other purposes; 

A bill ( H. R. 10233) making an appropriation forthe Department of 
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

Joiat resolution (H. Res, 161) to authorize the Secretary of War to 
issue arms and equipments to the militia of the District of Columbia, 


MONUMENT TO GEORGE ROGERS CLARK. 


Mr. HOAR. Ireport from the Committee on the Library the bill 
(S. 2967) to provide for the erection of a monument to the memory of 
General George Clark. Iask unanimous consent to make a 
brief statement in regard to the bill, and then I shall ask unanimous 
consent for its present- consideration, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection, and 
the Senator from Massachusetts will proceed. 

Mr. HOAR. It is unnecessary, I suppose, to state for the informa- 
tion of any member of this body the brilliant service to this country 
of the gallant soldier and son of Virginia in whose memory this public 
honor is proposed. It is enough to say that by one of the most daring 
and gallant exploits in our military history, where General Clark not 
only risked his life tocapture a superior British force intrenched in a 
strong fortification, but also took the responsibility of raising upon the 
country the supplies needed for his expedition, our boundary as against 
the British possessions in this country was made the lakes instead of 
the Ohio River. 

There is to be this week in Ohio a celebration of the inauguration of 
civil government in the Northwestern Territory, and at that celebra- 
tion suitable honor will be paid by the distinguished orators who will 
take part in it to the memory of this great warrior. It seems fitting 
that the celebration of this important centennial should be accompanied 
by this mark of honor to the memory of Clark by the Congress of the 

nited States. , 

I therefore report back the bill with amendments, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be put upon its ge. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill to provide for the erection of a monument 
to the memory of General George Rogers Clark. In recognition of the 
eminent services to his country of General George rs Clark, in the 
occupation and conquest of the Northwestern Territory during the 
Revolutionary war, it proposes to appropriate $25,000 for the purpose 
of erecting in the city of Washington a monument to his memory, to 
be expended under the direction and control of the Secretary of War 

Mr. HOAR.» I move to amend the bill by striking out, in line 9, the 
word ‘‘ Washington *’ and inserting the words *' Louisville, in the State 
of Kentucky.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOAR. I move to amend the bill in the eleventh line by strik- 
ing out all after the word ‘‘suitable’’ in the bill and inserting the 
words “‘site in said city, said site and the title thereto to be approved 
by the Secretary of War.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Before the passage of this bill I desire to place 
upon record, as reasons for its passage, a brief account of the great 
achievements performed by George. Rogers Clark, written by Jadge 
Burnet, of Cincinnati, in his famous notes on the Northwestern Terri- 
tory, in which he describes his visit to George Rogers Clark, then liv- 
ing in Louisville, Ky. He says: 

"At that time the exploits of General Clark, whose military talents 
were of a high order, were fresh in the recollection of the country, 
Early in the Revolutionary war, while a private citizen, holding no 
commission, civil or military, he distinguished himself by his efforts 
to protect the frontier settlements of Virginia and North Carolina 

nst the incursions of the Indians. 

“t He led the party which made the first lodgment at the Falls of 
the Ohio, where an improvement was then commenced, from which the 
splendid city of Louisville has grown up. He was the leading com- 
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missioner in negotiating a treaty between the United States and the 
chiefs and warriors of the Shawnee Nation, including a part of the Del- 
awares, at the mouthof the Big Miami, in January, 1786, by which 
the United States were acknowledged to be the sole and absolute sov- 
ereigns of all the territory ceded by the treaty of peace with Great 
Britain in 1783. 

“t His expedition to the Mississippi in 1778 was then a part of the 
unwritten history of the Revolution, but it was universally known 
and justly appreciated in the West, and it gave him a high rank among 
the military men of his day. When the Commonwealth of Virginia 
sent him acolonel’s commission, accompanied with a warrant to raise 4 
regiment of volunteers, and for that purpose to make contracts on the 
credit of the State, they did not furnish him with funds for the pur- 
pose, but left him to procure them in the best way he could, either 
on their credit or on his own. Yet such was his perseverance and so 
unbounded was his confidence in the honor of his native State, and 
such was his influence with the people of the West, who knew his 
bravery and his military talents, that he soon raised a regiment of 
hardy Kentuckians, whom he inspired with his own spirit, and, hav- 
ing attached them warmly to his person, led them to the Mississippi, 
and captured the post at Kaskaskias and Cahokia. 

‘t The inhabitants of those villages, on receiving a promise of protec- 
tion, declared allegiance to the United States. At that time Governor 
Hamilton was at Fort Vincennes, making his arrangeinents to capture 
Clark and his band of heroes, which he expected to accomplish with 
but little difficulty. Clark, however, was aware of the governor’s pur- 
poses and also of the danger of his own situation, and determined to 
anticipate hisenemy. Having left asufficient number of men toinsure 
the safety of the conquest he had already made, he proceeded with the 
residue by a forced march through swamps and quagmires to the Wa- 
bash, where he arrived without the loss of a man, though the country 
was so flooded that they sometimes were compelled to swim. 

“t The advance of the troops wasso arranged as to bring them to the 
village before the dawn of day and before the governor was advised of 
their movement from the Mississippi. The consequence was that the 
post was carried by storm, and the governor and his troops made pris- 
oners of war, 

“ That expedition was not excelled in difficulty and suffering or in 
daring courage by the memorable march of Arnold to Quebec in 1775.” 

This is the important paragraph that I wish to place upon record as 
the testimony of Judge Burnet, himself one of the most distinguished 
men of the Northwest Territory, and an eminent lawyer and for many 
years judge of the supreme court of Ohio. 

“General Clark succeeded in retaining military possession of that 
extensive country till the close of the war, and by that means secured 
it to the United States. The fact is well known that in arranging the 
articles of the treaty of peace at Paris the British commissioners in- 
sisted on the Ohio River as part of the northern boundary of the United 
States, and that the Count de Vergennes favored that claim. It ap- 
pears also from the diplomatic correspondence on that subject that the 
only tenable ground on which the American commissioners relied to 
sustain their claim to the lakes as the boundary was the fact that Gen- 
eral Clark had conquered the country and was in the undisputed mili- 
tary ion of it at the time of the negotiation. That fact was af- 
firmed and admitted, and was the chief ground on which the British 
commissioners reluctantly abandoned their claim.” 

Again he says: “It is a fact of importance in estimating the char- 
acter and claims of General Clark on the American people that the 
Legislature of Virginia did not furnish him with money or other means 
to accomplish the service they had appointed him to perform. They 
merely sent him a commission, accompanied with power to recruit men 
and make contracts obligatory on the State. But the State having no 
credit he was cast on his own energy, and relied on his own personal 
efforts to raise and equip his troops, and to feed and clothe them dur- 
ing the time of their service, which continued to the end of the war. 
The task he undertook wasa hereulean one. There were but very few 
who could have accomplished it; and nothing but the most ardent at- 
tachment to his country could have prompted him to undertake it and 
to persevere as he did.” 

* * * * * * 

‘A person familiar with the lives and character of the military vet- 
erans of Rome, in the days of her greatest power, might readily have 
selected this remarkable man as a specimen of the model he had formed 
of them in his own mind; but he was rapidly falling a victim to his 
extreme sensibility, and to the ingratitude of his native State, under 
whose banner he had fought bravely and with great success. 

The time will certainly come when the enlightened and magnani- 
mous citizens of Louisville will remember the debt of gratitude they 
owe the memory of that distinguished man. 

“ He was the leader of the pioneers who made the first lodgment on 
the site now covered by their rich and splendid city. He was its pro- 
tector during the years of its infancy and in the period of its greatest 
danger.. Yet the traveler who has read of his achievements, admired 
his character, and visited the theater of his brilliant deeds discovers 
nothing indicating the place where his remains are deposited, and where 


he can y pay a tribute of respect to the memory of the departed and 
t Se 


This typical hero and founder of five great States was asdistinguished 
in the neglect and injustice done him by his countrymen as in the brill- 
iancy and importance of his service to his country. - His native State 
was unable to pay the drafts drawn by their order for supplies. They 
were protested and the private property of Colonel Clark was sold to 
partially pay for public supplies, and impoverished and ruined by his 
spirited achievements he lived and died a dependant upon his brother, 

I need not narrate the subsequent adventures of George Rogers Clark. 
It is sufficient to say that he held that territory without aid either from 
the United States or the State of Virginia, and became entirely impov- 
erished as the result of his operations to secure to our country the mag- 
nificent Northwest country. He died at Louisvillein poverty, and his 
grave is scarcely marked this day. 

In introducing this bill my object was that some memorial might be 
made to recognize the important service of General George Rogers Clark. 
Yet, strange to say, so ignorant is a portion of the American people of 
its history that an English paper published in New York City, when 
this bill was introduced, said there was no such person as George Rogers 
Clark; that I must have meant Captain Clark, who inconnection with 
Major Lewis conducted the expedition under the direction of Jefferson 
across the Mississippiand over the mountains to the Pacific Ocean. Thus 
the hero and founder of an empire is confounded with his less distin- 
guished brother who near thirty years later explored the then unknown 
region west of the Missouri River. 

Under these circumstances, when we are now celebrating in different 
parts of the country the acquisition of this territory and its settlement, - 
the time is proper that a suitable monument should be erected over the 
grave of this distinguished and gallant soldier of the State of Virginia, 
more distinguished still as one of the chief defenders of the dark and 
bloody ground of the territory now comprising the State of Kentucky, 
and nrost of all for the conquest from British power of 260,000 square 
miles of the fairest portion of the globe, now filled with cities and 
towns innumerable and the home of sixteen million ofamong the most 
energetic and flourishing people of this great Republic. 

My doubt is whether the amendment of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts is a proper one. I think the monument should be erected in 
Washington. I do not choose to interpose in the matter against the 
judgment of the committee, yet I believe it would be better to place 
this memorial where the people of the United States can be more read- 
ily impressed with one of the greatest characters in American history. 
I hope theSenators from Virginia and Kentucky will see the propriety 
of Siren the monument be erected here, although Louisville was un- 
doubtedly the scene of his greatest distinction and where helived and 
died. That city was founded by him and is his monument, but the 
Northwest territory was conquered by him, and the whole country was 
thus enriched by his brilliant achievements and should place his mar- 
ble image among those selected to commemorate the few that were not 
born to die. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator pardon me for one observation ? 

It has been, I think, the policy of Congress, with the exception of 

the supreme name of Washington, to honor the great soldiers of the 
Revolution by monuments in the States where they dwelt or where 
their great fame was gained. In the case of George Rogers Clark—he 
was a. native of Virginia, Kentucky then being a part of Virginia—Ken- 
tucky profited largely in the security of her frontier by his military 
services and Kentuckians were the sharers of his danger and his vic- 
tory. 
At this very session of Congress the Senate unanimously made an ap- 
propriation for a monument to General Joseph Warren, to be erected 
at Roxbury, Mass., now a part of the city of Boston, close to his birth- 
place, and it seemed to nie that it was fitting that the monument of 
this representative Kentuckian should be erected by the nation on the 
soil of Kentucky beneath which General George Rogers Clark sleeps 
his last sleep. 

It has been the singular good fortune of the people of Kentucky, both 
before that Territory became admitted to the Union and at a later day. 
in the war of 1812, to signalize the history of this country by two o 
the most brilliant martial exploits. One is that of George Rogers Clark, 
which the Senator from Ohio has justdescribed. The other is itsshare 
in the battle of New Orleans, which is commemorated by that ballad 
more stirring and more like the sound of a trumpet to American ears 
than the ballad of Chevy Chase is to the ear of the Englishnian: 

There stood John Bull in martial pomp, 
And here stood old Kentucky. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I was not aware that this bill to erect 
a monument to the memory of George Rogers Clark was pending until 
informed by the Senator from Massachusetts just before it was brought 
up, but I was exceedingly glad to know that such a bill was pending, 
and to hear the very excellent remarks in its favor which have just 
been made by the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from 
Ohio. They have very justly observed that the chapter of our national 
history in which George Rogers Clark appears as the principal and lead- 
ing figure is one which has been much neglected and is little known. 
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On the 5th day of July, 1776, the day after the Declaration had been 
rang out at Philadelphia, Patrick Henry took the oath of office as gov- 
ernor of Virginia. A few years before that the battle of Point Pleasant 
had been won against the Indians on the Ohio River, and amongst the 
gallant young soldiers who fought there under Andrew Lewis was Capt. 
George Rogers Clark, a mere stripling of some twenty-two years of aze, 
who had been born in Albemarle County, near the home of Jefferson. 
While out in that expedition on the Ohio River he observed that beau- 
tiful country and some visions of its great future may have floated 
through his mind. He went to Kentucky in 1774, and as soon as the 
Declaration of Independence was proclaimed, and Patrick Henry be- 
came governor, he rode over to the mountains to Williamsburgh, in 
Virginia, and laid before him a plan for striking the British in the 
Northwest. i 

It was the general belief at thattime thatthe Indian irruptions upon 
our border were instigated by the British officers who held the mili- 
tary posts at Kaskaskia, at Vincennes, and at Detroit in the Northwest, 
and George Rogers Clark, though yet a very young man and with very 
little military experience, formed a plan which showed that he had the 
genius of a great general and the scope of thought of a great statesman. 

He was furnished by Governor Henry with some £1,200. Powder 
was sent out to him by way of Pittsburgh to give ammunition to his 
men, and under a commission as colonel in the Virginia forces, for he 
was notan officer of the United States and had no connection with the 
Continental line, hefirst drove the Indians from their irruptions around 
Maysville, Ky., and then making his headquarters at the forks of the 
Ohio, he struck across and captured Kaskaskia without firing a gun; 
then moved upon Vincennes, captured Hamilton, the British governor 
of the Northwest, and carried him as aprisoner to Williamsburgh with 
all of his soldiers, and raised over the British fortification at Vincen- 
nes, and in what is now Indiana, the flag which has floated there ever 
since in triumph. 

The Senator from-Ohio has justly observed that the decisive fact 
which made the lakes the northern boundary of the United States was 
the fact that the conquest of the Northwest Territory by George Rogers 
Clark, under his commission from Virginia, was conceded by the com- 
missioners whô treated for peace to have put America in its possession; 
and the doctrine npon which the commissioners went when they 
framed that treaty was that the tree should lie as it had fallen, and 
that each Government should maintain its sway over that territory 
which its arms had maintained and held. 

There is just one other page in the history of that expedition which 
George Rogers Clark led and planned, which I deem not unworthy 
of attention. The settlement at Marietta, in Ohio, on the 7th of April, 
1788, and the establishment of civil government there on the 15th day 
of July, 1788, one hundred years ago, are generally regarded as the 
first colonial establishments of America in the Northwest, and as the 
first erections of civil government there. They are indeed the first 
colonial establishments of civil governments after the Revolution, but 
pending the Revolution, and while the attention of the civilized world 
was directed to the brilliant scenes which were transpiring upon the 
seaboard from Massachusetts to South Carolina, Patrick Henry had 
erected under an act of the Legislature of Virginia in 1778 the county 
of lilinois, in the Northwest, had appointed Todd, as lieutenant-com- 
mander, and as a Virginia officer he had established civil government, 
assisted by the arms of George Rogers Clark, in all the old French set- 
tlements, And at the conclusion of the Revolutionary War the North- 
west Territory in all of its settlements was under Virginia’s dominion, 
with its civil authority in the hands of Todd, the lieutenant-com- 
mander, and its military authority in the hands of George Rogers 
Clark. 

So thoroughly had the sway of George Rogers Clark maintained and 
fixed itself upon that territory that although there had been some de- 
bate upon the question of the Virginia title to the Northwest in the 
various contests as to the distribution of territory after the Revolution, 
it was ere long universally conceded that whether by charter or by con- 
quest or the extension of civil authority over the land, Virginia had 
fully substantiated her claim, and ition of it was embodied in 
the ordinance of 1787 for the government of that territory, and for the 
gradual formation in it of not less than three nor more than five States. 

Mr. President, there was no hero of the Revolution who did a cleaner 
or better piece of work than George Rogers Clark; and there is none 
who can stand by him or be mentioned on the same page with him who 
has been so much neglected. He came to Virginia during Arnold's ex- 
pedition and fought under Steuben. He went back to the West and 
had many adventures, and was the founder of the city of Louisville. 
He was the brotherof the William Clark who afterwards led with Lewis 
the expedition beyond the Mississippi away up to the land of the Da- 
kotas. 

At the end of the Revolution he was broken in health and in spirit 
and in pocket, and it is related that when Virginia, recognizing his 
great military distinction, sent him a sword, he took the sword in his 
hand and looked ovet it and said to the member of the Legislature who 
brought it to him, ‘* Your speech is very handsome, and the sword is 
very handsome, too. When Virginia needed a sword I gave her one. 
Y need bread now and she sends me a sword, and what can I do with 

t?” 


He was buried, with simply his initials upon his tomb, at Locust 
Grove, in Kentucky. More recently his remains have been transferred 
to the cemetery at Louisville; but as yet nowhere in the United States 
has any monument arisen upon which his name is engraved. I shall 
be gratified indeed, sir, if before the people of Ohio have ceased to com- 
memorate by their centennial celebration the great memories which 
are being revived before them now, that those who shall mingle with 
them shall be able to say that, although it was in the eleventh hour, yet 
here ere the stroke of twelve, the country which he so faithfully served 
has enacted a law under whicha monument to the great hero, the Han- 
nibal of the Northwest, who might have been called its father, is in 
process of erection. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 


Mr. BECK. The amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts has 
been agreed to, has it not? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It has been, and is concurred in in 
the Senate. 


Mr. HOAR Let the bill be read as it will stand amended. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read as it stands 
amended. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in recognition of the eminent services to his country 
of General George Rogers Clark, in the occupation and conquest of the North- 
western Territory during the Revolutionary war, the sum of $25,000 be, and 
the same is hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appruprianed, for the purpose of erecting in the city of Louisville, in the 
State of Kentucky, a monument to his memory, to be expended under the di- 
rection and control of the Secretary of War. And said monument shall be 
located on a suitable site in said city, said site and the title thereto to be ap- 
proved by the Secretary of War. f 


Mr. VOORHEES. Mr, President, I do not rise to antagonize the 
locality of this most merited monument to a great soldier. I do rise, 
however, to say that the bill ought not to pass without a word from 
the State of Indiana. On her soil culminated the greatest achieve- 
ment of George Rogers Clark. At Vincenneshe covered himself with 
a glory that can not perish and placed himself in the category of the 
foremost military captains of ancient or modern times. 

It does seem to me, sir, that there his monument ought to be; there 
where he forded the Wabash River and with his little army environed 
the British post commanded by the infamous Hamilton; there where 
he addressed Hamilton in those immortal words of reproach, contempt, 
and aggressive menance as “‘the hair buyer of the British army;’’ 
there it would seem his country should erect his monument; there it 
should tower to the skies and bear witness to his fame. 

The British Government, true toits barbarous instincts, at that time, 
as it is at all times, and would be again to-day if the opportunity pre- 
sented itself, was in strict alliance with savages in making war on the 
American people. 

In order to excite and inflame still farther their ferocity and sav- 
agery, a price was offered to the Indians by this commanding officer of 
the British forces at Vincennes for the scalps of men, women, and chil- 
dren. Such were the allies of Great Britain in the Northwest, such 
they were along the lakes and rivers of the North and East, and 
throughout all the South during the whole war of the Revolution, and 
such again were the allies of this boasted Christian power during the 
war of 1812. 

I know of no other power in ancient or modern history that has 
made alliances and treaties offensive and defensive with savage barba- 
rians whose mode of warfare was the indiscriminate carnage and slaugh- 
ter of the defenseless of all ages and both sexes. 

Hamilton, in command at Vincennes, offered and had a standing 
offer circulated amongst the Indians that he would give a stated price 
for American scalps; and when the immortal hero, George Rogers 
Clark, with his starving army at his back, surrounded the British 
forces he did not address him as ‘‘ Colonel Hamilton,” he did not ad- 
dress him with terms of respect, but he styled him in writing as ‘‘ Hair- 
buyer,” and demanding his surrender at once, with the ‘alternative 
that he wouldstorm the place and put its defenderstothe sword;”’? and 
when Hamilton was forced to surrender he lay long in irons, and it is 
a satisfaction to know, even at this Jate day, that he would have been 
put to death if General Clark had been permitted to have his own way. 

Sir, I live in a county named for the man who saved the army that 
captured Vincennes from starvation. When George Rogers Clark 
reached Kaskaskia, in his Northwestern expedition, his army had not 
a single ration. They were living on a scant allowance of parched corn, 
and Francis Vigo, a native, I believe, of Switzerland, a trader who had 
credit at New Orleans on two bills of exchange, one for $5,000 and the 
other for $4,000, secured supplies which saved that army from perish- 
ing in the wilderness. And may I not add that nearly one hundred 
years passed away before the money which thus saved an army and 
brought imperishable honor to the American arms was refunded to the 
descendants of the great public benefactor who advanced it? It was 
during the last term I served in the other end of the Capitol, then being 
a member of the Judiciary Committee, that J secured the passage of a 
bill to pay to the descendants of Francis Vigo the money, with interest, 
which he had expended in the cause of American independence, and I 
had the intense satisfaction of secing this Government at last pay $50,- 
000 on this glorious but long-neglected account. 
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Colonel Vigo died in the beautiful town where I live, very poor, but 
not neglected, directing by his will, if his claim was ever paid, that 
enough of it should be taken with which to buy a bell for the court- 
house in Terre Haute, in order, I presume, that its ringing tones 
might remind the people that he had lived and died in their midst. 
His request has been complied within the last two years, and now the 
court-house bell daily proclaims that Vigo County, Indiana, is the last 
resting-place of the brave, the gentle, the patriotic friend of freedom 
and of humanity, Col. Francis Vigo. 

With these and other events connected with the immortal campaign 
of General Clark in my mind, I did not feel, although only this mo- 
ment coming into the Senate, and the bill being now on its passage, 
that I could remain entirely silent, coming here as I do from the banks 
of the Wabash, the theater of his greatest glory, and of his greatest use- 
fulness to his country. 

We have a county on the Ohio River, the county in which Jefferson- 
ville stands, called for this great hero, Clark County. I am not going, 
however, to oppose my neighbors in Kentucky having the honor of his 
monument. He was their citizen, and lived and died with them. It 
ought indeed to be on both sides of the river were such a thing possi- 
ble. There ought to be another monument at Vincennes; and in every 
State in the whole Northwest. Another should be erected for his 
brother, William Clark, who with Meriwether Lewis led that immortal 
expedition under Jefferson, discovered the headwaters of the Missouri, 
crossed the Rocky Mountains where the Northern Pacific Railway lies 
now, and looked upon the Pacific Ocean from the mouth of the Colum- 
bia River. Lost to civilization and lost to the knowledge of the world 
for more than two years, when they returned to St. Louis they re- 
turned laden with the spoils of great discoveries. They returned with 
more honor and utility than Xenophon with his ten thousand Greeks, 

I have no more to say, except to concur with the eloquent Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] that this is tardy action upon a great sub- 
ject. Itis areproach to the American people and to the Northwest 
that this movement has not been made long ago. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. President, I am more than glad to see that 
there is an absolute concurrence of opinion as to the site to be selected 
for this monument. There isan eminent propriety in locating it in 
the city of Louisville. That city constituted the basis of this general’s 
operations. He was,the founder of the present metropolis of that Com- 
monwealth; it was there that he spent the last years of his life, and it 
comes as near being the center as can well be selected of the territory 
that came to our public domain by reason of his military exploits. 

All that has been said and so well said by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Hoan] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. SHERMAN] and 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] and the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. VOORHEES] can be substantiated and will not be controverted; 
but either of those Senators might have said one thing more with equal 
truth, that but for the military services of the man whom to-day we 
propose to honor the Alleghany chain would in all probability have 
been the basis of settlement between the United States and Great Brit- 
ain, for before that the operations of the Federal Army were confined 
exclusively to the section of country between that chain of mountains, 
the Alleghanies, and the Atlantic Ocean. For this great and measure- 
less empire that came to us in the Northwest we are indebted, in my 
judgment, to George Rogers Clark alone. 

If that be true, as it is admitted, the great metropolis upon the Ohio’s 
bank where he lived and died and of which he was the founder, which 
. is as near tothe center as you can get of this empire which he brought 
to the domain of the country, in my judgment is the most proper site 
that could ay be selected, and I wish to express my gratification 
that there should have been no bickering East or West and that there 
should have been no hesitation either upon the part of the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusett:, or upon the part of the Senator from Ohio, 
or upon the partof the Senator from Virginia, whose State is justly proud 
as being his birthplace, or upon the part of the Senator from Indiana, 
who represents the one great Commonwealth in the Northwest that 
owed him most. I am more than gratified and pleased to find that all 
have agreed that the bill reported by the Senator from Massachusetts 
has properly selected the place, the spot on which this monument should 
be built to this great man’s memory. 

I thank all of the Senators for the selection they have made and the 
justice they have done both to the dead man and to the State that was 
honored by claiming him as a citizen. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. CHACE introduced a bill (S. 3329) to reduce the postage on 
fourth-class mail matter; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr SPOONER introduced a bill (S. 3330) for the relief of William 
H. Thomas; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. MANDERSON introduced a bill (S. 3331) to grant to the city of 
Chadron, Nebr., the right to lay pipe lines across certain tracts of land; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 


Mr. McPHERSON introduced a bill (S. 3332) to change the limit 
of appropriation for the public building at Paterson, N. J.; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3333) for the relief of John Jordan; which 
was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3334) for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Perth Amboy, N. J.; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3335) granting a pension to Thompson 
D. Hatfield; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. STEWART introduced a bill (S. 3336) authorizing the Secretary 
of War to issue to the governor of the Territory of Montana military 
stores for the use of the regularly enlisted, organized, and uniformed 
active militia; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. BOWEN introduced a bill (S. 3337) granting a pension to Pha 
Tefft; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3338) granting an increase of pension 
to Joseph D. Hill; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PLATT introduced a bill (S. 3339) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Charles H. Moore; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 


NEW YORE POST-OFFICE EMPLOYÉS. 


Mr. HALE, I submit the following resolution, and ask for its pres- 
ent consideration: 

Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, directed to send 
to the Senate, atas early a date as is practicable, epics of all testimony of let- 
ter-carriers in the New York post-office, taken by Henry rs, post-oflice in- 
spector, or by his direction, on or about July 12, 1886; also copies of other testi- 
mony of letter-carriers and clerksin the New York post-office which was taken 
by a committee of t-oflice inspectors in the months of Octoberand Novem- 
ber, 1886, all of said testimony having been forwarded to Chief Post-Office In- 
spector West. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this resolution ? 

Mr. McPHERSON. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will lie over under 
the rule and be printed. 


COMMITTEE ON INDIAN TRADERS. 


Mr. CHANDLER submitted the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses 
of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Select Committee on Indian Traders be authorized to con- 
tinue during the recess of Congress the investigations directed by the resolu- 
tions of the Senate of June 3, 1886, December 20, 1887, and March 5, 1888, with the 
authority and in the manner and to the extent gecesi in said resolutions, and 
also, if it is deemed necessary, to visit as a full committee or by such subcom- 
mittee as may be appointed by the chairman thereof, the Chippewa Indian res- 
ervations mentioned in said resolution of March 5, 1888, and said committee 
shall have power to enh. a clerk and messenger during said recess; and the 
epee é expenses of such investigation shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the Senate, upon vouchers to be approved by the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 


J. T. VINCENT. 


Mr. DAVIS. I move that the House of Representatives berequested 
to return to the Senate the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. 
T. Vincent. 

The motion was agreed to. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill eS R. 160) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer; 

A bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster; 

A bill (H. R. aan to grant a pension to Eliza Frefren; 

A bill (H. R. 6764) granting pension to Muck-a-pec-wak-keu-zah, 
or ‘‘John,’? an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many white peo- 
ple in the Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862; 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 

A bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; 

A bill (H. R. 8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the 
pension-roll; z : 

A bill (H. R. 8506) for the relief of Hannah H. Latham; 

A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of 
the late W. T. Ward; 

A bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Forren; 

A biH (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little; 

A bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. Chase; and 

A bill (H. R. 10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis. ` 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Claims: 

A bill (H. R. 329) for the relief of Chambers & Brown; 
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A bill (H. R. 649) for the relief of A. C. Bradford; 

A bill (H. R. 2196) for the relief of S. T. Marshall; 

A bill (H. R. 2686) for the relief of William Knowlan1; 

A bill (H. R. 2696) for the relief of John J. Crooke; 

A bill (H. R. 4201) for the relief of J. R. Jones; 

A bill (H. R. 4789) for the relief of the heirs of George W. Sampson 
and Benjamin Henricks, of Austin, Tex; and 

A bill (H. R. 5336) for the relief of George B. Hansell. 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads: 

A bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T. Cockle; 

A bill (H. R. 4765) for the relief of G. W. McAdams; 

A bill (H. R. 5144) for the relief of M. V. B. Sutton, late postmaster 
at Williamsburgh, Ky.; 

A bill (H. R. 5853) for the relief of Daniel Bond; and 

A bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wilson. 

The bill (H. R. 6753) for the relief of P. Gough Edelin was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The bill (H. R. 3132) for the relief of David A. Haywood was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

The bill (H. R. 8270) for the relief of Robert F. Arnold was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The bill (H. R. 5494) for the relief of John T. Robeson was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The bill (H. R. 5539) for the relief of John J. Coughlin was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the Library. 


ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE AT CUMMINGS’ LANDING, ARKANSAS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the message of 
the House of Representatives returning to the Senate, in compliance 
with its request, the bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River at or near Cummings’ Landing, Lin- 
coln County, Arkansas. 

Mr. BERRY. I ask unanimous consent that the vote by which the 
bill was passed, and also the vote by which it was ordered to a third 
reading, may be reconsidered, in order that I may correct a mistake in 
the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas asks 
unanimous consent that the votes by which this bill was passed and by 
which it was ordered to a third reading may be reconsidered. Itis so 
ordered, if there be no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Now I move, in the last line of section 4, before the 
word ‘‘ proofs,” to strike ont the word ‘‘ of” and insert ‘‘and;”’ soas 
to read: 

And upon rules and copdition which each shall po in using said bridge, 
all matters at issue between them shall be decided by the Secretary of War upon 
hearing of the allegations and proofs of the parties, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

C. R. THOMAS, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 335) granting an increase 
of pension to C. R. Thomas, which was at the end of the bill, to add, 
“and pay him a pension of $12 a month;’’ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to grant an increase of pemon to C. R. Thomas, whose 
pension certificate is numbered 120171, and pay him a pension of $12 a month. 


Mr. DAVIS. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment. 
The motion was agreed to.“ 
PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS, 

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. Pru- 
DEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had this day 
approved and signed the following acts: 

An act (S. 1258) granting a pension to Sarah Ann-Waters; 

An act (S. 1435) granting a pension to Emil Schattle; 

An act (S. 1742) granting a pension to W. A. Hicks; 

An act (S. 322) to authorize the Southwestern Arkansas and Indian 
Territory Railroad Company to build a bridge across the Ouachita 
River, in Arkansas; 

An act (S. 560) to authorize the Columbia River Bridge Company to 
construct and maintain a bridge across the Columbia River between 
the State of Oregon and the Territory of Washington, and to establish 
it as a post road; 

An act (S. 667) authorizing the construction of a bridge across the 
Red River of the North; 

An act (S. 1405) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Mississippi River at or near the city of Oquawka, in the State of Illi- 
nois, and to establish it as a post-road; 

An act (S. 1524) to authorize the construction of a bridge over the 
Tennessee River, between Bridgeport and Sheffield, Ala. ; 

An act (S. 1526) to authorize the construction of a bridge over the 
Caney Fork River, between Rock Island and Carthage, in Tennessee; 

An act (S. 1882) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and ca ama ee bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Clin- 
ton, lowa; 
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An act (S.1883) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and foot-passenger bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Mus- 
catine, Iowa; 

An act (S. 2199) authorizing the Little Rock and Alexandria Rail- 
way Company to maintain and construct a bridge across Bayou d’Ar- 
bonne, in Louisiana; and 

An act (S. 2674) authorizing the construction of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at or near the city of Nebraska City, Nebr., and for 


other purposes. 
THE FISHERIES TREATY. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no further morning busi- 
ness, that order is closed. 

Mr. PUGH. I move that the Senate proceed in open executive ses- 
sion to the consideration of the fisheries treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama moves 
that the Senate do now proceed in open executive session to the con- 
sideration of the resolutions of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN ] 
and the fisheries treaty. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pre The Senate is now in open executive 
session. If there be no objection, the reading of the Journal of the last 
open executive session will be dispensed with. The Executive Clerk 
will report the treaty by title. 

The EXECUTIVE CLERK. Treaty (Executive M) between United 
States and Great Britain concerning the interpretation of the conven- 
tion of October 20, 1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 

Mr. PUGH. Mr. President, the fishery treaty now pending is the 
first ever considered and discussed in open executive session of the Sen- 
ate. The Senate is about one hundred years old, and its rule requir- 
ing all treaties to be considered and disposed of in executive session 
with closed doors and under the injunction of secrecy is as old as the 
Government and has its foundation in the wisdom of our fathers, who 
adopted it for reasons that have withstood the trial and secured thesanc- 
tionof acenturyofexperience. Thereasonson which the rule is fonnded 
grow out of and are inseparable from the nature of the negotiations to 
which they relate. A treaty is the act of two or more separate Govern- 
ments for the adjustment of differences between them relating to com- 
mon rights and interests. The reasons which induce each separate 
Government to make or reject treaties concern them alone. Neither 
of the negotiating governments has any right, or has ever claimed any 
tight, to learn from the other why it proposes, ratifies, or rejects trea- 
ties. What each government proposes to do in treaty-making is its own 
business. No government has ever asked that her ministers be admit- 
ted to the councils of the President and his Cabinet or the delibera- 
tions of the Senate when a treaty is under consideration for ratification 
or rejection. The Government of the United States is a Government 
of the people, and its treaty-making power is vested in the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The President negoti- 
ates with the representatives of foreign governments for the formation 
of treaties, and when he comes to his conclusion that a treaty he has 
negotiated with a foreign government is a proper one to be made by the 
United States, he submits that treaty to the Senate as a joint custodian 
of the power for its consideration. 

Whey the treaty is before the Senate the question is, will the Senate 
agree to the treaty negotiated by the President, or will the Senate 
amend the treaty and put it in such terms as the Senate will sanction, 
or will the Senate decline to amend, or to exercise its power to im- 
prove the treaty, and reject it? It takes the vote of two-thirds of the 
Senate to ratify a treaty. One vote over one-third of the Senate can 
defeat a treaty. So that it is manifest the Senate has more power 
than the President in treaty-making. When the President undertakes 
to negotiate a treaty with a foreign government he considers the mat- 
ter with his confidential adviser, the Secretary of State, and in the 
preparation of the terms of a treaty he intends submitting to another 
government he doesso without making public his deliberations. When 
the President finishes what he has to do in making a treaty he sends 
it to the Senate in confidence in executive session. After the Presi- 
dent submits the proposed treaty to the Senate he has nothing more 
to do with it until the Senate comes to its conclusion. 

If the Senate makes no amendment bya majority vote, and less than 
two-thirds vote to ratify it, the treaty is killed. But if the Senate 
amends the treaty it is returned by the Senate to the President for 
his approval of the amendments, and if he approves them they are sub- 
mitted by the President to the foreign government for its approval. 
It thus appears that the treaty now before the Senate isa long dis- 
tance from its becoming one of the supreme laws of the land. The pro- 
posed treaty is in the earliest stages of its formation. It has no exist- 
ence whatever. It is only under consideration, and is nothing more 
than the subject of negotiation between the Government of Great Brit- 
ain and the Government of the United States. Whilein this transition 
or formative state the rule of the Senate requiring treaties to be con- 
sidered and acted on with closed doors and under the injunction of se- 
crecy has been suspended by a solid Republican against a solid Demo- 
cratic vote, so as to open the doors of the executive session and con- 


duct the future negotiation with Great Britain upon the subject of the 
proposed arrangement as to fisheries and fishing rights and commer- 
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cial privileges of fishing vessels and fishermen in Canadian-bays and 
ports on the coast of British North America in the hearing of our ad- 
versaries, so that Her Majesty’s Government and all the people of Can- 
ada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland may enjoy the advantage to them 
of the divisions among the people of the United States and their Sen- 
ators and President as witnessed by our adversaries, who are invited 
to our public discussions of what shall be the terms of the proposed 
treaty. 

Onr forefathers decided, as all other civilized people had decided, that 
treaty discussions and treaty making should be conducted in secret, and 
that it would be unwise and detrimental to the public service to give 
our adversaries in treaty making the advantage of knowing, what they 
would be glad to learn, all our views and opinions and divisions, and 
the reasons for them, before the terms of any settlement were finally 
adjusted. By the suspension of the rule and throwing the discussions 
among ourselves open to the hearing of our adversaries we certainly 
give them a great advantage they have norightto enjoy. If theterms 
of the treaty sent us by the President are not satisfactory to Senators, 
why not make known the grounds of objection to the Senate under the 
injunction of secrecy and endeaver to avoid the objections and remedy 
the defects in the treaty by proper amendments? 

Is it a wise, judicious, and becoming exercise of a great constitutional 
power vested in the Senate of the United States as the tribunal of last 
resort in treaty making to refuse to advise with the President as to the 
terms of an important treaty he has negotiatedand sent to the Senate 
for its consideration? The question before the Senate is, will we ratify 
the treaty without amendment? If the treaty is defective, the ques- 
tion is, can it be amended so as to improve it or make it satisfactory ? 


If the treaty can not be amended, if it is not in the power of the Sen- | 


ate to propose changes that will make the treaty such as the Senate 
will approve, then it is certainly an admission by the Senate that it is 
not in the power of the President or the Senate to make any treaty the 
Senate would ratify. 

If the President, with the aid of his able and accomplished Secre- 
tary of State, and the assistance of plenipotentiaries, whose skill and 
ability and uncorruptibility in treaty-making can not be questioned, 
have shown themselves unequal to the task of formulating a treaty 
that is satisfactory to the majority of the Senate, having the power to 
make amendments, how can that majority retire from its responsibility 
expressly imposed on it by the Constitution of so amending the defects, 
if any, in the treaty as to make it satisfactory to them, and instead of 

ing its plain duty the majority arrest the negotiation in the 
midst of its progress for the manifest partisan purpose of arraigning 
the President and his Secretary and the plenipotentiaries, and putting 
them on trial before the British Government and the people of the 
United States for failing to formulate such a treaty as the Senate will 
ratify, when the Senate at the same time pronounces judgment against 
its own ability to frame any better treaty, or any treaty whatever, upon 
the same subject of contention between the two governments ? 

Here we stand as a Senate, before the world, engaged in a partisan 
trial of a joint custodian of the constitutional power to make treaties, 
and having prejudged the case against him in secret session, we throw 
open the doors of the Senate to make public our judgment of condem- 
nation, forgetting that we expose our own dereliction of duty and con- 
vict ourselves of a much higher offense than we have undertaken to 
make out by the proof against the President and those who aided him 
in thenegotiation. The President has exercised his best ability in good 
faith to discharge an important public duty and has submitted his work 
to the Senate to accept it or to amend its defects. 

The President tells the Senate that he has done the best he could, 
and asks the Senate to examine his work fairly, as a joint custodian of 
the power to make the treaty, and, if found defective, to submit to 
him the defects and the amendments proposed to remedy them, and 
he will give them due consideration, and if he approves he will refer 
the amendments to the British Government. How does the Senate ex- 
ercise its joint power and discharge its joint duty? Can the Senate go 
before the country to try a co-ordinate department of the Government 
for formulating a worthless treaty, and ask that the President be con- 
demned and punished for not presenting a better treaty, when the 
Senate has as much power and is under the same obligation as is im- 

on the President to make treaties that are free from objection, 
and has offered him no aid or assistance ? 

The President informs the Senate that he sees no defects in the treaty, 
and thinks it the best settlement that can be made of the differences. 
The Senate instantly assails the treaty, proceeds to expose its alleged 
defects in open session, and Soma. bes fall knowledge of its imper- 
fections, and having ample power and opportunity, offers no amend- 
ment, makes no effort to do what they condemn the President for do- 
ing so imperfectly, and only to exercise the power of rejecting 
the proposed treaty and closing the door to farther negotiation. 

Is it not manifest that the Republican majority have willfully shirked 
an important constitutional and sworn duty and placed the Senate be- 
fore the country in the disreputable attitude I have described for no 
other than supposed political and partisan considerations? How can 
such a party be trusted with the custody of political power? 

No Senator believes that any member of this body objects to making 


known to his constituents everything he knows about any treaty that 
comes before the Senate. It was for the protection and safety of our 
own people in treaty-making with foreign governments that the rule 
requiring secret sessions was adopted, and has been made sacred by the 
strict observance of great and honorable statesmen fora century. No 
case can be made strong enough to justify a suspension of the rule. 
There can be no treaty made with a foreign government under any cir- 
cumstances that would make it safe or proper to invite our adversaries 
into the Senate to hear discussion among ourselves of the terms of any 
treaty with the United States. The moment the propriety of an ex- 
ception to the rule is admitted the rule itself isdestroyed. An excep- 
tion once made, the precedent is established and political and partisan 
reasons will always be found for throwing treaty-making into the po- 
litical arena, and the dignity, power, and efficiency of the Senate in . 
Sacheaing its important constitutional function will be greatly im- 


But we are in open session, and the treaty and the President are on 
trial before the world by a co-ordinate department of our Government, 
The prosecution has been opened by the two Senators from Maine and 
one of the Senators from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar], who have been 
selected to open the fire on the President with a broadside on account 
of their skill and experience in such warfare, and especially on account 
of their perfect familiarity with every inch of ground to be occupied in 
the conflict, and their relation as the immediate representatives of the 
only parties admitted to be really interested in the defeat of the pend- 
ing treaty. 

‘The first charge against the President and his ‘‘ plenipotentiaries”’ is, 
that no one familiar with the subject of negotiation and qualified to 
give all useful and necessary information and to cope with the trained 
diplomats on the British side were invited into consultation when the 
terms of the treaty were being formulated. 

How much truth and merit can be found inthis charge? The Pres- 
ident was aided in the negotiation by hisSecretary of State, Mr. Bayard, 
and by William L. Putnam and James B. Angell. The ability of Mr. 
Bayard to comprehend and fully understand all the grounds of con- 
tention between the two governments and his fidelity to public duty 
are too well established to require any defense before the American 
people. The two distinguished gentlemen who aided Mr. Bayard in 
the negotiation are conceded by the Senators from Maine and Massachu- 
setts to be eminent lawyers and well equipped in diplomatie ability. 
Mr. Putnam is an old resident of Maine, and having been associated 
with trials in the Dominion and other courts involving fishery rights 
and the fishery business of Americans in Canadian waters, was familiar 
with the questions to be settled by the negotiation. 

Then, again, the whole field of contention and every aspect of all 
the grievances of our fishermen had been fully explored and illumi- 
nated by the Senate committee appointed for the special purpose and 
made up partly by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] and 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. Fry], who had called before them the 
life-long experts in the fishing business in Canadian waters and selected 
for examination on account of their thorough personal knowledge of 
the whole subject in all its relations, bearings, and aspects, theoreti- 
cally and practically, and these skilled and interested and representa- 
tive witnesses were subjected to examination and cross-examination by 
the able Senators and lawyers from Vermont and Maine, themselves 
familiar with the subjects upon which the Senate desired information. 

All this testimony of a regiment of Maine and Massachusetts fisher- 
men was reported to the Senate and printed in 1886, and had been in 
the possession of the President and Mr. Bayard long before they entered 
upon the negotiation of the pending treaty. ° All the correspondence be- 
tween the two governments and all the treaties upon the subject ex- 
haustive of fishery rights and fishery troubles and contention were 
familiar to the President and Mr. Bayard. 

Mr. President, I feel constrained to declare my belief that the com- 
plaint made by the Senators from Maine and Massachusetts against the 
President and Mr. Bayard,that they had ignored those who could have 
been most useful to them in the negotiation, and acted in the dark and 
without illumination from Maine and Massachusetts, is utterly un- 
founded and entirely destitute of worth or merit. 

Butin what position do these Senators from Maine and Massachusetts 
leave themselves in arraigning the President and Secretary of State on 
the charge of having negotiated the pending treaty in ignorance of im- 
portantinformation? ‘These Senators haveequal power with the Presi- 
dent in making a proper treaty, and the amount of study they have 
devoted to the discovery of the many imperfections they allege against 
it has certainby qualified them in a most eminent degree to exercise ju- 
diciously and wisely their power ofamending the pending treaty. Why 
not employ their exceptional advantages over the President and his Sec- 
retary of State in making a satisfactory treaty, and come to their assist- 
ance by offering such amendments as will supply the failures and rem- 
edy the defects of the present treaty ? 

What a pity it is that these Senators are not able to see the beam in 
their own eyes while pointing out the mote in the eyes of the President 
and his Secretary of State. The American people are watching this 
trial of the President from a different standpoint and with higher mo- 
tives and purposes, and they will make no mistake in their verdict. 
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Mr. President, I listened with some pleasure and much regret to the 
remarkable speech of the Senator from Massachusetts on the pending 
treaty. Iwas pleased with the ability and learning exhibited in his 
elaborate oration. It was faultless in composition and admirable in 
scholarship. But with all these qualities the speech abounds in decla- 
mation and sophistry, and the subject that received the least of the 
Senator’s attention was the one before the Senate. 

The Senator paid a splendid and deserving tribute to the manly qual- 
ities of the New England fishermen, as illustrated in the history of our 
naval warfare. His description of the fishery industry, employing 
many thousand men, with a magnificent fleet, on the perilous coasts 
and waters of British North America, was imposing, and I can imagine 
no stupidity short of idiocy that would deny the inestimable value and 
importance of this training school for seamen in our preparation for 
naval warfare. But how much does all this eloquence have to do in 
rendering a correct judgment on the terms of the pending treaty? Who 
is so un-American, so unpatriotic, or so unworthy of common respect 
as to desire that anything shall be dong to cripple or impair our fish- 
eries or fishery industry, or to withhold from them the full measure of 
security and protection, and to see to it that they shall have and enjoy 
every right and privilege to which American citizens are entitled when 
engaged in an honorable pursuit under treaty stipulations or the obli- 
gations of international law? 

If it can be shown that the present treaty falls short of what our fish- 
ermen have a clear right to demand, or deprives them of any valuable 
right to which they are entitled under existing laws or treaties, it can 
not get my support and certainly should be rejected. But how are 
we aided in our examination of the terms of the proposed treaty by elo- 
quent and gratifying tributes to the gallantry and daring of the Ameri- 
can fishermen? Then, again, the Senator entertained and startled us 
with the panoramic picture he drew of the magnitude and splendor of 
British dominion, and the wonderful progress she had made in wrap- 
ping her coil around the vitals of the globe. This is admitted to be the 
masterly achievement of English diplomacy and statesmanship. How 
has American statesmanship been employedin the mean time in full 
view of the giant strides of England to world-wide supremacy in com- 
merc? and industrial development ? 

We have had remarkable success in home growth and enterprise, on 
account of our marvelous resources and the extraordinary energies and 
capabilities of our people, and in a few years, under the cover of high 
taxation—imposed by the Republican party for the purpose of establish- 
ing a monopoly of American markets fora favored few, with the power, 
which they have greedily exercised, of measuring their own exactions 
of consumers—more millionaires have been manufactured and more 
wealth accumulated in corporations than can be found elsewhere in the 
world’s history. The unprecedented wealth and its merciless power, 
brought into existence by an unconstitutional and oppressive prostitu- 
tion of the taxing power of the Government, is to-day a standing men- 
ace to popular government and popular rights and liberty. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts has devoted a long life and great ability and 
learning to the creation and service of this monopoly, and most faith- 
fully and efficiently has he represented the conspiracy of Massachu- 
setts manufacturers with the Republican party to seize the Federal 
Government and employ its taxing power in the interest of a few and 
against the welfare of the many. 

He may stir the ashes of the dead past to find the fires of sectional 
hate that will always animate and warm the souls of some Republi- 
cans by the unfounded and wholly gratuitous charge of a *‘ conspiracy 
of the old slaveholders of the South with British manufacturers”? 
against American industry. Such low flings for petty partisan uses 
coming from the accomplished Senator from the great Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, which has reaped such a rich harvest from South- 
ern fields cultivated by ‘‘the old slayeholders,’’ surprise me, and are 
strangely inconsistent with many manly and generous utterances I have 
heard from that Senator about *‘ the old slayeholders of the South.” 

While Great Britain has been widening her dominions and planting 
her red-cross flag on every continent, island, and stronghold on the 
globe, and floating it over every sea, the American Government has been 
prostituted to the erection of iron walls around our markets and the 
withdrawal of the stripes and stars from every ocean so that a favored 
class may monopolize American markets and dictate prices to Ameri- 
can consumers; and this is landed as the American policy of protection. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, asa part of his purpose to humiliate 
and degrade President Cleveland and his administration in the estima- 
tion of his countrymen and the world, contrasted the diplomacy of the 
President and Mr. Bayard with the diplomacy of the past century of 

„ our existence as a government. I challenge a comparison of our pres- 
ent relations with foreign countries and the efficiency, ability, and 
character of our representation in foreign courts under the administra- 
tion of the State Department by Mr. Bayard with any administration 
under any Republican President or Secretary of State. I send back 
the charge that President Cleveland and Secretary Bayard have been 
unmindful of the rights of American fishing vessels in Canadian waters 
and tolerant of outrages against these vessels. In the language of the 
Senator from Massachusetts as to another matter, I say ‘‘it is no such 


- 


thing.” How long has it been that the fishing vessels of Maine and 
Massachusetts have been treated outrageously in Canadian waters? 

I find in a letter of Richard D. Cutts to Mr. Seward, Secretary of 
State, dated April 7, 1865, the following language: 

As to the restrictions imposed by the Colonies to prevent the privileges of 
shelter, ete., from being abused by American fishermen: The fishermen of the 
United States are frequently compelled by rough weather, or by injuries to their 
vessels received in a gale, or in consequence of collision or other accident to 
seek the nearest port for shelter and repairs. And it is also necessary at stated 
intervals, while they are engaged during the summer and fall in following their 
ayocation, that they should take on board a supply of wood and water; and for 
either of these purposes they have the right, so long as the treaty of 1815 con- 
tinues in force, to resort to the bays and barbors of the different provinces. 

Some of the Colonial laws, especially those of Nova Scotia, enacted to prevent 
the abuse of these privileges, are of such a stringent character as to almost an- 
nul the right or make it at least hazardous for American fishermen to attempt 
to enjoy it. Seizures are made on the slightest suspicion or on false pretenses, 
or charges; heavy bonds are required before suit can be instituted tu recover; 
the owner of thé vessel must bring the charges, and if unsuccessful he is muleted 
in treble costs beside the loss of vessel and cargo. 

The above statute of Nova Scotia and the brutal, unchristian, and bar- 
barious wrongs and outrages perpetrated on fishing vessels from Maine 
and Massachusetts under this statute were permitted to go unredressed, 
and this statute, more aggressive and outrageous than the one cited 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, has been permitted by Republican 
Presidents and Secretaries to continue in operation for twenty years 
before Mr. Cleveland became President. 

The Senator from Massachusetts parades a long list of “American 
vessels seized, detained, or warned off from Canadian ports during the 
last year.’’ The Senator omitted to state that this list included mer- 
chant as well as fishing vessels boarded. It also appears from the re- 
ported list that 700 of the vessels in 1886 and 1,362 in 1887 ‘‘ were 
boarded to investigate their conduct,” and out of the whole number 
30 only were brought to the attention of the British Government, 400 
were involved in seizures and other interferences growing out of dis- 
puted constructions of the treaty of 1818, and out of the whole number 
of seizures about 150 were reported to the Federal Government for ex- 
amination and redress, and 115 of these have been the subject of dip- 
lomatic complaint to Great Britain by Secretary Bayard, who charac- 
terized the acts of Canadian officials in some of these cases as ‘‘ out- 
rageous,”? “brutal,” “inhospitable,” and “inhuman.” Mr. Bayard 
is pledged to the owners of these vessels in his own language, that— 

Reparation for all losses unlawfully caused by foreign authority will be ghe 
subject of international presentation and demand, 

Have the owners of the fishing vessels of Maine and Massachusets ever 
had any more attention or as much attention from Republican Presi- 
dents or Secretaries? 

But the Senator from Massachusetts complains that— 

Weare now quictly told in the corner of a report that these claims have not 
been considered, as some demands are made against us for interfering with 
seek yin in the North Pacific, and both subjects are adjourned to a future 

Is it ajust cause of complaint that the question of reparation to our 
fishing vessels is separated from the subjects of our differences about 
their fishery and commercial rights and privileges to be enjoyed here- 
after in Canadian ports and postponed for future settlement ? 

It seems to-me that the ratification of the pending treaty would de- 
termine the basis for future negotiation for ‘‘ reparation for all losses 
unlawfully caused by foreign authority.’ Ifthe pending treaty is de- 
feated, then the whole field of contention is left open, and the question 
of reparation indefinitely postponed. Every step in the negotiation for 
damages claimed by our fishing vessels encounters questions decided by 
the pending treaty, and because the Senator from Massachusetts ob- 
jects to his constituents being referred to the adjudications of the pend- 
ing treaty to determine their right to recover damages, he protests 
against the separation of reparation and ratification, and demands that 
payment of damages to his constituents shall antedate any permanent 
adjustment of rules and regulations for future observance to secure 
peace and harmony. 

The position and motives of the Republican majority in the Senate 
on the matters now before the Senate can not be misunderstood by the 
people. But we will try them on their position as they have defined 
it, and it is that the rights of fishing vessels of the United States when 
engaged in fishing in the bays of Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfound- 
land are as clearly defined by the treaties of 1783and 1818 as they can 
be by treaty, and, being already clearly defined by those treaties, it is 
useless to make another treaty upon the subject of fishery rights. It 
is also claimed by Republican Senators who oppose the pending treaty 
that by the act of Congress and the proclamation of the President and 
the British order in council in 1830, and the principles of international 
law, the fishing vessels of the United States having a trade permit to 
enter Canadian ports are thereby converted into merchant vessels as to 
all the rights and privileges of all vessels of every description of the 
most favored nations when they enterCanadian ports. In other words, 
that as to commercial rights our fishing vessels are no more restricted 
in privileges than merchant vessels in Canadian ports with trade per- 
mits under the act of 1830. 

If the treaty of 1818 defines its own meaning, without leaving any- 
thing to construction, then it is settled that no other treaty can be made 
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to define the fishery rights that are already as clearly set forth as they 
can be by the treaty of 1818, construed in connection with the treaty 
of 1783 and contemporaneous opinion. If the power of language has 
been exhausted in the treaties of 1783 and 1818 to express the intention 
of the two governments as to fishery rights of American fishing ves- 
sels in Canadian or British fishing waters on the coasts or bays of Can- 
ada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland, then it is certainly useless to 
make another treaty in different language to express the same mean- 
ing. And so as to the intent, meaning, and purpose of the reciprocal 
act of 1830 and the force and effect of international law. If this con- 
tention of Republican Senators as to what is already certainly settled 
by the treaty of 1818 and the reciprocal act of 1830 is as well founded 
as they state, then it follows necessarily that there is nothing left to 
be done by farther negotiation resulting in another treaty unless the 
two governments are willing to make another treaty to amend so as to 
enlarge or restrict the existing arrangements. 

If we are to stand on the treaty of 1818 as a finality, as urged by 
Republican Senators, and also on the act of 1830 as they construe its 
meaning, it is manifest that the argument is exhausted, and nothing 
remains but for the Government of the United States to see to it that 
American fishing vessels enjoy all the rights, of every description, to 
which they are entitled according to the construction of Republican 
Senators of the treaty of 1818 and the reciprocal act of 1830. Should 
Her Majesty’s Government differ with the opponents of the pending 
treaty as to the charatter and extent of the privileges of our fishing 
vessels in Canadian bays under the treaty of 1818 and the act of 1830, 
and should offer to come to some understanding on the points of differ- 
ence to avoid the evils of non-intercourse and the consequent hostility 
that mightendanger the peaceful relations of the two greatest govern- 
ments in the world, then the Senate will be concluded by its action on 
the proposed treaty against further negotiation, and all the consequences, 
however serious, must be inevitable. 

It is important, then, in this aspect of our present and future rela- 
tions with the people of Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland, and 
of the British Government, that we pause and look ahead and survey 
the field we are invited to enter by Republican Senators for speculative 
political advantages. In the first place it may be well for us to inquire 
who are the parties really and materially interested in this serious con- 
tention about fishery rights and commercial privileges of American 
fishing vessels in Canadian waters, and what is really involved. We 
all understand that according to the forms and ceremonies of interna- 
tional negotiation the Government of Great Britain is one party and 
the Government of the United States is the other party to this contro- 
versy. But the people of the United States are a practical, manly, 
and courageous people, not afraid to do right or to resist wrong, and I 
apprehend they would like to be informed what this quarrel is about; 
who are making this fuss and for what. 

It will not be denied that on the side called the United States those 
who are solely interested are that portion of the people of Maine and 
Massachusetts who are engaged in the fishing business—that is, catch- 
ing fish in the bays or waters on the coasts of Canada, Nova Scotia, and 
Newfoundlaud. And on the other side, called the British side, the only 
people really interested are the people of Canada, Nova Scotia, and New- 
foundland engaged in the same business in the same bays or waters. 
England, Ireland, and Scotland are separated from these fishing waters 
by 3,000 miles of ocean, and the people there enjoy no pecuniary bene- 
fits and suffer no injuries from anything claimed or denied by either 
side of this controversy. So the Irish voters the Republicans are fish- 


ing for will find nothing in the rejection of this treaty to mortify or, 


punish England. - 

The people of thirty-six ont of the thirty-eight United States would 
derive no more benefit nor suffer any more injury from what is claimed 
for our fishermen under the treaty of 1818 and the act of 1830 as they 
stand than what these people of the thirty-six States would enjoy un- 
der the pending treaty if it were ratified, and no living man can prove 
the contrary. 

But it makes no difference whether the people engaged in fishing are 
the only persons interested. “If these fishermen are really and honestly 
and fairly entitled to the rights and privileges claimed by them or for 
them under the treaty of 1818 and the reciprocal act of 1830, then all 
the people in every State of our Union are interested in having these 
rights and privileges protected and epforced by the Government of the 
United States. 

But in considering the treaty before the Senate we should endeavor 
to look higher than the plane upon which we are invited by the Repub- 
lican Senators in their reckless contests for political advantage, and try 
te discharge our duty as Senators invested with the power of peace and 
war in treaty-making with foreign governments, without subordinating 
the far-reaching questions involved in the pending treaty and the se- 
rious consequences of our action to petty partisan experiments for party 
benefit or advantage. Let us endeavor not to be misled into wrong- 
doing and reckless experiments by inflammatory appeals to Amefican 
prejudice. On the contrary it is right and becoming in us to honestly 
examine that we may fully understand all the facts and all the rights 
and interests involved, and to be affected by the probable results of the 
contention between these two great countries. 


Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland lie broadside of the United 
States on our northern boundary, and in extent of territory are about 
equal to the United States. The vast region of country and the mill- 
ions of hardy and courageous people occupying it are under the juris- 
diction of the Government of Great Britain. Forpu of local gov- 
ernment Canada has her Dominion Parliament and Nova Scotia and 
Newfoundland have their provincial legislatures. These peoplelive on 
our border and are our neighbors, engaged in the same pursuits, with 
similar productions, trade, and commerce, and have the same aspira- 
tions and destiny. Common sense, common honesty, and common in- 
terests would make the people of these provinces and the people of the 
United States friends and useful neighbors. Reciprocal trade and com- 
merce would exchange millions in their neighboring markets. 

There.can be but one opinion as to the policy that is wisest and best 
for both of these neighboring countries in their intercourse with each 
other. It seems like the most extreme folly and the most unaccount- 
able stupidity for either country to deliberately adopt a practice or 
treatment that can have no other effect than to inflame counter pas- 
sions and prejudices, and feelings of distrust, hostility, and resent- 
ment, ending in commercial antagonism and estrangement and damag- 
ing non-interconrse. Practically the reasons tor free and friendly trade 
between the several States of our Union are the same for like inter- 
course between the people of the provincesand the people of the United 
States. We should invite and cultivate friendly association and inter- 
course instead of rivalry, jealousy, and resentment, 

We know all about the ambition of England for dominion, and es- 
pecially for commercialsupremacy. It can not escape the suggestion of 
common sense or ordinary intelligence that the greed and sagacity of 
England will discover in the conflicts and quarrels between the fisher- 
men of Maine and Massachusetts, and the people of Canada, Nova 
Scotia, and Newfoundland, and in the policy commended and supported 
by Republican Senators, exactly what England needs and most desires 
to keep her subjects in these provinces from establishing intimate and 
friendly commercial intercourse and relations with the United States, 
which would be especially beneficial to the merchants, manufacturers, 
producers, and carriers of those States on the border of these provinces. 
England rejoices in our quarrels with our neighbors, not to make war, 
but to cause alienation, and to drive the people in these neighboring 
provinces as far from us as possible in their trade and commerce. 

England has nothing to lose, but everything to gain by our non-in- 
tercourse. These people are paturally our friends and could be made 


so in practice by commercial intercourse. It is evidently our wisest - 


and best policy to be liberal, tolerant, and forbearing with these neigh- 
boring people. The United States can afford to be generous to her 
neighbors north and south of her boundaries on the American conti- 
nent, England watches with far-reaching statesmanship the conditions 
and relations of countries and governments, and there is nothing she 
fails to see and understand, and whatever is to her advantage is in- 
stantly appropriated. England watches our contention with Canada 
about fish and fishery rights and fish markets, and while she is ready 
to soften the asperities engendered by our quarrels, she takes advantage 
of the situation, and goes to work with all her power to centralize and 
bind these provinces together with great trunk railways from the At- 
lantic to the Pacific Oceans, constructed by unprecedented govern- 
mental subsidies, and made immensely tributary to her military and 
naval power, and to her political dominion and commercial supremacy. 

While England is thus working out her marvelous destiny by stretch- 
ing her power across this continent in full view of our border, and mak- 
ing her lodgement on the coast of the Pacific to grapple with us for 
eastern traffic and transportation, the United States is worrying and 
fretting and taxing her statesmanship in a quarrel with Canada about 
fish, and fish markets for free or taxed fish. We are in this humiliat- 
ing attitude, and however mortifying the spectacle may be in history 
it is our duty to do the best we can to solve the problem and extri- 
eate ourselves from the perplexities of the situation. We have made 
four treaties with Great Britain for the purpose of settling these 
troubles about fish, and after thirty years’ trial of the treaty of 1854, 
and fifteen years trial of the treaty of 1871, they were both abrogated 
by the United States for the sole reason that they allowed Canadian 
fish to be sold in our markets free of duty. 

The abrogation of the treaties of 1854 and 1871 in relation to recip- 
rocal fishery rights of fishing vessels in Canadian and American waters 
originated in and was caused by the same local quarrel between the 
fishermen of Maine and Massachusetts and the fishermen of Canada 
about fishery rights in Canadian waters and free fish in American 
markets. The inconsiderate and suicidal policy which terminated the 
treaties of 1854 and 1871 threw both countries back upon the treaty 
of 1818, with its renunciations and restrictions of American fishery 
rights and privileges in Canadian waters. And when we discovered 
the practical operation of the treaty of 1818, as compared with the 
treaties of 1854 and 1871, the fishermen of Maine and Massachusetts 
and their representatives conceived the idea for the first time in fifty 
years’ existence of the reciprocal act of 1830 of resorting to that act 
for relief from the severe and irritating restrictions of the treaty of 
1818, and the provincial legislation, which the treaty authorizes to 
enforce them, and preventabuse by American fishermen. 


6350 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JULY 16, 


Thegravamen of the complaint against the pending treaty by the ma- 

jority report and the Senators from Maine and Massachusetts is that it 
fails to secure to American fishing Vessels the same commercial rights 
and privileges in Canadian ports that are enjoyed by merchant vessels 
in the ports of the most favored nations. I charge that this clamor 
about commercial rights and liberties of American fishing vessels in 
Canad ian ports is nothing but the rattle of sheet-iron on the Republi- 
can sta ge, and is notrealthunder. Who has undertaken to define these 
commercial rights? What are these commercial privileges? Who has 
authority to determine what are the commercial privileges desired by 
our fishing vessels in addition to shelter, repairs, wood, and water, re- 
served in the treaty of 1818? 

What do we find in the preamble and resolutions adopted at a meet- 
ing of the Gloucester Master Mariners’ Association at Gloucester, Mass., 
April 13, 1838, and it is the voice of all the fishermen of Maine and 
Massachusetts ? 

Whereas in every treaty between Great Britain and the United States since 
1783 the rights of American fishermen have been sacrificed. 

There is a wide difference between the Senator from Massachusetts 
and his constituents as to the effect of the treaty of 1818. But here is 
the milk in the cocoanut: 

And whereas both treaty and protocol are but the initiatory steps towards the 
complete surrender of the markets of the United States, by which the fisheries 
of Canada will be developed and enlarged and those of the United States de- 
pleted and destroyed: Therefore, 

Resolved, That this association, composed of the masters of American fishing 
vessels, who know by contact and experience the full significance of Canadian 
diplomacy, have neither used nor desired to use Canadian waters for prsa 

ing, but simply ask that our commercial rights therein shall be defined: by 
our own Government, and when so defined, maintained. 

Why are they not defined byamendment of the pending treaty? But 
again it is resolved— 

That the American ocean fisheries are not dependent upon any favor or priv- 
ilege to be granted by Canada, but, on the contrary, the natural resources of our 
own country and the high seas afford everything necessary for the prosecution 
of our business, 

What becomes of the clamor for the privilege to American fishermen to 
enter Canadian ports to purchase bait and provisions amd fishing out- 
fits to carry on the fishing business‘on the deep seas? No, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the sole reason for the opposition to the pending treaty is per- 
fectly transparent. It is found nowhere else in the treaty except in the 
fifteenth article. In this article the fishermen of Maine and Massa- 
chusetts see free fish. 

If the fifteenth article were eliminated from the treaty, and still bet- 
ter, if it never had appeared in the treaty, there would have been no 
fatal opposition to its ratification. The Gloucester master fishermen 
sounded the key-note, and all of Maine and Massachusetts joined in the 
chorus. ‘‘ Both treaty and protocol are but the initiatory steps towards 
the complete surrender of the markets of the United States to Cana- 
dian fishermen ” is the signal gun. Well do I remember what I saw 
and heard in secret session when the pending treaty was under consid- 
eration, and as everything has been uncovered and we are at liberty to 
make it public, I state that Republican Senators, and conspicuously 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. SHERMAN] announced their intention to 
offer amendments to the pending treaty, and it was generally under- 
stood that amendments were to be offered. 

I further state that it was on account of this announcement and un- 
derstanding that the proposition for open sessions was reconsidered and 
voted down, only three votes having been given for open sessions. And 
it was not until the Republican Senators took the treaty out of the 
Senate and in secret caucus determined that no amendments should be 
offered that the proposition for open sessions was revived and carried. 
In the face of these facts it is amazing to me to hear the Senator from 
Massachusetts affect so much indignation at the intimation that polit- 
ical considerations should enter into the negotiation of the pending 
treaty. I further state that the Senator from Ohio in secret session 
announced the substance of the amendment he intended to offer, and 
it was to strike out the fifteenth article, thus removing the ground for 
the apprehension that free fish was in the treaty. 

Had it not been for the fifteenth article and the menace of free fish 
we never would have heard of this outcry for commercial rights and 
reciprocity and this outburst of affected indignation against the sacri- 
fices and surrenders of the pending treaty. It is exactly the same 
clamor that is raised against the Mills bill, and for the same reasons. 
There is not a manufacturer in the United States, capable of under- 
standing the measure, who has any real fear that the passage of the 
Mills bill would harm any American protected industry or deprive 
them of the full measure of protection afforded by a revenue tariff 
necessary to make up and go 10 per cent. over the difference in the 
cost of American and European labor. 

But the source of all the trouble is that while they know the Mills 
bill is harmless in itself andif anything an improvement of the present 

tective system, yet the apprehension remains that the Mills bill, 
ike the pending treaty, is ‘‘ but the initiatory step towards the complete 
surrender of the markets of the United States.’’ All this sheet-iron 
thunder, all this ringing of gongs and fire-bells, and the outcry that 
the fires of free trade are approaching the palaces of protection will fail 
to rally the oceupants of the cabins, shanties, and tenement houses to 


the rescue. We are now brought face to face with the treaty of 1818 
and must take the responsibility of accepting or rejecting its plain 
meaning and obeying or disregarding its obligations. 

The first part of Article I of the treaty of 1818 provides that— 

The inhabitants of the United States shall have forever, in common with the 
subjects of His Britannic esty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that 
part of the southern coast of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to 
the Romean Islands; on the westernand northern coast of Newfoundland from 
the said Cape Ray to the Quirpon Islands, on the shores of the Magdalen Islands, 
and also on the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount Joly, on the 
southern coast of Labrador, to and through the Straits of Belle Isle, and thence 
northwardly indefinitely along the coast, without prejudice to the rights of the 
Hudson Bay Company; and that the American fishermen shall also have lib- 
erty forever to dry and cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors, and 
creeks of the southern part of the coasts of Newfoundland above described, and 
of the coast of Labrador (subject to the right of new settlers thereon to object to 
drying and curing, etc). 

That part of the treaty of 1818, quoted above, describes the waters 
in which American fishermen are to enjoy forever the right to catch 
fish, and also the places where they can dry and cure fish. 

It will be seen that in describing the waters and their boundaries by 
coasts and bays and harbors nothing is said about any 3-miles line or 
limitation on any coast, bay, or harbor in which the right to catch fish 
and dry and cure fish is granted or acknowledged. 

In the last part of Article I comes the memorable renunciation clause— 
that is, the clause in which the right of American fishermen to catch 
fish, and dry and cure fish, in certain waters is forever renounced, 
given up, and excluded, and the following is its language: 

And the United States hereby renounce forever any liberty heretofore en- 
joyed or claimed by the inhabitants thereof to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 
23 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 
Majesty's dominion in America not included within the above-mentioned limits: 
Provided, er, That the American fishermen shall be admitted to enter such 
bays or harbors for the pi se of shelter and of repairing damages therein, of 

urchasing wood, and of obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever, » 

ut they shall be under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their 
taking, drying, or curing fish therein, or inany other manner whatever abusing 
the privileges hereby reserved to them. 

If the language of the above renunciation clause were used in a con- 
tract, what would the parties to it be understood as intending and 
meaning? And, if the parties who used the language could not agree 
as to its meaning, what would any court, judge, or chancellor decide, 
if required to do so by the parties tothe agreement? In the first place, 
it seems clear that the right to catch fish in the waters that are made 
common by the treaty of 1818 to Americans and Canadians is not re- 
stricted by any 3-mile limit from the shore of any bay or harbor or 
from the open seacoast of these British provinces. The 3-mile lim- 
itation was certainly in the mind of the parties to the treaty, as it was 
applied to the shores of bays and harbors from which the right of Ameri- 
can fishermen to catch, dry, and.cure fish was expressly renounced and 
excluded. And on every rule of construction the use of the 3-mile 
limit as to one place and not as to another confines the limitation to 
the place mentioned. 

Next, as to the delimitation of the bays and harbors in which the 
right to take, dry, and cure fishis given up forever by Ameérican fisher- 
men. In other words, what are the Canadian waters in which our 
fishermen can not fish, dry, or cure fish? 

The 3-mile line out into the open sea along the coasts, where the re- 
nounced bays and harbors are found, and as they are named on the 
map, does not seem to have been subject to dispute. But when the 3- 
mile line along the open seacoast came to the mouth of a bay or har- 
bor that is not over 6 miles wide, ithad to run across the mouth of the 
bay or harbor 3 miles out into the open sea, leaving the bay or har- 
bor closed to American fisherman, for the reason that if the 3-mile 
line were to be run into the bay 3 miles from the first headland of the 
mouth, when the line came out of the bay into the ocean 3 miles from 
the other headland of the mouth it would come in contact with the 
first line at the entrance and leave no sea margin. So that it was 
plain that the 3 marine miles mentioned in the renunciation clause of 
the treaty of 1818 excluded American fishermen from all bays and har- 
bors in Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland that are not over 6 
miles wide at their entrance from the ocean. 

‘Then came the bays and harbors that were over 6 marine miles wide 
at their mouth and not included in the waters made common to fisher- 
men by the first paragraph of the treaty of 1818. The British conten- 
tion has been that American fishing vessels had no right to take, dry, 
or cure fish in any bay or harbor, except those within the limits ex- 
pressly defined in said first paragraph; that the renunciation clause 
in the treaty covered all the waters ‘‘ not included within the aboye- 
mentioned limits.” Against this British construction of the treaty ot 
1818 it has been claimed, and is now claimed, that bays over 6 miles 
wide at their month are not Canadian bays within the meaning of the 
treaty, and are, therefore, not bays from which American fishermen 
are excluded by the treaty. 

The diplomatic correspondence upon these conflicting claims as to 
bays over 6 miles wide at their mouth, founded on privileges enjoyed 
by us when we were colonial subjects of Great Britain, has evolved a 
large amount of curious and interesting opinion and argument. The 
most exhaustive, conclusive, and Juminous argument ever made on 
that subject I read on yesterday from the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. GEORGE]. I have no desire to enter this field, as it has been 
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often explored by those scholarly gentleman who are fond of antede- 
luvian literature, and is useful only to show how great men have dif- 
fered, and have left their differences to time for final solution. Time 
has brought into existence new circumstances, conditions, and rela- 
tions, and under their infiuence we shall be compelled to surrender on 
both sides some of our contentions and to confront each other squarely 
and fairly on the practical grounds upon which there is an honest dif- 
ference between the two governments. 

It ap to me that in relation to bays that are over 6 miles 
wide and nòt within the limits of common fishing grounds defined in 
the treaty of 1818, both governments must accept the conclusion that 
the 3 marine mile line, the national common law jurisdictional line 
on the ocean coast, when it comes to these bays must enter them from 
the ocean 3 miles from the first headland at the mouth, and run all 
round the bay 3 miles from the inland bay shore, and out again into 
the ocean 3 miles from the second headland, leaving the waters of the 
hay outside of the 3-mile line from the bayshore an open bay. Within 
the 3-mile line inside of the bay no American fishermen can catch, dry, 
or cure fish. Can American fishermen catch fish within the open bay 
outside the 3-mile limit from the bay shore where the bay is over 6 
miles wide? Upon this question it is clear to my mind that the treaty 
of 1818 has no application or effect. . 

I am persuaded that the treaty of 1818 applies only to waters inside 
of bays less than 6 miles wide at their mouth, and to the waters next to 
the shores of bays over 6 miles wide and 3 miles from the inside bay 
shore. As to the waters of the open bay outside of the 3-mile line 
from the bay shore, fishery rights and privileges depend upon the ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction of the government whose territory surrounds the 
bay on all sides. I understand that some Republican Senators concede 
that over bays that are more than 6 miles wide and surrounded by the 
territory of the British provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia, and New- 
foundland, these provincial governments have rightful jurisdiction. 
But they deny that in the excercise of this jurisdiction there is any 
power in these provincial governments to interfere with the right of 
American fishermen to catch fish in the waters of a bay that is over 6 
miles wide and 3 miles from the inside bay shore. 

Iam troubled to understand how fishery rights of American citizens 
can coexist in harmony with territorial jurisdiction of the Dominion gov- 
ernment of Canada inthe bays that are over 6 miles wide at their mouth. 
What law in existence in the bay created American fishery rights and 
sustains them there against the territorial jurisdiction of Canada? 
Upon what law does American fishery rights stand independently of 
Canadian territorial jurisdiction over bays that are wider than 6 miles 
at their entrance? Is it natural law or international law? If either 
of these laws, then the same law would give to Canadians or any other 
foreigners fishery rights in Long Island Sound, Delaware and Chesa- 
peake Bays, and American fishing waters on the Pacific coast. This 
question of territorial jurisdiction over fisheries in bays and sounds is 
of far-reaching importance to the United States. 

The Government of the United States can never recognize the doc- 
trine that the right to catch fish in our bays and sounds can be exer- 
cised by foreigners in defiance of the jurisdiction, State and Federal, of 
the United States. The assumption that fishery rights of foreigners 
in the bays and sounds of the United States can exist and be exercised 
against our jurisdiction over these bays and sounds is illogical, un- 
sound, and against the decisions of our highest courts, State and Fed- 
eral, The majority report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, on 
page 5, uses the following language on this question of territorial juris- 

iction over Canadian waters: 

The right of the British to exclude such vessels (fishing vessels) and all others 
of the United States from her ports in British North rica, as the matter 
stood until 1830, is fully conceded; and it is also conceded that during that time 
the ring ears of any vessel of the United States to enter the waters of British 
North ica depended upon the treaty of 1818 alone. 

The Government of the United States is fully committed time and 
again, by treaty and otherwise, to the rightful jurisdiction of Great 
Britain and the local governments of her provinces over the waters of 
the baysin question. Then comes the inquiry, has the conceded juris- 
diction of Great Britain over these provincial bays or waters ever been 
exercised in favor of conferring upon American fishing vessels the right 
to ae fish im Canadian bays that are over 6 miles wide at their 
mouth? 

It is claimed in the majority report of the Senate committee, and by 
all the opponents of the pending treaty, that the act of Congress, and 
the proclamation of President Jackson, and the British order in Coun- 
cil in 1830, created reciprocal trade relations between the two countries 
which are now existing and binding on both governments. Those who 
make this claim insist that the scope and legal effect of the act of 1830 
and the proclamation to enforce it are co-extensive in their operation 
over bays that are less than 6 miles wide at their mouth and em- 
braced in the renunciation clause of the treaty of 1818, so as to confer 
commercial rights on American fishing vessels that enter the renounced 
bays with permits to trade in Canadian ports. 

It is also claimed that this reciprocal actof 1830 operates and confers 
commercial rights on American fishing vessels in Canadian bays that 
are over 6 miles wide at their mouth and not covered by the renuncia- 
tion clause of the treaty of 1818. In other words, that when American 


fishing vessels have a permit under the laws of the United States to 
touch and trade at any port or place in the British Dominion of North 
America, they have the same right or privilege to enter such port or 
place, whether under or over 6 miles wide at its mouth, in the same 
manner and under the same regulations as may exist therein applicable 
to trading vessels of the most favored nations, Thatis, that the United 
States, under the act of 1530, can give to one and the same vessel by a 
simple permit the double character of a fishing vessel and a trading 
vessel, with the same commercial rights and privileges in all Canadian 
waters, bays, ports, and places, whether renounced or not, in the treaty 
of 1818. 

It is in this claim of right in American fishing vessels under the act 
of 1830 that is found the source and exciting cause of all the conten- 
tion between the two governments in relation to the rights of Ameri- 
can fishing vessels in Canadian waters. What, then, is the reciprocal 
act of 1830, fairly construed? In1830 the United States, and especially 
New England, were anxious that Great Britain should— 
open the ports of her colonial possessions in the West Indies, on the continent 
of South America, the Babama Islands and Bermuda Islands to the vessels of 
the United States, and especially those of Maine and Massachusetts, for an in- 
definite or fora limited term; and that the vessels of the United States, and 
especially those from New England, and their cargoes, on entering the colonial 
ports aforesaid, shall not be subject to other or higher duties of tonnage or im- 
post, or charges of any other description, than would be imposed on British 
vessels or their cargoes arriving in the said colonial vessels from the United 
States; that the vessels of the United States, and ly those from New 
England, may import into the said colonial possessions from the United States 
any article or articles which could be imported in a British vessel into the said 
possessions from the United States, and that the vessels of the United States, 
and especially those from New England, may export from the British colonies 
aforesaid, to any country whatever, other than the dominions or possessions of 
Great Britain, any article or articles that can be exported therefrom in a British 
vessel, to any country otherthan the British dominions aforesaid, leaving the 
commercial intercourse of the United States with all other ports of the British 
dominions on a footing not less favorable to the United States than it now is? 

It thus appears from the act of 1830 and the proclamation of Presi- 
dent Jackson in pursuance of it that the only ports in which the United 
States asked or desired commercial intercourse and commercial rights 
and privileges for American vessels were the ports of the West Indies, 
tae Bahama Islands, and the Islandsof Bermuda. Not one word is 
in the act of 1830 or the proclamation of President Jackson that ex- 
presses any intention, expectation, or desire that any merchant vessel or 
fishing vessel of the United States should have any right or privilege 
under any permit or otherwise to enter, touch, or trade in any port or 
bay of Canada, Nova Scotia, or Newfoundland. On the contrary the 
Government of the United States asked nothing more than the act and 
proclamation recited, and for the rights thus specified and asked of the 
British Government for American vessels in the ports of the West Indies 
and the Bahama and Bermuda Islands the Government of the United 
States voluntarily offered to Great Britain that— 


the gors of the United States shall be opened indefinitely, or for a term fixed, 
as the case may be, to British vessels coming from the said British colonial pos- 
sessions and their cargoes— 


On the same terms applicable to vessels of the United States in the 
of the West Indies, ete., and the Government of the United States 
in the act of 1830, and the President in his proclamation, also offered 
to British vessels— 
coming from the islands, provinces, or colonies of Great Britain, on or near the 
North American continent, and North or East of the United Stat 

The same rights and privileges in the ports of the United States that 
had been offered to the British vessels coming from ports in the West 
Indies and the Bermuda and Bahama Islands. 

The United States, and especially New England, were so anxious to se- 
„cure reciprocal trade with the West Indies and the Bermuda and Bahama 
Islands, in order to get cheap molasses free from duty for rum-making, 
that the offer was made to Great Britain in 1830 that if the vessels of the 
United States, and especially of New England, were allowed to trade 
with the West Indies and the Bermuda and Bahama Islands on the terms 
recited in the act, then British vessels from the West Indies and from 
Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland might enter on the same terms- 
any American port. How, then, can the United States, and especially 
New England, now claim under the reciprocal act of 1830 what they 
intentionally omitted from the act when it was framed? The sum 
total of the reciprocity asked was that the United States vessels got the 
right to enter and trade in the ports of the West Indies and the Ber- 
muda and Bahama Islands, and for that consideration alone British 
vessels from the West Indies and the Bahama and Bermuda Islands, 
and also from Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland, got the right 
to enter and trade in the ports of the United States. 

Nothing can be found in the act of 1830 or the proclamation of Presi- 
dent Jackson showing that there was any intention or purpose or de- 
sire to have conferred upon American fishing vessels any fishery or 
commercial rights or privileges in addition to the rights and privileges 
conferred or reserved in the renunciation clause of the treaty of 1818 
in the renounced bays. 

Then, as to bays over 6 miles wide at their mouth and not affected 
by the treaty of 1818, the question of fishery rights and commercial 
rights of American fishing vessels and American merchant vessels are 
subject to the territorial jurisdiction of the government having control 
and jurisdiction over the territory which surrounds these bays to the 
same extent that the sounds and bays surrounded by territory in the 
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United States are subject to the jurisdiction of our State and Federal 
governments. 

The contention of the majority report is that the language of the 
British order in council descriptive of the vessels having the right to 
enter ports in British possessions would include fishing as well as mer- 
chant vessels. There is nothing in the negotiation and nothing in the 
character of the subject or object of the negotiation resulting in the 
reciprocal arrangement of 1830 to show that fishery:rights, fish, or fish- 
ing vessels of the United States were ever mentioned, considered, or 
thought of in that transaction. 

The treaty of 1818, relating alone to fish and fishery rights of Amer- 
ican fishing vessels and fishermen, was in full operation and was the 
only arrangement desired by the United States with Great Britain about 
fish and fishery rights of American vessels in the ports of Canada, Nova 
Scotia, and Newfoundland. In the face of the fishery treaty of 1818, 
that had been in operation twelve years, is it not most remarkable that 
if the commercial or trading rights now claimed for American fishing 
vessels in Canadian bays, in addition to the rights renounced and re- 
served in the treaty of 1818, had been or were intended to be oné of the 
subjects or objects of the arrangement of 1830, something would have 
been said or some allusion made to fishing vessels and their commer- 
cial rights in Canadian bays in the act of 1830 and the proclamation of 
President Jackson? 

It is admitted in the majority report that American fishing vessels 
had no fishery rights or commercial rights in Canadian ports except 
those reserved in the renunciation clause of the treaty of 1818, and if 
the reciprocal arrangement of 1830 were intended to embrace fishing 
vessels, and to superadd commercial rights to their treaty rights by a 
Congressional act, why was the act specific as to the scope of its opera- 
tion alone in the West Indiesand inthe Bahama and Bermuda Islands, 
and entirely silent as to fishery rights or commercial rignts of fishing 
or merchant vessels in the bays of Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfound- 
land? 

The proclamation of President Jackson was responsive to the act and 
also silent as the grave about commercial or any other rights of Amer- 
ican vessels in the ports of Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland. 
But the sole foundation of the late pretense or afterthought that Amer- 
ican fishing vessels had been turned into merchant vessels and made 
doable heated in Canadian waters by the reciprocal arrangement of 
1830 is the following language in the British order in council: 

That the ships of and belonging to the United States of America may import 
from the United States aforesaid into the British ions abroad goods the 
produce of those States, and may export goods from the British possessions 
abroad to be carried to any foreign country whatever. 

On the above language the majority report remarks: 


It is clear that under this act of Congress all British vessels, without regard 
to their occupation, whether fishing or other, comingfrom British North Amer- 
ica, were entitled to admission into our ports for all purposes of trade and com- 
merce, Canadian fishing vessels had the same rights as any other, for they fell 
within the general description stated in the statute. So, too, wary semen B our 
fishing vessels fell within the general description of “ shi ofand longing to 
the United States.” Before this time all American were excluded from 
British North American ports; then, under this arrangement, all ships of the 
United States were to be admitted into British North American ports. The 
former almost universal exclusion was abolished without reserve, 

Mark the following language of the majority report in continuation 
of the above quotation: 


If any literal reading of this British order in council can be suggested as of a 
narrower construction, it would destroy the mutuality of the action of the two 
governments and be unworthy of a government. Surely no nation not ina 
state of would consent that its citizens or subjects should for a mo- 
ment be trea! in or by another nation in a less favorable way than it treated 
the citizens or subjects of the same class and occupation of such other nation. 

How can the majority of the Foreign Relations Committee use the 
above language in the face of the undisputed fact within their knowl- 
edge that the Government of the United States in defining what it 
claimed for vessels of and belonging to the United States in British 
ports expressly limited and confined its claim to the right of entering 
and trading in the British ports inthe West Indies and the Bahama and 
Bermuda Islands? Not one word is in the act of Congress, or in the 
proclamation of the President, indicating that the United States in- 
tended, expected, or desired that it should be a part of the mutuality 
or reciprocity arranged in 1830 between the two governments that 
American fishing vessels, whose rights had been the subject of treaty 
stipulationsin 1818, should havecommercial rights and privileges super- 
added thereto in Canadian waters. 

The United States have received everything which they demanded 
in the act of 1830, and more than they demanded, in British ports, 
and Great Britain has received no more for her vessels in American 
ports than what was voluntarily offered by the United States in the 
reciprocal arrangement in 1830. Iam unable to understand how we 
can, under the influence of partisan considerations, so far di 
or pervert our treaty obligations as to assume or demand that when 
our fishing vessels enter the renounced bays in Canadian dominions 
with a permit to trade, they have the right to buy bait, provisions, 
seines, hooks and lines, and employ new crews to carry on their fish- 
ing business in the deep seas and on the great banks, and do everything— 
xop fish and cure and dry fish—that can be done by a merchant ves- 


We may appeal to the self-interest of American fishermen and stir 
the latent prejudices against British greed, but we can not escape from 
our own conscientious convictions and the moral sense of the world as 
to the scope and meaning of the reciprocal arrangement in 1830. We 
made a treaty in 1854 and in 1871 in relation to fishery rights of Amer- 
ican and Canadian fishing vessels and fishermen, and never pretended 
that they had the rights and privileges now claimed for them under the 
reciprocal act of 1830. There is no dispute aboutcommercial rights of 
American merchant vessels in any conan DE The controversy is 
about the commercial rights of American ing vessels under the act 
of 1830 when they enter Canadian bays less than 6 miles wide with 
trade permits, 

I have often asked the question, what is the real value of the com- 
mercial rights thus claimed for our fishing vessels in Canadian waters? 
Is the right to buy bait worth all this contention? The testimony of 
fishermen is that fishing with bait has been pretty much abandoned 
for seine fishing in the deepseas. Is it tosupply themselves with pro- 
visions or seines for use in carrying on their fishing on the great 
*‘ banks,” or is it to ship new and cheaper crews? If all or any of 
these rights are useful or valuable or necessary as fishing rights, which 
the Gloucester fishermen deny, why were they not expressly reserved 
in the treaty of 1818 with the other specified rights to enter Canadian 
bays for ‘‘ shelter, repairs, wood, and water?” 

Itis a fact that when the treaty of 1818 was being framed the United 
States asked that the right to buy bait should be named in the treaty 
and it was refused. The treaty of 1818 specifies what rights are re- 
served to American fishing vessels in the renounced Canadian bays, 
and not being satisfied with the rights reserved to enter these bays for 
shelter, repairs, wood, and water, the treaty guards against any at- 
tempt to add to them by construction by using the following words 
of exclusion: ‘‘ And for no other purpose whatever.” 

Mr. President, having disposed of the contention of the opponents of 
the pending treaty, *‘ that the existing matters of difficulty are not sub- 
jects for treaty negotiation,’’ as they are already clearly adjusted by 
the treaty of 1818 and the reciprocal act of 1830, I will proceed to in- 
quire what the two Governments have concluded to offer each other in 
the exercise of their conceded jurisdiction over the subjects under con- 
sideration. What is the difference, if any, between whatis claimed as 
being already secured and what is proposed in the pending treaty by 
way of an adjustment of important differences? 

1. The first point of dispute dealt with in the proposed treaty is the 
designation or marking the boundaries or outlines of— 
the waters, bays, creeks, and harbors of the coasts of Canada and of Newfound- 
Jand, as to which the United States, by Article I of the convention of October 20, 
1818, between the United States and Great Britain, renounced forever any liberty 
to take, dry, or cure fish. 

i The new treaty proposes that this dispute shall be settled as fol- 
ows: 

The 3 marine miles mentioned in Article I shall be measured seaward from 
low-water mark; but that every bay, creek, or harbor not otherwise provided 
for in the treaty, such 3 marine miles shall be measured seaward from a straight 
line drawn across the bay, creek, or harbor in the part nearest the entrance at 
the first point where the width does not exceed 10 marine miles, 

This provision covers only the area of renounced fishing waters. It 
must be admitted that as this matter now stands the renounced bays, 
creeks and harbors are only 6 miles wide at their entrance, and the pro- 
posed treaty includes as renounced bays, creeks, and harbors under the 
treaty of 1818 all those that are not over 10 miles wide at their entrance. 
Why does the pro treaty make this change from 6 miles to 10 
miles in the width of the outlets of bays into the ocean? It is known 
that the 3-mile line from the seashore out into the ocean was drawn 
that distance to put the seashore out of the range of cannon-shot, and 
the distance was increased to 5 miles on account of the modern im- 
provements in the implementsof warfare. The majority report makes 
the surprisingly liberal concession or suggestion that this increased 
range of cannon-shot ‘* may make it politic for maritime nations to 
upon an enlargement of the boundaries of their territorial dominion 
seaward,” but protests against this surrender of 4 miles in the width 
of bays that are to be renounced, when the treaty of 1818 plainly makes 
the width of these bays only 6 instead of 10 miles across the entrance. 
Great Britain also protested against Secretary Bayard’s offer to make 
the bay mouth 10 miles. But the proposed delimitation of renounced 
bays, in any reasonable view that can be taken of its real effect, is, in 
my judgment, undeserving of serious resistance or consideration. 

2. The proposed treaty next disposes of the dispute as to some bays 
that are over, and some bays that are under 6 miles wide at their 
mouths. It must not be forgotten that, according to British contention 
as to the renunciation of fishery rights in the treaty of 1818, the 3-mile 
line was never to run intoany British bay, however wide at the mouth; 
but under the claim of the United States our fishing vessels were only 
excluded from the bays less than 6 miles wide, In my judgment, this 
difference between the fricnds and opponents of the pending treaty is 
practically immaterial under my view, herein presented, as to terri- 
torial waters and territorial jurisdiction. 

The fourth article of the pending treaty names eleven bays, some 
over and some under 6 miles wide at their mouth, in which the limits 
of exclusion in the enjoyment of fishery rights are expressly defined; 
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and taking these delimitations, including the 10 miles enlargement of 
bay mouths, and the bays over 10 miles wide mentioned in the fourth 
article, and how is the account of profit and loss under the proposed 
settlement to be stated ? 

The total area of fishing waters in bays not more than 6 miles wide 
is about 6,600 square miles. The 3-mileline in baysover 6 miles wide 
would exclude our fishermen from an additional area of about 3,489 
square miles, making the aggregate of 10,089 square miles in which 
our fishermen had renounced the common right of fishing according to 
British construction. In fact thetotal area of fishing waters given up 
under the proposed treaty is only 1,127 square miles. 

The 3,489 square miles of fishing waters in open bays over 6 miles 
wide at their mouth, and over which the United States are committed 
to the existence of British and Canadian jurisdiction, as fully as we claim 
it over our own bays and sounds, are made common fishing waters by 
the pending treaty. Great Britain yields more than two-thirds of her 
waters from which we have admitted her right to exclude us, and we 
yield only one-third of fishing waters we claim the common right to 
enjoy with Canadian fishermen. 

Mr. President, I am unable to understand how it can be claimed that 
there is any fishery right of American fishermen in Canadian waters 
that requires any more recognition, security, or protection than they 
are conceded to have and entitled to enjoy under the pending treaty. 
And as to the claim of commercial rights for our fishing vessels under 
the reciprocal act and proclamation and order in council in 1830, I am 
constrained to deny that such claim has any just foundation in the re- 
ciprocal arrangementof 1830. If such commercial rights of fishing ves- 
sels are ever to be recognized it must be done hereafter on international 
comity, and it is on that basis alone, whatever commercial privileges 
our fishing vessels are permitted to enjoy in Canadian ports, in addition 
to those rights reserved to them in the renounced bays covered by the 
treaty of 1818, must rest if the pending treaty is rejected. 

If the rights and privileges claimed to be valuable to our fishing ves- 
sels in Canadian bays depend on international comity, then it follows 
that they can not be enjoyed or enforced except by the consent of the 
British Government. Whatever governments concede to each other 
on international comity is a matter absolutely and solely within their 
discretion, which they are free to exercise in their own way, and to 
shoulder the responsibility and the consequences. The Presidentand 
Her Majesty have agreed upon a treaty whichisclaimed by them to bea 
fair adjustment of the mattersin dispute about fishery rights and privi- 
leges of American and Canadian fishermen and their vessels, and the 
treaty is now before the Senate for consideration. 

The first question is, will two-thirds of the Senate accept the treaty 
asitis? If no, then the next question is, will a majority amend the 
treaty by striking out any part of it that two-thirds will not approve, 
and inserting something thata majority supports, and in this way assist 
and advise and consult with the President, so as to get a better settle- 
nient if practicable. If the majority of the Senate refuse to make any 
effort to amend and improve the treaty, it is unquestionably the deter- 
mination of the majority to compel the President to inaugurate non- 
intercourse along the whole lake and Atlantic shores and to maintain 
that non-intercourse with the people of Canada, Nova Scotia, and New- 
foundiand until the demands of Republican Senators are yielded to the 
fishermen of Maine and Massachusetts by Her Majesty’s Government. 

The Republican majority of this Senate seem to have become dis- 
tracted in their desperate search forsome issue with the President, and 
are so crazed by disappointment in the wild hunt for office and power 
to be exercised, as heretofore, to perpetuate over-taxation, to satiate 
the greed of monopoly, that they seem lost to all sense of propriety 
and constitutional obligation in passing upon the pending treaty, and 
taking their part, known to be greater than the President’s, in treaty- 
making. The President has discharged his duty with due care for the 
rights of our fishermen and free from any partisan ends or considera- 
tions, and itis for the people to decide whether the President or the 
Senate is most to blame for keeping up this disturbing contention that 
is so full of ruinous consequences. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, the people of the West and South 
need not believe that the people of New England wish unnecessarily to 
prolong controversy between the United States and Canada concerning 
the rights and privileges of American fishing vessels, or are unwilling 
that a fair adjustment should be effected through appropriate methods. 
On the contrary they earnestly desire the speediest possible settlement 
that will reasonably protect the interest involved and maintain national 
dignity and honor in intercourse with Great Britain. The protection 
ofthatinterest is required only by asection; the maintenance of national 
dignity and honor is demanded by the whole people. 

A fair summary of the changes to be effected by the proposed treaty 
of February 15, 1888, is as follows: 

1. After the rights of American fishermen, which were amply secured 
by the treaty of 1783, had been reduced by the treaty ef 1818, they yet 
had the right to take fish in all the waters of Canada outside of 3 
miles from the indented shore line of the various coasts, bays, creeks, 
and harbors; and to enter such hays or harbors for shelter, repairs, 
wood, or water. By the pending treaty, under adelimitation process, 
they are to be totally excluded from taking fish in certain specified 


bays which they have been wont to frequent, and across the mouth of 
every bay not more than 10 miles Wide a straight line is to be drawn 
and from that the 3-mile line of exclusion is to be measured seaward. 
(Articles IIT and IV.) 

Under this delimitation process substantially everything is given up 
by the UnitedStates; nothing valuable is received. No reasonable ex- 
cuse is given for the enlargement of the exclusion from 6 miles across 
bays to 10 miles, except that Canada hasin the past argued that she had 
the right to draw a line of exclusion across the headlands of bays. But 
it clearly appears that the headland theory has always been a technical 
and unsubstantial pretense; has never been seriously asserted; has al- 
ways beenscouted by the United States, and was decided against by an 
umpire in the only cases in which it was ever formally promulgated. 
It is sufficient to quote what Sir Charles Tupper said of this claim 
April 10, 1888, in the Canadian Parliament. He termed it a right 
“technically claimed but practically abandoned for forty years.” 

In making such a headland pretense a reason for retiring our fisher- 
men from 10-mile bays when they have always entered 6-mile bays, 
the Administration proceeds upon the principle which it has been said 
in New Hampshire has usually goyerned the decisions of one of our 
most distinguished citizens, George W. Nesmith, of Franklin, a bosom 
friend of Daniel Webster, a magistrate for sixty-five years, now living 
in his eighty-eighth year, hale and hearty. Although alawyer, he has 
not been litigious but always a peace-maker, and has been a referee in 
more controversies than any other citizen. It is said that a visitor to 
our State, riding through Franklin, expressed to the stage-driver great 
admiration for a beautiful farm and said he would much like to own it, 
The driver said, ‘‘I do not know how you can get the whole of it, but 
I can tell you how you can certainly get halfof it. Stop here and bring 
a lawsuit against the owner for the whole, have the case referred to 
Judge Nesmith and he will award you one-half.” The Secretary of 
State, on a recent visit to Dartmouth College, made the acquaintance 
of Judge Nesmith,and doubtless learned from him his principle of de- 
cision. But he has o apea it in the delimitations in this treaty, for, 
instead of giving Canada half that she claimed without any right, he 
has given her nearly the whole. 

2. The treaty provides, in Article X, that American fishing vessels 
entering Canadian bays or harbors for repairs, shelter, wood, or water 
shall be exempt from pilotage and harbor dues, and need not formally 
report at the custom-houses, except twenty-four hours after entering 
established ports. 

The exemptions thus grudgingly granted to distressed vessels are 
slight favors, and could not be refused to any vessels according to the 
law of nations without resort to any treaty, as is clearly shown in Mr, 
Bayard’s letter to Mr. Phelps of November 6, 1886. 

3. If the treaty is confirmed, by Article XI American fishermen are 
to receive certain hospitable treatment which none but barbarous na~ 
tions refuse to vessels on theircoasts. If driven in by stress of weather 
and compelled to repair, they may, if it be necessary to the repairs, un- 
load, reload, transship, or sell their fish; and may replenish outfits, 
provisions, and supplies damaged or lost by disaster; and in case of 
sickuess or death may be allowed all needful facilities, including the 
shipping of crews, and in all cases may have provisions and supplies 
for homeward voyages. 

The privileges given by this article to fishing vessels only when they 
are in distress are properly termed by the Senator from Delaware [ Mr. 
GRAY] ‘‘ rights of hospitality.’ The London Times of February 23, 
1888, says the treaty resolves itself ‘chiefly into a liberal extension of 
what may be called the humane provisos of the convention”’ of 1818, 
the American renunciation in which ‘‘ was subject to certain exceptions 
dictated by humanity.’’ 

While we can afford to accept such exemption from barbarous treat- 
ment if freely granted by the Canadians without price, we can not af- 
ford to purchase it by the humiliations imposed upon us by this treaty. 

4, There shall be a ‘‘conspicuous exhibition by every United States 
fishing vessel of its official number on each bow.” (Article XIII): 

This is a petty humiliation, will be irritating to all Americans, and 
is of slight importance to the Canadian authorities. 

5. Canadian penalties for unlawful fishing by American fishing ves- 
sels within forbidden waters may extend to the forfeiture of vessels 
and supplies and cargoes; while for other offenses against Canadian law 
penalties may be imposed not to exceed $3 for every ton of the ves- 
sel. Trials are to be summary and inexpensive at the place of deten- 
tion unless a change is made for the convenience of the defendant. 
Reasonable bail is to be taken, and there is to be no appeal, except for 
the defense; and judgments are, before execution, to be reviewed by 
the superior Canadian authorities. (Article XIV.) 

These stipulations against oppressive methods of criminal prosecu- 
tion of our fishermen and their vessels are either too many or too few. 
Tt ought not to be necessary for us to a tempt by treaty to secure for 
Americans actually offending against just laws exemption from the 
methods of trial prescribed by those laws; while if we really propose 
to protect by treaty our citizens and their property against the harsh 
and oppressive Canadian statutes, enacted to harass us into opening 
our markets to Canadian producers, it will be necessary to go much 
further than does this Article XIV. 
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It expresses and recognizes the right of Canadian courts to forfeit our 
ships, cargoes, and supplies without adequately defining the offenses of 
“unlawfully fishing’’ and ‘‘ preparing to unlawfully fish,” or properly 
limiting the penalties which may be imposed. Canada is leit free to 
declare any act unlawful not expressly allowed by the treaty. In ad- 
dition to forfeitures she may fine and imprison the officers and crew. 
They can not appeal to London, tothe Privy Council, nor to the Queen. 
The proceedings are to be summary, and the President can not inter- 
fere by diplomatic representation. The treaty fails to stipulate that 
intention or guilty knowledge must exist to constitute the offense, and 
the fisherman may be punished if he is the tenth of a mile or one foot, 
and that unwillingly, out of his intended course. Our own revenue 
and fishing laws carefully provide for remissions of penalties when there 
is no intention to do wrong and no guilty knowledge. 

This treaty, if it entered this field of stipulation at all, should have 
expressly provided that the governor-general should have power to re- 
mit all penalties and to pardon all offenders, if satisfied that the of- 
fenses were committed without guilty knowledge on the part of those 
found fishing in forbidden waters. There is no provision that those 
seizing a vessel shall be punished by damages if it shall appear that 
there was no probable cause for the seizure. There is not even astipu- 
lation that the accused Americans shall be tried only in a courtof record. 
The article, while ingeniously framed to appear to grant exemption to 
our fishermen, expressly delivers them and their property into the hands 
of a cruel code and an unrelenting enemy. No New Englander will 
be willing to impose this crime-creating article upon the New England 
fishermen. i 

6. Whenever the United States shall remove its duties on fish-oil, 
. whale-oil, seal-oil, and all fish (except those preserved in oil) coming 
from Canada, then United States fishing vessels shall have licenses to en- 
ter Canadian ports in order to purchase provisions, bait, and other sup- 
plies and outfits, to transship their catch by any means, and to ship 
crews; and they may obtain bait by barter, but not supplies in that 
mode. (Article XV.) 

The restricted commercial privileges thus tò be paid for by free fish 
and fish-oils our vessels are now fairly entitled to, in return for simi- 
lar privileges freely enjoyed by Canadian vessels in American ports; 
and our fishermen are specially secured their right to transship their 
eatch by the nineteenth article of the treaty of Washington. 

This then is the arrangement, our confirmation of which is asked: 
The President dangerously enlarges the area of the waters from which 
our fishing vessels are to be excluded, or in which they are to be en- 
trapped; in return, he obtains an t from England that such 
vessels while entering Canadian bays or harbors for repairs, shelter, 
wood, or water shall not be forced to make formal entry at custom- 
houses if it is impracticable to do so; that when they are shipwrecked 
or in perils of ocean, they shall not be brutally treated; that when 
they are seized for alleged offenses justice shall not be oppressively 
perverted to forfeit them, and the President also obtains a promise for 
such vessels of limited commercial rights in Canadian ports, to be per- 
formed only when Congress will so alter our tariff laws as to admit 
Canadian fish and fish-oils free of duty. Is such a treaty beneficial 
and satisfactory to the fishing interests, and if not ought it to be forced 
upon them? This is perhaps a comparatively small question. Is 
such a treaty with all its circumstances one befitting our character as 
a free and independent nation? This is possibly a large question. 

That the treaty is not beneficial to the fishermen does not need lengthy 
demonstration. It surrenders access to waters which are valuable to 
them; it belittles and humiliates and endangers them; it gives them 
barely exemption from barbarous treatment and only promises them 
important and reasonable commercial facilities on condition that their 
home market for fish shall be opened to the competition of their Cana- 
dian rivals. The voices of the fishermen are unanimously against this 
one-sided bargain. They believe they are entitled to full commercial 
rights, and they wish the Government to take a firm stand in demand- 
ing them. 

They do not wish to put great white figures on their bows, to pay in 
any way for licenses to buy bait and supplies, or to carry on their busi- 
ness under a ban with fewer rights than other commercial ships after 
having been in the early days of the Republie specially favored of all 
vessels on the sea. But the fishermen long for peace, and it may be 
that if they realize that they are to be neglected or sacrificed by their 
Government and to receive only the rights of an inferior class, their 
courage will at last fail them, and they will give up their unequal 
struggle against Canada, Great Britain, and their own Government. 
Such is evidently the hope of the administration which has sacrificed 
their interests. 

‘The treaty is dishonoring to the nation in many points: 

1. Itis anational dishonor, becanseit has been negotiated after a series 
of wrongful seizures and other outrages perpetrated upon American 
fishing vessels for the very purpose of forcing upon usa disadvantageous 
bargain, and yet it does not include any acknowledgment of the wrongs 
done or provide reparation therefor. The long catalogue of unjustifi- 
able assaults upon American rights has been often proclaimed to the 
world. The oppressions seem to have been purposely intended to be 
offensive to. American honor. The flag of the Union has been hauled 


down on the deck of an American vessel by a British captain for the 
apparent purpose of degradation and insult. 

The intent of Canada’s whole course has been apparent from the be- 
ginning, to harass us into a new treaty of some sort. Therefore, no 
treaty should have been made as long as the outrages were continued, 
and the very first article of a treaty should have provided apology and 
ample reparation for the wrongs done. And yet no allusion to these 
occurrences is made in the treaty or in the President's accompanying 
letter; and the claims for damages for seizures and wrongs which were 
once valiantly presented are now at last left unadjusted and unnoticed. 
No independent nation should stoop to make a treaty under such cir- 
cumstances and with such an omission. 

2. The treaty is a national dishonor, because by it we are forced by 
Canada towards alterations in our customs duties desired by her. She 
wishes reciprocity treaties opening our markets to her products. We 
have declined so to open them. She begins to harass us on subjects 
not connected with customs duties, and we yield and negotiate a treaty 
looking to changes in those duties. This is degradation. A reciproc- 
ity treaty may be honorably made, each side giving what are natural 
and customary equivalents. But a treaty by which we change our 
customs duties and Canada gives no natural equivalent which we can 
honorably accept as such is not friendly reciprocity, but on our part a 
pusillanimous surrender. 

We claim full commercial rights for our vessels in Canadian ports 
without regard to customs duties imposed by either country. She 
offers to give to those ships limited commercial rights on condition 
that we will remove our duties on fish, and we are asked to make that 

in. We can not afford to doit. The equivalent for commercial 
rights for our vessels in British ports is the similar rights now accorded 
their vessels in our ports. Thus let both stand or fall. Commercial 
rights for our ships, which we persistently claim and to which we be- 
lieve we are entitled in return for like privileges given British ships, 
we can not safely purchase by alterations in our tariff. If we do, what 
shall we ask of Great Britain asan equivalent for the commercial rights 
of her vessels? It can not be too much emphasized that the whole 
controversy with Canada proceeds from her determination to reach our 
markets at reduced rates of duty or with duties removed. It is na- 
tional injury, dishonor, and degradation to allow Canada, backed by 
Great Britain, to compel us in such ways as are proposed to alter our 
customs duties. 

3. The treaty is a national dishonor because it isa part of a nego- 
tiation conducted by the representatives of England, not alone with 
the United States Government, but, avowedly, with one political party 
in this country. 7 

When in 1885 Minister West first enticed Mr. Bayard into an unlaw- 
ful agreement to extend the fishing articles of the treaty of Washington 
for six months and to ask Congress to submit the fishery question to 
another joint commission, and public outcry against this arrangement 
was made in behalf of the fishermen, Mr. West declared that of course 
a majority of the Republican Senate would assail any arrangement 
made by the Cleveland administration. Mr. Chamberlain has also 
been free in thinly veiled assaults upon the Republican party, and Mr. 
Bayard has followed in his wake, while Sir Charles Tupper discloses 
the whole purpose of the treaty negotiation to make an alliance with 
the Democratic party and through the agency of that party to secure 
the reduction or removal of customs duties and free trade for Canadiah 
producers in our markets. 

In his speech of April 19, 1833, Sir Charles Tupper first finds an iden- 
tity of policy between Canada and the Democratic party of this coun- 
try. He says: 

“Mr. Bayard states now and has stated throughout his great desire to havo 
the freest commercial intercourse between us consistent with the pesition and 
interest of the two countries. Hesays if we want to see the policy of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States you have it in the President's m e to Con- 
gress; there is our policy. * * * Isay, sir, after pombe, 2 the policy of the 
United States, of the Democratic party * * * after reading the President's 
message, after reading the report of the Secretary of the Treasury, after read- 
ing the speech of Mr, CARLISLE, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 


on taking the chair, I have come to the conclusion that their policy is just as 
close to the policy of the government of Canada as any two things can be. 

Next, Sir Charles proceeds to utter libels upen the Republican party, 
saying: 

I need not tell the House that one of the advantages we enjoy under British 
institutions is that we are saved from the extreme and violent antagonisms of 

y that every fourth year the Presidential election brings about in the 
Jnited States. Now, any man who knows anything of the politics of the United 
States knows that however good a measure is, however valuable, however 
much it commends itself to the judgment of every intelligent statesman in that 
country, it is a matter almost of honor on the part of the party in opposition to 
prevent the government of the day from doing anything that would give them 
any credit or strengthen their hands in the country; that ou the eve of a Presi- 
dential election it is next to impossible to induce a Republican majority in the 
Senate to sanction anything that a Democratic administration has carried 
through, however valuable that may be. 
In another breath, however, Sir Charles appeals to the Republican 
party after this foolish fashion: 

Let the Senate of the United States to-morrow reject this treaty. I trust the 
will not do so. I have a hope that there is independent statesmanship enoug 
in the great Republican y of the United States, who have the power at their 
disposal ae Agara United States Senate, to allow that sentiment of patriotism 
to overwe: 


party advantages the ht hope to obtain b; venting the 
ee aeae kraan Eager pate sai fega 6: 
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Apparently despairing, however, of the success of his appeal, he 
scolds a little and predicts the triumph of the Democratic party in the 
next election, thus: 


Let a fisherman complain to-morrow of our inte tion of the treaty, of 
the enforcement of our most extreme construction of the treaty, the answer to 
him is this: Nobody is to blame for the inconvenience you suffer except the 
Senate of the United States, Your President, the Executive of your country, 
the Democratic party from end to end of the United States, it was a 
fair settlement. They represent an undoubted majority, in my judgment, of 
the people of the United Btates to-day, and I believe they will represent it to- 
morrow. 

Having continued his Democratic allies in power, he tells how the 
Democratic party will slowly.and securely give free trade with Canada. 
This is the way: 

As Ihave said, Mr. Bayard to!d us, the American pleni tiaries told us, 
that there was but one way of obtaining what we wished. You want greater 
freedom of commercial intercourse. You wanteelaxation in our tariff arrange- 
ments with respect to natural products in which you are so rich and abundant. 
There is but one way to obtain it. Let us by common concession be able to 
meet on common ground and remove this irritating cause of ey, between 
the two countries out of the way, and you will find that the policy of this Gov- 
ernment, the poly o the President and of the House of Representatives, the 
policy of the agea mocratic party of the United States, will at once take an 
onward march in the direction you propose and accomplish steadily that which 
you would desire in the only way by which it can ever be attained. Those 
were not empty words ; they were the sober utterances of distinguished states- 
men who pointed to the avowed policy of the Government of the United States 
as the best evidence of the sincerity of what they said. 

What Leche ak Sar already? Already we have action the financial ex- 
ponent of the A nistration of the United States—I mean Mr, MrLLS—the gen- 
tleman who in the*United States Congress represents the Government of the 
day, and stands in the tion most analogous in the United States to the 
finance minister in this House, the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
owis 


measure to do what? Why, to make free 
United States, and upon which last year $1,800,000 of duty was paid. 

Having thus shown that the Democratic and Mr. CARLISLE 
and Mr. MILLS propose to give Canada this $1,800,000 for this treaty 
he shows that this was his great object in the negotiation. He says: 

We have pledged ourselves to the people to do eve ing that lay in our 

wer to obtain a free market for the natural products of our country with the 

nited States, . 

And, lastly, he saysthe Republican party is weak and that free trade 
is not far off. Mark the force of his words, friends of the Mills bill: 

I say that under th‘s bill which has been introduced, and which I believe will 

for it does not require two-thirds of the Senate, where the Republican ma- 
jority is only Lin the whole‘House, to pass this bill, it uires a majority of 

only, and J am very san e that this bill will pass during the present ses- 

sion. Modified it may be but I am inclined to think that the amendments will 
be still more in the interests of Canada than as the bill stands to-day. If this is 
the case I k we may congratulate ourselves upon securing the free admission 
of our lumber, upon which was paid during the year no less than $1,315,450. 
On copper ore, made free by the Mills bill, we paid * è * $96,915. On salt, 
$21,992 duty was psia: This is rendered free by the Mills bill. 

I am sorry to find, as I hoped would be the case from the first copy of the bill 
that came to me, that potatoes were not included amongst vegetables. I am 
sorry there is a doubt as to whether the term *' vegetables not specialiy enu- 
merated” will not exclude potatoes. In grappling with this policy of making 
the natural products of the two countries free, you do not expect any person 
who wants to carry a bill to put a heavier load a his shoulders than he is 
able to carry, lest he may down and do nothing. You him to take 
it in detail, and, as I believe, you will find the policy contained in this bill of 
making those natural products of Canada free carried out until you have per- 
fect freedom of intercourse between the natural products of Canada and the 
United States of America. Of wool we sent last year 1,319,309 pounds of one 
kind, and a variety of other kinds, upon which a duty was paid to the extent of 
$133,852. Now, as I say, on articles of prime importance and interest to Can- 
ada the removal of duty by the Mills bill amounts to no less than $1,800,193. 

No further evidence can be needed to prove the truth of the assertion 
thai the agents of Great Britain have opened negotiations with the Dem- 
ocratic party to obtain for Canadians alterations in our customs laws 
and free access to our markets; and to give these is the whole purpose 
and object of this British-Democratic alliance. Itis a most shameful 
procedure; discreditable to all parties, British and American, engaged 
init. Never before in the history of this country did emissaries of 
foreign governments openly engage in negotiations and alliances with 
one political party. Citizen Genet attempted, not an appeal to one 
party, but what he called an appeal to the people, and Washington sent 
him back to France. 

Mr. Van Buren, when Secretary of State, had in letters to Mr. Mc- 
Lane, minister to England, claimed credit with that power because 
the administration of Jackson entertained more friendly sentiments 
towards English colonial pretensions than the previous administration 
of Adams; and later, when Mr. Van Buren was himself nominated for 
minister to England he was rejected by the Senate, because, as Mr. 
Webster said, his expressions were derogatory to the national character, 

_ showing a disposition in the writer to persuade Lord Aberdeen that the 
English Government had an interest in maintaining in the United 
States the ascendency of the political party to which Mr. Van Buren 
belonged, thus establishing abroad a distinction between his country 
and his party. : 


Equally di ced in this unprecedented business are Sir Charles 
Tupper, Mr. Joseph Chamberlain, and Mr. Secretary Bayard. The 
American Senate ought to find a way to tell them that whileour party 
strifes are bitter enough they shall not,without rebuke, be made the 
open basis of diplomatic negotiations. i 

4. Thetreaty is a national dishonor, because two of the so-called plen- 
ipotentiaries, being appointed by the President without the consent of 
the Senate, were not constitutionally selected. 

By section 2, of Article II of the Constitution, the President is given 
power by and with the advice and consent of the Senate to appoint 
ambassadors, other public ministers, and consuls. Without that con- 
sent (except temporarily in case of vacancies in offices previously estab- 
lished by law) he has na power to appoint officers of the United States 
to negotiate with foreign nations. But without the consent of the Sen- 
ate and in defiance of the Constitution, Messrs. Angell and Putnam, two 
private citizens, were appointed plenipotentiaries to negotiate a fisher- 
ies treaty with Great Britain; and for months in Washington, directly 
in sight of Congress, they pursued their negotiations; and the wrong 
was the greater because the Senate had by a vote of 35 to 10 declared 
that no commission ought to be constituted for the negotiation of any 
treaty. 

It can not be soundly contended that the power of the President in 
the first instance to negotiate treaties with foreign powers, to be sub- 
mitted to the Senate, gives him the right without the consent of the 
Senate to appoint ambassadors or plenipotentiaries for any such nego- 
tiation. The public officers to whom he is in any case limited are 
those who have been or who specially may be appointed by the Presi- 
dent and the Senate for such a duty. The President is not even ex- - 
pressly given the power to make preliminary negotiations without the 
consent of the Senate. The language of the Constitution (Article II, 
section 2) is as follows: 

He shall have power, by and with the advice and ‘consent of the Senate, to 
make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senate present concur; and he shall 
nominate, and, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, Coating) 


ponn embassadors, other publie ministers, and consuls * * * which 
established by law. > 


Nothing could be more guarded and restrained than the President’s 
power to make treaties and to appoint ministers for that purpose. In 
view of the Constitution, how can it fairly be contended that the Presi- 
dent had any right to commission as foreign ministers and plenipoten- 
tiaries Messrs. Angell and Putnam? It plainly seems to be a gross 
violation of the Constitution, wilfully, recklessly, and defiantly per- 
petrated; and the Senate might well have refused on this ground even 
to consider the terms of a treaty thus first introduced into its presence. 

‘The weakness of the position of the minority of the committee on this 
point is strikingly shown by the elaborate yet feeble attempt which 
they make in their report to justify to the Senate and the country the 
wrong which has been done. 

No one has ever disputed the privilege of the President to negotiate 
treaties, using the Secretary of State and the regularly appointed and 
confirmed foreign ministers for that purpose. Why, then, do the mi- 
nority particularize and parade about 433 cases of that character? 
Simply to obscure the t nature of the case now under review 
and censure, and to break the force of the one great and overwhelm- 
ing precedent against it, to beshortly stated. In addition to these 438 
cases the report gives a list of three persons appointed by the Secretary 
of State and a list of thirty-two appointed by the President, and spe- 
cially confirmed by the Senate to negotiate treaties. But of the three 
appointed by the Secretary of State, two, Hughes and Bates, were al- 
ready diplomatic officers, and the thirty-two are of course all prece- 
dents against the minority and not in their favor. 

There is to be extracted from the list of 473 only the following cases 
which are of any value to the minority, being those where private cit- 
izens were employed in negotiations without the prior consent of the 
Senate: 

1. G. Morris, private agent, October 13, 1789, to ascertain the in- 
tentions of Great Britain as to the treaty of 1783, and making a treaty 
of commerce. 

2. John James Appleton, May 12, 1825, to arrange for the settle- 
Nank of claims of citizens of the United States against the Kingdom of 
Naples. 

3. Charles Rhind, September 12, 1829, to conclude a treaty of friend- 
ship and commerce with Turkey. 

4. Edmund Roberts, January 26, 1832, to conclude treaties of navi- 
gation and commerce with Cochin China, Siam, and Muscat. 

5. A. Dudley Mann, March 28, 1846, to conclude with Hanover, 
Hungary, Switzerland, etc., treaties of commerce and navigation. 

6. Benjamin E. Greene, June 13, 1849, to conclude treaties of com- 
merce with Hayti and the Dominican Republic. 

7. Isaac E. Morse, December 5, 1856, to conclude a treaty with New 
Granada with reference to transit across the Isthmus of Panama. 

What a pitiful list among the whole 473 which are set out with such 
elaboration in the minority report! It is sufficient to say in relation 
to these 7, in the face of the overwhelming precedents the other way— 
the 466 cases where treaties have been negotiated by officials who had 
been confirmed by the Senate as required by the aT ae 


are few in number, that the negotiations were insignificant, 
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precedents were never actjniesced in, and that they constitute no real 
authority for or justification of the marked violation of the Constitu- 
tion committed by the President in appointing Messrs. Angell and 
Putnam without the consent of the Senate. 

Ihave stated that the object of the minority in cumbering their 
report with upward of 438 cases which haye no bearing upon the point 
in controversy is simply to break the force of the one great and over- 
whelming precedent against them. It is impossible to resist this con- 
clusion or a worse opinion upon the recorded facts. 

On page 130 the minority give the case of the Joint High Commis- 
sion which negotiated the Alabama Claims treaty, and they show 
Messrs. Ebenezer R. Hoar and George H. Williams as appointed while 
private citizens two of the five plenipotentiaries by the President alone; 
and the minority include the five in their number (on page 105) of 438 
persons appointed by the President alone, 

The minority, therefore, certainly thus appear to have found a per- 
tinent precedent, especially as the High Joint Commission held its ses- 
sions, like the Bayard-Chamberlain commission, and with similar fes- 
tivities, in the city of Washington. The only objection that can be 
made against this precedent is that the facts are directly the opposite of 
those stated in the minority report. Commissioners Hoarand Williams, 
as well as Secretary Fish, MinisterSchenck,and Mr. Justice Nelson, were 
nominated to the Senate and were confirmed on the 10th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1871, before they acted. 

It has doubtless been a deep humiliation for the learned and eloquent 
Senator who heads the minority report to conclude to advocate at the 
dictation of an imperious Secretary of State the adoption of a treaty 
which surrenders the claims of the New England fishermen which that 
Senator once so courageously espoused, and which has been negotiated 
against his declaration that no negotiation ought to be instituted; but 
it would seem as if he might have taken on the galling yoke and have 
misapplied his great powers of statement and argument against claims 
which he has so earnestly urged without placing his signature and 
securing those of his Democratic associates to a State paper in which 
the only pertinent assertion on an important point of an elaborate ar- 
gument is a gross and inexcusable error. 

It may be asked, of what real importance is this question; how can 
any real harm have been done by the appointment and action of Messrs. 
Angell and Putnam, when it is probable that the same treaty would 
have been negotiated by the Secretary of State and the President? 
The answer is, that the Senate had the right to have the treaty nego- 
tiated and presented for its consideration constitutionally, and especially 
to have the country protected, in case of its rejection, from the evil con- 
sequences of admissions made by persons claiming wrongfully to be 
its agents and plenipotentiaries. Of these consequences let Sir Charles 
Tupper speak: 

What, I repeat, is our position to-day? If that treaty were rejected by the 
Senate to-morrow, we have gained this vantage ground, that we stand in the 
ition of having it declared by the Secretary of State of the United States and 
y the President of the United States that Canada has been ready to make and 
that Her Majesty’s Government on behalf of Canada, through her plenipoten- 
tiaries, have made an arrangement with the plenipotentiaries of the United 
States that is fair, just, and equitable, and that leaves that country no possible 
cause of complaint. 

The consequences, whatever they may be in future controversies, of 
the admissions made by the President and Secretary of State are iney- 
itable; but against the admissions of the other miscalled plenipotentia- 
ries, who were in fact only impertinent private citizens, the country 
had the right to be protected. The assumed character and office of 
those persons ought to be emphatically repudiated by the Senate. 

5. The treaty is a national dishonor, because the American negotiators 
securo only the bare rights of hospitality for our fishing vessels in Brit- 
ish ports and do not obtain for such vessels free entry and full commer- 
cial rights in those ports, such as are now and have been freely granted 
to the fishing vessels and other vessels of Canada and Great Britain in 
American ports. 

This is the main contention. The United States can not with dig- 
nity and honor as a nation adopt a treaty under which any American 
vessels are to have fewer rights in British ports than similar British 
vessels are to have in ports of the United States, while with mutual 
and equal commercial rights conceded to vessels of both nations all the 
other contentions might be fairly adjusted. 

As long, however, as the British attitude is this: ‘‘ You now give us 
fall commercial rights for our ships in your ports; in return we will 
give you the ordinary rights of hospitality for your ships in our ports; 
and we will give you some additional commercial rights when you will 
repzal your duties on fish ’’—so long the United Statesshould refuse to 
come to an agreement. We could not assent to such a bargain with- 
out acknowledging our inferiority asa nation to Great Britain—yes, 
even to Canada; we should dishonor, disgrace, and degrade ourselves 
by treating on such terms of inequality. 

It is of no ayail to point to the treaty of 1818 and attempt to justify 
a narrow construction of that instrument. Eighteen hundred and eight- 
een is not 1888. Our fishermen are entitled to all the benefits which 
the treaty of 1818 secures, plus all those rights and privileges which 
modern ruleso feommercial intercourse will add to them. The favored 
fishing vessel of 1818 (a time when no other American vessel could enter 


a Canadian port at all) is not to become the proscribed fishing vessel of 
1888, when all other vessels of the United States have and exercise the 
free and full right to enter and buy and sell in all Canadian ports. 

Tn 1818 our fishing vessels were entitled to enter Canadian ports for 
repairs, shelter, fuod, and water, but no other American vessels could 
enter Canadian ports for any purpose. Under thecommercial conven- 
tion which had been made July 3, 1815, American ships had been ad- 
mitted to all British ports in Europe, but not to those in America. The 
article was as follows: 

ARTICLE I. There shall be between the territories of the United States of 
America and all the territories of His Britannie Majesty in Europe a reciprocal 
liberty of commerce, The inhabitants of the two countries, respectively, shall 
have liberty freely and securely to come with their ships and cargoes to all such 
p poris, and rivers in the territories aforesaid to which other foreigners are 
permitted to come, to enter into the same, and to remain and reside in any parts 
of the said territories, respectiyely ; also to hire and occupy houses and ware- 
houses for the purposes of their commerce; and generally the merchants and 
traders of each nation, respectively, shall enjoy the most complete protection 
and security for their commerce, but subject always to the laws and statutes of 
the two countries, respectively. 

But in progress of time there came the arrangements of 1830, under 
which free liberty of commerce in ships grew up between the United 
States and Canadian ports; and there came also the treaties concerning 
these fisheries, the reciprocity treaty of 1854 and in 1871 the treaty of 
Washington; and as a result of all this enlargement of the rules of in- 
tercourse the fishing vessels of the United States came to have and en- 
joy the rights of ordinary commercial vessels in Canadian ports, while 
certain it is that Canadian fishing vessels came to have and enjoy full 
commercial rights in United States ports. The contentions during all 
these years, whether years of strict or liberal relations, were rarely 
about entries into ports or rights and privileges while there, but were 
mainly about fishing or preparing to fish in forbidden waters. 

And now that the treaty of 1871 is abrogated, after we have been 
unfairly compelled to pay $5,500,000 for benefits falsely assumed to 
have been derived from it, and have refused to pay the price any longer, 
are we to be driven back strictly upon the treaty of 1818 or are our fish- 
ing vessels to be entitled to full commercial privileges without being 
compelled to buy them by alterations in ourcustomslaws? I believe 
that we are fairly entitled to them, and that at all events we can not 
safely or honorably pay for them the price demanded by Canada and 
Great Britain. The time has come for rising from any real or assumed 
position of inferiority to Great Britain and establishing relations be- 
tween Canada and the United States on equal terms and on no others. 

Mark how boldly Englishmen assume that America is to negotiate 
in a position of inferiority to England. Sir Charles Tupper says in his 
speech of April 10: 

Why is it that the fishermen of the United States of America can not obtain the 
same consideration in a Canadian port that a Canadian fisherman obtains in 
the United States ports? Well, sir, the answer is obvious. The American Gov- 
ernment renounced the right to enter our waters, as England and Canada 
never did renounce the right to enter the waters of the United States of America, 

This has been the language of the English diplomatists throughout, 
and yet nothing is more absurd than the oft-repeated assertion, made 
also by the American apologists of this treaty, that because the United 
States, in the treaty of 1818, renounced ‘‘forever’’ certain liberties 
theretofore enjoyed on the British North American coasts and agreed 
that our fishing vessels should enter Canadian bays and harbors for 
certain specific purposes, but ‘‘for no other purpose whatever,’’ there- 
fore there can now be no just claim for enlarged rights. 

Aswell might the grantee in a deed plead the word ‘‘forever’’ against 
his grantor atter a repurchase of the real estate by the latter. The re- 
nunciation ‘‘forever’’ and the limitation of the purposes for eftering 
are of no avail against any enlargement of privileges which may have 
already grown up since 1818 or which it may now concern the inter- 
ests, the dignity, and the honor of the United States to demand upon 
just grounds and upon fair equivalents. 

That there has been such an enlargement of the privileges of Ameri- 
can fishing vessels in Canadian ports since 1818, and independently of 
the treaties of 1854 and 1871, has been stontly maintained by the pres- 
ent Secretary of State up to the time when it suited his purposesto make 
this treaty. 

In Mr. Bayard’s proposals of November 12, 1886, foran ad interim 
arrangement, was included the following: 

ART. 4. The fishing vessels of the United States shall have in the established 
ports of entry of Her Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America the same com- 
mercial privileges as other vessels of the United States, including the purchase 
of bait and other supplies. 

To this reasonable proposal the Marquis of Salisbury was able only 
to reply as follows: 

This article is also open to grave objection. It proposes to give the United 
States fishing vessels the same commercial privileges as those to which other 
vessels of the United States are entitled, although such periere are prpreniy 
renounced by the convention of 1818 on behalf of fishing vessels, which were 
thereafter to be denied the right of access to Canadian waters for any purpose 
whatever except those of shelter, repairs, and purchase of wood and water. 


Here again is the reiteration, as the Senator from Delaware well says, 
uspe ad nauseam, ‘*1818, 1818.” But Mr. Bayard, July 12, 1887, well 
and unanswerably replied: 

The treaty of 1818 related solely to fisheries, It was nota commercial conven- 
tion, and no commercial privileges were renounced by it. It contains no ref- 


erence to “' ports,” of which it is believed the only ones then existing were Hal- 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6357 


ifax, in Nova Scotia, and bly one or two more in the other provinces; and 
these ports were not until long after is opened, by reciprocal commercial 
relations, to vessels of the United States en; in trading. 

The right to “obtain” (i e., take or fish for) bait, was not insisted upon by 
the American negotiators and was doubtless omitted from the treaty because, 
as it would have permitted fishing for that purpose, it was a partial reassertion 
of the right to fish within the limits as to which the right to take fish had already 
been expressly renounced. 

The purchase of bait and other supplies by the American fishermen in the 
established ports of entry of as proposed in Article IV, is not regarded 
as inconsistent with any of the provisions of the treaty of 1818; and in this re- 
lation it is pertinent to note the declaration of the Earl of Kimberly in his letter 
of February 16, 1871, to Lord Lisgar, that “the exclusion of American fisher- 
men from resorting to Canadian por, except for the purpose of shelter and ot 
repairing damages therein, purchasing wood, and obtaining water, might be 
warranted by the letter of the treaty of 1818 and by the terms of the imperial 
act 59. George IT, chapter 33, but Her Majesty’s Government feel bound to state 
that it seems totheman extreme measure inconsistent with the general policy ot 
the empire, and they were disposed to concede this point to the United States 
Government under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent smuggling 
and to guard against any substantial invasion of the exclusive rights of fishing 
which may be reserved to British subjects.” 

it is not contended that the right to purchase bait and supplies, or any other 
privilege of trade, was given by the treaty of 1818. Neither was any such right 
or privilege stipulated for or given by the treaty of 1854, nor by the treaty of 
Washington; and the Halifax commission decided in 1877 that it was not com- 
petent for that tribunal to award soe pene for commercial intercourse be- 
tween the two countries, nor for purchasing bait, ice, supplies, ete., nogfor per- 
mission to transship cargoes in British waters. And yet this Government is not 
aware that, during the existence of the treaty of 1854 or the treaty of Washing- 
ton, question was ever made of the right of American fishermen to purchase 
mn = other supplies in Canadian ports, or that such privileges were ever de- 
n them. 


Moreover, in Mr. Bayard’s letter to Minister West of May 10, 1886, 
he recites the— 


gradual extension from time to time of the provisions of Article I of the con- 
vention of July 3, 1815. providing for reciprocal liberty of commerce between 
the United States and the territories of Great Britain in Europe so as gradually 
to include the colonial possessions of Great Britain in North America andthe 
West Indies within the results of that treaty. 


And then Mr. Bayard proceeds to make the following statement: 


President Jackson’s proclamation of October 5, 1830, created a reciprocal com- 
mercial intercourse, on terms of perfect equality of flag, between this country 
and the British American dependencies by repealing the navigation acts of 
April 18, 1818, May 15, 1820, and March 1, 1823, and admitting British vesselsand 
their cargoes “to an entry in the ports of the United States from the islands, 
provinces, and colonies of Great Britain on or near the American continent and 
north or east of the United States.” 


And thereupon Mr. Bayard further says to Mr. West: 


Task you to consider the results of excluding American vessels, duly possessed 
of permits from their own Government to touch and trade at Canadian ports as 
well as to engage in deep-sea fishing, from exercising freely the customary and 
reasonable rights and privileges of trade in the ports of the British colonies as 
are freely allowed to British vessels in all the ports of the United States under 
the laws and regulations to which I have adverted. 

Among these customary rights and privileges may be enumerated the pur- 
chase of ship supplies of every nature, making repairs, the shipment of crews 
in whole or part, and the purchase of ice and bait for use in deep-sea fishing. 

Concurrently, these usual, rational, and convenient privileges are freely ex- 
tended to and are fully enjoyed by the Canadian merchant marine of all occu- 
pations, including fishermen in the ports of the United States. The question 
therefore arises whether such a. construction is admissible as would convert the 
treaty of 1818 from being an instrumentality for the protection of the inshore 
fisheries along the described ports of the British American coast into a pretext 
or means of obstructing the business of deep-sea fishing by citizens of the United 
States, and of interrupting and destroying the commercial intercourse thatsince 
the treaty of 1818, and independent of any treaty whatever, has grown up and 
now exiscs under the concurrent and friendly laws and mercantile regulations 
of the respective countries. 

Imay recall to qan attention the fact that a proposition to exclude the ves- 
sels of the United States engaged in fishing from carrying also merchandise 
was made by the British negotiators of the treaty of 1818, but being resisted by 
the American negotiators wasabandoned. This fact would seem clearly to in- 
dicate that the business of fishing did not then and does not now disqualify a 
vessel from also trading in the regular ports of entry. 


In his speech of April 10 Sir Charles Tupper states this contention 
of Mr. Bayard and makes the best reply he can to it, as follows: 


It was claimed by the Government of the United States in 1818 that as no com- 
mercial vessel could come into the waters of British North America from the 
United States, there was no intercourse; that those were privileges given to 
the fishing vessels by that treaty beyond anything that was enjoyed by any 
other class of yessels. And when a nged condition of things came about, 
when the commercial arrangement of 1830 had, as they contended, entirely 
changed the status of their fishing vessels in our waters—since, as they said, 
under that commercial arrangement it was provided that their trading vessels 
could enter freely the ports of British North America, and our trading vessels 
could enter their ports, as there was no exemption or exclusion of fishing ves- 
sels, they claimed that rights had been acquired by the fishing vessels that en- 
tirely took them outof the category of the treaty of 1818, under which they were 
restricted from going into our waters for any but the four purposes. 

Sir Charles then proceeds to assert that the contention is unfounded, 
because the arrangement of 1830 was a commercial arrangement, and 
that the king’s order in council was ‘‘silent as to fishing vessels.” He 
then says: 

The treaty solemnly declared that the people of the United States renounced 
forever the right to claim for a fishing vessel any such commercial privileges 
whatever. Andunderthose circumstances itis a principle in law, constitutional 
as well as general ‘law, and, I believe, accepted by all countries, that you can 
not repeal and change and alter a specific provision by a general one, unless 
some arrangement had been subsequently provided as to such specific provis- 
ion. The general terms as to vessels in the commercial arrangement of 1830 
and the absence of any reference to fishing vessels left fishing vessels exactly 
in the same position as they were before. 


This argument of Sir Charles Tupper thata broad international ar- 
rangement giving absolute commercial freedom to all vessels does not 
include tishing vessels is quite as weak as the proposition that the word 


‘t forever ” in an agreement can be pleaded against a different contract 
subsequently made. 

The only answers made to Mr. Bayard’s claim for commercial rights 
for fishing vessels by Mr. George E. Foster, the very able and intensely 
unfriendly Canadian minister of marine and fisheries, in his long report 
inclosed in Mr. Harding’s note of August 2, 1886, and in his shorter 
report of June 5, 1886, are a bare denial that the later commercial ar- 
rangements either extended or restricted the terms of the convention 
of 1818, and a reference to the fact that no such allegation was set up 
when that convention was made the basis of further privileges in the 
treaty of Washington. 

It is a sufficient reply to Mr. Foster to say that the further privileges 
secured by the treaty of Washington were an exact repetition of those 
of the reciprocity treaty of 1854, and in neither of those treaties were 
commercial rights for fishing vessels in the ports of Canada expressly 
stipulated for, because they had in fact never been refused after 1830, 
aud are now only refused as a means of worrying the United States 
into another reciprocity treaty. 

The claim for commercial privileges for all our Américan vessels in 
Canadian ports thus clearly and cogently stated by Secretary Bayard 
was ably re-enforced by all the other representations made to England 
which proceeded from the State Department and Minister Phelps, and 
was fully sustained by declarations from committees, Senators, and 
Representatives in Congress without dissent and without distinction of 
party. There is little reason to doubt that if it had been firmly adhered 
toit would have been allowed by the British Government, which would 
have overruled the unreasonable violence of Canada. 

The first yielding of our Government was seen in the appointment 
of a commission to negotiate. Even after this mistake success might 
have been attained. It was a necessity to the political fortunes of Mr. 
Joseph Chamberlain that he should negotiate some treaty. He had 
abandoned the liberal party in Great britain, betrayed the cause of 
Ireland, and made an unnatural alliance with his former political ene- 
mies, who sent him to this country to get him temporarily ont of the 
way. If he had been obliged to return without negotiating a treaty 
he would have been the laughing-stock of England, and he knew it. 
His anxieties and his fears were apparent to all close observers; that he 
would concede substantially all that our Government had claimed there 
was no reasonable doubt. 

But it happened that Mr. Bayard was even more anxious than Mr. 
Chamberlain. Perhaps the vanity of the aged statesman, the desire 
to be known as the negotiator of the Bayard-Chamberlain treaty, over- 
came any wish he had to protect the rights of the New England fisher- 
men and to maintain the national honor: and so Mr. Chamberlain at 
last, suddenly and unexpectedly, obtained an easy victory. 

But there must have been more in the surrender than the vanity and 
decrepitude of Mr. Bayard. It is impossible to resist the conclusion 
that a combination was formed between the leaders of the Democratic 
party to sacrifice the interests of the New England fishermen and to 
break down our tariff system. The utterances of Sir Charles Tupper, 
which I have quoted conclusively prove this. To carry out this plan 
diplomatic correspondence was dropped; an unconstitutional commission 
was created; the demand for commercial rights was abandoned; a sur- 
render was made to all the Canadian theories concerning the fisheries, 
and the initial step in the main purpose of the alliance was taken in 
Article XV of the treaty, which is intended to force Congress to remove 
some of our customs duties. Southern Democrats gave the orders to 
Northern Democrats; the Democratic party abandoned its spasmodic 
aitempt to defend the fishermen against Canadian aggression; and the 
great object of this Democratic-British alliance now is to pass the Mills 
bill, keep the Democratic party in power, and destroy the American 
tariff system. 

These unpatriotic and injurious assaults upon American interests of 
the combined forces of English free-traders and Southern Democrats 
should be met at the threshold by the rejection of this discreditable 
treaty. The admissions made by its negotiators will doubtless make 
it more difficult to obtain from England our just rights. But asserted 
with moderation, patience and firmness they will surely be granted. 
England wili not in 1883 refuse to grant us the article of the treaty of 
1815 with the two words “in Europe” omitted, which is all we need 
desire, as follows: 

ARTICLE 1, There shall be between the territories of the United States of 
America and all the territories of Her Britannic Majesty a reciprocal liberty of 
commerce, The inhabitants of the two countries, respectively, shall have lib- 
erty freely and securely to come with their ships and cargoes to all such places, 
ports, and rivers in the territories aforesaid, to which other foreigners are per- , 
mitted to come, to enter into the same and to remain and reside in any paris of 
the said territories, respectively ; also, to hire and occupy houses and ware- 
houses for the purposes of their commerce; and generally the merchants and 
traders of each nation, respectively, shall enjoy the most complete protection 
and security for their commerce, but subject always to the laws and statutes of 
the two countries, respectively. 

The bugbear of war need not frighten any one. England never 
went to war with any nation to force the opening of ports for trade, 
except with China to compel the admission of opium. Even the ex- 
cessive retaliation which it has been intimated the President will at- 
tempt if this pet treaty shall be rejected would be no cause for war. 
A decision to give to Canadian fishing vessels in American ports only 
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the same privileges which are given American vessels in Canadian 
ports, and to exclude Canadian fish from our markets, will at any time 
give the New England fishermen all they desire. Retaliation to this 
extent the President, who is not always under the control of Southern 
Democrats, will doubtless first adopt; there will probably never be oe- 
casion to resort to more. 

The question of the rights and privileges of American fishermen in 
the waters, on the coasts, and in the harbors of Canada, in recently 
dealing with which the United States has occupied the position of an 
inferior nation, dealing with one vastly superior, if taken up for con- 
sideration by our Government in a spirit not sectional, but national, 
and treated in appropriate negotiations with England, as it should be 
dealt with in this era of international intercourse by two great na- 
tions, equal in dignity, honor, and power, may yet be, even by this 
Administration, satisfactorily and honorably settled; if it is not it 
certainly will be so adjusted by the administration which will come 
into power on the 4th of March, 1889. 

In this connection it is interesting to notice the contrast between 
two distinguished New England Democrats. One of them, Mr. Will- 
iam L. Putnam, a lawyer of ability and amiability, employed by the 

- United States to defend fishermen’s rights, enters into a combination 
to sacrifice them; his head is enlarged by the novelty of his fictitious 
title of plenipotentiary; he is carried off his feet by association with 
British aristocrats; he officiates as an illegally appointed member of 
an unconstitutional commission; signs, when ordered, an ignominious 
treaty; and now pretentiously offers himself as a Democratic candidate 
for governor of Maine on the platform of the surrender of our fishery 
interests and the exemption of imported Canadian merchandise from 
our tariff duties. . 

The other, Mr. Charles Levi Woodbury, is a Democrat of the purest 
water. By age, inheritance, association, general professional learning, 
profound study of the question, Mr. Woodbury is entitled to speak with 
authority. He is one of the best admiralty and revenue lawyers we 
have. He was district attorney under President Bachanan; his father 
was Secretary of the Treasury under General Jackson. He knows this 
fishery question as he knows hisalphabet. He was taught by his father; 
he has been familiar with it for forty years; his Democracy can never 
be questioned, nor can his patriotism. New Hampshire Democratsand 
Republicans alike regard him with respect and honor as one of the 
ablest and truest of the sons of the Granite State. I desire to read a 
letter written by Mr. Woodbury May 4 to the New York Sun: 


To the Editor of the Sun: 

Sim: The Chamberlain treaty is now before the Senate. It surrenders every- 
thing the United States have contended for since 1838, when the dispute on the 
3-mile limit began, contentions which the British authorities have assented to 
or temporized about as often as pressed, so that really in no entire year since 
then have they insisted on enforcing their headland theory. 

The commercial rights of the United States under the agreements of 1830 are 
utterly abandoned by Mr. Bayard after much previous insistance on their obli- 

tion. 
ene rights of common humanity toward our vessels in distress, accorded every- 
where except on the Canadian coast, are hereafter to be allowed only upon 
the condition that the United States shall change its present registry laws by 
repealing them, and enacting such new ones as are acceptable to the Britis 
Government before going into effect. This of course leaves the humanity of 
Canada to vessels of the United States in distress withheld until the United States 
shall pay the consideration by repealing its laws and ing such new ones, 

Commercial intercourse by our fishing vessels is disallowed, but they may be 

rmitted to buy a narrow line of supplies, whose extent would not ‘exceed 

,000 a year, when the United States shall have repealed existing duties, now 
over $511,000 a year, on Canadian fish and oil, and made them free in our mar- 
kets, 

This is the substance of the treaty, all losses to the United States both in honor 
and profit, General Jackson and Mr. McLane, Van Buren and Forsyth, Ste- 
vensorand Everett, Webster, Rush, Grant, Evarts, and even Bayard and Phelps, 
for two of their official years, are buried beneath this treaty and their memories 
dishonored by its retreat from their patriotic contentions for American rights, 

Cavilers have said the treaty of 1818 was wrung from our weakness, bnt this 
treaty, made in the hour of our strength, surrenders what that never did—our 
penrxers and it doubles the waters from which it requires we shall be forever 
excluded, 

The consequence of adopting this treaty would be the destruction of the fish- 
ery under the American Tag. the paralysis of our hope of naval power, and a 
British monopoly of gani markets, aggrandizing its dangerous naval power. 


Let the treaty be reject 
CHARLES LEVI WOODBURY. 
Boston, May 4, 1888, 

Mr. Woodbury’s is the courage for America of an Andrew Jackson 
Democrat. Mr. Putnam’s is the subserviency towards England of a 
Grover Cleveland Democrat. 

Mr. President, itisnot alone in dealing with the New England fishery 
interests that the State Department hasabandoned traditional Ameri- 
can policy and humiliated the United States in the eyes of foreign 
nations. It has also formally surrendered the Monroe doctrine, and 
the surrender has been submitted to by Southern Democrats without 
one dissenting voice. Nothing so plainly shows the change that has 
come over the spirit of the Democracy of the South occasioned by their 
unsuccessful attempt at rebellion as their indifference to the encroach- 
ments of European nations on the North American continent. Once 
an assault upon the Monroe doctrine by a President, Whig or Democrat, 
would have brought every Democratic Senator to his feet with bold 
and patriotic denunciations. Now, not one of them so much as notices 
the ignominious betrayal of the interests of the United States in con- 


nection with the American Isthmus by their President and their Secre- 
tary of State. 

Upon no one subject have American statesmen been more emphatic 
or so unanimous as they have in declaring that European powers shall 
obtain no new foothold in the western hemisphere. 

John Quincy Adams when Secretary of State wrote to the Russian 
minister at Washington: 

We should assume distinctly the principle that the American continents are 
no longer subjects for any new European colonial establishment. 
j rao, on the 24th of October, 1823, wrote to President Monroe 
t the— 


object is to introduce and establish the American system of keeping ont of our 
land all foreign powers; of never permitting those of Europe to intermeddle 
with the affairs of our nation. 


Madison, in a note to Jefferson early in November, 1823, said: 

In the great struggle of the epoch between liberty and despotism we owe it 
to ourselves to sustain the former, in this hemisphere at least. 

In July, 1823, Mr. Adams, in a letter to Mr. Middleton, further de- 
clared that the claim then pressed by Russia to possessions on the north- 
western coast of North America was not conducive to the peace of the 
world. 

He said: 

With the exception of the British establishments north of the United States, 
the remainder of both the American continents must henceforth be left to the 
management of American hands. 

President Monroe, in his annual message to Congress dated Decem- 
ber 2, 1823, giving an account of the claims of Russia on the north- 
west and of Spain on her late colonies, declared that— 

The occasion had been judged proper for asserting, asa principle in which the 
rightsand interests of the United Siates are involved, that the American con- 
tinents, by the free and independent condition which they have assumed and 
maintained, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future coloniza- 
tion by any European powers. 

President Adams, in his message of March, 1826,speaking of advan- 
tages to be derived from independent American states, says that among 
the subjects of consultation proposed at Panama was— = 
the means of making effectual the assertion of that ple to permit no 
colonial lodgment or establishment of European jurisdiction upon its own soil. 

The same policy was urged by Mr. Clay, as Secretary of State, in cor- 
respondence with Mexico, and it was adopted by the four states rep- 
resented at Panama. 

President Polk, in his message of December, 1845, after approving 
the Monroe declaration, says: 


No future European colony or domain shall, with our consent, be planted or 
established on any part of the American continent. 


President Grant was firmly in favor of the Monroe doctrine and of 
applying it to the case of any canal across the Isthmus. His position 
best appears from his message of July 14, 1870, transmitting to the 
Senate the report of Secretary Fish, which says: 


The United States stand solemnly committed by repeated declarations and 
repeated acts to this doctrine and its application to the affairs of this continent, 
This policy is not a policy of aggression, but it opposes the creation of Euro- 

dominion on American soil, or its transfer to other European powers, and 
it looks hopefully to the time when by the voluntary departure of European 
Governments from this continent and the adjacent islands America shall be 
wholly American. 
A special message, sent by President Hayes to Congress on March8, 
180, says: 

The policy of this country is a canal under American control. The United 
States can not consent to the surrender of this control to any European power 
or to any combination of European powers. * * * The capital invested by 

rations or citizens of other countries in such an enterprise must in a great 
degree look for protection to one or more of the great powers of the world. No 
European power can intervene for such protection without adopting measures 
on this continent which the United States would deem wholly inadmissible. x, 

If the protection of the United States is relied upon, the United States must 
exercise such control as will enable this country to protect its national in- 
terests and maintain the rights of those whose private capital is embarked 
inthe work. * * * Irepeat, in conclusion, thatit is the right and the duty of 
the United States to assert and maintain such supervision and authority over 
any interoceanic canal across the isthmus that connects North and South 


America as will protect our national interests. * © 


In June, 1881, Mr. Blaine, as Secretary of State for President Gar- 
field, sent a circular note to the United States ministers in Europe 
stating what he understood to be the American view. The United 
States Government had already guarantied ‘‘ positively and effica- 
ciously ” the neutrality of the Isthmus canal, and that guaranty— 

Does not require re-enforcement or accession or assent from any other power. 
* * * Supplementing the guaranty * * * would necessarily be regarded 
by this Government as an uncalled-for intrasion into a field where the local 
and general interests of the United States of America must be considered before 
those of any other power save those of the United States of Columbia, 

Any attempt— 

Continues Mr. Blaine— 
to supersede that guaranty by an agreement between European powers which 
maintain vast armies and patrol the seas with immense fleets, and whose inter- 
est in the canal and its operations can never be so vital and supreme as ours, 
would partake of the nature of an alliance against the United States. * * * 
It is the long-settled conviction of this Government that any extension to our 


shores of the political system by which the great powers have controlled and 
determined events in Europe, would be attended with danger to the peace and 
welfare of this nation, 


And Mr. Blaine goes on: 
A mere agreement on paper between the great powers of Europe might prove 
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ineffectual to preserve the canal in time of hostilities. The first sound of a can- 
non in a general European war would, in all probability, annul the treaty of 
rosy ate and the strategic canal would be held by the first power that would 


To the incalculable loss of the United States. For these reasons the 
Isthmus should be placed— 
under the control of that government least likely to be engaged in war, and 
able, in any and every event, to enfores the guardianship which she shall as-’ 
sume. For self-protection to their own interests, therefore, the United States, 
in the first instance, assert their right to control the Isthmus transit; and, sec- 
ondly, they offer, by such control, that absolute neutralization of the canal as 
respects European powers which can in no other way be certainly attained and 
lastingly assured. 

The administration of President Arthur came to realize, however, 
that in the progress of human enterprise in this wonderful era of the 
world’s development the United States could notas the application of 
the Monroe doctrine to the question of a canal across the Isthmus, 
merely oppose the construction of such a canal, or assert their inten- 
tion to control the canal by whomever built, without making any effort 
to promote the construction of such a work. The President, therefore, 
as an affirmative policy, negotiated December 1, 1884, a treaty with 
the Government of Nicaragua, by which the United States obtained 
from that Republic the right to build a canal, railway, and telegraph 
line across the Isthmus by way of the San Juan River and Lake Nica- 
ragua, upon such conditions as would give the absolute and exclusive 
control of the transit to the two Republics, would exclude European 
interference, and would completely vindicate the Monroe doctrine. 

The treaty was submitted to the Senate during the session of 1884-85, 
but being opposed by the Democrats, especially by Senator Bayard, 
then about to become Secretary of State, it failed to receive a two-thirds 
vote; but a motion to reconsider its rejection was entered. 

. On the 12th day of March, 1835, however, without giving an oppor- 
tunity for final action by the Senate, President Cleveland withdrew the 
treaty, refused to resubmit it, and it has never since been heard of. In 
his message of December 8, 1885, he gives hisreasonsforhisaction. They 
are somewhat obscure, but may be stated in his own language, as fol- 

ows: 

That the treaty involves— 

A policy of acquisition of new and distant territory and the incorporation of 
remote interests with our own— 

The assertion of— 


Paramount privileges of ownership or right outside of our own territory, 
coupled with absolute and unlimited engagements to defend the territorial in- 
tegrity of the State where such interests lie— 


And the combination of— 

The construction, ownership, and operation of such a work by this Govern- 
ment with an offensive and defensive alliance for its protection with the foreign 
state whose responsibilities and rights we would share. 

-. It seems clear that these propositions of President Cleveland are in- 
consistent with adherence to the Monroe doctrine as applicable to the 
canal. If European nations are to be excluded from any control of 
the canal and from any guaranty for its neutralization, such control 
must be exercised and such neutralization must be guarantied by the 
local State through which it runs, or by the United States in connec- 
tion with such local State. 

It will not for a moment be pretended that the control and guar- 
anty of such local State alone will be sufficient either to insure the 
neutralization of the canal or to protect the paramount interests of the 
American people. 

The United States, then, must exercise a certain control of the cea- 
nal, and must in connection with the local State guaranty its nentral- 
ization. But this will be impossible without either acquiring terri- 
tory and incorporating the interests of the other nation with our own, 
or making engagements to defend the territorial integrity of that other 
nation, or forming an alliance with the foreign State for the protection 
of the canal, 

It is absolutely impossible toconceive of the maintenance of the Mon- 
roe doctrine in connection with the Isthmus canal and of an enforce- 
ment of the paramount interests of the United States therein which 
will not vialate the conditions laid down by President Cleveland. Al- 
though the message contains the vague declaration that— 


We should be jealously alert in preventing the American hemisphere from 
being invoived in the political problems and complications of distant govern- 
ments— 


and an assertion of— 
the necessity of a neutralization of any interoceanic transit, 


yet as the President, while rejecting and condemning the method 
roposed by the previous administration, utterly fails to state any af- 

kaire method of his own by which American interests can be pro- 
tected, the conclusion isirresistible that the Monroe doctrine as appli- 
cable to the canal has been by the acts and declarations of this Ad- 
ministration formally and deliberately abandoned. 

Thus does the Administration of Cleveland and Bayard discredit the 
United States in its foreign relations. 

The dishonoring acts and omissions do not concern one section of the 
country alone. 

South of us a French company, instigated and supported by the 
French Government, is slowly but surely pushing its canal from the 


Atlantic io the Pacific, and within five years the Isthmus of Panama 
is likely to become a French colony, while this Administration is op- 
posing and defeating the Nicaragna Canal scheme, proposing no canal 
in its place, giving up all efforts ,o prevent or neutralize French ag- 
gression, and abandoning all assextions against either France or Eng- 
land of that traditional policy known as the Monroe doctrine, which 
has been cherished by all American statesmen, almost from the foun- 
dation of the Government down to the inauguration of this un-Amer- 
ican Administration. 

North of us the Dominion of Canada, aided by the British Empire, 
is growing stronger and more powerful than she ever dreamed she could 
become. Her transcontinental railroad and her naval stations are mak- 
ing her as formidable on the Pacific as on the Atlantic. She is boldly 
seizing our transportation business and forcing her way into our mar- 
kets. She perpetrates outrages upon our fishing vessels, and thus 
compels us to treat with her upon unequal and degrading terms, and 
Great Britain backs all her demands, while President Cleveland sub- 
mits to all these British aggressions, and in his last annnal message, 


through an amazing solecism then perpetrated by a President for the 


first time in our history, he omits to treat of any question of foreign or 
domestic policy except one. He recommends to Congress to join with 
him in his alliance with Great Britain to strike down the American 
tariff system and to push on the plan of the Democratic party an- 
nounced by its national conventions of 1856 and 1860 as ‘‘p: ive 
free trade throughout the world,” which, it may be added as a further 
part of the policy of the Administration, is to be carried on in British- 
built ships, while the flag of the American merchant marine disappears 
from the foreign carrying trade. 

How long are the protection of American interests, North, South, 
East, West, at home and abroad, on sea and on land, and the defense 
of the national honor of the United States to be intrusted to hands 
like these? F 

Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
ot — 

Mr. TELLER. Ithas been my purpose to continue this discussion 
to-morrow immediately after the disposition of the morning business, 
I have been quite unwell fora day or two, but if I am sufficiently well 


| to doso I propose to address the Senate to-morrow at the conclusion of 


the rontine morning business. 

Mr. BLAIR. I was unable to hear the motion of the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. HALE]. 

Mr. HALE. I will first move that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of legislative business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine moves that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumes the consideration of the unfinished business, being the 
bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of laborers, work- 
men, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour Jaw. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HALE. Will the Senator give way to me for a moment, not to 
move to take up a bill, but to make an announcement? 

Mr. BLAIR. Certainly. 

Mr. HALE. I did not know that the bill just announced was to 
come before the Senate at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is the unfinished business, com- 
ing over from a previous day. 

Mr. HALE. I do not propose to interfere with that bill, but after 
that is through with to-morrow morning I shall move to take up the 
Senate bill forthe retirement of General John C. Frémont as a major- 
general. It is a matter that has gone over from week to week, largely 
at the request of the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN], who has been 
absent, but who is now present. Itis desirable that the bill should 
be considered and a conclusion reached upon it to-morrow, because the 
House Committee on Military Affairs has Wednesday evening for the 
consideration of its bills in the other branch, and a bill of this kind 
has been reported from that committee. 

To-morrow morning, at the termination of the routine morning bus- 
iness, I shall endeavor to secure the assent of the Senate to proceed 
with the bill, which will take but little time, and will not interfere 
with other measures that would take more time of the Senate. 


WRECK OF STEAMER TALLAPOOSA. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 869) for the relief 
of the sufferers by the wreck of the United States steamer Tallapoosa. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amend-. 
ments of the House of Representatives and ask for a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. CAMERON, 
Mr. CHANDLER, and Mr. BLACKBURN were appointed. 
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TOBIAS BANEY—VETO MESSAGE, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 
To the Senate: 

I return without approval Senate bill No. 121, entitled “An act granting a pen- 
sion to Tobias Baney.” 

This soldier was enrolled on the 28th day of February, 1865, and was dis- 
charged on the 3lst day of January, 1866. 

He filed an application for a pension in 1878. which was supplemented by 
statements from time to time, not rate in exact agreement, but alleging uni- 
formly that during his service, fixing the date at one time as in January. 1866, 
and at another time as in November, 1865, he was attacked in the city of Wash- 
ington by pales of the heart,which increased after his discharge and re- 
sulted in disability. Aftera careful special examination by the Pension Burcau 
the claim was rejected upon the ground that origin of disability in the service 
and line of duty had not been shown, nor that the same existed for some time 
after discharge. 

The beneticiary named in this bill enlisted shortly before the surrender of the 
Confederate forces, and itappears did little if anything more than garrison duty. 
He does not seem to have suffered any of the exposures usually incident to a 
soldier's service, and, as I understand his claim, does not himself give any in- 
stance of exposure or exertion from which his difficu!ty arose. 

There is no record of any sickness or disability during the time he was in the 
Army noc any satisfactory proof that he was suffering with any ailment at the 
time of his discharge. His own statement, which some of the proof taken tends 
to show is not entirely reliable, goes no further than to claim that during his 
term of service his difficulty began. 

On appeal from the rejection of the beneficiary’s claim, the case was thor- 
oughly examined at the Interior Department, and the rejection affirmed. 

lam entirely satisfied that the case was properly determined. 

GROVER CLEVELAND. 

EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 16, 1888. 


The PRESIDENT protempore. Shall the bill pass, the objections of 
the President of the United States to the contrary notwithstanding? 
Mr. DAVIS. I move that the bill, with the veto message, be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 
The motion was agreed to. 
AMANDA F. DECK—VETO MESSAGE, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 
To the Senate: 

I return without 
sion to Am: a F. 

The husband of this beneficiary was pensioned for a gunshot wound in his 
right shoulder, which he received in 1864 in a battle with Indians. 

The report of the committee to which the bill was referred states nothing con- 
cerning the death of the soldier, and gives no information as to the date or 
cause of the same; and the recommendation that a pension should be given the 
widow is based upon the service and injury of the soldier and the circumstances 
of the beneficiary. 

No claim was filed in the Pension Bureau on behalf of the widow. This, per- 
haps, is accounted for by the fact that information is lodged in that bureau to 
the effect that the de soldier died on the 2ist day of September, 1883, 
“from a pistol ball fired by Luther Cultor.” 

If he was killed in a personal encounter, as the report of his death would 
seem to indicate, I am unable to see how his death can be in any way attributed 
to his military service, or his widow be justly pensioned therefor. 

GROVER CLEVELAND. 


SPITA Senate bill No. 470, entitled “An act granting a pen- 


EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 16, 1888. 

Tke PRESIDENT pro iempore. Shall the bill pass, the objections 
of the President of the United States to the contrary notwithstanding ? 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that the bill, with the veto message, be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to whom was referred an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by Mr. Wi1son, of Iowa, to the sundry civil appropriation bill, 
reported favorably thereon, and moved its reference to the Committee 
on Appropriations; which was agreed to. 

He also, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 308) for the relief of Faran & McLean, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. MANDERSON, from. the Committee on Military Affairs, sub- 
mitted a report embodying the views of the majority and minority of the 
committee on the bill (S. 2556) for the relief of Charles B. Newton, here- 
tofore reported. 

$ AMENDMENT TO CLAIMS BILL. 

Mr. PLUMB submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 6514) for the allowance of certain claims reported 
by the accounting officers of the United States Treasury Department; 
which was referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be 

rinted. 

: ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjustment of accounts of 
laborers, workmen, and mechanics arising under the eight-hour law. 

_ . The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The pending amendment offered by 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] will be read. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to add as an additional section: 


Sec. 3. Any officer or nt of the United States who shali hereafter author- 
ize any laborer under his charge or control to perform for the United States 
more than eight hours of manual labor in any one day shall be guilty of a mis- 
oe and on conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not exceeding 


Mr. STEWART. I ask leave to offer a modification ef the amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. BLAIR. Very well; but I suggest that I am on the floor and 
that I wish to say something about the bill. I have not taken the floor 
yet in regard to it, but the floor has been appropriated by others. 

Mr. STEWART. Lask leave to modify the amendment by substi- 
tuting what I send to the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed modification of the 
amendment of the Senator from Nevada will be read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


It shall be unlawfal for any officer or agent of the United States to make any 
contract or arrangement whereby any Jaborer, workman, artisan, or mechanic 
shall perform more than eight hours’ labor in any one day, or shall receive for 
his services performed in any one day more than the wages for one day’s labor, 
except as hercin otherwise provided; nor shall there be any deduction from the 
amount of the wages of any laborer, workman, artisan, or mechanic by reason 
of the Imitation to eight hours’ work. Whenever the laborers, workmen, arti- 
suns, or mechanics in the employ of the United States are unable to perform the 
labor required, working eight hours per day, other persons shall be employed 
to perform such extra or additional work: Provided, That in case of emergency 
where the laborers, workmen, artisans, or mechanics engaged on any particu- 
lar work or undertaking are unable to perform the necessary laborin sight hours 
tomect the necessities of the case, and other persons can not be procured to per- 
form such extra labor and to mect such emergency, a special contract may be 
made with thelaborers, workmen, artisans, or mechanics engaged on such work 
to perform additional hours of Jabor and to receive a corresponding additional 
compensation, Any oficer or agent of the United States who shall willfully 
violate the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and on 
conviction thereof be fined in any sum not exceeding £590, 


Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President, this bill has been pending before Con- 
gress for some six or eight years at least, and in provision substantially 
the same for a still longer period. It grows out of the fact that in the 
year 1868 Congress enacted a law in these words: 


Eight hours shall constitute a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and me- 
chanics who may be employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United 
States. 


That is section 3738 of the Revised Statutes. 

After the enactment of this law by Congress great difficulty was found 
in its practical enforcement, so that those classes of our fellow-citizens 
in the employ of the Government were required to labor, in a great 
many instances, in nearly all the Departments, for a longer period than 
that which was prescribed by law. 

The discussions which preceded the passing of the law, in which some 
of the Senators now present participated, as well as amendments offered 
to modify its form, demonstrated that the sense in which the law was 
understood by Congress at the time of its passage was that for eight 
honrs’ labor performed by parties in the employ of the Government 
in these capacities they were to receive the same compensation as was 
paid to parties outside the employ of the Government in the same vi- 
cinity; that is to say, the same compensation that parties in private 
employ received for afull day’s work, whether it was eight, ten, twelve, 
or fifteen hours, regardless of its length; and that no diminution was 
to be made to the laborer, workman, or mechanic in the employ of the 
United States by reason of the fact that he labored for a shorter period 
of time than the hours constituting a day’s labor in private employ. 

As I said before, there was great difficulty found in the practical en- 
forcement of the act. Ishould say that immediately after the passage 
of the act a proclamation was issued by the then President, Johnson, 
on the request of the Senate by a resolution unanimously passed, so 
that employers in behalf of the Government of the United States in all 
parts of the country understood the provisions of the law. Therefore 
any violation of it was and must be held to have been intentional on 
the part of the subayents of the United States, although the highest 
authority of the United States had taken pains to make proclamation 
to the whole country of the existence of the Jaw; and the debate shiuwed, 
if there was nothing else that could show it, and the language itself 
showed distinctly its meaning. 

Time passed on, and the year following, in the month of May, 1869, 
President Grant, then being in the executive chair and his attention 
being called to the violation of the Jaw, issued his proclamation re- 
quiring its observance, and it was better observed. In some of the De- 
partments it was faithfully observed throughout the entire adminis- 
tration of General Grant. 

But even his efforts were not completely successful during his entire 
administration in securing the observance of the law; and in the year 
1872 there was an act of Congress passed growing out of its violation. 
By that act the Secretary of the Treasury was directed to pay what- 
ever arrearages existed between the passage of the law and the date of 
President Grant's proclamation, which it has been estimated amounted 
to some $300,000 or $400,000; but since the passage of that law only a 
small amount of ihe actual dnes has as yet been paid; it is stated at 
some $22,000 to $25,000 of the $300,000 or over which was supposed 
to be actually due in the way of these excesses, during the period that 
I have mentioned, which was a trifle less than a year. There have 
been other payments, so that I understand from the statement of the 
Semitor from Massachusetts [Mr. DAwes], which he alluded to here 
the other day, but which I have not seen as yet, that some $600,000 
or 570,000 have been paid from time to time on account of the excess 
of labor during General Grant’s administration and the latter portion 
of that of President Johnson. 

There have been from time to time Executive proclamations, efforts 
made by the Cabinet officers to secure the observance of this law, but 
during the entire period of President Hayes’s administration and a large 
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partof the administration of General Garfield and of President Arthur, 
the law was violated. From 1877 to 1883, inclusive, for nearly eight 
years’ time, the law was violated one-half of each year. This was al- 
most entirely true of the Navy Department. It was to some extent 
true of the War Department. I do not understand that it was to any 
great extent true of the Interior or the Post-Office Departments, but 
there may be some arrearages in both Departments. As I said, during 
this period of eight years, for one half the year, that is, in the warm 
season, the employés of the United States in the Departments of War 
and Navy were compelled to labor ten hours for six months in each year 
instead of eight hours which the law required, and for those ten hours, 
eae they received precisely the same compensation as for eight hours’ 
work, 

This bill, making provision for the enforcement of the eight-hour law, 
and for the payment of these arrearages, has been acted upon by com- 
mittees in both Houses of Congress for three Congresses in succession. 
Every time, upon full investigation, there has been a favorable and in 
many instances a unanimous report in favor of the bill. Yet it has 
never come up for discussion until the present time in either House of 
Congress, or at all events, if discussed, there has never been formal ac- 
tion taken by either House. 

I shall not eonsume the time of the Senate in showing the construc- 
tion which has been placed upon the law from time to time by execu- 
tive officers and by the proclamations of Presidents. I will, however, 
take occasion to say that Secretary Chandler enforced the law, that 
Secretary Whitney has enforced the law, and that the present Presi- 
dent, President Cleveland, in a declaration which is incorporated in 
one of the reports, states that he considers the true intent and meaning 
of the law to be that for eight hours the Government employés shall 
receive the same compensation as any private employé in the same vi- 
cinity is paid for a day’s work of any length whatever; that he is un- 
aware of any violation of his construction of the law under the present 
Administration, and if there be such violations and they are brought 
to his knowledge they shall cease, and that the Jaw shall be enforced. 

I shall take the liberty, with the consent of the Senate, after reading 
a small portion of the report of your committee, which states a few of 
the strongest points as it occurred to the committee in favor of the bill, 
to incorporate the report itself as a whole in the RECORD, because this 
is a very important bill and there are many points concerned that, I 
think, should be accessible to the Senate, and to the future, it may be, 
as well. The committee in making their report say : 


ane Committee on Education and Labor to whom was referred the bill (8. 


And for which the pending bill is reported as a substitute— 


providing for the adjustment of the accounts of laborers and mechanics aris- 
ng under the eight-hour law, having considered the same, report a bill back 
favorably with an amendment, to wit. 


That amendment has been stricken out on motion of the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. CocKRELL], and I amvery gladofit. It wasonly 
placed there in order to meet an objection of an opponent of the bill, 
and when we were able to avoid it I was very glad to see it thus disposed 
of. I ask that the entire report be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the request? 
The Chair hears none. + 

‘The report is as follows: 


The Committee on Education and Labor, to whom was referred the bill (S. 

- 1853) providing for the adjustment of accounts of laborers and mechanics aris- 

ing under the eight-hour law, having considered the same, report the bill back 
favorably with an amendment, to wit: 

Amend by striking out in the second section, from and after the word “ limi- 
tation,” in the ninth line, down to and including the word “act,” in the elev- 
enth line, and as amended recommend its vag Y 

The eight-hour law was enacted on the 25th day of June, 1868, and is in the 
following words: E 

* Eight hours shall constitute a day's work for all laborers, workmen, and 
mechanics who may be employed by or on behalf of the Government of the 
United States.” (Section 3738, Revised Statutes.) 

Great difficulty been found in securing compliance with this statute on the 

rt of some of the executive officers of the Government, and in the War and 

avy Departments especially claims have from time to time arisen on the part 

of wage-workers employed by the Government for labor rendered in excess of 
the daily eight hours which by law constituted a full day’s work. 

Some of these claims have been paid, while others remain outstanding, and 
from time to time they are pressed for payment. 

The object of this bill is to refer the whole matter to the Court of Claims for 
adjudication upon the basis that eight hours constitute a day's work, and that 
each eight hours’ labor performed shall entitle the worker to receive pay for 
a full day’s work. 

It seems to a majority of your committee that the real question involved is 
whether the supremacy of the law shall be maintained and its manifest intent 
carried out by the subordinate officers charged with its execution. But it is 
proper to say that in many instances the excess of labor was performed with 

nowledge of the law, and the question has been raised whether the accept- 
ance of the opportunity to labor for a longer period than eight hours and the 
reception of the ordinary pay for a day’s work does not constitute a payment 
in full for all the labor performed, including the excess of the eight hours re- 
quired by law. 

The claimants allege that the excess of labor was performed under compul- 
sion, and that they at the time protested, and have from time to time demanded 
of the departments concerned and of the Con compensation for the excess 
of work exacted from them under threat of deprivation of any employment 
whatever, which, to them and their families was,in effect, deprivation of the 
necessaries of life, since only with work could they avoid starvation. 

This subject has been before Congress a long time with favorable action by 
both Houses, and your committee insert, as a part of this, the report of the com- 
mittee in favor of these claims made in the last Congress, which recites most of 
the legislation and the substantial facts pertinent to the subject, 


[Senate Report No. 450, Forty-ninth Congress, first session.] 


_ The Committee on Education and Labor, to whom were referred sundry pe- 
titions and memorials of workmen, laborers, and mechanics, of Philadelphia, 
New York, and Brooklyn, also the bill (S. 1884) relating to the eight-hour law, 
beg leave respectfully to report: $ 

n the 25th day of June, 1868, Congress passed an act, commonly known as 
the eight-hour law, fixing the number of hours which should thereafter consti- 
tute a day's work for certain classes of Government employés. 

The act is in the following words: 

“Eight hours shall constitute a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and 
mechanics now employed or who may hereafter be employed by or on behalf 
of the Government of the United States.” (See 15 Statutes at Large, page 77, 
now Revised Statutes, section 3738, 

Your committee have made careful investigation into the conduct of the 
officers of the Government who have had charge of the ag sat Sage of the 
men who are entitled to the benefits intended to be conferred by of 
this act, from its passage to thepresent time, and find that from the beginning the 
law has been, by many of the officers of the Government, d rded, evaded, 
and violated. As early as the beginning of the year 1869 complaint was made 
to the President of the United States that the law was not enforced or regarded 
by the officers of the Government having charge of the employment of these 
men. These complaints called forth from the President, on the 19th day of May, 
1869, the following proclamation : 

“ Whereas the act of Congress approved June 25, 1868, constituted on and after 
that date eight hours a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States and repealed 
all acts and parts of acts inconsistent therewith : 

* New, therefore, I, Ulysses S. Grant, President of the United States, do hereby 
direct that from and after this date no reduction shall be made in the w: 
paid by the Government by the a to such workmen, laborers, and mechanics 
on account of the reduction of the hours of labor. 

“In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of 
the United States to be affixed. ‘ 

“Done at the city of Washington, this 19th day of May, in the year of our Lord 
1869, and of the Independence of the United States the ninety-third. 


U.S. GRANT. 

“ By the President: 

“HAMILTON FISH, 
“* Secretary of State.” 

This, however, had little or no effect, and the matter went on with little or 
no attention being paid to the law, the men either being required to work ten 
hours to earn their daily wages, or suffer a reduction of wages to correspond with 
the reduction of the hours of labor, until May, 1872, when the President issued 
asecond prociamation, calling attention to first, forbidding any reduction 
of wages in consequence of the reduction of the hours of labor. The prolama- 
tion is in the following words: 

“ Whereas the act of Congress approved June 25, 1868, constituted on and after 
that date eight hours a day's work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
ae by or on behalf of the Government of the United States; and 

* Whereas on the 19th of May, 1869, by Executive proclamation, it wasdirected 
that from and after that date no reduction should be made in the wages paid 
by the Government by the day to such laborers, workmen,and mechanics on 
account of the reduction of the hours of labor; and 

“ Whereas it is now represented to me that the act of Congress and the proc- 
lamation aforesaid have not been strictly observed by all officers of the Govern- 
ment having charge of. such workmen, laborers, and mechanics: 

** Now, therefore, I, Ulysses S. Grant, President of the United States, do hereby 
again call attention to the act of Congress aforesaid,and direct all officers of 
the Executive Departments of the Government having charge of the employ- 
ment of laborers, workmen,and mechanics employed by or on behalf of the 
Government of the United States to make no reduction in the wages paid by 
the Government by the day to such laborers, workmen, and mechanics on ac- 
— of the reduction of the hours of labor.” (U.S. Stat. at Large, vol. 17, page 


Meantime petitions and memorials had been sent to Congress Praying for 
relief and for the enforcement of the law, and on the 18th of May, 1872, 
Congress passed an act requiring the accounting officers of the Treasury to 
settle with and pay to their employés all sums withheld from them by reason 
of the reduction of the wages in consequence of the reduction of the hours of 
labor for the time intervening between the passage of the act constituting eight 
hours a day’s work and the 19th of May, 1869, the date of the President's first 
p: tion, which act is in the following language : 

“Sec, 2. That the proper accounting officers be, and are hereby, authorized 
and required, in the settlement of all accounts for the services of workmen, la- 
borers, and mechanics SORTAA by or on behalf of the Government of the 
United States, between the 25th day of June, 1868, the date of the act constitutin:; 
eight hours a day’s work for all such laborers, workmen, and mechanics, an 
the 19th day of May, 1869, the date of the proclamation of the President concern- 
ing such pay to settle and eens the same without reduction on accountof the 

uction of the hours of labor by said act, when it shall be made to appear that 
such was the sole cause of the reduction of wages, anda sufficient sum for said 
purpose is eseey appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appro. ted.” 

Under this act many of the parties were paid, while a considerable number of 
the claims for the above-named period, which were filed with the accounting 
officers, were not paid, but still remain on file in the Department. Your com- 
mittee find that notwithstanding that the Executive had, in the two instances 
above cited, by his proclamation declared what the spirit and intent of the law 
was, and the further fact that Congress had by the act above referred to given 
a legislative construction to the act, still many of the officers of the Govern- 
ment whose duty it was to exeoute the law adopted various measures to avoid 
it, and to get from the men in the employ of the Government, under their con- 
trol, ten hours’ work foreach calendarday. One of these means was to require 
these men to enter into ial contracts to work ten hours per day; another 
was to employ them by the hour, and still another was, in cases where it was 
practicable, to have the work done bv the piece. 

Another was what is known as the 15 per cent. contracts, under which nearly 
all the granite for the various public buildings throughout the United States 
wascut, Under these contracts the men were employed by the day, under the 
control and superintendence of the Government, and paid on Government pay- 
rolls, and the contractors were paid 15 per cent. on the cost of cutting the stone. 
The men employed on this work claimed that it was Government work, and that 
they were employed on behalf of the Government, and entitled to the benefit 
of the eight-hour law. ‘To settle the question a suit was broughtin the Court 
of , which went to the Supreme Court of the United States, and was dee 
cided against the claimant on the ground that there was no privity between the 
claimant and the Government; that the contractor was alone responsible to the 
claimant for his wages. This was the case of Driscoll vs, The United States, re- 
portedin 6th Otto, page 424. y 

The only other case decided by the Supreme Court under this law is that of 
Martin vs. The United States, reported in 4 Otto, page 400, In this case the claim- 
ant was at work under a special contract to work twelve hours per day from 
the 1st of October to the Ist of June for $2.50 per day, and ten hours per day from 
the Ist of June to the Ist of October at $2.25 perday. The court held that the 
act of June 25, 1868, constituting a day’s work. was a direction by Congress to 
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the officers and agents ot the Government, prescribing the length of time which 


should constitute a day where no special agreement was made on the subject, 
but as claimant had made a ial agreement he must be bound by it. These 
embrace all the decisions of the Supreme Court under this law, and it will read- 
ae that neither of them affects the rights of the claimants included in 

None of these measures for evading the law, however, were uniformlyadopted, 
nor wasthe law uniformlyignored. In some Departments the law wasenforced. 
and notably so under the administration of President Grant, in many it not all 
of the navy-yards and arsenals, and also on the new State, War, and Navy build- 
ing here in Washington the men were only required to work eight hours to 
earn their daily wages. But under the administration of President Hayes the 
law was p: y ignored, and the men were required to work ten hours to 
earn the same pay that the had received under the administration of President 
Grant for eight hours’ work. 

hus matter has run on until the present time, some Departments ignor- 
ing the law and others enforcing it. The result, therefore, is that the Govern- 
ment has been requiring of a portion of its employés, laborers, workmen, and 
mechanics ten hours' work to earn the same amount of money that it has paid 
to others of the same class of labor for eight hours' work. This, your commit- 
tee think, is an unfair and unjust discrimination which should not have been 
made, Whatever construction may be put upon the law, certainly no one will 
claim that it justifies such a discrimination. These men are either entitled toa 
full price of a day's work for eight hours’ labor or they are not. If the act con- 
temp! a reduction of the Mg of labor to oceremneses with the reduction 
of the hours of labor, those who have been the full price of a day's work 
for eight hours of labor have been ove d if such was not the intention of 
Congress in passing the act; if not, then the Government honestly owes these 
men forthe difference between the value of eight and the value of ten hours’ 
work, to be determined by the standard adopted by the Government in fixing 
the rate of wages paid to its employés of the class hereinbefore named. 

In determining the question as to whether, under the act of June 25, 1868, theset 
men are entitied to a full day’s pay for eight hours’ work, we have recourse no 
only to the proclamations of the President of the United States above quoted 
and the act of May 18, 1872, directly requiring the mages ra À officers of the 
Government to giye the law this construction, but we are further enlightened 
by the debates in the Senate upon this act when the bill was before the Senate 

ge 3424, volume 68, Globe, second session Fortieth Congress). During this 
ebate Mr, SHERMAN, of Ohio, offered an amendment to the effect that the wages 
should be reduced to correspond with the reduction of the hours of labor. This 
debate was participated in by Senators Morton, Wilson, Thurman, STEWART, 
nd others. We quote from the remarks made by Senator Morton, as follows: 

“Mr. Morrow. * © * As I understand the amendment ry Rig e by the 
Senator from Ohio, I am not in favor of it. I think it will virtually defeat the 
object of the bill. 4 

“ Mr. Conness, Of course it does, 

“Mr. Morroy. It pro to adjust the rate of wages according To iba length 
of time during which labor is performed. The effect of it would be to bring 
down the rate of wages, because the time for labor is shortened that much,” 

The amendment was rejected by a vote of 21 to 16. We also qhote from the 
debates in the Senate on the adoption of the House resolution, No. 47, which 
was incorporated in section 2 of the sundry civil bill, May ry uada and 
referred to abové (p. 124, vol. 87, Globe, second session Forty-second Congress): 

“Mr. Morrox. . President, I desire to make one suggestion in reply to the 
Senator from Connecticut, as to what was understanding here when the 
eight-hour law passed. My recollection is that the Senator from Ohio, behind 
me [Mr. SHERMAN], offered an amendment to that bill for the purpose of testing 
the sense of the Senate as to whether there should be a full day’s wages paid for 
eight hours’ work or only eight hours’ labor paid for. My recollection is that 
the question was distinctly presented in that amendment, which was voted 
down by a very decided majority.” 

Mr. Sumner, on the same resolution: 

“Tt is unquestionably an act of justice; these workmen are out of theirmoney, 
some of them are dead and are represented by their families, and to them this 
small allowance is of very great importance. i do not think it is advisable for 
us to take more time. I think we fairly owe the money, and, therefore, the 
sooner we pay it the better,” 

In the light of the legislation upon this subject, your committee have no hesi- 
tation in coming to the conclusion that Congress, in the act of June 25, 
1868, intended to lessen the hours of labor without in any reducing the 
rate of and they are consequently of the opinion that in all cases where 
the class of employés named in the act have been required to work more than 
eight hours to earn their daily or where the wages have been reduced 
on account of the reduction of the hours of Jabor, the Government is justly in- 
debted to the men for the Sasun 

No appropriation is asked for in this bill; the claimants only ask to be allowed 
to go to a court of competent jurisdiction, where t. can have an opportunity 
to establish their claims upon the basis that they shall be paid the price ofa 


aya work for eight hours’ labor. And this your committee think buta reason-” 
able 


request, and ought to be granted, and therefore report the bill back with- 
out amendment and recommend that it do pass. 
to the custom of the Government in fixing the rate of wages and the order 
and construction of the Secretary of War, and as tothe report of committee ap- 
inted to investigate the 15 per cent. contracts being made to evade the eight- 
ur law and extracts from Senate debates, see appenix.) 


APPENDIX A. 


t-hour case. James Driscoll vs, The United 
4 idence for claimant.] 


Deposition of William T. Dewdney, for plaintiff, taken in Washington, D. C., 
on the 3d day of March, 1877. 

i 1. State your name, age, occu jon, ege place of residence the past year; 
and whether you have any, and, if any, what, interest, direct or indirect, in the 
claim which is the subject of inquiry; and whether you are related, and in what 
to the claimant. 

. W.T. Dewdney ; forty-two years; carpenter; No. 1414 Seventeenth street, 
Washi n, D.C.; I have no interest in this claim, and I am not related. 

Q.2. How are you at present employed? > 

Foe SF hogs assistant superintendent of the new War, State, and Navy Department 
g. 

Q.3. How long have you been so employed? 

A. Since June, 1872. 

Q.4, State, if you know, what the Government paid stone-cutters and granite- 
rage se the work here on ve n ioan bio pare ol and bn 

A. In 1872 we te-cutters $. y fore ours’ work. 

PA Did a rennet observe the fo soir ti law here in Washington? 

They 


Qô. B what rule, if any,did the Government establish the scale of prices 


[Court of Claims. No. 8009. 
States 


id for ? 
rs The rice paid to the mechanics and laborers empl on the Government 
buildi is established by the market price paid by outside. 

Q.7. yon mean to bs understood that the Government pays the same price 


for eight hours’ labor that private parties forten? If not, state what you 
mean to be understood by it. aod i 
ee Seon toas ai A 
A. I mean that they do pay the same. 
Q. 8. Do you know of any other matter relative to the claimin question? If 
you do, state it. 
A. Ido not. 
WM. T, DEWDNEY. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3d day of March, 1877. 
[sean] JNO. W. FRAZEE, 
United States Commissioner, District of Columbia. 


APPENDIX B. 


EIGHT-HOUR LAW—SECRETARY LINCOLN’S LETTER OF INSTRUCTION THAT IT 
SHOULD BE ENFORCED. s 


Inquiry having been made at the War Department as to the truth of the re- 
allegations that the eight-hourlaw has been disregarded by the Depart- 

ment, it is learned from the Acting Secretary of War, General Benét, that the 
charge was unfounded, as is shown by the following copy of a letter of instruo- 
tions sent to him as Chief of Ordnance by Secretrry Lincoln: 


WAR DEPARTMENT, 
Washington City, December 26, 1883. 
Sie: I transmit herewith separate petitions purporting to be signed by em- 
loyés of the arsenal at Benicia, the arsenal at Rock. Island, and the arsenal at 
nkford, representing that the provisions of the “eight-hour law” (section 
8733 of the Revised Statutes) are not complied with at those arse and pray- 
ing that they be enforced. The law referred to does not prohibit Government 
oflicers, for good reasons based on the peculiar character of the duty of the em- 
ployé or upon the exigency of the public service, from making the agreement 
with an employé of the character named in the act, that he shall render his sery- 
ices for an agreed price during more or less than eight hoursin a day, and it may 
be that some or all of the petitioners are employed under such an en ment, 
It is, however, my opinion that in the absence of a public exigency the contin- 
uance of active work at Government manufacturing establishments for more 
than eight hours a day is in violation of the intent of the statute, and you will 
poe to instruct the commanding officers of the above-named arsenals accord- 
y. 


T have the honor to be, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
ROBERT T. LINCOLN, Secretary of War. 
To the CHIEF OF ORDNANCE. 


APPENDIX C. 
[House Report No. 93, second session Forty-second Congress, Seneca Sandstone 
Investigation, page 4.] 
That by employing stone-cutters through contractor ten hours’ labor are ob- 
tained per day instead of eight, a saving of 20 per cent., which more than covers 
on his contract the 15 per cent, allowed the contractor. 


APPENDIX D. 
[Senate, June 24, 1868. “Globe, page 3424, volume 68, second session Fortieth 
s Congress, 1868. ] 


First. Suerman’s amendment to H. R. bill to regulate hours of labor. 

Second. Speech of Senator Conness. 

Third. S of Senator SHERMAN. 

Fourth. Speech of Senator Hendricks. 

Fifth. Speech of Senator Morton, page 3425, 

Sixth. Speech of Senator STEWAET, page 3425. 

Seventh. Speech of Senator BucKALEW, page 3427. 

Eighth. Rejection of SHzRMAN’s amendment, page 3429. Foramendment, 16; 


inst, 21, 
“Ninth. Passage of bill without amendment. Yeas, 26; nays, 11. 
Tenth. SHERMAN’S suggestion to change title of bill “to give Government em- 
loyés 25 sae! cent, oes wages Merce if arse aves fa) ents receive, 
Senate, Forty-second Congress, Globe, volume 87, page 
Senator Wilson’s explanation of violation of law of 1868, 
Perry and Thurman, page 123, 
Morton, 124. 
Sumner, 124. ` 
Extracts from eches delivered in the Senate of the United States June 24, 
1868, on H. R. bill No, 365, constituting eight hours a day’s work for Govern- 
ment employés. 
Senator Conxess. Now,sir, I move to take up for consideration House bill No. 
365 (page 3424, volume 68, Globe, second session Fortieth Congress). 
s * * s s * s 
Senator SHERMAN. I wish to offer an amendment: 
“And unless otherwise provided by law, the rate of wages paid by the United 
States shall be the current rate for the same labor for the same time at the place 
of employment” (page 3424, volume 68, Globe, second session Fortieth Con- 


gress). 
Senator Conness. I hope this amendment will not be adopted. The panes 
of the bill with this amendment would amount to nothing, * © è It wo 
simply be a reduction of two hours’ labor. * + * 
[Suenman’s speech on his amendment.] 
AIL I desire is if the United States Government chooses to take the lead in 
making eight hours a day's work, that it shall not be compelled to pay for that 
ht hours’ work more than any private individual woul pay. 
have no objection to the bill (with this amendment), then the same 
amount of work done for the United States will bear the same price as if done 
for an individual, no more and no less, 


(Mr. Morton in reply.] 
Mr. President, as I understand the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Ohio, Iam not in favor of it, Ithink it will virtually defeat the object of this 
1l 


Mr. Coxnsess, Of course it does. 

Mr. Morton. It proposes to adjust the rate of according to the pee 
of time during which labor is performed. The effect of it would be to g 
down the rate of because the time for labor is shortened that much. 

Upon the paderi ekg aa this law isto bean experiment to determine whether as 
much work would be performed in eight hours as in ten Mr. Morton said : “It 
can not be settled and the experiment can not be made if the wages in very 
beginning are reduced 20 per cent., which would be the practical effect of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio, because, as I und nd his amendmen 


it proposes that the wages shall be reduced as the hours are in point of time.” 
(Remarks of Senator StEwarr.] 
The amendment of the Senator from Ohio certainly on no theo: 


right, and I think on a moment's reflection the Senator himself 
because I believe that it is admitted on all hands that 


would be 
see that, 


men will do more work * 
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per hourif they work eight hours than they will if they work ten hoursa day. If 
not admitted, I think it is a self-evident proposition. I think it is one of those 
axioms that uire very little demonstration. Isaya man will do more per 
hour who is only required to work eight hours per day than will a man who is 
required to work ten hours. The less number of hours a man works, the more 
he can doin the hours that he does work, That, I believe, will be taken as 
_true. This being so, it would not be fair to say that when we reduce the num- 
ber of hours of work from ten hours to eight hours per day, the wages shall be 
reduced pro rata. Certainly, if a man only works a single hour s day, he can 
do more in that hour—make exertions—than if he had to work every 
hour of the day, So to adjust the wages pro rata according to the number of 


hours would not be fair. 
[Remarks of Mr. Wilson.] 


In this matter of manual labor I look only to the rights and interests of labor. 
In this country and in this age, as in other countries and in other ages, capital 
needs no champion. It will take care of itself, and will secure, if not the lion’s 
share, at least its full shure of profits in all departments of industry. * * * 
Whatever tends to dignify manual labor or tolighten its burdens, to increase 
its rewards or enlarge its knowledge, should receive our sympathies and com- 
mand our support. Animated by these sentiments,I shall vote against the 
amendment and for the bill as it came from the representatives of the people. 


{Senator BuckaLew on the Sherman amendment,] 


The operation of his (SHERMAN’S) amendment, therefore, when it comes to 
be applied practically, may be found to nullify the proposed law, or to embar- 
rass the Government in the transaction of public business. * * + 

Upon these considerations, in my judgment, it is perfectly clear that if we 
pass this bill at all we ought not to incumber and em) it with the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Ohio. 


[Actions had upon the bill.] 
Amendment rejected. (See Congressional Globe, volume 68, June 24, 1868, 
3424 and 3429, inclusive.) 
he bill puer the Senate as it came from the House—yeas 26, nays 1l. 

On July 1, 1868, five days after the passage of the bill in the Senate, Mr. Con- 
noe eee the following resolution in the Senate, which was unanimously 

opted, to wit: 

Resolved, That the President be requested to direct the heads of the several 
Departments of the Government to promulgate the law limiting the hours of 
labor recently enacted, with such regulations as will lead to an immediate com- 

iance with the law. 

Extracts from the debates in the Senate on the question of the adoption of 
House resolution No. 47, which was incorporated in section 2 of the sundry 
civil bill, passed on the 18th of May, 1872. See volume 87, Congressional Glo! 
second session Forty-second Congress, page 124. See section 2, page 2, report. 


[Remarks of Mr. Morton.] 

Mr. President, I desire to make one suggestion in ly to the Senator from 

Connecticut as to what, was the understanding here when the eight-hour law 
My recollection is that the Senator from Ohio sitting behind me [Mr. 
HERMAN ] offered an amendment to that bill forthe pepon of testing the sense 
of the Senate as to whether there should be a full day’s wages paid for eight 
hours’ work, or only eight hours’ labor paid for. My recollection is that the 
question was distinctly presented in that amendment, which was voted down 
by a very decided majority. 
[Mr. Sumner on the same resolution.] 

Itis uestionably an act of justice. -These workmen are out of their money. 
Some of are dead, and are represented by their families, and to them this 
emall allowance is of very great importance. I do not think it advisable for us 
to take more time; I think we fairly owe the money, and therefore the sooner we 
pay it the better. 

HOUSE. 


(Remarks of Mr. Robeson.] 


Mr. Speaker, I favor this law because it is only the enforcement of a statute 
which is written upon the statute-book of this country, and has been there for 
many years, and which, when it was with a full understanding of all its 
scope and meaning, and was a full notice to the country and all the De ts 
of the Government, and to everybody that was employed under it; therefore, sir, 
Iam in favor, as long as it stands upon the statute-book, of executing it by all 
the powers of the Government. 


[Remarks of Mr, Wright, of Pennsylvania.] 
I did not introduce this bill, but I am its advocate, and I will stand by it from 
e ning to the end, according to the law. In plain language, the law is 
written in these words: 
“ Eight hours shall constitute a day’s work fare laborers, workmen, and 
pe orp who may be employed by orin behalf of the Government of the 
nn tates.” 


Is there any difficulty in putting a construction upon that language? It is. 


written as plainly as the English 
good when the ex-Secre of the Navy rises in his place on this floor and states 
that while he had charge of that Department he carried out the law. Ordinarily 
we do not give men credit for carrying out the law, but here there has been an 
attempt to evade the law, and it has been wantonly done. Gentlemen must 
not tell me that the Supreme Court have decided that this law does not mean 
eight hours for a day's work. 

All that the court said is thata man who does the labor may take a special 
contract and is bound by it; that is what the court has decided. With regard 
to the character of this law, if it be not the law of the land, strike it from your 
statute-book, but do not evade it, do not attempt to get around it because it 
favors a class of men who have not the means to defend themselves in courts 
of justice or have not the money to come here and lobby this House for the 
purpose of protecting their own rights. Let the law stand or let the law be re- 
pealed. It has been here for a period of some twelve years, for I think the law 
was passed in 1868. It has been regarded as almost a dead letter upon the stat- 
ute-book, I tell you that a construction against labor and laboring men in 
the manner in which this thing is done is wrong, and I tell you so before God 
_ and in the sight of all men that the law should be carried out and enforced. 


[References.] 

(See also Wright, Phillips, Page, and Willis—pages 4542 to 4547, inclusive.) 

oot under suspension of the rules on the l4th of June, 1880, by yeas 130, 
nays 51. 

(Extracts from the speech of Mr. TILLMAN, of South Carolina, on the eight- 
hour bill, in second session Forty-sixth Congress, Congressional Globe, volume 
44, pages 4542 and 4543. See also Appendix.) 

[Resolution as follows.] 

Resolved, That according to the true intent and meaning of section 3733 of the 
Revised Statutes, all laborers, workmen, and mechanics employed by or on be- 
half of the Government shall hereafter receive a full day's pay for eight hours’ 
work; and all heads of Departments, officers, and agents of the Government 
are hereby directed to enforce said Jaw as herein interpreted. 


can express an idea, and it does me 


Your committee, in view of the importance of this bill, insert the following 
additional matter: 


To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of America in Congress assembled: 

* Your petitioners respectfully represent that they are laborers, workmen, and 
mechanics who now are or who have been employed by or on behalf of the 
Government of the United States subsequent to the 25th day of June, 1868, the 
date of the act constituting eight hours a days work; that from the Ist of July, 
1877, to December, 1583, they were compelled in all the navy-yards in the United 
States to work ten hours to earn their daily wages, or to earn what they were 
paid up to and since that time for cight hours’ labor, or submit toa reduction of 
25 per cent. in their wages. This we regard as a direct violation of the eight- 
hour law above referred to, and in direct conflict with the construction put 

n the law by the United States Senate at the time of the passage of the law; 
also with the two several proclamations of President Grant, which were in the 
following words: 

“ Whereas the act of Congress approved June 25,1868, constituted on and after 
that day eight hours a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States, and repealed 
all acts and parts of acts inconsistent therewith: 

** Now therefore, I, Ulyssus S. Grant, President of the United States, do hereby 
direct that from and after this date no reduction shall be made in the wages 
paid by the Government by the day to such rers, workmen, and mechanics 
on account of such reduction of the hours of labor.” (l6Statutes at Large, 1127.) 

“Whereas the act of Congress approved June 25, 1868, constituted on and after 
that day eight hours a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States; and 

“Whereas on the 19th day of May, in the P bro 1569, by executive proclama- 
tion it was directed that from and after that date no reduction should be made 
in the wages paid by the Government by the day to such laborers, workmen, 
and mechanics on account of such reduction of the hours of labor; and 

* Whereas it is now represented to me that the act of Congress and the proc- 
Jamation aforesaid have not been strictly observed by all the officers of the 
Government having charge of such laborers, workmen, and mechanics: 

“Now therefore I, Ulysses S. Grant, President of the United States,do hereby 
again call attention to the act of Congress aforesaid, and direct all officers of the 
executive department of the Government having charge of the employment 
and Bde of laborers, workmen, or m ies employed by or on beha}f of 
the Government of the United States to make no reduction in the wages paid 
by the Government by the day to such laborers, workmen, and mechanics on 


account of the reduction of the hours of labor.” (17 Statutes at Large, 955.) 
3 a is also Bal direct conflict with the act of 18th May, 1872, which is in the fol-* 
owing words: 


“That the proper accounting officers be, and hereby are, authorized and re- 
quired, in the settlement of all accounts for the services of laborers, workmen, 
and mechanics employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States, 
between the 25th day of June, 1868, the date of the act constituting sipas hoursa 
day’s work for all such laborers, workmen, and mechanics, and the 19th day of 
May, 1869, the date of the proclamation of the President concerning such Pay. to 
settle and pay for the same, without reduction on accountof reduction of hours 
of labor by said act, when it shall be made to appear that such was the sole 
cause of the reduction of wages, and a sufficient sum for said purpose is hereb 
appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 
(17 Statutes at Large, 134.) 

As well as the joint resolution of the House of Representatives, as follows: 
“TIn the Senate of the United States,’ May 10, 1878. Read twice and referred to 

the Committee on Education and Labor. Joint resolution to provide for the 

enforcement of the eight-hour law.] 

“ Resolved by the Senate and Houses of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That according to the true intent and meaning 
of the act of Congress approved June 25, 1868, entitled ‘An act constituting eight 
hours a legal day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics employed 
by or on behalf of the Government of the United States,’ cight hours constitu® 
a day’s work for all such laborers, workmen, and mechanics; and while said 
act remains upon the statute-book no reduction shall made in the wages paid 
by the Government, by the day, to such laborers, wor , and mechanics on 
account of the reduction of the hours of labor; and that all heads of Sopr 
ments, officers, and agents of the Government are hereby directed to enforce 
said law as long as the same is u: ed. 

**Passed the House of Representatives May 9, 1878. 

“ Attest: GEO. M. ADAMS, Clerk.” 

We, your humble petitioners, further respectfully represent that we feel that a 
oo injury has been done us in requiring us to perform one-quarter more work 

na calendar day than the law of the land required. We feel that we have been 
deprived of one-fourth of our wages by the action of the officers of the Govern- 
ment whose duty it was to enforce and obey the law in its letter and spirit, and 
we come to your honorable body as the only tribunal to which we have access, 
feeling that your honorable body will grant us simple justice. We do not ask 
a gratuity; we only ask what is honestly and justly our due, and which is now 
bein wiihheld from us, as we think and fully believe, in violation of a solemn 
act of Congress which was intended for our benefit. 

If we were to have all that the law allows us it would be but a pittance, and 
scarcely sufficient to enable us to provide the bare necessities of life for our 
families; and to deprive us of any part of it, while it would not be felt by those 
in affluent circumstances, is a serious matter to us. We could not refuse to 
work; that was to starve; and we preferred to take what we poula gek render 
faithful performance of our services, and trust to your honorable y to do us 
justice in the future. We therefore do humbly but most earnestly pray that 
your honorable body will allow us the privilege of presenting our several 
claims to a competent tribunal to be adjudicated upon the basis that the full 

rice of a day’s work shall be paid for eight hours’ labor, or that your honorable 

dy will grant as such other relief as in tho opinion of your honorable body 

will secure to your petitioners substantial justice in the premises; and your 
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 


Exumerr A 1. 
Report of men hired. 
ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL, 


—, —, 188. 
To comply with the seiaemnents of General Orders No. 53, Adjutant-Gen- 
eral’s Office, Washington, D. C., June 1, 1877,a day’s work at this arsenal, when 
the length of the day will permit, is made to consist of ten hours; but to con- 
form more strictly to the ruling custom in this vicinity as is required by law, onc 
half hour of this time is allowed to the wor! n for the longer walk to their 
work than is necessary in the cities, making the hours of labor 9} hours per day. 
In winter, when the hours of daylight will not permit 9} hours of labor, the 
so. of hours fixed by orders from time to time will constitute a fall day’s 
work, ~ 

When a workman is spores only a z of a day he will be allowed for 
such ofa day’s work the number of hours he works divided by the num- 
ber of hours that constitute a day’s work at tbe time. Special workmen, such 
as foreman, guards, firemen, shop attendants, ete., whose duties require their 
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S ageesae 4 more hours than other workmen, will be allowed only one day’s labor 

or the full number of hours of service required of them in each twenty-four 

pours: ag their wages shall be fixed accordingly. We, the undersigned, agree 
o the above, 


Signature, | Name. For what purpose. | Wages. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Foreman. 
Forwarded approved. 
— in charge. 


Approved. 


— — Commanding. 
Srate or ILLINOIS, Rock Island County, ss: 


Personally appeared before me,a clerk of the county court in and for the 
county of Rock Island and State of Illinois aforesaid, Patrick J. Carey, who, 
being daly sworn, upon his oath doth say that he was employed at the United 
States arsenal at Rock Island, IIL, during the seven years from A. D. 1877 to A. 
1D. 1884; that he as well as other employés at the said arsenal were required to 
sign the contract, a copy of which is hereto attached and marked Exhibit A, or 
get no employment at said arsenal; thathedid, with other employés, sign the 
said contract under protest, knowing at the time of signing the same as afore- 
said that eight hours were a legal day’s work in Government employ, and that 
William Channon, a foreman at said arsenal, gave notice to the aftiant, as well 
as other employés, that his instructions were to retain none of the employés 
that would not sign the aforesaid contract, and that any refusing so todo would 
be immediately discharged from the Government employ, and that he did si; 
the aforesaid contract under protest and continued to work at said arsenal under 
said contract until the night of April 2, A. D. 1884, believing that the United 
States Congress would give the benefit of the eight-hour Jaw out of which he and 
the other employés were wronged. 

‘That he has heretofore joined with other employés, and forwarded tothe hon- 
orable Secretary of War, in a protest against the action of Col. D. W. Flagler, 
commandant at said Rock Island arsenal. 

And further than this deponent saith not, = 
PATRICK J. CARY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this Sth day of February, A. D. 1887. 


[SEAL.] RICHARD A. DONALDSON, 
Clerk County Court, 
EXHIBIT A 2, 
Report of men hired. 
ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL. 
Š , 188—. 


ployed only a 
the number of 


service required of them in each twenty-four hours, and their wages will be 
fixed accordingly. We, the undersigned, agree to the above. 


Signature, Name. 


For what purpose. Wages. 


Respectfully submitted. 


Foreman, 
Forwarded approved. 
~ — In charge. 
Approved. À 
—— i Commanding. 


STATE or ILLINOIS, Rock Island County, 83: 


Personally appeared before me, a clerk of the county and State aforesaid, 
Robert Bennett, who, being duly sworn upon his oath, does say that he was 
employed at the United States arsenal at Rock Island, IIl, during the years 
from A. D. 1877 to A. D. 1884, as well as other employés at the said arsenal, have 
been required to sign the contract (a copy of which is hereto attached and 
marked exhibit A) or get noemployment at said arsenal; that said deponent, 
as well as other employés, did protest against signing the said contract, well 
knowing that eight hours were a legal day’s work in Government employ; and 
that Robert McFarlane, foreman at said arsenal, gave notice to deponent, as 
well as other employés, that his instructions were that we, the said employés 
of said arsenal, must sign the said contract or leave the Government employ at 
once; and that deponent, as well as other employés, did sign the said contract, 
under protest, and did continue to work at said arsenal, under said contract, 
until the night of April 2, A. D, 1884, believing that the United States Congress 
would give the benefit of the eight-hour law, of which we were wronged out of; 
and, further, deponent says that he was elected one of a committee to visit Col. 
D. W. Flagler, commander of said arsenal, to protestagainst the violation of the 
eight-hour law, which duty he did permi and was sent to Washington, D. O., 
in April, A. D. 1884, delegate bv the employés of said arsenal, and there pre- 


sented the grievance of said employés of the violation of the eight-hour law be- 
fore the Committee of the House on Labor; also presented the same to the Hon. 
Senator BLAIR, of the Committee on Education and Labor of the Senate, and 
there endeavored to secure the wages which we are entitled to receive for work 
performed ; and further, that deponent, as well as other employés, did forward 
a protest against the action of Col. D. W. Flagler, of said arsenal, to the honor- 


able Secretary of War. 
ROBERT BENNETT, 
of ROUN A. D. 1888, 
D A, DONA 


LDSON, 
Clerk County Court, 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this Sth da: 
[sean] RIC 


Exner B, 


PHILADELPHIA, PA., February 7, 1888. 
To all whom it may concern: > 

This is to certify that at a meeting of the employés of the League Island navy- 
yard held at Philadelphia, on February 22, 1878, I was duly elected as their rep- 
resentative to proceed to Washington for the purpose of getting Congress to 
as law to enforce the "eight-hour law,” which had been violated by the 

onorable Secretary of the Navy, at that time, and also to claim extra compen- 
sation for the two hours worked per day in violation of the eight-hour law. 

At that time the Boston, New York, Washington, and Norfolk navy-yards 
sent representatives to work in conjunction with myself. By proxy I was au- 
thorized to act for the employés of the Kittery and Mare Island (California) 
pave rere also Frankford arsenal, Philadelphia, and the arsenal at Rock 


Island, 111., and finally was authorized to represent all the navy-yards. 
I would state this committee worked at every session of Congress during the 
following three years, without obtaining the legislation that they asked for, 


when all but myself became disheartened and came to the conclusion that Con- 
gress passed the eight-hour law for the benefit of Government employés, but 
would do nothing to make the heads of Departments of the Government en- 
force the law after they had violated it. 

Finding that Congress would take no action in regard to the enforcement 
of the law, after a three years’ trial, I brought the matter to the attention of 
Presidents Garfield and Arthurand their Secretaries of the Army and Navy, and 
the great help that I received from Hon. A. O. HARMER, after working for two 
years more, su ed in getting ex-Secretary of the Navy William E. Chandler 
to enforce the law, which was done on or about March 26, 1883; about ten months 
afterward succeeded in getting ex-Secretary of War Robert E. Lincoln to en- 
force the law. During ail this time I, as the representative of these employés, 
protested against the vidlation of the law, and claimed compensation for the 
extra hours worked in excess of eg hours per day. I would state that at the 
nave verde aunn the violation of the law the employes were compelled to 
work six months in the year eight hours per day and six months ten hours per 
day, and were paid the same rate of wages for eight hours’ work per day as 
they received for ten hours’ work per day, and at the navy-yards the gong Ps 
senes no contracts; they had to work according to orders received or be dis- 
charged. . 

I was informed at the arsenals by the employés that they worked ten hours 
per day the whole year, during the violation ofthe law, and were compelled to 
sign contracts by the officers in charge or be forthwith discharged. 

When elected to represent the Government employés I was rated as a lahorer 
on the rolls at navy-yard, League Island, Philadelphia, Pa. Hon. Henry W. 
BLAIR, United States Senator, ought to remember me well, as I had to appear be- 
fore the committee several times on this matter; I also requested him to pre- 
sent in 1884 a resolution to pay Government employés for holidays, which was 
soe and approved January 6, 1885; also at last session of Congress requested 

im to present a resolution to pay Government employés for Decoration Day, 
which was passed and approved. 

Hon. A. C. HARMER assisted me in the eight-hour business and can vouch for 


my statement, 
JACOB M. DAVIS, 
1031 Frankford Road, Philadelphia, Pa. 


STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, County of Philadelphia, ss: 


Before me, the subscriber, a notary public for the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vanja, and residing in the city of Philadelphia, personally appeared Jacob M. 
Davis, who, being duly sworn according to law, did depose and say that the 
facts set forth in the within statementare true to the best of his knowledge and 


belief. 
. JACOB M. DAVIS, 
Sworn and subscribed to before me this 7th day of February, A. D., 1888. 
[SEAL.] MATHIAS SEDDINGER, 
Notary Public, 


District OF COLUMBIA: 


On this 8th day of February, 1888, personally appeared before me, a notary 
public in and for the aforesaid District, Richard. Emmons and Joseph M. Padg- 
ett, of Washington, D. C., who, being sworn, state as follows, namely: That 
they have been employed twenty-seven and thirty years, respectitely, in the 
ordnance departmentof the Washington navy-yard; that they were employed 
in that department in the year 1877, when, by an order of the Secretary of the 
Navy iom paon) the workmen, mechanics and laborers, employed in said yard 
were orde: to work ten hours a day to earn their daily wages; that said em- 
ployés in various ways protested inst the enforcement of said order; that 
affiants, with others, were del to present and protest to the Secretary of 
the Navy and to ask Congress to pass a resolution defining the meaning and 
intent of the national eight-hour law, which had been passed by Congress 
June 25, 1868, and which, during most of President Grant's administration, had 
been enforced; that affiants, with other delegates from the Washington yard. 
and Jacob M. Davis, of Philadelphia, Pa., who represented the League Island 
yard and other yards, did present the case by way of protest to the Sccretary 
of the Navy, and also presented the matter to Congress; that the House of Rep- 
resentatives did, in 1878, pass a favorable resolution onthe subject, but that dur- 
ing the administration of President Hayes no change of Secretary Thompson's 
order compelling the said employés to work ten hours was promulgated at this 
yard, and the men were compelled to work ten hours per day until the order of 
Secretary Chandler fixing the time of a day’s work at eight hours; further 


affiants saith not, 
RICH’D EMMONS. [8EAL. 
JOS. M. PADGETT, [SEAL, 


HOWARD 0. EMMONS, 
Notary Public, 


Sworn to before me on the aboye date. 
[SEAL J 


DISTRICT or COLUMBIA, County of Washington, ss: 

I, Edward H. Rogers, being duly sworn, do depose and say that Iam a citi- 
zen of the State of Massachusetts, residing in the city of Chelsea in said State; 
that I um temporarily in the city of Washington, D. O: ; that I am a ship-joiner 
by trade; that I have worked in the navy-yard at Charlestown, Mass., at inter- 
vals for twenty-six years now last past; that I am here as the representative of 
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the workingmen of said navy-yard who have claims for overtime under the 
eight-hour law. 

I further state that on or about March 1, 1878, at Charlestown, in the said 
State, a meeting of the employés of the Government in said yard was held for 
the purpose of sending a delegate or representative to Washington to protest 
to the officers of the Government here against the action of the commandant of 
the yard in requiring the men to work ten hours per calendar day without in- 
crease of pay, when, by the act of June 25, 1868, they were only required to 
work eight hours for a full day’s work, and to take such measures as would se- 
cure the enforcement of the eight-hour law. 

I further stute that I was secretary of that meeting; that Mr. Samuel C. Hunt, 
of Charlestown, Mass., an employé of the yard, was chosen as a delegate to 
perform that service; that he proeceded to Washington on or about the 9th day 
of the same month for that purpose, and worked diligently to that end for 
nearly three months, and that I assisted in raising some $300 to pay his expenses 
on that business and maintain his eigen 

I farther state that he, in company with delegates from the other yards, had 
several interviews with the Secretary of the Navy, but that they were unsuc- 
cessful, ag the increased hours were continued without corresponding payment 
during the five summer seasons from 1878 to 1882, inclusive. Aninterview which 
the delegation had with President Hayes brought no relief, and they finally 
turned their efforts towards Congress, 

It further appears that a joint resolution declaratory of the intention of Con- 
gress concerning the ¢ight-hour law passed the House of Representativesthrough 
their action on May 9, 1878. It declared that “eight hours should constitute a 
day's work,” and that “‘ no reduction should be made in the wa on account 
of tl e reduction of the hoursof labor.” Pending its consideration by the Sen- 
ate, Mr. Hunt returned to his home, the other delegates doing the same, with 
the exception of Mr. Jacob M. Davis, the delegate from the League Island yard, 
Mr. Davis remained in Washington as the authorized agent of naval stations 
and arsenals of the whole country. 

EDWARD H. ROGERS, 


of February, 1888. 
NK T. RAWLINGS, 
Notary Public. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 10th da: 
[SEAL] F. 


The following matter was also filed before the committee : 

Now as to the amount involved in case this bill should pass. Of course we 
have no basis upon which we can estimate or base the amount with any posi- 
tive degree of accuracy. But the act of Congress approved May 8, 1872 (see U. 
S. Stat. at Large, page 134), provided for pio payairat of all sums deducted from 
the pgo laborers, workmen, and mechanics, in consequence of the reduction 

_ in the hours of labor from the 25th day of June, 1868, until the 19th of May, 1869 
a period of eleven months and twenty days; and, according to the estimate of 
the Third Auditor of the Treasury, it took about $300,000 to pay the men for that 

riod, (See official letter of that officer to Senator Harvey, of Kansas, dated 

Yebruary 25, 1875, in reply to an inquiry as to the amount involved in the pas- 

sage of a similar bill to this, then pending in the Senate). Taking this sum as 
the basis for the period of, say, one year (for it is within ten days of that time), 
and supposing that about the same numberof men were employed by the Gov- 
ernment during that year as have been on an average for the period since that 
time in which these parties claim pay, which is six months in each year from 
July, 1877, to the Ist of January, 1884, a period aggregating four years (see the 
order of Secretary Thompson, under President Hayes, dated June 30, 1877), and 
it would uire about $1,200,000, 

But according to the statement of the auditor there had been but $22,063.75 paid 
up to the Bth day of July, 1875, a period of nearly three years after the passage 
of the act authorizing payment as aforesaid ; and the strong probability is that 
not one-half of that sum ever been a out on those claims. From this we 
may reasonably say that should this bill pass, not half of the claims would be 
presented within the period named in the bill for presenting these claims. But 
sup) it takes double or treble that amount, what has the amount to do with 
it ifthe claim isajustone? And it must be borne in mind that these claimants 

are not asking Congress to determine the justness of their claims; they only 

ask what is almost universally granted to capitalists and corporations, and that 
is that they may go before a competent tribunal and prove the justness of their 
claims if they can. 

One other matter as to the facts in the case. The eight-hour law was passedon 
the 25th of June, 1868, but was entirely ignored by the officers of the Government 
who had charge of the employment of the men named in the act, either by re- 

uiring them to work ten hours to earn their daily w: orsubmit to a reduc- 
tion of their wagesto correspond with the reduction in the hours of labor if they 
only worked eight hours per day. This state of things wenton until the 1%h of 
May, 1869, when President Grant issued his proclamation prohibiting any reduc- 
tion of pay in consequence of the reduction of the hours of labor; and still 
things went on in the sanie way until llth of May.1872,when the President 
issued a second proclamation calling attention to the first and repeating it. 
Meantime complaint was made to Congress, petitions were sentin. and bills were 
introduced with the view of restraining the officers of the Government from 
violating the law, which finally resulted in the passage of section 2 of the act 
making appropriations for that current or fiscal year, requiring the accounting 
ofticers of the Treasury to resettle with the men, and to pay them all sums which 
had been withheld from them in consequence of the reduction of the hours of 
labor between the 25th day of June, 1868, the date of the passage of the eight- 
hour bill, and the 19th day of May, 1869,the date of the President's first procla- 
mation, a period, as before stated, of about eleven months and twenty days; 
but this act made no provision for payment of the sums withheld from date 
of the President's proclaination to the of the act, to wit, from the 19th 
ony of May, 1809, to the 18th of May, 1872. But during this time General Grant 
enforced the law in the different navy-yards of the United States, so that from 
the date of his first proclamation to the end of his administration the employés 
of the navy-yards were only mired to work eight hours to earn their daily 
wages. But on the coming in of the administration of President Hayes, Secre- 
tary Thompson, Secretary of the Navy, issued the following order, dated, as 
will be seen, on the 30th day of June, 1877: 

" [General Order, No. 227.] 


“Navy DEPARTMENT, Washington, June 30, 1877. 

“The following decision of the Supreme Court of the United States is pub- 

lished for the information of the Navy: 
a * $ s $ = = 

~“ Under this construction of the law regulating public labor, given by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, the Department has fixed the rate of labor for 
mechanics, foremen, leading men, and laborers on the basis of ten hours a day. 
All workmen electing to labor only eight hours per day will receive a propor- 
tionate reduction of their wages. 

“R. W. THOMPSON, 


" Secretary of the Navy.” 
Thus bape ps the superintendents of different nuvy-yardsto employ the men 
on the basis of ten hours for each day’s work, and if the men chose to work two 
hours less they were to receive less wages. Under this order the men were em- 
pioged until the 21st of March, 1878, when this order was rescinded or revoked, 
and the following order was issued : 


“ [Circular No. 8.] 

y “Navy DEPARTMENT, Washington, March 21,1878. 
“The following is hereby substituted, to take effect from this date, for the cir- 
cular of October 25, 1877, in relation to the working hours at the several navy- 
yards and shore stations: 

“The working hours will be, from March 21 to September 21, form 7 a. m. to 6 
p: m.; from September 22 to March 20, from 7.40 a. m. to 4.39p.m.,with the usual 
n 


termission of one hour for dinner. 

The Depariment will contract for the labor of mechanics, foremen, leading- 
men, and laborers on the basis of eight hours s day. All workmen electing to 
labor ten hours a day will receive a proportionate increase of their wages, 

The commandants will notify the men employed, or to be employed, of these 
conditions, and they are at liberty to continue or accept employment under 


them or not. 
R. W. THOMPSON, 
a Secretary of the Navy. 


So that it will be readily seen that under the last-named order the Govern- 
ment hired the men on a basis that eight hours constiiutcd a day's work, and 
agreed if they worked ten hours per day it would pay them acorresponding in- 
crease of wages. Now, the fact is that the men did work ten hours per day 
until the date of the following order: i 

[Circular to the yards.] 
Navy DEPARTMENT, Washinglon, March 23, 1883, 


The Department confirms its telegram to you of the 20th instant, which was 
in gps peices words: “Continue the present eight hours of labor until other- 
wise ordered.’ x 

The hours of labor should be from § to 12 m. and from 1 to 5 p. m. 

W. E. CHANDLER. 
Secretary of the Navy. 


And that they have never been paid a single dollar of increase on account of 
such overwork, and now they ask to go to the Court of Claims and establish 
their claims. As it has been before stated, those men only worked half of the 
year under the orders of June 30, 1877, and of March 21, 1878, ten hours a day. 
They worked from the 2ist of September to the 21st of March eight Roars por 
day, and were paid the price of a day’s work on the basis named in the order, 
namely, that of cight hours; but they then worked from the 2ist of March to 
the 2ist of September ten hours a day without increase of pay, although the 
honorable Secretary of the Navy, in the order above named, specifically agreed 
that they should be paid a corresponding increase whenever they worked ten 
hours per day. So that it appears that the order of the honorable Secretary was 
entirely ignored by the officers having the work in charge, and the Government 
gues, pone men by special agreement for this overwork in all these cases 
named. 

Mr. PAYNE. Isubmit to the Senator that he has no authority for 
the averment in the report that the men were compelled to work or 
starve. 

Mr. BLAIR. I have authority forit, having draughted the report; 
and the facts upon which I base that authority are, in effect, that the 
Government has the eight-hour Jaw on the statute-book; the Govern- 
ment is under the necessity of having work; men come and tender 
their services, and the subordinate, not the Government itself, but the 
Government subordinate, without authority and in violation of the 
direction from his principal, says to a laborer asking for work, and 
who has to receive it, or some other laborer is to receive it, “You may 
have employment on condition that you work ten hours instead of 
eight for the same sum of money to which you are entitled under the 
law for eight hours’ labor.” ‘The man, to be sure, in one sense, has 
power to refuse. He may go elsewhere; he may hunt for labor some- 
where else; but the next man comes under precisely the same circum- 
stances. and asks for employment in the same way, and is met with 
precisely the same unjust and wrongful demand on the part of the sub- 
agent, in violation of his instructions, who claims to represent the Gov- 
ernment. So, unless this man submits to the wrongful demand, he 
has to step aside, and so of the next, and so on until all the laborers 
of the country capable of performing this work shall have. presented 
themselves, and all of them have in turn declined to labor because of 
this wrongful act on the part of the subagent or subordinate of the 
United States. The result would be that the Government could get ` 
no labor whatever. Further, that is the position in which the Gov- 
ernment would be left if these men did not labor, and thus the sub- 
ordinate would be put in a position to violate the law and to repeal 
the action of Con; 

But I say that it was actual compulsion to these men who asked for 
work. It was compulsion in this sense, that without work they must 
starve, and that it was, as we all know, practically impossible for men 
to obtain labor, even including the labor of the Government, for every- 
body wants to obtain employment. The country many of these years 
was not only fall, but abounding in tramps, and among those were 
many honest men who were notable to obtain work, and here was this 
vast amount of employment, with the best of pay, ready pay, in behalt 
of the United States, and these people asking for it, and asking for it 
on the terms laid downin the law; and I say ina most just and proper 
sense, as the report states, that these men were obliged, in order to 
work at all, in order to supply the necessities of their families, to ac- 
cept it upon the illegal terms which were forced upon them or go with- 
out the Jabor that was to give them the means of life. 

They protested; they said that was not according to law; they car- 
ried their complaints to the heads of Departments; they sent their 
committees to Congress; they asked for assistance; they asked for re- 
dress; and time after time this continual effort to secure a proper con- 
struction of the law during these eight years was unavailing. That 
they were right and that the Government was wrong is sufficiently 
demonstrated, as I said before, by the direct language of the statute, 
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by the contemporaneous explanations and the construction of its lan- 
guage, as shown in the debates and by the actual votes upon proposi- 
tions to amend the law, and on a proposition offered by a Senator not 
now present to soamend the law that it should specifically provide that 
for eight hours they were only to receive that proportion of com 

tion for a day’s work in the vicinity where they rendered the labor that 
eight hours was to the ten or twelve hours’ ordinary labor constituting 
a day’s work outside of the Government employment. 

Now, Mr. President, I shall speak just a moment upon the legal con- 
struction made of this act during the time it has been on the statute- 
beok. There have been two decisions, at least, but two of which I have 
knowledge, which have been made by the Supreme Court during this 
period of time bearing upon the law.. One is that of the United States 
vs. Martin, which was cited by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. VEST] 
the other day as holding that where a man worked and received acom- 
pensation that was illegally forced upon him, or for which he was com- 
pelled to labor illegally beyond the eight hours in order to receive it— 
that having received that he was precluded from any farther applica- 
tion for the excess. ‘That is not the law; thatis not the decision. ` 

Mr. PLATT. Will the Senator permit me a moment? 

Mr. BLAIR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. PLATT. That certainly was the case where he was told thatif 
he did not continue to work the twelve hours at the price he had been 
theretofore receiving he could not have employment. 

* Mr. BLAIR. Certainly; they were notified by those they were work- 
ing underthat they must work theten ortwelve hours or be discharged. 
‘That condition was imposed upon those already being employed and 
under contract with the Government at the time of the enactment of 
the law as well as upon those who applied for employment de novo. 

His decision is of course good law only to the extent of the facts 
which it-covers. I read those facts and conclusions in the debate the 
other night. I will read them once more to show that the scope of the 
decision does not cover any such construction of the law as is claimed 
by the Senator from Missouri. ‘These are the facts: 

In the year 1873 the claimant made a formal application in writing to the 
Fourth Auditor of the Treasury for arrears of pay claimed as due him under 
thesecond section of the act of May 18, 1872 (17 Statutes, 134), between the 25th of 
June, 1868, and the 19th of May, 1559, on account of his said employment. 

The first act referred to is that of Congress requiring compensation 
to be paid where over the eight hours’ labor had been exacted for the 
ordinary compensation after the law of Congress was passed wherever 
facts existed or similar facts existed which now exist, and to redress 
injury under and by virtue of the bill that is now before Congress, 
showing that Co: so construed their own act of 1868 by requiring 
in express terms the excess be paid to these men. This man came for- 
ward and made his claim under that law. : 

Mr. GEORGE. May I ask theSenator a question? 

Mr, BLAIR. Let me finish this statement of facts. 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator refer to the act of 1872? 

Mr. BLAIR. This man madehis claim under that act, that his serv- 
ices were rendered between June 25, 1868, and May, 1869, orsome day 
of May, 1869. Congress passed an act in®1872—— 

Mr. GEORGE. I have that before my mind now. 

Mr. BLAIR. Yes, you have that before you. Congress passed an 
act in 1872 directing that where the employé had worked more than the 
eight hours for his com tion he should be paid for ths excess be- 
tween the date of the enactment of the law of June 25, 1868, and the 
period—some eleven months later—of the proclamation, in May, 1869. 

This man, after the enactment of the law of 1872, expressly affirm- 
ing his right to such compensation, made his claim to the auditor, and 
these are the facts—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Are there any more than two acts of Congress on 
the subject, the act of 1868 and that of 1872? 

Mr. BLAIR. Ihave no knowledge of any other. There was a proc- 
lamation of Grant, in 1869; there was an act of June 25, 1868, the orig- 
inal act; and then there was another act by Congress, in May, 1872, 
directing the excess of labor to be paid for between the date of the orig- 
inal act and the proclamation of May, 1869. 

Mr. GEORGE. The act of 1868? 

Mr. BLAIR. May 19, 1869, is the date of the proclamation of Presi- 
dent Grant. 

Mr. GEORGE. And the law you read from the Revised Statutes is 
the act of 1868? 

Mr. BLAIR. Yes; and in the report I have read you will see the 
number of the section in the Revised Statutes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I want that. 

Mr. BLAIR. It is section 3738 of the Revised Statutes. That is 
the original act. The other act was a provision in an appropriation 
bill. , It was approved May 18, 1872. Now for the facts in the case 
before the Supreme Court: 


In the year 1573 the claimant made a formal application, in writing, to the 
Fourth Auditor of the Treasury for arrears of pay, claimed as due him under 
the second section of the act of May 18, 1872 (17 Statutes, 134) between the 25th 
of June, 1558, and the 19th of May, 1869— 


That is the date of President Grant’s proclamation— 
on account of his said employment, 


Now this is what I wish to call the attention of the Senate to: 


The Auditor thereupon stated the account, and allowed the claimant $205.63, 
which was admitted by the Second Comptroller; and that amount was paid to 
the claimant, who receipted for the same, in writing, in full of the aecount. 

The court below dismissed the petition, but on a subsequent day of the term 
made an order vacating the judgment, and directing, for the purpose of an ap- 
Ea sprime judgment to be entered in favor of the claimant in the sum of 


The Senate will observe that hereisscontroyersy arising after all the 
facts existed which fix the rights of the parties, and that this contro- 
versy is adjudicated between them, and that the claimant accepts the 
adjudication or award; and that, under all the principles of law, of 
course, is an end of the litigation. That is all there is of the case. 
The court decided that a man may makea special agreement or he may 
settle a controversy, and that is all there is in it, so far as that decision 
is concerned. 

But, Mr. President, the bill before the Senate is designed to give to 
those who have not by actual litigation adjusted their claims, and to 
give them beyond all controversy the right which the original act gave to 
them to receive compensation for this excess, and the first section of the 
act is designed to be so explicit upon that subject that there can be no 
controversy. To be eure, ifa man has mised the question, if he has 
submitted to the jurisdiction of a court, of a tribunal, of a referee, and 
there has been an award made in good faith, and without any imposi- 
tion or fraud he has accepted that as an end of the Jitigation, as an end 
of the controversy both of law and of fact, he should, I suppose, be 
concluded; but this bill is not designed to reach a case of that hind. 

There are very few instances of thatsort. So firas I know this is the 
only instance. Iam not aware that there has ever been a litigation, 
except this one litigation, and nobody is bound by it save this single 
party, and if there were others I think it would be the duty of Con- 
gress to go furtherand to enact alaw conferring aremedy for this equi- 
table claim; for nobody can doubt, it seems to me, the correctness of 
the later construction of President Cleveland, and of President Arthur 
in the last part of his administration, and of Secretary Chandler, and 
of Secretary Whitney, and of Seeretary Lincoln also, who had his at- 
tention called to this subject and whose letter affirming his views upon 
the matter in favor of these laborers is to be found in the report of the 
committee, which has been ordered to be printed as part of my re- 
marks. : 

There is one other decision, and only one other decision, and that is 
what is known as the 15 per cent. cases. One of the ingenious subter- 
fuges to which executive officers resorted to prevent the American peo- 
ple from having their way was invented, whatare known as the 15 per 
cent. cases, arising under the contracts decided upon in the case of the 
United States vs. Driscoll, in 6 Otto, page 421. These are the only 
cases which have come before the Supreme Court. 

In this latter case the United States furnished the money to perform 
the work; furnished the machinery, and generally the plant where- 
with it was performed, but let the contract to perform the labor toa 
contractor, and he hired the Jabor, using the money advanced to him 
by the United States to pay the workmen, laborers, and mechanics em- 
ployed by him. e 

It was finally held, there being no actual privity of contract be- 
tween the workmen and this 15 per cent. contractor, that the United 
States waa not liable; and he did succeed in evading the law in that 
way. Thecourt hasso decided, and of course this bill furnished no rem- 
edy as against those who had no privity of contract in their relation 
to the United States. That class of cases for quite a number of years 
covered a great mass of the Department work of the country in the 
construction of public buildings, and I suppose that was done in the 
way of the improvement of our rivers and harbors, and all that which 
was contract labor where there was no privity between the employés 
and the United States, and consequently this bill does not touch them 
at all, and it is not expected to do so. 

It was suggested the other day by the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Dawes] that the propelling power behind this bill was simply a 
parcel of claing agents, or very largely so. He intimated that there 
was nobody but claim agents interested in the matter. During all the 
years this question has been pending before the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor I have never heard of but one agent, and he is alaw- ` 
yer here in this city, of eminence and respectability, as I am informed, 
and he has never been before the committee but in a single instance. 

Since that suggestion of the Senator I have had placed in my hands 
one of the petitions, a petition from the Norfolk nayy-yard, of between 
four and five hundred employés, and those who bring it to me say there 
is no claim agent whatever representing these men. I have received 
since the public prints assailed this (as some parties assail every claim 
against the Government of any importance as being simply for the en- 
richment of claim agents) a large number of affidavits from men hav- 
ing claims in different parts of the country, in which they assert that 
they have employed no claim agents, that they are dealing directly 
with the Government, and I think it is substantially true that these 

ims are now in the hands of the men who rendered the service. 
Doubtless there may be here and there a claim agent interested, but 
that there is anything in these claims or the existing ownership of 


these claims that would justify the United States in repudiating an 
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honest or an equitable debt I do not believe. It has not come to my 
knowledge. I have not heard even remote suggestions of it, save only 
this general talk to which I have alluded. x 

The matter is a simple one. Ican not make it any plainer. Itis 
an appeal to the equity of Congress, and I hope that the bill will pass. 

Mr. VEST. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. ta 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Missouri. [Putting the question.] The ayes ap- 
pear to have it. 

Mr. BLAIR. I call for a division. 

The question being put, there were on a division—ayes 21, noes 19. 

Mr. BLAIR and Mr. STEWART called for the yeas and nays; and 
they were ordered. 

Mr. BLAIR. I should like to say a word to the Senate, because it 
is not a matter to exhibit any feeling about, and I think they will see 
we ought to go further in this direction—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is not debatable. 

Mr. BLAIR. The only available opportunity for the consideration 
of this matter in the other House wili be on Wednesday night, and 
we must pass it before then or let if go for the session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will suspend. The 
motion is not debatable. 

Mr. HOAR. Task that the vote may be again taken by a division. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
asks unanimous consent that the vote may be again taken by a divis- 
ion. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

The question being again put, there were—ayes 19 —— 

Mr. COCKRELL. Task for the yeas and nays. s 
A tg PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays have been or- 

ered. 

Mr. BLAIR. May I be permitted to say a word. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the Senator 
from New Hampshire proceeding? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BLAIR. I withdraw the call for the yeas and nays. I think 
it will lead simply to that sort of controversy over this bill which will 
be profitless, and I do not want that. I have stated to the Senate the 
necessity of our acting in season so as to get the bill to the House by 
Wednesday, and I will withdraw the call and ask as a matter of cour- 
tesy to these men, at least, that we may dispose of the bill to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the withdrawal 
of the call for the yeas and nays? The Chair hears none. The order 
is reconsidered. The question recurs on the motion of the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Vest] that the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consider- 
ation of executive business. After thirty minutes spent in executive 
session, the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock and 55 minutes p. 
sh the Poate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 17, 1888, at 

2 o'clock m. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate July 16, 1888. 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS. 

First Lieut. James L. Lusk, to be captain, June 15, 1888, vice 
Wheeler, retired from active service. 

Second Lieut. Joseph E. Kuhn, to be first lieutenant, June 15, 1888, 
vice Lusk, promoted. 

MEDICAL DEPARTMENT. 

Capt. John V. Lauderdale, assistant surgeon, to be surgeon, with the 
rank of major, July 3, 1838, vice Bentley, retired from active service. 
SIXTH REGIMENT OF CAVALRY. 

First Lieut. Robert Hanna, to be captain, July 7, 1888, rice Chaffee, 
promoted to the Ninth Cavalry. 

Second Lient. Frederick G. Hodgson, to be first lieutenant, July 7, 
1888, rice Hanna, promoted. 

NINTH REGIMENT OF CAVALRY. 

Capt. Adna R. Chaffee, of the Sixth Cavalry, to be major, July 7, 

1888, vice Benteen, retired from active service. 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL. 

Peter T. Knight, of Florida, to be marshal of the United States for 
the southern district of Florida, vice F. J. Moreno, resigned. 

The nomination of Peter F. Knight to the above-named position, 
transmitted to the Senate on July 2, 1888, is hereby withdrawn. 

REVENUE SERVICE. 

Third Lieut. August Y. Lowe, of Ilinois, to be a second lieutenant 
in the revenue service of the United States, in the place of Second 
Lieut. James B. Butt, to be promoted. 

POSTMASTER. 


Thomas N. Poole, to be postmaster at Sidney, in the ‘county of Del- 
aware and State of New York, the appointment of a postmaster for 


the said office having, by law, become vested in the President on and 
after July 1, 1888. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 16, 1888. 
INDIAN AGENT. 
Thomas H. B. Jones, to be agent for the Indians of the Berthold 
agency in Dakota. 
POSTMASTERS. 
John A. Sweeney, to be postmaster at Harvard, McHenry County, * 
Dilinois. 
Robert A. Meier, to be postmaster at Colorado Springs, El Paso _ 
County, Colorado. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
MONDAY, July 16, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and approved. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. HOUK, 

for one week, on account of important business. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED, 

Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the following titles; when the 8 er signed the same: 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 161) to authorize the Secretary of War to 
issue arms and equipments to the militia of the District of Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 4423) relating to certain acts of the twenty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly of New Mexico; 3 

A bill (H. R. 5064) to construct a road to the national cemetery at 
Baton Rouge, La. ; 

A bill (H. R. 8039) providing for the appointment of police matrons 
in the District of Columbia, defining their duties, and for other pur- 

; and 

A bill (H. R. 8391) to authorize the location of a branch home for 
volunteer disabled soldiers in Grant County, Indiana, and for other 
purposes. ; 

EVENING SESSION FOR INDIAN DEPREDATION CLAIMS. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on next Saturday evening the House take a recess from 50’clock until 
8 o’clock p. m., for the purpose of considering public measures reported 
by the Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, agreeing with the 
House officers that the adjournment on that evening shall take place 
at 10 o’clock. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee ? 6 

Mr. BLAND. What is it? 

The SPEAKER. That on next Saturday evening the House take a 
recess from 5 o’clock until 8 o’clock for the consideration of public 
measures from the Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, the even- 
ing session not to extend beyond 10 o’clock. Is there objection ? 

‘There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to dispense 
with the call of States and Territories for the introduction of bills. 

Mr. OATES. Ishall object to that unless gentlemen having bills 
to introduce are permitted to hand them in at the desk. 

Mr. MILLS. I have no objection, if it can be done. 

The SPEAKER. ‘Then the gentleman couples his request with the 
further request that bills and joint resolutions coming within the rules 
may be presented at the desk, to be referred under the direction of the 
Speaker. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS. 
oe following bills were introduced by being handed in at the Clerk’s 


‘ASSISTANT ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Mr, OATES introduced a bill (H. R. 10339) to create the office of 
assistant attorney-general and editor of the statutes of the United States 
and prescribe the duties appertaining thereto; which was read a first 
and second time, referred to the Committee on Revision of the Laws, 
and ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BUILDING, BELLEVILLE, ILL. 

Mr. BAKER, of Illinois, introduced a bill (H. R. 10840) for the pur- 
chase of a site for and the erection of a public building at Belleville, 
Iil.; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to be printed. 
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PUBLIC BUILDING, ALTON, ILL. 
Mr. BAKER, of Illinois, also introduced a bill (H. R. 10841) for the 
pagers of a site for and the erection of a public building at Alton, 
; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to be printed. 
MILITARY POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND introduced a joint resolution (H. Res. 198) pro- 
viding for the printing of the ‘‘ Military Policy of the United States,” 
by the late Byt. Maj. Gen. Emory Upton, United States Army; which 

¢ was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Print- 
ing, and ordered to be printed. 
DRUSILLA A. SHERWOOD. 

Mr. STRUBLE introduced a bill (H. R, 10842) granting a pension 
to Drusilla A, Sherwood; which was read a first and second time, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, and ordered to be printed. 

RESERVED LANDS, STATE OF MISSISSIPPI. 

Mr. STOCKDALE introduced a bill (H. R. 10843) to restore to the 
public domain certain reserved lands in the county of Harrison, in 
the State of Mississippi; which was read a first and second time, re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Public Lands, and ordered to be printed. 


PRACTICE OF PHARMACY IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
Mr. HEMPHILL introduced a bill (H. R. 10844) to regulate the 
panoe of pharmacy in the District of Columbia; which was read a 
t and second time, referred to the Committeeson the District of 
Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 
PORTRAIT OF GENERAL GEORGE H. THOMAS. 

Mr. FORAN introduced a bill (H. R. 10845) providing for the pur- 
chase of the portrait of General George H. Thomas, painted by Miss 
C. S. Ransom; which was referred to ths Committee on the Library, 
and ordered to be printed. 5 

SAMUEL D. CRAIG. 

Mr. TARSNEY submitted the following resolution; which was re- 

ferred to the Committee on Accounts: 


Reso'ved, That the Clerk of the House be directed to pay to Samuel D. Craig, 
out of the contingent fund of the House, the sum of $600 in full compensation 
for preparing an index of the Calendars of the House for the first session of the 
Fiftieth Congress. 


DOCUMENTS FOR PUBLIC, COLLEGE, AND SCHOOL LIBRARIES. 
Mr. BAKER, of New York, offered the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Printing: 


Resolved, That the superintendent of the folding-rooms of the House of Rep- 
resentatives be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to deliver to the De- 
partment of the Interior all documents in his care which do not stand to the 
credit of and are not subject to distribution by members of the Fiftieth Con- 
eee and the Secretary of the Interior shall use said documents in supplying 

eficiencies in public, college, and school libraries, and make full report of his 
action in the premises to the House. 


C. F. HOLBROOK. 
Mr. HENDERSON, of Illinois, offered the following resolution; which 


was referred to the Committee on Accounts: 


Resolved, That the Clerk of the House be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed to pay, out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives, to C. 
F. Holbrook the sum of $76, being the amount due him for services rendered as 
laborer of the House of Representatives from December 5, 1887, to January 11, 
1888. 


BIRTHPLACE OF WASHINGTON. 

Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNEoffered a resolution requesting the Sec- 
retary of State to inform the House of Representatives what action has 
been taken under resolution of June 14, 1879, appropriating $3,000 for 
monuments to mark the birthplace of George Washington; which was 
referred to the Committee on the Library. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. ROGERS. Iinquire whether we have a morning hour for mak- 
ing reports? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not on the third Monday. This 
day by the rules is for the call of States and Territories. 

Mr. ROGERS. I ask unanimous consent to make a report. 

The SPEAKER. From what committee? 

Mr. ROGERS. From the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I object unless all gentlemen having reports are 
permitied to hand them in. 

Mr. MILLS. Iask unanimous consent that all gentlemen having 
reports to make from committees may present them at the Clerk’s 
desk for reference. : 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


FILING OF REPORTS. 
The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 


` 


GEORGE W. DICKINSON. 


Mr. YODER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R.7827) granting a pension to George 
W. Dickinson; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
Houseon the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. 

JACOB HAYMAN. 


Mr. YODER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 8293) granting a pension to Jacob Hay- 
man; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Srne Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

ALEXANDER BELT, 

Mr. YODER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 7826) granting a pension to Alexander 
Belt; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
ee Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

BRIDGET CARROLL. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9296) granting a pension to Bridget Car- 
roll; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

MYRA SINCLAIR. . 

Mr. SAWYER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with amendments the bill (H. R. 10488) granting a pension 
to Myra Sinclair; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

NANCY E. SAWYER. 

Mr. SAWYER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9776) for the relief of Nancy E. 
Sawyer; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

CATHARINE MULLIGAN. 

Mr. SAWYER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10173) granting a pension to Cath- 
arine Mulligan; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

ELI GARRETT. 

Mr. HUNTER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9163) granting a pension to Eli Garrett; 
which was referred tothe Committee of the Whole Houseon the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


ENOCH B. VICE. 


Mr. HUNTER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9946) granting a pension to Enoch 
B. Vice; which was referred tothe Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

JANE JACKSON. 

Mr. HUNTER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9018) granting a pension to Jane Jack- 
son; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

PHILIP NEUMAN. . 

Mr. HUNTER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bil! (H. R. 10789) granting a pension to Philip Neu- 
man; which was referred to the Committee ot the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

J. T. VINCENT. 

Mr. HUNTER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a penvion 
to J. T. Vincent; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. x 

GILBERT REED. 

Mr. HUNTER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 8494) granting a pension 
to Gilbert Reed; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

MRS. MARGARET O'CONNOR, NOW SULLIVAN. 


Mr. FINLEY, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (H. R. 10485) granting a pension to Mrs. Margaret 
O’Connor, now Sullivan; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 
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STERLING H. TUCKER AND OTHERS. 

Mr. ROGERS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 8674) for the relief of Sterling H. Tucker 
and others; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

ADVERSE REPORT. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN, from the Committee on Accounts, reported back 
adversely the bill (H. R. 2150) for the relief of Luther F. Warder; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PROTECTION OF SALESWOMEN, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.. 

Mr. BUCHANAN, from the Committee on Labor, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (H. R. 10612) for the relief and protection of saleswomen 
in the District of Columbia; which was referred to the House Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

CHARTER, CITY OF COLFAX, WASH. 

Mr. HAYES, from the Committee on the Territories, reported back 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 10602) providing a charter for the 
city of Colfax, Wash.; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

WILLIAM KOCH. 

Mr. LYNCH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported back 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 2428) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to William Koch; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. 

SARAH E. M’NAMARA, 

Mr. MORRILL, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2593) granting a pension to Sarah E. Mc- 
Namara; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

CYRUS TUTTLE. 
Mr. MORRILL also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
rted back favorably the bill (S. 2008) granting a pension to Cyrus 
uttle; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 
JAMES PARKER. 

Mr. MORRILL also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 3183) granting a pension to James 
Parker; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the aecompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

AMENDMENT TO PENSION ACT. 

Mr. MORRILL also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 1626) to amend the act of March 3, 
1877, entitled ‘‘An act amending the pension law so as to remove the 
disability of those who, having participated in the rebellion, have, 
since its termination, enlisted in the Army of the United States, and 
become disabled;’’ which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

AUTHORITY TO ISSUE BONDS. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York, from the Committee on the Territories, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10792) conferring author- 
ity upon the county commissioners of Garfield County, Washington 
Territory, to issue bonds; which was referred to the House Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


ZOROASTER SELMAN COOK. 

Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 4914) granting an increase of pension to 
Zoroaster Selman Cook; which was referred to the Committee of the 

'Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 
FRANCES M’NEIL POTTER. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (S. 1317) for the relief of Frances McNeil Potter; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with theaccompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

ROBERT T. WILLIAMS, DECEASED. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 

«ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9554) to authorize the Quarter- 

master-General of the United States Army to investigate the claims of 

the representatives of Robert ‘I’. Williams, deceased, against the United 

States, etc.; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 

on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

MRS, MARY ANN CROSS AND OTHERS. 
Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts, from the Committee on Pensions, 


i 


` 


reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 5985) to increase the 

pension of Mrs. Mary Ann Cross, Mrs. Minnie L. Gardner, and Mrs. 

Lillie May Pavy to $30 per month; which was referred to the Com- 

mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the ac- 

companying report, ordered to be printed. ; 
THE TARIFF. 

Mr. MILLS, I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole for the further consideration of bills raising revenue; 
but before submitting the motion I want to try if we can not reach 
some conclusion as to the limit of debate upon the pending schedule 
and amendments. à 

Mr. REED. I have animpression that it is not necessary. I rather 
think we shall be ready for a vote on the free-wool question very soon. 
I do not think there will be an hour’s debate required on this side. 

Mr. MILLS. Still we had better try to fix some limit to the debate. 
I move, pending the motion to go into Committee of the Whole, that 
all debate on the pending schedule and amendments be closed at 2 
o’clock. P 

Mr. REED. I do not think you had better say the entire schedule 
and amendments. 

Mr. MILLS. Well, we have debated it over and over again, and 
this will not preclude the offering of such amendments as gentlemen 
may desire to present. 

Mr. REED. The proposition originally was in reference to the free- 
wool clause. That can be voted on after some little discussion this 
morning, and then if there are amendments which need explanation 
on other points in connection with the schedule—and I am free to say 
I donot know of anything that will take up any great amount of time— 
but if there are such amendments and gentlemen want an opportunity 
of explaining them, I think it only proper that they should be al- 
lowed to do so. Ido not know that many will be offered. 

Mr. MILLS. I do not either; but I will move at this time simply 
that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the pending tariff bill. 

Mr. REED. I think that is the shortest course. 

Mr. MILLS. Pending the motion I yield for a moment to my col-~ 
league from Texas, who desires to submit a request. 

IMPROVEMENT OF BRAZOS RIVER, TEXAS, r: 

Mr. CRAIN. Mr. Speaker, I“ask unanimous consent to discharge 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union from the 
further consideration of bill (H. R. 10165) for improving the mouth of 
the Brazos River, Texas, and put it upon its passage. This involves 
no appropriation of money; it has been read once and hasbeen reported 
unanimously favorably by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. I 
ask, therefore, that its reading be dispensed with to save time and 
that it be put upon its passage. < 

Mr. SPRINGER. f would like to have it read. 

The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, subject to the right to object. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. BLAND. Is that a privileged matter? 

The SPEAKER.” Itis not. The gentleman from Texas has asked 
unanimous consent to consider the bill. 

Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order. Let these unanimous 
consents come in after the tariff bill is disposed of. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Texas, that the House resolve itself into Committee of the 
Whole to further consider revenue bills. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

THE TARIFF. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union to further consider the bill the title of which 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the Jaws in relation to the 
collection of the revenue, 


Pines ATENTAN: The pending question is to strike out section 3 
of this bill. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I am fully aware that my 
amendment to take wool from the free-list will not only fail, but that 
it will not receive serious consideration. The caucus bas so decreed, 
and I, in the name of my constituents, can only protest. 

However much difference of opinion may exist in the minds of the 
majority in regard to the various items in the bill, there is little or 
none as to wool. This unanimity is strange and recent, Until last 
December a large proportion of the Democratic members of the House 
thought they were in favor of a duty on imported wool, but on read- 
ing the President’s message they found that they were unacquaiated 
with their own views. To show the change of front, I will not insult 
common sense by calling it change of opinion, I beg leave to read the 
resolutions of the Legislature of Ohio, the Democrats being in the ma- 
jority, January 23, 1884: > 

Whereas the Forty-seventh Congress reduced the tariff on imported wool, 
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—— a ene of every wool-grower of the State of Ohio and the United 
pan 

Whereas the said reduction of tariff on imported wool discriminates against 
the wool-growers of the West, in favor of the manufacturers of the East, there- 
by compelling the wool-growers of the West to compete with cheap wool of for- 

gn countries, to their very great injury; and 

Whereas that tariff was reasonable and not too high before the reduction, and 
stands now at a rate so low as to -injuriously affect that large and respectable 
class of people who have devoted themselves to wool-growing; and 

Whereas an Ohio Congressman has already introduced a bill in the House of 
Representatives of the Forty-eighth Congress to restore the tariff on wool asit 
Moon pg ier recent reduction, which should be passed at the earliest time 
Pipe it resolved by the General Assembly of the Slate of Ohio, That our Senators in 
Congress be, and are hereby, instructed and our Representatives requested to use 
all honorable means and vote for the bill to restore the tariff on wool as it stood 

~prior to the recent reduction, and that the governor be requested to send a copy 
of this resolution to each of our Senators and Representatives at Washington, 

These resolutions received the vote of every Democratic member of 
the Legislature then present. 

Moreover, on the 25th day of June, 1884, the Ohio Democratic State 
convention, which selected delegates to the national convention which 
nominated Grover Cleveland for President, adopted unanimously as 
the third resolution in its platform the following: 

That the just demands of the wool-growers of Ohio and the country foran 
equitable readjustment of the duties on wool (unjustly reduced by a Republic- 
an Congress), so that this industry shall be fully and equaily favored with 
other industries, ought to be complied with, and we indorse the action of the 

ocratic members from Ohio in their efforts to accomplish this result. 

A like resolution was passed by the Democratic State convention of 
Ohio August 20, 1885. 

The reduction of the tariff on wool in 1883 by the Forty-seventh Con- 
gress was denounced on the stump and in the press by the Democrats 
of Ohio, and by Democrats generally, as a wrong and an outrage. 

On the 16th day of May, 1888, a Democratic State convention for 
Ohio, meeting for the purpos’ of selecting delegates to renominate 
Grover Cleveland, passed without a dissenting voice, I believe, the fol- 
lowing resolution: 

‘We approve the Mills tariff bill as the practical expression of the Democratic 
party, and request our Representatives in Congress to give it cordial support. 

This Mills bill is the one now under discussion, and puts wool on the 
free-list. The reduction of 1883 was 1 cent and a fraction per pound. 
The Mills bill takes off all the remaining duty, substantially 10 cents 
per pound, and, so far as wool is congerned, establishes free trade, pure 
and simple. 

If the law of 1883 was an outrage, what is the bill of 1888 ? 

Tn view of the fact that no new facts have been discovered since 1883 
bearing upon this subject, and absolutely not a new argument sug- 
gested or a new idea advanced, the people will inquire whether the 
leaders of the Democratic party were sincere and honest in 1883, 1884, 
1885, and 1886, or whether they are now, or whether they merely 
sought votes then and are pursuing the same purpose now. 

It will be remembered, also, that the convention which nominated 
Grover Cleveland for President in 1884 denounced the Republican 
party for the action to which I have referred, using this language: 

The sig EO party has depleted the revenues of American agriculture, an 
industry followed by half our people. 

Again that convention resolved: 

The Democratic party is pledged to revise the tariff in the spirit of fairness to 
all interests, but in making reduction of taxes it is not proposed to injure any 
domestic industries, but rather to promote their growth. 

This bill is a change of direction in that regard, and I must think, 
Mr. Chairman, that it is one of the accidents which are occurring now- 
adays. It was not until Jast December that the Democratic members 
of this House had the opinion they have now on this question. Up to 
December last some, I know, of the Democratic members of this House 
were acting under pledges to restore the tarift on wool, pledges exacted 
from them by their constituents; but now those same members are here 
with changed minds in regard to this question. 

Mr. Chairman, I protest against the provision in this bill in regard 
to wool. I protest against it in the interest of the farmer himself. But 
I have observed that when this question has been presented in this 
House it has been proclaimed and argued here that the tariff has lessened 
the price of wool. Not only did the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the Forty-ninth Congress report such a proposition, butover and over 
again it has been assertedin this House by men in favor of this bill that 
the higher the protection the lower wool has gone. If that be so, Mr. 
Chairman, it not only answers the argument in favor of free trade, but 
justifies the appeal I now make. I appeal not only in behalf of the 
farmers that this provision may be stricken out, but also in behalf of 
the consumers of wool products, the poor men who buy hats and blan- 
kets, the men who have excited the sympathy of our friends so much. 
If it be true that a tariff on wool, as gentlemen on the other side have 
asserted without stint, has reduced the price of wool, then I say do not 
take off the duty and thereby increase the cost of blankets, the cost of 
woolens, the cost of woolen hats, concerning the price of which our 
friends seem to be so greatly exercised. 

Until 1867 the larger part of wool used in this country was grown 
abroad. Then the tariff enactment was made that put wool on a dif- 
ferent footing; and from 22,000,000sheep the number had increased in 
1882 to 50,000,000, and from a clip of wool of 60,000,000 in 1867 there 


was a clip in 1883 of 350,000,000 pounds—an increase not only in the 
number of sheep, but a still greater increase in the proportionate num- 
ber of pounds produced. 

. The price of wool depends upon the relation of supply and demand, 
as does that of other commodities, and inasmuch as a steady, reason- 
able protection assures safety to producers, as against foreign efforts to 
destroy an industry by a temporary reduction of prices, it was to have 
been expected that the law of 1867 should, as it did, give confidence to 
wool-growers and cause an increased production. This result followed 
to such an extent that, notwithstanding the vast increase of foreign 
production, owing to the opening up of the new cheap lands of Aus- 
tralia and New Zealand, ourown flock-masters furnished nearly all the 
wool required by our people, excepting coarse carpet wools, up to the 
time of the change in the tariff by the law of 1883, notwithstanding 
the constantly-increasing demand. 

This increase of production doubtless had its part in the following 
decline in prices. Such decline is looked for by protectionists as the 
result of protection legislation, and I may say is always found when 
such legislation touches articles which may be produced in sufficient 
quantities here to supply our demands, 

The tariff is a shield against outside attacks made to clear the field 
with a view to ulterior increase of prices, and under its cover home 
competition is fostered until the final resultis cheap goods to the con- 
sumer, fair and only fair profits to the producer, satisfactory remunera- 
tion to the laborer, retention of eapital at home, and the industrial in- 
dependence of our country: p 

The whole theory and reasoning of free trade involves the idea that 
tariff is tax, and that only. 

Applied to tea, coffee, and such other articles as are unproducable in 
this country, the statement is true and the theory correct, as they are 
also when applied to sugar chiefly produced abroad. In such cases 
competition can not exist—I mean our country can offer none; but 
when all home demands may be met by home supply, competition at 
first lessens the tax and finally neutralizes it, so that the commodity is 
as low in price as though on the free-list, perhaps lower, and often sells 
in the market ata price less than the duty itself. The free-trader, 
however, never changes the formula of his cry, ‘‘A tariff is a tax.” 
‘‘ High tariff is a high tax.” ‘The tariff increases the price of com- 
modities precisely to the extent of the amount of the impost.” Inthe 
cases suggested by me heretofore the statements are absolutely correct; 
but in those eases to which protectionists invoke tariff laws, they are 
absolutely false. Then,it may be inquired, what is the need of pro- 
tection laws if prices are not increased ? 

Please bear in mind that I have not said that prices are never in- 
creased by tariffs. At first they always are; but in the end prices are 
less under a system of protection than they are when fixed by foreign 
producers. 

lron, steel, woolen, and cotton fabrics are unquestionably lower than 
if they were unprotected. Take the tariff off those articles and they 
would be cheaper for a time, so cheap that our mills could only run at 
aloss and soon would stop. Then prices would go up and still up, for 
even free-traders believe in ‘‘ buying cheap and selling dear.” If our 
mills have not rusted out and our artisans lost their cunning, high 
prices will stimulate the restarting of the mills; butan immediate drop 
in the market will silence them and ruin their owners. We need the 
tariff, therefore, as a governor, literally as a protector, not as a tax 
nor an increaser of prices under normal and honest conditions. 

The present tariff on wool would be a sufficient protection to wool- 
growing interest if its provisions were not systematically and dis- 
honestly disregarded by the admission of foreign partially manufact- 
ured wools under the names of ‘‘ring waste” and ‘wool tops” at 
10 cents per pound, instead of 60, which they shonld really bear; and 
notwithstanding that fraud, for it is nothing less, it is a partial pro- 
tection? 

If this bill becomes a Jaw, and such protection to wool as now ex- 
ists is lost, if can not be possible that fine and medium wool-raising 
will continue in this country. It will cease to exist, and the vast cap- 
ital employed in that business will be mostly lost. Foreign wool will 
come in at prices so low as to drive the sheep to the slaughter-heuse’ 
at any price of mutton. But, says the free-trader, ‘‘the consumer 
of woolen: goods will buy cheaper,” Ah! there’s the rub. Will he? 
When the wool syndicate of London, which controls all the wools ot 
the world, save that produced in the United States, finds the markets 
of America in its hands, without competition, why should it sell at 
low prices? It will not, and wools and woolens will range higher than 
now, and the ‘‘science’’ of political economy will invent some new lie 
to cover the failure of its prophecy. 

I have been at a loss to account for the determined assault upon the 
industry of wool-raising, made especially by the Democratic members, 
of the House from the Southern States. It is understood that they in- 
sist upon putting wool on the free-list whatever else occurs. Itis even 
said they are prepared to bargain everything else away, if necessary, 
for this. I noticed that a large amount of wool, of a coarse grade, was 
produced in the South, particularly in Texas, and had observed that 
Southern products had been kindly dealt with by this bill; notably 
rice and sugar—the first being protected by the bill as high as 100 per 
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cent. and the latter at the rate of 68 per cent.—whereas in both cases the 
tariff is a tax upon all the rice and sugar consumed in the country, of 
which less than 10 per cent. is produced here, while the average per 
cent. fixed by the law is 47 per cent., and the rate on wool now exist- 
ing less than 30 per cent. 

Mr. Chairman, under these circumstances I say the anxiety exhib- 
ited by these gentlemen to get wool on the free-list was, so far as I 
could see, without good cause. There was no principle involved that 
was not involved in the matters of rice and sugar. If it is wrong to 
tax the laboring man. to use the deceptive words of these gentlemen, 
30 per cent. for his clothing, it would appear to be further from the 
right to tax him from 68 to 100 per cent. for his food. 

I have carefully watched the debate for light upon this subject, but 
saw none till early in May, when the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LANHAM], who so ably represents his district, a district 
haying, I think, within its limits a greater number of sheep than any 
other district in the United States, took the floor and made a speech 
in favor of the “Mills bil.” The gentleman’s known honesty and 
candor gave me hope of being able to solve the riddle. Nor was I dis- 
appointed. In that speech, to be found in the RECORD of May 5, and 
on page of the RECORD 3945, the gentleman used the following words: 

It is, I think, worthy of note that while the average value of sheep per head 
for the whole country is placed at $2.05, the lowest average, where sheep-rais- 
ing is of special importance, is given to Texas and New rhe Beds The fleeces of 
this quality of sheep, however, would, it is believed, be in greater demand for 
purposes of manufacturing admixture with the finer wools that would be im- 
ported, as a result of the removal of the present duties on wools. 

* Look at it! Texas sheep are of low average value because the wool 
is of coarse fiber, but, as Mr. LANHAM says, the fleeces of this quality 
of sheep would be in greater demand—that is, of higher value—to mix 
with finer wools that would be imported as a result of the removal of 
the present duties on wool. 

The gentleman understands the meaning of this bill. He does not 
propose to mix his coarse wool with fine Northern wool, but with the 
* finer wools that would be imported as a result of the removal of the 
present duties on wools.”’ 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM], as well as does the other 
distinguished gentleman from the same State [Mr. MILLS], knows that 
if this bill becomes a law it will be as impossible to raise wool for the 
market in Ohio, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Indiana, and Michiganas 
itistoraise camels. Theimpending destruction, however, is viewed with 
great calmness, for Texas will be benefited by theruin. Yet, sir. there 
are members of this House, from my State as well as from other States, 
who will vote for this damaging iniquity, although they were elected 
under personal pledges to support no such bill! The peoplealone can 
hold them to account for pledges as solemnly made as they are deter- 
minately broken. 

Mr. Chairman, in some quarters this bill is claimed to be not a free- 
trade bill. So far as one great interest of my constituents is concerned 
it is in the full sense a free-trade measure, in fact as it concerns many 
interests of theirs, but the spirit of this great discussion has been one 
of free trade. No matter by what name it goes, it means free trade. 
It is understood to be a starting point, a step toward free trade. All 
the argument is to that end, from the President’s message on. The 
argument in the press and on this floor has no basis if it be not that. 
The bill and the reasons given for its passage mean free trade in the 
ordinary and just sense of the term. No gentleman favoring the bill 
has said during all this discussion one word in favor even of incidental 
protection, an eleinent heretofore thought to be found in a tariff for 
revenue only. 

I regret that cunning or cowardice outside of Congress has to some 
extent sought to cloud the issue in some quarters. 

The Oregon election was a day too early to promote honesty of ex- 
pression, 

I will make use of a sufficient number of extracts from this debate 
to prove that protection no longer has Democratic support. The op- 
posite of protection is free trade. Mr. HEMPHILL in a very able speech 
on this floor, April 27, 1888, said: 

Except in a humanitarian sense it can be a matter of no concern to the people 
of America as to how numerous the pauper laborers of Europe may be, nor how 
cheaply they work, nor what their condition is. As to these things we are and 
must be, in a financial and political sense, indifferent. It is only when the prod- 
ucts of the labor of these workmen reach American workers and we are about 
to exchange the products of cur labor for theirs that any real interest is awak- 
ened in these people, for it is then that the manufacturer begins to call upon the 
Government to protect him; it is then that he demands that he shall be sur- 
rounded by the law and safely guarded. 

reds nore what? Notagainst the “ pauper labor,” forthey are not here,ard 
not nst the products of their toil so long as these are not sold here; but the 

protection asked for is against allowing Americans to buy or exchange, i. e., 
* against the natural right of any free man to make his purchases where his taste 

inclines him or his judgment or interest dictates. So that it is not nst the 

pauper labor of Europe or of any other country, but it is against the right of the 

American people to buy where and what they please that this protection is de- 

manded. That is, they ask protection, not against any wrong, but i a 

right of their own countrymen, and demand that one citizen’s privileges shall 

be increased by having those of another curtailed. 

it is clear, therefore, that it is not against the “ pauper labor of Europe,” ex- 

cept in a very indirect and remote way, that our protection laws are aimed, for 

so long as he keeps his handiwork at home or sells it on the other side of the 

Atlantic he excites no interest whatever on this side of the water. 

Itis only when an American citizen, following his inclination or interest, 

starts to exchange the fruits of his honest and laborious toil, wheth cot- 


er it be 
ton, corn, wheat, or tobacco, that the Government lays its hand u 


him and 
says, ‘* No; for it has been solemaly decreed that of the cit: of this 


country shall be guarded and protected against the natural right of the others 
to dispose of the products of thaltown labor according to their own judgment.” 


Andin the same speech— 


it is used for the legitimate purpose of revenue only. 

But against the perversion of this power of taxation to the unholy and unhal- 
lowed scheme erroneously called ** protection” I do complain, and shall en- 
deavor to show its illegality and injustice, and, if I can, some of the hollow pre- 
tenses on which it is founded and has been so long ntained. 


And during the same speech the following colloquy took place: 


Mr. PERKINS. Then, I will ask the gentleman a question. Do you believe in 
the doctrine that we should be permitted to buy wi we can buy cheapest? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perxoss. Then you believe in the doctrine that we should be permitted to 
hire where we can hire cheapest? s 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Who said so? 

Mr. Perxrss. Does it not necessarily follow ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Well, I think so. 

Mr. Perxrys. If we should be permitted to buy where we can buy cheapest, 
why should we not be permitted to hire where we can hire cheapest? 
Mr. Hempuicy. Exactly. I think that is right. 


The gentleman from Mississippi, Colonel HOOKER, said (RECORD, 
page 4096): 
I have said there is no gentleman on this side of the House who holds to the 


doctrine of protection for protection’s sake under the taxing power of this Gov- 
ernment. It there is such a one I have yet to hear him speak on this question. 


The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TARSNEY] said (RECORD, page 
3642): 


They may impose taxes, they may collect taxes upon the people for the pur- 
poses specified in that article of the Constitution, but for no other peruse. 
And such, as I understand it, has been the teaching, the practice, and the train- 
ing of that grand political organization of which I have the honor to be an 
humble member. 

But my Republican friends will say to me, “You may go barona the mere 
power, the mere purpose expressed in the Constitution of the United States, and 
you may levy and assess taxes not alone for the support and maintenance of the 
Government, economically administered as we understand it, but you may go 
further and assess taxes for the purpose of protection.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of the House for awhile to 
this view of the Constitution. I am frank to say to the gentlemen here who 
belong to the high-protection school of politics that I for one am pre; on 
the floor of this House to-day to say I do not believe in the doctrine of protec- 
tion for protection’s sake. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. CARUTH] said (see RECORD, 
page 3846): 

This tariff is a most insidious enemy. It works in silence and under cover; 
and whilst it pretends to be giving us “ protection”’ it is really stealing our sub- 
stance and destroying our lives. It is not the highwayman who boldly gallops 
up on the public road and demands “ your money or your life,” but the sneak- 
thief who in an unconscious moment filches your purse or the burglar who 
robs you of your ions in sleep’s unconscious hour, It holds to the falso 
doctrine of Othello. 


The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BYNUM] said: 


I will say to gentlemen on the other side of the House that if you are not 
willing to accept the present moderate bill, you will drive the people of this 
country toa much more extreme measure. In my judgment, if this very con- 
seryaltive measure is not accepted, the next House that comes here from the 
people will come instructed and ready to make a much more radical reduction 
than we now propose, The people are in earnest, and the longer the matter is 
delayed the more sweeping will be their demands. 


The gentleman from Texas [Mr. MARTIN] is recorded on page 433, 
current RECORD: 


In the battle to be waged this year there will come a charge from the great 
body of working people which will be made on the second Tuesday of next No- 
vember, and so terrific will it be in its force that you protectionists will fall 
before it like grass before the scythe. 

The day of the protectionist is fast drawing to a close. 
a new epoch in the history of our country. 


The gentleman from North Carolina, Judge McCLAMMY, said as fol- 
lows (see RECORD, page 4662): 


A protective tariff is an unjust and unfair discrimination by the Government 
in favor of one class of citizens against another class of citizens. It is an en- 
forced contribution in which one man jis made to contribute to the support of 
another man’s business without a resulting benefit, and contrary to the spirit 
and letter of our Constitution. The Government has a right totax people either 
directiy or indirectly to raise money to carry on the Government, but Con 
has no right under the Constitution to force A to support B in his business. What 
right has the Government to show such difference and such partiality as to pass 
a law to force one man, without value received, to give his money to the assist- 
ance of another man in his private business? And yet that is what those who 
advocate a protective tariff are doing, and that is what has been foreed upon 
the working masses and poor toilers for lo! these many years, until injustice 
and wrong come up in sighs and groans from the opposa poor in a greater 
grief and deeper woe than escaped from the hearts of the unhappy Jews when 
they toiled and endured Egyptian bondage. 


I will close this class of quotations by a single sentence from the re- 
cent speech of the distinguished gentleman from New York [ Mr. Cox]: 

It would be a glorious consummation of this debate could we only have gen- 
tlemen on the other side join in this invocation to paper and to type and to the 
hearts of honest men to clear the way for British Cobden free trade. 

As further evidence of the nature and meaning of the controversy now 
here proceeding I will quote briefly from spectators, who, though inter- 
ested in the result, are certainly capable of seeing the true meaning of 
the conflict. 

Recently a prominent member of the British Parliament enthusias- 
tically exclaimed: 

To convert the United States is indeed a triumph. 


We are entering upon 


The Cobden Club will 


henceforth set up a special shrine for the worship of President Cleveland and 
ee Di all its publications gratis. Cobden founded free trade; Cleveland 
sav 


[From the London Saturday Review.] 


President Cleveland declines cautiously to dub himself a free-trader; but he 
caters up a free-trade position without disguise. 
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[From the London Pall Mall Gazette.] - 
English free-traders would be well advised if they moderated the ecstacy of 


their jubilation over President Cleveland's message. Every word which they 
say in its favor will be used as a powerful argument against the adoption of its 


recommendations, 
[From the Chronicle, London.] 

It is many years since such an important and suggestive messa: 
sent to Con . Ifthe policy of President Cleveland is adopted its 
the trade of the world can not fail to be immense. 

Another paper says: 

The consensus of opinion is that should pena Sere ado) 
equivocally made by Mr. Cleveland the first effect wou! 
number of English industries. 

The London Saturday Review again says: 

Nothing can be more explicit than the President's language. ‘The simple 
and plain duty which we owe the people is to reduce taxation to the necessary 
expenses of an economical operation of the Government and to restore to the 
business of the country the money which we hold in the Treasury.” In Amer- 
ica this means free trade, 


The London Times says: 

It is calculated that to give effect to Mr. Cleveland’s policy duties to the 
amount of some £16,000,000 a À apra about two-fifths of the entire customs reve- 
nue, must be surrendered, This operation may not establish free trade in the 
strict sense of the term, but it will to a great extent make trade free. 

The London Post says: 

” We shall be much mistaken if the effect of this state communication will not 


be to strengthen considerably the case of free-traders in all parts of the world. 
It will be regarded as a step in the right direction by all who believe in the 


has been 
effect on 


the suggestions so un- 
d be beneficial to a large 


` soundness of free-trade principles. 


In two leading articles the London Colliery Guardian for December 
16 says: 

No event of pontar magnitude has occurred in the iron, steel, and mining in- 
dustries for along time past than en Uy l which is now made to effect a 

cal change in the fiscal policy of the United States. America has been of 
immense value as a market to the trade of this country. The effect which, on 
iron and steel making, the bare possibility eyen of the ittance of raw ma- 
terial free of duty, together with reductions in the duties of some descriptions 
of iron and steel, has produced upon our exchanges is a portent in itself. The 
Scotch warrant-holders took r advantage of the occurrence than even 
the ESOR IS authorized, If President Cleveland should be able to carry 
is plan for admission into America free of duty, one of the first effects 
which would be produced on the English iron trade would be the transference 
ofmuch of the enormous stocks of pis in the Scotch and Cleveland markets to 
United States ports. Shipments of hematites from Scotland and from the west 
coast of England would also increase. The iron-ore mines of Lancashire and 
aoe erent ig ae would be certain to do a greatly enlarged trade with the 

n es, 

The future course of events will be watched with considerable interest by the 
British iron trade. It is, after all, circumstances which guide the destinies of 
nations, and it appears to us that the present circumstances favor the adoption 
by Congress of Mr. Cleveland’s proposals for reducing import duties. If the 
duties now levied upon British rails entering American ports should be reduced 
to any appreciable extent, the reduction may exert a happy influence upon the 
British rail trade. Even as matters now stand, English rails fave found some 
favor with American railroad companies during the last few months, and there 
ean be little doubt that they will come into extended use in the United States if 
the adoption in whole or in part of Mr. Cleveland's views makes them more 
readily available for American consumption. 

. Inan article on ‘‘The Coal Trade in 1887 and its Prospects for 1888,” 
the London Times says: 

If President Cleveland's tariff reforms are carried, English goods and iron and 
steel largely will go to the States in greatly increased proportions. 

Free trade does not deny the right to tax imports, but in such tax- 
ation it eliminates protection. England has a revenue of more than 
one hundred millions from this source, all laid upon articles not pro- 
duced in Great Britain, and so it is wholly unprotective. 

The foundation principle of free trade the world over is that a tariff 
is a tax equal to tre duty levied by it, and nothing more; that this 
tax is levied upon all articles included in the dutiable list, whether 
imported or home-produced, and increases the price of all regardless of 
the place of production. Itis then argued that when applied to home- 
produced commodities it taxes the consumer for the benefit of the pro- 
ducer, and is thus partial and unjust. See the extract just read from 
Judge McCLAMMy’s speech. 

If the premise is sound the argument is just, and the result is in- 
evitable, that imports can justly be placed only on foreign commodities. 

To illustrate: Suppose the United States consumes $100, 000,000 of tea 
yearly, a tax of 10 per cent. would raise a revenue of $10,000,000, as 
we import all our tea. 

Suppose, again, that our people use $100,000,000 of sugar, and pro- 
duce $10,000,000 of it, it is evident that a duty of 10 per cent. would 
turn only $9,000,000 into the Treasury, and $1,000,000 would go to the 
planter. 

Still again, suppose we need $100,000, 000 of iron and steel, of which 
we produce $90,000,000 and import $10,000,000, it is apparent that a 
10 per cent. duty would bring but $1,000,000 revenue, and, according 
to this theory, distribute $9,000,000 among the producers; either the 
capitalist or laborer, or both. 

It does not take a wise man to see what this argument means. Surely 
the principle is not changed by a change of the amount of the tariff 

If it is wrong to steal $5, it is also wrong to steal four. Our 
friends must not drive us out of court on this argument and then take 
the position from which we have been driven. If a tariff of 47 per cent. 
is robbery, is not one of 40 percent. at least larceny? The only pos- 
sible standing place is to advocate a tanff, if any, on articles not pro- 
duced in this country, such as tea, coffee, spices, ete., or to deny the 
soundness of the foundation principle of our trade, 


out 
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But, Mr. Chairman, the entire history of our country demonstrates 
the utter falsity of the doctrine that a tariff is only a tax. Protection 
has caused a continuous decline in the prices of most of our staples, 
and at times when tariffs have lessened, prices have increased—always 
so when the reduction of the duty closed our factories. 

The fact isundoubted, and the reason forit I have already given—to 
wit, home competition secured by the tariff. 

The unexampled growth and development of the resources of the 
country for the last twenty-five years is a demonstration of the wis- 
dom of the great American system of protection. Not the least of the 
advantages of that system is the retention of capital in the country. 
Nothwithstanding the unnecessary increase of the surplus there has 
occurred no stringency in the money market; in fact, during all the time 
that surplus has been accumulating the money in circulation has in- 
creased also, and at the rate of from forty to sixty millions a year. 

Our exports are now about equal to our imports, but if the ‘‘ Mills 
bill’? had been a law during the last two years the balance of trade 
would have been largely against us, and would have been made good 
with gold and silver. Capital would then become lessened, circula- 
tion diminished, prices of farms, as well as of their products, depre- 
ciated, and our country would become poorer, in the way that an indi- 
vidual does whose expenses exceed his income. 

The greatest advantage of protection, however, is to be seen in the 
condition of labor under its mantle. Wages are not only higher than 
in England, Ireland, Italy, Hungary, Poland, and other free-trade or 
semi-iree-trade countries, but the condition of the laborer is infinitely 
more bearable and hopeful. Hemay live comfortably and respected, and 
he may educate his children and expect them to become worthy, useful, 
and leading citizens. They are eligible to all places under the Goy- 
ernment, capable of any business enterprise, and may hold any social 
position. This state of things exists only where protection is general, 
and it is that only in the United States. Goods are cheap in Italy, in 
Hungary, and in Poland, but labor is cheaper, and the laborer can not 
buy. The laboring man emigrates from free-trade countries to protec- ` 
tive ones, not from protective countries to free-trade ones. 

By laborer I do not simply mean those engaged in masses in great 
centers of industry, but the farmer and farm laborer as well, the vil- 
lage and country mechanic, and the worker in any employment, alone 
or with others, everywhere. 

It is time for all such to see to it that the system of protection which 
was commenced in the days of Washington and which has hitherto ex- 
isted be not stricken down by open foes or pretended friends. 

As an answer to the false cry that the Republicans are in favor of a 
continyation of ‘‘ war tax” and are indisposed to reduce unnecessary 
revenue, I append a statement of the minority of the Ways and Means 
Committee, taken from their report on the *‘ Mills bill:” 

WHAT REDUCTIONS HAVE TAKEN PLACE. 


It is a striking fact that all of the reductions of taxation which have occurred 
since the conclusion of the war, with the exception of the trifling ones pean oy 
the acts of March 1, 1879, and of May 20, 1880, aggregating a little over $6,000,000, 
were EAA PPAP while the party now in th 

in control of legislation. 

A brief summary of what has been done in this regard will be both suggestive 
and instructive. 

By the act of July 14, 1870, the reduction of the revenue from customs duties 
was: 


e minority was in the majority and 


Birresnin) AE L E OANEI A E S A NEA E S E N IAA $2, 493, 000 
Estimated reduction from dutiable list... 23, 651, 748 
RESET ARS 
aN AN EN E S S estes nets eancesiavsh vod NE renal siegd need OEN TTA 26, 054, 748 

By the act of May 1, 1872, tea and coffee were placed upon the free- 
list, making a reduction of......... POE EAEI PR titrd $15, 893, $43 


Pr the act of June, 1872, tariff duties were further reduced, and the reduction 
y the— 


Free-list....... a A RTE OEA PEE T RA A E I AINI A A $3,345,724 
Estimated deduction from the dutiable list 11, 933, 191 
PRAT E a E AN ET O E NE E 15; 278,915 
By the act of March 3, 1883, from tariff: 
Free-list. 


Ae E A E as oqasctedscbasekscessuses sores; ovobessconsad bnpeaseasenasseabepieseazres 


20, 855, 799 
The foregoing estimates were made when the several bills were passed 

Of internal taxes the following have been the redactions made 
now in the minority since the conclusion of the war: 


1. 
y the party 


mbe 
By the act of June 6, 1872.. 
By the act of March 3, 1883... 


Total sesser. weecesorevoecoeess osenvetosessecenseencereseenses oeseasesconeeeesevenssecness 284, 421,260 


This we present as the result of Republican legislation from July 13, 1866, 
down to and including March 3, 1883. 

The Republican party was in control of the House of Representatives from 
he first-named date to March 4, 1875. During that period it will be observed 
that taxation was reduced and revenue diminished in the aggregate sum of 
$284,421,260. On the 4th of March, 1875, the control of the House posses to the 
Democratic party and remained with it until the 4th day of March, 1881, n period 
of six years. During these years the internal revenue was reduced $6,363,965. 
On the 4th day of March, 1881, the Republican peny was reinvested with con- 
trol of the House of Representatives, holding it for two years, during which 
time it reduced taxation and the revenues from customs sources in the esti- 
ne Sum; $20,855,799 and upon internal revenue $40,677,682, a grand total of 

1,432, a 
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Since the 4th day of March, 1883, the House of Reprasentatives has been dom- 
inated by the present majority party, a period of five years, and no taxes have 
been red uced and no curtailment of the revenues has.taken place, eget 
warned of a threatened surplus not only by the present Administration but by 
the preceding one of President Arthur.- It will: be observed that from 1865 to 
1888, a period of twenty-two years, the control of the House of Representatives 
has been equally divided between the two political parties, each having eleven 


years. A 
During the eleyen years of Republican control the revenues were 
ROM USL (SOLAS) R e E N T E E E A 
Dene Too eleven years of Democratic control the revenues were 
WOT HOB E SEE E EE E EN EA A E E Gateaebaied 


$362, 504, 569 
6, 388, 935 
Difference in favor of the present minority party inthe Houseof 3856, 135, 634 


If it be claimed that for the most part during the Democratic control of the 
House the Senaie was dominated by the Republican party, and therefore the 
responsibility of failure to reduce the revenues should be alike shared by them, 
we answer that under the Constitution of the United States the House alone 
can originate bills to reduce taxation, the Senate having no jurisdistion of the 
subject until it is given to it by a bill which passes the House, and that during 
all these years no such bill has gone from the House to the Senate, and therefore 
the sole responsibility for failure rests with the present majority in the House 
of Representatives. 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to have a time fixed which will 
suit the convenience of gentlemen on both sides of the House when the 
vote shall be taken on the free-wool paragraph of this bill, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be taken at 1 o'clock to-day. 

‘There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. BUCHANAN, .The pending proposition is to put wool on the 
free-list, The President ofthe United States in his last annual message 
recommends this, and the majority of the Ways and Means Committee 
have followed this recommendation in formulating the bill. Why 
should wool be put on the free-list? The friends of this bill insist it 
shall be, and in fact seem to care more for this part of the bill than all 
the rest. Wool, as is well known, is a purely agricultural product. 
While to the manufacturer it is ‘‘ raw material,” to the farmer who 
raises the sheep, clips the wool, and sends it to market it is a finished 
product. If we take the capital, time, and labor requisite to produce 
a clip of wool into consideration, it wilt be found that it requires rela- 
tively as much capital and labor and far more time to produce a pound 
of wool than it does to produce a yard of cloth. 

Are the farmers of this country growing rich too fast? Hardly. 
They know the depressed condition of their industry better than any 
member of this House can know it. I feel it to be my duty to oppose 
with all the power I possess any attempt to make that condition worse 
than itis now. It is said that if we make wool free, wools which we 
do not raise could be imported, and then our factories could be encour- 
aged and a home market created for our home-grown wool. Bvt the 
difficulty is in the fact that we do now raise the wools we need. 

From the arid plains of New Mexico and Western Texas to thegreen 
and dewy hills of Vermont we have every variety of soil and climate, 
and the American farmer is able and ready if given proper encourage- 
ment to supply the whole home demand, both as regards quantity and 
quality. The condition of the wheat and corn market has become 
such that our farmers must diversify their products. 

Wheat now bears a duty of 20 cents per bushel. India and Russia 
have become recently large producers of wheat, and from their compe- 
tition in the London market wheat has fallen greatly in price. Eng- 
land, with her usual care for her own interests, has, at her own cost, 
constructed a vast mileage of railroads in India. The Indian farmer 
pays his ryots, or laborers, from 8 to 12 cents per day, and he can put 

is wheat in London at a profit of 70 cents per bushel. For the year 


ending June 30, 1887, the United States exported to all countries 101,- 
971,949 bushels of wheat. For the year ending March 31, 1887, India 
exported 41,558,250 bushels of wheat. 

The increase of this Indian competition and the competition from 
Russia must continue, as there remain in those countries yet rich 
tracts to be brought under cultivation. Our Fastern farmers, foreseeing 
this, have given attention to the production of other articles. But here, 
too, they find that the present protection is inadequate, I have here 
the ‘‘Summary statement of the imports and exports of the United 
States for the eleven months ending May 21, 1888.’’ From this official 
document I compile the following statement of imports of farm prod- 
ucts for that period: 


Animals, Tree 6.65 ovcveivecscsssssevsowens sweden cscscovsnsenssosscsstscrereaqenansooee 
Animals, dutiable. 


RP AIENT 

Farinaceous substances... 
Skins other than fur, 
Barley 


Wheat...... 
Wheat flour. 


Wool 


By this bill nearly all the above have already been put on the free- 
list, and now it is proposed to do the same with wool. ‘This line of 
policy is against the agriculturist of the East, and I must vote against 
it. January 1, 1888, there were but 105,276 sheep in New Jersey, of 
the value of $389,100. With proper attention this industry could be 
largely enlarged. It certainly should receive encouragement and not 
discouragement at the hands of the National Legislature. Deny it as 
you may, juggle with figures as you will, you can never convince the 
farmer of this country that putting wool on the free-list is not against 
his interest, and when he sees how yon, in this bill, put nearly every- 
thing else he raises on the free-list he will be convinced, not only that 
you strike him, but that you mean to strike him. - 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Ido not wish to take up the 
time of the committee, but I do desire to have put in the RECORD the 
tables which set forth the effect of the schedule proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY] and prepared by the convention 
of woolen manufacturers and so-called wool-growers. 

I therefore ask to have printed Table No. 1, prepared by one of the 
most expert of the officers in the customs service, and Table No, 2, also 
prepared by an expert. 


No. 1.—Statement showing the effect of the schedule of duties on wool and manufactures thereof, ete., presented by Mr. McKinley on the 17th of Janu- 
ary, 1888, as compared with the present tariff and the importation for the fiscal year 1887. 


Articles, 


Quantities. Values. 


per unit of 


quantity. 


Average value 


Importations, fiscal year 1887. 


Duties, 


Rates of duty. peye rare at 


Duties under 
proposed 
schedule, 


Present. Present. Bah 


$0.19 | 23,195,734 | $4,339,497.97 | $2,395,536.78 | $2,887, 529.36 oe 36 cts. per 66.54 
.23 | 9,703,962 2, 270, 058. 00 974,179. 26 1, 223, 345. 38 53.89 
Class 3 for blankets, etc.............d0....., -18 | 19, 692,510 3,546, 081.00 984, 801. 33 2,359, 631. 35 66.35 
Class 3 for carpets, CO... .reeeeee AO.. .10 | 61,811, 967 6, 185, 733. 00 1,515, 299, 26 1, 854, 963. 75 29. 98 
Wool waste...........0.000 do... 300, 000. 00 900, 000. 00 | 79.23 
Shoddy and mungo..... do... +38 | 4,902,381 1, 855, 618. 00 100, 000. 00 200, 000. 00 52.82 
Woolen rags, flocks, ete. „do... 90, 238. 10 90, 238, 10 26.41 
Goat skin, raw............... PREIA NEA ENYN ES G Aa OO: Ta E N 1,750, 714. 80 | Free..................| 30 per cent........| Free...... 30.00 
Hair of camel, goat, ete... sses do... -10 | 5,632,306 539, 860. 00 AS 622, 614. 66 |......d0........0:0000../ 10 cts. per Ib, }.....do...... 123.39 
š and 11 p. ct, 

Balmorals: 

Valued not above 60 cents per pound, -46 1,733 796. 00 530, 00 889.40 | 12 to 18 cts. p. Ib. | 20to 40 cts. p. Ib. 66.58 1.73 
peunds. and 35 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
Valned above 60 cents per pound..lbs...| 1.07 2, 086 2, 243, 00 1, 499. 67 2, 164,50 | 24 to 35cts. p. lb, | 50 cts. p. fb. and 67.00 96,50 
and 35 and 40 50 p. ct. 


p. ct. 
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No, 1.—Statement showing the effect of the schedule of duties on wool and manufactures thereof, cte,—Continued. 


Articles, 


Blanke 


per unit of 
quantity, 


Average value 


Valued ne "dot above 60 cents per pound, | $0.30 


veed at above 60 cents per pound..Ibs... 
Woolen cloths: 
Valued not above 80 cents per pound, 
pounds. 
Valued above 80 cents per pound.tbs... 


Worsted cloths: 
Valued not above 60 cents per pound, 


pounds. 
Valued above 60 cents per pound.Ibs... 
Flannels:- 
Valued not above 60 cents per pound, 
pounds. 
Valued above 60 cents per pound.Jbs... 


Knit goods: 
"Valued — above 60 cents per pound, 


pounds. 
Valued above 60 cents per pound, 
pounds, 


Shaw. 
Valea seep on above 80 cents per pound, 
vale pounds. 80 cents per pound, 


Woo! | hats 
aleras not above 60 cents per pound, 


unds, 
valued above 60 cents per pound, 
pounds, 
Yarns: 
Valued not above 60 cents per pound, 
pounds, 
Value above 60 cents per pound...Ibs... 
Manuisehates 4 * wool not otherwise 
provided fo: 
new pano above 80 cents per pound, 
vilu above 80 cents per pound...Ibs... 
Ready-madeclothing, cloaks, ete..lbs... 


bi re gorings, suspenders, ete., 
unds. 
Endless belts and felts................-Ibs... 
Women’s and children’s dress goods, 
ete: 
Composed in part of wool, etc., 
square 
in part of wool, ete., 
square yards. 
Composed prouy of wool, ete, 
Weighing over 4 ounces per square 


Carpets, ete.: 
Se menos ‘Axminster, Moquette, ete., 


re yards, 
ekaa Wilton, and Tournay velvet, 


Repay Brussels........square yards... 


Treble ingrain, 3-ply, Venetian, etc., 
uare le 
arn Venetian and 2ply ingrain, 
square í 
Druggetsand bockings, square yards.. 
Hemp and jute carpeting,square yds... 
Carpets d carpeting of l, flax, 
ete., iBar oth arorios LOTINA for, 
nage yards. 


rugs, screens, etc., not exclu- 
ae ely of vegetable materials square 


1.01 


eressereeneejesassrrerneese sese 


Importations, fiscal year 1887. 


Quantities 


Values. 


$1, 606. 60 
2, 279. 92 


713, 315. 94 
9, 309, 054. 73 


943, 912.70 
4, 210, 291.73 


2, 847. 72 
182, 355. 78 


10, 690. 55 
1, 969, 763. 00 


27, 908. 34 
1, 002, 094. 85 


387.00 
6, 207.98 


680, 369.72 
1, 067, 192. 37 


80, 510.00 
1,421, 735.00 
1, 461, 243. 03 


443, 808. 95 
167, 166. 00 


4,094, 403, 06 
3,562, 967.99 
6, 522, 568, 51 
3,019, 201. 46 

` 53.00 


67, 030, 691. 42 
< 


Duties. 


$1, 187.10 
1,598. 19 


640, 808. 21 


6, 415, 016.73 


647,123. 06 
2, 925, 860. 04 


1,926.14 
127,748.06 


7,390, 26 
1, 236, 299. 05 


24, 677. 68 
629, 330. 32 


282. 69 
3, 279. 08 


463, 165. 64 
744, 569.00 


71, 502.76 
916, 419.10 
896, 471.70 


293, 819. 58 
88, 378.55 


2,79, 502, 28 
2,104, 260.54 
5, 411, 280. 91 
2,108, 981.19 

42.80 


200, 787.53 
53, 949.70 
115, 975. 06 
45, 901.52 
41,779.98 

8, 852. 04 
18, 065.76 

1,000. 20 
16, 963. 50 
14, 081. 52 


201, 155.76 
35, 646, 497. 63 


Duties under 


Pohedule. 


4,331.71 


793, 973. 64 
1, 250, 451. 22 


102, 146. 80 
1, 207, 617. 60 
1,214, 548, 91 


341, 812. 98 
131,378. 95 


4,201, 539. 48 
2, 557, 567. 81 
6, 997, 622, 23 
2,789, 958.73 

50.75 


310, 309. 17 
81,874.15 
174, 219.83 
70, 927.20 
69,768.48 
13, 481.55 
27,634. 20 
1,667.00 
54, 041.74 
19, 373, 65 


251, 444. 68 


| 8 52, 610, 384. 80 


35, 646, 497. 63 
| 16, 963, 887. 17 


Rates of duty. 


10 to 18ets, p.lb. 
and 35 p. ct. 
24 to 35 cts. p.lb. 
and 35 and 40 

p. ct. 


35 cts. p. lb. and }...... 


35 p. ot. 
35 cts. p. Ib. and 
40 p. ct. 

10 to 18 ets. p. Ib, 
and 35 p. € 
p. ct. 

10to 18cts. p, lb. 
and 30 p. 

21 to 35 ets. p. Sib 
and 35 and 40 
p. ct. 

~ oa and 


24 to 86 cts. and 
35 and 40 p. ot. 


55 cts. p. Ib, and 
p- ct. 

% cts. p. lb. and 
40 p. ct. 


and 50 


and 50 p. ct. 


20 to 40 cts. and 
50 p. et. 

50 cts. and 50 p. 
ct. 


£0 cts. p. Ib. and 
50 p. ct 


18 cts. p. lb.and | 40 cts. p. Ib. and 
35 p. ct. 50 p. ct. 

24 to Hots. p. lb, | 50 cts. p. lb. and 
and 35 and 40 50 p. ct. 
p. ct. 

10 to 18 cts. per | 20 to 40 cts. per 
Ib.and 35 p. Nee Ib.and 50 p. ct. 

A to 35 cts. 50 cts. per Ib. 
lb. and to and 50 p. ct. 
40 p. ct. 

35 cts. per lb. | 50 cts. per Ib. 
and 35 p, ct. and 50 p. ct. 
35 cts. per Ib. cts. per 1b, 
and 40 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
40 to 45 cts. per | 60 cts, per Ib, 
lb. and to and 50 p. ct. 

40 p. ct. 

30 cts. per Ib. | 50 cts. per Ib, 
and 50 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
20 cts. per Ib. | 2 cts. per lb, 
and 30 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 

5 cts. per yd. | 8 cts. per yd. 
and 35 p. ct, and isbp.c. 

7 cts. per yd. | 8 cts. per yd 
and 40 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 

9 cts. per yd. | 12 cts. per yd. 
and 40 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
35 ets. per Ib, | 50 cts. per Ib. 
and 40 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
10 cts. yd. | 10 cts. = yard 
and 35 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
45 ots, yd. | 60 cts. per yd. 
and 30 p. ct. and 5u A ct. 
srouad (BOigadacsvesceasess fuga AO ons 
30 cts. per yd. | 40 ots. per yd. 
and 80 p. ct.— and 50 p. ct. 
25 cts, per yd. | 35 cts. per yd. 
and 30 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
20 cts. per yd. | 25 cts. per yd. 
and 30 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
12 ets. per yd. | 15 cts. per yd. 
and 30 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 

8 cts. per yd. | 10 cts. per yd. 
and 39 p. ct. and 50 p. ct. 
15 ets. per yd sed 9? ar Ae 
-and 30 p. et. and 50 p. ct. 

6 cts. per yd...... 7 Se par yd 

and 50 p. ct. 

40 per cent......... 5 cts. per yd. 
< and 50 p. ct. 

eseced do. .--| 50 per cent......... 


t 


aiy rn tg 


Ad valorem equiv- 


alents, 


68. 91 91.30 
68.55 123.10 
70.00 112.65 
67. 63 121.39 
70.05 108. 66 
69.13 125.71 
62.76 83.29 
88.44 126, 32 
62. 20 $4.19 
78.04 1H. 54 
52, 82 69.77 
68.07 116. 69 
69, 76 117.11 
88. 81 126. 87 
64. 46 84.93 
61.35 83.11 
66. 21 77.00 
52. 87 78.59 
67.89 102. 61 
59.06 71.78 
82.96 107. 28 
69. 68 92.40 
80.75 05.75 
47.14 72.85 
DA. 27 $2. 36 
59.03 88. 67 
55.10 85.13 
61.13 28.7 

45.79 69.73 
44.70 68.37 
73.92 123. 20 
24,7 79.03 
40.00 55. 02 
40.00 50.00 
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used for like pu obesa: 

Clothing, ready-ma and Wearing apparel ‘of 
every description hot specially enumerated 
or provided for, and and skirt- 
ing, and goods of similar description or used 
Vr UKE POPO: aae a S 

y sited ar aes ceedi porn 

i at not ex ing 80 cents r SIES 

Valued at above 80 cents per Sel eA 


4 


68.91 


aca lesz 
MEMORANDA, $ = E 3 
: ; y has 
It S be aoe eigenen to administer the clause providiog that “no wool 28 | Z8 lose 
shall be in ed in class 3 which shall be imported for other than 22 22 28 
for the oer an of carpets or low grade of blankets.” ete. The customs Articles. go 3S >è BS 
officers can not know the pu: for which any wool is imported. Ifimported £ vg 4 ES 
for making blankets, how is dividing line between low-grade and high-grade = z o 3 
lankets to be determined? In all fleece wool designated as of class 3, there E] < Bee 
are portions fit for use other than the “ manufacture of or low grades of $ 2 S58 
blankets.” Must the customs officers assort all such wool and assess duty on a E 
each quality separately according to the uses to which itis adopted or for 
- which they may think it is tntendsa to be applied ? 
In the foregoing estimate it is assumed that carpet wool (class 3) upon which | Wools, hair of the alpaca, goat, and other like animals: 
duty was in 1887 at 5 cents to 15 cents per pound (cost ing upon an aver- rane manufactures of, ete_—coutinued. ; 
over 18 cents per pound) wya fall within Da “ Spr for purposes Dress goods, women’s and children’s coat linings, 
othar than the manufacture of carpets or low eens ot lankets,” and would Italian cloths, and goods of like description— 
therefore pay the same duty as wools of classes 1 and Samppa in yni yoan wonted the bair of = = Per = gy 
Under the present law woolen rags, shoddy, mungo, pe haps flocks are sub- the alpaca, goat, or other animals— ar 
ject to a uniform rate of duty of 10 cer cents per pound,and not being returned sep- bison at not exceeding 20 cents per pica 59.06 40| 71.78 
zar there is no data showing the importations of each of said articles, which Walaa P ep sents oar aan rE itn pe 
for in the proposed schedule at different rates, The amounts of Co AD = ily of “ge Peels ths hair oft 
S; as stated in the above table, are mere estimates, but are believed to be Rone? hed, it, £ thers hoal sa ot ap Ey a 
fair, as it is well known that the bulk of such information consist of ring waste, ah thon anit i t6 = Sode oe Araj paa 
garneted waste, and purified shoddy. a ans A P: 
tion, with salvages made wholly orin part of 
Epo aen of “ goat-skins, raw” represents the value of the importation other materials or with threads of other ma- 
goat-skins only imported free during the fiscal year 1887. In estimating the terials, introduced for the purpose of chang- |. 82.96 20 | 107.28 
pacer of Namay,and other hair made dutiable under the proposed sched- ing the elassitication— 40 92.40 
ule, it is assumed that at least one-third of “cattle and other” hair imported Weighing 4 ounces or less per square yard. 
during the last fiscal year free of duty, would fall within the provision. All weighing over 4 ounces per square yard 40 
annels— 
No. 2. Valued at not exceeding Oreo per pound..........! €6.20 40 | ¢121.39 
Valued rote above Pand not exce: g9 cents per ab oa 
We submit herewith a table showing equivalent ad valorem duties now paid | ___ POUDG.. s.ssecteccesevseeessenseenssrerenesenententsastarenanessnees 5 
on manelvetnres of wool, om zine. 8 by 7 the. Soeaiaiites, and a oes Valued uel aranove Ming not exceeding 60 cents per om FR 
B e joint agre: Man ssociation, | |, POUDd........srsssseseressssserennereetsrtsrteenenennrstranrersenenn 
Borel in a reaa D. sie et wey om Sanii Valued restore Wh 60 and not EIPRE cents per | 73.02 40 } 108. 68 
Valhed at above 80 ‘cents ‘per “pound... om = 
= = £23 Hats of wool— ae 40 
3 5 oes Valnet at abore 30 and not exceeding 40 cents per Pe 124.54 
cj = O st 
>. £ rs 
381s j g ete 40 
= y 
Articles. 5$ | 33 Bees to |} 77 
Sc 
=$ 3 A ous vaned ot above 80 cents per pound.........esrassorers 
ez Fe 25 ga Knit k goods and all goods made on knitting- | 883,33 40 
È £ ES sA VAa ea at not exceeding Poenta per pound..........| 65.20 40 | $195.71 
Valued at above 30 and not ex ing 40 cents per are A 
Wools, hairof the alpaca, goat, and other like animals: 
Manufactures— 40 } 83.29 
1s— 40 
best ne a ear aera eae i ae Ra | Per ct. | Per et. | Per ct. . 
-T 40 Valued AN R E 40 | 126.32 
hionann at above 40 and not exceeding 60 cents per 111.73 Shawls, woolen— 40| 84.19 
PSAS DT ATTER ON 65.59 40 Valued at not exceeding 80 cents per pound......... 
Walusa atahovedlaand nck acnaading i cata par Valued at above 80 cents per pound | 6153 yy Rew ee . 
hiner ,wtegeeseptninvecsatonntbacbebeeevesrhteamoondberessnsnrenn 15 40 |) 96.50 Composed wholly or in part otwo worsted, the hair 
Valued at above 80 cents per pound, ........s... cesses 65.35 40 |j of the alpaca, goat, or other animals... 5 
Belts or feits, endless, for paper or printing ma- | 3 ebbings. gorings, suspenders, braces, beltings, 
ee rnd wa E REA 52.87 20 78.59 ener. Rape n ere fringes, gimps, 
Blankets— cords. dress Aoi eren 
Valued at not exceeding 30 cents per pound.........! 79.66 40 esd te aitoa or barrel buttons, or but- 
vo bes spore 30 and not APE 40 cents | tons of other forms for tassels or ornaments, 
| 40 | $198.76 wrought by hand or braided by machinery, | * 
made of wool, worsted, the hairof the alpaca, 
40 goat, or other animals, or of which wool, | 66.21 50 77.00 
worsted, the hair of the alpaca, a, goat, orother 
40 animals is a poroponens material... ee.. seesse 69.40 40 
40 } 99. 36 Yarns, woolen and worsted 
g- 40 95.75 Valued at not Grape | 2 cents S perp pound.Ibs...| 67.90 40 | +116. 69 
oe and carpeting of all kinds— Valued at above 30 and not exceeding 40 cents 
Aubusson, Axminster, and chenille carpets, and | f --| 68,08 40 
Ee woven whole for 47.14 30 j 72.65 Valued at aboy 
o a 59.03 30 88. 67 per 69.08 40 | >117.11 
Drie d boekin | Valued at abo 68.79 40 
= 73.92 30 123.2 per pound... 
ns, hassocks, and rugs, not y Valhed at above 80 cents per poun: 
ot ragetania material 40.00 30 50,00 All manufactures of every ption not ially 
Of wool, flax, or cotton, or parts of either, or enumerated or provided for, made wholly or in 
_ other material not specially enumerated or | of— 88. 81 40 | 126.87 
provided Gir rs s iaaa as | M000 3% 55.03 ool— 64. 46 40 84.93 
Patent velvet and tapestry velvet carpets, printed Valued at not exceeding 80 cents per pound... 
on the warp or otherwise.........-sm sses -f 30. 8.13 Valued at above 80 cents per pound... i 
Saxony, Wilton, and Tournay velvet carpets......... 30. 82.36 Worsted, the hair of the alpaca, goat, or other ani- 
Tapestry Brussels, printed on the warp or other- ‘a at asa (except such as are composed in part of 
TAA ie RE ah FA ea N | 61. 88.76 woo 
Treble ingrain, uree piyi. nad Aibesiiotabrrisner Ve- j Valued at not exceeding 30 cents per pound......... 76.49 40 
netian carpets... EER NY) 30' 69.73 Taena above 30and not piste hace per 
CATPOEB nee snn 30| 68.37 :| 69.38 40 | } 123.10 
30; 79.03 
i 63.28 40 
| 68.15 40 Juzas 
ad 71.99 40 


Mr. MILLS. Then at 1 o’clock the vote is to be taken. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the pending question 
is on striking out the whole section; but that proposition is divisible. 
Mr. DINGLEY. Is not the present question upon striking out that 
part relating to wool simply? 
§3.11| The CHAIRMAN. The pending motion is to strike out the whole 
section, but on that any gentleman can demand a division and have a 
45 | vote upon striking out any separate clause. 
40| 128.33 Mr. ADAMS. I understood that the proposed limitation applied 
40! 91.30 | only to-the time when the vote on the free-wool clause should be taken, 
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Mr. MILLS. That is right. : 

The CHAIRMAN. That is all. 

Mr. ADAMS. My understanding is that unanimous consent was 
asked eos given that a vote should be taken on the first lines of the 

raph. 

Mr. MILLS. The understanding is that at 1 o’clock we will take 
a vote on the amendment offered on the other side of the House to 
strike out the free-wool clause. 

Mr. ADAMS. I wish to say one word relating to the time of the 
year at which the free-wool clause and the clause providing for a lower 
duty on woolens shall take effect; and as I understand it it is a prac- 
tical business proposition. I hold in my hand a letter transmitted to 
me by importers of woolen goods in the city where I reside, and I will 
ask the attention of all those who are willing to consider the question 
from a practical point of view. 

This is not a question involving the subject of protection or anti-pro- 
tection. Mr. Chairman, I saw some time ago an interview reported to 
have been had with Henry Watterson immediately after the St. Louis 
convention, in which he declared that the Democratic party would be 
very conservative in the way in which they brought the change in our 
fiscal policy to bear upon the industries of the country, and he is said 
to have used these words: ‘‘We will give notice to the tenants before 
we take the roof off the house.” 

That, Mr. Chairman, was the precise purpose with which I proposed 
at the beginning of the five-minute debate to change the time of the 
year at which the free-list clause should take effect. My argument was 
that it should take effect at the beginning or end of a manufacturing 
season. If I had at that time carefully studied this bill as far as the 
end of section 2 I should have found that the committee had adopted 
that identical principle with reference to flax, hemp, and jute and the 
manufactures thereof. We had before us a free-list, including these 
articles; that is, hemp, jute, flax, and many others; and it was provided 
that thatshould take effect on the Ist day of July. IL insisted that in 
justice and fairness it should take effect at a different period of the year. 
At the very time when we were discussing that question there was a 
provision in this bill, as yet invisible, because it was at the end of a 
section which we had not reached, which applied that very principle 
to two of the articles which we were then discussing. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to have applied to the change in the laws 
regarding wool and woolens that same principleof practical justice and 
fair play which the committee has seen fit to adopt with reference to 
jute and flax and hemp, and all substitutes for hemp. I send to the 
desk to be read a letter on this subject from a firm in Chicago, who are 
largely engaged in dealing in men’s furnishing goods. They are not 
raisers of wool; they are not manufacturers of woolen goods, but they 
know the course of trade; they know the customs prevailing among 
business men in this country, and they believe that this bill should be 
modified in accordance with those existing customs. Inow ask to have 
the letter read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CHICAGO, April 28, 1888. 

Dear Sim: In view of the possibility of the Mills tariff bill becoming a law 
there is one provision therein that has probably been inserted by Mr. MILLS 
without knowing how injurious such a law would be toall interested. We pre- 
sume that he has no intention of seriously injuring any portion of the citizens 
of this country, yet he has made a very A dogs errorin fixing the date of theentry 
of raw free wool as ins Se 1888, and of reducing so seriously the import 
duties on woolen manufactured goods on the day of October 1, 1588. 

All woolen manufacturers must make their contracts early in the beginning of 
the year for the following fall and winter business, and by the Ist of July to 
have manufactured at least three-quarters of their production for the season. 

The importer is necessarily obliged to piace his orders carly in the year for 
the ensuing fall and winter business. Every importer has already so p 
his orders, the samples are now out in the hands of traveling men, prices have 
been fixed, and goods are now being sold at such prices and must be delivered 


in August and September. Fully three-quarters of the entire fail and winter 
business of the importer and wholesaler is done before the middle of Septem- 


T, 

These being facts, it clearly proves the great injustice that would result to 
manufacturers, importers, and wholesale dealers if the Mills bill, asitisframed, 
should become a law. It would prove seriously disastrous to the manufacturer 
as well as to the wholesale dealer. Ifitdid not prove disastrous to these sev- 
eral parties there would be no benefit accrue to the consumer, and we presume 
that this is what Mr. Mics has in mind in framing this bill. 

If the bill is to pass can not Mr. MILLS be prevailed upon to so change it that 
the time for the reduction on free wool can chan to take effect January 
1,1889.and the time for reduction on woolen manufactured goods take effect 
from July 1, 1889? With these changes no injuries would result to wholesale 
dealers and manufacturers,and the consumer will get every possible benefit 
from the reduced prices. . 

Very respectfully, 
WILSON BROS. 

Hon. GEORGE E. ADAMS, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. ADAMS. I would like to have one minute more to state in one 
sentence the effect of the proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the gentleman will pro- 
ceed for one minute longer. 

Mr. ADAMS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the special atten- 
tion of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL] to the pur- 
port of this letter, because I infer that he knows something of the wool 
business. Itstates what I believe to be true; that from January to July 
wool is finding its way into the woolen mills; and that the woolen 


cloth is finding its way from the woolen mills through the jobber and 
the wholesaler to the retailer during the latter part of the year. By 
October the woolen cloth may have reached the wholesaler; therefore 
the retailer will diminish his purcbasesif he understands there is to be 
a radical change in the law about that period in the year. Therefore, 
on the same principle of justice which the committee bas applied to flax 
and jute, the change ought to take place in January rather than in Oc- 
tober or July. «The change in the duty on wool should take effect in 
January, at the beginning of the season in which the manufacturersare 
buying wool. The change in tho duty on woolens should take effect 
six months later, that is, on July 1, 1889. That is the proposition uf 
my constituents. Itseems to mea reasonable one. At all events, the 
committee should have the same consideration for those who have made 
business engagements in wool and woolens as they take pains to show 
for those who are interested in hemp, 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. A statement having appeared in the 
newspapers, and also having been made on the floor of this House, that 
many wool manufacturers, especially in New England and the Middle 
States, are in favor of free foreign wool, I desire to submit the authori- 
tative statement of Mr. William Whitman, president of the National 
Wool Manufacturers’ Association, bearing upon this very point. I send 
to the desk to be read for the information of the House a letter received 
from that gentleman this morning. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

WASHINGTON, July 16, 1888. 

Dear Str: The woolen manufacturers of the United States, especially those 
of the New England and Middle States, are opposed to the removal of the duty 
upon foreign wool. 

They believe that the permanent success of the wool-manufacturing industry 
of the United States is dependent upon the growth in this country of their prin- 
Sipa nu rpa wool—a raw material which shall be indigenous to our soil 
and c: ate, 

They also believe that the comfort, prosperity, and independence of our people 
are as dependent upon the growth of sheep in our country for food and for 
clothing, as they are upon the products of the soil for food, and of the mines for 
fuel and for use in the mechanic arts, 

The number of New England manufacturers who favor free wool can be 
numbered by the fingers of my hands, and I believe by the fingers of one hand, 
On this I am in a position to speak with authority. 

Yours, very truly, 


WM. WHITMAN, 
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers. 
Hon. C. H. ALLEN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, in May last in the course of the 
general debate on the bill now under consideration I was so gen- 
erously treated in the allowance of time that I will now ask of the 
committee but a very brief hearing. I do not wish to repeat argu- 
ments I then made against the propriety of putting wool on the free- 
list, and will therefore confine myself, so far as I can, to replying to 
some things that have occurred in the course of the debate since that 
time. Nothing that I have yet heard has in the least changed my 
mind, and I believe as I did then, that it is bad policy to put wool on 
the free-list. To my mind the arguments are clear, plain, and unan- 
swerable that the sheep-raiser and wool-grower is entitled to have his 
industry protected against foreign competition, and that this protec- 
tion in its effects is a benefit to all the people of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one feature of this discussion which, if I may 
be allowed to use the expression, is noticeable by its absence. Nogen- 
tleman advocating the passage of the Mills bill has as yet, so far as I 
recollect, given as a reason for placing wool on the free-list that its ef- 
fect will tend to the well-being of the whole country and the benefit 
of the entire people of the United States. No one has advocated it as 
a great national policy which is to make us stronger as a people, bet- 


ter prepared to meet our adversaries in war, or that will diversify our ` 


industries and enable our citizens to live better in time of peace. I 
am surprised, Mr. Chairman, that this new policy, this new departure 
from the system of protection, has not elicited from gentlemen on the 
other side arguments, or at least attempted arguments, in that direc- 
tion. 

But none have been given us. No gentleman has explained to us 
how the more than 1,000,000 of persons employed in this industry can 
be better employed after we have given Australia and South America 
free permission to supply our home markets with their wool. Noone 
has told us what good, cheap, and wholesome meat our people can ob- 
tain to take the place of lamb and mutton when this bill shall have 
made the raising of sheep unprofitable. 

Neither have we heard how the lands now covered with flocks can 
be adapted toa better use. No one has told us what we have or can 
produce that foreign countries will take from us in exchange for the 
wool we are expected to buy from them. 

There is but one inference. We must year after year send gold and 
silver abroad to buy the wool we are now raising, send it where but 
little if any of it will ever return to us. How we could get a supply, 
even with coin, in case of war, can not be told, for all of the great 
powers of Europe are stronger on the ocean than we are, and the ad- 
vocates of the Mills bill are opposed to our building a navy or even 
establishing mail lines of steam-ships. 

All the arguments in favor of free wool can be reduced to this: that 
it will, for the time being, enable poor people to get cheaper clothing. 
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It is alleged, not even proven, that next year blankets will be cheaper, 
that a wool hat can be bought for lessin Kentucky, that Arkansas con- 
stituents will thereby be enabled to purchase woolen clothes, and that 
the inhabitants of the cotton-growing States will be relieved of the 
terrible high prices they have been paying for what they wear. 

These are the arguments that have been repeated to us over and over 
again by gentlemen who represent the old slave States, and who are 
the real fathers of this bill. Occasionally we have had a Democrat 
from the North, who, driven and scourged by the party lash, comes re- 
luctantly to the support of the bill, and excuses himself to his con- 
stituents by alleging that it has been discovered that the same law that 
will make wool and woolens cheap to everybody else will enable the 
wool-grower to sell his wool dear and high. 


Mr. Chairman, I observe a great change has come over the gen- 
tlemen who favor this bill in one respect. They no longer denounce 
protection as the sum of all villainies and a system of robbery, but, in 
fact, occasionally assert that they are not even free-traders themselves. 
I will not stop now to illustrate how the Oregon election'‘and the very 
general denunciation that this bill is receiving throughout the country 
may be the cause of this. But gentlemen on the other side will allow 
me to say that this change comes too late. 

By the message of your President, by the Mills bill itself, and by 
the resolutions of your national convention you have placed yourselves 
in direct and positive opposition to the entire system of protection. 
That is free trade as plain as language can make it. By your speeches 
two months since you left no doubt as to your true policy, and the 
American people care but little about the name you say you wish to 

` be called: 

So far as the wool schedule is concerned I suppose none of you are 
ready to deny that you are free-traders. Noone will expect me in the 
discussion of this question to stop and inquire whether the new policy 
of this Administration under the Democratic party means ultimate 
free trade or not. 

To the wool-grower and the men interested in that business the 
Mills bill is in express terms and without any qualifications absolute 
free trade. It is nota step in the right direction, as free-traders would 
describe some parts of the bill. No half-way measures about it. It 
is not an effort to lessen or lower the tariff under a pretextof reducing 
the income, but at once our ports and markets are made free to foreign 
wool of all kinds. The stranger pays nothing to stand on an equality 
with our citizens. It is free trade in wool. Perhaps, in this connec- 
tion—lest some might infer that there was not much free trade in this 
bill beside wool—it may not be outof place to call attention to the fact 
that it is absolute free trade in many other industries ot this country 
that give employment to thousands of our people. It proposes free 
trade in wool, free trade in wood, lumber, and timber of all kinds; free 
trade in salt; free trade in copper ores; free trade in hemp, manilla, and 
all vegetable fibers; free trade in tin-plate; free trade in fish; free trade 
in iron and steel cotton ties or hoops; free trade in vegetables; freo 
trade in over one hundred other articles, with sweeping reductions in 
regard to many articles that are left dutiable. 

During the general debate my colleague [Mr. BucKALEW] gaveas a 
reason for supporting the bill that he wanted free wool to benefit the 
manufacturers. Outside of the New England States Pennsylvania, and 
especially the city of Philadelphia, is more largely interested in the 
manufacture of woolen goods than any other part of the country. I 
was therefore much surprised that my colleague should give such a rea- 
son when he knew, or at least ought to know, the fact that the wool 
manufacturers of Philadelphia did not only not ask for free wool, but 
were uncompromisingly opposed to it. 

A gentleman with as much experience and with as much general in- 
formation as my colleague possesses should not have made such a mis- 
take, I proposed at the time toask hima question that would have called 
his attention to the matter, but he declined to yield. Mr. Chairman, 
I will call the attention of the committee to the evidence on this point. 
The wool manufacturers, wool-dealers, and wool-growers of the United 
States during the time this Congress ‘has been in session, by represent- 
atives, met in this city and passed the strongest kind of resolutions, 
protesting against putting wool on the free-list. The associations of 
wool-growers of Pennsylvania, acting in harmony with the woolen 
manufacturers of our State, were represented in that meeting and united 
in this protest. 

The woolen manufacturers of the city of Philadelphia have quite re- 
cently taken action on this matter, and to show that they have not 
changed their position on this subject I submit this extract of their pro- 
ceedings: 

[Extracts from the remarks of Mr. Theodore Justice, at a business men’s mect- 
ing, Board of Trade room, Philadelphia, June 18, 1888.] 


Mr. Chairman, as the President in his message to Congress singled out the 
wool industry for his attack, and as the jority of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee carry out his advice with the Mills bili, described by a Republican Con- 
gressman as ñ “viciously sectional scheme, full of malicious purpose toward the 
Northern States,” itis proper that the wool men should be heard in regard to 
it. The President has thrown down the free-trade gauntlet. and, as a Republi- 
can business man, I say we willingly take it up and as freely accept the issue. 

The wool men, SOUSA CAIRN Haceuree® as well as dealers and growers, are 
practically a unit against wool, Democratic wool-growers being as out- 
spoken as their Republican neighbors, The wool merchant, through their cor- 


respondents in every State and Territory, yes, in almost every county in the 
United States, hear but one voice, and they can speak advisedly of the opinions 
and intentions of wool men, Democrats as well as Republicans. * * + 

Texas gave 80,000 majority for Cleveland, when his party said that the plat- 
form of 1884 did not mean free trade and meant no harm to any American in- 
dustry. Iask you to take note of the next Texas majority for Mr. Cleveland. 
You can form some idea of it by the recent vote of the Democratic wool-growers 
in Oregon. The eastern part of that State was settled by Missourians and Ken- 
tugkians, whose sympathies and votes have always been with the South. These 
very men pooh-pooh: d the President’s messages; they declared that it was onl 
polities, and contained no menace to the wool industry. When the Mills b 
was reported to the House they saw evidence that the President really meant 
what he said about free wool. Still they thought it could not be possible tor an 
American Congress to cripple an important industry, and were not alarmed. 

They were not convinced until the Oregon Democratic convention of Cleve- 
land’s office-holders, his civil service reform office-holders, indorsed the mes- 
sage, the Mills bill, and especially free wool. What was the result?. The Re- 
publican managers in Oregun on figuring on the returns conceded to the Demo- 
crats the eastern or wool-growing portion of the State by their usual 1,500 ma- 
jority ; they never dreamed of any change of sentiment in that region. After 
making this allowance, they were rejoicing in a good 4,000 Kepublican majority, 
and were utterly surprised when the returns from the wool-growing counties 
of Eastern Oregon came in, to find that that heretofore Democratic section had 
given 1,500 Republican majority. The President's attack on wool had done it. 

Mr, Chairman, poten is the very keystone of the arch of the wool busi- 
ness, both in wool growing and woolen manufacturing. The question of pro- 
tection is bound up with the very life of the business. Wool growing in many 
sections of the United States has been fostered by and grown up under protec- 
pon: I give a brief comparison of the cost of growing foreign and American 
wool: 

The main cost of raising wool in foreign countries, where the sheep graze 
over the public domain, is the wages of the herder. In the Argentine Repub- 
lie this quality of labor receives three Spanish dollars per month. In Montana, 
where the sheep also graze on the public domain, the wages of the herder, 
which is aiso the main cost of growing wool there, is $40 per month, as against 
$3 in South America, 

This is an increase in the cost of growing American wool, otherwise under 
similar conditions, of 1,200 per cent. The freight on wool from Buenos Ayres to 
New York by sailing vessel is only one-quarter of a cent per pound, while the 
cheapest freizht from Montana is 2 cents per pound to the same market. Here 
is an increase to the Montana grower in the cost of transportation of 700 v 
cent, over the cost to the South American grower. With this difference against 
the American grower on the free range, how much more must be the cost of 
raising wool on farms worth $50 to $75 per acre, 

Tiere are many erroneous opinions, Mr. Chairman, held by the press of Phil- 
adelphia as to the attitude of wool men toward free wool. Iam sorry to say 
that at least three Philadelphia daily papers have had editorials on the subject 
which are wholly wrong. They could easily have obtained the truth from the 
Manufacturers’ Club, or the Wool Merchants’ Association, both of which (prac- 
tically containing all who are in the business) are wonderfully united in oppo- 
sition to free wool. Wool growers, wool dealers, and woolen manufacturersare 
almost unanimously opposed to free wool. They have so declared themselves 
in no uncertain words, through their associationsand individually, Thisisthe 
fact not here only, but throughout the whole country. It is the case in Massa- 
chusetis, where the woolen product of that State alone exceeds the entire 
amount of our importations of woolens, 

Manufacturers throughout the United States, with the exception of scarcely 
more than 1} percent. of all of them, in spite of the seductive offer of the Mills 
bill of free raw material, say that they are for protection for wool growing from 
principle,and concede to the wool growers for their industry the protection 
which they demand for their own industry. They also believe that free woolis 
only the entering wedge for free goods later on, 


In July, 1885, Hon. Daniel Manning, then Secretary of the Treasury, 
sent to the National Association of Wool Manufacturers a circular let- 
ter asking for information on the question of a possible revision of the 
tariff. 

In reply the association, under date of October, 1885, among other 
things, said: 

It will be observed that in this communication, which, we need not say, is 
addressed not only to you, but through you to Congress and the public, we 
have not urged, as has been customary with this association in former times, 
any argument for encouragement in behalf of the important industry most 
closely allied with our own, that of wool production. Circumstances, which 
we need not mention, seem to have made it expedient that each branch of tha 
national wool industry should act independently in representing its interests 
as connected with tariff legislation. 

As the domestic wool-grower, in view of the high cost of labor and the high 
scale of living required by American civilization, can not profitably send his 
wools abroad, and asevery pound of foreign cloth imported, displacinga pound 
of American cloth which might be made here, atthe same time displaces a quad- 
ruple weighs of domestic wool, it might be claimed that the interests of our 
nearest allies are sufficiently served by securing defenses for the manufactures 
which constitute their only market. Thiswas the narrow and selfish argument 
for exclusive protection to manufactures in former times. 

A broader and more just policy now regards protection to any distinct inter- 
est but as a part of a universal system; and while we demand for our own fin- 
ished poguda, and more opaa ray still, for the labor by which they are 
wrought, the whole powcr of defense granted by the Constitution against other 
nations—defense against their policy, their pernicious trade, their extoried and 
pauper labor, no less than against their arms—we would extend the same de- 
fense to every home poru of the farm, the mine, and the forest, tħus mak- 
ing our own identical with the national prosperity. 


Mr. Chairman, a few days since the statement was made on this floor 
that the pendency of this bill and the menace of free wool had caused 
the loss of 10 cents per pound to the wool-grower on his clip for the 
present year; that its effect had been to lower the price of wool that 
much in the market. 

An advocate of the Mills bill at once suggested that if the wool- 
grower lost 10 cents per pound on his wool the laborer of the country 
had gained that much in the reduced price at which he could buy his 
clothes. 

But this is a fallacy easily answered. As yet the difference in price 
is so evenly distributed among the buyers, manufacturers, and mer- 
chants that it is scarĉely appreciable by the man who buys clothes tor 
himself and family, Eut the general depression in business, gro 
ont of this state of affairs, has affected the wages and employment 
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our people, so that they have less to buy clothes with than they would 
have had if wool was bringing a good price. 

T should add to the able and complete answer given to this question 
this morning by the gentleman from Ohio [ Mr. Ezra B. TAYLOR], that 
one class of our people can not gain by any injury or loss sustained by 
another class of people in the United States. We are bound together 
- by‘acommunity of interest, and so we should be. . 

The prosperity of the individual citizen rises and falls with the gen- 
eral welfare of the country; you can not point out to-day any class of 
individuals who will eventually be better off because thousands and 
tens of thousands of our citizens who produce the present wool crop 
have suffered loss because of the apprehension brought about by the 
introduction of the Mills bill. It is true the wool-growers have suf- 
fered a severe loss, but they are really in no worse condition than those 
of many other industries. Nearly everything affected by this bill has 
been more or less harmed. 

Many kinds of business throughout the country have directly suf- 
fered from precisely the same cause. Works are stopping, wages are 
being lowered, and but few new enterprises are being ted. You 
hear ‘‘the rumble and grumble of disaster’’ in the distance, threaten- 
ing every class of producers throughout the country. 

But little attention, Mr. Chairman, has been given in this debate to 
the fact that a large part of the people of the United States are pro- 
ducers and not consumers. Those who favor this bill argue as if we 
were a nation of consumers who wanted everything cheap. 

I can understand very well how a professor in a college at an annual 
fixed salary can argue in favor of free trade and low prices. It is easy 
to see how those who have regular fixed incomes from any source would 
` be, for the time being, gainers by the passage of the bill. This is one 
of the reasons why English aristocracy with fixed ground-rents payable 
in money want free trade and low prices. But people with fixed in- 
comes who do not labor are but a very small minority of the people of 
the United States. The large body of the consumers of our country, 
the’bulk of our population, are also producers. Weare an industrious, 
thrifty people, nearly all producers. The lawsof our country must be 
made to do justice to the producers, and nothing short of protection is 
adapted to a nation like ours. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. Iask unanimous consent to be permitted to pro- 
ceed for a few minutes longer. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there 
man from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not object if gentlemen 
on that side are satisfied; but the understanding is that a vote is to be 
taken at 1 o’clock, and I shall object to any extension of the time be- 
yond that. It is also understood that the time was to be equally di- 
vided, if desired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will endeavor to divide the time as 
equally as possible. 

Mr. BREWER. I think it was understood that one-half of the time 
was to be allotted to each side if desired. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Certainly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, in the brief time allotted to me I 
desire to confine myself to the wool question, for the purpose of mak- 
ing a reply to one or two suggestions which have been made during the 
course of this debate. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DOCKERY], 
inadvertently I presume, made a statement in his speech to the effect 
that we can not raise fine wool in this country which is necessary for 
our manufac and that therefore we must have free wool in order 
to bring from abroad the fine wool necessary to supplement our coarser 
clip, so that our manufacturers may have both kinds in their business. 

This is an entire mistake, and, as I have said, was no doubt inadver- 
tently made by the gentleman from Missouri. His arguments, like 
most of those we hear in favor of this bill, are made to order. He 
starts out to make a speech in favor of free wool,and not having an op- 
portunity to know much about the business falls into this error, and at 
once applies it as an argument in favor of the Mills bill. We do raise 
and can raise the very finest grades of wool; in fact, in that line our 
people excel. We do not want fine wool for any purpose, and least of 
all we want it free. The present tariff discriminates in favor ofadmit- 
ting some coarse goods at low duty on the ground we do not raise them 
here. Great frauds have been practiced by admitting fine wools under 
the pretense that they were coarse. 

The question is really not whether we can raise the finer wools, but 
it has been raised as to whether we can raise profitably the coarser 
grades of wool, such as we call in late years in this country “‘ carpet- 
wools.’? Fortunately the answer comes from the sheep-breeders and 
wool-growers throughout the country that there is no difficulty in rais- 
ing that grade of wool if we are permitted to have adequate protec- 
tion. 

Another thing. Gentlemen seem to talk of the wool industry as if 
we could experiment with it; asif it was a matter with which we could 
exercise our discretion in the way of having free wool for a year or two, 


objection to the request of the gentle- 


and if it was not found by experience desirable that we could revert to 
the old system of protection and resume the industry again the next 
yearor the following year. Nogreater mistake was ever made. There 
is no industry in this whole country, even of the finest classes of man- 
ufacturing, that has required such long time and care in the develop- 
ment as the breeding of sheep and the bringing of the wool industry 
toits present condition. Wool isnotaraw material. You never heard 
of the finer grades of sheep, the Southdown, the Merino sheep, and 
Black Top existing in a natural state. They are the result of many 
years of high breeding. 

You have the Hottentot sheep and the coarse sheep of Mexico and of 
South America almost in a state of nature; but in order to produce fine 
grades of wool and a large, profitable fleece, careful breeding of sheep 
has been necessary. Thiscondition has been brought about, as I have 
said, by many years of experiment and care, and I tell you, gentlemen, 
if you drive to the slaughter-pen the sheep of Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
Michigan, Vermont, and the Southwest, and destroy the finer grades, 
you can not in a generation return again to the position which you have 
lost. 

Once more. I have tried, in looking over the arguments here, to find 
why it was that the gentlemen who started on this free-trade crusade 
should have selected the woolen industry as their objective point of at- 
tack, and think I am prepared to answer. Itis this: Wool is an indus- 
try so uniformly distributed throughout the country that the gentle- 
men no doubt adopted the opinfon that it was not extensive enough in 
any one particular locality to materially affect political questions. They 
evidently supposed that the people interested in it, being scattered over 
the whole country, would not be able to raise a very determined pro-- 
test. 

I do not think any mancan give a good reason why free trade should 
be adopted in wool in preference to any other of the leading industries 
of the country. There is no argument that can be made to favor put- 
ting wool on the free-list that will not apply with equal force to sugar, 
rice, iron nails, glass, and many other things which are left protected 
by this bill. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BYNUM] says this bill is a mild 
attack on the system of protection. It isthe first attack, and it was 
supposed, no doubt, to be safest to make it upon wool for the reason 
I have stated. If this succeeds you will take some other industry next; 
or, grown bolder, may take several. But, gentlemen, let me give you 
alittle warning. There is no industry outside of manufactories in any 
section of this country that has better organization than the sheep- 
breeders and the wool-growers; and I say to gentlemen on the other 
side, with some considerable knowledge upon the subject, that there 
is a large number of your party associates as well as Republicans who 
are deeply interested in this matter. 

Sheep-raisers are an intelligent class of people, not generally largely 
interested in polities, as the phrase goes, but they areinterested in their 
business affairs. I do know that there are many of the officers of the 
associations of which I speak that are Democrats; and if you gentle- 
men will take the resolutions passed by these associations and protests 
sent here to Congress by men engaged in this industry you will dis- 
cover that it is one upon which they are taking a great deal of inter- 
est. You will allow me to add that you will be very apt to hear from 
these men in a way you can not misunderstand in the coming elec- 
tions. 

No, gentlemen, you ‘can not resume this industry if it is once aban- 
doned, except after long years, and there are more people interested 
in it than you perhaps in your philosophy have dreamed of. There are 
more interested than are engaged in merely raising sheep and clipping 
the wool. There are men interested in taking care of the flocks, in 
furnishing supplies of mutton for the markets and for the shambles, 
and in various other ways connected with this immense industry. Those 
who desire to see a good supply of wholesome meat to feed the people 
in this country are interested in the sheep industry just as well as those 
who are engaged in the production of wool. I shall incorporate in my 
remarks at this time some communications I have received which hear 
directly upon this subject, and I ask respectful attentiontothem. They 
represent truly the sentiment of the parties most interested in this 
question. 

You gentlemen have made this a party question, and as such you will 
be held responsible. In the vote that will shortly be taken on this 
section you will find no vote in favor of it except Democrats; not a 
single Republican in this Congress. A few Democrats will oppose it; 
but onlya few. Your party must take the responsibility of this meas- 
ure, and with it the rebuke that the people will most certainly give it. 
The fact that many of you from Northern States who will vote for free 
wool are at heart opposed to it will not relieve your party. 

WASHINGTON, PA., July 11, 1888, 
DEAR Sir: What shall become of the wool-grower? Our industry is para- 


lyzed. The wool-grower has not prospered under the present tariff of i883. The 
proof of this is manifest in the reduction of the number of our sheep of near 


7,000,000 in the States and Territories. The continuous tariff tinkering that fol- 
lowed the pa ssage of the act of 1883 had much to do in driving men out of the 
business and causing all to reduce their flocks; some gradually, others rapidly 
down to no sheep at all. 

J am free to say from an extensive acquaintance with the wool-growers of not 
only our own Stat 


e of Pennsylvania, but of all the States and Territories, 
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that the of the Mills bill putting wool on the free-list will not meet with 
the approval of the wool-growers of the State of Pennsylvania, nor in any other 

The bill now before Congress, if passed, will be death, death, death, to 
the industry. The effect of this bill now before the House has destroyed our 
home market, Washington County.so long the banner wool county, yielding 
annually over 3,000,000 pounds of wool at living prices, now no longer prosper- 
ous, but shares the common fate of disaster with all other wool-growers in the 


States. 

The actual cost of growing a pound of wool is 39cents in Pennsylvania. Our 
market at present is 25 cents a pound for the highest, and much of our wool is 
bought at 18, 20, and 22 cents a pound. How can we live at such prices? Itis 
simply impossible. Since the repeal of the act of 1867 and constant tariff tinker- 
ing to reduce the wool schedule the sheep of our own State have been reduced 
over 700,000. And why? Answer, the want of adequate protection, 

I earnestly hope the Mills bill will not pass. 


Yours, most truly, 
JOHN McDOWELL, 
President Pennsylvania State Woot-Growers’ Association. 
Hon. Oscar L, JACKSON, 
House of Representatives United States, Washington, D. C. 


[Resolutions of Pennsylvania Soo) rowers: Twenty-fourth Pennsylvania dis- 
trict, passed in December, 1856. ] 

Resolved, That as wool-growers of Pennsylvania we pledge a determined re- 
sistance to the proposition to place wool on the free-list as a raw material. 

Resolved, That in no just sense can a fleece of Ameri wn wool, uir- 
ing labor. capital, and skill for its high development as to quality and weight, 
be regarded a raw material. 

Resolved, That the placing of carpet wools on the free-list, as suggested in 
some quarters apparently friendly to protection, which wools, with adequate 

n, can be produced in America in sufficient quantities to meet our tle- 
mands, would in practice result injuriously to wool-growing, opening new ave- 
nues to fraudulent valuation, and precluding the possibility of ever reaching 
the desirable point where we can produce all our needed wools. 

Resolved, That a great national industry like that of wool-growing, so im- 
gorans as to be justly named the key to the protective system, should com- 
poe id such tariff duties as will fully protect it against the present large impor- 

jons. 

Resolved, That we favor the reduction of revenue by the increase of tariff 
duties, and the consequent decrease of importations which yield revenue. 

, That we adhere without hesitation to our formerly expressed belief 
that wool-growing needs, and is fully entitled to, the protection afforded in the 
era in which that industry made its greatest progress in this country; and that, 
in a spirit of absolute fairness to the great twin industry of wool-manufacturing, 
we cheerfully accord to the manufacturing interest such a readjustment of 
a in the event of a tariff on wool being increased, as will be equitable and 


ved, That we recognize as one of the greatest evils with which wool- 

growing has to contend, the constant menace with which both the measure of 

wool duties and their actual existence has been threatened in the last few 

years; and that we demand, above all things, a cessation of the Congressional 

tation tending to the lowering or complete destruction of existing duties. 

itis impracticable to secure at present the legislation we confidently claim as 

a right, the industry should at least have a period free from menace, in which 
to quietly recuperate, 

LOVISVILLE, KY., June, 1888. 
To the honorable members of the Tlouse of Representatives of the United States at 
Washington, D. C.: 

We, the undersigned, woolen manufacturers, wool dealers, and others inter- 
ested in the woolen business, do hereby ition your honorable body against 
the of what is known as the “ Mills bill,’ believing that such an get 
will be greatly detrimental toand jeopardize the wool industry in this country, 
State, and city. í 

Henry W. Barret & Co., proprietors Eclipse Woolen Mills; L. Rich- 
ardson, president Old Kentucky Woolen Mills Company; R. L. 
Whitney, sec: and treasurer Falls City Jeans and Woolen 
Com y; Louisville and Madison Woolen Mills, J W. Stine, 
president; Louisville (Ky.) Woolen Mills, George A. Robinson, 
secretary and treasurer; W.A. Hedden & Co., proprietors New 
Albany Hosiery Mills; New Albany Woolen Mill, J. F. Geb- 
hart, superintendent; W, F. Robinson, vice-president Bea: 
Woolen Mills; J. B. Halloway, secretary Beargrass Woolen Mills; 
W.E. Koop,treasurer Woolen Mills; James Morning, 
superintendent Henderson Woolen Mill Company; Knoxville 
Woolen Milis, R. P. Gettys, secretary and treasurer; Richardsou 
& Co., wool merchants; D. Davis, wool merchant; Samuel Dink- 
elspiels Sons, wool merchants; M. Sabel & Sons, wool mer- 
chants; Isaac Rosenbaum, wool dealer; L. Marx & Bro., wool 
dealers; E. A. Burford & Co.; D. A. Loud & Bro., Lexington, Ky., 
woolen manufacturers; L.Heacox & Sons, Jas. McCormick & 
Co., wool merchants; C.S. Brent, wool merchants; Sol. Cain, 
wool dealer; Laws Schneck, manager Seymour Woolen Mills, 
Albert N. Meyer, secretary and treasurer. 


Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, when the tariff act of 1883 was passed 
the people of the whele country were interested in the wool schedule, 
and the Legislature of my own State of Iowa, in 1884, passed a reso- 
lution in favor of restoring the wool schedule of 1867. As a member 
of that Legislature I was the only person on the Republican side of 
the house who voted against that restoration. I did so for the reason 
that I believed the Tariff Commission having considered the matter it 
should remain as they recommended, in order that it might be given 
a fair test. 

One of the reasons for the reduction of the wool tariff at that time 
was in order that the surplus revenue might be reduced. ‘The gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. TAYLOR] has shown us that as to five or six arti- 
cles upon the wool schedule the revenues of the Government have 
been increased $11,000,000 by the reduction of the tariff of 1883, the 
importations having largely increased, and I think that fact ought to 
have some weight,with the Democratic side of the House and with 
the country. They have reduced such a largenumber of articles on the 
pretense that the surplus revenue is too great; that there is too much 
surplus, too much money in the Treasury. 

If the experience of the Government with reference to the wool 
schedule is worth anything, it establishes to a certainty the proposition 
that every reduction will, instead of reducing the surplus, have a tend- 
ency to increase it. Certainly the history of the Government since 


1883 in regard to the wool schedule is an absolute proof of this propo- 
sition. So the Democratic have wisely come to the conclusion 
with reference to the wool schedule that they can not again reduce the 
tariff with any hope of reducing the revenue, and consequently they 
have placed wool upon the free-list. ‘That will serve to apprise the 
country of what will be the effect of the other reductions upon other 
schedules. 

In regard to some other matters that have been brought up in this 
debate. Our worthy Chairman [Mr. DocKERY] spoke the other day 
of the interest of the Democratic party in the laboring men of this 
country and made this extravagant proposition: The mother may forget 
her babe, but the Democratic party in this country will never forget 
the interests of the laboring man. I desire to know, Mr. Chairman, if 
the history of the Democratic party in this country warrants any such 
statement on the part of the Chairman of the committee? I tell you 
that throughout the whole history of the Democratic party in this 
country the interests of the laboring men have never been properly 
considered. I'ask who is it that gave the laboring men in this country 
the right to obtain an education? Is it nota fact that until the Repub- 
lican party came into control in this country the children of the poor 
men were allowed to go without any education? I believe the history 
of the Democratic party in this country establishes beyond doubt the 
proposition that the great mass of that organization that controled its 
action formerly believed the proper condition of the laboring man was 
that of a slave. 

Mr.OUTHWAITE. Doesthe gentleman know the Democratie party 
is the party which organized the free-school system in the State of 
Ohio? 

Mr. KERR. Ido not know so much about the State of Ohio as the 
gentleman does, but I do know that the people of the State of Ohio do 
not indorse the gentleman’s position in regard to the wool schedule, 
and he knows they do not indorse his position. 

Mr. REED. Whatis the gentleman’s position in regard to wool? 
We were unable to find out the other day. 

Mr. KERR. I understand he is going to vote for this bill. That 
defines his position. Į 

Mr. JACKSON. Oh, no; the gentleman went with the Ohio dele- 
gation to protest against this proposition only a couple of years ago. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Thetimeofthe gentleman from Iowa bas expired. 

Mr. KERR. Ishould like to have five minutes more, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Iowa that he be allowed to proceed five minutes longer? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I make no objection provided the gentleman 
confines himself to the subject under consideration. 

Mr. KERR. I have confined myself very closely to the subject and 
to the remarks of the gentleman. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in regard to this wool schedule, the history of 
the legislation of 1883 not only shows that the revenues of the Govern- 
ment have increased since that time from the tariff upon wool and upon 
the articles in the wool schedule, but in addition to that it shows the 
number of sheep in this country has been reduced over six millions. 
Is that what we are to expect from the other reductions? Is it not 
what we may reasonably expect from the line of policy pursued by that 
side of the House? The revenues will be increased and our own in- 
dustries injured. The foreign importations of articles are to be in- 
creased and the articles of American manufacture and American pro- 
a are to be decreased by the policy pursued by that side of the 

ouse. 

Something was said by a member of this House regarding the position 
of my colleague from Iowa in reference to blankets. The argument of 
my colleague went to show this: That the poor man’s blanket was as 
cheap to-day within 10 percent. as itis in England. The argument of 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY ] shows that the poor man’s 
all-wool clothing is as cheap to-day in the United States, or within a 
trifle of it, as it is in Great Britain. 

And that fact stands against all theories as a conclusive argument in 
favor of maintaining the present position. The gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FORD] said something here to the effect that the abolition of 
the internal revenue was proposed to save the tariff schedules. I wish 
to call the attention of gentlemen to the position taken in this House 
two years ago by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RANDALL] 
upon that question and to the thorough indorsement of that position 
by the people of some districts in which a distinct issue was made. In 
a discussion between the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. RANDALL, 
at the gentlemen from New York, Mr. Hewitt, the following took 
piace; : 

Mr. Hewrrr. Will the gentleman allow mea word? He has asked whether 
the measure introduced by the Committee on Ways and Means was in accord- 
ance with the Pr poo of the Chicago platform. I say that it was, and that is 
the question will go into his district and talk out with him and with his 
workingmen. [Applause on the Democratic side.) 

Mr. RANDALL. I know well the conduct of the gentleman in the Chicago con- 


vention, and I know that neither he nor any other man subsequently went on 


the stump in his State or elsewhere and made declarations in the direction of 
the bill of the Ways and Means Committee as I conceive it to be. I not only 
know that, but I know also that, on the contrary, I was invited into his State 
and spoke there in the exact line of the declarations that I have made here and 
make now. [Applause on the Republican side.] I know more; I knowthatin 
the canvass yearwhich resulted in theelection of Governor Hill they took 
care to invite me again, and they inyited also many other men who agreed with 
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me in sentiment as to the construction ofthe Chicago platform, while they failed 
to invite any man to s k there who thoughtas the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Hewitt] now declares. [Applause on the Republicanside.] And whatwas 
the result? The result was t the Democratic majority in the State of New 
York increased from something over 1,000 in 1884 to 11,000 in 1895, and it was 
not on any free-trade doctrine, [Laughter and applause. } 

I declare that I am ready and willing to vote with anybody who will seek in- 
telligently to reform the inequalities of the tariff. But how have we been met 
in this particular? We have had to either take the bil! of the Waysand Means 
Committee or nothing. It has been asse: that we can not put upon a cus- 
toms bill anything that looks to the repeal of internal taxation. I believe that 
the system of internal taxation is un-American and undemocratic. It was so 
pronounced by the fathers of our country, and I shall never weary in seeking its 
repeal in part or altogether, [Applause.] 

The theory of the Democrats two years ago was that they could not 
combine a bill for the reduction of duties with one for the reduction of 
internal-revenue taxes. They have abandoned that position now. 

Mr. BLAND. And still you are not satisfied. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, the men who took issue prominently 
with Mr. RANDALL, when they went home to their constituents were 
sent to the shades of private life. That was the case with Mr. Bragg; 
that was the case with Mr. Morrison, and it came within a few votes 
of being the case with several other prominent men upon this floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been 
said during this debate as to the pending measure being an assault upon 
American industries, and it seems to me that by dint of repetition on 
the part of these self-constituted champions of American industry and 
American labor, who offensively assume that every one who does not 

with them is an enemy of American industries, a false issue is be- 
ing presented by this debate to the country. For my part, taking this 
bill in the average percentage of its protection to American industries, 
I can not for my life, from the old standpoint of Republicanism, see 
how it is that it is in the direction of an assault upon American indus- 
tries; and when our self-constituted champions of American industries 
are driven into a corner on that point and forced to confess that a 40 
per cent. tariff is ample for the purposes of protection they then seek 
refuge behind another statement that has no merit, which is that the 
bill is purely a sectional measure, and therefore ought to be rejected. 

In this way there is an efforton the part of these men, who seem to 
think that the burden rests entirely upon their shoulders of defending 
American industries, to make this an unpopular measure before the 
people of the country. Now, I wish to say a few words in this con- 
nection with reference to the alleged sectional character of this bill. I 
do not like the bill in every part. I would like to see free sugar and 
free molasses and free lumber and free salt. 

A MEMBER. Howabout rice? $ 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. And free rice; and if that reduced the 
revenues of the country below an amount needed for the discharge 
of the obligation of the Government, I would re-enact the old tax upon 
the incomes of the rich men of this country and in that way revise 
our systemof taxation. But, Mr. Chairman, I can not have my choice, 
and consequently I have to take such measures as I can find that do 
stand some show of practical success in the matter of reducing taxation. 

But now, a word as to the sectional cry that has been raised against 
the pending measure. With all the imperfections that inhere in this bill 
I undertake to say that it is not as obnoxious to the charge of section- 
alism as the lawit seeks to revise, and which was enacted by its 
“ friends,” and that that is another false cry and another false issue 
set up by the self-constituted champions of American industries and 
the American people. Iam an American, a thorough American, and 
expect to be for American institutions and American industriesat every 
stage of my life, especially as against foreign industries. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Are you self-constituted in that line? 
(Laughter. } 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. A fair retort. Yes, sir; I am self-con- 
stituted in thatline. I have nothing to disguise and no false assump- 
tions to defend. Iam for protection here and elsewhere, whenever in 
my judgment it can be given without extorting to an unwarrantable 
extent from another class of the people who are not interested in the 
particular industry concerned. Talk about the pending bill being 
sectional! I want to say to gentlemen thatitis a matter of history, so 
far as our tariff Jegislation is concerned, that the tariff has always been 
the most sectional measure upon the statute-book. 

It is a legislative garment which was cut originally for the back ot 
New England, and has never been enlarged by the patch-work which 
has been put upon it in recent years further than to extend it to the 
State of Pennsylvania. It is trae that wool has come in; itis true that 
lumber in Michigan and Wisconsin has come in since Mr. Blaine twenty 
years ago inveighed on this floor against a tax on lumber as he would 
against a tax on bread. But the great body of the country that has been 
the beneficiary of these Jaws have been the States of New England, New 
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I would like one or two minutes more. 

Mr. KERR. Does the gentleman mean to say that Mr. Blaine ever 
inveighed against a tariff on lumber? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. He opposed the tax on lumber, and 
put his opposition on the ground that it was one of the necessaries ot 
life, like bread 


Mr. KERR. Mr. Blaine’s remarks were in regard to the internal- 
revenue tax on lumber. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Is there objection to extending the time of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. A few words further on this sectional 
question; for it is not a question of party with me. While I have been 
a Republican all my life and wish that the position of the party was such 
that I could bein strict harmony withit now, I care more for the princi- 
ple involved in this matter than I do for the consequences to the party. 

Now, when gentlemen are talking abont free sugar and free rice, I 
want to remind them of the fact that the men who cut this tariff gar- 
ment for the country,and not the men who are now insisting on the 
revision, are those who put the tariff on sugar and rice, and put it 
higher than the Mills bill now putsit. Gentlemen here, let them come 
from where they may, whether the North or the South, the East or 
the West, had to tackle the question of the revision and modification 
of the tariff from the established order of things; and that established 
order was sectionalism in the extreme, as it had been fashioned and 
molded by its ‘‘ friends.” Gentlemen talk about the assault on man- 
ufactured lumber, Thatis one of the articles which have been referred 
to in order to show the sectional vharacter of the measure. Gentle- 
men have talked about the lumber in Maine and Michigan and Wis- 
consin, seeming to forget in their zeal that several Southern States— 
among them Tennessee, Georgia, Alabama, and Arkansas—have the 
finest lumber forests in the world. 

Gentlemen talk about putting wool on the free-list as another assault 
upon American industries; but they are as silent as the grave with 
reference to the fact that the great State of Texas, five times as large 
as the State of Ohio, has five times as many sheep scattered over her 
plains as the State of Ohio. 

We hear a good deal in this connection about the reduction of duty 
on the metals, yet from what is said in this quarter you would never 
suspect that among the finest iron mines in the world are located in the 
Southern State of Alabama. ; 

I-say, then, Mr. Chairman, in the first place, that the charge that 
the pending measure is an assault on American industries is simply 
absurdly false; and the other charge—behind which, when driven from 
the first and principal charge, they find refuge—that this is a purely 
sectional measpre, and therefore to be condemned and denounced at 
the North, is as false as the former, for this bill takes one-fifth of the 
$54,000,000, the amount of the entire tariff reduction, from sugar 
alone, which is entirely a Southern product, leaving out of considera- 
tion the primary fact that the existing law is purely a sectional measure, 
and the favored section the North and East chiefly. The truth of the 
matter is that these pretentious champions of protection, in advance 
of the appearance of the committee bill, took it for granted and her- 
alded it to the country that it was to be a free-trade measure, and in 
that way they have diverted the attention of thousands and tens of 
thousands of their followers from even looking at the text of the bill 
itself to see whether the charge is true or not. These leaders know the 
force of party cries, and they are profiting by it here to the last degree. 
If we are to have tariff reduction, tariff duties, it seems to me, must 
at some point along the line be reduced. 

In this connection, I want to say that our friends here, who arro- 
gantly assume that they are the sole guardians of American industries, 
in assaulting the pending measure, are themselves open to criticism. 
They should remember the recent history and the record they have 
made with reference to this tariff question, which is that in the Forty- 
eighth Congress they united in support of a motion striking out the 
enacting clause in a bill for tariff revision, and on another occasion, in 
the Forty-ninth Congress, they joined in a motion to not ccusider the 
question of tariff at all. 

This kind of record, coupled with the fact that the same interests 
have opposed the present measure as a whole and in detail, is not cal- 
culated to inspire the country with confidence in professions from this 
quarter as to what will be done either in the present or in future Con- 
presses as to tariff reduction. 

And, Mr. Chairman, in view of this record, it seems to me that the 
country should not accept without the closest scrutiny professions from 
such doubtful sources, And doing this the country will see that the 
charge of free trade and sectionalism in connection with the pending 
measure are both false and misleading charges, plied for the purpose of 
bringing about the same results that were brought about in the Forty- 
eighth and Forty-ninth Congresses by more direct and more honorable 
methods. 

With our increased efficiency in all kinds of machinery, with our su- 
perior labor, one American laborer accomplishing in one day what it 
takes a foreign Jaborer a day and one-half to accomplish; with 3,000 
miles of ocean transportation between our manufacturers and those most 
spoken of as their competitors, it is the grossest of misrepresentation to 
characterize as an assault on American industries a measure that grants 
them a 40 per cent. duty advantage over their competitors. Thetrath 


of this statement is so apparent that when attention is called to it the op- 
ponents of tax reduction concede it and assume that the measure is sec- 
tional and unfair in the adjustment of its details and therefore an un- 
just and dangerous measure. 
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But as we have already seen that the present law is sectional in its 
character, and that the Northeastern section of the Union has ever been 
the chief beneficiary under its provisions, we find this second charge 

- as false and untenable as the first. It is no longer, in my opinion, a 
question of free trade or protection; but a question for protection to 
American industries on the one hand, or high war duties and unjust 
extortion in the interest of monopolies on the other. And I am at a 
loss to know what answer the member can make who votes against this 
measure in the absence of an honest, practical effort to supply a better 
one, when he is called to give an account of his stewardship to a con- 
stituency that have long been waiting for the redemption of pledges to 
revise the tariff and reduce taxation. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I have listened closely to the dis- 
cussion on the Mills bill and observed the action of the Democratic ma- 

jority in regard to the different amendments proposed, notin the spirit 
of political partisanship, but in the desire to honestly protect the in- 
dustries of the nation from the clearly established mistakes of a ma- 
jority of the Committee on Ways and Means until I am compelled 
against my desire, to conclude that all debate is useless. Valuable in- 
formation is worthless. That the jury is packed, and regardless of ar- 
guments that are unanswerable, facts that can not be controverted, the 
Mills bill as reported by the majority of the Waysand Means Committee 
must be passed by this House with only such amendments and changes 
as political necessity requires to procure the votes nec to com- 
plete the assassination of the business interests of this nation. 

Under such circumstances arguments are useless, appeals are vain, 
and the Janguage of denunciation that would do justice to the action 
of the majority would be so strong as to tranusgress the rules and per- 
haps insult the dignity of this House. 

Therefore whatever I may say will be in the nature of a protest, 
and I do protest against the ruthless disregard of the interest of the 
farmers of Ohio and the Northwest, of the farmers of Texas, and the 
broad prairies of the Southwest in placing wool upon the free-list. 

It is not denied that the farmers of the United States have more 
than $300,000,000 invested in the sheep industry of the country. 

,. It is not denied that the effect of placing wool on the free-list will 
be the destruction of this branch of American husbandry. And if it 
is denied, I beg to submit the following clear and candid statement: 

In the year 1885 the woolen manufacturers of the United States consumed 
about 424,404,109 pounds of wool, this being the largest amount ever consumed 
inany one year in the history of the Government, and larger than that consumed 
by Great Britain. Of this amount 129,084,958 pounds were imported. 

Our imported wool came from Europe, Asia, Africa, South America, and 
Australia. In the 7 1886 Europe sent to this country 79,093,893 pounds of 
wool; South America sent 28,767,140; Australia, 7,960,443; Africa, 21,617,700. In 
1887 we imported 12,767,850 pounds of wool from Asia. 

Now, the question arises, can the American wool-grower successfully compete 
with these foreign countries in the production of wool to supply our factories? 
It is well known that in Asia, Africa, Australia, South America, and in some 
portions of Russia there are vast prairies and mountain-sides devoted to sheep- 
raising, where pasturing and feed cost little or nothing; where the sheep graze 
in the flelds almost the entire year through; where they are sheared twice an- 
nually, the annual clip weighing from 6 to 8 pounds per sheep; where shep- 
herds who tend the flocks can be hired in some of these countries for from 2 to 
10 cents per day, and where the cost per pound of raising wool is not much 
more than one-quarter what it is in this country. 

South America can place wool in the warehouses of New York, Boston, and 
Philadelphia, if there were no duties, at a cost of not more than 13 to 15 cents 
per pound, while in the older States of this country wool can not be raised and 
placed in these markets at less than 30 cents per pound. Most American fine 
wool is raised on high-priced land, worth from $40 to$100 an acre; hay is worth 
from $6 to $12 per ton; pasture lands costs from #4 to $8 peracre annually. The 
wages of employés vary from $12 to $25 per month, with board. Under such 
conditions competition with foreigners in supplying wool for our markets 
would be utterly impossible without adequate duties on wool; andif the duties 
are removed the wool and woolen industries in this country will be ruined, thus 
giving foreign wool-growers and manufacturers a monopoly of these industries, 
when the price of wool and woolen goods would immediately advance. 

I ask my Democratic friends if they believe the farmers and flock- 
masters of the nation will silently submit to this most unjust dis- 
crimination against their interests. Their protests are already heard. 

Texas has 6,800,000 sheep, and I respectfully invite the attention of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to the following resolutions of 
his constituents in convention assembled: 

The cattlemen’s convention, at Waco Tex., in Mr. Mrtts’s district, the Ninth, 

resolutions declaring that Mr. Mrixs “does not represent the Ninth dis- 
trict nor the State of Texas in his position, and that his course tends to destroy 
the material industries of his constituency.” We quote further from the text 
of the resolutions adopted by Mr. MILLS’s wool-raising constituents: 

“ We deprecate the course of Mr. MILLs and put ourselves on record in hearty 


-~ condemnation of his conduct and his bill. 


“Forsaken by our Representative, we urge u 
sentatives in Congress to work inst the Mills bill, and we call upon all 
men from other States to protect Texas if her own Representatives fail to do so. 

“Protection on raw wool is purely a protection to the producer, the farmer, 
as well as the sheepman, and should be maintained; and, finally, 

“If Mr. nra para in and urges the proposed removal of the duty on wool, 
itis the sense of this, a representative body of his constituency, that he abdi- 
— = seat, and hereafter we will withhold our support at the ballot-box and 
elsewhere. 


[Here the hammer fell. ] 
Mr. MILLS obtained the floor, and said: I yield my five minutes to 


the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Missouri has 1,300,000 sheep, and I 


m our Senators and Repre- 


DocKERY] to the resolutions ot the Missouri Wool-Growers’ Associa- 
tion: 

The Missouri Wool-Growers’ Association at its last annual meeting adopted 
these resolutions among others: : 

“Whereas wool-grow: g adds to the welfare and happiness of the people by 
diversifying their occupations; and 

“Whereas many natural resources of the country are thus utilized which would 
otherwise be wasted; and 

‘Whereas wool: wing not only adds to the comfort and prosperity of the 
whole people, but is essential to national independence and defense : 

“* Resolved, That it is the sense of this convention that wisdom and good pub- 
lic policy demand its extension and growth be fostered by every honorable 
means, either by the people or their representatives in logishatures assembled,” 

Mr. DOCKERY. Allow me tosay that after two general discussions 
in my district on the question of reducing the duty on wool, the people 
of that district sustained me by increasing my majority from 1,800 to 
4,219. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, that was only a compliment to the gentle- 
man’s skill as a canvasser [laughter and applause on the Republican 
side], and not an indication of their sentiment on this question. Iam 
afraid when you go before pre this fall you will find that the 
majority will not have inc’ > 

Ohio has four millions of sheep, and I respectfully request my Demo- 
cratic colleagues to heed the respectful but indignant protests that 
come to them from the wool-growers of their respective-districts; and 
I invite them to redeem the pledges made to the people of Ohio when 
in the Democratic State convention they adopted resolutions demand- 
ing the restoration of the wool tariff of 1867. Our Democratic friends 
claim that the prime object of the Mills bill is to reduce the revenues for 
the benefit of the people, and that it will reduce the revenue $78,000,- 
000. If.that was their object, and if they sincerely desire to reduce 
the revenues to the injury of the few for the benefit of the many, why 
not take sugar, which is an article of food, found on-the tables of the 
rich and poor alike, one of the absolute necessities of life, and pro- 
duced only in a limited area in the United States? It is paying a reve- 
nue of $56,000,000 annually. Tobacco is a product of the soil North 
and South, and is paying a tax of over $30,000,000. By exempting 
sugar from duty and abolishing the tax on tobacco the revenue would 
be reduced $86,000,000, and no profitable industry of American toil and 
labor would be injured or destroyed, while the helping hand of wise 
statesmanship would be felt and blessed in every household in this 
broad land of ours. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. KELLEY rose. 

TheCHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania rise? 

Mr. KELLEY. 
minutes only. 

The CHAIRMAN. 


I seek recognition from the Chair for two or three 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania will pro- 


ceed. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I learn from the RECORD that on 
Saturday last the member from the Erie district of Pennsylvania, 
WILLIAM L. Scorr, indulged in an unusually reckless fanfaronade, 
in the course of which, after referring to me by name, he said— 

That neither age nor association can cultivate in one what nature has not 
given him—those traits of character which gentlemen recognize both in publio 
and private life as the best types of true manhood. 

If that member’s public and private life are governed by the traits to 
which he alludes, it is matter of great happiness to me that nature did 
not bestow them upon me; and if he alludes to those traits which per- 
mit him, in pursuit of his own advantage, to pervert and falsify state- 
ments made by gentlemen, or which, according to his code, require a 
man who is forced to hear aconversation, all the essential facts of which 
are falsified and perverted by a party to such conversation, to abstain 
from exposing such falsification and perversion, I humbly thank my 
Creator for haying protected me against the domination of such traits. 

It is not my purpose to pursue the gentleman through his labyrinth of 
imaginary facts, but to say that in a letter addressed by Andrew Car- 
negie to James M. Swank, on the 16thof May last, which letter I had 
not seen when I submitted my correction of the statement made by the 
member from Erie, Mr. Carnegie confirms with precision my state- 
ment of the vital questions at issue, as appears from the following ex- 
tracts from that letter: è 

In reply to your inquiry I 
Scorr aah myself in the in o: 


to state exactly what occurred between Mr. 
the Ways and Means Committee, at Washing- 


: “You have been making speeches around the country 
saying that I would not consent to become an American citizen, and that I was 
a foreigner profiting by the h tarif.” Mr. Scott said that he had made that 
statement “under a rie ension,” and he now knew “it was not true.” 
He had “read Triumphant Democracy,” and knew that I was an intensely pa- 
triotic American. He promised not to repeat it. 

I said: “There is another statement you have made which is equally incor- 
rect, namely, that I took a million and a half of dollars of dividends from my 
manufacturing interests in one year.” 

* * 


* = = * * 
So far from ever having drawn a million and a half from our firm in any one 
car have never drawn a million, nor half a million, nor any sum app: 
ng i 
In view of these concurrent statements by Mr. Carnegie and myself 
no question of veracity between the member from Erie and myself can 
be made. But there were in the committee-room three gentlemen who 


; respectfully 
invite the attention of the eloquent gentleman from Missouri [Mr. | can not be heard on this floor. They were Mr. Uriah H. Painter, 
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Mr. Jesse H. Weirick, both of whom were in positions to hear what oc- 
curred, and Mr. Talbot, the accomplished clerk of the committee, who 
was, I think, too far removed from the place at which the interview 
was held to hear what was said. The member from Erie has given us 
his promise to endeavor to have the statements of these gentlemen 
printed. I hope he will redeem his promise. They are well known as 
gentlemen of veracity, and as his allegations are now expressly contra- 
dicted by two witnesses, Mr. Carnegie and myself, the publication of 
statements from these gentlemen will show with increased emphasis 
why I am so glad to have escaped the dominant traits of his character. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, in response to what the gentleman 
from Ohio said a few moments ago, with reference to certain resolutions 
adopted at Waco, Tex., I beg to say on behalf of my colleague, Colonel 
MILLS, that I do not think that was.a very large or representative con- 
vention which passed the resolutions the gentleman read, nor do I be- 
lieve it was composed very largely of representative Democrats. 

His course has been subsequently indorsed by the assembled Democ- 
racy of Texas, and ratified by the national convention of the Democratic 


party. 

As an evidence of how my distinguished colleague is considered in 
his own district I beg to read a brief extract from a recent daily paper 
published in my State, which contains the proceedings of one of his 
county conventions held on the 11th instant, and a very large conven- 
tion at that, and I find this approval and indorsement of my colleague 
by the Democrats of Falls County: 


The name of Hon. RoGER Q. Mitus fully aroused the unterrified, and the 
building resounded again and again to cheers, and the delegation to the Con- 
onal convention was instructed to cast the vote of Falls County for him 

, last, and all the time. 


This is but the precursor of what the other counties will do in that 
Con ional district. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I donot want 
to discuss the free-wool question now distinctively as free wool, but to 
illustrate the effect of the adoption of this schedule by some obser- 
vations upon an experiment which we have tried and of which we 
have a suflicient account to understand its good effects. In 1872 
Congress put raw hides on the free-list. We had then the same 
predictions about placing raw hides on the free-list that my distin- 
guished friend from Ohio, who has just taken his seat, makes, and 
which other gentlemen also have made with reference to free wool. It 
was hot quite so large an industry, but it was to be ruined utterly, as 
the wool industry is to be ruined by putting wool upon the free-list. 
‘We have had free raw hides now for sixteen years. We haveseen the 
experiment tried. It is not a matter of conjecture or of prophesy, but 
of history.- It stood related to American industries almost precisely as 
free wool does to-day, though somewhat lessimportant. Every indus- 
try connected with leather has prospered under this experiment. 

I hold in my hand the tables prepared by the customs office, which 
show this result: We have now about 20,000,000 more of population 
than we had in 1872. It was estimated then that our population was 
about 40,000,000. It is now estimated at over 60,000,000. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. A little over 60,000,000. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. So there has been an increase 
of consumers of the various manufactures of leather to the extent of 
over 20,000,000 persons. In 1872 we imported $11,879,000 of leather. 
In 1887 we imported $10,936,000 worth; that is, the American manu- 
facturers of leather goods supplied both the twenty-odd millions of in- 
crease of our population as well as those formerly supplied. Every ad- 
ditional consumer of every form of leather manufacture is provided for 
by an American manufacturer. As the people increase in population 
the American manufacturer of leather increases the amount of his 

uct, : 

But that is only part of the story. In 1872 we exported $3,684,020 
worth of the manufactures of leather and $1,445,178 worth of hides 
and skins. We now export $10,436,138 worth of the manufactured 
article and $765,655 worth of hides and skins—that is, we not only sup- 
plied the additional twenty million, but we haye increased our exporta- 
tion nearly 300 percent. Not only that, but we have increased our im- 
portations of raw hides from fourteen millions in 1872 to twenty-four 
millions in 1887—that is, we have given that much more work to 
American workingmen. We have not only used every hide produced 
in America except $765,000 worth, but we have increased our importa- 
tions of raw hide nearly 100 per cent., which represents that much 
more labor given to the American laborer, that much more wage earned 
by the American wage-worker, and that much more profit by the Ameri- 
can manufacturer. 

{Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kentucky has 
expired. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman be 
given five minutes more. If I can be recognized I will yield my time 
to the gentleman. 3 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Not only that, Mr. Chair- 
man, but the importations of leather are divided almost equally into 
two classes. We have ceased to import almost ali sorts of leather save 
pona; of which we import $4,184,877 worth out of the ten million dol- 

? worth and odd of importation—nearly 50 per cent. We import 


$6,195,479.08 calf skins and skins for morocco and the upper dressed 
leather; those articles which are in an unfinished condition and have 
to be manufactured in America, so that our whole importation of 
leather are of gloves which we do not make, or are supposed not to 
make as well as they are made in Paris or elsewhere, and of leather 

which is manufactured in America. So that the result of this experi- 
ment is that the tanner has increased in prosperity by tanning twice as 

much foreign raw hide; that the manufacturer has increased his manu- 

factures over 100 of ai cent, ; that the importations have decreased until 

they have reached a point where they can probably decrease no longer, 

because we import finer calf-skins and morocco than we make, and im- 
port kid gloves and nothing else substantially, and our exportations 
have increased 300 per cent. 

By shia hanns we have built up a trade with South America and 
elsewhere, where we buy these raw hides. We sell to them our man- 
ufactures. In increasing the exportation of our geods we have increased 
our commerce with the countries to which we sell, and in purchasing 
the raw hides we have increased our commerce with the nations from 
which we buy. 

Mr. SUTTERWORTH. Will the gentleman from Kentucky allow 
me to call his attention to the fact that the illustration is hardly fair? 
The hide is an incident of ahother great industry in this country, the 
production of meat being the main thing. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. So is wool. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. While wool is the basis of an industry and 
a separate industry itself, in which the carcass of the sheep is only an 
incident. The cases are hardly upon all fours. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Undoubtedly the gentleman’s 
criticism is in part just and in part unjust. The analogy to which I 
desire to call attention is absolutely on all fours. 1t is that the intro- 
duction of free raw material necessarily has these consequences; First, 
the increased importation of the raw material in lieu of the finished 
product by which the amount of labor is increased, the amount of 
wage is increased, and the amount of profit to the manufacturer is 
increased. Secondly, that the importation of raw material increases in 
such a way that we find a market for our manufactured goods and sell 
our finished products to those countries that have the crade material, 
and buy from them their raw material. In the third place, if we 
will keep up that experiment, as has been done, it increases in exact 
proportion two things: First, the increased consumption of the country, 
so that we may furnish the entire amount needed by that increased 
consumption; and second, the increased exportation as rapidly as our 
commercial relations will allow it to be done. There is some differ- 
ence between leather and wool on both sides. 

We produce leather in America as incidental to the production of 
provisions. So, in a certain sense, do we produce wool. The sheep as 
food isas important as are cattle; it is growing in valué in that aspect, 
and one of the largest profits derived from sheep-raising is in the sale 
of lambs in our great markets. It is also important because the hide 
upon the sheep, the sheep-skin, becomes an article of commerce and 
comes under this head of leather; and in the third place many of the 
woolens which we use in America are made in part of foreign wools, be- 
cause as to these fabrics American wool must have foreign woo! mixed 
withit. Weare therefore in the condition that we can not produceall 
the wool we need. We produce, in round numbers, only 265,000,000 
of pounds out of about 600,000,000 of pounds that we need. 

Counting the finished product and the wool that comes in in the raw 
state, and counting the adulterants which the excessive protective du- 
ties require to be put into onr clothing, we use about 300,000,000 
pounds more than we raise. 

Now, I have used this leather illustration because it illustrates what 
we claim will be the result of the operation of this bill in relation to 
wool. If you introduce free wool there may be a temporary depression 
in the price of American wool as there was a temporary depression in 
the price of raw hides, but immediately the reaction will begin. We 
shall begin to increase the amount of goods made by the mixture of 
our own wools with the cheap wools brought from abroad, wools which 
will come in at the price which they now cost the English manufact- 
urer, wool which can be freely selected in all the markets of the world 
instead of being chosen as now for reasons connected with the tariff. 

Those wools will come in, I say, at a price so cheap that there will - 
bean increased demand for American wools, precisely as there is now 
for American raw hides. We will continue to import wool somewhat 
in the quantity that we do now, but in its raw state instead of the 
finished product. Instead of thousands of thousands of yards of woolens 
being made in England and brought here, fabrics on which the En- 
glish worker has earned his wage, the English manufacturer his 
profit, the English ship-owner his freightage, the material will come to 
this country in the shape ot free raw wool, to be mixed with our own 
wools, and in.the manufacture of the fabric our own laborer will ob- 
tain the wage,and our own woolen factories instead of runningonly six or 
seven months in the year will run the whole twelve months; our wool- 
growers will be prosperous because our woolen manufacturers will be 
prosperous and will give a stable market to our wool-growers. We 
shall then drive from the American market the foreign manufacturer, 
and some man standing “hére in Congress as I stand now will present 
figures similar in nature to show that our woolen industry, under the 
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stimulus of free wool demonstrated the value of that system which fur- 
nishes to labor, free from burden or exaction, the material which it 
tarns to human use. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. Chairman, more time has been consumed in the 
discussion of this question on this side of the House than on the other, 
and I ask that the time of the gentleman from Kentucky be extended. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. As my friend goes on I want to say to him 
that the English manufacturer does not adopt the view which he pre- 
sents here. > y 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. It may be possible that he 
does not; but if the gentleman means that the English manufacturer 
wants our marketin the sense that it is to his advantage that we should 
have free wool, I utterly deny it, and I can produce the evidence of 
Sir Lion Playfair, Mr. Gladstone, and other great thinkers to the effect 
that the reason the United States does not successfully compete in the 
markets of the world with England and the other European nations, 
with their enormous armaments, their enormous taxation, and their 
great armies subtracted from their productive population,is because of 
our unfortunate, unwise, foolish, protective laws, that so long as we 
manacle our hands and chain our feet they will run ahead of us in the 
great progressive industrial march, but that as soon as we unshackle 
our own limbs, bring the crude material in free,and put the machinery 
at work which will transform that crude material into the finished 
product, we shall be masters of the situation. 

We propose by this bill to do that, to doin relation to wool precisely 
as we have done heretofore in relation to leather. As our population 
increases our manufactures will increase; as we increase our manufact- 
ures our exports will increase; our ships will be seen again in foreign 
ports; there will be American merchants with balances in foreign eom- 
mercial cities; there will be American vessels owned by American ¢ap- 
ital carrying American cargoes to foreign nations and bringing back in 
return cargoes of crude materials to be suld to the American mannufact- 
urer, to be mixed with American materials, to be worked up into fin- 
ished fabrics by American workingmen, the profitsof which will remain 
in American pockets. That isthe Democratic doctrine. [Applause on 
the Democratie side. ] 

In connection with the views I have here presented, I desire to have 
printed the following tables: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTIĊS, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1888. 
ours of the 10th instant, I forward to you a table show- 


tion and the duties collected thereon, also 
the exports of domestic productsof er and man tures of, and hides and 
skins other than furs, from 1872 to 1887, inclusive. 
So far as can be determined from the censuses of 1870 and 1830, the capital in- 
and the value of the product of leather and manufactures of in the United 
States were as follows: 


DEAR SIR: In reply to Z 
ing the imports entered for consuny 


CENSUS OF 1890, 


Capital Value of 
invested. | product. 
$856, 200 $689, 300 
16, 878, 529 71,351, 297 
6, 266, 237 15, 399, 311 
561, 900 2, 020, 343 
17, 100 166, 000 
50, 222, 054 113,348, 336 
2, 748, 799 6,525, 737 
1, 210, 300 7,531, 635 
Boot and shoe uppers... , 264 790, 842 


Boots and shoes, includin, 


Teather, board 


qantar, curried 

ther, dressed skins, including morocco... 
Leather goods. 
Leather, patent and enamel: 
Leather, tanned......... s.. 
Belting and hose leather.... 
Boot and shoe cut stock... 


eee. sesesssssee 


serreererresssnsreeanseeseereesssses resser GAAS seenestsrareseneen 


* Not stated. 


WM. F. SWITZLER, Chief of Bureau. 
Hon. W. C. P. BRECKINRIDGE, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Respectfully yours, 
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Table showing the imports entered for consumption and the duties collested 
thereon; also the exports of domestic product of the following articles, 
Srom 1872 to 1887, inclusive. 


Imports and duties. Domestic exports. 


Leather, and manu- 


Hides and skins other 
ures of, than furs, 


ending Leather, | Hides 
and man- pr rs 
ufactures er 
Duty re- presi Duty re- of, than furs, 
ceived. tion? | ceived. 

TRI $1,404, 711 ($14, 345,727 ($1, 134,859 | $3,684,029 | $1,445,178 
3, 740, 883 875, 845 5, 305, 494 3, 605, 023 
8, 309, 953 | 16,370, 685 4,786,518 2,560, 382 
8,254, 101 | 18,553,078 7,324,796 4,729,725 
3,055, %3 | 13,351,395 10, 008, 985 2, 905, 921 
2, 684,922 | 14,983, 521 8, 167, 301 2, 480, 427 
2,540,279 | 17,228, 286 8, 080, 030 1, 286, 840 
2, 630, 072 | 15, 957, 246 7, 769, 069 1,171,523 
3, 442,198 | 29, 885, 178 6, 760, 186 649, 074 
3,345, 907 | 27,529, 859 8, 088, 445 903, 464 
8,794,564 | 27,494,396 8, 999, 927 1,449, 737 
3,786, 424 | 27,745,697 7, 923, 662 1, 220, 158 
3, 159, 207 | 22, 301, 485 |.. 8, 305, 779 1, 204,329 
2'889, 365 | 20/599, 132 | “| 9,692,408 | 1,822,058 
8,265,507 | 26,693,230 |.. .| 8,737, 682 873, 925 
3, 287,859 | 24, 225, 776 10, 436, 138 765,655 


* Discriminating duties and duties on goat-skins, Angora, and sheep-skins 
with the wool on (less the value of the wool). 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Bureau of Statistics, July 11, 1838. ` 
J. N. WHITNEY 


` Acting Chief of Bureau. 
Hon. WILLA C. P. BRECKINRIDGE, M. C. 3 
Imports of leather for 1887. 
Calf-skins, tanned, or tanned and dressed ...........cccccsscsserssnrsaseeneeeee 31, 484, 207.10 
Skins for morocco, finished........ 457, 284. 99 
Tanned, but unfinished........... 1,910, 991.00 
Upper leather of all cther kinds.... 2, 342, 925. 99 


Gloves, kid or leather, wholly or partly manufactured...............0. 4,1 877.00 
10, 380, 356, 0S 

The entire value of dutiable importation, ...ervereeeeessneenpnerrenenereseneeen 10, 933, 569. 77 
553, 213. 69 


Mr. WHITING, of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. ALLEN] in his remarks on Thursday last said, regard- 
ing my colleague [Mr. TARSNEY) and myself, as follows: 

If these gentlemen think they can with impunity strike at every industry in 
the great State of Michigan as they seem to think they can, they will find out 
more about that after the election than perhaps they know now. 

Mr. Chairman, itis my opinion that by far the greater portion of the 
people, both in his district and in my own, as well as in every other 
district of our State, desire cheaper lumber, cheaper dairy salt, cheaper 
articles manufactured from copper, and cheaper clothing made from 
wool. I think the gentleman has not a single saw-mill, or a salt-block, 
or a copper mine in his district, and it occurs to me that if he opposes 
a policy which is of vital importance to the greatest wealth-producers of 
our State, the farmers, possibly he may be a wiser man after election. 

The gentleman may have a very different idea of their needs and of 
the discrimination of the tariff against them than I have, but I have 
been in such relations with the farmers in my vicinity, having sold 
them goods fortwenty years, that I am thoroughly convinced that there 
is no other industry which receives so small compensation for its in- 
vestments and labor as agriculture, and I can not be swerved from the 
conclusion that this condition is the direct result of a law. 

I do not believe that God designed that the farmer because he tills 
the soil should work harder and receive less than others with smaller 
investments, less judgment, and shorter hours. Aslightdesireto know 
the truth reveals the fact that the tariff laws discriminate very un- 
justly against him; 33.70 per cent. of the wheat crop was exported in 
1887, the year ending July 30. 

Had not the farmer had a foreign market for this surplus his wheat 
would have been almost valueless to him, Did he get any more for 
what he sold here than for what hesent abroad? Certainly not. The 
price of his entire crop was made in the open markets of the world, 
while for everything he buys he pays an increased price, for the rea- 
son that the very competition which he meets in selling is restricted 
when he comes to buy. 

I claim that the farmer can not stand this always. Neither can we 
have general prosperity if we continue to impoverish that especial great 
branch of American industry which God designs to be both profitable 
and honorable, The sop of protection on wool, together with the claim 
that protection furnishes diversity and rotation of crops, will not longer 
delude the farmer. He has seen the lambermen in Michigan grow very 
rapidly rich; he has seen the buyer and the transporter of his crops 
make more profit out of them than himself. : 
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He knows that wool-raising is not very profitable, even with a high 
tariff, and that the advanced price he gets he has to part with as soon 
as he goes to the store to buy his woolen goods. Perchance is he able 
to buy woolens, so unprofitable in his business? Here is a farmer’s 
opinion of wool in Illinois: 

A chance is now offered for some all-wool, high-tariff plutocrat to make a 
spec. Isaac O. Whitlock, of Elwood Township, Vermillion County, owns fifty 
fine sheep whose fleeces he offers to donate, tied up nicely with prorscwed twine, 
to any one who will furnish his family with necessary one year, duty free, 
pock iuemsalven nowadays: This propesition, renisins good while tue present 
poe y: prop p 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems tò me that when gentlemen upon the 
other side attack the Mills bill and offer various amendments to it, 
when it is known that their platform commits them to free whisky and 
tobacco, rather than the surrender of any part of the protective system, 
they are simply trying to catch votes, and I believe that no one ap- 
preciates more keenly than themselves the awkward position which 
the prompt, courageous action of President Cleveland, and the long- 
continued neglect of duty on their own part, now places them in. 

It is my opinion that through their absolute inability to meet the 

wants in Michigan they will not be able to hold the State in the coming 
Presidential election, and it would notsurprise me if they did not have 
to exceed two Republican members from Michigan in the Fifty-first 
Congress. God knows that they should not have any. 
. Mr. HERMANN. Mr. Chairman, it has been found a vain hope dur- 
ing the consideration of this measure to accomplish any beneficial 
changes as they have been moved by this side of the Chamber. Iam 
therefore admonished in advance that the brief observations I now have 
the honor to submit on the radical changes proposed in the schedule of 
duties on foreign wool importation will be without avail. My pur- 
pose, therefore, in rising at this time is rather to give voice to the pre- 
vailing sentiments of my constituency in protest of the legislation con- 
templated and which vitally affects one of their leading and most val- 
ued industries. In the form of petitions and memorials they are al- 
ready of record. 

The profound anxiety of our people is at once appreciated when it 
is understood that my State ranks fourth among the wool-growing 
States. California is first on the roll, with 5,462,728 sheep. Texas fol- 
lows next in order, with 4,523,739 head; Ohio third, with 4,106,622, 
and Oregon fourth, with 2,930,123 head, the value of the same being 
$4,987,069 for this one State. The number of sheep in the three Pa- 
cific States amount to 9,053,847, to which add 2,127,783 in the Terri- 
tories of Washington, Idaho, and Montana west of the Rocky Mount- 
ains,and we haveon the Pacific Slope more than one-fourth of the 
total sheep flocks of the entire nation. This conveys, at the outset, a 
proof of the great importance of the wool industry to that section of 
the Union. Nor does this measure the possible maximum of its growth. 
The advancement of the last few years afford us assurances of a con- 
tinued and greater development for the future. 

With free wool into the United States and a competition with the 
cheapest of all cheap labor of the world it does not require argument 
to demonstrate that the cheaper product must soon supplant the more 
costly, and in the end we shall approach, and rapidly too, the destruc- 
tion throughout the whole nation of a product which now yields to the 
country annually $75,000,000.. To this may be added the disappear- 
ance of the flocks themselves which are valued at $90,000,000 and which 
now produce our mighty wool yield. That this will result, we have 
only to recur to past experience in our affairs. By the reduction of 
duties in the tariff act of 1883 we trace a falling off in the number of 
sheep from 50,626,626 in 1884, when the act took effect, to 44,759,314 
head in 1887, only three years following. With free foreign wool they 
will all go. And what was the further consequences of this unfortu- 
nate reduction ? 

Our foreign wool importations increased from 70,575,478 pounds in 
1883 to 129,084,958 pounds in 1886. The ostensible purpose of the 
pending bill isto reduce the revenue. If these were as great in amount 
on wool as are the duties on sugar, less surprise could exist, for the 
foreign wool duty only amounted to $5,899,817 last year. 

It is for this, then, the great sacrifice must be made! To save sugar 
yielding $15,000,000 per annum we are yet to pay $45,000,000 under 
the proposed reduction, while to destroy wool yielding $75,000,000 to 
the country we avoid duties of about $6,000,000. And yet this is as- 
serted to be unbiased, impartial legislation! Some have the effrontery 
to dignify itas statesmanship! But there is another injury which 
must follow this legislation. It is in the diminution of the meat sup- 
ply, and the consequent increase of price. Mutton is now one of the 
cheapest as well as most nourishing of foods, and hence more in reach ot 
the laboring man and the poorer classes. Reduce the price of wool and 
there will be less inducement to raise the mutton sheep. The cost 
will be greater. Ifitbe argued that free wool brings cheaper clothing, 
it may be replied that the present cheaper cost of meat amply counter- 
balances the difference in duty on clothing. In this view of the mat- 
ter it is not alone the wool-grower who is interested, but every mem- 
ber of society. The mutton sold in our home marketannually amounts 
to $15,000,000. 

Of the millions of American citizens who are now profitably engaged 


in sheep husbandry, and who must suffer a sacrifice largely of capital 
and entirely of occupation and employment, it is needless to comment. 
The loss to the country as well as the individuals in the wages received 
will be severely felt. The immense revenue now left with us and 
the property and earnings which go to make American homes pros- 
perous, contented, and industrious will be transferred to foreign lands— 
to Australia, New Zealand, and South America, there to enrich Eng- 
lish nabobs and Spanish grandees, and to feed, clothe, and shelter the 
cheap and degraded herders of those climes. 

Their flocks will produce the wool for our consumption and manufact- 
ure. They will derive the profits and receive the wages now sô richly 
the portion of our own people. Seventy-five millions of dollars, now 
our own earnings, must annually be sent out of the country to replace 
the destroyed product with a foreign supply necessary for our home de- 
mand, and this in the face of the fact that we are to-day the second 
greatest wool-producing nation on the globe, and with the further fact 
that we consume all the wool we produce, Itisas Mr. Blaine so tersely 
and so well said: 


To break down wool-growing and be dependent on foreign countries for the 


blankets under which we sleep and coats that cover our backs is not wise policy 
for the National Government to enforce. 

But this will not close the enumeration of our probable losses. Much 
of our domain in the West utilized by wool-growers, and especially 
that portion distant from lines of transportation, is at present unfit for 
any other use. In the dry seasons water is distant and scarce, the soil 
incapable of tillage, and unfitted for the occupancy of the’ agricult- 
urist, and yet a species of grass is found indigenous to the soil which 
affords nourishment to the sheep. To these waste and desert plains 
the herders resort with immese flocks, and it is on such otherwise 
valueless lands that a large per cent. of the American wool is pro- 
duced and annually finds its way to the home market to become the 
manufactured fabric for our people. With free foreign wool to the 
American market and competition with a product of cheap foreign 
sheep, cheap foreign lands, cheaper foreign labor, and low foreign in- 
terest we render utterly useless a large part of our Western domain, 
and can say thrice farewell to the American wool industry. 

It is such practical reflections as these which appeal more directly 
to the classes interested. You may theorize until doomsday upon se | 
manufactures of our country which are to be stimulated to inc 
product of fabric by reason of cheaper wool and hence as a result an 
increased demand and better prices, but such absurdities are soon de- * 
tected and react upon the designing or deluded politician who utters 
them. Lower duties and higher prices are demonstrated in practice to 
be a fallacy. No greater delusion was ever preached. ‘The mere at- 
tempt at this time to lower the duties has so agitated the market that 
prices have reached a most unprofitable minimum. The wool-grower 
sadly turns his back upon the market and breathes inprecations upon 
the authors of hisinjury. Five cents loss in the market on every pound 
of his wool product does not inspire him with admiration for free trade. 
If he is a member of the dominant party his ardor is gone. He feels 
it to be his enemy, not his friend; the friend of England, not of Amer- 
ica; the destroyer of home industries, the ally of foreign interests. 

It is thus the people of the nation are thinking to-day and quietly 
resolving in November next to administer such a rebuke to free trade 
and by such a vote as has never had an equal before it. 

Why, sir, what better illustration of popular condemnation of the 
pending measure can be found than in the vote recently cast in my 
own State? About one-fourth of the opposition evidently united with 
the Republicans to storm free trade. From a Republican plurality of 
1,635 two years ago it is 7,504 plurality now. Over 60,000 votes were 
east. It is humorously asse that even the sheep voted on our side, 
for as it is said in holy writ: ‘‘A stranger will they not follow, but will 
flee from him, for they know not the voice of strangers.” 

The issue between the parties was sharply made. Shall the radical 
changes proposed in the Mills bill be approved? Shall the future 
policy of this Government be protection or free trade? The Demo- 
cratic State Convention resolyed— 

That we most earnestly and unqualifiedly indorse the policy of tariff revision 
and a reduction of the surplus revenues to the n: of the Government economi- 
cally.administered, as set forth in the President’s last annual message to Con- 
gress. i 

The Republican convention resolved : ” 


That the policy of the Democratic administration which would place wool 
and lumber on the free-list, and woolen goods on the highly protected list; cot- 
ton-ties on the free-list, and other similar hoop-iron on the p; list, and 
which policy would continue the collection of $50,000,000 on sugar each year, 
while at the same time the majority soea and claim to carry out the Presi- 
dent’s idea, that a tariff tax is a robbery of the people, constitutes a piece of 
unparalleled political dishonesty, having for its sole object the success of the 
Democratic party at the next election, even at the =p of the political de- 
rahe Po of many of our most important agricultural and manufacturing in- 

ustries. 


The leading Democratic paper of the State, on the day preceding the 
election, said: 

They are trying te scare the Democracy of Oregon with the wolf-cry of wool. 
We can not afford longer to defer to the selfishness or blindness of even so val- 
uable a class of men as the wool-growers. They must be taught, as many of 
them already understand, that an excessive high tariff is a curse rather than a 
benefit, even to them. 
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The Oregonian, the leading Republican paper of the State, said: 

Until Oregon can be made to understand why Cleveland took aclub to pound 
the wool industry to death while he continues to pat and stroke and feed the 
Louisiana-tiger sugar monopoly, Oregon will not be carried by the Democracy. 

Every county and precinct was closely canvassed. Both parties sent 
out their ablest exponents, and eloquent orators from other States par- 
ticipated. Oregon was regarded as the battle ground whereon was to 
be fought the first conflict in the Presidential year for protection. 
This State was the precursor in the race. Shall American industries 
and American labor and American homes be protected? This was the 
rallying cry all along the line. The battle ended, and such a victory 
on a fair vote and an honest count was seldom before witnessed in our 
State elections. It took the place of anangry uprising of an indignant 
people, They resolved to administer such a rebuke as should resound 
throughout the nation. In defiant tones they roll back their answer: 
“Our industries and property shall not be destroyed.’’ 

It was a contest of long wool versus free wool. There are two shear- 
ings in that State, one in the spring and one in the fall. The June 
shearing was had with the yield referred to, and the next will be in 
November, with even more prolific results. Following the great victory 
the Wasco Sun, a prominent Democratic paper, said: 

There are no doubt many reasons that could be advanced showing why the 
Democracy was defeated, As they are defeated, we do not propose to hold an 
inquest on the remains, partly because there are no remains. They were kicked 
by a mule. We have been dosna tag ore mame ae we will be on hand when 
the next round is called. There is no tiie: bose fact that large Republican 

are due to the effect of the Mills to us this result seems to meas- 

ure the sentiment of the people on the question of the tariff, and as might 

akes — in this case, Oregon can be set down as being opposed to a reduc- 
on le 

And the defeated Democrotic nominee for Congress, who ably can- 
vassed the State, also says: 


I attribute our defeat rip eet to the platform adopted at the Democratic 
State convention. * ‘The result of the election shows that Oregon does 
not want free trade. x 


Much twaddle has been indulged in by free-traders to divert atten- 
tion from the significance of this result, and every cause but the real 
one has been suggested for such a protest, some gentlemen on this floor 
becoming so reckless as to charge that railroad influences and lumber 
trusts and money controlled the result. In emphatic denial of such 
ingenious, yet desperate alternatives, I submit the plain issues on which 
the conflict was fought and then the candid acknowledgment of the 
Democratic leaders in the State as to the real cause. My State has 
neither lumber trusts nor political railroad jobbers, either great or 
small, and no election was ever more perfectly free from the corrupt 
use of monetary influences. 

The true result must therefore be received unchallenged, and as like 
effects are threatened by the Mills bill upon similar and other indus- 
tries in other States, let this decisive victory point a moral. Let it be 
the ominous index reaching out to that great tribunal which shall sit 
in November to pass in judgment upon the issues now being made up. 
Let it sternly admonish those misguided statesmen on the opposite 

side of this Chamber that the dignity of American labor is cherished by 
the American people and that the terrible calamity with which they 
threaten our marvelous resources and rich and varied industries must 
not and shall not have sway. 

k [Mr. Morrow withholds his remarks for revision. 

Mr. MILLS (at 1 o’clock p. m). 
the vote has arrived. 

The CHAIRMAN. By an order of the committee heretofore made 
debate on this paragraph of the bill is exhausted. The Chair, un :er 
the arrangement which has been made, will assume that the division 
of this question has been asked. The Clerk will read that part of the 
bill now to be voted on. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

All wools, hair of the alpaca, goat, and other like animals. 

Wools on the skin. 

Woolen rags, shoddy, mungo, waste, and flocks, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on striking out what has been 
read. 

alr. BOOTHMAN. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. I wish to 
inquire whether the amendment offered by myself on the 11th instant 
is not first in order and must not first be of? 

Mr. MILLS. There was unanimous consent that we should take a 
vote on this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment to which the gentleman refers 
was printed in the RECORD by unanimous consent, but was not con- 
sidered as offered in its order. The first amendment submitted was 
that by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PUGSLEY], who moved to strike 
out the whole of section 3. Thatamendment is divisible, and the vote 
is now being taken on that part of the bill which relates to free wool. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. But I desire to call attention to the fact that 
my motion is to strike out and insert—a proposition to perfect the bill, 
which should have precedence over a motion merely to strike out. 

_. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s motion is to strike out and in- 
sert—not to perfect the portion proposed to be strickenout. The mo- 
pee to strike out takes precedence of the motion to strike out and in- 
ser 


See APPENDIX. ] 
Mr. Chairman, the time for taking 
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Mr. WILKINS. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. I would like to 
ae any one has called for a division on striking out lines 4, 
5, and 6 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PUGSLEY] 
moved to strike out the whole section. 

Mr. WILKINS. I cali for a division of the question, so as to take 
the vote separately on striking out lines 4, 5, and 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thatis the pending question. Those lines have 
just been read. 

The question being taken on striking out lines 4, 5, and 6 as read, 
there were—ayes 93, noes 122. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. LEHLBACH, and others called for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Can there not be an understanding that a 
vote shall be taken in the House on this proposition ? 

Mr. DOCKERY and others. Regular order. 

Mr. REED and Mr. MILLS were appointed as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 102, noes 120. 

So the motion to strike out was rejected. [Applause on the Demo- 


cratic side. ]’ 

Mr. B WORTH. I wish to say that I am paired on this ques- 
tion with my colleague from Ohio [Mr. CAMPBELL]. I do not know 
how he would vote on this proposition. If he were here, I should vote 
in the affirmative. 

Mr. MILLS. I move the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out > to a Zoia: TERE ata: 
an 
A EOS Of wool tox, cotton, È hemp, wae. om Susie of pte are nae 
material, 30 per cent. ad valorem.” 

And insert: 

“ Hemp and jute carpetings, 6 cents per square sents floor matting and floor 
mats, Degen h ra oe a heen pt cent. ad aaen, a — 

Soka, bedeides of WOON Sax cous: or ark of eitlior oe other material, 40 per 
cent. aa valorem.” 

Mr. REED. Who offers that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Mitts], tho 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. REED. Is that the Connecticut amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not know. 

Mr. MILLS. The object of this proposition is to restore the duty 
on hemp and jute carpetings to 6 cents per square yard, and on mat- 
ting composed exclusively of vegetable substances to 20 per cent. ad 
valorem. 

Mr. REED. I asked if this was the Connecticut amendment. 

Mr. MILLS. No, that is the Texas amendment. 

Mr. REED. But it is for Connecticut? 

Mr. MILLS. It will do for Connecticut and all the rest of the 
country. 

Mr. REED. I want to keep run of these things. 
Mr. MILLS. Let us have a vote. 
Mr. FARQUHAR. I ask a separate vote on each of these para- 


graphs. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
is not divisible. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. But the amendment is divisible. It proposes 
to insert one ad valorem as to several different classes of goods. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair can not help that. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. But certainly it is in ada for the Houseto have 
a separate vote upon jute goods and carpetings, which are totally sepa- 
rate matters. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The motion to strike out and insert is indivisi- 
ble; the question must be taken as one vote. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Then I move to amend that last paragraph by 
inserting ‘‘50 per cent. ad valorem.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can move that as an amendment 
to the amendment. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. FARQUHAR tostrike 
out at the end of the amendment of Mr. MILLS the words ‘‘40 per 
cent, ad valorem ” and insert ‘‘50 per cent. ad valorem,” the motion 
was rejected. 

Mr. LODGE. I move to amend the amendment by inserting after 
the clause ‘‘floor matting and floor mats, exclusively of vegetable 
substances, 20 per cent. ad valorem,’’ the following: 

Provided, That on mats or mattings made wholly or in part of cocoa yarn or 


cocoa fiber or rattan, 10 cents per square foot on mats and 165 cents per square 
yard on mattings. 


Mr. LODGE. Myamendment to the amendment provides that on 
mats or mattings made wholly or in part of cocoa yarn, or cocoa fiber, 
or rattan, shall be at the rate of 10 cents per square foot on mats, and 
15 cents per square yard on matting. I wish to say, Mr. Chairman, 
that this industry, not a large industry, has had hard work to live be- 
tween competition of our own prisons and the competition of cooly 
labor of India. This isan amendment offered in behalf of the manu- 
facturers and the representatives of the mat-makers’ union to equalize 
prices of labor here and in England; and I desire simply to put on 
record their statement of the case and of the comparative wages paid in 


This is a motion to strike out and insert, which 
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tray pari R ae showing that a failure to relieve these men 
will destroy the industry, compel them to seek otheremployment, and 
give the entire market to the Caleutta manufacturers. 
The statement to which I have referred is as follows: 


July 10, 1888. 
We are in thoro 


DEAR SIR: 
J aren ” in their effort to 


in our 


time, 


a bare cant ta Toler oud freee thle genie pepo der V NES 
specific duty of 10 cents per square foot on mats, and 15 cents suse ard 
on mee o place American labor and capital on a th fore’ We 
therefore hope you will use every effort to have the bill so i as to 
provide for a specific duty of 10 cents per square foot on mats and 15 cents per 


square on wholly or in of cocoa yarn, or cocoa fiber, or 
rattan, and that cocoa yarn, cocoa fiber, and rattan remain on the free-list. 
ours, very vempectiully, - 


W. & J. SLOANE, New York. 

-LYNN & PETTIT, Philadelphia, 
FRANK GREENLAND, Brooklyn. 
JAMES SLOANE’S SONS, West Farms. 
LAWRENCE Mre. CoO., New York. 


Exhibit showing comparative cost of cocoa mats and cocoa matting made here and in 


COCOA MATS. 
Grade M 
Cost, Sose in America, per GOZ€N...........c0.csccreresenese 


Cost, made in India, per doZen........0006 cceseneeee Sasat 
Ten cents othe arcer ieia paara PAo 


Total .. 


Grado E: 
Cost, made in America, per GOZeN.......ssc0cecssecessereenre 


Cost, made in Indis, per dozen............... 
Ten cents specific duty per square foot, ualize 


en eeee ents eee eeeeseeseeenneeenes seses meses eseessssteereseseesee ennes. 


wesesssreeerere ne neeecteesseereaneteneoes 


Comparative cost of labor. 
Grade 


Cost, Shue India), making 1 dozen..... = 
ares oss stead Tabor (aeaseion), making 1 dozen... weececessnedes ccsoonces 


Cost, labor (India), making 1 dozen n... eresesesssesereeses ree 
Cost, labor (America), making p Pn SRE SES 


COCOA MATTING. 
Grade A: 
Fifty yards 4-4, made in Ame,rica.......-..ccccccssesssreevenes eneesecensse! ennennens = 


Fifty yards 44, made in India... | | 
amg cents specific duty per square ‘yard to equal- 


TOAL.. ..osssecsessesosecsgeo ypesesssassseresseapseseresssnsersreneeneee i see eae reeeee. q seeeshees 


Comparative cost of labor. 
Grade A: 


Cost, labo: dia), for making 50 yardS............cccsessres|secernsenees |seeesereers 7 
Son inte Chas = sas: do sanding BO yards... 8.20 


SS 
* The freight charges to New York are included in the cost of the India goods, 


The question recurred on Mr. LopGr’s amendment to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LODGE demanded a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 86, noes 95. 

So Mr. LonaE’s amendment to the amendment was disagreed to. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. I move to strike out, in line 33, on 

ge 27— 
Phe CHAIRMAN. That amendment is not now in order. 

The question recurred on Mr. MILLs’samendment, and it was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts. Imove, in line 12 in the paragraph 
providing for 40 per cent, ad valorem, to strike out ‘‘shawls’’ and 
to insert in line 33 providing for 45 per cent. ad valorem, the word 
“‘shawls;’? so it will read— 

Clothing, shawls, ready-made, and wearing apparel, etc. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the amendment is to provide is cer- 
tain line of shawls in the manufacture of which a large amount of hand 
lJaboris employed by transferring it to the schedule providing for ready- 
made clothing. This class of shawls is as much an article of clothing 
as any of the articles enumerated in that paragraph. As the manu- 
facturers are obliged to have this hand labor in the manufacture of these 
shawls this change ought to be made. 

The amendment of Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts, was disagreed to. 

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I submit the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend line 2, on page 27, by striking out the words "there shall be admitted" 


se eeeenes ces seresa terese 


and in lieu oer eee the words “all wools, hair of the alpaca, goat, and other 
following: + Suid atar the wani "when ieaporten.” te aM tine 3 Ia ties 

Shall be divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties to be charged thereon, 
into the three fo! classes: 

“ Class 1, g .—That is to say, merino, mestiza, metz, or metis wools, 
or other wools of me or remote, Down elothing wools and 
wools of like Sérent, p , inc} as have been 
heretofore femmes A aoe into the United States from Buenos Ayres, New 


Zealand, A 
where, cad aloe to 


wools.—That is to say, Leicester, Cotswold, toe ye 
te OARE Malpensa other like combing wools of Eng- 
terms herein used, and also all hair of the 


wools,—Such as Donskoi, native South 
Am Valparaiso, native Sm and including all such wools of 
like soem pe as hens been heretofore usually imported into the United States 
from Turkey, Greece, Syria, and elsewhere. 

first class which shall be im: 
they would be sub; 


of Good Hi Russia, Great Britain, ee 
Saging all wools ya not hereinafter described o! in 


if imported un- 
be im scoured 


u —ooket eres Or per Ee es 
like animals, ty upon wo : 
heretofore 


now and aMi 
of evading rap iragskak es sball be seia ae aa ea rag 


for the p! 
peter ta of dirt or any E NOE foreign su! , Shall be twice the duty to 


which it would be otherwise subject. 
the first the value whereof at the 


juteate wee ited States, excluding Peeler gh oid be 30 ts 
ome n pe mores een 
perpound, iDcents per pound: the value whereof 


the same class, 
it : ~~ port, shal shall e e 32 porary 1S orato cater agea gta 
n cents per cents per an 
tion thereto 10 per cent. ad valorem, 

‘Wools of the second class, and all hair apima ae goat, and other likean- 
imals, the vaso whereof, Sen last omy lace whence exported to the United 
States, excl charges in be 32 cents or less per pound, 10 
cents per pow andin wadition t nata 11 per cent, ad valorem; wools of the 
same class, the value whereof at — last port or place whence to the 
a ited States, excludin port, shall exceed 32 cents per pound, 

< ee und, and in add: kion t thereto 10 cent. ad valorem, 

12e ah, 


the third class, the value whereof at Ass last port or place whence 

exported to the United States, excluding charges in such port, shall be 12 cents 
per pound, 3 cents per pound ; wools of the same class, the value whereof 
lace whence the cluding charges 


be: Seawater Ty may 

‘Snes tester Gunna ly aaibing ces linen; E S and & 

Mr. BOOTHMAN demanded a division on his amendment. 

The committee divided; and there eae as 59, noes 95. 

So the amendment was 

Mr. MILLS. I move to strike out jn tine 1 “July” and insert in 
lieu thereof ‘‘ October;’’ so it will read: 

Sec. 3. On and after October 1, 1883, ete. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. I move, in line 7, to strike ont “ October” and insert 
Sia SA and to strike out “eight” and insert ‘‘nine;’’ so it will 
rea 

On and after January 1, 1889, in lieu of the duties heretofore imposed, eto, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LONG. On page 29, line 55, I move to insert the following. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Plushes composed wholly or i o 1, w hair 
pe r pabana pia f wool, worsted, of the alpaca, goat, 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Chairman, this ‘ts comparatively a new industry. 
Under this bill the Committee on Ways and Means made raw material 
free, which reduces the cost of the cloth about 8 cents a yard. That, 
of course, is for the benefit of the manufacturer, but by removing the 
specific duty on manufactured goods they have reduced the cost of the 
imported article from 28 to 30 cents a yard. Thezesult of that is, they 
discriminate against the American manufacturer to the extent of the 
difference, which is 22 or 20 cents a yard. 

This is comparatively a new industry. It has been established some 
six or seven years. For the first four or five years it has been run at 
aloss. Since then ithas begun tobe profitable. But the resalt to the 
American manufacturer has been to reduce the cost of the imported 
article. Under the American manufacture the price has been reduced. 
The business is getting on its feet, employing American labor, and of- 
fering an opportunity for the investment of American capital; but while 
the Committee on Ways and Means have taken off the duty on raw 
material and thereby aided the manufacturer to the extent of 8 cents 
a yard, they have also taken off the tariff on the manfactured article 
to the extent of 28 or 30 cents a yard, thereby discriminating against 
the American manufacturer. And this discrimination against this 
American industry to the extent of 20 cents a yard will probably đe- 
stroy it. 

With these remarks I ask to submit a statement on the part of those 
engaged in this manufacturing interest. 

The statement is as follows: 

A YEW FACTS. 


First. Mohair during the last four years has deslined about 6 cent.; that 
Beh oahu See re a i 
Second. 
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Fourth. The removal of specific duty, as proposed in House bill No. 9051, will 
reduce the cost of imported plushes 28 to 30 cents per yard. 

Fifth. The pro bill will therefore discriminate against the American 
manufacturer 20 to 22 cents per yard, and enable the importer to sell the goods 
at about cost to manufacture the goods in this country with free mohair. 

‘The undersigned manufacturers of mohair plushes beg leave to submit the 
above facts for your consideration, 

SANDFORD MILLS. 


, JOHN HOPENWELL, JR., 
Treasurer. 


Wasninerox, July 10, 1888. 


We ask this on the following grounds: Under the bill as at present framed- 
with free mohair, it will make a difference in the cost of plushes we manu 
facture of 8 to 8} cents per yard. And with the s ic pound duty left off 
on the manufactured goods, as provided in the bill, it will reduce the cost of 
foreign goods of the same class to importers from 28 to 30 cents per yard, or anct 
difference against us of 20 cents per yard; which diference is r than the 
net profit to the domestic manufacturer to-day in competition with foreign 

oods, To make the duty equal to what it is to-day, which is very ciose work 

‘or us, it would have to be 70 per cent, ad valorem, and 69 per cent. is the lowest 
that we can sec our way clear to work under, 

We have been seven years perfecting our machinery for the manufacture of 
this goods, and the first five years were at a loss, so that it is only for two years 
that we have been able to see any profit in the prodnotion of these goods. 

As the item of labor is not less than 40 per cent. of the cost, we can see no pos- 
sibility of any profit in going on and manufacturing these goods should the bill 
pass in its present form, and we can not believe that it is the wish of the framers 
of this bill to kill a new industry of this kind, which, with reasonable protec- 
tion, would steadily grow. Neither can we help feeling that the rem of the 
specifo or weight duty is a very serious blow to our industry, as that was a 
debe tak AAE wit: EO AAAA undervaluation; and we have the best of 
evidence of e of this undervaluation being carried on. 

We can furnish letters from importers of these goods s‘ating that the price 
has declined from 30 to 40 per cent, during the four years the goods have 
made in seis soneere the price of mohair, from which they are manu- 


factured, hasdeclin: only about 6 percent., as per the following schedule copied 
from a letter from a party th: whom we import stock, 
During the past four years the prices have ranged as follows : 
Per pound. 
1885 .. Pe . $0.43 


© MAN f these goods in this country has 
cost to the American consumers is conceded by all familiar with 
Yours, truly, 
JOHN HOPEWELL, Jn. 
SANFORD BILLS. 


Mr. FARQUHAR. Iofferthe amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 61 strike out ‘30 per cent. ad valorem" and insert "20 cents per pound 
and 2) per cent. ad valorem.” 

The amendment was rejec 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Suc. 4. That on and after the lst of July, 1888, in lieu of the duties bereto- 
fore imposed on the articles here: mentioned, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid the following rates of duty on said artioles severally : 

Paper, sized or glued, suitable only for printing paper, 15 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. WHITING, of Massachusetts. I move to strike out lines 6 
and 7. 

The Committee of Ways und Means has touched the interests of the 
manufacturers of paper lightly, but why it should touch them at all 
I do not understand. 

If an article is sold in the United States as low, or aboutas low as in 
any country, and of as good quality as can be made in any country, 
that ought to be a satisfactory condition to every one. My observa- 
tion and inquiry lead me to the conclusion that price of all grades 
of paper is on an average about the same as it is abroad, and the qual- 
ity is not inferior to that made elsewhere. Before 1860, and for a few 
years subsequent to that time, there were large quantities of paper 
imported, but the manufacture of American paper has driven the for- 
eign article out of the market. (There is ly a person who does 
not admit that the American product is equal or superior to any, and 
this is true to such an extent that there is no demand in public or pri- 
vate for the foreign article, with a few exceptions.) Whatever is now 
imported consists largely of specialties, such as photograph paper, 
which as yet has not been made to any great extent by our manufact- 
urers. 

I recur to the question, ‘‘ Why should the committee reduce the tariff 
on paper?’ On book paper, such as is used in the publication of mag- 
azines and books, the duty is reduced by the Mills bill from 20 to 15 

cent., and on news paper from 15 to 12 percent. You will observe, 

r. Chairman, that this is a reduction of the duty in each case of 25 
per cent. If the price of paper was high in this country, if the quality 
was inferior so that there was a business demand for foreign paper, there 
might then be some justification for the proposed change, but, as I have 
already said, the quality is as good as can be found anywhere, and the 
price is as low. For the information of the House I will state the 
changes that have taken place in the price of paper since 1860. 

At that time the ordinary grades of writing paper sold from 16 to 25 
cents per pound, and now the same paper sells from 9} to 16 cents, a 
decline of from 7} to 9 cents, or 40 to 47 per cent. Book-paper sold in 
1860 tor 11 to 13 cents per pound, and now sells for 6} to7 cents, a de- 
Cline of from 5 to 6 cents, or nearly 50 percent. And news paper which 
sold from 8 to 10 cents per pound is now selling for 4 cents, or a decline 
of over 50 per cent. 

You will observe that the price of has been reduced in twenty- 
eight years nearly 50 per cent., and it is also true that during that 


time the quality has improved, and that wages have advanced 40 per 
cent. To illustrate this point of the increase in wages, the skilled 
workman, who in 1860 received from $1.50 to $1.75 per day, now re- 
ceives from $2.75 to $3.50 per day, an increase of more than 60 per 
cent. The same class of help in Great Britain receives from $1.25 to 
$1.75 per day, or not more than one-half the rate of wageshere. The 
average increase of wages in the paper industry in the United States, 
including all kinds of labor, is 40 per cent., and more than balances 
any advantage the manufacturer may have received from the use of 
wood-pulp, or cheaper material of any kind. 

This ought to be a satisfactory condition to the consumer of paper 
aud to the laborer who makes it, and’ I repeat that I am at a loss to 
understand why, inthe absenceofany complaint on the part of the con- 
sumer, laborer, or manufacturer, there should be any proposition to 
change the tariff rate. It will be said in reply, If these things are so, 
why do you want a tariff on paper at all? My answer is that we want 
the tariff to prevent the European manufacturer from sending his sur- 
plus production here, thus breaking down our market, closing our mills 
and throwing our labor out of employment. We welcome home com- 
petition, but we do not want to compete with the whole world, and 
especially with that labor which does not receive one-half the compen- 
sation of American labor. - 

The advocates of the policy of protection to American manufactures 
claim that the consumer obtains the productat a reasonable price through 
competition among our own people, and the facts I have narrated fur- 
nish the most conclusive proof that the paper industry is a marvelous 
instance of the good result and practical effect of such a policy and of 
the correctness of the position taken by those who favor protection, 
When it is now proposed to reduce the duty on paper we confront you 
with a condition, not a theory—the condition being high wages, low 
cost to the consumer, constant improvement in quality, and no general 
demand for any change in the tariff. [Applause. ] 

The amendment was rejected. 

Pio BAKER, of New York. I offer the amendment I send to the 
The Clerk read as follows: 


29, seotion 4, after line7, insert: . 

~“ Photographic print paper, 25 per cent. ad valorem," 

“ Photographic print paper which has undergone albumenizing or sensitizing 
shall be per ge with acustoms duty of 25 per cent. ad valorem : Provided, That 
nothing shall be deemed photographie nt paper under either of the provis- 
sous st ee act unless it has the name of the manufacturer stamped in water- 
mark thereon. 


Mr. BAKER, of New York. On the 20th day of June it was my 
privilege to offer an amendment to the free-list, proposing to put thereon 
photographie print paper, not albumnized or sensitized, but in the 
wisdom of the House, after the statement of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] that he could see no force in the argu- 
ment I offered, for he knew nothing about the matter, and therefore 
that it was better to leave it where it was, the House expressed a dc- 
termination to maintain a duty upon it. 

I submitted at that time some observations why there should be 
some pranon afforded to the albuminizers and sensitizers of paper 
in this country, amongst others, suggesting that the paper was im- 
ported from Germany subject to duty only of 15 per cent. ad valorem, 
while the plain paper is subject, under a decision of the Treasury De- 
partment upon a ryling of an inferior court in New York, to a duty of 
25 per cent. I desire to submit to the wisdom of the House the pro- 
osition that some regard should be had for the interests of the Ameri- 
can dustry engaged in this particular branch of business; and that the 
plain paper should not be discriminated against in favor of the albu- 
menized or sensitized articles, I read an article from a responsible es- 
tablishment in my city giving the reasons why that should be done, 
and it appears in the remarks offered by me on the 29th of June, as 
before stated. 

Now, the proposition is—and I submit to the good judgment and fair- 
ness of the gentlemen representing the majority that it is only reason- 
able and fair—the proposition is that there should be a distinction be- 
tween the plain paper, which is raw material, and the manufactured 
article, which comes in in the form of albumenized and sensitized paper 
specially used in the manufacture of photographs. The proposition 
must commend itself to every one of my Democratic friends, I am sure, 
if they will consider it. They have refused to put the plain paper upon 
the free-list, perhaps wisely; and I think Iam warranted in asking them 
now to put a reasonable duty on this, so that the interest of my friend 
here who preceded me may be reasonably protected by putting a duty 
on the manufactured article, so that the manufacturer in my city who 
is forced to come in competition with the manufacturers of France and 
Germany may have some opportunity of continuing his business. Is 
there anything unreasonable in that? I think not. But our friends 
on the other side will not listen to reason, so that we have almost de- 
spaired of having any amendments adopted by their consent. 
peo question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 63, noes 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Printin 


per, unsized, used for books and newspapers exclusively, 12 por 
cent, ad rem. 
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Mr. DINGLEY. I move to strike out lines 8 and 9. 

Mr. Chairman, I will add only a single word to that which has been 
so well said by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WHITING]. 
When the Committee on Ways and Means framed this bill and reduced 
the duty on printing-paper used for newspapers from 15 to 12 per cent., 
they had placed the wood-pulp, which is a large constituent in the 
manufacture of paper, upon the free-list. Subsequently they changed 
the bill in that respect and retained the old duty of 10 per cent. upon 
the raw material of printing-paper, which certainly ought to lead the 
committee to change the figure of 12 per cent. back to the old rate of 
duty of 15 per cent. z 
- I desire to speak more particularly. I am a purchaser of printing- 
paper, now used for newspapers; and if it could benefit any one, cer- 
tainly I ought to come in tor a portion of it at least. But I wish to 
bear testimony to the fact that a duty of 15 per cent. upon printing- 
paper, which has encouraged the manufacture of paper in this country 
to so large an extent, has been of prime and important benefit to every 
purchaser of white printing- paper. 

Before the war I paid 9 cents a pound for ordinary printing-paper. 
That is the lowest price it had ever reached at that time. To-day I 
am purchasing the same quality of paper at 4} cents per pound, and I 
am satisfied from a thorough examination of the matter that it is our 
protective duty which has encouraged the manufacture of printing- 
paper in this country, and stimulated invention, at the same time pay- 
ing to the operatives 40 per cent. more on an average than is paid 
abroad, If the reduction of this duty should result in the bringing in 
of large quantities of paper, the surplus of foreign manufa ciure, and 
that should injure our manufacturing interests in this country, I am 
satisfied, as a purchaser of printing-paper, it would result to our dis- 
advantage, and that the price would be in upon us as soon as 

_ our ownindustry should be thus injuriously affected and diminished. 
It seems to me, in view of this fact, that the low prices at which we 
p the fact that 40 per cent. more is paid for wages, and the 
fact that the Committee on Ways and Means have restored the 10 per 
cent. duty upon the raw material of which printing-paper is made, 
ought to lead at the same time to the restoration of the small duty of 
15 per cent. provided By existing law. I hope, therefore, the Com- 
mittee of the House, with the approval of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, will see in these reasons an abundant cause for striking 
out these two lines and allowing the duty to remain as it is now, as 
has been done in the case of the raw material, wood-pulp. 

The question was taken on the amendment, and the Chair stated 
that the ‘‘ noes’? seemed to have it. 

Mr, DINGLEY. I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 53, noes 80. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


` Bonnets, hats, and hoods for men, women, and children, composed of hair, 
whalebone, or any vegetable material, and not specially enumerated or pro- 
vided for, 30 per cent. ad valorem. 


_ Mr. LEHLBACH. Iask unanimous consent that the paragraph be- 
ginniug at line 23 and ending at line 26 be passed over until to-mor- 


row. : 
Mr. MILLS. I agree to that. 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Brooms of all kinds, 20 per cent. ad valorem. 
Brushes of all kinds, 20 per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. LONG. I move to strike out line 28, and in that connection 
ask to have printed in the RECORD the following petition: 


To the House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States : 

Your petitioners respectfullly represent that they are engaged in the busi- 
ness of tipuni pa laa brushes, and that in view of the proposed reduction of 
the import duties on brushes of foreign manufacture they earnestly and re- 
spectfully protest against such further reduction of duty for the following rea- 


sons: 

‘That the brush-manufacturing business since the establishment of the tariff 
has largely increased, furnishing employment to many thousands, and has been 
attended by a la reduction in the price of goods, and also a marked improve- 
ment in their quality, 

‘That the last reduction of duty some five years . from 40 per cent. to 30 per 
cent. had a disastrous effect upon our business, driving a number of manufact- 
nrers out of it, and causing the abandonment of one branch of manufacturing 
in which they were engaged, to wit, the manufacture of tooth-brushes, 

That a still farther reduction of the duty from 30 per cent, to 20 per cent. will 
have a ruinous effect upon the industry, without doubt necessitating the clos- 
ing of many factories, and thereby causing great hardship to the workmen and 
heavy losses to their employers, who have their capital invested in expensive 
machinery, worthless for other purposes. 

That the last reduction of the duty on brushes was immediately followed by 
heavy importations of foreign-made goods, and it is certain that another reduc- 
tion of the duties will cause a much larger importation than before, asthe Amer- 
ican manufacturer will then be still less capable of successfully competing with 
the foreign product, 

That such increased importation will cause an increase of reyenue to the 
Government, which your petitioners believe is not the object designed or de- 
sired by your honorable body. 

That the placing of bristles on the free-list, thereby cutting off the present 
duty of 15 cents per pound, would be only a slight compensation to the brush 
manufacturer, supposing that the price of foreign bristles was not advanced. 

That such a reduction would not effect a saving to your petitioners of more 


mang pe cent. on the manufactured product, while the proposed reduction of 
rd of the duty would enable the importer to land 


one- rench or German 


brushes at a saving of at least 8 per cent.. which at the present low prices pre- 
yanas would represent to your petitioners the difference between success or 
And your petitioners will ever pray, 


(Of Boston Diatite Company). 
Allof Boston, Mass, 
The Committee rose informally, and Mr. Cox took the chair as 
Speaker pro tempore. 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


A message, in writing, from the President was communicated to the 
House by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, who also announced that 
the President had approved and signed bills, ete., of the following 
titles: . 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 184) to amend the joint resolution ap- 
proved May 14, 1883, relating to the disposal of public lands in certain 
states. 

An act (H. R. 9610) to authorize the Birmingham, Selma and New 
Orleans Railroad Company to build a bridge across the Tombigbee 
River, in Alabama. : 

An act (H. R. 2530) granting a pension to John C. Wagoner; 

An act (H. R. 6434) granting a pension to John F. G. Mittag; 

An act (H. R. 7491) granting a pension to Lewis Telyea; 

An act (H. K. 8704) granting a pension to Julia Bryan, late nurse 
at Jeffersonville Hospital; 

An act (H. R. 9340) granting a pension to Lucy A. Noel; 

An act (H. R. 9346) granting a pension to Frank H. Reed; 

An act (H. R. 231) to increase the pension of Edmund Ashworth; 

An act (H. R. 6057) to increase the on of Edward Healy; 

An act (H. R. 4788) granting an increase of pension to William 
Winans. 

An act (H. R. 3722) for the relief of Jennie D. Rice; and 

An act (H. R. 6273) for the relief of Hiram Chilson. 

Also that the following bills presented to the President June 30, 
1888, and not having been returned by him to the Honse of Congress 
in which they originated within the ten days prescribed by the Con- 
stitution, have become laws without his approval: 

An act (H. R. 478) to place the name of Rev. Stephen M. Collison 
the muster-roll of the Thirteenth Tennessee Cavalry as chaplain thereof; 
and 

An act (H. R. 2805) granting a pension to Martha F. Woodrum, 
widow of James Woodrum, d K 


THE TARIFF. 


The Committee resumed its session. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Card clothing, 15 cents per square foot; when manufactured from tempered 
steel wire, 25 cents per square foot. 

Mr. MILLS. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 30, line 31, strike out “fifteen” and insert “twenty,” and in line 32, 
strike out “ twenty-five’ and insert “forty ;” making the ph read : 

“Card clothing, 20 cents per square foot; when manufactu: trom tempered 
steel wire, 25 cents per square foot.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Gloves, of all descriptions, wholly or partially manufactured, 40 per cent. ad 
volorem: Provided, That gloves made of silk taffeta shall be taxed 50 per cent. 
ad valorem, 

Mr. WEST. I move to strike out that paragraph. 

‘The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

India-rubber fabrics, and articles composed wholly or in part of India rubber, 
and India rubber boots and shoes, 15 per cent. ad valorem. . 

Mr. MILLS. I move to strike out that paragraph, including lines 
70, 71, and 72. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Japanned ware of all kinds not specially enumerated or provided for, 30 per 
per cent, ad valorem. 


Mr. MILLS. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

After line 76, insert “kaolin, crude, $1 ver ton; china clay, or wrought kaolin, 
$2 per ton.” f 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. MILLS. I offer another amendment which I send to the desk 
to come in directly after the one just adopted. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 


After the amendment just adopted insert marble of all kinds, in block, 
rough, or squared, 40 cents per cubic foot,” 


The amendment was agreed to. 


1888. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


La 
Pipes, aire pom ecend all smokers’ articles whatsoever, not specially enu- 
erated or provided for, 50 per cent. ad valorem; all common pipes of clay, 25 
per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. YOST. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 87, page 32, strike out the word “fifty” and insert “seventy,” and in 
lines 88 and $9 strike out the words “twenty-five per cent. ad valorem ” and in- 
sert “25 cents per gross;"’ so that it shall read: 

“ Pipes, pipe-bowls, and all smoker’s articles whatsoever, not specially enu- 
merated or provided for, seventy per cent. ad yalorem; all common pipes of 
clay, 25 cents per gross.” 

Mr. YOST. Mr. Chairman, there were less than $17,000 of duty col- 
lected on clay pipes last year, less than $48,000 worth of the articles 
having been imported. But that $48,000 represented nearly the whole 
trade in clay pipes, and meant the taking of that much money from the 
pockets of the working people of this country. More that95 per cent. 
of the cost of clay pipes is paid for labor, and doubtless for this reason 
the importations are estimated at 98 per cent. of the whole consump- 
tion, leaving but 2 per cent. to be supplied by the domestic manufact- 
urer. 

In my district is a pipe factory capable of turning out 30,000 pipes 
per day. It is operated, however, but one-third or one-half of the 
time, for the simple reason thatits employés are paid double the wages 
of those in the same line across the waters, and that means a double 
cost to the manufacturer, for, as I said, nothing but the question of 
labor is involved, the clay being right at the door of the factory. With 
a duty of even 25 cents per gross this whole market for their labor 
would be transferred to the American workmen, whilst the consumer 
would be in no wise injuriously affected thereby. 

The cost of the article to the consumer is now at the lowest price 
within the medium of our currency, namely, one cent per piece for 
those in most general use, 

The only possible tendency, therefore, of the committee’s provision 
would be to exterminate the trade in this country altogether, whilst 
if the amendment I propose is adopted it would materially help our 
people, and hurt no one whose interests are identical with ours. 

The amendment was rejected—ayes 52, noes 67. * 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Watches, wai watch-movements, parts of watches, watch-glasses, and 
watch-keys, whether separately packed or otherwise, and watch materials not 
specially enumerated or provided for in this act, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move to strike out all after the word 
“watches,” in line 97, down to and including the words ‘‘ packed or 
otherwise,’’ in line 98. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. 
amendment? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. This paragraph changes the existing 
law, and the object of the amendment is to restore the existing law. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. This is the existing law. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I beg the gentleman’s pardon, but he is 
mistaken. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Then the book which has been furnished us from 
the Committee on Ways and Means is incorrect. 

Mr. ADAMS, of Illinois. It does not pretend to be correct: 

Mr. BUCHANAN. It is a question between the book and the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS], and I do not know which is cor- 
rect. The presumption, however, is in favor of the gentleman, judg- 
ing from other parts of the book. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I have the existing law before me. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 5. That the following amendments to and provisions for existing laws 
shall take effect on and after the passage and approval of this act. 


Mr. BOUTELLE. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 3, pase 83, insert: 

“Section 6 of the act of March 3, 1883, Schedule G, is hereby amended by add- 
ing to the paragraphs fixing the duty on oranges and lemons the following: 
Provided, That when boxes in which oranges or lemons are imported shall be ot 
material manufactured in the United States, and so verified in accordance with 
regulations established by the Gepe f of the Treasury, there shall be a reduc- 
tion of the duties provided by this act of 5 cents for each boxand 3 cents for each 
half box containing the same.” 

Mr. MILLS. I make the point of order that we have passed the part 
of this bill which deals with rates, and that the amendments now in 
order are amendments in relation to the administrative features of the 
bill. = 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I consulted carefully with members of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means in regard to the proper time to offer this 
amendment. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Is this the amendment about 
which the gentleman spoke? 

Mr. BOUTELLE. ‘This is the amendment to which I called the 


Will the gentleman state why he offers that 


attention of members of the Ways and Means Committee, and it seems 
to me that this is the proper place to offer it. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
just been read. 


It would be in order before section 5, which has 
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Mr. BOUTELLE. Then I ask that we go back, in order to allow 
this amendment to come in. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. If this is the amendment the 
gentleman spoke to me about, I was under the impression that the 
proper place for it would be on 39. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I think that is the place the gentleman from 
Kentucky suggested; but that is still further on. My impression was 
upon a more careful re-examination of the bill that it would come in 
more appropriately with the amendments now being considered, for 
the reason that this amendment of mine directly applies te a particu- 
lar portion of the existing tariff law. In other words, it should be 
placed in direct connection with the paragraphs of the present law fix- 
ing the duty on oranges and lemons, because there the size of the boxes 
is specified. This amendment fixes the rate of tebate on boxes and 
hali-boxes of oranges or lemons; and the existing law indicates the 
size of those boxes, so that this should properly be connected with that 
subject. I think this is the proper place for it to be considered. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I am not prepared to say 
that the gentleman is not correct. When he submitted the question 
to me, I was under the impression that the best place for it to come in 
was at the end of section 6. 

Mr. MILLS. I withdraw the point of order, and the gentleman can 
offer his amendment, 

Mr. EOUTELLE. This amendment is simply a provision of law 
which in substance was in force under the act of February 8, 1875, up 
to the time when the act of 1883 was passed. -It was part of the clause 
which provided a rebate or a remission of the duties upon barrels, boxes, 
crates, and shooks manufactured in the United States exported toa 
foreign country and reimported filled with foreign products. In the 
tariff act of 1875, as continuing in force up to 1883, regulations were 
established by the Treasury Department which provided for the free 
importation of these American-manufactured boxes containing foreign 
fruit with a rebate amounting to about 5 centsa box. When the Tariff 
Commission reported in 1883 they unanimously favored the retention 
of this feature. The bill reported from the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the House in the Forty-seventh Congress alsocontained a pro- 
vision similar to that which I have now offered. Gentlemen will 
recollect that the Honse tariff act of 1883 was not adopted, but a Sen- 
ate substitute was passed; and in some way in the hurry and confusion 
of the substitution this item was omitted, unintentionally, as no ob- 
jection was made to it in any quarter. 

This industry, the manufacture of box-shooks from the hard woods 
that were previously little used except for fuel, is one of considerable 
importance in my section of the country and in some other parts of the 
United States. Within a few years, since the Austrians have adopted 
the labor-saving machinery in use in this country, the competition has 
become so close with the underpaid labor of that country that the ex- 
portation of these boxes has almost entirely ceased and a large num- 
ber of people have been thrown out of employment. We had already 
built up an industry which took from our forests woods which were 
otherwise of very little account, manufactured them into these boxes, 
and sold from our section something like $2,000,000 worth of them, 
forming a very important and useful industry. The people in my dis- 
trict have the machinery on hand and are all ready to continue the 
manufacture of these shooks. Messrs. Hathorn, Foss & Co., who carry 
on the business in my district, write me: 

We have been for the past few years paying probably an average of two hun- 
dred men per day in our business the year through, and the time is approach- 
ing, and very soon, when we must abandon the enterprise unless we are pro- 
tected from the direct ee of Austria, where labor receives less equiva- 
lent than in any other ci ed country. 

The exporting agent of the manufacturers writes me that he has paid 
as high as $5,000 for freight on these boxes in a single month, and that 
he has collected more than $1,750,000 for the shooks thus exported from ~ 
this country, all of which came from the foreign purchaser and was 
distributed among the manufacturers, workmen, and farmers of my 
section, He says: ` 

Under the law of 1875 the rebate on our American boxes exported in shooks 
and returned filled with fruit was about 5 cents a box, which gave our box a 
value in Sicily above the foreign-made box and enabled our manufacturers to 
compete with the pauper labor of Italy and Austria. 

Now, as the tariffis under consideration, and as our Democratic friends wish 
to reduce the revenue and increase exports as a basis for more permanent em- 
ployment for our laborers, we hope you will join them to the extent of our re- 
quest for amendment. g 

The cost of this product is very JATEA for labor and transportation, and we 
can not compete with Italian and Austrian labor and pay American wages. 

I would state, Mr. Chairman, that this remission of duty will not 
stimulate competition with California or Florida oranges, as the boxes 
are used for Mediterranean fruit that comes here at a season when it 
does not interfere with the domestic product, as would be the case with 
Jamaica or Porto Rico oranges that are imported in barrels. 

Now, what is proposed by this amendment is not an increase of the 
revenue, but a decrease. It provides simply that when a cargo of 
oranges shall come from Sicily or Messina or other ports, bearing witht 
it the verification of the American consul that those oranges are in 
boxes manufactured in the United States—and I will say that all the 
regulations have been carefully made by the Department, under the old 
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law, and carried out for years to prevent any difficulties in this regard— 
thereupon there shall be a remission of duty to the extent of 5 cents 
for each full box and 3 cents for each half box, giving to that extent 
an advantage to the manufacturer of the American boxes and thereby 
inciting the foreign fruit-grower to use the American shooks instead of 
the foreign shooks, thus giving to labor on this side of the ocean the 


advantage of carrying on that industry. I say this was the law from 
1875 to 1883. Itwas intended to be reincorporated in the law of 1883; 
was reported favorably by the Tariff Commission and by the Ways and 
Means Committee of this House, but was omitted by inadvertence. 

As no tariff bill was passed in either House during the previous two 
Con, since the passage of the act of 1883, it has been impossible 
until now to remedy the omission. I do not think there can be any 
yalid objection by anybody to the amendment, and I therefore hope it 
will be unanimously agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN declared the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BOUTELLE demanded a division. 

‘The committee divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 72. 

So the amendment was di to. 

Mr. MILLS. As this part of the bill was unanimously to by 
the Committee on Ways and MeansI do not think there will be any 
objection to it, and I hope the Clerk will read right on. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Section 6 of the act of March 3, 1883, entitled “An act to reduce internal-rev- 
enue taxation, and for other pw ” providing a substitute for Title XXXIII 
of the Revised Statutes of the Gnitea States, is hereby amended as to certain 
of the sections and of sections or schedules in such substituted title so that 
they shall be as follows, respectively: 

“Spo, 2499, Each and every imported article not enumerated or provided for 
in any schedule in this title, which is similar, either in material, quality, text- 
ure, or the use to which it may be applied, to any article enumerated in this 
title as chargeable with duty, shall pay the same rate of duty which is levied 
on the enum article which it mostresemblesin any of the culars be- 
fore mentioned; and if any non-enumerated articles equally resembles two or 
more enumerated articles on which different rates of duty are chargeable, there 
shall be levied on such non-enumerated article the same rate of duty as is 
chargeable on the article which it resembles paying the hi t rate of duty; 
and on ora not otherwise provided for, manufactured from two or more 
materials, the duty shall be assessed at the rate at which the dutiable compo- 
nent material of chief value may be chargeable; and the words ‘component 
material of chief value,’ whenever used in this title, shall be held to mean that 
dutiable component material which shall exceed in value any other single com- 
ponent material found in the article; and the value of each component material 
shall be determined by the ascertained value of such mate: in its last form 
and condition before it e a component material of such article. If two 
or more rates of duty shall be applicable to any imported article, it shall pay 
duty at the highest of such rates: Provided, That any non-enumerated article 
similar in material and gany and texture and the use to which it ue be 

s appa to any article on the free-list, and in the manufacture of which no duti- 
able materials are used, shall be free of duty.” 5 


Mr. DINGLEY. I move the following amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by inserting after line 38: 

“Sko, 2510. All lumber, timber, hemp, manila, wire rope, and iron and steel 
rods, bars, spikes, nails, paos; angles, bars and bolts, and copper and compo- 
sition metal Sipa ma necessary for the construction and equipment of ves- 
sels built in the United States for foreign account and ownership. or for the pur- 
pose of being employed in the foreign trade, including the trade between the 
Atlantic and Pacific ports of the United States, after the passage of this act, 
may be imported in bond under such regulations asthe Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may prescribe; and upon proof that such materials have been used for such 

urpose no duties shall be paid thereon. But vessels receiving the benefit of 

is section shall not be allowed to engage in the coastwise trade of the United 
States more than two months in any one year, except upon the payment to the 
United States of the duties on which a rebate is herein allowed: Provided. 
That vessels built in the United States for foreign account shall not be allowed 
to engage in the coastwise trade of the United States.” 


Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I have of- 
fered simply extends and enlarges the principle adopted by Congress in 
the act of June 6, 1872, and the tariff act of 1883, so as toadd ‘plates, 
angles, and bars’? to the list of articles therein named. Theact of 1872 
provided that— 

All lumber,timber, hemp, manilla, and iron and steel rods, bars, spikes, nails, 
and bolts, and copper and composition metal which may be necessary tor the 
construction and oo of vessels built in the United States forthe purpose 
of being employedin the oe j- trade, including the trade between the Atlantic 

Pacifi United S sis 


t 
and c ports of the tates, * may beimported in bond under 
such lations as the of 


And also that— 

All articles of Lantos pene. needed for the repair of American vessels 
engaged exclusively in foreign trade may be withdrawn from bonded ware- 
houses free of duty, under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury 
may prescribe, (Section 2514 Revised Statutes.) 

The tariff act of March 3, 1883, re-enacted these provisions and en- 
lJarged the list of materials by adding ‘‘ wire rope,” and extended the 
provision to vessels built for foreign account and ownership. It ap- 
pears in the revision as section 2510. The shipping act of 1884 adds 

‘ supplies.” 

The object of the act of 1872 was to give the builder and owner ot 

ps pein vessels employed or to be employed in the foreign carrying 

whatever benefit might be derived from the privilege of import- 
ng free of duty materials for the construction, equipment, and repairs 
of such vessels. It did in fact cover all such materials for the wooden 
vessels, which at that time comprised almost the entire American fleet 
employed in the foreign trade. 


The object of my amendment is to extend the same principle to the 
materials of iron vessels for the foreign trade, An examination of the 
state of facts which led the Forty-second and Forty-seventh Congresses 
to grant this apparently exceptional privilege to the builder and owner 
of an American vessel employed or to be employed in the foreign trade 
will show that it was just and proper in the circumstances in which 
our vessels in the foreign trade had been placed. 

Since the principle of maritime reciprocity was adopted by Great 
Britain and the United States in 1850 the water carriage of the 
exports and imports of the United States has been open to the ves- 
sels of Great Britain and of most other foreign nations on the same 
terms as our own vessels. Unlike the builder of vessels for our coast- 
wise trade, which is restricted to American yessels, and unlike every 
other domestic industry, which is given a home market from which 
foreign competition is barred to a certain extent by duties, the builder 
of American yessels for the foreign trade is obliged to manufacture for 
use in a market opened by our reciprocal maritime treaties to the 
ran, of other maritime nations on the same terms as to American 
vi 

Inasmuch as the nation adopted in 1850 the policy of opening to 
foreign nations one business—to wit, the water carriage of our exports 
and imports—it is but just that it should give the builders and owners 
of vessels employed or to be employed in this unprotected business the 
privilege of obtaining their materials for construction, equipment, and 
supplies wherever it may be found most advantageous without the 
payment of duties. 

‘This is not unjust to the home manufacturer of any of these materials, 
for he has a home market for his products forthe multitude of ordinary 
uses, barred against foreign competition to the extent of the duty; and 
if he is not able to sell his products as cheap as they can be imported 
to the one industry which builds vessels that must enter into unre- 
stricted competition with foreigners, then it is essential that in order 
to exist at all this industry must have free access to the markets of the 
world for materials; and the encouragement thus given to build up 
ship-yards for this trade will open a wider use of home products for this 
industry than would have otherwise been found. For itis certain that 
in any event more or less home materials will be used in connection 
with imported materials. 

The principle of allowing practically free materials for the manu- 
facture of articles that are to be used in a market which is open to un- 
restricted foreign competition, was adopted in 1799 by the founders of 
our Government, and from that time to the present has been retained 
as a wise feature of our revenue system under every tariff that has ex- 
isted from that day to this. The principle is embodied in section 3019 
of the Revised Statutes, which is as follows: 

There shall be allowed on all articles wholly manufactured of materials im- 
porte don which duties haye been paid when exported a drawback, equa! in 
amount to the duty paid on such materials and no more, to be ascertained 
under such regulations as shall be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Ten per cent. on the atmount of all drawbacks so allowed shall, however, be re- 
tained for the use of the United States by the collectors paying such drawbacks 
respectively. 

This law, which has stood on our statute-books for eighty-five years, 
allows a drawback of 90 per cent of the duties on all imported mate- 
rials for the manufacture in this country of a vessel or any other arti- 
cle wholly made of such imported material, for use by a foreigner in 
a foreign or an open market, and in case of many articles the drawback 
has been increased to 99 per cent. The act of June 6, 1872, authorizes 
the payment of such drawback as to imported materials in the case of 
a large number of articles manufactured partly of home materials, 
and a later act extends the same principle to canned goods; and there 
is no reason why the same principle should not be extended to all arti- 
cles. Thus wesee that a manufacturer may import materials, whether 
raw or manufactured, for making iron, woolen, wood, or other goods 
or articles for the foreign trade, and when these articles are exported 
will be entitled to receive back from 90 to 99 per cent. of the duties 
paid on the imported materials. 

A ship-builder may import in the same manner materials for build- 
ing a vessel for a foreigner to use in carrying American exports and im- 
ports; and will any one contend that the same American ship-builder 
should not have the same privilege when he is building a vessel for an 
American owner to sail in open competition with the vessel built for 
such foreigner? . 

I take it for granted that all regard it desirable, if not essential, to 
adopt such a policy as looks, ultimately at least, to the building of 
American vessels for the foreign trade in American ship-yards. This 
is essential for this reason, if for no other, that no nation can be re- 
garded as reasonably protected from foreign invasion which has not 
within its own territory numerous well-established ship-yards and 
trained shipwrights and workmen that may be used by the Govern- 
ment at a day’s notice to construct war vessels, floating batteries, and 
transports in the exigency of war. This necessity, if nothing more, re- 
quires that our policy should be directed to the construction of vessels 
at home. 

There is a difference of opinion among ship-builders as to whether 
the extension of the act of 1872 so as to allow materials for iron ves- 
sels for the foreign trade to be imported free of duty, as materials for 
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wooden vessels have been for sixteen years, would give material aid to 
the successful construction of iron vessels, particularly steam-ships, ın 
competition with the Clyde. All concede that it would often prove of 
some advantage. Some think thatit would be a small benefit; others 
that it would afford encouragement for the establishment of new ship- 
yards, and after a lapse of sufficient time to obtain the requisite experi- 
ence and development, would successfully solve the problem of build- 
ing vessels, provided the other problem of profitably sailing them is 
also satisfactorily solved. 

But whether of small or great advantage, and whatever else may be 
required to solve the problem of the successful construction of iron 
steam-ships for the foreign trade at substantially as low cost as on the 
Clyde, simple justice requires that whether our duties are high or low 
they should be entirely remitted on imported materials for the con- 
struction, equipment, repairs, and supplies of vessels employed or to 
be employed in the foreign carrying trade, which we have opened to 
foreign vessels on equal terms with our own. 

It is for these reasons, Mr. Chairman, that I have'offered this amend- 
ment, hoping that gentlemen on the other side who represent the ma- 
jority will consent that this step forward may be taken in the important 
matter of encouraging iron-ship building for the foreign trade, divested 
of the proposition to also allow the free importation and registry of 
foreign-built vessels with which the majority have insisted in connect- 
ing it; for I trust they will see, as I do, that free ships connected with 
free materials destroy the value of the latter and make it.impossible 
for us to build iron ships in this country for the foreign trade. 

The following communication, addressed to me by the Bath (Me.) 
Board of Trade, representing the largest wooden-ship building center 
in this country, shows their views on this question: 

BATH BOARD or TRADE, 
Bath, Me., July 14, 1888, 

DEAR Sm: Asa friend of the shipping interest and shipmen of New England 
we would like to call your attention for a few moments to that section of the 
tariff relating to the importation of iron. 

Revised Statute No, 2513 allows the importation of all foreign material (dut; 
free) that are used in the construction of wooden ships for the foreign trade, su 
as ponsi bar-iron, copper composition, and, in fact, all the materials that 
are , 80 that when we built the ship we could construct her lower than any 
other nation; but there is no longer any demand for the wooden ship; the world 
needs iron vessels, and we have either got to construct them or give up our 
AAS trade to other nations, .In regulating the duties on iron in the new 
bill if Co: would allow it to be imported to be used in the construction of 
the foreign trade (free of duty), subject to restrictions of the Treas- 
Statute No, 2513, this would enable us to 
and our flag on the 


iron ships 
ury Department, similar to Revised 

build the iron ships and would again revive our ship-yards 
ocean, 

As there is a large surplus in the Treasury, the duty on this material is not 
needed, and if this clause could be entered in the bill employment could at once 
be given to thousands of skilled workmen now idle and seeking work for the 
support of their families, 

n this section of New England, Mr. DINGLEY, as you are well aware, the do- 
cay of cea, Bogen rae is felt to a greater extent than in any other, and as the mile- 
age-subsidy plan seems to be objectionable to the shipping committee if this 
ary cps substituted it would assist very matezially in reviving this great 

industry. 

Hopiagthis proposition may meet your approval, we are, sir, very respectfully, 


Stipe A. J. FULLER, President. 
P. M. WHITMORE, Vice-President, 
F. W. WEEKS, Secretary. 
Hon, NELSON DINGLEY, Jr., e 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr. MILLS, I think we had better wait until the whole question 
comes up. 

Mr, DINGLEY. This will be the only opportunity offered this ses- 
sion, and I trust the gentleman from Texas will not defeat a proposi- 
tion which has been before the Committee on Ways and Means, on my 
motion, for four years, and for which no time has been found by the 
majority to present it to the House. 

Mr. DINGLEY’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I offer the amendment I send to the 
desk, to come in after line 38, on page 35. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

by the | f the United Sta’ 
Pie on rela ation rrey Sok foreign Aela bienes be paesi paia 
actual retail or value at which such are sold for home consump- 
of production or export, whenever in the country of such 
peonunion or ex ad valorem duties upon goods, wares, and merchandise 


ported into such country from the United States are upon the retail 
ees or value at which such goods are sold for home consumption in the United 


tion in the count 


Mr. BAKER, of New York. The purpose of this amendment is to 
meet a difficulty under which many of our people along the Canadian 
border have suffered during years past by the presentlaw. I suppose 
it prevails to a considerable extent in all of our importations and ex- 
portations of goods, wares, and merchandise. The difficulty I can illus- 
trate in this way: A manufacturer ships his products, for instance, to 
Cana da by the car-load, and their freights, as I have occasion to know, 
are assessed at the retail valuation of the property where it is manu- 
factured, while, on the contrary, that manufactured in Canada and 
shipped to this country has a duty imposed upon it according to the 
wholesale valuation in the country of production. You will seeat once 
the injustice this condition of things imposes upon our people; their 
products coming here, availing themselves of our generous policy in 


our revenue laws, have duties Ievied upon them at their wholesale 
valuation, while shipments on our part into those countries are forced to 
pay duties at the retail price at which such commodities are selling in 


this country. This is unjust to us, and our people have labored and 
suffered under it for years, The purpose of the amendment is to change 
this order of things and to make our revenue Jaws conform in this re- 
spect to any discrimination that may be made against our people in 
foreign countries. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I offer the amendment I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 35, line 38, after “duty,” insert: 

“ And provided further, That no goods, wares, and merchandise the product 
in whole or in any material part of the labor of persons confined in any prison, 
jail, penitentiary, reformatory, or other penal institution, shall be imported for 
the purposes of sale or trade,” 

Mr. MILLS. I make-the point of order on that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. What point of order does the gentleman make? 

Mr. MILLS. That it is not pertinent to this portion of the bill; and 
besides that it is the substance of an amendment which has been al- 
ready submitted and voted down. It does not belong to this part of 
the bill. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. A word upon the point of order. 

This amendment has not been offered before. I did offer an amend- 
ment at the end of the free-list, when that part of the bill had been 
completed, providing that any thereby specified, when produced 
by convict labor abroad, should not be admitted free of duty. At the 
beginning of the dutiable schedule I also offered an amendment refer- 
ring to the duties on the articles named in that schedule. 

This amendment, however, goes much farther; and it provides that 
hereafter no goods or commodities shall be imported, not simply the 
goods named in the schedule, but any goods, whether named in these 
schedules or coming in under the old Jaw, and that all shall be affected 
by this provision. It is not, then, the amendment voted upon before, 
and it is perfectly germane to this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas desire to be 
heard upon the point of order? 

Mr. MILLS. Only to say that the point of order is made that this 
provision does not belong to the portion of the bill which we are now 
discussing. Itshould have been offered to that. portion of the bill fixing 
the rates of duty. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. But this does not undertake to fix the rate of 
duty. _Itisan absolute prohibition of the importation of certain classes 
of goods, The clause to which it is offered isa clause which makes 
general regulations in reference to importations, Itis a regulation pro- 
viding that certain kinds of goodsshall not come in, and therefore these 
regulations are amended to that extent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is inclined to think that the point of 
order is good; but, if there is no objection, it will be submitted to the 
committee. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iask for a ruling, because I am confident the 
amendment is germane to the section. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Why not take a vote upon it any way ? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Letmeputaquery. While weare fixing rates, 
we are not prohibiting. If I had offered that to the section fixing the 
rates, it would not have been in consonance with the paragraph, be- 
cause you say such when imported shall pay such and such 
duties, presupposing importation. On the contrary, my amendment 
in reference to a certain line of goods declares there shall be no im- 
portation; so it could not have been germane to that part of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is in doubt upon the question, and, 
in order to be perfectly fair, will submit the amendment to the com-- 
mittee. : 

The question was taken; and the Chairman declared that the ‘‘noes’? 
appeared to prevail. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Idemandadivision. This isthe Canadian law, 
and I want to see what this House will do with it. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 41, noes 55. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, however, That the limitation in value above'specified shall notapply 
to wearrephere: and other personal effects which may have been taken tom 
the Uni States to foreign countries by the persons returning therefrom; and 
such last-named articles shall, upon production of evidence satisfactory to the 
collector and to the naval officer (if any) that they have been previously ex- 
ported from the United States by such persons, and have not been advanced in 


value or improved in condition by any process of manufacture or labor thereon 
since so.exported, be exempt from the payment of duty. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

Page 36, line 83, strike out “and to the naval officer, if any ” and insert “or 
ofticer acting as such,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That if there be used for covering or holding imported merchandise, 
whether dutiable or free, any material or article, other than the ordinary, usual, 
and necessary for covering or holding such merchandise, duty 


coverings 
shall be levied and collected thereon at the rate to which such material or arti- 
cle would be subject if imported separately. 


6392 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE. Jury 16, 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I offer the following amend- 


ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert at the end of line 23, on page 39, the following: 

** Provided further, That so much of the foregoing as relates to boxes, sacks, or 
coverings shall not apply to boxes, sacks, or such other covering as may be the 
usual and necessary boxing or covering for machinery or parts thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Src. 11. That authority is hereby given to the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
his discretion, to dispense whenever expedient with the triplicate invoices and 
consular certificates now required by sections 2853, 2354, and 2855 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States; and triplicate invoices and consular certificates 
shall in no case be required when the value of the merchandise shipped by any 
one consignor in any one vessel at one and the same time does not exceed $100; 
and the Secretary of the Treasury, with the concurrence of the Secretary of State, 
is hereby authorized to make such general regulations in regard toinvoices and 
consular certificates as in his judgment the public interest may require. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move to strike ont the last paragraph; and do 
it for the purpose of inquiring of the committee why in the former 
part of this section they give the Secretary of the Treasury discretion 
to dispense whenever expedient with triplicate invoices, I can readily 
understand why they might not be required in the case of small im- 
portations; but, as I understand it, in the first part of the section ab- 
solute discretion is given to the Secretary of the Treasury to dispense 
with triplicate invoices in all cases. I would like to know the reason 
forthat. Triplicate invoices, as they now stand, are a safeguard against 
frand. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Gentlemen will observe that 
this provision dispenses with triplicate invoices where the consignments 
or purchases are very small in value. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. No; I do not understand itso, I understand 
the former part of the section authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury, 
in his discretion, to dispense whenever expedient with the triplicate 
invoices; and the latter part of the section provides that the triplicate 
invoices shall in no case be required when the value of the merchandise 
shipped by any one consignor on any one vessel at one and the same 
time do not exceed $100. The discretion seems to be an absolute dis- 
cretion over shipments of all sizes in the former part of the section. I 
would like to inquire why that discretion was given? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The prohibition applies to 
those that are small in amount, I remember a reason was to 
save expense. I will state to the gentleman that just at this moment, 
in regard to the other part, Ido not recall the basis of the recom- 
mendation, as we have come very hurriedly to this section and I have 
not the papers relating to the matter before me now; but I will say 
that this is a recommendation by the Department and when the mat- 
ter was under consideration all of this part of the bill was concurred 
in by the entire committee. As the papers are not at this time before 
me, nor the subject fresh in my mind, I can only give the gentleman 
upon the spur of the moment the assurance I have given him, which I 
recognize is not as full and definite a reply as he might reasonably de- 
sire. 

Mr. MILLS. This provision was first recommended by Secretary 
Folger and concurred in by every subsequent Secretary and by the 
unanimous report of the Committee on Ways and Means twice. As 
my friend from Arkansas has said, we have come upon this section 
suddenly, and so the papers are not at hand. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Isit not sufficient for my purposes to be told 
that it was recommended by the different Secretaries ot the Treasury. 
I want to know if the gentleman remembers what reasons they gave 
for making the recommendation. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, Ihave answered frankly about 
it, If the gentleman will name some objection to the provision per- 
haps that will suggest the reasons which led to this recommendation. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. My objection is that it will make it easier to 
evade the proper collection of the revenue. 

Mr. BREWER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman from 
Arkansas if the recommendation of the Secretary of the Treasury ap- 
plied to anything more than where the amount was under $100. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Yes, the gentlemen will see 
that it relates to amounts, large and small. I will say to the gentle- 
man that the committee in no case in the administrative part of the 
bill has adopted any provision that did not meet with the concurrence 
of the administrative branch of the Government. That is pretty gen- 
erally the rule in rd to the administrative features of all bills. I 
do not mean to say that recommendations are always adopted; but I 
do mean to say that in no case have we ventured to set up our views 
in regard to what is the best mode of administering the law in oppo- 
sition to the views of the administrative department of the Govern- 
ment. That has been the guide for both sides of the House. 

Mr. BREWER. Only one word—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is exhausted. ~ 

Mr. MILLS. The administrative features of this bill are substan- 
tially the same as were in the Hewitt administrative bill reported by 
the Committee on Ways and Means in the Forty-eighth and Forty- 
ninth Congresses; and these provisions were approved by Secretary 


eo and by the Secretaries of the Treasury who have succeeded 
im 


Mr. BREWER. I move to strike out the last word. I have only a 
word to say, because I have not examined the section. There ure pro- 
visions now in the consular regulations which permit the importation 
of goods in amounts of less value than $100, and I apprehend that the 
recommendation ot the Secretary of the Treasury applied only to im- 
portations of such amounts, because it does not seem possible that it 
could have applied to general importations. 

In many cases these invoices are made out in quadruplicate. For in- 
stance, if goods are shipped in bond from Germany to the city of De- 
troit, one of the invoices, with a certificate attached, is sent to the con- 
signee, one goes to the consignor who sends the goods, another goes to 
the collector of customs in New York, and the fourth to the collector 
of customs in the city of Detroit. These are often checks upon fraud- 
ulent importations, and it can not be possible that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has recommended that this safeguard shall be dispensed with 
where the amount of goods imported exceeds in value the sum of $100. 
If there is any such provision in the administrative part of this bill, 
in my judgment it ought not to be there; and I say this after four years’ 
experience in taking the acknowledgments of certificates to invoices as 
consul in the service of the Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be considered as withdrawn, and the Clerk will continue the 
reading of the bill. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I move to amend on page 47, line 8, by 
bear out the word ‘‘required’’ and inserting the words ‘‘ dispensed 
with. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 13 That section 2900 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby is, amended 
so as to read as follows: 

“Src, 2900. The owner, consignee, or agent of any imported merchandise 
which has been actually purchased’may at the time, and not afterward, when 
he shall make and verify his written entry of merchandise, make such addition 
in the entry to the cost or value given in the invoice, eat ty forma invoice, or 
statement in form of an invoice, which he shall produce with his entry, as in his 
opinion may raise the same to the actual market value or wholesale price of 
such merchandise, at the period of exportation to the United States, in the 
principal markets of the country from which the same has been imported; and 
the collector within whose district any merchandise, whether the same has 
been actually purchased or procured otherwise than by purchase, may be im- 
ported or entered, shall cause such actual market value or wholesale price 
thereof to be appraised; and if such appraised value shall exceed by 10 per cent. 
or more the entered value, then, in tion to the duties imposed by law on 
the same, there shall be levied and collected a duty of 20 per cent. ad valorem 
on such appraised value. The duty shall not, however, be assessed upon an 
amount less than the invoice or se! Sia value, except as elsewhere especially 
provided in this act.” 


Mr. BUCHANAN. I move to strike out in line 21 the word ‘‘ap- 
praised.” I make this motion for the purpose of eliciting information 
and ascertaining whether I am correct in my reading of this section or 
not. The section provides that where goods are entered undervalued 
they shall be appraised, and if appraised at a value exceeding by 10 per 
cent. or more the entered value, then, in addition to the duties levied 
by law on the same, ‘‘there shall be levied and collected a duty of 20 
per cent. on such appraised value.” 

Now, I want to know whether that means only the appraised value 
in excess of the entered value, or the total value of the goods. If it 
means the Jatter, my amendment is not needed, but it ought to be clear. 

Mr. MILLS. This provision of the law was very carefully prepared. 
It was drawn by one of the best lawyers ever in the Treasury Depart- 
ment, Judge Folger, and it was drawn expressly to cover the point 
which the gentleman is talking about. The committee adopted the 
very language of the provision as drawn up by Secretary Folger. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I wish to know whether the construction of the 
gentlemen of the Committee on Ways and Means is that these words 
‘appraised value” apply to the whole value of the goods, or simply 
to the excess above the entered value, because if they apply simply to 
the excess, then upon that portion of the importation there would be 
a duty collected of only 20 per cent., whereas under the general provis- 
ion the duty on such goods would be 50 or 60 per cent. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, it seems to 
me that the language of this provision is quite clear. The extra duty 
is in the nature of a punishment—— 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I understand that, but I understand also the 
dexterity of these importers in getting around the law, and I want the 
construction of the committee upon the bill as we go along. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansss. I think there is no doubt that 
the intent of the bill is that the extra duty shall be upon the increased 
appraised value. 

Mr. LONG. Of the whole importation ? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Yes, sir; of the whole impor- 
tation. It is intended to make the punishment one that will be felt. 
That was clearly my understanding at the time we adopted this. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iwithdraw the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 14. That all invoices of imported merchandise shall, at or before the ship- 
ment of the merchandise, be produced to the consul, vice-consul, or commercial 


agent of the United States of the consular district from which the merchandise 
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is imported to the United States, and if there be no consul, vice-consul, or com- 
me agent for said district, then said invoices shall be produced to the con- 
sul, vice-consul, or commercial agent of the district nearest thereto, and shall 
have indorsed thereon, when so produced, a declaration ed by the pur- 
chaser, manufacturer, owner, or agent, setting forth that the invoice is in all re- 
spects correct and true; that it contains, if the merchandise was obtained by 
purchase, a true and full statement of the time when and the place where the 
same was purchased, and the actual cost thereof and of all thereon ; 
and that no discounts, bounties, or drawbacks are contained in the invoice but 
such as have actually been allowed thereon; and when obtained in any other 
manner than by purchase, the actual market value or wholesale price thereof 
at the time of exportation to the United States in the principal markets of the 
country from whence exported; and that no different invoice of the merchan- 
dise, mentioned in the invoice so produced, has beenor will be furnished to any 
one. Ifthe merchandise was actually purchased, the declaration shall also con- 
tain a statement that the currency in which such invoice is made out is the cur- 
reney which was actually paid for the merchandise by the purchaser, 


Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I move to amend on page 49, line 13, 
by inserting after the words, ‘‘ state the time when and the place 
where,” the words ‘‘and the person from whom.’ The object of hay- 
ing this indorsement upon the invoice is to give information to the con- 
sul so that he may be enabled to investigate the circumstances under 
which the purchase was made and be aided in preventing fraud or un- 
fairness in the valuation. Now, it seems to me that the person who 
presents an invoice ought to be required to state not only where the 
purchase was made, but from whom it was made, because I think that 
as valuable information as the other, or even more so. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The committee rose informally to receive a message from the Senate. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, informed 
the House that the Senate had agreed to the amendment of the House 
to the bill (S; 335) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas. 

The message also announced that the Senate had directed its Secre- 
tary to request the House of Representatives to return to the Senate 
the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J, T. Vincent. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a concurrent 
resolution, in which the concurrence of the House was requested, pro- 
viding for the printing of the report of the Joint Select Committee of 
Congress on the Newburgh (N. Y.) Monument and Centennial Celebra- 
tion. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed bills of 
the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House was re- 
quested: 

A bill (S. 297) to provide for the erection of a monument to the mem- 
ory of General George Rogers Clark; and 

A bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
heh atop River at or near Cummings Landing, Lincoln County, Ar- 

sas. 

‘Phe message further announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution (H. Res. 195) electing managers of the 
National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers to fill vacancies caused 
bytheexpiration of the terms of office of members of the present board 
of managers on the 21st day of April, 1888. 

The m further announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill (H. R. 3376) to extend the limits of the port of New 
Orleans. 

The committee resumed its session. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 15. That section 2931 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby is, amended 
so as to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2931. The decision of the collector of customs and of the naval officer, if 
any, at the port of importation and entry, as to the rate and amountof duties to 
be paid on any merchandise, and the datiable costs and charges thereon, shall 
be final and conclusive against all persons interested in such merchandise, un- 
less the owner, importer, consignee, or agent of the merchandise shall, within 
ten days after and not on any day before the ascertainment and liquidation of 
the duties by the proper officers of the customs, as well in cases of merchandise 
entered in bond as for consumption, give notice in writing to the collector, if 
dissatisfied with the aforesaid decision, setting forth therein, distinctly and spe- 
cifically, and in ct to cach entry, the reasons of his objection thereto, and 
shall also, within thirty days after the date of such ascertainment and liquida- 
tion, appeal therefrom to the Secretary of the Treasury, who, on receiving such 
appeal, shall forthwith cali upon the rye for a report thereon; and the col- 
lector shall thereupon, if he adheres his decision, set forth, specifically and 
in detail, to the Secretary, the reasons therefor; and the decision of the Secre- 
tary on such appeal shall be final and conclusive, and such merchandise, or costs 
and charges, shall be liable to duty accordingly, unless suit shall be brought, 
within ninety days after the decision of the eect gee | of the Treasury on such 
appeal, for any duties which shall have been paid before the date of such decis- 
ion on such merchandise, or costs and charges, or within ninety days after the 
payment of duties ; aid after the decision of the Secretary. No suit shall be be- 
gun or maintained for the recovery of any duties alleged to have been errone- 
Fone? or illegally exacted until the decision of the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall bave been first had on such appeal, unless the decision of the Secretary 
shall be delayed more than ninety days from the date of suchappeal. And when 
a suit shall be brought by the United States to recover the additional duties 
found due on any ascertainment and liquidation thereof, and not paid, the de- 
fendant or defendants shall not be 


parasea to set upany plea or matter in de- 
fense excepting such as shall have 


n set forth in a protest and appeal made 


_ as herein prescribed.” 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


why Y 50, section 15, lines 4 and 5, strike out the words “and of the naval ofi- 
cer, if any” and insert “ or officer acting as such,” 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 19. That section 2927 of the Revised Statutes is hereby amended by the . 
addition of the following words thereto: 

* No allowances for damage to wares, and merchandise imported into 
the United States shall hereafter be made in the estimation and liquidation of 
duties thereon ; but the importer thereof may abandon to the Government all 
or any portion of wares, and merchandise included in any invoice, and 
be relieved from the payment of the duties on the portion so abandoned: Pro- 
vided, That the portion so abandoned shall amount to 10 per cent. orover of the 
total value of the invoice.” 

Mr. NUTTING. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert, after the word “invoice,” in line 12, on page 55 of the bill, the follow- 
ing: “And provided, No goods, property, wares, or merchandise imported or 
brought into this country which are dutiable under the law shall be changed 
from the packages or bottles in which the same were so imported or brought 
here into other packages or bottles until the duty on such importations by law 
provided shall be paid.” 


Mr. NUTTING. Mr. Chairman, as the law now stands dutiable 
merchandise may be brought into our country from a foreign country, 
and if these goods do not enter into the trade or consumption of this 
country they may be shipped out of the country again, and all this ac- 
complished without paying the duty, or any part of the duty, by law 
imposed on the importation of such property. 

This looks like a very innocentand harmless law, and if carried out 
in its full spirit and intention can do no harm. ‘The usual practice on 
the part of the customs authorities in this country in regard to du- 
tiable goods coming here which are intended to be shipped abroad 
again is not to allow such goods to be repacked or rewrapped, rebot- 
tled, or in any manner changed. So long as this regulation is adhered 
to it is quite difficult to see how harm can come from such practice. 
The Jaw governing these matters, however, does not provide that such 
goods shall not be changed into other packages and wrappings. This 
being the fact, frauds have occurred and are likely to occur under 
this law in this way. 

Peppermint oil is made largely in this country. The mint is grown 
and the oil distilled by farmers. This industry is carried on largely 
in the State of New York and in the State of Michigan. One county 
in the Congressional district which I have the honor to represent here— 
I refer to Wayne County, New York—yearly for many years has made 
$400,000 worth of this oil. 

More than 10,000 acres of land in this one county are used to grow pep- 
permint, and more than two thousand farmers are interested in the 
industry. The farmers not only grow the mint, but they distill the 
oil as well. This section of the county has become noted for the supe- 
rior oil made. One man, Mr. Hotchkiss, has for twenty years handled 
all the oil made in this county. He has made a careful study of the 
business and has used good judgment and honest effort to make a suc- 
cess for himself and for the people, and hassucceeded. He has all this 
time put this oil in bottles of uniform size and had them carefully 
branded and marked. He has insisted on handling only the very best 
and purest oils. He not only has supplied the markets here, but has 
shipped his oils abroad and sold them largely in Europe. 

The Hotchkiss brand of peppermint oil has gained a reputation at 
home and abroad for purity and strength which no other oils of the 
kind ever gained. The importers in New York knew of the’excellent 
reputations of these oils and desired to profit by it. So these im- 
porters last November procured the Secretary of the Treasury to make 
an order allowing them to bring into the port of New York Japanese 
peppermint oil of an inferior grade (worth no more than 75 cents a 
pound, while the Wayne County oil was worth nearly or quite $3 per 
pound), then to change that Japanese oil out of the Japanese bottles 
and put it into bottles of the size, shape, and appearance of the bottles 
in which the Wayne County oil was put up, and then this cheap Jap- 
anese oil so changed in packages was sent abroad into the- markets 
where the Hotchkiss brand of oil had gained a reputation. This Jap- 
anese oil paid no duty at all, though there wasa duty by ourlaw upon 
such oil when imported. 

This trick was discovered by Mr. Hotchkiss and the Wayne County 
farmers, and through their represenjations the order of the Treasury 
Department was revoked and the fraud stopped. But the business had 
been injured; Mr. Hotchkiss had been frightened and so had the farmers, 
And now, Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment to prevent a recur- 
rence of any such practice in the future. This resolution will prevent 
this practice not only with peppermint oil but with all other property 
shipped in here. Why, in this instance you see the cheap labor of 
Japan in the shape of inferior distilled Japanese oil come in competi- 
tion with American farmers and an American product. ‘This was done 
by a trick and a fraud, and this amendment wil) put a stop to such 


tices. 
g5 BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. If I understand the gentle- 
man, with the noise prevailing, he complains that the bottles paid no 
tax. i 
Mr. NUTTING. I beg pardon; there is a tax of 25 per cent. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Not if filled, under the pres- 
ent law, and this covering clause, as itis called, has given much trouble. 
It is repealed on page 38 of the bill, so that under this bill both cov- 
erings and contents are taxed. 

Mr. NUTTING. Iam not complaining about tariff on packages, 
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but about the law which allows goods shipped in here and the package 
„ changed and so reshipped without the g paying duty. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We do not make it free. It 
is free now, and we propose to tax it. 

Mr. NUTTING. By the law of 1883 on peppermint-oil there is a 
tariff of 25 per cent. ad valorem, but this bill makes it free. The ma- 
jority of the Ways and Means Committee has agreed to strike out the 
clause making peppermint-oil free, and I hope it will be done. 

The duty should be kept upon this oil, for the instance cited by me 
shows that this industry would be ruined if the cheap oils of Asia and 
Europe are allowed to come here free, as by this bill provided. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman says this bill 
makes peppermint oil free. I did not recollect that fact, and upon re- 
flection I think he is mistaken. It comes under the drag-net clause 
about essential oils, expressed oils, etc., and that was stricken from the 
bill upon my motion. I was saying that under the present law articles 
come in without any duty on the packing or wrapping. Every article 
named comes in without tax on the wrapping, bottles, or whatever it may 
be, but under this bill they will all be taxed except the boxing for ma- 
chinery comprehended in the amendment I offered a short time ago. 

Mr. NUTTING. The difficulty is, the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] does not understand me. I wish to stop the 
poao of dutiable goods being allowed to come to our shores and 

ere being changed in package and then being shipped abroad, without 

yment of duty, to the injury of our manufacturers and farmers, and 

bave in the peppermint-oil example which I have cited illustrated 
how fraud has been practiced and may be practiced under the law as 
it stands. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I see how that might apply, 
and evidently I did not at first understand the gentleman; but I am 
not prepared hastily to accept his amendment. 

The question recurred on Mr. NuTTING’s amendment. 

Mr. NUTTING. Iask for a division. 

The committee divided; and therre were—ayes 47, noes 66. 

So the amendment was disagreed to. 

The Clerk proceeded with the reading of the bill, as follows: 

Sro. 20. That any person who shall give, or offer to give, or promise to give, ex- 
cepting for such duties or fees as have been levied or uired according to the 
forms of law, any money or thing of value, directly or indirectly, to any officer or 
servant of the customs or of the Waited States, in connection withor pertaining 
to the importation, or appraisement, or entry, or examination, or inspection of 
goods, wares, or merchandise, including herein any ge, or of the liquida- 
tion of the entry thereof, shall, on conviction thereof, be fined not less than $100 
nor more than $5,000, or be imprisoned at hard r not more than two years, 
or both, at the discretion of the court; and evidence of such giving, or offering, 
vr promising to give, satisfactory to the court in which such trial is had, shall 
be regarded as prima facie evidence that such giving, or offering, or promising 
‘Was contrary to law, and shall put upon the accused the burden of proving that 
such act was innocent and not done with an unlawful intention. 

Src. 21. That any officer or servant of the customs or of the United States who 
shall, excepting for lawful duties or fees, demand, exact, or receive from an 
person, directly or indirectly, any money or thing of value in connection wi 
Soh of wont. ‘wares sor paenehandies, tncinding Therein any baggago Ser gee 

or mere + x 
dation of the entry thereof, shall, on eparina thereof, be fi not less pass 
$100 nor more than $5.000, or be imprisoned at hard labor not more than two 
years, or both, at the discretion of the court; and evidence of such demanding, 
exacting, or receiving satisfactory to the court in which such trial is had shall 

re as prima facie evidence that such demanding, exacting, or receiv- 
ing was contrary to law, and shall put upon the accused the burden of proving 
that such act was innocent and not with an unlawful intention, 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 57, line 16 of section 21, add: 
~ “ Provided, however, Thatifupon the trial of any porron or persons charged with 
violating the provisions of section 20 of this act, in connection with any officer 
or servant of the customs, or of the United! States, such officer or servant shall 
be a witness in behalf of the prosecution, and shall testify as to the facts and 
circumstances connected with such charge, such testimony so given shall not 
be then or thereafter used against such officer or servant.” 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I offered the amendment for 
this reason, and it seems to me it is essential it should be adopted. 
Section 20 provides in case of any one bribing or attempting to bribea 
Government official that he be tried, and on conviction impris- 
oned. Section 21 provides any customs official convicted of being bribed 
shall be subject to imprisonment, Where the briber and bribee are 
both convicted they are both punished, one by one section and the 
other by theothersection. Whatistheresult? The testimony of one 
can not be used as against the other. This same difficulty has been 
met in a number of States in case of bribery at elections. I know 
some of thom have changed the law so as to provide that the person 
first complaining shall go scot-free and his testimony shall be used 
upon the trial of the other. 

I have not been able to draught this amendment as I would like, but 
I have dranghted it so as to provide that if upon the trial of any person 
accused of bribing or attempting to bribe a customs official goes upon 
the stand in behalf of the prosecution and testifies to the cireumstances, 
that testimony shall not be used against him. It is difficult at best 
to obtain testimony to substantiate these charges, and it seems to me 
in the interest of justice this amendment should prevail. 

I think it should go further and allow him to escape punishment 
altogether, but in a meritorious case the judge presiding at the-trial 
or the prosecuting attorney would enter a nolle prosequi. I desire he 


shall understand when he testifies as to the bribery he shall thereby 
be exempt from the consequences of such testifying. I hope the amend- 
ment will be adopted. 

Mr. MILLS. It is already provided in the law. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 34, noes 65. 

So the amendment was rejected. : 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will not make the point of no quorum, but 
simply recommend the amendment to the next Democratic caucus. 
[Langhter. ] 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 22. That section 2364 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby is, amended 
so as to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2864. That any owner, importer, consignee, agent, or other person who 
shall, with intent to defraud the revenue, make or attempt to make any entry 
of imported merchandise by means of any fraudulent or false invoice, affida- 
vit, letter or paper, or by means of any false statement, written or verbal, or 
who shall be guilty of any willful act or omission by means whereof the United 
States shall be deprived of the lawful duties, or any portion thereof, accruin: 
upon the merchandise, or any portion thereof, embraced or referred to in su 
invoice, affidavit, letter, paper, or statement, or affected by such act or omis- 
sion, shall for each offense fined in any sum not exceeding $5,000 nor less 
than $50, or be imprisoned for any time not exceeding two Phra or both; and, 
in addition to such fine, such merchandise, or the value thereof, shall be for- 
feited, which forfeiture shall only apply to the whole of the merchandise, or 
the value thereof, in the case or package containing the particular article or 
articles of merchandise to which such fraud or alle; fraud relates; and any- 
thing contained in any act which provides for the forfeiture or confiscation of 
an entire invoice in consequence of any item or items contained in the same 
being undervalued be, and the same is hereby, repealed.” 

Sxc, 23. That all imported goods, wares, and merchandise which may be in 
bonded warehouses or on shipboard within the limits of 


the public stores or 
in the customs offices, on the day and year 


any port of entry, or remainin 


when this orany A repro ereof, shall go into effect, except as otherwise 
rovided in this act, ll be subjected to no other duty, upon the entry thereof 
‘or consumption, than if the same were imported respectively after that day ; 


and all goods, wares, and merchandise remaining in bonded ‘warehouses on 
the day and year this act, or any provision thereof, shall take effect, and upon 
which the dutiesshall have been paid, shall be entitled to a refund of the dilter- 
ence between the amount of duties paid and the amount of duties said goods, 
wares, and merchandise would be subject to if the same were impo) re- 
spectively after that date. 

Sxc. 24, That sections 3011 and 3013 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby are. 


repealed as to all importations made after the date of this act; andall laws an 
parts of laws t with the other req ents and provisions of this 
act are also hereby repealed. 


Mr. BYNUM. As this section affects all the other provisions of the 
bill, I ask that it be passed over informally, to be recurred to here- 
after. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Src, 25. That on and after the Ist day of July, 1888, all taxes on manufactured 
chewing tobacco, smoking tobacco, and snuff, special taxes upon manufact- 
urers of and dealers in said articles, and all taxes upon wholesale and retail 
dealers in leaf tobacco be, and are hereby, repealed : vided, That there shall 
be allowed a drawback or rebate of the full amount of tax on all original and 
unbroken factory packages of smoking and manufactured tobacco and 4nu(ff 
held by manufacturers, factors, jobbers, or dealers on said Ist day of July, if 
claim therefor shall be presented to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue prior 
to the 1st day of September, 1888, and not otherwise. No claim shal! beallowed 
and ety is. tech shall be paid for an amount less than $5, and all sums required 
to satisfy claims under this act shall be paid out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise aporo riated. It shall be theduty of the Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue, wi e approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to adopt such 
rules and regulations, and to prescribe and furnish such blanks and forms as 
may be necessary to carry this section into effect. 

Mr. MILLS. I desire to amend the section by moving to strike out, 
in line 1, “July ” and inserting ‘‘ October.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. MILLS. Also, in line 10, strike out ‘‘ July’? and insert ‘“‘ Octo- 
ber.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. MILLS. I move further to amend the paragraph by striking 
out, in the twelfth line, the words ‘‘September, 1888,’’ and inserting 
“ January, 1889;’’ so it will read, “prior to the first day of January, 
1889.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. WISE. I submit the amendment I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Striké out, in line 3, the word “and” before the word “snuff” in that line, 
and add thereafter “ cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes; so that the clause when 
amended will read: 

“That on and after the Ist day of October, 1858, all taxes on manufactured 
chewing tobacco, smoking tobacco, snuff, cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes,” etc. 

Mr. WISE. I do not propose to delay the committee very long upon 
this amendment. I have said heretofore upon the tobacco tax and the 
internal-revenue system generally all I desire to say in that regard. I 
want to call the attention of the committee to the fact that we raise 
from the internal-revenue tax on tobacco about $30,000,000 ann ually. 
The estimated reduction, under the provisions of the pending bill, of 
the revenue derived from that source is about $24,000,000. If this be 
correct, and I doubt not that it is, we will obtain in the future by the 
retention of the tax on cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes only about $6,- 
000,000, a considerable portion of which will have to be expended in 
its collection. s 

In other words, we retain a portion of this tobacco tax, not for rev- 
enue, but to give the Government supervision of the subject; and I de- 
sire to say to my Democratie friends here that the use of the taxing 
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power for such a purpose is not in accordance either with Democratic 
traditions or Democratic principles. 

It is proposed by the Mills bill to make certain changes in the tariff, 
whereby it is estimated by those who have examined the subject care- 
fully, that the income of the Government will be reduced to the extent 
of $52,000,000. By the repeal of the tobacco tax it will be reduced 
$24,000,000 more, the total reduction amounting to some $76,000,000. 

Now, I undertake to say, Mr. Chairman, that if the Mills bill shall 
become a law the reduction of the receipts from customs will not be, 
as gentlemen suppose, $52,000,000. In no other way can you be so 
certain of preventing the accumulation of a surplus, about which we 
have heard so much, as by the repeal of the tobaccotax. By lowering 
the rates of duty on certain articles it may be that the amount of rev- 
enue derived from the custom-houses of the country will be increased 
rather than diminished, and I believe that in many instances that 
would be the result. 

What were the principal difficulties with which we were confronted 
when we came to this capital? The most important and pressing one 
was the presence in the Treasury of a rapidly-increasing surplus; and 
I repeat again that you can not be so certain in any other way of re- 
ducing it as by the repeal of the tobacco tax. 

Thomas Jefferson, the father of Democracy, said, when he recom- 
mended the repeal of internal taxation, that it was the pride of an 
American citizen that he never saw a tax-collector. How changed the 
situation! The American citizen of this day not only sees him, but 
the tax-gatherer comes to his house armed with a revolver, a carbine, 
a rifle, or a shotgun. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. He not only sees but he feels him. 

‘Mr. WISE. He feels him, too. The twelfth page of the lastannual 
report of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue reads like an emana- 
tion from the War Department. [Laughter.] Just listen to it fora 
moment, and see what it embodies: 

“Ordnance stores,” “ rifles," “ revolvers,” “carbines,” “ belts” [laughter], 
* Army chests.” 

With an overflowing Treasury there is no necessity for the continu- 
ance of this odious tax, and my constituents are loud in their demands 
for its repeal. i 

Gentlemen, it is not a question whether you will tax tobacco or what 
shall be the subjects of taxation. The question is whether you will 
vote to continue an internal-reyenue tax orderive the means of thesup- 
port of your Government by a tax upon commodities imported from 
foreign countries. I want it to be distinctly understood that I am in 
favor of deriving the revenue for the support of this Government by a 
tax upon foreign productions imported into the United States. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. NELSON. I rise to oppose theamendment, and for the purpose 
of having time to do so I ask unanimousconsent of the committee that 
I may be allowed to proceed ten minutes at this time. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Isthereobjection to the request of the gentleman 
from Minnesota? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSON. I hold in my hand a well-considered article from 
Professor Richmond M. Smith, of Columbia College, upon the question 
of internal-revenue taxes. It contains a great many truths, and I agree 
with it entirely. It states the case much better and more clearly than 
Ican, and I am sure it will do the House good to hear it read. I ask 
the Clerk to read it. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 


The existence of the present surplus and its probable continuance bring up 
two questions demanding solution in the present session of Congress. The first 
is, what shall be done to get rid of the accumulation of money in the Federal 
‘Treasury, and the money which will accumulate before any laws looking to the 
final uction of revenue can take effect? And thesecond is,in what wey rev- 
enue can be permanently reduced so as to co) nd with the demands of gov- 
ernment? ‘The first isatemporary difficulty and can be met by tempo: meas- 
ures. The second is much the more serious question, for it threatens to involve 
the whole future financial policy. of the United States. Ishall therefore consider 
it first, and devote only a few words at the close to theformer. Ishall also take 
it for granted that there should be no consideration paid to schemes for balanc- 
ing accounts by extravagant expenditures made for the purpose of getting rid 
of the surplus, or to the absurd pro; to raise protective duties to a point 
where they would be prohibitive and there would be no income. 

The permanent reduction of taxation isthe only ini bird aie ioe expendi- 
tures and the receipts of the Government into equilibrium, brings us at 
once to the questign whether this reduction shall take place in the internal rey- 
enues or in the customs duties. This question can best Lee caper by posing 
the further question: Do we want toabandon the presentsystem of internal rey- 
enue on whisky, beer, andtobacco? They are articles which are taxed the world 
over as high as itis possible totax them. They are recognized the world over 
as luxuries which ple are perfectly able to do without. They are consumed 
in immense quantities, so that the revenue from them is always |]: . Atthe 
same time they possess in a remarkable di the quality of elasticity, that is, 
when people are poor they can easily diminish their consumption of them, while 
in good times they can increase the quantity or the quality consumed. The bur- 
den of taxation thus naturally and automatically adjustsitselfto the condition of 
the community, The burden decreases when people are less able to pay, while 
the revenue steadily increases with the prosperity of the country and its growth 
in wealth and population, The use of these articles is only slowly affected by 
changes in taste and fashion, and thus there is no danger of the revenue disap- 

ring. 

In the universality of their consumption they resemble articles of necessity, 
while in the possibility of the individual doing without them they are luxuries, 
Other articles which resemble them in the first respect, like sugar, coffee, tea. 
and salt are recognized as necessaries of life among all ckvilixed nations: while 


other luxuries, like wine, laces, velvet, ete., are not largely enough consumed 
to give a great revenue and are subject to changes of taste and fi on. 

It would seem to me a serious financial mistake for the Federal Government 
to give up such a source of revenue, which is large in itself, and which will al- 
ways be a sure means of income, It is not well for the Government to rely ex- 
clusively on customs for its taxes. They depend for their imposition too much 
on other considerations, such as those of a protective system, and for their yield 
on the condition of commerce and the pr rity of trade. Many of them im- 
= a much greater burden upon the people than they return to the Treasury. 

any of them are most unequal in the way they rest on particular industries or 
particular classes. Atany rate itis utterly impossible in many cases to deter- 
mine what the exact burden is and where it really rests. 

In the greater portion of our present tariff we are absolutely “going it blind” 
as far asthe financial consequences of the impositions areconcerned. Nohuman 
mind can trace outthe real effect of these customs duties on the industry and the 
social development of the people of the United States. Thisis said neither from 
the standpoint of a free-trader, nor of a protectionist, nor ofa socialist. Stel ne 
ent tariff is so complex that no one can tell how far it really aids the industries 
of the country and how far itcripples them, Noone can tell how farit keepsup 
the wages of workingmen and how far it throws the burden of taxation on 
them. Is it not sufficient to raise two-thirds of the national revenue by these 
taxes, the burden of which and the incidents of which are so uncertain? Is it 
sound finance to abandon an income of $100,000,000 raised by a simple and A 
tax on luxuries, the burden and incidents of which we do know, and raise it 
by taxes, the financial effects of which we do not know? To abandon the in- 
ternal-reyenue system means that the present revenue from customs will be in- 
sufficient or barely sufficient to meet the wants of the Government in time of 

‘That means that any revision of the present tariff will be practically 
impossible for a long time to come, for no revision of the tariff is possible ex- 
cept in the presence of a surplus revenue or the means of providing a revenue 
in case of a deficit. 

When the English revised their tariff it was with the help of the income tax. 
Our means of tiding over any deficiency following erty he in the tariff is the 
internal revenue, and once destroy the organization and it will never be possi- 
ble to restore it except in some great crisis like a war. But he would be a bold 
man who would affirm that the present tariff is perfect even from the standpoint 
of protection to home industries. He would be a still bolder man who would 
affirm that the present tariff is just in its burden onthe poorman, Andno man 
would be found bold enough to affirm that the present tariff has any claim to 
consideration as a financial measure. But why abandon the possibility of re- 
vision, either from the sponte mB of a sound policy of encouragement to home 
industry, or of a sound soc i policy. of the exemption of the poor from undue 
burdens, or of a sound financial policy of making the taxes as productive and 
as little burdensome as possible? 

There is no danger of the overthrow of the doctrine of protection in this coun- 
try. The Democracy is too powerful and finds representation in the legislative 
body too easily not to be sure to have all its wishes complied with the moment 
they are ex . Democracy, too, always demands an immediate remedy 
for any evil it may be suffering under. Our tendency is and always will be to 
apply protection to any industry the moment it seems ned lag eosin. f That 
has been the experience of France since the establishment of the republic, But 
what we want and what Democracy will want in the long is protection wisely 
applied. We donot want protection foreverybody and for everything, for that 
means a burden on everybody and on ev ing. We donot want protection 
always because there has been proren: once, for that means that we are to 
pay no attention to changes in industry and methods of protection. In other 
words, even from the protectionist standpoint, the tariffmust be subject to more 
or less constant reviston, It isnot necessary to show that from the standpoint 
of social burdens and of financial policy we should also retain in our hands 
the power of revising our customs duties when necessary. 

It would also, in my opinion, be a serious political blunder for the Federal 
Government to abandon the internal-revenue system. No one can tell what 
the future financial demands of the Government are to be. It is always well to 
have two strings to your bow. In case of failure of the revenue from duties 
owing to a depression of trade or interruption to commerce the internal reve- 
nue must make good the deficiency. In case of some financial emergency, like 
a war, the internal-revenue system is already established, the people are accus- 
tomed to it, and it is easy to increase the revenue by increasing the rate of 
taxation. In case it is abandoned the whole system will have to be re-estab- 

ed, and this will be a matter of time and probably of more or less friction 
and Peery Some of the States will probably have appropriated the taxes, 
and they will haye to be ousted and the United States resume the position 
which it ought never to have given up. It is said that the internal-revenue 
collector is hateful and that the man who represents simply the fiscal power of 
a distant government ought to be removed. I believe that is one reason why 
he should be retained. 

The Government of the United States is the government of the whole people, 
and there is noreason why its officers should not beeverywhere. The internal- 
revenue collector is no more hateful than the custom-house official, and if the 
frontier is to have the one why should not the interior have the other? The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury has said that the two services could be combined so that 
the expense would be no greater than is necessary for an efficient customs ad- 
ministration. It would be foolish to abandon these articles to be excised by 
the different States, for then we should have different rates of taxation, differ- 
ent administrative systems, and infinitely more expense. 

Some persons advocate retaining the internal-tax reyenue on whisky, but giv- 
ing it up at least on tobacco. It is said that tobacco, nnd dearer A of life is 
one of the comforts, and to the men who use it it has become practically a neces- 
sity. The tax on domestic tobacco rests on the rand the men of moderate 
means, for the rich use imported tobacco. To give up the taxon tobacco would 
relieve the surplus to the extent of thirty ns, which would leave plenty 
of margin to reduce the customs, 

I do not sympathize with this movement to take off the tax on tobacco. Itis 
an attack on the internal-revenue system, and when the tobacco is gone it will 
be easy to remove the excise on beer and then on whisky. I do not believe 
that tobacco is. a n of life in the sense that yan. idea SONORA AG 
kets are necessaries of life. I think that if we are going to help the poor man 
we had better give him free sugar, salt, iron tools, and woolen clothing for him- 
self and his dren, Would not the States immediately tax the tobacco if it 
were freed from Fede: taxation, so that the poor man would still miss his 
cheap pipe? The taxis nota heavyone. By far the larger portion is paid on 
manufactured tobacco at the rate of 8 cents per pound, and on cigarsatthe rate 
of $3 per thousand. Itis not a very severe burden upon the laboring man to 
pay to the Government one-half cent for each ounce of tobacco that he smokes 
and for the man of moderate means to pay one-third of a cent for each cigar. 

The number of adult males in the United States is probably abont 15,000,000, 
which would make a tax of less than $2 a head. We must also remember that 
this is a tax which the laboring man = as a rule only on his own consump- 
tion, while the tax on sugar or on*blankets and woolens he pays on the con- 
sumption of his whole family. If the tax is too heavy, reduce the rate. Sweep 
away the petty license taxes on manufacturers, dealers, and peddlers, and 
make the tax sinsple and so that the pieeo the article will be increased only by 
the amount of the tax. I do not believe that any of the internal-revenue taxes 
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should be used for sumptuary purposes. That should be left to the States to 
by the imposition of licenses or by prohibitory laws. 

If now the internal revenue is to be retained, the reduction must occur in the 
customs duties. It has been indicated above where this reduction ought to 
take place. The sugar duties ought to be entirely removed, then the duties on 
raw wool, and ly those on woolen Then ought to come the 
duties on salé, lumber, and other raw materials. At the same time we ought 
to put on the free-list all articles the duties on which are not protective and the 
removal of which would not affect appreciably the protective system. The 
sugar duties alone would relieve us of fifty millions, and should be entirely re- 
moved, for a simple reduction in the rate would not necessarily reduce the rev- 
enue in the same proportion. 

In regard tothe question of what shall be done to get rid of the surplus which 
has already accumulated and which will accumulate before the new tax laws 
can go into effect, I see no objection to the plan of Mr. John J. Knox to antici- 
pate the So of a portion of the interest on the bonds and to substitute 2} 
per cent. bonds for the present 4 and 4} per cents. 


Mr. NICHOLS. I offer the following amendment: 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Amend by striking out all after the word “that” in line 1, section 25, and in- 
sert the following, so that the same shall read: 

“Src, 25. That all clauses of section 3140 to section 3465, both inclusive, of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, and all other laws relating to internal- 
revenue taxes are hereby repealed to take effect on the Ist day of December, 1833: 
Provided, That all laws now in force shall have fall force and effect in respect 
to all offenses committed, liabilities incurred, or rights accruing or accrucd prior 
to the date when this section shall take effect: Provided further, That on all 
original and unbroken factory packages of smoking or manufactured tobacco, 
snuff, cigars, cheroots, or other forms of tobacco held by manufacturers, fact- 
ors, jobbers, or dealers at such time as this section shall take effect, and 
upon all unbroken packages, kegs, barrels, or other receptacles of distilied 
spirits and brewed liquors, held by distillers, dealers, or other owners of such 
spirits or liquors at such time this section shall take effect, there shall be a 
drawback or rebate in favor of such manufacturer, factor, jobber, distiller, dealer, 
or other owner, as the case may be, to the full amount of the tax paid thereon. 
Provided further, That all special-tax stamps covering taxes repealed by this 
act may be redeemed for the portion of the special-tax year unexpired at the 
time of the re; ; Provided further, That no claim for rebate under this section 
shall be fora less amount than $5, and all claims for rebate as herein provided 
for shall be presented within ninety days after this section shall take effect, 
otherwise the same shall be forever barred; and all sums required to satisfy 
claims under this section shall be paid out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated ; and the Secretary of 
rules and regulations and furnish such blanks and forms as may be necessary 
to carry this section into effect.” 

Src, 26. That this act shall be in force from and after December 1, 1888, and all 
laws and parts of laws in conflict herewith are hereby repealed. 


Mr. COWLES. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer a substitute for that 
amendment. : 

The CHAIRMAN. This is offered asa substitute for the section. 
It is a motion to strike out and insert. 

Mr. COWLES. I propose to amend the substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is an amendment already pending to the 
section, which has been offered by the gentleman from Virginia [ Mr. 
Wise], and is in order before the vote is taken on the section. 

Mr. COWLES. But I offer a substitute for the whole section. I 
am satisfied, sir, that under our parliamentary law and practice I am 
entitled to offer this substitute for the pending section and all pending 
amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that this amendment 
is in the nature of a substitute for the section, because it is a propo- 
sition to strike out the whole section and insert in lieu thereof the 
words which have been read. ‘The motion is indivisible—— 

Mr. COWLES. What becomes of the amendment of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Wise}? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is first in order, because it is designed to 
perfect the text; and amendments to perfect the text are in order be- 
fore a motion to strike out. 

Mr. COWLES. I desire to offer a substitute for the amendment of 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wisk]. Am I not entitled now to 
offer a substitute for both the section and the pending amendments? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that under the rule for 
considering bills in Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union 
an amendment is in order, and then an amendment to that amendment, 
after which there must be a vote thereon. 

Mr. COWLES. But asubstitute is in order for the whole paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. That would be in order in the House, but we 
are acting in committee under a special rule which confines us to 
amendments and amendments thereto, The Chair will first put the 
motion on the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WISE], 
and after that is disposed of —— 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. I wish to offer an amendment 
to the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not in order. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. My amendment will accom- 
plish the same object as the amendment of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Cow es]. 

Mr. YOST. I desire to say, Mr. Chairman—- 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair can recognize only one gentleman at 
a time. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. Whatisnow 
the situation of the proposed amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment submitted 
by the gentleman from North Carolina [ Mr. JOHNSTON] to the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. YOST. 1 ask to be recognized on this question, 


e Treasury shall adopt such_ 
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The CHAIRMAN. It is first in order to read the amendment of the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “cigarettes” insert, “and all internal taxes on spirits distilled 
from grain or fruit of any kind.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. JOHN- 
STON) is entitled to five minutes on his amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, the effect of 
this amendment which I have offered to the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Virginia will be to extend the repeal of the internal-revenue 
law beyond the tobacco tax and to include the tax on whisky and 
brandy. I offer this proposition for the purpose of wiping from the 
statute-book the law which imposes internal-revenue tax on all spirits 
distilled from grain or fruit. I have heard a great deal said on this 
floor about ‘‘ free whisky” and ‘“‘ free brandy,” and recently the rep- 
resentatives of the Republican party assembled in Chicago pretended to 
be in favor of the repeal of the internal-revenue law. I desire to see 
the Republicans, as weil as Democrats, vote upon that question here 
to-day. What I desire is not only free whisky and free brandy, but I 
wish more to see my people freed from the oppressions of a system 
spoken of by my friend from Virginia which imposes upon them al- 
most a military surveillance. 

Gentlemen who live in the mountain sections of this country know 
that we are constantly subjected to the most annoying kind of irrita- 
tions in the execution of this law. It is a law which was put upon the 
statute-book during a period of war, and its framers had no regard ap- 
parently to the effect it might have upon the civil liberties of the people; 
they relied upon the patriotism of the country to submit to such asys- 
tem during the continuance of a great war; and that reliance was well 
met. Af that time the oppressive features attending the execution of 
the law were less thought of than the object of raising revenue. But 
we have long since reached a time of peace, and all parties declare in 
favor of taking from the statute-book everything partaking of war legis- 
lation. 

Now, if there is anything which is essentially a war measure, this 
system of internal-revenue taxation is one, and I desire to see it wiped 
from the statute-book, because I wish to see my people relieved from 
the exactions and oppressions imposed upon them in connection with 
the enforcement of this taxation during the last twenty-five years. 

Just think of it, Mr. Chairman. A Federal court organized by the 
Government, with all the dignity which a Federal court ought to have, 
setting in judgment ona poor man charged with selling a half pint of 
liquor, and dragging him perhaps two or three hundred miles from his 
helpless family for the purpose of trying him for such frivolous offenses. 
Why, sir, such a thing reflects shame upon the jurisdiction of the courts 
of the United States, and detracts from the high standing they should 
haveamongthe people. Proceedings of that kind would better become 
the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace. 

Mr. KERR. If this side of the House will vote with you to repeal 
the internal taxation, will you vote the Republican ticket? [Laughter. ] 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. I hope my friend from Iowa 
(Mr. KERR] will “ask me something hard.” I want Republicans and 
Democrats to unite here in repealing this obnoxious law. I want to 
blot it out because it has done so much to excite the animosities of the 
people all through the country, and has been the instrument of more 
suffering to those who are least able to bear it than any other statute 
I know of. Besides it fosters a system of espionage and harsh treat- 
raent which is obnoxious to all ideas of free government. It has done 
more to engender bad feeling in communities, to encourage false swear- 
ing, to sap the very spirit of manhood from our people, to teach them to 
regard the Government as oppressive toward the citizens than all other 
laws. Letus eliminate from the statute-book of this great country 
every vestige of the unfortunate strife we have passed through, so that 
eae and good will” shall prevail throughout its entire length and 

readth. 

Why, sir, so far as concerns the section of the country from which I 
come, many of the citizens there scarcely know this Government, ex- 
cept by the exactions visited upon them under thislaw. They know the 
Government only through the army of officers sent, as my friend from 
Virginia has said, with carbines and cartridge-boxes for the purpose of 
arresting them. I want to see this country, especially my section of 
it, governed through some other means. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON ] advocates the repeal of the whisky tax as well as 
other internal taxes. I will detain the House only a moment in mak- 
ing some comment upon the present situation so that we may see what 
would be wise and patriotic and practicalin the matter now submitted 
to the House. 

The internal-revenue system, if I remember correctly, yielded last 
year $118, 000,000, and it is estimated that it will yield this year $120,- 
000,000. The entire surplus does not amount to $70,000,000 per an- 
num. Sothatif we were to embark upon a total repeal of the internal- 
revenue system, as proposed by the gentleman from North Carolina, 
we would have facing us at the threshold a deficiency of $50,000,000 
per annum. So that there can only be a reduction of internal-revenue 
taxes if anything, and not a total repeal of the system. 
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Hence, in dealing with this subject of reduction of taxation, as we 
can not repeal the entire internal-revenue system, the question is 
whether we will reduce the tax on clothing and food and allow the 
internal-revenue system to continue, or whether we will reduce the tax 
on whisky. I speak my views, and I believe the views of this side or 
the House, when I say that in the contest between whisky and clothing, 
we are on the side of clothing. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Now, I would be glad if gentlemen who propose a total repeal of the 
internal-revenue system of taxation would say upon what they propose 
to place the additional tax. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. If my amendment be adopted, 
I shall propose to put a tax upon the incomes of the country, and have 
an amendment prepared for that purpose. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Such an amendment, unfortunately, while I 
should favor it, would stand no chance of adoption. I have favored 
that, but even when it existed it was repealed, and my friend from North 
Carolina must remember that that would be an internal-revenue tax 
and would be the extension of the system he pretends to despise. 

The gentleman from North Carolina should get that adopted before 
he ereates his deficiency. The wise man who ascends a tree to prune 
it does not cut off the limb between him and the body of the tree. 
You should see your way out before you begin the work of demolition. 

Mr, Chairman, I know that occasionally gentlemen, either forgetting 
to study the laws of the country or ignoring them, have urged the re- 
peal of the tax on whisky under the plea that they want the States to 
tax it and thereby get the revenues derived from it. 

This is impractical, for the reason that many of the State constitu- 
tions require that all taxes shall be uniform, and thereby prevent the 
placing of a higher tax on whisky than is placed on other property of 
equal value. Other constitutions prevent its exclusive taxation or 
discriminate taxation because it is the manufacture of a product of the 
soil. Atleast half the States of the Union, under one constitutional 
provision or another, prevent the placing of a higher tax on whisky 
than is pat on other products, except the tax on the privilege ot 
dealing in it. This isso in Tennessee, the State I have the honor in 
part to represent. It is in other States I could mention if my time 


_ permitted. 


Besides all that, Mr. Chairman, the States have the same right to 
puta tax on whisky now that it would have if the internal-revenue 
system were entirely repealed. Why do the States not do it? 

The result would be, if the system were repealed and the States 
could and did reim the tax on whisky, those States which did 
not tax it specially would do all the manufacturing and the other 
States would notg et any tax atall. It would therefore practically go 
untaxed. That would be the inevitable result. 

Gentlemen have spoken of the injustice of the administration of the 
internal-revenue laws. The eftort of the committee has been from 
first to last, and it has been I think attended with considerable suc- 
cess, to do away with those hardships and harshnesses which made 
the internal-revenue system obnoxious, and any unprejudiced mind 
who will look at the bill the Committee on Ways and Means has re- 
ported must admit that most of the hardships which have been coni- 
plained of have been effectually done away with. 

Mr. WISE. Yes, Ido the Committee on Ways and Means the justice 
to say that the bill which they have reported does do away with them 
to a great extent, but still the tax is odious. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I am glad my friend from Virginia admits we 
have accomplished the result in the pending measure which we at 
tempted in doing away with the hardships of the system under the 
present law. 

But we can not repeal the entire system. We have to have revenue. 
What is it we are asked todo? I will remind tlemen it will take 
as much machinery, as much oppression, as much wrong to enforce the 
collection of 10 cents a gallon as it does to collect 90 cents a gallon; 
and for one I will oppone the reduction of the whisky tax. [Applause 
on the Democratic side. ] 

Thaveshown that wecan not repeal the entiretax. Who, then, would 
reduce the tax on whisky rather than the tax on sugar? Who would 
take 50 cents a gallon tax from whisky rather than 29 per cent. from 
woolen clothes? Who would prefer to remove the tax from whisky 
rather than from salt? Who would rather cheapen his whisky than his 
blankets? If there be such, let him go forth proclaiming himself for 
free bungs and free barrels, and we meet him with a counter proposi- 
tion for cheaper clothes and cheaper food, and defy him to discuss with 
us before a patriotic and long-suffering people the issue thus joined, 
[Loud applause. ] 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The question recurred on the amendment of Mr. JOHNSTON, of North 
Carolina, to the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. I demand a division on the 
amendment to the amendment. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 27, noes 135. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, what was the 
vote ? 

The CHAIRMAN, Twenty-seven ayes, 135 noes. [Laughter.] 


Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Is that all? What has be- 
come of the Republican party that they fail to vote for this amend- 
ment, when they claim to be pledged todo it? [Great laughter and 
applause. ] 

Mr. NICHOLS. What has become of the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. -The question will be put in regular order. 

®Mr. SOWDEN. I would like to have an opportunity to offer an 
amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has recognized the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. Yost]. 

Mr. YOST. I move the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: $ 


In lines 2 and3, pare 59, strike out the word “chewing” and the words smok- 
ing tobacco,” and in line5 insert after the word “ leaf" the words “ or manufact- 
ured; ” so that it shall read : 

“All taxes on manufactured tobacco and snuff, all special taxes upon manu- 
facturers or dealers in said articles, and all taxes upon wholesale and retail deal- 
ers in leaf or manufactured tobacco be, and are hereby, repealed.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that the amendment is not 
an amendment to the pending amendment. 

Mr. YOST. It covers the same points and also provides for a repeal 
of the tax on all dealers in tobacco as well as the manufacturers thereof. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment only relates to cigarettes and 
cheroots. 

Mr. YOST. This is intended toembrace cigarettes and cheroots, and 
it does embrace them, as it relates to all manufacturers of and dealers 
in tobacco. 

Mr. WISE. Ihave not had the opportunity to examine the gentle- 
man’s amendment, but I presume his object is the same as mine; that 
is, a repeal of the tobacco tax, 

Mr. YOST. Yes; that is the object of my amendment. 

Mr. WISE. My object is to repeal the entire tobacco tax. 

Mr. YOST. You do not state it then in.your amendment. 

Mr. WISE. But that is the object of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair will entertain the amendment of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Yost] as an amendment to the amend- 
ment pon the principle that the greater includes the less. 

Mr. YOST. My colleague [Mr. Wise], in offering his amendment, 
of course had in view the same object which my amendment is de- 
signed to accomplish, and the truth is the gentleman has made about 
the same speech which I intended to make 

If, Mr. Chairman, the representatives of Virginia stood as solidly on 
every single solitary item of the Mills bill as they stand on the tobacco 
feature it would be a great deal better for the State and for the people 
who are directly interested in the production of very many of the ar- 
ticles which that measure so disastrously affects. [Applause.] 

Tobacco is just as much a product of the soil as corn or wheat or any 
other kind of grain, and why it should be insisted that you shall place _ 
such restrictions upon an agricultural product I can not understand. 
It is a restriction not imposed upon any other product of the soil. In 
time of war itis true we needed the money derived from this taxation. 
It then became a matter of public necessity. But that time has hap- 
pily passed away, and the greatest difficulty we now have to contend 
with is how to get rid of our surplus revenues. 

Here, as I said, is a strictly agricultural product which, it seems to 
me, every consideration of right demands should be placed upon a foot- 
ing with other agricultural products. The burden imposed upon it 
should be removed, Itis an unjust, inequitable discrimination which 
has already been too long tolerated and for the continued imposition 
of which no reasonable excuse can be given. 

So far as the bill affects manufactured tobacco, and I refer now to 
the regular bill pending, it retains the tax on the manufacture of che- . 
roots, cigars, and cigarettes. The restof the taxisrepealed. That may 
be all right so far as the interests of the large manufacturing estab- 
lishments are involved. They doubtless want this restriction. But, 
Mr. Chairman, it is not all right so far as the small manufacturers in 
our tobacco districts throughout the Southern States are concerned. 

Here are cigar-makers carrying on little establishments at many of 
the cross-roads—poor men, men who are dependent on their own 
labor—who are forced to sell their manufactured product on sixty and 
ninety days’ time, and yet the revenue tax must be paid at once. 
It is not only unfair to them to be required to pay for the privilege of 
manufacturing, but it isa grievous wrong to compel them to pay the 
tax upon the product as soon as it is manufactured and yet have to 
wait two or three months for their money. They are not able to do it. 
Their capital is their skill and labor. This they must employ to the 
best advantage in order to gain a livelihood at all. They must sell 
their product and get a quick return for itor they must retire from the 
business. To remove practically all of the other restrictions upon the 
manufacture of tobacco and retain the tax on cigars means the crush- 
ing out of the individual cigar-makerand a concentration of the busi- 
ness in the hands of large establishments, 

I know, Mr. Chairman, that cigar-makers of the North—those who 
live in the large cities—have petitioned Congress to retain the tax on 
cigars. It may be to their interest that this should be done, but it is 
not to the interest of the cigar-maker of the South, who owns his own 


little establishment and wants to turn his time and skill to the best 
account. His desire and the desire of the people I represent is that the 
whole system of internal revenue, so far as it relates to tobacco, shall 
be wiped out. 

They want this odious supervision of the General Government abol- 
ished. They want the privilege of raising tobacco and di ing of it 
as they may think best, and without having a Federal officer nosing 
around their doors or the fear of technical violation of law and conse- 
quent cost and trouble continually overshadowing them. This is a 
matter of simple justice to them, and I hope there will be no objection‘ 
[Applause. ] 

Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BYNUM. Mr. Chairman, I am free to say that as an abstract 
proposition I was and am still opposed to any reduction of the internal 
taxes. I consented to the reduction made in the bill under consider- 
ation because it was demanded by a considerable section. The section 
that I represent does not favor any reduction of internal taxes upon to- 
baceo. They are willing, however, to submit to this reduction provided 
they can secure the benefits that they think will be derived by them 
by the enactment into law of the other provisions of the bill. 

I can not consent, however, that we shall go further than was agreed 
upon by the committee. The tax upon cigars, cigarettes, and che- 
roots does not fall upon the farmers who raise the tobacco, but wholly 
upon the consumers of the same. I do not intend in the short time 
which, under the rules of the House, is given me to discuss the reasons 
as to why a tax should, in my judgment, be levied upon tobacco and 
liquors. I simply desire to call the attention of the committee to the 
fact that a repeal of the tax upon cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes would 
be a mostserious blow toalarge body of organized laborers. It would, 
in my opinion, completely destroy the cigar-makers’ union. ‘The in- 
ternal-revenue system has proved a great benefit and protection to both 
facturer and employé. Under its operation the brand of the 

protected and the tenement-house system, where 
women and children were compelled to labor in poverty and suffering, 
has been broken up. Take all the tax off of these articles and you at 
once deprive the laborers employed in this industry of any power to 
protect themselves. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let meask if these people are opposed to this 
reduction? 

Mr. BYNUM. Yes; they are opposed to it for the very reasons that 
I have given. 

Mr. WISE. Will the gentleman allow me a question? 

Mr. BYNUM. Certainly. 

Mr. WISE. If you retain the tax on cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes 
do you not necessarily have to give to the Government supervision of 
the whole subject of tobacco? 

Mr. BYNUM. Not of the whole subject, but only of the mannfact- 
ure and sale of these articles. 

Mr. WISE. It would be impossible to prevent frauds unless the 
Government had full supervision; and in order to collect the tax you 
must enable the Government officers to have full access, just as under 
the present law. You are compelled to give the Government authority 


to examine into it. 

Mr. BYNUM. Certainly. The Government would have the same 
supervision over the manufacture and sale of cigars, ete., that it now 
has; but that does not extend over the whole subjectof tobacco. ‘The 
bill reduces the licenses, retaining ae de nominal sum, and the law is 
otherwise modified for the benefit of manufacturer. cigar- 
maker in the country, so far as I haveany knowledge, isin favor of the 
retention of the tax and the continuation of the present system, and 

- Iam positive there is not a cigar-maker to be found but what is op- 
posed to the total repeal of the present law. 

I represent near five hundred og eid engaged in these industries, 
and in their interests and in their I hope this amendment and 
all others of like character will be voted down. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the amendment is exhausted. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment to the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. YosT]. 

Mr. MILLS. If there is to be no further debate, I ask a vote. If 
there is, I move that the committee rise. [Cries of *‘ Vote!’’] 

The question was taken on the amendment to the amendment sub- 
mitted by Mr. Yost; and there was a division—ayes 68, noes 87. 

Mr. YOST. I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 

Mr. YosT and Mr. MILLS were appointed tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 54, 
noes 85. 

Bo (no further count being demanded) the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Ioffera amendment to the amendment of 
the gentleman from Virginia,{which I have already sent to the desk. 

‘The read as follows: g 


Add to the amendment: 
“And all internal-revenue taxes on spirits distilled from apples, peaches, and 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Is debate in order ? 
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The CHAIRMAN. Itis. 

oe GROSVENOE withholds his rémarks for revision. 
DIX. 

[Mr. LANE withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the commitice do now rise. g 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having taken the 
chair, Mr. SPRINGER feported that the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union bad had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the collec- 
tion of the revenue, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


VETO MESSAGE—MARY FITZMORRIS. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following veto message 
from the President of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives : 
I ia Barn approval House bill 9520, entitled “An act for the relief of 
orris,” 


proposed by this bill to pension the bene: named therein as the 
und Fitzmorris under tbe provisions limitations of the gon- 
laws, The name of the beneficiary is already upon the pension- 
roll, and she is now entitled to reccive precisely the sum as a pensioner which 
is allowed her under this bill. 

As her application to the Pension Bureau was quite lately favorably acted 
Pec. Bie Soppaa tite spared aie her relief was passed by the Congress in 


ignorance of 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 


See APPEN- 


Execurrve Mansion, July 16, 1888, 
. Mr. MATSON. I move that the message be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 
The motion was agreed to. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


The SPEAKER. Senate bill 2515, to provide pneumatic gun-car- 
riages for the War Department, was erroneously referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. It should have been referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, to which it will now go, and the Committee 
Antone will be discharged from the further consideration of 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON IMPORTATION OF CONTRACT LABOR, CON- 

} VICTS, AND PAUPERS. 


‘The SPEAKER announced the following as the Select Committee to 
Inquire into the Importation of Contract Laborers, Convicts, and Pau- 
pers: 

MELBOURNE H. Forp, of Michigan; W.C. Oates, of Alabama; F, B. 
SPINOLA, of New York; RICHARD GUENTHER, of Wisconsin, and W. 
W. Morrow, of California. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. CLARDY. I ask unanimous consent that the House take a re- 
cess at 5 o’clock to-morrow until 8 o’clock, the evening session to be 
devoted to the consideration of bills reported by the Committee on 
Commerce for the establishment of light-houses, life-saving stations, 
and bridges, 

Several members objected. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 

Mr. MILLS. I move the House now adjourn. 

The motion wasagreed to; and accordingly (at 4.0’clock and 50 min- 
utes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. ABBOTT: A bill (H. R. 10846) for the relief of Robert L. 
Tomson—to the Committee on War Claims, 

By Mr. BARRY: A bill (H. R. 10847) to increase the pension of 
William B. Cobb—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BLISS: A bill (H. R. 10848) for the relief of Fanny Gordon, 
née Kelly—to the Committee on Claims. t 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 10849) granting a pension to Jehu 
H. Greenway—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CONGER: A bill (H. R. 10850) granting a pension to J. W, 

ong—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FORD: A bill (H. R. 10851) granting a pension to Selor B. 
Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10852) to authorize the appointment of Dr. Abra- 
ham P, Frick—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 10853) granting a pension to Rachel 
Hurd—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. 8. I. HOPKINS (byrequest): A bill (H. R, 10854) to provide 
that labor day shall be a legal holiday in the District of Columbia—to 
the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. LODGE: A bill (H. R. 10855) granting a pension to John 
Lahey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ; 

By Mr. MASON: A bill (H. R. 10856) for a pension to Eliza N. 
Aiken—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: A bill (H. R. 10857) granting a pension to 

erine Tate—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. NEWTON: A bill (H. R. 10858) for the improvement of 
Bayou Castor—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: A bill (H. R. 10859) for the relief of Charles 
Ward—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 10860) granting a pension to Geo. 
D. Imel—to tne Committee a Invalid ipa 

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 10861) grantinga pension to Francis 
M. Gibson—to the Committee on Invalid Sere 

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 10862) for the relief of Charles K. 
Erwin—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 10863) to grant a pension to Thomas 
Cushing—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VOORHEES: A bill (H. R. 10864) to validate an act of the 
Legislative Assembly of Washington Territory—to the Committee on 
the Territories. 

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (H. R. 10865) granting a pension to Lucy 
Whitman—to the Committee en Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS: Petition of H. M. Barrett & Co. and others, against 
free wool—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, memorial of W. R. Barnard and 6 others, of Cook County, Illi- 
nois, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. C. S. BAKER: Petition of Knights of Labor of Rochester, 
N. Y., in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Papers to accompany House bill 10683 for the 
relief of William Brice & Co. and others—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BLAND: Petition of citizens of Laclede County, Missouri, 
for amendment of the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on 
Commerce. : 

By Mr. BREWER: Remonstrance of 44 woolen manufacturers and 
wool dealers, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. C. E. BROWN: Petitions of citizens of Cincinnati, Ohio, in 
favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of H. M. Barrett & Co., and others, of Louisville, Ky., 
against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BUTTERWORTH: Petition of Eureka Assembly No. 4940, 
Knights of Labor, of Cincintiati, Ohio, in favor of House bill 8716—to 
the Committee on Labor. ` 

By Mr. CHEADLE: Petition of citizens of Louisville, Ky., against 
the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COMPTON: Petition of Thomas Skinner, of Perry Rennoe, 
and of T. B. Burgess, administrators of F. B. F. Burgess, of Maryland, 
for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee 

zon War Claims. 

By Mr. DE LANO: Petition of Charles A. Fuller, of Sherburne, N. 
Y., for relief—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. DUNN: Petition of John P. Moore, of Phillips County, Ar- 
kansas, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GEAR: Protest of 32 woolen-mill owners and wool dealers, 
against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GEST: Petition of 57 window-glass workers, of Rock Island, 
Ill., against the reduction of the tariff on glass—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: Petition of woolen manufacturers and dealers in 
wool, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOFF: Petition of Andrew D. Coplin and of Martha A. 
Bender, executrix of Jacob Coplin, of West Virginia, for reference of 
their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

. -By Mr. GROUT: Protest of H. M. Knox & Co. and other manufact- 
urers and dealers in wool, of Louisville, Ky., against the Mills bill—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. HEARD: Papers in the case of George McKinney, for re- 
lief—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HUDD: Petition of many citizens of Bayfield County, Wis- 
consin, for amendment to the interstate-commerce law—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. T. D. JOHNSTON: Petition of Joseph W. Orr, of Hender- 
son County, North Carolina, for reference of his claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of citizens of Hillsdale, N. Y., in 
favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. LATHAM: Petition of Elisha Colbert, of Beaufort County, 
North Carolina, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: Petition of W. T. Gunter, of Merry Oaks, N. C., 
for relief—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. OSBORNE: Petition of Wesley W. Taylor, late of Company 
D, Seventy-ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteers, for a pension—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 


Also, petition of woolen manufacturers and wool-dealers,against the 
Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means, . 

By Mr. PATTON: Petition of Knights of Labor of Karthaus, Pa., in 
favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of the woolen manufacturers and wool- 
dealers, against the Mills bill—to the Committee onWays and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Girard, Kans., in favor of House bill 
8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. PETERS: Petition of Knights of Labor of South Haven, 
Kans., in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor, 

Also, resolution of the Salina (Kans. ) Board of Trade, in favor of the 
Union Pacific fanding bill—to the Committee on Pacific Railroads 

By Mr. RAYNER: Petition of Alex. Brown & Sons and other busi- 
ness firms of Baltimore, Md., against granting subsidies to steam-ship 
lines between this country and Brazil—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. RICE: Memorial of citizens of Hennepin County, Minnesota, 
for an amendment to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee 
on Commerce. ` 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Petition of citizens of Manchester, Tenn:, 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petitionof widow of A. G. Henderson, of Rutherford County, 
Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SCOTT: Petition of Benjamin Isaacs and 71 others, citizens 
of the Twenty-seventh district of Pennsylvania, against the removal 
s the internal-revenue tax on cigars—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

Also, petition of Thomas Flynn and 34 others, voters of Venango 
County, Pennsylvania, for the passage of a bill to reduce taxes—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the board of transportation of Nebraska, for the 
passage of House bill 8367—to the Committee on Pacific Railroads. ` 

Also, petition*of Robert*Taggart and 133 others, citizens of the 
Twenty-sevénth district of Pennsylvania, for prohibition in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor 
Traffic. 

Also, petition of Dr. G. W. Dills and 4 others, of W. O. Gilson and 
24 others, and of Griffith & Brother, and 5 others, of Pennsylvania, for 
<a of the internal-revenue laws—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SHIVELY: Petition of citizens of La Porte County, Indiana, 
for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. : 

By Mr. HENRY SMITH: Petition of citizens of Milwaukee, Wis., 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. SNYDER: Petition of Albert Huddleston, of Charles W. Col- 
lison, of Christopher Burns, of James Knight, administrator of Francis 
H. Ludington, of Allen J. Moses, of C. L. Pyles, of J. R. J. Wilson, of 
Samuel Tuckwiller, of William Willard, of William H. Hill, of Susan 
F. Johnson, and of Matthew Arbuckle, of West Virginia, for reference 
of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. T. L. THOMPSON: Petition of citizens of Smith’s River, 
Cal., in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. WARNER: Petition of Leven P. Scroggins and of Charles 
N. Wood, of Missouri, for reference of their claims to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WEAVER: Petition of Knights of Labor of Frederick, Iowa, 
in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. WEBER: Petition of Knights of Labor of Lockport, N. Y., 
in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. WHEELER: Petition of James McPeters, administrator of 
Henry D. Allen, of Lauderdale County, Alabama, for reference of his 
claim to the Court of Claims—io the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WHITTHORNE: Petition of citizens of Columbia, Tenn., 
in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

The following petition, indorsing the per diem rated service-pension 
bill, based on the principle of paying all soldiers, sailors, and marines of 
the late war a monthly pension of 1 cent a day for each day they were 
in the service, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: 

By Mr. SCOTT: Of William C. Jackson and 466 others, citizens of 
Erie County, Pennsylvania. g 


The following petitions, praying for the enactment of a law provid- 
ing temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of 
illiteracy, were severally referred to the Committee on Education: 

By Mr. FLOOD: Of J. B. Thomas and others. 

By Mr. SCOTT: Of J. J. Ryan and 32 others, citizens of Erie County, 
Pennsylvania. 


The following petition for an increase of compensation of fourth-class 
pet ters was referred to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

‘oads: 

By Mr. SCOTT: Of D. P. Yate and 34 others, citizens of Belle Val- 
ley, Erie County, Pennsylvania. ~ 
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` TUESDAY, July 17, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. CAMERON presented the petitions of the Junior Order of United 
American Mechanics, of Star Lodge Council, No. 68, of Harmony Coun- 
cil, No. 53, of Philadelphia, Pa.; of Mountaineer Council, No. 111, of 
Mahanoy City, Pa.; of Shawnee Council, No. 34, of Hazleton, Pa.; of 
Schuylkill Council, No. 12, of Philadelphia, Pa., and of Ross Council, 
. No. 202, of Evergreen, Pa., praying for the passage of the bill (S. 553) 
to regulate and restrict immigration; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Schuylkill County, Penn- 
sylvania, praying for certain amendments of the interstate-commerce 
law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of woolen manufacturers, wool dealers, 
and others engaged in the woolen business in Kentucky and Indiana, 
praying for the rejection of what is known as the Mills bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of U. S. Grant Post, No. 327, Grand 
Army of the Republic, Department of New York, praying for the 

ge of Senate bill 2797, to authorize the President to advance 

hief Engineer George W. Melville, United States Navy, one grade, 

with pay of chief engineer; which was referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

Mr. PLUMB presented a petition of citizens of Kansas calling atten- 
tion to alleged violations of the interstate-commerce law by common 
carriers, and praying for such legislation as will prevent a recurrence 
of such violations; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, 

Mr. TELLER presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Greeley, 
Colo., praying for the passage of a bill providing terms on which the 
Union Pacific Railway Company shall be accorded an extension of time 
for the payment of its debt to the Government; which was referred to 
the Select Committee on the President’s Message transmitting the Re- 
port of the Pacific Railway Commission. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Garfield County, Colorado, 
praying for certain amendments of the interstate-commerce law; which 
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the bill (S. 3215) to au- 
thorize the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at or 
near Cumming’s Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas, 

‘The message also announced that the House had agreed to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 7749) to authorize the building 
of a bridge across the Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn. 

‘The message further announced that the House had receded from its 
amendment to the bill (S. 2657) granting an increase of pension to 
Emily J. Stannard. 

The message also returned to the Senate in compliance with its re- 
quest the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. T. Vincent. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Mr. DOLPH. On the 28th of June I submitted two amendments 
intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which the 
Journal shows should have gone to the Committee on Publie Build- 
ings and Grounds, but by some mistake they went directly to the Com- 
mitteeon Appropriations, I ask leave to change the reference, but as 
the amendments have been printed they may be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds without farther printing. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
objection. : 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for one additional 
associate justice of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes, 
reported it with an amendment. 

Mr. VEST, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 3284) to authorize the construction of a bridge across Bayou 
Bartholomew, at or near Ward’s Ferry, Louisiana, reported it with 
amendments. . 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
3285) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Tensas River 
at or near Kirk’s Ferry, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 2936) granting a pension to William E. Taylor, re- 
ported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the follow- 
ing bills, reported them severally without amendment, and submitted 
reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 4270) granting a pension to William C. Tilly; 

A bill (H. R. 945) granting a pension to Mary Kelly; and 

A bill E R. 9911) granting a pension to Mrs. Maria Hulse. 


Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
committed the bill (S. 2626) granting a pension to Catlena Lyman, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the fol- 
lowing bills, reported them severally without amendment and submit- 
ted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2803) granting an increase of pension to Jacob Logan; and 

A bill (H. R. 8256) granting a pension to George W. Croop. 

Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2924) to increase the pension of Sterne H. Fowler, 
reported it with amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PLUMB, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 2712) to donate to the town of Tampa, in Florida, 
the Fort Brooke military reservation, for the benefit of free schools and 
other purposes, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was postponed 
indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, reported a bill (S. 3340) for the 
donation of Fort Brooke military reservation at Tampa, Fla., for free 
schools and other p ; which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. PLUMB, I ask the leave of the Senate to submit at a later day 
a written report to accompany the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Leave will be granted. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon, whicli 
were agreed to; and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill (S. 2036) granting a pension to Mark F. Carter; 

A bill (S. 2991) granting a pension to Augustus Pyle; 

A bill ki 1998) granting an increase of pension to Mary Sprague; 

A bill (S. 866) granting a pension to Bridget Conroy; and 

A bill (S. 3240) granting a pension to Benjamin P. Dobson. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them each with an amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1873) increasing the rate of pension of W. A. Shappee; 
and 

A bill (S. 2951) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary Morrison Elliott. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3241) granting a pension to Easter A. Jackson; 

A bill (S. 2913) granting a pension to Mary Sturgess; 

A bill (H. R. 9733) granting a pension to Ralph P. Wilborn; 

A bill (E R. 9732) granting a pension to Sarah Riddle; 

A bill (H. R. 9540) granting a pension to Martha J. Rushford, widow 
of John Rushford; 

A bill (H. R. 486) granting a pension to Lydia Calhoun; 

A bill (H. R. 9731) gianting a pension to William A. Humes; 

A bill (H. R. 3913) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Peterson; 
an 

A bill (H. R. 2776) granting a pension to William Jack. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committeeon Publie Buildingsand Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8031) to provide for the erection 
ofa public building at Ottumwa, Iowa, and for other purposes, re- 
ported it without amendment. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred an amend- 
ment proposed by Mr. DoLPH to the sundry civil appropriation bill, 
reported it with a favorable recommendation, and moved its reference 
to the Committee on Appropriations; which was agreed to. 

He also, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, to 
whom was referred an amendment proposed by Mr. DOLPH to the 
sundry civil appropriation bill, reported it with a favorable recommen- 
dation, and moved its reference to the Committee on Appropriations; 
which was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. The amendments have been already printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order will not be made to print. 

Mr. MANDERSON, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was 
referred the concurrent resolution submitted by Mr. VANCE on De- 
cember 12, 1887, authorizing the printing of Goodloe’s Digest of In- 
ternal-Reyenue Laws, submitted an adverse report thereon; which was 

to, and the committee were discharged from the further consid- 
eration of the resolution. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the joint 
resolution (S. R. 41) authorizing the publication of an edition of ‘The 
Treasury of the Confederate States; or documentary history of the finan- 
cial, fiscal, and commercial measures of the Confederate States,” edited 
by Raphael P. Thian, submitted an adverse report thereon; which was 
agreed to, and the joint resolution was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 3020) for the relief of John H. Claus, submitted an adverse 
report thereon; which was agreed to, and the bill was postponed in- 
definitely. ; 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 3764) for the relief of Mrs. Delilah Whipps, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. Iam directed by the Committee on Claims, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3039) for the relief of John T. Robe- 
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son, to report it favorably, with the recommendation that it be referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, to be placed on the deficiency bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, with the favorable recommendation of 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 160) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
2894) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer, reported adversely 
thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. i 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to whom was referred an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by Mr. WILsoy, of Iowa, to the sundry civil appropriation bill, 
reported it with a favorable recommendation, and moved its reference 
to the Committee on Appropriations, without printing; which was 
agreed to. 

SITES OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS, ETC. 

Mr. SPOONER. Iam instructed by the Committeeon Public Build- 
ings and Grounds to report favorably, with amendments, the bill (H. 
R. 6153) to authorize condemnation of land for sites of public buildings, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the bill may be considered at this 
time. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let it be read for information. 

The PRESIDENT pro lempore. The bill will be read at length for 
information, subject to objection. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill; and by unanimous consent the Sen- 
ate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The bill having been read at length, 
a further reading will: be waived, if there be no objection. Theamend- 
ments of the committee will be stated. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds was, after the word ‘‘ Treasury,” in line 3, to insert ‘‘ or any 
other officer of the Government;”’ in line 4, after the word ‘‘ procure,” 
to strike out ‘‘a site’? and insert ‘‘real estate;’’ in line 5, after the 
word ‘ building,”’ to insert the word ‘‘or;’’ in the same line, after the 
word ‘‘for,’”? to insert ‘‘other;’’ in the same line, to strike out the 
word ‘‘Government’’ and insert ‘‘public;’’ in line 10, to strike ont 
the word “site” and insert ‘‘real estate;’’? and in line 14, after the 
word ‘‘act,’? to insert the words ‘‘ or such other officer;’’ so as to read: 

That in every case in which the Secretary of the Treasury, or any other officer 
of the Government, has been, or hereafter shall be, authorized to procure real 
estate for the erection of a public building or for other public uses, he shall be, 
and hereby is, autho to acquire the same for the United States by con- 
demnation, under judicial process, whenever in his ee it is necessary or 
advantageous to the Government to do so, and the United circuit or dis- 
trict courts of the district wherein such real estate is located shall have juris- 
diction of proceedings for such condemnation, and it shall be the duty of the 
Attorney-General of the United States, upon every application of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, under this act, or such other officer, to cause proceedings to be 
commenced for condemnation within thirty days from the receipt of the appli- 
cation at the Department of Justice. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I understand that the bill in its original text 
simply provides for the condemnation of property by the Secretary of 
the Treasury that is to be used for court-houses, post-offices, ete. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Does the Senator from Nebraska desire 
to interfere with action on the amendments of the committee ? 

Mr. MANDERSON. No, sir, but simply toask as to their character. 
It certainly would be desirable that the provisions of the bill should 
extend to other Departments, so that in the event that land may be 
taken for fortifications or for military condemnation as to such 
lands may also be had. I should like to ask the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin whether these amendments have that in view. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator from Nebraska is correct in his state- 
ment that the bill as it came from the House confers the right ot con- 
demnation simply for the purpose of acquiring lands for public build- 
ings, and is confined to the Secretary of the Treasury. 'Theamendments 
read thus far proposed by the Committee on Public Lands extend the 
scope of the bill so as to bring any public officer within its provisions 
who is authorized by law to acquire property for any public use. It 
willembrace fortifications orany public use legally justifying the exer- 
cise of the power of eminent domain. 

The next amendment, which will be read at tne desk, is one which 
simply provides that the proceedings in the Federal courts shall con- 
form, as is now the law as to actions at law generally throughout the 
country, to the practice and proceedings and methods in similaractions 
in the courts of the States for the time-being within which the Federal 
court is located. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I should like to ask the Senator who has charge 
of this bill a question for information. We have in the State of New 
Jersey two cases, I think, where it seems there was an omission in 
passing the bills in Congress to give the power of condemnation be- 
cause it was not deemed necessary. It has heen found to be necessary. 
There were bills passed at the present session of Congress in both cases. 
This bill, I presume, ceuld not be retroactive sufficiently to cover those 
cases, and I wanted to inquire if there was in the amendments the 
committee has reported anything that would cover cases of that kind, 
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where the purchases have not been made and the buildings have not 
been commenced. 

Mr. SPOONER. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey that 
this bill will cover all cases where it is desirable to acquire land for 
public uses, no matter when the authority was conferred by Congress. 

Mr. McPHERSON. This, then, is a general act? 

Mr. SPOONER. Itis a general act. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. It will make unnecessary in the future any power 
of condemnation being specially provided in such bills. 

Mr. SPOONER. Undoubtedly., 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
mittee will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK, It is proposed to add to the bill as a new sec- 
tion the following: 

Sec, 2. The practice, pleadings, forms, and mode of proceeding in causes aris- 
ing under the provisions of this act shall conform, as near as may be, to the 

ractice, pleadings, forms, and proceedi existing atthe time in like causes 
fh courts of record in the States within which such circuit or district courts are 
held, any rule of the court to the contrary notwithstanding. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. To answer an inquiry which has just been ad- 
dressed to me by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. MANDERSON], and 
to bring the fact to the attention of other Senators, I will say that this 
billis drawn so as to bring it within the scope of the decision of the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the case of Kohl and others vs. 
The United States, found in 1 Otto, page 367. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘A bill to authorize condem- 
nation of land for sites of public buildings, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. SPOONER. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments and request a conference with the House of Representatives” 
thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. SPOONER, Mr. 
Vest, and Mr. Pasco were appointed. 


LIST OF TREASURY DEPARTMENT EMPLOYES. 


Mr. MANDERSON. There came to the Senate a letter from the 
Secretary of the Treasury transmitting a list of the employés in his De- 
partment during the year 1887. The accompanying document is very 
voluminous, and in the opinion of the Committee on Printing it is not 
well to print it, but it should remain on the files of the Senate. I 
therefore ask that an order be made that the document be not printed, 
but remain upon the Senate files. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Do the Committee on Printing re- 
port an order in writing? 

Mr. MANDERSON. No, sir; but I submit that order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order will be entered according 
to the suggestion of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. COCKRELL. What is it, Mr. President? 

Mr. MANDERSON. It is @ list of the employés of the Treasury 
Department for the year 1887, showing the amounts received by them 
and the time each one worked. All this information is, of course, in 
the books of the Treasury, and is also in the Biennial Register. It 
hardly seems necessary to go to the expense of printing itagain. There- 
fore we report it adversely. 

The report was agreed to. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. GIBSON introduced a bill (S. 3341) for the relief af Cora A. 
Di Brazza; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompa- 
nying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. GEORGE (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3342) granting a pen- 
sion to David Myers; which was read twice by its titie, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. MANDERSON (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3343) to pro- 
vide for the organization and maintenance of the National Guard; which 
was read twice by its title. 

Mr. MANDERSON. ‘The purpose of the bill, as I understand it, is 
to convert the militia organizations of the country into a national guard 
under the control of the General Government. Iam not at all in ac- 
cord with the idea of the bill, but present it by request. I move that 
it be referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HEARST introduced a bill (S. 3344) for the relief of Jannette 
A. Gray; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. SABIN introduced a bill (S. 3345) to authorize the Winona 
and Southwestern Railway Company to build a bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River at Winona, Minn.; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. PASCO (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3346) granting to the 
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Canaveral and South Florida Railroad Company, for the construction of 
a railroad from Titusville, in Brevard County, Florida, to the Bight of 
Canaveral, with a branch to the Banana River in said State, the right 
of way through the public lands, with depot and terminal facilities; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 
; SHIP ISLAND QUARANTINE STATION. 

Mr. WALTHALL submitted the following resolution; which was 

considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: a 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be directed to inform the Senate 
what steps, if any, have been taken for the removal of the National Quarantine 
Station from Ship Island to some other pom in the Gulf of Mexico, under the 
provisions of the act of March 5, 1888, authorizing such removal and making an 
appropriation therefor. 


CRAIG'S IMPROVEMENT IN, TELEGRAPHY. 


Mr. BLAIR. I offer the following resolution, and ask for immediate 
action thereon: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules be directed to arrange with D. H. Craig, 
of New York City, a suitable place in the ian jy buiiding for testing his im- 
provements in the art of telegraphy, with a view to the protection of the inter- 
ests of the American people in such improvements if they shall be found valu- 
able and Con, shall deem the same to be expedient, the sole object of this 
resolution be: to facilitate the convenient examination of said improvements 
in practical operation and to involve no expense to the United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator desire to have the 
resolution referred to the Committee on Rules? 

Mr. BLAIR. I should like to have it acted on at the present time. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the resolution ? 

Mr. PLATT. I donot know anything about the matter, butit seems 
to me a resolution of that kind ought to be referred to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. BLAIR. I will state in a moment what it is. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Isthere objection to the present con- 
sideration of the resolution ? 

Mr. BLAIR. I hope the Senator from Connecticut will make no ob- 


jection. 
Mr. PLATT. Ido not make an objection. 
Mr. BLAIR. The Mr. Craig mentioned in the resolution was the 


founder of the Associated Press in this country. He is a gentleman 
about seventy years of age. For the last thirty years he has been 
practically connected with telegraphy, and he has made what are 
understood to be very great improvements in theart. He is in con- 
trol of his inventions entirely, by which, it is said, by those compe- 
tent to judge of the matter, that an ordinary message, which now is 
sent to different parts of the country for from 25 cents to a dollar, can 
be sent for from 15 cents to 25 or 30 cents anywhere within the coun- 
try, and that where 400 words are now transmitted it is easy to trans- 
mit at least 2,000. 

‘The matter is wholly in the control of this gentleman; and the only 
object of the resolution is that there may be an opportunity for such 
examination or inspection of the practical operation, as it now has 
been operated over a route of more than 400 miles, that if it is 
deemed best the Government may secure this great improvement, and 
it will not pass into the hands of private individuals. That is the ob- 
ject of the resolution. 

Mr. PLUMB. I object to the present consideration of the resolu- 


tion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution lies over under ob- 
jection. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 

Mr. TELLER. I gave notice yesterday that if I were well enough 
I would proceed with the discussion of the fisheries treaty this morn- 
ing. I do not feel able to do so to-day, and I should like to have my 
notice stand for to-morrow on the same terms. 


NEW YORK POST-OFFICE EMPLOYES. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the Senate a 
resolution coming over from yes y. 

The resolution submitted yesterday by Mr. HALE was read, as fol- 
lows: ; 

Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, directed to send 
to the Senate, at as early a date as is practicable, copies of all testimony of let- 
ter-carriers in the New York post-office, taken ig Pongo Rogers, post-o flice in- 
os or by his direction, on or about July 12, ; also copies of other tes- 

ony of letter-carriers and clerks in the New York post-office which was taken 
by a committee rol porames inspectors in the months of October and Novem- 
ber, 1886, all of said testimony haying been forwarded to Chief Post-Office In- 
spector West, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I should like to know what kind of an inquiry 
and testimony this was. What is the character of the testimony that 
is wanted? What was the investigation? 

Mr. HALE. One of the objects of the resolution is to ascertain the 
character of the testimony. It was taken by the Department at the 
time indicated in the resolution and was followed by sweeping re- 
movals. The committee that is investigating this and kindred sub- 
jects matter believe it to be a subject of enough importance to call for 
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the testimony taken, so as to see if in that testimony there is any jus- 
tification for the sweeping removals which followed. 

Mr. COCKRELL. It is to ascertain the cause of removal. As not 
enongh of them were made, I have no objection to investigating the 


cause, 

Mr. HALE. It may be that the testimony will show that the De- 
partment withheld its hands at once. 

The resolution was agreed to. 


SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. ALLISON. I ask leave at this time to report from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, with amendments, the bill (H. R. 10540) 
making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the Government 
for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. I 
submit with the bill a report and also some testimony taken by the 
committee in the consideration of the bill and amendments proposed, 
Task that the report and the testimony be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
objection. 

Mr. ALLISON. I also desire to give notice that at some early day 
I shall ask the Senate to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Meanwhile the bill will be placed 
on the Calendar. : 

RETIREMENT OF JOHN C. FREMONT. 


Mr. HALE. In accordance with the notice I gave yesterday, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (S. 2395) au- 
thorizing the President to appoint and retire John C. Frémont as a 
major-general in the United States Army. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator from Maine informs me that he gave no- 
tice that he desired to call the bill up this morning at thistime. I 
had given notice later in the day that I wished to press the bill which 
the Senate was discussing yesterday, which is the unfinished business. 
He assures me that this bill will take no discussion, and I do not wish 
to antagonize the bill with that understanding, because I think prob- 
ably it would take less time time to pass it than to dispose of it other- 
wise by discussion. 

Mr. HALE. Iam aware how desirous, and properly desirous, the 
Senator from New Hampshire is to go on with his bill, and on thatac- 
count I do not propose to take up any time of the Senate by any re- 
marks on this bill. I have given some little attention to the subject 
and had some remarks to submit, but at this stage of the session I am 
more anxious for the progress of business than to make a speech, and 
I shall take no time of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill moved by the Senator from Maine? 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. ; 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, when this bill was called up on a 
former occasion I asked the Senator from Maine to let it go over until 
I could get a response to the Senate resolution of the 11th of May, 
calling for information from the Departments in relation to the num- 
ber of officers, judicial officers, oflicers of the Army, and officers of the 
Navy and Marine Corps who had been placed upon the retired-list. I 
desired to get that information because I intended to make it the oc- 
casion for somé general observations on the subject of the retired-list. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has sent in the answer to the resolu- 
tion of May 11 as to judicial officers, showing that twenty of the judges 
have been placed on the retired-list, and showing the amount of pay 
which had gone to each since his retirement, and theaggregateamount ' 
which had gone to all of them, which is some three hundred and sixty- 
odd thousand dollars. The list shows that one of the judges alone 
since his retirement has received $72,500. 

The Secretary of War has also, in response to the resolution, sent in 
a statement of the number of Army officers who have been placed on 
the retired-list, the rank from which they were retired, and the rank 
in which they were retired (for many of them were promoted on retire- 
ment), the amount of longevity pay given to those who had received 
longevity pay since their retirement, and the aggregate amount of money 
paid to each, and the te paid to all of them. z 

The report shows, I believe, that about seven hundred and ninety 
officers of the Army have been placed upon the retired-list. The ag- 
gregate amount of money which has been paid them up to March last 
was sixteen million five hundred and odd thousand dollars. Three of 
the officers have received since their retirement over $100,000 each. 

The answer from the Navy Department has not yet been made. I 
inquired in the Navy Department two or three times about the delay, 
and was advised that the list was an extensive one and required a 
great deal of labor to get up a reliable report. When it went to the 
Treasury Department the Fourth Auditor advised the Secretary of the 
Navy that the information required could not probably be furnished 
during the life of this Congress with the clerical force at its command, 
and suggested the Congress be applied to for some additional force to 
facilitate the obtaining of the information. I went tothe Department, 
for when the name of each officer was given, the date of his retirement, 
the rank which he had held before retirement, and that into which he 
was retired, and this information was all given, and there was nothing 
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to do but to indicate by figures the amount of pay and allowances, and 
longevity pay, I could not understand why it was that the delay 
should necessarily be so great, and I went to the Secretary of the 
Treasury with it. I was advised, however, that there were not per- 
sonal accounts kept with the different officers of the Navy, and that it 
was necessary in order to make the answers reliable as to amounts that 
the anditorial foree should go through the rollsof the various paymas- 
ters of the Navy. Ihave taken no steps so far to obtain additional 
clerical force, and I have been less inclined to do so because it seems 
that the Senate is committed to the idea of an extended retired-tlist, 
and I had some fears that no additional assistance could be obtained 
for that purpose, 

As I recollect, the Fourth Auditor stated incidentally that ans had 
been perhaps about fifteen hundred officers of the Navy and Marine 
Corps retired. As to what the amount of their pay will be I have no 
information, but undoubtedly very much larger than that of the Army, 
which is already over sixteen and a half million dollars. 

When this information comes in it is my intention, more for the pur- 
poe of addressing the country than the Senate, to call attention to what 

conceive to be the great dangers of the retired-list. The reports are 
to come up to the first of last March. A few weeks ago the Senate 
passed a bill authorizing the retirement of about eighty additional offi- 
cers, with no specific limitation, and there is no telling how many will 
be retired under that authority. ‘Then there were individual cases of 
retirement during this Congress, and Congress is augmenting the list 
continually. 

The case now before the Senate of General Frémont is that of a citi- 
zen who has been distinguished in the service of his country. He 
stands high among the people of the United States, but he has been out 
of the service twenty-four years, andit has been twenty-six yearssince 
he rendered any military service, according to the report of the com- 
mittee, the closing paragraph of which is that 

hoe isi was toppnot major-general, United States Army, May 14, 1861, and.com- 
festern Department from July 25 to November 19, 1861; unem- 


eano to March 25, 1862; commanding the Mountain Department to June 28, 
Tea: ; unemployed to June 4, 1864, upon which date he 


I do not intend to occupy the attention of the Senate at any great 
length at this time, because I expect in the future to try to make a 
much fuller exposition of this subject. 

The practice of the Government and the theory of the Government 
from the beginning until about 1861 was that when oflicers entered 
the public service they performed their duties and accepted their pay, 
and when they retired they became citizens again, with no advantages 
over other citizens, with no special privileges not accorded toall. Now, 
if I am right about there being fifteen hundred on the naval-list— 
about which I am not absolutely certain—there are altogether some 
twenty-four or twenty-five hundred who have been placed on the re- 
tired-list. Many of these are persons of ample fortune; many of them 
are men as vigorous‘as almost any Senator here in physical ability to 
perform duty, and yet they are retired upon high pay. Itseemsto me 
that we have entered upon a course which, if in, can not fail 
to change the character of our Government and to establish in it a 
privileged class, a class which in other countries is designated by the 
name of aristocracy, a class living off the labor of other people and 
rendering no service in recompense therefor. 

I know, sir, that it is urged as to these officers that when they have 
been worn out in the service it is the duty of the Government to take 
care of them. I had a report in my hands and intended reading it on 
a former occasion, but under the five-minute rule I failed to do it, and 
I have mislaid the paper, in which it appears that the Senator from 
Vermont [ Mr. EDMUNDS] inquired of the Navy Department the reasons 
for the creation of this Navy retired-list, and the answer of the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Fox,as I remember it, was that it was 
for the purpose of improving the naval service and to get rid of the 
drunkards and imbeciles in the service. The report from the Navy | ® 
Department was made two years ago, in which the cause for retirement 
was required to be stated. Frequently yousee the statement ‘‘ retired 
for moral unfitness for service,” ‘‘ mental unfitness,” ‘‘ moral and 
mental unfitness,’? which I suppose is that a man gets drunk and is 
not fit for anything. Men who so act, who so violate their duty to 
their country when in its pay have, it seems to me, no title to bea 
pare upon the American people for the rest of their lives upon high 
salaries, 

I can conceive that there may be exceptional cases where it may be 
right for the Government to take care of persons who are no longer 
fitted for the public service; and a broad exception to the position I 
have taken is in relation to pensioners. I believe it to be the duty of this 
Government and of any government when its citizens have been dis- 
abled in the military service and rendered incapable of supporting them- 
selves or their families to give them reasonable aid to take care of 
themselves. But public officers are persons who get privileges and 
favors that other people seek and can not When they have ob- 


tained those positions they have not only obtained official rank with 
Government pay, and generally high pay, for the services rendered, but 
they. get social position and advantages in every way over the citizens 
of the country who can not obtain such employment. 
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Now, Mr. President, it seems to me hard that the thousands of men who 
ean not obtain such employment, who remain in the walks of private life, 
although discharging their duties as citizens, rearing families and edu- 
cate them by their own industry and toil, should have to be taxed for 
the support of men who have been favored above them by the Govern- 
ment. It seems to me hard. If we are entering upon a mission of 
charity, if this Government is io be turned into a mere eleemosynary 
establishment, it seems to me that there should be some discrimation, 
something like a Christian chamty exercised by selecting the most help- 
less and the most needy for our benefices instead of bestowing them on 
those of the highest rank and best pay and best position in society. That 
would seem to me, if we are entering upon a mission of charity, the 
way weshould goon. That is not, however, the way we are doing. 
We are rapidly building up a class which, through their influence and 
through that of the kindred of members on the retired-list, may exer- 
cise an influence too great for the control of Congress and may become 
the masters of the situation.. 

Why, sir, I saw in a newspaper a few months ago some town had 
been laid out in New Jersey expressly for the purpose of being a settle- 
ment for retired officers, So I suppose they must not be contaminated 
by an association with common people who have to work for their liv- 
ing. Think of it! A town laid ont for the benefit of retired officers ! 
Whether it was a trick to sell the lots or had some other end in view I 
do not pretend to say; but at any rate we are building up a privileged 
class in violation of the theory of our Government, in violation of the 
principles of common right, and it ought to be arrested. 

If we are going to retire men simply because they have been eminent, 
perhaps General Frémont is as fit subject as any for retirement. But 
remember that he has for twenty-six years rendered no service to the 
Government. I do not know what claim he has over the thousands of 
other citizens, and millions I might say, who in public or in private life 
have discharged all their duties as good citizens and who though in 
private life, unlike him, have received no salaries, but have, by their 
own industry and energy, supported themselves and their families. 

I simply desired to enter my protest against this as I have in every 
case involving retirement, not in the hope of arresting it at present; 
buat I think that when the information comes from the Navy Depart- 
ment, if Senators will examine that which comes from the Treasury, 
the War, and the Navy Departments, they will see that the time has 
come when it is necessary for the welfare of this country that they 
shonld consider how far they are going to go in this business of retir- 
ing.men and billeting them upon the country to be supported by the 
labor of men as good as themselves and who hare to labor for theirown 
support and for the support of this privileged class. 


POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. PLUMB. On the 11th of this month the Senate appointed con- 
ferees at a further conference with the House of Representatives on the 
disagreeing votes upon the amendment to the Post-Office appropriation 
bill, known as the subsidy amendment. For the purpose of moving 
that the Senate recede from its amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
that the action of the Senate appointing conferees be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
objection. 

Mr. PLUMB. I now move that the Senate recede from its seventh 
amendment to the Post-Office appropriation bill. 

Before the motion is put I wish to say a word. I have here a slip 
which contains a quotation from the report of the British consul-gen- 
eral at Havana, recently made, in which he says: 

Commercially speaking, the Americans have annexed the island, 


Referring to the Island of Cuba. 

Piada spr Ae ai tobee one apre sa Bead aie Tare canoe 

all the steamers between it and their ports, and are beginning to invest largely 
in mining and other enterprises; so much so that their good-will has to be con- 
sidered in all matters of commercial poliey. During the last financial year the 
declared value of Cuban Pa podao shipped to the United States from Havana 
alone exceeded $18,000,000. 

I have the best of reasons for believing that a large portion of this 
result has been reached by reason of the policy of the Government of 
the United States by which intercourse between the United States and 
Havana has been quickened. We paid last year, as we paid the year 
before, $268,174.04 for special mail facilities between Philadelphia and 
Havana, which of course practically means between New York and 
Havana, $228,000 of which was paid to railroads in order to enable 
them to make greater than they had before that time made, and 
$40,000 was paid toasteam-ship line for ranning 200 miles from Tampa, 
via Key West, toHavana. We paid, therefore, more for the steam-ship 
service on the mail route between Tampa and Havana, a distance of 
200 miles, than we paid for the steam-ship mail service rendered to the 
United States on all the lines between United States ports and South 
and Central American ports. I believe that if the United States would 

d a reasonable sum of money in doing for the intercourse between 
the United States and Central America and South America just what 
it has done without opposition during the past five years for similar 
intercourse betwetn the United States and Havana, all the British con- 
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suls at those ports would beable to place with their Government a sim- 
ilar record with that which I have read as given by the British consul 
at Havana to his Government in regard to the rapid increase of Ameri- 
can infiuence and of American commerce with the Island of Cuba. 
But for some reason or other—I do not care to go into it now—the House 
of Representatives and the party which dominates it through its Execu- 
tive have determined that they will not have any of this. 

I therefore move, in view of the vote of the House of Representatives 
and the influence I have spoken of, which can not be overcome even 
under the pressure of a prospect of the kind of which I have spoken, 
that the Senate recede from its amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas moves that 
the Senate recede from its amendment numbered 7 to the Post-Office 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. PLATT, Mr. President, the Senator from Kansas in charge of 
this bill makes a motion that the Senate recede from its amendment, 
and then proceeds to make an argument showing that it should not 
recede. I suppose that he desires the Senate to vote to recede upon 
the supposition that it is impossible to obtain the amendment or obtain 
the appropriation for which it provides so long as this amendment is 
insisted upon by the Senate; and therefore I suppose the motion will 
pass without any decided opposition. I merely wish to say that I am 
not in favor of it and shall vote against receding. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the motion to 
recede. 

The motion was agreed to. 


RETIREMENT OF JOHN C. FREMONT. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the bill (S. 
2395) authorizing the President to appoint and retire John C. Fré- 
mont as a major-general in the United States Army; which is open to 
amendment as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HALE. I understand the main objection urged by the Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. REAGAN] to be not against this bill particularly, 
but against the system of retirement. I do not propose to go into that 
question on this occasion. I rise simply to ask that there be printed 
in the RECORD a statement of the public services of General Frémont; 
and conteift with that I ask for a vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be printed in connection 
with the remarks of the Senator from Maine, : 

The statement is as follows: 


GENERAL JOHN CUARLES FREMONT, 


Senator HALE recently introduced a bill authorizing the President to “one 
General Frémontto the Army and then to place him on the retired-list with the 
rank of major-general. John Charles Frémont was born on the 21st of January, 
1813, in Savannah, Ga., of French descent, his father having been a French emi- 
grant to this country. Though left an orphan at the early age of four years, he 
received a good education, graduating at Charleston College, South Carolina, at 
the age of seventeen years, He taught mathematics and turned his attention 
to engineering, having received a commission as lieutenant of engineers in the 
United States Army. 

Subsequently most of his time was for several years occupied in Government 
surveys and explorations in the avec ¢ Mountains. In 1842 he explored the 
South Pass, and his exploits during the Mexican war gave him much renowned 
distinction, Colonel “mont was one of the first of the two Senators from Onli- 
fornia, serving from 1849 until 1551. In the year of 1556 he was the Republican 
candidate for President of the United States, in opposition to James Buchanan, 
the Democraticcandidate, In 1861 and 1862 he wasa or-General of the United 
States Army, and became governor of the Territory of Arizona from 1878 until 
1882. No man can claim the glory of the true American by a better title than 
Colonel Frémont, who has mad e the Pert gn ss and the dev elopment of the 
resources of this continent the great end of all his exertions, and has pursued it 
with a self-sacrificing devotion. His name is stamped indelibly, with an im- 
print that can never be obliterated, over the whole breadth of its geography, 


Mr. COCKRELL. Mr. President, Iam opposed to this bill and all 
similar bills. There is no justice, equity, or rightinit. It is against 
the rules and principles which ought to govern the organization of the 
Army. The retired-list of the Army was made for the benefit of those 
in actual service upon actual duty. It is not a pension-roll for any- 
body. however distinguished. It was intended for the benefit of the 
regular Army and to make it effective. Officers of the regular Army 
were liable to become disabled by reason of age or disease contracted 
in service in the line of duty or wounds received in battle. The 
youngest officers as well as the oldest were liable to these casualties. 
The question was what should be done with these officers so disabled 
foractive duty. Ifthey are retained in the service they will receive 
and be entitled to receive the full pay of their respective ranks and 
grades, and yet they will render no equivalent service to the Govern- 
ment. Fairly and legitimately they could not be promoted, partic- 
ularly in the Navy, as therea physical examination is essential to pro- 
motion, while the same rule does not hold in the Army, though it 
should hold. Then in order to relieve the Army of this incubus, 
this weight, this load of incapacitated officers, provision was made for 
their rctirement. They are to be taken outof the active-list and placed 
upon the retired-list; and there, instead of drawing their full pay, they 
receive three-fourths of their pay proper, and their places are then filled 
by promotion. 

Mr. President, this retirement of officers is not a very ancient thing. 
The first law enacted upon that subject was the acfof August 3. 1861, 
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which is found in 12 Statutes at Large, page 289. The sections to 
which I refer, sections 15, 16, and 17 of that act, read: 


SEC. 15, And be it enacled, That any commissioned officer of the Army, 
or of the Marine Corps, who shall have served as such for forty consecutive 
years, may, png his own application to the President of the United States, be 
paa apon the list of retired officers, with the pay and emoluments allowed 

y this a 

Sec. 16. And be it enacted, That if any commissioned officer of the 
Army, or of the Marine Corps, shall have become, or shall hereafter become, 
incapable of performing the duties of his office, he shall be piaca upon the re», 
tired-list and withdrawn from active service and command and frontthe line 
of promotion, with the following pay and emoluments, namely: The pay proper 
of the highest rank held by him at the time of his retirement, whether by staff 
or regimental commission, and four rations per day, and withoutany other pay, 
emoluments, or allowances; and the next officer in rank shall be promoted to 
the place of the reti officer, according to the established rules of the service, 
And the same rule of promotion shall be applied successiveiy to the vacancies 
consequent upon the retirement of an officer: Provided, That should the brevet 
lieutenant-general be retired under this act, it shall be without reduction in his 
current pay, subsistence, or allowances: And provided further, That there shall 
not be on the retired-list at any one time more than 7 per cent. of the whole 
number of officers of the Army, as fixed by law. 

SEC, 17. And be it further enacted, That, in order to carry out the provisions of 
this act, the Secretary of War or Secretary of the Navy, as the case may be, 
under the direction and approval of the President of the United States, shall, 
from time to time as occasion may require, assemble a board of not more than 
nine nor less than fivo commissioned officers, two-fifths of whom shall be of 
the medical statt; the board, except those taken from the medical staff,to be 
composed, as far as may be, of his seniors in rank, to determine the facts as to 
the nature and occasion of the disability of such officers as appear disabled to 
perform such military service, such hoant being hereby invested with the powers 
of a court of inquiry and court-martial; and their decision shall be subject to 
like revision as that of such courts by the President of the United States. The 
board, whenever it finds an officer incapacitated for active service, will report 
whether, in its judgment, the said aries, | result from long and faithful serv- 
ice, from wounds orinjury received in the line of duty, from sickness or ex 
ure therein, or from any other incident of service, ir so, and the President 
approve such judgment, the disabled officer shall thereupon be pe upon the 
list of retired officers, according to the provisions of this act. If otherwise, and 
if the President concur in opinion with the board, the officer shall be retired, as 
above, either with his pay proper alone or with his service rations alone, atthe 
discretion of the President, or he shall be wholly retired from the service, with 
one year’s pay and allowances; and in this last case his name shall be thence- 
forward omitted from the Army Register or Navy Register, asthe case may be: 
Provided, always, That the members of the board shall in every case be sworn 
toan honest and impartial discharge of their duties, and that no officer of the 
Army shall be retired, either partially or wholly, from the service without hay- 
ing baa inl and full hearing before the board, if, upon due summons, he shall 

emand it. 


And then sections 21 and 22 provide: 


Sec. 21. And be it further enacted, That any officer of the Navy who has been 
forty years in the service of the United States may, on his own application to 
the President of the United States, be placed upon the list of retired officers of 
the Navy, and shall receive the pay and emoluments allowed by this act. 

SEC, 22, And be it further enacted, That if any officer of the Navy shall have be- 
come or shall hereafter become incapable of performing the duties of his office 
he shall be placed upon the retired-list and withdrawn from active service and 
command and from the line of promotion, with the following pay and emolu- 
ments, namely, 


Mr. President, that was the beginning of the retired-list, and its 
object is plain; and the present luw in respect to retirement is sub- 
stantially the same as the sections of the act of 1861 I have quoted, 
except that the pay and allowances of retired officers are now three- 
fourths of the pay proper. Under that law a large number of officers 
have been retired. I hold in my hand Senate Executive Document 
179, Fiftieth Congress, first session, being a letter from the Secretary 
of War, transmitting, in response to Senate resolution of April 11, 
1888, a list of officers placed on the retired-list, which shows the 
names of the ofticers, their rank before retirement, the rank with 
which retired, the date of their retirement, the date of death, resign- 
tion, dismissal, etc., the cause for which retired, annual retired-pay 
and allowances when retired, the increase by reason of longevity, the 
aggregate annual pay last received, and the aggregate paid up to and 
including March 31, 1888. This is an interesting document and 
shows the extent to which the retired-list has now been carried. 

Mr. President, I also hold in my hand House Executive Document 
No. 111, Forty-ninth Congress, first session, ‘‘ Officers on the retired-list 
of the Navy,’’ being a letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmit- 
ting, in response to a resolution of the House, a list of the officers on the 
retired-list of the Navy on February 24, 1886, with a statement showing 
the relative rank of each officer, date of his retirement, annual pay, 
and reasons for retirement. My friend from Texas I suppose referred 
to this document when he was discussing this question, and giving 
the grounds upon which many officers have been retired. 

Mr. REAGAN. I spoke particularly of the grounds upon which 
Navy officers were retired. 

Mr. COCKRELL. This is the Navy list. It would be interesting, 
doubtless, to most of the tax-payers of the United States to read over 
this list of the number, relative rank, date of retirement, annual pay, 
and reasons or grounds for the retirement of naval officers, and I am 
sure that many would wonder how men could be pensioned upon the 
tax-payers of this country with the records staring them in the face 
that this document shows. 

Mr. President, I also hold in my hand House of Representatives 
Miscellaneous Document No. 211, Forty-ninth Congress, first session, 
“‘ Retired Army officers,” letter of the Secretary of War in response to the 
resolution of the House of Representatives of March 16, 1886, request- 


‘ 
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ing a full and complete list of officers now on the retired-list of the 
Army, with their respective ranks or relative ranks, annual pay and 
allowances. This seems to be almost a similar document to the one 
I first referred to, Senate Executive Document No. 179, Fiftieth Con- 
gress, first session. At first we limited the retired-list to three hun- 
dred; but if I mistake not in 1876wr 1877, or about that time (for I 
have not had an opportunity to refer to the statutes), a little amend- 
ment was tacked on to an appropriation bill without the knowledge of 
one solitary member of the Committee on Military Affairs, of which 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois, General John A. Logan, was 
then chairman, and of which I had the honor of being a member, by 
which amendment thus put into an appropriation bill the retired-list 
was increased to four hundred; and, strange to say, that additional 
increase of one hundred was made to the retired-list very largely from 
junior officers, and not from the oldest officers. 

That bill is the existing law, providing for four hundred on the reg- 
ular retired-list. At this session of Congress the Senate has passed a 
bill providing an increase of that list to the number of eighty, which 
is not to be a permanent part of the retired-list, but is a necessity in 
order to weed out from officers who are supposed to be on active duty 
in the Army those who are utterly and phygically unable to perform 
duty. If Congress had not intervened through sympathy and friend- 
ship and personal feeling to fill that list as it has done in a number of 
instances by personal bills, there would have been more room for of- 
ficers on active duty. 

Mr. President, this is quite a large number, four hundred and eighty 
upon the regular retired-list of the Army, besides those who are re- 
tired by special act of Congress. Why should Congress pass these spe- 
cial bills? Does not the law provide for all the officers of the Army in 
the service? The law was passed for the officers of the Army in active 
service, and for them alone. Why do Senators come here and bringin 
these special bills to place a man back in the Army, and put him upon 
the retired-list? Itis simply a resort to enable that citizen to draw 
money from the Treasury. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Does not the Senator from Missouri some- 
times make exceptions himself, and was there not a notable exception 
made by the aid of his vote in the case of Fitz John Porter? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Yes, sir, there was. That was purely an excep- 
tional case. But suppose I did one wrong, does that justify me in do- 
ing two? Just admit that in that case—— 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. If the Senator from Missouri designs now 
to admit that he did wrong in that case, of course I have no objection 
to his saying so. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iam not admitting anything of the kind, but 
take the theory the Senator is throwing at me that I once voted for a 
thing, is that any reason why if that was wrong I should turn around 
and do so again? No, Mr. President, if I did wrong then I ought to 
repudiate it at the first opportunity, and I have moral courage enough 
to do it too. 

Mr. President, that is not the question. Fitz John Porter has 
nothing in the world to do with this ease. There is no parallel. 
That was purely an exceptional case. In this case I say that this is 
simply a mode of pensioning a civilian upon the tax-payers of the 
United States, and as there is no precedent for pensioning a civilian 
in a civil position and giving him annually so much money from the 
Treasury this is a subterfuge to take him and make him an officer of 
the Army and then give him the pay. . 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Missouri whether Fitz John Porter was not a civilian when he was 
put on the retired-list? i 

Mr. COCKRELL. Oh, yes. Again we have that hobgoblin that 
always comes up, poor Fitz John Porter. If the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Iowa will have a military commission appointed consisting 
of such distinguished officers as Schofield and others, which will ex- 
amine the military record of John Charles Frémont, and come in here 
and say to the Senate under their official oaths that a great wrong has 

„Deen perpetrated upon him, and that he has by reason of excite- 
ment and prejudice been deprived of an official position in the Army 
to which he is legally entitled to be reinstated, and then a distin- 
guished Republican President, commander-in-chief of the armies and 
navies of the United States, like the lamented General Ulysses S, 
Grant, shall then present before the country his written indorsement 
and sanctification of that report of the military commission, and the 
matter shall come before the Senate in that shape, I will then vote 
for John C. Frémont as I did for Fitz John Porter. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. That case can not happen in regard to Gen- 
eral Fréniont. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Then there is no parallel between them. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. No; General Frémont never was guilty of 
the failure that occurred in the other case. À 

Mr. COCKRELL. General Fitz John Porter was court-martialed 
once, 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. That occurred in the other case, 


Mr. COCKRELL. John C. Frémont was court-martialed and dis- 
missed from the Army of the United States, as the record shows. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. He was afterwards in the Army. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is very true. He was afterwards putin the 
Army by favor and grace, just as this effort is made to put him on the 
retired-list. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. And avery distinguished Senator of the 
olden time from the State now in part represented by the Senator from 
Missouri, sought very earnestly to reinstate him on the ground that 
great wrong had been done. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Yes; he thought # great injury had been done to 
his son-in-law. The great Benton thought that injury had been done 
to the gentleman who married his daughter against his wishes and con- 
sent. ‘That is all there was of that. Who blames him forit? Iam 
not criticising that; but that is the fact; everybody knows it; it is cur- 
rent history. As a matter of course Mr. Benton did what he could for 
the reinstatement of his son-in-law in the Army; no doubt about that, 
and nobody censures him for it. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Doubtless the Senator from Missouri will 
not say that Mr. Benton did what he knew to be wrong; in other words, 
did not do what he believed to be right. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I am not determining whether his action was 
guided by sympathy or by judgment. That is for the world to deter- 
mine. I have nothing to do with that. That question does not come 
up here at all. 

Now, Mr. President, all these efforts to place civilians upon the re- 
tired-list are an indirect way of giving them a pension, a gratuity of a 
certain amount. It is an indirect way, it is an evasive way of placing 
a civilian in such a position that he can draw a certain amount of 
money out of the Treasury without being called a pensioner. I am 
opposed toitin toto. I donot believe that it is just to the officers of the 
Army. Ido not believe thatit isjust to the tax-payers of the country. 

Mr. President, this thing of exercising the sympathy of Congress in 
this manner only originated in the memory of many Senators on this 
floor, some of whom were in the public service when it began. The 
first retirement that I can find in the list by special act of Congress 
was in 1872, only sixteen years ago. Then the system of operating 
upon the sympathies and social position of Senators and Representa- 
tives was inaugurated and efforts were made to place gentlemen on the 
retired-list, a21 quite a number have been placed upon the retired-list 
since that time. They have been placed there by special acts of Con- 
gress; and there are quite a number of them on the retired-list yet. 

The aggregate amount paid for the retired-list of the Army since 1861 
was $16,530,947.86 up to the 31st day of March, 1888. The increase 
in the pay of these officers by reason of longevity has been $389,774.71. 
z I see no reason why General Frémont should be placed upon the re- 
tired-list of the Army any more than hundreds of others who were 
once in the regular Army, and also in the volunteer Army, and hun- 
dreds of others who were in the volunteer Army alone, Others per- 
formed as distinguished services during the war of the rebellion, held 
as important commands, and rendered as effective services in behalf of 
the integrity of the Union and the Union cause. There is a distin- 
guished citizen of Missouri, whose name is a household word among 
soldiers, General A. J. Smith. He isnow a civilian.* There are many 
others, hundreds of others I might say, whose names are as ‘‘ familiar 
as household words’? to the soldiers of the Army whose services were 
equally distinguished. Ido not believe that Congress should be af- 
fected by mere sympathy, by merefriendship, by mere social influence. 
I am opposed to this bill, and I ask upon its passage that the yeas 
and nays may be had. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, and read the third time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On the passage of the bill the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. CocKRELL] asks for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 
the roll. E 

Mr. DAWES (when his name was called). Iam paired with the 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY]. If he were present, 
I should vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. BATE (when the name of Mr. HARRIS was called). My col- 
league [Mr, HARRIS] is paired with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
MORRILL]. 

Mr. SABIN (when his name was called). Iam paired with theSena- 
tor from West Virginia [Mr. KENNA] on this question. If he were 
here, I should vote ‘‘ yea.” x 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. PLATT (after having voted in the affirmative). I am paired 
for the day with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. RANsom], and 
not knowing how he would vote if present, and as I see many of his 
colleagues are voting nay, I withdraw my vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Connecticut with- 
draws his vote. 3 

Mr. CULLOM. I desire to announce that the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. SHERMAN] is paired with theSenatorfrom Virginia [ Mr. DANIEL], 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. QUAY], as I understand, is 
paired with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. FAULKNER]. 


The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 21; as follows: 


YEAS—29. 
Aldrich, Cullom, Hearst, Sawyer, . 
All Davis, Hiscock, Spooner, 
Blair, Farwell, Hoar, Stewart, 
Bowen, Frye, Ingalls, Teller, 
Butler, Gibson, Jones of Nevada, Wilson of Iowa, 
Call, Gray, Manderson, 
Cameron, e, Mitchell, 
Chandler, Hawley, er, 
NAYS—21. £ 
Bate, Cockrell, . Pasco, Vest, 
Beck, Coke, Payne, Walthall, 
awit d Colquitt, Pagh, Wilson of Md. 
burn, George, Reagan, 
Blodgett, ~ Hampton, Turpie, 
n, Jones of Arkansas, Vance, 
ABSENT—26. 
3 Faulkner, Paddock, Saulsbury, 
Daniel, Gorman, Platt, Sherman, 
wès, Harris. Plumb, Stanford, 
Dolph, Kenna, Quay, Stockbridge, 
Edmunds, McPherson, Ransom, vi 
ustis, Morgan, Riddleberger, 
Evarts, Morrill, Sabin, 


So the bill was passed. 
PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. 
PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had yes- 
terday approved and signed the following acts: 

An act (S. 341) granting a pension to William Knight, Jacob Par- 
rott, and John Whollam; 

An act (S. 2385) granting a pension to Caroline R. Haseltine; 

An act (S. 1307) to increase the pension of Washington T. Otey; 

An act (S. 1539) to increase the pension of James E. Gott; and 

An act fs. 2301) to increase the pension of Manhattan Pickett. 


ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 


Mr. BLAIR. Imove that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Senate bill 405, which is the unfinished business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 405) providing for the 
adjustment of accounts of laborers, workmen, and mechanics arising 
under the eight-hour law, the pending question being on the amend- 
ment proposed by Mr. STEWART. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I do not think there is any more 
sincere and earnest friend of the men who labor for their living than I 
am. Ithink my whole public life has demonstrated that fact. For 
the last twelve or fourteen years while I have been in Congress I have 
allowed no opportunity to pass where I-might do anything towards 
striking down class legislation and towards ese, to every man the 
fruits of his own labor—that I have not done what I could do in that 
direction. 

We shall be told and have been told that this is a measure in the 
interest of laboring men. If it was a measure in the interest of all 
laboring men alike and involved no improper principle, it would have 
my support; buteas a measure in favor of a few laboring men at the 
expense of a great many laboring men, it will not have my support. 

it has been made apparent from what has been said upon this sub- 
ject that the persons whom it is proposed to benefit by this bill have 
no legal rights, and I suppose that will not be controverted, because 
the bill itself is founded upon the idea that they have no legal rights. 
As they have no legal rights, we should inquire what equitable rights 
they have to such action by Congress as is here proposed. 

in directing attention to that inquiry it is safe to say that all those 
who secure employment under the Government are considered by them- 
selves and by others of their class to be fortunate and favored by the 
fact that they get employment under the Government. Hundreds and 
thousands seek such employment, and have always done it, who could 
not obtain it. Those who succeed in getting that employment prefer 
it, because as a rule the pay is better and because the pay is certain. 
Those who succeed in getting that employment under an arrangement 
which they have agreed to, and who have been paid according to their 
express and implied contract, come now and ask Congress for the pas- 
sage of a law to go back for twenty years to take up the case of each 
one and inquire whether he labored more than eight hours a day, and 
if he did to authorize him to bring suit for the recovery of the pro rata 
amount which would be due for the time he served over eight hoursof 
each day, and, as is suggested by a Senator near me, very likely and 
in a large measure the case is to be heard upon ex parte testimony. 

If these persons when they obtained this employment were more 
fortunate than their neighbors, if their contract has been satisfied by 
payment, what right have they to ask that their brother laborers shall 
now be taxed to give them more than they bargained for and to give 
them an additional amount to that which they accepted for their serv- 
ices? It is too common, I think I am warranted in saying, that we 
seem in Congress never to know the rights or the claims of anybody 
but those who seek to plunder the Treasury. It seems to me that it 
is but seldom that we think of the men who labor and toil, who earn 
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the money that goes into the Treasury. We seem only to exercise our 
liberality in giving away the public money to those who may chance 
to be our special favorites. Is there never to be an end of this? Are 
we to have such raids as this ted upon the Treasury without 
limit, always in favor of those who can vote? Is it to be imagined 
that such a bill as this would everghave come here if it had not been 
for the number of votes it was supposed its passage would control; and 
do men forget, and will they continue to forget, that the time may come 
(and God grant it may be soon) when it will be found that the millions 
who are plundered have votes as well as the thousands for whose bene- 
fit they are plundered ? 

I have never represented a class that plundered the Treasury for any 
purpose. I have felt that my duty in Congress was to represent the 
people who support this Government by their taxes. I have felt it to 
be my duty to guard their interests and protect them, and I appeal to 
the masses of the people who support this Government against the few 
who plunder it. 

How much is this to involve? The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BLAIR] suggested probably two or three, or possibly at the out- 
side, four millions of dollars, I believe. The Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Dawes], I believe, in speaking of this bill, said that be- 
tween the passage of the faw of 1868 to the period ofthe President’s 
proclamation, less than a year after that, on this account there had 
been $700,000 for service of less than one year. Now, if you multiply 
that by 20— 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator will allow me to say that I did not un- 
derstand that to be the statement of the Senator irom Massachusetts, 

Mr. REAGAN, If I have misstated it he will correct me. 

Mr. BLAIR. I do not so understand it. 

Mr. REAGAN. The Senator who made it will understand it. I 
wish to say—— 

Mr. DAWES. I have not looked at the RECORD, and therefore I 
do not know what I did say which is referred to; but I have a clear 
recollection of what was the estimate of the Department and of the 
general character of the reply. The estimate at the Department when 
the paragraph alluded to was inserted in an appropriation bil] in 1872 
was that it would take about $700,000 to meet the obligation. The 
report from the Treasury Department is that every one as to whose 
claim that he had worked more than eight hours a day there was no 
dispute had been paid, and without being able to find that report I 
have this general impression. Idid not intend to state that there was 
actually paid out of the Treasury the sum of $700,000. I will not 
state that the Government said beforehand, before that section was in- 
troduced into the appropriation bill in 1872, that it would take that 
amount to respond to it. 

Mr. BLAIR. If the Senator will allow me, on this point I can set 
him right. The report of the House committee on substantially this 
bill at the present Congress declares that after a personal examination 
of the matter by the member making the report, Mr. TARSNEY, the 
amount actually paid on that estimate of $700,000 was less than $25, - 
000—some $23,000 and a fraction. That is the fact as it stands. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, the other wing of this Capitol once 
passed a bill, the friends of which said it would not involve over $30, - 
000,000 expenditure. The next report afterwards by the Commissioner 
of Pensions showed that it involved about $800,000,000. All that has 
been saif on the subject of the amount due is purely speculative. The 
nearest to anything that can be relied upon is what was stated by the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES], and that is that the liability 
stated in the most favorable form, the form iñ which he now puts it, 
would be about $700,000. If you multiply that by twenty it mak: - 
$14,000,000, and I doubt, if this bill is passed, if the Government gef - 
out of it for less than $10,000,000, thoughI do not speak from any av 
curate knowledge, nor can any other Senator speak from knowledx 
Any of us may make speculations; but the number of men employ: : 
by the Government in various parts of the country through twents 
years must be very great. 

In considering the equities about this demand, there is another feat 
ure that ought not to be lost sight of. If men work eight hours in u 
day they ought to be paid for eight hours’ work. Many men hayiny 
families tosupport or obligations to meet or necessities of some kind iù 
meet are anxious to work more than eight hours out of twenty-four.” 
No law ought to deny them the privilege of working the number oi 
hours they desire to work. If it is desired to say that a day’s work i 
eight hours, I shall not object to that, but I shall object, if eight hours 
is put down, to saying that a man who works eight hours has earned 
as much as a man who has worked ten hours. 

It has been advocated on this floor by the Senator from Nevada [ Mr. 
STEWART] that we ought to absolutely limit the hours of work to eight 
hours, for the purpose of giving employment toa greater number of 
men. I do not understand the value or force of that sort of reasoning. 
Eight hours of faithful labor may be as much as men ordinarily should 
work; but many men, as I have suggested, will desire to work all the 
hours they are able to work to enable them to support their families 
and to enable them to meet their obligations, and no law that prevents 


them from doing so or prevents them from being paid for the number 
of hours they do work can be justified on any principle of right. 
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The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. BLAIR] yesterday made an 
argument to show in substance that the man who worked eight hours 
ought to be paid as much as the man who worked the whole day’s 
work at ten hours, and quoted various authorities for it, and among 
others he quoted the authority of President Cleveland. I was amazed, 
because I had never understood him to be a demagogue. I have al- 
ways believed him to be a brave and honest man. When I came to 
look at the authority upon which the statement was made I found 
that it was second-hand authority. It may be that the statement was 
made, but I would rather hear it from him before I should come to 
the conclusion I must come to in reference tosuch a statement as that. 

Why is it that we shall bind the Government to pay mogp for work 
than other people pay? Why is it that we shall fix the value of a day’s 
work arbitrarily without reference to the question of supply and de- 
mand? Have Senators thought of the consequences of such a doctrine? 
If we do that, why not fix by law the value of corn, of wheat, of flour, 
of beef, of bacon, of clothes? Why not put it by law at a fixed price? 
Is there any more reason for fixing the value of a day’s labor, inde- 
pendently of the amount of work done, at a specific price, than there 
would be for fixing the value of any other commodity at a fixed price? 
Is there any more reason for disregarding the law of supply and de- 
mand in the one case than there is in the other? I suppose when the 
Senators think of it they will hardly insist that we are to fix an arbi- 
trary standard of value for labor or for anything else without reference 
to the law of supply and demand. 

If Senators are anxious to relieve labor, to show their patriotic in- 
terest as to the needs of the poor and the humble, we have a broad field 
for statesmen and philanthropists before us. Let them begin by strik- 
ing down the laws that rob the masses for the benefit of the few. Then 
the people will understand where their friends are; then the poor will 
understand that they do find some one who favors the poor and hum- 
ble against the rich and powerful. The greatest work any patriot, any 
statesman, can do in this country now in my opinion would be to lead 
in the work of opposing class legislation that is building up millionaires 
on the one hand and multiplying paupers and tramps on the other. 

I can understand very well when gentlemen mean to give every man 
the fruits of his own labor, when they mean that every man shall have 
the equal protection of the Jaws, and that no man shall have privileges 
and benefits not extended alike to all. That I comprehend; but this 
thing of selecting out a special class which has votes, and bestowing 
largesses upon them from the Treasury to secure party advantages, never 
commanded the approbation of my reason, nor does it command my 
respect. : 

How many suits will be brought? The bill says that as many of 
these claimants may combine in one suit as see proper, but there must 
be a separate judgment for each of them and a separate record for each 
of them. How many millions of dollars of costs is the Government 
to be mulcted in? How much is it to pay on ex parte testimony? 
When they are hunting for money there is a class of men who remem- 
ber things twenty years off a great deal better than what oecurred yes- 
terday, and you will find that kind of memory abundant whenever you 
put this law in force and such men are called as witnesses. 

Mr. President, I do not think I ever caught myself appealing to classes 
for the low purpose of catching votes, and it is almost too late in life 
for metodo itnow. I doearnestly desire to see Such laws passed as will 
give protection to all people alike and as will strike down the means of 
robbing apd plundering the great mass of the people in order that we 
may build upa moneyed aristocracy in this land. 

Take up the principles that involve the administration of this Gov- 
ernment and the enactment of its laws for the last twenty-five years, 
and they have steadily and gradually tended to build up a strong gov- 
ernment—stronger than Hamilton or Knox ever advocated—and to 

.build up an aristocracy which will be as overpowering, if not checked, 
in a few more years as the aristocracy of Great Britain. That moneyed 
class control the press. They can control speakers; they can control 
popular elections; they can and do control, toa large extent, the policy 
of this country, and they control it against the interests of the great 
mass of the American people, against right, against reason, and against 
justice. $ 

This is butone small step in the direction in which we are traveling 
to hunt up classes and to legislate for classes; and in this case, as I 
stated, a class which has no legal right, and the very bill before us ad- 
mits that it has no legal standing and must rely upon this law before 
it can go into court at all, which has no equity. Because they ob- 
tained employment that others were not fortunate enough to obtain, 
they now ask, having been more fortunate than their neighbors, that 
their neighbors shall be taxed—neighbors who work as hard as they 
do, who work as many hours as they please, whether eight or ten or 
twelve—that they shall be taxed some millions of dollars for the ben- 
efit of these people. 

Mr. President, the eight-hour law may do in factories; it may do in 
Government employment; but some persons advocate it indiscrimi- 
nately. Adopt it generally, and what will be the result in this agri- 
cultural country of ours? You can not make crops on eight hours a 
day. The ground is too wet; you are delayed. When it gets into con- 
dition to plow and to hoe you must make up the hours you lost be- 


fore it becomes too dry, and the farmer finds it necessary to work from 
the rising to the setting of the sun, and with no Government pay either, 
but to be plundered for the benefit of pets of privileged classes, When 
it is threatening rain the hay-maker and the gatherer of the crops, as 
all well understand, can not carry on their work by this eight-hour rule 
without great sacrifices. You can not get the people of this country to 
adoptit. It is so against their interests, it is so against their policy to 
adopt it. 

I do not know that it is sought by any except those who work for the 
Government and those who work in the factories, and perhaps a few 
friends of labor, so called, who never work, but go about through the 
country agitating and trying to make the people believe they are con- 
tinual and great sufferers because to have to work átall. There are 
some very wild notions afloat just now, notions which if carried into 
effect will give serious trouble hereafter. Trae policy and justice re- _ 
quire that we should pursue that course which will be just toall alike, 
and give special advantages to none, which will teach men that they 
are to earn the money they get, and that they are not toget upschemes 
to plunder the Treasury and enrich themselves at the expense of others. 

Yhope this bill will not pass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PLATT in the chair). The ques- 
tion is on the amendment of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART]. 

Mr. STEWART. I desire to explain the amendment, but before 
doing so—— 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator will permit Ishonld like to have the 
amendment read before he proceeds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be read. “ 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to add as section 3 the following: 

It shall be unlawful for any officer or agent of the United States to makeany 
contract or arrangement whereby any laborer, workman, artisan, or mechanic 
shall perform more than eight hours’ labor in any one day, or shall receive for 
his services performed in any ove day more than the wages for one day’s labor, 
except as herein otherwise provided ; nor shall there be any deduction from the 
amount of the wages of any laborer, workman, artisan, or mechanic by reason 
of the limitation to eight hours’ work, Whenever the laborers, workmen, arti- 
sans, or mechanics in the employ of the United States are unable to perform the 
labor required working eight hours per day, other persons shall be employed 
to perform such extra or additional work: Provided, That in case of emergency 
where the laborers, workmen, artisans, or mechanics engaged on any particu- 
lar work or undertaking are unable to perform the necessary labor in eight hours 
to meet the necessities of the case, and other persons can not be procured to per- 
form such extra labor and meet such emergency, a special contract may be 
made with the laborers, workmen, artisans, or mechanics engaged on such work 
to perform additional hours of labor, and to receive a corresponding additional 
compensation. Any oflicer or mt of the United States who shall willfully 
violate the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and on 
conviction thereof be fined in any sum not e: ng $500, 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, without regard to votes, I am in 
favor of this bill. I disclaim advocating it on any such consideration. 
I have not changed my views with regard to this matter for the last 
twenty years. I advocated in the Senate the original law which fixed 
the hours for labor at eight hours per day, believing, as I did, that that 
was for the benefit of society, for the benefit of laborers, and for the 
elevation of the people. 

I then believed, and still believe, that itis necessary for every labor- 
ing man to havesome leisure, some hours for rest, some hours for study, 
some opportunity to improve himself, some opportunity to acquire an 
understanding of this Government, some opportunity to understand 
the manipulation of legislation by which monopolies are created, some 
opportunity to know how to cast his vote so that monopolies may not 
grow up and fatten upon his labor, and some opportunity to protect 
himself against schemes to enslave him, It is idle to talk against mo- 
nopolies until the laboring men have sufficient leisure to acquire a 
knowledge of their rights and to defend tlem at the polls. 

It is well that this bill has relation to voters. My object is to give 
the voters an opportunity to meet the issues of the day, for to them we 
must appeal—not to monopolies, but to voters—if we would correct the 
abuses in legislation which now exist. It is their verdict that must 
determine all political and economic questions pana a, | on legislation. 
If they are worked as slaves, if they are worked ten, twelve, or fourteen 
hours a day, as has been the ease, they can have no opportunity to meet 
the responsibilities of free men. 

In my opinion eight hours will ultimately be found excessive. I 
hope the time will come in this country when no man will work in 
excess of eight hours per day. With the present machinery, with the 
improvements which are constantly being made in all the appliances 
for producing mechanical results, eight hours’ labor will be more effec- 
tive than slave labor for twelve or fourteen hours a day. 

When we find hundreds and thousands ont of employment, who need 
work to support their families, why impose excessive hours on those 
who are fortunate enough to obtain employment and deprive them of 
the opportunity of acquiring that knowledge necessary to defend them- 
selves in this country as freemen from oppressive legislation, and ex- 
clade from the means of living a vast multitude of others who are 
forced to be tramps for the want of employment? 

The original law, intended to set the example on the part of the 
United States to the whole country of fixing eight hours as a day’s 
labor, has been misconstrued, trampled upon, and disregarded by spe- 
cial contracts and by jobbing.arrangements. It has not had the in- 
tended effect of teaching the country the benefits of this system which 
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it would have had if it had been faithfully executed. Because it has 
not been faithfully executed this bill of relief is necessary. If the Gov- 
ernment of the United States will allow for twenty years an act of this 
kind to be disregarded it ought to pay the penalty; it ought to show 
that we meant something by the original act; that it was not merely 
for political purposes. 

The amendment which I have offered, I think, will remedy some ot 
the difficulties and prevent the necessity of more bills of this kind. I 
will read it and explain its different provisions: 

That it shall be unlawful for any officer or agent of the United States to make 
any contract or arrangement whereby any laborer, workman, artisan, or me- 
ehanic shall perform more than eight hours’ labor in any one day. 

That will prevent not only working more than eight hours, but it 
will prevent letting jobs whereby one man can get twelve, fourteen, or 
. fifteen hours’ labor in any one day. It was assumed and advocated 
here that it would be right to let them have piece-work and do three 
or four days’ work in one day. What is the effect of that? The ef- 
fect is to destroy the health of men by overworking them; and also to 
exclude others from obtaining work to support their families. This is 
wrong. 7, 

Let them have as much piecework as they please, provided the 
piecework does not amount to more than the compensation for a day’s 
labor. Ifa man can do that in two hours, all the better. If he wants 
to do more work, then let him find another job. The United States 
will bear an even hand and will allow every man to have his labor 
evenly divided, so that every laborer who is required in the Govern- 
ment service shall have his eight hours’ Jabor, and the few will not 
monopolize the work to the exclusion of others equally entitled to em- 
ployment. 

In every trade and in every pursuit in the country there is a constant 
tendency to the monopolizing of labor and crowding others out, to the 
injury of those who must labor to live. Let the work of the Govern- 
ment be fairly divided; let no man in the United States be paid for 
more than one day’s labor in one day, whether he gets it by job work 
or otherwise. 

This amendment further goes on: 


Or shall receive for his services performed in any one day more than the wages 
for one day’s labor, except as herein otherwise provided; nor shall there be any 
deduction from the amount of the wages of any laborer, workman, artisan, or 
mechanic by reason of the limitation to eight heurs’ work. 


Nothing shall be deducted from his wages because he works only 
eight hours. It provides further that when the laborers on the Gov- 
ernment works are not sufficient more shall be employed. 

It meets the argument frequently used that a necessity may arise 
when the work of others can not be procured. The amendment pro- 
vides for an emergency of that kind, as follows: 


Whenever the laborers, workmen, artisans, or mechanics in the employ of 
the United States are unable to perform the labor required, working eight 
hours per day, Sony ge Nery shall be employed to perform such extra or addi- 
tional work: Prov , That incase of emergency, where the laborers, work- 
nien, artisans, or mechanics engaged on any particular work or undertaking 
are unable to perform the necessary labor in eight hours to meet the necessities 
of the case, and other persons can not be procured to perform such extra labor 
and to meet such emergency, a special contract may be made with the laborers 
workmen, artisans, or mechanics engaged on such work to perform additional 
hours of Jabor and to receive a corresponding additional compensation. 


Mr. SPOONER. I should like to ask the Senator from Nevada a 
question, with his ission. 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Take the case of an engineer, a man who is em- 
ployed about an engine with which he is entirely familiar. The ma- 
chinery falls into disorder and breaks. Does the Senator mean that the 
superintending officer shall not employ the engineer out of hours, or the 
fireman on an engine which he is running from day to day, unless he 
shall first endeavor to secure outside men to do that work? 

He might very well prefer, and so might the engineer or the fireman, 
to make the repairs on the engine which he is using and running every 
day; but under this amendment, as I understand it, in a case of that 
kind the superintending officer, the officer within whose jurisdiction 
this man is at work, would be obliged under penalty of imprisonment 
or fine—— 

Mr. GEORGE. We can not hear the Senator. 

Mr. SPOONER. I say, that under this amendment, as I under- 
stand it, if an engine breaks down, and the superintending officer de- 
sires that it shall be repaired, and the interest of the Government de- 
mands that it shall be repaired, and it is for the interest of all that it 
should be done by the man who was at work day by day running that 
engine, the superintending officer would be obliged to seek some out- 
side man to repair the engine under penalty of fine or imprisonment 
before he would be at liberty to employ the engineer having it it in 
daily care and charge to make the repair, no matter if it took but a 
half hour of his time or an hour of his time, and however willing he 
might he to render the service. Does the Senator intend that his amend- 
ment shall be as far-reaching as that? 

Mr.STEWART. Thelanguage would not be as far-reaching as that. 

Mr. SPOONER. I think so. 

Mr. STEWART. No. 

Mr. SPOONER, It says: ° 

That in case of emergency, where the laborers, workmen, artisans, or me- 


chanics engaged on any particular work or undertaking are tnable {o perform 
the necessary labor in eight hours to meet the necessities of the case, aud other 
perso. s can not be procured to perform such extra |. r= 

Then and only in that event may the artisan or mechanic be em- 
ployed out of hours. Under that, as I read it, there first must be an 
attempt, and an attempt in good faith, to secure some outside man to 
render that service. 

Mr. HAWLEY. If the Senator will permit me, I think it would 
have to be done every day, because the engineer must be at work every 
day before the eight hours begin to get his engine in readiness. Itre- 
quires two engineers to run a ten-horse engine. 

Mr. SPOONER. Very likely. 

Mr. STEWART. I do not think there is anything in that. 

Mr. SPOONER. I feared. the amendment might be altogether too 
restrictive. 

Mr. STEWART. Idonot think there will be any trouble about that. 

Mr. SPOONER. Might there not be in the case I put? 

Mr. STEWART. Isupposeifa man washed offhis engine there would 
not be any trouble about that. In case the engine should break down, 
of course the man understanding it would be the only man to take hold 
of it and do the work. If there was a break down and there was time 
to employ other men, let them do it. But they often work men to 
death in that way. Ido not think there is any difficulty about that. 
I think it is sufficiently guarded. 

It requires a very stringent law to carry this ont when there is a 
disposition to evade it, a disposition on the part of employers to evade 
it and on the part of laborers to submit in order to get employment. 
I do not think, however, the Government of the United States is run- 
ning any work that it can not do with eight hours’ labor. In caseofa 
breakdown, if nobody understands it sufficiently to take it up, of 
course there would be no violation of this law to have the man in 
charge go on and do the work. It would be practically impossible to 
get a man in time. 

The Jaw will be reasonably construed. Ido not think it goes too far. 
You need rather strong language or it will be evaded as it was before. 

It is very easy to talk about this as a buncombe measure, as a measure 
to catch votes. Itis very easy to smother bills of this kind because 
the laborers are not here to advocate their adoption; they are not here 
to pass them; they are not organized for that purpose; they are not 
corporations with agents here. Iam thankful that they are organizing 
and discussing labor questions, for I think good has come of it and good 
will come of it. 

If we have liberal laws which do not discriminate against labor, the 
laborers will submit to rules and regulations which are reasonable in 
themselves, and there will be no fear of disorders or strikes. The more 
intelligence we have among the laborers, the less likely we shall be to 
have trouble. The more intelligent they are, the more they under- 
stand the situation, the less likely they are to give trouble, the less 
likely they are to rise in their wild power and destroy things. 

Too frequently it happens when strikes occur that the laborers have 
had no opportunity to understand thesituation; no voice in framing the 
laws which produced that situation. They are toooften treated as ma- 
chines to work out an end, and not as intelligent men to co-operate in 
great undertakings. The further the laboring man is removed from 
that vile servitude called slavery the more useful he will be to him- 
self and his employer. 

The laborers of this country are in the vast majority; they must be 
consulted; they must finally determine every question upon which the 
fate of this nation depends. What fair-minded man will say that it is 
proper for the laboring man to devote more than eight hours a day to 
toil when he is compelled to inform himself how to vote and preserve 
the liberties of thiscountry? Time to acquire intelligence is necessary 
to prepare the voter to determine all the great and complicated questions 
arising in this Government. It is absurd to argue that drudgery alohe 
will fit a man to discharge the high duties of American citizenship. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. I have in my mind one case of a skillful mechanic, 
aman of good health and of sober and industrious habits, whose wife 
is ill, is an invalid, and it is absolutely necessary that that man shonld 
work out of hours in order to pay formedicines and for a nurse and for 
medical attendance, and at the same time support his family. He is 
willing to do it. Should the law deprive him of the right to do it? 

Mr. STEWART. I will suppose another case ——— 

Mr. SPOONER. No; answer this. Should the lawdeprive him of 
the right to do it? 

Mr. STEWART. Yes; if he worked for the Government. 

Mr. SPOONER. If that is a good rule for the Government is it not 
a good rule for others? 

Mr. STEWART. It isa good rule for anybody. Suppose ten men 
with sick wives and families to support have no employment what- 
ever and no money to buy medicine, would you provide for only one 
sick family, or would you divide the work, so that each sick family 
might have some medicine? Besides, if a man has a sick wife and 
family he wants some time to nurse them. 

It will not do; there is no way you can turn it that a human being 
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should be turned into a machine and worked longer than eight hours 
a day at manual labor. If he is an ambitious man and has a wife to 
support, there may be other things he cando. But I am fixinga rule 
that will elevate men and give them a chance to labor and to live. 
There is no chance for the laboring man to improve his condition if he 

has to work ten or twelve or fourteen hours a day. That is one reason 
` why laborers have been kept down. 

They have been working an unn number of hours while hun- 
dreds of thousands have been deprived of bread altogether because there 
was no work for them. Wages in this country are such that if a man 
is economical eight hours’ labor per day will support him, not as well 
as he ought to be supported perhaps, but better than in any other coun- 
try on earth. You will not pay him any more if you require him to 
work twelve or fourteen hours, he will-not be benefited by it, and itis 
by no means certain that his employer will be benefited. You make 
paupers or criminals of thousands of others for want of employment, 
whom the employer is taxed to feed or punish. 

It is a fearful loss to crowd a large portion of the working commu- 
nity out of employment and cause them to become tramps or crim- 
inals. Itis inconsistent and absurd. Eight ours is enough, and a 
man in eight hours will perform as much service in a lifetime, and 
perhaps a great deal more, than he will at twelve hours a day. 

He will do nearly as much in a given day of eight hours as he will 
in twelve. He will doa great deal more per hour. He is fresh and 
able to labor, and his work is worth a great deal more. In the mines 
and elsewhere we find that the eight-hour shifts accomplish about as 
much as the ten-hour shifts. You get about all the vigor and force 
there is in a man in eight hours’ active work, and thatis enough; then 
let him rest. 

The system of working men more than eight hours does two things. 
It overworks those who do work and renders them incapable of per- 
forming the duties of citizens of the United States by depriving them 
of the means of intelligence and information, and it throws out of em- 
ployment thousands of others to become a burden upon society. It is 
wrong in every aspect. 

This amendment I hope will pass, not for political purposes, but for 
the elevation of the laboring classes of this country. It is time that 
we should commence to consider their rights and interests, because upon 
their intelligence and virtue the independence and perpetuity of this 
Government depend. They do not depend upon your rich men; they 
do not depend upon the monopolists; they depend upon the gteat mass 
of the laboring men of this country. Why should we set an example 
of exacting from them such burdens that they can not prepare them- 
selves for the duties of American freemen? I say more than eight 
hours’ work does destroy a man’s capacity for the duties of an Ameri- 
can freeman by depriving him of the means of informing himself and 
giving him the rest and recreation necessary in order to perform the 
duties of a citizen properly. > 

I should like to see a proper law passed upon the subject. As soon 
as Congress passed an eight-hour law Government officials and every- 
body attempted to do away with it by special contracts and by every 
conceivable device. Of course the laboring men who are obliged to 
labor to feed their families will submit to any arrangement that their 
employers will make. That has been the difliculty; itis the difficulty 
allover the world. Laboring men have been forced during all time to 
submit to the exactions of their employers. If the employers say 
twelve hours, as they do in Europe generally, twelve hours itis. If 
the employers say ten hours, ten hours itis. But when the employers 
say eight hours in this free America it will be eight hours, and eight 
RO will be more effective than twelve hours in any other part of the 
wor 

With eight hours’ labor our laborers would be doubly more effective 
than any other laborers on earth working twelve or fourteen hours. 
They would be men, and not slaves. It would be intelligent, and not 
degraded labor. That is what we must aim at, and that is what our 
legislation must be directed to. 

I am tired of hearing men denounced as demagogues and as trying 
to catch votes whenever there is any legislation proposed for the mass 
of the people. There is no demagogism about this. If you give peo- 
ple time und do not work them to death they will understand their 
own interest and not be deceived by demagogues. But what chance 
has a man, after twelve hours’ work, to discover the arts of demagogues 
and protect himself at the ballot-box? Do you talk about legislating 
against monopolies with a backing of overworked and depressed peo- 
ple behind you, who have no time to see what you are doing? I say 
nothing can be done for reform faster than the people demand it, and 
the people can not demand it until they understand it. They must 
have time. 

Believing, as I said, in the eight-hour law, I hope my amendment 
will be adopted to make it effective. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I do not see how this Government 
is to escape paying certain sums to certain laborers proposed to be re- 
lieved by the bill. The Government passed a law declaring that eight 
hours should be a day’s work. It wasa very simple proposition. In 


case men worked nine, ten, or eleven hours in the face of that law, were 


requested to do so, and did so for whatever reason, I do not see how 
we are to escape the plain letter of the law and retuse to pay them some- 
thing; just exactly what it is to be I do not know. By the provision 
of this bill it is to be ascertained through an application to the Court 
of Claims. So far I am willing to go, and that whether I had been in 
favor of the eight-hour Jaw in the first place or not. It has nothing to 
do with the general equity of that question at all. It seems to me to 
be simply a matter of legal obligation. 

I did hope that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] would 
withdraw his proposed amendment. Itis notnecessary. In a certain 
sense it may be said to be germane, but the bill itself aims only to 
pay a certain debt incurred mary years ago. Now he proposes to enter 
into the general field of legislation concerning hours of labor, and has 
made remarks at great length addressed to the general considerations 
usually taken into mind on that subject. 

I object to the amendmetit decidedly. It says that nobody shall 
work over eight hours, but that there shall be relays of men kept to 
take the place of regular workmen if it be necessary to go beyond, ex- 
cept in cases of emergency the same men may be employed to go on. 
Practically it says, ‘‘ You shall not work more than eight hours.’’ I 
think that can not commend itself to those who are specially studying 
the labor question, as it is called. and I do not know anybody in the 
United States who does not study it. 

You talk about legislating for the mass of the people. That is what 
we are doing, and nothing else; and we are of the mass of the people. 

I object to the continued attempt to distinguish between ordinary 
people and laboring people ina country like the United States. ‘There 
is searcely a Senator here who has not been called a laboring man at 
some time in his life. I look around me and I can not of my own 
knowledge make three exceptions. I have just heard a most interest- 
ing story about a premium taken by one Senator for the amonnt of 
work he did in making harness when he was a young man, and so if 
you go around this room gentlemen will tell you, and will be proud to 
tell you, similar stories of what occurred to them when they were 
younger and in different circumstances. Talk about an attempt to 
distinguish us from the mass of the people and thelaboring people! I 
know about the dirty work on a farm and half a dozen other kinds of 
honest labor; and I worked as long as I was told to do so. 

I say those who claim to have made a speciai study of the labor ques- 
tion make a mistake in going too often to the Government to be regu- 
lated. The regulation has two sides to it. One of them is the regula- 
tion of the employer and the other is the regulation of the laborer. It 
is not absolutely certain that the Government will be always exactly 
right or exactly on one side of that question. You may think you can 
trust it, because it isa republic, but do not make a mistake and de- 
part from the proper functions of the Government. 

If I were working by the day or by the hour, I think I should feel 
indignant at being told by any statute that I shonld not work over 
eight hours. It is none of your business, legislators, to say that I 
shall not work over eight hours. I am the judge of my own health, 
and my own strength, and my own necessities. At the same time I 
coincide with the general policy of having a regulated time of labor 
under many and most circumstances. 

But my friend from Wisconsin [Mr. SPOONER] has partially indi- 
cated the personal injustice under a law like that, and it must occur 
to every man. Ina factory, or a navy-yard, or an arsenal, or what- 
ever it may be, after the eight hours are done there may be a pressure 
for work for an hour or two hours more in caseof any of the necessities 
that often arise. 

The superintendent sends word around through the foreman or puts 
up a notice that two hours’ work is desired in addition. Sir, if it is 
among New England mechanics, you will find nineteen-twentieths of 
them shaking hands with each other on the prospect of getting 25 per 
cent. more a day, and the probability is there will be 5, 10, 15, or 20 
per cent. of them who will need it by reason of extra expenses in the 
family on account of illness and who will be glad to get it. Isay you 
have no right to come in. It is none of your business to forbid them 
to doit, and they make a mistake in asking us to feed them with a 
spoon and hold a whip over them, as if they really did not know 
enough to make a bargain. I do not think they ask it. They do not 
talk that way to me. I employ some of them; and they do not talk 
to me in such a way as that. 

I think the general principle of the bill is good, and I wish the Sen- 
ator from Nevada would not complicate it with the amendment. I 
shall have to vote against the amendment of course, and then I shall 
be bothered to know whether it is not my solemn duty to vote against 
the whole measure if the amendment is carried. 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, as a member of the Committee on 
Education and Labor, I dissented from the report of that committee in 
favor of this bill, and I propose very briefly to give the reasons of my 
dissent, In the first place, although the bill underconsideration refers, 
or seemingly refers, the question to thé courts, it in effect decides the 
whole matter itself. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator will allow me to say that I do not under- 
stand that the bill purports to refer any question to the courts further 
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than the question of fact as to whether labor had been performed in ex- 
cess of eight hours, and if so, by whom? That is all there is in the 
bill. If that is ascertained, I understand the case is made out. 

Mr. GEORGE, Then we undertake to decide by the bill the ques- 
tion whether the United States is under a legal obligation to pay these 
parties an extra sum for their labor. We decide that, and we decide 
it without evidence.upon which we shall act. 

It is true the Committee on Education and Labor did hear some rep- 
tesentatives of the laboring men who have been employed, but no hear- 
ing has been had on the part of the United States, that is, on the part 
of the great mass of the people of the United States by whose labor the 
taxes are put into the Treasury which are to be applied to the pu 
of discharging this debt. They have not been heard, and the bill does 
not allow them to be heard. By the bill we take the case, decide it 
without evidence, and we refer it to the courts, as stated by the Senator 
from New Hampshire, merely for the purpose of ascertaining who 
worked and how many hours they worked in excess of the eight hours, 

When we do tha we do something right in the face of the statute 
under which this claim has been made. The statute of 1869, which I 
have before me, I will read to the Senate: 

Eight hours shall constitute a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and 
m nics who may be employed by or on behalf of the Government of the 
United States, . 

In the case referred to by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
DAwWEs] several days ago, and which has been referred to by other Sen- 
ators, that statute underwent judicial determination, its meaning was 
settled, and the meaning was, as was read by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts the other day, thatit imposed no obligation upon the Govern- 
ment to pay te the laborer anything outside of the contract which he 
made with the Government officer. I will read part of the decision. 
The court said: í 

The statute of the United States does not interfere with this principle. 

The principle of everybody making his own contract. 


It does not pp tag Banas which shall be paid for the labor of eight hours, 
nor that the price shall more when the hours are greater or less when the 
hours are fewer. It is silent as to everything except directions to its own 
officers that eight hours shall constitute a day’s work for a laborer. 

Second. The statute does not provide that the employer and the laborer may 
not agree with each other as to what time shall constitute a day's work. 


That is the statute under which this right is claimed, a statute which 
does not prescribe, in the language of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, that more money or less shall be paid for eight hours than for 
any other number of hours. It makes no reference whatever to the 
compensation to be paid. It does not provide that the United States 
officer employing the laborer and the laborer may not of themselves 
agree with each other as to what time shall constitute a day’s work. 

That is the foundation of this bill. The statute as construed by the 
Supreme Court of the United States isthe lawoftheland. By thelaw 
of the land, then, as settled beyond controversy or dispute, there is no 
obligation on the part of the United States to pay these men who have 
worked more than eight hours a day one single cent for the extra hours, 

Then this proposition comes up: Are we out of the Treasury, the 
money contributed by all the people of the United States, and largely 
by the laborers of the United States, who were not benefited by the 
statute, and who will not be benefited by the statute if the bill passes, 
to take the money from them and give it to these laborers? It is a 
pure giftin law. There is not a scintilla of legal obligation, and it 
was so decided by the Supreme Courtof the United States, to pay these 
men one single cent. Itisa pure gift; it isa pure donation. 

Mr. President, ought we to do that? That is thequestion. Ought 
the Congress of the United States to make a donation of several millions 
of dollars for three or four thousand laborers who happened to be in a 
more favorable condition than any other laborers in the United States 
in getting into the workshops of the United States? Thatis the ques- 
tion. 

There is no money in the Treasury which has not been puf there by 
taxation. Money does not grow in the Treasury of the United States. 
The United States engages in no business by which it makes money. 
It simply levies money in the shape of taxes from everybody in the 
United States and puts it into the Treasury. When we propose to pay 
any money out of the Treasury to anybody as a pure gift, we ought 
certainly to determine beforehand that the parties are in some merito- 
rious condition which authorized them to be the beneficiaries of the 
Government. These men are laborers, but are they in a worse condi- 
tion, are they not in an infinitely better condition, than their neigh- 
bors who at the same time in the same town or city were working for 
private parties ? 

Mr, President, I have some evidence upon that subject. When I 
was a member of the Committee on Education and Labor some three 
or four years ago this question came before that committee, and Gen- 
eral Butler, of Massachusetts, appeared in behalf of the laborers. 

He made a very long and interesting speech in behalf of the pay- 
ment of these claims. Before I state what occurred, however, I must 
say to the Senate that we had a stenographer to take down General 
Butler’s speech and the colloquies „between him and the various mem- 


bers of the committee. Hisstatement was taken down. It was writ- 
ten out. It was sent to General Butler for correction, and it has never 
been returned. Upon that subject I desire the Secretary to read a let- 
ter which I will send to the desk. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the letter. 
The Secretary read as follows: 


OFFICIAL REPORTER'S OFFICE, UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 13, 1838. 
DEAR SIR: In response to your inquiry, I have to say that the manuscript of 
the statement of General B. E Butler before the Senate Committee on Edace- 
tion and Labor some four years ,on the matter of claims of Government em- 
ployés for working more than eight hours per day, was left at his office in this 


city with Mr, Barrett, who attended to his business. Mr. Barrett ised to 


forward it to General Butler, and undoubtedly did so, as it was the general's 
request that the manuscript should be left with Mr. Barrett in his own absence, 
‘The manuscript has never been returned. Application was several times made 
to Mr. Barrett forits return, and finally General Butler was written to, but no 
answer was received from him, 

The original shorthand notes of General Butler’s statement have long since 
been used up. It is our habit to nse the paper on which notes are taken by 
writing long-hand on the opposite side so as to economize in the use of paper. 
I have, at your request, made frequent search for those notes during the past 
eee years, and am satisfied that they were long since disposed of in the man- 
ner sta’ 


Yours, truly, 
Hon. J. Z. GEORGE, United States Senate. 


Mr. GEORGE. Ihave had that letter read, not for the purpose of 
convicting General Butler of a willful suppression of the statement 
which he made before the committee—I disclaim any purpose of that 
sort—but to show that I have made every effortin my power to procure 
that statement as he made it, and as a justification to me for makinga 
statement of what he said, as I remember it. I have doneail I could 
to get the paper. I have applied over and over again, as Mr. Murphy 
says, for the original draught as written out, and then afterwards, when 
I learned that the paper was not returned by General Butler, I asked 
to have the paper reproduced from the stenographic notes, and you 
have the Reporter’s answer. 

I asked General Butler at the close of his speech, or very near the 
close of it, if it was not a fact well known to him that the laborers on 
the Government works had an exceptionally desirable position, much 
more so than those engaged in private establishmenis in the same com- 
munity. His answer was substantially this: ‘‘ You are correct. It is 
one of the great troubles and annoyances of a member of Congress, hav- 
ing one of these Government workshops in his district, to provide 
places in those workshops for his friends.” That was the statement 
he made. So it appears that these laborers who were in the Govern- 
ment workshops. had exceptionally good pesitions—positions that were 
sought for, positions which when reeeived were regarded as advantages 
over their fellow-workmen in the same community engaged in the 
same class of work. 

That is the position whiclt these laborers now occupy. I do not ob- 
ject to their occupying as good a position as they can get. Iam glad 
whenever a laborer can get a position which enables him to do better 
than he otherwise would; but when thisclass of men thus favored above 
their fellow-laborers in getting choice positions, getting them by favor 
of politicians and members of Congress, have voluntarily made con- 
tracts with the Government which are not onerous to them, which are 
not in violation of any law of Congress, as the Supreme Court decided 
in the case to which I called the Senate’s attention—I say under all 
these circumstances when they come here and ask for a mere donation 
out of the ‘Treasury, I inquire, Shall I give it to them? And on this 
point I want to quote General Butler again in that interview. 

It is not a question of fact, but a question of political economy on 
which the general and I happened to agree. 

I asked him if it was not a fact that in the main the taxes paid into 
the Treasury were paid by the labor of the country, and he, agreeing 
with me on that point in political economy, answered very properly, 
tyes.” I then asked him, as I ask the Senate, where is the propriety, 
where is the justice of taxing the great mass of the laboring people of 
this country in order that the condition of those of their fellows, which 
without this donation is much better than theirs, should be made 
better still? 

.I put this to the Senate for their calm consideration, and whether 
you agree with General Butler and myself upon the point in political 
ecunomy that taxes are paid almost uniformly and universally by the 
labor of this country, you must admit that under our taxing system 
they are very largely paid by them. I understand there are three or 
four thousand of these favored laborers. 

Mr. BLAIR. Between 14,000 and 15,000, 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well; there are between 14,000 and 15,000 
favored employés of the Government, men who have got the plums, 
men who have got the desirable positions by the favor of politicians and 
members of Congress, men who are paid more according to their labor 
than the rest of the laborers of the country; 14,000 or 15,000 of them, 
without a single scintilla of legal right—because that has been disposed 
of Ly the Supreme Court of the United States—come in here and ask us 
to tax all the rest of the Jaborers of the country in order, not that they 
shall get what they contracted to get, not that they have not got what 
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every other laborer working with them got, a fair, an honest, and a 
liberal compensation for their labor, but that their advantages over 
their fellow laborers throughout this country should be more and more 
largely increased. You may talk about it as you please, but it comes 
down to that point at last. You can not evade it by any sort of argu- 
ment. 

Mr. President, what is this country without its laborers, and who 
are they? Sir, they are everywhere, all over this land. They are not 
only engaged in the Government workshops by the favor of the mem- 
ber of Congress from that district, but by stern necessity they are every- 
where all over this land, in the mines, in the factories, in the work- 
shops, in the fields, and what are those men getting? Go to the South, 
go to my own country, go to a class of people there who seem to have 
in some way or other very much the attention and love of a great many 
members of this body, and see how they are paid. ; 

I will tell Senators somewhat of the gain of a laborer in the South 
in the fields, for I happen to know. I am not telling about wages. 
Agricultural wages in the State in which I live are rarely ever paid. 
Most farmers and planters. who have paid wages for agricultumal labor 
had to go through the bankruptcy court, so that now the system is al- 
most universal in the State of Mississippi (and I think that to be a fair 
sample of the other cotton-growing States) that colored laborers not 
more than once in ten or twenty times are ever hised for wages to work 
on a farm; they work either for shares or for rent, 

I want to tell Senators what a Southern laborer will gain in the, 
course of a year by Working his own land, paying no rent. A colored 
man working in the cotton-fields, if he has a wife and two or three 
little children who can help him at the picking-time, will raise five 
bales of cotton on very good land, and will probably have corn enough 
to use. He will work, as we say down there, thirteen months in the 
year, because they commence in January and continue to the follow- 
ing January with the crop of the preceding year. So the people have 
a way of saying down there, and it expresses the idea pretty well, that 
to make acotton crop and gather it and get it to market takes thirteen 
months. If the cotton is cleanly gathered and well ginned it will bring 
at the nearest market-place, at which they always sell it, about $40 per 
bale, making $200 for the laborer with theaid of his wife and children, 
whom I will put in at about one-third of a hand altogether, because 
they do not work a great deal. 

If he hires to the proprietor of a plantation and feeds himself he 
will not get $175 a year, and the man who pays, if he hires many of 
them, goes into the bankruptcy court. 

Now, what does such a laborer get? Out of that he has to live. 
He must havea mule as capital, or he has to renta mule, because 
he can not cultivate and raise the five bales of cotton without an ani- 
mal of some sort to plow. He has to pay for the ginning of his cotton, 
which will cost him $3.50 a bale. He has to pay for the hauling of 
it to market, which will cost him something, unless he has a wagon 
and mule of his own. Iam speaking now of the man who has only 
his own mule and does his own labor. At the end of the year, if he 
is economical, if he has not spent any money at the grocery or saloon, 
he finds that he has lived hard and has no money. That man is cer- 
tainly entitled somewhat to the consideration of the Government. 

The same thing will apply to white men, because there are many 
white men in the South engaged in raising cotton in the same way as 
the man I have just described. About the only difference is that there 
are fewer white men who have to pay rent on the land than there are 
colored men. 

Mr. BLAIR. I should like to ask the Senator a question for infor- 
mation. This is exceedingly interesting and valuable. Do I under- 
stand him to say that probably as many white men as colored men 
work in the field raising cotton? å 

Mr. GEORGE. Ob, no; but only as an old Indian chief said down 
there when running for the senate of the State of Mississippi. He 
was a Whig and he was telling the people there that he had befriended 
more poor Democrats than he had poor Whigs, for the reason that there 
were more poor Democrats than there were poor Whigs. So, for the 
reason that there are more colored people in Mississippi than whites, 
there are more colored people engaged in raising cotton. 

Mr. BLAIR. I referred to the whole cotton-growing country. Of 
course the Middle States do not grow cotton. 

Mr. GEORGE, Ido not know; I am speaking of Mississippi. Of 
course there are more colored laborers, especially in the black belts. 
Our State of Mississippi is divided into several belts, one where it is 
all black, another where it is nearly all white, another where it is di- 
vided more evenly between the two races. I submit to Senators, what 
is the justice of taxing that class of men in order that you may make 
a donation, because that is all it is? 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator has quoted General Butler to prove some 
abstract theory that labor pays the taxation, but I should like to have 
him point out how the colored man raising his five bales of cotton a 
year pays the wages of these Government laborers. 

Mr. GEORGE. He pays his taxes to the Government. Is he not 
taxed on hishat? Is he not taxed on hisshoes? Is he not taxed on his 
coat? Is he not taxed on everything he gets and wears? 


Mr. BLAIR. Not on a thing the Senator has mentioned. 
Mr. GEORGE, ‘Then give it to them without taxation on account 
of the tariff. z 


Mr. BLAIR. He has to pay something for them, but he gets them 


a great deal cheaper than he would under any other tariff than our 
own. 

Mr. GEORGE. It is because they are taxed. But Ido not want 
ss go into a discussion of the tariff in the little speech I am making 

ere. 

Mr. BLAIR. ‘The Senator raised the question as to the propriety 
of taxing the poor colored men in Mississippi. 

Mr. GEORGE. I can tell you in short that labor is taxed in this 
country. Everything produced in this country is produced by labor. 
Nothing is produced by the Government. Nothing is produced by the 
Senator from New Hampshire and the Senator from Mississippi, now 
addressing you. 

Mr. BLAIR. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 
tective tariff we produce more cheaply. 

Mr. GEORGE. We produce nothing; we toil not, neither do we 
spin; and yet, like the lilies of the field, Solomon in all his glory was 
not arrayed like one of us. I set it down as an indisputable fact in 
political economy that as all production comes from labor, all that is 
paid, not only of taxes, but of the follies and frivolities and luxuries 
of the rich, comes from labor. 

Mr. BLAIR. A great proportion of the 
by machinery. 

Mr. GEORGE. How much would machinery be worth if yon did 
not havea man to attend to it? A laborer made the machine, a laborer 
runs the machine, a laborer furnishes the coal and the steam by which 
the machinery is propelled. 

Mr. BLAIR. I am exceedingly adverse to raising any discus- 
sion—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Do not let us go into the tariff now, 

Mr. BLAIR. No Senator is more anxious than I am for action on 
this bill, but the argument the Senator from Mississippi is making all 
the way through is an argument against the eight-hour law itself. If 
the Government employé is any better off than any other employé in 
like work in the vicinity, it is because of the eight-hour law he works 
for a less period of time. Of course the position is more desirable, but 
the law exists, and the point is, there being such a law and all the 
questions such as the Senator now discusses being settled so far as this 
case is concerned by the enactment of the law, ought these men who 
have been obliged to work more than that time be paid for the extra 
time? 

Mr. GEORGE. They have not been obliged to work. 

Mr. BLAIR. They have done the work. 

Mr. GEORGE. They did it because they wanted to doit. There 
is no slavery in this country. I think that was abolished some years 
ago, and I have understood that since that time, under the beneficent 
action of a protective tariff, there was more employment for laborers 
who desire to be hired than ever before. 

Mr. BLAIR. I donot think slavery is abolished in this country. 
Theoretically it is abolished, but the consequences of slavery are juste 
what the Senator has been depicting, that the laborer, by reason of the 
inferior condition to which he was reduced by force of a pre-existing 
state of things during the last quarter of a century, has not been 
brought out of those conditions in full as yet. 

Mr. GEORGE. I told you that the white man was in thesame con- 
dition down there. 

Mr. BLAIR. Thewhiteman was affected by the condition of slavery 
as well as the colored man. When was the time that the white man 
at the South received anything like the wages that the white man at 
the North received ? 

Mr. GEORGE. Of course he was affected; but still, if these men 
actually get but that much, what is the justice of taxing them more 
to pay somebody else ? 

Mr. BLAIR. But the Senator—— 

Mr. GEORGE. I decline to be interrupted. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator—— 

Mr. GEORGE. I decline to be further interrupted by the Senator. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator is talking — 

Mr. GEORGE. Idecline to be further interrupted. I want to get 
through, and then you may reply to what I say. 

Mr. BLAIR. Then I do not see how you can say any more. 

Mr. GEORGE. I decline to be farther interrupted, because I want 
to get through with what I have to say. You see how that is. 

I have some other interesting testimony here to read. The Senator 
from New Hampshire was a little mistaken yesterday in supposing that 
the Committee on Education and Labor had uniformly reported in favor 
of this matter. Isend a report to the Clerk’s desk made by General 
Burnside May 24, 1878, on this subject. I shall also read the resolu- 
tion upon which the report was made. Let the Secretary read the re- 
port, and then on the third page read the statement of the laborers in 
Boston, Mass, 


When we have 2 pro- 


labor is done more and more 
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The Secretary read as follows: 


The Committee on Education and Labor, to whom was referred the jointres- 
olution (H. Res, 176) to provide for the enforcement of the eight-hour law, have 


to report: 

That, after mature consideration, recommendation is made that the Senate 
non-concur in the action of the House. 

Without going into an argument as to the justice and aa seine of the eight- 
hour law now upon the statute-books, and touching only the workingmen in 

- Government employ, your committee are of the opinion that the law explains 
itself most distinctly. It means that Government labor shall be confined to 
eight hours each day, but has no reference whatever to the compensation for 
such labor. This opinion is fortified by the decision of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, opinion delivered by Justice Swayne, May 6, 1878, United 
States vs. Driscoll. 

It is clear to your committee that the Government should employ its work- 
bn Jane at the same rate as is paid for like labor outside of Government estab- 
lishments in the same locality. A system under which it would pay higher 
wages than private concerns pay for like work would result in establishing 
favoritism in labor which would very naturally be offensive to all men outside 
Government employ, and would ultimately lead to the abandonment of the 
Government wor! ops. 

It is well known that in these workshops men are often employed upon the 
recommendation of members of Congress, not always with reference to their 
qualifications. 

The system of itself is sufficiently distasteful to the workingmen outside of 
the Government establishments, and any regulation or law giving to these Gov- 
ernment employés the same wags for eight hours’ work which the same class 
of workmen outside get for ten hours’ work would make it still more distaste- 
ful. Your committee believe that the mass of workingmen of the country are 
not in sympathy with the spirit of this resolution. 

Accompanying this report is the petition from some of the workingmen of 
Boston, which was referred to your committee for their consideration. Your 
committee ask to be relieved from further consideration of the same. 

The following is a copy of the decision of the Supreme Court referred to 

ve: 
* * * * * > * 


“ To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United Slates assembled at Washington: 

“The undersigned are mechanics of Boston and vicinity, and respectfully 
represent that they hav@seen presented in the House of Representatives a reso- 
lution to enforce what is known as the eight-hour law—that is, to pay laborers 
employed on Government works as much pay for eight hours’ labor asthe same 
class of men can get for ten hours’ work elsewhere. We conceive this to be a 
great ou to those of us mechanics who, from political or other reasons, 

* have never n able to get employed in the navy-yard or other public works, 
The extra pay these few men get comes out of us in the way of taxes on the 
great yof the industry of the country. Not one inten thousand of the me- 
chanics or laborers of the country can be employed on Government works, and 
those that get this employment are the henchmen of the members of Congress, 
for whose election they work, as every one familar with the subject knows. 
They are not among the thriving laborers of the country. 

“When it is seen that in all agricultural and farming occupations there can, 
from the necessity of the case, be no such thing as a regulation or limitation of 
the hours of labor, and that this department of industry requires more labor 
than ali the other rtments together, and that the burden of taxation falls 
more heavily on this interest than any other, it seems strange than any one fit 
to go to Congress should be demagogue enough to advocate paying the political 
laborers who get into the navy-yards and post-offices 20 per cent. more pay than 
better mechanics elsewhere can get. We respectfully pray that the eight-hour 
law be repealed, or so enforced as that men who get on Government work shall 
not be paid any more than others can get, or, if they can, that their extra pay 
shall come out of the salary of the member of Congress who got them the work. 


“ May 9, 1878, 
7: i “A, J, JOHNSON. 
“WM, M, MERRILL, 
HEA 


“AUSTIN P. CARTER. 
z “S, P. HALL. 
“HORACE A. MILLS. 

“P, S.—We believe every honest mechanic would sign if we had the time to 
present this to him.” 

Mr. GEORGE. That paper appended to the report was brought in 
by the Committee on Education and Labor at that time. Here is the 
joint resolution which the committee considered which passed the House 
of Representatives May 9, 1878: 

That according to the true intent and meaning of the act of Congress approved 
June 25, 1868, entitled “An act constituting eight hours a legal day’s work for 
all laborers, workmen, and mechanics employed by or on behalf of the Govern- 
ment of the United States,” eight hours constitute a day’s-work for all such la- 
borers, workmen, and mechanics; and while said act remains upon the statute- 
book no reduction shall be made in the wages paid by the Government, by the 
day, to such laborers, workmen, and mechanics on account of the reduction of 
the hours of labor; and that all heads of Departments, officers, and agents of the 
pc ep are hereby directed to enforce said law as long as the same is un- 
re le 

That was the resolution which the Committee on Education and La- 
bor had before them and upon which they made their report. 

- Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to make an interruption, 
not to get into the discussion, which I see goes too far, but to correct 
his statement as to my inaccuracy? What I said was that this bill 
providing for the payment of arrears had been pending during three Con- 
gresses, with, so far as I know, favorablereports in each House during 
each Congress. That was, as the Senator will observe, a joint resolu- 
tion declaratory of the true meaning of the act, and I did not take it 
into consideration. It was passed by the House and disapproved by 
the Senate in the year 1878. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator from New Hampshire is correct. 
It was not a bill to pay the laborers, but a joint resolution declaratory 
of the meaning of the act. On thatcommittee were the following gen- 
tlemen, who all joined in the report: Mr. Burnside, chairman, Mr. 
Patterson, Mr. MORRILL, Mr. Bruce, Mr. Sharon, Mr. Gordon, Mr. 
Maxey, Mr. Bailey, and Mr. Lamar. A debate grew up on that re- 


port, and I desire to read some extracts from it, especially from the 
speeches of Mr. Burnside and the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MOR- 
RILL] who I see is not present. Mr. Burnside said: 

I should be glad to have the Senator refer to it, 


That is, the law— 

I can find no such law on thestatute-book. That the Government of the United 
States shall pay men for eight hours’ work the same amount of money that is 
paid by private establishments outside for ten hours’ work is simply absurd. It 
is not honest and right. Itis unjust to the other workmen of the United States. 
The main body of work'ngmen in the United States do not want any such meas- 
ure as this passed. They do not want a privileged class of workmen in the 
Government workshops. No man in this Congress is more interested in the 
welfare of the workingman than I am; I give that as much thought almost as 
I do any other subject. Thereis nothing within reason that I can be called upon 
to do to relieve the wants of the workingmen of this country that I will not do; 
but I will not do an unjust act. Iwill not do a thing that is unjust to the work- 
ingmen of the United States as a pose. for the benefit of two or three thousand 
employés of the Government of the United States, The resolution on its face is 
absurd and unjust and wrong. 


That is what General Burnside said upon it. Now, I will read what 
the venerable Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL] said. 

Mr. VANCE. Will the Senator give me the date of that speech ? 

Mr. GEORGE, It was in 1878, 

Mr. VANCE. There was no Presidential election pending then? 

Mr. GEORGE. Noe, sir; no Presidential election was pending. June 
17 this matter came up again, and I will read an extract from the 
speech of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL.]. He said: 

I think it is decidedly hostile to the interests of the wWorkingman himself; it 


undermines his independence; itis saying that some legislative power may 
regulate the number of hours which he should work— 


Very much like the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] talked 
a little while ago— 
when it ought to be left to the stern, self-independence of every man to make 
his own bargain and his own contract as to how he will work, when and where, 
and how long. 

Here is what the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL] said June 
12, 1878: 

Mr. President, I desire to say a word or so on this subject, and if I had time 
and the Senate had time I think I could convince any workingman that this 


law was adverse to his interesf$. I am not sure that I can convince the Sen- 


ate. è 
* * s s * e * 


Now, Mr. President, I think that it is wrong for us to create fat places for a 
few of our people and make all the rest who contribute to their support dis- 
contented. Take the farmers and mechanics of my own State, or of any other 
State, and it will be found that they work.more than twelve hours upon the av- 
erage; and yet these men are called upon to work and contribute for the sup- 
port of the men who only are to work eight hours, 

Again he said: 

The whole of my sympathies are altogether in favor of the laboring men; I 
belong tothat class myself; butI donot liketo have them deceived, humbugged 
I would say if it were a proper word, by any such measure as this. Ido not 
believe it is in their interest. Our workingmen are in an entirely different po- 
sition from the workingmen of Europe. They are not dependent; they can go 
where they please all over this country and find employment cither in agri- 
culture, manufactures, mining, or in the mechanic arts. They have had the 
benefit of schools and know how to take care of themselves. They are compe- 
tent to make their own bargains. 

When the Senator from Vermont was saying what these workmen 
could do, that they could go all over the country and get work where 
they were employed, I am sorry he could not say they could all get 
work in the Government shops at $2.50 or $3.50 a day and work only 
eight hoursaday. Iam sorry he was compelled to admit that there 
were only a few who could get this privilege, and that the great body 
of the workmen of this country were compelled to work longer hours 
in order to contribute to those who were more favored than they. I 
will read another extract from the speech of the Senator from Vermont. 
He said: 

Under the law as it is now administered ,while eight hours are prescribed for 
a day’s work, we pay in proportion to what is paid outside for similar work. 
Ts not that just?) Is any one in favor of buying anything that the United States 
shall require for its use, ship-timber, iron, or anything else, and paying 20 per 
cent, more than any’ y else pays. Is it not calen! to excile discontent 
over the whole country, and to make men over-anxious to get Government 
employment? Ihad a letter this very morning urging me to assist a man to 
get into one of these navy-yards. I do not think that itis right and proper that 
we should have these fat places secured— 

How ?— 
by political influence and entirely against the interests of all the millions of 
other workingmen, solely for the benefit of three or four thousand men who 
are employed by Government. 

That was the language of the venerable Senator from Vermont upon 
that subject. 

Now, Mr. President, I have but very little further to say. I have 
put the facts before the Senate, and the Senate must perceive that itis 
but a proposition to make those who are less favored than these men 
in the Government shops contribute to make them even more favored 
than they were before, and that is all there is init. If it werea prop- 
osition for the benefit and the welfare of the great mass of the labor- 
ing people of this country, and I could see it in that way, it would af- 
ford me the test pleasure to vote for it; but as it is a proposition 
simply to tax the underpaid laborers of this country, who are working 
longer hours in order to contribute to the favored few, who, as the Sen: 


. 
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ator from Vermont said, secured their places by political influence, I am 


oppor to it. 

. DAWES. Ishall detain the Senate but a moment. I would 
not interfere with the conduct of this bill by the committee to whom 
it was committed, being in entire harmony with the object the com- 
mittee have in view, were it not for the fact that the bill discloses, and 
the discussion also discloses, that there are a variety of circumstances 
under which employés of the Government have been engaged to work, 
somewhat with the view of avoiding this very law. 

This bill has been so drawn as to secure compensation for those who 
were employed in the navy-yards, and not, I suppose, with the view to 
exclude anybody else, but because those who were employed in the 
navy-yards had more to do with presenting it, and therefore the con- 
ditions under which they worked have been brought more clearly be 
fore the committee than those of any others. 5 

The armorers of the country have had no voice in shaping this bill. 
I represented the district in which the Springfield Armory is located 
for many years in the House of Representatives and during the time 
that this law was enacted, and I have had personal knowledge of the 
manner in which the armorers have struggled with this law; and it is 
only because I desire to have this bill so worded in its phraseology as 
that they shall derive benefit from it that I venture to interfere at all 
in this discussion. y 

After the eight-hour law was passed it was submitted to three differ- 
ent Attorneys-General for their opinion, Two of them gave the opin- 
jon that the law had no reference te compensation, but only to the 
number of hours that each employé should be engaged in work for the 
Government. Thereupon President Grant issued the proclamation 
which I have before me and which I will read: 


Whereas the act of Congress approved June 25, 1868, constituted on and after 
that date eight hours a day’s work for all laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
employed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States and repealed 
all acts or parts of acts inconsistent therewith : 

Now, therefore, I, Ulysses S. Grant, President of the United States, do hereby 
direct that from and after this date no reduction shall be made in the wages 
paid by the Government by the day to such laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
on account of such reduction of the hours of labor. 

In testimony whereof I have hereto set my hand an caused the seal of the 
United States to be affixed. 

Doneat the city of Washington, this 19th day of May, in the year of our Lord 
1869, and of the Independence of the United States the bese dik eee ye 

. 8. yas 


By the President: 
HAMILTON FISH, 
Secretary of State. 


Thereupon the Secretary of War addressed a letter to another At- 
torney-General, asking him what was the condition ofthe United States 
after that proclamation. I have here the answer of Attorney-General 
Akerman to that inquiry: 

, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, Muy 31, 187i. 

Sır: Your letter of the 23d instant requests my opinion as to the interpreta- 
tion to be placed upon the President's proclamation of May 19, 1869, directing 
that no reduction shall be made from and after that date in the per diem wages 
oa to laborers, workmen, and mechanics, on account of reduction of the num- 

x of working hours consequent upon the act of June 25, 1888, and whether or 
not workmen are entitled to extra compensation for extra working hours (over 
eight) from the passage of the act to the date of the President's proclamation. 

he act of June 25, 1868 (15 U. S. Stat., p. 77) declared that “eight hours shall 
constitute a day’s work forall laborers, workmen, and mechanics now employed 
or who may be hereafter employed by or on bebalf of the Government of the 
United States.” 

As this act was construed by Attorney-General Evarts (12 Opinions, page 
530) and by Attorney-General Hoar in an unpublished opinion of April 20, 1869, 
it did not relate to compensation, but only to the hours of labor, and the com- 
pensation was left to be regulated upon the principles in force at the time of its 
passage. The President’s proclamation of May 19, 1869, directed that from and 
after that date no reduction should be made in wages on account of the reduc- 
tion wrought by that act in the hours of labor. The proclamation, by its terms, 
is to have eflect from and after its date. 

Persons serving the Government as laborers, workmen, and mechanics after 
that date received from that proclamation a notice that the statutory reduction 
of the hours of labor would not reduce their pay; and consequently this ex- 
pectation entered into their contracts with the Government for libor. Pre- 
viously to that proclamation there was no statutory or Executive announce- 
ment that they would receive the wages of a day of ten hours for working 
eight hours. They served the Government without any authorized expectation 
of receiving more than the customary and nothing more is justly due to 
them. The subject of wages is a matter of contract, wegen rye orimplied, 
and while the Government should most scrupulous! — ts faith by paying 
to persons in its service all that it engages to pay, it is under no obligation to 
pay more for the past because it has agreed to pay more for the future. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
A. T., AKERMAN, Attorney-General, 

Hon. WILLIAM W. BELKNAP, 

Secretary of War. 


Thereupon the War Department resorted to another device by which 
to evade this law after the opinion of the Attorney-General was to the 
effect that the proclamation held out the promise that the men were to 
be paid by the hour at the rate ofeighthoursaday. It was a promise 
on the part of the Government, in the opinion of the Attorney-Gen- 
eral, that they should have a full day’s compensation for eight hours’ 
labor. Then the War Department resorted to this method at the armo- 
ries; They made every man who wanted to work for the Government 
sign this agreement: 


We, the undersigned, employed at the National Armory, Springfield, Mass., 
on behalf of the United States, hereby agree to work ten hours each calendar 
day, or at the rate thereof, for the sums set opposite our respective names, This 


contract is made in conformity to General Orders No. 53, Headquarters of the 
Army, Adjutant-General’s Office, June 1, 1887, and can be terminated at the 
pleasure of the United States or the subscribing party. 

Under that they had this alternative, either not to work at all or to 
work under that agreement. They all worked under.that agreement. 
Then there came another device, and that was that certain of them 
should work by the piece, and if a man did so many pieces daring a 
day it was to be considered a full day’s work, but he was to continue 
at work as long as the shop was runningeach day. Another class of 
the men were required to work by the task; that is, a man had to do 
a certain thing for a day’s work. 

Neither of these classes of employés of the Government is described 
in the bill that the committee has reported, and reasonably enough, 
because tHey were not called to the attention of the committee. Ide- 
sire therefore to modify the Senator’s bill so that it will bring in these 
two classes of laborers, those who worked by the piece and those who 
worked by the task, and I want to make sure that they will not be 
tripped up by this agreement. If the Senator from Mississippi will 
send me back the book I will show him why that was necessary. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Ninety-fourth United States Reports? 

Mr. DAWES. Yes. Here was a case where a man was told “You 
have been to work for ten hours at such a rate. Now, if you continue 
to work you must work at the same rate.” If the Senator from New 
Hampshire bases his bill upon the conclusion he came to on reading 
this, [am afraid he will not get anything for the navy-yards. He 
thought that the reason why this man was tripped up was merely be- 
cause he had accepted that pay. But this opinion, as read in full just 
now by the Senator from Mississippi, goes a good deal farther. Itsays 
that this act is only directory. 


1. The act of Congress of June 25, 1868 (15 Stat., 77), declaring that eight hours 
shall constitute a day's work for ail laborers, workmen, and mechanics em- 
ployed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States, is in the nature 
of a direction by the Government to its agents. 


2. it is not a contract between the Government and its laborers that eight 
hours shall constitute a day’s work. It neither prevents the Government from 
making agreements with them by which their labor may be more or less than 
eight hours a day nor does it prescribe the amount of compensation for that or 
any other number of hours’ labor. ; 

That is this case. 

3, Where, therefore, a laborer, in the habit of working for the Government 
twelve hours a day for $2.50 a day, is informed by the proper authority that if 
he remains in the service at that compensation he mustcontinue to work twelve 
hours a day, and he does so continue and is paid accordingly, he can not after- 
wards recover for the additional time over eight hours as a day’s labor. 


Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. DAWES. Certainly. N 

Mr. BLAIR. What competent authority is there to give the laborer 
this infőrmation? 

Mr. DAWES. Iam not justifying this. 

Mr. BLAIR. But what authority was there to discharge the man 
because he was not to work over eight hours a day? That is the point 
I made. Therefore the decision rests upon the fact, and it is the de- 
cisive fact, that there was an agreement to refer, under which there 
was an award, and the-man accepted the award, and so it was all over. 

Mr. DAWES. I suppose there was a proper authority. That is all 
I can say about that; and I do not think that alters the law. 

Now, the court say: 

In the case before us the claimant continued his work after deren ding 
that eight hours would not be accepted as a day's labor, but that he mnst wor 
twelve hours, as he had done before. He received his pay of $2.50 a day for the 


work of twelve hours a day as a calendar day's work during the period in 
question without protest or objection. 


That is what every one of these men has done. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senatoris mistaken; none of them did it without 
rotest. 

Mr. DAWES, Well, at any rate, the decision does not turn on the 
question of protest. At that time the claimant’s contract was a volun- 
tary and reasonable one, by which he must now be bound. 

Now, therefore, in order to make the description of ‘laborer’? in 
the bill apply to the whole of the armory laborers, and in order to 
“ knock out,” if I may use that homely expression, this device of mak- 
ing a laborer agree beforehand, or not work, that he shall not have 
what the law and the proclamation of the President said he should 
have, I wish the Senator would just take this substitute, which I ask 
the Secretary to read in the place of his provision. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed 
Senator from Massachusetts will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Section 1. That whoever, as a laborer, workman, or mechanic, has been em- 
loyed by or on behalf of the Government of the United States since the 21st 
ay of June, 1968, the date of the act constituting eight hoursaday’s work, shall 

be paid for each eight hours he has been employed as for a full day's work, 
whether engaged at a price per day or upon piecework or task-work, without 
any reduction of pay on account of the reduction of the hours of labor, any 
agreement between the United States and any such laborer, workman, or me- 
chanic touching such compensation, im asa condition, to thecontrary not- 


amendment of the 


withstanding; and the proper accounting officers are hereby directed to read- 
just the accounts of al! such laborers, workmen, or mechanics, and pay the same 
in conformity with the provisions of this act; and a sufficient sum of money for 
that purpose is hereby appropriated out of any moneys in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated. 
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Sxe. 2. If any claim under the ‘isions of this act shall be 
said per accounting officers, claimant is hereby au! i 
within one year after such rejection io ORENA: PENEAN to recover the 
same in the Court of Claims, and the judgment in favor of sueh claim, if any, 
shall be paid out of the appropriation aforesaid, 


Mr. DAWES. The diference between this and the bill the Senator 
reported is just this: It follows the language of his bill, and then adds: 


Whether engaged by the day or in piece or task work, any agreement touch- 
ine such compensation, imposed as a condition, to the contrary notwithstand- 


by the 
at any time 


Then it directs the accounting officers to pay according to that 
method, and appropriates money for that purpose. 

‘Then comes the second section, which gives every one that is rejected 
by the accounting officers a right to go to the Court of Claims and en- 
force his claim. It opens the door for every one that the accounting 
officers of the Treasury shall determine is entitled to it, and then gives 
every one that is rejected a right to go to the Court of Claims. That 
is the difference between this and the plan proposed by the Senator. 
If the plan proposed by the Senator is adopted all this large class of 
armorers will be counted out, for the reasons I have s 
. Mr. EDMUNDS. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

Mr. STEWART. Will the Senator yield for a moment so that I 
may modify my amendment ? 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I yield for a moment for that purpose. 

Mr. HOAR. I do not think that is altogether fair. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Then I withdraw my motion altogether. 

Mr. STEWART. Iam now entitled to the floor to modify my amend- 
ment. The Senator from Vermont yielded to me for that purpose. 
After consultation with Senators I have modified my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The modification of the amendment 
of the Senator from Nevada will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


That it shall be unlawful for any officer or agent of the United States tomake 
any contract with any laborer, workman, artisan, or mechanic to perform more 
than cight bours’ labor in any one day: Provided, That where the laborers, 
workmen, artisans, or mechanics in the employ of the United States are desirous 
to work extra time or are unable to perform the necessary labor in eight hours 
to meet the necessities of the case it shall not be unlawful to make special con- 
tracts with the laborers, workmen, artisans, or m ica so ape 1 oe to per- 
form additional hours of labor and to receive a correspondi Saa com- 
pensation. Any officer or agent ofthe United States who wi y violate 
the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and on convic- 
tion thereof be fined in any sum not exceeding $500. This sectionshall have no 
application to persons on bourd of vessels navigating the waters of the United 
States or the high seas. - 


Mr..COCKRELL. Pending that, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. = 
- Mr. BLAIR. I ask unanimous consent to remind the Senate that if 

we do not conclude the consideration of this bill at this time, it will, 
as I am informed by the chairman of the committee of the other House, 

bably prevent its consideration during the present session of that 
ouse. I have nothing more to say. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The question is upon the motion of 
the Senator from Missouri that the Senate do flow proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The question being put, there were on a division—ayes 16, noes 16. 

Mr. HOAR. No quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is not agreed to, al- 
thongh no quorum has voted. 

Mr, STEWART. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senator from Nevada asks for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. There is no quorum voting. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By consent the vote may be ordered 
to be taken by yeas and nays, so as to avoid the calling of the roll to 
show whether a quorum be present. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Certainly. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the Chair 
will put the question on ordering the yeas and nays. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Task unanimous consent to inquire whether there 
was any understanding that this bill should be disposed of to-day? 
If there was, I shall be bound to stand by it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As the Chair understands, there was 


not. 

Mr. BLAIR. There was no understanding. ‘There was simply the 
frequently announced state of affairs that in all human probability 
this bill can not be considered by the other House at this session un- 
less we send it to them to-day. Ihave stated that. To go into exec- 
utive session now would be probably to defeat it. 

Mr. HOAR. I understood, for one, not that the Senate made an un- 
derstanding which bound any Senator’s honor, but that there was gen- 
eral consent that the Senator from New Hampshire gave up pressing his 
bill yesterday when he, I think, was entitled to proceed, stating that he 
was desirous to go on with it to-day for the reason that this was the last 
day when a vote upon it would do any good, Everybody acquiesced 
in that, and the statement was made in regard to other business 
which I will not now repeat that it was proposed to take. up to-day. 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER], who had the floor on the 
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fisheries treaty this morning, stated, as Lam informed, that he refrained 
from using his right to the floor to-day. r 

Mr. VEST. Because he was not able to proceed. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Because he was not able, as we understood on 
this side of the Chamber. 

Mr. TELLER. I will say that I stated last night in executive ses- 
sion (if I may be allowed to state it, as it was about a public matter) 
that I was not well, and that it was doubtful whether I ought to go on 
to-day, and that I would willingly give way for this bill. I myself 
a this bill, as the Senator from Massachuseits has said, was to 


Mr. HOAR. I may be permitted to say that we bave assigned to 
the honorable Senator from New Hampshire the chairmanship of this 
committee, and so the leadership of the Senate on this question, and it 
does seem to me that courtesy to that Senator, without any reference 
to the merits of the measure, requires us to give him an opportunity 
to re te matter to a vote in the Senate. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I desire to say that for myself, and as I believe 
for the Senators who are around me here, it was the farthest thing pos- 
sible from our view that there was any agreement or understanding, 
direct or indirect, in any shape, manner, or form, that this bill should 
be taken up and disposed of to-day. TheSenator from Texas, who sits 
by me, and myself discussed it and some one asked permission, and 
that request was withdrawn simply because it would not be agreed to. 
As the Senator from New Hampshire has stated, he gave his statement 
abont it and announced his anxiety to press the bill, but there was no 
unanimous consent and no understanding and no agreement direct or 
indirect that this bill or any other measure should be determined to- 
day. In fact there was more notice given that another matter would 
be moved—the matter which I have moved now—that the Senate would 
proceed to the consideration of executive business—than there was that 
this bill should be disposed of. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This debate proceeds by unanimous 
consent. Is there objection ? 

Mr. VOORHEES., My understanding was that this bill, if it was to 
have the right of way to-day, wasto proceed until closed. That was 
my understanding, without pretending to say that it was the general 
understanding of the Senate. That understanding will govern my rote 
as far as going into executive session is concerned. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Lask unanimous consent to suggest to the Sena- 
tor from Missouri that we might as well finish this day with this bill 
and go into executive session early to-morrow, and disposeof the exec- 
utive business when we may, and letthe Senator from New Hampshire 
go on now with his bill. I say this with the more freedom because as 
to the first part of the bill, relating to the claims, itis a matter of great 
doubt in my mind as to whether it should be passed, and as to the sec- 
ond part, I think it isa wrong and almost a crime against the werk- 
ingman himself. So it is not on account of any zeal for my friend’s 
bill that I speak, but I think that on the whole we had better finish it 
to-day, and I hope my friend from Missouri will withdraw his motion. 
It will save time. 

Mr. HEARST. It was my understanding clearly that the Senator 
from New Hampshire gave way purposely to get his bill up to-day, and 
that he should have the floor until the bill should pass. 

Mr, COCKRELL. I should like to know how such an tas 
that was made. Tho Senator on my left [Mr. Coxe] was here as well 
as myself listening to every word that was said, and there was no pre- 
tense of anything of that kind. 

Now, I propose to withdraw this motion for the time being, but not 
with any understanding that this bill is to be disposed of this evening. 
It has no more right of way than anything else. Ido not propose to 
suberdinate the business of the Senate to this bill or to individual zeal. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Chair is embarrassed by the fact 
that the absence of a quorum was disclosed by the state of the vote 
just taken. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. There is evidently a quorum here now. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Chair count the Senate again, so as to as- 
certain that there is a quorum here, as there evidently is, I think. That 
will save time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (after counting the Senators present). 
There is not a quorum present in the Chamber. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. -Then we shall have to call the roll. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The roll of the Senate will be called. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators answered 


to their names: 
> 


Bate, Colquitt, Hawley, ` 
Beck, Cullom, Sabin, 

my, Davis, Hoar, Spooner, 
Blair, Dawes, Ingalls, Stewart. 
Blodgett, Dolph, Kenna, bri 
irer ernie MESAPI Tarpie 

Wih, ‘arwell, anderson, ‘urpie, 

Call, Faulkner, Mitchell, Vance, 
Cameron, ‘rye, Palmer, Voorhees, 
Chace, George, a500, Wilson of Iowa, 
Chandler, Gibson, Payne, ~ Wilson of Md. 
Cockrell, Hale, Platt, 
Coke, Hampton, Pugh, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty Senators have answered to 
their names. A quorum being present, the question recurs on the 
amendment pro to the pending bill by the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. Stewart]. Is the Senate ready for the question? 

Mr. STEWART. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr, DAWES (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY]. I do not know 
how he would vote if he were present. I would vote ‘‘ yea” if he 
were present. 


Mr. MANDERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. 
Mr. MITCHELL (when his name was called). I am paired with 


the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Jones]. If he were here I should 
vote ‘ yea.” 

Mr. PAYNE (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Jones] on political questions. I do not 
know whether this is a political question or not. I inquire of the Sen- 
ator eee Nerada [Mr. STEWART] how his colleague would vote on 

question. ‘ 

Mr. STEWART. I think my colleague, if present, would vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. PAYNE. If the Senator from Nevada [Mr. JONES] were pres- 
ent, I should vote ‘‘nay,’’ but not knowing how he would vote, I with- 
hold my vote. 

Mr. PLATT (when his name was called). 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Ransom]. 3 

Mr. SPOONER (when his name was called). Iam paired with the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WALTHALL]. I do not see him in the 
Chamber, and therefore I withhold my vote. 

The roll-call having been concluded, the result was announced— 
yeas 15, nays 29; as follows: 


Iam paired with the 


YEAS—15. 
Blair, Da Palmer, í 
Bowen, Dolph. Sabin, ‘Turpie, 

~ Farwell, sapra Voorhees. 

Chandler, Frye, Stockbridge, 

NAYS—29. 
Bate, Cockrell, Hawley, Sawyer, 
Berry. Solguite, Hoar, * Veen 

A ui oar, est, 
Culiom, enna, Wilson of Towa. 
Brown, er, McPherson, Wilson of Md. 
Butler, George, ' 
Call, Gibson, Pugh, 
Cameron, Hampton, 
ABSENT—32. 

Aldrich, Gorman, * Quay, 
Allison, Gray, Mitchell, Ransom, 
Biack Hale, Morgan, Riddleberger, 
Danicl, Harris, Morrill, Sauisbury, 
Dawes, pao ase Sherman, 
Edmun ngal yne, Spooner, 
Eustis, Jones of Arkansas, Platt, Stanford, 
Evarts, Jones of Nevadu, Plumb, Walthall. 


So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DAWES. Iask the Senator from New Hampshire if he will ac- 
cept the amendment I sent up. 

Mr. BLAIR. The amendment offered by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts changes the whole basis and plan of the bill, and I do not see 
how, in justice to the measure, I can consent to accept it. 


The PRESIDENT protempore. The amendment will be reported by | 


the Clerk. 

Mr. DAWES. If the Clerk will send the amendment to me I will 
explain it to the Senator, I ask him to accept as an amendment—— 

Mr. BLAIR. What I have given to the Senator is something that I 
wish to add to the first section of the pending bill. 

Mr. DAWES. I ask the Senator to accept this: To insert after the 
words ‘‘full day’s work,’’ in the eighth line, the words: 

Whether engaged at a price per day, or upon piece-work, or task-work. 

That is the description in which the armorers would come. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 8, after the words “‘full day’s work,” 
it is proposed to insert ‘‘ whether engaged at a price per day, or upon 
piece-work, or task-work.’’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 


Mr. DAWES. Now I ask the Senate to insert immediately after 


those words the following—— 

Mr. BLAIR. Notafter those words, but at the end of line 9 of sec- 
tion 1. 

eS DAWES. Then at the end of section 1 I move to add these 
words: 


Any assent or al agreement to receive a less amount or to work a longer 


ase required as a condition of being employed, to the contrary notwithstand- 
ng. 

Mr. BLAIR. I feel authorized to accept that so far as the commit- 
tee are concerned. It is in entire accordance with the bill, 


The question being put, a division was called for; and the ayes were 
20, the noes 20. 

Mr. VEST. I eall for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri asks for 
the yeas and nays on the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. VEST. I withdraw the call. 

Mr. STEWART. I renew it. 

oe yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANDERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. 

Mr. PLATT (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Ransom]. I should vote for the 
amendment if he were present. 

Mr. SPOONER (when his name was called). Iam paired with the 
Senator from “Mississippi [Mr. WALTHALL]. If he were present, I 
should vote ‘‘ yea.” 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. CULLOM. I desire to state that fhe Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
SHERMAN] and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] are both ab- 
sent at the centennial in Cincinnati and are paired with each other 
until their return. I make this announcement once for all. 

Mr. DAWES, I am paired with the senior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. SAULSBURY]. 

The result was announced—yeas 22, nays 23; as follows: 


YEAS-—-2. f 

| Blair, Dol Mitchell, Teller, 
Bowen, Farwell, Palmer, Turpie. 
Cameron, Frye, Sabin, Voorhees, 
Chandler, Hale, Sawyer, Wilson of Iowa. 
Cullom, Hawley, Stewart, 
Davis, Hoar, Stockbri 

NAYS—23. > 
Bate, Call, Gibson, Pugh, 
Beck. Cockrell, Gray, Reagan, 
Berry, Coke, Hampton, Vance, 
Blodgett, Colquitt, Kenna, Vest, 
Brown, Faulkner, McPherson, Wilson of Md. 
Butler, George, Pasco, 
z ABSENT—31. 

Aldrich, Evarts, Manderson, Ransom, 
Allison, Gorman, Morgan, Riddleberger, 
Blackburn, Harris, Morrill, ary, 
Chace, Hearst. Paddock, Sherman, 
Daniel, Hiscock, Payne, Spooner, 
Dawes, Ingalls, Piatt, Stanford, 
Edmunds, Jones of Arkansas, Plumb, Walthall 
Eustis, Jones of Nevada, Quay, J 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The bill was reported to the Senate asamended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

Mr. COCKRELL, 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Shall the bill be engrossed for a 
third reading? On this question the Senator from Missouri asks that 
the yeas and nays may be entered on the Journal. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 
| the roll. 

Mr. DAWES (when his name was called). I am paired with the 

| Senator from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY] or I should vote ‘‘yea.”’ 

Mr. MANDERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 

| the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. 

Mr. PAYNE (when his name was called). I am paired with the 

| Senator from Nevada [Mr. Jones]. If he were present, I should vote 
“nay. 

Mr. PLATT (when his name was called). Iam paired with the Sen- 
| ator from North Carolina [Mr. Ransom]. If he were present, I should 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. SPOONER (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
| Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WALTHALL]. If he were present, I 
should vote ‘‘ yea.’? 

The roll-call was concluded. 3 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa (after having voted in the afirmative). I 
am paired with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. WıLsox], and I 
| therefore withdraw my vote. 

} : The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa withdraws 
his vote. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I announced my pair under the supposition 
| that the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN], if present, would 
vote ‘‘nay’’ on this bill. I should vote “yea” if I were not paired. 

The result was announced—yeas 23, nays 22; as follows: 


I ask for the yeas and nays on the third reading 


YEAS—23. 
Blair, Dolph, Hoar, 
Bowen, Farwell, Kenna, b; 
Cameron, Faulkner, Mitchell, Teler, 
Chandler, Frye, Palmer, 
Cullom, Sabin, Voorhees, 
Davis, Hawley, Sawyer, 
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NAYS—22. 
Call, Gray, Pugh, 
Cockrell, Hampton, Reagan, 
Coke, Hearst, Vance, 
Colquitt, Jones of Arkansas, Vest. 
eorge, McPherson, 
Gibson, x 
ABSENT—31. 
Morrill, Saulsbury, 
Go. Paddoc erman, 
Harris, Payne, Spooner, 
i Platt, Stanford, 
a f Nevada, ane Wiss it I 
ones of Neva: uay, n of Iowa, 
Manderson, 4 m, Wilson of Md. 
Morgan, Riddleberger, 


So the bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and it 
was read the third time. ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Having been read three times, the 
question now is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I ask for the yeas and nays on the passage of the 
bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 
the roll. é 

Mr. DAWES (when his name was called). I would vote ‘‘yea’’ if I 
were not paired with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY]. 

Mr. MANDERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. If he were present, 
he would vote ‘‘nay’’ and I should vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. PLATT (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Worth Carolina [Mr. Ransom]. If he were present, I 
should vote ‘‘yea.”’ 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa (when his name was called). Iam paired 
with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Witson]. 

Mr. STEWART. I will transfer the pair of the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. Witson ] to the Senator from California [Mr. STANFORD]. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Very well. Then I vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. COLQUITT (after having voted in the negative). Iam paired 
with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHACE], and I therefore 
withdraw my vote. . 

Mr. BATE. My colleague [Mr. HARRIS] is paired with the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]. 

The result was announced—yeas 25, nays 22; as follows: 


YEAS—2. 
Blair, Farwell, Mitchell, Teller, 
Bowen, Faulkner, Palmer, Turpie, 
Cameron, Frye, Sabin, Voorh 
Chandler, Hale Sawyer, Wilson of Iowa. 
Cullom, Hawley, Spooner, 
Da Hoar, Stewart, 
Dolph, Kenna, Stockbridge, 

NAYS—2. 
Bate, Call, Hampton, 
Beck, Cockrell, Hearst, Vance, 
Berry, Coke, Jonesof Arkansas, Vest. 
Blodgett, George, McPherson, Walthall. 
Brown, Gibson, v 
Butler, Gray, Pugh, 

ABSENT—29. 
Aldrich. Eustis, Mo Riddlebe: 
‘Allison, Evarts, Morrill, Saulsbury, ’ 
Blackburn, Gorman, Paddock, Sherman, 
Chace, Harris Payne, Stanford, 
Colquitt, Hiscock, latt, Wilson of Md. 
Daniel, Ingalls, Plumb, 
Dawes, Jones of Nevada, Quay, 
Edmunds, Manderson, Ransom, 
So the bill was passed. >i 
ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the Senate the 


next order of the day, being the bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation 
and admission into the Union of the State of Washington, and for other 


purposes. e : 

The Senate, asin Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read. 

Mr. STEWART. Thesubstitute only need beread. It is not neces- 
sary to read the original bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment reported by the 
Committee on Territories will be read. 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, pending that request, I move that the 
Senate do now adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Florida moves 
that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The question being put, there were on a division—ayes 26, noes 16. 

Mr. STEWART. I give notice now before the result is declared that 
I will call the bill up immediately after the morning business to-mor- 
row. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 38 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, July 18, 1888, at 
12 o’clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, July 17, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday was read and approved. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT WABASHA, MINN. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 7749), with 
Senate amendments, to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Honse concur in the Senate amendment to this bill and the bill be put 
on its final 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. The amendments to this bill are 
merely formal and make no essential change in the bill—only making 
it correspond to the rules that have been adopted as to‘such bills. 
This bill merely pertains to the bridging of that part of the Mississippi 
River which is not navigable. It has been approved by the Secretary 
of War, and I think the reading of the amendments might be dispensed 
with. I ask unanimous consent to that effect, 

There was no objection. : 

The Senate amendments were concurred in. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota, moved to reconsider.the vote by which 
the Senate amendments were concurred in; and also moved that the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


GENERAL GEORGE ROGERS CLARK. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2967) to pro- 
vide for the erection of a monument to the memory of General George 
Rogers Clark; which was referred to the Committee on the Library, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PRINTING OF REPORT ON NEWBURGH (N. Y.) CENTENNIAL. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following concurrent 
resolution; which was referred to the Committee on Printing, and 
ordered to be printed: 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, July 16, 1888. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of tatives a elke, That the report 
of the Joint Select Committee of Congress on the Newburgh (N. Y.) Monument 
and Centennial Celebration of 1883, submitted on the 26th of June, 1886, be 
eg ony and that 4,500 copies be printed and bound in cloth; of which 1,000 shall 

for the use of the Senate, 2,000 for the use of the House, and 1,500 for the use 
of the Joint Select Committee. 


BRIDGE ACROSS ARKANSAS RIVER AT OR NEAR CUMMINGS LANDING. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S.3215) to author- 
ize the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at or near 
Cummings Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, that is identical with a House bill 
which has been reported for the same purpose, and I ask that the 
Senate bill be now considered. The bill is in the usual form, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the reading of it be dispensed with. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CLARDY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
pene; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid onthe 
table. 

The Jatter motion was agreed to. 

J. T. VINCENT. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House an order of the Senate 
directing its Secretary to request the House of Representatives to re- 
turn to the Senate the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. T. 
Vincent. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the request of the Senate 
will be complied with, and the Clerk will be directed to return the 
bill. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


LEAVE*OF ABSENCE, 


Mr. BROWER, by unanimous consent, obtained indefinite leave of ab- 
sence, on account of important business. 

BUSINESS REPORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, I now renew the request I made yester- 
day for an evening session to consider bills reported from the Commit- 
tee on Commerce to which there is no objection, light-house bills, light- 
saving stations bills, bridge bills, and right of way bills. 

Mr. BLAND. I ask, Mr. Speaker, that all night sessions shall be 
limited, so as not to continue later than half past 10 o’clock. 


The SPEAKER. What evening does the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. CLARDY] suggest? 

Mr. CLARDY. This evening. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARDY 
asks unanimous consent that a recess be taken this afternoon at 
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o’clock until 8 o’clock p. m.; the evening session to be devoted exclu- 
sively to the consideration of bills reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, bridge bills, light-house bills, and life-saving stations bills; 
the evening session not to extend beyond half past 10 o’clock p. m. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. HAUGEN. If the gentleman will strike out ‘bridge bills” 
from his request, I will not object; otherwise I must object. 

Mr. BLAND. My request, Mr. Speaker, was for unanimous consent 
that all evening sessions hereafter be limited to half past 10 o’clock. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I withdraw my objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARDY ]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there further objection? 

Mr. FINLEY. I object. 

Mr. BLAND. Regular order. 

TheSPEAKER. Theregularorderisdemanded. The regular order 
is the call of committees for reports. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I ask unanimous consent that gentlemen having 
reports to present be allowed to file them with the Clerk in the usual 
manner. 

‘There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 
z The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
esk: 
JAMES T. HUGHES. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 3473) to perfect the military 
record of James T. Hughes; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

MICHAEL JOHN M’CLAIN. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, from the Committee on Military Affairs, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 8922) for the relief of Michael 
John McClain; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. = 

MANAGER OF SOLDIERS’ HOME. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
reported back favorably a House resolution concerning the re-election 
of General James S. Negley as manager of the Soldiers’ Home; which 
was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. 

FRANCIS A. FIELD. 


Mr. YODER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10137) for the relief of Francis A. Field; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


CUMBERLAND PRESBYTERIAN CHURCHES. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported a bill (H. R. 10866) to refer the claims against the United States 
of the trustees of the Cumberland Presbyterian churches of Calhoun 
and Pulaski, Tenn.. to the War Department; which was read a first 
and second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Caleadar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

CHLOE A. PAGE. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with amendments the bill (H. R. 10660) granting a pension to 
Chloe A. Page; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

MARY A. BEDEL. 

Mr. GALLINGER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10691) to increase the pension 
of Mary A. Bedel; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

WILLARD A. JACKSON. 

Mr. GALLINGER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back adversely the bill (S. 1960) granting a pension to Willard 
A. Jackson; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

ANDREW J. HADLEY. 

Mr. GALLINGER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back adversely the bill (S. 2756) granting a pension to Andrew 
J. Hadley; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
. to be printed. 

AARON R. GILKISON, 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7305) granting a pension to 
Aaron R. Gilkison; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
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House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 
THOMAS J. GRAY. 


Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 4703) granting anincrease 
of pension to Thomas J. Gray; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 

HENRY SOMMERS. 


Mr. LYNCH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 2839) granting a pension to Henry Som- 
mers; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

MES. LOU GOBRIGHT M’FALLS, 

Mr. LYNCH also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back adversely the bill (S. 1757) granting an increase of pension to 
Mrs. Lou Gobright McFalls; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

BETSEY WILLIAMS. 

Mr. CHIPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9371) granting a pension to Betsey 
Williams, widow of William R. Williams, a private, Company C, 
Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteers; which was referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

THOMAS DAVEY. 


Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 6532) to pension Thomas Davey; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

MRS. JANE HINSDALL. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported a bill (H. R. 10867) granting a pension to Mrs. Jane Hinsdall; 
which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

JANE REILLY. 


Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2677) granting a pension to Jane Reilly; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MARY M. STRONG. 


Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2162) for the relief of Mary M. Strong; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

EZRA E. ANNIS. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2746) granting a pension to Ezra E. 
Annis; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. ‘ 

MARY ANN HOUGH. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 9930) for the relief of 
Mary Ann Hough; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

THOMAS T. TEEPLE. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10025) for the relief of 
Thomas T. Teeple; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSISSIPPI RIVER, WINONA, MINN. 

Mr. PHELAN, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 10604) to authorize the Winona and 
Southwestern Railway Company to build a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River at Winona, Minn.; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompa- 
nying report, ordered to be printed. 

REPAIR OF PUBLIC WORKS, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota, from the Committee on Commerce, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9768) to authorize the city of 
Minneapolis, Minn., to repair, alter, and reconstruct certain public 
works; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
Taa pave Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
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BRIDGE ACROSS ALABAMA RIVER. 

Mr. CLARDY, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Alabama River; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

BRIDGE ACROSS CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER, GEORGIA. 


Mr. CLARDY also, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction 
ofa bridge across the Chattahoochee River in the State of Georgia; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

SAMUEL N. NALLEY. 


Mr. LAWLER, from the Committee on War Claims, reported back 
the bill (H. R. 734) for the relief of Samuel N. Nalley; which was laid 
on the table. 

Mr. LAWLER also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported, 
as a substitute for the foregoing bill, a bill (H. R. 19868) for the relief 
of Samuel N. Nalley; which was read a first and second time, referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN M’FARLAND. 


Mr. GEAR, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 2223) to remove the charge of desertion and of 
having enlisted in the Confederate service from the records of the De- 
partment standing against John McFarland and to grant him an hon- 
orable discharge; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

i WILLIAM H. HANLEY. 

Mr. GEAR also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
baek favorably the bill (H. R. 5564) for the relief of William H. Han- 
ley; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 

rinted. 
32 HOTEL, OLD POINT COMFORT, VIRGINIA. 

Mr. FORD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
the joint resolution (H. Res. 84) authorizing the erection of an inn at 
Fortress Monroe, Va.; which was laid on the table. 

Mr. FORD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported, 
as a substitute for the foregoing, a joint resolution (H. Res, 200) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War to grant a permit to Harry Libbey and 
Philip T. Woodfin to erecta hotel upon the lands of the United States 
at Old Point Comfort, Virginia; which was read a first and second time, 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

RICHAED OULAHAN,. 

Mr. FORD also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 3855) for the relief of Richard Oulahan; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

REPAIR OF GOVERNMENT ROAD, VICKSBURG, MISS, 

Mr. TILLMAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10755) to provide for the repair 
of the road. built by the Government from Vicksbarg, Miss., to the na- 
tional cemetery adjacent thereto; which was referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 

ROAD FROM FLORENCE, S. C., TO NATIONAL CEMETERY. 

Mr. TILLMAN also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, re- 
ported as a substitute for bill H. R. 9744 a bill (H. R. 10869) to con- 
struct a road from Florence, S. C., to the national cemetery adjacent 
thereto; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
be printed. ss 

WILLIAM J. SOWELL. 

Mr. YODER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 2025) to place William J. Sowell on the rolls 
of the Arkansas Volunteers; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompa- 
nying report, ordered to be printed. 

TRANSPORTATION OF LIGHT-HOUSE SUPPLIES. 


Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE, from the Committee on Commerce, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the transpor- 
tation of life-saving and light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

GEORGE D. WILDER. 
Mr. GEAR, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 


favorably the bill (H. R. 10095) to correct the record as to the discharge 
of George D. Wilder; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

LIFE-SAVING STATION. 


Mr. TARSNEY, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 1856) to establish a life-saving station on the At- 
lantic coast between Indian River Inlet, Delaware, and Ocean City, 
Md.; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

LIGHT-HOUSE AND LIFE-SAVING STATION, DETROIT RIVER. 


Mr. CHIPMAN, by unanimous consent, submitted a joint resolution 
(H. Res. 199) instructing the Secretary of War to cause a survey and 
report to be made concerning the necessity ofa light-house and life-saving 
station in the Detroit River; which was read a first and second time, 
referred to the Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I now ask unanimous consent that the morning 
hour for the call of committees for reports be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Will that interfere with a report upon a res- 
olution of inquiry? r 
The SPEAKER. The report could not be considered, and the gen- 
tleman had better withhold it for the present. The report is a privi- 
leged one, which the gentleman can make notwithstanding this request. 

By unanimous consent, the morning hour for the call of committees 
was dispensed with. 

Mr. FINLEY. I withdraw my objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARDY] for an evening session. My ob- 
jection was based upon the idea that we have been asking for a night 
session for the consideration of war claims, and so far have not succeeded 
in getting one. Ido notdesire to block legislation upon other matters, 
but I think there ought to be a reasonable amount of concession all 
around. 

Mr. HERBERT. I ask that the order for the evening session for the 
consideration of bills reported from the Committee on Commerce shall 
include right-of-way bills. 

TheSPEAKER, The Chair does not understand that the Committee 
on Commerce has reported any right-of-way bills. 

Mr. CLARDY. The committee has reposted one such bill. 

Mr. PETERS. I shall object to the continuation of the night ses- 
sion until half past 10 o'clock. I shall not object if the session ter- 
minates at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. CLARDY. Then I will modify the request so -as to have the 
session end at 10 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER. Is there further objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLarpy]? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

BUSINESS FROM COMMITTEE ON WAR CLAIMS. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a recess be taken from 5 to 8 o'clock p. m. on July 25, the even- 
ing session to be devoted to the consideration of Senate and House bills 
reported from the Committee on War Claims to which there is no ob- 
jection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

Mr. PETERS. I shall object unless the session terminates at 10 
o'clock. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I will so modify the request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there farther objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? ; 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


ARMY AND NAVY OFFICERS, ETC., IN MEXICAN WAR. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise to make a privileged report. 
The report was read, as follows: 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, July 14, 1888. 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, uested to 
inform the House of Representatives what action has been taken b m, if any, 
with reference to officers of the United States Army, Navy,and Marine Corps 


who served honorably throughout the Mexican war and whose names have 
been dropped from the rolls. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. The Committee on Military Affairs have au- 
thorized me to make a favorable report on that resolution and ask for 
its adoption. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire to have the report read? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I do not unless the House desires it. 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

_ MANAGERS OF SOLDIERS’ HOME. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] 
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sends to the desk, as the Chair understands, another privileged resolu- 
tion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Iy THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, May 21, 1888. 


Whereas the term of James S. Negley is about to expire as manager of the 
Soldiers’ Home, and s vacancy will be created in said board requiring a new 
appointment to be made: Therefore—— 


The SPEAKER. Thisis not a resolution of inquiry, and is not priv- 


ileged. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I withdraw it. 
EMILY J. STANNARD. 
Mr, GALLINGER submitted the following conference report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 2657) granting an increase of pension 
to Emily J. Stannard, having met, after full and free conference have agreed to 
recommend and dorecommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its amendment to the said bill and agree to the 
sam: 

Cc, C. MATSON, 
J. H. GALLINGER, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
H.W. BLAIR, 
©. L. DAVIS, 
D. TURPIE, 
- 7 Managers on the part of the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to call attention to what seems 
to be an error in this report. It reads: 

That the House recede from its amendment to the said bill and agree to the 
same. 

Probably it was intended to read, ‘‘recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment.’’ 

Mr. GALLINGER. That was undoubtedly what was meant. The 
bill passed the Senate and the House amended it. I suggest that the 
necessary change be made. 

The SPEAKER. Has the Senate agreed to the conference report? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER. Then the Chair supposes it can not be corrected by 
the House. The report will probably be understood. 

The following statement of the House conferees, submitted under 
the rule, was read: 

Mr. GALLINGER, in behalf of the managers on the part of the House, made the 
following statement of facts: 

‘The bill to pension Emily J. Stannard passed the Senate at $100 per month. 
The bill was amended by the House so as to reduce the amount to $75 per month. 
The Senate non-concurred in the amendment, and a conference committee was 
appointed. At that conference the managers on the part of the House receded 
from the amendment and agreed to the Senate bill in its original form. This 
they did because of the exceptional merits of the claim, so far as the soldier's 
services were concerned, and the deplorable condition of the claimant from 
poverty and incurable disease. 


The report of the committee of conference was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER moved to reconsider the vote by which the report 
of the committee of conference was agreed to; and also moved that 
the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

TARIFF. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I move that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union to resume the con- 
sideration of the tariff bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union (Mr. SPRINGER in the chair), and 
resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation 
and simplify the laws in relation to the collection of the revenue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending amendment. 

Mr. FARQUHAR, Irise toa parliamentary question. There are 
amendments under consideration that cover both sections 25 and 26 of 
the bill. The Clerk has only read section 25. Would it not be well 
to read section 26 now for the general consideration of this subject of 
revenue tax on tobacco ? 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection the Clerk will read, in 
this connection, section 26. 

Mr. Mc. . What is the request? 

The CHAIRMAN. That the twenty-sixth section be read, so that 
amendments can be offered to the two sections together, treating them 
as one paragraph. 

Mr. McMILLIN. We have already as many amendments pending 
as can be offered; and I have an amendment which I wish to offer to 
section 26 as soon as I can get the opportunity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The proposition is simply to consider these two 
sections as one paragraph, t amendments may be offered to both at 
the same time. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. By omitting to read the twenty-sixth section, 
it is not considered as under consideration; but there are amendments 
pending which cover both sections. I submit that it would be well to 
have both sections officially read, so as to be under consideration. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I have no objection to the reading, with the un- 
derstanding that I can offer an amendment which the Committee on 
Ways and Means desire to propose. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read section 26. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Sec. 26. That on and after the Ist day of July, 1888, manufacturers of cigars 
shali each pay a special tax of $3 annually, and dealers in tobacco shall each 
pay a special tax of $l annually. Every person whose business it is to sell or 
offer for sale cigars, cheroots, or cigarettes shall, on and after the Ist day of May, 

888, be regarded as a dealer int „ and the gp eee ofany other special 
tax shall not relieve any person who sells cigars, cheroots, or cigarettes from 
the payment of this tax: Provided, That no manufacturer of cigars, cheroots, or 
cigarettes shall be required to pay a special tax as a dealer in tubacco, as above 
defined, for selling his own products at the place of manufacture. 
TheCHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.SowpDEN ] 
has an amendment pending. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Pursuanttothe agreement under which the twenty- 
sixth section was read I wish to offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SowDEn] takes precedence. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I stated that there were all the amendments 
pending to the former paragraph which could be offered, but I con- 
sented to the reading of the twenty-sixth section, with the under- 
standing that I could offer this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not so understand; but accepts 
the gentleman’s statement. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I will yield the floor to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SowpEN] as soon as this amendment is di of. 

The Clerk read the amendment of Mr. MCMILLIN, as follows: 
Insert at the close of section 26: 
r Surther, That the bond required to be given in conformity with the 
provisions of Title XXXV of the Revised Statutes of the United States, by 
every person engaged in the manufacture of cigars in the internal-revenue dis- 
tricts of the United States shall be in such penal sum as the collector of inter- 
nal revenue may require, not less than $100, with an addition of $10 for each 
person reckiocksae f to be employed by such person in making cigars.” 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I now yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SowneEn]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question will first be upon agreeing to the 
amendment which has just been reported. 

Mr. BREWER. How does it happen that this amendment comes in 
ahead of the other. 

The CHAIRMAN. By unanimous consent. 

The amendment was agreed to. s 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question now recurs on the amendment sub- 
mitted by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, which the Clerk will re- 
pòrt, sections 25 and 26 now being under consideration and amend- 
ments being in order to either or both sections. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I would like to have my substitute reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania to the amendment submitted by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by adding: “And all internal-re venue taxes on spirits distilled from 
apples, peaches, and other fruits. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I now submit the following, which I desire to have 
read by the Clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. No other amendment is in order until this is 
disposed of. 

Mr. SOWDEN,. I desire to have the amendment read in my time, 
as part of my remarks. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

A d by inserting the following after section 26, and desi 

section 27 3 x, That p Ty Meare DADOSA any panei p bansari lonpebgenterag. a 
tilled from apples, hes, and other fruiis are hereby repealed, and that on 
all original and unbroken hogsheads, barrels, or kegs of such spirits held b; 
manufacturers or dealers at the time this act shall go into effect, upon whic: 
the tax has been paid, there shall be allowed a drawback or rebate of the full 
amount of the tax so paid; but the same shall not apply in any case where the 
claim has not been ascertained or presented within ninety days following the 
date of the repeal, It shall be the duty of the Commissioner of Internal Rey- 
enue, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to adopt such rules 
and regulations, and to prescribe and furnish such blanks and forms as may be 
necessary to carry this section into effect.” 

Mr. SOWDEN. I desire now that the amendment may be deemed 
as pending, so that it may be renewed at the proper time after the dis- 
position of section 27 of the bill. I therefore withdraw the amendment 
which I offered to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Vir- 
nia. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks unani- 
mous consent to withdraw the amendment submitted by him yester- 
day to the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia; and gives notice 
that he will hereafter call up the amendment just read by the Clerk, 
There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs upon the amendment to the 
amendment to the text of this bill submitted by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. WISE] yesterday. 
Mr. MCMILLIN. If I may be indulged fora moment, I think it 
proper to correct the text of the bill before the amendment is voted 
upon. I therefore move to strike out, in section 25, line 1, the word 
‘July ” and insert ‘‘ October.” 
The CHAIRMAN. That has already been done in section 25, but 
not in section 26. 

Mr. McMILLIN. ThenI move to strike out, in line 1, section 26, 
the word ‘‘ July ’’ and insert ‘‘ October;’’ and in the same section, in 
line 6, at the top of page 60, strike out ‘t May ” and insert ‘‘ October.” 


. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the amendment sub- 
mitted by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WIsE] on yesterday, which 
the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out, in line 3, on page 59, the word “and ” before the word “snuff,” and 
add thereafter the words "cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes; ” so that the clause 
when amended will read : 

“That on and after the Ist day of October, 1888, all taxes on manufactured 
chewing tobacco, smoking tobacco, snuff, cigars, cheroots, and cigarettes,” 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this amendment is exhausted. 

The question was taken, and the Chair declared the ‘‘noes’’ seemed 
to have it. 

Mr. WISE. I ask for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 43, noes 78. 

Mr. WISE. 1 ask for tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question recurs on the amendment sub- 
mitted by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. NICHOLS]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by striking out all after the word “ that,” in line 1, section 25, and in- 
sertthefollowing; so that the same shall read : 

“Sec. 25. That all clauses of section 3140 to section 3465, both inclusive, of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, and all other laws relating to internal- 
revenue taxesare hereby repealed to take effect on the lst day of December, 1889: 
Provided, That all laws now in force shall have full force and effect in respect 
to all offenses committed, liabilities incurred, or rights accruing or accrued prior 
to the date when this section shall take effect: Provided further, That on all 
original and unbroken factory packages of smoking or manufactured tobacco, 
snuff, cigars, cheroots, or other forms of tobacco held by manufacturers, fact- 
ors, jobbers, or dealers at such time as this section shall take etfect, and upon 
allunbroken packages, kegs, barrels or other receptacies of distilled spirits and 
brewed liquors, held by distillers, dealers, or other owners of such spirits or 
liquors at such time this section shall take effect, there a draw- 
back or rebate in favor of such manufacturer, factor, jobber, distiller, dealer, or 
other owner, as the case may be, to the full amount of the tax paid thereon: 
Provided further, That all special-tax stamps covering taxes repealed by this 
act may be redeemed for the portion of the special-tax year unexpired at the 
time of the repeal: Provided further, That no claim for rebate under this section 
shall be for a less amount than $, and all claims for rebate as herein provided 
for shall be presented within ninety days after this section shall take effect, 
otherwise the same shall be forever barred; and all sums required to satisfy 
claims under this section shall be paid out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated; and the Secretary of the Treasury shall adopt such 
rules and regulations and furnish such blanks and forms as may be necessary 
to carry this section into effect. 

“Sec, 26. That this act shall be in force from and after December 1, 1888, and 
all laws and parts of Jaws in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.” 

Mr. McMILLIN. I make the point that that is in substance the 
same amendment which has already been offered by the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JoHnston] and voted down by the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a different proposition. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I move to amend section 26, line 3, by striking 
out “three” and inserting ‘‘two,’’ so as to provide that manufacturers 
of cigars shall pay a tax of $2annually. In the discussion of this ques- 
tion yesterday the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BYNUM] called the 
attention of the House to a very large industry of organized labor, and 
I now send to the desk to be read resolutions adopted by the Cigar- 
Makers’ International Union on the question which we have here under 
discussion, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The Cigar-Makers’ International Union of America adopted at the seven- 
teenth session, held at Binghamton, N. Y., the following resolutions: 

“ Whereas an agitation is being vigorously prosecu' to abolish the internal 
revenue on cigars and tobacco; 

“ Whereas experience has demonstrated that the agitation, even, on this sub- 
ject has had the effect of keeping thousands of workers of our trade out of em- 
ployment for months at a time; 

“Whereas the internal-revenue system, so far at least as it applies to the 
manufacture of cigars, has had the effect of developing it from a mere sporadic 
calling into a fully established industry by which nearly 75,000 of our people 
earn their livelihood; i 

“ Whereas the abolition of the internal revenue on cigars would not benefit 
either producer or consumer by reason of its fractional ring on each cigar: 
Therefore, be it 

“ Resolved, That we, the representatives of the cigar-makers of the country, 
in convention assembled, protest respectfully, but emphatically, against any 
interference with the internal revenue on cigars.” 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say, in connection 
with these resolutions, that they speak the desires of a skilled labor 
union which embraces in its membership some thirty-five thousand 
men. That union also holds in its treasury, divided among the subor- 
dinate unions, over $300,000 per annum for sick relief, employment, 
and beneficent pu There are no tramps in this trade. The 
unions provide liberally and ungrudgingly for their sick and for those 
of their number who are out ofemployment. In the great battle that 
was fought in the State of New York not long ago this international 
union spent nearly $10,000 to regulate their own trade. 3 

Without adventitious help from the outside those men, out of their 
own earnings and wise action, have brought their trade to the point 
where it is one of the best regulated and most firmly establishe in 
America, and I think it is due to this great organization of skilled labor, 
to the men who represent it, and to the expression they have made 
through their convention, that this Congress shall be cautious in what- 
ever action it may take in respect to this internal-revenue legislation, 


deeply affecting it, 
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It is well known, Mr. Chairman, to those of us who were present in 
the Forty-ninth Congress how apt, how quick, how eager gentlemen 
were to have the oleomargarine business regulated. This bill as it 
stands now isin the line of a fair regulation of the cigar trade, for 
sustaining the credit of worth to be attached to brands of cigars, for 
the regulation of the manufacture, and for the keeping down of tene- 
ment-house work and two-thirds and even child labor; and it is due to 
these men who have spent so much time and money in perfecting their 
organization, and whose object is to keep their trade honest and fair 
for themselves as well as for those who employ them, that this Con- 
gress shall be conservative in its action upon this subject. I desire 
also to have printed in the RECORD, for the information of the House, 
an article which exactly shows the animus and selfishness back of the 
proposition to abolish the whole of the internal-revenne tax on cigars. 

There are two States specially interested in it, Pennsylvania and 
California. The Six Chinese Companies of California desire nothing bet- 
ter than to open the doors for Chinese labor to flood the markets with 
cheap and inferior cigars, and to break down the standard brands that 
are regulated and sustained by the Cigar-makers’ International Union. 

The article reterred to by Mr. FARQUHAR, from the “' Cigar-makers’ 
Official Journal,’’ was read, as follows: 


THE INTERNAL-REVENUE TAX, 


A number of cigar-dealers favor a repeal of the internal-revenue laws who 
are actuated by motives of self-interest, to which nobody can object under ex- 
isting conditions, The dealer favors the repeal in the prospect of compelling 
the manufacturer to sell at lower rates. He believes in buying inthe lowestand 
selling in the highest markct; hence he favors a more stringent competition 
both among workmen and manufacturers. 

A Western cigar dealer who favors the repeal of the tax argues as follows: 

“The cost of material is small, and if the workmen be allowed to use the deft 
fingers of wife and children in the preparation of the leaf all that he needs isto 
be let alone. In this way a home-made, genuine article can be put on the 
market at the lowest cost by the maker and in a small way,” 

The gist of his argument is in a nut-shell; it means the extension of the sys- 
tem of tenement-house cigar-factories all over the country; it means the adop- 
tion of the “sweating system” under which cheap clothing, overalls, and un- 
derwear of all kinds are manufactured in the dwelling-houses of the poorest 
among the poor. 

Such absurd arguments are presented to members of Congress in the interest 
of workmen by leaf-dealers and cigar-dealers. 

Another class that favors the repeal of the internal-revenue laws are the six 
Chinese companies and employers of cooly labor on the Pacific coast. The 
caution label and the branding of the boxes, as required by law, are obnoxious 
to them, use it enables the consumer to recognize Chinese- e cigars. 
This has not only diminished their sales, but has also reduced their price in the 
market. Remove the internsl-revenue tax and cigar-making in the opium dens 
of vo will double within six months; all obstacles for their sale will be 
removed. 

During the calendar year 1885 California manufactured 137,679,023 cigars. 
During the calendar fax of 1886 only 127,402,329 cigars were manufactured, 
showing a decrease of 10,276,694 rs. 

This has been accomplished by agitation against Chinese-made cigars, which 
could not be continued with success were the tax repealed. 

The whole agitation for the repeal of the internal-revenue laws appears to be 
in favor of the Six Chinese Companies, pienrete of cooly labor and dealers in 
cigars manufactured in Chinatown of San Francisco. 


Mr. FARQUHAR. I desire also to call the attention of the House 
to the following official communication from the Buffalo Central Labor 
Union: 

The letter was read as follows: 

BUFFALO, N. Y., January 24, 1888, 

Dear Str: Ata regular meeting of the Buffalo Central Labor Union the ques- 
tion of the abolition of the internal revenue on cigars was very thoroughly dis- 
cu „and by a unanimous vote I was instructed to respectfully but emphati- 
cally enter a protest against the removal of the tax on cigars. The Central 
Labor Union trusts you will use your influence and vote to retain the revenue 
on ci and do your utmost to defeat any and all measures which seek to 
abolish the internal revenue. 

The cigar business of the country is now firmly established, and the abolition 
of the tax will bring disaster and ruination to the entire cigar industry, 

The Cigar-makers' International Union at Binghamton, N. Y., and the cigar 
manufacturers of the United States at New York City,in their respective con- 
ventions, protested against the removal of the tax on cigars. 

I remain, yours, respectfully, 
JOHN C. DERNELL, 


Secretary Buffalo Central Labor Union, 
Hon. Joux M. FARQUHAR, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. O. 


Mr. FARQUHAR. In addition to numerous protests from labor 
unions, com of male members, against any action of Congress 
looking to the abolition of the wholesome Government regulations of 
cigar manufacture, I wish to present the following resolutions, adopted 
by the Working Women’s Society of New York: 


Whereas it has come to our knowledge that attempts are to be made by cer- 
tain manufacturers to re-establish the making of cigars in tenement houses, and 
recognizing that this nefarious system of manufacture affects most heavily the 
health and comfort of women and children, and is destructive of the decency 
and morality of the families that engage in dt, the Working Women’s Society 
most earnestly protest against the re-establishment of this vile and poraielovs 
system of manufacture, and in the name and for the sake of these helpless, suf- 
fering women and children, call upon an enlightened and humane public opin- 
ion to support us in this protest. We also offer the cigarmakers’ unions our 
hearty symp and support in their contest with this evil against society. 

The horrors of this system of manufacture have been fully exposed in the an- 
nual report of the State bureau of labor for 1885, 178; also in volume 1 of 


the report of the senate committee on capital and labor, pages 271 to 275, and to 
these accounts we refer the public. 


Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE. Mr. Chairman, Isend to the Clerk’s 
desk a joint resolution of the Legislature of Virginia to be read ia the 
debate upon this section. 


1888. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Joint resolution in regard to sce ig ya revenue, agreed to December 


Resolved (the house of delegates concurring), That our Senators in Congress be 
instructed, and our Representatives requested— 

First, To use their best efforts to secure the immediate repeal of the internal- 
revenue system, a relic of the war and no longer necessary to meet the demands 

- of the Government, and use it is oppressive, fosters monopolies, and is ob- 
noxious to the interests of our people. 

Second. To favor the revenue requisite for the support of the Government by 
a tariff upon imports limited to the necessities of the Government economically 
administered, and so adjusted in its application as to prevent unequal burdens, 
encourage pesano interests at home, the development of our natural re- 
sources, and afford just compensation to labor, but not to foster monopolies. 

Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE. I desire to say that this resolution 
represents not only the sentiments of the Democratic Legislature of Vir- 
ginia, but is an extract from a platform of principles announced by a 
Democratic convention called at Roanoke, in Virginia, in August, 1837, 
and for no other purpose, apparently, than to emphasize the prevailing 
sentiment of the Democratic party upon such measures as were agitating 
the public mind, such as the repeal of the internal-revenue taxes and 
the passage of the Blair bill, which was also declared in favor of by the 
Virginia Legislature in the following resolution: 

Resolved (the house of delegates concurring), That the Senatorsfrom Virginia be 
instructed, and the members of the House of Representatives in Congress from 
Virginia be requested to vote for Federal aid to public free schools, and to sup- 
port the measure commonly known as the Blair bill, or some other better meas- 
ure. 

From this it may naturally be inferred that the reduction of the sur- 
plus in the Treasury is what was aimed at as well as the adoption of 
those measures which so far as common observation goes will receive 
no more consideration by this House than if they had never been thought 
of, certainly if we may judge the resolution read by the fate which that 
relating to the Blair bill has methere. More thanadozen bills covering 
its subject are now lying in the room of the Committee on Education 
yet unfolded, and a Senate bill for the object yet untouched for the 
want of a quorum of the committee to act onit, If this isthe way the 
will of a sovereign State, and that sovereign State dominated by a 
Democratic government, is to be trifled with by a Democratic majority 
here, how long, may I ask, will the people submit to have their patience 
thus abused? And it may not be out of place here to quote Mr. Jeffer- 
son on the repeal of internal taxes and the surplus. In his first inau- 
gural address, December 8, 1801, he said: 

Other circumstances, combined with the increase of numbers, have produced 
ana entation of revenue arising from consumption in a ratio far beyond 
that of population alone, and though the changes of foreign relations now tak- 
ing place, so desirable for the world, may for a season affect this branch of rev- 


enue, yet, weighing all probabilities of expense, as well as of income, there is 
eae pons ground of confidence that we may now safely with all in- 
ternal taxes, 


In his second inaugural address, March 4, 1805, he said: 

At home, fellow-citizens, you best know whether we have done well or ill. 
The suppression of unnecessary offices, of useless establishments and expenses, 
enabled usto discontinue our internal taxes. These, covering our land with of- 
ficers and opening our doors to their intrusions, had already begun that process 
of domiciliary vexation which, once entered, is scarcely to be restrained from 

ing successfully every article of produce and property. If among these 
taxes some minor ones fell which had not been inconvenient, it was because 
their amount would not have paid the officers who collected them, and because, 
if they had any merit, the State authorities might adopt them instead of others 
l appeared. The remaining revenue on the consumption of foreign articles 
is paid cheerfully by those who can afford to add foreign luxuries to domestic 
comforts, and being collected on our seaboard and frontiers only, and incorpo- 
rated with the transactions of our mercantile citizens, it may be the pleasure and 
pride of an American to ask, * What farmer, what prinsa Ay what laborer ever 
gees a tax-gatherer of the United States?” 
Now, Mr. Chairman, in what strange contrast is this with the utter- 
ances contained in the annual message of the Democratic President of 
December 6, 1887. Mr. Cleveland says: 


It must be conceded that none of the Stings sationes to internal-revenne 
taxation are, strictly s ing, necessaries ; re a) rs to be no just com- 
plaint of this taxation by the consumers of thove articles and there seems to be 
nothing so well able to bear the burden without hardship to any portion of the 


people. 

When we see that the President has in his mind only the welfare of 
the consumer he has none of that high regard for the producer, the 
farmer of the land, who is so grievously wronged by this system which 
Mr. Jefferson so severely criticised; and if we may judge from the ex- 
tract just quoted and the action of the majority relating thereto as pro- 
posed by the pending bill, this system is here for all time and its sub- 
jects continually to be discriminated against and the States deprived of 
the fullness of their revenue from such of them as can afford to bear 
the tax. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. In regard to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. FARQUHAR], I wish to say that the special 
tax of $3 annually provided for in this bill, which he seeks to have 
reduced to $2, is itself a reduction of 50 per cent. from the present law. 
Prior to 1883 the law fixed this special tax at $10. The law of 1883 
reduced it to $6. This bill proposes to reduce it to $3, and if the super- 
vision which the gentleman from New York favors is to be kept up at 
all, the tax certainly ought to be kept at a point sufficiently high to pay 
the expenses of it. This tax all along the line has been reduced toa 
merely nominal rate, which will barely pay for the work to 


be done, leaving the Government to derive its entire revenue from the 
tax upon the cigars themselves. 
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Mr. FARQUHAR. Mr. Chairman, in viewof the explanation of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN], I ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw my amendment. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I move to strike out section 26. It seems to me 
quite unnecessary that this special tax on the manufacturers of cigars 
and tobacco should be maintained. It is alleged by the Committee on 
Ways and Means that their object in this bill is to do away with un- 
necessary taxation, yet they propose to keep up the special tax upon 
manufacturers of cigars and upon dealers in tobacco, ‘he gentleman 
who has this matter practically in charge says that this tax is merely 
nominal, Admitting that to be true, is this ‘‘ nominal” tax insisted 
upon merely for the purpose of retaining the vast machinery that is 
employed to collect it? Wehave nearly four thousand office-holders, 
atan expense to the tax-payers of nearly $5,000,000, in order to collect 
the internal-revenue taxes, taxes Which admittedly we do not need for 
the economical and prudent administration of this Government. Isit 
not time to strike down these unnecessary offices? Ought we not to 
lop them off and save the tax-payers of the country the nearly $5,000,- 
000 they entailuponthem? Thetax which my amendment, ifadopted, 
would repeal can easily be dispensed with without any injury to the 
revenues of the country and at the same time would relieve a large class 
of producers from its unjust provisions. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Would not the proposition which the gentle- 
man makes reduce these four thousand office-holders below the level 
of *‘ the pauper labor of Europe?” [Laughter. ] 
Mr. SOWDEN. The gentleman compares these office-holders to the 
pauper labor of Europe, but there is nothing in that. [Laughter.] 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SOWDEN. I now call up my amendment to come in after sec- 
tion 26. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

ee by inserting the following after section 26, and designating it as sec- 
on : 

“That all laws imposing any internal taxes on spirits distilled from apples, 
prones, and other fruits are hereby repealed, and that on all original and un- 

roken hogsheads, barrels, or kegs of such spirits held by manufacturers or 
dealers at the time this act shall go into effect, upon which the tax has been 
paid, there shall be allowed a drawhack or rebate of the full amount of the tax 
so paid; but the same shall not apply in any case where theclaim has not been 
ascertained or presented within ninety days following the date of the repeal. It 
shall be the duty of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, to adopt such rules and regulations and to pre- 


scribe and furnish such blanks and forms as may be necessary to carry this sec- 
tion into effect.” 


Mr. SOWDEN. Mr. Chairman, $1,090,379 is the amount of the tax 
which the Government collected on spirits distilled from apples, 
peaches, grapes, and other fruits during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1887. This tax is a particularly severe one upon the farmers of 
the country and the growers of fruit, and since gentlemen on this side 
of the House are so tenderly devoted to the interests of the poor 
farmer, I hope they will see the necessity of coming to his relief now 
and of not robbing him of another million dollars by this tax during 
the next fiscal year, especially when we have such a large surplus 
in the Treasury, which is giving us so much concern and which we are 
so anxious toreduce. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that there ought 
to be no hesitation about adopting this amendment, and by its adop- 
tion relieve the farmers and the small distillers who distill spirits from 
apples, peaches, and grapes from the burden imposed upon them 
under existing law. 

Mr. COWLES. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily in favor of this amend- 
ment and shall support it. It gives relief to a large body of people 
living in the mountain sections of this country especially. The amount 
of revenue involved, it is reasonable to say, is only a little more than 
a million dollars—$1,090,000, I believe, in round numbers. The ne- 
cessity of getting rid of the surplus in the Treasury is urged on both 
sides of the House. Now, taking all the reduction that, this bill will 
make in all its provisions, we can easily go this much further and still 
leave a large surplus. Why not do it? hy should not both sides of 
the House meet on this question? If there be any truth in the prot- 
estations of party, if there be any truth in the protestations of indi- 
viduals, that we want to give relief to the people in this matter of tax- 
ation, why not come forward and embrace the first chance we have 
had to vote upon such a question during many sessions of Congress? 
Now is the time and this is the hour when every man should come for- 
ward, without regard to party and political affiliations, and vote for 


this relief to the people. 

Sir, it was amusing on yesterday when my good friend from North 
Carolina [Mr. TAART inquired with regard to the status of the 
wojo taken on his amendment which proposed to wipe out the entire 
infernal-tax system, and foẹwhich I voted most cheerfully. When 
the Chair stated that twenty-seven gentlemen only had voted in the 
affirmative my friend asked in a tone of astonishment, ‘* What has be- 
come of the Republican party and the pledges of the Chicago conven- 
tion?” Why, sir, it reminded me of the old song, ‘t What has become 
of good old Daniel?” The Republican party almost toa man were on 
that occasion found seated in quiet, conscious peace with the ‘‘lions’’ 
of the Ways and Means Committee on this side of the House. They 
did not vote for the proposition. 
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Why, my friends, then was the opportunity for you to come forward 
if you meant to do what your platform pledges. Ah, but you say, the 
pledge was made with a condition. What is the condition? Simply 
this: provided you can find no means of spending this surplus in ill- 
deserved pensions and jobs of every kind that may be brought here in 
the way of wild-cat appropriations. From your history in the past 
who doubts your ability to do so? Who doubts your ability to scatter 
the whole of the surplus'in the Treasury if the people of the country 
allow you to get hold of the purse strings. That is the only condition 
upon which you agree to abolish internal revenne—provided you are 
not able to spend the surplus otherwise. When will you ever take 
steps toabolish this internal revenue? Never. You had the opportu- 
nity yesterday to do it. 

Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLIKEN obtained the floor and said: I will yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Cow xs] if I can be recognized 
when he gets through. 

Mr. COWLES. Iask unanimous consent to be allowed five minutes 
more. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COWLES. Sir, it isa good old maxim which says ‘‘ Honesty 
is the best policy;’’ and the noblest sentiment ever uttered by Grover 
Cleveland was ‘*Tell the truth.” 

I shall go home from here a good deal wiser than I came with regard 
to the status of the abolishment of the internal-revenue tax; and I 
shall tell my people that a large majority on both sides of this House 
are opposed to it, unless future events shall convince me of the con- 


And, sir, if any man is opposed to any portion of this tax why can 
he not come forward and vote for this amendment? It takes only 
about $1,000,000 from the Treasury. It gives relief to a great class of 
people who need it; and it does not affect the supply of breadstuffs in 
this country atall. It only enables people to utilize the fruit which 
would otherwise be wasted, and thus to supplement the little profits 
on their farms and eke out a subsistence for their families. I am sat- 
isfied it will not be the means of such extensive frauds in the whisky 
tax as are alleged here. 

The manufacture of brandy in this country is so small that it can not 
be the means of working such tremendous fraud in the whisky tax. 
Besides, when we read of the discoveries of science in this matter of de- 
tecting fraud in the manufacture of lard, butter, etc., why can there 
not be means of detecting the component parts that enter into distilled 
spirits? Why can not provisions of law be made to punish the persons 
who would use this license to assist in the commission of fraud in the 
manufacture of whisky or in evading the whisky tax? Iam willing 
to vote for any measure of thatkind. All I want is an honest, straight- 
forward relief to my people. I ask this because they have been long- 
suffering and uncomplaining. As long as this tax was needed by the 
Government they bore it with commendable patience and rarely com- 
plained. But they always complained of the system—of its inquisi- 
torial branches. They complained of spies entering their houses and 
domiciles and the most intricate nooks and corners, without regard to 
the privacy of the home of the citizen; and now that all necessity has 
long since passed, they ask itsremoval. This is a most onerous system 
in the section of country I represent. 

The report of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue for 1887 says that 
in 1887, 1,155 fruit distilleries existed in the State of North Carolina 
and 1,054 in the State of my friend from Virginia [Mr. WISE], many 
more than exist and nearly twice as many as exist in all the other 
Statesof this Union; this is because we have large fruit-growing districts 
which must in “* good years’? furnish a large share of the small farmers’ 
profits. They are unable, many of them, to comply with the require- 
ments of law, and if by dint of hard begging and laying themselves under 
mighty obligations to their more wealthy neighbors thus are enabled 
to give the bonds they become liable to be mulcted in heavy penalties 
by some technical failure to comply with all the regulations. 

That is the reason why our people complain so bitterly about this 
grievous burden. 

Now, sir, I ask that they shall have some relief. I ask that the peo- 
ple of these sections of the country who are entitled tosome considera- 
tion shall have this burden removed, and it will not militate against 
the passage of this bill to grant it. I, sir, amas much in favor of some 
of the provisions of this bill asanyonecan be, I am for reducing tax- 
ation, and for reducing it upon articles which as much concern my 
ple as the people of other sections of the country, but at the same time 
Lask that you give them some relief from a burden which is not borne 
by the people.of many other sections of the country, and which will in 
nowise interfere with the necessary revenue for the support of the Gov- 
ernment, 

[Here the hammer fell.] 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have heard the re- 
marks of my friend from North Carolina [Mr. CowLEs] on this occa- 
sion; because while he does not occupy the floor often, or very fre- 
quently demand the attention of the House in debate, he is one of 
those who has the frankness to his opinion as to legislation 
which has been pending in this House relating to pensions, and has the 


candor in that respect to voice the sentiment of his party in disappréval 
of pensions. 

Mr. COWLES. Allow me to say that the gentleman is mistaken. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. He says that the Republican party are unwilling 
to reduce the revenues except they can do it by spending the money 
in the payment of ‘‘ill-deserved pensions.” 

Mr. COWLES. Do you want to pay ill-deserved pensions? 

Mr. MILLIKEN. I was glad to hear it from him for one reason, and 
that is because it shows his opinion of what the duty of the country is 
to the soldiers—— 

Mr. COWLES. Allow mea moment, 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Letme finish my sentence first. 

Mr. COWLES. The gentleman mistakes my position. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. The gentleman exhibits his opinion of what the 
duty ofthe country is towards the soldiers; and it is so well expressed 
in that sentence, which embodies what his party has shown to be their 
feelings, that I welcome it in that respect as being an authoritative ex- 
pression of sentiment. 

Mr. COWLES. If the gentleman will pardon me—— 

Mr. MILLIKEN. I hope my friend will keep quiet. I call my 
friend’s attention to that expression because I have no doubt that be- 
fore the morning sun shines the gentleman will, on reflection, see fit 
to strike it from the RECORD, because it is too bold and honest an ex- 
pression of his party’s position. 

Mr. COWLES. The gentleman mistakes me altogether. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. I do not-desire it to be in the RECORD because he 
said it, but I do desire it to be there because, in two words, now here else 
to be found in the English language, can the position the Democratic 
party has occupied in this House since this Congress sat on the first 
Monday in December last, so well express what they have done and 
what they have shown to be their feeling upon the subject of pensions, 

It is known here, if not to the country, that the Democracy, controlled 
by the late Confederates, consider all pensions to Union soldiers to be 
undeserved pensions. You give to tie widows and dependents of the 
old Union soldiers and to the sick and wounded veterans some little 
crumb once in a long time, so as to save your credit as patriotic men; 
but every important measure presented to Congress for the relief of the 
soldiers, except one, the dependent-pension bill, you have defeated by 
parliamentary tactics or direct votes, and that measure your Presi- 
dent vetoed, while he signed the Mexican pension bill, five-sixths or 
whose benefits go to ex-rebels. Your committee for effect among the 
soldiers has reported to this House pension bills which the Grand Army 
of the Republic have in their conventions recommended; but while you 
reported them to the House, with one single exception they have been 
denied consideration—one amendment to an appropriation bill which al- 
lows widows to draw their pensions from the time of the death of the 
husband instead of the date of the filing of the application, and that 
was but a confirmation of then existing law; with that single exception 
you have done nothing for the pensioners, and you do not mean to do 
anything. 

You block the way of pension legislation and will not allow general 
pension bills to be considered in this House. No man can get recog- 
nition to call them up; or if, by the grace of the kind, courteous, and 
gentlemanly Speaker, who has sat in this House since I have been a 
member, any onedoes get recognition, some gentleman on the other 
side is swift to see that those bills are not taken up for consideration. 
He fights them, and, if necessary, uses all the sources of filibustering 
to smother them. 

‘*Tll-deserved pensions.” Yes; it was the real expression of the 
feeling of the Democratic party in the House in regard to all pensions, 
as shown by its action in this and prior Congresses. 

Mr. COWLES. Allow me a moment. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Now, so far as that is concerned, I will leave my 
friend, when I get through, to explain himself in any manner he 
pleases; but I do congratulate him upon having that control of the 
English tongue, that conciseness of expression which has enabled him 
to put in two words the position of ‘his party in this House upon the 
granting of pensions to Union soldiers—to the men who made it pos- 
sible for him and for me to-day to stand under the flag of one country 
and to legislate here for a great republic that floats its banner more 

roudly in the faces of the nations of the earth than it ever did before. 
Applause. ] 
Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I wish to sayin regard to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and in response to what the gentleman 
from North Carolina said—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Well, if we can have a vote I would rather have 
that than talk. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move to strike out the last word. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to have the RECORD read, so as to show 
the exact language of my friend from North Carolina [Mr..CowLxs] 
in regard to what he stated about the squandering of the surplus upon 
‘*ill-deserved’’ pensions. 


Mr. COWLES. Will my friend allow me to correct him? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir; I wantto know what the gentleman said. 
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Mr. COWLES. Ihad no reference to well-deserved pensions granted 
to Union soldiers of the late war. I had no reference to them at all. 
I am not opposed to pensioning them. It is but natural and right. 
My remarks applied — 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What was the language the gentleman used? 

Mr. MILLIKEN. The RECORD will tell. 

Mr. COWLES. It was the granting of pensions to those who were 
not deserv...g of them; those pensions that were founded in fraud. I 
referred to those pensions that have called for the executive vetoes by 
our excellent Chief Magistrate. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Ifthe gentleman will let his language go into 
the Recorp as he said it, that is all we ask. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Republican party advocate the payment of 
pensions to the Union soldiers, and I want to say to the gentleman 
that the bills which are pending before this House, the bills for de- 

dent pensions and service-pension bills, are the ones that we favor. 
have been gratified in the past at the manifestation of warm interest 
in the welfare of the soldiers shown on that side of the Chamber. 

Mr. COWLES. Allow me one question. 

"Mr. WILLIAMS. Wait until I get through. 

Mr. COWLES. Are you in favor of granting pensions to soldiers 
who do not deserve them? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I amin favor of pensioning every soldier who ob- 
tained an honorable discharge from the late war, having served in the 
defense of his country. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. COWLES. But answer my question. Are you in fayor of pen- 
sions to soldiers who do not deserve them ? 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. They all deserve them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Every Union soldier who can produce orprove an 
honorable discharge deserves a pension. 

Mr. COWLES. Are you, I ask again, in favor of the payment of pen- 
sions to soldiers who do not deserve them? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir; but that was not your language. Your 
language was ‘‘spending this surplus in ill-deserved pensions.” 

Mr. COWLES. That was exactly the idea that I expressed in what 
Isaid. I amas much in favor of pensions as the gentleman is to those 
who deserve them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Wehave sat here all thissession asking the other 
side of the House to give us a day to consider pension legislation, and 
we have been refused. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, further that itis 
@ subject which touches me on a tender spot when the just claims of 
soldiers of 1861 are branded as ill-deserved pensions, for I can not help 
remembering that the gentleman from North Carolina himself and 
many of his colleagues, in fact all of us, are enabled to hold seats on 
this e by virtue of their bravery in the war of the rebellion. [Ap- 

lause. 

£ Why, sir, I am one of those who are willing to forget if in a proper 
manner the animosities and the hatreds that were engendered by the 
strife of 1861 are buried. But I want to say that this nation owes a 
debt of gratitude to the soldiers that we never can repay. Twenty- 
three years have passed away and the green grass and the golden grain 
rland the hundred battlefields of the South. The rifle-pits have 
n filled up and the earthworks have been trodden down. But now 
gentlemen come upon this floor and say that we on this side are desir- 
ous of squandering the public money in ill-deserved pensions. What 
pensions are ill-deserved? I want the gentlemen to answer that ques- 
tion. Isay boldly that it is the duty of the Republican party as it 
should be the pride of the Democratic party to pension the soldiers 
who saved and preserved the Union and made it possible for the gen- 
tleman and many of his colleagues to hold seats on this floor and that 
portion of the Democratic party which attempted in 1861 to destroy 

this nation to be represented in this Congress, 

The eloquent gentleman from Kentucky some months ago stated, 
and I have heard other eloquent gentlemen on that side say, that they 
were glad the slaves were free; they were glad the Union was restored; 
and forgetting the past they wanted to go forward in the path of pros- 
perity and future greatness of this nation. I was glad to hear senti- 
ments so patriotic from the other side. But I want no sneers at the 
soldiers of 1861. I want no sneers against the Union soldiers that went 
trom their homes and their hearthstones bravely and without hesita- 
tion, yea, and were glad to do and die in behalf of the Union that was 
attempted to be destroyed, of the nation whose very existence was 
threatened by the armed hosts of a causeless rebellion. [Applause 
on the Republican side. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. ; 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I shall devote the time allotted to mé in dis- 
cussing the question under consideration. Itis well known thatif any 
member were to say this country was not liberal towards its soldiers 
he would not be believed, and ought not to be believed. 

Now, what is the proposition under consideration? To take the 
tax entirely off from such spirits as are distilled from apples, peaches, 
and grapes. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Peaches and other fruit. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I wish to call the attention ofthe committee to 
one fact which stood in the way of the committee, and stands in the 
way of the House in this legislation. The Committee on Ways and 


Means went to the Treasury Department and gave very careful atten- 


tion to the question now under consideration. We tried to see what 
would be right in the premises, and what could be done. Wemet with 
difficulty at the beginning. If you take 1 gallon of apple brandy and 
mix 2 gallons of pure whisky with it, it is all apple brandy and you 
can not tell the difference. There are no experts in this House [laugh- 
ter], but if there were, Mr. Chairman, no expert could tell the differ- 
ence by taste or appearance. It can not be detected. We could not 
devise any means of preventing frauds upon the revenue if we should 
free from taxation the spirits distilled from fruits. 

Finding that difficulty, I went to the gentlemen from North Caro- 
lina who urged the proposition, and asked them if they would not offer 
an amendment which would do the work. I could not do it. The 
members of the committee could not doit. No man connected with 
the Treasury could doit. To this day no man who favors this amend- 
ment has offered any section that would begin to prevent frauds on the 
Government. Thatis the difficulty which standsin the way. Youopen 
the door to the freedom from taxation of spirits distilled from grain, 
and that may be mixed with brandy when you adopt this amendment. 
I would like the gentleman from Pennsylvania or any other gentleman 
who favors the proposition to submit an amendment which will pre- 
vent this fraud. 

- The CHAIRMAN. Debate upon the formal amendment is exhausted. 
If there be no objection the formal amendment will be considered as 
withdrawn. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I renew it, Mr. Chairman. The argument of the 
gentleman from Tennessee is untenable. No one can pretend to say 
that large quantities of whisky would be removed to the small apple 
distilleries throughout the country and there mixed with spirits dis- 
tilled from fruits. No member of ihis House will contend for one mo- 
ment that he could not taste the difference between apple brandy and 
spirits distilled from grain, even if they were mixed half and half. 

Mr. McMILLIN. The gentleman is more expert than I thought 
any member of the House was. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Ido not think there is any member of this House, 
not even the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN], 80 entirely 
ignorant of the peculiar taste and smell which attach to apple brandy 
that he could not readily distinguish the difference between it and 
ordinary whisky. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Describe the difference to us. 

Mr, SOWDEN. The gentleman’s experience, I suppose, is such as 
not to require any description of the difference between them at my 
hands for his particular benefit. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the reasons advanced by the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN ] in opposition to my amend- 
ment are not well grounded, and ought not to avail against its adop- 
tion. Icontend that the farmers who use their surplus apples, peaches, 
and grapes in California, North Carolina, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and 
other States, in the distillation of spirits should not be compelled to 
pay a tax of over $1,000,000 annually into the public Treasury when 
the needs of the Government, honestly administered, do not require it. 
The members on this side of the House should be slow to vote against 
the pending amendmenton the pretext furnished by the gentleman who 
has this bill in charge. 

Mr. BREWER. Mr. Chairman, the question has been quite fully 
discussed here in regard to the removal of the internal-revenue tax 
upon brandies made from fruits as well as upon alcohol made from 
grain. There is a large class of people in this country who can not 
come here to speak for themselves, but can speak only through their 
petitions or letters which may be presented by those who represent 
them. I send to the desk to have read a communication which I have 
received expressing the views of thousands of the best women in the 
land touching the question of the removal of the tax apon all spirit- 
uous liquors. 

The letter was read, as follows: 

Erse, Micu., June 13, 1888. 

Dear Str: Iaddress vou because I want you to give your whole influence 
towards ‘‘repeal of internal-revenue taxes,” The time has come when it 
seems to me the United States Government can no longer be the senior partner 
es gic es Eei ose wis and add respectability to the traffic, which 
is the source of insae Tou aw of all the crime of pur land, besides the tears, the 
sorrows, the insanities, the pauperism,and the wretchedness untold. We want 
and ought not to have any complicity or connections with these ill-gotten gains. 
We protect every thing else but our children. They are ex: to the ravages 
of this foe to humanity. Greedy, fierce, heartless, relentless, the liquor traffic 
pursues, entraps, and destroys the innocent boys of our land. In not tell you 
that this “internal revenue” stands in the way of better legislation, that it is 
the strong, impregnable fortress behind which the business of drnnkard-mak- 
ing is intrenched, You know it. 

Won't you asthe Representative of the Sixth Michigan Congressional district 
do your utmost to secure the absolute and perpetual separation of the liquor 
crime and this Government? r 

Let us wash our hands and seek everlasting separation from that sort cf traf- 
fic which destroysmen, soul and body, for time and eternity. 

Mrs. ANNIE P. MOUNT, 
Secretary W. C. T. U., Elsie, Mich. 
- Mr. MARK BREWER, 


Mr. BREWER. Ihave presented that letter here, not only for the 
purpose of answering someofthe arguments that have been made touch- 
ing this question, but also because I know, as I have already said, that 
there are thousands and thousands of men and women in this country 
who believe that it is for the best interests of the people and for the 
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cause of temperance and humanity that the taxes upon alcohol of all 
kinds should be entirely wiped out. WhileI do not wish at the present 
time to commit myself to all the views that are expressed in this letter, 
yet I desire to say that I heartily concur with what is said in it in re- 
lation to the evils of intemperance. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I rise to oppose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this amendmentis exhausted; butif 
there be no objection the formal amendment will be considered as with- 
drawn, and the gentleman can renew it. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Irenewthe formal amendment. Mr. 
Chairman, a gentleman on the other side of the House made the remark 
a few moments since that if any man were to state that this country 
had not been liberal toward its soldiers he would not be believed. I 
desire to say, Mr. Chairman, for myself that in my judgment this 
country has not been liberal toward its soldiers. 

How can a great Government like ours, with an overflowing Treas- 
ury, be said to be liberal towards its soldiers when thousands and 
thousands of them are in the almshouses of the country? Men who 
followed the nation’s flag for three and four long and terrible years, 
men who were brave and valiant and true soldiers, and who obtained 
at theclose of the war an honorable discharge, are to-day public paupers 
and are cared for as such. 

Since this session of Congress began three of the men who appealed 
to me for help in the prosecution of their claims have died and were 
buried poor and penniless. ‘Two of them were privatesoldiers. They 
were the kind of men who put down the rebellion—good men and true. 
It was shown by their neighbors that they were hale and healthy men 
when they entered the service and that they were never able-bodied 
men atter the expiration of their term of service. Indeed, it wasshown 
that from the time of their discharge to the time of their death they 

` had never been able to performa full day’s work; and yet because they 
could not prove that they had some disability which they had incurred 
in the service they were permitted to live and die in want. Theother 
claimant to whom I have referred was an old man, an itinerant Meth- 
odist preacher. A more patriotic man than he never lived. He was 
too old when the war began to enter the service himself, but he had 
three sons who caught the inspiration of the father and entered the 
Army at the opening of the war and went out to fight and die asheroes 
only dare to do. One fell in battle; another died in the hospital. One 
of these sleeps in the distant South and the other in the mountains of 
West Virginia. The third son returned home a physical wreck, and, I 
believe, is drawing a pension. 

_ This old man was an applicant for a pension as a dependent parent, 
but failing to receive one I introduced a special act, and before it had 
been reached by the committee he passed away. He lived and died in 
poverty, although he had given his three sons to the country and al- 
though he had used his influence and had given his earnest support to 
the cause of the Union. I say it, and I say it with regret, that this 
country has not been generous toward its soldiers. Julius Cæsar, two 
thousand years ago, did more for his soldiers than we have ever done for 
ours. Hisarmy was more liberally rewarded than the soldiers of the late 
war have been. Ina single campaign, after he had achieved a great 
victory, he doubled the compensation of every soldier in his army, and 
upon their return lands and houses and homes were generously given 
them, How canit be said that this country has been liberal toward its sol- 
-diers when there are thousands of them to-day who are in poverty and 
want; whose claims have been presented to the Department and rejected; 
whose hills are upon the Calendar of this Congress only to be denied? No 
one need tell me that this Government has been generous and liberal, 
when there are thousands of soldiers’ widows bending over the wash-tub 
eking out a miserable existence for themselves and their children. 

Mr. Chairman, the time has come when the very stones will cry out 
against the American people if they longer neglect the brave men whose 
claims are rejected on account of some trifling technicality, or the 
widows whose husbands sacrificed their lives on their country’s altar, 
who are not pensioned because of some lack of testimony, or the or- 
pbans whose homes and lives have been made sad and desolate by the 
consequences of the war, or the dependent fathers and mothers who gave 
the idol of their hearts and the hope of their future to rescue the life 
of the nation. There are thousands of pension claims which have been 
rejected that are just as deserving as those which have been allowed, 
and some of those which have been rejected are more meritorious than 
some which have been allowed. 

It is a shame and a disgrace that we have not met our obligations in 
this particular. The time has come when we ought to pension every 
honorably discharged soldier. We have already pensioned every Mex- 
ican soldier, including even those that subsequently entered the Con- 
federate service and attempted to destroy the Republic. I have before 
menow a letter written by a soldier who is seventy-five yearsold, whose 
health is broken down and whose poverty and wants drive him almost 
to desperation. He says, ‘‘If another war were to come upon us, I 
would advise all the young men to feign sickness and get in the hos- 
p sothey would have a hospital record and have no trouble in get- 

g a pension.” How many of the best soldiers have been refused a 
pension because they never patronized the doctor or the hospital ! 

Mr. MCMILLIN. On this question of the repeal of the tax on spirits 
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I send to the desk to be read the utterance of a gentleman whose voice 
is always potent with his party. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr, Blaine’s *‘ Paris message "— 

Mr. McCLAMMY, [I rise toa question ot order. I desire to know 
whether it is in order to discuss the question of pensions upon a propo- 
sition to repeal the brandy tax. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. | It is not in order to discuss any question except 
the question pending. . 

7 Mr. MILLIKEN. This question was raised on the other side of the 
ouse, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was deciding a point of order. Itis 
not in order to discuss any question except that which is pending in 
the Committee of the-Whole. The rule states that any gentleman 
offering an amendment in the Committee of the Whole House shall 
be entitled to five minutes to explain his amendment, and any gentle- 
man recognized thereafter may be entitled to five minutes to oppose 
the amendment, and thereupon the debate thereon is exhausted. 
Hence it is in order to discuss only the question under consideration. 
But large latitude has been indulged upon this question. The gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] desires to have read as part of 
his remarks an extract which he has sent to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MR. BLAINE’S “PARIS MESSAGE.” 

I would not advise the repeal of the whisky tax —— 

Mr. BUCHANAN, I will inquire of the gentleman from Tennessee 
whether it is his purpose to have the whole of that letter incorporated 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Ionly wish to have that portion read which bears 
on the repeal of the tax on whisky. 

Mr. BUCHANAN, Rather than that it shall be mutilated I will 
ask unanimous consent that the whole be printed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I shall take the liberty of publishing the re- 
mainder of that letter. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MR, BLAINE’S “PARIS MESSAGE,” 

I would not advise the repeal of the whisky tax. Other considerations than 
those of financial administration are to be taken into account with regard to 
whisky, Thereisa moralsidetoit. To cheapen the price of whisky is to increase 
its consumption enormously, There would be no sense in urging the reform 
wrought by high license in many States if the National Government neutralizes 
the good effect by making whisk within reach of every one, at 20 cents a 
gallon. Whisky would be everywhere distilled if the surveillance of the Goy- 
ernment were withdrawn by the remission of the tax, and illicit sales could not 


then be prevented even by a policy as rigorousand searching as that with which 
Ry aa pursues the Nihilists. It would destroy high license at once in all the 


a 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection the formal amendment. 
will be withdrawn. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KELLEY] to renew it. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, the wisest men fall into error some- 
times, and while I admire the patriotism, the learning, the sound judg- 
ment of the experienced statesman from whose letter an extract has 
just been read, I think that in this case he fell into an error that he 
would hardly repeat at this time. What is the weight of moral prin- 
ciple involved in the spirit tax? Itis but from one-eighth to five- 
eighths of a cent on the average drink taken in the fashionable club 
houses and leading saloons of the country. I do not believe that any 
man who is under the disease of alcoholism or who is cultivating an 
appetite for alcoholic beverages, who is periling his character ‘and ul- 
timately it may be his sanity, or his life, who is willing to risk home 
and wife and children and all that he once held dear—and our country, 
unhappily, constantly presents many tens of thousands of such cases— 
I do not believe, I say, that such victims can possibly be reclaimed 
from intemperance by the moral influence of so slight a tax upon a 
drink of whisky or of the vile decoctions sold under the name of 
whisky in the gin shops and doggeries of our country. 

I think my distinguished and honored friend, Mr. Blaine, was car- 
ried away by enthusiasm when he indited that paragraph. For I can 
not persuade myself that consciousness of the fact that a man who 
vends a glass of whisky will make a fraction of a penny more than he 
would have done while the tax existed will tempt any ingenuous youth 
or discreet man to rush into inebriety, The cause isnot on either side 
suflicient to preduce the consequences which Mr. Blaine apprehended 
from the repeal of the spirit tax. On the other hand, that tax adds 
heavily to the price of every alcoholic drug prepared for the relief of 
disease or accident in this country. It adds $1.80 to the cost of every 
gallon of chloroform, whether used by the dentist or the operating sur- 
geonin capital cases or in relief of patients distracted by pain. Itadds 
$1.80 to the price of every gallon of collodion which is used in so many 
of the arts. P 

What is a gallon of collodion? Itis agallon of alcohol less the quan- 
tity displaced by a scarcely appreciable weight of gun-cotton. So through 
the whole range of the arts and sciences and in all the humanities of 
surgery and medicines, that tax imposes its burden upon the victims 
of disease and suffering. I think that when our distinguished coun- 
tryman returns to the United States and finds that the supreme moral- 
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ists on the subject of temperance are demanding to be released from 
their participation in the crime of drunkenness by demanding, as pro- 
hibitionists, the repeal of the spirit taxes, and that the hundreds of thou- 
sands of women constituting the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union 
are praying to man and God to relieve the Government from its crimi- 
nal participation in profiting by the crimes produced by the spirit tax, 
he will repudiate this paragraph of his brilliant letter and say to these 
devoted reformers, I Will labor with you in your good work. [Ap- 
plause on the Republican side. ] i 

Mr, BREWER. When Mr. Blaine arrives in this country he will find, 
I think, that the sentiment of 90 per cent. of the Republicans are in har- 
mony with the views expressed by him in his letter. [Applause on the 
Democratic side. ] 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the body of moralists 
to which the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLEY } has referred 
that is to change the views of Mr. Blaine is no doubt that body who 
sat in Chicago and adopted the Republican platform which declares in 
favor of removing all tax from whisky and brandy rather than remove 
it from the shoes, shirts, and blankets of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, the single question before this committee now is, 
shall we remove all tax from brandy made of certain fruits? The ob- 
jection given to this by the gentleman from Tennessee [ Mr. MCMILLIN] 
is a sufficient reason why it should not be done. As he has shown, the 
removal of this tax would encourage illicit distillation and make diffi- 
cult or impossible its detection. 

The repeal of this tax would principally benefit the ‘t moonshiner’’ 
and the brandy drinker, My friend from Pennsylvania [ Mr. SowpEN] 
should have added these two classes to the list which he says the repeal 
would benefit. 

But, Mr. Chairman, my objection to this amendment is deeper and 
more radical even than that suggested by the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. MCMILLIN]. 

This Government must each year raise a very large sum for rev- 
enue, and the question is, shall we abate the sum collected on fruit 
brandy and add it to the tax on the necessaries and comforts of the 

le? 

When the gentleman from Pennsylvania [ Mr. SowpEN] affirms that 
we do not need this tax he must mean to be understood merely that 
we can collect the revenue from something else. 

It can not be pretended that this amendment if adopted would lessen 
the manufacture of brandy. Its necessary tendency would, on the 
contrary, be to encourage and increase it, and as brandy is a luxury or 
worse, it is fit that it should bear a heavy percentage of the burdens of 
the Se This is in accordance with the theory and prac- 
tice of most enlightened nations. It would be strange indeed if those 
things necessary to the comfort—even to tha, existence—of the people 
should be unduly taxed and whisky and brandy be freed from any 
duty or burden. I believe it may be safely affirmed that except by 
the high-tariff monopolists of this country or their representatives no 
such position has ever been taken by legislators. 

This new doctrine is in accordance with that plank of the Chicago 
platform that declares in favor of the entire re of the internal taxes 
(on whisky and brandy) rather than surrender in any degree the power 
to highly tax the common necessaries of life. 

Justice and morality cry out against such a policy. 

Mr. MILLIKEN rose. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I should like the committee to come to some 

ment as to the length of time this debate is to run. 

Mr. MILLIKEN, I will be through in one minute. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I suggest that it be extended ten minutes, five 
minutes on each side. 

Mr. KERR. I object. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Mr. Chairman, my friend from North Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNstToN] and my other friend from North Carolina [Mr. Mc- 
CLAMMY] to-day cry out, where is the Republican party on this 
question of taking the tax off of alcohol? Why do they not ery out, 
where is the Democratic party? The proposition offered yesterday 
received but 27 votes in this committee, and two of those were my 
friends from North Carolina. 

Now, Mr. Blaine is called in question again. My friend from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] had read an extract from his letter. I have 
no doubt that extract recites not only what the opinion of Mr. Blaine 
was when he wrote that letter, but also what his opinion is to-day and 
what his opinion will be when he arrives inthis country. [ Applause. } 

I know Mr, Blaine. I have the honor of filling his place, not in this 
Hall, but to sit in the seat he once occupied. I have known him per- 
sonally for twenty years on the street and in public, and I know he is 
accustomed to speak deliberately, to speak what he means, and small- 
sized men are not able to shake him from his belief. [Applause on the 
Democratic side of the House. ] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, what do you disclose by bringing out these 
facts? Why, my friend from Texas [Mr. MILLS], when the question 
is raised, says that the Republican party was the ‘‘ whisky party,” and 
called upon us to decide between the taxation of whisky and the taxa- 
tion of shoes. In the face and eyes of the fact that the very votes taken 
in this House disclose beyond question that members representing nine- 


tenths of the men who vote the Republican ticket are opposed to such 
legislation, yet when you come toa diréct question here of free whis' 
the charge is repeated against the Republican party and the attempt is 
persisted in to put us in what is very evident to all is a false position 
on that question. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. The Republican party have put them- 
selves in that position. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. And you have a fair share of men on that side of 
the House--far more, I am convinced, than there are on this side— 
who are in favor of that proposition as a separate and independent 
question. 

What are the facts? The Republican party says this, and I say it 
to-day, not that it is in favor of free whisky—you know better than 
that when you make the charge. If there is a party in this country 
who wants free whisky, it is our Democratic friends, for they need 
free whisky more thau anybody else in this country. If there is a 
party in the United States north of Mason and Dixon’s line that has 
stood up against prohibition and against restriction on the tens of thou- 
sands of grog shops and saloons, it is our good-natured friends on the 
other side; and when they attempt to put any party on record asa free- 
whisky party except themselves, it is simply a slander, and shows 
that they have got ashamed of their own position and desire somebody 
else to occupy it. 

I repeat, what are the facts? The Republican party say this: that 
rather than have free trade, rather than have the cheap labor of Europe 
come in here to destroy our industries, that if it were necessary to re- 
duce the revenues, then they would reduce them on whisky rather than 
permit the condition of things which a repeal of our tariff laws would 
bring about, and so would I, And I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the 
industries of this country, and a fair remuneration for labor, are worth 
more than anything that has come before Congress or that will come 
before Congress for its consideration. 

Now the great problem has been presented by the President of the 
United States in his message and by gentlemen on this floor, and that 
is how to reduce the surplus. You say it must be reduced. Why? 
Because you allege it is gathered into the Treasury, and is not in cir- 
culation amongst the people. Butif you have free trade youare going 
to send the volume of that currency to Europe. Will that relieve the 
difficulty ? It is the protective tariff which put the great bulk of that 
currency into the Treasury. And agentleman from California showed 
the other day in his speech that notwithstanding that increase in the 
surplus at the same time the circulating medium had increased, and 
that increase was steady from month to month. This is because the 
protective tariff keeps the money at home, furnishing your goods from 
your own resources by the hands of your own laborers. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, my absence when the amendment 
offered by my colleague [Mr. JOHNSTON] for the repeal of the internal- 
revenue system was under consideration, is my excuse for now troub- 
ling the House with some general remarks upon the subject of that 
ameudment, 

I am, as I said in the course of my remarks submitted to this House 
during the month of May, in favor of the total repeal ofevery part and 
parcel of that odious system, and so are the people of the State which I 
in part represent here. Butanxiousas I am for the repeal of this system 
and the remoyal of the restrictions which it imposes upon the liberty of 
the individual citizen and upon the commerce of the country, I recognize 
the fact, as do many other gentlemen on this side of the House, who 
agree with me in wishing its abrogation, that under present financial 
conditions its repeal at this time is not only impracticable but out of 
the question. 

It must be manifest to every mind should the Government surrender 
the $120,000,000 annually derived from this source, with an annual 
surplus of less than $70,000,000, there would be a deficit in the Treas- 
ury at the end of the present fiscal year of fully $50,000,000. 

Of course no party responsible for the legislation of the country can 
be expected deliberately to provide for a deficit of such proportions, or 
by cold legal enactment to invite financial disaster. But worse than 
this, if this system should be totally abolished there would be no room, 
even to the extent of a penny, for the reduction of the extravagantly 
high and unjust taxes now imposed by vicious and inequitable tarift 
laws upon the necessaries of life consumed in every household in the 
land. When itcomes to me, as has now come to me, to choose between 
cheap whisky and cheaper food and clothes for the masses of the peo- 
ple (which also means larger comforts and better education) do. not 
morality, humanity, and sound policy require that I should make 
choice in favor of the latter? [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

In so choosing, the Democratic party does not abate one iota its op- 
position to the internal-revenue system nor its fixed determination to 
release the people from its operation at the earliest possible moment. 

I am satisfied when the people have come to understand that this 
bill removes $24,000,000 of the $30,000,000 of taxes now levied upon 
tobacco, that it repeals the license taxes, and that it greatly modifies 
the machinery of the system, effectually providing against many ofthe 
vexations and annoyances which have heretofore marked its enforce- 
ment, they will accept, if not with satisfaction, at least with good 
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_ grace thestep which it makes in the direction of the repeal of the whole 
system. [Applause on the Democratic side.] They will accept it as 
an earnest on the part of the Democratic party that they will repeal 
the whole system when the opportunity offers. 

From the Republican party we have nothing to expect. That party 
not only inaugurated this system of taxation, after a disuse of more 
than forty years, but has during tlie entire period of its supremacy in 
this country maintained it, with certain exceptions, in favor of capital, 
banks, manufacturers, and insurance companies. 

If the platform of that party, recently adopted at Chicago, upon this 
subject is stripped of its disguise and subjected to a fair and honest 
interpretation it will be found to be a declaration against the repeal of 
this system, as well asa declaration in favor of high-tariff taxation. 
Fairly interpreted that platform means that the tax upon whisky will 
never be surrendered so long as that party can prevent it, and then 
only as a last resort to preserve its unholy system of protective taxes. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

On motion of Mr. MCMILLIN, Mr. Smrmons was allowed to proceed 
five minutes longer. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The reasons which exist and which have been 
urged with such overpowering force by the Ways and Means Committee 
against the total repeal of the internal-revenue system can not, I think, 
with justice, be urged against the amendment of the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. WiIsE] to remove the tax from cigars, cigarettes, and 
cheroots, nor against the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. SowpEnN] for the repeal of the tax upon fruit brandy. 

The revenue at present received by the Government from the taxes 
imposed upon the articles covered by these amendments amounts to 
but little over $7,000,000 per annum. This isa comparatively small 
amount, and I believe it can be surrendered without inconvenience to 
the Government or perceptibly interfering with the Democratic policy 
of reducing taxes upon necessaries. 

I have been surprised at some of the arguments advanced on both 
sides of this House against these two amendments. Certain gentlemen 
of the Ways and Means Committee tell us that there is no way of dis- 
tinguishing between whisky and brandy, and if the tax is retained upon 
the one and removed from the other frauds will be rife and the whole 
system demoralized. I think the gentlemen underrate the delicate 
taste of our deputy internal-revenue collectors, With the system of 
detectives, espionage, and surveillance which the Government employs 
in this system I can not believe that the fraud of substituting whisky 
for brandy one which will prove too formidable for the Government. 
If there is no scientific test (and my friend from Tennessee says there 
is none) for detecting the adulteration of whisky with brandy we may 
wit! good reason hope, if the amendment of my friend from Pennsy1- 
vania prevails, inventive genius will be stimulated and one will in due 
time be discovered. 

The opposition of our Republican friends to the repeal of the tax on 
cigars and cigarettes is the same old argument which we have been 
accustomed to hear from them during the last two months. 

The gentleman from New York [ Mr. FARQUHAR] informs the House 
if these taxes are repealed it will ruin certain large factories in his 
State and throw their employés out of work. How much sameness 
there is in the arguments of these gentlemen. If we propose to reduce 
the taxes on imports they tell us it will ruin the industries concerned. 
If-we propose to reduce direct taxes we are again threatened with 
calamities. Do the gentlemen mean to say that high taxes beget 
perity? Do they mean to say that every industry must be fostered by 
taxing its product? 

I have no doubt the larger manufacturers of cigars and cigarettes are 
benefited by this tax and that they are loath to give up this advantage. 
The great whisky rings of the West are likewise, no doubt, benefited by 
keeping the tax upon the poor man’s orchard and suppressing the com- 
petition which would be the result of the distillation of the fruits of 
those orchards, but neither the small manufacturers of cigars and cigar- 
ettes nor the producer of the weed out of which they are made, nor the 
poor man who owns an orchard in the districts of my colleagues and 
myself are benefited by these taxes. 

Let us be done with arguing in favor of these millionaire manufact- 
urers and these great whisky rings and combinations, and let us do for 
once some sort of justice to the small dealers, who are neither able nor 
disposed to combine into unlawful trusts or to influence legislation for 
the advancement of their selfish interests. 

I hope both the amendment for the repeal of the tax on cigars, etc., 
and the amendment for the removal of taxes on fruit brandies will 

revail. 
= [Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MCMILLIN. It is suggested that we make it ten minutes on a 
side. If that is acceptable I will agree to it and withdraw my motion 
that the committee rise. If not, after the gentleman from North Car- 
olina concludes, I will ask that the committee rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the proposition that debate 
on the pending section be closed in twenty minutes—ten minutes on 
each side ? 

‘Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I object, unless the time is made fifteen 
minutes on each side. 
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Mr. MCMILLIN. We are very anxious to complete the considera» 
tion of this bill to-day in Committee of the Whole; but we will accept 
that proposition with the understanding that debate on the pending 
paragraph and all amendments thereto shall be closed in thirty min- 
utes—fifteen minutes on aside. 

Mr. WARNER. Upon that proposition I do not want more than a 
minute or two. I wish to offer a substantial amendment when we are 
through with the pending amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to limiting debate on this par- 
agraph and all amendments thereto to thirty minutes ? 

Mr. CANNON. How is the time to be divided ? 

The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen minutes upon each side. 

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. GAL- 
LINGER] wants five minutes. “ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
New Hampshire for a part of the time. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Now, Mr. Chairman, the observations I have made 
with regard to the repeal of the entire internal-revenue system do not 
apply to a repeal of the tax upon tobacco and fruit brandy. That 
reduction will only amount to about 36,000,000 upon tobacco and 
$1,000,000 on fruit brandy. It is perfectly consistent with the policy 
of the Democratic party in the matter of reduction that this small 
amount of internal revenue should be cut offfrom the general receipts 
of the Government. I have been astonished at some of the arguments 
presented on both sides of this House why this needed reduction should 
not be made. 

What are the reasons , Mr. Chairman, that this $6,000,000 of 
taxes should not be taken off of tobacco, and the restrictions which are 
to-day fettering and embarrassing that important trade of the country 
be removed? The gentleman from New York | Mr. FARQUHAR] has 
just addressed the House upon that subject, and has announced to the 
House what we have heard announced so often in the consideration of 
tariff taxation, the general proposition that if this tax is removed it 
will injure and destroy the business of certain large cigar-manufactur- 
ing establishments and their employés. I do not dispute the proposi- 
tion that this tax is a benefit to the larger cigar and cigarette estab- 
lishments in this country. 

The same argument might be made here in favor of the large whisky 
establishments of this country. They receive a benefit from this tax- 
ation, and both the capitalists engaged in tobacco and the capitalists 
engaged in whisky are unalterably opposed to any interference with 
the tax. But that is not true with regard to the small dealers. That 
is not true with regard to the gentlemen who raise little oroarea in 
the mountain districts represented by my friend Mr. Cov d my 
friend Mr. JOHNSTON in oe Carolina. They are injured every day ot 
their lives by the imposition of thistax, The small cigar manufactur- 
ers in my district are also injured by the imposition of this tax. 

What is the argument, Mr. Chairman? When we propose to reduce 
tariff taxation gentlemen arise over on the other side and say it will 
ruin the industries of the country. When we propose to reduce inter- 
nal taxation gentlemen arise on the other side of the House and say it 
will ruin the industries of the country. Has it come to this, that we 
can not reduce taxation either upon imports or upon articles upon 
which the tax is imposed directly withdut injury? Has the proposi- 
tion come to be accepted in an American Congress that a high taxation 
is necessary in order to preserve and protect and save from ruin the 
industries of this country? 

I think it is not true, sir. I think the argument is made simply in 
behalf of concentrated capital engaged in the manufacture of cigarettes 
and concentrated capital engaged in the manufacture of whisky. Itis 
against those organizations now combined into trusts that I feel it my 
duty to speak in the interest of the small dealers both in tobacco and 
in fruit brandy in my State and in my district. It may be that the 
removal of the tax upon fruit brandy will lead to frauds upon the legit- 
imate manufacture of whisky; but I deny that the Government is not 
able, with the system of detectives, espionage, and survelliance which 
it throws around every man who deals in those articles, to protect the 
legitimate dealers from the wrongdoings of the illegitimate and fraud- 
ulent dealer. And I believe, sir, thatif there be no scientific test now 
by which it may be made known whether a barrel contains whisky or 
brandy, or a mixture of the two, it would be only necessary to pass 
this remedial reformatory legislation in order to find a remedy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

[Mr. PERKINS withholds his remarks lor revision, See APPENDIX. ] 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the arguments 
presented here against the internal-revenue system apply rather to the 
administrative features of the law than to the system itself; and these 
objectionable features, I submit, can be repealed or modified without 
repealing the system. The internal tax isa tax imposed not upon the 
necessaries of life, but it is a tax upon luxuries, a tax which every one 
may repeal for himself by abstaining from the use of whisky and to- 
bacco. When I see the representatives of that great party which for 
so many years posed before the people of this country as the party of 
great moral ideas advocating the removal of the tax on whisky, and 
thereby the increase of all the evils which flow from the excessive use 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6427 


of that article, it would seem as if that party is willing to sacrifice 
even the peace and good order of society, and to utterly ignore all its 
past professions in order to preserve the iniquitous protective system. 

I can not believe, Mr. Chairman, that there isa member of this House, 


aside from some of the Representatives of the Southern States, to whom 


the administration of this law has made itso obnoxious, who, if it were 
not for the purpose of wiping out the surplus revenue and thereby pre- 
venting a reduction of tariff taxation, would advocate the abolition of 
this internal system of taxes. 

There is another phase of this question to which I beg to call the at- 
tention of the House, which is very pertinently expressed by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury when he asks— 

Is it the part of statesmanship to give up a revenue so easily collected, to un- 
acgustom our people to its payment, and to do away with all the machinery for 
its collection, when, unless we are more favored than other nationsofthe world, 
there will come a day when it will all be needed? 

Mr. Chairman, this need was felt at the beginning of the war of 1812 
and expressed by Mr. Dallas, then Secretary of the Treasury, in one 
of his reports in the following language: 

It certainly furnishes a lesson of practical policy that there existed no system 
by which the internal resources of the country could be brought at once into 


action when the resources of its external commerce became incompetent to an- 
swer the exigencies of the time. 


And that is always the case in time of war or disaster. The tariff 

is a summer friend; it is only to be relied on in times of pros- 

perity; when adversity overtakes the country it invariably fails. Con- 
tinuing, the report says: 

The existen f such t: id bably have invigorated the earl 
Dorea oft the ware ie! t DEVO sreaareed the public credit anga 
and would have rendered the pecuniary contributions of the people more equal 
as well as more effective. But owing to the want of sucha system, a sudden 
and almost exclusive resort to the public credit was necessarily adopted as the 
chief instrum@ of finance. 

This need was again felt in 1861, when millions were added to the 
cost of the war by the want of a proper interna]-revenue system, and 
similar losses may occur if war should again find the Treasury depend- 
ent solely on customs duties for revenue. That risk it is gravely pro- 
ae to take in order that the consumers of spirits and tobacco may 

freed from a self-imposed tax which burdens no industry and hin- 
ders no prosperity. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have not occupied much of 
the time of the committee, and would not trespass now upon its atten- 
tion but for the fact that I have several times listened to the astound- 
ing charge from the Democratic side of this House that the Repub- 
lican party is in favor of free whisky. Thatcharge is nottrue. Horave 
Greeley, who was afterward the Democratic candidate for President of 
the United States, once said in the columns of the New York Tribune 
that the two leading doctrines of the Democratic party were to love 
whisky and hate ‘‘niggers.’’ It may be that the Democracy has since 
then become a temperance party, but I have seen nothing to warrant 
that conclusion. [Laughter.] 

Now, I contend that the Republican party, neither in its national 
platform nor elsewhere, has said or done anything whatever that jus- 
tifies any Democrat in making the charge that our party is the free- 
whisky party. 

‘The utterance of the Chicago platform on this question has been utterly 
misquoted by many who have participated in this debate. The Repub- 
licans have not indorsed the idea of ‘* free whisky,” but have simply de- 
clared for a partial repeal of the internal-revenue tax on intoxicating 
drinks, as the following plank from their platform will show: 

The Republican party would effect all needed reduction of the national rev- 
enue by repealing the taxes upon tobacco, which arean annoyance and burden 
to agriculture, and the tax upon spirits used in the arts and for mechanical 
purposes, and by such revision of the tariff laws as will tend to check imports 
of such articles as are petua by our people, the production of which gives 
employment to our labor, and release from import duties those articles of for- 
eign production (except luxuries), the like of which can not be produced at 
home. If there shall still remaina larger revenue than is requisite for the wants 
of the Government, we favor the entire repeal of internal taxes rather than the 
surrender of any part of our protective system at the joint behest ofthe whisky 
trusts and the agents of foreign manufactures. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Republican party is a ‘‘free whisky’? party, 
then the National Prohibition party of this country and the Woman’s 
Christian Temperance Union are likewise in favor of ‘‘ free whisky.” 
I want my Democratic friends to listen to the fourth resolution of the 
National Prohibition platform, which reads as follows: 


For the immediate abolition of the internal-revenue system, whereby our Na- 
tional Government is deriving support from our greatest national vice. 


I ask my Democratic friends who, doubtless, are looking to the Pro- 
hibition party for a little comfort in the coming campaign, whether 
they are prepared to say here that that party is a ‘‘free whisky ” party ? 

Let us now turn to the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union. You 
will find in their platform which they adopted in their last national 
convention this resolution: 

That we advocate the abolition of the internal revenue on alcoholic liquors 
and tobacco, for the reason that it o es to render more difficult the secur- 
gant enforcement of prohibitory laws, and so postpones the day of national 


verance. We also condemn the principle which permits a government to 
derive revenue from the vices of the eapi s 


And one of the leading officers of that organization has said to me 
in a private letter: 

Our organization is stronglv in favor of the abolition of the tax on alcoholio 
liquors and tobacco. ° 

Again, I ask my Democratic friends whether they are prepared to 
go before the country and denounce the Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union as an organization in favor of ‘‘ free whisky ?” ; 

The following official communication from the Woman’s Christian 
Tem: ce Union of my State will speak for itself, and I commend 
it to the thoughtful consideration of the Democratic party, which 
seems so greatly exercised because the Republican party favors the 
repeal of internal-revenue taxation rather than the overthrow of the 
tariff laws: 

DEAR Str: In view of the fact that the liquor traffic is wrong, hence no reve- 
nue should be received from it either in national or State governments, we, the 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of New Hampshire, most earnestly and 
respectfully ask that you, who represent the people of New Hampshire in the 
United States Congress, will use your influence to the utmost to haye the tax re- 
moved. “A public revenue from a public curse is a bribe to the public to per- 
petuate that curse.” s 


Most respectfully, 
7 Mrs. N. H. KNO: 


Miss ©. R. WENDELL, 
ding Secretary. 
CLARA E. ROWELL, 
Recording Secretary. 
ABBY E. McINTIRE, 
Treasurer, 
Hon. J. H. GALLINGER. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I have received at least thirty letters from 
officers and members of this great organization urging the repeal of the 
internal-revenue tax on intoxicating drinks. One of them is from the 
wife of one of the most distinguished ministers of the Gospel in my 
State, which I will append: 

Amuenst, N. H., June 23, 1838. 

Dear Sim: In behalf of our Woman's Christian Temperance Union, I write 
this asking that you will use ou influence for the repeal of the internal-reve- 
nue taxes on liquors. We believe it is wrong in principle; thatit isa legalizing. 
so far as the National Government can, a business that is the source of much of 
=~ — and poverty, and a great hinderance to the removal of the traftic from 
the °. 

Should the National Government be a stockholder in such a business? 


Yours, rely, 
Mrs. EDWARD AIKEN, 
Secretary of Amherst Woman's Christian Temperance Union, 


Hon. J. H. GALLINGER. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask our Democratic friends again if they are 
prepared, on this floor and before the country, to denounce the Woman’s 
Christian Temperance Union of New Hampshire, officered as it is by 
women whose lives have been devoted to works of Christian benevo- 
lence and practical religion, as being in favor of ‘‘free whisky” be- 
cause they are in favor of repealing the taxes upon the manufacture of 
whisky? 

It is certainly a novel thing for the Democratic party to pose as a 
temperance party. There is nothing in their record to justify this 
claim. The Republican party has, by its legislative acts, both State 
and national, proved itself to be the friend of morality and temper- 
ance. Its national platform, adopted in Chicago, gives no uncertain 
sound on this great question, while the Democratic platform has no 
word of comfort for the temperance men and women of the country. 
Throughont its entire history the Democratic party has trackled to 
the saloons, from whence its votes largely come, and it is the height of 
impudence for them now to charge the Republican party with beingin 
favor of ‘‘ free whisky,” while they are opposed to it. ‘‘Satan rebuk- 
ing sin ” is a mild exhibition of hypocrisy compared with the assump- 
tions of the Democratic side of this House on this question. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand by the Republican platform. Istand for the 
repeal of the internal-revenue tax rather than the destruction of the 
tariff system, which is fundamental Republican doctrine. 

On that issue the Republican party can safely go to the country, not- 
withstanding thecry of ‘‘free whisky ’’ by the Democracy, and on that 
issue the election of Harrison and Morton as President and Vice-Presi- 
dent is a moral ceriainty. [Applauseon the Republican side. Cries 
of ‘*Vote!??] 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I desire tosay in regard to this matter of 
abolition of theinternal-revenue system that the Democratic party was 
pledged to that measure four yearsago. Why do they not keep that 
pledge to-day? The best reason is that they have all the internal-rev- 
enue offices. They have perhaps several thousand of them scattered 
all over the country, so that if they abolish the internal-revenue system 
they will lose the patronage of those appointments. 

Mr. MACDONALD. And that is oneof the reasons why you arein 
favor of the repeal of the internal-revenue system, because you do not 
have the appointment of those officers. 

Mr. KERR. Ihave been in favor of the abolition of the internal- 
revenue system all the time. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox] said a few 
days ago that he was in favor of getting rid of the internal-revenue 
system, and he read extracts from speeches which he had made and in 
which he had expressed himself in favor of the repeal of the entire sys- 
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tem. Let me ask why,when he was formerly in favor of repeal, he is 
not in favor of it to-day? 

They say you can not do it with safety to the Government; that 
they need the money. I ask the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mc- 
MLLu1Nn] whether there is not now a surplus of $125,000,000 in the 
Treasury, and whether there is likely to be a deficiency of more than 
$30, 000, 000 a year if you took offall the internal-revenue taxes. Ifyou 
take every dollar of the internal-revenue tax of $125,000,000 it will 
take four years under the present system to consume the present surplus. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to reserve one minute of my time in order to 
give it to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER]. 

If all of this surplus of $125,000,000 were, by the repeal of the in- 
ternal-revenue taxes, allowed to go back into the pockets of the people 
in the United States in the next four years nothing would do more to 
advance the prosperity of the country. It would be a reversal of the 
policy of hoarding and contraction that has been pursued by this Ad- 
ministration since it came into power. 

I ask you gentlemen on the other side of the House why the Demo- 
cratic party did not keep the pledges it made to the country four years 
ago? Were you in favor of free whisky then because you were in favor 
of the abolition of the internal-revenue system? All of the Repub- 
lican States of the North and West are either for Prohibition or high 
license coupled with local restriction. They are in sympathy, Mr. 
Chairman, with the movement on the part of the people to restrain 
and prohibit the use of alcoholic liquors as a bey I sympathize 
with them in that movement, and therefore I favor the abolition of 
the internal-revenue taxes on liquors, which it is sought to make a 
permanent source of revenue. 

As I have already stated, I will now yield one minute of my time 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri desires to offer an 
amendment and to reserve the one minute of time yielded to him for 
the purpose of explaining it. If there be no objection he will be per- 
mitted to do so. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, coming back to the 

int involved in the pendingamendment, I can only repeat what has 

nso well said by my colleague from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN], 
that the committee in charge of this bill would have been willing, for 
some reasons, to report in favor of the repeal of the tax upon fruit 
brandies, or at least for a diminution of that tax, but after a careful con- 
sideration of the question and astudy of it with reference to practical 
legislation, they found themselves unable to devise any plan by which 
they could release this tax and save the tax upon whisky, with which 
they were unwilling to interfere. ? 

No plan could be suggested by the Department charged with the col- 
lection of this tax, nor was any feasible plan ever offered by those whoare 
most anxious for the repeal. Moreover, it is a much larger subject in 
its possibilities than appears upon its face. Itis true, the tax collected 
to-day is not a very large one. Itisa little over $1,200,000, a sum 
whose release would make no material difference so far as the revenues 
of the country are concerned. But when we take into consideration 
the possibilities of grape production in California and elsewhere, and 
the possibilities of the apple product in New York and in other parts 
of the country in the event of the release of this tax, it will be clearly 
seen that the question is one of much greater magnitude than would 
be indicated at the first glance. 

Now, sir, I have been much interested in the efforts on the other 
side of the House to reach a proper understanding of the position their 
party holds to-day as to the repeal of the internal-revenue system, 
and particularly as to the release of the tax upon whisky and brandy, 
in view of the utterances of their last platform. This seems to have 
been a subject of infinite trouble and perplexity to our friends ever 
since their convention at Chicago. The actual factis, Mr. Chairman, 
that the Republican party got drunk on the Oregon election, and the 
Chicago platform is the product of their ‘‘ Dutch courage.” [Laughter 
and applause on the Democratic side.] When that courage evaporates 
they come back to this House, and spend almost a week in endeavor- 
ing to scamper down from that platform, and in trying to prove that 
it does not mean what in black and white it clearly does mean. 
[Lanughter. ] 

I rejoiced, sir, with my venerable friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KELLEY]. When I read the utterances of his party at Chicago I con- 
gratulated him upon the fact that they had finally moved up to his 
position; and told him then what I say to you to-day, that the nomi- 
nation of General Harrison or of anybody else on that platform save 
and except the gentleman from Pennsylvania himself was a plain non 
sequiter. [Laughter.] And I rejoiced that after years of waiting he 
could have one single day at least, when, looking to the right and to the 
left, he could find his party squarely dressed and in line with the ad- 
vanced position he himself has been holding in this House for the last 
ten or fifteen years, sometimes almost ‘‘solitary and alone’’ so far as 
his party associates are concerned. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] = 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, no one disputes the fact that all 
internal taxes are paid by our own citizens. They are only justified 
on the ground that the Government needs the money, or in some ex- 


ceptional cases to prevent frauds that it is for the best irzcerest of soci- 
ety that some things like oleomargarine should be inspected. It is a 
form of tax not popular with our people, a necessity in time of war, 
but should be removed so far as possible in time of ý 

It is now imposed alone on tobacco and spirits. ft ought at once to 
be removed entirely from tobacco, and as soon as we can do without 
the money and have paid our debts, it ought to a large extent at least 
be removed from spirits. By far the larger part of alcohol is used in 
manufactures and chemicals; the tax should first be removed from this 
part of the product the same as is done in most European countries. 
The tax on all other classes of spirits might after this be largely re- 
duced. As it is now the high tax is a great advantage to the whisky 
trust. It would perhaps be an advantage to the orderly control of the 
business if it was kept under the inspection of Government by a snell 


It has often been asserted in this debate that a removal of the tax 
on spirits is in the interest of free whisky and against the interest of 
temperance. There is no reason or truth in this charge. The most 
active temperance workers do not believeit. For the purpose of show- 
ing that no question of temperance is involved in the repeal of the in- 
ternal taxes, I ask to have the following read: 

The Clerk read as follows: 


REPEAL OF INTERNAL-REVENUE TAX ON ALCOHOLIC LIQUORS, 
{Extract from a paper prepared by Miss Frances E. Willard, president National 
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, in favor of the repeal, and published 
in The White Ribbon for February, 1888.] . 


The Woman's Christian Temperance Union has desired this long and ear- 
nestly. Our earliest resolution onthe subject was adopted without a dissenting 
voice at the national convention in Louisville, 1882, and reads as follows: 

“The Woman’s National Christian Temperance Union desires to express its 
earnest sympathy with the movement favoring the total abolition of the inter- 
nal-revenue taxes on all alcoholic beverages at present collected by the Na- 
tional Government, as we believe that the taxation of this bygjness is wrong 
in principle, an outrage on the moral sentiment of the ny a quasi indorse- 
ment of a pernicious traffic, a legalizing, so faras the Nationa! Governmentcan. 
of a business that is the source of most of our crime and poverty, and a i 
Hinarana 6 the way of the removal of the traffic and its atten t evils out 
of the land, 

“ We further believe that this revenue is not needed by the Government, and 
that the large surplus that it bri into the Treasury is a standing menace to 
honesty, and a fruitful source of, if not an invitation to, corruption, For these 
reasons we earnestly u: the abolition of these taxes, and we invite the co-op- 
eration of all classes tothis end. It is hereby ordered that a copy of the above. 
properly signed by the president and secretary of this convention, be forwarded 
to Congress, and that copies be furnished o izations in the country inter- 
ested, with a request that they co-operate with us in this matter.” 

Our latest resolution on this subject was unanimously adopted at the Nash- 
ville convention in November, 1887, all of the States excepting Nevada and five 
of the Territories being represented : 

Resolved, That we advocate the abolition ofthe internal revenue on alcoholic 
liquors for the reason that it operates to render more difficult the securing and 
enforcement of prohibitory laws, and so postpones the day of national deliver- 
ance. 

In my annual address before this convention the following passage occurs: 

“I hope we shall distinctly declare ourselves in favor of removing the inter- 
nal-reyenue tax from all intoxicating liquors. It is a covenant with hell and 
a compact with damnation. astro | it stands as the strongest bulwark be- 
tween the savor traffic and annihilation. We want no monopolies in sin, 
least of all that the National Government should be the largest stockholder, 
tt cents on every gallon of whisky and 93 cents, in round numbers, on 
every keg of beer. The amount of tax is about equal to the annual surplus in 
the United States SSRS let both be wiped out together, I hope this may 
be one of our campaign battle-cries: ‘Down with the tax that ties the nation 
tight to the vampire that is sucking out its blood.’ ™ 

isten to Senator FRYE, of ne, a stanch temperance man and Repub- 
lican. He says: 

“There is not adistiller or liquor-seller who wants the tax takenoff. The pre- 
tended moral argument—largely advanced by. brewers, saloon-keepers, and 
free-traders— the removal of the tax would increase the consumption by 
making whisky cheaper to the drinker is absurd. A careful estimate shows 
that the reduction on an ordinary glass of whisky after it has been doctored 
and reduced for the drinker would not exceed seven-eighths of a cent.” 

Listen to that stanch Democrat, General “ Joe” Brown, United States Sen- 


ator: 

“I should think that the prohibitionists would very naturally desire the re- 
peal of the revenue laws by the Con: of the United States, so as to leave the 
whole question under the control of the States, so that in case the prohibition- 
ists should get the control of a State there would be no embarrassment K DNS 
ing out of license to distill and sell granted by the Government of the United 
States, as is now the case. Remove all Federal interference with the manufact- 
ure and vending of ardent spirits and you will have the matter entirely within 
the hands of the States, where a rity of the people of each State can control 
it. If the prohibitionists are right and the majority of the pat a are with them, 
then they could ask nothing better than for the Government of the United States 
es take its hands off this traffic and leave it entirely under the control of the 

tes, 

Listen to the Voice, chief champion of the Prohibition party: 


“ [Special correspondence. } 
" LOUISVILLE, December 24, 
“The Voice has obtained interviews with the most prominent representatives 
of the Kentucky whisky interests regarding the attitude of the manufacturers 
and wholesale dealers toward the pro; lition or reduction of the Federal 
internal-revenue tax on distilled spirits. The whisky men interviewed, with 
bat one exception, opposed abolition of the tax, urging that the tax is a power- 
ful agency for the successful prosecution of the whisky business. 
“ [Special dispatch.] 
* CINCINNATI, December 26, 
“The distillers of this great pinaten A unanimously agree that the Federal 
tax on whisky should not be stricken off. For the most part thay seen as 
their reason that without the tax governmental supervision would impossi- 
ble, and the distilling would not be done, as heretofore, in great and responsible 
establishments under the eye of Uncle Sam, but an here and everywhere by 
ires proce persons. The result, they say, would be deterioration of the dis- 
tilled product and such other bad effects that there would be general revolt 
against the trade,” i 
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[From the New York Sun.] 

The most ambitious and the most powerful of all trusts, the whisky trust, has 
just declared a dividend of 1} per cent. This enormous income is directly con- 
nected with the maintenance of the internal-revenue system. With that out of 
the way there would be no whisky trusts of any such importance. 

{Clinton B, Fisk.] 

I believe that the Internal Revenue De ment of the United States should 
be abolished forthwith, and the National Government no longer remain the 
chief partner in the distilling and brewing business. The repeal of the internal- 
revenue taxes on liquors and tobacco is the safest, most practicable and right- 
eous way of reducing the surplus in the United States Treasury. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The Republican party claim 
the credit of large and repeated reductions of internal taxation. That 
the exact facts may be a matter of record and easy of access I ask leave 
to have printed the letter from Mr. Miller, Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, to Speaker CARLISLE. 

During the years in which these reductions were being made no bur- 
den has been removed from our tariff taxation, and the increased rates 
of duties imposed because of these internal taxes have not been removed, 
though the internal tax has been repealed. 

And as this history given in this letter is carefully studied it will be 
perceived that as a rule these reductions removed burdens from capital 
and wealth, and rendered more improbable and difficult a revision of 
the tariff and a reduction of tariff taxation, and more firmly riveted 
the present system of excessive protective duties upon the tax-payers 
and consumers. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 
Washington, May 2, 1888. 

Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith, in compliance with your request, 

astatement of the amount of internal taxes abolished under the several acts of 
islation from July 13, 1866, when the first act was “to reduce internal tax- 
ation,” to March 3, 1883, the date of the lastjact to reduce such taxation, asshown— 

First. By ascertaining the differences, when ai pemgrang between the receipts 
from the several sources affected by the legislation for the years in which the 
acts were passed, at the rates of tax in force immediately prior to the passage 
of the acts, and the receipts that the new rates imposed by these acts would 
have yielded for the same years had they been in force. 

Second. When, from want of n data, the foregoing method is im- 
practicable, by fying the differences in the receipts for the years immediately 
preceding and following the years in which the acts were passed effecting the 
reduction or repeal of said taxes, except in cases where an act had not gone into 
full operation the first year after its , when the receipts for the next 
succeeding year are taken instead of those for the year before it, and 

Third. 1n eases where the tax is wholly abolished by giving the amount 
of revenue collected from source in any year as the measure of reduction. 

Taxation under the present internal-revenue system culminated in 1866, the 
receipts for that year amounting to $310,906,984.17. Under the lawsthen in force 
taxes were le on raw products, upon all manufactures; upon nearly all pro- 
fessions, trades, and occupations, upon the entire receipts of transportation, ex- 
press, insurance, and telegraph core panies, of advertisements, bridges, and toll 
roads, and of lotteries, theaters, and other places of amusement, upon auction 
sales and brokers’ sales of merchandise, stocks, bonds, foreign exchange, prom- 
issory notes, gold and silver bullion and coin (and later upon sales of manufact- 
urers, dealers, liquor dealers, etc.), upon the income of individuals, upon bank 
profits, dividends, and additions to surplus funds, upon canal, railroad, and turn- 
pike companies’ dividends, interest on bonds and additions to surplus funds, 
upon insurance companies’ dividends and additions to surplus funds, and upon 
the salaries of United States officers and employés, upon articles of luxury kept 
for use, such as billiard tables, carriages, piano-fortes, and other parlor musical 
instruments, gold watches, yachts, gold and silver plate, upon nearly every 
kind of | instrument, upon promissory notes, bank checks, friction matches 
and proprietary medicines, upon legacies and successions, upon passports, upon 
slaughtered cattle, sheep, and swine, and upon the capital, circulation, and de- 
posits of banks, private, State, and national. In a word, everyavailable source 
of revenue was laid under contribution to pay the interest on the public debt 
and to meet the other necessary expenses of the Government. This system was 
probably more far-reaching and comprehensive than any system of taxation 
ever before devised, 

The work of reducing internal taxation began August 1, 1866, and went on 
more or less rapidly until 1883, when, according to the following statement, taxes 
to the amount of $320,717, 187 per annum had been abolished, and the system re- 
lieved of its most burdensome provisions. 

TAXES REPEALED UNDER ACTS OF JULY 13, 1866; MARCH 2, 1867; FEBRUARY 3, 
1868; MARCH 31, 1868; JULY 20, 1868, AND JULY 14, 

First. Manufactures and products: The la and most important class of 
articles taxed during the fiscal year 1866 was tof manufactures and produc- 
tions. Exclusive of the tax on distilled spirits, fermented liquors, chewing and 
smoking tobacco, snuff, and cigars it yielded that year $127,230,609, The articles 
included in it were almost innumerable. One hundred and twenty-five were 
enumerated in the “schedule of articles subject to tax.” One other h g&— 
“manufactures not enumerated ™—included the rest. Under this class taxes 


mentioned the raw products—coal, cotton, crude 
a and sugar; and the manufactures—boots and shoes, cloths and other 
4 illuminating 

Taxes in this class were reduced by acts of July 866, and March 2, 1867, and 
were finally abolished by acts of February 3, 1868, 81, 1868, and July 20, 
1868, with the propion of the tax on gas. This was not repealed until August 
1, 1872. As a substitute for the tax on manufactures a tax of one-fifth of 1 per 
cent. was im on the sales of manufactures in excess of $5,000 per annum, 
Largest receipts in 1866; amount, $127,230,609. 

Second, Gross receipts: Taxes varying from 1} to 5 per cent. were imposed 
on the gross nce a of canal, railroad, steam-boat, express and insurance com- 
panes; of advertisements, bridges. ferries, stage coaches, etc. Taxes reduced 

y acts of July 13, 1866, March 2, 1867, and finally repealed by act of July 14, 1870. 
La receipts in fiscal year 1866; amount, $11,262,430. 

ird. Sales: Sales of brokers on merchandise, produce, stocks, bonds, foreign 
exchange, gold and silver bullion and coin, auction sales, sales of dealers and 
liquor-dealers over $50,000 per annum were taxed at rates varying from one- 
twentieth to one-fourth of 1 pe cent. up to 1870. Repealed by act of July 14, 
870. Largest receipts in fiscal year 1870; amount, $8,837,395. 

Fourtb. Special taxes not relating to spirits, beer, and tobacco: An annual 
tax yarog from $5 to $500 was imposed on nearly all professions and occupa- 
tions. Few reductions were made in thesetaxes before their repeal. Abolished 
Mey iP SaR by act of Jujy 14,1870. Largest receipts in fiscal year 1866; amount, 
Tink Income: The tax on incomes from individuals was reduced by acts of 
March 2, 1867, and July 14, 1870, It expired by limitation December 31, 1871. 
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The tax of 5 per cent. on dividends and additions to oper of banks,\ nsur- 
ance, railroad, and other corporations was reduced by act of July 14,1870, to 24 per 
cent, and expired by limitation at the same time as the tax on incomes from 
individuals, Largest receipts in fiscal year 1866: From individuals, $60,547,882; 
from corporations, $12,434,277; total, $72,982,159. 

Sixth. Legacies and successions: No reduction in this class before its repeal 
by act of July 14, 1870. Largest receipts in fiscal year 1870; amount, $3,091,825. 

Seventh. Articles of luxury kept for use: uction by act of July 13, 1866; 
taxes repealed by act of July 14, 1870; largest receipts in fiscal year 1867; 
amount, $2,116,674. 

Eighth. Slaughtered animals: No reduction under thisclass; repealed by act 
of July 13, 1866; largest receipts in fiscal year 1866; amount, $1,291,571. 

Ninth. Passports: The tax on passports was repealed by act of July 14, 1870; 

t receipts in fiscal year 1866; amount, $31,149. 

Tenth. Stamp taxes: The stamp tax imposed on promissory notes for a less 
sum than $100, and on receipts for any sum of money or for the payment of an 
debt, and the stamp tax imposed on canned and preserved fish were repeal 
October 1, 1870, by act of July 14, 1870. 

Total receipts from Sap anes for the fiscal year 1870 . $16,544, 043,00 


And for the fiscal year naseoeseets cand Seaeaes . 16,177,32L.00 
Apparent reduction.... ig Ca pean eay a E segs Oh deeds sy} EREN a 366,722.00 
Recapitulation of taxes repealed under the foregoing named acts. 

Taxes repealed on— | Amount, 
Manufactures and products....... 
Gross receipts... 
Special taxes not re 
E ES TS 72, 982, 159. 
Legacies and successions.......... 3,091, 825. 
Articles of luxury kept for use. 2,116, 674. 
Slaughtered animals... 1 57L 
Total abolished.......... 240, 988, 230. 09 
Add stamp taxes reduced.... 366, 722. 00 
And for increase on gas from sassi we 989, 076. 00 
And for increase on raw cotton from 1866 to 1867 ..........s.ssssssseeree| 5, 359, 424. 00 
Total repealed and reduced............ccesecssssse seseccssereesssrsesesees] 247, 708, 452, 00 


The receipts from the tax on gas in 1866 were $1,822,643, and in 1872, the year 


of largest receipts from this source, $2,831,719, showing an increase in the tax 
during this time of $989,076. So,also, the receipts from raw cotton in 1866 were 
$18,409,655, and in 1867, the year when the eyan receipts were returned from 
this source, $23,769,079, showing an increase of $5,359,424 over the receipts of the 
previousyear. The sums then of $989,076 and of $5,359,424 have been added tothe 
total of taxes repealed in accordance with the principle enunciated in para- 


graph 3, pase 3. 
The following is a brief synopsis of the leading provisionsin the above-named 
acts that effected this reduction: 

First. An act of July 13,1866: The largest reductions undér this act were made 
on manufactures and products, by the repeal of the provisions in section 5, act 
of March 3, 1865, which imposed a tax of 20 per cent.on all articles, with few ex- 
ceptions, enumerated in section $4, act of June 30,1864, in addition to the rates 
imposed in that section, and by repealing the tax altogether on certain articles 
in this class. The rate of tax on gross receipts of telegraph companies was re- 
duced from 5 to 3 percent., and on auction sales from one-fourth to one-tenth of 
1 per cent. and on brokers’ sales of merchandise from one-eighth to one-twen- 
tieth ofl per cent. The tax ofone-twentieth of 1 per cent. on brokers’ sales of 
stocks, bonds, foreign exchange, promissory notes, or other securities, and of 
one-tenth of 1 per cent. on sales of gold and silver bullion and coin was reduced 
to one one-hundredth of l per cent., when such sales were made by a broker, 
bank, or banker who had paid a special tax as such. The tax was repealed on 
the receipts of railroad and other companies for transportation of freight, 
on slaughte: animals, on carriages valued at $300 and „on piano-fortes 
— — parlor musical instruments, and on yachts, pleasure and racing boats 

ept for use. 

Second. Act of March 2, 1867: The list of articles added to the free-list by act 
of July 13, 1866, was considerably increased by this act. The tax was repealed 
on the gross receipts of advertisements and toll roads, and was reduced on the 
gross receipts of bridges and ferries from 3 to 2} per cent. A few additional 
taxes were imposed on sales, ; 

The income tax of individuals was reduced by raising the exemption from $600 
to $1,000, and by imposing a uniform rate of 5 per cent. on all taxable incomes 
over that amount, in lieu of the rates 5 per cent. on incomes over $600 and not 
over $5,000, and 10 cent. on incomes over $5,000, an excess of $5,000 imp sed 
by act of March 3, 1865. 

Third. Act of February 3, 1868; By this act the tax on cotton grown in the 
United States after the year 1567 was repealed. 

Fourth, Act of March 31, 1858: All taxeson manufactures gnd productions, ex- 
cept distilled spirits, fermented liquors, cigars, cigaret snuff, chewing and 
evening pene before repealed, were lished from the passnge of this act, 
except the tax on gas, and mineral oils distilled from coal and crude petroleum. 
In lieu of these taxes repealed, however, a tax of one-fifth of 1 per cent. was im- 
posed on manufacturers’ sales in excess of $5,000 per annum, 

Fifth. ActofJuly 2, 1868: Theremainder ofthe tax on mineral oil distilled from 
crude petroleum, coal, etc., which was reduced one half by the get of March 31, 
1868, was re by this act. 

Sixth. Act of July 14, 1870: By the provisions of this act tax was repealed on 

taxes not relating to spirits, fermented liquors, and tobacco, on gross 
receipts, sales, legacies, and su ions, articles of luxury kept for use, not be- 
fore abolished, and on hopos, 

The tax on income from individuals was reduced by raising the exemption 
from $1,000 to $2,000, and by imposing a tax of 2} per cent. on all taxable in- 
comes over $2,000, in place of 5 per cent. on all taxable incomes over $1,000, under 
act of March 2, 1867. This act also reduced the tax from 5 to 2} per cent. on the 
dividends and additions to surplus funds of banks, canal, insurance, railroad 
and turnpike companies, and on the interest on bonds of canal, railroad, an 
turnpike companies, and provided that the income tax should be levied and 
collected annually for the years 1870 and 1871, and no longer. It also reduced 
the stamp tax. (See paragraph 10, page 12) 

The amount of reduction in the several classes named under each of the fore- 
going acts can not be crore 4 determined for lack of necessary data in the re- 
turns. The largest receipts for any one year have, therefore, been taken as the 
measure of reduction, 

Act of July 20, 1868, as amended by act of April 10,1869: Among the more im- 
portant provisions of this act were those reducing the rates of tax on distilled 
spirits from $2 to 50 cents per gallon, modifying the special taxes of distillers, 
and imposing a capacity tax on their distilleries and a tax of M per barrel om 
the annual production of spirits in excess of 100 barrels by each distiller, 


6430 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE, JULY 17, 


smoking tobacco, constitutin, tonne two-thirds of the quantity of tobacco taxed, 
from 40 to 82 cenis per poun and the pon aeeie e f one-fith of 1 per 
Sox on sales of a over $5,000 per no of manufact tobacco over 


Under the operation of these and other modifications in the law the man 

m the q rom 

46,764,150 pounds in 1868 to 64,305,026 pounds in 1869, and 90,288,082 pounds in 1870, 

—y the Pomp ng say od from all sources relating to tobacco from $18,730,095 in 1868 to 
and $31,850,708 in 1870. 

any act provided that the tax on distilled spirits, paar chewing and smoking 
tobacco should be paid by stamps. The taxon distilled spirits was accordingly 
first paid by eI November 1, 1863, and on manufactured tobacco and snuif 
November 23, 1868. 

Act of June 6, 1572: Under spirits this act repealed the 1 tax of distill- 
ers, the capacity or per < diem tax on their distilleries, and the tax of $4 per bar- 
rel on every barrel produced by any distiller over 100 barrels a year, but in- 
creased the rate of tax per gallon from 50 to 70 cents. These changes were not 

probably made to affect the revenue from spirits, but to make the tax less bur- 
AS to distillers. 

The changes made by this act in the rates of tax on tobacco were the substi- 
tution of a uniform rate of 20 cents per pound on all chewing and smoking to- 
bacco for the two rates, 16 and 32 cents, im) by act of July 20, 1868" the 

of the tax on sales of cigars over $5,000 per annum, of manufactured 

over $1,000 per annum, of leaf-tobacco over $10,000 per annum, and on 

excess of $5,000 of the penal sum of bonds of manufacturers of tobacco, “and ~~ 
imposition ofa special tax on retail dealers in leaf-tobacco, and on peddlers of 


tobacco, 
Estimated reduction under tobacco: The a YT S of chewing and smoking 
tobacco returned for taxation during the fisca S872 was 93,655,905 parae 


The actual receipts from this tobacco at 16 and 3 cents per pound ‘imposed b; y 
act of July 20, 1868, were: 


oo» $18,177, 476.77 
+» 5,896,206. 33 


Total 
Estimated receipts on 93,655,905 occas at 20 cents.. 


PH INE a TOA OCMC Ob, cscs iis cariveriocnsnccersoniss vatoveseoueeavonss essen vides 5, 342, 502.10 
Add for receipts from sales of cigars, manufactured tobacco, ete., 
Wad DATS spasrdchssasdnneyis oncednesshebbonesncs bestanssossneosyhabanacans senjusAhueedKenasmante 363, 137.00 
SINGS coo spccon eo vcopenghschbenicchaas sasdnr’ EN E OET EE S 5, 705, 639. 10 
Deduct Ag gto oE retail dealers in ASEET andi peddlers of 
obando ia TGR ovcicssaccance.d peuenprones soareassneasses(vasand aiganas Ae Er AEN S 58, 698. 00 
Actual reduction in receipts from tobAcco.ssseverssssseracsreresnessensees 5, 646, 941, 10 


This act also repealed all stamp taxes imposed under Schedule B (documen- 
tary stamps), act of June 30, 1864, except the 2-cent stamp on bank checks,drafts, 
or orders. Date of repeal, October 1, 1872. The receipts for the first entire fiscal 
year after the date ofrepeal were those for 1874. 

Receipts from stamp taxes in 1872... = ae = 
Receipts from stamp taxes in 1874... 


Showing a reduction Of.......... P EE EE E E E EA .. 10,040, 476 
This act Spay the exemption on all sums deposited in savings banks. etc.,in 


the name of on rson from $500 to $2, ne ara exempted certain borrowed ca) 
ital. The yaa ws reduction in the receipts from bank ca) —— and deposits in 
consequence of these changes in the law was,as appears from a com of 
the receipts from them in 1872 and 1873, $873,111. 
Amount of tax returned on bank ee and deposits : 
In fiscal year 1872... stervseee 4,619,364 
In fiscal year 1873... Booreevees 3,746, 253 
BROMO sce sn cpnkncesonssctsincomenscess bated paabasebeclespseacetjensieeevtesbs ieeodened 878,111 
The tax on cma was repealed by this act. 
Amount of reduction vH 
sóscesoes «e... $10, 040, 476 
873,1 


obacco, 
By the repeal of the tax on gas (see page 14) 


Total, exclusive Of GAS. i-0..0<.cccccs scores coscoevesous eccvevicescosases sbesese coves 16, 560,523 
Act of March 1, 1879: This act imposed a uniform rate of 16 cents per pound 
on all snuff, chewing and verges» tobacco in lieu of 32 cents per pound im- 
posed on snuff by act of July 20, 1 and 24 cents perp pound on chewing and 
smoking tobacco imposed by actof March 3, 1875. This act took effect May 1 
1879, hence the greater part of the receipts for the last two months of the 
year 1879 was collected at the new rates of tax, 
The total quantity of manufactured tobacco ‘and snuff returned for taxation 
during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1879, was 120,398,458 pounds, as follows: 
Pounds, Pounds. 
Snuff at 32 cents 2,215, 111 
Snuff at 16 cents. 1, 208, 124 


Manufactured tobacco at 16 cents... s.. 42,127,203 
Manufactured tobacco at 20 cents 57 
Manufactured tobacco at 24 cents... 


sessesie 


3,423, 235 


a aenenenes 


Estimate of tax on snuff and manufactured tobacco: 
At new rates, 120,398,458 ds at 16 cents. 
At old rates, snuff 3,423,235 pounds at 32 cents... 
‘At old rates manufactured tobacco eliran pounds at 


$19, 263, 753 


Aeeaeeeeres eaeeee 


$1, 095, 435 


24 cents.......... peseseerasesseres seese cn vesena: seeosseosesssseceess weeenseassesee 28,074, 054 
—— _ 29,169, 489 
ROA UCEON .....000ccceeedsncernnngssnccsnvoneniesoeueresse ausnnekensconeenasoasce eanestecsove 9, 906, 736 


Act of May 28, 1830: This act abolished warehouse, reotifiers’, wholesale 
liquor dealers’, l bonded warehouse and imported spirit stamps, ai and the 
een for the payment of 5 per cent. interest under joint resolution of March 

1878, on the tax upon spirits that had remained in warehouse more than one 
ear, and provided certain allowances for in of spirits when 
ihey’ were withdrawn from warehouse. 


The receipts from the sale of the above-named visi in 1880 were: 
Interest amounted tO......... csescsescsserersnerre seoarerengadsse 

Leakage, taking the average.. 
Allowed for 1881, 1882 and 1883 


A TEER AA EN OAE EE E AE OE A VEA EA T EENE $1, 789, 827 

Act of March 3, 1883: This act reduced the tax on tobacco and repealed the 
stamp-tax on checks, friction-matches, patent medicines, etc., and the tax on 
the eee and oe of all banks and bankers, private, State, and National. 

Under tobacco, the tax on cigars was reduced from $6 to $8 per thousand, on 
cigarettes from #1 .75 to 50 cents per thousand, and on snuff, chewing, and smok- 
ing tobacco from 16 to 8 cents per pound, and the ial taxes of man urers 
of and dealers in tobacco were reduced on an average nearly 50 per cent. 

ESTIMATE OF THE REDUCTION ON TOBACCO. 

As this act, so far as it relates to tobacco, took effect May 1, 1883, most of the 
collections on tobacco during the last two months of the fiscal year 1883 were 
made under this act, 

The quantities of cigars, cigarettes, snuff, chewing and smoking tobacco re- 
turned for taxation during the fiscal year 1883 were as follows: 

Cigars and cheroots.... +» number... 2, 227, 888, 992 
Cig rettes....i......ccccesee number... 640, 021, 658 
Snuff and manufactured tobacco, s.s.. sma pounds... 170, 361,553 

The number of special er eee eae were as follows: a of cigars, 
16,724; manufacturers of tobacco, 1,060; dealers in leaf-tobacco, 3, dealers in 
leaf-tobacco, not over 25,000 > aip Sid; pedal retail dealers in a e maa deal- 
ers in manufactured tobacco, 44 peddlers of tobacco, first class, 7; second 
class, 528; third class, 647; fourth class, 


I ERE AI a A ha aus T A ts EA 1883. 
3,227,888,992, at $6 per 1,000.......... 


ssvene $19, 387, 333. 95 


Cigarettes, weighing not over 3 pounds Per i; “000, 639, 902, 503, at 
FPR it TODO VERA A ices Ss AE IE AL oe nas oes casio 1,119, 829. 

Cigareties, weighing over, pounga pen 1.0 ,000, 119,150, at $6 per 1,000.. TA S0 
Tobacco and snuff, 170,361,558, at 16 cents.....ssssssssrerrssssss sssr ssssssso ZT, 257, S49. 28 
Total manufactured tobacco, cigars @tC...s.esssssereersss besuarerers> 47,745, 727.51 
—_ ----— 

SPECIAL TAXES, 
167, 240, 00 
Dealers in leaf-tobacco, 3, 84,550, 00 
6, 040, 00 
„3, at nt 1,500, 00 
Dealers in manufactured tobacco, 449,612, 2, 248, 060. 00 
Manufacturers of tobacco, 1,060, at $10... 10, 600, CO 
PEDDLERS OF TOBACCO, 

First class, 7, at $50..... 350.00 
Seeond class, 528, at $25. 13, 200. 00 
Third class, 647, at $15. 9, 705, 00 
Fourth class, 221, at $10.. 2,210.00 
Total special taxes 2, 543, 455.00 


Total from all sources at old rates................ ~- 50, 
Estimate of receipts under rates of tax imposed by act of March 3, 1883. 


Cue and cheroots, 3,227,888,992, at $3............ 
Cigara, ogane 2 not SOA poms per1 000, 
cents per 1,000...... 

Cigareties, weighing 


ds pe 
bacco and snuff, 170,361 at 8 conta... 
Total manufactured tobacco, cigars, eto. 


SPECI 
ufacturers of cigars, 16,724, at $6. 


Man 
Dealers in leaf-tobacco, 3,382, at $12 584. 
Dealers in leaf-tobacco, not over 25,000 pounds, 1,308, at $5. . 
Retail dealers in leaf-tobacco, 3, nt $2.50... sesa 1.111.. 750. 00 
Dealers in manufactured tobacco, iy at $2.40... 1, 079, 068, 80 
Manufacturers of tobacco, 1,060, at $6........sesssnss ross a<qacseg 6, 360, 00 
PEDDLERS oF TOBACCO, 
210,00 
920.00 
658.40 
7%. 60 
730,80 


Total from all sources at new rates 
Total from all sources at old rates...... 


TAXES AnouisiteD. 


Receipts in fiscal year 1882 from stamp-tax 8,139, 218 
Capital and deposits of State banks and peiyatalnukern 5, 249, 173 
Capital and deposits of national bankS...... s.s.s sesssisesseessen sen = 5, 959,7 
Total taxes reduced and repealed... ccc sseccesseeereneee pena ead 44, 757, 644. 39 
Taxes on the ital and deposits of rpe banks wero by law returned to 
the Treasurer of the United States instead of the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 


enue, so that they were never included in a receipts of this office. They were, 
however, strictly an internal tax and should be included in the list of internal 
taxes repealed. 


RECAPITULATION. 
Amount 
Date of approval of repealing and reducing acts. p bone pg 
repealed, 
July 13,1866; March 2, uf Toha; MaR ThA: July 
26, 1868, and July 14.1870 AEE E N $247, 703, 452 
June 6, 1872........ 16, 560, 528 
March 1, 1879 9, 905, 736 
May 28, 1880 1, 789, 827 
March 3, 1883. 44, 757, 644 
Total. scosessceves| 320,717,187 
Respectfully, yours, Jou. & x 
Hon, JOHN G. CARLISLE, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, D. O, 


1888. 


Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, in the discussion of the tariff bill 
now pending before the House there seems to be a determined purpose 
on the part of our Republican friends to angment the importance of 
our home market and to disparage and belittle our export trade with 
foreign nations. It is evident from the utterancesof theirleading men 
that the object is to educate, if possible, the people into the belief that 
the prosperity of our agricultural and mechanical industries depends 
almost exclusively upon our home market, and that the tariff should 
be so high as to give us exclusive control of the same, even though it 
annihilates our foreign trade, which they say amounts to very little in 
any event. In pursuance of this object, they are continually making 
statements professing to show the relative quantities of the agricult- 
ural productions annually disposed of in the homeand foreign markets; 
and the statements thus made are at variance with the truth and cal- 
culated to mislead. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PuesLEY], in his 
speech the other day on the tariff, while speaking of the farmers, said: 


They know that if the mere 6 per cent. of their produce that is sold abroad 
and comes in competition with the cheaper r and cheaper lands decreases 
the price of the #4 per cent. sold at home, it would be well for them if the foster- 
ing Band of the Government was still further extended to develop other manu- 
factories that can be carried on moony in the country, so that the increased 
number of employés and consumers would require the 6 per cent, now exported 
and relieve the farmers from that unworthy competition. 


This is in harmony with the sentiments expressed by all the leading 
Republicans in the country, from Blaineand JOHN SHERMAN down to 
the foot of the list, and the method by which our Republican friends 
propose to relieve the farmers from the depression under which the 
agricultural industry is now languishing, notwithstanding we have 
been living under a high protective tariff for the last twenty-seven years. 

What is the relief proposed for the farmer? High taxation, until 
manufactories are so increased in this country that they will employ 
enough men to consume at home all the agricultural productions of 
this the greatest producing country in the world—a proposition which 
appears so absurd, when it is investigated, that it is difficult to com- 

rehend how any reasonable man could for a moment entertain it. 
Why, Mr. Chairman, what are the facts in the case? The annual ex- 
port of agricultural products from this country is 15 per cent. of the 
entire production, instead of 6 per cent., as the gentleman fron Ohio 
has stated, and more than 26 per cent. of what the farmers have left 
for the market after they have deducted from the whole production 
what they consume themselves. A vast difference between 26 per cent. 
and 6 per cent., as our Republican friends are in the habit of stat- 
ing it. 

Therefore, our Republican friends, in order to make their theory 
work, will have to provide a home market, not for 6 per cent. of our 
agricultural products, as they have stated, but for more than 26 per 
cent., or more than one-fourth of all the farmers raise for market; 
which is impossible to accomplish, and the sooner the insane idea is 
abandoned the better it will be for the country. Lest the correctness 
of this statement may be questioned, we will give the figures and cal- 
culations that will settle the question beyond peradyenture. The an- 
nual value of our agricultural productions is $3,500,000,000, and we ex- 
ported of our agricultural products in 1887 $523,000,000, which de- 
ducted from the whole amount produced leaves a balance of $2,977,- 
000,000 to be consumed at home. Hence it will be seen at a glance 
that the whole amount of farm products consumed at home is only five 
and one-half times greater than the amount exported and sold abroad, 
instead of being sixteen-fold greater, as Senator SHERMAN stated in 
his to the Home Market Club in Boston, in February last. 

But the'$2,977,000,000 is consumed by 60,000,000 people, one-half 
of whom are the farmers and their families, who ther are esti- 
mated to form half our population; hence one-half of the $2,977,000,- 
000, to wit, $1,488,500,000, will be consumed by the agriculturisis 
themselves, and the other half, to wit, $1,488,500,000, is left to the 
farmers to supply the home market, and which constitute the whole 
amount they sell in the home market. It thus appears that the 
amount the farmers sell in the home market is $121,500,000, less than 
three times as tas the quantity they export and sell in a foreign 
market. The $523,000,000 of farm products that were exported and 
sold in a foreign market, 1887, at the rate we consume at home, will 
supply the demands of 10,000,000 people in such products. This is 
the trade our Republican friends say is but a bagatelle, and ask the 
farmers, who compose 30,000,000 of our population, to surrender in 
the interest of a few hundred manufacturers, who employ, all told, 
not to exceed 1,500,000 men, many of whom have been imported 
under contract from foreign countries and are to return to their 
homes when the contract expires. 

If it be true, as my Republican friend from Ohio says it is, that that 
portion of the farmers’ products exported abroad and sold in a foreign 
market in competition with the pauper labor of Europe and other 
countries decreases the price of that portion sold at home (which state- 
ment I do not contradict), then I challenge any gentleman upon the 
floor of this House to show how it is possible for a high protective tariff 
to protect the farmer so long as he has to export any portion of his 
product to be sold in competition with such pauper labor. If the 


American farmer can afford to go 3,000 miles with his product, pay 
storage, freightage, insurance, and commission thereon, and sell in 
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World, and if these foreign producers, with the product of their pau- 
per labor, can not drive the product of the American farmer out of 
their own markets at home, what earthly chance would they have to 
compete with the American farmer in his home market from three to 
five thousand miles away? 

No sane man would presume they would have any. Hence this 
clamor for a home market does not come from the farmer, nor from the 
laborer, but from the owners of a few hundred tariff-protected indus- 
tries. The farmers know that all they produce in excess of what is 
consumed at home has to be exported and sold in a foreign market; 
they know that in 1887 they produced in excess of the home demand 
and exported $523, 000,000, enough to feed 10,000,000 people; they know 
that in 1882 they produced in excess of the home demand and exported 
more than $800,000,000 which is more than enough to feed 15,000,000 
people; they know that no tariff however high could supply such a 
vast number of people at home, to consume so great a surplus as they 
now export; they know that their sole dependence for a market for this 
vast surplus is abroad; they know that the more extended the foreign 
market the better it is for them, and the more encouragement they 
have to increase their labor and productions; they know that the effect 
of a high protective tariff is to restrict the foreign market directly to 
the injury of every farmer in the country; they know that the United 
States last year sold to Mexico, our next-door neighbor, only $7,000,000 
of her productions, while England, 3,000 miles away, sold to 
of her productions $750,000,000, more than one hundred times as much 
as the United States; they know, too, that under this high protective 
tariff England has monopolized the trade of South America andall the 
islands adjacent thereto, comprising over 50,000,000 of people, show- 
ing conclusively the injurious effect a high protective tariff has upon 
our foreign trade. England exports annually to Mexico and South 
America alone more than twice the amount the United States ex 
to all the world. The farmers know their financial condition has 
worse during the last ten years than during any like period in the last 
forty years. They know that at no time in the last forty years was 
there so little to encourage the farmer as now; they know that the 
farmers can not get along without the foreign market, but that the 
tariff-protected manufacturers can, so long as a high tariff wards oft 
foreign competition and enables them, by combining together, to limit 
their production to the consuming capacity of the home market, and 
fix their own price upon their goods, which the farmers, laborers, and 
artisans are compelled to pay, because the tariff will not permit them to 
buy abroad; they know that most of the protected industries can supply 
the demand in the home market for their product and remain idle one- 
half the time; they know that these privileges are enjoyed by this 
favored class at the expense of the great body of the people; they know 
that the owners of the tariff-protected industries are willing to be re- 
stricted to the home market, because the tariff gives them the monopoly 
of the same, and compels the farmers, laborers, and all other consumers 
to purchase in it. K 

The tariff-protected industries can limit their productions, and do, to 
the consuming capacity of the home market, and are thus entirely in- 
dependent of the foreign markets; hence its decline does not affect them. 
But not so with the farmers; 9,000,000 men can not combine to limit 
their productions, and more than one-fourth of what they raise for sale 
has to seek a foreign market. Therefore, that same legislation which 
gives and secures to the owners of the tariff-protected industries a mo- 
nopoly of the home market in which they dispose of all their produc- 
tions, tends to destroy and emasculate the foreign niarket in which the 
farmers are compelled to dispose of their surplus products. It is said 
that the agriculturists represent one-half our population, or 30,000,000 
people. Now the question arises, shall this 30,000,000 people who rep- 
resent the great farming interest of this country be sacrificed in the in- 
terest of a tew hundred owners of tariff-protected industries? Let the 
issue come; the sooner the better. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. O'DONNELL] in his eloquent 
specch the other day, in speaking of our national greatness, said: 

The United States of America now stands in the front rank of the nations of 
tke world—leads them all; the aggregate of its industries is larger than that 
of any other people. Mulhall, acknowled, to be the most eminent of all 
statisticans, in his Dictionary of Statistics, p the industries of the United 
States at $11,405,000,000 per annum, which is $2,205,000,000 greater than the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain; nearly double those of France ; almost twice as large 
as those of Germany; nearly three times as large as those of Russia, and ron 
nearly equal to the combined industries of Austria, Italy, Spain, Belgium, Ho! 
land, Australia, Canada, Sweden, and Norway. These figures raph the 
mightiness of this nation, and fix its rank in industrial world, 

Mr. Chairman, this is true; this is a mighty nation; its annual pro- 
duction is equal to $190 for every man, woman, and child under the 
flag, while the annual productions of Europe amount to less than $40 
per capita, and that of the whole world outside of the United States 
amount to less than $30 per capita, yet in the very face of these facts 
our Republican friends insist that the productive powers of this mighty 
Government shall be limited to the consuming capacity of 60,000,000 
people when with proper encouragement it can produce enough for 
400,000,060. But it is said we can not get other nations to buy from 
us. Why not? It is said we only sell $7,000,000 annually to Mexico 
as an evidence that foreign countries will not buy from us; yet Mexico 
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does buy annually from England $750,000,000, being more than one 
hundred times as much as it buys from the United States. 

The same is true with South America and all other countries that 
buy annually from England near $2,000,000,0C0. Why should we con- 
fine our producers to a home market of only 60,000,000 people, while 
England furnishes to the markets of the world annually $2,000,000, 000 
of her productions? The truth is, England sells because she holds out 
inducements which the United States withholds. Hence the languish- 
ingcondition ofindustries. While theannual productions of the United 
States are one-fifth greater than the annual production of England, yet 
England’s export trade is annually five times greater than the export 
trade of the United States. Now,if we had an export trade equal to 
that of England, there would not be an idle laborer in the country and 
new life would be imparted to all the industries of the land. 

The CHAIRMAN. The debate upon the pending amendment is ex- 
hausted, but it is in order to move additional amendments to be voted 
upon without debate. 

Mr. COWLES. I submit the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: A 

That the tax on brandy distilled from apples or peaches be, and the same is 
hereby, repealed, and distillers of brandy made from apples or peaches are here- 
by exempt from any provisions of law restricting or limiting the manufacture 
or sale of distilled spirits except as hereinafter provided. Thatthe places where 
such brandy is kept for sale, whether licensed or unlicensed, and the distilleries 
whereat such brandy is made, or the places whereat it is stored, as well as the 
vehicles used for its transportation, shall at all times, under provisions and re- 
strictions of existing laws, be open to examination and search by the properly 
constituted authorities, and that it shall be unlawful for any person to mix or 
mingle whisky orother distilled spirits with Reman orto change by any means 
whatsoever the flavor or other qualities of any whisky or other distilled spirits 
80 as to cause it to resemble in any respect brandy, with intent to evade the pay- 
ment of the tax on such mixture or on the whisky or other distilled spirits so 
intermixed or changed in flavor, taste, or other quality, and any person or per- 
sons who shall be duly convicted thereof shall in each and every case be pun- 
ished by fine or imprisonment, one or both, in the discretion of the court; and 
it shall furthermore be unlawful for any person to use the license hereby given 
for the manufacture and sale of brandy distilled from apples and peaches inany 
way to evade the tax penalties and punishments imposed by law in respect to 
whisky and other distilled spirits, and any person so offending shall be pun- 
ished by fine or imprisonment, one or both,in the discretion of the court. Any 
and all Srppetey, now liable to forfeiture by reason of violations of internal-rey- 
enue laws involved in any violation of this act shall, under provision of exist- 
ing law, be forfeited to the United States, 

Mr. COWLES. I simply desire to state that this amendment is an 
answer to the request of gentlemen from the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. I think it is so guarded that even the most particular can find 
no objection to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will entertain the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman as a substitute for the proposition of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowDEN], which is now pending as 
an additional section. 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 12, noes 
74. 
So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COWLES. Seventy-one Democrats and three Republicans 
inst it. [Laughter. ] 

TheCHAIRMAN. TheClerk will now report the amendment pend- 

ing, proposed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowDEN] as 

an additional section, to be numbered 27. 

The amendment was again read, as follows: 

Amend by inserting the following after section 26,and designating same as 

ion 27: 

hat all laws imposing any internal-revenue taxes on spirits distilled from 
apples, peaches, and other fruits, are hereby repealed, and that on all original 
and unbroken hogsheads, barrels, or kegs of such spirits held by manufacturers 
or dealers at the time this act shall go into effect, upon which the tax has been 
paid, there shall be allowed a drawback or rebate of the full amount of the tax 
so paid; but the same shall not apply in any case where the claim has not been 
ascertained or presented within ninety days following the date of the repeal. 
It shall be the duty of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, to adopt such rules and regulations and to 
prescribe and furnish such blanks and forms as may be necessary to carry this 
section into effect.” 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 44, 
noes 79. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I demand tellers. f 

Tellers were refused, 12 members only voting therefor. 

So the amendment was rejected. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Clerk will now report the next section. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to offer an amendment to this section be- 
fore ing from it. r 7 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] 
desires to offer an amendment to the pending section, and will be en- 
titled to one minutereserved by him to explain it. 

The amendment of Mr. WARNER was read, as follows: 

Insert, after the word “manufacture,” in line 13 of section 26, the following: 

“That on and after the Ist day of January, 1889, wholesale dealers in oleo- 
margarine shall pay a special tax of $10 annually. 


“That on and after the Ist day of January, 1889, retail dealers in oleomargarine 
shall pay a special tax of $ annually,” 


Mr. WARNER. It is known, Mr. Chairman, that on the last day 
of the first session of the last Congress we passed a law for the purpose 
of raising revenue when it was admitted that we did not want any more 
revenue, and when the purpose of the then dominant party was to de- 
crease the revennes. They imposed a specific tax upon the manutfact- 
urers of oleomargarine of $600. That I leave as it is. In addition 
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to that tax they fixed a specific tax on the wholesale dealer of $480, 


and it has been held that every man who sells a package of 10 pounds 
or over at any one time is a wholesale dealer. It also fixed a special 
tax upon the retail dealers of $48. This amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
leaves the tax of 2 cents a pound upon oleomargarine; leaves the tax 
upon the manufacturer of oleomargarine at $600, and simply permits 
the small retail dealers throughout the country to sell the commodity, 
whereas it is now a monoply in the hands of a few. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WARNER. I will not ask for a division. 
want to reduce the revenue. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Not in thatway. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 28. That section 3361 of the Revised States, and all laws and of 
laws ee impose restrictions upon the sale of leaf-tobacco be, and are hereby, 
repealed, 


Mr. BOWDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Samuel Weller, of facetious memory, tells us of a young woman 
who, having mastered the alphabet, complained that she had done so 
much to gain so little. I commend her conclusion to the considera- 
tion of ‘our friends on the other side of the Chamber in respect to the 

nding bill, for aside from the emphatic disapproval which a Repub- 

ican Senate will give, I indulge the confident expectation that the 
people will so emphasize this disapproval at the polls next November 
that even our Democratic friends, with all their temerity, will hesitate 
to take another first step toward the breaking down of American in- 
dustries, the degradation of labor, and in my belief the unwonted en- 
trance of the wedge of free trade with the British sledge-hammer 
behind it. 

I can not permit this debate to close, Mr. Chairman, without putting 
myself on record as entirely opposed to the theory and doctrines of the 
pending measure. While it contains the clause abolishing the tax upon 
manufactured tobacco, which I favor, still there is scarcely a great 
interest in my State, and I may say in our whole country, that it does 
not affect and cripple, and I await an indorsement which I believe I 
shall receive at the hands of my people, when I cast my vote against it 
as a whole, preferring to lose the little good to be obtained by it to 
gaining the greater evil which its passage would entail. 

But I hear my friends on the other side cry, the surplus! the sur- 
plus! and Ireply, that if instead of placing the surplus already accu- 
mulated and now deposited in favored banks of the country without 
interest, this and future accumulations were applied to the payment of 
the honest debts of the Government, such, for instance, as the payment 
of claims of laborers under the eight-hour law, the refunding of the 
direct taxes, the payment of the thousands of honest claimants, who 
for years past have been knocking at the doors of Congress, provide 
proper coast defenses to protect our defenseless coasts from any third- 
rate power which may see fit to come down upon us, to build up a Navy 
to comport with the dignity of our nation, to provide for a liberal sys- 
tem of internal improvements, the of that most meritorious 
measure, the Blair educational bill. I say, these things done the cry 
of surplus, set up for partisan purposes, would disappear, and while the 
passage of this latter measure would doubtless considerably reduce in 
the future Democratic majorites, yet the country could stand it, and 
I do not know if after awhile those benighted regions, where the bull- 
dozer and ballot-box stuffer most do flourish, would not awake to the 
beauties of ‘‘a free ballot and a fair count.” 

The CHAIRMAN, If there be no objection, the formal amendment 
will be considered as withdrawn, . 

; Mr. YOST. I move the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
esk. : 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Section 28, in line 3, after the word “leaf,” add the words “and manufact- 
ured ;” so it will read: 

“AIL laws ana para of laws which impose restrictions upon the sale of leaf 
and manufactu tobacco be, and are hereby, repealed,” 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I reserve the point of order 
upon that amendment. Substantially, the same amendment has been 
offered and voted down in connection with section 25. 

Mr. YOST. Then I will offer itas a formal amendment, I want to 
give yousome good Democratic doctrine from the State of Virginiaas laid 
down in an editorial from one of the leading Democratic papers, the 
Lynchburg Virginian. I want you all to know the sentiments of Dem- 
ocrats as well as Republicans in my State. If the majority of this 
House can afford to retain the duty on wood-screws for the poor prospect 
of saving Connecticut, I think possibly they may heed a warning voice 
from Virginia. If the argument of fact has no effect upon them, per- 
haps the argument of threat may have. Iask the Clerk to read the ed- 
itorial which I send to the desk. - 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The last official information 
we had as to the opinion of the Democrats of Virginia was the election 
of General Lee for governor. 

Mr. YOST. The confusion is such that I cannot hear the gentle- 
man. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 


I see they do not 


THE TOBACCO TAX. 
If it is found impracticable to pass the Mills bill, then let the Democrats of the 
House of Representatives pass a simple resolution repealing the tobaces tax, 


1888. 


and the sooner they do it the better. They have the power, and on their heads 
the blame wiil rest if the tobacco trade is not relieved of the paralyzing burden 
that is upon it. It can not be disguised that the people of the tobacco States are 
getting restive. Petition after petition from planters and manufacturers have 
gone to Congress for relief. They have seen the business on which they rely 

or support reduced to a state of prostration, not paying for the actual cost of 
production and manufacture. 

They have seen their toil go unrewarded or pay the scantiest and most mea- 

r returns. They have seen this in the face of broken promises until patience 

s threadbare. There are murmurs loud and deep from the rural districts. 
There are murmurs loud and deep from the manufactories. Factory hands are 
without employment and farm hands are without living wages. Hundreds of 
thousands of people are more or, less dependent on tobacco, either in the field 
or in the factory, for their living. They see this depression and they attribute 
itto the tax. They know that the needs of the Government do not require that 
tax. They know that a huge surplus is pues upin the Treasury, thus crippling 
trade and commerce, Yet this blighting tobacco tax—a war tax—remains 
twenty-odd years after the war. 5 

Js it strangethatthere is ada rte discontent, and will it bestrange if Dem- 
ocrats who have never wavered before remain from the polls when the election 
comes which is to decide the fate of parties in November?” Sick andsore,weary 
and worn—smarting under disappointments, straitened and cramped in their 

ecuniary conditions, will it be strange if party fealty fails and falters? The 
st feather may seem light, but it is that which breaks the camel’s back, 

It is simply an outrage that this tax is kept on a great but languishing indus- 
try. Itis simply preposterous, because it is not needed. It is simply cruel, be- 
cause it wrings from the swes4 and toil of honest labor all the profit there is in 
it. It is simply stupid and pes A because it is alienating friends. Įfthe Demo- 
cratie party can afford &> do without Virginia and North Carolina in the com- 
ing clection, then let the tax remain. For we tell the representatives of the 
party at Washington that there is grave danger that these States may slip their 
moorings and glide into the a lican port if affairs remain as they are now. 
We know whereof wespeak. Weknow the deep discontent thatis abroad; and 
we call on the Democrats in Congress to remove the cause of it, or they may be 
responsible for defeat. Both wings of the party are pledged to repeal, and yet 
re; does not come. What are pledges worth that bear no fruit? 

hen what to do is simple and plain. Let the House pass the tobacco-tax re- 
peal; let it go into the Senate, and if that ety n to concur in the bill 
then the responsibility will be shifted from the Democratic to the Republican 
shoulders, and the dangers in our pan will beremoved. We hope these words 
may not be without effect where they will do the most good. Else when it is 
too late there may be unavailing repinings and reproaches, 


During the reading of the foregoing article the following took place: 

Mr. MACDONALD. Iask that the further reading be dispensed 
with. Every member has received one of those articles. Itisa chestnut. 

The CHAIRMAN. The communication is being read in the time of 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Yost] 
was rejected. 

Mr. COWLES. I offer the amendment I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise toa parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I wish to inquire of the gentleman 
whether his amendment has been submitted to the caucus? If it has 
not, it will be a waste of time here to vote upon it, [Cries of ‘‘ Reg- 
ular order!??] 

The CHAIRMAN. That is nota parliamentary inquiry. The Clerk 
will read the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That the taxon distilled Spie shall be 50 cents on eve: 
and all laws and clauses of laws fixing a greater tax on 
cents per gallon are hereby repealed: Provided, persons, manufactur- 
ers, rectifiers, and dealers who may have on hand at the period when this act 
shall into effect packages of distilled spirits upon which the tax has been 
paid shall be entitled to a rebate of said tax so paid in excess of the amount of 
50 cents per lon. 

‘The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 29. That whenever in any statute denouncing any violation of the inter- 
nal-revenue laws, as a felony, crime, or misdemeanor, there is prescribed in 
such statute a minimum punishment, less than which minimum no fine, penalty, 
imprisonment, or punishment is authorized to be imposed, every such minimam 
punishment is hereby abolished; and the court or judge in every such case 
shall have discretion to impose any fine, penalty, imprisonment, or punishment 
not exceeding the limit authorized by such statute, whether such fine, penalty, 
Sapeeoumerihy or punishment be less or greater than the said minimum so pre- 
scribed, 


Mr. ADAMS. I move to strike out that section. 

Mr. Chairman, it will be observed that section 29, with several fol- 
lowing sections of the bill, represent, in all probability, the Demo- 
cratic idea. They will not repeal the law abolishing or reducing the 
tax on whisky, but they will reduce the penalties imposed by existing 
law for the violation of that law. I for one am not now in favor of 
abolishing the internal-revenue law; but I do trust that when the Re- 
pien party for any reason shall see fit to do so, it will do it direct- 

y; thatit will not do it by indirection; that will not let loose upon 
the country a flood of whisky which is not only free, but illegal and 
fraudulently free; free by the evasion of the law. The penalties im- 
posed by existing statutes are necessary for the enforcement of the 
law. They will not apply to tobacco. We propose to abolish largely 
the internal-revenue Jaws relating to tobacco. They will relate solely 
to the violators of tbe law in regard to thè manufacture- and sale of 
whisky; and the people who are mainly interested in this part of the 
bill are the ‘‘moonshiners’’ of the United States. 

What I say of this section will apply to almost every section from 
this point to the end of the bill. If you see fit to reduce the tax on 
whisky, do so directly. 

But it is the evidence of almost every man familiar with the subject, 
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that these laws, odious and inconvenient as they are, are essential in- 
cidents of the system, and you ought not to repeal the minimum pen- 
alty until you are prepared to change the law. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I want to makea plain, unvarnished statement 
of fact for the purpose of stirring up the pure mind of my friend from 
Illinois [Mr. ADAMS] by way of remembrance. That gentleman hap- 
pens to be a member of the Judiciary Committee. I will change my 
phraseology. I will not say he happens to be a member of the Judi- 
ciary Committee, but that he isa member of the Judiciary Committee. 
The Judiciary Committee reported a bill containing this very clause. 

Iam informed that the gentleman was present when it was acted 
upon by the committee. A unanimous report was made to this House 
in favor of its passage. No man heard the gentleman open his mouth 
in opposition to that part of the bill; no man heard him open his 
mouth in opposition to it when it passed this House unanimously; and 
yet to-day, for the purpose—I will not say for what purpose, but we 
may presume for the purpose of trying to weaken this bill—he rises 
here and makes a speech more vehement than judicious or gandid 
against this provision of the pending bill. Why did he not proclaim 
against this provision when his committee reported it? Why did he 
not proclaim against it when the House passed it? Why did he not 
then say that it was wrong, if it was wrong? No, sir; it was right 
then—the gentleman mugt have known it was right—and it is right 
to-day. Does this turn whisky loose? Does this prevent the imposi- 
tion of the penalties heretofore imposed by the courts? Not a bit of 
it. It simply repeals the minimum-punishment part of the penal stat- 
ute and leaves it in the discretion of the court to fix a less penalty if 
in the opinion of the court that ought to be done. Now, I want to 
have read here, in order that it may go into the RECORD, the section 
of the bill to which I have referred, which was reported by the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, of which the gentleman from Illinois isa 
member, and was supported by him in committee and in this House. 

Mr. ADAMS, I believe the gentleman is mistaken in his statement 
of fact. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I will stand by the Recorp. Iask the Clerk to 
read the first section of that bill. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

A bill to amend the internal-revenue laws, and for other purposes. 

Beit enacted, eto., That whenever in any statute denouncing any violation of 
the internal-revenue laws asa felony, crime, or misdemeanor, there is prescribed 
in such statute a minimum punishment, less than which minimum no fine, pen- 
alty, imprisonment, or punishment is authorized to be imposed, every such 
minimum punishment is hereby abolished; and the court or judge in every 
such case shall have discretion to impose any fine, penalty, imprisonment, or 
punishment not exceeding the limit authorized by such statute, whether such 


fine, penalty, Sere porneat, OF punishment be less or greater than the said min- 
imum so prescri 5 


Mr. MCMILLIN. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is not one word in the 
section of the pending bill reported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means that is not in the section just read by the Clerk from the bill 
reported by the Judiciary Committee, of which the gentleman from 
Illinois is a member. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Was there a yea-and-nay vote in the 
House on the passage of the bill from which that extract has just been 
read? 

Mr. McMILLIN. ‘There was no yea-and-nay vote, and, so far as I 
know, there was not a single vote inst the bill. I do not know 
whether the gentleman [Mr. ADAMS] was here or not, but if this was 
the outrageous proposition which he now claims it to be, it was his 
duty, a duty which he could not avoid without dereliction, to have 
raised his voice here against it. Whatshall we think of statesmanship 
which rises no higher than measures which, if it were parliamentary, 
I would say were simply demagogical in their nature ? 

Mr. ADAMS. I move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the pending amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. I moved before to strike out the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair misunderstood the gentleman. 

Mr. ADAMS. It-will be observed, Mr. Chairman, that the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [ Mr. MCMILLIN] confines himself to the question 
of my supposed inconsistency in criticising a series of sections in the 
pending bill, some of which are identical with bills reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, of which I have the honor to be a mem- 
ber. He does not venture to meet the statement which I have made 
that all this part of the bill from this point on is calculated to make it 
easier to violate the internal-revenue laws. 

So far as the particular section now under consideration is concerned 
I am aware that it came from the Committee on the Jadiciary. I make 
no answer to the charge of inconsistency. As to what took place in the 
committee I will not say ay nor no.. 

Further, I will freely admit that sometimes I sit silent here when 
the House takes action which I do not altogether approve. Is there 
no other gentleman on this floor who is ready to make the same con- 
fession ? 

Besides, the committee will remember that when I spoke awhile ago 
I did not speak of this section alone. I spoke of it in connection with 
the following sections of the bill. I will say further that when my 
attention was first drawn to this part of the bill it was mainly directed 
to the section which occurs later on in the bill, which relieves small 
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pan distilleries from the supervision of storekeepers and gaugers. 
‘hat is the worst section in this part of the bill in my judgment. 

It was my intention to speak only when we had arrived at that sec- 
tion. But when I looked back ‘from that section to the others and 
found five or six sections of the bill apparently hanging together and 
forming a system by themselves with one object in view, I resolved to 
call the attention of the committee to the apparent character and pur- 
pose of these sections as soon as we reached the first one, which is the 
section under consideration. I did this having the impression that the 
substance of this section had come from the Judiciary Committee and 
that I had always been doubtful of the propriety of reducing the mini- 
mum penalties of the internal-revenue law. 

Now, suppose I was wrong in that impression. Suppose that at the 
time this bill was reported from the Judiciary Committee I was strongly 
in favor of it. Does that prevent me from criticising it now when I 
find it in connection with other sections, one of which was exceedingly 
objectionable and dangerous, and all of them taken together seeming 
to conduce to frandulent evasions of the internal-revenue laws relating 
to wifisky? Does it prevent me from pointing out that all of these 
sections, and particularly that relating to small grain distilleries, seem 
to form part of the Democratic programme, by which gentlemen on the 
other side can make it easier for the people of the country, or of some 

_parts of the country, to get free whisky, without taking upon them- 
selves the responsibility of repealing or cing the tax on whisky? 
I think not. At all events, I hope the gentleman will at some time, 
now or hereafter, speak to the other sections of the bill to which I have 
called his attention. 

[Here the hammer fell.] 

Mr. MCMILLIN, Mr. Chairman, yielding to the gentleman’s in- 
vitation to speak at some time, I speak now when the ‘‘spirit moves 
me” upon the clauses which have so aroused the fears of the gentle- 
man from Illinois. Upon examination of the bill which his commit- 
tee reported to this House without complaint, and which he saw passed 
here without murmur, I find that section 29, which has just been read, 
section 30, which is next to be road, section 31, section 32, and sec- 
tion 33 all met with the gentleman's approval, or at least with his si- 
lent acquiescence. Every one of them was reported from his commit- 
tee favorably, passed this House, and isnow in the Senate for its action. 

Now, it will not do for the gentleman to say that he was not here, 
because it appears upon an examination of the RECORD of February 
8—the proceedings of February 7, when this bill was passed—that 
Mr. ADAMS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported back 
adversely the bill to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act to restrict the ju- 
risdiction of the Court of Claims.’? So he was here. 

It never occurred to him that the country was going to ruin, that 
“free whisky *’ was going to flow all over the land in consequence of 
this legislation, until we got into the consideration and discussion of a 
tariff bill which he opposed on other grounds. The bill was debated; 
opportunity was given to the gentleman to speak upon it; it was a 
measure, as I have stated, from his committee, and if there was an 
obligation resting upon him to enlighten the House at all, that obliga- 
tion applied to a measure about which he had peculiar knowledge from 
the fact that it came from his committee. Yet the gentleman never 
opened his mouth. Noneof this fear overtook him, none of this calam- 
ity threatened him, until the tariff bill happened to embody this as a 
part of the provisions proper to be made in changing the internal-rey- 
enue law. 

Now, Mr, Chairman, as I stated, this proposition simply leaves with 
the courts a discretionary power; and it will be remembered that nine- 
tenths of our present Federal judges are members of the Republican 
party. They will have the discretion to fix a lower penalty than that 
now prescribed, but they will not be prevented from going to the full 
limit of the existing law. : 

Mr. ADAMS. I moveto strike out the last two words, for the pur- 

simply of calling attention to the fact that the gentleman from 

'ennessee, notwithstanding my invitation and his apparent accept- 
ance of that invitation, has not seen fit, as hesaid he would, to discuss the 
other sections of the bill to which I have referred. I simply ask him 
to do so hereafter when we shall come to them. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. ADAMS to strike ont 
the ph, it was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Src, 30, That no warrant, in any case under the internal-revenue laws, shall 
be issued upon an afidavit making chargos upon information and belief, unless 
such affidavit is made by a collector or deputy collector of internal revenue or 
by a revenue agent; and, with the exception aforesaid, no warrant shall be is- 
sued except upon a sworn complaint, setting forth the facts constituting the of- 
fense and alleging them to be within the personal knowledge of the affiant. 
And the United States shall not be liable to pay any fees to marshals, clerks, 
commissioners, or other officers for any warrant issued or arrest made in pros- 
eoutions under the internal-revenue laws, unless there be a conviction or the 
prosecution has been approved, either before or after such arrest, by the attor- 
ney of the United States for the district where the offense is alleged to have been 
committed, or unless the prosecution wascommenced by information or indict- 
“son 3L. That whenever a warrant shall be issued by a commissioner or other 
judicial officer having jurisdiction for the arrest of any n charged with a 
criminal offense, s warrant, accompanied by the wit on which the same 


was issued, shall be returnable before some judicial oflicer named in section 1014 
of the Revised Statutes residing in the county of arrest, or, if there be no such 


jndicial officer in that county, before some such aere oficer residing in an- 
other county nearestto the pluce ofarrest. And the judicial officer, before whom 
the warrant is made returnable as herein provided, shall have exclusive author- 
ity to make the preliminary examination of every person arrested as aforesaid, 
and to discharge him, admit him to bail, or commit him to prison, as the case 
peed require: Provided, That this section shall not apply to the Indian Terri- 
ry. 
Sec. 32. That the circuit courts of the United States, and the district courts or 
Jodgen thereof exercising circuit-court powers, and the district courts of the 
erritories, are arthorized to appoint, in different parts of the several districts 
in which said courts are held, as many discreet persons to be commissioners 
of the circuit courts as may be deemed necessary. Andsaid courts. or the judges 
thereof, shall have authority to remove at pleasure any commissioners hereto- 
fore or hereafter appointed in said districts, . 

Sec. 33. That the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, may compromise any civil or criminal case, and may 
reduce or remit any fine, penalty, forfeiture, or assessment, under the internal- 
revenue laws. 

z peo 84. That section 3176 of the Revised Statutes be amended so as to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 3176. The collector or any deputy collector in any district shall enter into 
and upon the premises, if it be necessary, of any person therein who has taxa- 
bie property and who refuses or neglects to render any return or list required, 
or who renders a false or fraudulent return or list, and make, according to the 
best information which he can obtain, including that derived from the evidence 
elicited by the examination of the collector, and on his own view and informa- 
tion, such list or return, according to Use form prescribed, of the objects liable 
to tax owned or possessed or under the care or management of such person, and 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue sbalil assess the tax thereon, including 
the amount, if any, dne for 1 tax, and a penalty of 25 per cent., and he 
may add tosuch tax interestat the rate of 10 per cent. per annum thereon from 
and after the date when such tax became due and payable. The interest so 
added to the tax shall be collected at the same time and in thesame manner as 
the tax. And the list or return so made and su by such collector or 
deputy collector shall be deemed good and sufficient for all legal purposes." 


Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I make a pro forma amendment for the 
purpose simply of correcting some matters, not with the object of pro- 
longing this debate. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Kerr] a mo- 
ment ago said that I favored the repeal of the internal-revenue system, 
or that I had referred approvingly to certain efforts made in that di- 
rection. Now, I wish my friend from Iowa had not taken from its 
context what I said in that regard. 

I have always favored, as the first proposition in all these economic 
debates of late years, the prevention and then the reduction of a sur- 
plas. I began with that, and I pursue that in this bill as the cap- 
ital idea, I would reduce the surplus, if not in one way, then in 
another. I would reduce it, if I can do so, by reducing the tariff. 

I would reduce it by reducing internal-revenue taxation. In this 
bill we have somewhat of both. In it both methods of reduction are 
presented; but if there were no joining them, or no alternative, I 
would reduce the internal revenue to be rid of the perilous and cor- 
rupting surplus. — 

Is there any inconsistency in attempting to reduce the surplus either 
by repealing in part one system or the other or both? The objective 
point is the surplus. My remarks fully quoted explain the position 
so that it can not be misunderstood. Thus I relieve the gentleman 
from any possibility of misrepresentation hereafter. I know he did 
not intend to misrepresent me on this occasion. Here is the statement 
from my speech of May 17, 1888: 

INTERNAL REVENUE. 

In remarking upon the tariff in 1882 I was very frank to contend that I would 
forego the opposition which I made to the resolution of the gentleman from 
Penosylvania [Mr. KELLEY] for the abolishment of the excise system. I was 
willing then to forego that o; tion on the basis of a resolution which I of- 
fered inthe House, and which is there quoted. But I desired to abolish the 
internal-revenne system only as a system or mi of collection, not as to the 
taxation of certain articles, I was willing to see the tax collected by the States. 
I think now, as I said then, that it would have worked like a charm. The pro- 
tectionists were not, however, in favor of reducing taxation in the tariff, but 
they were in favor of a hasty riddance of the whole internal-revenue system 
and its Federal mode of collection. I regarded the tariff which we sought tore- 
vise us a monument of war necessity and ofsubsequenttreachery, It was prom- 
ised that it would be reformed after the war when the internal taxes were re- 
duced on home manufactures. 

I then inveighed against the Federal administration of the internal-revenue 
law and favored its abolition becanse of its cambrous, corrupt, and spying sys- 
tem. Its officers were then in the habit of pursuing the offender into cigarand 
tobacco shops, and into stills, breweries, and factories, with threats and prom- 
ises, in order to influence the voter in favor of the administration. T: to 
Democratic economy, that army of five thousand has since been many times 
decimated. Worse the janizary or the mamaluke, it undertook by its oc- 
cult machinery to intimidate and defraud, and I was willing to do away with it 
in the Federal system, as every speck of it on our body-poilitic was then a can- 


cer. 

There has been no time since the discussion of the tariff of 1864 when eco- 
nomic measures were before Congress that I have not protested against their ex- 
cesses, and giren the reason, which has been verified ; and that is that the ex- 
cesses would engender a surplus, which was corrupting to legislation and ad- 
ministration. Atal) times I bave m willing to cut down the taxation toavoid 
this To I was willing to welcome relief from this surplus. And since we 
could not tear away the octopus which was preying upon the people in the in- 
direct form of taxation, I was even willing to take the direct form and thrust it 
one side; and the more so because it was in the hands of the Hepanikan party, 
which was its emissaries and officers for espionage not on. 7 in New York , 
City, but elsew. , for sustaining their corrupt practices and perpetuating 
their supremacy. 

But, sir, this bill is before us. It concerns more a surplus than it does a tariff 
reform. ‘The surplus is now the principal object with me; the tax but the inci- 
dent. IfI can not apply the reduction at one point, I will hereafter to another. 
But for the present | believe that the committee that reports this bill, consider- 


ing all the varied industries of this country, have done the best that was perbaps 
possible with a view to a successful accomplishment of the great object—the re- 
duction of taxation—so as to avert future accumulations and avoid the paralysis 


of business. 


My friend from Ohio [Mr. Ezra B. TAYLOR] prints in the RECORD 
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this morning a little extract from this same speech. It is also torn 
from its context. It readsas if I were committed, and the members on 
this side were committed, to the Cobden-Club system of British free 
trade. Every one here must know the associate sentences where the 
remark occurs. The sentence was copied by the gentleman from my 
remarks made in a playful, ironical way after quoting some Cobden 
free-trade British poetry, inadvertently used by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Burrows]. I propose in this instance also to restore 
the context so as to show that in that passage I contended that in pro- 
posing by the pending bill to reduce the tariff only 7 per cent. we were 
not moving on to anything like free trade or any free trade at all, 
whether Cobden or British or otherwise. The gentleman from Mich- 
igan would have been in the attitude of proposing free trade had he 
known where the poem came from; and what was its meaning and in- 
spiration. His quotation was an invocation to absolute free trade ac- 
cording to the British method and was unwittingly adopted and cheered 
by the Republican gentlemen. 

This is the context and the paragraph quoted: 

Was this invocation to free trade limited to my distinguished friend from 
Michigan? By no means, Other gentlemen, hearing him, arose. They also 
cried out to aid the dawn!—the same old dawn! But we gentlemen on this 
side of the House are content simply with a reform which relieves us of 7 per 
cent. out of the 47 burden, and for purposes of business to prevent the accumin- 
lations in the Treasury of the moneys of the people. This reform is Lardly a 
twilight, much less a dawn. 

Now, I propose, Mr. Chairman, to signalize this conversion of my friend from 
Michigan and his brethren who have echoed this song of the dawn of British 
free trade. I do not propose to be harsh toward them. I would like to see my 
friend not only assist but assisted in clearing out the way. He will have his 
troubles by the way. The dawn may be clouded and the paper and type too 
heavily laden with tax to be useful in a clearing. 

It would bea glorious consummation of tkis debate conid we only have gen- 
tlemen on the other side join in this invocation to paper and type and to the hearts 
of honest men to clear the way for British-Cobden free trade. 

It was this last paragraph that the gentleman from Ohio, usually so 
just and fair in debate, so ruthlessly lacerated and dislocated. 

Gentlemen should not wrest from their context any remarks on such 
a controverted issue so as to distort their meaning. When they do 
they give them a meaning not intended. Is this fair debate? 

I know gentlemen on the other side of the House are under some 
sort of stress to act extraordinarily. I would not judge them harshly. 
Since their platform was made they haye been in desperate straits. 
Democrats know a little what that means, for at times we, too, have 
been in the same condition. In making platforms each party juggles 
more or less; but there never wassuch a “‘ paltering ina double sense ’’ 
as in the Chicago platform on the spirit question. 1 commiserate the 
gentlemen on the other side. [Great laughter and applause. ] 

We all know what the Republican platform means. Their platform 
is in favor of the repeal of the tobacco tax altogether; but it goes 


further. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Do you know what your platform means? If 
you do, it is the first time. s 

Mr. COX. You said awhile ago that you defended Mr. Blaine. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. He does not need any. 

Mr. COX. You have defended him on acconnt of what he said in 
his Paris letter against free whisky. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. He defended himself. 

Mr. COX. You know that letter is not in harmony with the Repub- 
lican platform adopted at Chicago. Are you not fighting your own 
a May God help you in that fight! [Great laughter and ap- 

lause. 
a Mr. Chairman, this is not a question of morality. It is nob a ques- 
tion of prohibition. It is not question of sex. It is not a question 
of religion. One party or class of men may be more virtuous, politic, 
sober, and gentle than another. That does not affect this question. 
This a question of economy, of reducing surplus by the best mode. 

We propose one mode, your platform another. Mr. Blaine is noton 
the platform of Chicago. That allows no disturbance of protective 
duties, but calls rather for repeal of internal taxes. That includes 
whisky—— 

Mr. MILLIKEN rose. 2 

Mr. COX. You are not treating me politely. I will try to make 
some remarks to show you wherein your platform does not favor the 
Blaine idea, for he does not propose to put whisky on the free-list. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. He is a good Republican always. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman is on the other side. Neither is he on 
the Republican platform. 

Gentlemen, the gentleman from New Hampshire [ Mr. GALLINGER] 
called up the women here in defense of the platform for untaxed whisky. 
He did it to show that they were contending against us who desire to 
keep up the whisky tax. Again I say it is not a matter of morality, 
or State police, or prohibition. It is not a matter of religion for Chris- 
tian women to dabble in. It is a matter of ‘‘revenue only ’’—that, 
and nothing else. Is it not enough for us old Democrats to fight free 
whisky without fighting the women at the same time? [Laughter. ] 
The gentleman from Maine [Mr. MILLIKEN], and the gentleman on 
the other side [Mr. KELLEY], and others, are all tangled up, like their 
platform. It is as if they had taken some tanglefoot. [Laughter.] 
But I suppose they took it believing it to be in conformity with their 
platform. [Laughter.] 


How can you go ont and answer the questions, pertinent to this cam- 
paign, without entangling alliances and confused ideas? 

Some tax-payer, tired of your protective exactions, asks: 

‘Why should only 2,738,895 people, the pets of protection, be fa- 
vored ut the expense of over 70 per cent. of their 60,000,000 fellow-citi- 
zens?” 

What for? The voice from thestill—warm with the tears of widows 
and orphans—huskily answers, ‘‘For free whisky !’’ 

“Why should we not cheapen clothes, blankets, and carpets by ad- 
mitting wool free, since the woolen mills have a capacity for 600,000,000 
pounds, and only 240,000,000 pounds are raised at home?’’ 

The answer comes likethe bleatof athousand flocks, ‘‘ Before clothes 
or blankets or carpets, take free whisky !”’ 

But, says an honorable recusant Republican from Minnesota: 

Worthier, better, and juster it seems to my mind would it be to give our peo- 
ple, the toiling masses, cheaper food, cheaper fuel, cheaper clothing, and cheaper 
shelter, cheaper because released from the heavy and unnecessary burden of 
high-tariff taxes. 

“Pshaw !” says the hide-bound protectionist, ‘‘these articles must 
remain taxed to vindicate the American system.’ Thatsystem has as 
its genius, free whisky. 

A tax-payer inquires of you: 

‘“ Have not the American people paid in sixty years over $20,000,- 
000,000 in the hope of getting goods cheaper by and by, after the in- ` 
fants have attained their maturity? What, my Republican brother, 
will you now do?” ‘ 

The brother answers, ‘‘ Free whisky !”’ 

“Has invention done nothing for us?” asks the impoverished me- 
chanic. ‘‘ What do you show us as the result of our American genius 
for a century in mechanics??? 

The answer comes: ‘‘ We tender you the worm in the still, the finest 
invention of the devil. It may take away your brains and impoverish 
your families; but protection must stand! We offer you, untaxed, 
cheap, free whisky.” 

Another inquirer asks, ‘‘ Why do you not take the tax off of my coat 
of ‘reversible nap?’ ” 

The answer comes: ‘‘Protection first, but always free whisky.” 

An old lady of West Virginia asks with anxiety, ‘‘ Why must I pay 
60 cents in addition to every dollar for the crockery from which I drink 
my sassafras tea?” 

“Ah!” says the protectionist, ‘‘is not whisky better than tea?’ 

A series of questions and answers might be fired off in the following 
order: 

‘Are you going to allow that reduction proposed by the Mills bill 
from 47 per cent. duty to 40 on carpets ?”’ 

“No, but we will repeal the tax on cigarettes for your young boys, 
and add free whisky.” 

**Won’t you support that reduction of 10 per cent. on cotton goods?’? 

tt No, but I would love to lower the whisky tax.” 

**Won’t you reduce the tax on castor-oil below 194 per cent.—its 
present rate,”’ Z 

“t No, I won’t condescend to help anybody but those who want the 
cost of whisky reduced.” 

‘Please help us reduce the tax on cheap woolen cloth from 89 per 
cent. to 40 per cent. as Mills proposes—will you not?” 

“No; I do not want to engage in anything else till I have taken 
the tax of 90 cents a gallon from whisky.” : 

‘We are making a last effort to reduce the duty on wool hats from 
54 per cent. Cheap hats. Won’t you help us?” 

“No, sir; the Republican platform don’t say anything about cheap 
hats. It does advocate taking tax from whisky, and I stand by the 
platform. ” 


tt The worsted goods for my family is taxed 68 per cent. Help me 
pull that down to 40 per cent., will yoa not?” 
ti No, sir; let your worsted goods go to grass! Whisky is more than 


a dollar a gallon. I want to take the ninety-cent gallon tax off of it.” 

‘Now, my friend, the Mills bill proposes to take eleven and one-half 
millions tax off of sugar; won’t you help us it?” 

‘No, for it don’t propose to cheapen whisky one cent.” 

“TIt makes salt free. Won't you favor that?” 

“Ts salt whisky? Salt ain’t in our platform.” 

“Tt makes the tin, of which our tin stove-vessels, and cans, and roofs 
are made, free; won’t you give us that?” 

“Tin is not in the platform; whisky is.” 

‘It makes lumber for our homes to keep us warm free, Won’t you 
favor that?” 

‘No. Iwant to legislate to warm the inner man, not the outer 
man. Give us free whisky.’’ 

When these questionsare answered let me read asasumming up to the 
gentleman what was said by an old farmer friend of mine in Iowa. 
He had evidently been perusing Sydney Smith on taxation: 

I never wore any clothes that were not increased in price by this policy of 
making an almshouse of every possible factory. I used to rise on Sunday 
morning from my humble cot in a log farm-house, throwing off the bed-clothes 
taxed 40 to 100 per cent., and donning my clothing taxed 35 to 100 per = eat 


my taxed breakfast from dishes taxed 45 per cent. on a table-cloth taxed 40 per 
cent., and when the Sabbath bell taxed 35 per cent. sounded its inviting notes 
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I took my Bible taxed 25 per cent. and went to the church built of lumber 
taxed 20 pa cent. and there in a Sunday-school song-book taxed 25 per cent. 
aog all these taxes paid to the objects of my charity, notto the Government) I 
read: 


“Far out upon the prairie 
How many children dwell 
Who never read the Bible 
Nor hear the Sabbath bell!” 

[Great laughter and applause. ] 

What is the relief my old farmer friend receives from you and your 
platform? 

“ Free whisky.” 

Does this give comfort to his family, his purse, or his soul ? 

Now, you gentlemen want to go among the men, women, and chil- 
dren of this country and say: 

‘t We will not take the tax off of cheap clothing, cheap lumber, cheap 
food, but we will take the tax off of whisky, to make it cheap and com- 
mon and more hurtful to soul and body.” 

Is not that an inspiring issue for a party of moral elevation ? 

Oh, gentlemen, it is the old, old story. You gentlemen must often 
have heard it sung— 

Oh, whata tangled web we weave 
When first we practice to deceive! 

[Laughter and applause, and cries of ‘‘Vote!’’] 

Mr. MILLIKEN. I desire to ask my friend from New York [Mr. 
Cox] why he failed to read all there was in the schedule of the old 
farmer? Why did he omit in reading that schedule the tax of 100 per 
ei rice and 82 per cent. on sugar? [Applause on the Republican 
side. 

Mr. Cox rose. 

Mr. MILLIKEN, I will allow the gentleman, although he would 
not allow me, 

Mr. COX. How could I read in five minutes the tax on four thou- 
sand articles? [Laughter and applause. ] 

Mr. MILLIKEN. My friend has tried to read in five minutes the 
taxes on particular articles he desires to quote, but he omits to read 
those like the tax on rice of 100 per cent. and the tax on sugar of 82 

r cent. f 
Poir y friend acknowledges himself he is willing to reduce the internal 
revenue if by that means he is going to reduce the surplus, but can 
not do it otherwise. All that the Republican party says upon that 
subject is that it would rather reduce taxation on sugar than to destroy 
the industries of this country. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. That is what it says. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Now, gentlemen on the other side, including my 
friend from New York, are trying to draw parallels between free whisky 
and free wool, free whisky and free blankets, free whisky and free 
shoes; but from the first man to the last who has spoken on that side 
of the House I never heard one draw a parallel between free whisky 
and free sugar. You do not hear them drawing any parallel between 
free whisky and free rice. Why, gentlemen, do not some of you stand 
up here and tell the truth about that question ?—that notwithstanding 
the fact the duties upon articles produced in the North must not bear 
taxation, and you have a list of fifty-three of them which you put on 
the free-list in this bill, remember less than 27 per cent. of the duty is 
paid by them, while of those that are peculiarto the South you get 75 
per cent. duty; and yet you talk about free whisky or something else 
that pays 10, or 15, or 20 per cent., and you are not at the same time 
willing to reduce two of the great Southern products down to the aver- 
age rate on products of 41 per cent. 

And when my colleague the other day introduced an amendment to 
that effect every man upon the other side who is so entirely anxious to 
reduce taxation that he cries over the poor fellow that pays taxes upon 
his Bible—well, I do not know if my Democratic friends would pay 
very many taxes on Bibles anyhow—but who cries when a man pays 
taxes on his shoes, or on his lumber, or on his coat, does not seem to 
sympathize with him very materially when his sugar is put into his 
tea which comes in free, and in his coffee which comes in free, on which 
sugar he has to pay 82 per cent. tax, and if he had rice for breakfast, 
118 per cent. on that, and you propose to leave it at 100 per cent. 

- Why do you not come out squarely and fairly about this matter? 
Why are you not willing to equalize the duties when you contend that 
that is your object, and when you know that our people are paying a 
duty of 47 per cent., and you propose to reduce them 7 per cent. and 
leave 75 per cent. and over on Southern products? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. COX. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, the nervous anxiety on the part of 

ntlemen on the other side of the Chamber, and particularly that ex- 
hibited by the gentleman from New York who has just taken his seat, 
the night-mare that frightens his Democratic soul for fear the country 
may have free whisky, is something very amazing to people who un- 
derstand the history and habits of Democrats. [Laughter and jeers 
on the Democratic side. | 

Mr. McCLAMMY. Bah! [Laughter and applause. ] 

Mr. MASON, Keep right on my friend, you will get there. [Laugh- 
ter and applause. } e 


I know that in some States—and I advise the gentleman asa matter 
of kindness, if he does not want to lose the solid support he has had 
accep not to try to make the people believe he is in favor of free 
whisky, 

Mr. COX. My constituents drink beer. 
Chicago? 

Mr. MASON. There was a great deal drunk at Chicago, but more 
after the convention at St, Louis adjourned than ever before. They 
stopped on their way up. [Laughter.] 

The truth of the matter is, we are getting very weary about hearing 
ay ag of free whisky. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic 
side. 

Thank you gentlemen; that is the first time you ever did me the 
honor to applaud. I thank you. 

Why, gentlemen, if you believed we were in favor of free whisky, 
every man on that side would move his seat over here, and you know 
it. You would be all glad of the chance to walk up the aisle and 
*‘ smell the breath.” [Langhter. ] 

You advertise to the people of this country that you are in favor of 
taxing whisky, when in this very bill you open the door to every spe- 
cies of fraud and collusion between the men who make the whisky, or 
have it made for their benefit; and then you gentlemen say the Re- 
publican party is in favor of free whisky. Put it in the platform if 
you will, and I tell you that the party that puts it directly in its 
platform will carry every Democratic State in this Union [laughter], 
and the first of all the gentlemen who would move his seat to this 
side of the House is the eloquent gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Cox], and we will most cheerfully welcome him when he comes over. 
a s9 COX. Oh, I have been here too long now to change. [Laugh- 

r. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will regard the pro forma amendment 
as withdrawn. 

Mr. MASON. I withdraw it. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Irenew it for the purpose of asking the com- 
mittee whether they have knowledge of any treaties or treaty with any 
country which would be affected by this provision? I think, but I am 
not sure, that this is new legislation and I would like to have informa- 
tion, if they have it, as to what countries have treaties which would 
be affected by it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I repeat the question. I would ask the com- 
mittee in charge of this bill, if they have that information, as to what 
countries we have treaties with, which treaties would be affected by 
the bill if section 35 were in it? 

[After a pause.] Iasked for the information because I do not possess 
it. As I receive no answer, I suppose the committee have no informa- 
tion to give; and therefore I move to strike out the section. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The committee rose informally. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 

A message, in writing, was received from the President, by Mr. PRU- 
DEN, one of his secretaries, who announced that the President had ap- 
proved bills and resolutions of the following titles: 

An act (H. R. 2064) granting a pension to Jacob F. Joseph; 

An act (H. R. 2641) granting a pension to Emily W. Ogden; 

An act (H. R. 3537) granting a pension to Cullen W. Green; 

An act (H. R. 3836) granting a pension to Hiram Bateman; 

An act (H. R. 4762) granting a pension to Benjamin F. Howard; 

An act (H. R. 8984) granting a pension to Griswold Rogers; 

An act (H. R. 9587) granting a pension to Louise F. D. Hoit; 

An act (H. R. 362) to increase the pension of Charles W. Sanborn; 

An act (H. R. 2046) for the relief of William E. Wheeler; 

An act (H. R. 2495) for the relief of Ruth Clark; 

An act (H. R. 8455) for the relief of Elizabeth Terralls; 

An act (H. R. 8930) for the relief of J. H. Corn; 

An act (H. R. 9323) for the relief of Margaret Lahey; 

An act (H. R. 6603) to grant a pension to the minorchildren of Levi 
M. Hunter, deceased; 

An act (H. R. 10212) to amend an act granting a pension to John 
Etzill, approved March 3, 1879; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 196) declaring the true intent and mean- 
ing of the act approved May 28, 1888. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed the bill (S. 2395) authorizing the President 
to appoint and retire John C. Frémont asa major-general in the United 
States Army; in which theconcurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested, 

‘The message further announced that the Senate recedes from its 
amendment numbered 7 to the bill (H. R. 9345) making appropri- 
ations for the expenditures of the Post-Office Department for the fiscal 
year ending June 20, 1889. 

The message further announced that the Senate had disagreed to the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 869) for the 
relief of the sufferers by the wreck of the United States steamer Talla- 
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poosa, asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed as conferees on the part of 
the Senate Mr. CAMERON, Mr. CHANDLER, and Mr. BLACKBURN. 


THE TARIFF. 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

The Clerk read section 361. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ontthat section. If 
I am correctly informed the new part of this section is, first, the inser- 
tion of the words ‘‘or other fruits” in the first part of it-—— 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. What line? 

Mr. ADAMS. Line 8, “Apples, peaches, or other fruits.” 

I may be wrong, but my understanding is that those words ‘‘or 
other fruits” are not part of the existing law. The second and most 
important provision is the section in regard to exempting the small dis- 
tilleries from supervision by storekeepers and gaugers. I am sincerely 
desirous of hastening a vote on this bill. Isimply want to point out 
what I consider an objection in the pending bill. In the absence of 
explanation it seems to me it isa change in the wrong direction. I 
have no doubt the gentleman from Tennessee or some other member 
of the committee will explain the reason for making that change in 
the existing law. I shall beglad to have some gentleman show what 
is the necessity for the remainder of these two sections. As I under- 
stand the law—I may be misinformed—the distiller does not pay the 
salary of the storekeeper. 

A small distiller wanting to run his distillery without the supervis- 
ion of the storekeeper, if he desires the passage of this law, desires it 
from some other motive than to save the expense. 

Let me say one thing more and then I will sit down. It is a matter 
of serious doubt whether a provision like this will reduce the surplus 
revenue. It may multiply the small distilleries. The amount of rev- 
enue derived from those distilleries when estimated by their capacity 
may bring more money into the Treasury than now comes by a tax 
upon the output; and yet if this change in the law does open the door 
to fraud, and I am sure it will, more whisky will be put upon the 
pony in proportion to the tax paid than is produced under the exist- 
ing law. 

Mr. McMILLIN. In response to the first inquiry made by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, I will say that the paragraph simply gives the 
Government authority to license the still for distilling other fruits than 
apples, peaches, and grapes now provided for and for the collection of 
the tax thereon. For instance, it provides for the distillation of black- 
berries, cherries, persimmons, or other fruit. There is no law, as I 
understand, now authorizing the licensing of the distilleries and the 
collection of the tax thereon. 

Mr. ADAMS. There was formerly a law. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. None that I remember of now. I willsay to the 
gentleman from Illinois that this phraseology was submitted to the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue and approved by him. 

Mr. ADAMS. Will the gentleman state what other fruits can be 
used besides those he has mentioned? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I have mentioned blackberries, persimmons, and 
- cherries; and I might add plums and fruits of that kind. 

In the second place, Mr. Chairman, as to that portion of the section 
beginning with line 11, and ending with line 33, I will state the sim- 
ple object is to save expense in the administration of this law. The 
Secretary of the Treasury is given discretion to tax the capacity of the 
small distilleries, in place of causing them the expense of keeping a 
storekeeper or gauger at the distillery to watch over them. 

It is not compulsory on the Treasury Department. It is not com- 
pulsory, even if he adopts this plan for other distilleries, that he shall 
do it for the small distilleries. The expense to asmail distillery mak- 
ing no more than 15, 20, or 25 gallons of spirits per day is very great 
in proportion to the product, and it was thought by the committee 
that inasmuch as each bushel of grain yields about an equal amount 
of spirits, grain differing in that respect from fruit, it would be safe 
and wise to place in the discretion of the Treasury Department the 
power to permit the running of these distilleries without the presence 
of Government officers, thus saving the expense and fixing the tax by 
the capacity of the distilleries. It would be simply a matter of discre- 
tion with the Secretary. 

Mr. ADAMS. Is it asked for by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue? . 

Mr. MCMILLIN. It was submitted to the Commissioner. 

Mr. ADAMS. Butit was not suggested by him. 

Mr. MoMILLIN. Ido not remember that it was asked for in his 
report. 

Mr. ADAMS. Is ita fact that the distiller pays the storekeeper ? 

Mr, McMILLIN. The distiller does not pay the storekeeper. 
The storekeeper is paid by the Government, and it was to get rid of 
these unnecessary officers and to save their salaries that this pro- 
vision was inserted. 

Mr. ADAMS. Did it occur to the gentleman to extend that pro- 
vision to the large distilleries? There would be a larger saving. 

Mr. McMILLIN. There would not bea larger saving, because it 
costs not $2 a day more to place a guard at a distillery making ten, 


twenty, or thirty thousand gallons of spirits daily than to place a guard 
at one making only 20 gallons a day. 

The CHAIRMAN.’ Thetime of the gentleman hasexpired. Ifthere 
cates objection, the pro forma amendment will be regarded as with- 

wn. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention 
of my friend who is in charge of this bill to the fact that the provisions 
amending the internal-revenue law can not be in the interest of the gen- 
eral public. The people are notclamorous; indeed, nobody is demand- 
ing that all distilleries mashing 25 bushels of grain or less per day shall 
be released from the supervision of the officers of the law, namely, store- 
keepers and gaugers, whose duty it is to prevent fraud, in order that the 
Government may save the salaries of those officers. Ifthe gentleman 
has had experience in the matter of prosecuting offenders against the in- 
ternal-revenuelaws, orin defending them, he must have learned that the 
real and only reliable safeguard against fraud is to be found in the fact 
that the storekeeper is constantly in charge of the distillery, and that the 
gauger is at hand to see that the law is enforced. Now, this provis- 
ion authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury, through the Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue, to leave the distillers who mash not over 
25 bushels of grain daily, which would be equivalent to not less than 
4 gallons per bushel, to run their distilleries free from any supervision 
whatever by the officers of the law. And all this where there is great- 
est temptation to commit fraud, and where, as the record discloses, 
frauds are most frequently committed. It is no answer to say these 
distilleries will be taxed according to their capacity. That is already 
the law. 

Every distillery is surveyed and its capacity determined, and the 
owner is required to pay a tax on at least 80 per cent. of the capacity 
of the still, no matter whether he returns a less quantity or not, and 
he is required to pay on the whole amount produced, whatever it is; 
but as stated, in no event less than 80 per cent. of the registered capacity 
of the still. But it is obvious that before the whole quantity produced 
can be taxed that quantity must be ascertained, and the amendments 
to the law, embodied in this bill, practically render the ascertainment 
of the quantity of spirits produced by certain stills, over thirteen hun- 
dred in number, impossible. And I say this for the reason that to en- 
force the law it has been found by years of experience to be not only 
indispensable to keep a storekeeper and gauger in charge of the distil- 
lery, but that the storekeeper be kept there on watch day and night. 
They are not permitted to sleep while on watch or to be away from the 
distillery while on duty, and that because it is so easy to divert the 
spirits from the cistern or from the conduit-pipe between the still and 
the cistern. 

Hence it is found necessary to have not only an accurate survey of 
every distillery, but also to keep those officers in € and to have 
them inspect daily everything pertaining to the distillery. I do not 
hesitate to say that every lawyer who has been employed to prosecute 
or defend in cases involving frauds against the internal-revenue law 
knows that experience has demonstrated that no officers are employed 
and no duty is exacted of them which is not indispensable to the pre- 
vention of fraud. And the only demand I have ever heard since I have 
been a member of this body for doing away with storekeepers at dis- 
tilleries comes from districts where frauds are common, and where, of 
all places, storekeepers are most needed. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Certainly. 

` Mr. McMILLIN. Is it not a fact that the Government now adopts 
this plan in reference ¢o distilleries making spirits from apples and 
other fruits ? : 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. So far as that is concerned, it is a sufficient 
answer to say that one of the main sources of fraud now in the distilla- 
tion of spirits is in the very industry he mentions. 

Mr. McMILLIN. But is it nota fact that the Government now 
adopts this plan in reference to those distilleries ? 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. It may be so. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Itisso. Now, itis much more practicable to ap- 
ply this plan to small grain distilleries than to apply it to fruit distil- 
leries, because fruit in some years will make a great deal more brandy 
than it will in other years, so that so accurate an average product can 
not be established for fruit as for grain. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. O, yes, therecan, Grainyieldsall the way 
from 2} gallons to 4} gallons per bushel—it depends a good deal upon 
the ability and experience of the distiller, and, so far as the actual 
product is concerned, the law provides that the distiller shall pay a tax 
upon every gallon produced, if it can be ascertained how much thatis, 
and in any event he must pay a tax upon 80 per cent. of the capacity 
of the still. Eighty per cent. of the capacity is as high as it has been 
deemed just to fix the assessment arbitrarily. Now, this provision is 
not in the interest of good law or good mo 

So far as I can gather from expressions on the other side of the 
House, this industry is one which ought not to find special \avor or to 
bs encouraged. Gentlemen on the Democratic side have shown signs 
of distress at the bare thought of free whisky. Whether they are dis- 
turbed or not may be determined by their effort in this clause of the 
pending bill to do two things. One to enable the distillers to defraud 
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the Government of the tax due on distilled spirits and at thesame time 
provide a bountiful supply of free, that is to say untaxed, whisky: 
and this they do by removing the main if not the only safeguards 
against the manufacture and sale of ‘‘crooked whisky.” The gentle- 
men on the other side have declared that the moral sentiment of the 
country is against the producer of whisky, and hence they say whisky 
must be taxed; and while saying this they provide by law for the 
encouragement of illicit distillation, and do it in the name of the peo- 
ple, affecting to reduce the burdens of taxation. ” It amounts to this, 
that while pretending to save from three to four dollars in the wages 
of a storekeeper they make it easy for the distiller to defraud the Gov- 
ernment out of fifteen or twenty dollars. That is economy with a 
vengeance, 

And, Mr. Chairman, I can not see how it is demanded. It opens the 
door to fraud and will make the blackmailing of distillers a fine art, 
and soon whisky-rings will abound in the land. So utterly defenseless 
ig this provision that I do not hesitate to say that the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue did nòt recommend such a measure; and if he did, 
and J feel assured that he did not—but if he did recommend it and I 
was President of the United States I would demand huis resignation im- 
mediately and unconditionally. 

I can not see why it is demanded. Since the distiller does not pay 
the salary of the storekeeper, what has he to find fault about? Whois 
asking the discharge of storekeepers, and the freedom of distilleries 
from supervision in order to save the salaries of those oflicers, whose 
duties mainly, and in fact solely, relate to the prevention of frauds? 
Since his property is safer when a storekeeper is employed, as that of- 
ficer looks after the premises night and day and does not cost the dis- 
tiller a cent, why should he grumble, unless he wants to violate the 
law and finds the officer in the way? 

Mr. McMILLIN. We propose to do this to save the Government 


expense. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. To save the Government expense indeed ? 
But if the Government loses ten in order to save three or four dollars 
it will not prove a profitable investment. The object assigned is to 
save the cost of a storekeeper, but the storekeeper’s presence is essential 
to the collection of the tax due the Government. And tosave three dol- 
lars in salary and lose from ten to twenty-five dollars in taxes is not very 
wise legislation, and does not smack of economy. Who asks for this? 
Who has petitioned for it? You say the petitions come from the 
mountains. Thatistrue, andstrangely or naturally enough they come 
from the quarter where frauds are so common as to suggest the neces- 
sity of doubling the force rather than removing it altogether. 

Manifestly, the distillers, if they are honest, would prefer to have 
storekeepers, since they are a safeguard and cost them nothing. And 
if it is in aid of fraud they are to be discontinued this House will not, 
or rather let me say ought not, sanction any legislation that tends in 
that direction. 

Mr. Chairman, the honest distiller does not demand this; the tax- 
payers do not demand it. Then who does? This is a bid in what di- 
rection and for what purpose? It can serve no proper purpose to the 
honest men engaged in distilling. They have in no wise petitioned for 
it. Who upon this floor will deny that the power here conferred to 
levy taxes or remit them at pleasure is a dangerous power to be con- 
ferred upon any officer of this Government? 1 propose to inquire into 
the scope of this authority, and see where it would be exercised, if at 
ali, and whether the history of the districts in the matter of observing 
the law has been such as to suggest that there is wisdom in the meas- 
ure under consideration. . 

| Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. WiLSON, of Minnesota. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] one question: At whose instance is 
this proposition presented ? 

Mr. McMILLIN. The committee have submitted it in the belief 
that it would save the Government a large expense by doing away with 
alarge number of officers with whom the Government can dispense. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Thatis not my question. At whose 
instance is the proposition made ? 

Mr. McMILLIN. If there has been any request for this measure 
from any distiller I do not know of the fact. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Thatisan answer. But, I will say, 
Mr. Chairman, I am afraid this measure is likely to encourage illicit 
distillation—— fh 

Mr. McMILLIN. Not at all. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I know that members of the Commit- 
tée on Ways and Means would not favor it, if they anticipated such a 
result, 

Mr. McMILLIN. Ofcourse not. And the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury will have power to discontinue this method of proceeding at any 
time, and return to the old system if he desires to do so. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry in 
order to ascertain precisely what is pending. I understand there is a 


motion pending to strike from this paragraph the provision authoriz- 
ing the Secretary of the Treasury or the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue to enforce the law or not as he pleases, 

The Chair may bein error, but he understood 


the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. ADAMS] to move simply a pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. I moved to strike out the whole paragraph. After- 
ward, when debate was exharisted, I moved a pro forma amendment. 
My substantial motion is to strike out section 36. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I wish to learn from my friend from Illi- 
nois the precise effect of his motion. As I understand, it leaves the 
law as it is to-day ? 

Mr. ADAMS. ¥es, sir. ` x 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I move to amend the gentleman's amend- 
ment so as to strike out that portion of the paragraph beginning with 
the word “‘the,” in line 11, down to and including the word “‘ gaugers,’? 
in line 19. I favor striking out the whole clause, but want a division 
so as to render the provision as little harmful as possible. If we can 
not strike it all out possibly we can a part. 

If in order, I desire to call attention to the effect of my amendment 
to the amendment. The amendment I offer seeks to strike out the fol- 
lowing words: 

The Secretary of the Treasury may exempt all distilleries which mash less than 
2 bushels of grain per day from the operations of the provisions of this bill re- 
lating to the pes garbani of distilled spirits, except as the pa nt of the tax, 
which said tax shall be levied and collected on the capacity pe Sear distilleries; 
and said distilleries may, at the discretion of the said Secretary, then be run and 
operated without storekeepers, or storekeepers and gaugers, 

The committee seem by this remarkable provision, judged in the 
light of experience, to be in favor of the law, but are against its en- 
forcement. 

They say he shall pay the tax, but in the same law provide for dodg- 
ing payment without danger. / 

One clause in the section provides for exempting from tax all spirits 
produced from any kind of fruit. The present law applies only to 
apples, peaches, and grapes. The words ‘other fruits’’ are added. 

Now, without stopping at this moment to discuss the effect of adding 
the words ‘‘or other fruit,” or whether it is wisely proposed or not, the 
other clause, and which as a separate proposition I move to strike out, 
relatesto this clothing the Secretary with discretionary power to rig- 
idly enforce the law as against one class of distilleries und leave the 
others to be in large measure a law unto themselves. It provides that 
one class shall be so hedged about by the officers of the law as to be 
compelled to pay their taxes and others shall not. It provides that à 
certain class of distillers shall pay what might be termed a capacity 
tax and be exempt from all surveilance, so they may run double time or 
extra quantity, and in fact do largely as they please; while all other 
distillers shall havein their establishments the sworn officers of the law 
who shall supervise the running of their distilleries twenty-four hours 
a day and render fraud absolutely impossible. This law, or proposed 
law, opens up the fountains of apple-jack, apple-brandy, and all other 
kinds of spirits distilled from fruit, and makes it free, all supplemented 
by opportunity to add crooked whisky to the supply, always provided 
it eee product of a distillery mashing less than 25 bushels of grain 
per day. 

The history of the administration of the internal-revente law in the 
United States has satisfied every one here who is familiar with that his- 
tory that there is no business in which there is such strong temptation - 
to commit fraud as that of distilling, and it is because there is a clean 
profit of from 90 cents to $1 a gallon on every gallon produced which 
evades the payment of tax. While it ostensibly saves at the spigot, it 
loses at the bung-hole. In other words, you save three or four dollars 
a day for storekeeper, while you lose in the matter of tax on what is 
produced by these distilleries from $5 to $25 and upwards. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. If the small distiller is permitted by the Sec 
retary of the Treasury to rnn without a storekeeper, and nobody but a 
collector of customs or a deputy collector could make information against 
him, how could the internal-revenue tax be collected, and how could 
frauds be detected? 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. It is a grantof absolution to the small dis- 
tillers who violate the law, and that is all there is of it. It is to place 
them above and beyond the reach of the law. They can not even be 
arrested, except on the oath of a man who had personal knowledge of 
the offense. ‘The result is, taking the several clauses inserted here as 
amendments to the internal-revenue law, that it makes fraud on the 
revenue easy, and arrest and conviction of the person committing the 
fraud impossible. The small distiller is invited to commit the fraud 
by having the opportunity provided, and he is encouraged to commit 
it by the provision of the law (a part of the same act) which renders 
his arrest and conviction next to impossible. 

To show that I am not overzealous in my opposition to the amend- 
ment to the internal-revenue law reported in this bill, I wish to call 
attention to afew facts of controlling importance in determining whether 
these amendments proposed by the committee are wisely ordered. 

I have already called attention to the fact that in the light of expe- 
rience there is no traceof economy in relieving these distillers from the 
surveillance of Government officials, but that the result would be that 
in saving one dollar we would lose four or five, which can hardly be 
regarded as economical. 

What I desire to call especial attention to, however, is the fact that 
this effort in behalf of the distillers mashing less than 25 bushels of 
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grain per day, comes from a quarter where violation of the internal- 
revenug law seems to be the rule, and not the exception. North Car- 


olina seems to be for it. North Carolina has over 700 stills that would 
be released from governmental supervision now provided by law. 
Georgia is for it. She has 113 stills that would be relieved from that 
supervision. Kentucky seems delighted with the arrangement. She 
has 268 stills that would be released from all the restraint which the 
presence of a storekeeper suvgests. Tennessee has 102 stills that are 
anxious to be freed from supervision. Virginia, 55; Arkansas, 39. 

And while this is true of those States, it is equally true that in the 
same localities violations of the internal-revente law, accompanied by 
acts of violence, are of frequent occurrence. 

Now, if we turn for a moment to the Statesthat yield the larger reve- 
nue on distilled spirits we will find that Illinois has not a single still 
that will not remain subject to supervision by Government officials, 
and very properly so. Whether she will have when this bounty on 
fraud goes into operation remains to be seen. 

Indiana has but 5; Massachusetts has none; Missouri has less than 
30; New York has none; Ohio has less than a dozen; Pennsylvania 
has about 64. So that it occurs that the great spirit-producing States 
of Illinois, Missouri, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New York have, all told, 
but about 100 of these distilleries, _Thesections where frauds are com- 
mitted constantly, notwithstanding this surveillance which this bill 
would remove, have over 1,300. 

So far as revenue is concerned this business is thoroughly self-sus- 
taining. It more than pays its own way. In factit leaves a balance 
in the Treasury, after paying all the expenses of enforcing the law and 
collecting the revenue, of over $50,000,000. And in this connection it 
is well to call attenrion to the fact that during the last fiscal year, in 
the territory especially interested in the passage of this bill as presented 
to the House relieving the distillers of thatsection from the supervision 
netessary to prevent fraud, there were 299 stills seized and destroyed and 
157 removed, all for violating the internal-revenue law. Gentlemen 

may judge from this whether ornot supervision in that section is neces- 
sary, and whether removing it is the highway to a successful admin- 
istration of the law and the collection of the revenue, And further 
to show the influence of that supervision I cite the record, which 
shows that the number of stills seized grows constantly less. In 1880 
there were nearly a thousand stills seized; in 1881, 756; in 1882, 397; 
in 1884, 377; in 1885, 245; but for some reason, possibly an anticipa- 
tion of this relief, in 1886 the number ran up to 564, and in 1887 to 
456. 

Unless the purpose is to undo what has been accomplished in the 
last twenty years in the direction of perfecting the internal-revenue 
law and stopping its enforeement, certain paragraphs amending the 
internal-revenue law should be stricken from this bill. 

I desire in conclusion to say that if the statement of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] is correct, and it certainly is, to the 
effect that if you take 2 gallons of pure whisky and add to it 1 gallon 
of apple brandy, there is no expert in the world that could tell that 
the resulting 3 gallons was not pure apple brandy, you can realize 
how apple brandy will abound in the neighborhood of these small 
distilleries when they are realeased from surveillance by Government 
officers as is proposed in this bill. The result will be that every 
gallon of apple brandy will be multiplied by three, and since the 
extension by this bill of the free-list to spirits manufactured not only 
from apples, peaches, and grapes, but from fruits of any and every 
kind, the range of frand will be limitless, 

In fact, if I was called upon to devise a law the direct tendency of 
which was to enable fraud to be committed profitably and with safety, 
and which would enable the officers of the law to form combines with 
certain distillers, I do not think it would be necessary tochange a syl- 
lable in the measure reported by the majority of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

The result of the legislation proposed in the bill as presented must 
be that small distilleries will be established all through the country 
with convenient proximity to stills established for making apple brandy, 
peach brandy, etc., and compounding liquors and compounding fraud 
will become common as in the palmiest days of the whisky ring. And 
these gentlemen whoatffect to be disturbed because they have found in the 
Republican platform a statement which suggests that if it was necessary 
to protect and shield American industries they would strike down the 
internal-revenue system have in the very bill which they have re- 
ported, and which seeks to strike down a hundred industries—leading 
industries in the United States—opened the flood-gates to turn loose a 
swelling tide of free whisky and at the same time offer a premium on 
frauds upon the revenue. And this is done, too, in the presence of the 
fact shown by the record, that, with all the vigilance of the Govern- 
ment officials, nearly 25 per cent. of all the distilleries to be affected by 
this provision have been guilty of committing fraud during the Jast 
eighteen months. 

A malicious person might imagine that this was a way to raise a cam- 
paign fund. Ofcourse it is not, but as it has no useful mission on earth, 
and as it is not demanded by any persons who are engayed in legiti- 
mate and honest distilling, or who desire to conduct their business hon- 


estly, some other explanation should be offered for the remarkable 
measure beyond the matter of saving the salary of storekeepers. 

It may be remarked with regard to that specious plea that the Dem- 
ocratic party is not likely to be swift in mustering its own appointees 
out of the service on the eve of a Presidential elections I had much 
rather believe (and the conditions under which this measure is proposed 
foree that conviction upon me) that they will not be mustered out, but 
will be afforded opportunities for thrift which will only be limited by 
their consciences. i 

To say that the Secretary of the Treasury need not do this unless he 
thinks it will be in the interest of the Government is not an argument 
that rises to sufficient dignity to demand reply or consideration. Itis 
equivalent to saying to the Secretary: In our judgment you should au- 
thorize sweeping opportunities provided for herein, but if you find the 
experiment unsatisfactory from any point of view, after the special 
advantage which may result during the next few months from this raid 
against the law and upon the Federal Treasury, and has been enjoyed 
by those who are specially interested in those violations, you may put 
a stop to it. 

Of all the propositions submitted to this House with reference to the 
internal-revenue law, this is the least defensible and has the strongest 
flavor of a deliberate purpose to encourage those who are known to be 
habitual violators of law. And beyond that, it is another instance of 
lifting the burdens from an industry (if it may be called an industry) 
south of the Ohio and the Potomae and pack-saddling the same indus- 
try north of those rivers. 

It so little intrinsic merit that it is difficult to have pa- 
tience while considering the proposition. If my language appears 
somewhat earnest, I appeal to the facts and the experience in regard 
to the administration of the law—internal-revenue law—in extenua- 
tion or defense of that earnestness, if such an extenuation or defense 
were needed, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The present system of in- 
ternal revenue is based on the hypothesis that the persons engaged in 
business within the scope of that system are men desiring to cheat the 
Government. I think that is a mistaken basis upon which to build a 
system of business or taxation. I think it is unwise, and all laws 

since the introduction of the internal-revenue system have been 
based on the conception that they are for the purpose of preventing 
fraud. 

It has grown to be an extensive system, consisting to-day of a very 
large army of office-holders. It is a system which depends largely on 
the fidelity of those officers, who are paid comparatively small salaries, 
who are brought into immediate, direct personal contract with the per- 
sons whom they are to watch and whose operations are very large. 

Now, this is an experiment offered to the Government, not manda- 
tory, not directory, but purely discretionary, that with the smaller 
distilleries the Secretary of the Treasury and the Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue shall have the privilege of devising and putting into 
operation a system, if one can be devised, which will not need the 
gauger and the storekeeper, and to see if the tax can not be eollected 
by some less expensive, less arbitrary system, with less espionage and 
possible oppression. Whether it can be done or not I am not prepared 
to say. Whether the Secretary or the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue will think it wise to use this discretionary power of course I can 
not foretell. It does not abolish the offices of gauger and storekeeper. 

It will be remembered that at these small distilleries the “ gauger 
and storekeeper” is a single officer, and it is this officer that is meant 
in this bill, and not those officers who are ‘‘gaugers’’ or those who are 
‘*storekeepers,’’ which officers are for the larger distilleries. But as 
to those distilleries which mash less than 25 bushels per day the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is given power to make such regulations and 
adopt such system as in his judgment—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I hope the gentleman will have additional 
time. 

Mr. ADAMS. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Kentucky be permitted to conclude his remarks. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. It provides that the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, as to 
these distilleries which mash 25 bushels and less, may see if a system 
can be devised to secure to the Government all the tax to which it is 
entitled, and yet relieve the Government from the expense and the 
distillers from the supervision of the storekeepers, and adopt the ex- 
periment to see whether the entire system of internal revenue may not 
be made less arbitrary, less oppressive, and less exacting. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Certainly. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Is it not true and has not experience 
shown it to be the fact that the frauds which permeate this business 
from one end of the country to the other have shocked the moral sense 
of the country, and experience has proven that nothing but just such 
vigilance as we have will prevent such frauds? 
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Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I entirely disagree with the 
gentleman. The fraud was originally because of the enormous temp- 
tation that a tax of $2 a gallon furnished to fraud and to illicit distill- 
ing, and the mode in which the frauds were frequently committed 
was in the purchase and corruption of the supervising ‘‘ vigilant” of- 
ficer. The mode by which the Government was cheated was through 
the connivance of persons connected with the Government as officers 
or agents acting in their official capacities; but since the tax was put 
at 90 cents a gallon the frauds have largely decreased, and when the 
tax can be reduced, as indubitably it ought to be some day, say to 
40 or 50 cents a gallon, which would be 200 per cent. upon the value of 
the article, the frauds would be almost unknown in connection with 
the business, especially if the indefinite extension of the bonded pe- 
riod was given, which is the true policy and ought to be done. 

Our view of one method of modifying the present system so as to 
furnish less excuse for fraud and a less expensive system is embodied 
in the bill, and this paragraph is merely the substance of the bill re- 
ported to the Forty-ninth Congress and of the bill passed by the Forty- 
seventh Con, 

It was our hope that a system might be devised by which by the 
survey of the still and by the inspection of the books of the distiller 
the Government might know the amount of the material purchased and 
of the product, and thus collect the entire tax due to the Government 
with much less expense and without offensive espionage. 5 

The large distillers, the distillers who produce thousands of gallons 
a day, and therefore do it at an expense running from 134 to 174 cents 
on the gallon, of course had the interest to freeze out the smaller dis- 
tillers, who made a somewhat different article, but at a very much larger 
cost. I take it for granted that the average cost to the smaller brandy 
distiller is not less than from 32 to 45 cents a gallon, and to the smaller 
and less well-constructed distillers where whisky is made the cost is 
from 35 to 40 centsa gallon. Itis the interest of the larger distillers to 
burden with as many restrictions in the way of exactions and super- 
vision as possible their smaller competitors. 

Mr. ADAMS. Let me ask the gentleman how it can be an exaction 
when it is only the presence of an officer of the Government? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. But the gentleman will see 
that it is not merely that. It isthatin part; but the section goesmuch 
further. It exempts these distillers from the operation of the provis- 
ions of this title relating to the manufacture of spirits, except as to the 
payment of the tax, which shall be levied and collected upon the 
capacity of the distilleries. So that it does not merely relate to the 

resence ot the ‘gauger and storekeeper;’’ but it provides that the 
cretary of the Treasury shall have power under it to devise a system 
not now in vogue. 

Ido not know that thischange isa matter ofreal importance, but one of 
the reasons why I advocated this provision in the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, and why I advocate it to-day in the Fiftieth Congress, I am frank 
to say, is a different reason from that which has been mostly given ın 
its behalf. I believe that the payment of so much of the expenditures 
of the Government as can be fairly, and without too much burden, 
raised from spirits, ought to be thus raised. I believe the best way to 
accomplish that is to remove the unnecessary burdens and oppressions 
which the present system lays upon the persons who distill, and the 

ersons who are involved in difficulties under this law. I have, since 
hare been in Congress, attempted to remove these annoyances so far 
as possible in every way so that the system might be a system free from 
the constant irritations which accompany its execution, and that it 
might produce larger revenue with a reduction of the rate of the tax; 
that is, the lower rate of the tax might be followed by an increase in 
production of the article. 

Therefore, as this furnished a possibility (I do not know that it can 
be more than that) for the adoption of a system, or experimental trial 
of a system, which might be free from the irritations which mark the 
execution of the present law, I thought it worth while to give that 
power to the executive branch of the Government, whether to a Dem- 
ocratic administration or to a Republican administration was a matter 
that did not enter into my view; but that the executive department 
should be given the power to see whetherasystem might not be adopted 
which would give better results in the collection of the taxes and in 
the removal of exactions than the one we now have. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Will not my friend agree that the better 
legislation would be to have the Secretary recommend the system to 
the House and let it be embodied in the form of law. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The objection to that was 
twofold. It did exactly what the present system does. It made us 
enact with inflexible legislative statute whatever we chose to put into 
it. It gave, therefore, none of that flexibility of detail which this dis- 
cretionary power gives. In the second place, it threw upon the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury the burden of recommendation of changes that he 
might not be willing to make. My experience has been, in my short 
public service, that when a system is once established every officer who 
undertakes to execute it wants it let alone. He understands its opera- 
tion. He knows what the law meansas itis. He views with alarm 
any change and is opposed to it. It seemed to me all we could do was to 
say to the Secretary of the Treasury and to the Commissioner of Inter- 


nal Revenue, ‘ Here is the problem, take it and see if it can be solved, 
and if it can not be solved nobody ishurt.’’ The system is not chgnged. 
If it can be doneit is to be tried in a comparatively narrow arena with 
small distilleries. It can not do much harm, If it fails to work the 
Secretary has the power to set it aside. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. CHAIRMAN, Debate on the amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. KELLEY. I move to amend the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. No further amendments are in order. 

Mr. KELLEY. Then I move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. KELLEY. About as long as my friend from Kentucky had; a 
generous five minutes, or until I get to the rounding off of the closing 
period, as he did. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KELLEY. _I desire to say, Mr. Chairman, that sections 29, 30, 
31, and possibly 32, struck me when introduced in the Committee on 
Ways and Means as a well-devised system of provisions for relieving 
moonshiners from responsibility, and as I have read them day by day 
and heard them discussed to-day I have been confirmed in that opinion. 

Section 29 provides, as an opening to the system, that whenever in any 
statute denouncing any violation of the internal-revenue laws as a fel- 
ony, crime, or misdemeanor there is prescribed in such statute a min- 
imum punishment, less than which minimum no fine, penalty, imprison- 
ment, or punishment is authorized to be imposed, every such minimum 
punishment is hereby abolished; and the court or judge in every such 
case shall have discretion to impose any fine, penalty, imprisonment, 
or punishment not exceeding the limit authorized by such statute, 
whether such fine, penaity, imprisonment, or punishment be less or 
greater than the said minimum so prescri 

That is to say, that however guilty the moonshiner may be found 
the judge may relieve him by imposing the enormous penalty of 1 cent 
a fine. I think we had better retain a well-defined system of pun- 
ishments for offenses against the internal-revenue laws. 

Section 30 provides that no warrant in any case under the internal- 
revenue laws shall be issued upon an affidavit making charges upon in- 
formation and belief. Oh,no. Weare toremovestorekeepers, gaugers, 
and others who now watch the distilleries, and then we are to probibit 
the issue of a warrant unless the party comes up with such personal in- 
formation as a storekeeper might bring and swears ‘‘ upon my actual 
knowledge crime has been committed.’’ In all other matters informa- 
tion and belief wilisuffice. Butunder this proposed system of licensing 
illegal distilling information and belief will not do; and affidavit of 
positive knowledge must be made by one who can not once in a thou- 
sand times possibly have the certainty of knowledge; and unless such 
affidavit is made by a collector or deputy collector of internal revenue 
or by a revenue agent it will not answer. First, we remove those who 
might obtain the knowledge and then refuse to arrest the guilty moon- 
shiner unless the positive oath be made. 

Let us look a little further. The section provides as follows: 


And the United States shall not be liable to pay any fees to marshals, clerks, 
commissioners, or other officers for any warrant issued or arrest made in prose- 
cutions under the internal-revenue laws, unless there be a conviction or the 
prosecution has been approved, either before or after such arrest, by the attorney 
of the United States for the district where the offense is alleged to have been 
ee or unless the prosecution was commenced by information or indict- 
men 


It is a beautiful system, a well-devised and closely compacted sys- 
tem for giving moonshiners absolute immunity from internal taxes. 
So tender of the rights of those people are the framers of these pro- 
visions that they will not permit the present law requiring the de- 
struction of illicit stills to be carried into effect, and they require the 
judges of county courts to watch over the health of the unfortunates 
who shall have been sent to prison for moonshining before these stat- 
utes for their relief gointo effect. This is not exaggeration, though it 
sounds extremely like it. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. And the Secretary of the Treasury takes it al- 
together out of the collector’s hands. He dismisses the collector and 
gives free fruit brandy. 

Mr. KELLEY. Section 38 proposes to amend section 332 of the Re- 
vised Statutes so as to provide that— 

When a judgment of forfeiture, in any case of seizure, isrecovered againstany 
distillery used or fitfor use in the production of distilled spirits, because no bond 
has been given, or against any distillery used or fit for use in the production of 
spirits, having a n hrpe producing capacity of less than 150 gallons a day, 
every still, doubler, worm, worm-tub, mash-tub, and fermenting-tub therein 
ma be reri in case of other forfeited property, without being mutilated or 

estroyed, 


The present law requires that they shall be not only mutilated, but 
destroyed. Now, sir, when these doublers, worms, worm-tubs, mash- 
tubs and fermenting-tubs shall be offered for sale under these provis- 


ions I should like to see the man who would dare to bid upon them at 
the mouth of their owner’s rifle. The fellow from whose still-house 


they are taken will doubtless attend such ‘sale and stand there with 
his rifle or shot-gun. The sale will take place, and he or his son 
Johnny will bid one dime, or a nickle, and, as nobody will at the risk 
of his life compete, the goods will be knocked down to Johnny and put 
back in the illicit still-house. 
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This section goes on to further provide, as follows: 


And in case of seizure of a still, doubler, worm, worm-tub, fermenting-tub, 


mash-tub, or other distilling apparatus of soy kind whatsoever, for any offense 
involving forfeiture of the same, it shall be the duty of the seizing officer to re- 
move the same from the place where seized to a place of safe storage. 


It will not do, if any part is made of iron, to put them in a damp or 
exposed building lest the iron should rustor corrode, Thissection re- 
quires them to be put in a place of safe storage. z 

And then comes the provision that said property so seized shall be 
sold as provided by law, but without being mutilated or destroyed. 

Again, the fellow may curse the hard fortune which requires him 
to move them back to bis distillery, but he need not add more than a 
dime to the expense of removal, use there will be no danger ot 
competition. And then if, in spite of this liberal provision, a fellow 
should happen to be sent to jail for anything, section 39 provides: 

That whenever it shall be made to appear to the United States court or judge 
having jurisdiction that the health or life of any person imprisoned for any 
offense, in a county jail or elsewhere, is en ge by close confinement, the 
said court or judge is hereby authorized to make such order and provision for 
the comfort and well-being of the person so imprisoned as shall be deemed rea- 
sonable and proper. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Does that mean that he shall be lodged 
in the best hotel and fed on the best fare? [Laughter. ] 

Mr. KELLEY. That would be within the spirit of the act, but it 
is not so expressly provided. If one of the judges whose jurisdiction 
embraces Rowan County, Kentucky, or any county throughout the 
mountain region of the South, should hear that Johnny’s father is 
likely to suffer in his health, and should refuse to make the order for 
his removal to more comfortable and salubrious quarters, the shot-gun 
might come into use upon the judge himself. At any rate, Mr. Chair- 
man, I think it would be wise either to strike out these provisions or 
else to guard the rights of the Government and of the honest distiller 
a little more securely than they will be ed by the provisions of 
this bill. To enact them into law would be to throw away twenty-five 
years of experience, s 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Let us have a vote now. 

Mr. BAYNE. I want to make a few brief observations. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Well, let it be understood that debate shall close 
in ten minutes from this time, five minutes on each side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Tennessee? 

Mr. BOWDEN. I wish to offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. This request will not interfere with the offering 
of an amendment. 

There was no objection to the request of Mr. MCMILLIN, and it was 
s0 ordered, 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, there is a great deal in the observa- 
tions just submitted by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KEL- 
LEY] that I do not care to respond to at all. The Federal judiciary 
are pretty much all members of the Republican party. Itis my pleas- 
ure to bear testimony, as to some of them at least, that they are men 
of high character, and earnest, faithful, and honorable in the admin- 
istration of the law. It is right that I should say that I have no per- 
sonal or representative interest of a local nature in these provisions of 
this bill, because very little of the business to which they relate, either 
licit or illicit, is carried on in the State where I reside. There is, how- 
ever, a question involved in the remarks submitted by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania in which I have a profound interest. That is, the 
preservation of those great cardinal principles which guaranty and 
protect the rights of the individual citizen which are found embodied 
in the Constitution which we have inherited from our fathers. 

Article IV of the Constitution provides that— 

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and ef- 
fects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no 
warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, 
and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things 
to be seized. 

And the great curse of this internal-revenue system, or rather the ad- 
ministrative features of it, has grown out of the abuse of this provision 
of the Constitution. I hold that every citizen of this country, whether 
under this or any other law, is entitled by the provision of the Consti- 
tution which I have cited to be secure from any arrest that is not based 
upon oath or affirmation, and that not resting upon ‘‘ information or 
belief;’? and if there isa statute to be found on the books this day 
which authorizes issuance of a warrant upon information or belief it 
ought to be repealed, as hostile to the personal liberty of the citizen, 
whether it relates to the internal-revenue laws or not. I speak, of 
course, of the criminal law of the land. 

And so the Judiciary Committee, composed of such members from 
both sides of the House as the Speaker thought were worthy of a place 
upon it, united in the opinion that this provision of the Jaw which the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania assailed was ın accord with the consti- 
tutional theory of our Government and ought to be incorporated into 
public law. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Does not the gentleman know that 
this very statute to which objection is made here requires more than 
oath on information or belief? 

Ar. ROGERS. I do not think so. 


Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. It clearly does. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, the main object for which I rose I 
have stated —— 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I will call the attention of the gentle- 
man to this language in section 30 of the bill: 


No warrant, in any case under the internal-revenue laws, shall be issued upon 
an affidavit making charges upon information and belief, unless such affidavit 
is made by a collector or cony collector of internal revenue or by a reyenue 
agent; and, with theexception aforesaid, no warrant shall be issued except upon 
a sworn hei mags setting forth the facts constituting the offense and alleging 
them to be within the personal knowledge of the affiant. 


Mr. ROGERS. As I now recollect, there is a provision in section 30 
permitting the law to stand with relation to internal-revenue officers ` 
just as it now does, but making exception as to all other parties. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. But suppose the officer of the law does 
not see the offense committed, as usually happens, why should not the 
arrest be made upon information or belief? 

Mr. ROGERS. If I had my way no arrest of a citizen should be 
made except upon the oath or affirmation of a person having knowl- 
edge of the facts. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Then this kind of crime would go un- 
whipped of justice. ` 

Mr. RYAN. Of course it would. 

Mr. ROGERS. Itis very much easier to make an assertion of what 
the result will be than itis to prove what I have stated is not the law. 
The provisions of the Constitution, the supreme law of the land, ought 
to be observed. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BAYNE. I donot think our friends on the other side, after 
having incorporated this provision in the present bill, can Re- 
publicans with being in favor of ‘‘free whisky.” If this proposition 
does not mean ‘‘free whisky” it is impossible for me to imagine any 
legislation that would. 

A MEMBER, It will only be free in certain localities. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Free in the South. The distillers in 
the North will continue under the old law. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Does the gentleman from 
a (Mr. BAYNE] oppose this provision because it favors free 
whisky? 

Mr. BAYNE. Ido. Iam opposed to free whisky. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina.. Then you are against the plat- 
form of your party. 

Mr. BAYNE. This proposition to exempt from taxation certain 
brandies made of fruit, and the other proposition to exempt distilleries 
from supervision by Government officials, rer, pd open the road to free 
whisky. Under these provisions a large distillery in a Northern city 
will be compelled to pay the tax, while the multitude of smaller dis- 
tilleries in the rural sections of the Southern country will be exempt 
altogether from this taxation. 

The gentleman from Kentucky stated that since the tax on whisky 
had been reduced to 90 cents a gallon frauds were not frequent, and 
therefore the necessity for supervision is not so pressing now as it was 
when the tax was $2 a gallon. The gentleman can not surely have 
recurred to the report of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, or he would not have made that state- 
ment. On page 15 of that report the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue states that during the fiscal year there were criminal suits com- 
menced to the number of 6,165. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. How many of those were for 
violations of the law as to special licenses? 

Mr. BAYNE. I do not know. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I think the gentleman will! 
find that over 50 per cent. of them are for such violations of law. 

Mr. BAYNE. Very well; assuming that to be the fact, then three 
thousand of these prosecutions have reference to the evasion of the tax 
in some other way. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Not exclusively in regard to 
whisky; cigars and beer are included. 

Mr. BAYNE. ButIimagineif only five hundred suits were brought 
against illicit distillers in this country during a year it would be a very 
large number in proportion to the number of jsersons engaged in this 
business—a very great percentage. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. How many of those prosecu- 
tions are reported to have gone to final judgment? 

Mr. BAYNE. Seven hundred and ninety-nine. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Exactly; and the rest were 
dismissed. 

Mr. BAYNE. No, they were not. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. What became of them? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. They are probably on the docket for 


trial. 

Mr. BAYNE. No; noteventhat. There are 799 of these cases where 
the judgments and costs have been paid, and 2,383 cases prosecuted to 
judgment where judgment and costs have not been paid. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. What became of the others? 

Mr. BAYNE. Here are 179 that were settled by compromire, and 
there were 812 that were decided against the United States. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina. Exactly. 

Mr. BAYNE. In this great aggregate of cases the United States 
seeni to have lost a very small percentage. Therefore, whether these 
prosecutions were made upon information or belief, or were the result 
of Government supervision, it is shown most conclusively to my mind 
that there is a pressing necessity for maintaining a strict surveillance 
of the manutacture of liquor. As my friend from Ohio said, it is a 
gross injustice to the men wh» pay their taxes and are willing io be 
supervised that others should be permitted to carry on the business 
without any such supervision. 

I append to my remarks the table to which I have referred. 

REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. 


The following is an abstract of reports of district attorneys for the fiscal year 
pwc yl pe alate SS suits and prosecutions pending, commenced, and 


Decided in favor of United States: 
Judgments and costs paid.......... 
Judgments and costs not paid... 


Settled by compromise. va 

Decided against the United States... 

Dismissed, abandoned, consoli- 
TUA ET 8 56 Saini ET EE 


Total suits disposed of............ 
Pending July 1, 1887....-:....ccccorsseeeee we 
Wherein sentence is suspended....... 


The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this paragraph is now closed. The 
uestion is first upon the amendment of the gentleman from Ohio 
Mr. BUTTERWORTH] to the amendment of the gentleman from Illi- 

nois [Mr. ApAms]. It will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In section 36 strike ont, commencing with line 11 down to and including the 
word ** gaugers” in line 19. 


The question being taken, there were—ayes 67, noes 81. 
Mr. BUTTERWORTH, I demand tellers. 
Tellers were ordered. 
. The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 73, 
noes 98, 
So the amendment to the amendment was rejected. í 
The question recurring on the amendment of Mr. ADAMS, the com- 
mittee divided; and there were—ayes 48, noes 82. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BOWDEN. I offer the amendment I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Insert after line 33, section %: 


provided further, That no tax for deficiency shall be assessed upon an 
distiller from fruit.” ’ : pon any 


The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MCKENNA. I offer an amendment to be known as sections 
38, 39, 40, 41, and 42. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Snc. 38. There shall be an allowance of drawback of the tax represented by 
tax-paid stamps, on wine-spirits, the product resulting from the distillation of fer- 
mented ask ty ve including the product commonly known as grape-brandy, 
used int ortification of sweet wines manufactured for exportation and actu- 
ally exported. The wine-spirits to be used must be received on the premises of 
the manufacturer of the wine, in the original distiller’s packages to which the 
tax-paid stamps are affixed. The use of the wine-spirits, the manufacture and 
exportation of the wine, and the allowance of drawbacks shall be under such 

lations, bonds, and bills of lading as the Commissionsr of Internal Revenue, 
wih the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall from time to time pre- 
scribe. The penal sum ofthe bonds shall be equal to double the amount of the 
tax to be secured, and shall be with good and surtticient sureties, to be approved 
by the collector required by the regulations to take the bond. The sums found 
to be due under the provisions of this section shall be d by the warrant of 
the Secretary of the ry on the Treasurer of the United States out of any 
money arising from internal duties not otherwise appropriated: Pro. That 
the allowance of drawback shall be computed on the quantity of brandy in tax- 
able proof gallons actually used from each pack for the purpose herein 
authorized, And no claim for such drawback shall entertained or allowed 
unless accompanied by such portion of the tax-paid stamp from each such 
package as shows the serial number thereof, the number of the package from 
which it was removed, the date of payment of tax, the name of the distiller, and 
the quantity of brandy contained in the package upon which tax has been paid, 
such portion of the tax-paid stamp to be removed by the United States gauger 
who determines the actual contents of She: an h at the time it is mingled 
with the wine. And every person who fraudulently claims, or seeks, or obtains 
an allowance of drawback on wine-spirits, or fraudulently claims any greater 
allowance or drawback than the tax actually paid thereon, shall forfeit and pa 
to the Governmentof the United States triple the amount wrongfully and frend 
ulently sought to be obtained, and shall be imprisoned not more than ten years; 
and every person who knowingly aids or abets in the fraudulent collection or 
fraudulent attempts to collect any drawback upon, or agile Sy aids or per- 
mits any fraudulent shipment of, any wine-spirits or wine, shall be fined not ex- 
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ceeding $5,000 and imprisoned not more than one er Every person who in- 

tentionally relands within the jurisdiction of the United States any wine which: 
has been shipped for exportation under the provisions of this act, or who re- 

ceives relanded wine, and ev person who aids and abets in such reland- 

ing or receiving of such wine, shall be fined not exceeding $5,000 and im n- 

ment not more than three years: and all wines so relan , together with the 

vessel from which the same were relanded, within the jurisdictian of the United 

States, and all beats, venicles, herses, or other an used in relanding and 

reinoving such wines shall be forfeited to the United States, 

Sec, 39. That wine-spirits as herein described may be withdrawn from special 
bonded Warehouses at the instance of any person desiring to use the same to 
fortify any wines, in accordance with commercial demands of foreign markets, 
when such wines are intended for exportation, without the payment of tax on 
the amount of wi irits used in such fortification, under such regulations, 
and after making such entries, and executing and filing with the collector of the 
district from which the removal is to be made such bonds and bills of lading, 
and giving such other additional security to prevent the use of such wine-spir- 
its free of tax otherwise than in the fortification of wine intended for exporta- 
tion, and for the due exportation of the wine so fortified, as may be prescribed 
by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury; and al! of the provisions of law governing the exportation of 
distilled spirits free of tax, so far as applicable, shall apply to the withdrawal 
and use of wine-spirits and the exportation of the same in ance with this 
pecsorsahe sog oa mmi ry of Internal Revenue ots berger rama 
approy: y the Secretary e Treasury, to prescribe that wine-spirits in 
tended for the fortification of wines under this section shall not be introduced 
into such wines except under the immediate supervixion of an officer of inter, al 
revenue, who shall make returns describing the kinds and quantities of wineso 
fortified, and shall affix such stamps and seals to the packages containing such 
wines as may be prescribed by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. Whenever such wine-spiriteaare 
withdrawn as provided herein for the fortification of wines intended for expor- 
tation by sea, they shall be introduced into such wines only after removal from 
storage and arrival alongside of the vessel which is to transport the same; and 
whenever transportation of such wines is to be effected by iand-carriage, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenne, with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, shall p: be such regulations as to sealing packages and vehicles 
containing the same, and as to supervision of trausportation from the point of 
departure, which point shall be determined as the p where such wine-spirits 
may be introdu into such wines, to the point of destination, as may be nec- 

to insure the due exportation of such fortified wines. 

Src. 40. That all provisions of law relating to the reimportationof any guods 
of domestic growth or manufacture which were originally Hable to an internal- 
revenue tax shall be, as far as applicable, enforced against any domestic wines 
sought to be reimported; and duty shall be levied and collected upon the same 
to the extent of the distilled spirits contained therein which were originally 
liable to internal-revenue tax; and in case it is impracticable to determine the 
exact amount of such distilled spirits liable to tax, the rule for levying the duty 
thereon at the port of entry shall be by consideringall the alcohol in such wines, 
other than sweet wines, in excess of 15 per cent., to be sub; toduty atthe rate 
of 90 cents per proof gallon, or atthe same rate for each fractional gallon; and 
all domestic wines containing more than 24 per cent. of alcohol sought to be re- 
imported from foreign countries shall be classed as alcoholic liquors, and taxed 
at the port of entry at the rate of 90 cents per wine-gallon foreach gallon of such 
liquors, if not exceeding in strength that ppt eiarap ea web and if exceeding the 
stren; of proof-spirits, then at the rate of poly proof-galion: Provided, 
however, That if any distilled spirits have been added to such wines of domestic 
pees after they have been exported to foreign ports, or if such wines have 

nm compounded with any foreign wines or other substances not produced 

from pes, the rate of duty levied and collected on the same, when reim- 

port ea shall be equal to that levied and collected on foreign products of a sim- 
r nature. 

Serc, 41. That any person using wine-spirits or other spirits which have not 
been tax-paid, in fortifying wine otherwise than as provided for in this act, shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall, on conviction thereof, be punished for 
each offense by a fine of not less than nor more than $2,000, and for every 
offense other than the first also by imprisonment for not less than thirty days 
nor more than one year. 

Sero. 42, That wine-spirits used in fortifying wines may be recovered from 
such wine only on the pennu of a duly authorized grape-brandy distiller ; and 
for the purpose of such recovery wines so fortified may be received as material 
on the premises of such a distiller,ona ] permit of the collector of internal 
revenue in whose district the distillery is located; and the distiller will be held 
to pay the tax on a product from such wines as will include both the alecholie 
strength therein produced by the fermentation of the grape-juice and that ob- 
tained from the added distilled spirits, 


Mr. McKENNA. This amendment now proposed passed the Senate 
in the Forty-ninth Congress. It was put on as an amendment upon 
what is called the ‘‘ fractional-gallon bill.’ Iteame tothe House, was 
referred to the Committee on Ways and Means, and was reported back 
to the House favorably with the recommendation that it pass. It has 
received the support of the Senate, it has received the approval of the 
Committee on Ways and Means as at present constituted, with the ex- 
ception of Mr. Morrison. The amendment is a quotation from the 
conference report, and it will afford, if adopted, the producers of sweet 
wines of California and of the United States a decided benefit and ad- 
vantage in foreign markets where their product now must compete 
with wine that has paid no tax. 

The committee is probably aware of the fact that it is necessary in 
the production of this character of wines to add spirits of some kind in 
order to prevent their deterioration; in other words, for the fortification 
of the wine. The producer of the wine must now pay a tax of 90 cents 
a gallon to the Government. This amendment simply provides that 
upon the exportation of that wine this tax shall be refunded to him. 
That is the whole of it. It once passed the Senate, as I stated before, 
received the approval of the Commiiteeon Ways and Means, and I see 
no reason why it should not pass the House now and become a part of 
this bill. ; 

The question was taken,and on a division there were—ayes 57, noes 


So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HITT. I offer an amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amend by inserting as an additional section to section 37: 
t the tax on all distilled spirits hereafter entered for deposit in distillery 


“Tha 
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warehouses shall be due and payable before and at the time the same are with- 
drawn therefrom and within one year from the date of entry for deposit therein, 
and warehousing bonds taken under the provisions of section 3293 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States shall be conditioned for the payment 
of the tax on the spirits as s fied in the entry before removal from the dis- 
tillery warehouse, and within one year from the date of said bonds,” i 


Mr. HITT. That amendment simply provides for restoring the 


bonded period to its former term of one year, the time which was given, 


to the manufacturers of whisky for many years after the internal-rev- 
enue law was originally passed as the period during which they need 
not pay any tax upon that product. It was found by experience that 
this period of exemption from taxation was profitable, and a pressure 
began, which increased from year to year, and from month to month, 
until in 1878 a new three years’ law was passed, which was pressed 
by some very powerful influences, and urged upon the ground that the 
whisky interest was distressed by overproduction, an overproduction 
stimulated by the very fact that if was so profitable, This pressure 
succeeded in securing an extension of the profitable bonded period to 
three years. - 

To protect the Government against the great loss on their part evi- 
dent upon the face of the proposition, it was coupled with a provision 
that the distillers should pay 5 per cent. upon the deferred tax; in 
other words, upon the amount which the Government advanced; but 
it was not a great while before that provision was swept away. It has 
long since passed from the statute-books, and no interest whatever is 
now exacted on the millions upon millions of taxes bwing to the Gov- 
ernment from the vast volume of whisky restingin bonded warehouses 
for three years. 

A still greater stimulus was given to whisky production in this conn- 
try by that change of law, and then a new and stronger pressure was 
brought for a further extension; and all members whoserved here since 
the Forty-seventh Congress will remember the urzent and powertul in- 
finences brought to bear from time to time to extend the bonded pe- 
riod and give greater and greater advantages to the manufacturers of 
whisky by extending the period from three yearsto five years and then 
to seven years; and I suppose that those most deeply interested are san- 
guine in the hope that in the end there will be a complete removal of 
the bar, so that it will remain for an indefinite period exempt from tax 
in the warehouses oruntilthe manufacturers choose to take it away. 

The change of law was at first justified partly on the ground that 
importers of foreign spirits were allowed to hold it for a time in ware- 
house; but this great difference exists: the importer who puts foreign 
liquor in a Government warehouse is compelled to pay 10 per cent. on 
the tax or duty due and charges. The domestic manufacturer pays no 
interest. Noristhis exemption analogous t® the time allowed for the tax 
on tobacco or beer, because tobacco and beer can not be improved by 
being kept like whisky, and therefore there is no profit in holding them. 
There is no investment by the Government in those for the profit of the 
manuiacturer. 

The curious effect of the law, bent about in this way, as the result 
of ingenuity and experience, so as to enrich whisky-producers by a tax 
apparently heavy, but with this extraordinary privilege, has produced 
the strange spectacle in this country to-day of a great interest, a closely 
organized body of rich men, who are themselves the most strenuous 
supporters of the law that imposes upon them one of the heaviest taxes 
known to our system. They do not care for the amount of the tax 
while they havethisgreatexemption. The peculiarity in the way the tax 
is imposed and collected gives them an extraordinary privilege and an 
enormous profit. 

That profit, contrived in the law for a business which the moral sen- 
timent of the world condemns, is one that has led many good men to 
revolt at the whole system of taxing whisky and to ask for the repeal 
of the whisky tax, though themselves the most earnest temperance 
men. The gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER] has 
just stgted, and stated pointedly, the strong feeling that animates the 
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, and whichanimatesa great many 
good men and women who undoubtedly represent largely the moral sen- 
timent of the day, in calling for the repeal of the whole law, because 
their attention has been so intensely directed to its abuses. They see 
that it has been made an instrument for enormous profits by those who 
are supposed in theory to be burdened by it, whose business would seem 
to be discouraged by it—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Task that the time of my colleague be extended. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what time? 

Mr. CANNON. For five minutes. 

Mr. HITT. I will be very brief. 

. There was no objection. 

Mr. HITT. I have said that the law as it stands was profitable to 
the whisky manufacturer. Let me state briefly in detail how inge- 
niously the bonded period was contrived to enrich men who make 
whisky. It costs but 15 cents a gallon to manufacture whisky. A barrel, 
containing 50 gallons, only costs $7.50 to make it. That is the whole 
capital that is to be laid out, the whole investment by the citizen en- 
gaged in this business. The tax upon it at 90 cents per gallon is $45, 
and that investment the Government puts up for three years without 
interest. 


There is a loss at the end of three years of about 7 gallons by evap- 
oration on a barrel of whisky, and the tax is deducted for that, and is 
never paid. That is $6.30. Then on the 43 gallons which are left the 
tax is $38.70, and the division of profit is about this: The whisky 
which has aged and mellowed and improved is worth about $1.90 a 
gallon, I am informed by those conversant with the business, when 
taken out of bond at the endof three years; that would be $81.70. He 
sells it for this when he takes it ont of bond. Of that the tax would 
be $38.70, leaving $43 to the owner who has invested only $7.50, and 
realized as clear profit $35.50 in three years upon the investment of 
$7.50. Now, right there in the law is the life of the whisky trust. 
Many gentlemen have called upon us here in speeches appealing to our 
patriotic indignation at the wrongs of the mass of our people because of 
the colossal trusts and monopolies that have grown up. 

There are oppressive trusts, and some of them have their roots in 
the law. This is one, and the amendment I offer would break it up. 
It was shown here in this debate a few days ago that the sugar trust 
was based upon and intrenched in the cunning provisions of the law, 
not upon the amount of duty levied, but upon the peculiar arrange- 
ment of the schedule of duties on sugars, admitting raw sugars which 
the trust import at low duties, and charging very high duties on 
refined sugars which the trust sell, thus excluding all foreign compe- 
tition. That vicious schedule, so convenient for the sugar trust, is 
kept in the Mills bill. So it is with the internal-revenue law. It is 
because of this extraordinary privilege of whisky-makers; it is be- 
cause of this singular exemption which experience has shown to be so 
profitable that production is crowded upon the market to such an ex- 
tent that it has to be held down to-day by the iron hand of a trust; 
by the authority of a great combine. In many of your Congressional 
districts gentlemen know there are distillers to-day whose establish- 
ments are idle draWing enormous subsidies from the trust. although 
doing nothing; paid for being idle that the whisky market may be 
absolutely controlled and these millions of profit realized under this 
most unfair and unjust law. if 

Such a law as this ought to be amended, and if this sting is taken 
out of it the vast support it now receives throughout the country from 
all those whoseem to be burdened but are really benefited by it would be 
taken away. Then the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union and the 
whisky combine would exchange positions. The ladies who labor for 
temperance and the clergymen who preach the suppressian of evil 
would not call for the repeal of a tax that really burdened and dis- 
couraged what they all believe to be an accursed thing. Men would 
then say to one another, ‘‘ Do not repeal the law and cheapen whisky, 
for that is virtually putting the cup to your neighbor’s lips.” Then 
the whisky manufacturer, compelled to pay the tax withont exemp- 
tion, would cry out, like all other taxed interests, and we would have no 
more of the whisky lobby here to press new and endless extensions of 
the bonded period. I earnestly hope we may adopt this amendment, 
which all on this side of the House will vote for, and cut down this 
bonded period of three years during which whisky pays nothing, while 
the Government, as a sort of trustee, guards it till it enriches the 
whisky maker. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I think it is proper underall 
the cireumstances to put on record my protest against the doctrine an- 
nounced by the gentleman from Ilinois. The law as it now stands is 
not a proper law. I frankly admit that and agree with the gentleman, 
but not for the reason he gives; nor is the remedy in the direction of 
his amendment. 

The present tax on whisky is about 400 per cent. on the best of bev- 
erage whisky or brandy, and about 500 per cent. on high wines. The 
high wines are better as they run from the still than they ever after- 
wards become. It is to the interest of the distillers to have the tax 
paid at once. 

Therefore, if they could induce the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. 
Apams] and the House to require the tax to be paid once, they inci- 
dentally, by legislative ledgerdemain, destroy their competitors who 
make beverage whisky. 

Mr. REED. High wines are not a beverage. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. As a rule they are not, but 
to the great injury of life insurance companies they become such. 

Now the objection to the present law is that it requires the tax to be 
paid before the article on which the tax is paid goes into consumption; 
it requires it to be paid at a fixed time before the article is fit for con- 
sumption, and therefore it is rather in the nature of a tax on produc- 
tion than a tax on consumption. The Committee on Ways and Means, 
however, did not see their way clear to recommend any change in the 
present Jaw as between the various parties whose interests are different 
in regard to these matters. There was an interest in favor of the -re- 
peal of the extension for three years; there was an interest in favor of 
an indefinite extension of the bonded period; there was an interest in 
favor of the reduction of the taxes; there was an interest in favor ot 
making fruit brandies free; there was an interest in favor of making 
alcohol used in the arts free; and, after going over the whole subject 
with very great care, the committee thought that all these matters had 
better be put into a separate bill and stand upon their own individual 
merits instead of being attached to a bill like this for the reduction of 
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taxation. Therefore, as between these various interests, the committee 
reported a bill which leaves the law as to those matters as it now is, as 
it was passed by preceding Congresses after very full debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Hrrr]. 

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 66, noes 86. 

Tellers were demanded and ordered. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 60, 
noes 87. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 38, That section 3332 of the Revised Statutes, and the supplement there- 
to, shall be amended so that said section shall read as follows: 

* When a judgment of forfeiture, in any case of seizure, is recovered against 
any distillery used or fit for use in the production of distilled spirits, because 
no bond has been given, or against any distillery used or fit for use in the pro- 
duction of spirits, haying a registered producing capacity of less than 150 gal- 
Jons a day, every still, doubler, worm, worm-tub, mash-tub, and fermenting- 
tub therein shall be sold, as in case of other forfeited property, without being 
mutilated or destroyed. And in case of seizure of astill, doubler, worm, worm- 
tub, fermenting-tub, mash-tub, or other distilling apparatus of any kind what- 
soever, for any offense involving forfeiture of the same, it shall be the duty of 
the seizing officer to remove the same from the place where seized to a place of 

, safe storage; and said property so seized shall be sold as provided by law, but 
without being mutilated or destroyed.” 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Iofřerthe amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 66, lines 10,11, 12, strike out ‘ sold,” in line 10, and all down to and in- 
cluding “or,” in line 12 ; lines 17 and 18, strike out “sold,” in line 17, down to 
and including “or,” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ after such judgment 
or forfeiture.” ‘ 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, under the law as it now stands 
when an illicit distillery is seized the apparatus is destroyed. This 
bill provides that it shal] not be destroyed even after a judgment 
of forfeiture, but shall be sold. My amendment provides that it shall 
be destroyed after such a judgment. It would seem to be perfectly 
proper that after a judgment of forfeiture had passed the property 
should be destroyed and not be sold by the Government to be again 
applied to its unlawful purpose. Preserving it in this way is very 
much as if a police court should preserve the ‘jimmy’? for the burg- 
lar after it had convicted him. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 40. That all clauses of section 3244 of the Revised Statutes, and all laws 
amendatory thereof, and all other laws which impose any special taxes upon 
manufacturers of stills, retail dealers in liquors,and retail dealers in malt liq- 
uors, are hereby repealed, 


Mr. SOWDEN. I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
desk. 
The amendment was read, as follows: 
Amend section 40 by striking it out and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 


Eaton 3244 of the Revised Statutes and all laws amendatory thereof, and 
all other laws imposing special taxes upon distillers, brewers, rectifiers, manu- 
facturers of stills, and stills and worms, wholesale liquor-dealers, retail liquor- 
dealers, dealers in leaf-tobacco, dealers in manufactured tobacco, manufactur- 
ers of tobacco, manufacturers of cigars, peddlers of tobacco, wholesale dealers 
in malt liquors, and retail dealers in malt liquors, are hereby repealed.” 

Mr. SOWDEN. ‘The committee propose to repeal only the special 
taxes collected from retail liquor dealers and retail dealers in malt 
liquors. The amounts of special taxes collected from those two sources 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, were, from retail liquor 
dealers, $4,587,268.21, and from retail dealers in malt liquors, $177,- 
148.13. The committee have made an unfair distinction in this par- 
ticular. I should like to know how they can justify their position 
when they seek to re the special internal-revenue taxes only so far 
as they relate to retail dealers in liquors and malt liquors, leaving the 
other special taxes undisturbed. Why notrepeal all special taxes and 
remand the imposition of taxes for licenses to the different States under 
their several police regulations? It seems to me that it is inequitable 
to insist upon the brewers, the dealers in leaf-tobacco, and the others 
enumerated in my amendment paying special internal-revenue taxes 
and at the same time relieve those dealing in liquors and malt liquors 
from this iniquitous and unnecessary burden. 

I agree with the committee in so faras they go, but complain be- 
cause they did not wipe out all special internal-revenue taxes, which 
my amendment proposes to do, I do not believe that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should collect any special taxes from retail dealers in spirit- 
uous or malt liquors or from any other source. These are proper sub- 
jects of taxation under the laws of the several States, and their re- 
spective Legislatures can safely be trusted with the control and regu- 
lation of the same. 

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, a special tax of $176,- 
600.12 was collected from the rectifiers, $416,304.66 from the whole- 
sale liquor-dealers, $860.86 from the manufacturers of stills, $2,860 
on stills and worms, $51,891.14 from dealers in leaf-tobacco, $1,245,- 
412.65 from dealers in manufactured tobacco, $5,563.75 from manufact- 
urers of tobacco, $113,340 from manufacturers of cigars, $14,701.94 
from dlers of tobacco, $187,352.24 from the brewers, and $170,- 
275.33 from the wholesale dealers in malt liquors, besides the $4,587,- 
263.21 from the retail liquor-dealers and the $177,148.13 collected 
fiom the retail dealers in malt liquors, as already stated. 
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The total amount of special taxes collected during the period named 

was $7,149,579.03. The committee propose to relieve two classes of 
dealers, from whom was collected $4,764,416. 34 last year, and leave un- 
repealed all other species of special internal-revenue taxes, from which 
was collected $2,385, 162.69 during the same period, while my amend- 
ment proposes to repeal all these unnecessary taxes. 
æ Why does the committe: make the unfair discrimination pointed out ? 
Why not put all these dealers in the same category? Why impose 
special taxes upon one class of dealers and not upon the others? Why 
discriminate against the brewers, rectifiers, wholesale liquor-dealers, 
wholesale dealers in malt liquors, and manufacturers of tobacco, etc. ? 
Why not abolish the entire system of special internal-revenue taxes ? 
I should like to hear some reason for the discrimination which the com- 
mittee make in its proposition to repeal only a portion of these special 
taxes. The retention of any of these taxes seem to be unwarranted 
and inexcusable. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] y 

Mr. McMILLIN. In response to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

[Mr. SowDEN], I will say that upon those articles on which taxation 
is imposed a certain supervision is necessary to be retained by the Goy- 
ernment. The tax on dealers in leaf-tobaceo has been repealed; there 
is now no such tax. The provision which misled the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is retained in the bill in order to enable the Internal- 
Revenue Department to utilize very costly and valuable dies and other 
appliances used in the printing of stamps, etc. 
f So far as concerns wholesale dealers in spirits, the committee thought 
it proper to continue taxation upon them in order to maintain the su- 
peryision of the Government over whisky and prevent evasion of the 
tax. Provision has been made for the repeal of those special licenses 
under which most of the indictments and oppressive proceedings of 
which complaints have been made originated. I think when the gen- 
tleman examines the whole bill he will find it provides for the aboli- 
tion of all taxes that can be abolished consistently with the integrity 
of the system and the proper collection of the revenue. 

Mr. LAWLER. _ I desire tosubmit the following resolution adopted 
by the Cigar-Makers’ International Union: 

Resolution adopted at the seventeenth session of the Cigar-Makers’ Interna- 
tional Union of America, held at Binghamton, N. Y., September, 1887. 

Whereas an agitation is being vigorously presented to abolish the internal- 
revenue on cigars and tobacco; 

Whereas experience has demonstrated that the agitation even on this subject 
has had the effect of keeping thousands of workers in our trade out of employ- 
ment for months at a time; 

hereas the internal-revenue system, so far at least as it applies to the man- 
ufacture of cigars, has had the @ffect of developing it from a mere sporadic call- 
ing into a fully-established industry by which nearly 75,000 of our people earn 
their livelihood; and 

Whereas the abolition of the internal-revenue on cigars would not benefit 
> bat roducer or consumer by reason of its fractional bearing on each cigar; 

eretore, 

Be it resolved, That we, the representatives of the cigar-makers of the country 
in convention assembled, protest respectfully, but emphatically, against any 
interference with the internal-reyenue on cigars. 

AUG, STRUMEL, 


> Cigar-Makers’ Union, Chicago. 
The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. SOWDEN, it was 
rejected; there being—ayes 41, noes 75. 
Mr. LAWLER. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Add at the end of section 40 the following: 

“And so much of the act of August 2, 1886, which assesses and directs the col- 
lection of a tax of 2 cents per pound upon oleomargarine, namely, section 8 
of said act, be, and the same is hereby, repealed.” 


Mr. LAWLER. Mr. Chairman, I have not occupied any time in 
the consideration of this bill, and I now ask consent to speak upon 
this amendment for ten or twelve minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. LAWLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment to repeal 
the per pound tax imposed upon oleomargarine in consonance with the 
several bills and resolutions previously presented by me looking to this 
end, which proposed measures, by the rules of the House, should have 
been referred to the Committee on Ways and Means, but which were 
nevertheless consigned to the not very tender mercies of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. In the womb of this body they have been allowed 
to remain since the early days-of the present session without delivery 
and ‘‘unhatched.’’ 

I maintain that every argument advanced in support of the bill to 
reduce taxation reported by the Ways and Means Committee is an ar- 
gument in favor of this proposition to abrogate the pound tax on oleo- 
margarine, and the views of the President as set forth in his message 
urging reduction of the surplus through lowering of customs dues find 
pronounced application in the matter of the relievement of this bur- 
den. To be consistent, every gentleman on this floor who has spoken 
in favor of the Mills bill should give assent to the amendment 1 have 

roposed, 

F The tax on oleomargarine wasimposed upon the mistaken and vicious 
theory that being an alleged unhealthy and deleterious food product its 
production and consumption should be repressed, and in the mistaken 
judgment of a large proportion of the membership of the Forty-ninth 
Congress this end could only be secured by internal taxation upon the 
article itselfand by requiring licenses from retail and wholesale dealers. 
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But it was not properly taken into consideration that these taxes were 
nothing more nor less than a tax upon the consumers, and that these 
consumers were mainly of the laboring class, wage-workers, living from 
hand to mouth, the humble proceeds of whose toil were too slender to 
permit their indulgence in butter at the high prices which that article 
commands in the common markets. 

It seems it was necessary to ‘protect’ the ‘‘ dairy interest,’ as rep- 
resented by the Dairymen’s Association—a +‘ trust’’ of the very worst 
description—and which association, during the debate on the oleomar- 
garine bill, openly and undisguisedly maintained a well-paid lobby at 
Washington to influence legislation which, by taxing oleomargarine 
and imposing licenses, would enable this ‘‘trust’’ to ‘‘corner” the 
market and maintain the present high prices exacted for butter. The 
poor people were forgotten in this unseemly scramble to protect the 
dairymen’s trust, and the statistics of the Internal-Revenue Depart- 
ment show that, since the passage of the oleomargarine monstrosity, 
these consumers have been robbed under color of a mischievous law to 
the amount of several millions through the enhanced price which they 
have been compelled to pay by addition of the oleomargarine pound 
tax, and to what end and to what good ? 

It is conceded that the Government does not need the money collected 
from this tax. It is conceded that the tax has not operated to destroy 
or Jessen the manufacture of this food product; and I am prepared to 
assert positively that this tax has neither added to, diminished, nor in 
any wise affected the condition of the public health. 

It is possible that unhealthy or bad oleomargarine, or a product pur- 
porting to be oleomargarine, may be put upon the market in limited or 
unlimited quantities, but the same is true of all food supplies. Asa 
matter of fact, it is notorious that more bad butter than bad oleomar- 
garine may be found commonly on sale in all the retail markets of the 
country. Moreover, the question of the public health, as affected by 
deleterious articles of food, is a matter of police regulation by State and 
local authorities, and my own State, Illinois, enforces and maintains 
commensurate health laws in this particular. 

Why should the poor, or people of small means, be compelled to pay 
tribute of more than a million annually in the advanced price of this 
food-product only to enrich the dairymen’s trust? Why should an in- 
ternal tax of such dimensions be imposed under the fallacious idea of 
protecting the public health when it is notorious that no such protec- 
tion is needed, and when the proposition is clear and unassailable that 
taxation alone, unaided by police regulations, is not, never was, and 
never can be a remedy for even an admitted public evil. 

The certificates of our most distinguished and expert physicians and 
chemists show that oleomargarine proper is not an unhealthy food-prod- 
uct, but, on the contrary, their analyses demonstrate that it is entirely 
healthfal and furnishes people of narrow resources with an excellent 
substitute for butter. Of course its manufacture should be carefully 
guarded to prevent adulteration, but Federal taxation does not accom- 
plish that end. 

My personal inspection of the markets at Washington shows that 35 
cents per pound is asked for butter of ordinary quality, while as high 
as 75 cents per pound is readily obtained for fine Philadelphia Print 
butter. Good, sweet, wholesome oleomargarine, duly inspected and 
certified, can be purchased at from 18 to 25 cents per pound, and the 
most numerous, the poorer classes, are necessarily obliged to purchase 
and use this substitute for butter simply because they can not afford 
to pay the prices which butter commands in retail markets. 

The logic of the proposed amendment is inexorable. ‘The President 
insists that all taxes upon articles of prime necessity should be abro- 
gated and the free-list greatly enlarged. The collection of the oleomar- 
garine tax costs the Government a large annual outlay. TheTreasury 
is plethoric with its hoard of money, and we are endeavoring to apply 
aremedy for this dangerous condition. The Ways and Means Com- 
mittee propose a measure of relief in the bill under discussion. ‘ Take 
off the internal-revenue pound tax on oleomargarine, maintaining the 
license tax, if deemed proper, and you relieve the laboring classes and 
people of small means from the exaction of a million dollars or more 
annually, levied upon a food product, an article of prime necessity, 
which so far has been imposed for the mere gratification of the dairy- 
men’s trust, without adding to the public health, but swelling the 
plethoric surplus of the Treasury to that amount. 

The shibboleth of the hour isto relieve the people of all unnecessary 
burdens, and I submit that the pound tax on oleomargarine is the most 
illogical, oppressive, and unnecessary item of taxation burden ever 
placed npon the community. It is a robbery without reason; a brig- 
andage committed wholly in the interest of wasteand wantonness, and, 
so far as I have been enabled to examine the underlying principles of 
taxation by the sovereign power, is without precedent in the history of 
the Republic. Carried to legitimate conclusion in application to other 
food products of home manufacture, this tax would become a monstros- 
ity and abomination almost justifying resistance by revolution. 

' Why thus grind the face of the poor and place the Government in 
the position of filching the earnings of the laboring classes, or indeed 
those ot any class, by wringing taxes not needed for its support and 


where no other public interest is honestly subserved thereby? The 
oleomargarine tax is a fraud, a delusion, a snare, and a wrong, and 
should be repealed at once. 


Mr. Chairman, in offering and advocating this amendment I do not 
propose to interfere with the license system which has been adopted for 
the protection of the public in regard to this acknowledged food prod- 
uct, which has been recognized as such in the action of the Forty- 
ninth Congress in the passage of one of the most vicious laws embraced 
in our recent legislation. This is a food product which the laboring 
people of our country—those who receive, perhaps, but 90 cents a day— 
are compelled to use. My amendment does not attempt to interfere 
with the law in regard to licenses of manufacturers or wholesale and 
retail dealers. 

The proposition I submit is in keeping with the principles of the 
President’s message. It is in the interest of the toiling masses who are 
compelled to use this food product, and who are now obliged to pay 2 
cents on every pound they purchase. All that this amendment asks is 
that they be relieved from this taxation. 

I have listened to what has been said during this debate on both sides 
in regard to the toiling masses. Here is a tax against that very class. 
I say to members on both sides of the House they can vote for or 
against it as they like. 

Mr. BLAND. What is the price of oleomargarine now as compared 
with what it was before the law was passed? 

Mr. LAWLER. It is about the same—23 cents a pound. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I wish to use the few 
minutes allowed me to oppose this amendment. I have for the first 
time heard that this honest product called oleomargarine is suffering 
from a “‘dairy trust.” 

The “‘ trust” has become justly odious, and therefore this epithet is 
hurled at the diary interest here. 

Mr. LAWLER. It is true they were here in the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, and I charge that they were here as a trust. I charge it now. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Oh, yes. Chargesare easily made, but 
in the absence of a cireumstance or word of evidence to support such a 
charge they will mislead no one. 

The influence which has been at work all this session to repeal this 
tax is the ‘‘ trust’? engaged in the manufacture of bogus butter from 
impure lard, which is palmed off on the people as the honest product 
of the dairy. 

This tax favors pure against adulterated and unwholesome food, and 
its incidental effect is to protect the people against imposition. 

That Congress has the right under the Constitution to impose such a 
tax is no longer an open question. That has been settled by the highest 
courts of the country. Nor do I think that the policy and propriety 
of such a tax admits of any doubt. The Federal Government has not 
power to prevent the manufacture of this product—but we can tax it. 
General Garfield in his speech on the tariff bill of 1870, said: 

First, we tax the vices of the ple, if that term may properly be applied 
to some of their social habits. The smokes and drinks and chews of the peo- 


pe pay almost one-half of the taxes now collected under our internal-revenue 
ws. 


Lard, and often impure lard at that, imposed on the people as whole- 
some butter should certainly pay its full share of the taxes. 

To strike off this tax now would be an encouragement to expand this 
business to the detriment of the country and of the people generally. 
I feel sure this House will not countenance this. We should rather 
increase this tax than lessen or abate it. I yield my remaining two 
minutes time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. STAHLNECKER] 
to read some communications that throw some light on the nature and 
composition of the product called oleomargarine. 

Mr. STAHLNECKER. In the interest of the workingman I desire 
to have the following letters read, caption and all. 

The Clerk read as follows:. 

[G. Hutchison, analyst, soap and oil specialist, etc. 41 West Sixty-fifth street. 
Cable address: “Ingredient, New York.” A. B.C. cable code used.j 
New York, July 7, 1888. 
Dear Str: Would it not be worth your while to purchase my bleaching proc- 


ess for the bleaching of palm oil, if for no other pu ? As by this means 
you can easily produce a fine, white, sweet material like lard, at half its cost, 


Yours, truly, 
GEO. HUTCHISON, 

Messrs. Jouw P, SQUIRE & Co., Boston. 

[G. Hutchison, analyst, soap and oil specialist, etc. 4t West Sixty-fifth street. 
Cable address: “Ingredient, New York.” A.B.C.cable used. ] 
New York, July 9, 1888. 

Dear Sires: Referring to my Recta ag | aN would it not be well worth 
your while to purchase this process for bleaching of “palm oil,” if for no 
other purpose? As by this means you can easily produce a fine, white, and 
sweet material like Jard, at half its price. 

I am willing to let you have full working details for $250, strictly for your own 
use, which is the merest trifle in comparison to its value for bleaching off- 
colored tallow, grease, palm oil, olive oil, ete. 

Waiting to hear from you, I am yours truly, 
‘ GEO. HUTCHISON, 

Messrs. F. WHITTAKER & Sows, 

East St. Louis, IU. 
Mr. LAWLER’s amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 41, That this act shall be in force from and after July 1, 1888, and all 
laws and parts of laws in conflict herewith are hereby repea 

Mr. MILLS. I move to strike out ‘‘ July” and insert ‘‘October.’’ 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. BYNUM. I move a substitute for the whole section. Before 
reading the substitute I will call attention to the fact that on yester- 
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day we passed over section 24 at the conclusion of the administrative 
features in relation to the collection of duties. 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘There is a number of sections which have been 
over. 
Mr. BYNUM. Icall this to the attention of the committee because 
S is a part of this matter. Section 24 as it now stands reads as fol- 
ows: 


Sec. 24. That sections 3011 and 3013 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby arc, 
repealed as to all importations made atter the date of this act, 


The part I move to strike out is as follows: 


And all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with the other requirements and 
provisions of this act are also hereby repealed, 


That provision applies to rates and duties in the revision of rates as 
one feature of administration. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question will be first put on the gentle- 
man’s substitute for section 41. 

Mr. BYNUM. Let my substitute for section 41 be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 41. This act is intended and shall be construed as an act supplementary 
and amendatory to existing laws, and the rates of duty and modification of 
clauses, provisions, and sections as herein specifically made are intended and 
shall be construed as a repeal of all clauses, provisions, and sections in conflict 
herewith; but as to all clauses, provisions, and sections under existing laws not 
herein orealioaliy changed, modified, or amended the rates of duty shall be 
and remain in full foree and effect, 

This act shall be in force from and after October 1, 1888, except as herein 
otherwise provided. 


Mr. Bynum’s amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS moved that the committee risc. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having taken the 
chair, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the collec- 
tion of the revenue, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


VETO MESSAGE—THOMAS SHANNON, 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message from the 
President of the United States; which was read, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions, and ordered to be printed: 

To the House of Representatives: 


I return without my approval House bill No, 5913, entitled “An act granting 
a pension to Thomas Shannon,” 

The beneficiary enlisted on the Sist day of May, 1870, in the Tenth Regiment 
of United States Infantry. On the 4th day of July, 1872, he was upon leave at 
the city of Rio Grande, in the State of Texas. Some of the citizens were cele- 
brating the day, and one of them had a can of powder in his hand, which, ac- 
cording to the report of the accident, “was about to explode.” The soldier en- 
deavored to knock the can from the hand of the person who held it, when the 
ery exploded, severely injuring the soldier and necessitating the amputa- 

on of his right forearm. 

Though this was a most unfortunate accident, it is quite plain that it had no 
connection with the military service. 

To grant a pension in such a case would be to establish a precedent in the ap- 
propriation of money from the public Treasury which I can hardly think we 


should be justified in following. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 
Executive Mansion, July 17, 1888. 


VETO MESSAGE—WOODFORD M., HOUCHIN, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States; which was read, and, on mo- 
tion of Mr. Matson, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 


sions, and ordered to be printed: 
To the House of Representatives: 

I return without appr-val House bill No, 917/,entitled “An ect granting a pca- 
sion to Woodford M. Houchi |.” 

The beneficiary named in t is hi 1 was enrolled September 18, 1861, and dis- 
chsrged Dec mber 7, 1864. He filed a claim for p nsion in ths Pen-ion Bu- 
reau Dece nber 22, 1876, alleging that he had a sore or ulcer on his left leg, 
“which existed in a small way prior to enlistment,” ut was aggravated and 
enlarged by the exposures of the service. This claim was rejected in 1877 on 
the ground that the disability existed prior to enlistment. In Sept mber, 1879, 
he filed another application for pension, alleging a disability arising from an 
affection of his :ight eye, cau by an attack of measles in September, 1861, 
and also again alleging ulce.ated.varicose eins of his left leg. 

In October, 1 the rejection of this claim for ulcerated varicose veins was 
adhered to, and the added claim for disease of the eyes was rejected on the 
ground that it was not incurred in the service and line of duty. On appeal from 
the action of the Pension Bureau to the Secretary of the Interior the rejection 
of the claim was sustained. The claimant stated in support of his application 
that about three months before he enlisted a little yellow blister Spocered on 
his left leg which made a small sore, which existed when he enlisted; that 
while he was in Central America with General Walker he received a wound in 
the temple from a musket ball, and that he had also before enlistment been sick 


with the dropsy. 
‘The case was very thoroughly examined by officers of the Pension Bureau, 
and a great mass of testimony was taken from numerous witnesses. Three 


brothers of this claimant testified to the existence of all the disabilities before his 
enlistment, and two of them stated facts which go far towards accounting for 
such disabilities in a way very discreditable to the claimant. Many other- 
witnesses, with opporsi of knowledge on thesubject, testified to the 
same effect. While testimony ofa different character was also given tending 
to establish the theory that the disabilities alleged were, at least to some ex- 
tent, attributable to military service,the overwhelming weight of proof seems to 
establish, that whatever disabilities exist, are the result of disease contracted 
by vicious habits, and that such disabilities had their origin prior to enlistment, 


GROVER CLEVELAND. 
Executive Maxson, July 17, 1883. 
VETO MESSAGE—THERESA HERBST. 
The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following message 


from the President of the United States; which was read, and, on mo- 
tion of Mr. MATSON, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, and ordered to be printed: 
To the House of Representatives : 

Iretarn without approval House bill No. 8078, entitled “An act granting a pen- 


sion to Theresa Herbst, widow of John Herbst, late private Company G, One 
hundred and fortieth Regiment of New York Volunteers.” 


John Herbst, the husband of the beneficiary named in this bill, enlisted Aug- 
ust 26, 1862, He was wounded in the head at the battle of Gettysburgh, July 2, 
1863. He recovered from this wound, and on the 19th day of August, 1864, was 
captured by the enemy, f 

After his capture he joined the Confederate forces, and in 1865 was captured 
by General Stoneman while in arms against the United States Government. He 
ze An nee and yoluntarily made known the fact that he formerly belonged 

the 


nion Army. Upon taking the oath of selon, ecg and explaining that he 
deserted to the enemy to escape the hardship and starvation of prison life, he 
was released and mustered out of the service on the Lith day of October, 1865. 

He was regularly borne on the Confederate muster-rolls for probably nine or 
ten months, Norecord isfurnished of the number of battles in which he fought 
against the soldiers of the Union, and we shall never know the death and the 
wounds which he inflicted upon his former comrades in arms. " 

He never applied for a pension, though it is claimed now that at the time of 
his discharge he was suffering from rheumatism and dropsy, and that he died 
in 1868 of heart disease. 1f such disabilities were incurred in military service, 
they were quite likely the result of exposure in the Confederate army; but it is 
not improbable that this soldier never asked a pension because he considered 
that the generosity of his Government had been sufficiently taxed when the full 
forfeit of his desertion was not exacted, 

The greatest possible sympathy and consideration are due to those who bravely 
fought and being captured as bravely languished in rebel prisons, but I will take 
no partin putting a name upon our pension-rol], which representsa Union soldier 
found fighting against the cause ae swore he would uphold nor should it be for 
amomentadmitted that such desertion and treachery are excused when it avoids 
the rigors of honorable capture and confinement. 

It would have been a sad condition of affairs if every captured Union soldier 
had deemed himself justitied in fighting against his Government rather than to 


undergo the privations of capture. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 


EXECUTIVE Mansion, July 17, 1883. s 

(The reading of the foregoing message was greeted with applause on 
the Democratic side. ) 

Mr. BOUTELLE. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry. Is 
this bill a Mexican pension bill? 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. No, it is a Confederate pension bill. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
of the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same, namely: 

A bill (S. 321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, of Little Rock, Ark.; 

A bill (S. 335) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas; 

A bill (S. 886) granting a pension to Sarah F. Jones; i 

A bill (S. 1009) granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alex- 
ander, widow of Lieut. Col. Thomas L. Alexander, United States 
Army; 
A bill (S. 1111) granting a pension of Mary J. Davis; 

A bill (S. 1124) to increase the pension of John W. January; 

A bill (S. 1142) granting a pension to Keziah E. Strong; 

A bill (S. 1288) granting a pension to John Child; 

A bill (S. 1447) granting a pension to Bridget Foley; 

A bill (S. 1495) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee; 

‘A bill (S. 2012) granting an increase of pension to Marcus D. Ray- 


mond; 

A bill (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret Blades; 

A bill (S. 2089) for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White; 

A bill (S. 2137) for the relief of Rosaloo Sage; 

A bill (S. 2890) granting a pension to Fannie A. Kimball; 

A bill (H. R. 3376) to extend the limits of the port of New Orleans; 
and - 
Joint resolution (H. Res. 195) electing managers of “the National 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers,” to fill vacancies caused by the 
expiration of the terms of office of members of the present board of 
managers on the 21st day of April, 1888. 

REVISED STATUTES RELATING TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. HEMPHILL (by request), by unanimous consent, introduced 
a bill (H. R. 10870) to amend sections 851, 856, 857, 858, 861, and 862 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States tor the District of Colum- 
bia; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

FEES, ETC,, RECORDER OF DEEDS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. HEMPHILL also, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. 
R. 10871) to regulate the fees and limit the compensation of the 
recorder of deeds of the District of Columbia, and the register of wills 
of the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; which was read a 
first and second time, referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BUILDING, PERTH AMBOY, N: J. 

Mr. KEAN, by unanimons consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 10872) 
for the erection of a public building at Perth Amboy, N. J.; which 
was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to be printed. 

And then, the hour of 5 o'clock having arrived, the Speaker, in ac- 
cordance with its previous order, declared the House in recess until 8 
o'clock p. m. 


1888. 


EVENING SESSION. 


The recess having expired, the House at § o’clock p. m., resumed its 
Session. 

DEFICIENCY IN APPROPRIATION FOR COLLECTION OF REVENUE. 

The SPEAKER laid before the Housea letter from theSecretary ofthe 
Treasury, submitting an estimate of $450,000 to supply an anticipated 
deficiency in the permanent appropriation for collecting the revenue 
from customs during the fiscal year 1889; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


CONTRACT LABOR. 


The SPEAKER also laid beforethe House a letter from the Secretary 
of the Treasury, recommending further legislation for the better en- 
forcement of the alien contract labor law, and submitting an estimate 
of $50,000 for carrying into effect the provisions of said law; which was 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. CLARDY. I move that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole for the purpose of considering bills for the estab- 
lishment of light-houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. . 


ROE ISLAND, CALIFORNIA. 


Mr. CLARDY. J call up the bill (H. R. 1249) making an appro- 
priation for establishing a light-house and fog-signal on Roe Island, 
Suisun Bay, California. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there be, and hereby is, appropriated cut of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $10,000 for establishing 
a light-house and fog-signal on Koe Island, Suisun Bay, California. 

The committee recommend the following amendments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert as follows: 

“That a light-house and fog-signal be established on Roe Island, Suisun Bay, 
California, at a cost not to exceed $10,000.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill for establishing a light-house and fog- 
signal on Roe Island, Suisun Bay, California.” 

The amendment was to. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


GULL SHOAL, NORTH CAROLINA. A 


Mr. CLARDY. Icall up the bill (H. R. 7604) for the establishment 
of a light-house and fog-signal at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, 
North Carolina. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That there be A gon poppe out of any money in the Treas- 


ury not otherwise appropriated, for the establishment of a light-house 
North Carolina 


and fog-signa! at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, N 


The committee recommend the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 

“That a light-house and fog-signal be established at ornear Gull Shoal, Pam- 
lico Sound, North Carolina.” ; 

Mr. CLARDY. I move to amend the amendment by adding: 

Ata cost not to exceed $30,000. 

The amendment to the amendment was to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to; and the bill as amended 
was laid aside with the recommendation that it do pass. 


SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN RIVERS, CALIFORNIA. 


Mr. CLARDY. I call up the bill (H. R. 1239) to extend the juris- 
diction of the Light-House Board to the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
Rivers, California, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the jurisdiction of the Light-House Board is hereby 
extended to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, in the State of California, 
for the establishment of such raar esera ag beacons, and buoys as may be 
n forthe use of vessels feo tiasa streams, and the establishment 
of such lights on those rivers as may found necessary by said board is 
hereby authorized: Provided, That no beacon shall be lished on any site 
until cession of jurisdiction over the same has been made to the United States; 
and the said board is also authorized to lease the necessary ground for all such 
beacons as are used to point out changeable chann and which in conse- 
quence can not be made permanent, the entire cost of which, including the 
leasing of sites, shall not exceed $15,000. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


SQUAN INLET, NEW JERSEY. 


Mr. CLARDY. I call up the bill (H. R. 1641) for the erection of a 
light-house at or near Squan Inlet, in the State of New Jersey. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to procure, by purchase or condemnation, a plat of ground, 
not exceeding 4 acresin area, on the Atlantic coast, south ot Squan Inlet, in the 
county of Ocean and State of New Jersey, and within 2 miles of said inlet, and 
to cause to be erected a light-house thereon ; and that for that purpose the sum of 
$75,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated, out of 
any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 


‘The committee recommend the following amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 
“That a light-house be established on the Atlantic coast, at or near a point 
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about midway between Barnegat and Navesink lights, in New Jersey, at a cost 
not to exceed $20,000.” 

Amend title so as to read: “A bill for the erection of a light-house at or near 
a point about midway between Barnegat and Navesink lights, in the State of 
New Jersey.” > 

The amendment of the committee was agreed to, and the bill as 

mended was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

z TANGIER ISLAND, CHESAPEAKE BAY. 

Mr. CLARDY. I call up the bill (H. R. 8750) for the establishment 
of a light-house at or near Tangier Island, Chesapeake Bay. 

‘The Clerk read the bill, as follows: i 

Be it enacted, etc., Thata light-house be established at or near Tangier Island, 
Chesapeake Bay, at a cost not to exceed $25,000. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

REVENUE CUTTER. 

Mr. CLARDY. I call up the bill (H. R. 5670) for the constraction 
of a revenue-cutter for New Berne, N. C., to replace the revenne-cutter 
Stevens. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to cause to be constructed a suitable revenue-cutter, to 
be stationed at New Berne, N.C., for service on the South Atlantic coast, in the 
place of the revenue-cutter Stevens, now in so dilapidated a condition as to be 
unequal to the requirements of the service; the sum of money required for its 


construction to be paid from an appropriation hereafter to be made, the cost of 
which shall not exceed $100,000. 


The committee recommend the following amendment: 

Strike out the word “ the,” in line 8, and all of lines 9,10,and 11,and insert: 

“The sum of $75,000, if so much be necessary, be, and the same is hereby, ap- 
propriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury, for the purpose of building said 
new revenue-cutter.”’ 

Mr. CLARDY. That bill is, perhaps, not strictly within the order. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. There is no objection. 

Mr. CLARDY. Iam disposed to take the action of the committee 
onit. If any gentleman chooses he can move to reconsider and then 
let the House pass on the question of our authority. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I move the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That the construction of said cutter shall be let after advertisement 
to beng lowest responsible bidder, and that it shall be built in American ship- 
ya 

Mr. COX. I would like to ask the gentieman from Maine to give 
some reason for his amendment. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I think this amendment has been customary in a 
large proportion of the bills. 

Mr. COX. Have we facilities or plants in our ship-yards for the pur- 


pose? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Anabundance, We have never yet gone abroad 
to build any Government vessel, and I trust we shall never doso. 

ae COX. Ido not refer to yards abroad, but to our Government 
ya 

Mr. ADAMS. Is there any authority to build a revenue-cutter ina 
Government yard? 

Mr. DINGLEY. This work has always been done by private con- 
tract. 

Mr. COX. If this is the customary amendment I will make no ob- 
jection. 

The amendment to the amendment was to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to, and the bill as amended 
was laid aside to be reported to the House with a recommendation 
that it do pass. 


AIDS TO NAVIGATION, MOUTH OF MISSISSIPPI. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 5067) establishing additional aids to 
navigation at the mouth of the Mississippi River. 

The bill was read, as follows: : : 

Be it enacted, etc., That there be established additional aids to navigation offand 
near the passes at the mouth of the Mississippi River, in the State of Louisi- 
ana, as follows: Higher and more powerful lights at or near the outer ends of 
the P heres at the South Pass, to replace those now in existence; a steam or hot- 
air fog-signal at or near the end of the east jetty; a higher and more pewerful 
light on one of the jetties at the head of the passes; and a fog-signal at or near 
Cubit’s Gap, in said Mississippi River; the entire cost of which shall not ex- 
ceed the sum of $50,500. 

The Committee on Commerce recommended an amendment in line 
12 of the bill, striking ont the words “‘ fifty thousand ” and inserting 
* twenty-seven thousand.” 

Mr. WILKINSON. That bill was passed last year appropriating 
$50,000, and the Senate amended it, but it came back to the House 
too late to be passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid asice to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass, 

LIGHT-HOUSES AND FOG-SIGNALS ON LAKES. 

The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 8751) proyiding}for the erection of sandry 
light-houses and fog-signals in Lake Superior, Lakes Huron, Erie, and 
Michigan, and range-lights in Lake St. Clair and Detroit River, 
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The bill is as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That a fog-sigual be established at Beaver Island, Lake Mich- 
igan. at a cost not to exceed $5,500, 

That a fog-signal be established at Mackinac Point, Straits of Mackinac, ata 
cost not to exceed $5,590. 

That a light-house be established at White Shoals, or at Simmons Reef, Lake 
Michigan, as the Light-House Board may determine, at a cost not to exceed 


That a fog-signal be established at Twin River Point, Lake Michigan, at acost 
not exceeding $5,500. 

That a fog-whistle be established on the breakwater at Chicago, Ill, at a 
cost not exceeding $5,200, 

That range-lights be established in the channel of Detroit River, Michigan, 
between Fighting Island and Lime Kiln Crossing, ata cost not exceeding $7.000. 

That a fog-whistle be established on the break water at Cleveland, Ohio, ata 
cost not exceeding $5,200, 

That a fog-signal be established La Pointe (Point Chequamegon), entrance to 
Ashland Harbor, Lake Superior, at a cost not exceeding $5,500. 

Thata fog-signal be established at Point Iroquois, Lake Superior, at acost not 
exceeding $5,500. 

That a fog-signal be established at Cheboygan Point Light Station, Lake Hu- 
ron, at a cost not exceeding $5,500. 

thes a fog signal be established at Presque Isle, Lake Huron, at a cost not ex- 
ceeding $9,500. 

That range lights and stakes be established in Lake St. Clair from Grosse 
Point to the entrance of Detroit River, at a cost not to exceed $3.000. 
} That range-lights be established at Russel Island to St. Clair Flats Canal, Lake 
St. Clair, at a cost not exceeding $1,500. 

That a fog-whistle be established at Two Harbors, Lake Superior, at a cost 
not exceeding $5,500. 

That a light be established at Devil’s Island, Apostle Group, Lake Superior, 
at a cost not exceeding $15,000. 
sams range-lights be established at Duluth Harbor, at a cost not to exceed 


Mr. CUTCHEON. I desire to offer an amendment which I send to 
the desk. ° 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

After line 14, insert “that a steam fog-signal be established at Manistee light- 
station, Lake Michigan, at a cost not exceeding $5,000.” 

Mr.CUTCHEON. This was recommended by the Light-House Board, 
but the recommendation came in too late to be incorporated in the bill. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


LIGHT-HOUSE AT MOUTH OF GREAT WICOMICO RIVER, VIRGINIA. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bili (H. R. 1912) making an appropriation for the 
establishment of a light-house at the mouth of the Great Wicomico 
River, Virginia. 

The bill was read.. 

The committee recommended an amendment striking out all after 
the enacting clause and inserting the following: 

That a light-house be established at or near the mouth of Great Wicomico 
River, Virginia, at a cost not exceeding $25,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘A bill for the establishment 
of a light-house at the mouth of Great Wicomico River, Virginia.” 


LIGHT AT THE MOUTH OF OTTER CREEK, LAKE CHAMPLAIN, 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was a bill (H. R. 5716) making appropriation for establish- 
ing a light at the mouth of Otter Creek, Lake Champlain. 

The bill was read. 

The committee recommended an amendment striking out all after 
the enacting clause, and inserting the following: 

That a light be established at or near the mouth of Otter Creek, Lake Cham- 
plain, in the State of Vermont, at a cost not to exceed $1,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. . 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘A bill for establishing alight 
at the mouth of Otter Creek, Lake Champlain.” 


LIGHT OFF PAMLICO POINT, NORTH CAROLINA. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was a bill (H. R. 7421) for establishing a light off Pamlico 
Point, North Carolina. 

The bill was read. 

The committee recommended an amendment striking out all after 
the enacting clause and inserting the following: 

That a screw-pile light-house be established on the shoal at or near Pamlico 
Point, entrance to Pamlico River, Pamlico Sound, in North Carolina, at a cost 
el g $25,000, to replace the present light on the shore at lico 

o 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

LIGHT-SHIP AND FOG-SIGNAL, SANDY HOOK, NEW YORK. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 8855) for the establishment of a light- 
ship with a steam fog-signal at Sandy Hook, New York Harbor. 


The bill was read, as follows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That there be established off Sandy Hook, entrance to New 
York Harbor, a new light-ship with a steam fog-signal, the entire cost of which 
shall not exceed the sum of $60,000. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I desire to offer an amendment which I send to 
the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Provided, That the construction of said light-ship shall be let, after advertise- 
ment, to the lowest responsible bidder, and that it shall be built in American 
ship-yards. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


LIGHT-HOUSE, CROOKED RIVER, FLORIDA. 


_The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (S. 735) making an appropriation for the erec- 
tion of a light-house on the highland (mainland) to the westward of 
Crooked River, Florida. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., T at the sum of $10,000 be, and the samz is hereby, appro- 
priated out of any mney in the Treasury not otherwise ebie irigy é for the 
erection of a light-house on the highland (mainland) to the westward of 
Crooked River, in Franklin County, Florida, said amount to be expended un- 
der the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


LIGHT AND FOG SIGNAL AT BALLAST POINT, CALIFORNIA. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 1228) making an appropriation for estab- 
lishing a light or lights and a fog-signal on or near Ballast Point, en- 
trance to San Diego Bay, California. 

The bill was read. 

The Committee on Commerce recommended an amendment, striking 
out all after the enacting clause and inserting the following: 

That light or lights and a Sestenal be established on or near Ballast Point, 
entrance to San Diego Bay, ifornia, at a cost not to exceed $25,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do puss. 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘A bill for establishing light 
or lights and a fog-signal at or near Ballast Point, entrance to San Diego 
Bay, California.” 

SHIP-LIGHT OFF GREAT ROUND SHOAL, NEAR NANTUCKET, MASS. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 10183) to es- 
tablish a light-ship off Great Round Shoal, near Nantucket, Mass. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Beit enated by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stales of 
America in Congress assembled, That there be constructed and established a first- 
class light-ship. with a steam fog-signal, off Great Round Shoal, seacoast of 
Massachusetts, near Nantucket, the cost of which shall not exceed the sum of 
$60,000: Provided, ‘That the construction of said Senet theca be let to the low- 
est responsible bidder after advertisement, and that said light-ship shall be built 
in American ship-yards. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with a recommendation that it do pass. 


TRANSPORTATION OF LIFE-SAVING AND LIGHT-HOUSE SUPPLIES. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the t ransportation of 
life-saving and light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there be erected at the landing near the Hog Island 
light-house, in Virginia, a wharf, and that a road from the same to the said 
light-house and life-saving station be built, to facilitate the transportation of 
supplies: Provided, That the same shall not cost more than $5,000. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


ADDITIONAL LIFE-SAVING STATIONS. 


The next business on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, was the bill (H. R. 8181) to establish additional life-saving 
stations. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to 
establish additional life-saving stations upon the seaand lake coasts of the United 
States, as follows: One at or near Walles Sands, New Hampshire; oneat or near 
Plum Island, usetts; one at or near Lynn Haven Inlet, Virginia; two 
between Ocracoke Inletand Cape Lookout, North Carolina, at such points asthe 
General Superintendent of the Life-Saving Service may recommend; one ator 
near Ashtabula, Ohio; one at or near Marquette, Mich. ; one between the Ocean 
House, south of the entrance to the harbor of San Francisco, and Point San 
Pedro, California, atsuch point as the General Superintendent of the Life-Saving 
Service may recommend; one at or near the mouth of Umpqua River, Oregon; 
one at or near Yaquina Bay, Oregon ; one on Ilwaco Beach, Washington Terri- 
tory; one at or near Gray’s Harbor, Washington Territory. 

Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE. Mr. Chairman, this is the first 
measure of the session that has come before this House relating to the | 
Life-Saving Service, and in advocating its passage I take advantage of j 
the opportunity to say that there is not a branch of the Government . 
service more deserving of encouragement than that embraced in the 
life-saving system. While as such its establishment is of but brief or- 
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igin, dating back no farther than 1871, yet in that short time we have 
seen it grow, under the able management of the chief here, with his 
efficient corps of superintendents, keepers, and surfmen on the coast, 
from a few small huts along the sand beachesof the seashore of the At- 
lantic, equipped only with ordinary surf-boats, to substantial and com- 
fortable’ife-saving houses, well appointed and supplied with all modern 
applianecs in the shape of air-tight compartment surf-boats, life-pre- 
servers of the latest pattern, and manned by men whose skill and cour- 
age in the saving of life and property from storm and shipwreck has 
been not only the admiration but wonder of the country. We see from 
the last report of superintendent that the persons rescued from drowning 
and property saved is as follows: 
FROM 1871 TO 1887. 
‘Total number of disasters. 


Total value of vessels... x 

Total value of cargoes... .. $20, 939, 819 
Total value of property involved... +» $65, 549,779 
Total value of property saved. + $17, 330, 992 
Total value of property lost... $18, 218, 787 
Total number of persons inyol 35, 427 
Total number of lives lost....... 54 
‘Total number of persons succored. Bs 6, 373 
Total number of days’ succor afforded....... (aacduc oacoseodepacoe sconeegconenesstese 17, 207 


The loss of life includes 183 
and Metropolis, and also 14 


eons lost at the wrecks of the steamers Huron 
er parsons, really not chargeable to the service, 


for reasons given in the report. This leaves the total number of lives lost 
suring: atna teen years of the existence of the system only 347, out of 35,427 
nvolved. 


This is the return which the Government has received from the 
small outlay to put this service in operation. I say put it in opera- 
tion, because it is not yet perfect, nor will it be so until every exposed 
point on both sides of this continent and the Great Lakes is supplied 
with stations, and more ample provision is made for compensating the 
skilled seamen employed and proper pensions granted tothe widows and 
infant children of those who lose their lives in the service. ‘To cover 
these and other needful legislations in the premises I have had the 
honor to introduce bills, most of which have received favorable con- 
sideration in appropriate committees and are now waiting the action 
ot this House—notably that for the increase of the pay of keepers and 
surfmen—the former being raised from $600 to $900 per annum, and 
the latter from $50 to $75 per month—and there has been and can be 
no more meritorious measure for the consideration of this body than that 
for pensioning the class of sufferers named. 

No sound argument has ever been brought against it. Such objec- 
tions as have been advanced are purely technical and have no real 
foundation to reston. They are such as that to recognize a person in 
any of the civil departments of the Government as a fit subject for pen- 
sion would lead to the establishment of a civil list, which is undemo- 
cratic. With the example of the monarchical governments of Europe 
in this respect before us, there may be something in the objection so 
far as its general application is concerned; but when you have the 
grand spectacle of a man’s losing his life for the saving of that of an- 
other, and doing it in the face of the risk and danger, and doing it at 
the bidding of his Government, there should be no halting and no de- 
lay in taking care of those near and dear to him left behind dependent 
upon the charities of a cold and indifferent world. 

They are already in the land; on the coastof New Jersey they are to- 

“day crying aloud, and from the land of Hatteras’s fatal shoals the wail 
of the widow and the orphan is yet in theair; and now let us do justice 
to these and those who come after them, no matter whether undemo- 
cratic or not, and these brave men will be braver and the beautiful 
system more beautiful by the just act of a great and appreciative gov- 
ernment. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. BURNES. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire of the chair- 
man of the Committee on Commerce what provision is made in that 
bill (H. R. 8181) as to the cost of these several light-houses. 

Mr. TARSNEY. ‘They will cost not over $5,000 each. 

Mr, BURNES. What provision is made in the bill? 

Mr. TARSNEY. There is none made in the bill, because the mat- 
ter will go to the Committee on Appropriations for them to recommend 
an appropriation for the purpose. 

Mr. BURNES. I insist, sir, that there ought to be some limitation, 
and that limitation ought to be based upon some estimate by the Light- 
House Board in each case, 

Mr, CLARDY. I concur, Mr. Chairman, in the judgment of my 
colleague [Mr. Burnes]. The amount recommended is $5,000 in 
each case. I move to amend by inserting the words ‘‘at a cost not to 
exceed $5,000 in each case.’’ 

Mr. MORROW. I suggest the phrase “‘at each station,” instead of 
“tin each case.” 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I see no objection to fixing a max- 
imum: but I supposed this matter would go to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, who would report an appropriation after hearing—— 

Mr.TARSNEY. TheLight-House Board makes the recommendation 
and adopts this limitation of $5,000. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. But the Committee on Appropriations 
will act on that recommendation of the Light-House Board. 
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Mr. CLARDY. The Committee on Appropriations ought to have 
some maximum fixed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARDY] as modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That the cost at each station shall not exceed the sum of $5,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, I just came in and I would like to 
know the order of business under which we are proceeding. 

The CHAIRMAN. Weare acting under a special order for the con- 
sideration of bills authorizing the establishment of light-houses and 
life-saving stations, and right-of-way bills and bridge bills, reported 
from the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. WEBER. What is the bill laid aside justnow? Isit nota bill 
in relation to life-saving stations? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is. 

Mr. WEBER. Then I desire to offer an amendment. 

TheCHAIRMAN., If there be noobjection, the gentleman’s amend- 
ment will be entertained. 

Mr. CLARDY. We can not wait now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can offer his amendment later. 
This bill as amended has been laid aside to be reported to the House 
with a favorable recommendation. 


LIFE-SAVING STATION. 


Mr. CLARDY. I call up the bill (S. 1856) to establish a life-saving 
station on the Atlantic coast between Indian River Inlet, Delaware, 
and Ocean City, Md. 

The bill was read. 

Mr. CLARDY. I move to amend by inserting the words ‘‘at a cost 
not to exceed $5,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. 

House bill No. 8505, of similar title, was laid aside to be reported 
to the House with the recommendation that it lie on the table. 


LIFE-SAVING STATION, NANTUCKET ISLAND. 


Mr. CLARDY. lcall up the bill (H. R. 8752) to provide for the 
establishment of an additional life-saving station on Nantucket Island, 
Massachusetts. I ask thatthe reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS. I move to amend by inserting the words ‘‘at a cost 
not to exceed $5,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. WEBER. I desire to offer an amendment now to the bill H. 
R. 8181. 

The CHAIRMAN. That bill has been laid aside with a favorable 
recommendation; ` but if there be no objection the amendment will 
be considered. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 


Provided, That none of the life-saving stations herein mentioned shall be es- 
tablished or constructed until all life-saving stations heretofore authorized by 
law to be established shall have been established and constructed, except in 
such cases where the establishing of a station has been or may be n necessarily 
delayed to acquire or to perfect the title to land required for such stations, 


Mr. CLARDY. I object. 

Mr. ADAMS. Iunderstood that the gentleman from New York [ Mr. 
WEBER] came in just as the committee was acting on this bill. I 
understood him to rise in time to ask what was the bill under consid- 
eration, and the Chair said the gentleman could offer his amendment 
thereafter. My impression was that the bill was not laid aside to be 
reported to the House, because the gentleman interrupted that course 
of proceeding. It was laid aside because the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. Canny} said he could not afford to wait for the gentleman. I 
think it was laid over temporarily in order to allow him to put in his 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is in error in one respect. The 
gentleman from New York [ Mr. WEBER] asked the order under which 
the Committee of the Whole was proceeding; the Chair stated the busi- 
ness covered by the special order. ‘The bill, however, had been laid 
aside. Objection is made to the amendment. 

Mr. WEBER. I desire unanimous consent to offer another amend- 
ment; and I will say to members of the committee that I hope they 
will not force me into using the power which any one member may 
exercise to stop the proceedings. Ido not propose, however, to be cut 


off. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to offer 
the amendment which the Clerk will read. 

Mr. WEBER. If this amendment is acceptable, I withdraw the 
other amendment, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That none of the life-saving stations herein mentioned shall be es- 
tablished or constructed until the life-saving station heretofore authorized by 
law to be established on Lake Ontario, New York, at or near the mouth of 
the Niagara River, shall have been established or constructed. 


Mr. COX. Will the gentleman give ussome reason for that? 

Mr. WEBER. The law authorizing the construction of this life- 
saving station was passed two years ago, but nothing has been done 
towards its construction. I understand there are some twelve or four- 
teen others, possibly more, that are authorized, and that it is left 
within the discretion of the Superintendent of the Life-Saving Service 
to establish and construct these stations as he pleases. The station to 
which this amendment refers was authorized upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Superintendent of the Life-Saving Service, based upon sta- 
tistics that were considered at the time reasonable and such as justified 
the establishment of this station. 

For some reason unknown to me there has been no effort to construct 
or establish this station. At the time the bill was passed it was stated 
on the floor of the House that the required authority in the depart- 
ment to construct these stations we asked might not be due to immediate 
necessity. Attention was called at the time to the fact there were then 
twenty life-saving stations authorized upon which no work had been 
commenced, but it was also said it was n to have stations au- 
thorized in advance in order to have the work move on regularly and 
smoothly. 

The objection to establishing more life-saving stations in addition to 
those which have been authorized to be constructed is that we pass 
laws here, but the Superintendent of the Life-Saving Service has it in 
his power to practically nullify them. Ido not know why it is this 
station has not been constructed; and Ido notsee why the Superimtend- 
entof the Life-Saving Service should haveany such discretionary power. 

Mr. CLARDY. Has the money been appropriated? 

Mr. WEBER. Yes; the work has been authorized and appropriated 


for. 

Mr. CLARDY. Has any appropriation been made for it? 

Mr. WEBER. Yes; two years ago $50,000 was put in the appro- 
Sor bill, and the same amount, I think, was put in the last bill. 

. RANDALL stated that all the money asked for had been granted, 
There was no attempt on the part of the Committee on Appropriations 
to reduce the amount or to cut the Life-Saving Service off. Itis within 
the discretion of the Superintendent to construct this station or not to 
construct it. Wehave alaw requiring the establishment of life- 
saving stations and he puts them off on the plea there are others that 
are more necessary. 

Mr. CLARDY. Is he not a more competent judge than any one else 
in the Department? 

Mr. WEBER. That is a plausible way to put it, but I say that 
when the law authorizes and requires the establishment of a station it 
ought to be constructed at once. 

A MEMBER. Regular order. 

Mr. WEBER. I think we are on the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is proceeding by unanimous consent. 

Mr. CLARDY. I do not make the point of order on the gentleman. 

Mr. WEBER. This is the record, taken from Mr. Kimball’s letter, 
in the report of the committee on the additional life station on Nan- 
tucket Island: 


This office has a record of the stranding of fourteen vessels upon these ob- 
stacles within the ten years last past. 

Here we have the stranding of fourteen vessels. 

Mr. CLARDY. Ido not make the point of order, but am willing to 
test the sense of the committee on the gentleman’s amendment. I do 
not think other life-saving stations should be contingent on this par- 
ticular one being heap shores within a prescribed time. It must be ap- 
parent that the Department will complete the station as soon as it can 
do so in justice to other points. 

Mr. WEBER. Thatisthe reply I get from the Superintendent. The 
statistics show greater risks and greaternecessity for the Niagara station 
than at other points where he has since recommended the construction 
of stations. . 

Mr. CLARDY. Irecognize the fact we might embrace other stations 
which the people engaged in this dangerous service are asking. 

Mr. WEBER. The record embraces other stations, but I see no other 
way to secure the rights of my people who have a better case. ‘I do 
not see any reason why I should be set aside or that the construction 
of this station should be delayed. 

Mr. COX. I wish to say to the gentleman from Buffalo that I think 
his amendment is unfortunately and unskillfally drawn. It cuts up 
other people without helping himself. He will find out when these 
life-saving stations are ordered to be built they are built at perilous 
points along the coast where vessels are being stranded, and when the 
money is given in bulk the Superintendent goes to work and places 
them where the necessity is greatest. In the absence of any report 
from the Superintendent of the Life-Saving Service, I would be inclined 
to fear my friend from Buffalo is mistaken in what he says. These 
shipwrecks develop the points where the stations are to be established. 


Mr. WEBER. Does the gentleman want the statistics to prove 
what I have said? 

Mr. COX. I shonid Jike to see them in official form. I have no 
doubt the gentleman by making his amendment in a different shape 
might carry out his idea? This service belongs more to the other side 
of the House than to this. I have known this Superintendent for many 
years, and I think the gentleman is wrong in making any imputation 
against him. But if he can draw his amendment in such a way as to 
call attention to the fact he states, I do not doubt that he will get his 
wish as to this construction within a reasonable time. I think thatis 
the proper way. . 

Mr. WEBER. It isa matter that rests in the discretion of the Life- 
Saving Service, and I have done my duty by repeatedly calling the at- 
tention of the head of the bureau to it, but without avail. 

Mr. COX. Well, let the gentleman draw up a joint resolution to 
give effect to the law already passed. I think that will accomplish his 
object, and I will be one of the very first to come to his supportin the 
matter. 

Mr. WEBER. I think this is the best time to get it done. 

Mr. CLARDY. Let me suggest to the gentleman that I helped, my- 
self, to pass that provision through; perhaps I drew it myself. I felt 
the same interest in that case as in any of the pending bills, and I trust 
he will not now insist upon the amendment, or at least that he will 

it the committee to take a vote upon it. 

Mr. WEBER. I regret that I can not accommodate the gentle- 
a far as permitting the committee to take a vote upon it is con- 


cerned. : 
Mr. CLARDY. Then I hope the gentleman will withdraw his 
amendment. 
Mr. WEBER. I will not do that. 
Mr. TARSNEY. You will not do that? 


Mr. WEBER. No, sir. 
Mr. TARSNEY. Then the gentleman is prepared to take the re- 
sponsibility? 


Mr. WEBER. Iam. 

Mr. ADAMS. Willthe gentleman permit a suggestion from me? 

Mr. WEBER. Certainly. 

Mr. ADAMS. There is another way by which he can get justice, 
and that is in the formin which the appropriation is made. He says 
that an appropriation has already been made. Now, suppose it was 
made for the Life-Saving Service heretofore authorized by law, or ina 
certain order. It seems to me that the fair and proper remedy for the 
gentleman is before the Committee on Appropriations. It is the duty 
of the Committee on Commerce to provide for their establishment, but 
so far as the money to commence the work of construction and to com~ 
plete it is concerned, it goes to an entirely different committee. The 
establishment has been authorized; now it is a matter for the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Now, if the gentleman were to go to that committee and secure a 
change in the form of the appropriation, he should, if he persuaded 
them of the validity ofthe case, get an appropriation in such shape that 
the particular light-house in question would have to be built before 
the others hereafter recommended. Iam inclined to think that the 
gentleman from New York would regret it himself, upon reflection, if 
he takes this course, thereby defeating tho passage of other legitimate 
measures, when he could accomplish his object in another and more 
practical way. 

Mr. WEBER. There is no practical way except by the grace of the 
gentleman who has charge of this work, and who pays no attention to 
any remonstrances or requests. The recommendations made to him 
have had no avail. He recognizes no authority but his own. This 
has become a law and he refuses to execute it. 

Mr. ADAMS. In what form is the appropriation made this year? 

Mr. WEBER. Theappropriations are made in bulk; so many thou- 
sand dollars for the whole service. 

Mr. ADAMS, Has the bill passed ? 

Mr. WEBER. I do not know. ` 

Mr. ADAMS. Why not ascertain and have the appropriation fixed 
in the bill in proper form? 

Mr. WEBER. I should hate to rely upon that bill. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, is it not a fact that this bill was laid 
aside ? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is. 

Mr. ADAMS. That being the case, I make the point of order upon 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All this has been proceeding by unanimous con- 
sent. 

Mr. CLARDY. I withdraw the point of order I made. 

Mr. DAVIS. I renew it. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The point of order is well taken. 

Mr. WEBER. Of course I understand that the point of order can 
be made; butit is also apparent that there is no quorum present, and 
I do not propose, gentlemen, to be choked off in that manner. 

Mr. CLARDY. If the gentleman is willing to defeat the construc- 
tion of all the life-saving stations by insisting upon theamendment—— 

Mr. TARSNEY. Then let him take the responsibility. 
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Mr. CLARDY. He will take the responsibility of endangering the 
lives of many people. 

Mr. WEBER. If the gentleman is willing to take the responsibility 
of endangering the lives of my constituents, then he is welcome to take 
that responsibility. I will not do itif I can avoid it. 

Mr. CLARDY. You can easily avoid it. 

Mr. WEBER. You can easily avoid it by consenting to this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is made by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts that the gentleman’s amendment is too late, the 
bill having been laid aside, which point of order is sustained. 

Mr. DAVIS. ‘The gentleman is indebted to the courtesy of the 
Te for the introduction of the amendment out of order. Now, 

had the courtesy of this House for that purpose, he refuses to 
Daae y the action of the House and places himself in a position of 
antagonizing all other bills before the House for the purpose of securing 
this one thing. It seems to me that in that attitude of the case, he is 
not entitled to the courtesy he has demanded, for he shows us no cour- 
tesy. He thinks he has usin a position where he can control us, and 
stop the passage of these bills unless he can secure one particular thing. 
I ane when he reflects upon his position as a member of the House, 
who had fair play upon the bill, he will notinsist. I know the action of 
the Committee on Commerce during the last session and during this 
session of Congress has been most liberal and fair in the consideration 
of these bills. The gentleman’s bill had fair play; his bill passed with 
the other bills, and it does seem to me that his present attitude ought 
not to be sanctioned by the House, and that he himself will withdraw 
his objection when he sees the position in which he is placed. 

Mr. HERBERT. Let me make a suggestion to the gentleman: that 
he change the form of his amendment, and simply put init a provision 
for the immediate construction of this life-saving station. It seems to 
me it would be a fair compromise to put his amendment in that shape 
and allow the House to vote upon it, and then go on and attend to 
business. 

Mr. WEBER. Is thereany pae ractical difference between the sugges- 
tion of the gentleman from Alabama and my amendment as it stands? 

Mr. HERBERT. Simply that the gentleman will not put himself 
in the position of saying nothing else shall be done if this amendment 
is not 

Mr. WEBER. I have no objection to modifying my amendment in 
accordance with the ion of the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. TARSNEY. I make the point of order that the bill has been 

ed in committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has so announced. 

Mr. TARSNEY. And therefore the gentleman from New York is 
out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. That point of order has been sustained. The 
Chair has been indulging this p by unanimous consent, in the 
hope that some agreement might be reached by which the public busi- 
ness could be transacted. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Iask the Clerk to read the amendment again, 
so that we may eliminate its objectionable feature and come to some 
basis of agreement. 

The Clerk again reported the amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, this is a very humiliating position in 
which to place this House—to take some one bill a gentleman may de- 
sire to have passed, segregate it from other bills, and say no other bills 
shall pass until this particular bill is passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order being made against the pro- 
ceeding, the Clerk will report the next bill. The Chair will call the 
attention of the committee to the fact that the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts made the point of order, which was sustained by the Chair. 

Mr. STEELE. The gentleman from New York accepts the modifi- 
cation proposed by the gentleman from Alabama. If that be agree- 
able to the committee we can go on with the business. Calling up the 
next bill will not facilitate matters at all. 

Mr. HERBERT. I did not understand the exact situation; that 
this was an amendment to another bill. My suggestion to the gentle- 
man from New York was that he insert a proviso that this life-saving 
station should be immediately constructed, withont any reference 
vie to the construction of others, and allow a vote to be taken 
upon that. 

Parr. CLARDY.. I, for one, would not assent to the amendment sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Alabama. I do not believe we ought, 
on the testimony before this committee, to say to the Department it 
has failed to perform its duty in the manner suggested by the gentle- 
man from New York. I know it is true in many instances these build- 
ings have not been constructed for three, four, and five years; but I 
do not believe the gentleman’s constituents are in any worse condition 
than people of other localities. Under the law, butten of these houses 
can be built in any one year, 

Mr. WEBER. Will the gentleman say upon his knowledge that 
since the law was establishing this life-station, other laws es- 


tablishing other life-stations have not been passed and the buildings 
constructed ? 

Mr. CLARDY. I will not say. 
required immediate attention. 


There may have been points that 


Mr. MORROW. Only at points where there was great necessity. 

Mr. CLARDY. Ido not know, ofcourse. But I believe this to be 
true, that in the last session of the Forty-ninth Congresy the bill was 
reported establishing this house. 

Mr. WEBER. The first session of the Forty-ninth Congress. 

Mr. CLARDY. You had an appropriation in the last Congress ot 
$50,000, and you are to get an appropriarion this year of $50,000,and 
still you are not satisfied. 

Mr. WEBER. I do not understand the appropriations heretofore 
made or to be made at this session of Congress will be of any service to 
me unless my life-saving station is constructed. There is no p 
whatever for its construction until the gentleman in charge sees fit to 
do it. For some reason or other he has not thus far seen fit to do it. 

Mr. CLARDY. Well, the gentleman in charge of itis not uniformly 
neglectful of his duty. 

Mr. WEBER. I have not charged him with neglect. Isimply say 
that he has a discretion that he ought not to have. 

Mr. CLARDY. ‘Then let the gentleman amend the law, but let him 
not embarrass this bill that we have before us, and in which other peo- 
ple are as deeply interested as he is in his particular measure. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, in the Forty-eighth Congress—two Con- 

gresses ago—two life-saving stations were ordered to be established upon 
a ass exposed portion of the Atlantic coast in my district, and they 
are not yet erected. Still, I find no fault with Superintendent Kimball, 
because I believe the condition of the business of the office is such that 
they can not be constructed at present. 

Mr. CLARDY. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union had had under 
consideration the special order and had directed him to report back 
sundry bills with various recommendations. 

BILLS PASSED. 


The bill (H. R. 1239) to extend the jurisdiction of the Light-House 
Board to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, California, reported 
favorably from the Committee of the Whole, was ordered to be en- 

and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CLARDY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
poe and also moved that the motion to reconsider be Jaid’on the 
table. 

The latter motion was to. 

Amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole to bills of 
the following titles were severally agreed to; the bills asamended were 
ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, 
they were soo ey. read the third time, and passed: 

PA bill (H. R. 1249) making an appropriation for establishing a light- 
house and fog-signal on Roe Island, Suisun Bay, California; 

The bill CH. R. 7604) for the establishment of a light-house and fog- 
signal at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, North Carolina; 

The bill (H. R. 1641) to provide for the erection of a light-house ator 
near Squan Inlet in the State of New Jersey; 

The bill (H. R. 8750) for the establishment of a light-house at’or near 
Tangier Point, Chesapeake Bay; 

The bill (H. R. 5670) to provide for the construction of a revenue cut- 
ter for New Berne, N.C.; 

A bill (H. R. 5067) to establish additional aids to navigation at the 
mouth of the Mississippi River; 

A bill (H. R. 8751) providing for the erection of sundry light-houses 
and fog-signals in Lake Superior, Lakes Huren, Erie, and Michigan, 
and range-lights in Lake St. Clair and Detroit River; 

A bill (H. R. 1912) making an appropriation for the establishment 
of a light-house at the month of the Great Wicomico River, Virginia; 

A bill (H. R. 5716) making an appropriation for establishing a light 
at the mouth of Otter Creek, Lake Champlain; and 

A bill (H. R. 7421) for establishing a light off Pamlico Point, North 
Carolina. 

LIGHT-SHIP, ETC., SANDY HOOK, NEW YORK. 

The bill (H. R. 8855) for the establishment of a light-ship with a 
steam fog-signal at Sandy Hook, New York Harbor, was taken up, the 
amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole on the'state 
of the Union agreed to, the bill as amended ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

LIGHT-HOUSE WESTWARD OF CROOKED RIVER, FLORIDA. 
The bill (S. 735) making appropriation for the erection of a light- 


house on the highland (mainland) to the westward of Crooked River, 
Florida, was taken up, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LIGHT AND FOG-SIGNAL, BALLAST POINT, CALIFORNIA. 

The bill (H. R. 1228) making an appropriation for establishing a 
light or lights and a fog-signal on or near Ballast Point, entrance to 
San Diego Bay, California, was taken up, the amendments reported 
from the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union concurred 
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in, the bill as amended ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
LIFE-SAVING SUPPLIES, ETC., HOG ISLAND, VIRGINIA. 

The bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the transportation of life-saving 
and light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia, was taken up, or- 
dered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

ADDITIONAL LIFE-SAVING STATIONS. 


The bill (H. R. 8181) to establish additional life-saving stations was 
taken up, and the amendment reported from the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union adopted. The question being on or- 
dering the bill as amended to be engrossed and read a third time— 

Mr. WEBER called for a division. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I think there are other light-ship bills on which 
there is no controversy. I hope this bill may be laid aside until we 
have disposed of the others. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, this bill will 
be laid aside informally. 

There was no objection. 

LIGHT-SHIP OFF GREAT ROUND SHOAL, NANTUCKET, MASS. 


The bill (H. R. 10183) to establish a light-ship off Great Round 
Shoal, near Nantucket, Mass., was taken up, ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 


LIFE-SAVING STATION, COAST OF DELAWARE AND MARYLAND. 


The bill (S. 1856) to establish a life-saving station on the Atlantic 
coast between Indian River Inlet, Delaware, and Ocean City, Md., 
was taken up, the amendments reported from the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union concurred in, the bill as amended or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

‘House bill No. 8505, of similar title, was laid on the table. 


LIFE-SAVING STATION, NANTUCKET ISLAND, MASSACHUSETTS. 
The bill (H. R. 8752) providing for the establishment of an addi- 
tional life-saving station on Nantucket Island, al ties: ek bone 
taken up, ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
ADDITIONAL LIFE-SAVING STATIONS. 


The House proceeded to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 8181) to 
establish additional life-saving stations, reported from the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union with amendment. 

Mr. TARSNEY. I ask that the amendment be reported. 

Mr. CLARDY. Iask unanimous consent that we lay aside this bill 
for the present. 

Mr. TARSNEY. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. Suppose we 
pass this bill over, will it come up to-morrow in the House ? 

TheSPEAKER pro tempore. It wouldnot. This isaspecial session 
of the House, and the business left undisposed of to-night will not 
come up at the session of to-morrow. 

Mr. TARSNEY. Then I move that if this bill be not reached to- 
night #t be made a special order for to-morrow immediately after the 
reading of the Journal. 

Mr. DOCKERY. We can pot do that. 
that this bill be over informally. 

Mr. WEBER. I object. I want to know the purpose of the request. 

Mr. CLARDY. -I will say to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WEBER] that we have some other bills to which I know he will not 
object. 

Mr. WEBER. I withdraw my objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. DINGLEY. I move to reconsider the various votes by which 
bills reported from the Committee of the Whole have been passed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, that order 
will be made. 
There was no objection. 
PORT OF DELIVERY, LINCOLN, NEBR. 


Mr. CLARDY. I move that the House resolve itself into Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER protempore. TheClerk informs the Chair that there 
are three or four bills from the Committee on Commerce on the House 
Calendar which can now be considered. 

The Clerk read the following title: 

A bill (H. R. 10606) to constitute Lincoln, Nebr., a port of delivery and to ex- 
tend the provisions of the act of June 10, 1880, entitled “An act to amend the 
statutes in relation to immediate transportation of dutiable goods, and for other 
purposes,” to the said port of Lincoln, 

Mr. CLARDY. Ido not know whether that bill is comprehended 
by the order under which we meet to-night. It is a bill establishing 
a portof entry, and I hardly think it is embraced inthe order. Iwill, 
however, agree that a little later in the evening it may be considered 
and and the motion to reconsider made, so that if the House 
should hereafter think we had not jurisdiction under the order for this 
evening session it may undo our action. 


I ask unanimous consent 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the Chair understands, the gentle- 
man withdraws the bill for the present. 

Mr. CLARDY. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the next bill on 
the House Calendar. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 5032) to extend the limits of the port of Memphis, Tenn. 

Mr. CLARDY. That is not embraced in the order. I understood 
there were some bridge bills on the House Calendar. I move that we 
now go into Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the Private Calendar, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. > 
BRIDGE, HARBOR OF DULUTH. 

The first business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 5191) 
for the construction of a bridge across the canal entrance to the harbor 
of Duluth, Minn. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Tosave time I give notice I will object to that bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. It will be passed over. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE BAY OF SUPERIOR. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 5192) 
for the construction of a bridge across the Bay of Superior from Rice’s 
Point to Minnesota Point, Minnesota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no request for the consideration 
of this bill, and it will be passed over. 

CONDUIT PIPES ACROSS OHIO RIVER. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 8783) 
to authorize the Kentucky Rock Gas Company to lay conduit pipes 
across the Ohio River. 

Mr. CARUTH moved to insert after the word ‘‘ Ohio,” in line 5, the 
words ‘‘and Salt,” and to add ‘‘s’’ to the word ‘‘ River,” in the same 
line;” so it will read: ‘‘ across the Ohio and Salt Rivers.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The title was amended to conform with the amendment in the body 
of the bill. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

BRIDGE AT PLATTSMOUTH, NEBR. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10347) 
authorizing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River at 
or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for other purposes. 

The reading of the bill was di with. 

On motion of Mr. MCSHANE, the bill was laid aside’to be reported 
to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

BRIDGES ACROSS THE FLINT AND CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVERS, 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10538) 
authorizing the construction of bridges across the Flint and Chatta- 
hoochee Rivers. 

On motion of Mr. TURNER, of Georgia, the reading of the bill and 
amendments was dispensed with. 

The amendments of the committee were adopted; and as amended 
the bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

BRIDGE ACROSS ALABAMA RIVER. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10527) 
to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Alabama River. 

The reading of the bill and amendments was dispensed with. 

The améndments were agreed to, and the bill as amended was laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do 
pass. 

RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH MILITARY RESERVATION AT FORT MORGAN. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10679) 
to grant the right of way through the military reservation at Fort 
Morgan to the Birmingham, Mobile and Navy Cove Harbor Railway 
Company, and for other purposes. 

The reading of the bill was dispensed with, and it was laid aside to 
be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER. 


The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10524) 
to authorize the construction ofa bridge across the Chattahoochee River, 
in the State of Georgia, reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments. 

On motion of Mr. CLARDY, the reading of the bill and amendments 
was dispensed with. 

The amendment was agreed to, and the bill as amended was laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do 


tit BRIDGE ACROSS ARKANSAS RIVER. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (H. R. 10721) 
to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at 
or near Cumming’s Landing, Lincoln County, Arkansas. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do lie upon the table. . 
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WINONA AND SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Mr. CLARDY. I now call up forconsideration the bill (H. R. 10604) 
to authorize the Winona and Southwestern Railway Company to build 
a bridge across the Mississippi River at Winona, Minn., and yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. WILSON]. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I move to dispense 
with the reading of this bill. Itis in the usual form of such bills, 
and has the necessary safeguards usual in such bills. 

The reading of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. There are amendments to this bill reported by 
the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. The amendments make the bill con- 
form. I ask to dispense with the reading of the amendments. 

There was no objection. 

The amendments were adopted. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. ; 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. CLARDY. There is a bill to constitute Lincoln, Nebr., a port 
of delivery, which I would like to call up. As I said awhile ago, the 
order under which the House meets to-night—— 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk informs the Chair that this bill is in 
the House. e 

Mr. CLARDY. Then I move that the committee now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Cox having taken the chair 
as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Committee of 
the Whole House, having had under consideration the special order, had 
directed him to report sundry bills with various recommendations. 

z BILLS PASSED. 


Bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of the 
Whole with amendments, were severally considered, the amendments 
adopted, and the bills as amended ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and being engrossed, they were accordingly read the third 
time, and , namely; 

A bill (H. R. 8783) to authorize the Kentucky Rock Gas Com- 
pany to lay conduit pipes across the Ohio River (the title of said bill 
being amended to conform); 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the constraction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Alabama River; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Chattahoochee River in the State of Georgia; and 

A bill (H. R. 10604) to authorize the Winona and Southwestern 

Railway Company to build a bridge across the Mississippi River at 
Winona, Minn. 
Bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of the 
Whole, were severally considered, ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and being engrossed, they were accordingly read the third 
time, and passed: 

A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
other purposes; and 

A bill (H. R. 10679) to grant the right of way through the mili- 
tary reservation at Fort Morgan to the Birmingham, Mobile and Navy 
Cove Harbor Railway Company, and for other purposes. 

The recommendation of the Committee of the Whole, that the bill 
(H. R. 10721) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Ar- 
kansas River at or near Cumming’s Landing, Lincoln County, Arkan- 
sas, be laid on the table, was adopted. 

Mr. CLARDY moved to reconsider the several votes just taken; and 
also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, the order setting apart this evening for 
the consideration of bills reported from the Committee on Commerce 
does not, in its literal terms, embrace any other bills than those author- 
izing the construction of bridges, bills establishing light-houses and 
life-saving stations, and right-of-way bills. The request I submitted 
to the House to-day was that we might have authority to consider these 
bills and such other bills as there might be no objection to, but when 
it cameto be ordered—on the question submitted really by the Speaker— 
it included only the bills in the order I have named. 

I would like, inasmuch as it was the intention of the Committee on 
Commerce to have bills creating ports of entry considered, to have the 
bill to which I have referred by unanimous consent put on its passage 
to-night, and then have the motion to reconsider entered so that it may 
he called up hereafter, and the House can, if it sees proper, reconsider 
the action if in its judgment this bill was not included in the order. 
If there is any question then as to the authority to consider it to-night, 
that action can be set aside. 

The SPEAKER de tempore. The Chair is inclined to the opinion 
that the bill to which the gentleman refers does not come within the 
jurisdiction of tħe House this evening. 


7 


Mr. CLARDY. But I propose that the motion to reconsider be made, 
and if the action is not warranted in the judgment of the House it can 
be set aside. ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair can not entertain any re- 
guests except such as are within the order of the House. 

Mr. STEELE. I think it would be just as proper to pass this bill 
as to run a gas-pipe across the Ohio River. It is a small bill, involv- 
ing no expenditure. - 

Mr. CLARDY. I do not want to exceed the order made by the 
House or do anything that would indicate a disposition to do so. 

I will ask what has become of the life-saving station bill, No. 
8181? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That was laid over informally. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Thereis aquestion of fact connected with that bill 
which I desire to have settled by the notes of the Official Reporters. It 
was the impression of the Chair in Committee of the Whole that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WEBER] propounded his inquiry after 
this bill had been laid aside to be reported favorably tothe House. The 
Chair is quite positive of that fact, and so stated at the time, but other 
gentlemen have different opinions, and I would like to have a reference 
to the official record to know the facts. 2 

Mr. STEELE. There is no doubt that it was laid aside. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair would state that there were 
three bills—— 

Mr. DOCKERY. The Official Reporter advises me that my position 
was correct, and that the bill had been laid aside. 

Mr. TARSNEY. I risetoa parliamentaryinquiry. In what condi- 
tion is the bill before the House at present? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The bill was laid aside informally, and 
is now before the House for consideration. 

Mr. TARSNEY. It is unfinished business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is, if desired by the gentleman who 
represents the committee. J 

Mr. TARSNEY. I move that it be favorably reported. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Ithasalready been reported and is be- 
fore the House for consideration. 

Mr. CLARDY. I call for the previous question on the amendment. 

Mr. WEBER. I rise to aparliamentary inquiry. I understand the 
committee voted upon the proposition and that a division was called 
for. That, I believe, is the condition of the bill; isit not? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill was reported favorably with 
an amendment from the committee to the House. The amendment 
will now be voted on. 

Mr. WEBER. I call for the reading of the amendment. 

The amendment was read. 

‘The previous question was ordered on the amendment, and the amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The question is on the engrossmentand 
third reading of the bill as amended. 

Mr. WEBER. On thatI call for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 35, noes 4. 

Mr. WEBER. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of no quorum being made, 
the Chair will appoint as tellers the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WEBER] and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLarpy]. 

While the House was dividing the following took place: í 

Mr. MORROW. While the House is dividing I will ask the Chair 
whether or not the bill I hold in my hand does not come within the 
order of the House. It is a bill relating to the transportation home by 
United States revenue vessels of shipwrecked seamen from the Arctic 
regions to the Territory of Alaska. As the law now stands, whenever 
an American vessel is shipwrecked anywhere in a foreign country, there 
is a provision of law for the return home of the shipwrecked sailors at 
the expense of the United States. But it so happens with reference to 
shipwrecked sailors in the Arctic seas that there is no provision for their 
return home. 

The course of whaling in the Arctic seas is such that the last vessel 
that comes out is in danger of being wrecked, and sometimes is wrecked; 
and the result is that twenty-five or fifty sailors are left there and can 
only be brought ont by the revenue-cutters. This bill provides that 
when the revenue-cutters bring out shipwrecked sailors, the expense 
attending their transportation shall be paid out of the funds for the 
revenue-cutter service. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will cause the order for the 
evening session to be read by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read the order. ; 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks the bill does nob 
come within the order. 

ki BUCHANAN withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. ; 

Mr. TARSNEY. I ask unanimous consent that the pending bill be 
considered in the House to-morrow at 1 o’clock. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That order can not be made, 

Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker, I desireto make a suggestion which 
may possibly be satisfactory. I ask the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. WEBER] to withdraw his demand for a division on the motion to 
engross and read „the bill a third time, submit his amendment, and 
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allow the previous question to be ordered on the passage of the bill, 
which will bring up the bill before a fall House in the morning. Then 
the House can vote on his amendment. If they agree to it he will be 
content; and if they reject it, he onght to be content. In other words, 
my proposition is that the previous question be ordered on the passage 
of the bill, with the amendment pending. 

Mr. WEBER. That proposition is not accepted. 

[Mr. LATHAM withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX. ] 

Mr. CLARDY. Task unanimous consent that all gentlemen desir- 
ing to do so may print remarks upon the pending bill. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
none. 

Mr. CLARDY. I move the House adjourn. 

‘The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 9.50 p. m.) the House 
adjourned. ; 


The tellers report—ayes 18, noes 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule privas bills of thefollowing titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. ATKINSON (by request): A bill (H. R. 10873) making an 
appropriation for the Girls’ Reform School of the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: A bill (H. R. 10874) granting a pension to 
Mary A. Holland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CANNON: A bill (H. R. 10875) for the relief of John H. 
Stearns—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 10876) for the relief of George 
Chambers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: A bill (H. R. 10877) for the relief of William 
Robinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr.-COX: A bill(H. R. 10878) for the relief of Dr. D. Willard 
Bliss—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 10879) granting increase of pension 
to Permelia Smith—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. A. J. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 10880) to place on the 
pension-roll thename of Elizabeth A. Stelle Tarble—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr SHIVELY: A bill (H. R. 10881) granting a pension to 
Nancy J. Conter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr G. M. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 10882) granting a pension to 
Nancy Hamilton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TOWNSHEND: A bill (H. R. 10883) to pension John Wise— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10884) granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Barton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


Changes in reference of bills improperly referred were made in the 
following cases, namely: 

The bill (H. R. 7091) for the relief of the minor heirs of Orison S. 
Baldwin—from the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Inva- 
lid Pensions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 7132) for the relief of John A. King—from the 
Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

. Also, the bill (H. R.7130) for the relief of Philip Holdenried—from 
the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, the bill (H. R. 7692) for the relief of John Barlow—from the 

Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, the bill (H. R. 8332) for the relief of Phillip Kopplin—from 
the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 8244) granting a pension to Robert Lahan— 
from the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 8120) granting a pension to Lavina Eastlick— 
from the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 


sions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 7284) granting a pension to Isaac C. Butts— 
from the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 5831) granting a pension to M. T. Lindsey— 
from the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, the bill (H. R. 6604) for the relief of James S. Fansey—from 
the Committee on Pensions to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ATKINSON: Petition of Knights of Laborof Kane City, Pa., 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 
`~ By Mr. J. R. BROWN: Petition of William Queensberry and of J. 
T. Conduff, administrators of S. G. Conduff, of Floyd County, Virginia, 
for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee 
on War Claims, 


By Mr. FELIX CAMPBELL: Petition of Knights of Labor of 
Brooklyn, N.Y., in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 
By Mr. CATCHINGS: Petition of John H; Odeneal and others, heirs 
of Ezekiel P. Odeneal, of Hinds County, Mississippi, for reference of 
their claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: Petition of Knights of Labor, of Trenton, Mich., 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor, 

By Mr. COMPTON: Petitionof estate of Otho Henson, of the estate 
of George Forbes, sr., of William Stewart, of Joseph Forrest, of Francis 
Folsom, and of Benjamin Caywood, for reference of their claims to the 
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of citizens of Carroll, Iowa, in favor of 
House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. A. J. HOPKINS: Petition to accompany bill for the relief 
of Mrs. E. A. Tarble—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of citizens of De Kalb, Ill., in favor of House bill 
8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. JACKSON: Petition of 51 farmers of West Findley, Wash- 
ington Couńty, Pennsylvania, in favor of protection—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: Petition of Knights of Labor of Springfield, 
Ohio, in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of wool-dealers and manufacturers, against the Mills 
bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEE: Petition of Knights of Labor of Washington, D. C., 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. PETERS: Petition of T. J. Worthington and others, citizens 
of Sedgewick County, Kansas, for an amendment to the interstate- 
commerce Jaw—to the Committee on Commerce, 

By Mr. ROGERS: Petition of Martha A. Payne, administratrix of 
Samuel H. Payne, of Sebastian County, Arkansas, for reference of his 
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SPRINGER: Petition of Knights of Labor of Taylorsville, 
Ii., in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. WEST: Petition of wool-growers and woolen manufactureis 
of Montgomery County, New York, for protection for wool-growers— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of manufacturers and dealers in wool, against the Mills 
bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. W. L. WILSON: Petition of Benjamin Grayson, William 
E. Hedrick, Samuel Hedrick, Hannah Bosworth, Laban B. Conrad, 
John 8. Chenowith, John B. Morrison, heir of Samuel Morrison; John 
H. Shewbridge, administrator of Samuel Dobbins; John W. Vandiver, 
administrator of W. Vandiver; Asberry Stalnecker, W. B. Stump, John 
T. Hanoke, Daniel Judy, A. H. Tanquay, administrator of David Fry; 
James M. Westpall, John M. Harman, and of John H. Frout, admin- 
istrator of George Frout, for reference of their claims to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

The following petition for the proper protection of the Yellowstone 
National Park, as proposed in Senate bill 283, was received and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Public Lands: 

By Mr. FELIX CAMPBELL: Of citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y. 


SENATE. 
WEDNESDAY, July 18, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


JOHN F. BALLIER—VETO MESSAGE, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 


To the Senale: 


I return without approval Senat» bill No. 1613, entitled “An act granting an 

increase of pension to John F. Dalier.” 
his oner is now receivir:: the full amount of pension allowed for total 
disability to ex-soldiers of his riy:. 

Inasmuch asthe bill herewith returned limits any increase to the rate fixed 
by law for cases of total disability, it appears to accomplish nothing of benefit 
to the beneficiary therein named, 

GROVER CLEVELAND. 


EXECUTIVE Mansion, July 17, 1538. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The objections will be entered at 
large on the Journal. The question is, Shall the bill pass notwith- 
standing the objections of the President of the United States? 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that the bill and message be referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

The motion was agreed to. 

J. T. VINCENT. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the bill (H. R. 
10356) granting a pension to J. T. Vincent, returned from the House 
of Representatives in compliance with the reguest of the Senate, 


~ 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6455 


Mr. DAVIS. I move that the vote by which the bill was ordered 
to a third reading and passed be reconsidered. 

The motion to reconsider was to. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let the bill lie on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will lie on the table. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. REAGAN presented the petition of W. S. Shelton and 22 other 
citizensof Henderson County, Texas, and the petition of J. M. Perdue 
and 23 other citizens of Upshur County, Texas, praying for the pas- 
sage of a law to prevent common carriers from transporting commodi- 
ties in cars and other means of conveyance owned by the shippers, and 
to give informers the fines imposed for violations of the interstate-com- 
merce law; which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 


merce. 

Mr. DAVIS presented the petition of J. W. Lansing and 25 other 
citizens of Minneapolis, Minn., praying for prohibition in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr, EVARTS presented the petition of George Beaumont and 29 
other citizens of Allegany County, New York, praying that sections 
3and 10 of the interstate-commerce law a farther amended; 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T. 
Cockle, reported it without amendment,and submitted areport thereon. 

Mr. CHACE, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3329) to reduce the postage on fourth- 
class mail matter, reported it without amendment, and submitted a 
report thereon. 

Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Interstate Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1683) to regulate commerce carried on by tele- 
graph, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. SABIN, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 2560) to improve and encourage the cul- 
tivation and manufacture of flax and hemp, reported it with amend- 
ments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. CULLOM. Iam instructed by the Committee on Commerce, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 1448) for the establishment of a bureau 
to be known as the bureau of harbor and water ways, and for other 
purposes, to report that, ‘‘having found it. impracticable to give the 
proposed legislation during the present_session of Congress the careful 
consideration which its importance demands, the committee report the 
bill back without recommendation, and submit herewith for the infor- 
mation of the Senate the accompanying documents relating to the sub- 
jects covered by the bill.” 

I desire that the report may be printed for the use of the Senate, and 
that the bill be placed on the Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be placed on the Cal- 
endar, and the report will be printed. 

Mr. REAGAN, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wil- 
son, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. SPOONER. I am directed by the Committee on Claims, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4201) for the relief of J. R. Jones, 
to ask that the committee be discharged from the further considera- 
tion of the bill, and that it be referred to the Committee on Post-Offices 
and Post-Roads. A similar bill was reported by that committee at the 
Jast Congress, 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 2611) for the relief of Joseph W. McClurg, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3015) for the relief of C. M. Shaffer, reported it with 
an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 
Roads, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 2524) for the relief of 
Clement A. Lounsberry, reported it without amendment, and submit- 
ted a report thereon. 

Mr. COLQUITT, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 779) for the relief of the New York, 
Lake Erie and Western Railroad Company, reported it with an amend- 
ment, and submitted a report thereon. 


INTERSTATE-COMMERCE COMMITTEE. 
Mr. CULLOM, from the Committee on Interstate Commerce, reported 


the following resolution; which was referred to the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Interstate Commerce be, and it is hereby, 
authorized and directed to inquire into and report upon the necessity and ex- 


pediency of legislation for the regulation of the transportation of passengers and 
property between the several States by express companies and other agencies 
of transportation by railroad not subject to the provisions of the “Act to regu- 
late commerce,” approved February 4, 1587, with authority to sit during the 
recess of Congress, and with 
investigation of the subject 


wer to summon witnesses, and to ea full 
subcommittee, or otherwise, Said committee 


shall have power to employ a clerk and a stenographer, and the expenses of 
such investigation shall be paid from the appropriation for expenses of inquiries 
and investigations ordered by the Senate, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House insisted upon its amendments to the 
bill (S. 869) for the relief of the sufferers of the wreck of the United 
States steamer Tallapoosa, agreed to the conference asked by the Sen- 
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had ap- 
pointed Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, Mr. MCKINNEY, and Mr. KERR 
managers at the conference on its part. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the bill (S. 
735) making appropriation for the erection of a light-house on the high- 
land (mainland) to the westward of Crooked River, Florida. 

The message further announced that the House had the bill 
(S. 1856) to establish a life-saving station on the Atlantic coast between 
Indian River Inlet, Delaware, and Ocean City, Md., with an amend- 
ment in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; and they were there- 
upon signed by the President pro tempore: - 

A bill (S. 321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, of Little Rock, Ark.; 

A bill (S. 335) granting an increase of pension to C, R. Thomas; 

A bill (S. 886) granting a pension to Sarah F. Jones; 

A bill (S. 1009) granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alex- 
ander, widow of Lieut. Col. Thomas L. Alexander, United States 


Army; 

A bin (S. 1111) granting a pension to Mary J. Davis; 

A bill (S. eee to increase the pension of John W. January; 

A bill (S. 1142) granting a pension to Keziah E. Strong; 

A bill (S. 1288) granting a pension to John Child; 

A bill (S. 1447) granting a pension to Bridget Foley; 

A bill (S. 1495) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee; 

A bill (S. 2012) granting increase of pension to Marcus D. Raymond; 

A bill (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret Blades; 

A bill (S. 2089) for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White; 

A bill (S. 2137) for the relief of Rosaloo Sage; 

A bill (S. 2890) granting a pension to Faunie A. Kimball; 

A bill (H. R. 3376) to extend the limits of the port of New Orleans; 
and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 195) electing managers of ‘‘the National 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers,” to fill vacancies caused by the 
expiration of the terms of office of members of the present board of 
managers on the 21st day of April, 1588. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. BATE introduced a bill (S. 3347) for the relief of Hiram John- 
son and others; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. EVARTS introduced a bill (S. 3348) for the relief of George K. 
Otis; which was read twice by its title,.and referred to the Committce 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. GIBSON introduced a bill (S. 3349) establishing additional aids 
to navigation at the mouth of the Mississippi River; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 

Mr. CALL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment intended to be proposed®sy him to 
the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MITCHELL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the general deficiency appropriation bill; which was referred 
to the nS on Public Bnildings and Grounds, and ordered to be 
printe! 

LIST OF RETIRED OFFICERS. 

Mr. REAGAN. I move that the letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Treasury, addressed to the President of the Senate, inclosing a letter 
of the Fourth Auditor, stating that he has not force enough to enable 
him to answer the resolution of the Senate of May 11, 1888, in relation 
to retired officers, be referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The motion was agreed to. 

CRAIG’S IMPROVEMENT IN TELEGRAPHY. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Chairlays before the Senate the 
resolution offered by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. BLAIR] 
coming over from yesterday. . 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution submitted yesterday by Mr. 
BLAIR, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules be directed to arrange with D. H. Craig, 
of New York City, a suitable place in the Capitol building for testing his im- 
provements in the art of telegraphy, with a view to the protection of the inter- 
ests of the American people in such improvements if they shall be found valu- 
able and Congress shall deem the same to be expedient, the sole object of this 


resolution being to facilitate the convenient examination of said improvements 
in operation and to involve no expense to the United States, 
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Mr. BLAIR. Isuppose perhaps the resolution had better be referred 
to oy Committee on Rules. It is a mere formal matter, as I under- 
stand. 

It is claimed by this inventor that his automatic system is, in sub- 
stance, a transition from the old hand system of telegraphy to one by 
machinery, and that it is really, for all practical purposes, a new sys- 
tem of telegraphy, or telegraphy de novo, you might say, because the 

* old system must be completely superseded by it for most purposes. 

"It would seem to me that as he has the control of his invention fully, 
and seems to be a citizen who desires mainly to give the advantages ot 
the system to the country and to the world rather than to make money 
out of it, while it is entirely uncomplicated by personal ownership else- 
where, it had better be investigated by Congress; for I am one of those 
who believe that when telegraphy is so improved that practically it 
supersedes the use of the pen in the ordinary business of life, it should 
be available to the world at large and not locked up in the hands of pri- 
vate individuals for the purposes of private gain. 

Nothing is desired but the opportunity, without expense to the Uni- 
ted States, to let members of the Honse and Senate see it in operation. 
There is in the room occupied by the press, near the reporters’ gallery, 
a place once occupied by the Baltimore and Ohio system of telegraphy, 
that is vacated, and it is applicable for all the purposes desired. The 
control of a line from New York to Washington is already in possession 
of Mr. Craig, and nothing would be required except to make the at- 
tachment, and then there would be opportunity for everybody who 
might be concerned in behalf of the country to witness its operations. 

I may state in a word all that this improvement is. There is a wheel 
which is connected with the development of theelectrical current. The 
wire coming from a distant point is brought in contact with that wheel 
by a termination in the form of a metallic brush, I think, That com- 
pletes the circuit, The message is prepared upon paper in the ordinary 
way, except that the paper is perforated. The character of the inden- 
tation which communicates intelligence is complete and actual perfora- 
tion, and that is accomplished by a machine something like the ordi- 
nary t writer, which cuts through the ribbon of paper. The mes- 
sage is thus prepared, occupying from five to ten minutes ordinarily. 

Then this ribbon of paper with the message thus prepared upon it 
is passed by the wheel between it and the metallic brush which termi- 
nates the wire, and thus the circuit is broken, excepting as the threads 
or bristles of the brush come in contact with the wheel. Whenever 
that is done, as of course it is done as the perforated sections pass over 
the circumference of the wheel, the current is again complete and the 
message is transmitted. ‘The rapidity of transmission depends wholly 
upon the rapidity with which the ribbon is drawn through, 

That ivall there is toit. It is very simple, and itis asystem of teleg- 
raphy which must be almost as cheap as ordinary correspondence. If 
we are ever to take ion of the telegraph for the people of the 
country and of the world it ought to be done, it seems tome, at a time 
when there is some t transition in the facility of the process itself. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] knows in regard to this 
matter, and as he has done more than anybody else that I know of in 
the direction of helping the people of this country to this all-important 
method of communicating intelligence, I should be glad if he would 
give us his idea in regard to the propriety of giving the opportunity 
to try the experiment. ; 

I learn that there is not the slightest difficulty in affording accom- 
modation. The Committee on Rules, I suppose, might desire the sense 
of the Senate before allowing a thing of this kind to be done, and for 
that reason I introduced the resolution. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I hope the resolution will be adopted. The gen- 
tleman who has perfected this invention, as he thinks—and if it is 
what it appears to be, it is the most valuable and important addition 
to the art of telegraphy—is a person of respectability, credit, ete., and 
I think, in the public interest, looking to the future of postal telegra- 
phy, the Senate of the United States might give this gentleman the 
accommodation of having a place to put this end of his wire in to try 
the experiment. I hope the Senate will adopt the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. i 

The resolution was agreed to. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 

Mr. TELLER. I gave notice yesterday that I would address the 
Senate on the fisheries treaty to-day. I find myself quite unwell and 
unable to doso. Iwill take occasion, however, to address the Senate 
on some subsequent day when I can do so without interfering with the 
business of the Senate. I understand that to-morrow is set apart for 
some special business in executive session, and therefore I can not do 

*itthen. I will not attempt to name now the time. 

I will say that so far as the treaty is concerned, if it is the desire of 
its friends to press it to an early vote. I shall not int-rpose any objec- 
tion for the purpose of making a speech. I am quite prepared myself, 
after the discussion which has been had upon the treaty, to vote; but 
if there should be an opportunity I shall desire at a subsequent time 
to say something on the treaty. ` 

Mr. HOAR. I should like, with the leave of the Chair, to give a 
notice which I have been requested to give. The Senator from Colo- 


rado [Mr. TELLER] just now stated that he did not desire to address 
the Senate this morning in regard to the fisheries treaty by reason of 
the state of hishealth. I will give a notice which I have been requested 
to give by the Senator from Maine [Mr. Frye], who has that measure 
ine in the absence of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. SHERMAN], 
that he will ask the Senate to proceed with the consideration of that 
matter on Friday at the close of the routine morning business, and will 
then urge the Senate to continue the discussion until itis ended and 
until a vote shall be taken, without further interruption. 


ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no further morning busi- 
ness, that order is closed, and the Senate resumes the consideration of 
the Calendar under Rule VIII, beginning at the point last reached. 
The first bill on the Calendar will be stated. ; 

The CHIEF CLERK. Order of Business 1414, a bill (H. R. 5870) to 
amend the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Columbia, for 
the protection of girls and for the punishment of the crime of rape. 

Mr. STEWART. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill for the admission of Washington Territory. Let us get 
through with that to-day. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada moves 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (S. 12) to pro- 
vide for the formation and admission into the Union of the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes, 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was reported from the 
Committee on Territories with an amendment, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 


That the inhabitants of the Territory of Washington and of that part of the 
Territory of Idaho embraced within the hereinafter-described boundaries are 
hereby authorized to form for themselves, out of the Territory so bounded and 
described, a State government, with the name of the State of Washington: 
Provided, however, That no part of the Territory of Idaho shall be included in 
said State without the consent, as hereinafter proriang: of a majority of the 
electors residing in that part of the Territory of Idaho emb within the 
boundaries hereinafter first described, 

Sec, 2. That if the electors of that part of the Territory of Idaho embraced 
within the boundaries hereinafter first described shall, by a majority vote, as 
hereinafter provided, decide in favor of including such part of Idaho Territory 
in the State of Washington, then and in that event said State shall consist of 
the territory embraced within the following boundaries, to wit: Be; maing 1 
marine league west from the mouth of the middle of the north ship-channel of 
the Columbia River; thence along the northern boundary of the State of Ore- 
gon up said river to where the forty-sixth parallel of north latitude intersects 
the same; thence east along said parallel to where it intersects the middle of 
the main channel of Snake River; thence southerly along said channel of 
Snake River to the northwest corner of Washington County, Idaho Territory; 
thence southeasterly along the boundary line between Washington and 1 o 
Counties to the forty-fifth parallel of latitude; thence east along said parallel 
line to the west line of County; thence north along the western bound- 
ary line of Lemhi County to the crest of the Bitter Root range of mountains; 
thence northwesterly along the crest of said mountains to where it intersects 
the thirty-ninth meridian west; thence north along said meridian to the bound- 
ary line between the United States and British Columbia; thence westerl 
along said line to apong 1 marine league west from the mouth of the mid. 
dle channel of the Straits of Juan de luca; thence southerly a distance ot 
1 marine league west from the east shore of the Pacific Ocean to the place of 
beginning, including all islands and parts of islands within said boundaries 
within the jurisdiction of the United States, with concurrent jurisdiction on all 
rivers bordering on said State so far as such rivers form a common boundary 
to said State and any other State or Territory now or hereafter to be formed 
and bounded by the same. Butif the electors residing in that of Idaho 
Territory embraced within the boundaries above described shall by a majority 
vote, in the manner hereinafter described, decide against annexing such part 
of Idaho Territory to the State of Washington, then and in that event said 
State shall be limited to the Territory of Washington, and bounded as follows, 
to wit: Beginning 1 marine league west from the mouth of the middle of the 
north ship-channel of the Columbia River; thence along the northern bound- 
ary of the State of Oregon up said river to where the forty-sixth parallel of north 
latitude intersects the same; thence east along said parallel to where it inter- 
sects the middle of the main channel of Snake River; thence down said chan- 
nel of Snake River, following the boundary line between the Territories of Wash- 
ington and Idaho, to a pointopposite the mouth of the Kooskooskia or Clear 
Vater River; thence due north, following said, boundary line to the boundary 
line, between the United States and British Columbia; thence westerly alon 
said line toa point! marine league west from the mouth of the middle channe 
of the Straits of Juan de Fuca; thence southerly a distance of 1 marine league 
west from the east shore of the Pacific Ocean to the place of beginning, includ- 
ing all islands and partsof islands within said boundaries within the jur sdic:ion 
of the United States, with concurrent jurisdiction on all rivers bordering on 
said State, so far as such rivers form a common boundary to said State and any 
other State or Territory now or hereafter to be formed and bounded by the 
same, 

Src. 3, Thatin order to the formation of such State government the qual- 
ified electors resident within Washington Territory are hereby authorized after 
due proclamation by the governor of said Territory, and in conformity with 
the laws of said Territory relative to the election of members of the Legis- 
lative Assembly thereof, as nearly as practicable, and in so far as they may 
be applicable, and under such rules and regulations and at such time and 

laces as said governor may prescribe, to elect seventy-two delegates, possess- 
ng the qualifications of electors of said Territory; and the qualified electors 
within that part of Idaho Territory embraced within the boundaries first de- 
scribed in section 2 of this act are hereby authorized to elect eleven such dele- 
gates, ing the qualifications of electors under the laws of the Territory 
of Idaho, in like manner as is herein prescribed for the election of delegates in 
Washington Territory. The governor, United States district attorney, and 
United States marshal of Washington Territory shall constitute a board, whose 
duty it shall be to apportion, according to pulation, as nearly as practicable, 
the eighty-three delegates herein provided for among the several counties or 
election districts in the territory embraced within the boundaries first described 
in section 2 of this act,and such apportionment shall be stated in the procla- 
mation of the governor above provided; said proclamation shall embrace and 
be applicable to Washington Territory and that part of Idaho Territory lying 


within the boundaries first described in section 2 of this act. And such proo- 
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lamation shall further authorize the electors in that part of Idaho Territory 
embraced within the said boundaries first described in section 2 of this mre at 
inst in- 


ge of mountains. And the question shall be submitted on a separate 

ballot, in the following form: 1. For annexation. 2. Against annexation. And 
areturn of the votes so cast on the question of annexation shall be made forthwith 
by the proper officers to the chief-justice of the supreme court of Washington 
Territory, who, together with the two associate justices of said supreme court, 
shall canvass said vote, declare the result, which declaration shall be final; and 
the same shall be transmitted to the governor of Washington Territory, who 
shall cause the same to be recorded in the proceedings of the convention, If a 
rm wg of all the votes cast on that question are for annexation, that part of 
Idaho Territory aboye described shall form a part of the State of Washington, 
and the eleven delegates elected therefrom shall be members of the constitu- 
tional convention; and the boundaries of the State of Washington skall be such 
as are first described in section 2 of thisact. But if a majority of all the votes 
cast on that question are against annexation, the delegates elected from Wash- 
ington Territory shall constitute the convention, and the delegates from Idaho 
Territory shall not be members of or attend said convention; and the bounda- 
ries of said State shall be such as are contained in the second description in sec- 
ea on this act, and the boundaries of the Territory of Idaho s remain un- 

anged. 

Sec. 4. Thatsaid delegates shal] meet in convention at the city of Walla Walla, 
at such time assaid governor may designate in his said proclamation, and, when 
organized, shall declare, on behalf of the people of the territory embraced within 
the first or second boundaries in the second section of this act, as the case may 
be, that they adopt the Constitution of the United States; and thereupon said 
convention is hereby authorized to form a constitution and State government 
for said Territory; Provided, eless, That such constitution shall be re- 
publican in form, and make no distinction in civil and political rights on ac- 
count of race or color, except as to Indians not taxed, and not be repugnant 
to the Constitution of the United States and the principles of the Declaration of 
Independence: Provided, further, That said convention shall provide by an or- 
dinance, irrevocable without the consent of the United States and the people 
of said State, that perfect toleration of religious sentiment shall be secured, and 
no inhabitant of said State ever be molested in person or property on account 
of his or her mode of religious worship; that the inhabitants of the territory 
embraced within the boundaries of said State do agree and declare that they 
forever disclaim all right and title to the unappropriated public lands, and 
the lands the Indian title to which has not been extinguished by the United 
States, lying therein, and that the same shall be and remain at the sole and en- 
tire disposition of the United States; that perth renin and nts heretofore 
made by the United States to settlers and pu rs of ool lands therein 
are confirmed by said State and the people thereof, and that other lands, to be 
selected as hereinafter provided, are maceied by said State in lieu thereof; that 
the lands belonging to citizens of the United States residing without said State 
shall never be taxed higher than the lands belonging to dents thereof; that 
no tax shall be im by said State on lands or property therein belonging 
to the United States, any Indian tribe, or Indian sustaining tribal relations, 
or which may hereafter be purchased by the United States; and that all navi- 
gible waters within said State shall be and remain public highways, free to all 
citizens of the United States: And provided further, That all residents of any 

. part of the Territory of Idaho which may be embraced within the boundaries 
of said State at the time of admission who are confined in an insane asylum, 
and who are maintained at such asylum at the expense of said Territory, shall 
be received into the insane asylum of said State, and shall be maintained by 
said State upon the same terms, in the same manner, and under the same laws 
and regulations as the other insane of said State: Provided further, That the 
said State shall be liable for and shall pay to the Territory of Idaho one-fifth of 
the existing debt of said Territory, and also the cost of i, para the Territorial 
prisoners of said Territory under sentence and imprisoned at the date of the 
passage of this act, who at the time of conviction and sentence, were residents 
of any part of Idaho Territory which may be embraced within the boundaries 
of said State te the expiration of their terms of sentence; and the Territorial 
comptroller and Territorial treasurer of Idaho Territory, four times a year,and 
at the commencement of each quarter year shall make out an itemized bill of 
the cost of keeping said portion of prisoners, and for the payment of one-fifth 
of the principal and interest due on the present debt of the Territory of Idaho, 
and shall certify to the correctness thereof, and forward the same to the auditor 
of the State of Washington, who shall draw his warrant on the treasurer of said 
State, in favor of the Territorial treasurer of Idaho Territory, for the amount 
thereof, not to exceed the cost rate of maintainiug and keeping said proportion 
of prisoners at the date of the passage of this act, and one-fifth of the aii cae 

and interest as shall be due on a preon debt of the Territory of Idaho. 

See, 5. That said convention, having formed such constitution as provided in 
this act, shall I wig’ by ordinance for submitting the same to the people of 
said State for their ratification or rejection, atan election to be held at such time 
and place and under such regulations as said convention may prescribe: Pro- 
vided, That the time fixed for such election shall not be prior to the Tuesday 
next after the first Monday in November, 1888. 

Src. 6. That at the election last aforesaid the legal voters of said new State 
shall vote directly for or against such proposed constitution, and the returns 
thereof shall be made to the governor of Washington Territory, who, with the 
secretary and re thereof and the president of said convention, or any 
three of them, shall canvass the same; and if a majority of the legal votes so 
cast in said proj State shall be for said constitution, said governor shall 
certify the same to the President of the United States, together with a copy of 
said constitution and ordinances, and a copy of the result of the canvass of the 
vote on the question of annexation. 

Sec, 7. That on receipt of such certification of the votes so cast at said election 
showing the adoption of said constitution by the people of snid State as afore- 
said, and of a copy of such constitution and ordinances, and the result of the 
canvass of the vote on the question of annexation. the President of the United 
States, if said constitution and ordinances shal! conform to the requirements of 
this act, shall issue his proclamation declaring the State admitted into the 
Union, and thereupon the said State shall be admitted into the Union on an 
gan footing with the original States without any further action on the part of 

ngress. 

Sec. 8. That until the next general census said State shall be entitled to one 
Representative in Congress. 

Sec. 9. That such Representative and the governor and other officers that 
may be provided for in the constitution of said State shall be elected on a day 
to be fixed by said constitutional convention, and which may be the same as 
the one fixed for the submission of the pro) constitution to the people for 
ratification or rejection as aforesaid; and that until said State officers are 
elected and qualified the Territorial officers shall continue to discharge the 
duties of their respective offices. 

Sec, 1). Thatin case a part of Idaho Territory shall become a part of said State 
under the provisions of this act, from and after the admission of said State as 
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hereinbefore provided, the government of the Territory of Idaho shall continue 
unimpaired, with the boundaries of said Territory so changed as to include only 
that portion thereof not embraced within the limits of said State; and the 

of Idaho County not embraced within the boundaries of the proposed State 

be, and is hereby, annexed to Washington County until otherwise provided by 
the laws of said Territory. 

Sc. 11. That from and after the admission of said State into the Union in pur- 
suance of this act, the laws of the United States not locally inapplicable shall 
have the same force and effect within the said State as elsewhere within the 
United States; and said State shall constitute one judical district, and be ealled 
the district of Washington; that for said Sae E nn Hy marshal,and 
a district attorney of the United States shall be appoin by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, with the same rights, powers, 
and duties as provided by law for similar officers in the other districts, except 
as herein otherwise provided; that said districtof Washington shall be attached 
to and constitute a part of the ninth judicial circuit; and a term of the circuit 
court and district court for said district shall be held at the seat of government 
in said State on the first Tu ys of January and June in each year; and one 
grand jury and one petit jury only shall be summoned and served in both of said 
courts. 

SEC, 12. That the circuit and district courts for the district of Washington, and 
the judges thereof, respectively, shall possess the same powers and jurisdiction 
and perform the same duties possessed and required to be performed by the 
other circuit and district courts and judges of the United States, and shall be 
governed by the same laws and regulations. = 

Src. 13. That the district judge appointed for the district of Washington shall 
receive as his compensation the sum of $3,500 per annum, payable in four equal 
installments, on the first days of January, April, July, and October of each year. 

Sec. 14. That the marshal, district attorney, and clerk of the circuit and dis- 
trict courts of said districtof Washington, and all other officers and persons per- 
forming duties in the administration of justice therein, shall severally possess 
the powers and perform the duties lawfully possess and required to be performed 
by si officers in other districts of the United States, and shall for the sery- 
ices they may perform receive the fees and compensation allowed by law in 
iie State of Oregon to other similar officers and persons performing similar du- 
ties. 


SEC, 15. Thatall cases of writ of error or appeal heretofore prosecuted and now 
pending in the Supreme Court of the United States upon any record from the 
supreme court of the Territory of Washington, or the supreme court of the Ter- 
ritory of Idaho, which arose within any part of said Territory of Idaho which 
may form part of said State of Washington, or that hereafter may be lawfully 
prosecuted from either of said courts, may and determined by said Su- 
preme Court of the United States; and where the same arose within the limits 
of said State, the mandate of execution or of further proceedings shall be di- 
rected by the Supreme Court of the United States to the circuit or district court 
herein provided for, or to the supreme court of said State, as the nature of the 
case may require; and each of said last-mentioned courts shall be the successor 
of the supreme courts of both of said Territories as to all such cases, with full 
power to proceed with the same and to award mesne or final process therein; 
and that from all judgments and decrees of the supreme court of either of said 
Territories; rendered prior to the admission of said State, the ties to such 
judgments and decrees shall have the same right to prosecute writs of errorand 
appeals to the Supreme Court of the United States as they shall have had prior 
to such admission; and as to all such cases arising within the limits of said State, 
the like subsequent proceedings shall be had therein as aforesaid. 

Sec, 16. That in respect of all ca proceedings, and matters pending in the 
supreme or district courts of either of the Territories of Washington or Idaho, 
at the time of the admission of said State into the Union, arisi within the 
limits of said State, whereof the circuit or district court by this act established 
might have had jurisdiction under the laws of the United States had such courts 
existed at the time of the commencement of such cases, the said circuit and 
district courts, respectively, shall be the successors of said supreme and dis- 
trict courts of both of said Territories; and all the files, records, indictments, 
and proceedings relating thereto shall be transferred to said circuit and district 
courts, respectively, and the same shall be proceeded with therein in due course 
of law: Provided, however, That in all civil actions, causes,and proceedings In 
which the United States is not a party such transfer shall not be made except 
upon the written request of one of the parties to such action or proceeding filed 
in the proper court. 

Seco. 17. That the Legislature provided for in said constitution shall have the 
power to provide, by an act to that effect, for the transfer of all actions, cases, 
proceedings, and matters pending in the supreme or district courts of the Ter- 
ritories of Washington and Idaho, at the time of the admission of said State into 
the Union, arising within the limits of said State, and not included within the 
provisions of the foregoing section, to such courts as shall be established under 
the constitution to be thus formed; and no indictment, action, or proceeding 
shall abate by reason of any change in the courts, but the same shall be trans- 
ferred toand proceeded with in the State courts according to the laws thereof. 

Src. 18, That temporarily, in case any part of Idaho Territory shall be in- 
cluded in said State, and until otherwise provided by act of the ray pA As- 
sembly of the Territory of Idaho, the governor, the judges of the supreme 
court, and the United States district attorney shall subdivide that part thereof 
not included within the boundaries of said State into as many judicial districts 
as there are judges of said court, and shall, in like manner, assign said ju 
severally thereto, and designate the places therein for the holding of courts for 
the trial of causes and the transaction of business arising under the laws of the 
United States, to take effect on the admission of said State. 

Sec. 19. That sections 16 and 36 in every township within said State, and also 
all lands therein situate, by legal subdivisions of 40 acres, the portion of 
which is swampy or overflowed so as to render the same unfit for cultivation, 
or in case any of said lands have been disposed of under the provisions of any 
act of Congress to settlers or S DERES RY from the United States, or in case any 
of said sections 16 and 36 are fractional in quantity, or wanting by reason of the 
township being fractional, or shall be found, when surveyed, to be mineral 
lands, other lands equivalent in quantity thereto, in legal subdivisions of not 
less than 40 acres, to be selected within said State as the constitution and Leg- 
islature thereof may provide, with the approyal of the Secretary of the Interior, 
are hereby pranw to said State, when admitted, for school purposes, 

Src. 20. That the grant of 500,000 acres of unappropriated lands of the United 
States made to said State, on its admission, by the provisions of section 2378 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States, may be used for school purposes; and 
said lands shall be selected within said State as provided in the preceding sec- 
tion of this act. 

SEC. 21. That seventy-two other sections of the yee Sy pects non-mineral 
public lands of the United States within said State, to so selected as afore- 
said, are hereby likewise granted to said State for the use and support of an 
agricultural college and for the promotion of industrial science therein, 

Sec, 22. That fifty other secfions of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
hereby likewise granted to said State for the erection and maintenance of suit- 
able public buildings at the seat of perenne thereof, when permanently lo- 
cated, for legislative, executive, and judicial purposes. 

Sec. 23. That ten other sections of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
potent likewise granted to said State for the erection of a State penitentiary 

erein. 

Sec, 24. That ten other sections of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
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hereb: HENA granted to said State for the erection of an asylum for the in- 
sane therein, 
Sxrc.-25. That 5 per cent. of the net proceeds of the sales of publie lands lying 
within said State shall be paid to said State for school purposes. 

Sro. 26. That the lands ted by this act shall not be sold without the con- 
sent of Congress for less than $5 per acre ; and the proceeds of lands granted by 
this act for school purposes, as well as all moneys paid to said State under pro- 
visions of the preceding section, shali constitute a permanent fund, the interest 
only of which shal] be expended for the support of the publie schools therein. 

Sec. 27. That the of Treasury shall ascertain and audit the ex- 
penses greys to ej gapasan of said barony wes and the submission of the 
same to the people o: e proposed State, uding such compensation to 
the officers and members™of ssid convention as is allowed to the officers and 
members of the Territorial Legislatures; and the sum of $20,000, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the payment thereof: Provided, That 
any money hereby appropriated not necessary for such purpose shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported from the Committee on Territories. : 

Mr. CULLOM. Iam not aware whether the amendment I propose 
to offer is in order now, but I think it is. I desire now, orat the proper 
time, to offer an amendment to the proposed substitute which has just 
been read, the amendment being in the nature of a substitute for the 
amendment of the committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the Committee 
on Territories is amotion to strike out and insert, which is not divisi- 


ble, but the part propon to be stricken out and the part proposed to 
beinserted are both subject to amendment. The Chair understands the 
Senator'from Illinois to propose to amend the part intended to be in- 
serted. 

Mr. CULLOM. I propose to offer a substitute for the amendment 


which has just been read. : 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 


Senator from Illinois to the amendment of the committee will be read. 

Mr. PLATT. Before that is done, if I may have unanimous consent, 
` the word ‘‘ possess,” in line 5 of section 14, at the top of the twenty- 
seventh page of the amendment which has just been read, should be 
u ” Ttisa little mistake in printing. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is a verbal amendment and 
may be made without a formal motion. 

Mr. PLATT. I ask that the clerks may correct it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The correction will be made. The 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. CuLLom] to the 
amendment of the committee will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to insert in lieu of the amend- 
ment: 


‘That the inhabitants of the Territory of Washington are hereby authorized to 
form for themselves, out of the territory herein bounded and described, a State 
government, with the name of Washington. 

Sero, 2. That said State shall consist of all the territory embraced within the 
following boundaries, to wit: Beginning one marine league west from the 
mouth of the middle of the north ship-channel of the Columbia River; thence 
along the northern pepieren Ber the State of Oregon up said river to where the 
forty-sixth parallel of north latitude intersects the same; thence east along said 
parallel to where it intersects the middle of the main channel of Snake River; 

ce down said channel ot Snake River, following the boundary line between 
the Territories of Washington and Idaho, to a point opposite the mouth of the 
Kooskooskia or Clear Water River; thence due north, followingsaid boundary 
line to the boundary line between the United States and British Columbia; 
thence westerly along said line to a point one marine league west from the 
mouth of the middle channel of the Straits of Juan de Fuca; thence southerly 
a distance of one marine west from the east shore of the e Ocean 
to the place of beginning, including all islands and parts of islands within said 
boundaries within the jurisdiction of the United States, with concurrent juris- 
diction on all rivers bordering on said State, so far as such rivers form a com- 
mon boundary to said State and any other State or Territory now or hereafter 
to be formed and bounded by the same. 

Sro. 3. That in order to the formation of such State government the qualified 
electors resident within Washington Territory are hereby authorized, afterdue 
proclamation by the governor of said Territory, and in conformity with the laws 
of said Territoryr elative to the election of members of the Legislative Assembly 
thereof, as nearly as practicable, and in so far as they may be applicable, and 
under such rules and regulations, and at such time and places, assaid governor 
may prescribe, to elect as many delegates, possessing the qualifications of such 

sai islative Assem- 


vernor may pipe ESE in his said proclamation, 
p deny on behalf of the 


vided, less, 
no distinction in civil and political rights on account of race or color, except as 
the United 


molested in person or property on account of his or her mode of religious wor- 
ship; that the inhabitants of the territory embraced within the boundaries of 
said State do agree and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to 
the stepper public lands, and the lands the Indian title to which has 
not been extinguished by the United States, lying therein, and that the same 
shall be and remainat the sole and entire disposition of the United ; th 

all grants and patents heretofore made by the Umited States to settlers and pur- 
chasers of school lands therein are confirmed by said State and the people 
thereof, and that other lands, to be selected as hereinafter provided, are accepted 
by said State in lieu thereof; that the lands belonging to citizens of the United 
States residing without said State shall never be taxed higher the lands 
belonging to residents thereof; that no tax shal) be imposed by said State on 
lands or property therein belonging to the United States, any Indian tribe, or 
Indian sustaining tribal relations, or which may hereafter be purchased by the 


United States; and that all paviane waters within said State shall be and re- 
main public highways, free to all citizens of the United States, 

Sec. 5. That said convention, having formed such constitution as provided in 
this act, shall provide ordinante for submittting the same to the people of 
said State for their ratification or rejection, at an election to be held at such 
time and places and undersuch regulations as said convention may prescribe, 
the time of holding said election to be not earlier than the Tucsday next after 
the first Monday of November, 1588, 

Sec. 6. That at the election last aforesaid the legal voters of said new State 
shall vote directly for or against such pro) constitution, and the returns 
thereof shall be made to the governor of Washington Territory, who, with the 
sccretary and chief-justice thereof and the president uf said convention, or any 
three of them, shall canvass the same; and if a majority of the legal votes so 
cast in said proposed State shall be for said constitation, said governor shall 
certify the same to the President of the United States, together with a copy of 
said constitution and ordinances. 

Sec. 7. That on receipt of such certification of the votes so cast at said election 
mowing the adoption of said constitution by the people of said State as afore- 
said and of a copy of such constitution and ordinances, the President of the 
United States, if said constitution and ordinances shall conform to the uire- 
ments of this act, shall issue his proclamation declaring the State admitted into 
the Union, and thereupon the said State shall be admitted into the Union on an 
egea footing with the original States without any further action on the part of 

‘ongress. 
Ssc. 8. That until the next general census said State shall be entitled tg one 
Representative in Congress. 

Sec, 9. That such Representative, and the governor and other officers that 
may be provided for in the constitution of said State, shall be elected on a day 
to be fixed by said constitutional convention, and which may be the sameasthe 
one fixed for the submission of the proposed constitution to the people for rati- 
fication or rejection as aforesaid; and that until said State officers are elected and 
qualified, and until the proclamation of the President of the United States 
vided for in the seventh section of thisact, the Territorial officers shall con 
to discharge the duties of their respective offices. 

Sec. 10. That from and after the admission of said State into the Union in 
ccc ep of this act the laws of the United States not locally inapplicable shall 

ve the same force and effect within the said State as elsewhere within the 
United States; and said State shall constitute one judicial district, and be called 
the district of Washington; that for said district a district judge,a marshal, and 
a district attorney of the United States shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, with the same rights, powers, 
and duties as provided by law for similar officers in the other districts, except 
as herein otherwise provided ; that said district of Washington shall be attached 
to and constitute a part of the ninth judicial circuit; and a term of a circuit 
court and district court for said district shall be held ab the seat of government 
in said State on the first Tuesdays of January and June in each year; and one 
grand acy. and one petit jury only shall be summoned and serve in both of said 
cow 
én tea Tas cbr circuit ao reg Ect courts er the district of aan na 

e judges the: „ respectively, 1 possess the same powers an: on 
and perform the same duties possessed and uired to be performed by the 
other circuit and district courts and United States, and 1 be 
governed by the same laws and regulations. 3 

Src, 12. That the district judge appointed for the district of Washington shall 
receive as his compensation the sum of $3,500 annum, payable in four equal 
installments, on the lst days of January, A July, and October of each Sen 

Sec. 13. That the marshal, district attorney, and clerk of the circuit and dis- 
trict courts of said district of Washington, and ail other officers and persons per- 
pening duties Pe the Cregi Pom oon therein, shall severally 

powers and perform the duties lawfully possessed and required to be per- 
formed by similar officers in other districts of the United States, and shall for 
the services they may perform receive the fees and compensation paepae BeA 
re Éa ae State of Oregon to other similar officers and persons performing simi- 

ut 

Sec. 14. That all cases of writ of error or appeal heretofore prosecuted and 
now pending in the Supreme Court of the United States upon any record from 
the supreme court of the Territory of Washi „Oor that hereafter may be 
lawfully prosecuted from said court, may be heard and determined by said 
Supreme Court of the United States; and the mandate of execution or of further 
proceedings shall be directed by the Supreme Court of the United States to the 
circuit or district court herein provided for, or to the supreme court of said 
State, as the nature of the case may require; and said last-mentioned court shall 
be the successor of the supreme court of said Territory as to all such cases, 
with full power to proceed with the same and to award mesne for final process 
therein; and that from all judgments and decrees of the supreme court of said 
Territory, rendered prior to the admission of said State, the parties to such 
judgments and decrees shall have the same right to prosecute writs of error 
and appeals to the Supreme Court of the United States as they shall haye had 
prior to such admission. 

Sec. 15. That in respect of all cases, proceedings, and matters pending in the 
supreme or district courts of the Territory of Washington, at the time of the ad- 
mission of said State into the Uniofi, arising within the limits of said State, 
whereof the circuit or district court by this act established might have had 
jurisdiction under the laws of the United States had such courts existed at the 
time of the commencement of such cases, the said circuit and district courts, re- 

tively, shall be the successors of said supreme and district courts of said 

‘erritory; and all the files, records, indictments, and proceedings gas | 
thereto shall be transferred to said circuit and district courts, vely, an 
the same shall be proceeded with therein in dne course of law: how- 
ever, That in all civil actions, causes, and proceedings in which the United 
States is not a party such transfer shall not made except upon the written 
request of one of the parties to such action or proceeding filed in the proper 


court. 

Sec, 16. That the Legislature provided for in said constitution shall have the 
power to provide, by an act to that effect, for the transfer of all actions, cases, 
proceedings, and matters ing in the supreme or district courts of the Ter- 
ritory of Washington, at the time of the admission of said State into the Union, 
arising within the limits of said State, and not included within the provisions 
of the foregoing section, to such courts as shall be established under the con- 
stitution to be thus formed; and no indictment, action, or poraning shall 
abate by reason of any change in the courts, but the same shall be transferred to 
and proceeded with in the State court to the laws thereof, 

Sec, 17. That sections 16 and 36 in every township within said State, and also 
all lands therein situate, by legal subdivisionsof 40 acres, the larger portion of 
which is Swan, or overflowed so asto render the same unfitfor cultivation, 
or in case any of said lands have been disposed of under the provisions of any 
act of Congress to settlers or purchasers from the United States, or in case any 
of said sections 16and 36 are fractional in quantity, or wanting by reason of the 
township being fractional, or shall be found, when surveyed, to be mineral lands, 
other lands equivalent in quantity thereto, in legalsubdivisions of not less than 
40 acres, to be selected within said State as the constitution and Legislature 
thereof may provide, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, are 
hereby granted to said State, when admitted, for school purposes. 

Sec, 18, That the grant of 500,000 acres of unappropriated lands of the United 
States made to said State, on its by the provisions of section 2378 of 


udges of 


r 


n and ° 


1888. 


the Revised Statutes of the United States, may be used for school purposes: and 
tais mana annk be selected within said State as provided in the preceding sec- 

on o 3 

Src. 19. That seventy-two other sections of the unappropriated non-mineral 
public lands of the United States within said State, to be so selected as afore- 

d, are hereby likewise granted to said State for the use and support of an 
agricultural college and for the promotion of industrial science therein. 

Sec. 20. That fifty other sections of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
hereby likewise granted to said State for the erection and maintenance of suit- 
able public buildings at the seat of government thereof, when permanently lo- 
cated, for legislative, executive, and judicial pur; he s 
Sxc, 21. That ten other sections of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
sabia likewise granted to said State for the erection of a State penitentiary 

erein, 

SEO, 22. That ten other sections of such lands, to be selected as aforesaid, are 
hereby likewise granted to said State for the erection of an asylum for the in- 
sane therein, . X I 

Sec. 23. That5 per cent. of the net ying of the sales of public lands lying 
within said State shall be paid to said State for schoo! purposes. 

Src. 24. That the lands granted by this act shall not be sold without the con- 
sent of Congress for less than $5 per acre; and the proceeds of lands granted by 
this act for schoo] purposes, as well as all moneys paid to said State under pro- 
visions of the preceding section, shall constitute a permanent fund, the inter- 
est only of which shall be expended for the support of the publie schools therein. 

Sro. 25. That the Secretary of the Treasury shall ascertain and audit the ex- 
penses incident to the formation of said constitution and the submission of the 
same to the people of said proposed State, including such compensation to the 
officers and members of said convention as is allowed to the officers and mem- 
bers of the Territorial Legislatures: and the sum of $20,000, or so much thereof 
as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated, outof any money in the Treasury 
not ot ise appropriated, forthe payment thereof: Provided, Thatany money 
hereby appro’ Miated not necessary for sich purpose shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States. 


Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I suppose it is unnecessary forme 
to state at any length the great inconvenience under which the people 
of a Territory labor while under a Territorial form of government, asit 
has been so often and so well stated by others; but I can not refrain 
from adding my testimony to what has been said. Having for near 
forty years been familiar with our Territories and having resided in one 
fora number of years, and practiced my profession in others, I have 
seen the operation and know the great inconveniences and hardships 
which are encountered by pioneer settlers in attempting to develop the 
‘Western country under Territorial forms of government. 

These Territories very soon outgrow the form of government provided 
for them. Most of the Territories in the West are mining Territories. 
Immediately after their organization great interests spring up, impor- 
tant litigation is immediately inaugurated, requiring the highest skill 
and integrity for its determination. In fact, they become common- 
wealths almost at once, with as many interests to guard and as impor- 
tant interests ag the older States. These mining Territories, I say, 
have important interests, at once requiring the very hizhest ability in 
the officers and acquaintance with the local customs and the people, 
and they could better be governed and they can only be governed by 
officers selected by the people themselves. 

The two political parties have been declaring in their platforms that 
these Territories should have home rule, but neither party has ever 
fulfilled its promise. Men are constantly being sent to rule over them 
who are entirely ignorant of the locality and of the people, and of the 
matters to be considered; everything is new to them, and they are 
generally young men or men out of employment, who would not be 
assigned to like positions in the States from which they come; or, as a 
friend suggests, they are often broken-down politicians. 

Lam sorry to say that many of them are of that character. While I 
would not be willing to make a general assault upon these men, because 
some of them are very worthy, some have made good judges, some have 
made good officers, yet as a rule they are unprepared to meet the situ- 
ation. They are poorly paid. Think of a judge receiving a salary of 
$2,500, which I believe is the average pay, sent out for a tenure of 
office not to exceed four years and liable to be removed by the Presi- 
dent at any time, with questions involving millions to decide, ina new 
country where the expense of living is very great, far exceeding his 
salary! He is placed in a position that no judicial officer ought to oc- 
cupy, a trying position, a position likely to involve suspicion. It is 
hard to make people believe until he has proved it by a long series of 
conduct that it is possible for him to be willing to sacrifice himself in 
a country like that, going there without sufficient compensation to pay 
his ordinary expenses. I say it is hard to make the people believe 
that he can be there for a good purpose. So he starts under great diffi- 
culties. There is universal distrust of him. 

The poorly paid stranger who comes, if he is ever so honest a man, 
is unable to inspire that confidence which is necessary to insure good 
government. 

The result is that the Territories are retarded in their development; 
that they are denied the ordinary administration of the law. They are 
treated as alien lands; as asort of Botany Bay for the rest of the United 
States to which to banish broken-down politicians and needy individuals. 
They are treated in that way because they have no voice here; because 
their interests are not considered. There is much legislation that takes 
place in the Halls of Congress very prejudicial to the Territories, which 
never would take place, never would be enacted if they had represent- 
atives here and could defend their rights and present the situation to 
Congress. 

Our land laws, of which there is so much complaint, might be rem- 
edied if these Territories were represented. Never in the history of 
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the world was there such a confusion as there is in the administration 
of the land laws, and the country interested in them is generally not 
represented. Most of the States haye disposed of their lands. It is 
not a living question in them. In the Territories it is a vital ques- 
tion with regard to their lauds and their mines. If you look at the 
sundry civil bill, you will find in it an appropriation of $350,000, or 
thereabouts, for the purpose of investigating titles and prosecuting 
citizens, mostly of the Territories; prosecuting them by secret agents, 
and without a hearing, a system entirely foreign to all the traditions 
of the race to which we belong. Why they should be denied public 
trials in their own country, and subjected to secret tribunals, 3,000 
miles away, nobody appears to know. The reason is, they are not rep- 
resented in Congress. : 

It is said that this grows out of bad laws, and it is a necessity. 
Whether that is so or not this necessity ought not to exist, and would 
not exist if these people were here to represent themselves and see to 
it that the land laws were so framed as to enable settlers to acquire 
title and be protected in their homesteads. You do not want hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars spent in litigation. What kind of a com- 
munity do you think that would be with this amount of money spent 
to investigate their titles? Who can acquire title under those circum- 
stances? Isay the trouble is that there is nobody here to represent 
the situation. 

Again, these Territories contain a vast amount of fertile land, but 
it is different from the land in the old States. The people of the pub- 
lic land States in the Mississippi Valiey are unaccustomed to the situ- 
ation. They are ignorant of it and unable to deal with it. This vast 
region occupied by the Territories, if cultivated at all, must be culti- 
vated by means of irrigation, and a system of irrigation must be de- 
vised and laws must be passed which will enable the people to use the 
water in connection with the arable land, and by so doing homes for 
millions of people can be made. The lands when irrigated surpass 
any other jn fertility, but under the present system nothing can be 
done in that direction. We want, I say, those Territories here to rep- 
resent that great question. 

Two-fifths nearly of the area of the United States and nearly nine- 
tenths of the public lands are in that situation and practically with- 
out representation. It is important that these Territories shall be 
brought in, and brought in at the earliest possible time. 

As far as Washington Territory is concerned, there is a consensus of 
opinion that itpught to be admitted without delay. In round num- 
bers it has a population of 200,000. Ido not think that is an over- 
estimate. I will not go into details, It has wealth and all the accom- 
paniments of wealth to correspond; its educational institutions are well 
advanced. 

It is inhabited by an enterprising, industrious people, who are de- 
veloping the country. They are developing that country the best they 
can under existing circumstances and have built up a great common- 
wealth. Itis outon the Northwest border. Probably there is no Ter- 
ritory in the United States with such diversified industries as Wash- 
ington Territory. It has vast iron mines, coal-fields, and the finest 
timber of any part of the United States. It has the finest bays and 
harbors in the world. It has got over 3,000 square miles of bays and 
harbors which are unsurpassed in any part of the world either for beauty 
or for utility. The surrounding Jand about these harbors is covered 
with the finest timber in the world. It has mnch waste land in the 
mountains that can never be cultivated, but it has a vast area of good 
agricultural land, particularly on the east side of the Cascade Mount- 
ains, on which are the finest wheat fields almost in the world, raising 
every variety of crop. 

It is fast growing, and should now at the earliest possible moment 
be allowed to take the place of a State and regulate its own interests. 
It should no longer be held as an alien land, to be subjected to all the 
disadvantages and inconveniences of a Territorial form of government. 
It has already outgrown that condition. It is anold Territory. There 
has been no sudden growth, but its growth has been steady and grad- 
ual; the development has been sure and substantial. It has railroads 
now. It has a system of railroads that is doing very much to populate 
the country. There are, as near as I can now remember, over 1,200 
miles of railroad in the Territory, and that is enabling it to be popu- 
lated rapidly. 

Washington Territory proper has an area of 69,000 square miles and 
over 3,000 miles of water in the bays and harbors. 

There is, however. in this bill a proposition to take a portion of 
Idaho, and that is the only controverted point in the bill. I wish to 
explain that matter to the Senate. 

The Panhandle, as it is called, of Idaho extends as far north as the 
British Possessions. It isastrip of land between Washington Territory 
and Montana Territory, averaging from 40 to 60 miles wide and about 
300 miles long. It is on the western slope of the Bitter Root Mount- 
ains, which form the boundary line between Montana and Idaho. 

The streams flow west from the Bitter Root Mountains into Wash- 
ington Territory. The valleys of Washington Territory extend into 
the Panhandle, following these streams. The line between Washing- 
ton Territory and the Panhandle of Idaho Territory cuts off the heads 
of these valleys and divides them. The market for this portion of 
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Idaho Territory is west, following the valleys, following the railroads 
that run east and west, as the principal railroads do. Its market is 
naturally there; its business is all there, and the convenience of the 
pers will be greatly promoted by allowing them to have political re- 

tions to correspond with their necessary commercial and business rela- 
tions. 

Southern Idaho is separated from this Panhandle by a range of mount- 
ains. I will not discuss whether those mountains are impassable; I 
will not discuss whether roads can be built over them or not, because 
almost anything can be done nowadays; but it is perfectly manifest 
that it is inconvenient to go south and cross these ranges of mountains 
to Boisé City. It is a great inconvenience and always will be to the 
people of what is called North Idaho or the Panhandle. 

This is a matter that has been discussed for about twenty years. The 
people of North Idaho have been anxious to be annexed to Washington 
Territory, so that their political and business associations might be the 
same, so as to avoid crossing these mountains for merely political pur- 
poses, They have been very anxious for annexation, and the right of 
annexation has been conceded to them by Southern Idaho for many 
years and until the present session of Congress, 

A bill for that purpose passed both Houses of Congress at the last 
session. It was reported in the House by Mr. SPRINGER, from the 
Committee on Territories, and the reasons which I have assigned and 
many others were given why a separation should be had. The bill 
annexed North Idaho to Washington It passed the House on Mr. 
SPRINGER’S report, and with the approval of the Delegate from Idaho 
Territory. 

I will not follow out in detail the efforts which have been made by 
North Idaho for separation. The question has been before Congress 
frequently on petitions from North Idaho, with the full consent and 
approval of South Idaho. The Legislature of Idaho has passed several 
memorials asking that North Idaho might be separated from South 
Idaho and annexed to Washington, and finally in the campaign of 1884 
both parties declared in favor of the annexation of North Idaho to 
Washington in their platforms. In pursuance of that understanding, 
Mr. Hailey, the Democratic candidate for Delegate, who was elected, 
introduced the bill in the House which I have already mentioned, and 
which passed the House, annexing North Idaho to Washington Terri- 
tory. It also passed the Senate with the unanimous approval of the 
Committee on Territories. It failed to receive the signature of the 
President for want of time for consideration; it went to him ata late 
hour and it did not become a law. 

In the Forty-ninth Congress the Senate also had under considera- 
tion a bill for the admi-sion of Washington Territory as a State, which 
annexed the Panhandle to Washington. It was reported unanimously 
and it passed the Senate, but failed in the House. There appeared to 
be a universal concurrence for many years that this was a proper and 
necessary thing to be done. The Delegate who was elected in 1886, 
Mr. DUBOIS, stated to the people of North Idaho that he would be 
governed by their wishes. or perhaps he used stronger language. His 
language is in the report of the testimony taken by the committee, and 
is in print. They voted for him, as they say, with the understanding 
that he would allow their wishes to be presented fairly to Congress. 
At that time the question of annexation was submitted to the people. 

The result was an overwhelming majority in favor of annexation to 
Washington Territory, and it was supposed that that settled the ques- 
tion. Mr. Hailey, the Democratic Delegate who was in the last Con- 
gress, so regarded it and urged the passage of the bill. 

It has been suggested, however, that thére is a change of sentiment 
on this question and that Northern Idaho now prefers to remain a part 
of Idaho and not be annexed to Washington Territory. This sugges- 
tion I do not think has much foundation. In fact I do not think there 
is anythinginit, It is true in the northeast part of the Territory a few 
miners who have not a very stable or permanent interest in the Ter- 
ritory have expressed an inclination to go to Montana, and have ob- 
jected to Washington on the ground that that was not a mining State, 
not denying that nature had designed it to be a part of Washington. 

The citizens of Idaho County, which is the southernmost county of 
the Panhandle, recently held a mass meeting and passed a series of res- 
olutions asking that this bill be passed allowing them to be annexed 
to Washington Territory. Nez Percé County sent a memorial in favor 
of it. Nez Percé County is the richest county probably in either Wash- 
ington or Idaho Territory. It is a greatfarming county. We divided 
it by a special act and made another county by the name of Latah, it 
being too large. The Legislature having adjourned, there being no 
Territorial Legislature to legislate on this subject speedily, we made 
an exception and passed the bill about a month ago. 

Since the organization of Latah County its citizens held a mass meet- 
ing and passed a series of resolutions urging the passage of the bill as 
reported by the committee. 

So I think the feeling is as it always has been, It is a mistake to 
suppose that there has been a change of sentiment in regard to this 
matter. In deference, however, to the suggestion that there is a change 
of sentiment and that there might be no mistake, the majority of the 
committee have prepared a bill whereby the question whether this 
Panhandle shall be annexed to Washington shall be submitted to the 
people of North Idaho at the same time that they vote for delegates to 
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the constitutional convention to form a State constitution. They vote 
upon this question, and their vote will decide it. If the people of 
North Idaho desire to be a part of Washington under the committee’s 
bill they have an opportunity to become such. Under the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. CuLLoM] they are excluded, 
and in that narrow piece of Jand are to remain a part of Idaho Terri- 
tory and to suffer during all time all the inconveniences of their situa- 
tion, and they are great. It isa question not only for the present gen- 
eration, but it is for all time. _ 

These mountain ranges will not change, the rivers will continue to 
flow in the same direction, following the order of nature, and the bus- 
iness of North Idaho will always be with Washington. If that people 
have a political association forced upon them with South Idaho great 
inconvenience will always be experienced. 

As to the formation of new States, I have a word to say. While I 
am very anxious that there should be as many States in the West as 
possible, and while I want all the political power in that section of the 
country we can have, still I am unwilling that any State should be 
created hereafter that has not sufficient of agricultural resources to sus- 
ow such a population as will compare favorably with other Western 

tates, 

There is an allusion in the minority report that might indicate that I 
had some selfish or improper motive for desiring the P..nhandle to be an- 
nexed to Washington, and I read from that report for the purpose of 
making a remark in regard to it. 

There is another proposition— 

The minority of the committee say— 

There is another proposition, also, which is the sequence of the one under 
oaeen. The last Legislature of Nevada, 1886-'87, passed the following 

“The consent of the State of Nevada is hereby given to annexation to this 
State of any part of the territory of the United States which Congress may deem 
proper, upon such terms and conditions as Paar y Seon ye prescribe.” 

The act is indexed, “to add thesouth part of Idaho Territory to the State of 
Nevada.” It is well and fully understood both in Nevada and Idaho that the 
annexation of North Idaho to Washington means the annexation of South Idaho 
to Nevada, and the obliteration of Idaho. The people of South Idaho are as 
much interested in the fate of North Idaho as North Idaho itself. 

So far as that is concerned I have this to say: I believe that it would 
be ior the interest of South Idaho and of Nevada that they should be 
united and form a State which would compare favorably with the other 
Western States. I do not believe that Idaho, whether the Panhandle 
remains with it or not, contains sufficient agricultural land to make it 
a populous State that will bear a reasonable comparison with the great 
States of the West. It will be a very small State in population, if it 
should ever become a State. It has some exceedingly good land; it has 
a fine climate, and when irrigated is as fertile, and perhaps more so, 
than any land east of the Rocky Mountains. It has many resources; 
it has a vast area of good grazing land, and its mineral wealth is per- 
haps equal to that of any of the Territories. Agriculture must be the 
basis for sustaining a permanent population in our interior States, and 
the extent of agricultural lands in Idaho, whether the Panhandle is 
cut off or not, is not sufficient to sustain a population that will com- 
pare with Kansas, Nebraska, or the proposed new States to be carved 
out of Dakota. 

Mr. VEST. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr, VEST. I have not the honor now to be a member of the Com- 
mittee on Territories, but there is one question presented in this bill 
which is a very serious one to every lawyer, and I simply want to ask 
if the attention of the Committee on Territories was called toit? I pre- 
sume it has been, but the Senator has not discussed it in the course of 
his speech. The substitute provides—— 

Mr. STEWART. I should prefer to go on with my remarks, if the 
Senator wants to make a speech. 

Mr. VEST. I only wish to ask a question, and what I have to say 
about the bill I will reserve to another occasion. 

The substitute for this bill provides that the portion of the act which 
cuts off a part of Idaho Territory and annexes it to Washington Terri- 
tory shall not become a law without the consent of the people living 
in that part of Idaho. Did the Committee on Territories consider the 
legal aspect of that question? In other words, it isa very serious ques- 
tion, and I myself think that the weight or authority is decidedly 
against the power of Congress or any State legislation to remit to the 
people the question whethera law shall become operative or not. We 
have not the power to do that, in my judgment; and neither Congress 
nor a State Legislature has that power. : 

Mr. STEWART. LI wish the Senator would put that in at some other 
time. 

Mr. VEST. I want to know if the committee have considered that 
question; that is all. Did the committee consider it? 

Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir; and I have no doubt that Congress can 
make a law to take effect upon the happening of a given event, and it 
is very common to do it, and if you want precedents we can furnish 
plenty of them no doubt. I do not think there is anything in the 
point; but I will address myself to it if it becomes important hereafter. 

I was going on to say that I believe it would be for the interest of 
Nevada and of South Idaho to be joined and form aState, so that there 
could beno criticism as to its resources or population, because, although 
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Nevada has great mineral resources, although it has some very rich 
lands, although it is probably not exceeded in its capacity for raising 
stock by its rich grasses by any other part of the country, still the fact 
remains that the population must be small. I submit to the Senate if 
it would not be reasonable, while there is surrounding territory, to an- 
nex enough to Nevada to insure itscomparative equality in population 
with other States. What object can the people of any portion of the 
United States have for keeping any State small and then deride it for 
being small? It is not the fault of Nevada that she has not a large 
population. Nevada was brought in by an act of Congress without 
her request. A movement was made in the Territory to make Nevada 
aState, and it was voted down by the people. Congress then passed 
an enabling act, and it was urged that it was important for the Gen- 
eral Government that it should become a State, and under that view 
of the question the people voted for a State government, and they have 
maintained their State government honorably, honestly, and kept out 
of debt. They owe no debt now except the debt they incurred at the 
earnest solicitation of the Government, at the request of the War De- 
partment and of the President to furnish troops in the war of the re- 
bellion, and they paid their money for them to keep the overland mail 
route open. 

That is the only debt they owe, a debt which they contracted in aid 
of the suppression of the rebellion at the request of the Government 
when Nevada was a Territory, and they have paid the interest on it. 
They have paid cash for everything else since the State government 
was organized, and they are able to maintain a State government; but 
yet we frequently hear Nevada criticised. It does look like an anom- 
aly for Nevada to be here with two Senators and New York with only 
two; but I say it is not the fault of Nevada, and it should not be made 
a matter of reproach if Nevada is willing to receive further territory 
and to become a larger State, so that there shall be no criticism of her 
unequal representation. 

It certainly should not be a reproach to Nevada to be willing to con- 
form to the manifest wishes of the rest of the country and avoid any 
criticism of any inequality of representation in the Senate. But as to 
the annexation of South Idaho to Nevada, I have this to say: As for 
myself, I never will advocate annexing any portion of Idaho to Nevada 
unless the people of that Territory desire it. I would not live with 
an unwilling people. I think we should be bad neighbors if we came 
together on such terms. But as to Northern Idaho, I think it for the 
interest of Southern Idaho and Northern Idaho and the whole country 
that it should be a part of Washington Territory. 

It will be remembered that South Idaho is surrounded by Territo- 
ries. Ithas a Territory on the north, a Territory on the east, a Terri- 
tory on the south, except the part joining Nevada. If it ought not be 
joined to Nevada other territory can be united with it to forma State. 
It is a very serious proposition whether Wyoming Territory will not 
be a small State in population, although it has rich coal mines and 
many resources and fine agricultural lands, but the large mass of it is 
on high mountains where cultivation can not be had. 

There is good pasture at certain seasons of the year; but there is a 
large portion of it in those mountains that must remain waste land. 
It is a serious consideration whether a portion of Idaho might not be 
well added to Wyoming. But that is not thequestion now under con- 
sideration. We are forming the State of Washington, and let us form 
the State of Washington so that it will accommodate the people and 
have natural boundaries. Let it have the Bitter Root Mountains on 
the east, let it have British Columbia on the north, let it have the ocean 
on the west, and Oregon, the Columbia River, and the Salmon River 
Mountains onthe south. Let it have natural boundaries; let the people 
who naturally belong to the State of Washington be included in its 
boundaries. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I do not like to interrupt the Senator; but 
will he, before he departs from this branch of his speech, state to the 
Senate the present population of the State of Nevada? 

Mr. STEWART. Ido not know that I can. I suppose the popu- 
lation of the State of Nevada is probably about 70,000. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I see by the census of 1880 it was 62,000. 
Does the Senator think there has been no loss of population since the 
last census? 

Mr. STEWART. Ithink not. That was rather a cool question. I 
admire that in a man who has the hardihood to make the insinuation 
in his report that Nevada desires more territory and more people, and 
reproaches her for it. I admire that, I say. 

Mr. MANDERSON. In order to season the admiration of the Sen- 
ator from Nevada, I should like to say that the quotation he made a 
short time ago is not complete without reading the legislation of the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada of 1886-787. It then passed the 
following act: 

The consent of the State of Nevada is hereby given to annexation to this 
State of any part of the territory of the United States which Congress may deem 
proper, upon such terms and conditions as Congress shal! prescribe. 

The act is indexed to ‘‘add the south part of Idaho Territory to the 
State of Nevada.” So the charge that Nevada wants a part of Idaho 


does not come from the report of the committee, but from the State 
Legislature of Nevada. 


Mr. STEWART. I appreciate that, and appreciated it before, be- 
cause when the Senator asked that question I suppose he asked it to 
show that we did not need territory. I suppose he asked the question 
as to population to show that we had sufficient population, without 
adding more, and that it would be a great incumbrance to have more 
territory and more population. He certainly could not have intended 
itasa slur upon Nevada. Why this proposition was rung into the report 
by the Senator from Nebraska, why he made a matter of jest that Ne- 
vada should be desirous of sufficient wealth and population to compare 
favorably with the great States of the West is fully appreciated. This 
weak attempt to belittle Nevada for the purpose of depriving the people 
of North Idaho of home rule is a new style of argument. 

The fact that I or anybody else thought it proper to ask for further 
territory for Nevada is no reason why the people of the Panhandle of 
Idaho should be robbed of their natural and just rights. The desire 
of the Senator from Nebraska to violate every principle of justice, honor, 
and fair dealing with the people of North Idaho can not be justified by 
his labored effort to disparage the State I represent. Why should the 
Panhandle remain a part of Idaho after the platforms of both parties 
have declared it should not so remain; after the committees of both 
Houses of Congress have declared it should not so remain; afterall the 
public buildings have been put in South Idaho with the expectation 
that it would ultimately be divided? I say there is no reason why the 
people of North Idaho should be deprived of their rights because Ne- 
vada has suggested that she might be willing to take more territory. 

When that question comes up, and the people of South Idaho are 
willing to join Nevada, I can give many reasons why it would be de- 
sirable for them and for us. There are no high mountains between us. 
The pursuits of the two countries are precisely the same. We area 
mining, agricultural, and grazing people, and the pursuits of both coun- 
tries and everything connected with them are in harmony. The asso- 
ciations between us are in common, We ought to be united; there is 
no reason why we should not be. 

There is no reason for making martyrs of the people in North Idaho 
for the purpose of having a Territory out of which a State may be 
formed. Other dispositions could be made of Idaho Territory. 

What is the meaning of the talk about dismembering a Territory 
and destroying a Commonwealth? What is the objectof it? The Ter- 
ritories are in a condition to be divided and redivided and formed into 
States. We are constantly changing their boundary lines. We are 
carving States out of Territories continually. There is nothing defi- 
nitely settled until they become States. If more care had been exer- 
cised in forming these Territories; if there had been a better knowl- 
edge of the waste land of the Territories, of the proper boundaries, 
much evil might have been avoided; but when we come to form aState 
certainly these considerations ought to be taken into account, and we 
should not form a State in violation of them. 

I would be perfectly willing to pass the bill as introduced by the 
Senator from Oregon [ Mr. DOLPH], or to pass the bill which was passed 
at the last session making the boundary permanent, taking in North 
Idaho, as the Senate did a little over a year ago. I would be willing” 
to pass that, but it was only a concession to the suggestion that there 
had been a change of sentiment in North Idaho that this proposition 
was made to leave it te the people. It seems to meit is impossible for 
us in justice to do less. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator state—for I do not know—the num- 
ber of square miles in Idaho and the number of square miles in the 
Panhandle. 5 

Mr. STEWART. The number of square miles in the Panhandle 
is about 24,000 or 25,000, and the number of square miles in Washing- 
fon with the Panhandle will be a little over 90,000. When the Pan- 
handle is taken off there will be about 60,000 square miles left in 
Idaho. That would be ample for a State, provided it was all good 
land. 

Mr. BLAIR. Upon that point, would the remaining part of Idaho 
be substantially the same as Nevada now is? J 

Mr. STEWART. Substantially the same—the same kind of land. 

Mr. BLAIR. United they would hardly afford more than a popula- 
tion for an ordinary State? 

Mr. STEWART. United they would not have as much good land 
as many of the States, but with their natural resources would make a 
very respectable State. 

Mr. BLAIR. Has the Senator knowledge of the local feeling in the 
southern part of Idaho? 

Mr. STEWART. I think the local feeling in the southern part or 
Idaho is to hold on to the northern part of Idaho, and have Idaho as 
it is become an independent State. I think that is the local feeling. 
There has been a good deal of agitation there. ‘The governor has been 
on here urging that the northern part of Idaho may remain with Idaho 
with a view of becoming a separate State. That is the local feeling at 

resent. 
£ Mr. HEARST. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr. HEARST. Are you perfectly familiar with the valleysof Idaho? 

Mr. STEWART. I have been through them. 

Mr. HEARST. Through what part of the country ? 
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Mr. STEWART. Ihave followed the Snake River down to below 
the line and through those valleys. I have been in the Panhandle 
down to Lewiston. I have seen a large portion of the valley. 

Mr. HEARST. Does the Senator not know that around Lewiston 
is one of the finest agricultural countries in the United States? 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

Mr. HEARST. Leaving there and going up Snake River there is 
fine land, and when you get through the cañon there is a valley there 
about 600 miles long and 40 miles wide that would hold two or three 
million people. Jt has the finest land in all the world. Besides, there 
are many valleys running up into the mountains, which are fine agri- 
cultural lands, and that eastern portion does not need irrigation, as the 
Senator well knows. 

Mr. STEWART. Ishould like to ask the Senator if there is any 
waste land in Idaho? 

Mr. HEARST. There is very little waste land in Idaho. I should 
like the Senator to tell me where there is much waste land in Idaho. 
It abounds in rivers with large rich valleys, and the tops of the mount- 
ains are covered with the finest kind of timber. Take, for instance, the 
Owyhee River, with a valley 25 miles long and 6 or 8 miles wide, and 
Bruneau River putting into Snake River, with a valley 20 miles long 

-and 5 or 6 miles wide. The Territory abounds in rivers such as Snake 
River, Clear Water, Pelouse, Pen d’Oreille, and Kootenai. 

At the lower end of these rivers the hills and valleys are rich, and 
at theheads of the valleys there is the finest timber possible. The 
mountains, where there are mountains, are terrible mountains, but 
there is no better country for mining that I know of in the United 
States. But that is the very roughest portionof Idaho. I think it 
would make one of the grandest States in the Union. 

Mr. STEWART. Iam glad to hear such an estimate of it. It did 
not occur to me so. 

Mr. HEARST. Certainly there is very little waste land there. 

Mr. STEWART. . I do not think you can irrigate at the very outside 
more than 10 per cent. of the land. I think if you could irrigate 10 
per cent. of the land you would be doing exceedingly well. The other 
land is land, ranges for stock. That does not make a State; it 
willsustain butafew people. Wehavehadexperience in Nevada oflarge 
stock ranges. You can not build up a State in that way. Itisa very 
nice and a very lucrative business, but for stock ranges alone it is un- 
necessary to have a large populatiop, and it is only the part which can 
be irrigated that can be brought under cultivation. 

Mr. HEARST. But that is not the eastern portion. The eastern 
portion does not have to be irrigated, it is only the interior valleys, and 
the Senator will admit that it is one of the best watered regions in the 
whole United States. 

Mr. STEWART. The Snake River is a magnificent river, and along 
that river for 100 miles or more on both sides the lava beds come near 
the surface, and there is a great deal of waste Jand there. 

Mr. HEARST. That may be so, but Jack Gilmorestaged over that 
country for ten years, and he tells me that the Snake River valley 


above the falls will carry 2,000,000 of people. Where that land is not 
rich it abounds in the best kinds of timber. It is the best timbered 
portion of the United States. 


Mr. STEWART. Iam glad to hear the goog opinion of that Terri- 
tory from the Senator from California, because he is a very good judge 
of those things. However, I think he overrates vastly the area of the 
country which can be brought under cultivation by means of water. 
It is a very mountainous country, and although the hills furnish good 
grazing, and it is a fine mining country and a rich country, I do not 
think it will ever sustain a population to compare favorably with the 
other Western States known as agricultural States. I think it will 
necessarily have a small population. 

Mr. HEARST. If the Senator will allow me, I will state that I 
have been over all the Territories west of the Rocky Meuntainsas much 

haps as any other man, and I think Idaho has more agricultural 
and in it than all the other Territories there. 
-Mr, STEWART. I hope that is the case. 
Mr. HEARST. I have traveled along all those rivers. 

Mr. STEWART. I hope that is the case, and I hope it has enough 
to form a good State without inconveniencing the people in the north 
by ing them in an unnatural political association. If South 
Idaho is not large enough, which it would he if the Senator from Cali- 
fornia is correct, and I wish he was, it is very easy to change the 
boundaries and give it more or annex if to some Territory adjoining. 

Mr. MITCHELL. What proportion of the vote of Idaho is in the 
Panhandle? 

Mr. STEWART. About one-fourth of the vote of the Territory is 
in the Panhandle, I understand. Whatever disposition is made of it 
or whatever reasons can be assigned, there can be no good reason why 
the people in Northern Idaho should be inconvenienced and placed in 
an unnatural position for the purpose of forming the State of Idaho er 
for any other purpose. 

There is no reason why, when we are forming theState of Washing- 
ton, we should not give it natural boundaries, as I said so as to 


have a good State. It will not be too large, but it will be a magnifi- 


cent State with good boundaries, and when Idaho comes up foradmis- 
sion we will examine the resources of Idaho. I hope that they are all 
the Senator from California thinks they are. If they are I should like 
very well to join Nevada to it and make a good State, but if that can 
not be done, and if you want to make a Stateof Idaho, join something 
else to make a State, and do not do wrong now because something else 
may be done hereafter that is right, It is unreasonable to commit the 
ontrage advocated in the minority report upon the people of North 
Idaho either for the purpose of keeping Nevada asmall State or for the 
purpose of enabling Idaho to become a State, with unnatural bounda- 
ries, in view of the various adjustments that can be made beneficial to 
all parties concerned. 

Mr. Vest and Mr. CULLOM addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CULLOM. Does the Senator from Missouri desire to address 
the Senate? 

Mr. VEST. Yes; briefly in regard to the point I made while the 
Senator from Nevada was speaking. ~ 

Mr. CULLOM. Iam informed that the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
DOLPH], who is on a conference committee, is desirous of making some 
remarks early, so that he may have an opportunity to go to the confer- 
ence committee, and I had agreed to yield to him for that purpose. I 
am willing that the Senator from Missouri shall address the Senate if 
the Senator from Oregon does not wish to go on now. 

Mr. VEST. I have no speech to make to the Senate. I only saw 
the substitute this morning. 

Mr. CULLOM. I desire to address the Senate myself eventually. 

Mr. VEST. I want to criticise some of its provisions. A 

Mr. DOLPH. If the Senator from Missouri wishes to go on now I 
shall not insist on the floor. 

Mr. VEST. It would be just as convenient to me at any other timeas 
now. Probably it would be better for the Senator from Oregon, if he 
proposes to defend the substitute, as he isa lawyer, that heshould hear 
what I have to say about it. : 

Mr. DOLPH. I do not propose to speak specially upon that point, 
and my remarks are p: 

Mr. VEST. I shall consult the Senator’s convenience. 

Mr. DOLPH. If just as convenient to the Senator from Missouri, I 
will proceed. i . 

Mr. VEST. Very well. 

Mr. DOLPH. Mr. President, at the first session of the Forty-ninth 

when the bill for the admission of Washington Territory into 
the Union was under consideration, I addressed the Senate at some 
length and endeavored to show that whether the action of Congress in 
admitting a new State should be governed by the precedents, or there 
is no rule that requires as a matter of right the admission of a Terri- 
tory when possessed of a given population, there was in the case of 
Washington Territory no one thing wanting which could reasonably 
be required as a prerequisite to admission. 

I then showed that the area of the proposed State would be in round 
numbers 90,000 square miles, an area exceeded only by five States of 
the Union; that by a careful estimate based upon the vote of the Ter- 
ritory for a number of years and upon the last census, the population 
of Washington Territory and that portion of Idaho included within 
the boundaries of the proposed State on the 4th day of November, 1884, 
was not less than 182,000, and that not one of the new States had had 
at the time of their admission a population as great as that of the pro- 
posed State of Washington. 

I also endeavored to show that in intelligence, education, thrift, moral 
worth, and all the qualities which go to make good citizens, the peo- 
pie of Washington Territory compared favorably with the people of 
older communities; that the resources of the Territory were varied and 
great, and with its mild climate in winter, its considerable area of rich 
agricultural lands, its vast forests of valuable timber, its rich mines of 
coal, iron, and copper, as well as of the precious metals, and its splen- 
did system of water transportation, it was bound to become one of the 
most wealthy and prosperous States of the Union. 

I called attention to the great commercial importance of the Terri- 
tory to the fact that Puget Sound was the western terminus of two 
great continental lines of railroad, and that it was situated on the di- 
rect line of commerce from China.and Japan across the continent to 
New York, Boston, Liverpool, and the continent of Europe, and I en- 
deayored to maintain the proposition that under the provisions of the 
organic act of the original Oregon Territory, which contained a clause 
guarantying to the peopleof the Territory the rights, privileges, and ad- 
yantages granted and secured to the people of the Territory northwest 
of the Ohio by the ordinance of 1787, the people of Washington Terri- 
tory had a right to admission as a State of the Union when the Terri- 
tory possessed a population of 60,000. Since that time official and other 
reports more than confirm all that I then said about the growth and 
prosperity of the Territory. Its population has rapidly increased, and 
is at this time in round numbers 250,000; the development of its re- 
sources has continued; its agricultural, mining, and lumbering inter- 
ests are flourishing, and new lines of railroad are being constructed. 

I shall not at this time enter at length upon the subject of the fitness 
of the Territory for statehood. To do so would be, to a considerable 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6463 


extent, to repeat what I then said, and there is not a member of either 
branch of Congress who will haye the hardihood to deny that the Ter- 
ritory possesses all the qualifications which have heretofore been con- 
sidered requisite to admission. Nevertheless the bill which passed the 
Senate during the last Congress failed to receive consideration in the 
House, and this one, I fear, will not be more fortunate. ‘Thereis amore 
powertul argument for the continued rejection by the majority of the 
House of the application of the Territory for admission than any argu- 
ments which can be presented based upon the admitted facts showing 
its fitness for statehood. The Senator from South Carolina disclosed it 
in his speech upon the bill for the admission of South Dakota when he 
said that the adoption of the report of the majority of the committee 
would admit at once two Senators on this floor, and again, to quote his 
own words: 

Whilst I would not put my opposition tothe admission of any Territory upon 
the ground that its people differed with me in political sentiment, I couple that 
statement with the further statement that I never will consent, if I can prevent 
it, to any party getting by a snap rbot Prod a political advantage in a body 
where their political supremacy is rapidiy waning. 

Here lies the objection to the admission of Washington as well as 
of Dakota. Does any one imagine for a moment that if Senators upon 
the other side of this Chamber felt sure that the new State would elect 
Democratic Senators there would be any objection to authorizing the 
President by proclamation to admit her when she had adopted a con- 
stitution republican in form? What assurance would the people of 
the Territory have if Congress, instead of providing for the admission 
of the Territory, passes an enabling act, that after they had held a con- 
vention and adopted a constitution and applied for admission their ap- 
plication would not be treated as the one already made has been? 

Is there any one who supposes that if she shouid present an unob- 
jectionable constitution, but elect Republican Senators, she would be 
admitted with the two Houses of Congress constituted as they are now ? 
I think not. The bill under consideration is fair to both parties. It 
leaves the le free to express their political sentiments at the polls 
without fearof their application for admission being refused on account 
of the result. It is in accordance with the precedents. What objection 


The fact is the proposition to pass an enabling act is well adapted for 
the purpose of gaining time, making a show of doing something, bat 
keeping the Territory out of the Union and experimenting to see if two 
Democratic Senators can not be secured. 

Washington alone has sufficient territory fora great and powerful 
State, and while I have heretofore favored and am inclined to vote 
again for the incorporation of Northern Idaho in the new State, I con- 
sider the large area which the new State would have as the most impor- 
tant objection to it, an objection of the same character as that to the ad- 
mission of Dakotaasa whole. Equality is equity. Equality of repre- 
sentation in the House of Representatives is secured under the Con- 
stitution by representation based upon population. In the Senate the 
States are equal in representation, no matter what their area or pop- 
ulation. When a State is once admitted into the Union neither the 
State nor the General Government alone can change its boundaries or 
increase or decrease its territory. The relation of the State to the 
Union is permanent. The original thirteen States were organized 
governments before the Union was formed and when the Constitution 
was adopted, and necessarily came into the Union with their then ex- 
isting territory, but as to new States carved out of the territory ceded 
to the United States by the States or afterwards acquired by cession 
it is evident the question of the size of the new States is important not 
alone to the people of the new State but to every other State in the 
Union. 

The great Northwest, which will in time become as densely populated 
as any portion of the Union, and which has equal demands upon the 
General Government, is entitled to such a division of the territory of 
the United States into States as will secure to it fair representation in 
the Senate. : . 

I discussed this question to some extent in a speech while the bill 
for the admission of Washington Territory into the Union was under 
consideration during the Forty-ninth Congress, and showed that if 
Washington is admitted into the Union there will be three Pacific coast 
States with a shore line upon the Pacific of 1,620 miles with six Sena- 
tors, while upon the Atlantic, from the northern boundary of Maine to 
the southern boundary of Georgia, afdistance of 1,450 miles, there are 
thirteen States bounded in whole or in part by the Atlantic Ocean,and 
represented in the United States Senate by twenty-six Senators; that 
California has an area of 157,801 square miles; Oregon, 95,274; and 
Washington Territory, 69,994 square miles, an of 323,069 
square miles, while the thirteen States upon the Atlantic coast, namely, 
Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, 
New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Caro- 
lina, South Carolina, and Georgia have an area of nearly 309,652 square 
miles; that when Washington, Idaho, Utah, and Arizona Territories 
are admitted, there will be seven States west of the Rocky Mountains 
with an area of 776,334 square miles, while east of the Rocky Mount- 
ains there are at present thirty-five States, and that seven more will 
probably be created out of the Territories, and possibly three additional 


States by the division of Texas, in which case there would be seven 
Pacific States with 776,334 square miles and forty-five States with 
2,232,283 square miles east of the Rocky Mountains and within the 
boundaries of New Mexico and Colorado. 

This is an inequality of representation which can not be prevented, 
but which should not be extended to other portions of the Northwest. 

Until a comparatively recent period the people of Northern Idaho 
have been practically unanimous for annexation to Washington Terri- 
tory and in their desire for admission into the Union as a portion of 
the new State. They were dissatisfied with the boundaries of the Ter- 
ritory when Idaho was organized. As that Territory was organized 
the northern portion consisted of a narrow strip of land west of the 
Bitter Root Mountains. When Montana was organized, in 1864, in- 
tluding a portion of Idaho, the crest of the Bitter Root Mountains was 
made the boundary between Montana and Idaho, leaving the northern 
portion of Idaho only about 40 milesin width. A considerable portion 
of this narrow strip consists of spurs of the Bitter Root Mountains, not 
suitable for cultivation. This narrow strip is a portion of the basin of 
the Columbia River, and naturally belongs to Washington Territory. 

In the act of the Legislative Assembly of Washington Territory, an- 
thorizing the calling of a convention to form a State constitution, del- 
egates were invited from the northern counties of Idaho to participate 
in the convention, with a view to including those counties within the 
new States. Delegates were chosen and a constitution framed by the 
convention which included within the boundaries of the proposed State 
the three northern counties of Idaho. The constitution was submitted 
to the people of Washington and to the people of North Idaho. It was 
adopted by more than a two-thirds vote in Washington Territory, and 
in Northern Idaho only 38 votes out of £00 were cast against it. 

The memorial adopted by the Legislative Assembly of the Territory 
of Washington in November, 1883, praying for admission into the 
Union, asked Congress to include within the boundaries of the new 
State the northern counties of Idaho. 

The question of annexation of Idaho to Washington Tesritory when 
admitted as a State was again submitted to the people of North Idaho 
at the general election of 1880, and 1,216 votes were polled for annexa- 
tion, and only 7 against it. 

In 1884 the platforms adopted by both the Republican and Demo- 
cratic Territorial conventions contained a resolution favoring annexa- 
tion. The following is a copy of the resolution adopted by the Repub- 
lican convention: 

Resolved, That the wishes of the people of North Idaho in regard to annexa- 
tion to Washington Territory should be faithfully and justly represented. It is 
a question of local importance with the people of that section, and demands 
recognition and support in proportion to the unanimity of their expression of 
that subject. 

Also, I read upon the same subject a resolution adopted by the Dem- 
ocratic Territorial convention of the same year, which is as follows: 


Resolved, That we recognize the full right, justness, importance, and final re- 
sult of the claim of our citizens of Northern Idaho in their annexation views; 
and here in open convention, backed by an honest Democracy, we pledge to 
our northern neighbors a willi and co-operation on our part to accede to 
their wishes on this proposition in a mutuality of feeling that shall bind us to- 
gether fraternally now and sow the seeds of eternal friendship when the sepa- 
ration may come; and we ask our northern friends to accept this pledge in the 
honesty of its intention and with the full assurance that it is upon the 
promise of a nent resident political organization, and notthe imported 
vibrations of eless, faithless, wandering political mendicants. 


The reasons for desiring that Northern Idaho should be annexed to 
Washington are stated in a petition of a committee of citizens of 
North Idaho, as follows: 


First. The union of North and South Idaho is, and always has been, disastrous 
to all the material interests of the people of the northern part of the Territory. 
If the imaginary line now constituting the western boundary of North Idaho 
were ory ae and this section restored to its original and natural position as 
a part of Washington, the value of the Foper-ot her citizens would be in- 
creased by hundreds of thousands of dollars. Immigration now stops within 
Washington Territory and crosses into Idaho with reluctance. With agricult- 
ural resources unsurpassed, except in extent, the development of these resources 
is retarded beyond a present power of computation by reason of our isolated 
condition pousoguoas upon s political connection with a section with which we 
are as ee poean as from any State in the Union, To remain thus 
permanently from the basin of the Columbia, of which'we are naturally 
a part, isand will always continue to be absolutely ruinous to our prosperity. 

Second. North and South Idaho are separated by natural boundaries. Be- 
tween the two is a mountain range, impassable exce or on foot 
over mountain trails in summer and in the winter except on snow- 
shoes. There never has been a wagon-road and never can be a practical one 
between the two. The Salmon River Mountains, which constitutes this barrier, 
are atleast 60 milesin width, extending east and west, across the entire Territory 

Third. The only routesof travel between the two, by private or a convey- 

ance, except as before stated, is by a wide detour westward throug! 
Territory and the State of m, over the Blue Mountains, or still farther, by 
water and rail to Portland and San Francisco, through Washington Territory 
and the States of Oregon and California, via the Central Pacific road. Within 
the limits of the Territory there is no communication between the two sections 
except by mountain trail, as before stated. 

Fourth. Our remoteness from the seat of the Idaho Territorial government 
deprives us of all the tection which a government sbould afford to every sec- 
tion of its domain. North Idaho, with a comparatively small area, isthe present 
home of a large number of Indians. In it are the Nez Percé, Cœur d'Alene, 
Pend @’Qreille, a part of Kootenai, permanently, and the Spokane roam through 
the northern portion thereof, There are no p of these tribes being re- 
moved to other localities. We are subject, therefore, in the future, as we have 
been in the , to sudden and cruel savage outbreaks. When the Indian war 
under Joseph broke upon our people in 1877 we appealed to the governor, 
an and faithful executive, for aid, but his reply was, "That he had no 
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arms that he could spare for so long a distance, and that aid could reach us from 
other sources sooner than from Boisé, our capital.” General Howardattempted 
to aid us by a command sent from South Idaho through the nearest and most 
accessible route. This command, under a brave and energetic officer, pushed 
forward with the atmost dispatch until it reached the southern base of the Sal- 
mon River Mountains, within 80 miles of our people. It sought tomakea wagon- 

and cross this barrier, but was obliged to turn back before the difficulties 
of this mountain range. Although within 80 miles of the point where men, wo- 
men,and children were being. m: with savage cruelty this command 
was obliged to leave our people to their fate and to come to our rescue, if at all, 
wt passing through Oregon and Washington, a distance of not less than 600 


miles. 

Governor Ferry, of Washington Territory, came at once to our aid, and though 
beyond the jurisdiction of his Territory loaned us arms and munitions of war. 
Thus this savage warfare was staid by aid from the Territery to which we ask 
to be annexed, and could naturally come from no othersource. What occurred 
in 1877 may occur at any time in the future, The government in South Idaho 
can only draw a revenue from our taxable property, while it can afford us no 
poenos from im a | danger, The capital of the Territory was removed 

m Lewiston, in North Idaho, to Boisé, in South Idaho, in 1875. Since that 
time, a period of seventeen years, no Territorial officer has ever been within 
the limits of the territory sought to be annexed, and none have had any actual 
practical knowledge of our condition, This has not been the result of a want 
of energy or a lack of interest on the part of these gentlemen in the welfare of 
our people, It is simply the result of the difficulties of intercourse between the 
two sections which nature has made nearly insurmountable. 

Fifth. The political union of these two sections of Idaho renders it neces- 

to travel over the above-described routes from this northern section to the 
capital at a great expense and ata great distance by stage, and in the winter 
season at considerable danger to life and health, while the union of North Idaho 
with the State of Washington would make access to the seat of government ex- 
peditious, easy, and convenient by rail or river navigation. 

Sixth. Between North and South Idaho there is and can be no commercial 
intercourse. Neither hasthe products which find a market in the other, and no 
routes of transportation from either section to the markets of the world passes 
through theother. The products of North Idaho have hitherto passed westward 
to the Pacific, and will in future take the same course unless a portion pass over 
the North Pacific road to rn markets. 

Seventh. No material or political interest of South Idaho will be affected by 
the annexation of North Idaho to Washington. All her resources could be bar- 
moniously developed, It is claimed by those opposed to annexation that the 
severance of North Idaho would leave the Ae subject to Mormon rule, 
This plea is fallacious and designed simply to prejudice the minds of those not 
acquainted with the facts. Bear Lake County, in the extreme southeastern por- 
ner of the Territory, is the only one where the Mormon influence is dominant, 
In Oneida County, joining Bear Lake on the west, the political power of the 
Mormon and anti-Mormon, known there as the Gentile influence, has always 
been and now is nearly pbe divided—so nearly equal that the county officers 
and representatives in the Territorial Legislature have been about equally 
divided, Cassia County, joining Oneida on the west, has a considerable but 
not a controlling Mormon vote, These three counties, located in the extreme 
southeastern portion of the Pg non contain the entire Mormon stren In 
the counties of Owyhee, Ada, Washington, Boisé, Lemhi, Alturas, and Custer 
the Mormons have no power whatever. 

At the last census, in 1880, Idaho Territory had a population of 32,713; of 
these North Idaho had 6,983 and South Idaho 25,780. At that time the Mormon 
ponaanon in Idaho did not exceed 7,000. Since then there has been no great 
nerease of Mormons within the Territory, but the discovery of gold in the 
Wood River country in Alturas and Custer Counties has brought into the Ter- 
ritory, according to the most reliable estimates, not less than 20,000 people. Of 
this increase nearly all are anti-Mormon. In South Idaho, then, at this time, 
the relative population of what is known as Mormon and Gentile is 7,000 of the 
former and 38,682 Gentile, or in the ratio less than 1 to5 in favor of the anti- 
Mormon influence. 

Eighth, It has been claimed, as we are informed, that the annexation of 
North Idaho to the State of Washington would make the latter unshapely, An 
eminent statesman of our country, speaking of the boundaries of the States 
forming our Union, has said that the boundaries of the States should be such 
as God and nature have established. We presume that boundaries not conform- 
ing to this principle are not desirable. The boundaries of Idaho, as to all north 
of the Salmon River Mountains, are contrary to this principle and naturally 
sever us from Rube yr ay and unite us to Idaho, The truth is that the present 
awkward shape of Idaho and the consequent unfortunate condition of our sec- 
tion is the result of political intrigue of aspirants for office. Its present bounda- 
ries, as far as North Idaho is concerned, were established without the knowl- 
edge and against the wishes of the people directly interested, and since their 
establishment our efforts to restore our section of the Lerritory to its former 
place have been constantly adhered to. We believe that all such political as- 

irations have been gratified, and that no citizen, either public or private, will 

injured by the desired change. 

Were the present eastern boundary of Washington Territory at the crest of 
the Bitter Root Mountains, including North Idaho, and southward to the crest 
of the Salmon River Range as a southern boun , the natural boundaries 
would be restored and the entire Columbia River basin would be included 
within the State of Washington. This would leave the Territory of Idaho of a 
. nearly rectangular shape, with all sections easily accessible from its center and 
with an area of 55,000 square miles, larger in extent than the State of Alabama, 
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentu , Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, New York, 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Caro! Da- Noh Carolina, Virginia, or Wisconsin, 
while the State of Washington would have an area of 90,000square miles, smaller 
than the Territory of Arizona, Dakota, Montana, New Mexico, Wyoming, or 
the State of California, Colorado, Nevada, Texas, or Oregon. 

Adversely to annexation, no reference is made by the committee to the peo- 
ple of North Idaho, Their condition is entirely ignored. It is this unfortunate 
Prieta, ta of all our rights and claims that has uced us to a condition of po- 
litical vassalage. We earnestly appeal to the honorable members of Congress 
to do us the justice to carefully examine our grievances. We feel it to be our 
duty to say that we are now, and for years have been, most unjustly misrepre- 
sented in Congress. Wecan only look for relief to members of other States and 
Territories. There is now a Territorial debt, a partof which we are under obli- 
yasio to pay, of about $60,000. This isnot payable until1885 or most of it would 

ave been paid at this time. We are y toassume our proportion of this 
debt, and if indeed our “ransom can only be bought witha price,” we will, if 
required, pay any proportion thereof that Congress may im upon us, We 
most respectfully ask that our wishes may not be ignored. We were originally 
a part of Washington Territory; we were unjustly severed from it,and we can 
only be restored to political and commercial prosperity by being annexed to 
cod becoming a; art of the State of Washington, 

H. W. HOWARD, 


A. LELAND, 


N. 
C. E. MONTEITH, 
Corresponding Committ 


In February, 1886, having received what purported to be the pro- 
ceedings of a meeting held by the people of the Coeur d’Alene mining 
region protesting against annexation, I communicated with the Dele- 
gate from Idaho Territory to learn to what extent, in his judgment, 
the proceedings of that meeting represented the people of the Terri- 
tory, and in reply to my inquiry I received the following: 

HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., February 24, 1886, 

Dear Sir: Referring to our recent conversation touching the sentiment of 
the ple of North Idaho on the proposition to annex that portion of Idaho to 
Washington Territory, we have to say that in our judgment the great majority 
earnestly desire the enactment of such a law. 

The suggestion, which comes from the Cœur d'Alene mining region, toannex 
that portion of North Idaho which lies north of the forty-seventh parallel to 
Montana voices the desire of a very inconsiderable portion of the community. 


‘This suggestion comes from a small portion of a mining population which, asis 


well known, is migratory and unsettled. 
hundred to five hundred people. 
such a desire reached us. 


It may embrace possibly from two 
From no other quarter has any intimation of 


There can be no doubt as to the propriety of the annexation of that part of 
Idaho Territory lying north of the mon River range of mountains to the Ter- 
ritory of Washington. Every interest of the inhabitants thereof will be prop- 
erly subserved by such annexation. 

We have the honor to be, your obedient servants, 
Cc. S. VOORHEES, 
JOHN HAILEY. 
Hon, J. N. DOLPH, 
United States Senate, 

If it be true that there has been any considerable change in public 
sentiment in North Idaho recently on the question of annexation, the 
submission of the question to the people as provided for in this bill 
will give them an opportunity to express their desires in the matter. 

The Senator from South Carolina, in his speech of the 10th of April 
upon the bill for the admission of Dakota, said: 

I do not differ with the honorable Senator from Connecticut [Mr. PLATT] in 
much that he said yesterday in regard to that Territory. Ido not take issue 
with him when he states that it has a population sufficient for statehood, that it 
has soil of sufficient peeve capacity and resources to maintain a dense pop- 
ulation. I do not take issue with him when he says that the condition of state- 
hood is preferable to a Territorial condition. But, sir, when he goes a step fur- 
ther and claims, in effect at least, that the people of that Territory have an in- 
herent right to be admitted into this Union as a State because of this condition 
of things, I can not agree with him. 

As I understand the rule on that subject, it is entirely and solely within the 
discretion of Congress whether any Territorial community, any geographical 
area of this country, shall be admitted into the sisterhood of States. 


Whether the right of the people of a Territory to admission into the 
Union can be called an inherent right ornot, under our Constitution and 
theory of government the people of a Territory possessing a suitable 
area, with sufficient population to entitle them to representation, with 
sufficient resources to maintain a State government and institutions 
not repugnant to our form of government, have a moral right to admis- 
sion, and it is the duty of Congress to admit them. Congress has no 
right to refuse their application except in the sense in which right is 
synonymous with legal power. Congress has the power, the majority of 
either House has the power to refuse to admit a State. It may exer- 
cise this power in its discretion, and however grossly it may abuse it 
there is no way in which it can be compelled to perform its duty. The 
same thing is true, however, in regard to the exercise of any other power 
conferred upon Congress which involves a corresponding duty. The 
exercise of its power to pass appropriation bills is as much in its dis- 
cretion as the exercise of its power to admit a new State into the Union. 
In the case of Washington Territory I believe there is a legal right to 
admission, but it is a right without a remedy. 

I have already alluded to the compact made between the States act- 
ing through Congress and the people of the original Oregon Territory 
in the organic act of that Territory. 

The provision made in the fifth article of the compact contained in 
the ordinance of 1787 forthe government of the Territory Northwest of 
the Ohio River, for the division of the Territory into States, and their 
admission into the Union, which was as follows, ‘‘ Whenever any ot 
said States have 60,000 free inhabitants therein, such States shall be 
admitted into the Congress of the United States on an equal footing 
with the original States in all respects whatever, and shall be at lib- 
erty to form a permanent constitution and State government,” was 
adopted and made a part of the organic act of Oregon Territory, and 
thus became a compact between the States and the people of the Ter- 
ritory. In aspeech in the Senate March 31 and April 1, 1886, upon 
the bill to admit the State of Washington into the Union, I said: 

In the act of Congress of May 26, 1790, providing a Territorial government 
for the territory south of the Ohio River, it was declared that the inbabitants 
of that territory should “enjoy all the privileges set forth in the ordinance of 
the late Congress for the government of thé territory northwest of the Ohio.” 

The debates in Congress upon the admission of essee into the Union 
show that this clause was understood to be a compact with the people of that 
Territory; that a Territory of suitable dimensions, when it Ponana 60,000 free 
inhabitants, should be admitted into the Union as a State. The organic act of 
Oregon Territory contained a similar clause guarantying to the people of that 
Territory the rights, privileges, and advantages granted and secured to the peo- 
ple of the territory northwest of the Ohio by the ordinance of 1787. This was 
claimed by some of the ablest statesmen in Congress, in the debate upon the 
bill for the admission of Oregon, to be a compact with the people of the Terri- 
t that when the Territory 60,000 free inhabitants it should be enti- 
thea to admission as a State. If this was true in the case of Oregon, it needs no 
argument to show that it is equally so in the case of Washington. I shall only 
state this question and leave it. Itis not so important at this time as it would 
have n at an earlier day. Washington now not only 60,000 free inhabit- 


ants but three times that number, a a, sass large enough to entitle her to 
admissiorunder any rule that has ever been invoked as to population, 


` 
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Of course, if the Territory was entitled under that compact to admission when 
it hid a population of 60,000, it presents all the stronger case with three times 
that number. Here is asolewn agreement of this great Government made with 
its own citizens. It included all who were within original Oregon at the date 
of the organization of the Territory, and all who should afterward become resi- 
deny citizens of the Territory. It stipulated for the admission of States of suit- 
able dimensions to be carved out of the Territory when the population reached 
the number provided in the ordinance of 1787. Will we keep the stipulation? 
During the discussion of that bill in the House of Representatives Hon. Alex- 
ander H. he be madea , from which I quote. He said: 

~I have this to say to the House, and especially to those who have any doubt 
abont the population of Oregon, that for myself I hold that there can be no 
question but that there is sufficient Canes there to require us, under exist- 
ing laws and compacts, to admit that Territory as a State intothe Union. There 
must be at least 60,000 people there, and my own opinion is that there are at 
least 100,000 thousand, 

“In the bill organizing the Territory of Oregon, which was passed in 1848, I 
find the following clause: 

“Sec. 14. And be it further enacted, That the inhabitants of said Territory shall 
be entitled to enjoy all and singular the rights, privileges, and advantages 
granted and secured to the people of the Territory of the United States north- 
west of the river Ohio by the articles of com contained in the ordinance for 
the government of said Territory, on the 13th day of July, 1787; and shall be 
subject to all the conditions and restrictions and prohibitions in said articles 
of compact imposed upon the people of said Territory.’ (Statutes at Large, 


volume 9, page $29.) 
r giron in 1848, after the settlement of the contro- 


“ This, sir, was a guaranty 
versy with England as to that tory. Now I call the attention of the House 


to the ninth article of the ordinance of 1787: 

“And wheneverany of the said States shall have 60,000 free inhabitants therein 
such State shall be admit by its Delegates, into the Congress of the United 
States, on an equal footing with the original States in all respects whatever; and 
shall be at liberty to form a permanent constitution and State government: Pro- 
vided, The constitution and government so to be formed shall be republican, 
and in conformity to the principles contained in these articles; and, so far as it 
can be consistent with the ponor interest of the confederacy, such admission 
shall be aliowed at an earlier period and when there may be a less number of 
free inhabitants in the State than 60,000.” 

“If there were any question as to whether there were 90,000 people there, if 
there were any question as to whether Oregon comes up to the ratio of repre- 
sentation, yet, sir, I hold that there is a solemn guaranty and a compact made 
with those people which we ought not to disregard.” ° 

If this view of the organic law of the Territory is correct, as I think it is, these 
propis who, in the face of great obstacles, hardships, and privations, have laid 
the foundations of a rich and powerful commonwealth do not come here as sup- 
pliants for favors at the hands of Congress. On the contrary, they demand that 
which of right is theirs, and to further deprive them of which will be a gross 
violation of a solemn com compact under the provisions of which it has 

held, and by some of the ablest and greatest men this country has pro- 
duced, and whose counsel even now is worthy the consideration of those who 
£eek to control and direct the destinies of the nation—it was held, I say, that a 
Territory to the people of which the guaranties of this compact had ex- 
tended became entitled to admission as a State ipso facto the moment its popu- 
lation amounted to 60,000. 


The trouble is not that the people of Washington Territory have not 
a right to admission as a State of the Union, but that they have no 
remedy for the wrong which Congress commits by refusing their appli- 
cation for statehood. 

The Senator from South Carolina in his speech said: 


It is the imperialism of a concentrated, consolidated national power, if it 
should ever come—and God forbid—which will threaten and destroy the liber- 
ties of the people. 


Sir, in the refusal to admit the Territories when they have sufficient 
population and sufficient resources to support State governments and 
institutions republican in form and not repugnant to our theory of 
government, there is, if not a usurpation of Federal power, a gross 
abuse of it and a palpable subversion of the liberties of the people. 

The right of the United States to acquire, hold, and organize terri- 
tory can not be referred to any clause or provision of the Federal Con- 
stitution, but depends upon its inherent power of sovereignty. This 
power can not, consistently with our system of State and National 
Government, be extended into aright to continue the newly-acquired 
territory under Territorial government after they are prepared for self- 
governing commonwealths and for their incorporation into the Federal 
system. 

The plenary power which the General Government has and exercises 
to legislate for the Territories is necessary while their population is 
sparse and their resources insufficient to maintain a State government; 
and the Territorial governments are instituted for the donble purpose 
of providing an organized society and good government for the people 
during the pan which must elapse before they are prepared for state- 
hood and of developing them into commonwealths capable of self-gov- 
ernment and prepared for membership in the Federal Union. But 
when this period arrives, when a Territory has become fitted to assume 
the relations of a State to the Federal Union and share in the govern- 
ment, to longer keep it in the condition of a Territory is undemocratic, 
contrary to the spirit of our institutions, and is a bold and most dan- 
gerous assertion and exercise of national power. 

In the manner provided by the Constitution nineteen Territories have 
ben admitted as States, All these nineteen Territories were admitted 
with less population and resources than South Dakota and Washington 
have to-day. ` The power to keep these Territories which, so far as the 
right of self-government and their relation to the Federal Government 
are concerned, are States in embryo, but so far as territory, population, 
aud resources are concerned, full-grown States, out of the Union rests 
with a majority of either branch of Congress. But it will be longer 
exercised as to Dakota and Washington in violation of the faith which 
has been pledged to the people of those Territories by a solemn com- 
pact and by the uniform course of Con; in dealing with the Terri- 


tories, and will -be a crime against republican institutions. 
XIX. 


405 


Mr. VEST. Mr. President, I simply wish to call the attention of 
the Senate to that provision of the substitute which proposes to sub- 
mit to the people of the portion of Idaho that is proposed to be cut off 
and annexed to Washington Territory the question whether that legis- 
lation shall take effect or not. Itis section 2, which provides: 

That if the electors of that part of the Territory of Idaho embraced within 
the boundaries hereinafter first described shall, by a majority vote, as herein- 
after provided, decide in favor of including such part of Idaho Territory in the 


State of Washington, then, and in that event, said State shall consist of the 
Territory embraced within the following boundaries, to wit: 


There has been a vast amount of adjudication upon this question, 
turning upon the distinction between legislation which takes effect 
upon the happening of a certain event and the legislation which de- 
rives its vigor and existence from a tribunal other than the legislative 
department of the Government. The argument pro and con applies as 
well to the Congress of the United States as the Legislature of any 
State, because the principles involved are the same. 

The Constitution of the United States vests the legislative power in 
the Congress. Congress has no more right to delegate that power to a 
popular election than has the Legislature of a State to delegate that 
power. Every act of Congress is proprio vigore, by reason of our votes, 
in existence. No law of the United States can be enacted or repealed 
except by an act of Congress. 

The whole difficulty in the question arises from the subtlety and 
refinement of argument which has been indulged in by eminent lawyers 
and judges upon the distinction between legislation going into effect 
upon the happening of a future event and the question whether an act 
is in existence from the beginning or not. Here is a proposition in this 
bill which says that if in the event of a popular election the people of 
a Territory at that election shall decide in favor of becoming an inte- 
gral portion of another Territory, then the law of Congress takes effect, 
but unless that vote eventuates in that way, then the law does not 
take effect. ry 

Now, where is the law-making power? I know that judges in dif- 
ferent States of the Union have decided this question pro and con upon 
the one sideand the other. They have in my own State upon the local- 
option question decided that the people had a right in the different lo- 
calities to vote as to whether an act of the Legislature should obtain in 
that locality and county or not. With very great respect to the judges 
who made that decision, or a majority of them, I donot think that the 
sentiment of the profession in the State sustains it. In my judgment, 
the weight of authority is unquestionably against this delegation of 
legislative power, for it is nothing else. Mr. Cooley in his work on 
Constitutional Limitations summarizes the whole matter in a very few 
sentences. 

Mr. STEWART. Before the Senator proceeds to read from Mr. 
Cooley, I should like to know the difference in principle between that 
and an enabling act which allows the people of a Territory to form a 
State government and to be admitted if they will do certain acts. 

Mr. VEST. There is a very great difference. 

Mr. STEWART. I can not see it. 

Mr, VEST. There isa very great difference. An enabling act is 
simply saying to the people of a Territory, ‘‘ You can go on and forma 
constitution and submit it in proper republican form to the Congress 
of the United States, and if we choose we can then admit you with that 
constitution or we can reject you.’’ But here is an act which says that 
if the people vote a certain way the law takes effect; if the people do 
not vote a certain way it does not take effect. 

Mr. STEWART. Is not that the precise question in an enablingact 
which allows the people of a Territory to be admitted on a proclama- 
tion of the President if they do a certain act? 

Mr. VEST. I think not. I think the enabling act is simply where 
Congress says, ‘‘If you do so and so, and conform to our will in the 
matter, not your own, we will decide in advance that if you do certain 
things then certain other things shall happen.” That is the distinc- 
tion. But when, I submit, did any lawyer who has any respect for 
himself or his profession say that the Congress of the United States 
could pass an act providing that the people of Missouri or of Nevada 
should vote whether an act of Congress was to take effect or not? 

Mr. BLAIR. Is that this case? 

Mr. VEST. That is this case. 

Posi BLAIR. Do they vote whether the act of Congress shall take 
effect? 

Mr. VEST. Most unquestionably, or else the English language 
loses its meaning. In the event that the people of that Territory say 
that the law shall take effect it is a law; if they vote the other way it 
is not a law. 

Mr. BLAIR. What would be the question submitted to the people? 
Would it not be simply whether they desired annexation to Washing- 
ton “entot Would not that be all that would be submitted to the 
people? 

Mr. VEST. It makes no difference what the question is. 

Mr. BLAIR. Certainly it makes a difference, because the other in- 
stance would ba perhaps an act of legislation. All that is submitted 
is simply whether they will be annexed to the Territory of Washing- 
ton to form a State, and they are to vote on that question. The Sen- 
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ator may be right, but it seems to me that it is not such legislation as 
he argues it to be. 

Mr. VEST. The power is vested in the Congress of the United 
States to fix the boundaries of the Territories and to admit new States 
into the Union with certain boundaries, That is a question for us to 
determine. It is not a question for the people specifically of that Ter- 
ritory, but for the people of all the States and of all the other Terri- 
tories. ‘l'he Constitution vests that power in Congresss. Have we the 
right to delegate that power to any locality, to any Territory? That 
is the only question, and I propose without further argument to read 
what Mr. Cooley summarizes. You may find authorities upon both 
sides of the question, butif you turn to Cooley’s Constitutional Limita- 
tions, page 145, you will find the question exhaustively considered, 
and the authorities cited. First he refers to the local question of tax- 
ation in townships, school laws, local-option laws, and then he says, 
giving the decisions in the different States: 

If the decision of the question is to depend upon the weight of judicial au- 
thority up to the present time, it must be held that there is no power to refer 
the adoption or pin egr, of a general law to $e qe of the State any more 
than there is to refer it to any other authority. prevailing doctrine in the 
courts appears to be that, except in cases where, the Constitution, the 
people have expressly reserved to themselves a power of decision, the function 
of legislation can not be exercised by them, even to the extent of accepting or 
rejecting a law which has been framed for their consideration. The exercise 
of this power by the people in other cases is not expressly and in terms pro- 
hibited by the Constitution, but it is forbidden by necessary and unavoidable 
implication. The senate and assembly are the only bodies of men clothed with 
the power of general legislation, They possess the entire power, with the ex- 
ception above stated, ` 

he people reserved no part of it to themselves (with that exception), and 

can therefore exercise it in no other case, Itis therefore held that the Legis- 

lature have no power to submit a proposed law tothe people, nor have the peo- 

ple power to bind each other by acting upon it. They voluntarily surrendered 

that power when they adopted the Constitution. 
s . . e . s s 

Nor, it seems, can such legislation be sustained as legislation of a conditional 
character whose force is to depend upon the happening of some future event, 
or upon some future change of circumstances, eto. 

The argument in this case is that this act is to take effect upon the 
happening of a future event, and that event is a popular election; but 
itis unquestionably true in this case that the law derives its vitality 
from that election. In other words, Congress, instead of saying that 
this portion of Idaho shall be cut off and annexed to Washington, 
says, ‘‘ We will not exercise our legislative discretion, but we leave it 
to the people of that specific part of Idaho Territory to say whether 
they will be joined to Washington or not.” That is exactly what the 
Constitution of the United States meant to prohibit. If Congresscould 
delegate that legislative discretion to the people of that part of Idaho, 
then we can delegate our discretion as to any subject to the people of 
any portion of the United States, and that can not be done. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from Missouri permit me to-ask 
him a question ? 

Mr. VEST. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is it not customary in the States to submit toa 
vote of the people of a county the question as to the location of the 
county seat or the change of the county seat ? 

Mr. VEST. I admit that that has been done. 

Mr. SPOONER. It is done in nearly every State in the Union. 

Mr. VEST. I admitit has been done. Mr. Cooley summarizes all 
these cases. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is not thata delegation of legislative power in 
some sense? 

‘Mr. VEST. To a certain extent it is, and the courts have decided 
proand con uponthat very question. Unquestionably that isso. The 
weight of authority, however, as Mr. Cooley says, is against it. Ire- 
fer Senators who feel an interest in the matter to a very learned decis- 
ion made by the supreme court of Delaware, found in 4th Delaware- 
(Harrington’s) Reports, in which the court considers this question and 
all the authorities, and summarizes the whole thing by stating that— 

The legislative, executive. and judicial powers compose the sovereign power 
of a State. The people of the State of Delaware have vested the | ative 
power ina general assembly, consisting of a senate and house ot representa- 
tives; the supreme executive powers of the State in a governor; and the judi- 
cial power in the several courts mentioned in the sixth article. The soverei 

wer therefore, of this State, resides with the legislative, executive,and Judicial 

epartments. Having thus transferred the sovereign power, the people can not 
resume or exercise any portion of it. 

I know that there has been a vast amount of very learned argument 
upon both sides of this question. My own opinion as a lawyer, and I 
give it for what it is worth, is against any legislation. We had it in 
the Dakota bill, and I opposed it then. When I wasa member of the 
Committee on Territories I opposed it in every conceivable instance, 
If it is right that this part of Idaho Territory shall be cut off and an- 
nexed to Washington, we ought to do it; but we ought not to leave it 
to the people there to decide, and let all the caprices of a popular elec- 
tion and all the prejudices come in instead of the calm, deliberate judg- 
ment of the Congress of the United States. ; 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I think a fair reading of Judge 
Cooley will make a very clear case against the proposition of the Sen- 
ator from Missouri, with all due respect. Going back a little further, 
Judge Cooley says, before coming to the part which the Senator from 
Missouri read: 


But it is not always essential that a legislative act should be a completed 


statute which must in any event take effect as law at the time it leaves the 


hands of the | 


That is the kind of a case this is. Judge Cooley proceeds: 


“In these cases the legislative act is regarded as complete when it has passed 
through the constitutional formalities necessary to perfected lation, not- 
withstanding its actually going into operation as law may depend upon itssub- 
sequent acceptance. We have elsewhere spoken of municipal corporations, and 
of the powers of legislation which may be and commonly are wed upon 
them, and the bestowal of which is not to be considered as trenching upon the 
maxim that legislative power is not to be delegated, since that max to be 
understood in the light of the immemorial practice of this country and of Eng- 
land, which has always recognized the propriety of vesting in the municipal or- » 
ganizations certain powers of local regulation, in respect to which the parties 
immediately interested ay fairly be supposed more competent to judge oftheir 
needs than any central authority. As municipal o; izations are mere auxil- 
iaries of the State government in the important b ess of municipal rule, the 
Legislature may create them at will from its own views of propriety or neces- 
sity, and without cones: the parties interested; and it posse-ses the like 
power to abolish them, without stopping to inquire what may be the desire of 
the corporators on that subject. 

“Nev ess, as the incorporators have a special and peculiar interest in 
the terms and conditions of the charter, in the powers conferred, and liabilities 
imposed, as well as in the general question whether they shal! originally be or 
afterwards remain incorporated atall or not, and as the burdens of municipal 
government must rest upon their shoulders, and expecially as bg becoming in- 
corporated they are held in law to undertake to discharge the duties the char- 
ter imposes, it seems eminently proper that their voice should be heard on the 
question of their incorporation, that their decision d be conclusive, 
unless for strong reasons of State policy or local necessity it should seem im- 
portant for the State to overrule the opinion of the local majority. Theright to 
refer any legislation of this character to the people peculiarly interesi does 
not seem to be questioned, and the reference is by no means unusual. 

For the like reasons the question whether a Rpanper & or township shall be di- 
vided and a new one formed, or two townships or school districts formerly one 
be reunited, ora city charter be revised, or a county seat located at a particular 
place, or after its location removed elsewhere, or the municipality contract par- 
ticular debts, or engage in a particular improvement, is al ways a question which 
may wjth propriety be referred to the voters of the municipality for decision. 


The part read by the Senator from Missouri from Judge Cooley re- 
lated to general laws—whether a general Jaw, such as a criminal law, 
should have such an effect. ‘That was trenching upon another matter; 
but here is a question whether these parties will become a part of the 
State of Washington. They are the parties interested. It is one of 
the natural things to submit to them; it is legitimately submitted to 
them; and it is not different from the whole tenor of the bill. 

This bill, as the bill which was passed for the admission of Nevada 
and many other States, provides that the people shall vote to adopt a 
constitution and to fix certain boundaries, and if they consent to that, 
it shall become a law on the proclamation of the President finding those 
facts, That is the condition of this bill. We are reporting such pro- 
visions constantly in every bill which can properly be termed an en- 
abling act, and which provides for the admission of a State. The en- 
abling act itself never goes into effect until the people say so. The 
whole question whether it will become a State is a question depending 
upon the vote of the people, and to say that we can not submit the 
question of boundaries to the people of the Territory or of any locality 
in the Territory is not the ordinary thing to do. It seems to me an 
entirely new doctrine, never entertained before. 

There never was any question but that Congress could make a prop- 
osition to be submitted in this way. Every day we are passing bills 
providing that the law shall go into effect settling an account, paying 
aman, upon condition that he will surrender his whole claim, it de- 
pending upon him to accept it or not. One-third of the legislation ot 
Congress depends upon the acceptance by people of the conditions pre- 
scribed in the act. Thatis all this is. We say to the people of the 
Panhandle, ‘‘If you desire to be a part of this State, if you desire to 
be annexed, if you desire to come in, and make it manifest by your 
vote, it shall be done.” f 

It is something for their benefit which they may accept or reject. 
It isa proposition to them. Here is a proposition to the people of 
Washington Territory whether they shall be admitted as a State or 
not. e say to them, ‘‘If you accept, you become a State without 
further legislation.” That is provided by this bill, and that is the or- 
dinary legislation. I can not possibly see any distinction. I think 
that the doctrine of Judge Cooley is clear and distinct, and covers the 
case exactly, and that there can be nothing in the point made by the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate but a few 
moments. Unfortunately I do not feel like talking at all, and Iam 
desirous to go on with the bill. 

There is, I suppose, a pretty general desire on the part of the Senate 
at least, on both sides of the Chamber, that the Territory of Washing- 
ton should finally and very soon come into the Union as a State. Iap- 
prehend that perhaps there is not any division of opinion upon that 
question. There is no reason that I know of why it should not come 
in at as early a date asthe Congress of the United States can provide 
for it. It has the necessary population. It is admitted, I think, by all 
to have about 165,000 people, irrespective of the annexation of any por- 
tion of any other Territory to it. It has all the resources and charac- 
teristics that belong to a Territory which would justify the Congress or 
the United States in making it a State at as early a date as we can pass 
the bill. I think myself that it ought to have been done before now. 


So there is no question involved in this controversy as to the admis- 
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sion of Washington Territory. The only question, I apprehend, is the 
question whether we will annex a portion of Idaho Territory to it as 
one of the conditions of admission. My position is that that should 
not be done. The only difference between the two measures before the 
Senate, with some little amendments in the substitute which I offered, 
is that the bill of the Senator from Nevada is so framed as to take in 
four counties in the north part of Idaho, depending upon a popular 
vote of the people of those four counties, and no other portion of the 
Territory. ‘The amendment which I introduced asa substitute for it 
proposes simply to admit Washington Territory, pure and simple, as we 
find its territorial lines or boundaries, asit was created into a Territory 
by the Congress of the United States. 

It seems to me that the Congress of the United States is doing an act 
of injustice to the people of Idaho and doing wrong with reference to 
itself in segregating, if you please—although the Senator from Nevada 
objects to that word—any portion of Idaho Territory and annexing it 
to the Territory of Washington. I know of no reason forit. TheSen- 
ator, it is true, has said that the trade of the people of those northern 
counties goes wést instead of coming south into the Territory of Idaho. 
That may be true as it is now, but it is true the same fact might be 
stated of portions of many of the States of the Union. Take, for in- 
stance, the State of Indiana, a portion of the State of Indiana trades 
in the State of Illinois, or at Chicago, if you please, almost universally, 
and yet that furnishes no reason why a tier of counties in Indiana that 
lic nearest to Chicago should be segregated from the State of Indiana 
and added to the State of Illinois. 

Their general community of interest outside of going to the city of 
Chicago to trade is in their own State. So, taking the people of Idaho, 
while at present and for years past there has been that difficulty in 
traveling from one portion of the Territory of Idaho to another, in 
traveling from the south to the north, or from the north to the south, 
yet those difficulties are disappearing, and it will be but a very short 
time before the counties now proposed to he annexed to Washington 
Territory will be so connected by means of communication and trans- 
portation by railroad connections as that their interests will be in com- 
mon just as they are in other States and Territories of the Union. 

So there is nothing in the proposition of the Senator from Nevada 
as regards the question of difficulty of communication between the two 
sections of the country. 

The Territory of Idaho has about 100,000 people, perhaps a few more 
than that. The,Territory has been going forward, not rapidly, not 
suddenly springing into a population of 100,000, but by a steady, regu- 
lar, constant growth, which is the best growth known in this country 
or any other for any community to enjoy. They have gone on year 
after year, and year after year, increasing in population and increasing 
in wealth, increasing in development, and increasing also in their 
means of communication from one section of the Territory to another. 

As a matter of fact nearly all the counties in the Territory of Idaho 
are cut off by what fifty years ago would have been regarded as insur- 
mountable obstacles to communication, as the Senator from Nevada 
regards the mountain ranges between the north and south portions of 
the Territory of Idaho; but time, and industry, and enterprise, and a 
little money have connected all those counties in the southern portion 
below the range of mountains referred to, so that there is nothing in- 
volved now in the question of communication from one county to 
another, or from any of those counties to the metropolis of the Terri- 
tory, Boisé City. 

There is another fact which I desire to suggest. I want to call the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that there is not anybody, so far as 
officials are concerned, in the Territory who is demanding a segregation 
of those counties and their annexation to the Territory of Washington. 
I say that there is nobody here appealing to the Congress of the United 
States,who in any way represents the Territory of Idaho, asking for 
the division of Idaho Territory, or the annexation of those four coun- 
ties to the Territory of Washington. ` 

Mr. STEWART. Did not those four counties vote to annex them- 
selves to Washington at the last election? 

Mr. CULLOM. The Senator from Nevada is talking about ancient 
history. 

Mr. STEWART. Did they not do so at the last election? 

Mr. CULLOM. No, sir; they did not do it at the last election. I 
have evidence here before me of the most recent date, furnished during 
this year of our Lord 1888, which shows that perhaps every county in 
the State except the county of Nez Perces, in which the town of Lew- 
iston is located, is protesting against the annexation of these counties 
to the Territory of Washington or to their being segregated in any way. 

Mr. STEWART. Why were they induced to vote for it then? 

Mr. CULLOM, Tassert that it is an outrage on the rest of the Ter- 
ritory to say that we will leave it to one portion of the Territory of 
Idaho to say whether they will go off or not, and not allow the people 
of the Territory generally to give expression to what they think about 
it irrespective of what a porticn of the Territory may wish to do in 
the premises. 

Allow me to show what the exact facts are in regard to it. January 
11 of the present year a protest of the governor, chief-justice, United 
States marshal, attorney-general, and all Federal Territorial officers of 


Idaho was filed here against any division of Idaho Territory. January 
16, a protest of two hundred and fifty citizens of Cassia County was 
filed against any division. January 23, a protest of two hundred and 
fifty citizens of Idaho County was filed. I believe thet is one of the 
proposed counties that is to be taken off. 

January 23, a protest of the board of trade, Hailey County, was 
filed. January 23, there was a protest of the board of county com- 
missioners of Cassia County. January 27, there was a protest of 
county commissioners of Boisé County. January 27, there was a pro- 
test of fifty citizens of Kootenai County. That is another one of the 
counties that is proposed to be annexed to Washington Territory. Feb- 
ruary 6, there was a protest of the county commissioners of Idaho 
County. That is one of the counties referred to as being in the por- 
tion of the Territory which is sought to be annexed to Washington 


Territory. February 6, there was a protest of the Democratic central 
committee of the Territory of Idaho. Ihavethe protest here. It isas 
follows: 


A protest from Idaho against dismemberment.—Proceedings of special meeting 
of the Democratic Territorial central committee of Idaho, 
Bossé Crry, IDAHO TERRITORY, January 26, 1883. 
At a special rant J of the Democratic Territorial central committee, held at 
the Territorial capitol building, the following proceedings were namely : 

Whereas Idaho Territory, upon the advent of railroads and the consequent 

development, has entered upon a career of advancement and prosperity hither- 
to almost unparalleled in the history of Western States and Territories, and 
which is rapidly developing her great natural resources, and will, if undisturbed 
by dismemberment or other adverse legislation, soon fit her in wealth and pop- 
eee to take the proud position of a sovereign State of the American Union; 
and : 
‘Whereas with better means of inter-communication all parts of the Territory 
are fast penning. homogeneous and united in interests, industries, and aspira- 
tions, while the interests of the people of Northern Idaho and of Washington 
Territory are diverse and dissimilar in every respect— 

The Senator from Nevada states that all the interests of the people of 
Northern Idaho are connected and identified with the interests of Wash- 
ington Territory, while these resolutions assert exactly the opposite— 
Washington Territory being an agricultural region while Northern Idaho is 
principally a mining country; and 

“Whereas Washington is now a Territory of vast geographical extent, and 
the proposed annexation of Northern Idaho would increase its area to within a 
fraction of 90,000 square miles, and make it greater in extent by 9,000 square 
miles than the combined States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachu- 
setts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware and Maryland; and 

“ Whereas but a small portion of the people of North Idaho, and these princi- 
pally residents of one county; and— 


I will stop here long enough to say that the trouble which has been 
brought upon the Territory of Idaho has been brought upon the Ter- 
ritory substantially by the people of this county referred to, because 
at one time it was the capital of the Territory, and since that time it 
has lost its position as the capital, and it has been dissatisfied ever 
since— 

“Whereas but a small portion of the people of North Idaho—and these prin- 
cipally residents of one county—favor annexation to Washington Territory, 
while the people of al! other portions of the Territory are almost HOANG 


opposed to any scheme of tion, therefore the Democratic territorial cen- 
tial committee, assembled at the capital, and representing the Democratic party 


of the Territory, do unanimously 
“t Resolve, First, that the Democratic of Idaho, in the exercise as in duty 
are of the people of the whole Ter- 


bound of the utmost solicitude for the we! 
ritory,is unalterably opposed to any division whatever of the Territory, and 
does solemnly protest against all measures and schemes looking towards the 
segregation, ition, parceling out, or annihilation of the Raise? & And in 
the name and upon the eternal principles of our party we call upon the Democ- 
racy of the Union to save us from the fate of Poland and the crafty schemes of 
covetous neighbors and designing politicians.” 

That was passed by the central committee of the Democratic party 
of the Territory of Idaho. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Task the Senator from Ilinois whether it is 
not the fact that the members of that committee from these four counties 
were present at that meeting? 

Mr. CULLOM. I think thatis true, but this paper does not disclose 
the fact. I have in my hand a dispatch from the Republican committee 
and members of the Territorial convention. It is as follows: 

Borsé Crry, Inano, May 3, 1838, 
To Senator SHELBY M, CULLOM, Washington, D. C.: 
The following was passed by the Republican convention here to-day: 

‘Resolved, That the Republican party of Idaho in convention assembled De- 
clares itself to be unallerably opposed to any division of the Territory of Idaho, 

‘Resolved, That we call upon the Congress of the United States to defeat the 
bill of Senator STEWART, of Nevada, relating to the division of Idaho Territory, 
as it is unfair and unjust to the people of the Territory and is in conflict with 
the wishes of the people, and that he has never been called m by any au- 
thorized body of citizens to express the wishes of the people of Idaho, 

“Resolved, That we indorse without qualification the position which our Dele- 


gate in Congress has so firmly taken to preserve and protect our Territory from 
spoliation, ” 


H. M. BENNETT, 
Chairman Territorial! Republican Committee, and members of convention. 

Mr. STEWART. Is the Senator aware that a delegate from North- 
ern Idaho was excluded so as to make that unanimous ? 

Mr. CULLOM. No, sir; I am not aware that any such fact existed. 
I have no information upon that subject. 

Mr. STEWART. I have. 

Mr. CULLOM. I have here the proceedings of the board of county 
commissioners of Boisé County, as follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 


The board of county commissioners of Boise County, Territory of Idaho, 
would respectfully represent to your honorable body— 
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First. That the citizens of our county are unanimously opposed to the segre- 
gation of SaF porton of the Territory of Idaho. 

Second. That we deem it unfair to the remaining portion of the Territory to 
submit be are of certain counties whether or not they will go to some other 

or ry. 

Third. We would respectfully represent that there are thousands of ein 
the Territory of Idaho who have been here since its o: ization, Bmore 
twenty-five — ago; that they have endured the hardships and privations 
incident to the settlement of a new State; that they have had pride in develop- 
ing the resources of the Territory and in building up a code of laws such as the 
experience of ne has demonstrated to be specially adapted to the needs of 
the country; that these laws have been recently amended and codified at great 
expense; that during a quarter of a century these old settlers have looked with 
pride upon our gradual and sure growth and increase in population, relying 
during all this time upon the good faith of the United States (implied if not form- 
ally pledged) that when her population should warrant, the “Gem of the 
ane ope ay ha be admitted to the sisterhood of sovereign States as the 

eo O. 


We think if segregation in any form and to any extent is to be submitted to 
a vote, it should be to a vote of the whole Territory. 

We are contented to be let alone. 
i SE bave unshaken confidence in the ultimate outcome of Idaho if she can be 

eft as she 

The Territory is not unduly large, and yet is of sufficient size to make a re- 
gpectable State. 
= We ask only to be permited to rise or fall, to survive or perish with an intact 


MARTIN CATHCART, 

8S. A. CLARKSON, . 

JOHN KENNEDY, 
Commissioners of Boisé County, Territory of Idaho, in session April 9,1888. 


TERRITORY of IDAHO, County OF BOISÉ, ss: 


I, the undersigned auditor and reeorder of said county of Boisé, and clerk of 
the board of county commissioners thereof. do hereby certify that the above 
and foregoing instrument was signed by the chairman and members of said 
board in open session, at the regular meeting of said board held at Idaho City, 
the county seat of said county, on Monday, April 9, A. D. 1888. 

n testimony whereof I have hereto set my hand and seal of office on thisthe 


date aforesaid. 
[SEAL] TIM. CARROLL, 
Clerk Board County Commissioners of Boisé County, Idaho. 


We, the undersigned, have read the foregoing, and concur therein. 


EO, AINSLIE, 
Delegate to the Forty-sizth and th Congresses. 


Probate Judge. 
BEN T. DAVIS, 


Assessor and Tax Collect 
C. C. HAVIRD, 


TIM. CARROLL, 
Auditor and Recorder. 


JOHN GANREN: 
te OES CINGSLER. à 
District Attorney. 

The Senator from Nevada refers to the fact that a bill annexing these 
four counties has already the Senate. That is true, and I believe 
it is also true that I voted forit, but the situation of affairs in that 
Territory has materially changed within a very brief period of time, 
It is true that for a good while there did not seem to be in the minds 
of the people of the northern portion of the Territory of Idaho a very 
great certainty that they were going to be able to get communication 
such as they desired between their portion of the Territory and the 
central portion, especially the capital; but it has been ascertained 
within a year that there will be no difficulty whatever in building 
railroads so as to connect the two portions of the Territory as I have 
indicated. The Territory is already appealing to the Congress of the 
United States for the passage of a law allowing it to spend money for 
the purpose of building wagon-roads over the mountains between the 
two sections. It is true, as I shall show directly, that there are let- 
ters and maps here from railroad men indicating that a railroad can 
be built without any difficulty betwen the two sections of the Terri- 
tory. 

But I was going to refer to the fact that we passed a bill a year or 
two ago, I have forgotten just when, admitting the Territory of Wash- 
ington with these counties annexed. The bill. it will be remembered, 
was vetoed by the President. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Let me correct the Senator. That was not the 
bill vetoed. It was simply a bill annexing these four counties of the 
Territory of Idaho to the Territory of Washington, which was a very 
diffcrent proposition. 

Mr. CULLOM. I was thinking that it was the bill admitting Wash- 
ington that was vetoed. 

Mr. PLATT. May I make an explanation? 

Mr. CULLOM. Certainly. 

Mr. PLATT. In the bill which provided for the admission of the 
State of Washington we did include substantially that part of Northern 
Idaho which the Senator from Nevada now proposes to include in the 
pending bill. That bill was not acted on in the other House. Then 
we passed a bill attaching this portion of Idaho to Washington Terri- 
tory, and that bill was notsigned by the President. It was not vetoed 
by him, but he received it within less than ten days before the final 
adjournment of Congress and did not act upon it. 

Mr. CULLOM. He exercised what we call the ‘‘ pocket veto.” The 
President failed to sign the bill. At first I thought it was a bill for 
admitting Washington Territory with these counties annexed that was 
vetoed, but I stand corrected upon that point. I remember now that 


or. 


' sion assembled, January 3, 1888, most respectfully an 


` spectfully cali 


ES e R t 


it was simply a bill proposing the annexation of these four counties, 
or this portion of the Territory of Idaho, to Washington Territory, which 
was passed and went to the President, as the Senator says, too late for 
him to examine it. At any rate he failed to sign the bill, and I have 
in my hand a vote of thanks tendered to President Cleveland by the 
board of commissioners of Idaho County, which is one of the counties 
now proposed to be annexed, for his action in vetoing the segregation 
bill passed by the Jast Congress, and I will read it. It is as follows: 


VOTE OF THANKS TENDERED TO PRESIDENT CLEVELAND BY THE BOARD OF COM- 
MISSIONERS OF IDAHO COUNTY, IDAHO TERRITORY, FOR HIS ACTION IN VETO- 
ING THE SEGREGATION BILL PASSED BY THE LAST SESSION OF CONGRESS, 


On the 13th day of April, 1887, the honorable board of county commissioners 
met in regular session at Mount Idaho and d the following vote of thanks to 
President Cleveland for his action in vetoing the bill which passed the last Con- 
gress annexing the four northern countics of Idaho Territory to Washington 
Territory. Present: James Witt, chairman; Phil Cleary, Henry S. Jones, com- 
missioners; T, J. Rhoads, clerk. : 

Whereas if the bill which recently passed Congress annexing the northern 
counties of Idaho to Washington Territory had become a law Iduho County 
would have been dismembered and rendered almost hopelessly bankrupt: 

Tt is ordered, That the thanks of this board be respectfully tendered to His 
Excellency, President Cleveland, for vetoing the said bill, and also to Governor 
E. A. Stevenson for his prompt action in the matter, 


Be order of the of county commissioners of Idaho County, Idaho Ter- 
JAS. WITT, Chairman, 
PHIL. CLEARY. 
HENRY 8, JONES, 
Attest: 
[sEAL.] 


T. J. RHOADS, 
Auditor and Recorder and ex oficio Clerk of the Board, 
Movnt IDAHO, IDAHO, April 13, 1887. 


I also have in my hand a protest from the commissioners of Kootenai 
County, which is also one of the counties proposed to be annexed to 
Washington Territory. It is as follows: 


Protest against annexation from the county commissioners of Kootenai County, 

daho, recently adopted, protesting nst any division of ldaho or annexa- 
tion ofany portion of the Territory to any other State or Territory. 
> 


To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States: 


We, the board of commissioners of Kootenai County, Idaho Territory, in ses- 
earnestly protest against 
any legislation by your honorable bodies that would divide the Territory of 
Idaho, or set off any portion thereof to any State or Territory. We would re- 
our attention to the report of his excellency E. A. Stevenson, 
Territory, showing the rapid growth of the Territory in wealth 
ard population. Any legislation looking to the segregation of the Territory at 
this time will, in our opinion, greatly our fature ST SET 

JOHN RUSSELL, Chairman. 

JOHN FERNAN. 

LOUIS LEE. 


governor of th 


[SEAL OF KOOTENAI COUNTY.] 


I have in my hand a protest from the board of commissioners of Idaho 
County, which I believe I have not read. It is as follows: 


ANTI-ANNEXATION, 
Protest from the board of county commissioners of Idaho County, Idaho Terri- 
tory, against annexation. 
To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives 
the United States in Congress assembled : 


We, the board of county commissioners of Idaho County, Idaho Territory, in 
regular session assembled, do hereby most earnestly and respectfully protest 
aguinst the proposed annexation of the northern counties of Idaho Territory to 
Washington Territory or against any division of Idaho Territory whatsoever. 

We would most respectfully represent that the sentiment formerly existing in 
this county in favor of annexation to Washington Territory has been largely 
changed since 1882 by the construction of railroads through the unsettled por- 
tions of Idaho Territory, and by the increase of material prosperity and wealth 
consequent thereon, and that with the construction of other contemplated lines 
of railroad over the alleged “impassable mountain barriers,” for which the sur- 
veys have already been made, permanent and easy facility of intercourse be- 
tween the most extreme and isolated sections of Idaho Territory will be afforded. 

We would further represent that our commercial, social, and other relations 
are not identical with, and that we have no such interests in common with 
Washington Territory as have been erroneously alleged, nor have any satisfac- 
tory reasons been advanced to justify, or benetits proposed, to offset the incon- 
venience, disquietude, and confusion which would naturally result to our people 
from their transfer from one political jurisdiction, to whose laws all their busi- 
ness and other relations have become adjusted, to that of another, to whose 
ae ee are aliens, and where the experimental feature in legislature pre- 

ominates. 

We therefore respectfully and earnestly petition the Congress of the United 
States to enact no legislation which would divide Idaho Territory. 

JAMES WITT, 
Chairman Board County Ccommi stoners Idaho Sern 

[SEAL IDAHO COUNTY.] T. J, RHOADS, Cleri 

Attest: 


Movnr Inano, I. T., January 11, 1888. 

The burden of the honorable Senator’s argument or appeal to the 
Senate of the United States for the passage of his bill annexing these 
four counties to Washington is based on the proposition that they nat- 
urally belong there, and that their trade, their commerce, their com- 
munication, social, business, and otherwise, all run to Washington 
Territory, while one of the counties through its board of officers asserts 
directly the opposite of that proposition. 

The Senator also refers to the action that was taken by the Terri- 
tory and by the Territorial Delegate, Mr. Hailey, some time ago. We 
ali remember Mr. Hailey as being an honorable gentleman, who was 
the Delegate from that Territory for a number of years, for more than 
one term I beligve, and who always seemed to desire to represent the 
real interests of the Territory. lt is true, as he admits, that at one 


time he was in favor of the annexation of these four countiesto Wash- 
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ington Territory, but I find in the testimony that was taken before the 
Committee on Territories the following letter from Mr. Hailey dated 
Jan 10, 1888, written at Spring Creek Ranch, Alturas County, 
Idaho, to the governor of the Territory. 
SPRING CREEK RANCH, ÅLTURAS County, IDAHO, 
Je 10, 1888. 

DEAR Sir: Herewith I send you some statistics of the area of land in the 
thirty-two States east of the Missouri River, including Texas; also the number 
of electoral votes those thirty-two States have. 

Also the area of land contained in the six States and eight Territories west of 
the Missouri River (leaving out Alaska), with the number of electoral votes the 
West have. The figures I send are substantially correct. You will see by the 
statement that the six States and eight Territories in the West have a much 
larger area of land than the thirty-two States East, South, and North have. 

You will see that these thirty-two States have 370 electoral votes, while the 
West have 31. Of course these thirty-two States now have complete control of 
the election for President and Vice-President, and of both branches of Congress; 
certainly they have the right to all this now, on account of having so much more 

pulation than what the West hay. Iam fully satisfied that the six Western 

and Territories will, in the course of time, bave as large a population as 

the thirty-two States named. Certainly the resources of the West, when de- 
veloped, are fully as good and as great as of the East. 

It is true that when we get as much population in the West as they have in 
the East, under our present system of apportionment, we will have, or at least 
be entitled to, as many members in the House of Lar paei of Congress 
as the thirty-two States; but as it now stands they will then have their 64 Sena- 
tors, and we will only have 28. So when that time comes we, or our rity, 
will be short 36 Senators, and also short about the same number of electoral 
votes. To take a reasonable view, of the near future, it looks rather bad for the 
West at best. But when we hear of attempts being. made by Western Senators 
to divide up and obliterate our Territory (Idaho), thereby destroying our 
chances for two Senators and one or more members in the near future, I must 
conclude that they are acting hastily, without having given the matter that 
consideration that is due before such rash steps should be taken. 

There was a time a few years ago when a portion of the people of Idaho 
wished to be annexed to Washington Territory. Their claims were pressed 
in political conventions, and both political parties in Idaho indorsed the right 
of three northern counties in Idaho to be annexed to Washington Territory. 
These conventions doubtless indorsed this move of the three northern counties 
for political purposes to get votes, as the northern counties held a balance of 
political power. 

I was elected to the Forty-ninth Congress on a platform that indorsed the an- 
nexation of three northern counties of Idaho to Washington. While I did not 
approve of this division, I felt that it was my duty to try and carry out the pro- 

ions of the platform; which I did. On my return home I found that in so 
doing I had incurred the displeasure of a great many friends; in fact I am fully 
ed now that full nine-tenths or more of the resident citizens of Idaho are 
opposed to any division of Idaho whateyer. They desire to be left as they are. 

e are in a prosperous condition and will soon have all the requisites for state- 


‘Yours, trily, 
JOHN HAILEY. 

Governor E. A. STEVENSON, 

Washington, D. C. 

That is the testimony of Mr. Hailey, who had, as most of us had, 
voted for the annexation of these counties. He states there were three 
that he was in favor of annexing, but there are four included in the 
amendment which is proposed and which I believe passed the Senate 
some time ago at a former session. - 

I have been giving the opinions of people who are opposed to annex- 
ation, who are residents of the portion of Idaho which is proposed to be 
segregated, and I have given the account of the commissioners, State 
officers, Government officers, etc., as well as the representatives of the 
two great parties of the country. Now, I desire to continue a little 
farther. : 

On February 6 the anti-Mormon central committee of Bingham County 
filed a protest: against the annexation of these counties to Washington 
Territory; also the county commissioners of Ada County; also 100 citi- 
zens of Oneida County; also 200 citizens of Idaho County, which I have 
before referred to; also the Board of Trade of Boisé City, as well as the 
board of commissioners of Boisé County; and I think my memoranda 
somewhere state that, in addition to all those, there have not been less 
than ten or twelve thousand persons, individual citizens, protesting 
against the annexation of these four counties to Washington Territory. 

So, then, it comes down to this, that all the Territorial, county, and 
United States officers, with the exception, perhaps, of the county offi- 
cers of one county, or at tye most two counties, have protested against 
the segregation of this Territory by the annexation of these four coun- 
ties to the Territory of Washington. 

The Senator says he does not propose to do that unless the people of 
those four counties desire it. Well, sir, even if they did desire it, 
which I deny, after these people have lived and grown up now for 
these twenty or twenty-five years, each and all of them working to 
build up a territory and make it worthy of statehood, so that at some 
not far distant day they might be permitted to come into the union on 
an equality with the States already in, I submit that it is unfair to 
those people to say by an act of Congress that, even upon a vote of a 
majority, of the four counties, we will take a portion of your Territory 
away, when it can not be denied that everybody in all the other coun- 
ties in the Territory, men, women, and children, is against the annex- 
ation of that portion of the Territory, unless it may be a portion of the 
Mormons of the Territory, who have been under the control of the 
Gentiles and very many of them have been sent to the penitentiary by 
the vigilance and proper action of the authorities of the United States 
Government in enforcing the laws there. So, then, I do not deem it 
necessary for me to take up very much more time in talking upon this 
question. 

7 might read some other evidence that I have here, and I will read a 


portion of an article from what is called the Cœur d’ Alene Record, pub- 
lished in Kootenai County, one of the counties proposed to be annexed. 
The editor says in the article: i 

In case of a vote on the question we believe there would bea considerable 
majority against annexation in every county except Nez Perces— 

Which is the county in which Lewiston, the county seat, is located, 
and which formerly was the capital of the Territory— 
and even there— 

The editor says— = 
the division sentiment is much weaker than it was a few months Nez 
Perces County’s interests are entirely agricultural, while those of the other coun- 
tiesare not. Considerations which ,;would have much weight there have very 
little here, and yet the desire to acquire the Panhandle is so great in Eastern | 
Washington that influences might be brought to bear among the hundreds of 
newcomers in this county which would reduce the anti-division vote to such a 
point as to give the annexationists, owing to their strength in Nez Perces County, 
& small majority in the Panhandle as a whole, though they would be beaten in 
Shoshone, Kootenai, and Idaho Counties. The Jast two mentioned are but 
sparsely settled, and eyen if the majorities were large in proportion to the pop- 
= robe they would be small as compared with the annexation majority in Nez 

reces, 

Thisis from an editorial published in the paper from which I have 
quoted. There is some more perhaps that I ought to read. lt con- 
tinues: 

Thus, contrary to the most earnest wishes of more than nine-tenths of her 
people, might the utter political annihilation of Idaho be accomplished by the 
votes of a few malcontents in a single county; thus might a conspiracy as un- 
worthy of support as that of Catiline succeed, and imperial Idaho, ruthlessly 
robbed of all political power and prestige, be as unwarrantably partitioned be- 
tween Washington and Nevada as Poland was partitioned between Russiaand 
Prussia one hundred years ago. 

If the Senate gives to the question the consideration that its importance mer- 
its, the Stewart scheme will die the death and Idaho will remain intact, and 
ker pad years demand of Congress asa right the power and dignity of state- 


This is an editorial from a newspaper published in one of these coun- 
ties, and 1 think I have some other items here, if I have not mislaid 
them. I desire now to read a portion of a letter from the governor of 
Idaho Territory, dated May 3, addressed to myself: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE, IDAHO, Boisé Oily, May 3, 1888, 
» Dear Sir: I have been watching with great interest the proceedings of the 
Senate on the Stewart bill, which attaches a part of Idaho to Washington. 

It does not seem possible that the Senate of the United States will attempt to 
obliterate and divide this Territory against the memorial of the Territorial 
Legislature, and the protests of both political parties, backed by at least nine- 
tenths of the people of Idaho, and including the Delegate in Congress, the gov- 
ernor, and all the Federal and Territorial officers. 

All the people of Idaho ask is that Congress will let us remain as we are, un- 
divided and entire, until in our own time we come in the full conscious- 
ness of the justice and merit of our m, requesting the admission of Idaho 
into the sisterhood of States. 

Hon. S. M. CULLOM, 

Uniled States Senate, Washington, D. C. : 

The remainder of the letter I believe refers to myself, and I will nob 
read it. 

What is the ground, then, for the annexation of this portion of Idaho 
to the Territory of Washington? It is not because Washington needs 
it, for Washington Territory as it at present stands, as has been stated, 
covers an area that equals many of the New England States. It is 
not because Washington Territory needs it on the score of popula- 
tion, for it already has a population of 165,000 and more. It is not 
because of its want of capacity to make a great State, for already many 
men on both sides of the Senate have made eloquent speeches here, 
which have shown to the country that Washington Territory is per- 
haps a Territory with greater capacity for development than any other 
Territory in the Union. 

I was glad to hear the honorable Senator from California [Mr. 
HEARST] talk as he did about the Territory of Idaho. I had heard the 
same thing before. I had heard the honorable gentleman who now 
so ably represents that Territory in the House of Representatives [ Mr. 
Dvusors] talk about the capacities of Idaho, and I had heard others, 
but I was glad to be strengthened in what I believed to be true, having 
heard it from these gentlemen, by the declaration of the honorable 
Senator from California when he said that.it was the best Territory in 
the Union in many respects. 

So there is no reason for the annexation of these counties on any ac- 
count so far as Washington Territory is concerned, unless it may be 
that the people of Washington Territory, represented by its Delegate 
in Congress, are anxious to make ita greater State than it would be 
made with the Territorial limits as they now stand. c 

I am not going to complain of anybody in any State or Territory for 
desiring these counties. 1 think it isa laudable ambition, if you please, 
for a representative either in this branch orin the other branch of Con- 
gress to make his State as great as possible by the acquisition of more 
territory or by a system of legislation that will develop the Territory’s 
resources as they exist; but I submit whether it is right for us as a 
Congress of the United States to accommodate anybody else outside, 
whether in the Territory of Washington or in the State of Nevada, to 
segregate a portion of one of the Territories to help out and make great 
some other State or Territory in the Union. 

While I say that, I do not deny the proposition that it is within the 
power of Congress. We have the power to obliterate that Territory if 
we choose; we have the power to take away four or a dozen of itscoun- 
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tiesif we choose; and we have the power to keep all these Territories from 
becoming States in the Union as long as we choose. We have that tech- 
nical constitutional power. But there isan element of right and wrong 
in these matters, which the Congress of the United States ought to con- 
sider when it has before it such bills as this or the question of the ad- 
mission of a Territory as a State. 

After twenty-five years of continuous effort on the part of the people 
of Idaho Territory, after they have been enduring the privations that 
belong to frontier life before railroads weré built, and enduring them 
freely, in the hope that at some time not far off they would arrive at 
that point in power and population and wealth and development that 
would entitle them to beadmitted into the Union. I say itisnotright, 
just as they are beginning to see the daylight dawn, and they have 
the right to ask admission into the Union as a State, for Congress to 
step in and say, ‘We will take off 20,000 people and 25,000 square 
miles of land, or about that, and attach you to some other Territory 
and put you back twenty years longer,” after the long, tedious waiting 
and working and enduring that the people of Idaho Territory have 
gone through. z 

I submit, sir, that we have no business to do any such thing. Ifit 
was ap t that this Territory of Idaho was a poor, miserable patch 
of territory that had nothing in it that would enable enterprise and 

to develop it so that at any future time, or within reasonable 
limits, if you please, it could not arrive at that point of development- 
and population which would entitle it to admission as a State, then we 
might properly consider, perhaps, whether or not we would dismemher 
it and attach a portion of it to W: ton Territory or somewhere else, 
and give some of it to the little State of Nevada, which my honorable 
friend so ably represents on this floor, if he wants it, so that he may 
represent a greater State in the Union. 

But so long as it has before it this prospect of constant growth, and 
at no distant time will be in condition when it will have a right to pe- 
tition Congress for admission into the Union as a State, I do think we 
ought to let it alone, and rather give encouragement to those people 
who have been developing the Territory, opening roads there from one 
county to another and from one portion of the Territory to another, and 
making sacrifices that we in the States know nothing about. I say we 
do wrong by them if we discourage them and put them back just as 
they are getting almost to the door, and at a time when they are in a 
condition to knock for admission into the Union with the right to ex- 
pect admission as a State. 

Another word or two and I shall close. There has been a good deal 
said about the difficulty in getting from the northern portion to the 
southern portion of the Territory, and vice versa. I hold in my hand 
a letter written by Thomas L. Kimball, acting general manager of the 
Union Pacific Railroad Company, and addressed to C. F. Adams, esq., 
president of the Union Pacific Railway, Boston, Mass., and other cor- 
respondence which I will read. Mr. Kimball’s letter is as follows: 

Omana, March 23, 1888.« 

Dear Sim: In response to your dispatch of yesterday Iam able to send you 
herewith a brief statement from Chief Engineer Bogue, indorsed by Mr. Blick- 
ensderfer, with a map of Idaho, showing tracings in red of practicable lines we 
have surveyed to connect Northern and Southern Idaho. e have full notes 
of these surveys, from which a detailed report could be made up, butthis would 
Ke onare will full ver your t wants, I am. very trul 

iiei h P A “THOS. L. KIMBALL. 
Acting Generul Manager. 


Cc. F. Apams, Esq., 
President Union Pacific Railway, Boston, Mass. 


OMAHA, NEBR., March 23, 1888. 


Drar Sir: The foregoing having been submitted to me by Mr. Bogue, I fully 
concur in all he says. 
Yours, respectfully, 


(Signed) J. BLICKENSDERFER, 
Chief Engineer Union Pacific Railway Company. 
T, L. KIMBALL, Esq., 
Assistant to General Manager. 


OMAHA, NEBR., March 23, 1888. 


Dear Sm: Replying to your question whether there is anything in the topo- 
graphical features of daho that precludes railroad communication between the 
northern and southern portions of the Territory, I beg to say— 

1. The southern portion of Idaho is already connected with the Panhandle of 
Idaho by the Utah Northern and Northern Pacific Railways, which form a 
connected line which leayes the Oregon Short Line at Pocatello and runs north 
through portions of Idaho and Montana, cutting across the Panhandle of Idaho 
at Pend d’Oreille Lake. 

2. Our surveys show that an excellent railroad route exists from Huntington, 
the terminus of the O n Short Line, down Snake River to Lewiston, at the 
mouth of Clear Water River; and that thence the country tributafy to Clear 
Water River may be reached by railroad up the Clear Waterand one of its forks 
in the direction of Missoula, Mont. These are lines that our people will be 
obliged to build in the near future if they wish to hold the business of the North- 

est 


west, 

3. We have also found a practicable route from Weiser, on the Oregon Short 
Line, up Weiser River; thence down the Little Salmon and Salmon Rivers to 
the mouth of the Salmon River. It is not likely that all of this will be built for 
many years to come, but portions of it may be built as branches to the main 


stem extending down Snake River. 

4. The Upper Salmon country can be reached by a line running northwesterly 
from Camas, on the Utah and Northern Railroad, crossing the range, and thence 
passing down Lemhi River to Salmon City. 

5. Tee Upper Salmon Riverregion may also be reached by extending our line 
from Ketchum northwardly, crossing the Sawtooth Range, and thence proba- 
bly extending down Rock Creek and beyond. 
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n which the lines above men- 


By i ing the 
pipes the different sections of Idaho 


mapinclosed herewith, u 
tioned have been i 


veys. 
There is e robability that railroad communication between Northern 
and Southern I 


o will be perfected long before it will be between Idaho and 
Nevada. 


Southern Idaho is traversed by the Oregon Short Line, which, with the pro- 
ted extension down the Snake River, will in the near future be the 


ject 
trunk line to the Northwest; and it will form with its tributary 


lines good com- 
of the Territory. 
V. G. BOGUE, C. E. 


munication between the northern and southern portions 


Yours, respectfully, 
T. L. Krupa, Esq., Acting General Manager. 


I have a map here which shows the line marked out by the railroad. 

When you come to the examination of the facts connected with this 
subject, there seems to my mind to be no reason in any direction why 
any part of this Territory should be segregated and attached to Wash- 
ington Territory. The only thing that can be said, in my judgment, 
is that this panhandle, if it may be so called, would seem to make the 
Territory awkward in its boundary and shape; but that may be said 
of many States which have already been admitted into the Union. 
Therefore I do not regard the suggestion as to the shape of the State 
as affording any reason why any portion of Idaho Territory should be 
annexed to any other Territory or States 

Mr. President, I shall not take up the time of the Senate in discuss- 
ing the propositions further, except that I would like to say, if it be 
in order, that in another body its committee have submitted a report 
on this subject, and, without reading the report at length, it concludes 
with the following language: 


Without going further into the Territorial, mining, and agricultural interests 
to be affected by this proposed legislation, your committee are of the opinion 
that there is such a preponderance of public sentiment within the limits of the 
four counties to be affected and such an overwhelming objection to it in the 
remainder of the Territory as to constitute all-sufficient reasons why the pro- 
posed legislation should not be favored. 

That was a bill to annex the counties to which I havo referred tothe 
Territory of Washington. 

Your committee do therefore unanimously recommend that the aforesaid bills 
be laid upon the table and do not pass. 


I have no feeling about this. There is nothing in it except a ques- 
tion of right or wrong, and possible the question of law which the honor- 
able Senator from Missouri [Mr. Vest] has suggested, and I confess 
that he has presented authorities that would seem to be very strongly 
in favor of the position which he has taken upon the question. But 
certainly, so far as the merits of the case are concerned, if we are dis- 
posed to pay any attention whatever to the people of Idaho Territo 
and to do as they desire in any regard, we ought not to pass the bill 
reported by the honorable Senator from Nevada from the Committee 
on Territories, and I liope that it will not be passed, but that the sub- 
stitute which I have introduced on the part of a minority of the com- 
mittee, and which simply proposes to admit Washington Territory as its 
boundaries now exist, without any incumbrances or questions involved 
outside of it, may pass instead of the bill reported by the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PLATT. Will the Senator from Nevada yield to me for a mo- 
ment that I may suggest a formal amendment in the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Illinois [Mr, CuLtom]? It will only take 
a moment? 

On page 8I would suggest striking out, in section 15, line 4, the 
words ‘‘arising within the limits of said State.” 

That evidently was drawn following a bill which proposed to join 
the two sections, and in a measure which simply proposes to admit 
Washington Territory as it is, it is unnecessary and improper. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chief Clerk will report the pro- 

amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, in section 15, line 4, after the word 
“Union,” it is proposed to sirike out the words ‘‘arising within the 
limits of said State.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By unanimous consent these words 
will be stricken out. 

Mr. PLATT. Andin section 16, line 6, strike out a similar clause, 
“ arising within the limits of said State and.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. These words will be stricken out 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. STEWART. Idid notsuppose, Mr. President, that there could 
be so much said on the side of noise—so much noise made without 
truth, and so much misrepresentation crowded into so short-a speech. 
I congratulate the Senator from Illinois for his capacity to befog and 
misrepresent the question, and get up a brood of other questions that 
are not now before the Senate, as if we were going to commit some 
great outrage. It was never intended that this Panhandle should be 
a part of Idaho Territory when it should become aState. In creating 
the Territory of Idaho, conscious, undoubtedly, as the framers of the 
law must have been, that they were making very irregular boundaries, 
they put this provision into the act: 

Provided, That nothing in this act contained shall be construed to inhibit 
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the Government of the United States from dividing said Territory or changing 
its boundaries in such manner and at such time as Co shall deem conven- 
ient and proper, orfrom attaching any portion of said Territory to any other 
State or Territory in the United States, 

The history of the attempt to hold these people in this unnatural 
political position reflects on the parties who attempt to do it. 

I hold in my hand a letter from Judge Buck, one of the judges of the 
supreme court of Idaho Territory, which gives something of the history 
of this p I will ask the Clerk to read the portion of it be- 
ginning with the words ‘‘Theannexation.’’ I think it would be well 
to have it before the Senate. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

The annexation of North Idaho to W: m Territory would take from 
Idaho Territory but $6,776.24 of taxes annually, and but $4,092,103 of taxable 
propers If it is true that this loss of revenue isa good reason why the wishes 
of Idaho for such annexation should not be gratified, then it followsthat 
citizens of one State should not be allowed to migrate from t State to another, 
because they might diminish the taxable property of one State for the benefit 
ofanother. Yet South Idaboclaims that for the small revenue of $5,776.24 fifteen 
thousand people in North Idaho must be held in connection witha country re- 
moved from thane by of mountains over which a wagon-road can not be 
successfully made and with which they have no interest in common. 

I also refer briefly to the financial condition of the Territory, as is shown by- 
the comptroller’s report, page 46. The indebtedness is $155,494.77. Of this $46, 
715.06 is due December 1,1891. This debt has existed since 1877 or 1878. B. 
reference to the comptroller's re for 188384, hereto attached, page 26, it wi 
be there was in the Territorial treasury $56,- 
490.54, which if applied at that time to the payment of our indebtedness as ap- 
pears on page 29 of ssid report would have left only a debt of $12,758, 

This, however, was not done, but expensive buildi: consisting of a capital 
building at Boisé City and an insane asylum at both in South Idaho, 
were built by legislative appropriation, South Idaho having four-fifths of the 
population, can, of course, control the expenditure of the public money for her 
own benefit. Not one dollar has ever been expended for any public improve- 
ment in North Idaho, son the reason assigned hasalways been, “ North Idaho 


will be annexed to Washington, and we ought not to expend the public funds 
for improvements which will soon belong to another merion We accept 
the soundness of the reasoning, and now ask simply that, havi contributed 
for improvements in South Idaho, we be permitted to go to Washington asin 


$155, NP E AE A LONE EES D 
‘The comptroller’s report, 1835-'86, attached hereto, 46, shows this in- 
debtedness to be as follows: :ı Page 46, 


SOMME, CAMEO ROD E ree bcs scusicbeuiss se ETIE A E SN $46, 715. 06 
Capitol building bonds of 1885. 30, 000.00 
Insane asylum of 1885... 20, 000. 00 


On warrants outstanding......... eeceeeneces: 3 8,779.71 


In 1884 both the Republican and Democratic parties in our Territory, by a dis- 
tinct plank in their platforms, approved of the annexation of North Idaho to 
Washington Territory. At that time, as I have before shown, the indebtedness 
of the Territory above the money in the treasury was but $12,758.06. 

Since that pledge was made the Territory has issued its bonds to the amount 
of $10,000,000 for capital buildings and insane lum in South Idaho, and, in- 
stead of expending the surplus of 1884 in paying the indebtedness then existing 
against the Territory, have expended said surplus in furnishing and equipping 
the capital building and insane asylum. Thus it will be seen that the present 
indebtedness of the Territory has been nearly all contracted since both political 
ys pledged themselves to rt and accede to the annexation of North 

daho to Washington Territory, and that it hasall been expended in South Idaho. 
I refer to the expressions of both parties on this subject in their platforms in 
1884 Sagn to the council memorial of the Legislature adopted in 1884-85, here in- 


serted: 

This was the Republican plank: 

“ Resolved, That the-wishes of North Idaho in regard to annexation to Wash- 
ington tory should be faithfully and justly represented in Congress, Itis 
a question of local importance with that section and demands recognition and 
su poni in proportion to the unanimity of their expression on that sabject.” 

3 is was the Democratic plank: 

** Resolved, That we ize the full weight, justice, importance, and final re- 
sult of the claim of our citizens of Northern Idaho in their annexation views, 
and here in open convention, backed by an honest Democracy, we pledge to 

eto 


sessetsseses 


be made by either party, and the present Delegate in FEP A Mr. Dunots, went 
O he stated to the peo- 

ple in Nez as a South Idaho man, was personally o 

to annexation. as Delegate, if elected, would not oppose their wishes in refer- 

ence thereto officially. 

His manuscript speech containing this pledge is now in the hands of the Hon. 
CHARLES VOORHEES, Delegate from Washington Territory. The wishes of the 
pore was at the election at which he was elected in Nez Perces 

uny by a vote of 1,450 for annexation to 50 against it. In Kootenai bya vote 

of 165 for annexation to Washington, 26for Montana, and 14 to remain in Idaho. 
In Shoshone County snd in Idaho County no record of the vote was kept, but 
by petitions now before you, and by personal knowledge I believe that Sho- 
shone County is in favor of it by a majority, and I know that Idaho County is 
nearly unanimous for it. In addition to this Mr. Dunots publicly voted for the 
annexation of North Idaho to Washington at said election. In view of his 
resent efforts on this question it is apparent that Mr. DUBOIS does not present 

irly all the phases of this controversy. a 

At the last session of our Legislature I am informed and believe that a me- 
morial wus passed against such annexation. I have notbeen ableto find it and 
have never seen it. Iam informed, however, that Mr. Dupots, our Delegate, has 
presented it to lng honorable bodies. I notice that he did not present the 
platforms of bot one parties favoring it or the memorial of the legislative 
council in favor of it, I presume that the memorial of the last Legislature op- 
posing annexation is an expressed opposition to annexation without refuting 
the statement of the prior Legislature as ex in the council memorial here- 
with submitted as to the location of the two sections and the inaccessible region. 

‘This can not truthfully be denied,and the remonstrance of the last Legisla- 
ture, expressing simply an expression of change of sentiment without refuting 
the facts which justified the first memorial, indicates only that selfish regard to 
personal interest overcome their sense of justice. Upon the facts vouched for 


and expressed inthe memorial hereto attached I respectfully submitted that the 
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annexation of North Idaho to Washington Territory is necessary to their ha 
piness and prosperity, and to refuse the request would inftict an enduring hard 
ship es her people. 

have the honor to be, respectfully, 


NORMAN BUCK. 
Now, the speech to which Judge Buck refers I have. It will be 
seen that the vote was almost unanimously in favor of annexation— 
the vote which was taken at the time that Mr. Dusois was elected— 
and Mr. Dupois made this speech to the people at the time of his elec- 
tion, and put it in written manuscript so that there should be no mis- 
take about it. It is as follows: 


The annexation question is the most perplexing issue in your politics. _ 

Personally, as you know, I am opposed to the segregation of this Territory. 
So is my opponent, Mr. Hailey. I will not pledge myself to work officially for 
the passage of a bill annexing these four northern counti¢és to Wash or 
Montana, I could notif I would; I would not if I could. There isa bill now 
pending in the Senate, based on the platforms submitted by both parties two 
years ago. i nothing todo with that bill. I will not oppose it, nor have I 
ever op t. 

If I am elected I do not take my seat until March 4,1887. If the present bill 
becomes a law then the question is settled, and I shall not be called upon to act 
in the premises, 

If it is not settled by the present Congress, it must be grens to the newly 
elected body as a new measure. In Shoshone County the question of annexa- 
tion to Washington or Montana will be submitted to a vote of the people this 
fai]. They will settle the question themselves, and if the measure is presented 
to Congress next year, I suppose they will demand that their wishes be respected. 
: conarde that in this county and in Idaho County the people desire annexation 

o Washington. 

I can only say to you that if I am elected I will represent to Congress fairly 
and impartially your wishes in this matter. I will present to the committees of 
Congress, without prejudice, any petitions you may send; I will introduce to 
committees any pentane you'may send to Washington toadvocate the meas- 
ure as res bie and reliable, and as correctly representing the wishesof your 
people. must and will do the same thing for any other section of the Terri- 
tory. Officially, I must and will represent fairly and impartially every section 
of Idaho and the wishes cf its people. I can not do less than represent all sec- 
tions of the Territory, and I can not do more. If by vote Shoshone County 
decides in favor of Montana, Ishould expect the new bill to respect that choice. 

I will not oppose your wishes officially; I will see officially that you are fairly 
heard and your claims justly represented. 

There is so much conflict now on this question that. in my judgment, you 
should send delegations of business men, irres ive of party, to Washington 
to present your wishes, and then let Congress decide the issue between you. 

consider this my duty inthe premises. I would not domore or Jess, whether 
you give me one vote or a thousand. 

You are at liberty to publish my formers all over the Territo: I do not 
shirk any responsibility, and demand that Mr. Hailey come forward and define 
his position, and that he come in time to give his views to the whole Territory. 

I eo go further than this. The Mormon question is theall-absorbing topic 
with the people of South Idaho, and that is the question which they will vote 
upon. Itisa aig with us for existence. I could pledge myself to work for 
annexation, and it would not cost me 100 votes in South Idaho, 

But there is not an honest man in South Idaho who would work for annexa- 
tion before this question is settled; and there is not an honest man in South 
Idaho who would oppose annexation if the Mormon question were settled, con- 
ditions remaining as they now are. $ 

After this speech was made a vote was taken, and the people of North 
Idaho agreed toannexation. It issaid they have changed their views, 
and that nobody is now asking for annexation. That is a mistake. 
They are as anxious now as they ever have been. They have gone 
through with this contest for over twenty years. The history of this 
contest is a most deplorable one. 

These people have been dragged from their homes and compelled to 
do their official business at a distant point; and all this talk about 
there ever being any convenient communication between them and 
Boisé City or Southern Idaho isnonsense. You can go around about. 
You can go east from the capital about 200 miles; then you can go 
north three or four hundred miles, and then west, and go around from 
Montana, or you can go west through Oregon and Washington Terri- 
tories several hundred miles, and get to the capital of Idaho Territory; 
but to say or to pretend that there ever will be a line of railroad over 
the ranges of mountains that jut out from the Bitter Root range or 
over the Salmon River range is the merest bosh. This man who writes 
from the Union Pacific knows that there is no occasion to build a rail- 
road that way. They may get around by the Snake River and get 
into that country, but whether there is a railroad there or not, these 
people, by geographical location and business interest, belong to Wash- 
ington Territory, and they have had a solemn promise for many years 
that their wishes would no longer be opposed. This is a fight of 
twenty years. y 

I will read some resolutions recently passed at a meeting of the cit- 
izens of Moscow in the county of Latah, in North Idaho: 

At a mass meeting of the citizens of Moscow, the county seat of Latah County,- 
Territory of Idaho, held on the 5th day of June, 1888, called for the purpose of 
giving expression of the citizens of said county upon the subject of the annexa- 
tion of North Idaho to the Territory of Washington, the following statement of 
facts was unanimously adopted; 

“First, That we deem the annexation of North Idaho to Washington Terri- 
tory so essential to the future prosperity of our people that a failure of Congress 
to make such annexation would, in our opinion, be a continuing disaster. 

“Second. That the vote of Nez Perces County, including what is now Latah 
County, at the last general election for Delegate to Congress, 1885, 1,500 votes 
were cast for such annexation and not to exceed 50 against it. That atthe same 
election there were cast in this city of Moscow 368 votes for said annexation and 
6 votes against it, at said election Mr. Dunor, our present Delegate in 
Congress, said to our people in a public speech, “If elected I will not oppose 
your wishes officially upon the subject of annexation.” 

Upon that promise Mr. Dusots received his party vote. We now declare that 
the wishes of our people are more earnestly in favor of annexation than ever 


before, and the people of Latah County call upon Mr. Dusors to consider his 


promise made to us at said election and to use influence as our representa- 
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tive in Congress to secure the passage of Mr. Stewart's bill submitting the 
question of such annexation to the voters of North Idaho. 

Third. That whereas Governor Stevenson,our present executive,stated to the 
Committee on Territories of the United States Senate on the 23rd of January, 
1888, “I think a majority of the people in North Idaho are opposed to such an- 
nexation ” and whereas it has been claimed by our present Delegate in Con- 
gress that the sentiments of our people have chan; on this subject, and that 

“the advent of the railroads, the development of the country,and prospect of 
statehood have practically united our people against such annexation: There- 


ere, 

Resolved, That we ask that Mr. STEWART'S bill for the admission of Washing- 
ton Territory as a State and providing for a submission of such annexation to 
our people may be enacted by Congress, that we may determine this question 
by a vote of the people of North Idaho. 

Fourth. That the statement that the desire of our people for such annexation 
has grown out of a feeling of hostility of the citizens of Lewistown bys si from 
the removal of the capital of our Territory from Lewistown to South Idaho 
twenty years ago is without any foundation in fact. That our city of Moscow 
has ever since its existence been a rival of the city of Lewistown, and certainly 
we can not be charged with sympathy with any special grievance of said city, 
and yet our pone are more unanimous if possible in favor of annexation than 
are the people of Lewistown. The truth is that the desire for such annexation 
has its inception and development in the daily life of our people, and any cha 
that its origin is in any feeling of jealousy or hostility to South Idaho is wholly 
without foundation, 

Fifth. Resolved, That the statement before the Senate Committee and else- 
where by those opposed to annexation that the memorials of our Legislature 
and expressions in favor of annexation in the platforms of our political parties 
were made with the purpose of catching votes and without consideration by the 
parties making them,and may be d ed at pleasure, is unworthy of an in- 
telligent people and reflect only the dishonor of those who makethem. We 
denounce such statements as dishonorable and unjust, It is such action by the 
people of South Idaho that has created dissension between the people of North 
and South Idahoand rendered it impossible for us to act in harmony with them. 
In this spirit of want of faith in the declarations of the people of South Idaho 
we approve the action of L. P. Brown and O. B, Reynolds in withdrawing from 
the late Republican convention and thus preventing our people from being 
compromised by the action of a convention who regard their most solemn 
promise and pledges as mere party tricks made to entrap our voters. 

W. J. MCCONNELL, Chairman, 
JOHN MOORE, Secretary. 


The other resolutions read by the Senator from Illinois of the Repub- 
lican convention held last May in Boisé City were passed without the 
consent of North Idaho and do not represent their views. 

I have a similar set of resolutions to those I have just read which 
were passed in Latah County, adopted last month at a mass-meeting 
held in Idaho County, the southernmost county of the Panhandle. They 
are equally emphatic on the subject. I have a memorial here which 
is lengthy and which I have not attempted to read, but which gives a 
history of the persecutions of the people of North Idaho by the people 
of South Idaho—the manner in which they have been used, the pledges 
which have been broken, etc. 

Talk about ‘‘ Poland,” talk about ‘‘ dismemberment,” when here are 
a people that have been promised for twenty years that they would be 
relieved from this unnattral association, that they should have the as- 
sociation of their business friends, and that they would have the ben- 
efit of political and commercial relations with the same people; when 
both parties in their platforms agreed that this should be done; when 
the representative that is now here went before them and said that 
their wishes should be respected officially and in every other way; when 
those people, on that declaration by Mr. DuBois, voted for him and 
voted for annexation, we did not expect any opposition from that source. 
How can we be charged with bad faith when the bad faith is all on the 
other side? Itissaid that they have not agreed that this division 
should be made. Has not that been the understanding by both polit- 
ical parties? It is admitted that that was the public sentiment for 
years and that in justice it ought to be done. 

In order that the Senate may understand this question, I will read a 
little more of this history to see how it corresponds with the story of 
the Senator from Illinois. I read from the memorial of the convention 
of citizens representing the various counties of Northern Idaho: 


To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives in Congress assembled: 


Washington Territory originally included what is now North Idaho. In 1863 
the one hundred and seventeenth meridian was made the dividing line between 
Washington and Idaho, through the action of the then Dele; from Wash- 
ington. In 186364 the Territory of Montana was organized out of a part of 
Idaho, with other te?ritory, making its western boundary the crest of the Bitter 
Root Mountains. This left the northern portion of Idaho only about 40 miles 
in width, and the greater on of this width was the spurs of the Bitter 
Roots—rugged and unsuitable for settlement. Immediately after these unnat- 
ural limits for North Idaho were fixed efforts were made to change them to 
better suit our condition. 

It was first proposed to form a new Territory east of the Columbia River so 
as to include North Idaho. This failing, we then made efforts to be detached 
from South Idaho and become attached to Washington, and these efforts have 
been persistently continued ap to the present time by petitions from the peo- 
ple, memorials from our Legislature and that of Washington. 

The Legislature of Washington in the winter of 1877-78 an act author- 
izing the calling of a convention to frame a constitution for the State of Wash- 
ae To that convention they invited a delegate from the northern counties 
a daho, with the view to include them within the boundaries of the proposed 

te. 

These counties responded and unanimously chose a delegate to represent them 
in that convention, and a paid the expenses of that delegate. The 
convention assembled at Walla Walla and framed a constitution, including 
within the limits of the proposed State the northern counties of Idaho (the same 
boundaries as proposed in the Brents bill and now proposed in our memorials), 
and made provisions for the submission of said constitution to the people of 
both Washington and North Idaho. The people of both sections, at a special 
election for t purpose, adopted the constitution by more than a two-thirds 
vote of all the votes polled, while among all the people of North Idaho only 34 
votes out of nearly 800 were polled against the constitution. 

Mr. Brents,then Delegate from Washington, in the succeeding Congress in- 


troduced a bill to admit the State of Washington under that constitution, but 
consideration of that bill did not induce any report from the commiltee, be- 
cause of the deemed insufficient population. 

The Legislature of Washington in 1881-82 passed a memorial for an enabling 
act to include the northern counties of Idaho, and the lower house of the Idaho 

ture passed a memorial to the effect that when Washington should be 
—- that the northern counties of Idaho should become a part of the new 
State. 

Again, to convince Con; and the world that the people of North Idaho had 
not changed in opinion since voting upon the constitution in the fall of 1878, the 
question was again submitted to them at the general election of 1880, and the 
result showed 1,216 votes for annexation and only 7 against. Buta time still 
more auspicious came in the election of 1882, when the question became the 
vital issue, Mr. Ainslie opposing and Mr. Singiser advocating. The people of 
the north had called a convention for the purpose of nominating an independ- 
ent candidate who would represent their wishes. When the convention assem- 
bled Mr. Singiser was present, and by a written pledge secured the ‘ndorsement 
of the convention. 

He then took the field and made an open and square fight both north and 
south on thatissue. He carried the election bya majority in the south of 1,500, 
while in the north he received a majority of 1,443 votes out of 1,853 that were 
polled, giving him an aggregate majority in the Territory of about 3,000, show- 
ing conclusively that not only were the people of the north for it, but that the 
south, as well, were convinced of the justice of our cause and were willing to do 
right and let us go. 

Again, in 18334, Air. Sin; r was nomiuated by the Republicans and Mr. Hailey 
by the Democrats. Both conventions,in which South Idaho had alarge major- 
ity, inserted in their ear ag an annexation plank—by the Republican, as a 
matter of course, for Singiser had previously won upon that issue; by the Dem- 
ocratic, as a matter of force, in order to regain its party vote in the North. This 
was the Republican plank : 

‘* Resolved, That the wishes of North Idaho, in regard to annexation to Wash- 
ington Territory, should be faithfully and justly represented in Congress, Itis 
a question of local importance with that section, and demands recognition and 
soppan in proportion to the unanimity of their expression on that subject.” 

is was the Democratic plank : 

Resolved, That we recognize the full weight, justice, importance, and final re- 
sult of the claim of our citizens of Northern Idaho in their annexation views, 
and here in open convention, backed by an honest Democracy, we pledge toour 
northern neighbors a willingners and co-operation on our part to accede to 
thair wishes on this proposition in a mutuality of feeling that shall bind us to- 


gether fraternally now and sow the seed of eternal friendship when the separa- 
tion may come, and we ask our northern friends to accept this pledge in the hon- 
esty of its intentions, and with the full assurance it is u the promise 


of a permanent dent political organization, and not the 
tions of homeless, faithless, wandering political mendicants. 


That is putting it pretty strong. They talk abont this being 
“trumped up” and “‘trying to dismember.” Again: 

Resolved, That the nominee of this convention pledge himself to support the 
ante! age herein promulgated. 

So Mr. Hailey went before the people upon such plank and pledge, and be- 
cause of such received the support of his party in the north and was elected. 
Here, then, the edict went forth from the whole people of the Territory that 
the north should be allowed to go. We say, therefore, that whatever opposi- 
tion there may be is but the nursings of rings—the traitorous machinations of 
a sordid crew. These unscrupulous tricksters have repeatedly falsified our 
sentiments and vilified our character, and with unbounded effrontery have ig- 
nored the wishes and solemn expressions of our section and the Territory at 
large. The people generally, true to their pledges, have stood nobly by us. 
During the second session of the Forty-ninth Congress a bill for annexation 
passed. poth Houses, and failed to become a law only by the inaction of the 

e 

During the pensen of that bill a diversion was attempted in favor of an- 
nexation to Montana. but it most signally failed, it being seen that the efforts 
of our friends in Congress were sustained by very extensive memorials from 
our people, and we have never failed atany opportunity to manifest our un- 
wavering demand for this great boon. Now, at this time, do we make this 
added appeal in all the strength of our manhood, in the sovereignty of our 
American citizenship, and plead that the voice of a wronged and oppressed 
people may once more be heard and finally and favorably answered, Our ene- 
mies have resorted to every method to defeat our wishes—sending false mes- 
sages, stealing our petitions, and traducing our c! + 

Again in 1886 this question having been settled so far as the sentiment of the 
people is concerned, the parties settled back to the support of their respective 
candidates to a great extent; still there was maueh connected with this ques- 
tion to make the north alive to its interests in this regard, For instance, Mr. 
Hailey had not appeared before us in the campaign to reaffirm his position, 
which caused many Democrats and Republicans both to doubt him, while Mr. 
Dvsors had pledged himself not to oppose our wishes on annexation to Wash- 
ness thus gaining the support of those of both parties who doubted Mr. Hailey; 
still the distrust of Mr. Dusors, who had said that he could not advocate it 
gave Mr. Hailey, who had advocated it in Congress, a majority in the north of 
530. Other forces operated in the south, among them the Mormon ques- 
tion, sufficiently to give the election to Mr. Dusors. At that election the peo- 
ple of Nez Perces County had been invited to vote on the question, and the 
return showed 1,679 votes in favor and cen fe opposed, 

The reasons for desiring that North Idaho be annexed to Washington are: 

1. The union of North and South Idaho is and always has been disastrous 
to all the material interests of the people of the northern section, If the imag- 
inary line now constituting the western aie yes’ of North Idaho were abro- 
Rated, and this section restored to its original and natural position as a part of 

Washington, the value of the property of her citizens would be increased by 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. Immigration now stops within Washington 
Territory and crosses into Idaho with reluctance, because of the remoteness of 
her p: for statehood, With agricultural resources unsurpassed, except 
in extent, the development of them is led beyond a present power of com- 
putation by reason of our isolated condition soneg uent upon a political con+ 
nection with a section from which we are practically separated as from any 
State in the Union. To remain thus permanently se ted from the basin of 
the Columbia, of which We are naturally a part, is and always will be absolutely 
ruinous to our p! rity. 

2. North and South Idaho are separated by natural boundaries. Betweenthe 
two is a mountain range impassable except on horseback or on foot over rugged 
mountain trails in summer, and in winter except on snow-shoes. There has 
never been a wagon-road and never can be a practicable one. The Salmon 
River Mountains, which constitute this range, are at least 60 miles wide, extend- 
ing east and west across the entire Territory. 

3. The only route of travel between the two, by private or publie convey- 
ance, except as before stated, is by a wide detour westward through Washing- 
ton Territory and the State of Oregon over the Blue Mountains, or northward 
through Washington and Montana. ` 

4. Our remoteness from and inaccessibility to the seat of the Territorial gov- 
ernment deprives us of all the protection a government should afford to every 


ported vibra- 
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section of its domain. North Idaho, with comparatively small area, isthe pres- 
ent home of a large number of Indians. In it arethe Nez Percé, Cour d’Alenes, 
Pend d'Oreilles, a part of Kootenais, permanently, and the Spokanes roam 
through the northern portion thereof. There is no a of these tribes 
being removed therefrom. We are subject, therefore, in the fature,as we have 
been in the past, to sudden and cruel savage outbreaks. 

When the Indian war under Chief Joseph broke upon our people in 1877 we 
appealed to the governor for aid, but his reply was: * We have no arms to spare 
for so long a distance, and that aid could reach us from other sources sooner 
than from Boisé, our capital.” General Howard attempted to aid us by a com- 
mand sent from South Idaho through the nearest and most accessible route. 
This command, under a brave and energetic officer, pushed forward with the 
utmost dispatch until it reached the southern base of the Salmon River Mount- 
ains, within 80 miles of our people. 

It sought to makea wagon-road and cross this barrier, but was obliged toturn 
back ‘ore the difficulties of this mountain range. Although within 80 miles 
of the point where men, women, and children were being massacred with ruth- 
less cruelty, this command was obliged to leave our people to their fate, and to 
come to the rescue, if at all, by passing through on and Washington, adis- 
tance of not less than 600 miles, Governor Ferry, of Washington Territory, came 
at once to ouraid, and, though beyond the jurisdiction of his Territory, loaned us 
arms and munitions of war. 

Thus this savage warfare was stayed by aid from the Territory to which we 
ask to be annexed, and could naturally come from no other source. We take 
the broad ground that the south has no right to speak in this matter; them- 
selves wards of the Government, they have no right toask that we of the north 
shall suffer a lifetime of obnoxious servitude that they may be benefited. Here 
we are, pes a united people, telling you that our social, commercial, and 
political welfare demands our attachment to Washington. 

We claim this in accordance with the principles of popular sovereignty. We 
stand in like apres as did the district of Maine, which struggled for thirty, 
years for her independence, which was accorded her upon a vote of five-ninths 
of her sy as did West Virginia, which came in a creature of circumstances. 
Have we rights than they? We came from those States, relinquishing for 


the time our status as sovereigns to develop the resources of this Western land |. 


for the benefit of ourselves and our Government. Has the Government no re- 
turn to make for this ce? 

What occurred in 1877 may occur at any time in the future. The Government 
in South Idaho can only draw revenue from ourtaxable property, It can afford 
no protection from impending danger. Between the two sections there can be 
no commercial intercourse, Neither has products which find a market in the 
other,and no transportation routes from either to the markets of the world 
passes through the other. The products have heretofore passed westward to 
the Pacific, and will in the future take the same course, except such as may find 
eastern markets passing over the Northern Pacific. No political or material in- 
terests of South Idaho will be affected by the annexation of North Idaho to 
Washington. 

Allher resources could be harmoniously developed by herself. Itis claimed by 
those who oppose annexation that the severance of North Idaho would leave 
South Idaho subservient to Mormon rule, This plea is fallacious and designed 
simply to pronu the minds of those not uainted with the facts. That this 
is true we have only to point to the fact that this question has been settled both 
by Congressional and legislative enactment in the disfranchisement of the po- 
lygamists. It has been said that the annexation of North Idaho to Washington 
would make the proposed State of Washington unstately, 

An eminent statesman has said that the boundaries of States should be as 
God and nature designed them, and you may look all over this great nation 
aud you will ever find that wherever practicable this principle has been ad- 
hered to. We presume that boundaries not conformable to this principle are 
not desirable, The boundaries of North Idaho as to all north of the Salmon 
River range are grec ray t A this principle and unnaturally sever usfrom Wash- 
a and unite us to I O. 

he truth is that the present awkward shape of Idaho and the consequent un- 
fortunate condition of our boundaries are the result of political intrigue of as- 
pirants for office, Its present boundaries, as far as North Idaho is concerned, 
were established without the knowledge and against the wishes of the people 
directly interested, and since their establishment our efforts to restore our sec- 
tion of the Territory to its former state have been constantly adhered to. 

Were the present eastern boundary of Washington Territory at the crest of 
the Bitter Root Mountains, including North Idaho, and southward to the crest 
of the Salmon River range,as a southern boundary,the natural boundaries 
would be restored, and the entire Columbia River basin would be included 
within the State ot Washington, This would leave Idahoof a nearly rectangu- 
Jar shape, with all sections easily a ble from its center, and with an area of 
60,000 square miles; larger in extent than either Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, 
Tilinois, Indiana, Towa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, New York, Pennsy!- 
vania, or Wisconsin. While the State of Washington would have an area about 
90,000 square miles, smaller than Arizona, Wyoming, Colorado, Montana, Da- 
kota, New Mexico, Oregon, Nevada, and California. 

It will be claimed that a divided sentiment exists among our people; that no 
invonsiderable part desire to go to Montana, We assert that while a few indi- 
cated last winter such a disposition, even many of those now are convinced 
of the impracticability of that scheme, and now jes in our petition for annex- 
ation to Washington, and were the question now submitted to a vote would be 
carried overwhelmingly. There are petitions duly authenticated by affidavits 
now on file before you,and which will speak for our cause; affidavits of the theft 
of memorials, and other data to which we urgently invite your most candid 
concern. 

We would add more, but is it necessary? The action of your honorable body 
at the very last session in passing this measure would seem to render a further 
discussion superfluous, and we submit our eae ne ee for favorable action. 


J. M. HOWE, 
JI. N. MAXWELL, 
LELAND, 


‘ez Perces County, Idaho, 
THOS. F. SINGLETON, 
A. MoGREGOR, 


P. BROW. 


. 8. M. WILLIAMS, 
W. GIRTON, 
Idaho County, 
Executive Committee, 
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‘Now, there is a history of the transaction. 


up since is in bad faith and in violation of the promises of twenty 
years. However vehemently it may be uttered, and however thor- 
oughly it may be lobbied by the ambitious governor of Idaho Territory, 
who wants to be a Senator, I say however he may lobby this thing 


(he has been here through the winter), whatever may be done in that 
way, the fact remains—nature made this a part of Washington. 

It is in the great Columbia basin. ‘Thecommon consent of all decent 
people for the last twenty years has been given toit. The idea of at- 
tempting to reverse that judgment now, after it has passed this body, 
two or three times, and after it has passed the other body, to oe 
the basis of the thing without a further hearing and giving the peop. 
of North Idaho a chance to say one word about it, is monstrous. 

In view of the suggestion that there was a change of sentiment and 
that they ought to be heard, the majority of the committee have pro- 
vided that this question shall be presented to the people interested and 
the only people interested—the people of North Idaho. The people of ` 
South Idaho have no interest in it whatever, because they have no 
right to tax the people of North Idaho without theirconsent. So Isay 
there is every reason of sentiment, of good faith, and of honor in favor 
of the committee’s bill. 

BILLS BECOME LAWS. 


* 

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. 
PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the following bills, 
having been presented to the President of the United States July 5, 
1888, and not having been returned by him to the House in which 
they originated within the ten days prescribed by the Constitution, 
have become laws without his approval: 

An act (S. 996) granting a pension to Caroline Ruppert; 

An act fs. 898) for the relief of Frank Ouradnik; 

An act (S. 1935) for the relief of Andrew T. McReynolds; and 

An act (S. 1404) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Missouri River and to establish it as a post-road. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES. 


Mr. EDMUNDS. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Before submitting that motion, with 
the indulgence of the Senator from Vermont, the Chair will lay be- 
fore the Senate some executive documents. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Certainly. 


EMPLOYES IN CUSTOMS SERVICE AT BALTIMORE, MD, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in compliance 
with a resolution of May 8, 1888, certain information in relation to 
employés in the customs service at the port of Baltimore, Md.; which, 
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Select Committee 
si Saans into the Condition of the Civil Service, and ordered to be 
printed. 

CENTRAL AND SOUTH AMERICAN COFFEE. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and ordered to be printed: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives : 


I transmit herewith a letter from the Acting Secretary of State and accom- 
penying documents, being reports from the consuls of the United States on the 
uction of and trade in coffee among the Central and South American 

tes. 


GROVER CLEVELAND. 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 18, 1888. 


CONSULAR REPORTS ON TAXATION. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, and ordered to be printed: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives : 


I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary of State, submitti 
à paee of reports on taxation, prepared by the consular officers of the Uni 
tates. 


GROVER CLEVELAND, 
EXECUTIVE Mansion, July18, 1888. 


CONSULAR REPORTS ON FOREIGN TRADE AND INDUSTRIES. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and ordered to be printed: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a letter from the Secretary of State, accompanying the 
annual reports of the consuls of the United States on the trade and industries of 


foreign countries. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 18, 1888. 


RAILROADS THROUGH INDIAN RESERVATIONS, 


Mr. DAWES submitted the following resolution; which was consid-_ 
ered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 


Be it resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, instructed 
and directed to furnish to this y, for the information and use of the Commit- 
tee on Indian Affairs, true copies of the certificates of incorporation filed in the 
Department of the Interior by such railroad companies as have been granted 
the right of vay, and for other purposes, through Indian reservations by acts 
passed in the Forty-ninth or Fiftieth Congresses, together with those for any 
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other road for which similar bills are now pending before Congress, not includ- 
ing, however, extensions to roads incorporated prior to December 1, 1885, 


AMENDMENT TO SUNDRY CIVIL BILL. 

Mr. GRAY submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
EDMUNDS] moves that the Senate do now proceed to the consideration 
of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the congid- 
eration of executive business. After fifteen minutes spent in execu- 
tive session the doors were reopened, and {at 4 o’clock and 35 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, July 19, 1888, 
at 12 o’clock m, 


NOMINATIONS. ° 
Executive nominations received by the Senate July 18, 1888. 
: UNITED STATES MINISTERS. 
Lambert Tree, of Illinois, now minister resident, to be envoy extraor- 
' dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to Belgium. 

Robert B. Roosevelt, of New York, now minister resident, to be en- 
voy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States 
to the Netherlands. 

Rufus Magee, of Indiana, now minister resident, to be envoy extraor- 
dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to Sweden and 
Norway. 

Charles L. Scott, of Alabama, now minister resident and consul-gen- 
eral, to be envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the 
United States to Venezuela. 

John E. Bacon, of South Carolina, now chargé d’affaires, to be min- 
ister resident of the United States to Paraguay and Uruguay. 

INDIAN AGENT. 


Samuel S. Sears, of Elko County, Nevada, to be agent for the In- 
dians of the Nevada Agency in Nevada, vice William D. C. Gibson, 
term expired. 

RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

Frank Galbraith, of Albion, Nebr., to be receiver of public moneys 

at Neligh, Nebr., vice William B. Lambert, term expired. 


POSTMASTERS. 


Walter B. Tedford, to be postmaster at Santa Ana, in the county of 
Los Angeles and State of California, in the place of Granville Spur- 
geon, resigned. f 

Charles H. Riley, to be at Dedham, in the county of Nor- 
folk and State of Massachusetts, in the place of Augustus F. Cum- 
mings, resigned. 

William A. Woodson, to be postmaster at Troy, in the county of 
Lincoln aud State of Missouri, in the place of George W. Mohr, whose 
commission expired July 5, 1888. 

John S. Stuff, to be postmaster at Livingston, in the county of Park 
and Territory of Montana, in the place of Joseph J. McBride, re- 
moved. 

Washington C. Denny, to be postmaster at High Point, in the county 
of Guilford and State of North Carolina, the appointment of a post- 
master for the said office having, by law, become vested in the Presi- 
dent on and after April 1, 1888. 

Horatio L. Church, to be aster at Union City, in the county of 
Erie and State of Pennsylvania, in the place of William O. Black, whose 
commission expired March 26, 1888. 

Christian Hess, to be postmaster at Steelton, in the county of Dau- 
phin and State of Pennsylvania, in the place of W. H. H. Sieg, re- 
moved. 

I withdraw the nomination which was sent to the Senate on the 9th 
of July, 1888, of Henry Mertz, to be postmaster at Uvalde, in the State 
of Texas, the office having been relegated to the fourth class, to take 
eftect July 1, 1888. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 9, 1888. 


- POSTMASTER. 
Fred W. Morse, to be postmaster at Montpelier, Washington County, 
Vermont. 
RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 
Varnum M. Babcock, of Wagon Landing, Wisconsin, to be receiver 
of public moneys at St. Croix Falls, Wis. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 18, 1888. 


UNITED STATES MARSHAL. 


Peter T. Knight, of Florida, to be marshal of the United States for 
the southern district of Florida. 


COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS. 


Henry M. Barlow, of Delaware, to be collector of customs for the dis- - 


trict of Delaware, in the State of Delaware. 

James E. Otis, of New Jersey, to be collector of customs for the dis- 
trict of Little Egg Harbor, in the State of New Jersey. b 

POSTMASTERS. 

Charles H. Loud, to be postmaster at South Weymouth, in the county 
of Norfolk and State of Massachusetts. 

Alonzo C, Allen, to be postmaster at Suffield, in the county of Hart- 
ford and State of Connecticut. 

Nehemiah Jennings, to be postmaster at Southport, in the county of 
Fairfield and State of Connecticut. 

Fredrick Swain, to be postmaster at Washburn, in the county of Bay- 
field and State of Wisconsin. 

John R. Mathews, to be postmaster at Menomonee, in the county of 
Dunn and State of Wisconsin. 

Charles F. Kalk, to be postmaster at Cumberland, in the county of 
Barron and State of Wisconsin. 

Benjamin 8. Thompson, to be postmaster at Hinton, in the county 
of Summers and State of West Virginia. 

William C. Weaver, to be postmaster at Front Royal, in the county 
of Warren and State of Virginia. : 

James Stratton, to be postmaster at Auburndale, in the county of 
Lucas and State of Ohio. ; 

Wesley A. Savage, to be postmaster at Paulding, in the county of 
Paulding and State of Ohio. 

William W. Montgomery, to be postmaster at Port Clinton, in the 
county of Ottawa and State of Ohio. 

Martin Walrath, jr., to be postmaster at St. Johnsville, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of New York. 

Walter E. Northrup, to be postmaster at Oneida, in the county of 
Madison and State of New York. 

James 8. , to be postmaster at Port Chester, in the county of 
Westchester and State of New York. 

William B. Carpenter, to be postmaster at Flushing, in the county 
of Queens and State of New York. 

Eugene R. Savage, to be postmaster at Mancelona, in the county of 
Antrim and State of Michigan. 

Cornelius Cronin, to be 
Kalkaska and State of Michi 

Patrick H. Wilson, to be postmaster at Worthington, in the county 
of Greene and State of Indiana. 

James R. Williams, to be postmaster at Danville, in the county of 
Hendricks and State of Indiana. 

William Swint, to be postmaster at Boonville, in the county of War- 
wick and State of Indiana. 

Drake H. Vancil, to be postmaster at Cobden, in the county of Union 
and State of Llinois. 

William Marshall, to be postmaster at Farmington, in the county of 
Fulton and State of Illinois. 

John W.Spaight, to be postmaster at Fishkill-on-the-Hudson, in the 
county of Dutchess and State of New York. 

Franklin Swift, to be postmaster at Silver Creek, in the county of 
Chautauqua and State of New York. 

Caspar Horwickholst; to be postmaster at Hays City, in the county 
of Ellis and State of Kansas. 

Levin Perry, to be postmaster at Jefferson, in the county of Marion 
and State of Texas. . 

Henry Mertz, to be postmaster at Uvalde, in the county of Uvalde 
and State of Texas. 

Charles R. Haynie, to be postmaster at Bastrop, in the county of 
Bastrop and State of Texas. 

Alexander Elson, to be postmaster at Unionville, in the county of 
Putnam and State of Missouri. 

William A. Hall, to be postmaster at Phoenix, in the county of 
Maricopa and Territory of Arizona. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REVENUE SERVICE. 

First Lieut. Washington C. Coulson, of Indiana, to be captain in 
the revenue service of the United States. 

Third Lieut. John C. Cantwell, of North Carolina, to be a second. 
lieutenant in the revenue service of the United States. ` 

Second Lieut. James B. Butt, of Pennsylvania, to be a first lieuten« 
ant in the revenue service of the United States. 

Eugene Vallat, jr., of Michigan, to be a second assistant engineer in 
the revenue service of the United States. 

Preston H. Uberroth, of Pennsylvania, to be a third lieutenant in 
the revenue service of the United States. 

Frank L. Smith, of Massachusetts, to be a third lieutenant in the 
revenue service of the United States. 

Staley M. Landrey, of Indiana, to bea third lieutenant in the reve- 
nue service of the United States. 

William V. E. Jacobs, of Maryland, to bea third lieutenant in the 
revenue service of the United States. 

Godfrey L. Carden, of Illinois, to be a third lieutenant in the reve- 
nue service of the United States. 


aster at Kalkaska, in the county of 
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Andrew J. Henderson, of the District of Columbia, to be a third raed 


lieutenant in the revenue service of the United States. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 
Ordnance Department. 
First Lieut. Orin B. Mitcham, to be captain, June 17, 1888. 
Medical Depariment. 


Charles F. Mason, of Virginia (late assistant surgeon), to be assistant 
surgeon with the rank of first lieutenant. 


TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANTS. 


pon First Regiment of Cavalry. 
20. Cadet John D. L. Hartman, vice Foltz, promoted, 
Second Regiment of Cavalry. 
9. Cadet John S. Winn, vice Rucker, promoted. 
Third Regiment of Cavalry. 
14. Cadet Charles A. Hedekin, vice Isham, resigned. 
Fourth Regiment of Cavairy. 


21. Cadet Clough Overton, vice Benson, promoted. 
Fifih Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet Solomon P, Vestal, rice Hunter, transferred to the Fourth 
* Artillery. 
Cadet Claiborne L. Foster, vice Waite, promoted. 
Tenth Regiment of Cavalry. 
Cadet Francis J. Koester, vice Trippe, promoted, 
First Regiment of Artillery. 


4. Cadet George W. Burr, vice Bailey, promoted. 
6. Cadet John L. Hayden. 


Fourth Regiment of Artillery. 
7. Cadet Charles D. Palmer, vice Townsley, promoted. 
Fifth Regiment of Artillery. 
5. Cadet Charles C. Gallup, vice Carbaugh, promoted. 
Second Regiment of Infantry. . 
. Cadet Edward R. Chrisman, vice Mallory, promoted, 
vinth Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet Charles W. Fenton, vice Wassell, resigned. 
Tenth Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet William H. Wilhelm, vice Stottler, promoted. 
Eleventh Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet Charles P. Russ, vice Clayton, resigned. 
Thirteenth Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet John S. Grisard, vice Buck, promoted. 
31. Cadet Peter C. Harris, vice Dade, transferred to the Tenth Cavalry. 
Fifleenth Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet Edward Anderson, rice May, promoted. 
Nineteenth Regiment of Infantry. 
34. Cadet William T. Wilder, vice French, promoted. 
Twentieth Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet William H. Hart, vice Waters, resigned. 
Twenty-first Regiment of Infantry. 
Cadet James W. McAndrew, vice Brook, promoted. 


. Cadet Munroe McFarland, to fill a vacancy to be created by the 
appointment of a regimental adjutant. ; 


Twenty-fourth Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet Charles V. Donaldson, vice Hovey, promoted. 
Twenty-fiith Regiment of Infantry. 
. Cadet George E. Stockle, vice Webb, promoted. 
TO BE ADDITIONAL SECOND LIEUTENANTS. 
Attached to the Corps of Engineers. 


1. Cadet Henry Jervey. 
2. Cadet Charles H. McKinstry. 
3. Cadet William V. Judson. 
Attached to the Cavalry Arm. 
Cadet William J. D. Horne to the Ninth Cavalry, 
Cadet Robert L. Howze to the Fifth Cavalry. 
. Cadet Guy H. Preston to the First Cavalry. 
. Cadet Edwin M. Suplee to the Second Cavalry. 
. Cadet Andrew G. C. Quay to the Eighth Cavalry, 
. Cadet John P. Ryan to the Third Cavalry. 


Attached to the Artillery Arm. 


8. Cadet William S. Pierce to the First Artillery. 
. Cadet Peyton C. March to the Third Artillery. 
. Cadet Eugene T. Wilson to the Fifth Artillery. 


13. 
18. 


15. 


Attached to the Infantry Arm. 
Cadet William R. Sample to the Fourteenth Infantry. 
Cadet William R. Dashiell to the Eigkth Infantry. 
39. Cadet Eli A. Helmick to the Eleventh Infantry. 
40. Cadet Alexander W. Perry to the First Infantry. 
41. Cadet William T. Littebrant to the Nineteenth Infantry. 
42. Cadet Charles G. French to the Twentieth Infantry. 
43. Cadet Capers D. Vance to the Twenty-first Infantry. 
44, Cadet Matthew C. Butler, jr., to the Fourteenth Infantry. 
Fifth Regiment of Cavalry. 
Second Lieut. Henry De H. Waite, to be first lieutenant, June 4,1888. 
Ninth Regiment of Cavalry. 
First Lieut. F. Beers Taylor, to be captain, June 15, 1883. 
Second Lieut. John H. Gardner, to be first lieutenant, June 15, 1888. 
Fourteenth Regiment of Infantry. 
First Lient. Joseph A. Sladen, regimental quartermaster, to be cap- 
tain, June 15, 1888. 
APPOINTMENT IN THE NAVY. 
Albert Montgomery Duprey McCormick, to be an assistant surgeon 
in the Navy to fill an existing vacancy. 


29. 
38. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
WEDNESDAY, July 18, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and approved. 
GENERAL JOHN C: FRÉMONT. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (S. 2395) authorizing 
the President to appoint and retire John C, Frémont as a major-gen- 
eral in the United States Army; which was read twice and referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 


SUFFERERS BY THE WRECK OF THE TALLAPOOSA, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House a bill (S. 869) for the re- 
lief of the sufferers by the wreck of the United States steamer Tallapoosa, 
with the disagreement of the Senate to the amendments of the House, 
and a request for a committee of conference. 

The SPEAKER. _ If there be no objection, the House will agree to a 
conference as requested by the Senate, and the Chair will appoint as 
managers of the conference on the part of the Housethe gentleman from 
New York, Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, the gentleman from New 
Hampshire, Mr. MCKINNEY, and the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. KERR. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. HIESTAND, for twelve days, on account of business. 

To Mr. WHITING, of Michigan, indefinitely, on account of important 
business. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS, 


Mr. COMPTON, by unanimous consent, obtained leave to withdraw 
from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the papers in the 
case of E. C. Carrington. 


BUSINESS REPORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 


Mr. CULBERSON. On behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary 
I ask unanimous consent that the House take a recess at 5 o’clock on 
the 26th of July until 8 o'clock, p. m., the evening session not to ex- 
tend beyond the hour of 10.30 p. m., and to be devoted exclusively to 
bills reported from the Committee on the J udiciary to which there may 
be no objection. = 

TheSPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

Mr. PETERS. I have no objection if the evening session is made to 
terminate at 10 o’clock instead of at 10.30. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I will so modify the request, 

There was no objection to the request for the evening session, and it 
was ordered. 

PUBLIC BUILDING, YONKERS, N. Y. 

Mr. STAHLNECKER. Iask unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 1676) to erect a pnblic building at Yonkers, N. Y., and 
that it be now considered in the House. 

The bill was read, with the amendments recommended by the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this bill? 

Mr. GLASS. I object. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, KALAMAZOO, MICH. 
Mr. BURROWS. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
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the Whole be discharged from the further consideration of the bill (H. 
R. 7595) for the erection of a public building at the city of Kalamazoo, 
Mich., and that the bill be now considered in the House. 

The bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this bill? = 

Mr. COBB. I would like to hear the report read. 

Mr. SPRINGER. ‘Then I object. 

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. Speaker, is there objection made to this bill? 

Mr.SPRINGER. Yes. The gentleman from Alabama demands the 
reading of the report, and that would take too long at this time. 

Mr. BURROWS. Ido not think my friend from Alabama will insist 
upon the reading of the report. The receipts from the office at Kala- 
mazoo are over $40,000 annually. 

Mr. COBB. I do not understand, Mr. Speaker, why the Committee 
of the Whole is to be discharged from the consideration of bills of this 
kind and they are to be put through here in this expeditions manner. 

The SPEAKER. _ The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] has 
objected, and the matter is not before the House. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON CONTRACT LABOR, ETC. 

Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent to offer the resolution which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk, and to have it considered at this time. 

The SPEAKER. The resolution will be read, after which the Chair 
will ask for objections. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the select committee to inquire into the importation of con- 
tract laborers, convicts, and paupers be, and they are hereby, authorized to em- 
ploy such additional messengers and other assistants as may, in the judgment 
of said committee, be deemed necessary; and that the sum of thousand 
dollars, or so much thereof as may be necessary, to pay the expenses of said 
committee shall be immediately available and payable out of the contingent 
fund of the House on the order of the chairman and one member of said com- 
mittee, in sums not exceeding $1,000 at one time; and all vouchers tor any such 
expenditure shall be likewise certified to by the chairman and one member of 
the committee; and said committee may report at any time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this resolution ? 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I object. 

Mr. BLAND. Regular order. 

Mr. FORD. Iask the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] to 


withdraw that demand, so that I may introduce this resoultion for ref- 


erence. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I object, for the reason 
that an investigation that goes no further than the investigation of con- 
tract labor will amount to nothing. This has been doneover and over. 
There are other classes of immigration that should be embraced in any 
investigation that is undertaken by this House, and unless this is pro- 
posed in some efficient way I am opposed to incurring the expense of 
a committee. 

Mr. FORD. Does the gentleman object to the resolution being re- 
ferred? 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Iobject to its reference to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent that it be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Accounts. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjust- 
ment of accounts of laborers, workmen,and mechanics arising under 
the eight-hour law; in which the concurrence of the House was re- 
quested. à 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. BLAND. Regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded. The regular or- 
der is the call of committees for reports. | 

Mr. MILLS. Iask unanimous consent that the morning hour for 
the call of committees be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILLS}? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall object unless some arrangement is made 
by which reports can be filed with the Clerk. 

Mr. MILLS. I have always included that in the request, and I do 
so now. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. MiLts] asks 
unanimous consent that the morning hour be dispensed with, and that 
gentlemen haying reports to make may have leave to file them with 
the Clerk. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

- FILING OF REPORTS. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 

GEORGE MAXWELL AND OTHERS. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 8596) for the relief of George 
Maxwell, F. C. Bulkley, and H. L. Newman; which was referred to 


the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
GOFF A. HALL. 


Mr. WILKINSON, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back adversely the bill (H. R. 2092) for the relief of Goff A. Hall; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. ` 

MRS. SARAH H. WOOD. 

Mr. WILKINSON also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
hack favorably the bill (S. 1257) for the relief of Sarah H. Wood; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


A. M. WOODRUFF. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported a bill (H. R. 10835) for the relief of A. M. Woodruff; which was 
read a first and second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

ELIJAH W. DABBS AND OTHERS. 


Mr. BUNNELL, from the Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, 
reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 5557) for the relief of 
Elijah W. Dabbs, Mariano G. Samaniego, and H. C. Hooker: which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


JOHN S. LUFF. 


Mr. BUNNELL also, from the Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 7544) for the relief of 
John 8. Luff; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

CAPITAL, NORTH O STREET, ETC., RAILWAY COMPANY. 

Mr. HEARD, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (H. lt. 10758) to amend the char- 
ter of the Capital, North O Street and South Washington Railway Com- 
pany; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

WILLIAM W. ANDERSON. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported a bill (H. R. 10886) for the relief of William W. Anderson; which 
was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

GRAVE OF COL, JOHN SEVIER. 

Mr. STAHLNECKER, from the Committee on the Library, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 8098) to preserve the grave of 
Col. John Sevier, and erect a monument over the same; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


WILLIAM C. ARMSTRONG. 


Mr. FORD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 9681) to amend the muster-rolls of Company 
B, Ninth Regiment Pennsylvanix Volunteers, so as to place thereon 
the name of William C. Armstrong, late a private in said company; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


Several messages, in writing, from the President of the United States 
were communicated to the House by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secreta- 
ries, who also announced that bills of the following titles, having been 
presented to the President July 5, 1888, and not having been returned 
by him to the House in which they originated within the ten days 
prescribed by the Constitution, had become laws without his approval: 

An act (H. R. 964) granting a pension to Janes Turner; 

An act (H. R. 2193) granting a pension to Elisha Wilkins; 

An act (H. R. 3772) granting a pension to Perry D. Martin; 

Anact (H. R. 9649) granting a pension to Milton Merwin; 

An act (H. R. 2640) for the relief of Judith A. Kinsey; and 

An act (H. R. 9679) for the relief of William N. Robb. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

` Mr. MILLS. I now move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of bills raising revenue. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
bill the title of which the Clerk will report. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the 
collection of the revenue. 

The CHAIRMAN, By unanimous consent the Committee of the 
Whole will now return to such portions of this bill as have been passed 
over informally during its consideration. The first ph is that 
in the beginning of the bill in regard to the date at which the bill shall 
take effect. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to amend by striking out “July” and insert- 
ing *‘ October.” 

Mr. ADAMS. I move to amend the amendment by striking out 
“October” and inserting ‘‘ January, 1889.” 

The amendment of Mr. ADAMS to the amendment of Mr. MILLS was 
rejected, 

The question recurring on the amendment of Mr. MILLs, it was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TRACEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to move an amendment to 
the amendment already adopted on motion of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL]. The amendment, as adopted, reads: ‘‘Ali- 
zarine, natural or artificial, and other dyes or colors produced from 
anthracine.’? I move to amend by striking out in that amendment 
all after the word “‘artificial;’’ so as to read: ‘‘Alizarine, natural or 
artificial.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. TRACEY] 
asks unanimous consent to submit the amendment which has been 
stated. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I wish to state to my colleague [Mr. TRACEY] 
that under the present law alizarine, natural or artificial, is on the 
free-list, so that if he allows those words to stand in the bill they are 
simply a repetition of the existing law. Why not make the motion to 
strike out the whole amendment as already adopted? That would be 
a proper motion. 

Mr. TRACEY. The gentleman is correct in his suggestion. 
to strike out the entire amendment. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. That is correct. We are then in line with the 
law. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I wonld like to hear from the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. TRACEY] the reasons for this amendment. 

Mr. TRACEY. The reason is that if we permit the other colors pro- 
duced from anthracine to come in free, five colors now on the dutiable- 
list will be placed on the free-list; and this interferes with the entire 
arrangement of the law. 

Mr. REED. How does it interfere with the arrangement of the law? 
I hope the gentleman will explain the effect of the amendment. 

Mr. TRACEY. There are five colors produced from anthracine 
which would be placed on the free-list if the amendment, as already 
adopted, should become the law. 

Mr. REED. And that would be for the benefit of the consumers. 

Mr. TRACEY. Perhaps it would be; but it would be inconsistent 
with the present law. : 

Mr. REED. The whole bill is inconsistent with the present law. 

Mr. TRACEY. I am not going to enter into a discussion about 
that. presume that my present amendment, which puts on the du- 
tiable-list five colors which otherwise under this bill would be on the 
free-list, is in accord with what the gentleman from Maine would de- 


sire. 

Mr. REED. What is the reason for making a distinction in favor of 
these and not of others? 

Mr. TRACEY. There is no distinction being made. 
present on the free-list. 
you increase the free-list. 

Mr. REED. Is that what you want to do, or not? 

Mr. TRACEY. I do not want to do it in this case. 

Mr. REED. Why notin this case? It is one of the ‘‘raw mate- 
rials” of manufacture, is it not? 

Mr. TRACEY. Anthracine? 

Mr. REED. Yes, sir. 

Mr. TRACEY. No; it is not a raw material. 

Mr. REED. In what does it differ from raw material ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. It is a raw material in the manufacture of textile 
fabrics. 

Mr. REED. I want to get at the difference between these and other 
colors—the difference which constitutes a reason why these should be 
dutiable and the others not. 

Mr. TRACEY. The difference, Mr. Chairman, is this: All dye colors 
are dutiable, but coal-tar products are the raw material from which 
the dyes are made; and this bill has put thosecoal-tar products on the 
free-list, so that the manufacturer of these dyes in this country will 
be able to produce them without paying a duty on the raw material. 
In the tariff bill of 1883 the duties on coal-tar dyes were decreased, but 
the coal-tar product, the raw material, was left with a duty of 20 per 
cent. Now, in the State in which I live and the district I represent 
there was a large aniline company carrying on business which was en- 
tirely destroyed by reason of the injudicious change in the bill which 
took the duties off of the manufactured article and left it on the raw 
material. The Mills bill wisely takes it from the coal-tar product, the 


I move 


Alizarine is at 
Now, if you bring in anthracine and its colors 
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20 per cent. duty, and leaves the industry in a condition to be again 

built up in this country. 

Mr. REED. This industry is in your district? $ 

Mr. TRACEY. There is an aniline manufacturing company in my 

district. 

Mr. REED. And that is the industry you desire to have protected 

at the expense of the consumers in your district? 

Mr. TRACEY. Notall. It does not affect the consumers in my 

district, because—— 

Mr. REED. Well, what is the geographical situation of the indus- 

try? Where is it? 

Mr. TRACEY. It does not seem to me that that pertains to the 

matter under discussion. 

Mr. REED. Well, will you not have the kindness, then, to give the 

information we seek as to its locality ? 

Mr. TRACEY. Ideclineto state anything further. 

sary to take the time of the committee. . 

Mr. REED. You decline to state the geographical location of the 

ind ? TI leave you, then, to the tender mercies of your colleague 

[Mr. Cox], who sits in front of you. [Laughter. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 

of the gentleman from New York. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. TRACEY. I want to offer one further amendment by consent, 

in this same line of duties. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The amendment will be read subject to the right _ 

of objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After line 184 strike out the word “ primuline.” 

Mr. BAYNE. We have not got over to that part of the bill yet. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a request for unanimous consent. 

Mr. TRACEY. It is in the same line as the amendment just 

adopted. 5 

Mr. BAYNE. Oh! you are jumping around. All right. 

Mr. REED. Ido not know what the amendment is, but if we can 

have the geography of it we will probably give our consent to the re- 

uest. 

s K CHAIRMAN. Isthere objection to returning to this part of the 
ili? 

Mr. WARNER. Ihave no objection ir the gentleman will frankly 

state that this amendment like the other is for the purpose of securing 

votes in his district. 

Mr. TRACEY. Primuline, Mr. Chairman, is a dye that comes in 

the same as the aniline dyes. It is at present subject to a duty of 

35 per cent. Putting it on the free-list would enable the importers 

to bring in this dye and use it in connection with the raw material to 

interfere with the production of dye in this country. It seems to me 

there is no reason that it should be on the free-list any more than any 

aniline dyes. 

Referring to the remarks of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WAR- 

NER], I desire to state that my motive in offering these amendments 

was not to change the bill for the purpose of securing votes in my dis- 

trict. But, Mr. Chairman, I do not deem it improper for this com- 

mittee to bear in mind the interests and wishes of voters. Great efforts 

are being made on the part of opponents of this bill to alarm the people 

who labor, and many untruthfnl statements are being circulated. 

I believe, however, that when this bill has been completed and laid 

before the country the workingmen will appreciate the thoughtful care 

the framers of it have taken in guarding proper interests of both capi- 

tal and labor, and if votes be gained to the Democratic party it will 

be because they have been deserved. I trust that throughout the en- 

tire country people will study this bill and read the arguments made 

for and against it. What we want is an examination of it in connec- 

tion with the existing law. 

It will be found that the case I have cited of injury having been done 
an industry by the tariff made by a Republican Congress in 1883 is not 
an isolated one. 

The workingmen will discover that with increased work and mate- 
rials cheapened their employers should be ready to pay more liberal 
wages when the entire cost of the article produced is lessened. They 
will learn that while trusts now exist, some of them having nothing to 
do with the tariff, the yet unborn trusts that must follow prohibitory 
duties will make the monopolist absolutely independent of the laborer, 
and that with a conservative tariff this can not take place. 

The cry of our forming a bill to catch votes will do us noinjury. It 
gave me great pleasure, although not affecting my district, to urge the 
Committee on Ways and Means to continue duties on lime, cement, 
and other articles. It is to the credit of the gentleman from Texas 
| Mr. MILLS] and his associates, that they seek to avoid such mistakes 
as occurred when the 1883 tariff was forced through the House in a 
shameful manner. 

I am anxious for the passage of this bill, because it will be a benefit to 
the country with its free wool, free nnmanufactured lumber, ete.; but 
if the Senate in its examination should discover mistakes, corrections 
can be made in conference. It would be a benefit to this country to 
increase the export trade, and this bill has that in view. 


Tt is not neces- 
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Mr. Gladstone spoke at Leeds, England, in 1881. 
newspaper: 

WHAT GLADSTONE SAYS—THE AMERICAN SYSTEM OF PROTECTION FAVORS BRIT- 
ISH COMMERCE. 

Well, now, there is also an idea that America is pursuing a course of pro- 
found wisdom in regard to its protective system, and we are told that under 
the blessed shelter of a system of that kind the tender infancy of trades is cher- 
ished, which afterwards, having obtained vigor, will go forth into neutral mar- 
kets and possess the world. Gentlemen, is that true? America has been too 
long in various di a protective country. 

ave the manufacturers of America gone forth and possessed the world? 
How do they compete with you in quarters of the world which are, speak- 
ing generally, outside the influences of protection? Gentlemen, to the whole 
of Asia, to the whole of ica, and to the whole of Australasia—which in the 
main are outside this queStion and may fairly be described in the rough as pre- 
senting to us neutral markets, where we meet America without fear or favor 
one way or the other—the whole of the exports of the United States of manu- 
factured goods of those countries amount to £4,751,000, while the exports to 
those same quarters from the United Kingdom were £78,140,000. 

Gentlemen, the factis this: America is a young country, with enormous vigor 
and enormous internal resources, She has commit —I say it, I hope, not 
with disrespect; I say it with strong and cordial sympathy, but with much 
regret—she is committing errors of which we set ber an example. But from 
the enormous resources of her home market, the development of which inter- 
say is not touched by protection, she is able to commit those errors with less 
fatal consequences upon her people than we experienced when-we committed 
them; and the enormous development of can resources within casts al- 
most entirely into the shade the puny character of the export of her manu- 
factures to the neutral markets of the world. * * * I will say this, that as 
long as America adheres to the protective system your commercial primacy is 
secure, Nothing in the world can wrestit from you while America continues 
to fetter her own strong hands and arms, and with these fettered arms is con- 
tent to compete with you, who are free, in neutral markets, 


This quotation appears to me to give food for earnest reflection. A 
visitor to this House might suppose that the gentlemen who are con- 
stantly abusing the Mills bill and any idea of tariff reform were sent 
here to speak for labor alone. I believe that I can truthfully say the 
laboring people in my district are most friendly to me, and I would 
vote for no bill that would injure them. I am glad to be able to 
print in the REcoRD two most interesting interviews with gentlemen 
to whom alone will I yield a right greater than my privilege of speak- 
ing for labor’s interest. 


LABOR'S INTEREST—REPRESENTATIVE WORKINGMEN FAVOR TARIFF REFORM— 
THE CONTEST AGAINST MONOPOLY—VIEWS OF THE TWO KNIGHTS OF LABOR 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS—STRAIGHTFORWARD WORDS TO LABOR. 


[Correspondence of the Argus.] 
Wasuincton, D, C., June 15, 1888. 


ized Iabor has two representatives on the floor of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and the steady Saige which these men give the bill to reduce tariff 
taxes, known as the Mills bill, bas already convinced many Republican Con- 
gressmen that the attempt to get up a “ workingmen’s scare,” as they call it 
among themselves, will be a failure. These two labor representatives are Con- 
en Heyry Surra, of the Fourth Wisconsin district, and Congressman 
AMUEL J. Horgrs, of the Sixth Virginia district. 

Mr. SmITH is about fifty years of age, and is a carpenter and millwright by 
trade. He has a common-school education and plenty of common sense, in- 
dustry, and acquaintance with men and facts, worth more than a college edu- 
cation. He is the State master workman of the Knights of Labor of Wisconsin, 
and as a representative workingman he has several times been chosen to re- 
sponsible public offices, having been a member of the Milwaukee common 
council and of the Wisconsin Legislature. He was elected to Congress as the 
candidate of the Labor party, polling 13,555 votes, against 9,645 for the Repub- 
lican nominee and 8,233 for the Democratic nominee. 

At the previous election the district had elected a Republican by a vote of 
16,783 to 15,97 for the Democrat. Congressman Smirn sits on the Republican 
side of the House of Representatives. Congressman HOPKINS was a carpenter 
and is a dealer in merchant saddlery. He is forty-five years old, and for several 
years-has been one of the most influential members of the Knights of Labor in 
Virginia. He is and always has been a ocrat, but was elected to Congress 
as the candidate of the Knights of Labor by a vote of 9,470 to 9,020 over the reg- 
ular cratic nominee, At the previous election the district gave 3,600 
straight Democratic majority. Con an Hopxtss is influential, not only 
among the labor organizations of his own State, but is known to labor organ- 
izations throughout the country. 

The Argus correspondent obtained an introduction to and then secured inter- 
views with the two representatives of organi labor in the Fiftieth Congress 
on the tariff-reduction bill. Both have spoken in the House in support of sepa- 
rate items of the bill, but their general views on the measure, as it relates to 
ser and employment, are of interest throughout the country. Theinterviews 

ollow : 


I quote froma 


REDUCE THE TAXES ON LABORING MEN. 


Congressman Sutru, when asked his views on tariff legislation and the Mills 
Dill, said: ** My opinios on this matter are the result of careful, conscientious, 
and, I hope, intelligent study of what are the needs of the country and espe- 
cially of laboring men,who make up the country’s strength. The tariff is a tax 
and no amount of talking in Congress or in the ne pers or anywhere else 
ean make it seem to be anything else. The people of this country can not be 
made happy = pte by taxing them, and until the last few years any one 
who maintained that this could be done would be laughed at. Asthe tariff isa 
tax it should be levied on luxuries and thus the tax put on those who can best 
afford to pay the taxes. 

“ Thatisthe true way to reform the present tariff. The Mills bill, as itis called, 
is a moderate effort to reduce taxes on the necessaries of life and I shall vote, 
if I have a chance, to go even further, and shall su rt all measures to lighten 
the load of taxeson the shoulders of labor, which is the producing and the 
consuming element of our population. I shall vote for free coal and free sugar 
as I have already voted for free lumber. Tariff taxation, to my way of think- 
ing, is not a bleasing, and men who work for wages and have thought about it, 
as I have, always reach this same conclusion. 


“THE TWIN MONOPOLIES. 

“Tariff taxation is not the only obstacle the producing element—by which, of 
course, I mean labor—! to contend againstin thiscountry. I may say, eh ar 
ing, that the matter of transportation and the absorption of our public lands by 

ted capital, forei or domestic, is of as great importance to ras 

e tariff, and perhaps of greater importance. Excessive railroad freights and 
discriminations in charges weigh down upon American labor as heavily as 


ff taxation. 
“I will ge so far as to say that if the railroads of the country were put in the 


same condition as our rivers and national water ways, if they Were not con- 
trolled by corporations, bound to make trafic pay every cent it can r 
under, American labor would need no tariff at all. It could not only defy the 
whole world at home, but compete with the whole world. This isan extreme 
position, buta moment's reflection will show you that excessive railroad charges 
are an obstacle in the way of American production which do much to hamper 
its development, The profit to be made in railroads is one reason for the deca- 
dence of onr merchant marine. When men make more money out of transpor- 
tation companies on stable American soil than they can from ships on the un- 
certain ocean, of course they will put their money in railroads. This problem 
is an important one to labor, though often overlooked, 
“PUBLIC LANDS MUST BE RESERVED. 

“The absorption of public lands in the West by railroad companies and by for- 
eign corporations is a matter of great consequence to all who have at heart the 
interests of labor, not only for this generation but for the future, Those lands 
must be reserved foractualsettlers. This subjectand the matter of the currency 
areimportant. But to return to the tariff. 

“WAGES AND THE TARIFF. 

“I believe all the necessaries of lifeshould be made as cheap as possible to the 
consumer by reduced taxation. It is not true that a reduction of the tariff will 
reduce the wages of either skilled or unskilled labor. 

“The cry that wages will be reduced is started by combinations of capital for 
their own selfish purposes, and this is so evident that I am surprised men should 
not clearly see the fact. Ihave no Blackstonian sheepskin asa certificate to 
my seat in Congress. Iam here because laboring men in my district thought 
I would fairly represent them and would care for their interests. 

“IT have worked in the shop,and when eloquent lawyers tell me that in sup- 
porting a reduction of tariff taxes upon the people i am voting to reduce wages, 

say I know better. I know that there are millions of men in this country un- 
der the present system who do not get six months’ steady employment out of 


a year. 

X I know that trusts and combinations, formed to restrict production and com- 
pel high prices, shut down their shops and throw men out of employment, and 
that the tariff as it exists isthe cause. I have never had any doubt on this sub- 

ject, and the investigation of trusts by the Committee on Manufactures, of which 

am a member, has fortified my conviction. Page after page of the testimony 
we have obtained shows that the tariff is an incentive to the formation of these 
trusts and combinations of capital, and has been so used for years, The com- 
bination of tariff * protection,’ as they call it, and railroad monopoly leads to 
trusts. The tariff and railroad monopoly may be ‘wholesome’ for trusts, but 
by them mean ‘shelved’ every time. My experience in Congress confirms 
my original belief in this matter every day. 

“THE TARIFF BREAKS DOWN SMALL SHOPS. 


“There is another matter not often spoken of in debate on this subject, but 
well worth the soy of our people. The tariff not only creates trusts, but it 
also tends to create big shops and factories and to crowd out of existence smaller 
shiopa, This tendency is rapidly doing away with good mechanics, especially 
in the industries which they call ‘protected.’ In the small shop the employé 
becomes familiar with different branches of the work, and he is ARAURA 
thatknowledge which will enable him in time by industry and economy to set 
up in business for himself if he wishes. 

“ He becomes notonly educated in histrade, butan educated man anda better 
and more independent citizen. Wherever he may move to hecan find employ- 
ment use he knows his whole business. He is self-reliant, intelligent, 

rudent, the right kind of citizen for this country. But if the same man goes 

nto a big factory, the foreman puts him at one machine, doing only one kind 
of work, and he can bend over that machine until he is gray, never making 
any progress, and should he lose that place or move away, he is trained for no 
work and can do none until he findsa vacant place at the same machine in some 
other establishment, He is the slave of his machine. You will realize how 
this tariff we have now is creating big establishments at the expense of smaller 
ones when you look at the figures and find that against about 270,000 manu- 
facturing establishments in 1870 we now have less than 260,000, although tho 
nuniber of employés has increased by a million. 


“AMERICAN AND FOREIGN LABOR. 


“I take upthe gaunlet thrown down by Con, man W. D. KELLEY, and Idc- 
clare thata Chinese wall about this country is unnatural. That nation ws 
richest, nappies; and most prosperous which hasintercourse with its neighbors, 
In the Bible you will find it said that Israel was most prosperous under Kinz 
Solomon, and then ‘ittraded with all the nations.’ My experience with work- 
ingmen is that we have no such hatred against our fellow laborers in other 
countries as is now sought to be created and stirred up. 

““We commiserate the condition of workingmen in other lands and attribute it 
to class legislation for the benefit of the rich and nst the poor, We see the 
same tendency in this country, not only in the high tariff, but in railroad mo- 
nopoly and other matters I have spoken of, and we should be the first and most 
active in preventing such h lation hereafter, and removing it where it exists. 
The success of the trusts in defeating a reduction of taxes now would probably 
lead them to make still further demands for legislation for their beneftt against 
the country’s good. 

“THE POOR PAY THE TAXES, 


r lags and is stagnant = 
n 
all the walks of life.” 
CONGRESSMAN SAMUEL J, HOPKINS’S VIEWS. 


products, Care or no advantage, and so far as labor is 
protection ' is false 


wages 
any one who honestly investigates the subject, as my duty as a member of Con- 
gress has led me to do, must reach that conclusion. 


WAGES AND TRUSTS, 


“The charge that the Mills bill will reduce wages is purely political buncombe 
on the Republican side, and is inspired by the great organizations of capital 
which we call trusts. Iam more moderate in my belief than i and I do 
not charge that the present tariff, which we wish to reform in the interests of 
labor, was framed for the express purpose of creating and protecting trusts. 
Those who framed it may have had other and good motives, but I have no hes- 
itation in saying that the present tariff now and for several years past has en- 
couraged and protected these trusts. 

“The trusts and combinations of éapital have been quick to seize the many 
opportunities the tariff has offered them, and they raise the false cry about 
lower wages to draw attention, and es; ially the attention of laboring men, 
away from themselves and their reaching out after greater gains and greater 
power. We all recognize that it is not the employment, wages, or welfare of 
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American workingmen which inspires trusts. The greaterand more numerous 
they become the less will be the ag Popa te for labor. What they aim at is 
the absolute control of American labgr and of its output, and instances are 
abundant where they have reduced wages in order to compel their men to 
strike merely because they wished to limit production for the time. 

“ DESPOTISM OF COMBINED CAPITAL, 

“The tariff as it stands is the one great incentive in our legislation to the estab- 
lishment of a moneyed des; in this country, and that is to be feared and 
fought against by labor more than any one thing. Such a moneyed despotism, 
which we al H see pown up under the ‘ protection’ of the t tariff, 
with its power firmly Eene on production and distribution (through rail- 
roads), and with consumption the servant of its commands is not merely worse 
than the military, aristocratic, or land d tism of the Old World, to escape 
which many workingmen have sought refuge in this country; itis as bad as 
or worse than chattel slavery. 

“ Now, I believe it is inevitable that if the Democratic party shall be stopped 
by these ions of capital in its effort to reduce taxation and to curtail 
the growing power of these trusts, these combinations will be emboldened to 
come to Congress and demand still greater privileges and will secure a still 
stronger grip upon the production of the country. When they tell me that 
there are trusts, like the Standard Oil eu outside the ‘protection’ of the 
tariff. I acknowledge it and say that they are illegitimate results of the system. 

“The tariff has tended to bring into the control of trusts, pools, and combina- 
tions all production within its scope. Following the example thus furnished, 
capital and industries outside the tariff combine in the same manner. In view 
of all these facts brought before me almost daily, the cry that the tariff pays 
me my wages or pays the wages of any one else I know to be worse than non- 
sense, 

“OTHER QUESTIONS OF GOVERNMENT. 

“ As the tariff restricts production by putting its control in the hands of com- 
binations of capital, so the railroads exert too strong a control over distribution. 
‘The railroad problem is of equal importance with the reduction of the tariff to 
laboring men and of equal importance, also, is the preservation of the public 
lands for actual scttlers against the encroachments of land-grant ra and 
of foreign capital. 

“These matters all demand the earnest study of laboring men, and I regret 
that I can not speak now more fully upon them. [was elected on the issue of the 
reduction of the tariff over the Democratic nominee in a Democratic district, 
but the other issues to which I have barely alluded I regard of as equal import- 
ance in meeting my Congressional duties.” 2 

Congressman Hopkins was called back to the floor of the House at this 
honey by his duties and was unable to add to his words on the subjects re- 
rred to. 


The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the consideration of the 
amendment? 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, the next paragraph of the bill, which 
was panen over by unanimous consent because of the absence of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY], was the provision in reference 
to iron and steel cotton-ties. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Iron and steel cotton-ties or hoops for baling purposes, not thinner than No, 
20 wire gauge. ` 

Mr. SOWDEN. I send to the desk to have read an article from the 
American Manufacturer, of Pitteburgh, dated May 18, 1888. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no motion pending. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I move to strike out that clause, and ask the Clerk 
to read this article. f 

The Clerk read as follows: ‘ 

The following is from tho Telegraph, of Macon, Ga. The more reckless of the 
Northern free-trade editors should read it carefully, and then for the remainder 
of their lives maintain strict silence on the subject of which it treats: 

“It is well known that the most profitable feature connected with a bale of 
cotton is the difference in price that he buys at and the price at which he sells 
his cotton-tie s. The priceof the latter the past season averaged about $1.75 per 
bundle. There are forty bundles to the ton, and hence the price per ton of ties 
to the cotton planter was $70. This is the long ton of 2,240 pounds. 

“These ties are sold at the price of cotton, and at 10 cents per pound they bring 
$224 perton. As they cost only $70 per ton the net profit on every ten of ties 
sold by the planters of the South was $154, This shows they maken clear profit 
of 124 per cent., or about $4,600,000 on their annual consumption of cotton-ties. 

ere is no class of people in the country who can better affordto see such a 
rate of duty levied upon cotton-ties as will enable our manufacturers to produce 
them at a profit.” 

Verily, the Telegraph talks sensibly, 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the familiar question in- 
volved in the pending item of the bill and the amendment proposed by 
the honorable gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowDEN] can not 
require any extended elaboration at my hands. 

Within recent memory cotton was baled and bound with ropes. In 
the progress of other industries, as well as under the decadence of the 
hemp and flax industries, it was found that cotton-ties could be made 
z iron and used at a less cost than rope, and this discovery led to their 

option. 

As soon as the imports of these ties began the question arose as to the 
duty which the law imposed on them. Hoop-iron at that time paid a 
duty of 1} cents a pound; but the Treasury Department held that as 
this tie was new and not specifically mentioned it cme under one of 
the miscellaneous clauses and was allowed to enter at 35 per cent., 
which was a rate, of course, much less than the hoop-iron paid out of 
which the cotton-tie was made. 

The Forty-seventh Congress, which was Republican in both branches, 
after an examination and discussion of the subject, placed cotton-ties 
by name for the first time in the tariff schedules at the rate of duty 
(35 per cent.) which had been fixed by the decision of the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

The Republican party, when charged with the responsibility of leg- 


islation, refused to raise this duty, and the consequence has been that 
usually all the iron ties used in the country are imported from abroad. 
The foreign cost of this article is about 1 cent and 2 mills per pound. 
The duty on hoop-iron proposed by this bill is fixed at 1.10 cents per 
ponnd. To make the duty on the ties equal to that imposed on hoop- 
iron would therefore increase the burden on ties to nearly 100 per cent. 

I ask, are gentlemen on this sideof the House prepared to make that 
increase? The present duty does not protect any American industry, 
and the revenue derived from it is unnecessa./ to the Government, 
The only sensible course for revenue reformers is to repeal this duty 
altogether; thus reducing the surplus and diminishing the burdens of 
the planters. These planters receive no benefits whatever under the 
existing tariff system, while the repeal will work no detriment to those 
who are already engaged in the thousand and one industries by which 
iron products are made in this country. Why, sir, the people who make 
this cotton to the amount of six or seven million bales annually, and 
who contribute to our foreign trade over $200,000,000, are not allowed, 
under the present law, to import into this country even the bagging 
and the ties with which they clothe their cotton to send it abroad. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

By unanimous consent, the time of Mr. TURNER, of Georgia, was ex- 
tended for five minutes. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. These producers of cotton not only make 
this immense contribution to our export trade, but their cotton pays 
for the vast imports from which our greatest revenue is derived, and 
yet they can not even bring back from the markets in which they sell 
their product, without paying a fine to the Government, a single arti- 
cle that is made out of the cotton they send abroad. 

The article which has just been read at the Clerk’s desk at the in- 
stance of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowDEN] presents a 
fallacious argument which can be very easily refated. The statement 
is that the planters buy their cotton-ties at a nominal price as com- 
pared with cotton, and are allowed, under the conditions of our trade, 
to sell the ties with their cotton at the price which they receive for the 
cotton itself. The market for our cotton is fixed by the regulations 
which prevail on the other side of the ocean. The Liv l price is 
determined in accordance with a custom of the trade which deducts a 
tare of 6 per cent. from every bale. That tare is a deduction on ac- 
count of the bagging and the ties. . That deduction aggregates 27 pounds 
on every commercial bale of cotton sold on the other side of the ocean. 

The buyer of cotton in New York looks at the condition of the market 
throughout the world, and notes the price at which cotton is quoted 
in Liverpool, in order that he may procure his cotton on terms which, 
if he is an exporter, will enable him to compete with the Liverpool 
price, or will enable him, if he is a manufacturer, to compete with 
other manufacturers at home or abroad. Under the conditions stated, 
certainly no sane man would buy cotton-ties and bagging at the price 
at which the net cotton is sold on the other side. 

And the fact is that if any gentleman will take the quotations of 
cotton in Liverpool and compare them on any given day with those in 
New York, he will find that, converting American money into English 
pence, there is still a sufficient margin between the two prices to ac- 
count for this trade regulation which exists in Liverpool. Therefore 
the proposition contained in the article which has been read here is a 
flagrant and palpable fallacy, which no man ought to repeat under the 
state of information which now prevails. I yield now to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Ezra B. TAYLOR]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I move to strike out the last word. I 
have no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the position taken by the gentle- 
man from Georgia upon the last point stated by him is well taken. I 
have no idea that the fact is that cotton-ties are sold as cotton. But 
cotton-ties, Mr. Chairman, are nothing but hoop-iron with some little 
additional labor putuponthem. ‘They arecut witha slotand a button, 
and, aside from that, they are simply hoop-iron. By this bill it is pro- 
posed to put them on the free-list, while the hoop-iron itself is still 
borne on the taxable list at the rate of 1 cent per pound and 1.1 cents 
per pound, Now, there is no justice and no equalityinthat. Cotton- 
ties, with more labor on them but substantially the same article as 
hoop-iron, should not be allowed to come in free, while the hoop-iron, 
upon which there is less work (only a trifle less, however), is on the 
dutiable-list at the rate fixed in this bill. When the law was passed, 
which existed prior to the enactment of 1883, there was no such thing 
known commercially as ‘‘ cotton-ties.’? They were then made from hoop- 
iron, but on there being a miscellaneous clause inserted in the law 
which gave the opportunity, as was supposed, the importers cut and 
prepared the ‘‘cotton-ties’’ and then asked for a ruling of the Treas- 
ury Department under that miscellaneous provision of the law and re- 
ceived a fayorableone. So that, while hoop-iron was highly protected, 


ri pinged which were nothing but hoop-iron, were much less pro- 
ected. 

In 1883, when the House of Representatives was endeavoring to pass 
a tariff law, an effort was made to equalize the duties; but under the 
circumstances then existing it was impossible to bring about the equal- 
ity of these two kinds of iron which ought to have obtained. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, I wish some good reason might be given why cotton-ties 
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should come in free while hoop-iron should be protected 1 cent a pound 
and 1.1 cents a pound. To me a good reason does not exist in the state- 
ment made by gentlemen here that in the Forty-seventh Congress the 
Republican party failed to correct this inequality. I admit, Mr. Chair- 
man, that in some cases the Republican party has failed to do to the 
full extent what might have been done, but I do not recognize that as 
a good reason whya greater inequality should be made to exist. I find 
that our friends on the other side of the Chamber, while they continue, 
apparently with great earnestness, to condemn the action of the Repub- 
lican party, seem perfectly content if they can find in any matter under 
consideration that the Republican party at one time did what they pro- 
pose to do, or that some leading Republican has at some time said some- 
thing in its favor. They seem to feel that that is a shield which can 
not be penetrated, and that they are not required to go beyond the 
statement that the Republican party has at some time failed to do all 
that Republicans said they would like to do. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish somebody to tell me what reason there 
is that cotton-ties should be on the free-list while hoop-iron is taxed 
1 cent and a fraction per pound. It is said that the cotton-ties are all 
imported. They were not imported until this ruling of the Depart- 
ment. They were made in this country; they were made in my vi- 
cinity. Hoop-iron is made there now. The importation of cotton- 
ties free will injure still further that large industry, which is already 
crippled by the present law. I wish some reason could be given why 
cotton-ties should be on the free-list and hoop-iron not. The reason 
has not yet been given. I would like to amend this provision by put- 
ting cotton-ties upon an equality with hoop-iron and including both 
in the tariff schedule at 1 cent per pound. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

‘The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the gentleman from 
Ohio will be permitted to continue his remarks for five minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Inorder that cotton-ties and hoop-iron may be 
put on an equality, how would it do to let hoop-iron come in free? 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. If I were in the position of the gentleman 
I would certainly say that would be the best way. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. If you will offer that proposition, we will vote 
for it. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. I can not support that proposition unless 
you can convince me that on this subject, as you claim to be the case 
on wool, the more tariff you take off the better the price of the domes- 
tic article. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Iam afraid the gentleman would not be con- 
vinced. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Ido not think the gentleman can convince 
himself or any of his constituents. I withdraw the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BAYNE. I renew the pro forma amendment. The inquiry 
of the gentleman from Ohio ought to be suggestive, it seems to me, to 
every Democrat representing a district outside of the cotton region of 
this country. How the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OUrHWAITE] and 
other gentlemen from Northern districts, Democratic districts, can afford 
to vote in favor of making hoop-iron, when thinner than 20 wire gauge, 
pay a duty of 1.1 cents a pound if imported by their constituents, and 
can at the same time vote in favor of that identical hoop-iron going to 
the cotton planter of the South entirely free of duty, is a mystery to 
me, unless cotton is again ‘‘king,’’ and unless the Northern Democracy 
is being dominated by ‘‘ King Cotton,’’ as it was before the war. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Will the gentleman allow me to make a 
suggestion ? 

Mr. BAYNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I want to suggest that upon articles 
which, having previously been imported, are exported, the law in a 
great many cases allows a drawback equal to the amount of the original 
duty. 

Mr. BAYNE. Yes, I understand that. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Now, two-thirds of these cotton-ties are 
exported, and no drawback is allowed. Is not that a reason why they 
should come in free at the outset? 

Mr. BAYNE. I think not. 

The gentleman speaks of two-thirds of the cotton-ties being exported. 
The other third of these ties goes to the consumers at Providence, R. I., 
and other places, who pay at the rate of 10 cents a pound, or whatever 
rate may be paid for the cotton; and they get no drawback. This il- 
lustrates the effect of the Mills bill all the way through. You discrim- 
inate against the American in favor of the foreigner. You discriminate 
against the American manufacturer in this country when you compel 
him to pay that duty of 35 per cent. ad valorem; and he gets no draw- 
back. Throughout this whole bill there is a discrimination against 
American interests and in favor of foreign interests. 

The following proposition from the address of the Amalgamated As- 
ASTERA of Iron and Steel Workers succintly explains the question of 
cotton ties: ; 


Third. The importation of cotton-ties, hoops, bands, and scrolls of iron and 
fasor Behe in brs francis Bl ROR A men This amount would have given 
employment to 250 men per day, ys per year, 

Tho cotton-ties y have given cause to considerable trouble among 


the men employed in mills making a specialty of cotton-ties. Because of the 
ad valorem rate of 35 per cent. we have almost every year to contend with a 
reduction in the price per ton of the imparted article that caused prices to be es- 
tablished here from which the American manufacturer and workingman suf- 
fered alike, The Mills biil provides that cotton-ties be placed on the free-list. 
We positively object, as such action will deprive our workmen of the oppor- 
tunity of making the limited amount of cotton-ties they now make. and in addi- 
tion, it will very materially injure our hoop-iron trade, When cotton-tics were 
admitted under a specific duty, the unit of value was a fraction over 2cents per 
pound. Since the introduction of the ad valorem rate, the unit of value has de- 
clined every year, until now it is 1.2 cents per pound, 

As to the production of cotton-ties in this country there is a mill in 
my district that produces large quantities of them—not so large as were 
produced some yearsago. With the 35 per cent. duty placed on cotton- 
ties by the present law there is a considerable manufacture in this coun- 
try. The manufacturers do not want this slight protection stricken 
down, and it seems to me that gentlemen who represent the cottop in- 
dustries and the cotton planters of the South, when they come to look 
at the interests represented by their colleagues and political associates 
from the Northern States and from the West, representing farmers who 
need hoop-iron to bind their hay, and for other purposes, should not 
make a discrimination of this sort. If there were a provision in the 
Constitution which forbade taxes being levied in such a way as to effect 
adiscrimination, this would be unconstitutional; but theSupreme Court 
having decided that the adjustment of tariff laws with a view to pro- 
tection is as much an element of those laws as the raising of revenue, 
this matter of discrimination must be left to the discretion of Congress. 
But itseems to me that gentlemen who represent these Northern States, 
and who vote against the farmers—— 

Mr. BLAND. If the farmers could take advantage of the constitu- 
tional question they would remedy a great many discriminations 
against them in the tariff. 

Mr. BAYNE. The gentleman of silver fame [Mr. BLAND] will vote 
for a duty of 1.1 cents per pound upon cotton-ties which his people 
in the West consume in the baling of hay, and he will vote for free 
cotton-ties to the gentlemen who liyé down South. That is the way 
the gentleman serves his constituents. 

Mr. BLAND, The gentleman would not vote for this bill if it had 
free ties and free hoop-iron in it. 

Mr. BAYNE. I would not take an unfair advantage of any class of 
the people. I would not give to one class and withhold from another 
an advantage at the behest of the majority of a party, in the control 
of which king cotton is again asserting himself and again making 
Northern ‘‘doughfaces.’? You will find the coming fall when the vote 
is taken the people of the West will remember these things. They are 
going to say that the South shall not again sit in the saddle and domi- 
nate the Northern States and control legislation in the interest of the 
South as against the North. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let the gentleman from Pennsylvania be can- 
did and frank for one moment. Let him answer the question plainly 
which I put to him. 

Mr. BAYNE. What is your question? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Is the gentleman willing to vote to put upon 
the free-list hoop-iron used as binders in baling the hay raised by the 
farmers of the country ? 

Mr. BAYNE. No; I am not. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, I did not suppose you were. It is therefore a 
mere ere on the part of the gentleman in what he says to prejudice 
this bill. 

Mr. BAYNE. Why did you not offer an amendment to accomplish 
that purpose and not take my time with any such question ? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, This illustrates the position of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. In his district there is a manufactory of hoop- 
iron and cotton-ties, and he wants to im a tax on every farmer in 
the South and West. In behalf of that manufactory he wants to keep 
up a high tariff on cotton-ties and hoop-iron for baling hay to benefit 
the men in his district who are engaged in that business. That is the 
kind of legislation Republicans are trying to force on the country in 
behalf of the protected classes. That legislation is against the interest 
of the many and in the interest of the few. It is in the interest or 
monopolies, The gentlemen on the other side of the House desire to 
keep up these monopolies and to tax the farmers of the South and 
throughout the country upon cotton-ties and hoop-iron which they use 
in baling their cotton, hay, and other products, [Applause on the 
Democratic side. ] 

Mr. BAYNE. Let me ask the gentleman from Illinois a question? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. When I put the question to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania whether he was willing, in the interest of his own 
farmers, to give them hoop-iron free of duty in order to bind their 
hay, he tells me flatly and plainly he will not. He protects the men 
engaged in the manufacture of hoop-iron in his district as it does those 
who manufacture cotton-ties, and he does it against the men who earn 
their bread by the sweat of their brow. [Applause. ] 

Mr. BAYNE. Why did not the gentleman offer a proposition pro- 
posing an amendment to the bill preventing a discrimination against 
those farmers of his district who use hoop-iron? Why did he allow 
his constituents to be discriminated against in that regard? That is, 
that those who consume this hoop-iron in baling their products to pay 
1.1 cents higher duty than on cotton-ties? 
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Mr. TOWNSHEND. This bill was not prepared in a caucus where 
it could be amended. 

Mr. BAYNE. Why did not you offer an amendment to do away 
with that unjust discrimination in the bill in favor of the cotton-ties 
of the South and against the hoop-iron used by your constituents? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. In the Forty-seventh Congress a bill was pre- 
pared by a Republican Congress of this House and brought in here and 
forced upon them. That bill was fashioned and framed in a Repub- 
lican caucus by the leader of the Republican party of this House— 
Judge KELLEY. This bill was not prepared in a Democratic caucus. 
It was prepared in the committee in the service of the Houseand organ- 
ized to prepare this bill. It was prepared in the Committee on Waysand 
Means, and I had no such opportunity to amend that the gentlemen on 
the other side had in the bill prepared by the Republican caucus. I 
had no such opportunity as the gentleman from Pennsylvania had and 
the Republicans on the other side of the House in the Forty-seventh 
Congress. That bill then reported to the Republican House presented 
mere Republican caucus action, and it was put through at that time 
under the whip and spur, under the lash of caucus demand and dicta- 
tion. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Now answer the question of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. BAYNE. In addition to the proposition of the Amalgamated 
Association of Iron and Steel Workers, I wish to incorporate as a part 
of my remarks the following, published in the Philadelphia Press from 
the London Times: 

FOR FREE TRADE IN FACT AND THEORY—THE LEADING NEWSPAPER OF GREAT 
BRITALN EXPRESSES THE UNANIMOUS ENGLISH OPINION OF CLEVELAND. 
[Editorial in London Times of July 6, 1888.] 

Though the President's celebrated m to Congress showed his inten- 
tions beyond the possibility of mistake, the Sc. Louis convention, it will be re- 
membered, did not bring tariff reform very prominently forward. It was 
thought to be delicate ground, and the managers had hopes that the Democratic 
platform might still attract some protectionists. But when the Republicans 
met at Chicago it soon became plain that the battle was mainly to be fought on 
the protectionist issue. * * * In this way President Cleveland was forced to 
take up in a still more decided way his old position, and his Tammany Hall 
letter is the most definite statement that he has yet e of his reforming views. 
His language is extremely strong, and to many it can hardly fail to be convine- 
ing. * * * Itwould hardly be possible to put the free-trade case more clearly 
or more strongly; and yet—such is the force of words—President Cleveland 
shrinks from the use of the term “free trade.” In fact, he declares that those 
who taunt him with being a free-trader are deceiving the country. ‘‘ Free- 
trader” appears to be equivalent, in the language of American political contro- 
versy, to “enemy of workingmen aud industrial enterprises.” * * è It is 
certain that the arguments which President Cleveland urges are those which 
Cobden used to employ forty-five years ago, and which any English free-trader 
would employ now, 

The CHAIRMAN. The formal amendments will be considered as 
withdrawn, and the question recurs on the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowDEN]. 

Mr. WARNER, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TURNER] in his 
first five minutes made a statement, the substance of which was that 
the cotton planters of the South had added largely to our exports and 
thereby enhanced the prosperity of our country. To that proposition 
I fully consent. Coupled with that statement was the complaint that 
the cotton planters were not permitted to import into this country the 
bagging for the covering of their cotton or the ties for binding their 
cotton without paying a duty. 

Mr. Chairman, my only purpose in saying a word now is to empha- 
size what I said the other day on the question of bagging for covering 
cotton, and to couple it with the remark of the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. TURNER] ‘‘ that the duty should not be placed on cotton-ties, 
because we do not need the revenue which would be collected there- 
from.” I think I have stated the gentleman’s position correctly. 

I find no fault with the gentleman for advocating and getting the 
most favorable legislation he possibly can for every industry in his dis- 
trict or sectionof the country. But when I reflect that a few days since 
bagging for covering cotton, an industry greatly affecting the city of 
St. Louis, which manufactures one-half of the bagging for covering 
the cotton used in the United States, and when it is further admitted 
on this floor that the Southern planter gets that bagging cheaper than he 
ever got it before, and when it is still farther admitted not one pound 
of that bagging is imported into the United States and that we are 
not collecting one cent of duty on it, I am filled with wonder that the 
Representatives of my State, unlike the gentleman from Georgia [ Mr. 
TURNER], remain silent and see that industry stricken down, and open 
our markets to the product of the foreign mill—of the foreign labor in 
Dundee and Caleutta—not for the purpose of reducing the surplus, but 
to put $375,000 customs duties into the Treasury each year at the cost 
of the destruction of an industry of my State. This action can only 
be justified on the ground of free trade. 

I say I honor the gentleman for advocating the industries of his own 
State, and I would that gentlemen representing industries in other dis- 
tricts that are stricken down by the provisions of this bill, instead of 
being in a combine for taking the duty off of everything, would stand 
by their interest. . 


Mr. BLAND. Will the gentleman yield for an inquiry? 
Mr. WARNER. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. BLAND. Where do the farmers of Missouri get a market for 
their mules, their horses, their meat product, and all other products? 
Are they not dependent largely upon the cotton-fields of the South? 
Yet the gentleman would strike down the farmers of Missouri in his 
attempt to strike down the cotton-raisers of the South. 

Mr. WARNER. The gentleman asked a question and made a speech 
in which he placed mein a position I do not occupy. That the gentle- 
man felt uneasy under my remarks, Ido not wonder. Idonot wonder 
at all that the Representatives of Missouri should feel uneasy when they 
have sat here in their seats and never uttered a protest, save in a pri- 
vate caucus, if at all, against any of the measures of this bill affecting 
her interest. I repeat, Ido not wonder that the gentleman should feel 
uneasy when he stated on the floor of this House that he was in a 
‘‘combine’’—a combine for what purpose? To take the duty off of 
everything that he could. This is free trade to the fullest extent of 
the term. The gentleman may defend free trade in his district, but 
let me say to him that there are districts in Missouri where that doc- 
trine will not do. His ‘‘combine,’’ as he stated its purpose, is to take 
the duty off of lead, and to take the duty off of everything; that is the 
gentleman’s position. “‘ Where do we find a market for our mules, our 
horses, and our meat products?” he asks me. Does the gentleman as- 
sume by his question that we will sell one mule less, or one horse less, 
or one pound of our meat product les to the South if ties for cotton shall 
be taxed 35 per cent. ad valorem, or cotton-bagging 3 cents a yard, when 
it is sold to them cheaper than it ever was before? Does the gentle- 
man assume that? Has he no regard for the industries of Missouri? 

[Here the hammer fell. 1 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman be permitted to occupy three minutes more time. 

Mr. WARNER. [shall not consume further time of the committee. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, in regard to 
the question of making cotton-ties it may be well for gentlemen to bear 
in mind that it is not in fact an established industry in this country. 
If gentlemen will look at the record on this subject they will find that 
the cotton-tie industry can hardly be said to have existed since 1882, 
and it did not amount to much in 1879. By the census of 1880 there 
were one hundred and thirty-one people employed distinctively in mak- 
ing cotton-ties. 

The duty upon the one hand and the subsidy upon the other, by 
the time they were paid by the consumer, amount to a tax of about 10 
cents a bale on cotton. I say that there were one hundred and thirty- 
one people engaged separately and distinctively in this employment, 
and in that are included the workmen, large and small. But a tax of 
10 cents a bale on the cotton was at that time a tax of $400,000 or 
$500,000, and at this time would be a tax of $600,000 or $700,000 upon 
the people for the purpose of maintaining the wages of, as far as the 
census show, only one hundred and thirty-one people. 

But there has been a marked change in the industry since then. 
Our imports in 1882 were but little over $20,000 worth of this article. 
The bill of 1883 changed the status of cotton-ties, and our imports im- 
mediately jumped to $723,000 worth, and the next year to $322,000 
worth, having jumped from 1,080,000 pounds to 42,000,000 and 49,- 
000,000 pounds of this commodity, respectively, in the years mentioned. 
That has been substantially the state of the industry ever since the 
tariff bill of 1883 went into effect. 

Now, sir, gentlemen say if we put cotton-ties on the free-list why not 
put band-iron on the free-list? But the condition of band-iron is ex- 
actly the reverse of cotton-ties. If gentlemen will look at the imports 
of hoop and band iron they will find them but nominal in amount, 
and while I donot read the figures in the various descriptions of band- 
iron, an article used toan enormous extent in this country, the imports 
amounted to but a few thousand dollars, being practically nominal; 
and of the description corresponding to these ties, thinner than No. 20 
wire gauge, the imports in 1886 were exactly $1 in value, and in 1887 
there were no imports at all. The use of this is doubtless large, the 
imports none, and hence labor is now employed in making it. It is 
an existing industry. 

But, sir, there is another marked difference in addition to this one 
between these industries. There is a marked differencein addition to 
the fact that one industry exists and the other does not, and that dif- 
ference is found in the fact that the use of band-iron is permanent, 
while the use of cotton-ties is but a temporary use. The only perma- 
nent feature about the use of cotton-ties is that it is a recurring waste 
and loss. Every year it is a dead loss, and we can get no drawbacks, 
even for imported ties. : 

In my country we know this practically. In shipping cotton to New 
Orleans, New York, or Liverpool the net returns are practically the same 
on a bale of cotton. If the cotton be sold in New Orleans or New York 
it is sold at the gross weight, while if sold in Liverpool it is sold at the 
net weight; and a 500-pound bale of cotton sold in New Orleans at 10 
cents a pound will bring $50, while if sold in Liverpool, and sold at 
the net weight, which would be 476 pounds, it still brings $50. Every 
dollar paid, therefore, for the bagging and ties is stricken off as tare 
from the bale, and the tare is so returned in the account of sale if sold 
abroad, and goes to the debit of profit and loss. If sold in this coun- 
try it is deducted in fixing the gross price. 

The people get nothing for it whatever. There‘ore those who seek 
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the interests of the people should seek carefully so large an element ot 
waste as this; and it is calculated to attract the attention of gentle- 
men when they realize that this is an article that has no industrial in- 
terest in this country except at the cost of all classes, 

But gentlemen say it is sectional. But what of thatifit be just? If 
gentlemen will take the time to look at the two sections of the coun- 
try they might make a comparison which would be profitable. There 
is the article of tin-plate, of which we importsixteen to seventeen mill- 
ions a year, and upon which we pay over $5,000,000 revenue, used to 
a large extent for canning purposes in the enormous industry which 
has gronn up in this country and which might well be placed upon 
the list on the same basis as cotton-ties. These great industries 
are nearly all in the North. 

Do we not remove this great tax and waste from these Northern in- 
dustries? One may fairly be said to offset the other. If we repeal 
$121,000 of revenue from cotton-ties, and never, of course, counting the 
subsidy, and especially up to the time it reaches the consumer, for the 
South, if you please, to almost the entire extent it may be said that we 
repeal almost in equal degree over $5,000,000 of the revenue from tin- 
plate for the North, This does not estimate what it is by the time the 
consumer gets it and pays for it. This looks to me to be very fair and 
liberal, yet gentlemen ignore facts of this kind and that a mat- 
ter of this sort is sectional in its character. ‘They still pursue the pol- 
icy which they have uniformly pursued down to this time; they do not 
go to the bottom facts and seek to demonstrate their proposition. Itis 
all declamation and assertion in the very teeth of the facts as set forth 
in the bill and in the official reports. 

I now wish to call attention to the class of people upon whom this 
needless burden mainly falls. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I desire that we shall get through with 
this bill to-day, and I therefore move that the committee now rise for 
the purpose of limiting debate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. SPRINGER, from the Committee of the Whole, reported 
that they had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce 
taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the collection of the rev- 
enue, and had come to no resolution thereon, 

Mr. MILLS. I now move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of House bill 9051; and, pending that, I move that all debate 
on the pending paragraph and the amendments thereto be limited to 
ten minutes, five minutes on each side; and upon that I demand the 

revious question. 

Mr. BURROWS. I hope the gentleman will not do that. 

Mr. BUCHANAN, If youdo that you willrequire to havea quorum. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I suggest to the gentleman from Texas that de- 
bate be not limited to ten minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. I will withdraw the demand for the previous question. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Ido not know how many gentlemen desire to 
speak upon this question, but it seems to me that to insist upon clos- 
ing the debate in ten minutes is not, at this stage of proceeding, ex- 
actly a fair thing. I want to speak three or four minutes at some time 
during the debate, and there are doubtless other gentlemen on this 
side of the House who wish to speak. I suggest, therefore, that the 
time be fixed at thirty minutes, fifteen minutes on each side, if that is 
agreeable to my friends on this side of the House. 

Mr. MILLS. I willaccept that suggestion; but I want to say to my 
friend from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY ], whom Iam glad tosee back in his 
seat again, that I have been urged by gentlemen on both sides to hurry 
this bill up and try to get through with it, and that itis in response 
to those appeals from gentlemen on both sides that I am trying to have 
it finished to-day. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Well, if my colleagues on this side are satisfied 
to have the debate close in ten minutes, Iam. 

Mr. MILLS. No, we will give you thirty minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas modifies his motion, 
and moves that debate on the pending paragraph and all amendments 
Sadie closed in thirty minutes, fifteen minutes to be allowed to 
each side. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Say twenty minutes on cither side. 
There are several gentlemen here who want to s A 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to limit the debate to thirty minutes, upon 
which he demands the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The guestion now is on agreeing to the motion of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS], to limit debate upon the para- 
graph under consideration and on all amendments thereto to thirty 
minutes, the understanding being that the time shall be divided equally 
between the two sides of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House now resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole forthe furtherconsideration of bills raising revenue. 

The motion was agreed to. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. All debate on the pending paragraph and amend- 
ments thereto has been limited to thirty minutes. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. TURNER] will be recognized to control the time on one 
oas, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR] on the 
other. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. WARNER], who addressed the House awhile ago, pro- 
pounded to me certain questions which I desire to answer in the brief 
time allowed me. While the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BAYNE] had the floor I endeavored to show that on articles which 
pay a duty on beingimported the law allows a drawback to the amount 
of tħe duty when they are exported: 

This drawback is not allowed in the case of cotton-ties or bagging, 
although two-thirds of these articles are exported. This disposes, of 
course, of the argument as to two-thirdsof the cotton-ties. Now, upon 
cotton bagging, by this bill a duty of three-eighths of 1 cent, which is 
equivalent to 15 per cent. ad valorem, isretained, which will represent 
a sum much larger than the revenue derived for the ties which arenot 
exported. When it is considered that there is allowed to the planter no 
drawback when the bagging is exported on the cotton it will be found, 
looking over the whole field, that the farmers of this country who pro- 
duce cotton should at least have these ties free. This arrangement is 
simply a substitute for the drawback which other industries receive— 
besides, the ties are a dead loss to the planter, whether his cotton is 
sold at home or abroad. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] asked how I could 
justify the vote which I gave the other day to reduce cotton bagging to 
a specific duty equivalent to 15 per cent. In reply, allow me to say 
that during the Forty-eighth Congress, when this subject was under 
consideration by the able Committee on Ways and Meansas then organ- 
ized, a gentleman from New York, Mr. William Marshall, who was the 
pioneer in this industry, and who introduced into this country and 
manufactured the first jute butts ever imported, declared, in answer to 
a question of the gentleman from Ohio [ Mr. MCKINLEY ], who was then 
cross-examining him, that a duty of 15 per cent. on bagging was suf- 
ficient protection if he could be allowed jute free; and that this bill 
allows. 

I now yield two minutes to my colleague [Mr. STEWART]. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, in the few minutes of 
time allotted me I will not be able to do justice to the subject under 
consideration. 

By the provisions of the Mills bill hoop-iron, used as cotton-ties, 
has been placed upon the free-list. A motion has been made (coming 
from the Republican side of the House) to take cotton-ties from the 
free-list and place upon them a heavy duty. The distinct point to 
which I wish to call the attention of the House is this: From the close 
of the war down to this very hour the Republican party has made all 
kinds of professions of sympathy and friendship for the colored people. 
Through the public press, in the legislative halls, and upon the ros- 
trum the Republican party has declared that they were the true friends 
of the colored people, and, Mr. Chairman, I rejoice to-day that we are 
confronted with a proposition which will test the sincerity of the Re- 

ublican party; for, sir, it will be remembered that of the 6,000,000 
Fats of cotton produced in the South, one-half if not two-thirds of 
the labor engaged in this industry is contributed by the colored people. 
Under our system of growing cotton, as a general rule, the white peo- 
ple furnish the land and stock and the colored people furnish the la- 
bor. The cotton when prepared for market is subject to a deduction 
of the amount necessary to pay for the bagging and ties. 

The duty on cotton-tics amounts to several hundred thousands of 
dollars and is a burden, borne in a large measure by the labor and toil 
of the colored people. I desire here upon this floor to serve notice 
upon the Republican party, as ted in this House, that if they 
vote to impose this tax upon the colored people we will see to it that 
they shall be made acquainted with your conduct touching this matter. 

Now, gentlemen, if you are the friends of the laboring man, as you 
profess to be, here is an opportunity to get in your work. If your 
twenty-five years of professions of kindness toward the colored people 
is sincere, the present occasion is a fit time to demonstrate your fidel- 
ity. The colored people are not so ignorant as you might suppose, and 
if you deceive them they will find it out. 

When an opportunity to lift a burden from their shoulders is so 
clearly presented how can you be consistent and vote to place a heavy 
duty on cotton-ties and thereby take from the hard earnings of every 
poor colored man who thakes a bale of cotton a sum of money which 
should go to the support of the colored man and his family? Theissue 
is clearly made, and you may feel assured that the colored man has suffi- 
cient information to determine who his true friends are; and if the Re- 
publican party shall to-day demonstrate that they prefer a high pro- 
tective tariff rather than the good of the colored people, how can you 
expect them longer to affiliate with your party. 

While the duty on cotton-ties will be a source of profit to a few fa- 
vored industries which have grownerich under the system of high pro- 
tective tariff, is it not true on the other hand if we place cotton-ties on 
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the free-list we will have the satisfaction of knowing that we have to 


some extent lightened the burden which has been imposed upon the 
farmers of this country—a class among all the people of the United 
States that have received less benefit at the hands of the Government. 

Mr, JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, representing as I do a 
large agricultural district, on behalf of the farmers I desire to protest 
against this unjust discrimination against them and against their in- 
terests. While cotton-ties are placed on the free-list the hoop-iron 
used in making wash-tubs, meat-tubs, lard-tubs, butter-tubs, horse- 
buckets, ete., is retained on the dutiable-list. Theiron hoops used on 
oil barrels, cider barrels, rain barrels, and everything of this kind are 
made to pay a duty, while cotton-ties are placed upon the free-list. 
Water-tanks, so largely used in manufacturing and in many other forms 
of industry, are made with strap-iron hoops, which are retained on the 
dutiable-list, while the iron hoops that go around a bale of cotton are 
made free by this bill. It is admitte@ that the cotton-plantes buys 
this strap-iron at alittle over 2 cents a pound and sells it with his cotton 
at the price of cotton, 8 or 10 cents per pound, no deduction ever being 
made for the strap-iron around the bale called cotton-ties, and yet cot- 
ton-ties are placed on the free-list, while all the strap-iron used by the 
farmer and manufacturer is made to pay aduty. This is as unjust as 
it is sectional. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Will my colleague vote to put these things on 
the free-list with me? I will vote to do so. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I will not vote to put the product of 
any American labor on, the free-list, I do not care whether it is in my 
district or the district of any other gentleman on this floor. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TowNSHEND], who is so eager to 
xe his questions, can not deceive the intelligent constituents in his 

i kara: ‘sor he says that he considers the protective policy, which we 
insist protects American labor and American manufacturers, is in the 
interest of the few and in opposition to the welfare of the many. The 
cotton-planters of the South in this case are the many in his judgment 
and the people of the North are the few. The latter have some rights 
and should be protected in a measure of this kind. 

I wish the farmers of the country to understand this unjust discrim- 
ination made against them and in favor of cotton-ties. It is unfair, it 
is unjust, it is palpably wrong. 

It is a discrimination against the people of my district as well as 
against the entire North and against all farmers who are not cotton- 
planters. Furmers and manufacturers use large quantities of strap- 
iron, and it is used largely in the manufacture of agricultural tools and 
implements, and I see no reason why strap-iron should be free for one 
purpose and not free for another. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let me ask my colleague whether he is not 
interested in the stock of one of the manufactories of hoop-iron? 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. What ofit? [Great laughter and ap- 
plause.] I will say to the gentleman that Iam not. Let me ask the 
gentleman whether he was serving his constituency or his country as a 
Representative on this floor when he was spending two months of his 
time out in his district securing hisrenomination? [Laughterand ap- 
plause.] Do you propose to draw your salary when you were absent 
from your seat in this House during all that time? 
plause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. REED. You ought not to complain of his being at home. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The men who use butter-tubs and who use 
hoop-iron for other pyres understand this matter perfectly. They 
know that they have to pay a tribute to the manufacturers of hoop-iron. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. The farmers know their friends and 
who are for them and who are against them, and they will vote accord- 
ingly at the election next November. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I had occasion the other day to correct a state- 
ment in regard to the Forty-seventh Congress, and I propose now to 
correct another. 

Both of these statements were made on the other side of this House. 
‘The last statement, the one made only a few minutes since, was that 
a tariff bill was framed by a Republican caucus of the Forty-seventh 
Congress. Thisis not true. The tariff bill of the Forty-seventh Con- 

was never considered by a Republican caucus or any other caucus. 
I undertake to say that no line or word of the tariff act of 1883, or of 
any other ta:iff act or bill, was framed or modified or changed or con- 
sidered by a Republican caucus of the Forty-seventh Congress. Noth- 
ing of the kind was done in the Forty-seventh Congress. A caucus, or 
some sorb of an informal meeting, was held for some purpose after the 
bill had been completed by the committee, at which there was some 
talk in regard to the consideration of the bill, but nothing was done; 
no change in the bill was made, nor was any proposed; no vote was 
taken on any matter; and this was the only meeting of the Republican 
members after or while the bill was being prepared. 

The preparation of a tariff bill by a political caucus is the invention 
of the Democratic party. This bill, known as the Mills bill, was pre- 
pared by a Democratic caucus before it ever came before this House or 
the Ways and Means Committee, and while the bill has been changed 
to accomplish certain political ends, doubtless to secure the necessary 
number of votes to carry it through this House, no motion to amend 
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made by any Republican has ever prevailed. This bill is the product of 
a Democratic caucus, where no hearing was given to any industry, where 
no member was acting under oath, and where the welfare and pros- 
perity of sixty millions of people were made subservient only to party 
ends and party purposes. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

[Here the hammer fell. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Iyield three minutes to the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Davis]. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I wish simply to emphasize the fact 
that American manufacturers pay for the cotton-ties and bagging, as 
well as for the cotton, and to state further it is extremely improbable 
as a practical proposition that the price is returned to them. I shall 
be willing to admit-thatif all other things were equal for a long period 
of time, it is probable that at last the manufacturer would be able to 
deduct this and purchase his cotton at the same rate as the Englishman 
pays. Every one practically acquainted with the business knows this 
has been regarded always as a grievance by the manufacturergin this 
country. He pays 8 and 10 cents for cotton-ties, and in England the 
Englishman pays nothing for them. 

Attempts have been made to remove what is regarded as a great 
grievance, but withoutsuccess, The Southern planter, even if he makes 
nothing out of it, as the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TURNER] asserts, 
is reluctant to give up the Ad a voce of being paid for his cotton-ties 
and cotton-bagging. I think it will be admitted that in all cases where 
gross prices are paid the advantage is always against the purchaser. 
Varying conditions independent of this one fact affect the price of cot- 
ton here as compared with the price abroad, and will prevent the Ameri- 
can purchaser securing the result claimed by the gentleman from 
Georgia. That can only be secured by purchasing the cotton net, as is 
the practice in Great Britain. 

{Here the hammer fell.] 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I ask the gentleman from Ohio to finish 
the debate on his side, There are eight minutes remaining on this, I 
believe. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, the language under discussion is 
found in lines 120 and 121 of the bill, and reads: 

Iron and steel cotton-ties or hoops for baling purposes, not thinner than No. 
20 wire gauge— 
and such are declared under the provisions of this bill to be admitted 
free of duty. 

I turn to page 17 of the bill and I find that hoop-iron of exactly the 
same gauge (and I refer to line 211) as described in line 120 is made 
dutiable at 1.1 cents a pound. Now, ofall the indefensible features of 
this bill there is none, in my judgment, so indefensible as the one under 
consideration. In the remainder of the free-list—in the free-list gener- 
ally—that which is made free is made free to everybody and for every 
purpose. While I am opposed to this entire free-list, yet with the ex- 
ception I have named, that of cotton-ties, it falls equally upon every 
citizen and upon every section of the country. Salt is made free. It 
is not free simply to the Northern people, but to the Southern people 
as well. It is not free for one industry that uses salt, but it is free to 
all. Lumber is made free, and it is free alike to every citizen and to 
every section of the country. Itismade free to all of our people. But 
when you come to hoop-iron not less than No. 20 wire gauge, then its 
freedom is limited, and it is limited to certain producers and sections 
of the United States. For every other purpose it is made dutiable at 
1.1 cents a pound. SoI say here that of all the indefensible features of 
this bill it is the most indefensible that can be found in it. 

Now, if I was a Democrat, if I was a revenue tariff reformer, if I was 
a free-trader, and I proposed to have hoop-iron of a gauge not less than 
No. 20 made free for any purpose, I would make it free for all purposes. 
I would make it free to the balers of hay and I would make it free for 
every other purpose and in every other industry to which it can be 
applied, and not free for only one part of the citizens or for one class of 
people. - I am opposed—for I anticipate the question that my friend 
from Ohio [Mr. OuTHWAITE] will put to me—to free hoop-iron for any 
purpose, because the duty we put on it in the past has made it cheaper 
to the consumers of the country than it would have been possible if we 
had free trade in hoop-iron. 

And soI move you, Mr. Chairman, without detaining the committee 
a single moment longer, that cotton-ties not thinner than No. 20 wire 
gauge shall be transferred from the free-list to page 17 and put into 
line 211, and made dutiable at precisely the same rate of duty as every 
other class of hoop-iron is made dutiable. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Would it be proper to move an amendment 
to the amendment of the gentleman from Ohio that hoop-iron thinner 
than No. 10 wire gauge and not thinner than No. 20 wire gauge be 
put on the free-list ? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that would be in order. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. Then I make the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will entertain the motion at the proper 
time. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I mean to make it correspond to the provision 
of the bill in reference to cotton-ties. 
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Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. Has the gentleman from Ohio exhausted 
his time? 

Mr. McKINLEY. I have no desire to occupy any further time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has one minute remaining. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of! Arkansas. I understood the gentleman 
from Ohio to say that the duty on hoop and band iron, as it has ex- 
isted, has made that material cheaper than it ever was before to the 
consumers of the country ? 

Mr. McKINLEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Then I understand him to 
argue that free trade in cotton-ties will increase the cost of the cotton- 
ties ? 

Mr. McKINLEY. No, sir; not at all. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Does not that followasa nec- 
essary and logical sequence from the gentleman’s argument? 

Mr. McKINLEY. By no means. That is not the logic of my argu- 
mente 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Then what is? 

Mr. McKINLEY. If it were not for the duty on plain hoop-iron 
to-day you would pay much more for cotton-ties in the South than 
you do. It is because every other class of hoop-iron for every other 
purpose is made dutiable that you get the advantage of the low prices; 
and the greater advantage you will get when ties are made free, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Then let me put the question 
to the gentleman in this form: Suppose you put the duty you propose 
on cotton-ties, will that also make them cheaper than they are now? 

Mr. McKINLEY. The duty on cotton-ties? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Inmy judgment, if a duty on cotton-ties is made 
the same as on hoop-iron, we will have them cheaper to the Southern 
people in less than two years than you have them to-day. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, Very well. If free trade will 
make it higher, how can that hurt the manufacturer here? 

Mr. McKINLEY. Oh, that is the old question. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Of course: and yours is the 
old proposition, but you have never attempted to demonstrate how it 
can consist, 

Mr. McKINLEY. ButIam glad that the gentleman admits that 
he is a free-trader and that his party is a free-trade party, for I have 
discovered that in the last few weeks they have been endeavoring to 
evade that issue, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman’s definition of 
free trade and mine are perhaps two different definitions, but Iam un- 
able to see how he can argue that the increase in price will hurt the 
manufacturer in this country. 

Mr. REED. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] 
never takes any opportunity to deny that he isa free-trader, and he has 
had plenty of them. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. McSHANE] 
is recognized for two minutes. 

Mr. MCSHANE. I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Strike out, in line 120, the words “ cotton-ties or,” and the words “ for baling 
purposes; ” so that the paragraph will read: “iron and steel hoops not thinner 
than No, 20 wire gauge,” 

Mr. McSHANE. Iam in favor of admitting hoop-iron of the class 
mentioned in this paragraph free of duty, provided that when admitted 
it may be used for any purpose whatever. The amendment that I 
offer will accomplish that object and admit iron and steel hoops not 
thinner than No. 20 wire gauge free of duty and will allow the same 
to be used for whatever purpose parties may choose to use them. 

Mr. BAYNE. I suggest to the gentleman that he will not fully ac- 
complish his purpose by his amendment, because they use more wire 
than hoop-iron for baling. 

Mr. McSHANE. I want them to have the privilege of using hoop- 
iron if they see iy and I merely want to say now, because I do not 
wish to take up the time of the House, that upon a failure to allow 
this hoop-iron to be used for any purpose for which people desire to 
use it, I shall vote to strike out from this bill the paragraph under con- 
sideration, thus leaving the duty as it exists under the present law. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I yield two minutes to the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. WHEELER]. 

[Mr. WHEELER withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

TiL CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TURNER] has four minutes remaining. 

Mr. TURNER. I yield that time to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BLAND]. 

Mr. BLAND. Iam obliged to the gentleman from Georgia, but I 
desire the floor only for a few minutes for the purpose of replying 
briefly to my colleague, Mr. WARNER, who saw proper to comment 
somewhat upon a few remarks which I made a short time ago upon 
this bill, when I claimed, as I do now, that I am not an agent or at- 
torney upon this floor for any particular industry or interest. 

As I said before, I am willing to vote for this bill, or for any other 
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fair bill, even if it puts things that are made in my district upon the 
free-list. And for what reason? Because, as we sit here we are re- 
minded, as we have been for years in the past, that the tax-payers of 


.this country, the farmers of this country, the cotton-growers, the wheat- 


growers, the meat-growers of this country, who produce the whole of 
the commodities that-we export, are taxed and fined at the rate of $200,- 
000,000 a year simply because they are unable to obtain a home mar- 
ket for what they produce, and these taxes and fines are being laid up 
in the Federal Treasury, and as a result the property of the people is 
reduced in value, the money is taken from circulation, and in many 
instances it is wasted here upon improvident appropriations. It is for 
their relief that I stand here, and not for the relief thatis pleaded for, 
especially by my colleague and others on that side of the House, who 
come here representing simply the industrial interests ın their own dis- 
tricts and ready to vote for them at the expense of the great mass of 
the feople of this country. 

Mr. WARNER. Iwill ask my colleague whether either of the in- 
dustrial interests of which I have spoken, either the bagging industry 
or the lead industry, is in my district? 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman undertook to arraign 
the Democratic party because it was in favor of, to some extent, reliev- 
ing the farmers of the South—— 

Mr. WARNER. No, because it was in favor of free trade. 

Mr. BLAND. And when I asked him what would become of the 
farmers of Missouri whose market for their cattle and their mules and 
their breadstuffs is found to a considerable extent in the cotton-fields of 
the South, he was unable to answer that question, but he undertook to 
arraign me here for a speech that I had made in the interest of the 
masses of the American people and against the special interests which 
are the object of so much tender care on the other side of tligpHouse. 

Mr.WARNER. Did not the gentleman state, and does he not hold 
to-day, that he is here for the purpose of yoting to take the duty off 
every article that he can? ? Did he not state that he was in a ‘‘com- 
bine ” for that par 

Mr. BLAND. zgi made no such statement. I said I was here 
for the purpose of organizing a ‘‘ combine,” if necessary, to reduce 
the surplus to the needs of the Government, and for that reason I was 
willing to sacritice any personal interest, and stand, not as a representa- 
tive of classes and monopolies, but as a representative of an overtaxed 
and overburdened people. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

‘he CHAIRMAN. The first question is upon the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MCSHANE], which the 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out, in line 120, the words “‘ cotton-ties or,” and also the words “for 
baling purposes;" so that the paregraph will read: “‘ Iron and steel hoops not 
thinner than No, 20 wire gauge.” 

The amendment was agreed to; there being-—ayes 80, noes 71. 

The question recurred on the following amendment, offered by Mr. 
SOWDEN: 

Strike out lines 120 and 121, 

Mr. McKINLEY. This question is on striking out the lines as 
amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. That must be the form of the question. The 
Clerk will read the paragraph as it now stands since the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Tron and steel hoops not thinner than No. 20 wire gauge. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on striking out these words. 

Mr. BYNUM. What is the effect of the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Ohio? 

The CHAIRMAN. 
ment. 

Mr. BYNUM. What became of the amendment of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. OUTHWAITE] ? 

The CHAIRMAN. It was not offered. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I intended to have it considered as pending. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The gentleman proposed to offer an amendment, 
but at the time he stated his proposition it was not in order. 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. SOWDEN, there 
were—ayes 92, noes 96. 

Mr. SOWDEN called for tellers. 

Tellers were not ordered. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read the following paragraphs: 


Cement, Roman, Portland, and all other, 10 oe cent. ad valorem. 
Whiting and Paris white, 20 per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. MILLS. I move to strike out those lines. 

Mr. McCOMAS. I make the point of order that there is now an 
amendment pending to those lines. 

Mr. MILLS. ‘These lines were passed over. 


The gentleman from Ohio did not offeran amend- 


I had them passed over. 


Mr. McCOMAS. The gentleman has forgotten there is now an 
amendment pending. 

Mr. MILLS. No; I have offered the first amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was endeavoring to ascertain whether 
any amendment was already pending. 


f 
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Mr. McCOMAS. On July 1, as will be found by reference to the 
RECORD, an amendment was offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. SOWDEN]. 

Mr. MILLS. It was not recognized. 

- The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will ascertain the status of this mat- 
er. 

Mr. MILLS. The member who has charge of a bill in the House is 
entitled first to be recognized; the Chair always observes that rule; and 
though a gentleman may rise in his place and say he offers his amend- 
ment and get his name in the RECORD, yet he may not be recognized 
by the Chair for that purpose. 

Mr. McCOMAS. My point is that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MILLS] got his name in the RECORD in the wrong way; that on July 
1 the gentleman from Pennsylvania was recognized to move an amend- 
ment which has now been pending for eighteen days. Although the 
gentleman from Texas may have charge of this matter, he must re- 
member the rules of procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the status of this matter 


when passed over. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


It is proposed by Mr. SowpeN to amend lines 16 and 17 by striking out, in 
those lines, “10 per cent. ad valorem” and inserting “10 cents per 100 pounds.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The amendment just read is the amendment 
pending. The proposition of the gentleman from Texas is in order. 
Mr. SOWDEN. At the time this question was passed over inform- 
ally the amendment justread had ‘seen offered by myself and was pend- 
ae In cht pad of it I send to the Clerk’s desk a letter which I desire 
o have A 


The Clerk read as follows: 
SEIGFRIED's BRIDGE, July 16, 1888. 


DEAR SIR: Allow us to give you some facts relating to the cement business 
and the way the people who work in the industry abroad live. Professor Henry 
Reid, in his work entitled ‘‘ Natural and Artificial Concrete,” on page 305, says 
that the works of the Star Portland Cement ry at Stettin, in Pomerania, isa 

model one, In 1878 heir annual product was 240,000 casks, equivalent in quan- 
7, to 300,000 barrels of American Rosendale cement. 

f we turn to volume 1 of the Consular Reports, entitled “Labor in Europe,” 
on 512 we will find that the ave wages paid in a Portland cement 
manufactory in Stettin,and itis presu ly this one, was $3.57 per week of 
sixty hours, equal to 59} cents per day of ten hours. 

Consul Keifer, of Stettin, inhis report to the De ent of Statein July, 1884, 
in speaking of the condition of the working people in and around Stettin, where 
these works are, says: 

“The working ple either live in cellars or in upper rooms, often in yards; 
mostly in old buildings without water, sewerage, or ventilation. New build- 
ings, tenement houses, are better provided for in this regard, but there are only 
a limited number. The men often have to walk five to eight English milesevery 
morning in order to get to work,” 

The same report ey fe that the men live on coffee, mostly a decoction of 
chicory or roasted barley, rye bread with lard or goose grease, they seldom 
have a piece of cheap sausage, and a drink of cheap whisky distilled from 
pore comprise a meal. At certain times fishes are cheap and form part of 

mi 


‘The consul further says: 

Butter, sirup, meat,tea, etc., the daily fare of our American laborer, are re- 
garded as luxuries. Once, or in better situated families, twice a week, a pound 
of cheap meat must do for four or five persons; the husband mostly enjoying 
the taste of it, the rest of the family only the smell. When the consul asked one 
of these laboring men how he got along, he smiled gloomily and said : “I must 


< get along with it or steal.” 


The total amount of cement that has been imported into this country for the 
past ten years would be equal in quantity to 5,366,775 barrels of American ce- 
ment of ys each, If American cement had been used and the foreign 
article excluded by a suitable tariff, it would have employed 670 additional men 
working 200 days a year for ten years to have produ thatamount. There 
would have been paid out to them at the lowest calculation, $2,144,000 for labor 
alone, and it would have required $912, 351.75 worth of cooperage, which would 
have come from Maine and spent ges to have barreled it, to say nothing of the 
$328,006, that would have been paid to coopers to make the barrels, or the 53,622 
reams of Pot: worth $32,197, would have been necessary toline them with. 
Aa ee we PS hare EA Gu baal a fase work GS mans 

s, while it wou ve oi , wort ,650, y 
to have affixed the labels to the bartels: P a 
‘The importations of foreign cement have increased at the rate of 34 per cent. 
for the ten years, and for the last fiscal ending June 30, , the im- 
portations increased 64 per cent. over the previous year, while the invoiced price 
of the eagle, op article has declined on an average of 12 per cent. a year. 
Enough mill capacity now exists to supply all demands, but y some mills 
are closed and others are running on red time. The reports of the engi- 
neering committee of the District of Columbia for 1885 contain evidence to prove 
that just as good cement can be made in this country as abroad, but when Kanor 
is on an average over twice here what it is abroad, and inùsome cases six and 
eight times as m and as labor constitutes 87 per cent. of the cost of a barrel 
of cement, the industry should certainly be protected by an adequate duty. 


Ve pect5u. 
ioe gas Rock Lock RosENDALE CEMENT COMPANY. 
Hon. W. H. SOWDEN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. SOWDEN. The amendment just submitted by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILs] will, if adopted, leave the present duty on 
cement undisturbed, andaccomplished subsantially thepurposes of my 
amendment. There is very little difference between a duty on cement 
of 20 per cent. ad valorem and one of 10 cents per hundred pounds, 
excepting that a specific duty is more preferable than an ad valorem 
duty on account of undervaluations. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the subsidy amendment 
to the Post-Office appropriation bill has been eliminated by the agree- 
ment of the Senate to the position of the House on that snbject, inas- 
much as that question is not likely to come up again, and inasmuch as 


since that time I have been putin the possession of some very valu- 
able testimony, I ask to have it read in my time for the benefit of the 
House. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
BALTIMORE, July 14, 1888, 


Dear Sir: We have noticed with much interest your opposition in the House 
yesterday to the proposal for a subsidy to a line of steamers to Brazil,and as 
such a measure would seriously affect a large and valuable interest in this port 
in sailing vessels, trading regularly between Baltimore and Brazil, built without 
any subsidies, those interested in the trade here have addressed a formal re- 
monstrance against the measure, a copy of which we beg to inclose. 


Yours faithfully, 
F. W. WILLSON & SON, 

Hon. Kxvte NELSON, 

Washington, D. 0. 
To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

The undersigned, merchants of Baltimore engaged in trade between this port 
and Brazil, would res fully and earnestly remonstrate against the passage 
of the bill now before the Senate, or any similar bill, granting subsidies tosteam- 
ship lines between this country and Brazil, believing same to be unjust, as tend- 
ing to build up one interest at the expense of others, and quite unnecessary, in 
view of the well-known fact that almost all the business between the two coun- 
tries is transacted by cable messages, making the mails of comparatively little 
value, except for the transmission of comfirmatory advicesand accounts, Even 
were it otherwise, the mail facilities at present existing are quite ample; there 
being three regular lines to Brazil from United States, one to the northern and 
southern ports of that country, one to the northern ports only, and one to the 
southern only, each prion 3 on theaverage one steamera month. In addition 
to these various lines bringing mails from Brazil to this country on their return 
trips, there are frequently as many as two outside steamers per week from 
Brazil pry, the mails to United States. Thatthere is no need for a subsidy 
outside of the question of mail facilities is prety, well demonstrated by two 
facts, first, that the present business of the *‘ United States and Brazilian Steam- 
ship Company” is so flattering that they either have arranged or are about to 
arrange to build two additional steamers: and, secondly, thata line started ten- 
tatively a year or more ago, called the Hammonia Line running three steam- 
ers, has been sufficiently successful as to cause the parties interested to announce 
that the line will be a permanent one. 

Your petitioners, representing as they do the second city in point of commer- 
cial intercourse with Brazil, do not hesitate to say that it is their opinion that 
the passage of said subsidy would not increase existing mail facilities, for which, 
for the reasons above stated, there is little or no need, but would result virtu- 
ally in a donation by the Government of the major part, if not the whole of the 
amount authorized to poe ger y.in existence ofl oda inten And 
further, that the proposed subsidy would not increase the business between the 
two countries, which can only be done, as it is being done, by the active appli- 
cation of well-known and recognized commercial prinolpins: and finally, t 
the real advocacy of said measure has for its basis more the hope of private 
emolument than the general good of the entire country. 

LEXANDER BROWN & SONS, 
HOFFMAN, LEE & CO, 
THOMAS PIERCE & CO. 
P.T. GEORGE & CO. 
THEODOR G. LURMAN & CO, 
TAYLOR & LEVERING. 
FINK BROS, & CO. 
THE C. A. GAMBRIL MANUFACTURING COMPANY, 
P. H. McGILL, Vice-President. 7 


C MORTON STEWART & CO, 
F. W. WILSON & SON. 
H. L. WHITRIDGE & SON. 
JAS. CORNER & SONS. 
LAWRENCE & CRANE. 
THORNTON ROLLINS. 
WHEDBEE & DICKINSON, 
STEPHEN BONSAL. 
BENEDICT & CO. 
J. OLNEY NORRIS. 

BALTIMORE, July 13, 1888. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that 
when the committee informally rose my amendment was pending with 
the understanding that when the subject was recurred to for action my 
amendment should be considered with the first amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SowpEN]. My amendment was to 
strike out lines 16 and 17. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is exhausted. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee rise, for the purpose of 
closing debate. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Iwishtomake an amendment to the amendment. 

The question recurred on Mr. MILLs’smotion, and it was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCREARY having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, having, according 
to order, had under consideration the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation 
and simplify the laws for the collection of the revenue, had come to 
no resolution thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask that the House resolve itself into the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the purpose of re- 
suming the consideration of the tariff bill, and, pending that motion, 
that all debate on the pending paragraph and all amendments thereto 
be closed in ten minutes. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Is the amendment of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SowDEN] now pending; and, if so, what other amend- 
ment is pending? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thatinformation will be furnished at 
the proper time. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Iask that the time be extended to twenty minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. I move the previous question on my motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
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Mr. MILLS. I propose five minutes on each side, and thatis enough. 

Mr. McCOMAS. Make it twenty minutes. 

Mr. BAYNE. I hope the gentleman will not object to making it 
twenty minutes. 

Mr. REED. I to the gentleman from Texas tomake it twenty 
minutes, It is not much to ask in the way of extension of debate. 

Mr. MILLS. We will not get through to-day. 

Mr. BAYNE. Oh, yes; we will get through to-day. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ayes seem to have it. 

Mr. McCOMAS demanded a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 92, noes 1. 

Mr. McCOMAS. - No quorum. Twenty minutes is all we ask, ten 
minutes on each side. 

Mr. MILLS. I move there be a call of the House. 

Mr. REED. This is not a large amount of time that is asked. 

Mr. MILLS. We are proposing to leave the law as it is, and there 
is nothing to discuss. I have proposed to strike out these three lines 
and leave the law as it is. 

Mr. ROGERS. Regular order. 

Mr. McCOMAS. The gentleman says he proposes to restore the 
duty as it is now. 

~ MILLS. That is what is proposed. I move to strike out the 
three lines and leave the law as it is, 

Mr. McCOMAS. On that statement I withdraw the point of no 

norum. 
z Mr. Mrx1s’s motion to close debate in ten minutes was then agreed 
to. 

The question recurred on the motion that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

The motion was agreed to; and the House accordingly resolved it- 
self into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, Mr. 
SPRINGER in the chair. _ ‘ 

The AN. The House resumes the consideration of the 
pending bill. By order of the House all debate on this paragraph of 
the bill and all amendments thereto is limited to ten minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask that the amendment be adopted without de- 
bate. 


Mr. McCOMAS. That is right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending amendment, 
which takes precedence. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 16 strike out “10 per cent. ad valorem” and insert “10 cents per hun- 

pounds.” 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 63, 
noes 83. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The motion of Mr. MILLS to strike out the lines was then agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. In section 2, page 8, I move to strike out the date 
“July,” in line 1 of that section, and insert ‘‘ October.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I desire to ask a question for information. 
What is the status of line 167, on page 8? 

The CHAIRMAN. It was stricken from the bill. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I think if the RECORD is carefully examined it 
will show that no legislation was taken to strike it out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk’s minutes show that this line was 
stricken out. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. Iknowit was agreed to; but upon the RECORD 
there is nothing to show that it was stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will repeat that the minutes of the 
Clerk will show that it was stricken out. That of course guides the 
Chair in the matter and also in the making of the report. It is out 
of the amended bill. 

The Clerk will read the next clause. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I simply say that there was no vote taken, as 
shown by the Recorp. Judge WILSON, I recollect, was on the floor at 
the time, but you will find in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that there 
was no action whatever taken upon it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis possible that there may be a mistake in 
the RECORD in that respect, but the Chair has a positive recollection 
that it was stricken out. 

Mr. MILLS. So have I. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Whatever the RECORD may show, I 

~remember distinctly that it was voted upon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next paragraph which 
‘was passed over. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

China, porcelain, parian, and bisque, earthen, stone, or crockery ware com- 
posed of earthy or mineral substance, including plaques, ornaments, charms, 
vases, and statuettes, painted, printed, enameled, or gilded, or otherwise dec- 
orated in any manner, 45 per cent. ad valorem. 

China, porcelain, parian, and bisque ware not decorated inany manner, 40 per 
cent. ad valorem. 

White granite, common ware, plain white or cream colored, lustered or 
printed under glaze in a single color; sponged, dipped,or edged ware, 35 per 
cent. ad valorem. 

Brown earthenware, common stoneware, gas-retorts, and roofing tiles, not 


specially enumerated or provided for, and not decorated in any manner, 20 per 
cent.ad valorem. 


All other earthen, stone, and crockery ware, white, colored, or bisque, com- 
posed of earthy or mineral substances, not specially enumerated or provided 
for in this act, and not decorated in any manner, 35 per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. BYNUM. On page 12, line 80, I move to strike out “* forty- 
five”! and insert ‘‘fifty;’’ so that it will read ‘‘50 per cent. ad valo- 
rem. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I suppose it will be in order to move to strike 
out the whole paragraph ? á 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The amendments to the paragraph will take 
precedence of the motion to strike out. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. ‘This is the pottery schedule, and I would like 
to make this statement: 

There are five phs which together constitute the schedule, 
and I would like to ask that they may be considered together, and 
that I be allowed twenty minutes or twenty-five minutes, five minutes 
on each, for discussion, But I would like to move to strike ont all of 
the five and have a vote upon that proposition as an entirety. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey asks that the 
lines of this bill from 76 to 94, inclusive, be considered as one para- 
graph and he be allowed to address the committee for twenty minutes 
on this paragraph. Is there objection ? 

Mr. BYNUM. Thegentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] 
wishes to offer an amendment preceding the amendment which I have 
submitted, and I therefore withhold that for the present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Isthereobjection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey ? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. There is another amendment to be offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The first question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Indiana, to strike ont, in line 80, “‘ forty-five’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘ fifty.’’ ; 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But before that I wish to offer 
an amendment. ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will send it to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 10, after line 47, insert: 
* Paris green, 12} per cent. ad valorem.” 


Mr. MILLS. Let us have a vote. 

Mr. WARNER. Irise to enter a formal objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman oppose the amendment? 

Mr. WARNER. [shall occupy but a moment’s time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, then, will the gentleman permit the vote 
to be taken and occupy the time on the next paragraph ? 

Mr. WARNER. I shall take but a few moments. 

While my colleague from Missouri [Mr, BLAND] was upon the floor 
I asked him a question; the gentleman’s answer intimated that my 
question misrepresented what he had said in this House as reported in 
the RECORD of June 10; certain it is that I do not wish to misrepresent 
in the slightest the position of the gentleman, as I think he well un- 
derstands—I recognize the leading position he holds in the councils of 
his party and in the Missouri delegation. 

The question I asked was, in substance, if he did not, in his remarks 
of June 9, say that he was here for the purpose of taking the duty off 
lead and off everything that he could. 

Mr. BLAND. Will my colleague yield to me a moment? 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly, with pleasure. 

Mr. BLAND. How much time do you propose to take? 

Mr. WARNER. Not more than two minutes. 

Mr. BLAND. Let my speech be read. [Langhter.] The gentle- 
man undertook to make me say on this floor that I was in favor of put- 
ting everything on the free-list and going for free trade. I said in the 
speech to which my colleague has reference that I was here to reduce 
the taxes, to take them olf the people, and that for that purpose I 
would vote for free lead or free anything else; but the gentleman un- 
dertook to make me say that I wanted the tariff taken off everything. 

Mr. WARNER. I have yielded to the gentleman nearly one-half 
of my time—— 

Mr. MILLS. I hope these gentlemen will settle this difference else- 
where. Onur friends on both sides are very impatient to have a vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I believe I have the floor, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MILLS. I uuderstand that. I am just appealing to the gen- 
tlemen. 

Mr. WARNER. Iwill not occupy much time. On page 5490 of the 
RECORD of June 10, where the speech of my colleague is reported, I find 
that he said—— 

Mr. BLAND. Read the whole speech. [Laughter. j 

Mr. WARNER. Wait a moment; be patient. The gentleman said 
what I now read: 7 

Iam not here for the purpose of voting for a tariff on lead, or a tariff on fiax, or 
a tariff on anything, but I am here to get the tariff off everything I can. 

That sentence is complete within itself Does the gentleman stand 
by that declaration to-day ? 

Mr. BLAND. Ihave asked the gentleman to have my speech read 
in which I said that I stood here to reduce taxation. 

Mr. WARNER. Does the gentleman stand by what I have just read? 
I challenge him for an answer. ; 
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Mr. BLAND. And I challenge the gentleman to read my whole 
speech. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. WARNER. I say, Mr. Chairman, that the declaration of my 
colleague in his speech of last June is free trade pure and simple, without 
a single qualification. That is a sentence, the enunciation of a prin- 
ciple, which the RECORD shows was applauded upon the other side of 
this Chamber. The majority of this House indorsedit. There was no 
PPRS neg When it was applauded there was only the simple, naked 

eclaration which I have given; no addition, no word of explanation, 
no word qualifying it in the least; no word about the surplus, no word 
about taxation; it was a bold free-trade declaration, and yet, sir, on 
i rh of last month your colleagues [addressing Mr. BLAND] ap- 

u it. 

After the applause the gentleman went on to say: 

We have to-day, sir, in this country a taxing system that is robbing the tax- 

_ producer and every one else. 

Not satisfied with stating that it robbed the tax-producer, my col- 
league gave the wings of his imagination full play and stated that 
everything else, including the dwellers in the uttermost parts of the 
earth, were robbed by our ‘‘ taxing s y4 

I come to the ‘‘ combine” part of my colleague’s speech, for I wish 
to do the gentleman justice. [Laughter.] He said: 

Iam in a combine for the purpose of reducing taxes—— 


Mr. BLAND. That is it. 

Mr. WARNER. Oh, that is a separate statement, separated by sev- 
eral sentences from the statement I have already read. My colleague 
said—wait until I read the entire sentence: 

Tam in a combine for the purpose of reducing taxes, and I will vote for a bill 
with free lead or free anything else in it to accomplish that purpose. 

The gentleman was indiscriminate in his statement. He was for 
free lead, he was for free wool, he was for free anything in the world, 
without distinction or limitation. 

The gentleman in his utterances was as a man blinded with passion 
and prejudice in his wild delirium, striking indiscriminately at every 
industry fostered by our American system of protection. He isina com- 
bine against every protected industry. ‘To accomplish the pi of 
the combine he announces his willingness to ‘‘yote for a bill with free 
lead or free anything.”’ 

Mr. DINGLEY. Except the tax on sugar. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLAND. No; [did notexcept anything atall. When thegen- 
tleman [Mr. WARNER] reads the speech he shows that he was trying 
to misrepresent me, and he has read enough already to show that. 

Mr. WARNER. My colleagnue’sown language I have given. Atthe 
same time he was asked if he would vote for free lead. His answer 
was: 

I will vote for it if it isin this bill. 

[Laughter. ] 

Mr. BLAND. Well, I say so now; and you will not vote for it be- 
canse you are the agent of the monopolies that oppress the people. 
~ Mr. WARNER. Oh, the lead industry in Missouri is a monopoly, 
is it? Are the lead-miners of Missouri robbing the people? Does 
the gentleman envy them the wages they receive? It would be well 
for him to turn the efforts of his combine against something else. This 
combine means to throttle home industries that those of England may 
prosper. It means lower wages to the American wage-worker. It 
means lower pricés for the product of the farm. Itis a combine against 
American labor, American industries. As far as the effect of this 
tecombine” on Missouri and her industriesis concerned I might truth- 
fully say to my colleague— 


You with her foes combine, 
And scem her destruction to design. 


Applause. ] 
Here the hammer fell. 1 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee now rise for the purpose 
of limiting debate. : 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCreary having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER, from the Committee 
of the Whole, reported that they had had under consideration the tariff 
bill, a bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in re- 
lation to the collection of the reyenue, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consider- 
ation of bills raising revenue; and pending that I move that all debate 
on the pending paragraph and the amendments thereto be closed in 
one minute. I will say to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Bu- 
CHANAN] that this does not include his amendment. Iam going to 
give him twenty minutes. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I understand that the gentleman’s motion re- 
fers to the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECK- 
INRIDGE]. 

The motion of Mr. MILLS was agreed to. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. By order of the House all debate on the pend- 
ing ph and amendments thereto is limited to one minute. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 2 

The Clerk read as follows: Fy 

After line 47 insert, " Paris green 12} per cent. ad valorem.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thecommittee will now recur to the amendment 
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Bynum], which will be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 80, page 12, strike out “ forty-five” and insert ‘‘fifty.” 

Mr. BUCHANAN. [offer the amendment which I send to thedesk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Pages 11 and 12, strike out lines 76 to 94 inclusive, and in lieu thereof insert: 
“ Brown earthenware,common stoneware,gas-retorts, and stoneware notorna- 
me aT PE E SITO Jaciud 
+ porcelain, parian ani ue,earthen,stone, and crockery ware,includ- 
ing plaques, ornaments, vases, and statuettes, painted, printed, or gilded, 
T lecorated or ornamented in any manner, 60 per cent. ad valorem. 
parian,and eas age pos not ornamented or 


The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of the from Indiana 
[Mr. Bynum] takes precedence of that of the from New 
Jersey, as it isan amendment to perfect the text. If there be no ob- 
jection, the amendment of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BYNUM] 
will be considered as agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amendment of 
the gentleman from New Jersey,to strike outall of the lines indicated 
and insert what has been read. Under the order previously made by 
the committee, the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. BUCHANAN] is 
now entitled to be heard for twenty minutes. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. i the pending motion is practically 
to strike out of the proposed bill: 

China, porcelain, parian, and bisque,earthen, stone, orcrockery ware composed 
of earthy or mineral substance, inclu plaques, ornaments, charms, vases, 
and statuettes, ted, pe or een or gilded, or otherwise decorated in 
any manner, 45 per cent, ad valorem, 
porcelain, parian, and bisque ware not decorated in any manner, 40 
per cent. ad valorem. 

White granite, common ware, plain white or cream-colored, lustered or 
printed under glaze in a single color; sponged, dipped, or edged ware, 35 per 
cent. ad valorem. 

All other earthen, stone, and crockery ware, white, colored, or bisque, com- 
pont of earthy or mineral substances, not specially enumerated or provided 

‘or in this act, and not decorated in any manner, 35 per cent. ad valorem. 

And in lieu thereof insert the following: 

China, porcelain, parian, and bisque, earthen, stone, and crockery ware, includ- 
ing plaques, ornaments, charms, vases, and statuettes, painted, printed, or gilded, 
or otherwise decorated or ornamented in any manner, 60 per cent. ad valorem. 

China, poco, parian, and bisque ware, plain white, and not ornamented or 
decorated in any manner, 55 per cent. ad valorem. 

PA cd ile co AAA PASAT AAA x poeta ie 
in this act, 55 per cent. ad valorem, z = 

These latter words being taken from the law as it now stands. Per- 
haps in no one part of this so-called ‘‘ Mills bill” is there to be found 
shrewder work done by the enemies of home industry than in the sched- 
ule relating to earthenware. Not only is therea reduction much larger 
than the average in the rate, but by an ingenious reclassification the 
reduction is made in fact much greater than it would be by the change 
in rate alone. - For example, in the old law two separate classes were 
made. 

In the proposed law these classes are divided into three. So, too, 
Iustered and underglaze print ware (in one color) are taken from the 
higher class and put in the very lowest class, along with ‘‘common 
ware and plain white.’’ 

For the operation of lustering or of printing no allowance whatever 
is made. These examples are t to show even those who know 
nothing about the art of pottery, that the reclassification in this bill 
results, as I have said, in a practical reduction far beyond the reduc- 
tion in rate alone. 

This schedule shows the mark of an ingenious hand, and an ingenious 
hand was engaged in its preparation. Whatever member of the Ways 
and Means Committee may have written the actual words in this part 
of the bill, I charge, here and now, that the matter and ideas as to class- 
ification were furnished by a Boston importer. Of course the lower 
he can get the rate the more goods he can bring in, and what matters" 
it to him if he fill his pockets with profits on foreign-made goods whether 
our own factories fill up with unbought goods or not. 

The whole philosophy of this bill seems to be thatit is better to still 
further enrich the ** swell-front ’? importer of Boston, or the Fifth ave- 
nue ‘‘ brown-stone front” importer of New York, than to so legislate 
as to secure employment to our own labor here at home. ‘The con- 
sumption of crockery is at a practically fixed rate, and the more there 
is brought into this country from abroad, the less can be sold of the 
home product. The consumption of gockery yearly in the United 
States is from $10,000,000 to $12,000,000. At the present time about 
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one-half of this is produced in this country, and about one-half im- 
rted 


If we so legislate as that three-fourths will be imported, it follows 
that we will have but one-fourth of the market left for us to supply 
instead of one-half, and our production, for want of a market, must be 
reduced 50 per cent. That such a result is eagerly hoped for across 
the ocean, from the of this bill, is apparent. I read from a re- 
cent issue of the Pottery (England). Speaking of the prospects 
of the English manufacturers, that paper says: 

American merchants, by mews are said to be Liat back orders just now 
on account of the proposed al on in the tariff. If is so, stocks will soon 
decrease, and should the duty be reduced 15 per cent., as it is proposed, then 
those directly in that trade will have good times to report. 

It will be noted that this paper speaks of the proposed reduction as 
being 15 per cent. Even with that it hopes for good times for those in 
the American trade. With an actual reduction, as I have shown this 
bill proposes, of nearly one-half its hopes must rise correspondingly. 

Why, even the bare introduction of this-bill has had a most harmful 
effect upon the home production. Our potters do not sell to any great 
extent to the jobbers. They prefer to sell direct to the retailers, and 
thus bring producer and consumer one degree nearer together and dis- 
pones with all intermediate commissions, storage, and other 

his necessitates the keeping on hand at all times of a large stock from 
which to fill the varied orders as they come in. 

The agitation about this bill has caused a great falling off in orders, 
and stocks have accumulated until the warerooms are overcrowded 
and production is being limited more and more, and consequently em- 
ployment ceases. I select the following as a sample of its effects in 
my own city: 

The editor of the State Gazette a few days addressed the following note 
to a number of the leading manufacturers of the city: 

" DEAR Str: Please inform me, at your earliest convenience, what effect the 
tariff agitation and the threatened passage of the Mills bill are having upon 
your business.” 

The following answers have been received among others: 

“THE POTTERY TRADE PARALYZED. 
“Unton POTTERY Company, Trenton, May 21, 1888. 

“Dear Sie: The tariff agitation this spring has, in our judgment, unsettled 
the crockery trade to the extent of decreasing sales from 30 to 40 per cent. as 
compared with last year, The orders given are in the main only for necessities, 

“I have not known as dull a usinessinten years. We haveauthentic 


information from Staffordshire, d, that a jubilant feeling prevails in the 
potteries over the expected of the Mills bill, and brilliant promises are 
made espn, by man urers after its passage. 

“ Yours, ete., 


“Union POTTERY COMPANY, 
“JAMES G. LEE, President. 
“WILLIAM CLOKE, Editor State Gazette.” 
The following is from the mayor of my city: 
[Empire Pottery, Alpaugh & Magowan, proprietors.] 
Replying to your inquiry, what effect the taritf tation and threatened pas- 
sage of Mills bill has upon our business, I will say it has decreased sales about 


25 per cent. We have not 


uced as many goods this year as formerly, but 
our stock has accum 


to such an extent that we have no more room for 


that we are obliged 
to sell the goods. Buyers all over the coun’ 
will wait until Congress takes a vote on the Mills bill, “for if it passes,” they 
say, “ we will buy crockery of American manufacture at 25 per cent. less prices, 
or imported for still less money.” 

FRANK A. MAGOWAN. 


While these buyers are in fact mistaken, as the history of the pot- 
tery trade shows, in g they will be able to buy foreign goods 
cheaper after legislation has closed our home factories and so home 
competition will have been crushed out, the fact remains that they are 
waiting the progress of events. 

The following is from a former member of this House, personally 
known to many of you as a gentleman thoroughly informed as to the 
pottery trade in all its aspects: 

Orr & Brewer Company, Trenton, May 25, 1888. 
Mr. Eprror: In reply to your inquiry about the effect of the agitation over 
the Mills bili upon the trade, I will say that business is very dull and 


our customers all agree that it is in consequence of this agitation. Capital is 
sensitive, and the uncertainty of the present situation has a very depressing 


effect. 
Orr & BREWER COMPANY, 
J. H. BREWER, President. 


Next to Trenton, East Liverpool, Ohio, is the largest producing 
point in pottery in the United States. From thence comes one con- 
sensus of opinion as to the effect of this agitation. 


An East Liverpool, Ohio, dispatch to the Cleveland Plaindealer of recent date 


says: 

* When calling upon Goodwin Bros., Mr. James Goodwin, the senior mem- 
ber, who had just returned from the post-office, showed me his mail, consisting 
of one letter, and said the orders this week consisted of two assorted packages. 
For the last month orders have been gradually dropping off until he had been 
compelled to close down. The reason is because the trade consists largely of 
jobbing trade, and in view of ee peeting Sie bill they are holding off to await 
developments, for its passage will mean saeg ood foreign goods, which can be 
met only ys reducing labor, asthey now pay 125 per cent. more wages than the 
English. e said, ‘Give us the English rate of wages and they may take off 
all the duty on crockery.’ 

“In conclusion Mr. Goodwin stated: ‘Our order-books are open for inspec- 
tion by any one, and to-day show three orders, or about three casks, One hun- 


dred and fifty hands areunemployed. During the past year we have torn down 


some old frame buildings that have stood for twenty years and have put up brick 
instead, but it was MOPD a question of tearing down or falling down.’ 

“William Brunt, Son Co. were next seen and topor a large falling off of 
orders the past month, They said, * Allow us to pay 
and we wantno tariff. 

“ George S. Harker & Co. being called upon, said: ‘We have no orders at all, 
and are only running in order to assort up our stock.’ Will Harker, of this 
firm, showed a letter from a large Western jobber, who stated that the reason 
he was not handling more goods was that he wanted to see the fate of the Mills 
bill, and would allow his stock to run down until then, as he would be able to 


bag os re goods much cheaper if it 
off. 


glish prices to our men 


Chetwynd reported orders were very slack and gradually falling 


ff. 
“Cartwright Brothers declared that their orders were getting scarcer every 
day. Knowles, Taylor & Knowles report that they are running at half capacity 
now, although trade was good in the early part of the year. The contracts for 
the new building were let last year, otherwise they would not build. Homer 
Laughlin says that if it were not for the orders contracted for last year, they 
would have shut down. Vodrey Brothers eos very few orders, and said the 
jobbers were waiting the result of the Mills bill,” 


The manufacture of pottery has peculiarities all its own, and I doubt 
if there are five men in this House who have the remotest idea in rela- 
tion to the processes employed. I have not time to speak of them in 
detail, but can only advert to a few of the leading features: 

First. It is one of the most ancient of arts. In a recent speech in 
my city by Mr. John D. McCormack (himself a potter, working at the 
hepa welcoming the annual convention of the Operative Potters, he 
said: 

The ancient and venerable potters’ art, in which we are e 
and most honorable art known to h 
forth to battle in defense of their firesides and of 

e code of Mohammed in 1098 A. D. It was old when Jesus of Nazareth came 
and died to redeem mankind. It was old when Julius Cesar was born, in the 
year 96 B. C. It was old when Rome was built, 753 years B.C. It was old when 
Solomon’s Temple was built, 1,000 years B.C. It was old when Moses delivered 
the Israelites from Egyptian bondage, 1487 B. ©. It was old when the Tower 
of Babel was commenced, 2230 B. C. It was old when the pyramids of Egypt 
were built. It was old when the ark of Noah floated upon the turbulent waters 
of the flood and preserved the human race from complete destruction, 2,464 
years B.C, It is older than the Old Testament itself. 

Second. The art is one which must always from its nature be carried 
on by hand labor. In some of the coarser lines of goods machinery 
may be employed to press or fashion into shape; some improvements in 
reducing the flints and spars to powder have been made, and some ma- 
chinery has been introduced to mix and dry the materials (I am talk- 
ing with as few technical terms as possible); but, after all, the potter’s 
wheel as spoken of by the Prophet Jeremiah and as painted in the 
tombs of the Pharoahs is in use y. There seems to be a delicacy 
and fineness of touch of the human hand which responds to the nat- 
ure of the material which no inanimate machine can equal. 

Third. The processes are many and difficult, and great wastage oc- 
curs at every step. After all the time and labor expended in mining 
and washing the clays, in mining, calcining, and grinding to powder 
the flint and the spar (and it is labor and expense every step of the 
way), these materials must be tested, mixed, dried, and prepared for 
the wheel or the mold. Take a common, white, undecorated dinner 
plate. From the time it leaves the hand of the workman who shapes 
it until it is packed ready for shipment it is handled more than a score 
of separate times by hand labor. 

At every stage of its progress a percentage of breakage occurs, and this 
isa total loss. Into the drying-room and out of the drying-room; into 
the kiln shed; thence into the saggers in which it is burned; thence 
through the fervent heat of the kiln; out of the kiln to the dipping- 
room; through the dipping-tub again to the kiln shed, the sagger, and 
the heat of the kiln; from the kiln to those who inspect and assort; to 
the wareroom; thence to the packing shed; into the package—at every 
handling, labor must be expended and loss occurs, not the loss of the 
material simply but of the labor previously expended upon the piece. 
Six hundred years before the time of our Saviour the Prophet Jere- 
miah wrote: 

The word which came to Jeremiah from the Lord, saying, Arise and go down 
to the potter’s house— 

[Derisive applause on the Democratic side. 

Iam glad gentlemen over there applaud 
thority. I presume they hear of him now for the first time. 
ter on the Republican side. ] 
and there I will cause thee to hear my words. Then I went down to the pot- 
ter’s house, and behold, he wrought a work on the wheels; and the vessel that 
he made of clay was marred in the hand of the potter, so he made it again an- 
other vessel as seemed good to the potter to make it. (Jeremiah XVIII, 1-6.) 

Or, as the Douay version tersely puts it: 

And the vessel was broken which he was making of clay with his hands; and 
turning, he made another vessel as it seemed g in his eyes to make it. 

Take a more artistic and highly finished piece of ware. Here isa 
cup. It is not made for use, but for ornament, though it can be used. 
See these raised decorations of metal. They are laid or a smooth sur- 
face by repeated applications of the brush—built up as it were. This 


„is the oldest 
istory. It was old when the Crusaders went 
European civilization against 


eremiah; he is good au- 
[Langh- 


cup has been in the kiln eight separate times. It has been handled 
between fifty and one hundred separate times. y 

At the last moment, when placed on the shelf to await packing for 
shipment, this flaw was noticed. Had it been perfect with its saucer 
it would have been worth in the packing-room $4.50. Asit is, it is 
worthless for purposes of sale. 


Take this vase, made in the same way. 
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It is worth $12. The handles are of open work. At the last firing its 
mate was ruined. Thus I hayegiven examples from the plainest ware 
and the most costly—that which is used every day and that which is 
only and solely for ornament. A broken plate or cup or vase is total 
loss of material and all the labor from the clay pit or quarry to the 
place of breakage. 

Fourth. This labor is not common drudgery, which simply lifts or 
strikes or guides. The potter is in the true sense an artist. Look 
at the thousand forms of beauty and grace he designs and shapes. Look 
at the rich decorations with which he covers plate and cup and vase. 
Observe the fineness of the drawing, the harmony of color, and the rich 
and tasteful effects of the whole. ‘This labor is more valuable than the 
Jabor merely of muscle and sinew. It demands more and should re- 
ceive more. It is the labor of intelligent men. Take the speech of 
Mr. McCormack, from which I have quoted, and no gentleman on this 
floor would be unwilling to be accounted its author. When, the past 
winter, a member of the British Parliament visited my city, the ad- 
dress of welcome was made by an operative potter. 

John O'Neil, another operative potter, and president of their national 
union, speaking of the aims of that order, says: 

For the edification of those not familiar with the order, it is proper for us to 
state that we have three objects at heart—the first is the maintenance of a fair 
rate of wages; the second, the encouragement of good workmen; and third, 


the elevation of the operative potter in the social scale of lifeand the advance- 
ment of the art. 


Could any gentleman here put it better? 
A daily paper, speaking of the meeting of the union, says of these 
workingmen: 


The potters that assembled in convention here were a fine-looking body of 
men, active, intelligent, and bearing the marks of prosperity. 


A working potter represents the district in which I reside in our 
State Legislature. Two, at least, are in our city council, and a very 
large proportion own the houses they live in. 

Mr. Chairman, these are the people this bill strikes at. These are 
the men and women whose wages you would reduce. These are the 
honest, intelligent citizens whose interests you would imperil. 

Even under the law asit now stands the importations of crockery are 
increasing. ‘The importations of crockery into the United States for the 
eleven months ending May 31, 1887, were $5,148,219. In the eleven 
months ending May 31, 1888, they were $5,847,088, an increase of 
$698,879. Every plate, every saucer, every cup so imported could 
have been made here, and by its coming supplanted a plate, a saucer, 
a cup which an American workman could and would have made, If 
the importations continue at this rate the remaining month to be re- 
ported, the imports for the year ending June 30, 1888, will be $6,334,- 
345. For 1887 it was $5,716,927. 

While pottery is an ancient art, it is in its exercise here new. Iam 
speaking, of course, exclusively of the white-ware production. In 1860 
there was, practically, no white or decorated ware produced here. It 
was the common-yellow ware. To-day one-half of all the pottery sold 
in the United States is made here. In the older countries where the 
material beds have been resorted to for centuries their working quali- 
ties are well known. Here we are compelled to resort constantly to 
new deposits, the working of which can only be ascertained by experi- 
ment. Want of knowledge of the working qualities of our materials 
at first resulted in deficient wares, and a prejudice against them grew 
up which it has taken years of effort and careful experiment and has 
cost much expenditure of money to surmount. But in spite of all 
drawbacks our people have persevered, until now we make as fine 
goods as the world can produce, 

We have in our city four banks. I have here a letter from the cashier 
of one of these banks, in which he gives the amount of money paid out 
the past year by that bank on pay-roll checks for the potteries having 
accounts at that bank at the sum of $1,096,316, or the sum of $21,083 

r week. 
per have not the exact data from the other banks, but have sufficient 
to show that the annual payment of wages in this one branch in my 
city alone is nearly or quite $3,000,000. 

These are the workmen, this is the interest you would crush. At 
whose behest? Itis well known that an importer from Boston took 
a leading part in suggesting this portion of the Mills bill. 

By samples he furnished and information he gave this reclassification 
was framed, without any opportunity given to the producers to cross- 
examine him as to his allegations, and how are you passing this bill ? 
You listen to no arguments. While the facts are being brought out 
which demonstrate the injurious effect the bill will have on the working- 
men of the country you retire to the cloak-rooms to smoke your cigars 
and tell yarns, only to rush out and vote when the signal is given, and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] throws his arms up in the air 
and cries ‘tall up.’? Oh, it will soon be ‘‘ all up” with him if he per- 
severes. I clip the following from the Philadelphia Press of March 20 
last: 


FREE-TRADERS FEASTING.—THE FATHER OF THE MILLS TARIFF BILL BANQUETS 
THE DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS. 
WASHINGTON, March 21 (special). 
A distinguished company sat down to dinner at Chamberlain’s this evening. 


The host was Mr. “‘ Parsee’? Moore, who came to this country some years ago 
as the agent of a firm of English manufacturers and s 


so well that. if 


he did not actually write the President’s last message, he certain] x held the ink 
bottle, and did it so well that he was the one expert consulted by the Democratic 
ee of the Ways and Means Committee when they set to work to framea 


It is quite well understood that he is the real author of the bill promulgated 
under the nom de plume of RoGER Q. MILs, and nobody can dispute the fitness 
of his giving a dinner to-night to celebrate its getting through the committee. 
Besides, Mr. MILLS has to make a report on the bill now, and Mr. Moore had to 
tell him what to say. His guests this evening were Speaker CARLISLE and the 
Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee. $ 

The feast was of the fattestand the finest, and the whole a acm off with 
great éclat. Many of the viands were American products, but Mr, Moore’s as- 
surance that the cook was imported removed all objection. The bill of fare 
was ornately printed in French, and as Mr. MrLxs took up the consideration of 
it section by section, without the least notion of what it all meant, it reminded 
him so forcibly of the proceedings in the tariff bill that he startled the waiters 
by moving to save time by adopting it as a whole. 

I presume the account is somewhat colored, but that the feast did 
take place there is no doubt. Sir, these gentlemen may feast now; to- 
day they are voting; but the workingman is reading and thinking and 
he will have his turn by and by. Well do I remember a scene a few 
years ago in the room of the Committee on Ways and Means, when an 
iron-worker was pleading in vain with a member of that committee to 
amend his bill. He received scant courtesy, and finally, drawing his 
form to his full height, his eye lighted with the fire of defiance, he 
said in earnest tones: ‘‘ Well, sir, wemake Congressmen, and if we can 
not get our rights here we will get them elsewhere; ’’ and the warning 
was, in that instance, not an idle one. 

That this reduction proposed in this bill will seriously affect this 
industry can not be successfully denied. Lustered ware, and under 
glaze print in a single color suffer, as already shown, a reduction of 
nearly one-half. All the finer ware of at least one-fourth, and plain 
white almost two-fifths. Any one at all familiar with the industry 
will know that these extensive reductions will wipe out all possible 
margin over cost of production and beside cut into such cost, including 
wages and very seriously so. Capital will not be likely to continue to 
produce at a loss, and, so if production continues under the terms im- 
posed by this bill, this lost margin as well as any profit upon produc- 
tion must be made up by a reductionin the present cost of production. 

For whose benefit and at whose request is this reduction to be made? 
The consumers do not ask it. Ihave failed to hear of one petition from 
them forit. Ihave the protest of thousands against it. ‘The importer 
no doubt wants it; for the sake of the profit he makes in handling the 
goods he is willing that the nation should send its gold abroad to buy 
what we ought to make at home. The foreign manufacturer wants 
it. He wants to empty his overloaded shelves on our market. He 
has his resident agent here, to whom he invoices the goods at any 
figure ae chooses, and who is now intently watching the progress of 
this bill. 

In behalf of the men of enterprise, energy, and courage who have put 
years of hardest thought and toil into the task of making this industry 
a success here, and whose business energy and judgment have been the 
occasion of employment to so many of our people, I plead for my 
amendment. 

In behalf of this labor, working as some of it must in damp clay and 
mixing rooms; working as some of it does in the flying dust of the press- 
ers’ room, and contracting as it often does the ‘‘potter’s asthma; ” 
working as some of it does in the dipping room, and exposed to the 
horrors of lead poisoning—deserving as it all is, I plead for my amend- 
ment. 

In behalf of my city, whose prosperity has been so enhanced by the 
existence in its midst of this interest, whose trade is enlivened by this 
constant stream of wages percolating through all the channels of bus- 
iness, as it is expended for the necessaries and comforts of life, and 
whose population has received such an addition of industrious, intelli- 
gent, useful citizens, I plead for my amendment. 

In behalf of my country, whose welfare depends upon the continued 
existence in her borders of a contented, well-paid wage-earning people, 
whose interests are best conserved as she reaches the position of pro- 
ducing within her own bounds all she needs to use, and whose people 
are second to none in their ability to produce anything the wit of man 
can devise or the wants of the world may require, I plead for my 
amendment. 

(During the delivery of the foregoing remarks, when twenty min- 
utes had expired, unanimous consent was granted, on motion of Mr. 
Burrows, that Mr. BUCHANAN be allowed five minutes additional to 
conclude his remarks. ] 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN] has made such an excursion into ancient 
history, going back to the days of Jeremiah the Prophet, that he has 
had no time to examine the bill upon which he has spoken. The as- 
sertions he has made as to the effect of the bill and as to its details can 
not be sustained by any reference to the bill itself. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the gentleman that it might 
occur to some people that an industry as old as he represents this one 
to be should appoint some time when it would cease to ask bounties 
and subsidies for its support at the hands of the tax-payers of the coun- 


try. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. When wages and other conditions are even the 
world over; that is*the time. 
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Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Let me say to the gentleman that 

the rates of duty imposed in these schedules will pay all the wages 

iven to the workmen in New Jersey or elsewhere engaged in the pro- 
uction of pottery. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I make the assertion here, after some study of 
this pottery schedule and some time spent in its preparation, that in 
point of fact, with the exception of a reduction in a single class, it 
operates no real reduction in the present rateson pottery. In the tariff 
provision of 1883, when Congress repealed the duty on coverings and 
crates, it was stated by Mr. MORRILL that it was equivalent to 10 per 
cent., and the repeal was made the excuse for a like advance in the 
rates of the pottery schedule. 

‘The gentleman from New Jersey, if he had been accurately informed 
as to the provisions of this bill and had been as desirous of making a 
speech which would give the House correct information as he was of 
bringing up past history and the lamentations of Jeremiah, would have 
told the committee that this bill restores the duty on crates and cov 
erings; he would also have told the committee, as in fairness he should 
have done, that this bill takes from the importer the drawback hereto- 
fore allowed for damage to pottery imported into this country. 

There are two substantial advantages, each one of which operates an 
increase of protection on pottery, which are kept entirely out of view 
by the gentleman from New Jersey, if indeed he was at all aware of 
them. Moreover, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from New Jersey 
had looked a little deeper into this matter, and read the report of the 
Secretary of the Treasury on the ‘Collection of Duties,” made to Con- 
gress in 1885, he would have found that the pottery schedule is one in 
which undervaluations are most marked, and that Treasury special 
agents at both New York and Boston, whose reports are contained in 
this volume, go so far as to estimate that undervaluation as high as 10 
per cent., or even 20 per cent. 

We offer here in this bill the best that could be accomplished by the 
efforts of three successive Secretaries of the Treasury engaged in the 
administration of this law, by the work of our late eminent colleague, 
Mr. Hewitt, and by the work of our own committee to prevent these 
undervaluations in the future. 

- So, Mr. Chairman, the fact is as I stated in the beginning, there is 
a seeming but scarcely any real reduction proposed in this pottery 
schedule, except in the common class of pottery, which, through some 
error in the revision of 1883, was jumped up into the 60 per cent. class. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman be kind enough to state to 
the House what the packages are? Are they not old hogsheads or 
erates? 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I answer by asking that the letter 
I send up to the Clerk be read. 

` The Clerk read as follows: 
New York, June, 1888. 


Dean Sm: Permit me to ask your attention to the following actual transac- 
tion, as exemplifying the increased duty which would be levied upon plain 
white and decorated earthenware, if such were assessed in the cost of crates in 
addition to that now paid upon the goods only: 

limported 484 crates of earthenware April 3, 1388, ex steamer Duke of Buck- 
ingham, at Newport News, Va., paying duty thereon as follows: 


261 crates plain white, value $7,513.51, at 55 per cent...... 
223 crates decorated, value $10,970.71, at 69 per cent. 


Total duty paid, .,...cccccccoccccoreones seccccesene eos ensescoonpasessecesd Seevseses sevens 10, 714. S6 


With the cost of crates added I would be assessed on 261 crates plain white, 
value$8,542.35, at 55 per cent., $4,698.28, or 65.7 per cent., additional 13.7 per cent. ; 
223 crates decorated, value $11,867.46, at 60 per cent., $7,120.47, or 68} per cent., ad- 
ditional 84 per cent. All these figures can be verified by reference to my entry 


on file at Newport News, 
Were your bill passed as originally introduced, the reduction from present 


rates would only be on plain white, 6.3 per cent.: on decorated, 6} per cent. 
The importation s; ed isa fair and impartial example, and the result is 
correct and unpredjudiced. 
Respectfully, 
THOMAS H. TAYLOR. 
Hon. R. Q. MILIS, 


Chairman Ways and Means Committee, Washington. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. Debateon the pending amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iam not surprised they have that kind of in- 
formation, and I challenge it here and now. 

Mr. GOFF. Mr. Chairman, my colleague submits in his remarks 
that this bill throughout makes no reduction of import duty so far as 
this whole schedule is concerned. My colleague is not correct in that 
paraos We have an extraordinary statement submitted to the 

ouse by the Committee on Ways and Means relative to the reductions 
proposed by this bill. My colleague, I judge from his remarks, took 

in the preparation of this statement and I infer from what he has 
said he had the preparation of this schedule. He tells us so far as this 
schedule is concerned there is to be no reduction, and I find by the 
statement submitted to the country there is reduction so far as china- 
ware is concerned from $2,585,000 to $1,223,000 import duties. 

That is the estimate of the Committee on Ways and Means on this 
isolated item, and yet we are told by that committee that the bill we 
are now debating on this schedule makes no reduction. 

I have cited one instance. We also find in reference to earthenware 
and stone and crockery, the Committee on Ways and Means find under 
the present import duty the revenue amounts to $576,328.96, and they 
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estimate the reduction in this particular item alone will be $187,755.99. 
And so on all through this schedule. But I have not time to take up 
all the items one by one. 

So we see that there is reduction and a very material reduction. I 
will not say the Committee on Ways and Means did not take into con- 
sideration the very questions which the gentleman alluded toa moment 
ago when he said the matter of packing had not been considered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey. Surely the members of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means did not omit that very important item. 

This is a most important reduction made here and all through this 
bill. Whatever my frieads on the other side may claim, I say that the 
statistics of the country, I say that the reports of our consuls in foreign 
lands, I say the pay-rolls of our factories demonstrate beyond all ques- 
tion that the labor of this country is paid 100 per cent. more than the 
labor in any other cour try in this particular industry. 

Seventy-five per cent. hes been concede‘ in former discussions on this 
schedule; and yet we are told now that the reduction is not material. 
And my friend facetiously and eloquently alindes to the “‘age”’ ot this 
industry. It may be thatit has reached a mature age in foreign lands, 
where these articles are manufactured that are now to flood this land 
in competition with those made by our own people, I concede that. 
But it is against those established and ancient industries that we ask 
protection. 

Nobody knows better than my colleague that this industry has not 
been protected in this country twenty years. He knows it well. He 
knows that in his own State the industry is now prosperous, but can 
not afford the reduction which is proposed, and that it is only within 
fifteen years that it has been successfully established there. And my 
colleague knows also that the men who toil in this industry there and 
are making that young State whatitis, receive 80 per cent. more than 
the wages of those who labor in the Old World, and with whom he is 
Ore ies to invite this competition. [Applause on the Republican 
side. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will regard the pro forma amendment 
as withdrawn. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I renew it. 

My colleague has misunderstood the point in controversy between 
myself and the gentleman from New Jersey. I made no reference to 
the reduction of the revenue; that was not a point to which my atten- 
tion was at all directed, but it was in reference to the reduction of the 
protection that I was speaking. I made the assertion then, and I re- 
peat it, that with the exception of the common grade of pottery, which 
ought never to have been put into the highest schedule—that grade of 
pottery which is used by the poor people of the country, and in the 
manufacture of which no special skill is required—with that exception 
the reductions made in this schedule, when taken in connection with 
the items I mentioned, will diminish very slightly, if at all, the exist- 
ing rates upon pottery in this country. 

And so far as the difference of labor in the United States and in Europe 
is concerned, I would be perfectly willing, for the sake of argument, to 
accept the figures given by my colleague. i would agree for the sake 
of the argument what I would not agree to as a fact, that wages here 
are 100 per cent. greater in this industry than in Staffordshire, Eng- 
land; still the rates of duty given in this bill will compensate, as a 
rule, for the entire labor cost in the production of pottery in this 


country. 

Now, the gentleman from New Jersey, in seeking to restore ghe rates 
of the old schedule, is perfectly willing to accept all the advantages 
secured by this bill—the advantage of bringing again under duty the 
crates and coverings, equal, in the common grades of pottery, as I have 
shown by actual transactions, to 10 per cent at least, the abolition of 
drawbacks for damages, and the improved method of appraisement by 
which undervaluations are prevented—all of which add substantially 
to his protection, and in addition to demand the present schedule of 
rates. 


One more sentence from a letter of Secretary Fairchild bearing upon 
this subject and I am done. 

While the effect— 

Says the Secretary in his letter contained in the report on this bill— 
of section 6 would be to increase the dutiable value of merchandise subject to 
ad valorem duties— 

It is the assessment of the coverings to which he is alluding, the 
pupe of the section being diferent from what it was when he wrote 
his letter— 


its tendency at the same time would be to restrict speculative imrortations 
which have been stimulated by the opportunities for evasion afforded by the 
pores law as interpreted by the Supreme Court ani construed by the Attor- 
ney-Genera . 


And it is exactly at that point, from the speculative importations of 
pottery possible under the undervaluations, that the pottery interest 
has suffered its greatest competition. 

Mr. MILLS. I now ask a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment will beconsidered as 
withdrawn. x 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. MILLS. If we can not have a vote, I shall move that the com- 
mittee rise. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I only want five minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. If that be all, then I shall not object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to closing the debate in five 
minutes? 

Mr. GOFF. We can not accept that. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. With reference to the question of packages—— 

Mr. MILLS. I want to know if that suggestion is accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair heard no objection. 

Mr. GOFF. I did object. S 

Mr, MILLS. We are anxious to close thesbill. 

Mr. BURROWS. The gentleman from West Virginia, I understand, 
wants five minutes. I think that will be all the discussion. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Weare practically through. 

Mr. MILLS. Very well; I will say ten minutes in all. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. With reference to the question of packages, I 
want to say that I do know what I was talking about. I live inacity 
that makes the goods, and I see these packages every day when I am 
at home, and the packages which are used for the packing of pottery 
are cither old sugar hogsheads or open-work crates made of rough 
boughs and withes twisted together. Gentlemen can see what the 
value of these is. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. That is what you are sending off 
your pottery in, is it not? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. What was the gentleman saying? 

Mr. MILLS. They are such packages as are used in this country, 
are they not? j 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Certainly, sir; and we buy some of the men who 
bring them over. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Some of the pottery made in this 
country is sent off in the cars without any covering at all. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Loaded in bulk? 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. That may be so in some thriftless localities, but 
it is not done in my city. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. It is done in Trenton. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. What? Loaded in bulk? Good crockery ? 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I did not say good crockery. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. After hearing you make that statement I do not 
a that you believed anything that Boston man told yon. [Laugh- 
ter. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. This comes from a Trenton man. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I know these packages, and I 
know what they are. 

Now, as to undervaluation, it is true that in the past we have suffered 
from undervaluation. That has been a gross and persistent abuse at 
the custom-house, and I do not hesitate to say that under the provisions 
of this bill, carefully guarded as they are, those undervaluations will 
continue. Itseems to be impossible to make legislation so stringent 
that some sharp-witted importer and some fellow in the eustom-house 

who is ready to be bribed will not be able to evade its provisions. 

' It will be remembered that all crockery comes in under an ad va- 
lorem rate. It must be, orat least it ought to be, known to this House 
that to-day almost every manufacturer on the other side has his brother 
or his son or his confidential agent on this side, to whom he bills his 
goods without any actual sale whatever, at any price that the con- 
science of the consul on the other side will pass and his own conscience 
will allow. 

_ And as to the drawback for damages, I know something about it. 
At the request of producers in my city I have i these cargoes 
as they were opened at the custom-house, and the drawbacks for dam- 
ages are practically nominal. Thetrouble is in the evasions of the law 
in packing the goods in these They will place—I state what 
my own eyes have seen—they will place pieces of ware among 
those of an inferior grade, so that all will be admitted at the lower 
rate. That practice will continue, I say, as long as there is a dishon- 
est importerand a dishonest customs official, and when every importer 
is honest and every customs official is honest we shall need no legisla- 
tion, for the millennium will have come. _[Laughter. ] 

Mr. GOFF. My colleague [Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia] insists 
that I misunderstood him in his use of the word ‘‘reduction,’”’ and 
claims that he referred not to the question of revenue, but to the ques- 
tion of protection. Now, asI showed before, my colleague’s statement 
on behalf of the Committee on Ways and Means disposed of the ques- 
tion of protection as well as of the question of revenue, and surely the 
logic of the argument submitted by my colleague is that, owing to ex- 
cessive protection, these manufacturers or ‘‘monopolists’’ have been 
enabled to place this difference in their own pockets, so that the con- 
sumer or the American purchaser has been compelled to pay an en- 
hanced price for the article. My colleague’s concession that this state- 
ment from the Ways and Means Committee is true—for he virtually 
concedes that in his argument—also disposes effectually of his claim 
that there is no reduction in the protection, provided always that we 
give full force and effect to the argument which he and his colleagues 
of the Ways and Means Committee have submitted to the House. 
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Now, I want to go further and say that the effect of this reduction 
of 15 per cent. in this first item under consideration will not make the 
reduction in the revenue that my colleague claims. 

Mr. BYNUM. The gentleman is mistaken. It is now 10 per cent. 

Mr. GOFF. Well, itis 15 per cent. in the bill and 10 per cent. in 
the amendment agreed upon in the Democratic caucus and submitted 
now. The very same argument made before the committee by those 
interested in this industry when this bill was reported at 45 per cent. 
is just as applicable to-day upon the change that has been made by the 
committee; because, while you have conceded a part of the claim, you 
have not conceded sufficient to enable these industries to work success- 
fully in the fature. 

Surely you want to accomplish that which from your own stand- 
point will result in the reduction of the cost of these articles to pur- 
chasers in this country. Now, the entire industrial history of this 
country demonstrates that if you lower the import duties, as you are 
here endeavoring to do, the result will be to increase the revenue. In 
other words, the china, crockery, and earthen ware that we manufacture 
in this country now by virtue of the protection given to our labor can 
no longer be mannfactured here if this bill becomes law. Our im- 
porters will send across the sea for it, and it will come into our ports 
from abroad, and the result will be in the future, as it has been in the 
past, that the English manufacturer will shove his prices up as soon 
as he has disposed of the American producer. The history which my 
colleague is so fond of alluding to demonstrates that beyond all reason- 
able doubt. 

There are just as noted rich and powerful ‘‘trusts,’’ especially in this 
china trade, on the other side of the water as any of those on this side 
against which gentlemen on the other side of the House have raised 
their voices in protest. My friend will not deny that. 

My colleague tells us that he studied this question carefully in the 
preparation of this schedule. Other members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means doubtless did the same. I would like any one of 
them to tell me under what classification this vase [holding up a vase] 
would come in. The committee had such vases before them; as a 
matter of course they took the testimony of experts. I would not 
question that they wanted to reach a just and wise conclusion in order 
to properly care for the industries of this country, Therefore thegen- 
tlemen of that committee areno doubt able at once, without a moment’s 
hesitation, to tell me under which classification this vase would come in. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I will state to the gentleman, 
and I would like to make this reply also to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN], that the charge that we took the testimony 
of importers alone is entirely unfounded. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I did not say that. Isaid you did not allow 
our manufacturers to cross-examine them. 
=; Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Wehadno manufacturers before us. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Because they did not know the importers were 
there. Ifyou had held open sessions we could then have an open 
field and a fair fight. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. They were able to take care ot 
themselves. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. The importers seem to be able to take care of 
themselves. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. I had long conversations with Mr. 
Brewer, formerly a member of the House, from whom I obtained in» 
formation, and also with Mr. Pearson, of i 

Mr. GOFF. A very estimable gentleman. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. These gentlemen, as my colleague 
will admit, are well informed on this subject, 

Mr. GOFF. That is the very reason my colleague can answer my 
question. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. We had all kinds of pottery be- 
fore us, and had those gentlemen make their explanations in regard to 
them. Icould not,of course,carry all those explanations in my memory. 
Iam not an expert, but when we were dealing with this subject we 
had before us gentlemen who knew much more on the subject than 
any member of the House, to explain the different points. 

Mr. GOFF. Will the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means 
tell me under what classification this vase would come? A 

Mr..BUCHANAN. Oh, that is cruelty. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman from West Virginia had not been 
posted about this matter about ten or fifteen minutes ago by a pottery 
man he could not have answered the question himself. 

Mr. GOFF. I think I know something about the subject. If you 
think I do not, try me. 

Mr. BYNUM (holding upa plate). Will the gentleman tell me what 
kind of ware this is? 

Mr. GOFF. It is a long way off, but from here it looks like common 
earthenware, 

Mr. BYNUM. Come over and examine it. 

Mr. GOFF. Ithink I can answer the gentleman’s question; but I 
want to state that I am not professing to have all the wisdom on this 

nestion that gentlemen on the other side of the House claim to have. 
Applause on the Republican side. ] e 
Here the hammer fell. ] 
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Mr. GOFF. As gentlemen on the other side have had extensions of | a duty on wire and labels. In addition to this advantage you give to 


time, I think Iam entitled to a five-minutes extension. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on this proposition is exhausted. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment submitted by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN]. [Cries of “Vote!” ‘‘ Vote!’’] 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Pages 11 and 12, strike out lines 76 to 94, inclusive, and in lieu thereof insert: 

“Brown enware, common stoneware, gas retorts, and stoneware not or- 
namented, 25 per cent. ad valorem. 

“ Ohi porcelain, parian, and bisque, earthen, stone, and crockery ware, in- 
cluding plaques, ornaments, charms, vases, and statucttes, painted, printed, or 
gilded, or otherwise decorated or ornamented in any manner, 60 per cent. ad 


orem, 
“China, porcelain, parian, and bisque ware, plain white, and not ornamented 
or decorated in any manner, 55 per cent. ad valorem. 
“All other earthen, stone, and crockery ware, white, glazed,or edged, com- 
goma of earthy or mineral substances, not especially enumerated or provided 
for in this act, 55 per cent. ad valorem. ” . 


The question being taken, the amendment was rejected—there being 
ayes 85, noes 90. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next paragraph which 
was passed over. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Green and colored glass bottles, vials, demijohns and carboys (covered or un- 
covered), pickle or preserve jars, and other plain, molded, or pressed green and 
colored bottle-glass, not cut, engraved or painted, and not lly enumerated 
or provided for, three-fourths of 1 cent per pound; if filled, and not otherwise 
provided for, and the contents are subject to an ad valorem duty, or to a rate of 
duty on their value, the value of such bottles, vials, or other vessels shall 
be added to the value of the contents for the ascertainment of the dutiable value 
of the latter; but if filled and not otherwise provided for, and the contents are 
not subject to an ad valorem duty or to a rate of duty based on their value, the 
shall pay a duty of three-fourths of 1 cent per pound in addition to the duty, if 
any, on their contents. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is an amendment pending to strike out, 
in line 107, ‘‘ three-fourths of 1 cent” and insert ‘‘1 cent.” 

Mr. GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, when this paragraph was reached 
in the discussion which was had during my absence, the committee 
kindly consented to pass over the paragraph informally in order to 
give me a chance to be heard, assuming that I knew something about 
this question which it might be worth while for the committee to hear. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard it stated over and over again that one 
of the objects in presenting this bill to the House was to correct ex- 

incongruities in the present tariff. On reading over the RECORD, 
I find that the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN], a member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, moved to strike out the whole 
paragraph, the result of which would be to leave the duty as it is at 
present on both empty and filled bottles. 

And the amendment of the gentleman from Texas is of the same 
purport. I do not know whether he intends to offer another amend- 
ment covering filled bottles. 

There is a glaring inconsistency in the present tariff in regard to these 
bottles; and it is not chargeable either to the Republican or Demo- 
cratic party, Gentlemen who were here in the Forty-seventh Con- 
gress will remember that when the tariff bill wus under discussion in 
the Senate that the Committee on Finance recommended the duty on 
green bottles covered by this paragraph, that theretofore in the Morrill 
tariff bill up to 1883 had been 35 per cent. ad valorem on empty and 

filled bottles should be reduced to 30 per cent. ad valorem in both 


cases. 

The Committee of the Whole of the Senate changed the rate and 
placed in its stead a specific duty of 14 cents per pound, but when it 
came up in the Senate the Senate again restored the duty of 30 per 
cent, ad valorem as recommended by the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate. When the tariff bill came up in the House in the Forty-sev- 
enth Congress it contained a specific duty of 1} cents per pound as rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Ways and Means. And gentlemen of 
the Forty-seventh Congress will remember that on my motion the rate 
of the Morrill tariff of 35 per cent. ad valorem was inserted instead, and 
on motion of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. CARLISLE] the rate 
in regard to filled bottles was made to conform with it, and also put at 
35 per cent, ad valorem. 

But you also remember this bill in the last days of the session went 
to a conference, and the conference committee, by oversight or other- 
wise (I could never find out), placed the duty on empty bottles at 1 
cent per pound specific duty, and left the duty on filled bottles at 30 
per cent. ad valorem. The specific duty on empty bottles of 1 per 
cent. amounted to about 70 per cent. ad valorem against 30 per cent. 
on bottles when imported filled. 

Now this Mills bill places, for instance, the mineral waters, whether 
natural or artificial, on the free-list. It places articles of luxury on 
the free-list. It places, for instance, Apollinaris water on the free-list, 
which is simply an article of luxury, and only used by the wealthy as 
a superior table water. The manufacturers of Apollinaris water have 
this advantage over the American manufacturers of mineral water: the 
American manufacturer has to pay, in the first instance, a higher rate 


wages, 

That is conceded by everybody. The American manufacturerof min- 
eral water has to pay 25 per cent. ad valorem on corks. I do not com- 
plain about the duty on corks; I simply state the facts. He also pays 


the foreign manufacturer, you make the American manufacturer pay 
a duty ef about 70 per cent. ad valorem on the bottles he uses, while 
you allow the foreign manufacturer to import his bottles under this 
bill at 30 per cent. ad valorem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. - 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I ask that the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. GUENTHER] be allowed more time. 

Mr. MILLS. I must object; he has had his five minutes. 

Mr. GUENTHER. I only ask five minutes longer. This is a glar- 
ing inconsistency and it should be corrected. The inconsistency is 
that you place a duty of 1 per cent. ad valorem on the empty bottles 
and allow the same bottles filled with mineral water or some other 
substance to come in at 30 percent. ad valorem. The difference is be- 
tween 30 per cent. ad valorem and 70 per cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman is entirely in 
error as to the facts. 3 

Mr. GUENTHER. Ihave read the RECORD of two or three weeks 
ago, when Mr. MCMILLIN moved to strike out the paragraph, and it 
was kindly consented to pass it over to give me a chance to be heard, 
for which I am very thankful. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman will find that 
it is not an ad valorem rate atall. It is a proposed specific duty. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Ah! I read the RECORD and know what I am 


about, 
am BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, No; the gentleman is mis- 
en. 

Mr. GUENTHER. 
statement. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, That may be, but there may 
be an error in the RECORD in that respect. It is proposed in line 115 
to change it to 1 cent per pound. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Ah! On that very point I wish just here to say 
a word. I want to know why when the Mills bill came’ before the 
House in one form the committee found occasion to change it to another? 
The Mills bill as it came from the House placed the duty at three- 
quarters of a cent per pound, and I can not understand what change 
came over the spirit of their dreams to induce them to make such a 
remarkable change without assigning a reason for it. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Weill, that is not a pending 
proposition for a vote of the House. 

Mr. GUENTHER. No, but it is a question as to what caused this 
change in the minds of Democrats. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman wants a polit- 
ical debate. I must decline most respectfully to indulge him in that 
wish at present. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the gentleman from Arkansas, which the Clerk will again report. 

The amendment was again read. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Now, in line 115, in order to 
conform to that, I move to strike out ‘‘three-quarters”’ and insert 

one. 

Mr, GUENTHER. I-want to be heard on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman in oppo- 
sition, 

Mr. GUENTHER. Mr. Chairman, about two or three months ago 
a petition came to this House signed by many hundreds of bottlers ot 
liquor and beer—I do not care so much for that, for I do not use these 
articles very much [laughter]—and also by the bottlers of mineral 
waters (this is my favorite drink), asking that the proposed duty of the 
Mills billof three-quarters of a cent per pound on empty bottles should 
be reduced to one-quarter of a cent per pound. Now, I was opposed 
to that reduction as being too large, but I believe that a duty of one- 
half cent a pound is sufficient, because that as a specific duty is about 
equivalent toa duty of 35 per cent. ad valqrem. 

And this is the same duty that was in force under the Morrill tariff, 
remember, up to 1883, but by some proceeding in conference committee 
it was changed. The deliberate action, however, of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and of the Senate in the Forty-seventh Congress in 1833 
was io sustain and continue in force the old duty under the Morrill 
tariff. 

Now the Mills bill came into this House and it put the duty at three- 
quarters of a cent a pound specific, which is 50 per cent. higher on bot- 
tles than under the Morrill tariff bill. I, as a protectionist, do not ob- 
ject so much to that, though I consider this duty too high as compared 
with that on other manufactures. I am willing that the glass-blowers 
should be protected; still, one-half a cent would do that. 

Now, for the sake of information, I would like to know the reason 
why gentlemen, after deliberately going to work—for I infer, at least 
that is the presumption, that they have carefully considered these dif- 
ferent items in the Committee on Ways and Means—why they should 
now go to work and change the rate of duty and place it at 1 cent per 
pound? Instead of lowering the duty as asked by the hundreds of 
bottlers, you raise it. 


I so understand it, and the RECORD verifies my 
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Mr. MILLS. We left it exactly where the Republican party did in 
the tariff of March 3, 1883. 

Mr. GUENTHER. Who left it? 

Mr. MILLS. Youand your party. You explain why your party 
put it there, and you will have an answer to your own question. 

Mr. GUENTHER. The gentleman was a member of the Forty-sey- 
enth Con; 

Mr. MILLS. I voted against it. 

Mr. GUENTHER. The gentleman knows, having been a member 
of that Congress, that the deliberate action of the House of Represent- 
atives was to place a duty of 35 per cent. ad valorem, leaving it just 
as under the Morrill tariff; and the Senate put it down to 30. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, How did it get to be changed? 

Mr. GUENTHER. By some hocus-pocus in conference committee. 
[Laughter.] I do not know how. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. And your side did that. 

Mr. GUENTHER. We could not help ourselves; because, as the 
gentleman knows, it came here on March 3, one day prior to adjourn- 
ment, and we could not help ourselves, but had to take it in the aggre- 
gate, and this provision bad gotten into it by some means or other. 
But why should the incongruity remain? Ido not charge that the 
Democratic party is responsible, and I claim that the Republican party 
is not responsible. It was perhaps one member of the conference 
committee, and one member does not constitute either the Republican 
or Democratic party. But I would like to know, and that is the point, 
what change came over you to so suddenly raise the duty from three- 
fourths of a cent to 1 cent without giving any explanation. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. The gentleman will find, it 
he looks, that this is not a higher ad valorem equivalent than pre- 
vails generally along in articles of glassware. If he will run his eye 
down the schedule he will find that to be the case. 

Mr. GUENTHER, I know all aboutit. It is equivalent to 70 per 
cent. ad valorem. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. No, sir; 56 per cent. 

Mr. GUENTHER. No, sir; 56 per cent. is the average on all the 
articles embraced in that schedule; but on glass bottles it is equivalent 
to 70 per cent. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. If the gentleman will look at 
the schedule—— 

Mr. GUENTHER, Ido notcare; Iknowit. Iknowallabout these 
glass bottles. I looked the matter up with accuracy. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Very well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I now ask that we may have a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Strike out from line 118, on page 13, to line 130, on page 14, inclusive. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Has that paragraph been read? 

The CHAIRMAN. That was not passed over. It was considered. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next paragraph that 
was over, 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Whatis the next paragraph? 

The CLERK. The next paragraph is lines 135 to 141, inclusive, on 

14. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Before we get to that I have 
an amendment which comes in on line 133, 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

poser on page 14, line 133, by striking out the word "fifteen ” and inserting 
“twenty.” 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I offer another amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Amend on page 14} line 134, by striking out the words “ twenty-five,” and in- 
serting “thirty.” 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, the pending 
amendment now at the desk relates to what lines? 

The CHAIRMAN, To lines 135 to 141. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Let that paragraph be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Unpolished cylinder, crown, and common window glass, not exceeding 10 by 
15 inches square, 1 cent per pound; above that, and not exceeding 16 by 24 
inches square, 1} cents per pound ; above that, and not exceeding 24 by 30 inches 
square, i cents per pound; all above that, 1f cents per pound. 

The CHAIRMAN. There isan amendment pending to strike out 
in line 140 the words ‘‘one and one-half,” and insert ‘‘two;’’ and also 
to strike out ‘‘one and three-fourths,” in line 141, and insert ‘‘ two 
and a half.” 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I send to the 
desk an amendment to come in ahead of the first of those. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend, on page 14, by striking out, in line 136, the words "one cent’ and 
inserting “one and three-eighths cents.” 

Mr. DINGLEY. I would like to have some explanation of this in- 
crease of the ‘‘ tax.” 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. This is simply a restoration of 
the present law. 

Mr. DINGLEY. But I thought it was proposed by your bill to re- 
duce the tax now resting on the consumer. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. This is the exact rate that is 
in the present law; and as to that general proposition, I do not see that 
it is involved in this detail. 

Mr. REED. The consumer is interested in it. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But thedistinguished gentle- 
man from Maine does not represent the consumer. [Laughter. } 

Mr. REED. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] 
proposes to raise the amount of the tariff tax upon this article above 
what it was in the original bill, and when I ask him what the reasons 
are which induce him thus to impose upon the consumer, repeating 
some things which he has repeated so often during this debate, he re- 
plies that I do not represent the consumer. Now, I think the gentle- 
man said that in perfect sincerity. I think he has the idea that gentle- 
men ou our side of the Housedo not represent both sides of this question, 
and I think he made the statement in perfect good faith. _ 

It is part and parcel of the fallacy which has governed this whole 
bill; part and parcel of the fallacy that is attempted to be foisted upon 
this country, that one side of this Chamber alone represents the con- 
sumer. As I have already pointed out, and as every man of sense 
knows, this nation is made up, all parts of it, of consumers and of pro- 
ducers, and everybody knows that the only consumers who are not 
really producers are the sole class that this bill can by possibility bene- 
fit, namely, men who are living upon fortunes already accumulated, 
with incomes that are fixed from the very nature of their fortunes. 

All the rest of the consumers of this country are thoroughly inter- 
ested in the question of production, because they are producers, and 
their means of consumption depend upon what they are able to gain 
by producing articles for themselves and the rest of the community to 


use. 

Now, there has been a statement continuously made on this side 
[the Democratic side, on which Mr. REED was standing] that all these 
things are tariff taxes; that they are nothing but taxes; and the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] has used that phraseology 
more than any other man on this side of the Chamber. He has taken 
a peculiar pride and pleasure in forming his lips over the words “‘tarift 
taxes ;’’ yet he comes here and, with no explanation excep a jest, pro- 
poses to change the deliberate judgment of his committee as to what 
was due to the consumer by adopting the old tariff which he has again 
and again denounced. Now, Ido notimagine he would give the House 
any explanation of this; but there is not a man sitting here who does 
not know that the only explanation he can really give consistently with 
any one of his former declarations must be a political reason. I should 
like to see him have the manliness to avow that that is the object, and 
that he is using the laws of the United States for political purposes, 
and not for industrial and economic reasons. [Applause on the Re- 
publican side. ] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I suppose it 
would hardly be profitable or satisfactory to the House for the gentle- 
man from Maine and myself to get into a general political discussion 
at this time. He will find that of the amendments I am now offering, 
every one provides for a substantial reduction of the tax, except the 
one which was just offered. Thatone leavesthe duty upon the article 
in question at a less rate than the majority of the other articles follow- 
ing it and belonging to the sameschedule, That the gentleman might 
have found out while looking for ‘‘ industrial reasons.” 

But the gentleman seems to have gotten upon his feet for the pur- 
pose of falling into a line of errors. I did not say that nobody on the 
other side was a representative of consumers. I do not believe that his 
side of the House represents consumers in the way that this side of the 
House considers to their best interests. My remark related solely to 
the gentleman from Maine, that he was not a representative of con- 
sumers; and he makes a mistake when he assumes that he is the entire 
side of the House with which he aligns himself; and when he stood on 
our side he got decidedly on the wrong side of the House to undertake 
n appropriate to himself the position of being one of the sides of this 

ouse. 

Now, let us have a vote. 

I call the attention of the House again for a moment 
to the fact that eyen in this proposition, so thoroughly inconsistent 
with the language which has been used on the other side, no answer 
is vouchsafed to us giving the reasons for the proposed change. It is 
a part and parcel of the whole system which has been adopted through- 
out on this pill—a bill geographical, political, but in no sense economic. 
I take this last opportunity to reiteratingly call the attention of the 
House to the method which has been adopted, and the utter lack of 
information from gentlemen on the other side. It is plain that they~ 
are acting for political reasons. Ihave made the distinct charge against 
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them; and the gentleman from Arkansas, who is naturally a straight- 
forward man, and practically so, has not taken occasion to deny it. 

The charge was made in a full House; and he no more denied it than 
did the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee his free-trade 

of four years I do not believe with regard to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas that even the distance of New York would make 
him derogate from his position on this subject. He has had two op- 
portunities which I have known—one this very afternoon, and one at 
the time when the chairman’s speech of four years ago was brought 
up—to deny that he was a free-trader and meant free trade, and he has 
not availed himself of either opportunity. Gentlemen on the other side 
have been charged this afternoon and now with ing this amend- 
ment and other amendments affecting the industries of this country 
el ge: reasons and political purposes, and there was not one word 
of denial. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE]. If there 
be no objection, it will be considered as agreed to, The Chair hears 
no objection. 

Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. On page 14, line 138, I move 
to strike out ‘‘ one and one-fourth ’’ and insert ‘‘ one and five-eighths;”’ 
so it will read: ‘‘1§ cents per pound.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I believe there is an amend- 
ment pending in line 141 to strike out-—— 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘That amendment has already been agreed to. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. When was it agreed to? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair put the question to the committee, 
and there was no objection. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I desire to call the attention of the committee to 
the fact that when the metal schedule was under consideration there 
were very few members present when the vote was taken on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY], to in- 
sert ‘‘seyenty-two~’ after the word ‘‘six,’’ in line 156, on page 15. I 
Peon ask unanimous consent to move to amend by striking out 

e 156. 

Mr. MILLS. I have no objection, provided there is no debate and 
the vote is taken at once. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I move to strike out line 156, on page 15, and ask 
the Clerk to read it. : 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Tron in pigs, iron kentledge, $5 per ton. 

A MEMBER. What is it now? 

Mr. SOWDEN. If this line is struck out it will leave the duty asit 
is under the present law, $6.72 per ton. 

The question was put to the committee. 

Mr. SOWDEN demanded a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 79, noes 84, 

So the amendment was disagreed to. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Inow ask unanimous consent to move to amend 
line 161, on page 15, by striking out ‘‘$11’’ and inserting ‘‘$15;’’ so 
that the paragraph will read: ‘‘Steel railway bars and railway bars 


made in part of steel, weighing more than 25 pounds to the yard, $15 
r ton,” the words ‘‘and slabs and billets of steel ” having already 
n stricken out. 


Mr. MILLS. I object to going back. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Clerk will read the next paragraph to the 
bill which has been passed over. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I desire to move to strike out the par- 
agraph beginning at line 135, which is as follows: 


Unpolished cylinder, crown, and common window glass, not ozonni 10 by 
15 inches square, 1 cent per pound; above that, and not exceeding 16 by A inches 
square, 1} cents per pound; above that, and not exceeding 24 by 30 inches square, 
1} cents per pound; all above that, 1} cents per pound, 

Mr. MILLS. We have passed by that, and I object. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. TIwish to have read some petitions which 
I have received. 

Mr. MILLS. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I asked recognition in time and before 
we had over ie arin 

The ace 5 e have passed to another matter. 

Mr. EPH D. TAYLOR. I know we have, but that was done by 
unanimous consent, 

I only wish to say to the committee that I hold in my hand a bun- 
dle of petitions embracing the names of seyeral hundred workingmen 
now employed in glass factories in my district who are not only protest- 
ing against the P onya of the Mills bill, but who are asking for a res- 
toration of the duties as they existed prior to the year 1883. I desire 
to say that the revenues have been largely increased by that reduc- 
tion. 

I shall ask leave to print a letter which will fully explain the situa- 
tion of this industry. Icall the attention of the committee to the im- 
mense increase of importations and consequent increase of duties since 
the reduction of the duty in 1883. Since this reduction of duty the 
imports have been swelled many millions of dollars, and more than 


‘from Texas to strike ont the 


$1,000,000 has been added to the surplus, and the wages of the work- 
ingmen have been materially reduced. The most earnest appeals have 
been made, not only by the manufacturers of window-glass, but by 
the workingmen engaged in this great industry, to this House to re- 
store the former duty, which experience has shown to be absolutely 
necessary to the prosperity of this industry and to the well-being of all 
who are engaged init. There is no reason why all the window-glass 
that we use in this country should not be made by our own people. 
The letter to which I have referred I shall hand to the Clerk and ask 
to have it printed with my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has that right under general 
leave. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. The petitions I shall not print, but file 
with the committee. 

The following is the letter referred to in the remarks of Mr. JOSEPH 
D. TAYLOR:* 

PITTSBURGH, PA., March 30, 1888. 

I herewith submit to you a statement in relation to the tariff on window-glass, 
and reasons why it should not be reduged as proposed by Mills bill, as reported 
by the Ways and Means Committee. 

First, The Feon tariff schedule on common window-glass was adopted in 
15412. At that time 24 by 30 inches in common window-glass was as large as was 
made anywhere in the world, while at the present time there is common win- 
dow-glass made as large as 50 by 76 inches, and the schedule that would apply to 
common window-glass forty-six years ago will not answer as a criterion in de- 
termining as to what is a just and fair measure at the present time, the sur- 
roundings of the case are so much changed in the period of forty-six years, 

Second. There was a reduction of the tariff on window glass in 1883, and sinco 
the reduction the imporiation of window glass has increased yery materially, 
thereby increasing the revenue in the Treasury from this source, 

Third. The workingmen engaged in this branch of industry have bad to work 
for less wages in consequence of the reduction of the tariff in 1883, and from tho 
large increase in the imported article and the cheapness of the same, Even at 
the present time, with the econ duty, one-fourth of the glass consumed in this 
country is imported from Europe. It is but natural to suppose that with a de- 
crease in the duty that these imports would increase, and also, as a natural re- 
sult, the imported article would displace that made at home, and must of ne- 
cessity cause the workmen to lay idle, or suffer a further reduction in order to 
meet the competition from the imported article, 

Fourth, The wages in Europe in thisindustry are exceedingly low. Two years 
ago, while passing through Belgium on a tour of observation in the interest of 
the window-glass workers’ organization, I saw women wheeling in coal, = 
ing in glass in the sheet, Their wages ranged from $2 to $3 per week, whilo 
here in America this class of work is performed by men whose wages range 
from $9 to $12 per week; and about the same ratio of difference prevails in all 
the skilled branches of the industry between the prices paid in Europe and 
America. I feel, in view of this fact, that with a reduction of 35 per cent. as 
proposed by the Mills bill, the difference will have to be met by a large reduc- 
A in the matter of wages by the workmen in the window-glass industry of 

his country. 

In the annual report of the chief of the bureau of imported merchandise for 
the years 1886 and 1887 you will find the following statement of the importation 
of window-glass for the year 1887: Glass of the dimensions of 10 by 15 inches 
amounted to 14,117,875 pounds, valued at $319,798.94; value per unit quantity, 
.023; ad valorem rate, 60.71. The price of the glass of the 10 by 15 inches ranges 
from $9.50 up to $14.50 per box. ~The amount imported in the class that runs from 
24 by 80 inches up to 50 by 76 was 17,608,435 pone valued at $466,603.55; value 
per unit of quantity, .026; ad valorem rate, 108}. 

The price of the glass in the 24 by 30 inches up to 50 by 76 ranges from $15 up 
to $76 and upwards per box. The value of unitof yey in the 10 by 15 inches 
is 2,3 cents, and the price does not go above $14.50. The 24 by 30 inches up to 
50 by 76 is valued at 2.6 cents, which only makes a difference of three-tonths 
cents per value, while the price runs from $15 to upwards of $76 above. There is 
imported of the class of 24 by 30 inches up to 50 by 76, 3,490,560 pounds more than 
there was of the 10 by 15 inch grade, and is only valued at $146,804.61 more than 
the cheaper glass. For what reason itis done no one can dispute; it is under- 
valuation in order to make the ad valorem duty higher. 

the Mills bill should become a law, with the low in Europe, the cheap- 
ness of ocean freights between Europe and America, with a 35 per cent. reduc- 
tion in the tariff duties, there will be no other alternative for the American 
workmen but to accept a reduction in wages or surrender the market to the 
goods imported from abroad. 

As before stated, more than one-fourth of the window-glass consumed in this 
country is imported, and from the above statement of facts there is no doubt 
oe whet the tariff should be increased in ordgr to better foster and protect homo 

ndustry. 

These facts that I have stated I feel can not be successfully controverted, and 
I submit them to you for your careful consideration, 

I remain yours, respectfully, ; 
JAMES CAMPBELL, 


President of the Window-Glass Workers’ Association of America, 
Hon, Josrrn D. TAYLOR, 
Washi: D.C. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next paragraph passed 
over. 

The Clerk read as follows: . ° 

All tobacco in leaf, manufactured, and not stemmed, 35 cents per pound. 


The CHAIRMAN. The pending amendment is that of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to strike out that paragraph. ; 

[Mr. BUTTERWORTH withholds his remarks for revision. Sec Ar- 
PENDIX. 

[ Mr. hare withholds his remarks for revision. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE addressed the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the motion of the gentleman 


ph. 
perfect the paragraph before the 
I move to substitute what I send 


Seo APPENDIX. ] 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to 
motion to strike out is acted upon. 


to the desk for the lines under consideration. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out lines 362 and 363 inclusive, and insert instead : 
“All leaf-tobacco contained in any package, bale. box,or in bulk, or shipped 
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in any form whatsoever, any part or portion of which is suitable for wrappers, 
if not stemmed, 75 cents per pound; if stemmed, $1 per pound, on the whole 
contents of such package, bale, box, or bulk of tobacco.” 


[Mr. LA FOLLETTE addressed the Committee. His remarks (with- 
held for revision) appear in full in the succeeding day’s proceedings. ] 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 


The committee will rise informally to receive a message from the 
Senate. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amendments, a bill (H. R. 6153) toau- 
thorize the condemnation of Jand for sites of public buildings, requested 
a conference on the bill and amendments, and had appointed as con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate Mr. SPOONER, Mr. VEST, and Mr. Pasco. 

TARIFF. 

The Committee of the Whole resumed its session, Mr. SPRINGER in 
the chair. è 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate on thependingamendment is exhausted. 

Mr. STRUBLE. Thegentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] 
asked unanimous consent for five minutes’ additional time. 

Several members on the Democratie side objected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the amendment of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE]. 

Mr. McKENNA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, in order to give my time to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LA FOLLETTE]. 

The CHAIRMAN, No farther amendment is in order, there being 
an amendment to an amendment now pending. 

Mr. MILLS. I hope we shall have a vote on this paragraph now. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the motion tostrike out this 
paragraph and insert the words which the Clerk has read. 

The amendment of Mr. LA FOLLETTE was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs upon the motion of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] to strike ont this paragraph. 

Roig LA FOLLETTE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard upon 
that. 

Aids — I move that the committee rise to close debate upon 
The yie ia Ta was taken; and there were—ayes 82, noes 64. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCreary having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SPRINGER, from the Committee 
of the Whole, reported that they had had under consideration a bill (H. 
R. 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the col- 
lection of the revenue, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I now move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole for the further consideration of bills raising reve- 
nue; and, pending that motion, I move that all debate upon the pend- 
ing paragraph be closed in one minute, and on that I demand the 
previous question. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I move to amend so as to make the time six min- 


utes. 

Mr. MILLS. You can notdo it. Ihave demanded the previous 
question. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I wish to say to the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means that I think he will save time by letting the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE] have the time he desires. 

Mr. MILLS. I will not. 

Mr. McKINLEY. The gentleman from Wisconsin wants only five 
minutes, : 

Mr. MILLS. I have yielded to every request made on that side of 
the House. 

Mr. McKINLEY. This is a very important matter, and I think 
the gentleman from Wisconsin should have five minutes longer. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. [I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. What is the paragraph under consideration? 

TheSPEAKER. The present occupant of the chair does not pre- 
side in the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. Well, the report is made to the House, and I 
make the point that there is no paragraph pending before the House. 

The §P. ER. The paragraph under consideration in Committee 
of the Whole is what the motion refers to. The question is on order- 
ing the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the Speaker declared that the ayes seemed 
to have it. 

A. division was called for. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 83, noes 2. 

Mr. McKINLEY. No quorum. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. McKINLEY. It does seem to me that if the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MILLS] will give the gentleman from Wisconsin five min- 
utes more he will save time. That is all we ask. 


Mr. MILLS. I have extended courtesies to that side of the House 


from the beginning of this debate, and they have not been returned, 
and I will not now yield to a demand for an unconditional surrender. 
[Jeers on the Republican side. ] 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 121, nays 2, not vot- 


ing 201; as follows: 


YEAS—121. + 

Abbott, Enloe, Lawler, Simmons, 
Allen, Miss. Fisher, Lee, Smith, 
Anderson, Ill. Foran, Lynch, Snyder, 

con, Ford, Macdonald, Sowden, 
Bankhead, Forney, Mahoney, Spinola, 
Barnes, French, Martin, Springer. 
Blanchard, Gay, Matson, Stahlnecker, 
Bland, Gibson, McAdoo, Stewart, 
Breckinridge, Ark, Glass, McClammy, Ste Ga, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Grimes, McCreary, Stockdale, 
Bryce, Hall, McKinney, Stone, Ky. 
Burnett, Hare, MeMillin, Stone, Mo. 
Bynum, Hatch, McRae, ‘Tarsney, 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Hayes, McShane, Thompson, Cal. 
Candler, Heard, Merriman, ilman, 
Carlton, Hemphill, Mills, Tracey, 
Caruth, Henderson, N.C. Moore, Townshend, 
Clardy, Herbert, Moryan, Turner, Ga. 
Clements, Holman, Neal, ance, 

ù Hooker, Newton, Walker, 
Compton, Hopkins, Vo. Oates, Washington, 
Cothran, Howard, eel, Weaver, 

Cox, Hudd, Phelan, Wheeler, 
Culberson, Hutton, Rice, Whitthorne, 
Cummings, Johnston, N. C. Robertson, Wilkinson, 
Da i Kilgore, Rogers, Wilson, Minn. 
Davidson, Ala. Latfoon, Rowland, Wise, 
Dockery, Landes, Russell, Mass, Yoder. 
Dougherty, Lane, Sayers, 
Dunn, Lanham, Seney, 
Elliott, Latham, Shively, 
NAYS-—2. 
Davis, Kerr. 
NOT VOTING—201. 
Adams, Crain, Kean, Pugsley, 
Allen, Mass. Crisp, Kelley, Randall, 
Allen, Mich. Crouse, Kennedy, Rayner, 
Anderson, Iowa Cutcheon, <et $ i 
Anderson, Miss, Daizell, La Follette, Richardson, 
Anderson, Kans,- Darlington, Lagan, Rockwell, 
Arnold, Davenport, Laidlaw, Romeis, 
Atkinson, Davidson, Fla. Laird, Rowell, 
ker, N, De Lano, Lehibach, Russell, Conn. 
Baker, Il slap Tindi oral 
Try, ngiey, ge, yan, 
Bayne, Dorsey, Long, Sawyer, 
Belden, Dunham, Ete cary Scott, 
Belmont, Ermentrout, Maffett. Scull, 
Biggs, Farquhar, Maish, Seymour, 
Bingham, Felton, Mansur, Shaw, 
Bliss, Finley, Mason, Sherman, 
Blount, Fitch, McComas, Spooner, 
Boothman, Flood, McCormick, Steele, 
Bound, Fuller, McCullogh, Stephenson, 
Boutelle, Funston, McKenna, Stewart, Vt. 
Bowden, Gaines, ~ McKinley, Struble, 
Bowen, Gallinger, Milliken, Symes, 
Brewer, Gear, Moffitt, Tauibee, 
Brower, Gest, Montgomery, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Browne, T.H.B., Va.Glover, Morrow, ` Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Browne, Ind. Goff, Morrill, Thomas, Ky. 
Brown, Ohio Granger, Morse, Thomas, IN 
Brown, J. R., Va. Grecnman, Nelson, Thomas; Wis. 
Brumm, Grosvenor, Nichols, Thompson, Ohio 
Buchanan, Grout, Norw i Turner, Kans. 
Buckalew, Guenther, Nutting, Vandever, 
Bunnell, Harmer, O'Donnell, Wade, 
Burnes, Tiaugen, O’Ferrall. Warner 
Burrows, Hayden, O' Neall, Ind. Weber, 
Butler, Henderson, Iowa O'Neill, Pa. West, 
Butterworth, Henderson, Ml. O'Neill, Mo. White, Ind 
Campbell, Ohio Hermann, Osborne, White, N. Y. 
Campbell, T. J., N.Y. Hiestand, Outhwaite, Whiting, Mich. 
Cannon, ires, Owen, Whiting, Mass. 
Caswell, Hitt, Parker, Wickham, 
Catechings, Hogg, Patton, Wilber, 
Cheadle, Holmes, Payson, Wilkins, 
Chipman, Hopkins, Il. Penington, Williams, 
Clark, Hopkins, N. Y. erkins, Wilson, W. Va. 
Cockran, Houk, Perry, Woodburn, 
Cogswell, Hovey, Peters, Yardley, 
Collins, Hunter, Phelps, Yost. 
Conger, Jackson, Pidcock, 
Cooper, Y Johnston, Ind. Plumb, 
Cowles, Jones. Post, 


Mr. McKINLEY (during the first roll-call) said: In order that we 
may make some. progress, I ask unanimous consent to dispense with 
the further call of the roll, and that five minutes be granted to this — 
side to discuss the question under consideration in Committee of the 
Whole. [Cries of “ Regularorder!’"] This roll-call will occupy some 
twenty-five minutes. All we are asking is five minuics. [Cries of 
“Regular order !’"] 

The roll-call was then continued. 

Mr. CANNON (at the conclusion of the first roll-eall) said: I want 
to ask as a compromise that four minutes be given to this side. 

Mr. MILLS and others. Regular order. 

The call of the roll was resumed and concluded 
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Mr. BLAND. 
ing of the names. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. I object. 

The names were recapitulated. 

Mr. PENINGTON. I am paired with the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. HrestanD} Having voted to make a quorum, I desire to 
withdraw my vote, inasmuch as I understand there is not a quorum 
voting. 

The following-named members were announced as paired on all po- 
litical questions until further notice: 

Mr. Davipson, of Florida, with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio, with Mr. BUTTERWORTH, 

Mr. BuRNES with Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. 

Mr. Breas with Mr. FELTON. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. HOUK. 

Mr. CatcHrnas with Mr. COGSWELL. 

Mr. Rusk with Mr. SPOONER. 

. COLLINS with Mr. DUNHAM. 

. Prpcock with Mr. DE LANO. a 

. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL with Mr. BELDEN. 

. GREENMAN with Mr. THOMAS, of Illinois. 

. MCKINLEY with Mr. SCOTT. 

. PENINGTON with Mr. HIESTAND. 

'. PERRY with Mr. HAYDEN. 

Mr. Crisp with Mr. ROWELL. 

The following-named members were announced as paired for this 


I ask unanimous consent to dispense with the read- 


Mr. RAYNER with Mr. McComas. 


Mr, O’FERRALL with Mr. FUNSTON. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE with Mr. SYMEs. 

Mr. HATCH with Mr. PUGSLEY. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia, with Mr. KELLEY. 
Mr. BARRY with Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. 

Mr. RICHARDSON with Mr. STEELE. 

n BLOUNT with Mr. LIND. 

Mr. Hoca with Mr. BINGHAM. 

Mr. MAIsH with Mr. DALZELL. 

. ERMENTROUT with Mr. GAINES. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan, with Mr. PARKER. 

Mr. CHIPMAN with Mr. BROWER. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi, with Mr. PETERS. 

The SPEAKER, On this question the yeas are 121, the noes2. No 
quorum has voted. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I renew my request that five minutes be allowed 
on this side. 

Mr. MILLS. Is the point made that no quorum voted? 

The SPEAKER. The record shows no quorum, 

Mr. MILLS. Then, Mr. Speaker, as by prior order of the House 
to-night was set apart for business of the Committee on Labor, I move 
that the House take a recess until 8 o’clock. 

The SPEAKER. The House can not take a recess in the absence of 
a quorum, The Journal of the House, which contains its official pro- 
ceedings, shows that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MILLS. I move, then, that the House adjourn. 

Mr. REED. If the gentleman wants to waste the afternoon, there 
is nothing to prevent him; he has the majority with him. 

The SPEAKER (having put the question on the motion to adjourn), 
The Chair is unable to decide. 

Mr. REED. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that if a count should be 
taken on the pending motion, and a quorum should appear, it would 
obviate the difficulty. Ifthe House, by the vote of a quorum, should 
decide not to adjourn, it could then take a recess. But the yeas and 
nays are demanded. 

Mr. REED. Then I withdraw the call. 

TheSPEAKER. The gentleman withdraws the demand for the yeas 
and nays till after the count. . 

Mr. REED. Yes, sir. 

The question being again taken on the motion to adjourn, there 
were—ayes 85, noes 76. 

Mr. WARNER. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. Not one-fifth has voted in the affirmative. 

Several MEMBERS. Count the other side. 

The Honse divided; and there were—ayes 25, noes 71, 

So (one-fifth voting in favor thereof) the yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MILLS. I will withdraw my motion to adjourn and move to 
take a recess. 

[he SPEAKER. The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to reconsider the vote by which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

Several MEMBERS. Division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 72, noes 2. 


So the motion to reconsider the vote by which the yeas and nays 
were ordered was % 

The SPEAKER. The question recurs on ordering the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WARNER. I withdraw the demand for the yeas and nays on 
the condition that the evening session shall be saved for the Labor Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. REED. We should allow Mr. LA FOLLETTE to have his five 
minutes, and thereupon we can take a recess so as to allow the Labor 
Committee to have their evening session. 

Mr. MILLS. I move the House take a recess. 

TheSPEAKER. Wantofaquorum has been disclosed by the count. 

Mr. MILLS. I withdraw the motion to adjourn at any rate. The 
Labor Committee have to-night, 

The SPEAKER. The House stands adjourned unless by unanimous 
consent the gentleman withdraws his motion to adjourn. 

Mr. MILLS. Ido withdraw my motion to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [Cries of “Object!” and 
“Too late !??] . 

Mr. SOWDEN. I demand tellers on the motion to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The point is made that it is too late, as the result 
has been announced, and therefore the House stands adjourned. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 5 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 

Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. JEHU BAKER: A bill (H. R. 10887) granting a pension to 
Katharina Killian—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CATCHINGS: A bill (H. R. 10888) for the relief of N. B. 
Lanier—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr, COOPER: A bill (H. R. 10889) granting a pension to Sophia 
Weis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10890) granting a pension to Robert Nickle—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GLOVER: A bill (H. R. 10891) for the relief of Elijah Mor- 
gan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10892) granting a pension to John Merritt—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MACDONALD: A bill (H. R. 10893) granting a pension to 
George Weggeman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. T. L. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 10894) for the relief of 
Isaac H. Bush—to the Select Committee on Indian Depredation Claims. 

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 10895) for the relief of J. W. 
Jacobs—to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS: Petition of H. D. Wells and twenty-four others, cit- 
izens of the Fourth district of Illinois, for prohibition in the District 
of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. JEHU BAKER: Petition of Katharina Kilian, fora pension— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARNES: Petition of the Knights of Labor, of Augusta, Ga., 
in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor, 

By Mr. BARRY: Memorial of Sam Johnson and 86 others, of Warren, 
Ga., for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BAYNE: Resolution of Taventurn Council, Junior Order 
United American Mechanics, of Taventurn, Pa., for the passage of 
Senate bill 553—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DINGLEY: Petition of Francis E. Willard and other officers 
of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, fora prohibitory amend- 
ment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of Dakota, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitution— 
to the Select Committee on the Alchoholic Liquor Traffic, 

Also, petition of Mrs. J. L. Bennett, president of the Woman’s 
Christian Temperance Union, of Centreville, Dakota, for prohibition in 
the District of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic 
Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HEARD: Petition of M. G. Bennett, of Dallas County, Mis- 
souri, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: Petition of 532 citizens of the Seventeenth dis- 
trict of New York, against the Mills bill as regards cement—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOVEY (by request): Petition of F. L. Davis, M. D., and 
27 others, citizens of the First district of Indiana, for prohibition in the 
District of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor 


Traffic. 
By Mr. HOWARD: Petition of Knights of Labor ot New Albany, 
Ind., in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 
Also, a petition of the Grand Army of the Republic of Jackson County 
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and of Clarke County, Indiana, for the establishment of a home in In- 
diana—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Alse, petitions of citizens of Indiana for additional pension legisla- 
tion—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUNTER: Resolution of the Association of Fully Disabled 
Veterans of the Union Army and Navy, of Pittsburgh, Pa., in favor of 
Senate bill to increase pensions in certain cases and Senate bill to grant 
arrears of pensions in certain cases—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. JOSEPH: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of New Mexico, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Trafic. 

By Mr. KEAN: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of New Jersey, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

_ Also, petitions of citizens of Perth Amboy, N. J., for the erection of 
a public building at that place—to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LYMAN: Petition of C. A. Carson and others, citizens of 
the Ninth district of Iowa, for prohibition in the District of Colum- 
bia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. McCOMAS: Petition of James Grant and 97 other workers 
in the cement industry—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCORMICK: Petition of citizens of McKean County, 
Pennsylvania, for amendment to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. McCREARY: Petition of Mrs. Eliza A. Carson, for relief— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORGAN: Petition of Gowan Lane Corbin, of Oxford, Miss., 
for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of North Carolina, for a prohibitory amendment to the Consti- 
tution—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. O’DONNELL: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union of Michigan, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. PENINGTON: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union of Delaware, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Trafiic. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of the First district of Delaware, for 
prohibition in the District of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the 
Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. C. A. RUSSELL: Petition of wool-dealers and woolen man- 
ufacturers, against the passage of the Mills bill—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of Mrs. Fanny H. Rastall and other officers 
of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Kansas, for a prohibi- 
tory amendment to the Constitution—to the Select Committee on the 
Alcoholic Liquor Trafic. 

By Mr. CHARLES STEWART: Petition of the Woman’s Christian 
Temperance Union of Texas, for a prohibitory amendment to the Con- 
stitution—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Trafiic. 

By Mr. J. W. STEWART: Petition of Rey. J. K. Williams and oth- 
ers, citizens of the First district of Vermont, for prohibition in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor 
Trafic. 

By Mr. A. C. THOMPSON: Petition of Henry W. Barrett & Co. and 
others, of Louisville, Ky., and Albany, Ind., against the Mills bill—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. ; 

By Mr. TOOLE: Petition of the Montana Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitution—to the 
Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

ty Mr. VANCE: Petition relating to certain claims against the Gov- 
ernment—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WARNER: Petition of Clara Hoffman and other officers 
of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Missouri, for a pro- 
hibitory amendment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WASHINGTON; Petition of A. C. Womack, of Davidson 
County, and of John B. Nicholls, of Houston County, Tennessee, for 
reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. 8. V. WHITE: Petition of woolen manufacturers of New 
York, against the passage of House bill 9051—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr, YOST: Petition of Belmer & Co. and others, against the re- 
quouan of the duty on wire rods, etc.—to the Committee on Waysand 

eans, 


The following petition for the more effectual protection of agricult- 
ure, by means of certain import duties, was received and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. WILBER: Of citizens of Gilboa N. Y. 
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Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J, G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
PETITION. 

Mr. PAYNE presented a petition of 31 citizens of Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio, praying for the enactment of certain amendments to the inter- 
state-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 

Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3191) to amend section 4 of the act of March 3, 
1875, as amended in section 2 of the act of March 3, 1877, in relation 
to the issue of supplies to Indians, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 6922) for the relief of George W. Graham, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. HAMPTON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3090) authorizing the Secretary of War to ac- 
cept the resignation of Maj. D. H. David, of the Fourteenth Regiment. 
Kansas Cavalry Volunteers, and for other purposes, reported adversely 
thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1859) for the relief of Felicitas Salinas and 
the heirs of Miguel Salinas, submitted anadverse report thereon; which 
was agreed to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. WALTHALL, from the Committeeon Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3199) to donate to the State Soldiers and Sail- 
ors’ Monument Commission one hundred pieces of captured or con- 
demned cannon, submitted an adverse report thereon; which was agreed 
to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom were 
referred the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon; which 
were agreed to, and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill (H. R. 477) for the relief of Allen Gunter; and 

A bill (S. 3101) for the reliefof William Mackey. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 1560) to extend the provisions of “An act to 
provide for the muster and pay of certain officers and enlisted men of 
the volunteer forces,” and for other purposes, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thercon. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them each without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2887) granting a pension to George H. Johnson; and 

A bill (H. R. 6764) to grant a pension to ‘‘ Muck-a-pec-wak-ken- 
zah,” or ‘‘John,’? an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many 
white people in the Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862. 

Mr. EVARTS, from the Committee on the Library, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 5539) for the relief of John J. Coughlin, reported 
it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Pubhe Buildings and 
Grounds, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2863) to provide for the 
erection of a public building in the town of Smyrna, Del., reported 
it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. COCKRELL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2163) for the relief of Alfred J. Worcester, re- 
ported it with amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
3139) to remove the charge of desertion from the record of William H. 
Fenton, reported it with amendments, and submitted a report thereon, 

Mr. COCKRELL, The Committee on Military Affairs, to which was 


į referred the bill (S. 1608) for the relief of Charles E. Wheeler, has in- 


structed me to report it back adversely, recommending that the bill 
be indefinitely postponed, and that the claimant apply to the War De- 
partment, which can afford him proper relief. 

The report was agreed to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. COCKRELL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2358) for the relief of G. W. McCulloh, sub- 
mitted an adverse report thereon; which was agreed to, and the bill was 
postponed indefinitely. 

HARRISON SWANGO, 

Mr. PASCO, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 2351) for the relief of Harrison Swango, reported the 
following resolution; which was considered, by unanimous consent, and 
agreed to: 


Resolved, That the bill (H. R. 2351) entitled “A bill for the relief of Harrison 
Swango,” now pending in the Senate, together with all the accompanying 
papers, be, and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims, in pursuance 
of the provisions of the acts entitled “An act to afford assistance and relief to 
Congress and the Executive Departments in the investigation of claims and de- 
mands against the Government,” approved March 3, a, and “An act to pro- 
vide for the bringing of suits against the Government of the United States,” 
approved March 3, 1887. And the said court shall proceed with the same in 
mepontanes Ae the provisions of such acts, and report to the Senate in accord- 
ance therewith, 
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FORT HALL RESERVATION. 

Mr. DAWES. Iam instructed by the Committee on Indian Affairs 
to report back with sn amendment the bill (H. R. 8662) to accept and 
ratify an agreement made with the Shoshone and Bannack Indians, for 
the surrender and relinquishment to the United States of a portion of 
the Fort Hall reservation, in the Territory of Idaho, for the purposes 
of a town site, and for the grant of right of way through said reservation 
to the Utah and Northern Railway Company, and for other purposes. 
It is the same bill which passed the Senate some time since except a 
small amendment that was introduced in the Senate, which while the 
House were unable to get hold of the Senate bill they were very de- 
sirous of incorporating into their bill. Therefore I take the liberty of 
asking the Senate to pass the House bill with that amendment added 
at this time. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment reported by the Committee on Indian Affairs was, 
in section 11, line 16, after the word ‘‘ Interior,” to insert: 

Except that at and near its station at Pocatello, in Idaho Territory, said rail- 
‘way company is granted for its use for station grounds, depot buil shops, 
tracks, side-tracks, turnouts, yards, and for water purposes, not to exceed 150 

* acres, as shown by maps and plats of the definite location thereof, and said com- 
pany shall pay for said 150 acres, in addition to the $3 an acre provided in said 
agreement, a further sum equal to the average appraisal of each acre of town 
lots in the p town site of Pocatello, outside of said 150 acres provided for 
in section 4 of this act, said $8 per acre to be paid within one year from the pas- 
sage of this act, and said additional sum upon the completion of the appraise- 
ment aforesaid. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I move to amend the bill by striking out 
the last section. It is wholiy immaterial. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The section proposed to be stricken 
out will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to strike ont the following sec- 
tion: 

Src, 17. That this act shall be in force from its passage. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. The proposed act will have that effect with- 
out snch a provision. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
anicudment of the Senator from Iowa. 

The amendment was a to. 

‘The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
rea: a third time. 

"he bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate request a conference with the 
House of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. Dawes, Mr. 
Jones of Arkansas, and Mr. PLATT were appointed. 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORTS. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Iam directed by the Committee on Printing 

to report back adversely the joint resolution (S. R. 94) providing for 

rinting additional copies of the eighth and ninth annual reports of the 
Director of the United States Geological Survey, and in lieu thereof to 
report a concurrent resolution to the same effect, for which I ask pres- 
ent consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the joint 
resolution will be indefinitely postponed. The concurrent resolution 
reported by the Senator from Nebraska will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent resolution, as follows: 


Concurrent resolution to authorize the printing of additional copies of the 
eighth and ninth annua! reports of the Director of the United States Geological 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of tatires concurring), That there be 

printed at the Government Printing Office, in addition to the number already 

15,500 copies of the opak and ninth annual reports of the Di- 

ited States Geological Survey, uniform with the preceding vol- 

umes of the series, of which 3,500 of each shali be for the use of the Senate, 7,000 

for the use of the House of Representatives, and 5,000 for distribution by the 
Geological Survey. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to. 

REPORTS ON ETHNOLOGY. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I am directed by the Committee on Printing, 
to whom was referred the joint resolution (S. R. 93) providing for print- 
ing the eighth and ninth annual reports of the Director of the Bureau of 
Ethnology, to report it adversely, with the recommendation that it be 
indefinitely postponed, and in lieu thereof I report a concurrent resolu- 
tion, and ask for its present consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The adverse report will be agreed 
to if there be no objection, and the joint resolution will be indefinitely 

ed. The concurrent resolution reported by the Senator from 
ebraska will be read. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
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The Chiet Clerk read as follows: 


Concurrent resolution to provide for printing the eighth and ninth annual 
reports of the Director of the Bureau of Ethnology. 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That there be 
printed at the Government Printing Ofice 15,500 copies each of the eighth and 
ninth annual reports of the Director of the Bureau of Ethnology, with accom- 
panying papers and illustrations, and uniform with the preceding volumes of 
the series, of which 3,500 shall be for the use of the Senate, 7,000 for the use of 
ast House of Representatives, and 5,000 for distribution by the Bureau of Eth- 
nology. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution? 

The resolution was considered by nnanimous consent, and agreed to. 


EMILY J. STANNARD. 
Mr. BLAIR submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 2657) granting an increase of pension 
to Emily J. Stannard, having met, after full and free conference have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its amendment to the said bill, and agree to the 


same, 
H. W. BLAIR, 
€. K, DAVIS, 
D. TURPIE, 
Managers on the part of the Sznate, 
C. C. MATSON, 
J. LOGAN CHIPMAN, 
J. H. GALLINGER, 
Managers on ihe part of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No further action is required on the 


| part of the Senate. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. BATE introduced a bill (S. 3350) for the relief of C. B. Bryan 
&Co.; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying 
paper, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BECK introduced a bill (S. 3351) for the relief of Samuel Hein; 
ler was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 

aims, : 

Mr. PLATT introduced a bill (S. 3352) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Daniel L. Robinson; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr, CULLOM introduced a bill (S. 3353) granting a pension to Mrs. 
Eliza N. Aiken; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions, rs = 

Mr. PALMER introduced a bill (S. 3354) for the establishment of a 
light-house and life-saving station in the Detroit River, Michigan; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

Mr. CHACE (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3355) defining cer- 
tain acts of Congress for the relief of owners of real estate in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee oñ the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BLAIR introduced a bill (S. 3356) to amend the naturalization 
laws; which was read twice by its title, and ordered to lie on the table. 

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 


Mr. REAGAN. I was requested by W. Hawkins, delegaie for the 
Chickasaw Indians, to present a paper which I submit as an amend- 
ment to the deficiency appropriation bill and ask its reference to the 
Committee on Appropriations. I desire to say that the letter of the 
Secretary of the Treasury of December 20, 1887, shows that the amount 
which he believed to be due to the Chickasaws is $240,164.58. The 
letter of the Secretary of the Treasury of January 5, of this year, sub- 
mits the estimate of an appropriation for the amount due to the Chick- 
asaw Indians. I propose to refer with the amendment House Execu- 
tive Document No. 42, first session Fiftieth Congress. I ask that both 
be referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations and printed. Does the Senator d 
sire to have the accompanying document printed ? j 

Mr. REAGAN. No,sir. I do not know that it will be necessary to 
print the amendment. Let it be referred simply. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order to print will not be made. 

Mr. BLAIR submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills and joint 
resolution; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 1239) to extend the jurisdiction of the Light-Honse 
Board to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, California; 

A bill (H. R. 1249) for establishing a light-house and fog-signal on 
Roe Island, Suisun Bay, California; 

A bill (H. R. 1641) for the erection of a light-house at or near apoint 
about midway between Barnegat and Navesink lights, in the State of 
New Jersey; 

A bill (H. R. 1912) for the establishment of a light-house at the 
mouth of Great Wicomico River, Virginia; 
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A bill (H. R. 5067) establishing additional aids to navigation at the 
mouth of the Mississippi River; 

A bill (H. R. 5670) for the construction of a revenue cutter for New 
Berne, N. C., to replace the revenue cutter Stevens; _ 

A bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the transportation of life-saving and 
light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia; 

A bill (H. R. 5716) for establishing a light at the mouth of Otter 
Creek, Lake Champlain; 

A hn (H. R. 7421) for establishing a light off Pamlico Point, North 
Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 7604) for the establishment of a light-house and fog- 
signal at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, North Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 8750) for the establishment of a light-house at or near 
Tangier Island, Chesapeake Bay; 

A bill (H. R. 8751) providing for the erection of sundry light-houses 
and fog-signals in Lake Superior, Lakes Huron, Erie, and Michigan, 
and range-lights in Lake St. Clair and Detroit River; 

A bill (H. R. 8752) providing for the establishment of an additional 
life-saving station on Nantucket Island, Massachusetts; 

A bill (H. R. 8855) for the establishment of a light-ship with a steam 
fog-signal at Sandy Hook, New York Harbor; 

A bill (H. R. 8783) to authorize the Kentucky Rock Gas Company 
to lay conduit pipes across the Ohio and Salt Rivers; 

A bill (H. R. 10183) to establish a Jight-ship off Great Round Shoal, 
near Nantucket, Mass. ; 

A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River; 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 201) to correct an errorin the ‘‘act mak- 
ing an appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes.’’ 

The message further announced that the House had receded from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8180) to 
regulate the liens of judgments and decrees of the courts of the United 
States, 

The message also requested the Senate to return to the House the bill 
(H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. T. Vincent. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (S. 6153) to authorize condemna- 
tion of land for sites of public buildings. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed 
by the President pro tempore: 

_ A bill (H. R. 7749) to authorize the building of a bridge across the 
Hano River at Wabasha, Minn. ; 

A bill (H. R. 9345) making appropriations for the service of the Post- 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889; 

A bill (H. R. 2657) granting an increase of pension to Emily J. Stan- 
nard; and 

A bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at or near Cummings’ Landing, Lincoln County, Ar- 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT OPELOUSAS, LA. 


Mr. GIBSON. Iask unanimous consent to call up the bill (H. R. 
8183) for the erection of a public building at Opelousas, La. 
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
COURTS IN DAKOTA. = 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the hill (H. R. 10573) to provide for 
one additional associate justice of the supreme court of Dakota, and 


for other purposes. 
By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 


proceeded to the consideration of the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary with an amendment, to strike 
_out all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That hereafler the supreme court of the Territory of Dakota shall consist of a 
chief-justice and seven associate justices, any five of whom shall constitute a 
quorum, 

Sero. 2. That it shall be the duty of the President to appoint two additional as- 
sociate justices of said supreme court in manner now provided by law, who 
shal! hold their offices for the term of four years and until their successors are 
appointed and qualified. 

EC, 3. That the Territory of Dakota shall be divided into eight judicial dis- 
tricts, and a district court for the trial of all cases arising under the laws of said 
Territory, or which may be within the jurisdiction of anid courts under the laws 
of said Territory, shall be held in each district by one of the justices of said su- 


~ preme court, at such time and place as may be provided by law. Each judge, 
after assignment, shall reside in the district to which he is assigned. 


Sec. 4, That the fifth judicial district of said Territory, as defined by act of 
Con, approved July 4, 1884, shall be divided into two judicial districts, which 
shall be known as the fifth and seventh judicial districts of said Territory; and 
the third judicial district of said Territory shall be divided into two udicial 
districts, which shall be known and called the third and eighth judicial districts 
ofsaid tear 4 

Sxc.5. That the fifth judicial district of said Territory shall consist of the coun- 
ties of Beadle, Kingsbury, Brookings, Hughes, Hyde Hand, Sully, Faulk, 
Clarke, Potter, Codington. ‘Hamlin, and Deuel. 

Sxc. 6, That the seventh PSneaieeen district of said Territory shall consist of the 
counties of Spink, Brown, Day, 1, Grant, Roberts, Edmunds, Walworth 
McPherson, Campbell and the Sisseton and Wahpeton Indian reservation, and 
also shall include the following portion of the Great Sioux Indian reservation. 
to wit: All that portion lying northward of the counties Presho and Pratt, an 
a line extending the north line of the county of Pratt to the twenty-fifth degree 
of longitude west from Washington, and eastward of said degree of longitude, 
and southward of the north line of Bozeman and Schnasse Counties. 

Sec. 7. That the eighth judicial district of said Territory shall consist of the 
ith es of Grand Forks, Walsh, Pembina, Nelson, Ramsey, Cavalier, and 

‘owner, 

Sec. 8. That the third judicial district of said Territory shall consist of the 
counties now coosurnung the same, except as it may be affected by the forma- 
tion of the eighth judicial district therein provided for. 

Sec. 9. That temporarily, and until otherwise ordered by law, the additional 
associate justices herein provided for shall be assigned to the seventh and eighth 
judicial districts, res ively; and it shall be the duty of said nague to appoint 
and fix the terms of holding courts in each of the counties of their respective 
districts until the Legislative Assembly of said Territory shall fix said terms. 

Sec. 10. That the district court in each of said districts shall have jurisdiction 
to try, hear, and determine all matters and causes that the court of any district 
ofeaid Territory possesses, eeeuon ae hereinafter mentioned, and all causes 
and matters now pending in the old districts affecting persons or thi which 
properly belong to the new districts hereby created shall be certified for dispo- 
sition to said new districts by the judge of the old district; and section 6 of the 
act entitled ‘An act providing for an additional associate justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Dakota,” approved March 3, 1879, and section 7 of the 
act entitled “An act providing for two additional associate justices of supreme 
court of the Territory of Dakota, one additional associate justice of thesupreme 
court of the Territory of Washington, and for other purposes,” approved July 
4. 1884, be, and the same are hereby, repealed. 

Sec. 11, That the associate justice of each judicial district shall hold at least 
one term of the United States district court in each year, at such place in his 
judicial district as he may select, and grand and petit juries shali be summoned 
thereto as now provided by law, and said associate justice shall hold at least 
one term of court in each judicial subdivision of his district in each year. 

Sec. 12. That no justice of the supreme court of said Territory shall sit as a 
member of said court at the trial of any question decided by him in his district 
or wherein he has any interest directly or indirectly. 

Src. 13. That nothing in this act shall be so construed as to prevent the leg- 
islative assembly of said Territory at any time from changing and arranging 
the boundary lines of the judicial districts of said Territory, nor from fixing the 
time and place of holding the several terms of court in said district. 

Sec, 14. “hat all offenses committed before the passage of this act shall be 

rosecuted, tried, and determined in the same manner and with the same ef- 
Feat (except as to the number of judges) as if this act had not been passed. 

Sec. 15. That all unorganized counties lying west of said eighth judicial dis- 
trict are hereby annexed, for judicial purposes, to the sixth judicial district of 
said Territory. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in, 

‘The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

‘The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I move that the Senate request a confer- 
ence with the House of Representatives upon the bill and amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 


appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. WILSON, of 


Towa, Mr. EVARTS, and Mr. Vest were appointed. 
POSTAL CRIMES, 

Mr. VEST. I ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration of the 
bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes, and 
amendatory of thestatutes therein mentioned,’’ approved June 18, 1888. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to cousider the bill. It proposes to amend the act of June 
18, 1888, so as to provide that all matter otherwise mailable by law, 
upon the envelope, or outside cover or wrapper of which, or upon any 
part of which, either exterior or interior, or postal card, upon which 
indecent, lewd, lascivious, obscene, libelous, scurrilous, defamatory, 
or threatening delineations, epithets, terms, or language, or reflecting 
injuriously upon the character or conduct of another, may be written 
or printed, are hereby declared to be non-mailable matter, and shall not 
be conveyed in the mails, nor delivered from any post-oflice nor by any 
letter-carrier; and any person who shall knowingly deposit or cause to 
be deposited, for mailing or delivery, anything declared herein to be 
non-mailable matter, and any person who shall knowingly take the 
same or cause the same to be taken from the mails, for the purpose of 
circulating or disposing of, or of aiding in the circulation or disposition 
of the same, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall, for 
each and every offense, be fined not less than $100 nor more than $5,000, 
orimprisoned at hard labor not less than one year nor more than ten years, 
or both, at the discretion of the court. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It occurs to me from just listening to the bill as it 
was read that the penalty is very severe; that the minimum penalty is 
larger than necessary. 

Mr. VEST. That is the penalty under the existing Jaw. There is 
no change in the punishment. The bill is simply to enlarge the scope 
and operation of the law. I had occasion the other day to explain this 
matter, if the Senator did me the honor to hear me. 
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Mr. HAWLEY. I heard the Senator make that explanation. 

Mr. VEST. This is the same punishment prescribed in the general 
statute. There is no change in the penalty at all. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE CALENDAR. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, I rose to move that the Senate proceed 
to the Calendar under Rule VIII, at the point where we left off in the 
regular call the Jast time it was under consideration, and that we con- 
tinue with the Calendar until 2 o’clock. There are half a dozen bills 
that.I am urged by members of the House of Representatives to have 

if I possibly can. I can not very properly ask to have prece- 
dence given to them over everything else, but if we keep up the regu- 
lar call of the Calendar we shall all get our cases through with some- 
thing like fair play, whereas if we try to get bills in wherever we can 
it will not be fair to those who can not be present. I can not be here 
very much of the time; I have been ten days in committee now; and 
those who happen to be here will get bills in unless we proceed regu- 
larly with the Calendar. 

Mr. SAWYER. I hope the Senate will adopt the suggestion of the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BECK. It is the only proper way to dispose of the business on 
the Calendar, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the 
Calendar under Rule VIH and continue its consideration until 2 o’ clock. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I suggest to the Senator from Kentucky 
to propose to continue the order from day to day until the Calendar is 
gone through with. 

Mr. BECK. I should be glad to do that, but perhaps that would 
not be acceded to. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I think it would be agreed to unani- 
mously. 

Mr. BECK. I should be very glad if it could be done, 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. After the morning business each day, 
until 2 o’clock, let us proceed with the Calendar. i 

Mr. BECK. Iwill accept the Senator’s suggestion. I ask that the 
order be made to continue from day to day until the Calendar is gone 
through with. 

Mr. PLATT. I should not like to agree to that. We may have 
business which would make it necessary to supersede such an order. 

Mr. BECK. I was afraid of that. Therefore I will simply ask that 
the Calendar be proceeded with to-day until 2 o’clock. 

Mr. VEST. Thatought to be done. There are a number of bridge 
bills on the Calendar, It is necessary to pass them, and I was about 
to ask when the Senator from Kentucky took the floor that the Sen- 
ate devote whatever may be left of the morning hour to-morrow and 
the next day to the consideration of bridge bills exclusively; but if 
this is made a continuing order of course I do not care about any such 
arrangement. We always have the power at any time, if exigencies 
arise, to change our order of business. If the Senator from Kentucky 
would modify his request £o that we can go through the Calendar reg- 
ularly, it would be perfectly fair to everybody; and at any time we 
could set that order aside. 

Mr. PLATT. Ido not suppose I would object to it to-morrow or 
any other day; yet I do not want to restrain the Senate from consid- 
ering some important matter to-morrow if it should be deemed neces- 
sary. 

Mr. VEST. I hopethe order will be made to continue the Calendar 
from day to day, and then we can change it if necessary. 

Mr. CULLOM. It is proposed to consider the Calendar until 2 
o'clock ? 

Mr. VEST. Until 2 o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That does not require any order, be- 
cause it is the rule of the Senate already. 

Mr. VEST. Then let us enforce it. 


Mr. BROWN. Let us have the rule enforced. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. But it is in the power of any Sena- 


tor to move to proceed to the consideration of a bill notwithstanding 
the requirementof Rule VIII. ‘The Senator from Kentucky asks unan- 
imons consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the Cal- 
endar under Rule VIII this morning, and continue the consideration 
until 2 o’clock. Is there objection? 

Mr. BROWN. I object to that. 

Mr. STEWART. I hope that will not be done. 

Mr. BROWN. I object, because I think it is only fair to continue 
with the Calendar in this way from day to day until all have a 
chance. 

Mr. BECK. I propose that we shall have an hour for the Calendar 
to-day, and wecan continue it from day to day, unless there is objection. 

Mr. BROWN. The rule as announced by the Chair is that the Cal- 
endar is now in order, and we can go on to-day without any motion. 

Mr. BECK. We can do that every day without a motion. 

Mr. BROWN. Very well; I want the Senate to do that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will recognize the Sena- 


tor from Kentucky to move the consideration of any bill he desires on 
the Calendar, 

Mr. COCKRELL, I eall for the regular order, the Calendar. 

Mr. BROWN. Let us have the regular order. 

Mr. COCKRELL, I hope the regular order will now be proceeded 
with. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Iask the unanimous consent of the Senate to 
dispose of a matter of privilege, which will take but a moment, before 
the Calendar is proceeded with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Hampshire 
will state his matter of privilege. 


SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA. 


Mr. CHANDLER. I desire to call up the resolution which ison tha 
table with regard to the credentials of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. Greson], and their reference to the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections, to substitute another resolution therefor, to be printed and 
lie over, and to allow the credentials to be disposed of in the regular 
course, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair supposes the Senator from 
New Hampshire would have the right, before action by the Senate, to 
modify his own resolution. The Chair hears no objection. The modi- 
fication of the resolution will be read, if any Senator desires. Other- 
wise, it will be printed and lie over under the rule. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I offer the resolution for that purpose. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let it be printed and lie over under the rule. 
Gen protempore. It will be printed and lie over under 

e rule. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I desire, instead of its being printed and lying 
over under the rule, that it be printed and Jaid on the table, and I give 
notice that I shall move to take it up some time next week. 

The resolution as modified was ordered to lie on the table, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections be instructed to in- 
quire (1) into the facts of the recent election in the State of Louisiana, held on 
the !7th day of April, 1888, at which there were chosen State officers and also a 
Legislature which has since elected two United States Senators; and wally 
to ascertain and report whether the 136,746 votes returned for the candidate of 
the dominant party for governor were actually cast, in view of the fact that at 
no previous election had the votes for such candidate of such party exceeded 
83,704; and also why in the parish of Madison there were returned 3,530 votes 
for one party and none for the other; in East Feliciana Parish, 2,276 for one 
party and only 5 for the other; in Morehouse Parish, 1,554 for one party and 
only 14 for the other; in Ouachita Parish, 2,994 for one party and only 5 for the 
other; in Sabine Parish, 1,441 for one party and only 2 for the other; in Tensas 
Parish, 4,627 for one party and only 113 for the other; and why there were sim- 
ilar returns from other parishes; and also to ascertain and report whether or 
not at said State election there was any violence, intimidation, or frand which 
prevented a fair election, and particularly whether or not there were any false 
canyasses or false returns made by the local election officers or included in the 
final canvass of the votes; and in case said committee shall find that such ille- 
galities as violence, intimidation, or fraud, falsc can vasses, or false returns pre- 
salad in connection with such election, then said committee shall further in- 
quire 

2. Whether any of the acts or omissions of the officials or other persons re- 
sponsible for or connected with such illegalities were contrary to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States or the amendments thereof, or were violations of any 
of the statutes of the United States, especially the provisions of chapter 7, Title 
LXX of the Revised Statutes, punishing crimes against the elective franchise 
ond civil rights of citizens; and, if so, whether any prosecutions have been er 
ought to be commenced in the United States courts for such offerses. 

3. Whether such illegalities are likely to be repeated in connection with the 
election to be held in said State on the 6th of November next of Representatives 
in Congress; and, if so, whether there is occasion for the alteration by Con, 
of any of the regulations prescribed by said State for holding elections for such 
Representatives in Con; a 

4. And said committee shall also inquire whether there were in connection 
with the aforesaid State election illegalities, frauds, false canvasses, and false 
returns, so extensive and systematic in their character as toshow that there ex- 
isted on the part of the various State election officers a deliberate plan to ap- 
parently carry said election without regard to the votes actually cast, and to 
choose a governor and other State officers and a State Legislature by Such ille- 
gal, false, and fraudulent means, and, if so, whether said Legislature was aciu- 
ally and duly elected by the people of Louisiana, or was in fact substantially 
the creation solely of the returning and canvassing officers, and whether said 
State of Louisiana bas a republican form of government, including a Legislature 
entitled to choose United States Senators, and to provide methods for the ap- 
pointment of electors of President and Vice-President of the United States. 


Mr. BLACKBURN. Under the modification of the resolution as 
made by the Senator from New Hampshire I move that the credentials 
therein referred to of the Senator-elect from Louisiana be placed upon 
the files of the Senate and printed in the Recorn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. They are already on file, the Chair 
thinks, 

Mr. BLACKBURN, Does that carry the order to print? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is unable to state defi- 
nitely about these particlar credentials, but the uniform practice is to 
have credentials read when presented, and they are then placed upon 
the files of the Senate. 

Mr. CHANDLER. The credentials were laid on the table, I think, 
on the motion of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SPOONER]. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. The credentials were laid on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The Chair presumes there will be 
no objection to their being printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I simply ask that the credentials be taken from 


the table, placed on the files of the Senate, and be printed in the REC- 
ORD. 
Mr. CHANDLER, There is no objection to that. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
ordered. Í 

Mr. MANDERSON. I happened to be the occupant of the chair at 
the time thecredentials were presented, and I will state the course pur- 
sued. The credentials were read, and by reason of being read, were of 
course printed in the RECORD. Then on motion of some Senator they 
were laid on the table. 4 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed by the Official 
Reporter that they were not printed in full in the RECORD. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Such is my information. 

Mr. MANDERSON. The credentials were not referred or placed on 
the files of the Senate, but were laid upon the table at that time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the creden- 
tials will be printed in full in the REĊORD, and placed on the files ot 
the Senate. 

The credentials are as follows: 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, STATE OF LOUISIANA. 
To the President of the Senate of the United States: 

I, Francis Tillou Nicholls, governor of the State of Louisiana, do hereby cer- 
tify that Randall Lee Gibson, of the city of New Orleans, in this State, a duly 
qualified person under the Constitution of the United States. has been duly 
elected a Senator in Congress from the said State, for the term of six years com- 
mencing on the 4th day of March, 1889; that pursuant to the provisions of an 
act of Congress entitled “An act to regulate the time and manner of holding 
elections for Senators in Congress,” approved July 25, 1866, the General Assem- 
bly of the State of Louisiana, which was chosen at the general election held on 
the 17th day of April, 1888, for the constitutional term of four years, and being the 

lature chosen next preceding the expiration of the Senatorial term which 

on the 4th day of March, 1889, p: ed on Tuesday, the 22d day of May, 
1888 (it being the second Tuesday after the meeting and o ization thereof), 
in their respective chambers, a quorum being presentin h, by a dive voce vote 
to name a person for Senator for the term aforesaid; that a ballot was taken in 
the senate on the day aforesaid, when it appeared that the Honorable Randall 
Lee Gibson received 33 votes; and that on the same day a ballot was also taken 
in the house of representatives, when it appeared that the Honorable Randall 
Lee Gibson received 89 votes, and the Honorable Henry Demas received | vote; 
that at 12 o'clock meridian, upon the following day, being Wednesday, the 2ith 
day of May, 1888, the same day, month, and year as above stated, the members 
of the two houses of the General Assembly of this State, convened in joint ses- 
sion, in the hall of the house of representatives, at the State House, in the city 
of Rouge, in this State, and the journal of each house was read showing 
the votes cast on the day previous, whereupon the president of the senate de- 
clared that the Honorable Randall Lee Gibson having received a majority of the 
votes of the members of both houses of the General Assembly of this State, was 
declared duly elected Senator to represent the State of Louisiana in the United 
States Senate for the term beginning on the 4th day of March, 1889. 

Therefore, I do hereby certify that Randall Lee Gibson was declared duly 
elected Senator in Congress for the State of Louisiana for the term of six years, 
commencing on and to date from the 4th day of March, 1889. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand as governor of the State 
of Louisiana, and caused the seal of the State to be hereunto affixed. Done at 
the city of Baton Rouge this 3lst day of sgn A. D. 1888, 

[CHOLLS, Governor of Louisiana, 


FRANCIS T. 
L. F. MASON, Secretary of State. 
DAVID MERIWETHER, 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. The Senate some time since passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 331) for the relief of David Meriwether, 
which had previously passed the House of Representatives. The House 
has refused to concur in the amendments and has asked for a confer- 
ence. I move that the Senate insist on its amendments and agree to 
the request for a conference. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized 
to appoint the conferees un the part of the Senate, and Mr. SPOONER, 
Mr. Hoar, and Mr. JONES, of Arkansas, were appointed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. DOLPH. I move to take up for present consideration the bill 
(S. 3304) to prohibit the coming of Chinese laborers to the United States. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senate has just agreed by unani- 
mous consent to proceed nntil 2 o’clock with the consideration of the 
Calendar under Rule VIII. 

Mr, COCKRELL. Let us proceed under that rule. 


PUNISHMENT OF RAPE. 


Mr. FAULKNER. When the Senate was on the regular call of the 
Calendar under Rule VIII I was absent the morning the bill (H. R. 
870) to amend the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Columbia 
or the protection of girls and for the punishment of the crime of rape 
was reached. According to a request I made previous to my leaving, 
the bill was passed over, but no objection was made to its considera- 
tion. I suggest that that case be called in commencing with the Cal- 
endar to-day. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order of business to which the 
Senator refers is the point last reached when the Calendar was under 
consideration under Rule VIII; and it will now be read. 

The bill (H. R. 5870) to amend the Revised Statutes relating to the 
District of Columbia, for the protection of girls and for the punishment 
of the crime of rape, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
hia with an amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That every person who shall carnally and unlawfully know any female under 
the age of sixteen years, or who shall be accessory to such carnal and unlawful 
knowledge before the fact, shall be guilty of rape, and when convicted thereof 


shall be punished by imprisonment at hard labor, for the first offense not more 
than five years, and for the second or other offense for not more than ten years. 


There is no objection, and it is so 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I move to amend the amendment reported by 
the committee by striking out in line 6, after the words “ guilty of,” 
the word “‘rape’”’ and insert the words ‘‘a felony;’’ so as to read: 

That every person who shall carnally and unlawfully know any female under 
the age of sixteen years, or who shall be accessory to such carnal and unlawful 
knowledge before the fact, shall be guilty of a felony, and when convicted 
thereof shall be punished by imprisonment at hard labor, for the first offense ` 
ao noe than five years, and for the second or other offense for not more than 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FAULKNER. Idesire to offer a further amendment to the 
amendment of the committee. I move to insert, in line 6, after the 
word ‘‘fact,’? the words ‘‘in any Territory, the District of Columbia, 
or other place over which the United States has exclusive jurisdiction, 
or on any vessel within the admiralty or maritime jurisdiction of the 
United States and out of the jurisdiction of any State.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ment was concurred in. 

Mr. EVARTS. Ought not the title to be changed in consequence of 
the amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The title has not yet been reached. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It occurs to me that a person guilty of the offense 
described here may also be a person under sixteen years of age, and 
that you are making what in the common law is simply fornication, a 
penitentiary offense, and making it punishable very severely as rape. 
If the bill provided for punishing an adult, a person over twenty-one 
vears of age, guilty of unlawful connection with a girl under sixteen, 
I should not make any particular objection; but it seems to me that 
it is a little bit harsh and liable to be abused as it now stands. Isub- 
mit the point to the consideration of the Senator who has charge of 
the bill. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I will state that the age was fixed by the com- 
mittee after considerable discussion and an examination of the laws of 
the several States. Some of the States have changed their laws. A 
number of the States have fixed the age of sixteen. Some of them 
have fixed as high as eighteen. Mississippi, Colorado, and Alabama 
have fixed as high as eighteen. ~ 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator perhaps did not comprehend my sug- 
gestion. I was making no objection to the age of sixteen; but it will 
occur to any Senator that this applies to a boy under sixteen, and that 
he is punished for rape by a heavy sentence, and the girl, who may be 
the blameworthy person, escapes, I was suggesting that if the bill 
said that an adult or a man of twenty-one years and over, if guilty of 
this offense, should be punished in this way described, I should have 
less to say. I made the suggestion that possibly it was harsh to pun- 
ish one person with five years in the penitentiary, while the other per- 
son participating in the crime, equally guilty, or more guilty it may 
be, in many cases escapes. 

Mr. FAULKNER. The Senator will find that the minimum pun- 
ishment is not fixed in the bill, so that cases brought before the court 
can be dealt with according to the facts. If the party is not morally 
guilty, though technically so, it isin the power of the court to make 
the punishment exceedingly lenient, or there may be a mere nominal 
punishment imposed. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time, 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I think the title should be made to corre- 
spond with the bill as it now stands. 

On motion of Mr. FAULKNER, the title was amended soas to read: 
‘A bill to amend the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Co- 
lumbia, for the protection of girls undersixteen years ofage in any Ter- 
ritory, the District of Columbia, or other place over which the United 
States has exclusive jurisdiction, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. FAULKNER. I move that the Senate insiston its amendments 
Ki the bill and ask for a conference with the House of Representatives 
thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. FAULKNER, 
Mr. SPOONER, and Mr. FARWELL were appointed. 

OFFICE-HOLDING BY MEMBERS OF TERRITORIAL LEGISLATURES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1951) to prohibit members of Territorial Legislatures holding 
office. . 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Territories with an 
amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That no person elected a member of the Legislative Assembly of any Territory 
shall, during the term for which he shall have been elected, hold any civil office 
by appointment of the governor of such Territory or from the council or Legis- 
lative Assembly of such Territory. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
“was concurred in, 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
, third time, and passed. 

Mr. PLATT. I think the title had better be changed ‘‘to prohibit 
members of Territorial Legislatures from holding certain offices.’ 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘ A bill to prohibit members 
of Territorial Legislatures holding certain offices,” 

TRANSFER OF COURT ROOMS TO CITY OF UTICA. 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 103) authorizing and directing the Depart- 
ment of Justice to transfer certain rooms which have been occupied by 
the United States courts and officials to the city of Utica, N. Y., was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It is a direction to the De- 

ent of Justice to transfer and relinquish to the city of Utica, N. 

., all the right, title, and claim of the United States to the rooms in 
what is described as the City Hall, in Utica, formerly used for the 
United States courts and officials thereof under a deed or lease exe- 
cuted on the 25thof May, 1857, the same having been entirely abandoned 
by these courts and their officials, a new building having been erected 
by the Government for the convenience and occupancy of the United 
States courts. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ADDITIONAL LOT FOR SENATE STABLES. 

The bill (S. 2539) to authorize and direct the purchase of part of a 
lot adjoining the Senate stables for their ventilation, and for other 
purposes, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior is to purchase, for the use of the United States, 
that part of lot 11, in square 683, in the city of Washington, District 
of Columbia, as laid out and recorded in the original plat of the city 
and District, lying directly north of the Senate stables, and containing 
6,087 square feet, at a sum not to exceed $6,087, upon proof of a per- 
fect title and the execution to the United States of a deed good and 
sufficient in Jaw and in form approved by the Attorney-General. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS J. MILLER. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore Order of Business 1442, being the bill 
(8. 33) for the relief of Thomas J. Miller, will be passed over, as it is 
adversely reported, 

BRIGHTWOOD RAILWAY COMPANY. 


The bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Company 
of the District of Columbia was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia with amendments. i 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 21, after the word ‘‘Co- 
lumbia,’’ to strike out ‘‘either or;’’ and in the same line, after the 
word ‘‘companies,’’ to strike out ‘‘may’’ and insert *‘shall;’’ and after 
the word ‘‘tracks,’’ in line 21, to strike out: 

When, on account of the width of the streets, or for other sufficient reason, it 
shall be deemed by the commissioners of the District of Columbia to be neces- 
sary; and in such case they may use such tracks in common. 

So as to read: 

Whenever the foregoing route or routes may coincide with the duly author- 
ized route or routes o! sorone duly incorporated strect-railway company in 
the District of Columbia, both companies shall use the same tracks, upon such 
fair and equitable terms as may be agreed upon by said companies; and in the 
event said companies fail to agree upon equitable terms, either of said compa- 
nies may apply, by petition, to the supreme court of the District of Columbia, 
which shall. hear and determine the matter in due form of Jaw, and adjudge to 
the proper party the amount of compensation to be paid therefor. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2, line 23, after the word ‘‘as- 
sessments,’’ to strike out ‘‘of personal taxes,” and in line 24, before 
the word ‘‘property,’’ to insert ‘‘personal;’’ so as to read: 

And said per cent. of ifs gross earnings shall be in lieu of all other assessments 
upon its personal property, used solely and exclusively in the operation and 
management of said railway. E 

The amendment was agreed to. 5 

The next amendment was, in section 3, line 1, after the word ‘Jaid,” 
to strike out ‘‘in the center of the avenue as near as may be, to,” and 
insert ‘‘upon such part of the road as may be designated by the com- 
missioners of the District, and must;” so as to make the section read: 

Src. 3. That the said railway shall be laid upon such part of the road as may 
be designated by the commissioners of the District, and must be constructed of 
good materials, and in a substantial and durable manner, with the rails of the 
most approved pattern, all to be approved by the commissioners of the District, 
Jaid upon an even surface with the pavement of the street, and in such a man- 
ner as to interfere with the ordinary travel as little as practicable; and the 
gauge to correspond with that of other city railroads, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 15, after the word 
“corporation,” to strike out ‘‘and;’’ so as to read: 

It shall also be lawful for said corporation, its successors or assi , to erect 
and maintain, to such convenient and suitable ye along its lines as may 
seem most desirable to the board of directors of the said corporation, subject 
to the approval of the commissioners of the District, an engine house or houses, 

house or houses, and all other buildings necessary for the successful oper- 
ation of an electric or cable-motor railroad, 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, at the end of section 12, to add the words 
‘‘after five days’ notice;’’ so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 12, That all articles of value that may be saap terate eg A left in an 
cars or other vehicles of the said company shall be taken to its princi depot 
and entered in a book of record of unclaimed goods, which book shall be open 
to the inspection of the public, and if said property remains unclaimed for one 
year the company may sell the same after five days’ notice. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 14, line 2, before the word 
t‘ board,” to strike out ‘‘the’’ and insert ‘‘a;’’ so as to read: 


Sec, 14. That the government and direction of the affairs of the compan: 
shall be vested in a board of nine directors, who shall be stockholders of pear. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 15, line2, before the word ‘‘such,”’ 
to strike ont ‘‘ and prescribe; ” and in line 5, after the word ‘‘ to,” to 
strike out ‘‘the’’ and insert ‘‘ this;’’ so as to make the section read: 

The amendment was agreed to. 


Sec. 15. That the directors shall have the power to make such by-laws, rules, 
and regulations as they shal! deem needful and proper touching the disposition 
and management of the stock, property, estate, and effects of the company and 
the management of its business, not contrary to this charter or to the laws of 
the United States and the ordinance of the District of Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 16, line 2, after the word ‘‘stock- 
holders,” to strike ont ‘‘for choice of” and insert ‘‘to choose;’’ so as 
to make the section read: 


Sec. 16. That there shall be an annual meeting of the stockholders to choose 
directors, to be holden at such time and place, under such conditions and upon 
such notice as the said company in their by-laws may prescribe; and said direct- 
ors shall annually make a report in writing of their doings to the stockholders, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 19, line 2, after the word “act,” 
to strike ont ‘‘at any time;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 19. That Congress reserves the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concarred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

FREEDMAN’S SAVINGS AND TRUST COMPANY. 


The bill (S. 1138) to reimburse the depositors of the Freedman’s 
Savings and Trust Company for losses incurred by the failure of said 
company was announced as next in order. 

Mr. VANCE. I object to the consideration of that bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair), 
bill will be passed over, retaining its place on the Calendar. 


WILLIAM M’GARRAHAN,. 


The bill (S. 1030) tosubmitto the Court of Claims for adjudication the 
title of William McGarrahan to the mineral interest of the rancho 
“*Panoche Grande,” in the State of Colorado, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. TELLER. I desire that that shall keep its place on the Calen- 
dar, so that when we next go to the Calendar it shall be called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bili will be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 

AGREEMENT WITH SHOSHONES, BANNOCKS, AND SHEEPEATERS. 

The bill (S. 2992) to accept and ratify the agreement submitted by 
the Shoshones, Bannocks, and Sheepeaters of the Fort Hall and Lemh1 
reservations, in Idaho, May 14, 1880, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An amendment to this bill has been 
proposed by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MorGan]. He is not 
here to present it. 

Mr. DAWES, The bill was reported by the Committee on Indian 
Affairs without amendment, according to the Calendar. I do not re- 
member any amendment. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An amendment intended to be pro- 
posed was submitted by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN], 
who is not now in his seat, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DAWES. What is the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are no committee amendments 
to the bill. ‘The bill is in Committee of the Whole and open to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DAWES. I think it would be better to let it go over without 
prejudice until the Senator from Alabama isin hisseat. Iam not quite 
familiar with the amendment which he proposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 


JULIET C. PALMER. 


of the 


The 


Mr. CAMERON, I ask that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of a bill which was passed over some time since. 
ness 252, Senate bill 607. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let us goon with the regular Calendar under 
the unanimous agreement, 

Mr. CAMERON. This willonly takea few minutes. It was passed 
over some time since. 


It is Order of Busi- 


1888. 
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Mr. TELLER. Let us go on with the Calendar. 

Mr. COCKRELL. There was unanimous consent given to go on 
with the Calendar regularly until 2 o’clock. -< 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to consider the bill (S. 607) 
for the relief of Juliet C. Palmer, widow and administratrix of James 
C. Palmer, late Surgeon-General United States Navy. Is there objec- 
tion to the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Was the bill objected to when it was called up in 
its regular order ? 

Mr. CAMERON. I was not present when it was called before. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I reserve the right to object toit. Can the Chair 
inform me whether it was objected to before? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was objected to, but allowed to 
retain its place on the Calendar under Rule VIII, the Chair is informed 
by the Secretary. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I hope the Senator from Pennsylvania will not 
insist upon considering that bill this morning. Letus goon arly 
until 2 o’clock and then the Senator can call it up at the end of the 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. CAMERON. I would rather it should be passed now unless 
there is objection, 

Mr. COCKRELL. I reserve the right to object when I shall have 
looked at the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No objection being made to the con- 
sideration of the bill, it will be read. è 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the bill; but before concluding— 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iobjectto that bill. It involves a very intricate 
_nuestion about the distribution of prize money. We have had a num- 
ber of bills of that kind here, and it will lead to considerable discus- 
sion. I trust its consideration will not be insisted on this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill being objected to, will be 
passed over, and the next order of business will be stated. 


W. J. MOBERLY. 


The next business on the Calendar was the resolution reported by 
Mr. BATE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, May 31, 1888, re- 
ferring the petition of W. J. Moberly to the Court of Claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 


Be it resolved, That the claim of W. J, Moberly, late first lieutenant Fourth 
United States Cavalry, for $776.95, alleged to have been erroneously withheld 
from his reece fer lieutenant aforesaid, be, and the same is hereby, referred to 
the Court of Claims for adjustment under the various provisions of law for such 
cases made and provided. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

TERRITORIAL MUNICIPAL BONDS. 

The bill (S. 3058) relieving municipalities in the Territories in cer- 
tain cases was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to authorize all village and city corporations within the Territories to 
issue bonds in due form for necessary improvements, such as public 
buildings, water-works, and general sewers, to an’amount not exceed- 
ing 4 per cent. of the assessed valuation of the city ‘or village corpora- 
tion, in addition to their bonded indebtedness of January 1, 1888; but 
this shall not be construed to authorize any city or village corporation 
to lend its credit to any person or corporation to aid in the building of 
water-works. The net income arising from water-works thus con- 
structed is to be set aside and held as a sinking fund to pay the bonds 
issued for the building of water-works in any village or city corpora- 
tion; and whenever there shall be $1,000 in such sinking fund the 
money shall be invested in United States bonds or in purchasing the 
outstanding bonds of the city or village corporation issued for the build- 
ing of the water-works, as the proper authorities of the village or city 
corporation shall determine. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

5 GEORGE W. DAVENPORT. 


The bill (H. R. 882) to correct the muster of and for the relief of 
George W. Davenport was announced as next in order. 
Mr. COCKRELL. I ask that that bill may be passed by forthe pres- 
ent, retaining its place. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill wil] be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 
SARAH K. M’LEAN. 


The bill (S. 1284) for the relief of Sarah K. McLean, widow of the 
late-Lieut. Col. Nathaniel H. McLean, was announced as nextin order. 
Mr. COCKRELL. I make the same objection to that. Let it be 
over, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill will be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 
TELEGRAPHIC FRANCHISES OF PACIFIC RAILROADS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of July 1, 1862, entitled 


`| subsequently honorably di 


“An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph line from 
the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the Govern- 
ment the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes,’’ and 
also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said first 
named act. ‘ 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Interstate Commerce 
with amendments. è 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 11, before the word 
‘*maintain,”’ to strike out ‘‘construct;” so as to make the section 
read: 

That all railroad and telegraph companies to which the United States has 
granted any subsidy in lands or bonds or loan of credit for the construction of 
either railroad or telegraph lines, which, by the acts incorporating them, or by 
any act anfendatory or supplementary thereto, are required to construct, n- 
tain, or operate te! ph lines, and all companies engaged in operating said 
railroad or telegraph lines shall forthwith and henceforward, by and through 
their own respective corporate officers and employés, maintain and operate, for 
railroad, governmental, commercial, and all other | hea telegraph lines, 
and exercise by themselves alone all the telegraph franchises conferred upon 
them and obligations assumed by them under the acts making the grants as 
aforesaid. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 3, line 4, before the word ‘‘main- 
tain,” to strike out ‘‘construct;’’ so as to read: 

That if any such railroad or telegraph company referred to in the first section 
of this act, or company operating such railroad or telegraph line, shall refuse or 
fail, in whole or in part, to maintain and operate a telegraph line as provided in 
this act and acts to which this is supplementary, for the use of the Government 
or the public, for ial and other purposes. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate insist on its amendments 
and ask for a conference with the House of Representatives on the dis- 
agreeing votes. 6 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the Presiding Officer was authorized to ap- 
point the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. CuLLomM, Mr, 
PLATT, and Mr. GORMAN were appointed. 


LOREN W. HASTINGS. 


The bill (S. 2384) to remove the charge of desertion from the mili- 
tary record of Loren W. Hastings was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The Committee on Military Affairs reported amendments, in line 5, 
after the name *‘ Hastings,” to strike out ‘‘ who was” and insert ‘‘ as;’ 
and in line 6, after the word *‘ Infantry,” to strike out ‘‘and who was 
from the naval service with the 
thanks of the Department’’ and insert ‘‘and enter thereon in lieu 
thereof the words ‘absented himself without leave on the 29th day of 
March, 1862, at Pittsburgh, Tenn., and enlisted on the 6th day of 
April, 1862, at Cairo, Ill., as a seaman on board of the United States 
steamer Cairo, and was on December 1, 1865, honorably discharged 
from the nayal service, as shown by the records of the Navy Depart- 
ment;’’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Warbe, and is hereby, authorizedand 
directed to remove the charge of desertion standing against the record of Loren 
W. Hastings, as a private in Company G, Sixth Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
enter thereon in lieu thereof the words ‘‘absented himself without leave on the 
29th day of March, 1562, at Pittsburgh, Tenn., and enlisted on day of 
April, 1862, at Cario, Ill., asaseaman on board of the United States steamer Cari 
and was on December 1, 1865, honorably discharged from the naval service, 
shown by the records of the Navy Department. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. $ 

The bill wasordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 


time, and passed. 
BILLS REPORTED ADVERSELY. 


The bill (S. 1953) to provide for the payment of the passage of Genv 
eral de Lafayette and family from France to the United States in 1824, 
as the guest of the nation, etc., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. PLATT. Thatis reported adversely, and, although I should like 
to have it passed, I suppose I can not have it done now. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. The practice of the Chair has been to 
pass over those bills which are reported adversely, but it seems to me 
they ought to be considered, unless where there is a minority report, 
and be indefinitely postponed. Where there isa unanimous adverse re- 
port, and there is no objection to its being done, the bill ought to he dis- 

of and gotten off the Calendar; and for the purpose of moving 
that this bill be indefinitely postponed, I ask that the Senate proceed 
to its consideration. 

Mr. PLATT. It can not be considered under the five-minute rule, 
I wish the Senator to understand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. TheChairunderstands that the unan- 
imous consent was to consider bills favorably reported and on the Cal- 
endar and not objected to, under Rule VIII. 
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Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I did not understand it that way. 

Mr. PLATT. Let mesay with regard to this particular bill as illus- 
trating the matter—— 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I withdraw my suggestion. 

Mr. PLATT. I think the bill ought to pass, and I should not be 
content to have it disposed of without a thorough statement of the 
circumstances óf the case. I do not, however, ask to do that now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


BUREAU OF EDUCATION, 8 


Mr. BLAIR. 1 this morning submitted an amendment to the sun- 
dry civil bill, the design of which is to modify the lawnow existing, so 
that the Bureau of Education may not be moved, if, on consideration 
by Congress, the law requiring the removal be thought to be a bad law. 
The Commissioner thinks it will be greatly destructive to the bureau 
to remove it, especially where he is required to, and as the bureau has 
poepared a very short statement of the injury that will be done to it 

y its removal to the Pension Office, which it desires to have printed 
in the RECORD that Senators may look into the matter, I ask that 
it be printed in the RECORD. It is only three pages of type-written 


copy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Hampshire 
asks tbat the paper presented by him be printed in the RECORD. “Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 

The paper is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1888. 

Dear Sm: I beg leave to present to you, as chairman of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor, a summary statement of the Bureau of Education 
in case of its removal to the Pension building. 

On March 31, 1888, the following estimates were given to the Commissioner 
of Pensions,showing the amountof space that would be required: For museum, 
3,500 square feet; for the library, 2,500 square feet; for storing and handling 
documents, 2,000 square feet; for the Commissioner and the clerical force, 3,600 
square feet; total, 11,60 square feet. The above estimates were based as nearly 
as possible upon the present requirements of the office, not allowing for any 
increase in clerical force, collections, or facilities, 

A statement in elas tnd the character and extent of the collections owned by 
the bureau wi show how moderate those estimates are. 

The library of the bureau is a growth of twenty-one years, acquired by gift 
and by exchange and purchase from many different countries. It has been se- 
lected with care, with the design that it should be strictly pedagogical in char- 
acter, The result is that the Government has acquired, at a very moderate 
cost, the largest and best purely educational library in the world, embracing 
original works, journals, magazines, and official reports in all civilized lan- 
guages. The number of bound volumes exceeds 20,000, and the pamphlets 
75,000, besides many duplicates to be used in exchanges. 

The bureau has made an excellent beginning toward the formation of a com- 
plete pedagogical museum, which is intended to contain material illustrating 
every step, process, and apparatus useful in every grade of instruction. It now 
possesses a very extensive collection, perhaps unequaled anywhere else in the 
world, embracing globes, maps, telluriums, botanical, chemical, and zoolog- 
ical specimens; casts, photographs, drawings, engravings, etchings, models, 
specimens of uer, bronze, marble, and other artistic material; a large 
amount of very valuable and delicate optical and physical apparatus ; a quan- 
tity of kindergarten material; and a rare and beautiful collection of Japanese 
needlework and school literature and apparatus, presented by the Japanese 
Government, 

To properly protect and use these two unequaled collections,the library and the 
museum ; tomake them available to the working force of the bureau, whose tools 
they are, and accessible to the educational public who resort to them for study 
and research, the amount of space above estimated is barely sufficient. By 
actual measurement the shelves and cases containing the books and files of the 
bureau extend to 538 feet, not including the basement in which the publications 
are stacked. The thirty or more glass cases of the museum measure 240 feet. 
If, therefore, the shelves and cases of the bureau were placed end to end they 
would form a line that would reach more than three average squares, the greater 
part of it being 10 feet high. 

The general argument against removal, being a full and clear statement of the 
kind of work done in this office, and the special kind of accommodations and 
facilities required, together with an exposition of the damage to property, the 
interruption and delay of work, the inconvenience suffered, and expense in- 
curred in a former removal may be found in a letter of the Commissioner to 
fe sees. of the Interior, of April 6, 1888, of which a copy can be furnished 

needed, 

Very respectfully, yours, 
Yor J. W. HOLCOMBE, 


Acting Commissioner. 
Hon. H. W. BLAIR, 
United States Senate. 
Mr. BLAIR. Ialsoask that the amendment be printed in the REC- 
ORD. Itis very brief. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
objection. 


The proposed amendment is as follows: 

Amend by insertingin line 5, of 57, after the words “‘ General Land Office,” 
the words “and the Bureau of Education,” 

PUBLIC-LAND LAWS. 

The bill (S. 3077) to repeal all laws providing for the pre-emption of 
the public lands, the laws allowing entries for timber culture, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. TELLER. That can not be considered under the five-minute 
rule. Ido not want to object to it, but it may stand over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 

JACOB D. FELTHOUSEN AND OTHERS. 

The bill (S.463) for the relief of Jacob D. Felthousen and the heirs 

of William H. Akins, deceased, was announced as next in order. 
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Mr. PLATT. That is a bill for the extension of a patent which 
would cover all sewing-machine patents, and I do not suppose it can 
be disposed of now: I ask that it may go over, retaining its place on 
the Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, retain- 
ing its place on the Calendar. 


P. A. LEATHERBURY. 


The bill (H. R. 3008) for the relief of P. A. Leatherbury was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It empowers the Secretary of 
the Treasury to pay P. A. Leatherbury, of Accomac County, Virginia, 
$601.27, the amount paid by him to Lucy Roberts, on pension-checks 
numbered 6863 and 6864, which were afterward recalled and canceled 
and returned to the Treasury. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXECUTIVE BUSINESS, 


Mr. PUGH. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before putting the motion the Chair _ 
will lay before the Senate bills from the House of Representatives. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I hope the Senator will withdraw the motion un- 
til the regular order is laid before the Senate. When that should have 
been done, I was about to make the same motion myself. 

Mr. PUGH. Very well. 


J. T. VINCENT. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the Senate a 
resolution of the House of Representatives; which will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Clerk be directed to request the Senate to return to the 
House the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. T. Vincent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the House of Repre- 
sentatives will be complied with and the bill be returned, unless there 
be objection. It is so ordered. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce: 

A bill (H. R. 1239) to extend the jurisdiction of the Light-House 
Board to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, California; 

A bill (H. R. 1249) for establishing a light-house and fog-signal on 
Roe Island, Suisun Bay, California; 

A bill (H. R. 1641) for the erection ofa light-house at or near a point 
about midway between Barnegat and Navesink lights, in the State of 
New Jersey; 

A bill (H. R. 1912) for the establishment of a light-house at the 
mouth of Great Wicomico River, Virginia; 

A bill (H. R. 5067) establishing additional aids to navigation at the 
mouth of the Mississippi River; 

A bill (H. R. 5670) for the construction of a revenue-cutter for New 
Berne, N. C., to replace the revenue-cutter Stevens; 

A bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the transportation of life-saving and 
light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia; 

A bill (H. R. 5716) for establishing alight at the mouth of Otter 
Creek, Lake Champlain; 

A bill (H. R. 7421) for establishing a light off Pamlico Point, North 
Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 7604) for the establishment of a light-house and fog- 
signal at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, North Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 8750) for the establishment of a light-house at ornear 
Tangier Island, Chesapeake Bay; 

A bill (H. R. 8752) providing for the establishment of an additional 
life-saving station on Nantucket Island, Massachusetts; 

A bill (H. R. 8751) providing for the erection of sundry light-houses 
and fog-signals in Lake Superior, Lakes Huron, Erie, and Michigan, 
and range-lights in Lake St. Clair and Detroit River; 

A bill (H. R. 8855) for the establishment of a light-ship with ast ..:.. 
fog-signal at Sandy Hook, New York Harbor; 

A bill (H. R. 8783) to authorize the Kentucky Rock Gas Company 
to lay conduit pipes across the Ohio and Salt Rivers. ¢ 

A bill (H. R. 10183) to establish a light-ship off Great Round Shoal, 
near Nantucket, Mass. ; 

A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River; and k 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to aufhorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee ‘Rivers. 

ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, 


it is the duty of the Chair to lay before the Senate the unfinished busi- 
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ness, which is the bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation and admis- LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
sion into the Union of the State of Washington, and for other purposes. By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. OUTH- 
EXECUTIVE SESSION. WAITE until Saturday, the 2ist instant, on account of important busi- 
ness, 
_Mr. EDMUNDS. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- RETURN OF BILIS FROM THE SENATE. 
tion of executive business, The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following resolution; 


The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consid- | which read, idered, and agreed to: 
eration of execative business. After two hours and fifty-four minutes = Ti Eo a use be directed to request the Senate to re- 


spent in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock roeren House the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J.T. Vincent. * 
and 58 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, OLLE UTA RIGRED. 


July 20, 1888. 
sie Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Parot E Doone that 
they had examined and found duly enroll ills of the following 
CONFIRMATIONS. titles; when the Speaker signed the same, namely: 

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 16, 1888. seed: bill (S. 2657) granting an increase of pension to Emily J. Stan- 
Been ee OE ee Lees ig A bill (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Joseph J. Rogers, of Lisbon, Dak., to be receiver of public moneys | Arkansas River at or near Cummings’s Landing, Lincoln County, Ar- 

at Grand Forks, Dak. kansas; 
INDIAN AGENT. A bill (H. R. 7749) authorizing the building of a bridge across the 


Wm. D. Myers, of Pleasant Hill, Mo., to be agent for the Indians of | Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn.; and 
i ichi i ian Territory. A bill (H. R. 9345) making appropriations for the service of the Post- 
the Kiowa, Comanche, and Wichita Agency in the Indian Territory. Office Department for the year ending June 30, 1889. 
BUSINESS FROM THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR. 
Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. that Tuesday, July 31, immediately after the reading of the Journal, 
_ THURSDAY, July 19, 1888. sce lcci consideration of measures reported from the Com- 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m, Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Mr. ROGERS. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. cone EOGBBE: af that graer mii in these tema, (y the House 
; : operate under the 5 o ournment, or wi suspen 
CONRYDAN REPORT ON TAXATION: indefinitely during the consideration of that business? 
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communication TheSPEAKER. Ofcourse, unlessthat orderis revoked or rescinded, 
from the President of the United States; which was read, and referred | it will operate on that day as on any other day. 
to the Committee on Printing: Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from cara oot 
4 Mr. OATES. If the gentleman will exclude from that order the 
To the Senate and House of Representatives : rage 
I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary of State, submittin; to prohibit the transportation or sale of convict-made goods from one 


ies of ts on taxation, prepared by th ular offi Í the Uni State to another I will not object; otherwise I shall. 
Mma ee a RR Mr. MILLS. I hope the gentleman from Alabama will not object. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 


We have lost the night session allotted to the committee. 
Sipe OATES. Unless that bill is excluded, I shall feel it my duty to 
object. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. Under the circumstances I shall de- 
pend upon the Committee on Rules reporting to this House a resolu- 
tion setting apart that day, and I am confident the friends of labor 
legislation in this House will not fetter the resolution with other mat- 
en but that we can depend on having the day named set apart for that 

usiness. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama objects. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the gentleman from TRAER will withdraw 
| his objection. 


| 
ExecUTIVE MANSION, July 18, 1883. 
Mr. OATES. Exclude that bill, and I will not object. 


CONSULAR REPORTS ON COFFEE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following communica- 
tion from the President of the United States; which was read, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Printing: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a letter from the Acting Secretary of State, with accom- 
panying documents, being reports of the consuls of the United States of produc- 
tion of and trade in coffee among the Central and South American States. 


GROVER CLEVELAND, 
Exxcurtve Manstoyx, July 18, 1888. 
CONSULAR REPORTS ON FOREIGN TRADE AND INDUSTRY. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following communica- 
tion from the President of the United States; which was read, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Printing: : 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a letter from the Secretary of State, accompanying thean- 
nual reports of the consuls of the United States on the trade and industry of for- 


eign countries, 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 


Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. Then I would ask unanimous consent 
to offer the resolution for reference to the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the introduction of the reso- 
lution for reference to the Committee on Rules ? 

Mr. OATES. I have no objection to that. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Rules. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. MILLS. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. GEAR. I ask unanimous consent to consider the bill which I 
now send to the desk. 

tee SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the regular 

order. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to dispense with the morning hour for the call 
of committees. 

The motion was agreed to. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF INSTRUCTORS OF THE BLIND. 


Mr. MORRILL. Lask the gentleman from Texas to yield to me for 
a moment to have printed in the RECORD a brief memorial from the 
American Association of Instructors of the Blind. 
Mr. MILLS. Ihave no objection to that, 
Mr. MORRILL. Then I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the memorial I send to the desk. 
There was no objection. 
The memorial is as follows: 
MARYLAND SCHOOL FOR THE BLIN 
North Boundary Avenue, Baltimore, July 12, 1883, 
To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States in Congress assembled : 


The American Association of Instructors of the Blind, now holding its _— 
biennial session in the city of Baltimore, hereby respectfully, but urgently, ask 


EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 18, 1888. 
CONDEMNATION OF LANDS FOR PUBLIC-BUILDING SITES, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6153) to authorize the condemnation of lands 
for sites for public buildings. 

Mr. DIBBLE. I ask unanimous consent that the House concur in 
the amendments of the Senate to that bill. 

The SPEAKER. The amendments had better be net subject to 
the right of objection. 

The amendments of the Senate were read at length. 

There being no objection, the amendments of the Senate were con- 
curred in, 

Mr. DIBBLE moved to reconsider the vote by which the gianna: 
ments were concurred in; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 405) providing 
for the adjustment of accounts of laborers, workmen, and mechanics 
arising under the eight-hour law; which was read twice, and referred 
to the Committee on Labor. 
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that your honorable body will at an early day consider favorably, and enact 
into a law, the bill to promote the higher education of the blind, now pending 
before the Committee on Education of the House. 


Blind; 
Deaf 


Jacksonville, Ill. ; 
Blind, Little Rock, 
% the Blind, Ne- 
braska City, Nebr.; B. B. Huntern, superintendent Kentucky 
Institute for the Blind, Louisville, Ky.; Jno. T. Sibley, superin- 
tendent Missouri School for the Blind, St, Louis, Mo.; C. E, 
Faulkner, secretary board trustees Kansas State Charitable In- 
stitution; M. S. Hall, superintendent and financial agent Penn- 
sylvania Working Home for Blind Men. 


BUSINESS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS. 


Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Speaker, there areseveral billsreported from the 
Committee on the Public Lands in relation to public schools and other 
matters, to which I think there will be no objection. Iask unanimous 
consent that on next Tuesday the House take a recess at 5 o'clock un- 
til 8 o’clock p. m.; the evening session to be devoted exclusively to the 
consideration of bills reported from the Committee on the Public Lands, 
to which there shall be no objection. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I suggest that some day be set apart. We have 
time enough now. 

Mr. WEAVER. Is the Public Land Strip bill included in that re- 
quest? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Itis not. 

Mr. McCREARY. I desire to amend the proposition. 

The SPEAKER. Itisnotamendable. This is a request for unani- 
mous consent. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN]? 

Mr. ROGERS. If the evening session be limited to half past 10 
o’clock, I have no objection. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I will agree to that. 

Mr. CLARDY. I suggest that it be limited to 10 o'clock. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I have no objection to that. 

There was no objection to the request of Mr. HOLMAN, and it was 
80 ordered. 

ERROR IN AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. MORROW, by unanimous consent, introduced a joint resolution 
(H. Res. 201) to correct an error in the act making an appropriation 
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1889, and for other purposes; which was read a first and second time, 
as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives, etc., That an error in the 
act making an appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year ending June 30,1889,and for other purposes, designating the Ladies’ Silk 
Culture Society of California as the * ifornia Ladies’ Silk Culture Associa- 
tion of California,” be so that the name shall read: “ Ladies’ Silk 
Culture Society of California.” 

Mr. MORROW. Iask for the present consideration of this joint 
resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. MORROW moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint reso- 
lution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


BUSINESS FROM COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE LAND CLAIMS, 


Mr. McCREARY. Task by unanimous consent that next Thursday 
evening, between the hoursof 8 and 10 p. m., be set apart for the con- 
sideration of bills reported from the Committee on Private Land 
Claims. 

The SPEAKER. That evening is already taken. 

Mr. McCREARY. Is- Wednesday evening taken ? 

The SPEAKER. Wednesday evening also. 

Mr. McCREARY. ThenI ask unanimousconsent that next Wednes- 
day, immediately after the reading of the Journal, be set apart for the 
consideration of bills reported from the Committee on Private Land 
Claims. f 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

DEFICIENCY BILL. 


Mr. BURNES, from the Committee on Appropriations, reported a 
bill (H. R. 10896) making appropriations to supply deficiencies in the 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1888, and for prior 
years, and for other purposes; which was read a first and second time, 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BURNES, Mir. Speaker, I wish to reserve all points of order on 


the bill. Accompanying it there isa report expressing the views of 
the majority of the committee, which I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD to-morrow morning. 

There was no objection, and it was se ordered. 

The report is as follows: ‘ 


In presenting the bill making appropriations to supply deficiencies in the ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1883 and for prior years, the Committee on Ap- 
peoptinions submit the following report in explanation thereof: 

The bill is mainly based upon estimates contained in House Executive Docu- 
ments Nos, 333, 376, sT, 583, 395, and 396, Senate Executive Document No, 186, 
of this session, and House Miscellaneous Document No. 6, Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, second session, and House Miscellaneous Documents Nos. 294 and 401, 
aud Senate Miscellaneous Documents Nos. 5, 121, 123, 143, 146, 147, 145, and 149, 
of this session, and appropriates in all $3,539,434.49. 

Section 1 of the bill makes appropriations to supply deficiencies on account 
of the fiscal year 1888 and prior years, as follows: 

State Department......... 
Treasury Department. 
District of Columbia. 
War Department... 
Navy Department.. 
Interior Department 
Post-Office Department... 
Department of Agriculture.. 
Department of Justice......... 
Government Printing Office 
House of Representatives .. 
Judgments Court of Claims.... 
Fox and Wisconsin River improvement... 


1, 958, 231.30 

Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the bill provide for the payment of claims audited by 

the accounting officers of the Treasury and certified to Congress pursuant tolaw 
and for the payment of French spoliation claims as follows: 


Section 2, under Senate Executive Document No, 186... wee $252,411.56 
Section 3, under House Executive Document No, 377. 587, 185.00 
Section 4, French Spoliation CIaimS...... s.s.s ssessesssssrsenssaressesoeseoorseseese TEL, 606.63 

Total amount in the Dill ....,......:ssccssscseseeecesserarereneen Sank neia see « 3,539, 434. 49 


There is no new legislation in the bill except the following on pages 3 and 4, 
which is urgently recommended by the Secretary of the Treasary for the better 
enforcement of the alien contract labor law, namely: 

" That the act approved February 23, 1887, entitled ‘An act to amend an act 
to prohibit the importation and immigration of foreigners and aliens under con- 
tract or agreement to perform labor in the United States, its Territories, and 
the District of Columbia,’ be, and the same is hereby, so amended as to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Treasury, in case he shall be satisfied thatan immigrant 
has been allowed to land contrary to the prohibition of that law, to cause such 
immigrant within a reasonable time, say one year, to be taken into custody and 
returned to the country from whence he came, at the expense of the owner of 
the importing vessel, or, if he entered from an stieming country, at the expense 
of the person previously contracting for the services. 

“That the act approved February 26, 1885, entitled ‘An act to prohibit the 
importation and migration ot foreigners and aliens under contract or ©- 
ment to perform labor in the United States, its Territories, and the District of 
Columbia,’ be, and the same is hereby, amended so as to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to pay to an informer who furnishes original information 
that the law has been violated such a share of the penalties recovered as he 
may deem reasonable and just, not Eyn 50 per cent., where it oppeens that 
the recovery was had in consequence of the information thus furnished.” 

In obedience to the orderof the House, expressed in the following resolution, 
adopted December 19, 1887, provision is made for the payment of all claims 
which have been reported by the Court of Claims under the act of January 20, 


1885: 

“ Resolved, That the reports of the Court of Claims under the act of Congress 
entitled ‘ An act to provide for the ascertainment of claims of American citizens 
for spoliations committed by the French prior to the 31st day of July, 1801," ap- 
proved January 20, 1885, be referred to the Committee on Pale ep when 
appointed, with instructions to report to this House all such claims as have been 
decided favorably to the claimants and so reported Lor tld of Claims in the 
general deficiency bill for the consideration of the House.” 

Tt will be for the House to determine whether the appropriations contained 
in the bill for the payment of these claims, or any of them, shall now be 
made, the Committee on Appropriations having no diseretion in the premises, 
tp to report provision for their payment under the terms of the above reso- 

ution. 


; ‘tpn undersigned members of the committee submit the following views touch- 
ng the 
s FRENCH SPOLIATION CLAIMS, 


The resolution declares that they shall be reported for the consideration of 
the House, and the avowed object of its passage announced in debate was to 
secure a hearing for the claims at the present session of Congress, Their great 
magnitude, and the interesting and important ance involved in their con- 
sideration, render it proper and necessary that the committee should furnish to 
the House all pertinent information in ir power upon the subject of these 
claims, and should state the questions einasi ka them which will arise for the 
decision of the House, 

Under the reference act of January 20, 1885, by which these claims were re- 
ferred to the Court of Claims for investigation and report, it was provided that 
the findings and reports of the court should be taken to be merely advisory as 
to the law and facts found, and should not conclude either the claimants gA 
the 
United States to the payment of any of the claims. The responsibility, there- 
fore, rests upon Congress to determine these cases of claim upon their merits, 
accepting the reports thereon from the Court of Claims as advisory merely and 
not conclusive. The findings of the court in the several cases puts the House in 
possession of facts which are indispensable to its intelligent action, while the 
conclusions at which the court arrives upon points of law involved in their in- 
vestigation arc entitled to most respectful attention. Still, the findings of the 
court. whether of fact or law, are not judgments of the court in a judicial sense, 
and can not therefore be reviewed in the Supreme Court or take rank as au- 
thority in the consideration of the claims by Congress. 

The first fact that attracts attention in coming to the consideration of these 
claims is their great magnitude, Thelaw officers of the Government inform us 
that upon computation of them as filed in the Court of Claims they exceed the 
sum of $4!,0U0,000,and the number of vessels seized or detained, as set forth in 
petitions filed. is 2,300. Mr. Webster, speaking for the claimsnts in the Senate 
in 1836, declared that “the papers showed that American‘citizens had claims 
French Government for 615 vessels unlawfully seized and confis- 
the estimates heretofore made of the total amount of the claims 


Congress, and that nothing in the act should be construed as committin: 


against the 
cated,” and 


1888. 
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have ranged from one-fourth to one-eighth only of the amount now demanded, 
From the best means of information at hand the committee are of opinion that 
after all deductions and rejections by the Court of Claims the aggregate amount 
will exceed $30,000,000. The amount already reported by the courtand included 
in the present bill is therefore but a small part of the whole, but a decision by 
Congress to pay the reported items or any one of them will in principle commit 
the Government fully upon the whole question of payment. 

Before the passage of the reference act of 1885 the position of the claimants 
was quite different from that assigned to them by the present bill. For half a 
century or more bills for their relief, presented from time to time, provided foran 
appropriation of $5,000,0v0, to be distributed among them pro rata in extinguish- 
ment of their demands, being about one-sixth of the probable amount of ex- 
penditure to which the Government will be committed by approving the items 
o* appropriation contained in the present bill, Inasmuch, however, asthe act 
o” 1885 did not commit the Government to any principle of action upon the 
claims, the whole question of their allowance, and, if allowed, the manner of 

them, and the amount to be paid, remain open for the deliberate and 
intelligent judgment of Congress, 

It is understood that of these claims one-half or more in amount is demanded 
by insurance companies, or by receivers representing them, being for insurance 
moneys paid in cases of loss, or upon assignments made by original claimants. 
It will be for Congress to determine whether any distinction shall be made be- 
tween insurance companies and individual claimants with reference to the 
merit of their demands, respectively, and generally as to assigned claims, 
whether the provision of the third section of the reference act of 1885, that the 
court shall ascertain in the case of assigned claims the actual consideration 
yoa therefor, shall be regarded as important, and its apparent purpose be en- 


FRENCH SPOLIATIONS. 


The claims in question originated mostly in the years 1798 and 1799, and were 
the gy oe of negotiation between the United States and France in the year 
1800. Eventually a convention treaty was signed by the negotiators on the 3uth 
day of ember, 1800, which was subsequently, 3d February, 1801, amended 
by the United States Senate by striking out the second article and substituting 
therefor a provision that the treaty should continue in force for eight years. 

The second article, so expun. by the Senate, wasin the following language: 

“Src.2. The ministers plenipotentiary of the two parties not being able to 
agree at present respecting the treaty of alliance of 6th February, 1778, thetreaty 
of amity and commerce of the same date, and the convention of lith Novem- 
ber, 1788, nor upon the indemnities mutually due or claimed, the parties willne- 

tlate further upon those subjects at a convenient time, and until they may 
ve agreed upon those points tlie said treaties and convention shall have no 
operation.” 

It wiil be seen by this section that certain differences between the two coun- 
tries regarding claims and old treaties were postponed. accompanied by the 
declaration that negotiation upon them should be resumed at a convenient time, 
and that until such negotiation and an agreement to revive them the old tren- 
ties should have no operation. 

The ee now in controversy are presented mainly upon the following 
grounds: 

First. That they were valid claims against France when the treaty of 1800 
was made, and that France had acknowledged their justice and legality. 

Second. That further negotiation between the United States and France for 
ee oe was provided for by the second article of the treaty, above 
recited. 

Third. That by striking out that article from the treaty in the United States 
Senate the claims were abandoned or released to France. 

Fourth, That this abandonment or release was in consideration of the aban- 
donment or release by France ot her pretensions under tue old treaties of 1778 
and was an equivalent therefor. 

And, lastly, that the transaction was a virtual appropriation by the United 
States of private property to public use, entitling the claimants to just compen- 
sation therefor upon a familiar principle of justice recognized by American 
constitutional law. 


RULE OF COMPENSATION, 


Before considering the several grounds of claim above presented it will be im- 
pa to understand clearly the rule of compensation which the claimants will 
entitled to invoke in case their claims shall be admitted for payment by the 
United States. Ifthey have a right to recover, what will be just compensation 
to them for the all appropriation of their property for public use? Itis un- 
doubtedly a principle of law that where private property is taken for public use, 
and the appropriation is total and permanent, the value of the property at the 
time of appropriation isto be paid totheowner, If, therefore, the claims against 
France were in the nature of degen = and were appropriated to public use by 
our Government, their pecuniary valueatthe time they were so used will be the 
standard of compensation to the claimants, 

It would be af affectation of learning to cite authority in support of this rule, 
it being one of general acceptance and of undoubted justice. The value, if 
any, to the claimants of the possibility of renewed and successful negotiation on 
their behalf under the unged article of the treaty of 1800 measures exactly 
the extent of their all lous by the action of our Government. For at the 
utmost their claims at the time of alleged appropriation were worth no more 

the estimated value of their chance of recovering them under the second 
article of the treaty. By their own argument they were deprived only of the 
chance of indemnity from France by negotiation in the future, at some time con- 
venient to both Governments, and when France should be disposed or be co- 
erced or persuaded to pay. Butthat this chance or possibility ofrenewed nego- 
tiation, and of obtaining indemnities from France thereby, in the contemplation 
and belief of our envoys, and presumably also of the Senate, was wholly unreal 
and illusory can be clearly shown, and that this belief was well founded appears 
not only from an examination of the facts then known, but from the history of 
subsequent events. . 

Bonaparte refused indemnities after Marengo, and dictated a treaty which ex- 
cluded them from allowance. Would he have admitted them after Austerlitz, 
or Jena, or Tilsit? Much less would he have found a convenient time for con- 
sidering them after Moscow and Leipsic, in the days of his declining power, 
Alike in the days of glory and disaster, his selfishness, arrogance, and insensi- 
bility to human suffering and human needs (outside the circle of dependents 
and supporters) fitted him to be an inflexible, eer enemy to the 
American claims, Even those claimwhich were provided tor by the treaty of 
1800 in the fourth and fifth articles remained unpaid, the subject of urgent de- 
mand by us, until the convention treaty of 30th April, 1803, accompanying the 
Louisiana purchase, was made. 

In fact, the American minister, Mr. Livingston, congratulated himself upon 
his success in touching the pride of Bonaparte by a direct communication to 
him on the subject of those Nahe, re claims and obtaining from him a 

romise of speedy payment. The French treasury, however, was not in a con- 

ition to pay nearly $4,000,000, the estimated amount of those claims, and this 


circumstance probably facilitated the sale to us of the Territory or Louisiana, 
out of the purchase-money for which those claims were ultimately paid. 

But the official correspondence preceding the Louisiana purchase shows how 
idle and useless would bave been any attempt at renewed negotiation with Bona- 
yment of warclaims antedating the treaty of 1800, even if that treaty 

open forconsideration, Sti 


more decisive is the fact, that under 


Bonaparte as emperor fresh and severe depreda‘ions were committed upon our 
commerce, for which no redress could be obtained for more than twenty years. 
By his Berlin and Milan decrees, and by other measures of his government, he 
struck at our rights as a neutral power, broke histreaty obligations with us, and 
let loose ppan our merchantships the spoilersof the sea. During his great strug- 
gle with England his attitude towards us was wholly selfish and unjust, pre- 
cluding all possibility of successful negotiation with him for redress of wrongs. 


ME. CLAY’S REPORT, 


In Mr. Clay's report as Secretary of State, to the United States Senate, dated 
20th of May, 1826. he set forth the grounds on which the claimants presented 
their demands, now in controversy, against our Government, and submitted to 
the Senate the question, ** Whether sass considerations do not require 
some compensation to be made to the claimants?” He added, however: 

“The Senate is also best able to estimate the probability which existed of an 
ultimate recovery from France of the amount due for those indemnities if they 
had not been renounced [abandoned], in making which estimate it will give 
just weight to the painful consideration that repeated and urgens appeals have 

en jn vain made to the justice of France for satisfaction of flagrant wrongs 
committed upon property of other citizens of the United States subsequent to 
the period of 30th September, 1800." 

‘These observations by Mr. Clay are extremely important, in two points of 
view: 

1. They show that upon the grounds of claim set forth by the claimants, as- 
suming their full force and validity, Mr. Clay was of opinion that the claimants 
should not be paid by our Government the full amount of their claims. Itwas 
for the Senate to decide whether, upon the alleged facts, some compensation” 
should not be made, It was doubtless in accordance with this view that the 
claimants, their counsel in Washington, and their supporters in Congress, at 
various times, and persistently, proposed an appropriation of $5,000,000 as the 
compensation which the claimants would accept, and which it would be reason- 
able or proper for the Government to pay, in full extinguishment of their 
claims., A great many reports have been made and bills introduced into Con- 
gress and urged upon ic attention, fixing that sum of $5,000,000 as the whole 
amount to be paid. ‘The “some-compevsation’’ has now, however, risen from 
the $5,000,000 of former times to $30,000,000, under the impetus given to the 
claims by the reference act of 1835, But as that act provided only for an in- 
vestigation of the claims and reports thereon, expressly reserving to Congress 
full freedom of action and judgment after reports were made, it follows that 
the $5,000,000 limitation has not been waived by Congress nor, in fact, been 
formally withdrawn by the claimants. 

2 But by the report of 1826 the Senate were also invited to consider the prob- 
ability ofa recovery of the claims from France if they had been left open and 
expressly subject to after negotiation by the treaty of 1800; and upon that point 
she Secretary referred the Senate to the continued failure of our Government to 
secure sati: jon from France for flagrant wrongs committed upon our com- 
merce by her subsequent to the date of that treaty. 

The Secretary’s reference was undoubtedly to the claims above referred to, 
for depredations under the imperial decrees and authority of Bonaparte subse- 
quent to 1800, which were in n violation of existing treaties and neutral 
rights, and which had been made the subject of unavailing remonstrance and 
negotiation by our Government under three Presidents—Jefferson, Madison, and 
Monroe—and were then being continued under the younger Adams, All at- 
tempts to obtain redress had failed, and continued efforts then being made did 
not promise success. Mr. Clay had therefore good reason to submit to the Sen- 
ate the pertinent and significant question, Is it probable that France would 
have agreed to pay the old contested claims prior in date to 1800, if negotiations 
upon them ata convenient time had been reserved by the treaty of that year 
in its final form? Ifshe will not pay or agree to pay more recent claims of un- 
doubted validity—of uncontested merit—would she have ever found a conven- 
ient time to pay, or even promise to pay, the oldones? There could be but one 
answer to these questions, namely, an emphatic negative. 

Itonly remains to mention upon this point that settlement and ultimate pay- 
ment of the claims subsequent to 1800 were only secured by the great exergy and 
determination of President Jackson, devoted ta that object during nearly the 
whole eight years of his administration, and then only to the extent of 58 per 
cent. In his annual message of 1835 he gave an exhaustive and instructive nar- 
rative of the steps taken and difficulties encountered by him in enforcing those 
virtually uncontested demands upon France; and no reasonable man can rise 
from reading that message without a strong conviction that any attempt by us 
at any time to coax or coerce France to acknowledge or pay the older and dis- 
puted claims would have entirely failed, and that the original second article of 
the treaty of 1800 fora convenient time of negotiation thereon was utterly worth- 
less. (See Benton’s Thirty Years’ View, pages 569, 583, 602.) 


OPINION OF ENVOYS. 


In this connection the opinion of our envoys who were concerned in the ne- 
gotiation of the treaty is entitled to high consideration. In their private jour- 
nal, under date of July 7, 1800, they declared : 

“Tt was also clearly perceived that unless indemnities were secured by some 
means in the present negotiation they would be forever lost.” 

Again, pending proceedings upon the ratification of the treaty, afterits amend- 
ment, William Vans Murray, our minister at The Hague (who had been one of 
our envoys in the negotiation of the treaty), fully and strongly expressed his 
deliberate judgment that the claims were without pecuniary value under the 
second article of the treaty. In a letter tothe Secretary of State, dated at Paris, 
July 2, 1801, ing of the claim for indemnities against France. he said, “I 
do not consider it as worth a Grestes, per cent.;™ and in a subsequent letter to 
the Secretary of State, dated August 3, 1801 (after exchange of ratifications of 
the treaty), he said, “If the Senate meant, as I hope, to consider indemnitiesas 
worth nothing, then the business, I presume, is closed.” 

And again, in the same letter, he declared that in accepting the French rati- 
fication he had taken into account “the absolute want of value in the 
of indemnities” under the second article of the treaty. This is strong evidence 
from a most competent witness upon the question of the value of the claims, 
and it also tends to prove that the second article of the treaty was originaily ob- 
tained by our envoys for diplomatic and personal reasons, rather than withany 
expectation that it was or would be of value to American claimants, 


THE NEGOTIATION AT PARIS. 


The treaty of 1850, amended and ratified by the United States Senate February 
3, 1801, does not, in its final form, contain any provision upon the subject of these 
claims. Jt passed them by unproyided for, although they were an object of 
negotiation before that treaty was made,and were referred to in the second 
article of the treaty when signed. Undoubtedly the claims were dropped or 
abandoned by our Government as a subject of negotiation with France; but 
under what circumstances, with what objects in view? Those who defend the 
action of our Government declare that the claims were abandoned simply be- 
cause they could not be enforced upon France at the date of the treaty, nor was 
there any reasonable prospect that any future negotiation in their behalf would 
be successful. If this be true there is an end to controversy, for it is undeniable 
that our Government had performed its whole duty to the claimants up to the 
date of the treaty. 

It had acted with great energy and had incurred heavy expense for their pro- 
tection in the preceding years, and its instruction to its envoys was urgent and 
imperative to insist upon the claims and to agree tono treaty with France which 
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should not provide for them; and our envoys had been for many months dili- 
a in an unsuccessful attempt to secure a recognition of the claims 

m nee. If, therefore, it wasimpossible to secure their allowance by treaty, 
and it was evident that future negotiation in their behalf would be equally fruit- 
less, it was just to conclude the treaty upon the basis upon which it was made— 
in the final form given to it by the American Senate. 

But here comes into view a decisive explanation of the second article of the 
treaty of 1800,in both its original and its amended form, which dis of the 
main argument made in former reports and still urged in behalfof these claims. 

When the treaty was under consideration in our Senate, in secret session, as 
already mentioned the second article was expunged, and in its stead a provis- 
ion inserted that the treaty should continue in force for eight years, Conject- 
ure has been busy over this action of the Senate (in which France concurred) 
but as will presently appear, a perfectly natural and reasonable explanation ot 
the fact challenges attention and acceptance. The Senate had before them the 
correspondence of the negotiators on both sides and the journal of proceedin 
and consultations of our envoys, and acted with intelligence in their amend- 
ment of the treaty, and certainly with no intention of assuming for their own 
country the payment of these claims, If such consequence had been presented 
to them as a possible effect of their amendment, it is quite certain the amend- 
ment would not have been made, But such consequence being neither a legal, 
natural, proper, or conceivable consequence of their amendment, that amend- 
et was evidently made for the reasons which we shall now proceed to men- 
tion. 

In the first place, the Senate, unlike our envoys, were not bound by instrue- 
tions; they could give to the treaty such form as they jod advisable with 
due reference to existing conditions in our relations wit rance, and with a 
wise forecast of the future; they were well informed that the second article was 
not asked for by France, but wasa diplomatic device to relieve our envoys from 
an apparent breach of instructions and usurpation of authority in signing the 
treaty, and the Senate must have been convinced of the utter uselessness of the 
article, and of its liability to create with claimants unfounded ordelusive hopes 
of future negotiation in the interest of their claims. While it was no doubt 
firmly believed that the article could do no good—could secure no advantage to 
oe ser nment or to the claimants in future—it might do harm, because it was 
misleading. 

That the reservation of future negotiation in the second article of the treaty, 
in its original form, was a diplomatic device of the negotiators, as already stated, 
and was not intended by them to be a substantial or practically operative pro- 
vision in future, sufficiently appears from their official correspondence to be 
presently cited; and that the provision was worthless to the claimants, and 
therefore property rejected by the Senate, will also ap from an examination 
of the provision itself and from the history of su ing times, 

The ultimatum of Bonaparte, presented to our envoys after protracted corre- 
spondence and conferences, peak rar of two alternative pro; tions, either one 
of which might be accepted as the basis of a new treaty, but the acceptance of 
either one necessarily involved the rejection of the other. Both could notstand. 
All that was left to our envoys was achoice between them. That ultimatum 
(maintained by France with slight modifications of detail in the subsequent 
course of the negotiation) was clearly stated by the French negotiators to our 
envoys in a letter dated llth August, 1800. (Report of 1826, page 616.) In that 
communication they proceeded to state their first proposition, which was— 

“To stipulate a full and entire recognition of the treaties and the reciprocal 
engagement of compensation for dam: resulting on both sides from their 
infraction ; but if the American envoys should continue to think it is impossible 
for them to acknowledge the treaties with the advantage of their date * * + 
the French Government would consent to the abolition of the treaties,” 

And therefore their second proposition was— 

“ The abolition of ancient treaties, the formation of a new treaty in which the 
French nation, laying aside a privilege disagreeable to the Uni States, would 
treat for its political and commercial relations as the most favored nation, and 
in which there would be no demand of compensation.” 

And they concluded by restating these alternatives in condensed form: 

“ Either the ancient treaties with the privileges resulting from priority, and 
the stipulations of reciprocal indemnities; or a new treaty assuming equality 
without indemnity.” 

Our envoys were ily embarrassed by this communication, the outcome of 
all their efforts to obtain terms from France and to secure the objects of their 
mission. The acceptance of the first alternative was plainly im ible for sev- 
eral most commanding reasons; nor is there any ground to believe that the 
French negotiators Sapana its acceptance. It was in flat contempt of our act 
of Congress which had abrogated those treaties, which act Congress alone could 
repeal. It was wholly inconsistent with the existing Jay treaty with Great 
Britain, and would embroil us with that country, and by its revival of exclusive 
privileges to French cruisers in our ports would haye destroyed our declared 
position as a neutral power. There were other objections, but these alone were 
decisive. Besides, it was not within their power, under their instructions, to 
revive or renew the old treaties; nor, if they had nee aa powers, 
could they have overcome the insuperable obstacles which si in the way of a 
renewal treaty and its ratification. 

All this was well known to the French negotiators, and their renewed propo- 
sition, coupled with claims adjusted on both sides, was doubtless diplomatic, 
to make their offer consistent with their prior attitude in the negotiation, an 
to recommend, by way of contrast, the second proposition of the alternative to 
the American envoys. It is now known that this ultimatum was the result of 
very careful consideration between the French negotiators and their own Gov- 
ernment, and it was adroitly drawn to its intended purpose. The First Consul, 
then fresh from the field of Marengo, made up his mind with his accustomed 
decision upon the American dispute. He wouldagreetoan unconditional peace, 
by-gones to be by-gones, and that amity and free commerce should obtain be- 
tween his country and ours for the future. His negotiators enyeloped his de- 
termination in many words, but it was plainly enough expressed in the second 
alternative proposition above cited. 

Our Abe pien gåve to this proposal most earnest and anxious considera- 
tion. They were surrounded by difficulties. No desirable course lay open be- 
forethem. But they were patriotic men, and they determined to do their duty, 
to do the best they could under the circumstances, and take the responsibility 
of a treaty upon the terms last proposed. Thereby they would open the ports 
of France to our merchants and shippers, would stop captures of our vessels 

upon the ocean, and would save to our merchants no less than forty ships and 
their valuable cargoes already seized by French cruisers but not finally con- 
demned. These were great advan to our commerce and to the men en- 

in carrying it on, while at the same time our Government was secured 
from burdensome outlays under acts of Congress passed 
our citizens against France. But all this could not be secured under the French 
offer now in question without an abandonment of the American claims; in other 
words, without ceasing to urge them in the negotiation. Was peace, open ports, 
restitution of forty shipsand cargoes, and national interests all to be sacrificed 
to further an utterly fruitless negotiation in favor of the claims? 

Their decision is shown by their journal under date of L3th September, 1800 

Report of 1826, p. 684), where they say that they were then “ convinced that the 

oor was properly closed against all hopes of obtaining indemnities with any 
modification of the old treaties, and it only rémained to be determined whether 
under all the circumstances it would not be expedient to attempt a temporary 
arrengement which would extricate the United States from this war, or pe- 
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culiar state of hostility in which Mayas at present involved, save the immense 
property of our citizens now depending before the council of prizes, and secure 
as far as ponies our commerce against the abuses of capture during the war.” 

They therefore resolved to submit to the French negotiators certain proposi- 
tions as the basis of an agreement, one of which was the postponement of the 
subject of old treaties and indemnities in very nearly the form which it assumed 
afterwards in the second article of the new treaty. It is not material to trace 
the negotiation further to its conclusion in the signing of the new treaty on the 
30th of September, nor to infer from their official correspondence the motives 
operating upon the negotiators in adopting the second article of that treaty. 

It is plain enough, upon aconsideration of all the facts recorded, that for good 
and sufficient reasons the American envoys accepted the second proposition of 
the Bonaparte ultimatum, which involved the abandonment of reari 
claims in controversy, and that the formal postponement of them along witi 
the old treaty pretensions was with no expectation that negotiation thereon 
would ever be resumed; and it is evident also that the French negotiators 
agreed to this formal provision at the urgent request of the American ey ar 
and not because they attached any importance to it as a provision for the fut- 


ure, 

Distinct and reliable evidence upon this subject is furnished by the letter of 
M. Fleurieu, one of the French negotiators, to M. Talleyrand, dated 1th June, 
1802, and appended to this report. It was because the American envoys were 
bound by instructions against a formal abandonment of the American claims, 
and because they apprehended “the clamors of the ship-ownersand merchants 
of the United States ” that no formal renunciation of indemnity was inserted iit 
the treaty, and the second article for an indefinite postponement of the subject 
inserted; but both sides to the negotiation perfectly well understood that they’ 
were agreeing upon the Bona ultimatum of the Hth of August, which had 
conclusively defined the position of France, and which the American envoys 
had been compelled to accept. 

For the reasons above shown the American envoys were fully justified in ac- 
cepting a new treaty, with a virtual abandonment of the controverted Ameri- 
can claims, The treaty they made was largely advantageous to our merchants 
and shipping interests, and it secured the ultimate payment of all the claims 
which could be recovered at that time from the Government of France. Nor 
are they to be condemned for inserting in the treaty a claims-postponement pro- 
vision under the circumstances in which they were placed. Their draught of 
the treaty was subject to the approval, modification, or rejection of their own 
Government, and it was perfectly competent for the President and Senate, by 
rejecting or amending the treaty, to reopen negotiation with France in order 
to obtain more favorable terms. 

In this point of view the second article might be expedient, by furnishing oc- 
casion for further correspondence. It was their intention to leave their Gov- 
ernment as free as possible with reference to the course it would adopt, no mat- 
ter what were their own fixed opinions as to the inutility of continued or re- 
newed negotiation upon the subjects embraced by the treaty. Perhaps this con- 
sideration, in addition to those mentioned by M. Fleurieu, influenced them in 
obtaining the second article of the treaty. ut the whole subject of the treaty 
was remiited to their own Government for its deliberate judgment, and they 
transmitted to the home authorities all the correspondence with the French ne- 
gotiators and the private journal of their own consultations and proceedings 
for the information ofthe President and Senate, 1 


AMENDMENT OF THE TREATY, 


The Senate had no motive to strike out the second article of thetreaty in order 
to get rid of the old treaties of 1778, for by that article those treaties were to 
have no operation in future unless readopted. We were completely free from 
them by the article itself, unless and until we chose to renew negotiations and 
voluntarily accept them. It is therefore preposterous to say that the Senate 
struck out the article in order to get rid of the treaties. 

It is true that if both parties chose to find a convenient time to renew negotia- 
tion France might renew her “ pretension” that the old treaties constituted a 
topic for consideration, but such pretension would not impose those treaties 
upon us, or give to them in any manner the force of existing obligations. We 
would be at perfect liberty to reject them. Besides, as will be hereafter shown 
those old treaties had been abrogated for legal and just cause by the United 
States, and they had also been set aside by public maritime war. 

Nor did the Senate strike out the article to avoid any prospective demand by 
France for renewed negotiation ting them; in other words, to avoid any 
renewal of these pretensions by which France had sought to complicate and 
baffle the negotiation just closed, France had propo: in the ultimatum of 
llth August to abandon all her pretensions regarding those treaties, and make a 
treaty of amity and commerce, regardless of them; and the second article of the 
new Lee 2 which formally reserved a chance for future negotiation, was not 
proposed by her, but by the American envoys. The treaty without the second 
article was conformed to her ultimatum, and she asked for no reservation to 
preserve her old treaty pretensions. The American envoys had sought and se- 
cured the second article because it saved to them the point of honor under their 
instructions, while their own Government was left free to accept or reject, in 
whole or in part, the bargain proposed. France conceded the article, not be- 
cause she desired it, but because it was harmless; because it bound her to noth- 
ing in the future, not even to negotiate except when she chose, and then accord- 
ing to her own sovereign pleasure, It was therefore morally certain that she 
would never importune us to reopen negotiation under the second article, and 
the Senate did not strike out that article to avoid future annoyance from her 
upon old treaty pretensions. 

Nor did the Senate strike out the second article in order to release France 
from the American claims, todischarge her from a legal obligation to pay them, 
‘There was no legal obligation to discharge, because the claims were war claims, 
which, like counter s of Frapce for losses on her side during hostilities, 
had no legal standing in any forum of debate. 

It has sometimes been said that the claims, if not strictly legal, were equitable, 
but we are not to be misled by words. We are not here considering a question 
of moral obligation or of abstract justice as against France, but an obligation 
upon her under the sanction of international law. 

But as a question under international law there was truth and force in the po- 
sition of the French negotiators, declared by them in conference 12th Septem- 
ber, 1800, that— 

“If the question could be determined by an indifferent nation they were sat- 
isfied such tribunal would say that the state of things then existing was war on 
the side of America (they might have added on the side of France also), and 
that no indemnities could be claimed.” 

The same view as to existing war was, about the same time, announced by 
our Supreme Court, and was repeated by that court in cases subsequently de- 
cided, as is fully shown at another place in this present report. { 

The Senate, therefore, in striking out the second article of the ose, did not 
intend to release, and did not in fact release, France from any legal obligatior 
to pay their claims, because no such obligation then existed. 

Nor did the Senate strike out the second article with any intent of imposing 
the payment of the claims upon our own Government. There is no evidence 
that they had such a purpose, nor has it ever been imputed to them in argu- 
ment. They were intelligent and able men, well informed upon the whole 
French controversy and upon all the details of treaty negotiation, and were 
fully competent to decide upon the utility of the second article, and to forsee , 
the consequence of expunging it. That they did expunge it is strong evidence 
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that it was worthless to the claimants (whose interests had been the main ob- 
ject of the negotiation), and thatits elimination was notan assumption ofclaims 

yment by the United States, For if the Senate had considered the article to 
Be ‘of actual value to the claimants they would most certainly have retained it, 
inasmuch as there is good reason to believe they were friendly to the claimants 
and had been in full accord with the executive administration in all the prior 
measures adopted for their protection and relief; and whether they considered 
the article to be valuable or worthless, they would not, as reasonable and 
patriotic men, have struck it out, and thereby consciously have imposed me 
our own Government a mass of claims for which it was not justly responsible, 
and which it was unable to pay. p 

If, then, the purpose of the Senate in striking out the second article was not 
to get rid of the old and defunct treaties, nor to avoid French demand for re- 
newed negotiation, nor to release her from legal obligations under international 
law, nor to impose claims payment upon the United States, there remains but 
one reasonable explanation of their action, namely, the one already given in 
the present report. They struck out the article because it was both worthless 
and misleading, and therefore unfit for continuance in the text of the treaty. 

Assuming that they were right in this view (and strong proof that they were 
so has been produced) the argument is closed; for subsequent proceedings upon 
the exchange of ratifications did not affect the treaty. The treaty has always 
remained precisely in the form in which the Senate ratified it, with the second 
article expunged, and in that form it is still found among the public records of 
our treaties and laws. In that form it was promulgated to the people of the 
United States by proclamation of the President, and in that form only did it 
ever take effect or become an instrument for legal interpretation or construc- 
tion, 

But a pretext for argument has been found in the form of treaty ratification 
adopted by Bonaparte as First Consul of the French Republic, or rather in a 
remark cipendaa D him to his unqualified ratification of the instrament. An 
error of translation represented that remark as a proviso to the ratification, 
whereas the original French indicates no condition or qualiication of ratifica- 
tion, but only a declaration of opinion or understanding by Bonaparte, correctly 
described by, Mr. Jefferson as simply an inference, and which, whether well or 
ill founded, could not affect the construction of the treaty or qualify its accept- 
ance, This was the view taken by the Senate when the treaty was again before 
them; for they advised the President that it was sufficiently ratified, and of 
course required no further consideration, Bonaparte’s added remark was 
treated as surplusage, requiring no attention from our Government, Claims 
negotiation abandonment is not denied, but Bonaparte’s remark makes it no 
more certain than before. 


FRANCE DID NOT ACKNOWLEDGE THE CLAIMS, 


Much has been said in argument about an alleged recognition of the claims 
by the French negotiators and an acceptance by them of the principle of nego- 
tiation for their allowance; and sometimes it has been boldly asserted that the 
French negotiators acknowledged the justice of the claims and admitted the 
liability of France to pay them. This was one of the grounds upon which the 
Webster argument of 1836 proceeded. and was essential to its support. On the 
other hand, it has been asserted that there was no such recognition of the claims 
by the French negotiators, nor admission of their justice and of French liability 
for theif an eT This was substantially the position taken by Silas Wright 
in the debate of 1836, and by General Dix ten years afterwards, Upon this ques- 
tion the facts are plainly set forth by the American envoys in their final report 
to the Secretary of State, dated 4th October, 1800, in which report they trace the 
course and results of the negotiations. They say: 

“The olaim for indemnities brought forward by them [us] was early in the 
negotiation connected by the French ministers with that of a restoration of 
treaties for the infraction of which the indemnities were principally claimed. 
To obviate this embarrassment, which it had not been difficult to foresee, the 
American ministers urged in the spirit of their instructions that the treaties 
having been violated by one party and renounced by the other, a priority had 
attached in favor of the treaty with Great Britain, ete.” 

After stating the considerations which led them subsequently to offer a re- 
adoption with limitations of the seventeenth article of the commercial treaty of 
1778, relating to mutual port PAESE for prizes of war, which they say the 
French ministers “had particularly insisted on” as essential to the honor of 
France, and which “they had given reason to expect would be deemed satis- 
factory,” they add: 

“The overture, however, aca produced no other effect than to enlarge the 
demand of the French ministers from a partial to a total renewal of the treaties, 
which brought the negotiation a second time to a stand.” 

They then proceed to state that after a deliberation of some days they made 
peers proposition, ‘going the whole length of what had been insisted on,” 
namely: 

“An unlimited recognition of the former treaties, but with a right to extin- 
guish such privileges under them as were detrimental to the United States by a 
pecuniary equivalent, to be made out of the indemnities which should be awarded 
to American citizens; a compensation which, though it might have canceled but 
a small pornon of the indemnities, was nevertheless a liberal one for privileges 
which the French ministers had often admitted to be of little use to France un- 
Eeoae br which the American Government had given to the treaties.” 

ey add: 

“This offer, though it covered the avowed objects of the French Government, 
secured an engagement to pay indemnities, as well as the power to extinguish 
the obnoxious parts of the treaties. To avoid any engagement of this kind the 
French ministers now made an entire departure from the principles upon which 
the negotiation had proceeded for some time, and resumed the simple, unquali- 
fied ground of their overture of the 23d of Thermidor, declaring that it was indis- 
pensable to the granting of indemnities not only that the treaties should have 
an unqualified ition, but that their future operation should not be varied 
in any particular for any consideration or compensation whatever. In short, 
they thought proper to add, what was quite unnecessary, that their real object 
was to avoid indemnities, and that it was notin the power of France to pay 
them. No time wasrequisite for the American ministers to intimate that it fad 
become useless to pursue the negotiation further,” 

We have also seen by an extract from the journalof the American envoys 
{given elsewhere) that the French negotiators declared that the claims were 
barred by actual war between the two nations, and that the fact that a state of 
war had existed would be held by any independent power to which the ques- 
tion might be submitted—a view supported by our own Supreme Courtin de- 
cisions subsequently rendered. 

From the foregoing facts recited by the American envoys the conclusion is 
evident that the French negotiators did not admit the validity of the American 
claims nst France now in controversy,or ever propose or intend to pay 
them. eir diplomatic dexterity in the negotiation embarrassed the Ameri- 
can envoys; they were not entirely consistent in position throughout the cor- 
respondence, nor apparently frank and sincere in its earlierstages in announc- 
ing their determination and purpose. But it can not be fairly said that they at 
any time admitted liability or intended payment; on the contrary, they denied 
such liability or intention in express terms before the close of the negotiation. 

The Webster argument of 1835 upon this point infers an acknowledgment of 
the claims as just and legal obligations against France from the earlier notes 
which passed between the negotiators, and particularly those of 7th and 9th 
April, 1800, which the argument recites at length. But inference is unwar- 
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ranted as applied to the present claims, and ifit could be so applied would never- 
theless be repelled by the subsequent correspondence. 

In their letter of 7th Spelt the American envoys popoa 

“An arrangement, such as shall be compatible with national honor and exist- 
ing circumstances, to ascertain and discharge the Se igra claims of the citi- 
zens of either nation upon the other, whether founded on contract, treaty, or 
the law of nations.” ~ 

This was a carefull¢-drawn paper, the full si; 
only when particular attention is paid to the guage employed, and when 
pose classification of the American claims referred to is fairly understood. 

he proposition related to private claims on either side (excluding public or 
national ones), and defined those claims as equitable which would include 
claims of imperfect legal obligation. But the most important point is the clas- 
sification of the claims, namely, those arising upon contract, those arising upon 
treaties, and those arising upon international law, This threefold division of 
the American citizen claims was not merely theoretical, a refinement of scien- 
tific analysis, but was a practical one, and was necessary to their orderly and 
intelligent examination. 

Now, the contract claims of our citizens against France had not been denied, 
but had been vexatiously delayed, and it was an object of the negotiation to 
secure their adjustment as to amount and also provision for their puyment. 
‘The second class of clams covered French appropriations of American property 
by seizures and embargoes prior to July 7, 1798, in violation of the treaties of 
1778 (and particularly the commercial treaty of that year). Asto most of those 
seizures and detentions, it may be said that they were in the nature of forced 
loans under the French decrees which authorized them, and contemplated future 
indemnities or poy aients therefor. In some cases indemnities had been volun- 
tarily made, but the great mass of those claims remained open and unadjusted 
at the time of the negotiation. But that part of these so-called treaty claims* 
which arose upon seizures between the French decree of January 18,1788, and 
July 7 following, which were in the nature of reprisals upon American com- 
merce, or so claimed to be, stood upon a different footing from most of the prior 
ones of the second class in the particular that France had not admitted liability 
or pronnag indemnity therefor. y 

With this distinction kept in view we may conveniently follow the example 
of the American enyoys and speak of this second class as treaty claims. The 
third class comprised the claims for seizures between the 7th July, 1788 (wher. 
the treaties were abrogated by act of Congress), and the time of the negotiation 
in the year 1800. The American envoys justly held that during that period of 
time the treaties had no existence, and that the relations of the two countries, 
whatever they were, were subject to the law of nations, or, in modern language, 
to international law. This period of time includes the great bulk of the claims 
now in controversy, and as it has been shown to have beenatimeof public war 
the claims which fali within it may be correctly described as war claims. 

Whether the period of hostilities, at least on the part of France, shall be car- 
ried back of the 7th July, 1798, to the date of the French decree of January 18, 
1798, or even an earlier date, isa puncte, forseparate examination; at present 
we are concerned only with the classification of claims as made by the Ameri- 
can envoys. with reference to the abrogation of treatics by act of Congress. 

It may be added that the classification is further shown by their project ofa 
new treaty, proposed to the French negotiators April 18, 1800, by the second arti- 
cle of which five commissioners were to be appointed to adjust claims of citizens 
of the United States and of the French Republic for losses or damage sustained, 
and who should “ decide the claims in question according to the original merits 
of the several cases and to justice and equity and the Jaw of nations; and in all 
cases of complaint existing prior to the 7th of July, 1798, according to the trea- 
Hie pons consular convention then existing between France and the United 

tates. 

Having now examined the first note of the American envoys to the French 
negotiators, the reply thereto is nextto beconsidered. In that reply the French 
negotiators said that an object of the negotiation “ought to be the determina- 
tion of the regulations and the steps to be followed for the estimation and in- 
demnification of injuries for which either nation may make claim for itself or 
for any of its citizens; ” and another object was ‘‘to assure the execution of 
treaties of friendship and commerce made between the two nations, and the ac- 
complishment of the views of reciprocal advantages which suggested them,” 

Now, it can not be fairly infer from this communication that all classes of 
claims of American citizens against France, or of French citizens against the 
United Slates, which should be presented for consideration should be allowed 
and paid. They conceded that one object of the negotiation its to be to fix 
the regulations and steps for estimating and satisfying both public and private 
claims on either side, but this did not reasonably imply that all claims were to 
be accepted and pea It can only be claimed that by this note they virtuall 
acknowledged that there were just American claims to be estimated and al 
lowed, without defining what they were or excluding Serge to particular 
classes of claims. It is to be remembered in this connection that a large mass 
of the American claims falling within the first and second classes above men- 
tioned were not disputed in principle, were in fact admitted by the treaty of 
1800, and Were subsequently ascertained and paid. 

But this note of the French negotiators proposed toextend the negotiation to 
public claims, and made the recognition ofthe old treaties a be eon which 
the negotiation should proceed; and in a subsequent note (May 6) they declared 
that their mission pointed out to them the treaties “as the only foundation of 
their negotiation.” Again, on May 23they informed the American envoys that 
* the tenor of their instructions made the acknowledgment of former treaties 
the basis of negotiation and the condition of compensation.” 

It has been already shown in the present paper that it was not possible for 
the American envoys to accept the old treaties as still in force, against the 
known facts of their violation by France and abrogation by us, and in view of 
the intervening tresty with Great Britain of 1795, and of actual hostilities be- 
tween the two countries by virtue of French decrees and acts of Con and 
that such acceptance, if otherwise possible, would be in disregard o their in- 
structions and opposed to the interests of their country, 

When, therefore, the recognition of the old treaties as unteteerapies and sub- 
sisting obligations was presented by the French negotiators as the condition- 
precedentio entering upon the subject of indemnities, the American envoys were 
greatly embarrassed, as their report shows,and thenceforward they struggled 
unavailingly to extricate themselves from the difficulties of the situation. 
Finally they were compelled to accept substantially the alternative ultimatum 
of Bonaparte of 23d Thermidor (lith August) as the basis of a new treaty, in 
which, however, undisputed American claims of the first and second classes 
were recognized, and a formal provision for renewing negotiations about treat- 
ies and claims, “at a convenient time,” was inserted. 

That the French negotiators and their government were insincere in claim- 
ing that the old treaties be considered unbroken and of continued force, and 
their recognition in that view the condition of entering upon the consideration 
of private and public claims, can not be doubted by any one who has fairly 
examined the official documents and penetrated the motives of those who made 
them. It was to embarrass and bafile the American envoys that the pretense 
of theircontinued existence and importance to France was presented, and their 
full recognition demanded as a preliminary toclaims negotiation. Well know- 
ing that the American envoyscould not acceptthem in the sense proposed as the 
basis of negotiation, they were made the sine qua non toany effective conference 
or agreement. 

Their motive, however, was fully disclosed in the ultimatum note of 11tl: of 


ificance of which will appear 
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August and by their open avowal to the American envoys on the 12th of Sep- 
tember, noted by the latter upon their journal and ATED toin their final report 
to the Secretary of State. The marks of their insincerity are also to be seen in 
the treatment of propositions from the American envoys for money or supply 
equivalents for former privileges under the treaties of 1778—extreme concessions 
invited or entertained by them, and afterwards rejected. Upon the whole, it is 
plain that they never acknowledged our citizen claims, now in question, nor 
ever intended to pay them, nor ever to open a negotiation which might 
include them, except upon a condition which they knew could not be accepted 
by the envoys of the United States. The contract and treaty claims of our citi- 
zens theretofore acknowledged by France were not controverted in pent le, but 
claims subsequent to the Jay treaty, and especially after the retaliatory french 
Sapate of January, 1798, they neither acknowledged nor intended to acknowl- 
ge or pay. 

If there could remain difficulty, doubt, or question upon this point, after an 
examination of the official documents heretofore published, it would disappear 
upon a perusal of the papers recently obtained from the French archives and 
appended to this report. The motives and action of the French negotiators in 
their opposition to the contested American claims are therein fully disclosed. 

WAR CLAIMS. 

In the Webster argument of 1836, it was declared that the question involved 
in the consideration of the claims was "essentially a Judicial question; not a 
eon of public policy but of private right ” between the Government and the 

aimants, a position absolutely n to include insurance company claims 
along with those of individuals; for the insurance companies must stand upon 
= grouse of —— right, and not of mere moral obligation or general considera- 

ons of equity. 

In the course of his speech Mr. Webster contended that there had been no 

ublic war between France and the United States in 1798 and afterwards; that 

nee bad acknowledged in negotiation the validity and justice of the claims ; 
that we discharged France from paying the claims in consideration that she 
would discharge us from the old treaties between the two countries, and that 
this bargain was worked out or produced by the American Senate in expunging 
the original second article of the treaty of 1800, The conclusion drawn from 
these premises was that our Government had made itself liable tothe claimants, 
inclu insurance companies, and should appropriate $5,000,000 to be distrib- 
uted p ta among them. 

Sa of powarnanantal TUDNI i casitcty-teeed UOGA ATOA ot teat 

uestion of governmen mainly upon the pro: tions of t 
5 i adiar contained therein, an examination 


with the necessity of fo) y subjecting the report to analysis and reply. 
The first proposition of the s; that there were only “ disturbed relations" 
between us and rior to the treaty of 1800, but no actual war, must be 


contra: 
tween 


rosecution the losses suffered by individuals on either 
ress, unless provided for in the treaty of peace. 
It follows that the treaties of 1778, if otherwise existing, were ted by 
war, and that the claims now in question, being mostly war claims, claims for 
losses incurred from hostile force ngos the ocean and ciara condemnations on 
land, had no legal validity as demands against France. They might be properly 
made the subject of negotiation at the end of the war, but the true argument at 
such s time for their allowance would be that France had been wrong in the 
war and should pay indemnities to those who had suffered by her misconduct— 
an acknowled t which France could not be expected to make, 
Our envoys did not venture to make this argument; they proposed mutual 
indemnities, not upon one side, but upon both; from which, as our claims ex- 
those of France in amount, would result a balance in our favor. They 
were driven to this position by necessity, and throughout the negotiation were 
n 


embarrassed by standing u ground. War was mildly described as “a 
misunderstanding,” until the French n rs threw off the mask near the 
end of the negotiation (12th tember) and declared, in substance, that in their 
opinion the chstnan Wake by war, and they did not intend to pay them. 


[French plenipotentiaries to American envoys, lith August, 1800,] 
in acqui in this annihilation of 
declared 


on the part of the United States to cease, have been war itself, nce 
disguised the true state of her relations with the United States when she recog- 
nized them as a simple, temporary, and re 
between France and 


[Journal of American envoys, September 12, 1800. Conference with French ne- 


gotiators. 

They (the French plenipotentiaries) now openly avowed that their real object 
was to avoid by every means any engagement to pay indemnities, giving usas 
one reason the utter inability of France to pay them in the situation in which 
she would be left by the present war. The subject of the modification of the 

ty was now particularly pressed in the manner agreed. The conversa- 
ion on this mre end closed by a declaration of the president of the French com- 
mission (Joseph Bonaparte) that such a modification could not be acceded to 
without new instructions; that they had no power to assent to such stipula- 
tion; but that if the Government should think proper to instruct them to make 
a treaty on the basis of indemnities and a modified renewal of the old treaties, 
he would resign sooner than sign such a treaty, adding that if the question 
could be determined by an indifferent nation he was satisfied such a tribunal 
would say that the present state of things was war on the side of America, and 
no indemities could be claimed. other two commissioners made sim- 

ilar declarations. 

And in the communication of our enyoys to John Marshall, pow eng Gr: 
State, dated at Paris, October 4, 1800, they repeat this statement as to the final 
position assumed by. the French n tiators. eee. say that the latter de- 
clared "that it was indispensable to the granting of indemnities not only that 
the treaties should have an unqualified recognition but that their future opera- 


tion should not be varied in any particular for any consideration or compensa- 
, What was quite 


tion whatever. In short, they thought proper to add unneces- 


sary, that their real object was to avoid indemnities, and that it was not in the 
power of France to pay them,” - 

The case of Talbot rs. Seeman appears in 4 Dallas, page 34, having been ar- 
gued al August term, 1800. It was reargued at August term, 1801, and the 
opinion of the court, by Chief-Justice Marshall, is contained in 1 Cranc: a pago 

. The case was that of the abip Amelia, of Holland,a neutral power, which 
sailed from Calcutta, in the East Indies, in April, 1799, loaded with productions 
of that countryand bound to Hamburg. The ship wascaptured Gth September, 
1797, by the French national corvette La Diligente, a prize-master and French 
sailors were placed in charge of the captured vessel, and she was ordered to St. 
Domingo to be judged by a prize court according to the laws of war. The 
Amelia had on board eight iron cannon and eight wooden guns when captured, 
On 15th September, 1799, the Amelia was recaptured from the French by Cap- 
tain Talbot, of the Constitution, who ordered her into New York for adjudica- 
tion, and in subsequent legal proceedings claimed salvage for her rescue as the 
condition of her return to her owners, This claim was eventually sustained by 
the Supreme Court, the opinion by Judge Marshall being elaborate and 
mainly upon the fact that a state of war existed at the time of recapture between 
the United States and France under the several acts of Congress relating to 
France passed in 1798 and 1799. He said: 

* In order to decide on the right of Captain Talbot it becomes necessary to 
examine the relative situation of the United States and France at the date of re- 
capture [15th September, 1799]. The whole power of war being, by the Consti- 
tution of the United States, vested in Congress, the acts of that body can alone 
be reso to as our guides in this inquiry. It is not denied, nor in the course 
of the argument has it been denied, that Congress may authorize genera! hos- 
tilities, in which case the general laws of war apply to our situation, or partial 

ities, in which case the laws of war, so far as they actually apply to our 
situation, must be noticed.” 

He then proceeds to cite and examine four acts of Congress authorizing and 
regulating hostilities against France upon the ocean, and an act 3d March, 
1800, relating to salvage in certain cases of recapture, and holds: 

“ That ‘one direct and declared object of the war, which was the protection 
of the American commerce, would as certainly require the capture of sucha 
vessel {as the Amelia] as of others more determinately specified.+” 

He then cites the decree of the French Government of 18th January, 1798, 
which ordained “that the character of vessels relative to their quality of neuter 
or enemy shall be determined by their cargo. In consequence, every vessel 
found at sea loaded in whole or in S aep with merchandise the production of 
England or her possessions shall be declared good prize, whoever the owner of 
those goods or merchandise may be; ™ and declares that under thatdecree there 
was danger of condemnation of the Amelia by France, from which danger the 
recapture saved the vessel, 

Further extracts from the opinion are as follows: 

“ America did remonstrate, most earnestly remonstrate to France, against the 
injuries committed on her, but remonstrances having failed she ss toa 
higher tribunal, and authorized limited hostilities. This was not violating the 
law of nations, but conforming s it. In the course of these limited hostilities 
the Amelfa has been recaptured.” 

s e 
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"It is not the authority given by the French Government to capture neutrals 
which is legalizing the recapture made by Captain Talbot: itis the state of hos- 


tility between the two nations which is considered as having authorized that 
act, The recapture having been made lawfally,then the right to salvage on 
general principles depends on the service rendered " 

He also speaks of the time “before hostilities between the United States and 
renee were terminated by a treaty,” evidentiy meaning the treaty of 30th Sep- 

ember, 1800. 

In this opinion the Chief-Justice ly uses the term “ hostilities’ as synony- 
mous and interchangeable with the word “war.” But what is most material 
to our present purpose is the announced doctrine that the laws of war took 
effect in a case of partial hostilities, such as then existed, so far as they applied 
to the situation. 

In the case of Bass vs. Tingy (ith Dallas, 37), which was heard by the Supremo 
Court at the August term 1500, the four ju of the court present delivered 
opinions seriatim (Chief-Justice Ellswoi being absent in Europe as one of our 
envoys in the negotiation of the treaty), in which they held, in substance, that 
the relation of public war existed between the United States and France, al- 
though it was mainly confined to hostilities upon the ocean, and that France 
was in legal contemplation, as well as in fact, the enemy of the United States. 
Although this was a salvage case, involving only the question of individual 
right to compensation for the recapture of an American vessel which had been 
taken by a Fench privateer, it involved the general question of the existence 
of war een the two countries. 

Concurrent with the foregoing opinions of the Supreme Court was that of the 


American envoys (including Chi ustice Ellsworth), expressed in their com- 
munication to the boxe of State, dated 4th of October, 1800. They said : 
“ Doubtless the Con; 


onal act authorizing the reduction of French cruisers 
force was an authorization of war, limited in its extent, but not in its nature. 

“Clearly also, their subsequent act declaring that the treaties had ceased to 
be obligatory, however proper it might be for the removal of doubts, was but 

“declaratory of the actual state of things.” 
THE OLD TREATIES WERE BROKEN BY FRANCE AND ABROGATED BY THE UNITED 
STATES. 

1. By the French decree in 1793 and the seizures under it, and by the Bordeanx 
embargo. American property was taken by force and appropriated to public 
use, in most cases upon prom of payment unfulfilled until 1803-01. Insome 
cases no payment has ever been made, These seizures were in the nature of 
ae sae produced great hardships, and were in plain violation of the trea- 

im. 

2. By the French decree of 1796, by which the commercial treaty of 1778 was 
openly defied, and the main advantages to America therefrom destroyed; under 
which decree pillage and confiscation of our merchant sap and their cargoes 
was authorized and carried out upon a large scale upon the 
on the ocean, and in the West Indies. 

3. By other French decrees which, nly abandoning amity and commercial 
right, as defined and guarantied by the treaties of 1778, made war upon our 
commerce, letting loose thereon the public war ships and innumerable priva- 
teersof France, whose seizures were followed by prize condemnationsin French 
tribunals apon land, and appropriations of property to glut the rapacity of the 
captors and of the French Government. 

Now, independent of the question of public war in 1798 and 1799, and its effect 
upon the ol treaties, we have in this record abundant evidence that those 
treaties wereoverand over again broken by France in their material provisions, 
with most d us consequences to the commerce and interests of the United 
States. Practically and in fact France setthe treaties aside, refusing to be bound 
thereby, and substituted for them her own lawless will, By the plainest rules 
of justice they could not thereafter be held to operate in her favor or to have 
any continued existence, except by the niescence and consent of the United 
States. And public law in this case follows the rule of justice and gives to itan 
effectual sanction. As contracts, the treaties being broken in their material 
provisions by France, no longer bound the United States in 1798, it was not at 
all necessary for the United States to resort to war to rid herself of their oblign- 
tions; she was already freed and discharged therefrom by the action of France, 


European coasts, 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 
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It was under these circumstances that our Congress passed the declaratory 
act of July 7, 1798, which was as follows: 


“ An act to declare the treaties heretofore concluded with France no longer ob- 
ligatory on the United States. 


“ Whereas the treaties concluded between the United States and France have 
been repeatedly violated on the part of the French Government, and the just 
claim of the United States for reparation of the injuries so committed have been 
refused, and their attempts to negotiate an amicable adjustment of all com- 
plaints between the two nations have been repelled with indignity; and 

Whereas under authority of the French Government there is yet pursued 
against the United States a system of predatory violence, infracting the said 
treatics, and hostile to the rights of a free and independent nation: 

“ Be it enacted, etc., That the United States are of right freed and exonerated 
trom the stipulations of the treaties and of the consular convention heretofore 
concluded between the United States and France, and that the same shall not 
hereafter be regarded as legally obligatory upon the Government or citizens of 
the United States,” 

That act was good law whenit passed, and it still remains among our statutes 
to define and fix conclusively and forever the position of our Government to- 
ward those ancient treaties with France. In brief, those treaties had been shame- 
fully broken and set aside by France, and they were formally abrogated hy us 
on the 7th July, 1798. Thenceforth they had no obl: ion, validity, standing, 
or force as treaty contracts between France and the United States. 

It is thus established that by the separate but concurring action of both Gov- 
ments, as well as by actual war waged between them, the old treaties had no 
legal existence in the year 1800. They were defunct and could be revived only 
by a new agreement between the parties. Butthen tiation of any new agree- 
ment which should revive them was expressly forbidden to our envoys by their 
instructions from the De ent of State (October 22, 1799), and the prohibition 
was classed among the ultimata of the negotation. The prohibition was in the 
following language: 

“That the treaties and consular convention, declared to be no longer obliga- 
tory by act of Congress, be not in whole or in part revived by the new treaty; 
but that all the engagements to which the United States are to become parties 
be specified in the new treaty.” 

The old treaties, the revival of which was thus forbidden, had been already 

en of by the Secretary of State in a prior part of the same letter of instruc- 
p ae are; after referring to certain articles of the commercial treaty of 1778, 

en i 

“The dissolution of that and other treaties with France leaves us at liberty 
with respect to future arrangements.” 

It is clear, then, that not only were the old treaties dead treaties, but our en- 
voys had no power to revive or restore them, and were, in fact, forbidden to do 
so; and it is equally clear that they obeyed their instructions and did not at- 
tempt to vagy bod angai they did not possess. 

There is, therefore, no foundation in truth for the assertion, so often and 
boldly made, that the American claims were given up or abandoned to get rid 
of the old treaties; and much less for the still more extreme and groundless as- 
sertion that the claims were set off against the obligations imposed upon us by 
those treaties. Equally unfounded is still another form-of assertion, that a 
surrender by France of the old treaties was the consideration, and a valuable 
one, for the surrender of the American claims. 

There were no treaties or treaty obligations in force at the end of hostilities 
in 1800 which were valuable to France or onerous upon usand which it was our 
interest and desire to escape. The treaties had gone down amid scenes of vio- 
lence, pillage, and bloodshed upon the ocean, followed by confiscation and out- 
rage on land; they had been broken by French decrees, carried into ruthless 
execution by French officials and employés, and their utter abrogation had been 
rightfully pronounced by the law-making power of the United tes. 

THE OLD TREATIES, f 

Having shown that the old treaties wereextinct atthe time of the negotiation 
in 1800, it follows that all claims by nee under them, as continuing obliga- 
tions, were merely pretenses, unfounded in fact and in law. Bonaparte him- 
self correctly descri them as “pretensions” in ratifying the treaty of 1880, 
and such was undoubtedly their true character. Nor was itallowable for France 
to allege that prior to the ab: tion of the treaties by (Sag? ean on July 7, 1798, 
she has suffered wrongs from the United States for which she was entitled to re- 
dress, She was estopped by her own conduct andacts from taking that ground, 
and, besides, the allegation was untrue, Neither the Washington proclamation 
of neutrality of December 3, 1793 aor its subsequent enforcement, nor the Jay 
treaty of 1795, nor any failure of the United States vo defend the French islands 
of the West Indies from capture, nor restrictions opon French war vessels or 
privateers in American ports, authorized France « make reclamations, de- 
mands, or complaints the United States in the treaty negotiation of 1809; 
nor were any ions by France on either of these grounds ever acknowl- 


it was accepted by Jefferson as preferable to the alternative of war, and impar- 
tial history must approve his judgment. 

Itis that that treaty extended privileges in American ports to British ves- 
sels which were inconsistent with certain exclusive privileges of French vessels 
under the seventeenth and twenty-second articles of our commercial French 
treaty of 1778. But upon this point the answers given to France by Mr. Pick- 
ering, Secretary of State,and by Mr. Monroe, our minister at Paris,are in the 
main sound and satisfactory, and leave no material ground of complaint un- 
disposed of which would impeach the good faith and fidelity of the United 
States, The Jay treaty in its twenty-fifth article reserved the prior treaty rights 
of France, and although there were British encroachments upon both French 
and American rights, as defined by treaty and the law of nations, which greatly 
em our foreign relations, we yet maintained toward France consist- 
ently the position of a just and frien: “4 pawei: It was only in subsequent 
years, under the pressure of actual hostilities waged by her against us, thatour 
attitude toward her was changed. 

8. Nor were the United States in faultin not protectingthe French West India 
islands from British capture andoccupation. The mutualand reciprocal guar- 
anties of the eleventh article of the treaty of alliance with France of 6th Feb- 
ruary, 1778, were never broken or violated by the United States. No demand 
was made by France upon the United States to defend the islands from capture, 
nor to assist her in defending or recapturing them, without which we were un- 
der no obligation to interpose in their defense or for their restoration. The 
treaty did not require us to volunteer aid to France, but to yield it when re- 
quired. The argument, then, does not rest merely upon the ground that we 
had no sufficient naval power or military force to prevent the capture of the 


islands or to restore them by force, but upon the higher and better ground that 
France did not call upon us to execute the eereney obligation. And that she 
had a good and sufficient reason for withholding such demand has been clear] 
shown in the third general report of the Court of Claims. It is manifest that it 
was to her interest and according to her desire that we should remain a neutral 
power and furnish her with provisions and other supplies, which she sorely 
needed in the great wars in which she was engaged. But interference in the 
West Indies by the United States meant.our embroilmentina war for which we 
were unprepared, and the certain destruction of our rights, privileges, and po- 
sition as a neutral nation. eee 

‘There were therefore no grounds upon which France could claim, in the ne- 
gotiation of 1800, that prior to the treaty repeal of 7th July, 1798, we had broken 
our treaties with her and made ourselves liable to account to her for injuries 
arising therefrom. Much less could it be claimed that the acis of Congress in 
1798 and 1799, which abrogated the old treaties and authorized hostilities 
her, were unwarranted, or that those acts of Congress did not establish the 
relation of war between the two nations and wholly extinguish the treaties. 
In fact, the one argument France could soundly make, and did finally make 
through her negotiators on the 12th September, 1800, was that the relation of 
the two nations was the relation of war, and that, of consequence, no indem- 
nity for losses could be claimed, 


THE MADISON EXTRACT, 


The advocates of these claims have placed great stress upon an observation 
made by Mr. Madison in a letter of instructions to Mr. Pinckney, our ministerto 
Spain, in February, 1 0, in which he said that the claims “ were admitted by 
France,” and that their release by us ‘twas for a valuable consideration in the 
corresponding release of the United States from certain claims on them.”” And 
it is probable that this passage from Mr. Madison's correspondence is the source 
of the argument so often made in behalf of the claims, and which it has been 
one object of the present paper to answer. It is not claimed that Mr. Madison 
expressed any opinion upon the main question of the liability of the United 
States, but the extract from the Pinckney letter appears favorable to the claim- 
ant's argument. 

The remarks of General Dix upon this point in his speech of 1846 (Speeches, 
volume 1, page 97) may be consulted with advantage in this place, but the best 
and the decisive answer to Mr. Madison’s observation upon the treaty of 1800, 
is that it was inaccurate, and that it must have been made withont due exam- 
ination of official correspondence, and without the exercise of that cautious, 
deliberate judgment which commonly preceded and characterized his expres- 
sion of opinion upon la iene Boye All this is plainly apparent upon a re- 
view of the negotiation which led up to the treaty of 1800, and of the circum- 
stances attendant upon the amendment and ratification of that treaty as they 
have been detailed or referred to in the present report. 

It is to be remembered that Mr, Madison retired from Congress at the close 
of the session of 1796-97, and was absent from the seat of Government until the 
summer of 1801, when he assumed the duties of Secretary under President Jef- 
ferson. The treaty had then assumed its final form, and there was no occasion 
for exploring the mass of papers relating to it, although on file in his Depart- 
ment. The negotiation of the treaty belonged to the past; the instrument was 
to be taken and executed as it had been made. But it is quite conceivable that 
a certain amount of prejudice or of bias against the preceding administration 
and all its works was entertained by the men who came into power by virtue 
of the exciting and heated election of 1800. Was not the surrender or abandon- 
ment of American rights, and icularly of American claims by the French 
treaty, a topic of complaint in t election, of assault upon the Adams admin- 
istration and the Federal Senate? Political parties are not always just to each 
other in great election contests. 

These considerations tend to abate that confidence in Mr, Madison’s observa- 
tions about the treaty of 1800 which might otherwise be indulged in by us, and 
naturally lead to an examination of those facts of historical record by which 
that observation will be supported or overthrown. But this exami on hav- 
ing been already made by General Dix in his Senate speech of 1846, and also 
made in the present report, need not in this place be again entered upon or pur- 
sued, 

Another point relied upon as pursuasive evidence in favorof the claims is the 
large number of reports from committees of Congress during the last fifty years. 
Here again the s of General Dix (Speeches, volume 1, page 63) may be re- 
ferred to, in which he explains fully the manner and circumstances under which 
those reports have been procured, They have been uniformly referred to friend! 
committees, and when the proper standing committee has been known to be ad- 
verse a select committee has been asked for and obtained, as was the case at the 

nate session of 1846, Thus, by withholding the spoliation bill from unfriendly 
committees and always sending it to friendly and selected ones, a large num- 
ber of favorable reports may be accumulated in process of time, without, how- 
ever, adding any real strength to the argument in support of the claims. 


RÉSUMÉ. 


Spon the whole question of Government liability for the claims we have come 
to the following conclusions: 

First. That upon the argument for the claimants, accepting that argument in 
its full force, the claimants would be entitled to claim against the United States 
only the pecuni, value of their claims as claims against France at the date of 
the amendment of the treaty of 1800 by the United States Senate, and that the 
claims were then of no appreciable value to the claimants under the original 
second article of that treaty, and would never have been admitted or paid by 
France if no amendment of the treaty had been made. 

Second, That the abandonmentof the further prosecution of the claims by the 
United States was not a release of the claims fora valuable consideration or 
equivalent received from France, or in the nature of a sét-off of the claims 
against the obligations of the old treaties of 1778: 

a. Because there was simply a giving up or abandonment by us of negotia- 
tion, present or prospective.and not an agreement about, or settlement of, ac- 
knowledged demands on either side, 

ò. Because there was no valuable consideration to us in a French abandon- 
ment of the pretension that the old treaties were still in force, for those treaties 
had been broken by France in their material provisions, had been for that rea- 
son lawfully and justly abrogated by us, and, besides, they had been extinguished 
by actual war. 

Third. There were no counter-claims of France, just in themselves or ac- 
knowledged by us,founded upon the Washington neutrality proclamation of 
1793, the Jay treaty of 1795, or upon the guaranty and port-privilege provisions 
of the treaties of 1778. 

Fourth. The breaches by France of her treaties with us,set forth in the pre- 
amble to the treaty-abrogation act of Congress of 7th July. 1798, are truly stated 
therein; and that act, based npon those breaches, was a rightful and valid exer- 
cise of power by us under the law of nations, and removed all ground of claim 
that the old treaties had any validity, force, or operation after that date. 

Fifth. The evidence is now made complete by papers from the French ar- 
chives in connection with official papers of our own Government heretofore pub- 
lished, that in the negotiation of the year 1800 the French negotiators did not 
acknowledge the validity of the American claims now in controversy or pro- 
pose or intend their payment; that their pretension about the continuance of 
the old treaties made to our envoys was not made in good faith or sincerely, but 
to embarrass negotiation. and while excluding claims recognition or ne; 
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tion, to secure to France the advantages of restored amity and reciprocal trade 
with the United States. 

Sixt, That by persistent negotiation, several times renewed, and by resort to 
actual defensive war against France upon the ocean, the Government of the 
United States performed its whole duty to the claimants, securing to them, as 
far as possible, protection against seizure and confiscation of their property, 
restoration of many ships and cargoes by virtue of the treaty of 1800, and allow- 
ance of their claimsto an amount of several millions of dollars by the same 
treaty, which were afterwards paid tothem in the adjustment of the purchase- 
money for Louisiana, 

Seventh, That the amendment of the treaty of 1800, by the United States Sen- 
ate, in the striking out of the second article thereof, was not an assumption of 
claims payment by our Government, nor an appropriation of private property 
to public use, but was an exercise of political power by the Senate, presumably 
co cpa faith to the claimants, and for the following substantial reasons, to 
wit: 

1. Because it was apparent upon the evidence before them that France would 
not voluntarily pay the contested claims, and conld not be compelled to pay 
them by the exercise by us of any practicable means of coercion or force, 

2. Because, by the contemporaneous opinion of our Supreme Court, the rela- 
tions between the two countries had been, as contended for by France, a rela- 
tion of war, which, arguendo, barred claims for losses suffered on either side 
during its continuance. Added to these considerations was the additional one, 
that the article, if retained, would be mischievous, because it would hold out 
false, delusive hopes to claimants which in all probability could never be real- 
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APPENDIX. 
C. P. Claret Fleurieu, councillor of state, to the minister of foreign affairs. 
PARIS, LE 22, Prairial, An. 10 (June 11, 1802). 

CrtrzEN MINISTER: * * * I do not know what other kinds of claims to in- 
demnity can be made by the United States, for in all the course of the negotia- 
tion there was never a question on the part of their plenipotentiaries of any but 
those which individual Americans believed they had a right to make for ves- 
eels which they pretended to have been captured contrary to the law of na- 
tions; because they supposed that the United States could declare war on the 
French Republic in pronouncing the abrogation of the treaties, but that for all 
that the state of war had not existed. This pretension on their part requires no 
answer, and if one was necessary it is found in the letter you have done me the 
honor to write me. 

You saw at the time, citizen minister, by the accounts given you by the 
French plenipatentiaries and notably by that of 7 Vendémiaire, year 9, that the 
negotiation was to take and had taken successively different directions; for 
the American plenipotentiaries did not always follow the same line, and we 
were forced to follow them in their excursions to study the motives of each 
change and to ope constantly to their pretensions, which changed only in 
form, measures which would bring us to our aim, that of refusing decisively all 
indemnity in money. 

To attain this end, to their demand of indemnity for which they presented 
themselves armed with documents, we opposed the demand for the re-estab- 
lishment of the treaties in their integrity. We had clearly forseen that the 
were not authorized to and that they never would consent to this demand. 
The treaty which the United States had concluded with England, subsequently 
to ours, not to mention considerations of Jess importance, opposed to ‘his an 
obstacle which may be cal ed invincible; but their refusal would authorize us 
to refuse, and the balance being established, if we demanded the re-establish- 
ment of the treaties, if we made much of the guaranty stipulated by these 
treaties, for the failure to execute which the United States had given usar ght 
to demand ourselves a larger indemnity, this was not because we regarded that 
re-establishment as very advantageous to France, but it was our arm of defense 
and of attack, and in order to put as much force in claiming it as our adv rsa- 
ries put advantage in refusing it, 

After long discussions, sometimes lively enough, whereof the principles and 
details are known to you, citizen minister, we arrived at a solution which may 
be regarded as a mezzo termine, which fully satisfied neither party, but which, 
if it did not recognize the rights of their respe tive claims, seemed at least to 

~reserve them in leaving an opening for an ulterior negotiation upon the recip- 
rocal pretensions. 

In effect, article 2 of the convention recalled the treaties without rendering 
them obligatory for the moment, and postponed to another time the negotia- 
tion, both as to the treaties and as to the indemnities mutually due or claimed, 
By this arrangement we reserved to ourselves to return to the treaties if the 
Ainericans ever wished to return tothe indemnities by the demand they could 
make fora re ning of negotiation. In plaim terms, article 2 of the conven- 
tion is nothing but an indefinite postponement, but that aE ap eaa isto òur 
advantage, for, having stipulated in the convention of the sth Vendémiaire 
ali that can truly interest us as to our commercial relations, as well as the safety 
and property of menk citizens in the United States, we can leave in oblivion 
some axtinles of ancient treaties either practically indifferent or whose execu- 
tion, such as that of the article which stipulates the guarany by the United 
States of our possessions in America, is, properly speaking, but a matter of 
words and of illusions. The Americans, on their side, clearly foresaw, thor- 
oughly felt, that they would never obtain even a discussion of the indemnities, 
still less their payment, and they profited by the occasion to exonerate them- 
selves from treaties, which in various circumstances might give rise to difficul- 
ties in negotiations they wished to open either with England or with other 
powers, 

Such was the state of affairs at the signature of the convention; such it was 
well understood on one side and the other to be; and if it is not presented thus 
clearly and expressed in a manner thus explicit, this was from condescension, 
so to speak, and to arrange things for the American plenipotentiaries, who ap- 

to dread exceedingly the clamors of the ship-owners and merchants of 
ae United States, if the convention should stipulate a formal renunciation of 
indemnities, 


FROM JOURNAL OF FRENCH NEGOTIATORS, 
{Translation,] 
Conference 4 Vendémiaire, An. 9 (Seplember 25, 1800). 


This conference has been very important for the objects treated of in it. The 
American ministers demanded of the French ministers whether they had any 
articles to pro ; for themselves, they said, they had nothing further to ask ; 
they bad finished as to what concerned the United States and their interests. 
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The French ministers answered this interpolation by remarking that thestipu- 
lations thus far arranged were limited to regulating affairs of the moment and 
for the existing war; that such an arrangement restrained within such limits 
had only a transitory aspect; that the questions of neutrality were themselves 
decided only according to this transient and limited view; that this was leav- 
ing the relations of the two States on an incomplete and arbitrary basis, put- 
ting in the prospect a spars seag eas and necessary return to the question of in- 
demmnities and treaties, which the one party and the other well understood they 
were abandoning forever (entendait bien abandonner pour toujours); that it was 
necessary, and that the dignity of the two states required that they should treat 
on she essential matters commonly contained in treaties of commerce, except- 
ing stipulations truly commercial, which for the moment the French Govern- 
ment preferred to omit; in fine, that the ministers of the Republic desired a 
treaty of amity and commerce complete in form and in title. 

The ministers of the United States were vehemently opposed to this preten- 
sion. They reminded us that the negotiation, since we had upon the 
basis of their note of 19 Fructidor, had proceeded upon the theory of a provis- 
ional arrangement, and could not be given an aspect as extended as we wished 
to give it; that they had positively expressed in that note that, the discussion of 
indemnities and treaties being postponed, the next thing was to make a tem- 
porary arrangement under the name of convention; that this basis had been 
agreed to; that their instructions forbade them to make a treaty in which in- 
demnities were not stipulated for; that they absolutely could not consent tothe 
propositions of the French ministers, and if insisted upon the negotiation would 

once again broken off. According to these principles they rejected the arti- 
cle concerning successions; that concerning the establishment of a consular sys- 
tem; that concerning the proclamation of peace and friendship, a formula by 
which all treaties of amity and commerce commence; in fine, all t which went 
beyond the present and the absolutely necessary. They added that all the stip- 
ulations to be introduced could only turn upon matters of common right, which 
needed no treaties to sanction them, 

The French ministers in turn became warm ; they insisted on the indecency 
of a transaction which bore all the marks of ill-humor and dislike; that it was 
not becoming in the United States to rigorously oppose that article and to ap- 
pear to reject the friendship of France, and to repulse her from the circle of na- 
tions allied by treaty, leaving her to the law of nations, pure and simple; and 
that France would not likely over the sentiments which that wish and the 
transaction which would result from it would cause all Europe to understand ; 
that it was time for confidence to take the place of jealousy, to dissembled ill- 
will, to all kinds of uncandid views, and that to persist in dispositions which 
bore siy that character was to respond yery ill to the frankness and the earnest- 
ness which the French Government had not ceased to display through its min- 
isters in the negotiation; in fine, leaving considerations of propriety for those 
of interest, that whatever exalted notion the United States may have conceived 
of their future power and their influence, they could not so diminish in their 
own eyes both the strength and influence of France as to re; her with utter 
indifference, and believe that notime would ever come when that influence could 
be of service to them, 

The American ministers withdrew to deliberate, and the French ministers, 
remaining by themselyes, were confirmed by discussion in the opinions they 
had expressed and sustained with so much heat. 

The American ministers having returned to the conference-room, declared 
thatthey could not accept the title of Treaty of Amity and Commerce ; they 
would not refuse to discuss any articles the French ministers might present; 
they would voluntarily yield as to the realities, but they could not yield as to 
the names of things, ey represented that it would be to sacrifice their per- 
sonal consideration to push any further the abandonment of all indemnity ; 
that under the form of a convention, although it was anite real, it was, how- 
ever, less absolute, and preserved some Sppearanca of goi ; that the word 
“treaty ” once pronounced, they would have to drink the chalice heretofore 
agreed about, From these considerations, from which they could not depart, 
and which they submitted, inasmuch as they were personally interested, to the 
fairness of the French ministers, they offered to split the difference and give 
the treaty the name of Amity and Commerce, the word “ treaty " to be qualified 
and softened by the word “ provisional.” 

The French ministers took this eit pear under consideration. They con- 
sidered that from the manner in which the American ministers expressed 
themselves it was to be believed that if their hands were really tied, as they 
said (which, indeed, was very doubtful, considering the declarations of that 
kind which they had falsified in the course of the negotiation), it would at 
least be personally disadvantageous to them to yield on this point in the pres- 
ent state of the negotiation, and upon the terms to which it was reduced we 
ought to make mutual concessions, there being no more capital points on which 
it was absolutely necessary for one of the parties to yield. These points were 
embraced in the abandonment of indemnities, in the assurance of equality with 
other nations for our privateers, in the restitution of vessels of war, and very 
recently in the consent that the treaty might contain all the usual stipulations 
of a treaty of amity and commerce, 

We had now the realities; was there any very strong reason to insist.on mere 
forms? Ought we to insist on having the word “treaty” pure and simple? 
This was to risk delays and to push one’s advantages toofar. It wasn “ 
then, to choose between the word “convention” and that of “ treaty” quali- 
fied. The word “convention” conveys the idea of a very limited transaction 
both as to time and scope; it applies to stipulations concerning a single point 
and to a passing moment, The expression applies perfectly to the arrangement 
as the American ministers had pro d to make it. It no longer was appro- 
priate after they had abandoned their idea and admitted all the ordinary stip- 
ulations of treaties. The qualification by the word “ provisional” did not alter 
the sense of the word “ treaty,’’ since every day treaties are limited to five, six, 
or twelve years, On the igen A the present treaty had no term, although 
having the qualification of prov sional; it had a character more permanent 
than the majority of treaties, and this provisional treaty would last as long as 
there was no agreement to make an end of it, 

This was, then, to give the American a pure satisfaction of words, while we 
had the irrevocability of the treaty assured asa reality. One could raise difi- 
culties only on account of the odium attached to the word “ provisional" dur- 
ing the mutations and vicissitudes of our Revolution, where every adminis- 
tration for a long time was provisional, Butin En, lish it was not this sense ; 
and if it is necessary to abandon words on account of the sad use made of them 


in the course of our agitations, it will be necessary to stop s| ing. Finally, 
the qualification suited the idea which the ministers had often conceived, not 
to appear to abandon absolutely the treaties, and this idea with that of 


the Americans of preserving some appearance upon the sacrifice of the indem- 
nities. From all these considerations we preferred the word “treaty” with the 
qualification of ` provisional ” to thetitle of “ convention,” because there was no 
exumple of such a word being applied to treaties as extensive as the present one, 
and because that poces expression had originally in public law bnt a limited 
signification, and been replaced by the word ‘“‘treaty.” The French ministers 
returned and consented to the word “provisional,” This discussion terminated 
we drew up the articles which are in the treaty, the first, seventh, tenth, and 
twenty-fourth, ~ * * L, A. PICHON. 


BUSINESS FROM COMMITTEE ON THE POST-OFFICE AND POST-ROADS, 
Mr. BLOUNT. Iask, by unanimous consent, that Tuesday week, im- 
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mediately after the reading of the Journal, be set apart for the consid- 
eration of bills reported from the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

The SPEAKER. _Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT]? 

Mr. BURROWS. Why do we not have a report from the Committee 
on Rules fixing days for each of these committees, including the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions, so that we may have some pension legisla- 
tion? It seems that by this process we are going to shut out the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions entirely. I must object. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The Committee on Invalid Pensions has every 
Friday evening. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 

Mr. BURROWS. I will not object to the request, Mr. Speaker, if 
we can have unanimous consent for a day to be set apart for the con- 
sideration of general pension legislation. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !”’ 
on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. My friend from Michigan [Mr. Burrows] for- 
gets that the Committee on Invalid Pensions has every Friday night. 

Mr. RYAN. That is only for private pension bills. 

eye BURROWS. Unless that can be done, I give notice that Ishall 
object. 
LIENS OF JUDGMENTS, ETC. 


Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina, submitted the following re- 
port: 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8180) to regulate the liens of 
judgments and decrees of the courts of the United States, having met, after full 
and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their re- 


spective Houses as follows: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 


ate and agree to the same, 

JOHN S. HENDERSON, 
WILLIAM E. FULLER, 
JOHN H, ROGERS, 

Managers on the part of the House. 
JAMES F. WILSON, 
WILLIAM M. EVARTS, 
J. Z. GEORGE, 

Managers on the part of the Senate, 


Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina. I submit, on behalf of the 
House conferees, a statement of the effect of the action of the confer- 
ence committee. 

The bill as amended reads as follows: 

Anact to regulate the liens of i ager cane decrees of the courts of the United 


Be it enacted by the Senale and House 
America in Congress assembled, That ju ents and decrees rendered in a cir- 
cuit or district court of the United in any State shall be liens on 
ade cap throughout such State in the same manner and to the same extentand 
under the same conditions only as if such peanon and decrees had been 
rendered by a court of general jurisdiction of such State: Provided, That when- 
ever the laws of any State require a judgment or decree of a State court to be 
registered, recorded, docketed, indexed, or any other thing to be done, ina 
particular manner, or in a certain office or county, before a lien shall at 
this act shall be applicable therein whenever and only whenever the laws oi 
such State shall authorize the judgments and decrees of the United States courts 
to be istered, recorded, docketed, indexed, or otherwise conformed to the 
ae and requirements relating to the judgments and decrees of the courts of 

e State. ? 

Sec. 2, That the clerks of the several courts of the United States shall pre- 
pare and keep in their respective offices complete and convenient indices and 
cross-indices of the judgment records of said courts, and such indices and records 
shall at all times be open to the inspection and examination of the public. 

Sec. 3. Nothing herein shall be construed to require the docketing of a judg- 
ment or decree of a United States court, or the filing of a mraqey ps thereof, in 
any State office within the same county (or parish in the State of Louisiana), in 
which the judgment or decree is rendered, in order that such judgment may be 
a lien on any property within such county, 


The question being taken, the report of the committee of confer- 
ence was agreed to. = _ 

Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina, moved to reconsider the vote 
by which the report was agreed to; and also moved that the motion to 
reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


TARIFF, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILLS] that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of bills raising revenue. 

The motion was to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union (Mr. SPRINGER in the chair) and resumed 
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9051) to reduce taxation and sim- 
plify the laws in relation to the collection of the revenue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the pending amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out lines 362 and 363, as follows : 

** All tobacco in leaf, unmanufactured and not stemmed, 35 cents per pound.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Idesire to be heard further upon this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA For- 
LETTE] is recognized and will proceed. 


Representatives of the United Siates of 


XIX——408 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I move to substitute what I send to the desk 
for the lines under consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out lines 362 and 363, inclusive, and insert instead: 

“All leaf-tobacco contained in any package, bale, box, or in bulk, or shipped 
in any form whatever, any part or portion. of which is suitable for wrappers, 
if not stemmed, 75 cents per pound; if stemmed, $1 per pound, on the whole 
contents of such package, bale, box, or bulk of tobacco.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No better illustration of the evils which this 
bill seems designed to work can be found than iu the paragraph under 
consideration. This paragraph reduces the duty on a class of tobacco 
which competes with that grown in the States of Connecticut, Massa- 
chusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 
and Wisconsin. 

The history of the growth of this industry and its relation to tariff 
legislation presents an interesting and instructive lesson in protection. 
In 1875 the value of the crop was little more than $7,000,000; in 1880 
more than eleven and a half millions,and in 1886 something over $13,- 
000, 0u0. 

In my own State and Congressional district the crop in 4885 (the last 
census year) was as follows: 


Tobacco crop—1885. 


State of Wisconsin 
Third Congressional district, Wisconsi 


From the first this crop promised new resources to agriculture. AsI 
have stated, its cultivation had attained a substantial and encouraging 
development nearly ten years ago. In the States named the farmer 
turned with new hope and zeal from the overworked soil of his large 
grain fields, turned from his reduced yield and depressed market 
to the cultivation of a few acres of tobacco as well. This diversified 
his labor. It yielded employment almost the year round. It reduced 
competition and pressure in the old lines of production, and so benefited 
agriculture in all the States, It laid heavy burdens of expense upon 
the beginner, but it offered fairly liberal returns, and where soil and 
climate seemed favorable it was tried and began speedily to fulfi)l its 
promise. The farmer came to feel a confidence in the situation. He 
soon understood the cultivation of the crop; he knew his market. It 
was a home market; it was a reliable market. It depended upon a 
constant and ‘increasing consumption ’’ upon which he could calculate, 
He felt secure. 

But foreign capital saw its opportunity. Directly under the equa- 
tor lay a group of islands belonging to the Netherlands, washed on 
one side by the Pacific Ocean, on the other by the sea of China. 
On one of these islands were gathering the forces, directed by a rich 
and powerful syndicate, destined to reach half way round the earth 
and pluck the American market away from the American farmer. 
Upon that island they had discovered that they could produce a pe- 
culiar tobacco-leaf, small, flexible, thin as tissue-paper, fine as silk. It 
did not matter that it was inferior in all other respects to the Amer- 
ican leaf, that it did not burn so well, that it did not taste so well. In 
working up as a wrapper for cigars it proved cheaper than the Amer- 
ican leaf, and therefore the cigar manufacturer would buy and use it 
instead. This foreign syndicate found that they could grow three crops 
a season; that they could employ cooly and Chinese labor at 7 to 10 
cents per day; that they could cultivate, harvest, and prepare the leaf 
for the market at a cost—taking into account the peculiar quality of - 
the tobacco—which would absolutely displace 4 pounds grown by the . 
American farmer with every pound they could raise and ship from this 
island of Sumatra, 

Mark what followed! In 1880 only 38 pounds of that tobacco found 
its way from the Netherlands to the United States. The following year 
200,602 pounds, the next it more than trebled, running up to 782,763 
pounds, and by the next year, 1883, the enormous amount of 3,818,- 
931 pounds came from thesame source to crowd four times that amount, 
or nearly 16,000,000 pounds, grown on our own soil out of our own mar- 
ket. 

The farmers conld not stand the competition, and they appealed to 
Congress to increase the tariffon this tobacco. For a score of years all 
unmanufactured leaf-tobacco had paid a duty of 35 cents per pound, 
but these new competitors paid that duty and laughed at the trifling 
obstacle it offered to their advancing monopoly. There was at that 
time a Republican administration and a Republican Congress, and the 
appeal was heard and responded to, In March, 1883, a law was passed 
designed to increase the duty on leaf-tobacco suitable for wrappers 
from 35 to75 cents per pound. In this House it received the vote and 
support of Republican members, and met the opposing influence and 
vote of Democratic members. A 

The effect of the increased protection given by that Congress was at 
oncemanifest. Theimportations of Sumatra tobacco decreased more than 
three and a quarter million pounds. It really seemed that our own 
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market was to be given to our own farmers. They were encoi d, 
not because the law gave them a subsidy or bounty, not because of any 
pavanage given them over any competitors on our own soil, butbecause 
the law furnished a protection againsta foreign article produced by cheap 
labor under different circumstances and conditions. They returned to 
the cultivation of this product. They re-enforced their skill with in- 
telligentexperiment, Theyinvestedtheirmoney. They built tobacco 
barns and store-houses. They increased’the quality and value of the 
American product—not to the depression of the market, but by a 
healthy and normal growth. 

But no one had suspected the power, the determination, the dis- 
_ honesty of the foreign enemy. The law had been framed to apply to 
the foreign leaf as it was then produced, assorted, packed, and sold. 

As enacted, and as it now stands, it reads as follows: 


Leaf-tobacco, of which 85 per cent. is of the requisite size and of the neces- 
sary fineness of texture to be suitable for wrappers, and of which more than 100 
leaves are required to weigh a pound, if not stemmed 75 cents per pound; if 
stemmed $i per pound. All other tobacco in leaf unmanufactu and not 
stemmed, 35 cents per pound, 


Under that law, as this tobacco was then produced, assorted, packed, 
and shipped to this country, it would substantially all be subject to the 
75-cent rate, as it was and is practically all suitable for wrappers. 
It was the intention of Congress that it should pay the higher rate. It 
was to secure the protection which the higher rate gave to the Ameri- 
can farmer that the law was passed. ° 

Almost immediately the foreign importers sought to evade the stat- 
ute. By its terms the tobacco must meet two requirements to be as- 
sessed the higher or 75-cent rate. It must be: 

First. Leat tobacco 85 per cent. of which is suitable for wrappers; 
and 

Second. More than one hundred leaves must be required to weigh a 

und. 

BERE either test it would escape the 75 and only pay the 35 cent 
rate of duty. 

The first attempt to evade the law was by invoicing. The tobacco 
was shipped from Sumatra to Amsterdam, where out of the entire in- 
voice of say one hundred packages or bales of wrapper-leaf tobacco six- 
teen bales or packages would be replaced with inferior tobacco not 
“suitable for wrappers,” so that less than 85 per cent. of the invoice 
would be suitable for wrappers. This was anticipated and met at the 
custom-house at New York by Treasury Department ruling that the in- 
voice would not be taken as the unit on which to compute the per cent., 
but that each bale of wrapper-leaf must pay the 75-cent rate. 

Then came a new and more successful fraud. Each bale or package 
weighing, say, 200 pounds, was opened at Amsterdam and a numberof 
the little bundles of leaves, called ‘‘hands,’’ of which the package or 
bale is composed, weighing about 37 pounds, were taken out and 37 
pounds of tobacco not suitable for wrappers substituted, thus reducing 
the percentage of wrapper-leaf in each bale or package below 85 per 

t 


cent. 

‘This was followed by the decision of Secretary Folger, May 1, 1884, 
directing the custom-house ins rto break open bales or packages 
and assess the wrapper-leaf at 75 cents per pound. These lawless in- 
vaders of our market carried their opposition to the courts, protracting 
the fight, and contesting the enforcement of the law openly as well as 
secretly. The decision was sustained. 

Then this syndicate carried the cheat down to the collection of 
leaves in the ‘‘hands.’’? Their labor is so cheap that they can afford 
any expenditure of itto beatthelaw. They then placed leaves enough 
not suitable for wrappers into the little bundle or ‘hand ” to bring 
the percentage of wrapper-leaf below 85 per cent. 

In August last Assistant Secretary Maynard ruled in accordance with 
the decision of Secretary Folger that the bale or package or ‘‘hand’’ 
is not the unit under the law, but that the ‘‘leaf-tobacco suitable for 
wrappers” must pay the 75-cent rate without reference to the form or 
vehicle of shipment. 

The slow and laborious process required to collect this duty renders 
the existing law exceedingly difficult of enforcement. Since 1884 the 
evasions under it have been simply enormous. The total amount of 
this tobacco entered for consumption from the Netherlands at the New 
York custom-house for the last three years is as follows: 


Total num- | Total num- 
ber of pounds ber of pounds 
entered at | entered at 
35 cents per 75 cents per 
pound. pound, 


Year. 


2,217,917 


This discloses the fact that the great bulk of this tobaceo only pays 
the lower or 35-cent rate. 

When it is remembered that every single pound of it displaces 4 
pounds of that grown in this country it will be seen that in both 1886 
and 1887 these foreign gentlemen took away from our own farmers the 


market for more than 16,000,000 pounds, or more than one-fourth of 
the annual crop of American wrapper-leaf. 

The effect of this unfair and unlawful appropriation of our market 
has been to give this industry a most serious injury and discourage 
and dishearten those engaged in the business. I know farmers in my 
own neighborhood who have old crops of two and three years on hand 
awaiting buyers who do not come. In a single year the crop fell oft 
3,000 acres in Wisconsin. Great and expensive tobacco barns and store- 
houses stand empty or only partially used, while a crop which ought 
to have a permanent and prominent place with the farm staples main- 
tains a doubtful and uncertain existence. 

How is it with the Sumatra competitors? The question is scarcely 
n Paying next to nothing for the hands employed, they are 
able to expend so much labor in the cultivation, selection, and assort- 
ment of the leaf that they rule the market and gather in certain and 
large profits. 

Hon. Isaac Bell, jr., our minister at The Hague, in a communication 
to Secretary Bayard December 22, 1885, notes the fact that— 

Some of the Sumatra tobacco companies had declared annual dividends of 
over 100 per cent. 

And Iam informed that in 1887 their profits were nearly 200 per 
cent. 

The producers of American wrapper-leaf tobacco have pressed this 
matter for consideration in Congress with great earnestness for the last 
three years. Until very recently they have not succeeded in getting 
the party in power here to make any audible answer to their urgent 
appeals. A few weeksago, however, the New England Homestead pub- 
lished the reply of the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
[Mr. MILLS] to a request to clear the present law of the clauses which 
make its evasion possible and leave the rate at 75 cents per pound. I 
read what the gentleman [Mr. MILLS] said in response to that request 
from the farmers: 

A NOTE FROM MR. MILLS. 
[New England Homestead, Saturday, May 19, 1888. ] 
* b * s ha . 


s 

On the subject of tobacco we can not accept your request. Thirty-five cents 
per pound is a high enough duty on tobacco; 75 cents is prohibition and no revy- 
enue, and we can not afford to destroy our Torei trade in tobacco or any other 
article. The Sumatra tobacco is now smuggled in at 35 cents, 
R. Q. MILLS. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, Washington, D. 0. 


Tn this note it will be observed that the gentleman says that ‘'75 
cents is prohibition and no reyenue.’? What does he mean by that? 
Does he want more revenue? Have not the people been told through 
all these weary months that ruin could only be averted by reducing the 
revenue at once? And now the gentleman refuses relief in this in- 
stance on the ground that the rate asked by the producer of this prod- 
uct of the soil will prohibit the importation of Sumatra tobacco and 
have the disastrous effect of producing no revenue. For that reason 
he condemns it. No plea is advanced by him that Sumatra tobacco is 
one of the much talked of ‘‘ necessaries of life,” and for that reason the 
duty must be reduced, but the farmers are told in a curt little note that: 
the 75 cent rate if retained and enforced will keep the Sumatra tobacco 
out altogether and yield no duty to the Government—thatit is ‘‘ prohi- 
bition and no revenue,” To one industry these gentlemen say, ‘‘ We 
lower the duty because the revenue must be reduced.’’ Here the duty 
is reduced to increase and insure revenue. This bill puts vegetables on 
the free-list because they are necessaries of life, and use the accu- 
mulation of the surplus must be stopped; and it reduces the duty on Su-, 
matra tobacco because it is a luxury and because the present rate en- 
forced will not assist in increasing the surplus. 

But the gentleman assigns another reason. Hesays ‘‘ we can not af- 
ford to destroy our foreign trade in tobacco or any other article.” Here 
is the chronic trouble with the free-trader. He can see nothing near to 
him. His vision is peculiarly defective. It renders him totally blind 
to what is going on around him in his own country, while the dreamy 
“*far-sightedness ” which keeps his gaze constantly fixed on distant: 
foreign objects plays strange tricks with his processes of reasoning. 

The gentleman from Texas | Mr. MILLS] says ‘‘ we can not afford to 
destroy our foreign trade in tobacco.” He entirely ignores the im- 
portance of our home trade in tobacco. It appears to be a matter of 
utter indifference to the gentleman how quickly and completely this 
shali be annihilated, but Heaven save the ‘‘ foreign trade in tobacco.”’ 
It gives him no concern that our farmers have on their hands one-fourth 
of the wrapper crops of 1886 and 1887 awaiting a market which has: 
been appropriated by this imported tobacco. It does not worry him be- 
cause the foreign syndicate has more than $8,045,505 of money which 
should have gone to our own people, who have instead their unsold, 
crops. He is happy because he has the ‘‘foreign trade” in Sumatra 
left. This ‘‘ foreign trade in tobacco”’ with the Netherlands must be 
saved at any sacrifice. And yetitall amounts to just this: that for 
every single dollar which they leave in this country in that trade they 
take three dollars out. This is the ‘‘ foreign trade in tobacco’ which’ 
the gentleman would buy at the cost of an important agricultural in- 
dustry. Sir, it is too high a price to pay for the luxury. 

But the gentleman has still another reason. He says the ‘‘Sumatra 
tobacco is now smuggled in at 35 cents,” 
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True, Mr. Chairman, a great quantity of itis smuggled in at 35 cents, 
but does that furnish a reason for reducing the tariff? Are laws to be 
because they are evaded or defied? Isthere to be a premium 
put on crime? Why should these foreign Jaw-breakers be rewarded ? 
Here the issue is at last distinctly made. Let there be no more 
misunderstanding. Here is a contest between the American farmer 
and the foreign smuggler, and the gentleman from Texas arrays him- 
self and his party against the farmer. He takes away from the agri- 
culturists of the United States a promising industry and bestows its 
valuable and coveted market on the Netherlands. He smites with 
heavy hand the plain, patient, toiling supporters of thisGovernment, 
and generously gives millions to rich foreign syndicates employing la- 
bor scarcely a grade above absolute slavery. And this is afair sample 
of Democratic tariff revision. 

Mr. Chairman, ever since the beginning of the Forty-ninth Congress 
I have tried to secure the amendment to the existing law which I 
have offered to this paragraph. 

There is no ambiguity in its terms. It would put an end to all at- 
tempts to violate the law. Under it if the tobacco were mixed, as it 
now is to cheat the Government and steal into our market, ‘‘the en- 
tire bale, box, package, or bulk’’ would be assessed the higher rate of 
duty. This would be the imposition of such a penalty as the importer 
would be careful never to invite or provoke. Though urged since the 
first days of the Forty-ninth Congress, the Democratic Ways and Means 
Committee of the last House and this have persistently refused to re- 
port that bill for the relief of this industry. 

And after all the protests and pleading for the tobacco-growers this 
tariff bill was reported here containing a proposition to takeaway from 
them even the imperfect protection afforded by the presentlaw. Though 
only a portion of this tobacco pays the higher rate, when all ought to 
pay it, still the winding, devious course which the importer has to 
pursue to perpetrate his cheat and sneak through the custom-house, is 
in itself something of a hindrance and check to the importation. But 
the bill, as it came from this Democratic Committee on Ways and 
Means, proposed at one stroke to reduce the duty on all leaf tobacco 
to 35 cents per pound. 

Now, at the last moment, there is a sudden change in the attitude of 
the committee—not that they are more friendly to the farmers who 
produce the domestic leaf, but that they evince a little less zeal for the 
Sumatra producer. The gentleman from Texas now moves to strike 
out these lines in the biil and leave the present law unchanged. Why 
does he do this? It surely can not be that he wants to give our tobacco- 
growers the protection of a 75 cent rate of duty, because he says in his 
letter which I have just read that— 


Thirty-five cents a pound is a high enough duty on tobacco, 


It is not because he wants the Sumatra importers to pay the higher 
rate of duty, for he says in the same letter that— 

The Sumatra tobacco is now smuggled in at 35 cents. > 

Of course if the law is unchanged it will continue to be ‘‘ smuggled 
in at 35 cents.” If friendly consideration for this great American in- 
terest moved the gentleman he would not oppose and with all the other 
gentlemen on that side vote down my amendment, which would stop 
the smuggling he admits is practiced now. No; but an explanation 
for this action I think can be found in the necessities of the political 
situation. The farmers of Connecticut cultivate annually about 8,000 
acres of this tobacco. They with other growers want protection; they 
want the law changed so there can be no evasion; they do not want 
the paragraph in this bill now under gonsideration. Itis against the 
principles and practice of the Democratic party to give them this pro- 
tection. So gentlemen on the other side refuse to change the law and 
stop the smuggling. 

But as the absolute necessity of carrying Connecticut in order to 
elect a Democratic President has lately become so apparent the gentle- 
man from Texas shrinks from the responsibility of further angering 
the farmers of Connecticut just at thistime. He shrinks from putting 
into his bill the affirmative proof of his hostility to protecting the to- 
baccogrowers. He shrinks here on the eve of this great political con- 
test from thus openly relieving the Sumatra importers of the trouble of 
mixing and packing their tobacco to evade the law. By refraining 
just now from making the law a little harder on the Connecticut 
farmer and a little easier for the Sumatra importer, gentlemen on the 
other side hope to be able to make enongh of a show of friendliness to 
hold on to the farmer vote until after the 6th of November. 

Mr. Chairman, I saw an interesting paragraph in the New York Sun 
a few days ago, taken from the St. Paul Globe (Democratic) of July 9. 
It was entitled ‘‘ Mills and Vance Lock Horns Again.” This time it 
was not about the paragraph on ‘‘ wood-screws,’’ but it was over this 
very clause on leaf tobacco now under consideration. The paragraph 
patra with the statement that Congressman VANCE said to-day 
openly: 

Unless that clause is stricken out we can not hope to carry Connecticut. 

It is just possible that this may explain the strange motion which 
oe gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] now makes to strike out the 

use. 

The clever and genial gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. VANCE] may 


succeed in making his Democratic constituents believe that he rendered 
them a valuable service in persuading the gentleman from Texas that 
it was not safe this year to declare openly in the tariff bill against eur 
tobacco-growers, butif he has powerenough with his Democratic friends 
on the Ways and Means Committee to work this change, I apprehend 
that his farmer constituents will ask him to explain why he did not se- 
cure someamendment to the law that would be of value to them; why 
he did not secure an amendment that would stop this foreign competitor 
from smuggling in annually 4,213,336 pounds of Sumatra at 35 cents a 
pound to crowd four times that amount of American leaf out of the 
market. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust that the time has atlast come when the farmers, 
not only of Connecticut but of the United States, will plainly understand 
that their interests are not with a party that would ruin its home in- 
dustries to build up a ‘‘ foreign trade.” 

You Demoerats have the majority here. You have the power to 
change this law and give the farmers the relief they ask, and you refuse 
to doit. Itis your fixed purpose to give this with other American in- 
dustries over to your foreign idol. You mayignore petitions and refuse 
to listen to all pleas here, but, gentlemen, there is another court and 
another day, and from your tyrannical majority both here and in com- 
mittee we appeal to the people. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. Does the 
gentleman withdraw his formal amendment ? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Ido. 

Mr. BAKER, of Illinois. I renew it. 

(Ma. BAKER, of Illinois, withholds his remarks for revision. See 
APPENDIX. ] 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Mr. Chairman, the double-headed proposition 
made by our Democratic friends upon the wool question is amusing 
in itsabsurdity. They tell us that to put wool on the free-list will give 
the farmer higher prices for his products and at the same time afford 
the people cheaper woolen blanketsand clothing. Just how a finished 
article is to be made cheaper by increasing the cost of the material 
of which it is composed they do not explain, though they have been 
many times in this House challenged to do so. Indeed, the proposi- 
tion would seem to the ordinary human intellect to be the climax of 
nonsense. 

But our friends on the other side are in a desperate situation. They 
want the votes of the laboring man, so they argue to him that the duty 
on wool] is just so much added to its cost, and as a consequence so much 
added to the costof his blankets and clothes, and hence in his interest 
it should be repealed. - 

But our Democratic friends want the votes of the farmers and wool- 
growers also, and so they argue that by striking off the duty which 
protects them from competing with cheap wool grown by foreign cheap 
labor and on cheap lands the price of wool will be advanced. 

You see how well they suit them to the necessities of their condi- 
tion. It is true they say this in defiance of all logic and common sense, 
but when was the time when the Democracy was not equal to the cheeky 
and impudent task of endeavoring to make the people believe that 
black is white and white is black if their case appeared to demand 
it? 

There can be no doubt that the repeal of the duty on wool will make 
the price of wool higher, but not to the American wool-grower. It 
will be the American consumer of wool, the laborer, and others, who 
buy blankets and woolen cloths who will pay the higher price. For 
when the duty on wool shall be repealed the cheap wools of Australia 
and South America will flow into our markets and so reduce the price 
of American wool as to drive our farmers toslaughter their flocks. By 
that means the fleeces of forty-four million American sheep will be lost 
tous. That alone will necessarily enhance the priceof wool. Weshall 
also by that means be left entirely tothe mercy of foreign wool-growers, 
who will make such prices as they please. 

That is the true picture of what the free-trade Democracy have in 
store for both the farmers and consumers of the country—the destruc- 
tion of the product of the one and the increase of price to the other. 

But one other serious question arises in this connection. If the wool 
industry in America is protected and our farmers are encouraged to in- 
crease their flocks, so as to afford us wool for our wants, where will the 
money go which paid for it? It goes to our own people. It remains 
here to be circulated among our people and thus increases the volume 
of our currency, while if the duty is repealed and the industry is 
destroyed we shall buy abroad, send our money abroad to pay, and so 
decrease our circulating medium. And what is true in this respect of 
wool is true of all our products. $ 

The more we produce at home the more of the people’s money we 
shall keep at home for their use. Every new industry created among 
us is a sourceof wealth to the people. ‘very industry destroyed leaves 
a gap to be filled by foreign producers and opens the way to sending 
the people’s money out of the country. 

This fact demonstrates the utter absurdity of the declared purpose 
of the Mills bill—that is, to reduce the revenue so as to prevent any 
further surplus accumulating in the Treasury. This was the reason 
given by the President, and is the reason or excuse given by the free- 
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trade Democracy in this House for assaulting the industries and labor 
of the country. 

When we have remonstrated against placing lumber on the free-list 
we have been answered that there is a great surplus in the Treasury 
which threatens a business panic and general financial disaster. 

When we ask that building stone, vegetables, fish, and fifty-three im- 
portant industries in the North be not sacrificed or given over into for- 
eign control to enrich people not owing allegiance to our flag nor pay- 
ing any of the expenses of our Government, we have been met with the 
same reply, and so have we been when we have resisted the reduction 
of duties upon our manufactures and farm products in the North to so 
low a figure as to place our people in unequal competition with cheap 
labor on our northern border and across the sea. Although, when we 
have raised our voices against taxing the people $60,000,000 to main- 
tain a small industry in Louisiana which has never produced more than 
one-tenth of the sugar the country consumes, and when we ask why 
rice should pay a duty of 100 per cent. in order to protect a few rice- 
growers in South Carolina and Georgia, though it is shown that by 
placing these two articles on the free-list the revenues would be suffi- 
ciently reduced to prevent any further accumulation of surplus in the 
Treasury, the only reply we getis a solid vote of the Democracy in the 
House to retain these extraordinary duties. 

The truth is that the reduction of the surplus is not the purpose, 
but the pretense of the Democratic free-trade party. It is made a 
cloak to cover the attack of that party upon Northern industries ex- 
cept in some few favored Democratic districts. The surplus has grown 
up undera Democratic administration. Purposely it has been allowed 
to accumulate when under existing law it might have been applied, 
and pow it is sought to be used as a menace to frighten us into the 
ranks of free-traders. 

But this scheme will not work, for every intelli, 
the Mills bill will augment to indefinite dim 
which its friends pretend to fear. 

What danger is there in the accumulation of a surplus of revenue in 
the Treasury? Whatisthe hurtful effect which it may have upon the 
country? How can it produce business panic and financial disaster? 
Only in one way certainly, that is by keeping out of circulation the 
money which should be among the people. 

I would like to see the surplus disbursed, and I would gladly vote 
for a sensible bill which would accomplish that purpose without injur- 
ing our industries. But such a bill will have to be framed by the 
friends of America, by men who believe in her institutions, in the in- 
dependence of her position, in the genius of her people and the power 
of her workingmen, in all pursuits, to make her the producer of all 
that her wants demand. Yes, by men who know a better way to dis- 
tribute her surplus than the Mills bill provides, which is to send it 
across the sea to fill the treasuries of foreign nations and the pockeis of 
foreign manufacturers; forall that thedistribution of our present surplus 
would increase the volume of our circulating currency would be but 
a fraction of the amount which our circulation would be decreased by 
our loss of the money which the Mills bill would send out of the coun- 
try to purchase foreign manufactures and products to take the place of 
those which the destruction of our industries would prevent us from 
furnishing at home. 

The gentleman from California a few days.ago presented the tables 
which show that notwithstanding the surplus has increased in our 
Treasury, the circulation of money among our people has at the same 
time increased from month to month. How has this occurred? It is 
wholly due to protection, which has kept our mechanics and farmers 
and all our producers at work and thus kept our money at home. 

Should the Mills bill become a law, how long would it be before the 
balance of trade would be against us? How long before the volume 
of our money pouring out of our country to foreign lands to buy what 
we now produce would exceed by twofold the surplus which rans 
into our Treasury? Whatever the disadvantages of the surplus may 
be I would rather risk it in our own Treasury, whereit is the property 
of our own countrymen, than in the pockets-of British merchants and 
manufacturers who are, if not the enemies, certainly are the competi- 
tors of our people in the great battle for national prosperity and progress. 

The effect of low duties, amounting practically to free trade, upon 
the volume of money among the people was so keenly experienced and 
bitterly felt by our forefathers during the time of the Confederation 
that it should never be forgotten, but remain in men’s memories as a 
sad and salutary lesson to those who would see their country cursed by 
such mischievous legislation as the free-trade Democracy propose to 
enact in the Mills bill. J 

Then our forefathers had what this bill provides in part at least and 
what the Democrats in this debate have again and again urged and 
argued for—practical free trade. What was then the result? Cheap 
goods flowed in from Europe; the money of the people poured over the 
sea to pay for them, until all trade became barter. There was no cur- 
rency left for circulation in the country; people trafficked in cattle and 
sheep and most everything, except silver and gold coin or any kind of 
money. 

os eneral disaster which fell upon all classes and every kind of 
industry has formed too many sad pictures in the descriptions of 
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statesmen and historians to admit of repetition here. It was arrested 
only by the formation of a Constitution for all the colonies, the estab- 
lishment of a new and stronger Government, and the enactment of a 
protective tariff which encouraged hew industries that gave labor to 
the people and kept their money at home. 

The same principles will operate to-day as then. Like causes will 
produce like effects, and it will be found always that in a country 
where labor is high, as in our own, the. best assurance of a suflicient 
volume of currency is that protection to domestic industries which 
shall give employment to the toilers and stimulate the development 
of all the varied resources with which God has enriched the nation. 
Under such protection our country has had a degree of prosperity un- 
known in the history of mankind. Let us maintain it, whether it 
be assailed by the theories of doctrinaires, old prejudices, sectional 
envy, or the alliance of British greed with Democratic ambition for 
political power. - 

Mr. FORAN. Mr. Chairman, while the general debate was pending 
I gave my views, at considerable length, upon the measure under con- 
sideration. Since that time the bill has been so modified and amended 
that many of the objections I then entertained against the proposition 
no longer exist. There still remain in the bill, however, a few impor- 
tant provisions and sections, which are so utterly at variance with my 
convictions of duty and the pledges made my constituents that I can 
not consistently or conscientiously vote for it. I regret this exceed- 
ingly because it has always been my aim and my desire to be in line 
with my party upon all important questions of public policy. Besides, 
the ‘‘condition’’ mentioned by the President in bis message to this 
Congress still confronts us. Our patriotism as citizens anfl our official 
oaths alike require and demand at our hands the solution and removal 
of this *‘condition.’’ 

The collection by the Government and retention in the United States 
Treasury of a sum annually equal to one dollar for every man, women, 
and child in the Republic can not long continue, except at the cost of the 
most direful consequences to the prosperity and business interests of the 
country. The contraction of the circulating medium of a country al- 
ways results in enhancing the value of money, while it invariably 
decreases the wage of the laborer. The ‘‘condition’’—the surplus— 
ought to be and must be removed, and at once. The Mills bill 
sy i to accomplish this result. It diverges, in a few essential details, 
from the line of policy I would follow were the entire responsibility 
upon me; yet Iam not prepared to say that the Ways and Means 
Committee, upon the whole, especially in the amendments allowed 
since the bill was introduced, have not honestly endeavored to for- 
mulate and perfect a bill that would relieve the people from unneces- 
sary burdens and at the same time do justice to the various conflict- 
ing interests of our greatly diversified industries, 

If the committee failed in some instances it is because the tariff 
question, in the very nature of things, can not be delocalized or nation- 
alized, I had hoped that ourfriends upon the other side of the Cham- 
ber would formulate and present a measure that would more nearly 
meet my views; but in this hope I have been disappointed. Their 
policy has been to point ont alleged detects in the bill in speeches, 
which were not calculated or intended to create a healthy public opin- 
ion or sentiment upon the vital and the main question—the reduction 
of the surplus—but which were calculated and intended solely to in- 
fluence and affect and create Republican sentiment for the November 
election. Much as I differ with the majority of my party upon the 
tariff question, I can not consistently, as a Democrat, aid the Repub- 
lican party in creating an issue’ that is illusory and misleading. 

The present condition of the Treasury—the surplus and the giant 
evils itis bound to precipitate upon the country—brings us face to face 
with a public, not a political question. This question is so grave and 
far-reaching and so liable to affect injuriously the best interests of the 
whole people, that it ought to be approached, discussed, and consid- 
ered by patriots, not partisans; it is above and beyond mere party con- 
siderations. The Republican minority, however, have not seen fit to 
80 it. The President’s message was hailed by Republican leaders, 
not so much in the light of a menace to the industries of the country 
as in the light of outlininga policy which they believed they could, by 
judicious twisting and appeals to local prejudice, turn to their advan- 
tage politically. These gentlemen will vote against this bill, not be- 
cause they honestly believe it is a vicious measure, but because some 
injudicious utterances by gentlemen on this side of the House will en- 
able them to tell their constituents it is a free-trade measure, and in 
support of that contention they will cite, not the bill itself or its con- 
tents, but the remarks of gentlemen who have supported it, 

How any bill which provides for average duties of 40 cent. can 
be called a free-trade measure human comprehension; but that 
fact will be carefully obscured by the bewildering denunciations which 
will be hurled at the bill and the Democratic party, because a few gen- 
tlemen have permitted themselves in the discussion on this bill to in- 
dulge in the glittering generalities of free-trade philosophy. Now, 
while I can not vote for this bill, for the reasons already stated, I cer- 
tainly can not have any sympathy with the opposition to it, which 
springs from the selfish and partisan motives which dominate the Re- 
publican party. 
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To vote against the bill would be to countenance and commend the 
unpatriotic and selfish policy of the Republican party. My own party 
fealty as well as my convictions of right and duty make such action 
impossible. I have, by my votes, entered my protest against those 
items in the bill which my judgment lead me to believe were illogical 
or wrong, while I have uniformly voted for all items, clauses, and 
sections I believed to be sound and right. Iam sorry the bill is not 
in such shape as would prompt me to vote for it, but it is too near my 
position, and the opposition to it is of so selfish and purblind a char- 
acter that it is impossible for me to vote against it. 

One word more. As a Democrat, I do not regard the tariff as a party 
question. It is local in character, a business question that should be 
dealt with in a non-partisan spirit. 

The principles of the Democratic party are too broad, too deep, too 
far-reaching to be even temporarily put out of sight for a question that, 
in details, is far better understood by manufacturers and merchants than 
by statesmen. The difference between the two great parties now con- 
tending for supremacy in this country is as vast and as wide as space. 
Iam a Democrat. I mean by that, as-I said upon another occasion, 
that a Democrat is a 

FREE RESPONSIBLE SOUL. 

A Democrat is a man who would increase by all lawful means, to the highest 
attainable limit, the power of the individual, without sacrificing the require- 
ments of public order; he believes that there should be no inequality ot con- 
dition prospe that which springs from the inequality of talents, and he aims at 
removing all inequality except such as is absolutely necessary to the progress and 
development of humanity; he believes that men are responsible solely as men, 
have rights simply because they are men, and should be valued solely as men, 
and that every man has the right to raise himself to the highest point of excel- 
lence of which his soul and mentality are capable. In a word, the Democrat be- 
lieves that merit is everything, birth nothing. 

Politically a Democrat is a citizen who believes in a government by the 
people, while a Republican is a citizen who believes in a government of the 
people. The Democratic citizen believes in the largest possible limit of direct 
popular control in the government, consistent with social order and progress, 
while the Republican citizen would limit and circumscribe this direct popular 
control, believing that better government can be secured by placing govern- 
mental power only in the hands of the so-called well-born or privileged class. 
Again, the Democratic citizen believes in limiting the powers of the Federal 
Government and conserving to the States, at all hazards, every right and power 
reserved to them by the Constitution. In other words, the Democrat would 
maintain the binding force of the exact literal language of the Constitution, and 
would oppose at all times, by all means, the enlargement of Federal powers by 
interpretation. The Republican believes in the reverse of all this. ere is the 
correct, the exact dividing line between the two parties. 

It is upon these lines that I have always contended that the wage- 
worker, the toiler, and the man of limited means is out of place in 
the Republican party. The traditions and the inherited principles of 
the Republican party are those of Hamilton, while the Democrat be- 
lieves in the teachings of Jefferson. Parties sometimes swerve from 
the straight line of principle and follow the devious line of expediency. 
The Democratic party is no exception to this rule. Parties are merely 
aggregations of men, and all men are selfish, and the prospect of pres- 
ent success often lures them from the path that leads to a success which 
may be remote, but is always certajn. 

Through all the trials, through every crisis of the Democratic party, 
the principles upon which it was founded by Jefferson always survived, 
forprinciplesneverdie. The party may have erred, it may haveswerved 
from its path, but its faith, its principles as above outlined, are as pure 
and as just to-day as when first the lovers of free popular government 
made them the creed and d of a political party. Here is a plat- 
form upon which all Democrats can stand. Questions of expediency 
and policy—side issues—sink into obscurity and insignificance when 
contrasted with the great essentials of human liberty upon which the 
Democratic party is founded. Divergence of opinion upon questions 
of party expediency furnish no excuse for desertion to the enemy. 
While I will not vote for this bill, while I could not vote for it under 
any circumstances in its present shape, yet will I be found this fall—and 
at all times while life lasts—in the ranks of my party, in the forefront 
of the fight for Democratic ascendency and the perpetuation of Demo- 
cratic principles in this Republic. I can see no hope for the people in 
Republican ascendency. If the principles of the Democratic party are 
sound—based on justice and right—and so I believe, I feel it my duty 
to combat errors into which it may fall from within, not from without. 

The CHAIRMAN, There being no objection, the formal amend- 
ments will be withdrawn. The Clerk will read the pending paragraph 
under consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

All tobacco in leaf, unmanufactured, and not stemmed, 35 cents per pound, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on striking out the paragraph 
which has been read, the motion having been made by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MILLS]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HITT. What has become of the amendment proposed by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] on yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. It has been disposed of. 

Mr. MILLS. I move, on page 29, line 1 of section 4, to strike out 
“ July” and insert ‘‘October;”’ so as to read: 

Sec. 4. That on and after the Ist day of October, 1583, in lieu of the duties herc- 


tcfure imposed on the articles hereinafter mentioned, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid the following rates of duty on said articles severally. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. SPINOLA. I move, on page 32, to strike out lines 86, 87, 88, 
and 89, as follows: i 

Pipes, pipe-bowls, and all smokers’ articles whatsoever, not specially enumer- 
ated oe provided for, 50 per cent. ad valorem; all common pipes of clay, 25 per 
cent, ad valorem. > 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to going back to that para 
graph? 

There was no objection. 

The question recurred on Mr. SPINOLA’s amendment, and it was 
adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next paragraph, which 
was passed over at the suggestion of the gentleman trom New Jersey 
(Mr. LEHLBACH]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Bonnets, hats, and hoods for men, women, and children, composed of hair, 
whalebone, or any vegetable material, and not specially enumerated or pro- 
vided for, 30 per cent. ad valorem. 


Mr. BYNUM. Before we proceed with the debate on that paragraph 
I ask to move a mere formal amendment on page 58, which is a part of 
the repealing clause. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the paragraph. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 24. That sections 3011 and 3013 of the Revised Statutes be, and hereby are, 
repealed as toall importations made after the date of this act; and all laws and 
parts of laws inconsistent with the other requirements and provisions of this 
act are also hereby repealed. 


Mr. BYNUM. I move to strike out the words: 

And all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with the other requirements and 
provisions of this act are also hereby repealed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the paragraph passed 
over on motion of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. LEHLBACH], 
which has already been read, and the Clerk will now report the amend- 
ment moved by Mr. LEHLBACH to that paragraph. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to the paragraph the following: 

“Buttons called by and known among manufacturers as pearl buttons, a spc- 
cific duty of 4 cents per line per gross (English measurement).” 

Mr. MILLS. I ask that debate on this paragraph be limited to two 
hours, one hour on each side. 

Mr. REED. Tobject. I think we had better go on with the fivc- 
minute debate. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask thatan hour be given on this side. 

Mr. REED. I object. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Possibly an hour will not be needed. 

Mr. MILLS. We gave twenty minutes yesterday to the other side 
and fifteen minutes this morning, and I do not see why gentlemen 
should object to the time asked for on this side. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. But my colleague desires to speak to a substan- 
tial amendment, and I suggest that the gentlemen wait until my col- 
league gets through before fixing the limit. 

Mr. MILLS. Iam perfectly content that the gentleman shall have 
all the time he wants within reasonable limits. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands objection is made. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iwishto submit a request for unanimous consent 
to the House, and with a view of doing so I submita formal amendment 
to strike out the last word of the pending paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Dockery). The gentleman from Illinois 
will proceed. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have listened with great patience to all gentle- 
men in this House during all of this long and protracted debate, and 
I believe that during this discussion every gentleman has been per- 
mitted to speak as long as he desired. I now ask the indulgence of 
the committee that I may be permitted to address myself to that part 
of the bill which relates to the tariff on wool, with the assurance that 
I will confine myself exclusively to that subject; and I ask unanimous 
consent that I may be permitted, after the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey shall have concluded his remarks, to address the committee for a 
period not to exceed one hour. 

Mr. REED. It does not seem to me to bea fair proposition after 
the debate is closed that a gentleman should come here with a prepared 
speech and ask additional time for the purpose of delivering it. Had 
we been notified a reasonable time in advance it would have been 
granted, and probably would have been granted with the greatest 
pleasure. But I do not think it is desirable now to reopen the subject. 

Mr. SPRINGER. On the subject of wool permit me to state that 
geutlemen on the other side of the Chamber occupied one hour and forty- 
five minutes more than was occupied on this side; and this order, if 
granted, would not even equalize the debate on that question. I have 
no desire to depart from the legitimate subject under consideration or 
indulge in any political matters. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. If the gentleman from Illinois will yield to me for 
amoment | will remind my friend from Maine that the gentlemam from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] was given fifty minutes consecutively, 
as a matter of Sunay to him and that side of the House, on this sched- 
ule—the woolen schedule—uninterruptedly, within ten minutes of the 


time asked bv the gentleman from Illinois on this side. 
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The CHAIRMAN, ‘The Chair willstate the request of the gentleman “Mr. LEHLBACK. Mr. Chairman, this amendment proposes a spe- 


from Ilinois, 

Mr. REED. If there is a proposition for an hour on each side I 
should not make special objection to it, after having called attention 
- to the way that this thing is done. I do not think it is a satisfactory 
method of doing business in commitiee. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. ‘The first request of the gentleman from Illinois 
was for an hour. 

Mr. REED. And I objected to the first request. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Will the gentleman from Maine object to two 
hours, then, one on each side ? ° 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will submit the request to the com- 
mittee. 

Is there objection to allowing debate for two hours on the woolen 
schedule of the bill, that time to be equally divided between the two 
sides of the House ? - 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Now let the gentleman from New Jérsey occupy 
such time as he desires on his amendments, 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the gentleman from 
Maine will be allowed to control the hour on the left. Does the gen- 
tleman desire to proceed now? 

Pog REED. No; the gentleman from Illinois will take his hour 
t. 

Mr. SPRINGER. After the gentleman from New Jersey has con- 
cluded his remarks I will proceed. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Of course I know nothing of this arrangement. 
The time should be given me to offer two substantial amendments, 
which I propose and on which I ask to be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will send his amendments up. 

Mr. REED. This does not come out of any time that we may have 
on this side under the new arrangement. 

The CHAIRMAN. It does not. The time occupied by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey will be on his own amendments. 

Mr. BLAND. That is, for five minutes, under the rule? 

The CHAIRMAN. Ofcourse the gentleman occupies the floor, if at 
all, under the rule. 

Mr. BLAND. But I understand it is only for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Hespeaks under the rule of course. If the gen- 
tleman gets more time that will be by the consent of the committee. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. My first amendment is to strike out ‘‘ thirty,” 
in line 26 of this paragraph, and insert ‘‘fifty;”’ so that it will read 
"50 per cent. ad valorem.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 

posed by the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment at the 
request of the hatters of my district, and it seems to me, after having 
considered their reasons for this change, that it would be wise to in- 
crease the duty on these articles. I will briefly state to the committee 
the facts. The consumption of these articles in this country is not so 
great but that those engaged in their production are able to supply the 
demand. Until within the last ten years few hats were imported, and 
our workingmen engaged in thisindustry were kept busily employed. Of 
late years the importation has steadily increased, and where formerly 
an imported hat was a novelty, it is now a thing of common use. 
These large importations have had the result of lowering the wages of 
those employed, and of compelling idleness at certain portions of the 
year. In order to prevent further increase in importation it will be 
necessary to increase the duty on these articles. This is the effect of 
my amendment, namely, an increase from 30'to 50per cent. I had the 
honor to present a petition to the House, signed by 2,170 hatters of 
my district, asking for this legislation. 

In a letter inclosing the petition Mr. Daniel McCarthy, of Orange 
Valley, N. J., secretary of the United Hatters of Essex County, says as 
follows: 

is that a few years ago an imported ha 
wee Arraia irpan a pagent me here, and the lonportelicn ta cao wd 
on the increase. Taking the importation of 1887 as a basis, the wages for mak- 
ing 42,365 dozen hats. which, at i per dozen, amounts to $338,920, is in reality 
$33 per annum each from the 10,000 people employed in the hatting industry in 
this country, or about one-sixteenth of the average earnings for the entire year. 
In this country alone there are nearly 4,000 men employed at hatting, who would 
all have signed the petition if the committee who baat in charge had taken a 
few days more to circulate it, but we were afraid to delayit. Now, we are com- 


pelled through lack of work to lose at least three months in the year which 
could be partly remedied by an increase to 50 per cent. 


If the rate of duty is not changed the hatters fear that the importa- 
tions will not decrease, but rather increase, and that it will condemn 
them to idleness for a longer period during the year. With this briet 
statement, I ask for a favorable consideration. 

The question was taken on the amendment of Mr. LEHLBACH; and 
on a division there were—ayes 72, noes 84. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I now offer the amendment I send to the desk. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert after line 26: è 
“ Buttons, called by and known among manufacturers as ‘pearl buttons,’ a 
specific duty of 4 cents per line per gross (English measurement),”” 


cific duty which will, as I am informed, be equivalent to about 50 per 
cent. ad valorem, or double the present duty. But a few years ago 
the pearl-button industry was a flourishing one in the city of Newark. 
The competition at that time was entirely with English manufactur- 
ers, and the duty of 25 per cent. was sufficient to make up the differ- 
ence of wages between the two countries. At that time there were 
few or none manufactured in Austria. At present the importations 
to this country, according to the report of Consul-General Jussan, 
made December 30, 1887, amount, in round figures, to $2,300,000, and 
of this amount nearly $1,700,000 comes from Austria, the bulk of the 
balance coming from France. The hand labor in Austria, as well as 
in France, is performed at the low rate o/ from 5 to 7 florins per week 

(or from $2 to $2.80 per week). In the manufacture of pearl buttons 
no machinery can be used; itis all hand work. Itis hardly necessary, 
therefore, to state that since this has become an industry in Austria 
and France, and the bulk of their manufactured-articles have been ex- 
ported to this country, that most of our manufacturers have been com- 
pelled to close their factories, and those yet remaining are engaged 
only part of the time, and then only at the highest grade of goods. 

The petition which I will present to the House and ask to have read 
states that in Vienna and the suburbs there are several thousand con- 
victs employed in making pearl buttons, and the sale of these goods 
being prohibited in Austria they are exported to the United States. If 
this be true, and I do not doubt it, then it is high time that we, hav- 
ing in most of the States protected honest labor from our own convict 
labor, should take steps to protect it from infinitely worse competition, 
the convict labor of Austrian prisons. This is not the first attempt 
that those engaged in this industry made to obtain relief. Six years 
ago my predecessor introduced a bill for their relief. It was referred 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and nothing was done. Inthe 
last Congress I introduced a bill increasing the duty. It was referred 
to the same committee. A chance for proper explanation was given 
by that committee, but no tariff legislation being had during the Forty- 
ninth Congress, of course no relief was given. If Congress will not 
soon do something for these people an industry will be wiped out of 
existence which would in ashort time have given employment to thou- 
sands of our people. This is a very peculiar case, and I hope that the 
petition of the committee of the pearl-button makers, which I now 
send to the Clerk’s desk to have read, will result in causing favorable 
action. 

The Clerk read the petition, as follows: 

NEWARK, N. J., December 21, 1887. 

HONORABLE Sim; The petition of the undersigned, who are a committee of 
the National Pearl-Button Makers’ Association, appointed by them to present to 
yonr honorable self, praying that they may have your support in advocating a 

ill of the pear!l-button manufacturers, which is about being presented to Con- 
gress, asking for such relief that will enable us to be on an equality with other 
mechanical industries in thiscountry. We you toallow us to present to you 
a few a which we think, after your pe , we shall have your support and 
sympathy. 

We meek body of mechanics, who some ten or fifteen years ago represented 
thousands, our occupation was such that we were enabled to have steady em- 
Ler Sores our principal competitor in pearl buttons was England, and the com- 
petition was such that we could favorably compete, but since that time Austria 
and Germany commenced making pearl buttons; and where there was one 
thousand gross of pearl buttons made in those two countries alone there are 
now to-day one hundred thousand, till the competition is so great that two- 
thirds of the workmen in this country are doing nothing, and what few have 
work, only get two or three days per week. The wages ve E when at work 
averages from $12 to $15 per week, which we think you agree is not too 
much for a skilled mechanic who has had to labor for several years before he 
becomes proficient, but as the case now is this labor has been entirely thrown 
away. 

Oar chief competitor now is Austria,as there we have not only the regular 
workmen to contend against but in Vienna and the suburbs there are several 
thousand convicts employed making pearl buttons, and there is a law prohib- 
iting the sale of such goods in their own country, and which goods find a ready 
market here. Again,the wages of aregular mechanicin Austria are exactly in 
our money $2.83 per week, so you can readily see the comparison of the of 
the foreign and domestic mechanic. Our wages, taking it at the lowest is, 
is four or five times as much as theirs, and the duty that is imposed on such 

is 25 per cent, ad valorem. Now it can readily be seen the disadvantage 
we laborunder. How can our employers find work for us to do when import- 
ers in this country have their agents in Europe who buy are the re- 
sult of convict and pauper labor, or, in other words, how can it be expected that 
they will buy goods in this country of which thelabor alone costs $1 when in a 
forrign country it costs30 cents? 

‘Things have gone so far with us that it is only a question of a little time when 
the climax willcome. We have labored hard for a long time to keep the wolf 
from the door and looking with longing eyes for a bright sun to rise which 
would break forth into a glorious morning; but we bave hoped in vain; the 
tide does not seem to turn, and as a last resort we appeal to you, most honora- 
ble sir, to help us in our great difficulty. We are well aware that Congress has 
the inclination to reduce the tariff instead of raising it, but we feel we are jus- 
tified by our condition in asking that an exception be made in our case. In 
fact, our trade has been in such extreme n ty that the whole press of this 
mechanical city and the press of New York have taken it up and from observa- 
tion have made prolonged articles upon it. Our employers are also in a bad 
condition; two-thirds of the factories are completely closed, and the others, on 
an average, do not run two days per week. 

Now, honorable sir, we have endeavored to state our case to you in a plain 
and truthful manner, praying that you will give us your valuable assistance so 
that we can make an honest living at our own legitimate occupation, as we feel 
we have to work against more competition and have less protection than any 
other industry in the whol e country, as our goods are made exclusively by hand 
and can not be made in any way by aa AEE machinery; the same process of 
manufacture has to be gone through in Austria as in this country; and we 


can assure you that the contents of this letter we can vouch for,as a great 
many of your humble petitioners have followed their occupation in Europe, 
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The lathes that are used in this business can not be utilized for any other pur- 
posp, which is another great disadvantage we labor under; in fact, we labor un- 

er every disadvantage and have no g to encourage us. We pray that you 
may see the condition that we are placed in and that something will be done at 
this session of Congress to give us that relief that will extricate us from our un- 
fortunate position and enable us to support our wives and families as it becomes 
every honest and respectable mechanic. We do notask forextortionate wages, 
but we pray for a duty which will protect us and give us steady employment, 


Respectfully yours, etc. 
: JOHN H. COMPSTOCK. 
HARRY TONKS. 
JOSEPH WOLFF. 


To Hon. Herman LEHLBACI. 


Mr. LEHLBACH. Isimply wish tostate that to my personal knowl- 
edge these facts are not ted in this petition. ‘Theshops in my 
city have been closed for want of work and the people are walking the 
streets in idleness. It is simply a question here whether this industry 
shall longer exist in this country or not. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I would like to ask the gentleman from New Jersey 
a question. This petition recites the fact that these men only get em- 
ployment for about two days in a week. Is that a correct statement? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. They donow; but they did formerly, when they 
were coming in competition with England alone, work full time at fall 
wages, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Does my friend mean to say that since Austria be- 
gan to manufacture this class of merchandise, these persons have but 
two days work in the week? 

Mr, LEHLBACH. That is substantially correct. 

Mr. BLOUNT. How long has that been going on? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. For the last six years. Most of the buttons 
- sold in this country now are made in Austria. 

Mr. BLOUNT. And that condition of your labor has existed for a 
series of years? i 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I will state to the gentleman that they make 
only the higher grades of goods here. 

‘reek oT And these people only find employment two days in 
week ? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. In thatindustry. The balance of the time they 
are working in some other line of industry where they can get employ- 
ment. Now, the question is whether you are going to strike that in- 
dustry down or not. 

or WHEELER withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama has 
expired. Thequestion is on the amendment of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. LEHLBACH]. 

The question was put; and there were—ayes 67, noes 83. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, the debate on the pending bill 
began on the 17th day of April last; since that time the committee has 
been occupied in general debate twenty-three day and eight evening ses- 
sions. There were consumed in the general debate one hundred and 
eleven hours and fifty-four minutes—tifty-six hours and eighteen min- 
utes by Democrats and fifty-five hours and thirty-six minutes by Re- 
publicans, or those opposed to the bill. In all one hundred and fifty- 
one speeches were made during the general debate on this bill. Thede- 
bate upon the bill by paragraphs began May 31, since which time there 
have been occupied twenty-eight days or one hundred and twenty-eight 
hours and ten minutes, including the time that will be consumed to-day. 
The whole number of days devoted to the debate and consideration of 
the bill has been fifty-one, and the number of hours two hundred and 
forty. This debate will perhaps be knuwn as the most remarkable 
that ever occurred in our parliamentary history. It has awakened an 
interest not only throughout the length and breadth of our own coun- 
try, but throughout the civilized world; and henceforth, as long as our 
Government shall endure, it shall be known as ‘‘ The Great Tariff De- 
bate of 18588.” 

The House in Committee of the Whole on Monday last voted on the 
question of striking out of the pending bill the paragraph which placed 
all wools imported into this country after the Ist day of October next on 
the free-list. The vote by tellers showed that 120 members voted for 
free wool and 102 voted to retain the present tax. It was my intention 
before that vote was taken to have addressed the committee in oppo- 
sition to striking out the paragraph; but on account of a slight cold 
I was unable to do so at that time without personal discomfort. But 
as the motion to strike out did not prevail, and the clanse securing free 
wool still remains in the bill, and must be voted on as a part of it on 
the final passage, I beg the indulgence of the committee at this time 
to express some views on the subject. 

CHANGE IN WOOL TARIFF IN 1883, 

On the 3d day of May, 1882, I had the honor to address the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the bill to providefor the appointment of the 
Tariff commission. In my remarks at that time I referred to the tariff 
on wool at some length, and advocated the placing of wool on the free- 
list. That Congress passed at its second session the tariff act of March 


3, 1883, which slightly reduced the duty on wool. It repealed the 
ad valorem duty of 10 and 11 per cent., but retained the specific duty 
of 10 and 12 cents a pound on unwashed wool of the first and second 
class. The specific duty on coarse carpet wools was reduced one-half. 
It is claimed by gentlemen on the other side of the Chamber that these 
reductions worked disaster to the wool-growers of the country. I do 
not concede this. On the contrary, I hold that the reduction of the 
duties on wool did not proance the changes in the prices of wool or 
number of sheep which followed, First as to the number of the sheep 


in the country before and after the change, takethe four years immedi- 
ately preceding the change and the four years succeeding it. The act 
of 1883 took effect July 1 of that year. The number of sheep in the 
United States in 1883 was 49,237,291. 

i The number in each of the four years preceding this year was as fol- 
ows: 4 


Or on average of 41,868,955 sheep for each year. 
The number in each of the four years succeeding the change was as 
follows: 


MOAR AE E E: L E NAT ONAN TAST 194,068,514 

Or an average of 48,517,128 sheep for each year. 

This shows an average of 6,648,173 more sheep in each of the four 
years succeeding the change than there were in each of the four years 
preceding the change. If the change in the tariff in 1883 had any 
effect in this respect it was to increase the number of sheep in the 


country. Gentlemen on the other side are in the habit of pointing to 
the number of sheep in 1883 and in 1887, and assuming that these two 
items determine the whole question. 

And in this connection I desire to call attention to the resolution 
adopted in this city in January, 1888, at the conference of wool-grow- 
ers, wool-dealers, and wool-manufacturers. Those resolutionswere ad- 
dressed to Congress a8 a remonstrance on the part of the representatives 
of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers and of the Wool 
Growers’ National Association against the passage of the Mills bill, and 
assumed to furnish Congress information upon the condition of wool- 
growing and wool-manufacturing in the United States. 

I quote from the Bulletin of the National Association of Wool Man- 
ufacturers, dated Boston, 1887, one of the resolutions adopted, which 
is found on page 336 of that bulletin, as follows: 

The fact that the reduction in the tariff on wool in 1883 was immediately fol- 
lowed by a decrease in the number of sheep in the country from 50,626,626 in 
1884, to 44,759,314 in 1887, gives warning that the abolition of duties on wool 
would seriously cripple the raising of sheep in this country, which is the third 
producer in quantity among the nations, and would thus increase the price of 
wool all over the world, while the consequent destruction of sheep would ma- 
terially affect the supply and the price of meat, and, toa considerable degree, of 
all provisions. 

A person reading this resolution would naturally infer that there had 
been a great destruction of sheep in the United States since the reduc- 
tion of the tariff on wool by the act of March 3, 1883. These honor- 
able gentlemen, assuming to furnish the representatives of the people 
with valuable information upon interests represented by themselves, 
assume that the condition of wool-growing in the United States after 
the passage of the act of 1883 gives warning that the abolition of duties 
on wool would seriously cripple the raising of sheep in this country. ` 
They assume with a positiveness which amounts to assertion that there 
was a great falling off of sheep in this country after the passage of that 
act, while, as I have shown, there were in the United States on an 
average for each of the four years which have elapsed since 1883, 6,000,- 
000 sheep more than there were on an average for the four years pre- 
ceding the change, What confidence can we place hereafter in the 
representafjons of interested parties on this subject? 

There are fluctuations in all business. Sheep-raising is no exception 
to the rule But general conditions can only be reached by taking the 
average for several years. The average of four years preceding and 
succeeding shows a large increase in the number of sheep after the 
tariff reduction on wool in 1883. 

Now, in the second place, as to pricesof wool. There wasa decrease 
in the average price of fine wool of about 10 cents a pound during 


“the four years sueceeding the change as compared with the four years 


preceding the change. There wasa corresponding decrease as to other 
classes of wools. The average price of fine wools in January for the 
years 1879, 1880, 1881, and 1882 was 46.25 cents per pound. For the 
succeeding four years, 1884 to 1887, the average was only 35.50. But 
there had been a gradual decline in the average price of wool from 
1867, when the high protective tariff on wool was passed, until the 
present time. In 1867 the price was 68 cents a pound. 

In 1869 it was 50 cents, in 1873 it was 70 cents, and then it dropped 
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each year thereafter to 58, 55, 48, 46, 44, and to 34 in 1879, or about 
the same price it now commands. What caused the decline in 1879 to 
34 cents a pound while the tariff was unchanged? What caused the 
decline from 70 to 34 cents a pound on wool during the highest tariff 
era ever known in this country? Gentlemen must find other causes 
for these changes than the raising orthc lowering of thetariff onwool. I 
concede that such changes of the tariff do affect prices remotely, but 
not directly. Prices of all commodities are controlled by the inexor- 
able law of supply and demand. There was a greater supply of wool 
in this country during the four yearssuceeding the change in the tariff 
in 1883 than during the four years preceeding the change. Thestatistics 
prove this. But the average number of sheep each year was 6,648,000 
greater. If each produced a fleece of 6 pounds, the wool supply would, 
from the home clip only, exceed by 40,000,000 pounds each year that 
of the preceeding four years. 

‘This would materially depress prices, unless there was a correspond- 
ing increase in demand. We have no statistics since 1880 that would 
accurately determine this fact. The probabilities are, however, that 
there has been in recent years a large overproduction of woolen goods 
in this country. As such goods are loaded down with the taxes on the 
raw material, they can not be shipped abroad and sold in competition 
with goods manufactured out of untaxed raw material. Hence they 
must overcrowd our home market, and thus depress not only the prices 
of woolen goods, but also of wool itself. Overproduction is the inevit- 
able consequence of high tariffs. In many branches of business com- 
binations or trusts have been formed for the purpose of limiting pro- 
duction and controlling the prices of their products. Thus high tariffs 
prona overproduction and overproduction produces the combine and 

e trust. ‘ 

I do not charge that there has been a trust formed by those engaged 
in woolen interests. Butitis conceded that the high tariff on wool has 
restricted our wool-growers to the home market; they can not ship 
their wool, under present conditions, to other countries. A restricted 
market places their products at the mercy of the manufacturers of 
woolen goods in this country. When they overstock the market, they 
must shut down their mills or work them on limited time and with 
less force. This diminishes the demand for wool, and a fall in prices 
is the inevitable result, 

NOT AN INFANT INDUSTRY. 

On yesterday we heard the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Bu- 
CHANAN] speak of the potter’s art as one of the oldest industries 
known to man, but the raising of sheep is of even greater antiquity. 

The stereotyped pretext of protecting an infant industry can not be 
set up in defense of taxing either wool or pottery. The very earliest 
industry known to man was that of raising sheep. Abel, the second 
son of Adam, was ‘‘a keeper of sheep.’ [Laughter.] The offering of 
the firstlings of his flock as a sacrifice to the Lord proved more accept- 
able than did the offering of his brother, and the murderous jealousy 
ensued, which caused Abel’s death, In Exodus (22, 1) the penalty 
for stealing sheep was the restoration to the owner of four sheep for 
each one stolen. In Deuteronomy (22, 1) is found the injunction ‘not 
to see thy brother’s sheep go astray.’? The Jaw required every shep- 
herd to look after the welfare of his neighbor’s flock as well as his own, 
and not to permit his sheep to go astray. On the occasion of great as- 
semblies of people sheep were slaughtered for their food. We are told 
in I Chronicles (5, 21) that thesons of Reuben took from the Hagarites 
in war 250,000 sheep. This was 1,300 years B. C., and indicates that 
there was a large sheep-growing industry more than three thousand 


years ago. 

Mr. McCREARY. Did they have free wool inthosedays? [Laugh- 
ter. 

ih. SPRINGER. Yes; they had free wool in those days. 

The Scriptures are filled with references to sheep. Abel and David 
were shepherds. The Savior of the World is called the Good Shepherd, 
aud his birth was first announced ‘‘ to the shepherds who watched their 
flocks by night’’ on the plains of Judea. What excuse can there be 
for placing the business of raising sheep and growing wool in the cate- 
gory of infant industries? What nonsense to assert that this industry 
can not exist in the United States of America, where the soil and cli- 
mate are unsurpassed, unless Congress imposes a high tariff on wool ! 
What folly to load down with taxes that article of all others which 
most contributes to the health and comfort of mankind ! 

A CONDITION CONFRONTS US, 

At the beginning of this session of Congress we were confronted with 
a condition of affairs which demanded a revision of the tariff and a re- 
duction of the surplus revenue in the Treasury. The President, in his 
annual message to Congress in December last, called attention to this 
condition, and recommended the immediate passage of a bill to correct 
the inequalities of the tariff and reduce the surplus, characterizing 
our tariff Jaws as ‘‘ the vicious, inequitable, and illogical source of un- 
necessary taxation.’’ At that time the excess of revenue for the fiscal 


year ending June 30, 1887, amounted to $55,000,000, and the estimated 
surplus at the end of the fiscal year was placed at $140,000,000, Ac- 
cording to the statement made by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
DockKERY] in the House on July 3, last, the surplus at the close of the 
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last fiscal year (June 30, 1887), was $129,272,205.90, notwithstanding 
a purchase of bonds during the year up to that time to the amount of 
$32,386,800. 


THE PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE ON FREE WOOL. 


In view of these facts the President was justified in departing from 
the usual custom of sending in a méssage on the leading topics of home 
and foreign affairs and devoting the whole paper to the subject of the 
surplus and suggesting the proper means for its reduction. He urged 
the reduction of tariff taxes and a revision of the customs laws as es- 
sential to the removal of unn burdens on the people and in 
order to promote the general welfare. Among other subjects referred 
to by him was the tariff on wool, and he u the reduction or re- 
moval of this duty in any revision of the tariff Jaws that might be 
made. This part of his message is clear, forcible, and convincing, and 
deserves the careful consideration of every person in the United States, 
and especially of the voters who are to pass upon this question at the 
polls in November next. 

The following are the portions of the message on this subject: 


_ The farmer and the agriculturist, who manufacture nothing, but who pay the 
increased price which the tariff imposes, upon every agricultural implement, 
upon all he wears and upon all he uses and owns, except the increase of his 
flocks and herds and such things as his husbandry produces from the soil, is 
invited to aid in maintaining the present situation; and he is told that a high 
duty on imported wool is necessary for the benefit of those who have sheep to 
shear, in order that the price of their wool may be increased. They of course 
are not reminded that the farmer who has no sheep is by this means obliged, 
in his purchases of clothing and woolen goods, to pay a tribute to his fellow 
farmer as well as to the manufacturer and merchant; nor is any mention made 
of the fact that the sheep-owners themselves and their households must wear 
clothing and use other articles manufactured from the wool they sell at tariff 
prices, and thus as consumers must return their share of this increased price to 
the tradesman. 

I think it may be fairly assumed that a large proportion of the sheep owned 
by the farmers i a the country are found in small flocks numbering 
from twenty-five to fifty. The duty on the grade of imported wool which these 
sheep yield is 10 cents each pound if of the value of 30 cents or less, and 12 cents 
if of the value of more than 30 cents. If the liberal estimate of 6 pounds be 
allowed for each fleece, the duty thereon would be 60 or 72 cents, and this may 
be taken as the utmost enhancement of its price to the farmer by reason of this 
duty. Eighteen dollars would thus represent the increased price of the wool 
from twenty-five sheep and $36 that from the wool of fifty sheep; and at present 
values this addition would amount to about one-third of its proe, If upon its 
sale the farmer receives this or a less tariff profit, the wool leaves his hands 
charged with precisely that sum, which in all its changes will adhere to it, until 
it reaches the consumer. 

When manufactured into cloth and other goods and material for use, its cost 
is not only increased to the extent of the farmer’s tariff profit, but s further sum 
has been added for the benefit of the manufacturer under the operation of other 
tariff_laws. In the mean time the day arrives when the farmer finds it neces- 
sary to purchase woolen goods and material to clothe himself and family for 
the winter, When he faces the tradesman for that purpose he discovers thathe 
is obliged not only to return in the way of increased prices, his tariff profit on 
the wool he sold, and which then perbaps lies before him in manufactured form, 
but that he must add a considerable sum thereto to meet a further increase in 
cost caused by a tariff duty on the manufacture. Thus in the end he is aroused 
to the fact that he has n a moderate purchase, as a result of the tariff 
scheme, which, when he sold his wool seemed so profitable, an increase in price 
more than sufficient to sweep away all the’ tariff profit he received upon the 
wool he produced and sold. 

When the number of farmers engaged in wool-raising is compared with all 
the farmers in the country, and the small proportion they bear to our popula- 
tion is considered; when it is made pueros that, in the case of a large part of 
those who own sheep, the benefit of the present tariff on wool is illusory; and. 
above all, when it must be conceded that the increase of the cost of living caused 
by such tariff becomes a burden upon those with moderate means and the poor, 
the employed and unemployed, the sick and well, and the young and old, and 
that it constitutes a tax which, with relentless grasp, is fastened upon the cloth- 
ing of every man, woman, and child in the land, reasons are su >d why the 
renovel or reduction of this duty should be included in a revision of our tariff 
aws. 

' CONSUMPTION OF WOOL AND WOOLEN GOODS. 


The manufactures of wool enter into universal consumption. No 
other element enters so largely into domestic affairs as does wool. From 
the cradle to the grave it is around and about us. In the Northern 
portions of our country human existence would be intolerable and vast 
areas would be comparatively depopulated if woolen goods were elim- 
inated from our domestic economy. The health, comfort, and pros- 
perity of the people largely depend upon a liberal supply of the pro- 
dactions of wool, or those of which wool is the chief component. 

The production of wool in the United States for the year 1886 was 
285,000,000 pounds. The imports of wool for that year were 129,- 
084,950. It is estimated that the woolen goods which were imported 
into the United States for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, con- 
tained raw wool to the amount of 196,000,000 pounds. This would 
show that the amount of raw wool consumed in the United States for 
the year 1886-’87 amounted to 610,084,958 pounds. Assuming that 
the population of the United States at this time is 60,000,000, this 
would show that the consumption of raw wool per capita for the past 
year was 10 pounds, or for a family of five persons 50 pounds of wool 
was consumed. The average price of raw wool at this time is 34 cents 
a pound, and the 50 pounds consumed by each family would therefore 
amount to $17, which would represent the cost to each family of five 
persons in the United States of raw wool for the past year. If we 
multiply the whole number of pounds of raw wool consumed by the 
price of wool at this time, it will show that there were $207,428,885 
worth of raw wool and wool in manufactured woolen products con- 
sumed in the United States in the year 1886-'87. 

‘The value of manufactures of woolen goods consumed in the United 
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States in 1880 is estimated as follows: The domestic production of 
woolen fabrics, according to the census of 1880, was valued at $267,- 
252,913. There were imported during the year 1880 woolen goods to 
the amount of $35,013,255. The duties paid upon the imported goods 
amounted to $21,152,070. The manufactures of men’s and women’s 
clothing in the United States for the census year 1880, less the cost of 
materials used therein, were valued at $90,630,745. I deduct the 
materials used in the manufacture of clothing for the reason that they 
were composed of the domestic productions and importations already 
estimated. The aggregate of these amounts would represent the total 
value of woolen goods consumed in the United States in 1880 in the 
hands of the manufacturers, or at the port of entry, plus the duty upon 
the imported goods. It is well known, however, that the cost of bring- 
ing these goods to the consumers of the country will add at least 25 per 
cent. to their value in the hands of the importers and manufacturers. 
The 25 per cent. thus added would amount to $103,512,245, making a 
grand aggregate of cost for that year of woolen goods to the people of 
the United States of $517,561, 228. 

There were in the United States in 1880, in round numbers, fifty 
millions of people, and if we divide the aggregate of woolen goods con- 
sumed by the whole number of the population it will show that the 
cost for woolen goods to each person was $10, or for a family of five 
persons, $50. 

There is an element in this cost which is attributable to the tariff 
on wool and woolen goods. It will be interesting to determine how 
far the aggregate of cost of woolen goods was increased on that ac- 
count. 

I do not claim that the whole amount of the duty paid on foreign im- 
portations is in all cases added to the cost to the consumers of like prod- 
ucts produced in this country; but where the home product does not 
exceed the home demand for consumption and foreign productions must 
come in to supply the deficiency, the cost of the home product is fixed 
by the cost of the foreign product plus the duty. * In thecase of woolen 
goods, the supply did not equal the demand, as it appears that $25,- 
000,000 worth of woolen goods were imported into the United States 
pogo upon which duties were actually paid to the amount of $21,- 

, O00, 
TARIFF INCREASES COST OF WOOLEN GOODS. 

It is safe to estimate that the woolen goods manufactured in this 
country were enhanced in value on account of the tariff on imported 
goods of like quality to the extent of at least 40 per cent., or on this 
account to the amount of $106,873,165. There were actually paid in 
duties on imported woolen goods for that year $21,152,070. This 
amount was necessarily added to the cost of the imported articles, 
This would make a total increase of the cost of the domestic product 
of woolen goods in the hands of the manufacturers and importers to 
the amount of $128,025,235. If we add to this amount 25 per cent. as 
commissions and expenses necessarily incurred before the goods reach 
the consumers, making $32,006,308, we will find that the total cost to 
consumers in the United States in 1880 on account of the tariff on 
woolen goods amounted to $160,031,543. At that time, as stated be- 
fore, there were 50,000,000 inhabitants in the United States, and the 
cost of protection to wool and woolen goods would therefore amount to 
$3.20 per capita, or to a family of five persons, $16. 

If each Congressional district contained at that time 150,000 inhabit- 
ants, which is about the ratio, the woolen goods consumed in each 
district would have cost the consumers in 1880, $1,500,000. The tariff 
burden per capita, as before stated, for that year was estimated at $3.20. 
The amount of tariff burden, therefore, to each district would be $480,- 
000. : 
These estimates are based on the statistics of 1880 for the reason that 
we have no statistics since that time of the amount and value of do- 
mestic manufactures of woolen goods. It is safe to say that there has 
been an increase in domestic manufactures of woolen goods since that 
time equal to the increase of population, and perhaps greater, as our 
wants are continually expanding. Theratiooftariffburdenson woolen 
goods consumed has at least been preserved since 1880, and in all prob- 
ability increased. It is therefore safe to estimate that there has been 
an increase in each item of at least 10 per cent. 

The account in 1880 would then stand as follows: The whole amount 
of woolen consumed in 1880 was $517,561,228. Ten per cent. 
of this amount woul: be $51,756,122. Our total costin 1880 of woolen 
goods consumed was $569,316,350. The tariff burden in 1880, as be- 
fore stated, was $160,031,543. If we add 10 per cent. to this, namely, 
$16,003,154, we will have a total of tariff burdens in the United States 
in 1888 amounting to $176,034,697. The tariff burden in each Con- 
gressional district in 1880 was estimated at $480,000. If we add 10 
per cent. to this, namely, $48,000, we would have a tariff burden to 
each Congressional district of $528,000 on account of the tariff on 
wool and woolen goods. 

€ WHAT PROTECTION TO WOOL-GROWERS COSTS. 


The gentleman from Maine [Mr. DiNGLEY] said on Thursday last 
(see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 6757): 


Nothing can be clearer than that if wool is admitted free of duty it will re- 
sult in a decline of wool nearly to the extent of the duty. 
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This means that the domestic product of wool is increased in valué 
or price to the purchaser to an amount equal to the duty on the im- 
ported article. This will be true as long as the duty remains. 
The average rate of duty on imported unwashed wool for 1887 was 
35.10 per cent. ad valorem, or about 10 cents a pound. 
The production of wool for 1886 was 285,000,000 pounds. 
If the wool-growers in 1886 realized an increased price on their wool 
to the amountof 10 cents a pound the gain would amount to $23,500,- 
000. rising do not, however, realize the full amount of 10 cents a 
und, 
But for the sake of argument let us concede a loss the first year to 
the wool-growers of $28,500,000 on their wool product in case of a re- 
peal of the duties on wool. 
This would be a loss to the wool-growers of each Congressional dis- 
trict, assuming (which is only approximately the fact) that the wool- 
growers were equally distributed to each district, of the whole sum di- 
vided by the number of districts, including Delegates, or only $85,585. 
It appears also that in order to afford the wool-growers a protection 
on their wool product of 1886 of only $28,500,000 the consumers of wool 
in the United States were subjected to a tax equal to $176,034, 697. 
This tariff burden on account of the protection to wool-growers 
amounted in each Congressional district to $528,000, while the average 
amount of protection realized to each district was only $85,585, a net 
loss to each district of $442,415. Assuming that the wool-growers re- 
ceive all the protection which is claimed, we submit that such protec- 
tion is an expensive luxury to the consumers of woolen goods in this 
country. 
It eet true, as stated by the gentleman from Maine [Mr. DING- 
LEY], that ‘‘to admit wool free of duty would result in a decline in 
wool nearly to the extent of the duty.” It is true that during the 
continuance of the protective duty the price may be advanced after 
the business of the country has become adjusted to the duty, to the ex- 
tent of the tax, or nearly so. 
But if we abolish the duty, and place wool on the free-list, there 
will be a variety of conditions or circumstances which would result 
therefrom, which would all tend to increase again the price of wool, 
and that, too, within a very short period of time. 

TARIFF ACT OF 1867 AND ITS RESULTS, 
In 1867 the wool-growers of the country and the manufacturers of 
woolen goods succeeded in inducing Congress to impose protective 
duties on the importation of foreign wools, and also to impose such ad- 
ditional duties upon importations of foreign woolen goods as would 
compensate them for the loss they would sustain by reason of the duties 
on the raw material. The tariff upon wool prior to 1867 had been 
fluctuating under various acts of Congress from 1824 to 1865. Some of 
these acts place the duties very low. From 1858 to 1861 wool costing 
20 cents per pound or less was on the free-list, and all other wools paid 
a duty of 24 per cent. ad valorem. From 1862 to 1864 the duty,on 
wools costing 18 cents per pound and less was but 5 per cent. ad va- 
lorem; and over 18 cents and less than 24 cents it was 3 cents per 
pound ; and over 24 cents per pound in price, 9 cents per pound in duty. 
Between 1865 and 1866 the tariff on wool costing i2 cents per pound 
and less was 3 cents per pound, and costing over 12 cents up to 24 cents 
per pound the duty was 6 cents per pound, and between 24 cents per 
pound and 32 cents per pound the duty was 10 cents per pound and 10 
per cent, ad valorem; and all wools costing over 32cents per pound the 
duty was 12 cents per pound and 10 per cent. ad valorem. The act of 
August 22, 1866, slightly changed these duties, but they remained sub- 
stantially the same until the taking effect of the act of March 2, 1867. 
The duties were very unequally distributed by the act of 1867 on the 
different classes of wool, carpet wools being taxed at the rate of from 
18 to 39 per cent. ad valorem, while fine wool pays from 37 to 83 per 
cent. in the grease, and from 31 to 96 per cent. if washed, and from 73 
to 110 per cent. if in scoured condition. It will be seen that the high 
tariff upon fine washed and scoured wools has hada marked effect upon 
the manufacture of woolen goods in this country, and has worked greatly 
to the injury of both the wool growers and manufacturers, as will be 
seen as I proceed further. 
The wool-growers felicitated themselves after thé passage of the 
act of 1867 upon the success which had attended their efforts in se- 
curing a protective tariff on their product; but we will see how far 
their expectations have been realized. Their object in securing 
tariff legislation was to prevent foreign wools from competing with 
their products. They desired to practically exclude many classes of 
wool from our markets in order that they might receive greater 
prices for all they might raise. I shall be able to prove that, so far 
from realizing their expectations, the market was actually depressed; 
that in the States east of the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers the num- 
ber of sheep vastly decreased, and that the price of wool averaged less 
per pound after the high tariffs were imposed than prevailed pre- 
viously under low tariffs. 

HOW TARIFFS AFFECT PRICE OF WOOL, 
The American wool-growers are not the oaly persons who have been 
disappointed in this respect, and our Government is not the only gov- 
ernment that has imposed protective duties on wool at the instance of 
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wool-growers to realize later that the object had in view was not only 
not accomplished butthe opposite of public expectation occurred. The 
history of protective tariffs on wool in this country and in France and 
England shows how wrong in theory is the idea that tariffs of them- 
selves control prices. Tariffs may contribute to raise or to lower, as 
other circumstances may contribute to produce results, but they are 
not the sole cause of high prices or low prices. It has frequently hap- 
pened in the history of our country, and in the history of other coun- 
tries, that protectionists have secured high tariffs on particular articles 
only to realize low prices at home for articles intended to be protected; 
while, on the other hand, free-traders hoping to secure low prices by 
taking off duties have been disappointed to find the prices higher 
after than before. I have the authority of Mr. Bastiat (Sophisms of 
Protection, page 211) for the following information in reference to pro- 
tective tariffs on wool in France and in England: 

Tor instance— 

Says Mr. Bastiat— 

F to tect the fi la passed i i duty of 22 
dent. upon imported wools, and the resuls bas been that native wools have sold 
for much lower prices than before the passage of the law. In England a lawin 
behalf of the consumers was exempting Eat: go wools from duty, and 
the consequence has been that native wools have sold higher than ever before. 

History has repeated itself in the United States on this subject; 
and this leads us to consider how prices are affected by tariffs. The 
reason a protective tariff may result in diminishing the price of the 
home product is from the fact that while the supply may have di- 
minished by cutting off the foreign importation of the raw material 
the embarrassment to manufacturers resulting from this may have 
caused a diminished demand; and if the demand should diminish in 

ater proportion than the supply should diminish the price would 
fall instead of increase. On this subject I may be permitted to quote 
again from Mr. Bastiat. He says: 

1. Prices rise either on account of augmented demand or diminished supply. 

2. Stash fali by reason of an augmentation of the supply or diminution of the 
Tree are two kinds of dearness and two kinds of cheapness. There isa bad 
dearness, which results from diminution of supply, for it implies scarcity and pri- 
vation. There isa dearness, that which results from an increase of demand, 
for this indicates the augmentation of eral wealth, 

‘There is also a good cheapness, resulting from abundance, and there is a bale- 
ful cheapness, such as results from the cessation of demand or the inability of 
consumers to purchase.—Sophisms, page 214, 3 

Applying these general principles to the facts in relation to the wool 
interest of the United States, the complications concerning the subject 
will be easily understood. y 

The average price of medium American washed clothing fleece wool 
in New York for the fifteen years preceding 1867, the date of the pas- 
sage of the act of that year, placing high protective duties on wool, 
was 52.8 cents per pound. The average price for the fifteen years suc- 
ceeding the passage of that act was 48.6 cents per pound. This shows 
thnt there was a depreciation in prices for fifteen years after the pas- 
sage of the high tariff duties on wool equal to 4.2 cents und. 

‘The whole amount of wool produced from 1867 to 1881 was 2,796,- 
750,000 pounds, upon every pound of which the American wool-grow- 
ers have averaged a loss of 4.2 cents. The average production for each 
of the fifteen years would amount to 186,450,000 pounds, and the aver- 
age annual loss amounted to $7,830,900, while the grand aggregate of 
fifteen years’ loss amounted to $117,463,500. 

I refer in this connection to the pamphlet recently published by Dr. 
E. P. Miller, an eminent writer on economic questions, of the protec- 
tion school, entitled ‘‘Facts About Wool and Woolens,”’ page 10. His 
testimony on this subject is important, and is as follows: 

A significant fact in connection with this subject is this: In 1833 wool under 
8 cents a pound was admitted free of duty; the price of fine wool in January of 
that year was 55 cents a pound, while in January, 1834, it was 70 cents, a rise of 
15 cents per pound; the price of coarse wool in January, 1833, was 33 cents a 

und; in April it was 33 cents; in July, 40; in October, 45; ‘and in January, 
TSU. it was 485 cents a pound, showing an advance of 15 cents a pound in one 
year after putting wool on the free-list. Again, in 1857, when wool valued at 20 
cents a pound or less was poe upon the free-list, although it fell off a little in 
1858, it was 2 cents a pound higher in January, 1859, than in January, 1857. 

In 1824, after thirty-five years of free wool, the price of fine wool in January 
was 68 cents, and in April 70 cents a pound. In May of ne 15 
and 20 per cent. Was placed on wool, but the price instead of going up went 
down, for fine wool sold in July at 55 cents; in October at 60 cents; in January, 
1826, at 55 cents; and in January, 1827, at 36cents. Again, in 1842, after ten years 
of nearly free wool, a tariff was placed on low-priced wool, and in January of 
that year fine wool was sold at 45 cents and coarse at 35 cents; in January, 1513, 
fine at 35 cents and coarse at 25 cents per pound. After the increase of tariff 
in 1861, wool, like all other articles, went up in price, owing to general inflation 
of prices resulting from the large volume of paper money circulated during the 


war, x 

After the tariff act of March, 1857, the highest in the history of the country, 
the price of woo} declined instead of advancing, for it soid in January, 1566, at 
70 cents; in January, 1867, at 68 cents; in April, at 60; in July, at 55; in Octo- 
ber, at 48; and in January, 1568, at 48 cents a pound; in April, at 50; in July,at 
46; and in October, at 48—a decline in one year of 20 cents a pound, 


There was not only a great fall in the price of wool after the 
of the act of 1867, but there was an immense reduction in the number 
of sheep in the country. 


DISASTROUS RESULTS. 
There were other striking results which followed the high protective 
tariff of 1807. I asked the Bureau of Statistics to furnish some figures 
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on this subject showing the number of sheep in the States east of the 
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers for 1869 to 1888, that being the portion 
of the country which was principally interested in procuring the high 
protective tariff on wool. 
nection with my remarks, it appears that in 1860, after the period of 


From this table, which I will print in con- 


free trade in wool which preceded that time, there were in the States 
east of the Mississippi and the Missouri 19,221,714 sheep, while in 1888 
in the same States there were only 18,696,719, showing a falling off of 
ore a half million sheep in the States east of the Missouri River since 
1860. 

But that is not all. Between 1860 and 1867, when the tariff duties 
were very low and scarcely affected the production or the price of wool 
at all, there was an increase of from 19,000,000 to 38,991,912 sheep in 
all the United States, and in the States east of Mississippi and Missouri 
there was an increase to 37,864,609. That was the number in this 
country when the wool-growers formed a combination with the woolen 
manufacturers and secured a high proéective tariff on wool. Imme- 
diately after the passage of the act of 1867 there began a decline in the 
wool interests in all of the States which had invoked that change, from 
the Missouri River east to the Atlantic Ocean. 

The fall was so great that at this time (1888) in the same States east 
of the Missouri River we have only 18,000,000 of sheep, whereas in 
1867 there were 37,000,000. In other words, we have now less than 
one-half as many sheep in this portion of the country as we had 
at that time. It will be interesting for gentlemen upon this floor 
to compare the figures in this table showing the number of sheep in 
their own States at different periods and to see what a besom of de- 
struction was visited upon the ficcks east of the Mississippi and the 
Missouri after the tariff of 1867 was passed. I desire especially to call 
the attention of the Republican Representatives from the State of 
Ohio, a State that has a large sheep-growing interest, and one which 
contributed, perbaps, more than aby other to secure the tariff legisla- 
tion of 1867 for the protection of wool-growers, 

In that State in 1867 there were 6,730,126 sheep. In 1875 thenum- 
ber had decreased to 4,592,600; in 1878 to 3,783,000, a loss in ten years 
of nearly one-half the sheep of the State. There has been a gradual 
increase from 1878 to the present time, 1888, when the number in the 
State is put down at 4,106,622, which shows that there are now in 
Ohio 2,623,504 sheep less than there were twenty-one years ago, when 
a protective tariff was invoked by the sheep-growers of that State to 
protect their industry. I hope the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McK1n- 
LEY] and his colleagues will be able to explain to their constituents 
during the ensuing vacation how it is that the protective tariff has re- 
duced the number of sheep in Ohio in twenty-one years nearly 33 per 
cent., when by natural causes there should have been at least an in- 
crease to that extent. I will also ask the gentlemen who represent 
the State of Pennsylvania on this floor, and who are soclamorous for 
protection for wool-growers, to consider the effects of the tariff of 1867 
upon the sheep industry of Pennsylvania.” In 1867 there were in that 
State 3,422,002. There are in that State to-day the beggarly amount 
of 984,891, being a loss in that State in twenty-one years of 2,437,311, 
a loss exceeding two-thirds of the entire number in the State. 

The eloquent gentleman from Michigan [ Mr. BURROWS] has raised 
his voice on this floor on many occasions in behalf of a high protective 
tariff on wool, presumably in the interest of the wool-growers of Mich- 
igan. Let us see how that State has flourished under the protective 
régime. There were in Michigan, in 1867, 3,948,191 sheep, while in 
1838 there are only 2,113,004, a loss in that State, in twenty-one years, 
of 1,824,987, nearly half of the entire number in the State, If this 
protective system can remain in force another twenty-one years, the 
entire number will be wiped out of the States, with the same ratio of 
decrease. 

I perhaps ought to refer to the State which I have the honor in part 
to represent, Illinois. That State is represented on this floor by four- 
teen Republicans, all of whom are opposed to putting wool on the frec- 
list, presumably in the interest of the wool-growers of our great State. 
Let us see how Illinois has fared during the era of high protection 
on wool-growing. In 1867 there were in that State 2,736,431 sheep, 
while in the year 1883 the number is put down at 814,177, showing a 
loss of 1,922,254. 

Neither ought I to neglect the State of Maine-in this connection, 
although the number of sheep raised in that State is scarcely worth 
mentioning. In 1867 the number of sheep in that State was 752,542; 
the number in 1888 is 547,725, showing a loss in this State of 204,817 
sheep; not great in numbers, but being a proportionate reduction of 
nearly one-third, thus showing that the general average of reduction 
is preserved along the whole line. Ihave already referred to the fact 
that during this same period the price of wool has fallen from 68 cents 
a pound in 1867 to 34 cents a pound in 1888, a fall of just one-half in 
the number of sheep east of the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers and 
just one-half in the price of the wool which they bear. I will print 
in this connection a statement, taken from the special Treasury re- 
port, 1887, on Wool and Wool Manufactures, page 109, showing the 
price of wool in New York from 1860 to 1887. (See appendix.) 


I commend these facts to the careful consideration of the gentlemen 
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on the other side of the Chamber. They will have plenty of time be- 
tween this and the reassembling of Congress in December to explain to 
their constituents how it happened that after the Republican party, at 
the instance of the wool-growers, placed a high protective tariff on wool 
in 1867, that immediately in the States interested in that protection 
the number of sheep feel off, the price came down, and now, after 
twenty-one years of sad experience, they have reduced the number and 
the price one-half. So much for the benefits of protection to the wool- 
growers of the country. 

It will be seen from these statistics that after twenty-one years of 
Pen tariffs on wool the number of sheep in the States intended to 

benefited have fallen off one-half, notwithstanding the fact that the 
population of the country during that time increased over 30 per cent. 
and railroads penetrated all the Western States and Territories and 
immense agricultural interests grew up everywhere. Contrast these 
facts with the sheep interests in Great Britian. The whole number of 
sheep in Great Britian in 1866 was 25,795,000, in 1874 it was 35,000,- 
000, an increase in eight years of 35 per cent. under absolute free trade 
in wool, and with an area no greater than some of our larger States. 

I desire to explain as clearly as I am able to do the remarkable re- 
sults following the passage of the protective tariff cn wool in 1867. I 
know that protectionists are slow to believe fi unwelcome to them 
as those which I have presented, but facts are Tacts and must be ac- 
cepted as true. These facts are consistent with all other facts which 
have taken place since the passage of the act of 1867. I have stated 
that prices are sometimes affected by other causes than by the imposi- 
tion of customs duties to protect the home product; but in the case of 
the tariff on wool passed in 1867, which instead of increasing the price 
of the home product diminished it, the explanation is found in connec- 
tion with other facts to which I will call attention. 

As I said before, prices may be eghanced by diminishing the supply, 
or prices may bereduced by limiting the demand; in other words, prices 
are controlled by the inexorable Jaw of demand and supply. 

The immediate effect of the passage of the act of 1867, placing high 
tariffs on wool, was to encourage sheep-raising, and the productions of 
wool in the United States increased from 168,000,000 pounds in 1867 
to 150,000,000 pounds in 1868, being an increase of 12,000,000 pounds. 
This overproduction of wool immediately depressed proes of wool, and 
reacted on wool-growing. The number of sheep fell off rapidly, as al- 
ready explained, especially in the States east of the Mississippi and 
Missouri Rivers. The production of wool began to fall off, and in 1871 
the product was only 150,000,000 pounds. But the disaster to wool- 
growing was taken advantage of by the importers, and the imports of 
wool increased from 25,000,000 pounds in 1868 to 126,507,000 pounds 
in 1872. 

But the prices of wool have never reached on an average the prices 
which prevailed in 1867, when the high tariff on wool was first im- 

The price of fine woolin January, 1867, was 63 cents a pound 
in New York; of medium, 53 cents, and of coarse, 50cents. In Janu- 
ary, 1883, the prices of the same grades were 40, 43, and 33, and in 
January, 1887, they were 33, 38, and 33. 

Reference is made to a statement which will be found of interest in 
this connection, and which I will print in the Appendix, showing the 
quantities of wool produced, imported, exported, and retained for con- 
sumption in the United States, from 1839 to 1886, inclusive. 

Neither the wool-growers nor the wool-manufacturers were bene- 
fited by the high-tariff act of 1867. 

THE ACTS OF 1867 AND 1883 COMPARED, 


Table showing the rate of duty on carpet wools, reduced to ad valorem fig- 
ures, under the tariffin force prior to July 1, 1883, and the tariff of July 
1, 1883. 


Net cost in 


Under tariff in force prior to 
England. 


July 1, 1883. Under tariff of July 1, 1883, 


Pence, | Cents. Rate of duty. Rate of duty. Equal to— 


ie 
A 


The average rate of duties imposed on unwashed wool by the act of 
1883 was, on the importations of 1887, equivalent to 35.10 per cent. 
ad valorem, surely a sufficient protection to prevent disastrous or even 
injurious competition. This duty is on the unwashed product. If 
washed the duties are doubled, and if scoured the duties are trebled.. 
This assumes that unwashed wools have only 33 per cent. of pure 
wool—the rest is dirt and grease. The dirt and grease constitute no 
part of the wool, and the duty is therefore the treble duty on scoured 
wool, namely, under the present law, on first and second class wools, 
30 and 35 cents a pound, and on the carpet wools, or third class, 7} 
cents and 15 centsa pound. The average duty on the scoured wools 
of the first and second classes was, on the basis of the importations of 
1887, 67 per cent. reduced to an ad valorem basis. 

It will be seen by reference to the Treasury report of imports anp 
exports for 1837 that the amount of scoured wool imported was val- 
ued at only about $78,000, and the washed wools at only about $131,000, 
while the total value of wools imported during that year (1887) was 
$18,206, 987. 

DIRT AND GREASE, 

There is a great outrage concealed in this classification of wools un- 
der the tariff laws. 

I call attention of members to the definitions of ‘‘washed”’ and 
“t scoured ” woolg, and to the percentages of scoured wool, as given in 
the special report of the Treasury Department (1887) on ‘‘ wool and 
manufactures of wool,’’ pages XXV and XXVI: 

Washed wool.—Washed wool is wool washed on the back of the animal by a 
bath or by spout-washing, or washed upon the pelt or hide of the slaughtered 
end wool,—Al\ wools that are washed after they are shorn or pulled from 
the pelt or hide of the animal are called scoured wools, This term is generally 
applied where the use of warm or hot water is made. 

rcentage of scoured wool—Unwashed merino wool shrinks from 50 to 80 
per cent. in scouring. The lightest and choicest Australian medium, unwashed, 
will yield 59 per cent. less of scoured wool,and the heaviest mestiza buck’s 
fleeces will yield about 20 per cent. of pure scoured wool. Mostun washed wools 


yield less than 59 per cent. of scoured wool. The light, open, coarse, unwashed 
wools of the carpet class yield from 59 to 70 per cent. of scoured wool, Fine 


It is claimed and has been frequently asserted since this debate be- Oo full-blood merino unwashed wool, exclusive of buck’s fleeces, yields from 


gan that the slight reduction of the wool duties by the act of 1883 
produced disastrous results to the wool-growers of the country. The 
reduction was very slight, only about 10 per cent. ad valorem. The 
ad valorem duty was dropped and the specific duty of 10 and 12 cents 
a pound was retained. The greatest reduction was on the high-priced 
wool, as will be seen by the following tables: 


Table showing the rate of duty on wools of the first and second class, re- 


duced to ad valorem figures, under the tariff in force previous to July 1, 
1883, and the tariff of July 1, 1883. 


Net cost in Under tariff in force previous 


England. to July 1, 1833. Under tariff of July 1, 1883. 


Rate of duty. Equal to— 


„| Cents. Rate of duty. Equal io— 


‘er esnt. 
10 cents per pound 82} 
and ll per cent. 
se C 54 
do... Sesi 4i 
kd ecsahe A Oiosuceunenasaumsen 39} 
12 cents per pound 33 


and 10 per cent. 


to 40 per cent.of scoured wool. The merino fleeces grown in Texas and on 
the Western prairies of the United States yield from 25 to 30 per cent. of scoured 
wool. Unmerchantable Ohio fleeces yield from37 to 40 per cent. of scoured wool, 
British and Canada wools yield from 70 to 85 per cent. of scoured wool. Cross- 
bred, washed Ohio fleeces yield from 60 to 89 per cent. of scoured wool, Cross- 
bred Western American prairie fleeces yield from 30 to 50 per cent. of scoured 
wool. Tub-washed wools and cross-bred sheep generally yield from 80 to 90 
per cent. of scoured wool, Scoured wools, as usually manufactured or assco 
for sale, yield from 85 to 90 per cent. of scoured wool in rewashing, 


It will thus be seen that the Australian wools, such as are required 
in this country to mix with our native wools, will yield 50 per cent. 
and the British and Canadian wools from 70 to 85 per cent. of scoured 
wool. Hence, it pays the importer better to import wool in the 
or in its natural state than after scouring, Australian wool, if im- 
ported in the grease, would pay a duty of 10 cents a pound, if valued 
at less than 30 cents a pound; if valued over 30 cents a pound, 12 cents 
a pound. In 100 pounds of this unwashed wool there would be 50 
pounds of scoured wool. 

The duty on the 100 pounds would be, if imported unwashed, ten 
or twelve dollars. 1f scoured, the duty would be thirty or thirty-six 
dollars. Or on a package that would yield 50 pounds of pure wool, 
the duty would be, if imported in the grease, $10 if valued before 
scouring at 30 cents or less per pound, or $12 if valued at over 30 cents 
a pound; but if imported as pure wool the duty would be $15 or $18, 
according to the same classification. Hence the importer requires his 
customers, the producers of the imported wool, to ship it in the grease. 
Or in other words, the producer is required to ship and pay freight on 
100 pounds of dirt and grease in order to ship 100 pounds of wool to 
market. Thus Congress throws a great obstacle in the way of com- 
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merce in wool by requiring a pound of dirt to be shipped with every 
pound of wool which may come into our country from abroad. This 
is precisely the same in effect as raising the freights 100 per cent. on 
all imported wools, without any benefit to any one except the owners 
of ships, whose freightage is thus increased. As imported wool is con- 
sumed by our own people, the burden thus artificially created is borne 
by the American consumers of woolen goods. Can legislative folly be 
carried to greater extent? 

Suppose a law should be passed requiring the Western farmer, when 
he ships a bushel of wheat to England, to ship at the same timea bushel 
of sand, and to pay the same freights on both; would not everybody 
cry out against it as iniquitous in the extreme? Yet that is strictly 
analogous to the law now in force on the subject of importing wools. 
[Derisive laughter on the Republican side.] Gentlemen may laugh, 
but the law remains as I have stated it, and they can not deny it. 


DEPRESSIONS, HARDSHIPS, AND DISASTERS. 


But notwithstanding the folly of Congress and the ‘insatiate greed of 
private interests, the tariff on wool has not resulted in the benefits to 
woolen manufacturers that they anticipated and confidently expected. 
Since the imposition of the high protective duties by the act of 1867 
there have been many seasons of depression, hard times, and even dis- 
asters. 

‘In 1874 a committee of the New York Wool Trade made a report to 
the committee of the Chamber of Commerce of New York on the re- 
vision of the tariff, in which it was stated ‘‘that our woolen interest 
is depressed and suffering, and that in reality it has never reached that 
degree of stability and security which would be commensurate with 
its magnitudeand importance; that the amount of capital invested in 
it and that the indomitable energy which has so far preserved it from 
serious decline are facts too well known to require any proof at our 
hands.’ This report then proceeds to explain some of the difficulties 
which beset the wool interests of the country. It says: 


Our manufacturers are prone to rush into the production of such classes of 

oods asa momentary demand has rendered profitable, and the invariable result 
D an overproduction of those fabrics, Such an overproduction sometimes hap- 
pens to manufacturers in Europe, but they can relieve themselves of their sur- 
plusstock at a comparatively small sacrifice by consigning their goods to foreign 
markets, where their cheapness has already introduced them. Our manufact- 
urer, having made his goods out of highly taxed wool, has no such outlet for 
them, and is compelled to await the slow operation of time or submit toa heavy 
sacrifice by forcing his surplus on the home marketin competition with his sim- 
ilarly situated neighbors. 


This argument applies with equal force to all other manufacturing 
interests. But I quote further from the same report: 


Before we enter upon an examination of the effects of our tariff on the wool- 
growing interest it will be well to consider that neither our ceuntry nor any coun- 
try in the world does or can produce toadvantage wools of all kinds and grades. 
It must further be borne in mind that in order to produce the endless variety of 
woolen fabrics demanded by ourtimes, with the highly improved machinery now 
in use, and with the active competition amongal! manufacturing nations, the free 
and unrestricted selection of the most suitable classes and grades of wool has 
grown to bea matter of much more importance to the manufacturer of every coun- 
try than it used tobein old times. Nor will it be denied that but few of our mills 
can at this ony. be run to advantage without using to some extent wools of such 
working quality as can not be produced in this country, or are not produced here 
in sufficient quantity. The simple fact that even under our present tariff we have 
annually imported from fifteen to sixty million pounds of fine wool sufficiently 
proves these positions. The question of duty on fine wool can therefore never be 
a simple question of protection or no protection to the wool-grower. 

The report points out wherein the tariff of 1867 failed to accomplish 
the object for which it was established, as follows: 

These facts show most conclusively that the object ostensibly aimed at by the 
tariff of 1867, namely, the protection and encouragement of the wool-growers, 
has most signally failed. he wool-grower must be blind, indeed, if by this time 
he has not learned the lesson that he can not prosper as long as the woolen in- 
terest does not flourish; why should he not aiso nnderstand that our industry 
can not permanently flourish until it is relieved of the present heavy burden of 
obstructive tariff legislation? By helping the manufacturer he would certainly 
help himself, and secure a better reward for his labor and investment than he 
could ever expect to derive from the illusive protection of any tariff, 


The conclusion reached by this report is as follows: 


Facts, indeed, as well as sound reasoning, call loudly for the abolition of all 
duties onavool. In the light of past experience it is clear that neither the wool- 
grower nor any other special interest ought to plead any injury as likely to re- 
sult in our country from a policy that has had the most encouraging effect in all 
other parts of the civilized world. No perfectly safe and solid ground will be 
reached until wool takes its permanent pa on the free-list, and this must be 
the goal of the manufacturer as,well as of the wool-grower—in fact, of the whole 
people. 

The foregoing report was published in 1874. In 1878 the leading 
manufacturers of woolen goods in the United States united in a peti- 
tion to Congress in favor of a revision of the tariff on woolen goods, 
in which they requested that the duties on all wools may be largely 
reduced, if not wholly removed; that wools not produced in this coun- 
try be put on the free-list, and that the duties on woolens may be fixed 
at a moderate rate, corresponding with the scale adopted in other man- 
ufactures, 

They represented to Congress in their petition that for several years 
past their industry had ‘‘suffered great and general depression;’’ also 
that ‘‘many failures have occurred, many mills have stopped, and 


many others continue to run without adequate remuneration to their 
owners.” They say: 

Webelieve that one great cause for this widespread depression is to be found 
in the present high rates of duty on wool. 

And again: 


High cost of our fabrics has limited consumption and entirely prevented ex- 
portation, while low-cost foreign goods have forced their way into our markets 
through both legitimate and illegitimate channels, 


After pointing out the facts that the shrinkage of values since 1867 
had impaired the ability of consumers to pay. the high prices con- 
templated by the tariff; that the number of those who can afford to 
purchase at a given price is lessened; that the wool-growers had not 
realized the advantages from’ the act of 1867 which they expected; 
that the depressed condition of woolen industry had given the wool- 
growers a poor market; that the production of fine wools has abso- 
lutely declined; that manufacturers of woolen goods must be left free 
to select their raw materials with reference to the goods they wish to 
make, the petitioners conclude by expressing their ‘‘ deliberate con- 
viction, after ten years’ experiment, that the tariff of 1467 has not pro- 
moted the interests of the wool-manufacturers, has not promoted the 
interest of the wool-growers, and has been a great burden upon all the 
consuming classes, inereturn for which it has yielded no adequate rev- 
enue to the Government.” 

This petition is dated at Boston, January 17, 1878, and is signed by 
over one hundred of the leading woolen-manufacturing establishments 
in the United States, 

What more could be said against any tariff law than the leading 
manufacturers of the country have said in this petition? When the 
manufacturers, for whose benefit the high tariffs hava been enacted, 
learn from sad experience that their coveted protection has ceased to 
protect, the great mass of consumefs and tax-payers may hope and con- 
fidently expect relief. 


HOW TARIFF ON WOOL EMBARRASSES AMERICAN WOOL MANUFACTURERS, 


Secretary Manning in 1885 sent out circular letters to our manu- 
facturers and merchants requesting their co-operation in the improve- 
mentof our fiscal policy. The replies received were all transmitted to 
Congress, and were printed in Senate Executive Document No. 72. first 
session Forty-ninth Congress. On pages 299 to 322 of that report will be 
found the communication of the National Association of Wool Manufact- 
urers. It is signed by William Whitman, Boston, president of the as- 
sociation, and by D. L. Einstein, New York, Thomas Dolan, Philadel- 
phia, and Samuel R. Payson, Boston, vice presidents; Benjamin Phipps, 
Boston, treasurer, and by the members of the executive committee, 
namely, Rufus S. Frost and Joseph Sawyer, Boston; John L. Houston, 
Hartford; Charles F, Fairbanks, Boston; George Maxwell, Connecti- 
cut; John N. Carpenter, New Jersey; James Dobson, Philadelphia; 
Lewis N. Gilbert, Massachusetts, and John L. Hayes, secretary. 

This statement should receive the careful consideration of every mem- 
ber of Congress and of the voters of the country. It is an unanswer- 
able argument in favor of free woo]. I say it is an unanswerable argu- 
ment in favor of free wool, not that it advocates free wool in terms, but 
because it forcibly points out the evils of a high tariff tax on raw ma- 
terials. I quote the following extracts: 


The American manufacturer is engaged in a 
manufacturers of Europe for the possession of the markets of this country, 
As before said, the advantages of our competitors are our obstacles. In this 
strife the European manufaciurer possesses the advantage, which would be 
overwhelming if not counteracted by special legislation, of having the raw ma- 
terial of his manufacture free from duty—no daties on wool existing in Great 
Britain, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and very slight duties, if any, in 
other manufacturing nations, Our European competitors are exempt from the 
direct enhancement, by a duty, of the cost of wool, thus requiring less capital 
to supply their mills, and no cost of interest on the duty requi in carrying 
their stocks of wool and goods. They are free from the apprehension of changes 
in the value of wool, such as have taken place in this country in consequence 
of no less than seventeen changes in the tariff on wools within the memory of 
living manufacturers. 

They are exempt from the duties on wool substitutes, so usefully employed 
to mix with wool in the manufacture of the cheaper and heavier cloths—duties 
which with us are absolutely prohibitory. They are able, from the lower cost 
of their raw material, to relieve themselves trom overproduction by consignin 
their surplus stock at compuratively slight sacrifive to foreign markets, to whic 
their cheapness has already introdu them. They are not com ed, as we 
are, to discriminate in their choice of wool to avoid the effect of the duty, and 
are able to select their wools in any condition, whether unwashed, washed, or 
scoured, with reference only to their desirable qualities, Through freedom of 
importation they have near markets—as at London, Havre, Antwerp, and Ber- 
lin—offering vast assortments and a steady supply of all kinds of wool—ad- 
vantages especially favorable to the small manufacturer. f 

This exemption from all restrictions in the selection of raw material, together 
with the facilities for supply and the certainty that values will not be disturbed 
by legislation, is believed to be the chief cause of a characteristic of the Euro- 
pean woolen industry, namely, that the manufacturer abroad obtains success by 
adhering with steady attention to the special fabrics he has undertaken to 
make, and in which he has acquired excellence, while diversification of manu- 
factures. so necessary to prevent overproduction, is encouraged by the equal 
availability of all varieties and conditions of raw material. The effect of this 
policy upon the agricultural interests and the labor of the countries which adopt 
k we are not at present calied upon to consider, 

* > * * 


rpetual struggle with the 


* * 


The high duty is not the only difficulty with which our manufacturers requir- 
ing foreign wools have to contend. It is held that complete protection to the 
most important branch of our wool-growing industry, the merino sheep hue 
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bandry, requires that washed wools in class 1 should be subject to double the 
duty of unwashed wool, and the duty on scoured wool should be three times 
the amount upon the unwashed wools—an arrangement which compels the im- 
portations of class 1 wools to be in the greasy state, necessitating the tra: rt- 
ation charges on from two and a quarter to three pounds of grease and dirt in 
the wool required for a pound of cloth, The effect of the compulsion to bu 
greasy wool and pay a heavy specific duty on its impurities is that the Ameri- 
can manufacturers are thereby obliged to give undue preference to light condi- 
tion over fineness and the otber valuable qualities of wools offering in foreign 
markets. Our manufacturers, morvover, are obliged by this restriction to con- 
centrate their competition in foreign markets upon the always small proportion 
of the lightest unwashed wools, while our foreign competitors, having to pay 
duty neither upon wool nor on grease and dirt, can buy the heavy wools in the 
market to much better advantage, 

To these considerations it should be added that the high ific duty on cloth- 
ing wools—a duty irrespective of the cost—practically excludes the cheap and 
abundant clothing wools of South America, and by freeing them from our com- 
petition for their purchase makes them much cheaper than they would other- 
wise be tothe manufacturers of France, Belgium, and Germany, who work 
them up into cloths and stuffs by the cheapest labor in Europe. 

$ $ * GLa * * * 

It may be said thata remedy for these difficulties is to be found in the excln- 
sive use of the domestic wools, which will be abundantly supplied under due 
protection, To this we reply that neither our own country nor any other inthe 
world does or can produce to advantage wools of all kinds and grades, Ex- 
perience under high protection of wool in this country for over thirty years had 
demonstrated that our domestic wool-growers find it to their advantage to pro- 
duce only the staple wools required for the ordinary range of woolen fabrics, 
and as these fabrics will always be in demand bow i bulld up their flocks—a work 
of bina Tis the production only of the fleeces which will be profitable for along 
series of y 

This system, although providing admirable raw material for common goods. 
is incompatible with the variety required for the diversified and highly advanced 
manufacture which should be our aim. The American man ifacturer, to com- 
pete with the fabrics of other nations in the endless variety demanded by our 
times, must have the power of selecting a portion of his raw material from all 
the world’s sources of supply. The sudden and exceptional demand for more 
or new raw material must be supplied by importation, 


The communication from which the foregoing extracts are taken has 
appended thereto, in addition to the signatures of the gentlemen men- 
tioned, the following: 

At the annual meeting of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers in 


the city of New York, on the 7th of October instant [1885], the above paper was 
read at length, and by a resolution of the association was unanimously ap- 


proved. 
JOHN L. HAYES, Secretary. 


Attest: 

I regret that I can not quote further extracts from this communica- 
tion, but these will serve to point some of the disadvantages of highly- 
taxed wool. : 

A XEW DEPARTURE. 


Since the imposition of high protective duties on wool has resulted 
so unsatisfactorily to the interests intended to be protected, why not 
try a new departure, as proposed in the Mills bill, and put all wool on 
the free-list and reduce duties on manufactured goods to 40 per cent. 
ad valorem, as this bill provides ? 

What would be the probable effect of such a policy ? 

First. It would result in a large reduction in the price of woolen 
goods and goods into which wool enters asa component part to any 
extent. Ihave already pointed out the probable saving in dollars and 
cents. But there would be another advantage. 


ADULTERANTS IN WOOLEN GOODS, F 
Our woolen goods would be of better quality. According to the 
statistics of the Tenth Census, 1880, the total amount of raw material 
consumed in the manufacture of woolen goods was as follows: 
Pounds. 


Cotton... 
Shoddy.. 


Totalraw material.. dos . 404, 434, 978 


The wool used is reported as wool in the grease, and should be re- 
duced at least 60 per cent. to obtain the amount of pure wool con- 
sumed. The legal ratio of loss is 66.66 per cent. Thus only 118,476,- 
891 pounds of pure wool were consumed. This shows that the adul- 
terants of woolen goods made in 1880 were as 108 parts of adulterants 
to 118 parts of pure wool, or that 118 pounds of pure wool were mixed 
with 108 pounds of hair, shoddy, cotton, etc. Any one acquainted 
with the internal workings of our woolen factories will recognize the 
truth of this statement. 

And I presume that if the truth were known that ten-dollar ‘‘all- 
wool” suit which the honorable gentleman from Ohio [Mr, MCKIN- 
LEY] presented for the inspection of the House some time ago was 
composed of these adulterants in that ratio and sold outas ‘‘ all wool.” 
[Laughter,] That, however, implies no fault on the part of the gentle- 
manono sold it, because that is the way those goods are rated in the 
market. 


I quote from a petition of workingmen in woolen mills in Philadel- 


phia, presented by thegentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] 
and printed in the RECORD of June 30, page 6253. This petition rep- 


resents the views of those who work in the Philadelphia woolen mills, 
and the facts therein stated can not be disputed: 


It is no stretch of the truth to say that these discriminationsagainst (he manue 
facturing industries have very materially discouraged the use of wool and pro- 
moted the substitution of adulterants, most manufacturers having for some time 
given more attention to the manipulation of substitutes, so as to give them the 
appearance and touch of wool, than to the matter of improvements in the mak- 
ing of pure woolens in order to compete in quality with their foreign rivals. 
This bas given rise to the impression that we are lessskilled than the European 
workmen, yet it is self-evident that it requires as much if not more skill to 
work up the adulterantsso as togive them a marketable appearance as to manip- 
ulate the genuine materials. 

A great deal of stuff is put upon the markets now as cassimeres, ete., that 
does not contain over 10 per cent. of wool. Manufacturers who attempt to 
make nothing but pure woolens are compelled to close their mills, To make 
stuffs that shall compete in the markets with foreign makes in textures and va- 
riety it is almost invariably necessary to use some wools of Sects growth for 
mixing with the domestic; but as the tariff enhances the cost of these wools by 
from 25 to 150 per cent. there is no possibility of the American manufacturer 
using them in competition, and hence we are forced to give over to the foreign 
manufacturers the monopoly of all the markets and allow them to supply our 
own people with goods into which nota pound of American wool enters. Thus 
the woolen manufactures imported in 1887 amounted to 49,000,000 pounds, which, 
at 4 pounds of raw wool to the pound of finished product, represented 196,009,- 
000 pounds of wool, which, with the 115,000,000 pounds of raw wool, makesa total 
importation of 311,000,000 pounds, or considerably more than the entire wool-clip 
of the United States. If all this come in free in the raw state it would have 
absorbed for mixture a large quantity of domestic wool, instead of every pound 
that did come in anyhow displacing a pound of American wool and at the same 
time depriving American labor of employment and our poor people of the com- 
fort of woolen clothing. 

From a statement recently made public by a leading carpet manufacturer we 


glean the fact that ingrain carpets which formerly were made largely of wool 


are now made of an average of one-fifth wool and four-fifths adulterants, and in 
the whole of the carpet industry probably nota million pounds of domestic wool 
is now used. There is no carpet wool raised in this country, and yet a tax of 
over 26 per cent., which far exceeds all the wages paid in the manufacture of 
carpets, is still imposed upon the wool which is necessarily brought in from the 
outside. If this wool were admitted free, a greater quantity would be used, and 
acparames not less than 10,000,000 pounds of domestic wool would be absorbed for 
mixture. 

For these reasons we fail to see how the wool-growers are benefited by the 
tariff on wool, as it inevitably restricts the market for their wool both by forcing 
the use of substitutes and by promoting the importation of wool in the manu- 
factured state, all of which must redound to the injury of both the wool-grower 
and the woolen-worker, 


TAILORS AND WORKERS IN WOOLEN GOODS, 


The tariff on wool and woolen goods bears with peculiar force and 
hardships upon American tailors, tailoresses, milliners, seamstresses, 
and those engaged in the manufacture of clothing. ‘The high prices of 
cloths, thread, linings, and all materials used, by reason of the tariff 
thereon, raises their products to such a high price that the margin of 
compensation for the labor, both skilled and otherwise, is very small. 
According to the census of 1880 there were in the United States at that 
time 430,980 persons employed as tailors, tailoresses, seamstresses, and 
like industries, and in the manufacture of clothing, men’s and women’s, 
there were 186,000 employed. It appears from the census that the 
materials used by those employed in making clothing were valned at 
more than three times the amount of wages paid to employés. This 
poor remuneration to labor is attributable in great measure to the high 
price paid for the materials. 


WOOL AND WHEAT. 


Much has been said during this discussion about the relative prices 
of wheat, wool, and other farm products at various periods in the his- 
tory of our country. The price of wheat in 1860 in New York was, 
highest, $1.70; lowest, $1.35; average, $1.52 abushel. Six and thirty- 
five sixtieths bushels of wheat would buy a $10-suit of clothes at that 
time. The price of wheat in 1886 in New York was, highest, 95} cents; 
lowest, 83 cents; an average of 89} centsa bushel. Hence it would re- 
quire 11}+4 bushels to buy a $10-suit of clothes in 1886, the difference 
in favor of 1860 being 43 bushels. In other words, it required 4%} 
bushels less in 1860 to purchase a $10-suit of woolen clothes than it re- 
quires at this time, 1888. If the price of woolen goods had not been 
increased by the high protective tariff on wool and woolens a Western 
wheat-grower would probably be able to-day to purchase a $10-suit 
with 63§ bushels of wheat, as he did in 1860. 

THE AVERAGE CLIP, 


Much has been said during this debate about the average number of 
pounds of each fleece of wool. There has been in all parts of the world 
marked improvement in the wool product per capita. In 1840 the 
average weight of each fleece was only 1.85 pounds, in 1850 it was 2.42 
pounds, in 1860 it was 2.68 pounds, in 1870 it was 3.52 pounds, in 1880 
it was 4.79 pounds, and in 1887 it was about 6 pounds, Strange and 
abi tea as it may seem, gentlemen on the other side of the Cham- 

r have claimed repeatedly that this increase was owing to the pro- 
tective tariff on wool! It was all on account of the tariff! 

The same gentlemen, in their zeal to sustain their pet theories, at- 
tribute all the blessings, or most of them, that we enjoy in this coun- 
try to protection. Nothing is attributed to the skill of our working- 
men, the perfection of our machinery, the productiveness of our soil, and 
the salubrity of our climate. If the protective tariff produced the 
large increase in the average clip in this country from 1.85 pounds in 
1840 to 6 poundsin 1887, what has produced a much greater increase 
in the weight of the clip in Australia. In 1880 there were in that 
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country 51,000,000 sheep, and the wool crop amounted to 392,000,000 
pounds, or 8 pounds per fleece. In 1886 the number of sheep had in- 
creased to 86,254,900, and the wool crop of that year at 8 pounds per 
fleece would amount to 690,000,000 pounds. In Australia there is free 
trade in wool, and the industry, both as to the number of the sheep 
and the weight of the fleece, is even more p as than in this coun- 

. The increase in the weight of the clip is accounted for in both 
cases by the improvement in the science of sheep-breeding, the mixing 
of different breeds and varieties, and the proper care and treatment of 
the sheep so as to produce the best results. It is science and not sub- 
sidies that produces the change. It is proper treatment, and not pro- 


tective tariff! 
CALAMITIO® PREDICTED. 


Since this debate began we have heard the same iteration and reite- 
ration from day to day. The burden of the argument, if it can be 
dignified by that name, is that if we pass the Mills bill the particular 
industry under discussion will be ruined. The petitions from manu- 
facturers and other interested parties are to the same purport. Ruin, 
swift and complete, will follow as to every item touched by the bill. 
It makes no difference whether the item be put on the free-list or 
whether a prohibitory duty be reduced within the possibility of a slight 
competition, the result will be the same. Ruin to the industry is in- 
evitable! The persons employed will be thrown ont of employment, 
the factories or mills will be closed, and bankruptcy and financial de- 
pression will ensue. It would be invidious to quote from any one on 
the other side to illustrate the character of their lamentations and fore- 
bodings in case this bill should pass. In reference to wool, they all 
agree on the other side of the Chamber (with afew exceptions) that 
the placing of wool on the free-list and the reduction of the duties on 
manufactured woolen goods to 40 per cent. ad valorem will wreck 
wool-growing and wool-man ing in this country. 

They can see nothing, after the passage of this bill, so far as the wool 
interests are concerned, except the slaughter of our sheep for mutton, 
closing of our woolen mills, and the flooding of our country with the 
manufactured woolen goods of free-trade England, whose manufactur- 
ers, in view of the destruction of our own sheep and mills, will charge 
their own prices. We will then be without the home supply and at 
the mercy of the enemy. Do gentlemen really believe what they say? 
Are they so blinded to every fact which controls the subject that they 
can not reach a logical conclusion? Do they ignorantly follow the 
teachings of interested parties, and protected classes, who are growing 
rich by the protective system? Perhaps there are some who seek to 
blind the eyes of the people for partisan purposes and advantages. 
But for the sake of this argument I will assume that gentlemen sup- 
porting the other side of this question are honest in their views, and 
that they are merely mistaken. 


FREE WOOL IN OTHER COUNTEIES. 


Fortunately for the friends of this bill the raising of sheep and the 
manufacturing of woolen goods are not left to the i of this 
country. In June, 1887, the population of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain was 37,000,000, about-two thirds of the population of the United 
States. The total cultivatable area of land is only 47,874,369 acres, 
yet there were 29,401,750 sheep in Great Britain at that time raised 
and supported on land worth from $500 to $1,000 an acre. The wool 
imported into England in 1886 amounted to 596,470,995 pounds, and 
the amount exported amounted to 312,006,380 pounds; retained for 
home consumption 248,464,615 pounds. There were in England at 
that time 2,751 woolen, shoddy, and worsted factories, 6,144,594 spin- 
dles, and 282,255 persons employed in woolen manufactories. e ex- 
ports from Great Britain for 1887 of woolen and worsted goods were 
valued at a hundred million dollars. Thus have fiourished the wool 
and woolen industries of Great Britain under perfect free trade in wool 
and woolen goods. Compare this condition of the woolen interests in 
free-trade England with the same interests in the United States. 

Here we had in 1880, the last census on the subject, 2,689 factories; 
161,557 persons employed, and no,exports worth mentioning of wool 
or woolen goods, but imports of wool in 1887 valued at $18,206,000, 
and of woolen goods valued at $40,000,000. The number of sheep in 
this country in 1887 was 44,759,314, or about three-fourths of one 
sheep to each inhabitant, while in England the number of sheep 
was 29,401,750, and the population only 37,000,000, or about four- 
fifths of one sheep to each inhabitant. In this country there were in 
1880, aecording to the census, 536,081,835 acres in farms, of which 
284,771,042 acres were improved, or cultivated, or about 6 acres of im- 
proved land to each sheep, and about 12 acres of farm lands to each 
sheep. This does not'include an estimate of the ranch sheep that 
pasture on plains in the Western States and Territories. The culti- 
vable area of lands in Great Britain is only 47,874,369 acres, or about 
one and six tenths acres to each sheep. 

If free trade in wool and woolen goods in d will support a 
sheep on every acre and six-tenths of an acre of cultivatable land, what 
have we to fear in this country if wool is put on the free-list?. Under 
a high ion on wool we have only an average of one sheep on 12 
acres of farm lands, while in England, with free wool, the number of 
sheep has reached one for every acre and six-tenths. 


TAXES HIGHEST ON CLOTHING OF THE POOR, 


Gentlemen on the other side who are opposing free wool continually 
assert that tariffs are imposed for the benetit of the workingmen; that 
they are highest on luxuries and lowest on articlesof general consump- 
tion. Let us examine this claim. Eighty-five percent. of the women 
and ehildren of the country, in fact all the laboring classes, wear more 
or less of worsted and cotton dress goods. Ihave obtained from a prom- 
inent merchant in New York a table showing the rate of duty on this 
class of goods weighing under 4 ounces to the square yard. A careful 
examination of this table will prove very interesting. It will be seen 
that the highest tax is on the lowest-priced Under the old law 
in force prior to June 30, 1883, the duty on the cheapest qualities of 
these goods was 125 per cent., and this exorbitant rate was reduced to 
110 per cent. by the new law. As the price increases the tax decreases 
step by step until the highest-priced goods, those worn by the wealthier 
portion of the community, are reached, where we find the tax only 60 
per cent. under the old and 58 under the new law. The goods of the 
very poorest classes are taxed 100 per cent. more than are the goods 
worn by the rich. This discrimination against the poor and in favor 
of the rich is preserved in all the schedules imposing duties on wear- 
ing-apparel, except that there is a uniform tax of 6U per cent. on all 
— of silk goods. The table to which I have referred is as fol- 
ows: 


Tabie showing the rate of duty on worsted and cotton dress goods under the 
old tariff and the act of March 3, 1883—goods 22 inches wide weighing 
under 4 ounces tothe square yard. 
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Te cent. for freight and charges added to the cost in Europe to make 
cost to land here. 


Before the war the duty on these goods was 19 per cent. ad valorem. 

I have another table, showing the duty on woolen s weigh- 
ing under 4 ounces to the square The same peculiarity is ob- 
served in this table as to the rates. The highest tax ison the cheapest 
goods, those worn by the poor. And not content with imposing a tax 
of 743 per cent. under the old law, the protectionists in the last Con- 
gress raised this tax to 99} per cent. But as the goods rise in price the 
taxes are reduced, until the fine goods of the rich come in at 43 per 
cent. 

This table is worthy of careful examination. It has been p 
by a merchant of long experience and is based upon the actual trans- 
actions and prices at the time it was prepared (September 29, 1883). 
I will print itin the appendix to my remarks. It is worthy of careful 
consideration. 

SHEEP ON THE RANCHES AND IN THE TERRITORIES. 


It will be seen from the examination of the tables of statistics which 
I have furnished that there has been a constant increase of sheep on 
the ranches and in the Territories, and in the States west of the Mi 
souri and Mississippi Rivers, while in the States east thereof there has 
been a falling off, since 1867, when high tariffs were enacted to pro- 
tect wool-growers. The States east of those rivers procured the tariff 
legislation to protect them not only from foreign wools but also from 
the wools grown on the ranches and plains west of those rivers. The 
Western sheep interests were not taken into the protected circle and 
have received no practical benefit from the tariff. The tariff was in- 
tended to keep out the fine wools of Australia, which come in eompeti- 
tion with the wools grown in Ohio and the States east of the Missouri 
River. It would vastly improve the condition of sheep husbandry in 
the Territories and extreme Western States if the fine wools of Australia 
could come in free. 

This would increase largely the demand for our coarse Territorial and 
Western wools, to mix with the finer grades in making desirable qualities 
of cloth. An increased demand would cause an advance in prices,and 
thus the conditions would be greatly improved by admitting wool free 
ofduty. But there would also be an increased demand for all grades 
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of wool, as the manufacture of woolen fabrics would be greatly stimu- 
lated and increased by lowering the prices of woolen goods and bring- 
ing more of them and better qualities within the reach of consumers, 
who constitute the great mass of our people. 


THE WORLD'S SUPPLY OF WOOL. 


All calculations in reference to the production and prices of wool 
should take into consideration the world’s supply of that article. In 
recent years there has been an immense development of this industry 
in Australasia and South America. By referring to table No. 3, which 
I will print in the appendix to my remarks, it will be seen that the 
number of sheep in Australasia in 1860 was only 20,000,000, and the 
number of pounds of wool exported was less than 70,000,000. Thesta- 
tistics for 1886 show that there were in Australasia at that time 86,- 
352,020 sheep, and that the exports amounted to nearly 400,000,000 
pounds of wool. 

It will be remembered that there are in Australasia only 3,552,602 
inhabitants, showing that there were nearly 25 sheep to each inhab- 
itant. It must also be remembered that there is perfect free trade in 
wool in all Australasia, and that this vast industry has grown up 
withont the stimulus of a protective tariff. The contribution of Aus- 
tralasia to the wool product of the world is so important that the in- 
crease of the industry in that country will be eagerly watched by busi- 
ness interests in all parts of the world. 

I will also print a table in the appendix to my remarks showing the 
wool exported from the Argentine Republic during each year from 1870 
to 1886. The number of sheep in that republic in 1885 was estimated 
at 75,000,000, as appears -by a report of the Agricultural Department 
for January and February, 1887. There is a small tax upon importa- 
tions of wool into South America, but it does not affect in any way the 
price of the domestic product, as there is an immense export of wool, 
as will be seen by a reference to the table already referred to. The 
number of inhabitants in the Argentine Republic in 1887 was 3,435,- 
285, which shows 214 sheep to each inhabitant. 

The next largest sheep-growing country in the worlds Russia, the 
number in that empire being put down in 1882 at 47,500,00. The 
United States comes next in order with 44,759,314 sheep in 1887. 
Great Britain is next in importance so far as the number of sheep is 
concerned, the number in the United Kingdom being put down for the 
year 1887 at 25,858,000. There has been a falling off in recent years 
in Great Britain, attributable to local causes and in no way affected by 
commercial restrictions as there is perfect free trade in England in 
reference to wool and the manufactures of wool. 


FREE HIDES, 


The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RUSSELL] has called the 
attention of the committee already to the fact that Congress in 1872 
placed hides on the free-list, and that the leather and boot and shoe 
industries of the country had vastly improved since that time on that 
account; and that the farmers were also benefited by the greatly re- 
duced cost of the leather and boots and shoes they must use. Mr. 
Switzler, the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, has furnished me at my 
request a table showing the vast increase in those industries (see Ap- 
pendix No.1). I call attention also to the fact that the number of pairs 
of boots and shoes made at the factories in 1870, namely, 80,627,244, 
was increased in 1880 to 125,478,511 pairs, and the number of persons 
employed in the factories increased from 91,702 in 1870 to 111,052 in 
1880, being an increase in ten years of over 55 per cent. in the output 
and an increase of nearly 20 per cent. in the number of hands employed. 
So much for free hides. 

TAXED WOOL. 

Contrast the flourishing condition of the leather and boot and shoe 
industries, brought about through untaxed hides, with the languishing 
condition of the wool manufacturers of the country, as shown by the 
census of 1870 and 1880. 

WOOLEN MANUFACTORIES, 1870 AND 1880. 


Census reports show the following facts in respect to woolen manu- 
factures in the United States for the above decades: 


| 1870. | 1580, 
R Te COREPER EAS ES SETE S NA | 2,891 1,990 
Capital invested. | $98,824,531 | $96, 095, 564 
Hands. 80, 86,504 
Spindles 1, 815, 496 1,755, 740 
ages. 26, 877, 675 $25, 836, 392 
Material $96, 432,601 | $100,845, 611 


PEGA cs Bi SIR ON Aad mien E “| $195, 405,358 | $160,006, 721 


Comment on these facts is unnecessary. The facts tell the whole 
story. 

ed MR, SWITZLERS LETTER. 

Reference in this connection is made to the letter from Mr. Switz- 
ler, Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, which I will also print in the ap- 


a — ee —_—_ oan m 


CONGRESSIONAL BECORD—HOUSE. 


6527 


pendix to my remarks, in which it is stated on the authority of Mr. J. 
R. Dodge, Statistician of the Department of Agriculture, that the price 
of farming land in Great Britain ranges from $500 to $1,000 an acre. 
It is also stated that the cash rental for lands at this time in Great 
Britain is 30 shillings peracre, or about $7.50. 

If the people of England with land worth $500 to $1,000 an acre, and 
renting for $7.50 an acre, can raise sheep profitably without the aid of 
a protective tariff, why can not the people of the United States do so, 
also our lands are worth from $20 to $75 an acre, and rents from $3 to 
$5 an acre, and we have in addition, west of the Missouri and Missis- 
sippi Rivers, immense plains and public lands upon which sheep are 
grazed the year round. We havealso the advantage of a richer soil. 

In Russia raw wool pays a customs uty of less than 2 centsa pound— 
a purely revenue tariff. In Germany and France wool is admitted free. 


There is no reason, either in the past experience of our country, or in” 


the history and condition of wool-growing in other countries, why the 
United States can not raise sheep and wool with profit without the aid 
of protective tariffs. 

ADVANTAGES TO FOLLOW. 


The putting of wool on the free-list will result in a large reduction, 
as already stated, in the price of woolen goods. This will create a 
larger demand for them. A larger demand will cause an advance in 
prices of raw wools for manufacturing purposes. This increased de- 
mand and consequent increase in price of wool will soon restore the 
prices prevailing under protection without increasing the cost of 
woolen goods. This statement at first consideration may seem para- 
doxical, but it is confirmed by the truth of history in England, France, 
and the United States, as already shown. The reduction of the tariff 
on wool or its abolition has more frequently resulted in increasing the 
price of raw wool than in reducing it. The tax or duty being taken 
off of the foreign product, a greater proportion of free untaxed wool 
would be used. Better opportunities would be afforded the manu- 
facturer to mix to advantage the native with the foreign wool, fewer 
adnulterants would be used, and a cheaper and better cloth or manu- 
factured article would be produced. With a larger percentage of 
cheap foreign wools, with free dye-stuffs, with mills running on full 
time, with quick sales, and with a steadily-increasing demand, woolen 
manufacturers could well afford to pay the prices they now pay for 
native wools and still sell their products at lower prices and realize 
better profits. : 

Putting wool on the free-list will result in innumerable blessings to 
the American people. It will bring increased health and comfort to 
every home in the land. It will bring cheap and abundant woolen 
clothing to our workingmen during the rigors of our Northern winters. 
It will cover the floors of the poor man’s house with a woolen carpet. 
It will furnish his children with suitable apparel for the school and 
the church. It will cover the beds of the people with all-wool blankets 
in the winter time, and furnish the workingman, his wife, daughters, 
and sons with more solid enjoyment than any other act of legislation 
that can be devised. It will stimulate manufactures. It will create 
a demand for labor, for machinery, and for fuel. Every branch of in- 
dustry will feel the healthful impetus, and new life and vigor will be 
infused into all trades, professions, and employments. 

There will be no falling off in the production of wool in this country; 
no hands now employed can possibly be thrown out of employment; 
no wheel that now moves can possibly be checked or hindered. It 
will result in benefits to all, in injury to none. i 

Pass this bill and a new era of industrial prosperity will dawn upon 
us. Factories will spring up in the States of the South and West and 
in the Territories. Thosealready in existenceinall parts of the country 
willrun on full time and increase their plants from year to year. In- 
stead of importing into this country $40,000,000 worth of woolen goods, 
as was done in 1857, we will soon be able to supply the home market 
with woolen goods and export immense quantities to other nations. 

Pass this bill. Let it become the law of the land. It will resultin 
good toall. The people will be better fed, better clothed, and will 
live in better houses, and sleep in better beds. In after years, when 
the full measure of its countless blessings shall have been realized, the 
generations then living and those who may come after them will rise 
up and invoke the blessings of Providence upon those who originated 
it ana Hei those who gaye to it the force and power of law! [Great 
applause. 


APPENDIX. 


Following are the tabular statements referred to in the foregoing 
speech of Mr. SPRINGER, preceded by the letter of the Chiefof the Bureau 
of Statistics transmitting them: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTICA, 

Washington, D. C., July 16, 1888. 

i ir Sır: In reply to your request of Saturday I transmit to you the follow- 
ng tables: wet 
Table 1, showing the values of imported leather and manufactures of leather, 

and of hides and skins, other than fur skins, entered for consumption in, an 
of Jike domestic products pspares from the United States during each year 
ending June 30, from 1870 to , inclusive, 


6528 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 19, 


5 age showing the number of sheep in the United Kingdom each year from 
to 1857. 

Accurate official records of the number of sheep in the United Kingdom were 
not kept prior to that date. 

Table 3, showing the number of racy and pounds of domestic wool exported 
from British Australasia for each year from 1860 to 1886, inclusive. 

Table 4, showing the number of sheep in the States of the United States east 
of the Missouros and Missouri Rivers at various periods since 1560. 

I will say with respect to your inquiries in regard to the wool clip of the 
United Kingdom, Argentine Republic, and Australasia, that no accurate statis- 
tics showing the growth ordecline of the wool clip of those countries for a series 
of years can be procured. The best indication of the wool clip of the Argentine 
Republic and Australasia is the exports, there being very little manufactured 
in those countries. 

Iam informed by Mr. J. R. Dodge, Statistician of the Department of Agricult- 
ure, that the price of farming land in Great Britain ranges from $500 to $1,0l0 
an acre, but inasmuch as the greater portion of the land is under rental, I am 
to procure data which would afford an idea of the approximate value of 
the land throughout the Kingdom. 

Mr. Michael G. Mulhall, fellow of the Statistical Society of London, etc., states 
that the price of land in the United Kingdom is £33 sterling. 

Mr. James Caird, C. B., F. R. S., gives the rent of cultivated land per acre in 
Great Britain as follows: Thirteen shillings in 1770, 27 shillings in 1850, and 30 


shillings in 1878. 
Maj. P. G. Craigie, secretary Central Chamber of Agriculture, in an article 
read before the Statistical Society of London January 16, 1883, states as follows: 
“According to Professor Lowe there were 35,000,000 sheep in the United King- 
dom in 1845; average weight per ficece, 4} pounds, giving the weight of clip 


157,500,000 pounds, According to Mr. E. Baines, at, British iation, Leeds, 
the wool-clip in 1858 was 190,000,000 pounds. According to Mr. Archibald Ham- 
ilton, from Messrs. Hubbard’stables, the wool-clip in 1870 was 159,952,000 pounds, 


According to Earl Cathcart, from Messrs. Hubi 's tables, the woo’ -elip in 
1875 was 124,000,000 pounds, According to Mr. J. A. Clark, from Messrs. Hub- 
bard’s tables, the wool-clip in 1878 was 119,473,000 pounds. According to Sir 
James Caird the wool-clip in 1878 was 135,000,000 pounds. According to Messrs. 
Helmuth, Segwartze & Co.'s wool circular the wool-clip in 1880 was 157,000,000 
ponoci According to Bradford Observer the wool-clip in 1882 was 129,000,000 
unas. 

Phe following information, given by Sir James Caird, in his work entitled 
“The Landed Interest and the Supply of Food,” may be of service to you: 


Gross annual value of land assessed to the income tax of 1857 and 1875. 


. England .......0000 
Scotland 
Ireland (from 

T oS ee 


11,055,000 | ramen 331, 650, 000 


Mr. Caird adds: 

“The total rise within a period of cighteen years has been little over 20 per 
cent.; but,as will be seen by the annexed table, the proportion of increase on 
the Scotch rental has been greater than that of En; . The small rise in Ire- 
land presents a striking contrast to England and land. The capital value 
of land in this country (the United Kingdom) will be reckoned something pro- 
digious. especially by those of us who are old enough to recall the dismal 
cultural ruin which would surely follow the free admis- 


prophecies of the agri 
y within the short period of 


sion of foreign corn. 

“This vast increase in the value of landed pro; 
twenty years is very remarkable, It has been aiready shown that the improve- 
ment expenditure effected by loans has been fifteen millions. If we assume that 
even three times as much has been effected during the same period by private 
capital without loans, we here sae that the capital wealth of the owners of 
Janded property has been increased by three hundred and thirty-one millions 
sterling in these twenty years, at a cost to them which probably has not exceeded 
sixty millions. This increase, as elsewhere explained, has arisen chiefly from 
the t advance in the consumption and value of meat and dairy produce, 
and is thus only in part the result of land improvement. 

“ But though in the aggregate the land owners of England have become richer 
by more than one-fifth, and those of Scotland by more than one-fourth, the prog- 
ress has not been uniform. In the purely corn districts and on the chalk and 
sands of the drier counties, where grass docs not thrive, the increase has been 
small. On the poor clays there has been none. It has been greatest in the 
grazing counties and in the West and North, The increase shown in Scotland 
deserves special attention. In that country the larger proportion of grazing 
land no doubt partly explains this; but,on the other hand, entails are more 
strict, and the land is understood to be more heavily mortgaged than in England, 
so that in these respects Scotland has no advantage.” 

Tam unable to procure any information for aseries of years showing the wool 
clip in Australasia. The best indication, as I have stated above, is the table on 
raw wool exported, inclosed. 

The number of sheep in the Argentine Republic in 1883, according to the De- 
partment of Agriculture, was 75,000,000, Iam unable to procure data as to the 
number of sheep in that country for a series of years. 

An article on the wool supply read before the Statistical Society of London by 


Archibald Hamiiton, esq., gives an gece estimate of the number of 
sheep and lambs and weight of wool in the following countries : 
Date of | Sheepand | Weight of 
Countries. | returns. lambs. wool. 
United Kingdom ......... 1867-1870 | 31, E| 154,169,000 
Australia... 1868 37, 441, 000 152, 100,000 
Tasmania ., 1868 1,742, 000 6, 136, 000 
New Zealand.. x 1868 8, 418, 000 28, 875, 000 
RRO FIG T A 1866 | Unknown. 138, 070, 000 
Respectfully, yours, 


WM. F. SWITZLER, Chief of Bureau. 
Hon. Wx. M. SPRINGER, M. C. 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Do Lra of imported leather and manufactures of leather and of hides and 
8, 


other than fur skins, entered for consumption in, and of like domestic prod- 
ucts exported from, the United States during each year ending June 30, from 1870 
to 1887, inclusive. 
_Entered for consump- 
A ved | Exported. 
Years, Leather, | Hides and Leather, Hides and 
anaes skins, sre skins, 
manufact- | sane erg manufact- aa toons 
ures of. j ins. ures of, skins: 
I 
| 

e+e $10, 154, 187 $12, 835, 477 $673, 331 $365, 212 
10,552, 155 | 14,638,463 | 1,897,395 700, 604 
3, 684, 029 1, 445,178 
5, 305, 494 3, 605, 023 
4, 786, 518 2, 560, 382 
7, 324, 796 4," 29,725 

10, 008, 985 2, 905, 921 
8, 167, 301 2, 480, 427 
8, 080, 030 1, 286, 840 
7, 769, 069 1,171,523 
6, 760, 186 649, 074 
8, 088, 445 903, 464 
8, 999, 927 1, 449, 737 
7, 923, 662 1, 220, 158 
8, 305,779 1, 304, 329 
20, 599, 9, 692, 408 1, 822, 058 
26, 693,230 | 8,737,682 873, 925 
24, 225,776 | 10, 436, 138 765, 655 


WM. F. SWITZLER, Chief of Bureau, 
‘TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU oF STATISTICS, 
Washington, D. O., July 14, 1888, 


No.2—Number of sheep in the United Kingdom, 
[From official British publications.] 
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No. 3.—Number of sheep in and pounds of domestic wool exported from British Aus- 
tralasia for each year from 1860 to 1836, inclusive. 


| From official British publications] 


* Exclusive of New Zealand. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTICS. 
Washington, D. C., July 14, 1888, 


| 
Year. wool 
wie od exported. 
Eee 
A 839 
i $22, 644,294 | 81, 000,757 
#26, 620,123 | 93,395, 263 
1864 33, 507,009 | 118,470,567 
s 29,539, 928 | 126, 912, 739 
: “728k OTT | 158308 161 
#41, 061, 625 | 189, 678, 993 
*40, 176, 654 | 184, 888. 210 
51, 204, 241 | 177,728, 247 
l 45, 439, 322 | 209, 739, 473 
Saral BR 
52, 665, 292 | 279, 520, 873 
46, 625, 935 | 290, 455, 316 
62, 645, 700 | 301,518, 670 
53, 883, 945 | 297, 939, 084 
75, 158, 683 | 345, 010, 328 
65,073, 341 | 325, 209, 385 
67,826,571 | 341, 015,397 
83. 369, 372 | 401, 774, 926 
75, 626, 404 | 415, 518, 258 
77,525, 856 | 404, 088, 149 
86, 352, 020 | 394, 362, 498 
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No. 4—Statement showing the nwmber of sheep in States east of the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers during the years named, 


States. | isso, |F E 1870. 1875. | 1876. 1877. | 1878. | 1879. | 1880, 

156 | 257,151 | 241,934] 192,300] 185,900] 195,100 270,000} 204,000 214, 200 
117, 107 173, 243 83, 884 88, 100 92, 500 92, 500 92,500 96, 200 97, 100 
18, 857 17,072 22,714 23, 260 23, 600 23, 600 35, 000 37,400 38, 800 
5,005 26,599 31, 500 87,800 40, 400 56,500 59, 900 59, 900 
512, 618 314, 875 419, 465 875, 000 871, 200 378, 600 382, 300 874, 400 874,400 
69, 2, 736, 431 1,568,286 | 1,380,000 | 1,311,000 | 1,258,500 | 1,258,500 | 1,089,000 1, 110, 800 
991,175 | 2,882,176 1,612,680 | 1,300,000 | 1,250,000 | 1,175,000 | 1,092,700 | 1,039,500 1,019, 000 
259,041 | 2,591,379 855, 493 1,697,900 | 1,663,900 | 1,680,500 560, 000 445,500 451,400 
d 896, 865 936; 765 759, 600 683, 600 690, 400 900,000 | 1,020,000 1, 0U9, 800 
452,472 752, 542 434, 666 491,500 525, 900 520, 600 525, 800 557, 300 596, 300 
155, 765 275, 42 129, 697 138, 500 141, 200 144, 000 151, 200 152, 700 152. 700 
114, 829 175, 149 78,560 76, 300 76, 300 61,000 60, 300 60, 900 63, 300 
1,271,743 | 3,948,191 1,985,906 | 3,416,500 f 3,450,600 | 2,100,000 | 1,750,000 | 1,820,000 1, 856, 400 
„OH 129,010 132, 343 176, 200 190, 200 209, 200 300, 000 $07,500 307,500 
852, 632 192, 960 232,732 147, 400 151, 800 163, 900 250, 000 192, 600 200, 300 
937,445 | 1,877,547 | 1,352,001 1, 366, 200 » 284,200 | 1,297,000 | 1,271,000 | 1,296,400 1,523, 300 
810, 534 |, 865 248, 760 242, 400 242, 400 242, 400 239, 900 235, 100 242, 100 
y 228 193, 952 120, 067 127,100 135, 800 125, 800 128, 300 127, 000 127, 400 
2,617,855 | 4,996,894 | 2,181,578 | 1,996,400 | 1,936,500 | 1,897,700 | 1,518,100 | 2,121,000} 2,205, 00 
749 , OS4 463, 435 275, 700 283, 900 281,000 490, 000 425, 000 425, 000 
8,546,767 | 6,730,126 | 4,928.635 | 4,592,600 | 4,546,600 900,000 | 3,783,000 | 4,040,000 4,030, 400 
631,540 | 3,422,002 | 1,794, 301 1,674,000 | 1,640,500 , 607,600 | 1,607,600 | 1,666,000 1, 649, 300 
624 , 58S 23, 938 25, 309 25, 300 25,000 24,500 24,500 23, 200 
233, 509 79, S64 124, 504 147,200 142, 700 144, 100 175, 000 182, 000 176, 500 
733, 317 264, O41 826, 783 $25, 500 341,700 245, 100 850, 000 858, 500 853, 500 
752, 201 1, 042, 064 580, 347 516, 400 490, 500 475, 700 461,400 466, 000 498, 600 
269 658, 624 370, 145 $67,500 356, 400 367,000 422,000 417, 800 426, 100 

Hy | 880, 000 827 539, 200 544, 500 4,500 549, 900 571, 900 600, 500 . 
832,954 | 1,880,758 | 1,069,282 | 1,211,300 | 1,162,8v0 | 1,251,100} 1,323,700 | 1,313,000 1,316, 100 
once ase) 19,221,714 |*37, 964, 609 | 23, 397, 917 | 23, 690, 800 | 23,279,300 | 21,113,700 | 20,529, 200 | 21,201,100 | 21,712,700 


* Total number of sheep of all ages, February, 1868, in the above States and five other States reported, was 38,991,912, and their aggregate value was $98,407,- 
809, but in the States east j the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers the total number was 37,864,609. : ° 


No. 4—Statement showing the number of sheep in Slates cast of the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers during the years named—Continued. 


1882, 1888, 
354, 489 810, 622 
60, 025 49, 199 
22, 077 22, 294 
58,382 92, 888 

538, 141 442, 274 

1,026, 702 814,177 
1,111,516 1,003, 068 
482, 681° 408, 478 
990, 266 797, 998 
577. 236 547,725 

172, 896 160, 254 

68, 659 62, 637 

2,320; 752 2,113,004 

278, 302 283, 725 

290, 571 247, 830 

1,425,411 1,087, 690 

ie 213, 205, 023 

North Carolina. : y g "470, 871 "427, 560 
Obie secacs alg. 4,951,511 4, 108, 622 
t 5 Zi 1,785,458 984, 891 
21.514 20, 852 

120, 107, 334 

4a 209 309 S01 

502, 262 444, 741 

681; 517 474, 

1,350,1 911, 662 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTICS, July 14, 1888, 
WM. F. SWITZLER, Chief of Bureau. 


Reference has been made to the following statements taken from the special Treasury report on wool and manufacture of wool 1887: 
No. 5.—Statement showing the number of sheep in the States and Territories West of the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers from 1860 to 1887. 


States and Territories. 


Aneeea eee eRenee nea NNnneReeeetAv en ee eeeeanenenanenenenneneteneny FeauenE: 


Ferd emit ERL AA IEA E M me 3,209,521 | 5,079,430 i 12, 682, 225 
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No, 6.—Statement showing the quantities of wool produced, imported, exported, and retained for consumption in the United States, from 1839 to 1886, inclusive. 


Pounds. Pounds. ds. Pounds. Pr. ct. 
35, 802, 114 9, 898,740 45, 700, S54 85,528 45,020,578 21.7 
52, 516, 959 18, 695, 294 71,212, 233 71, 176, 355 26.3 
60, 264, 913 26, 282.925 | 86,547,848 | 389,512 523,005 | 65,749,635 | 30.4 
106, 000, 000 75,121,728 ., 121, 728 355, 722 708,850 | 1,064,572 | 180,057, 41.1 
123, 000, 000 91,250,114 | 214, 250,114 155, 482 223, 475 378,957 | 213,871, 157 42.4 
142, 000, 000 44, 420, 375 86, 420, 374 460, 182 679,261 | 1,145,463 | 185,274,912 23.6 
155, 000, 000 71) 287, 988 287, 973,075 | 851.645 | 1, 824,720 463, 33.1 
160, 000, 000 38, 158,382 | 198, 158, 382 307, 418 619,550 926,563 | 197,231,414 9.4 
168, 000, 000 25,462,197 | 193, 462,197 558,435 | 2,801,852 | 3,360,287 | 190, 101,910 12.6 
180, 000, 000 39,275,926 | 219,275,926 444, 387 342, 417 786,804 | 218, 489, 122 17.9 
162, 000, 000 49,230,199 | 211,230, 199 152,892 | 1,710,053 | 1,862,945 | 209,367,254 23.3 
160, 000, 000 68,058,028 | 228, 058, 25,195 | 1,305,311 | 1,330,506 |- 228, 727.552 | 29.9 
150, 000, 000 126,507,409 | 276,507, 409 140,515 | 2,266,393 | 2,406,908 | 274, 100,501 44.9 
158, 000, 000 85,496,049 | 243, 496, 049 75,129 | 7,040,386 | 7,115,515 | 236,380,534 35.1 
170, 000, 600 42,939,541 | 212, 939,541 319,600 | 6,816,157 | 7,135,757 | 205, 893,784 20.2 
181, 000, 000 54,901,760 | 235,991, 760 178,084 | 3,567,627 | 3,745,661 | 232, 156,099 23.3 
J92, 000 44, 642,836 | 236,692, 104,768 | 1,518,426 | 1.623, 194 | 235,019,642 18.9 
200, 000, 000 42,171,192 | 242,171,192 79,599 | 3,088,847 | 3,168,556 | 239, 002,636 17.4 
208, 250, 000 48, 449.079 | 256, 699, 079 347,854 } 5,952,221 | 6,300,075 | 250,399, 004 18.9 
211, 000, 000 39,005, 155 | 250, 005, 155 60,784 | 4,104,616 | 4,165,400 | 245,839,755 15.6 
232, 500, 000 128, 131,747 | 360,631, 747 191,551 | 3,648,520 | 3,840,071 | 356,791, 676 35.5 
240, 000, 000 55, 964,236 | 295, 964, 236 71,455 | 5,507,534 | 5,578,989 | 290,385, 247 18.9 
272, 000, 000 67, 861,744 | 339, 801,744 116,179 | 3,831,836) 3,948,015 | 335,913,729 20.0 
290, 000, 000 70,575,478 | 360,575, 4 64,474 | 4,010,043 | 4,074,517 | 356,500, 961 19.6 
300, 000, 000 78,350,651 | 378, 350, 65 10,393 | 2,304,701 | 2,315,094 | 376,035,557 | 20.7 
308, 000, 000 70,596,170 | 378,596,170 88,006 | 3,015,339 | 3,103,345 | 375, 402, 825 18.7 
302, 000, 000 129,084,958 | 431,084,958 | 146,423 | 6,534,426 | 6,680,849 | 424/404/109| 29.9 
285, 000, 000 114, 038,030 | 399, 038, 030 257,940 | 6,728,242 | 6,986,232 | 892,051,798 29.1 


* Year ended September 30, 1840, 
Nore.—The data as to the production have been furnished by Mr. J. R. Dodge, statistician of the Department of Agriculture. 


No. 7.—Statement showing the duties on woolen dress goods weighing under 4 ounces to the square yard, as imposed under the tariff act prior to July 1, 1883, and the act 
i z Nips bc that date (ast af March 1863) 


[The duty on all these goods was 24 per cent, ad valorem before the war.] 


8 
E ig Tariff in force prior to July 1, 1883. Tariff of July 1, 1883. 
Net cost in France per meter, 3 6 
3A Equal 1 
Š 8 Rate of duty. tos Rate of duty. Equal 
Cents. J Kose ct. Per ct, 
s Ai E oana DAE MAATA FAT ERE TE DOE PIETY g APTES TE EN oep 
y x a M 
21 10.595 |. 89} 
21 . 825 
21 7T 
21 7 
42 994 
42 H 
1 franc 20 centimes.... “42 89} 
1 frane 31 centimes.... 42 86 
42 80 
ax 7 
42 69} 
42 55 
42 50 
42 47% 
42 46 
42 43 
N —Quantit domestic wool exported from the Argentine Republic during each No. 9.—Price of fine, medium, and coarse washed clothing fleece wool in the markel 
ci we isos year from 1870 to ieee te inclusive, s of New York (1860-1887) and nd Philadelphia {L865 887, inclusive). i 
[From Mauger & Avery’s Annual Wool Circular.] 
[From the fiscal “ Estadistica de ay ramte 1g $s la Navigacion de la Republica January. July. 


Year. 


Washed Cents. | Cents. | Cents. | Cents. | Cents. Cents, 


60 50 42 55 50 40 
45 40 37 88 30 22 
48 50 50 48 47 45 
75 68 70 75 70 65 
80 78 76 100 100 90 
102 100 95 75 73 65 
70 65 50 70 67 60 
68 53 50 55 49 45 
48 43 38 46 45 43 
50 50 48 48 48 47 
48 46 44 46 45 43 
47 46 43 62 60 
70 72 66 72 70 65 
70 68 65 50 48 44 
58 54 47 53 53 f- 46 
55 56 47 52 49 43 
48 52 42 38 35 81 
46 43 36 50 44 37 
44 45 38 36 36 32 
4 35 32 37 38 u 
50 55 48 46 48 42 
47 49 43 42 44 36 
“f 46 47 42 45 H 
* None enumerated; if exported, included under “miscellaneous articles.” = a = = = me 
The kilo has been computed at 2.2046 pounds. 34 33 29 32 31 23 
35 36 32 3; 33 29 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF STATISTICS, 33 38 33 34 88 35 


July 16, 1888, 


1888. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] 
has not consumed by five minutes the whole of the time belonging to 
his side of the House. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. REED], if he is in the Hall, to control the time on the 
other side. If not, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Burrows] will 
be recognized for that pupone 

Mr. BURROWS. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. DINGLEY]. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Ihave listened to the speech of my distinguished 
friend from Illinois [ Mr. SPRINGER], whois always lively if not exact, 
with a great deal of interest; and I have observed that as the basis 
of his remarks he assumes that whatever duty may be imposed upon 
an imported article increases the burden to: the consumer not only on 
the imported article itself, but on all similar products made in this 
country to the extent of the duty. That was the burden of his argu- 
ment; and unless the assumption is true, the argument itself falls to 
the ground. The gentleman was pleased to tell us that the duty upon 
wool and woolens increased the cost of three hundred millions of wool- 
ens manufactured in this country and imported in 1880 to the extent of 
$176,000,000, reaching his result by multiplying the total amount im- 
ported and the total amount produced in this country by the amount 
of duty. It was Surprising to me that my friend from Illinois had not 
hesitated for a moment in presenting this argument in view of the pos- 
sible conclusions that would result from such an assumption. 

It it is true that the cost of woolens to the people of this country in 
1880 was increased both on the imported articles and on the domestic 
product to the extent of the duty—namely, $176,000,000—then the 
same is true as to every other article manufactured in this country on 
which duties are im 

Mr. SPRINGER. That does not follow. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Certainly it does. Indeed my friend from Illinois 
will remember that he published in the North American Review a few 
years ago a table, based on this assumption, in which he figured out 
that the people of the United States paid a tax of over $600,000, 000 in 
that year by means of duties imposed on articles which we produced in 
this country. He included cottons, woolens, and iron goods in his 
tables. A Senator from TexaS, on the same assumption, has figured the 
amount at $1,000,000,000, and President Cleveland has repeated the 
assertion. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Will the gentleman allow me to 
ask a question ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. As I understand, the argument ot 
the gentleman from Maine, both to-day and heretofore, has been that 
where there is an imported article which comes into competition with 
an article produced in this country— 

Mr, DINGLEY. To the extent of our wants.” 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia, The consumer does not: pay the 
tax. 

Mr. DINGLEY. That is, aduty on such an article does not increase 
the burden of the consumer. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Then I ask the gentleman why 
in framing the wool tariff there is allowed to the manufacturer a com- 
peusating duty for the duty he has paid on the wool? 

Mr. DINGLEY. I will answer that question before I conclude. 

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, that my distinguished friend from Illinois 
did not feel a tinge of suspicion that there was some error in the as- 
sumption on which he based his destructive figures, when he compared 
such fearful burdens imposed by his arithmetic on the tax-payers 
through protection, with the most prosperous country on the face of 
the earth. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SPRINGER, Will the gentleman allow me a moment? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. SPRINGER, I did not state that the proposition applied to 
all other articles of like character. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Why not, if it applies at all? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I will tell my friend. The honorable gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY] stated the rule very fairly, and it has 
been stated here frequently, that where the home product does not 
equal the home demand for the goods—— 

Mr. DINGLEY. And where they can not be produced here to the 
extent of our wants. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Where they are not produced, and where the for- 
eign goods must come in to supply the deficiency, the price of the for- 
eign product plus the duty fixes the price in the home market. 

Mr. DINGLEY, But the gentleman understands that we can pro- 
duce all the woolen goods that this country consumes, with our present 
mills, and are producing 85 per cent, 

Mr. SPRINGER rose. i 

Mr. DINGLEY. Ido not desire to yield all my time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Isimply wanted to avoid being misrepresented. 
The principle does not apply as the gentleman states at all. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I wonder, too, that it did not flash on my friend’s 


mind thatif 47 per cent. of ‘‘robbery’’—for that is the gentle phrase 
which our Democratic friends apply toa duty imposed on articles which 
we can produce here—if 47 per cent. average duty under the present 


tariff ‘‘ robbed ” the people of $176,000,0000n their woolens, and $600,- 
000,000 on all articles, then the 40 per cent. ‘‘average duty” of the 
Mills bill would ‘‘rob’’ only 7 per cent. less—still leaving the whole 
“robbery”? $558,000,000. [Laughter.] 

I want to ask my friend from Ilinois how he justifies 40 per cent. 
“ robbery ’’ in the Mills bill, for if his assumption and the assump-ion 
of every gentleman who has spoken on the other side be true—that a 
duty imposed on an article that can be made here to the extent of our 
wants increases the cost of both imported and domestic articles to the 
amount of the duty—then the only difference between the present law 
and the Mills bill is that the former “‘ robs ’’ six hundred millions and 
the latter five hundred and fifty-eight millions, 

Mr. SPRINGER, Has it not been reduced ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. You say the wholesystem iswrong. But this bill 
puts 40 per cent. on woolens, and how do you justify 40 per cent. of 
robbery ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I justify itin this way: The interests of thiscoun- 
try have grown up under this system which was imposed upon the 


people. 

Mr. REED. Why not buy them out? Two years would capitalize 
the whole of them. 

Mr. SPRINGER. We have no power to buy them. 

Mr. DINGLEY. But if your assumption is correct how can you 
justify your 40 per cent. of robbery ? 3 

Mr. SPRINGER. This bill is not a free-trade bill; it is for the re- 
duction of excessive duties upon certain articles. 

Mr. DINGLEY. On your theory it is a robbery bill. A tariff of 47 
per cent. you say is 47 per cent. robbery, and you propose one of 40 per 
cent. You ought to quit higgling on it. [Applause on the Repub- 
lican side.] You have put the per cent. at 40, and do not you believe 
that to be robbery ? 

Such an excuse as that made by a gentleman who holds that a 
duty imposed on an article which can be made here to the extent of 
our wants, is a tax which increases the burdens of the consumer of 
both imported and domestic articles to the extent of the duty, for 
cutting down 47 per cent. of ‘‘robbery’’ to only 40 per cent. instead 
of crushing entirely out of existence such a monstrous imposition, is 
utterly unworthy the gentleman from Illinois. I can not believe that 
he would consent to this if he really believed as he says he does. Cer- 
tainly if I believed what the gentleman from Illinois has declared— 
what most of the gentlemen who have spoken on the other side have 
repeated—as to the effect of a protective duty, I never would vote for a 
duty on any article that can be produced here to the extent of our 
wants. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe, Republicans believe, that a duty imposed 
on an article which can be produced here to the extent of our wants 
does not impose burdens upon the consumer. On the contrary, we be- 
lieve it so encourages home industries by restricting the importations 
of similar foreign products and holding our own markets for the prod- 
ucts of our own labor, that its general effect is to give greater oppor- 
tunities and better rewards to labor and greater prosperity to the whole 
people—in short, that all citizens find that it takes less labor, less 
service, and less of the productsof the farm and workshop to buy each 
of the protected articles than it would cost under free trade, [Ap- 
plause on the Republican side. ] 

ae CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maine has ex- 
pired. d 

Mr. BURROWS. I yield two minutes more. 

Mr. DINGLEY. And experience has demonstrated the correctness 
of this view. The present tariff imposes a duty of 40 per cent, on 
common cotton sheeting and prints; yet any one can buy sheeting or 
common prints as cheap in any town of the United States as he can 
buy in Great Britain in the face of 40 per cent. duty. The price here 
is not the foreign plus the duty, but the lowest price for which the 
goods can be made here, using our higher cost of labor. The protec- 
tion to our industry has reduced the cost of these goods 30 per cent. 
less than they were before the war. So with common clothing. It 
ean be bought nearly as low here as in England; and even where the 
proportion of labor in any commodity is large such an article can al- 
ways be bought here for less labor service or products than it could 
have been if we had free trade. 

To apply this principle to the case in hand, Republicans hold that 
by protecting our wool-growers and wool-manufacturers, we encour- 
age the home production of wool, induce our farmers to improve their 
breeds, and thus increase the weight and quality of fleece, give them 
increased prosperity, and make them better customers of every other 
class of producers, and at the same time so increase the world’s sup- 
ply of wool as to reduce the price all over the world, although still re- 
taining our own markets for our own wool, and thus reduce the cost of 
clothing. [Applause on the Republican side. 

Thus we see that under the workings of this protective principle 
we have cheaper wool and cheaper cloth than we had before the war, 
while at the same time the farmer (until the Mills bill forced down 
prices by its threat of free wool) obtains more for his wool, because 
bes been encouraged to improve his flocks and treble the weight of 
the fleece. 
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The gentleman from Illinois has quoted part of a statement which I 
made the other day that the first effect of free wool would be to se- 
riously reduce the price of wool, but he omitted to add the other part 
of the statement, that after tree wool had destroyed our flocks and one- 
sixth of the world’s product had fallen out, then foreigners would ad- 
vance the price and we should be obliged to pay more than before for 
wool and for clothing, and more for our mutton, while our farmers 
would be obliged to curtail their purchases to the extent of loss of rev- 
enue from their wool. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. BURROWS, I will yield to the gentleman five minutes longer. 

Mr. DINGLEY. There is another point to which I wish to refer. 
I have not time to go into any lengthy argument, IwishI had. The 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] has claimed the effect of the 
duty on wool has been to encourage and to drive our manufacturers into 
the use of adulterants. Does not my friend know that no countries 
use a larger proportion of adulterants than England and Belgium, and 
that we in this country have less adulterants than any other nation on 
the face of the earth? Our goods are purer and better than any others. 
That is the experience in reference to the goods which are imported, 
and the goods which we manufacture here. Goods imported into this 
country, like cheviots, when they came to be thoroughly examined, at- 
tention having been called to the fact that they had been valued so 
much below what was supposed to be the cost, were found to be largely 
dog's hair. 

Now, there is nothing in the experience of our manufacturing inter- 
ests to support the theory upon which the gentleman from Illinois has 
made his speech. On the contrary our experience has been that our 
manufacturing industries have prospered and have been diversified, 
and our agricultural interests have prospered just in proportion as by 
our protective policy we have developed and retained our home mar- 
kets for our industries. In that proportion has our prosperity gone on. 
More than that. In the same proportion the cost of the articles ot 
clothing consumed by our people measured in labor becomes less than 
ever before. That is one of thestrong reasons why to-day we have the 
most prosperous country on the face of theearth, It is for that reason 
we have to-day a home market which furnishes more products ofa better 
quality and at a cheaper rate, measured in labor, than the home mar- 
kets of Great Britain. Itis our protective policy which has accomplished 
this thing, and it is our protective policy in reference to wool-growing 
that has developed this industry in this country, and if we continue to 
protect and supportit we will be able to supply all that will be needed 
by the consumers of this country. į 

The entire amount of clothing wool imported last year was 23,000,- 
000 pounds, while the production of the country was 250,000,000 
pounds. The other wools imported were the coarse carpet wools. 
‘There is not a single article produced in this country bnt can be made 
of the wool grown here. 

The argument is that we can not grow them all, that we must have 
imported wools to mix with those raised here. Thatsimply means this, 
that we must have a wool which can be obtained at a cheaper rate to 
be mixed with our wools for the purpose of deteriorating the quality 
of the goods and decreasing the cost. Thereis nothingin that position. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Let me propound aquestion to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. If the gentleman’s contention be 
true, that the consumer of the article does not pay the tariff tax on it, 
why in making up that woolen schedule does he always allow the man- 
ufacturer of the goods to exact the tax he is supposed to have paid on 
the wool consumed, and in addition a protective tax for himself? 

Mr. DINGLEY. But the gentleman must bear in mind this fact, 
that the difference in price to-day between this market and any for- 
eign market is constantly maintained. But the foreign price has been 
reduced by the fact that protection has developed the industry in this 
country. If this industry had not been developed in this country un- 
der a protective system, the foreign price would have been higher. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. But the point is this: If he, asa 
consumer of wool, has not paid the tariff tax under the law, why do 
you allow him, or affect to allow him, his protective duty? You give 
a specific duty first, and that tax he is supposed to have paid; and then 
you add an ad valorem tax as a further protection. Now, ifhe has not 
paid the first tax, why do you allow him the latter? 

Mr. DINGLEY. The gentleman goes upon the old assumption that 
the duty ad@s to the price to the consumer. For the purpose of pro- 
tecting against the foreign markets the specific duty is given equal to 
the value of the imported commodity. It does not follow that when the 
goods are sold all that isadded; because the manufacturer does not im- 
port his wool. He uses domestic wool, and the price is hardly ever, 
I may say almost never, the foreign price with the duty added. It isa 
price between the two, and made by competition. 

Mr. BYNUM. DoT understand the gentleman to hold that the do- 
mestic manafacturers do not consume foreign wool? 

Mr. DINGLEY. To acertain extent they do. 

Mr. BYNUM. I understood hisargument to be that they only used 
the domestie wool, 

Mr. DINGLEY. There is but asmall percentage of foreign clothing 


wool consumed, only 23,000,000 pounds last year, as against 250,000,000 
pounds of domestic wool. ‘ 
Mr. BYNUM. Isit not true that the great complaint of the manu- 


facturers of this country is that a part, and a very large part, too, of 


the carpet wool goes into the manufacture of clothing? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Under the name of “waste” a very considerable 
amount of ‘‘noils’’ and ‘‘wool-tops”? has been imported at a duty of 
only 10 cents a pound. It was imported under the name of waste, and - 
should have paid a duty of 30 cents a pound. ‘ 

Mr. BYNUM. Well, is it not true that there are about $45,000,000 
of manufactured woolen goods imported? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Nearly that amount. 

But the gentleman from Illinois [ Mr. SPRINGER] stated that he would 
print with his speech the protest of the woolen-manufacturing associ- 
ation, of which Mr. Whitman is president, against the present tariff. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I beg thegentleman’s pardon. I said that a state- 
ment was made by him to the Secretary of the Treasury in regard to 
the difficulties under which the woolen manufacturers are now labor- 
ing—— 

Mr. DINGLEY. Yes, and by a regulation of the Treasury Depart- 
ment holding that worsteds are not woolens. Mr. Whitman made an 
argument to the Secretary of the Treasury, and he ruled that worsteds— 
and they are simply combed wool, and cassimeres and ordinary goods 
are carded wool; one is carded and the other combed, that is the only 
difference between them—but the Secretary of the Treasury ruled that 
worsteds are not woolen goods. 

Mr. BYNUM. That is not the ruling of the Secretary of the Treas- 


ury. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Well, however that decision came it has been 
made, 

Mr. BYNUM. ‘The Secretary of the Treasury ruled that worsteds 
are worsteds. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Precisely; but a fair interpretation of the ruling is 
that worsteds are woolens, and if that interpretation had been cor- 
rected, instead of forty-four millions of goods imported last year there 
would not have been twenty millions. And it Aa ba view of that, which 
all agree ought to have been corrected, that the woolen manufacturers 
are suffering to such an extent to-day. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The statement to which I alluded, and which I 
will publish in my remarks, did not relate to that subject at all. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Oh, I beg the gentleman’s pardon, I think it did. 

Mr, SPRINGER. It did not. It will appearin the RECORD. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I do not know what the gentleman will print in 
the RECORD; but I understood him to say that Mr. William Whit- 
man had presented a memorial to the Treasury Department. 

Mr. SPRINGER. We can end the matter at once if the gentleman 
will just take the trouble to read that speech. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I heard what the gentleman said. % 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope the gentleman will read and carefully di- 
gest the speech, He will find it useful information. 

Mr. DINGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois, in 
closing his speech, spoke in glowing words of the beneficent resu ts 
which would flow from the Mills bill whenenacted into law. According 
to that gentleman it is to lift heavy burdens from the people, sweep 
away taxes on food and necessaries of life, remove the ‘* restrictions’’ 
of commerce, set the wheels of industry into more active motion, and 
make even our desert places blossom like the rose. 

As I listened to the prophecies of my exuberant friend, my eyes fell 
on the paragraphs in the Mills bill imposing a duty of 68 per cent. on 
sugar—an article of food as necessary as flour in every poor man’s 
family, and produced to so small an extent in this country that home 
competition does not materially affect the price, and therefore an ar- 
ticle to whose price the duty is inevitably added. Is sugar the article 
of food to which my friend referred when he spoke of the Mills bill as 
sweeping away ‘‘taxes on food?” 

Or perhaps my friend refers to rice, on which the Mills bill places a 
duty of 100 per cent. 

Oh! no. My friend is thinking only of articles which we can produce 
in this country to the extent of our wants, where the duty is not 
added to the cost, but has the effect to hold our own markets for the 
products of our own labor, and to make every one of them cost less in 
labor, Jess in service, and less in any kind of products than would 
have been ible if protective duties had not been imposed. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. We have cut down both these 
duties more than most things in the bill. 

Mr. REED. Cut them down! Why do you not stop ** robbery ”’ 
entirely ? 

Mr. BYNUM. I wish to ask the gentleman whether the rates fixed 
in the Mills bill are not far below the rates that were fixed by the Re- 
publican party in the revision of 1883 ? 

Mr. DINGLEY. No, not reduced from the equivalent ad valorem 
rate intended when the revision of 1883 was made. The House first 
fixed the duty on raw sugar, such as is imported, at a specific mte 
equivalent to about 44 per cent. The Senate was forced by the fact 


that a Lonisiana Senator held the balance of power to consent to an 
increase of the rate, supposed then to be but little more than 50 per 
cent., although, in consequence of the decline of sugar, the ad valorem 
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equivalent proved a little more than that in the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1884. So that in fact the equivalent 68 per cent. duty proposed by 
the Mills bill on raw sugar, such as is imported, is more than the 
equivalent ad valorem on such sugar intended in the revision of 1883. 
No reason can be given for reducing advanced manufactures to 40 per 
cent. ad valorem, which gives no more protection than 30 per cent. 
` specific, and keeping sugar at 68 per cent. specific. 

Mr. BYNUM. Isnot what you have stated about sugar true of every 
other article, and therefore does not the bill which we have reported 
here contain higher rates of duty than your own party said were high 
enough in 1883? And yet you are fighting against a reduction of rates 
which you yourself say are higher than those in your act of 1883. 
[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. DINGLEY. Iam here fighting against reductions that tend to 
destroy the industries of this country [applause on the Republican 
side], and I am here fighting to cut down duties on food-products not 
seo in this country to any considerable extent. In other words, 

am here fighting for a protective tariff that will give our home market 
to our own industries. You are fighting for a tariff that shall allow 
foreigners to comein here and obtain control of our market. [Applause 
on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia. Why do you oppose every tariff 
for the benefit of the farmer and that does not benefit the monopolist 
and manufacturer? 

Mr. DINGLEY. Talk about benefiting the farmer! Here is a bill 
brought in here to slaughter all the farming interests in the North [ap- 
plause on the Republican side], and then having slaughtered all our 
Northern farming interests you impose upon them a tax of 68 per cent. 
on sugar and 100 per cent. on rice. Do you call that a bill for the in- 
terest of the farmer? [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. SOWDEN. [rise to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. SOWDEN. The point of order I make is that gentlemen should 
address themselves to the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BYNUM. He can have more time. 

Mr. DINGLEY. IfI only had the time I would be very glad to an- 
swer all questions that may be put on the other side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time is controlled by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Burrows]. 

Mr. DINGLEY, WhatI have said, Mr. Chairman, explains the dif- 
ference between the Mills bill and such a protective bill as the amend- 
ments offered by the Republicans would have changed this bill into— 
such as will be ultimately framed as a substitute for it. 

The Mills bill cuts to the point of danger or places on the free-list 
articles which we can produce here to the extent of our wants, and 
thereby invites importations to come in and take the place of domestic 
products or goods, and places its highest duties on articles which can 
not be produced here to the extent of our demand, and which are nec- 
essary as food. 

A. Republican protective tariff removes entirely duties on articles 
which can not be produced here, like tea, coffee, etc.; reduces duties 
on articles which can be produced here in small proportion of our wants, 
especially where they are articles of common necessity, like sugar, and 
places duties on articles which can be produced here to the extent of 
our wants at such a point as will practically hold our own markets for 
our own industries and Jabor. 

Gentlemen have held up the fact that the Mills bill bears an ‘‘ aver- 
age’? duty of 40 per cent., against 47 per cent. under the present tariff, 
and this rate increased from 41 per cent. by the heavy duties on sugar 
and rice, as evidence that it is still sufficiently protective. Indeed, 
within a few days it has been given out that the Mills bill is really a 
protective tariff, notwithstanding the gentlemen who framed it and 
have advocated it have all been denouncing protection as ‘‘robbery.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to call attention to the fact that a tariff can 
be easily framed with an ‘‘ average’? duty of 40 per cent. and still be 
essentially non-protective; in fact, in its essential featurescarry out the 
free-trade idea of removing largely restrictions on importations, or 
another bill may be framed with the same ‘‘ average ” duty and yet be 
thoroughly protective. The ‘“‘average ” duty indicates nothing; it is 
how the rates are distributed, and especially how the free-list is made 
up, that tells the story. 

The Mills bill is the first one that I have described, and in its main 
features it is designed to encourage importations and to move in free- 
trade directions. à 

Note, first, that it places on the free-list fifty industries heretofore pro- 
tected. Among these industries the products of the farm stand first. 
Wool, meats, beans, pease, and all vegetables except potatoes are given 
up to free trade. Manufactured lumber, shingles, clapboards, staves, 
bricks, undressed building stone, jute bags, hoop-iron for ties, and many 
other articles are also given up to free trade. 

Not only this, but the duties on manufactured articles are changed 
toad valorent duties, which invite undervaluations and practically make 
such duties 10 per cent. less than they appear on the face, and then 
aven these are cut to the point where importation will be inevitably in- 


creased, and to the extent that they are increased the demand for our 
own products and our own labor reduced. 

And the extent of this cut is skillfully covered up by retaining such 
large duties as 68 per cent. on sugar and 100 per cent. on rice—twice 
the rates given articles which we can produce here to the extent of our 
wants—which serve to keep the ‘‘average’’ up to 40 per cent., while if 
the duty on these articles should be reduced to 40 per cent. the ‘‘ aver- 
age’? would go down to 35 per cent. 

On the other hand, a truly protective bill which should give an aver- 
age duty of 40 per cent. would restore to the dutiable list a large part 
of the articles put.on the free-list by the Mills bill, would reduce the 
duty on sugar and rice to 40 per cent., the average of the protected 
lists, and would thus yield adequate protection to those industries of 
our country which can supply our wants; would cut down the enor- 
mous duty on necessary articles of food, would discourage importations 
of goods that we can make ourselves, and increase the prosperity of the 

ople. 

P REED. I yield fifteen minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. GEAR]. 

Mr. GEAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask the Clerk to read the first three 
paragraphs of the letter which I send to the desk, the whole of which 
may be published in the RECORD. 

The Clerk read a portion of the following letter: 


OFFICE or ISAIAH MEEK, Bonaparte, Iowa, May 21, 1888, 

Dear Sir: In reply to yours of the 19th instant, I would say: 

1. That our factory commenced operations in 1854. and was in full blast in 
1859, and we have been running continuously since that time, except from July, 
1863, to March, 1864, which time, having been burned out, we were rebuilding 
our factory. We have run continuously since then, except short stops in the 
winter for repairs. 

2. The volume of our business is larger than before the war, because we have 
a great deal more machinery and better facilities for manufacturing. Taking, 
however, the amount of machinery we had before the war and our facilities for 
conducting the business, we had proportionately as large, if nota larger, amount 
of business then, and I know with more profit to us. 

4. Our business was much more profitable before the war than now. 

5. If the Mills bill passed with its provisions for the reduction of the wool tariff, 
itis my opinion it would notreduce the volume of our business, but have a tend- 
ency to increase it. It would, if passed, increase our profits, and consequently 
our ability to increase wages of operatives. In our experience, however, the 
question of wages is regulated by the law of supply and demand wholly, and not 
affected by the tariff. 

In my opinion the number ofsheep has largely decreased in VanBuren County 
since 1860. I ama sheep breeder, and while the sheep industry, taken for a suc» 
cession of years, is always a profitable business, the profit before the tariff! was 
put on wool was as great, and some years ter now. 

6, With reference to w: paid before the war and now I have forgotten, and 
am unable to answer. I find on reference to my books that we paid our boss 
carder in 1865 the same wages we pay now. 

Truly yours, — ` 
ISAIAH MEEK. 

Mr. GEAR. Mr. Chairman, that letter covers a period of thirty-four 
years. It has been read in the House heretofore upon the request of 
the gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. MCKINNEY]. He arraigned 
me, I think, very unfairly and unjustly in regard to the remarks I made 
some time ago on thesubject of the tariff. He intimated that I knew 
nothing about manufacturing—perhaps not as much as the gentleman 
who wrote that letter. I do not claim to know very much about man- 
ufacturing, although I have had some experiencein that direction. But, 
as I said, that letter covers the long period of thirty-four years, em- 
bracing action under the tariff of 1846, the tariff of 1857, and the tariff 
of 1861—the Morrill tariff. Now, I will undertake to show so clearly 
that “he who runs may read,” that under the tariff of 1846 and the 
tariff of 1857 Mr. Meeks sold goods higher and bought wool lower than 
he is doing to-day under the present tariff. 

The gentleman from Texas [ Mr. MILLS], the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, made in my judgment, the most bald and naked 
statement in regard to the manufacture of blankets that I ever heard 
in my life from any man ona legislative floor. In my former remarks 
I illustrated this. He said, in substance, given a pair of blankets of 
which the cost of manufacture was $2.55, the ‘‘ robber baron tariff’? 
added thereto, $1.90, making the cost $4.45; and in the case of another 
pair of blankets which he used as an illustration, he said the cost was 
$2.70, and the ‘‘ robber baron tariff’? added to the price $2.55, making 
in all $5.25 the cost, thereby leaving the impression by inference that 
to these figures he gave, an additional amount was added by way of 
profit. 

But you may look through the gentleman’s speech from beginning 
to end, and you can nct find one line where he gives the price at which 
the blankets were sold by the manufacturer, either at wholesale or re- 
tail. 

In the illustration which I gave to the House and the country, I took 
the amount of wool and the cost of the blankets at his own figures, and 
I showed conclusively, in my judgment, and I think in the judgment 
of the House, that the wholesale or retail price, adding the tariff, was 
less than the price given by the distinguished gentleman from Texas, 
and that the prices clear through, both at wholesale and retail, were 
less. In evidence of that fact and of the fact that the cost of material 
was less and the price of the product higher during the period to which 
I have referred, 1846 to 1861, I send to the desk a dispatch to be read. 
Before it is read I wish to make this remark: My friend Meeks is an 
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iren-clad, rock-rooted Democrat. - He has voted the Democratic ticket 
ever since he has been a voter, in season and out of season. He voted 
the Democratic ticket all through the crucial period of the war. Asa 
matter of course, he would be expected to stand upand vote the Demo- 
cratic ticket to-day and defend every measure of his party, as he and 
his friends ex pect, as I understand, that he will be placed in nomination 
for Congress this year on that blanket letter. At the time he started 
he had a poor mill, as he states himself. It was almost the only mill 
in that country. He had but little or no competition. He had the old- 
fashioned single looms. (I call the attention of my friend from New 
Hampshire [Mr. MCKINNEY] to this. He preaches, I understand, the 
doctrine that in the future there are rewards, but no punishment—a 
good doctrine—and therefore he is at liberty to make any statement 
he pleases.) [Laughter.] My friend, Mr. Meeks, had that kind ofa 
mill—poor in quality. He had looms which had in them only oneor 
two harnesses to the loom, as they are known technically to the trade 
- (and I speak whereof I know), throwing one or two shuttles at a time, 
on which but few varieties of goods could be made—looms which can 
not compare at all with those of modern times which have six, fifteen, 
and twenty-seven harnesses, throwing four, six, and eight shuttles, and 
making a large variety of goods. His goods cost him something more 
at that time to make than now, but he got for them a much higher 
price than he gets now, and he bought his material cheaper. “ Now I 
ask the Clerk to read that telegram. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Hon. Jony H. Gear: 

Meek and his old clerk examined the firm books and can only find one entry 
between dates described; one pair blankets sold for $7.5) in 1 , which was 
about average price. Weight not given; wool worth that time, 20 to 22 cents. 

J. W. ROWLEY. 


Mr. GEAR. Iask the Clerk to read this dispatch from another mill 
in an adjoining county, which gives more specific proof of the truth 
of my argument. , ‘ 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Hon. Jno. H. Gear, Washington: 

The Northfield Woolen Mills in 1859 sold 9-ounce jeans at 70 to 80 cents per 
yard; 5-ounce flannel, 50 to 60 cents, and 5-pound blankets, $6.70 pair, and 
paid for unwashed wool 15 to 18 cents per pound. Now, 9ounce jeans 50 to 60 
cents per yard; 5-ounce flannel, 35 to 38 cents, and 5-pound blankets, $5 per 
pair, and pay for unwashed wool 20 to 24 cents per pound. 

ROBINSON & DAVIS. 


Mr. GEAR. This Robinson & Davis mill has been in operation 
longer than has Mr. Meek’s. I know the firm well; have known them 
over forty years. Their telegram shows clearly that under the tariff 
of 1846 and 1857 they bought their wool at 30 to 40 per cent. less than 
they do now, and that they sold blankets and other products at 30 or 
40 per cent. higher rates than now. ‘This evidence isalso confirmed by 
a letter from D. W. Jones, of Delaware County, Iowa, written to my 
colleague [Mr. D. B. HENDERSON] in which he states that he is sell- 
ing blankets and other products of his mill at 33 per cent. less than in 
1859-60. Mr. Jones, my colleague tells me, has been engaged in man- 
ufacturing for many years and furnishes at the mills in his section 
of the State a sure home market for the wool grown in his vicinity. 
Their statement also proves the truth of the protection theory in a nut- 
shell: that by a fair protection the Iowa and other wool-growers are 
to-day getting better prices for wool than under the Walker tariff. It 
also proves conclusively that under the protection theory of giving the 
American market to the American manufacturer he has, under the 
stimulus of home competition, introduced better machinery and better 
methods whereby he has been able to manufacture better goods and sell 
them at less rates to the consumer than at any time in the history of 
the country. 

_ Now, Mr. Chairman, this proves the position I took at the start, 

that the men who grow the wool under protection do get a higher price 
for their wool product, while, at the same time, the manufacturers of 
woolen goods are able to sell their goods at a lower price to the con- 
sumers. 

In the tariff of 1846 wool was 30 percent. ad valorem, Under the tariff 
of 1857 it was 24 per cent. It seems to me the argument is clear and 
conclusive that they who oppose this Mills bill, which my friend from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] says is not a free-trade bill, although it puts 
wool on the free-list, if the effect of protecting the product of wool in 
this country has been to increase the price of wool to our farmers, while 
at the same time it has reduced the price of woolen goods to the con- 
sumer, then by parity of reasoning, judging from past results, wool be- 
ing placed upon the free-list, the result will be that while the price of 
Shes will be lower, the price of woolen goods to the consumer will be 

gher, 

Mr. Chairman, the farmers of my district have an interest in this 
question of free wool. They own nearly one hundred thousand sheep, 
and the bare threat of passing the Mills bill has already reduced the 
price of this year’s clip of wool over 15 per cent. It naturally follows 
that the Iowa farmers are not in favor of this measure, and they ask me 
to oppose it by my vote, which I shall do as long as I am here to pro- 
tect their interests. - 


KEOSAUQUA, Iowa, June 2), 1833, 


Meprapouis, Iowa, July 6, 1883, 


I am necessarily hurried in the limited time allowed me and must 
pass along rapidly. But I wish tosay a word to the House in reference 
to the tanff of 1846, to which the Speaker of this House referred in 
words of eulogy in reference to the effect of that tariff upon the country, 
I will not attempt to analyze his , as it was done most forcibly 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [ Mr. LA FOLLETTE] the other day. 
But I wish to call attention to this one fact: that during those years > 
that produce was low throughout the West, lower in fact than it had 
been since the great financial crash of 1837. 

During tne period ot the Walker tariff occurred the terrible famine 
in Ireland, and the continent of Europe was convulsed by the Crimean 
war. Thisstate of affairs made an abnormal demand for our breadstufis 
and meat products. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, during that memorable epoch in American his- 
tory California was acquired and yielded to the hardy pioneers her un- 
told millions of treasure. Yet, sir, notwithstanding all these adventi- 
tious circumstances the balance of trade was largely against us during 
the years of the Walker tariff. Sir, it required to settle that balance 
of trade which had accumulated during those fifteen years two hundred 
and fifty millions of dollars in addition to ourexports of farm products. 

Bat our friends on the Democratic side claim that the balance of 
trade being against us is not a subject worthy of attention. 

I was educated in a different school. My business preceptor was a 
Democrat, a bosom friend of Douglas and the father-in-law of the re- 


| cently appointed Chief-Justice. He taught me, sir, that the prudent 


business man, whether merchant or farmer, when he wanted to find out 
at the end of the year the condition of his business affairs, pnt down on 
one side his receipts and on the otherside his expenditures. Ifhe found 
that his receipts were more than his expenditures the result was that 
he had made money; or, in other words, the balance of trade was in his 
favor. If,on the contrary, his expenditures exceeded his receipts, the 
result was that he had lost money and that the balance of trade was 
against him. Now, Mr. Chairman, what is truein regard to the business 
of an individual is equally true in regard to the nation. 

It seems, therefore, that when the balance of trade is against a na- 
tion, as it always has been against this nation from 1832, whenever we 
had these tariffs for revenue only or a quasi free-trade tariff we have been 
in debt to foreign nations and have had to export our coin to settle the 
balance of trade. I am frank to say that I prefer a policy which tends 
to bring the coin of the world to us in return for our products rather 
than the policy put in operation by the Democratic tariff of 1846 to 
1857. 

I had intended to reply to a letter which my distinguished friend 
from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] said he received from Mr. Meek, the man- 
ufacturer of those blankets. Ihave asked him again and again to 
produce the letter, but with that lack of candor which is his political 
characteristic he has refused to do so every time. [Laughter] 

He charged me in his speech with having changed front on the pro- 
tection question. I stand here, as I have always stood in my own State 
as a member of the Republican party, in favor of fair protection to the 
indnstries in thiş country, and in my message sent to the General As- 
sembly of my State some years ago, from which the gentleman quoted, 
on the question of the reduction of the duty on steel rails, I had in- 
vestigated that question with some care. I found that we had paid a 
duty of $28 a ton on steel rails; that when this duty was levied the 
manufacture was an experiment in this country. Although many of 
the establishments which began manufacturing steel rails were un- 
fortunate, yet better methods having been introduced in the manufact- 
ure of rails thereby increasing the output and thus cheapening the 
product and increasing the demand so that under the protection of $28 
per ton rails had declined from $155 to $42 or $44 per ton, therefore it 
seemed to me that the time had come for a reduction, and that under 
the stimulus of invention rails and bette: methods could be produced 
at less cost. I urged the réduction. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not the first time that the voice of Republican 
Towa has given tone to Republican legislation on this and other ques- 
tions; and in accordance with that s tion a Republican Congress 
reduced the rate to the existing duty of $17 per ton. ‘The result bas 
been that the American manufacturers, having the home market for 
their product, have been enabled by competition to produce the best 
rail known at the lowest rate ever produced. And this result, Mr. 
Chairman, is another argument in favor of a fair degree of protection 
to American industries, 

Sir, I am, in common with the Republican party of Iowa, in favor of 


‘a fair protection to American industries and productions of all kinds. 


I am ready by my vote at any time to aid ın revising the tariff in 
such manner as may be found to be both for the interests of the pro- 
ducer, the wage-worker, and consumer; and I am in favor of such an 
adjustment as will give the American manufacturer the benefit of the 
American market, and at the same time give the American workman 
“a fair days’ wage for a fair days’ work,” ratber than to adopt a policy 
that will bring our wage-worker toa level with those of Great Britain 
or Europe. Sir, the bill under consideration does not do this; on the 
contrary, it is an assanit on many of the industries and productions of 
the country, which under the protection policy of the Republican party 
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for the past quarter of a century, have grown and developed and placed 
us in the front rank of nations in regard to wealth, prosperity, and 
comfort among all our people. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Maine has control of the 
time; to whom does he yield ? 

Mr. REED. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. GALLINGER]. 

Mr.GALLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I would not againoccupy thetime 
of the committee were it not that the discussion of free wool—on which 
subject I had intended tosubmit some observations when it was before 
under diseussion—has been reopened by the Democratic side. Appar- 
ently, not content with having already voted to put wool on the free- 
list, they seem exceedingly anxious to hold a post mortem on this im- 
portant industry which they have done their best to destroy, and have 
called the gentleman from Illinois to their aid. It is barely possible 
that they have already heard rumblings from the wool-growers of the 
Northern States, and have resolved by false figures and deflected logic 
to attempt to mislead those whose industries are threatened with de- 
struction. 

Among others, my colleague [Mr. MCKINNEY] raised his voice for 
free wool. From a hurried reading of his remarks, he seems to have 
spoken from the Ohio standpoint, in which State, he says, he was once 
engaged in wool-growing. I do not know how much of a granger my 
clerical friend may have been in his early years, or how much correct 
knowledge he may’have on sheep-husbandry in Ohio, but I will venture 
to call his attention to the fact that New Hampshire is greatly inter- 
meen in the wool question, having nearly as many sheep per capita as 

io. 

New Hampshire in 1880 had 211,825 sheep, and the wool clip for that 
year was 1,060,569 pounds. ; 

It is, however, a significant circumstance that out of the 211,825 
sheep in the State, only about 30,000 of them are in my colleague’s 
district, the remaining 181,000 being in the district I have the honor 
to represent. 2 ? 

I will not say that this is the reason why my colleague is so valiant 
an advocate of free wool, but I will say that whether he knows it or 
not, the farmers of New Hampshire are almost unanimously against 
placing wool on the free-list, as will be demonstrated when the ques- 
tion is submitted to them next November. 

After advocating free wool my colleague declared that placing 
that product on the free-list will not cheapen it, but that it will make 
clothing cheaper. That kind of logic is too much for my obtuse in- 
tellect and I will not try to master it. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague’s attitude on this question suits me ex- 
actly from a political standpoint, and I am gratified to know that, in 
addition to favoring free lumber, free brick, free agricultural prod- 
ucts, and other important industries of New Hampshire, he is also for 
free wool. 

A friend of mine, who travels all over New Hampshire, wrote re- 
cently that— 

ara À farmers who are large wool-growers will vote the Republican ticket 
this fall for the first time, on account of the tariff question, and there are not a 
few mechanics similarly situated. 

The people of New Hampshire are not indifferent to what is going on 
in Congress, and will in due time give practical expression to their 
convictions. - 

I notice that an importing house in New York City has lately re- 
ceived a consignment of British manufactured woolen goods with the 
following instructions: 

Have these goods deposited in the United States bonded warehouse, there to 
await the passage of the Milis bill. In case thatbill doesnot becomealaw, then 
hold the goods in bond until the re-election of Cleveland and a Congress that 
yen assure us of a free-trade tariff. You will then put them on the market for 
Sale. 

Mr. Chairman, American workingmen will have something to say 
about the ** re-election of Cleveland and a Congress that will assure us 
of a free-trade tariff,” and their decision is liable not to please the Brit- 
ish manufacturers who are getting ready to flood our country with cheap 
goods. [Applanse. ] 

On the issue of free lumber, free agricultural products, and free wool 
I venture to modestly suggest that New Hampshire will not fail to add 
one additional Republican to the next Congress, and I doubt not that 
on this issue other sections of the country will give enough gains to 
make the next Congress politically in harmony with the administration 
of President Harrison. [Applause.] 

The following words of the lamented Garfield, in the last report he 
made to this House, are timely and significant. Garfield said: 

Should it (the removal or unjust of l tari 
will be abaut for our eer bayani] = then FARTEIN wich reign 


wools of South America; and it will beequally impossible for our manufacturers 
to compete with those of France and England. Of course, any legislation that 


destroys thé woolen manufactures is equally destructive to sheep husbandry, 
for the farmer would no Jonger have a market for his wool. The nation can 
hardly be called independent which does not possess the 
to clothe its own people. 


Mr. Chairman, I prefer Garfield to SPRINGER on this subject, and the 


and theskill 


American people are anxiously waiting for an opportunity to so ex- 
press themselves at the ballot-box. [Applause.] 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Mr. Chairman, whether it be for good or 
for ill the discussion on the Mills bill is approaching a termination. 
Upon next Saturday we will vote upon thatmeasure. It will pass this 
House, as 1 am informed and believe, and against the protest of every 
Republican Representative, with possibly one or two exceptions. It 
will receive the support of every Democrat in this House, with a very 
few exceptions. 

A MEMBER on the Republican side. Honorable exceptions. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I only desire now to call the attention ot 
the House and of the country to one or two facts in that behalf, and 
to those facts I invite careful consideration. One is that no industry 
in this country to be affected by this tariff measure has been accorded 
a hearing by the Committee on Ways and Means, and that although 
the industry, now prosperous, will be immediately and disastrously 
affected by its influence should it become a law. 

I call attention to the fact again that no workman in this country 
whose wages are to be reduced by the operation of the Mills bill bas 
been vouchsafed a hearing before that committee. I call attention to 
the fact also that no class of our people, no interests affected by the 
proposed legislation, has been accorded an audience to petition for reliet 
or protest against threatened disaster; but, on the contrary, this bill 
has been framed and passed without the slightest consultaton with 
those who represent the vast and growing interests of the United States. 
But, Mr. Chairman, the day set apart by the Constitution, not only for 
a hearing, but for final judgment, is approaching; it will be early in 
November. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to call attention to another fact. It is this, 
that it is not pretended that this so-called revision of the tariff has 
been made except from the standpoint of those who favor a tariff for 
revenue only, which is merely another name for the doctrine of free 
trade. 

It is known to all members on this floor and to the country that this 
side of the House has from first to last desired and endeavored to revise 
the tariff with reference to the maintenance of the protective system, 
and from the standpoint of protectionists, recognizing what that sys- 
tem has done for the country and for the people. The Democratic ma- 
jority in this House has denied to us the opportunity and defeated all 
attempts to secure such revision, And from their decision we now 
appeal to our masters, the people. The issue is fairly presented, and 
should not be changed, but be referred to the final arbiters, the voters 
of the country. 

I call attention to the fact that so far from reducing the surplus rey- 
enues in the Treasury, that accumulation will be increased under the 
operation of the Mills bill if it shall ever become a Jaw, since importa- 
tions will be increased under the influence of the peculiar reduction of 
duties proposed. 

I wish to call the attention of the country to another fact in this 
same behalf’ In November next the people of the United States will 
sit in judgment upon the issue joined between this side of the House 
and the Demoeratic majority who are the authors and finishers of this 
tariff measure. If it is the desire of the people that the tariff shall be 
revised, as confessedly it ought to be, from the standpoint of protect- 
ing the industries of this country, and in a manner consistent there- 
with, they will transfer the majority from that side of the House to 
this. If it is their purpose to strike down these great industries of 
the country as they have the wool and other industries, they will re- 
tain the majority on that side of this central aisle. 

Rejecting every proposition of the Republican minority, the Demo- 
cratic majority, having the power, will vote the Mills bill through next 
Saturday at the hour appointed, and it will go to the Senate, and there 
I trust it will be referred to acommittee that will sit during the recess, 
in order that the great interests which are to be affected by this meas- 
ure, which, in its influence, reaches to every hearthstone in the Re- 
public, may be accorded a full and fair hearing, that those who repre- 
sent the fields, the shops, the mills, mines, furnaces, and factories may 
all be heard before that committee, even as they will at the polls, and 
the bill be reported back at the opening of the next session, so modi- 
fied and changed as to fairly and fully reflect the will of the people of 
the United States, and in pursuance of the requests of those whose 
interests are to be immediateiy affected; and that then, upon the re- 
assembling of Congress in its December session, we may truly and prop- 
erly respond to the requirements of our constituents, for before that 
assembling we will receive at the polls in November instructions which 
we can not fail to understand, and which it will not be wise or safe to 
disregard. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

{Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, we have now reached the end of our 
discussion upon this bill, except in so far as the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means shall himself in person administer to our 
enlightenment on next Saturday, and it is very curious to contrast the 
sitvation and the appearance of the Democracy at the beginning of the 
discussion with the utterances which they have made to-day. 

Throughout the whole general debate not a single speech that I re- 
member was delivered upon the other side which did not contain the 
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principles of free trade as plain as they were ever enunciated by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Cox], who is to-day, perhaps, alone 
on that side not afraid to express his sentiments, [Laughter on the 
Republican side.] There has been no discussion under the five-minute 
rule which has not involved the principles of free trade. There has 
never been an opportunity omitted where a Democrat could mouth 
abont ‘‘ tariff taxes’? where he has not put his tongue around it with 
affectionate attention, and yet we have to-day the gentleman who 
was chosen to preside over the deliberations of this committee sub- 
mitting to us some ideas which indicate that he is a little afraid of 
being a free-trader himself. Why he, the very inventor of the sched- 
ule which showed the amount of robbery that was perpetrated by the 
“tariff tax’? is faltering in his weary task of freeing the American people 
from the bondage of those infamous creatures who manufacture things 
that can be used by those who can pay for them. 

Why is it that this change has come over their feelings? Why are 
they so anxious to show that they are not much in favor of free trade ? 
Why are detachments sent over to New York to give reassurance to the 
doubtful brethren? Why is it that the chairmanof the Committee on 
Ways and Means, that lofty and courageous citizen of Texas, who dares 
to explain his views elsewhere, has gone over to New York and declared 
that they need not fear any free trade from him? Why is it that he 
has swallowed words that are only four years old, and why is it that he 
comes back here where he is known and tries neither to swallow them 
nortodeny them? Why isit thattheentire crowd of Democratic news- 
papers are to-day endeavoring to explain that after all they have great 
aay, ape 40 per cent. of robbery ? [Laughteron the Republican side. ] 
Why is it that the gentleman from Indiana was all agog and shaken 
with emotion in his eagerness to show that the principle on which this 
bill was framed is as near protective robbery as ever we were? Why 
is it that he violated the whole courtesy of parliamentary debate in 
order to thrust that idea upon the public? Why is it that they give 
him one minute for debate, one minute to ask a question, and nobody 
else a minute to make an answer? Itis because they have begun to 
hear from the people of the United States, It is because they recog- 
nize the fact that the people of the United States are in favor of the 
American doctrine of protection [applause on the Republican side]; 
that they are in favor of having the articles which the people of Amer- 
ica use made by American workingmen; and from now until election 
time their greatest effort on the other side will be to explain away 
the declarations which they so bravely made, and to say that even Mr. 
Cleveland himself is a genuine protectionist and never meant anything 
else. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 

[Here the hammer fell. 1 

Mr. SPRINGER.. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] de- 
sires me to yield him one minute of my time, which I do. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I was very much astonished to find 
my colleague from the first district of Iowa | Mr. GEAR] so perturbed 
and excited over this debate. In contrast with his usual fairness and 
courtesy he took occasion while upon the floor, in a perfectly unjusti- 
fiable manner, to makea personal allusion to myself. I can say truth- 
fully that I have never treated my colleagues on this floor in any such 
manner, and the remark of the gentleman was entirely out of place 
and in bad taste. I did say in the speech which I delivered on the 
floor that I had written to Mr. Meek about a pair of blankets which 
the gentleman exhibited, and that I would in my time during the 
five-minute debate read Mr. Meek’s reply. Now, what right has the 
gentleman to complain that I did not read it? I will read an extract 
from what the gentleman said in his speech, and then I will read the 
letter. The gentleman, after exhibiting the pair of blankets, said: 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of this House to the fact 
that the of the pending tariff bill will not only seriously injure the 


wool-grower of my State, but it will also close up the mill where that blanket 
was made, and put out of employment the labor engaged in its manufacture, 


Before receiving my letter Mr. Meek had already written to a friend 
of mine concerning the above statement made by my colleague, and a 
copy of his letter was furnished me. I now print the same without 
comment: 

BONAPARTE, IOWA, May 15, 1888. 

DEAR Sre: In reply to yours of the 11th instant, just received, would say that 
I sold to Mr, John Rowley, editor of the Republican paper at Keosauqua, one 
pair of blankets, which he informed me were for ex-Governor GEAR. As tomy 
stating to Mr. Gran, or any one else, that I was opposed to a reduction of the 
present tariff, I would say that such representation is positively untrue. I did 
say to him, however, that if the tariff was taken from wool it would greatly 
benefit me as a manufacturer. I am not only not opposed to the Mills tariff 
bill, but I hope it will pass and lead to still further uction of the unnecessary 
and burdensome war tariff. 

In conclusion, I would say that I am heartily in sympathy with the President 
in his endeavors to reform the administration of the vernment, and especi- 
ally so with all efforts to reduce taxation to the necessities of a Government 
bac personage conducted, 

Joining with you in desiring the nomination and re-election of Cleveland, I 


m, 
Very truly, yours, 
L, A. PALMER, Esq., Washingion, D. 0. 


Mr. GEAR. Iask leave to reply, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, as stated on the other side, this 
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debate, long protracted, is now about to come to a conclusion, and I 
had hoped that in these last moments there would be a feeling of kind- 
liness pervading the hearts of gentlemen on both sides of the House. 
[Laughter on the Republican side.] But on the contrary the gentle- 
man from Maine has shown his usual peculiarity of sneering and scold- 
ing at this side of the House. He reminds me of the character of Pooh 
Bah in the Mikado. He was born with a sneer on him and he kept 
that peculiar facial expression to the day of his death. [Laughter and 
applause on thé Democratic side.] The gentleman has alluded to this 
side of the House as if we had not maintained our professions made at 
the beginning of this debate. I call attention to the fact that the gen- 
tleman himself, as a member of the Ways and Means Committee, came 
into this House at the commencement of this discussion with a mi- 
nority report signed by all the Republican members of that committee, 
and with a flourish of trumpets promised the House that they would 
seek to have the bill modified and amended in Committee of the 
Whole, and that if those efforts failed they would offer a substitute 
which would surely diminish the revenues without impairing the 
American system of protection. [Applause on the Republican side. ] 
Where, oh where, is that substitute? 


Gone glimmering through the dream of things that were— 
A school-boy’s tale, the wonder of an hour! 


[Laughter and applause on the Democratic side. ] 

If they have ever incubated one, they have not had the courage to 
bring it to the light of day. 

A MEMBER on the Republican side. It will come. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Let it come and we will be ready tomeetit. And 
in addition to that we are not afraid to go to the country on this issue. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] On Saturday next the roll will be 
called on the passage of this bill, and that roll-call will be heard around 
the world. It will indicate to the people of this country that their 
Representatives have been equal to the great emergency that now con- 
fronts them of reducing this “‘ vicious, inequitable, and illogical source 
of unnecessary taxation.” [Applause on the Democratic side.] And 
wen we have passed that bill in this House we will meet you on the 
hustings, gentlemen; we will go to the country with you, and mark my 
word that in November next the people’s voice will be heard in the tri- 
ee es of Groyer Cleveland. [Applauseon the Democratic 
side, 

The gentleman from Maine [Mr, REED] spoke about ‘‘ rumblings ” 
from the people being heard on this subject, and in reply to that sug- 
gestion I will have printed as part of my remarks a letter written by 
Mr. Arthur T. Lynian, treasurer of the Hadley Thread Company, of 
Holyoke, as well as of the Lowell Manufacturing Company, of Lowell. 
Mr. Lyman is a Republican and his letter appears in the New York 
Times. It is as follows: 


[New York Times, July 19, 1888,] 
IT IS NOT FREE TRADE—AN OLD REPUBLICAN'S SOUND VIEWS OF THE MILLS BILL. 


Boston, July 18. 
The Republicans are not having the best success in soliciting funds from 
man urers. The chairman of the finance committee of the Holyoke Re- 
pontas Club recently solicited a contribution from Mr, Arthur T, Lyman, who 
the treasurer of the Hadley Thread Com ,of Holyoke, as well as of the 
Lowell Manufacturing Company,of Lowell. In reply Mr. Lyman wrote the 
following letter: < 
Boston, July 13, 
“Chairman of the Finance Committee of the Holyoke Republican Club: 

“Dear Sim: I have yours of the 12th, amin’ for a contribution for the Repub 
lican Club. I am of course deeply interested in the tariff as regards the Hadley 
Com y. and also in its bearing on many other cotton and woolen manufact- 
ures in which I am interested, but in my opinion the Republican members of 
Congress from New England and the Home Market Club and the Woolen Man- 
ufacturers’ Association have practically done more harm to the cause of pro- 
tection and,to the'protected (so-called) industries of Massachusetts than the Dem- 
ocratic members of the Ways and Means Committee. 

“I have had occasion to see some of the Democratic membersof the Ways and 
Means Committee, and to hear of the plans and views of others, and I am con- 
vinced that but for the action of the Republican members of Congress from 
New England and of the greater part of the Republican manufacturers of New 
England we could have had in the Mills bill satisfactory schedules for woolens 
and cottons, As it is, at the request of some manufacturers (Republicans) made 
through the Democratic members from Massachusetts the Democrats of the 
Ways and Means Committee altered and advanced rates on some important 
items, while we were met, Iam informed, by Republican members of the House, 
saying: ‘ Leaye the schedule as it is; itis better for the election.” The Re- 

ublicans now refuse to aid in putting raw materials on the free list, and cer- 

inly in New England free raw material has been considered as an element in 
protection almost as essential as the duty on manufactured articles. 

“From my business experience in both importing and manufacturing, I am 
fully aware of the necessity of protection for the maintenance here of certain 
manufactures, and I very much regret that the Republican party, with which 
I have acted from its beginning, has, for pon itical success, taken a position which 
I consider hostile in its practical effects to the protected iudustries of Massachu- 
setts. 

“The Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee take broad, 
and on the whole reasonable, views of the tariff question, and while of course 
they look at the interest of the United states as a whole they do not ignore the 
fact that many great industries have wn up in this country under the high 
duties made necessary by the war of rebellion, and that it is only fair and 

roper that consideration should be paid to their existence and condition. 

either do they ignore the fact that the working people in the protected indus- 
tries are very largely members of the Democratic poor, 

“ Besides the co: tion that my manufacturing interests have been put at 
needless risk by the partisan action of the Republicans, I must also take into 
consideration the interests of the whole country, in which we are all involved, 


and I can not feel it to be right to vote for any one who can honestly stand on 
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the Republican a peaks Most of the Republicans with whom I have spoken 

about it have told me that they have not read it. I can readily believe that it 

would be disagreeable reading to Republicans, who in the past have in all hon- 

esty desired to have raw materials and food products on the free-list. But the 

exigencies of practical politics have forced the party into a false position as re- 

karda the tariff, and into many unwise and dangerous relations in regard to the 
omestic and foreign affairs of the country. 

“There is practically no party in this country in favor of free trade in any 
reasonable sense of the terin, and it is as unfair to call the Mills bill a free-trade 
bill as it isto say that the Republicans are in favor of free drinking of whisky, 
because the manufacturers of protected articles have several years insisted that 
all internal taxes should be taken off in order that it should be im: ible te 
alter the duties on imports. While the Mills bill is not’a bill that wholly com- 
mends itself to me, it is correct, and for the interest of Massachusetts in many 

rticulars, notably in the matter of free wool. Every manufacturing country 
fi the world of any co uence except the United States has wool on the free- 
list. The position which the Republican party has taken makes it well for the 
country, as it seems to me, that it should not have the control of the Govern- 
ment for the next four years, 
“ARTHUR T. LYMAN.” 


Mr. MILLS. I move that the committee now rise and report this 
bill to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. McKINLEY. -I ask that there be printed, for the use of the 
House, the original text of this bill, with the amendments which have 
been adopted by the Committee of the Whole in italics. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SPRINGER). The Chair thinks that should 
be done in the House. “i 

` Mr. McKINLEY, Then I will make the request there. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, pending the 
motion of the gentleman from Texas I ask unanimous consent to recur 
to page 6 of the bill to amend the provision relating to band-iron. I 
send my amendment to the desk. 

Mr. REED. That is some back town just heard from, I suppose. 
[Laughter on the Republican side. ] 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Page 6, line 12. add after the word "' baling,” the words “ or other;"’ so that it 


will read: “Iron and steel cotton-ties or hoops, for baling or other purposes, not 
thinner than No. 20 wire gauge.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Arkansas to return to this part of the bill for the purpose in- 
dicated by him? 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS.. I now move that the committee rise and report the 
bill with the amendments to the House with the recommendation that 


it 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and 

Mr. SPRINGER, the Chairman, said: The Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union has had under consideration House bill No. 
9051, to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the collec- 
tion of the revenue, and hasinstructed me to report the same back with 
sundry amendments and with the recommendation that the amend- 
ments be agreed to, and the bill so amended passed. [Applause on the 
Democratic side. ] 

Mr. MILLS. I desire to move that the further consideration of this 
bill be postponed until Saturday next, at half past 11 o’clock. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Before that motion is put, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that 2,000 copies of this bill, with the amendments adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole, be printed at once. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I hope the gentleman will accept as an amend- 
ment that the printing be done in pamphlet form. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is better. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY] asks 
unanimous consent that of the bill just reported, with the amendments 
recommended by the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, 
there be printed 2,000 copies, 

Several MEMBERS. Five thousand. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I accept the suggestion of several gentlemen, 
and will say 5,000 copies. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. How are these to be distributed ? 

Mr. McKINLEY. My purpose is to have them distributed equally 
among members of the House. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I think the order should so state. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the request. The gentleman 
from Ohio asks unanimous consent that 5,000 copies of this bill, with 
the amendments recommended by the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, be printed in document form and furnished 
to the document-room for distribution among members of the House 
equally. If there be no objection that order will be made. 

There being no objection, it was ordered accordingly. 

Mr. MILLS. I now move that the further consideration of this 
bill, with the amendments reported, be postponed until half past 11 
o’clock on Saturday next. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Will the chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means indicate his purpose as to taking a vote on Saturday ? 

Mr. MILLS. I propose that we shall take a vote as soon as it can 
be reached—as soon as the debate is closed—to do which I am entitled 
to one hour under the rules. 

Mr. McKINLEY. On Saturday next? 


Mr. MILLS. Yes, sir; on next Saturday I propose that a vote be 
taken—first on the amendments and then on the bill. 

The motion of Mr. MILLS was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS moved to reconsider the vote by which the motion was 
agreed to; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 

Mr. MILLS. In moying to go into Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union to-day I omitted to make, and I now make, the usual 
request that gentlemen having reports to present from committees may 
file them at the Clerk’s desk for appropriate reference. 

There being no objection leave was granted. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 


THEODORE C. LEWIS. 

Mr. CULBERSON, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10735) for the removal of the political 
disabilities of Theodore C. Lewis, of Louisiana; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN H. PARKER. 


Mr. CULBERSON also, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10621) for the removal of the 
political disabilities of John H. Parker, of Virginia; which was referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


JEMIMA STERLING. 


Mr. LANE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 4648) granting a pension to Jemima Sterling; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate eg cae and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

DANIEL WILLBOURG. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 2073) granting increase of pension to 
Daniel Willbourg; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

EUGENIA A. HELSTON. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10806) granting a pension to Eugenia A. 
Helston; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

HENRY MEYNELL. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back adversely the bill (H. R. 6000) for the relief of Henry Meynell; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed, 


RICHARD CLORE. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 8082) for the relief of Richard 
Clore; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

A. W. HARDIN. 

Mr, STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 8081) for the relief of A. W. 
Hardin; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Sate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

> JAMES M. SPEER. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 8079) for the benefit of D. G. 
and A. P. Perry, administrators of D. G. Perry, and to Thomas Gayle, 
of Owen County, Kentucky; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

THOMAS C. YAGER. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back with amendment the bill (H. R. 8080) for the benefit of 
Thomas C. Yager; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 


PROBATE COURTS, WYOMING. 


Mr. SPRINGER, from the Committee on the Territories, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 1351) to enlarge the jurisdiction of the probate 
courts in Wyoming Territory; which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed, 
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HANNAH CUMMINS. 

Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favora- 
bly the bill (H. R. 10197) granting a pension to Hannah Cummins; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

CHARLES JURAT. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10687) granting a pension to Charles Jurat; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

IMPORTATION OF CONTRACT LABOR. 

Mr. COX, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 10897) to 
amend chapter 184 of the laws of 1885, entitled “An act to prohibit the 
importation and migration of foreigners and aliens under contract or 
agreement to perform Jaborin the United States, its Territories, and the 
District of Columbia as the same was amended by chapter 22 of the 
laws of 1887,” approved February 23,1887; which was read a first and 
sche time, referred to the Committee on Education, and ordered to be 
printed. . : 

ROAD TO UNITED STATES CEMETERY, PENSACOLA, FLA. 


Mr. MAISH, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back- 


the bill (H. R. 3311) making appropriation for the construction of a 
macadamized road to the United States cemetery near Pensacola, Fla. ; 
which was laid on the table. 

Mr. MAISH also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
as a substitute for the foregoing a bill (H. R. 10898) to construct a 
macadamized road from the city ot Pensacola to the United States cem- 
etery near Fort Barrancas, Florida; which was read a first and second 
time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT ALLENTOWN, PA. 


Mr. DIBBLE. I rise toa question of privilege, and call up for pres- 
ent consideration House bill 4357, with the veto message of the Presi- 
dent of the United States thereon. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask unanimous consent that the House now take a 
recess until 8 o’clock to-night. 

Mr. DIBBLE. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 4357) to erect a public building at Allentown, Pa. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Slates of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, Aiah tiaia peir and directed to purchase, acquire by condemnation or other- 
wise provide a site, and cause to be thereon a substantial and commo- 
dious building, with tire-proof vaults, for the use and accommodation of the 
post-oflice and for other Government uses, at the city of Allentown, in the State 
of Pennsylvania. The site, and building thereon, when completed upon plans 
and specifications to be previously made and approved by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, shall not exceed in cost the sum of $100,000; nor shall any site be 
purchased until estimates for the erection of a building which will furnish suf- 
ficient accommodations for the transaction of the publie business, and which 
shall not exceed in cost the balance of the sum herein limited after the site shall 
have been purchased and paid for, shall have been approved by the Secretary 
of the Treasury ; and no purchase of site nor plan for said building shall be ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Treasury involvi an expenditure exceeding 
the said sum of $100,000 for site and building; and the site purchased shall leave 
the building unexposed to danger from fire by an open space of at least 40 feet, 
including streets and alleys: ided, That no part of said sum shall be ex- 
pended until a valid title to the said site shall be vested in the United States, 
nor until the State of Pennsylvania shall cede to the United States exclusive 
jurisdiction over the same, during the time the United States shall be or remain 
the owner thereof, for all purposes except the administration of the criminal 
laws of said State and the service of civil process therein. 


The SPEAKER. This bill was referred to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr. DIBBLE. That committee has made a report, which is now 
on the Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report. 

The report (by Mr. DIBBLE) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, to whom was referred the 
message from the President of the United States returning House bill No, 4357, 
entitled “An act to erect a public building at Allentown, Pa.,” with his objec- 
tions thereto, have had the same under consideration and respectfully submit 
the following report: 


The efficiency of the postal service depends in a great degree on the condition 
of the accommodationsafforded, The Post-Office Department can only su 
in reducing the tage of delay, miscarriage, and loss of mail matter if Con- 

will remove one of the leading causes, the inefficient accommodations. 

our committee have again carefully considered the Allentown case, as due re- 

spect to the message of the President demands, and have come to the unani- 

mous conclusion that the necessity for a public building exists. The post-office 

is now located in a building not fire-proof, insufficient in space, and incapable 
of being so arranged as to properly conduct the service. 

Allentown is rapidly increasing in population, and the evidence before the 
committee is that at the present time a suitable site can not be purchased for 
less than $30.000, leaving not more than $70,000 for the construction of the build- 
ing. The objections of the President are as to the amount appropriated. Your 
committee are of the opinion that further delay in the purchase of a site would 
be false economy, for the price of land is steadily increasing, and that in the 
construction of the building some regard should be had for the steady increase 
of the ital business and the certain necessity for more room in the near future. 
It would be unwise to provide only for the present wants. 

Your committee are of the opinion that the amount appropriated in the bill 
is not excessive and that the efficiency of the public service will be ipa 
by its ge; and therefore respectfully recommend that the bill passed 
notwii nding the objection by the President. 


Mr. DIBBLE. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds have given very careful consideration to this case. The 
message of the President of the United States indicates that the veto 
is upon the ground that the appropriation is too large. There is noth- 
ing in the message to indicate the President would not have signed a 
bill appropriating a smaller amount of money. The expression used 
by the President is as follows: : 

But I am gree. od convinced that there is no present necessity for the ex- 
nee seen for any purpose connected with the public business at this 

Itwas to that question the committee directed their attention. They 
found, Mr. Speaker, from the best information they could obtain, that 
a site fora public building would cost about $30,000, which would 
leave about $70,000 for the erection of the building. In view of the 
fact that Allentown is a place of some 30,000 people and is a place now 
growing very rapidly, it was the opinion of the committee that for the 
erection of a building providing not simply for the office of Allentown 
to-day, but for the next ten or fifteen years in the future, which would 
be wise economy, that the sum of $70,000 was not too large for the 
building, and the appropriation, therefore, of $100,000 did not appear 
to the committee to be excessive. 

Mr. WISE. Is this building required for any other purpose than a 
post-office? 2 

Mr. DIBBLE. It is not. It is simply required for a post-ofñce, 
There are other Government offices there, but they are not of such a 
nature that the Government is obliged to provide accommodation for 
them, though they are of such a nature as are commonly accommo- 
dated when the public building is erected. 

Mr. WISE. How many employés are in the post-office at Allen- 
town? 

Mr. DIBBLE. I have not the data, but I will get them for the 
gentleman. . 

Mr. BLOUNT. What are the gross receipts at this post-office? 

Mr. DIBBLE. The gross receipts {or the postal year ending June 30, 
1887, were $23,397.54, which was an increase over the receipts of the 
prior year of about $2,500. I understand the receipts of the year just 
closed exceed the receipts of 1887 by some $4,000. 

Mr. HERBERT. How much does the Government pay for rent? 

Mr. DIBBLE. The Government is paying $1,300 rent. 

Mr. HERBERT. Do you think we ought to have a$1u0,000 build- 
ing? 

Mr. DIBBLE. That lease will expire on Ist day of April, 1889, and 
at that time we are informed the Government will have to pay a higher 
rent; of course about a year hence. Does the gentleman desire to know 
the number of employés? 

A MEMBER. The gentleman from Virginia is not now present. 

Mr. DIBBLE. The annual receipts of the office have been $23,000, 
but are now $27,000 a year, which is a good deal more than the amount 
of revenue of some post-offices for which public buildings have been 
erected. It is clearly within the range of those cases where past Con- 
gresses have been in the habit of voting for the erection of public build- 
ings, The other public offices which will be accommodated there are a 
deputy collector of internal revenue and a board of pension examiners. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is abont the case; and unless some member de- 
sires to discuss the question I will call for a vote. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I should like to have a moment. 

Mr. DIBBLE. How much? 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I will not take more time than is abso- 
lutely necessary. 

Mr. DIBBLE. 
Georgia. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. As a part of my remarks, I ask the 
message of the President on this matter be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT ALLENTOWN, PA. 
Message from the President of the United States, returning House bill No. 4357, 
with his objections thereto. N 
To the House of Representatives : 


I return without approval House bill No. 4357, entitled “An act to crect a 
public building at Allentown, Pa.” 

The accommodation of the postal business is the only public purpose for 
which the Government can be called on to provide, which is suggested as a 
pretext for the erection of this oe t is proposed to expend $100,000 for 
a structure to be used as a post-office. tis said that a deputy collector of inter- 
nal revenue and a board on examiners are located at Allentown; but I 
do not understand that the Government is obliged to provide quarters for these 


officers. 

The usual statement is made in support of this bill setting forth the growth 
of the city where it is proposed to locate the building and the amount and va- 
riety of the business which is there transacted, And the postmaster in stereo- 
t represents the desirability of an increased accommodation for the 
transaction of the business under his charge. 

But I am thoroughly convinced that there is no present necessity for the ex- 
penditure of $100,000 for any purpose connected with the public business at this 


lace. 
£ ‘The annual rent now paid for the post-office is $1,500. 

The interest at 3 per cent. upon the amount now asked for this new building 
is $3,000. As soon as it is undertaken the pay of a superintendent of its con- 
struction will begin, and after its completion the compensation of janitors and 
other expenses of its maintenance will foilow. 

The plan now pursued for the erection of public buildings is in my opinion 
very objectionable. They are often built where they are not needed, of en- 


I will yield for five minutes to the gentleman from 


1888. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6539 


sions and at a cost entirely disproportionate to any public use to which they 
can applied, and as a consequence they uently serve more to demon- 
strate the activity and pertinacity of those who represent localities desiring this 
kind of decoration at public expense than to meet any necessity of the Govern- 


Bigs GROVER CLEVELAND. 

EXECUTIVE MANSION, May 9, 1888. 

Mr. DIBBLE. [I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BLount]. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons of the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds for passing this bill over the veto ofthe 
Presidentof the United States, which has just been read from the Clerk’s 
desk,is that it is needed on account of the lack of proper postal facilities 
at that place. I do not know what methods the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds have resorted to for the purpose of ascertaining 
that there were not suflicient accommodations for the postal service 
there. The report does not disclose the facts which would show their 
familiarity with the service at that place and the inconvenience result- 
ing from the lack of accommodations. My friend was not able to state, 
although chairman of the committee, the number of employés which 
were at work in that building. He did state that the gross receipts, 
obtained from the official ‘statements, were about $23,000, and there 
was 2 conjectural estimate that that would be increased to about $27,- 
000. 


Now, it does not require a very large office to accommodate mail 
matter which only yields about $23,000 of gross receipts, and there- 
fore it does not appear in the statement of the receipts or in anything 
else to indicate that at this small second-class post-office there is any 
occasion for this House deliberately to condemn the President of the 
United States by overriding the veto of this measure when he had by 
his side the officer at the head of the postal service of the United States, 
who naturally has the best sources of information as to the needs of 
the service in every part of the country. : 

I say, sir, that I trust the House will not on the invitation ofa 
committee which has not had consideration of postal auestions re- 
ferred to it, and no peculiar advantages, deliberately adopt such a 
course, and pass the bill over the veto of the President of the United 
States. 

What says that high official: 


The usual statement is made in support of this bill setting forth the growth 
of tho city where it is proposed to locate the building and the amount and va- 
riety of the business which is there transacted. And the postmaster in stereo- 
typed phrase represents the desirability of increased accommodation for the 
transaction of the business under his charge. 


This is the language of the Chief Executive, who perhaps gives more 
attention to the consideration of legislation than almost. any of his pred- 
ecessors, whose high character, whose integrity, and whose wisdom, 
so far as this side of the House is concerned and the party they repre- 
sent, have had the highest sanction possible in his renomination to the 
high office he nowholds. But the spectacle is presented here of a unan- 
imous committee of this House on this small matter with its insignifi- 
cant reasons overriding a Presidential veto. 

Mr. Speaker, this Honse may see fit to adopt that course, but the 
judgment of the country will not be with us, but with the President; 
and I trust, sir, gentlemen will pause before they take such a step as 
this. We all know with what little care these bills have been passed, 
how lightly they are considered, how much personal interest so many 
of us have in them, and how likely we are to be misled by those con- 
siderations, and how much superior is the attitude of the President to 
enable him to form a just judgment in regard to them. 

[Here the hammer fell. | : 

Mr. DIBBLE. I now yield five minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SOWDEN]. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Mr. Speaker, I regret very much that the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] should have introduced politics into 
this discussion, and that he should have referred to the fact of the re- 
nomination by the Democratic party of the President whose veto mes- 
sage is now under consideration as a reason for this side of the Cham- 
ber to vote to sustain it. 

Politics should have nothing to do with this matter, and the only 
object the gentleman could possibly have had in introducing them must 
have been to prejudice the minds of the Democratic members of this 
body and cause them to vote to sustain the President regardless of the 
fact as to whether he erred or not. 

The question before the House is, whether or not the bill now being 
reconsidered shall pass, the veto of the President to the contrary not- 
withstanding. ‘The right of the President to interpose the veto power 
to prevent profligate and ill-considered legislation no one will dispute. 
Itis one of his constitutional prerogatives. Its exercise, however, should 
not be invoked.unless it is clear that Congress failed to exercise proper 
care in the passage of the legislation vetoed. When the wisdom of the 
two Houses is united on a question involving no great constitutional 
principles ror grave questions of public policy, it. seems to me that the 
President should be slow to use the veto power. 

The committee to whom the message and bill now before the Honse 
were referred, after a careful examination came to the unanimous con- 
clusion that the President had erred-in vetoing this measure, and 


used by the President in his message may or may not be of very doubt- 
ful propriety. I shall make no criticism upon its general tenor, al- 
though the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] has opened the 
door to it. Ishall leave it uncriticised; the only question for our 
inquiry being whether the President’s reasons are sound, and whether 
the facts involved warrant his conclusion. 

The committee to whom the message was referred, in their report to 
the House find that the facts do not warrant the President in Ins con- 
clusion, and therefore recommend the passage of the bill over his veto. 
Who is right—the President or the commiteee? The onlyresson urged 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] in support of the mes- 
sage is that this side of the House ought to stand by the President be- 
cause he was renominated for the high office which he so creditably 
fills. There is neither sense nor logic in this position. To advance 
such an argument is not only unworthy of the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. BLOUNT], but is an insult to the intelligence of this House. I 
hope no member will be misled by it. 

Allentown is one of the most flourishing manufacturing cities in 
Pennsylvania and has a population of about 28,000. Its gross postal 
receipts for the year ending June 30, 1837, were $23,397.54; the total 
expenses $12,547.49, and the net income nearly $11,000. The receipts 
were increased nearly $4,000 during the postal year ending June 30, 
1888. There are twelve or fifteen employés in the postal service at 
the Allentown office. The has continuously on hand from 
200,000 to 300,000 postage-stamps, and from 70,000 to 100,000 postal- 
cards at this office with no vault in which safely to keep them. This 
of itself furnishes a strong reason for the necessity of a public building 
with a fire-proof vault in which safely to keep and protect the public 
property. 

The postmaster is compelled to employ a man to sleep in the office 
every night to watch and guard the Government's property from theft 
or destruction by fire. 

Thereis no new departure in the passage of this kind of legislation. 
It has become the settled policy of this Government to erect publie 
buildings of this character wherever and whenever the necessity of 
the public service seemed to justify it. A large number of bills simi- 
Jar to that now being reconsidered were passed in the last and present 
Congresses, and with very few exceptions were approved by the Execu- 
tive. 

if there had been no precedents for the erection of public buildings 
that were to be used exclusively for the transaction of the postal busi- 
ness, I should not be here advocating the passage of this bill over the 
veto of the President. . 

A large number of these measures have passed Congress and been ap- 
proved by the Execniive. The President approved several such bills 
since he vetoed the one now before the House that were of far less 
merit. A large number of public buildings are now being built in 
cities that have less than one-half of the population of Allentown and 
ow the postal receipts are not as large as those of the Allentown of- 

ce. À 

There are many cases where the rent paid by the Government for 
post-office purposes is not nearly so high as that paid for the Allentown 
office, and where larger sums of money were appropriated for the erec- 
tion of public buildings than is appropriated in the bill now being re- 
considered. I could give many instances of this character if I had the 
time in which to do so, but I have not. 

If the President had adopted the same reasoning he employed in his 
veto message of the Allentown bill in the Hoboken case, logie would have 
led him to veto that measure, He approved the bill for the erection 
of a public building in the city of Lancaster, Pa., since he vetoed this 
bill. That building, like those in Paterson and Hoboken, is to be used 
exclusively for the transaction of the postal business. The net postal 
receipts of the Hoboken office for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, 
were less than $7,000, and the President approved a bill appropriating 
$60,000 for the erection of a public building in that city. It would 
appear from this that he did not consider an appropriation of $10,000 
too high for every $1,000 net postal receipts, and had he been governed 
by the same principle in the consideration of the Allentown bill it 
could not have escaped his approval. Had the President assigned any 
well-founded reasons for disapproving this bill the committee to whom 
his message was referred would surely not have been unanimous in 
recommending its passage over his veto. 

His message and the bill should receive the most careful considera- 
tion of this House, and should be fairly discussed since we are called 
upon to discharge a constitutional duty of the highest possible charac- 
ter. If the gentleman from Georgia had confined himself to the dis- 
cussion of the merits of the bill and the reasons given by the President 
for withholding his signature I should not complain, but to interject 
politics into a discussion of this high constitutional character is most 
questionable, and should have very little weight with right-thinking 
men. 

I appeal to the members on this side of the House to disregard poli- 
tics in this matter. It is a plain business proposition and should be so 
regarded by every member of this House. I hope that every member 
on this side of the House will support the report of the committee and. 


unanimously recommended its passage over his veto, The language | yote to pass the bill now being reconsidered, the President’s veto to the 
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contrary notwithstanding, if only to show that the Democratic party 
is grand enough to rise superior to the errors of its leaders. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DIBBLE. [yield five minutes to the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. HERBERT]. 

Mr. HERBERT. Mr. Speaker, the question in its first b is 
purely a business one. Here is a proposition to erect a building worth 
$100,000 to accommodate a post-office in a city where we now procure 
a building sufficient for the purposes at a rental of $1,300 only. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Will the gentleman excuse me? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERBERT. I decline to yield. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I merely wish to say that it is not sufficient, 

Mr. HERBERT. The gentleman must excuse me. I take it for 
granted that it is sufficient. A town of 30,000 inhabitants, which this 
city is said to have, can certainly furnish sufficient accommodations for 
its post-office; and any postmaster fit for his place will certainly pro- 
cure, when to be had, proper accommodations; and we have the testi- 
mony of this committee that only $1,300 rentalis paid. Now, if this bill 
proposed an expenditure of only $45,000 for the erection of this build- 
ing it could not be justified as a business proposition. The interest on 
$45,000 at 3 cent. would be $1,250, nearly the rental. The annual 
repairs would amount to fully $200 more, and besides this there would 
follow the appointment of a janitor or some other official to take care 
of the building, at a cost of $800 or $1,000. 

A $100,000 building, a janitor at $1,000 to take care of it, and two 
or three hundred dollars a year for repairs! All this for a post-office 
now obtained for $1,300. Can any gentleman justify himself to his 
constituency for such a vote? But there is another, and a political 
aspect of this case. The President of the United States, when he was 
elected, was bound by his party platform, bound by his own promises, 
bound as a Democrat to administer his high office with due regard to 
' economy. Seeing clearly how extravagant it was, and having the 
courage of his convictions, he has interposed between the Treasury and 
Congress his veto of this proposition. 

Now the question is, will this Democratic House dare to condemn 
that veto? For one I am glad that the vote is under the Constitution 


to be taken by yeas and nays. I have nodoubt thatevery Republican. 


on this floor will march up with alacrity tosanction this extravagance 
and to condemn a Democratic President for arresting it with his veto, 
but I rejoice to know that the RECORD will show to the constituency 
of every Democrat how he is to vote on this occasion. What Democrats 
are there here to march up side by side with Republicans to condemn 
President Cleveland for this righteous veto, and who are the Democrats 
that will dodge and shirk this vote? 

Mr. DIBBLE. I yield tothegentleman from Kentucky [Mr. MONT- 
GOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I agree with the gentleman from Alabama 
that this is a business proposition. Indeed, all these bills for public 
buildings ought to be considered as business propositions. To carry 
out the idea that there ought to be some uniform and just rule which 
would obviate this great waste of public money and do justice to small 
as well as larger towns, there has been reported and is now on the 
Calendar of this House a bill which proposes, if we intend to continue 
this system of erecting buildings for post-offices, to establish a uniform 
system in this country for building them. 

That bill is on the Calendar with a favorable report of the commit- 
tee, and I will ask that the second and third sections of that bill be 
read from the Clerk’s desk, in order that the House may have infor- 
mation and understand what, in the judgment of the committee which 
formulated and reported it, would be a fair expenditure for a building 
in a town of the size of the one under discussion, where the gross re- 
ceipts from the post-office amount to less than $25,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DIBBLE. I yield sufficient time for the reading of that bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec, 2. That the Postmaster-General shall cause to be prepared by the Archi- 
tect of the Post-Office Department, with the assistance of the Supervising Archi- 
tect of the Treasury, who is directed to furnish his counsel and aid thereto, a 
design for post-office buildings, which, being adopted, shall be approved by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, tlle Postmaster-General, and the Secretary of the In- 
terior; thatsuch design and plans shall be so devised asto enable the construction 
of post-oftices of such variable size as may be required at the Presidential offices, 
so that additions or extensions to their capacity may be constructed from time 
to time in the future without injury to the harmony of the design or the useful- 
ness of the constructed portion; that such design and plans shail be of uniform 
general character and exterior appearance, and, so far as may be most expe- 
dient for the service to be formed in them, of interior arrangement; and 
that all such buildings shall be constructed with a view to being firc-proof. 

Sec, 3. That the Postmaster-General is authorized from time to time to con- 
struct, in his di tion, post-office buildings in accordance with the general 
design and plans so to be provided as aforesaid, at any place at which the gross 
receipts of the post-office for two years or more preceding shall have exceeded 
the sum of $3,000 in each year, but not in excess of the amounts which may be 
from time to time appropriated for such purpose by Congress; and for that pur- 
pose the Postmaster-General shall cause the proper working drawings for ca dl 
such buildings as he shall so determine to construct to be prepared in accord- 
ance with the general design and plans aforesaid, and shall determine of what 
materials any particular building shall be built: Provided, That the cost of no 
such building shall exceed to the United States $25,000, and that the cost of no 
such building at any place where the post-office receipts for each of the two pre- 


ceding years shall have been no more than $25,000 shall exceed to the United 
States $20,000, and that the cost of no such building at any place where the re- 
ceipts for each of the two preceding years shall have been more than $20,000 
shall exceed to the United States $15,000. That all contracts for the construc- 
tion of such buildings and for materials, fixtures, or apparatus to be used in 
such construction shall be let to the lowest bidder after such advertisement for 
ooo as the Postmaster-General shall direct shall have been made for not 
ess that three weeks, at least one of which such advertisements shall be printed 
in a newspaper published at the place where such building is intended to be 
constructed, if any such there be. 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. The House will see that under that bill 
$20,000 would be the amount allowed to build a fiice in this 
town; and that bill can be passed at any time if the House should so 
desire, and ought to be passed if we intend to persist in this system 
of building post-offices, 

Mr. DIBBLE. I would ask the gentleman how $20,000 is going to 
erect a building where the site will cost $30,000? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. If the gentleman will examine the fourth 
section of this bill he will find out how that would be done. 

Mr. Speaker, I will never have a better opportunity than this, when 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds are attempting to pass 
a bill over the veto of the President, to enter my earnest protest not 
only to the extravagance but the manner of the expenditures of the 
public revenues for public buildings intended only to beautify and 
adorn favored cities. I have been protesting with this side of the House 
against four-fifths of the taxes that are levied on the consumers of this 
country under our present tariff never reaching the Treasury but going 
directly into the pockets of the favored few of favored localities. I now 
protest against the fifth, that does reach the Treasury, being squandered 
in extravagant appropriations for public buildings in favored cities. 
One hundred thousand dollars for a post-office ina town for which only 
30,000 inhabitants are claimed looks rather extra nt to a member 
from an agricultural district in which not one dollar out of the millions 
wasted under this and similar legislation is ever expended. Those who 
get no benefit from these expenditures have a right to demand either 
that this system of public buildings cease or that some uniform system 
be adopted, in the benefits of which all parts of the country can share 
alike and in which uniformity, economy, and the demands of the public 
service shall alone be consulted. 

Mr. BUCKALEW. It is with some reluctance that I vote against 
the passage of this bill, for it would be agreeable to me to accommo- 
date my neighbors in the city of Allentown, who desire a beautiful 
public building to be erected within its limits, and they can plead, I 
suppose with truth, that some other towns in the United States with 
no greater merit than theirs have been so accommodated. But this 
bill proposes a building for post-office purposes alone, and not for the 
use of the courts of the United States nor for any more extended pur- 
pose, and it therefore does not fall within the class of public buildings 
which we readily pass, where a double purpose of the Government is 
to be subserved. In the next place, I am entirely convinced that the 
reason assigned for the veto in this bill, to wit, an unnecessary amount 
of expenditare, is true and well taken. 

I have no doubt, sir, that a good building, of fair proportions, of 
beautiful architectural design, and of ample extent for all post-office 
purposes could be erected for one-half of the money which, under the 
provisions of this bill, can be devoted to that purpose; and this bill 
will constitute a scale or standard for other cases which shall hereafter 
arise. Therefore I think we ought to object to the erection of this 
standard, and confine ourselves to one more adapted to the purposes of 
economy and the necessities of the Government. I will conclude by 
saying, as my time is limited, that with considerable reluctance on 
account of neighborship and personal association, but with clear con- 
yictions upon public grounds for reasons which apply to this measure, 
I shall be compelled to vote against it. 

Mr. DIBBLE. Mr. Speaker, this is a pure business question. The 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] was pleased to depart from its 
business aspects and to introduce some political references, Now, sir, 
on all political questions, I am proud to say to the gentleman from 
Georgia that I have always found I could conscientiously support the 
President of the United States. But this is simply a case where the 
President, in the exercise of his undoubted prerogative, has said to the 
House of Representatives: “I think you have voted too large an amount 
for this public building, and I therefore return the bill with that ob- 
jection.” 

What is the effect of that, Mr. Speaker? Does it mean that the 
President of the United States says to his political friends in the House 
of Representatives, ‘‘I tell you to support me in that view?’ That 
certainly is not the position which the President would take; that is 
not the constitutional position; and no one who has ever been elevated 
to the high office of President would for a moment take such a position 
in a message to the Houses of Congress. Is it in violation of party 


fealty to differ on a business question of dollars and cents involving no 
political principle, and does the gentleman from Georgia mean to inti- 
mate that a Democratic President would attempt in a message to dic- 
tate to a House with a Democratic majority? I, for one, would dis- 
like to entertain such a charge against a President in whom I have the 
confidence that I have in the present Executive of the United States, 
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The President has simply done what he thinks is his duty. 
asked the House to reconsider this measure, and that is what the Con- 
stitution requires the House to do. 

And, Mr. Speaker, in what way did the House proceed to reconsider 


He has 


this measure? Hastily? Notatall. They referred it to the commit- 
tee which had reported the bill, and that committee took it up as a new 
proposition. They considered the message of the President. The ob- 
jection which he had stated was that $100,000 was too much. They 
devoted themselves to that question irrespective of party, without any 
intention to do other than to consider it anew as a business proposi- 
tion, without any prejudice, without any influence from the Executive 
or from any other source. It is the constitutional prerogative of this 
House, when a measure is returned by the President, to consider it 
without influence and on its merits, and in that way only can legisla- 
tiveindependence be preserved. AsI stated before, the Executivein this 
veto message does not address instructions to the majority of this House; 
simply asks the House to reconsider this matter. He saysin substance, 
“I think a hundred thousand dollars is too much for this purpose; 
reconsider the matter under the Constitution.” 

The committee took the bill up deliberately and referred it to asub- 
committee, that subcommittee investigated, and they found on that in- 
vestigation that in numerous instances under acts of Congress build- 
ings had been erected which cost more than $100,000 in places where 
fewer facilities were required to trunsact the public business thanin Al- 
lentown. They found that public buildings had been erected in places 
where the rental was no more than the rental at Allentown; in fact, 
they found, Mr. Speaker, that the Allentown bill had numerous prece- 
dents in this and in previous Congresses. 

They formed their judgment and they have submitted it now to the 
House for its decision. ‘They came to the conclusion as business men 
that the amount provided in the bill was not excessive. Their infor- 
mation is that a proper site for this building will cost $30,000. That 
leaves $70,000 for the erection of the building. Now, Mr. Speaker, I 
have here the report of the Supervising Architect of the Treasury, in 
which will be found several buildings for post-offices simply, and there 
is scarcely a public building anywhere in this country that has been 
erected for so small an amount as $70,000. There is no public build- 
ing in the country in a place of the size of Allentown which, whatever 
the original limit of cost may have been, has been erected for less than 
$70,000—I mean within the last twenty years. This bill might have 
been reported for $50,000; it might have passed for $50,000; it might 
have been approved for $50,000. Undoubtedly, from the tenor of the 
President’s message, if the bill had been for $50,000 or $60,000 he would 
have approved it. 

He has approved at this session a bill for a public building for a much 
smaller place, involving an appropriation of $60,000. What would 
have been the result? This bill, with an insufficient appropriation, 
would have gone upon the statute-book as alaw; $30,000 of the money 
would have been expended for the site and only $30,000 would have 
remained for the building. Then next session there would be a bill to 
increase the limit of cost, a foothold having been gained by the first 
small appropriation of $50,000 or $60,000, and on investigation we 
would have had to report $30,000 insufficient for the purpose, and the 
consequence would have been that the building would have cost $100,- 
000 before it was completed. Now, sir, I am in favor of making these 
appropriations large enough in the first instance, and then holding the 
executive officers strictly down to the limit. 

It has been the purpose of the committee at this session so to shape 
their recommendations as to subserve that end; and this amount, ac- 
cording to the experience with all the buildings now being erected and 
which have heretofore been erected, will not do more than put up such 
a public building as the city of Allentown requires for the accommo- 
dation of the public business in the next ten or fifteen years. 

In view of these considerations, Mr. Speaker, we submit the matter 
to the House, and I call the previous question upon this whole mat- 
ter. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Thequestion is, Shall this bill pass, the objections 
of the President to the contrary notwithstanding? According to the 
requirement of the Constitution, this question must be taken by yeas 
and nays. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 140,.nays 82, not vot- 
ing 102; as follows: 


YEAS—140., 
Adams, Buchanan, Dibble, Guenther, 
Alleu, Mass, Bunnell, Dingley, Hall, 
Allen, Mich. Butler, rsey, Harmer, 
Anderson, lowa Butterworth, Ermentrout, Haugen, 
Anderson, Kans, Campbell, Ohio Farquhar, Hend: rson, 1l. 
Arnold, Cheadle, Finley, Hermann, 
Atkinson, Clark, Flood, Hires, 
Baker, N. Y. Conger, French, Hitt, 
Bayne, Cooper, Fuller, Holmes, 
Bound, Cox, Gallinger, Hopkins, Ill. 
Boutelle, Crouse, Gay, opkins, Va. 
Bowden, Cutcheon, Gear, Hopkins, N.Y. ' 
Brewer, Dalzell, Gest, Hovey, 
browne, T.H.B.,Va. Darlington, Goff, Hunter, 
Brown, Ohio. Davis, Grimes, Jackson, 
Brumm, De Lano, Grout, Johnston, Ind, 


Johnston, N.C, Neal, Rowell, Thomas, Ky. 
ý Nelson, Russell, Conn. Thomas, Wis. 
Kennedy, Newton, usk, Turner, Kans, 
Kerr,’ ichols, Ryan, Vance, 
Laidlaw, O'Donnell, Sawyer, Vandever, 
Laird, borne, Scull, Wade, 
Lehlbach, Owen, Seney, Warner, 
Lind, Patton, Seymour, Weber, 
Lodge, Payson, Smith, West, 
Long, Penington, Snyder, White, Ind. 
Lyne Perkins, Sowden, White, N. Y. 
McAdoo, eters, Steele, Whiting, Mass, 
McCullogh, Phelps, Stephenson, Wickham, 
McKenna, Plumb, Stewart, Tex. Wilber, 
McShane, Post, Stewart, Vt. Wilkinson, 
Milliken, Reed, Struble, Williams, 
Moffitt, Rice, Tarsney, Woodburn, 
Morrow, Rockwell, Taylor, E.B.,Ohio Yardiey, 
Morrill, meis, Taylor, J. D., Ohio Yost. 
NAYS—£2, 
Abbott, Cothran, Hudd, O'Neall, Ind. 
Allen, Miss. isp, Jones, O'Neill, Mo. 
Anderson, Miss. Culberson, Kilgore, Phelan, 
Anderson, Ill. Cummings, Landes, Richardson, 
nm, n, Lane, Rogers, 
Baker, Tl. Davidson, Ala, Lan y Rowland, 
Barnes, Dockery, Latham, Spinola, 
Blanchard, Dunn, Macdonald, Sprog 
Bland, Elliott Maish Ss hinecker, 
Blount, Enloe, Mansur, Stewart, Ga, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Forney, Martin, Stockdale, 
Breckinridge, Ky, Gibson, Matson, Thompson, Cal. 
Bryce, Glass, McClammy, Tillman, 
Buckalew, Hare, Me x Townshend, 
Burnett, Hatch, McKinney, Turner, Ga. 
Bynum, eard, McRae, Walker, 
Candler, Hemphill, Mills, Washington, 
Carlton, Henderson, N.C. Montgomery, Wheeler, - 
Caruth, Herbert, Moore, Wilson, Minn, 
Clements, Holman, Morgan, 
bb, Hooker, Oates, 
NOT VOTING—102. 
Bankhead, Crain, Laffoon, Rayner, 
rry, Davenport, La Follette, Robertson, 
Belden, Davidson, n Russell, Mass. 
Belmont, Dougherty, Lawler, Sayers, 
Biggs, Dun ` Lee, tt, 
Bingham, Felton, Lyman, Shaw, 
Bliss, Fisher, Maffett, Sherman, 
Boothman, Fitch, Mahoney, Shively, 
Bowen, Foran, Mason, Simmons, 
Brower, Ford, McComas, Spooner, 
Browne, Ind. Funston, McCormick, Stone, Ky. 
Brown, J. R., Va. Gaines, McKinley, Stone, Mo. 
urnes, Glover, McMillin, iymes, 
Burrows, Granger, Merriman, Taulbee, 
Campbell, F., N.Y. Greenman, orse, Thomas, DI. 
Campbell, T.J., N.Y.Grosvenor, Norwood, Thompson, Ohio 
Cannon, Hayden, Nutting, Tracey, 
Caswell, Hayes, O’Ferrall, Weaver, 
Catchings, Henderson, Iowa O'Neill, Penn. Whiting, Mich, 
Chipman, Hiestand, Outhwaite, Whitthorne, 
Clardy, Hogg, Parker, Wilkins, 
Cockran, Houk, Peel, Wilson, W. Va, 
Cogswell, Howard, Perry, Wise, 
Collins, Hutton, Pideock, Yoder, 
Compton, Kelley, Pugsley, 
Cowles, Ketcham, Randall, 


So (two-thirds not voting in favor thereof) the bill was not passed 

Mr. COWLES. On this bill I am paired with the gentleman from 
Ohio, Mr. THOMPSON. If he were present, I would vote ‘‘no.”’ 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL. Iam paired with my colleague, 
Mr. BELDEN. If at liberty to vote, I should vote *‘ no.” 

The following-named members were announced as paired on all 
political questions until further notice: 

Mr. Brees with Mr. FELTON. 

Mr. BuRNES with Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. HOUK. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana. 

Mr. CATCHINGS with Mr. CoGSWELL. 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. CoLLINS with Mr. DUNHAM. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida, with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. PERRY with Mr. HAYDEN. 

Mr. McKINLEY with Mr. Scorr. d 3 

Mr. GREENMAN with Mr. THOMAS, of Illinois. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL with Mr BELDEN. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan, with Mr. HIESTAND. 

Mr. O’FERRALL with Mr. FUNSTON. 

The following-named members were announced as paired for this day: 

Mr. CRAIN with Mr. McComas. 

Mr. WEAVER with Mr. RAYNER. 

Mr. Forp with Mr. BROWER. 

Mr. LAWLER with Mr. BINGHAM. 

Mr. SHAW with Mr. BooTHMAN. 

Mr. CocKRAN with Mr. GAINES. 

Mr. SHIVELY with Mr. SPOONER., 

Mr. TRACEY with Mr. McCormick. 

Mr. SAYERS with Mr. CANNON. 

Mr. CHIPMAN with Mr. KercHam. 

Mr. FırcH with Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. 
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Mr. Prpcock with Mr. PARKER. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, with Mr. Nurrina. 

Mr. TAULBEE with Mr, PUGSLEY. 

The following pairs were also announced: 

Mr. Hoce with Mr. BINGHAM, on this bill. 

Mr. RANDALL with Mr. WISE, on this vote. 

Mr, OUTHWAITE with Mr. Symes, till Saturday. 

Mr. CowLes with Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, on this bill. 

Mr, WILSON, of West Virginia. I am paired for the day with Judge 
KELLEY, of Pennsylvania. J 

Mr. WISE. If I were not paired on this question with the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. RANDALL], I would vote ‘‘no.’? 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I observe by the announcements that I 
am paired with the gentleman from New York, Mr. Frrcn. I paired 
simply on political questions, and supposed my pair was with the gen- 
tleman from New York, Mr. Butss, I have voted on this question, 
and I want my vote to stand. 3 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. A numberof gentlemen on this 
side of the House who are paired on political questions have refrained 
from voting, construing this to be such a question. If itis not to be 
so construed, we ought to know it. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Without my own knowledge I was paired. 
I propose, of course, to observe the pair in order to accommodate the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Frron]. Isupposed the pair-was with 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Briss], but I now find that it is 
with his colleague [Mr. Frrcr] who is, of course, of the same political 
faith as myself on general principles. But I do not consider this a 
political question, and I wish my vote to stand as recorded. 

Mr. BURROWS. Iam paired with the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. MCMILLIN]. 

The result of the vote was announced as above stated. 

[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

EXPLANATION OF A VOTE. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr, Speaker, I rise to a question of personal privilege. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HATCH. On yesterday, on the motion to adjourn, on the de- 
mand for the yeas and nays I voted, having been informed by the As- 
sistant Sergeant-at-Arms that my pair with the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Pucsiey], which had been in operation for some three or four 
days, had been withdrawn by him. Under that statement I allowed 
my vote to stand. The RECORD this morning shows that I voted in 
the affirmative, but that the pair had also been announced from the 
Clerk’s desk, and I want the necessary correction to be made. 

The SPEAKER. The correction will be made. 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON CONTRACT LABOR, ETC. 


Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I submit a privileged report from the 
Committee on Accounts. 

The SPEAKER. The report will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

phe Committee on Accounts, to whom was referred the accompanying reso- 
scooter: That the select committee to inquire into the importation of con- 
tract laborers, convicts, and paupers be, and they are hereby, authorized to em- 
ploy such additional messengers and other assistants as may, in the judgment 
of said committes, be deemed necessary; and that the sum of thousand 
dollars, or so so much thereof as may be necessary, to pay the expenses of said 
committee shall be immediately available and payable out of the contingent 
fund of the House on the order of the chairman and ove member of said oom- 
mittee, in sums not exceeding $1,000 at one time; and all vouchers forany such 
expenditure shall be likewise certified to by the chairman and one member of 
the committee; and said committee may report at any time’’— 
having considered the same, report it back, and recommend the adoption of 
the following amendments: 

In line 3, after the word “ paupers,” insert the words “appointed under reso- 
lution of the House uly 12, 1888;”’ and in line 8, after the word “‘ of," in- 
sert the word “five” to fill the blank. 

And as amended the committee recommend its adoption, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the report. : 

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. Speaker, I notice in the reading of the report 
that the Committee on Accounts has undertaken to change the rules of 
the House by giving to this select committee the right to report at any 
time. I make the point of order that the committee can not do so, 
and that that matter must be referred to the Committee on Rules, the 
Committee on Accounts having no jurisdiction of the subject. 

Tne SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the point of order is well taken. 
The only matter referred to the Committee on Accounts, and the only 
matter over which the committee has jurisdiction, under the rules of 
the House, is the appropriation out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Mr. BURROWS. ‘To that I have no objection, but to the other I 
have. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair begs the indulgence of the gentleman 
for a moment to examine the resolution. [Aftera pause.] The Chair 
finds these words to which the gentleman objects were embodied in 
the original resolution, a fact which the Chair had overlooked in an- 
swering the gentleman’s first suggeStion, and supposes also that they 
were overlooked by the House in referring the resolution. 

Mr. BURROWS. Undoubtedly it was an oversight. The question 
is whether they now have jurisdiction of the matter having been re- 
ferred in that manner, 


The SPEAKER. Having been referred to the committee the Chair 
supposes they have jurisdiction. However, that can be striken out on 
the point of order. 

Mr. BURROWS, How is it reported at this time as a matter of 


privilege? 

The SPEAKER. Simply because it is an appropriation to pay out 
of the contingent fund of the House. If, however, the point of order 
is made that it contains matters not privileged, the Chair would have 
to hold that the report in that form does not present a question of priv- 
ilege. If that point of order is made, therefore, the Chair would have 
to sustain it, because the Chair has frequently decided that reports 
which contain matters not privileged lose whatever privilege they may 
otherwise have had. 

Mr. BURROWS. I make that point of order. 

a SHAW. Can the change not be made by striking out these 
words? 

The SPEAKER. That may be done by consent. 

Mr. BURROWS. If that portion of the resolution is stricken ont, I 
shall not object. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, then, those words will be 
stricken out. 

Mr. HOLMAN. What part of the resolution? 

The SPEAKER. That portion of the resolution allowing the com- 
mittee to report at any time. 

There being no objection, the following words were stricken from the 
resolution: 


And said committee may report nt any time. 


Mr. SHAW. I now ask the adoption of the resolution as amended. 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. SHAW moved to reconsider the vote by which the resolution 
was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. - 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PAYMENT OF FUNERAL EXPENSES. 


Mr. BLANCHARD submitted the following resolution; which was 
read and referred to the Committee on Accounts: 

Resolved,- That the Clerk of the House of Representatives be authorized and 
directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the House, to the widow of James 


K. Edwards, deceased (late one of the Official Reporters of the House), the cx- 
penses of his last illness and funeral, not to exceed the sum of $500, 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. BLAND. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope that motion willnotbeentertained. To- 
night has been set apart for the consideration of matters reported from 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I would suggest to the gentleman from Illinois 
to try to get an arrangement for a day session now, in lien of this even- 
ing. It would seem from the present condition of the business of the 
House that the matters to which he refers might be considered during 
the day instead of at night. The Honse is wearied out by the long 
strain upon it, the officers of the House, and especially the reporters, 
are tired out, and I hope the gentleman will consent to such an arrange- 
ment. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Ihave consulted the members of the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs, and we are unanimonsly of the opinion that it 
would not be wise to adopt that course. The various conference re- 
ports will be coming in on appropriation and other bills and other mat- 
ters which will take up every day. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Iam satisfied the gentleman can get time for the 
consideration of his bills. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I think not. 

Mr. BLAND. I insist on the motion. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the gentleman will either withdraw 
the motion, or that the House will vote it down. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. BLAND, there were, 
on a division—ayes 87, noes 72. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BURROWS. Itis now 4 o’clock, and it will take over half an 
hour to call the roll; I therefore ask unanimous consent to vacate the 
order for the yeas and nays and that the House now take a recess until 


Bo'clock. [Cries of “That is right.” ] 


Mr. BLAND. Regular order. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The regular order is the question on the motion 
to adjourn, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken, and it was decided in the negative—yeas 24, 
nays 184, not voting 116; as follows: 


YEAS—24. 
Abbott, Clements, Grimes, MeMillin, 
Allen, Mass! Cobb, , Hall Mills, 
Allen, Miss. Davidson, Ala; Hatch, Oates, 
Bankhead, Dunn, Hopkins, N. Y. Turner, Ga, 
Bland, Elliott, Lane, Walker, 


Buckalew, Forney, Latham, West. 
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NAYS—154. ‘ 
vis, Lanham, Russell, Conn, 
Allen, Mich, De Lano, Lehibach, yan, 
Anderson, Iowa Dibble, d, ull, 
Anderson, Miss. Dockery, Lodge, Seney, 
Anderson, Ill, Dorsey, Long, W, 
Anderson, Enloe, 01 
Arnold, Ermentrout, Snyder, 
Atkinson, P Mansur, Sowden, 
Baker, N. Y. Feiton, Mart Spinola, 
Baker, NI. Mason, 
Barnes, French, McAdoo, Stahlnecker, 
Bayne, Fuller, McClammy, Steele, 
Blanchard, Gallinger, ~ Stephenson, 
Biount, Gay, McCullogh, Stewart, Ga, 
un 4 M na, Stewart, Vt. 
Boutelle, McRae, ockdale, 
Bowden, Gibson, McShane, Stone, Ky. 
Breckinridge, Ark. Glass, Milliken, Stone, Mo, 
Breckinridge, Mes Grout, Moffitt, Struble, 
Browne,T.H.B., Va.Guenther, Montgomery, Tarsney, 
Brown, Ohio y Morgan, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Bryce, Haugen, Morrill, Thomas, Ky. 
Buchanan, Heard, Morrow, Thomas, Wis. 
Bunnell, Hempel, Neal, Thompson, Ohio 
Burnes, Henderson, N.O. _ Nelson, Thompson, 
Burnett, Henderson, Ill. Newton, Iman, 
Burro’ Herbert, Nichols, Tracey, 
Butler, ermann, Norw: Townshend, 
Bynum, Hires, O'Donnell, ‘ance, 
Campbell, Ohio Hitt, O' Neall, Ind. Vandever, 
Cam pO Eg, »N.Y¥.Holman, O'Neill, Mo. Wade, 
Candler, Holmes, Osborne, Warner, 
Carlton, Hooker, Owen, Washington, 
Caruth, Hopkins, Il. Patton, Weaver, 
Cheadle, Hopkins, Va. Peel, Weber, 
k, Hovey, Penington, Wheeler, 
Conger, Hunter, Perkins, White, Ind. 
thran, Jackson, Phelan, White, N. Y. 
Cox, Johnston, N.C. Post, Whittborne, 
use, Jones, Rayner, Wickham, 
Culberson, Rice, Wilber, 
Cummings, Kennedy, Richardson, Williams. 
Cutcheon, Kerr, Rockwell, Wilson, 
Dalzell, Kilgore, Rogers, Wise, 
fi Laidlaw, Rowell, Yardley. 
Darlington, ` Landes, Rowland, ‘ Yoder. 
NOT VOTING—116. 
Bacon, Davenport, Ketcham, Piumb, 
Barry, Davidson, Fla. Laffoon, Pugsley, 
Belden, Dingley, La Follette, > 
Belmont, Dougherty, n, d, 
E Dun À Laird, Robertson, 
Bingham, Finley, Lawler, Romeis, 
Fisher, N Russell, Mass, 
Boothman, itch, Lyman, Rusk, 
Bowen, Foran, Lynch, Sawyer, 
Brewer, Ford, Sayers, 
Brower, Funston, 5 ney, Scott, 
Browne, Ind. ” Gaines, Matson, Seymour, 
Brown, J. R., Va. Glover, McComas, Sherman, 
B s off, McCormick, Shively, 
Butterworth, A McKinley, Simmons, 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Greenman, McKinney, Spooner, 
Cannon, rosvenor, Merriman, Stewart, Tex, 
Caswell, Harmer, Moore, Symes, 
Catchings, Hayden, Morse. Taulbee, 
Chipman, - Hayes, Nutting, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Clardy, Henderson, Iowa O'Ferrall, Thomas, IM. 
Cockran, Hiestand, O'Neill, Pa. Turner, Kans, 
well, Ogg, Outhwaite, Whiting, Mich, 
Collins, Houk, Parker, Whiting, Mass, 
Compton, Howard, Payson, Wilkins, 
Cooper, Hudd, Perry, Wilkinson, 
Cowles, Hutton, Peters, Wilson, W. Va. 
Crain, Johnston, Ind. Phelps, Woodburn, 
H Kelley, Pidcock, Yost. 
So the House refused to adjourn. 
During the roll-call, . 


On motion of Mr. HOPKINS, of New York, by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the names was dispensed with. 

The following additional pair was announced: 

Mr. Barry with Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana, for the balance of the day. 

The result of the vote was then announced, as above recorded. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Imove that the House take a recess until 8 o’clock. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Pending that motion, I ask unanimous 
consent to offer a bill for present consideration. 

The SPEAKER. That can only be done by the withdrawal of the 
motion to take a recess. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. I call for the yeas and nays on the 
motion for a recess. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

Mr. McMILLIn’s motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock 
and 20 minutes p. m.) the House took a recess until 8 o’clock p. m, 


EVENING SESSION. 

The recess having expired, the House, at 8 o’clock p: m., was called 
to order by Mr. MCCREABRY, Speaker pro tempore, who directed the Clerk 
to read the following communication: . 

SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1888. 
Sim: Hon. Jawes B. McCreary is designated to id 8 
pore at the session of the House this. Nia Epea A E OE ETE 
J. G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 


Hon. Jons B, CLARK, 
Clerk House of Representatives, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will now read the spécial 
order. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That on Thursday of next week the House take a recess at 5 p: m. 
until 8 p. m., the evening session being set apart for the consideration of bills 
reported from the Committee on Military Affairs. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I move that the House go into Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Mlinois [Mr 
TOWNSHEND ] moves that the House go into Committee of the Whole to 
consider bills on the Private Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into the Committee of the 
Whole, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. 


GENERAL WILLIAM F. SMITH. 


The first business in order was the bill (H. R. 9396) for the relief of 
General William F. Smith; which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the President be, and he is hereby, authorized tonom- 
inate and, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to appoint William 
F. Smith, late major-general United States Volunteers, to the position of major- 
general in the Army of the United States, and to place him on the retired-list 
of the Army as of that grade, the retired-list being thereby increased in number 
to that extent ; and all laws and parts of laws in conflict herewith are suspended 
for this ee only: Provided, That from and after the of this act no 
promou shall be paid to the said William F. Smith, but this proviso shall be no 

r to any claims for pension that the widow or children or other heirs of said 
William F. Smith may have after his decease. 


The report (by Mr. TOWNSHEND) was read, as follows: 


The Committes on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9396) 
for the relief of General William F. Smith, have carefully examined the same 
and submit the following report: 

William F. Smith graduated at West Point in July, 1841, and was assigned to 
duty ih the Corps of Topographical Engineers, with which he served continu- 
ously till it was consolidated with the Corps of Engineers, when he resigned 
his commission of major, in 1867. His service included duty on the survey of 
the Northern Lakes, at West Point as assistant A giearwed of mathematics, in 
Texas on explorations, as engineer of the eleventh light-house district, and as 
engineer secretary of the Light-House $ 

At the outbreak of the rebellion he served as mustering officer in New York, 
on the staff of General Butler at Fort Monroe, and on that of General McDowell. 
He was appointed colonel of the Third Vermont Volunteers in July, 1861, and 
took part in the battle of Bull Run and the defense of Washington. 

He was apposed brigadier-general of volunteersin August, 1861, and as such 
commanded a division of McCiellan’s army from March to August, 1862, being 
engaged in the siege of Yorktown, the skirmish of Lec’s Milis, the battles of 
LA wong Nit ae Fair Oaks, White Oak Swamps, Savage Station, Glendale, and 
Malvern Hill. 

He was breveted lieutenant-colonel United States Army, June 28, 1862. for 
gallant and meritorious services in the battle of White Oak Swamp, Virginia, 

He was appointed major-general of volunteers July 4, 1862, and as such com- 
manded a division in the Antietam campaign, tiking part in the battles of South 
Mountain and Antietam, and was breveted colonel for gallantry and meritori- 
ous services in the last-mentioned battle. He commanded the Sixth Corps in 
the Rappahannock campaign and the Ninth Corpsinthe Fredericksburgh cam- 
paign. e commanded a division in the Department of the Susquehanna, tak- 

ny 


g an active part in the pursuit of Lee’s army on its retreat from Gettysburgh. > 


In October, 1863, he was transferred tothe West, where he in turn became chief 
engineer of the Department of the Cumberland, on the staff of General George 
H. Thomas, and of the military division of the Mississippi, on the staff of Gen- 
eral Grant. As such he devised the plan of operations by which the Army of 
the Cumberland was saved from starvation and capture at Chattanooga, and 
was duly credited with the same by General Thomas, Healso devised the plan 
of operations by which Bragg’s army was overthrown and driven back from 
Missionary Rid for which services he was again appointed and (this time) 
eens as jor-general of volunteers,also as brevet brigadier-general United 

tates y. : 

When General Grant was appointed Lieutenant-Generaland assigned to the 
command of all the loyal armies, he took General Smith East with him and as- 
signed him to the command of the Eighteenth Army Corps, with which he took 
part in the battles of Cold Harbor and the siege of Petersburgh. 

He was assigned to special duty under the Secretery of War in November, (864, 
and continued thereon till December, 1865, and finally resigned from the Army 
in 1867, after twenty-two years’ continuous service. At that time he held the 
rank of major of engineers and brevet major-general United States Army. 

In civil life he was president of the International Ocean Telegraph Company, 
president of the board ot police commissioners New York, and now holds the 
position of Government agent in charge of a district of internal improvements 
in Delaware and Maryland, of which (the former) State he is a citizen. 

General Smith is now past the age of retirement, and is fully entitled to that 
favor at the hands of the Government, for a lifetime of hard and conspicuous 
service in which he has always displayed the most incorruptible honesty, the 
most outspoken patriotism and devotion, and the highest ability. 

It has been the good fortune of but few men in any age or in any country to 
save an army and direct it to victory from a subordinate position. Such a serv- 
ice in Europe would secure honor and riches: in ours it should certainly result 
in assignment to a place on the retired-list of the Army with the rank of major- 
general and the appropriate pay for the remaining years of his life. 

The committee therefore unanimously recommend the passage of the bill. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying aside the bill with the 
recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Let the bill be read again. 

The bill was read again. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I would like to ask the gentleman from Illinois, 
as I did not catch it in the reading of the report, on account of the 
confusion around here, what his rank is now. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He is out of theservice. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. How did he get out? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He resigned in 1867. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Then he has been out of the service twenty years 
all but one? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, I will say to my friend from Tennessee that 
no man served his country more effectively during the late war than 
did General “Baldy” Smith. He entered the Armyin 1841 as a West 
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Point graduate, and continued in the service until 1867. Prior to the 
war he was a teacher at West Point, and rendered distinguished service 
in the Engineer Corps. At the beginning of the war he entered the 
Army as a colonel, and during the war he was brigade commander, he 
‘wa; division commander, he was corps commander, and he commanded 
the army ofthe James. It was believed by General Thomas, and it 
has been stated by others, that General Smith planned the campaign 
which saved the army at Chattanooga. Heisnow anold man, beyond 
the age for retirement; he is poor and is in need of the assistance of 
his Government, and it does seem to me that an officer who has ren- 
dered his country such great service, who was in at the beginning of 
the war and served from the beginning to the end, is certainly entitled 
in his old age to be placed on the retired-list and to receive the small pay 
that will thus come to him to save himself and his family from want. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. What will be his pay? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He will be retired as a major-general. 

Mr. SENEY. Where is he employed now? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He is employed by the Government on engi- 
neer work. - 

Mr. SENEY. At what compensation? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I do not know, but the compensation is very 


small, 

Mr. MATSON. Can the gentleman tell us whether General Smith 
is now drawing a ion ? 

Mr, TOWNSHEND. Heis not. He is now in the civil employ- 
ment of the Government in connection with engineering work. 

Mr. MATSON. Does the gentleman say that he has no information 
as to the amount of-pay that General Smith would receive under this 
bill? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I believe it is two-thirds of the regular pay. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. No, it is three-fourths, But whatis the regular 


y? 

Mr. SPINOLA. Itamounts to between $5,000 and $6,000 a year. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And the amount that he would receive under 
this bill would be only three-fourths of that. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Would he not receive about that amount under 
this bill? 

Mr. SPINOLA. No. That is about the pay of a major-general. 

Mr. MATSON. What was his rank in the regular Army ? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He was appointed a brigadier-general and 
breveted meat genial of volunteers during the war. 

Mr. MATSON. But in the regular Army, I believe, he was never 
more than a colonel. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. He was a colonel in the regular Army, but for 
gallant services on the battle-field he was promoted as I have stated. 
It would take too much time to enumerate all the battle-fields on which 
General Smith commanded. He was with McClellan when he first 
moved from Richmond, and he was with Meade at Gettysburgh. 

Mr. MATSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by striking out 
the word ‘“‘ major-general’’ where it ocenrs and inserting ‘‘colonel.’’ 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the gentleman will not do that. The 
distinguished services of General Smith certainly entitle him to be re- 
tired with the rank of major-general, the rank which he held when he 
resigned. Ido not believe there is another instance in the history of 
this country where a particular man saved an army as General Smith 
did at Chattanooga. Ifhe had been serving a foreign country he would 
have been rewarded far beyond our power to reward him here. He 
would have been promoted to the highest rank, and would probably 
have had nobility conferred upon him. 

Mr. McMILLIN. That is the difference between a republic and a 

despotism. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. Another difference is that republics are often 
found to be very ungrateful, and, no matter what services a man may 
have rendered, he is often turned out to suffer in poverty and in want 
in his old age. I do not believe any officer has ever received recogni- 
tion from this Government who deserved it more richly than does Gen- 
cral ‘‘ Baldy’? Smith. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Matson] 
moves to strike out the word ‘‘ major-general,’’ where it occurs in the 
bill, and insert- the word ‘‘ colonel.” 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Will my friend allow me, before he insists 
upon that motion, to read an éxtract from a letter from General Corse? 
We all know who General Corse is, He writes: 

I remember hearing General Grant say that “ Baldy Smith” (as we knew him 
more fainiliarly) was the only man he knew competent to succeed him in the 
command of the Army. 

I have another letter from a gentleman, saying that he remembers 
hearing General Thomas say that General ‘“‘ Baldy ’’ Smith saved the 
Army at Chattanooga. Now, Mr, Chairman, here is a man who saved 
an army, @ man who enjoyed the rank of major-general when he re- 
tired from the service, and I do not think it is the proper thing to de- 
grade him now to the rank of colonel in his old age. 

I ask leave to present the following statements of the services ren- 
dered by General Smith during the campaigns at and near Gettysburgh 
and Chattanooga. These statements have been furnished to me by gen- 
tlemen who participated in those campaigns, 


MOVEMENT OF A MILITIA DIVISION UNDER THE COMMAND OF BRIG. GEN, WILI- 
IAM F, SMITH, UNITED STATES VOLUNTEERS, DURING TIE GETTYSBURGH CAM- 
PAIGN. 


Toward the end of June, 1863, Brig. Gen. W. F. Smith was in command ofa 
division of militia assembled on the right bank of the Susquehanna River o 
posite Harrisburg, Pa. The Army of Northern Virginia, under General R. E, 
Lee, was invading Maryland and Pennsylvania, its destination being then un- 
known. On the afternoon of June 30 the right of General Smith's ition was 
assailed by a force of the enemy, showing cavalry, infantry. and artillery. This 
movement at the time was thought by some to be made by the advance guard ~ 
ot General Lee’sarmy. General Smith thought otherwise, and made disposi- 
tions to capture the force, but the enemy evidently discovering this in time has- 
tily departed. It proved to be General Imboden’s command. 

Permission to make an advance was granted by General D. N. Couch, the de- 
partment commander, and the command started July 1 for Carlisle, General 
Smith reaching that point with an advance guard of about eighteen hundred 
men, shortly before General Fitzhugh Lee’s division of Confederate cavalry 
arrived ; dispositions were at once made for defending the town; the advance 
guard was shortly after cut off from the main body of militia; several demands 
for surrender were made, but were declined; the town was shelled during the 
night (July 1,2), and Carlisle barracks, a lumber yard, and a gasometer, were 
fired by the enemy, the illumination from which increased the alarm at Har- 
nape) anes loss was suffered by the militia; the enemy left on the morning 
of July 

General Smith soon brought together his command, and without wagon- 
trains, moved toward the South Mountain; up to his arrival at the foot of the 
mountains he had no knowledge of the whereabouts of General R: E. Lee's 
main army, or of the battle of Gettysburgh having been commenced, no sound 
of battle even haviug been heard; on the morning of the 4th of July helearned 
for the first time, through an unofficial source, thata battle was in p ator 
near Gettysburgh; he sent me at once to find General Meade and tell him that 
he “would be at Watt's Furnace (Pine Grove) with four brigades of militia, 
with artillery, that day ;” a glance at the accompanying relief map will show 
that Pine Grove was in the rear of Lee’s army, and a force there serious! 
threatened that army and its communications over the main road by which it 
had advanced. I found General Meade at his headquarters that afternoon and 
reported, in accordance with my instructions. 

At bis request I pointed out on the map the position of General Smith's com- 
mand. The topography ofthat region admitted of concealing a small force, or 
of displaying it so it might appear animmense one. General Meade was made 
aware of General Smith's desire to plant his command across the Chambers- 
burgh road. - He ordered mé to ride back at once to General Smith and “tellhim 
to get outof there,” saying, “I never ordered him there. He will be captured,” 
Having been in the saddle many hours, my horse was played out, and | asked 
General Seth Williams, adjutant-general Army of Potomac, for an order for a 
remount, There were several general officers present, one of whom (Sedgwick, 
I think) remarked that Smith couid take care of his command; whereupon, 
after a short consultation, General Meade directed me to remain in calling dis- 
tance, which I did. 1 reported early on the 6th, but the retreat of Lee was an- 
nounced shortly afterward, and I returned to General Smith, but General Meade 
sent written orders to him as well by a shorter road (covered by the enemy 
when I started), and which reached him before I did, preventing him from ef- 
fec'ing his porposs of seizing the Chambersburgh road. 

During this trip to the Army of the Potomac, on the 4th of July, I saw noth- 
ing at headquarters or anywhere else that indicated to me that an assured vic- 
tory had been gained, and I had had previous experience with that army in 
several campaigns, and knew the feelings engendered by success or reverse, 
On the morning of the 5th, after word had been reccived of General Lee's re- 
treat, and not until then, did I notice any elation, such as assured victory occa- 
sions to the successful army. . 

General Lee’s main army retreated through the Fairfield Passand a part under 
Imboden, with wagon trains, by the Chambersburgh rcad; the former was fol- 
lowed by Neill's brigade of the Sixth Corps, and General Smith moved down tho 
mountains, reaching Waynesborough before Neill. For the first time after leav- 
ing Harrisburg rations were drawn, and from Neill’s command; Smith’s com- 
mand subsisting during the march in such irregular ways as to barely prevent 
starving, 

At Waynesborough the militia were associated with the Army of the Potomac, 
and a portion of them were engaged in battle at Hagerstown, losing men, but 
behaving well; after Lee crossed into Virginia they returned north. 

The merits of this campaign may be summed up in the boldness ot General 
Smith's advance immediately after General Imboden’s attack av Harrisburg, in 
the midst of the consternation and alarm, which prevailed there as well as 
through the entire North, which nothing but his scientific military judgment 
would seem to justify; his defense of Carlisle, with a small force of raw 


militia, againna large command of veteran troops; his refusais to surrender 
(in fact, the militia at Carlisle was the magnet that attracted the sabers of Lee's 
army and kept them away ata time when, many writers on Gettysburgh 


ndmit, General R. E. Lee needed them most; General Smith held them there 
by refusing to surrender, and “ with his nose between their teeth,” as it were); 
his movement toward a large army in a position at first unknown to him; his 
occupyinga ition of great strategical and tactical importance in the rear of 
that army when its position was known to him; his avowed purpose of plant- 
ing his command across the line of Lee’s communications, from which he was 
pesis only by direct orders from General Meade; his reaching Waynes- 

rough, in pursuit of Lee, in advance of the Army of the Potomac, and all this 
without subsistence trains and with hal@starved men. 

He undoubtedly made an carnest endeavor to render to the Army of the Po- 
tomac and the country the best service that could be rendered with the militia 
under his command during a very trying period. 

PRESTON C., F. WEST, 
Formerly Captain, A. D. C., and Topographical Engineer, 
Siaff of Generel William F. Smit 


THE CAPTURE OF LOOKOUT VALLEY, TENNESSEE, BY THE SURPRISE AT BROWN'S 
FERRY, AND THE OPENING OF THE TENNESSEE RIVER, OCTOBER 27, 1863. 


Of the condition of affairs at Chattanooga in October, 1863, General Grant in 
his Memoirs, says: “A retreat at this time would have been a terrible disaster. 
It would not only have been the loss of a most important strategic position to 
us, butit would have been attended with the loss of all the artillery still left with 
the Army of the Cumberland, and the annihilation of that army itself either 
by capture or demoralization. 

All sup lies for Kosecrans had to be brought from Nashville. The railroad 
between this base and the army was in possession of the Government up to 
Bridgeport, the point at which the road crosses to the south side of the Ten- 
nessee River; but Bragg. holding Lookout and Raccoon Mountains, west of 
Chattanooga, commanded the railroad, the river, and the shortest and best 
wagon roads both south and north of the Tennessee, between Chattanooga and 
Bridgeport. The distance between these two places is but 26 miles by rail, but 
owing to the position of Bragg all supplies for Rosecrans had to be hauled bya 
circuitous route north of the river, and over a mountainous country, increasing 
the distance to over 60 miles. 

“This country afforded but little food for his animals, nearly ten thousand of 
which had already starved, and not enough were left to draw a single piece of 
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artillery or even the ambulances to convey the’sick. The men had been on haf} 
rations of hard bread fora considerable time, with but few other supplies, except 
beef driven from Nashville acrossthe country. * * * Nothing could be trans- 
rted but food, and the troops were without sufficient shoes or other cloth- 
ng suitable for the advancing season. Whatthey had on was well worn. The 
fuel within the Federal lines was exhausted, even tothe stumps of trees, There 
were no wagons to draw it from the opposite bank where it was abundant, 

“Ifa retreat had occurred at that time it is not probable that any of the army 
would have reached the railroad as an organized body if followed by the 
enemy.’ 

Of the plan for recovering the short line of supplies between rpm, mca and 
Chattanooga, Van Horne, the able historian of the Army of the Cumberland, in 
his "Life of General George H. Thomas,” says that on the night of the 23d of 
October after the arrival of General Grant, General Thomas “made known to 
General Grant at once the scheme which had been devised for the relief of the 
Army. The plan had been perfected in all the details and needed only the ap- 
proval of General Grant.” 

General Hooker had becn ordered by General Rosecrans to concentrate all 
his available troops at pricgoport with a view to moving on the passes of Rac- 
coon Mountain; but says Van Horne, “General Hooker could not move with 
safety from Bridgeport until measures had been taken t » drive the enemy from 
the left bank of the Tennessee River. Had his command moved into Lookout 
valley before support was practicable from Chattanooga, General Bragg could 
have sent an overwhelming force against him, and the Army at Chattanooga 
would only have witnessed the failure of the effort to avert starvation.” 

General W.F. Smith made a reconnaissance of the river below Chattanooga 
on the 19th of October, and on the morning of the 20th submitted to General 
Thomas a plan for a co-operative movement by Hooker and forces from Chatta- 
nooga. This plan for the capture of Lookout Valley, if successful, allowed the 
Army of the Cumberland to strike in flank any force sent by Bragg to dispute 
the possession of the passes in Raceoon Mountain, and when Hooker ente 
Lookout Valley he would be in reality connected with the Army of the Cum- 
berland by the bridge at Brown’s Ferry and the troops holding the bridge head. 
Hooker was to move from Bridgeport at daylight on the 27th of October, Van 
Horne says this plan “ provided that fifteen hundred men with a sufficient force 
of pontoniers should embark on pontons, and at night glide past Lookout 
Mountain, held almost to the edge of the water by the enemy's pickets, and 
debark on the left bank of the river just above Brown’s Ferry,” 

For this service a part of General Hazen’s brigade, under his own command, 
was taken. The remainder of this brigade, General Turchin’s brigade, and the 
artillery were orde to march across the peninsula formed by the course of 
the river, and take position on the wooded hill near the ferry to cover the troops 
on the pontons, should they fail to land on the left bauk, or to join them on 
that bank in the event of their success. This expedition was eminently suc- 
cessful. The pontons h ng the right bank of the Tennessee glided by the 
frowning mountain, gleaming here and there with the evening's camp-fire 
ana the troops with slight opposition gained the left bank at the designa 
place. 

A ponton bridge has soon thrown * * * and fortifications for the two 
brigades were constructed on the enemy's side of the river. Having accom- 

lished all that the plan of operations required of them, these troops were 

n position to welcome Hooker's column to Lookout Valley in the evening. 
And then the Tennessee River from Bridgeport to Chattanooga was held by the 
co-operating forces. * * * The ponien of supplies was thus brilliantly 
solved. The boldness ofthe plan, the nice adjustment of all its details, and the 
importance of the results place these operations among the prominent achieve- 
ments of the war, 

TO WHOM BELONGS THE CREDIT. 


Van Horne, in his Life of General Thomas, says: “The definite plan was 
so evidently originated by General Smith that General Thomas gave him credit 
for its conception and execution. In his report to the Joint Committee on the 
Conduct of the War, he said: * To Brig. Gen. W. F. Smith should he accorded 
great praise for the ingenuity which conceived, and the ability which executed 
the movement at Brown’s Ferry. The preparations were all made in secrecy, 
as was also the boat expedition which passed under the overhanging cliffs of 
Lookout, so much so that when the bridge was thrown at Brown’s Ferry,on 
the morning of the 27th, the surprise was as great to the army within Chatta- 
nooga as it was to the army besieging it from without.’ General Bragg did not 
at first discover its full significance. * * * An open river and short lines of 
supply. * * * General Grant was as explicitas Thomas in denying any con- 
nection with the plan vied Hee approval. On the 26th of October he sefft the fol- 
wets: 3 dispatch to W; 
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Two days later he again telegraphed in relation to this plan: 


"t General Thomas's plan for securing the river and south side road hence to 
Bridgeport has proved eminently successful.’ 
“U, S. GRANT, Major-General.” 


In a Jate criticism on the “Civil War in America,” a most impartial work by 
the Comte de Paris, John C. Ropes, the able lawyer and distinguished military 
writer and critic, says: ‘ For instance, in the account of the operations which 
resulted in the storming of Missionary Ridge, we are pleased to sce that the 
count has adhered strictly to the exact facts, and has not been induced by his 
admiration of General Grant to overstate, as have some of his admirers, the part 
which that distinguished officer played in the success of the Federal Army. We 
find a cordial recognition of the important services rendered by General W. F. 
Smith in the planning and carrying out of the Brown’s Ferry movement, which 
alone rendered it possible, not only to maintain the Army of the Cumberland 
at Chattanooga, but to bring to its assistance, first the corps of Hooker, and then 
that of Sherman. We find due recognition of the sound and sure judgment of 
the commanding general in availing himself at once of this skillful plan.” 


Mr. MATSON. Mr. Chairman, I admit all that my friend from 
Ulinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] has said in relation to the distinguished 
services and great merits of General Smith. It may all be properly 
admitted, becauseitcan not bedenied. But General Smith at the time 
of his resignation, which was a voluntary act on his part, was holding 
the rank of colonel. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And brevet brigadier-general. 

Mr. MATSON. Which was complimentary of course, but not arank. 
If he had remained in the service, it is possible, as my friend has well 
said, that he would have become a major-general. But he did not re- 
main in the service. The Government has not had his services since 
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he was colonel. It seems to me it is a great deal to do to put him on 
the retired-list as a colonel, the rank which he held when he resigned 
from the Army. After all the distinguished service he rendered, that 
was his rank; and I submit that ifthis be done, it isdoing a very great 
deal. ° 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that distinguished officers, soldiers, and others 
who have rendered great service to the country ought to be treated 
well. But to put a man on the retired-list means a great deal more 
than giving him even a very large pension. It means in this case a 
pension (for it is nothing more nor less than a pension) of about $500 
a month. If General Smith is placed on the retired-list as a colonel 
his retired pay will, I suppose, amount to $4,000 a year, at least $3,600— 
$300 a month—which is very large pay. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. A retired officer gets only three-quarters of 
the regular pay. 

Mr. MATSON. I know that. But it seems to me the provision I 
have just suggested would be quite generous. I have no disposition to 
be captious. I think if General Smith be placed on the retired- 
list as a colonel he will have been very well treated by the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it proper or wise 
to pass this bill in any form, for the reason that, in my judgment, when 
a soldier whom the Government has educated sees fit after some years 
given to its service to be lured out into the walks of private employ- 
ment to spend there the flower of his life, it is improper after twenty- 
one years’ absence on his part from the service of the Government to 
discriminate between him and all other citizens, to lift him up and put 
him back nominally in the service as a barnacle on the remainder of 
the community. 

In saying thisI do not mean any offense toward this soldier. I have 
no doubt he was a good soldier; I have no doubt he is a gentleman; I 
have no doubt he has that fine sense of honor and patriotism which is 
characteristic of so many of our people,and which is the great boast of 
American citizenship. Sir, the way to keep high the standard of 
American citizenship is to let every citizen feel that in the struggle of 
life he has an equal advantage with every other citizen, and that his 
Government is not going to tax a citizen who is making $300 or $400a 
year by the sweat of his brow to pay a salary not earned in service to 
some other citizen at the rate of $4,000 or $5,000 or $6,000 a year. 

Itis wrong in principle; and if such a practice had never been adopted 
in any case it would have been better for the country. Having been 
adopted, the sooner it is abandoned the better. 

In saying this I feel no opposition toward this soldier. This is the 
position I have taken in every one of these cases, because I believed it 
was sound. I opposed General Grant’s retirement on the same ground. 
For similar reasons I opposed taking General Pleasonton from private 
life and bringing him forward for a position on the retired-list. ‘There 
is no principle upon which a proceeding of this kind can be justified. 

How many citizens of the United States are there who do not earn 
and can not earn $600 per annum, even if they should work their finger- 
ends off? Yet we are asked to come forward here and take one citi- 
zen, put him in this favored position above the mass of otber citizens, 
and pay'him a salary of $4,000 or $5,000 per annum as holding a rank 
that he never held in the regular Army. You are putting him back 
into the Army, not for service but for retirement, for nothig else but 
that he may draw a large salary from the people. Ido not believe this 
is right; I donot think patriotism demands it. 

I listened with interest to the remarks of my distinguished friend 
from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] when he spoke of what would have 
been this man’s experience if he had lived in some of the countries of 
Europe. Sir, our ancestors fought and bled and many of them died to 
break down the effete systems of Europe, where governments were 
pinned together with bayonets and manhood stood no chance. 

I do not think this measure right, and for one I shall not favor it. 
If it is to be passed, certainly all that can be reasonably asked is that 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, MATSON] 
be adopted. And there is another amendment, to which I shail call at- 
tention later on, which ought tobeadopted. But, as I have remarked, 
I do not believe measures of this kind right in principle. I think we 
should stop at the threshold. This House may not agree with me in 
the position I take. Members here may conclude that it is right to 
put one class of citizens on the necks of others and let them go riding 
over those who have to labor for their living. For one I do not favor 
any such principle. I think we ought to stop such a system quickly 
and effectually here, now, and forever. 

The question recurred on Mr. MATSON’S amendment. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I demand a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 48, noes 1. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I move tostrike out the provision which increases 
the retired-list to that extent. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That would simply defeat the purpose of the 
bill if adopted. 
ds McMILLIN. The law fixes the number to go on the retired- 
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Mr. TOWNSHEND. It would utterly destroy the bill. I do not 
wish to take up the time of the committee. Let the vote be taken. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. The question is whether the retired-list shall be 
swelled beyond its present proportions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from ‘Tennessee [ Mr. MCMILLIN ] to strike out these words: ‘‘ the re- 
tired-list being thereby increased in number to that extent.” 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Task for a division on that amendment 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 22, noes 49. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I move tostrike out the words on the second page, 
which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

But this proviso shall be no bar to any claim for pension that the widow or 
children or other heirs of said William F. Smith may have after his decease. 

Mr. McMILLIN. My reason for offering this amendment is this: 
Under existing law the widow of a retired officer is not entitled to pen- 
sion; but here it is proposed by this bill to reverse the whole policy of 
the law, to reverse the action heretofore taken by the Government, and 
I do not think it wise or proper. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. To save the bill I will accept the amendment 
of the gentleman from Tennessee. 

he amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I move the bill be laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Iask for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 50, noes 19. 

So the motion was agreed to, and the bill was laid aside to be re- 
ported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass as 
amended. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The next bill is not in the Committee of the 
Whole. I therefore move the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to, 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MCCREARY having re- 
sumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DoCKERY reported that 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar had, ac- 
cording to order, had under consideration the bill (H. R. 9396) for the 
relief of General William F. Smith, and had directed him to report the 
same back to the House with amendments. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Let this bill lie over for a little while. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I would rather have it disposed of, 
where it can be voted on. 

Mr. McMILLIN. It will retain its present status. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND.. I understand it comes up ab unfinished busi- 
ness. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Ionly want it passed over for the present. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What is its status? Does it hold its place? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It retains its status at this evening 
session. ‘The Chair hears no objection, and it is passed over for the 


present. 


It is 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. In order to save time I move that the bills be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. i 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman can not appreciate the work which 
this im upon the clerks at the desk. It confuses everything. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman ask for a yote on 
his motion. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. No, I do not. 

Mr. STEELE. I call up for consideration the bill (H. R. 929%) re- 
leasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant-colonel and quar- 
termaster-general United States Army, deceased, and George W. Gibbs 
and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official bond. 

TheSPEAKER pro tempore. The billisin Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. STEELE. I ask unanimous consent to consider these bills in 
the House. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I suggest to the gentleman that we are simply 
working our clerks well-nigh to death at the very best we can do, and 
it increases their labor a great deal to consider these bills in the House. 
For the relief of the clerks I ask that we consider them in the proper 
way, in the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That is the reason I made the motion—— 

Mr. DOCKERY. Let me suggest to the gentleman that a good part 
of this evening’s session will be taken up by going in and out of com- 
mittee. I would suggest, therefore, that all the bills in Committee of 
the Whole be considered before the committee rises. ; 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That will somewhat disarrange our plans, 

Mr. McMILLIN. My suggestion is to save the clerks from the 
amount of work in journalizing the business. We are working them 
vi $ 
r, STEELE. Then Imove that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. 


ESTATE OF ASHER R. EDDY. 


Mr. STEELE. I now call up for present consideration the bill (H. 
R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieuntenant-colonel 
and quartermaster-general United States Army, deceased, and George 
W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official bond. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cete., That the estate of the late Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant- 
colonel and deputy quartermaster-general United States Army, , ani 
Geo: W. Gibbs and R L. en, sureties of the said late Asher R. Eddy on 
his official bond to the United States, at date September 5, A. D. 1872, be, 
aud they are hereby, released from any liability that may have accrued in the 
office of said lieutenant-colonel and deputy quartermaster-general United States 
Army during his term of service,and the proper officer of the United States 
Treasury Department be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to cancel 
and discharge said liability, whether the same be pending in court. or has be- 
come a judgment, 


Mr. McMILLIN. Let us have the report. 
The report (by Mr. STEELE) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9298) 
for the relief of the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant-colonel and deputy 
quartermaster-general United States Army, have carefully considered the same 
and agree with the Secretary of War and the Quartermaster-General of the 
Army that the passage of the bill “would be but an act of simple justice.” 


War DEPARTMENT, Washington City, June 2, 1888, 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 2th 
ultimo, inclosing a communication from the De mentof Justice, and - 
ment letter of the 30th of April last, on the subject of House bill #298, Fiftieth 
Congress, first session, to release the estate and sureties of the late Col. A. R. 
Eddy, and requesting an opinion as to the advisability of the passage of the bill. 

In reply I beg toinvite attention to the inclosed copy of an additional report 
on the subject from the Quartermaster-General, dated the 31st ultimo, and to 
inclose a copy of General Orders No. 10, Headquarters of the Army, Adjutant- 
General's Office, 1887. 

Tam of the opinion that under the circumstances of this case as they appear 
of record, the passage of the bill in question is desirable as an act of justice. 

The papers eisai i eng your letter are herewith returned. 


ery respectfully, 
WILLIAM C, ENDICOTT, 
; . Secretary of War. 
Ilon. R. W. TOWXSHEND, 
Chairman Commillee on Military Affairs, 
Jicuse of Representatives, 


WAR DEPARTMENT, QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL'S OFFICE, 
Washington, D. 0., May 31, 1888. 

Respectfully returned to the honorable the Secretary of War. 

In the opinion of the undersigned, the bill relieving the bondsmen of Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel Eddy should pass as an act of simple justice, I am strength- 
ened and confirmed in this opinion by the fact that Order No. 10, 1877, of the 
War De ment, practically exonerated the principal, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Eddy, when the subject was under review and the facts were fresh in the minds 
of the authorities. Further, by the fact that a sum of money was secured by 
the Government from the real offender in the case exceeding in amount the 
liabilities of the bondsmen who seek relief under this bill. 

S. B. HOLABIRD, 
Quar'ermaster-General, United Siales Army. 


I would like to know as to the facts on which this 
What was the charge against this officer and his sure- 


Mr. MATSON. 
report is based. 
ties? 

Mr. STEELE. Colonel Eddy wasa department quartermaster of the 
Army of California, Under him was a military storekeeper, and under 
the storekeeper was a clerk. The clerk got the checks for transporta- 
tion, forged the signatures of the parties to whom they were made pay- 
able, afd drew the money. 

Mr. MATSON. What is the amount, about, of the deficit ? 

Mr. STEELE. I can not give the exact amount. 

Mr. PERKINS, The Quartermaster-General says that more money 
was recovered by the Government than the amount of the claim. 

Mr. MATSON. [am satisfied with the explanation. 

Mr. COBB. I donot think there is a single fact disclosed in this re- 

rt why it isthat itis just and equitable to release these parties. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Did not thegentleman notice the state- 
ment thata larger amounthad been recovered than the claim itself. Is 
that not enough ? 

Mr. MORROW. It isa formal release merely. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


NATIONAL CEMETERY, FLORENCE, S. C. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I now yield to the gentleman from South Car- 
olina [Mr. TILLMAN. ] 

Mr, TILLMAN. I move to take up the bill (H. R: 10869)—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is advised that this bill is in Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Can we not consider it now, as we are in Com- 
mittee of the Whole? 

The CHAIRMAN. We are in Committee of the Whole on the Pri- 
vate Calendar. It could not be done now even by unanimous consent. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘Then, if necessary, I move that the commit- 
tee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCreary having taken 
the chair as Speaker tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 


mittee of the Whole House, having had under consideration the bill 
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H. R, 9298, had directed him to report the same to the House with 
the recommendation that it do ; 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. [I hope, in order to avoid going back into Com- 
mittee, that we may have unanimous consent to consider these bills as 
in Committee of the Whole. The clerks tell me- that it will conven- 
ience them by that arrangement. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. What is the bill? I will not agree to therequest 
as to all of these bills. 
oa SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the title of the 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (EL. R. 10869) to construct a road from Florence, S. C., to the national 
cemetery adjacent thereto. : 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Ihave no objection to considering that in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there farther objection? 

There was no objection. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the sum of $15, orso much thereofas may be neces- 

be used in the construction of a macadam or 
gravel road } ng from the town of Florence, 8. C., to the national cemetery 
n the Sanri a said town. eos to be expended under the direction of the 
‘ar: 


hen said road is co: t 
ae the same in repair within the in rated limits of said town: And 
provided further, That no partof said money shall be expended until the county 
of Darlington shall, by proper orders duly entered of record in the proper court, 
widen the county road, if any, along the route selected, so as that it shall cor- 
respond in width to such streets of said town as may be selected for the purpose 
aforesaid: And stand further, That the contract to construct said road shall 
be awarded to the lowest bidder, after due advertisement, the Secretary of War 
to have authority to reject any and all bids. 


Mr. MCMILLIN. Let the report be read. 

: The Clerk proceeded to read the report (by Mr. TILLMAN), as fol- 
ows: s 

The Committee on Milii Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9744) 
appropriating $10,000 for building a road from the town of Florence, S, O., to 
the national cemetery near said town, having had under consideration said 
bill, find that there are buried in the national cemetery at Florence, S. O., 3,005 
Union soldiers. The grounds are inclosed within a brick wall, and embrace 3} 
acres of land, and are located about I} miles southeast of the railroad station. 
The civil engineer of the Quartermaster'’s Department reportsthat one of two 
routes is suggested : “‘ The first being from the railway station via Church street, 
and the second is from the railway station via post-office and Dargan strect.”’ 

The first route is 7,700 feet long; the second about 10,000. The last is preferred 
by the citizens of Florence. There would be somewhat less grading to do on 
it, but the cost would be about in proportion to the distance, as the cost of grad- 
ing is a small item. 

The total cost of the road on the first route suggested, it is estimated, would 
cost $18,000, and on the second route $22.200, as will be seen by the following let- 
ter from Quartermaster-General ot the United States Army: 

Mr. TILLMAN. I will simply say that the Quartermaster-Gen- 
eral and the Secretary of War have recommended the passage of this 
bill. Only $15,000 is appropriated, whereas $18,000 was supposed to 
be the lowest estimate for building a good macadam orgravel road. I 
do not think it necessary, therefore, to consume the time of the House 
to have the letters of the Quartermaster-General and Secretary, which 
are appended to the report, read. 

Mr. McMILLIN. ‘The bill is ambiguous in one respect; that is, as 
to the construction of the road inside of the corporate limits of the 
town. Who does that, the Government or the town? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Why, the town, of course; and the town is re- 
quired to keep that portion of the road in repair. : 

Mr. McMILLIN. I sawasto the keeping in repair, but was un- 
certain as to the original construction. 
ae TILLMAN. The original construction is also imposed upon 

e town. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


ESTATE OF ASHER R. EDDY., 


Mr. STEELE. I now call up the bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the es- 
tate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant-colonel and quartermaster-gen- 
eral United States Army, deceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. L. 
Ogden, sureties on his official bond, reported from the Committee ot 
the Whole House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. STEELE moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paned; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 

jle. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


STATE HOMES, 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
LAIRD]. 


The question is on the engrossment 


Mr. LAIRD. Iask that the Committee of the Whole be discharged 
from the consideration of the biil (S. 2116) to provide aid to State homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States, 
and that the same be considered in the House. It is a substitute for 
the bill H. R. 7939, which has been reported by the Committee on Mil- 
itary Affairs and is identical with it. I ask that the House bill lie on 
the table and that the Senate bill be considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Nebraska asks 
that the Committee of the Whole be discharged from the further con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2116). 

Mr. McMILLIN. The bill makes'a considerable appropriation and 
I think it ought to receive consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman object? 

Mr. LAIRD. I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole to consider the bill. 

The motion was agreed to; and the House accordingly resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole, Mr. DocKEry in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That all States which have established, or which shall 
hereafter establish, State homes for disabled soldiers and sailors of the United 
States who served in the war of the rebellion,or in any previous war, who 
are disabled by age, disease, or otherwise, and by reason of such disability 
are incapable of earning a living, provided such disability was not incurred in 
service against the United States, shall be paid for every such disabled soldier 
or sailor who may be admitted and cared for in such home at the rate of $100 
per annum, The number of such persons for whose care any State shall receive 
the said payment under this act shall be ascertained by the Board of Mi rs 
of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, under such regu ns 
as it may prescribe, but the said State homes shall be exclusively under the con- 
trol of the respective State authorities,and the Board of Managers shall not 
have nor assume any man ment or control of said State homes. The Boar 
of Managers of the National Home shall, however, have power to have the said 
State homes inspected at such times as it may consider necessary, and shall re- 
port the result of such inspections to Congress in its annual report. 

Sec.2. That the sum of $250,000,or so much thereof as may be necessary, is 
hereby appropriated. out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
ieee to carry out the provisions of this act, and payments to the States under 

t shall be made quarterly by the said Board of Managers for the National Home 
for Disabled Volunteers to the officers of the respective States entitled, duly au- 
thorized to receive such payments, and shall be accounted for as are the appro- 
priations for the support of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to provide aid to State homes for the 
support of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States,” 


The House report on the Senate bill (by Mr. LAIRD) was read, as 
follows: 


The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill |S. 2116) to” 
provide aid to State homes for the support of soldiers and sailors of the United 
States, having considered the same, report: 

The bill (S. 2116) as amended and passed by the Senate is precisely identical 
with H. R.7989, Sys gory by this committee; therefore your committee recom- 
meaa ee: 2116 bé substituted for H. R. 7939 and passed, and that H. R. 7932 lay 
on the table, 


Mr. LAIRD. The report in this instance is quite lengthy and con- 
tains a number of tables. If I can have the consent of the House I 
could state the substance in one fourth of the time that it will take the 
House to hear it read. ; 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I think it isa matter of so much importance and 
makes an appropriation of so much money that if ought to be rea 
We do not know how much. z 

Mr. LAIRD. We.do know how much. 

Mr. McMILLIN. How much? 

Mr. LAIRD. Twenty-five thousand dollars. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I do not think the time of the House will bo 
wasted by the reading of the report. 

Mr. COBB. Have we passed beyond the point of objection ? 

The CHAIRMAN. Objections can not be made to the consideration 
of bills under the order on which we are acting to-night, butsuch or- 
ders have been adopted heretofore. Under the order of to-night there 
is no such provision. 

Mr. LAIRD. Iask that the report of the House bill be read, but 
there are a number of tables, the substance of which is contained in 
the body of the report, and I ask that the Clerk may be excused from 
reading these tables, which will take almost as much time to read as 
the reading of the body of the report. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I have no desire to consume the time of the 
House by reading tables if the information contained in the body of 
the report is given. 

The report (by Mr. LAIRD) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 7939) 
to provide aid to State homes for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors of 
the United States, their widows and orphans, having considered the same, sub- 
mit the following report: 

There are now in existence, supported by appropriations by the General Gov- 
ernment, the following national homes tor the care of volunteer ex-soldiers and 
sailors of the United States, disabled in any war, namely; Dayton, Ohio; Mil- 
waukee, Wis.; Leavenworth, Kans.; Togus, Me.; Hamptoi a., and the re- 
eently-loeated branch of the National Home at Los Angeles, Cal, 

The following report, taken from the 1887 report of the Board of Managers of 
these homes, shows the number of soldiers furnished from the various States 
and Territories of the Union during the war, and the number of the survivors 
thereof now being cared for at the National Homes: 
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Comparative statement of the number of men furnished by the States during the civit 
war and the numer cared for by the National Home from date of organization to 
June 30, 1887. 

Whole number furnished by the States..............cc:csssseseesescaseeseeseereseneres 2y 778, 304 

Whole number cared for by the National Home ..........s000+ +08 A SS . 42,605 

Percentage of whole number furnished by the States cared for by the 
r I a Da T ATEEN E E AVAA E De E e EET 1,533 


Furnished by States. 


Cared for by National Home. 


States, Territo 
Ties, ote. Enlisted | Percent-|Enli:ted Percent-| Admit- | Percent- 
in. age. in. age. j|tedfrom.| age. 
8 0.007 15 0. 085 
1 0, 002 4 0,012 
8 0.019 59 0. 138 
131 0.307 98 0. 230 
44 0,103 TT 0. 184 
667 1.566 620 1.455 
2 0.005 67 0.157 
Delaware ......r.... = 136 0, 319 171 0.401 
District of Colum- 
Dia s-s sssccsesisescsseee 573 1.345 845 1.983 
ceoaesstssocen [eenees susceses| 1 0.002 
2 0, 005 5 0, 012 
Sl asaneevpusnvabaned 1 0. 002 3 0. 007 
259, 092 2,580 6. 056 2,941 6.93 
Indiana... «| 196,363 2, 662 6.248 2,330 5, 469 
Indian Territory ..|......-:cc0es-sis|ceeseeseeesenes if 0, 003 T 0.016 
R 508 1,192 562 1,319 
2386 0. 671 803 1.584 
869 2,040 796 1. 863 
29,27 A 82 0.192 109 0. 256 
70, 107 2.523 1,103 2.589 1,036 2.432 
46, 1.679 670 1.573 T: 1.730 
146, 730 5, 281 3,513 8. 246 3,345 7.851 
37, 364 3.145 1, 169 2.744 1,419 3.331 
2 0. 865 1 0.473 2 0, 695 
12,414 0, 663 5 0.012 4l 0.098 
109, 111 3.927 1,062 2.493 1, 227 2. 880 
praes M OSATA EIEREN TAT 1 0.039 
3,157 0.115 43 0. 100 208 0. 488 
Nevada... 1,080 0.039 1 0.008 5 0.012 
New Hampshire... 33,937 1.223 1. 330 529 1.242 
New Jersey........+. 76, 814 2.765 1,157 2.716 1,017 2. 387 
New Mexico......... 6,561 0. 236 4 0. 009 12 0, 028 
New York...... avi 448, 850 16. 155 8,045 18. 881 6,617 15, 529 
North Carolina.... 9. 0.295 2j 0.005 17 0.039 
Ohio ....... aeseps 813, 180 11. 272 7, 990 18. 754 7,436 17. 454 
Q: Ms cagenes 1,810 . 065 4 0.033 22 0.051 
Pennsylvania, 837, 12, 164 5,728 13.445 5,878 13. 797 
e Island, 0.836 t 1,134 474 1.112 
South Carolina . 5, 462 0.196 1 0B a O E E 
* Tennessee ... 51,225 1.844 69 0.161 9 0.211 
XAS...4 012 0,073 10 0,023 66 0.155 
Utah ... PAER POES 2 0.005 8 0.019 
Vermont.. 33,288 1.198 181 0.425 150 0.252 
Virginia ...........+. 5,723 0, 206 200 0, 469 220 0,516 
Washington Ti 
ritory.......:... ee 964 0.035 14 0.033 15 0.035 
West Virginia 32, 068 1.154 191 0.448 136 0.320 
Wisconsin , 9), 237 3.284 1, 600 3.756 2,050 4.812 
Wyoming. AEN SAE A ESERE 2 0.005 lL 0.026 
At large... 9, 426 (es eee» E ES 12 0.023 


: 339 |... | 
Totalincessoee:| 2,778, 304 100.000 | 42, 605 100.000 | 42,605 | 100. 


en Sa Ss Se Se Ss ee ee ee ee 
From this it appears that in the period covered by the table the number so 


cared for amounts to 42,605. 
The following statement, taken from the same authority, shows the increase and 
the ratio of the increase in the number cared for at the homes from 1883 to 1887 : 
“The average numbers of members present during the last five fiscal years are 
as follows: 
Year ending June 30— 
1883 


. 9718 

“It appears, therefore, th mber present through the whole 
year has increased in five years 2,980, or 44 per cent. The number present and 
absent has increased in the same period from 8,480 during the year ending June 
30, 1833, to 12,168 for the year ending June 30, 1887.” 

An inquiry into the capacity of the present homes to care for those entitled to 
admission therein under existing law shows that at the present time every 
branch home, unless it be the Western Branch, is so crowded that inmates are 
compelled to sleep on the floors, Aud this is true notwithstanding the fact that 
the capacity of the homes bas been increased by the erection during the last 
year of temporary barracks for the accommodation of 1,000 additionai men. 

Speaking on the subject of the number of ex-soldiers and sailors entitled 
under the law to admission to the homes and to the want of capacity to care 
for them, the Board of Managers, in their report for 1885, say this: 

“The increase in the membership of the National Home (and branches) has 
been constant, and for reasons referred to hereafter the percentage of increase 
has been ter than it has been for many years. * * * 

“Four franches of the Home (all except that at Leavenworth) now contain 
more than double the number of men for which they were originally built. The 
capacities of these branches should not, in the opinion of the , be further 
increased, and the limit of size of the branches now <n se be con- 
sidered to have been reached, a membership of 1,500 being, from the experi- 
ence of the Board, as large as any branch should haye, 

“It is impossible to tell how long the membership of the Home will increase 
under the present law. It is safe to say. however, that it is not probable that 
the number will begin to diminish for at least ten years, and that there will be 
an increase up to that time at least. There are now fay, one thousand men 
who have applied for admission to the Home who are y entitled to admis- 
sion under the law. They can not beadmitted, first, because there are no places 
for meni and, second, because there is not enough money appropriated for their 
Su! = 

in the board, in their report for 1886 (June 30), says: 
“The question, how long membership of the Home will increase, still re- 
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mains unsolved. Under the law every soldier who is disabled and who can not 
earn his living is entitled to admission to the home whether his disability can 
be traced to service in the Army or not. This law was enacted on July 5, 1884. 
During the past three years the number of those admitted on account of wounds 
received in action or disability incurred in service has materially fallen off. 

“On the other band, the number admitted on account ot age and disability in- 
curred since the war has increased, so that the annual number of admissions 
continually increases, These causes of increase will continue as the soldiers 
grow older, and the membership of the Home must increase for an indetermi- 
nate series of years so long as Congress furnishes the means for such increase. 
The existing branches of the Home are now filled to their utmost hoy rong’ and, 
in the o inion ofthe board, only one,or at most two, of them should be further 
en Ba 
lt will be remembered in connection with the above extract that until th 

ge of the act of July 5, 1884, no sailor, however wounded or helpless, coul 
admitted to any home for disabled soldiers; and, indeed, could be cared for 
only at one place in the United States, and that the marine hospital in Phila- 
delphia, Nor could any soldier be received into a home except for disabilities 
contracted in the line of duty in the service. 

So overcrowded are the national homes at present thatthe managers, at their 
annual meeting for 1888, recommended the appropriation of $150,000 to be used 
in the construction of temporary barracks at the several branches of the Home, 
humanity in their judgment demanding that some additional effort be made by 
the Government to care for the disabled veterans, as it had 
This bill has passed the Senate of the United States. and is now pending on the 
Calendar ofthe House, having been unanimously reported from this committee 

The data so far presented demonstrates the incapacity of the present homes 
to provide for the increasing demand under existing law for hospitality. A 
reference to the extracts cited from the various board reports sho first, that 
the number of those dependent and entitled to care under the law l increase 
for at least five to seven years yet; and second, that an increase in the number 
of dependents at the demonstrated rate stated by the board would add some 
twenty thousand to the list of those now received into, or known to be entitled 
to be received into, the homes under existing Jaw. 

In the opinion of your committee the number above stated will not cover the 
number of those entited to relief, and is less than the actual number will be, by 
thonsands; and we base our conclusion on this fact, that of the 2,700,000 men 
enrolled for the war at least 1,000,000 are now alive. Taking the average age of 
a soldier at the expiration of the war to be thirty years, these survivors are now 
fifty-three years of age, and upon them, from this age to the end of life, time. 
aided by the hardships of war, will tell terribly upon constitutions undermin: 
in the service of the country, and as a consequence drive them, where de- 
pendent, to seek the protection which a great Government ought justly and 
generously to give. 

‘Two facts, ina v marked degree, confirm the conclusion of your commit- 
tee that the country isnow entering upon the period when it is to the max- 
imum of the suffering of its defenders, and must, in consequence, widen its pol- 
icy to meet the increasing demand, or narrow it, and deserting the men that 
saved it, leave them to the mercy of private or municipal charity. Your com- 
mittee do not believe the lives of these patriots were spared for such a fate. 
This is a Christian and civilized nation, and it will do its duty by these men as 
they did their duty by it. 

The first of the facts referred to is the numberof veterans dependent on public 
charity in the several Statesand Territories,asshown by the following table: 


Veterans in charitable i:s'itulions because of their poverty, and dependents, at noon 
October 15, 1886. 


Maryland..... PAG SETE 36 
Massachusetts 8,7 2 8,910 
Michigan ..... 473 96 569 
Minnesota .. 77 92 
slasessesse seess sesers sesse i 

38 62 200 

16 4 17 

New Hampshire. 95 361 
New Jersey........... 346 15 sot 
Perret ‘ 

1,782 206 1, 988 

12 2 14 

782 480 1,212 

Oregon...... sédopprosccossnoeonceeneasest 10 
Pennsylvania..... 1 4 3,679 
Rhode Island.. 15 19 


V 3 ; AE 
Wyoming..... : N - ak ` 1 
4 = 16, 856 
Deduct Massachusetts.....csccccssarssscrssscseesscrsscesescceeses] 98,000 |eccgerecerses) 8,000 
Add national homes............. a epebegstonee geese penees ceseet ose 
SHCA EEEE SA I AA LE EES IES Desk ae RS | 28, 953 


ALIIT G SE in a 
* Eight thousand are deducted, being those receiving State aid in Massachue 
setts who are not actual inmates of the poor-houses. 


agreed to do by law. * 


1888. 
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And the second is the necessity which has impelled the various States to ex- 
pend the following sums of money in providing local State protection for the 
disabled veterans residing within their limits: 


For support, probably annually . hsa wee 15, 000 

In Connecticut, buildings and support for only two years... s.. 147,000 

In Illinois, Serre Strainer He sonat oore sbt (sasat esaeo AERA s.s... 430,000 
And that State expended on Soldier's Orphan Home and sup- 

obo: cog spe panccansucdocebennscecovovenysceséenetesssebeh pseseadee) Up TG. 000 

And for buildings and support of orphans.... .. 1,188,555 
In Kansas, for orphans of and soldiers, and for buildings (and has but 

just opened a Soldiers’ home; no figures at hand). 80, 000 

In Michigan, for buildings.......... octal 160, 000 

For support, annually........ aes seseseso 145,000 

a4 rs ae Orphans’ Home and support (has just erected a State 110, 000 

ONO) CEEI eE ees Sea 

In Missouri (no State home) for orphans ,. 42,500 

In New Jersey, Newark State home .... 695, 000 

For a new State home building... 125, 000 

In New York, buildings and grounds. 203, 000 

For support per annum, about....... 100, 000 

In Ohio, buildings and grounds........ 150, 000 

In Pennsylvania, buildings, State home... 250, 000 

For support, per annum (estimated). 230, 000 

And for orphan.............cccccsseseesesenneeee Saak aaa , 000 


To this can be added Nebraska, which is just completing a home for its ve!- 
erans at a cost of $75,000. 

In addition to these sums, aggregating over $6,000,000, expended in plants by 
the States named, it appears from data that has come under your committee's 
observation that the State of Massachusetts has expended in providing for her 
veterans, their widows and orphans, the sum of $18,000,000, and Wisconsin, for 
the same purpose, $11,000,000. These facts not only tell the stary of the needs of 
the class in question, but they demonstrate by example the duty of the General 
Government. .The argument of these millions points, if not to the neglect, then 
to the oversight of the General Government, and its force should hasten consid- 
erate action. When the patriotism of the States answers the appeal of its soldier 
citizens for relief to the extent of from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000 in payment of an 
obligation resting primarily npon the penpe asa nation, it is time for Congress, 
representing the whole people, to act, and assume at least a part of a responsi- 
bility wholly national. 

Your committee believe that both justice to the soldier and the tax-payer de- 
mand that the nation should charge itself with the protection of these men 
in their need, who in its need protected it. Nor will this obligation of honor 
and patriotism ever be lessened in the estimation of high-minded persons by 
the fact that the beneficiaries of thig bill, while defending their country, wore 
often overtaken by disaster in their business, which now, through years of 
varying struggle and lapsing powers of mind and body, has at last ripened into 
utter and hopeless ruin, leaving them stricken with age and the infirmities be- 
gotten of exposure and service, stranded and desolate, with no hand, save that 
of chance or public charity, to stay them as they totter down the slope of life 
toward the grave. 

Your committee dismisses at once any thought that Congress will refuse to 
adopt some policy of relief, and submits that if it proposes to meet the respon- 
sibilities of the occasion and provide for such soldiers as are entitled to admis- 
sion to the homes under existing law, legislation is required— 

1. To establish additional branches of the Home; or 

2. To materially enlarge existing branches; or 

8. To encourage the States to establish State homes; or 

4. To make appropriations for outdoor relicf to those who can not be admitted 
to existing homes. 

Of these obvious alternatives, your committee has selected the one which in 
their considerate judgment prom the most satisfactory, as well as the speed- 
iest, solution of the problem, namely, * To encourage the States to establish 
State homes.” 

In this conclusion the committee has the unqualified support of the present 
Board of Managers of the National Homes, all of whom concurred in the opinion 
expressed by General Franklin, its president, which is as follows: 

“ The board, is opposed. totally op; „to the construction of other perma- 
nent homes, provided Congress will relieve existing homes and care for those 
entitled to care under the law, by granting aid to State homes. And itis the 
Spartans judgment of the board that national aid to the States is the true 
policy.’ 

As early as June 30, 1836, the Board of Managera outlined the policy of aid to 
States as follows: 

“The survivors of the war arc growing old, their disabilities are severer, and 
the number who are unable te support themsclves is for these reasons rapidly 
increasing. Notwithstanding the fact that a new home, capable of providing 
for 1,500 additional members, has recently been completed at Leavenworth, 
Kans., there are yet many disabled and destitute soldiers cared for in the alms- 
houses of the country.” Several of the States have endeavored to provide for 
this emergency by the erection of State homes. Illinois, Ohio, Iowa, Michigan, 
and Pennsylvania have recently established State homes, and such homes have 
for some time been established in New York, California, Massachusetts, Ver- 
mont, New Jersey, Connecticut, and in afew other States. If Congress should 
pers by law for assisting in maintaining the soldiers admitted to these State 

omes by authorizing the rd of Managers to pay one-half of the cost of sup- 

rting each soldier thus provided for, the necessity of building additional 
aaron might be avoided, except in the case of that reeommended for the Pa- 
e slope, 

In recommending the adoption of this policy and the passage of this bill your 
committee is not unmindful of the important evidence and opinion bearing on 
the matter furnished to this committee through exhibits attached to the Senate 
report on this subject, and which are hereto attached and made a part hereof. 

As the provisions for the distribution of the sum covered in this bill would 
be complex and intricate, your committee have decided to leaye that matter to 
the Board of Managers of the peers! soldiers’ homes, whose experience and 
accountability guaranty safety to the fund, and its practical application to the 
object sought. 

For the reasons set forth herein, your committee recommend that the bill do 
pas with the following amendments: 

Amend the title by striking out the words “their widows and orphans.” 

Amend line 6 of the bill by adding, after the word * war” therein, the words 
“who are disabled by age, d or otherwise, and by reason of such disability 
are incapable of earning a living, provided such disability was not received in 
service inst the United States.’ 


Amend line 7 by striking out the following words therein, “and widow and 
orphan thereof.” ‘ 

amend line 8 by striking out the words ‘for one year the sum” where the 
same ms therein, and insert in lieu thereof the following: ‘At the rate of.” 

A mene 
annum, 


i line 9 by adding, after the word “ dollars” therein, the words *' per 


APPENDIX. 
EXHIBIT A. 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL'S OFFICE, 
Hartford, March 16, 1888. 

DEAR Sır: Your letter of March 1, to his excellency Governor Lounsbury of 
Connecticut, inclosing copy of Senate bill No. 2116, has been referred to me by 
the governor for reply. 

This State has a soldiers’ home, which was first established by private benev- 
olence for soldiers and children of soldiers. It was Inao porters y the Legisla- 
ture of this State in 1874, and was continued in a small way until 1883, when it 
was first aided by the State paying ES board for inmates and so continued 
until the State assumed control, In 1886 the sum of $15,000 was appropriated for 
additional buildings. In January, 1887, the Legislature provided for the transfer 
of the management to the State, appropriating $17,000 for additional land and 
buildings, and in addition thereto appropriated $147,000 for the care of soldiers 
in home and State hospitals for two years, ending June 30, 1839. 

The home was transferred to State control May 1, 1887. and is managed by a 
board called the Soldiers’ Hospital Board, composed of the governor, adjutant- 
general, Sneee genel ex oficio,and three Grand Army of the Republic vet- 
erans nominated by the department commanderand appointed by the governor. 
The governor and all prevents members of the board, exceptsurgeon-general, are 
members of the Grand Army of the Republic. 

The average number present at the home during the first four months of the 
year 1857, under the old management, was 103; for the last nine months of the 
year the average was 125. In addition to the above the State supported in hos- 
pitals during the year an average of 50 at a cost of $6 per week each, and an avy- 
erage of 20 in the State Hospital for Insane. ‘This State makes no provision for 
the care of soldiers outside of the above-named institutions, 

A fand of $20,000, which came from private benevolence, is kept as a perma- 
nent fund, the income to be used for the benefit of the home. 

The foregoing information comprises, I think, all that is asked for in your 
letter, but as you requested suggestions from the governor, I take the liberty of 
offering a few for your consideration. A 

Your bill is, in my opinion, an eminently just one, placing the cost of caring . 
for the disabled veteran on the General Government, where it rightly belongs, 
and making the States lately in rebellion, who caused all the expense, pay a 
portion (a very small one it is true) of the cost, 

1. I wish that the sum appropriated might be increased to $150 per man. Tho 
cost to this State at the home for last six months of 1887 was about $3 peg week 
per man, whic included board, clothing, tobacco, and medicines. 

2. The cost for those in hospitals as stated above was $ per week, and | think 
whatever amount is fixed upon the bill should be made to include those sup- 
ported in hospitals as well as in the homes. 

3. The inmates of the Home are transient, the number being much larger in 
winter than in summer, and comparatively few remain steadily a year. 

Should not the bill be made to pay so much per average number present dur- 
ing each quarter? 

I have the honor to be, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
FREDERICK E, CAMP, 
Adjutant-General and Executive Oficer Soldiers’ Hospital Board, 


Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senate, 


STATE or ILLINOIS, EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
Springfield, March 5, 1888, 

DEAR Sir: Your communication of the Ist instant, inclosing copy ofa bill” 
“to provide aid to State homes for the vee (gv of disabled soldiers and sailors 
of the United States and their widows and orphans,” has been received. 

I have this day directed the superintendent of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Home 
at Quincy, Al., Maj. J. G. Rowland, to transmit to you at the earliest practicable 
day the information you desire in regard to the date of the establishment of the 
home, the number of its inmates, etc, I think the passage of such a bill would 
be a judicious appropriation of public moneys, especially any surplus revenue 
which may be lying idle in the Treasury at the present moment. 

The United States could in no more acceptable way testify its regard for the 
soldiers of the Republic than by such a measure. I ought perhaps to state that 
the act cf our Legislature of 1885, creating the home, makes no provision for 
caring for the widows and orphans of soldiers. We have provided excellent 
cottages for their accommodation, and therefore have an excellent home ad- 
mirably equipped in every respect for the purpose for which the Legislature 
created it. It is very prudently and economically managed, and of our 
Illinois soldiers find comfortable homes there. 

My impression is that the number present and absent is not far from 600. I 
believe there are over 500 present in the institution at this time. Major Row- 
land will, however, communicate with you on the subject. 


Ege TORPS, R. J. OGLESBY. 


Hon, CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
x United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


ILLINOIS SOLDIERS AND SAILORS’ HOME, 
Quincy, IU., March 7, 1888, 
Sir: The omor of Illinois has referred to me your letter of 1st instant 
concerning this home, with the request that I supply the desired information. 


The Illinois Soldiers and Sailors’ Home was established by act of general as- 
sembly June 26,1885. It was opened for reception of soldiers March 15, 1887, 
and is supported exclusively by State appropriations. 


i I will cheerfully furnish any other information which may be deemed ofserv- 
ce to you, 
ery respectfully, yours, 


J. G. ROWLAND, Superintendent, 
Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Towa EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Des Moines, March 7, 1888. 


DEAR SIR: I am instructed by Governor Larrabee to acknowledge the ia m 
of your letter of the Ist instant, and to state in reply that our general assembly 
of 1886 passed a bill for the establishment of an lowa Soldiers’ Home. ‘The 
home was subsequently located at Marshalltown; it was completed last year 
and formally opened for the reception of inmates on the of November, 
The report of the commandant for January shows that 91 inmates were being 
cared for in the home on the last day of that month. 
The home was built at a cost of about $75,000, and it is supported by a direct 
appropriation made by the State. 
am also instructed to assure you that the governor is in hearty sympathy 


-our State home, and will be as soon as buildings can be provided. And 
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with the object of your bin, and that he hopes you may succeed in having iten- 
acted into law. 
Very respectfully, yours. 
TRED'K W. HOSSELD, 
; Private Secretary. 
Hon. Cras. F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


STATE or KANSAS, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Topeka, March 5, 1888. 

My Dear Sim: I acknowledge the receipt of your letter of March 1, inclosing 
acopy of Senate bill No. 2116. 

There is no State home for soldiers in Kansas. We have established a home 
for solders’ orphans, and it now has about 100 inmates. But we have no home 
for soldiers that is maintained by the State, 

I heartily approve of your bill to provide aid for State homes for the support 
of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States. The Board of Managers 
has recommended such action in its annual report to Congress. recom- 
mendation was made at my suggestion and on my motion, I had noticed that 
homes have been established in a number of States, and it seemed to me unjust 
that the State should be taxed to support men who were disabled in the service 
of the United States. 

Yours, very respectfully, 
N. 


Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


JOHN A. MARTIN, 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 

Frankfort, March 10, 1 
DEAR Simm: Your letter of Ist instant, inclocing copy of Senate bill No. 2116, 
was duly received. For reply I would state that Kentucky has no “State Sol- 
diers' Home.” While I sympathize with the soldiers of our Republic who may 


. have incurred any of the various forms of disability incident to military service, 


I think such persons are peculiarly the wards of the nation, and as such should 
be ey. a howe = the national en 
have the honor . very respectfully, 
S. B. BUCKNER, 
5 Governor of Kentucky. 
Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


MINNESOTA SOLDIERS HOME, St. Paul, Minn., March 9, 1888, 
E iar aa ai Your letter of March 2 to Governor McGill has been referred to 
me for reply. 

The State of Minnesota hasa State Soldiers’ Home, established by a law passed 
in 1887. It is now l in temporary quarters at Minnehaha Falls 
(between St. Paul and Minneapolis), and near the permanent grounds on which 
buildings will at once be erected. The tonpora home was opened Novem- 
ber 15, 1887, and now has fifty-eight inmates, its full ca; ty of accommodation. 
We have at least forty more applications, which we have been obliged to de- 
cline on account of lack of room, but we are helping the applicants from our 
“outside relief fund,” at various places, until we can provide for them. 

It is safe to say that there are at least one hundred and fifty homeless ex-sol- 
diers (without families) in this State, who should be immediately —— into 

enum- 
ber will rapidly increase. We shall build with a view to a maximum capacit: 
of eight hundred or one thousand men, The State does not regard it as pri- 
marily its duty to care for these veterans, but the National Homes can not take 
them, and as soon as it was found that many of them were peni into poor- 
houses the Grand Army of the Republic took the matter up, and this is the re- 


I inclose copies of the report of the secretary of our board. From this you 
will see that we have an outside relief fund from which we are caring for hun- 
dreds of men living at home with their families, who would otherwise be eligi- 
ble for admission to the home, It is a very valuable feature, but is also doing 
the work which should beldone by the National Government, and which we will 
be largely released from if the Senate pension bill becomes a law. 

Both the governorand myself think very highly of the principle of your law. 
But we think that the allowance to the States should be increased to at least $150 
per annum for each inmate. Even then it would reach less than half the cost 
of maintenance, counting interest and repairs of buildings, etc. We are keep- 
ing there men confortably, not as paupers to be starved, but as invalids to be 
nourished. The average age of our inmates isabout sixty years, and 40 per cent, 
of them are fit subjects for medical treatment. 

The report of the secretary, which I inclose, was made February 13. Since 
then the number of inmates increased, as stated, to fifty-eight, and the ep 
plications for outside relief and disbursements of same have increased in still 

ter proportion. The fact is that the facts as to the law and its operation 
2e Sate just begun to be disseminated throughout the State, and itis only 
when the work is fully o; ized in every county that its full necessity and 
benefits will be apprecia À 
I will be glad at any time to furnish any information in my power on this sub- 
ect. 
j Very truly, yours, 


Senator C, F, MANDERSON, 


HENRY A. CASTLE. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Lincoln, March 7, 1888. 

Dear Sin; Your favor of the 2d instant, inclosing copy of bill to provide aid 
for State homes for my rt of disabled soldiers, sailors, etc., has been received. 
In reply to your inquiries I have the honor to state that the Legislature of this 
State one year enacted a law providing for the establishment of a soldiers’ 
home at Grand Island, Nebr, The main building is now nearly completed. 
No one has yet been received into it. When occupied the inmates are to be 
supported by appropriations from the State. 

The act provides for receiving into the institution all soldiers and sailors 
“who have become disabled * by reason of such service’ in the late war of the 
rebellion,” old age, or other causes, from earning a livelihood, and who would 
be dependent on public and private charity; and also wives of such soldiers and 
sailors, and their children under the age of fifteen years, and the widows, and 
children under the age of fifteen years, of soldiers, sailors, and marines who 
died while in the service of the United States, or who were honorably discharged 
from such service and who have since died, ete. 

‘The act establishing this home contemplates the erection of cottages, each on 
Re ae ae may do a little in the way of 
cultivation, 

The act creating the home was approved March 4, 1887, 

I have no su ions to make in reference to the bill, except to call attention 
to the word ‘‘disabled.” I trust that that word as used in this act does not re- 
fer alone to soldiers disabled by wounds, but to such also as are disabled by rea- 


son of service in the war of the rebellion, or by old age and other causes, from 
earning a livelihood, 
I most heartily indorse this measure, and trust that in the interest of justice 
this will become a law. - 
Very truly, yours, 


Hon. C. F. MANDERSON, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


JOHN M. THAYER, 


STATE OF OHIO, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Columbus, March 14, 1888. 
Sm: Answering your communication of the 2d instant, the State of Ohio is 
now building a Soldiers’ and Sailors’ home at Sandusky, Ohio. We are build- 
ing it on what is known as the cottage plan. Thead istration building and 
a number of Sotaga will be compieted and ready for occupation June 1 
next. It was provided for by act of the General Assembly of date A 30, 1886. 
The State Sar ns pee et for its constraction. $150,000." More wili be appro- 
priated as needed until it is finished, at which time it is expected to accommo- 
date about 1,200 inmates, 
We have also at Xenia, Ohio,a home for the orphans of soldiers and sailors, 
which accommodated during the year 1887 about seven hundred inmates, 
Allow me to su b that your bill should be amended so as to reimburse 
— State for each soldier's orphan it is supporting in a home such as ours at 


I have the honor to be, very respectfully, 
J. B. FORAKER. 
Hon. Cuas. F. MANDERSON, 
Washington, D. C. 


CoMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Harrisburg, March $, 1888. 

My Dean SENATOR: Your letter of the 2d instant, inclosing copy of Senate 
bill 2116, entitled “A bill to provide aid to State homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers and sailors of the United States and their widows an orphans,” bas 
been received. We havea State home in Pennsylvania, located in the city of 
Erie, It was established in pursuance of the provisions of the act of June 83, 
1885. It has been in active operation for nearly two years. The number of in- 
mates at present is about 250. Of these some 10 to [5 are absent on leave, mak- 
ng the actual number present in the home about 240, 

We are making large additions to the buildings just now, so that we expect 
to be able to accommodate within the next six months about six hundred in all. 
It is a distinctively State institution, built with State funds, by a board 
of trustees provided for in the original act establishing the home, and is main- 
tained by State appropriations. No one is admitted to the home except those 
who served in Pennsylvania regiments during the war of the rebellion and 
have been honorably discharged from the service and are without means of 
livelihood, Great care is exercised when admitting the inmates to see that their 
record of service is allright. Ican not see, under the circumstances, why the 
General Governmeut should not provide for the men who are there assembled, 
and it seems to me that the provisions of your bill are entirely proper, 

We will probably expend Eo 000 in buildings and by ment, in addition to 
the value of the ground and buildings which the State a on hand, and which 
had been intended originally for a marine hospital. 

The provisions of your bill do not, as faras I can see, conflict in any way with 
the proper management of our home, or of any other which may have been or 
may hereafter be established under State supervision and authority. ‘The ben- 
eficial effects of the bill will, in my judgment, be better than an indiscriminate 
service pension, or even a ge dependent i gegee bill, inasmuch as the 
boum z the Government will go to the men who are in actual and pressing 
need oi 

Whilst our State will not hesitate to provide for these men in the manner in 
which itis now doing it, it is nevertheless true that the provision should be 
made by the General Government, and the State in contributing toward this 
worthy object is simply lifting so much of legitimate burden from the shoulders 
of the Government. 

Very cordially, yours, 


Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
United Slates Senate, Washington, D. C. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE, MICHIGAN, Lansing, March 9, 1888, 


Dear Sm: Yours of the Ist instant, making inquiries in relation to the Mich- 
igan Soldiers’ Home,at hand, A home for disabled Michigan soldiers and 
sailors was established by act of our Legislature in June, 1885, It wascompleted 
and dedicated on the 3ist of December, 1886. The building, furniture, and equip- 
ments have cost $160,000. It has provisions for three hundred and eighty in- 
mates, but is now overcrowded, and four hundred are accommodated. 

About $145,000 for the current expenses of 1887 and 1886 were appropriated, 
making an annual average expense of about $200 each. - The plan works to the 
general satisfaction of the old soldiers and citizens of the State. 


Very truly, yours, 
; C. G. LUCE, Governor. 
Hon, Cuanies F. MANpDERSON, 
Washington, D. C. 


Stats or New JERSEY, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 

‘ Trenton, March 6, isss. 

My DEAR SENATOR: I send you the last annual reportof the managers of the 
New apis i Home for Disabled Soldiers. It was organized under an act passed 
in 1866, and hasa permanent annual appropriation of $25,000 for its support, 
An additional amount of $10,000 has been appropriated this year for its proper 
maintenance, 

The State has made an paderepe of $125,000 for the purchase of propert: 
and the erection of suitable buildings, which are now about completed, and wi 
be occupied in the spring. 


JAMES A. BEAVER, 


I also send extracts from my annual message and from the report of the comp- 
ben kg cat will give you more in detail the statistics. 
e O j 
S IA ROBERT 8, GREEN, 
Hon. CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
Washington, D. C. 
[Extract from message.] 


SOLDIERS’ HOME. 
the report of the m: it a that there were 328 inmates on the 
gin ot October, 1887. pegs a Pitted during the year 329; discharged, 
269; expelled, 12; died, 35. The average number of inmates was 329 per day. 
Of the inmates of the home during the year 513 served in New Jersey regiments, 
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Fourteen thousand seven hundred and twenty-five have been cared for since 
the home was opened. The total receipts for the year, including the balance 
on hand October 31, 1886, was $33,814.29. The for the same time were 
$32,592.79. Balance on hand October 31, 1887, $1,221.50. The value of farm and 
dairy products consumed was $1,557.22, The additional amount needed for the 
proper maintenance of the home during the present year is $20, 

One hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars was appropriated for the I grit 
pose of the erection of a Home for Disabled Soldiers, and the purchase of the 
necessary property on which to build the same. The managers, to whom this 
important work was intrusted, secured an excellent plot of ground upon the 
banks of the Passaic River, and have been engaged during the year in the 
erection of the buildings necessary for that ea a 

The care of those who are disabied from earning their own livelihood, in con- 
sequence of wounds received or of sickness con in the service of their 
country in time of war, is a sacred trust upon the people of the State. They 
gave up all the comforts of home, abandoned the pursuit of business, and de- 
voted their lives, health, and energies to the defense of the Union. They should 
be the wards of the State, and it should be our care, when and are 
unable to provide for themselves or their families, to look after them, make 
their future pathway in life as pleasant as possible, and do all that we can to 
secure their comfort and alleviate their suffering. 


[The New York State Soldiers’ and oe Home, Bath, Steuben County, New 
ork. 


Baru, STEUBEN Country, New YORK, March 12, 1883, 

Dear GENERAL: Absence at Albany on official business has prevented an 
earlier Topy to your favor of the 2d instant, and I take pleasure in answering 
your qu in their order, namely : 

The New York State Soldiers’ and Sailors’ home is aState institution and was 
originally organized by the Grand Army of the Republic, Department of New 
York, and the original building erected under its auspices by voluntary contri- 
butions from members of the order and citizens of the State. 

It was opened on Christmas day in the year 1878, and early in 1879 was turned 
over to the State on condition that the Legislature would provide for its main- 
tenance, which it has done liberally up to this time. 

Three years ago an appropriation of $50,000 was also made for the construc- 
tion of additional barracks, Previous to the erection of the new barracks the 
capacity of the home was about 700. We can now accommodate 1,000, with a 
number of applications which we have been compelled to deny. 

We have applied to the Legislature for an appropriation for additional build 
ings, which will no doubt be granted 


The number present and absent September 30, 1887, WAS.....seerccssesesere 924 
Present tember 30, 1887......... ET Wad an “Soubsosendecesoysene Scasepeense 759 
Discharged and spores during year ending September 30, 1887.... 498 
er year ending Septem ber 30, 1887...........0rcssssees exes 68 
Admitted during year ending September 30, 1887. z 
1,062 

991 

Number of acres of land, 369; value $21, 600. 00 
Cost of buildings . . 50 
Total... bad ~ 203, 905, 50 


The appropriation by the apia for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1888, for maintenance and ordinary repairs was $110,000, 
As your bill provides that the sum to be awarded to the State homes shall be 
e under such regulations as may be established oy the Board of Managers 
of the National Home, I bave no si ions to offer. I have no doubt they 
will carry out the intent of Congress in a satisfactory manner. 
Ihave the honor to be, general, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 


WM. F. ROGERS, Superintendent, 
Hon, CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 


STATE OF VERMONT, EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Brandon, March 15, 1883, 


Dean Sım: Your favor having reference to and making inquiry as to the sub- 
ject of soldiers' home in Vermont, with inclosure, was duly received, and in 
reply I have to say that there is a soldiers’ home at Bennington, in this State, 
established and maintained by the State, the same having been established under 
the provisions of act No, 180 of the session laws of Vermont, A. D. 1834, entitled 
“An act to incorporate the trustees of the soldiers’ home in Vermont,” and by 
act No, 228 of the same session’of the Legislature, entitled “An act making ap- 
propriation for the trustees of the soldiers’ home," the sum of $10,000 was ap- 
propriated by the State for the use of said trustees, and by act No, 214 of the ses- 
sion laws of 1886 a further appropriation of a like sum for the same purpose was 
made by the State. 

Through the generosity and liberality of individuals the State has a home, a 
fine farm containing about 200 acres, formerly the residence of a retired gen- 
tleman, which makes a pleasant and beantiful place for our disabled and needy 
veterans. Nearly all of the first appropriation was required to reconstruct, re- 
pair,and furnish the building. The home was not in condition to receive ap- 
plicants until May, 1887, when it was opened. Up to this time there have been 
thirty-nine inmates, two of whom have died, one furloughed, and one discharged, 
Bo that there are now thirty-five inmates, witha large number of applicants who 
can not be received, only as vacancies occur, for want of room, 

‘The trustees intend to so en the accommodations by erecting additional 
buildings by early summer that they can accommodate from eighty to one hun- 
dred in all. It is my opinion that by next summer we shall be in great need 
for room and accommodations to the full extent contemplated by the trustees, 
4. ¢., from eighty to one hundred, and it seems to me that the number must in- 
crease from year to yeur for from fifteen to twenty-five years to come, unless the 
pension laws of the United States shall be so changed as to include a class not 
now covered by laws having reference to pensions. 

It is pratifying, indeed, to see a move in the direction contemplated by Sen- 
ate bill 2116. Our veterans should and must be sv provided for as to keep them 
from the doors of the poor-honuse, and this duty can not be in better hands than 
that of the General Government they helped to save. You ask me to make 
suggestions. Very well. Let me call your attention to the language in section 
1, line 7, * and widow or orphan thereof who may be admitted and cared for in 
such home,” ete. Iam ata loss to conclude what is meant or intended by this 
language, Is it intended to render this aid for the * widow or orphan" at the 
home? If not, then wherein and under what regulations, etc., is the proposed 
act broad enough to accomplish the purpose in view, having reference to the 
“widows and orphans?” 

Iam, sir, very truly, yours, 
EBENEZER J. ORMESBEE, 
Governor of Vermont, 


Hon, Cias, F, MANDERSON, 
United States Senator. 


STATE oF WISCONSIN, 
STATE BOARD OF CHARITIES AND REFORM, 
March 23, 1888. 

Deak Sim: At the request of the governor's private secretary, I write you in 
relation to the Wisconsin Veterans’ Home. e tells me that you have intro- 
duced a bill in the Senate giving aid to State soldiers’ homes. 

The Wisconsin Veteran’s Home was pro) by the department encamp- 
ment of the Grand Army of the Republic February 15,1487. I wasa member of 
the committee to which the subject was referred of asking for a State soldiers’ 
home. Aszecretary of the State Board of Charities and Reform I was able to 
assure the committee that no State institution of any kind would be built dur- 
ing this financial period on account of the condition of the State finances and 
the demands of the State University. On w7 advice it was decided to establish 
a Banoa orane own, asking for State aid. We secured such legislation without 
an culty, x 

We now have 70 acres of land on n beautiful lake at Waupaca, and buildings 
which now contain 51 inmates, nearly the full capacity at present. p 

We received $3 a week from the State for each inmate who was an honorably 
discharged soldier, sailor, or marine of the civil war, or for a woman who was 
the wife of such during the war. We shall ask to have this extended to the 
wives and widows of soldiers who were married since the war, with some pre- 
cautions to prevent imposition. 

We have a fair sized central building, and six cottages for two each, usually a 
soldier and his wife. We expect to enlarge this summer by adding cottages 
which will be contributed by posts of the Grand 
corps of the Woman's Relief Corps. We hope to 
tages this summer. 

appropriation from the State is ample to cover all current expenses and 
make some minor improvements, but not to put up buildings, For these we 
be pr? torely upon the Grand Army of the Republic, the Woman's Relief Co 
san eoo like Senators SAWYER and SPOONER, who have each contrib: 
y. 

We expect to make it a home as nearly as itis poe to make any institu- 
tion a home. Our goneee will be to receive the soldiers with their wives. 
Single men are well provided for in the national homes, except for two evils, 

he overcrowding and the unn expense in providing elegance rather 
than comfort, which is the great fault of most public institutions. But married 
men must leave their wives to enter a national home. We shall also receive 
the widows of soldiers, most of whom do not get pensions, 

Will you do us the favor to so arrange your bill as to include us in it, if we 
are not already so included? The title to t Lake pak § is ina corporation called 
the Wisconsin Veterans’ Home, The members of the ent Encampment 
of Wisconsin, Grand Army of the Republic, are members of the corporation, 
which is managed Dy Sree Ot easton, med. by them. 

yY, 


Yours, respec! 
= A, O. WRIGHT, Secretary Trustees, 
Hon, C. F. MANDERSON. 


Army of the Republic and 
build. twenty-five such cot- 


Letters have also been received from many other governors of States whero 
State soldiers’ homes have not been established, and it is a fact worthy of note 
that in no instance has there been adverse criticism of the bill herewith re- 


ported. 

General W. B. Franklin, president of the Board of Managers of the National 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, in a letter dated January 31,1888, to Sen- 
ator HAWLEY, says: 

“Some legislation is necessary in the direction of increasing the number of 
the branches of the national homes or in giving national aid to State homes, 
with such restrictions as to the expenditures of the money as may be found to 
be proper. But the legislation should not be confined to a home in one State. 
It should be general, and apply to all of the State homes, and there are now 
many of them. It seems to me, therefore, that legislation giving money to one 
State home is objectionable, considering the large number of State homes that 
have been long established and suponen at the cost of the various States 
which have hitherto received no help from Congress.” 

- In another letter, dated February 2, 1888, to General T.S. Peck, of Burlington, 
Vt., General Franklin nat fe 

** We have 12,500 old soldiers in the National Hometo-day. Every foot of space 
is oceupied, and yet hundreds are kept out from wantof room. I believe the 
best way to supplement the National Home is to assist the State homes, but I 
think the assistance should be given to all of them and be a general law.” 

General M. T: McMahon, of New York, writes as follows to General Peck : 


“Orrick or THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL, 
“Sovurmern Districr or New YORK, 
“New York, February 2, 1888, 


“My DEAR GENERAL: Your letter of the 3lst is received. I expect to seo 
General Franklin and go with him to Washington in a few days, and will do 
what I can tocarry out your views. The trouble as to the State homes has been 
that with the exception of the State of New York the ig ndings ay eg n 
for their support are not to be counted on, and I have frequently, in conversa- 
tion with General Franklin and other members of the board, discussed the mat- 
ter, and I think the sentiment of the board is in favor of an act of Congress au- 
thorizing the board to pay a certain sum towards the support of those institu- 
tions per capita for the number of the men maintained in them, 

“The National Homes are overcrowded,and while I think myself it would 
be better that a larger number of branches of the National Home should be cre- 
ated, yet while the States are willing to establish and maintain homes for their 
own soldiers it would be wise for the General Government to render them cer- 
tain assistance. 

“Very sincerely, yours, 


“General T, S. Peck.” 

During the reading of the above report the following occurred: 

Mr. MAISH. Iask unanimous consent that the further reading of 
this report be not insisted on, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks unani- 
mous consent that the further reading of the report be dispensed with. 

Mr. MAISH. It will simply have the effect of defeating the bill, 
for the bill will be withdrawn. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I simply wanted to know the facts. This is a 
new process of caring for the soldiers. It is quite a lengthy report, 
and I think the facts upon which it is made should be read. 

Mr. MAISH. Allof that could have been stated in five minntes; 
there is nothing new in it. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Why was the report so long, then ? 

Mr. MAISH. I did not write the report, or it would have been 
brief. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I think thatitoughttoberead. The gentleman 


“M, T. MCMAHON. 
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from Pennsylvania has stated that it interferes with the business of the 
House. I have no desire to do that, and on that account I withdraw 
the demand for the further reading; but it ought to be inserted in the 
RECORD. Let the gentleman make his statement, if it can be made in 
five minutes, and Jet us have the grounds upon which this action is 
sought. 

Mr, LAIRD. This report, if it had the attention of the House, will 
be seen to demonstrate from the figures presented by the Board of Man- 
agers of Soldiers’ Homes that there were two million seven hundred and 
odd thousand soldiers enrolled in the Army of the United States during 
the war. It appears that there are at least one million of them sur- 
viving. It states that forty-two thousand of these soldiers have been 
éntertained at these homes established by law. ‘There are five, and 
the one at Los Angeles makes the sixth, but it is not yet completed. 
It shows the average of these soldiers to be about ten thousand who 
are received and cared for at these five homes. 

The report of the managers demonstratés that either we must build 
additional homes, we must enlarge the capacity of those in existence, 
or we must grant uid to the States and encourage them in caring for 
these veterans, or refuse to do anything, and let these men take care 
of themselves to the end of life. 

I have not been the champion of reckless legislation in the committee, 
but have favored this bill as a means of escaping from the expenditure 
of vast sums of the public money for the erection of flats called sol- 
diers’ homes, the usefulness of which must diminish in a short time— 
about ten years—and leave upon the hands of the Government vast 
properties that either will be valueless or lessened in value, when the 
necessity for caring for the soldiers in them is diminished. 

The recommendation of the Board of Managers is clear, distinct, and 
practical. They ask us to give them as much money to add to the 
capacity of the present soldiers’ homes, or to pass this law and encour- 
age the States to care for theirown men. And from the statements of 
the officers and governors of the States it appears that there had been 
expended in all the States for the caring of soldiers, which, I submit, 
belongs to the Government of the United States, as a matter of public 
spirit and patriotism, the extraordinary sum of $40,000,000. The 
great State of Massachusetts leads with an expenditure, creditably in 
her favor, of $18,000,000. ‘The State of Wisconsin follows with an ex- 
pann of $11,000,000; and so on until the vast sum of $40,000,000 

as been expended for the caring of these men by the States. 

So, then, the proposition comes down to this, and is fairly presented 
to the House, as to whether we shall pursue a policy which will en- 
courage the States to care for these soldiers or expend this sum in en- 
lJarging the present capacity of the soldiers’ homes now in existence, 
or refuse to do anything. 

Mr. MATSON. Does the bill apply only to homes now established ? 

Mr. LAIRD. It applies to those established now and those to be es- 
tablished hereafter. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will ask the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
LAIRD] whether it will not cost the Government under this proposed 
plan about one-quarter of what it would cost to construct national sol- 
diers’ homes and maintain them? 

Mr, LAIRD. I will answer that in this way. The original cost of 
the maintenance of a soldier at the soldiers’ homes is upwards of $200 
a year, so the Government here assumes but one-half of the responsi- 
bility it would have to assume if it proposes to continue to support the 
soldiers at the national homes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Before the gentleman sits down there are one or two 
points that I would like some information about. Do I understand 
that soldiers who are disabled but who are drawing pensions from the 
Government are entitled also to the privileges of these homes ? 

Mr. LAIRD, If the pension is over $24, no, If itis under $24, then, 
under the rules of the Board of Managers, it is subject to distribution to 
the families of the men, if they bave families; otherwise it is paid into 
the treasury of the hume. 

Mr. ROGERS. By the rules of the Board of Managers, the gentle- 
man says. f 

Mr. LAIRD. Yes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Then, if the limit is fixed at $24 by the authority 
of the Board of Managers, what reason is there why they should not 
change it and extend it to $54 or $504, or any other figure? 

Mr. LAIRD. It is the law that fixes the limit. The law provides 
that if a soldier receives a pension above that amount, $24, he can not 
go into a home. 

Mr. ROGERS. I understood you to say a moment ago that it was 
fixed by authority of the Board of Managers. 

Mr. LAIRD. No. The character of the disability and the class of 
men who shall receive the benefit of this aid are determined by the regu- 
lations of the Board of Managers, 

Mr. ROGERS. I have my friend’s construction of that, and now, if 
he will pardon me, I will read the provision of the bill: 


That all States which have established, or werent shall hereafter establish, 
homes for disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States who served in the 
war of the rebellion, or in any previous war, who are disabled by age and by 
reason of such disability are incapable of earning a living. 


Thus the disability may be the result of habitual drunkenness, it 


may be the case of some young man who was twenty-five or thirty 
years of age when the war closed, and who by a reckless life has be- 
come an inebriate or otherwise diseased or disabled, and such a man 
will have the benefit of the home under this bill, 

Mr. CUTCHEON. That is the language of the existing law in 
regard to admission to the National Homes. 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman will pardon mea moment. I can 
not grind two axes atonce. The bill proceeds: 

And by reason of such disability are-incapable of earning a living. 

Your bill has no sort of limitation whatever. It would embrace 
within its termsa man who had become a complete wreck by reason of 
drunkenness or any other vice. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The language which the gentleman has read is 
the existing law. 

Mr. MAISH. This bill does not propose to change the existing law. 
What the gentleman has read is the law as it now exists in relation to 
admission to national soldiers’ homes for disabled soldiers, and this 
bill simply recites the law as it exists, 

Mr. ROGERS. Ido not know what the committee think this bill 
proposes; I am looking at the bill. 

Mr. MAISH. But what I am trying to impress upon the gentleman 
is that this bill does not pro to change the existing law which ap- 
plies to national homes for disabled soldiers, 

: Mr. ROGERS. What does the gentleman mean by the “ existing 
aw? ‘ 

Mr. MAISH, 
existing law. 

Mr. ROGERS. Do I understand that under the existing law a man 
who has become disabled and incapable of taking care of himself, by 
reason of his own recklessness, drunkenness, or other vice or crime, 
may be admitted to the home and cared for there? 

Mr. MAISH. If that is the interpretation of the law, I say yes. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. You mean that that is the gentleman's 
interpretation. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, if that is the general law now, I do not see any 
necessity for enacting this bill. 

Mr. MAISH. ‘That is another of the gentleman’s mistakes. We 
propose simply to admit into the State homes for disabled soldiers upon 
the same terms on which they are now admitted to the national homes 
and at the same time save the Government $100 a year in each case. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. This is a measure of economy to the General 
Government. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, with me it is not a matter of economy; it is a 
matter of principle. 

Mr. WARNER. If the gentleman from Arkansas will allow:a sug- 
gestion, this law was amended in 1884, when Congress authorized the 
establishment of the soldiers’ homeat Leavenworth, What the gentle- 
man has read is the general law, and if this bill simply read that the 
same class of soldiers with the same disabilities should be admitted into 
the homes which the States establish as are admitted into the national 
homes for disabled soldiers, the effect would be the same, The lan- 
guage of the existing law is simply copied in this bill. 

Mr, LAIRD. Let me call the attention of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas to a provision which I think checks the danger that he seems 
to anticipate. I read, beginning in the twelfth line of the bill: 

The pare S auau persone Sipi maono aye soy State A receive ged ania 
ment uncer sS 3 n Board o: 
National Home for Disabled Voluntear Soldiers EFE PEA poo serpin it may 

prescribe, 

Now, if any fault is to be found with the possible abuse of power by 
the board, that of course is not a thing for which the Committee on 
Military Affairs or the Congress of the United States is responsible. . 

Mr. ROGERS. Ido not want to consume time, but I have just a 
word or two tosay. There are many provisions in this bill which do 
not meet my approbation. In the first place, I dislike very much to 
see Congress enter into a co-partnership with the States. In my judg- 
ment we had better keep the lines between the States and the General 
Government well delineated. The second objection that I have to the 
bill is that we make a surrender of the money of the General Govern- 
ment to the States, without any such control of the management of 
these homes as will enable the General Government to see that the 
money is properly expended and the parties properly taken care of. 

On the other hand, if a power of regulation and control on the part 
of the General Government be asserted, then you are doing a thing 
which the Constitution does not warrant; you are undertaking to con- 
trol the institutions of a State. So that upon either horn of the di- 
lemma this matter is to me seriously objectionable. 

It is true I do not profess to know anything about the management 
of these homes, and I have had very little to do with matters connected 
with the military arm of the service. It is with much diffidence that 
I consume a moment upon a matter of this kind. But to my mind 
this bill is seriously objectionable from every aspect in which it can be 
viewed, and I can not vote for it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Now, let us have a vote. 

Mr. GIFFORD. ‘There are two or three formal amendments which _ 
I would like to offer. 


I mean that the language which you have read is the 
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Mr. TOWNSHEND. I want to say to my friend from Dakota [Mr. 
GIFFORD] that by submitting amendments now he is simply imperil- 
ing the bill, because according to the understanding among members 
of the committee this bill must be withdrawn unless it be acted upon 
very shortly. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I only desire to insert the word “‘Territory.”’ 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman offer that amendment? 

Mr. GIFFORD. At the suggestion of gentlemen of the Military 
Committee, who think the bill may be imperiled by offering amend- 
ments, I withhold my amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. I wish to call the attention of the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. LAIRD], who, I believe, has control of this bill, to what 
seems to me to be a very awkward and inaccurate wording in the first 
section. The language is: ‘‘ Provided such disabilities were not in- 
curred in any war against the United States,” or words substantially 
like those. 

Now, the gentleman knows, and I know—— 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. My colleague [Mr. ApAms] will allow me to 
make a suggestion. There is an understanding on the part of the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs that any bill, the consideration of which shall 
occupy more than fifteen minutes, shall be withdrawn. This bill has 
now occupied half an hour, and if the time is to be consumed by con- 
tinued argument or inquiry I shall feel it incumbent upon me, in the 
interest of many other bills which I think will meet with no serious 
opposition, to withdraw the bill. 

Mr. ADAMS. I do not propose to make any argument. If my col- 
league had waited patiently for a moment he would have found—— 

Mr. LAIRD. I appreciate the point of the gentleman. My answer 
is that under our instructions we have made this bill in accordance 
with the Senate bill. : 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, itis inaccurately drawn. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Then, it ought not to be passed. 

Mr. LAIRD. Itis not so inaccurate as to be objectionable. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment. Under the bill in 
its present form the State of Massachusetts, which has expended, in 
caring for its soldiers, something like $18,000,000, may not be compre- 
hended. I therefore move to amend by inserting, in line 4, after the 
word ‘‘establish,’’ the words “‘or which support wholly or in part.” 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I wish to ask the gentleman from Ne- 
braska whether this bill in its terms applies to the Territories ? 

Mr. GIFFORD. That is the amendment I desired to offer. 

Mr. LAIRD. That does not affect this amendment. 

Mr. McMILLIN. What is the object of this amendment? 

Mr. LAIRD. The object is this: It allows the State of Massachu- 
setts to receive such benefit as it may be entitled to receive under the 
general provisions of this bill, but which without the amendment it 
might not receive or which it might be questionable whether it would 
tee, i does not enlarge the bill at all. [Cries of “Vote!” 

‘ ote ! LEA 

Mr. McMILLIN. Ido not understand yet the evil which the gen- 
tleman seeks to correct. What is the remedy desired? 

Mr. LODGE. The State home of Massachusetts was established 
largely by private benevolence, in the first place, and afterwards char- 
tered by the State, there being over $200,000 of private subscriptions 
to establish the home, It was established as a private home at first. 
‘The State gives to the home $20,000 a year, but the bill would exclude 
it because $200,000 were given by private subscriptions. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Is that the object of the amendment? 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; that is the object of the amendment. 

Mr. LAIRD’s amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Imovetoinsert,afterthe word ‘‘States’’ 
wherever it occurs, the words ‘‘or Territories.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STEELE. Imove,after line 4,to insert ‘‘and orphans of soldiers 
and sailors.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

TheCHAIRMAN,. Thequestion recurs on laying the bill aside with 
the recommendation that it do pass as amended. 

The c»mmittee divided; and there were—ayes 69, noes 13. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum has voted. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The point of no quorum practically destroys 
the session for this evening, and if it is insisted upon I must withdraw 
the bill and take up some other business. 

Mr. DORSEY. ‘The gentleman from Texas agrees to let the com- 
mittee rise, when he will ask for a vote in a full House. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman withdraw his point of no 
quorum ? 

Mr. KILGORE. I do, with the understanding that the bill shall go 
over to be voted on in a full House. 

Mr, LAIRD. Let the bill be reported to the House. 

Mr. KILGORE. I do not object to that. 

So tle motion to lay the bill aside to be reported to the: House with 
the recommendation that it do pass as amended was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 7939) 
to provide aid to State homes for the support of dis.bled soldiers and 
sailors of the United States, their widows and orphaus, will be re- 


ported to the House with the recommendation that it be laid on the 
table. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND moved that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCREARy having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DOCKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House had had under consideration the special 
order, and had directed him to report back with amendments the bill 
(S. 2116) to provide aid to State homes for the support of disabled sol- 
diers and sailors of the United States; and also the bill (H. R. 7939) 
to provide aid to State homes for the support of disabled soldiers ard 
sailors of the United States, their widows and orphans, with the rec- 
ommendation that it be laid on the table. 


ALFRED PLEASONTON. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I will yield now to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. HOOKER]. 

Mr. HOOKER. I call upfor consideration the bill (H. R. 2972) au- 
thorizing the President to appoint and retire Alfred Pleasonton a brig- 
adier-general, with the rank and grade of colonel, which has been re- 
turned from the Senate with an amendment. I propose to move to 
non-concur in the amendment of the Senate and agree to the conference 
asked on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses. ò 

The amendment of the Senate was read, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out all after the word “States,” down to and includin 
the word “State,” in line 6, and insert “‘ major.” Page 1, line 8, strike out “‘ col- 
onel” and insert “‘major;” also amend the title. 

Mr. HOOKER. Thisbill which comes from the Senate with an amend- 
ment is precisely the same sort of a bill the House has passed in refer- 
ence to General P. F. Smith. Both were generals in the Army at the 
close of the war. General Pleasonton served forty-four years and was 
retired as major-general of volunteers precisely aå in the case just passed. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I have examined the case which has passed, and 
I find when he resigned he was only a major. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The gentleman is mistaken. 

Mr. McMILLIN. That is in the report. 

Mr. HOOKER. I refer to the caseof General Pleasonton. I concedo 
he was a major at the time he entered into the Army, but was retired 
as a major-general at the close of the war. He served from his grad- 
uation at West Point up to the conclusion of the war. 

When the biil left the House it proposed to retire him as a colonel. 
It came back from the Senate with an amendment to retire him as a 


major. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. What was his rank at the time he re- 
tired from the Army? 

Mr. HOOKER. He was a colonel at the time he retired, but he was 
a major-general in the volunteers. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I understand the Military Committee 
of the Senate have a rule which governs them in these matters, and 
that is the reason it has changed it from colonel to major. 

Mr. HOOKER. Precisely; and exactly.the same might apply to the 
other case which has just been acted upon. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. That may be—— 

Mr. HOOKER. And I insist, as the House passed a bill retiring 
him with the rank of colonel for his long service, that whatever may 
be the rule of the Senate in regard to these matters, as suggested by the 
gentleman, I hope the House will insist upon its own action and non- 
concur. ‘he Senate has appointed a committee of conference, and 
asked a conference with the House. This shows that it is an o 
queruon to be considered between the two Houses. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!”’ 
“Vote! 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Ifthe Senate has passed upon the mat- 
ter and the statementis correct that this gentleman only held the rank 
of major at the time of retiring, it seems to me that is as high a rank 
as he should hold under this bill. 

Mr. HOOKER. Well, let it be settled in the conference. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Why not settle it right here? 


Mr. KEAN. I move that the House concur in the Senate amend- 
ment, 
TheSPEAKER pro tempore. That motion takes precedence. 


Mr. HOOKER. The Senate asks a conference with the House upon 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. But that will be done away with if the 
House concurs in the Senate amendment; and I see no reason why he 
should not be retired simply as a major. 

Mr HOOKER. Thisis not an isolated case. We have retired many 
other officers upon a higher rank than they had at the time of leaving 
the Army. We haveretired them on the rank they held in the volun- 
teer service. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois, Well, if we have done wrong before I 
hope we will not repeat it now. 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri. As I understand it, this will grant 
some measure of relief in conference. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I move to concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New Jersey has 
already submitted that motion. 

Mr. HOOKER. I hope the House will yote the proposition down. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. I hope the House will not. There is 
no reason why he should be retired at a higher grade than he held in 
the regular Army. 

The question was taken on the motion of Mr. KEAN to concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 39, noes 49. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. HOOKER. I now renew my motion to non-concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment and agree to the conference asked by the Senate. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. HOOKER moved to reconsider the yote by which the motion 
was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be Jaid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


AID TO STATE HOMES FOR SUPPORT OF DISABLED SOLDIERS. 


TOWNSHEND. I now yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CUTCHEON]. 

Mr. LAIRD. Let me first dispose of the bill (S. 2116) to provide 
aid to State homes for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors of 
the United States, reported from the Committee of the Whole a few 
moments ago. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Let that come up with the rest of the batch. I 
object to taking up any further time in its consideration now. 

. Mr. LAIRD. It will take but afew moments, Let it pass its third 

reading, and after the previous question is ordered upon its passage, 
let it go over to the full House on the objection made by the gentle- 
man from Texas. I ask unanimous consent that that course be pur- 

Mr. KILGORE. I desire to reserve the right to amend this bill also. 

Mr. LAIRD. Then I ask unanimous consent that this bill may be 
taken up, read the third time, and the previous question be ordered 
upon its passage, accompanied with the right of amendment, and then 
go over. 

Mr. KILGORE. I understand that when the bill passes to its en- 
grossment and third reading, the right of amendment is cut off. 

Mr. LAIRD. But I ask consent to have that right granted to the 
piesa notwithstanding the operation of the previous question. 

at will be reserved. y 

The SPEAKER -pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska that this bill be now ordered to a third 
reading? 

‘There was no objection. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now recurs on the pas- 
sage of the bill; and the gentleman from Nebraska asks unanimous 
consent that the previous question be considered as ordered upon the 
bili, and that it go over to be called up hereafter with the right of 
amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the bill H. R. 
7939, of the same title with the bill just acted upon, will be laid upon 
the table. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


BONDS OF DISBURSING OFFICERS. 


Mr. CUTCHEON. By direction of the committee I now call up the 
bill (H. R. 8873) in relation to bonds of disbursing officers and to 
monthly payments of the Army. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of War may accept a personal bond, or 
the bond of an incorporated guaranty company, for the faithful d of 
the duties of any disbursing officer of the Army, and such bond shall be in lieu 
of former bonds of such officer in respect to liabilities accruing subsequent to 
date of approval of said bond. i 

Seo. 2, That the number of paymasters in the Army with the rank of major 
shall be fixed at forty, and the Army shall hereafter bo paid monthly, when- 
ever the Secretary of War shall in his discretion so direct. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The report in this case is quite lengthy, cover- 
ing four closely-printed pages; but I think I can make a statement of 
one minute that will cover the entire case. 

Mr. ABBOTT. Isk for the reading of the report. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. This is urgently recommended by the Secretary 
of War and the Paymaster-General in their last annual reports, and 
specially recommended in letters shown in the report. It will take 
fifteen minutes to read the report, at least. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the gentleman from Texas will allow 
a statement to be made in place of the reading of the report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas has de- 
manded the reading of the report. 

The report (by Mr. CurcHEON) was read, as follows: 


The bill in question has been submitted to the of War, and the re- 
sponses of the Secretary and the Pauymaster-General are herewith submitted. 

Section 1 provides for the substitution of a bond of an incorporated guaranty 
company for the —— bond of such officer, and that the said bond shall be 
in Jicu of former bonds, 


At present all bonds are cumulative, and no matter how many bonds may be 
subsequently given the original bondsmen are still held. 

This seems to be an unnecessary hardship on disbursing officers. The Gov- 
ernment can rome Mac itself by having a full settlement with the officer. on 
accepting a new bond. 

The present system makes it almost impossible for an Army disbursing oM- 
cer to procure bonds. 

‘The second section fixes the number of paymasters inthe Army atforty, which 
was the number at the beginningof this year, On Murch 9,one paymaster was 
retired, leaving thirty-nine in service. s 

Attention is directed to the report of the Paymaster-General, 

By the act of July 5, 1884, it was provided that the number of paymasters 
with the rank of jor should be limited to twenty-nine, and that no vacancies 


should be filled until the number is reduced to twenty-eight. 
The Paym: neral says: “This ment is crippled the reduction 
of its force.” He concludes by saying, “I earnestly recommend the passage of 


the bill.” 

The provision in regard to monthly payments is not mandatory, but permis- 
sory only; and. in fact, is no more than a legislative approval of a power already 
conferred upon the Secretary of War. 

In this connection the following extracts from the annual report of the Pay- 
master-General are appended: 

“As there seemed to bea constant and pressing demand from the enlisted 
men of the Army for more frequent payments, and it was urged by many ofi- 
cers that payments to the troops at short intervals would tend to check deser- 
tion and improve the morale of the Army, I addressed a letter to the Adjutant- 
General of the Army, requesting that the necessary orders directing that the 
troops at the twenty-nine following-named posts be mustered for pay on July 
81, 1387, and monthly thereafter: 


“ List of posis (0 be paid monthly, 

“1, Fort Wood, New York Harbor. 

“2. Fort Columbus, New York Harbor, 

“3, Fort Wadsworth, New York Harbor. 

“4. Fort Hamilton, New York Harbor. 

“5, Fort Schuyler, New York Harbor. 

“6, David's Island, New York Harbor. 

“7, Willet’s Point, New York Harbor. 

“a y Hook, New Jersey. 

“9, Fort Warren, Boston Harbor, Massachusotts, 

“10, Fort Niagara, New York. 

“11l, Fort Porter, New York. 

“12, Fort Wayne, Michigan. 

“*13, Newport Barracks, Kentucky. 

“14. Washington Barracks, District of Columbia, 

“15. Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 

“16, Leavenworth Military Prison. 

“17, Jefferson Barracks, Missouri. 

“18, Fort Omaha, Nebraska. 

“19, Salt Lake City Barracks, Utah. 

“20, Fort Douglas, Utah. 

“21, Fort Snelling, Minnesota. Å 

22, Post of San Antonia, Texas. 

“23. Fort Bliss, Texas, 

“24. San Diego Barracks, California, 

“25. Fort Lowell, Arizona. 

“26. Fort Mason, California. 

**27, Presidio of San Francisco, California, 

“28. Vancouver Barracks, Washington Territory. 

“29, Fort Walla Walla, Washington Territory. 

“To this list at subsequent dates were added the following six posts: 

“30. Fort Myer, Virginia; 

“31. Watertown Arsenal, Massachusetts ; 

“32, Angel Island, California ; 

“33. Alcatraz Island, California; 

“34. Fort McHenry, Maryland; 

“35. Fortress Monroe, Virginia ; 

“and the various recruiting rendezvous, 

‘The posts selected were those in the vicinity of the stations of paymasters, 
and were so chosen because the additional payments could be made without 
any additional cost to the Government except a slight outlay in a few instances 
where a small amount of travel expenses would be incurred. 

“Since the system has been inaugurated I have had numerous requests to ex- 
tend it to the more isolated posts, where it was claimed that the advantages to 
be derived from it would be more sensibly felt, but I was forced to deny them, 
as with my present available force of officers it would be impossible to pay all 
ae poss so situated owing to time necessarily consumed in traveling to and 

rom them, 

“ If it is deemed to be in the interests of the service that the system of monthly 
pa ments be extended to the entire Army, I would recommend that the act of 

uly 5, 1834, be so amended as to limit the number of paymasters to forty, the 
number now in the Department, I would further recommend that the proviso 
of said act be amended so as to read: ‘That hereafter any paymaster of the 
rank of major who has served twenty years in the United States Army asa 
commissioned officer shall, upon his own pyres or by direction of the 
President, be placed upon the retired-list of the Army.’ 

“T would again invite attention toa recommendation in a former report in 
the matter of pnymasters’ bonds. It is held by the accounting officers of the 
Treasury that each bond given by a paymaster is a continuing bond from the 
date of its approval so long as the officer is in service under his current commis- 
sion, notwithstanding a new bond is required from him every four years or 
oftener if the interests of the service demand it. Under such a ryling pay- 
masters experience great difficulty in obtaining sureties. 

“While a person may be willing to assume a responsibility which will extend 
through a limited period, he will hesitate to assume one to which no limit is 
fixed, and from which he can obtain no release. The legislation which has been 
enacted to remedy this evil in the matter of bonds of collectors of internal rev- 
nue (20 Statutes, page 327) and of postmasters (Revised Statutes, 3827) should 
be extended to the bonds of paymasters. I would further recommend, as a mat- 
ter of relief to paymasters, $ the bond of an approved guaranty company bo 
are as security. 

“The bonds of such companies are accepted by very many of our leading 
railroad and express companies, banking and insurance institutions, for the 
faithful discharge of the financial trust of their employés. If this facility to 
bond were extended to ag hea aoc the Department could then with propriety 
ask the enactment of the legislation necessary to require the paymaster to re- 
bond within a specified date, or in the eventof his failure to do so todeclare his 
commission vacated. As the law now stands, the Department has no option in 
case an officer declines to bond beyond placing him on waiting orders with full 


+ 
Pithe following extracts from the annual report of the Secretary of War aro 
also appended: 


“ [Extracts from the annual report of the Secretary of War, 1887.] 


“On the subject of paymasters’s bonds, I quote the remarks of the Paymas- 


1888. 
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ter-General, with the recommendation that thechange be extended to all officers 
of the Department and the Army who are ha ae give bond. 

* It is held by the accounting officers of the ry that each bond given by 
a paymaster is a continuing bond from the date of its approval so long as the 

Y is in service under his current commission, notwi ding a new bond 
o on Se from him every four years, or oftener, if the interests of the service 
mand. 

“ Under such a ruling paymasters experience great difficulty in obtaining se- 
curities. While a n may be willing to assume a resposibility which will 
extend through a limited period, he will hesitate to assume one to which no 
limit is fixed, and from which he can obtain no release. The legislation which 
has been enacted to remedy this evil in the matter of bonds of collectors of in- 
ternal revenue (20 Stats,, pase 827) and of postmasters (Rey. Stat., sec. 3827) 
should be extended to the bonds of paymasters. As a matter of relief to pay- 
masters, I would further recommend that the bond of an approved guaranty 
company be accepted as security.” 

s s s e s E e 


In view of the recommendations of the Paymaster-General and the approval 
herr paed by the Secretary of War, and believing that the relief provided the 


just and sound in policy, the committee recommend that the bill do pass. 
nications with the W. 


The commu ar Department are attached as a part hereof. 


Wan DEPARTMENT, PAYMASTER-GENERAL'S OFFICE, 
Washington, March 16, 1888. 

Sim: I have the honor to return herewith the letter of Hon. B. M. Curcnzoy, 
of the 12th instant, inclosing a copy of a proposed bill proniting: for monthly 
poroen to the Army and ng the number of paymasters at forty, referred 

this office, with the following remarks : 

The number of paymasters in service January 1,1888, was forty. On the 9th 
Instant, by retirement of one, this number was reduced to thirty-nine. 

The act of July 5, 1884, limits the number to twenty-nine majors, and provides 
that no vacancies can be filled until that number is reduced to twenty-eight. 

The effect of section 2 of the proposed bill will be to stop further depletion in 
the number, and permit the appointment, when vacancies occur, of such num- 
bers as will be required to maintain the number of majors at forty. 

This Department is crippled by the reduction of its force. It is not pona 
with the number reduced, to pay the Army promptly each month and to sup- 
ply the other demands npon it. 

he available force is now actively employed on disbursing duty. While all 
other bureaus of the War Department have from one to four officers on bureau 


one in this on the pay department has none, 
The only available officer who could, without injury to the service, be taken 
from the dut; payi troops is now overburdened with his disbursing duties 
in Paying claims for k pay and bounty under the recent deficiency bills. 
‘here are now over 12,000 of these claims, recently received from the anditor, 
who has notified the claimants that the pay department is now ready to pay 
them. All these claimants expect immediate remittance. 
It is not within the range of possibilities for the single officer available for this 
duty to pay these claims until late in the coming summer. 
I earnestly recommend the of the bill, as the efficiency of the Depart- 
ment zea Pa Aaa neea of July 5, 1884, continues in force. 
ery y, your o! ent servant, 
Poman Sari A 
ymaster-Ge |, Unit es Army. 
Tho SECRETARY or Wan. 


Oficial copy. Aep de 


WM. B. 9 
Paymaster-General, United States Army. 
War DEPARTMENT, Washington City, May 2,1838. 

Sre: In reply to your request of the 24th ultimo for the views of this Depart- 
ment upon Howse bill 8578, th Congress, first session, “in relation to bonds 
of disbursing officers and to monthly payments of the Army,” I bave the honor 
to invite attention to the inclosed report of the 30th ultimo, on the subject, with 
its py rpenae fond papers, from the Paymaster-General, expressing the opinion 
that the pra ion for accepting from disbursing officers personal bonds, or the 
bonds of incorporated guaranty companies, would afford a much needed relief 
to those Dpape PEES view is concurred in by this Department, 

In regard to fixing the number of paymasters, as provided by section 2 of the 
bill, I inclose a copy of Department letter of the 23d of March last to Hon. B. M. 
Crrcimon, ex; ng the views of the Department on the subject. 

It may be added that legislation to effect monthly oe of the Army is 
unnecessary, as it isin the power of the Secretary of War to direct such pay- 
ariei as has been ita in many cases. 

ery respecti y, tA 
S. V. BENET, 


Brigadier-General, Chief of Ordnance, and Acting Secretary of War. 
Hon. R. W. TOWSSHEND, 
Chairman on Mililary Affairs, House of Representatices. 


‘Wan DEPARTMENT, PAYMASTER-GENERAL’s OFFICE, 
Washington, April 30, 1888. 

Sin: I have the honor to return herewith H. R. 8873, a bill in relation to bonds 
of disbursing officers; fixing the number of paymasters in the Army at forty, 
and paying the Army monthly, referred to me for report. 

I am of opinion that the l lation asked in relation to the bonds of disburs- 
ing officers will afford a much-needed relief to the disbursing officers of this De- 
partment. I have in repeated reports urged that the attention of Congress 
should be called to this subject, and would invite attention to my remarks 
thereon in my last annual report (page 5), and eh goed recommendation thatthe 
benefits be extended to all disbursing officers of the War Department and the 
Army in your report for 1837, page 23. 

In thematter of monthly payments to the Army, I inclose a copy of my letter 
in reply to the letter of Hon. M. B. Corcizon on this subject, and to pages 2.and 
3 of my last report. 

Very respectfully, your obedicnt servant, 
WM. B. ROCHESTER, 
Pa;master-Gencral, United States Army. 
Tho Hon, SECRETARY or Wan. 


WAR DerartTxent, Washington City, March 23,1838. 


Sim: I have the honor to return herewith the proposed bill providing for 
monthly payments to the Army, and fixing the number of paymasters at forty, 
formation with regard tothe second section. 


sent me on 12 for inf 


“ment concerning it, perhaps the gentleman 


The report of the Paymaster-General, which accompanies this, will, it is be- 
lieved, explain this section fully. 

As in the course of the reduction called for by the act of July 5, 1884, the Pa 
Department has only recently been reduced below the number at which it 
proposed by this Dill to fix it, longer experience will be wanted before report 
can be made as to whether the extreme limit of reduction consistent with eM- 
ciency has been reached. 

Very respectfully, your obediont scryant. 
WILLIAM C. ENDICOTT, 
Secretary of War. 
Hon. B. M, CUTCHEON, 
House of R ives. . 

Mr. ROGERS. I want to ask the gentleman how many paymasters 
we have now in the Army ? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Thirty-nine. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. There were forty, but there are now thirty-nine. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. McMILLIN. If I may be indulged one moment, I would like 
to state that I remember when I first came to Congress, about nine 
years ago, there was an effort to reduce the number of these paymasters. 
It was attempted by many, and claimed by a portion at least, and 
Iam not sure but the majority, of the Committee on Military Affairs 
that forty were not needed. We struggled and struggled along and 
never could repeal the law; they had too much influence to permit 
that to be done. Finally we did repeal it, and there was a provision 
made that when, on account of accidents, deaths, or retirements, there 
were any vacancies eccurring, they should not be filled until it reached 
the limit of twenty-eight. Now, this bill p to break that limit 
and to put it back to forty. I suppose the object is not on the part of 
the committee, but on the part of others, and that the War Department 
may want to fill vacancies. There is a vacancy there, and if this limit 
can be removed any vacancies will be filled. 

The gentleman from Missouri will remember the struggle we had to 
get that limit cut down, and it could not be claimed by any military 
man in the United States that it will take forty men to pay twenty-odd 
thousand soldiers. 

Mr.. ROGERS rose. 

Mr. CUTCHEON, As I catled up the bill and have made no state- 
from Arkansas [Mr. RoG- 
ERS] will permit me to make a statement. 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentleman to make a statement. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. ‘This bill attempts to do two things: First, to ro- 
lieve paymasters of the Army in respect to their bonds. At the pres- 
ent time paymasters’ bonds are cumulative. He may be required to 
give an addition as often as the Department may call upon him, 

Under the present system he gives bonds when he enters zen the 
service, and a few years afterwards he gives another bond, and then a 
few years later another, butall the time the first bond remains in force, 
even to the end of his period of service, and there is no possibility of 
being relieved of it. By reason of this it has become very difficult in- 
deed for paymasters and other disbursing officers of the Army to secure 
bonds. The first feature of the bill is that it allows a paymaster, in- 
stead of giving a personal or individual bond, to give the bond of an 
indemnity corporation. 

That is recommended by the Paymaster-General and assented to by 
the Secretary of War. ‘The second feature of the bill is in respect to 
monthly paymeats instead of bimonthly payments. Heretofore for a 
long period of time the Army has been paid bimonthly, once in sixty 
days. Within the past two or three years a movement has been inau- 
gurated in favor of monthly payments, and theSecretary of Warhas tried 
that plan with great satisfaction to the Army and to all concerned, 

Last year, as will be seen by the statement of the Department, such 
payments were made at thirty-five posts, and it is now proposkd to 
extend the system of monthly payments to all the posts; in other 
words, to double the amount of work heretofore done by the paymas- 
ters of the Army. That is the second feature of the bill, and it is de- 
sired by.the Army, by the Paymaster-General, and by all concerned. 
Following that, the third feature is to retain the number of paymasters 
at forty. At the time theact of 1884 spoken of by the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] was passed, I think the number of pay- 
masters in the service was fifty-two, and it was proposed by that bill 
that no vacancies should be filled until the whole number had been 
reduced to twenty-nine. 

Mr. MACDONALD. What is the present number of the Army? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The present number is limited to twenty-five 
thousand men—forty regiments besides the posts. 

Mr. SPINOLA. ‘There are eighteen thousand on the rolls. — 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The Army is scattered, of course, over a vast 
extent of territory. I was about to say that at the beginning of this 
year the number of paymasters was forty. Since the beginning of the 
year, and before this report was prepared, one had been retired, leaving 
the number thirty-nine. The Paymaster-General in his response to 
the committee says: 

Tt is not within the range of possibility for the single officer available for this 
duty to pay these claims until Inte in the coming summer, I earnest'y recom- 
mend the passage of the bill, as the efticiency of the Department can not be 
maintained if the act of July 5, 18%, continues in force. 

Mr. ROGERS. What is that act? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The one that forbade filling of vacancies until 
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the total number of paymastcrs should have been reduced to twenty- 
nine. 

Mr. ROGERS, Iwenttoask one question for information, because, 
as I said before, [am not very familiar with the military arm of the 
Government. Are these paymasters officers in the Army ? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. They are majors in the Army. 

Mr. ROGERS. And their salaries are increased by reason of their 
acting as paymasters ? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I think not. They have the rank of major. 

Mr. ROGERS. But their pay is increased, is it not, by reason of 
their acting as paymasters ? 

Mr. MAISH. No; they are appointed from civil life. 

Mr. McMILLIN. But they are put on the retired-list. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iam satisfied this bill will not pass to-night; 
and I therefore ask my friend from Michigan not to insist upon its 
present consideration. 

Mr. ROGERS. With two amendments, I should not object to the 
bill. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I think that toa part of the bill there will be 
no objection whatever—the feature in regard to the bond, and the en- 
actment of that will be a great relief. 

Mr. ROGERS. Let us goon with the bill fora moment. Would 
not the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CurcHron] accept an amend- 
ment inserting, after the word ‘‘ company,” in section 1, the words 
‘tor both,” so as to allow the Department to take the bond of an in- 
demnity company or an individual bond, or both? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Iwill accept that. It will then be in the dis- 
reetion of the Secretary. 

Mr. ROGERS. Then I propose to amend section 2 so as to make it 
read: ‘‘That the Army shall hereafter be paid monthly whenever the 
Secretary of War, in his discretion, shall so direct.” 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Iwould rather accept that than not have any 
legislation on this subject. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Does this bill propose to increase the number of 


paymasters ? 
Mr. ROGERS. It makes an increase of one, as I understand it. 
Mr. SPINOLA. Iam opposed to it if it increases the number a single 
one. 


Mr. CUTCHEON. With the amendment it would not affect the 
number at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the first amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Arkansas [ Mr. ROGERS]. 


‘The Clerk read as follows: 
Iu section 1, after the word “company,” insert the words “ or both.” 


The amendment was to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out in section 2, the words “the number of paymasters in the Army 
with the rank of paymaster shall be fixed at forty and ;’’ so as to make it read: 

“That the Army shall be paid hereafter monthly whenever the Secretary of 
War in his discretion shall so direct.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I move toamend by inserting after the 
word ‘‘disbursing,’’ in line 5, of section 1, the words ‘‘or other.” 
Other officers than disbursing officers are required, as I understand, to 
give bonds. Let them have the same privilege of giving a personal 
bond, or the bond of a guaranty company. 

The amendment of Mr. BAKER, of New York, was agreed to. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I wish toinquire what is the necessity of au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War to accept a personal bond, or the bond 
of an incorporated guaranty company? Does that change the existing 
law? Can he not do so now? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. This provision is in the alternative; the Secre- 
tary of War may accept either or may require both. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. CUTCHEON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was to. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I move to amend the title of the bill 
by inserting, after the word “‘ disbursing,” the words “‘or other.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

GENERAL WILLIAM F. SMITH. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I now ask that final action be taken on the 
bill (H. R. 9396) for the relief of General William F. Smith. 

The amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole were 
read, as follows: 

In line 6 strike out * r-general ” and insert “colonel.” 

Strike out the last three lines of the bill, as follows: 


“But this proviso shall be no barto claims for pension that the widow or chil- 
dren or other heirs of said William F. Smith may have after his decease.” 


The amendments were adopted. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading. 
AF ay KILGORE. I call for the reading of the engrossed copy of the 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the gentleman will not stop our pro- 
ceedings by making such a demand. He knows very well that the 
bill is not engrossed, and can not be engrossed to-night. 

Mr. KILGORE. I think a bill of this importance ought to be con- 
sidered by the House when a quorum is present. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If the gentleman raises the question of a quo- 
rum, we may as well know it now. I did not suppose the gentleman 
would stop our proceedings in this way. 

Mr. KILGORE. Iam willing to let the bill go over to be voted on 
when a quorum is present. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If the previous question may be recognized 
as ordered on the passage of the bill, I am willing that the vote be 
taken to-morrow morning in the House. 

Mr. KILGORE. Reserving the right to present amendments. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. With the understanding that the previous 
question is ordered on the passage of the bill, if the gentleman wants 
to offer an amendment in the House, I will even consent to that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
KILGORE] state the proposition ? 

Mr. KILGORE. The gentleman from Illinois can state it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, As I understand, the gentleman is willing 
that the previous question be considered as ordered upon the passage 
of the bill, provided he may have the right to offer an amendment, 
and that the vote be taken in the House to-morrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the Chair understands, the demand 
for the reading of the engrossed bill is withdrawn. 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes, sir. 

The bill was read the third time. 
es PEPAKER pro tempore. The question is now on the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. On that question it was the understanding 
that the previous question be ordered — 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois moves 
the previous question—— A 

Mr. KILGORE. Reserving the right to amend. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And that the previous question be considered 
as ordered upon such amendment as may be offered by the gentleman 
from Texas. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be made. 


In the absence of objection that order 
The Chair hears no objection. 


GENERAL ALFRED PLEASONTON. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore announced the appointment of Mr. 
Hooker, Mr. TOWNSHEND, and Mr. GEAR as conferees on the part of 
the House upon the bill (H. R. 2972) authorizing the President to ap- 
point and retire Alfred Pleasonton a brigadier-general. 


WILLIAM W. AVERELL. 


Mr. MAISH. I move that the Committee of the Whole House be 
discharged from the farther consideration of the bill (S. 1650) for the 
relief of Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell, and that the House now consider 
the same as in Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pra tempore. The question is on discharging the 
Committee of the Whole House from the further consideration of this 
bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Let us hear the bill read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in view of the long and faithful services of Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. William W. Averell, United States Army, before and during the late war, 
and of severe wounds received by him in battle, the President be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, to appoint William W. Averell, brevet major-general United States 
Army and Jate brigadier-general United States Volunteers, to the position of 
captain in the Army of the United States, and to place him on the retired list of 
the Army as of that grade, the retired list being thereby increased in number 
to that extent; and all laws and parts of Jawsin conflict herewith are suspended 
for this purpose only: Provided, That from and after the passage of this act no 
pension shall be paid to the said William W. Averell, nor shall any compensa- 
tion be paid to him for any period prior to his Ran meeps gy under this act; but 
this proviso shall be no bar to any claims for pension that the widow or children 
or other heirs of the said William W. Averell may have after his decease. 


Mr. MACDONALD. I desire to say something upon this question. 

Mr. MAISH. I donot surrender the floor. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I will make my remarks very brief. 

Mr. MAISH. Before the gentleman proceeds, I desire to explain 
briefly that the bill on this subjectreported by the House committee pro- 
posed to retire General Averell with the rank of colonel. This Senate 
bill proposes to retire him with the rank of captain. We are satisfied 
to allow the Senate bill to pass, retiring General Averell with the rank 
of captain, the rank which be had when he entered the volunteer 
service and the rank which he held in the regular Army. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I wish to say a word in explanation of my po- 
sition here. In the early part of the session I introduced a bill in the 
nature of a general law providing for placing distinguished officers on 
the retired-list. That bill has not been reported to the House. Neither 
has the bill of a general nature introduced by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SPINOLA]. In the mean time several bills have been in- 
troduced here in favor of particular officers and I give notice 
that I shall insist hereafter that there shall be ageneral law covering all 
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these cases, so that there can be no partiality shown to any particular 
officer. 

Mr. MAISH. Mr. Chairman, this case has merits not possessed by 
others. General Averell retired from the Army in 1865 from wounds 
received in battle. At the time he resigned there was no retired-list in 
the Army. In less than one year and three months afterwards alaw 
was passed providing for placing distinguished officers, as General 
Averell when he resigned, on the retired-list. 

In my judgment General Averell has a right to ask to be retired. 
He resigned from wounds received in the service of his aney: He 
asks to be put in the same position he would have been in if he bad 
postponed his resignation for one year and three months longer. 

There is a principle in this case which does not exist in the other 
bills which have been passed to-night. The case of General Averell 
presents merits not possessed by other cases, and I hope he will be ac- 
corded the same consideration at least which has been granted to the 
cases of other officers to-night. Iam willing that this case shall be 
put upon the same footing with the other cases and that it shall go 
over if necessary. I think it is unjust, however, not to allow this te 
go through when the other bills were permitted to 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
moves to di e the Committee of the Whole from the further con- 
sideration of the bill indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

Mr. McMILLIN, Irise for the purpose of offering the same amend- 
ment to this bill which I have offered to the other. Ido not think it 
would be well to vary from the custom of not allowing pensions to wid- 
ows of officers on the retired-list. . 

Mr. MAISH. Let the gentleman indicate his amendment. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I move to strike out the words which I ask the 
Clerk to read, 

The Clerk read as follows: _ 

Strike out the following words: 

“ But this proviso shall be no bar to any claim for pension that the widow or 
children or other heirs of the said William W. Avere!! may have after his de- 
cease,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
as amended to a third reading. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Isit proposed to press this bill to-night not- 
withstanding what I have said? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Itis. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I give notice, then, that I shall call for a 
quorum. 

Mr. MAISH. As a matter of course if the gentleman persists in 
treating this bill differently from other bills he can do so; but itseems 
tò meit should have as much consideration as bills in the other cases 
which have not as great merits as is possessed by the case of General 
Averell. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I supposed when I heard the case of General 
Pleasonton that that would be the only one which would be pend- 
ing. The next case was that of General Smith. Now we have the case 
of General Averell. As soon as that has been gotten rid of [ am ap- 
pealed toin behalf of the case of General A. J. Smith. I mustobject to 
the whole Smith family getting in and the favorites of others, when my 
friends, having as gallant a record as any, are left out. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Will the gentleman give way to me for a moment? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I will state for the information of the gentleman 
that the Committee on Military Affairs has authorizéd me to report a 


The question is on ordering the bill 


general bill. It is now being prepared and will be submitted to the 
House in a few days. I will advise my friend from Minnesota when 
it will be ready. 


Mr. MACDONALD. By that time all of these favorites of gentle- 
men here will be through. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Oh! bless your soul, no; not a quarter of them. 

Mr. MACDONALD. This bill has been pending for two months. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Well, let poor old Averell get through this time. 
We will take care of the rest in the general bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Well, I have stated my objections. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third reading 
of the bill. ` 

The question was taken, and on a division there were—ayes 50, 
noes, 5, 

Mr. MACDONALD. No quorum. 

Mr. MAISH. Mr, Speaker, let me ask if the gentleman objects to 
the same order being made in reference to this bill as in the others; 
that is, that the previous question be considered as ordered, and that 
the bill go over with the right to amend ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I will Jet that go, but I give notice that I will 
object to all the rest. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman withdraw the 
point of no quorum ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Ido. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ordered to a third reading. 


Then the ayes have it, and the bill is 


The bill was read the third time. 
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3 e SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the passage of the 
ill. 

The bill was passed. 

Mr. MAISH. I move to reconsider the yote by which the bill was 


Mr. MATSON. I understood that the previous question was to be 
considered as ordered, but that the vote on the passage of the bill was 
not to be taken to-night. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That was the understanding. 

Mr. WEAVER. The previous question to be ordered and the vote 
to be taken to-morrow. . 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Then the gentleman must move to re- 

consider the vote by which the bill was passed. 

Mr. MAISH. If my friend insists—— - 

Mr. MACDONALD. I did not agree that this bill might be voted 
on, and did not suppose that that action was being taken. 

Mr. MAISH. Then I will ask that the other order be made. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the vote by which 
this bill was passed will be reconsidered. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. MAISH. Now, I ask unanimous consent that the same order 
be made with reference to this bill, that is to say, that the previous 
question be considered as ordered on the final passage of the bill with 
the right to amend. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Itis understood that the previous question is 
to be ordered upon the bill and upon such amendments as may be of- 
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. STEELE. I rise to a question of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STEELE. The agreement was that amendments might be of- 
fered by any gentleman, not alone by the gentleman from Minnesota, 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair understands that to hay 

been the order made. Is there objection? ‘ 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill H. R. 5239 of the same title 
will be laid on the table. 

ANDREW J. SMITH. 


ee TOWNSHEND. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GEAR]. 

Mr. GEAR. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of the 
Whole be discharged from the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
2579) authorizing the President to appoint and retire Andrew J. Smith, 
late colonel of the Seventh United States Cavalry and a major-general 
of volunteers; and that the same be considered in the House. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I4object to that. 

Mr. GEAR. Then I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole for the consideration of bills onthe Private Calen- 
dar. 

‘The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

Mr GEAR. I now ask that the bill which I have called up may bo 
read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the laws regulating appointments in the Army be, and 
they are hereby, suspended, anil suspended only for the purposes of this act; 
and the President is hereby authorized to nominate and, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, appoint Andrew J. Smith, late colonel of the Seventh 
United States Cavalry and a major-general of volunteers, a brigadier-yencral in 
the Army of the United States, und thereupon to place him, the said Andrew J. 
Smith, upon the retired-list of the Army ns such brigadier-general without regard 
and in addition to the number now authorized by law of said retired-list. 


Mr. MCMILLIN. I ask for the reading of the report. 
The report (by Mr. GEAR) was read, as follows: 


Andrew J. Smith as a soldier is well known to the entire country, 


s Nothing 
that can be said in this report can add to his distinguished name. 


He is now 
over seventy-three years of age. His military service is given in the following 
communication from the Adjutant-General, United States Army: 
“War DEPARTMENT, AvsUTANT-GENERAL’s Orricn, 
“ Washington, February 8, 1886. 
“Statement of the military service of Andrew J. Smith, late of the United States 
Army, compiled from the records of this office. 


“He was graduated at the United States Military Academy at the of 
twenty-three years and two months, and was appointed second lieutenant First 
Dragoons July 1, 1833; was promoted first lieutenant March 4, 1843; captain, 
February 16, 1847; major, May 13, 1861, and lieutenant-colonel Fifth Cavalry May 
9, 1864; appointed colonel Seventh Cavalry July 28, 1889, 
“He was mustered in as colonel Second California Cavalry October 2, 1861,and 
resigned November 13, 1861. 

“He was appointed en peg eee United States Volunteers March 17, 
1862, and major-general United States Volunteers May 12, 1564. 

'*He received the brevet of colonel United States Army April 10, 1861, ‘for 

lant and meritorious services atthe battle of Pleasant Hill, La.;’ of briga- 

ie neral United States Army March 13, 1:65, ‘for gallant and meritorious 
services at the battle of Tupelo, Miss.;’ and of major-gencral United States 
ro reg Eaton 13, 1865, ‘for gallant and meritorious services at the battle of Nash- 
ville, Tenn. s 

“ He served with his regiment on the Western frontier and Pacific coast, ex- 
cepting short intervals of detached duty and leaves of absence, from 1838 to 
1861; with the Second California Cavalry October 2, 1861, to November 13, 1861, 
when he resigned and was ordered to report to the Adjutant-General United 
States Army, under his commission as major Fifth United Cavalry. > 

~ He served as chief of STen Ropatasns of the Missouri, from February 
11 to March 11, 1862, and of the Department of the Mississippi to July 11, 1862, 
being engaged in the advance upon and siege of Corinth, April 15 to May 30, 


+ of the Tennessee to February, 1865, participating in the o 
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1862; commanding oopa at Covington, Ky., and vicinity, September 9 to Oc- 
tober 9, 1862; commanding Ten 


of Chiekasaw Bluffs, December 27-29, 1862, and on the ition to Arkansas 
Post, to January 11, 1863; in the Vicksburg campaign and operations against 
Jackson, Miss., to August 5, 1863; commanding the Sixth Division, Sixteenth 
Army Corps, and District of Columbus, Kentucky, to January 21, 1864, and Third 
Division, Sixteenth Army Corps, to March 6, 1464; commanding detachments 
(two divisions), Sixteenth and Seventeenth Army Corps, in the Red River cam- 
paign, to May 22, 1864; commanding right wing Sixteenth Army Corps, in Mis- 
sissippi and Tennessee, to September, 1564, and in pursuit of the rebel General 
Price, in Missouri, to November, 1864; commanding detachment of the Army 
tions about Nash- 
ville Tenn., under Major-General Thomas ; commanding Sixteenth Army Corps 
in the Mobile campaign and siege of Spansh Fort, Alabama), to August 8, 1865, 
strict of Montgomery, Ala., to October 25, 1865, and District of Western Louisi- 
ana until honorably mustered out of the volunteer service, January 15, 1866; on 
leave of absence and permission to delay joining his command (Seventh United 
States Cavalry), to November 26, 1866; commanding regiment and District of 
Upper Arkansas, at Forts Riley and Harker, Kansas, to September 14, 1887; com- 
manding Department of the Missouri to March 2, 1868; on leave to May 6, 1869, 


whenhe resigned. 
“R. ©. DRUM, Adjutant-General.”” 


It will be seen that at the date of his resignation (May 6, 1859) he had served 
thirty years and ten months. 

On the 1ith of July, 1870, the law was amended, providing that— 

“Where an officer has been thirty years in the service, he may, upon his own 
application, in the discretion of the President, be so retired and placed on the 
retired-list.”’ (Sec. 1243.) 

Had General Smith remained in the Army uftil the passage of that law he 
would have served over thirty-two years and could have been placed upon the 
retired-list on his own application. 

At the time of his resignation an act of Congress reduced the Army from 45 
colonels and 45 lieutenant-colonels to 25 colonels and 25 lieutenant-colonels. 

“Tt was the most ungrateful task imposed upon us by Congress," writes 
General W. T. Sherman. Then it was that General A.J. Smith, witha soldier's 
generosis, to make way for younger men, resigned as colonel of the Seventh 


walry. 
‘The following letter from General W. T. Sherman needs no explanation: 
“Sr. Louis, Mo., March 3, 1886. 


“DEAR WARNER: Having been requested to bear testimony as to the value 
of the services rendered to the Government by General Andrew J. Smith, now 
a citizen of St. Louis, I beg to state that I have had special opportunities to ob- 
serve his conduct during the past fifty years. 

“He wasa cadet at West Point when I went there in 1836. He graduated in 
1838 and went to the frontier, where he served till the Mexican war, 1816, when 
he came out to California with Cooke's battalion, and continued there and in 
Oregon up to the civil war, which he was quick to enter; and came to us at 
Shiloh in April, 1862, as a brigadier-general of volunteers, and marched with us 
to Corinth, from which time to the end of the war he was one of the pluckiest 
and best fighters of our western army. 

“ For details I refer to Cullum’s Register (volume 1, pages 566 and 567). Not 
a soldier of the western army but remembers “Old A. J.” He was with meat 
Chickasaw and Vicksburg on my Meridian march, and alter was sent by mein 
command of the two divisions detached to General Banks up Red River. His 
conduct there is described as peculiarly brilliant. After coming out of Red 
River he was sent to Tupelo, Miss., where he faigly defeated Forrest, and then 
was called to Missouri to drive Price out of the State, immediately after which 
he hastened to Nashville, where he gave material help to General Thomas in 


the great victory of Nashvill. Without rest he was sent to Mobile, which he 
assisted to capture, and at the end of the war was found at Montgomery, Ala. 
His service in the civil war was simply invaluable and can not measured 


by dollars and cents. 

“As soon as the war was over he returned to his rank in the regular Army 
as colonel of the Seventh Cavalry, on the plains, fighting the Cheyennes, Ara- 
pahoes, and Kiowas to clear the way for the Kansas Pacific Railroad. 

“Ido not remember that General Smith ever lost a day in the field from sick- 
ness; and in California, in Oregon, on the plains, and throughout the civil war 
he had the reputation of being the hardest worker and hardest fighter in the 


army. 

7 Ti believe a million of men would sign a petition that this now old, but most 
honest, faithful, uncomplaining soldier and gentleman should be restored to his 
old place on the Army ister, and retired with auy rank Congress may think 
appropriate. He was a corp commander, which the world over is that ef 
lieutenant-general, but I am told he will be satisfied with that of brigadier-gen- 
eral, I oe ncn it. 

“ Yours, v ` 
RE 7 W, T. SHERMAN, General. 
“ Hon. WILLIAM WARNER, 


* Member of Congress, of Missouri, Washington, D. C.” 
Your committee report the bill back, with the recommendation that the same 
do with the following amendment, namely : 
'o strike out in line 11 the words "as such brigadier-general,”’ and insert the 
following words in lieu thereof: ‘With the rank and grade of colonel." 

Mr. MATSON. I wish to know what the rank is. 

Mr. GEAR. He had the rank of colonel of the Seventh Cavalry. 

Mr. MATSON. But I mean the rank provided by this bill. 

Mr. GEAR. The same rank that he had in the regular Army. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The bill as amended provides for that. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment reported by the Com- 
mittee, 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I believe a colonel gets $3,600 a year? 

Mr. WARNER. No; $2,600. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Twenty-six hundred and twenty-five. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I believe that the rates of wages show that the 
average earning capacity of men in this country, taking the laboring 
people together, is about or not above $300. Some get more of course, 
but taking the farmers,and laboring’ people generally, if I remember 
accurately, the census report places the average at about that figure. 
Has this House thought at that rate of the number of men, American 
citizens, that are to be set towork to keep one man in luxury? If not, 
it is very well for them to think of it now. There is no man in whose 
behalf I believe a legislator of the United States will be justified in as- 
signing fifty or seventy-five other citizens of the United States to labor 


for his support, y after he gets out of the Army and spends a 
good part of the active portion of his life in callings looking to hisown 
financial and other advantages. I do not believe it is right. 

Mr. GEAR. He spent the days of his youth in behalf of his country. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I will not make the point of no quorum in 
reference to this or insist further upon the objections I have heretofore 
made. Ido not wish to appear captious, because I favor bills of this 
kind in meritorious cases, but I hope that the bill will take the same 
course as the others acted upon recently. 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly; I do not want the bill to have any ad- 
vantage over the others, and I am willing for that. 

Mr. ROGERS. I only wish to submit a single word. The record 
shows to-night that I am here, and I do not care to be captious and put 
obstacles in the way of measures. I have not voted for any one of these 
bills, believing it a bad principle, and I am going to vote against this 
and all others of a like character. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

MONUMENT AT FORT GREENE, BROOKLYN. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I havegot in qnite late, and Iam going to ask the 
indulgence of the committee to call up the bill H. R. 1687. You 
have heard all about the rebellion and other wars, and now I propose 
to call the attention of the committee for a few minutes to the war of 
the Revolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be ti enacied, ctc., That the sum of $50,000 be, and the same is hereby, appro- 
priated, or so muchthereof asmay be necessary, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, for the erection and com- 
pletion of a monument to the memory of the victims of prison-ships, to be 
placed at Fort Greene, Ppa cea fH State of New York: Provided, That the money 
appropriated as aforesaid shall be expended under the direction of the Secreta: 
of War, and the plans, specifications, and design for such monument shall, 
before any of the money so appropriated is expended, be first approved by the 
Secretary of War. 


Mr. ROGERS. I do not ask for the reading of the report, but I wish 
my distinguished and venerable friend would state the facts. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I will state the facts, but will first offer an amend- 
ment to restore the amount in the bill to one hundred thousand dollars, 
the sum that was in the bill when it was first reported, instead of fifty 
thousand, as itis now; and then I have one or two other amendments 
that I wish to offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman from 
New York that this bill seems to have been considered April 3 in 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and amended 
by NUE out ‘one hundred thousand ” and inserting “‘ fifty thou- 
sand. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I want to move to reconsider the vote by which 
that ametdment was made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will have to rise before that mo- 
tion can be considered, as this bill is on the Calendar of the Committee 
of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I move that the committee do now rise. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCreary having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House had had under consideration the bill (H. 
R. 2579) and had directed him to report the same back with an amend- 
ment. 

ANDREW J. SMITH. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The question is now on the amendment. 

Mr. MACDONALD. ` I understood that these bills were to go over 
until to-morrow. + 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I move that, by unanimous consent, the previous 
question be considered as ordered upon the bill and such amendments 
as may be offered, the right to amend to be reserved. 
` The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
TOWNSHEND] moves that the previous question be considered as or- 
dered on this bill, and that the right to amend be reserved. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KILGORE. I move that the House do nay adjourn. 

The motion was disagreed to. 

MONUMENT AT FORT GREENE, BROOKLYN. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I move that the House go into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 1687) for the erection and completion of a monument to 
the memory of the victims of the prison-ships at Fort Greene, Brooklyn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND.. The bill is in the House, and I will ask the 
House’to resolve itself into Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. STEELE. Task unanimous consent thatthe bill be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I withdraw my motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none; and itis so ordered. 

Mr, FELIX CAMPBELL. As one of the Representatives in this 
honorable body, I had the honor to present this bill. This is the only 
bill I have had the honor to present in the Fiftieth Congress, and it 
was done on solicitation, and on a resolution passed by the senate and 
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assembly of the State of New York, signed by the governor, unani- 
mously petitioning Congress in its favor. I also have the honor of 
stating that it was passed by the board of aldermen of the city of Brook- 
lyn, a city containing nearly a million of population, and it was also 
passed by the board of supervisors of that city, and by the Association 
of old Brooklynites, numbering four or five hundred. I would state 
that no man can enter that society unless he has beena resident of Broek- 
lyn for fifty years. 

This petition was procured by going from house to house and being 
signed by the tax-payers and other citizens of King’s County. The 
most of the old Brooklynites are tax-payers; and I presume out of the 
17,000 tax-payers in the city of Brooklyn and the County of Kings it 
is fair to say that some 8,000 or 10,000 of those tax-payers have put 
their names to the petition that these gentlemen send here, numbering 
nay 20,000. Now, I do not wish to occupy the time of the com- 

ttee. 

The bones of 11,500 men are lying there, and I think it is a stand- 
ing disgrace to this great country that these 11,500 veterans during 
that memorable war should lie there without any monument to cover 
their bones. 

The city has procured an elegant site on Fort Greene, that old place 
where the last battle on Long Island was fought under Washington, 
and where he made that celebrated retreat in the fog in the early 
morning. They have procured this place, and it is requested of this 
honorable body to make this appropriation in order that we may have 
a suitable monument to cover the place where these veterans lost their 
lives; and in a more inhuman way lives were never lost in this world. 

I will not occupy the time of the House any further, as my col- 
league [Mr. SPINOLA] and other gentlemen want to be heard on this 
question, but I will ask leave to print with my remarks a letter from 
my colleague [Hon. S. S. Cox] and a petition of the *‘Society of Old 
Brooklynites,’’ on this subject. [Applause.] . 

The letter and petition are as follows: 

1408 New HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, July 19, 1888. 


My BELOVED COLLEAGUE: RICHARD TOWNSHEND, Mr. Ford, and others of 
the Military Committee were anxious to-day that I should accede to your wish 
and come up to the Houseto-night to preside, Mr, Speaker CARLISLE indicated 
the same wish, One inducement these gentlemen presented, namely, to assist 


in maar | our splendid tribute to the Revolutionary soldiers, who were only 
proven m fighting by the cruelimprisonment within the precincts of your 
istrict. 


A hundred years have gone, and you propose to honor those suffering patriots 
by a fit and tasteful monument. I trust that. you will have no impediment for 
so patriotic and laudable a measure. j 

I was sorry to hear that you intended after this Congress to retire from pub- 
lic life. If your intention be not reconsidered, I give you my heart,and vote for 
a retiracy with such a patriotic “ act’ as the monument you propose. 

It will forever commemorate your memory also among the good people you 
have served so faithfully. 

You may not know, and no one may care to know, that all the blood I have 
is from Revolutionary folk. 

When some one ed Japa Hopkinson, the auther of “ Hail, Columbia,” 
what was the inspiration of that national lyric, he replied “that it was to in- 
spire an American spirit which should be independent of and above the inter- 
ests and passion and policy of paeis: so that we might look and feel exclu- 
sively for our honor and our rights.”’ 

is song, which, I may say with pride, was penned by one of my own blood, 
ee written for a theatrical representation in Philadelphia, had much to 
do with harmonizing the American spirit and the American Congress, which 
was sitting in that city at the time. It is even said that it was sung by members 
of Congress in the streets at night, to show their devotion to the one great 
thought of the American unity. 

Without nga Ape into the lyric and other habits of early Congressmen, may 
I hope that the members of the Fiftieth Congress—the centenary Congress, in 

they can not to-night sing my ancestral “ Hail, Columbia,” will think in 
all gentleness of the miseries of the imprisoned patriots, and build by your law 
a oe thought in enduring material, that will serve to glorify our elder 
pat - 

It is only a previous engagement, which I can not break, that prevents my 
presence to aid your generous wishes, 

With esteem, : 
8. S. COX. 

Hon, FELIX CAMPBELL, 


to the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States in Congress assembled: 


11,500 
tombed in this cit who ded during our Revolutionary war on board the 


city government, pre: 
rishable tomb for their re- 


one of the original chitece States, were 
army and na 
were killed in all the battles, both by sea and land, 
struggle for freedom. 

When it is remembered that constant and unremitting efforts were made by 
the British officers to induce these prisoners to purchase their freedom and save 


, and numbered more than 
that long and desperate 


their lives by enlisting in the service of the enemy; that many, probably the 
majority of them, had families who were suffering by reasor of their absence; 
that to remain in these horrible prisons was almost certain death, and that un- 
der all these circumstances they remained faithful to the cause in which they:had 
enlisted, and preferred death to dishonor, we must concede that they earned the 
title of ** Martyrs of the Prison Ships,” and deserve such recognition from the 
Government, to aid in the establishment of which they sacrificed their lives, as 
will show to the world that republics are not ungrateful, but that we cherish 
their memories, honor their devotion to their country,and will erect such an 
enduring monument to commemorate their virtues as will stimulate future gen- 
erations to emulate their patriotism. 

We therefore most respectfully ask that your honorable body will make an 
appropriation of not less than $100,000 toward the erection of a suitable monu- 
ment to be erected at or near the spot where their sacred remains now lie, the 
gite for which will be donated for that purpose by the city of Brooklyn. 

This society will most cheerfully give ail the aid in their power toward the 
accomplishment oi one object of this petition. 

ery respectfully, 
JOHN W. HUNTER, 


resid: 
SAMUEL A. HAYNES, 
Secretary. 


BROOKLYN, January 5, 1888. 
To the Senate and House of Representatives in Congress assembled: 
Your petitioners, citizens of the United States, do respectfully and earnestly 
prey your honorable body to hear and grant the petition of the Society of Old 
rooklynites, and to cause the erection of the long-delayed monument to the 
"Descendants of Timothy ny fone jot,and martyr of prison-ship Old J 
SCEN: ts of Timo: „patr martyr of p m p ersey: 
z i REBECCA D; MANNIE, 
r ANDREW D. HOBDAY, 
CHARLES HOBDAY, 
Great-grandchildren, 
GEORGE A. MANNIE, 
FRANK MANNIE, 
LOUISE MANNIE. 
JOSEPHINE HARTT, 
ROSALIE BURT, 
Great-great-grandchildren, 


Mr. SPINOLA. I wish to offer an amendment to the bill. 
_ The amendment was read, as follows: 
Insert in line 7, after the words * memory of.” the words “the British;” and 


after “ships,” in line 8, insert “at New York during the war of the American 


Revolution.” 


Mr. SPINOLA. Mr. Speaker, history establishes the fact that thero 
were more lives sacrificed in the prison-ships in which the British con- 
fined the prisoners of the American Revolution than were lost in all 
the battles of that war. Eleven thousand and five hundred were sac- 
rificed, men who had their liberty at command on any day when they 
would consent to abandon the cause of the colonies and enter the Brit- 
ish army. There was no one day during their long confinement and 
suffering but the provost guard approached them and offered them their 
freedom if they would embrace the British cause; and, to the credit of 
twenty thousand American patriots who suffered on board those prison- 
ships, there never was but a single one who betrayed his country and 
left his associates and joined the British service. [Applause.] Now, 
sir, I will ask attention for a minute or two while I read from the his- 
tory of the Wallabout prison-ships and the martyrs who died there. 

I will cite one case where the British had captured a company of 
American soldiers in South Carolina, and the Hessian captain who com- 
manded the enemy offered those men their freedom if they would go 
into the British service. Said he, after they had refused his offer: 

Go, then, to your dungeons in the prison-ships where you shall perish and 
rot. But tirst let me tell you that rations which have been hitherto allowed 
to your wives and children shall from this moment cease forever, and you shall 
die assured that they are starving in the publie streets and that you are the au- 
thors of their fate. 

That was the declaration of that British officer to the company of 
American patriots that had been captured in South Carolina. A sen- 
tence so terribly awful appalled the firm soul of every listening hero. 

A solemn silence followed the declaration. They cast their wondering eyes 
one upon the other, and yalor for a moment hung suspended between love of 
family and love of country. Love of country at fength rose superior to every 
other consideration, and, moved by one impulse, this glorious band of patriots 
thundered in the astonish of their persecutors : ‘‘ The prison-ships and 
death, or Washington and our country !"’ 

[Applause and cries of ‘‘ Vote!’’ ‘‘Vote!’?] : 

Mr. Speaker, I think if I had the time I could get a unanimous vote 
to put the sum back to $100,000, although we will accept temporarily 
the $50,000. [Laughter and cries of “Vote!” “Vote!”] 

I propose to read a little further before we vote. I will pass over 
several things which I had intended to refer to, and I will tell you 
how and why it is that the remains of these patriots are in the posses- 
sion of the General Government, They are to-day the property of the 
United States. 

Perhaps, however, before I come to that point I had better state that 
the bones of these patriots were strewn along the shores of Wallabout 
Bay, in the East River, where the tide had washed them ont of the 
narrow and shallow trenches into which the British had thrown them. 
They were there exposed, and the Tammany Society of New York, in 
1808, took the necessary steps to gather them up and see that they 
were properly entombed. There was a grand procession on the day on 
which the interment took place. There were thirteen immense coffins, 
each representing one of the thirteen original States, and eight pall- 
bearers surrounded each cofin, men who had served in the war of the 
Revolution. E 

The bones were put in a temporary tomb which was erected by Ben- 
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jamin Romaine, the grand sachem, who had been instrumental in 
gathering them together and who owned the ground on which the tomb 
was erected. In 1842 the city of Brooklyn asked to have the bones 
turned over to it for appropriate sepulture. In reply to that applica- 
tion Mr. Romaine wrote: 


Thus it will be seen he gave them to the United States; he gave 
them to his country. . 


This concern is sacred to me. It lies near my heart. I suffered with those 
whose bones I venerate. I fought beside them. I bled with them. 


This man belonged to the Army himself; he went through the whole 
seven years’ service under Washington. He has given the remains of 
these men to the Americam Republic. If they had not died the mar- 
tyrs’ death that they did, we would bave had, in my humble judg- 
ment, no American Republic to-night. Those men died to create the 
Union. We respect and venerate those who, in later years have died 
to protect and preserve the Union; why should we not remember those 
by means of whose sufferings the Republic itself was established ? 

This monument, where it is proposed to erect it, will overlook the 
very spot on which these men died. It will overlook the battle-field 
of Long Island; it will overlook the place where the gallant Maryland 
Regiment suffered death when the British drove them into the water. 
It will overlook New York Bay, the East River, andthe Sound. There 
is no more fitting place on earth for such a monument to be erected 
than that proposed by the bill under consideration. I appeal to the 
generosity and patriotism of the American people. I ask gentlemen 
here to-night, in the name of justice and right, to join in perpetuating 
the memory of these men who died as martyrs for their country. 

There is nothing so indelibly fixed on my mind as that which was 
painted there the first time I saw the tombof these men. It wasover 
sixty years ago, when I wasasmall boy. For fifty years the society 
which gathered these bones raised the flag over them on the Fourth of 
July. Thatceremony ceased to be observed because the city of Brooklyn 
took ion of these remains, and they are in its charge now. Ibe- 
lieve that the American people, if this question were submitted to 
them, would vote almost unanimously for any sum which might be 
named for this purpose. We are paying to-day $160,000 a year forthe 
maintenance of the cemeteriesin which sleepour Union dead. That is 
right. We are paying $40,000 or $50,000 to provide monuments or 
gravestones for those who have died in the service of the country. We 
are spending $60,000 or $80,000 a year for the construction and main- 
tenance of roads by which those cemeteries can be approached. 

All this is right. Sir, on the passage of this bill, if the thing were 
possible, I would have the name of George Washington called. He 
would vote ‘‘ay.”? So would his compatriot, Lafayette. [Applause.] 
Everybody will vote for this measure, except that British officer in the 
corner yonder [pointing to the picture on one side of the Hall], and 
the Hessians who stand behind him. They will not vote with us. I 
do not believe there is a Hessian on the floor of this House; therefore I 
expect | unanimous vote in favor of the passage of this bill. [Ap- 

lause. 
. Mr. FITCH. Mr. Speaker, after the presentation that my friend 
[Mr. SPINOLA ] has made of the claim upon us of these soldiers who 
have no votes behind them, who have nobody to speak here as their 
representatives; after all that we have done for the soldiers of every 
war who have any friends in our districts, I think it unnecessary for 
me to say another word. 

Iam glad that my veteran colleague has presented the claims of 
these men in his eloquent and soul-stirring remarks, and I join my 
appeal to his that no gentleman will object to the recognition of the 
claims of these men who, a hundred years ago, served us so faithfully. 
We have voted pensions for the men who served us in the last war 
against England; we have voted pensions to the men who served us 
in Mexico; we have voted pensions generously to the men who served 
us in the last war. All we can do for these men is to puta monument 
over their bones, and for God’s sake let us do that. 

Mr. ROGERS. Iask unanimous consent that such gentlemen as 
desire to do so may print remarks on this subject in the RECORD. 

There was no objection, and leave was accordingly granted. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Iask unanimous consent that the sum named in 
the bill be made $100,000. Let us make the appropriation one worthy 
of the object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thereisalready one amendment pend- 
ing, the amendment heretofore offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SPINOLA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. On the proposition of my colleague 
[Mr. SrixoLa] that this appropriation be made $100,000, I desire to 
make a statement of the circumstances under which the amount just 
proposed was reduced; and I believe that after the statement presented 

y my colleague, General SPINOLA, there will be no possibility of any 
one objecting to his proposition, At the time this matter came up 
before a suggestion was made by gentlemen who felt opposed on prin- 
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ciple to giving away money for an object of this kind, that if the sum 
were reduced to $50,000 no objection would be interposed. That sug- 
gestion as a compromise was adopted. Then there was objection made 
by one gentleman that there was no quorum; and so the bill failed for 
want of a quorum. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I think we can reach the object of the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. SPINOLA] in this way: The amendment re- 
ducing the appropriation to $50,000 was adopted in Committee of the 
Whole. If that amendment be now voted down, the original provision 
for $100,000 will stand. A 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 3, strike out “$100,000” and insert ** $50,000." 

Tne question being taken on agreeing to the amendment, it was re- 
jected. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. As I understand it, the appropriation 
now stands at $100,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill will be read as it has been 
amended. 

The bill was read as amended. 

The question recurred on ordering the bill to be engrossed and read 
a third time. 

Mr. KILGORE. I demand a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 1. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I appeal to the gentleman from Texas to allow this 
bill to go over and follow the same conrse as other bills, the previous 
question being ordered and the bill to be voted on in a full House. 

Mr. KILGORE, No, sir. . 

Mr. SPINOLA. Then I move there be a call of the House, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that the House adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Ihope that motion will be withdrawn. 

The motion to adjourn was withdrawn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Itis proper that the Chair should allow 
the Journal Clerk to call attention to just what was done, as stated in 
the Journal, in reference to the pending measure. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On motion of Mr. Frren, by unanimous consent, the Committee of the Whole 
House was discharged from the further consideration of the bill of the louse 
(H. R.1687) for the erection and completion of a monument to the memory of 
the victims of prison-ships at Fort Greene, Brooklyn, and the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee on Military Affairs, and also an amendment sub- 
mitted by Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair stated on the information 
of the Clerk that the amendment reducing the amount from $100,000 
to $50,000 had only been adopted in the Committee of the Whole, but 
on examining the record it is found that it was also adopted in the 
House. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I move to reconsider the vote by which the amount 
was reduced from $100,000 to $50,000. x 

The motion was a to. 

Mr. SPINOLA. If we are to die let us die with our flags flying. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question recurs on the amendment 
reducing the amount from $100,000 to $50,000. 

The amendment was rejected. A 

The question recurred on ordering the bill to be engrossed and read 
the third time. 

Mr. KILGORE. Division. 

Several MEMBERS. Let the vote be taken on the engrossment of the 
bill. 

Mr. KILGORE. Very well. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time. 

The question recurred on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. KILGORE. Division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 1. 

Mr. KILGORE. No quorum. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Is-there not a possibility of having 
some understanding so this bill may go over as in the other cases with 
the previous question ordered ? . 

Mr. MATSON. The billis already on its passage. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, I understand the gentleman from Texas will 
withdraw his point of no quorum if the amount is reduced to $50,000 
and the bill is allowed to go over with the previous question ordered 
on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I move the previous question on the passage of the 
bill. I do not agree to the reduction of the amount. I ask fora vote 
on my demand for the .previous question. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. Pending that I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I hope the gentleman from New York will 
give me his attention fora moment. The Committee on Military Af 
fairs adopted a resolution that after fifteen minutes had been bestowed 
upon any contested bill the chairman should have the power of with- 
drawing the bill from the further consideration of the House if there 
was farther objection made to it. 

The gentleman from Texas proposes a compromise, which I am will- 


The Clerk will report the amendment. 


ing on behalf of the committee should be accepted, and I hope my 
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friend will accept that compromise, or ¢lse I shall be compelled, in view 
of the action of the committee and in obedience to its order, to with- 
draw the pending bill. The gentleman from Texas proposes that it 
may go over with the previous question ordered upon its passage, with 
the right to amend, provided that the sum is reduced to $50,000. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I am perfectly willing to wait here for a week, if 
it be necessary, to pass this bill. 

Mr. WARNER. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. I understand 
the point of order is raised by the gentleman from Texas that no quo- 
rum is present. In view of this point can any business be transacted ? 

Mr. WEAVER. But that point has been withdrawn conditionally. 

Mr. WARNER. But can any business be transacted until a quorum 
is obtained in the House, save a call of the House or an adjournment? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, It can not. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The gentleman is willing to withdraw. the 
point of order on the conditions ted. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I understand he is willing to withdraw the point 
of order for the present, but—— 

[Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !’?} 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
poas of order that no quorum has voted, and the Chair will appoint 

ers, ; 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. One moment, Mr. Speaker. Iam placed in 
a position where I shall be compelled, in compliance with the order of 
the committee, to withdraw this bill. . 

Mr. SPINOLA. Iraise the point of order that it is too late to with- 
draw the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I submit to the Chair that the previous ques- 
tion has not been ordered upon the bill. 

Mr. ROGERS. order. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘The previous question has not been ordered, 
and no vote has been taken upon it. It is in order, I think, to with- 
draw the bill, and I trust that my friend from New York will not wish 
me to disregard the order of the committee, which he and all of the 
other members to. Good faith, I think, demands that such 
action should be taken. We have already exhausted more than the 
time allowed by the committee on this bill. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Youspentan hour and a quarter here on one bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Well, there has been a great deal more time 
taken up on thisone. I withdraw the bill. 

Mr. SPINOLA. AndImake the point of order that it can not be done. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair sustains the point of order. 
Votes have been taken upon the bill and amendments, and it has been 
ordered to its third reading, and it can only be withdrawn now by 
unanimous consent, à 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I appeal to the gentleman from New 
York to aid me in carrying out the order of the committee. We have 
obtained as good a compromise as we can obtain, and I trust the gen- 
tleman will allow the bill to go over under that order. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I can not consent to that. 

Mr. CARUTH. If I rightly understood the extract read by the 
venerable gentleman from New York, a proposition was made to these 
persons imprisoned in the ships to desert the cause of their country 
and enlist under the British flag in order to escape the privation ot 
prison life—— 

Mr. WHEELER. And death. 

Mr. CARUTH. And death; and that it was to the credit of the 
prisoners, that out of all the number, but one man was willing to de- 
sert his country’s flag. Now, let it go into the history of this country 
that when it was proposed by the American Congress to erect a monu- 
ment over the bones of the dead patriots, but one man in the Ameri- 
can Congress raised his voice in opposition to it. [Loud applause. ] 

Mr. KILGORE. I withdraw my proposition for a compromise. 

Mr. CARUTH. Yes; withdraw it and let the people know it. 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes; I do it. 

Mr. FITCH. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. Do I un- 
derstand the Chair to hold that it is not in order to withdraw the bill 


at this time? 
The Chair so holds, except by unani- 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
mous consent. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. In order to keep faith with the committee, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw the bill. 

Mr. SPINOLA and other members objected. 

The question being taken on the motion to adjourn, it was rejected. 

Mr. MATSON. I move a call of the House. 

The question being taken, there were on a division—ayes 43, noes 12. 

So a call of the House was ordered. z 

Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker, I renew the motion to adjourn, in 
view of the fact that it is evident no other business can be transacted 
here to-night. 

Several MEMBERS. Goon with the call. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the genileman from Missouri in- 
sist upon his motion? 

Mr. DOCKERY. In deference to the wishes of members around me 
I will withdraw it. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will call the roll. 
The roll was called, and the following members failed to answer to 


their names: 
A rs Jones, Rayner, 
Allen, Mass. Darlington, Kelley, : 
Allen, Mich, Davenport, Kennedy, Rice, 
Allen, Miss. Davidson, Ala. err, Richardson, 
Anderson, Iowa Davidson, Fla. Ketcham, Robertson, 
Anderson, Ill. vis, Kilgore, Romeis, 
Anderson, De Lano, oon, Rowell, 
Arnold Dibble, La Follette, Rowland, 
Atkinson, Dingley, t Russell, Conn, 
Baker, Il. Dona, Laidlaw, Russell, Mass, 
Bankhead, Dunham, e, usk, 
Barnes, Dunn, Lanham, Ryan, 
Barry, Elliott, Latham, Sawyer, 
Bayne, Enloe, Lawler, Sayers, 
Belden, Ermentrout, Lee, Scott, 
Belmont, Farquhar, Lehibach, Scull, 
Biggs, Finley, Lind, Seney, 
Bingham, er, Long, Seymour, 
Blanchard Foran, Lyman, Shaw, 
Biand, Forney, Lynch, Sherm: 
Blount, French, acdonald, Shively, 

thman, Fuller, Maffett, Simmons, 
Bound, Funston, m, Snyder, 
Boutelle, Gaines, McAdoo, Sowden, 
Bowden, Gay, McC! Y, Spooner, 
Bowen, Gest, McComas, Springer, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Gibson, McCormick, hInecker, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Glass, McOullogh, Stephenson, 
Brewer, lover, McKenna, Stewart, Tex. 
Brower, ff, McKinley, Ste y 
Browne, Ind, Granger, McKinney, Stewart, Vt. 
Brown, Ohio Greenman, cRae, Stockdale, 
Brown, J. R., Va. Grosvenor, Merriman, Stone, Ky. 

rumm, Grout, Milliken, Stone, Mo. 

Buchanan, Guenther, ills, Symes, 
Buckalew, Hall, Moore, Y, 
Bunnell, Hare, Morgan, Taulbee, 
Burnett, Harmer, Morse, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Burrows, Neal, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Butler, Haugen, Nelson, Thomas, Ky. 
Butterworth, Hayden, Newton, ‘Thomas, Ili 
Campbell, Ohio Hayes, Nichols, Thomas, Wis. 
Seep hs sR i ersi orw ‘Thompson, Ohio 
Candler, Hemphill, Nutting, Thompson, Cal, 
Cannon, Henderson, Iowa ates, er, Ga. 
Caswell, Henderson, Ill, O'Donnell, Turner, Kans, 
Chipman, Herbert, O'Ferrall, Vandever, 
Clardy, Hermann, O'Neall, Ind. Wade, 
Clark, Hiestand, O'Neill, Pa. Waiker, 
Clements, Hires, Osborne, ‘West, 
Cobb, Hitt, Outhwaite, Whiting, Mich, 
Cockran, Hogg, Owen, ‘iting, 

well, Holman, Parker, Whitthorne, 
Collins, Hoimes, Patton, Wickham, 
Compton, Hopkins, NI. Payson, Wilber, 
Cooper, Hopkins, Va. Peel, Wilkins, 
Cothran, Hopkins, N. Y. Penington, Wilkinson 
Cowles, Honk, Perry, Wilson, W. Va. 
Cox, Hovey, Peters, ise, 
Crain, oward, elps, Woodburn, 
Crisp, Hudd, Pidcock, Yardley, 
Crouse, Hutton, Plumb, Yost, 
Culberson, Jackson, ‘ost, 
Cutcheon, Johnston, In Pugsley, 

1, Johnston, N.C. Randall, 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Sergeant-at-Arms will close the 

doors. 


Mr. BAKER, of New York. Mr. Speaker, first stating that I am 
authorized by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] to withdraw 
the point of no quorum, I ask unauimous consent that the action in 
relation to the $100,000 shall be reconsidered — 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
that that is not in order during a call of the House. s 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Not by unanimous consent? 

Mr. MORRILL. I move to dispense with further proceedings under 
the call. 

The motion was agreed to; and further proceedings under the call 
were dispensed with. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Now, Mr. Speaker, I am authorized 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] to withdraw the point 
of ‘‘no quorum,” provided unanimous consent be given that the action 
upon the $100,000 may be reconsidered; that the yeas and nays may be 
considered as ordered upon it; that the previous question may be con- 
sidered as ordered, and the whole subject go over until to-morrow 
morning. ` 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I accept that. 

Mr. MATSON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that no 
business of any kind is in order until a quorum is present. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The point of no quorum has been withdrawn. 

Mr. MATSON. It can not be withdrawn after the record shows no 
quorum present until the record again shows that there is a quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the record 
shows that there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. GEAR. I make the point of order that the roll does not dis- 
close the fact that there is not a quorum present, because the roll has 
not been called a second time. 

The SPEAKER tempore. The Chair will state that when a call 
of the House laontened it requires only onecall of theroll. The roll 
has been called and 61 members have answered to their names, 
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Mr. GEAR. But the roll has not been called a second time. 


Mr. STEELE. Gan we not take a recess by unanimous consent un- 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Therule does not require that the roll | til to-morrow? s 


shall be called a second time when there is a call of the House. 

Mr. GEAR. The absentees must be called. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will have the rule read. 

Mr. GEAR. Iwill not give the Chair that trouble. Iwithdraw the 

int. 

Mr. MAISH. If the second roll-call is proceeded with, and then 
further proceedings under the call are di with—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has distinctly stated that it 
is not necessary to call the roll a second time. 

Mr. MAISH. I understand that; but if, notwithstanding the state- 
ment of the Chair, we are in the process of calling the second roll, and 
the proceedings under the call are then dispensed with, the fact that 
there is not a quorum present will not be disclosed prior to the com- 
pletion of the call. If, under the custom of the House, we proceed to 
call the roll a second time, and inthe midst of that second roll-call the 
proceedings under the call of the House are dispensed with, the call 
will not disclose the fact that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MATSON. Imake the point of order that after the record shows 
that there is no quorum present no businesscan be transacted, even by 
unanimous consent. 

PA on ar protempore. That point of order was sustained by 

e ir. 

Mr. MATSON. Then we must either proceed with the call or ad- 
journ, and I move that the House adjourn. 

The motion was rejected. 

' Mr. MAISH. Now we can proceed with the second roll-call. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAIsH] that all proceedings under the 
call have been dispensed with. 

Mr. WEAVER. Irise to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WEAVER. A vote was taken by a division and it was ascer- 
tained that there was not a quorum present, and the point of no quo- 
rum having voted was made. Then a call of the House was ordered, 
and then all further p under the call were dispensed with. 
It does not appear now to the Chair that there is no quorum present, 
because other business has intervened, and it is perfectly proper for the 


House to proceed at this time with any other business, until it again, 


appears that there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. The pointof no quorum has been with- 
drawn. 

Mr. MATSON. The point was withdrawn, and other business has 
intervened. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There has been no intervening busi- 


ness. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I move that the House take a recess until to-mor- 
row morning at 11 o’clock. 

A MEMBER. Ten o’clock. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A quorum is necessary to take a re- 
cess; and there is no quorum present. * 

Mr. FITCH. I move a call of the House. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I wish to inauire whetherif we should 
suspend further proceedings under the call and adjourn, this bill would 
not come up to-morrow morning as ished business immediately 
after the reading of the Journal? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In accordance with the uniform usage 
the Speaker, who will occupy the chair in the morning, will pass upon 
the question as to what is then in order. The present occupant of the 
chair will, however, remark that the House to-night is acting under a 
special order; and to-morrow, being Friday, is set apart for the con- 
sideration of private business. 

Mr. FITCH. I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular order is to vote upon the 
motion for a call of the House. 3 

Mr. MCSHANE. I suggest that this special session of the House, 
not being limited as to duration, may extend over to-morrow. 

A MEMBER. If we continue to sit here. 

Mr. McSHANE. We can take a recess to any time that may be 
named. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order! ’’] 

Mr. WEBER. [I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. The last motion 
on which we voted I believe was a motion to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was. 

Mr. WEBER. And under the rule another motion to adjourn is not 
in order until business has intervened. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. One motion to adjourn having been 
negatived, another motion to adjourn is not in order until there is some 
intervening business. 

Mr. WEBER. In order to bring properly before the House a motion 
to adjourn, it is n that a vote be taken on this motion for acall 
of the House; and if we vote down the motion, it will then be in order, 
as I understand, to move to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will be. The question is on the 
motion of the geot lonan from New York for a call of the House. 


The question being taken, there were—ayes 27, noes 6. 
So the motion for a call of the House was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rule is imperative—— 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. There is no doubt whatever that the ruling ot 
the Chair is absolutely correct and that there are now but two things 
we can do—either order a call or adjourn. I think for the benefit of 
all who are here we should determine which course we are going to 
pursue and adhere to it. My own judgment is that nothing will re- 
sult from a call of the House. 

Mr. WEAVER. I desire to suggest that as noquorum has voted and 
a call of the House has been ordered—— 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think we had better have the regular order. 

Mr. WEAVER. I hope the gentleman will let me go on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New Hampshire 
calls for the regular order, which is the call of the roll. 

The roll was called, and the following members failed to answer to 
their names: 


Adams, Culberson, Jaekson, Randall, 
Allen, Mass. Cutcheon, Johnston, Ind. Rayner, 
a; Mich. Dalzell, Johnston, N. C. = 
en, Miss. Dargan, ones, ice, 
Anderson, Iowa Darlin Y, Ri 
Anderson, Miss. Davenport, Kennedy, Rockwell, 
Anderson, lil, Davidson, Ala. Cerr, 
n, Davidson, Fla. A N Romeis, 
Davis, ‘oon, Rowell, 
Atkinson, De Lano, La Follette, Rowland, 
Baker, IL Dibble, I H Russell, Conn. 
, D A W 3 
Barnes, He ery, Landes, Eren, 

3 unbham, Lane, wyer, 
Bayne, Dann, Lanham, Sayers, 
Belden, Elliott, Tat 
Belmont, eee Lawler, Seull, 

iggs, rmentrout, ee ' 
Bingham, F: > Lind, Seymour, 
Blanchard, Finley, q 8 an, 
NRE Se — ype 
ouni oran, n mons, 
Ford, foie te Snyder, 
Bound, Forney, Maffett, Sowden, 

e, Mason, Spooner, 
Bowen, Fuller, McAdoo, Springer, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Funston, McClammy, Stephenson. 
Breckinridge, Ky. es, McComas, Stewart, Tex. 

er, Gay, McCormick, Ste 
Brower, Gest, McCullogh, Stewart, Vt. 
Browne, Ind. Gibson, McKenna, Stock . 

n, Ohio Glass, McKinley, Sione, Ky. 
Brown, J. R., Va. Giover, McKinney, Stone, Mo. 
phe wet: pe eens Struble, 

chanan, ranger, errimar, es, 

Buckalew, Greenman, Milliken, ey, 
Bunnell, Grosvenor, Miils, Taulbee, 
Burnes, Grout, Moore, Taylor, E. B., Ohio ' 
Burnett, uen “ Morgan, ‘Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Burro Hall, Morse, Thomas, Ill. 
Butler, Hare, Neal, Ti Wis. 
Butterworth, Harmer, Nelson, Thompson, Ohio 
Bynum, Hatch Newton, Thompson, Cal. 
Campbell, Ohio. Haugen, Nichols, Turner, Kans, 
Cam, TJ.,.N.Y.Hayden, Norwood, ‘Turner, Ga. 
Candler, Hayes, Nutting, Vandever, 
Cannon, Heard, Oates, ade, 
Carlton, Hemphill, O'Donnell, ‘Walker, 

Henderson, Iowa O’Ferrall, 
Catchings, Henderson, Ill. O’Neall, Ind, White, Ind. 
Chipman, Herbert, O'Neill, Pa. White, N. Y. 
Clardy, Hermann, Osborne, Whiting, Mich, 
Clark, Iliestand, Outhwaite, Whiting, Mass. 
Clements, Hires, Owen, M hitthorne, 
Cobb, Hitt, Parker, Wickham, 
Cockran, Hi Patton, Wilber, 

Hol Payson, Wilkins, 
Collins, Holmes, Peel, Wilkinson, 
Compton, Hopkins, M, Penington, Wilson, Minn 
Conger, Hopkins, Va. Perkins, Wilson, W. Va. 
Coo; Hopkins, N. Y. Perry, Wise. 
Cothran, ouk, Woodburn, 
Cowles, Hovey, Phelps, Yardley, 
Cox, Howard, Pidcock, ost. 
Crain, Hudd, Plumb, 
Crisp, Hunter, Post, 
Crouse, Hutton, Pugsley, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Fifty-one members have answered to 
their names. The Clerk will now note the absentees; and the Ser- 
geant-at-Arms will close the doors, 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. TheClerk has called over the names but once. 
Should there not be a second call, which is usually had before the roll- 
call is considered as concluded? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular practice is being followed. 
The Digest states— 

At the conclusion of the call of the roll—which is called but once—the ab- 
sentees are noted, and the doors closed; the names of the absentees are called 
over, and a list ot those for whom no sufficient excuse is made is furnished the 
Sergeant-at-Arms by the Clerk. 

The names of the absentees will now be called for the presentation 
of excuses. 

Mr. ADAMS: No excuse offered. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts: No excuse offered. 

Mr, ALLEN, of Michigan: No excuse offered. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Mississippi: No excuse offered, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa: No excuse offered. 
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. ANDERSON, of Mississippi: No exeuse offered. 
. ANDERSON, of Illinois: No excuse offered, 

. ANDERSON, of Kansas: No excuse offered. 

. ARNOLD: No excuse offered 

. ATKINSON: No excuse offered. 

. BAKER, of Illinois: No excuse offered. 

. BANKHEAD: No excuse offered. 

. BARNES: No excuse offered. 

. BaR&ky: No excuse offered. 

. BAYNE: No excuse offered. 

. BELDEN: No excuse offered. 

. BELMONT: No oxcuse offered. 

. BIGGS. 

. MANSUR. 


Mr. DALZELL: No excuse offered. 

Mr. DARGAN: No excuse offered, 

Mr. DARLINGTON: No excuse offered. 

Mr. DAVENPORT: No excuse offered. 

Mr. Davinson, of Alabama. 

Mr. WHEELER. I move my colleague be excused. 

‘The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. I move my colleague be excused. 

A MEMBER. For what reason? 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. The gentleman asks for what reason. Iam 
not aware he knows there has been a call of the House. [Laughter.] 
I will not state to this House my colleague is unwell, but I will state 


I desire to ask that Mr. Braas be excused. He | that he is usually in attendance on the meetings of this House when 
boards at the same house with myself, and I know that he is sick.,) his presence is necessary. 


I make the motion and leave the House to 


He has been so for four or fivedays. Indeed, I advised him to-day not | do as it pleases. 


to think of coming here to-morrow, but to wait until Saturday. I 
think his condition is such that it would seriously imperil his health 
if he should be brought here to-night. I move that he be exeused. 
There being no objection, Mr. Breas was excused, 
Mr. BINGHAM: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BLANCHARD: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BLAND: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BLOUNT: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BoorHMAN. 
Mr. YODER. My colleague[{Mr. Boorman] is not able to be here 
to-night. I ask that he be excused. 
There being no objection, Mr. BooTHMAN was excused. 
Mr. Bound: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BOUTELLE: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Bowen: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky; No excuse offered. 
Mr. Brewer: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Brower: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Brown, of Ohio. 
Mr. CHEADLE moved that Mr. Brown, of Ohio, be excused, and 
there being no objection, it was agreed to. 
Mr. JoHN R. Brown: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BRUMM: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BUCHANAN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BucKALEW: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BUNNELL: No excuse offered, 
Mr. Burnes: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BURNETT: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Burrows: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BUTLER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. BurrerwortH: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Bynum: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio: No excuse offered. 
Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CANDLER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CANNON: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CARLTON: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CASWELL: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Catcurnes: No excure offered. 
. CHIPMAN: No excuse offered. 
. CLARDY: No excuse offered. 
Mr, CLARK: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CLEMENTS: No excuse offered. 
. Cops: No excuse offered. 
. COCKRAN: No excuse offered. 
. COGSWELL: No excuse offered. 
. CoLLINS: No excuse offered. 
. COMPTON: No excuse offered. 
. CONGER: No excuse offered. 
. COOPER: No excuse offered. 
. COTHRAN: No excuse offered. 
. COWLES: No excuse offered. 
. HENDERSON, of North Carolina. My colleague, Mr. COWLES, 
has been detained from the House by the sickness of his wife, and I 
move he be excused. 
‘The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. Cox. 
Mr. MAHONEY. I move that my colleague, Mr. Cox, be excused. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRAIN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Crisp: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Crouse. 
Mr. WILLIAMS moved that Mr. Crouse be excused, 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CULBERSON: No excuse offered. 
Mr. CurcHEon. 
Mr. TRACEY moved that Mr. CUTCHEON be excused. 
The motion was agreed to. 


Mr. TRACEY. I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The noes seem to have it. 
The House divided; and there were—ayes 20, noes 12, 
So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. DAvis: No excuse offered. 
. DE Laxo: No excuse offered. 
. DIBBLE: No excuse offered. 
. DINGLEY: No excuse offered. 
. DOCKERY: No excuse offered. 
. DUNHAM: No excuse offered. 
. DUNN: No excuse offered. 
. ELLIOT: No excuse offered. 
. ENLOE: No excuse offered. 
. ERMENYTROUT: No excuse offered. 
. FARQUHAR: No excuse offered 
. FINLEY: No excuse offered. 
. FISHER: No‘excuse offered. 
. FoRAN: No excuse offered. 
. FORD: No excuse offered. 
. FoRNEY: No excuse offered. 
Mr. FRENCH: No excuse offered. 
. FULLER: No excuse offered. 
. Funston: No excuse offered. 
. GAY. 
. ROBERTSON. I move my colleague be excused. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. GAINES, 
Mr. BOWDEN. I move Mr, GAINES be excused, 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. Gest: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Grsson: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GLASS: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GLOVER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Gorr: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GRANGER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GREENMAN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GROSVENOR: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Grout: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GUENTHER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HALL: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HARE: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HARMER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Harcu: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HAUGEN: No excused offered. 
Mr. HAYDEN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HAYES: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HEARD: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HEMPHILL: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HENDERSON, of Illinois: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HERBERT: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HERMANN: No excuse offered. 
Mr, HIESTAND: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HIRES: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hrrr: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hoce: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HOLMAN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hotes: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HoPKINS, of Illinois: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HopxKins, of Virginia: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hopkins, óf New York: No excuse offered. 
' Mr. Hour: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hovey: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HOWARD: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hupp: No excuse offered. 
Mr. HUNTER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Hurron: No excuse offered. 
Mr. JACKSON: No excuse offered. 
Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana: No excuse offered. 
Mr. JOHNSTON, of North Carolina: No excuse offered, 


6564 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 19, 


Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina, Mr. JoHNsTON has been | Mr. PERRY: No excuse offered. 


unwell for several weeks and notable to attend the session of the House 
this evening, and I ask he be excused, 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. FELTON. Iask my colleague, Mr. Braas, be excused. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. He has been excused. 
Mr, JoNEs: No excuse offered. 
. KELLEY: No excuse offered. 
. KERR: No excuse offered. 
. KETCHAM: No excuse offered. 
. LAFFOON: No excuse offered. 
. LA FOLLETTE: No excuse offered. 
. LAGAN: No excuse offered. 
. LAIDLAW: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LANDEs: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LANE: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LANHAM: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LATHAM: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LAWLER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LEE: No excuse offered. 
Mr, Linp: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Lona: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LyMAN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. LYNCH: No excuse offered. 
Mr. MACDONALD: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Marrett: No excuse offered. 
Mr. GEAR. Iask that my colleague, Mr. LYMAN, be excused on 
account of sickness. 
There was no objection. 
. Mason: No excuse offered. 
. McAnoo: No excuse offered. 
. McCLAMMY: No excuse offered. 
. McComas: No excuse offered. 
. McCorMIcK: No excuse offered. 
. McCuLLoaH: No excuse offered. 
. MCKENNA. 
. MORROW. I ask that my colleague, Mr. MCKENNA, be ex- 


There was no objection. 
Mr. McKINLEY. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask that Mr. McKINLEY be excused. 
Mr. TRACEY. I object. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that he be excused. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. McSHANE. Is itin order to move to dispense with further 
proceedings under the call? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. That motion is in order. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I move to dispense with further proceedings. 
Mr. McSHANE. If in order, I desire to submit that motion. I 
move that all further p under the call be dispensed with. 
The question was taken ;and on adivision there were—ayes 12, noes 21. 
So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. McSHANE. My object in dispensing with the call was to move 
an adjournment. 
Mr. MCKINNEY: No excuse offered. 
Mr. McRAE: No excuse offered. 
Mr. MERRIMAN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. MILLIKEN: No excuse offered. 
Mr. MILLS, 
Mr. ABBOTT. I ask unanimous consent that my colleague, Mr. 
Murs, be excused. He has not been well lately. 
There was no objection. 
. Moore: No excuse offered. 
. MorGAN: No excuse offered. 
. Morse: No excuse offered. 
. NEAL: No excuse offered. 
. NELSON: No excuse offered. 
. NEWTON: No excuse offered. 
. NicHoLs: No excuse offered. 
. Norwoop: No excuse offered. 
. Nutrine: No excuse offered. 
. OATES: No excuse offered. 
. O'DONNELL: No excuse offered. 
. O’ FERRALL: No excuse offered. 
. O’NEALL, of Indiana: No excuse offered. 
. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania: No excuse offered. 
. OSBORNE: No excuse offered. 
. OUTHWAITE: No excuse offered. 
. OWEN: No excuse offered. 
. PARKER: No excuse offered. 
. PATTON: No excuse offered. 
. PAYSON: No excuse offered. 
. PEEL: No excuse offered. 
. PENINGTON: No excuse offered. 
. Perkins: No excuse offered. 


Mr. PETERS: No excuse offered. 
Mr. PHELPS: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Prpcock: No excuse offered. 
Mr. PLUMB: No excuse offered. . 
Mr. Post: No excuse offered. 
Mr. PuGsLEY: No excuse offered. 
Mr. RANDALL. 
Mr. BACON. I do not know whether Mr. RANDALL is excused on 
account of illness or not; but I ask that he be excused. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RAYNER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. REED: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Rice: No excuse offered. 
Mr. RICHARDSON: No excuse offered. 
Mr. ROCKWELL: No excuse offered. 
Mr. RoGers: No excuse offered. 
Mr. Romers: No excuse offered. 
ROWELL: No excuse offered. ¢ 
. ROWLAND: No excuse offered. 
. RUSSELL, of Connecticut: No excuse offered. 
. Rusk: No excuse offered. 
. RYAN: No excuse offered. 
. SAWYER: No excuse offered. 
. SAYERS: No excuse offered. 
. Scorr: No excuse offered. 
. SCULL: No excuse offered. 
. SENEY: No excuse offered. 
. SEYMOUR: No excuse offered. 
. SHERMAN. 
. GEAR. Iask unanimous consent that Mr. SHERMAN be ex- 
cused on account of sickness. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. SHIVELY: No excuse offered. 
. SIMMONS: No excuse offered. 
. SNYDER: No excuse offered. 
. SOWDEN: No excuse offered. 
. SPOONER: No excuse offered. 
. SPRINGER: No excuse offered. 
. STEPHENSON: No excuse offered. 
. STEWART, of Georgia: No excuse offered. 
. SYEWART, of Texas: No excuse offered. 
. STEWART, of Vermont: No excuse offered. 
. STOCKDALE: No excuse offered. 
. STONE, of Kentucky. 
. STEELE. I ask that Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, be excused. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. STONE, of Missouri. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Task that Mr. STONE, of Missouri, be excused, 
I know personally his health is very poor. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. Symes: No excuse offered. 
Mr. TARSNEY: No excuse offered. 
Mr. TAULBEE. 
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. TAULBEE, I understand, is quite ill, and I 
ask that he be excused. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. WARNER. I did not think of it when the name was called, 
but I ask that Mr. Brown, of Ohio, be excused. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. He has been already excused. 
Mr. Ezra B. TAYLOR. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask that Mr. Ezra B. TAYLOR be excused. 
He is a man advanced in years, 
Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts. I object. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I move that he be excused. 
Mr. GEAR. He is quite feeble, 
Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts. So is Mr. RICE. 
The House divided; and there were—ayes 17, noes 10, 
So the motion of Mr. WILLIAMS was agreed to 
Mr. JosEPH D. TAYLOR: No excuse offered. 
Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky: No excuse offered. 
Mr. THOMAS, of Illinois. 
Mr. STEELE. 1 ask that Mr. Troms, of Illinois, be excused. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin: No excuse offered. 
Mr. THompson, of Ohie: No excuse offered. 
Mr. THOMPSON, of California: No excuse offered. 
Mr. TURNER, of Kansas: No excuse offered. 
Mr. TURNER, of Georgia: No excuse offered. 
Mr. VANDEVER: No excuse offered. 
Mr. WADE. 
Mr. WARNER. I ask that Mr. WADE be excused. 
Mr. STEELE. On what account? 
Mr. WARNER. On account of sickness in his family. 
Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts. I object. If he is ek am will- 


ing he shall be excused. 
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i ae WARNER. He is not ill himself, but there is sickness in his 
family. 

Mr. RUSSELL, of Massachusetts. I withdraw the objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there further objection? 

There was no objection. 

ee MORROW. I ask that my colleague, Mr. VANDEVER, be ex- 
c ; 

There was no objection. 

Mr. West: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WHITING, of Massachusetts: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WICKHAM: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WILBER. 

Me. MOFFITT. I ask that my colleague, Mr. WILBER, of New 
York, be excused on account of illness. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILKINS: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WILKINSON: No excuse offered. 

Mr. Witson, of Minnesota: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WILson, of West Virginia: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WIsE: No excuse offered. 

Mr. WOODBURN: No excuse offered. 

Mr. YARDLEY: No excuse offered. 

Mr. Yost: No excuse offered. 

Mr. ABBOTT. I ask that Mr. CULBERSON be excused. I saw 
him this afternoon at the hotel and he told me that he was not well. 

Mr. FITCH. I object. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina. I know he is not well. 

Mr. ABBOTT. I move that he be excused. 

The question was taken; and there were on a division—ayes 20, 
noes 0. 

So the motion was adopted. 

Mr. MORROW, Iam caueaied to ask for the excuse of Mr. ATKIN- 
80N, of Pennsylvania. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOFFITT. I ask that Mr. McCormick, of Pennsylvania, be 
excused. He was called home yesterday on business. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McSHANE. Mr. Speaker, there have been excuses given to 
about 35 members, There are nearly 100 members absent from the 
city, so that it is impossible to secure a quorum at thistime. It re- 
quires the enforced attendance of 112 members. Now itis very easily 
seen that it is impossible to secure the attendance, in addition to the 
number here present, of 112 members, or anything like that number, 
and therefore I move that the House adjourn. 

Mr. FITCH. Is debate in order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is not. 

Mr. FITCH. ‘The gentleman has stated his reasons. 

The SPEAKER protempore. ‘The Chairdid not understand the state- 
ment of the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McSHANE, I made a motion that the House adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motion is in order. The question 
is upon the motion to adjourn. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 18, noes 21. 

So the House refused to adjourn. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Is it in order to call for tellers? 

Mr. FELIX CAMPBELL. Thereis a resolution on the Clerk’s desk 
I wish to offer. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Sergeant-at-Arms take into enstody, and bring to the bar of 
the House, such of the members as are now absent without leave of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the resolution or 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KILGORE. I make the point of order on this. [Cries of ‘ Reg- 
ular Order!’?] Does it require an order of the House for the Rergeant- 
at-Arms to enforce the attendance of members? 

Several MEMBERS. It does. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
the gentleman from New York. 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. SHAW. Is it in order to move that further proceedings under 
the call be dispensed with? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is. 

Mr. SHAW. I make that motion, and trust thatit will be agreed to. 

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 20, noes 24. 

the House refused to ‘dispense with further proceedings under the 
ca 

Mr. McSHANE. 


The question is upon the resolution of 


I move that the House do now adjourn. 


Tellers were demanded, but were not ordered, only 16 voting in 
favor thereof. 

On the motion to adjourn there were—ayes 22, noes 2 

So the motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 45 
miaoutes a. m., Friday, x uly 20, 1888) the House adjourned. 
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PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under therule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 10899) granting a pension to James 
Corcoran—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: A bill (H. R. 10900) granting a pension to John 
Dillon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10901) granting a pension to Sarah Boden—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10902) granting a pension to Melvina Greenya— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FELIX CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 10903) for the relief of 
John H. Percival—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COMPTON: A bill (H. R. 10904) to provide an American 
register for the steamer Saginaw, of New York—to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GAY: A bill (H. R. 10905) for the relief of Odon Deucatte— 
to the Committee on War Claims, 

By Mr. MATSON: A bill (H. R. 10908) granting a pension to Fidel 
Gates—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Mr. MCRAE: A bill (H. R. 10907) granting a pension to Henry 
Mitchell Younghlood—to the Committee on Pensions. - 

By Mr. WEBER: A bill (H. R. 10908) granting a pension to Mrs. 
Elmira J. Towner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (H. R. 10909) granting a pension to 
Moses A. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McCREARY: A bill (H. R. 10910) granting a pension to 
Abraham A. Fowler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BANKHEAD: Petition of 156 citizens of Jefferson County, 
and of 10 citizens of Fayette County, Alabama, for amendments to the 
interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BAYNE: Petition of Knights of Labor, Local Assembly No. 
1630, in favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, resolution of Association of Disabled Veterans of Pittsburgh, 
Pa., for the passage of Senate bill 1127—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. W. C. P. BRECKINRIDGE: Petition of the Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union of Kentucky, for a prohibatory amendment to 
the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Henry M. Barrett & Co. and others, against the 
Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. BUNNELL. Petition of Rev. B. F. Larabee and 30 others, 
citizens of the Fifteenth district of Pennsylvania, for prohibition in the 
Districtof Columbia—to theSelect Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor 
Trafic. 

By Mr. BURNETT: Petition of citizens of Middlesex County and 
of Worcester County, Massachusetts, in favor of pure food—to the Com- 


: mittee on Agriculture. 


By Mr. CLARDY: Petition of citizens of De Soto, Mo., asking that 
dentists’ instruments be admitted free of duty—to ‘the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COBB: Memorial of Harry White and 50 others, of Bibb 
County, Alabama, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce 
act—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CONGER: Memorial of Garfield Assembly, of Dallas County, 
Iowa, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of North Side, Lincoln, Dravosburgh, 
General Marion, Sherwood, Birmingham, General Putnam, Wilkins- 
burgh, Laurel, Duquesne, and Eureka Councils, Junior Order of United 
American Mechanics, in favor of the passage of Senate bill 553, to reg- 
ulate and restrict immigration—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GROUT: Petition of 160 manufacturers and drawers of wire 
in the United States, without regard to party, for a duty of three- 
tenths of 1 cent per pound on all iron and steel wires—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HEARD: Petition of citizens of the Sixth district of Mis- 
souri, in tavor of amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of the Sixth district of Missouri, for re- 

moval of tariff on dentist’s tools, goods, etc.—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOVEY: Petition of J. M. White and 57 others, of Pike 
County, Indiana, in favor of House bill 2165—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LEE: Papers in the case of Edwin C. Fitzhugh, for relief— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MANSUR: Petition of 38 citizens, and of D. S. Scott and 
others, citizens of Missouri, for removal of duty on dental supplies and 
instraments—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OSBORNE: Resolution of Association of Fully-disabled Vet- 
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erans of the Union Army and Navy, of Pittsburgh, Pa., for immediate 
of Senate bill 1127 and of House bill 4356—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RICE: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union 
of Minnesota, for prohibitory amendment to the Constitution—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. j 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Petition of T. W. Tarner, of Coffee County, 
Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ROCKWELL: Petition of woolen manufacturers and wool 
dealers against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCULL: Resolutions of the Turnverein of Johnstown, Pa., 
urging that the existing law prohibiting the importation of contract 
ge criminals, insane or paupers, be enforced—to the Committee on 

r. 

.By Mr. SIMMONS: Memorial of H. L. Lassiter and 31 others, of 
Northampton County, North Carolina, for certain amendments to the 
interstate-commerce act—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Aiso, petition of Gray Newsom and others, of Wilson, N. C., for cer- 
tain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committeeon 
Commerce, s 

By Mr. STEELE: Petition of Ed. 8. Stewart and 100 other glass 
manufacturers and laboring men of Marion, Ind., for restoration of 
the tariff of 1883, and especially that the Mills schedule on glass be 
not passed—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

. gh tog papers in the case of James A. Russell—to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. , 

By Mr. CHARLES STEWART: Memorial of J. P. Wolf and 86 
others, of Tyler, Tex., for certain amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce law—to the Committee on Commerce. : 

By Mr. A. C. THOMPSON: Petition for the passage of House bills 
for increase of pensions, and to pay arrears, etc.—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. J. B. WHITE: Petition of Rev. J. N. McCurdy and 25 others, 
citizens of the Twelfth district of Indiana, for prohibition in tke District 
of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. W. L. WILSON: Petition of W, A. Donaldson, in favor of 
House bill 9517—to the Committee on Military Affairs. , 

The following petition for the more efficient protection of agricult- 
ure, by means of certain import duties, was received and referred to the 
Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. JACKSON: Of M. A. Wilson and 31 others, of Buffalo, Pa. 

The following petition indorsing the per diem rated service-pension 
bill, based on the principle of paying all soldiers, sailors, and marinesof 
the late war a monthly pension of 1 cent a day for each day they were 
in the service, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: 

By Mr. BAYNE: Of veterans of Pittsburgh and of citizens of Alle- 
gheny County, Pennsylvania. 

The following petition, praying for the enactment of a law providing 
temporary aid for common schools, to be disbursed on the basis of illit- 
eracy, was referred to the Committee on Education: 

By Mr. CANDLER: Of the board of education and 171 citizens of 
Gwinnett County, Georgia. 


SENATE, 
FRIDAY, July 20, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response to 
a resolution of May 8, 1888, papers containing certain information in 
relation to employés in the internal-revenue service, district of Mary- 
land; which, with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Select 


Committee to Examine into the Condition of the Civil Service, and or- |- 


dered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the Secretary 
of the Navy, transmitting, in response to a resolution of June25, 1888, 
a statement showing the full complement of officers and the fall com- 
plement of men which will be required for the Chicago and each of the 
other fourteen vessels, and for the Puritan and each of the other iron- 
clads mentioned in the Department’s report for 1887; which, on motion 
of Mr. HALE, was, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a petition of citizens of Jef- 
ferson County, Alabama, praying for certain amendments of the inter- 
state-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 


Commerce. 
Mr. QUAY presented petitions of the Junior Order of United Ameri- 


can Mechanics, of Ind Council, No. 163, of Reading, Pa.; of 
Chester Council, No. 36, of Chester, Pa.; of Washington Council, No. 
1, of Germantown, Pa.; of eres sary Council, No. 24, of Water 
Cure, Pa.; of Rochester Council, No. 140, of Rochester, Pa.; of Ameri- 
can Council, No. 30, of Philadelphia, Pa.; of Belmont Council, No. 190, 
of Philadelphia, Pa.; of Lackawanna Council, No. 81, of Taylorport, 
Pa.; of Alliquippa Council, No. 67, of McKee’s Rocks, Pa.; of Schayl- 
kill Council, No, 12, of Philadelphia, Pa.; of Farragut Council, No. 
146, of Bellevue, Pa.; of Reliable Council, No. 90, of Allegheny, Pa.; 
of Bainbridge Council, No. 128, of Pittsburgh, Pa.; of Summit Coun- 
cil, No. 173, Lemont Furnace, Fayette County, Pennsylvania; of Sus- 
quebanna Council, No. 89, of Wrightsville, Pa.; of Mayflower Coun- 
cil, No. 159, of Derry, Pa. ; of Iron City Council, No. 171, of Pittsburgh, 
Pa.; of Riverside Council, No. 87, of Pittsburgh, Pa.; of Penn Council, 
No, 106, of Penn’s Station, Pa.; of Tarentum Council, No. 91, of Taren- 
tum, Pa.; of Smoky City Council, No. 119, of Pittsburgh, Pa.; of 
Scranton Council, No, 197, of Seranton, Pa.; of Hazel Glen Council, 
No. 208, of Pittsburgh, Pa., and of Americus Council, No. 218, of 
Pittsburgh, Pa., praying for the passage of Senate bill 553, to regulate 
ees; which. were referred to the Committee on Foreign Re- 
ations. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Schuylkill County, Penn. 
sylvania, praying for certain amendments of the iuterstate-commerce 
law; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. COCKRELL presented the petition of Dr. M. V. Johnson, Dr. 
A. B. Peak, and Dr. Frank Y. Herbert, citizens of Holden, Johnson 
County, Missouri, engaged in the practice of dentistry, praying for the 
removal or reduction of duties on dental mstruments, teeth, gold foil, 
alloys, cements, and other articles used in the dental profession; which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of John M. Sneed, J. S. Stephens, I. 
M. Palmer, and other citizens of Pettis County, Missouri, praying for 
the passage of certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; 
which was referred to the Committee on Intersiate Commerce 

Mr. VANCE presented a petition of citizensof Wayne County, North 
Carolina, praying for certain amendments of the interstate-commerce 
law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. SHERMAN presented a petition of 58 citizens of Logan County, 
Ohio; a petition of 108 citizens of Noble County, Ohio; a petition of 
51 citizens of Mitchell, Kans.; a petition of 32 citizens of San Fran- 
cisco, Cal.; a petition of 14 citizens of Karnes, Tex.; a petition of 14 
citizens of Kendall, Tex.; a petition of 14 citizens of Lake, Ill; a 
petition of 30 citizens of Hamilton, Tex.; a petition of 32 citizens of 
Kenosha, Wis.; a petition of 36 citizens of Bandera, Tex.; and a peti- 
tion of citizens of El Paso, Tex., praying for the passage of legislation 
affording protection to the wool-growing and woolen-manufacturing in- 
eniga of the country; which were referred to the Committee on 

inance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. HOAR, from the Committee on the Library, reported an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill, 
and moved thatit be referred to the Committee on Appropriations; 
which was agreed to. 

Mr, MANDERSON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2998) for the relief of Lieut. Col. Charles G. Sawtelle, 
Deputy Quaitermaster-General, United States Army; and 

A bill (H. R. 7452) for the relief of the Southern Illinois Normal 
University. 

Mr. FARWELL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whorn was referred the bill (S. 441) to amend the Revised Statutes 
relating to the District of Columbia, for the protection of girls and for 
the punishment of the crime of rape, reported adversely thereon and 
the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: ` 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 

A bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Forren; 

A bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster; 

A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of 
the late W. T. Ward; and 

A bill (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little. 

Mr. VANCE, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 1620) for the relief of Esther A. Key- 
ser, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1917) for the relief of John R. Reynolds, reported it 
with amendments. 

Mr. HALE. I report from the Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 16556) making appropriations for the naval 
service for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 
I ask that the bill may be printed as reported, and I give notice that I 
shall call it up at an early day. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Meanwhile the bill will be placed 
on the Calendar. 5 
NORTH AMERICAN INDIANS. 


Mr. MANDERSON. I am directed by the Committee on Printing 
to report back adversely the joint resolution (S. R. 95) providing for 
printing matter furnished by the Bureau of Ethnology relating to re- 
searches and discoveries connected with the study of the North Amer- 
ican Indians, and in lieu thereof to report a concurrent resolution. I 
ask for the present consideration of the concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the joint 
resolution will be indefinitely postponed. The concurrent resolution 
reported by the Senator from Nebraska will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent resolution, as follows: 

Resolved ‘by the Senate (the Honse of Representatives concurring), That there be 

rinted at the Government Printing Oitice 6,000 copies of any matter furnished 
a the Bureau of Ethnology relating to researches and discoveries connected 
with the study of the North American Indians; the same to be issued in parts 
and the wholeto form anannual volume of bulletins; 1,000 of which shall be for 
the use of the Senate, 2,000 for the use of the House of Representatives, and 3,000 
for distribution by the Bureau of Ethnology. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to. 


DECORATION DAY. 


Mr. RIDDLEBERGER. I report from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia without amendment the bill (H. R. 10053) making 
May 30a holiday in the District of Columbia. I ask, unless there be 
objection from some Senator, that the bill be passed. I shall offer 
nothing except the report that comes from the committee of the House 
of Representatives, and I think it is embodied in only eight lines. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Virginia asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill just re- 
ported by him. It will be read at length for information. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Beit enacted, cte., That the 30th day of May in each year, usually called “ Deco- 
ration Day,” shall be, and hereby is, made a holiday within the District of Co- 
Jumbia as fully in all respects as are the days mentioned as holidays in section 
993.0f the Revised Statutes of the District of Columbia, 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 

* sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILL INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FAULKNER introduced a bill (S. 3357) referring the claim of 
William F. Wilson to the Court of Claims; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 


AMENDMENT TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. SHERMAN. I present an amendment intended to be proposed 
tothe sundry civil appropriation bill—the amendment providing for the 
allowance of certain claims for stores and supplies taken and used by 
the UnitedStates Army. I move that the amendment be printed, and 
that it be referred, with the accompanying documents, to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. > 

The motion was agreed to. 

POSTAL TABLET, 


Mr. CULLOM submitted the following resolution; which was con- 
sidered, by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads be, and itis here- 
by, directed to inquire into and report upon the expediency of allowing an ar- 
ticle known as the postal tablet or private postal card, the weightof which shall 
not exceed half an ounce, to pass through the maiis at the rate of 1 cent for 
postage 


Mr. CULLOM. I present papers to accompany the resolution, which 
I move be referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 
The motion was agreed to. 


LIENS OF JUDGMENTS AND DECREES., 
Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H, R.8180) to regulate the liens of 
judgments and decrees of the courts of the United States, having met, after full 
and free conference have to recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 


ate and agree to the same, 

JAMES F. WILSON, 
WM. M. EVARTS, 
J. Z, GEORGE, 

Banagers on the part of the Senate, 
JOHN 8. HENDERSON, 
WM. E. FULLER, 
JNO, H. ROGERS, 

Managers on the part of the House, 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. As the House of Representatives has re- 
cedod from its disagreement to the Senate amendments and agreed to 
the same, Isuppuse there is no necessity for action upon the conference 
report. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No actionis required on the part of 
the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 8873) in relation to bonds of disbursing or other offi- 
cers, and to monthly payment of the Army; 

A bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieu- 
tenant-colonel and quartermaster-general United States Army, deceased, 
and George W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official bond; 

A bill (H. R. 10624) to authorize the Winona and Southwestern 
Railway Company to build a bridge across the Mississippi River at 
Winona, Minn, ; and 

A bill (H. R. 10869) to construct a road from Florence, 8. C., to the 
national cemetery adjacent thereto. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the bill (S. 
2116) to provide aid to State homes forthe support of disabled soldiers 
and sailors of the United States, with amendments, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 

The message further announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the enrolled bill (S. 735) making an appropriation for the erec- 
tion of a light-house on the highland (mainland) to the westward of 
Crooked River, Florida; and it was thereupon signed by the President 
pro tempore. 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT BROWNSVILLE, TEXAS. 

Mr. COKE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 9512) for the erection of a public building at Browns- 
ville, Tex. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. COKE. Inline 4, afterthe word ‘‘authorized,” the word “‘any”’ 
instead of “and” occurs. It should read “ authorized and directed.” 
It is evidently a clerical mistake, the letter “y” having been pub 
where there should have been a ‘‘d.” 

Mr. COCKRELL. It is not worth while to make that amendment. 
The clerks can correct that. 

+The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair would suggest that the 
engrossed bill is probably correct and that the error occurs only in the 
printed bill. If it should appear to be otherwise the amendment will 
be made, 

If there be no amendment as in Committee of the Whole, the bill 
will be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LAND COURT. 

Mr. RANSOM. I desire to give notice that on Monday next, im- 
mediately after the morning business, I shall ask the Senate to take up 
and consider the bill (S. 2042) to establish a United States land court, 
and to provide for the settlement of private land claims in certain States 
and Territories. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

Mr. COCKRELL. In connection with that motion, I should like to 
suggest and move that the Chair cause the rooms around the galleries 
to be cleared so that the doors there may be opened during the ex- 
ecutive session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] that the Senate 
proceed tothe consideration of executive business. 

The motion was ugreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consid- 
eration of executive business. Aiter two hours and sixteen minutes 
spent in executive session the doors were reopened. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill (H. R. 10679) to 
grant the right of way through the military reservation at Fort Mor- 
gan to the Birmingham, Mobile and Navy Cove Harbor Railway 
Company, and for other purposes; in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 

LIFE-SAVING STATION, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives on the bill (S. 1856) to establish a life- 
saving station on the Atlantic coast between Indian River Inlet, Dela- 
ware, and Ocean City, Md. i 

Mr. GRAY. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amendment 
of the House of Representatives and request a conference on the disa- 
greeing votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to, 

By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr, JONES, of 
Nevada, Mr. FRYE, and Mr. GRAY were appointed. 
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STATE SOLDIERS’ HOMES. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2116) to provide 
aid to State homes for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors of 
the United States. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives and ask for a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized 
to appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. MANDER- 
soN, Mr. HAWLEY, and Mr. HAMPTON were appointed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs: 

A bill (H. R. 8873) in relation to bonds of disbursing or other ofi- 
cers, and to monthly payments of the Army; 

A bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lieu- 
tenant-colonel and quartermaster-general, United States Army, de- 
os and George W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official 
bond; 

A bill (H. R. 10604) to authorize the Winona and Southwestern 
Railway Company to build a bridge across the Mississippi River at 
Winona, Minn. ; 

A bill (H. R. 10869) to construct a road from Florence, S. C., to the 
vational cemetery adjacent thereto; and 

A bill (H. R. 10679) to grant the right of way through the military 
reservation at Fort Morgan to the Birmingham, Mobile and Navy Cove 
Harbor Railway Company, and for other purposes. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE. 


Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 1465) for the erection of a public 
building in the city of Chicago, Ill., reported it without amendment. 


BILLS INTRODUCED, 


Mr. MITCHELL introduced a bill (S. 3358) for the relief of M. 8. 
Hellman, of Canyon City, Oregon; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. COCKRELL introduced a bill (S. 3359) to prevent discrimina- 
tion in the selling of literary matter, newspapers, journals, periodicals, 
or magazines on railway trains, in railway stations, on steam-ships, 
or steam-ship docks; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. EDMUNDS introduced a bill (S. 3360) to provide for a road 
along Rock Creek; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumes the consideration of thé unfinished business, being 
the bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation and admission ‘into the 
Union of Washington, and for other purposes. 

Mr. DOLPH. I appeal to the Senator from Nevada [ Mr. STEWART] 
to allow his bill to continue to be the unfinished business and to be 
temporarily laid aside. It is not probable that it can be disposed of 
this afternoon, and I understand that some Senators who wish to speak 
upon it are not ready. I ask that it may be temporarily laid aside, 
and that unanimous consent be given to take upthe bill reported from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate bill'3304, to prohibit the 
coming of Chinese laborers to the United States, which may be dis- 
posed of in an hour or probably less. 


THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


Mr. SHERMAN. I wish to say, after conferring with Senators, that 
to-morrow and from that time on I shall feel it my duty to insist upon 
the consideration of the fisheries treaty. 

Mr. COCKRELL. We could not hear on this side what notice the 
Senator from Ohio gave. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Isaid that to-morrow, Saturday, I propose that the 
Senate shall proceed with the consideration of the fisheries treaty, upon 
which the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] has the floor, and on 
which other Senators are prepared to speak. In order to close it so as 
to get it out of the way, I shall ask the Senate to proceed with it to- 
morrow and so on from day to day until it is disposed of. 

Mr. FELLER. I only wish to say that I shall be prepared to go on 
to-morrow, immediately after the disposition of the formal morning 
business. 

Mr. CHANDLER. In this connection I desire to offer a resolution 
intended to be proposed by me in connection with the treaty, and I 
ask that it be printed and lie over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will lie over under the rule. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let the resolution be . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be read. 

The Secretary read the resolution, as follows: 

Resolved. That the power to make treaties and to appoint all high public of- 
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ficers of the United States being vested in the President and Senate jointly, the 
President has no right under his implied power of making preliminary negotin- 
tions of treatiesto appoint, without the concurrence of the Senafe, private citi- 
zens as plenipotentiaries to make and sign such treaties in behalf of the United 
States; and that the recent appointment by the President, without the consent 
of the Senate, of James B. Angell and William L. Putnam as special plenipoten- 
tiaries to make and sign the proposed fishery treaty with Great Britain, dated 
February 15, 1888, was unwarranted by the Constitution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will lie over under 


the rule and be printed. 


AMENDMENT TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. DANIEL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


COMING OF CHINESE LABORERS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
are asks unanimous consent that the unfinished business, being 
the bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation and admission into the 
Union of the State of Washington, and for other purposes, be informally 
laid inside for the purpose of enabling him to move the consideration 
of Order of Business 1801, being the bill (S. 3304) to prohibit the com- 
ing of Chinese laborers to the United States. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. n 

Mr. DOLPH. Mr. President, it will help to an understanding of the 
necessity for the lex slation proposed by this bill to state the su! stance 
of existing legislation on the subject of Chines: imm gration, and to call 
attention to the defects in such legislation which bave been disclosed 
by experience. 

When the sentiment upon the Pacific coast in favor of the exclusion 
of Chinese laborers had become so strong as to force recognition by the 
Government, the treaty of November 17, 1880, was negotiated, by which 
the United States was authorized to limit or suspend the coming of 
Chinese laborers into the United States, but not wouy to prohibit it. 
It was provided in the treaty that Chinese laborers who were then in 
the United States should be allowed to go and come at their own free 
will, and should be accorded all the rights, privileges, and immunities 
which are accorded by this Government to the citizens and subjects of 
the most favored nations. 

By the act of May 6, 1882, the coming of Chinese laborers to this 
country was suspended for the period of ten years, but by section 2 of 
the act it was provided such suspension should not apply to Chinese 
laborers who were in the United States on the 17th of November, 1880, 
or who should come into the United States before the expiration of 
ninety days next after the e of the act. The act further pro- 
vided for the issuing of certificates to departing Chinese for the purpose 
of identification and as evidence of a right to return. 

The amendatory act of 1884 also provided that Chinese laborers who 
were in the United States when the treaty took effect, and who came 
into the United States within ninety days after the passage of the act 
of May 6, 1882, should be entitled to depart from this*country and to 
return again, As to those laborers who departed after November 17, 
1880, and before the act of May 6, 1882, went into effect, there was no 
record or official evidence of their right to return, and when they re- 
turned they were held by the courts to be entitled to prove their right 
to land in the same manner as any other question of fact is established 
in court. 

The question was raised by the collector of customs at San Fran- 
cisco whether the act of 1882 was retrospective or prospective only, 
whether Chinese laborers departing from the United States after No- 
vember 17, 1880, but before the certificates were issued under the act of 
May 6, 1882, could return without certificates. The collector claimed 
that they could not, and the courts decided that they could, 

The controversy was renewed under the act of 1884, which declared 
the certificate to be conclusive of the right to return. The collector 
contended that the courts had no authority or jurisdiction to interfere 
by habeas corpus to discharge Chinese who departed before the act of 
May 6, 1882, could be put into operation and had no certificate 
and who were refused permission to land by him. The United 
States courts held that every Chinaman claiming the right to land on 
account of residence in the United States prior to the date when the 
act of May 6, 1882, went into effect had a right to have the question 
of previous residence tried in court as a question of fact. The Su- 
preme Court of the United States recently affirmed the judgment of 
the court below in one of these cases. This controversy caused great 
inconvenience to the courts and business community. In a letter 
which was before the Committee on Foreign Relations when the sub- 
ject of Chinese restriction was considered, United States District 
Judge Hoffman states that there were at the time, when the letter 
was written, five hundred Chinese waiting to try their right to land 
in the United States in the United States courts in San Francisco by 
habeas corpus, and that two more vessels were due with others. I 
find in one of the San Francisco papers a copy of a letter from Judge 
Hoffman to Representative FELTON, of California, dated January 10, 
1888, which so forcibly presents the situation that I will present it in 
fall. 


1888. 
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The letter is as follows: 
“San Francisco, January 16, 1888. 


“My DEAR FELTON: The newspapers announce that you have introduced a 
bill for the abrogation of the treaty stipulations with China ing Chinese 
immigration, You know the temper of Congress better than I do, but I have 
serious misgivings as to your ability to induce it to pass an act in open and 
avowed yiolation of the Burlingame and Swift treaties. It is surely not good 
statesmanship to forego what is practicable and attainable by attempting what 
may be desirable but in fact is unattainable. 

“Itis of paramount and indispensable importance that something should be 
done to relieve the courts of the intolerable nuisance and obstruction to their 
regular business caused by the Chinese cases. If they continue in the future as 
numerous as in the past, it is not too much to say that the constant services of 
ent ei. will be necessary to dispose of them, 

“ Judge Sabin has been here on a summons of Judge Sawyer for one month 
almost exclusively engaged in trying Chinese habeas corpus cases. There stili 
remain on the calendars of the two courts in the neighborhood of two hundred 
and fifty cases undisposed of. The steamers arrive tri-monthly, and it may be 
auticipated that they will continue to bring their usual complement of Chinese 
passengers, especially when news shall have reached China that a law forbid- 
ding their couine has been proposed, and may be passed, unless something is 

one specdily. 

“I know not how courts can deal with this mass of business. Judge Sabin 
and Judge Ross have both their own daties to attend to, and further work, ex- 
cept when they occasionally devote some weeks to our relief, will fall upon the 
circuit judges and myself. 

“The prospect fills we with dismay and almost with despair. It appears to 
me if you even think you can succeed in inducing Congress to aby the 
treaty, it can only be done after preliminary negotiations with China, or at 
least after some notice to that Government of our intention to no longer be 
bound by our solemn treaty stipulations, and T need not remind you that Chi- 
nese negotiations once entered upon will postpone all prospects of relief for an 
almost indefinite period. 

“Judge Sawyer and myself have both pointed out some simple measures 
which I presume could be readily got through Congress, and which will effect 
the object we are so anxious to attain. 

“ The first is to pass a law providing that aftera reasonable notice, say of two 
or three months’ notice, the right to enter the country on ground of previous 
residence shall no longer be recognized. This simple act would at once dis 
of perhaps three-quarters or more of the cases presented to us, I think there 
can be no objection to such a law on the ground of breach of public faith, When 
it goes into effect, even if passed at once, the Chinese will have had six years to 
exercise the privilege of returning on the groand of previous residence. 

“It is not unreasonable that when the courts have devoted so much timeand 
the Government has incurred so much expense in aie mage the validity of 
these claims, and the courts have been in so many cases the victims of perjury 
and fraud, which it is impossible to detect, we should say that we can not longer 
afford to occupy the time of our tribunals in these investigations, and we have 
a right to notify the Chinese that if the privilege is not availed of within a short 
=< GE Rin period, to be fixed by láw, it shall be deemed to haye been 
waived, 

“If you could bave attended court and listened to the hearing of any of these 
cases, you would have recognized how completely the court is at the merey of 
Chinese testimony and how impossible it is to distinguish a genuine case from 
a fraudulent one, 

“The other suggestion relates to the form of certificates. To simply enact 
that the Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe the form of the red certificate 
to be delivered to outgoing Chinamen would, I think, puta stop to the frauds 
which have been practiced with regard to these papers on so extensive a scale. 

If such a law can be passed the noes should direct that the certificates 
. should be all blank but the number, It will, therefore, contain on its faee no 
information to the party fraudulently procuring it as to age, occupation, phy- 
sical peculiarities, or even name or sex of the person to whom it was issued. 
* All these particulars should be taken and recorded in the custom-house book 
at the time the certificate is issned. 

“On the presentation, therefore, of any certificate, none but the person to 
whom it was issued could be able to answer a single question showing he was 
the person to whom the certificate was issued. A few questions put to the per- 
son presenting it would at once show that the certificate had been issued to 
another party whom he was attempting to personate. 

“These provisions, I think, and especially the first, would relieve us to such 
an extent that we might, without great inconvenience, grapple with the re- 
maining cases. Linvite your most careful attention to this, and unless you are 
sure you can get the bill through which *you proposed, I beg you to direct your 
attention to these two matters which, upon proper explanation, ought to en- 
counter no opposition, and which would, as I have said, effectually relieve us 
of — sotolerns burden. I hope you will consider these suggestions very 
seriously. 

“Tam deeply interested in the matter, and unless something is done Ido not 
see how Judge Sawyer or myself can discharge the ane É duties of our office. 
Sickness and disability of any kind on the part of either of us for any length of 
time would produce an accumulation of cases on the calendar which would be 
xy ge appalling. 

“Tam amhorized by Judge Sawyer to say that he entirely concurs in the fore- 
going suggestions, 

“Very truly, yours, 
‘‘OGDEN HOFFMAN,” 


To cure defects in previous legislation restricting Chinese immigration 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations during the first session of 
the Forty-ninth Congress reported a bill which passed the Senate, but 
did not receive consideration in the House. Early in the present ses- 
sion there was reported to the Senate from the same committee another 
bill more simple but more effective in its provisions than the one re- 
ported at the last Congress, which has not been acted upon on accoant 
of the pendency of the treaty with the Chinese Government negotiated 
since the bill was reported. 

That bill in my judgment, if it had become a law, would have been a 
substantial improvement upon existing laws. Its provisions, in the 
opinion of many, would have accomplished substantially what will 
have been secured if the pending treaty is ratified. The second sec- 
tion of that bill is what may be termed a statute of limitations upon 
the exercise of the right of Chinese laborers to return to the United 
states who were in the United States when the treaty of November 
17, 1880, took effect, or who afterwards camo into the United States 
and departed prior to August 6, 1882, without a retarn certificate. 
Such a limitation was believed by the circuit judge of the United 
States for the ninth circuit and by the United States district judge for 


the northern district of California to be a reasonable restriction, and 
not a violation of treaty stipulations, and would have afforded relief 
to the United States courts at San Francisco, which are now over- 
whelmed with habeas-corpus cases brought by Chinese seeking to land 
in the United States on the ground of prior residence, and which ob- 
struct the regular business of the court and greatly inconvenience the 
public. 

In the mean time the pending treaty with the Chinese Government 
was negotiated, which will, if ratified, and it seems probable it will be, 
with appropriate legislation, cut off the right to return to the United 
States of Chinese laborers who have not availed themselves of that 
right under existing laws at the date of the ratification of the treaty, 
and to some extent will restrict the right of Chinese laborers residing 
in the United States and leaving the country after the date of the treaty 
to return again. The important provisions of the treaty are as follows: 


ARTICLE I. 

The high contracting parties agree that for a period of twenty years, begin- 
ning with the date of the exchange of the ratifications of this convention, the 
coming, except under the conditions hereinafter specified, of Chinese laborers 
to the United States shall be absolutely prohibited; and this prohibition shall 
extend to the return of Chinese laborers who are not now in the United States, 
whether holding return certificates under existing laws or not, 

- ARTICLE II, 

The preceding article shall not apply to the return to the United States of any 
Chinese laborer who has a lawful wile, child, or parent in the United States, or 
property therein of the value of $1,000, or debts of like amount due him and 
ponding settlement. Nevertheless, every such Chinese laborer shall, before 

eaving the United States, deposit, as a condition of his return, with the collector 
of customs of the district from which he departs, a full description in ides | 
of his family, or property, or debts, as afo d, and shall be furnished by sai 
collector with such certificate of his right to return under this treaty as the laws 
of the United States may now or hereafter prescribe and not inconsistent with 
the provisions of this treaty; and should the written description aforesaid be 
proved to be false, the right of return thereunder, or of continued residence 
after return, shall in each case be forfeited. 

And such right of return to the United States shall be exercised within one year 
from the date of leaving the United States; but such right of return tothe United 
States may be extended foran additional period, notto exceed one year, in cases 
where by reason of sickness or other cause of disability beyond his control, such 
Chinese laborer shall be rendered unable sooner to return, which facts shall be 
pally reported tothe Chinese consul at the port of departure, and by him certified 
to the satisfaction of the collector of the port at which such Chinese subject shall 
land in the United States. And nosuch Chinese laborer shall be permitted toen- 
ter the United States by land or sea without producing to the proper officer of 
the customs the return certificate herein required. 


ARTICLE II. 

The peraoas of this convention shall not affect the right at present en- 
joyedof Chinese subjects, being officials, teachers, students, merchants, or trav- 
elers for curiosity or pleasure, but not laborers, of coming to the United States 
and residing therein. To entitle such Chinese subjects as are above described 
to admission into the United States they may produce a certificate from their 
Government or the Government where they last resided, visaed by the diplo- 
matic or consular representative of the United States in the country or port 
whence they depart. 

It is also agreed that Chinese laborers shall continue to enjoy the privilege of 
transit across the territory of the United States in the course of their journey 
to or from other countries, subject to such regulations by the Government of the 
ya he States as may be necessary to prevent said privilege of transit from being 
adu e y 

These provisions relating to the right of Chinese laborers who have 
been in the United States, and have departed to return again, and the 
right of Chinese laborers now in the United States to depart and return, 
take effect upon the exchange of ratifications, and in order to provide 
the necessary regulations for executing them it is important that an 
act should be passed to take effect when the treaty goes into operation, 
This is provided for in the bill now under consideration. I will not 
discuss the bill in detail unless some question arises in regard to som 
of its provisions. 4 

It is intended to carry into effect the provisions of the treaty to pro- 
yide necessary regulations to prevent the abuse of their privilege by 
the classes of Chinese authorized under the treaty to come to, and re- 
side in, or pass through, the United States and to provide against the 
evasion of its provisions by the classes prohibited from entering the 
United States. Neither the treaty nor this bill is all that was desired 
by the majority of the people of the Pacific coast, butin my judgment, 
if this bill becomes a law and is faithfully executed, it will go far to 
remedy the evils complained of. 

The proposition to pass a bill to take effect upon the exchange of 
ratifications is approved by the State Department, and it is understood 
that the bill introduced in the House by the chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs was either prepared or sanctioned by the Depart- 
ment. The Chinese Government understand that Chinese laborers are 
to be excluded from and after the date of the ratification of the treaty, 
and much annoyance and trouble will be avoided both to Chinese sub- 
jects and to our Government if the necessary legislation for carrying 
the provisions of the treaty into execution is had before it takes effect. 


“The Chinese Government has undertaken to prevent its subjects from 


emigration to the United States. By an edict of that Government 
Chinese subjects who have not been in this country are forbidden to 
emigrate, and Chinese subjects who have once been here and returned 
to China are prohibited from returning unless they have left behind 
them a family or property. The Chinese immigration to this country 
is not to any considerable extent from Chinese ports, but is mainly from 
British ports in China. 

I do not propose to discuss the Chinese question at length at this 
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time. A very large majority of the people of the Pacific coast believe 
that the immigration of Chinese laborers into this country is an un- 
mixed evil and that it should beat once prohibited. The reasons urged 
for this are numerous. I shall allude but toa few of them. All Chi- 
nese laborers in this country belong to one of six Chinese companies, 
are coolies under contract with the companies to which they belong, 
and are virtually slaves, and Chinese womenin San Francisco and Port- 
land areas much a merchantable commodity asslaves were in the slaye- 
holding States in the ante-bellam days. ` 

My own experience and observation lead me to the belief that the 
Chinese laborers and lower classes of Chinese in this country do not 
regard either our laws or the obligation of an oath as administered in 
our courts of justice as binding upon them, and that our judicial tri- 
bunals are more Ukely to be resorted to and our laws invoked by them 
for the purpose of revenge or to compel obedience to the decrees of 
their own secretand unlawful tribunals than for a legitimate purpose, 
It is notorious that the Chinese on the Pacific coast maintain a Chinese 
government of their own, which enforces in its own way its own laws 
and regulations. 

The importation of Chinese into this country is the introduction of 
a non-assimilating element; a people separated from ours by an im- 
passable gulf; the bringing together of diverse civilization which can 
not blend; the introduction of a source of irritation calculated to 
arouse in the laboring classes violent passions to disturb the peace of 
communities and lead to disorders and outrages which can neither be 
prevented nor properly punished. 

There is danger also to be apprehended to our national prosperity 
from the unrestricted immigration into this country of Chinese. With 
the 404,000,000 of the inhabitants of China struggling for existence, the 
increased and increasing facilities for reaching the Pacific coast from her 
shores, and the increasing demand for cheap labor by our manu- 
facturing institutions, if immigration had not been restricted until this 
time it is wore than possible that to-day the industrial interests of the 
coast would have been largely in the possession of that people, who 
work cheaper and live upon less than the Caucasian race, and who 
therefore naturally supplant that race in the labor markets of the 
world whenever they come in competition with it. 

The controlling reason with me for the exclusion of Chinese labor is 
that the characteristics of the race are such that Chinese laborers in the 
United States, no matter how limited their number, are necessarily in 
competition with the white laborer. The Chinaman works for one-half 
the wages necessary for the support of the American laborer. He is a 
mere sojourner here, and is not a consumer to any considerable extent 
of American products. He hoards his earnings, but not to enrich this 
country. He supplants white labor, the rewards of which would be 
kept in this country, and carries away with him his accumulated gains. 

I will not diseuss his vices nor dwell upon the demoralization and 
ruin caused by the opium joints and gambling dens and other centers 
of vice and immorality he brings with him. It has been said, and there 
. is truth in the saying, that the virtues of the Chinese are more harmful 
to us than their vices. Their economy, their simple wants, which en- 
able them to live on one-fourth the amount required to support an 
American laborer, make their competition with white laborers in the 
labor markets of the Pacific coast the most serious objection to their 
presence. Thesentimentso long prevailing in this country that America 
should be the asylum of the oppressed and down-trodden, if not of the 
refuse of all other nations, is fast losing its hold upon the American 
people. We are being educated up to the idea that with governments 
as with individuals, self-preservation is the first law of nature. The 
Chinese laborer, considered with reference to our institutions, is noth- 
ing but a productive machine. The American laborer is much more. 
Uuder our political syst-m he is an integral part of the Government. 
His vote counts for as mu :h as that of the millionaire, and, theoretic- 
ally at least, he has: n eg ial voice with him in public affairs. 

The people establishea and control and will continue to give direc- 
tion to the Government, and if republican institutions are to be pre- 
served the pain man must be protected and his must not 
be reduced to the level of the wages of Asiatic coolies. He will bea 
safe depositary of the power of controlling the destiny of the Govern- 
ment no longer than ke is able to command for his labor such remu- 
neration as will enable him to live in comfort and to maintain his in- 
dependence. 

Every argument which is made upon this floor for the protection of 
the laboring man against the cheap labor of Europe is an argument 
against the admission of coolie labor into this country. So long as the 
masses in any country can be kept in ignorance and want, without the 
means of bettering their condition and without the power of asserting 
their rights—mere hewers of wood and drawers of water, the slaves of 
the govetning classes, the rich and the powerful—monarchies and aris- 
tocracies will continue, and tyranny of the governing classes and the 
oppression of the laboring classes will be the rule. We will do more 
for the oppressed of other nations and more for humanity by preserv- 
ing the independence and promoting the intelligence and virtue of our 
own people, perpetuating our free institutions, and giving the world 
the influence of our example, than we can do by admitting to our 
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shores in accordance with a mere sentiment those whose presence will 
degrade American labor and deprive the laborer of his just reward. 

Power to be safely used must be accompanied by intelligence, 

here the tendency is to the distribution of power among the 
people. The men who toil on the farm, in the shop and factory, and 
ın the mines, who operate the railroads, navigate the ships, and carry 
on the commerce of the world—the laboring men—are yet to control 
the political affairs of all nations and to give direction to all the gov- 
ernments of the earth. Not this year or this century perhaps, but as 
sure as intelligence and capacity for self-government is increasing among 
men and love of liberty is spreading among the nations, just so sure 
will republican governments—‘“‘governments of the people, by the 
people, and for the people’’—some day take the place of the monarch- 
ies of the earth. This is not to be brought about by leveling down 
the rewards of labor in America and reducing the condition of the 
laborer here to that of the laborer in other countries, but power of 
self-government to the masses of other countries will be preceded by 
an improvement in their condition, increased compensation for their 
labor, increased intelligence, and greater independence, all of which 
= be mainly worked out by the people of each country for them- 
selves. : 

Not only the future of this country and the prosperity of our people 
but the future destiny of the race is inseparably connected with the 
condition of the men and women who toil with their hands, 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the object of this bill is to enforce 
the provisions of a treaty heretofore made between the United States 
and his Imperial Majesty the Emperor of China, and which treaty was 
ratified with certain amendments proposed by the Committee on For- 
eign Relations of this body and agreed to by the Senate, some time ago, 
and which was forwarded, as I understand, to the Chinese Government 
for its rejection or approval of the amendments proposed by the Senate. 
This bill provides in terms that itshall only become operative from and 
after the date of exchange of the ratification of the treaty between the 
two Governments. As an act of legislation for the purpose intended, 
that is to say, the enforcement of the provisions of the treaty referred 
to, I regard it as the very best possible bill that could be presented. 

So far as I am concerned personally, I have no faith in the treaty it- 
self. I never did have any faith in-it; I have no faith initnow. I be- 
lieve it will be a failure in so far as it may be considered as a means of 
prohibiting Chinese immigration. 

The treaty as it came to the Senate originally and before it was 
amended by the Senate was, in my judgment, a step backward, and a 
long step back ward from the position we occupied under existing treaties 
and under existing laws. As amended by the Senate, however, I con- 
sider the treaty at least no worse than the existing treaty; but I am 
unable to bring myself to the conclusion that it is any better. 

But, as I said, conceding that this treaty so ratified by the Senate 
wil] meet the approval of the Chinese Government, I regard this bill 
as the very best possible bill that could be presented and passed by’ 
Congress, and at the same time keep within the provisions of the new 
treaty, as the of this bill is to legislate under the provisions 
of the new treaty. In fact, if the amendments made by the Senate to 
the new treaty are not accepted by the Chinese Government, this leg- 
islation never becomes o ive. 

Mr. DOLPH. The bill is to take effect on the exchange of ratifica- 
tions of the treaty. $ 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is what I have just said, that the bill only 
becomes operative on the agreement of the Chinese Government to the 
Senate amendments to the treaty. 

Ishall vote for this bill because itis the very best possible measure that 
wecan hopeto have enacted into law. It is the very best possible meas- 
ure, as I said before, thatcan be devised, in my judgment, and keep within 
the provisions of the proposed treaty; but the treaty itself, in my judg- 
ment, is a sham, a fraud, and a deception, and will not méet the ex- 
pectations either of the President of the United States or of his Secre- 
tary of State, or of the members of the Senate on either side of the 
Chamber who gave it their approval with the amendments adopted by 
the Senate. 

This seems to be the opinion of the leading journals of the Pacific 
coast. I have here an editorial from the San Francisco Call, a leading 
journal of San Francisco, which I will ask to have read, that expresses 
what seems to be the view of the people generally of the Pacific coast 
in reference to this new treaty. I ask to have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BERRY in the chair). 
will be read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


THE TWO CHINESE TREATIES CONTRASTED. 


The Swift-Angell Chinese treaty is the one now in existence. It has two 
weak points—one which provides that “Chinese laborers now in the United 
States shall be allowed to go and come of their own free will and accord,” and 
one which admits teachers, students, merchants, and travelers in such terms 
that laborers have been included in one class or another, The second or 
amended restriction act provided for the enforcement of the treaty in terms 
which re-enforced the two weak points in the treaty we have referred to. Tho 


The paper 


act provided that prior residents must come with certificates to show the fact. 
of such prior odano: and also placed safeguards around the admission of 
Chinese under pretense of being merchants, students, or travelers, 


1888. 
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This second or amended restriction act would be, fairly executed, a tolerable 
solution of the Chinese question, The friends of white labor would have pre- 


ferred that Chinese once departing should stay departed, but with the safe- 


the law set up to prevent Chinese from “returning” who had never 
n here we would ve got slong very well. 

The action of the Federal courts in admitting Chinese on the plea of prior resi- 
dence without the evidence the law required greatly impaired the efficiency of 
the law. The action of the Treasury Department in letting in Chinese in transit 
made another hole in the act. Instead of seeking to enforce the act in the spirit 
in which it had been passed, the Administration conceived the idea of negotiat- 
ing a new treaty. This now treaty, as the Call has before said, isa sham, It 
does not permit of a law which will keep out a single Chinaman whom the em- 
ployers of that class of labor desire to let in, 

he new pangs provides in the second article that the prohibition clause in 
the first article shall not apply to any Chinese laborer who has a lawful wife in 
the United States, 

‘To any Chinese laborer who has a child in the United States. 

To any Chinese laborer who has a parent in the United States. _ 

To any Chinese laborer who has $1,000 worth of property in the United States, 
which property may be in the form of creaits—that is, of debts due the appli- 


cant. 

The third article of the treaty provides that the new treaty shall not affect 
the rights at present enjoyed by Chinese subjects being officials, teachers, stu- 
dents, merchants, or travelers for curiosity or pleasure, of coming tothe United 
States. The third articlealso provides that “Chinese laborers shall continue to 
enjoy the privilege of transit across the territory of the United States in the 
course of their journey to or from other countries.” The last provision is put- 
ting in the form of an express stipulation the privilege Chinese laborers en- 

joyed by virtueof a ruling of the Treasury Department. An opening which the 
ry Department had made was thus recognized I ya aaps by the new 


treaty. 

A Senate amendment to the treaty provides that this prohibition shall extend 
to the return of the Chinese laborers who are not now in the United States, 
whether holding return certificates under the law or not. 

Whatever value this amendment may have had when it was adopted is lost 
in the fact that the greater part of the Chinese then in China will be in the 
United States before a law can be enforced carrying out the conditions of the 
treaty. They are coming now so fast that duplicate courts are established to 
pass them in. Once in, there will not be the slightest difficulty in gettingreturn 
certificates on one of the four conditions that the treaty provides as establish- 
ing the right to such return certificate. 

The transit clause holds open a door wide enough to Jet in all China. Any 
Chinese laborer may land on that plea, and any Chinese laborer found in the 
United States can pretend that he is in transit. 

lt should be borne in mind that the new law, if one is pamon will be sub- 

to the judicial intelligence which has destroyed the law now nominaliy 
n force. It will have to stand a hostile construction, It will be administered 
by courts which have shown their determination to admit Chinese, law or no 

w. 

For these reasons the Call repeats that the work Congress should now take 
in hand is to see that the present law is executed rather than to enact new laws 
for the courts to tear to pieces.— The Morning Call, San Francisco, July 13, 1588, 

Mr. MITCHELL. As further illustrating the views taken by the 
leading journals on the Pacific coast, I submit a short editorial from 
the San Francisco Bulletin, another leading paper of that city. 

Mr. MORGAN. What is the date of that? 

Mr. MITCHELL. This was published in the issue of July 12, 
1888—the present month. 

Mr. MORGAN. What is the date of the other? 

Mr. MITCHELL. July 13, 1888, about the same date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The paper sent up by the Senator 
from Oregon will be read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

TOO GOOD TO BE TRUE, 

It is rumored that there is some doubt whether the Chinese Government will 

prove the new treaty because of the amendments introduced by the Senate. 
These amendments ace the only valuable parts of the measure. But we are 
afraid that no such good luck is before us, The scarcely concealed bribe of $276,- 
000 to the Chinese Government will secure the ratification, If the treaty were 
rejected the Administration would no longer have any excuse to oppose the only 
legislation that will reach the root of the Chinese evil. The treaty, even as 
amended, can lead to nothing but the gravest complications. The fisheries treaty, 
which has already been cut to pieces in the Senate, was wise diplomacy in com- 
parison with the Chinese rene The latter is, in fact, the most outrageous sell- 

on. 


out of the present Administrat 
ed asa pan to facilitate Chinese immigration. Under it 


It may be 
this country will be flooded with Chinese. Every cooly now ashore can be 
es can be introduced by the 


duplicated as often as he departs, while new ho: 
transit privilege. Improvised traders, students, teachers, and travelers can be 
brought on the scene when everything else fails. There will be no check on the 
latter but the visé of our consuls, and what sort of a check that will be sao? Me 
body knows. If this treaty had been considered in open Senate, like the - 
eries treaty, it would have been defeated, provided our representatives exhibited 
as much industry and ability asthe New England representatives of the fishing 
interests of the Northeast.—Daily Evening Bulletin, San Francisco, Thursday, 
July 12, 1858. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That represents the view, as I believe, of the 
people generally of the Pacific coast in regard to this treaty: Treaties 
have proved failures so far as inhibiting Chinese immigration is con- 
cerned. We have a treaty now with China looking to the restriction 
of Chinese immigration, That treaty went into effect November 17, 
1881. Since then there have been 92,654 arrivals of Chinese at the 
port of San Francisco alone. Since January 1 last, to and inclading 
June 18, last month, 7,422 Mongols have arrived at the port of San 
Francisco alone. Of the arrivals 4,218 were landed on return certifi- 
cates issued by the custom-house, and 3,204 on writs of habeas corpus, 

There are now pending in the United States courts of San Francisco 
4,000 habeas corpus cases for the release of Chinese, and more than 5,691 
have arrived than departed in San Francisco in the last five and a haif 
months, 

The present treaty, the one under which we are now legislating, and 
which has not yet been ratified by the Chinese Government, is no im- 

vement, in my judgment, and that seems to be the judgment of the 
ing journals of the Pacific coast, on the existing treaty. For that 


reason I opposed the treaty when it was under consideration in execu- 
tive session in this body. I am opposed to it now because I do not be- 
lieve it will effect the purpose intended. While that is all so, and 
while in all probability, as stated by my colleague, the amendments 
proposed by the Senate will receive the approval of the Chinese Govern- 
ment, in which event it will become the law of the land, then the leg- 
islation proposed is the only thing we can do and the very best thing 
we can do under the circumstances. ‘Therefore I shall vote for the bill. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, President, I can not understand why the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. MITCHELL] would vote for a bill to carry into 
effect a treaty which he says is a sham and a fraud. I do not think I 
have ever before heard as broad a declaration as that. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I did not hear the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. MORGAN. I said that I could not understand why the Senator 
from Oregon would vote for a bill to carry into effect a treaty that he 
said was a sham and a fraud. I do not remember to have ever heard 
such a statement as that made by any gentleman on this floor. If I 
believed that a treaty was a sham and a fraud I would never give any 
vote to carry it into effect. I might give votes, and I think I certainly 
neam to abrogate that treaty and to take it away from the statute- 

k. 


Mr. MITCHELL. I have not had the opportunity. 

Mr. MORGAN. The Senator from Oregon says he would vote to ab- 
rogate this last treaty and take itoff the statute-book if he had the 
opportunity to doit. An opportunity, Mr. President, is never want- 
ing to a Senator to offer a bill in this body to avail himself or his con- 
stituents of that very high power, which has been declared by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States to exist on the partof Congress, to 
abrogate any treaty. So the opportunity has been always present to 
the Senator from Oregon to offer a bill, and to press a bill to abrogate 
the treaty. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And the Senator from Oregon availed himself of 
that opportunity and introduced a bill at this session for that very pur- 
pose, and the committee, of which the honorable Senator from Alabama 
is a member, smothered it in committee and never reported it. 

Mr. MORGAN. Not being in the majority I am not responsible 
for the smothering of that infant if there was any smothering done. It 
is his own friends that have smothered it if any persons have, and if 
they did I expect they did an act of great mercy to the Senator, not to 
say to the Senate. But notwithstanding his having offered a bill, 
which he says was smothered in committee, to repeal and abrogate all 
Chinese treaties relating to immigration, he is here to-day to announce 
his purpose to support a bill to carry the last treaty into effect, which 
he says is a fraud and a sham. 

Now, his constituency on the Pacific coast will perhaps be able to 
understand whether or not the Senator is sincerely the friend of proper 
treaty relations between the United States and China, or whether this 
is an effort by gathering up scraps out of newspapers to cast some odium 
or some slur upon gentlemen engaged in negotiations between this coun- 
try and a foreign country. Without quoting a familiar adage, which 
relates to the condition of the bird that is not very careful about its 
domicile, I say that I deprecate very much indeed that constant dis- 
position which appears on the floor of this body to disparage in- the 
presence of mankind, of the whole world, the honor, the integrity, the 
wisdom, the uprightness, the foresast of our executive administration. 

I have been in this body under several Republican administrations 
and I have yet to hear any Democrat in this body undertake merely 
the effort to disparage a Republican administration, no matter how 
much we differed with it in respect of foreign policies. I was here at 
an era when jingoism prevailed in the administration of this country 
to a very alarming extent, the effects of which we have not yet quite 
escaped from, certainly not the moral effects; and yet due faith and 
credit were given to the integrity, to the honorable purpose, to the high 
intention of all those Republican Presidents who negotiated treaties, 
whether the Democrats thought they were correct ones or not, and I 
think we had better return to that state of feeling, and from that 
sense of respect that we owe to our own country, we ought to inform 
the outside world that we still have negotiators who are able to handle 
our diplomatic affairs and that we have statesmen who are at least in 
love with their own country. 

The history of Chinese immigration to this country, so far as it is 
affected by treaty, is a somewhat peculiar one. The Senator from 
Oregon, being a Republican, takes occasion to felicitate himself upon 
the progress of affairs; but I wish to read just two treaties in contrast 
with each other to show how under the present régime there has been 
an absolute reversal of that policy which was the inauguration, the 
beginning of the immigration of the Chinese into this land. Anson 
Burlingame was a distinguished American who went to Chinaas A mer- 
ican minister, and there commended himself by his wisdom and his 
ability and by his integrity to the Chinese Government to that extent 
that they sent him back here with plenary powers of negotiating trea- 
ties with us on subjects which had never before that time been alluded 
to in our treaties with China. 

Mr. Burlingame came here and negotiated treaties, and the ministers 
who came with him on that grand errand were received on the Pacific 
coast with princely honors, Their purpose was declared, was perfectly 


6572 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JULY 20, 


well known, their coming was heralded to this capital, and the United 
States made a point of showing more of the magnificence of its hospi- 
tality in the welcoming of this commission to this country for the pur- 
pose of making this treaty than I remember that they have ever shown 
to the Prince of Wales or to any other distinguished character who has 
ever visited the country. Mr. Burlingame and his colleagues were re- 
ceived with royal honors, as far as we know how to bestow royal hon- 
ors, certainly with royal hospitality. They went into conference here 
with Mr. Seward, who was then our Secretary of State, and in 1868 they 
matured and sent to the Senate of the United States for its ratification 
a treaty which contained these provisions: 
ARTICLE V. 

The United States of America and the Emperor of China cordially recognize 
the inherent and inalienable right of man to change his home and allegiance, 
and also the mutual advantage of the free migration and emigration of their 
citizens and subjects respectively from the one country to the other for the pur- 
poses of curiosity, of trade, or as permanent residents. The high contracting 
parties therefore join in reprobating any other than an entirely voluntary emi- 
gration for these purposes. They consequently agree to pass laws making it a 
penal offense for a citizen of the United States or Chinese subject to take Chi- 
nese subjects either to the United States or to any other foreign country, or for 
a Chinese subject or citizen of the United States to take citizens of the United 
States to China or to any other foreign country without their free and volun- 
tary consent, respectively. 

ARTICLE VI. 


Citizens of the United States visiting or residing in China shall enjoy thesame 
privileges, immunities, or exemptions in respect to travel or residence as ma: 
there be enjoyed by the citizens or subjects of the most favored nation; and, 
reciprocally, Chinese subjects visiting or residing in the United States shall en- 
joy the same privileges, immunities, and exemptions in respect to travel or resi- 
dence as may there be enjoyed by the citizens or subjects of the most favored na- 
iton. But nothing herein contained shall be held to confer naturalization upon 
paren me United States in China, nor upon the subjects of China in the 

nit ita 7 


The Chinese came; they came in floods, in torrents. They poured 
over the Pacific coast. 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator give me the date of the treaty ? 

Mr. MORGAN. Eighteen hundred and sixty-eight; the Burlingame 
treaty. 

This treaty, Mr. President, was based upon the idea, which I thought 
a very mistaken one indeed, that by bringing the Chinaman in contact 
with American civilization and American institutions, the Ethiopian 
would change his skin and the leopard his spots; that they would widen 
up into our civilization and become convertible elements in our social 
fabric, as well as proper factors under certain conditions even in our 
political institutions. 

This Burlingame treaty was heralded through the Christian world 
as opening really the doors of salvation to the whole Chinese people. 
A great many preachers argued strenuously, and I hope then with 
great effect (but it turned out that they were mistaken about it), in 
favor of the proposition that if we would allow free, unobstructed im- 
migration of the Chinese into this land, and allow them to assume 
here all the privileges of citizenship which belong to residence and 
domicile, they would incorporate themselves into our church establish- 
ments; that they would take up from us the spirit of Christianity, and 
would carry it abroad across the Pacific Ocean; and-that the banner ot 
the Cross would be planted upon the plains of China by Chinese hands, 
That was a very beautiful picture, and very attractive and charming 
to the American people, and I regret deeply, sir, that it has not been 
realized. 

But they got over there among the Oregonians and the Californians 
and the Indians and the Mexicans, and they took to the American idea 
of money-making, if they did not have it before they came; and the 
Chinaman began to lay up treasure, not in heaven, but on earth, ‘‘ the 
same like a Melican man,” as my friend from North Carolina [ Mr. 
VANCE] very humorously suggests. The Chinaman soon by his bur- 
rowing and his cheap method of living became not only a very impor- 
tant factor on that coast in all its mining, railroad,and agricultural cn- 
terprises, but he became a rival of the American laborer, and a very 
fierce rival. 

Therefore, afterwards, a new era of American Christianity arose. It 
was headed by Dennis Kearney and the disciples of the Sand Lots. 
The Chinaman and the Kearney party had it up and down, and the 
political parties of this country, never being oblivious to the fact of 
where yotes are to be found, espoused the side of Dennis Kearney, be- 
cause he had votes and the Chinaman did not have any. In that con- 
troversy the political tide commenced to turn against the Chinaman, 
and he began to go under and under. 

More than that, the vicious practices of Chinese civilization, if you 
may call it such, barbarity really, in its lower grade, commenced to 
develop themselves upon that coast in such a way as that the decency 
of the country was severely offended. But there grew up in that coun- 
try large owners of vineyards and the constructors and owners of enor- 
mous lines of railway, and Chinese cheap labor was in demand, just as 
foreign cheap labor is Mm demand on the Atlantic coast to-day, merely 
because it is cheap. 

The employer of Chinese labor in that country had no sympathy with 
the man atall. He was willing to see him lie down and die when he 
got through his contract. It made no difference to him whether the 
Chinaman got anything out of his contract or not, even a living, so he 
was able to do his work, 


Parties on the Pacific coast commenced to divide a little upon this 
question. The rich and the powerful few were in favor of having Chi- 
nese laborers to work their vineyards and gather the fruits of their or- 
chards, and also to help burrow into the earth after the precious metals, 
to build their railroads and keep them in repair. They were found to 
be an extremely convenient commodity, for they were little else, in all 
the different employments and a vocations of life on the Pacific coast. 

It began to be apparent that the Chinaman was not going to avail 
himself of this broad declaration of Mr. Seward and Mr. Burlingame 
in favor of the progress of Christianity and its development, ete., but 
that he was going to anchor upon the money, upon the gold dust; that 
after he was dead he intended to have his body taken back to his na- 
tive land; and that he had no affection for this country; that you conld 
not inspire him with it. That was the situation, and that was the 
state of progress in regard to the Chinese. 

Nevertheless, gentlemen the world over, as fur as I have ever heard 
of them, men of wealth, men of polite habits and manners, men who 
live luxuriously, want body servants. Thereis nota gentleman in the 
Senate to-day who will consent to wait upon himself in all the menial 
offices of life. Every man bred in this polite manner, as we call it, 
wants a body servant, and he is going to have him il he can get him. 
If he can not get an African negro in the South, he will geta Chinaman; 
if he can not get a Chinaman, he will get some German immigrant, It 
is hard to work an Irishman into it, but they sometimes even get an 
Irishman to put upon the decks of their carriages with their pompons 
and livery. Sometimes you can get an Englishman to do it. 

Gentlemen will have these luxuries, and whoever has visited one of 
those magnificent homes in California, than which there exists nowhere 
in the world anything more exquisite, more beautiful, or better ordered 
or more luxurious, has always found the neat and tidy Chinaman going 
about with his white clothes on, notable to speak anything but alittle 
pigeon English, and never forgetting to do the bidding of the lady of 
the house, to carry on all culinary work, all the work of table service, 
all the work of menial service. Everything of the kind that requires 
care, and precision, and neatness, and diligence, and faithfulness, the 
Chinaman was engaged in, and he is engaged in that yet. 

The parties in Oregon and California who are unwilling to give up 
the Chinese laborer to-day are the men who are able to pay a Chinaman 
$30 to $50 a month for waiting around the house. You can not get an 
Irishman to do that; you can not get a German todo it. The German 
or the Irishman has to go out in the field and labor; he must work on 
the railroad in the hot sun; and he becomes envious and jealous of the 
high position of the Chinaman who gets $30, $40, or $50 a month for 
this menial but very pleasant service about the great palatial residences 
of the nabobs of the Pacific coast. 

So the nabobs of the Pacific coast are really at heart against any 
treaty that keeps the Chinese from coming here, and they have their 
representatives in the balls of Congress. The great railroad kings and 
the great money controllers, the men of power and the men of means, 
have their representatives in Congress, ; 

If you pass over one of the Pacific railroads through Oregon, or Cal- 
ifornia, or Arizona, I think that you can estimate that at least two- 
thirds of all the laborers engaged in repairing and rebuilding those 
roads to-day are Chinamen. The companies do not want to give them 
up. Hence itis now, when modifications are being made in treaties, 
we never can get any modification that suits those gentlemen. ‘They 
want to repeal, they say, all treaties with China. 

Before I call the attention of the Senate to the progress of treaty- 
making with the Chinese Empire, I wish to call its further attention 
to the fact that our annual trade with China of imports is $19,976,789, 
and that our annual exports amount to $6,248,626. There is over $26,- 
000,000 of annual traffic between the United States and China, the 
larger part of which comes to the Pacific coast and yields its tribute to 
our capitalists and our laborers as it passes over the railroads to the 
Atlantic coast. That, Mr. President, is a very large trade, and it has 
been increased enormously within a few years past. 

A number of gentlemen were invited before the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, not for the purposeof smothering anything, but for the 
purpose of getting full and exact information as to what were the needs 
and wants of the people of the Pacific coast in regard to Chinese immi- 
gration and the best methods that were possible to accomplish that by 
legislation. I think that every member of the House of Representa- 
tives from that coast but one, and every Senator from that coast but 
one—and he was a Democrat—was present at that interview; and in 
a very able manner and in a very kind way they communicated to that 
committee what was necessary to be done in the way of legislation to 
prevent this influx of Chinese into this country. 

That was before the treaty which the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MITCHELL] says was a fraud and a sham had been negotiated, but it 
was in process of negotiation, although we did not know it; at least I 
did not. Those gentlemen communicated to us that they desired that 
some law should be that would absolutely exclude the coming 
of Chinese laborers here, We called their attention to the phraseology 
that I have just read in Article VI of the Burlingame treaty which 
was brought down into the treaty of 1880. We said to them, being a 
treaty-obeying people, we can not possibly pass a law which will shut 
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out from this country persons who have the right of immigration when 
we have promised them sacredly in a treaty that they should be put 
here upon a footing with the people of the most favored nation. We 
could not do that, and it was a great puzzle and a great embarrassment. 

Then it was that some of the distinguished statesmen who were 
present before the committee insisted that laws should be passed abro- 
gating treaties entirely. The question was put by a member of that 
committee to those gentlemen, and I think it isin print, ‘‘ Are you 
willing to abrogate the treaty by act of law when the result of it will 
be to take $25,000,000 of trade annually from the United States that 
is now enjoyed, a larger part of which comes to the Pacific coast?” 
They announced, some of them, that they wereentirely willing todo so. 

I thought that the Republican doctrine promulgated by Mr. Seward 
and Mr, Burlingame had become very unpopular between 1868 and 
1887 or 1888, and I wondered in my own mind what was the cause of 
this great revulsion there, I could not understand why it was that 
after all the people on the Pacific coast persisted in holding on to their 
house-servants and body-servants against the tremendous tide of opinion 
which had so increased in these few years. The Senators and Represent- 
atives from there declared that they were willing absolutely to give 
up every dollar of the trade with China. 

It was suggested that uberrima fides on the part of the people on the 
Pacific coast ought to be the maxim which would justify us on this 
side of the Rocky Mountains in throwing away a trade of that kind. 
Whether they were willing to yield their interest in the Chinese trade 
or not, the people on the eastside of the Rocky Mountains might per- 
haps not be willing to do it, especially when they saw that the divis- 
ion over there was between the sand-lotter and his retainers on one 
side and the merchant prince or the railroad prince or the vineyard 
prince on the other side with his retainers. 

While we were mooting these questions the present Secretary of 
State, who enjoys so much of the contempt of the Senator from Oregon, 
was negotiating a treaty which was afterwards confirmed by the Sen- 
ate with a few unimportant, inconsequential, unnecessary, and really 
unmeaning amendments. In the declaration which precedes that 
treaty, and which I will read, you will find a very strange contrast 
between the opinions of this Administration and of the Emperor of 
China at this moment and the declaration which I have just read from 
Article V and Article VI of the Burlingame treaty. Intermediate, 
however, between these two treaties was the treaty of 1880. Its Ar- 
ticle VI was incorporated literally from the Burlingame treaty, which 
I will read again: 

Citizens of the United States visiting or residing jn China shall enjoy the same 
pesvilee: immunities, or exemptions in respect to travel or residence as may 

ere be enjoyed by the citizens or subjects of the most favored nation— 

That provision stands yet in our favor— 
and, reciprocally, Chinese subjects visiting or residing in the United States shall 
enjoy the same privileges, immunities,and exemptions in to travel or 


o: 
yeudencs as may there be enjoyed by the citizens or subjects of the most fa- 
vored nation. 

That was carried into the next Republican treatyin 1880. While 
we were trying to cogitate bills and do something that would not for- 
feit $25,000,000 a year to gratify some peculiar prejudice represented 
on this floor to-day by the Senator from Oregon, this Administration 
was proceeding with a treaty the recital of which is as follows: 

‘Whereas on the 17th day of November, A. D. 1880, a treaty was concluded be- 
tween the United States and China for the purpose of ing, limiting, or 
nee oor pent the coming of Chinese laborers to, and their ressidence in, the 
United States; and 

Whereas the Government of China, in view of the antagonism and much de- 
precated and serious disorders to which the presence of Chinese laborers has 
given rise in certain parts of the United States, desires to prohibit the emigra- 
tion of such laborers from China to the United States, 

That is what the Emperor of China desires. 

And whereas the Government of the United States and the Government of 
China desire to co-operate in prohibiting such emigration, and to strengthen in 
other ways the bonds of frien between the two countries: 

Now, therefore, the President of the United States has appointed Thomas F. 
Bayard, Secretary of State of the United States,as Epa potenti „and His 
Imperial Majesty the Emperor of China has appoini Chang Yen Hoon, min- 
ister of the third rank of the imperial court, civil president of the board of im- 
perial cavalry, and envoy extraordinary and minister paw payne Ae his 
plenipotentiary; and the said plenipotentiaries, having exhibi their respec- 
tive full powers found to be in due and good form, have agreed upon the fol- 
lowing articles: 

ARTICLE I. 


contracting parties agree that fora period of twen ears, begi: 
ning with the date of cies of the ratifications of this belaai aeg the 
coming, ex under the conditions hereinafter specified, of Chinese laborers 
to the Unit States shall be absolutely prohibited. 

The gentlemen who are very high up in grammar, especially in that 
great and accurate system which finds expression in great statutes and 
in treaties, thought that they could improve that when it came into 
the Senate, and they added: 

And this prohibition shall extend to the return of Chinese laborers who are 
na nowin ee United States, whether holding return certificates under existing 

Ws or no’ 


The Senate thought that was the proper thing to put in. 


The h 


It cer- 


tainly was not consulting the Christian spirit of the fifth article of the 
Burlingame treaty when it put it in, for when a man-goes abroad from 
the United States with a certificate in his pocket that entitles him to 
return, and that certificate recites that it is in virtue of a treaty with 


the Government of the United States, it looks to me asif it was at least 
rather heroic treatment to say to that man, ‘* You shall not come back, 
notwithstanding you have a certificate.” If he was a British subject 
he would come, because the British Crown could not consent under its 
constitution to a provision that would take from one of its subjects a 
right inherent in him and guarantied to him by a foreign government 
under a treaty. 

But a Chinese subject is not a British subject. He is a subject of 
an absolutely imperial power, and that power had resolved, as is stated 
in the recitals to this treaty, that in consequence of these disorders, 
etc., the Emperor of China, the Government of China, desires to pro- 
hibit the emigration of such laborers from China to the United States. 
Therefore, we could afford to put that provision, by way of amendment, 
into this treaty, for the reason that it executed the purpose which the 
Chinese Government itself had expressed in its recital, and we did it. 

When we came to Article II of the treaty (which I shall not stop to 
read, for I do not feel quite strong enough to read everything that I 
should like to read), we appended to the final clause in that article the 
following words: 

And no such Chinese laborer shall be permitted to enter the United States by 


land or sea without producing to the proper officer of customs the return osr- 
tificate herein required. 


-That looked to be a little hard. Nobody would ever have thought 
about that, I think, unless it was some gentleman who had some very 
decided political interest in tying to himself by hooks of steel some- 
body or other who had a vote to cast in a ballot-box, who might im- 
agine that that was another proper restriction to pit upon a John Chi- 
naman. But we believed, and we yet believe, that the Emperor of 
China in his desire to prohibit those people from coming here will rat- 
ify that partof our action. However, I donot think that Senators have 
a right to find fault with and to cast slurs upon Secretaries of State, 
merely because they did not imagine that it was a thing to putin these 
treaty stipulations. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the Senator allow me just a moment? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator has repeated over and over again 
that the Senator from Oregon hascast slurs upon the Secretary of State; 
that he has treated the Secretary with contempt, and other phrases to 
that effect. Now, I have done nothing of the kind, Mr. President. I 
have made no unkind allusion even to the honorable Secretary of State, 
for whom I have the very highest respect. I have said that this treaty, 
made in entire good faith, I have no doubt, so far as the Secretary of 
State and the President of the United States are concerned, is in my 
judgment (which does not amount to very much, I admit) a sham and 
a fraud in so far as it is a means of accomplishing what was intended 
by the parties who made it. That was all I said. 

Now, one other point. Would it be proper for me to inquire of the 
Senator from Alabama whether he favored the Senate amendments he 
has just referred to? 

Mr. MORGAN. I voted for them. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Then, if the Senator has studied the question 
and understands it, as I take it he has, he must admit that the effect 
of the first amendment proposed by the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and which was adopted by the Senate, will be to exclude 
from this country at least 36,500 Chinese who would have been per- 
mitted to come in under the treaty as sent here by the President of 
the United States, had it been ratified as signed, without amendment, 

Mr. MORGAN. The Senator says I must admitit. He draws a 
logical conclusion of his own from the vote which I gave in this body 
after I thonght I had demonstrated that this amendment was entirely 
unnecessary. It was not improper, but it was entirely unnecessary. 
The treaty as it stood excluded them. There was a difference between 
grammarians about the meaning of words in the treaty, and that was 
all. I understood it to be a full and complete exclusion of these peo- 
ple. The Senator from Oregon did not understand it in that way, and 
in order to carry out the wishes of the Emperor of China, as well as of 
the Democratic President of the United States, I consented that he 
might have his way, and I assisted him by voting for his proposed 
amendment. That is the state of thecase. Therefore I did not admit 
any imperfectness at all in the text of this treaty by the vote that I 
gave—very far from it. I thought I had demonstrated that there was 
nothing imperfect in it. 

There was one other part of this last amendment that I did not like 
atall. Itdid not seem to me that any government in the world which 
had much self-respect would ratify it. It was that no Chinese laborer 
shall be- permitted to enter the United States by land or sea without 
producing to the proper officer of the customs the certificate therein 
described. He must bring the very paper. If Ihad a bill of exchange 
on the honorable Senator from Oregon for $100,000, we all know that 
it would be perfectly good. If Ishould fall into a pond of water some- 
where and get it washed up in my pocketso that it was entirely illegible, 
and I could not produce it, I might not even be able to produce the 
pulp out of which it had previously been fabricated, yet I could sue 
him in any court in any Christian country and recover on proof of the 
existence of the contents and loss of that paper. But if a Chinaman 
gets to the Seal Islands opposite the Golden Gate with a paper in his 
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pocket, and the ship strikes the island and goes under the water, and 
the poor fellow is ducked in the sea until his paper is lost, when he 
gets ashore he must produce the very paper to the custom-house officer 
or else he must go back to China, although he has our ty, our 
certificate, and has conformed in every particular to our Aa 

Mr. President, there is such a thing as going to extremity. It is 
‘not wisdom, neither can it be called justice. It is a pretty hard strain 
on words to call it decency. We got very near across the line in yield- 
ing to the demand of those gentlemen, who may themselves, as far as 
we know, have Chinese servants in their own houses, that the China- 
man who carried our certificate ont in his pocket in due form and by 
authority of law must bring the very paper back and present it, or other- 
wise he is prevented from the privilege of returning to his property, it 
may be to his family, or whatever he has in the United States. 

I have seen some Chinese in the United States for whom I have very 
preat respect; I have seen a great many negroes in the South for whom 
_ Lhave very great respect; but I can not say that I have any respect tor 

the great body of the lower class of Chinese who are brought from Hong 
Kong here, imported into this country by the Six Companies or by 
whoever it may be that bring them here. 

I do not know that it detracts at all from the Chinaman’s 
bility that he isa laborer. He may be a laborer in some highly orna- 
mental branch of art. He may be a laborer upon some of the beanti- 
ful ceramics that we exhibit with so much pride in our parlors and 
halls, Nevertheless he is a laborer. 

There are honorable men among the Chinese. God would not allow 
five hundred millions of people to oceupy so beautiful a country as 
that is, and for so many centuries without interruption, unless there 
was some integrity amongst them. He has never allowed the earth to 
be cursed in that way by a body of people all of whom are bad and cor- 
rupt. SoI think we may assume that there are still some honorable 
Chinese in the world. 

I do not want them to come here, because I do not want them to 
marry our women. I do not want them to incorporate their blood in 
the Anglo-American veins. I have the same objection to that that I 
have to miscegenation between negroes and white people. I do not 
want to inerease or encourage the immigration into this country of the 
lower classes or races of earth, the yellow and the dark men. It does 
not do any good to them or any good to us. That is my principal ob- 
jection to their coming here, for in many respects they are very useful 
people, as we all know. We should have been without many thou- 
sand miles of railroad in this country to-day if the Chinese had not 
come and with their picks and spades helped us to buildit. There is 
no question about that. 

Mr. BECK. Will the Senator from Alabama yield tome to submit 
a motion? 

Mr. MORGAN. If the Senator will allow me to make just one 
more remark I shall then yield. 

When a Chinaman who is a laborer comes here with a certificate in 
his pocket, and he is shipwrecked before he gets ashore, and that cer- 
tificate was issued by the Government of the United States in good 
faith, I have thought all tLe time that we ought at least to leave it to 
Congress to say whether that man’s paper might be substituted by 
oral proof of its contents when it is lost; but no, it must be put in the 
body of the irrevocable and supreme statute law—and that was one of 
my objections to these two amendments—that is, that you put into 
the body of this supreme law certain specific provisions and details 
which may be found to be very unjustin their operation, and Congress 
can not relieve them. 

If the Senate will indulge me one moment longer, I do not believe in 
the doctrine that in the formation of constitutions we should put in 
those-details that belong properly to the legislative power. Putin your 
principles, your restrictions, your authority, your limits into the bodies 
of constitutions, and compel your legislators to respect all of this gen- 
eral authority. So in a treaty, the power and function of the legis- 
lator should be regarded, and you should not put these specifie details 
in the body of the treaty so as to prevent Congress afterwards from 
securing justice. 

‘That was the view I took of this treaty. Nevertheless when we put 
these amendments in, as I am informed, not officially—I speak by gen- 
eral ramor—when we put these details into this treaty and made it as 
harsh as it is (for it is now a very harsh treaty, reversing absolutely 
and in every particular the policy with which we set out in the Bur- 
lingame treaty), still the Secretary of State went on and executed the 
will of the Senate in a respect which he thought was unjust; he went 
on to execute it, and it is on its way now to find ratification, and this 
eager bid is brought here, I expect the first one that was.ever brought 
into any legislative body in the world, for the purpose of carrying out 
by Congressional details a treaty that China has not yet ratified. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, as we all know, the Senator from Ala- 
bama has been complaining for some time, and unless he desires to be 
arai further now I ask him to give way for me to make a motion to 

journ. ' 

Mr. DOLPH. I hope the Senator will let us havea vote on the bill. 
I think we are all in favor of it. 


Mr. BECK. We ean not havea vote to-night. The Senator from 
Alabama is not nearly through his speech. 

Mr. STEWART. Let us finish it; let us vote. 

Mr. BECK. It is now 5 o’clock. 

Mr. STEWART. I want to make a few remarks to-night. 

Mr. BECK. You can make them to-morrow. 

Mr. STEWART. No; I want to make them to-night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does theSenatorfrom Alabama yield 
to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BECK. I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield for that purpose, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion of the 
Senator from Kentucky that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 4 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, July 21, 1898, at 12 
o'clock m. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 18, 1838. 
REGISTER OF LAND OFFICE, 


Oscar E. Rea, of Canton, Dak., to be register of the land office at 
Bismarck, Dak. 
POSTMASTER, 


PN pcan PAT, to be postmaster at Albion, Orleans County, New 
ork. 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 19, 1888.. 
INDIAN AGENT. 

Henry George, of Wingo, Ky., to be agent for the Indians of the 

Colorado River Agency in Arizona. 
TERRITORIAL CHIEF-JUSTICE. 

Hugh W. Weir, of Pennsylvania, to be chief-justice of the supreme 

court of the Territory of Idaho. 
TERRITORIAL JUDGES. 

John H. Keatley, of Iowa, to be United States judge for the district 
of Alaska. 

John W. Judd, of Tennessee, to be associate justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Utah. 

Charles H. Berry, of Minnesota, to be associate justice of the supreme 
court of the Territery of Idaho. 

Roderick Rose, of Dakota Territory, to be associate justice of the su- 
preme court of the Territory of Dakota. s 


POSTMASTERS. 


Charles W. Main, to be postmaster at Tracy, in the county of Lyon 
and State of Minnesota. 

Otto A. Kohler, to be postmaster at Hutchinson, in the county of 
MeLeod and State of Minnesota. 

Frank P. Smith, to be postmasterat Faulkton, in the county of Faulk, 
and Territory of Dakota. 

William L. Smith, to be postmaster at Selma, in the county of Fresno 
and State of California. 

Robert J. Pauli, to be postmaster at Sonoma, in the county of Sonoma 
and State of California. 

Josiah B. Moores, to be postmaster at Ontario, in the county of San 
Bernardino and State of California. 

Margaret A. Finn, to be postmaster at Santa Monica, in the county 
of Los Angeles and State of California. 

John Field, to be postmaster at Cloverdale, in the county of Sonoma 
and State of California. 

Hngh A. Clark, to be postmaster at San Jacinto, in the county of 
San Diego and State of California. 

Catherine W. Baker, to be postmasterat Millington, in the county of 
Morris and State of New Jersey. _ 

David H. Applegate, to be postmaster at Red Bank, in the county of 
Monmouth and State of New Jersey. 

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 20, 1888. 


CHIEF-JUSTICE, 
“ Melville W. Fuller, of Illinois, to be Chief-Justice of the United 
tates. 
TERRITORIAL CHIEF-JUSTICE. 
Elliott Sandford, of New York, to be chief-justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Utah. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE APMY. 
Corps of Engineers. 
First Lient. James L. Lusk, to be captain. 
Second Lieut. Joseph E. Kuhn, to be first lieutenant. 
Col. Thomas L. Casey, to be Chief of Engineers with the rank of 
brigadier-general. 
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Medical Department. 
Capt. John V. Lauderdale, assistant surgeon, to be surgeon, with the 
rank of major. 
Sixth Regiment of Cavairy. 
First Lient, Robert Hanna, to be captain. 
Second Lieut. Frederick G, Hodgson, to be first lientenant. 
Ninth Regiment of Cavalry. 
Capt. Adna R, Chaffee, of the Sixth Cavalry, to be major. 
INDIAN AGENT. 
Edwin Eells, of Washington Territory, to be agent for the Indians of 
the Puyallup Agency (consolidated), in Washington Territory. 
INDIAN INSPECTOR. 
Edmond Mallet, of Owego, N. Y., to be an Indian inspector. 
SURVEYOR OF CUSTOMS. 
Andrew F. Shafer, of Michigan, to be surveyor of customs for the 
port of Grand Rapids, in the State of Michigan. 


REJECTION. 
Executive nomination rejected by the Senate July 19, 1888. 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 


torney for the district of New Jersey. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, July 20, 1888, 


‘The House met at 11 o’clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and approved. 

PRODUCTION OF PRECIOUS METALS IN THE UNITED STATES. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting a report of the Director of the 
Mint upon the statistics of the production of precious metals in the 
United States during the year 1887; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MCKENNA, by unanimous consent, offered a resolution to print 
the report of the Director of the Mint on the production of precious 
metals in the United States during the year 1887; which was read, and 
referred to the Committee on Printing. 

JUDGMENTS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS, 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Secre- 

tary of the Treasury, transmitting a supplementary list of judgments 


of the Court of Claims; which was referred to the Committee on Ap- | 


propriations and ordered to be printed. 
EXPERIMENTS IN THE MANUFACTURE OF SUGAR. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House %a letter from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, transmitting an estimate from the Commissioner 
of Agriculture of an appropriation for experimenting in the manu- 
facture of sugar for the fiscal year 1837-88; which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture, and ordered to be printed. 

CORRECTION OF RECORD. 


Mr. SPINOLA. I rise to a privileged question. I ask to have th 

RECORD corrected. : 
The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman will state the correction required. 
Mr. SPINOLA. The RECORD reads: 


Mr. S'KoLA. I move, on page 32, to strike out lines 88,87, 88, and 89, as follows: 

“ Pipes, pipe-bowls, and all smokers’ articles whatsoever, not specially enu- 
merated or provided for, 50 per cent. ad valorem; all common pipes of clay, 25 
per cent. ad valorem.” f J 

‘The CHarmmMan. Is there objection to going back to that paragraph? 


There was no o th. ‘ 
The question recurred on Mr. SPINOLA’s amendment, and it was rejected. 

That is an error; the amendment was adopted. 

The SPEAKER. Was it an amendment to the revenue bill? 

Mr. SPINOLA. Yes, sir; the amendment was adopted, though it ap- 

the RECORD as having been rejected. 

The SPEAKER, The bill is not here, and it is impossible for the 
Chair to ascertain whether the RECORD is correct or not. The Chair 
will canse the bill to be examined, and if there be an error the correc- 
tion will be made. 

[Cries of ‘Regular order!” ] 

‘The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded. 

STATE HOMES FOR SOLDIERS. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. The first question is on the bill (S. 2116) to 
provide aid to State homes for the support of disabled soldiers and 
gnilors. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A hill (S. 2116) to provide aid to State homes for the support of the disabled | deba 


soldicrs and sailors of the United States, with amen 


The SPEAKER. The question is, shall this bill pass? 

Mr. ROGERS. I rise to make a parliamentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is that one of the bills on which the right to amend 
was reserved ? 2 

The SPEAKER. On this bill the right to amend is reserved. 

Mr. ROGERS. I desire to know its parliamentary status, 

The SPEAKER. Itseems that by the unanimous consent of the 
House in the evening session the previous question was ordered on the 
passage of the bill, and the right was reserved to offer amendments, as 
is stated in the Journal. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And the previous question operates on any 
amendment that may be offered. 

Mr. KILGORE. The arrangement made is in the RECORD; I do not 
know whether the Journal shows it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is advised that all amendments hereto- 
fore offered have been agreed to. : 

Mr. KILGORE. The understanding was that this bill should be re- 
ported to the House, and that the right of debateshould be reserved as 
well as the right to amend. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The gentleman isin error. The right of de- 


| bate was not reserved, but the right to amend was reserved. It was 


| so stated, and that fifte: inutes would be allowed for debate. 
Samuel F. Bigelow, of New Jersey, to be United States district at- | “°y ee 


Mr. KILGORE. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KILGORE. The right to amend carries with it, as I under- 
stand, the right to debate the amendment. ’ 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair believes that the right to amend would 
carry with it the right to debate the amendment unless there was an 
understanding to the contrary when the previous question was ordered. 

| Mr, MAISH. ‘The understanding was that the previous question 
was ordered upon the amendments to be offered as well as upon those 
already offered. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The order made is an unusual one, and somewhat 

| difficult to construe. 

Mr. HEARD. [Task that the Journal be read. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has sent for the Journal. 

Mr. BLAND. I move to reconsider the vote by which the previous 
question was ordered. Let us haye some debate on this matter. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise toa question of order. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman will state it. 7 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Consent was given that this bill should come 
over, and that the previous question should operate not only upon the / 

| bill and the amendments offered, but also upon such amendments as 

' might be offered. ‘That having been done by unanimous consent, the 
motion of the gentleman is not in order. 

| ‘TheSPEAKER. Unanimous consent can have no more effect than 

| a unanimous vote would hare. 

Mr. BLAND. That arrangement was made last night when there 

| Was no quorum here, and it is well enough to have a little debate on 
this matter. 

| TheSPEAKER. The point of the gentleman from [Illinois is not 
well taken. 

The question was taken on the motion of Mr. BLAND to reconsider, 
and the Speaker declared that the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I call fora division. 

The Honse divided; and there were—ayes 31, noes 68. 

Mr. BLAND. Noquorum. Imovethat the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Speaker, I understand that the gentleman 
from Missouri is filibustering in order to obtain time fordebate. There- 
fore, with a view of coming toan agreement by which time may be 
saved, I will ask the gentleman how much time he wants for debate? 

Mr. BLAND. Thegentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] says that 
the agreement was that there should be time for debate. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. There was no agreement, but I understand 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] was informed by a 
member of the House that he would be entitled to fifteen minutes for 
goate In view of that fact Iam perfectly willing that he should have 

at time. 

Mr. LAIRD. That is correct. That was the understanding. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Isincerely hope that the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. KILGORE] will be allowed fifteen minutes, because he was in- 
formed by a member of the House in my presence last night that he 
would have that time for debate. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Under the circumstances, we are perfectly 
willing to agree to that. 

The SPEAKER. What is the proposition? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KIL- 
GORE] be allowed fifteen minutes in opposition to the bill, and the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. LAIRD] fifteen minutes in support of 
it. 

The SPEAKER. ‘There is a motion to adjourn pending. 
Mr. BLAND. I withdraw that motion, and also the point of ‘no 
quorum.’’ All I desired was that there should be time allowed for 


ebate. 
The SPEAKER. Unanimous consent is asked that there be thirty 
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minutes allowed for debate, fifteen minutes in support of the bill and 
fifteen minutes in opposition to it. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. KILGORE. I want to offer an amendment to section 2 of the 
bill, reducing the amount from $250,000 to $100,000. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

In line 1 of section 2, strike out “two hundred and fifty” and insert "one 
hundred.” 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker, what I desire to say on this bill I 
can say in connection with this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. KILGORE]. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to say for the information of the 
House— 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit upon this amend- 
ment the observations I have to make upon the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Then the gentleman will proceed now. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker, the amendment just presented affords 
me an opportunity to express briefly my reasons for opposing the prin- 
ciple of this bill. Its simple purpose is to contribute out of the Treas- 
ury of the United States a quarter of a million of dollars to the various 
State homes for soldiers and sailors who are disabled by age, disease, 
or otherwise, and by reason of such disability are incapable of earning a 
living, the amount so contributed to be expended under the super- 
vision of the Board of Managers for the National Home for Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers. 

In these ‘‘ piping times of peace” there is a growing tendency to 
centralization; and the most efficient and ingenious methods of reaching 
that point are foundin the effort to make the Government of the United 
States a great eleemosynary institution that it may dispense gifts to 
the few at the expense of the many, and all in the name of charity, 
or patriotism, or labor. Such legislation by the Federal Government 
engenders a spirit of dependence upon the bounty of the Government, 
a disposition to look to the Federal. Government for such things as are 
usually the result of individual effort, and for that protection which 
ought to be accorded by the States: 

When it is the purpose to plunder the mass for the benefit of a class, 
an infinite deal of patriotic *‘gush’’ is poured out in praise of sweet 
charity. The rule of all civilized countries whose institutions get 
their inspiration from the principles of the common law is that the 
people of each municipal subdivision of the government must care for 
their own paupers, and it is especially the duty of the ple of the 
States to provide for the indigent residing within the limits of any 
State. This bill seeks to change that rule by directing the Federal 
Government to enter into a sort of partnership with the States—that 
it may share with them the duties and obligations which belong ex- 
clusively to the States. It seeks to make further ions upon 
the powers of the States by assuming obligations which rest alone with 
State governments. 

Now, there is a deliberate, settled purpose in the mind of the Repub- 
lican party to shape the policy of the Federal Government so as to en- 
large Federal authority to the detriment of the rights which belong 
totheStates. That thisis true does notexcite any wonder, for this is the 
fundamental theory of that party as it was its predecessors. And the 
Democratic party, believing that the many evils of which the people so 
justly complain have grown up under the Republican theory of the 
Government, has ever been found in opposition to such theory. If 
the Government can do anything it chooses, can exercise any authority 
which the dominant party may deem to bein the interest of the public, 
then it may, in fact, take charge of the individual citizen of the States 
or a limited class of citizens and bestow benefits upon them. It may 
disregard the aggregate welfare of the masses of the people and devote 
itself to the interest of the favored few who happen to enjoy the smiles 
of the party in power. 

If it can take care of the indigent of one class it can do so for all 
classes. If it possesses such authority it can control the education and 
the appetites, too, of people. 

It does not surprise me to find the gentlemen on the other side stand- 
ing by the principles of their party, but I am astonished to see Demo- 
crats contending for the administration of the Government on any such 
theory. 

There is as much Christian charity in the State governments as in 
the Federal Government, and the States ought to dispense charity to 
its own people, and thus the burden of caring for those who can not 
care for themselves is uniformily distributed where it properly belongs, 
and economy will ever attend expenditures for such purposes when 
made by the State government. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HATCH). Does the gentleman from 
Texas desire to reserve the remainder of his time? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has ten minutes re- 


maini 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. EN- 
LOE] whatever time he may desire to occupy. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman from Tennessee will be 
in the time of the gentleman from Texas, 


Mr. KILGORE. I ask unanimous consent to be allowed to extend 
my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? : 

Mr. LAIRD objected, but subsequently withdrew his objection; and, 
there being no further objection, leave was granted. 

Mr. ENLOE. I desire to offer an amendment to the first section of 
the bill. I ask the Clerk to read it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “otherwise,” in line 7, insert ‘except in cases where such 
disability is the result of the evil and vicious habits of the applicant.” 

Mr. ENLOE. I wish to state briefly my reason for offering this 
amendment. The bill provides for admitting to the soldiers’ homesin 
the States, under the regulations prescribed in the bill, soldiers disabled 
from any cause and incapable of earning a living. This amendment 
proposes to provide against the admission of those who have not been 
disabled in the service of the Government, but have been disabled on 
account of their vices and evil habits contracted since they retired from 
the service of the country. Ido not think the Government is under 
any obligation to make provision against the consequences of a man’s 
evil habits because he has atone time served the Government. I offer 
this amendment in order to cover that point. I hope it will be adopted 
if the bill is to become a law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To whom does the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. KILGORE] yield the remainder of his time? 

Mr. KILGORE. I reserve it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has eight minutes re- 
maining. The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. LAIRD] is now recog- 
nized for ten minutes. 

(Mr. LAIRD withholds his remarks for revision. See APPENDIX. ] 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has twelve minutes of his time re- 
maining. 

Mr. LAIRD. Then I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois, the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I will reserve that time. 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield three minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SPINOLA]. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Mr. Speaker, the merits of the question béfore the 
House have been clearly stated by the gentleman from Nebraska [ Mr. 
LAIRD]. But the gentleman from Texas [ Mr. KILGORE] has mani- 
fested a very extraordinary degree of surprise that any Democrat should 
favor this measure. If the gentleman from Texas lived in a different 
clime than that from which he comes, he would readily understand why 
Northern Democrats should favor a measure of this kind, the effect of 
which is to reduce taxation upon the people. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. SPINOLA. Nota minute; not a second of my time. 

Mr. KILGORE. Very well. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Then, again, sir, the brave men who took the field 
to save the Union and marched and bivouacked and fought in defense 
of the flag of onr country he brands as ‘‘paupers!’’ Ihurl that asser- 
tion back into the dirty throat from which it emanated. No man, sir, 
shall stand upon the fioor of this House while I occupy a seat in it and 
brand the Northern soldiers as paupers without my resenting it; and I 
am only amazed that an intelligent gentleman, coming from the very 
southern extreme of our country, should entertain sentiments of that 
kind against the men who fought and bled to save the Union. 

I had a taste of him last night when I appealed to the House in the 
name of the whole people of this country to yield an appropriation for 
the erection of a monument in memory of eleven thousand five hun- 
dred martyrs who perished in defense of American liberty; and, sir, 
while the House stood as a unit in support of that measure—— 

A MEMBER. Eleven thousand five hundred perished ? 

Mr. SPINOLA. Yes, sir; eleven thousand five hundred on the 
prison-ships, martyred, suffering, starving, poisoned by representatives 
of the English Government; and I say, while the House stood as a 
unit in favor of the measure, the gentleman from Texas raised the 
question of no quorum, and kept us here until after midnight. If the 
gentleman supposes for a moment that he is uttering Democratic sen- 
timents by such conduct, I would inform my friend that he is mis- 
taken. Northern Democrats will never hew tothatline. [Applause. ] 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker, as to the proposition that I expressed 
myself as surprised that any Democrat from the North should favor this 
measure, the gentleman puts into my mouth words that I never used. 
What I say is that it is the tendency of the Republican party to enlarge 
the powers of the Federal Government and to counteract the powers of 
the State governments; and this measure is in the direct line of that 
policy. It is the policy of the Democratic party to resist that theory 
of encroachments inaugurated by the Republican party. It has been 
the policy of the Democratic party from the foundation of this Govern- 
ment to resist the aggressions made by the party that saw proper to 
enlarge the powers and duties of the Federal Government at the ex- 


pense of the States. 
As to the offensive personal language used by the gentleman from 


New York, he is too old a man for me to characterize it in the manner 
such language deserves—— 


1888 


Mr. SPINOLA. Iam young enough to take care of Ee eT a Oa Bale Moles i Lea ee UR gma PERE. 

Mr. KILGORE. I can not reply to such language; but if the gen- 
tleman has got any henchman here who will do his bidding in this 
Hall, and who is willing on his behalf to use that language, then, Mr. 
Speaker, I will denounce him as a liar on the floor of the House. 

He says ‘“‘he had a taste” of me last night when he appealed to 60,- 
000,000 of people to appropriate a hundred thousand dollars to beantify 
a park in the city of Brooklyn, N. Y. That ‘‘hehad a taste” of me 
when I stood up alone in behalf—I suppose that there are some 5,000,000 
of people in New York; how many have you? 

Mr. SPINOLA. The State of New York has 6,000,000 of people. 

Mr. KILGORE. He stood up in behalf of 6, 000, 000 of people and 
demanded that the people of the United States should contribute—the 
working people, the tax-paying people, the people who furnish the 
money—to beautify a portion of New York by a monument, and I, in 
the name of the other 54,000,000 of people in the United States, ‘ob- 
jected and resisted it. 

Mr. DALZELL. Do not speak for Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Nor for Michigan. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. Speaker, I have a very few words to say in re- 
ply to the patriotic observations of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SPINOLA]. He has put words into my mouth which I never uttered, and 
then from his own statement he attacks me quite bitterly. He consti- 
tutes himself the defender of the Union soldiers when no one has at- 
tacked them, In fact the practice of making such attacks lapsed more 
than twenty years ago. Hepoursouthis indignation on me for opposing 
this measure, and for referring to the intended beneficiaries under the 
bill as paupers. I simply deal with them as the bill deals with them. 
It is intended to include the indigent and none others. It does not 
propose to provide homes for people who have them—for the rich and 
poor alike. I did not say a single word calculated to reflect on any 
soldier, and he knows it full well. No such observation would have 
been pertinent to the question. I said it was the theory of the Re- 
publican party to enlarge the powers and duties and obligations of the 
Federal Government, and to limit toa corresponding extent the powers 
and duties of the States, and this measure was in the line of that policy. 

Now, with reference:to the charge made by the gentleman from New 
York which called forth the offensive language used by him, I have to 
say that his age and the respect I have for old men prevent me from 
denouncing him and his statements as they deserve. Butif he hasa 
henchman in this House ready to do his bidding who would make such 
charge and use such language I will denounce him here or elsewhere 
as a liar and wholly unworthy of respect. He says he had a taste of 
me at the session of the House last night, when I stood alone and de- 
feated his bill toappropriate $100,000 to build a monumentin Brooklyn, 

We did meet last night. He demanded of Congress a hundred thou- 
sand dollars of the people’s money to beautify a park in Brooklyn. I 
did not think the people ought to be robbed for any such purpose and 
resisted his scheme. I did not believe in it and opposed it, and thus 
gave mortal offense. He demanded it in the name of 6,000, ‘000 people 
in New York. I opposed it in the name of the other 54, 000, 000 people 
of the country at larg 

A MEMBER. Yor, do not speak for Pennsylvania and Michigan. 

Mr. KILGORE. I have the right and it is my solemn duty to speak 
for the people who earn their daily bread by their daily labor—I represent 
justsuch people—and particularly when I think their money is being 
squandered by schemes and jobs, I hope to always be found resisting, 
and the fact that I stood alone in my opposition does not make the 
slightest difference with me. Now, sir, because I saw proper to speak 
out for my people who have no interest i in building monuments in New 
York, and who I know do not want their money squandered i inany such 
way, because I saw fit to dissent from the views of the majority of the 
House I am assailed in the most bitter terms, and under circumstances 
which precludeany resenting of the offense. Thediscussion of the ques- 
tion now before the House does not affect the question of parties, it does 
not affect any soldier or his standing, and so far as I am concerned I did 
not say a single word calculated to reflect on-any soldier. 

For m I can say I was as much opposed to secession and the 
spar, of the war as any man in this Chamber, but my first duty 
was with my people, and I went with them and endeavored to do my 
whole duty. If there had been no war, there would have been no 
heroes and no heroic deeds. It produced great men and made the 
country great. Many men are here now whose distinguished services 
a the Army inspired the confidence of the people and they promoted 

cm— 

Mr. STRUBLE. On your side. 

Mr. KILGORE. They areon both sides of this Chamber, and belong 
to each of the political parties, and many of them fonghtin each army. 

The war is over with me, as are the animosities engendered by that 

great struggle, arid I do not hesitate tosay, as an American, that I am 
proud of the splendid achievements of the Federal Army and of the 
federate army alike, and their glorious deeds, which filled the world 
with their fame and shed unfading luster on the pages of American 
epee pI the common pride and the common heritage of a great and 
peop. 
Mr. SPINOLA. I used an expression when I addressed the House 
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last which perhaps is unparliamentary, and I desire to withdraw that 
portion of it in which I said: ‘I would drive that statement down 
the dirty throat of the gentleman who uttered it.” And I wish to 
withdraw that remark, which is unparliamentary in my judgment. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘The gentleman from Texas is laboring under 
a delusion in reference to the nature of this bill. I think if he thor- 
oughly understood it he would support instead of antagonizing it. It 
is a bill in the interest of economy. Under the present law the aver- 
age cost of the care of disabled soldiers in the National Soldiers’ Homes 
is something over $200 per man. The object of the bill is to encour- 


Mr. STEELE. Where does the gentleman get the authority for 
mak'ng that statement? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I understand the managers so state. 

Mr. LAIRD. It has ranged from $230 down to $140. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Now, this bill is for the purpose of encouraging 
the States to build soldiers’ homes and take care of the soldiers of the 
various States who have served in the Army during any war for the 
Government. This bill offers State homes $100 for each soldier for 
whom they provide homes. To the extent of $100 on each soldier, 
therefore, the drain upon the Treasury of the United States is avoided, 
and the Federal T: is relieved of the burden of about $100 on 
each soldier. The bill, therefore, is in the interest of the tax-payer 
and in the interest of the National Treasury. 

I do not think that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE] in- - 
tended such construction to be placed on his language as has been im- 
puted to it, but the language used by him is calculated to mislead 
some to imagine that he does not regard it as sound Democratic doc- 
trine to make such legislation as will properly provide for the disabled 
soldiers of the Republie and which looks to the promotion of the wel- 
fare of the laboring classes of this*country, which embraces farmers, 
mechanics, and laborers of all kinds. The history of the Democratic 
party from its foundation to this day will show that it has been the 
friend of the soldiery of the Republic and labor. It has ever been 
faithful to tie interests of the Joyal soldiersand honest laborers. You ` 
will find that in all its platforms it has advocated liberal provision for 

the disabled soldiers of the Republic, and that no party everin power, 
from the revolutionary war down to the last war, has provided such 
liberal pensions and bounty lands for all the soldiers of the Republic, 
I say that it has been the policy of the Democratic party and it is in 
accordance with its principles to provide liberally for every disabled 
soldier of this Republic, no matter in what war he may have followed 
the flag. 

This bill before the House in its language clearly indicates that the 
soldiers’ homes here recognized are not only intended for relief to the 
loyal soldiers who fought for the Union in the late war but those who 
fought for the Republic in all its previous wars. 

Mr. STEELE. Will my colleague in his exuberance now yield to 
me to ask unanimous consent to take up the pension bill? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Now, then, Mr. Speaker, I wish it distinctly 
understood that if the gentleman here wishes to convey thei impression 
that the Democratic party is unfriendly to any class of laborers in this 
country or any loyal class of soldiers, I deny any such intimation on his 
part; and, on the contrary, Lassert thatin its administration it has been 
the truest, warmest friend of every laboring class in this country and of 
every loyal soldier of the Republic. Itis not only right but it is our 
solemn duty to promoteand guard the interest of these classes wherever 
and whenever we can properly do so. 

[Here the hammer fell. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, there are two amendments other than 
those that were attached to the bill before it was taken up in the House 
for consideration under this hour, one affecting the qualification of 
those who seek admission to the homes and the other the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILGORE) reducing the 
appropriation from $250,000 to $100,000. The House might as well 
understand that, so far as practical results are concerned, it would be 
just as well to defeat the bill entirely as to adopt the amendment of 
the gentleman from Texas. This is manifest from the fact that some 
ten States have established homes and are now caring for upwards of 
forty thousand indigent and disabled soldiers, in which work they 
have expended some $40,000,060. 

As to the proposition submitted by the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. ENLOE] changing the conditions of admission to the homes, I 
submit to the House that under this bill the Board of Managers of the 
Soldiers’ Homes of the United States are charged with fixing the con- 
ditions upon which the money appropriated by this bill shall be paid 
out, and that is a sufficient check upon any abuse of the fund. Under 
the regulations which the board may impose this money will be ex- 
pended, and the Committee on Military Affairs thought it was wiser 
to leave the matter in their hands than to attempt to encumber the bill 
with a mass of detail. 

Mr. MAISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. ENLOE] be again read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


After the word “ otherwise,” in line ah section 1, insert “ except in cases where 
such disability is the result of the evil and vicious habits of the applicant,’ 
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Mr. MAISH. Mr. Speaker—— 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has one minute remaining. 

Mr. MAISH. The effect of the amendment of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. ENLOE] would be to establish different qualifications 
for admission into State homes from those now existing for the national 
home. The Jaw as it now exists, and as it applies to the national homes 
for disabled soldiers, is in the same language as is found in the billnow 
before the House. I read from the act of 1884: 

That all honorably discharged soldiers and sailors who served in the war of 
the rebellion, and volunteer soldiers and sailors of the war of 1812, and of the 
Mexican war, who are disabled by age, disease, or otherwise, and by reason of 
such disability are incapable of earning a living shall be admi tted into the home 
for disabled volunteer soldiers. 

Now, it seems to me that the same disabilities that would admit a 
soldier into a national home for disabled soldiers ought to entitle him 
to be admitted to the State homes which it is proposed shall receive 
aid under the pending bill. That was the reason the language of the 
act of 1884 was copied in this bill, so that there might be no distinc- 
tion between the State homes and the national homes. 

Mr. ENLOE. I wish to ask the gentleman a question. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The time of debate has expired. 

Mr. ENLOE. I should like to have sufficient time to ask the gen- 
tleman a question. 

The SPEAKER. How much time does the gentleman require? 

Mr. ENLOE. One minute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unanimous 
consent that the time for debate be extended one minute, 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. ENLOE. If this bill passes without the amendment which I 
have offered, might not a State make a more liberal provision for the 
admission of persons to these homes and admit a class that might be 
termed paupar thereby making an improper charge upon the Treas- 
ury of the ited States, My object is to keep out such persons as 
would not be admitted to the national homes for disabled soldiers. 

Mr. MAISH. ‘The State homes could admit, and could receive pay- 
ment from the Government of the United States for, only such soldiers 
as would come within the regulations established by the Board of Man- | 


agers. 

Mr. LAIRD. The check upon the danger which the gentleman from 
Tennessee fears is to be found in the provision that the Board of Man- į 
agers have discretion to make rules to guard against such abuses. it 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment of the gentle- | 
man from Texas [Mr. KILGORE], which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: . 

In line 1, section 2, strike out “two hundred and fifty thousand” and insert | 
“one hundred thousand.” 

The amendment was rejected, only 10 members voting in favor | 
thereof. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment of the | 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. ENLOE]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ otherwise,” in line 7 of section 1, insert “except in cases 


where such disability is the result of the evil and vicious habits of the appli: | 
cant,” 


The amendment was rejected. j 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to makea few remarks—— 

Mr. HEARD. order. | 

The SPEAKER. ‘The time for debate has expired. | 

Mr. STEELE. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from | 
Texas [Mr. MARTIN] be allowed to address the House, 

Mr. HEARD. I object. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

Mr. LAIRD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 


passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the į 


table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 
The title was amended £o as to read: ‘‘A bill to provide aid to State 


or Territorial homes for the support of disabled soldiers and sailors cf | 


the United States.” 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled the bill (S. 735) makingan 
appropriation for the erection of a light-house on the high land (main- 
land) westward of Crooked th Florida; when the Speaker signed 
the same. 

RIVER AND HARBOR APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. BLANCHARD. Irise to present a privileged report. I send 
to the Clerk’s desk thereport of the committee of conference on the dis- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the bill known as the river and 
harbor bill. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry: Is it in the 
BLANCHARD] to suspend 


power ofthe gentleman from Louisiana [ Mr. 


the proceedings of the House on bills u pon which the previous question 
has already been ordered ? 

TheSPEAKER. Under the rules of the House, a conference report 
can be made even when a motion to adjourn is pending. Such a report 
has precedence over all other business of the House. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. . If my friend from Louisiana will withhold his 
report for a short time, we can soon dispose of these other bills. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Ido not think it will take very long to dis- 
pose of this report; and I think it had better be considered at once. 


The Clerk proceeded to read the following report: 

CONFERENCE REPORT. 
The committee of conference on the d votes of i two Houses on 
i aygnopeissions. 
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ARGOAD numbered 5: © House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and ‘agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert *$20,000;” and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro; insert “ $35,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 16, and lagree to the same with an 
amendmentas follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$225,000; and the 
Senate e to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘$25,000; ” and the 
Senate to the same. 

erry ent numbered 35: That the House recede from its disagreement to 

he amendment of the Senate numbered 35, and posed hasert "$000 the same with an 
ea og caer as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed $500,000; ” and the 
Senate a, to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment ofthe Senate numbered 36, and agree to a same with an amend- 
ment as follows: Strike out the words added at the end of the paragraph and 
in lien of the matter proposed to be stricken out by the amendment insert: 

“Provided, ‘That nopart of the sum shall be expended until the title to the lands 
forming said islands shall be acquired and vested in the United States, without 

charge to the latter beyond $300,000 of the sum herein appropriated ;"’ and the 
| Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 88: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment ofthe Senate numbered 38, and ierdie thesame with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘‘ $300,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its hoa Saray to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 43. and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: Add at the end of the amendment proposed: “Provided, That 
: nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent the expenditure of this 
appropriation ;"’ and the Senate agree to the same, 

Arendonk numbered 44; That the House recede from its disa ent to 
theamendment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree parry pos with an amend- 
mana ooye: In Hosa of the amendment tp amend so 


proving harbor at Sa , Ga,: To com: existing project; ” and the Sen- 
ate agree to the one 
Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its ent to 


the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree to the same „with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$180,000; ” and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amen 4 numbered 48 and 49: That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate numbered 48 and 49, and 
same with an amendmentas follows: In lieu ofthe matter praponed t to 
outand inserted, amend the ph soas to read: harbor at 
rel AFA Åm Fins from outer to Mangroyeor ‘Busby Pointe? + on the Senate 
agree 

“Amendment nanba M: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 50,and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro insert “$25,000; ” and the 
Senate tothe same. 

Amendment numbered 70: That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 70, rte ier to the same with an amend- 
ro ae cra aus at the end i the Ape sey to be reyes the words 
“if approv y lensa ‘ar ;” an say eben e same. 

Amendment numbered 75: That the House port from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree to the same with an 
amendment asfollows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$35,000;"" and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 80: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 80, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum insert ‘* $50,000;"” and the 
Senate to the same. 
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of War is authorized and directed to appoint a board of three engineer officers 
of the United States Army, whose duty it shall be to thoroughly examine the 
Ohio River below Pittsburgh as to the practicability of the im nt of the 
navigation of said river by means of movable dams; and said board shall re- 
port on or before the first Monday of December next as to the feasibility and 
advisability of such project of improvement, the number of dams required, 
their location, with the cost of same, together with the cost of maintaini 
them after completion of the project. ‘The Secretary of War shall transmit sai 
report to Con:zresa at its next session, together with the views of himself and 
the Chief of Pngineori of the United States Army thereon. Thesum of $10,000, or 
as much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated, out of any mon 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pay expenses of said board an 
survey;’’ and the Senate to the same, 

Amendment numbered 124: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 124, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows; Strike out the matter proposed to be inserted and in- 
sert.  Romerly Marsh, Georgia: to pay for completing the existing project, 
$4,633.77 ; "an aniei ty ie to the same. 

Aw ent numbered 130; That the House recede from its ment to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 130, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add to the words proposed to inserted the words 
rono the channel over the bar st the mouth; ” and the Senate agree to 

same. 

Amendment numbered 132: That the House recede from its dikagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 132, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ** $175,000; ’? and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 169; That the House recedefromits disagreement tothe 
amendment of the Senate numbered 169,and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: Strike out the semicolon after the word riverin line 2, page 
85 of the bill, and insert a comma. Strike out the word“ also ” in the first 
line of the matter to beinserted. Strike out the semicolon at the end of the 
matter proposed to beinserted, andinsertacomma. Strike outthe word “also” 
eae 2, page 35 of the bill, and insert the word “and; " and the Senate agree to 

e same. 

Amendment numbered 170: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 170,and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out all the matter peo poean tobe inserted down 
to and including the word “shore” in line 5of the amendment. Amend the 
last clause of the matter pro d to be inserted so that it shall read: ** ifinthe 
opinion of the Secretary of War the interests of commerce require it; and the 
Senate a; to the same. 

Amendment numbered 176: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 176, and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: After the word “and,” in line 9 of the said amendment, in- 
sert the word *further;” strike out all after the word “ cities,” in line 10, down 
to the end of the amendment; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 183: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 183, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add at the end of said amendment the words *‘ by the 
river and harbor act motes August 5, 1886, for the examination of said canal 
and of the Illinois and Michigan Canal, by a board of engineers; *’ and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 1858: That the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate numbered 118, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter proposed to be stricken out, and 
amend by striking out the words “and fifty,” in line 24 of page 4 of the bill; 
and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 189: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 189, and oe the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed ** $200,000;"? and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 190: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate uumbered 190,and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: Strike out the period after the word "na tion,” in line 
22, page 42 of the bill, and insert a semicolon; and in lieu of matter pro- 
posed to be inserted in said amendment insert *‘and $50,000 of said sum, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, may be expended in improving and strength- 
Sor Luy Island Levee, where it crosses Surcarte Slough and other sloughs, 
and in repairing wash-outs in said levee;’’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 200: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 200, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter pro; to be stricken out and 
add, NRE BDS 4, page 4 of the bill, “at Helena, Ark., $75,000;" and the Senate 

to the same, 

Amendment numbered 204: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 204, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows; Restore the matter stricken out, with an amendment 
chanaging the sum appropriated to $250,000; and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 210: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 210, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro insert ‘$1,000,000; and 
the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 231: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 231, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken out insert 
under surveys, after line 8, page 53 ot the bill, the following: “The Secretary of 
War is hereby directed to make an examination and report to Congress as to 
the necessity for the establishment and maintenance of public moorings for the 

rotection of shipping in the open and exposed ports on the northern coast of. 
Ross, Fish’s Mill, Fish Rock, Shelter Cove, Trinidad, and 


ifornia at Fort 
such other places as may be deemed advisable by him;" and the Senate agree 
to the same. 
Amendment numbered 249: That the House recede from its disagreement to 


the amendment of the Senate numbered 249. and agree to same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 6 of said amendment strike out “one” and in- 
sert “*two;’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 282: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 282, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Amend said paragra; so as to read “Trent River, to 
upper Quaker bridge;’’ and the Senate a to the same. 

Amendment numbered 318: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 318, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Amend the paragraph so as to read, ‘For a survey of 
Minnesota Point, at Superior, at the west end of Lake Superior, to ascertain 
what, if anything, should be done to preserve the same from the inroads of the 
Lake, and for the protection of the harbor, with cost thereof;” and 
the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 320: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 320, and agree to the same with an 


amendment as follows: Add the following proviso after the word “ engineer”’ 
in line 26, page 62 of the bill: “And provided 
not be deemed 
provement of any water way, harbor, or 


Surther, That the Government shall 
to have entered uvon any project for the ion or im- 
canal mentioned in this bill 


until the work of construction shall have been actually appropriated for;*' and 


the Senate agree to the same. 
= NEWTON 0. BLANCHARD, 
THOS. J. HENDERSON, 
T. C. CATCHINGS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


M. W. RANSOM, 
Managers on the part of the Senale. 

Mr. HOLMAN (after the reading of the report had begun) said: In- 
asmuch as the reference to amendments by numbers gives no informa- 
tion to the House, I suggest that the reading of this report be omitted 
and the statement of the House conferees read instead. 

TheSPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN] asks 
unanimous consent that the formal report, which merely refers to the 
amendments by numbers, be punen in the Recorp without reading, 
and that the statement of the House conferees showing the effect of the 
amendments be read instead. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Can we not still further economize time by 
allowing the gentleman from Louisiana to make a statement without 

having any document read? J ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the written statement be dispensed with, and the gentleman from 
Louisiana be permitted to make an explanation. 

Mr. WEAVER. ‘This is a very important bill—— 

Mr. SOWDEN. Let us have the report read. ; . 

The following statement of the House conferees, submitted in accord- 
ance with the rule, was read: 

‘The managers on the part of the House of the conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendmentsof the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9859), 
known as ‘the river and harbor bill,” submit the following statement: 

The Senate amendments to the bill were three hundred and twenty in number. 

Of these one hundred and seventeen were merely verbal amendments in the 
sense that they neither increased nor decreased the aggregato of the bill, sixty- 
nine were orders of survey added by the Senate, forty: were reductions 
in amounts as allowed by the bill as it passed the House, and ninety-one were 
increases in amounts as fixed by the House bill, or additions to the bill. 

The bill as it passed the House appropriated the sum of $19,902,783.13. 

As agreed upon in conference it aggregates $22,277,116.90, being a net increase 


of $2,374,333.77. 

This increase consists principally of the following items: 
Potomac River at Washington f. 
Harbor of Philadelphia... 
Harbor of Baltimore...... 
Harbor of Savannah ... 
Harbor of Oakland, Cal........ 
Gowanus Bay, Harbor of New York.. 
Break water at Mount Desert, DM 
Harbor of Charlotte, N. Y. 


LS ne sseeeee 


Missouri River....... 
Cape Fear River...........---++++++ 
Columbia River at the Cascades 


Great Kanawha River ... 

Thames River, Connecticut. 

Penobscot River ...... 

Housatonic River .... SN 

Roanoke River, North Carolina 35,000 

St. Clair Flats Shi 25, 006 

Lower Willamette River........ 20, 000 

Green and Barren Rivers................ Rpinatnaageace - 135,000 

Mississippi River between the Des Moines Rapids and mouth of Illi- 
NOIS....,....+40+ ATRN SEAS 50, 00C 

Harbor of Norwalk, Conn 25, 000 

Harbor of Oconto, Wis.. 18. 000 

Harbor of Helena, Ark..... J 75, 000 

White River, Arkansas. ssenqaiscanes,! “94s O00 

St. John’s River, Florida . SUR w 25,000 

For examinations, surveys, etc.... nsei pee EREN æ 75,000 


All the Senate’s reductions of the amountsas fixed by the House were restored 
except five, and these five aggregated $15,500. 

‘The Senate receded from its amendment striking out the appropriation for 
the purchase of the lock and dam on the Monongahela River. 

The Senate amendment for the purchase of the improvement known as the 
Green and n Rivers improvement was agreed to. 

‘There is no appropriation in the bill for any canal project. 

The Senate receded from its amendment providing for the purchase of the 
Portage rars Canal and the Lake Superior Ship-Canal, Railway and Iron Com- 
pany Canal. 

The Senate amendment for a survey of a canal from Lake Michigan to the 
Illinois and Desplaines Rivers was o. 

Also, the Senate amendment providing for a survey and location of a canal 
Ton the Illinois River, at or near the town of Hennepin, to the Mississippi 

ver, 

Also, the Senate amendment for a survey of a canal connecting the waters of 
Lake Michigan with the Calumet River. 

Butthe Government is not to be deemed committed to these an eee nor in- 
deed to any other project for which a survey is ordered in this bill, as will be 
seen by the following clause added to that section of the bill, making an appro- 
priation for examinations, surveys, contingencies, etc., namely; 

“ And provided further, That the Government shall not be deemed to have en- 
tered upon any project for the construction or improvement of any water way, 
harbor, or canal mentioned in this bill, unless or until the work of construction 
shall have been actually Romeveres for.” j 

The last river and harbor bill to become a law was that approved August 5, 
1886, and covered erin ype for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1887. 

Two years have elapsed without a river and harbor bill. 

The present bill, therefore, really carries appropriations for two years, namely, 
the fiscal year ended June 30,1888, and the 1 year ending June 30, 1589, mak- 
ing the amount for each year a little over $11,000,000. 

NEWTON C. BLANCHARD, 

T. C. CATCHINGS, 

THOS, J. HENDERSON, 
Managers onthe part of the House. 
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Mr. BLANCHARD. I call for the previous question on the adoption | Shoshone and Bannock Indians, for the surrender and relinquishment 


of the report. 

Mr. WISE. I wish to ask the gentleman what has been the action 
of the conferees in r to the amendment of the Senate striking out 
the appropriation for Norfolk Harbor, Virginia. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. ‘The Senate receded from its amendment strik- 
ing ont that appropriation. 

Mr. WISE, That is perfectly satisfactory to me. ; 

TheSPEAKER. Thegentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BLANCHARD] 
demands the previous question. 

a Mr. SOWDEN. Idesire to ask the gentleman from Louisiana a ques- 
on. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that, if there is no debate be- 
fore the previous question is ordered, there will be thirty minutes al- 
lowed for debate afterward. But if the report is debated before the 
previous question is ordered there will be no subsequent debate. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I wish to ask the gentleman from Louisianaa ques- 
tion. s 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I will be glad to answer any question pro- 
pounded by any gentleman. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I would like the gentleman to state to the House 
the amount of the aggregate appropriations for all purposes contained 
in this bill, 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Twenty-two million two hundred and seventy 
thoushnd dollars. I will add that this is for two fiscal years, as we 
have not had a river and harbor bill passed for two years. 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. What about the canal schemes put in 
the bill by the Senate? 

Mr. BLANCHARD, The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TURNER] 
asks what has become of the canal schemes which were added to the 
bill by the Senate. I will state that there is now no appropriation in 
the bill for any canal project. The Senate put onan appropriation for 
the purchase of the Portage Lake Canal, but receded in conference from 
that amendment, and it goes out of the bill. The Senate also put on 
an amendment providing for the survey of what is known as the Hen- 
nepin Canal, the Lake Michigan and Illinois River Canal, and fora 
canal to connect the waters of Lake Michigan with the Calumet River. 
` The House conferees agreed to those amendments, since they provided 
only for surveys, but did so with an amendment adding a clause which 
provides that the Government is not to be deemed committed to any 
of these canal Spa . 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous question 
upon agreeing to the report 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER (having put the question on agreeing to the report). 
The ayes seem to have it. 

Mr. SOWDEN. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The question being taken on ordering the yeas and nays, there were— 
ayes 26, noes 110 (less than one-fifth voting in the affirmative). 

Mr. BLAND. Teall for tellers on ordering the yeas and nays. I 
think this bill ought not to pass without our having a record upon it. 

Tellers were not ordered, only 19 voting in favor thereof. 


The SPEAKER. ‘Tellers are refused, and the yeas and nays are re- 
fused. 

Mr. WEAVER. Icall for a division on the question of agreeing to 
the report. 


The question being again taken, there were—ayes 114, noes 14. 
Mr. WEAVER. No quoram. 


Tellers were ordered; and Mr. WEAVER and Mr. BLANCHARD were | 


appoiuted. 

The House again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 154, noes 44. 

Mr. WEAVER. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WEAVER. Other business having intervened, is it not now in 
order to demand the yeas and nays on the adoption of this report ? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the only way to reach that re- 
sult would be to reconsider the vote by which the yeas and nays were 
refused. 

Mr. WEAVER. Then I move to reconsider the vote by which the 
yeas and nays were refused. 

Mr. BAYNE. And I move to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. WEAVER. On that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, there being 29 in favor of the de- 
mand and 114 opposed to it—the affirmative being more than one-fifth 
of the whole vote. r 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks, informed 
the House that the Senate had passed with amendments House bills of 
the following titles in which concurrence was requested, namely: 

A bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of July 1, 1862, entitled 
“An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph line from 
the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the Govern- 
ment the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes,’’ and 
also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said first- 
named act; 

A bill (H. R. 8662) to accept and ratify an agreement made with the 


to the United States of a portion of the Fort Hall reservation, in the 
Territory of Idaho, for the purposes of a town site, and for the grant of 
a right of way through said reservation to the Utah and Northern Rail- 
way Company, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 5870) to amend the Revised Statutes relating to the 
District of Columbia, for the protection of girls and for the punishment 
of the crime of rape; and 

A bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for one additional associate justice of 
the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes. 

It further announced that the Senate insisted upon its amendments, 
disagreed to by the House, to the bill (H. R. 331) for the relief of Da- 
vid Meriweather, and agrees to the conference asked by the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon; and had appointed 
Mr. SPOONER, Mr. HOAR, and Mr. Jones of Arkansas, conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

Also, that the Senate had passed the joint resolution (H. Res. 103) 
authorizing and directing the Department of Justice tọ transfer certain 
rooms which have been occupied by the United States courts and ofi- 
cials to the city of Utica, N. Y.; 

A bill (H. R. 3008) for the relief of P. A. Leatherbury; and 

ae (H. R. 8183) for the erection of a public building at Opelon- 
sas, La. 

Also, that the Senate, in compliance with the request of the House, 
returned the bill (H. R. 10356) granting a pension to J. T. Vincent. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed bills and 
resolutions of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the 
House was requested, namely: ‘a 

A bill (S. 1951) to prohibit members of Territorial Legislatures hold- 
ing certain offices; 

A bill (S. 2384) to remove the charge of desertion from the military 
record of Loren W. Hastings; 

A bill (S. 2539) to authorize and direct the purchase of a part of a 
lot adjoining the Senate stables for their ventilation, and for other pur- 


p oses; i 

A bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Company of 
the District of Columbia; 

A bill (8. 3058) relieving the municipalities in the Territories in cer- 
tain cases; 

A bil! (8. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes, and 
amendatory of thestatutes therein mentioned,’’ approved J une 18, 1888; 

Concurrent resolution to provide for the printing of the eighth and 
ninth annual reports of the Director of the Bureau of Ethnology; and 

Concurrent resolution to authorize the printing of additional copies 
of the eighth and ninth annual reports of the Director of the United 
States Geological Survey. 

RIVER AND HARBOR APPROPRIATION BILL. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to lay on the tabli 
the motion of the gentleman from Iowa to reconsider the vote by which 
the yeas and nays were refused. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I would suggest, as a compromise, that the 
yeas and nays be taken on the adoption of the report of the conference 
committee instead of on the motion to lay on the table. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Regular order. 

Mr. BLAND. You had better accept that. 

Mr. BAYNE. Let us have the regular order. 

Mr. BLAND. The gentleman may as well agree to that, for I giva 
notice that you will have to do it before you get this report through. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think, Mr. Speaker, there will be no objection 
to taking the vote directly upon the passage of the bill. 

Mr. BAYNE and others demanded the regular order. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. Go on with the roll-call. 

Mr. DUNN. This is not a vote on the passage of the bill, but on 
agreeing to the report of the committee of conference. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of New York. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. SPRINGER. There will be no objection, I am sure, to taking 
Pee on the main question instead of on this motion to lay on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. But several members have demanded the regular 
order. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Iowa. Why is it that when $22,000,000 of tho 
people’s money is involved in a question the privilege of a yea-and-nay 
vote is refused? 

Mr. SOWDEN. I demand the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair thinks the gentleman does not submit 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WISE. What is the pending question? 

TheSPEAKER. On the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia to lay on the table the motion of the gentleman from Iowa to re- 
consider the vote by which the yeas and nays were refused. 

Upon this question the yeas and nays have been ordered, and the 
Clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. WEAVER. Our voteis ‘‘no,’’ 
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Mr. BLANCHARD. Our vote is ‘“ay.”’ ter.] 
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 172, nays 74, not vot- 
ing 78; as follows: 


YEAS—172. 
Abbott, n, Laidlaw, Rockwell, 
A Darian, Fila. Landes, 
Allen, Mass. Dibble, Lane, Romeis, 
Allen, Mich. Dunn, Rowland, 
Anderson, Miss, Elliott, Lind, Sawyer, 
Arnold, Enloe ge, Sayers, 
Baker, N. Y. Farquhar, a Scott, 
Baker, IN. Felton, onald, Scull, 
Bankhead, Finley, Mansur, Seney, 
Barnes, Oran, Martin, Seymour, 
Bayne, Ford, m, Shaw, 
Blanchard, Forney, McClammy, Sherman, 
Blount, rench, A Shively, 
Boothinan, ines, McKenna, Simmons, 
Bowden, Gay, McKinley, Snyder, 
Bowen, y Me Stephenson, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Gibson, McShane, Stewart, Tex. 
Breckinridge, Ky. Dr Milliken, Stewart, Ga. 
Brewer, Moffitt, Stewart, Vt. 
Browne, T.H.B. Waco oore, Stockdale, 
Brown, Ohio Grosvenor, Morgan, Stone, Ky. 
Brown, J. R., Va. Guenther, Morrill, ‘Taylor, ©. B., Ohio 
Bryce, Hare, Morrow, homas, Ky. 
Burnett, er, Neal, Thompson, Cal, 
Burrows, Hatch, Nelson, Tillman, 
Butler, Haugen, Newton, Tracey, 
Butterworth, Heard, Norwood, Townshend, 
Carlton, Hemphill, Nutting, Turner, Ga. 
Caruth, Henderson, IIL tes, Vandever, 
Catehings, Herbert, O'Donnell, Walker, 
Chipman, Hermann, O’ Ferrall Warner, 
Clardy, Hires, O'Neill, Mo. Washington, 
Clark, Hooker, Owen, Weber, 
Cobb, Hopkins, Va, Patton, Wheeler, 
Compton, Hopkins, N. ¥. Peel, Whiting, Mass, 
Cotbran, Howard, Penington, Wickham, 

x, Hudd, helan, Wilber, 
Crain, Hunter, Phelps, Wilkinson, 
Crisp, ` Hutton, Plumb, Wilson, Minn, 
Crouse, J n, Pugsley, ise, 
Culberson, Jones, Reed, Woodburn, 
Outcheon, Kennedy, Rice, Yoder, 
Dalzell, Laffoon, Robertson, Yost. 

NAYS—74 

Allen, Miss. Darlington, Kerr, Rowell, 
Anderson, Iowa De Lano, Ketcham, yan, 
Anderson, Ill. Dockery, Kilgore, Sowden, 
Anderson, Kans, Dorsey, La Follette, Spinola, 
Atkinson, Ermentrout, Lathan, Springer, 
Bland, Fuller, Lehlbach, le, 
Bliss, Gallinger, Lyman, Stone, Mo. 
Bound, Gear, Lynch, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Brumm, Grout, aish, Thomas, Wis. 
Suk Hall, Matson, Turner, 
Byn Hayes, McAdoo, Vance, 
Campbell, F., N.Y. Henderson, N.C. McComas, Weaver, 
Campbell, Ohio Hitt, Merriman, West, 
Cannon, Holman, Montgom White, N. Y. 
Cheadle, Holmes, O'Neall, In Whitthorne, 
Conger, Hovey, Osborne, Williams, 
Cooper, Johnston, Ind. Perkins, Yardley. 
Cowles, Johnston, N.C, Peters, 
Cummings, Kean, Richardson, 

NOT VOTING—78, 
Bacon, Davidson, Ala. laird, Rayner, 
Barry, Davis, Lawier, Russell, Conn, 
Belden, Dingley, Lee, Russell, Mass, 
Belmont, ay dowel Maffett, Rusk, 
Bi; Dunham, Mahoney, Smith, 
Bingham, Fisher, McCormick, Spooner, 
Boutelle, Fitch, McCullogh, Stablnecker, 
Brower, lood, McKinney, Struble, 
Browne, Ind. Funston, MeMillin, ymes, 
Buchanan, lass, Milis, Tarsney, 
erama Glover, Morse, ul 
Burn: Greenman, Nichols, Thomas, Ill, 
Oai sbel, T.J..N. Y. Hayden, O'Neill, Pa. Thompson, Ghio 
Candler, Henderson, Iowa Outhwaite, = Jade, 
Caswell, Hiestand, Parker, hite, 
Clements, Hogg. Payson, White mefich, 
Cockran Horkios, m. Perry, Ni Ikins, 
Cogswell, ouk, Pidcock, ilson, W. Va. 
Collins, Kelley, Post, 
Davenport, Lagan, Randall, 


So the motion to lay on the table was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. BLANCHARD, by unanimous consent, the read- 
ing of the names of members voting was dispensed with. 

The following-named members were announced as paired for the 
day: 

Mr. DINGLEY with Mr. WILKINS. 

Mr. WILSON, of West Virginia, with Mr. KELLEY. 

Mr. Prpcock with Mr. PARKER. 

Mr. TAULBEE with Mr. SPOONER. 

Mr. CocKRAN with Mr. BROWER. 
* Mr. Rusk with Mr. STRUBLE. 

Mr. LAWLER with Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Hoce with Mr. BINGHAM. 

The following were announced as paired on this vote: 

Mr. MCKINNEY with Mr. BUCHANAN. 

Mr. RAYNER with Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois, 


The following were announced as paired until Saturday: 

Mr. OUTHWAITE with Mr. SYMEs. 

Mr. HARE with Mr. NELSON. 

The following were announced as paired until further notice: 

Mr. GREENMAN with Mr. THOMAS, of Illinois. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL with Mr. BELDEN, from June 16. 

Mr. PENINGTON with Mr. WHITING, of Michigan, from this day, 
July 12, 1888. 

Mr. Perry with Mr. HAYDEN. 

Mr. BRIGGS with Mr. FELTON. 

Mr. GLOVER with Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. HOUK. 

Mr. CaTcHInGs with Mr. COGSWELL. 

Mr. CoLLINS with Mr. DUNHAM. 

Mr. BuRNES with Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. WILKINS. I desire to withdraw my vote, as I am paired. 

The result of the vote was then announced as above stated. 

The SPEAKER. The motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
yeas and nays were refused has been laid upon the table. The tellers 
report ayes 154, noes 44. So the report of the conference committee 


is agreed to. 
LEAVES OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. GLAss, for to-day, on account of important business. 

To Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts, for ten days, from Monday, July 
23, on account of important business. 

CORRECTION. 

Mr. BYNUM. Inotice in the RECORD of this morning a statement 
that Iam paired with Mr. Hoae. I was not paired with that gen- 
tleman; and I notice Mr. Hoce is paired on the list of the Sergeant-at- 
Arms with Mr. BINGHAM. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded. The Clerk will 
report the title of the first bill. 

WILLIAM F. SMITH. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 396) for the relief of General William F. Smith. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

Mr. TOWNSHEND moved to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

GENERAL W. W. AVERELL. 

TheSPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title of the next bill. 

The Clerk read the title of the next bill, as follows: 

A bill (S, 1650) for the relief of Maj. Gen, W. W. Averell. 

Mr. STEELE. The right to offer amendments was reserved on this 
bill, and I move to strike ont the word ‘‘captain’’ and insert the word 


t 
I. 

Mr. SPINOLA. Mr. Speaker, General Averell is willing to accept 
the rank of captain and I think we had better accept that and not send 
the bill back with an amendment. I have his letter saying that he 
would be satisfied with that rank. 

The question was put; and there were—yeas 39, noes 44. 

So the amendment was not a; to. 

Mr. WISE. [Isit in order to call for the reading of the bill? 

TheSPEAKER. That is in the nature of debate and it can be read 
only by unanimousconsent. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WISE] 
asks unanimous consent for the reading of the bill. Is there objec- 
tion? 

Several members objected. 

Mr. WISE. Icall for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is upon the passage of the bill. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 91, noes 21. 

Mr. COWLES. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The point of no quorum is made. 

Mr. WISE. I will say to the House if unanimous consent to the 
yeas and nays be given there will be no objection. The point of ‘‘no 
quorum ’’ will not be made. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !] 

The SPEAKER. | The regular order is demanded. 

Mr. BLAND. Isitin order to reconsider the vote by which the yeas 
and nays were refused? If it is I move to reconsider that vote. 

The SPEAKER. That is in order. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I find by looking at the RECORD that a 
number of members were absent last night when the bill was consid- 
sidered, and I would like to have the bill read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in view of the long and faithful services of Bvt. Maj. 
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for this purpose only: 
msion shall be to the said William W. Averell, nor shall Se 
act; but 


intment under 
this ee shall be no bar toany claims fo on thatthe widow or children 
or ot may have after his decease. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the roll. 
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 143, nays 74, not vot- 


ing 107; as follows: 


YEAS—143. 
Adams, Cumniings, Lane Sawyer, 
Allen, Mass, 1, Lee, i : 
Allen, Mich. Darlington, Lehlbach, Scull, 
Anderson, Iowa Dorsey, Lind, Seney, 
Anderson, ill. Ermentrout, Lodge, Seymour, 
Anderson, Kans. 3 L; Sh 
old, : Macdonald, Snyder, 
Atkinson, Ford, Maish, Sowden, 
Baker, N. Y. ý Mason, Spinola, 
er, McAdoo, Springer, 
Bayne, Gaines, Steele, 
wee Gallinger, McKenna, Stephenson, 
Boothman, X, McKinley, Stewart, Vt. 
are M Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Boutelle, Goff, Merriman, omas, Ky. 
Bowden, Grosvenor, Milliken, ‘Thomas, Wis. 
Bowen, Grout, Eason ‘Thompson, Cal, 
B Ky. Hall, Mo: * A 
Browne,T. Va. Harmer, Morrow, Townshend, 
Brown, Ohio Hayes, Nutting, ‘Turner, 
Brown, J.R, Va. Henderson, Ill. O'Donnell, Vance, 
Brumm, Hermann, O'Neill, Mo, Vandever, 
Bunnell, Hires, Osborne, ‘arner, 
Burnett, Hitt, Owen, Washington, 
B th Hole 5 Pentagon, Webs, 
utler, es, A 
preety N.Y okna Vi Pei White, N. Y. 
m N. Y. Hop! a oe 
Campbell, Ohio Hovey, Pugsley, ilber, 
Campbell, T.J., N.Y.Howard, Rice, Wilkinson, 
Caruth, Hunter, Robertson, Williams, 
Chipman, Jackson, Rockwell, Wilson, Minn, 
Clark, Ketcham, Romeis, ey, 
Compton, La Follette, Rowell, T, 
per, W, Russell, Conn, Y 
use, ’ 
NAYS—74. 
Abbot ak ron Lanham, x 
Allen, Davidson, Fla, > Richardson, 
Anderson, Miss, Dockery, Lynch, 
Bankhead, Elliott, Rowland, 
Barn Enloe, Martin, Sayers, 
Bland, Fisher, Matson, Shaw, 
Blount, Forney, McClammy, Shively, 
Brewer, Fuller, ‘cCreary, Simmons, 
Candler are Montgo Ste a 
ndler, augen, ontgomery, WA a. 
Cannon, Hemphill, Moore, Stockdale, 
Cariton, Henderson, N.C. Morgan, Stone, Ky. 
Cheadle, Herbert, Neal, Stone, Mo, 
Clardy, Hutton, Newton, Tillman, 
Cobb, Johnston, Ind. tes, ‘Turner, Ga. 
Conger, Johnston, N. O’Ferrall, Walker, 
Cothran, Jones, O’Neall, Ind, Wise. 
Cowles, Kilgore, Peel 
Culberson, Landes, Peters 
NOT VOTING—107. 
Bacon, De Lano, Hudd, 
Barry, Dibble, Kean, Randall, 
Belden, Dingley, Kelley, Rayner, 
Belmont, Dougherty, Kennedy, Reed, 
iggs, Du A Kerr, Russell, Mass, 
Bingham, Dunn, ‘con, Rusk, 
Blanchard, Felton, n, Smith, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Fitch Lawler, Spooner, 
Brower, Flood, Long, Stahlnecker, 
Browne, Ind. Foran, Matffett, Struble, 
ce, Gay, Mahoney, Symes, 
Buchanan, Gibson, McCormick, Tarsney, 
Buckalew, Glass, McCullogh, Taulbee. 
Burnes, Glover, MeKinney, Taylor, E. B., Ohio 
Caswell, Granger, McMillin, omas, Ill 
Catchings, Greenman, ills, Thompson, Ohio 
Clements, Grimes, Morse, ade, 
Cockran. Guenther, Nelson, Wheeler, 
Cogswell, Hare, Nichols, _ White, Ind, 
ins, Hayden, Norwood, Whiting, Mich, 
Cox, Heard, O'Neill, Pa. Whiting, Mass, 
Crain, Henderson, Iowa Outhwaite, Whitthorne, 
Crisp, H q Parker, ~ Wickham, 
Cutcheon, Hogg, Payson, Wilkins, 
Davenport, Hopkins, Ni. Perry, Wilson, W. Va. 
Davidson, Ala. Hopkins, N. Y. Phelan, Woodburn. 
Davis, ouk, umb, 
So the bill was passed. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, when the roll was called I voted, hay- 
ing forgotten that I was paired with Mr. HARE, of Texas. I withdraw 
my vote. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois, with Mr. RAYNER, on this-vote. 

Mr, HARE with Mr. NELSON, for the remainder of the day. 


The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 

Mr. MAISH moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ANDREW J. SMITH. 


Mr. MAISH. I call for the regular order, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 2579) authorizing the President to aoc and retire Andrew J. 


Smith, late a colonel of the Seventh United States Cavalry and a major-general 
of volunteers. 
The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the laws regulating appointments in the Army be, and 
they are hereby, nded, and thee i PAIF for the purposes of this act; 
and the Presidentis hereby authorized to nominate and, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, appoint Andrew J. Smith, late colonel of the Seventh 


United States Ca a major-general of volunteers, a brigadie: eral in 


valry an T-gen 
the Army of the United rep Gaye thereupon to place him, the said Andrew J. 
t neral without regard 


Smith, upon the retired-list of the Army as such brigadier- 
and in nidition to the number now authorized by law of said retired-list. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment agreed to in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In line I1, strike out the words “‘as such brigadier-general” and insert ‘* with 
the rank and grade of colonel.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, many of us were 
absent last evening, and I desire to ask a question for information. I 
wish to know whether this soldier left the Army voluntarily. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. Speaker, if the House will give consent to have 
the report read, it will give the desired information. The report con- 
sists of a letter from the Adjutant-General of the Army and a letter 
from General Sherman. 

Mr. MAISH. The gentleman can probably state the substance of it 
in less time than it would take to read the report. 

The SPEAKER. No debate is in order, the previous question hay- 
ing been ordered. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] asks 
unanimous consent to have the report in this case read. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I was under the impression 
that there was an understanding that a certain time was to be allowed 
for debate. 

The SPEAKER, Itseems not, from tlie Journal. 

Mr. CHEADLE. There was to be the right to amend, and the right 
to debate also. 

The SPEAKER. The right to amend was reserved, but the right to 
debate seems not to have been reserved. Of course the Chair knows 
only what the record shows. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Missouri. The bill is open to amendment. 

“Old A. J. Smith,” as he is familiarly called by the soldiers who 
braved many a hard-fought field under his gallant leadership, belongs 
to the city I in part represent here. He is loved by all our people, 
who admire his character as a soldier and a citizen. I but voice their 
unanimous sentiment in asking for the passage of this bill. In the com- 
mittee’s report is a letter from General Sherman in regard to this bill. 
His concluding remarks epitomize the whole story: 

I believe a million of men would sign a petition that this now old, but most 
honest, faithful,uncomplaining soldiérand gentleman,General Andrew J. Smith, 
should be restored to his old place on the Army Register, and retired with any 
rank Congress may think appropriate. He was a corps commander, which the 


world over is that of licutenant-general, but I am told he will be satisfied with 
that of brigadier-general, I surely recommend it. 


Yours, very truly, 
W. T. SHERMAN, General. 

Mr. CLARDY. There was no more gallant, no more brilliant officer 
in the American Army than General Andrew J. Smith, who, becoming 
a soldier in 1838, continued in his country’s service until 1869, when 
an act of Congress having passed reducing the number of colonels and 
lieutenant-colonels from forty-five in each grade to twenty-five, he pers 
formed one of the most graceful, one of the most heroic, one of the most 
chivalric acts of his eventful life in resigning his commission as colonel 
of the Seventh Cavalry to make room for a younger man. 

Ifa long and meritorious-servicein the Army entitles a soldier to 
the recognition sought for General Smith there can be no question as 
to the merit of the pending bill, and I shall vote for it with’ pleasure 
increased by the act of self-abnegation that took him out of the Army. 

The SPEAKER. The report will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Andrew J. Smith as a soldier is well known totheentirecountry. Nothing 
that can be said in this report can add to his distinguished name. He is now 


over seventy-three years of age. His military service is given in the following 
communication from the Adjutant-General, United States Army: 


“War DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, £ 
“ Washington, February 8, 1885. 
“Statement of the military service of Andrew J. Smith, late of the United 
States Army, compiled from the records of this office. 


“ He was graduated at the United States Military Academy at the age of twenty- 
three years and two months, and was appointed second lieutenant First Dra- 
goons July 1, 1838; was promoted first lieutenant 


March 4, 1845; captain, Feb- 


1888. 
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ruary 16, 1847; major, May 13, 1861, and lieutenant-colonel Fifth Cavalry May 9, 
1864; appointed colonel Seventh Cavalry July 28, 1866. 

*He was mustered in as colonel Second California Cavalry October 2, 1861, 
and resigned November 13, 1561. 

“ He was appointed brigadier-general United States Volunteers March 17, 1862, 
and major-general United States Volunteers May 12, 1864. 

* He received the brevet of colonel United States Army Aprii 10, 1864, ‘for 
gallant and meritorious services at the battle of Pleasant Hill, La.;’ of briga- 
dier-general United States Army March 13, 1865, ‘for gallant and meritorious 
services at the battle of Tupelo, Miss.;’ and of major-general United States 
ot ee 13, 1865, ‘for t and meritorious services at the battle of Nash- 
ville, Tenn.’ 

“He served with his regiment on the Western frontier and Pacific coast, ex- 
cepting short intervals of detached duty and leaves of absence, from 1838 to 

1; with the Second California Cavalry October 2, 1861, to November 13, 1561, 
when he resigned and was ordered to report to the Adjutant-General United 
States Army under his commission as major Fifth United States Cavalry. 

“He served as chief of ca 4 ment of the Missouri, from February 
IL to March 11, 1862, and of the Department of the Mississippi to July 11, 1862, 
being engaged in the advance upon and siege of Corinth, April 15 to May 3), 
1862; commanding troops at Covington, Ky., and vicinity, September 9 to Octo- 
ber 9, 1862; commanding Tenth Division, Thirteenth Army Corps, in moye- 
ments through Kentucky, Octoberto November, 1862; at Mepa Tenn., No- 
vember 28 to December 21, 1862; on expedition with General Grant's Army to 
the Yazoo River, Mississippi, December, 1862, being engaged in the assault of 
Chickasaw Bluffs, December 27-29, 1862, and on the expedition to Arkansas 
Post to January 11, 1863; in the Vicksburg cam and operations against 
Jackson, Miss., to August 5, 1863; commanding the Sixth Division, Sixteenth 
Army Compe. and district of Columbus, Ky., to January 2l, 1864, and Third 
Division, Sixteenth Army Corps, to March 6, 1864; commandin; ents 


g 
(two divisions) Sixteenth and Seventeenth Army Corps in the Red River cam- 
to May 22, 1864; commanding right wing Sixteenth Army Corps in Mis- 
and Tennessee to September, and in the pursuit of the rebel Gen- 
eral in Missouri to detachment of the Army 


November, 1864; comman 
parti in the By Serene about Nash- 
ville, Tenn., under Major-General Thomas; ihe EEr rm kina pene Army Corps 


“R, C. DRUM, Adjutant-General.” 

It will be seen that at the date of his resignation (May 6, 1869) he had served 
thirty RAETH and ten months. 

On löth of July, 1870, the law was amended, providing that— 

has been preg teen in the service, he may, upon his own 
ap meee in (an Kcr eee of the dent, be so retired and placed on the 
-l C. à 

Had General Smith remained in the Army until the passage of that law he 
would bave served over thirty-two years and could have been placed upon the 
retired-list on his own application. 

At the time of his resignation an act of Congress reduced the Army from 45 
colonels and 45 lieutenant-colonels to 25 colonels and 25 lieutenant-colonels. 

“It was the most ungrateful imposed upon us by Con .”? writes Gen- 
eral W. T. Sherman, Then it was that General A. J. Smith, with a soldier's 

nerosity, to make way for younger men, resigned as colonel of the Seventh 


valry. 
The following letter from General W. T. Sherman needs no explanation: 
“Sr. Louis, Mo., March 3, 1886. 

“DEAR WARNER: Having been requested to bear testimony as to the value 
of the service rendered to the Government by General Andrew J. Smith, now 
a citizen of St. Louis, I beg to state that I have had special opportunities to ob- 
serve his conduct during the fifty years. He was a et at West Point 
when I went there in 1836, è graduated in 1838 and went to the frontier, 
where he served till the Mexican war, 1846, when he came out to California 
with Cooke’s battalion and continued there and in Oregon up to the civil war, 
which he was quick to enter, and came to us at Shiloh in April, 1862, as a brig- 
adier-general of volunteers, and marched with us to Corinth, from which time 
to ere end of the war he was one of the pluckiest and best fighters of our West- 
ern Army. 

“For details T refer to Cullum’s Register Gat s 566 and 567). Nota 


dollars and cents. 

** As soon as the war was over he returned to his rank in the regular Army 
as colonel of the Seventh Cavairy, on the plains, fighting the Cheyennes, Ar- 
apahoes, and Kiowas, to clear the way for the Pacitic Railroad. 

“I do not remember that General Smith ever lost a day in the field from sick- 
ness; and in California. in Oregon, on the plains, and trata erg the civil war 
he had the reputation of being the hardest worker and est fighter in the 


A. 

“I believe a million of men would sign a ion that this now old, but most 
honest, faithful, uncomplaining soldier and gentleman should be restored to his 
old place on the Army ister, and retired with any rank Congress may think 
appropriate. He was a corps commander, which the world over is that of lieu- 
tenant-general, but I am told he will be satisfied with that of brigadier-general, 
I surely recommend it. 

“Yours, very truly, 


“W, T. SHERMAN, General. 
“Hon, WILLIAM WARNER, 
* Member of Congress, of Missouri, Washington, D. 0.” 
Your committee report the bill back, with the recommendation that the same 
do pass with the ae win o toga rye namely: 
To strike out in line 11 words “‘ as such brigadier-general ” and insert the 


following words in lieu thereof: “‘ With the rank and grade of colonel.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. BLAND. On that I demand the yeas and nays. I think this 
is a bill of the kind on which we ought to make a record. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and it was decided in the affirmative—yeas 
118, nays 65, not voting 141; as follows: 


, YEAS—118. 

Allen, Mich. Dorsey, Lee, Russell, Conn, 
Anderson, Iowa Ermentrout, Lehbibach, Ryan, 
Anderson, Ill. Farquhar, Lind, Scull, 
Anderson, Kans, Finley, Lyman, Seney, 
Arnold, Flood, Macdonald, Seymour, 
Atkinson, Foran, Mason, Sherman, 
Baker, NI. French, MeAdoo, Sowden, 
Bayne, Funston, McComas, nola, 
Bliss, Gaines, MeKenna, Stephenson, . 
Bound, Gallinger, McShane, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Boutelle, Gear, Merriman, ‘Thomas, Ky. 
Bowden, Gest, Mofiitt, Thomas, Wis. 

wen, Grout, Morrill, Tracey, 
Browne, T.H.B.,Va.Guenther, Morrow, ‘Townshend, 
Brown, Ohio Hall, Nutting, Turner,Kans. 

,J.R.,Va. Harmer, O’Donn Vance, 
Burrows, Haugen, O'Neill, Mo. Vandever, 
Butler, Hermann, Osborne, arner, 
Butterworth, Holman, Patton, Weaver, 
Campbell, F.,N. Y. Hooker, Penington, Weber, 
Campbell, Ohio Hopkins, Il. Perkins, est, 
th, Hopkins, Va. Peters, White, Ind. 
ings, Hop! RA Phelps. ickham, 
Chipman, Hovey, Plumb, Wilbur, 
Clardy, o $ Pugsley, Wilkinson, 
Clark, Hunter, Rice, Yardley, 
Cooper, Ji Š Robertson, Yoder, 
Cummin; Kerr, Rockwell, Yost. 
Cutcheon, La Follette, Romeis, 
Darlington, Lane, z well, 
NAYS—65. 

Abbott, i Lynch, Rowland, 
Adams, Dibble, 5 Sayers, 
Allen, Miss. Elliott, Matson, wW, 
Anderson, Miss. Enloe, McClammy, Simmons, 
Bankhead, er, 5 Snyder, 

d, Forney, McRae, Stewart, Tex. 
Blount, atch, Montgomery, Stewart, Ga. 
Breckinridge, Ark. Hemphill Moore, Stockdale, 
Brewer, Henderson, N.C, Neal, Stone, Ky. 
Bynum, Herbert, ‘ewton, Stone, Mo. 
Can 2 Hutton, Oates, Tillman, 
Cariton, Johnston, Ind. O’Ferrall, Walker, 
Cheadle, Johnston, N.C. O’Neall, Ind, Washington, 
Cobb, Jones, eel, Wise. 
Cothran, Kilgore, Phelan. 

Cowles, Lan f Richardson, 
Culberson, Latham, Rogers, 
NOT VOTING—HI. 
Allen, Mass. Davidson, Ala. Kelley, Rayner, 
Bacon, Davidson, Fla. Kennedy, 
Baker, N. Y. Davis, Ketcham, Russell, Mass. 
Dapet De Lano, Laffoon, Pyrmont 
: ey, n, wyer, 
Belden, ery, Tafiaw, Scott, 
Belmont, Dougherty, Laird, Shively, 
Biggs, Sara, Landes, Smith, 
Bingham Dunn, Lawler, Spooner, 
Blanchard, Felton, Lodge, Springer, 
thman, Fitch, Long, Stahlnecker, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Ford, Maftett, Steele, 
Brower, Faller, Mahoney, Stewart, Vt. 
Browne, Ind. ay, Maish, Struble, 
rumm, Gibson, Mansur, Symes, 
ce, lass, McCormick, Tarsney, 
Buchanan, Glover, McCullogh, Taulbee 
Backalew, Goff, McKinley, ‘Taylor, È. B., Ohio 
Bunnell, Granger, McKinney, Thomas, IH. 
Burnes, Greenman, McMillin, ‘Thompson, Ohio 
Burnett, Grimes, Milliken, ‘Thompson, Cal, 
Campbell, T. J.,.N.¥.Grosrenor, lls, ‘Turner, Ga. 
non, Hare, Morgan, Wade, 
Caswell, Hayden, Morse, Wheeler, 
Clements, Hayes, Nelson, eN. Y. 
ran, i $ Nichols, Whiting, Mich. 
well, Henderson, Iowa Norwood, iting, Mass. 
Collins, Henderson, M. O'Neill, Pa, Whittherne, 
Compton, Hiestand, Outhwaite, Wilkins. 
Conger, H Owen, Williams, 
Cox, Hitt, Parker, Wilson, Minn. 
Crain, Hogg, Payson, Wilson, W. Va, 
Crisp, Holmes, Perry, oodburn. 
Crouse, Houk, Pideock, 
Dalzell, Hudd, Post, 
Davenport, Kean, Randall, 


So the bill was passed. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

Mr. ALLEN, of Massachusetts, with Mr. BURNETT, on all political 
questions for the rest of the day. 

Mr. MorGan with Mr. MILLIKEN, on all political questions for the 
rest of the day. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida, with Mr. KETCHAM, on all political 
questions for the rest of the day. 

Mr. CRAIN with Mr. HENDERSON, of Illinois, on all political ques- 
tions for the rest of the day. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York, with Mr. TURNER, of Georgia, on this 
vote. 

Mr. REED with Mr. STEELE, on this bill. 

The result of the vote was announced as above stated. 

Mr. GEAR moved to reconsider the vote by which the hill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. LANHAM. Before moving that the House resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole on the state of the Unidn for the consideration 
of business on the Private Calendar, I desire to submit a request for 
unanimous consent that the rest of this day be devoted to the con- 
sideration of bills from the Committee on Claims to which there may 
be no objection. 

Mr. BLAND. > Pending that proposition, I move that the House ad- 
journ. I think that after our long session of last night, if we now 
adjourn we shall be fresher for to-morrow. 

The motion of Mr. BLAND was not agreed to, there being ayes 1, 


noes 59. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous con- 
sent that the remainder of this day be devoted to the consideration of 
bills from the Committee on Claims to which there may be no objection. 

Mr. O’FERRALL. I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I will renew the request with this addition—that 
next Friday be devoted to the consideration of bills reported from the 
Committee on War Claims to which there may be no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] now 
accompanies his previous request with the further request that next 
Friday be devoted to the consideration of bills reported from the Com- 
mittee on War Claims to which there is no objection. Is there objec- 
tion to these two requests? 

Mr. MATSON. If the proposed order includes the whole of this leg- 
islative day, it would interfere with the regular order of the Friday 
evening session. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not so uaderstand the proposition. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York, and Mr. O’FERRALL objected. 

Mr. LANHAM. I move to dispense with the call of committees 
for to-day, the usual leave being granted to file reports with the Clerk. 

There being no objection the motion was agreed to, and leave granted 

“as requested. 
FILING OF REPORTS. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 

RICHARD JOBES. 

Mr. FRENCH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 8748) to increase the pension of Richard 
Jobes; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 

rinted. 

p RICHARD D. M’KINNEY. 

Mr. LANE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 752) granting a pension to Richard D. Mc- 
Kinney; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the erag Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 

rinted. 

k DANIEL TANNER. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 4649) granting a pension to Daniel Tan- 
ner: which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. À 

MRS. JANE POTTS. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 525) granting a pension to Mrs. Jane 
Potts; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

LYDIA ANN WILBER. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 8200) grantiug a pension to Lydia 
Ann Wilber; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

JOSEPH HOLMES, 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 9388) granting a pension to Jo- 
seph Holmes; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

CONDEMNATION OF LAND ON ROCK CREEK, ETC. 

Mr. ROWELL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 3323) to authorize the commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia to conderun lund on !tock Creek for 
the purposes of a park to be called Rock Creek Park; which was referred 
to the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying repo:t, ordered to 
be printed. 

LIGHT-HOUSE AT HOLLAND’S ISLAND BAR, MARYLAND. 

Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE, from the Committee on Commerce, 
reported back favorably the bill (S. 2398) to provide for a light-house 

at Holland’s Island Bar, near the entrance to Kedge’s Straits, in the 


Chesapeake Bay, Maryland; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

COL, JAMES C, DUANE. 

Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 45) for the relief of Col. James C. 
Duane; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

JULIA A. THOMAS. 

Mr. STOCKDALE, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back favorably a resolution for the relief of Julia A. Thomas, adminis- 
tratrix to I. S.O. G. Greer, deceased; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 


M. C. MORDECAI. 


Mr. SHAW, from the Committee on Claims, reported back favorably 
the bill (S. 1521) for the relief of M. C. Mordecai; which was referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr, RICHARDSON. I ask unanimous consent that on Saturday, 
the 28th instant, immediately after the reading of the Journal, the 
Committee on Printing be allowed one hour in which to present for 
consideration measures reported by them. These matters involve 
simply printing for the two Houses of Congress, which is not privileged, 
and can only be considered under some such order as that now pro- 


d. 
P The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARD- 
SON] asks unanimous consent that on Saturday, the 28th instant, im- 
mediately after the reading of the Journal, one hour be set apart for 
the consideration of reports from the Committee on Printing not of a 
privileged character. Is there objection? 

Mr. BURROWS. There is a general expectation on this side of the 
| House that the Committee on Rules will report a resolution fixing time 
for all of these committees, and until that is done I shall feel called 
upon to object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I move that the House resolve itself into Commit- 
| tee of the Whole to consider bills on the Private Calendar. 
| The motion was to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole tc 
consider bills on the Private Calendar, and the Clerk will report the 
first bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9872) for the relief of Perez Dickinson. 


Mr. LANHAM. I think when the committee last rose that we had 
under consideration the bill (H. R. 53) for the relief of Samuel Noble, 
reported from the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. COMPTON. I rise to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. COMPTON, Itis, sir, that the bill to be first considered at this 
time is the bill H. R. 6347; and if allowed to do so, I would like to 
state the grounds upon which I base the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman briefly. 

Mr. COMPTON. On the 16th of March last the bill to which I have 
referred was under consideration in the House. It is a bill reported 
from the Court of Claims which went through the usual channel of the 
Committee on War Claims, and was reported to the House. Under the 
provisions of the Bowman act and the decisions of the Speaker of this 
House, this bill, coming over from the Forty-ninth Congress, had pref- 
erence on the Calendar, This will be discovered by reference to page 
103 of the Journal of the present House, where the point was made by 
my colleague from Maryland [Mr. McComas], and the Speaker ruled 
that such bills had preference on the Calendar. 

On the 16th of March, sir, this bill was being considered and was re- 
ferred back by the Committee of the Whole to the House, and subse- 
quently to the Committee on War Claims. The point was made then 
that the bill, when it came back to the House from the Committee on 
War Claims would not take its place on the Calendar, and the then oc- 
cupant of the chair so maintained. I stated at that time distinctly 
that I would consent to the reference of the bill to the Committee on 
War Claims, accepting the motion made by a gentleman from Ohio to 
that effect, and would take my chance when this bill came back from 
the committee of securing its proper place on the Calendar. 

That bill has been reported back from the Committee on War Claims, 
My point now is that under the ruling of the Chair, and in view of the 
provisions of the Bowman act, the bill necessarily takes its place at the 
head of the Calendar by reason of the preference given it by that act, 
and hence is the first bill for consideration to-day, 

Mr. LANHAM. The bill to which the gentleman from Maryland 
refers was discussed and considered at some length in Committee of 
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the Whole, and my recollection is that it was referred to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims after considerable discussion. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I will suggest that a reference to the 
RECORD will show what was done on that occasion. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I raise the point of order that on Thursday 
evening last the House was in session under a special order of the 
House for consideration of pension bills, and adjourned because of the 
pact of a quorum. My point is that they have precedence under the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. They would have when the committee rises and 
goes back into the House; but the consideration has been completed 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The Chair will direct—— 

Mr. GALLINGER. The Chair then holds, I understand, that when 
we go into the House these bills will have precedence. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I suggest that an understanding should 
be reached in reference to that matter. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state that its opinion was simply 
in the nature of information. Of course the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole can not make a ruling upon a question which is to 
govern the House. 

Mr. COMPTON. Now, Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN, Ifthe gentleman from Maryland will allow the 
Chair to learn from the Clerk the exact status of the bill to which he 
has referred, it will expedite the consideration of the point he makes. 
The Chair is endeavoring to ascertain the facts. 

Mr. OATES. When the House was last in Committee of the Whole 
on the Private Calendar the committee rose during the consideration 
of a bill for the relief of Samuel Noble at the point where the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. JoserH D. TAYLOR] demanded to be heard, and 
we did not have sufficient time to allow him to proceed with the de- 
bate. The committee then rose, and under the circumstances I insist 
that the bill is first in order. 

Mr. COMPTON. As the unfinished business? 

Mr. LANHAM. My recollection is exactly in accord with that of 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr, COMPTON. I withdraw my point of order in view of the state- 
ment of the gentleman from Alabama and agree that the unfinished 
business may be considered, b ut reserving the right to make the point 
of order when it is concluded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill towhich the gentleman from Alabama 
refers appears on the Calendar as the sixth bill. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. When we were last considering these 
bills a number were passed over because the persons interested in their 
consideration were not present, and the Samuel Noble bill was reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. TheChair is compelled to take the Calendar in 
the order in which the bills appear upon it. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. In calling attention to the fact that this 
was unfinished business, my idea is that after the completion of it we 
then go back and take up the Calendar in its order. 

The CHAIRMAN, If there be no objection, that order will be pur- 
sued, and the Clerk will report the bill to which the gentleman from 
Alabama has called attention. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Samuel Noble, formerly of Rome, Ga., but now a citi- 
zen of Anniston, in the State of Alabama, may, notwithstanding the decision 
heretofore made, and the law of the statute by lapse of time, prosecute his claim 
to the net proceeds of sale of 802 bales of cotton, alleged to have been captured 
by the United States military authorities at Savannah, Ga., in December, 1864 
before the Court of Claims, under the provisions of an act of Congress entitled 
“An act to provide for the collection of abandoned or captured pro rty andthe 
prevention of frauds in the insurrectionary districts of the United States," ap- 
proved March 12, 1863, and this act. 

The amendment of the committee was read, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert as follows: 

“That Samuel Noble, a citizen of the State of Alabama, may, notwithstand- 
ing the bar of the statute of limitation, or other legal impediment hitherto ex- 
isting, prosecute his claim to the net proceeds of the sale of 802 bales of cotton, 
alleged to have been captured by the United States military authorities at Sa- 
vannah, Ga., in December, 1864, before the Court of Claims, under the provis- 
ions of ‘his act and ‘An act to provide for the collection of abandoned or cap- 
tured property, and the prevention of frauds in the insurrectionary districts of 
the United States,’ approved March 12, 1863.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is advised that there seems to be not 
only a committee amendment but also two other amendments. Both 
amendments can not be entertained at one and the same time. The 
Clerk will read the amendment offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to line 1 2, the words “but no jud nt sha! 
said Samuel Srobie until his loyalty gonna sue late war shall: ave: been portal 


lished to the satisfaction of said court; and he shall further prove that during 
said war he did not in any way afford aid and comfort to the late rebellion.” 


Mr. OATES. I do not wish to address the committee, but will give 
my time to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SENEY], who presented the 
minority report and who was absent at the time the bill was consid- 
ered. 

Mr. SENEY. Mr. Chairman, is it in order to discuss the merits of 
the original bill as well as the pending amendments? 
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The CHAIRMAN. It is, and the gentleman will be recognized for 


one hour. 

Mr. SENEY. This claim of Samuel Noble is not a new one. The 
report of the majority of the Judiciary Committee tells us that it has 
been considered by Congressional committees at different times for the 
last twelve years. In the RECORD of June 16, $888, may be found the 
minority report. A similar report was made by me from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary in the Forty-eighth and Forty-ninth Con- 

resses. 
£ The minority report starts out with the statement that Samuel Noble 
wasin 1865, and for ten years prior thereto, a loyal citizen of the United 
States, and a resident of the city of Rome, in the State of Georgia. 

I can not say, Mr. Chairman, at this time what facts were before 
me five years ago when I wrote the first minority report. I think itis 
more than probable that, so far as the loyalty of this gentleman is 
concerned, I assumed that to be so on the strength of certain state- 


; ments contained in the papers that were before the committee when it 


was considering this claim. I am not prepared at this time to question 
his loyalty. It is asserted by my friend from Alabama [Mr. OATES] 
that during the entire rebellion period he was a loyal citizen of the 
United States. I know of no satisfactory evidence proving or disproy- 
ing the truth of my friend’s assertion. 

In order that the House may have a correct understanding of this 
claim I will state that this claimant, Samuel Noble, some time in the’ 
year 1864 entered into a contract with the Secretary of the Treasury, 
with the approval of the then President of the United States, Mr. Lin- 
coln, by which he undertook to deliver to the United States Govern- 
ment, at various points in the insurrectionary districts of the South, 
250,000 bales of cotton. 

A copy of the contract referred to is found in volume 11, page 600, 
Court of Claims Reports. The contract shows that Mr. Noble repre- 
sented to the Treasury Department, and no doubt to the President of 
the United States, that he was the owner of 7,000 or 8,000 bales of 
cotten. Mr. Noble also represented that 800 of these bales were in 
Selma, Ala.; 1,256 in Mobile, Ala.; 200 in Rome, Ga.; 1,800 in Sa- 
vannah, Ga., and between 4,000 and 5,000 in and about the city of 
Augusta, Ga. 

The House will notice that this contract is one of no mean propor- 
tions. It was proposed by this man to go into the insurrectionary dis- 
trictsand procure by purchase, or by whatever means he chose, 250,000 
bales of cotton; and if we are to measure the value of the contract by 
what was then the probable price of cotton, it will be seen that the 
contract had a money value of about $50,000,000. By the terms ot 
this contract the United States was to furnish Mr. Noble transporta- 
tion from the insurrectionary districts to the points of shipment, and 
the cotton was to be transported from those points to the city of New 
York and there sold. The proceeds of the sale were to be covered into 
the Treasury, and, by the terms of the contract, Mr. Noble was to re- 
ceive three-fourths of the proceeds and the Government was to retain 
the remaining one-fourth. 

Whether Mr. Noble was a loyal or a disloyal citizen of the United 
States at the time he and the Government made this contract is per- 
haps not a question of much importance in this debate. r 

That he was a mere adventurer is very plainly shown by the papers 
before me. That he was without means and had no ability to perform 
his contract can not be seriously questioned. 

This contract Mr. Noble could not perform unless he had at his com- 
mand many millions of dollars. Upon the evidence before me I am 
satisfied that he did not have enough money to pay for asingle bale of 
cotton, 

The Court of Claims found that when this contract was made there 
were 802 bales of cotton at Savanuah which Mr. Noble claimed to have 
purchased, from John W. Anderson (171 bales), from Roswell Manufact- 
uring Company (247 bales), from William Duncan (112 bales), and from 
Home Insurance Company (272 bales). 

Nothing was before the court to show that Mr. Noble had cotton at 
any other point in the South, and hence we must conclude that his 
statement in the contract that he had 800 bales at Selma, 1,256 at Mo- 
bile, 200 at Rome, 1,800 at Savannah, and 4,000 to 5,000 at Augustais 
untrue. 

The 802 bales referred to, Mr. Noble claimed as his property, but be- 
fore I take my seat I trust that I shall be able to convince the House 
that he was not the owner of a pound of this cotton. 

It is claimed that Mr. Noble delivered to the Government these 802 
bales of cotton upon his contract. Hedid no such thing. These bales 
were in a warehouse in Savannah and were seized by the Federal forces 
and as captured property was turned over to the United States Treas- 
ury agents by whom it was sold in New York and the proceeds, $144,- 
922.85, covered into the Treasury. 

Thus stands the case. What led to the legal dispute between the 
United States on the one hand, and Mr. Noble upon the other, respect- 
ing the contract, does not appear. 

In June, 1870, Mr. Noble commenced a suit against the Government, 
upon the contract, in the Court of Claims, and in this suit he claimed 
that the Government had broken the contract and for this he ought to 
be paid $309,795.67, which sum he alleged to be the value of the cotton. 
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Damages resulting from the breach of the contract Mr. Noble did not 
claim. His idea at that time evidently was that he was entitled to the 
full value of the cotton, which he alleged to be $309,795.67, and he 
was unwilling to take the price ($144,922.85) for which the 802 bales 
were sold. 

Upon the hearing of the case in the Court of Claims the court held 
the contract to be illegal, and turned Mr. Noble out of court. 

This cotton was seized by the United States forces in 1865, and from 
the moment it was seized until August, 1868, a period of three years 
and more, Mr. Noble had the right under the captured and abandoned 
property act of March 12, 1863, to sue in the Court of Claims for: the 
proceeds of this cotton. Why he did not seek the proceeds of this 
property in that court we are not informed. He brought no such suit, 
and his neglect in this particular is to me a mystery, and is not ex- 

lained by anything which appearsinhiscase. Within two years after 

is right to sue for the proceeds of this cotton was barred by the act of 
March 12, 1863, he appeared in the Court of Claims with a suit to re- 
cover the value of the cotton, which he alleged exceeded the proceeds 
in the sum of $164,872.82. This neglect tosue under the captured and 
abandoned property act for the proceeds of the cotton needs explana- 
tion. That he had aright toso sue is not questioned. That this right 
existed from 1865, when the cotton was seized, until August, 1868, 
when by the act the right was barred, is conceded. 

Sir, I repeat, why thisneglect, this gross, if not willful, neglect. The 
only explanation of this neglect is found by way of argument in the 
report from the Judiciary Committee made by the honorable gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. OATES]. 

This report says that, until the decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the Lane case (8 Wallace, 185), Mr. Noble had the 
right to assume that his remedy was upon his contract and not under 
the abandoned and captured property act, for so the law had been held 
by the Courtof Claims, not only in Lane’s case, but in Burnside’s case 
(3 Court of Claims, 367), and that the limitation of a suit upon his con- 
tract was six years. Very well; a suit upon his contract would have 
been barred in 1871, and it was June 15, 1870, when the suit upon the 
contract was brought. 

It is impossible tostate the day or the month in 1865 that the cotton 
was seized by the military forces of the United States; but the seizure 
was alleged by Mr. Noble to be a breach of the contract upon the part 
of the Government, and therefore, adopting his own theories, his right 
to sue upon his contract accrued in 1865, and in six years there- 
after would be barred. In other words, he delayed suing upon his 
contract until very near the time when his right to sue would ex- 

ire by limitation. When it is considered that he was claiming the 
Bovacnient was his debtor in a sum exceeding $300,000, his apparent 
indifference to his interests shows a want of confidence in the justice 
of his claim. 

Js the neglect of Noble to sue under the captured and abandoned 
property act to be excused because the decision in Lane’s case was re- 
versed in the Supreme Court of the United States? The reversal was 
made, says the Judiciary Committee’s report, on the 29th day of No- 
vember, 1867. The right of Mr. Noble to sue under the captured and 
abandoned property act expired August 20, 1868. Before us then is 
the fact that the right to sue under the act referred to existed for near 
nine months after Lane’s case was reversed in the Supreme Court. 
Still, no suit was brought under that act. Why not? The suit then 
pending upon the contract in the Court of Claims might have been dis- 
missed at any moment within those nine months and a suit under the 
act immediately brought. This was not done. 

Without dismissing the suit upon the contract another suit under the 
act might have been brought, and both suits be pending for trial and 
the one await the disposition made of the other. What was inthe way 
of pursuing this course? Nothing, whatever. 

Why did he not bring a suit for the proceeds rather than persist in 
his pending suit for the value of the cotton? The difference between 
the proceeds of the cotton and the value of the cotton was large ($144,- 
922.85), and the difference possibly was controlling in suing for the 
value rather than for the proceeds of the cotton. 

‘The failure to sue for the proceeds of the cotton under the captured 
and abandoned property act arose out of no mistake as to the remedy, 
and it is wrong to so claim. The remedy under this act was un- 
questioned, while a suit upon the contract for the value of the cotton 
was at best d6nbtful and uncertain. Between these two remedies— 
one for the value and the other for the proceeds—Mr. Noble elected, 
and to that election he ought to be held. But more time need not be 
spent on this feature of the case. 

Mr. Chairman, there are three separate bills now pending before the 
House, each one of which has the purpose of getting for Mr. Noble the pro- 
ceeds, if notthe value, of these 802 balesof cotton. Thereisthe bill which 
was introduced in the House by my honorable friend from Alabama 
[Mr. FORNEY], the bill which is now before the committee and which 

roposes to send this man to the Court of Claims to have his rights ad- 

udicated. Then there comes to us from the Senate a bill proposing to 
relieve Samuel Noble, not as the House bill pro to relieve him, by 
sending him to the Court of Claims to have his claim there adjudi- 
cated, but by sending him to the accounting officers of the Treasury, 


whoever they may be, for his money. Inaddition to these two meas- 
ures for his relief my honorable friend from Texas, the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary [Mr. CuLBERSON], proposes to relieve 
not only Samuel Noble, but also every other cotton claimant in like 
situation, by substituting for the bill for the relief of Samuel Noble a 
general bill for the relief of all cotton claimants by providing that they 
shall go to the Court of Claims to litigate their claims. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The substitute to which the gentleman refers 
is not before the House, as it was objected to by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Joseru D. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. SENEY. I was notin my seat at the time the substitute was 
offered. Iread in the RECORD that my friend from Texas [Mr. CUL- 
BERSON ] offered his general bill as a substitute for the bill introduced 
by the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. CULBERSON. While this matter was under consideration I 
asked unanimous consent to substitute the general bill for the bill for 
the reliefof Mr. Noble. It required unanimous consent, and the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Joseren D. TAYLOR] objected. So the substitute 
is not before the House. 

Mr. SENEY. Ido not claim, Mr. Chairman, that the substitute is 
before the House. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I thought you made that statement. 

Mr. SENEY. No, sir; and I do not claim that the Senate bill is be- 
fore us at this time. When, two weeks or more ago, this matter was 
before the House for consideration, the gentleman from Alabama of- 
fered the Senate bill as a substitute for the House bill; but I do not 
understand that we have anything else before us to-day than the House 
bill for the reliefof Samuel Noble. I do not understand it to be claimed 
by the gentleman from Alabama that his motion to substitute the Sen- 
ate bill for the House bill is now pending before the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that the Government of the United 
States is indebted to Samuel Noble to the extent of a single farthing, 
I do not believe that the claim he has been urging for twelve years in 
Congress, and which he is now urging this House to pass, has the least 
particle of merit. Ido not think that in this whole enterprise from 
its beginning to the present moment Samuel Noble ever owned one 
bale of this cotton; not even a pound or an ounce. I do not believe 
that he ever at any time invested in this enterprise the value of a single 


nny. 

Phat the real facts may bein this case Ido not know. I take as the 
groundwork of my argument the majority report of the Committee on 
the Judiciary and the findings of fact made by the Court of Claims 
in the case to which Samuel Noble wasa party. I have said that his 
contract was one that contemplated the use of $50,000,000; and if at 
any time during the rebellion period Samuel Noble was possessed of 
10 cents to buy cotton or to buy bread or meat, it nowhere appears in 
the record which has been presented to Congress. 

Why, sir, it is asserted by the gentleman from Alabama [ Mr. OATES] 
that Mr. Noble was a loyal citizen of the city of Rome during the re- 
bellion; and uptothe time when General Sherman occupied that city, 
which I believe was in July, 1864, that he was in Rome; but what he 
was doing in Rome nowhere in this record appears. Whether he was 
aiding the enemy or whether he was then claiming to be, as his friends 
now claim he was, a loyal citizen of the Government, we have no infor- 
mation anywhere in the facts which have turned up in this case. 

I have said that he was a mere adventurer, without means, without 
ability to buy even a single bale of cotton; yet we find him engaging 
to deliver to the Government cotton of the value of $50,000,000. Sinis 
property he undertook to get by hook or by crook in the insurrection- 
ary districts, and when obtained to turn it over to the authorities of 
the United States, upon a contract to divide up the proceeds, three- 
fourths to be retained by himself and the residue to remain in the 
Treasury. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, a few words in further support of what I am 
claiming. Permit me to say I am moved by no feeling of unkindness 
toward Mr. Noble; for he is a gentleman I never saw; I do not know 
where he lives; and if he has an agent or an attorney at the Capitol 
looking after his claim I want to say to the House that although I 
have been opposing and resisting this claim for five years my eyes 
have never been gratified by even asight of that gentleman. Ido not 
know that that ought to detract from the merit of his claim. 

Mr. FORNEY. Do you not think that ought to be in his favor? 

Mr. SENEY. No, sir. If he wants $144,000 out of the Federal 
Treasury, he ought to show a personal interest in his case by appear- 
ing before a committee of this body and tell them upon what his 
claim is founded. 

Mr. FORNEY. He simply asks now to go into court. He does 
not ask for money, but merely the privilege of showing in court that 
the Government has seized his cotton and retains the proceeds. 

Mr. SENEY. Sir, he was once in the courts and the courts turned 


m out. 
Mr. FORNEY. That was on account of the mistake of his lawyer 
in bringing the wrong suit. 

Mr. SENEY. He was once in court reaching out with his greedy 
hands to filch from the Treasury $309,795.67, when the evidence in 
his case is that he never had a cent invested in the enterprise, never 
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owned or had an interest measurable by dollars and cents or by legal 
rules in a single bale of this cotton. 

Mr. HERBERT. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt him 
just there? 

Mr. SENEY. Certainly. If I am not correct in my statement I 
shall be very glad to be corrected. 

Mr. HERBERT. While I do not know much about the case, I do 
know that Mr. Noble is a gentleman who is not ashamed to show him- 
self anywhere. He has been very closely engaged in the past few years 

~in developing the industries of the State of Alabama, and is much de- 
voted to his business. If he had had any idea that it was a proper 
thing for him to do to appear here in person and use his personal in- 
fluence to carry this claim through the committee or through Congress, 
he would undoubtedly have been here. But he is at home attending 
to his own business, and relying simply upon the justice of the case. 
And to me it does not seem a fair objection to make that he has not 
come here personally to lobby in favor of his own case. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, as I have already said, I know nothing of the 
claimant personally, and perhaps it is best that I should know nothing. 
It is probably best that we should look at his claim upon the facts that 
those who support the claim have presented to the House; and it is 
upon these Sicts, Mr. Chairman, that I stand here to discuss the claim, 
and to insist Nhat it is entirely destitute of merit. 

I want to call the attention of the committee to the report in Sam- 
uel Noble’s case, made by the Court of Claims, and found in volume 
11, at page 608: 

At the request of claimant— 

Says the court, Chief-Justice Drake delivering the opinion— 


the court finds the following additional facts: 

First, that all of the cotton pasene by claimant from the several parties as 
herein stated was seized by the United States military authorities at Savannah, 
Gá., and subsequent to said seizure shipped to Simeon Draper, United States 
cotton agent in New York, by whom the said several lots of cotton were sold, 
gr the proceeds thereof accounted for to the Treasury of the United States. 

con 


This is a more material matter— 
that the amount of the proceeds of the cotton which the claimant 
from the Roswell Manufacturing Company, from John W. Anderson, from Aaron 
Wilbur (Home Insurance Company), and from William Duncan, and paid into 
the Treasury of the United States, was and is the sum of $144,922.85, and of which 
the proceeds of the cotton purchased by the claimant from John W. Anderson 
and from the Roswell Manufacturing Company was and is the sum of $82,431.76. 

f Now, Mr. Chairman, it appears from these findings that Mr. Samuel 
Noble purchased a portion of these 802 bales of cotton from John W. 
Anderson and from the Roswell Manufacturing Company, and that the 
proceeds of these two purchases (418 bales) are $82,434.76. Now, 
what interest had Samuel Noble in the cotton that he purchased from 
Anderson and in the cotton he purchased from the Roswell Manufact- 
uring Company? ‘These two purchases represent, say the Court of 
Claims, $82,434.76 of the fund Mr. Noble is pursuing. This sum is 
more than one-half of the amount Mr. Noble is claiming. 

Mr. Chairman, I assert that Samuel Noble had no more interest in 
these two lots of cotton, the Anderson lot and the Roswell Manufactur- 
ing esti yh lot, or right to the proceeds, than have you. As a part ot 
his case I read further from this report: 

On the 2th of March, 1863, the petitioner (Noble) purchased of the Roswell 
Manufacturing Company 247 bales of upland cotton then stored in Savannah, in 
the State of Georgia; that on the 8th day of December, 1863, the petitioner (No- 
ble) purchased of John W., Anderson 162 bales of sea island cotton and 9 of up- 
land cotton, then stored in Savannah, 

I read further: 


On the 18th of March, 1865, the memorandum inclosed and marked “A” was 
made and signed by Mr. Noble, and by him delivered to and received by said 


Anderson, 

- SAVANNAH, 18th March, 1865. 

The above cotton having been registered by John W, Anderson in the office 
of Colonel Ransom, United States Army, as my cotton, and having been fur- 
nished by the said John W. with a bill of sale of said cotton, bearing date De- 
cember 8, 1865, but the consideration of said bill of sale having never n paid 
to the said Jolin W., I do hereby promise and agree to sell said cotton in the 
city of New York by virtue of my contract with the Treasury agent of the 
United States, and when said cotton shall have been so sold to pay to the said 
John W. 70 per cent. of the net proceeds of said sale, which said 70 per cent. 
shall be the true consideration of said bill of sale. 

(Signed) SAMUEL NOBLE, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, here are two lots of cotton—the Anderson lot 
and the Roswell Manufacturing Company lot, representing 418 bales, 
for which Mr. Noble eighteen years ago asked the Court of Claims to 
pay him, and which he is now asking through the pending bill that the 
Court of Claims allow him. Is it not perfectly plain that in these 418 
bales of cotton Mr. Noble had not invested a dollar? Inthe memo- 
randum just read, Mr. Noble so states: It is true, sir, that the Court 
of Claims found that Noble made these two purchases in March, 1863, 
but, in the memorandum I have read, Noble admits that as late as 
March, 1865, no part of the purchase money had been paid. Sir, thisad- 
mission of Mr. Noble is conclusive proof that he had no money invested 
in the Anderson and Roswell cotton. Two years after the purchase he 
still owed every dollar of the purchase money. 

Mr. Chairman, this memorandum tells us that whatever were the 
rights of Anderson, Roswell, and Noble respecting fhe 418 bales of 
cotton in 15863, they were changed by this memorandum in March, 
1865. From the date of the purchase in March, 1863, to the date of 


the memorandum in March, 1865, it may be that Mr. Noble was the 
owner of the cotton. This property during this entire period was ina 
wareroom in Savannah, and was there under circumstances which re- 
quired its presence at that place to be kept a secret from all of the 
world, saving and excepting only Anderson, Roswell, and Noble. In 
this memorandum Mr. Noble tells us that he purchased this cotton in 
March and December, 1863. Mr. Chairman, if my recollection is not 
at fault, at that time the people with whom he was dealing were in 
open and armed rebellion against the Government of the United States. 
Claiming as he does that he was loyal to the Government from the be- 
ginning to the end of the war, wili the advocates of this bill for his 
relief inform the House whether in buying cotton from these people 
and engaging to furnish them with money for that product he was on 
the Union or Confederate side of that angry and bitter strife ? 

The memorandum to which I refer shows that these parties made a 
second deal respecting this cotton. Under the first deal it may be that 
Mr. Noble was for two years the owner of thecotton. If so, his owner- 
ship ceased in March, 1865. The memorandum shows a rescission of the 
sale by Anderson and Roswell and of purchase by Noble. It shows 
that Noble was no longer a debtor and Anderson and Roswell no longer 
were creditors. ‘The memorandum shows that the sum in which Noble 
was indebted to Anderson and Roswell for the cotton was released and 
that the cotton from and after March, 1865, was the property of An- 
derson and Roswell. 

By making the memorandum and delivering it to Anderson any and 
all right of ownership before then in Noble became vested in Ander- 
son and Roswell. After March, 1865, Anderson and Roswell were the 
owners of the cotton, and consequently their right to the proceeds ad- 
mitsof no question. Why, then, send Mr. Noble to the Court of Claims 
to litigate for the proceeds of the Roswell and Anderson cotton ? 

Again, this memorandum shows a promise and agreement of Noble 
to deliver the cotton to the Government of the United States, for the 
purpose of sale, by its agent, in New York, and a further agreement 
to pay Anderson and Roswell 70 per cent. of the proceeds. Why such 
an agreement if Anderson and Roswell were not then the owners of the 
cotton, in possession of it, dictating and directing the disposition to be 
made of the property ? 

Again, the memorandum shows that to 70 per cent. of the proceeds 
of this cotton Mr. Noble has no claim whatever. This share of the 
proceeds, by his own admission, does not belong to him, but belongs - 
to Anderson and Roswell Manufacturing Company. Will this House 
send Mr. Noble to the Court of Claims to get this portion of the pro- 
ceeds? That court now knows that it is not his. Congress knows the 
same thing. The Treasury Department knows it belongs to others. 

Again: Twenty-five per cent. of the proceeds of this cotton under 
Mr. Noble’s contract with the Government is the rightful property of 
the United States. Surely Mr. Noble has no right to have any portion 
of this fourth part of the proceeds. What interest, then, has he in the 
proceeds of the Anderson and Roswell cotton? The memorandum says 
that 70 per cent. of the proceeds shall be paid to Anderson and Roswell, 
but it is silent as to the remaining 30 per cent. Of this 30 per cent., 
as stated a moment ago, the Government is the rightful claimant to all 
except 5 per cent. Is 5 per cent., then, the extent of Mr. Noble’s in- 
terest in the proceeds of the Anderson and Roswell cotton? If so, it 
can not be that he owned the cotton, or that he ought to be sent to 
the courts to swear for all of the proceeds. 

If, in this transaction, from first to last, Noble was the agent of the 
owners of the cotton, and the 5 per cent. represents his co ion, 
this portion of the proceeds shall not go out of the Treasury by my 
vote. Sir, if we authorize even by indirection that the proceeds of 
these two lots of cotton, amounting to $82,434.76, be paid to Mr. No- 
ble, is there anything in the way of Anderson and the Roswell Manu- 
facturing Company asserting their claim to the same money ? 

Why, Mr. Chairman, upon every legal and equitable principle this 
memorandum when signed and delivered by Mr. Noble created a trust 
as to the cotton and its proceeds, and the beneficiaries to the extent 
of 95 per cent. are Roswell and Anderson and the Government of the 
United States. To the proceeds, or 95 per cent. thereof, Noble by his 
memorandum divested himself of all right or claim. 

Mr. HOOKER. Willthe gentleman allow me toask him a question? 

Mr. SENEY. Certainly. 

Mr. HOOKER. Is there any claim set up now before the Treasury 
Department against the fund by the other parties to whom you allude? 

Mr. SENEY. Ido not know how that is. Iam arguing as to the 
legal rights of Samuel Noble. Has he the right to this money? 

Mr. HOOKER. There is no claim, then. 

Mr. SENEY. The question with me is not whether the Roswell 
Manufacturing Company or Anderson may claim this money, but what 
right has Samuel Noble to the money? And if he has no right, it is a 
matter of supreme indifference to me who has the right. 

Mr. HERBERT. On your theory that there was a trust, is not the 
trustee entitled to recover the money? 

Mr. SENEY. Mr. Noble could not be his own trustee, and in this 
ease the Government is the trustee, and holds the fund for the bene- 
ficiaries, Anderson and the Roswell Manufacturing Company. 

Mr, HERBERT. As trustee, with the right to recover the property 
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himself, if it belonged to him, or to the other parties that he had prom- 
ised to pay them, was not he the trustee and would he not have the 
right to recover? 

Mr. SENEY. I ask you what interest this man had in these two 
lots of cotton. Clearly, unmistakably none; for he by the terms ot 
the memorandum referred to was to give to Anderson and the Roswell 
Manufacturing Company 70 per cent. of the proceeds, and therefore he 
has no legal or equitable interest in the 70 per cent. What interest 
has he, then, in the remaining 30 percent? None whatever. Under his 
contract in 1865 the Government was to retain of the proceeds of that 
cotton 25 per cent. Now, when you take the Anderson cotton and the 
Roswell Manufacturing Company’s cotton and give to the Government 
its 25 per cent. and to the Anderson and Roswell Manufacturing Com- 
pany their 70 per cent., tell me, will you, what remains for Samuel 

oble? An agent’s commission of 5 per cent. 

Mr. Chairman, it is difficult to think of this claim and resist the con- 
vietion that Mr. Noble was not the merest and sheerest of adventurers, 
and without the least ability to perform his engagement with the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. HOOKER. Will the gentleman allow a question? 

Mr. SENEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HOOKER. In point of fact did Mr. Noble perform his engage- 
ment? Did he deliver the cotton? 

Mr. SENEY. No, sir, he did not deliver the cotton. As I said be- 
fore, he had but 802 bales of cotton that he claimed to be his own. 
When the Federal troops at Savannah seized upon that cotton it was 
stored in a warehouse in that city, and over that warehouse and over 
the cotton in it Mr. Samuel Noble had absolute, complete, and entire 
control. He had not delivered the cotton; he had never offered to de- 
liver it; the cotton in the warehouse had never been appropriated to 
or turned over upon the contract; it was still ostensibly the property 
of Mr. Noble, and of nobody else. 

ed MIEDON, of Minnesota. Do you mean thatit was the property 
of Noble? 

Mr. SENEY. Imean that Mr. Noble claimed it to be his property. 
Certain it is thatit had not been turned over to the Government ordid 
the Government receive it from him. 

Mr. FORNEY. Did not Mr. Noble make a contract with the Gov- 
ernment of the United States that he would deliver them so much cot- 
ton at Savannah? 

Mr. SENEY. No, sir; he made a contract with the Governntent of 
the United States to deliver 250,000 bales of cotton, and as an induce- 
ment to that contract he misrepresented to the Treasury officials the 
number of bales of cotton that he then owned and had on hand to turn 
over on his contruct. 

Mr. FORNEY. I do not know anything about his misrepresenting. 

Mr. SENEY. The Court of Claims says so. That is all I know 
about it. 

Mr. FORNEY. What was his contract with the Government? Was 
it not to deliver so much cotton at Savannah? 

Mr. SENEY. He made a contract to deliver 250,000 bales of cotton 
at different points in the South. 

Mr. FORNEY. And you say he had 802 bales in Savannah; now, 
did not he deliver those? 

Mr. SENEY. No; he delivered none. 

Mr. FORNEY. Was he to carry the cotton to Savannah? 

Mr. SENEY. It was in Savannah that he made his contract. 

Mr. FORNEY. And was not he to turn it over to the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. SENEY. But he never did turn it over. 

Mr. FORNEY. Because the Government took it. 

Mr. SENEY. The Federal troops seized it. 

Mr. FORNEY. They took it, and the proceeds are now in the Treas- 
ury. : 

Mr. SENEY. Iam not disputing that they took the cotton, and I 
am not beg gern that the proceeds of it are in the Treasury. The 
pon that I wish to impress upon the House is that Mr. Samuel Noble 

no more right to a single penny of the proceeds of the cotton of 
which you speak than I have myself. 

Mr. FORNEY. Then you admit that if Noble has not, Anderson 
and the Roswell Manufacturing Company have ? 

Mr. SENEY. Certainly. They are the parties. 

Mr. FORNEY. And what does Mr. Noble propose to do? 

Mr. SENEY. O, Lord! I don’t know what he proposes to do. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. FORNEY. He proposes to go into court to show thatit was his 
cotton. 

Mr. SENEY. All I know as to what your friend, Mr. Noble, pro- 
poses to do is from the bill put forward here in his behalf. 

Mr. FORNEY. Well, that is what the bill pro that he shall 
have his day in court to show that this cotton was his. 

Mr. SENEY. But he has had his day in court. 

n] r. FORNEY. Certainly; butnow he wants another day. [Laugh- 
ter. 

Mr. SENEY. Yes; and that is where the trouble comes in. The 
gentleman from Alabama understands very well that one day in court 


is the rule, not two, not one day this year and another day next year. 
When a man has once been in court his claim is adjudicated and litiga- 
tion respecting it is at an end; to use a technical expression, it is res 
adjudicata. 

Mr. WHEELER. Is that so in all kinds of cases? 

Mr. SENEY. I think so. 

Mr. WHEELER. Not in ejectments. Under the English law they 
have sometimes two or three trials of ejectments. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, general, you and I will talk about the law gen- 
erally at some other time. 

Mr. WHEELER. But your statement was too broad; and in these 
cases two trials are sometimes given, just as in cases of other kinds. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, hereafter you and I will discuss the general le- 
gal — Mr. Chairman, there is every reason to believe that Mr. 
Noble was used as a mere cover by men who could not assert their 
rights to the cotton they had on hand in the insurrectionary dis- 
tricts. I think that is the secret of the whole business, Clearly he 
had nothing with which to buy cotton. How he got his contract from 
the Treasury officials is a mystery, and only the Lord knows how he 
persuaded that good man, President Lincoln, to give him an indorse- 
ment and to write upon the back of his contract a permit to go at will 
through the lines, and give him anorder to those then in command for 
transportation. 

Can you, sir, imagine that this man could in 1863 buy of the Ros- 
well Manufacturing Company and of Anderson $82,000 worth of prop- 
erty for which confessedly he did not pay one cent. What was that for? 
Why, sir, I judge from the memoranda referred to that Anderson and 
the Roswell Manufacturing Company were disloyal; and that if they 
should have registered their cotton with the Government officer in the 
South it would have been forfeited to the Government. So they cast 
about; and here was thisconvenient man, Mr. Noble; he could be used; 
he was a loyal citizen; he had a contract; he had the order of the Pres- 
ident giving him protection and ordering that transportation be given 
him. He was just the man of all men for those cotton men in the 
South who could not claim their own cotton. He was the man to step 
in and claim it for them, taking it upon joint account—upon a sort of 
speculation, and turningit over upon his Government contract. Of the 
proceeds he, in his great strait, gave to Anderson and the manufactur- 
ing company 75 per cent., the Government, of course, retaining under 
its contract 25 per cent. ` 

But this is not all. There is another matter to be considered. The 
Court of Claims say: 

On the 11th day of March, 1865, the said petitioner (Mr. obie) Cutriegr of 
the Home Insurance Company 203 bales of Sea Island cotton and 69 bales of up- 
land cotton then stored in the city of Savannah, 

And this cotton is a part of the 802 bales for which eighteen years 
ago Mr. Noble wanted to be paid over $309,000, and for which, by the 
bill which is now being pressed in this House, it is sought to help him 
to $144,000. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. The gentleman has spoken of the 
Home Insurance Company.. That is a company of what State? 

Mr. SENEY. Of the State of Georgia, I believe. At first it oc- 
curred to me it was the Home Insurance Company of New York but 
afterward I concluded it was some local company in the South. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Did not the permit given to Mr. Noble by President 
Lincoln contemplate the purchase of cotton from disloyal citizens? 

Mr. SENEY. Yes; I think so. That is my notion about it. I 
think President Lincoln took that course to cripple the enemy—to de- 
prive them of the means of prosecuting the war—to get from them the 
products they were raising, and disable them in that way. Thatis my 
notion; I do not know whether it is correct. 

Mr. ROGERS. To paralyze ‘‘the sinews of war.” 

Mr. SENEY. Yes, to paralyze the sinews of war. 

Now, let us see for a moment what interest Mr. Noble had in the 
cotton which he claims to have purchased from the Home Insurance 
Company. Why, sir, I am able to assert that he did not pay a penny 
to the Home Insurance Company on the contract made with them in 
March, 1863. As I understand the facts, that purchase amounted to 
$40,000; yet the Home Insurance Company seemingly sold that cot- 
ton to Mr. Noble and did not exact from him even a penny upon the 
purchase. There was no advance money, no earnest money, no secur- 
ity whatever. Certainly it will not be claimed that Mr. Noble has 
such an interest in the Home Insurance Company’s cotton that his 
friends ought to be here asking this House to pass a bill for his relief. 

Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand a communication from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury addressed to myself, bearing date June 28, 1888, 
from which, with the indulgence ofthe House, Iwill read one paragraph: 

Attention is called to the fact that at the December term, 1872, the Home In- 
surance company obtained a judgment in the Court of Claims, volume 8, page 
449, Courtof Claims Reports) for the net proceeds of 202 bales of sea-island cotton 
captured by the military forces at Savannah in 1865, which judgment, amounting 
to the sum of $35,529.58, was afterward, on April 3, 1875, duly paid from the ap- 
propriation, “Return of proceeds of captured and abandoned property.” 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. That judgment was against whom ? 

Mr. SENEY. Against the Government of the United States for this 
very cotton. 


These 202 bales, the proceeds of which were paid to the insurance company, 


appear to be the same cotton designated as 203 Bates which make up in part the 
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802 bales alleged to be owned by this claimant, and the net }foceeds of which he ible; so that the committee may be placed in full possession of all 


now mws, 


Sir, I look through the report of the majority of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, but find no statement respecting this payment—$35,529.- 
58. Irepeat, eighteen years ago Mr. Noble wanted from the Treas- 
ury the value of the Home Insurance Company cotton. It was not his 
cotton; another claimed it and got the proceeds. This $35,000 con- 
stitated a part of the $309,000 he asked the Court of Claims to give 
him, and constitutes a part of the $144,000 that his friends are now 
insisting to be his due from the Treasury of the United States. Strange 
that this man, if he was loyal, strange if he be a good citizen, strange 
if he be an honest man, that he did not put into the ear of those ad- 
vocating his pretensions that $35,000 of his claim had been reduced 
by a payment made to the Home Insurance Company eleven years ago. 

Now, one thing more, and I have done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has five minutes of his time re- 
maining. 

Mr. SENEY. I think I have shown to the House, and demonstrated 
beyond the possibility of doubt, that in the three lots of cotton Mr. 
Noble had not a single stiver of interest. 

Now, then, as to the fourth lot of cotton. On the 16th of January, 
1865, he purchased of William Duncan 62 bales of sea island and 
50 bales of upland cotton, then stored in the city of Savannah, say 
the Court of Claims, and for this he wants pay. Some of his friends 
want send him to the Court of Claims and have his rights there ad- 
juadicated, and the remaining portion are trying to get him into the 
very vaults of the Treasury with authority to take the money. With 
respect to the fourth lot of cotton—the Duncan cotton—do I hazard 
anything when I say that he paid no more to Duncan on that purchase 
than he paid to Anderson, to the Roswell Manufacturing Company, or 
to the Home Insurance Company upon the purchases claimed to have 
been made from them? Itis safe to assume that if there be a claimant 
to this fund—the Duncan fund—that the claimantis not Samuel Noble, 
but is Duncan himself. 

Mr. Chairman, if the House refuses to send this claimant to the Court 
of Claims he ought not to complain, and if in the late civil strife he 
was, and still is, loyal to the Government of the United States, surely 
he will not complain. The Government of the United States has been 
good to Samuel Noble—better to him than to any other citizen whose 
name I am now able to recall, and this goodness ought to go far in sat- 
isfying him for any failure upon his part to make money in buying and 
selling cotton at a time when every other citizen at the North and at 
the South, whether loyal or disloyal, was sacrificing so much in treas- 
ure or in blood to meet the exigencies occasioned by the war. 

The Government was good to Mr. Noble, better, perhaps, than he 

deserved, in not exacting from him military service—and better still 
in making for him an opportunity which at the time promised to fill 
his pockets with many millions of dollars. The necessities of war 
compelled the forcible seizure of this cotton. The Government was 
good to Mr. Noble, and good to ali others from whom property was 
captured, in not declaring it forfeited for their rebellion against lawful 
authority. The Government was godd to these erring people when 
during the war and for two years after its close it opened wide the door 
of one of her judicial tribunals and bid them enter and prove their 
claims to what had been captured or to the proceeds then in the 
Treasury. 
The Government did wisely and well in declaring to all from whom 
property had been captured during the war, that unless they submitted 
their claims for adjudication to one of her courts within two years after 
the close of the war they would be forever barred. For twenty years 
these claims for captured cotton have been barred. To remove this 
bar and again open the courts for their adjudication, either by a special 
act for a single claimant or by a general Jaw for all claimants, would 
be unwise, and with my vote it will never be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has caused an examination of the 
record of this case to be made, and it appears from that that the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN ] was adopted 
by the committee. The amendment, therefore, of the gentleman from 
Texas to the committeo’s amendment is now in order, and the Clerk 
will report that amendment to the committee’s amendment, in order 
that members present may understand the exact status of the question. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That a greater amount of money shall not be paid in satisfaction of 


this claim than the amount actually received into the Treasury as the net pro- 
ceeds of the sale of cotton alleged to have been taken. ` 


Mr. OATES. I would like that amendment to be adopted at once, 
for I think it is an entirely proper one. 

The amendment to the amendment was adopted. 

Mr. OATES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Ohio in the greater 
part of his remarks has thrown a good deal of fog over this case. The 
latter part, with reference to the matter concerning which he intro- 
duced a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, is a question which 


requires consideration and is the only point he has made against the 
bill which seems to have merit. 

Now, if gentlemen will give me their attention, I will endeavor to 
state the facts of this case, all that are pertinent, as succinctly as pos- 


that is involved. 

Samuel Noble was a citizen of Rome, Ga., during the war, and claimed 
to have been a Union man and loyal to the Union during that period. 
When they undertook to enforce the conscript act as to him, he passed 
through the Confederate lines and took the oath of loyalty to the 
Union. He came to Washington and made a contract with an agent 
of the Treasury, a man nained Risley, alluded to by the gentleman 
from Ohio, and returned within the Confederate lines for the purchase 
of cotton for shipment through the Confederate lines and into the 
Union. It was at that time the policy of the Government of the 
United States to get all the cotton that could be obtained within the 
Confederate lines, as it was regarded as one of the important sinews 
of war. 

Now, in order to facilitate Noble’s operations on that line President 
Lincoln gave him a paper as asafeconduct, addressed to the commanders 
of the Union armies everywhere, to pass him and any cotton he might 
obtain through their lines and into the Union lines. I do not know 
how much cotton he owned or bonght or how much he obtained. He 
claims to have owned 802 bales which were seized by the military forces 
at Savannah, Ga., ing865. After the war he broughta suit in the Court 
of Claims, which was decided in 1875 at the December term adversely 
to him for the reason that the suit was brought to recover damages for 
violation or breach of contract which Risley had entered into with him 
by the seizure of tbe 802 bales of cotton, which were shipped to New 

ork and sold. The proceeds of that cotton are now in the Treasury 
to the credit of the captured and abandoned property fund. He peti- 
tions to be allowed to bring a new suit, because the court held that 
the contract which he had entered into with Risley was not a lawful 
one; that Risley exceeded his authority under the statutes of the 
United States in respect to that contract. Notwithstanding it was rec- 
ognized by Mr. Lincoln as lawful it was not in accordance with the law 
and rulings. of the Treasury Department, and hence he could not re- 
cover damages for the breach of it. 

The gentleman from Ohio says, ‘‘ Why did he not proceed to obtain 
the net proceeds of the sale of the cotton under the captured and 
abandoned property act?” ‘That is a question that is very easily an- 
swered. The law was to the effect that the United States by their 
armies should take possession of captured or abandoned property tobe 
sold and the net proceeds turned into the Treasury.to be paid out to 
loyal citizens of the United States at any time within two years after 
the close of the war upon their going before the Court of Claims and 
proving that it was their property. 

Now, mark you, the President of the United States published his - 
proclamation declaring that the war was terminated August 20, 1866; 
consequently on the 20th of August, 1868, that law expired of its own 
limitation, and no man, loyal or disloyal, could bring any suit under 
itsince. Noble could not bring any suit in the Court of Claims except 
in pursuance of a statute, and there has been none since 1868, the clause 
in the captured-aud-abandoned-property act which authorized such 
suits having expired at that time. 

Since that time there has been no law, except where Congress has 
passed one in each particular case, by which a man could go into the 
Court of Claims and establish his rights to the proceeds of the sales of 
his property which the United States holds in trust for him and does 
not claim. ‘To-day there is in the Treasury of the United States about 
$10,500,000 which the United States does not claim, and the Supreme 
Court in three or four well-considered cases has said so. The United 
States holds that money simply as trustee. Theseizure was not a con- 
fiscation of the property at all. It was sold and the proceeds covered 
into the Treasury to be held for the owner of the property to prove be- 
fore the Court of Claims that he was entitled to the proceeds. 

But the claimants can not get before the Court of Claims until we au- 
thorize them to go there by the enactment of a statute. 

The judgment of the Court of Claims was given in December, 1875; 
whereas the law which authorized the claim of the net proceeds had 
expired on the 20th of August 1868. Now, Mr. Nobleisnota lawyer, 
but he is a reputable citizen. He did not agree with me in politics 
during the war, nor does he now, but he is a gentleman, and I intend 
so far as I can to secure to him his personal rights, and if he has notan 
interest in this cotton to the extent named in this bill, he has certainly 
to a large extent. 

Now, the gentleman says the evidence before the Court of Claims 

shows that he has no interest in this cotton; that he has no claim 
whatever. The gentleman fronr Ohio has undertaken to try and de- 
termine here every question that we want to refer to the Court of 
Claims, I want the Court of Claims to try Noble’s right to the money 
that cotton sold for, but the gentleman from Ohio insists that he and 
not the court shall try the claim. 

Since the adoption of the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN] this claimant must prove his loyalty 
and that he never gave aid and comfort to the Confederate cause, betore 
he can recover. Whatelse? He must necessarily prove that he was 
the owner of this cotton and trace the proceeds or he can not recover. 
No man can. Does the gentleman assert the proposition that any 
claimant before the Court of Claims under that law can recover unless 
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he proves to the satisfaction of the court that he was the owner of the | nected with this ease, so far as Mr. Noble is concerned, why I might feel 


pOr T, Soa it was sold, and that its proceeds were covered into the 


sury 
enw’ SENEY. Certainly not; but if he has no claim at all, what 
en? R 

Mr. OATES. Ifhe has no claim at all the court will decide against 
him, and no one is hurt. Isthere any harm in that? Why should he 
not have his day in court? 

Mr. SENEY. Under the terms of his contract he has no claim. 

Mr. OATES. Ah, yes; you figure up that there were abont $80,000 
of the proceeds for these two lots which he bought and then there were 
$65,000 left, 

Mr. SENEY. Thirty-five thousand has been paid. You are claim- 
ing something that he does notclaim. He admits now that he has no 
elaim. ; 

Mr. OATES. I deny that proposition; and you have no proof of it. 

Mr. SENEY. Iread from his own statement that is contained in 
that volume of the report of the Court of Claims. That is all I know 
about it. 

Mr. OATES. Now, before the court would give a judgment the 
judges would have to be convinced that he was the owner of the cot- 
ton or they would not entertain the demand. "But suppose that he 

ves that he was the owner of one-half or any other portion; that 
is a question for the court to determine. But the gentleman from Ohio 
undertakes to settle that question here and now by his judgment sim- 
ply from some things which he extracts from the record which was 
made in the case heretofore decided. Isubmit that this is not a fair 
test. 

That is no way to administer justice to this man. Give him his day 
in court; that is what he asks for, The gentleman from Ohio claims 
that the case is res adjudicata, but he knows that doctrine does not ap- 

y. Let Noble go to the Court of Claims and submit his evidence. 

e must prove that he was the owner of the cotton, and if he fails to 
prove that, if he was not the owner of any part of it, he can not get 
judgment for a dollar of the proceeds. 

He must not only do that, but he must show that his cotton—not 
another man’s, but his own cotton—was sold, and that the proceeds 
went into the Treasury, before he would be entitled to a judgment for 
any part of it. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Was his ownership or interest in the 
property changed by the last suit? 

Mr. OATES. Not at all; the case turned on a different question. 

Mr. SENEY. He did not have any to be changed; he will not claim 
that it was . Iwill submit this further: This man under his 
own hand in the Court of Claims has acknowledged that he has no in- 
terest in that cotton. Thatis the point. 

Mr. OATES. Ah! that was when he was claiming that it was 
the property of the United States; when he was suing for damages for 
a breach of contract; but when he failed in that, he, like every other 
citizen, ought to have the right to go before the court and let the court 
decide whether he was the owner of any of this cotton the proceeds of 
the sale of which he now claims. 

The plea of my friend from Ohio amounts to nothing except the stat- 
ute of limitations. That is what it is in effect, though the statute of 
limitation does not apply. This is simply the case of a trust fund 
lying in the Treasury with no means provided by law for getting it 
out, and this bill proposes to allow this man to go before the Court of 
Claims and submit his evidence to show his ownership, to show that 
this cotton was sold and that the proceeds of it are in the Treasury, 
and, with the amendment which has been adopted, he is required to 
show more, namely, that he was a loyal citizen of the Uni States. 

So far as the status of a party before the court is concerned loyalty 
does not cut any figure in the law; but the Congress have the right, if 
they see proper, and they have seen proper thus far, to put a provision 
in the act allowing a party to go before the Court of Claims, requiring 
him to prove his loyalty. : 

This is all that I can see in this case. The letter of the Secretary of 
the Treasury states that in his opinion 203 bales of the cotton—the 

of which this man is claiming—have been recovered by an- 
other claimant. , 

If that be true, the court will ascertain the fact and will not give 
. Noble judgment for that. I would not have them adjudge one dollar 
of it to Mr. Noble that did not belong to him, and I have too high an 
opinion of that gentleman to believe that he would accept a dollar of 
it if he did not believe it was his, , 

I non yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. STEW- 
ART. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I would not claim the 

` attention of the committee if this question rested alone upon the dis- 
position of the rights of Mr. Noble, but it will be remembered that 
this claim involves a part of a fund of nearly $11,000,000, which is now 
in the Treasury of the United States and the legal status of which has 
been settled by the highest court in the country, which court has de- 
clared that this fund is not the property of the United States, but that 
it belongs to the parties whose property was seized and sold, and that 
the Government holds it as a trust fund, There are many reasons con- 


opposed to his claim. 

While I personally know him, and while I am here to say that heis 
a good citizen, intelligent and upright, yet, differing from him in so 
many respects so far as our past relations to the Government are con- 
cerned, it might naturally be supposed I would oppose his claim. But 
we are here to deal justly, and 1 desire toask the attention of the com- 
mittee to the consideration of this question. Here is a fund, the status 
of which has already been adjudicated and settled, namely, that this 
money and other money in the United States Treasury does not belong 
to the United States Government. It is the proceeds of property seized 
and sold by Federal authority, and when the question is raised by 
claimants whether they can recover any portion of this money or not 
they are met with the plea of the statutes of limitation, or with the 
plea, as in this case, that the claimant has no title. My friend has 
labored to show that Mr. Noble has only a contingent interest, if any 
at all, and that is one of the questions which should be left to the court, 
and is a good reason for supporting this bill. 

Ifthe question of parties and the extentofclaimant’sinterest arealegal 
reason why this case should not be heard in the courts, then this fund 
is to remain in the Treasury forever. The United States Government 
is asovereign invested with sovereign power, and can not be sued except 
by legislative act; yet when claimants come here and ask for such au- 
thority, ask for the privilege of being allowed to sue for the establish- 
ment of their rights, my distinguished friend from Ohio [Mr. genEY] 
says to them, ‘‘ Your rights shall not be adjudicated in court for the 
reason that there appears to be some question about your ownership of 
the property, and the extent of your interests is not certain.” Mr, 
saree where shall we test the question of ownership? In what 
tribunal ? 

Is it not a well-established rule, in regard to which no lawyer or wise 
legislator would hesitate for a moment, that if there be a prima facie 
case of right, the que8tion should be sent to the court and the court 
be left to determine whether the right to the property is complete in 
the claimant or not? If this claimant is to be barred from going into ~ 
court simply because the Home Insurance Company claim a part of 
this property, or some other party claims a portion of it, what becomes- 
of his rights? We can not adjudicate those questions here. Will the 
gentleman from Ohio claim that we should be invested with the high 
prerogative of a petit jury to settle these questions of fact? Sir, I was 
amazed at the distinguished gentleman seeking to place this House in 
the attitude of a jury, and, worse than that, calling upon them to de- 
cide the ease without examination and to say to this claimant, ‘‘ We 
turn you away when you appeal for justice, because possibly your right 
to the property is only a right to one-half or one-third of it.” 

Mr. SENEY. What disposition do you make now of the report of 
the Court of Claims, and of the facts which that report found in the 
ease ? 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. The question before the Court of Claims 
was this: Mr. Noble insisted that a contract bad been made with him 
by the officials of the Government, and he claimed that he had per- 
formed his part ofthe contract, had purchased the property and carried 
it to the place where he was to deliverit; that thereupon the Govern- 
ment seized it, and that thereby a right of action for damages accrued 
to hi 

And upon a hearing of the case for damages for breach of contract as 
contended for by Mr. Noble; the court simply held that the Govern- 
ment having seized this with other property, no right of action arose 
upon that contract as an action sounding in damages. 

Mr. SENEY. As a predicate of that holding of the court, the court 
was bound, was it not, to find some facts? Now, what disposition do 
you make of those facts in your argument? | 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. I make this disposition of them: The 
court did find he had a contract; the court did find that he purchased 
cotton; the court did find that the strong armof the Government seized 
the cotton; the court did find that the proceeds of the cotton are lying 
to-day in the Treasury doing no good, and that the Government has 
no title to them. That is what the court found, and those are the 
facts upon which the claim is now based. 

Mr. OATES. Let me suggest to the gentleman that now it does 
not make any difference whether he had any contract or not. This 
was cotton of his which was taken, and the question now is simply 
whether we will allow him to go into court and assert his claim. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. I desire to present an additional rea- 
son why Noble’s case should be heard: this question having been ad- 
judicated that the Government is not liable for damages, the next 
question to be adjudicated is this: Did the Government get this cot- 
ton, and had Mr. Noble an interest in it; and has he made such a 
showing as would justify us in sending his claim to a court for adju- 
dication? 5 

Mr. SENEY. There I take issue with the genileman. The Gov- 
ernment found that he had no interest. : 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. And I rejoice that we are not a petit 
jury, as we might sit up all night upon a disagreement on that ques- 
tion. We will leave that matter to the courts, where it properly be- 
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Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois (to Mr. STEWART, of Georgia). Do you 


I know something about how this money has been disbursed, because 


accede to the statement thatthe Government found he had no interest | I have made a point to go through all the testimony that has been 


in it? 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. Oh, no! 

Mr. SENEY. What I mean to say is that written admissions which 
were in evidence before the Court of Claims show clearly and un- 
equivocally that he had no interest in the cotton. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Of course he could not prosecute for 
damages. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. He could not prosecute for damages un- 
der the contract, for want of delivery, and the paper referred to shows 
he had an interest. 

Mr. OATES. On the ground that the contract was not in conform- 
ity with the rules and requirements of the Treasury Department was 
a ground upon which the Court of Claims held against him. 

Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. I want to present to this committee 
but ons other view of this case. The money is in the Treasury, pro- 
ceeds of the cotton sold; there is no controversy about that. Now, 
shall we here to-day, because we represent the Government in all its 
sovereignty, say to a humble citizen ‘‘You shall not be heard.” 
He is not asking for any money; he is simply making his appeal to this 
branch of the Government, saying, ‘‘ I havea claim upon a fund in the 
hands of the Government, and only by your action can I be heard as 
tomyrighttorecoverwhatisdueme.’? Thatisallheasks. Although, 
as a citizen of the Southern portion of the country, I may feel that when 
he went ugh the lines he ought not to have done so; yetasa matter 
of abstract justice and right toward a humble citizen, when he comes 
and says, ‘‘ This money is mine; my claim is just; my sovereign Gov- 
ernment holds it; I can not sue the Government, but Congress can au- 
thorize me to bring an action in the courts,” shall we shut the door 
of justice forever against hina and say ‘‘ Youshall not beheard?” That 
is the whole issue in this case. 

I again repeat, I would not have said thus much, but I want mem- 
bers of the House to bear in mind that this $11,000,000, of which this 
fund is a part, much of it, as I am informed, belongs to widows and 
orphans, to the helpless and defenseless; and I want to know whether 
we are to establish the precedent here to-day that these widows and 
orphans shall not be heard, that these defenseless women and children 
shall not have an opportunity to adjudicate the question in regard to 
their right to a portion of this fund, when the Government has already 
said: ‘‘ We do not own it; it belongs to those persons whose property 
we seized and sold.” 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. OATES, I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. McRae]. 

Mr. MCRAE. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against this bill, but not 
for the reasons assigned by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SENEY]. It 
may be a proper and just claim, and for the purpose of my argument I 
will admit that it is, but Iam constrained to oppose it for the reason 
that its possibly may, to some extent at least, trench upon the 
captured and abandoned property fund which is held by the Govern- 
ment in trust for a large number of claimants, some of whom live in 
my district and State. It is alleged that this claimant was loyal. He 
Sre havebeen. My constituents as a rule were not loyal between 1861 

1865, but they have as much right to this fund as those who were, 
under the law and the Supreme Court decisions, and I intend to see as 
far as I can that the real owners and producers of the cotton seized are 
not discriminated against in favor of agents of the Government and 
speculators who may be able to show theirloyalty. In disbursing this 
trust-money Congress should be more concerned about the fairness and 
honesty of its own acts and the doings of Government officials than 
about forgiven disloyalty. 

Out of a fund of nearly $32,000,000, over $10,000,000 was paid out 

as expenses and released on the orders of Secretaries, prior to March 
30, 1872, before the money was ever covered into the Treasury. Under 
the resolution of that date there was covered into the Treasury the 
sum of $20,971,790.96. Since that time the sum of $10,459,783 has 
cane paid out, on gts acts, judgments, and for expenses, So we 

Mr. + this trust-money is going very fast. Two- 
thirds of it has rai disbursed and-I think much of it it to those who 
had no right to it either in law or equity. I believe in passing a gen- 
eral bill removing the statute bar, and if that is not done I intend, as 
far as I can, to see that the money of my constituents is not given to 
men of questionable methods as a reward for that kind of affidavit 
loyalty that we hear so much about on this floor. 

The pore who raised the cotton, though disloyal for a time, were 
honest, the survivors are as loyal to-day as any man in this House; 
and I deny the right of any member to question it in view of the procla- 
mations of Presidents Lincoln and Johnson and the Supreme Court de- 
cisions based thereon. Much of the cotton was seized long after the 
cessation of hostilities, and was forcibly taken from the caliente of 
the owners by the “ regularly documented ” agents of the Government, 
who got 25 per cent. of all they could find. Some of them took all 
they found. The sales were and unfair, and the fand has 


been illegally used. It has been a sort of lick-log for the hangers-on | zna 
around the Treasury. Jog 


taken, touching the seizure, sale, and disposition; and I say now that 
there never has been connected with the Government more rascality, 
or more recklessness in connection with any fund, than there has been 
with this. You can searcely find an honest claim that has been paid. 
They have all keen paid on the basis of loyalty, and at the expense of 
honesty. This ought to stop; and I hope that this Congress will see that 
the remaining $10,000,000 of that fund shall be either kept in the 
Treasury of the United States or paid to the men who are entitled to 
it, in accordance with the decision in Paddlefords’ case 

I did not intend to speak against the bill until it was so amended as 
to require proof of loyalty, but was satisfied to quietly vote against it; 
but now with that amendment, which may be used against my constit- 
uents, I can not remain silent. This claim may be honest, but at the 
same time I do not have much faith in the average cotton agent whose 
patriotism and loyalty in times of war leads him within the lines of the 
enemy ‘‘for revenue.” Iam willing to give him a chance with all the 
balance of the claimants, but I will not consent to give him any ad- 
vantage over as men. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Your opinion is that there should be a 
general bill covering all of these cases, and not let it little by little all 
be taken up in these private bills? 

Mr. McRAE. Yes, I want the statute bar of two years removed as 
to all so as to give them all the same chance. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. And that is the only way to do it. 

Mr. McRAE. It is the only honest way to doit. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask the Clerk to read the portion of the special message of Pres- 
ident Lincoln touching the proclamations he had issued, and that he 
had the right to issue under the Constitution. And I will remark, 
Mr. Chairman, that these proclamations were after a suggestion from 
Congress that it would aid in the suppression of the rebellion to make 
such an offer. It did. It wasa proper and manly thing for him to 
do, and no just man would destroy the effect of such action of his, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Laws and proclamations were enacted and pas forth for the purpose of piding 
in the suppression of the rebellion. To give their fullest effect there had to be 
a pieds or their maintenance, In my judgment they have aided and will 
further aid the cause for which they were intended. To now abandon them 
would not only be to relinquish a lever of power, but would also be a cruel and 
astounding breach of faith. For these and other reasons it is thought best that 
support of these measures shall be included in the oath, and it is believed the 
Executive may lawfully claim itin return for pardon and restoration of forfeited 
rights, which he has clear constitutional power to withhold altogether or grant 
upon the terms which he shall deem wisest for the public interest, 


Mr. McRAE. Now, Mr. Chairman, before the Clerk reads the next 
I want to say that the amnesty proclamations of Mr. Lincoln offered a 
restoration of all property rights, except as to slaves, upon condition 
that they would take theamnesty oath. By this the title to this méney 


vested in loyal and disloyal alike. S 
[Here the hammer fell. ] 
The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 


Mr. MCRAE., Iwould like to have additional time to complete this 
reading. I do not want to occupy any unnecessary time, and have not, 
therefore, sought to get an hour, as I might do under the rules. 

Mr. SENEY. Allow me to ask whether or not the gentleman has 
not the right to take the floor in his own time? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not at this time; the gentleman from Alabama 
is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. McRAE. I do not desire to obstruct the consideration of the 
Calendar by taking up any additional time, but I want two or three 
minutes in order to bave read a portion of President Johnson’s proc- 
lamation. I will insist upon this even if I have to take the floor in 
my own right later. I shall only want a few minutes to finish, and 
would much prefer to do so now with the consent of my friend ‘from 
Alabama. 

Mr. OATES. I yield to the gentleman a few minutes longer. 

Mr. MCRAE. I now ask the, Clerk to read the final proclamation 
of President Johnson, which is full and unconditional. I have indi- 
cated in the RECORD by pencil marks the part to be read. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
A PROCLAMATION. 

Whereas the President of the United States has heretofore set forth several 
proclamations, offering amnesty and pardon to persons who had been or were 
concerned in the late rebellion against the lawful authority of the Government 
of the United States, which tions were severally issued on the 8th day 
of December, 1863, on the 26th day of March, L on the 29th day of May, 1565, 
on the 7th day of September, 1867, and on the 4 day of July, in the present 
year; 

Whereas the authority of the Federal Government having been re-established 
in all the States and Territories within the jurisdiction of the United States, itis 

boueved that such prudential reservations and exceptionsas at thedates of said 

eral proclamations were deemed necessary and proper may now be wisely 
Saad justly relinquished, an and that a universal amnesty and pardon for participa- 
jogano said rebellion extended to a who have borneany part therein willtend 
ent peace, order, and ay throughout the land, and to 
owen and fully restore confidence and frater fraternal feeling among the whole peo- 
and their respect for and attachment to the National Government, designed 

ts patriotic founders for the general good: 

Now, therefore, be it known, that I, Andrew Johnson, President of the United 
eyes by virtue of the power “and authority in me vested by the Constitution, 

in the name of thesovereign people of the United States, do hereby proclaim 
and declare y and without reservation, to alland to every person 
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who directly or indirectly participated in the late insurrection or rebellion, a 
full pardon and amnesty for the offense of treason against the United States, or 
of adhering to their enemies during the late civil war, with restoration of all 
rights, privileges,and immunities under the Constitution and the laws which 
have been made in pursuance thereof. 

In testimony whereof I have signed these presents with my hand, and have 
caused the seal of the United States to be hereunto affixed. 


Mr. MCRAE. There was no oath required by this. Construing these 
pardons the Supreme Court on the 30th day of April, 1870, in the case 
of Padelford, in 9 Wall.,531, held that participation in the late rebel- 
lion was no bar toa recovery. No proofofloyalty was necessary. Here 
is what it said. . 

The Clerk read: 


In the case of Garland this court held the effect of a pardon to be such “that 
in the eye of the law the offender is as innocent as if he had neyer committed 
the offense;” and in the case of Armstrong’s foundry we held that the general 
pardon granted to him relieved him from a penalty which he had incurred to 
the United States. 

As to the effect of the pardon the court said: 

If, in other respects, the petitioner made the proof which under the act enti- 
tled him to a decree for the proceeds of his property, the law makes the proof of 
pacon a complete substitute for proof that he gave noaid or comfort to the re- 

Hion. different construction would, as it seems to us, defeat the manifest 
intent of the proclamation and of the act of Congress which authorized it, Un- 


der the ion and the act the Governmentis a trustee, holding the pro- 
ceeds of the petitioner’s property for his benefit; and having been fully reim- 
bursed for ail arD incurred in that character, loses no! g by the judg- 


ment, which simply awards to the petitioner what is his own. 

In the case of Klein, in 13 Wall., the same doctrine was announced 
and has since been adhered to. It is good law and common honesty, 
and he who is not willing to abide by it is net willing to do as he would 
be done by, in my opinion. The Clerk read: 

Now it is clear that the Legislature can not change the effect of such a pardon 
any more than the Executive can changealaw. Yet this is attempted by the 

rovision under consideration. The court is uired to receive special par- 
eons as evidence of guilt, and to treat them as null and void, It is required to 
disregard ae granted by proclamation on condition, though the condition 
nas been fulfilled, and to deny them their legal effect. This certainly impairs 
the executive authority and directs the court to be instrumental to that end. 

In thesame opinion the doctrine announced in Padelford’s case was reasserted 
with such force by the Chief-Justice that it ought to be regarded as settled. I 
make a few citations from it upon that point: 

“1. That it was not the intention of Congress, by the enactment of that stat- 
ute, that the title to property seized under it should be divested from the loyal 
owners. 

“2. That the proceeds of the property should go into the Treasury without 
change of ownership. 

“3. That the same intention prevailed in to the PEER: of owners 
who, though then hostile, might subsequently me loyal. 

“4, That it was for the Government itself to determine whether those pro- 
ceeds should be restored to the owner or not. 

“5, That the President’s proclamations of pardon and amnesty, with restora- 
tion of rights of property, and icularly that of July 4, 1868, was a decision on 
the partof the Government which decided affirmatively the right of all the own- 
ers of such property to the proceeds thereof in the Treasury; and the restora- 
tion of the proceeds became the absolute right of the persons pardoned. 

“6, And that ‘the Government constituted itself the trustee for those who by 
that act were declared entitled to the proceeds of captured and abandoned prop- 
erty, and for those whom it should thereafter recognize as entitled.’ ” 

ntinuing, the court say: 

“That it was not the intention of Congress that the title to these proceeds 
should be divested absolutely out of the original owners of the property seems 
clear upon s comparison of different parts of the act.” 

And concludes with this strong language: 

“The title to the proceeds of the Tropeny which came to the possession of 
the Government by ca; or abandonment, with the exceptions already no- 

, was in no case divested from the original owner. It was for the Govern- 
ment itself to determine whether these proceeds should be restored to the 
owner or not. - The promise of the restoration of all rights of property decided 
that question affirmatively as to all persons who availed themselves of the 
proffered pardon. * * * 

“The restoration of the proceeds became the absolute pe ve of the persons 

rdoned on application within two years from the close of the war. It was, 

fact, prom foran equivalent, ‘Pardon and restoration of political rights’ 
were ‘in return’ for the oath and its fulfillment. 

“To refuse it would be a breach of faith not less cruel and astounding than to 
abandon the freed people whom the Executive had promised to maintain in 
their freedom.” 

This proclamation of President Johnson was simply in keeping with 
the policy inaugurated by President Lincoln, and was in the nature of 
@ national contract. It has been so construed by the Supreme Court in 
various cases, beginning with that of Padelford. The people whose 

roperty was thus wrongfully seized and recklessly squandered have 

onestly and industriously performed their part of the contract, and 
it remains to be seen whether the Government as trustee will plead 
the statute of limitations against its own citizens. It ought not to do 
so. I do not think it can afford to say that it will. Foratime it may 
do nothing, but in the end justice will be done to these worthy people, 
many of whom are widows and children of those brave and gallant 
men of the South whostaked all they had on the issue of 1861 and lost. 

This money either belongs to them or it belongs to the Government, 
and, as we have seen, over twenty millions of it has been disposed of, 
and some of it to people not entitled to it, in ways that, to say the least 
of them, are doubtful and suspicions. A clerk in the Treasury De- 
partment stated that the fund was ‘‘held by F. E. Spinner as special 
agent, and it was lying there loose, and whoever could rake up a little 
claim could get it.” 4 

One of the Secretaries of the Treasury, in his reports in relation to 
this fund, said: t 

While thus engaged in making collectionsof the aforesaid proper contract- 
ors frequently seized the paar g of private individuals, who complained to 
the Department for redress, which upon clear proof was fully afforded. 


The same official boasts that— 


in no case, however, it is believed, was the property or its proceeds restored to 
any unpardoned rebel. 3 


So it has all gone to the loyal men and none to the rebels. Now, as 
far as my influence goes, and I hope this House will agree with me, I 
mean to see that the law as declared by the Supreme Court is enforced 
and the money paid to the people to whom it properly belongs, with- 
out reference to which side they were on in the late civil war. The 
Southern claimants shall be treated fairly or it shall remain in the 
Treasury of the United States. The Government, through a lot of 
mean agents and a regular system of pillage and plunder in time of 
peace, has robbed my constituents, but it shall not with my consent 
give the booty to a lot of camp followers and agents who if loyal have 
no scars to prove it. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. OATES. I now yield five minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Wiison]. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, when a bill similar to 
this was up a month or so ago, I took occasion to express my doubts 
about the principle involved and the method of dealing with the sub- 
ject it presents, and I entertain the same views at this time. I shall 
now ask attention only to what I think is a misleading idea that is often 
expressed upon the floor of this House. We hear it said over and over 
again that all we are asking is to permit this man to go into the court, 
and that if we can trust the court what harm would be done? I say, 
Mr. Chairman, that that is essentially a misleading and deceptive opin- 
ion applied to a case like this. Here is a fund aggregating about $10,- 
000.000 belonging to some person or persons. 

The question is, how shall we discover the owners? Those gentle- 
men who would secure that fund, or any part of it, are inaugurating 
proceedings in the nature of p ings in rem for the purpose of set- 
tling the ownership. But when we give a party a status in court 
without bringing in the adversary party we have no trial at all. It 
is a mere farce. A judgment in sucha case would bind no adverse 
claimant. We may have a trial and an “adjudication in favor of a 
claimant to-day, but to-morrow another claimant comes in and says 
“that was my property.” He has as much right to be heard as the 
other, and the proceedings in the preceding case can not bar his right, 
as he was not a party to the litigation. 

If we are to have an adjudication which is final, we must have all 
the adverse claimants present in court, so that it will bindall. There- 
fore I shall vote for such a bill as I have heretofore indicated. ‘The 
bar of the statute of limitation should be removed for a period of one 
year, for instance, within which time all parties may come forward and 
file their claims, all claims not filed within that time to be forever 
barred. If for any part of the fund there shall appear more than one 
claimant, let them interplead, and then the judgment will bar all and 
settle the rights of all as against the Government and inter se. We 
shall then have a finality of these cases, because all parties to the claim 
will be present, and those who shall not have availed themselves of the 
privileges of the act will be forever barred. No lawyer certainly can 
doubt but that this is the only way in which this matter can be defi- 
nitely settled. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. With a provision by which the rights 
of the Government will be thereafter forever protected against such 
claimants. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. The act should provide that all claims 
should be barred if not filed within a year, and that no judgmentshould 
be rendered until after that time. ‘The proceeding here, however, in 
this bill is simply a proceeding in rem; one claimant present, all the rest 
absent. It would not bind any of the claimants who are not present. 

Mr. SENEY. If the gentleman from Minnesota will allow me, I 
desire to say to him that there is a bill of the description he has indi- 
cated before the House. 

a WILSON, of Minnesota. I shall not vote for any other kind ot 
a bill. 

Mr. SENEY. ‘This isa bill to remove the statutory bar for one year. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. There are suspicious circumstances 
about this case that make me a little wary. Iam not ready now, be- 
cause I do not know enough about the facts to discuss it res adjudicata. 
I place my opposition on the grounds above stated. 

Mr. BUCKALEW. Iam strongly of theopinion from the moral and 
presumptive evidence surrounding this case that the only parties in in- 
terest are masquerading under the name of this man Noble; that they 
are not presented in their proper person, but are seeking through him 
or in his name to have a hearing from the Government of the United 
States, and I can conceive it possible that he is interested only to the 
extent of some commission or compensation as an agent for the use 
of his name. I confess that is the general impression left upon my 
mind from such examination as I have been able to give to-the case, 
I am equally of opinion that this money in the Treasury of the United 
States by the action of our Government and by the decision of our high- 
est court belongs to individuals and not to the Government. 

Why, sir, we are committed in honor and good faith to that princi- 
ple on the highest possible sanction; the sanction of the Executive, 
the sanction of the courts, and the sanction of the Supreme Court, 
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Well, why do we not provide for the payment of this money to the 
actual owners of that fund under our law by the action of our Govern- 
ment? Because we can not do it now, as the question of loyalty is in- 
terjected into the case. What has that to do with it? The Supreme 
Court decided that that question does not arise at all. Then by law 
we are bound to pay it. But why do not claimants apply? Because 
they did not know the court would so decide. They were under the 
impression that the time had expired. 

Now it will be but justice to the people of the United States, but it 
will not be done at this session, to pass a law providing justly for the 
distribution of this trust-money to the real parties owning the cotton. 

Mr. OATES. My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. BucKALEW] sus- 

ts that there may be other parties from whom this cotton was 
ught who are the real claimants, but who are covering their disloy- 
alty behind Noble. The question of disloyalty does not affect the 
status of any man before the courts of this country. The Supreme 
Court has decided in more than one case that the President’s procla- 
mation of amnesty and pardon restored all to their legal rights, and 
the question as to whether the man was disloyal or loyal cuts no 
figure in such a case. 

It is only when we come to pass a bill here allowing the party to go 
before the Court of Claims that such provision is putin. Some gen- 
tleman always offers an amendment, which is adopted, that he shall 
establish his loyalty, when it should only be a question as to whether 
he is the real owner, and if he is he should have the right to go be- 
fore the Court of ms. 

Now, no one has any right at all until there is a law which enables 
him to go before the Court of Claims. So that that amounts to noth- 
ing, and again I repeat that this bill requires Noble to prove his loy- 
alty, to prove his ownership, and totrace the proceeds to the Treasury, 
and the bill, after the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. CuLBERSON] had been adopted, as any gentleman will see, what- 
ever it is held he may be entitled to can only be obtained out of the 
proceeds of his cotton, not out of any other man’s cotton. This is not 
a bill offered in which there are numerous claimants. There is some 
part of it, as my friend from Minnesota will find, if he gives an exami- 
nation to the case, that belongs to this claimant. ; 

Mr. SENEY. ‘The gentleman from Alabama certainly does not wish 
to be understood as saying that Mr. Noble’s is the only one of these 
cotton claims, - 

Mr. OATES. Oh, no; there are numerous claims. I had just said 
that these ten millions are held there as a fund to which there are nu- 
merous claimants; and where any claimant fails to show that the cotton 
was sold he can not recover unless he proves that the proceeds of his 
cotton were covered into the Treasury. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota, What would there be to prevent any 
one else from proving that this property was his? Could not John 
Smith go in to-morrow and prove that it was his? 

Mr. OATES. No man could get a judgment against the United 
States except in pursuance of a statute. We are only asking that 
Noble may have an opportunity to make the necessary proof, and it 
does not affect John Smith or Richard Roe. If it belonged to them 
they could make the proof. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. What right have we to legislate here 
in that way? if John Smith says it is his property, what right have 
we to refuse him an opportunity to go into court? 

Mr. OATES. The gentleman seems to want to try the question here. 
All we ask is an ses grec to go into court. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. What right have we to refuse to let a 
man go there if he can prove that the property is his? 

Mr. OATES. I will vote to give every man the opportunity to go 


there. 

Mr. SENEY. Will the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OATES] al- 
low me to ask him another question; whether it is not proposed either 
in this bill, or by the Senate bill, to make Samuel Noble a competent 
witness in his own case? 

Mr. OATES. Is not that the general statute? 

Mr. SENEY. I do not so understand. 

Mr. OATES. Oh, yes. 

Mr. SENEY. It may be so. That question was discussed here a 
few days ago, but I do not know what conclusion was reached. It cer- 
tainly is the law in many of the States. But that does not answer my 
question. My question is whether the Senate bill or the pending bill 
does not provide that Mr. Noble shall be a witness in his own behalf? 

Mr. OATES. Well, su he is? 

Mr. SENEY. Then, is there any other proof needed by Mr. Noble, 
save and except his own testimony, to establish his case if he can get 
into the Court of Claims? 

Mr. OATES. Yes, sir. j 

Mr. SENEY. Would not that be sufficient upon which to carry his 
case? 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Of course it would. 

Mr. OATES. Iwill say to the gentleman from Ohio that if he knew 
Samuel Noble as well as I and my colleagues know him, and if the 
genan were put into the jury-box, he would hang a man on Mr. 

oble’s evidence. 
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Mr. SENEY. Oh, that is not an argument. That does not answer 
my question. 

Mr. OATES. You are supposing a case that does not exist. 

Mr. SENEY. Iam asking whether you do not propose by this bill 
to make him a competent witness, so that if he gets into the Court of 
Claims he can by his own oath carry his case through? 

Mr. OATES. The court must require evidence that will satisfy 
them, and it is to be presumed they will do that. If my friend from 
Ohio was on the bench and the case was before him it would be for 
him to determine what evidence, whether it was Mr. Noble’s or any 
other, would be sufficient. We do not undertake here to determine 
in advance what shall satisfy the conscience of the court. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, I want to assert here upon my responsibility 
that I believe the purpose in view is simply to clothe Mr. Noble with 
the right to testify in his own behalf, so that upon his own naked, un- 
supported testimony he may carry his case through the Court of Claims 
and take this money out of the Treasury. That is the purpose of the 
whole bill, in my judgment. 

Mr. OATES. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am not at all responsible for 
the convictions of my friend from Ohio. He may feel that he has suf- 
ficient evidence to warrant that kind of a conclusion, but I do not 
know of any other gentleman who has reached the same conclusion, 
Ifhe had looked into the proofs in this case he would not so conclude. 

Mr. SENEY. Wait until the vote is taken and you will find that 
there are more who think as I do. 

Mr. OATES. The gentleman, I undertake to say, has never looked 
into the proofs of this case, except what he has found in the report of 
the case as it was tried in 1875. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Was there any hearing before the Ju- 
diciary Committee, and did Mr. Noble produce any proof? 

Mr. OATES. There was a stack of letters and papers as high as 
this book is long. I have made the report in two Congresses, after 
having looked carefully into the proofs and become familiar with the 
facts of the case. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Is it not a fact that the 
amendment requiring Mr. Noble to prove his loyalty has been put 
upon the bill since it came from the Judiciary Committee? 

Mr. OATES. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. That was not one of the re- 
quirements of the original bill as it came from the committee? 

Mr. OATES. No, sir; because the general law does not require it. 
That was an amendment which was offered here by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. BucHANAN]. 

Mr. MASON. Is there any other claimant to this money? 

Mr. OATES. This particular money ? 

Mr. MASON. Yes. 

Mr, OATES. No, sir. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Nobody can tell yet. 

Mr. OATES. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SENEY] has produced 
a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury in which the Secretary states 
that some other party or parties recovered a judgment for the proceeds 
of 203 bales of cotton, which he believes is part of this lot. That, 
however, is a question for the court to determine. 

Mr. MASON. Certainly. 

Mr. OATES. If it has been adjudged that that much of the cotton 
belongs to others, I take it for granted that the Court of Claims wouid 
not again render a judgment for that amount to be paid to Mr. Noble. 

Mr. McCULLOGH., If, asthe gentleman from Alabama states, there 
is a pile of testimony as high as the Revised Statutes are long, why 
must there be a special provision as to evidencein this case? Why not 
let it go to trial under the regular rules of evidence ? 

Mr. OATES. If the gentleman will submit an amendment to the 
bill su; ting any other course of proof, anything that will reach the 
truth, I will vote for it. The gentleman, however, must certainly be 
aware of the fact that the Court of Claims is not a common-law tri- 
bunal and has nocommon-law jurisdiction. It must proceed by virtue 


ofastatute. Otherwise its judgment is anullity. 


Mr. McCULLOGH. If nothing is said in the bill, does not that 
court proceed by the common-law rules of evidence ? 

Mr. OATES. It has no jurisdiction of anything, except by virtue 
of a statute. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. Butafter the jurisdiction is granted, do not the 
common.law rules of evidence obtain and prevail? 

Mr. OATES. Oh, I presume so, 
net McCULLOGH. Then why put a special rule of evidence in this 

ill? 

Mr. OATES. There is no special rule of evidence in the bill. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. The claimant is made a witness. 

Mr. OATES. What harm does that do? By virtueof the general 
statute he is a competent witness. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. The question is not what harmit does. What © 
better right has this man than any other to have this privilege? 

Mr. OATES. If every man in the United States has a right to testify 
in his own behalf, does it add to or enlarge Noble’s right to say, in an 
act See him to go into court, that he shall be a competent wit- 
ness 
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Mr. STEWART, of Georgia. That provision was put upon the bill 
here, I believe? 

Mr. SENEY. I move that the further consideration of this bill be 
postponed until the third Monday of December next. Is that motion 
in order? à 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair inclines to think it is. 

Mr. OATES. Isubmit, Mr. Chairman, that—— 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let us take a vote on the merits of the matter 
now. 

Mr. SENEY. Ifit is the purpose of the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. OATES] to move that the bill be laid aside to be favorably re- 
ported to the House, I will, on reflection, withdraw my motion, and 
join with him in securing the sense of the Committee of the Whole 
upon his proposition. 

Mr. OATES. I hope the gentleman from Ohio will allow the sub- 
stitute, which goes simply to the form of the bill, to be adopted, and 
then I will make the motion indicated. 

Mr. SENEY. Does the gentleman-mean the Senate substitute? 

Mr. OATES. No, sir; I would not support the Senate substitute. 
The bill as referred to the Judiciary Committee of this House was not, 
in the opinion of that committee, in proper form; and they reported a 
substitute which I hope may be adopted before we take the question 
of laying the bill aside to be reported favorably to the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The only proposition now before the committee 
is upon agreeing to the substitute as amended on motion of the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. BUCHANAN ] and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. CuLBERSON]. 

Several MEMBERS. Let the substitute as amended be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That Samuel Noble, a citizen of the State of Alabama. may, notwithstanding 
the bar of the statute of limitation, or other legal im iment hitherto existing. 

prosecute his claimato the net he narig of the sale of 802 bales of cotton, alleged 
to have been captured by the United States military authorities at Savannah, 
Ga., in December, 1864, before the Court of Claims, under the of this 
act and “An act to provide for the collection of abandoned or captured p- 
erty, and the prevention of frauds in-the insurrectionary districts of the United 
States,” ved March 12, 1863. But no judgment shal! pass in favor of said 
Samuel Noble until his loyalty during the late war shall have been established 
to the satisfaction of the said court, and he shall have further proved that dur- 
ing said war he did not in any way afford aid or comfort to the late rebellion: 
Provided, That a greater amount of money shall not be paid in satisfaction of 
this claim than the amount Seege Seien into the Treasury as net proceeds 
of the sale of the cotton alleged to haye been taken. 


The question being taken on agreeing to the substitute as amended, 
it was agreed to. à 

Mr. OATES. I now move that the bill as amended be laid aside to 
be reported to the House favorably. 

The question being taken, it was decided in the negative—ayes 23, 
noes 66. 

The CHAIRMAN. The effect of the action just taken is to leave 
the bill still on the Calendar. 

Mr. HOLMAN.. In view of this vote, I suggest that the measure had 
better be reported to the House with an adverse recommendation. 

Mr. OATES. I am willing it should remain on the Calendar just 
as it is. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ido not think that it should stand in the way of 
other business. I move that it be reported to the House adversely. 

Mr. OATES. 1 hope the gentleman will not insist on that motion. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I will not insist if the bill goes to the foot of the 
Calendar. 

Mr. SENEY. I renew the motion that the bill be reported to the 
House with an adverse recommendation. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I rise to a parliamentary in- 
quiry. Is it now in order to move as an amendment to the motion of 
the gentleman from Ohio that the bill be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it be recommitted to the Judiciary Commit- 
tee? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will entertain that motion. 

Mr. SENEY. I hope that motion will not prevail. 

Mr. DUNN. I rise toa point of order. I submit that the recom- 
mitment of a bill isa function of the House itself, and the motion to 
recommit can be made in the House even after the previous question 
is ordered on a bill. but can not be made in Committee of the Whole. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is simply a proposed recommendation of 
the Committee of the Whole to the House; of course the question will 
come up afterwards for the decision of the House itself. 

Mr. DUNN. Is this a legitimate subject for the Committee of the 
Whole to make a report upon? 

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly it is. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SENEY] has moved that this bill be 
reported to the House with an adverse recommendation. The gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE], as an amendment to that 
. motion, moves that the bill be reported, not with an adverse recom- 
mendation, but with a recommendation that it be recommitted to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SENEY. I would like to inquire of the gentleman from Ken- 


in 


tucky for what reason he wants to send this matter back to the Judi- 
ciary Committee? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. My answer to that question 
shall be perfectly frank. I make the motion fortwo reasons: First, to 
let the claim down as easily as I can without hurting anybody’s feel- 
ings; in the second place, I think a good many members of the House 
are in the same position as myself; they could not quite see their way 
clear to vote for the bill, yet felt that it might be a just claim which 
upon farther examination ought not to be rejected; therefore I want 
the bill to go back to the committee for re-examination. 

Mr. OATES. I ask my friend from Ohio [Mr. SENEY] to withdraw 
his motion and let the bill remain on the Calendar. 

Mr. SENEY. I desire that the House shall not be troubled with this 
bill further. 

Mr. OATES. Why, you havewona good deal of glory in opposing it! 

Mr. SENEY. I want to move to amend the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky so as to provide that the bill be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that the enacting clause be struck 
out. z 

The CHAIRMAN. The original motion of the gentleman from Ohio 
has that effect, and accomplishes all that could be accomplished in the 
way of killing the bill. 

Mr. SENEY. Is it in order at this time to move to strike out the 
enacting clause? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be if the other motion was not pend- 


g- 

Mr. SENEY. Then I will withdraw my former motion, and move 
that this bill be reported to the House with the recommendation that 
the enacting clause be stricken out. It is suggested to me that that is 
the proper way to reach what I desire. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. 
amendment to that motion. í 

Mr. NELSON. I suggest that it be reported back with the recom- 
mendation that it be simply indefinitely postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a proposition pending. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. I wish to move a further amendment. 

The CHALRMAN. No further amendment is in order. 

Mr. BRUMM. There is but one amendment pending, and that is 
the amendment of the gentleman from Kentucky. : 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Ohio moves that this bill 
be reported back with the recommendation that the enacting clause be 
strickenouf. The gentleman from Kentucky moves as an amendment 
that it be reported back with the recommendation that it be recom- 
mitted to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. Iwish to move that it be reported to the House 
with the recommendation to recommit it with instructions. 

Mr. LANHAM. LIrise toa parliamentary inquiry. In consequence 
of the difference of opinion that seems to exist as to the parliamentary 
rocedure on this bill, is a motion that the committee rise in order? 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis. 

Mr. LANHAM. I make that motion. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Is not the motion pending to report this bill 
back with an adverse recommendation ? 

The CHAIRMAN. But the motion of the gentleman from Texas 
takes precedence, being of higher privilege. 

Mr. SENEY. Does the motion of the gentleman from Texas that the 
committee rise have precedence over the motion I made awhile ago? 

TheCHAIRMAN, It has preference; itis equivalent to a motion to 
adjourn, and is privileged over all other motions. 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 32, noes 


I would make the same 


So the committee refused to rise. 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, 
of Kentucky, the committee divided; and there were—ayes 36, noes 52, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The question recurring on the amendment of Mr. Senry that the 
bill be reported to the House with the recommendation that the enact- 
ing clause be stricken out, there were on a division—ayes 61, noes 20. 

Mr. OATES. No quorum. 

Mr. SENEY. Now let us have two weeks’ deadlock. 

Mr. LANHAM. I move that the committee now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. BLOUNT having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DoCKERY reported that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House, having had under consideration the bill H. 
R. 53, had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. BLAND. I move that the House now adjourn. [Cries of 
ce No ! ” 

Mr. BURROWS. This is pension night. 

The motion to adjourn was rejected. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I move that the House take a recess until 8 
o’clock. 


The motion was to. 


agreed 
And accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 32 minutes p. m.) the House took 
a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 
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EVENING SESSION. 


The recess having expired, the House was called to order at 8 o'clock 
p. m. by Mr. MCMILLIN, who directed the reading of the following 


communication: 
SPEAKER'S Roox, igina OF REPRESENTA 
Washington, D. O., July 20, 1888. 


Sm: Hon. Bestoxs MCMILLIN is hereby MA to preside as Speaker pro 
tempore at the session of the House this evening. 
JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 
Hon. Jons B. CLARK, 
Clerk House of Representatives. 


LOUISE PAUL. 


Mr. LAFFOON. Iask unanimous consent to take up for present 
consideration the bill (S. 749) granting a pension to Louise Paul, re- 
ported from the Committee of the Whole favorably. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that this bill has 
been reported from the Committee of the Whole and is now before the 
House. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tacky? The Chair will state that this is a portion of the unfinished 
business on which the House was engaged on the 12th instant. 

The bill will be read, subject to objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and heis hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the s pension laws, the name of Louise Paul, widow of Brig. Gen, 
Gnbriel R, Paul, United States Army, and to pay her a pension of $109 a month, 
in lieu of the pension she is now receiving. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This bill having been already passed 
to its engrossment and third reading, the question now is on its pas- 
sage. > 

The bill was 

Mr. LAFPOON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. MATSON. I move that the House resolve itself into Commit- 
tee of the Whole for consideration of bills under the special order. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

Mr. MATSON. I ask unanimous consent that bills may be taken in 
their order upon the Calendar, beginning from the place where we left 
off on last Friday night, and as the bills are read by their title, if no 
one asks for their consideration, that they be informally over, 
retaining their places; with the reservation that if any bills have been 
passed over which gentlemen desire to call up during the evening they 
may be permitted to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle 
man from Indiana? 

There was no objection. ° 


JOSEPH VERBISKY. 


The first business on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. MORRILL) was the bill (S. 2105) granting an increase of 
pension to Joseph Verbisky.. 

The bill is as follows: 


mech Rai te ot Hes ete., ney the Secretary of the Interior be, pg ae ek au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pu nsion laws, the name of Joseph Verbisky, late of the Second 
Regiment United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month, in lieu of the pension he is now receiving. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) is as follows: 


The report of the Senate Committee on Pensions shows fully the facts in this 
case and the condition of theclaimant, Your committee adopt that report and 
recommend the passage of the bill. 


[Senate Report No, 892, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 

The claimant under this bill enlisted in the regular Army of the United States 
as a private in Company I, Second Regiment of Infantry, on eae Oe Oc- 
tober, 1851,and was honorably discharged January 18,1353. He was pensioned 
October 8, 1853, from January 18, 1853, "for amputation of left arm and fracture 
of right wrist.” whieh has been increased at sundry times until the present, and 
he is now in receipt of $36 per month. He made application for increase under 
the act of August 4, 1886, which was rejected by the Commissioner of Pensions 
on the ground “that his arm was not am tated atthe shoulder joint or so near 
the joint as to prevent the use of an artificial limb,” 

Assistant Surgeon C. Ewen, United States Army, certifies “that upon exami- 
nation of claimant, he finds that he has lost his iett arm at ma abor: the use 
of Of eee nET Y impare Soe cent fracture at the perar and the arm is So 

great ou oe o Agas partial oid = m 
gunshot wound of head.” Margaret J. Saree” e of clai tenkiies 
“that for eleven years claimant has been helpless, unable to dresses or feed him- 
self; one side is paralyzed, and he has to be covered and turned over in bed; 
that he oy ane the constant care and attention of another person.” 

Henry Hamborg and Max Haselly ear that the claimant requires the help 


sw 
of his wife in dressing and washing himself, and in cutting his victuals, Under 
the statement of facts presented your committee are of the opinion that the 
claimant is very nearly totally disabled. and that if a rating was allowed for 
this disability to right arm, that the pension would exceed the amount proposed 
by the bill, and they therefore report the bill with a favorable recommendation. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with a recom- 
mendati¢n that it do pass, 


EXPLANATION. 
Mr. CHEADLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise toa pariamentiry inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 


Mn CHEADLE. Heretofore when a bill was called up for consid- 
eration I raised a point of order as to the presence of a quorum and it 
went over toa full House, Several bills have taken that course, as the 
committee will remember. My inquiry now is whether having gone 
over to be considered in a full House, such bills can be considered here at 
this session under this special order? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a matter for the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to determine. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry as to the 
status of the bill when it is sent over to a full House under the 
order, whether in the judgment of the Chair it can be taken up at this 
session or not? 

The CHAIRMAN. No action can be taken here at this time, be- 
cause the bill has already been considered in Committee of the Whole, 
and the present occupant of the chair is not the Speaker and he can 
not pass upon the question. 

[Mr. CHEADLE withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
D 
Ta GALLINGER. The gentleman is discussing a matter that oc- 
curred in the House, and I demand the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The explanation was proceeding by unanimous 
consent, and the Chair thinks the gentleman will not detain the com- 
mittee lon; 

Mr. GALLINGER. I object to any further discussion of the case. 

Mr. CHEADLE. . I wanted to make this explanation, and I shall 
call for a quorum on all of these cases—every one of them. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. There is nothing new in that expression of the 
gentleman. 

z NANCY BALDWIN. 

The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. Hovey) was the bill (H. R. 4504) granting a pension to Nancy 
Baldwin. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to l on the pension-roll, subject t to the a elda and 
limitations of the ws, the name of Nancy Bal: ow of Reuben 
Baldwin, , late ote OSIS B, Fifty-eighth Indians Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. Matson) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
4504) granting a pension to Nancy Palama, have had the same under con- 
sideration, eg submit the Arijesred re 

Nancy Baldwin is the widow of feu ee Baldwin, deceased, She made ap- 
pranon for pension as soldier's widow, and the same was rejected on the 


om That t the disease of which the soldier died (typhoid fever) was not contracted 
in nor Soe = his miiy serris, nor due to the hernia for which he was pen- 
sioned, said fever ocew g six years after his from the service." 

The soldier was pensioned for inguinal hernia, wh: he contracted by fall- 
ings through a bridge while on picket duty before Corinth, Miss., about May 6, 


he examining surgeon, Dr. Hugh H. Patten, sa: 

“ He finds hernia in = pos produced by a fall. The ey yn is very large, 
aA Yar nrag ; itis several per R Lar Soldier ís unable to do any 
Kaa of bility permanent, and in my opinion equivalent to an ampu- 

ion, 


Dr. J. A. Malone testifies that soldier came under his professional treatment 
(date not stated) suffering with inguinal hernia of right side. 

“T thought there was ulceration in the bowels, for he sunk down suddenly 
ine pape a kse ia enemas rapide ra ther openers ice” 

or a ope: n, as follo soon 

In a later affidavit he testifies: ar $ 

“ The cause of his death Septem! was from anes fever and the in- 
— hernia, of which ip aa sunk suddenly fore an operation could be had.” 

Two yearslater, August 19, 1879, Dr. Hao again testifies: 

“ That the prime cause of soldier’s death was inguinal hernia of the right 
side, causing ig ye of the bowels, Typhoid fever was secondary to the 
above trouble. e inflammation of the hernia was made very active by the 
fever daring the la last two or three days of his sickness and he sank down and 
died on or ut the 3d of ber, 1868. 

Dr. West testified that er never had bakona hernia that he knows of, the 
one of which he died. 

All the evidence tends to show, in the opinion of the committee, that the 
death of the soldier may reasonably be traced to the hernia contracted in the 
Army. True he might have died oF hoid fever had hernia not existed, but 
the medical testimony shows that d must have been produced by hernia 
and typhoid fever combined. 

While there may be a doubt as to the actual cause of death, the committee are 
disposed to give the widow the benefit of the doubt, and therefore submit a 
favorable report, and recommend the passage of the bill. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

CHARLES RITCHEY. 

The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which wasasked 
by Mr. DUNHAM) was the bill (H. R. 5123) to increase the pension of 
Charles Ritchey. 

The bill is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the invalid pension-roll of the United States 


the name of Charles Ritchey, late a sergeant of Company K, Thirty-ninth In- 
diana Infantry Volunteers, at the increased rate of $72 per month, for the loss 


of both lower limbs. 
SEC. 2. That such rate of pension shall commence from the date of his former 
increase under the general pension laws, to wit: Novem- 
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The report (by Mr. LANE) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R.5123) tumn to this post without unnecessary 


for the relief of Charles Ritchey, have considered the same, and submit the fol- 
lowing report: 

The record in this case shows that the soldier enlisted in the Army August, 
1861, in the Thirty-ninth Regiment of Indiana Infantry Volunteers, and was 
honorably discharged therefrom in April, 1862, by the reason of disability in- 
curred in the line of duty as a soldier, and that he is now drawing a pension of 
$16 per month for such disability, which is paralysis. He makes applivation 
now for an increase of his pension on the ground of total disability in the loss 
of both of his lower limbs, which occurred since he has been drawing his pen- 
sion, by being run over by a railway engine while crossing the track, he being 
unable to get out of the way on account of the paralysis from which he was 
pensioned, His claim was rejected in the Pension Office on the ground that he 
was drawing all the law would allow for paralysis. 

The committee find from the testimony in this case that it is reasonably cer- 
tain that if the soldier was not suffering from Liebe fs he would not be in- 
iuad by the engine aforesaid, and he being now totally incapacitated for any 
manual labor whatever, and is so helpless as to require the constant aid and at- 
tention of others, 

The committee therefore recommend that said bill be amended by striking 
out the words “seventy-two, ” in the seventh line of the first section, and to in- 
sert in lieu thereof the word “forty,” and to strike out all of section 2 of said 
bill, and that the bill so amended do pass. 


mie MocMILLIN. Is the second section the section which gives ar- 
rears 

Mr. DUNHAM. Yes. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. That is all right. 

The amendment of the committee was agreed to; and the bill as 
amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


A. F. SAINT SURE LINDEFELT. 


The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. Hupp) was the bill (H. R. 3055) for the relief of A. F. Saint 
Sure Lindefelt. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to hear and determine the claim of A. F. Saint Sure Lin- 
defelt, late surgeon of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers, for pension, and, 
upon proper case made, to pension him the same as if he had been regularly 
mustered as t surgeon of the Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers, May 1, 1862. 


Mr. McMILLIN. I call for the reading of the report. 
The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1151) 
for the relief of the legal representatives of A. F. Saint Sure Lindefelt, submit 


the following rt: 

This bill in pany akain was reported from the Military Committeein the House 
of Representatives for the Forty-ninth Congress. General Bragg. chairman of 
raid Military Committee, made the report thereon, which is heretoannexed and 
made part of this report. 

[House Report No. 4049, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 

The committee have carefully considered this bill, and have procured from 
the office of the Adjutant-General a mass of testimony concerning this officer, 
which is hereto appended and made part of this report. 

There is no doubt that service was done by the officer, who seems to have occu- 
pied the anomalous position of an t surgeon with troops in the field, but 
a portion of the time being a supernumerary, acting under a State commission 
and being under pay of the State of Wisconsin, while subject to the orders and 
direction of officers commanding troops who were regularly enlisted and mus- 
tered into the service of the United States. 

There appears to be nothing in his record which would warrant the commit- 
tee to authorize at this late day his muster under his supernumerary commis- 
sion,and thereby give him a claim for pay as an officer against the United 
States. But it has been brought to the notice of the committee, by the record 
in the Pension Office, that this person, while so acting under Federal authority 
irregularly, it is true, sustained some severe injuries which are pensionable had 
they been sustained by an officer larly mustered, Your committee, having 
the subject of his relief ly before them by the bill referred to, feel justi- 
fied in disposing of the whole subject without putting the claimant to thedelay 
and trouble of waiting the action of a su uent Congress on another bill. 
They therefore recommend that this bill do lie upon the table, and report as a 
substitute therefor the following bill, which it is recommended do pass: 


A bill for the relief of A. F. Saint Sure Lindefelt. ` . 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
assembled, That the Secretary of the 


America tn 4 nterior be, and he is 
hereby, autho: and directed to hear and determine the claim of A. F, Saint 
Sure Lindefelt, late a surgeon of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers, for pen- 


sion, and upon proper case made to pension him the same asif he had m reg- 
ularly mustered as assistant surgeon of the Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers, May 
1, 1862. 

The following is the evidence from the office of the Adjutant-General referred 
to in the former part of the report: 

WAR DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
February 5, 1887. 
The SECRETARY or WAR: 

Sim: I have the honor to return herewith House bill No. 8282, Forty-ninth 
Con: first session, “ directing the Secretary of War to correct the muster- 
roll of A. F. Saint Sure Lindefelt, late su n of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Vol- 
unteers, so as to include September 28, 1861, the date at which he was enrolled 
and commissioned by Governor Randall as second t surgeon of the 
Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers,” and to report as follows: 

‘The records of this office fail to furnish any evidence of service rendered b; 
A. F. Saint Sure Lindefelt as a medical officer of the Twelfth Wisconsin Vol- 
unteers, his name failing to appear on any of the duly certified muster-rolls of 
that organization. 

There is on file, however, a muster-in-roll of him as assistant surgeon Twelfth 
Wisconsin Volunteers, which reports him “joined for duty and enrolled May 
1, 1862, at Weston, Mo., and mustered in November 18, 1862, at Louisville, Ky., 
to date from September 30, 1862, for three years, commissioned by Governor 
Randall, September 30, 1862.” 

Attached to this roll is anote and an order, of which the following are copies: 

BARDSTOWN, KY., November 16, 1862. 

Asst. Surg. A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt will proceed to Louisville, Ky.. forthe pur- 


pose of being mustered into the service of the United States Volunteers, and re- 


delay. | 
W. H. NEWMAN 
In charge hospital, N. Bardstown, Ky. 


[Special Orders No. 135.] 
(Extract.] 

2. Asst, Surg. A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt, Eighth Battery Wisconsin Volunteers, 
and mustered into Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers, September 30, 1862, is hereby 
mustered out of service from date of mnster-in, he having been irregularly com- 
missioned and mustered, there being no place provided by law for him, 


By order of the Secretary of War. r; 
L. THOMAS, Adjutant-General. 


WAR DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’sS OFFICE, 
March 23, 1863, 
The following are copies of orders on file referring to Dr. Lindefelt: 
[Special Orders No. 13.] 
HEADQUARTERS NEw MEXICO BRIGADE, 
Fort Riley, Kans., May 16, 1862. 
II. Surgeon A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt, Wisconsin Volunteers, is hereby re- 
lieved from duty in his regiment, and will immediately report to Colonel Howe, 
Third United States Cavalry, at his encampment, and will proceed with the 
paymaster’s escort to Fort nion, N. Mex. ri a A 
By order Brig. Gen. Robert B. Mitchell, commanding New Mexico Brigade, 
JOHN PRATT, 
First Lieutenant Second Kansas Volunteers, A. D. 0. and A. A, A. G, 


[Special Orders No. 14.) 
HEADQUARTERS New MEXICO BRIGADE, 
Fort Riley, May 17, 1862, 

II. In the absence of any medical officer of the Eighth Wisconsin Battery, the 
acting brigade surgeon will furnish the men of that command with the neces- 
sary medicine and attendance, 

By order of Brig. Gen. Robert B. Mitchell, commanding New Mexico Brigade, 

JOHN PRATT 


First Lieutenant Second Kansas Volunteers, A. D. C. and A, A. À. G. 


[Special Orders No. 17.] 


HEADQUARTERS NEw MEXICO BRIGADE, 
Fort Riley, Kans., May 19, 1862. 
+ $ s * . r * 

V. Citizen Surgeon A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt, ordered to proceed with the pay- 
master’s escort from the Seventh Kansas Volunteers, will proceed with the escort 
now detailed from the Second Kansas Volunteers to New Mexico, 

» * * A J * 


a 
By order of Brig. Gen. Robert B. Mitchell, commanding New Mexico Brigade, 
JOHN PR. 


First Lieutenant Second Kansas Volunteers, A. D. C. and A. A. A. G. 


[Special Orders No. 19.] 
HEADQUARTERS TROOPS IN THE FIELD, 
Camp Bryant, 8 miles from Leavenworth, May 26, 1862. 
* * * s * . < 


VI. Assistant State Surgeon St. Sure Lindefelt, Twelfth Regiment Wisconsin 
Volunteers, is hereby relieved from og with the paymaster’s escort to New 
Mexico, and assigned to duty with the Eighth Wisconsin Battery. 

s * * + 


- * 
By order of Brigadier-General Mitchell, commanding. 
JNO. PRATT, 


First Lieutenant, Second Kansas Volunteers, A. D. C. and A. A. A, Q. 


In March, 1863, Dr. Lindefelt applied to the Department for recognition as 
surgeon of the Eighth Battery Wisconsin Light Artillery Volunteers, and sab- 
mitted a commission issued to him by Governor Solomon, as of said grade 
and battery, dated June 4, 1862, to take rank from May 26, 1862. 

This application was not favorably entertained, for the reason that an inde- 
pendent battery of artillery was not, under the laws and regulations of the 
Army, entitled to a medical officer, F 

On March 23, 1863, a letter from this officer was forwarded to the command- 
ing general Department of the Ohio, inclosing a copy of Special Orders No. 
135, War Department, Adjutant-General’s Office, series of 1863, mustering out 
of service Assistant Surgeon Lindefelt, and requesting to know who was re- 
sponsible for keeping this supernumerary officer in service in violation of Gen- 
eral Orders No. 126, of 1862. 

The following letter was received in response thereto : 

HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF THE CUMBERLAND. 
Murfreesborough, April 19, 1863. 

GENERAL: In answer to an inquiry from your office as to who is responsible 
for kee ing t Surgeon Lindefelt, Eighth Battery Wisconsin Volunteers, 
in service, in violation of General Orders 126, of 1862, I have the honor to state 
that it appears from the inclosed papers that Assistant Surgeon Lindefelt has 
been a surgeon under the orders and pay of the State, and that it was not in- 
tended he should be mustered into service. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
W. 8. ROSECRANS. 


Brig. Gen. L. THOMAS. Major-General, Commanding. 
Adjulant-General, U. 8. A., Washington, D. O. 
The inclosures referred to by General Rosecrans are as follows: 
HEADQUARTERS EIGHTH WISCONSIN BATTERY, 
THIRD BRIGADE, FIRST DIVISION, ETH ARMY CORPS, 
Camp near Murfreesborough, April 14, 1863. 

ADJUTANT: I have the honor to report, in obedience to indorsement on Special 
Order No. 135, War Department, Dr, A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt was assigned to 
duty in this command Py) Special Order No. 70, Wisconsin State department, 
s certified copy of whi havethe honor toinclose, Assistant Surgeon Linde- 
felt was left sick at hospital, Bardstown, Ky., October 4, 1862; was afterwards 
detailed in charge of that hospital, and has not been with this command since 
that date. He has never been carried on any muster-rolls of this command, 
but on the muster-roll of hospital. All of which is respectfully submitted. 

tfully, your obedient servant, 


H. E. STILES, 
Captain, Commanding Eighih Wisconsin Batlery, 
ASSISTANT ADJUTANT-GENERAL, 
Depariment Cumberland, 


1888. 


[Special Order No. 70.] 
ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, Madison, Wis., June 4, 1364. 
Dr. A. Saint Sure Lindefelt is hereby transferred from the ‘ition of State sur- 
ine of the Twelfth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteers to the same post in the 
izhth Battery Wisconsin Artillery, Captain Carpenter commanding, said trans- 
fer totake effect from May 26, 1862. 
By order of commander-in-chief. 
AUG. GAYLORD, Adjutant-General. 


By a letter from this office dated April 29, 1863, General Rosecrans was di- 
rected by the Secretary of Warto cause Dr. Lindefelt to cease doing any duty 
in the Department of the Cumberland. 

Dr. Lindefelt joined for duty,and was mustered into service as su m, Fif- 
teenth Wisconsin Volunteers, on December 6, 1963, and is borne as of grade 
in said regiment to date of his discharge, February 10, 1865. Aa 

The fo ing embraces all the information afforded by the records of this 
office relative to the services of Dr. Lindefelt. 

‘The records of the Su n-General’s Office report him as follows: 

“Dr, A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt entered into contract with Brig. Gen. R. B. Mitch- 
ell, at Fort Riley, Kans., May 16, 1852, for duty as acting assistant surgeon, 
United States Army, with Seventh Kansas Volunteers. No reports of service 
nor date of enrollment appears. He is next reported on returns of medical offi- 
cers serving with right wing Fourteenth Army Co! for November, 1862, on 
duty with Eighth Wisconsin Batte: Remarks: ‘ at Bardstown sick Oc- 
tober 5, and in charge of hospital No.1.’ He is next reported on returns, De- 
partment of the Cumberland, for January, 1863, with Eighth Wisconsin Battery, 
Twentieth Army Corps, ‘sick at Bardstown, Ky., October 15, 1862;’ on returns, 
Department of the Ohio, from February to October, 1863,as assistant surgeon 
Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers, with iment at Bardstown, Ky., except from 
March, 1863, when he is reported as on duty at hospital, wn, Ky.,andas 
helonging to Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers, a pencil-mark having been drawn 
through Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers.” 

He is also He pdt from July to November, 1863, inclusive, as acting assistant 
surgeon with Eighth Wisconsin Battery. 

In a letter to this office dated January 15, 1887, the adjutan neral of Wis- 
consin states that the records of his office show that Dr. Lindefelt was com- 
missioned assistant surgeon Twelfth Wisconsin Infantry Volunteers, Leg tea 
ber 30, 1861, to rank from September 28, 1861, and that he has paid by the State, 
as such, the sum of $196.40 on account of pay, subsistence, forage, and clothing 
to cover period September 28, 1861, to November 15, 1861, and that he was trans- 
ferred from the position of State surgeon of the Twelfth Regiment to same post 
in Se DateEy to date May 26, 1862, by special (State) order No. 70, dated 

une 4, 1862. 

Dr. Lindefelt was paid as assistant surgeon Twelfth Wisconsin Infantry Vol- 
unteers, from July 2, 1862, to April 30, 1863, both dates inclusive. 

On his first voucher to February 25, 1853, he certifies that he is on detached 
service, by order of Brig. Gen. Robert B. Mitchell, Major Holbrook, paymaster, 
certifying that he has seen the order, and noted the payment thereon. On his 
voucher for March and April, 1863, he certifies that he was detailed to Bards- 
town hospital, Kentucky, in October, 1862, by order of General R. B. Mitchell; 
Maj. Jacob A. Camp, paymaster, certifies that he has seen the order, and noted 
the payment thereon. 

From the foregoing it will be seen that Dr. Lindefelt, prior to muster as sur- 
geon Fifteenth Wisconsin Infantry Volunteers, was regarded as under the en- 
tire direction and control of the State of Wisconsin. 

That he considered himself as in the service of the State and not of the Gen- 
eral Government is evidenced by the fact that from and after April 30, 1863, to 
date of his muster into service as surgeon Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers, De- 
cember 6, 1863, he continued to perform the duties of a medical officer in viola- 
tion of the orders of the Secretary of War. 

The position he held as a medical officer wasanomalous. He appears to have 
been paid as assistant surgeon Twelfth Wisconsin Volunteers for services ren- 
dered as a surgeon of an independent battery of artillery, an organization that 
was not entitled under the laws to a medical officer of any grade. 

SeA arma of record in the Department to sustain the action proposed 
by this £ 

l am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. C. KELTON, 
Assistant Adjutant-General. 


WAR DEPARTMENT, Washington City, January 12, 1887. 

Sim: In accordance with your request I have the honor to inclose herewith a 
report of the Adjutant-General of yesterday's date, relative to House bill No. 
$282, Forty-ninth Congress, first session, for the relief of A. F. S. S, Lindefelt, 
Jate of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers. From this report it will be seen 
that it can not be established from the records of the Adjutant-General's Office 
alone whether this person is entitled to further recognition under the provisions 
of the act approved June 3, 1884, and that a prompt report in the case will be 
made as soon as data is received from the adjutant-general of the State of Wis- 
consin, who has been communicated with. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
WILLIAM C. ENDICOTT. 
Hon. E. S. Brace, Seer 


elary of War. 
Chairman Commiiice on Military Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 
WAR DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, January 12, 1887. 

S: Referring to House bill No. 8282, Forty-ninth Congress. first session, for 
the relief of A, F, Saint Sure Lindefelt, late of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Volun- 
teers, submitted by Hon. E. S. Bragg, chairman Committee on Military Affairs, 
Ilouse of Representatives, with request for information relative thereto, I have 
the honor to report that it can not be definitely determined from the records of 
this office alone whether or not this officer is entitled to further recognition un- 
der the provisions of the act cl gay June 3, 1884. 

A letter calling for more specifie data has this day been forwarded to the ad- 
jutant-general of Wisconsin, and as soon as a reply has been received thereto a 
prompt report will be made in the case. 

I ain, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

R. ©. DRUM. 
Adjulant- General. 


WAR DEPARTMENT, Washington City, February 8, 1887. 
Smr: In connection with previous correspondence on the subject, I have now 
the honor to inclose a report of the 5th instant, from the Adjutant-General’s OF 
fice, which affords the information requested by you on House bill 8282, Forty- 
ninth Congress, first session, providing for the relief of A. F. Saint Sure Linde- 

felt, late surgeon of the Fifteenth Wisconsin Volunteers, 
Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
WILLIAM C. ENDICOTT, 
Secretary of War. 


. The SECRETARY or WAR. 


Hon. E. S. BRAGG. 
Chairman Committee on Military Affairs, House of Representatives. 
Therefore your committee recommend that the bill do pass, 
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During the reading of the report 
Mr. FARQUHAR said: I move to dispense with the reading of the 
transcript of the evidence from the office of the Adjutant-General, and 
that it be printed with the report. z 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. ; 

JOSEPH WIRTH. 


Mr. MoKINNEY. I ask consideration of the bill (S. 2033) granting 
a pension to Joseph Wirth; which has heretofore been passed over. It 
is on 62 of the Calendar. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it — etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph Wirth, late quartermaster- 
sergeant in Company L, Third New Jersey Cavalry, and pay him at the rate of 
$30 per month, from and after the passage of this act, in lieu of the pension now 
received by him. 


The report (by Mr. THOMPSON, of California) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2033) 
granting a pension to Joseph Wirth, have had the same under consideration, 
and beg leave to submit the following report: 

Joseph Wirth is a pensioner at $24 a month, under the first clause of the act 
of March 3, 1883, which provides that all persons who *‘shall have lost one hand 
or one foot, or been totally or permanently disabled in the same, or otherwise 
so disabled as to render their incapacity to perform manual labor equivalent to 
the loss of a hand or foot, shall receive a pension of $24 per month.” 

The disability for which the pensioner was awarded this pension is a gunshot 
wound in the right hand. 

The last board examination is as follows: 

“The wrist is completely anchylosed, with considerable deformity, partial 
anchylosisof metacarpophalangian articulation of thumb. Other joints are not 
anchylosed, but he is unable to flex fingers in palm; has very little motion in 
little and ring fingers; middle and index fingers can be flexed about one-half; 
can approximate thumb and index tinger, and can make some use of hand in 
eating and writing. He is, in our opinion, entitled to a third-grade rating for 
the disability caused by gunshot wound of right hand, and total for that caused 
by piles, and one-quarter caused by exostosis and fracture of ribs.” 

By reason of the wound of right hand pensioner is totally disqualified for 
the pursuit of his occupation, that of draughtsman and ciyil engineer, in which 
capacity he was employed a part of the period of his service. 

n addition to thisdisability he alleges injury to side and leg, and piles. These 
disabilities are not established to the satisfaction of the Pension Bureau, and, as 
appears in letter from that Bureau to Senator HEARST, if established, would not 
increase the present rateof pension. There is record of the injury to side, and 
a rating therefor is made by the board of medical examiners. 

While it is true that the act of Angus 4, 1886, does not provide an increase for 
a disability equivalent to the loss of a hand, and therefore the Pension Bureau 
is eget) “i from granting an increase, unless the band is totally disabled, which 
the medical referee“does not concede, yet your committee are of opinion that 
inasmuch as the usefulness of the hand has been entirely destroyed for the 
purposes of claimant's occupation, and as he is suffering from other disabilities, 
as above stated, the relief asked for should be granted, and therefore report 
favorably on the accompanying bill,and ask that it do pass, amended, how- 
ever, by inserting after the word “act,” in line 6, the words “in lieu of the 
pension now received by him,” 


The amendment of the committee was agreed to; and the bill as 
amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

ENOCH G. ADAMS. 


Mr. HERMANN. I askconsideration of the bill (S. 692) grantingan 
increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams, which has been heretofore 
passed over. It is on page 62 of the Calendar. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-rol!, subject to the ee and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Enoch G. Adams, late captain of 
Company D, First Regiment United States Infantry, at the rate of $24 per 
month, in lieu of the pension he is now receiving, to commence from the pas- 
sage of this act. 


The report (by Mr. THOMPSON, of California) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 692) 
granting an increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams, have had the same under 
consideration and beg leave to submit the following report: 

The report of the Senate Committee on Pensions is as follows: 

“ Enoch G, Adams was wounded in the line of duty while sergeant of Company 
D, Second Regiment New Hampshire Volunteers. 

“His wound was in the left side of the neck, causing nervous derangement, 
He was pensioned at the rate of $4 a month, commencing March 4, 1573; at $8 
per month commencing April 13, 1878; at $16 per month commencing May 28, 


“An examination of the soldier was made by a board of examiners on May 
26, 1886, and in their judgment, giving to the applicant the benefit of every doubt, 
they were of the opinion that ‘his disability equaled one-third grade rating, 
equal to loss of a hand or foot.’ 

“In addition to the ordinary report made Drane board of examiners they for- 
warded a letter to the Pension Bureau, signed by all the members of the board, 
giving more fully their views of the condition of the petitioner. In addition to 
this, there is testimony in the papers, satisfactory lo the minds of your com- 
mittee, showing that the petitioner's mind has been seriously affected, whether 
from the fact of his wound or not the examining board express themselves as 
unable to decide with certainty, holding that this question can only be satis- 
factorily ascertained by a post morlemexamination. As that can not take place 
until after the death of the petitioner, the committee is of the opinion that they 
should give to the applicant the benefit of the doubt, as suggested by the board 
of examiners, and rate him, as recommended in their report, as though he had 
lost a band ora foot. This rating would give him a pension of $24 per month. 

“The committee would recommend that Senate bill 692 be amended in the 
seventh line by striking out the word seventy-two and inserting in lieu 
corpora the word twenty-four, and as so amended would recommend that the 

o pass 

“ The committee further recommend that Senate bill 696, for the relief of the 
same soldier, and which must have been introduced through some mistake, be 
indefinitely postponed.” 
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Your committee have carefully examined the papers in the case and wish to 
add the following additional statements: 

The pensioner served from May 25, 1861, to November 27, 1865, when mustered 
out as captain of Company D, First United States Volunteers. 

The description of the wound is as follows: Scar, lineal in character, vertically 
about a quarter of an inch long on left side of neck, about midway between lobe 
of left ear and center line of Two small scars, about 2inches down 
and nearer spi each about a third of an inch in diameter, and nearly 
round. Claims that the missile has not been removed. Board of eee | 


his pearance is that of poor health. He flinches upon pressure over clavicle 
sesh, Mean vertebra, Heart's action irregular. His mental condition is such 


wounds are trivial, but as the presence of a foreign body might account for the 

various nervous manifestations of which he complains, the board give him the 

ee the doubt and rate his disability as equal to the loss of a hand or 
‘oot. 

As far back as April, 1878, an examining surgeon certifies that the wound has 
evidently affected pensioner's mental condition, and from information obtained 
is convinced that he is incapable of performing any manual labor. 

The evidence clearly shows that disability in the case is greater than rec- 
ognized by the Pension Office, and your committee can discover no good rea- 
son why the rating made by the examining surgeons should be ignored by the 
Pension Bureau simply use re is doubt about the presence of a forei, 
body near the spine. If there is not, why recognize a part of the nervous 
rangement to the otherwise slight gunshot wound of left side of neck, and not 
all the disability shown by the medical examination? 

Your committee are of opinion that pensioner is entitled to the rating fixedin 
the bill, and therefore return the same with the recommendation that it do 
pass. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


GUSTAVE E. PETERS. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. MORRILL) was the bill (S. 2652) granting a pension to 
Gustave E. Peters. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, eic., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, bang to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Gustave E. Peters, lateof Company 
K, Twenty-ninth Michigan Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2652) 
granting a n to Gustave E, Peters, submit the following report: 

The facts in this case are fully set forth in the report of the Senate Committee 
on Pensions, which is hereto attached. 

There seems to be no reason for doubting the inka grag of the uy, A 


service, and your committee therefore recommen e passage of the 


[Senate Report No. 917, Fiflieth Congress, first session.] 

This claimant enlisted September 4, 1864, as a private in Company K, Twen- 
ty-ninth Michigan Volunteers, and served until September 6, 1565, His appli- 
cation was rejected by the Pension Office on the ground that his disabilities, 
double inguinal hernia, wound of left leg, ete., were not connected with his 
military service b ee testimony. 

The claimant al cues that during the latter part of November, 1864, while on 
a night march, he fell into a ditch and was ruptured on the left side; and that 
in April, 1865, he was ruptured on the other side by falling, with a number of 
his com: through a rotten bridge, and being precipitated onto the rocks 
below. He also alleges gunshot wounds of the head and left leg, and bayonet 
wound of right hand. 

John Flake, a comrade of claimant, testifies that he was marching behind 
him one night in November, 1864, and that claimant fell into a ditch; he did 
not see him fall, but did help him out; after daylight claimant showed him 
where he had been ruptured, on the left side; as he remembers it the rupture 
was then about thesize of his fist. Flake also testifies that he recollects indis- 
tinctly claimant’s subsequently being ruptured on the other side. 

‘The surgeon of the regiment, Dr. Eimore Palmer, says he has “a faint recol- 
lection that Peters was ruptured while scouting for bushwhackers, some time 


in the ring of 1865." 

Tais pe and Charles Peterson, comrades of Peters, to having known 
claimant well before and after enlistment (in Sweden and America), and to 
Peters having been “sound in limb and body”’ prior to the receipt of the in- 

uries above mentioned, Isaac A. Wohlstrom, another comrade, testifies that 

ters was entirely free from hernia at enlistment; that he knew the said in- 

jury of November, 1864, was incurred in line of duty, and that he knew of 
claimant receiving medical attention therefor. 

Axel Tillstrom, another comrade, who knew claimant before coming to Amer- 
ica, testifies that claimant was healthy at enlistment, and found fit for service 
on examination at that time. Peters showed him his rupture, in in No- 
vember, 1864,and Tillstrom says it was about the size of a walnut. He also 
testifies as to claimant's incurring a second So dag while pursuing bush- 
whackers. by falling through a rotten bridge. He also saw this rupture; he 
knew of Peters getting a truss from the surgeon; after their discharge he went 
with claimant to buy a second truss; claimant did not goto hospital, for he was 
a good Poet; and the captain, with whom he was a favorite, made his duties 
easy for him. 

Peters is now sixty-four years old ; his double hernia is so seyere as to preclude 
his earning a living by manual labor, and he is a worthy object of relief. His 
soundness at enlistment is shown; his disability at discharge is also shown, 
and your committee draw only a reasonable conclusion when they presume 
that the disability was lanned in line of duty. 

The passage of the bill reported herewith is recommended, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


ERASTUS B. BURNHAM. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar called up for con- 
—— was the bill (S. 1629) granting a pension to Erastus B. Burn- 


The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, oa Pa to the provisions and 
of f Erastus 
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The report (by Mr. FRENCH) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S, 1629) 
granting a pension to Erastus B. Burnham, have had the same under consider- 
ation and beg leave to submit the following report: 

The facts in the case are set forth in the report of the Committee on Pensions, 
United States Senate, which is as follows: i 

“Erastus B. Burnham was mustered into the service on the 11th day of Sep- 
tember, 1862, as private in Company F of the Fifty-second Massachusetts Vol- 
unteers, and remained until the 4th August, 1863, when he was di 


During such service, in February, 1863, after he had contracted measles, he was 
biases on picket duty,and kept on such duty for three and two nights, of 
which a was spent in a rain storm, resulting ina jous , the ef- 


part 
fects of which have impaired his health from that time to the present. Upon 
these facts he based an application for a pension. 

“ Examinations before medical boards have failed to establish caper § toa 
pensionable degree as resulting from the attack of measles, while in different 
respects such boards have conceded greater or less disability from causes which 
they were unable to connect with his army service. Their reports have there- 
fore been against the allowance of a on, and his claim stands rejected in 
the Pension Office. 

“Testimony of a different character is filed in the case from Dr. Pease, of 
claimant's town, his family physician and neighbor, who testifies, on the 28th 


“That he has been acquainted with said soldier for about twenty-three years, 
eal mani 


ps 

of the camp. There was great prostration and debility; there was also much 

gastric and intestinal disease and derangement of the liver, Chronie diarrhea 

was a very obstinate and troublesome complication in his case, He was for a 

long time in a low, feeble condition, requiring constant and close medical at- 

be Oe ae S RSA avad m the time of his discharge to 
© presen 

“Dr. E.C. Coy testifies, on the 234 November, 1886: 

“t Have been es with said soldier for about seven or eight years, and 
that on the Ist of , 1885, he called on me at my office, I found him suffer- 
ing Lees pain and weaknessin lower or lumbar portion of his back, an en- 
feebled digestion, also alow and demoralized condition of the blood, and a worn 
and haggard countenance, as of one who bad suffered much pain. From that 
time to the present I have seen and prescribed for him as often as two or three 
times a month, and I can not see that his condition has improved, but remains 
about the same, He has been disabled from manual labor a greater part of the 


time.’ 

“Dr. A. V. Bowker testifies, on the 7th June, 1887, to treating claimant for dis- 
ease of the eyes, which had not been able to bear the light for six weeks, and 
which had not permitted him to read evenings Despa and mentious other 
indications of weakness which need not be re ed here, 

* There is also the testimony of a number of the immediate neighbors of the 
claimant, farmers, and most of whom have known him from boyhood, who 
agree in testifying that he was a sound, ed man before enlistment; that he 
returned from the service broken down; that he has since continued an invalid ; 
and rating his disability at from one-half to three-quarters. 

“It is impossible to pc tah ara the force of disinterested testimony of this char- 
acter, from reputable physicians and neighbors, whose knowledge, taken to- 
gether, covers the whole period of claimant's life. Whatever differences may 
exist as to particular diseases, and the date and proximate cause of their de- 
velopment, it would appear that there can be no doubt as to the general facts 
that claimant entered the Aray as a strong man, that he came out of it a weak 
man, and that he has remained a sick man ever since. 

“Your committee recommend the passage of the bill.” 

It may be added that the testimony of the regimental surgeon, based upon 
records in his possession, shows that claimant was treated for measles in Feb- 
ruary, 1863; for diarrhea maay 1853; and for some other trouble, nature not 
stated, in the latter part of d month. One medical examination revealed 
disease of beart; another, disease of kidneys; while the persona! description 
of claimant at every one of these examinations points to a much debilitated 
system. 

The committee are clearly of opinion that this condition is due to the claim- 
ant’s military service, and that he should be pensioned for the diseases shown 
to exist by the medical examinations heretofore referred to, and therefore re- 
port favorably on the accompanying bill and ask that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


EDWIN J. GODFREY. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. MoKINNEY) was the bill (H. R.9366) granting 
a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edwin J, Godfrey, late of Company 
B, Second New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pen ions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
9363) granting a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey, having considered the same, re- 


port as follows: 

Claimant was a private in Com y B, Second New Hampshire Volunteer 
Infant He enlisted in May, 1861, and was discharged A 1861, for dis- 
ability (heart disease), which the regimental surgeon said e: prior to en- 
listment. Soldier, on the other hand, claims that the heart trouble was induced 
by fatigue and overheating at the first battle of Bull Run. The rolls show him 
to have been in battle at Bull Run July 21, 1861, and also his discharge as above. 
On the point of prior soundness soldier furnishes the affidavits of several rep- 
utable witnesses, all of whom swear that they knew him intimately before 
enlistment, and never heard him complain of any heart trouble, and the ex- 
rt tiny surgeon before whom he appeared for examination for pension says 

t— 


“From his present condition and from the evidence before me it is my be- 
arg! that the said disability did wholly originate in the service and in the line 
uty.” 
The rejection of the claim was based wholly on the surgeon's certificate of 
Sonne i no other witness swearing to the existence of the prior toen- 
ment. 
Claimant is indorsed by the leading citizens of his town as a man of high in- 
tegrity and incapable of a fraud upon the Government. 
Svery medical man knows that rt disease frequently follows undue exer- 
tion, caused probably by local congestions. ‘his soldier could certainly have 
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contracted the disease in the manner alleged, and in the absence of proof to the 
contrary it is presumable that he did. The opinion of the regimental su 


n 
is not en to much = as proof, it being a well-known fact that no physi- 
cian can possibly tell by a physical examination how long or how short a period 
‘a disease of that kind has existed. 

Believing that the equities in the case are strongly in favor of the soldier, your 
committee report the bill back favorably and recommend its passage. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


MERCY A. CUTTS. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask consideration of a bill heretofore passed 
over (5. 888), granting a pension to Mercy A. Cutts. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
therized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mercy A. Cutts, mother of Enoch 
F. Cutts, deceased, late of Company A, Thirty-first Maine Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 888) 
kere ting a pension to Mercy A. Cutts, having considered the same, report as 

follows: 

test Senate report fully explains the merits of the case, and is herewith ap- 

en 3 

“The claimant petitions for a special act granting hera pensionas the mother 
of Enoch F. Cutts, who was a private in Company A, Thirty-first Regiment of 
Maine Volunteers. He enlisted,as shown 7 the report of the Adjutant-Gen- 
eral, on the 29th of February, 1864,and died while a prisoner of war at Danville, 
Va., February 15,1865. The father made application for a pension in 1867, and 
filed evidence in support of his claim. The file does not show any action by 
the Pension Office, except the indorsementof the single word * ” The 
Pension Office letter eres a papers says no application for a pension 
has been filed by the mother. ferring to the father’s application, it says it 
was rejected ‘on the ground that he was only an adupted son.’ 

“ The evidence shows that Enoch F, Cutts was adopted by Enoch B. Cutts and 
his wife, Mercy A. Cutts, when he was an infant one year old; that he took their 
name of Cutts and was called Enoch, after the father; that he was brought up 
as their child; that the obt ns incurred by the relationship were mutually 
observed; that before he enlisted he gave them bis earnings; that after he en- 
listed he contributed to their support liberally from his army pay. On this 
point there are numerous letters from the son. One of these letters only is 
quoted to show how he regarded the relationship. He ayes 

“ DEAR PARENTS: I wrote home over a week ago and have received no an- 
swer, and now I will it again. Idon’t find any fault, you know, for if 
father was home he would write. I am afraid you are sick and can't write. 
Charlie got a letter a day or twoago and said you was some better. I hope you 
are quite smart now. Iam quite anxious to hear home, and so you must 
contrive to write as soon as you receive this, or get Florenceto. * * * Isent 
home $65 in care of L.D. Andrews. I should haye sent more, but I used some, 
* + * Tell father not to work too hard. 

“I remain, as ever, your affectionate son, 
e “ENOCH F. CUTTS. 

“There can be no question as to the relationship legally and as recognized 
by the parties. It is shown thatthe father, on account of hisinfirmities, needed 
and was entitled to the on for which he applied. 

“The mother, having knowledge of the grounds of rejection of her husband's 
claim, made no application to the Pension Office, but appeals to Congress. Her 
petition describes the relationship, and it is supplemented by an appeal from 
ores DESE; who describe her worthiness, heradvanced age, and conse- 

nent n R 
as The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass.” 

Your committee adopt the report of the Senate committee as its own, and 
recommend the Passage of the bill, after being amended by adding, before the 
word “mother,” in the fourth line, the word “foster,” and also by striking out 
the words “ subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws,” and 
adding a end of the bill the words “and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 
per mon 


The amendments of the committee were agreed to. 
There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


JAMES HALE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up for con- 
sideration by Mr. GALLINGER) was the bill (S. 734) granting a pension 
to James Hale. 

The bill was read, as follows: 5 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James Hale, Company F, First 
New Hampshire Heavy Artillery. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 734) 
granting a pension to James Hale, having considered the same, report as fol- 
Ws: 


The report of the Senate committee fully sets forth the facts in this case, 
which as your committee adopt as their own and recommend the passage 
of the bill, amended by adding at the end of the bill, after the word “artillery,” 
the words “and pay him a pension at the rate of $16 per month in lieu of that 
which he is now receiving.” z 


The soldier enlisted August 29, 1864, and was mustered out May 16, 1865. He 
applied for a pension Janu: 13, 1882, on account of disease of lungs, double 
inguinal hernia, and malaria! poisoning. 

A ficate was issued A t 23, 1886, allowing him $4 a month for disease 
of lungs. The claim for bernia was rejected for want of sufficient evidence con- 
necting the same with the service. 

There is abundant proof of the facts that the soldier was a sound man when 
he entered the service, that he contracted disease of the lungs while in the serv- 
ice, for which he is Feosteing but $4 pes month, and that very soon after he 
was mustered out he was icted with double hernia. 

‘ es B. Greeley, late surgeon of the First Rhode Island Cavalry, swears as 
follows: 

That he has been acquainted with claimant for forty years, and knows that 
previous to his enlistment he was a sound and healthy man, and he was always 
a hard-working, robust man, and that after his return home from the service in 
the summer of 1867 he treated claimant for hernia, and at that time furnished 


and fitted claimant with a double truss. And further, that he hasseenclaimant 
at shortintervals during each $ Sone since to the present time and knows thathe 
has continually suffe from hernia. 

Oliver B. Green swears: 

“That he has known the claimant twenty-five years, and knows that at the 
time he returned home from the Army in 1865 claimant was suffering from 
double inguinal hernia, and constantly suffered from said disability until the 
summer of 1867, when his hernia was somewhat reduced by Dr. James B, Gree- 
ley, with a double truss, and, further, that said hernia has got to be so bad that 
claimant is now wholly disqualified for the performance of any manual labor, 
Affiant further says that he knows these facts of his own personal knowledge 
and observation and from often having seen claimant's hernia, and has heard 
him constantly complaining of his hernia, and from having seen claimant two 
or three times each week from his discharge up to the present time.” 

James W. Blood swears: 

“That he has known claimant for thirty years, and knows that at the time of 
claimant’s enlistment he was a sound and ru man and free from any dis- 
ease whatever; and that at the time of claimant’s discharge and return home 
from the Army he was suffering with hernia on both sides and has constantl 
suffered from said oman E It has grown much worse each year, until he 
at present wholly disquali for the performance of manual labor. And fur- 
ther, that during the time from hisdischarge to the summer of 1567 he saw claim- 
ant frequently and often heard him complain of his hernia, and at different 
times saw the same; and that in the summer of 1867 Dr. James B. Greeley, of 
Thornton’s Ferry, N. H., reduced the hernia and fitted him with a truss,” 

Claimant swears: 

“I first became aware of my hernia while in hospital at Manchester, N, H., be- 
fore my discharge. No commissioned officer or orderly sergeant of my com- 
pany was there, nor enlisted men, nor surgeon or assistant surgeon of my regi- 
ment,and my hernia could not have been within their knowl 

ve hernia was brought on by coughing, as I understand, Ishowed it to 
Dr. Webster, who was in charge of the hospital, and he thought it would not 
amount to much, I understand heisdead. Dr. Eaton, who attended methe 
next day after my discharge, is also dead.” 

Two medical examining boards have rated claimant's disability at $4 for lung 
disease and $12 for hernia. 

In view of all the evidence your committee think this is a just claim, and rec- 
ommend passage of the bill. 

to. 


The amendment of the committee was e 
There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


ELIZA A. WILLIAMSON. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration 
of which was asked by Mr. JOHN R. Brown) was the bill (H. R. 9672) 
illiamson. 


granting a pension to Eliza A. W: 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, au- 
thorized and to pare upon the pension-roll the name of Mrs. A. 
Williamson, widow of Eustace Boun e ensi in Fifth Regiment Virginia 
Militia, who served in the Army of the Uni States in the war of 1812, not- 
withstanding her marriage to George Williamson, now deceased about thirty- 
two years, 


The report (by Mr. HENDERSON, of North Carolina) was read, as 
follows: 


The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred a bill granting a pension 
to Mrs. Eliza A. Williamson, submit the following report: 

Mrs. Eliza A. Williamson is an old lady in reduced circumstances, 
She has now been a widow about thirty-two eer er first husband, 

Hunt, was an ensign in the Fifth Regiment Virginia Militia, who seryed inthe 
war of 1812. But for her second marriage to her late husband, George William- 
son, she would be entitled to a pension under the general law. 

Your committee think, under all the circumstances, that Mrs. Williamson’s 
name should be placed upon the pension-roll, and therefore recommend the 
mcg icici accompanying substitute, and that the original bill (H. R. 6494) 

ie on 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


MES. MARY L. RISTINE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. GEAR) was the bill (S. 1867) granting a pension 
to Mrs. Mary L. Ristine. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Mary L. 
Ristine, widow of Barnett E. Ristine, late a member of Company F of the ‘Third 

ent of Iowa Cavalry Volunteers, subject to the provisions and limitations 
of the pension laws, 


The report (by Mr. SPOONER) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1867) 
granting a pension to Mary L. Ristine, respectfully report: 

That they adopt the following Senate report as their own, and recommend 
the passage of the bill: 


[Senate Report No. 795, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 


The claimant is the widow of Barnett E. Ristine, who was a private in Com- 
pany F, Third lowa Cavairy. He was pensioned for a gunshot wound in left 
aow in S and his pension was subsequently increased to $15 and again to 

a mon 

From the history of the case it appears that his was a painful and distressin; 
disability. The wound caused him constant sufferin Rennes discharged 
and severely taxed his physical endurance. 1885 he met with an accident 
which was in the nature of a compound fracture of hisankle. Mortification set 
in the third day after this injury and he died the fourth. 

The widow filed a claim for pension, and alleged that “for a long time her 
husband had been suffering from blood poison, resulting from the gunshot 
wound of his left elbow; his general health had been very poor, and in conse- 
quence his friends think he could have lived but a short time. On the 3d of 
September he received the injury to his ankle, and, owing to the condition of 
his system, he never rallied from the shock of theinjury, and died in one week; 
that it not been for the condition of his system above described the injury 
to the ankle would have been a comparatively trivial matter.” This theory is 
corroborated by the physicians who attended him. 

Dr. R. J. Mohr, examining surgeon, and late surgeon of the Tenth Iowa Vol- 
unteers, testifies that the injured ‘ankle became mortified on the third day af-er 
the accident; four days later he died of exhaustion; that it is his opinion thata 
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panay preon would not have died of this injury; and it is also his conviction 
that while the injury to his ankle was in a small degree contributory, the prin- 
cipal factor in the cause of his death was the direct result of the wound. 

. Calvin Snook testifies that he had known the soldier about twenty-five 
years; that soldier's r health was attributed to the wound in his arm, which 
was painful and would at times become inflamed and Senare pusi that he 
had a conversation with the soldier the day before he received the injury to his 
foot, and from his appearance, and from what he told affiant, he was suffering 
from septicemia, caused by said wound; and that he examined him after the 
injury of foot, and in his opinion the wound in foot was not sufficient to have 
caused the death of a healthy Lier 

The physician's certificate of death, signed by Richard J. Mohr, M. D., the at- 
tending physician, shows that the cause of death was “septicemia from wound 
S eng dred long standing, complicated by crushing injury of rightankle; death 

from si 

The Pension Office rejected the widow's claim on the opinion of the medical 
referee that the soldier's death was caused by the injury to his right ankle and 
was not a result of his wound, 

In the spon of the claimant to the Secretary of the Interior the claimant 
states that by the evidence on file it is shown that for months prior to the sol- 
dier’s death, and before the injury to his ankle, he had been suffering from sep- 
ticemia, the result of the absorption of the poisonous products of the wounded 
arm. 
it is apparent to the committee that the man was in a very low condition 
when the accident to his ankle occurred. His blood was poisoned, and the in- 
jory to his ankle only hastened his death, which would inevitably have ensued 

n a short time had he been spared the last infliction. 

The rejection of the widow's claim is based npon the opinion of the medical 
referee. It is the basis of the affirmation of the Commissioner's decision by the 
Secretary. In our opinion the weight of testimony does not justify this. The 
soldier's physicians have delivered with confidence a very different opinion. 
They saw the soldier, treated him, one of them twenty-five years. The medical 
referee’s opinion is inferential. It is not a strained conclusion to say that the 
testimony nea justifies the belief that the soldier's death was mainly refers- 
ble to his wound, 

The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with a recommendation that it do pass, 


MARY L. WILLIAMS. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. CASWELL) was the bill (S. 1716) granting a 
pension to Mary L. Williams. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the ore and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary LW lliams, widow of Reuben 
Williams, late a private in Company O, One hundred and forty-seyenth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1716) 
granting a pension to Mary L. Williams, have had the same under consideration, 
and beg leave to submit the following report: 

‘The facts in the case are set forth in the report of the Senate Committee on 
Pensions, which is as follows: x 

“The claimant is the widow of Reuben Williams, late a private in Company 
C, One hundred and forty-seventh New York Volunteers. He enlisted August 
22,1862, and was disch: Janu 8, 1864. He was pensioned at the rate of $2 
a month for chronie diarrhea from the date of his discharge. Onthe3dof March, 
1865, he was dropped from the rolls, on the certificate of an examining surgeon, 
who reported that the disability had ceased to exist. 

** He died February 12, 1879. The widow filed an application for pension in 
June, 1880, and it was rejected nearly three years after, on the ground that he died 
of pneumonia and not ofchronic diarrhea, The testimony in the case shows that 
chronic diarrhea existed to a greater or less extent until he died; and in the 
opinion of the committee his allowance of pension was inadequate and should 
never have been discontinued. 

“The widow appealed from the decision of the Commissioner of Pensionsand 
experienced the disappointment usual in such cases. 

“t As to the connection of the disease of the soldier with his death, his attend- 
ing physician, Dr. Staples, says: 

~He was the fami physician of the soldier for nine years, during which 
time he had PAER been called upon to treat him for diarrhea or disease 
of the bowels; that said Williams died on the 12th of February, 1879, from 
pneumonia, complicated with enteric or bowel disease, which contributed 
largely toward the fatal result,’ 

“Tn another affidavit the affiant says: 

“+The soldier came to his death from an attack of acute 
confined him to his bed about three weeks, and he emp. 
chronic diarrhea with the fatal result," "* | 

“The Pension Office decision is that death was not the result of chronic diar- 
rhea. because he died of pneumonia, K 

“This man hed suffered from chronic diarrhea from the time of his dis- 
charge, January, 1864, and previoos: to the day of his death, February 12, 1879, 
covering a period of more than fifteen years. He had been allowed the pitiful 

nsion of $2 a month, which did not pay for his medicine, and that was taken 

rom him in a little over a year after it was granted, 3 

“Phe soldier was a painter. Two witnesses who knew him well, and one of 
them a companion mechanic from 1871 to 1879, says he was never free from 
chronic diarrhea, and that he was greatly debilitated thereby. From their de- 
scription he was unfit to labor, but he was compelled to do it because he was 
denied a pension, except the meager sum of $2 per month, which was paid him 
a short time and was then taken from him. 

“It is in evidence that he had pneumonia three weeks. He also had chronle 
diarrhea. The latter had dragged him down fifteen years. It was a strug- 
gle between the two diseases which should proye the fatal one. His at- 
tending physician says he died from pneumonia complicated with enteric or 
bowel disease, and the Pension Office says, * No, it was pneumonia.’ 

“The committee believe this man should have a pension without interval, 
and a rating adequate to his disability; that chronic diarrhea and pneumonia 
are jointly responsible for his death, one as much as the other; and that the 
widow is entitled to a pension, 

“The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it do pass.” 

Your committee concur in the conclusions reached in the foregoing report, 
and therefore return the bill with the recommendation that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


neumonia, which 
tically connects 
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MES. LOUISE SILVERS. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. Hupp) was the bill (S. 896) for the relief of 
Mrs. Louise Silvers. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of . Louise Silvers, widow 
volt Frank Silvers, late of Company F, Fourteenth Regiment Wisconsin Volun- 

Ts, 


The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 896 
for the relief of Mrs. Louise Silvers, have had the same under consideration, an 
beg leave to submit the following report: 

he Senate Committee on Pensions report as follows: 

“The husband of the claimant was a private in Company H, Fourteenth Wis- 
consin Infantry. He died in March, 1880. Some years before his death he ap- 
plied for an inyalid pension, which was not allowed. After his death his widow 
applied, and her claim was rejected on the srevae that the diseases of which he 
died were not due to his military service. The number of special examinations 
and the time and money spent show that the claim has been resisted with more 
than ordinary determination, It is a simple case, in which there are no visible 
intricacies except such as are referable to the inconsistencies practiced by the 
Atua in enlisting men and the contradictory testimoney for and against the 

m. 


“In his declaration for invalid pension the man makes oath that while in the 
service he was seriously inju by being run over by a heavy commissary 
wagon, the wheels passing over his chest and producing disease of heart and 
lungs. It appears from the evidence that he was affected by these disabilities 
from the time of his discharge. It y agri that he died from these diseases, for 
which he was treated continuously from the time of his discharge until he died. 
A number of witnesses testify to their personal knowledge of the occurrence of 
sdy ene They were his comrades in service, and saw the mark of the 
wheel, 

“Dr, William H. Burtman, of Fort Howard, the home of the soldier, testifies 
that he has practiced medicine and surgery twenty-five years; that he was called 
to see Frank Silvers the 8d day of March, 1880, the day before he died; that he 
found him suffering from disease of heart and lungs; that he had been injured 
in the chest by having a wagon run over him, which, in affiant’s opinion, was 
of such a nature and locality as to produce disease of the heart and lungs. 
Affiant further deposes and says that he found a scar on the front side of the 
chest over the heart and lungs, which was the result of some severe injury, and 
cue oe best knowledge and belief was received in the service and in the 

ne of duty, 

“There is much proof in corroboration of this, but the Pension Office, which 
has had made eleven special examinations, procured the affidavit of the captain 
of the company, who swears that Silvers was not fit for a soldier when he en- 
listed; he thinks he was enlisted for a cook; he was upward of fifty years old; 
he had some kind of ailment at the time; was an habitual drinker; does not 
remember any accident to him; he does not know how he was disabled or what 
Seay ed disability ; whatever it was, he thinks he received it while he was in 

e Navy. 

“This affidavit is too carelessly prepared to be ofany value as evidence, He 
thinks the man, being old, infirm, and a drunkard, must have been enlisted for 
a cook., The military department does not enlist cooks, and, if it did, it would 
not select one of the quality described by this captain. 

“The Pension Office assumes that the soldier was in the Navy, and it at- 
tempts, unsuccessfully, to prove it; and it premises that his injury from being 
run over is referable to his Navy service. There is proof, ample in quantity 
and quality, to show that the man was sound when he entered the service, that 
his habits were good, and his enlistment papers show that he was only thirty- 
two years old, 

“If he was old, dilapidated, intemperate, disqualified by his disabilities, it is 
very strange that he was accepted, and that the marks upon his breast, which 
were the proofs of his disqualifying injuries, were not discovered by the re- 
pose oars whose duty it was to enlist only men ofsuitable age and sound 


Your committee have very carefully examined the voluminous evidence in 
the case, and, as usual in this class of cases, find much conflicting testimony. 
It may be proper to state, however, that, while soldier may have been slightly, 
if any, over military-service age at time of his enlistment in October, 1851, the 
fact remains that he was captured at the battle of Shiloh, Tenn., served after 
release without any evidence of disability, until February, 1863, when he came 
under treatment for chronic diarrhea, Later on he was transferred to the Vet- 
eran Reserve Corps, and in November, 1864, he is shown by the records to have 
suffered from chronic rheumatism. He was discharged upon su n’s certifi- 
cate of disability, which sets forth that the soldier is incapable o rforming 
military duty, because of chronic rheumatism and an injury received in the 
United States Navy when nineteen yenrs of age, also old age, he being fifty- 
three years of age. ldicr is shown to have been acompleéte wreck at discharge 
and ever thereafter until he died, of heart disease, on March 3, 1880. 

Soldier applied for pension on account of injury to chest B7 being thrown 
from and run over by a commissary wagon in May, 1863. In this he is corrob- 
orated by eye-witnesses, He isalso shown to have suffered from frequent hem- 
orrhages from the lungs after discharge. 

It is not probable that the injury alleged to have been received in the Navy at 
the age of nineteen years any connection with hisdeath-cause. Your com- 
mittee are inclined to the opinion that the rheumatism in service was the prin- 
cipal factor in the death-ca while the injury to the chest was the cause of 
disease of lungs, from which soldier suffered continuously until death. 

The widow is left without any means whatever, and being over sixty years 
of age and feeble, must depend upon others for support. 

Your committee return the bill with the recommendation that it do pass, 


There being no objéction, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

r MES. FREDERICKA HAUSER. 

The next pension business on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. GUENTHER) was the bill (S. 1110) granting a 
pension to Mrs, Fredericka Hauser. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
the pension laws, the name of Mrs. Fredericka Hauser, widow of John F. 
Hauscr, late of Company H, Sixth Wisconsin Infantry. 

The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S, 1110} 
granting a vension to Mrs. Fredericka Hauser, submit the following report: 


1888. 
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The committee has carefully examined the papers on file in this case, and 
after such examination they adopt the Senate report as their own and recom- 
mend that the bill do pass, 


[Senate report No. 648, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 


The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1110) granting 
a pension to Mrs. Fredericka Hauser, have examined the same, and report: 
he husband of the claimant was Maj. John F. Hauser, who was mustered 


into the service of the United States as captain of Company H, Sixth Regiment 
Wisconsin Volunteers, July 16, 1861, and was mustered in as major of the regi- 
ment to date M 24, 1863, and was renguee # d March 18, 1864, on 
tender of resignation on account of death in his family. The record shows that 


he was accorded leave on account of sickness, but there is no cloud upon his 
service from the beginning to the end. 

‘The Surgeon-General's report shows that he entered Seminary General Hos- 
pital, Georgetown, D. C., September 17, 1852, with debility, but soon returned 
to duty. He apples for a pension, claiming that in 1863, on a march through 
Pennsylvania, he became afflicted with neu: of the head and epileptic fits, 
caused by exposure and physical and mental excitement while in the service. 

There are two witnesses who testify in the case, both members of his com- 
pany, and both citizens of Alma, Buffalo County, where Major Hauser resided. 
They are “reputable and entitled to credit.” They say they were well ac- 
quainted with Major Hauser; that when he was commissioned captain of their 
company, in 1861, he was robust and enjoyed the best of health; he con- 
tinued in command of said pany from its organization till August 1, 1862, 
when he was taken sick while the regiment was maring a raid on Frederick 
Hall’s Station, in Virginia, and was sent to general hospital, Alexandria; that 
he rejoined his regiment in November, 1962, and continued in command of his 
company until promoted major in the apes of 1863, which pasa he held 
when the battle of Gettysburgh was fought; he returned to Fountain City, 
Bufalo County, in 1869. 

Dr. 5, J. F. Miller, surgecn of the Milwaukee Soldiers’ Home, says, under date 
of March 13, 1863: 

"The records of this hospital show that . John F, Hauser, late of the Sixth 
Wisconsin Volunteers, was admitted to this branch of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers on the 21st of May, 1880, and to the hospital on the 
same date, complaining of intense neuralgia about the head, and stating that 
he suffered from occasional epileptic fits. He was returned to quarters June 1, 
1580, to enable him to accept a detail as a corporal of a company. He was 
mitted to the hospital July 22,1880, since when to the present time he has been 
constantly a patient in the hospital, suffering from occasional fits of epilepsy 
and from frequent attacks of more or less severe pain in the head. There is no 
probability that he will ever recover his health sufficiently to take care of him- 
self and earn a living.” 
aoe same surgeon, under date of May 12, 1885, gives the hospital records as 

‘follows: 

** His disability at the date of admission (May, 1850) was due to epilepsy from 
neuralgia, never free from pain longer than two or three days ata time. Re- 
moved the second branch of the fifth pair of nervesin kopos angrer, but 
without resalt of benefit from the operation. He was admi to hospital 
on the 2ist day of May, 1880, suffering with epilepsy the most of the time up to 
June 8, 1883, when he died from exhaustion. His habits could not be better.” 

The examining surgeon at Milwaukee, speaking for the board, relates the 
statement of Major Hauser, namely, that he was struck with an epileptic fit in 
August, 1862, near Frederick Hall Station, Virginia; that he was taken to Al- 


exandria Hospital, where he was treated until he returned to his regiment, and 
says: 

“The board has reason to believe that the foregoingstatementis untrue; that 
the neuralgia and epileptic fits to which he is subject are of post bellum origin. 
At the same time the rating for his disability is total.” 

This is a bare statement, without explanation or corroboration ; whereas his 
two comrades swear to their knowledge of his admission to hospital for the dis- 
ability incurred at Frederick Hall Station, and to the fact that he was a healthy 
man before he entered the service. 

The Pension Office sent out letters in search of confidential information, with 
a view to prejudicingthe claim by Severe some moral qonsu on the 
part of the claimant. Oneof these confidential correspondents refers the office 
to Joseph Leicht, a German editor at Winona, Minn., who says: 

“I know J. F. Hauser since fall of 1879. He was a strong and well-built man, 
and had, according to the statement of men who knew him before he enlisted, 
an iron constitution. Me complained when I worked with him in 187071 of 
neuralgia. I saw Hauser last in Soldiers’ Home, near Milwaukee, a total wreck, 
in all probability in consequence of his service.” 

Nota word in this letter prejudicial to him in any way, but confirming his 
broken-down condition and referring it to that service. 

Otto Schorse, a druggist in Milwaukee, certifies that— 

“ Iie served in thesame regiment with Hauser; to his prior good health ; that 
after the war he found him in the Soldiers' Home s cripple. His wife isnow at 
the home, for several years, earning hardly enough to ae Soe her. I therefore 
recommend tlie old lady to the support the Government is able to grant.” 

The committee have investi, this case solely with reference to the widow’s 
rights, and they are convinced that her husband was a healthy man when he 
entered the service, and that his disability and death are due to the service. 
He was an educated German gentleman, and there is evidence that he was much 
respected. His widow is a lady of refinement and intelligence, worthy of re- 
spect and consideration. In her old age she is compelled to do manual laborto 

rocure a bare subsisience. The committee are of the opinion that she should 

mye a pension according to the rank her husband held at the time of his dis- 
charge. 

The bill is reported favorably with a recommendation that it do pass, 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
ABRAHAM J. BUCKLES. 


‘The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up for con- 
sideration by Mr. THompson, of California) was the bill (H. R. 9263) 
granting an increase of pension to Abraham J. Buckles. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eic., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to increase the pension of Abraham J. Buckles, late sec- 
ond lieutenant Company E, Twentieth Regiment Indiana Volunteers, to $45 
per month, 

The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 

‘The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
£26!) granting an increase of pension to Abraham J. Buckles, have had the same 
under consideration and beg leave to submit the following report: 

The beneficiary named in the bill enlisted in Company E, Nineteenth Indiana 
Volunteers, June 29, 1861, transferred to Company E, Twentieth Indiana Vol- 
unteers, and mustered into said company as first lieutenant February 27, 1865; 
mustered out May 15, 1865. He filed an application for pension June 24, 1865, 


based upon amputation of right leg above the knee, caused bya gunshot wound 
received near Petersburgh, Va., March 25, 1865, and was pensioned for same dis- 
ability June, 1866, at $15 per month from May 15, 1865. 

In application filed September 16, 1870, he also claims for gunshot wound of 
right shoulder received at battle of Gettysburgh, July, 1863, and for gunshot 
wound of right side, fracturing two ribs, received in the battle of the Wilder- 
ness, May 5, All of these wounds are established by record and testi- 
mony. 

in Avewek 1871, his pension was increased to $20 per month for gunshot 
wound in the right side and shoulder and ioss of right leg, commencing March 
14, 1871, based upon a medical examination made March 14, 1871, which describes 
the wounds as follows: 

“First. Wound of right shoulder; ball struck the clavicle about 1} inches 
from outer end and fracturing the bone, deforming and weaking the shoulder. 
Second. Wound of right side; ball struck last true rib just at its union with the 
cartilage, and passing through the first false rib fractured it about 4 inches from 
the spine, causing iaternal soreness in the region of the wound and having a 
mangers A to inflame and form abscesses. Third. Amputation of right leg about 
the m e.’ 

He was rated three-fourths for wounds of shoulder and side. 

The committee have received from the honorable Commissioner of Pensions 
a letter through the honorable Secretary of the Interior, as follows: 


** DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF PENSIONS, 
“ Washington, D. C., March 30, 1888. 


“Srp: I have the honortosubmit herewith the papers in the claim above cited 
for transmittal through your office to the chairman of the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, House of Representatives, that the attention of Congress may be in- 
vited to the facts in the case, for such action in the premises, under provisions 
of joint resolution approved May 29, 1830, as that honorable body may deem just 


and proper, 
y The SR lost his right leg above the knec at the battle of EESE i 
Va., March 28, 1865, and received wounds in the right shoulder and right side, 
fracturing two ribs, at the battles of Gettysburgh and the Wilderness, and isnow 
drawing a pension of $36 per month by reason of said wounds, which amount, 
however, is only that allowed by law for one of his wounds, namely, amputa- 
tion of leg above the knee, the combined disabilities not being such as to re- 
quire the constant aid of another person. 

“It is believed that this is a case wherein relief should be sought at the hands 
of Congress, this Bureau being unable to allow an increased rating under ex- 
isting laws, and the passage of a special act increasing the rate of pension in 
this case from $36 to $50 per month from the date of the passage of such act is 
recommended. 

“Very respectfully, 


“The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.” 

Your committee are of opinion that the recommendation contained in the 
above-quoted letter should receive favorable consideration at the hands of Con- 
gress, and therefore return the accompanying bill, which fixes the proposed in- 
crease at $45, in accordance with the usual practice in this class of cases, and 
ask that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


JANE SMALLRIDGE. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the consideration 
of which was asked by Mr. GEAR) was the bill (H. R. 2190) granting 
a pension to Jane Smallridge. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, in- 
structed to place on the pension-roll the name of Jane Smaliridge, of Fairfield, 
Iowa, widow of John Smallridge, late a private of Company F, Third Regiment 
Iowa Cavalry, and pay hera pension subject to the provisions and limitations 
ofthe pension laws. 

The report (by Mr. SPOONER) was read, as follows: 

That Jane Smallridge, widow of John Smallridge, who was a private in Com- 
pany F, Third Regiment Iowa Cavalry Volunteers, was an army nurse, and 

rformed efficient service in that capacity during the late war, as is established 

y the affidavits, filed with her ition, of Capt. B. F. Crail, Lieut. Richard 
Gaines, Acting Assistant Surgeon’J. W. Hayden, William H. Sullivan, and other 
members of said regiment. 

It also appears from the affidavits of said Dr. Hayden and Lieutenant Gaines 
that Mrs. Smaliridge’s health and constitution were impaired in the exposure 
of such seryice, and that she has since been and now is feeble and broken in 
constitution and health. 

She is now overseventy-eight years of age, feeble in mind and body, without 
means of support, and dependent upon the charity of those not legally bound 
for her support for her means of subsistence. Her husband, said John Small- 
ridge, died in 1887, depriving her of her last reliance for maintenance. 
= — committee recommend the passage of the bill, with amendments, as 

‘ollows: 

Strike ontall after the word “ pension,” in line 7, and insert at the end of the 

bill the words, ‘‘of $12 per month, from and after the passage of this act.” 


The amendment recommended by the committee was adopted. 
The billas amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


EMANUEL H. CUSTER. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked for by Mr. CHIPMAN) was the bill (H. R. 
9387) for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer. ‘ 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Emanuel H. 
Custer, dependent father of Thomas W. Custer, who wasa captain in Company 
C, Seventh United States Cavalry, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
peonon Jaws, and pay to him a pension of $50 a month, in lieu of the pension he 
s now receiving. 


“JOHN C. BLACK, Commissivner, 


Mr. CHEADLE. Iam perfectly willing that that shall go over toa 
fall House. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon that. 

Mr. CHEADLE, I certainly shall. 

a CHIPMAN. Why, the gentleman has not even heard the repart 
rea 


Mr. CHEADLE. I have read the report. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the report. 

-The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) was read, as follows: 

Emanuel H. Custer is the father of General George Custer, and of Thomas 

Custer, late of the Seventh United States Cavalry, both of whom, as well as 
three sons-in-law of Mr. Custer, were killed in the battle of Big Horn. 
He is a man of more than ee Fones of age and in very reduced circum- 
stances, The committee do not feel that it is necessary to recount the great 
services of the Custer family during the war of the rebellion in the armies of 
the Union. Braver and better soldiers never served. 

Mr. Custer is now eg rey of all specee Those who would have cared for 
his old age have given their lives for their country. 

Your committee recommend the passage of the bill. 


Mr. MATSON. I would like to hear the provisions of the bill read 


again. 
The CHAIRMAN. It provides $50 a month as the proposed in- 


crease. 

Mr. MATSON. The widow of General Custeris now drawing a pen- 
sion on account of his death. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I ask that this bill may go over until the morn- 
ing with theusual order, otherwise I shall be compelled tocall aquorum 
upon it. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Let the bill be again reported. 


The bill was again read. 
The CHAIRMAN. What is the proposition of the gentleman from 
Michigan ? 


Mr. CHIPMAN. I hope the gentleman from Indiana will with- 
draw his objection. 

Mr. LAIDLAW. This old man is very aged and I understand is in 
very feeble health. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I know very well that the gentleman from Indiana 
would not like to see thatold man working at his advanced ageto make 
a living for himself and family, Does the gentleman still insist upon 
his objection ? 

Mr. CHEADLE. Certainly I do. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Very well; I do not suppose there is another man 
in this whole world who would make that objection to this bill. 

Mr. CHEADLE. That may be. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman has the right to object. 

Mr. MORRILL, I ask unanimous consent that this bill be passed 
over, as evidently we can not do anything with it to-night. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Wait a little and let us see. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kansas? 

Mr. CHEADLE, Allow me to make a suggestion. I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that the previous question be ordered, and that the vote be 
tuken on it in the morning in a full House. 

The CHAIRMAN. That would be impracticable, owing to another 
order of the House. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Ifit can be done I am perfectly willing. 

Mr. MATSON. There is a special order, and a very important one, 
for to-morrow, the consideration of the tariff bill, and I shall object to 
anything that is likely to interfere with that. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I had just risen to make the same objection made 
by the gentleman from Indiana. Wedo not know how many roll-calls 
may be required before that bill is disposed of. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Then I ask unanimous consent that it go over un- 
til next Wednesday. 

Mr. McMILLIN. I think the gentleman from Indiana is correct in 
his opposition to the bill. The widow of this soldier has been already 
getting a large pension, on account of the death of the soldier, by a 
special act of Congress. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Will the gentleman allow a correction ? 

Mr. MCMILLIN. Certainly, with pleasure. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. There were two sons and a grandson; all were 
killed. The soldier for whom this old man is pensioned is Thomas 
Custer, a brother of General Custer, and he lett no widow. 

Mr. McMILLIN. But he is getting a pension of $50 a month. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. No; he is getting only a pension of $20 a month 
now; a captain’s pension. So that it is not General Custer at.all, but 
a brother of his, who left no widow. 

I am willing that it should go over until Wednesday, if that be the 
desire of the House. 

Mr. MCMILLIN. I noticed that General Custer’s name was men- 
tioned, and J presumed that it was intended fora member of his family, 

Mr, CHEADLE. I would suggest Thursday morning. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Very well; I do not object to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would suggest Friday, that being the 
day usually fixed for private bills. 

Mr. CHEADLE, All right. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Ido not object to that. I request, therefore, that 
the bill be reported to the House with the recommendation that the 
previous question be ordered upon its passage, with fifteen minutes for 
debate allowed on each side, and that its farther consideration be post- 
Suan until Friday morning next immediately after the reading of the 

ournal. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Michigan? 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I object. Ithink that there 
are now not less than fifteen to eighteen—the gentleman from Indiana 
on my left, the chairman of the Committee on Invalid Pensions, in- 
forms me that there are twenty just such cases on the Calendar. 

Mr, CHIPMAN. Thereis not anothersuch case. Probably there is 
not one in the history of the country. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I donot mean precisely such 
a case as this, where a father is to be pensioned who was dependent 
upon his dead son, but I mean pension cases which have gone over from 
night sessions under the agreement that they should be considered ina 
ae Houp; the previous question ordered, and fifteen minutes’ debate 
allowed. 

I think when we have given this night to this class of cases that they 
ought to be disposed of here. We ought not to put these cases over 
into the business of the day. They are accumulating on the Calendars 
until we now have fifteen or twenty cases which obstruct the consid- 
eration of other business, 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I suggest to the gentleman that there are no cases 
like this. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Why not consider the case 
this evening and di of it? 

Mr. CHEADLE. Because the gentleman from Indiana objects and 
calls a quorum on it. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Why not allow this case to 
Take the same course as all the other cases on which a quorum has been 

Mr. CHIPMAN. ‘That is what we are proposing to do—to set this 
bill for Friday morning. We propose it shall be acted on after ten 
minutes’ debate. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I do not object with refer- 
ence to the time to be occupied in debate. My objection is to tak- 
ing the business to which Friday night is allotted and turning it over 
to the day sessions of the House, which are devoted to other business. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. The trouble is that this particular bill 
is objected to by one member only. We are blocked atthis point. He 
is willing that it be voted on at a day session of the House without de- 
bate. This is different from other bills in that respect. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. There are, I understand, 
about fifteen or eighteen such cases. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I think the gentleman is in error. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I may be mistaken; but there 
are the cases of Mrs. General Price, Mrs. General Paul, and others. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Allow mea word of explanation. The 
applicant for a pension in this case is no general. He is a man eighty 
years old—not a general, but a father of a general. I know him, and 
I know that he is in destitute circumstances, though he is the father 
of George A. Custer. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The gentleman from Michi- 
gan does not understand the point I make. Iam perfectly willing that 
this bill shall be taken up and considered. I wish the gentleman 
from Michigan to understand that Iam not objecting to the passage 
of the bill. What I object to is the arrangement made every Friday 
night by which twenty cases or more which were on the Calendar as 
business of Friday night have been transferred from the night sessions 
to the day sessions. 

Mr. CHIPMAN, The gentleman will pardon me if I suggest that 
there is no day set, as I understand, for those other cases, ‘This case, 
if consent be now given, will be the only case fixed for next Friday. 
There is no other day set for the other cases. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Is such adiscrimination just 
to those cases which precede this? 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Well, I can not see any injustice in it. I would 
like to do something for this old man before he dies. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Iam perfectly willing that 
his case be considered and passed; but the point I want to emphasize 
is that business set apart for Friday night ought to be transacted on 
Friday night. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Buta single member is objecting. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. We would like to pass the bill to-night, 
but we can not. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. If itis in the power of one 
member to put off cases to a particular day, I think itis a bad precedent. 
If this bill can not be acted upon, let it be passed over on the Calendar 
exactly as any other case would be. : 

Mr, ALLEN, of Michigan. That is equivalent to defeating it. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Why should not this man be 
put on the same footing as other soldiers on whose cases a quorum has 
been called? ` 

Mr. CHIPMAN. This is not the case of a soldier, but the father of 
a soldier—a very old man. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I have no objection to the 
bill; I do not wish to be understood as opposing it. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Your objection may end in defeating it. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. If you will give us ten minutes—— 
ion BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. There isno troubleabout the 
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Mr. CHIPMAN. I hope the gentleman will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I will not standin the way 
of the proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unanimous 
consent that this bill be reported to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that its further consideration be postponed until next Friday, im- 
mediately after the reading of the Journal, the previous question to be 
ordered on the bill, and fifteen minutes allowed on each side for de- 
bate. Is there objection to the request? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

JOHN S. BRYANT. 

The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by 
Mr. DINGLEY) was the bill (H. R. 5155) granting a pension to John 
8. Bryant. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the pension laws, 
the name of John S, Bryant, late a private in Company G, Twenty-ninth Maine 
Regiment Infantry Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


According to the record in the Adjutant-General’s Office it a) that sol- 
dier enlisted December 7, 1863, and was discharged for d ney, 14, 
The records in the adjutant-general’s office at Augusta, Me., show the 


1865. 
date of discharge to have been September 10, 1864, but the discrepancy on this 
point is immaterial. 

The facts in the case are that some time after enlistment, and while soldier's 
company was still at Augusta, Me., he was granted a furlough, and went to his 
home at Chatham, N. H. As the furlough was about to expire he started in a 
cari with three comrades for the headquarters of his regiment. On the 
way carriage was overturned and soldier seriously injured. He was con- 
veyed toa hospital, and not reporting at the expiration of his furlough was 
marked as a deserter, but when the facts became known this charge was 

ptly canceled, and as goon as able he was allowed to resume his military 
uties without trial. 

The fact of the incurrence of the injury as alleged is sworn to by his three 
comrades, but claim for pension was rejected on the ground that soldier was not 
strictly in line of duty when the accident occurred. 

This is a purely ical objection, and as the case seems meritorious in every 
other particular, your committee report the bill back favorably and recommend 
its passage. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

LOUISA PROVOST. 

The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. | 
GALLINGER) was the bill (S. 1884) granting a pension to Louisa Pro- 
vost. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the n laws, the name of Provost, widow of Peter 
Provost, late a in Company B, Seventeenth Vermont. 

The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 

This is a Senate bill, the report in the case being as follows: 

“The soldier rendered brave and efficient service for some two years, duri 
which time, at the battle of Spottsylvania, he was severely wounded in the le 
ankle by a shell and taken prisoner. He remained a prisoner for about three 
months and was then exchanged, This wound never healed, and for it he was 
pensioned until his death, which occurred in 1882. 

“The only question in the case is whether the wound was the cause of death, 
It appears from the statement of his attending physician, Dr. Fisk, of Roxbury, 
Vt., a regular tioner in good standing, that thirty-six hours before his 
death he fo! the soldier in a cramped and doubled-up condition, suffering 
great pain ek the penta foot, pulses greatly wonen. and Langan it 
appears that wound was ragged and dark-colored, of mor- 
tification. All these s bie death. The 
inflammation in 
death is spoken of as inflammation of 
question the opinion of his attending physician that the wound was the direct 
cause of the inflammation and death.” 

Not being fully satisfied with the Senate report, your committee carefully ex- 
amined the papers on file in the Pension Office in this case. 

The certificate of the attending physician, evidently written by an ignorant 
man, is something of a curiosity, and it is difficult from that paper to intelli- | 
gently determine the real facts in the case. It does ap , however, that the , 
wound was a very ugly one; that on the day of the soldier’s death it was ter- | 
SDR inflamed and painful, and the presumption is that it was the cause of | 


As the bill is for a widow in needy circumstances, your committee give her | 
the benefit of whatever doubt there may be inthe case, and report the bill back 
favorably and recommend its passage. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

LACHLAN H. M’INTOSH. j 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
CARLTON) was the bill (H. R. 9830) for the relief of Lachlan H. Me- | 
Intosh. 


The bill was read, as follows: 

Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is ‘hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to restore to the pension-rolls the name of Lachlan H. 
McIntosh, late captain’s clerk United States steamer Scourge, war with Mexico 
the restoration to take cffect from and after the passage hereof. 

The report (by Mr. CARLTON) was read, as follows: 

The claimant was made a pensioner of the United States under the act of Jan- 
uary 29, 1887, by a certificate issued by the Pension Bureau July 12, 1887. He | 
was pepsioned as a captain’s clerk, United States steamer Scourge. On Febru- 
ary 6, 1888, his name was dropped from the rolls upon a decision of the Com- 
missioner of Pensions in a n agpi that a captain's clerk was neither an 


enlisted man nor a commissioned officer, and hence did not come within the 
ons of the act of January, 1887, i ponsin to Mexican 
e claimant therefore applies to Congress for ef, 


LT a e ea S 


$ contin- 

pacity on that vessel until the following April, 
when he returned to the United States with the commanding officer, Lieuten- 
led to the Gulf of 


comm! be 
record of events of the Mexican war that— 
surrendered to Lieutenant Hunter, 


was compelled to open fire on the 
town, and the claimant an active and 
important part, being made bearer of the order demanding surrender of said 


lace, 
= Mr. McIntosh was allowed his extra pay as an officer engaged in the Mexican 
en tien as him a land warrant under the act of 


Your committee recommend, in view of the naval service of the claimant, and 
of his meritorious conduct therein, that his name be restored to the pension-roll, 
and that the following bill be adopted as a substitute for the one now before 


from 


, namely: 
A bill for the relief of Lachlan H. McIntosh. 
Be it enacted, of the Treasury be,and he is hereb; 
authorized roar dire to j is the name of Lachlan E 


rected to restore pension-ro! 
McIntosh, late captain’s clerk United States steamer Scourge, war with Mexico, 
the restoration to take effect from and after the passage hereof. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I move to amend this bill by striking out, in 
line 3, the word ‘‘ Treasury,” in the phrase ‘‘Secretary of the Treas- 
ury,’’ and inserting ‘‘ Interior.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

ROSALIE O'SULLIVAN. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked for by Mr. CARUTH) was the bill (H. R. 9358) to increase 
the pension of Rosalie O’Sullivan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed 
to pay to Rosalie O'Sullivan, widow of Eugene O’Sullivan, who was a soldier 
in pany A, Fourth Kentu Infantry, during the Mexican war, in addi- 
tion to the n now received by her, the sum of $2 for each of her two minor 
children, Eugenia O'Sullivan, who was born June 14, 1879, and Joseph E. 
O'Sullivan, born January 30, 1879, and he is authorized and directed pad ed the 
same until each child shall arrive at the age of sixteen years, when said addi- 
tional payments shall cease and determine, 


Mr. McMILLIN. Let the report be read. 
‘The report (by Mr. BLISS) was read, as follows: 


Itappears that 
pell 


b 
of sixteen years, when ps 4 


In line 7, after the words, ‘two dollars, ” insert “per month.?’ 
The amendment was agreed to, as was also the amendment of the 


_ committee. 


The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

HELPLESS SOLDIERS AND SAILORS. 

The next business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 1000) to increase 
the pensions of certain soldiers and sailors who are utterly helpless 
from injuries received or diseases contracted while in the service of the 
United States. 

TheCHAIRMAN, This bill is improperly on the Private Calendar, 
and if there be no objection, it will be referred to the Calendar of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

JOSEPH W. M’CONNELL. 
Al The m n on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
y Mr. CHEADLE) was the bill (H. R. 3544 ting a ion to 
Joseph W. McConnell. ) REE i 
The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-ro!l, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph W. McConnell, late a ser- 
geant of Company E, Fifteenth Regiment, Indiana Volunteers, 


The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: 
The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bil (IL R. 
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3544) granting a pension to Joseph W. McConnell, have considered the same 
and submit the following report : 

The petition of the claimant states that he enlisted in Company E, Fifteenth 
Regiment Indiana Infantry, June 14, 1861, and was discharged for disability 
Angor 2, 1862. He alleges that while in camp at Elkwater Valley, West Vir- 
ginia, while carrying a log of wood for he Pope of building a fire in said 
camp, and when in the act of unloading said log from his shoulder, he felt a 

, keen pain in his left side, in front of the hip, 244 inches to the left of the 
center line of his abdomen, and about 114 inches ve the penis. 

The surgeon (whose name he does not know) examined him and pronounced 
it rupture, and he states that said disability has troubled him more or less ever 
since, He says he has not applied to the Pension Department for a pension by 
reason of said injury because after making inquiry for evidence of all said facts 
he has failed to find any surgeons, officers, and comrades who know said facts; 
and the reason he can not find them is that soon after said rupture he was sent 
to hospitals other than his regimental hospital; was in the care and under the 
treatment of strange su: ns, and in the ey wee of and associated with sick 
and wounded soldiers who were strangers to him, and all of whose names he 
has forgotten or never knew. 

A petition and two or three letters from neighbors and acquaintances state 
that the claimant is in feeble health, and unable to earn a living by manual la- 
bor; and that he is aman of exemplary habits and good moral character, and 
that his statements may be relied upon as truthful. This is all the evidence, if 
the same may be called evidence, submitted to the committee. 

No medical evidence, either prior to enlistment, during his term of service, 
or during all the years that have clapsed since that time, is furnished, nor is 
there any evidence such as is necessary to base a favorable report upon, and your 
committee must therefore submit an adverse report and recommend that the 
bill do lie upon the table. 


Mr. MATSON. I move that the bill be laid upon the table. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I ask consideration of that bill notwithstanding 
the adverse report of the committee. The claimant in this case was 
seventy-two years of age last month. In 1861 he volunteered in the 
Fifteenth Indiana Regiment. Soon thereafter, while in the line of 
duty, and carrying wood to make a fire, in crossing a small branch he 
slipped on a log and fell, and was ruptured. 

There was nobody with him when the disability was incurred. He 
was sent to the hospital. We all know that in the early stages of the 
war hospital records were very incomplete. He was sent among strang- 
ers—strange comrades and strange surgeons—and he does not know the 
names of the comrades with him, nor the surgeon who treated him. He 
was discharged; and the discharge paper simply gives the words, “for 
disability.” I have known the claimant since 1862, and I say that 
there is no more honorable man living than Joseph W. McConnell, but 
under the law granting pensions the statement of the claimant can not 
be taken at all. Therefore it was physically impossible for him to sub- 
mit to the Department such evidence as would entitle him to a pension. 
He has been a sufferer since he was ruptured in 1861 until this hour. 

He is an old man of seventy-two years; all his people are dead; and 
the question presents itself as to whether the Government will give 
him the relief to which he is entitled, or whether he shall go over_the 
hill to the poor-house, In cases like this one, where there is no doubt 
of the disability, where no one was present when the disability was in- 


curred, when no evidence can be obtained under the law, it is the high- | curred in the service. 


my constituent or your constituent be required to go to the Pension 
Office and have his claim passed upon before he can come to Con- 
gress and an exception made in this case, when the claimant has not 
exhausted his remedy at ali? That is the ground upon which the ad- 
verse report is based. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Is it not the fact in this case that the 
law is such that it will be no earthly use for him to go there? 

Mr. MATSON, Ithink not. I think if he would goto the Pension 
Office and show, as he could show according to the statement made by 
my colleague [Mr. CHEADLE], that he was sound when he went into 
the service and was ruptured when he came out he could probably get 
his pension. Atany rate, ought he not to be required to try? All the 
rest of the soldiers are required to doit. Congress does not take original 
jurisdiction except in some case where the man was not mustered in, 
or where there is some other good reason, where it is clear and certain 
that he could notget a pension at the Pension Office; but this is not such 
a case, This is acase where the man probably could get a pension, and, 
no matter how good a man he is, or how good a soldier he was, his case 
ought not to be taken up by Congress in this irregular way and he be 
preferred above all the other million of soldiers who survived the war. 
That is the ground of the adverse report. There is nothing in the re- 
port that reflects upon the claimant, nothing that makes his case any 
worse at the Pension Office. He can have the benefit there of his own 
statement and of whatever proof he can produce that he was sound 
when he went into the service and unsound when he came out. Be- 
sides that, there is no testimony here from a single physician that he 
is an unsound man now. There is no sort of evidence of it, except his 
own bare statement that he was ruptured while he was in the service. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Does the gentleman from Indiana [ Mr. 
MATSON ] forget that his own colleague [Mr. CHEADLE] says that he 
knows that the man is ruptured ? 

Mr. MATSON. Does he say he has ever examined him? 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. No; but any one knows enough to say 
that if he knows that the man wears a truss. 

Mr. MATSON. However that may be, ought this man to be treated 
differently from all the other soldiers? Onght not he be required to 
show by a medical examination, as all other applicants are required to 
show, thatheis ruptured? Whyshould he be treated differently from 
other soldiers? 

Mr. CHEADLE. Will my colleague let me have one minute to 
make a statement which I ought to have made before? 

Mr. MATSON. Certainly. : 

Mr. CHEADLE. I forgot to state that this old gentleman and his 
attorneys have corresponded with all his surviving comrades and have 
satisfied themselves that there is not a living soul who was with him 
at the time he was injured or who knows that the disability was in- ` 
Now, his own statement would not be taken at 


est privilege of Congress to exercise the right of granting the claimant | the Pension Office, and therefore how could he go there with any pros- 
a pension. He asks that it be granted according to the rating of the | pect of success? Hisownstatement would not be accepted as evidence, 


law. 

I wish to make one further statement. My colleague [Mr. JOHN- 
STON ] knows this gentleman, and, if it were necessary, we could bring 
the certificate of five hundred persons in Vermillion County who know 
the character of this man. I know there is no medical evidence on 
file of the rupture, and it could not be obtained. 

Mr. MORRILL. Is there any evidence of any kind on file? 

Mr. CHEADLE. None except his own statement. 

Mr. MORRILL, Is there a particle of any other evidence? 


Mr. CHEADLE, There can not be any evidence except his own 
statement. 
Mr. MORRILL. Why can he not show his condition before he went 


into the service and after he came out of it? 

Mr. STRUBLE. Has he made a personal statement? 

Mr. MORRILL. Was he an able-bodied man before he went into 
the service? 

Mr. CHEADLE. TI donot know; I did not live in that county at 
the time and can not state that fact. 

Mr. MATSON. I think I may safely say that there are no adverse 
reports from the Committee on Invalid Pensions if a favorable report 
can reasonably be made. 

Now, in this case I have no doubt that, as my colleague says, the 
claimant is a very worthy citizen and was avery good soldier. Ido not 
question that, though I do not know how long he served. I think my 
colleague did not state that fact. The main reason why an adverse re- 
port is made in this case is because he has never filed an application 
for pension in the Pension Office, because he has failed to follow the 
ordinary channelof thelaw. If Congress undertakes to grant pensions 
in all these cases upon original applications, they will increase the busi- 
ness of Congress very largely. There is no pretense on the part of my 
friend that this man can not show what his condition was when he 
came out of the service. 

He certainly could show if he was a sound man when he went into 
the service and could show whether he was a disabled man when he 
came out of the service. On that kind of proof thousands of pensions 
have been granted by the Pension Office; and there is no-reason why 
an exception should be made in the case of this man. Why should 


i 


and he says himself that after diligent inquiry he finds it is impos- 
sible to obtain the evidence of any of his comrades who know the facts. 

Mr. MATSON. Butby the statement of my colleague the very record 
itself shows that this man was discharged for disability. The law 
makes a prima facie presumption that he was sound when he went into 
the service, and here is a discharge which this man says he has show- 
ing that he was discharged for disability; yet he says that he does not 
want to go to the Pension Office even with a prima facie record, but 
comes here and asks Congress to select him out from all the other sol- 
diers and give him a pension without doing what we require all the 
other soldiers to do. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Ido not want to interfere in this matter, 
but on general principles here is a-case where a man for whose honor 
and uprightness his Representative in Congress vouches, who asserts 
that he has attempted to do just exactly what the Pension Office would 
require, to wit, to find the evidence of his comrades or officers, and that 
he can not doit. Now, it is not a very hard thing to imagine an old 
man out in Indiana who has lost all his relatives, who has drifted away 
from his comrades, and is, so to speak, isolated, and here is a man sev- 
enty-two years of age, in regard to whom we are asked to assume that 
he is committing perjury for this paltry pension—a man who has to go 
around holding himself together with a truss! Ido not believe it is 
such an extraordinary case that we can not do justice to it here. The 
trouble is that we do not do justice to the soldiers, and we need not be 
alarmed about making a mistake if it is on the right side. We know 
two things in this case; first, that the man was sound when he went 
into the service; and, second, that he is unsound now. 

Mr. KERR. How do you know that? 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. First by his own statement, and second 
by the statement of his Representative on this floor. 

Mr. KERR. Let him go and make his statement to the Commis- 
sioner of Pensions. ’ 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. He can just as well make it here. We 
have the power to pass laws here. That is what we are here for. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I am glad to be able to agree with our distin- 
guished chairman [Mr. Matson]. The Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions does not make unfavorable reports in cases that justify farorable 
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ones. There is one other thing which I think the chairman of the com- 
mittee forgot to state; that is, that there is a rule in the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions that they will not take action in cases that have not 
been submitted to the Pension Office where there is any reasonable 
ground for such submission. They absolutely refuse to give such a case 
consideration in the committee unless there be some special reason why 
it should not have been submitted to the Pension Office; or, if sub- 
mitted, why favorable action could not be obtained. This case comes 
under that rule of the committee, and I think they were justified in 
their action, and that this bill ought not to pass. 

Mr. STRUBLE. Has not that rule been followed by the committee 
in the action in this case? 

Mr. GALLINGER, It has. 

Mr. CHEADLE. One word more, Mr. Chairman. To-night, con- 
trary to the law of the land, a bill has been passed—I will not say 
how—to increase the pension of a widow from $50 to $100 amonth,and, 
after the technicalities of the law have been thus disregarded here, I 
appeal to the members of this committee to say whether, when a Rep- 
resentative upon this floor makes such a statement as I have made in 
regard to this case and when an old soldier, who was disabled in the 
service and who says that he is unable to make the technical proof that 
is required in the Pension Office, comes into this tribunal of the people 
and asks for a pension, his claim isto be disregarded? I want to see it 
this House, which has this very night increased a pension contrary to 
law, will deny a hearing to Joseph W. McConnell, an old man, seventy- 
two years of age, who must have been forty-five years old when the 
war broke out, and who is now an invalid as the result of his service, 
or whether they will say to the Commissioner of Pensions: ‘‘ Have this 
man examined and pension him according to the ratings of the law.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN. What motion does the gentleman submit? 

Mr. CHEADLE. That this bill be laid aside to be reported favor- 
ably, notwithstanding the adverse report of the committee. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. CHEADLE, it was not 
agreed to, there being—ayes 16, noes 23. 

The question then recurred on laying the bill aside to be reported to 
the House adversely; which was agreed to. 


JESSE M. STILWELL. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. 
R. 6371) granting a pension to Jesse M. Stilwell. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill has been reported from the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions adversely. 

oe CHEADLE. I ask that the bill be passed over, retaining its 
place. 

Mr. MATSON. I think I can please the gentleman better. I pro- 
pose to ask the House to pass this bill, notwithstanding the adverse 
report. I neglected to notify my colleague, as I intended to do, that 
the committee has reconsidered its report in this case, and now recom- 
mends favorable attion. 

Mr. CHEADLE, It is a meritorious case. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of tne Interior be, and is arab author- 
ized and instructed to place the name of Jesse M. Stilwell, of Lionsv: lie, Boone 
County, Indiana, late of Company A of the Seventieth Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teers, upon the pension-roll, at the rate of $16 a month, subject to the regulations 
of the Pension Department, 


The report (by Mr. Matson) was as follows: 


The decision in this case has also been affirmed by the President in a veto 
message recently sent to Congress, and the committee therefore submit an ad- 
verse report and recommend that the bill do lie upon the table. 

Mr. MATSON. This is a case where a man was injured while sit- 
ting in his tent. After he had come off guard duty and while he was 
en in preparing to go to bed—taking off his shoes—a comrade 
struck him without warning and without provocation. In the original 
examination of the case there seemed to be some circumstances point- 
ing in the direction of a quarrel, but after careful investigation I be- 
came satisfied there was nothing of that kind in the case, and so re- 
ported io the committee, which directed me to make a favorable report 
to the House. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

ADVERSE REPORTS, , 


Bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions adversely, were severally laid aside to be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that they be indefinitely postponed: 

A bill = sad granting a pension to John S. Coleman; 

A bill (S. 2447) granting a pension to Mary J. Goslee: 


A bill (S. 2330) granting increase of pension to William Gallagher; 

A bill (S. 776) granting an increase of pension to John Moore; and 

e bill (S. 2084) to restore to the pension-roll the name of Joseph 
WS. 2 

SUSAN SINGLETON. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
MATSON) was the bill (H. R. 9130) granting a pension to Susan Sin- 
gleton. : 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and ishereby, author- 
ized and directed to placeon the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and limi- 
tations of the pension laws, the name of Susan Singleton, dependent mother of 
Paay. P. Singleton, late a privatin Company H, Fifty-ninth Indiana Volun- 

eers, 

The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: 


Claimant was the ee heme mother of Dudley P. Singleton, a private of Com- 
pany H, Fifty-ninth Indiana Volunteers, who died in Memphis Hospital in Jan- 
uary, 1863, of measles contracted in the service and in line of duty, Claimant 
filed her application for pension as dependent mother March 5, 1879, which was 
rejected on the ground of nondependence at the time of soldier’s death. 

The evidence shows that the time the soldier died claimant's husband was 
possessed of a farm which was of little value, and that by reason of sickness 
from the date of his son’s death up until his own the value of his earnings per 
month could not exceed $5, and that the value of his property would not ex- 
ceed $300, and at bis death was divided among his heirs, and the value of 
the property of claimant would not exceed $250, 

There are many aftidavits of neighbors who have known the claimant for 
twenty years, who testify to her present helpless condition. Sheis now sixty-six 
years of age, broken in health, without any means of support, and requires the 
aid and attention of another person. 

Your committee believe the claim to be a meritorious one and recommend the 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
JULIA A. RHOADS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. BYNUM) 
was the bill (S. 842) granting a pension to Julia A. Rhoads, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and di to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Julia A. Rhoads, widow of 
James R. Rhoads, a soldier in the late war of the rebellion. 

The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: 


The claimant is the widow of James R. Rhodes, who was drafted some time 
in September, 1864, and reported at Camp Carrington, Indianapolis, where he 
remained some time. While there he was taken sick, asalleged, from exposure, 
which resulted in a severe cold and an affection of the kidneys. November 14, 
1804, he furnished a substitute and went home sick, where he remained under 
the care of a physician, when he died. 

He was never mustered into any company or iment, for the reason, prob- 
ably, that he was unable to do military duty for the causes above stated; but 
the records of the War Department show that he was drafted and furnished a 
substitute after he was prostrated by sickness. He was treated while in camp 
by a surgeon whose name is unknown; and Dr. Allen testifies that he was la- 
boring under disease of kidneys after his return home, and was treated therefor 
until hedied, He says “he became delirious and unconscious before death 
from uremic poison, and died from that cause, the result of disease of the kid- 
neys.” The marriage is fully proven; and it is shown that he was a man of 
good health before and at the time he was drafted into the service. 

We believe that the bill ought to pass, and therefore submit a favorable re- 


port. 
The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. y 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. MATSON. I move that the committee now rise. 

Mr. WISE. Iask the gentleman to yield a moment to me, 

Mr. MORRILL, Regular order. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MCMILLIN having resumed 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House, having had under consideration the special 
order, had directed him to report sundry bills with various recommen- 
dations. 

LOUISE PAUL. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I ask unanimous consent that the motion to re- 
consider and lay on the table the vote by which the bill of the Senate 
No. 749, granting a pension to Louise Paul, was passed be withdrawn. ' 

Mr. LAFFOON. LI object. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Then I want to say this—— 

Mr. MORRILL. Regular order. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Irise toaquestion of privilege. I have raised on 
a Friday night session the question of a quorum on this bill, and it 
went over to a full House. It was brought up and considered to-night 
when a quorum was not present. I desire this statement to go on 
record. 

BILLS PASSED. 


A ga pension to Nancy Baldwin; 
A bill (H. R. 3055) for the relief of A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt; 
A bill (H. R. 9363) granting a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey; 
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A bill (H. R. 9672) granting a pension to Eliza A. Williamson; 
A bill (H. R. 9263) granting a pension to Abraham J. Buckles; 
A bill aa R. 5153) granting a pension to John S. Bryant; 

A bill (H. R. 6371) granting a pension to Jesse M. Stillwell; and 

A bill (H. R. 9130) granting a pension to Susan Singleton. 

Bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of the 
Whole with amendments, were considered, the amendments adopted, 
and the bills asamended ordered to be en; and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, they were accordingly read the third time, and 

namely: 

A bill ie R. 5123) to increase the pension of Charles Ritchey; 

A bill (H. R. 2190) granting a pension to Jane Smaliridge; 

A bill ie R. 9830) for the relief of Lachlan H. McIntosh; and 

A bill (H. R. 9358) to increase the pension of Rosalie O’Sullivan. 


EMANUEL H. CUSTER. 


The bill (H. R. 9387) for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer, reported 
from the Committee of the Whole with the recommendation that the 
acy question be considered as ordered thereon, and that the bill 

fixed as a special order for consideration on the 26th instant, with 
the right of debate for fifteen minutes on each side, was considered, 
the recommendation concurred in, and the order made in accordance 
therewith. 
ADVERSE REPORT. 


The bill (H. R. 3544) granting a pension to Joseph W. McConnell, 
reported from the Committee of the Whole with an adverse recom- 
mendation, was ordered to be laid on the table. 

SENATE BILLS PASSED. 

Senate bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of 
the Whole without amendment, were severally considered, ordered to 
a third reading; and being read the third time, were passed, namely: 

A bill (S. 2105) granting an increase of pension to Joseph Verbisky; 

A bill (S. 692) granting an increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams; 

A bill (S, 2652) granting a pension to Gustave E. Peters; 

A bill (S. so granting a pension to Erastus B. Burnham; 

A bill (8. 1867) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary L. Ristine; 

A bill ts 1716) granting s pora to Mary L. Williams; 

A bill (S. 896) for the relief of Mrs. Louise Silvers; 

A bill (S. TA granting a pension to Mrs. Fredericka Hauser; 

A bill (S. 1884) granting a pension to Louise Provost; and 

A bill (S. 842) granting a pension to Julia A. Rhoads. 

The following Senate bills, reported from the Committee of the Whole 
with amendments, were considered, the amendments adopted, and the 
bills as amended ordered to a third reading; and being read the third 
time, were passed, namely: 

A bill (S. 2033) granting a pension to Joseph Wirth; 

A bill (S. E, granting a pension to Mercy A. Cutts; and 

A bill (S. 734) granting a pension to James Hale. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

The Committee of the Whole House was discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill (S. 1000) to increase the pension of certain 
soldiers who are utterly helpless from injuries received or diseases con- 
tracted while in the service of the United States; and the same was 

` referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 
BILLS REPORTED ADVERSELY. 

Senate bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of 
the Whole House with an adverse recommendation, were considered 
and ordered to be indefinitely postponed, namely: 

A bill (S. 1007) granting a pension to John S. Colman; 

A bill (S. 2447) granting a pensicn to Mary J. Goslee; 

A bill (S. 2330) granting an increase of pension to William Galla- 


er: 
A bill (8. 776) ting an increase of pension to John Moore; and 

A bill (S. 2084) to restore to the pension-roll the name of Joseph 
Lewi 


wis. 
Mr. MATSON moved to reconsider the several votes just taken; and 
also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 
* ‘The latter motion was agreed to. 
And then (the hour of 10 o’clock and 30 minutes having arrived) the 
Speaker pro tempore declared the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED, 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. J. A. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10911) granting a pension 
to Ira E. Baldwin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: A bill (H. R. 10912) granting a pension to 
Nancy P. Brown—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 10913) granting a pension to Will- 
iam H. Littel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 19914) granting á pension to John Lossing—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GAINES: A bill (H. R. 10915) for the relief of James D. 
Walthal—to the Committee on Claims. 


By Mr. LANDES: A bill (H. R. 10916) increasing the pension of 
James Gullett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. E. J. TURNER: A bill (H. R. 10917) granting a pension to 
Lorenzo D. Austin—to the Commiteee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PEEL: A bill (H. R. 10918) for the relief of the legal repre- 
sentatives of Jacob A. Meek—to the Committee on War Claims, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. C. L. ANDERSON: Petition of N. L. Charman, of Newton 
County, Mississippi, for the reference of his claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union, of Maine, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Committee on the Judiciary. S 

By Mr. C. R. BRECKINRIDGE: Memorial of E. G. Ferguson and 
86 others, of Woodruff County, Arkansas, for certain amendments to 
the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BUTTERWORTH: Petition of William Brownand 40 others, 
citizens of Morgan County, and of Jackson Grange, No. 341, of Allen 
County, Ohio, in favor of pure food—to the Committee on iculture. 

By Mr. CATCHINGS: Petition of John W. Cato, heir of John D. 
Cato, of Warren County, and of John L. Hyland, heir of W. 
S. Hyland, of Warren County, Mississippi, for the reference of their 
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ENLOE: Petition of Robert H. Chester, of Madison County; 
of John H. Moss, administrator of Willian Gordon, deceased, of Mad- 
ison County, and of William F. Brooks, administrator of William Brooks, 
deceased, of Henderson County, Tennessee, for reference of their claims 
to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ERMENTROUT: Memorial of E. A. Wells, of Reading, Pa., 
for payment to soldiers of the late war the difference between gold and 
greenbacks in their pay—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. FUNSTON: Petition of 46 citizens of the Second district or 
Kansas, for prohibition in the District of Columbia—to the Select Com- 
mittee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. GAINES: Petition of citizens of Dinwiddie County, Vir- 
ginia, for protection against fraudulent evasions of the interstate-com- 
merce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GLASS: Petition of the heir of John Childs, deceased, or 
Obion County, Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court ot 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims 

By Mr.GROSVENOR: Memorial of Local Assembly, No. 562, Knights 
of Labor, of Washington County, Ohio, for certain amendments to the 
interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. HATCH: Petition of citizens of Kirkville, Mo., in favor or 
House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of Oregon, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitution—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oregon, in favor of pure food—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HOOKER: Petition of J. B. Greaves, mayor of Edwards, 
Miss., and other citizens, for prohibition in the District of Coluambia— 
to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. T. D. JOHNSTON: Petition of Andrew J. Loflis, of Tran- 
sylvania County, North Carolina, for reference of his claim to the Court 
of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. i 

By Mr. LEE: Petition of James H. Clark, of Fairfax County, 
Virginia, for payment of his war claim—to the Committee on War 


By Mr. MORGAN: Petition of William L. Hawkins, of Tate County, 
and of William J. Hargiss, heir of James Hargiss, deceased, of Lafay- 
ette County, Mississippi, for the reference of their claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. PARKER: Resolutions of Grant Post, Grand Army of the 
Republic, of New York City, in favor of promoting Chief Engineer 
George Wallace Melville—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. : 

By Mr. PEEL: Petition of 48 citizens of the Sixth district of Arkan- 
sas, for prohibition in the District of Columbia—to the Select Commit- 
tee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. ROGERS: Petition of Margaret A. Singleton, wido of A. 
J. Singleton, of Franklin County, Arkansas, for reference of claim 
to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SNYDER: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of Virginia, for a prohibitory constitutional amendment—to the 
Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. J. D. STEWART: Petition of Mrs. G. G. Fisher, of Fulton 
County, Georgia, for reference of her claim to the Court of Claims—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of Samuel J. Lee and others, heirs of Samuel Lee, and 
of Samuel J. Lee, administrator of William C. Lee, of Henry County, 
and of John F, Morris and A. De Foor, executors of Christopher C. 
Morris, of Fulton County, Georgia, for reference of their claims to the 
Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 
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By Mr. STOCKDALE: Petition of Eliza L. Rivers, of Natchez, Ad- 
ams County, Mississippi, for reference of her claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TRACEY: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of New York, for a prohibitory amendment to the Constitu- 
tion—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. WARNER: Petition of C. V. Huff, of Knob Noster, Mo., 
relative to duty on dentists’ instruments, etc.—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WHEELER: Petition of R. S. Skelton, administrator estate 
of James T. Skelton, of Jackson County, and of Thomas M. Hobbs, of 
Limestone County, Alabama, for reference of their claims to the Court 
of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

The following petition for the proper protection of the Yellowstone 
National Park, as proposed in Senate bill 283, was received and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Public Lands: 

By Mr. HOLMAN: Of Boone and Crockett Club of New York. 


- 


SENATE. 
SATURDAY, July 21, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


CUSTOMS SERVICE EMPLOYES AT NEW YORK. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response toa 
resolution of May 1, 1888, papers containing certain information in re- 
lation to employés in the customs service at the port of New York; 
which, with the accompanying documents, was referred to the Select 
Committee to Examine into the Condition of the Civil Service, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 
The joint resolution (H. Res. 201) to correct an error in the act mak- 
ing an appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
ear ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes, was read twice by 
ts title, and referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 

Mr. DAVIS presented a petition of citizens of Blue Earth County, 
Minnesota, praying for the passage of certain amendments of the inter- 
state-commerce law; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. FRYE. I present the petition of L. H. Moulton and others— 
where they reside the petition does not indicate—praying for the pas- 
sage of certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law. I move 
the reference of the petition to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. EVARTS presented the petition of C. L. Saunders and 17 others, 
praying for the removal of the duty on tin-plate; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis; 

A bill (H. R. 8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the 

ion-roll; and = : 

A bill (H. R. 9314) granting a pension to Mrs, Judith Deig. 

Mr. VEST, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred 

` the bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
other purposes, reported it with amendments. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Chat- 
tahoochee River, in the State of Georgia, reported it with amendments. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across the Flint 
and Chattahoochee Rivers, reported it with amendments. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (H. 
R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Alabama 
River, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. BLAIR, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 4098) granting a pension to Eliza Trefren; 

A bill (H. R, E10} for the relief of Hannah H. Latham; 

A bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; and 

A bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. Chase. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FAULKNER introduced a bill (S. 3361) for the relief of George 
W. Graham; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 


Mr. GIBSON introduced a bill (S. 3362) to restore to the public do- 
main and to regulate the sale and disposition of certain lands east of 
the Mississippi River, in the State of Louisiana; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands. 

Healso introduced a bill (S. 3363) for the relief of Michael Loeb and 
Frederick Munzenheimer; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. EVARTS (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3364) to provide for 
an American register for the steamer Saginaw, of New York; which 
was read by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


AMENDMENTS TO CLAIMS BILL. 


Mr. GIBSON submitted two amendments intended to be proposed 
by bim to the bill (H. R. 2952) for the allowance of certain claims for 
stores and supplies taken and used by the United States Army, as re- 
ported by the Court of Claims under the provisions of the act of March 
3, 1883, known as the Bowman act; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. STEWART. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 3304) to prohibit the coming of Chinese laborers to 
the United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, If there is no further morning busi- 
ness, that order is closed. 

Mr. COCKRELL. The Calendar. 

Mr. SHERMAN. There is a bill on the Calendar which I should 
like to have It was reported with unanimity by the Committee 
on Finance. I refer to the bill (S. 1138) to reimburse the depositors of 
the Freedman’s Sayings and Trust Company for losses incurred by the 
failure of said company. 

Mr. COCKRELL. The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Beck] wanted 
to be here when that was considered. ; 

Mr. SHERMAN. Will the Senator send for him? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I will see if he is in the room of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. TheSenator from Nevada [Mr. STEW- 
ART] had previously submitted a motion. 

Mr. SHERMAN, I will let the motion be pending, and pass it over 
informally until the Senator from Kentucky comes in. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada first took 
the floor to move the consideration of the bill (S. 3304) to prohibit the 
coming of Chinese laborers to the United States. 

Mr. STEWART. I understand that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
TELLER] desires to go on with his speech on the fisheries treaty, and 
if that is the case I ask leave to withdraw my motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ohio, then, is rec- 
ognized by the Chair. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If the Senator from Colorado desires now to go 
on, I shal) withdraw my request. 

Mr. TELLER. I am willing to have the bill considered if it does 
not lead to debate. 

Mr. DAWES. While the Senator from Ohio is sending for the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky I should like to call up a matter. 

Mr. COCKRELL. The Senator from Kentucky will be here in a 
minute. 

Mr. STEWART. If other business is to go on, I shall insist on my 
motion to proceed with Senate bill 3304. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I do not want to yield the Freedman’s Bank bill, 
as the Senator from Kentucky will be here in a moment. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The motion of the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. STEWART] has priority. 

Mr. SHERMAN. All right, then. 

Mr. HOAR. What has become of the fisheries treaty ? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The treaty is pending before the 
Senate in open executive session whenever itis moved. Does the Sen- 
ator from Nevada yield ? 

Mr. STEWART. No, I ask that Senate bill 3304 be taken up. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. TheSenator from Nevada moves that 
the Senate proceed. to the consideration of the bill (S. 3304) to prohibit 
the coming of Chinese laborers to the United States. 

Mr. HOAR. A motion to go into open executive session is in order ? 

Mr. DAWES. Iask the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] to 
give way for that motion. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Has the Senator from Alabama the floor? 

Mr. MORGAN. Ihave on the business that is now about to be 
taken up by the Senate. j 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is not debatable under 
the rules. The Senator can proceed by unanimous consent. 

Mr. DAWES. Does a motion to go into executive session on the 
treaty take precedence of the motion of the Senator from Nevada? 

The PRESIDENT pro iempore. Such a motion has not yet been 
made. 

Mr. DAWES. I make the motion, if it will take precedence. 

I did not rise to 


Mr. MORGAN. The Chair anticipated my desire. 
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debate the motion. I suppose the business that is now proposed to be 
taken up is the ar business of the Senate at 2 o’clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Itis. ‘The unfinished business at 
2 o'clock would be the bill now moved by the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. DAWES. I make the motion—— 

Mr. MORGAN. I wish to make an inquiry of the Chair. 

Mr. PLATT. Is not the unfinished business the bill (S. 12) to pro- 
vide for the formation and admission into the Union of the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair was mistaken. Senate 
bill No. 12 was laid aside informally and therefore its consideration 
was resumed at the close of yesterday’s session, and that will be the 
unfinished business at 2 o’clock to-day. 

Mr. DAWES. I make the motion that we proceed to the consider- 
ation of executive business on the treaty in open session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the resolutions 
offered by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] and the fisheries 
treaty in open executive session. ` 

Mr. VOORHEES. The Senator from Massachusetts, I think, will 
concur with me in asking for a few minutes of executive session with 
closed doors. There is a matter that calls for attention, and I there- 
fore make that request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts modify his motion? 

Mr. DAWES. Ido. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Dawes] moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consid- 
eration of executive business. After four minutes spent in executive 
session the doors were reopened. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had concurred in the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9859) making appro- 

riations for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain pub- 
ic works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes. 

oe also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ing bills: 

A bill (S. 692) granting an increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams; 

A bill is 749) granting a pension to Louise Paul; 

A bill (8. 842) granting a pension to Julia A. Rhoads; 

A bill (S. 896) for the relief of Mrs. Louise Silvers; 

A bill (S. 1110) granting a pension to Mrs. Fredericka Hauser; 
A bill (S, 1629) granting a pension to Erastus B. Burnham; 

A bill (S. 1716) granting a pension to Mary L. Williams; 

A bill (S. 1867) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary L, Ristine; 
A bill (8. a granting a pension to Louise Provost; 
A bill (s. 2105) granting an increase of pension to Joseph Verbisky; 
and 

A bill (S. 2652) granting a pension to Gustave E. Peters. 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing bills with amendments; in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

A bill (S. 1734) granting a pension to James Hale; 

A bill (S. 888) granting a pension to Mercy A, Cutts; 

A bill (S. 1450) for the relief of Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell; and 

A bill (S. 2033) granting a pension to Joseph Wirth. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2972) authorizing the 
President to appoint and retire Alfred Pleasonton, with the rank and 

le of colonel, agreed to the conference asked by the Senate on the 

ill and amendments, and had appointed Mr. HOOKER, Mr. TOWN- 

SHEND, and Mr. GEAR managers at the conference on the part of the 
House. 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 2579) authorizing the President to appoint and retire 
Andrew J. Smith, late colonel of the Seventh United States Cavalry 
anda or-general of volunteers; and > 

A bill (H. R. 9396) for the relief of General William F. Smith. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


‘The message alsoannounced that the Speaker of the House had signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; and they were there- 


npon signed by the President pro tempore: 
A bill (S. 431) grantinga pension to Emma S. Free, widow of Thomas 
8. late major of the United States Army; 


A bill (H. R. 3008) for the relief of P, A. Leatherbury; 
A bill (H. R. 6153) to authorize condemnation of land for sites of 
public buildings, and for other purposes; 


A bill (H. R. 8180) to regulate the liens of judgments and decrees of 
the courts of the United States; 
p A po R. 8183) for the erection of a public building at Opelousas, 
4a. 3 An 
Joint resolution (H. Res. 103) authorizing and directing the Depart- 
ment of Justice to transfer certain rooms which have been occupied by 
the United States courts and officials, to the city of Utica, N. Y. 


FREEDMAN’S SAVINGS AND TRUST COMPANY. 


Mr. SHERMAN. If the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] will 
allow me, I ask the unanimous consent of the Senate that we may pro- 
ceed to consider and finish the bill (S. 1138) to reimburse the deposit- 
ors of the Freedman’s Savings and Trust Company for losses incurred 
by the failure of said company. The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BECK] is present, and says he is in favor of the bill. It will take but 
a moment, I think, to pass it. 

Mr. TELLER. I have no objection unless it leads to debate. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If it leads to debate, or if any Senator objects to 
the passage of the bill, modified as it is, I shall not press it now. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. We are in executive session, I believe, Mr. Presi- 
dent, with open doors. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It can be done by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, It creates great embarrassment in 
journalizing to have these irregular proceedings in open executive ses- 
sion or closed executive session. If there be no objection, the Chair 
will hold that there is unanimous consent given for the consideration 
of legislative business, and the Senator from Ohio will be recognized. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Subject to a call for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Subject to a call for the regular 
order. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1138) to reimburse the depositors of the Freedman’s 
Savings and Trust Company for losses incurred by the failure of said 
company. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Finance with amendments. 

The first amendment was, in line 11, after the word ‘‘ representatives, ’? 
to insert ‘‘as hereinafter provided;’’ so as to read: 

That the commissioner of the Freedman's Savings and Trust Company, and 
his successors in office, be, and the same are hereby, authorized and directed to 
pay, or cause to be paid, under such regulations as said commissioner, with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall prescribe, to all depositors of the 
Freedman’s Savings and Trust Com y whose accounts have n properly 
verified and balanced under existing laws, or to their legal representatives, as 
hereinafter provided, a sum of money equal to the verified nees due said 
depositors from said company at the time of its failure, less the amount of divi- 
dends which have been or may be declared from the assets of said company, 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. [should like to be informed alittle abont this bill. 
Who is ‘‘ the commissioner of the Freedman’s Savings and Trust Com- 

9)? = 
i SHERMAN. The Comptroller of the Currency is that officer. 
There was formerly an independent officer; Mr. Leopold held the office; 
but those duties have been imposed on the Comptroller of the Currency 
for a number of years. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. So I supposed; but my doubt was whether the 
Comptroller of the Currency is the commissioner or whether the duty 
of the commissioner has merely been transferred to him. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Itisso understood. The bill was framed in the 
Treasury Department. 

Mr. BECK. A report was made to us which shows that the Comp- 
troller of the Currency is the commissioner and was made so by law. 
I have sent for the report and will get it in a few minutes. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. If made so by law, then the phraseology of the 
bill is probably right; but if the duties of commissioner were merely 
transferred to him as Comptroller of the Currency, then the language 
of the bill does not appear to be adequate to the purpose. The first 
two lines of it are probably right as they are, because it takes in ` the 
commissioner of the Freedman’s Savings and Trust Company and his 
successors in oflice;’’? but the next provision is confined entirely to the 
action of the commissioner himself, and it depends upon the precise 
nature of his office, Ido not want to interfere with the passage of the 
bill. 


Mr. SHERMAN. That duty was conferred upon him by law. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. ‘Theduties were conferred upon him, but the point 
is as to the title. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The bill was prepared in the Treasury Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. ‘The Senator in charge of the bill says that the 


Comptroller of the Currency is the commissioner of the Freedman’s 
Savings and Trust Company, so that I have nothing further to say on 
that point. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment will be stated. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in line 16, 
after the word ‘‘million,’’ to strike out ‘‘ two hundred thousand;’’ and 
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in line 26, after the word ‘‘representatives,’”’ to insert ‘‘as hereinafter 
provided;’’ so as to read: 


And for this purpose the sum of $1,000,000, or so much thereof as may be nec- 
essary, is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury of the United 
States not otherwise appropriated, sai ount to be placed in the Treasury to 
the credit of said commissioner by the Secretary of the Treasury for the pur- 
poses in this act specified, but no part of the money hereby LY geisha red shall 

paid to any assignee of any such depositors,and the benefit and relief pro- 
vided by this act shall extend only to those depositors in whose favor such bal- 
ances have been properly verified, and to their heirs and legal representatives, 
as hereinafter provided. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was to add to the bill: 


No payment shall be made under the provisions of this act to any person with- 
out the commissioners being first satisfied that the person receiving the same is 
the original depositor, entitled to the same under the provisions of this act, or 
the widow, children, or dchildren, if there be any; if not, then to the father 
or mother, if any; and if not, then to the brothers and sisters, if any,and none 
other shall inherit. The money herein appropriated shall be applied only to 
the payment of the claims of such persons in whole or in part of African de- 
as whose accounts have been properly verified and balanced under existing 

ws. 


Mr. EDMUNDS. Ishouid be glad to be informed why this race 
distinction is made in the amendment. there was a lawful de- 
positor who can not prove that he or she in whole or in part was of 
African descent, why should a discrimination be made against him? 

Mr. SHERMAN. ‘The answer is that the law itself which created 
this institution made the distinction. No one really is entitled to the 
benefits of the law, and no one was entitled to deposit money in the 
Freedman’s Bank by express provision except he was of African descent. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Then, in order to get rid of the ‘‘race’’ business, 
and still cover the point of the Senator so as to give the money only 
to those who were lawful depositors, I move to amend the amendment 
in line 34, by inserting before the word ‘‘original’’ the word ‘‘law- 
ful,” so that it will only cover those who were entitled to deposit in 
the bank. Then I shall move to strike out the words in line 40, ‘‘in 
whole or in part of African descent.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Before submitting that question the 
Chair will ask the Senator from Ohio whether the word ‘* commission- 
ers,” at the end of line 32, should be in the singular or plural? 

Mr. EDMUNDS. It should be in the ive case. 

Mr. SHERMAN. That amendment was prepared by the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Vest]. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. It isa mere misprint in point of punctuation. 
It is printed in the plural, ‘‘commissioners.’’ It is intended to be in 
the possessive case, so as to read ‘‘ without the commissioner” or 
‘*commissioner’s being first satisfied.” ‘‘Commissioner’’ would be 
the best form of the word. It is a typographical mistake. 

a PRESIDENT pro tempore. The typographical change will be 
made. 

Mr. SHERMAN. As to the language of the original law, the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky, I think, has that before him. 

Mr. BECK. No, I think not. I sent for it, but received a general 
statement without the law. 

Mr.SHERMAN. The original act limited the benefits of the Freed- 
man’s Savings and Trust Company to persons of African descent. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I take that for granted, and accordingly move to 
reach that point of only paying the lawful depositors by putting in the 
word “‘lawful’’ before “‘original.’? If that is agreed to, I shall then 
move to strike out the words ‘‘in whole or in partof African descent,” 
and that will give the lawful depositors who make proof the money. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Vermont to the amendment of the Committee on Finance 
will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. At the beginning of line 34 insert the word ‘“‘law- 
ful,” so as to read: 

Without the commissioner being first satisfied that the person receiving the 
same is the lawful original depositor. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment proposed by 
he Senator from Vermont to the amendment of the Committee will 

stated. 

The SECRETARY. In line 40, after the word ‘‘persons,’’ strike out 
the words ‘‘in whole or in part of African descent;’’ so as to read: 

The money herein appropriated shall be applied only to the payment of the 
claims of such persons whose accounts have been properly verified and balanced 
under existing laws. 

Mr. BECK. I hope those words will not be stricken out, if for no 
other purpose than to make it perfectly certain what is the intention 
of the proposed law. The original act limited depositors to persons of 
African descent, and so did one or two amendments of that act which 
were afterwards made. Subsequently a number of white men became 
depositors and ran the bank, and ran it to destruction, which is at the 
bottom of all the trouble we are now in. 

If the words “‘in whole or in part of African descent” be stricken 
out and the phrase “‘lawful depositor’’ retained, it will be a question 
whether the very men who broughtall the trouble upon the bank, who 
were themselves the principal beneficiaries, while the original colored 
depositors were ruined and only got 62 per cent. of the whole, will not 
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insist that they, too, having balanced their books with two-thirds of 
the whole amount outstanding, shall be the principal beneficiaries. 

The committee were endeavoring to guard against that by inserting 
these words at the suggestion of Mr. Trenholm himself, who is the 
commissioner, as shown by his statement, so as to limit it strictly to 
the purpose of the original law and to the only persons to whom we 
are bound to make it good. 

The only reason why the United States is in equity bound to make 
good the deposits is because those colored people believed that it was 
a Government institution, managed by Government officers, and run 
for their benefit. Their money was deposited upon the faith of that, 
and as they have lost, none of them being very large depositors, indeed 
all very small, perhaps $50 being away above the average, the white 
men should not by any construction or misconstruction of the law be 
entitled to set up their claims. We make it good to the colored peo- 
ple and then we have done our duty. ; 

The bill as amended is drawn so as to meot the views of the com- 
missioner, and the committee were very careful in endeavoring to limit 
it to the proper beneficiaries and to extend it no further. Striking 
out those words which have been inserted would beyond all question 
cause all the white depositors to claim that they come in under the bill, 
which we did not intend should be the case. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] to the 
amendment of the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. HOAR. I eail for the regular order. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I have done my duty. 

Mr. HOAR. I waive the call. I understood there was to be a di- 
vision, and I thought that that would be in contravention of the spirit 
of the arrangement under which the bill was taken up. I withdraw 
the demand for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Vermont to the amendment 
of the Committee on Finance. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring in the 
amendments made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. VANCE. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the author 
of the bill what distinguishes this from any other banking institution 
of the country? If we pay the depositors of this institution for the 
losses that they have incurred by the failure of the institution, why 
should we not pay all other depositors of all other banking institutions 
chartered under the authority of the United States? 

I confess, sir, that I can see no reason for it, and before I vote upon 
the bill. disposing of over a million dollars of money to make good the 
defalcations of some dishonest men connected with this institution, I 
should be glad to have a reason given to me for a vote in its favor. 

Mr. SHERMAN. That reason has been given so often to the Senator 
in committee and in the Senate that the Senator wili pardon me for 
not repeating it. The reasons have been given as growing out of the 
peculiar institution and the peculiar circumstances connected with the 
institution. It is not necessary to repeat them here. 

Mr. VANCE. I have not received the answer to my question that I 
expected and hoped that I would get. The Senator contents himself 
by saying that the reasons have been given so often in committee that 
he declines to give them publicly. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The Senator does not quite quote what I said. I 
said they have been given so often in committee and in the Senate that 
it is not necessary to repeat them. When this subject was discussed 
the other day by the Senate there were quite a number of gentlemen 
on that side of the Chamber and on this side who gave reasons why the 
bill should pass, although it would not be a good rule for us to pay all 
depositors of broken national banks. 

Mr. VANCE. Iwas not present when the discussion was had in the 
Senate. I was not aware that one had taken place. 

The liar circumstances seem to be that the colored people were 
the wards of tht nation, I suppose, and that they were led to believe 
that this was a Government institution managed by Government officers, 
and that the faith of the Government was pledged to make good their 
deposits, and to see that they were properly treated, etc. 

The kindest and the best thing that can be done with the colored 
race in this country is to teach them to depend upon themselves. The 
ward business began ata very early period. It is time that they should 
either be the wards of the nation or that they should be independent 
freemen, learning to depend upon themselves and not to depend upon 
the Government—one or the other. : 

As wards itis assumed that these persons were so ignorant that they 
did not know the risk they were running when they deposited their 
money in a chartered institution; that they believed, in their trusting 
and implicit ignorance, that they were to be taken care of by the faith 
of the nation, and that everything that had the Government of the 
United States attached to it meant a solemn guaranty to them of their 
rights and privileges and property, ete. 

That has all gone by, sir, and at the same time that we are now 
asked, in consideration of their ignorant condition, their condition of 
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inchoate citizenship, to make good all the losses incurred in this bank, 
they wereas freemen thought to be wise enough and statesmanlike enough 
and freemen enough to intrust with the destinies of whole States in 
this country, to take charge of the laws, the property, the rights, the 
liberties and the civilization of my State for one, and of many others, 
and were placed over the heads of the white people in those govern- 


ments, It they were able and sufficiently enlightened to take charge 
of the destinies of a free, civilized Commonwealth, surely they were 
able to deposit their money in a banking institution and to take the 
risks there like any one else. 

To hold them as wards wherever a defalcation of a bank is to be made 
good, and to hold them as enlightened and civilized freemen wherever 
a political purpose is to be maintained by giving them full charge of a 
whole State and its destinies, I think is entirely inconsistent. 

When this bill was introduced it contained a general provision to 
make good all the depositors who had not been satisfied by the assets 
of the bank. It turned out that quite a number of those depositors 
were white people. Now, the bill is amended so as to strike them ont, 
and we are absolutely to make a distinction in violation of the Consti- 
tution of the United States, which says that no distinction shall be 
made on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude. We 
are to pay the colored man all that he was robbed of by the officers of 
this bank, and the white man is to look out for himself and gets noth- 
ing because he should have known better. 

Sir, the whole business is wrong. These colored people must learn 
to distinguish in their business risks just as the white people have 
learned to distinguish. ‘They must learn the great truth that every 
man who calls himself a philanthropist and friend of the colored man 
is not necessarily so, and that the louder in fact he talks philanthropy 
and love of them the more likely he is to`steal what they intrust to 
him. They have that lesson to learn. If one is to be paid Iam in 
favor of paying the other. There is no justice in any other course. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Will the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments made as in Committee of the Whole? 

The amendments were concurred in. 

‘The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, and it was 
read the third time. 
= Mr. VANCE. Let us have the yeas and nays on the passage of the 

ill. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If the Senator wants the yeas and nays I would 
rather that the bill should go over until Monday. I am afraid too 
many Senators are absent. Ihope the Senator will withdraw the de- 
mand and let the bill take its course. 

Mr. VANCE. I have no objection to withdrawing the demand for 
the yeas and nays. I supposed thata quorum was present. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I doubt very much whether there is a quorum, 
on account of the number of pairs. There is more than a quorum 
present in the Senate, for I have counted, but on account of the pairs 
and so = there might be difficulty in getting a quorum on the call 
of the roll. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Shall the bill pass? 

The bill was passed. 


PUBLIC BUILDING IN CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. FARWELL. Iask unanimous consent to have considered at this 
time the bill (S. 1465) for the erection of a public building in the city 
of Chicago, Ill. It will provoke no discussion, and will not take more 
than a minute. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
TELLER] being entitled to the floor, is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill indicated by the Senator from Illinois ? 

Mr. TELLER. I do not object, unless it leads to debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read at length. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Subject to a call for the regular order. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the sum of $200,000, or so much thereof as may be nec- 
Tithe AA ok A OARA a Uns PAS or ANE sion the 
lot, already owned by the United tates of peared tg on theeorner or Hamson 
and Sherman streets, in the said city of Chicago,a Government building, to be 
used as an appraiser’s warehouse and for other offices required by the officers 
or agents of the United States of America in said city of Chicago. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CONSIDERATION OF BRIDGE BILLS. 


Mr. MANDERSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I merely wish to make a request. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I withdraw the call for a moment. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I simply desire to make a request for unani- 
mous consent, There are on the Calendar a number of bridge 
bills, mostly House bills, favorably reported by the Committee on Com- 
merce. I know that in the case of several bridges that span the Mis- 
souri Rivyer, on the boundary of my own State, it is im t that 
those bills should become laws at the earliest day, so as to get the ad- 


vantage of this season for construction. I ask unanimous consent that 
at the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
TELLER] those bills shall be taken up in their order and receive the 
consideration of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.~ The Senator from Nebraska asks 
unanimous consent that at the conclusion of the observations of the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] on the fisheries treaty the Sen- 
ate proceed to consider the bridge bills favorably reported upon the 
Calendar. Is there objection? : i 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I suppose those bills will be subject to ob- 
jection ? . 

Mr. MANDERSON. Certainly; that would be understood. They 
will be under the eighth rule and subject to objection. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Under Rule VIII. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Iask for unanimous consent for the proposi- 
tion I have made. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands there is no 
a to the request of the Senator from Nebraska, and it is so 


ered. 
Mr. EDMUNDS. The bills being subject to objection under Rule 
y I I I i 


PUBLIC BUILDINGS AT CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. VEST. I rise to enter a motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill for the erection of a public building at Chicago just passed. 
I must make the confession that I have no recollection that I con- 
sented to the passage of this bill, except in an informal sort of way. 
There has been no meeting of the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds for some time, the chairman being absentin Európe; and the 
custom has grown ap of asking Senators on the floor if they will agree 
to report certain bills, and, as I am a very good-natured gentleman, I 
suppose I consented; but I notice that this bill has none of the re- 
strictions and safeguards which are usually put in such bills. 

Mr. FARWELL. What bill is the Senator speaking of? : 

Mr. VEST. The bill for the erection ofa public building in the city 
of Chicago which we have just passed. 

Mr. FARWELL. I can explain itin a moment. 

Mr. VEST. I have no doubt the object is entirely a proper one and 
that the building ought to be erected, but we have certain rules in the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds which restrict the erec- 
tion of these buildings. There is no provision here that this shall be 
done according to the plans of the Supervising Architect of the Treas- 
ury Department; there is no provision that a certain space shall be left 
between this and other buildings, which we always require in the in- 
terest of the United States so as to protect the building from fire, 

Mr. FARWELL. Thatisall provided for in this case by Mr. Freret. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. It ought to be in the bill. 

Mr. VEST. It is not in the bill; and according to the rule of our 
committee we require those limitations. They are absolutely neces- 

We can not trust these matters to any public architect, no mat- 
ter how worthy a person he is, and we have never done so. I do not 
want to obstruct the bill, except that I suggest to my friend that the 
bill be reconstructed. 

The PRESIDENT proiempore. Does the Senator from Missouri enter 
a motion to reconsider? 

‘ Mr. VEST. Ienter a motion to reconsider, and then we can fix the 
ill up. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill (S. 1465) for the erection of a public building in the 
city of Chicago, D., was passed, will be entered. 


RIVER AND HARBOR BILL. 


Mr, DOLPH. Isa conference report in order, Mr. President ? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Conference reports are privileged. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. Before I call for the regular order, I move that 
that conference report be printed so that we can see exactly what it is. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not know to what 
conference report the Senator from Vermont refers. The title of the 
bill on which the conference report submitted by the Senator from 
Oregon is made will be reported by the Secretary. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9859) making appro- 
priations for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vermont moves 
that this report be printed. 
The motion was agreed to. š 
_ THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there beno further morning busi- 
ness, the Senateresumes theconsideration, by unanimous consent, of the 
fisheries treaty as in open executive session. The Senator from Colorado 
is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I congratulate the Senate and I con- 
gratulate the country that we approach the discussion of this case from 
what I consider a proper business standpoint; that we are discussing 
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this question in the presence of the whole American people; that we, 
the agents of the people, are giving our reasons for and against this 
treaty, the reasons thatshall govern our votes, in their hearing, and in 
so doing we are recognizing our obligation to them. 

The Seats who have favored this treaty have, withont exception I 
believe in this discussion, alluded to the fact that we had taken, or 
were taking, into our councils not only the American people, but all 
the people of Great Britain interested in this subject, and the Senators 
who have favored by their speeches in this Chamber the ratification of 
this treaty have been pronounced in their opinion that such discussion 
in open session was contrary to the great interests of the American 
people. They have putit, i suppose, on the ground that we are noti- 
fying the English Government of the weakness of our case. The Presi- 
dent of the United States notified the people of Great Britain of the 
weakness of our case in his message to the Senate. The Secretary 
of State, in his communication to the President and in his public 
utterances made from time to time, either by letter or in public 
speeches, or in interviews through the newspapers, has given the En- 
glish-speaking people of the world to understand that this treaty is 
more than we are entitled to under the convention of 1818. Sir,when 
the English people and the American people shall attempt to negotiate 
another convention, they will not refer to the speeches made in this 
Chamber in support of the proposition that the offers made in this 
treaty are all that we are entitled to and nore, but they will recur to 
the official language of the Executive of the nation, to the official lan- 
guage of the Secretary of State; and itis folly to say that this treaty 
can not be discussed in the open Senate by the American Senate for 
fear that our atterances will be used against this Government here- 
after when the Executive and the Department of the Government 
charged with this branch of the public service have heen so free with 
their utterances, both official and otherwise. 

I notice, I think, that every Senator who approaches this subject 
from the other side has declared his objection to its discussion in pub- 
lic. I notice also that every Senator who has approached the subject 
from that side at least has declared that inasmuch as the discussion 
was to be in open Senate it should be free and it should be full, and 
that so far as he was concerned there should be no withholding from 
the public and from the world the views that were entertained of this 
subject; and yet when we have got these declarations of the several 
Senators who have addressed the Senate we have discovered nothing 
that might not have been proclaimed from the honsetops. We have 
heard nothing that the President had not already said; we have heard 
nothing that the Secretary of State had not said; we have heard noth- 
ing that had not been said by the public press of the Democratic party 
in defense of this treaty. ` 

So, Mr, President, after all, while I admit that this case is sui. generis, 
while I admit that it does not stand in its relations to a public discus- 
sion on the same basis with some of the treaties we make, while I ad- 
mit that there are reasons for the public discussion of this treaty that 
do not exist as to all others, I think it may be said that this instance 
has demonstrated at least that no danger will come to the Republic by 
an open discussion of a treaty in the United States Senate in the pres- 
ence of the sixty-odd millions of American people. It has been dis- 
cussed in Great Britain; it has been discussed in Canada; it has been 
ratified, I understand, by the Canadian government, ratified and ap- 
proved by the British Government. 

I believe I will mention the fact, as my attention is called toit by the 
Senator from Vermont who sits in front of me [Mr. EDMUNDS], that it 
had the unanimous approval when the vote was taken of the ian 
Parliament. I have not been informed and am notable tostate because 
I do not know and have not heard of any objection to this treaty that 
was made in the British Parliament. 

The Senator who first addressed the Senate on this subject on the 
other side was free to talk about the influence of caucus. He told us 
that there was a caucus combination to bring the Senate first to reject 
the treaty and then to consider it inopensession. Now, I venture tosay 
that neither the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] nor any other 
Senator can point to a Senator on this side of the Chamber who has 
ever at any time given any intimation that he proposed to support 
this treaty; and inasmuch as this question of caucus domination and 
caucus control has been freely discussed by at least three Senators on 
the other side, I propose to say that that point was never discussed in 
our caucus. The Republican party, indeed, were against this treaty 
from its very first publication. 

I may say more, that a great many Senators sitting on the other side 
of the Chamber were likewise against it at its first publication. The 
Republican Senators, I say, without exception were against it, and a 
very respectable number of the Senators on the otherside were against it. 

I understand that the Senators on the other side also caucused about 
this matter. They caucused as to whether they would discuss it in 
open session, and I believe a very considerable number of them advo- 
cated in caucus and voted in cancus—as we were told by a Democratic 
Senator in executive session, the proceedings of which have been made 
public, and of which I have a right to speak—in favor of its discussion 
in the open Senate. 

A Senator in my hearing suggests that it is safe to say that two- 


thirds of the American Senate were opposed to this treaty. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I said in executive session, and I repeatit here, thatif this treaty 
had come from a Republican administration I do not believe there is 
a Republican on this side of the Chamber who would have supported 
it, and I know that there is not a Democrat on that side of the Cham- 
ber who would have supported it if it had notcome froma Democratic 
administration; and I know more than that, that there is not any con- 
siderable number of Senators on that side of the Chamber who would 
have supported this treaty but for the fact that the power of the Ad- 
ministration was bronght upon that body to compel support of this 
treaty. 

It any Senator desires proof that the Administration is the active 
propagandist of this treaty, I will furnish it. If not, I think I can rest 
upon the general assertion. Surely when you see the Secretary of 
State writing letters for publication, when you see the members of this 
commission, who were connected with the Administration, making pub- 
lic addresses in its defense and support, when you find the Secretary 
of State submitting to newspaper interviews in order that he may give 
the public his views of this treaty, I do not need to go to further proof 
to show that the whole force of this Administration has been brought 
to bear to compel the Democratic Senators and the Democratic party 
to aceept this as a Democratic measure. 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] attempted to give a his- 
tory of the way in which this treaty came into open session. Now, I 
may say in the presence of my fellow-Senators of my side, that I was 
perhaps as active as any man on our side in bringing this question before 
the open Senate, and I think I am not mistaken as to how this matter 
stood. The Senator from Alabama said, as I recollect, that there had 
been originally forty-one votes in favor of its discussion in secret, and 
three only in favor of its discussion in the open Senate, the three con- 
sisting of the Senator who sits on my left, from Massachusetts [ Mr. 
Dawes], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. SHERMAN], and myself. No 
member of the Senate has forgotten that when that proposition came 
before the Senate in secret session the Senator from Alabama declared 
in substance that if this treaty was to be attacked by the Kepublican 
Senators as a treaty as a whole, without amendment, he was in favor of 
its discussion in open Senate. I would say that there were several 
Senators, including the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. PLATT], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RIDDLEBERGER], the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MITCHELL], and others, who had always voted in favor of open 
sessions who were not here when that vote was taken. I willsay further 
that when the Republican caucus voted upon this question there were 
only three men in it who voted against the open discussion of this treaty. 

I know that several of the Senators put it upon the ground that the 


case was sui generis, I know several of them reserved for themselves . 


the right to insist that this was not a precedent binding on them in 
the fature. But upon this question we were practically unanimous. 
The Senator knows very well, as do all the Senators who were in that 
executive session, that that vote was not a test whether this treaty 
should be discussed in open session or not. He knows very well that 
the Democratie side of the Senate were presented to us in the attitude 
of being ready to go into open executive session if we did not propose 
to amend the treaty. He knows it was said thenand there by a num- 
ber of Senators on this side that the treaty was of such a character that 
no amendment could be properly made to it, I myself saying in execu- 
tive session that it was a treaty unfit to be amended, and incapable of 
being amended to be consistent and harmonious with the purpose and 
object declared by the State Department.’ So, Mr. President, the Re- 
publican Senators are not in condition to be criticised or castigated on 
this account, 

Then came later the vote in executive session by which practicall 
the whole matter wasdecided by the Senator from Maine [Mr. Binet 
When that vote was taken, at least six men on the other side of the 
Chamber voted with us for an open session. When they saw that the 
Republicans meant open session (which they did not believe before), 
then these six withdrew their votes before the result was announced. 
Included in that number are some of the Senators who are to-day criti- 
cising us for discussing this question in open Senate. 

So, Mr. President, we are here to discuss this question as I believe 
all questions of this kind ought to be discussed, where we can face the 
sentiment of the American people; and since the discussion has begun 
I believe there has been practically but ono sentiment in the country 
upon this treaty. Although the attempt has been made by the Ad- 
ministration to commit the Democratic party to it, it has met with 
very little success, for with the exception perhaps of a few persons in 
pene sections, there has been no interest in its ratification expressed 
by anybody. f 3 

The question of our fishery rights on the northern coast is not a small 
question, and itis not a local question. The people of Colorado who 
never avail themselves of these rights have as much interest in them 
in one sense as the people of Maine, Massachusetts, or any of the New 
England States. So far as they concern our honor, our dignity, and 
our rights they have the same interest in them as any other citizens 
can have, although they may have a pecuniary benefitin the use of the 
property belonging to the United States, for that is what this fishery 
claim is, 
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We in the Western country would not be willing that the United 
States should part with its rights and its privileges because we receive 
no pecuniary benefit. because we can not start out fishing smacks and 
fishing fleets. Ifthe fishery is aright that belongs to the people of the 
United States we want it maintained, and we are in favor of its main- 
tenance. as we are in favor of maintaining every other right. 

We recognize the fact that when the treaty of 1783 was made there 
were three things that stood out paramount in that treaty. First, our 
independence; second, the establishment of our boundaries; and third, 
and not least closely connected therewith, our fishery rights; and we 
should as quickly think of surrendering a portion of the State of Maine 
at the dictation or the bidding of British greed as we would think ot 
surrendering a single foot of fishing ground that properly belongs to 
the nation. And I am glad to say that we do not belong to the class 
of men who purchase peace by the surrender of that which is unques- 
tionably ours. Willing always as we are, as are all the American peo- 
ple, to concede questions of doubtful authority, of a doubtful character, 
we are never to be intimidated by threats of war or suggestions of diff- 
culties that will be incurred in the maintenance of that which we all 
agree rightfully belongs to us. 

Mr. President, Great Britain might call upon us to surrender a piece 
of Maine that would be so small and so worthless as to be insignificant 
in comparison with the great cost it would be to us to insist upon our 
rights by war, and yet is there anywhere in this country a citizen so 
mean and of so little spirit that he would surrender an acre of the 
rocks of New England at the demand of Great Britain or of all -the 
world? And if so, why should we surrender that which is of equal 
value and the surrender of which would be equal degradation and dis- 

ce? 

Mr. President, we came to these fishery rights exactly as we came to 
our boundary rights, exactly as we came to our territorial boundaries, 
exactly as we came to our independence. It has been said again and 
again that there is not a rod of that country that our ancestors had not 
fought for. If Great Britain succeeded in dominating that northern 
sea and compelling her great rival of that time to yield to her it was 
because the American fisherman made it possible, and made it possi- 
ble too when British love of peace was in favor of its surrender. 

If there isa great British dominion growing up upon our Northern 
border, it is because the New England fishermen, prior to the Revolu- 
tion, made it possible for Great Britain to build and rear this great po- 
itical structure on our north. And so, when our ancestors came to 
this question, they did not say to Britain, ‘‘ We want you should give 
us this;”’ they said, ‘‘ It is ours of right;’’ and from that day to this 
there has never been anybody until it has been heard in this Senate— 
. and that, too, within the last two months—who has denied our right. 
The right of Great Britain has been uniformly considered exactly as 
that of a copartner, a cotenant, the United States and Great Britain 
being owners in common. ‘These terms have ali been used in and 
again by American authorities in the defense of ourrights. Nay, they 
have never been denied. No English authority has ever questioned 
our rights as equal in all except as we surrendered them by 
the treaty of 1818, and what we did not there surrender is ours to this 
day as much as it ever was, not by virtue of a treaty any more than 
our independence is conceded by virtue of a treaty, not any more by 
treaty than the boundaries fixed between Great Britain’s dominion on 
this continent and ours were fixed by treaty. 

In 1818 we modified the treaty of 1783. Wesurrendered some things 
that were ours, but, as the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar] 
showed, not without consideration in return. We gave upsome things 
and we got others that were considered then an equivalent. It was not, 
as has been said, a surrender; it was not a yielding, for the American 
people at that time were not in the habit of surrendering that which 
belonged to them. They had gone to war with Great Britain for the 

urpose of denying a right that the British asserted, the right of search 
= sea; and when the war was over, and when this question came to 
be settled, our people insisted that we were, so far as the fisheries were 
concerned, as we had been before, and when the negotiations were go- 
ing on for the subsequent treaty it was every where insisted in the United 
States that we would not surrender an inch of territory, nor would we 
surrender a single privilege that was ours under the treaty of 1783. 

Nobody who has studied this question can forget the letter of Mr. 
Adams which he wrote to Mr. Madison, in which he said that he would 
continue the war forever before he would surrender the fisheries. We 
never did surrender. We exchanged with the British for what privi- 
leges we did not have under the treaty of 1783; we took some that we did 
not have, and we gave up some that we did have. And from that'time 
up to 1830, a period of twelve years, there does not appear anywhere 
in history that I can find an instance where our rights were questioned 
or doubted to be exactly what we insist now they are. Practically 
they were never disputed -until 1841 by any authority that was worthy 
of attention, and practically I might say not seriously until 1843. 

Contemporaneous exposition, then, of the treaty of 1818 is on the 
American side; it is according to our view—a view that has been main- 
tained by everybody connected with this question. Notwithstanding 
the assertion that the great Secretary of State, Daniel Webster, gave 
away our case, notwithstanding the assertion made in this Chamber 


that Edward Everett gave away this case, I assert here without fear of 
successful contradiction that nothing of the kind can be found, that 
every act of every administration, from the day the convention of 1818 
was ratified up to the time that this treaty was signed, had been in 
aora the American idea and the American construction of the treaty 
o: i 

Mr. President, in 1841, or perhaps in 1839, one of the British prov- 
inces made claim of a character inconsistent with the construction put 
upon the treaty by the American Government, a claim which practically 
appears to have slept until about 1843. I do not intend togo into the 
general headland theory. I do not intend to diseuss the question of 
bays with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Gray], whom I do not see 
present. It is enough for me to know that all of the public authorities 
in this country have uniformly held one way upon this subject, and it 
is enough for me to know that Great Britain, the real and respectable 
party in the case, had acquiesced in that, and had abandoned practi- 
cally any claim set up either under the headland theory or the broad- 
bay theory. 

Senators who have preceded me have spoken of the Argus and the 
Washington cases as having thoroughly and completely established our 
position. I know the Senator from Delaware who addressed the Senate 
some time since on this subject insisted that the case of the Washing- 
ton did not settle anything; and yet the British Government acquiesced 
in that as a determination not only whether we had a right to fish in 
the Bay of Fundy, but in all other bays of like character and similarly 
situated. Ard if there is any headland theory to-day in existence in 
the minds of the British authorities, it is because this Administration 
has revived it; it is because this Administration has brought out from 
the old rubbish of the past this exploded theory that the right existed 
to include as British ground all the sea that was within a line drawn 
from headland to headland, no matter how long it might be or how 
great. But the American Senate and the American people are not 
likely to accept this new discovery of this Administration, and are not 
likely to avail themselves of this old and exploded theory. 

Mr. President, from 1843, the time of the decision in the Washington 
case, down to 1852 there was practical quiet over this disputed ques- 
tion. In 1852 the British Government sent several armed vessels to 
the northern seas where these issues were liable to arise. In 1850, 
before this was done, we had overtures from the British Government 
for reciprocity with Canada. Our people had not taken kindly to the 
idea, and it was thought perhaps then, as seems to be thought now, 
that a little coercion would be valuable; that a little pressure might 
be brought upon us to compel us to yield to their demand, and so a 
British fleet was sent there with orders to look out for the American 
fishermen. 

The matter came into the American Senate, and I wish to call the 
attention of the Senate very briefly to some observations then made. 
The discussion was icipated in by the most prominent and leading 
men of that day, notably by Mr. Rusk, of Texas; Mr. Borland, of Ar- 
kansas; Mr. Davis, of Massachusetts; Mr. Toucey, of Connecticut; Mr. 
Mason, of Virginia; Mr. Hamlin, of Maine; Mr. Cass, of Michigan; Mr. 
Soulé, of Louisiana, and a great many others. 

It was asserted then that some of these vessels had been sent into the 
Canadian waters for the purpose of intimidating the Government of the 
United States into the execution of a reciprocity treaty. It is some- 
what interesting to compare now with then the utterances of the prin- 
cipal and leading Democrats of thisbody. To-day I find, so far as there 
has been any discussion of this question on the Democratic side, every 
Democratic Senator who has arisen has presented the extreme British 
view of the case. Every worn-out and exploded theory, every falla- 
cious argument, every absurdity that has been put forth by Canada 
and repudiated by Great Britain findsits advocates on this floor. And 
I confess myself to some degree of humiliation when I hear a statement 
made by a Senator of the United States as to the rights of this Govern- 
ment that is in perfect antagonism to that which has been declared by 
every Secretary of State who has ever passed upon the question, the 
present Secretary of State included; and my disgust, if I may use the 
term properly in this body, is not modified by the fact that each Sen- 
ator, as he thus advocates British doctrine and the British side of the 
question, declares with his hand upon his breastthat heis actuated and 
influenced only by the highest patriotism while his opponents are in- 
fluenced and actuated by only the basest partisan purposes. 

Oh, Mr. President, the Democratic party here and elsewhere will 
not be able to make the American people believe that the long line of 
honorable men who have been heard upon this question, and who have 
stood here and advocated the doctrine that we advocate as to the con- 
struction of the treaty of 1818, were actuated solely by partisan pur- 
poses, Let them explain why it is that they have within a twelve- 
month changed their position on this subject, and in so doing are 
actuated by only high and patriotic resolves. 

Now, Mr. President, I will submit without reading all of them some 
of the remarks made in the Senate in 1852. I wish it would not en- 
cumber the RECORD too much to put in all that Lewis Cass said in a 

of great length on this subject. No Democratrosein the Senate 
in 1852 to defend the British Government, to apologize for its outrages, 
or to defend its construction of the treaty of 1818. Nay, more; there 
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was no man of any political faith who did that. It was left for the later 
day and for the Administration of Grover Cleveland to find men will- 
ing to stand here and assert that all their predecessors had been wrong 
and that we had always been in the wrong and the British Govern- 
ment and the Canadian provinces in their claims had been in theright. 
Mr. Borland, of Arkansas, in 1852, said: 

+ Itis a remarkable fact that in looking back through the history of our Gov- 
ernment, especially to the war period of 1812, and since that time in every dis- 
pute or hostile collision with a foreign country, without an exception that now 
occurs to me, there has been a party in our country and represented in the two 
Houses of Congress which has invariably taken sides with that foreign country 
. and against our own.—Hon. Solon Borland (Arkansas), July 23, 1852. 


Yet, notwithstanding that assertion, I repeat that an examination 
of the records will show that nobody asserted on this floor, nobody as- 
serted in any branch of the Government that the British construction 
was right. With one aceord those men asserted that it was beneath 
the dignity of the United States to treat with Great Britain while Great 
Britain had a hostile fleet on our borders, and with one united voice 
they declared that it was the duty of the Government of the United 
States to put in those seas gun for gun and ship for ship. We may be 
excused to-day from making that assertion or that claim. We can not 
well do it, and we can not do it because the votes on the other side of 
the Chamber and the Democratic as represented in the other 
branch of Congress for years have rendered it impossible for usso to do. 

I now ask to have these extracts from that debate inserted without 


reading. 
£ DEBATE OF 1852, 


The conductof Great Britain in this business should be met promptly on our 
side. It is supposed by some Senators to be designed to bring about an enact- 
ment for reciprocity of trade on our part with the British colonies. If that be 
so I will never give a vote for such a measure under such circumstances, no 
matter what may be the consequences, I will never yield to any threats made 
by the British Government. 

It is said upon the other hand that it is for the purpose of bringing about a nego- 
tiation by which the British Government will acquire rights in another quarter 
similar to those which they have acceded to us on the northern coast, and which 
we claim there, Sir, is this the way to negotiate? 

It is due to ourselves to protect our rights. I would do nothing to bring on 
war, but I would not submit to this domineering spirit which has manifested 
itself too much in all the conduct of Great Britain with other nations.—Hon. 
Thomas J. Rusk (Texas), July 23. 

It may be true that the proposition for reciprocal trade between the British 
colonies and the United Statesisatthe bottomofthis. But Task if sucha course 
as has been pursued is the way to open negotiations with us? Has it ever hap- 
pened before in the whole history of our country, from the day when our inde- 
pendence was acknowledged by Great Britain until this administration, that 
negotiations have been opened with us through the medium of cannon pointed 
against our citizensand our ships? If there be such an instancein our history, 
I confess my ignorance of it, and I would gladly have remainedin orance to 
wy aying day that such a thing could be.—Hon. Solon Borland (Arkansas), 

uly 

I do not believe that in all the great interests of the country there is one that 
merits protection more. From that nursery springs the — body of navi- 
gators and men of enterprise who adorn and embellish the country. If you 
take away that protecting arm of the Government you take that which is more 
essential to you in the defense of the country than any other thing that can be 
named. The enterprise, the skill, and the courage of these men are manifest 
as far as our name and fame extend. * * * This isthe nursery of the skill 
and strength which are indispensable to success on the ocean.—Hon. John Davis 
(Massachusetts), July 23. r 

i concur most fully in the sentimentsof the Senator from Massachusetts, with 
regard to the magnitude of the fishing industry, It hasever been cherished by 
the Government and the people of this country, as one of the very highestim- 
poets. not only as a profitable employment, but as a nursery for seamen. `I 

eel confident that nothing which has been said, or that will be said in this 
Senate, will operate adversely to that interest. I must say, however, that if it 
be proposed to open now a negotiation on that subject under the mouths of 
British cannon, itis a mode of initiating it that does not commend itself to my 
judgment as a citizen of this country, oras a member of this Senate. I trust, 
sir, that no Government of this country will ever open a negotiation in regard 
to ary interest in this exceptionable, and, I may say, humiliating manner,— 
Hon, Isaac Toucey (Connecticut), July 23, 

I know not what these ions are, but if it means anything it means that 
we are to negotiate under duress. Aye, sir, at this day that this great people, 
covering a continent and numbering five and twenty mif!lions, are to negotiate 
with a foreign fleet on our coast. I know not what the President has done; I 
claim to know what the American people expect of him. I know thatif he has 
done his duty his reply will be, “I have ordered the whole naval force of the 
country into those seas to protect the rights of American fishermen against 
British cannon.”’—Hon. James M. Mason (Virginia), July 23. 

We shall need these men hereafter; we shall need them, as we have needed 
them, to fight our battles upon the ocean and upon the lakes. * * * When 
that time shall come it is the American fisherman who will fight your battles, 
as he fought them in the war of 1812. Then, when the British Government 
threatened to sweep our little but gallant Navy from the ocean and to annihilate 
our commerce, it was the fishermen from Marblehead and all along our coast 
who rallied with patriotic hearts and with ready hands to sustain the Stars and 
Stripes of ourcountry; andit was by their prowess that Great Britain was made 
to feel the force of a freeman’s arm whenever wielded in a holy cause. When- 
ever the cross of St. George went down before the Stars and Stripes we were in- 
debted mainly to them for that victory. We shall be faithless to the trust that 
has been reposed in us if we do not sustain and stand by what are their legal, 
their international, and their treaty rights. Stand by them, as they have always 

by their country. They ask no more.—Hon. Hannibal Hamlin (Maine), 


August 5, 

We did not get the right to fish on the ocean from England or any other 
earthly power. We got it from Almighty God, and we mean to hold on to it 
through the whole extent of the great deep, now in the days of our strength, as 
our fathers held on to it in the days of our weakness. * * * I desire no war 
with England. Far from us and them—from the world, indeed—far be such a 
calamity, But, sir, the way to avoid war is to stand up firmly and temperately 
for our clear rights, Submission never yet brought safety, and never will. To 
yield when clearly right is to abandon at once our interests and our honor, and 
toshow the world how the finger of scorn can be best pointed at us.—Hon. Lew 3 
Cass (Michigan), August 3. 

There is that with nations whose fortune it is to have thriven and prospered 
under the assumption and exercise of rights which are not theirs, that they 


grow infatuated with their too-easily earned successes and become rash and 
daring and reckless in the extravagant conceit that whatever they wish to at- 
tain it is in their A sitet to grasp, and that whatever they grasp is legitimately 
theirs. Such is England. She knows where lies the secret in the fountain of 

our power. She loathes to see those naval nurseries of yours, those hives of 

usy seamen aa upon the waters of what she would have you call her seas, 
her gulfs, her bays, as so many advanced posts, watching over the deep. She 
can not but look with extreme jealousy and concern on the growing prosperity 
of this country, and think it were well for her if she could bar its progress while 
it has not yet reached its acme, * * +è 

Sir, what does England mean? Whatis she after? But,hush! She is nego- 
tiating. * * * Sheisnegotiating. * * * To negotiateunder such circum- 
stances were to sink in the dust what of pride, what of dignity, what of honor, 
we have grown to since we becameanation. * * è Until England has with- 
drawn her squadron, and gives satisfaction for what wrongs she may have per- 
petrated, let no negotiation be entertained, and if contrary to my expectation 
any has been entertained, let it be dropped at once and abandoned.—Hon. Pierre 
Soulé (Louisiana), August 12. 

No patriots responded more readily to their country’s call than the fishermen 
of New England. Who were the seamen in the two wars t guarded our 
coasts and captured the gallant ships of the British navy? They were mostly 
the fishermen of our country. Where were they educated for their duties? In 
the free schools of New England, on the banks of Newfoundland, and in the 
Gulf of St. Lawrence. Whence could these seamen have been supplied had not 
Congress, in its wisdom, encouraged the fishing industry? 

In the small town of Marblehead alone “at the close of the Revolution there 
were more than thirteen hundred widows and fatherless children” who had 
been so rendered by deeds of war. At the close of the war of 1812 it is said that 
more than five hundred citizens of this town were released from one British 
prison. A celebrated fisherman of the State of Maine, Skipper Tucker, as he 
was called, captured more guns during the Revolutionary war than any naval 
commander in the service. 

This, sir, is the class of men for whom I speak and whose industry I ask the 
Government to protect.—Hon. Eno Scudder (New Hampshire), August 12, k 

At this time the public of Canada were excited,and finally we came ~ 
to the reciprocity treaty of 1854, a reciprocity treaty which I heard the 
honorable Senator from Alabama say that he regretted, as I understood 
him, was not in force now, a treaty that gave to the Canadian Govern- 
ment 94 per cent, of the advantage of the whole transaction as against 
42 per cent. for us—94 per cent. on import duties was their advantage 
as against 42 per cent. forus. Subsequently that treaty was abandoned, 
and then came the treaty of 1871. 

The treaty of 1871 is so familiar to everybody in the country that I - 
shall not detain the Senate with any extended remarksuponit. Suffica 
it tosay that we found that we had done just what theSenatorfrom Texag 
[Mr. REAGAN] said as a member of the House a short time ago before 
he came into this body we always did. He said we had never madea 
treaty with Great Britain that we did not get the worst ofit, although 
I have no doubt he will vote for this treaty. We found we had the 
worst of the treaty of 1871, and we found that we were ultimately com- 
pelled to pay at the rate of $500,000 a year fora privilege which, if the 
proof showed anything, it showed was of very little, if any, value af 
all. Then we abrogated that treaty. We abrogated it as soon as we 
could. We abrogated it by the course provided for in the treaty. In 
1883 Congress passed a resolution in favor of its abrogation that took 
effect on the Ist of July, 1885. 

When this Administration came into power it came in with this 
questien clear, as faras they were concerned without vexation. Congress 
had said that the treaty of 1871 should be abrogated, and notice had 
been given, and the 1st of July following the treaty was to be at an 
end, or at least such portions of it as related to the tisheries. 

There had been no demand made by anybody after the treaty of 1871 
had been abrogated, by the men interested in fisheries, by the mer- 
chants upon that coast or anywhere; nobody had suggested that we 
had made a mistake, and nobody seemed to be anxious for the contin- 
uation of the old relations except the Canadians themselves. Seven 
years before that time. in 1878, we had attempted to retire from it and 
they had declined to allow us to do so; but nobody in 1885 wanted a 
continuation of the treaty of 1871 save and except the Canadian Gov- 
ernment and the British Government because the Canadians dide 

So when this Administration came into power they came in un- 
trammelled. There was no treaty; therewas nothing to disturb them. 
All they had to do was to do what their predecessors had done, insist 
upon the same construction of the treaty of 1818 that we had always 
contended for. 

I do not forget that while the distinguished Senator from New York 
[Mr. EVARTS] was serving the people in the capacity of Secretary of 
State a difficulty arose with reference to this question, and I have not 
forgotten and 1 think the country has not forgotten with what masterly 
skill he handled the question, and how he brought the Canadians and 
the British power to acknowledge the correctness of his position in ac- 
cordance and in line with that of hisillustrious predecessors, and how 
he secured from the British Government a large payment of money to 
indemnify the fishermen for losses they had sustained under an im- 
proper construction of the treaty. 

I know that the Senator from Alabama said that there had been no 
redress furnished, that these outrages had been going on. Why, Mr, 
President, the outrages were stopped when it was found that there was a 
determination that they should stop, and the British not only quit, but 
they paid for the damages they had caused. Vt 

Now, sir, what is our complaint against the Canadian and the British 
Governments? I would not venture myself to formulaté it, but in the 
correspondence between our minister, Mr. Phelps, and the British au- 
thorities I find an admirable statement of our complaint, which I de- 
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sire to read to the Senate. In writing to the Marquis of Salisbury on 
the 26th day of July, 1887, Mr. Phelps, among other things, said: 


But what the United States Government complain of in these cases is thatex- 
isting regulations have been construed with a technical strictness, and enforced 
with a severity, in cases of inadvertent and accidental violation where no harm 
was done, which is both unusual and unn , whereb: CANT oar ihe 
sels have boen broken up and heavy penalties. incurred. t the li and 
reasonable construction of these laws that had prevailed for many years, and to 
which the fishermen had become accustomed, was changed without any notice 

ven. And thatevery opportunity of unnecessary interference with the Amer- 

renee nye yeeeels, lo the prejudice and destruction of their business, has been 
ava of, 


That isthe gist of the complaints.as: made by our minister to Eng- 
land. I will present some other portions of this letter which bear on 
the same subject, and algo an. extract from his letter of June 2, 1886, as 
not only showing what we complain of, but the purpose for which these 
outrages are committed. 


(Complaint of Mr. Phelps to the Marquis of Salisbury, July 26, 1887.] 


Whether, in any of these cases, a technical violation of some requirement of 
law had, upon close and severe constraction, taken place, it is not easy to deter- 
mine. Butifsuch rules were generally enforced in such a manner in the ports 
of the world, no vessel could sail in safety without carrying a solicitor versed in 
the intricacies of revenue and port ns, 

It is unnecessary to specify the us cases referred to, as the facts in many 
of them have been ey. laid before Her Majesty's Government. 

Since the receiptof Lord Iddesleigh's note the United States Government has 
learned with grave regret that Her Majesty's assent has been given to the act 
ofthe Parliament of Canada, passed at its late session, entitled “An act further 
to amend the act fishing by foreign vessels,” which has been the sub- 
ject of observation in the previous co ndence on the subject between the 
Governments of the United States and of Great Britain. : 

yoi the provisions of this act any foreign ship, vessel, or boat (whether engaged 
in fishing or not) found within any harbor in Canada, or wi 3 marine miles 
of ‘any of the coasts, bays, or creeks of Canada,” may be brought into port by 
any of the oflicers or persons mentioned in the act, her cargo searched, and her 
master examined upon oath touching the cargo and vo under a heavy pen- 
alty if the questions asked are not truly answered ; and if such ship has entered 
such waters "for any purpose not permitted by treaty or convention, or by law 
of the United Kingdom or of Canada, for the time being in force, such ship, ves- 
sel, or boat, and the tackle, rigging, apparel, furniture, stores, and cargo thereof 
shall be forfeited.” 

It has been pointed out in my note to Lord Iddesleigh, above mentioned, that 
the 3-mile limit referred to in this act is claimed by the Canadian Government 
to include considerable portions of the high seas, such as the Bay of Fundy, 
the Bay of Chaleur, and similar waters, by drawing the line from headland to 
reno hay that American fishermen had been excluded from those waters 
acco} y- 

It has been seen also that the Soe oy purpose not permitted by treaty ” is 
held by that Government to comprehend every possible act of human inter- 
course, except only the four purposes named the treaty—shelter, repairs, 


and water. 

Under the provisions of the recent act, therefore, and the Canadian interpre- 
tation of the treaty, any American fishing vessel that may venture into a Cana- 
dian harbor, or may have occasion to ae the very extensive waters 
thus comprehended, may be seized at the discretion of any one of numerous 
subordinate officers, carried into port, to search and the examination 
of her master apa oath, her voyage broken up, and the vessel and cargo con- 
fiscated, if it shall be determined by the local authorities that she has ever even 

or received a letter or landed a passenger in any part of Her Majesty's 
ominions in America. 
And it is publicly announced in Canada that a larger fleet of cruisers is being 
the authorities and that greater vigilance will be exerted on their 
season than in the last, 


found the provision to which I drew attention in a note to Lord Iddesleigh of 
December, 


gality of the seizure shall be upon 
In his reply to that note of January 11, 1887, his lordship intimates that this 
provision is intended only to impose upon a person claiming a license the bur- 
den of provingit. Buta reference to the act shows that such is by no means 
the restriction of the enactment. It refers inthe broadestand clearest terms to 
any seizure that is made under the provisions of the act, which covers the whole 
subject of protection against illegal fishing; and it applies not only to the proof 
of a license to = but to all questions of fact: whatever, necessary to a deter- 
mination as to the legality of a seizure or the authority of the person making it. 


(Complaint of Mr, Phelps to Lord Rosebery, Juno 2, 1886.] 

Recurring, then, to the only real question in the case, whether the vessel is to 
be forfei for purchasing bait of an inhabitant of Nova Scotia, to be used in 
lawful fishing, it may be readily admitted that if the language of the treaty of 
1818 is to be interpreted ey nts rather than according to its spirit and 
intent, a vessel engaged in ng would be prohibited entering a 
dian -pore “for any purpose whatever’ except to obtain wood or water, to re- 
pair ages, or to seek shelter. Whether it would be liable to the extreme 

malty of confiscation fora breach of this prohibition in a trifling and harmless 

ance might be quite another question, 

Such a literal construction is best refuted by considering its preposterous con- 

sequences, If a vessel enters a port to post a letter, or send a tel or buy 


a ee , to obtain a physician in case of illness, or a surgeon in case of ac- 
cident, to land or bring off a passenger, or even to lend assistance to the inhabit- 
ants in fire, flood, or pestilence, it would, upon this construction, be held to vio- 


late the treaty stipulations maintained between two enlightened maritime and 
most friendly nations, whose ports are freely open to other in all other 
places and under all other circumstances. If a vessel is not engaged in fishing 
she may enter all ports; but if employed in fishing, notdenied to be lawful, she 
is excluded, though on the most innocent errand. She may buy water, butnot 
food or medicine; wood, but not coal. She may repair rigging, but not pur- 
chase a new rope, though the inhabitants are desirous to sell it. Ifshe evenen- 
tered the port (having no other business) to report herself to the custom-house, 
as the vessel in question is now seized for not doing, she would be equally 
within the interdictionof the treaty. If it be said these. are extreme instances 
of violation of the treaty not likely to be insisted on, [reply thatno one of them 
is more extreme than the one relied upon in this case. 


Mr. President, the question comes, What are the Canadians after? 
Why have they boarded within two, years more than two thousand 
American fishing vessels? Why have they gone upon American ves- 
sels in number more than two thousand, charging them with violation 
of either international law, or the treaty, or locallaw? For what pur- 


pose? It has been asserted here, and it is not denied, that it was for 
the purpose of compelling us to accept a reciprocity treaty from them, 
as they did getone from usin 1854and 1871. The Senator from Maine 
(Mr. FRYE] asserted that; the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] 
admitted it; but we have authority equally good. The Democratic Ad- 
ministration has asserted it and declared that that was the purpose. 
Mr. Bayard, in a letter to Mr. Phelps, of February 8, 1887, amongst 
other things, said: 


At page 15.of the printed inclosure and in the last paragraph will be found the 
explicit avowal of m by the Canadian Government to employ the conven- 
tion of 1818 as an instrument ofinterference with the exercise re eiaa fishing 
by citizens of the United States, and to give it such a construction as will enable 
the fishermen of the provinces better to com at less “disadvantage in the 
markets of the United States” in the pursuit of the deep-sea fisheries. 
= 5 ~ outset of this discussion, in my note to Sir Lionel West, of May 10, 1886, 

said: 

“The question, therefore, arises whether such a construction is admissible as 
would convert the treaty of 1818 from being an instrumentality for the protec- 
tion of the inshore fisheries along the described parts of the British American 
coasts into a pretext or means of obstructing the business of deep-sea fishing by 
citizens of the United States, and of interrupting and destroying the commer- 
cial intercourse that since the treaty of 1818, and independent of any treaty what- 
ever, has grown up and now exists under the concurrent and friendly laws and 
mercantile tions of the respective countries,” 

When I wrote this I hardly expected thatthe motives Emcee sant, partie than 
imputed, would be admitted by the authorities of the provinces, and was en- 
tirely unprepared for a distinct avowal thereof, not only as the obstrue- 
tion of deep-sea fishing o; ‘our en, but also in respect of their 
independent commercial intercourse, yet it will be seen that the Canadian min- 
ister of justice aveys that itis “most prejudicial” to the interests of the vinces 
“that United States fishermen should permitted to come into their harbors 
on any pretext.” 

The correspondence now sent to you, together with others relating to the 
same subject that has taken place since the President’s message of Deember 8, 
communicating the same to. Congress, will be laid before Con: without de- 
lay, and will assist the two Houses. materially in the legislation 1 pro; d for 
the security of the rights of American fishing vessels under treaty and interfia- 
tional law and comity. 

Iam, ete., 
T. F. BAYARD 


Mr. Phelps, the American minister, in a letter to Lord Rosebery of 
June 2, 1886, which will be found in Senate Executive Document No. 
113, page 415, amongst other things, said: 

The real source of the difficulty that has arisen is well understood. It is to 
be found in the irritation that has taken place among a portion of the Canadian 
people on accountof the termination by the United States Government of the 
treaty of Washington on the Ist of July last, whereby fish imported from Can- 
ada into the United States, and which so long as that treaty remained in force 
was admitted free, is now liable to the import duty provided by the general 
revenue laws, and the opinion appears to have gained ground in Canada 
the United States may be driven, by harassing and rap their fishermen, 
into the adoption of anew treaty by which Canadian fish be admitted free. 


He adds: 


Itis not ae to say that this scheme is likely to prove as mistaken in 
policy as it is indefensible in principle. In terminating fhe treaty of Washing- 
ton the United States were simply exercising a right expressly reserved to both 
parties by the treaty itself, and of the exe of which by either § gated neither 
can complain. They will not be coerced by wanton injury into the making of 
a new one, nor would a negotiation that had its origin in mutual irritation be 
poonbg of success. The question now is, not what fresh treaty may or might 

desirable, but what is the true and just construction as between the two na- 
tions of the treaty that already exists. 


That was the sentiment of the American Senate as expressed in the 
Frye resolution, and which found advocacy on the other side of the 
Chamber, notably by the Senator from Alabama, who declared over 
and over again in his speech, as I propose to quote before I quit, that 
we needed no new treaty; that all we needed and all we wanted wasa 
proper construction of the treaty of 1818, which he declared was not 
difficult to make; and he went further and said, as I will show, that 
if it was left to him to add to it, he knew nothing that he could add 
that would make it more certain. 

Again, on page 36 of the same document, Mr. Phelps to the Marquis 
of Salisbury, in his letter of January 26, 1887, said: 


The United States Government is not able to concur in the favorable view 
taken by Lord Iddesleigh of the efforts of the Canadian Government “ to pro- 
mote a friendly negotiation.” ‘That the conduct of that Government has been 
directed to obtaining a revision of the existing treaty is not to be doubted; but 
its efforts have been of such a character as to preclude the prospect of a success- 
fui negotiation so long as they continue, and seriously to endanger the friendly 
relations between the United States and Great Britain. 

Aside from the question —— ny oes American vessels to purchase bait 
in Canadian ports, such a co ction been given to the treaty between the 
United States and Great Britain as amounts virtually to a declaration of almost 
compete non-intercourse with American vessels, The usual comity between 
friendly nations has been refused in their case, and in one instance, at least, the 
ordinary offices of humanity, The treaty of friendship and amity which, in re- 
turn for very important concessions by the United States to Great Britain, re- 
served to the American vessels certain specified privileges has been construed 
to exclude them from all other intercourse common to civilized life and to uni- 
versal maritime usage among nations not at war, as well as from the right to 
touch and trade accorded to all other vessels. 

And quite aside from any gasaan arising upon construction of the treaty, 
the provisions ef the custom-house acts and regulations have been systematic- 
ally enforced against American ships for alleged petty and technical violations 
of legal requirements in a manner so unreasonable, unfriendly, and unjust as 
to render the privileges accorded by the treaty practically nugatory. 

° s e * e + 


* 
It has been seen also that the (erm ‘‘any purpose not permitted by treaty” is 
held by that Government to comprehend every possible act of human inter- 
course, except only the four purposes named in the treaty—shelter, repairs, 
wood, and water. 
Under the provisions of the recent act, therefore, and the Canadian interpre- 
tation of the treaty, any American fishing vessel that may venture into a Cana- 
dian harbor, or way have occasion to pass through the very extensive waters 
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thus comprehended, may be seized at the discretion of any one of numerous 
subordinate officers, carried into port, subjected tosearch and the examination of 
her master upon oath, her Meiby, 3 broken up, and the vessel and cargo confis- 
cated, if it shall be determined by the local authorities that she has ever even 
posted or received a letter or landed a passenger in any part of Her Majesty's 
dominions in America, 


In a letter of Mr. Phelps*to Earl Iddesleigh, September 11, 1886, 
page 433, our minister said: 

The conduct of the provincial officers toward these vessels was therefore not 
merely unfriendly and injurious, but in clear and plain violation of the terms 
of the treaty. And Iam instructed to say that reparation for the losses sus- 
tained by it to the owners of the vessels will be claimed by the United States 
Government on their behalf as soon as the amount can be accurately ascertained. 

It will be observed that interference with American fishing vessels by Cana- 
dian authorities is becoming more and more ips wre and more and more fla- 

nt. in its disregard of treaty obligations and of the principles of comity and 
endly intercourse. The forbearance and moderation of the United States 
Government in respect to them appear to have been misunderstood and to have 
been taken advantage of by the provincial government. The course of the 
United States has been dictated, not oniy by an anxious desire to preserve 
friendly relations, but by the full confidence that the interposition of Her Maj- 
esty’s Government would be such as to put a stop to the transactions com- 
lained of, and to afford reparation for what has already taken place. The sub- 
ect has become one ot ve importanve, and I earnestly solicit the immediate 
attention of your lordship to the question it involves, and to the views pre- 
sented in my former note and in those of the Secretary of State. 


Again on June 2, 1886, in a letter to Lord Rosebery, Mr. Phelps 
used this language, on page 419 ef the document to which I have 
already referred: 


From all the circumstances attending this case, and other recent cases like it, 
it seems to me very apparent that the seizure was not made for the purpose of 
enforcing any right or redressing any wrong. As I have before remarked, it 
is not pretended that the vessel had been engaged in fishing, or was intending 
to fish in the prohibited waters, or that it had done or was ald dad do any 
other injurious act.. 1t was proceeding upon its regular and lawful business of 
fishing in the deep-sea. It had received no request, and of course could have 
dis: ed no request, to depart, and was, in fact, departing when seized; nor 
had its master refused to answer any questions put by the authorities. Ithad 
violuted no existing Jaw, and had incurred no penalty that any known statute 


posed, 

It seems to me impossible to escape the conclusion that this and other similar 
seizures were made by the Canadian authorities for the deliberate purpose of 
harassing and embarrassing the Awerican fishing vessels in the pursuit of their 
lawful employment, And the injury, which would have been a serious one, if 
committed under a mistake, is very much aggravated by the motives which ap- 
pear to have prompted it. F 

Tam instructed by my Governmentearnestly to protestagainst these proceed- 
ings as wholly unwarranted by the treaty of 181s, and altogether inconsistent 
with the friendly relations hitherto existing between the United States and Her 
errs D Government; to request that the David J. Adams, and the other Ameri- 
can fishing vessels now under srizure in Canadian ports, be immediately re- 
leased, and that proper orders may be issued to prevent a oes in 
the future. And I am also instructed to inform you that the United States will 
hold Her Majesty’s Government responsible for all losses which may be sus- 
tained by American citizens in the dispossession of their property growing out 
of the search, seizure, detention, or sale of their vessels. lawfully within the 
territorial waters of British North America, 

The real source of the difficulty that has arisen is well understood. Itis to be 
found in the irritation that has taken pao among & portion of the Canadian 
popu on account of the termination by the United States Government of the 

reaty of Washington on the lst of July last, whereby fish imported from Oan- 
ada into the United States, and which so long as that treaty was in force was ad- 
mitted free, is now liable to the import duty provided by the general revenue 
laws, and the opinion appears to have gained und in Canada that the United 
States may be driven, by harassing and annoy: ing their fishermen, into the adop- 
tion of a new treaty by which Canadian fish shall be admitted free. 

It is not necessary to say that this scheme is likely to prove as mistaken in 
policy as it is indefensible in principle. In terminating the treaty of Washing- 
ton the United States were simply exercising a right expressly rese to both 
parties by the treaty itself, ana of the exercise of which by either party neither 
can complain. They will-not be coerced by wanton injury into the making of 
anew one. Nor would a negotiation that bad its origin in mutual irritation be 
gen of success, The question now is, not what fresh treaty may or might 

desirable, but what is the true and just construction, as between the twone- 
tions, of the treaty that already exists? 

The Government of the United States, approaching this question in the most 
friendly spirit, can not doubt that it will be met by Her Majesty’s Government 
in the same spirit, and feels every confidence that the action of Her Majesty's 
Government in the premises will be such as to maintain the cordial relations 
between the two countries that have so long happily prevailed. 

I have the honor to be, ete., 
E. J. PHELPS, 


Mr. President, it can not be denied in regard to these outrages per- 
petrated upon the American fishermen, by which they have been seized 
and taken into British ports and outraged generally—conduct of which 
the late Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Manning, jn a letter that he 
addressed the House of Representatives in 1886, declared over his offi- 
cial signature was brutal; that has been characterized by the Secretary 
of State and by our minister to London to the very extreme of diplo- 
matic language as being in violation of treaty, contrary to good morals, 
and an indignityto this great and independent people—it can not bede- 
nied (because you have the authority of the Administration as well as 
the consensus of all that have been imterested and have studied and 
discussed the question) that this movement is not for the purpose of 
enforcing the treaty stipulations of 1818, but to compel us to make a 
treaty, whether we will or not, that they think is in the interest of 
Canada and the British dominion on our north. 

Can we afford under such circumstances to negotiate? Could we af- 
ford to call a commission to our national capital to considersubjects of 
dispute when the Secretary of State himself is on record and his min- 
ister is on record that.these are outrages perpetrated for the purpose of 
creating a necessity in the minds of the American people for a new 
treaty? Was not Mr. Phelps right when he said we do not want any 
new treaty under existing circumstances? Was he not correct when 
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he-said it is not now a question what kind of treaty is desirable pro- 
vided we were in a condition to treat, but what is the proper construc- 
tion of the treaty of 1818? 

But, Mr. President, I say, and believe the American people will say 
with one voice when they understand this question, thatit was beneath 
the dignity of the United States to enter into negotiation until at least 
the other side should have ceased to commit these grievances against 
us. Weshould not complain ofan honestconstruction, although wrong, 
but when the Secretary of State tells them and his minister tells them 
that they know that this is but a pretense on their part; that there is not 
any such construction in their view of the law; that these are not pro- 
ceedings instigated by a desire to protect their rights, but to inflict in- 
juries upon us to compelusto pursue a coursethat they think wiil inure 
to their benefit, I say that we can not and ought not to have treated, 
and so said the Administration. Mr. Phelps, inaletter to Lord Iddes- 
leigh on September 11, 1886, says, on page 433: 

The proposal in your lordship's.note that a revision of the treaty stipulations 
bearing upon the subject of the fisheries should be attempted by the Govern- 
ment upon the basis of mutual concessions is one that under other circumstances 
would merit and receive serious consideration, Such a revision was desired by 
the Government of the United States before the present disputes arose, and 
when there was a reasonable that it might have been carried into 
effect. Various reasons not within its control now concur to make the present 
time inopportune for that purpose and greatly to diminish the hope ofa favorable 
result to such an effort, Not the least of them is the irritation produced in the 
United States by the course of the Canadian Government, and the beliefthereby 
demde a a new treaty is attempted to be forced upon the United States 

overnment. 

It seems apparent that the questions now presented and the transactions that 
are the subject of present complaint must be considered and adjusted upon the 
proviions of the existing treaty, and upon the construction that is to be given 
tothem. ' 

A justconstruction of these stipulations,and such as would consist with the 
dignity, the interests, and the friendly relations of the two countries, ought not 
to be difficult, and can doubtless be arrived at. 

Later, on January 26, 1887, page 437, speaking of this same subject, 
whether the Government of the United States could now treat, he 
said: 

The reasons why a revision of the treaty of 1818 can not now, in the opinion 
of the United States Government, be hopefully undertaken, and which are set 
forth in my note to Lord Iddesleigh of September 11, have increased in force 
since that note was written. 

Thus, Mr. President, we have the authority of the Administration 
itself, that until redress for these outrages had been in some way ob- 
tained by us, or they had been overlooked or forgiven at the request of 
the people who committed them, we ought not to have any treaty at 
al 


. 


I must retrace my steps a little, and come back to the condition of 
affairs when the Administration came into power. 

As I said before, this Administration was met by an expiring treaty 
on July 1, 1885. Hight days.after this Administration came into power 
the British minister addressed a most remarkable note to the Secre- 
tary of State. 

Congress had declared that the treaty of 1871 should come to an end; 
there had been practical unanimity everywhere on the subject; and 
yet the British minister on the 12th day of March, 1885, eight days 
after the Administration came into power, makes a suggestion to the 
Administration substantially that Congress did not know what it 
wanted, that the great Government of the United States represented in 
its legislative department was not capable of determining these ques- 
tions as they ought to be, and that the State Department and he might 
be able to work out something that would be better. Can anybody 
believe, does anybody believe that this letter which I shall read could 
ever have been submitted by Mr. West of his own volition? Would 
there have been that temerity on the part of any representative from 
abroad to have said to an executive officer of the United States, “Your 
Government has made a mistake in a matter of internal policy,” with 
which he had no concern? I think it may be fairly presumed that he 
got his idea from the Administration, that they were prepared to ne- 
gotiate upon this subject with a view to a change of status, He said— 
I read from page 484 of the same document: 


1.—Mr, Wests memorandum of March 12, 1885. 
[Memorandum.—Confidential.] 


The fishery cl-.uses of the treaty of Washington of 1871 will expire on the Ist 
of July next. It has been represented by the Canadian Government that much 
inconvenience is likely to arise in consequence, unless some agreement can be 
made for an extension of the period. 

When the time comes (Ist of July next) American ships will be actually en-, 
gaged in fishing within the territorial waters of the Dominion. These vessels 
will have been fitted out for the season’s fishing and have made all their usual 
arrangements for following it up until itsterminationintheautumn. . If, under 
these circumstances, the provincial or municipal authorities in Canada were to 
insist upon their strict rights, and to compel such vessels, under pain of seizure, 
to desist from fishing, considerable hardship would be occasioned to the own- 
ers, and a feeling of bitterness engendered on both sides, which it is clearly the 
interest of both Governments to avert. 

lt seems, therefore, desirable, in order to avoid such possible complications, 
that both Governments should come to an agreement under which the clauses 
Se be in effect extended until the Ist of January, 1886. 

If this were done the existing state of things would come to an end at a date 
between the fishery season of 1885 and that of 1886, and an abrupt transition at 


e 
amomentwhen A fepni ne were being carried on would be thus avoided. 
WASHINGTON, 12, 1885. 
The solicitude of the Canadian Government for our fishermen was 
hardly in keeping with their subsequent conduct, hardly in keeping 
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with their conduct years ago, and it can not be misunderstood thatthis| That was not entirely satisfactory to Mr. West, and he replied on 


negotiation was commenced and carried on for an entirely different 
purpose, as I shall show in a moment as briefly as I can, for the pur- 
pose of getting from us that which the Canadian Government had been 
demanding, a reciprocity treaty, and that the Administration were 
parties to this, and that the Secretary of State understood it. His letters 
show that it was not a simple question of fishing, but it was more 
than that. 

On the 22d day of April, 1885, Mr. Bayard replied. Whether there 


had been any other correspondence I know not, except that it is not 
found in the diplomatic correspondence sent to the Senate. 


2.—Mr. Bayard to Mr. West, April 22, 1885, 
{Memorandum of April 22, 1885,—Personal.] 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, April 22, 1885. 

Dear Mr. West: I have on several occasions lately, in conversation, ac- 
quainted you with my interest in the fisheries memorandum which accompa- 
nied your personal letter of March 12, 

Several informal talks I have had with Sir Ambrose Shea have enabled me 
to formulate the views of this Government upon the proposition made in behalf 
ofthe Dominion and the Province of Newfoundland, and I take pleasure in band- 
ing you herewith a memorandum embodying the results, If this suits, I shall 
be happy to confirm the arrangement by an exchange of notes at your earliest 
Caan Pee FSIS ; i 

am, my dear Mr. , very sincerely yours, 
T. F. BAYARD. 

The Hon. L. 8. SACKVILLE WEST, etc. 


I do not know very much about the intricacies of diplomacy and I 
do not know very much about the negotiation of treaties, but it struck 
me as a very singular proposition that the Secretary of State, upon a 
subject which had engrossed the attention of all his predecessors for 
several years on and off, that had engrossed the attention of Congress, 
should have needed the views of Sir Ambrose Shea, who, I understand, 
is a member of the cabinet of one of the British provinces. At all 
events the memorandum is the result of informal talks of the Secretary 
with Sir Ambrose Shea, How much of it is the work of Sir Ambrose 
Shea and how much of it is the work of the Administration I do not 
know. So I am unable to give the proper credit, 

I find on June 13, 1885, another memorandum: 


3.—Mr, Wests memoranda of June 13, 1885. 
[Memoranda.] 


It is pro to state in notes according temporary arrangements ing 
fisheries that an agreement has been arrived at under circumstances affording 
rospect of negotiation for development and extension of trade between the 
nited States and British North America— 


That is the whole question in a nut-shell— 


affording prospect of negotiation for development and extension of trade be- 
tween the Tinived States and British North America, 


I submit that means reciprocity and does not mean anything else. 
This was the initiatory step towards a reciprocity treaty with Great 
Britain. Mr. West added: 


The government of Newfoundland do not make refunding of duties a condi- 
tion of their acceptance of the proposed agreement, but they rely on it having 
due consideration before the international commission which may be ap- 


pointed. 
To that Mr. Bayard replied, June 19, 1885: 
| Confidential. ] 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, June 19, 1895. 


My Dear Mr. West: I assume that the two confidential memoranda you 
handed to me on the 13th instant embrace the acceptance by the Dominion and 
the British-American coast provinces of the general features of my memoran- 
dum of April 21, concerning a temporary arrangement respecting the fisheries, 
with the understanding expressed on their side that the “ my 22 come has been 
arrived at under circumstances affording prospect of negotiation for develop- 
mene and extension of trade between the United States and British North 
America.” 

To such a contingent understanding I can have no objection. Indeed, I re- 
gard it as covered by the statement in my memorandum of May 21, that the ar- 
rangement therein contemplated would be ed “with the understanding 
that the President of the United States would bring the whole question of the 
fisheries before Congress at its next session in December, and recommend the 
appointment of a commission in which the Governments of the United States 
and of Great Britain should be respectively represented, which commission 
should be cl with the consideration and settlement upon a just, equitable, 
and honorable is, of the entire question of the fishing rights of the two Gov- 
ernments and their respective citizens on the coasts of the United States and 
British North America.” 

The equities of the question being before such a mixed commission would 
doubtless have the fullest latitude of expression and treatment on both sides; 
and the purpose in view being the maintenance of good neighborhood and in- 
tercourse between the two countries, the recommendation of any measures 
which the commission might deem necessary to attain those ends would seem 
to fall within its province, and such recommendations could not fail to receive 
attentive consideration. I am not, therefore, prepared to state limits to the 
proposals to be brought forward in the suggested commission on behalf of either 


party. 

1 believe this statement will be satisfactory to you, and I should be pleased 
to be informed at the earliest day practicable of your acceptance of the under- 
standing on behalf of British North America; and by this simple exchange of 
notes and memoranda the agreement will be completed in season to enable the 
President to make the result publicly known to the citizens engaged in the fish- 
ing on the British-American Atlantic coast. 

haye the honor to be, with the highest respect, sir, your obedient servant, 
T, F. BAYARD. 
Hon, L, S. SACKVILLE WEST, 


the 20th: 
Mr. West to Mr. Bayard, June 20,1885, 


[Confidential.] 
Brirish Lecapon, Washington, June 20, 1885. 
_My DEAR Mr. BAYARD: I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your confiden- 

tial note of yesterday's date, rap pce the proposed temporary arrangement 
respecting the fisheries, which Iam authorized by Her Maiesty’s Government 
ton iate with you on behalf of the Government of the Dominion of Canada 
and the government of Newfoundland, to be effected by an exchange of notes 
founded on your memorandum ofthe 2ist of April last. 

The two confidential memoranda which I handed to you on the 13th instant 
contain, as you assume, the acceptance by the Dominion and the British-Amer- 
ican coast provinces of the general features of your above-mentioned memo- 
randum, with the understanding expressed on their side that the a; ent has 
been arrived at under circumstances advie arr of negotiation for the 
developmentand extension of trade between the United States and British North 
America, a contingent understanding to which, as you state, you can have no 
obieehan; as you regard it as covered by the terms of your memorandum of 

ril 21, 

n authorizing me to negotiate thisagreement, Earl Granville states, as I havo 
already had occasion to intimate to you, that it is on the distinct understand- 
ing that it is a temporary one, and that its conclusion must not be held to preju- 
dice rag claim which nay be advanced to more satisfactory equivalents by the 
colonial governments in the course of the negotiation for a more permanent 
settlement. Earl Granville further wishes me to tell you that Her Majesty's 
Government and the colonial governments have consented to the arrangement 
oas as a mark of good-will to the Government and people of the United 

atcs— 


A remarkable exhibition of good-will to the people of the United 
States to give them that which they had declared without dissent, 
through the only organ through which they could properly declare it, 
that they did not want it continued— 


and to avoid difficulties which might be raised by the termination of the fishery 
articles in the midst of a fishing season ; and also the acceptance of such a modus 
vivendi does not, by any implication, affect the value of the inshore fisheries by 
the Governments of Canada and Newfoundland, I had occasion to remark to 
rad that while the colonial governments are asked to guaranty immunity from 
nterference to American vessels resorting to Canadian waters, no such immu- 
nity ts offered in vous memorandum to Canadian vessels resorting to American 
waters, but thatthe Dominion government presumed that the ementin this 
ct would be mutual. As you accepted this view, it would, I think, be as 

well that mention should be made to this effect in the notes, 

Under the reservations, as above indicated, in which I believe you acquiesce, 
Iam prepared to accept the understanding on behalf of British North America, 
and to exchange notes in the above sense, 

Ihave the honor to be, with the highest respect, sir, your obedient servant, 

L. 8. SACKVILLE WEST, 

Hon. T. E. BAYARD, ete. 


So, Mr. President, I think it may be assumed that the initiative of 
this proposed treaty was not for the purpose of making a treaty on the 
fishery question, but a reciprocity treaty. The President ofthe United 
States, agreeable to his agreement with the British Government, sub- 
mitted a proposition to Congress for the appointment of a commission. 
I need not go into that at any great length, except to show the action 
of certain members of the Senate of the United States upon that proposi- 
tion. The Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE] offered this resolution: 


Resolved, That,in the opinion of the Senate, the appointment of a commission 
in which the Governments of the United States and Great Britain shall be repre- 
sented, charged with the consideration and settlement of the fishing rights of 
the two Governments, on the coasts of the United States and British North 
America, ought not to be provided for by Congress, ° 


When that resolution was before the Senate the Committee on For- 
eign Relations were represented notin a partisan way atall. The Sena 
tor from Maine made some remarks, which were followed by the Sena- 
torfrom Alabama, a member, and I may say the leading member of the 
committee upon the Democratic side. Mr. MORGAN said: 


In listening to the remarks of the Senator from Maine, and also in what in- 
vestigation I have been able to give this subject, Iam unable to ascertain that 
there is really any unsettled question between the United States and Great 
Britain in regard to the fisheries of the northeastern coast. I have inquired of 
Senators who have had long os in diplomatic atfairs of the country, to 
ascertain, if I could, whether there was any open question of d , any 
claim of dama; arising between the Governments respectively out of any 
sup breach of our fisheries treaties or our fisheries laws; and I can hear 
nothing of that kind. The Halifax Commission seems to have settled for good 
and all every controversy, sounding in damages at least, which has been pro- 
moted or urged by the citizens of the countries on either side. 

I conceive that there is no want of certainty in our treaty relations, and thero 
is scarcely room for a difference in interpretation of what our treaty relations 
actually are. The two treaties which have settled the actual and what we might 
term the permanent rights of the people of the United States and of the Domin- 
ion country in regard to the fisheries are the treaties of 1783 and 1818, No other 
treaties we have made at all in respect to the fisheries have undertaken to de- 
fine the permanent, enduring rights either of the British people or of our people 
in respect of the fisheries, We have had two other treaties on this subject, the 
treaty of 1854 and the treaty of 1871, but they were both temporary in their char- 
acter and both made liable to be suspended by the action of either government 
after they had run for ten years, angi both have been abrogated. So that the 
field is entirely clear in respect of the actual state of treaty relations between 
the United States and Great Britain, and those treaty relations rest upon the 
treaties of 1783 and 1818. 


He then discussed the question whether the treaty of 1783 had been 
superseded by the treaty of 1818, and he differed from the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Gray] and some others, and asserted that it had not 
been. He quoted the treaty of 1783, and declared: 


‘That was all that was said about it. A broader right of fishery than that can 
not be conceived of; no restriction or restraint upon itat all, except that in con- 
ducting their business they should not tres; or intrude on private property 
on the shore in drawing their fish or mending their nets or whatever other use 


they might have for the shore. 


1888. 


He went on to say in substance that it was an entire perversion of 
the treaty of 1818 to give it the construction that the British or Cana- 
dian authorities were contending for. Then he said, speaking of the 
British statute: 

If that is so, it seems to me there is no difficulty at all either in construing or 
in handling this matter. As I remarked before, I can not see that there is any 
difficulty in the construction of the treaty of 1818taken by itself. All the rights 
that are tied there and that have not been enlarged by statute of Great 
Britain obtain, and there is no difficulty in the construction of them. There is 
no difficulty in the construction of the British statutes on -this subject. But, 
then, we are not called upon to construe them. What weare called upon to do 
is to protect our people against any wrong construction that they may put upon 
their own la by a power that we reserve expressly in the hands of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, 

Ido not wish to volunteer any opinions about this subject before a question 
gets before the Senate and I am compelled to act upon it; but my convictions 
are very strong; they are fixed; indeed I may say that we can get along with 
the people of Great Britain on this subject without any further treaty at all and 
without any farther legislation. If any one were to ask me what provision of 
a treaty I would frame to compose and settle anemoon of fundamental law 
between us and Great Britain in respect of the fisheries, I could not suggest it, 
or if I were asked to propose an amendment to the statutes of the United States 
so as to put the control of this intricate subject more completely in the hands of 
our own Government I could not frame the amendment to the statutes. I would 
not know howto do it. I believe that both the treaty stipulations and the sit- 
uation under the statutes are about as complete as we are ever able to make 
them. There may be other interests, and there are other interests lying between 
the people of the British possessions and the United States that I would like 
very much indeed to see promoted by further negotiation, but I can not call to 
mind, there is no suggestion to my mind of, any improvement that we could 
make under existing conditions of our rights in the fisheries of that Northeast- 
ern coast. 


Speaking on another point he said: 

Therefore I think that the Government should leave the matter just where it 
is, and I do not think Congress can be persuaded to repeal that act. 

That was an act which gave the President power to interfere if our 
ships were not properly treated. 

That was the opinion of the Senator from Alabama when he declared 
that our commercial rights were derived from the act of Great Britain 
of 1830 in conjunction with our own, when he declared in unequivocal 
terms that the right to purchase bait and ice were tied to us by 
that commercial arrangement, and as long as Great Britain did not re- 
tire from that arrangement made between the British Government and 
ours by which we were to pass certain legislation and they were to have 
certain orders made in council, there was no question at all about our 
right to buy ice and bait. He went on to say thatit was beneath the 
dignity of the Government of the United States to put in a treaty a 
provision that we might buy bait and ice. 

This resolution, as everybody remembers, passed with practical 
unanimity or nearly so, there being but ten votes against it in the Senate 
and the Senator from Alabama being one of those who voted for it. 

However, Mr. President, these violations of our treaty rights con- 
tinued and it was thought best to arm the Government of the United 
States with more extended powers than the acts already on the statute- 
book gave. A bill was introduced, if I recollect aright,by the Senator 
from Vermont [ Mr. EDMUNDS] and referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, of which the Senator from Alabama, as I have before said, 
is a member, and when the bill came before the Senate the Senator 
from Alabama said: 

Mr. President, I was a member of the committee who reported this bill, and 
it réceived my cordial approbation. Iwas also a member of the subcommit- 
tee which formulated the Bii, and it was carefully considered there in connec- 
tion with the evidence which had been collected not only from their own in- 
vestigations under the order of the Senate but also from the archives of the 
State Department as far as we had access to those archives. 

Mr. President, I call the attention of the Senate to this statement 
made by the Senator from Alabama that he was one of the originators 
of this act that armed the President with power to suspend Canadian 
commerce if he saw fit. 

I call the attention of the Senate to that because I propose to notice 
his complaint made in the Senate that we had acted cowardly in this 
matter; that we were not willing to take the responsibility of deter- 
mining whether there were violations of the treaty of 1818, ahd were 
not minagonairea to declare non-intercourse, either limited or to an 
extended degree, but that we had imposed this upon the President, as 
hesaid, for the purpose of getting the President into difficulty, or words 
to that effect. Yet he announced to the Senate that he was one of the 
originators of it, and that it had his unqualified support; and he de- 
fended it in a lengthy speech, I need not say in an able speech. He 
took the American side of the question, and when the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. GORMAN] attempted to amend the statute of March 3, 
1887, by giving it more force, as he said, and extending it further, the 
Senator from Alabama was again heard. On all occasions it received 
his unqualified approbation as it received the unqualified approbation 
of every member of the Democratic party in the Senate. No man on 
that side either lifted his voice against the bill or voted against it; and 
yet we are told now that the statute was enacted for the purpose of get- 
ting the Democratic Administration into difficulty. 

When the bill went to the House of Representatives it was ably dis- 
cussed, as the RECORD will show. Not wishing to detain the Senate, 


I shall not advert to each particular statement made by the members 
of the House. I presume Senators have looked up that debate. 
was no objection to the bill. 


There 
There was a controversy between the 
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House and the Senate as to which particular bill should be adopted, 
whether it should be the bill of the Senate or the bill of the House. 
It was contended in the House that the House bill was the most 
vigorous, that it put more power in the hands of the Administration, 
and therefore they favored it. In the House at that time there was 
the present Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL], who made an able 
speech in defense of the American idea of the treaty of 1818; there 
was the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN], who declared 
that we ought to be careful how we dealt with Great Britain, for 
in all our dealings with Great Britain we had been always over- 
reached; there were Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. Cox, and other distin- 
guished Democrats, all of them, including Mr. MILLS, supporting the 
measure, not simply by their votes, but by their speeches, every one 
of them insisting then that the American construction of the treaty of 
1818 was the construction we should insist upon at all times. That 
bill passed the Senate with one dissenting vote, and he was not a Dem- 
ocrat. r 

Mr. FRYE. That was a vote cast by mistake. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from Maine says that was a vote cast 
by mistake. The bill passed the House with one dissenting vote, and 
I do not know whose vote that was. 

I desire to submit several letters of the Secretary of State for the pur- 
pose of showing that when we complain and say that the conduct of 
the Canadian officials has been in violation of the treaty we are sup- 
ported by the Secretary of State. I find that in a letter to Mr. West, 
written May 10, 1886, he declares that the British construction of the 
treaty, if allowed, would be in effect to utterly destroy all our rights 
under the treaty of 1818. He was insisting in the letter as to our com- 
mercial rights that they had been enlarged by the action of Congress, 
the proclamation of the President and the action of the British Gov- 
ernment in 1830, and that they included fishing vessels as well as othe 
vessels. He said, on page 290: 

President Jackson's proclamation of October 5, 1830, created a reciprocal com- 
mercial intercourse, on terms of perfect ge of flag, between this country 
and the British American dependencies, by repeating the navigation acts of 
April 18, 1818, May 15,1820, and March 1, 1823, and admitting British vessels and 
their cargoes “to an entry in the ports of thg United States from the islands, 
provinces, and colonies of Great Britain on or near the American continent, 
and north or east of the United States.” These commercial privileges have 
since received a large extension in the interests of propinquity, and in some 
cases favors have been granted by the United States withoutequivalent conces- 
sion. Ofthe latter class is the exemption granted by the shipping act of June 
26, 1884, amounting to one-halfof the regular tonnage dues on all vessels from the 
British North American and West Indian possessions entering ports of the United 
States. Of the reciprocal class are the arrangements for transit of goods, and 


the remission, by proclamation, as to certain British ports and places of the re- 
mainder of the tonnage-tax, on evidence of equal treatment being shown to our 


vessels, 

On the other side, Britisfi and colonial legislation, as notably in the case of the 
imperial shipping and navigation act of June 26, 1849, has contributed its share 
toward building up an intimate intercourse and beneficial traffic between the 
two countries founded on mutual interest and convenience. 

Again he said, on page 291: 

The effect of this colonial legislation and Executive interpretation, if exe- 
cuted according to the letter, would be not only to expand the restrictions and 
renunciations of the treaty of 1818, which related solely to inshore fishery with- 
in the 3-mile limit, so as to affect the deep-sea fisheries, the right to which 
remained unquestioned and unimpaired for the enjoyment of the citizens of the 
United States, but further to diminish and practically to destroy the pri 
expressly secured to American fishing vessels to visit those inshore waters for 


the overs of shelter, repair of damages, and purchasing wood and obtaining 
water. 


Again he said, on page 292: 

I may recall to your attention the fact that a proposition to exclude the ves- 
sels of the United States engaged in fishing from carrying also merchandise was 
made by the British negotiators of the treaty of 1818, but, being resisted by the 
American negotiators, was abandoned. This fact would seem clearly to indi- 
cate that the business of fishing did not then and does not now disqu aves- 
sel from also trading in the regular ports of entry. 


On the 29th of May, 1886, in a letter to Mr. West, Mr. Bayard used 
this language, on page 297: 

Sm: Ihave just received an official imprint of House of Commons bill No, 
136, now pending in the ian Parliament, entitled “An act further to amend 
the act respecting fishing by foreign vessels,” and am informed that it has passed 
the house and is now A dag ream in the senate. . 

This bill proposes the forcible search, seizure, and forfeiture of any foreign 
vessel within any harbor in Canada, or hovering within 3 marine miles of 
any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors in Canada, where such vessel has en- 
tered such waters for any purpose not permitted by the laws of nations, or by 
treaty or convention, or by any law of the United Kingdom or of now 

orce. 


* bd k . 


* * * 

Such proceedings I conceive to be flagrantly violative of the reciprocal com- 
mercial privileges to which citizens of the United States are lawfully entitled 
under statutes of Great Britain and the well-defined and pane proclaimed 
authority of both countries, besides being in respect of the existing conven- 
tions between the two countries an assumption of jurisdiction entirely unwar- 
ranted and which is wholly denied by the United States. 


The contention of the Department of State is now that we never had 
any commercial rights for our fishing vessels. What did the Secretary of 
State mean when he was thus addressing the British authorities as the 
representative of the Government of the. United States? Was he in 
earnest? Did he believe that we had commercial rights? 

It will be seen that the Secretary of State notified the citizens of the 
United States that their right to buy bait in the Canadian ports was un- 
questioned under the law; and to-day we are told by the President, by 
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the Secretary of State, and by all his adherents. on the other side of the 
Chamber, that it isa right we never had at all. If we assert that the 
right exists by virtue of the treaty, we are told that our partisan zeal 
to secure votes in certain quarters is so great that we can not approach 
this subject in the judicial temper with which they are approachingit. 
Again, the Secretary of State said on the 7th of June, 1886, page 298: 


Sin: Lregret exceedingly to communicate that report isto-day made to me, ac- 
companied by affidavit, of the refusal of the collector of customs at the port of 
St. Andrews, New Brunswick, to allow the master of the American ooner 
Annie M. Jordan, of Gloucester, Mass., to enter the said vessel at that port, al- 
though properly documented asa fishing vessel with permission to touch and 
trade at any foreign port. or place during her voyage. 

The object of such entry was explained by the master to be the purchase and 
exportation of “ certain merchandise” (possibly fresh fish for food, or bait for 
oposa fishing). ` 

The vessel was threatened with seizure by the Canadian authorities, and her 
awna allege that they have sustained damage from this refusal of commercial 

gbts. 

Learnestly protest against this unwarranted withholding of lawful commer- 
cial privileges from an American vessel and her owners, and for the Joss and 
dam: consequent thereon the Government of Great Britain will be held liable: 


have, ete., 
T. F. BAYARD. 


How much we shall get will be readily seen when they now meet 
us at all times with the declarations of the President and the Secretary 
of State that no such commercial privileges ever existed for our fishing 
vessels, and that a fishing vessel could not bea fishing vessel and a 
commercial vessel at the same time. ` 
The Canadian authorities in 1886 warned off all our vessels, threat- 

ened them if they did not keep away from that coast. June 14, 1886, 
Mr. Bayard addressed this letter to Sir Lionel West concerning this 
matter: 

Mr. Bayard to Sir L. West. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, Juns 14, 1886, 


Sjn: The cons of the United States at Halifax communicated to me 


A. 
y to the consul-general at Halifax that 
lector of customs at Canso had warned them to keep outside an imaginary line 
e Canso Head to a point 3 miles outside St, 
the Cape Breton coast, a distance of 40 miles. This line for nearly 
from the coast, 

‘The same masters also re; that pee Pag warned nst saog imde an 
paren en line drawn from a point 3 mi outside N Cape, on ce Ed- 

Island, to a point 3 miles outside of East Point, on the same island, a dis- 
tance of over 100 miles, and that this line was for nearly that entire 
distance about 30 miles from the shore, 

The same authority informed the masters of the vessels referred to that they 
would not be permitted to enter Bay Chaleur, 

Such warnings are, as you must be well aware, wholly unwarranted preten- 
tions of e: torial auth and usurpations of jurisdiction by the pro- 
vincial officials. 

It becomes my duty, in bringing this information to your notice, to request 
that if any such orders for interference with the unquestionable rights of the 
American fishermen to pursue their ess without molestation at any point 
not within 3 marine miles of the shores, and within the defined limits as to which 
renunciation of the liberty to fish was expressed in the treaty of 1818, may have 
been issued, the same may at once be revoked as violative of the rights of citi- 
zens of the United States under convention with Great Britain. 

Iwillask you to bring thissubject to the immediate attention of Her Britannic 
racy yt Oeste to the end that proper remedial orders may be forth- 
with 


It seems most unfortunate and regretable that questions which have been long 
—_ ae between the United States and Great Britain should now be sought 
o be re 
I have, cte., 


on 


T. F. BAYARD. 

Mr. President, I was not mistaken when I said he had revived theob- 
solete headland theory. Here is his own statement that it had been 
abandoned. I will show before I get through that Sir Charles Tupper 
deciared to the Canadian Parliament that it had been abandoned, and 
every man familiar with the history of these transactions knows that it 
had been practically abandoned. 

Some time in April, 1886, Messrs. Cushing and McKenney, New 
England men doing business in those waters, addressed a telegram to 
the Secretary of State seeking to know what their rights were. Ihave 
not the telegram here, but the answer is sufficient to show what it was. 
They asked, ‘‘Are we entitled to go in these waters, and what are our 
rights when we get there?’? The reply of the State Department was 
as follows: - 
Mr. Bayard to Messrs. Cushing and McKenney. 

[Teiegram.] 
STATE DEPARTMENT, April 9, 1886, 


The question of the right of American vessels engaged in fishing on the high 
seas to enter Canadian ports for the purpose of shipping crews may possibly 
volve construction of treaty with Great Britain. I expect to attain such an 
understanding as will relieve our fishermen from all doubts or risk in the ex- 
erciee of the ordinary commercial privileges of friendly ports, to which, under 
existing laws of both countries, I consider their citizens to be mutually entitled, 
free from molestation. 

T. F. BAYARD. 


The Secretary of State expressed his opinion that while it might be 
difficult to say whether we could ship crews, we could buy bait and 
we could buy ice and we could buy provisions if the ship was in dis- 
tress or needed them. Yet to-day we are told that no such rights exist, 
that they never did exist, and that he who asserts it asserts it simply 
because he is blind and can not see. 7 


Again, in a letter to Mr. West of May 10, 1886, Mr. Bayard com- 
plained of the seizure of vessels as follows, on page 290: 


The seizure of the vessels I have mentioned, and certain published “ warn- 
ings” purporting to have been issued by the colonial authorities, would appear 
to have been made under a supposeddelegation of jurisdiction by the Imperial 
Government of Great Britain, and to be intended to include authority to in- 
terpret.and enforce the provisions of the treaty of 1818, to which, as I have re- 
marked, the United States and Great Britain are the contracting parties, who 
can alone deal responsibly with questions arising thereunder. 

The effect of t colonial Ie; ion and executive interpretation, if exe- 
cuted according to the letter, would be not only to expand the restrictions and 
renunciations of the of 1818, which related solely to inshore fishe 
within the S-mile limit, so as to affect the deep-sea fisheries, the right to w 
remained unquestioned and unimpaired for the employment of the citizens of 
the United States, but further to diminish and practically to destroy the priv- 
ileges expressly secured to American fishing vessels to visit those inshore 
waters for the objects of shelter, repair of damages, and purchasing wood, and 
obtaining water. 


July 2, 1886, Mr. Bayard complained to Mr. West in the following 


Mr. Bayard to Sir L.. West. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, July 2, 1886. 

Sim: It is my unpleasant duty promptly to communicate to you the tele- 
graphic report to me by the United States consul-general at Halifax, that the 
schooner City Point, of Portland, Me., arrived at. the port of Shelburne, Nova 
Scotia, Innded two men, obtained water, and is detained by the authorities 
until further instructions are received from Ottawa. 

The ease as thus reported is an infringement on the ordinary rights of inter- 
national hospitality, and constitutes a violation of treaty stipulations and com- 
mercial privileges, evincing such unfriendliness to the citizens of the United 
States as is greatly to be deplored, and which I hold it to be the responsible 
duty of the Government of Great Britain promptly to correct. 


I kave, ctc., : 
T. F. BAYARD. 
Ata later date, July 10, 1886, Mr. Bayard recited another ontrage, 
as follows: 
Mr. Bayard to Sir L. West. 


DEPARTMENT or STATE, Washington, July 10, 1886, 
Sim: Ihave the honor to inform you that I am in receipt of a report from the 
cons: of the United States at Halifax, accompanied by sworn testi- 
mony stating that the Novelty,a duly registered merchant steam-vessel of the 
United States, has been denied the right to take in steam-coal, or purchase ice, 
or transship fish in bond to the United States, at Pictou, Nova Scotia. 
Itappears that, having reached that port on the lst instant and finding the 
customs office closed on account of a holiday, the master of the Novelty tele- 
poa to the minister of marine and fisheries at Ottawa, asking if he would 
permitted to do any of the three things mentioned above; that he received 
in reply a telegram reciting with certain inaccurate and extended a 
the ne bere of Article I of the treaty of 1818, the limitations upon signifi- 
cance of which are in pending discussion between the Government of the United 
and that of Her Britannic Majesty; that on entering and clearing the 
Novelty on the following day at the custom-house, the collector stated that his 
instructions were contained in the telegram the master had received; and that, 
the privilege of coaling being denied, the Novelty was compelled to leave Pictou 
without being allo to obtain fuel necessary for her lawful voyage on a dan- 


gerous coast. 

Against this treatment I make instant and formal protest as an unwarranted 
interpretation and application of the treaty by the officers of the Dominion of 
Canada and the Province of Nova Scotia, as an infraction of the laws of com- 
mercial and maritime intercourse existing between the two countries, and as a 
violation of hospitality, and for any loss or injury resulting therefrom the Gov- 
ernment of Her Britannic Majesty will be held liable. - 


have, ete., 
T. F. BAYARD. 
On the same day, July 10, 1886, Mr. Bayard wrote to Mr. West as 
follows: 


To-day Mr. C. A. BOUTELLE, M. C. from Maine, informs me that American 
boats visiting St. Andrews, New Brunswick, for the purpose of there purchasing 
herring from the Canadian weirs, for canning, had been driven away by the Do- 
minion cruiser Middleton. 

Such inhibition of usual and Jegitimate commercial contracts and intercourse 
is assuredly without warrant of law, and I draw your attention to it in order 
that the commercial rights of citizens of the United States may not be thus in- 
VASEG SBK subjected to unfriendly discrimination. 

ve, ete., 


lication 


T. F. BAYARD. 
July 16, 1886, Mr. Bayard wrote to Mr. Hardinge as follows: 


DEPARTMENT oF STATE, Washington, Ju’y 16, 1836. 

Sim: I have just received through the honorable C. A. BOUTELLE, M. C., the 
aflidavit of Stephen R. Balkam, al ozing. his expulsion from the harbor of St. 
Andrews, New Brunswick, by Captain Kent, of the Dominion cruiser Middle- 
ton, and the refusal to permit him to purchase fish caught and sold by Cana- 
dinns, for the purpose of canning as sardines. 

The action of Captain Kent seems to be a gross violation of ordinary commer- 
cial privileges an rican citizen proposing to transact his customary 
and Jawful trade and not prepared or intending in any way to fish or violate 
any local law or regulation or treaty stipulation. 

I trust instant instructions to prevent the recurrence of such unfriendly and 
unlawful treatment of American citizens ic hy given to the offending officials 
at St. Andrews, and reparation be made to Mr, Balkam, 

have, etc., 
T. F. BAYARD. 
Again, July 30, 1886, Mr. Bayard wrote to Sir Lionel West as fol- 
lows: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, July 30, 1836, 

Sim: It is my duty to draw your attention to an infraction of the stipulations 
of the treaty between the United States of America and Great Britain, concluded 
October 20, 1818. 

* * * * s * = 


I am also in po: 


alen 
there threatened by of his 

vessel if he attempted to obtain bait for fishing or to take a pilot. 
These are flagrant violations of treaty ts of their ft arate for which the 
on by Her Majesty’s Government; 
forthwith to the provin- 


. 
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cial oficials of Newfoundland and of the Magdalen Islands as will cause the 
treaty rights of citizens of the United States to be duly respected, 

For the losses occasioned in the two cases I have mentioned, compensation 
will hereafter be expected from Her Majesty’s Government when the amount 
shall have been accurately ascertained. 

I have, ete., T. F. BAYARD. 


Later, August 9, 1886, there seems still to have been trouble, and Mr. 
Bayard addressed Mr. Hardinge, as follows: 


Mr. Bayard to Mr. Hardinge. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washinglon, August 9, 1896. 
Sim: I regret that it has become my dutyto draw the attention of Her jes- 
ty's Government to the unwarrantable and unfriendly treatnent, repo to 
me this day hy the United States consul-general at Halifax, experienced by the 
American fishing schooner Rattler, of Gloucester, Mass., on the 3d instant, upon 
the occasion of her being driven by stress of weather to find shelter in the iar- 
bor of Suelburne, Nova Scotia. 
. s * s = * s d 
The vessel was then detained until the captain reported at the custom-house, 
after which she was permitted to sail. 
The hospitality which all civilized nations prescribe. has thus been violated 
and the stipulations of a treaty grossly infracted. 
A fishing vessel, denied all the usual commercial privileges ina port, has been 
compelled strictly to perform commercial obligations. 
In the interests of amity, Lask that this misconduct may be properly rebuked 
by the government of Her Majesty. 
I have, etc., 
T. F. BAYARD. 


Later, on August 17, 1836, Mr. Bayard, in a letter to Mr. West, used 
this language, speaking of another transaction: 
I have further the honor to ask with all earnestness that the Government of 


Her Britannic Majesty will cause steps to be forthwith taken to ro ena re- 
buke acts so violative of treaty and of the common rites of hospitality. 

Aud on the next day, August 18,1886, Mr. Bayard, in a letter to the 
same gentleman, used the following language, speaking of the vessel 
Rattler: 

Such conduct can not be defended on any just ground, and I draw your atten- 
tion to it in order that Her Britannic Majesty's Government may reprimand 
Captain Quigley for his unwarranted and rude act. 

Jt was simply im ble for this officer to suppose that any invasion of the 
fishing privi of Canada was intended by these vessels under the circum- 


¢% neces. 
The firing of a gun across their bows was a most unusual and wholly uncalled 


for exhibition of hostility, and equally so was the placing of armed men on 
board the peaceful and lawful craft of a friendly nation. 


Speaking of the Molly Adams, in his letter of September 10, 1886, 
Mr. Bayard said to Mr. West: 


Tiis inhospitable, indeed inhuman, conduct on the part of the customs ampe 
in question should be severely reprimanded, and for the infraction of y 
rights and commercial paru compensation equivalent to the injuries sus- 
tained will be claimed from Her Majesty's Government. 

Complaining of another transaction, Mr. Bayard, in a letter to Mr. 
West, said September 23, 1886: z 

Mr. Bayard to Sir-L. West. 
DEPARTMENT OF Strats, Washington, September 23, 1886. 

Sim: I have the honor to bring to yourattention an instance which has been 
brought to my knowledge of an alleged denial of one of the rights guarantied 
by the convention of 1818, in the case ofan American vessel. 

Capt. Joseph E. Graham, of the fishing schooner A. R. Crittenden, of Glou- 
cester, Mass., states under oath that on or about the 2ist of July last, on a re- 
turn trip from the open-sea fishing grounds to his home port, and while passing 
through the Strait of Canso, he stop d at Steep Creek for water, The customs 
officer at that place told him that if he took in water his vessel would be seized; 
whereupon he sailed without obtaining the needed supply, and was obliged to 
put his men on short allowance of water during the passage homeward, 

I have the honor to ask that Her Britannic jesty’s Government cause in- 
vestigation to be made of the reported action of the customs officer at Steep 
Creek, and if the facts be as stated, that he be promptly rebuked for his unlaw- 
ful and inhumane conduct in denying to a vessel of a friendly nation a general 
ay es which is not only held sacred under the maritime law of nations, but 
which is expressly confirmed to the fishermen of the United States throughout 
= egrets coasts of British North America by the first article of the conven- 

on oi : 

It does not appear that the A. R. Crittenden suffered other damage by this al- 
leged in jitable treatment, but reserving that point the incident affords an il- 
lustration of the vexatious spirit in which the officers of the Dominion of Can- 
ada appear to seek to penalize and oppress those fishing vessels of the United 
States, lawfully engaged in fishing, which from any cause are brought within 
their reach. 

Ihave, ete., 
T. F. BAYARD. 


Ishall not encumber the RECORD by putting in all these letters. 
Suffice it to say that up to the time these negotiations began, the Sec- 
retary of State on and off, again and again, declared that the Canadian 
authorities were violating the treaty, and not only violating the treaty 
but violating the common courtesies that were due from one friendly 
nation to another. Not only did he so assert to the British Govern- 
ment, but he instructed our minister at London to so assert, and he 
did so assert on various occasions. As suggested by the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. PLATT], he did that to American citizens who were 
demanding to know what their rights were, that they might not be 
led into a trap. He said: ‘“‘ Your rights are to go in there and buy.” 
Now he asserts that no such right ever existed. When did he get the 
new light? 

In a letter to Mr. Phelps on November 6, 1886, Mr. Bayard asserted 
this same right and directed him to assert it. He said, on page 437: 

From Her Majesty's Government redress is asked. And that redress, as I 
shall have occasion to-say hereafter, is not merely the indemnification of the 
es suffering by Captain Quigley’s actions, but his withdrawal from the 


waters where the outrages I represent to you have been commi k 
I have already said that the claims thus presented could be abundantly sus- 


tained by the law of nations, aside from treaty and other rights. But Iam not 
willing to rest the case. on the law of nations. It is essential that the issue be- 
tween United States fishing vessels and the ‘cruiser Terror” should be exam- 
ined in all its bearings, and settled in A <p not merely to the general law of 
nations, but to the particular rights of the parties aggrieved. 

It is a fact that the fishing vessel Marion Grimes had as much right under the 
special relations of Great Britain. and the United States to enter the harbor of 
Shelburne as had the Canadian cruiser. The fact that the Grimes was liable 


rolp e American fishing vessel as to the Canadian 
cruiser. 

The basis of this.right is thus declared by an eminent jurist and statesman 
Mr, R. R. Livingston, the first Secretar¢ of State appointed by the Continental 
Congress, in instructions issued on January 7, 1782, to Dr. Franklin, then at i 
intrusted by the United States with the negotiation of articles of peace with 
Great Britain: 

“The arguments on which the people of America found their claim to fish 
on the ba: of Newfoundland arise, first, from their having once formed a part 
ofthe British Empire, in which state they always enjoyed as aen enthe people 
of Britain themselves the right of fishing on those banks.. They have sh: in 
all the wars for the extension of that right,and Britain could with no more 
justice have excluded them from the enjoyment of it (even su that one 
nation could possess it to the exclusion of another) while they formed a part of 
that empire than they could exclude the people of London or Bristol, _ 

“If so, the only inquiry is, how have we lostthis right? If we were tenantsin 
common with Great Britain while united with her. we still continue so, unless 
by our own act we have relinquished our title. Had we with mutual 
consent, we should doubtless have made partition of our common rights 
treaty. But the oppressions of Great Britain forced us to a separation (whi 
must be admitted, or we have no right to be independent); and it. can not cer- 
tainly be contended that those oppressions sbri our rights or gave new 
ones to Britain. Our rights, then, are not invalidated by separation, more 
particularly as we have kept up our claim from the commencement of the war, 
and assigned the attempt of Great Britain to exclude us from the fisheries as 
one of the causes of our recurring to arms."’ 

s e * s * * s 

At present itis sufficient to say that the placing an armederuiser at the mouth 
of a bor in which the United States fishing vessels are accustomed and are 
entitled to seek shelter on their voyages, such cruiser being authorized to arrest 
and board our fishing vessels seeking such shelter, is an infraction not merely 
of the law of nations, but of a solemn treaty stipulation. That, so far as con- 
cerns the fishermen so affected, its ences are far-reaching and destruc- 


their anne Ree You will 


fishermen from waters, access to which. or he 
their trade, is pledged to them by Great Britain, not merely as an ancient right, 
but as part of a system of international settlement. 


Here I should like to say that I have gone carefully over the corre- 
spondence of the American minister, Mr. Phelps, and I believe that he 
presented the case with great force. I do not know whether he has 
changed base, too. I donot know whether he will now be the apologist, 
like the Secretary of State and the Democratic Senate, of the Canadian 
officials; but I know that from time to time he asserted in language, as 
I have before said, verging to the extreme of diplomatic courtesy, that 
these transactions were without authority of law and were violative of 
the treaty. He said to Lord Iddesleigh, September 11, 1886: 


To two recent instances of interference by Canadian officers with American 
fishermen, of a somewhat different character, I am specially instructea by my 
Government to ond seh lordship’s attention, those of the schooners Thomas 


F. Bayard and 

‘These vessels were proposing to fish in waters in which the right to fish is > 
ressly secured to ericans by the terms of the treaty of 1818; the former 
in Bonne Bay, on the northwest coast of Newfoundland, and the latter near the 
shores of the Magdalen Islands, 

For this purpose the Bayard attempted to purchase bait in the port of Bonne 
Bay, having reported at the custom-house and announced its object. The Mas- 
cot made a similar attempt at Port Amherst in the Magdalen Islands, and also 
desired to take on board a pilot. Both vessels were refused permission by the 
authorities to purchase bait,and the Mascot to take a pilot, and were notified 
to leave the ports within twenty-four hours-on penalty of seizure, They were 
therefore compelled to depart, to break up their voyages, and to return home, 
to their very great loss. I append copies of the affidavits of the masters of 
these vessels stating the facts. 

Your lordship will observe, upon reference to the treaty, not only that the 
right to fish in these waters is conferred by it, but that the clause prohibitin, 
entry by American fishermen into Canadian ports, except for certain specifi 
purposes, which is relied on by the Canadian Government in the cases of the 
Adams and of some other vessels, has no application whatever to the ports 
from which the Bayard and the Mascot were excluded. The a Looe mgt 
in the treaty having reference to those ports is against curing and drying fish 
there, without leave of the inhabitants, which the vessels excluded had no in- 
tention of doing. 

‘The conduct of the provincial officers toward. these vessels was therefore not 
merely unfriendly and injurious, but in clear and plain violation of the terms ot 
the treaty. And I am instructed to say that reparation for the losses sustained 
by it to the owners of the vessels will be claimed by the United States Govern- 
ment on their behalf as soon as the amount can be accurately ascertained. 


There are several letters from this minister of the same character as- 
serting that our fishermen had rights there. 

Mr. President, these assertions are in harmony with the construc- 
tion given to the treaty of 1818 by the British Government themselves 
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from time to time. I propose briefly to call the attention of the Sen- 
ate to this point. I submit the letter of Mr. Phelps to Lord Roseberry 
of June 2, 1886, page 415, in which he details particularly the cases 
wherein the British Government had surrendered the headland theory 
and the right to exclude our fishermen from the bays. 


* * s * * * 


The British Government has repeatedly refused to allow interference with 
Ameo aea vessels, unless for illegal fishing, and has given explicit orders 
to the contrary. 

On the 26th of May, 1870, Mr. Thornton, the British minister at Washington, 
communicated officially to the Secretary of State of the United States copies of 
the orders addressed by the British Admiralty to Admiral Wellesley, command- 
ing Her en poe naval forces on the North American station, and of a letter 
from the colonial department to the foreign office, in order that the Secretary 
might “see the nature of the instructions to be given to Her Majesty’s and the 
Canadian officers employed in maintaining order at the fisheries in the neigh- 
borhood of the coasts of Canada,” Amongthe documents thus transmitted is a 
letter from the foreign office to the secretary of the Admiralty, in which the fol- 
lowing language is contained: 

“The Canadian Government has recently determined, with the concurrence 
of Her Majesty's ministers, to increase the stringency of the existing practica of 
dispensing with the warnings hitherto given, and seizing at once any vessel de- 
tected in violation of the law. 

“In view of this change and of the questions to which it may give rise, I am 
directed by Lord Granville to request that you will move their lordships to in- 
struct the officers of Her jesty’s ships employed in the protection of the fish- 
eries that they are not to seize any vessel unless itis evident and can be clearly 
proved that the offense of fishing been committed and the vessel itself capt- 
ured within 3 miles of land.” 

In the letter from the lords of the Admiralty to Vice-Admiral Wellesley of 
May 5, 1870, in accordance with the foregoing request, and transmitting the let- 
ter above quoted from, there occurs the following language: 

** My lords desire me to remind you of the extreme importance of command- 
ing officers of the ships selected to protect the fisheries exercising the utmost 
discretion in carrying out their instructions, paying special attention to Lord 
Granville's observation that no vessel should be sei unless it is evident and 
can be clearly proved that the offense of fishing has been committed and that 
the vessel is captured within 3 miles of land.” 

Lord Granville, in transmitting to Sir John Young the aforesaid instructions, 
makes use of the following language: 

“ Her Majesty’s Government do not doubt that your ministers will agree with 
them as to the propriety of these instructions, and will give corresponding in- 
structions to the vessels employed by them.” 

‘These instructions were again a ren by the British minister at Wash- 
ington to the Secretary of State of the United States in a letter dated June 11, 
1870. 

Again, in February, 1871, Lord Kimberly, colonial secretary, wrote to the gov- 
ernor-general of as follows: 

“The a of Aana re bo Papin to enneren ports, al 
cept for the purpose of s. , and of re ng therein, pu ng 
aes and of obtaining water, might be warranted by the letter of the treaty of 
1818, and 7 Seow terms of the imperial act 59 George III, chapter 38, but Her 
Majesty’s Government feel bound to state that it seems to them an extreme 
measure, inconsistent with the general policy of the empire, and they are dis- 
posed to concede this point to the United States Government under such re- 


strictions as may be necessary to prevent smuggling, and to guard against any 
substantial invasion of the pally a rights of fishing which may be reserved to 
British subjects.” 


And in a subsequent letter from the same source to the governor-general, the 
following language is è 

“I think it right, however, to add that the responsibility of determining what 
is the true construction of a treaty made by Her Majesty with any foreign power 
must remain with Her Majesty’s Government,and that the degree to which 
this country would make itself a party to the strict enforcement of the treaty 
rights may depend not only on the literal construction of the treaty, buton the 
moderation and reasonableness with which these rights are asserted.” 

Iam not aware that any modification of these instructions or any different 
rule from that therein contained has ever been adopted or sanctioned by Her 
Majesty’s Government. 

Judicial authority upon this question is to the same effect. Thatthe purchase 
of bait by American fishermen in the provincial ports has been a common 
practice is well known. But in no case, so far as I can ascertain, has a seizure 
of an American vessel ever been enforced on the ground of the purchase of bait, 
or of any other supplies, On the hearing before the Halifax Fisheries Commis- 
sion in 1877 this question was d d, and no case could be produced of any 
such condemnation. Vessels shown to have been condemned were in all cases 
adjudged guilty, either of fishing, or preparing to fish, within the prohibited 
limit. And in the case of the White Fawn, tried in the admiralty court of New 
Brunswick before Judge Hazen in 1870, I understand it to have been distinctly 
held that the purchase of bait, unless proved to have been in preparation for 
illegal fishing, was not a violation of the treaty, nor of any existing law, and 
afforded no ground for proceedings against the vessel. 


I also submita paper found in Executive Document No. 113, marked 
Appendix B, showing the construction put upon the treaty by the 
British authorities: 

APPENDIX B. 


In such capacity your jurisdiction must be strictly confined within the limits 
of **3 marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors” of Canada, 
ith respect to any action you may take against American fishing vessels and 
United States citizens engaged in fishing. Where any of the bays, creeks, or 
harbors shall not exceed 6 geographical miles in width, you will consider that 
the line of demarcation extends from headland to headland, either at the en- 
trance to such bay, creek, or harbor, or from and between given points on both 
sides thereof, at any place nearest the mouth where the shores are less than 6 
milesapart; and may exclude foreign fishermen and fishing vessels therefrom, 
or seize if found within 3 marine miles of the coast. 

Jurisdiction.—The limits within which you will, if necessary, exercise the 
power to exclude the United States fishermen, or to detain American fishing 
vessels or boats, are for the present to be exceptional. Difficulties have arisen 
in former times with respect tothe question whether the exclusive limits should 
be measured on lines drawn parallel every where tothe coast and describing its 
sinuosities, or on lines produced from headland to headland across the entrances 
of bays, creeks, or harbors. Her Majesty’s Government are clearly of opinion 
that by the convention of 1818 the United States have renounced the right of 
fishing not only within 3 miles of the colonial shores, but within 3 miles of a 
line drawn across the mouth of any British bay or creek. 

It is, however, the wish of Her Majesty’s Government neither to concede, nor 
for the present to enforce any rights in this respect which are in their nature 
open to any serious question. Until further instructed, therefore, you will not 
interfere with any American fishermen unless found within 3 miles of the shore, 
or within 3 miles of a line drawn across the mouth of a bav ora creek which, 


though in paris more than 6 miles wide, is less than 6 geographical miles in 
widthat its mouth. In the case of any other roe as the aos dl des Chaleurs for 
example, you will notinterfere with any Uni States fish ng vessel or boat, 
or any American fishermen, unless they are found within 3 miles of the shore, 
“ Action.—You will accost every United States vessel or boat actually within 
8 marine miles of the shore along any other part of the coast except Labrador 
and around the Magdalen Islands, or within 3 marine miles of the entrance of 
any bay, harbor, or creek which is less than 6 geographical miles in width, or 
inside of a line drawn across any part of such bay. harbor,or creek at points 
nearest to the mouth thereof not wider apart than 6 phiecal miles, and if 
either See, Poopertee to fish, or having obviously fished within the exclusive 
limits, you will, in accordance with the above-recited acts, seize at once any ves- 
sel detected in violating the law, and send or take her into port for condemna- 
tion; but you are not to do so unless it is evident.and can be clearly proved, 
that the offense of fishing has been committed, and that the vessel is captured 
within the prohibited limits.” (Session Papers, volume IV, No. 4, 1871.) 


APPENDIX C.—The secretary of stale for the colonies to the governor-general, 


DOWNING STREET, October 10, 1870, 

Sır: Linclose a apy of a memorandum, which I have requested Lord Gran- 
ville to transmit to Sir E. Thornton, with instructions to communicate with you 
before addressing himself to the Government of United States on the subject to 
which the memorandum relates. 

The object of Her Majesty's Government is, as you will observe, to give effect 
to the wishes of your Government, by sppointing a joint commission, on which 
Great Britain, the United States, and da are to be represented, with the 
object of inquiring what ought to be the phical limits of the exclusive 
fisheries of the British North American colonies. In accordance with the un- 
Hagrenoe! desire of your advisers it is proposed that the inquiry should be held 

n America, 


The proposal contained in the last paragraph is made with a view to avoid . 


diplomatic difficulties, which might otherwise attend the negotiation. 


have, ete., 
KIMBERLY. 
Governor-General the Right Hon. Sir Joun Youna, G. C.B., G.C. M.G. 

We have both Houses of Congress and we have the Department of 
State in favor of our construction of the treaty of 1818.. We have in 
addition to that the fact that the claim either to exclude us from bays 
or from lines drawn from headland to headland was not set up for 
many years after; that it was referred to by Secretary Everett in 1843 
as a new claim made by the Canadians, and then not made by the Brit- 
ish. We have all these things to justify us in insisting that the con- 
struction put upon the treaty by our predecessors is correct. ~ ò 

I think that is a sufficient answer to the Senators who have accused 
us of partisanship and a desire to antagonize this Administration, as 
well as a reply to the undignified interview in which the Secretary of 
State recently said, if the Baltimore Sun correctly reports him, that 
the Republican Senators were actuated only by a desire to embarrass 
tĦe Administration. There is nota position that we have taken on 
this subject which has not been taken by the Secretary of State him- 
self. There is not a position that we have taken on the treaty of 1818 
that has not been taken by his minister to Great Britain. 

What do Senators on the other side say? Do they suppose that the 
Secretary of State and the American minister were simply making a 
claim that they in truth knew did not in fact exist, or have they seen 
a new light under the manipulation or the advice of Sir Ambrose Shea, 
Joseph Chamberlain, and Sir Lionel West? 

I said I would not take time to discuss the headland theory. It has 
been abandoned by Great Britain practically for years. It is abandoned 
now, or would have been but for this treaty. Mr. Tupper in discuss- 
ing this question before the Canadian Parliament admitted that it had 
been abandoned. 

So I think I may come to the treaty itself, and see whether there is 
ae in the treaty that is an improvement on the existing order 
of things. 

I do not desire to go into any discussion of the right of the Secretary 
of State, or of the President, more properly speaking, to initiate this 
proceeding. Isay that it wasa most remarkable transaction, and I 
think it has no precedent in history, with the Senate of the United 
States about to convene, within ten days of its session, that the Presi- 
dent should select a commission which should sit here for months dur- 
ing the session, and that he should not send in their names to the Sen- 
ate for confirmation. Butif the treaty was a good treaty, one com- 
mending itself to the American people and the American Senate, I 
should be in favor of waiving all these irregularities and of taking tlre 
treaty as itis. But such is not the case. 

In the first place, we ought not to treat with Great Britain at all at 
this time. Such was almost the unanimous sense of the American Sen- 
ate. It would have been unanimously held a year later, had the ques- 
tion been submitted, that we ought not to treat at all with all these 
outrages unredressed, with our ships boarded, taken into port, fined, 
hindered, injured, ruined in their business, and further, the American 
flag pulled down and insulted. Yet that has been done without an 
apology worthy of the name for these insults to the flag and the na- 
tion. We are asked to treat with Great Britain upon this question, to 
surrender that which was incontestably ours, as I intend to show when 
I take up the treaty in detail. We have under this proposed treaty 
nothing that we did not have without it. We haveno opportunity for 
redress for the wrongs inflicted. We have, it is true, for the lowering 
of the flag what they call an apology. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a word on that point, because on two 
or three occasions when this question has been up it has been said that 
Great Britain has apologized. I assert that Great Britain has never 
indicated the slightest compunction as to the Canadian conduct, and I 
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do not know that Great Britain supposes she is liable for anything. 
Yet we do not deal with Canada. If anapology came at all, it should 
come from Great Britain. But let us hear what kind of an apology we 
got. Iremembera year ago and more, when this matter was under dis- 
cussion, the Senator from Missouri [Mr. VEST] said that there had been 
an apology. The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Gormaw], who was 
discussing the question a little later, said that there had been an apol- 
ogy, but he said it was a very unsatisfactory apology. Isay it was no 
apology atall. Let us hear what they said: 
WASHINGTON, December 7, 1886, 

Sm: Iam instructed by the Earl of Iddesleigh to communicate to you the in- 
closed copy of a dispatch, with its inclosures, from the officer administering the 
Government of Canada, ressing the regret of the Dominion Government at 
the action of the captain of the Canadian cutter Terror in lowering the United 


States flag from the United States fishing schooner Marion Grimes, of Gloucester, 
Mass., while that versel was under detention at Shelburne, Nova Scotia. 


i have, ete., 
L. S. SACKVILLE WEST. 
Here is the inclosure: 
Acting Governor Lord A. G. Russell to Mr. Stanhope. 
HALIFAX, Nova SCOTIA, October 27, 1886. 

Sır: I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy of an approved minute of 
the privy council of Canada, expressing the regret of my Government at the ac- 
tion of the captain of the Canadian cutter Terror in lowering the United States 
flag from the United States fishing schooner Marion Grimes,of Gloucester, Mass., 
while that vessel was under detention at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, by the col- 
lector of customs at that port for an infraction of the customs regulations, 

I have communicated a copy of this order in council to Her Majesty’s minis- 
ter at Washington, 

have, cte., 
{A. G. RUSSELL, General. 
This is the next inclosure: 
[Inclosure 2 in No. 57.] 

Report of a committee of the honorable the privy council for Canada, approved 
by his excellency the administrator of the Government in council on the 26th 
October, 1886. ‘ 

On a report, dated the th October, 1886, from Hon. Mackenzie Bowell, for 
the minister of marine and fisheries, saog 8 on Monday, the 11th October 
instant, the United States fishing schooner Marion Grimes, of Gloucester, Mass., 
was under detention at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, by the collector of customs at 
that port for an infraction of the customs ulations; that while so detained, 
and under the surveillance of the Canadian Government cutter,Terror, the cap- 
tain of the Marion Grimes hoisted the United States flag. 

The minister further states that it me re that Captain Quigley, of the Terror, 
considered such actas an intimation that there was an intention to rescue the 
vessel, and requested Captain Landry to take the flag down. This request was 
complied with. An hour later, however, the flag was again hoisted,and on 
Captain Landry being asked if his vessel had been released, and replying that 
she had not, Captain Quigley again requested that the flag be lowered. This 
was refused, when Captain Quigley himself lowered the flag, acting under the 
belief that while the ion Grimes was in possession of the customs authori- 
ties, and until her case had been adjudicated upon, the vessel had no right to 
fly the United States flag. 

Now, here is the apology, Mr. President. 

The minister regrets that he should have acted with undue zeal, although 
Captain Quigley may have been technically within his right while the vessel 
was in the custody of the law. 

The committee advise that your excellency be moved to forward a copy of 
this minute, if vt ah to the right honorable the secretary of state for the 
colonies, and to Her Majesty's minister at Washington, expressing the regret of 
the Canadian Government at the occurrence. 

All of which is respectfully submitted for your excellency's fe ne 

JOHN J. M E, 


Cterk, Privy Council. 

Mr. President, I assert that no international lawyer in the Senate or 
anywhere will stand up and claim that before adjudication there is any 
right in the Government seizing a vessel to take down its flag. Itisa 
universal law of the world that the flag flies until the adjudication de- 
termines the question of the right of seizure. So these Canadian au- 
thorities simply regretted that Captain Quigley acted with undue zeal, 
and then asserted the right to pull down the American flag whenever 
they seized a vessel, and it is only a question with them of policy and 
not a question of law. 

The State Department knew that that was not the international law, 
for the Secretary of State himself, in one of his letters to Mr. Phelps, 
declares that the Canadians. had no right to take down the flag until 
it was determined there was a rightful and proper seizure of the vessel. 

Mr. President, how long do you think they would have been with- 
out an apology of a proper kind if we had pulled down the British 
flag floating over a Canadian fisherman? How long do you think it 
would have been before we should have been notified that we were to 
disavow the act of that officer or to make an humble apology ? 

Great Britain does not proceed in that way when her flag is insulted. 
She does not wait. Neither have we been wont to wait when the Amer- 
ican flag was assailed. It is left for this Administration to accept an 
apology which says, ‘‘We had aright to take down your flag; you 
ought not to complain; we think it was a little undue zeal on the part 
of our officer, and yet the right exists.” Out upon such an apology, 
Mr. President! It ought to make every American ashamed, and it 


does. I know that there are men in the Democratic party who are 
ashamed ofit. I am sorry to say that they seem to have lost the cour- 
age to say what they must think, and what all honest, upright, brave 
people must think of such a transaction. 

Once upon an occasion an overzealous United States naval officer 
seized two Confederate messengers going abroad. You may remember 
it. It was in the fall of 1861. He seized a British ship because it was 


carrying contraband passengers, but instead of complying with the law 
of nations and bringing in the ship, he let the ship go and took out of 
it the men, and thus put himself beyond the pale of international law. 
What did the British Government do with us then? They gaveus no- 
tice that we should return those men to British control and authority 
inside of seven days or there would be war. They did not wait seven 
days before they started by the quickest transportation in their power 
their troops to the Canadian provinces. 

There is not a man here who does not know that there is not any 
nation in the world who would dare to do sucha thing to Great Britain; 
and are they to get off with an apology of the character I have read ? 
I do not wonder that the Senator from Maryland said that it was not 
a satisfactory apology. 

But, Mr. President, it is in keeping with the whole course of this 
Administration on this question. It is in keeping with the whole 
course of the Administration in its dealings with the British Govern- 
ment. I cannot assume thatthe Administration was afraid to demand 
asuflicientapology. I must assume that the Administration is not suffi- 
ciently alive to indignities inflicted upon this country. Thatis the ex- 
cuse, and that probably istheonly one. If it had been snfliciently alive 
to the wrongs inflicted no treaty would have been made, no negotia- 
tion would have been entered into until there had been some redress 
a icant promised for all the wrongs inflicted upon us by the Canadian 
officials. 

I desire to call the attention of the Senate briefly to some provisions 
of the new treaty and then I shall not detain the Senate longer upon 
this subject. The treaty comes here with the President’s approval. 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. GRAY] says it comes with great pre- 
sumptive weight. He says that a treaty always comes with great pre- 
sumptive weight from an administration, and it always hasit. Time 
and again a Republican administration has sent to a Republican Sen- 
ate treaties which have been rejected, and rejected, too, by Republican 
votes. When was it that the American Senate became subordinate to 
the executive department in considering these subjects and determin- 
ing what treaties ought and what ought not to be ratified? With great 
presumptive weight! The President, after detailing the treaty, says: 

The treaty meets my approval, because I believe that it supplies a satisfactory, 
practical, and final adincunent; upon a basis honorable and just to both parties, 
of the difficult and vexed question to which it relates, 

A review of the history of this question will show that all former attempts to 
arrive atacommon interpretation, satisfactory to both parties, of the first article 


of the treaty of October 20, 1818, have been unsuccessful; and with the lapse of 
time the difficulty and obscurity have only increased. 5 
s s $ * . * s 

But I believe the treaty will be found to contain a just, honorable, and there- 
fore satisfactory solution of the difficulties which have clouded our relations 
with our neighbors on our northern border. 

Especially satisfactory do I believe the proposed arrangement will be found 
by those of our citizens who are engaged in the open-sea fisheries, adjacent to 
the Canadian coast, and resorting to those ports and harbors under the treaty 
provisions and rules of international law. 

The proposed delimitation of the lines of the exclusive fisheries from the com- 
mon fisheries will give certainty and security as to the area of their legitimate 
field; the headland theory of imaginary lines is abandoned by Great Britain, 
and the specifications in the treaty of certain named bays especially provided - 
for gives satisfaétion to the inhabitants of the shores, without subtracting ma~ 
terially from the value or convenience of the fishery rights of Americans. 

The uninterrupted navigation of the Strait of Canso is expressly and for the 
first time affirmed. 


I shall show that the President could not have read the treaty with 
care or he would not have made that assertion— 
and the four purposes for which our fishermen under the treaty of 1818 were 
allowed to enter the bays and harbors of Canada and Newfoundland within the 
belt of 3 marine miles are placed under a fair and liberal construction, and 
their enjoyment secured without such conditions and restrictions as in the past 
have embarrassed and obstructed them so seriously, 

I do not wonder that Mr. Tupper pointed to this and said with great 
glee, ‘‘ What will that do for us when we come to negotiate again??? 
Here is the President of the United States telling the whole world 
that our interpretation of the treaty is a fair, honorable, and just one; 
and that the treaty is all that the Americans can expect. Then the Pres- 
ident follows with his explanations. Now, let uss e what the Presi- 
dent says about the commercial rights that the Secretary of State had 
declared to American citizens existed, and which they had been en- 
couraged to assert under this Administration: 

The rightofour fishermen under the treaty of 1818 did not extend to the procures 
ment of distinctive fishery supplies in Canadian ports and harbors; and one 
item, sup) d to be essential, to wit, bait, was plainly denied them by the ex- 
plicit and definite words of the treaty of 1818, em hasized by the course of the 
negotiation and express decisions which preceded the conclusion of that treaty, 

Who is at fault, the President of the United States or the Secretary 
of State? Both can not be right. 

I now desire to briefly call attention to the proposed treatyitself. I 
shall speak of only one or two sections to any extent, and I shall not 
dwell very much on those. 

In brief, the treaty provides for a commission, two commissioners to 
be selected by the Government of the United States, and two to he se- 
leeted by the British Government, and in case of a disagreement an 
umpire to be selected. These commissioners are to be appointed for 
the purpose of delimiting the several bays. Without, however, wait- 
ing for that, the treaty proposes that the delimitation shall be made in 
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the manner described, and then proceeds to make some of the delimita- 
tions without waiting for the commission. 
' The delimitation shall be made in the following manner, and shall be ac- 
cepted by both the high contracting parties as Wy Sram for odd ge under 
Ania aa the convention of October 20, 1818, between the Uni States and 
Great n, 

The 3 marine miles mentioned in Article I of the convention of October 
20, 1818, shall be measured seaward from low-water mark; but at every bay, 


creek, or harbor, not otherwise specially provided for in this treaty, such 3 
marine miles shall be measured seaw;: froma straight line drawn across the 
bay, creek, or harbor, in the part nearest the entrance at the first point where 
the width does not exceed 10 miles. 

The Senator from Delaware went into an extended ent to show 
that 3 marine miles was not the present international law, and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE] went into an extended argu- 
ment to show that the British owned all the country up there, and 
therefore allowing us to come within the 10 miles was quite a favor. 

It is not necessary for us to consider what the international law is 
upon this subject. We had a treaty. We had fixed 3 miles. That 
had received its construction, which was, that the smaller bays that 
were 6 miles or less were included in the prohibited waters; but now 
bays that are 10 miles wide are to be included in the prohibited waters. 
Bays that are much wider than that are prohibited by the delimitation 
in this treaty, and yet the President of the United States says that 
these delimitations ‘‘ will give certainty and security ™ to the people 
of the United States who want to fish in those waters. 

The proposed delimitation of the lines of the exclusive fisheries from the com- 
mo fisheries will give certainty and security as to the area of their legitimate 

eiad, 

Mr. President, is that possible? How can a fisherman see who is to 
keep outside of 3 miles, the line drawn from another invisible line 
that is 10 miles long, being more than 6 or 8 miles out from shore, and 
how can it benefit him any to have these delimitations? It only opens 
the door for more difficulty and more confusion and more trouble on 
the part of the fisherman. What he could see and might escape be- 
fore, he can not see now and can not escape. To say nothing of the 
great surrender of a large area of fishing ground thatis rightfully ours, 
we are adding to the embarrassment of every man who goes into those 
waters to fish ifr eigen bog line so as to keep him from the shore, 
making it more difficult for him to determine where he is. 

Then follow, in Article IV, the bays which are delimited, of which 
I have not time to speak at any length. Then comes Article V: 


ARTICLE V. 

Nothing in this treaty shall be construed to include within the common waters 
any such interior portions of any bays, creeks, or harbors as can not be reached 
from the sea without passing within the 3 marine miles mentioned in Article I of 
the convention of October 20, 1518, = 

I wish to call the attention of the Senate to what Sir Charles Tupper 
says about that, and why he says that was putin, Mr. Mills, of Both- 
well, asked him why this provision was inserted, and he said: 

Sir CHARLES Turren. I am obliged to my honorable friend for his question, 
and I will give him a most explicit and, I am qoe a satisfactory answer, 
I hold the delineation of a bay in my hands. is „it is true, but itis 
none the less just what you may meet with at the mouth of any bay, This bay 
is 15 miles from mainland to mainland, and yet under the instructions of my 
honorable friend from Northumberland [Mr. Mitchell] not to go within 3 miles 
of the shore they could not get into that bay. y? use there are islands 
in the mouth of the bay, and the island carries its 3 miles of marine jurisdiction 
stretched around it, the same asthe mainland. I will send it over to my honor- 
able friend to show him just what thatarticle means, and the reason why it was 
necessary, in order to provide for a possible bga ge Yes i by which a bay being 
15 miles wide they could not get into it now. I said: You do not propose by 
that 10-mile arrangement to enter a bay that you could not enter under the 
6-mile arrangement, do you? Certainly not. Then I gave them this delinea- 
tion, and that clause was put in the treaty for agg purpose of giving effect to it, 
and to prevent giving any ble uncertainty.’ Now, sir, as I said before, we 
were met in a broad and liberal spirit, and I think the sentiment that animated 
us on both sides was that we owed it to each other and to the countries we rep- 
resented not to quarrel over points that could be satisfactorily adjusted. 


That was put in there, it seems, for the benefit of the Canadians, and 
not for us, 
I do not care to look at the other articles, except Article IX, which 
refers to the Strait of Canso. 
ARTICLE IX. 


Nothing in this treaty shall interrupt or affect the free navigation of the Strait 
of Cango by fishing vessels of the United States. 


The President of the United States declares in his message to Con- 
that this guaranties to us some rights that we did not have be- 
ore. It has simply said as to the Strait of Canso that it leaves it right 
where itis, Any claim thatthe British Government ever made to that 
strait they can make to-day notwithstanding this treaty. What claims 
they have made in the past I do not care at this late hour to undertake 
to cite, and I shall not speak of the character of their claims. 
Wecome now to Article X, which is supposed to have great merit. It 
was much dwelt on by some of the Senators who have discussed this 
question. It provides, speaking of our vessels, that— 


They need not report, enter, or clear, when putting into such bays or harbors 
A aae or re ' damages, nor when putting d into the same, outside the 


ng 
rts of entry, for the purpose of purchasing wood or ofob- 
taining water; essen thas any Sats rd, petarda E 
hours, exclusive of Sundays and legal holidays, wit 
municating with the shore therein, may be 
and no vessel shall be excused hereby from 
officers, * * * 


more than twenty-four 
n any such port, or com- 
uired to report, enter, or clear; 
due information to boarding 


Mr. President, is there very much in that? Is there very much in 
the provision that they need enter and clear except under certain cir- 
cumstances? Mr. Tuppersays that if they communicate with the shore 
for any purpose they must enter and clear. Mr. Tupper said that he 
did not think it was worth while to insist upon their entering and 
clearing; that we did not do that with the British vessels which came 
mto our ports under like circumstances; and he said they took the tes- 
timony of one of the oldest collectors in the country, the collector of 
the port of Portland, who asserted that for thirty years he had never 
known a vessel to be disturbed for remaining more than twenty-four 
hours without entering and clearing. Whatever might be the statute 
which was recited by the Senator irom Delaware, it has been a dead 
letter as applied to Canadian vessels. If the fisherman communicates 
with the shore to get wood, or water, or a doctor, or for any other pur- 
pose whatever, he must enter and clear. There is no concession there 
atall. Thatis the very extent that any nation requires of people com- 
ing into its ports. ‘Thisarticle refers to those who come for shelterand 
repairing damages, for the purchase of wood, or to obtain water, and 
then they need not, unless they communicate, and as they must com- 
municate it amounts to saying that they shall enter and clear, 

Article X also provides that— 

They shall not be liable in any such bays or harbors for compulsory pilotage. 

Mr. Tupper said that the Canadian fishermen were not subject to 
that in American ports, and I understand that to be the rule. The 
are notin New England. The Senator from Massachusetts [ Mr. Hoar 
thinks they are perhaps in some of the Southern ports. Perhaps there 
was a reservation some years ago in a statute to that effect. However, 
I think Mr. Tupper made the statement that there were no compul- 
sory pilotage dues exacted here. I have a reference to it. 

Article XI isclaimed to have great merit, and to bea very great con- 
cession by the Canadian Government tous. It is one of the strong 
points in this treaty; it is one of the things on account of which it is 
urged upon our attention. That article provides: 

United States fishing vessels entering the ports, bays, and harbors of the east- 
ern and northeastern coasts of Canada, or of the coasts of Newfoundland under 
stress of weather or other casualty, may unload, reload, transship, or sell, subject 
tocustoms laws and regulations, all fish on board, when such unloading, trans- 
shipment, or sale is made n as incidental to repairs, and may replenish 


outfits, provisions, and supplies dam: or lost by disaster; and incase ofdeath 
orsickness shall be allowed all needful facilities, including the shipping of crews. 


In1794, when we were denied commercial relations with Great Britain, 
not only in Canada, but in all British colonies, we made a treaty with 
Great Britain which contained stipulations of ter value than this, 
The stipulation then was not only that we might do all that is now 
proposed to be done, but we might go further and barter our merchan- 
dise for such things as we needed. 

There is nothing in this provision of the treaty, as Mr. Tupper says. 
He says the Canadian Government ought to be ashamed to deny to any 
foreigners the privileges that are conceded here, not the privileges con- 
ceded here as claimed by the Senator from Delaware, not the privi- 
leges conceded if the President and Secretary of State are correct, but 
according to his interpretation, which is in accordance with the inter- 
pretation put upon it by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar] 
the other day when he addressed the Senate. 

‘The article refers only to vessels that go in there understress of weather 
or other casualty, and when they so go in they may do what? Unload, 
reload, transship, or sell, subject to customs laws and regulations? Oh, 
no, not that. They may do all that when such unloading, transship- 
ment, or sale is necessary as incidental to repairs. When they are in 
such distyss that they can not keep their cargo afloat in their vessels, 
then they may apply to the British authorities, and if the British au- 
thorities think it is a case of distress, of casualty, they may be allowed 
to ship, provided they show that itis as incidental to repairs. 
If they can not make their repairs without it, then they may doit. It 
is oe barren right. It is of no earthly account, and was not intended 
to 

“In case of death or sickness’’ they shall kave ‘‘all needful facili- 
ities, including the shipping of crews.’’ All this is dependent, first, 
upon the fact that they are driven in by stress of weather; then that 
the Canadian authorities think it is incidental to repairs, or that it is 
necessary. With the disposition that the Canadian authorities have 
shown toward our fishermen for the last few years, how much benefit 
do you suppose our fishermen will derive under that provision of the 
treaty ? 

There is another clause in Article XI which the Senator from Dela- 
ware insisted was an unrestricted license to trade by fishermen, or that 
at least was the theory upon which he went. 


Saage? pares in establisned ports of entry of the aforesaid coasts of 
Canada or of Newfoundland, for the homeward voyage, such provisions and 
supplies as are paan sold to trading ten ls, shai hi Kepti Sree 
States fishing v such ports, mptly upon ap’ ion an ou 
; and such vessels havin, obtained licenses in the manner aforesaid shall 
also be accorded upon all ons such facilities for the purchase of casual or 
needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to the trading vessels; 
but such provisions or supplies shall not be obtained by barter, nor purchased 
for resale or trafic. 
The Senator from Delaware insisted the other day that this was an 
unlimited right to pera for the homeward voyage such provisions as 
were ordinarily to trading vessels. This license only applies to 
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vessels that have gone into these ports in stress of weather. It only 
applies to such vessels as go there because they could not keep out, to 
such vessels as come in in distress or by reason of some disaster that 
has occurred or will occur if they stay-out. It is only to that class of 
vessels that this license is granted. 

Then what are they to buy? For the homeward voyage only. If 
they come in in the beginning of their fishing season, before they have 
had time to fish and get ready to return, and if they meet disaster 
“and lose a portion of their supplies, they can not goin and buy. It is 
only when they can satisfy the Canadian Government that they areon 
the homeward move, and that they will starve to death, as suggested 
by the Senator from Connecticut | Mr. PLATT], before they get home 
if they can not buy. 

Between two great nations speaking the same language, having so 
many things in common, do we need a treaty for things like that? 
Can Great Britain afford to deny to the distressed fishermen of this 
country or any other that come into her ports the right to purchase 
supplies to take them home? There is no nation to-day on earth that 
denies that to the distressed mariner. Yet that provision is pat in 
this treaty and it is held up to usasa great merit, one which we should 
surrender almost anything to secure, and because we do not see it in 
that light we are moved wholly and solely by partisan zeal and by a 
desire to embarrass the Administration ! 

I said that Mr. Tupper did not entertain the same views about this 
that the Senator from Delaware entertains. I will call attention now to 
what Mr. Tuppersaidaboutit. After quoting Article XI of the treaty, 
he said: 

That was another concession. There is no doubt at all, sir, that these were 
rights which under the strict terms of the treaty of 1818 they could not demand, 
nor could they insist upon them being granted; but at the same time I think I 
am within the ju mt of the house on both sides when I say that in the case 
of a vessel which is homeward bound and requires provisions or needful sup- 
plies to take her home, if, for instance, she has some of her rigging carried away, 
or some of her salt washed overboard, and is obliged to lose her voyage in goin 
back to a distant port to refit, a provision that she may obtain casual and n 
fal supplies of that kind was demanded in the interests of good neighborhood, 
and it was not going too far to say that we would allow them to enjoy those ad- 
vantages. Therefore, sir, I am glad to belive that Article XI will meet with 
the hearty approval of the house and the country, and that they will feel that 
we have only acted with a wise judgment, and with due regard to the best in- 
terests of Canada for the sake of removing an international unpleasantness, in 
putting these provisions into this treaty, 


It is very clear that Mr. Tupper does not understand it as the Sena- 
tor from Delaware does; it is very clear that if this treaty is ratified it 
opens the door for further controversy, for when the man who made it 
on the part of the Canadian Government gives it one construction and 
the Senator from Delaware, representing the Administration, gives it 
another, it is fair to presume that this will not cease to be a subject of 
controversy, but will hereafter continue to be a subject of controvers, 
as others have been heretofore. ; > 

So there is nothing in that which has not been granted for more than 
fifty years to every Canadian vessel in the United States wherever she 
has gone, 

I Bini now to a remarkable section as to the numbering of fishing 
vessels. Ido not desire to spend much time upon it. I find that we 
are to number in a conspicuous manner every United States vessel, to 
have ‘‘its official number on each bow.’’ It shall be plainly marked, 
be conspicuous, sò that all can see it, and we shall make such 
tions concerning it as we may think proper; but before they take ef- 
fect we are to submit them to Her Majesty’s Goveriiment; I do not 
know for what, whether for approval or disapproval, but the regula- 
tions can not take effect, at all events, until we have submitted them. 
How long is it since we have submitted questions of this kind to a for- 
eign power? Some years ago, about 1852, when there was some 
trouble up on the Canadian border, an English cruiser was called upon 
to seize some American vessels that the Canadian authorities said were 
intruding and violating the provisions of the treaty, or if not the treaty, 
some of their local statutes, and the British officer replied, ‘‘ How am 
I to know whether they are American vessels or not? Are they 
marked?” Now it is proposed that there shall be no trouble of that 
kind hereafter. They are to be marked. They will be marked if this 
treaty should become operative; but it will not. + 

Now I come to Article XIV, which I think is a very remarkable one. 
I confess, if everything else had been according to my judgment, that 
the rehding of this article alone would render it utterly impossible for 
me, with my ideas of right and duty, to vote for this treaty. 


Artics XIV. 

The penalties for unlawfully fishing in the waters, bays, creeks, and harbors, 
referred to in Article I of this treaty, may extend to forfeiture of the boat or 
vessel, and appurtenances, and also of-the suppliesand cargo aboard when the 
offense was committed; and for preparing in such waters to unlawfully fish 
therein, penalties shall be fixed by the court, not to exceed those for unlawfully 
fishing, and for any other violation of the laws of Great Britain, „ or 
Newfoundland Roe to the right of fishery in such waters, bays, creeks, or 
harbors, penalties shall be fixed by the court, not exceeding in all $ for every 
ton of the boat or vessel concerned. The boat or vessel may be holden for 
penalties and forfeitures. 


We were told by Senators who addressed the Senate that this was a 
valuable provision, because we knew just the penalties to be attached; 
we knew just what the fishermen would suffer. When the Barbary 
State pirates went out from the African coast and seized a vessel that 


was sailing by, they confiscated the cargo and they confiscated the ship 
and sold the men into slavery; and there is nothing more left for the 
British Government to do, unless when it gets a ship and the cargo it 
should propose to sell the men. 

Somebody said when this was under discussion heretofore, that the . 
men escaped with their lives. They takeall a man has got; they take 
his ship, they take his stock in trade, his fish, and everything on the 
vessel. For what? For fishing in waters as to which he can not tell 
when he goes out without a marine-glass, and frequently can not tell 
with a glass, whether he is within the prohibited waters or not. No 
matter how he gets there, anxious as he may be to keep within the 
waters that are unquestionably his, to keep out of the forbidden waters, 
if by wind or tide he finds himself, or a Canadian official asserts that 
he is, within the forbidden waters, he loses his ship and he loses his 
eargo. He does not lose his life! What a wonderful condescension 
after they take all the poor devil has. 

The offense of fishing in English waters willfully and corruptly might 

ustify the forfeiture of the vessel; but does it justify it where it is 

done by mistake? ‘There is no saving clause; there is no assertion 
that if he purposely goes there* he shall suffer; there is no way that 
he can get out by pleading that he was carried in by the great tides 
that rise twenty-odd feet and flow with a velocity which will carry 
fishermen out of their soundings and beyond their reckonings; and 
yet if a fisherman goes in there perforce of wind and weather he is 
to be seized by these people who have for years shown themselves 
to be the deadly enemies of our fishermen, and who have declared 
officially that every American fisherman who came into those waters is 
un injury to Canadian interests, and that they intend, if they can, to 
deprive us of the privilege of fishing in those waters. And yet we are 
told that this is a treaty that the American Senate ought to ratify in 
this year 1888! 5 

Mr. President, I say it is a barbarism to punish any man with for- 
feiture of his boat and the forfeiture of his cargo who does not go there 
with willful intention to violate the law, and there ought to have been 
a provision in this treaty that only in case of willful violation ọf the 
law should fishermen be amenable to such extreme penalties. 

Then, ‘‘preparing to fish,’? mending his nets within the waters with 
intent ‘‘to unlawfully fish therein.” 

Ido not know whether this means unlawfully fishing within the 
forbidden waters, but I will assume that it does for this argument. I 
will concede that it does. 

What is ‘‘preparing to fish?” Mending his nets, getting ready his 
lines, fixing up his ship; and who is to determine whether he is pre- , 
paring to fish in the forbidden waters, and if he is found guilty, whatis 
the penalty? They were careful to say ‘‘for unlawful fishing.” 


For preparing in such waters to unlawfully fish therein, penalties shall be 
fixed by the court, not to exceed those for unlawfully fishing. 


So for preparing to fish they may forfeit his vessel, they may forfeit 
his cargo, they may turn him adrift in a Canadian port to get home as 
best he may, and they may do it upon the testimony of the men who 
become the owners of one-half of his ship and one-halfof his cargo; and 
when he is seized for preparing to fish and taken into a British port he 
must prove that he was not preparing to fish, and he must prove that 
he was not preparing to fish within the forbidden waters. Theburden 
of proof is on him. Every fact thatis necessary to establish his defense 
he must prove affirmatively. 

The Senator from Delaware and other Senators have attempted to 
make it appear that this is but the usual customs Jaw. This is not 
true, Itis a different thing. The rule is that where a man has a li- 
cense to do a certain thing and he is arrested and it is charged that he 
had not a license, he must produce the license, and the burden of proof 
is on him because the proof is supposed to be with him. But when a 
vessel is seized for being over the line, when it is seized for preparing 
to fish or unlawfully fishing, he has the burden of proofon him, Can 
he better produce the proof than the other party? Do we not reverse 
all the ordinary rules of courts and all the ordinary rules that apply to 
transactions between men, and put him in a hostile court away from 
home with the witnesses interested in securing his condemnation, and 
put him upon the proof? Why, sir, it is a most outrageous provision 
in the treaty, and I have the authority of the Secretary of State that it 
is an ou us provision in the statute; I have the authority of his 
minister to Great Britain that it is outrageous to thus proceed. 

Mr. Phelps, speaking of this very principle, said in a letter of De- 


cember 2, 1886: ; 
Mr. Phelps to Lord Iddlesteigh. 
LEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES, London, December 2, 1856. 
My Lorn: Referring to the conversation I had the honor to hold with your 
lordship on the 30th November, relative to the request of my Government that 
the owners of the David J. Adams may be furnished with a copy of the orig- 
inal reports, stating the charges on which that vessel was seized by the Cana- 
dian authorities, I desire now to place before you in writing the grounds upon 
which this request is preferred, 
In the suit is now going on in the admiralty court at Halifax, for the pur- 
of condemning the vessel, still further charges have been added. And the 
vernment of Canada seek to avail themselves of a clause in the act of the Oa- 
nadian Parliament of May 22, 1868, which is in these words: “In case a dispute 
arises as to whether any seizure has or has not been legally made or as to 
whether the person seizing was or was not authorized to seize this act 
see the burden of proving the illegality of the seizure shall be on the owner 
or claimant, . 
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T can not quote this 
violation of the principles of natural justice,as wellas of those of 
That a man should be charged 


rovision without saying that it is, in my judgment, in 
the common law. 
by police or executive officers with the commis- 
sion of an offense and then be condemned upon trial unless he can prove him- 
self to be innocent is a proposition that is incompatible with the fundamental 


ideas upon which the administration of justice p: But it is sought in the 

resent case to carry the proposition much further, and to hold that the party 
Tasai ated must not only prove himself innocent of the offense on which his 
vessel was seized, but also of all other charges upon which it might have been 
seized that may be afterward brought forward and set up at the trial. 


What will be the opportunity of the American fisherman to escape 
condemnation in a Canadian court—seizing him for one thing and com- 
pelling him to prove that he was not guilty of another? Why, Mr. 
President, it is a cunningly-devised scheme to confiscate the property 
of American citizens. It is not much better in my judgment, nay, I 
doubt whether it is any better, than the system by which the pirates 
went out and seized the vessels as they passed by. For them, at least, 
there was a chance for a fair fight, but there is none given to these 
men, either before or after. Lord Iddesleigh replied to this by saying 
it was the usual customs law. Mr. Phelps denied it. I quote what 
Lord Iddesleigh said: 


With respect to the statement in your nôte that a clause in the Canadian act 
of May 22, 1868, to the effect that, * In case a dispute arises as to whether any 
seizure has or has not been legally made, or as to whether the person seizing 
was or was not authorized to seize under this act, the burden of proving the 
illegality of the seizure shal! be on the owner or mant,” is in violation of 
the principles of national justice, as well as those of the common law, I have 
to observe that the statutes referred to is cap. 61 of 1868, which provides for the 
issue of licenses to foreign fishing vessels, and for the forfeiture of such vessels 
fishing without a license; and that the porns of Article X, to which you 
take exception, are commonly found in laws against sm ling, and are based 
on the rule of law that a man who pleads that he holds a license or other sim- 
pol document shall be put to the proof of his plea and required to produce the 

ocument, 

1 beg leave to add that the provisions of that statute, so far as they relate to 
the issue of licenses, has been in operation since the year 1870. 


have, ete., . 
I IDDESLEIGH. 
To this Mr. Phelps replied: 


It is in the act to which the one above referred to is an amendment that is 
found the provision to which I drew attention in a note to Lord Iddesleigh of 
December 2, 1886, by which it is enacted that in case a dispute arises as to 
whether any seizure has or has not been legally made, the burden of proving 
the epee f of the seizure shall be upon the owner or claimant. 

In his reply to that note of January 11, 1887, his lordship intimates that this 
provision is intended only to impose upon a person cl ng a license the bur- 
den of proving it. Buta reference to the act shows that such is by no means 
the restriction of the enactment. It refers in the broadest and clearest terms 
te any seizure that is made under the provisions of the act, which covers the 
whole subject of protection against illegal fishing; and it applies not only to 
the proof of a license to fish, but to all questions of fact whatever, necessary to 
slog pathy ate as to the legality of a seizure or the authority of the person 
moking it. 

There is no mistaking what this act means. It is not in accordance 
with our acts. We have nothing of that kind on our statute-books, 
Mr. Bayard’s attention was called to it, andin a letter to Mr. Phelps, 
of January 27, 1887, Mr. Bayard said: 

Mr. Bayard to Mr. Phelps. . 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, January 27, 1887. 

Smm: Your dispatch No. 416, of the 12th instant, transmitting a copy of the 
note dated the 11th, received by you from the late Lord Iddesleigh, in response 
to your note of December 2, 1886, requesting copies of the papers in the case of 
the David J. Adams, has been received, 

nE * * * * * * 

The concluding part of Lord Iddesleigh’s note seems to demand attention, 
inasmuch as the argument employed to justify the provisions of article 10 of 
the Canadian Statutes, cap. 61 oi 1838, which throw on the claimant the burden 
of proving the illegality of a seizure, appears to rest upon the continued opera- 
tion of article 1 of that statute, relative to the issue of licenses to foreign fishing 
vessels, The note in question states “that the provisions of that statute, so far 
as they relate to the issues of licenses, has [have ? j been in operation since the 


year 1870.” 
7 It appears from the correspondence exchanged in 1870 between this Depart- 
ment and Her Majesty's minister in Washington (see the volume of Foreign 
Relations, 1870, pages 407-411) that on the 8th of January, 1870, an order in council 
of the Canadian Government decreed “that the system of granting fishing li- 
cense to foreign vessels under the act 31 Vic., cap. 61, be discontinued, and that 
rene PR all foreign fishermen be prevented from fishing in the waters of 

anada, 

During the continuance of the fishery articles of the treaty of Washington 

ian fishing licenses were not fae ering for fishermen of the United States, 
and since the termination of those cles, July 1, 1885, this Department has not 
— advised of the resumption of the licensing system under the statute afore- 
said. 

This is an old statute. I desire to call attention to what has been 
said about it heretofore. It does not seem n that anybody 
should be cited as authority on a question of that kind. It does seem 
to me that every fair-minded man will see that the lawis an odious law, 
` that it is liable to great abuse, and to bring our fishermen within that 
law is to expose them to greatdisaster. I have here Mr. Forsyth’s let- 
ter to Lord Aberdeen commenting on this, and I will read it from Sa- 
bine’s Report on Fisheries, because it is the handiest book toread. He 
Says: 

Well did Mr. Forsyth ~ that some of its provisions were “‘violations of well- 
established principles of the common law of England and of the principles of 
all juet powers and all civilized nations, and seemed to be expressly designed to 
enable Her Majesty’s authorities with perfect impunity te seize and confiscate 

erican vessels, and to embezzle, almost indiscriminately, the property of our 
citizens employed in the fisheries on the coast of the British ons.” Well, 
too, did Mr. Everett atize it as possessing ‘* none of the qualities of the law 
of civilized states but its forms;"’ and Mr. Davis, as being “a law of shameful 
character,” and “evidently designed to legalize marauding upon an industri- 
class of men, who havé no means to contend with such sharp 


ous, enterp: 
le weapons of 


and un 
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So, Mr. President, the provision that they shall take nothing from 
these people who are guilty of unlawful fishing, and those who are pre- 
paring to fish, etc., but their fishing vessels and cargoes, is, under the 
circumstances the way the law is administered, an extremely harsh 
provision. But they were not satisfied with that, and further penalties 
are provided: ‘ 

And forany other violation of the lawsof Great Britain, Canada, or Newfound- 
land relating to the right of fishery in such waters, bays, creeks, or harbors, pen- 
alties shall be fixed by the court, not exceeding in all $3 for every ton of the 
boat or vessel concerned. The boat or vessel may be holden for such penalties 
and forfeitures. 

This is the first time that the United States has anywhere recognized 
the right of the Canadian authorities to legislate in such a way as to 
interfere with the rights of American fishermen under the treaty of 
1818. We have asserted over and over aguin that all this legislation 
was without authority of law, that we would not submit to have the 
Canadian authorities providing what we might do or what we might 
not do, except so far as provided for in treaty; and it is a notable fact 
that Great Britain never ratified or approved any acts of this character 
until 1886—until within the history of this present Administration. 

When this Administration came into power they were not attempt- 
ing and did not dare to attempt to enforce these Canadian laws. It 
was out of an attempt to enforce these Canadian laws as to fishing on 
Sunday that the controversy arose in which the Secretary of State, Mr. 
Evarts, compelled a payment by the British Government. Now we have 
agreed in this treaty, if it becomes the law, that every petty British 
North American province and Canada and Great Britain can pass any 
law upon the subject of fishing that they see fit, and we are bound by 
it. They fix the size of the meshes of the seine; they fix when it may 
be thrown and when it may be drawn; they tell us that we can not 
fish on Sunday or on the Queen’s holidays, or any other time; and for 
the violation of such laws the American fisherman is liable to punish- 
— in a Canadian court, administered, as I said before, by a hostile 
people. : 

They may fish, as it is suggested, in the open seas, as they have done, 
to which we have paid no attention so far; butour men are liable to be 
punished for violations of this kind of legislation, which we shall be 
estopped from complaining of, because we here say they have a right 
to made it it they see fit, and we reserve to ourselves no right of crit- 
icism. They may be taken into a Canadian court where they can be 
fined $3 per ton on their vessel, and a vessel of 100 tons could be fined 
$300, and how often may that be repeated? As often as any officious 
Canada official, moved by his desire to get part of the plunder that 
shall be taken from these fishermen, institutes a prosecution in the Ca- 
nadian courts. 

It is true they have provided in this treaty that “the proceedings 
shall be summary and as inexpensive as practicable.” But what of 
that? It may be of some advantage to a poor fisherman who is to be 
ruined to know how quickly he is to be ruined. It may be also of 
some advantage to his Canadian opponent to put him through the court 
on quick time, that he may try him again, because he can be picked up 
for all sorts of complaints. I think there is quite as much for Canada 
cst oad there is for us, so far as the prompt proceedings are con- 
cern 

Is there anybody living who has studied this question and who knows 
the temper of the Canadians, who knows the difficulties surrounding 
the fishermen, who does not know that where there has heretofore been 
one case of conflict between the Canadians and our fishermen there 
will be a hundred such conflicts under this treaty? Does not every- 
body know that we are opening the door for continued agitation and 
continued trouble? 

It must be evident to everybody that when we surrender to the 
British Government the right to fix the season in which we may fish, 
the methods by which we may fish, the character of the fish that we 
may put in our barrels, and all this, we have subjected our people to 
such a condition of things as renders fishing absolutely worthless, and 
I do not hesitate to say here that, in my judgment—and I believe in 
the judgment of men better qualified to judge than I—that in two 
years they will make it impossible for American fishermen under this 
treaty to fish in waters where our rights are as unquestioned as they 
are in the Delaware Bay. 

‘There is one other provision in thetreaty of which I will not at 
length, and that is Article XV. That is where we agree to biy com- 
mercial privileges at an expense, Mr. Tupper says, of about $1,800,000 


a year. 

Jir. FRYE. Limited commericial privileges. 

Mr. TELLER. Limited commercial privileges, commercial privi- 
Sye which I insist Canadian vessels have had for fifty years every- 
where in our ports, unless it may be in some few of the South Atlantic 
ports, and I do not believe they have ever been disturbed in them there, 
but on all the New England coast and in all the great harbors of this 
country they can go and do what we propose to pay to the British Gov- 
ernment $1,800,000 a year for, in the removal of import duties. 

The fifteenth article is what they started out for when they began 
this negotiation. Mr. Tupper declared that he came here, and he sup- 
posed that what they were to do was to get up a reciprocity treaty, 
and he cites Mr. Bayard’s letter in proof of it, and nobody can doubt it. 
I do not know that anybody disputes it. So there isa combination, 


1888. 
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a union, between the Democratic party and the British party to secure 
to them legislation through this fisheries excitement that they could 
not hope and could not expect otherwise to obtain. 

I will not go through with this matter in detail. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar] touched itwith great power and presented 
it in a way that it seemed to me ought to have made every American 
blush for his Government. One thing is certain, Mr. President. The 
masterly way in which he presented it caused the Secretary of State, 
usually calm and collected, to forget the high position which he occu- 
pies, and induced him to submit himself to a newspaper interview, 
wherein he speaks of the speech made by the Senator from Massachu- 
setts in terms more consistent with a fish-market than with a diplo- 
matic position, and in that same interview he takes occasion to say 
that the Republican members of the American Senate are not honest, 
that we are not truthful when we say that we do not regard this as a 
proper treaty, that we are moved simply by our hatred of the Demo- 
cratic Administration, and then he slaps himself on the chest and de- 
clares that he is above partisanship, and he only of all people is above 
such small and wicked things. 

Mr. President, if there is a disgraceful chapter in American history 
it is in connection with this negotiation, by which it is undertaken by 
the Secretary of State to aid and assist the Democratic party by ally- 
ing it with the Canadian party and the British party. It is fortunate for 
us that in a hundred years no such éxhibition has been e hereto- 
fore, and it is to be hoped that it will not occur again. It was not in- 
tended that it should be known; there was nothing said about it, and 
if Mr. Tupper had not, in his innocence, mentioned the subject in the 
Canadian Parliamant, I suppose it would have escaped observation ex- 
cept in a general way. Those who believed this treaty was a surrender 
of American rights without equivalents might have believed that there 
were some reasons for it, I do not know what; Iam unable to state. 

I know that here is a treaty made by the present Administration 
which, if it had remained of the opinion that it was all through the 

ear 1886 and through a good portion of the year 1887, it would not 
have sent to the Senate, I do not know what influences were brought 
to bear. I do not know whether it was supposed it would be popular 
with Great Britain and Canadaand whether it would or would not assist 
in the coming election. Iknow thatitisa treaty unfit to be made, and 
the transaction is one for which the Department and the whole country, 
so far as it has had any connection with it, ought to be ashamed. 

Mr. Tupper told us that this was but the beginning, in substance 
that they could not carry this load all at once, but we were coming to 
the guestion of free fish and free intercourse between the United States 
and Great Britain. m 

The President told us in his message that he did not think it was 
worth while to pass upon that question in the treaty, but to make it 

~contingent. Why, sir, the President of the United States knew that 
he could not modify or change the impost duty laws. He knew that 
the duty on fish was part of the law of the land. The Democratic 
House of Representatives referred that matter in the Forthy-eighth 
Congress to its Judiciary Committee, and its Judiciary Committee with 
one accord, without exception, both political parties concurring, re- 
ported that it was not in the power of the executive department to ne- 
gotiate a treaty that should amend, modify, or change the import laws. 
But there was an understanding that the Democratic party should work 
in the House for this purpose, and they did so work. 

I desire to submit some portions of Mr. Tupper’s remarks upon this 
question, which have already been read in part, and, therefore, I will 
ask to put them in without reading: 


Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I do notintend to sigeipthisrsal ed eed growers parties 
of this country who have since 1854 and long before maintained that the inter- 
ests of Canada—the interests of British North America—were intimately bound 
up in obtaining free intercourse with the United States for our natural products— 
I do not intend to insult the two t parties in this country by telling them 
that they were fools, that they did not know what they were doing. Down to 
the present hour we have adopted the policy on both sides of the House, and 
we have pledged ourselves tothe peonio to do everything that lay in our power 
to obtain a free market for the natu podane of our country with the United 
State, and I say you must answer me the question as to whether that was an 
act of supreme folly, or whether it was wise statesmanship on the of both 
parties in this country to adopt that policy, before you ask me such a question 
as “ who pays the duty?” 

I say that under this bill which has been introduced and which I believe will 


the bill, it Lar Setar a majority of 


posite more correctly— 
This is rendered free by the Mills bill. 
be the case, from the first copy of the bill 


wants to carry a bill to put a heav- 

, lest he may break down 

and do nothing. You expect him to take it in detail, and, as I believe, you will 

find the poly contained in this bill of making those natural products of Can- 

—_ A rfect freedom of intercourse between the 
atura! produ 


cts 
Jast year 1,319,309 pounds of one kind and a variety of other kinds, upon which 
IX——415 


a duty was paid to the extent of $183,852. Now,asI say on articles of prime im- 
portance and interest to Can the removal of duty by the Mills bill amounts 
to no less than $1,800,193. You will be glad to hear that I do not intend to de- 
tain the house any lopger. In discharge of the duties—the very onerous and 
important duties—of one of Her Majesty’s plenipotentiaries at that conference, 
I have steadily kept in view what,in my heart and judgment, I believed were 
the best interestsof Canada. In the measure which I haye the honor to submit 
to this house I believe will be found embodied a bill which it is of the most 
vital importance to Canada to pass, 

As it stands to-day the Government of the United States have only my signa- 
ture to sustain the course that has been taken. I was not thereas the represen- 
tative of the Government of Canada, nor can my signature to the treaty neces- 
sarily imply the approval and support of even the Government of Canada. I 
occupied on that occasion the position of one of Her Majesty’s plenipotentiaries, 
charged not only with the responsibility of what I owed to Canada, but also 
the responsibility of my duty to the empire. Ican only say, sir, that I felt I 
would discharge my duty to the empire by steadily keeping in view the 
interest of Canada. I believe, sir, that there is no way in which any publie 
man in this country can promote the interests of the great empire of which 
we form a part, better, or as well, as by taking such a course of public action 
as will build up a great British community on this northern portion of the con- 
tinent of America. F 

I believe, sir, that we owe it to the empire as well as to ourselves steadily 
to keep in view every measure that will conduce to the rapid propres of Can- 
ada, the development of our inexhaustible resources, and the building up of a 
great and powerful British dominion on this side of the Atlantic. I say, sir, 
that in the diseharge of my duty I have steadily kept that conviction in view, 
and I believe the course which has been pursued will not only commend itself 
tothe judgment and the support of the great na ytd in this house, but that 
the great majority of the people in this country will feel that in the adoptionof 
this treaty we are taking a step that is calculated to conduce to the progress 
and greatness and best interests of Canada. 


Mr. Tupper tells us that the whole Democratic party of the United 
States is in sympathy and accord with this view. It would look very 
much as if that was the fact. Democrats on this floor who last year 
took the position that there was no necessity for any further legisla- 
tion, that there was no necessity for any further treaty, are now up- 
braiding us because we do not see the necessity of this treaty. They 
upbraid us because we do not approve of the provisions of this treaty. 
The Secretary of State, who had declared through his minister that it 
was not a question of a new treaty, but a question of the construction 
of the present treaty, says that itisa valuable treaty and one that ought 
to be ratified by the Senate. 

I denied before that it was a construction of the treaty of 1818 andI 
declared then thatit wasa new treaty. I desire to read just a few words 
from a letter of Mr. Trescott, a prominent Democrat, upon that point. 
Mr. Trescott is well known in this country as an able diplomat, and 
passing upon this question he says: 

Thereis not in this treaty an article, a phrase, a word, which recognizes our 
construction, It is absolutely rejected. The consequence is that this is a new 
treaty, not a construction of an old one. Whatever it may do for the future, it 
can not help the past, and thus the position taken by the country Lag, rear 

as to our reciprocal commercial rights and the protests by Mr. Bayard 
against those rights can find no support in any of its provisions, and our claims 
for compensation must either be doned or we must begin over again the 
angry and useless reclamations of the last two or three years. It is indeed a 
very curious fact that, SES o the necessity for any treaty sprang from tle 
violent, persistent, and annoying seizures by the Canadian and Newfoundland 


authorities, there is not in the whole treaty a reference to these seizures or a 
suggestion of any right to or any method of compensation. 


Mr. President, I have alluded to an interview of the Secretary of 
State. This interview purports to have been on the 11th of July of 
this year. I would not willingly do injustice to the Secretary of State, 
and I would not assume that any newspaper article expressed his views 
if there were not reasons to suppose that such was the fact; but 
this publication in the Sun, of the city of Baltimore, has been before 
the country for some time, and I am not aware that the Secretary has 
ever in any manner indicated his disapproval of the sentiments put in 
his mouth and said to have been uttered by him. 

The editor of this paper proceeds, before he reaches the inter- 
view, to castigate the Senate, undoubtedly upon information fur- 
nished him by the Secretary of State, and then he reaches a point 
where he says the Secretary was interviewed and made “‘ the following 
statement.’’ It is too long to read, and I propose. unless there is ob- 
jection, to put the whole interview, including the comments of the 
newspaper, in my speech. I propose, if this article is not true, to put 
it in official form so that the Secretary of State may, if he desires, con- 
tradict it. He may think it beneath his dignity to deny a newspaper 
report, but it is a report so unjust to him if untrue, and so unjust to 
the Senate if true, that I do not think he can afford to overlook it. 
Therefore I will insert it in the RECORD: z 
THE FISHERIES DISCUSSION—MR. BAYARD REPLIES TO SENATOR HOAR—THE 


ADMINISTRATION JEALOUS OF THE RIGHTS OF AMERICAN SEAMEN, AND HAS 

MAINTAINED THEM, ; 

[Special dispatch to the Baltimore Sun.] 
WASHINGTON, July 11. 

The elaborate production with which Mr. Hoar occupied the Senate yester- 
day afternoon bears the marks of most careful preparation. It is undeniably 
able and ingenious, although anything butingenuous. It will be used as acam- 
paign document, as will various of the es of other Republican Senators 
on the fisheries treaty. The crusade against the treaty inaugurated on the Re- 

ublican side of the Senate is palpably dishonest. The evidencesarethick that 
kad it been negotiated by a Republican administration it would have been de- 
fended as pais by them as it is now denounced. 

Unbiased public sentiment in New England layering eg all reliable reports. 
steadily tends to approve of its provisions. ‘But with desire and hope of 
making political capital and preventing a Democratic Administration from hav- 
ing the honor of reconciling international differences, which at one time threat- 
ened to lead to such serious results, the Senate Republicans have deliberately 
addressed themselves to the task of falsifying facts, perverting argument, and 
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obstructing a settlement which they know in their hearts abates not one jot or 
tittle of American rights and American honor, If they were sincere in their 
denunciation of the treaty they would reject it outright, as they have the full 
power todo. To the contrary, the programme is said to be to exhaust all the 
vocabulary of vituperation and misrepresentation upon it, to be used as cam- 
paign literature, and then mers its further consideration until December 
next. Should the Senate Felon e treaty, there are good grounds for belief that 
the President would immediately put into execution the provisions of the re- 
taliation act. 

Although so much stress has been laid upon this act and the failure of the Ex- 
ecutive to «vail of it by Republican Senators and members from New England 
it is the very last thing they want him to do, for it would injure New England 
ten times more than it would Canada. In all probability Senators FRYE and 
Hoar would be among the first to rush to the White House and beseech the 
Presi ‘ent to withdraw his proclamation. A very striking illustration of hon- 
est sentiment in New England on the subject of the treaty is found in the action 
of the Democrats of Maine. Their nominee for governor is Mr. Putnam, one of 
the commissioners who negotiated it, and their platform indorses the treaty in 
length and breadth, without qualification or amendment. Mr. Putnam is mak- 
ing one of the most sa fix, Seve animated canvasses that has ever occurred in 
the Siate of Maine, and wherever he speaks he makes the treaty a distinct issue, 
He iy pa that there have never been larger or more enthusiastic meet- 

n tate. 
ther Maine Democrats send word here that the Republican majo: will be 
materially cut down, if notentirely wi out. Perhaps these predictions may 
be regarded as too sanguine, but the of big Democratie meetings and in- 
tense public enthusiasm is quite sufficient proof that there is not a universal 
desire in Maine to crucify Cleveland and Bayard for surrendering everything 
as Senator Frye wants us to believe. Senator Hoar's remarkable 


In conversation with your correspondent on the 
subject to-day Mr. Bayard said: 

“Tt ish: ly worth the trouble to deny the utterances of men who willfully 
pervert the truth to suit their own pw 

“ The remarks of Senator Hoar are uousin the extreme; the speech 
is a hysterical scream from beginning to end. Hisstatements are most untrue, 
most unfair. He makes charges which he must know to be without founda- 
tion, as the full records concerning them are in the archives of the Senate in 
the form of executive documents. discourse is more barren of fairness and 
honesty than any document I have known, which consumed three weeks in 
the preparation, and Lo tone to be the result of research for the truth only. 
It is not to be wondered we failed to consult with the New England Sena- 
tors as to the nature of the negotiations with the British and Canadian pro- 
tocolists. We ly seek roses where thorns only abide, nor do we go to 
enemies for friendly advice. Mr, INGALLS on one occasion asked whether it 
should be blood or negotiation, Mr. EDMUNDS replied, ‘Neither.’ These men 
were sworn to defeat any attempt to settle existing difficulty. Evidently their 

urpose was, and is, to embarrass the Administration, Wasitto such men that 
we should turn for apnd counsel? 

“Mr. Hoar avers that this Department declined to furnish the Senate, in re- 

made 


in session, This is absolutely untrue. As is 


rotocolists. I havealready answered 
charge. ben Rag png is printed in Executive Document 127, published by 


the transmission of copies of the minutes and daily pose of the meeting of 
the gr earg evar who negotiated the treaty with t Britain, 


“* Upon the conclusion of the treaty some members of the conference at once 
left the city under the pressure of other duties, and it is thus probable that some 
statements were excluded that otherwise might have been placed in the joint 

ls. After the conference had finally adjourned and Sir Charles upper 
returned to Ottawa a request was received through the British minister that 
assent be given to the publication of a certain pro) l which had been submit- 
ted by the British plenipotentiaries and declined by the American. Linclose a 
copy of the papers referred to, and they were printed in the executive docu- 
ment. These were at the d of Senator Hoar, and prove his cha: to 
have been utterly unfounded. I will explain to you the reasons which led me 
op maa the permission to print the proposal made by Sir Charles Tupper, which 

as follows: 

“* That with the view of removing all causes of difference in connection with 
the fisheries it is proposed by Her Majesty’s plenipotentiaries thatthe fishermen 
of both countries shall have all the privileges enjoyed during the existence of 
the fisheries articles of the Washington treaty, in consideration of a mutual ar- 
rangement providing for greater freedom of commercial intercourse between 
the United Btates and Canada and Newfoûndland.’ 

“This Le? yard was declined because it necessitated an adjustment of the 

of the United States by Congressional action, which adjustment 
was consid to be manifestly impracticable of accomplishment through the 
form of treaty under the circumstances then existing. 

* Sir Charles Tupper was greatly interested in the acceptance of this proposal, 
which had for its Object the abol ent of the duty on fish and fish oil. His 

‘vernment greatly desired that an arrangement to this end should be made. 
Therefore, when Sir Charles Tupper returned home, he was confronted with the 
demand, * re is the free fish and free fish oil you promised to obtain for us?* 
‘I did not succeed,’ he was obliged to answer, ‘but I made the effort.’ To 
prove that he had endeavored to accomplish that which the people so greatly 
desired he asked for permission to print his proposal and our declination, It 
was but fair to grant the request, and it was ted. 
to Mr. Hoar, or could have been learned with no trouble whatever. 

“Ttis true that I made no attempt to secure the right to fish in the jurisdictional 
waters of Canada. To obtain this concession it was required that we accede to 
the demand of the Canadian Government that its fish and fish-oil be allowed 
to enter into our ports free of duty. I for one did not propose to accede to any 
demand. We determined to obtain our rights, nothing more, and it has cost 
the United States nothing todo so. What a contrast to the result of the Halifax 
commission which met in 1871, and of which Senator Hoar’s brother was a 


facts were known 
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member. On that occasion the Ameri: an protocolists paid for the privil of 
fishing within the 3-mile limit for twelve years $5,000,000 and abolished the uty 
on fish and fish-oil. Previous to the meet ng of the commission a British fleet 
had seized a number of American vessels, but no redress was obtained or even 
demanded. The ratification of this treaty was agreed upon by a Republican 
Senate. The charming consistency of Senator Hoar is here apparent. While 
at one time he favored free fish and free oil, when he learned t negotiations 
were to be entered into concerning the fisheries he introduced the following 
resolution in the Senate, February 24, 1887 : 

“R , That it is the judgment of the Senate that under present cireum- 
stances no negotiation should undertaken with Great Britain in regard to 
existing difficulties with her province of Canada which has for its object the re- 
duction, change. or abolition of any of our existing duties on imports.’ 

.“ Now the Senator censures the Department for failing to obtain the conces- 
sion, which he knew depended upon the abolition of the duty on fish and fish- 
oil. It was a mostimpudent resolution, as well as inco: t, for the President 
was at liberty to enter into any negotiation he saw fit. As a matter of fact, no 
sane man would give $50,000 a year for the privil of fishing within the 3- 
mile limit, anai ae pEi g the enormous sum paid for the concession the 
commission of 1871. I did not consult with the New England Senators, but I 
did hear the opinions on this pon of men known to be thoroughly conversant 
with the subject, Professor 
tion with the 3-mile limit question knew more about the fishery question 
than any one else in New England. They told me the privilege was value- 
less. Moreover, there is a report which Mr, Hoar might have read coming from 
n committee of Republican Senators, which also avowsthe privilege to be of no 
value, I therefore had the best of information and advice as to the worthofthe 
concession which once cost $5,500,000. 

“It is not trae that the State Department does not press claims for damages. 
‘The case referred to by Mr. Hoar is that which was covered by the followin ra- 

phof E Aenea to the Senate published in Executive Document No. 127 March 

1888: ‘ Mitery point submitted to the conference is covered by the paper now 
in possession of the Senate, excepting the question of damages Aiti aen by our 
fishermen, which, being met by the counter claim for damages to British ves- 
sels in Bering Sea, was left for future settlement.’ This was determined the 
best course that could be pursued by the commission. As their claim exceeded 
ours I was very willing to agree to this. Senator Hoar also refers to the case 
of the Bridgewater. Within two days after the case was reported to this De- 
perane the claim for damages presented by the owners of the vessel was on 

ts way to England. 

“The British Government is now eee the case. Again he charges 
that I allowed the susp ot an American vessel to be hauled down by the officers 
of a British cruiser, For thatact this country received a full apology from Eng- 
land, As much can not be said when indignities were heaped upon American 
seamen in years gone by, The Administration is jealous of the rights of Amer- 
ican seamen and has maintained them, ‘There was more trouble of this’ char- 
reser during General Grant's administrations than there has been in Mr. Cleve- 

nd’s, 

“No provision was inserted in the treaty to prevent the ordering off of Ameri- 
can vessels from the jurisdictional waters of ada, because the surrendering 
of the headland right by the British plenipotentiaries rendered such provision 
unnecessary, Imaginea line drawn from one headland of Prince Edward’s 
Island to the other. It would be about 100 miles long It would inclose at the 
farthest point from shore about 50 miles of water. Under the old rights the 
Canadian Government could order beyond that line any American vessel that 
happened to get within it, This right has been surrendered. For this reason 
it was not necessary to provide against the ordering off of vessels. 

“Senator Hoar did not read Sir Charles Tupper's statement with the proper 
knowledge of the meaning of English words or he would not have made the 
rash statement that that gentleman said I made promises for the President, 
House of Representatives, and Democratic party as to what would be done for 
Great Britain and Canada. Sir Charles's speech contains no such statement. I 
did tell Sir Charles Tupper that when Canada treated American citizens fairly 
he might then expect some steps looking to the establishment of more friendly 
relations between the two countries, 

“For my own part I favor reciprocity with Canada. The existing conditions 
are absurd. We pay Canada for our coal and we pay her for hers. A duty is 
paid us on Canadian fish and we have to pay Canada a duty on onr fish. It is 
manifestly wrong. Reciprocity has been favored by such men as Webster, 
Marcy, Everett, Arthur, Frelinghuysen, and many others, Some of the Repub- 
licans go so far as to favor commercial union. 

“There is one statement I wish to make particularly emphatic, and that is, the 
American fishermen have under the treaty every right of value to them, and 
the Government has been pe to no expense thereby. Their interests will be 
guarded and noattempt to deprive them of their rights tolerated. Itis my hope 
that all trouble will be ended by the establishment of full reciprocity between 
Canada and the United States. I had hoped, as a step toward this end, free fish 
and free oil would have been one of the provisions of the Mills bill, and trust 
that it may yet be inserted.”—Ballimore Sun, July 12, 1883, 


The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHANDLER] the other day 
introduced in the Senate a letter from Hon. Charles Levi Woodbury 
concerning this matter, which is such high authority on this subject 
that I am inclined to add it also to the letters that appear upon this 
question. The Senator from New Hampshire explained to the Senate 
and to the country who Charles Levi Woodbury was and who he is. I 
sup: there are few men in the country, if there are any, who are as 
well qualified to speak on this subject as Mr. Woodbury; probably no 
one unless it be Mr. Trescott, who is also a Democratic diplomat and 
who has spoken in the same general direction that Mr. Woodbury has. 
So when Mr. Tupper says the entire Democratic party of the country 
are in accord with the ideas of this treaty he is mistaken. ‘That is not 
the fact. 

The letter of Mr. Woodbury is as follows: 


To the Edilor of the Sun: 


Sim: The Chamberlain treaty is now before the Senate. It surrenders every- 
Msi) the United States have contended for since 1838, when the dispute on the 
Smile limit began, contentions which the British authorities have assented to 
or temporized about as often both ager go that really in no entire year since 
then have they insisted on enforcing their headland theory. 

The commercial rights of the United States under the agreements of 1830 were 
utterly abandoned by Mr. Bayard after much previous insistence on their obli« 


fon, 

Ehe rightsof common humanity toward our vessels in distress, accorded every- 

where except on the Canadian coast, are hereafter to be allowed only upon 

the condition that the United States shall change its present registry laws bd 

repealing them, and enacting such new ones as are acceptable to the Brit: 

Government before going into effect. This of course leaves the humanity of 
to vessels of the United States in distress withheld until the United 


ird told me that the men I had here in connec- ` 


1888. 


States shall pay the consideration by repealing its laws and making such new 


ones. 
Commercial intercourse by our fishing vessels is disallowed, but they may be 
rmitted to buy a narrow line of supplies, whose extent would not exceed 
550.000 a year, when the United States shall have repealed existing duties, now 
over $611,000 a year, on Canadian fish and oi],and made them free 


ets. 

Thisis the substance of the treaty, all losses to the United States bothin honor 
and profit. General Jackson and Mr. McLane, Van Buren and Fi th, Ste- 
venson and Everett, Webster, Rush, Grant, Evarts, and even Bayard and Phelps, 
for two of their official years, are buried beneath this treaty and their memories 
dishonored by its retreat from their patriotic contentions for American rights. 

Cavilers have said the treaty of 1818 was mae from our w but this 
treaty, made in the hour of our strength, surrenders wha?that never did—our 
erent te vt ; and it doubles the waters from which it requires we shall be forever 
excluded. 

The consequence of ado! g this treaty would be the destruction of the fish- 
ery under the American , the paralysis of our hope of naval power, and a 
British monopoly of our markets, aggrandizing its dangerous naval power. 


Let the treaty be rejected. 
CHARLES LEVI WOODBURY. 
Bostox, May 4, 1888, 


Mr. President, there are some provisions of this treaty the details 
of which I should like te have gone into more extensively, and tlfere 
are several things in connection with the history of the transactions of 
early times that I should like to refer to if I had not already detained 
the Senate to an unusual lengthon this subject. Suffice it to say that 
it is one that the American people have interest in; it is one that the 
American people do not consider a local question; it is one, as was said 
by more than one member of the House of Representatives in 1887, that 
does not concern a few fish. It is not a local controversy, said they; it 
is not a skirmish about fish, said two members at least, one of whom is 
now an honored member of this body; it is not a question of property, 
buta question of honor, of dignity, and of right. and a question whether 
we are to surrender for the purpose of escaping a threat of war or to 
escape evils of any other kind. 

Mr. President, we were told here and we have been told elsewhere, 
that the President of the United States would put in force the act of 
1887; that he would put itin force in such a way, we have been told 
in substance, as to disturb and destroy the business of the country; that 
we had armed him with a power which was very dangerous. Why, 
sir, if the President of the United States chooses to disturb business for 
the purpose of compelling decent treatment to our seamen on the north- 
ern seas, very well, let him do it. 

If any other method can be devised by which the seamen may be pro- 
tected in their rights, let him put us in a position of complete non- 
commercial intercourse, and the people of the United States will not 
complain. If the exclusion of fresh fish from Canada will do it, the 
people will not justify him in going beyond that. He can not by way 
of punishment to the Senate disturb the business of the country, and 
the Senate will not be influenced by any suggestions of newspapers, 
whether they get their ideas from the Secretary of State, as the Balti- 
more Sun seems to have done, or from anywhere else, that the business 
of the country is to be disturbed if we do not accept this treaty. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE] said it is foredoomed 
to defeat. Undoubtedly, and it is foredoomed to defeat at this ses- 
siou, I want to say to the Senator; and if the President of the United 
States declines to put in force in any proper manner the statute that 
we enacted for that purpose, he must take the responsibility if disturb- 
ances arise, and not we. We can not be moved by threats of dis- 
turbed business any more than we can by the suggestion made by the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Morgan] that this might lead to war, 
that commercial war was close on to real war. When the act of 1887 
was before the Senate, the Senator from Alabama said it does not mean 
war, if means . Now, we are told that it may mean war. Who 
has the right to threaten the American Senate with war? Who makes 
war? Certainly nobody in the Senate individually and nobody in the 
executive department is likely to make war. Great Britain is not 
likely to go to war with us for that which she has absolutely abandoned 
and surrendered and for that which she has never vigorously enforced 
at any time in the history of this claim by the Canadian authorities. 

Great Britain does not go to war without cause, unless she knows 
that she has it in her power to acquire great good to herself by so 
doing. It is simply absurd to talk about a war with Great Britain; it 
is folly. But we are as ready for war as Great Britain. We may not 
have as many guns, but we would have means for maintaining the 
honor and the dignity of the American people in a war with Great 
Britain or with any other country, and we will not surrender one jot 
or one tittle of that which belongs to us for fear of war, nor under 
covert threats that if we do not accept this treaty something will follow 
it that will be worse and the business of the country will be disturbed. 
We can say for ourselves on this side of the Chamber that we approach 
this question with as much patriotism as Senators on the other side, 
and we can point to the fact that until recently the legislative depart- 
ment of the Government and the executive department of the Gov- 
ernment were in perfect harmony with us upon this question. 

Mr. DAWES. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PLATT, I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

Mr. DAWES. I give way for that purpose, with the understanding 
that I Be ul have the floor upon the ‘treaty when its consideration is 
resum 


in our mar- 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Dawes] is recognized, and will be entitled to the floor when the 
consideration of the treaty is next resumed. 

If there be no objection, the open executive session will stand ad- 
journed and the Senate resumes the consideration of legislative busi- 
ness. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. T. O. TOWLES, 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill (H. R. 
9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to the col- 
lection of the revenue; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

PUBLIC BUILDING IN CHICAGO, ILL, 


Mr. VEST. I report, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, a bill as a substitute for the one called up this morning by 
the Senator from INinois [Mr. FARWELL] in regard to a public build- 
ing at Chicago. I have drawn a bill which I think has the necessary 
limitation. 

The bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago, Ill., to be used as an appraiser’s warehouse and other public 
Pp was read the first time by its title. 

Mr. FARWELL. I ask for the present consideration of the bill. It 
is a substitute for the one that was passed this morning and afterwards 
reconsidered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator desires to have the bill 
just reported passed and the other bill indefinitely postponed, the Chair 
presumes. 

Mr. VEST. Yes, I was going to suggest that that be done. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read at length for 
information. 

The bill was read a second time at length, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $200,000, or so much thereof as may be nece 
essary be, and is hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, for the acy vara) erecting a public building upon the 
lot of ground, owned by the United of America, on the corner of Harrison 
and Sherman streets, in the city of Chicago, Ill., said building to be used as an 
appraiser’s warehouse and for other Government purposes. Said building shall 
be constructed upon plans and&specifications to be furnished by the Supervising 
Architect of the Treasury D: ent and approved by the of the 
Treasury; and the said building shall be protected from danger by fire by 
having an open space on every side of at least 40 feet, including streets and alleys: 
Provided, That no part of the sum hereby appceeen shall be expended until 
the State of Illinois shall cede to the United States exclusive jurisdiction over 
the same during the time the United States shall be or remain the owner thereof 
for all purposes except the administration of the criminal laws of said State and 
the service of civil process therein. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill (S. 1465) for the erection 
of a public building in the city of Chicago, Ill., will be indefinitely 
postponed, if there be no objection. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The bill (H. R 9051) to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in 
relation to the collection of the revenue was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The following bills from the House of Representatives were severally 
Taa rics by their titles, and referred to the Committee on Military 

airs: 

A bill i R. 9396) for the relief of General William F. Smith; and 

A bill (H. R. 2579) authorizing the President to appoint and retire 
Andrew J. Smith, late colonel of the Seventh United States Cavalry 
and a major-general of volunteers. 


JOSEPH WIRTH. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2033) granting a pension 
to Joseph Wirth; which was, at the end of line 6, to add: 

In lieu of the pension now received by him. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph Wirth, late quartermaster- 
sergeant in Company L, Third New Jersey Cavalry, and pay him at the rate of 
$30 per month, from and after the passage of this act, in lieu of the pension now 
received by him, T, 


Mr. DAVIS. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House of Representatives, 
The motion was agreed to. 


MAJ. GEN. W. W. AVERELL, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1650) for the relief of 
Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell, which was, in line 19, after the word ‘‘act,” 
to strike out all down to and including the word ‘‘ decease,’’ in line 22, 
as follows: 

But this proviso shall be no bar to any claims for pension that the widow or 
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children or other heirs of the said William W. Averell may have after his de- 
cease, 

So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, elc., That in view of the long and faithful services of Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. William W. Averell, United States Army, before and during the late 
war, and of severe wounds received by him in battle, the President be, and he 
is hereby, authorized to nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, to appoint William W. Averell, brevet major-general United States 
Army and late brigadier-general United States Volunteers, to the position of 
captain in the Army of the United States, and to place him on the retired-list of 
the Army as of that grade, the retired-list being thereby increased in number 
to that extent; and all laws and parts of laws in conflict herewith are suspended 
for this purpose only: Provided, That from and after the passage of this act no 
pension shall be paid to the said William W. Averell, nor shall any compensa- 
tion be paid to him for any period prior to his appointment under this act. 

Mr. DAVIS. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House of Representatives. 


The motion was agreed to. 
MERCY A. CUTTS. : 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 888) granting a pension 
to Meréy A. Cutts, which were, in line 2, after the word ‘‘pension-roll,”’ 
to strike out ‘subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension 
laws;’’ in line 4, before the word ‘“‘ mother,” to insert ‘‘ foster;’’ and 
in line 5, after the word “ volunteers,” to insert ‘‘and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $12 per month;”’ so as to make the bill read: z 


Be it enacted, ele., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Mercy A, Cutts, 
foster mother of Enoch F. Cutts, deceased, late of Company A, Thirty-first Maine 
Volunteers, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


Mr. SAWYER. I move that the Senate concur in the amendments 
of the House of Representatives. 
The motion was agreed to. 
JAMES HALE. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 734) granting a pension 
to James Hale, which was, at the end of the bill, toadd ‘‘and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $16 per month in lieu of that which he is now 
receiving;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be il enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject tothe provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James Hale, Manet age F, New 
Hampshire Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $16 per month 
in lieu of that which he is now receiving. 


Mr. CHANDLER. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives. 
The motion was agreed to. 


CONSIDERATION OF BRIDGE BILLS. 


Mr. PLATT. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unanimous consent was given that 
at the conclusion of the observations of the Senator from Colorado] Mr. 
TELLER], and the resumption of legislative business, the considera- 
tion of bridge bills on the Calendar should be proceeded with. The 
Senator from Connecticut moves that the Senate do now adjourn. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Before the motion is put, I hope unanimous 
consent may be given for the consideration of the bridge bills onsome 
future day. As I suggested this afternoon, itis of very great impor- 
tance that these bridge bills should be passed soon. ey are nearly 
all House bills, and the work upon the structures should be commenced 
during this session. e 

Mr. PLATT. If the Senate desires to go on with these bills at this 
time, I shall withdraw the motion to adjourn; but I have been in my 
seat since 12° o’clock, and paying attention to the speech which has 
been delivered by the Senator from Colorado, and I should like my- 
self to be permitted to leave. é 

Mr. MANDERSON. The bills are in charge of the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Vest]. As far as I am concerned, I feel like acting in 
accordance with his wishes in regard to the matter whether we should 
go on with them now or postpone them until another day. 

Mr. VEST. The bridge bills ought to be disposed of. I have not 
any special charge over them. I simply reported them from the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. I am ready to take them up at any time. 

Mr. PLATT. I withdraw the motion to adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion to adjourn is with- 
drawn. 

‘Mr. FRYE. There is no division of opinion about the bridge bills. 
They only have to be read to secure prompt action. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Thatisall. I think we can dispose of them 
in an hour or an hour and a half. 

Mr. VEST. I have no special interest in these bills, but I should 
like to clean off the Calendar. I receive letters every day in regard to 
them, but I have no bills in which I am specially interested. 

Mr. MANDERSON.. I ask unanimous consent that the bridge bills 
may be taken up under the eighth rule at the close of the mornin 
business on Monday next, and that their consideration be continu 
until 2 o’clock. 

Mr. DOLPH. I object to that. Let us stay here and finish them 
this evening. 


Mr. FRYE. We may just as well do it this afternoon. 
Mr. MANDERSON. I hope we shall. 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE BETWEEN IOWA AND NEBRASKA. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pursuant to the unanimous consent 
hitherto given, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeds to 
the consideration of Order of Business No. 1650, the title of which will 
be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 7776) to authorize the construc 
tion of a bridge across the Missouri River, in the county of Monona, in 
the State of Iowa, and in the county of Burt, State of Nebraska, and 
to make the same a post-route. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The mémorandum upon the Calen- 
dar before the Chair indicates that the Senator from Iowa desires that 
this bill may be passed over. Is there objection ? 

Mr. MANDERSON. That is a bill in which I am concerned, but 
the Senator from Iowa intimated to me that, if present, he would ob- 
ject to its consideration. In view of that fact I do not press its pres- 
ent consideration, but I ask that it be passed over, retaining its place 
on the Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
place on the Calendar. 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE AT PONCA, NEBR. 


The bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr., was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This bill appears to be reported ad- 
versely with a memorandum that the chairman of the committee con- 
sents to it with an amendment. 

Mr. VEST. The difficulty about that bill was that there was no cor- 
poration named in it, but merely an association of individuals. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Since the adverse report the individuals named 
have incorporated under the laws of the State of Nebraska, and the 
amendment, which I will offer, proposes to put in the name of the cor- 
poration instead of the names of the individuals. 
aan Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 

ill. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I move to insert the amendment which I send 
to the desk, commencing after the word ‘‘ for,” in line 3. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 3, after the word ‘‘for,’’ it is proposed 
to strike out ‘‘John Stough, F. M. Dorsey, Baily Davenport, S. K. 
Bittenbender, J. W. Radford, J. G. Massie, and D. P. Sherwood, their 
executors, administrators, and,” and insert ‘‘the Nebraska and Dakota 
Bridge Company, a corporation organized under the laws of Nebraska, 
or its successors or;’’ so as to read: 

That it shall be lawful for the Nebraska and Dakota Bridge Company, a cor- 
poration organized under the laws of Nebraska, or its successors or assigns, to 
construct, ander and subject to the conditions and limitations hereinafter pro- 
vided, a bridge across the Missouri River at or near Ponca City, Nebr. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. VEST. In line 25, of section 1, after the word “that,” I move 
to strike out the word ‘*Congress,’’ and insert ‘‘ the Secretary of War;’’ 
so as to read: 

Provided, That the Secretary of War may at any time prescribe such rules, reg- 
ulations, and rates of toll for transitand transportation over said bridge as may 
be deemed proper and reasonable. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. VEST. In section 3, line 2, after the word ‘‘time,’’ I move to 
strike out the words ‘“‘substantially and materially;’’ so as to read: 

That no bridge shall be erected or maintained under the authority of this act 
which shall at any time obstruct the free navigation of said river, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. VEST. In section 3, after the word ‘‘ obstruction,’’ at the end 
of line 13, I move to insert ‘‘ or its entire removal;’’ so as to read: 


And whenever said bridge shall, in the opinion of the Secretary of War, sub- 
stantially obstruct the free navigation of said river, he is hereby authorized to 
cause such change or alteration of said bridge to be made as will effectually ob- 
viate such obstruction or its entire removal. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

_ The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that the Senate insist on its amendments, and 
request a conference with the House of Representatives on the disagree- 
ing votes. = 

The motion was to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


It will be passed over, retaining its 


RAILROAD BRIDGE ACROSS OCONEE RIVER, GEORGIA. 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 10128) to authorize the construction and maintenance of a 
railroad bridge by the Birmingham, Atlantic and Air-Line Railroad 


1888. 
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and Banking and Navigation Company across the Oconee River in Lau- 
rens County, State of Georgia. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 17, after the word 
“ bridge,” to insert ‘‘construction of said;’? and in line 18, after the 
words ‘‘not be,” to strike out ‘‘built’’ and insert ‘‘commenced;’’ so 
as to read: 

And until the said plan and location of the bridge are approved by the Secre- 
tary of War the construction of said bridge shall not be commenced. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The nextamendment was, in section 2, line 22, after the word “boats,” 
to insert ‘‘ barges and rafts;’’ soas to read: 

Provided, That said bridge shall be built with draw spans givin 
width at low water on either side of the pivot pier in main channel and that the 
draw shall be opened promptly upon reasonable signal for the of boats, 
barges, and rafts, and in no case shall unnecessary delay occur; and said com- 
pany or corporation shall maintain, at its own expense, from sunset tiil sunrise, 
cba lights or other signals on said bridge as the Light-House Board shal) pre- 
ser l. n 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 3, line 16, after ‘‘ United 
States,” to strike out ‘‘of the district where ’’ and insert ‘‘ within 
whose jurisdiction;’’ so as to read: 

And in case of any liligation arising from any obstruction or alleged obstruc- 
tion to the free navigation of said river, caused or all to be caused by said 
bridge, the case may be brought in the circuit court of the United States within 
whose jurisdiction said bridge or any part thereof is located. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 7, line1, after the word ‘‘that,”’ 
to strike out ‘‘Con shall have power” and insert ‘‘the Secretary 
of War may;’’ in line 2, after the word ‘‘ time,” to strike out “to 
alter or amend this act, so as to’? and insert ‘‘ cause the owners of 
said bridge to alter the same so as to;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 7. That the Secretary of War may at any time cause the owners of said 
bridge to alter the same so as to prevent or remove all material and substantial 
obstructions to the navigation of said river by the constraction of said bridge 
and its accessory works ; and the expense of altering said bridge or removing 
mo obstructions shall be borne by the owners of or persons controlling such 

ridge. 

The amendment was to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. ii 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE NEAR WINONA, DAK. 


The bill (H. R. 7438) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and 
Northwestern Railway Company the right to construct and maintain a 
bridge across the Missouri River, near Winona, Emmons County, Da- 
kota, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 13, before the word 
‘ bridge,” to insert *‘ construction of said;’’ and in line 14, after the 
word “be,’’ to strike out ‘‘built’’ and insert “‘commenced;’’ so as to 
read: 

And until the said plan and location of the bridge are approved b; 
retary of War the construction of said bridge shall not be commenced, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenext amendment was, in section 2, line 35, after the word ‘‘ boats,”’ 
to insert “‘ barges and rafts;’’ so as to read: 

That said draw shall be opened promptly upon reasonable signal for the pass- 
ing of boats, barges, and rafts, and said corporation shall maintain, at its own 
expense, from®unset to sunrise, such lights or other signals on said bridge as 
the Light-House Board shal! prescribe. 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in, 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. > 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


TENNESSEE RIVER BRIDGE AT LAMB’S FERRY, ALABAMA. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7899) authorizing the construction of a bridge over the Ten- 
nessee River at or near Lamb’s Ferry, Alabama, and for other purposes. 


80 feet clear 


the Sec- 


The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments, 

The first amendment was, in section 3, line 30, before the word 
“court,” to strike out ‘‘district’”? and insert ‘‘circuit;’’ and in line 
31, after the word ‘‘in,’’ to strike out ‘‘which’’ and insert ‘‘ whose 
jurisdiction;’’ so as to make the proviso read: 

That said draw shall be opened promptly upon reasonable si for the pass- 
ing of boats; and said company or PETTEN Ae shall eon its own ex- 

nse, from sunset till sunrise, such lights or other signals on said bridge as the 
Tight House Board shall prescribe. No bridge shall be erected or maintained 
under the authority of this act which shall at any time substantially or mate- 
rially obstruct the free navigation of said river; andif any bridge erected under 
such authority shall, in the opinion of the Secretary of War, obstruct such navy- 
igation, he is hereby authorized to cause such change or alteration of said bridge 
to be made as will effectually obviate such obstruction; and all such alterations 
shall be made and all such o! uctions be removed at the expense of the owner 
or owners of said bridge; and in case of any litigation arising from any ob- 
struction or alleged obstruction to the free navigation of said river caused or 
alleged to be caused by said bridge, the cause may be brought in the circuit 
court of the United States of the State of Alabama in whose jurisdiction any 
portion of said obstruction or bridge may be located. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 16, before the word 
“bridge,” to insert ‘‘construction of said;’’ and in line 17, after the 
word ‘‘be,’? to strike ont ‘‘built ”? and insert ‘‘ commenced;’’ so as to 
make the section read: 

That any bridge authorized to be constructed under this act shall be built and 
located under and subject to such regulations for the security of navigation of 
said river as the Secretary of War shall p: ibe; and to secure that object the 
said company or corporation shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his exam- 
ination and approval, a design and drawings of the bridge, and a map of the lo- 
cation, giving, for the pae of 1 mile above and 1 mile below the proposed loca- 
tion, the to hy of the banks of the river, the shore-lines at high and low 
water, the direction and strength of the currents at all stages, and the soundings, 
accurately showing the bed of the stream, the location of any other bridge or 
bridges, and shall furnish such other information as may be required for a full 
and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and lo- 
cation of the bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the construction of 
said bridge shall not be commenced, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 3 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. : 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE, IN MONTANA. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3070) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Missouri River, in Montana. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 17, after the words ‘‘ Sec- . 
retary of War,” to insert ‘‘ the building of;’’ and in line 18, after the 
word ‘‘be,’’ to strike out ‘‘ built’”’ and insert ‘‘ commenced; so as to 
read: 

That any bridge built under this act shall be constructed and built without 
material interference with the security and convenience of navigation of said 
river beyond whatis necessary to carry into effect the rights and privileges 
hereby granted. And in order to secure that object the said company or corpo- 
ration shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his examination and approval, 
adesign and drawings of the bridge and of all accessory works for its protec- 
tion, and a map of the location, for the space one-half mile aboye and the same 
below the proposed location, showing the topography of the banks of the river, 
the shore-line at highand low water, the direction and strength of the current 
at all stages, and the soundings, accurately showing the bed of the stream, and 
shall furnish such other information as may be required for a full and satisfac- 
tory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and location of the 
bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the building of the bridge shall 
not be commenced. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 4, after the word ‘‘ when- 
ever,” to strike out ‘*‘ Congress’? and insert ‘‘ Secretary of War;’’ so 
as to make the section read: 

Sec. 5. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved, and the right to require any changes in the said structure or its en- 
tire removal at the expense of the owners thereof, whenever the Secretary of 
War shall decide that the public interests require it, is also expressly reserved. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. ` 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 
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OCMULGEE RIVER BRIDGE IN GEORGIA. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider 
the bill (H. R. 5095) authorizing the construttion of a bridge across 
the Ocmulgee River, in the State of Georgia, and for other purposes. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The: first amendment was, in section 4, line 12, after the words 
t Secretary of War,” to insert *‘the building of,” and in line 13, after 
the word ‘‘be,’’ to strike out ‘‘built’’ and insert ‘‘commenced;’’ so 
as to make the section read: 

Src. 4. Thatsaid bridge shall be built and located under and subject to such 
regulations for the security of navigation of said rivers as the Secretary of War 
shall p be; and to secure that object said company or corporation shall 
submit to the Secretary of Wara design and drawings of said bri for his ex- 
amination and approval, and a map ofits location, and shall furnish such other 
information as may be required for a full and satisfactory understanding of the 
subject, and in all things shall be subject to such rules and lations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretaryof War; and until said plan and location of said 
bridgeare approved by the Secretary of War the building of said bridge shall 
not be commenced. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 4, after ‘‘ whenever,” to 
strike out ‘“‘Congress’’ and insert ‘‘Secretary of War;’’ so as to make 
the section read: 

Src, 6. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby Sanaa i 
reserved ; and the right to require any changesin said structure, oritsremoval, 
at the expense of the owners thereof, wherever Secretary of War shall decide 
that the public interest requires it, is also expressly reseryed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 


The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be | 


read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

‘The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr, VEST, Mr. Saw- 
YER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE AT PARKVILLE, MO. 


The bill (H. R. 3523) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River and to establish it as a post-road was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. 3 ; 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments, 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 4, after the word “‘ aris- 
ing,” to strike out ‘‘therefrom’’ and insert *‘ under the provisions ot 
this act;’’ and in line 6, after the word ‘‘ by,” to strike out “any dis- 
trict court of the United States whose jurisdiction embraces either ter- 
minus of said bridge,” and to insert ‘* the circuit court of the United 
States within whose jurisdiction said bridge or any part thereof is lo- 
cated;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 2. That said bridge shall not interfere with the free navigation of said 
river beyond what may be n: to carry into effect the is, g and privi- 
leges herein granted; and in case of any litigation arising under the provis- 
ions of this act, such litigation may be tried and determined by the circuit 
court of the United States within whose jurisdiction said bridge, or any part 
thereof, is located, 

The amendment was agreed to. _ : 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 3, after the word ‘‘same,’’ 
to strike out ‘tof’? and insert ‘‘including;’’ and in line 4, after the 
word ‘‘also,2’ to strike out ‘‘of;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Src. 5. That all railway companies desiring to use said bridge shall be enti- 
tled to equal rights and privileges in using the same, including the acanar 
and fixtures thereto belonging, and also the approaches thereto, upon su 
terms and conditions as shall be presoribed by the Secretary of War upon hear- 
ing theallegationsand proofs of the parties in interest, in case the parties in in- 
terest shall not be uble to agree upon such terms and conditions. 

The amendment was agreed to. A : 

The next amendment was, at the end of section 6, to insert the 
words ‘‘or made;’’ so as to read: 

The said railway company may at any time makeany alterations deemed ad- 
visable to be made in said bridge, but must first submit such obi ieee altera- 
tions to the Secretary of War, and his approval shall be first had before they 
shall be authorized or made. 

The amendment was agreed to. _ ‘ 

The next amendment was, in section 7, line 3, after the word ‘‘ ves- 
sels,” to insert ‘‘ barges or rafts;’’ in line 8, after the word ‘‘as,’’ to 
strike ont ‘‘ Congress’? and insert ‘‘ the Secretary of War;’’ and inline 
12, after the word ‘‘of,’’ to strike out ‘‘ Congress’? and insert ‘‘ the 
Secretary of War;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Src. 7. That the said bridge herein authorized to be constructed shall be so 
kept and managed at all times as to afford prope means and ways for the pas- 
sage of vessels, barges, or rafts under it both by day and night. There shall be 
displayed on said bridge from sunset to sunrise such lights and signals as may 
be directed by the Light-House Board. And such changes may be made from 
time to time in the structure of said bridge as the Secretary of War may direct, 
at the expense of said railway, in order the more effectually to preserve the free 
navigation of said river, or the said structure shall be altogether removed if in 
the judgment of the Secretary of War the public good may requiresuch removal, 
and without expense or charge to the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was to strike out section 9 in the following 
words: - 

Sec. 9. That this act shall take effect and be in force from and after its pas- 
sage. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended,and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments, 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


BRIDGES OVER BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 9611) to authorize the Macon, Tuscaloosa and Birmingham 


| Railroad Company to build bridges across the Black Warrior River, 


| 


| 


and the Tombigbee River, in Alabama. 
The bill was reported to the Senàte without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE AT SIOUX CITY. $ 


Thebill (S. 1701) authorizing the construction ofa high wagon-bridge 
across the Missouri River at Sioux City, Iowa, was announced as next 
in order. ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This being a bill which has 
the House of Representatives with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, the Committee on Commerce report sundry amendments to 
the amendment of the House of Representatives, which will be stated 
in their order. - 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 13, before the word 
“ bridge,” to insert “construction of said;’’ and in line 14, after the 
word ‘‘be,’’ to strike out ‘‘ built’? and insert ‘‘ commenced;’’ so as to 
read: 

That the said bridge shall be constructed without interference with the se- 
curity and convenience of navigation of said river beyond what is necessary to 
carry into effect the rights and privileges hereby granted; and in order to secure 
that object the said corporation shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his ex- 
amination and approval, a design of and drawings tor said bridge, and a map 
of the proposed location, giving, for the space of 1 mile above and 1 mile 
below such proposed location, the topography of the banks of the river, with 
shore-lines and soundings, and such other information as may be required for 
a full understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and location of the 
bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the construction of said bridge 
shall not be commenced, 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2, after the word *‘boats,’’ in line 
34, to insert ‘‘barges, or rafts;’’ so as to read: 

That if any bridge built under this act be constructed asa draw-bridge, it shall 
have a draw over the main channel of the river at an accessible and navigable 
point, and with a span or spans not Jess than 300 feet in length in the clear; and 
no river — shall be less than 300 feetin length in the clear and the head-room 
under such spans shal! not be less than 10 feet above extreme high-water mark; 
and the piers of said bridge shall be parallel with the current of said river, and 
the bridge itself at rightangles thereto; thatsaid draw shall be opened promptly 
upon reasonable signal for the passing of boats, barges, or rafts, and said com- 
pany or corporation shall maintain, at its own eed from sunset to sunrise, 
aans or other signals on said bridge as the Light-House Board shall pre- 
scribe. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, after the word ‘‘ act,’ in line 
2, to strike out ‘‘so as” and insert “‘ and the Secretary of War, when- 
ever he deems it necessary, may cause the owners of said bridge;” so 
as to make the section read: 

Sec. 6. That Congress shall have power at any time to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act, and the Secretary of War, whenever he deems it necessary, may cause 
the owners of said bridge to remove all materia! and substantial obstructions 
to the navigation of said river by the construction of said bridge and its neces- 


| sory works, or to prevent such obstruction; and the expense of altering said 


bridge or removing such obstructions shall be at the expense of the owners of 
such bridge. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. © 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be returned to the 
House of Representatives with notice of the action of the Senate upon 
the amendment of the House; and no committee of conference at pres- 
ent will be requested. 


HALIFAX RIVER BRIDGE AT DAYTONA, FLA. 


‘The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8354) to authorize the construction and maintenance of a 
pile bridge over the Halifax River at Daytona, Volusia County, Florida. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT BURLINGTON, IOWA. 

The bill (H. R. 2170) to authorize the construction of a railroad, 
wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Mississippi River atornear 
Burlington, in the State of Iowa, was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole, 
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The bill wasreported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 21, after the word ‘‘ ob- 
struction,” to strike out ‘‘touches’’ and insert ‘‘is located;’’ so as to 
read: 

And in case of any litigation arising from any obstruction or alleged obstruc- 
tion to the free navigation of said river, the cause may be tried before the circuit 
court of the United States in and for any district in which any portion of said 
bridge or obstruction is located. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, insection1, line 25, after the word “‘ war,” 
to strike ont the following proviso: 

Provided, That the proviso regarding wagons, animals, foot passengers, etc., 
shall not influence the location of oaid bride in its snes to the interests of 
navigation. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the end of section 2, to add: 

And such lights and sign-boards shall be placed upon said bridge when con- 
structed as the Light-House Board may require. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 16, before the word 
“affect,” to strike out ‘‘ materially;’’ so as to read: 


And until thesaid plan and location of the bridge are decided by the Secretary 
of War to be such as will not affect the interests of navigation, the bridge shall 
not be commenced or built; and should any change be made in the plan of said 
bridge during the progress of construction, such change shall be subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of War. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 35, after the words ‘‘pre- 
scribed by the,” to strike out ‘‘Secretary of War” and insert ‘‘ Light- 
House Board;” in line 37, after the word ‘‘thereof,’”’ to strike out 
“from time to time;’’ and in the same line, after the word ‘‘as,’’ to 
strike out ‘‘Congress’’ and insert ‘‘the Secretary of War;’’ so as to 
read: 

And the said bridge shall be constructed with such aids to the passage of said 
bridge, in the form of booms, dikes, piers, or other suitable and proper structures 
for confining the flow of water toa permanentand easily navigated channel, 
for a distance of not less than 1 mile above the bridge location, and for the guid- 
ing of rafts, steamboats, and other wat safely through the draw and raft 
spans, as the Secretary of War shall prescribe,and order to be contructed and 
maintained at the expense of the company owning said bridge; and the said 
structure shall be at all times so kept and man: as to offer reasonable and 

roper means for the of vessels through or under said s ; and 

or the safety of vessels passing at nightthereshall be displayed on said bridge, 
from the hours of sunset to sunrise, such lights as may be prescribed by the 
Light-House Board; and the said structure shall be changed or removed at the 
cost and expense of the owners thereof, as the Secretary of War may direct, so 
as to preserve the free and convenient navigation of said river; and the author- 
ity to erect and continue said bridge shall be subject to revocation and modifi- 
cation by law, when the public good shall,in the judgment of Congress, so re- 
quire, without any expense to the United States. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to be | 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. * 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr, Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 

MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE AT FOREST CITY, DAK. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6699) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Watertown 
Railway Company. ; 3 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with an 
amendment, in section 6, line 4, after the word ‘‘ whenever,” to strike 
out ‘‘ Congress ” and insert ‘‘the Secretary of War;” so as to make the 
section read: 


Src. 6. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved; and the right to require any changes in said structure, or its entire 
removal, at the expense of the owners thereof, whenever the Secretary of War 
shal! decide that the public interest requires it, is also expressly reserved. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. i 

The amendment was ordered io be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 

- appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr, VEST, Mr. 

SAWYER, and Mr, MANDERSON were appointed. 


HILLSBOROUGH RIVER BRIDGE AT NEW SMYRNA, FLA, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider 
the bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 


and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River, at a point in 
the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and State of Florida, 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 8, after the word ‘‘ Flor- 
ida,” to strike out ‘‘as’’ and insert ‘‘at;”’ so as to read: 

That the Atlantic and Western Railroad Company,a corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Florida, its successors and assigns, be,and are 
hereby, authorized to construct and maintain a bridge, and approaches thereto, 
over the Hillsborough River, in the county of Volusia, State of Florida, at the 
most accessible point on said river, in the town of New Smyrna, in said county 
and State. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2, line 2, before the word ‘‘in- 
terference,’’ to strike out ‘‘material;’’ and in line 3, after the word 
‘triver,’? to strike out ‘‘ beyond what is necessary to carry into effect 
the rights and privileges hereby granted;’’ so as to read: 

That any bridge built under this act shall be constructed without interference 
with the security and convenience of navigation of said river. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 3, after the word ‘‘struct- 
ure,’’ to insert ‘‘or entire remoyal;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 6. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved; and the right to require any changes in said structure, or entire re- 
moval, at the expense of the owners thereof, whenever Congress shall decide 
that the public interests require it, is also expressly reserved. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was to strike ont section 7, in the following 
words: 

Src. 7. That this act shall take effect and be in force from and after its pas- 
sage. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in, 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill aud amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 

n ST. JOHN’S RIVER BRIDGE IN FLORIDA. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8355) to authorize the construction of arailroad, wagon, and 
foot-passenger bridge across the St. John’s River between De Land 
Landing and Lake Monroe, in the State of Florida. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 2, before the word ‘‘in- 


' terference,’’ to strike out ‘‘material;’’ and in line 3, after the word 


**river,’’ to strike out ‘‘ beyond what is necessary to carry into effect 
the rights and privileges hereby granted;’’ soas to read: 

That any bridge built under this act shall be constructed without interference 
with the security and convenience of navigation of said river. i 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4, line 5, after the word “‘ pre- 
scribed,” to strike out ‘‘ condition ” and insert ‘‘ conditions; in line 
11, before the word ‘‘ notify,’’ to insert ‘‘shall;’’ and in line12, before 
the word ‘‘built,”’ to insert ‘‘ commenced or;’’ so as to read: 

That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed, upon receiving 
aay, such plan and map and other information and upon being satisfied that a 
bridge built on such plan with such accessory works and at such locality will 
conform to the prescribed conditions of this act, to notify the company that he 
approves the same, and, upon receiving such notification, the said company 
may proceed to an erection of said bridge, conforming strictly to the approved 
plan and location ; but until the Secretary of War approves the plan and loca- 
tion of said bridge and accessory works and shall notify the company of the 
same, the bridge shall not be commenced or built, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

"The next amendment was, in section 6, Jine3, after the word ‘‘struct- 
ure,” to insert ‘‘or its removal;’’ and in line 4, after the word ‘* when- 
ever,” to strike out ‘‘ Congress’? and insert “‘ the Secretary of War;’’ 
so as to make the section read: 


Src, 6. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved; and the right to require any changes in said structure, or its removal, 
at the expense of the owners thereof, whenever the Secretary of War shal! de- 
cide that the public interests require it, is also expressly reserved. 


The amendment was concurred in. 

The next amendment was to strike out section 7,in the following 
words: 

Sec. 7. That this act shall take effect and be in force from and after its pas- 


sage. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 
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Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. F. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed, z 


TENNESSEE RIVER BRIDGE AT KNOXVILLE, TENN, 


The bill (H. R. 9079) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Tennessee River at or near Knoxville, Tenn., was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 3, after the word ‘‘com- 
pany,” to insert ‘‘a corporation;’’ so as to read: 

That the Knoxville Southern Railroad Company, a corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Tennessee, be, and is hereby, authorized to con- 
struct and maintain a bridge, ete. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2, line 4, after “ United States,” 
to strike out: ‘“* That the bridge authorized to be constructed under 
this act shall be a Jawful structure, and shall be recognized and known 
as a post-route;”’ so as to read: 

That any bridge built under this act and subject to its limitations shall be a 
Jawful structure, and shall be recognized and known asa t-route, and it shall 
enjoy the rights and privileges of other post-roads in the United States, and the 
same is hereby declared to be a post-route, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4, line 16, before the word 
“ bridge,” to insert ‘‘ construction of said; ” and in line 17, after the 
word ‘'be,’? to strike out ‘‘ built” and insert ‘‘ commenced;’’ so as to 


That any bridge authorized to be constructed under this act shall be built and 
located under and subject to such regulations for the security of navigation of 
said river as the Secretary of War shall (abetting and to secure that objectthe 
said company or corporation shall submitto the Secretary of War, for his exam- 
ination and approyal# design and drawings of the bridge, and a map of the lo- 
cation, giving, for the space of 1 mile below and 1 mile above the proposed lo- 
cation, the topography of the banks of the river, the shore lines at high and low 
water, the direction and strength of the currentat all stages, and the soundings, 
+ .curately showing the bed of the stream, theglocation of any other bridge or 
bridges, and shall furnish such other information as may be required for a full 
and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and loca- 
tion of the bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the construction of said 
bridge sball not be commenced. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 2, after the word ‘‘act,”’ 
to strike out ‘‘so as to prevent or remove all material and substantial 
obstruction to the navigation of said river by the construction of the 
said bridge; ” in line 5, after the word ‘‘ by,”’ to strike out ‘‘ Congress’? 
and insert ‘‘ the Secretary of War;’’ andin line7, after the word ‘‘act,’? 
to insert ‘‘or its entire removal;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 5. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly 
reserved; and any alterations or changes that may be required by the Secre- 
tary of War in the bridge constructed under this act, or its entire removal], shall 
be made by the corporation owning or controlling the same, at its own expense. 
Furthermore, if the construction of said bridge shal! not be commenced within 

* twoand completed within four years after the passage of this act, all privileges 
conferred hereby, and this act, shall become null and void. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

‘The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments, 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


OOSTENAULA RIVER BRIDGE, AT ROME, GA, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 9086) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Oostenaula River, at or near Rome, Ga. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line4, after the word ‘‘ com- 
pany,” to insert “‘a corporation,” and in line 8, after the word ‘‘ Geor- 
gia,” to strike out ‘said bridge shali be constructed to provide; ” so 
as to make the section read: 

That the Chattanooga, Rome and Columbus Railroad Company, a corpora- 
tion organized under the laws of the State of Georgia, be, and the same is here- 
by, authorized to construct and maintain a bridge across the Oostenaula River 


and approaches to said bridge, at or near Rome, in the county of Floyd an 
State of Georgia, for the passage of railway trains. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 4, line 16, before the word 
“ bridge,” to insert ‘‘construction of said,” and in line 17, after the 


` 


word ‘be,’ to strike ont ‘‘ built’? and insert “commenced; ” so as to 
read: 

That any bridge authorized to be constructed under this act shall be builtand 
located under and subject to such regulations for the security of Lota, arg of 
said river as the Secretary of War shall prescribe; and to secure that object the 
said company or corporation shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his exam- 
ination and approval, a design and drawings of the bridge, and a map of the lo- 
cation, giving, for the space of 1 mile below and 1 mile above the paa lo- 
cation, the topography of the bank of the river, the shore-lines at high and low 
water, the direction and strength of the current at all stages, and the soundings, 
accurately showing the bed of the stream, the location of any other bridge or 
bridges, and shall furnish such other information as may be uired for a full 
and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and loca- 
tion of the bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the construction of said 
bridge shall not be commenced, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 2, after the word “act,” 
to strike out *‘so as to prevent or remove all material and substantial 
obstruction to the navigation of said river by the construction of the 
said bridge;’”’ in line 5, after the word ‘‘by,’’ to strike out ‘‘Con- 
gress’? and insert ‘‘ the Secretary of War;’’ and in line 7, after the word 
‘‘act,’’ to insert ‘‘or its entire removal;’’ so as to read: 

That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this actis hereby expressly reserved ; 
and any alterations or changes that may be required by the tary of War 
in the bridge constructed under this act, or its entire removal, shall be made by 
the corporation owning or contr6lling the same, at its own expense, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time, 

The bill was read the third time, and Y 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr, VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


BRIDGES OVER RIVERS IN LOUISIANA. 


The bill (H. R. 9420) authorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas 
and Northern Railway Company to construct and maintain bridges 
across Bayou Bartholomew, and across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sa- 
bine Rivers in Louisiana, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with an 
amendment, in section 3, line 9, before the word ‘‘owner,’’ to insert 
“the; so as to read: 

That if said bridge or bridges erected and maintained under the authority ol 
this act shall atany time substantially or materially obstruct the free navigation 
of said bayou or river, or shall, in the opinion of the Secretary of War, obstruct 
such navigation, he is hereby authorized to cause such change or alteration of 
said bridge or bridges to be made as will effectually obviate such obstruction; 
and such alteration shall be made and all such obstruction be removed at the ex- 

nse of the owner orowners ofsaid bridge; and in case of any litigation arising 
Ren any obstruction or alleged obstruction to the free navigation of said bayou 
or rivers, or either of them, the case may be brought in the district court of the 
United States of the State of Louisiana in which any portion of said obstruction 
or bridge may be located, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

‘The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


BAYOU BARTHOLOMEW BRIDGE AT WARD'S FERRY, LOUISIANA. 


The bill (S. 3284) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
Bayou Bartholomew, at or near Ward’s Ferry, Louisiana, was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 4, line 17, after the word ‘‘ be,” 
to insert ‘‘commenced or;’’ so as to read: 


That any bridge authorized to be constructed under this act shall be builtand 
located under and subject to such regulations for the security of navigation of 
said river as the Secretary of War shall prescribe; and to secure that object the 
said company or corporation shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his ex- 
amination and approval, a design and drawings of the bridge, and a map of 
the location, giving, for the space of 1 mile below and 1 mile above the pro- 
posed location, the topography of the banks of the river, the shore-lines at high 
and low water, the direction and strength of the current at all stages, and the 
soundings accurately showing the bed of the stream, the location of any other 
bridge or bridges, and shall furnish such other information as may be required 
for aa full and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said 


lan and location of the bridge are approved by the Secret: of War the bridge 
thal not be commenced or built. sy z me 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, in section 5, line 3, after the word ‘‘ by,” 
to strike out ‘‘ Congress’’ and insert ‘‘ the Secretary of War;”’ so as to 
read: 

That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly re- 
served, and any alterations or changes that may be required by the Secretary 
of War in the bridge constructed under this act, or its entire removal, shall be 
made by the corporation owning or controlling the same at its own expense, 

The amendment was to. 

The bill was reported tothe Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 5 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed fora third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


TENSAS RIVER BRIDGE AT KIRK’S FERRY, LA. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider 
the bill (S. 3285) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Tensas River, at or near Kirk’s Ferry, La. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 4, line 17, before the word 
“ bridge,” to insert ‘“‘ construction of said;’? and in line 18, after the 
word ‘‘ be,” to strike out ‘‘built’’ and insert “‘ commenced;”’ so as to 
read: z 

That any bridge authorized to be constructed under this act shall be built and 
located under and subject to such regulations for the security of navigation of 
said river as the Secretary of War shall preeria, and to secure that object the 
said company or corporstion shall submit to the Secretary of War, for his exam- 
ination and approval, a design and drawings of the bridge, and a map of the Jo- 
cation, giving for the space of I mile below and 1 mile above the ee osed 
location, the by iy hy of the banks of the river, the shore-lines at high and 
low water, the direction and strength of the current at all stages, and the sound- 
ings, accurately showing the bed of the stream, the location of any other bridge 
or bridges, and«shall furnish any other information as may be uired fora 
full and satisfactory understanding of the subject; and until the said plan and 
location of the bridge are approved by the Secretary of War the construction 
of said bridge shall not be commenced, 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 3, after the word “‘by,”’ 
to strike out ‘‘ Congress”? and insert ‘* the Secretary of War;’’ so as to 
read: 

That the right toolter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby pay need reserved ; 
and any alterations or changes that may be required by the ‘tary of War 
in the bridge constructed under this act, or its entire removal, shall be made 
by the corporation owning or controlling the same, at its own expense, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. k 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. . 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE AT PLATISMOUTH, NEBR. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across the 
Missouri River, at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for other 
purposes. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 16, after the word 
“ways,” to insert ‘‘on said bridge;’’ in line 17, before the word ‘‘foot- 
passengers,” to strike out ‘‘for;’’ in line 20, after the word ‘‘bridge,’’ 
to strike ont ‘‘and all the property belonging thereto or connected 
therewith;’’ in line 21, after the word ‘‘used,’’ to strike out ‘as a 
wagon bridge ’’ and insert ‘‘also;’’ in line 23, before *‘ cable,” to strike 
out the words “wagons, carriages, stock, steam;’’ and after the word 
t‘ cars,” in the same line, to strike out ‘‘ foot-passengers, and all road 
travel; so as to read: 

And said corporation, its successors or assigns, shall construct and maintain 
ways on said bridge for carriages, wagons, and foot-passengers, and may charge 
and receive such reasonable toll therefor as may be approved from time totime 
by the Secretary of War: Provided, That said bridge may be constructed, main- 


tained, and used also for the safe and convenient passage of cable and street 
cars. 


The amendment was agreed to. _ 

The nextamendment was, in section 2, line 5, before the word “‘ shall,” 
to strike out ‘‘it’? and insert ‘‘the construction;’’ and in line 6, after 
the word ‘‘be,” to strike out “‘built” and insert ‘‘commenced;’’ so as 
to read: 

Src. 2. That the plan and location of said bridge, with a detailed map of the 
river at the proposed site of the bridge and near thereto, exhibiting the depths 
and currents, shall be submitted to the Secretary of War for his approval, and 


until he approve the plan and location of said bridge the construction shall not 
be commenced, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, at the end of section 3, to add: 


The United States shall have the right of way for a postal telegraph across 
said bridge, and equal privileges in the use of said bridge shall be granted to 
all telegraph companies: Provided, also, That the said bridge may be used b 
all railroad companies for the passage of their cars over the same upon su 
terms as may be fixed by such company or companies and the corporation own- 
ing or controlling said bridge; an: if they can not agree, then the charges for 
the use of said bridge by such other company or companies shall be established 


by the Secretary of War after hearing the parties, 
The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, in section 5, line 1, before the word 
“‘bridge,’’ to strike ont “this” and insert ‘‘said;”’ so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 5. That unless the construction of said bridge be commenced within one 
and completed within three years after the passage of this act, all privileges 
confe: hereby shall become null and void. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized 
to appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 

CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER BRIDGE IN GEORGIA. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded toconsider the 
bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 13, before the word 
“ bridge,” to strike out ‘‘said;’’ so as to read: 

And until said plan and location of said bridge are approved by the Secretary 
of War said bridge shall not be commenced or built; and should any change be 


made in the plan of bridge, during the progress of the work of construction, 
such change shall be subject to the approval of the Secretary of War. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was to add to section 3 the following proviso: 
Provided, also, That other railroad companies shall have the right to run their 


cars over said bridge upon such just and reasonable terms as ny be agreed 

upon by them and the corpore owning or controlling said-bridge; and if 

Se can not agree, then the terms shall be determined by the Secretary 
‘ar. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 
The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. 
Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 
The motion was agreed to. 
By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
| appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
| SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


BRIDGES ACROSS THE FLINT AND CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVERS. 


The bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments, in section 2, line 2, before the word ‘‘interference,”’ to strike 
out ‘‘material;’’ in line 23, before the word ‘‘interfere,’’ to strike out 
‘*materially;’’ in line 29, after ‘‘ navigation,” to insert ‘‘or its entire 
removal;’’ and in line 30, after the word ‘‘ owners,’’ to insert ‘‘ and if 
any litigation shall be necessary to collect from such owners the ex- 
pense of making the necessary changes in said bridge or of its entire re- 
moval, the same shall be had in the district court of the United States 
in whose territorial jurisdiction said bridge or any part thereof is lo- 
cated;’’ so as to read: 

That any bringe built under this act shall be constructed and built without 
interference with the security and convenience of navigation of said rivers, or 
either of them, beyond what is necessary to carry into effect the rights and priv- 
ileges hereby granted; and in order to secure a compliance with these condi- 
tions, the corporation, previous to commencing the construction of the bridges, 
or of the accessory works in the booms, dikes, or piers designed to secure the 
best practical channel-way for navigation and confine the flow of the water to 
a permanentchannel, and for the guiding of steam-boats and rafts safely through 
the draw-spans at said point, shall submit to the Secretary of War a plan of the 
bridge and of such accessory works, together with a detailed map of the river 
at the proposed site of the bridge and for a distance of a mile above and below 
the site, together with all other information touching said brid e and river and 
accessory works as pant be deemed requisite oy the Secretary of War to de- 
termine whether the said bridge, when built, will conform to the prescribed con- 
ditions of this act; that, as nearly as practicable, the said bridge sball be at right 
angles to, and the piers parallel with, the current of said river; andsboulditbe 
found hereafter that the said bridge or accessory works interfere with the se- 
curity and convenience of navigation of said river beyond what is necessary to 
carry into effect the rights and privileges hereby granted, by reason of any de- 
fect or failure in the accessory works aforesaid to accomplish the purpose for 
which they are designed, it shall be the duty of the Secretary of War to require 
the necessary changes to be made therein in the interest of navigation, or its 
entire removal, at the expense of the owners; and if any litigation shall be nec- 

to collect from such owners the expense of making the necessary changes 
in said bridge or of its entire removal, the same shall be had in the district court 
of the United States in whose territorial jurisdiction said bridge or any part 
thereof is located. = 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 


SaN a, 


6634 


The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was -read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


ALABAMA RIVER BRIDGE AT MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider 
the bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, in section 2, line 2, before the word ‘‘inter- 
ference,” to strike out ‘‘ material; ’’ in line 22, after the word ‘‘ works,”’ 
to strike out the word ‘‘ materially;’’ in line 34, before the word ‘‘su- 
perstructure,’’ to insert the word ‘‘the;’’ in line 40, before the word 
“spans,” to strike out ‘‘ width ” and insert “‘with:’’ in the same line, 
after the word ‘‘such,’’ to strike out ‘‘with’’ and insert ‘‘ width;’’ 


and before the word ‘‘ elevation,’’ in the same line, to strike out ‘‘such;”’ 
so as to read: 
That any bridge built under this act shall be constructed and built without 


interference with the security and convenience of navigation of said river be- 
yond what is necessary to carry into effect the rights and privileges hereby 
granted; and in order to secure a compliance with these conditions the corpo- 
ration, previous to commencing the construction of the said or of the 
accessory works, in the booms, dikes, or piers designed to secure the best prac- 
tical channel-way for navigation and co e the flow of the water to a perma- 
nent channel, and for the guiding of steam-boats and rafts safely through the 
draw-spans at said point, shall submit to the Secretary of War a plan of the 
bridge and of such accessory works, r with a detailed map of the river 
at the proposed site of the bi and for a distance of a mile above and below 
the site, together with all other information touching said and river and 
accessory works as may be deemed requisite by the Secretary of War to deter- 
mine whethenathe said bridge, when built, will conform the prescribed condi- 
tions of this act; that, as TAN ok r asan the said bridge shall be atright 
angles to, and the piers parallel with, the current of said river; and should it be 
found hereafter that the said bridge or accessory works interferes with the secur- 
ity and convenience of navigation of said river beyond what is necessary to 
carry into effect the rights and privileges hereby granted, by reason of any de- 
fect or failure in the accessory works aforesaid to accomplish the purpose for 
which they are designed, it shall be the duty of the Sraa of War to require 
then changes to be made therein in the interest of na on, at the 
expense of the owners: Provided, That as to any bridge built under this act, if 
the said bridge shall be made with unbroken and continuous spans, it shall be 
of such elevation above extreme high-water mark, as und at the point 
of location, to the lowest part of the superstracture of the bridge, and the spans 
of said bridge shall be of such width as may be  npoec fete by the Secretary of 
War: And provided also, That if any bridge built under this act shall be con- 
structed as a draw-bridge, the same shall be any iga s, eb draw-bridge, 
with a draw over the main channel of the river at an le and navigable 
point, and with spans of such width and elevation above extreme high water 
at the point of location as may be required by the Secretary of War, 
‘The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was to add to section 3: 
The Secretary of War may, at any time, when in his judgment necessary, re- 
quire the company owning or controlling said bridge to ge the same in any 
t or to entirely remove the structure, all such changes or the entire re- 
moval to be at the expense of said company; and if refusal shall be made to 
comply with his Kier Sebearnon the Secretary of War shall cause said to 
be made, or the en removal of said bridge, and cause proceedi: to be in- 
stitutedin the name of the United States in the district court of the Un: States 
in whose territorial jurisdiction said bridge or ney pas thereof is located for the 
urpose of recovering from the Leiria ages) bridge the amount expended 
$ such changes or removal, together with costs of such litigation. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. : 
‘The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. > 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. ; 
Mr. VEST. I move that a conference be requested with the House 
of Representatives on the bill and amendments, 
The motion was agreed to. ; 
By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. Vest, Mr. 
SAWYER, and Mr. MANDERSON were appointed. 


REPORT ON LIQUOR TRAFFIC. 


Mr. BLAIR submitted the following resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved, That —— extra copies of Senate Report No. 1727, upon the “ joint reso- 
lution proposing an amendment of the Constitution of the United States in rela- 
tion to the ‘manufacture, importation, exportation, transportation, and sale of 
alcoholic liquors,” be printed for the use of the Senate. 


ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Ckair lays before the Senate 
the unfinished business, being the bill (S. 12) to provide for the forma- 
tion and admission into the Union of the State of Washington, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. VEST. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 47 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until Monday, July 23, 1888, at 12 o’clock m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
SATURDAY, July 21, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 

OFFICERS DURING MEXICAN WAR. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a letter from the Secretary of 
the Interior, in response to a resolution calling for information relative 
to officers who served in the Mexican war and whose names have been 
dropped from the pension-rolls. 

The SPEAKER. This communication will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. LEE. I would ask that this reply of the Secretary of the In- 
terior be laid on the Speaker’s table for the present. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, it will be so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


PACIFIC RAILROAD AND TELEGRAPH LINE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 1426) sup- 
plementary to the act of July 1, 1862, entitled ‘‘An act to aid in the 
construction of a railroad and telegraph line from the Missouri River 
to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the Government the use of the 
same for , Military, and other purposes,” and also of the act of 
July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said first-named act; with 
the amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I ask unanimous consent to non-concur in the 
amendments of the Senate and to agree to the conference requested by 
the Senate. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER appointed as managers of the conference on the part 
of the House, Mr. DOCKERY, Mr. ANDERSON, of Mississippi, and Mr. 
PETERS. 

ADDITIONAL JUSTICES SUPREME COURT, DAKOTA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10573) to 
provide for two additional associate justices of the supreme conrt of 
Dakota, and for other purposes; with Senate amendments thereto. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I ask unanimous consent to non-concur in the Sen- 
ate amendments, and agree to the conference requested by the Senate. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope that will be done. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER appointed as managers of the conference on the part 
of the House, Mr. SPRINGER, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. WARNER. 

: SHOSHONE AND BANNACK INDIANS. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 8662) to 
accept and ratify an agreement made with the Shoshone and Bannack 
Indians for the surrender and relinquishment to the United States of 
a portion of the Fort Hall reservation in the Territory of Idaho, for the 
purposes of a town site, and for the grant of a right of way through 
said reservation to the Utah and Northern Railway Company, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments thereto; which was referred 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 


AMENDMENT OF REVISED STATUTES, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 5870) to 
amend the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Columbia for 
the protection of girls and for the punishment of the crime of rape, 
murder, etc., with Senate amendments thereto; which was referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS REFERRED. | 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following Senate bills, 
which were severally read a first and second time and referred as in- 
dicated: 

The bill (S. 82) for the relief of the legal representatives of Henry 
S. French—to the Committee on War Claims. 

The bill (S. 1951) to prohibit members of Territorial Legislatures 
holding certain offices—to the Committee on the Territories. 

The bill (S. 2384) to remove the charge of desertion from the mili- 
tary record of Loren W. Hastings—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

The bill (S. 2539) to authorize and direct the purchase of part of a 
lot adjoining the Senate stables for their ventilation, and for other pur- 

to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

The bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railroad Company 
of the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

The bill (S. 3058) relieving municipalities in the Territories in cer- 
tain cases—to the Committee on the Territories. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following concurrent 
resolutions of the Senate; which were referred to the Committee on 
Printing: : 

Resolution to authorize the printing of additional copies of the eighth 
and ninth annual reports of the Director of the United States Geolog- 
ical Survey; and 

Resolution to provide for the printing of the eighth and ninth annual 
reports of the Bureau of Ethnology. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. BAYNE, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

To Mr. LODGE, for ten days from Monday, July 23, on account of 
important business. 

To Mr. SPOONER, indefinitely, on account of sickness. 

To Mr. CLEMENTS, fgr a few days after to-day. 


LEAVE TO PRINT. 

Mr. WARNER. Iask unanimous consent to print in the RECORD 
remarks on the bill placing Andrew J. Smith on the retired-list. 

There was no objection, and leave was granted. 

Leave was granted the Select Committee to Inquire into the En- 
forcement of the Immigration Laws to have printed for the use of the 
committee 100 copies of portions of treaties with foreign powers, the 
laws of the United States relating to immigration, and the rules of the 
Secretary of the Treasury in relation to the enforcement of such laws. 


CHANGES OF REFERENCE. 

The SPEAKER. Senate resolution No. 59, authorizing Brig. Geu. 
Absalom Baird to accept from the French Republic a diploma, etc., 
was improperly referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. It 
should have been referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and if 
there be no objection, that reference will be made. 

There was no objection, and it was s9 ordered. 

The SPEAKER, A communication from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury was laid before the House yesterday morning transmitting a re- 
port from the Director of the Mint, and was referred to the Committee 
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. At the same time a resolution 
to print the report was referred to the Committee on Printing. The 
Chair thinks that the report itself should also go to the Committee on 
Printing in order that it may be examined by the committee. 

Mr. BLAND. I think it belongs there. 

The SPEAKER. Ifthere be no objection that reference will be 
made. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


LEAVE TO PRINT. 


Mr. DIBBLE. I ask unanimous consent to print in the RECORD the 
opinions of the members of the Court of Claims on French spoliations. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The opinions are as follows: 


Court or CLAMS. FRENCH SPOLIATIONS. OPINIONS OF THE COURT DELIV- 
ERED MAY 17 AND MAY 24, 1886, 8Y JUDGE Joun Davis. 


William Gray, administrator, with the will annexed, of the estate not already 
administered of William Gray, deceased, testate, vs. The United States. 


Davis, J., delivered the opinion of the court. 

This claim is one of the class popularly called “French spoliations,” and 
springs from the policy of the French revolutionary government between the 
execution of =e Louis XVI and the year 1301, a policy which led to the deten- 
tion, seizure, condemnation, and confiscation of our merchant vessels peacefully 
pursuing legitimate voyages upon the high seas. Overninety years have these 
claims been the subject of discussion and agitation, first between the two na- 
tions,and then between the individuals injured and the Government of the 
United States. Prolonged and heated negotiation resulted in the treaty of 1800, 

» by which it is urged on bebalf of the claimants, their rights were surrendered 
to France for a consideration valuable to thisGovernment. Theirclaims being 
valid obligations admitted by the French Government, they contend that the 
United States through this agreement, in which demands of the one nation were 
set off against those of the other, assumed as against their citizens these obliga- 
tions and should pay them, This position is denied by the Government, which 
in addition presents other defenses based upon subsequent transactions between 
the two countries, urging that thereby were destroyed any beneficial I rand 
aoe vested in the claimants, if their contention as to the treaty of 1800 be 
correct, $ 

THE ACT OF JANUARY 20, 1885. 


The act sending the claims to this court, while the third that has passed both 
Houses of Congress, is the first that has received the approval of a President, 
as one was vetoed by President Polk,another by President Pierce, while this, 
the third, was signed by President Arthur. 

Whatever the rights of the claimants they are without remedy other than that 
which Congress may have seen fitto give them; and our power to grant re- 
dress, be our opinion as to the justice of their claims what it may, is limited by 
the terms of the remedial statute. The force and effect of the act, by virtue of 
which the claimants appear at this bar seeking relief, must then be examined 
at the threshold of the discussion. 

The act authorizes “citizens of the United States or their legal representa- 
tives,” having “valid claims to indemnity upon the French Government aris- 
ing out of illegal captures, detentions, seizures, condemnations, and confisca- 
tions,” prior to the ratification of the convention of 1800 with France, to apply 
here within a time limited (section 1), thag (section 3) this court may ‘‘examine 
and determine the validity and amount” of their claims, the present owner- 
ship, and, if owned by an assignee, certain details in regard thereto. The act 
excludes from its benefits claims embraced in certain conventions wth France 
and Spain, concluded in 1903, 1819, and 1831, and with provisions as to rules of 
court, defense of the United States. evidence, and other matters eg iri 
for our immediate purpose, directs this court, as to the claims thus p within 
our jurisdiction, to report to Congress the first Monday of each December the 
facts found by us and our conclusions, which are to be taken, both as to lawand 
facts, as advisory and not conclusive upon either party, the claimants or the 
Government, 

So peculiar a jurisdiction was probably never before conferred upon a strictly 
judicial tribunal. The rights of the claimants, if any exist, arise from the acts 
of thé political branch of the Government done in the protection and aid of the 
nation. For such rights there can be no remedy other than that granted by the 
legislature; in this instance the legislature has elected to transmit to the judi- 
ciary, under certain restrictions, the examination of the claimant's demands, 
with the proviso that the conclusion reached in this forum shall not be finally 
binding upon either party, but that the defendants, as well as the claimants, 
have reserved to them an appeal, not in the regular line of judicial procedure 
to the Supreme Court of the United States, but back 


again to that body from | 


which alone any remedy can come to the citizen from wrongs done him by his 
Government, 

The reason for this peculiar grant of remedy is found in the nature of the 
claims which spring from international controversies of the gravest character 
intimately entwined with the history of our struggle for independence; also in 
the age of the claims; and, lastly, in the absolutely indeterminate amount of 
financial responsibility which will be thrown upon the Government should the 
claims be found to exist as valid obligations due from the United States totheir 
citizens. Good or bad, not one of these claims is enforceable but by the consent 
of Con , and the Congress can affix to that consent such condition as in 
their wisdom seems just and forthe bestinterests of the Republic. The remedy 
now peoe is an examination and advisory report by the judiciary, to be fol- 
lowed by a decision by the legislative branch of the Government. - 

It has been said that the validity of the claimsas a class isadmitted by the act, 
and this court should confine the examination to each individual claim for the 
purpose only of determining whether it falls within the class, This is under- 
stood to be in effect the argument on behalf of someoftheclaimants. Ourlabor 
and responsibility would be greatly lightened could we agree with this propo- 
sition, but the act of Congress seems clearly to negative the contention, and to 
throw upon us the duty of investigating the validity of these claims 
France and the assumption of them by the United States. It requires us to ex- 
amine, not claims in a specified category or known by ageneric name, noteven 
“claims” simply, but * valid” claims against France, and valid claims arising 
not merely from captures, detentions, seizures, condemnations, and confisca- 
tions, but from acts of this nature which were “illegal.” The validity of the 
claims, as against France, is the very first condition imposed by the legislature 
upon the grant of remedy. 

The claims must have been “valid” obligations existing at the time, and 
which this Government had the right to enforce diplomatically before they come 
within the ar aiid of the statute. To grant as correct the contention that we 
are to examine in each case whether, and only whether, the seized or detained 
vessel had violated the law of nations or the treaties—as, for illustration, drawn 
from the argument, whether she carried contraband of war, or attempted to 
break an actual blockade, or failed to carry proper pa: if we are to examine 
only into this, then effect is penant given to the word “illegal,” found in the 
statute defining the nature of the acts from which the claims arise, but the word 
“valid,” of equal if not superior force, is entirely ignored. 

Clearly Congress expects from us an opinion as to the validity of claims of this 
class as against France, and the third section of the act, which requires us tore- 
ceive “historic and documentary evidence,” “to decide upon the validity of said 
claims according tothe rules of law, municipal and international, and the treaties 
of the United States applicable to the same,” and to report “all such conclu- 
sions of fact and law as in [our] judgment may affect the liability of the United 
States therefor,” is not only confirmatory of this conclusion, but obliges us to 
go farther and to examine into the resultant liability claimed to exist in tho 
Government of the United States to compensate the claimants for the injuries 
alleged to have been sustained at the hands of the French Republic. This in- 
volves an examination of the history of the relations between the two countries 
from 1777, when negotiations for the treaties of alliance and commerce began, 
as the whole contention starts with the treaties of 1778 with France, which came 
to us during the darkest hours of the struggle for independence, and when we 
were hoping against hope for the aid which there was no prospect of receiving. 

; TREATIES OF 1778. 

Burgoyne had capitulated, Howe had been driyen from New Jersey, and, 
after the drawn battle of Germantown, was shut up in Philadelphia, where the 
ease and luxury of a city camp were but occasionally interrupted by an excur- 
sion against the enemy on land or an encounter upon the river. Curiously 
enough, at the end of a successful campaign, the American cause was, barring 
the indomitable spirit of the patriots, in the direst straits. 

Gates, excited by his success at the North and become the president of the ex- 
ecutive board of war, had broken with Washington, and had used his influence 
successfully in securing the appointment asinspector-general, against Washing- 
ton’s earnest protest, of a man who had openly defied the commander-in-chief. 
betray | dga army of less than nine thousand men lying at Valley Forge was 
violen assailed by the State of Pennsylyania for not prosecuting an active 
winter campaign, while even in Congress,to which the remonstrance of the 
State's council! and assembly had been addressed, there was deep discontent as 
tothe porey of the commander-in-chief and sharp criticism upon his conduct. 
In Philadelphia the British, lodged in comfortable houses, weresurrounded by 
every luxury which a full purseand communication with the outer world could 
afford, while in the Continental camp,as Washington wrote to Congress, the 
army was so reduced by cold and starvation that unless some capital change 
took place it must “starve, dissolve, or disperse.” 

In Philadelphia there was every comfort and almost every means of dissipa- 
tion; at Valley Forge nearly three thousand men were unfit for duty because 
they were barefooted “and otherwise naked” (Sparks’s Washington,volume 5, 
page 197-203), while many were in the hospitals and farm-houses wanting clothes 
and shoes (ibid.). So desperate was the situation that General Huntington pre- 
ferred fighting to starving, his brigade being ont of provisions, while General 
Varnum, quoting the saying of Solomon that ‘hunger will break through a 
stone wall,” added “three days successively we have been destitute of bread; 
two days we have been entirely without meat. The men must be supplied or 
they can not be commanded,” (Ibid., page 193. 

This condition of his severely-tried army Washington represented to Congress 
eloquently and repeatedly; practically that body did nothing to remedy the 
evil, but on the other hand suggested the propriety of attacking Philadelphia, 
while an expedition of 1,000 men was, against Washington's judgment, detached 
for an invasion of a; an expedition abundantly supplied with command- 
ers in the persons of three major-generals, but unfortunately lacking in sach 
necessary military details as food, clothing, and transportation (Ban , volume 
9, chapter 27). The financial condition of the country was in harmony with the 
physical condition of the army, and the issue of eight and one-half millions ot 
paper money caused an enormous depreciation in the value of the currency, 
increased the feeling of financial insecurity, and Seomey. impaired the credit 
of the Government. The army wassmall, insufficiently fed, paid, and clad; be- 
forethem wasa strong, rich, and presperous enemy ; the Government was weak, 
the currency suspected, while disaffection, discontent, and jealousy were preva- 
lent among the highest officers, 

Such was the close of the year 1777 at home. Hardy, determined, patriotic, 
self-sacrificing as the sturdy revolutionists were, probably some way would have 
been found out of these apparently overwhelming misfortunes; how, no oneat 
that time could possibly foresee. Relief was, however, after weary waiting, to 
p saci from a quarter where it had long been expected with hope constantly de- 
ferred. 

Franklin had early established indirect and secret relations with the court of 
France through his friend Dumas, a Swiss man of letters residing chiefly in Hol- 
land, who was a devoted adherent of the American cause, and who early ad- 
vised an alliance with France and Spain, it being to their interest that the United 
States should be independent of England, “whose enormous maritime power 

filled] them with apprehensions.” In 1776 Silas Deane was sent out as a polit- 
cal agent, and he soon opened secret and informal relations with the French 
department of foreign affairs. He could not succeed in obtaining from France 
any open action, but his purchase of munitions of war and supplies, and his 
many other acts in direct violation of strict neutrality were permitted, winked 
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at, and encouraged. He was told that it was for the interest of both countries 
**to have the most free and uninterrupted intercourse,” but that, the under- 
standing with Britain being good, there could not be recognition of the shipping 
of mili Soma and stores. 

Practically in this condition did matters remain after the arrival of the com- 
missioners, Franklin and Lee, although they also constantly pressed the argu- 
ment contained in the instructions to Deane, namely, France is the country it 
is fittest for us to obtain and cultivate; the commercial advantages Britain has 
enjoyed with the colonies have greatly contributed to her wealth and impor- 
tance; a great part of that commerce will fall to France, especially, and (here 
is the key of the negotiation) if she favors us now, for onr trade is rapidly in- 
creasing, our population is rapidly increasing, we are waxing strong and rich, 
with a great future before us, why not step in now, even at the cost of war with 
England, a war which under any circumstances you momentarily expect? 

French popular sentiment was with us, but to the popular clamor, delicately 
excited by the astute diplomacy of Franklin and his colleagues, was opposed 
the clear and calm judgment of the King’s advisers, men who conceived it their 
duty to obtain for their master every advantage Yeon neg from the struggling 
colonies at the least possible expense and risk.. Supplies and stores were fur- 
nished but the assistance was not acknowledged; munitions of war found their 
way across the Atlantic while the fact was denied to England, and, although 
some of these very supplies came from the arsenals of the Government, that 
fact even was denied to our own representatives who had forwarded them, and 
who, as a matter of course, knew as much of the transaction as the minister who 
pomo and disavowed it. Day after day without tiring did Dumas, Deane, 

in, and Lee press for open action on the part of ce. Steadily did 
they receive promises and secret aid, but always were they poned as tothe 
great step which Aniwa role France openly to the world as the ally of the 
colonits and the avowed enemy of England. Before the eyes of Count Ver- 

nnes was successfully dangled the bait of a pares exclusive share in 

merican commerce, but still he hoped to secure this advantage without an open 
rupture with England. 

n this condition did matters rest until the news arrived of Burgoyne's defeat. 
This news, which reached Franee early in December, 1777, “apparently occa- 
sioned as much general dey as if it had been a victory of their own troops over 
their own enemies.” (The commissioners to Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Paris, December 18, 1777.) The negotiations instantly took so long a stride for- 
ward that before the 18th of December it was decided to conclude a treaty of 
amity and commerce, the King becoming fixed in his determination to acknowl- 
edge and rena the independence of the colonies by every means in his power. 
Nothing could be more generous and liberal than the whole tone and manner 
of the French negotiations from this time. Once decided and committed as to 
the gov, Bcd openly supporting the colonies, there were no half-spirited meas- 
ures, no halting at petty details, no discussion of eed om trifles, but a gen- 
erous and open support; nevertheless, it was not until Gates’s victory at Sara- 
toga had seemed to turn the tide of events, and while still in ignorance of the 
want and suffering at Valley Forge, that this action so vital to the future of the 
American Republic was taken, The war for independence was with the assist- 
ance of France prosecuted to a successful issue, and at Yorktown the surrender 
of Cornwallis was made to the combinedarmies of Washington and Roechambeau 
under the guns of the fleet of De Grasse. 

This brief view of the situation, rehearsing as it does details of most familiar 
history, is only of importance as it relates to what may be called sentimental 
points made in the argument. The treaties of 1778 were made in obedience to 
a popular demand in France; they were made for a consideration then deemed 
valuable by France, and at a moment which then seemed opportune to France; 
but they came to us when the tide was apparently turning against us and the 
aid they promised was generously given us. 

The 30th day of November, 1782, provisional articles of peace acknowledging 
the thirteen former colonies “to be free and independent” were signed at Paris 
by the representatives of the United States and Great Britain: the 20th of Jan- 
uary, 1783, a cessation of hostilities was declared, and the 3d of September, 
1783, the definitive treaty of peace was concluded, France thus given the 
major portion of the consideration offered by her for the contract of 1778, and 
the United States were free, sovereign, and independent, as she had sMipulated 
they should be. 

The treaties of 1778 were two in number, that of “alliance,” the one of the 
most immediate, and, in fact, at the time, of absolutely vital importance to the 
United States; and that of “amity and commerce,” While separate instru- 
ments, they were concluded upon the same day, were the result of the same 

* negotiation, signed by the same plenipotentiaries, and are, in diplomatic effect, 
one instrument, The treaty of alliance, after zerrin hen its companion, the 
treaty of commerce, states that the two powers “have thought it necessary to 
take into consideration the means of strengthening the engagements therein 
made,” and of “ rendering them useful to the safety and tranquillity of the two 
parties; particularly in case Great Britain, in resentment of that connection, * 

*- should break the peace with France, either by direct hostilities or by hin- 
dering her commerce and oe in a manner contrary to the rights of na- 
tions and the peace subsisting between the two crowns;” and the two powers 
resolving in such case to join against the common enemy determined upon the 
treaty, which provided that if war should break out between France and Great 
Britain during the war for American independence, each y should aid the 
other, according to the exigencies, as good and faithful allies; thatthe essential 
end of the alliance, calleda * defensive ” alliance, was the “liberty, sovereignty, 
and independence, absolute and unlimited, of the United States.” 

Provision was also made for a possible conquest of Canada, Bermuda, and 
the islands in the Gulf of Mexico, and each party was forbidden to conclude a 
truce or peace with Great Britain without the consent of the other. It was 
further agreed that neither should lay down arms until the independence of the 
United States was assu by treaties terminating the war. Noclaim wastobe 
made by one against the other for compensation, whatever the result, and then 
came the guaranty, out of which afterwards arose so serious complications, na- 
tional and international, which not only drove our country, weak and ex- 
hausted from katie enact strife, to the verge of war, but also stirred up at 
po s bitter political contest, carried even into the intimacy of a President’s 

net, 

These stipulations are contained in the eleventh and twelfth articles, whereby 
each guarantied “forever against all other powers’’—first, the United 
States to France: all the possessions of France in America as well as those it 
might acquire by any future treaty of ce; second, France to the United 
States: “their liberty, sovereignty, and independence absolute and unlimited,” 
together with their possessions and their additions or conquests made from 
Great Britain during the war, Such, in substance, was the treaty of alliance; it 
has never been contended, so far as known to us, that France did not fulfill the 
requirements which this instrument imposed upon her during our contest with 
Great Britain. 

The provisions of the other agreement, the treaty of commerce, of importance 
in this case—alluding to them briefly—required protection of merchantmen; re- 
quired ships of war or privateers of the one party to do no injury to the other: 
and provided especial, purely exceptional, and exclusive privileges by each 
party to the other as to ships of war and privateers bringing prizes into port. 

The treaty of alliance was not one-sided, for it imposed upon the United States 
a possible duty and burden in the fulfillment of the guaranty of French pos- 
sessions in America “forever” against all other powers, * This issue was pre- 
sented without delay. .The French revolution began; in 1793 the king was be- 


headed, when France was instantly brought face to face with the powers of 
Europe, and her possessions in America were soon wrested from her. 


HISTORY OF THE SPOLIATIONS. 

England was in the vanguard of the war, and concluded twenty-three treaties 
with her allies, in which they agreed to starve out the common enemy. To this 
end was it stipulated that all the ports should be shut against France; that no 
provisions should be permitted to be exported to France, and that these meas- 
ures should be continued and others employed for the purpose of injuring 
French commerce and to bring that nation to just conditions cf peace. (Treaty 
between Great Britain and Prussia, July 14,1793.) The animus of the alliance 
is further shown in the instruction of the Czar, who directed his admiral, in ful- 
fillment of stipulations with Great Britain, to prevent the French from receiving 
supplies, and to that end to seize all French vessels and to send back to their 
own ports all neutral vessels bound to France, stating that while these measures 
were not “strictly conformable to the natural laws of war,” they were justifiable 
when employed against “those arrant villains who have overturned all duties 

rved towards God, the laws,and the Government; who have even gone so 
far as to take the life of their own sovereign.” 

All Europe, except Sweden and Norway, was now arrayed against the new 
Republic in a bitterness of warfare scarcely with parallel, and which openly de- 
seended toan attempt to starve the French people into submission through an 
attack upon neutral commerce; a course admittedly unjustified by the laws of 
war. Naturally France looked to the United States for aid, relying upon the 
pledge of the treaty of 1778,and the assistance rendered us in our scarcely-con- 
cluded struggle by her fleet, armies, and treasury. 
relations between France and the United States were already 


The commerci 
most unsatisfactory. Exceptional favors granted the United States in 1787 and 
1788 (1 Foreign Relations, pp. 113-116) had been withdrawn and the equality upon 


which French and British vessels were put in our ports had excited jealousy. 
“ No exceptional advantages had come to France from the war of the Revolution. 
and American commerce had reverted to its old British channels,” (Treaties 
and Conventions, etc., Bancroft Davis, p. 985.) 

Jefferson, who had been transferred from the legation in Paris to the office of 
Secretary of State, endeavored to secure the conclusion of a new commercial 
treaty, but unsuccessfully, and in April, 1792, we find him instructing Mr. Mor- 
ris that ‘‘it will be impossible to defer longer than the next session of Congress 
some counter regulations for the protection of our navigation and commerce, 
I must entreat you therefore to avail yourself of every occasion of friendly re- 
monstrance on this subject. If they wish an equal and cordial treaty with us 
we are ready to enter into it.” (3 Jefferson's Works, p. 356.) In June he sgain 
writes that `“ we can not consent to the late innovations without taking meas- 


“ures to do justice to onr own navigation”’ (ibid., p.449), and after the imprison- 


ment of the King he informed Morris that some matters, such “as reforming 
the unfriendly restrictions on our commerce and navigation,” might be trans- 
ag abies by the revolutionary government, as a government de facio (ibid., 
p. 5 : 

The new French minister, M. Genet, started for the United States in the spring 
of 1793 armed with three hundred blank commissions “to distribute to such as 
[would] fit out cruisers in our ports to prey on the British commerce.” (1 For- 
eign Relations, p. 354.) Finally, the condition of affairs caused by the war led 
to the President's proclamation of neutrality, from which, curiously, and by 
way of compromise, the word “ neutrality’’ was omitted. (8 Jefferson's Works, 


Genet arrived in the United States the 8th of April, and on the 22d of that 
month the proclamation was issued declaring that “the duty and interest of the 
United States require that they should with sincerity and good faith adopt and 
pursue a conduct friendly and impartial towards the belligerent powers.” 

Already at Charleston, where he landed, Genet had commissioned privateers 
and sent them to sea, asserting this action to be authorized by the treaty of 
1778, and informing the Secretary of State of his wish that the Federal Govern- 
ment “should observe, as far as in their power, the public engagements con- 
tracted by both nations; and that by this generous and prudent conduct they 
will give at least to the worid the example of a true neutrality which does not 
consist in the cowardly abandonment of their friends in the moment when 
danger menaces them, but in adhering strictly, if they can do no better, to the 
omgangs they have contracted with them.” (Foreign Relations, vol.l, p. 


L 

In September following Genet asked for fire-arms and cannon to protect the 
French possessions guarantied by the United States, but he was answered by 
the Secretary of War with what he terms “ an ironical carelessness ” that “the 
principles established by the President in his proclamation did not permit him 
A we oe as a ‘pistol.’’’ (Nineteenth Congress, first session, Senate 

oc. » p.219.) 

The French law of May 15, 1791, which “inhibited Americans from introduc- 
ing, selling, and arming their vessels,” in France, and "from enjoying all the 
advantages allowed to those built in the ship-yards of the Republic,” was sus- 
pended by the national convention the 19th day of February, 1793, when exten- 
sive privileges were granted our commerce (ibid, p. 35). but in less than three 
months (9th May, 1793) seventeen daysafter the date of the President's proclama- 
tion, but before news of its contents could have been received, the national 
convention issued a decree ordering the arrest of any neutral vessels laden with 
adi bees gen bound to an enemy’s port. That this was an open and palpable vio- 

ion of neutral rights was not denied, for it was a measure understood to be 
retaliatory to the course pursued by Great Britain, and compensation was 
promised to those neutrals who should suffer by its operation. (Jbid, p. 42.) 

This decree of May 9, 1793, authorized French vesseis of war and privateers 
to arrest neutral vessels laden with provisions, the property of neutrals, but 
destined to an enemy’s port, or laden with enemy’s merchandise, the merchan- 
dise to be L gun and the neutral provisions to be paid for, together with proper 
freight and indemnity for delay. The 23d of the same month American vessels 
were exempted from the operation of this decree (1 Foreign Kelations, p. 
244); five days later this second decree was suspended; July lit wasazain put 
in force; and July 27 it was repealed, leaving the decree of May 9 finally in 
force as against American commerce (3 Foreign Relations, p. 254). Our min- 
ister remonstrated, and the national assembly yacillated; nevertheless the de- 
cree was gxecuted in plain and admitted violation of neutral rights. 

The d of May 9, 1793, and that of November 18, 1794, directed the seizure 
of neutral vessels containing enemy’s goods, although the treaty of 1778 ex- 

ressly provided that "free ships make free goods” (Art. XVIII, Treaty of 

mmerce); and further, under an ordinance of 1744 revived for the purpose, a 
fore vessel having on board asupercargo or officer from an enemy's country, 
or whose crew was by more than one-third subjects ofan enemy, wasadjud ed 
prize, Mere clearance for some of the West India Islands, by decree of Febru- 
ary 1, 1797, subjected neutral vesselstocapture. The decree of January 18, 1795, 
issued by the council of five hundred, condemned neutral vessels carrying any 
British merchandise, and March 2, 1797, came into force the requirement of the 
crew Sea ee Rs d'équipage,” which will be more fully considered hereafter. 
(Doe, 102, p. 160. 

President Washington, in 1793 (message December 5), spoke of the vexations 
andspoliations understood to have been committed on our vesselsand commerce 
by the cruisers and officers of some of the belligerent powers as requiring atten- 
tion, and suggested that on receipt of proofs, * due measures would be taken to 
obtain redress of the past and more effectual provisions against the future;’’ 


whereupon proof began immediately to be furnished. 
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ther well authenticated 
pe: gs will be ado for their relief.” 

y brought to the attention of the French minister of 
foreign affairs “the obnoxious acts of the late assembly,” but without securing 
redress, as “‘theattention of the Government was too strongly directed towards 
itself” to think of exterior interests, “and the assembly, at open war with the 
executive, would certainly reject whatever should now be presented to them,” 
(Document 102, p. 31.) 

Meantime our relations with Great Britain had become extremely threaten- 
ing, various questions growing out of the Revolution still remained unadjusted, 
and when the instructions given by the admiralty June 8, 1793, became known 

in the United States it was felt that decisiveaction could not be longer delayed. 
These instructions directed the commanders of His Majesty’s ships of war and 
. privateers to seize all vessels loaded with corn, flour, or meal bound to any port 
France, or toany port occupied by French armies, and to send the vessels 
thus seized into any conyenient harbor that the cargo might be paras by 
the British Government and the ships rel ; alsoto seize all ships, whatever 
their cargo, bound to a blockaded port; also to warn off under penalty of seiz- 


ure any vessel destined to a port not actually blockaded, but “* declared ” tò be 
blockaded. (Foreign Relations, vol. 1, p. 240. 3 
Br! when complaint was made of these orders, attempted to justify 


them anor. the insufficient plea that provisions were contraband of war. (For- 
eign ions, vol. 1, pp. 240, et seq.) Co! mdence leading to no 

pect of a satisfactory result, the President nominated Mr. Jay as minister, 
saying to the Senate (April 16, 1794) that “as peace ought to be pursued with 
unremitted zeal before the last resource, which has go often been the scourge of 
nations, and can not fail to check the advanced prosperity of the United States, 
is contemplated,” he had concluded to take this action. (Foreign Relations, 
vol. 1, p. 447.) The instructions given Mr. Jay are not of importance in this 
connection, as it is sufficient to note the result of his negotiation in the treaty 
that bears his name, and to compare its important provisions with our agree- 
ment made in 1778 with the King of France. 

We had promised France that their ships of war and privateers might freely 
carry whithersoever they pleased the shipsand goods taken from their enemies; 
that these prizes should not be arrested, or seized, or examined, or searched in 
our ports, but might at any time freely leave, while noshelter or refuge was to 
be given to vessels having made prize of her “subjects, people, or property.” 
(Article 17, treaty of commerce, 1778.) The United States had thus given ce, 
and for consideration, not only a valuable but an exclusive right; yet the Jay 
treaty in the twenty-fifth article fave these mune privivers to Great B: êX- 
cluding all vessels which ** should have made prize upon [her] subjects.” 

The conflict of the treaties is evident,and of course was fully appreciated at 


the time. 

While the Jay treaty was concluded in November, 1794, its ratifications were 
not exchanged until ber the following year, and mean time the British or- 
ders in council directing seizure of our vessels and provisions bound to France 
were so enforced as to call forth from Mr. Randolph, then Secretary of State, the 
warning, as Jate as July, 1795, that the Jay treaty had not yet been ratified by 
the President; “the late British order in council for Karyn provisions is a 
weighty obstacle to ratification. I do not ce “De te that such an attempt to 
starve ce will be countenanced,” (Foreign Relations, vol. 1, p. 719.) ery 
endeavor was made by the United States to secure a repeal of the admiralty or- 
der, but without success, and finally our minister in London, Mr, A was 
instructed that if, after every prudent effort, he found it could not be removed, 
its continuance was not to be an obstacle to the exchange of ratifications. The 
order was not removed or modified ; nevertheless ratifications of the treaty were 
exchanged the following October. 

It should here be noted soon after the exchange acommission was organ- 
ized which, among other subjects, was to ascertain the amount of the claims of 
American citizens on Great Britain for captures made in violation of interna- 
tional law. After various interruptions the labors of this tribunal closed in 
February, 1804, when awards considerably exceeding a million and a quarter 
pounds sterling had been made in favor of the United States on account of these 
claims. (Treaties and Conventions, Bancroft Davis, p. 1014-1016.) This com- 
mission existed by virtue of the sixth and seventh articles of the Jay treaty, 
the latter of which provided that whereas complaints had been made by citi- 
zens of the United States that during the course of the war “in which His Maj- 
esty is now engaged they have sustained considerable losses and damage by 
reason of irregular or illegal captures or condemnations of their vessels and 
other property under color of authority or commissions from His Majesty,” it 
was that where adequate compensation could not then be actually ob- 
in the ordinary course of justice full compensation would be made by the 
British Government. 

Note further that these claims were for spoliations committed by England to 
starve the French, as the claims now before us are for spoliations committed by 
France to feed her ple, and, again, remember, by way of explanation, that 
the remedy alluded to in the Jay treaty. as being perhaps obtainable in due 
course of justice, was a possible recovery by the captured vessel in an action 
against the privateer upon his bond. 

Mr. Morris, proving unacceptable to the French Government, was recalled at 
their request, and succeeded by Mr. Monroe, who endeavored to secure from his 
colleague, Mr. Jay, information as to the latter's negotiation, which wasrefused, 
as Monroe declined to pledge himself not to communicate it to the French Gov- 
ernment. (l Foreign Relations, pp.517,700.) France was restive under the sit- 
uation, and, shortly after the ratification of the treaty, asked whether the Presi- 
dent had caused orders to be given to prevent the sale of prizes conducted into 
meee of the United States by vessels of the Republic or privateers armed under 
gr authority. As to this question the Secretary of State informed the Presi- 


lent— 

“That the twenty-fifth article of the British treaty having explicitly forbidden 
the arming of degre payatas and the selling of their prizes in the ports of 
the Uni es, the retary of the Treasury prepares as a matter of course, 
circular letters to the collectors to conform to the restriction contained in that 
{article of the British treaty] as the law of thejland. This was the more neces- 
sary as formerly the collectors were instructed to admit to an entry and sale 
the prizes brought into our ports by the French.” 

he Secretary also wrote our minister in London that orders had been given 
to prevent the sale of prizes brought into United States ports by French priva- 
teers, “ conformably with the twenty-fifth article" ofthe Jay treaty. Sowehad 
finally and openly any exclusive rights of France under the treaty 
Spat are bed eusiber cbligation Sommer: & 

ut we another o! on our former ally, that of rant 
her West India Islands. z sonang 

Long prior to this, Jefferson, while in Paris, had told the British minister there, 
during a discussion as to the effect of the treaties of 1778in case of war between 
France and Great Britain, and told him “ frankly and without hesitation,” that 
the dispositions of the United States wouid then be neutral, and that this would 
be to the interest of both powers, because it would relieve both from all anxiety 
as to feeding their West India Islands; that England, too, by suffering us to re- 


SS 


main so, would avoid a heavy land war on our continent, which might y: 
much cripple her proceedings elsewhere; that our treaty [with Hansel indcet- 
obliged us to receive into our ports the armed of France, with their 
prizes, and to refuse admission to the prizes made on her by her enemies; that 
there was a clause also by which we guarantied to France her American pos- 
sessions, and which might perhaps force us into the war if these were attacked. 
“Then it will be war,” said the minister, ‘for they will assuredly be attacked.” 

In 1780 another American minister informed the English secretary of state 
for foreign affairs “that in a war between Great Britain and the House of Bour- 
bon (a thing which must happen at some time) we [the United States] can give 
the West India Islands to whom we please, without engaging in the war our- 
selves, and our conduct must be governed by our interest” (Waite’s American 
State Papers, vol. 10, p. 97); and this in face of a treaty concluded buttwelve years 
before, wherein we pl ourselves to nc ona Be forever” of the posses- 
sions in America of that very House of Bo m. rly in 1794, Mr. Jefferson, 
then Secretary of State, said, as to this subject, that he had no doubt we should 
interpose at the proper time “and declare both to England and France that 
these islands are to rest with France, and that we will make a common cause 
with the latter for that object.” (Jefferson to Madison, April 3, 1794, Jefferson's 
Works, vol. 4, p. 103.) 

The understanding, therefore, seems to have been clear, yet the West India 


Islands went to England. 

The French spoliations hegen heedlessly rg Nha es the mistaken action of sub- 
ordinates, who confounded ericans with English, because of the identity of 
race and language. In October, 1793, Mr. Deforgues wrote to Mr. Morris: 

“We hope that the Government of the United States will attribute to their 
true cause the abuses of which you complain, as well as other violations of 
which our cruisersmay render themselves guilty in the course of the present 
war. It must perceive how difficult it is to contain within just limits the indig- 
nation of our marines, and, in general, of all the French patriots against a peo- 

le speaking the same language and having the same habits as the free Amer- 

cans. The difficulty of distinguishing our allies from our enemies has often 
been the cause of offenses committed on board your vessels. All that the Ad- 
ministration can do is to order indemnification to those who have suffered and 
to punish the guilty.” (Doc. 102, p. ao) 
ot long, however, could this plaintive response suffice as an excuse for the 
outrages committed upon our citizens and their property, for, as we have seen 
by the decrees already cited (and there were many more), the Assembly soon 
joined in the attack, authorized it, and rendered it governmental. 

A single mi en capture might be forgiven, provided proper compensation 
were made for injury to the citizen ; but, when wholesale seizures were directed 
by the legislature and thereupon made by the Executive, the matter assumed a 
much more serious and difficult aspect. To use the words of Mr. Sumner: 

“As intelligence of these spoliations reached the United States our whole 
commerce was fluttered. Merchants hesitated to expose ships aud cargoes to 
such cruel hazards, and thereupon appeared the circular letter of the Secretary 
of State and the President’s proclamation encouraging, by the promise of pro« 
tection, those injured by the spoliators.”’ 

So ended the first phase of this controversy with a nation to whom we were 
bound by the strongest treaty ties,a nation engaged in war against an appar- 
ently overwhelming force and whose enemies used means of attack openly ad- 
mitted to be contrary to the laws of civilized warfare; in alleged self-defense, 
it pursued an equally if not more indefensible, course which resulted in severe 
and unjustifiable loss to our citizens. That this system of seizures or spolia- 
tions was forbidden by every principle of civilized warfare was frankly admit- 
ted at the time, and later, England, which had pursued a similar course, made 
ample amends,and Spain, which had countenanced the policy of France and 
lent her ports in aid of it, did the same, ~ 

Nor were we altogether clear of blame. We had not complied, so far as ap- 
poate, with the stipulations of the treaties of 1778, intended to provide for possi- 

le war; we had not protected the West India Islands, and not only had we re- 
frained from acting as the ally of France; but, by the Jay treaty, we had given 
to her enemy the exclusive port privileges which she most valued, and which 
were secu to her by the treaty of amity and commerce. 

It is not for us to criticise the patriotism and wisdom of the American states- 
men of that day, the leading figures of our history, the men who bore the brunt 
of the fight which brought thirteen struggling colonies through a war with one 
of the mightiest and bravest nations of Europe to the successful issue which 
made possible the United States of to-day, with its thirty-eight States, eight Ter- 
ritories, and population of not far from 60,000,000. 

Responsible for the welfare and future of a little republic of some two and a 
half millions of inhabitants, exhausted by seven years’ warfare, and environed 
on this continent by the three great monarchies of Europe; their country poor 
in finance, weak in population, and an object of jealousy and distrust to every 
sovereign, these eminent men dealt in a spirit of enlightened patriotism and 
high courage with the political questions presented to them, according to their 
best and well-trained judgment, in the light of the information they then had. 
We now, as a judicial body, treat the facts as they are presented in relation to 
private rights, and no judgment of ours can properly be held, as it has been ar- 

ed it would be, to reflect in any manner upon the course pursued by the 

resident, his advisers and subordinates in the anxious period between 1789 
and 1800. Upon their diplomatic foresight and ability no decision of ours can 
cast a shadow, and it must be clearly understood that we deal only with those 
private rights which may possibly have been invaded in the pursuit of a policy 
aiming at the life and prosperity of the nation. 

The French complained of our course during the war then progressing, while 
we complained of spoliation and maltreatment of our vessels at sea, losses b; 
the embargo at Bordeaux, non-payment of drafts drawn by the colonial ad- 
ministration, seizures of cargoes of vessels, non-performance of contracts by 
Government agents, condemnation of vessels and their cargoes in violation of 
the | prc yf 1778, and captures under the decree of 1793, (1 Foreign Relations, 
p. 7. seq. 

Pinckney was ordered out to replace Monroe under particular instructions to 
“look into” the claims of our citizens (ibid., 742), but before he arrived the de- 
cree of October 31, 1796, was made public, which prohibited the importation of 
manufactured articies, whether of English make or English commerce (6 Gar- 
den, 117), and Pinckney upon his arrival was not recognized or received, but 
ordered to leave France, as that government would reccive no minister from 
the United States “until after a reparation of the grievances demanded of the 
American Government, and which the French Republic had a right to expect.” 
(l Foreign Relations, p. 746.) 

The strained relations between the two countries can not be better illustrated 
than by an extract from the speech of the president of the directory made to 
Monroe in the presence of the diplomatic corps, when the latter, on the 30th De- 
cember, 1796, took his official leave. Upon that occasion the president said : 

“ By presenting this day to the executive directory your lettersof recall you of- 
fera very strange spectacle to Europe. France, rich in her om, surrounded 
by the train of her victories, and strong in the esteem of her allies, will not 
stoop to calculate the consequences of the condescension of the American Goy- 
ernment to its ancient tyrants. The French Republic expects, however, that 
the successors of Columbus, Raleigh, and Penn, always proud of their liberty, 
will never forget that they owe it to ce, They will weigh in their wisdom 
the magnanimous friendship cf the French people with the crafty caresses of 
perfidious men who meditate to bring them again undertheirformer yoke Ase 
sure the good people of America, Mr. Minister, that, like them, we adore lib- 


6638 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 21, 


Relations, page 40. 
The President added that, having no diplomatic representative in rosa De 


ofthat instrument before the Congress, stating that it was his “ind duty 
to recommend to [their] consideration eff lense.” Congress 
were, however, peacefully inclined, although before adjourning they passed the 


PINCKNEY MISSION. r 


Soon after the adjournment (June 22) Pinckney, Marshall, and Gerry were 
commissioned envoys to France for the purpose of endeavoring to renew rela- 
tions with that country. 

Jefferson, then Vice-President, msio orig É wrote Gerry: 

“That peace is undoubtedly at present the first object ofour nation. Interest 
and honor are also national considerations. But interest duly weighed, is in 
favor of peace, even at the expense of spoliations, past and fature, and honor 
can not now be an object. The insults and injuries committed on us by both 
the belligerent parties from the beginning of 1793 to this day, and still continu- 
ing, can not be wiped off by engag in war with oné of Our country- 
men have divided themselves by such strong affections to the French and the 
English that nothing will secure us internally buta divorce from both nations.” 
(Jefferson's Works, volume 4, page 187.) 

The tone and intent of the instructions to these envoys may be understood 
—_ one paragraph in Mr, Pickering’s letter to them (Doc, 102, p. 464, July 15, 


1}: 
“Finally, the Lone object of the Government being to do justice to France 
and her citizens, in anything we have injured them; to ol justice for the 
multiplied injuries they have committed against us,and to preserve pees 
your style and tron of proceeding will be such as s most directly tend to 
secure o! e 

The envoys had hardly reached Paris when another decree was aimed against 
our suffering merchants which prohibited every vessel that had entered an 
English port from being admitted into soy pors of the French Republic, and 
handed over to condemnation every vessel laden in whole or in with mer- 
chandise coming out of England or her possessions. (Doc. 102, p. 483.) The 
American ministers Droben; saying that the decree attacked the interests and 
independence of neutral powers; that it took from them the profits of an hon- 
est and lawful industry, as well as an inestimable privilege of conducting their 
own affairs as their judgment might direct, and added that acqui ce in it 
would establish a kip se 64 e p insent pr eee: bal ba moron ag 
any measures power might to p! oC. . p. seq. 

France leaned to dictation, not n on. With Bonaparte padosta R| in 
Italy and Talicyrand at the head of foreign affairs, she was in a far from con- 
ciliatory temper. The result was that without ever being received officially, 
the envoys returned, not, however, before Talleyrand |, as a set-off to their 
demands, presented the counter-claims of France. (2 Fo Relations, 190.) 

During this mission occurred the notorious X, Y. Z. ep when demands 
Were made upon the ministers by individuals, veiled in the dispatches under 
these mysterious letters, for a large sum of money as a douceur to the directory, 
and an additional and much larger amount, as a loan to France. Talleyrand 
later, and over his own signature, proposed a loan, omitting reference to the 
douceur, and in the same note complained of the Jay treaty as a principal 

ievance, The dispatches containing an account of the X. Y. Z. episode com- 

back from the United States in print, Gerry, the only envoy then remain- 

ing, left Paris on the 26th July, 1798. (Treaties and Conventions, Bancroft 
Davis, pp. 997-8.) z 

The return of the mission created an effect at home very inimicalto France; 
the President said he would never send another minister without assurances 
that he would be received, res; , and honored as “ the representative of a 

at, free, E eip hi and inde dent nation,” (2 Foreign ations, page 199); 
Eut before (June 21, 1798), Congress had passed the act “ to more effectually 

tect the commerce and coasts of the United States” (May 18, 1798, 1 Stat. L., 
Baty, the act suspending commercial relations with France (June 13,1798), and 
‘various other laws of similar import, which will be considered hereafter in con- 
nection with another brauch of this case. 

Washi. n was put in command of the Army as Licutenant-General and 
Com v-in-Chief, and in accepting said (Annals, 5 Cong., 622): _ 

“The conduct of the directory of France towards our country; their insidious 
hostility to its Government; their various practices to withdraw the affections 
of the people from it; the evident tendency of their acts and those of their 
agents to countenance and invigorate opposition; their disregard of solemn 
treaties and the law of nations; their war upon our de ess commerce; their 
treatment of our ministers of peace; and their demands amounting to tribute, 
could not fail to excite in me corresponding sentiments with those my country- 
men have so generally expressed.” 

ELLSWORTH MISSION. 

This state of affairs could not long continue. Talleyrand, appreciating the 
dangers of the situation, soon opened indirect communication with the United 
States, and, on the 23th September, said that our p-enipotentiary, ifsent, would 
be “received with the respect due to the representative of a frec, independent, 
and powerful nation.” (Foreign Relations, 2.p. 242.) This was an exact com- 
pliance with the President's condition precedent, and thereupon Oliver Ells- 
worth, Chief-Justice of the United States; William R. Davie, late governor of 
North Carolina (Patrick Henry declining to serve); and William Vans Murray, 
minister resident at the Hague, were commissioned envoys extraordinary and 
ministers plenipotentiary “to discuss and settle by a treaty all controversies 
between the United States and France.” (2 Foreign Relations, p. 243.) This 
mission, appointed in March, 1799, closed its labors by the treaty signed Sep- 
tember 30, 1500, 

ane in France they found the Directory no longer in senen but 
treated with Napoleon, then become First Consul. Ministers were appointed 


tions began. (Doc. 102, p 
The Americans were instructed to inform the French ministers at the open- 


or il or con- 


upon them, but for the purpose of this case it is necessary only to note ey 
claims refuse recognition of the treaties of 1778, 


to refuse a guaranty, to refuse any aid or loan, and to make no engagement 
contrary to the Jay treaty. g Foreign Relations, p. 306.) 

The Secretary of State said in his instructions : 
“Instead of relief, instead of justice, instead of indemnity for past wrongs, 
our very moderate demands have been immediately followed by new aggres- 
sions and more extended depredations, while our ministers, seeking redress and 
recon have been refused a reception, treated with indignities, and 
finally driven from its territories. Thisconduct * * * would well have jus- 
tified an immediate declarationof war, but * * * the United States contented 
themselves with preparations for defense,and measures calculated to protect 
their commerce.” 

_At the close of his instruction the Secretary sets out certain points to be con- 

sidered as ultimata, of which the following only is now important: 

“1, That there be established a board to determine the claims of our citizens, 
which France should bind herself to pay.” 


VALIDITY OF CLAIMS AGAINST FRANCE. 


Having carried the history of the claims down to this point Jet us look back 
upon it and see what rights we had at that time as nst France, laying aside 
for the moment certain defenses set up by the defendants, such as the existence 
of war, and the abrogation of old treaties. Apart from these points, whiclr 
have been urged upon us with ability by the learned counsel for the Gov- 
ernment, were the claims at the opening of the negotiations in 1900 valid in- 
ternational obligations against France? 

That nation had seized upon the high seas neutral vessels Jaden with neutral 
cargo. In the case at bar, for example, the American schooner Sally, owned 
by citizens of the United States, commanded by a citizen of the United States, 
Say under the laws of the United States, bound from Massachusetts 
to Spain, laden with cargo belonging to American citizens, was seized upon 
the high seas, taken into a French port, condemned, and confiscated for the 
benefit of the privateer which sei: her; and all this, not upon the ground 
that she had violated the law of nations, but because she had violated the 
French regulations “concerning the navigation of neutrals.” It seems hard! 
necessary to discuss the proposition that such a proceeding was unwarranted; 
the French themselves admitted it in their decrees and correspondence; the 

n Czar, in ordering his admiral to pursue a similar course, said it was 
not “strictly conformable to the natural laws of war.” England paid for dam- 
ages thus committed, as did Spain, which had countenanced the acts of French 
STT in condemning American vessels brought into Spanish ports, (Treaty 

Senator Livingston in the Twenty-first Congress (first session) said in the re- 
port made by him: 

“The committee does not recollect that the justice of the claims has ever been 
denied. * * * To deny [it] would be an assertion of a right on the of 
France to indiscriminate plunder of neutral ob * * è But the justice 
of the claims was not denied, and the necessity of providing indemnity was 
expressly acknowledged.” 

his is true as a matter of pure international law; how much more true is it 
in the face of a treaty which gnarantied the protection to our vessels (Article 
VI) of French ships of war; which made free ships free goods (Article XXIII): 
which prohibited opening hatches or disturbing packages when the vessel had 
a passport (Articles XII and XI); which directed the commanders of French 
ships to do no “injury or damage'^to vessels of the United States (Article XV), 
and which contained other Torana insuring an exceptional amount of pro- 
tection to our commerce and guardianship of our commercial rights? 

Mr. Jefferson thought this class of claims valid when he issued his circular of 
A st, 1793, assuring the mercantile community that due attention would be 

to these injuries and proper proceedings adopted for their relief. The 
resident thought them valid when later in the same year he wrote to Congress 
that due measures would be taken to “ obtain redress of the past and more ef- 
fective provisions against the future.” Pickering thought them valid when he 
made their settlementan ultimatum, and the French Government thought them 
worthy of consideration when they proposed a commission to decide upon 
them, coupled with the counter proposition thatthe United States indemnify 
American creditors then existing, or to be created through the agency of this 
commission, by way of a loan to France, which that country was te be pledged 
to repay. (Doc. 102, p. 467.) 
STATE OF WAR. 


The defendants contend that the seizures were justified, as war existed be- 
tween this country and France during the period in question; and,as we could 
have no claim against France for seizure of private property in time of war, the 
claimants could have no resulting claim against their own Government; that is, 
the claims, being invalid, could not form a subject of set-off as it is urged these 
claims did in the second article of the treaty of 1800. It therefore becomes of 
great importance to determine whether there was a state of war between the 
two countries. 

It is urged that the political and judicial departments of each Government 
recognized the other as an enemy; that battles were fought and blood shed on 
the high seas; that property was captured by eacli from the other and con- 
demned as p! ; that diplomatic and consular intercourse was suspended, and 
that prisoners had been taken by cach Government from the other and “held 
for exchange, punishment, or retaliation, according to the laws and usages of 
war.” While these statements may be ip substance admitted and constitute 
very strong evidence of the existence of war, still they are not conclusive, and 
the facts, even if they existed to the extent claimed, may not be inconsistent 
with a state of reprisals straining the relations of the states to their utmost 
tension, daily threatening hostili of a more serious nature, but still short of 
that war which abrogates treaties, and after the conclusion of which the parties 
must, as between themseives, begin international life anow. 

The French issued decree after decree against our peaceful commerce, but on 
the ground of military necessity incident to the war with Great Britain and her 
allies; they refused to receive our minister, but in that refusal, insolent though 
it was, there is nothing to show that war was intended, and the mere refusal to 
receive a minister does not in itself constitute a ground for hostilities, 

The Allorney-General, Mr. Lee, in August, 1788, very strongly sustained the 
defendants’ position, for he wrote the Secretary of State that there existed with 
France “not oniy an actual maritime war,” but *a maritime war authorized 
by both nations;” that cousequently France was an enemy, to aid and assist 
whom would be treason on the part of a citizen of the United States; but we 
can not agree that this extreme position was authorized by tho facts or the law. 

Congress enacted the various statutes hereinafter referred to in detail, arfa 
when one of them, the act providing an additional armament, was passed in the 
House, Edward Livingston, who op it, said: r 

“Let no man flatter himself that the vote which has been given isnot a decla- 
ration of war. Gentlemen know that this is the case." 

These were times of great excitement; between danger of international con- 
test and the heat of internal partisan conflict statesmen could not look at the 
situation with the calmness by their successors, and those successors, 
with some exceptions, to be sure, regarded the relations between the countries 
as not amounting to war. 

The question has been carefully examined by authorized and competent of- 
cers of the political department of the Government,and we may turn to their 
statements as expository of the views of that branch upon the subject. 

In 1827 Senator Holmes reported that there had been a “ partial war,” buf no 
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“such actual open waras would absolve us from treaty stipulations. * * è It 


was never und here that this was a war as would annul a treaty." 
(Nineteenth Congress, second session, Senate Report, February 8, 1827, p. 8.) 

Mr. Giles, reporting to the House of Representatives as early as 1802, called 
it a “partial state of hostility ™ between the United States and France. 

Mr. Chambers reported to the Senate in 1828 that— 

“ The relations which existed between the two nations in the interval between 
the passage of the sev acts of Congress before referred to and the conven- 
tion ot 1800 were very peculiar, but in the opinion of your committee can not be 
considered as placing the two nations in the attitude of a war which would de- 
stroy the obligations of previously existing treaties.” 

Mr. Livingstone reported to the Senate in 1830 that— 

“This was not a case of war, and the stipulations which reconciled the two 
nations was not a treaty of peace; it was a convention for the putting an end 
to certain differences, ** * Nowhere is the sl expression on cither 
side that a state of war existed, which would exonerate either from the 
obligations of making those indemnitiestotheother. * * * e bonvention 
which was the result of these negotiations is not only in its form different from 
a treaty of peace, but it contains stipulations which would be disgraceful to our 
country on the supposition that it terminated a state of war. * * * Neither 

, party considered then they were in a state of war, (Rep. 4, 445.) 

Mr. Everett made a statement in the House of Representatives on the 2lst 
February, 1835, in which he said: 

“The extreme violence of the measures of the French Government and the 
accumulated injuries heaped upon our citizens would have amply justified the 
Government of the United States in a recourse to war; but peaceful remedies 
and mvasures of defense were preferred; [and, after referring to the acts of 
Congress, he adds]: These vigoreus acts of defense and preparation, evincing 
that, if necessary, United were determined to proceed still further aud 
go to war for the protection of their citizens, had the happy effect of precluding 
a resort to that extreme measure of redress.” 

Finally, Mr. Sumner considered the acts of Congress as ‘‘ vigorous measures,” 
putting the country “in an attitude of defense;"’ and thatthe * painful condition 
of things, though naturally causing anxiety, did not constitute war.” 
(Thirty-eighth Congress, first session, Rep. Com. No. 41, 1964.) 

The r~ S also had occasion to consider the situation, and the learned 
counsel for 


Justice Washington considers the very point now in dispute, saying (p. 40): 

uestion must depend u; * * * whether, at the 
time of passing the act of Congress of the 2d of March, 1799, there subsisted a 
state of war between two nations, It may, I believe, be safely laid down that 
every contention by force between two nations in exte! matters under the 
authority of their respective Governments is not only war, but public war. If 
it be decreed in form it is called solemn and is of the perfect kind, because one 
whole nation is at war with another whole nation, and all the members of the 
nation declaring war are authorized to commit hostilities against the members 
of the other in every place and under every circumstance, 

“Insuch a warall the members act under a general authority, andall therights 
and consequentes of war attach to their condition. But hostilities subsist 
between two nations more confined in itsnature and extent, being ited asto 
places, persons, and things, and thisis more properly termed imperfect war, be- 
cause not solemn, and because those who are authorized to commit hostilities 
act under special authority and can gono tothe extent of theircom- 
mission. Still, however, it is public war, because it is an external contention b 
force between some of the members ot the two nations, authorized by the legit 
mate powers, Itis a war between the two nations, though allthe members are 
not authorized to commit hostilities such as in a solemn war where the Govern- 


ment restrain the j aran power.’ 
Applying this rule he held that “an American and French armed vessel, com- 
bating on the high seas, were enemies,” but added that France was not styled 


“Jt is a limited, partial war. Congress has not declared warin gencral terms, 
but Congress has authorized hostilities on the high seas by certain persons in 
certain cases. There is no authority given to commit hostilities on land, to 
page wack unarmed French vessels, nor even to Ca vera French armed vessels in 
a French port, and the authority is not given indiscriminately to every citizen 
of America against every citizen of France, but only to ci appointed by 
commissions or exposed to immediate outrage and violence. * * * If Con- 
gress had chosen to declare a general war, France would have been a general 
nary having chosen to wagea partial war, France was * * * only a par- 
enemy, 

Justice Patterson concurred, holding that the United States and France were 
“in a qualified state of hostility ”—war “quoad hoc.” As far as Coi toler- 
ated and authorized it, so far might we proceed in hostile operations, and the 
word “enemy " proceeds the fall length of this qualified war, and no further. 

The Supreme Court, therefore, held the state of affairs now under discussion 
to constitute partial warfare, limited by the acts of Congress. 

The instructions to Elisworth, Davie, and Murray, dated October 22, 1799, did 
not recognize a state of war as existing, or as having existed, for aw said the 
conduct of France would have justified an immediate declaration of war, but 
the United States, desirous of maintaining peace, contented themselves “ with 

parations for defense and measures calculated to defend their commerce.” 
{Dee 102, p. 561). Yet all the measures relied upon as evidence of existing war 
d taken effect prior to the date of these instructions. So the ministers, in a 
communication to the French authorities, said, as to the acts of y 
“which the hard alternative of abandoning their commerce to ruin imposed,” 
that “far from contemplating a co-operation with the enemies of the Republic 
[they] did not even authorize reprisals upon her merchantmen, but were re- 
stricted simply to the giving of to their own, till a moment arrive 
wheu their sufferings could be and redressed.”’ (Doc. 102, p. 583.) 

France did not consider that war existed, for her minister said that the sus- 
pensions of his functions was not to be regarded as a rupture between the 
countries, “but as a mark of just discontent” (15 November, 1796, 


iF Re- 
lations, 583), while J, Bonaparte and his coll termed it a “ transi: mis- 
understanding” (Doc. 102, p. 590), a state of “ understanding” which had ex- 


isted “through the acts of some agents rather than by the willof the respective 
“Governments,” and jvhich had not been a state of war, at least on the side of 
France (ibid., p. G16). b 
The opinion of Congress at the time is best gleaned from the laws which it 
The important statute in this con n is that of May 28, 1798 (1 Stat. 
ry 561), entitled “An act more effectually to protect the commerce and coasts 
vi os ae States.” Certainly there was nothing aggressive or warlike in 
1s ie. 

The act recites that, whereas French armed vessels have committed depreda- 
tions on American commerce in violation of the law of nations and treaties be- 
tween the United States and France, the President is authorized—not todeclare 
war, but to direct naval commanders to bring into our ports, to be ed 
against according to the Jaw of nations, any such vessels “ which shall have 
committed, or which shall be found hovering on the coasts of the United States 
for the purpose of committing depredations on the vessels ng to the 
citizens thereof; and also to retake any ship or vessel of any citizen or citizens 
of the United States which may bave been captured byany such armed vessel.” 

This law contains no ion orthreat of war; it is distinctly an act to 
protect our eoasis and commerce. It says that our vessels may arrest a vessel 
raiding or intending to raid upon that commerce, and thatsuch vessel shall not 
be either held by executive authority or confiscated, but turned over to the 
admiralty court: i international tribunals—for trial, not according 
to municipal statutes, as was being done in France, but according to the law 
of nations. Such a statute DESIT SOR DOCST hee it extended at all the 
police powers of naval commanders upon igh seas it was in the very 
slightest degree, and it is highly improbabie that then or now, with or without 
specific statutory or other authority, an American naval commander would in 
fact allow a vessel rightfully flying the flag of the United States to be seized on 
the high seas or near our coasts by the cruiser of another government. But if 
the act did enlarge the power of such officers, and give to them authority not 
ere possessed, it tied them down to specified action in regard to specified 
vessels, 

They might seize armed vessels only, and only those armed vessels which 
had already committed depredations, or those which were on our coast for the 
purpose of committing depredations, and they might retakean American vessel 
Spares by such an armed vessel. This statute isa fair illustration of the class 
of laws enacted at this time; they directed suspension of commercial relations 
until the end of the next session of Congress, not indefinitely (June 13, 1798, 
ibid., sec. 4 p.566); they gave power to the President to apprehend the subjects 
of hostile nations whenever he should make “ public proclamation" of war (July 
6,1 $8. ibid., p.577), and nosuch proclamation was made; they gave himauthor- 
ity to instruct our armed v: to seize French “armed,” not merchant, ves- 
sels (July 9,1793, idid.. p.578), together with contingent authority to t 
the Army in case wars ld break out, or in case of imminent danger of in va- 
sion (March 2.17 9 ibid..p.72)). Within a few months after this last act of Con- 
gress the Ellsworth mission was on its way to France to begin the negotiations 
which resulted in the treaty of 1800, and even the act abrogating the treaties of 
1778 does not speak of war as existing, but of “ the system of predatory violence 
ee ad pore to the rights of a free and independent nation.” (July 7,1798, 

+) p- 578. 

If war existed why authorize our armed vessels to seize French armed ves- 
sels? War itself gave that right, as well as the right to seize merchantmen, 
which the statutes did not t. If war existed why empower the President 


to apprehend foreign enemies? War itself placed ~~ duty u; him as a nec- 


? 

Upon acts of Congress alone it seems difficult to found a state of warup 
to March, 1799, while in February, 1800, we find a statute suspending enlist- 
ments, unless, during the recess of Co “war should break out with 
France.” This is proof positive that Congress did not then consider war as 
existing, and in fact Ellsworth, Davie, and Murray were at the time hard at 
work in Paris. In May following the President was instructed to suspend ac- 
tion under tho act providing for military organization, although the treaty was 
not concluded until the following September. 

This legislation shows that war was imminent; that protection of our com- 
merce WAS 0! but distinctly shows that, in the opinion of the legislature, 
war did not in fact exist. 

Wheaton draws a distinction between two classes of war, saying: 

* A perfect war is where one whole nation is at war with another nation, and 
all the members of both nations are authorized to commit hostilities against all 
the members of the other, in every case, and gig AAEE per- 
mitted by the general laws of war. An imperfect war is limited as to places, 
persons, and things [to which the editor adds :] Such were the limited hostilities 
=e ee by the United States against Francein 1798.” (Lawrence Wheaton, 
P- e? 

There was no declaration of war; the tribunals of each country were open to 
the other—an impossibility were war in progress; di and commercial 
intercourse were admittedly suspended; but during many years there was no 
intercourse between England and Mexico, which were not at war; there was 
retaliation and reprisal, but such retaliations and reprisals have often occurred 
between nations at peace ; there was a near approach to war, but at no time was 
one of the nations turned into an enemy of the other in such manner that every 
citizen or the one became the enemy of every citizen of the other; finally, there 
was not that kind of war which abrogated treaties and wiped out, at least tem- 
porarily, all pending rights and contracts, individual and national. 

In cases like this "the judicial is bound to follow the action of the political 
department of the Government, and is concluded by it” (Phillips vs. Phillips, 
92 U.S.,130); and we do not find an act of Congress or the Executive between 
the years 1793 and 1801 which recognizes an existing state of solemn war, al- 
though we find statutory provisions authorizing a certain course “in the event 
of a declaration of war,” or “‘ whenever there shall be a declared war,” or dur- 
ing the existing “differences.” One act provides for an increase of the Army 
“in case war shall break ont,” while another restrains this increase ‘ unless war 
shall break out” (1 Stat. L., pp. 598, 577,725,750; see also acts of February 10, , 
1800, and 14, 1800). 

We have already referred to the instructions of the Executive, which show 
that branch of the Government in thorough accord with the legislative on this 
subject, and the negotiations of our representatives hereinafter rete to were 
marked by the same views, while the treaty itself—a treaty of amity and 
commerce of limited duration—is strong proof that what were called differ- 
ences” did not amount to war. We are Ñ pisia of opinion that no such war 
existed as operated to abrogate treaties, to suspend private rights, or to author- 
ize indiscriminate seizures and condemnations; that, in short, there was no 
bono general war, but limited war in ils nature similar to a prolonged series 
of reprisals, 


NEGOTIATION OF THE TREATY OF 1800. 


The general effect and purpose of the treaty of 1800 can be clearly gleaned 
from the negotiations preceding its signitnre, which will next be considered. 
The treaties of 1778 provided that French men-of-war should protect our ves- 


sels and citizens (treaty of commerce, article 6); that our me having 
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eres and certificates showing their cargoes not to be contraband should not 
ave their hatches opened, their packages disturbed, or the “smallest parcels 
of goods” removed (articles 12 and 13); that a French man-of-war meeting an 
American merchantman should remain out of cannon shot, and send on board 
not more than three men, when, should the merchantman have a rt, he 
might proceed (article 27); freedom of trade was secured and contraband defined. 

Soon after the French revolution the series of attacks upon our commerce be- 
gan, at first veiled under the excuse of mistake, then of a necessary self-defense, 
coupled with promise of compensation, and finally openand undisguised. First 
it was said that the seizures were accidental, as the two English-speaking na- 
tions eould not be distinguished by the French sailors. Soon after all neutral 
vessels laden with provisions and bound to an enemy’s port were ordered seized 
as a war measure, but compensation was promises: and it was then that the 
President and Secretary of State, having already issued the proclamation of neu- 
trality, which greatly incensed France, voluntarily promised protection and re- 

to citizens of the United States thus injured by our former ally. 

At this point, therefore, we have on both sides an admission of the validity 
of claims arising from the Sayre President, in the proclamation and 
circular letter, the French, in their decrees, as well as in a letter to the Secre- 
tary of State (March 27, 1794), in which the French minister wrote that “ifany 
of your me ts have suffered any injury by the conduct of our privateers 
+ * * they may with confidence address themselves to the French Govern- 
ment.” (Doc, 102, p. 264.) Nearly four months later the French commissioner 
of foreign relations informed our minister that there should not be a doubt of 
the d tion of the convention and Government to “make g losses 
which umstances inseparable from a revolution may have caused some 
American navigators to experience.” pay 5. 1794; ibid., p. 77.) Then came 
Genet’s dismissal; Jay was sent to England, and Monroe, succeeding Morris, 
seemed to have og toner so successfully that Washington announced to Con- 
gress (February 20, 1795) “ that these claims are ina train of being discussed with 
ees and amicably adjusted.” (Waite’s American State Papers, vol. 3, p. 


The Jay treaty entirely changed the situation; France violently remonstrated, 
onroe with insult, refused to receive Pinckney, threw off the last re- 

straints upon its cruisers and privateers, and its colonial agents joined with so 
much vigorin theillegal attack upon a peaceful neutral commerce, that “ Amer- 
ican v: no lon; entered the French ports unless carried in by force.” 
(Doo, 102, pp. 434, 


Just complaint was not, however, confined to one side, for we had failed in 
performance of obligations imposed upon us by the treaties of 1778. We had 
undertaken a guaranty of French possessions in America and pledged our- 
selves that “in case of a rupture between France and England the reciprocal 
guaranty * * è shall have its full force and effect the moment such war 
shall break out.” (Article 12, treaty of alliance.) This guaranty was to endure 
“forever.” It was contended by us that the casus federiscould never occur ex- 
cept in a defensive war. As Secretary Pickering said : 

“ The nature of this obligation is und to be that when a war really and 
truly defensive exists the engaging nation is bound to furnish an effect and 
adequate defense in co-operation with the power attacked.” (Doc. 102, p. 457, 
Pickering to Pinckney et al., July 15, 1797.) 

Whether the treaty so limited the obligation, or whether France iii her strug- 

le with the allied powers was waging a defensive war, is not now important. 
Aia certainly believed herself entitled to demand our aid, and understood the 


casus federis to have ~ 
At the opening of the war France the fertile islands of St. Domingo, 
. Vincent, Tobago iegalante, 


Martinique, reat pape era Lucia, % a, 

St. Pierre, Miquelon, and Grenada, with a colony on the main land at Cayenne, 
and “in little more n a month the French were entirely dispossessed of their 
West India possessions, with hardly any loss to the victorious nation.” (Ali- 
son’s History, vol 3, p. 396.) 

The French colonists us to intervene, but the French Government 
thought it wiser for us not then to embark in the war, as it might diminish their 
supplies from America; they would, however, they said, leave us to act accord- 
ing to our wishes, looking to us meantime for financial aid. (1 Foreign Rela- 
omy? p: 688.) This was not a renunciation of the guaranty, nor was it so re- 

rded here, 

* study of the correspondence shows that these provisions of the two treaties, 
cially the ranty, constantly hampered our ministers, and Jefferson said 
he had no doubt “we should interpose at the proper time ” (Jefferson's Works, 
voi.43_p.102), while the French Government dwelt upon the “inexecution of 
the treaties ” (1 Foreign Relations, p. 658) said “they had much cause of com- 
plaint against us” (ibid,, p. 731), and finally refused to receive Pinckney “until 
after a reparation of grievances,” while their minister here demanded “in the 
name of American honor, in the name of the faith of the treaties, the execution 
of that contract which assured to the United States their existence and which 
France regarded as the pledge of the most sacred union between two people the 
freest upon earth.” (1 Foreign Affairs, pp. 579 et seq.) 
The claims of France, national in their nature, were thus set up again against 
- the claims of the United States, individual in their inception, but made national 
by their presentation through the diplomatic department of the Government, 
It is not for us to say whether the claims of France had any validity in inter- 
national Jaw, because for the pu of this case it need a e observed that 
they were urged in diplomacy with every apparent belief t the neh po- 
sition was tenable. Whether valid or not, they were an efficient arm of defense 
against our contentions, and were so used with ability, skill, and success, In 
fact there is a recognition of apparent justness in these demands found in the 
instructions to the Pinckney mission, who were directed, while urging our 
claims, to propose a substitute for the mutual guaranty ‘tor some modification 
of it,’ as “instead of troops or ships of war” "to stipulate for a moderate sum 
of money or quantity of provisions ” to be delivered in any future defensive 
war “not exceeding $00,500 a year during any such war” (2 Foreign Relations, 
. 155), and Talleyrand on the other side told Mr. Gerry (June 15) that the 

Republic desired to be restored to the rights which the treaties conferred 

upon it, and through these means to assure the rights of the United States, 

nate indemnities,”’ he said, we “equally demand them, and this dis; 
sition being as sincere on the part of the United States as it is on its, [the Re- 
public] will preity remove all the difficulties.” (Doc. 108 529.) 

Such was the situation when Ellsworth mission arrived in France. 

The instructions to this legation directed them as an “indispensable condi- 
tion ” to obtain full compensation for all losses and damages sustained by citi- 
zens of the United es from irregular or illegal captures or condemnations, 

The French representatives did not dispute the validity of the claims, but 
stood upon the treaties of 1778. To their opening propositions the American 
envoys received a courteous response, which, however, put a new phase upon 
the ge pperene and placed them in a most embarrassing ition. Bonaparte 
and his colleagues said in su! ce (6 May, 1800, Doc. 102, p. 590): The dis- 
charge of damages between the two nations resulting from the *‘ transient mis- 
understanding" can be “considered only as a consequence of the interpreta- 
tion * given by mutual consent to the treaties. They * upon the expe- 
diency of compensation,” an ted that the discussion had become confined 
to two points, the principles which ought to govern the political and commer-. 
cial relations of the two countries and the most suitable form for liquidating 
and discharging the indemnities due. 

The examination of punapa should come first in order, they said, for " in- 
demnification can only b from an avowed violation of an acknowledged 


obligation,” and an “ ment upon principles can alone assure peace and 
maintain friendship.” The French sora krone then, alluding to the treaties, re- 
ferred to the second article of the draught submitted by the Americans, which 
ate hang that the commission su ed should decide claims ** nese nang to 

ustice and the law of nations, an all cases of complaint prior to the 7th of July 
1798, they should pronounce agreeably to the treaties and consular convention 
then existing between France and the United States.” 

Now, this second article of the draft applied only to claims of citizens of each 
country, while July 7, 1798, was the date of the act of Congress annulling the 
treaties; but the French ministers ignoring this said that they saw no reasons 
for the distinction, as the treaties and convention are “the only foundations of 
the negotiations; ” that from them arose the misunderstanding, and upon them 
“union and friendship should be established; ” and they thus significantly con- 
cluded, “ when the undersigned hastened to acknowledge the principle of com- 
promon it was in order to give an unequivocal evidence of the fidelity of the 

nch Government to its ancient engagements, every pecuniary stipulation 
appearing to it expedient as a consequence of ancient treaties, and not as the 
preliminary of anew one.” Sothe French were planted squarely on the treaties 
which the Americans were forbidden to consider as existing after July, 1798. 

Two days later our ministers explained their position (ii/., 592), and nine days 
later wrote to the Secretary of State (ibid., 607) that their success was still doubt- 
ful, as the “ French think it hard to indemnify for violating en, ements un- 
less they can thereby be restored to the benefits of them.” Soon followed a con- 
ference between the plenipotentiaries, when the negotiations were brought to 
a halt, as no further progress could be had until other “powers ™ or “instrue- 
tions,” for the two words seem to have been used synonymously, were received 
from the consul, 

The French ministers had frequently mentioned the insuperable repugnance 
of their Government to surrender the claim to priority assured to it in the * com- 
mercial treaty of 1778,” a 

“The equivalent alleged to be accorded by France for this stipulation, the 
meritorious ground on which they generally represented the treaty stood, de- 
nying strenuously the power of the American Government to annul the trea- 
ties by a simple } lative act; and always concluding that it was perfectly 
incompatible with the honor and dignity of France to assent to the extinction 
of a right in favor of an enemy, and as much so to appear to acquiesce in the 
estab! ent of that right in favor of Great Britain. The priority with re- 
s to the right of asylum for privateers and prizes was the only point in the 
old treaty on which they had anxiously insisted, and which they could 
not be as well provided for by a new stipulation.” (Doc. 102, p- 608, 

The American envoys (July 23, 1800), in answer to the French arguments, re- 
ducing to writing the substance of two conferences, said (Doc. 102, p. 612): 

“As to the proposition of placing France, with respect to an asylum for pri- 
vateers and prizes, upon the footing of e Yerik with Great Britain, it was re- 
marked that the right which had accrued to Great Britain in that respect was 
that of an asylum for her own privateers and prizes, to the exclusion of her 
enemies, wherefore it was physically impossible that her enemies should at the 
same time have a similar right. ith regard to the observation that by the 
terms of the British treaty the rights of France were reserved, and therefore 
the rights of Great Britain existed with such limitation as would admit of both 
nations being placed on a footing which should be equal, it was observed by 
the envoys of the United States that the saving in the British treaty was only 
of the rights of France resulting from her then existing treaty, and that that 
treaty haying ceased to exist the saving necessarily ceased also, and the rights 
which before that event were only contingent immediately attached and be- 
came operative.” 

Admission of the continuing force of the old treaties might involve admission 
of France’s national claims, and in any event would put her ministers into a 
most advantageous position, giving them as consideration, to be surrendered 
at her paeme in the new negotiation, what would then be a vested, existing, 
and acknowledged right to the guaranty, the alliance, and the use of our ports. 
Placed in this poon France would be without incentive to action. She 
would start in the discussion of a new treaty with more surrendered to her at 
the outset than she had hoped to obtain at the conclusion, and all that she after- 
wards gave up would be by way of generous concession. Whatever the law, 
whether the treaties were or were not abrogated by the act of Congress or the 
acts of parties, the American envoys were not permitted to admit the French 
contention, but were in duty bound toargue that the treaties were without con- 
tinuing force. They followed this course, saying: 

“A treaty being a mutual compact, a palpable violation of it by one party 
did, by the law of nature and of nations, leave it optional with the other to re- 
nounce and declare the same to benolonger obligatory. * * è Theremaining 
party must decide whether there bad been such violation on the other part as 
to justify its renunciation. For a wrong decision it would doubtless be respon- 
sible to the injured party, and might give cause for war; but even in such case, 
its act of public renunciation being an act within its compeienre would not be a 
void but a valid act, and other nations whose rights might thereby be benefi- 
cially affected would so regard it.” (Doc. 102, p. 612.) 

After further argument, they added that as it was the opinion of the French 
ministers that “it did not compact with the honor of France” to admit the 
American contentions, and at the same time be called upon for compensation, 
they offered “as their last effort” a proposition which suspended payment of 
compensation for spoliations “until France could be put into prenel sry posses- 
sion of the privileges she contended for, and at the same time they offered to 
give that security which a great pecuniary pledge would amount to for her hav- 
ing the privilege as soon as it could be given with good faith,which might per- 
haps be ina little more than two years; at any rate within seven.” (Zbid., p. 
612. 

The French answered (Doc, 102, p. 615) that they still found no reason to con- 
sider the treaties of 1778 as broken; the act of 1798, being that of one party, 
could not destroy, they said, “otherwise than by war and victory,” that which 
was the engagementoftwo, Aftersome further argument they wrote that they 
would not push further their observations, as— 

“Those which they have repeated suffice to establish the rights of France, 
and to her the honor of a sacrifice which she would make in renouncing the 
exclusive right of entry into the ports of America for French privateers accom- 
panied with their prizes.” (Ibid., p. 615.) 

As to the pro) of a money indemnity for delay they said: 

“The proposition of the American ministers offers to the Republic at adistant 
time the hope of exclusive advantages, and for the present,and perhaps for 
seven years, an humiliating forfeiture of those rights, and a shameful inferiorit 
with regard to a state [Great Britain] over which she had acquired these privi- 
leges by the services she had rendered to America when it made war with such 
state. en the ministers of France can subscribe to a condition unworthy 
the French nation the price which they would put upon their humiliation, 
would it not be the continuance of a subjection, which they consider to be con- 
trary to the interest of the United ? The dependence of her ally can not 
be for her an indemnity for a national suffering. The French rs 
lieving it to be their duty to insist with their Government upon the immediate 
renunciation of a privilege well acquired, it would be contradictory that they 
should provide for its return at a distant time.” (Jbid., pp. 615,616.) 

Some two weeks later the French again insisted that the treaties were not 
broken by the state of “ misunderstanding" which had existed “through the 
acts of some agents rather than by the will of the respective governments ” and 


which had not been a state of war, atleast on the side of France, (Ibid., p.61@) 
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Yet, after this opening, the ministers use language inapparent an nism with 
© 


the position thus and before advanced that treaties were still existent; 
their tone towards the United States is marked by extreme bitterness, but they 
finish by consenting to an abolition of the treaties and the conclusion of a new 
orie. The alternative proposition is thus put: 

“ Either the ancient treaties, with the’privileges resulting from priority and 
the stipulation of reciprocal indemnitics, or a new treaty, assuring equality 
withoutindemnity.” (Ibid., p. 618.) 

To the first of these proposals our ministers were forbidden to assent, as itin- 
volved an admission of the continuing force of the treaties; to the second they 
could not assent, for their first duty was to obtain indemnity. The time had 
come when they must go beyond their instructions and assume personal respon- 


sibility. (Doc. 102, pp. 619, 620.) 

In August, after some delay and ap) nt friction, the Americans, saying that 
“while nothing would be more grateful to America than to acquit herself of any 
just claims of nce, nothing could be more vain than an attempt to discourse 
(o r reasons for the rejection ¿of her own,” made the following propositions 

+, Pp. 623-625): 

a () t it be aad that the former treaties are renewed and confirmed and 
shal) ve the same effect as if no misunderstanding between the two powers 
had intervened, except so far as they are derogated from by the present treaty. 

* (2) It shall be optional with either party to pay to the other within seven 
years 3,000,000 of francs in money or securities which may be issued for indem- 
nities, and thereby to reduce the rights of the other as to privateers and prizes 
to those of the most favored nation, And during the said term allowed for op- 
Son the right of both parties shall be limited by the line of the most favored 
nation. 

The third proposition looked to such modification of the mutual a 
that military stores should be furnished bytas one py a the value of 1,000,000 
frances to the other when attacked, but either might within the seven rs pay 
the lump sum of 5,000,000 francs to be freed from the obligation. The fifth prop- 
osition provided indemnities for individuals, and that ** public ships taken on 
either side [innia] be restored or paid for;” and the sixth that all property 
seized by either party and not yet “definitely condemned ” should be restored 
on reasonable proof of it belonging to the other. So they finally agreed to rec- 
opie the arene of spa treaties, y right MP France yf on rent = = 

usive port privileges, and proposed to pay a luampsum of their o 
gation in the future, for the propositions on this dyer while on their face 
mutual, were in effect for the benefit of the United States alone, France much 
prefering to revert to the statu quo. 

Later during the negotiations an offer was made by us "to extinguish by an 

uivalent of 8,000,000 francs certain claims of France under the former treaties ” 
(#id., pp. 626 and 629); but even after all these concessions there was still no 
sat ry promise of a result, although the existence of the treaties had in ef- 
fect been recognized and “indemnity on either side in su! ce agreed to.” 
The French now made a counter proposition continuing “the ancient treaties” 
“as ifno misunderstanding had occurred,” providing commissioners “to liqui- 
date ther ive losses,” amending the article as to the use of ports by pri- 
vateers, which was naturally a capital subject of difference, and providing t 
if after seven years the seventeenth and twenty-second articles of the treaty of 
commerce were not re-established no indemnities should be paid, and, further, 
thatthe gonanir be converted into a “ grant of succor for two millions” redeem- 
able by a capital sum of ten millions. (Ibid., pp. 627 =. 

The Americans made a counter proposal, renewing their offer of 8,000,000 
francs to be paid within seven years in consideration that the United States “ be 
forever exonerated of the obligation, on their t, to furnish succors or aid 
under the mutual guaranty,” and that the rights of the French Republic be 
forever limited to those of the most favored nation, (Jbid., p. 629.) To this 
the French tersely answered (Ibrd., p. 630) : 

“We shall have the right to take our prizes into our ports; a commission 
shall regulate the indemnities owed by either nation to the citizens of the other; 
the indemnities which shall be due by France to the citizens of the United States 
shall be paid for by the United States; in return for which France yields the 
exclusive privileges resulting from the seventeenth and twenty-second articles 
of the treaty of commerce and “from the rights of the guaranty of the 
eleventh article of the treaty of alliance.” 

Matters now again reached a halting point; neither side would gea: France 
acknowledged her real object to be to avoid payment of indemnity; while the 
United States,on the other hand, could not assent to her views as to the guar- 

and use of ports, In considerable heat the ministers parted. id., 632, 
633.) The next day the Americans made another effort, because, as they wrote 
in their journal (iid., p. 634), “* being now convinced that the door was perfectly 
closed against all hope of obtaining indemnities with any modifications of the 
treaty, it only remained to be determined whether, under all circumstances, it 
would not be expedient to attempt a temporary arrangement which would ex- 
tricate the United States from the war or that peculiar state of hostility in which 
they are at present involved, save the immense property of our citizens now 
pending before the council of prizes, and secure, as far as ible, our commerce 
a theabuses of capture during the present war; ” therefore they proposed 
(itbid., 685) that as to the treaties and indemnities the question should be left 
open; that intercourse should be free; then, with suggestions as to property 
captured and not definitively condemned, and property which might thereafter 
be captured, they asked an early interview. 

The French still insisted that a stipulation of indemnities involved an admis- 
sion of the force of the treaties (ibid., pp. 935 , and after argument proposed 
that the discussion of the indemnities, together with the discussion of article 11 
of the treaty of alliance and articles 17 and 22 of the treaty of commerce, be post- 
poned, but with the admission that the two treaties are “acknowledged and 
confirmed * * * as well as the consular convention of 1788;” that national 
ships and privateers be treated as those ofthe most favored nation; thatnational 
ships be restored and d for, and that the “ property of individuals not yet 
tried shall be so according to the treaty of amity and commerce of 1778, in con- 
sequence of which ardle d'équipage not be exacted, nor any other proof 
which this treaty could not exact.” So after months of negotiation the French 
ministers come back flat-footed upon the treaties as still existing, something 
which our representatives were forbidden by theirinstructionstoadmit. Never- 
theless this pro; ì formed the text for discussion, and upon so slight a founda- 
tion was bailt the treaty of 1800, $ 

After prolonged negotiation, and after striking out the word “provisional” in 
the name or description of the new treaty, the American commissioners signed 
it, although with A piper reluctance, “ use they were profoundly convinced 
that, Sonabderine relations of the two countries politically, the nature of our 
demands, the state of France,and the state of things in Europe, it was cared | 
duty, and for the honor and interest of the Government and people of the Uni 
States, that [they] should agree to the treaty rather than make none.” (Ibid., 


p. 640, 

The vital effect of this negotiation as explanatory of the treaty of 1800, upon 
which the rights of these ts are founded, explains the rehearsal of its 
details during which the so-called ultimatum of our Government was aban- 
doned and the contention of the French Government as to the existence of the 
treaties was admitted. 

Starting under their instructions, events had forced the ministers to offer un- 
limited recognition of the treaties of 1778, coupled with a pecuniary equivalent 
to extinguish in the future their most onerous provisions (ébid., 643); even this 


was not accepted, and the French, returning to their original ground, said that 
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no indemnity could be granted unless the treaties were recognized without qual- 
ification as to the future, and this, they said, with the avowed object of avoid- 
ing the payment of indemnity. tibid. The American ministers had then but 
two courses open to them, either to quit France, leaving the United States in- 
volved in a dangerous contest, or to propose a temporary arrangement, resery- 
ing for later adjustment points which could not then be satisfactorily settled. 
(Ibid., p. 644.) They elected the latter course, and the treaty signed at Paris the 
30th day of te Gag Nel in the year 1800, by Ellsworth, Davie,and Murray, on the 
one hand, and J. Bonaparte, Fleurieu, and Roederer on the other, became part 
of the supreme law of the land, and was so proclaimed by the President upon 
the 21st day of December, 1801. 


ASSUMPTION OF THE CLAIMS BY THE UNITED STATES. 


But between its signature and proclamation a very ra a eae history inter- 
vened, one extremely interesting to the claimants at this bar, and which has 
been the cause of much argument and contention. 

The compromise by our ministers, to which they were forced by the position 
of the French Government, was contained in the second article, which read: 

“The ministers plenipotentiary of the two parties not being able to agree at 
present respecting the treaty of alliance of 6th February, 1778, the treaty of 
amity and commerce of the same date, and the convention of the l4th of No- 
vember, 1788, nor upon the indemnities mutually due or claimed, the parties 
will negotiate further on these subjacts at a convenient time, and until they 
may have agreed upon these points the said treaties and conventions shall have 
po operation, and the relations of the two countries shall be regulated as fol- 

ows. 

It.is apparent that this article makes the treaty temporary and provisional in 
its nature, It admits that the existence or non-existence of the treaties of 1778, 
with the liabilities thereby im + is open to discussion, and that the indem- 
nities are not provided for; t is, that the very first of the so-called ** ulti- 
mata” of Secretary Pickering was temporarily abandoned. The Senate ad- 
vised and consented to the ratification of the treaty, provided this article be 
expunged and in its L piaco the following article be inserted : 

“It isagreed that the present convention shall bein force for the term of eight 
years from the time of exchange of ratifications.”” 

Napoleon thereupon consented (July 31, 1801) “to accept, ratify, and confirm” 
the convention, with an addition importing that it should be in force for the 
space of eight years, and with the retrenchment of the second article: 

“Provi That by this retrenchment the two states renounce the respective 
pretensions which are the object of the said article,” 

The ratifications were exchanged in Paris July 31, 1801. The treaty, with its 
addenda, was again submitted to the Senate, and in that form received the ap- 
proval of that body (December 19, 1801), when it declared that it considered the 
convention “fully ratified,” and returned it to the President for promulgation. 

What the respective pretensions were which were the object of the second 
article does not admit of a shadow of doubt. On the one hand, the alleged con- 
tinuing existence of the treaties incidentally involving national claims for past 
acts on our part and more ashen weg? a right to future privileges; on the other 
hand, indemnity to our citizens for spoliations, 

Our claims were good by the law of nations, and we had no need to turn back 
to the treaties for a foundation upon which to rest our arguments. Notso with 
France. Her national claims must necessarily rest on treaty provisions, and 
the future privileges she desired above all else could in no way be so easily or 
fully secured as by an admission of the continuing force of those instruments. 
She therefore insisted that for indemnity we must give treaty recognition. This 
we absolutely refused to do, and upon this rock twice did the negotiations split, 
only to be renewed by the patience and patriotism of our ministers. After 
months of weary discussion the parties stood as to this point exactly where they 
started, and to save their young and struggling country from further contest 
the American ministers consented to the compromise. Then the Senate struck 
the compromise out, and France said in effect, ** Yes, we agree, if it is understood 
that we mutually renounce the pretensions which are the object of that article,” 
to which the Senate and the President, by their official action, assented. 

So died the treaties of 1778, with all the obligations which they imposed, and 
with them passed from the field of international contention the claims of Amer- 
ican citizens for French spoliation. 

In this whole transaction the treaties were urged on the one side against in- 
demnities on the other. Admission of the continuing force of the treaties was 
the great desire of France to which she subordinated allelse, even her national 
claims; on the other hand, the United States could by no possibility admit such 
a contention, for to do so would set them instantly at odds with their former 
enemy. Having given, in 1794,to Great Britain the exclusive port privileges se- 
cured to France in 1778, they could not in 1800 again reverse their policy, and, by 
Seren these privileges to France, infringe their agreement with Great 

ritain. 

Yet this was the issue, an issue never retreated from by the French; as they 
put it, “either the ancient treaties with indemnity [for spoliations] or a new 
treaty without re th Article 2 of the treaty of 1800 still presents these 
counter pro tions linked together when it postpones the discussion of the 
treaties, and at the same time postpones the discussion of the indemnities. 

When the United States struck out that second article and assented to Napo- 
leon’s proviso that by so doing both states renounced the pretensions which were 
its object (that is, the treaties and these claims), the contract was complete. That 
there was a “* ,” to use Madison’s word, is apparent from the instrument 
and the negotiations which haye been recited as preceding it. 

Four years later, Mr. Madison, then Secretary of State, instructed Mr. Pinck- 
ney, minister in Spain, that “the claims from which France were released were 
admitted by France, and the release was for a valuable consideration in a cor- 

ndent release of the United States from certain claims on them. The 
claims we make on Spain were never admitted by France nor made on France 
by the United States. They made, therefore, no part of the bargain with her, 
and could not be included in the release.” 

The counsel for defendants contends that Mr. Madison referred in this letter 
to “national” claims on the part of the United States for national injury,in the 
destruction of commerce, the increased cost of the Army and Navy, and thein- 
sult to the flag. It should be noted, in answer to this position, that the claims 
against Spain then under discussion, were exactly these claims now at bar, ex- 
cept that Spain was the party defendantinstead of France. As against France ca) 
tures made by French privateers under French decrees were taken into Fren 
ports and there condemned. As against Spain captures made by French pri- 
vateers under French decrees were taken into Spanish ports and there con- 
demned by French consuls under the authority and protection of Spain. Spain 
plead that these claims were settled by the second article of the treaty of H 
and it was in answer to this plea that Mr. Madison wrote his letter. 

The subject-matter of the instruction to Pinckney was these claims and noth- 
ing else, for we were not urging ‘national ” claims on Spain, but the claims sub- 
sequently described in the Spanish treaty as those “ on account of prizes made 
by French privateers and condemned by French consuls, within the territory 
and jurisdiction of Spain.” (Treaty of 1819, Article IX.) These claims were 
finally recognized, and paid through the Floridapurchase. (Ibid., Art. XT; see 
also treaty of 1802.) 

Kut the negotiations of the Ellsworth mission are conclusive that the claims 
Naor not *‘ national” in the sense of Sore as copes! to individual. e 

unn to extracts from co! ndence already given, an 
we UDT EISA cient the project submitted bi ministers, the of April 
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1800, which describes the claims as those “of divers merchants and other citi- 


zens of the United States’’ (Doc. 102, pp. 585-589), thus follo their instruc- 
tions, which called them “claims of our citizens.” (Ibid., p.575. 
Mr. Pickering, Secretary of State under the first two Presidents, and who, 


aboveall others, was fam! with the situation and with the rights of the parties, 
said that we bartered “the just claims of our merchants” teovtains relinquish: 
ment of the French demand, and that— 

“It would seem that the merchants have an equitable claim for indemnity 

- from the United States. * * * The relinquishment by our Government 
having been made in consideration that the French Government relinquished its 
demand for a renewal of the old treaties, then it seems clear that, as our Gov- 
ernment applied the merchants’ property to buy off those old treaties, the sums 
soapplied should be reimbursed.’ SA r. Clayton’s speech, 1846.) 3 

Mr. Madison, as we have see d to Spain that the claims were admitted 
by France, and were released “for a valuable consideration,” and he termed 
the transaction a ** bargain.” 

Mr. Clay, in the Meade case, in which his opinion was given in 1521, five years 

rior to his report upon French spoliations, said that while a country might not 
bound to go to war in support of the rights of its citizens, and while a treaty 
extinction of those rights is eS binding, it appears— 

“That the rule of equity ished by our Constitution, and which provides 
that private property i not be taken for public use without just compensa- 
tion, applies and entitles the injured citizen to consider his own country a sub- 
stitute for the foreign pore 
ra this e oaan ief-Justice Marshall strongly concurred, saying to Mr. 

ton - 


the ces under which the c arose, he was, from his own knowl- 

edge, satisfied ere was the strongest obligation on the Government to 

compensate sufferers by the French spoliations.” (Clayton's speech, 1546. 
And he to Mr. Leigh distinctly and positively ‘that the United 


States ought to make payment of these clai 
This view of the distinguished jurist and diplomatist is sustained by forty- 
five reports favorable to these claims, made the Congress, against which 
stand but three adverse reports, all of which were made prior to the publica- 
tion of the correspondence by Mr. Clay in 1826. Besides Marshall, ison, 
Pickering, and Clay, the ior gc of the claims has been recognized by Clinton, 
Edward Livingston, Everett, Webster, Cushing, Choate, Sumner, and many 
other of the most ed statesmen known to American history, and 
while opponents have not been wanting, aaa ee most eminent of whom 
were t phan bear inaa Polk, Pierce, Silas Wright, and Benton, still the vast 
weight of authority in the political division of the Government has been stren- 

uous in fayorof the contention made here by the claimants, L 
The judiciary has seldom occasion to deal with the abstract tof the citizen 
against his Government; for in a case raising such a question the individual is 
ure. The question of 


without remedy other than that granted by the legislatı 
ht, therefore, is usually passed upon by the political branch of the Govern- 
ment, leaving to the courts the frof only to construe the amount and nature 
of the remedy given. Still jud authority is not wanting in support of the 
position that by the agreement with France the United States became liable over 
$o theirindividual citizens. Lord Truro laid down in the House of Lords as ad- 
mit Ww 
“That if the subject of a country is spoliated by a foreign Government he is 
entitied to redress through the means of his own Government. But if from 
other cause on the 


weakness, timi: „oran of hisown Government no 
redress is Asias (eis the i 
the public law, 


r 

eld that while the sovereign may dispose of either the person or 
power, still, “as itis for the 

us disposes of them, the State is bound to indemnify 


the 
joa ic advantage that 


sessed by th 

might have made for injuries done in time of peace” were annulled, adding 

that th he had proposed to himself in fixing these two 
.” (Gourgaud, Memoirs, vol. 2, p. 129.) 


, Senator the whole subject as a contempo- 
rary, in report upon it to the Senate, said: 
“The committee think it sufficiently shown that the claim for indemnities 


‘was surrendered as an equivalent for the discharge of the United States from 
its heavy national pini his yabber and for the damages that were due for their pre- 
ceding nonperformance of them. If so, can there be a doubt, independent of 
the constitutional provision, that the sufferers are entitled to indemnity? Un- 
der that provision, is not this right converted into one that we are under the 
most solemn obligations to sat ? To lessen the publicexpenditure isa great 
legislative duty; to lessen it at the expense of j as public faith, and consti- 
tutional right would be a crime. Conceiving that all these require that relief 
should be granted to the petitioners, they beg leave to bring in a bill for that 


urpose, 

p The word “national” has been largely used in ent in allusion to the 
different kinds of claims at different periods brought into the discussion, and is 
a convenient word if clearly understgod in the connection in which it is used. 
All claims are “ national” in the sense of the jus gentium, for no nation dealsas 
to questions of tort with an alien individual; the rights of that individual are 
against his Government, and not until that Government has undertaken to 

his claim—not until that Government has approved it as at least prima facie 
ahi dos it become a matter of international contention; then, by adoption, 
it is the claim ofthe nation, and as such only is it ed by the other country. 

The name of the individual claimant may be asa convenient designation 
of the particular discussion, but as between the nations it is never his individual 
claim, but the claim of his Government founded upon injury to its citizen. Na- 
tions negotiate and settle with nations; individuals have relations only with 
their own governments. Other claims, sometimes the subject of. ent, rest 
upon injury to the State asa whole; of these an apt illustration is found in the 
so-called “indirect” claims against Great Britain, of in the arbitration 
of 1872, and in the claims advanced by France for injury caused by noncompli- 
ance with the treaties of 1778, 

Thus, while all claims by one nation upon another are, technically 
speaking, *‘national,” it is convenient to use colloquially the words “national ” 
and “individual” as distingui claims founded upon injury to the whole 
poopie from those founded u injury to particular citizens. Using the words 

n this sense, it appears that in the negotiations prior to the treaty of 1800, and 
in effect in the instrument itself, national claims were advanced by France 
against individual claims advanced by the United States. France urged that 
she had been wronged as a nation; we urged that our citizens’ rights had been 
invaded. If “national” claims had been used against ** national ” claims, and 
the one class had been set off against the other in the compromise, of course the 

ment would have been final in ev way, as the surrender and the con- 
deration therefor would have been national, and no rights between the indi- 
vidual and his own Government could have compli matter. 

Butin the negotiation of 1500 we used “individual” claims against “national” 
claims, and the set-off was of French national claims agaon American indi- 
vidual claims. That any government has the right to do as it has the right 


to refuse war in protection of a wronged citizen, or to take other action which, 
at the expense of the individual, is most beneficial to the whole ple, is too 
clear for discussion. Nevertheless, the citizen whose property is thus sacrificed 
for the safety and welfare of his country has his claim against that country; he 
has a right to compensation, which exists even if no remedy in the courts or 
elsewhere is given him. A right often exists where there is no remedy, and a 
most frequent illustration of this is found in the relation of the subject to his 
sovereign, the citizen to his government. 

Itseems to us that this * ” (again using Madison's word), by which 
the present peace and quiet of the United States,as well as their future pros- 
perity and greatness, were |. ly secured, and which was brought about by the 
Faoriiies of the interests of individual citizens, falls within the intentand mean- 
ing of the Constitution, which prohibits the taking of private property for pub- 
lie use without just compensation. We do not say that for all purposes these 

were “property” in the ordinarily-accepted and in the legal sense of 
the word; but they were rights which had value, a value inchoate, to be sure, 
and entirely dependent upon adoption and enforcement by the Government, 
but an actual money value capable of ascertainment the moment the Govern- 
ment had adopted them and promised to enforce them,as it did in August, 
1793, and constantly thereafter, That the use to which the claims were put was 
a public use can not admit of a doubt, for it solyed the problem of strained re- 
lations with France and forever put out of existence the treaties of 1778, which 
formed an insuperable obstacle to our advance in paths of peace to the achieve- 


ment of comm greatness. 
TREATY oF 1803. 
‘The defendants urge further that the treaty of 1808 finally Sie RS of all pre- 
tensions of citizens of the United States in regard to these I S 


ons, 
One of the principal objects of this treaty is found in the ctions to Mr, 


Livin n, our minister, wherein the Secretary of State directed his cular 
attention to claims embraced in the fourth article of the of describ- 
them asarising from: “(1) Cases of capture wherein no judicial ings 


ing 

have been had; (2) cases carried before ch tribunals, and not definitively 
decided on the September, 1800; (3) captures made subsequent to that date.” 
(Madison to Livingston, September 28, 1801, Doc, 102, p. 701. 

Accordingly Mr. Livingston, in January following, com ed tothe French 
Government of infractions of the existing treaty (of 1800) in relation to ** vessels 
taken after its signature,” “ vessels previously taken where no judicial proceed- 
ings had n had,” “vessels on which no definitive sentence had been given 
before that day,” or which were removable to the council of prizes; these are 
fourth-article claims embraced in the modus vivendi therein provided. Claims 
for vessels which were to have been restored are clearly not claims which had 
matured prior to September 30, 1800, when the treaty was signed. (Ibid., p. 704.) 

In the next month (February 24, 1502) Mr. Livingston pes A of the differences 
as “debts,” about which he must transmit to his Government a statement of 
the measures about to be adopted by France, “ with a view either to afford it 
the satisfaction that it will always in contributing to the interests of France 
* * * or of putting a stop to credits that must be ruinous to its citizens al- 
ready suffering under heavy losses sustained by the detention of a considera- 
ble capital in the hands the French Government.” (Zbid., 708.) It is thus 
apparent that these claims, in the view of the negotiator, rested substantially 
on contract, and it is further apparent from the text of the note that these con- 
tracts were for supplies to the nch fleets and armies, 

This is the first subject of negotiation ; the second isas to the council of prizes, 
about which there were “daily complaints of their entire disregard of the 
treaty,” so much so that when a was ordered restored it was sent back 
ina state and charged with cost of ** detention, storage, etc.” Fourth- 
article claims these, as we have al: seen, 

Livingston later (April 17,1802), in discussing the fifth and second articles of 
the yf of 1800. says : 

“The fifth article expressly stipulates that all debts due by either Government 
to the individuals of the other shall ne pua but as this would also have in- 
cluded the indemnities for captures condemnations previously made, and 
r Ndee the Taenia of > peau roan! pease: by ee Oe article, paar oer 

payment as depending on a future n on, it was necessary to except 
from this promise of payment ail that a te subject of the second article, Pa 
* * On its [the second article] being erased, the article stands alone as a 
promise to pay, with the single exception of indemunities for captures and con- 
demnations.”” (Jbid., 717.) 

And he adds that so far as relates to indemnities for captures and condemna- 
tions which had been made previous to the signature of the treaty his demands 


could not be supported. = 

It seems hardiy necessary to quote further from the correspondence, which 
shows that Mr, Livingston not only never had in mind, but expressly excluded 
second-article claims, directing attention first to debts, “* confirmed by 
treaty,” as he says (iid., 729), and second, to vessels seized during or after the 
negotiation of the treaty of ; that is, claims “confirmed,” to use his word, 
by that treaty’s fourth and fifth articles. 

The distinction between different classes of claims then existing between the 
United States and France must be clearly marked out before the treaty of 1803 
can be properly understood. The second article of the treaty of 1800 covered 
claims for illegal seizures and condemnations which were to the treaties of 
1778. But all the illegal captures were not covered by that second article, for 
the fourth article treated of others; that is, bal ia aod captured, and not yet 
definitely condemned, or which may be captu; before the of ratifi- 
cations;” and this pa rty, it was Should be restored; that is, while 
the negotiations of the Ellsworth mission were p: the French decrees 
remained in force and spoliations had not stopped; the cases 
American vessels were then pending before the French trib 
were the ones to be restored if not “definitely condemned” by the time the 
treaty became a law; others might be seized pending the discussion and before 
are of ratifications, in fact such seizures were made, and these also were 

ored. 

Additional proof that this fourth article was in effect a mere modus vivendi is 
found in its concluding paragraph, which provides that it shall take effect from 
the date of signature, not from the exchange of ratifications, and that if an: 
property should be condemned—that is, condemned in the future—before knowl- 
edge of the stipulation “shall be obtained, the property shall without delay be 


restored or paid for.” 

Now, the pro covered by this article, to wit, that then before the tri- 
bun or which might thereafter come before the tribunals before the new 
treat k effect, never was restored or paid for, although spoliations contin- 
ued for some time. It is important here to note the distinction between the 
position as against the Government, of cases rgy during the nego- 
tiation or which might thereafter arise, and that now before this court wherein 
the condemnation had occurred before. 

This case and those like it were “claims to indemnity ” merely; the pipen. 
had disappeared and could not be restored, the French tribunals had deân 
tively acted and payne for it would be made only u on by the 
United States of continuing force of the ancient treaties; while, as to then 
pending cases the property could be restored, or in case of m en sale its 
value could be y and immediately ascertained, and the fourth article abso- 
lutely promised restoration of payment. 

the contract 


The 
by w. ts,as is 


ent of 1803 is contained in three instruments formin; 
we acquired Louisiana; they give no rights to these 


1888. 
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popularly supposed; on the contrary, it is contended by the Governmentthat 
parr ¢ rights which ever existed were destroyed by them. The third treaty pro- 
viding for the payment of “sums due by France to the citizens of the United 
States " is the only one bearing upon these cases. 

Article I provides that these “sums” called “debts” contracted before Sep- 
tember 30, 1800 (the date of the prior treaty), shall be paid, with interest. 

Article II describes the debts as those set in an annexed j note, 
which is a list of claims allowed by the French accounting officers for such arti- 
cles as rice, flour, salt, beef, cloth, leather, cotton, and indigo, wines and spirits ; 
while Article IV limits the preceding articles to debts still due American citi- 
zens yet creditors of France “for supplies, for embargoes, and prizes made at 
sea in which the appeal has been properly lodged within the time mentioned 
in the convention ” of 1800. But is no such time mentioned in that con- 
vention, nor is there a word init looking to any appeal whatever from decisions 
of inferior tribunals; the only provision about prizes in that treaty is that con- 
tained in its fourth article, directing that in the future they be 

Proceeding now to Article V of this somewhat mysterious instrument of 1505, 
we tind another limitation upon the preceding articles, to wit, that they shall 
cover only captures wherein the council of prizes has ordered restitution if the 
claim was valid against France, and then only in case of “insufficiency of the 
captors,” í e., that the privateer’s bond was not good. Further, it shall apply 
to debts mentioned in the fifth article of the treaty of 1800; that is, ‘‘ debts” (not 
claims for damage by tort) duc by one nation to citizens of the other, and this 
fifth article of 1800 expressly bars claims for captures or confiscations, while the 
fifth article of 1803 expressly does not comprehend ** prizes whose condemnation 
has been or shall be confirmed.” Therefore, by these series of limitations, the 
scope of the treaty of 1803 is confined on its face, and so far as the cases at bar are 
interested in it, “to captures, of which the council of prizes shall have ordered 
restitution,” provided the claim was a valid one, and the captor insuficient. 
Really, there does not seem to be very much left of it, so far as “ embargoes and 
prizes made at sea” (Article IV) are concerned. 

The t fact is stated to us by counsel in this connection that there were 
presented to the commission formed under the treaty of 1831, which we shall 
soon have occasion to examine, claims for four vessels, the Dominick Terry, the 
Nancy, the Nathaniel, and the Travelier, taken between September 30, 1800,and 
July 31, 1801, and not paid for. These claims were rejected because the vessels 
were captured betore July 31, 1801, the date when ratifications of the treaty of 
1809 were exchanged. Further, the report of the board under the treaty of 1503 
shows that only eight captures at sca were allowed, a ridiculously small num- 
aed z the class of claims now at bar were within the jurisdiction of that tri- 

ünal, 

That the settlement and payment of “debts,” not of claims for tort, was the 

rimary object of the treaty of 1803 is explained in its preamble and is a 

m its text, while the treaty of 1800 dealt with torts and indem: 
wrongs committed upon our commerce. The claim for debts was not sacrifi 
by the treaty of 1800, but kept alive by the fifth article, which, in further Eos 

the abandonment o! claims for tort, explicitly excepted from the benefits of 
its provisions all “indemnities claimed on account of captures and confisca- 
tions.” But these “debts contracted by one of the two nations with individuals 


nt 
for 
ced 


that is, excludes the sity rie nad of the second article, which was not to be 


the fifth article referred to “ debts,” and provided that payment should be made 
therefor; and then went on to make an express exclusion from its benefits of 


that, in ee tion | the objects of the treaty of 1803, the two articles should be 
brought Sopenner n the preamble, the fifth 


which “includes debts contracted,” an 
count of captures and confiscations?” The lan: of the preamble is, there- 
SE re ern eae ee fifth articles of the treaty 


1800, 
Weare of opinion that the treaty of 1803 had no reference to the claims em- 
braced in the second article of the treaty of 1800. 


CREW LIST. 


demnations. 

The findings show that the schooner Sally, owned by Americans, commanded 
by an American, and laden with an American cargo, while on a commercial voy- 
age from Massachusetts to Spain, was, on the 5th day of June, 1797, seized by the 
French privateer Intrépide, taken to the port of Nantes, toere condemned by a 
French tribunal, and “ confiscated" for the benefit of the privateer. It was not 
alleged that she had violated the law of nations, either by attempting a block- 
ade or by carrying contraband, or in any other manner, but that she had vio- 
lated a local French municipal regulation “ concerning the navigation of neu- 
trals." It appears upon the face of the decree that the Government of France, 
through laws eet E by its own legislature, valid within its territorial juris- 
diction and upon its own ships, but not elsewhere, attempted to the 
conduct of neutral merchantmen upon the high where they were subject 
only to the laws of their own country and that law of abstract right and justice 
which by mutual consent has become crystallized into the iw of saunas. 

To learn wherein the schooner violated the French decree we must turn to 
the findings, which rehearse the judgment of the tribunal, as follows: 

“That while the master be correct in the sum total of his clearance 
he is flagrantly at faultasto 
ayn ee ae arenes nation and to neg enee 

e o respective na . is defin 
1778, which decides, articles 25 sel a7, thas every captain 


port must be provided with a list, signed and attested by witnesses, containing 
the names and surnames and p! of birth and residence of the persons com- 
posing the crew of his ship and of all persons embarking upon her, which he 
will not receive without the knowledge and permission of the naval officers. 
“Considering that the memorandum or crew-list fulfills none of these formali- 
ties, inasmuch as it is unsigned, that the places of birth and residence of themen 
com: the crew are not „and the permission of the naval Officer is 
not given; considering that article 6 of section 7 of the marine regulations of 
781 declares to be lawful prize the cargoes of confiscated ships,” and “ consid- 
ering finally that article 4 of the decree of the executive directory of the 12th 
Ventose, year 5, is clear and precise, and thatit declares tobe a and Jawful 
ize every American ship which shall not have a crew-listin due form such as 
described by the model annexed to the treaty of February 6, 1778,” therefore 
the court, in conformity with these laws, and especially with article 4 of the said 
decree, declared valid the capture of the Sally and her cargo, and declared the 
captain to belong to “‘ the enemies of the republic ™ because he did not haye a 
crew-list in conformity with the French decree. 
vessel and cargo were con: because the crew-list, the “rdled’. 
age,” was not in form, although there is not a word or sentence, as the Fren 
afterwards admitted (Doc. 102, p. 637), in the treaties of 1778 requiring any such 
document. The French decree required it, but we can not admit that the goy- 
ernment of a foreign country may its arm over the ocean, and, seizing 
an American vessel, direct it as to the papers it shall carry, under penalty of 
confiscation. There is no allegation in the proceeding that the Sally did not 
have all the papers, other than this crew-list, sag reap by the treaty of 1778 and 
the laws of the United States. In fact, the court 
the sum total * 2 * but 
He had com- 


ure and condemnation of every American vessel not having: 
i el annexed to the 
treaty 


all on board, including 
a sufficient translation for the pu 5 
The treaty of 1778 required vesseis of each party to be furnished with a pass- 
rt and a certificate as to her cargo and destination, but no mention whatever 
made of acrew-list. Seizureson account of the lack of this instrument were, 
however, made even before the decree of March, 1797, and our consul-general, 
in se arene = sae fact, said to the minister of foreign affairs (Febru- 
y : , P- : 
Y iy no regulations of the United States are our ships subjected to this for- 
mality; and not one of our vessels has (réle d'équipage) a crew-list thus counter- 
signed. Moreover, in the different treaties and conventions that connect Franco 
with America there is not found a single article sufficient to justify the doctrine 
set forth by the privateer. * * * Ico er it unnecessary for me to commu- 
nicate on this subject the right anti supreme law of nations, being ded 
that you will think with me that every free and independent nation should 
sess the exclusive right to establish regulations for the management of their 
own navigation; and that no nation possesses the right to subject the cilizens 
of another power to formalities to be observed in a foreign country not exacted 
ce laws of said country or by to those to which said citizens belong. * * * 
e principle which the captain [ofthe pirato) desires to see esta) would 
lead to the condemnation of all the ships belonging to my natiomactuaslly found 
in the different 
cruisers of the 5 
Mr. Pinckney afterwards (May 15, 1797, ibid., p. 171) writes: _ 
“Our papers are, as they onght to be, according tothe maritime laws of our 


untry.” 

And again (Jane 28, 1797, ibid., p. 176): 

“Mr. Adet [the French minister] arrived at Havre in an American ship with- 
out a róle d'é The Courrier MaritimeduHavre * * * infersthat Mr. 


équipage. 
Adet must have been convinced, with all other publicists, that a róle d’ équipage 
was not necessary, and that all that was requisite was a passport conformable 
to the model annexed to the treaty of 1778.” 
: ap ie ene “aaa Secretary of State, wrote the next year (December 13, 
7 id., p. $ 

“ There is no shadow of foundation for the claims set up by the French Gov- 
ernment of the necessity of our v being vided with a róle d'équipage.” 

In default of express treaty provision no ernment can 
merchantmen navigating the high seas, the detailed form 
papers they are to carry, nor seize or confiscate those merchantmen 
compliance with that nation’s municipal statutes. The seizure of this vessel, 
and of others under like conditions, was clearly illegal and unjustifiable. 

PRIZE COURTS. 


The defendants say, further, the condemnation can not be il 
made by a prize court having jurisdiction, and the decisions of such courts are 
final and binding. This proposition is of course admitted so far as the res is 
concerned; the decision of the court, as to that, is undoubtedly final, and vests 
soca title in the purchaser at the sale; not so as to the diplomatic claim, for 

at claim has its very foundation in the judicial decision, and its validity de- 
pends upon the justice of the court’s ings and conclusion. It is an ele- 
mentary doctrine of diplomacy that the citizen must exhaust his remedy in the 
local courts before he can back upon his Government for diplomatic re- 
dress; he must then present such a case as will authorize that Government to 
urge that there has been a failure of justice. 


itself, and, diplomatically , there is no until the courts have de- 
pa 5 t decision, then, is not only not final, but, on the esc is the be- 
n 


ning. the very corner-stone, of the international controversy. This leads us 
natu 


nhampered 
appeal, Itis within the knowledge of every casua! reader of the 
time that no such condition of affairs, in fact, then existed. 

The very valuable report of Mr. Broadhead shows that prior to March 27, 1800, 
there was no appeal except to the department of the Loire-Inférieure, and inthe 
then g state of bad feeling and modified hostilities, and under the sur- 
was to the captains of the seized in most 


this 
EA pore im; prior to the 
reason 
believed, whether rightly or not, but still expen: A Baiar tinira con- 


remed; 
der these circumstances, o) to te his case 
the po sl pee Brigg SvE ARA could have page ean w F ee aN 
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TREATIES OF 1819 AND 183], 

This court is forbidden by the act conferring jurisdiction not only to examine 
claims embraced in the treaty of 1803, which we have considered, but also those 
allowed and paid in whole or in part under the treaty of 1819 with Spain and 
those allowed in whole or in part under the treaty of 1831 with France, 

The reference heretofore made in this opinion to the Spanish treaty is suffi- 
cient to show its inapplicability to vessels seized on the high seas by a French 
privateer, taken to a French portand there illegally condemned and confiscated; 
80 that treaty may be thrown out of the consideration of this case, 

The treaty of 1831 is a claims treaty, by which the French Government, “in or- 
der to liberate itself completely from all the reclamations preferred against citi- 
zens of the United States for unlawful seizures, captures, sequestrations, confis- 
cations, or destructions of their vessels, cargoes, or other property,” d to 

y 25,900,000 francs to the United States for distribution (Article I), while the 

nited States on their part agreed to pay to France for claims, descri in lan- 
guage somewhat similar, the sum of 1,500,000 francs (Article III), As to other 
claims each country opened its courts to the citizens of the other, and finally 
France abandoned its demands under the eighth article of the Louisiana treaty 
in return for a reduction of duties upon French wines. 

The wording of this treaty is broad enough at first glance to sustain the de- 
fendants’ contention that these claims are included in it; but treaties and stat- 
utes, like every other document, must be read in the light of the facts as they 
existed at the time. A treaty now made with Great Britain fern a settle- 
ment of “all claims” could not be held to reopen the proceedings of the Geneva 
arbitration and to authorize payment of claims there dismissed, for the award 
was final, both as to what was allowed and as to what was refused. Nor gould 
a similar general convention with France permit an opening of the p - 
ms of the Franco-American Commission with possible payment of claims there 
refused and declared forever barred. 

Such treaties look not to dead issues, but to living, pending claims, forming 
at the time a subject of contention between the Governments, and not to those 
universally regarded as finally settled. Claims of the class of the one at bar 
had been disposed of in 1801, when the President and Senate concurred in Napo- 
leon’s stipulation as to the second article, and since that time, although they had 
been constantly pressed upon the United States as an obligation of that Govern- 
ment to its eitizens, they nowhere appear as a subject of discussion between 
the nations. France, by the treaty of 1831, desired to liberate itself from claims 
‘preferred against it” by citizens of the United States, but these spoliation 
claims were not then being preferred against it; on the contrary, sinoe 1801 the 
claimants had turned theirattention exclusively to the United States, recogniz- 
ing the force and effect of what was called the ‘‘retrenchment of the second 
article.” The French Government clearly understood this treaty of 1831 as ex- 
cluding all American claims of eve: seoan ta originuting prior to the trea- 
ties of 1808. (Ex. Doc., 22d Cong., 2d sess., No. 147, p. 165.) 

Our commissioners who distributed the fund also so uuderstood it, and re- 

uired every claimant to show that his “claim remained unimpaired and in full 

force against France” in 1831. (Ex. Doc. H. R., Twenty-fourth Congress, first 

session, No. 117, p. 4.) But these liation claims had not only been impaired 

but destroyed asa French obli on by the treaty of 1800, One hundred and 

five peopl a made prior to September 30, 1800, were presented to the 
an jected. 

A broad distinction is made in the remedial statute (January 20, 1885), between 
the claims described in these different treaties of 1803, 1819, and i831. ‘As to the 
treaty of 1803 the act does not extend to claims “emb; » in its provisions; 
as to the treaty of 1819 the act does not extend to claims “allowed and paid in 
whole or in part” under its provisions; as to the treaty of 1831 the act does not 
extend to claims “allowed in whole or in ” under its provisions, It is not 
contended that this claim was “allowed in whole or in part’’ under the pro- 
visions of the treaty of 1831. 

ABROGATION OF TREATIES OF 1778, 

We bave not considered the point that the treaties of 1778 were abrogated by 
the act of Congress in 1798, That question, which the ablest minds of 
the period were unable to solve, and which proved an ever present and endur- 
ing obstacle to all negotiation until forcibly removed by sagen with our 
concurrence, we fortunately are not forced to deal with. The rights of this 
claimant rest upon no convention, but are founded upon international law. 
‘Treaty or no treaty, a foreign nation can not be permitted to confiscate an Amer- 
ican merchantman engaged in legitimate commerce upon the high seas be- 
cause his crew-list does not fulfill the requirements of that nation’s local ordi- 


nances. 

That the act of Congress was binding within the jurisdiction of the United 
States and was necessarily to be so regarded by our courts does not now admit 
of question. The treaties were, however, not only part of the supreme law of 
the land wherein they were replaced, within the jurisdiction of the Constitu- 
tion, by a later supreme law, to wit, a statute; but they were also, as between the 
two repubiics, contracts, which one of the parties attempted to annul, Treaties 
containing no clause fixing their duration are, under certain circumstances, 
voidable at the option of one party; whether there existed in 1798 such circum- 
stances as authorized and made valid an abrogation of the treaties of 1778 by 
the United States was the very question left unsettled by the treaty of 1800, the 
one question upon which by no possibility apparently could the parties agree. 

For the same reason we find it unnecessary to examine how far the French 
violated the spannen by their treaty of 1786 with Great Britain (15 Martens 
Recueil de Traités, 2d edition, vol. 4, p. 155), or the effect, by way of abrogation 
of these agreements, of the Jay treaty, or the chango in the form of govern- 
ment in France. 

TITLE. 

Some argument has been made as to the ownership of this claim, based upon 
the provision of the statute that the court shall determine “ the present owner- 
ship, and if by ba vane the date of the assignment, with the consideration paid 
therefor.” (Sec, 3. 

Whatever may have been the intention of Congress in inserting this provision, 
its terms are perfectly clear; the findings of fact show in this case that the claim- 
ant is the administrator with the will annexed of the owner of the Sally, and 
show all other facts necessary to a decision upon the subject, except as to one 
of the defendant's points; as to this we can not agree that Congress intended 
this courtto perform what is in effect a physical impossibility and to throw upon 
us the task of probate courts in the investigation of the rights of thousands of 
descendants and devisees of the original claimants, who are now scattered, in 
all human (proceniti to the four quarters of the globe. To ask this court to 
go back to the year 1800and follow from that time down the succession of every 
then existing claimant is to ask us to do that which under our jurisdiction and 
powers would be an im bility. 

A much more reasonable interpretation of the act a) upon its face, and 
applying that interpretation to this case we have found that the claimant, as ad- 
ninistrator of the owner of the schooner Sally, is the owner of the claim. We 
consider it no part of our duty under the statute to place ourselves in the posi- 
tion of a court of probate and report to Congress the manner in which any ulti- 
mate recovery should under the laws of the thirty-eight States and eight Ter- 
ritories of this Union be d buted among the numerous next of kin or devisees 
of the original claimants and their descen ts. Theadministrators are officers 
of those probate courts subject to their jurisdiction and control, and presumably 
have filed adequate bonds for the honest and proper performance of the trust 
reposed ir them. 


Congress asks us for two facts: First, the present ownership. The owner, 
both in law and sy: the Supreme Court has said, is the administrator (Vil- 
lelonga’s case, 23 Wal., p. 35), and that suffices for this particular case, Sec- 
ondly, Congress asks, where there has been an assignment, not only the name 
of the present owner, but the date of the assignment and the consideration paid 
therefor. Of course these facts will be reported when such a case is presented. 

So we reach the end of this opinion as unlike the usual judicial expression in 
its form and supporting authorities as are the cases before us unlike those ordi- 
narily submi to a tribunal of the law. We are, however, for the moment 
inv with some of the powers and jurisdiction belonging to the political 
branch of the Government, and upon us is imposed an examination not usually 
or naturally committed to a judicial body, We have been required not to in- 
vestigate legal rights, based upon the doctrines and principles of the common 
law, but to inquire into and to report upon the ethical rights of a citizen against 
his Government; rights which are never enforceable except by the consent of 
the sovereign—in this country the legislature—as whose substitute we act to 
the limited extent prescribed and marked out by the remedial statute, 

The result which we have reached is supported by resolutions passed in each 
of the thirteen original States, by twenty-four reports made to the Senate by its 
committees, by over twenty similar reports made to the House of Representa- 
tives, by the fact that while three adverse reports haye been made, one to the 
Senate and two to the House, no adverse report has been made in either body 
since the publication of the correspondence in 1826, and by the further facts 
that the Senate has passed eight bills in favor of these claimants, and the House 
has passed three of these, of which one is the present law, the other two having 
been vetoed, one by President Polk, substantially upon grounds not at this 
time important; the other by President Pierce for reasons which we have con- 
sidered very fully in this opinion, and with which, after the most careful and 
painstaking consideration, we can not agree. 

The arguments of counsel for claimant, marked as they were by ability, in- 
dustry, and a frank desire for a just ascertainment of the rights involved, have 
been of great assistance to us; while the learned assistant attorney for the 
United States has presented the defense with a zeal and force of argument 
sab na we do not find in the history of the long discussions it has heretofore re- 
ceived. 

The Chief-Justice and all the judges concur in this opinion, and we shall, in 
accordance with the statute, report to Congress the conclusions of fact and law 
in this claim, together with a copy of this opinion, which contains re a 
words of the statute) the conclusions which, in our judgment, affect the liabil- 
ity of the United States therefor. 

o. 505.—George Holbrook, administrator de bonis non, estate of Edward 
Holbrook,deceased, vs. The United States. 

Nos. 249 and 252.,—Charles Francis Adams, administrator de bonis non, estate 
of Peter C. Brooks, deceased, vs, The United States. 

Davis. J., delivered the opinion of the court, 

The defendants demur generally in these cases upon the ground that the 
titions do not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, and they 
move to strike out certain evidenceas inadmissible. Theargument, which was 
very general in its nature, has proceeded upon the understanding that the de- 
tails of each case are to be considered at a later stage of the proceedings. It is 
unusual for general principles to be presented in a particular case when the 
case itself is not to abide the result reached by the court, yet, in view of the 
novelty of these claims, their age, their number, the peculiar jurisdiction con- 
ferred by the remedial statute, and in view of the importance to counsel of 
some light from the court in aid of the novel responsibilities cast upon them, 
we think it our duty tosomewhatoverstep the usual forms of judicial procedure 
in support of substantial right and justice. 

Three cases are presented together—one on behalf of the owners of the 
schooner Delight, the othertwo on behalf of the insurer of the vessel and cargo, 

The demurrer applies to all of these. Taking the petition of the owner’s ad- 
ministrator as a model upon which to discuss the general question of form, we 
find it alleges the Delight to have been a duly registered vexsel of the Unitea 
States; that the claimant is, and his intestate was, a citizen of the United States; 
that the schooner sailed from Boston for Saint Bartholomew's, and during the 

rosecution of her voyage was “illegally captured on or about the 19th day of 

uly, 1799, by a French privateer called the Courageuse,’’ and, with her cargo, 
condemned as prize at Guadeloupe by a French tribunal,in violation of the 
law of nations and the treaties between the United States and France. 

In considering the demurrer to this petition it must be remembered that we 
are not here to enter judgment under this act, but toadvise Congress; to report 
to that body our conclusions of fact and law. In performance of this duty we 
do not feel authorized to throw a case out of court because of some technical 
defect in form not going to the merits, and which may be remedied without in- 
jury to the defendants. 

It is urged that the use of the word “illegally” before the word “ captured" 
is bad pleading, as involving a conclusion of law. This point may be passed 
with the observation that in our opinion the word is at most mere surplusage. 
The averment that the vessel was seized by a French privateer during a com- 
mercial voyage, at a date when, as we have heretofore held, this nation was at 
peace with France, and that she was afterwards condemned, is sufficient alle- 
gation of illegality in the capture. 

We are not quite so clear about the averment of place of seizure, which it is 
urged should affirmatively appear as upon the high seas, and at this early stage 
do not think it advisable to announce any opinion as to the presumption con- 
tended for by the claimants that a vessel prosecuting a voyage across the 
ocean, and seized during that voyage, is seized upon the high seas. 

Should future argument show th a to be important, the claimant will 
have leave to amend in accordance with the facts developed. We conclude the 
petition to be sufficient in form, and the argument madefor the defense as to 
the validity of claims of this class against nee and their assumption by the 
United States having been fully considered in the case of William Gray, admin- 
istrator, decided after the argument of the case at bar, we overrule the demur- 
rerupon these points. 

There remain to be considered in this connection the position and rights of 
insurers. One of the petitions alleges that Brooks, as nt of underwriters, 
insured the Delight against loss “from dangers of the sea, tires, enemies, pirates, 
assailing thieves, restraints, and detainments of all kings, princes, and people 
of what nation and quality soever, barratry of the master, and of the mariner 
an4 all other losses and misfortunes that have or shall come” to the vessel, and 
alleges further that insurance was paid after capture, that said Brooks repaid 
to each und ter the amount underwritten by him, receiving in return an 
assignment of all the interest of such underwriter. 

The other important allegations, such as those concerning ownership and 
condemnation, are substantially the same asin the owner's petition. 

only interest the Government appears to have in a question of this kind 

there shall not be a double payment or an overpayment on account of 

any one loss, so that in effect we have but to solve the r guts of the owners and 

insurers as between themselves, which are determined by principles of insur» 
ance law already well settled by the courts. 

Insurance is a contract whose object is indemnity, for which the consideration 
received by the insurer is twofold: first, his premium; second, his hope of re- 
covery should a loss occur, his spes recuperandi. 


This hope can not exist unless there is a reasonable prospect of some recovery. 
It can not exist where a vessel has sunk at sea, but it does exist where a vessel 
is simply stranded but not become a total wreck 


, “where any part of the prop- 
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erty exists in ie, * * + aswhen the vessel is stranded and still alive.” 
Where som ng may be possibly saved, the owner claiming absolute loss must 
“abandon ” to the insurer, relinquishing thereby all his rights to any possible 
future recovery from the thing insured. Abandonment is always based upon 
the existence of some hope of recovery, and where the hope does not exist it 
is an unnecessary form, 

When abandonment is made and the insurance paid the insurer stands in the 
place of the insured, and is entitled to all the advantages resulting from that 
situation, and this right relates back to the loss. (Park on Ins., 143; 1 Wash., 
C. C., 443; 12 Peters, 378; 1 Sumner, 328 and 400; Phillips on Ins., 1707; 2 Par- 
sons on Marine Ins., 194; 104 Mass., 107; 12 Pick., 348.) 

“ When a total loss bas been paid there passes to the insurer not only what 
remains of the ship in a material form, but likewise all rights incident to the 
property of whatever kind, When a loss of any kind, whether total or partial, 

as been paid the insurer so far stands in the P ace of the assured that he is en- 
titled to recover whatever compensation for the loss the assured may be able to 
recover from any third ty.” (Lowndes, Marine Insurance, 223; Phillips on 
Ins., secs. 1712 and 1723. 

The Supreme Court supports this doctrine, saying itis a mistake to assert 
that the right ofa marine insurer to proceed a; t a carrier after payment of 
total loss “‘ grows wholly or even principally out of any abandonment; pay- 
ment of a total loss without abandonment being sufficient to vest in the insurer 
the rights of the insured ” (Hall and Long rs. Railroad Company, 13 Wall., 367); 
while Phillips states the rule to be that *‘a mere payment of a loss, whether 
partial or total, gives the insurers an equitable title to what may be afterwards 
recovered from other parties on account of the loss. The effect of a payment 
of a loss is equivalent in this respect to that of an abandonment,” (Sec. 1723.) 

In capture and condemnation there can be no spes recuperandi, for the vessel, 
so far as the owners are concerned, has disappeared, and there exists no reason- 
able prospect that anything will at any time be recovered. ‘‘ There is noexist- 
ing hope,” to use Chancellor Kent’s guage, ‘of recovery in this case [of 
capture], * * * andan abandonment * * * would have been as idle as 
WV the property had perished at sea” (Gracie vs. The N. Y. Ins. Co., 8 Johnson, 
245), and since the time of Lord Mansfield the capture of a neutral merchant- 
man upon the high seas, especially when follow By. confiscation, amounts to 
total loss and abandonment, (Goss vs. Withers, 2 Burr., 683; 4 Cranch, 29; 4 
Dallas, 421; 3 Wheaton, 183; 1 Wash. C. C., 145; 3 Mass., 238.) 

In the case of the Vermont, in which the opinion already cited was delivered 
by Chancellor Kent, the vessel had been captured, the capture declared illegal 
by the French tribunal; pending an appeal by the captors, the cargo was deliv- 
ered to the consignee upon bond given by them larger in amount than the in- 
surance, The appeal was heard and the vessel with her cargo condemned, where- 
upon the insured sued upon the policy after expressly refusing toabandon, The 
court holding abandonment to be unnecessary, shows that any claim nstthe 
captors could only be prosecuted by the national Government, which, ifcom- 
penton were obtained, would become trustee for the party having the equita- 

le title to the reimbursement, and that this party is the insurance company, 
“if they should pay the amount of the bond ;” that is, the insurer would be en- 
titled to what he paid. This is in accordance with the general doctrine of in- 
surance law laid down by Lord Cockburn in the following language : 

I take it to be clearly established in the case of a total loss that whatever re- 
mains of the vessel in the shape of salvage, or whatever rights accrue to the 
owner of the thing insured and lost, they pass to the underwriter the moment 
he is called upon to satisfy the exigency of the policy, and he does satisfy it, 

(North of England I.S. Ins. Co. vs. Armstrong, L. R. 5 Q. B.,244; see also Pro- 
peller Monticello ts. Mollison, 17 How., 152; Mercantile Marine Ins. Co. vs. Clark 
et al., 118 Mass., 288; Shaw vs. United States, 8 O. Cls., 488; Dozier vs. United 
States, 9 O. Cls., 342.) 

As long agoas 1 Vesey, sr.. Lord Hardwicke, in case of an illegal seizure, 
held that the person originally sustaining the loss was the owner, but. after 
satisfaction made to him, the insurer, so that if compensation be made for the 
seizure the assured stands as trustee for the insurer in proportion to what he 
has paid. (Randal vs, Cochran, 1 Ves. Sen., 97.) In another English case re- 
covery was had in the court of commissioners of Alabama claims for the loss of 
a vessel by a Confederate cruiser, whereppon the insurer sued the claimant, the 
owner, and recovered. (Burnand vs, Rodocanachi, L, R.5, C.P. Div., 424.) 

In one New York case( United Ins. Co. vs. Scott, 1 Johns., 106) the court held 
that right of ownership ina captured vessel passed to the underwriters upon 
abandonment and payment of total loss; in another similar case (Robinson ts, 
United Ins, Co. 1 Johns., 592) the insurers were sustained in their endeavor to 
bring trover against the owners for a cargo captured, abandoned, and paid for, 
while the case of Gracie held abandonment useless, and in the Chinese indem- 
nity claims this corft ruled (Hubbel vs. United States, 15 O. Cls., 546) that un- 
derwriters who had paid losses sustained by reason of the capture an rer ara 
of orao Pran cargo by Chinese piratescould participate in an indemnity fund 

erefor, 
eTa some cases after payment of the insurance the assured executed an instru- 
ment, called a cession, in the natureof an assignment, by which they transferred 
to the insurer all rights to the property, and to any recovery on account of it; 
but the insurer's right is not based upon that instrument, as the Supreme Court 
held in Comegys vs. Vasse (1 Peters, 193) where the absence of an assignment 
was set up against the underwriter. The court said that— 

“The law gives to the act of abandonment, when accepted, all the effects 
which the most AEn & drawn assignment would accomplish.” 
aw Junion ‘oe eld in Hurtin rs. The Phenix Insurance Company 

ash, O. C., 3 

“Ifa cession, as it is called, had been necessary to make the abandonment 
complete there might be something in the argument; but this is not the case. 
The abandonment amounts to a legal transfer of the rights of the insured, so as 
to enable the underwriters to puraus, to manage, and to recover the property. 
as effectually as if a regular deed had been made to them, * * * When it 
comes to be made a question whether the abandonment is invalid, if the cession 

refused, we must say it is not; because such an instrument is not necessary 
to the right of the insured to the underwriters.” 

e euthoriies are entirely united on this point, and there can be no doubt 
of the validity of claims made by insurers who have paid loss by illegal capture, 
condemnation, and confiscation of vessels included in the descriptions of the act 
of Seep Boer 1885. 

Remem ng that the loss in cases where the vessel has been captured, con- 
demned, and confiscated is a total loss, a “constructive” total loss, as it is some- 
times called, and that abandonment is, therefore, unnecessary, we have a clear 
rule for our guidance in determining the amount of compensation coming to 
the underwriters. Kentsaid they were entitled to reimbursement; the Supreme 
Court that they were entitled to be reimbursed the amount paid; Lord Hard- 
wicke that they should recover in proportion to what they paid; the Supreme 
Court, again, “the insurers are entitled only to damages to be recovered from 
an inj for which they have paid, and to such proportion only of those dam- 
ages as the amount insured bears to the valuation in the policies (The Potomac, 
105 U. S., 635), the underlyin, itis in the whole matter being the contract 
of insurance, which is one of indemnity (ibid.), therefore the insurer stands in 


the place of the insured to this extent, that he can recover indemnity or satis- 
faction; that is, what he paid under his contract. He has the right to be made 
whole, but nothing further, 

There is no substantial contention as to the fact that the premium received, 
being part of the interest insured and paid, constitutes part of the insurer’s 


loss, which he is entitled to recover. It is therefore unnecessary to discuss this 
point further, (1 Parsons, Marine Ins., p. 243; 2 ¢bid., p. 344; 2 Phillips on Insur- 
ance, sec. 1221.) : 

It has also been suggested that the underwriters should sue here in the name 
of theinsured. If this point be well taken it would in effect defeat theirclaims, 
as the parties are dead, the next of kin and devisees are scattered, and to re- 
quire each one to be found, or to uire administration to be raised upon the 
estate of each of the original parties for use merely in fulfillment of some strictly 
technical requirement of the common law, which has no substantial value in 
the administration of this act, and does not tend to the protection either of 
claimants or of the Government, would be to defeat the very pu eof the leg- 
islature. Congress requires us to examine those valid claims of citizens of the 
a treme which they had prior to a certain date; that is, claims then valid 
against.France. 

Underwriters who had fulfilled their contracts had such claims which would 
then undoubtedly have been recognized by the President, by Congress, and by 
France, without the intervention of the insured as mere figure-heads. We are 
also to find the present hades io 9) that is, the ownership in fact; the party en- 
titled to receive the money should payment be made, the beneficiary of what 
Kent called the trust in the Government. Congressalso, in case of assignment, 
requires the name of the assignee, the date of the assignment, and the consid- 
eration therefor. To hold that a distinction isto be made between what are 
termed equitable rights, as in this case, and technical common-law rights, might 
megane us possibly to force the assignee to sue under the old rule in the name 
of his assignor, a construction manifestly not permitted by the language of the 
remedial statute. 

We do not understand that we are to act as a court of common law under 
this act, which gives us simply advisory powers. So far as possible we shall 
follow the princes and doctrines of that law as affording a safe and proper 
guide, but it will be, doubtless, necessary under these very peculiar circum- 
stances to depart from those principles and doctrines where an enforcement of 
their requirements, es ally those technical in their nature, would result in 
substantial denial of justice. In the Chinese indemnity cases, under an act 
much stricter in its provisions than this is, we held the jurisdiction to be of an 
extraordinary nature, not limited and restrained by the ordinary rules appli- 
cable in most cases, and we entertained the claims of underwriters presented in 
their own names, as we shall do in these cases; therefore we do not examine 
the argument based upon the origin and nature of an insurer's rights. 

Other points have been advanced in the argument in relation to the rights 
and equities of insurers, the effect of precedents established by international 
commissions, the value of the insurable interest, and similar questions, which 
it does not seem to us need be ruled upon in this preliminary discussion; what 
we have indicated herein as our opinion upon the general questions at issue 
will, we believe, afford a sufficient guide to parties for the present in the prep- 
aration of cases for trial. 

The Government moves to strike out certain evidence as inadmissable, a mo- 
tion which would be immediately granted were the case within the ordinary 
jurisdiction of the court; butthe statute makes a material change in the law of 
evidence when it directs us to receive all suitable testimony, on oath or affirm- 
ation, and all other proper evidence, historicand documentary, concerning the 
claims, The construction of the words “‘suitable,” as applied to testimony, 
and " propon as qualifying evidence, may become of very serious importance 
hereafter. In this case, however, claimants urge that they have sufficient evi- 
dence without that objected to, and upon settlement of the facts we shall have, 
perhaps, occasion to verify that position, meantime it is im; ible in advance 
to indicate any general rule as to the “proper” historic and documentary evi- 
dence, or as tothe “suitable” testimony which may be received and considered, 

Each claim and each document will probably present a different question, 
As to an ancient document, for example, the absence of suspicious circumstances 
surrounding it, the evidence of genuineness contained in it, its history, and its 
appearance, may all become important, and can only be settled by an examina- 
tion of the paper itself with its antecedents and the circumstances peculiar to it. 
Nor is a general rule of evidence necessary to be announced in advance for the 
protection of either party’s rights, as it is to be assumed that each side will in 
any event in cases of this nature produce all the evidence attainable. 

The motion to strike out is denied without prejudice to defendants’ right to 
renew it at the trial on the merits. The demurrer is overruled, 


APPENDIX. 
FRENCH SPOLIATION ACT OF 1885, 


CHAPTER 25.—An act to provide for the ascertainment of claims of American 
Gtipona for spoliations committed by the French prior to the 31st day of July, 
801, 


Be it enacted, ete. [Section 1], That such citizens of the United States, or their 
legal representatives, as had valid claims to indemnity upon the French Goy- 
ernment arising out of illegal captures, detentions, seizures, condemnations. 
and confiscations prior to the ratification of the convention between the Uni 
States and the French Republic concluded on the 30th day of September, 1800, 
the ratifications of which were exchan on the 3lst day of July following, 
may a ply by petition to the Court of Claims, within two years from the pas- 

e of this act, as hereinafter provided: 
ovided, That the provisions of this act shall not extend to such claims as 
were embraced in the convention betweén the United States and the French 
Republic concluded on the 30th day of April, 1803. 

orto such claims growing out of the acts of France as were allowed and 
pana, in whole or in part, under the provisions of the treaty between the United 

tates and Spain concluded on the 22d day of February, 1819: 

Nor to such claims as were allowed, in whole or in part, under the provisions 
oi oun eee y between the United States and France concluded on the 4th day of 

uly, 3 

SEC. 2. That the courtis hereby authorized to make all needful rules and sg oe 
latioris, not contravening the laws of the land or the provisions of this act, for 
executing the provisions hereof. 

Sec. 8. That the court shall examine and determine the validity and amount 
ofall the claims included within the description above mentioned, together with 
their present ownership, and, if by assignee, the date of the assignment, with 
the consi@eration paid therefor: 

|, That in the course of their proceedings they shall receive all suit- 
able testimony on oath or affirmation, and all other proper evidence, historic 
and documentary, concerning the same; and they shall decide upon the validity 
of said claims according to the rules of law, municipal and international, and 
the treaties of the United States applicable to the same, and shall report all such 
conclusions of fact and law as in their judgment may affect the liability of the 
United States therefor, 

Sec. 4. Thatthe court shall cause notice of all petitions presented under this 
act to be served on the Attorney-General of the United States, who shall be au- 
thorized, by himself or his assistant, to examine witnesses, to cause testimony 
to be taken, to have access to all testimony taken under this act, and to be heard 
by the court. He shall resist all claims presented under this act by all proper 
legal defenses, 

Sec. 5. That it shall be the duty of the Secretary of State to procure, as soon 
as possible after the of this act, through the American minister at Paris 
or otherwise, all arin evidence and documents relating to the claims above 
mentioned as can be obtained from abroad, which, together with the like evi- 
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dence and documents on file in the Department of State, or which may be filed 

in the Department, may be used before the court by the claimants interested 

aie =! by the United States; but the same s not be removed from the 
es o! court; 

And after the hearings are closed the record of the proceedings of the court 
— sere documents produced before them shall be deposited in the Department 
oi 

Sxc, 6. That on the first Monday of December in each year the court shall re- 
port to Uongrem for final action facts found by it, and its conclusions in all 
cases w. i 


has of and not previously reported. 
Such fin and report of the court hall be taken to be merely advisory as 
to the law and facts found, and shall not conclude either the claimant or Con- 
‘And all claims not finally presented to said court within the period of two 
years limited ag Segoe act shall be forever barred; 
And nothing in this act shall be construed as committing the United Statesto 
the payment of any such claims. 
January 20, 1895. 
Court or CLAMS. No. 3694 AND OTHERS. 
William Q. Hooper, administrator, vs. The United States, and other cases. 


Davis, J., delivered the opinion of the court: 

This court has now delivered three opinions upon general issues raised in the 
French spoliations cases. The first related tothe broad questions as to the va- 
lidity See France of the claims as a class, and the resulting liability of the 
United to the claimants; the second was directed more opony to forms 
of pleading, the value of evidence, and rights of insurers; while the third disposed 
ofa motion made by the defendants for a rehearing of the general questions dis- 
ray, administrator, vs. The United States, 21 C. Cls. 


DURATION OF THE TREATIES OF 1778. 


It is urged by the claimants that the treaties of 1778 remained in force, notwith- 
sieopatten act of July Lee be aban final ratification of the treaty 
of 1800, and that these treaties prescri the rule by which all the spoliation 
claims are to be measured. This position is denied oy se Government. 
For the popon of this branch of the case the pe of the spoliations may be 
divided into two parts, that prior to July 7, 1798, and that subsequent thereto and 
prior to the ratification of the treaty of 1800. 
As to the first period, we find the position on both sides to have been consistent, 
which a few citations covering different years will clearly show. 
February, 1793, the national convention granted substantial favors to the 
United States, among them opening the ports of the colonies to American ships, 
and granting to produce carried in erican bottoms duties the same as those 


imposed upon French vessels (Senate, Nineteenth Con, First session, Doca- 
ment No. 102, p. 35). This was followed by the decree of March 26, 17: ting 
new favors to ‘chat the convention called their “ally nation” (ibid., p- 36). Soon 
after M. Le Brun, the minister of foreign affairs, rousing to Soo t from 
our minister, Mr. Morris, said that he uested of marine "to 
prevent in the future the vessels of our good es frum being exposed to the at- 


tacks of 
(idid., p 42), the convention 
sels lade: 

or laden with enemy merchandise. 

Mr. Morris {mmediately demanded that the United States be exempted from the 
operation of this decree as con to the terms of the treaty of commerce (ibid., 
p- 4i). His request was com with, the convention's action in this regard be- 
ing based u the sixteenth article of that treaty (ibid., p. 46). 
curious incident in legislative history. Five days after the passage. ot the ex- 
emption the convention reversed its action. Mr. Morris protest peas 47) 
and. the Ist July the convention again decreed "that the vessels of the nited 
sed in the dispositions of the decree of the 9th May, confor- 


vateers " (ibid., p. 38). Upon the 9th May, 1793 
a decree authorizing the arrest of neutral ves- 


under the effect of the decree of the preceding May (ibid., p. 50). Mor- 
a e p RMO UNED 


been 
ied about in a shameful manner. Iam told, from Havre, thatit is bythe force 
been obtained ; 


of money that the determinations which violate our rights have 


and, in comparin; events, and circumstances idea seems to be but 
too well sup ei 92). Prior to this Mr. Morris had written the min- 
ister of foreign affairs g that the matter be fixed definitely, otherwise “ we 


must to see that species of dispute multiplied, in which cupidity on the 
one hand and fear on the other will give place to calumnious insinuations, which 
lead uninformed persons to think that the interests of individuals might inflnence 
the national decisions” (ibid., ae This note was followed by the exemption of 
July, soon after which Morris laid before the foreign office more specific charges 
(ibid., p. 51), notwithstanding which the exemption wasagain reversed. In all this 
transaction the existing force of the treaties of 1778 was nowhere denied, and in 
the two exceptions was expressly admitted. 
At this time Genét was carrying on his objectionable course in the United 
States under the shelter, as he contended, of the treaties, whose binding effect Mr. 
A ta did not deny, while he disputed Genôt's construction of them (ibid., p. 
et #eq.). 
Mr, Morris still endeavored to secure exemption from the May decree, but with- 
ont success, and finally he wrote, during October, 1793, that in effect the minister 
of foreign affairs had acknowledged and lamented to him the impropriety of the 
decree, “but unable to prevail over the greater influence for the Te; of it, heis 
driven to the necessity of exercising a step which it is not bie to justify. 
There is no use in arguing with those who are already convinced, and where no 
good is to be expected some evil may follow. I have, therefore, only stated the 

estion on its true gae and leave to you in America to insist on a rigid per, 
Toomanoe of the treaty or slide back to the equal state of unfettered neu ty” 


(ibid., p. 75). 

Mr. Trsata now succeeded Mr. Morris in Paris, and writing home that he “felt 
extremely embarrassed how to touch again upon their [the French] infringement 
of the treaty of commerce, whether to call on them to execute it or leave that 
question on the ground I had first placed it. * * * Upon full consideration I 
concluded that it was the most safe and sound policy to leave this paint where it 
was before” (ibid , p85). He evidently made a distinction between “advising 
and pressing” the execution of the treaty and insisting upon its execution. 
stead of demanding its éxecution as a right he advised itas a politic act on the 
part of France, fearing that a more decided conrse on his part would lead toa 
counter demand for the execution by the United States of the ty clause. 
oe een eas Mer aae aging y-dig a rather tart 
respon. whic! important paragraph (iid., es 
head of inquiry stated in your iether shawa that you worn posseaend: 


of cases which turned entirely u the impropriety of ihe decree. and such, too, 
was certainly the fact. Now, without the abrogation of the decree, so far as it 
represented those cases, the redress which you were instructed to demand could 
not be obtained. In truth there was no cause or pretense for asking relief but 
upon the ground of that decree having violated the treaty. Does not this view 
lead to the inevitable conclusion that the decree, if operative in future instances, 
would be no less disagreeab)o, and consequently that its penio in future in- 
pee ought to = prevented, a circumstance which could be accomplished only 
y a total ” 

Soon after this tho convention resolved to carry into strict execution the treaty 
of commerce of 1778 (ibid., p. 88), so that the year 1795 opened with a similar un- 
derstanding on each side as to the endaring force of the treaty. 

rAd this thea Stpmmehined tp SIO TA DG reports as to what Mr. Jay had 
been doing in England. Mr. Monroe thought the utmost cordiality had been re- 
stored between the two Republics, and yet feared that the prospect had become 
clouded by therumors from England. In August, 1795, newspapers reached Paris 
which contained the text of the Jay treaty (ibid., p. 127), and so much feeling was 
aroused that, after considerable delay, it was decided to send an envoy to the 
United States to declare to our Government the dissatisfaction of the French in 
s tto our treaty with Great Britain and other acts which they deemed un- 
friendly to them” (ibid., p. 129) ; a course which Monroe endeavored to prevent. 

Thereupon followed, in March, 1796 (idid., p. 131), a “summary exposition of the 
complaints of the French Government against the Government of the United 
States,” in which an infraction of the treaties is relied sea ro as a legitimate griev- 
ance, and in answering which Monroe (idid., p. 135) tly admits by his argu- 
ment the enduring force of those treaties. 

The Jay treaty was ratified, news thereof reached Paris (idid., p. 142), and the 


threatening cloud burst. 
The ter of foreign affairs informed Mr. Monroe that the directory re 

the Jay treaty as a breach of friendship, and saw ‘in the stipulations w re- 
spect the neutrality of the flag an a ment of the tacit engagement which 
aot between the two nations on this point since the treaty of commerce of 

“After this, citizen minister, the executive directory thinks itself foundod in 
regarding the stipulations of the treaty of 1778 which concern tho neutrality of the 
flag as altered and suspended in their most essential parts by this act, and that 
it would fail in its duty if it did not modify a state of things which would never 
have been consented to the condition of the most strict reciprocity ” (ibid., 
p. 143). -Monroe argued in reply that the treaty of 1778 had not been violated, 
closing with a renewal of his complaints of French conduct in regard to American 
commerce. 

Pinckney was now ordered out to succeed Monroe, bat before he reached Paris 
France gave notice of intended reprisals (ibid., p. 147), and in October (1796) Mon- 
roe aea mi a copy of the Executive Directory’s decree of July 2, 1796, with notico 
that it would be applied to the United States, and that his fanctions as minister 
were suspended ( , P- 145). The decree provided that France should treat all 
“neutral vessels, either as to confiscations, as to searches or captures, in the same 
manner as they shall suffer the English totreat them.” In communicating the decis- 
ion of his Government, however, the French minister was careful to state that 
“the relations subsisting between the two peo in virtue of the con- 
ventions and treaties, shall not on this account be an: ed.” Pinckney arrived, 
but was not received, and Monroe was dismissed with language which Mr, Adams 
neniego rer studiously marked with indignities towards the Government of the 

m » 

This brings us to the close of 1798, and however strained the relations of the 
two countries had become, neither had yet endeavored to throw off the yoke of 
the treaties; on the contrary, all discussion was founded upon them as still in 


force. 

In February, 1797, the French minister of foreign affairs claimed the benefit 
of the treaty in a i argument as to the rôle d'équipage, suggesting inci- 
dentally that “the Federal Government doubtless had never ph aS to look upon 
the treaty of 1778 as obligatory upon the two nations” (ibid., p. 156) 


156). 
The decree of the Executive Directory of March 2, 1797, which is he geo 


upon neutrals, s of the treaties as existing in a shape modified by the Jay 
treaty (idid., p. 160). In April succeeding, the condemnation of an American ves- 
sel is ex as in accordance with treaty; and this is again done in the follow- 


ing November, The instructions to Pinckney, Marshall, and Gerry (July 15, 1797) 
zeoognisea the treaties as still in force (Did, id., p. 453); and the 18th March, 1798, 
e; 


day. 

The treaties of 1778, particularly the treaty of commerce, which is the impor- 
tant one for our purposes, were in existence until the pasiago of the abrogating 
act. Whatever disputes occurred between this country and France during the 
disturbed period following the conclusion of the Jay treaty arose from differences 
of interpretation of various clauses of the Franco-American treaty, and on neither 
side do we find seriously advanced a contention that the treaties were not in exist- 
ence and were not binding u beth nations. The United States distinctly 
urged their enduring force, while the French departed from this position only in 
this (if it be a departure), that the Jay treaty introduced a modification into their 
treaty with us, of which they were entitled to the benefit. 

We are of opinion that the treaties of 1778. so faras they modified the law of 
nations, constituted the rule by which all differences between the two nations 
were to be measured after February 6, 1778, and before July 7, 1798. 

As to the period after July 7, 1798: On that date the abrog»ting act passed by 
the Congress was approved by the President and became a law within the juris- 
diction of the Constitution; a law replacing to that extent the treaties, and bind- 
ing upon all subordinate agents of the nation, sca i Ve courts, but not nec- 
essarily final as the annulment of an existing contract between two sovereign 


Wers. 

sT treaty which on its face is of indefinite duration and which contains no elanso 
providing for its terminatiou may be annulled by one of the parties under certain 
circumstances. As between the nations it is in its nature a contract, and if the 
consideration fail, for examplo, or #f its important provisions be broken by one 
party, the other may, at its option, declare it terminated. ‘The United States have 
so held in regard to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, as to which Mr. Frelin, pares, 
then Secretary of Stato, wrote Mr. Hall, minister in Central America re iy 19, 


1884): 

“The Oya nalas, treaty was voidable at tho option of the United States. 
This, I think, has been demonstrated fully on two grounds. First, that the con- 
sideration of the treaty having failed, its object never having been accomplished, 
the United States did not receive that for which they covenanted; and, secord, 
that Great Britain has persistently violated her agreement not to colonize the Cen- 
tral American coast.” 

Here concur two clear reasons for annulment, failure of consideration and an act- 
ive breach of contract. 

Abrogation of a treaty may occur by change of circumstances, as— š 

“ When a state of gs which was the basis of the treaty, and one of its tacit 


conditions, no longer exists. In most of the old treaties were inserted the clau- 
sula rebus sic stantibus, by which the treaty might be construed as abrogated 
when material circumstances on which it rested changed. To work this ofiect it 
is not necessary that the facts alleged to have changed should be material condi- 


1888. 
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tions. Itis enough if they were strong inducements to the party asking abroga- 
tio 


nD. 

“The maxim ‘Conventio omnis intelligitur rebus sic stantibus’ is held to apply to 
all cases in which the reason for a treaty has failed, or there has been such a 
change of circumstances as to make its performance impracticable except at an 
unreasonable sacrifice.” (Wharton’s Com. Am. Law., § 161.) 

“ Treaties, like other contracts, are violated when one y neglects or refuses 

to do that which moved the other party to engage in the transaction. * * * 
When a treaty is violated by one panin one or more of its articles, the other ean 
Zegani 1 hg ct and demand redress, or can still require its observance.” 
oolsey, . 
Tho United States annulled, or at least attempted to annul, the treaties with 
France upon the grounds, stated in the preamble of the statute, that the treaties 
had been repeatedly violated by France, that the claims of the United States for 
reparation of the injuries committed against them had been refused, that attempts 
to negotiate had been repelled with indignity, and that there was still being pur- 
sued against this country a system of “ predatory violence infracting the said 
treaties and hostile to the rights of a freeand independent nation.” Such were the 
charges upon which was based the enactment that “the United States are of right 
freed and exonerated from the stipulations of the treaty and of the consular con- 
vention heretofore concluded between the United States and France, and that the 
same shall not henceforth he regarded as legally obligatory on the Government or 
citizens of the United States." 

The treaties therefore ceased to be a part of the supreme law of the land, and 
when Chief-Justice Marshall stated, in July, 1799 (Chirac vs. Chirac, 2 Wheaton, 
272), that there was no treaty in existence between the two nations, he meant only 
that within the jurisdiction of the Constitution the treaties had ceased to exist, 
and did not mean to decide, what it was exclusively within the power of the poli- 
tical branch of the Government to decide, that, as a contract between two nations, 
the treaties had ceased to exist by the act of one party. a resalt which the French 
ministers afterward said could be reached only by a successful war. 

The only question we hare now to consider is of the international relation. 
The annulling act issued from competent authority and was the‘official act of the 
Government of the United States, So far as it was within the power of one party 
to roa ard these treaties it was indisputably done by the act of July 7, 17! 
Not standing this statute, did not the treaties remain in effect to this extent, 
if no further, that they furnish a scale by which the acts of France, which we are 
charged to examine, are to be weighed; and in considering the legality of those 
acts, are we not to follow the treaties where they vary the law of nations? The 
claimants in very learned and philosophical arguments contend for the affirmatire. 

In the first place we are referred by them to the course of the Executive ; this, 
it is said, is binding upon the judiciary, aud is favorable to their contention. This 
position we will first examine. 

In 1829 og ae ried preme Court had occasion to construe the treaties relating to the 


purchase of particularly that of San Ildefonso. The Executive had 

already given an in retation to that instrument, and Marshall, C. J., who de- 

livered the opinion of the court, said on this point (Foster et al. vs. Nelsion, 2 
‘eters, g 


“In a controversy between two nations concerning national boundary, it is 
scarcely possible that the courts of either should refuse to abide by the measures 
adopted by its own Government. There being no common tri to decide bo- 
tween them, each determines for itself on its own rights, and if they can not adjust 
their diff-rences peaceably, the right remains with the strongest. The judiciary 
is not that department of the Government to which the assertion of its interests 
against foreign powers is confided ; and its duty commonly is to decide upon individ- 
ual rights, according to those principles which the political departments of the 
nation have established. Ifthe course of the nation has been a plain one, its 
courts would hesitate to pronounce it erroneous. Woe think then, ‘er, in- 
dividual judges might construe the treaty of San Ildefonso, itis the province of 
the court to conform its decisions to the will of the legislature if that will has 
been ere e ” (p. 307). 

In Uni States vs. Arredondo (6 Peters, 711) and in Garcia vs. Lee (12 Petors 
511) this principle was acknowledged and affirmed, while later in Williams vs. 

blk Insurance Company (13 Peters, 415) the court said as to the recognition of 
Buenos Ayres (p. 420): 

“And can there be any doubt that when the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, which is charged with our foreign relations, shall in its correspondence 
with a foreign nation assume a fact in regard to the sovereignty of any island or 
country, it is conclusive on the judicial department? And in this view it is not 
material to inquire, nor is it the province of the court to determine, whether the 
Executivo be right or wrong. It is enough to know that in the exercise of his 
constitutional functions be has decided the question. Having done this under 
the responsibilities which belong to him it is obligatory on the people and Gov- 
ernmentofthe Union. * * + the cases of Foster and Nelson (2 Peters, 253, 

and Garcia vs. Lee (12 Peters, 511) this court have laid down the rule that the 
action of the political branches of the Government in a matter that belongs to 
them is conclusive.” 

We find in Phillips vs. Phillips an even cats aterm of this position when 
the court say that in cases like it “the judicial is bound to follow the action of 
prot geen epartment of the Government and is concluded by it” (92 U. S. R., 


The action of the Executive is, then, conclusive upon the judiciary when that 
action is taken within the jurisdiction given by the Constitution, instru- 
ment marks ont with marvelous clearness and foresight the danties assigned to 
each of the three branches of Government therein created ; within itsown domain 
each of these branches is supreme, the executive no less than the legislative, the 
eo no less than the judiciary, and the judiciary no less than either of the 

er two. 

How does this rule apply to the cases now before us? Tho Legislature, with 
the President who approved the bill, have annulled the treaties to the extent of 
whatever power they may have had in the poses which is all the power pos- 
sessed by the United States over the subject-matter. Do subsequent acts of the 
Executive alone under these circumstances, acts done in an effort to procure com- 

sation for eye citizens, statements made and positions assumed in a nego- 
ion, many of them bcbg taken argumentatively, others perhaps ad 
in an effort to reach a middle ground upon which both parties coulda stand and 
which would result in substantial advantage to the nation and its individual citi- 
sens; do such acts, statements, or positions necessarily bind us here? 

The statute which gives us all the jurisdiction we have over these claims re- 

us to examine, not those claims which the United States advanced, but 

ose claims of specified classes which were “valid” “upon the French Govern- 
ment.” It can not be seriously contended that because the Executive pressed a 
claim that the claim was therefore “valid” as between the nations. The act 
clears any doubt on this point, if there could be any, by prescribing the test we 
are to apply in ascertaining the validity of aclaim; thattest is, “the rules of law, 
municipal and international, and the treaties of the United States applicable to 


the same.” 
Tho distinction we have heretofore made must be emphasized between the posi- 
tion and jurisdiction of this conrt under this very exceptional statute, and their 
position and jurisdiction, or those of any other court of the United States; when 

acting under general laws, whether statatory or unwritten. 
Because the President urged a claim upon it did not necessarily become 
claim. o as to the 


as between France and the United States a “ valid” The rul 


effect of executive decision applies as well in France as in the United States; 
France resisting the claim may contend with equal force that her position is cor- 
rect, and yet one of the parties to the dispute must be wrong. This reductio ad 
absurdum seems hardly necessary, and yet it serves to illustrate the distinction we 
seek to make clear as to this court's jurisdiction. 

Saree the decision of the Executive, even in the case assumed, be binding 
upon F ionereael administering the law within the United S: and the an- 
tho not go to this extent, still it does not follow that such a decision upon 
any of these is binding upon us now. We are instructed to discover, not 
what the Executive believed or contended for or arene, but what claims were in 
fact and in law ‘‘ valid" as against France, and valid by the rules of law, munici- 
pal and international, and the treaties. 

The contention has, however, other aspecta, which must have serious examina- 

tion; and it therefore becomes necessary to see what was the contention of this 
Government as to the treaty rules after the passage of the annulling statute. For 
this purpose we must again turn to the correspondence. 
It is well to bear in mind that the question of the guaranty had well-nigh been 
eliminated from discussion. France had never formally asked its enforcement; 
on the contrary, had preferred that we should remain at least nominally neutral, 
that she might reap the benefit of our food si Monroe had feared that too 
strong a position on our part might bring about a demand for the aid pledged; but 
Pickering had no apprehension, and clearly regarded the obligation as without 
practical danger. Fear of Moe arap A hampered our officers, but the real, prac- 
tical difficulty on the French was the Jay treaty; on ours, the spoliations. 

Monroe was dismissed ; Pinckney was not ved; the Pinckney, Marshall, 

mission was not officially recognized, and they had returned home, when, in 
Uetober, 1799, Mr. Pickering, Secretary of State, addressed to Messrs. Ellsworth, 
Davies, and Vans Murray, the er ety toe ministers to France, their in- 
structions, in which under th different igs ETE with seven ultimat 
he set forth the position of the United States. He told them that the conduct o: 
France would well have justified an immediate declaration of war, but desirous 
of maintaining peace and bei chan tae leave open the door of reconciliation 
the “United States Jonyno y th ves with preparations for defense, and 
measures calculated to protect their commerce” (Doc. 102, p. 561). The claims 
for “' spoliation” are to be advanced immediately as an indis blo condition of 
a treaty, and all captures and condemnations are to be deemed ‘irregular or 
— when contrary to the law of nations generally received and acknowledged 
in Europe, and to the stipulations in the treaty of amity and commerce of the Sth 
of February, 1778, fairly and ingenuously EEA EAD While that treaty remained 
in force, especially when made and pronoun e 

In this instruction, then, Mr. Pickering draws the line very distinctly between 
the standard of demand as to claims arising prior to the ann g statute and those 

thereto. Further on he says (idid., p. 


oe upon acts committed subsequent 

“The seventeenth and twenty-second articles of the commercial treaty between 
the United States and France of February 6, 1778, have been the source of much 
altercation between the two nations during the present war. The dissolution of 
that and our other treaties with France leaves us at liberty with respect to future 
arrangements; with the exception of the now preferable right secured to Great 
Britain by the twenty-fifth article of the treaty of amity and commerce. In that 
article we promise mutually that while we continue in amity, neither party will 
in future make any treaty that shall be inconsistent with that article or the one 

receding it. We can not, therefore, renew with France the seventeenth and 
Prenty-eccond articles of the treaty of 1778. Her ions, which occasioned 
the diasolution of that treaty, have deprived her of the priority of rights and 
advantages therein stipulated.” 

He speaks of the ‘‘dissolution” of the treaties as of an existing fact, says tho 
United States can make no treaty, that is, no new treaty inconsistent with the 
Jay treaty, that therefore they can not ‘‘ renew "—note the word—certain articles 
of the French treaty; in short, the whole instruction is founded u an admis- 
sion at least, if not an assertion, that the treaties no longer were in force. 

The newly-appointed ministers, acting under these instructions, opened negotia- 
tions by proposing to arrange, first, claims of citizens of either nation, whether 
founded on contract, treaty, or the law of nati and then to cece for recip- 
rocity and freedom of commercial intercourse (ibid., p. 580). The French, how- 
ever, thought the first object of negotiations should be ‘the determination of the 
regulations and the steps to be followed for the estimation and indemnification of 
injuries for which either nation may make claim for itself, or for any of its citizens, 
And the second object is to assure the execution of treaties of friendship and com- 
merce made between the two nations” (ibid., p. 581). We have al y so fully 
considered the details of this long negotiation (21 ©. Cla. R., pp. 340 et seg.) that 
they need not now be repeated. A careful rereading of all the correspondence 
paek ys Baye been able to obtain on this subject but confirms our previous con- 

m that: 

“Starting under their instructions, events had forced the ministers to offer un- 
limited recognition of the treaties of 1778, coupled with a pecuniary equivalent to 
extin; h in the future their most onerous provisions; even t was not ac- 
ci |, and the French, ba anwines | to their original ground, said that no indemnity 
could be granted unless the treaties were recognized without qualification as to 
= future, and this they said with the avowed object of avoiding the payment of 


The American ministers recognized that the French contention had substantial 
value, so much so that they offered 8,000,000 francs to settle it; but they did not 
recognize that it was correct in fact or law, or that the annulling act was without 
effect. On the contrary they argued: 

“A treaty being a mutual compact, a palpable violation of it by one party did, 
by the law ot nature and of an pe leave it optional with the other to renounce 
and declare the same to be no pr aed obligatory. * * * For a wrong decision 
it would doubtless be responsible to the injured party, and might give cause for 
war; but even in such case, its act of public renunciation being an act within its 
comparant would not be a void but a valid act, and other nat: whose ts 
might thereby be beneficially affected would so regard it.” (Doc. 102, p. 612. 

ly, the second article of the treaty of 1800, as signed in Paris, expressly 
stated that the ministers plenipotentiary of the two parties were notable toa: 
either the treaties or indemnities. These points then remained as they 
were at the opening of the negotiation. 

We fail to find thatthe Executive did, after the passage of the annulling statute, 
Tecognize the existing force of the treaties as an international obligation, what- 
ever value may have accorded to the claim of France that one party was 
without power to abrogate them. 

The course of the Executive in the long contentions with France is not binding 
upon us now under the jurisdiction se by the statute of January, a oer 
statute nts a v peculiar power, imposes upon us & very o' uty—tha' 
of pE im in the light of law, munici and international, in the light of 
the treaties, the validity of the claims of this Government against that of France. 
Such a grant of jurisdictional power necessarily negatives any binding presum 
tion founded upon Executive action. The President, individuall: th: 
the Secretary of State, expressly and repeatedly demanded satisfaction of the 
spoliation claims; this was of course known to the Legislature which directed us 
to investigate these very claims. ` 

The Congress does not do a vain act, and to mire us to examine the validity 
of claims under a rule of law which presupposes them to be valid because the Ex- 
ecutive urged them in diplomatie negotiation would be vain. ‘The intention of the 
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statute is that we shall not be concluded by the President's position in these ne- 
gotiations, but shall, under the standard set for us, inquire afresh as to claims’ 
*“ validity” against France. Even if this were not so, still there is nothing in the 
action of the Executive, after the act of 1798, tending to show an intention to recog- 
nize the continuing existence of the treaties. On the contrary, the whole argu- 
ment proceeded upon the opposite hypothesis. 

Claimants contend that not the act of 1798, but the agreement to expunge the 
second article of the kasva el 1800 terminated the treaties of 1778. The rescission 
of that article undoubtedly terminated the dispute as to the existence of these 
treaties and removed that dispute from the foram of international discussion. 
Weare not p to admit that it recognized as valid the contention of France 
as to the treaties, although it recognized that the eontention had substantial value. 
A claim may be admitted to have value for purposes of negotiation or compro- 
mise without an admission of its validity in fact orlaw. This is true in private 
affairs, and is especially truo in Sey where questions of national Pads 6, tra- 
dition, custom, and pique have to be considered most carefully and o: are of 
most serious importance. 

Counsel urge that France insisting tho treaties remained in force should be 
bound by them, and they make the apt illustration that if the two nations had 
agreed at the time upon mutual indemnities France would have been held to the 
treaty rules. This assumption is probably correct. France having obtained the 
Benefit she desired would in justice be bound by the corresponding obligation. 
* Qui sentit com: um sentire debet et onus.” But that isnot this case, for France 
entirely failed to secure a recognition of the continuing force of the treaty. 

The treaty of 1800 contained a provision that “property captured and not yet 
definitely condemned" should be restored bs opr production alone of the passport 
of 1778. These captures must, in almost instances if not in all, have taken 
place subsequent to the annulling statute, and it is urged with much force that if 
the treaties were non-existent France was entitled to demand the proofs required 
by the general law of nations; as she ol ere yielded this point and, as to these 
cases, agreed to abide by the treaty rule, therefore it can not be doubted (urge 
counsel) that had these c:aims now before us been taken into the treaty of 1800 
they would have bee: subjected to the same standard. 

Perhaps they would have been. France, obtaining treaty recognition, would 
have been bound by treaty rules; but this did not occur, and as France failed to 
obtain treaty recognition is she therefore to be bound by treaty rules because in 
one instance she made a special exception in specificterms? We think not. A 
treaty changes the Jaw of nations only in so far as it contains provisions to that 
effect. The es may covenant that as between themselves the law of nations 
bay's not apply in particular instances ; except in those instances that law remains 

force. g 

The treaties had served their purpose; the conditions which they contem plated 
had changed. Whatever may have been the justice of French complaints of our 
course with Great Britain, and whatever may have been her rights under the cir- 
cumstances, still she had so invaded the rights of the United States to free com- 
merce in innocent cargoes upon the high seas that a case was presented of such 
failure of consideration and of such active infraction of the treaties that this coun- 
try was in a position to proclaim them ended. 

ships, free had become a dead letter. The passport which the treaty 
prescribed as a suficient protection was disregarded, and various other sEgressions 
upon the shipping of the United States were committed, aggressions admittedly 
forbidden by the treaty provisions, 

We are of opinion that the circumstances justified the United States in annull- 
ing the treaties of 1778; that the act was a valid one, not only as a municipal stat- 
ute but as between the nations; and that thereafter the compacts were ended. 
We fail to find any agreement by France as to these claims to submit to the treaty 
rules after July 7, 1798, the treaties not being recognized by us, and we conclude 
that the validity of claims not expressly mentioned in the treaty of 1800, which 
arose after July 7, 1798, is to be ascertained by the principles of the law of nations 
oe at that time, and not by exceptional provisions found in the treaties 
of 1778. 

INSURAXCE TO COVER. 


Insurance to cover is that amount of insurance which in case of accident will 
entirely reimburse the insured for his loss. It includes not only the value of the 
property, but also the cost of the insurance procured to protect it, 

ps in his work on insurance thus states the question arguet here (§ 1221): 

“The premium on the premium is to be included in computing the amount to 
be insured in order to cover the interest and replace the exact value of the sub- 
ject in case of total loss.” 

Some of the claimants ask that they be allowed unpaid premiums of insurance 
as an element of the value of property lost, and if so that such premium be allowed 
upon the theory of insurance to cover. 

‘The able arguments and briefs of counsel for claimants on these questions have 
been listened to and examined with great care. Whatever difficulty we might 
find were the matter here presented for the first time is removed by the precedents 
established by the Supreme Court. In the Anna Maria (2Wharton, 325) the court 
allowed “ The value of the vessel and the prime cost of the cargo with all charges, 
and the prominm of insurance, where it has been paid, with interest.” In Mal- 
ley vs. Shattuck (2 Cranch, 458) the court said (citing The Charming Betsey): 

“In pursuance of that rule the rejection of the premium for insurance,'that 
premium not having been paid, is approved ; but the rejection of the claim for 
outfits of the vessel and the necessary advance to the crew is disapproved. Al- 
though the eral terms used in the case of The Charming Betsey would seem 
to exclude this item from the account, yet the particular question was not under 
the consideration of the court, and it is conceived to stand on the same principle 
with the premium of the insurance, if actually paid, which was expressly allowed.” 

Following the Supreme Court we shall allow premiums of insurance when ac- 
tually paid, and not otherwise. 

`> ARMED VESSELS. 


In cases heretofore submitted a qnestion arose as to the effect upon claimants’ 
rights of the following facts, or either of them, should they or either of them be 
found to exist: 

A. That the vessel acted as a privateer. 3 

B. That the vessel possessed the license or authority described in either the 
act of June 25, 1798, or in the act of July 9, 1798, authorizing the class of seizure 
described in those acts or in the act of ay 28, 1798. 

These questions were ordered to be and have been reargued. 

The provisions of the three laws above recited are very different in effect, that 
of the latest date being the one most important in the consideration of these cases, 
The act of May 28 (1 Stat. L., 561), ‘to more effectually protect the commerce and 
coasts of the United States” empowered the President to give certain orders to 
the armed vessels of the nation and contained no illusion to vessels owned by in- 
dividuals. The actof June 25 (ibid., p. 572) authorized “the defense of the mer- 
chant vessels of the United States against French depredations,”’ and to that end 
allowed the commanders and crews of such vessels to ‘‘ op and defend against 
any search, restraint, or seizure” attempted by a French vessel, to ‘repel b; 
force any assault or hostility ” on the part of such French vessel, to "subdue ani 
oo the same " and to retake any American vessel captured by the French. 

he act of July 9 (idid., p. 578), gave to private armed vessels specially commis- 
sioned the same license and authority ‘for the subduing, seizing, and capturing 
any armed French vessel, and for the recapture of the vessels, goods, and effects 
of the people of the United States, as the public armed vessels of the United States 


may by law have” (9 2). This statute, therefore, authorized private armed ves- 
sels to take any armed ch vessel ‘ found within the jurisdictional limits of the 
United States or elsewhere on the high seas” (§ 1), and to recapture American 
vessels taken by the French. (See acts May 28 and June 25, 1798.) 

y of the vessels whose cases are before us carried armament of some kind, 
and several are shown to have hada special license, commission, or authority, 
issued probably by virtue of the power given the President in the last two acts 
of Congress. ’ 

The marked distinction between the act of June and that of July is in this: 
The former permitted defense ey except in the matter of recapture, while the 
latter authorized attack, but attack only on armed vessels. Nowhere in the stat- 
utes ia there any permission given to molest French merchantmen, although 
France was then engaged in the acts of illegal seizure and condemnation from 
which the spoliation elaims arose. Defendants urge that the arming of a mer- 
chantman and the presence on board of a special license under the acts cited de- 
roves Pres right of recovery as against France and consequently as against the 

bi EN 

Wo have held (Gray’s case, 21 C. Cls. R., 875) as to the relations between tha 
two countries during the period in question that ''no such war existed as operated 
to abrogate treaties, to suspend private rights, or to authorize indiscriminate 
seizures and condemnations; that, in short, there was no public general war, but 
limited war, in its natare similar to a prolonged series of repri: ”™ There was 
not what Wheaton calls ‘‘a perfect war," but a war “limited as to places, persons, 
and things;” the Congress authorized hostilities, but only on the high seas or 
within the jurisdictional limits of tho United States, and then only by certain 
specified vessels upon certain specified vessels. 

As far as Congress authorized and tolerated it so far might we proceed in hos- 
tile operations, and the word Pa E gore the full length of qualified war 
and no further (21 C. Cls. R., 371). The hostilities were confined on the one side 
of the United States toattack on French armed ships and to recapture of our own. 
The ee of ery eeu ret dae is an important mark of a state of war, 
one of its prineipal incidents, and it is significant of the relations between the 
two Governments that not a movement was made by Congress or the Executive 
in this direction. 

A privateer is an armed vessel belonging to one or more private individuals, li- 
censed by Government to take prizes from an enemy; its authority in this regard 
must depend altogether spe the extent of the commission issued to if, and is 
apes and limited by the laws under which the commission is issued. (Tho 

"homas Gibbons, 8 Cranch, 421.) 

Letters of marque and reprisal may theoretically issue in time of peace (articles 
of confederation signed 1778, article 9), as they form a “mode of redress for some 
specific injury which is considered to be compatible with a state of peace and per- 
mitted by the law of nations” (Kent, vol. 1, p. 61). The commission authorizes 
‘‘the seizure of the property of the subjects as well as of the sovereign of the offend- 
pris er and to bring it in to be detained as a pledge or dis of under = 
cial sanction, in like manner as if it were a process of distress under national 
authority for some debt or duty withheld” (idid.). Speaking very technically, a 
letter of marque is merely a permission ¢o pass the frontier, while a letter of re- 
prisal authorizes a “taking in return,” a taking by way of retaliation, a captio rei 
unius in alterius satisfactionem. The colloquial use together of the two names, 
letter of marque and letter of reprisals, leads sometimes to misunderstanding as to 
the differing effect of each, one being a simple authority to depart, the other an 
authority to seize property in compensation for an injury committed. 

The licenses or commissions of 1798 contained no hint of intended sals, for 
no authority to seize a French merchantman is contained in them, although the 
French had long been capturing our commercial marine. There was, however, ex- 

ress authority to seize armed vessels and to recapture American vessels; that 

in its essence, authority to defend, not to attack. 

Within the limits prescribed by the Con there was war; limited, mg! bean 
war, not general public war, but war complete as to the vessels engaged in it tothe 
extent only of the powers given by the Congress. Following in the path marked 
out by the Supreme Court in the prize cases which came before them during this 
Sae f and of which Bass vs. Tingey is a fair example, we are led to the conclu- 
sion that where a Eia vessel was fitted for the purpose of attacking armed 
French vessels, and of recapturing American vessels , 8ho fell within the 
rules of war, and if captured, became legitimate praa The relations of the two 
nations being strained to hostilities within certain distinctly defined bounds, within 
those bounds the active agents of either Government were subject to the rules of 
war, and vessels intending to seize must submit to seizure. 

It does not, however, follow that every vessel having a special license under 
the acts of 1798, or every vessel having some armament on board, falls within this 
rule, Long within the memory of men now living many portions of the ocean 
since freely opened to commerce were infested by pirates who boarded peaceful 
merchantmen, plundered the vessels, and murdered the crews, or di 1 them 
to the horrors of slavery. The literature relatiug to the early part of the century 
is filled with anecdotes upon the outrages of such freebooters, and the heroic 
deeds of those sent out by the different Governments to capture or destroy them. 
Vessels tempting these waters found it advisable to carry some armament, so that 
failing efficient convoy, or in case of other accident, they might be prepared to 
cope on comparatively equal terms with these robbers cf the sea. 

At the icular period we now are considering, to the danger from pirates in 
some parts of the world was added the danger from French privateers who acted 
in so illegal and iy Coe manner as to call from Lord Stowell this opinion : 

"It has certainly been the practice of this court, lately, to grant salvage on ree 
capture of neutral property out of the hands of the French, and I see no reason 
at the present moment to depart from it. I know , sepa well that it is not the 
modern practice of the law of nations to grant sa vage on recapture of neutral 
vessels, and upon this plain principle, that the liberation of a clear neutral from 
the hand of the enemy is no essential service rendered to him, inasmuch as that 
same enemy would be compelled by the tribunals of his own country, after he had 
carried the neutral into port, to release him, with costs and damages for the in- 
jurious seizure and detention. This proceeds upon the supposition that those 
tribunals would duly respect the obligations of the law of nations; a presumption 
which, in the wars of civilized nations, each belligerent is bound to entert: in 
their respective dealings with neutrals. 

“But it being notorious to all Europe, in the present war, that there has beena 
constant struggle maintained between the governing powers of France, for tho 
time being, and its maritime tribunals, which should most outrage the rights of 
neutral property—the one by its decrees, or the other by its decisions—the liber- 
ation of neutral property out of their possession has been deemed, not only in the 
{ulemens of our courts, but in that of neutrals themselves, a most substantial 

enefit conferred upon them, in a delivery from danger against which no clear- 
ness and innocence of conduct could afford any Use emcee And a salvage for 
such service has not only been decreed, but thankfully paid, ever since these wild 
hostilities have been d and practiced by France, against all acknowledged 

finciples of the law of nations and of natu! ustice. When these lawless and 
ore ar practices are shown to have ceased, the rule of paying salvage for tho 
liberation of neutral property must cease likewise. 


* r * * * * * 


“No proof is offered that the maritime tribunals of France have, in any degree. 
corrected either the spirit or the form of their proceedings respecting neutral 
property generally; and, therefore, I shall not 


k myself authorized to depart 
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from the practice that has been pursued, of awarding a salvage to the captors.” 
(The Onskan, 2 Robinson, pp. 300, 801.) 

And later he said: 

“Tt is certainly true that the standing doctrine of the court has been that neu- 
tral property, taken out of the possession of the enemy, is not liable to salvage. 
It is the doctrine to which the court has invariably adhered till it was forced out 
of its course by the notorions irregularities of the French cruisers and of the 
French Government, which pro ed, without any pretense of sanction from the 
law of nations, to condemn neutral property. 

“On these hese it was deemed not unreasonable by neutrals themselves that 
salvage should be paid for adeliverance from French capture. The rule obtained 
early in the war, and has continued tothe present time. It is said that a great al- 
teration has taken pes in the French proceedings, and that we are now to ac- 
knowledge a sort of return of ‘Saturnia regna.’ This court is not informed, ina 
satisfactory manner, that any such beneficial change has taken place in the ad- 
ministration of prize law in the tribunals of France; and, therefore, it will con- 
tinue to make the same decree till the instruetions of the superior court shall es- 
tablish a different rule.” (Eleonora Catharina, 4 Rob., 157. See also Talbot vs. 

man, 1 Cranch, 1.) 

In the Gulf of Mexico the danger of seizure by small vessels, technically French 
privateers, but actually so ena ae to governing power as to be in form only 
superior to freebooters, made the possession of some armament by an innocent 
trader a matter of wise precaution, if not of necessity, especially as in some in- 
stances the danger from the French tribunals was nearly as great as from the 
S EA Pe We are told, for example, that vessels were condemned by such tri- 

anais because the ship's compass had an English brand, because the cooking 
utensils were of En; manufacture, or because the vessel was destined to an 
English port. The Secretary of State thus characterized the situation : 

‘American property had even beea taken when in theirown ports, without any 
pretense, or no other than that they wanted it. At the same time their cruisers 
are guilty of wanton and barbarous excesses, by detaining, plundering, firing at, 
burning, and distressing American vessels.” 

The acts of the French privateers were so illegal as to be stigmatized as “ pa 
brag sir by Mr. Pickering and in the two Legislative Councils of France (Doc. 

p. 410) 

As early as June, 1793, Morris complains ‘‘of the plundering of our ships, of 
which complaints are daily made to me and which the present Government of the 
country is too feeble to prevent” (idid., p. 48), and he writes to the French minister 
“that it will be very difficult, and perhaps impossible, to prevent your privateers 
from committing illegal and outrageous acts as long as they are permitted to briag 
into your ports all tire American vessels laden with articles of food for countries 
at war with France (ibid., p. 49). Later he informs the Secretary of State that 
“in the present state of the country the laws are but little respected; and it 
would seem as if pompons declarations of the rights of man were reiterated only 
to render the daily violation of them more shock: Gi (ibid., p. 52). 

In October he says "the courts chicane very much here,” and he speaks of their 
haaie rps as “iniquitous” (ibid., p. 367). In December, 1796 (ibid., p. 151), 

or Mountflorence, in his general ysport as to American commercial interests 
in ce, says that on the 27th of the preceding April pre had been given to 
the tribunals of commerce in every port of France to take cognizance in the first 
instance of every matter relative to captures at sea, with an appeal to the civil 
tribunals of the different departments, and with a reference in certain instances 
to the minister of justice. 

He adds: 

“The tribunals of commerce are chiefly composed of merchants, and most of 
them are directly or indirectly more or less interested in the fitting out of priva- 
goers, and therefore, are often parties concerned in the controversies they are 

e ne upon. 

In illustration he cites the condemnation of the Royal Captain, saying that 
most of the “judges were concerned inthe capturing privateer,” 

In January, 1797, Mr. Pickering wrote to Mr. Pinckney as follows: 

“The commissioners and special agents of the French Republic in the West 
Indies are destroying our commerce in the most wanton manner. They have 
issued orders for taking all American yessels bound to or trom English ports— 
not those only which the English occupy in St. Domingo, but those of their own 
islands. They condemn without the formality of atrial. These ordersappear 
from the information I have received to have been issued in consequence of 
letters from Mr. Adet, who, you will see in his note of November 15, said 
the French armed vessels were not merely to capture American vessels, but 
to practice vexations toward them; and who, I am further informed, wrote 
to the commissioners that they could not treat the American vessels too badly. 
This state of things can not continue long. It makes little difterence whether 
our vessels go voluntarily to French ports or are carried in as prizes, In the 
latter case they condemn without ceremony, and in the former they forcibly 
take the cargoes, heretofore with promises of payment, which raed generally 
broke; and now, I am told, without even deigning togive their faithless prom- 
ises” (Ibid, p. 154). 

In the following February he writesagain to Pinckney, saying (Ibid., p. 154): 

“The spoliations on our commerce by French privateers are daily increasing 
in a manner to set every just principle at defiance. If their acts were simply 
the violation of our treaty with France the injuries would be com tively 
trifling, but their outrages extend to the capture of our vessels merely because 
going to or from a British port. Nay, more, they take them when going from 
a neutral to a French port, In truth, there is, in a multitude of cases, little dif- 
ference whether our vessels are carried in as prizes or go voluntarily to the 
French ports in the islands for the purposes of traffic; the public agents take 
the cargoes by force and fix their own terms, giving promises of distant pay- 
ment, which are seldom Sale pera ee 

* With regard tothe vessels carried in as prizes, the agents and tribunals of the 
French Government act in concert with the privateers. The captured are not 
admitted to defend their property before the tribunals; the  procsodinga are 
wholly ex parte. We can account for such conduct only on the principle of 
plunder, and were not the privateers acting under the protection of commis- 
sions from the French Government, they would be pronounced pirates. Brit- 
ain has furnished no precedents of such abominable rapine,” 

In April, he writes again (ibid., p. 164) that “the depredations of the French in 
the West Indies are continued with increased outrage, and we have advices of 
captures and condemnations in Europe which apply to no principle heretofore 
Lely fm) acknowledged in the civilized world.” (See also ibid., pp. 166, 171, 
173, fy 

Citations of this kind might be multiplied, but it seems useless to do so, as the 
situation. is familiar history. Certainly, under these circumstances,some at- 
tempt at defense was natural and excusable, if not justifiable. 

Jud “are not to shut their eyes to what is generally passing in the world” 
(Blatchford Prize Cases, 448), nor as to what has already taken place. In 
danger from native pirates, in danger from French privateers often as irrespon- 
sible (Cushing’s Ad. vs, United States, 22 C, Cls. R., supra), the mere possession 
of some armament by a merchantman is devoid of marked significance. It is 
improbable that any important venture was sent to sea without an effort on the 
part of the ship-owner to protect his property and that laden on his vessel; can- 
non enough or muskets enough he would put on board to give his crew a fair 
chance of escape from a small force. The statute, however, said that no armed 
merchantman should receive a clearance or permit, or be suffered to depart un- 

the owners and the master gave bond conditioned, among other things, 


that the vessel should not commit en depredation, outrage, unlawful assault, 
or unprovoked violence upon the high seas against the vessel of any nation in 
amity with the United States (1 Stat. L., page 573). i 

Under this act no vessel having any armament could proceed to sea without 
bond first given, and this bond, being coupled in the acts with the issuance of 
special orders or license, what more natural than for the innocent merchant- 
man, desiring only safe transit of a commercial venture, to receive in return 
the commission which the act provided should be gjven him. The gct of July 
9 (ibid, p. 578) contains a similar provision, and the result of both statutes is 
that no private vessel carrying armament could proceed to sea without bond 
filed in return for which a : ommission might be issued. 

In our view of the case it is vital to note the distinction between armament 
for protection simply and armamentfor attack upon armed vessels or for attack 
upon captured American vessels necessarily in charge of prize crews. A pri- 
vateer is maintained for profit; the venture is most speculative in its nature, 
bringing large returns for great risk. Given the right to prey upon the mer- 
cantile marine, great armament is not necessary, as combat may be avoided 
by speed and quickness in maneuver. The privateering authorized by theacts 
of 1798 was of no such nature; nota prize could be taken without conflict, for 
only armed vessels or vessels in charge of prize crews could be seized; nota 
merchantman was allowed to be molested. A 

A vessel, then, fitting out under the acts of 1798 for the purpose of waging the 
limited hostility therein permitted, must have been prepared for battle; must 
have been ready to wage war. She could not mount afew guns and carry a 
few dozen muskets, with a small crew, when the success of her voyage i erp 
upon the number of well-defended vessels she should send into port for con- 
demnation. A vessel intended to act aggressively under the laws of 1798 would 
have to fight for every dollar brought into the pockets of the owners, master, 
and crew, and, knowing this, would proceed to sea with an equipment sufi- 
cient for the very serious work contemplated, 

One ofthe vessels holding a commission under the acts of 1798 was a schooner 
of about 111 tons, old measurement. She had a crew ofseyen men, carried what 
was called a letter of marque, two guns, and a cargo of merchandise; she was 
doy cleared on a trading voyage, with instructions to the master as to the sale 
of the oand the purchase of a return venture. Such a vessel as this could 
not have been seriously intended to seize French armed vessels or captured 
American vessels defended by French prize crews. Seven men, all told, were 
barely enough to navigate the schooner; aside from the master, there were but 
three toa watch,and on an emergency it is extremely doubtful whether the 
total force was sufficient to handle the two guns and the vessel at the same 
time. Possibly some defense might have been made against a boat-load of pi- 
rates putting off from the shore while the schooner lay becalmed near it, but it 
is not within the bounds of possibility that such a vessel, with so slight & crew 
and so insignificant an armament, should contemplate attack upon a well-de- 
fended vessel. s 

We are told that 365 vessels, of 66,691 tonnage, carrying 6,8417 men and 2,723 
guns, received commissions under the acts of 1798, prior to March 2, 1799. The 
average tonnage per vessel was then 185 tons, the average crew 16, and the ay- 
erage armament 7 guns. On the other hand, one Government armed yessel 
(taken for illustration) of 190 tons burthen carried 18 guns and 140 men, while 
another of 200 tons carried the same armament and crew. So far as has yetap- 

d to us no private armed merchantman made a single capture from the 
nch, and we are assured that no such capture was made. So faras concerns 
the cases now before us, it would be practically impossible for such a capture to 
be made, for most of the vessels were small, and they were manned only foror- 
dinary navigation and not for war, with an armament insufficient to cope with 
organized military force. Neither seven noreven sixteen men isa crew fora ves- 
sel intended to attack French armed ships or to recapture those manned by prize 
crews, and no merchantman with so small a crew and Jaden with valuable cargo 
would undergo such risk. 

That Congress did not contemplate the employment in attack of small or un- 
dermanned vessels is shown by the proviso in the act of July 9, 1798, that the 
bond should be doubled in case “the vessel be provided with more than one 
hundred and fifty men,” from which an inference may not unfairly be drawn 
that not far from one hundred and fifty was considered a fair equipment for a 
vessel designed to fight. We have seen that the Government war vessel about 
equivalent in tonnage to the ave: licensed merchantman carried about one 
hundred and forty men, and coupling this fact with the act of Congress we 
reach the result already indicated by common sense, that Congress had in 
mind,so far as privateers were concerned, ghting ships—those able to attack 
a French privateer with reasonable hope of success,and not vessels with in- 
significant crew and armament, bound on a trading voyage, and provided with 
those slight means of defense which were at the time ordinarily carried by 
merchantmen for protection, 

That armament, when carried by strictly commercial vessels bound upon 
beige voyages, was intended for defense is shown by the report of the House 
comm Narre Poymer 17, 1799 (American State Papers, Naval Affairs, vol. 
1, p. 69). ey said: 

R Your committee begs leave to report further, that about the time of the sail- 
ing of our sbips of war, and before the merchant ships were permitted to arm 
for their defense, our trade was in such jeopardy at sea and on the coast from 
French privateers. that but few vessels escaped them; that ruin stared in the 
face all concerned in shipping, and that it was difficult to get property insured." 

Hamilton, then Secretary of the Treasury, officially expressed the opinion of 
ice Government as to armed merchantment in his circular of August 4, 1793, as 

‘ollows: 

"The term privateer is understood not to extend to vessels armed for mer- 
chandise and war, commonly called with us letters of marque, nor, of co to 
vessels of war in the immediate service of the government of either of the 
powers at war.” 

Twelve days later Jefferson, in an instruction to Morris as to the English shi 
Jane, which Genet has requested might be ordered to sail, a request autho: 
ee oe tee by the twenty-second article of the treaty of commerce, 

oc. 102, p. 58): 

“The ship Jane is an English merchant vessel, employed in the commerce 
between Jamaica and these States, She brought here a cargo of produce from 
that island, and was to take away a cargo of flour. Knowing of the war when 
she left Jamaica, and that our coast was lined with small French privatee: 
she armed for her defense, and took one of those commissions usually call 
letters of marque. She arrived here safely without having had any rencontre 
of any sort. Can it be necessary to say that a merchant vessel is not a priva- 
teer? That though she has arms to defend berself in time of war, in the course 
of her regular commerce, this no more makes her a privateer than a husband- 
man following his plow in time of war with a knife or pistol in his pocket is 
thereby made a soldier.” 

“The occupation of a privateer is to attack and plunder; that of a merchant 
vessel is commerce and self-preservation. The article excludes the former from 
our ports and from selling what she has taken; that is, what she has acquired 
by war, to show that it did not mean the merchant vessel and what she had ac- 
quired by commerce. Were the merchant vessels coming for our produce for- 
bidden to have any arms for their defense, every adventurer who has a boat or 
money enough to buy one would make hera privateer; our coasts would swarm 
with them, foreign vessels must cease to come, our commerce must be sup- 
pressed, our produce remain on our hands, or at least that Ee portion of it 
which we have not vessels to carry away; our plows must laid aside, and 
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agriculture suspended. This is a sacrifice no treaty could eyer contemplate, 
and which we are not disposed to make out of mere complaisance to a false 
definition of the term privateers.” 

This matter has also been spolne pansa n by the French courts, The 
ship Fame, Rust, master, was in June, 1799, tried by the tribunal of commerce 
sitting at Bayonne. Several grounds were relied upon by the captors as au- 
thorizing condemnation, allof which were overruled by the tribunal. Among 
them was the following: 

“Is the*letter of marquè, of which the vessel was the bearer, sufficient to 
cause it to be considered as an enemy?” 

This question was thus answered: 

“Considering the point relative to the letter of marque of which the ship was 
the bearer. That the French Government without doubt is not ignorant of the 
delivery of like letters by the Government of the United States to the vessels of 
the said United States nor of the terms in which these letters are conceived. 
‘That now and up tothe pos time it has not been manifested that it regardi 
this circumstance and the act of Congress of the United States of the month of 
July, 1798, either as a declaration of war, or às hostilities , since 
it has not asked of the legislative body a law declaring the meh nation to be 
in a state of war with the United States of North America. That a state of war 


the council of p: 
the vessel and cargo 


The law officer of the French Government having charge of the case 
= Doene points among others (see Pistoye et Duverdy, Prises Maritimes, 
vol. 2, p. t 

“It is not enough to have or carry arms to deserve tho reproach of being 
armed for war (p. 52). i x 

* Wararmament is for purely offensive use. This is shown when there is no 
object in the armament but attack, or at least when everything tends to prove 
that such is the cipal object of the enterprise * * è Bnt defense is a 
natural right, and means of defense are legitimate in sea-yoyagesas in all other 
occurrences perilous to life. A vessel having but a small crew, whose cargo 
was considerable, was evidently intended for commerce, notfor war. The arms 
found in this vessel were not intended for violence or hostility, but to prevent 
them; not to attack, but todefend. The pointas towararmament, then, seems 
a eee haned ith d. to her captai 

e ou was with damages r captain. 

In the case of the Friend, of Boston, a letter of marque had been found on 
board; the vessel was armed for defense; there was no resistance; summons 
from the privateer was obeyed, and the master’s instructions directed h: 
avoid acts of offense and to be prudent. The commissaire of the Government 

that these were not reasons for eee. The vessel was condemned on 
ds, (Pistoye et Duverdy, vol. 1, p. 50L.) 

Further, Article IV of the treaty of 1800, which relates to “armed” and “un- 
armed" merchantmen, shows that France did not.stand upon the point urged 
here by the defense, but admitted the right of armament to the extent at least 
of the cases now before us, as its courts did in the cases cited above. 

It is worthy of remark that two classes of license or commission were allowed 
by the acts of Congress. The first act authorized instructions from the Presi- 
dent as to defense only, except that the recapture of American vessels was per- 
m The second act allowed capture of armed Frenchmen, In theabsence 
of proof as to which document a vessel there can be no presumption 
that it was issued under the latter rather than under the former statute; in 
the presumption, which always favors what is natural, might lean towards the 
possession of instructions under the first act when it appears that the crew was 
gmall, the armament light, and the object of the voyage commercial in its nat- 


ure. 

‘The distinction must not be forgotten between a legal and justifiable seizure 
and an illegal and ustifiable condemnation. The seizure of a vessel may be 
successfully defended upon grounds which would not support a subsequent 
condemnation, and “‘ prize courts deny when there was probable cause 
for the seizure, and are often justified in awarding to the captors their costs 
and expenses,” even when the vessel and cargo gre decided not good prize and 
are returned to their owners. (The Thompson, 3 Wall., 155; Jecker vs. Mont- 
gomery, 13 How., 498; Murray vs. The Charming Betsey, 2 Cr., 64. j 

We co e that a vessel fitted for the purpose of seizing armed ves- 
ring Ametican vessels was, when taken, legitimate prize as 
an actor in the limited war defined by Congress; but that the mere arming ofa 

whose object was trade, subordinate to which was the provision 


In these 
ms, wn 
aside, and the very essence and spirit of the transaction must be discovered by 
the light ease. 


BLOCKADE IN WEST INDIES. 

It is urged by the defendants that the British possessions in the West Indies 
were in a state of blockade, and occupied in such a manner as properly to be 
regarded in astate ofsiege. That, therefore, the condemnations of vessels bound 
for those ports with cargoes otherwise innocent were legal and justifiable. The 
argument has turned more particularly upon vessels bound for Martinique so 
that for purpose of illustration we will consider the case of that island, formerly 
a wrench possession and captured by England during the war. 

‘The defendant’s argument assumes that Martinique was blockaded; thatit was 
practically ina state of siege; that its predominant character was that of a port 
of military naval equipment; and therefore the seizure of neutral vessels bound 
to that port was justified, although the cargo was otherwise innocent. 

The law of blockade is so clear that while a few citations may be given for 
Pe an of illustration they seem to us hardly necessary. 

ent says: S 

“The law of blockade is, however, so harsh and severe in its operation that in 
order to apply it the fact of the actual blockade must be established by clear 
and unequivocal evidence; and the neutral must have had due previous notice 
of its existence; and the squadron allotted for the purpose of its execution must 
be competent to cut off all communication with the interdicted place or port; 
and the neutral must have been guilty of some act of violation, either by going 
in or attempting to enter, or by coming out witha Gi laden after the com- 
mencement of the blockade. e failure of either of the points requisite to es- 
tablish the existence of a legal blockade amounts to an entire defeasance of the 

even though the notification of the blockade has issued from the au- 
thority of the Government itself. 

“A blockade must be existing in point of fact,and in order to constitute that 
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existence, there must be a power present to enforce it. 
declaring extensi 
the presence of an adequate naval force to support it, are manifestly illegaland 


All decrees and orders 
ve coasts and whole countries in a state of blockade, without 


void, and have no sanction in public law. The ancient authorities all referred 
to a strict and actual siege and blockade. The language of Grotius is oppidum 
obsessum vel portus clausus, and the investing power must be able to apply its 
force to every point of the blockaded place, so as to render it dangerous to at- 
tempt to enter, and there is no blockade of that part where its power can not 
be m A to bear.” (Vol. 1, pp. 144-5.) < 

The Unitéd States have contended that a blockade must be effective to bo 
valid (note b. to Kent, vol. 1, p. 145) and admitted the principle eyen as to its 
own ports during the late war, This question has been very ably discussed in 
a late note the Secretary of State, Mr. Bayard, to the minister represent- 
ing the United States of Colombia, in which, after citing authorities, the Secre- 
tary reaches the following conelusi 


this im 
decree 


he be in possession of 
are held adversely to him is, b 


cessary 
also Hall, International Law, 
The Sarah Star, Blatchford’s Pri 


et seq. 

Sir Wwittiam Scott thus laid down the rule: 

“To constitute a violation of blockade three thingsmust beproved: First, 
existence of an actual blockade; second, the knowledge of the party supposed 
to have offended ; and, third, some act of violation, ei by going in or com- 
y Aeg with acargoladen after the commencement of blockade.” (The Betsey, 
1 Rob. Adm., p.92. As to Berlin and Milan decrees see Woolsey, ? 206.) 

Therefore to justify seizure the blockade must be effective, notice 
been given and there must be an attempt to violate it. 

Was Martinique effectively blockaded? 

Defendants have referred us to no auth$rity to show that it was, and we have 
made such examination as the sources of historical investigation on this sub- 
ject afforded without finding any statement to that effect. The records of the 
numerous spoliation cases in this court which have been brought to our atten- 
tion throw no light on the subject, as they proceed upon the fact that the con- 
demned vessel was bound to an enemy port or laden with enemy produce and 
the condemnations rest u 


n, pp. 575 


the 


This expedition consisted ofthree ships ofthe line, Sear do: ney foursloo, 
Sir John 
earryin: anae 2 less than 6,100 troops, hoor gre ed by Lieut. Gen. SirCharles 


the 22d of March. 

The forts were garrisoned, Lieutenant-General Prescott was given command, 
a small squadron, under Commodore Thompson, was left to rate with him 
in case of attack, and the rest of the expedition embarked the 3lst March to at- 
tack St. Lucie (James's Naval History, volume 1, page 217 et seq.), which sur- 
rendered without the loss of a life upon the 4th of April. Then followed the 
ener of Grande-Terre, another expedition haying taken the three small is- 
lands adjacent to Guadeloupe, called the “ Saintes,” and on the 20th April all 
ee its od preg ATES surrendered, comprising the islands of Marie 
Galante, irade, and the Saintes, at an expense of two tish rank and file 
killed, four rank and file wounded, and five missing. A French 16-gun corvette 
Was ca} in ek nl series but was not deemed fit for service. 


ce, 


ing year the British had obtained possession of Ca; 
er French villages in San Domingo, and in Fe! 


designs against the other ceded islands, vari not onl br er but os 
emon of republicanism, whose 


description, readily contrived to land soldiers at Sainte Lucie, St. Vincent, Gre- 
nada, and Dominique. Artful emissaries accompanied the tro and soon 
succeeded in raising a ferment in the islands which they visited. e ne; X 


the atrocities n the well affected. * * 
thinly distributed from the first and since reduced by fati; 
offer in general but a feeble resistance to the numbers 
to m., The of Sainte Lucie, numbering 2,000 men, evacuated 
the island on the 19th of June” (1795). By the 27th of June the“ re ion” in 


different enemies op- 


Dominique had been quelled "by the few British troops stationed there, as- 


1888. 


maining in a revolted state. (Ibid. 298., et seq.) 

In April and May.1796,the English took withers conflict, the Dutch settle- 
ments of Demerara, Essequibo, and Berbice. On the hast Taig Aina 
combat of pigi yera Sainte Lucie was captured by the British troops and 
vessels. June U St. Vincent surrendered, as a few days later did Geeaata, Bo 
far as appears the French had no armed ships at either of these islands. Tatie 

receding March the British made an unsuccessful attack upon the town and 

fort of gane, San Domingo, and a successful one —_ n the fort and parish of 
Bombarde. No French ships appear in these actions, but 
segs oe Francois May 12, but returned iatel 367, 
'ebruary, 1797, e British ia agasan left Port Royal, Martinique, for the pur- 
pose of attac' the Span ies. oseng to the 
EAEN at Martinique on the w: squadron neces es 
1 the een tipat 
while 


‘Sante 


jeni 
British [April of Port su 
Then e 


other im: 


ritish took the Dutch 


mur vessels were found lying 


frigate a Bronct: squadron of some six vessels), hadan 
Tiburion, which ee in the defeat of the former. F 
eel after uring the first lieutenant of the Fren: 


then iying in t harbor of New York, challenged the Fren n to 

baus a ee bina wD accepted; ea DAA battle poe place — decided 
result, and during it w was supposed be a large French squadron ap- 

in the offing, while two French frigates found bag the 


Were ENSE 
n lying in the mouth of the Dea R where balag ian sought refuge. 


vember a combat took place between Penel: oy Leogane, island on the one ame 


and the Insurgente on the other, in the bight o island of San Do- 
mingo, snesrprorag the carat’ tae Fe Se ma ee Ma ee ven 1, p. 38 et seq.) 
In December, 1794, the Britis! off the island of Dé- 
sirade, a apenas of =r bang then in ee once . ent = a gov- 
ernm armed schooner of 8 guns, which, to eseape, anchored in the bot- 
tom of the bay of Désirade. Later the Blanche had an encounter with French 
Segun pie pipe. LX off Point-d-Pitre, in which, after a battle most gallant on 
on was captured. In May there was a battle in peake 

vot between t two English frigates and five lightly-armed |, most of 


(Ibid. 274 et seq.) * 

On the 4th of May, 1796, the mee’ and captured the French gun- 
brig Vulcan in latitude 28° north, longitu: west. 

In July, 1796, a combat without definite result took place between the frigates 
Aimable (English ish)and Pensée (French), beginning of “ Englishman’s Head, aid 
Guadeloupe, while in August the Mermaid attacked the Vengeance within gun 
fire from Guadeloupe nenene, and in July the Quebec was chased by two 

raek en Vic at Sa eae ihs 

August 25, t n ison en; e Vengeance, 
Mermaid’s former opponent, in latitude ze 39 north and Jongitude 66° 24 por 
without definite result. Laterin the same month an English beg I en 
ured the French frigate Elizabeth off Cape reso Y n September the M. os 
engaged the Pelican off Guadeloupe. The acti ri definite result, and it 
appears that at this time the Thetis (French) and either the Pensée or the Con- 
corde were at anchor in Guadeloupe. The Pelican se so much inferior to the 
Médée in armament thal Hugues sent an aid-de-camp under a flag of truce to 
the Saintes to inspect her as she lay there at anchor. 

On the 10th ma ust, 1797, the 38-gun British frigate Arethusa captured, after 
stern resistance, *yench corvette Gaieté, sighting at about the sume time the 
brig-corvette hon of 14 guns, and athird vessel supposed to be a small French 
war vessel. Five days later the Alexandrian, schooner of 6 guns, acting as 


tender to the flag-ship at Martiniqueand engaged in quest of French privateers, 
captured a privateer schooner and chased another, which esea ember 
17, the Peliean the French privateer Trompeuse off Cape St, Nicholas 
Mole. The 4th October, the Alexan captured the Freneh privateer Epi- 


January 3, 1798, the British armed sloop George, of 6 guns, while on a 
from Demerara to ATENE was ecoeared by two Spanish 


April 
with the privateer Revanche and paitis her to surrender. 

British brig-sloop Victorieuse, while passing to leeward of Gonaclonbe was 
attacked without success two French pfivateers. The same vessel during 
the following December, ai by the 14- gun brig-sloop Zephyr and some troops, 

after an attack upon the Spanish in the island of puhne took out the priva- 
teer Couleuvre, of 6 guns and 60 men, from the o. July ll 
boats from the British 44-gun ship Regulus eut out ria v at anchor in 
Aquada Bay, Porto Rieo. December 11 the British 22-gun ship Perdrix cap- 
tured the French privateer Armée d'Italie not far from St. Thomas, 

ta the British frigate Trent and cutter Sparrow cut out 
and schooner higem pam t found ina bay of Porto Rico, 
| be and small Spanish battery. April 13, the 
Amaranthe, a British 1 oper Lan expand the Branch le ue 
—— Vengeur after made a noble resistance, 

The officers and crew of the opg enara epe i flag-ship at Port Soe deo 
tired of inaction during the whole of 1797 and parto! pig fitted out on their 
own account, a frigate launch which was so successful in prize-taking that its 
proprietors were enabled to purchase with their prize-money a small schooner 
named the Ferret, which became the tender of the Abergavenny. 

The Ferret early in October, 1799, had s very sharp encounter with aS 
privateer without decisive result. Later in the same month the Britis ti erp 
sloop Echo ng off Porto Rico, chased a French letter-of-marque into Lagus- 
dille Bay and cut her out, and not long after occurred the daring capture of the 
Berion in the harbor of Puerto Cabello. In November the Crescent and 

saved their convoy from a Sage! 


y= on either ius. 

squadron consisted of 4 vessels mounting 58 guns, manned with 431 men, 
while the frigate carried 38 guns and about 212 men. In December an indecisive 
conflict took place off the island of Porto Santo between the Glenmore and 
Amiable in charge of an reine bound British West India convoy, and the 
Sirene and Bergere bound from Rochelle to Cayenne with 450 troops and Vic- 
tor Hugues on board. (James, Avera oll 79 et seq.; 198 et seq.; 313 et seq.) 
Early in April, 1800, boats from the sloop off Ca: Cape Tiberion. carried the 
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sisted by the bulk of the inhabitants,” St. Vincent and a part of Grenada ro- 


6651 


French privateer Diligente. In August the frigate Seine cruising in the 
Mona passage, sighted the Vengeance bound from Curagoa to France, wh 
after a s combat, surrendered, In October the schooner Gypsie (British 
Guadaloupe, captured the Quidproquo of S guns. (James, Vol. 
III, p.27 et seg.) 

Consult also Life of Decatur, Sparks’ series of Biography, 31; Cooper's Naval 
Bisons United States. Vol. I.) 

We have now set forth in this catalogue at somewhat tedious but necessary 
length every naval action (except some few unimportant combats with pri- 
bce ag daa reg WE RAE enone apres peee from 1793 to 1800, both 

years inclusive, bet mea REAA FED ish naval forces, on or near 
oen eastern coast of America between ager northern 


uring the period in 
inyana gaap eair cone be ta men ren e Eie aE O A 


from one authority, and one whieh while not without fault of national 
is carefully and conveniently compiled. Other authorities examined the 
court re-enforee the conclusions we draw from the citations already 


power upon Anteh en sai 
From the citations made and also from the history of the American Navy cer- 
timber of en notice. 
encounters between vessels of the English“ 


no such Santontee took place near 
the A rian 


part of France, notwit 
ing Mr. Pickering’s vigorous language (Doc. 102, 408, 410), that they were 
TNE an DONATE IAA ET manatee an ANAE bee lockade, 


We have seen that the French Government did not desire the fulfill- 
ment of the asai apam ty ela deem it wiser on their own account 
we embark in the war. 


rs manner, the cache Rolane”™ t a 
p- 97). 

France that the treaty was abrogated by a failure by the 
1 the < Seren 


ion vessels and cargoes destined tothe captured 
giving asa sino the failure of tans 
altho fact, then: that some of the West Islands had been taken from 
France does roles 


foree, it must be 
were con ee 


the priate 

‘ould be contraband if bound to a besieged 
eae Keak oho sents be the seaet TDA of the writers to 
defendants’ position, thus lays down the rule: 

“The modern established 1ule is, that provisions are not generally contra- 
band, but may become so under circumstances arising out of the eactionine 
situation of the war, or the condition of the parties . Among the 
eireumstances which tend to preserve provisions from being liable to be treated 
as contraband, one is that they are the growth of the country which produces 
them. Another cireumstance to which some indulgenee is shown by the prac- 
tice of nations is when the are in their native and manufactured state. 
Thus iron is treated with indulgence, though anchors and other instruments 
fabricated out of it are directly contraband.. Hemp is more favorably consid- 
ered than cordage; and wheat is not considered as so ongeetionanle a com- 
modity, when going to an enemy’s conntry, as any of the final preparations of 

tfor human use. The mostim t distinction is, whether the articles were 
intended for the ordinary nse of life or even for mercantile ships’ use,or whether 
ars wigs, avon one ws witha pre ym ger PR agarras distination to military use. 
port to which the articles are going is not an 
ara teak. test. on = ean be a general commercial one, it is presumed the ar- 
ticles are going for civil use, though occasionally a shi iinan be con- 
structed in that port. But if the great predominant of that port, 
like Brest in France, or Portsmouth in England, be that of a ett eh military 
naval Nese it will be presumed that the articles were going for miliary 
use, although itis possible that the articles might have been applied to civil 
consumption. - As it is impossible to ascertain positively the use » f an ar- 
ticle ancipitis usus, it is not an injurious rule which deduces the final use from 
the immediate destination, and the presumption of a hostile use, founded on its 
destination to a military port, is very much inflamed, if, at the time when the 
articles were going, a considerable armament was notorious! reparing, to 
which a supply of those articles would be eminently useful.” Por 1, p. 139.) 

The Supreme Court has decided that Leppa or phe e growth of the enemy's 

country, but the property of a neutral, an d carried in a neutral vessel, are good 

ze because destined to supply the enemy's forces; and the court added that 
provisions are not generally contraband, but may become so because of their 
destination or the particular situation of the war. If intended for the ordinary 


life, they are innocent; if intended for the enemy’s forces or his ports of 


use of 
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pan a’ equipment, then their seizure isjustifiable. (The Comerceen, 1 Wheaton, 
Bluntschli thinks it against “‘ gute sitte” to treat trade in provisions as contra- 


band even if it serves the hostile Lan Mos use (Mod. Võlkerrecht, 2 807), Hefter 
(Europäisches Völkerrecht, 2160) holds that belligerents may e measures 
against the export 7 neutrals of doubtful articles, articles occasionally contra- 
band, only when a destination for the enemy’s Fp abe ee and military forces 
can be shown on adequate grounds. Ortolan denies that provisions and ob- 
jects of prime necessity may be considered contraband, except in cases not per- 
tinent to this discussion (Vol. II, 179). Hautefeuille goes much further and ad- 
mits as contraband only arms and munitions of war ready for immediate use, 
a o S used as such and for no other purpose. (Droits des Nations Neutres, 

Klüber leans the same way and holds that presumptions are in favor of free- 
dom of trade (2 288) ,and Martens states that the law in sere prior to the first 
armed neutrality, 1780, considered as contraband only articles of direct use in 
war. Vattel sanctions the seizure of provisions ‘in certain junctures when we 
have hopes of reducing the enemy by famine” (Liv. III., ch. 7, sec. 112), but 
Wheaton believes he intended to carry the principle nofurther than to the case 
of a besieged city; and commenting on Grotius, eaton es the conclu- 
sion that the latter sanctions the seizure of provisions, not bound to a port be- 
sieged or blockaded, only when made for preservation or defense “under the 
pressure of that imperious and unequivocal necessity which breaks down the 
distinctions of property,” and this power should not be exercised until all 
other possible means have been used, then not if the right owner is under a 
like necessity, and even then restitution shall made as soon as possible. 
Bynkershoek and Rutherfurth concur in this view. (Wheaton, pp. 556 to 558.) 

heaton expresses no definite nea for himself, but clearly leans to the 
side of freedom towards the neutra! 

In 1763 (May 7), Mr. Jefferson instructed Mr. Pinckney in relation to a fear ex- 
p by the latter that the belligerent powers might stop our vessels goin 
with grain to enemy ports, that “such a stoppage toan unblockaded port woul 
beso unequivocal an ag oy ere of the neutral rights that we can not conceive 
it will be attempted.” This instruction was followed by another dated Septem- 
ber 7, 1793, in which Mr. Jefferson, after stating that intime of war neutrals are 
free to pursue their ordinary avocations of culture, manufacture, and com- 
merce, with the exception of not furnishing to either belligerent “ implements 
merely of war for the annoyance of theother, nor anything whatever to a place 
blockaded by its enemy,” pı to define these “ implements ” as follows: 

“There does not exist, perhaps, a nation in our common hemisphere, which 
has not made a particular enumeration of them in some or all of their treaties 
under the name of contraband, It suffices for the present occasion to say that 
corn, flour, and meal are not of the class of contraband, and consequently re- 
main articles of free commerce. A culture which, like that of the soil gives 
employment to such a proportion of mankind, could never be suspended by 
the whole earth, or interrupted for them, whenever any two nations should 
think it proper to go to war., * * * Ifany nation whatever hasa righttoshut 
ng to our produce all the ports of the except her own and those of her 
friends, she may shut up these also, and so confine us within our own limits. 
No on can subscribe to such pretensions; no nation can agree, at the mere 
will or interest of another, to have its peaceable industry suspended and its citi- 
zens reduced to idleness and want. * * * 

“It is not enough for a nation to say weand our frends will buy your produce. 
We have a right to answer that it suits us better to sell to their enemies as well 
as their frien Our ships do not go to France to return empty. They go to 
excha’ the surplus of one product which we can re for surpluses of other 
kinds which r a spare and we want; which they can furnish on better 
terms and more to our mind than Great Britain or her friends. We bave a right 
to judge for ourselves what market best suits us, and they have none to forbid 
us the enjoyment of the necessaries and comforts which we may obtain from 
any other ene pee ser i ias 

Mr. Randolph, denying that food can be universally ranked "among military 
engines,” tcorn, meal, and flour are so in case of “ blockade, siege, 
or investment.” In the late Franco-Chinese war France endeavored to make 
“trice” contraband, and, referring to this contention, Mr. Kasson, our minister 
in Berlin, wrote as follows to the hecretary of State: 

* © * “But more es lly I beg your attention to the importance of the 

rinciple involved in this declaration, as it concerns our American interests. 

e are neutrals in European wars. Food constitutes an immense portion of 
our exports. Every European war produces an in demand for these 
supplies from neutral countries, The French doctrine declares them contra- 
band ,not only when destined directly for military consumption, but when go- 
ing in the ordinary course of trade as food for the civil population of the bellig- 
erent government. 

“Tf food can be thus excluded and aprene still more can clothing, the in- 
struments of industry, and all less vita supplies be cut off on the und that 
they tend to support the efforts of the belligerent nation. Indeed, the real prin- 
pA involved goes to this extent, that svoriai. the want of which will in- 
crease the distress of the civil population of the belligerent country may be de- 
clared contraband of war, The entire trade of neutrals with belligerents roan fl 
thus be destroyed, i ive of an effective blockade of ports. ar itse. 
would become more fatal to neutral States than to belligerent interests, 

“The rule of feudal times, the starvation of beleaguered and fortified towns, 
might be extended to an entire population of an open country. It is a return 
to baric habits of war. It might equally be claimed that all peaceful men of 
arms-bearing age could be deported, because otherwise they might be added to 
the military forces of the country.” 


ry. 

Martinique was neither blockaded nor besieged. It undoubtedly had a British 
garrison and was a rei and sometimes a rendezvous for British armed ves- 
sels; at the same time it had a large civil population to be fed then, as it is now, 
largely by the products of the temperate zone, Its predominant T Was 
not that of a port of naval or muong uipment. 

We do not consider that a provision-laden ship bound for Martinique was 
properly condemned on the ground alone that she was bound to a British port, 
nor do we consider the fact that the port had once been French complicates the 
situation. There 1s nothing in the law of nations which justifies or makes valid 
as against neutrals such decrees as those issued during this war by the French 
and lish. Russia admitted these decrees were contrary to the law of na- 
tions. ce promised to pay for captures made under them. England and 
oat ae y a tans States. (See authorities cited in Gray,adm’r, v. U.S., 

. Cls. R., p. 340. 

If either party desired to reduce the other by starvation there wasa plain and 
acknowledged legal method to obtain that end; that is, by the establishment of 
an effective blockade. Thatneither was able to take this course is not a reason 
that the commerce of neutrals should be suspended on She Peony of having 
their merchant vessels and cargoesconfiscated. Toadmitsuch a doctrine would 
be to impose in time of war a worse burden upon the neutral than that borne 
by aitier belligerent, and would shut it up in its own ports, or oblige it to fur- 
ni in protection ot its commerce, a naval force compere to compete with 
the belli; rent, which by paper decrees, unsupported effective acts by its 
monarch yn Jaw, attempts to interfere with the stony g and natural rights of 
neutral trade. 

We do not understand that in the negotiations of 1800 the French denied the 
justice of claims similar in principle to the one now suggested, and the treaty 
of 1778 in terms conceded the right to trade with the enemy. The commerce of 


the United States was principally in agricultural products, certainly not in mu- 
nitions of war. A most important complaint was as to that of the bellig- 
erent decrees which directed seizure of neutral property. on the sole und of 
destination to an enemy port without to the character of the cargo, 
(Sse Treaty Commerce 1778, Articles XII. , XXIII, XXIV.) 

It seems to us clear that this class of claims was contemplated by the treaty 
of 1800 and the act of 1885. 


BURDEN OF PROOF IN PRIZE PROCEEDINGS. 


The burden of f in prize proceedings is on the seized vessel. The author- 
ities concur in this general statement, but the principle is not technical and is 
not to be pushed beyond its proper natural intent, Seized vessels always ap- 
pear before the court under the taint of suspicion; that taint it is incumbent 
upon them to remove, as it is in their power alone to do so. What the court 
looks for is the fact. If it appear that the vessel was innocently pursuing an 
honest and legal voyage, whether that appear by papers or otherwise, then the 
vessel should be released, No particular papers, no speci er of evi- 
dence is marked out and defined as indispensable to attain this end. 

A case is yen À ar] 6 epee in which a merchant vessel has lost its papers by 
an accident, or by theft, or by robbery committed by a pirate or privateer, or 
through suppression by the captor, and it would not be admitted—the fact of 
their non-production being explained, and the vessel's honest character being 
shown—that because some particular document was not on board she therefore 
should be condemned and co: The onus proband? is on the captured 
vessel; which means no more than that she must explain away suspicious cir- 
cumstances, 


The learned counsel for the defense contend that the United States first vio- 
lated the treaties of 1778 by the proclamation of neutrality of 1793, by refusing to 
guaranty the French possessions, by refusing to grant the promised harbor 

rivileges, and by concluding the Jay treaty. Therefore “it was the right of 

ce to retaliate upon the United States for these violations; and whatever 
she did, or whatever was done by her authority in such retaliation prior to and 
during the limited war existing between the two countries, whether by capt- 
ures, seizures, condemnations, or confiscations of American property, vessels 
or , was justifiably done.” 

In avother form substantially the same contention is made, defendants claim- 
ing that the acts of France complained of by the United States were authorized 
by the law of nations; that whether reparation was to be made by France de- 
pended upon compliance with her demands; that as the United States did not 
acquiesce in those demands, but by the annulling act of July, 1798, practically 
notified France that they would not do so, “from that moment France owed no 
compensation for those confiscations and the matter was res judicata,” 

In considering these propositions it will strike any one who has studied the 
correspondence or will refer to the extracts made from it by us in this and our 
previous opinions on the spoliations question, that France never took this 
point. It will be remembered that the decrees at the outset were admitted by > 
all ties to be illegal, and excusable only on the ground of necessity; that 
while this admission was not by any means consistently adhered to, still Eng- 
land and Spain came back to it in effect when they compensated the United 
States for losses—England through a commission Re pag under the provision 
of the Jay treaty, Spain in the treaties relative to the Florida purchase. 

France did not seriously ask us to enforce the guaranty and apparently 
did not wish us to do so, however much we may have feared such a demand 
on her part, and however much some of her nts and her colonists may have 
desired it. The vital point of difference was the Jay treaty. We have Already 

that instrument and stated that it was in conflict with the provisions 
in the Franco-American treaties of 1778. France did not contend that the Jay 
treaty abrogated the treaties of 1778; on the contrary, her whole argument, 
down to the ratification of the treaty of 1800, was based upon the premise that 
the treaties were of enduring force. The decree itself which ordered seizure 
of neutral property bound in United States vessels to enemy po set forth as 
a reason for its enactment that the Jay treaty modified, not annulled, the trea- 
ties with France, and that France was entitled under the treaties to any benefit 
this modification might give her, 

France did not deny at any yee of the negotiations which led to the treaty 
of 1800 her liability for claims known by the generic name of “‘ spoliations,” but 
claimed in return for payment recognition of treaties, a demand which was not 
granted, and the contention remained embodied in the second article, which was 
stricken out. Thus was completed what Madison called the “ bargain" by which 
we released “‘spoliations’’ in consideration ofrelease from all obligations founded 
upon the treaties of 1778, A striking illustration of the French tion, ifany is 
needed after the detailed statement of the negotiations which has heretofore 
been made, is found in Article IV of the tesy of 1800, which agrees to return 
prizes captured under the decrees, now termed by the defense decrees of retali- 
ation, when those prizes had not been already definitively condemned. 

Acts of retaliation are admitted to be justifiable under certain circumstances. 
They may exist when the two nations are otherwise at , but they arein 
their nature acts of warfare. They depart from the field of negotiation into that 
of force, and, as is war, are justified by a successful result. To term decrees 
of France and the acts of their privateers under them “‘ acts of reprisal” does 
not alter the facts or the legal position. That position has been defined by the 
Supreme Court of the United States as limited ial war. We, following the 
path indicated by that tribunal, have defined it as “limited war in its nature 
similar to a prolonged series of reprisals,” 

The result of that partial limited war, the result of the negotiations for set- 
tlement, the ae reached by the two parties which made the Govern- 
ment of the United States liable over to its citizens,we have heretofore considered 
so much in detail that we shall not now repeat it, and we need only state briefly 
the result heretofore reached by us, and in which we, after re-examination, are 
co. 


ed, that the acts of France now in question; whether called “reprisals ” 
or acts of limited warfare, were contended by the United States to be illegal, 


were admitted so to be by France; that France stood ready to make the com- 
pensation made by tm ee and Spain for similar acts on their part, provided 
we would admit certain claims`of her own, which we declined to do; and 
finally, by the substitution of the existing second article of the treaty for that 
upon by the negotiators, these claims were surrendered in considera- 

on of a release from French demand. 


SALVAGE. 


The case of the Two Brothers presents a claim for salvage paid an American 
man-of-war for rescue from a French privateer. 

The broad principle of prize law forbids an allowance by way of salvage to 
the captor of a neutral in possession of a belligerent. The reason of the rule is 
plain: salvage is remuneration for aid in case of danger, and a neutral vessel in 
the hands of a civilized belligerent is not in danger, for it is to be presumed that, 
if innocent, she will be discharged by the prize-court with pegs Ce for deten- 
tion. Some of the prize-courts in France were at certain times during the dis- 
turbed period between 1792 and 1801 very fair and just in their treatment ef 
neutral property. We have in our opinions on the spoliations cited instances 
of a reasonable judicial application of the law. 

Unfortunately, however, the fair administration of justice, which before the 
Revolution and since has characterized the learned and able officials who have 
there filled the offices of the magistrature, was interrupted during the period 
now under consideration, Setting aside the charges made of ulterior and ime 
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popa motives on the of individual magistrates of which illustrations are 
‘ound in the letters of Monroe, Mountflorence, and Pickering (supra), we need 
only recall that the decrees of the French or colonial governments were binding 
apon the prize tribunals, and those tribunals were obliged to enforce them. 

y of the decrees were in conflict with the law of nations and were an in- 
vasion of the rightsof neutrals. The position assumed by the French author- 
ities placed neutrals prosecuting innocent voyages in a most dangerous posi- 
tion. If taken by a neh privateer they were not to expect a trial under the 
recogn. law of nations, but a trial under arbitrary and illegal municipal 
enactments; a trial which would necessarily result in condemnation, even if 
the lo. al tribunal were above suspicion of improper prejudice. 

Under these circumstances the reason fails for the rule as to salvage in case 
of recapture of a neutral from a belligerent. As the neutrat was in danger of 
condemnation, so the recapturing vessel was entitled to salvage. We have al- 
ready cited the opinion of Lord well, who, at the time of the occurrences 
from which these claims arose, found it just and necessary to adopt this rule. 

The Supreme Court of the United States have declared that to support a de- 
mand for salyage two circumstances must concur—the taking must lawful 
and there must be a meritorious service rendered to the recaptured, Com- 
cogent ds Lord Stowell’s opinion as to the necessity for meritorious service, 

e court say: 

“The principle is that without benefit salvage is not payable; and itis merely 
a consequence from this principle which exempts recaptured neutrals from its 
Fey er But let a nation change its laws and its practice on this subject; let 

ts legislation be such as to subject to condemnation all neutrals captured by its 
cruisers, and who will say that no benefit is conferred by a recapture? In such 
a course of things the state of the neutral is completely changed. So far from 
being safe, he isin as much danger of condemnation as if captured by his own 
declared enemy. A series of decisions then, and of rules founded on his sup- 
posed safety, no longer apply. Only those rules are applicable which regulate 
a situation of actual Senge This is not, as it has been termed, a change of 
bag but a preservation of principle by a — application of it accord- 

g to the original, substantial good sense of the rule.” 

The court then inquire whether the laws of France were such as to have ren- 
dered the condemnation of a neutral in possession of a French prize crew so 
probable as to create a case of such real danger that her recapture must be con- 
sidered as a meritorious service authorizing allowance as sal On this 
point the conclusion is reached that the danger of loss was real and imminent. 

“The captured vessel was of such description that the law by which she was 
to be tried condemned her as good prize to the captor, Her danger then was 
real and imminent. The service rendered her was an essential service, and the 
court is therefore of opinion that the recaptor is entitled to salvage.” (Talbot 
vs. Seeman, case of the Amelia, 1 Cr., p, 1. L 

We see no reason why a rule laid down by such eminent authority, so just in 
principle, and the result of such sound judicial reasoning, should notbe applied 
to the cases now before us. 


FREIGHT. 


The Nancy was under charter to sail from Baltimore to Jamaica, there to dis- 
charge cargo, reload,and return to Baltimore. While on her way to Jamaica 
under this charter-party she was seized on the high seas by a French privateer 
and lost to her owners. The question is now presented as to the basis upon 
which an allowance for freight should be computed. 

Itis evident that freight earned is an element of value inthe property lost. 
The ship-owner has a right to expect a reasonable return upon his venture, and 
this return he finds only in the freight money. As between the vessel and the 
eargo-owner the freight is regarded as an entirety due in no part until the ar- 
rivai of the vessel at the port of destination. Between these two alone does 
this rule prevail—as to them the law has placed a certain construction upon the 
contract of affreightment to which they are parties—a construction well under- 
derstood, admitted, and certain. 

As to third parties no such rule prevails, and as against them freight is often 
recoverable, even when the vessel does not reach her destination, In cases of 
tort, such as collision, Dr. Lushington says: “The party who had suffered the 
a is clearly entitled to an adequate compensation for any loss he may sus- 
tain for the detention of the vessel during the period which is necessary for the 
completion of the repairs and furnishing the new articles (2 W. Robinson, 279), 
and he allowed gross freight less the ordinary ship's Si ed necessary to earn 
it. Asa broad rule this is well enough, but itis not without ible exception, 
for we may ne an injury at a time when the vessel is not engaged in 
freight earning, although even then we probably look tothe market fora proper 
measure of damages. 

The case of The Amiable Nancy (3 Wheaton, 560), and Smith vs. Condry (1 
Howard, 35), allowed only the “actual damage sustained by the party at the time 
and place of injury without allowance for detention. In Williamson vs. Bar- 
rett (13 Howard, 101), a collision case, the court allowed damages for demurrsge, 
adoptin the rate of Treigi ont expenses, as a proper measure, three justices 
dissenting on the ground that the majority rule introduced too much uncer- 
tainty into the case and tended to increase the “stringency, tediousness, and 
chalges of litigation in collision cases.” They therefore preferred a rule grant- 
ing full damages at the time and place of collision, with legal interest on the 
amount thus ascertained. 

The case of the Baltimore, arising from collision, was decided in 1869 (8 Wall., 
377), the court holding that the suffering eth f is not limited to compensation 
for the immediate effects of the injury inflicted, but the claim for compensation 
may extend to loss of freight, necessary expenses incurred in gana repairs, 
and unavoidable detention. Restitutioin integram is the leading maxim in such 

say the court,and in respect to materials for repairs where repairs are 
practicable there shall not,as in insurance cases, be any deduction for new ma- 
terials in place of old, for this reason. that “the claim of the injured party arises 
by reason of the wrongful act of the — by whom the damage was occasioned, 
and the measure of the indemnity is not limited by any contract, but is coex- 
tensive with the amount of damage. * * Allowance for freight is made in 
such a case, reckoning the gross freight less the ch which wouid necessarily 
have been incurred in earning the same,and which were saved to the owner 
by the accident, together with interest on the same from the date of the prob- 
able termination of the voyage.” . 

In case of capture the general rule is that the neutral carrier of enemy’s prop- 
erty is entitled to his Laken aee J., in the Comerceen, 1 Gallison, 264). S; 
William Scott held very ly by this rule in the case of Der Mohr (3 C. Rob., 
129, and 4 C. Rob., 315), a case of pe hardship, appealing strongly to the sym- 
pathy of the court. In that case he said: 

“In an unfortunate case like the present the coart would certainly be disposed 
to give the captor all possible relief. I need not add that no relief is possible 
which can not be given consistently with the justice due to the claimant. The 
demand of freight is, I apprehend, an absolute demand in cases where the ship 
is pronounced to be innocently employed. * * * 

“The freight is as much a of the loss as the ship, for he (the captor) was 
bound to answer equally for both. The captor has, by taking possession of the 
whole cargo, deprived the claimant of the fund to which his securit 
He was bound to bring in that cargo subject to the demand for freight. He was 
ae as answerable for the freight of the yexagees for the ship which was to earn 

it, or which was rather to be considered as having already earned it, In the 
room of this fund the captor has substituted his own personal responsibility. for 


was fixed, 


loss accrues by the fault of his agent. I see no distinction under which I can 
pronounce that the claimant is not as much entitled to the freight as to the vės- 
sel.” (See also 1 Gallison, 274, the Anna Green.) 

Upon an open insurance poliey gross freight is recoverable (2 Phillips Ins., 2 
1238). As to insurance, the inchoate oa oe to freight vests directly ‘‘the ship 
has broken ground on the voyage described in the charter-party,”’ and there 
an insurable interest “ where there isan expectancy coupled with a present ex- 
tid bona (Lucena vs, Crawford, 2 Boss, and Pull. N.R., 269; 1 Phillips Ins., 2 

Ps = 

a then, is properly insurable and collectible. It has value, although 
the right as t the freighter may be inchoate until delivery. As to the 
freighter the ship-owner is without redress, unless there be deliv: in accord- 
ance with the contract, but as to an insurer or a tort-feasor, there is a right to 
redress upon the happening of an interruption of the voyage. 

The amount of that redress and the method of computing it in the cases now 
submitted to us of illegal capture are now to be decided. e ship-owner has 
a right to a reasonable return upon his investment, for the risk to which his 
pro) is subjected, for its depreciation while engaged in the undertaking, 
and for the Sx panes to which he is subjected in carrying it out. The measure 
of that return, upon the theory of acompleted voyage, he has himself tixed 
in his contract of affreightment, If his voyaro be not completed, but be inter- 
rupted and his property lost by the act of a wrongdoer, then, as against that 
wrongdoer, the maxim restitutio in integrum applies. 

If the voyage were completed the difficulty would not be serious, for as-a 
ges we should have a contract made by parties opposed in interest and famil- 

with the business. As the voyage has not been completed, an allowance of 
geois freight would be more than a restitutio in in and would neglect a 
eduction for expenses necessarily to be incurred in completing the contract 
and in conveying the cargo to the point of delivery. To allow gross freight 
under these circumstances would in effect not merely reimburse the owner, but 
render the seizure a matter of profit to him, and we do not understand that 
papire damages should be recovered in the cases now before us. The vessel 
ving been destroyed before the completion of the voyage, has not been so lon; 
employed asthe contract contemplated, her crew have received less an 
her torches outfit have received less deterioration. She has only earned freight 
pro tanto. 

On the other hand, the expenses of freight earning are much greater at the 
beginning of the voyage than at any other period, for then advances are made 
seamen, stores are shipped, port charges and the cost of loading have to be met. 
Therefore, to divide the total freight by the number of days out of port would 
not be fair to the ship-owner; to deduct from the total freight the cost of the 
voyage from the place of destruction to port of destination would be a fairer 
rule, could those expenses be ascertained. 

To sompa the amount of this freight in each instance is practically impos- 
sible, so that the court is forced tothe adoption of some general rule whichin our 
opinionisfairinresult. The difficulty is nota novel one, and the method of solu- 
tion not without precedent, Those familiar with the proceedings of prize courts 
know that a substantially arbitrary rule is there often adopted in practice to en- 
force justice, and now, nearly a hundred years after the events from which 
these claims arise, when all witnesses are dead and many records destroyed, we 
are forced to this course, as it is evidently impossible to estimate in every in- 
stance precisely the proportion of freight earned. Where such an can 
be made we shall make it, in other cases we shall adopt a general rule. 

In seeking for such a rule, we learn that in commercial cities, in the adjust- 
ment of average losses, there is a practice to award arbitrarily two-thirds of the 
full freight on the immediate voyage. ‘This course was in effect followed by the 
commissioners under the treaty of 1831 with France, who made a similar allow- 
ance as a fair measure of the increase in value of the cargo by reason of the dis- 
tance to which it had been transported at the time of capture; and the award 
was made to the shipper if he had paid freight; to the ship-owner if the freight 
had not been paid. 

After carefully examining the cases before us we conclude that this rule is 
substantially just, and we adopt it. 

This brings us to another point, The Nancy was under charter for a round 
voyage—Baltimore to Jamaica and return, She wasdestroyed on the outward 
voyage. Isshe entitled to an allowance for freight based upon the entire con- 
tract contained in the charter-party? 

As against an insurer or tort-feasor the inchoate right to freight vests when 
the vessel breaks ground “on the voyage described in the charter-party” 
(supra). An insurable interest in freight can not spring from a mere “ex 
tancy," but may spring from an “ex ney” when this is coupled with “a 
present existing title.” (Lucena vs. Crawford, supra.) ` 

In cases of general average for jettison, Lowndes states the rule to be that 
“when a ship is chartered to fetch or carry a cargo belonging to the charterer, 
the freight under the charter must contribute to the general average,whether 
or not the cargo is on board the ship at the time of the general average act, 
since the loss of the chartered ship, whether laden or not, would deprive the 
ship-owner of his expected freight.” (Lowndes on General Average, 236.) 

It has been held inthis country that where a gross sum was to be paid as 
freight for a voyage out and return, the principal object of the voyage being to 
obtain a return cargo, the freight for the whole trip must contribute to general 
average on the outward voyage. (The Mary, 1 Sprague’s Decisions, 17.) The 
same rule has been adopted in casesof salvage. (The Nathanial Hooper, 3 
Sumner, 542; The Progress, Edwards, 210; The Dorothy Foster, 6 O. Rob., 88; 
see also Livingston vs, Columbia Insurance Company, 3 Johns N. Y., 49; Hart 
vs. Delaware Insurance Company, 2 Wash. C. C., 346). 

The decisions on this question in the United States do not go so far as those 
in England, but we lean to the doctrine of Sir William Scott and Dr. Lushing- 
ton, as better applicable to the cases now before us, that when a vessel is actu- 
ey under contract for a voyage from one port to another, thence to proceed to 
a third, she has such “a present existing title” in the freight money of the en- 
tire voy: as to authorize a recovery based upon the total freight money for 
the round trip, 

Of course she is not entitled to gross freight, and we must not be understood as ~ 
intending any application of this principle to a vessel proceeding undera mere 
ex: cy ” of finding cargo at her first port of call. The principle only cov- 
ers those cases where there is an assurance of freight from her first port of call 
to her second, and a price stipulated to be paid therefor. 

We have discussed and ruled upon as many of the general Gea submit- 
ted in the argument as it seems to us wise now to decide, either for counsels’ 
convenience or in justice to the Government or the claimants, Other points 
which have arisen in the long argument we shall consider as they are brought 
before us in specific cases. The object of obtaining from the court a ruling upon 
general principles is in our opinion now sufficiently attained. 

We file herewith, that they may be reported to Congress, our conclusions of 
fact and law in many cases. This opinion, with those already delivered, con- 
tain the conclusions which in our judgment affect the liability of the United 
States therefor, 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 
Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 
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A bill (S. 431) granting a pension to Emma 8S. Free, widow of Thomas | The interests of his Territory and my own are identical, and I make 


8S. Free, late major of the United States Army; 
A bill (H. E. 8180) to regulate the liens of judgments and decrees of 
the courts of the United States; 
A bill (H. R. 6153) to authorize condemnation of land for sites of 
public buildings, and for other purposes; 
Joint resolution (H. Res. 103) authorizing and directing the De- 
ent of Justice to transfer certain rooms which have been oceupied 
the United States courts and officials to the city of Utica, N. Y.; 
AG bill (H. R. 8183) for the erection of a public building at Opelousas, 
; and 
A bill (H. R. 3008) for the relief of P. A. Leatherbury. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE, 


The SPEAKER. The bill (S. 2713) granting a pension to Pierre 
Bottineau has been improperly referred to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. It should go to the Committee on Pensions, and if there 
be no objection that reference will be made. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

VENTILATION OF THE HALL. 

Mr. LANE, from the Committee on Ventilation and Acoustics, pre- 
sented the following report: 

In THE HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, July 2, 1-53. 

Resolved, That the Architectof the Capitol be directed to closeall perforations 
in the floor of the Hall of Representatives where such may be practicable and 
to enlarge the openings in the floor along the walls of the Hall, and to procure 
seats or sofas to be placed along those walls, The cost of said work and the pur- 
chase of seats shall not AAA ,000,to be paid for out of the contingent fund of 
the House. - 

Your committee is impressed with the impossibility of keeping the air-ducts 
of the Hall free from dust and other sources of defilement u: iea gee ar- 
rangement... Itis pro in order to correct this evil, to close all the open- 
ings in the floor whi may be practicable, and, in order not to cut off the in- 
flux of fresh air,to increase the openings in the floor around the wallsof the Hall, 
and such other places as may be found suitable, to an extent at least equal to 
the area of those closed. The openings around the wall should be covered with 
seats or sofas similar to those which run diagonally across the floor outside the 
railing. Itis thought that this change will ly lessen the danger of the air- 
ducts becoming fouled, as sometimes now happens. The cost of the improve- 
ment is estimated at $3,000. Your committee recommend the passage of the res- 
olution. 

Mr. LANDES. Iask that the report be printed and laid on the 
table for the present. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

ROOMS FOR SELECT COMMITTEES. 


Mr. COX, by unanimous consent, offered the following resolution; 
which was read, and referred to the Committee on Accounts: 


Resolved, That the Select Committee on Indian Depredation Claims and the 
Select Committee on the Eleventh Census be authorized and empowered to re- 
remy in the Butler Build- 


the Treasury 
Department be also authorized to occupy a room in said building at the rate 
ot $50 per month during the balance of this session and during the recess and 
the second session of this Congress; and the Clerk of the House is hereby di- 
rected to pay all of said rent out of the contingent fund of the House, 


BUSINESS OF COMMITTEE ON PRINTING. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I ask unanimous consent that on Saturday 
next, immediately after the reading of the Journal, two hours be set 
apart for the consideration of such measures as may be called up by 
the Committee on Printing. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARD- 
sox] asks unanimous consent that on next Saturday, immediately 
after the reading of the Journal, two hours be set apart for the consid- 
eration of measures reported from the Committee on Printing. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. 

PATRICK H. WINSTON, JR. 
` Mr. OATES. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee on 
Claims be discharged from the further consideration of the bill (S. 212) 
for the relief of Patrick H. Winston, jr., and that it be now considered 
in the House. 

The bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this bill? 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 

Mr. DUBOIS.. In a debate in which I took part a few days ago, in 
arguing in favor of the amendment introduced by myself, that “a com- 
bination of lead ore with silver or gold ore shall not exempt such lead 
ore from payment of said duty,” I inadvertently alluded to the hon- 
orable Delegate from Montana in such a way as to give the inference 
either that he was not in favor of the amendment or that for some 
reason he did not care to express himself on this floor. 

In previous and lengthy conversations with the gentleman from Mon- 
tana I knew that his sympathies were not only with the amendment 
but that he intended toso expresshimeelf fully. Had he not been una- 
yoidably absent from the Chamber on that day he no doubt would 
have corrected me at the time. 


this correction in fairness to the gentleman and in justice to myself. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 

Mr. McSHANE. Mr. Speaker, before the tariff bill is disposed of 
I desire to correct a statement made by myself on June 28, when the 
gentleman from California [Mr. FELTON ] occupied the floor making 
some remarks with reference to the paragraph placing quicksilver on 
the free-list. During that discussion I made thestatement that quick- 
silver was selling in the San Francisco market at $50 per flask.. Upon 
investigation I find that I was mistaken in that regard, and should 
have stated, as I intended to state, that it was selling at 50 cents per 
pound. It is proper that I should make this correction. 

TARIFF, 

Several members called for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. Thespecial order for to-day at half past 11 o'clock 
is the bill the title of which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R.9051) to reduce taxation and simplify Mhe laws in relation to the 
collection of the revenue. 


Mr. MILLS. . I ask unanimous consent to correct a verbal mistake 
in the bill. During the consideration of the bill in Committee of the 
Whole cotton-seed oil was by inadvertence put on the free-list in two 
paei line 67 and line 96. I ask unanimous consent to strike out 

ine 67. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. MILLS] -asks 
unanimous consent to strike out line 67 of the bill. 

Mr. MILLS. The same language has been put in in two places. 

Mr. BREWER. I object. 

Mr. MILLS. I move to amend hy striking out the line already in- 
dicated, and also by striking out the word ‘‘per’’ in line 191, which is 
another verbal mistake. It ought to read ‘‘one-tenth of 1 cent per 
pound,” but now reads ‘‘one-tenth of 1 per cent. per pound.” I offer 
this amendment and move the previous question. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. - 

Mr. GROSVENOR, Is it in order to move an amendment to this 
bill now ? 

The SPEAKER. Amendments are in order prior to the demand for 
the previous question. The gentleman from Texas has offered an 
amendment and demanded the previous question. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Was his amendment in order? 

The SPEAKER. It is in order to offer amendments prior to the de- 
mand for the previous question. The gentleman has moved his amend- 
ment, and now demands the previous question. e 


The previous question was ordered. : 
The SPEAKER. The question is now upon agreeing to the amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from Texas. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. We do not understand what it is. 

The SPEAKER. It will be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 67 of the bill strikes out the words “oil, cotton-sced;" and in line 191 
strike out the word “per,” making it read “ one-tenth of 1 cent per pound.” 

Mr. MILLS. These amendments merely correct clerical errors. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the report of the Treasury Department 
shows that we have now in tho United States over $3,900,000,000 in 
gold, silver, and papermoney, Of this amount, exclusive of ballion, 
there is securely locked within the vaults of the Treasury the sum of 
$600,000,000. Of this latter sum one hundred million is set apart to 
secure the redemption of the Government Treasury notes; one bun- 
dred and nineteen millions is set apart to secure the redemption of 
gold certificates; two hundred millions is set apart to secure tho 
redemption of silver certificates, and ninety-eight millions to sceuro 
the redemption of banks which have failed or are in liquidation. 
After all demands against the Government have been provided fur 
there is left a balance of $129,000,00U, which represents the sum 
wrung from the people by excessive and un just taxation. 

When I make this statement, sir, I have said enough to arrest tho 
attention not only of Congress but of the whole country. But this 
is not all. Under the rates of taxation now existing the excess of 
receipts over expenditures is increasing over nine millions of dollars 

r month. To take from the people this large excess not required 
for any just and necessary expenditure of government, even if dono 
by a just and equitable system of taxation, would be vicious and 
hurtful enough; but when we remember that taxation is levicd not 
upon the wealth of the country, not upon its lands and erp Be 
bonds and stocks, its gold and silver, but upon the products of labor, 
as they go from production to consumption, and consumption neces- 
sary to sustain human existence; when we remember that the bur- 
den falls heaviest upon those least able to bear it, and that the 
amount required by law is so much taken from the annual supply 
that must satisfy the necessary wants of life, and that the sum of tho 
exaction so required is equal to $47.10 on every $100 of taxed articles, 
it is enough to startle the country and arouse it to action. 

But this is not all of the vicious consequences that flow from unjust 
and excessive taxation. Wrongs never go alone. They are gregari- 
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ous. They hunt in flocks. This large sum of money extracted from 
the channels of business circulation and locked up in the Treasury 
is constantly lowering the price of the products of labor not pro- 
tected against competition, and while increasing the demands of the 
tax-gatherer it decreases the ability of the tax-payertocomply with 
those demands. Every one knows that the price of commodities 
in the market is fixed by the amount of moneyin actual circula- 
tion, and when the circulation is depleted prices fall, property 
shrinks in value, and loans and mortgages increase. The load grows 
heavier on the back of the debtor, and his pathway grows darker 
and his struggle harder day by day. 

Those who have means, and who have been excused from sharing 

‘with their fellow-citizens the burdens of taxation, find their fortunes 
unprex ed. while the less fayored citizen, who must live by his daily 
toil, finds himself anxiously inquiring how he is to obtain employ- 
ment and support for himself and those dependent on him, Deplet- 
ing the channels of circulation necessarily arrests consumption. 
When ability to buy the things that want requires is decreasing the 
demand for them will decrease in the same proportion, and when the 
demand decreases the production „will correspondingly decrease. 
Then employment is restricted, laborers are reduced or discharged, 
and suffering, distress, and discontent are seen on every hand. 

What, then, is to become of the manufacturing laborer? He has 
no income to draw upon. If he has, it is a small one he has laid up 
with a frugal hand, and it is soon gone. He must wander around 
and hunt employment, and in its stead find hunger confronting him 
at svory corner. What is to become of that large body of laborers 
engaged in carrying the products of labor from the producer to the 
consumer when production and consumption are restricted and 
dwarfed? This, sir, is the peril that menaces the country to-day. 
With the one hundred and twenty-nine millions now piled up in.the 
Treasury, and with contraction of the circulation going on at the 
rate of more than nine millions a month, how long will it be before 
stagnation and death will follow, and bankruptey and ruin stalk 
together through the land? 

Sir, that is a question we must consider. If this contraction con- 
tinues at the present rate it can not be long before the threatened 
disaster reaches us ; but the time of its coming none can tell. Itis 
enough for us to know that the conntry is in a perilous situation 
and thatit is yet in our power to avert the peril. Aptly and well did 
the President in his message define the situation when he said it was 
not a question of theory, but a question of condition, that confronted 
us. On thisside we have made an honest effort to relieve this condition 
of affairs, We have brought before the House a bill which will 
lessen the inflow of money into the pua treasury and permit the 
excess to remain where it rightfully belongs,in the pockets of the 
people. By existing law the average rate of taxation on dutiable 
goods imported is $47.10 on every $100 worth. 

The bill now pending when reported by the Committee on Ways 
and Means reduced, tho average rate from $47.10 to $40. But the 
amendments which have been adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole have restored to the dutiable list many articles which we 
had placed upon the free list, and raised the duties on other articles 
which we had reduced, so that the ap py rate of duty on dutiable 
goods by the bill as amended is now $42.49 on every $100 worth im- 
ported. This is $4.61 reduction on the present average rates on each 
$100 worth imported. 

The total reductions on the revenues derived from imports by the 
bill as amended amounts to $50,591,636, of which $30,832,791 are 
reductions on the dutiable list and $19,758,845 are reductions from 
articles placed on the free list. These are small reductions exceed- 
ingly moderate, yet this bill has been stigmatized as a free-trade meas- 
ure. A proposition to make a reduction amounting to less than $5 
in a hun is met with a storm of denunciationand characterized 
by the combined interest protected against competition as a free trade 
proposition that is to ruin all the manufacturing interests of the 
country. Is $42.29 of taxation on every $100 worth of datiable goods 
imported free trade? It seems to me an enormous rate of taxation. 
It is a rate of taxation that if levied on the wealth of the country 
would not be permitted to stand for one hour. What State in the 
Union imposes a rate of taxation equal to 5 per cent. ? 

Taxation in the States is levied on lands, houses, bonds, stocks, 
notes, ho cattle; in short,on all kinds of property. The owner 
sees and realizes fully what he is doing when he pays taxes on his 
property, afid no party and no administration could remain in porer 
one hour in any State in the Union that would impose a tax of $5 on 
the $100 of property. It could not be collected. It would produce 
insurrection. Buta tax of $42.49 levied on the products of labor, 
and concealed and disguised by the methods of indirection adopted 
in its collection is boldly proclaimed a free-trade measure. In ama- 
jority of the States the rate of taxation does not reach $1 on the $100 
for State and county purposes, and there are but few cities in the 
United States, extravagant as they generally are in their municipal 
administrations, that support a taxation of 3 per cent. 

And yet this bill, pled as a taxation of $42.49 per cent., is charac- 
terized as a “free-trade measure.” The term ‘‘ free-trade” seems to 
have a double meaning. Some gentlemen seem to understand that 
free-trade means an absolute exemption of our foreign commerce from 


all taxation. Gentlemen on this side of the House and the Demo- 
cratic party in all its history haye used the term free-trade to mean 
freedom of our foreign commerce from all obstruction save that of 
just and necessary taxation for the support of an honest and econom- 
ical administration of the Government. [Applanse. ] 

The tariff of 1816 was framed to raise revenue and for that pur- 
pose only, and it was called by both parties a free-trade tariff. The 
tariff of 1857 was a still lower tariff and framed for revenue purposes 
alone, and it was called a free-trade tariff. But nobody ever con- 
tended for the abandonment of the policy born with the Government 
of raising revenue by duties on imports. I have often spoken of 
these tariffs as free-trade tariffs, and the decade from 1850 to 1860 as 
a free-trade decade, becanse under those tariffs and during that time 
the foreign commerce of the United States was not then fettered by 
obstructions in the interest of individuals and monopolists. [Ap- 
plause.] = 

But let us examine the schedule of this bill and see if we can find 
any free trade concealed in them. We haye not touched the liquor 
schedule, nor the silk schedule, because we thought that those who 
nsed the articles embraced in these could afford to pay the duties levied 
on them by existing law. The tobacco schedule has been stricken 
from the bill in the Committee of the Whole. 

We have tried to reduce the duties upon the necessaries of life, be- 
cause the great body of the people are compelled to have them. 

The first schedule is that of drugs and chemicals, The average rato 
of duty by existing law is 32.87 percent. Wereduce it to 28.17, or a 
reduction of $4.70 in the hundred. They say that will destroy the 
domestic manufacture. Why? Because labor is so much cheaper 
in foreign countries, But the whole labor cost is only 10.9 per cent. 
If the labor cost here was 100 per cent. higher than in foreign coun- 
tries, which it is not, then 6 per cent. would fully cover the differ- 
ence, but we leave 23.17, more than twice the entire labor cost. Is 
there any danger to chemical industry ina reduction of 4.7 per cent. ? 
The demand of the Government for revenue will more than donble 
the entire labor cost, so that the labor is not endangered. But it 
seems a little strange that as the tariff is levied to protect American 
labor and the protection is 32.87, that the laborer only gets 10.9. 
There seems to be a leak somewhere. 

The next is earthen and glass ware. The duty under the existing 
law is $59.55 on every $100; by this bill itis $52.17. And this is free 
trade, too. A reduction of $7.38 on a hundred, and leaving a tax 
upon the consumer of $52.17 in every $100 worth of product imported 
into the country, will shut up the glass and earthen ware business 
they say, and they call that trade. 

Mr. Speaker, if $52,17 taxation on $100 worth of property imported 
into the United States from foreign countries is trade,in God’s 
name will some one tell me what is meant by the term protection ? 
[Applause.] Well, these manufacturers are alarmed about cheap 
foreign labor, too, and they want protection enough, they say, to 
cover the difference between wages in Europe and here. One of 
our consuls in England tells us that the average labor cost of earthen- 


“ware in the United States in 1882 was 46} per cent., and in Stafford- 


shire, England, 47} percent. Ifthis be true, our labor is cheaper. 
than the foreign. But if the foreign labor cost nothing, then we 
have left per cent. enough to pay the whole labor cost of our manu- 
factures. The labor cost of earthen and glass ware, as shown by tho 
census of 1880, was 41 per cent. and we have left 52.17 per cent. 
Why is it that all of that 59.55 percent. did not get to the laborer, 
only 41 per cent. having found its way to his pocket? 

The next schedule is metals. We have reduced the duties from an 


average of 40.77 per cent. under the present tariff to 38.47 under the 
pending bill. This is a reduction of $2.30 on $100 worth of im- 
ported metals. There is nothing revolutionary in that, nothing to ex- 


cite alarm, and it isa long way yet to free-trade. A reduction on pig- 
iron from 56.60 to 50.50 per cent. still leaves it with a heavy duty, and 
the tax of $6 per ton which we propose is the war tariff rate of 1863. 
The reduction of the duty on steel rails from 81.33 per cent. to 54.57 
leaves a duty higher than it was from 1865 to 1870. It was then 45 
percent. In 1870 the dnty was changed to a specific rate of $28 per 
ton, The equivalent ad valorem was then about 28 per cent. It 
seemed areduction. Doubtless it was done under the pretense of 
preventing undervaluation and fraud; that is the false pretense 
under which specific duties masquerade; but when English rails 
came down to $26.69 per ton in 1879 the duty on steel rails, though 
remaining the same per ton, amounted to 104 per cent. Whyshould 
the present exorbitant duty be retained? Steel rails can be made 
as cheaply in this country as in England or elsewhere. 

I received a letter a few days ago from a gentleman engaged in 
steel manufacture who said he could make the best cutlery steel in 
Alabama ata total cost of $16 per ton and ata labor cost of $3 per ton. 
The average price of thesteel railsimported last year was $20.16 per 
ton. From 1875 to 1878, inclusive, steel rails were cheaper in the 
United States than in England, and cheaper here because they could 
be produced at a lower cost here thanin Europe. And if they could 
be made cheaper here for four years, why not all the time? From 
1875 to 1878 the importation fell from 43,000 tons to 2 tons. The 
av English price last year was $20.16; the average American 
price for the same time was $37.13; difference in price, $16.97 j tarit 
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duty, $17! Now, if the Steel Rail Association could make rails as 
cheap in the United States in 1878 as they could be made in England, 
they could do it in 1887, and the $16.97 difference in price was put 
in the pockets of the manufacturer. It is claimed to bein the inter- 
est of the laborer, but he only gets from $3 to $5 per ton; the bal- 
ance goes to the manufacturer to make millionaires of men that they 
may build castles in Scotland and go coaching through her mount- 
ains. [Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

We have reduced the duty on steel rails to $11 per ton. It is 
equivalent to more than double the entire labor cost of the rails, 
Why should not this redaction be made, There is but one reply all 
along the line. Itisfree trade. On wood and woodenware we found 
the present rates averaging 18 per cent. and we reduced them to 
17.40 per cent. That is too small to require further notice. 

On sugar we reduced the rate from 78.15 per cent. to 62.31 per cent. 
This is the largest reduction made on any schedule except the woolen. 
The reduction of the revenue on sugar proposed by the bill is 
$11,759,799, and excepting the woolen schedule is nearly twice as 
much as all the others combined. That is a heavy cut, but nobody 
seems to be distressed about it. 

The complaint about sugar is that we did not reduce enough. We 
have dealt more harshly with sugar than with any article we have 
left on the dutiable list. Yet gentlemen on the other side tell us we 
have been sectional; that we have protected sugar and rice and 
aimed at the destruction of Northern industries, The charge is ab- 
surd. We have not looked at the section where any article is pro- 
duced in order to determine what we would do. e have tried to 
deal fairly with all, and in doing it we find that we have cut it far 
heavier than iron, or glass, or earthenware, or woolens, or cottons, 
or hemp, or jute, or flax. In short, the cut on sugar is nearly twice 
as much as all the others put together, except woolens. [ Applause. ] 
But; on correct principles of taxation, there ought to be a higher duty 
on sugar than on any other article on the dutiable list. 

As Democrat, we believe that a tax is a tribute from the private 
property of a citizen exacted by law for the support of Government, 
We believe, with the commentators and economists, that it is a bur- 
den, and that it ought to be so laid as to be as light as possible on 
the tax-payer. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we get by the present duty on sugar and mo- 
lasses about $58,000,000 per annum. According to the estimate of 
the grnsinan on the other side who offered the amendment provid- 
ing for free sugar and a bounty to the sugar-grower, the present rate 
of duty affords protection to the domestic sugar-grower equal to 
$6,000,000 ; so that the whole cost to the people is $64,000,000. In 
order to get $62,000,000 of revenue from manufacturés of iron and 
steel, and woolen and cotton goods, the people have to pay $500,000,000 
to $600,000,000. We produced in 1880 $670,000,000 of all manufact- 
ures of iron and steel. It is certainly over $700,000,000 now. We 

roduced about $275,000,000 each of cotton and woolen goods. These 
figures I have from the Bureau of Statistics. 
ow if protection protects, and that is what it is for, it increases 
the price of the domestic product nearly as much as the price of the 
imported product plus theduty. This is admitted by the gentlemen 
who offered the proposition for the su bounty and by those who 
supported him. This is admitted by the constant arguments made 
by the other side, that if we reduce cottons and woolens and iron and 
steel to 40 per cent. they will be ruined. This argument admits 
they are getting more than that now. Of these three branches of 
manufactures we are producing to-day fully $1,400,000,000 worth. 
If they are protected 40 per cent. it costs the people $560,000,000 to 
get $60,000,000, 

Now, which is the better tax to keep, the one that brings $58,- 
000,000 with $6,000,000 of bounty, or that which brings $60,000,000 
of revenue with $560,000,000 of bounty. Believing that a tax isa 
burden, and that it ought to be as light as pabi to the tax-pay- 
ers, I would keep a high duty on sugar and lower the duties on cot- 
ton goods, woolens, and manufactures of iron and steel. Ifthe rate 
of 40 per cent. on these three articles only raised the price of the do- 
mestic produce 30 n por cent, it would increase their cost to the peo- 
ple over $400,000,000. Why then should we repeal the duty on sugar 
and keep the high duties on the others, The duties on the others 
ought to be lowered and the duty on sugar ought to be put at the 
revenue standard and kept there. 

The duty on provisions by existing law is 24.33 per cent., and we 
leave it at 23.39. The reduction is 94 cents in a hundred dollars. 
This is a very moderate reduction. We might have gone further 
without injury to any interest. _ 

The average rate of duty on mannfactures of cotton by existing 
law is 39.99 per cent. We leave it by the pending bill at 39.07. A 
difference of 92 cents in a hundred dollars will hardly drive the cot- 

ton manufacturing industry off this continent. The whole labor 
cost in cotton manufactures averages 21.6 per cent., and there is but 
little difference between this country and England in the labor cost 
of cotton goods. Butif hop paid nothing for herlabor, we have 
left duty enough to nearly double the labor cost here. The present 
revenues from cotton goods is nearly $12,000,000. We reduce it 

277,000. Where does the free-trade skeleton hide in this schedule ? 

Hemp, jute, and flax goods we found at $28.10 in the existing 
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law, and we leave them at $21.94. There is a reduction of some- 
thing over $6 in the hundred, but that occurs by putting a large num- 
ber of items of hemp, flax, jute, manilla, and sun and sisal grass on 
the free list. Still the reduction is very small. 

Now we come to wools and woolens. We found the duty on that 
schedule under the eels law averaging $58.81, and we have left 
it at $33.69; a reduction of $20 on every $100 worth. Thisreduction 
seems large, but it was caused by eliminating wool from the calcula- 
tion and puttingit on the free list. The reduction on dutiable woolen 
goods amounts to $12,000,000, But the woolen mannfacturer is not 
injured; he is benefited. The woolen manufacturer by the existing 
law gets compensation for the taxation on wool and 35 per cent. 
protection for the manufactured product. By our bill we give him 
free wool and 40 per cent. protection on his manufactu goods, 
Instead of being injured, he is positively benefited to the amount 
of $5 in the hundred more than he is by the existing law. I want 
to read at this point what the woolen manufacturers said to Con- 
gress a number of years ago. In 1866 they addressed a communica- 
tion to the United States Revenue Commissioner to be submitted to 
Congress, in which they said: « 

The committee do not hesitate to affirm that, independently of considerations 
of general public policy Somana a duty on wool, the woolen manufacturers of 
this country would prefer the total abolition of the specific duties, provided they 


could have all their raw material duty free and an actual net protection of 25 per 
cent. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 


This is signed by the executive committee of the National Associa- 
tion of Wool Manufacturers, and by John L. Hayes, their secretary, 

After the internal-revenue tax was placed upon the domestic pro- 
duction the manufacturers came and said to Con : “Now we 
want compensation for this, too.” They had compensation for the 
tax on wool, and now they wanted compensation for the tax of 10 per 
cent, imposed by the internal-revenue laws. The duty was raised 
to 35 per cent.; but they are fine et descr ose and a short time after 
that they came before Congress and got the internal-revenue tax on 
woolen goods repealed. But the 35 per cent. still remains, although 
they said that 25 per cent. protection was all they wanted. 
Now we give them free wool and 40 per cent. protection, and still 
they say to us ‘‘ Your bill is a free-trade measure.” [Laughter on 
the Democratic side. ] 

On the schedule embracing books, papers, etc., the duty under 
existing law is $22.13, and we left it at .06, a reduction of less 
than 10 cents on a hundred dollars. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have gone through with the schedules of tho 
bill and I come to the free list. We have placed upon the free list ar- 
ticles amounting in round numbers to $20,000,000. The largest item 
is wool, $6,390,000. Why have we put wool on the free list? They 
say that this is full free-trade. They say to us, ‘‘ When you strike wool 
out ofthe taxable list you have shot out the middle link in the 
chain and the chain is parted.” Is that true? Why, sir, somebody 
pat cotton on the free list a few years ago. They shot the middle 

ink out and parted the chain then, There were millions of our fel- 
low-citizens who were affected by that missing link in the chain of 
protection, but the chain was pee and parted by gentlemen on the 
other side of the House, who have been so loudly crying free-trade 


at us. It is our greatest exporting product; it gives employment to 
millions of laborers. It had a duty of 3 cents a pound, ut they 
removed it and put cotton on the free list, and they did right. There 


could = no justification for its tax, as there can be none for a tax 
on wool. 

In 1872 hides were put on the free list and by the same party that 
boasts itself the special champion and friend of protection. Did the 
chains part then? This is a great cattle-growing country. Itis a 
great sheep-growing country. We produce all sorts of hides. 

Bunt when we propose to touch wool, which affords in winter the 
pening 60,000,000 people, we strike at the combination that has 
made this protective tariff, and they say, ‘‘ You shall not touch it; 
that is free trade.” Let us see whether it isor not. The first tariff 
law that ever was enacted by this Government after the Constitution 
was adopted—the joint prodnet of Alexander Hamilton, James Mad- 
ison, Thomas Jefferson, and Gouge Washington—embraced in its 
title the declaration of the principle that it was made to encourage 
home industries ; and the method adopted by them to carry out that 
policy was to put wool on the free list. There it remained until 
1824, the fathers and founders of this Government nevgr proposing 
to disturb it during all that time. And in all that grand array ot 
talent there was only one, ponon who could have been accused of 
leaning toward free trade; and that was he who wrote the great 
Declaration, and in one line o fit indicted the King of Great Britain 
and arraigned him before the bar of mankind for cutting off our 
trade with all parts of the world. [Applause on the Democratic 
side. ] 

We are proposing to reduce the price of woolen goods by taking 
the tax off wool. It is notraised by skilledlabor. Itscarcely employs 
any labor at all. There has been a great deal of sympathy mani- 
fested on the other side for the sheep, They tell us by heavily tax- 
ing the wool more wool will grow on the back of the sheep. It is 
the back of the man we are caring for on this side of the House, 
and we propose to bring down the price of woolen clothing so that 
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poor people can get enough to wear in winter. But we are met at 
the threshhold with a proposition from the other side to increase the 
duties on wool and woolen manufactures $16,000,000. This would 
practically prohibit the importation of either wool or woolen goods. 

Embraced in this schedule which they demand is one of the most 
remarkable propositions that has ever been submitted to a legisla- 
tive body, and that is that the cheap wool that now comes in as 
carpet wool shall not be manufactured into clothing, as itis being 
done to day, because the better wool is kept out of the country now 
by high duties, How is this law if enacted to be carried ont? Are 
we to have Pinkerton detectives examining people’s clothing, and if 
some garments are made of carpet wool, instead of clothing wool 
grown on American ranches by alien flock-masters, are the garments 
to be taken off the back of the people and confiscated? Our people 
are to day wearing carpet wool in their clothing because the duty 
on the clothing wool keeps it out. Outof 114,000,000 pounds of wool 
imported in 1837, over 80,000,000 pounds was carpet wool. 

nd now the wool manufacturers and wool-growers’ associations, 
and their allies are determined that we shall not eyen wear carpet 
wool, On the 14th day of last January they met in this city, in “a 
dark-lantern room,” and agreed on a schedule that raises the duties 
on wool and woolen goods so high that neither can be imported. 
Now, what are our people to do for woolen clothing? Mr. Dodge, 
the statistician of the Agricultural Department, and a protectionist, 
says in his official report that we only grow 285,000,000 pounds of 
wool, Others say more, but we put it safely when we say our prod- 
uct does not exceed 300,100,000 pounds, Our annual consumption is 
about 600,000,000 pounds. Now if we refuse the importation of the 
foreign wool to satisfy the wool growers, and refuse the importation 
of woolen goods to satisfy the wool manufacturers, what are we to 
do for clothing? I suppose they expect the people to go naked and 
vote the Republican ticket. [Applause.] But we say to you we 
shall have plenty of good woolen clothes. Serve the Lord and vote 
the Democratic ticket. [Renewed applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. Speaker, we have put wool on the free list not only to cheapen 
the clothing of the people, but also in order that we may give to our 
own workmen in this country the making of the $44,000,000 worth 
of woolen goods that are annually imported. LApplanse. } Instead 
of importing from $45,000,000 to $50,000,000 worth of woolen goods, 
which we are now compelled to do because you will not let us import 
the wool, we propose to admit free all the wool that our people re- 
quire and let onr own people make these woolen goods, and thus in- 
crease the demand for their work, and in increasing the demand for 
their work increase their wages. [Applause.] 

Sir, the main object in this bill, the great central feature, is that 
it is a bill to better the condition and increase the wages of onr la- 
boring people. [Applause.] We are the greatest manufacturing 
people in the world. We are the greatest agricultural people in the 
world. We are the most skilled people in the world. We are the 
most intelligent people in the world. We have the handsomest men 
and the prettiest women in the world. [Laughter and applause. ] 
All we want is for our Government to take its meddling hand ont of 
our business. [Applause on the Democratic side and cries of ‘That’s 
it,” “That’s the point.” ] 

We say to the Government: Call upon the people and tell them 
how much you want to support an honest, economical administra- 
tion. We will give you what you want for that purpose; we will 
give it to you cheerfully; but we are not going to be standing 
around as paupers, craving the protection of political power, when 
our own intellects are superior to the intellects of any people on the 
globe. [Applause.] We can not only manufacture all these woolen 
goods, but we can manufacture our own cotton, two-th.rds of which 
we are now exporting to foreign countries for manufacture and then 
buying back a large amount of it in the shape of cotton goods. 

We are the greatest cotton-growing country in the world; we are 
the arosto ore-producing nation in the world; we have got all 

the elements to make us the greatest manufacturing nation on earth. 
We can give employment, additional employment, to all our wage- 
workers at fair wages and keep them constantly See a Ai if Con- 
_gress will only let us alone. [Great applause on the Democratic 
side.) We you to remove as far as you can these barriers, Let 
us have free raw materials that we may reduce the cost of the prod- 
uct, for the cost of the protons is to determine the standing of our 
goods in the market, and if we can produce an article cheaper than 
anybody else iu the world can produce it we will take the market 
away from them and hold it against them. [Applause.] 

Why, then, should not we have all these raw materialsfree? Why 
should not we put our manufacturers ùpon the same basis with the 
manufacturers of other countries? Why should not we have the 
pee to contest with them in all the markets of the world? 
Why should not we demand that this Congress shall undo the work 
of previous Congresses who have imitated George III, as Mr. Jeffer- 
son says in the Declaration of Independence, by cutting off our trade 
with all parts of the world? Give us a fair field and an open fight 
and that is all weask. [Applanse on the Democratic side.] And, 
Mr. Speaker, that fair field and open fight we intend to have, [Re- 
newed applause.] We are going to have it, and without trying to 

“fry the fat” out of anybody either. [Laughter and applause on 
the Democratic side. ] 


XIX——417 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6657 


We do not intend to try to debauch the American people with 


money in order to buy their yotes at the polls. We intend to appeal 
to the intelligence and the virtue of our fellow-citizens. That is the 
proat corner-stone upon which the Republic is founded, and it has 

een found adequate to all trials in all times in the past, and it will 
not be wanting now. We intend to appeal to their good common 
sense and ask for a verdict of approval, and we shall sppoal to that 
great tribunal with an unshaken confidence that it will speak for 
the welfare and prosperity of the country. [Applause.] 

The next largest item is tin-plates, the amount of reduction being 
$5,700,000. Not a pound of tin-plate is made in the United States. 
That has been repeatedly stated on this floor ; stated from the other 
side as well as this side. It isclearly an article of revenue. To put 
tin-plate on the free list does not deprive any man in this country of 
employment. It does not take a dollar of profit from any manufact- 
urer in the country. In order to meet the condition of the Treasury, 
which is so alarming, we have taken off this amount of $5,700,000 
and given it to the consumers of tin-plate. Gentlemen on the other 
side say that is free trade, too. 

‘Have you thought how many people are interested in tin-plate? 
You will find it in the homes of all your poor people: You will find 
all your workingmen going to their work with tin buckets in their 
hands carrying their dinners. You will find the manfacturing and 
eanning business of this country carried on by the use of foreign tin- 
plate. You will find this article everywhere, paying now a dut 
which does not disturb anybody at all but which is piling too muc 
money into the Treasury and congesting the circulation needed in 
the channels of business. To remedy this disturbing condition we 
propose to put this $5,700,000 back into the pockets of the poor peo- 
ple of this country. Ifthat is free trade make the most of it. fap 
plause on the Democratic side. ] 

The next item is salt. Salt was put on the free list for the first 
time by the measure which Thomas Jefferson took one in framing. 
Salt is not a product of the skill of the human mind or hand. The 
Builder of the universe has made salt. Salt is in all the multitudi- 
nous waters of the sea; saltis beneath our feet in the bowels of the 
earth; God, in His providence, has madeit for man. It isnecessary 
for animal existence. It ought not to be taxed. We have put salt 
on the free list, so that salt may be free for our great packeries ot pork 
and beef, for our butter makers who are exporting butter largely, for 
those who cure pork, either for their own use or for the market. This 
removal of duty affects especially the North and the Northwest. It 
should commend itself especially to you gentlemen who represent 
Northwestern constituents who send into the market bacon and pork 
which we buy from you. But because a few people are interested in 
having a monopoly of the salt business we are branded before the 
bar of the country as free-traders when we consent to remove the 
duty on this article, and give back to the people this bounty which 
God has prepared for them. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Next is the item of burlaps, on which we make a redaction of 
$978,000. Every yard of this is made in Dundee or in Calcutta, as I 
am informed. Not a yard of it is made in the United States, The 
duty upon this article brings money into our coffers which is not 
needed. It is better that the people who use these burlaps should 
have this money in the channels of business. The Government does 
not want it. oney thus unnecessarily placed in the Treasury is in- 
juring the prosperity of the country; and we propose, without dis- 
turbing anybody, to reduce this duty on burlaps. They tell us this 
is free-trade. Every reduction of the tariff which we propose to 
make is charged as free-trade, and nothing commends itself to the 
jadgment of those who make this charge except that we would couple 
with reductions on a few little things in the tariff some free whisky. 
[Applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what further have we done? We put flax, 
hemp, and jute on the free list, from which was derived a revenue 
of $1,700,000. Well, our friends say we ought not to have done that. 
They say “You are ruining the flax and the hemp industries of this 
country; “you are ruining industries in which a very largo amount 
of capital has been invested, and we are going to extend these in- 
dustries and produce sunn and sisal grass after awhile, and we will 
make a vast field of employment for our people and a profitable in- 
dustry for the country.’ $ 

What is the fact? We have been trying this thing for many years, 
and the industry is passing away with all the fostering care we can 
bestow uponit. With all the milk we can give to the babe it has re- 
fused to prosper, and but a short time ago a gentleman on the other 
side of the House, when they had made up their minds to starve the 
little infant sugar that they have nursed so long, said they found that 
the money they had expended upon it had been utterly thrown away 
and wasted ; sugarrefused to be nourished, the little infant was dying, 
there was not a ghost of a chance for its recovery, and the reason 
they wanted to throw it aside was that it had ceased to prosper, and 
they felt justified in slaughtering it. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] Now, acting on the principle of their own philosophy, here 
we have found that the flax, hemp, and jate business, that for years 
we haye been nursing; that for years with all of the paternal care 
and tenderness that could be bestowed upon it has not prospered, and 
is passing away ; it is dying, it soon must depart; and hence I repeat, 
in the light of their own philosophy, and learning the lesson from 
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that side of the House, we took it and put it on the free list. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratie side. 
Another thing: we have taken o rie P19 worth of medic- 


inal opium, a medicine for the relief of the sick and the suffering, 
not an ounce of it grown in the United States, and that also we put 
upon the free list. But they do not want free opium; it is whisky 
they want ; they refuse opium altogether. [Applause on the Dem- 
ocratic side.] Have we endangered any one industry by this 
change? Have we hurt cr dra Be is there a business enterprise in 
the United States that will be harmed by it because we give the 
people cheap medicine, and of the best kind, for the snffering, sick. 
and perhaps the dying? And yet they demand that the duty shall 
be put upon opium too, because by releasing the duty it might be 
considered a step in the direction of “‘ free-trade.” 

Well, what next? We have got cotton-ties on the free list. The 
duty collected on these is $121,000 annually. Nearly all these cotton- 
ties are made in foreign countries, as I am informed. They can not be 
made as cheaply here as in other countries and brought here with 35 
per cent. duty. That was the rate prior to the tariff of 1883. That 
rate was retained in the tariff of 1 There was some gentleman on 
the other side who said cotton-ties could not be made at 35 per cent., 
and proposed to increase the duty in order to keep ont cotton-ties 
and give our manufacturers the right to make them; but Mr. Mor- 
rill, the great living father of protection, refused to disturb the duty 
of 35 per cent. on cotton-ties. The consequence is that it is a mere 
revenue duty, and the revenues are not needed, but they still con- 
tinue to come, and the surplus revenues continues toincrease. The 
result is that we get $121,000, not needed in the feiss condition or 
the Treasury, and we propose to help to relieve this condition by re- 
moving the duty to the extent of $121,000 on cotton-ties. Yet, be- 
cause we do that, we are called sectional. 

My friends out throughthe Northwest, have you ever realized the 
fact that to a very large extent your prosperity is dependent upon 
the prosperity of the Southern pare Have you ever thought 
that it might be well to enable these poor people to buy more horses 
and more mules and more hogs and more of your bacon and lard 
and flour? For years and years you have been sending these things 
to us as the chief consumers of your great products, and we have 
been enabled to purchase them from you by the profits we make on 
the production of cotton. But just in proportion as you overtax 

our customers to that extent do you cripple their capacity to buy; 
‘or just in proportion as their capacity to buy is crippled, your ca- 
pacity to sell is crippled. 

We have bristles, $174,000. These we put on the free list to help 
manufacturers make brushes and give more employment to our people 
and give them better wages. These bristles, I am told, though I do 
not know whether it is true or not, come chiefly from Russia. They 
have acertain quality of stiffness which makes them superior to other 
kinds and better than any that can be produced here. As Isay, we 
have put them on the free list. Does that injure any industry ? 
Who is hurt by such an arrangement? Notone. And yet our friends 
on the other side turn up their eyes in horror and say, here is another 
evidence of free-trade that we are forcing upon the people. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side. ] 

And then we come to the article of currants, Zante, or other kind. 
These do not grow in this country, either. They come from but one 

ton the whole globe. My friend over there [ Mr. Cox] knows where 
theycomefrom., Hehasbeenon thislittle island in the Gulfof Corinth. 
It has a peculiar climate and soil solely adapted to produce them, 
and with temperature and other conditions that make it possible to 
producethem. There alone are they produced, and they are brought 
to this country and placed upon our market. We propose to put 
them on the free list. It does not disturb a single laborer employed 
in the production of currantsin this country; notone. None of them 
are grown here; none can be produced here, and yet our friends on 
the other side cry out again, “Another evidence of free-trade.” You 
must tax the people in their food ; you must tax the people in their 
clothing; you must tax them in their implements of labor, and if 
you want anything free, take a free drink of whisky. [Great laughter 
and applause on the Democratic side.] 

Here is lumber. We have put it onthe free list to shelter the 
people in the Northwest from the terrible and rigorous climate of 
that region. We Democrats say to our poor people it is time for you 
to be considered. Prior Congresses have released the taxes on banks, 
the tax on domestic manufactures, the taxes on railroads, the taxes 
on Touran companies, the taxes on express companies, and the 
taxes for buying and selling exchanges. All the wealth of the 
country has been released, now the Democratic party is again doing 
business at the old stand and says we intend to hunt the men who 
are living in sod houses and give them free lumber. [Applause.] 

Well, we found ostrich feathers with a tax of $25.07. There are 
no ostriches in this country. Thisis not yet an infant industry in 
the United States. Ostriches are not found on the western prairies, 
nor in the northern woods, nor along the Gulf coast, but our ladies 
want to wear the ostrich feathers sometimes in their bonnets, and 
Tes mo not need the money, and why should we not let them come in 
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next we will want all the ostrich feathers to adorn the hats and bon- 
nets of our ladies as they join in the procession and keep up with the 
band-wagon. [Applause.] 

Ihave been told, Mr. Speaker, and I see evidences of it, that my 
poor scalp is marked asa trophy to adorn the belts of those who “ re- 
ceive the sole benefits of the tariff;” that my head, too, is doomed 
to the basket. In my district the enemies of the Democratic party 
and the friends of this combination are mustering their clans for a 
tremendous effort, and they say that they intend to vacate the seat I 
have held so long. I see from the publie prints that money is being 
poured into the district I represent, and all the elements of opposi- 
tion are organizing and mastering for the fray; but I want to say to 
them here, once for all, that the people of the Ninth Congressional dis- 
trictofTexasarenotforsale. [Great applause on the Democratic side. ] 

I have political enemies in my district; there are men there who 
have given me many hard blows in former contests, which I have 
returned in kind. They will vote against me; they will do their 
best to defeat my return to the Fifty-first Congress. Their opposi- 
tion comes from principle. But all the tortures of the Inquisition 
could not induce them to exchange their manhood for money, and 
all the money that can be extorted from the combination could not 
buy one of their votes. [Applause on the Democratic eee 

Mr. Speaker, before I conclude I want to refer to the celebrated 
suit of clothes which the gentleman from Ohio [ Mr. MCKINLEY ] ex- 
hibited to the House during the delivery of his speech on the 17th of 
May. In the speech which I made in the opening of this debate I 
said if a laborer who was earning $1 a day finds a suit of clothes 
which he could buy for $10 without the tariff tax, the suit conld be 
procured by ten days’ work, but if Congress at the instance of the 
manufacturer puts a duty of 100 per cent. on the clothes, he would be 
required to work twenty days to get the same suit. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MCKINLEY], when he came to answer me, produced 
æ suit of clothes which he said was identical with the suit of which I 
spoke, and which he said could be bonghtin the city of Boston, Phila- 
delphia, New York, Chicago, and Pittsburgh for 310. 

I have been at t pains to trace that very suit, and hayo 
followed it back to the manufacturer and procured all the items of 
its cost. I have got its exact cost and its exact weight. Its total 
cost was $6.68. Its labor cost was $1.65. Its weight was 4 pounds 
and 4 ounces. It required, so say the wool manufacturers, 4 
pounds of woolin the grease to make 1 pound of wool cloth, then it 
required 17 pounds of greasy wool to make the 4 pounds and 4 ounces 
of goods. The duty on that wool is 10 cents a pound, or $1.70 for 
the suit. Therefore the cost of that suit “ without the tariff tax” 
was $4.98. Instead of that being a $10 suit of clothes ‘* without the 
tariff tax,” it was a $4.98 suit. Now for the protection of that suit 
that cost, with the wool duty added, $6.68, there is a tariff tax of 40 
cents per pound for compensating the manufacturer for the duty he 
advanced on the wool that amounts to $1.70; then there is a tax of 
35 per cent. for his own protection which amounts to $2.33, the whole 

rotection amounting to $4.03, which added to the $6.68 makes 

10.71. Of course the manufacturer had to undersell the foreign 
suit, and to do so drop under him 71 cents, and sold his $4.93 
suit for $10 with the help of the tariff. 

These are the facts about your suit of clothes. I am told that suit 
of clothes is to be photographed and sent out as a campaign docu- 
ment. All I ask is that the fact be photographed on the brain of 
every voter that the actual cost of that $10 suit of clothes was less 
than $5; and that the tariff made it cost $10 worth of labor to pur- 
chase it; and but for the tariff it would have cost only $5. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side. ] 

My friend from Ohio, when referring to that subject, said it was 
“the old, old story” that he had read in Adam Smith. This reminds 
me of the incident in regard to the boy who had stolen his brether’s 
marbles. The little fellow who had been wronged went to his mother 
in tears and said, “ Brother has stolen all my marbles.” The mother, 
addressing the culprit, said, ‘‘ My son, don’t you know you have done 
wrong? Don’t you know the Lord will be angry with you for tak- 
ing your brother’s property without his consent? You found him 
asleep and you rifled his pockets. Are you not ashamed of yourself? 
Don’t you know you have done very wrong? Don’t the Bible say, 
t Thou shalt not steal’?” ‘Yes, mother,” the boy replied, ‘‘ that is 
the old, old story; Moses said that 4,000 years ago.” [Laughter.] 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, it is the old, old story. The story of wrong and 
oppronion. The story of the strong spoiling the weak. It is the 
old story that has come down to us through all the ages. We are 
commanded not to steal nor to take our brother’s goods by wrong, 
but to do unto him as we would have him do unto us. We stand 
here to-day in the eyes of the American people, and in their name, 
and demand that the Government shall stop taking their property 
and giving it to others; shall stop taking their money not needed 
for the support of the Government. From every part of the country 
they are calling upon us for justice. They are appealing to us for 
protection in its better and higher sense. ‘They are appealing to us 
to take the hand of the robbers out of their pockets and let them 
have the benefits of their own labor and enjoy the rewards of their 
own toil; and, Mr. Speaker, we intend to do it. [Loud and pro- 
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WM. F. SWITZLER, 
Chief of Bureau, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU or STATISTICS, 
Washington, D. O., July, 1888, 


The SPEAKER. The time allowed for debate under the rule has 
expired. 
Mr. MILLS. I demand the previous question upon the engrossment 


and third reading of the bill and amendments. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded upon any of the 
amendments ? 4 

Mr. McKINLEY. I demand a separate vote, and a yea-and-nay vote 
on the cotton-tie amendment. 

Mr. MILLS. I would state to my friend from Ohio that a separate 
vote on the cotton-tie amendment, if carried, would simply have the 
effect of leaving the provision in the bill as reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I understand the condition. 
rate vote on that by yeas and nays, 

‘The SPEAKER. If there be no further demand for a separate vote, 
the question will be taken in gross upon the remainder of the amend- 
ments. 

The remaining amendments reported from the Committee of the 
Whole were adopted. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will now report the amendment on 
which a separate vote is demanded by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In line 120, after the word “baling,” insert “and other;” so that the clause as 
amended will read; 

“Tron and steel cotton-ties or hoops for baling or other purposes, not thinner 
than number 20 wire gauge.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the yeas and nays, 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MILLS. Let the amendment be clearly stated, Mr. Speaker, 
so that the House may understand the question. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. KELLEY. May I ask the precise form of the vote, so that there 
may be no mistake on this question? 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Committee of the Whole on the state of the 
Union amended the item in relation to cotton-ties by inserting the 
words *‘ or other pu ” after the words ‘‘ for baling,” used in the 
bill reported from the committee; and this vote is being taken upon 
agreeing to that amendment recommended by the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Do I understand that hoop-iron for other pur- 
poses than cotton-ties was placed upon the free-list ? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman must construe the language for 
himself. The committee inserted the words in that connection ‘‘ or 
other purposes.” [Cries of *‘ Question !”’ 


I demand a sepa- 


The question is on agreeing to the amendment which has just been 
read, = ene the yeas and nays have been ordered, and the Clerk will 
call the roll. 
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The question was taken; and there were—yeas 170, nays 128, nob 
voting 26; as follows: 


YEAS--170. 
Abbott, Cummings, Lagan, Robertson, 
Allen, Miss, i se Laird, Rogers, 
Anderson, Jowa Davidson, Ala, Landes, Rowland, 
Anderson, Miss. Davidson, Fla. Lane, Russell, Mass. 
Anderson, Ill, Dibble, Lanham, Rusk, ' 
Bacon, Dockery, Latham, Sayers, 
Bankhead, Dougherty, Lawler, t, 
Barnes, H on: on oor 
Barry, Zliott, aynch, W, 
Biggs, Enloe, Mucdonald, Shively, 
Blanchard, Ermentrout, Mahoney, Simmons, 
Bland, Fisher, aish, Smith, 
liss, Fitch, Mansur, Snyder, 
Blount, Ford, Martin, Spinola, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Forney, Matson, Springer, 
Breckinridge, Ky, French, McAdoo, Stahlnecker, 
ryce, Fuller, McClammy, Stewart, Tex. 
Buckalew, Gay, McCreary, Stewart, Ga. 
Burnes, Gear, McKinney, Stockdale, 
Burnett, Gibson, MeMillin, Stone, Ky. 
Bynum, jlass, cRae, Stone, Mo, 
Campbell, F., N.Y. Grimes, McShane, Tarsney, 
Campbell, Ohio Hare, Merriman, Taulbee, 
Campbell,T.J.,N.Y Hatch, Mills, Thompson, Cal 
Candler, Haugen, Montgomery, man, 
Carlton, Hayes, Moore, y, 
Caruth, Heard, Morgan, Townshend, 
Catchings, Hemphill, Morse, er, Ga, 
Chipman, Henderson, Iowa Neal, Vance, 
Clardy, Henderson, N. ©. Nelson, Walker, 
Clements, Herbert, Newton, Warner, -= 
Cobb, Holman, Noi Washington, 
Cockran, Hooker, es, Weaver, 
Collins, Hopkins, Va. 'Ferrall, Wheeler, 
mpton, Howard, O’Neall, Ind. Whitthorne, 
Conger, Hudd, Outhwaite, Wilkins, 
Cooper, Hutton, Peel, Wilkinson, 
Cothran, Johnston, N. O. Penington, Wilson, Minn: 
Cowles, Jones, Phelan, Wilson, W., Va. 
Cox, Kerr, Pidcock, Wise, 
Crain, Kilgore, Rayner, Yoder. 
Crisp, Laffoon, ce, 
Culberson, La Follette, Richardson, 
NAYS—128, . 
Adams, Darlington, Jackson, 2 
Allen, Mass. Davis, Johnston, Ind, Rockwell, 
Allen, Mich. De Lano, Kean Romeis, 
Arnold, Dingley, Kelley, Rowell, 
Atkinson, rsey, Kennedy, Russell, Conn, 
Baker, N. Y. Dunham, Ketcham, Sawyer, 
Baker, Ill. Farquhar, Laidlaw, Scull, 
Bayne, Felton, Lehlibach, Seymour, 
Belden, Finley, Lind, Sherman 
Bingham, Flood, Lodge, Sowden, 
Boothman, Foran, Lyman, Steele, 
Bound, Funston, asun, Stephenson, 
Boutelle, Gaines, McComas, Stewart, Vt. 
Bowden, Gallinger, McCormick, Struble, 
Bowen, Gest, McCullogh, praes 
Brewer, Goff, McKenna, ylor, E. B., Ohio 
Browne, T.H.B,, Va. Greenman, McKinley, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Brown,Ohio ~ Grosvenor, Milliken, Thomas, Ky, 
Brown, J. R.,Va., Grout, Moffitt Thomas, Iil. 
Brumm, Guenther, Morrill, Thomas, Wis. 
Bunnell, Hall, Morrow, ‘Thompson, Ohio 
Burrows, er, Nichols, Vandever, 
Butler, Hayden, Nutting, ade, 
Butterworth, Henderson, IM. O'Donnell, Weber, 
Cannon, Hermann, O'Neill, Pa. est, 
Caswell Hires, Osborne, White, Ind 
Cheadle, Hitt, Owen, ite, 
Clark, Holmes, Patton, Wickham 
Cogswell, Hopkins, I, Phelps, Wilber, 
Crouse. Hopkins, N.Y, Plumb, Williams, 
Outcheon, Hovey, Post, Yardiey, 
Dalzell, Hunter, Pugsley, Yost. 
° 1 NOT VOTING—25, 
Anderson, Kans. Granger, Parker, ner, 
Belmont, Hiestand, Payson, rner, Kans, 
Brower, Hogg, Perkins, Whiting, Mich. 
Browne, Ind, Houk, Perry, Whiting, Mass, 
Buchanan, Long, Peters, oodburn. 
Davenport, Maffett, Randall, 
Glover, O'Neill, Mo. Ryan, 
So the amendment was adopted. 


During the roll-call, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, said: I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. WILBER. I desire to change my vote from ‘‘ay’’ to “no.” 

Mr. KERR. I change my vote from “no” to “ay.” [Loud ap- 
plause on the Democratic side. ] 

The following pairs were announced from the Clerk’s desk: 

Mr. Hoca with Mr. RANDALL, on the tariff bill. If present, Mr. 
Hoce would vote for the bill and Mr. RANDALL against it. [Applause 
on the Republican side. ] 

Mr. WHITING, of Michigan, with Mr. HIESTAND, until further no- 
tice. If present, Mr. WHITING would vote for and Mr. Hrestanp 
against the pending bill. 

The following were announced as being paired on all questions un- 
til further notice: 

Mr. BELMONT with Mr. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. PERRY with Mr. SPOONER. 
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Mr. GLOVER with Mr. BROWNE, of Indiana. 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. HOUK. 

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 
[Lond applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. MILLS. _I now demand the previous question —— 

The SPEAKER. The previous question is still operating up to the 
engrossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, and was ac- 
cordingly read the third time. 

5 aie MILLS. I demand the previous question on the passage of the 
ill. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is now, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr.SOWDEN. Mr. Speaker, my distinguished colleague from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. RANDALL] is absent from the House by reason of severe 
illness. He sent me the letter which I hold in my hand, with the re- 
quest that I have it read at this time. I therefore ask the unanimous 
consent of the House to have it read before the roll-call is begun, and 
for that purpose I send it to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER, Is thereobjection to the reading? [After a pause. ] 
The Chair hears none, and the Clerk will read the letter. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


My 
the 21 


Wasutxeton, D. C., July 19, 1888, 
EAR SIR: Ifa vote on Mr. Muts’s tariff bill is to be taken on Saturday, 
instant, I fear my strength, by reason of recent illness, will not permit 
my presence in the House on that day; and, if absent, I want youto secure me 
a pair with some one who favors that bill, as I would, if present, record my 
vote in opposition to it. Give this immediate care, as I do not wish to be mis- 
understood, I want it announced and distinctly known that I am opposed to 
the passage of the bill in question. 
. Yours, truly, 
SAM. J. RANDALL. 
Hon. WILLIAM H. SowpeEn, 
House of Representatives. 


[Great applause on the Republican side. ] 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will proceed to call the roll. 

The question was taken on the passage of the bill; and it was decided 
in the affirmative—yeas 162, nays 149, not voting 14; as follows: 


YEAS—162. 
Abbott, Cummings, Lanham, Rowland, 
Allen, Miss. Dargan, Latham, Russell, Mass. 
Anderson, lowa Davidson, Ala. Lawler, Rask 
Anderson, Miss, Davidson, Fla. Lee, Sayers, 
Anderson, Ill. Dibble, Lynch, Scott, 
m, Dockery, Macdonald, Seney, 
Bankhead, Dougherty, Mahoney, Shaw, 
Barnes, nn, Maish, Shively, 
Barry, Elliott, Mansur, Simmons, 
Biggs, loe, Martin, Smith, 
Blanchard, Ermentrout, Matson, poyas 
Biand, er, McAdoo, Spinola, 
Biount, Fitch, McClammy, Springer, 
Breckinridge, Ark. Ford, McCreary, Stahlnecker, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Pori McKinney, Stewart, Tex. 
Brower, neh, MeMillin, Stewart, Ga. 
Bryce, Gay, McRae, Stockdale, 
Buckalew, Gibson, McShane, Stone, Ky 
Burnes, Glass, Mills, Stone, Mo. 
Burnett, Grimes, Montgomery, Tarsney, 
Bynum, Hali, oore, Taulbee, 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Hare, Morgan, Thompson, Cal, 
Campbell, Ohio Hatch, Morss, Tillman, 
Campbell, T.J., N.Y. Hayes, Neal, Tracey, 
pe N Heard, Nelson, Townshend, 
Carlton, Hemphill, Newton, Turner, Ga. 
Caruth, Henderson, N.C. Norwood, Vance, 
Catchings, Herbert, Oates, Walker, 
Chipman, Holman, O'Ferraill, Washington, 
Cc F Hooker, O'Neall, Ind, Weaver, 
Clements, Hopkins, Va. O'Neill, Mo. Wheeler, =. 
Cobb, Howard, Oathwaite, Whitthorne, 
Cockran, Hudd, Peel, Wilkins, 
Collins, Hutton, Penington, Wilkinson, 
Compton, Johnston, N.C. Phelan, Wilson, Minn. 
Cothran, ones, id > Wilson, W. Va. 
Cowles, Kilgore, Rayner, Wise, 
x, Laffoon, Rice, Yoder, 
Crain, Lagan, Richardson, Carlisle, Speaker. 
Crisp, Landes, Robertson, 
Culberson, Lane, Rogers, 
NAYS—l49. 
Adams, Brown, J. R., Va. Dingley, Hayden, 
Allen, Mass. Brumm, Dorsey, Henderson, Iowa 
Allen, Mich. Buchanan, Dunham,’ Henderson, Ill. 
Anderson, Kans. Bunnell, Farquhar, Hermann, 
Arnold, Burrows. Felton, Hires, 
Atkinson, Butler, Finley, Hitt, 
Baker, N. Y. Butterworth, Flood, Holmes, 
Baker, Hl. Cannon, Fuller, Hopkins, II, 
ne, Caswell, Funston, Hopkins, N. Y. 
Belden, Cheadle, ines, ouk, 
Bingham, Clark, Gallinger, Hovey, 
Bliss, Cogswell, Gear, i Hunter, 
Boothman, Conger, Gest, Jackson, 
Bound Cooper, Gof, Johnston, Ind. 
Boutelle, Crouse, Greenman, Kean, 
Bowden, Cutcheon, Grosvenor, Kelley, 
Bune cae —_ Ae a 
rewer, rlington, uenther, err, 
Browne,T.IT.B.,Va. Davis, er, Ketcham, 
Brown, Ohio, De Lano, Haugen, La Follette, 


Laidlaw, Nichols, Rowell. Thompson, Ohio 
rd, Nutting, Russell, Conn, Turner, Ka 

Lehlbach, O'Donnell, Ryan, Vandever, 
Lind, O'Neill, Pa, sew yest. Wade, 
Lodge, Osborne, Seull, Warner, 
Long, Owen, Seymour, Weber, 
Lyman, Parker, Sherman, West. 

ason, Patton, Sowden, White, Ind 
McComas, Payson, Steele, White, N. Y 
MeCormick, Perkins, Stephenson, Whiting, Mass 
McCullogh, Peters, Stewart, Vt. Wickham, 
McKenna, Phelps, Struble, Wilber, 
McKinley, Plumb, Symes, Williams, 
Merriman, Post, Taylor, E. B.,Ohio Yardley, 
Milliken, Pugsley, Taylor, J. D.,Ohio Yost. 

a v Reed, Thomas, i 
Morril Rockwell, Thomas, Ill, 
Morrow, Romeis, Thomas, Wis. 

NOT VOTING—l4. 

Belmont, Glover, Maffett, Whiting, Mich. 
Browne, Ind, Granger, Perry, Woodburn. 
Davenport, Hiestand, Randall, 
Foran, Hogg, mer, 

So the bill was passed. 


When the names of Mr. ANDERSON of Iowa, Mr. BROWER, Mr. FITCH, 
Mr. Hopkins of Virginia, Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, and Mr. NELSON 
were called and they voted in favor of the bill, there was applause on 
the Democratic side. 

When the names of Mr. Briss, Mr. GREENMAN, Mr. MERRIMAN, 
and Mr. SowpEN were called and they voted against the bill, there 
was applause on the Republican side. 

When the roll-call was concluded, the Speaker directed his name to 
be called, and he voted in the affirmative. [Applause on the Demo- 
cratic side. ] 

After the recapitulation of the vote the following additional pair was 
announced: 

Mr. GRANGER with Mr. Wooprurn, on all political questions and. 
on the tariff bill. If present, Mr. GRANGER would vote for the bill 
and Mr. WoopBURN would vote against the bill. 

Mr. CHEADLE. My colleague, Mr. Tuomas M. BROWNE, is ab- 
sent, by reason of sickness, at Capon Springs, W. Va. If he were 
present he would vote “‘ no.” 

The result of the vote was then announced as above stated. [Pro- 
longed applause on the Democratic side. ] 

Mr. MILLS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS moved the previous question on the adoption of the 


‘| title of the bill. 


The previous question was ordered; and the title was to. 
Mr. MILLS moved to reconsider the vote by which the title of the 
bill was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 
FILING OF REPORTS. 


Mr. McCREARY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that gen- 
tlemen having reports to make from committees be allowed to deliver 
them to the Clerk for reference to appropriate Calendars. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 

LIFE-SAVING STATION. 

Mr. TARSNEY, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
with Senate amendments the bill (H. R. 1923) providing for the estab- 
lishment of a Jife-saving station at the harbor of Kewaunee, Wisconsin, 
and at other places therein named, in which non-concurrence was recom- 
mended; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

ANACOSTIA AND POTOMAC RIVER RAILROAD. 


Mr. COMPTON, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
reported back favorably the bill (S. 1051) to amend the act giving the 
approval and sanction of Congress to the route and termini of the Ana- 
costia and Potomac River Railroad in the District of Columbia; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, ELEVATOR AND RAILROAD COMPANY. 

Mr. COMPTON also, from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, reported back with amendment the bill (S. 2252) to incorporate 
the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator.and Railroad Company; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOSEPH FRANCIS. 

Mr. STAHLNECKER, from the Committee on the Library, reported 
back favorably the joint resolution (S. R. 62) in recognition of the serv- 
ices of Joseph Francis; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. 


1888. 


GENERAL JOSEPH WARREN, 


Mr. STAHLNECKER also, from the Committee on the Library, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2392) for the erection of a monument 
to the memory of General Joseph Warren, who fell at the battle of 
Bunker Hill; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

ELIJAH POTTS, 

Mr. PIDCOCK, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 8522) restoring the name of Elijah Potts 
to the pension-rolls; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. 

WILLIAM FAIRBANKS. 


Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10103) granting a pension to William 
Fairbanks; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

3 W. H. TIBBITS. 

Mr. DORSEY, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 3830) for the relief of W H. Tibbits; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

DANIEL J. OCKERSON, 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9794) for the relief of Daniel J. 
Ockerson; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

MRS. HARRIET N. CAMPBELL. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 3141) for the relief of Mrs. Har- 
riet N. Campbell; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

SIMON T. IRWIN. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10300) for the relief of Simon 
T. Irwin; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. : 
M. F. VANCE. 

Mr. McCREARY, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2009) to restore the homestead right 
to M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo.; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 


JESSE A. CORN, 


Mr. McCREARY also, from the Committee on Private Land Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (S. 2316) restoring the right of pre- 
emption to Jesse A. Corn; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

PROPOSED ADJOURNMENT TILL WEDNESDAY. 


Mr. McMILLIN. I move that when the House adjourns to-day, it 
be to meet on Wednesday next. I make that motion in compliance 
with the request of a number of the members on both sides of the 


Honse. 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent that gentlemen hav- 
ing reports to make from committees be allowed to hand them to the 
Clerk. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order!’’] 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded. 

Mr. BOUTELLE. As this is the twenty-seventh anniversary of the 
first battle of Bull Run, I move that the House take a recess until 8 
o’clock this evening. [Applause on the Republican side of the House. } 

Mr. ROGERS. This is a Waterloo. 

Mr. PERKINS. Iask unanimous consent that Monday and Tues- 
day be set aside for the consideration of legislation reported by the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCMILLIN] that when the House adjourn to-day 
it be to meet on Wednesday next. 

Several MEMBERS. Yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. On this question the yeas and nays are demanded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 79, nays 205, not 
voting 40; as follows: 


YEAS—79, 
Allen, Mass. Belden, Browne. T.H.B.,Va.Burnett, 
Allen, Miss. Bland, Brown, J. R., Va. Cheadle, 
Anderson, IH. Blount, Bryce, Clements, 
nson. wen, Buckalew, bb, 
Bankhead, Breckinridge, Ark. Burnes, Cockran, 
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Collins, Gaines, Lodge, Plumb, 
Compton, Gay, Long, Rayner, 
Cothran, Gibson, Tynen, Rice, 
Cox, Glass, honey, Rogers, 
Crain, Greenman,) Maish, Scot! 

s Grimes, Martin, Snyder, 
Davidson, Ala. Hall McKinney, Stewart, Tex, 
Dibble, Hakati Monu, Pea EY, 

ery, er organ, 
Dunn, Hooker, Neal. Turner, Ga, 
Elliott, Howard, Newton, Wilkins, 
Enloe, Hudd, Nichols, Wilson, Minn 
Felton, Jones, Norwood, Wilson, W. Va. 
Forney, Lawler, O'Fe: 4 Ww 
French, 5 Pid ‘ 

NAYS—205. 

Abbott, eign Lane, Rusk, 
Adams, Dongnersy, Lanham, Ryan, 
Allen, Mich. Dun "i Latham, Sayers, 
Anderson, Iowa Ermentrout, Lehlbach, Scull, 
Anderson, Miss. Farquhar, Lind, Seney, 
Anderson, Kans, Finley, Lyman, Seymour, 
Arnold, Fisher, Macdonald, haw, 
Bacon, Fitch, Mansur, Sherman, 
Baker, N. Y. Flood, Mason, Shively, 
Baker, Ill. Ford, Matson, Simmons, 
Barnes, Fuller, McAdoo, Smith, 
Bayne, Funston, McClammy, Sowden, 
Biggs, Gallinger, ‘eCormick, Spinola, 
Bingham, Gear, M A Springer, 
Blanchard, Gest, McCullogh, Stahlnecker, 
Bliss, Goff, McKenna, Steele, 
Boothman, Grosvenor, McKinley, Stephenson, 
Bound, Grout, McRae, Stewart, Ga. 
Boutelle, Guenther, McShane, Stewart, Vt. 
Bowden, are, Merriman, Stockdale, 
Brewer, Harmer, Milliken, Stone, Mo. 
Brower, Hayden, Moffitt, Struble, 
Brown, Ohio Hayes, Montgomery, Tarsney, 
Brumm, Hemphill, Moore, Tavlor, E. B., Ohio 
Buchanan, Henderson, Iowa Morrill, Taylor, J. D., Ohio 
Bunnell, Henderson, N.O. Morrow, homas, Ky. 
Burrows, Henderson, Ill. Nelson, Thompson, Ohio 
Butler, Herħann, Nutting, Thompson, Cal, 
Bynum, Hires, Oates, Tracey, 
Campbell, F., N. Y. Hitt, O'Neall, Ind. Townshend, 
Campbell, Ohio Hopkins, Il. O'Neill, Mo. Turner, Kans, 
Campbell, T.J.,N.Y. Hopkins, Va. Osborne, Vandever, 
Cannon, Hopkins, N. Y. Outhwaite, Wade, 
Cariton, Touk, Ower, Walker, 
Carutb, Hovey, Parker, Warner, 
Caswell, Hunter, Patton, Washington, 
Catchings, Hatton, Payson, Weaver, 
Chipman, Jackson, Peel, Weber, 
Clardy, Johnston, Ind. Penington, West, 
Clark, Johnston, N. O. Perkins, Wheeler, 
Cogswell, Kean, Peters, Write, N. Y. 
Cooper, Kelley, Phelan, Whitthorne, 
Cowles, Kennedy, Phelps, Wilber, 

P, Kerr, Post, Wilkinson, 
Crouse, Ketcham, Pugsley, Williams, 
Culberson, Kilgore, Reed, Woodburn, 
Cummings, Laffoon, Richardson, Yardley, 
Dalzell, La Follette, Robertson, Yoder, 
Davidson, Fla, gan, Rowell, Yost. 

Davis, Laidlaw, Rowland, 
De Lano, Laird, Russell, Conn, 
Dingley, Landes, Russell, Mass, 

NOT VOTING—0. 
Barry, Foran, McComas, Spooner, 
Belmont, Glover, Mills, Symes, 
Breckinridge, Ky. Granger, Forse, Taulbee, 
Browne, Ind. Haugen, O'Dénnell Thomas, Ill 
Butterworth, Heard, O'Neill, Pa. Thomas, Wis, 
Candler, Hiestand, Perry, Vance, 
Conger, Hogg, Randall White, Ind. 
Cutcheon, Holman, Rockwell, Whiting, Mass, 
Darlington, Holmes, Romeis, Whiting, Mich. 
Davenport, Maffett, Sawyer, Wickham. 


So the motion of Mr. MCMILLIN was not agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. LONG, the reading of the names of members vot- 
ing was dispensed with. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

Mr. ROCKWELL with Mr. GRANGER, on this vote. 

Mr. McComas with Mr. Hoce, until Friday next. 

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 

Mr. BLAND. I move that the House take a recess until 8 o’clock 


p. m, 

A MEMBER. Mr. Speaker, what ig the business assigned for the 
evening session ? 

The SPEAKER. This evening has been set apart for the considera- 
tion of bills of a general nature reported from the Committee on Indian 
Depredation Claims. 

Mr. LAWLER. I hope the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] 
will not press his motion. 

The question was taken on the motion of Mr. BLAND, and it was 
agreed to—ayes 105, noes 10. 

The House accordingly (at 2 p. m.) took a recess until 8 o’clock p. m, 


EVENING SESSION. 


The recess having expired, the House reassembled at 8 o’clock p. m. 
The House was called to order by Mr. MCMILLIN as Speaker pro 
tempore, who directed the Clerk to read the following communication: 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, Washington, D. C., July 21, 1888. 
I hereby designate Hon. BENTON MCMILLIN to preside as Speaker pro tempore 
at the session of the House this cvening. 
JNO. G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 


Hon. Jons B. CLARK 
Clerk Iiouse of Representatives. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the special order 
under which this evening session is held. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That on EA next p Siran House take a recess from 5 until 8 o’clock, 
p.m., for the purpose of consi See pee measures reported by the Commit- 
tee on Indian A CAE ATEA Claims; the said session to Geintankes not later than 
10 p. m. 

ADJUDICATION AND PAYMENT OF INDIAN DEPREDATION CLAIMS. 


Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, if it be the pleasure of the 
House, I call up for consideration the bill (H. R. 8990) to provide for 
the adjudication and payment of claims arising from Indian depreda- 
tions, and move that the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union be discharged from the further consideration of the bill 
and that it be put upon its passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the title of the 
bill, after which the Chair will ask for objections. 

The Clerk read the bill by title. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. WHITTHORNE]? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, before the House proceeds to 
the consideration of this bill I desire to say that it is the only one that 
I shall call up for consideration to-night, and if it meets the approbation 
of the House, I shall ask that the Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims be discharged from the further consideration of various bills and 
petitions upon this subject which have been referred to it. I suppose 
the next thing in order is the reading of the bifl. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
ask unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with, and that the bill be considered by sections ? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I desire to have the bill read, because I wish 
to make a motion that the amendments recommended by the commit- 
tee may be acted upon as an entire proposition and disposed of by one 
vote. 

The bill was read. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I ask that the ahea recommended 
by the committee be read. 

The amendments were read. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, before asking further action on 
the bill I propose that the House now agree to the amendments re- 
ported by the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a separate vote demanded upon the 
amendments or any of them? 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear a state- 
ment in explanation of this bill, because it is quite an important meas- 
ure. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. After the amendments are acted upon so as to 
pne ai bill, I will either make a statement or the report can be 

xplanation of the bill. 

nr. 7 UNT. I hope that we shall have the explanation before 
we are asked to act upon the amendments. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Then let the report be read. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The Select Committee on Indian Depredation Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 8990) “to provide for the adjudication and payment of claims 
arising from Indian depredations,” have duly considered the same, and report 
thereon as follows: 

“That with certain amendments thereto, which are indicated in writing at- 
tached to the printed bill herewith submitted, the committee recommend the 


of the bill.” 
Early after the foundation of the Government, Congress, kake aview to pro- 
th dian tribes, 


anty to such citizens indemnity for any loss of propert; 
ern fa upon the part of Congress and the executive department 

except only in partial indemnity to suffering citizens of the States and 
Territories in which a gay reside. This adherence is shown in the acts 


of Congress from May 19, 1796, down = the present time, and as well also in 
Append ray tribes made by the executive department. (See 
n 


romotion ros this general policy the Government placed itself under 
similara ligations, by laws and treaties, to the Indians against whom 
depredations may be committed. (See Appendix B;. see Appendix C for refer- 
ence to treaties.) 

Under these laws and treaties a vast number of claims have arisen. These 
claimants have ap ed for years to the Government to redeem its solemnly 
pofon ne for uaria and ag a for their losses. 

Prior to he War and Interior Departments, a few 
citizens were aan ee Poria thy In the year 1859, by act of Con: , Feb- 
ruary 28, the pledge of indemnification out of the Treasury of the Unite States, r 
then existing, was repealed, but the obligation to pay for depredations on 
annuities due to tribes, members of which had į 
ued; aed: g% by Tans resolution of Congress 

act of Congress referred to E rhall not be 
any right to indemnity which at the 


By all of the acts of Congress subsequent to that date the Government cither 
directly o or impliedly assumes the responsibility of indemnification to its citizens 
who “in its peace,” and in the lawful pursuit of his or their business, incur 

from ions committed by Indians. 

But since 1859 the Government has ens oe even when the citizen is invited by 
its legislation to file his claim with one of the Departments for examination) in- 
hibited payment “on account of said claims” unless a “specific appropriation 
therefor by Congress" has been made. 

In the later acts of Congress special provision has been made for the exam- 
ination of this class of pipra by th the Interior Department, and report thereof 
and thereon required to be made to Congress. From pets time these reports 
have been made, sity action on said reports has been slow; indecd. so slow and 
y these claimants the “sagen of = to berg 


icy in the mode of payment made in 1859, and continued 

in the accumulation in the Interior Department of a large 

number of claims, as high number, aggregating in amount 
about $15,000,000, 


By this policy it is evident that a final judicial examination of these claims is 

devolved upon Congress. Hence is witnessed an amount of work thrown upon 
that body a conscientious discharge of the labor so imposed would absorb 
not only the constant attention of any committee, but of the body of Congress, 
and to the exclusion of gill other business, if pursued as the interests and merits 
of the claimants would to require, 

This examination and allowance of claims by Congress is and will be neces- 
sarily embarrassed by the fact ‘that in re and providing payment from 
annuities due to various tribes of Indians for d: committed by mem- 
bers thereof should know not only the amount of the fund drawn on. 


but in making a present draft should further know the amount existing and 
SENT ap td iNe aos Be ppor aag 
Another result of uence of this change of in 


action in conseq 

payment since 1859 is the unquestioned fact that, with the exception of two or 
three tribes, the payment of admittedly meritorious claims would exhaust the 
annuity funds, due and to become due to the Indians, ae a The exaction 

payment under this state of facts would involve the domestic peace 
and security of a large part of the country; if not, it on d devolve pe duty 
and burden of their support upon the Government. In this aspectof the ques- 
tion the committee ae e the attention of the House and the country te the 
views and opinions of the honorable Secretary of the Interior as expressed ina 
letter addressed to this committee. (See Appendix C.) 

Fully appreciating the justice of the demands of the claimants, now before 
Congress and the ents of the Government, for depredations committed 
by Indians, and recognizing the ae ie and legal responsibility of the United 
States for their indemnification and payment, and being satisfied that a proper 
and speedy adjustment of the amounts due each party, as well as the determi- 
nation of relevant and oe pone oe adjunct questions, can not be had, at least for 
years, under existing of considering them, this committee bas reached 
the conclusion that justice to the claimants, justice to Congress, and justice to 
the Government concur in demanding thata tribunal distinct Ad judicial in 
character, whose decisions, deliberately and judicially had, would command 
the and confidence alike of Oey ween and of the country, should be or- 
Semmared aiid cn DCA tals Lt; AnA me propatet, tu US AT 
p! a o recommen „amen: as e favorable 

consideration of the House, 

The committee raion ge are bill iS sone sought to be as liberal in securing 
for this class of claimants a speedy pone pa ER and adjudication of their claims as 
in their opinion was possible, in view of all the embarrassments by which their 
consideration is environed. 

To no class of its citizens is the American Government more indebted than to 
the heroic men and women who, as Se of our Aalam abandoning 
homes of comfort and ease, risked life and DP es ys secure homes, wealth, 
and propres as the heritage of those who follow in their pathway. A 
cheerful compensation for their losses, so incurred under the guaranty of the 
Government, is the deserved reward of their sacrifices, 


APPENDIX A. 
GENERAL LEGISLATION ON CLAIMS FOR DEPREDATIONS COMMITTED BY INDIANS, 


I —Act of May 19, 1796, sec. 14 (1 Stat. L., 742). 

And be as the Ualted crete cnet cone Sona belonging toany tribe 
in amity S the Uni shall come over or across the sai d boundary 

line into any State or Territory ; inhabited by citizens of the United t States, and 
there take, steal, or destroy ony, ho eer horses, or other p , belo: gto 
any citizen or inhabitant of States, or of either of the territorial dis- 
tricts of the United States, or agot commit any murder, violence, or outrage, 
a any such citizen or inhabitant, it shall re the duty of such citizen or in- 
habitant, his representative, attorney, or agent, tomake Sy re to the su- 
perintendent, or such otber person as the Presitient of the United States shall 
authorize for that pu eo ge who, apon being furnished with the necessary docu- 
ments and proofs, , under the direction or instruction of the President ofthe 


ste 
may be taken as shall be ea satisfaction forthe vi toon And, in the 
mean time, in miroir ag) Sa so taken, stolen, or destroyed, the Ùnited 
Diaes ir injured an even indemnification : 


belong. 


II.—Act of March 3, 1799, sec. 14 (1 Slat. L., 747). 

And be it enacted, That if any Indian or Indians, belonging to any tribe 
in amity with the United States, shall come over or cross the said boundary 
line, into any State or Territory inhabited by citizens of the United States, and 
there take, steal, or destroy any horse, or horses, or other property pelonetne 
to any citizen or inhabitant of the United States, or of either of the territo: 
tricts of the United States, commit any murder, violence, pipina alwe 


orshall 
any such citizen or inbabitant, it shall be the duty of such citizen or inhabitant, 
his representative, attorney, or agent, to make ares goa to the superintendent, 
CE AOAR eee AS ADA President of the United States shall authorize 


for 
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; who. upon being furnished with the necessary documents and 
il, under the direction or instruction of the President of the United 
make Ppa et to the nation of tribe to which such Indian or Indians 


the injury; and 
ed, the 
ured is his tati x t, 
Y, re ve, attorney, or agen 
shall, in any way, violate any of tne T oaas of tia act by seek or at- 
tempting to obtain private satisfaction or revenge by crossing over the line on 
ore the Indian lands, he shall forfeit all claim upon the United States for such 
nification: And That nothing herein contained shal! pre- 
vent the legal bag sata or arresting, within the limits of any State or dis- 
t of any Ind having so offended: And ed further, That it shall be 
Jawful for the Presidentof the United States to deduct such sum or sums as shall 
d for the Necks ped taken, stolen, or destroyed by any such Indian out 
of annual stipend which the United States are bound to pay to the tribe to 
which such Indian shali belong. 


IIL.—Act of March 30, 1802, sec. 14 (2 Stat. L., 143). 


That if any Indian ér Indians, Rg A p) a ony. 
und- 


horses, or other popen, belongin; 
tates, or of either the Territorial 


upo! 
habitant, his representative, attorney, or tto make application to the su- 
th ‘Preaident of the United eons rae 
oc- 


months, then it shall be the duty of such h pbp tag or other person, au- 
thorized as aforesaid, to make return of his doings to the President of the United 
States, and forward to him all the documents and proofs in the case, that such 
further steps may be taken as shall be p; to obtain satisfaction for the in- 
jury; and the mean time, in respect to property so taken, stolen, or de- 
stroyed, the United States mty to the party injured an eventual indemni- 
fication: Provided always, That if such injured y, his represeutative, attor- 
ney, or agent, shall, in any way, violate any of the provisions of this act, by 
seeking, or attempting to obtain private satisfaction or revenge, by crossing 
over the line, on any of the Indian lands, he shall forfeit all claim upon the 
United States for such indemnification: And provided, also, That nothing herein 
contained shall prevent the legal apprehension or arresting, within the limits 
of any State or di of any Indian having so offended: And yi aken 
vided, That it shall be lawful for the President of the United States to deduct 
guch sum orsums as shall be paid for the property taken, stolen, or destroyed by 
such Indian out of the annual stipend which the United States are bound to pay 
to the tribe to which such Indian shall belong. 


IV.—Acet of June 30, 1834, seo, 17 (4 Stat. L., 731). 
And be it enacled, That if any Indian or Indians ocean, Shp maa tribe 
in amity with the United States shall, within the Indian country, take or destroy 
y of any person lawfully within such country, or shall pass from the 
country into any State or Territory inhabited by citizens of the United 
States, and there take, steal, or destroy any arr horses, or other property be- 
longing to any citizen or inhabitant of the Uni States, such citizen or inhab- 
itant, his re ntative, attorney, or agent, may make application to the proper 
superintendent, agent, orsu t, who, upon being furnished with the neces- 
sary documents and proofs, shall, under the direction of the President, make ap- 
plication to the nation or tribe to which said Indian or Indians shall belong for 
satisfaction; and if sach nation or tribe shall neglect or refuse to make satis- 
faction in a reasonable time, not exceeding twelve months, it shall be the duty 
of such superintendent, agent, or sub-agent to make return of his doings to the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, that such further steps may be taken as shall 
be proper, in the opinion of the President, to obtain satisfaction for the injury ; 
and, in the mean time, in respect to the property so taken, stolen, or destroyed, 
the United States guaranty to the party so injured an eventual indemnifica- 
tion: , Thatifsuch injured party. his re tative, attorney, or agent, 
shall in any way violate any of the provisions of thisact, by seeking orattempt- 
ing to obtain private satisfaction or revenge, he shall forfeit all claim upon the 
United States for such indemnification: And provided also, That unless such 
claim shal] be presented within three years after the commission of the injury, 
thesame shall be barred. And if the nation or tribe to which such Indian may 
belong receive an annuity from the United States, such claim shall, at the next 
paymentof the annuity, be deducted therefrom and paid to the party injured; 
and if no annuity is payable to such nation or tribe,then the amount of the 
claim shall be paid from the Treasury of the United States: Provided, That noth- 
ing herein contained shall prevent the legal apprehension and punishment of 
any Indians having so offended, 


V.—Aet of February 28, 1859, see, 8 (11 Stat. L., 401). 

And be it further enacted, That so much of the act entitled “ An act to regulate 
trade and intercourse with the Indian tribes, and preserve peace on the fron- 
tiers,” approved June 13, 1834, as provides that the United States shall make in- 
demnification out of the Treasury for property taken or destroyed in certain 
eases, by Indians trespassing on white men, as described in said act, be, and the 
same is hereby, repealed: Provided, however, That nothing herein contaiged 
shall be so construed as to impair or destroy the obligation of the ans to 
make indemnification out of the annuities as prescribed in said act. 


VI.—Joint resolution of June 25, 1860 (12 Stat. L., 120), 

‘That the repeal of [by] the eighth section of the act of Congress, seproved the 
28th day of February, 1459, of so much of the act of Congress entitled “An act to 
regulate trade and intercourse with Indian tribes, and to aor gate peace on the 
frontiers,” approved June 13, 1834, as vides thatthe United States shall make 
indemnification out of the Treasury for property taken or destroyed in certain 
cases by Indians trespassing on white men, as described in said act, shall not 
be construed to destroy or impair any right to indemnity which existed at the 
date of said repeal, 


VIT.—Act of July 15, 1870, sec. 4 (16 Stat. L., 360). Sec, 2098, Revised Statutes. 
And be it further enacted, That no part of the moneys appropriated by this act, 
or which may hereafter be appropriated in any general act or deficiency bill 
making appropriations for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian 
ent, to pay annuities due to or to be used and expended for the care 


and benefit of any tribe or tribes of Indians named herein, shall be ay to 
the ar gerne of any claim for depredations that may have been or may be com- 
mit by such tribe or tribes, or any member or members thereof; and 
claims for Indian Loos AET shall hereatter be ee until Congress shall 
make special appropriation therefor; and all acts and parts of acts inconsistent 
herewith are hereby repealed. : 


no 


VIIL—Act of May 29, 1872, sec. 7 (17 Stat. L.,190). Secs, 445 and 466, Revised Statutes, 
That it shall be the duty’of the Secretary of the Interior to to prepare and 
cause to be published such rules and regulations as he may deem n or 
proper, prescribing the manner of presenting claims arising under existing laws 
En marsa for n for bers epee committed the In- 
dians, and degree and character of the e 
cuimsi Boshni ee investiyate all yee caem 2a ay presented, an 
ject es and regulations pared by and report to Congress, a 
each session the D N aa amount of such claims, whether 
allowed by him or not, and the evidence tpos which his action was based: Pro- 
vided, That no payment on account of said claims shall be made without a spe- 
cific approp: on therefor by Congress. 


- 
IX.—Section 2156, Revised Statutes. 

Ifany Indian belonging to any tribe in amity with the United States shall, 
within the Indian country, take or destroy the property of any person lawfull 
within such country, or n from Indian country into any State or Terri 
tory inhabited by citizens of the United States, and there take, steal, or destroy 
any horseor other property na age Sa any citizen orinhabitant of the United 
States, such citizen or inhabitant, his representative, attorney, or agent, may 
make application to the proper superintendent, agent, or oat ae, who, upon 
being furnished with the necessary documents and proofs, s under the di- 
rection of the President, make application to the nation or tribe to which such 
Indian shall belong for satisfaction; and if such nation or tribe shall neglect or 
refuse to make satisfaction in a reasonable time, not exceeding twelve months, 
such superintendent, agent, or sub-agent shall make return of his doings tothe 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, that such further steps may be taken as shall 
be proper, in the opinion of the President, to obtain satisi n for the injury. 


X.—Aet of March 3, 1885 (23 Sat. L., 376). 
INDIAN DEPREDATION CLAIMS, 


mination upon each Sam, together with the names and 


XI.—Act of May 15, 1886 (not yet published). 

Indian depredation claims: For continuing the investigation and examination 
of certain Indian depredation claims, originally authorized, and in the manner 
therein provided for, by the Indian appropriation act approyed March 3, 1885, 
$20,000; and the examination and report shal! include ms. if any, barred by 
statute, such fact to be stated in the report; and all whose examination 
shall be completed by January 1, 1887, shall then be reported to Congress, with 
the opinions and conclusions of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the 
Secretary of the Interior upon all material facts, and all the evidence and papers 
pertaining thereto. 


APPENDIX B, 


GENERAL LEGISLATION ON CLAIMS FOR DEPREDATIONS COMMITTED BY WILITES 
ON THE PROPERTY OF INDIANS, 
I.—Act of May 19, 1796, sec, 4 (1 Stat, L., 470). 

And be it further enacted, That if any such citizen, or other person, shall go into 
any town, settlement, or territory belonging, or secured by treaty with the 
United States, to any nation or tribe of Indians, and shall there commit rob- 
bery, larceny, trespass, or otlier crimes against the person or property of any 
friendly Indian or Indians which would be punishable, ifoommitted within the 

urisdiction of any State, against a citizen of the United States, or, unauthorized 

y law, and with a hostile intention, shall be found on any Indian land, such of- 
fender shall forfeit a sum not exceeding $100,and be imprisoned not exceedin 
twelve months; and shall also, when property is taken ordestroyed, forfeit an 
pay to such Indian or Indiansto whom the property taken or destroyed belongs 
a sum equal to twice the just value of the property so taken or destroyed; and 
if such offender shall be unable to pay asum atleast equal to the said just value, 
whatever such payment shall fall short of the said just value shall be paid out 
of the Treasury of the United States: Provided, nevertheless, That no such In- 
dian shall be entitled to any payment out of the Treasury of the United States, 
for any such property taken or destroyed, if he,or any of the nation to which 
he belongs, shall have sought private revenge or attempted to obtain satisfac- 
tion by any force or violence, 


IL.—Aet of March 3, 1799, sec. 4 (1 Stat. D., 744). 

And be it further enacted, That if any such citizen or person shall go intoany 
town, settlement, or territory belonging, or secured by treaty with the United 
States, to any nation or tribe of Indians, and shall there commit rob larceny, 
trespass, or other crime against the person or property of any frien id Indian 
or Indians, which would be punishable if committed within the jurisdiction of 
any State inst a citizen of the United States, or, unauthorized by law, and 
with a hostile intention, shall be found on any Indian lard, such offender shall 
forfeit a sum notexceeding $100 and be imprisoned not exceeding twelve months; 
and shall also, when property is taken or destroyed, forfeit and pay to such In- 
dian or Indians,to whom the property taken and destroyed belongs.a sum 
equal to twice the just value of the property so takenor destroyed, And if such 
offender shall be unable to ps a sum equal atleast to the said just value, what- 
ever such payment shall fal ort of the said just value shall be paid out of the 

of United States: Provided, , That no such Indian shall 
be entitled to any payment out of the Treasury of the United States foranysuch 
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p rty taken or destroyed, if he,or any of the nation to which he belongs, 
l have sought private reyenge or attempted to obtain satisfaction by any 
force or violence, 


II.—Act of March 30, 1802, sec. 4 (2 Stat, L., 141). 

And be it further enacted, That if any such citizen, or other person, shall g into 
any town, settlement, or territory belonging or secured by treaty with the United 
States to any nation or tribe of Indians, and shall there commit robbery, larceny, 
trespass, or other crime against the person or property of any friendly Indian 
or Indians, which would be punishable, if committed within the jurisdiction of 
any State nst a citizen of the United States; or, unauthorized by law, and 
with a hostile intention, shall be found on any Indian land, such offender shall 
forfeitasum notexceeding $100, and be imprisoned not exceeding tweive months; 
and shall also, when property is taken or destroyed, forfeit and pay to such In- 
dian or Indians to whom the property taken and destroyed belongsasum equal 
to twice the just value of the property so taken or destroyed; and if such of- 
fender shall be unable to pay a sum at least equal to the said just value, what- 
ever such payment shall falls short of the said just value shall be paid out of the 
‘Treasury of the United States: Provided, nevertheless, That no such Indian shall 
be entitled to any payment out of the Treasury of the United States for such 
Li, ered taken or destroyed, if he, or any of the nation to which he belongs, 
shall have sought private revenge or attempted to obtain satisfaction by any 
force or violence, 


IV.—Act of June 30, 1834, sec, 16 (4 Stat, L., 731). 

And be it further’enacted, That where, in the commission, by a white person, 
of any crime, offense, or misdemeanor, within the Indian country, the property 
of any friendly Indian is taken, injured, or destroyed, and a conviction is had 
for such crime, offense, or misdemeanor, the person so convicted shall be sen- 
tenced to pay to such friendly Indian to whom the property may belong, or 
whose person may be injured, a sum equal to twice the just value of the prop- 
erty so taken, injured, or destroyed. And if such offender shall be unable to 
pay a sum at least equal to the just value or amount, whatever such payment 
shall fall short of the same shall id outof the Treasury of the United States: 
Provided, That no such Indian shall be entitled to any payment, out of the Treas- 
ury of the United States, for any such property, if he, or any of the nation to 
which he belongs, shall have sought private revenge or attempted to obtain sat- 
isfaction by any force or violence: Ana prora also, That if such offender can 
not be apprehended and brought to trial, the amount of such property shall be 
paid out of the Treasury as aforesaid. 


V.—Sections 2154 and 2155, Revised Statutes, 


Whenever, in the commission, by a white person, of any crime, offense, or 
misdemeanor within the Indian country, the Lats soy ofany friendly Indian is 
taken, injured, or destroyed, and a conviction is for such crime, offense, or 
misdemeanor, the persen so convicted shall be sentenced to pay to such friendly 
Indian to whom the property may belong, or whose person may be injured, a 
sum or fc to twice the just value of the property so taken, injured, or de- 
stro. K 

If such offender shall be unable to pay a sum at least equal to the just value 
or amount, whatever such ‘ment shall fall short of the same shall be paid out 
of the Treasury of the United States, If such offender can not be ps hance 
and brought to trial, the amount of such property shall be paid out of the Treas- 
ury. But no Indian shall be entitled to any payment out of the Treasury of the 
United States for any such property if he, or any of the nation to which he be- 
longs, have so t private revenge, or have attempted to obtain satisfaction by 
any force or violence, 


APPENDIX C. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, March 24, 1888. 


Sır: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your communication of 


16th instant, gear cs with u for the views and re pig of the Depart- 
ment thereon, the fo owm sto ution adopted by the Select Committee on In- 
dian Depredation Claims, House of Representatives: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be requested to give his views as 
to the wisdom and policy of providing in bills which may be passed by Con- 
gress for the relief of individual claimants, or in bills of a general character for 
ciaims on account of depredations committed by Indians, that payment may 


be made out of any moneys in the i Sonraape f not otherwise appropriated, with- 
out to the fact that, under treaty obligations, some of said claims may 
be paid from annuity funds, 

“And further, Thatehe poetry De requested to inform this committee as to 
the status of the annuity funds belonging to, or which may under existing laws 
belong to, any tribe or tribes of Indians; which funds may be held subject to 
claims on the part of citizens of the United States for depredations committed.” 

In response thereto I transmit herewith a copy of a report, dated 22d instant, 
from the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, wherein he states “that the annuity 
funds ofall of the Indian tribes, except the five civilized tribes and the Osages, are 
such that if taken from them for the paymentof any claim, however just, would 
subject them to conditions of such dependency and want as would tend to drive 
them to acts of hostility and crime, and thereby necessitace additional appro- 
priations for their support,” 

The Commissioner gives a tabulated statement showing the liabilities of the 
pela ghana yo to Indian tribes under treaty stipulations, taken from his annual 
report for i 

The non-payment of the claims of citizens of the United States for depreda- 
tions committed by Indians can not, to any very large extent, be chargeable to 
neglect on the part of the claimants in presenting their claims for adjudication, 
Many of these claims have been reported by this Department from time to time 
to Congress for allowance, for which no provision or authority of law for their 
payment has been made, The use of small sums from time to time from the an- 
nuities of Indians for the payment of just claims for depredations committed by 
the tribe or members thereof would not have wrought such hardships and em- 

ent as will result from absorbing the whole or the larger portion of 
their annuities as they may hereafter be appropriated in the A ip mee ofthe ac- 
cumulated amounts of such claims against them. The disappearance 
of game and the attention and efforts that the Indians are now giving to indus- 
trial pursuits have increased their necessities for the use for their benefit of the 
funds payable to them under existing treaties and laws. The p of ir 
civilization would be interrupted by the diversion of their funds wholly or to 
very |. extent for the payment of such claims at this time. 
he delay in making final adjudication of such claims has been a severe hard- 
ship upon such of the claimants whose claims are just and who were entitled to 
pe BN by the Government from the depredation upon their property by 


I do not think that there should be any further unnecessary delay in the pay- 
ment of such sums as have been and shal! hereafter be ascertained to be justly 
due on such claims. If the Indians have no funds or annuities, or, if they have 
such funds which will not, all things considered, bear the draft of such pay- 
ments as may be justly charged against them, I think the payments should be 
made out of moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, and an ac- 
count be kept of such payments under the head of the tribes or bands com- 
mitting the depredations, to the end that such payments may be charged up 
against any funds that may hereafter accrue to them as proceeds of sales ofany 
surplus lands within their reservation which may be disposed of for them under 
the general allotment act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat., 388), or otherwise. 


Very respectfully, 
WM. F. VILAS, Secretary. 
The CHAIRMAN SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN DEPREDATION CLAIMS, 
House of Representatives, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, OFFICE OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1888, 

Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your reference, the in- 
closed letter and resolution of House Select Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims, and in reply thereto would respectfully submit the following report: 

First, That the annuity funds of all the Indian tribes, except the five civilized 
tribes and the Osages, are such thatif taken from them for the payment of any 
claim, however just, would subject them to conditions of such dependency and 
want as would tend to drive them to acts of hostility and crime, and thereby 
necessitate additional appropriations for their support. 

Second, For further answer to said resolution, T herewith inclose a tabulated 
statement taken from my a for the year 1387, pages 293, 204 


nnual repo 293, 204, 295, 
the United States to Indian tribes 


rt 
296, 297, and 298, showing the liabilities of 
under treaty stipulations, 
Very respectfully, 
J. D. C. ATKINS, Commissioner. 


The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 
TABLE R.—Stalement showing the present liabilities of the United States to Indian tribes under trealy stipulations, 


22 So i ent 
heey FERE 2 5 |235 3 
eg £3 = be Aes 
3 3 |aoedss| Z £2588 
BES |Sfigss| $ gPogeg 
iz 5 |p85258 pany Eas2us 
Seo |2-352>| fa |ScEseE 
Names of treaties. Description of annuities, ete, Ese 25a535 E8 Haas 
5 S ent 
gee |S22835| 32 [222283 
BES | esos Ga 8 5 
EREK PERE ER FFE 
goss |BSES23| 8S |227 
a -æ 
4E Bavnss 36 gP ETE 
Apaches, Kiowas, | Thirty installments, provided to be ex- | Ten installments, unappropri-| Vol.15, p.584, FAA, $300, 000. 00 }.....+.48 ATTESI EEPE Scvida badass’ 
and Comanches,| pended under the tenth article treaty | sted, at $90,000 each, 210, | 
of October 21, 1887. 
Do....cceosesseeereeee] Purchase of clothing.......ccccccscsesesveeersseeers seers dasa treaty of October |......d0........ sesse. BID: GOD; 00: E EE EE E, vescapeusen E SNR 
Dorsser | Pay of carpenter, farmer, blacksmith, Fourteenth article treaty of Oc- | Vol.15, p. 585, 4,500.00 | ..ccrveescseserseses PESE or recess ossos 
miller, and engineer. tober 21, 1867. 214. | 
DOvincacossnceasacenel ERY OF DINGBICIRD BNC CORONER, s 5 ccccscserzserys] sasssa Ovctvennedsteacennsscsscodounsooness asots f touei Oe nispa ddaa TRIO DT OAE AE AEA Seiaó 
Arickarees, Gros | Amount to be expended in such goods, | Seventh article treaty of July 27, | Treaty not | 30,000.00 | PAPINI SSN 
Ventres, and etc. as the President may from time 1866. published. 
Mandans. to time determine. 
Assinaboines.., s. fesser AO sasse onda ndodcnves sdacnstee| ed second (AD REE asi sem can iicentencgcsnuahayalc 000. 00 
Black feet, Bloods, |.........d0...... Eighth ig treaty of Septem- |. 000, 00 


and Piegans, 
Cheyennes and 
oes. 


Thirty installments, provided to be ex- 
nded under tenth article treaty of 
ctober 23, 1867. 
.| Purchase of clothing, same article..........).ceoe:cessercersee saveees 
Pay of physician, carpenter, farmer. 
blacksmith, miller, engineer an 
teacher, 


Arapah 


Chickasaw....... nas| PANNE ANNUISY AN GOONS. ers axeces yasnes| cavesetnassvecsuicasoncopnseses 
Chippewas of the | Forty-six installments, to be paid tothe | Five installments, 
ississippi. chiefs of the Mississippi Indians. due. 


ber 1, 
Ten installments, 
ated, at $20,000 each. 


unappropri- 


of $1,000 ea 
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TABLE R.—Statement showing the present liabilities of the United States to Indian tribes under treaty stipulations—Continued. 


233 LTMA a on,- 3 
naey | Esi | $y | 53338 
isa | S288 fz bes Aes 
S35 |A aage a 44,52 
BES EFFE = TEREE 
fae | eS8Sta| so | bsseus 
N. f treati Description of uiti Number of installments yet unap- Racca erat HTE 223222 22 FERE 
umes of treaties, n of annuities, etc, ws, utes} ESS THA a2 
p es, propriated, explanations, etc. at Largo. E F SpE Pee F 3 wees „å 
gasa | oecSes| s | 202388 
38s se 3 2 Su Ego 
J229 vung 2g |3358 
S258 BEETS 5 s2oeg 
asoa | besess) 89 223% 
nass s 
ERA ELELE BS ES 38 
Chippewas, Pilla- | Forty installments: in money,$10,666.66; | Seven installments, of $22,666.66 | Vol.10,p.1168, "a Aoi APEE ERA p rE e.s 
r and Lake posse, 88.000; and for purposes of util- each, due, ; vol. 13, 
vy inebagosian ity, $4,000. p. 694; 2 3. 
nds. 
Choctaw. .....c0s00 Permanent annuities .,...........c00+e| Second article treaty of Novem- | Vol. 7, p. 99, 2 |.c-cesssreeeeeeres|sereeneereereseceneee| $9, 600.00 |... ccececcsseernnnee 
ber 16, 1805, $3,000; thirteenth ‘ 
article treaty of October 18, 
1820, $600; second article treaty 
of January 20, 1825, $6,000. 
ChoctawS......0....0+ Provisions for smiths, Cte... hatasi Sixth article treaty of October 18, | Vol, 7, p. 212, |eecscsecrrerceee|eeceseeserserseeaseert ~ 920,00 [occcesncecerees sees aa 


1820; ninth article treaty of 
January 20, 1825, 


2 


85 S85 È 
88 888 8 


se eseasseesesees AO eee aeeeneeenenusenensteseasaeeneeece 


Treaty of August 7, 1790. 
Treaty of June 16, 1802. 
Treaty of January 24,1 
«0 O.. 
ty oi ary 
August 7, 1856. 


Treaty of February 14, 1833, and 
treaty of August 7, 1856. 


Interest on $390,257.92, articles 10 and 13, 
treaty of January 22, 1855, 
Permanent annuities 


r Spr 


«| Smiths, shops, etc... 
«| Wheelright, permane: 


„| Allowance, during the pleasure of the 
President, for blacksmiths, assistants, 
shops and tools, iron and steel, wagon- 
maker, education, and assistants in 
agricultural operations, etc. 

DO ES Interest on $200,000 held in trust, sixth 
article treaty Au, 7, 1856. 

TIO OEREN Interest on $675,168 held in trust, third 
treaty June 14, 1886, to be expended 
under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 


Treaty of August 7, 1856.............. 


Expended under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Interior, 


Vol.11, p.700,2 
Vol.14, p.786, 
aain 8 


For SPE be Yee Lesson on four- Treat of May iso aren in- Mert 15, p. 651, |... 
teen years of age with a suit of good s ents, 0! each, due; 
substantial woolen clothing; females estimated. ‘i : 


overtwelve years of age a flannel skirt 
or goods to make the same, a pair of 
woolen hose, calico, and domestic; 
and boys and girls under the ages 
named such flannel and cotton goods 
as their necessities may require. 

.| For pay of physician, carpenter, miller, 


Treaty of May 7, 1868..... 
engineer, farmer, and blacksmith. 


Vol. 15, p. 651, 


sasse! 


.| Twenty installments, for pay of teacher | Twoinstallments, of $1,500each, | Vol. 15, p.651, f...sssrersesiesess . : 
and for books and stationery, due. T. 
Blacksmith, iron and steel, and for | Estimated at........... RWA Aiesa Vol. 15, p. 651, ss 
s and agricultural implements. 
WOO Y OA PREES Twenty-five installments, of 5 Nineteen installments, of $30,- | Act of April f................-| 570,000.00 |... cseeeeseee|enceseereeeeseee 
each, in cash or otherwise, under the 000 each, due. 11, 1882. 
è direction of the President. 
Gross Ventres....... Amounts to be expended in such goods, not published (eighthar- |....s.rersssssersoserees 
rovisions, ete. as the President may ticle, July 13, 1868). 


m time to time determine as neces- 


Vol, 10, p.1071, f..sserssssss 57,500. 00 


Kansas.....esesssseseees Interest on $200,000, at 5 per Cent........sesse:i.aserorerinonsesns E AE E A Aee Eh Vel Gs SED: EE E EEE E aa AAA . 200, 000.00 
* | Kiekapoos............| Interest on $98,175.63, at 5 per Cemb.......0+-]...cccsssscsersessensecerseesesseseseesseeresencers Vol. 10, p.1079, 88, 175. 68 
Miamies of Kansas; Permanent provision for smith’s shops Say $411.43 for shop and $262.62 | Vol. 7, p. 19], |......sssseessceelseseeseetscessrssenes 5 13,481.00 
and miller, ete. ‘or miller, s 
DO „eseese cesses] Interest on $21,884.81, at the rate of 5 f......sessssssessassssesserrsnoss AN WOR TO) R008, bi cncspccowcacsssslecansagesnsdsysesices 21, 884. 81 
per Tr per third article treaty of 23. i 
une 5, : 
Miamies of Eel | Permanent annuities.... «| Fourth article treaty of 1795; Noh TPR ES EEANN ake 1, 100. 00 22, 000. 00 
ver. third article treaty of 1805: vol.7, p. 91, 
third article treaty of 1809. #3; vol. 7,p. 
hi, 8 i vol. 
» Molels......... chains Pay of teacher to manual-labor school | Treaty of December 21, 1855........ voit 12, p. 982, MELEAR E SSA a is EESE AEE AA VASEA 
and subsistence.of pupils, ete. 2. 
Nez Percés...........- Salary of two matrons for schools, two | Treaty of June 9, 1863.......00........ Wl 14, BGO) BGO ESEA ENE = 
assistant teachers, farmer, carpenter, 25. 
and two millers, 
Northern Chey- | Thirty installments, for poumo of | Eleven installments, of $12,000 | Vol.15, p. 657, |....ssses.snsrsees GO) I AEE a, S soset sovees 
ennesand Arap- clothing, as per sixth article of treaty each, due. 26. 
ahoes. May 10, 1868. 
sss) Ten installments, to be expended by the | One installment, of $30,000, due..!..... C E O 80; 000, 00 |. .caserence scenes] E secese 
Secretary of the Interior, for Indians 
engaged in culture. 
«| Pay of two teachers,two carpenters, two | Estimated at..,....... Mebpessondoscecauceecs Vol. 15, p. 658, NOD AA iaccerdgucse DAE DIN RO E E IN 
farmers, miller, blacksmith, engineer, #7. 
and physician, 
-| Twelve installments, fourth series, in | Seven installments, fourth series, | Vol.10, p.104, |............. EEA EEIE IT 
money or otherwise. of $10,000 each, due. 4. 
-| Interest on $69,120, at 5 per cent., for ed- [Resolution of the Senate to treaty | Vol. 7, p. 242, |.......:ss+cse0 sasssa ia bratih . 69, 120. 00 
ucational purposes, Sapiera 2,1825. 6. 
.| Interest on ,000, at 5 per cent,,to be | Treaty of September 29, 1865........ vel 14, p. 687, |. 300, 000, 00 


paid semi-annually, in money orsuch 
articles as the Secretary ofthe Interior 
may direct. 
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TABLE R.—Statement showing the present liabilities of the United States to Indian tribes under treaty stipulations—Continued. 


red 
rof 


impe 


mited nu 
y limited annui- 


ties incidentally necessary 


to effect the payment. 


Number of installments yet unap- Reference to 
propriated, explanations, etc. are Statutes 


ations that will be 


Reregate of future appropri- 


as to time, now allowed, but 
liable to be discontinued. 


during a li 


Annual amountnecessary to 
meet stipulations indefinite 
years to 


Amount of annual liabilities 


of a permanent character, 


Amount held in trust Usd “ay 


Uone sige on SA b 
r cent. is annually 
as perplas which, Ben 


ed at 5 per cent., produce 


permanent annuities, 


A 


Twelve instaliments, last series, in | Seven installments, of $5,000 |Vol.10, p. 1039, 
money or otherwise. each, due. 
Annuity goods, and such articles as | Treaty of September 24, 1857. 
may be necessary. 
Sapport of eo manual-labor schools 
and pay oi . A 
For iron and steel and other necessary | Estimated for iron and steel, | VoL 11, p.729, 
articles for shops, and pay of two back- $500; two blacksmiths, $1,200; #4. 
smiths, one of whom is to be tin and and two strikers, $430. 
gun smith; and compensation of two 
strikers and apprentices. 
PawneeS.............| Farming utensils and stock, pay of 
farmer, miller, and engineer, and com- 
pensation of apprentices to assist in 
working in the mill and keeping in 
repair grist and saw mill. 
Fifteen installments, last series, to be | One installment,of $8,000, due Vol. 12, p. 997, 
paa o them or expended for their 22. 
nefit. 
-Amount to be expended during the | Treaty of March 12, 1868..............| Vol.12, p.998, 
pleasure of the President for purposes é2. 
of civilization. anu “Se A m 
-| VOLT, p.51,24 od ; 156. 00 
.| September 39, 1809.. Vol.7, p. 114, f. ‘ 3,578.00 


23. 
October 2, 1818. e -7 We “ 5 17,890. 00 
-| September 20, 1828. NOL bas m : . 14, 312. 00 
€ 
July 29, 1829... L7 È A ; 114, 495. 40 


Permanent provision for three black- | October 16, 1826; September 20, X È Sa ee 20,179. 80 
smiths assistants, iron and steel, 1828; July 29, a : 


Permanent provision for furnishing sal! 


Permanent provision for payment ot | September 20, 1828; June 5 and 
money in lieu oftobacco,iron,andsteel.| 17, 1846. 


For interest on $230,064.20, at 5 percent..} June 5 and 17,1846. 
Pottawatomies of | Permanent annuities. November 17, 1808...... n... soser 12110. 


Huron. > 
Quapaws............ „| Foreducation, smith, farmer, and smith- | $1,000 for education, $500 for 


sop during the pleasure of the Presi- smith, ete. 
en 
Sacs and Foxes of | Permanent annuity. «f Treaty of November 3, 1904 
«| Interest on $200,000, at 5 per cent ..| Treaty of October 21, 1837.. 
Interest on $800,000, at 5 per cent... „| Treaty of October 21, 1842. ae 
Interest on $157,400, at 5 per cent Treaty of October 21, 1837............ 
-| For support of school Treaty of March 6, 1861 
Interest on $500,000, eighth article of | $25,000 annual annuity. 
treaty of August 7, 1856. 
Interest on $70,000, at 5 per cent.. Support of schools, etc........ era keree 
.| Permanent annuity. September 9 and 17, 1817....... .....- 
Smith and smith-shop and miller, per- | February 23, I821..........--s.sseessssers 
manent, 4. 
Senecas of New | Permanent annuities. February 19, 1841......... ThS „j. VOL 4, p. 442, 


York. 
Do. Interest on $75, 000, at 5 per cent.............| Act of June 27, 1846...... ves. p. 35, 


-| Interest on $43, 050, transferred from the 4 = .s...| VoL 9, po 35, | ices. 
Ontario Bank to the United States 23. 


Treaty of September 17, 1818........ ya 7, p. 179, 
Support of smith and smith-shops.........| Treaty of July 20,1831. Vol. 7, p. 352, 


Permanent annuity for education........... August 3, 1795; September 29, 1817} Vol. 7, p.51,24 
Interest on $40,000, at 5 per cent, August 3, 179%; May 10,1854. be tee p.l 


Shoshones and 
Bannacks : 


an $ 
Shoshones.............-| For the purchase of clothing for men, | Twelve installments due, esti- | Vol.15, p.676, 
women, and children, thirty install-} mated at $10,000 each, 29. 


ments, 

For pay of physicians, carpenter, teacher, i Vol. 15, p. 676, 
engineer, farmer, and blacksmith. 10. 
cians ms for iron and steel for < ssecsssesees] VOl 15, p. 676, 
s! 3. 


Ops, : 3 
For the purchase of clothing for men, | Twelve installments due, esti- | Vol. 15, p.676, 
women, and children, thirty install- mated at $5,000 each. 29. 


ments. 
«| Pay of physician, carpenter, miller, Vol. 15, p. 676, 
er, engineer, farmer, and black- 210. 
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TABLE R.—Slatement showing the present liabilities of the United States to Indian tribes under treaty stipulations—Continued. 


82 legsee.] 3. [sese 
esy | Becca | 23 [agi 
i 3S RE 5 z RS SES 
oo z a a 2 Papen r 
EES | Bfive3| S4 |zPgaAs 
netorencoto | 2209 | Efgene| 73 |#82Ea2 
A . Number of installments yet unap- Statutes | SSE Sasnad ae gs 
Names of treaties. Description of annuities, etc, prop: explanations, ete, Jews, u 53 25 Srini? a: PEPENE 
SS; = “= ens 
Z aS 25 a naz o anso 8 
‘ sas | eSuous agog 
dice |Ba¥ag| ER | sz8224 
asc |&S5285) 84 | SEeees 
EEEE] zop 
gaa Bas hss § c] E 2 
SBixNationsof New| Permanent annuities in clothing, ete.....| Treaty November 11, 1794............ VOLT, DOL EO ne) Den eee $4,500.00 $90, 000.00 
York. 
Sioux of different | Purchase of clothing for men, women, | Twelve installments, of $130,000 | Vol. 15, p.638, |...--+--s:sese0+ BO IO 0 ASE EERTE E vl centers 
tribes, yong and children, each, due; estimated. 210. 
Santee Sioux o 
Nebraska. 
WG sascoisses bac seess Blacksmith, and for iron and steel......... oN in ROSETTA Meine o ASEA R Wi ON S RTA EER AA 
DOs ddcsnccovstsonece For such articles as may be considered | Twelve installments, of $200,000 |...... r ALERA ERISA PEES 200,000: OD) Ie aaea 
necessary by the Secretary of the In- each, due; 
terior for persons roaming,‘ 
WOO senares onst renese Physician, five teachers, carpenter, | Estimated..........csssecccscssesersesseeee Wool. 35, Dp. OBB, | 10; AOD. 0D: ficis es cotsnieed] conse ccs cuseseesfonceppverscnabsresest 
ea engineer, farmer, and black- #13. 
smith. 
b> Peep en neem | Purchase of rations, ete., as per article |......... BUG sxx aoao oina aaa AS HEC E EE o R T T bc A EREA A 
| 6, agreement of September 26, 1876. 5. 
Ga z uache band | Pay of blacksmith........,.........ccccssseeseeensnee (ereeseene S SAR EES EA EE o A KOLAR p. 675, 720.00 esa veseseese 
o! tes. k 
Tabequache, Mua- |. For iron and steel and necessary tools |......... E AINEA AIN IED ANNES Vol. 15, p.627, E A EINES A E PENISI ERELT 
che, Capote, for blacksmith shop. 9 
Weemin uche 
Yampa, Grand 
River, and Uin- 
= bands of 
tes. 
DO cireovccecscocscoeoee! Two carpenters, two millers, two farm- |......... MDS vesnades «| Vol. 15, p. 622, Fj OO OD E IRCEN PEENES E ves ccaschsscenepeess 
ers, one blacksmith, and two teach- 215. 
ers. ; 
pr A Thirty installments, of $30,000 each, to | Eleven installments, each $30,- | Vol.15, p.022, f... ccccccseese| 330, 000.000 f .nnssonnsesessess]senssrensininerneense 
be e: under the direction of 000, due, gal. 
the Secretary ofthe Interior, for cloth- 
ing, blankets, ete. 
DY Shee A ARSA Annual amount to be expended, under |:.....ssssssi sssenssssnsssnneenee sarrenstnaaeii aah R EA a ODD OD EEA AIN EERS AENT ERR 
the direction of the Secretary of the 12. 
Interior, in supplying said Indians 
wa beef, mutton, wheat, flour, 
ms, ete. 
Winnebagoes ........ Interest on $804,909.17, at 5 per cent. per | November 1, 1837, and Senate | Vol.7, p. 546, |-...--sessceseee|ssnscerersesers seee 40, 245, 45 804, 909. 17 
annum, - amendment July 17, 1862. Py yy 12, 
p. š 
DO ic cecescececosoes ove Interest on $78,340.41, at 5 per cent. per | July 15, 1870....0.c.cccccceeesssseeseeeeees ERL SE S ROEN 3,917.02 78,340. 41 
annum, to be expended under ti:o di- s êL 
rection ofthe Secretary of the Interior, 
Yankton tribe of | Ten installments, of $25,000 each, being | One installment due, of $25,000. OLLE psy (| bp ERNA 25, 000.00 seketokeustbenpanan 
Sioux. third series, to paid to them or ex- A 
pended for their benefit, . 
Dieko reae Twenty installments, of $15,000 each, | Twenty installments, of $15,000 | .2....O.......s-cc00+|eeeeesenes sooren 300, 000. 00 ecse 
fourth series, to be paid to them, or ex- each, dus. 
pended for their benefit. | 
PGRN ca saat AAEN PEE AEAN NES AETA E AE S E N N NOS srseneeesn nen Dy ABO, 190.09) 6, 471, 666.62 | 349,251.98 | 6, 024,629. 99 


Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker—— , 

Mr. BLAND. Before the gentleman proceeds I would like to ask 
him how these claims are to be paid after they are adjudicated. Are 
they to be certified to ? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. ‘They are to be paid by appropriation. 

Mr. BLAND. I did not notice any provision in the bill requiring 
them to be certified to $ 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, in explaining the details of this 
bill I desire to be as brief and at the same timeas explicit as possible. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I would like to know, as others would, the 
class of claims to which this bill applies, their scope, just how they 


arise, etc. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, under various acts of Congress 
commencing almost with the history of the Government, the first act 
having been passed in 1786, the Government of the United States, in- 
tending to secure peace and tranquillity to its citizens upon the borders, 
said to them: *‘ Observe all your obligations to the Indians; preserve 

ble relations with them; proceed lawfully with your business, 
and if any destruction of property should occur, we, desiring that you 
refrain from any attempt at private revenge er any personal effort to 
recover compensation from the Indians, undertake to guaranty you in- 
demnification.’’ The language of the law, as first passed, was this: 


And in the mean time,in respect to property so taken, stolen, or destroyed, 
the United States guaranty to the party injured eventual indemnification. 


This policy enunciated in 1796 was reaffirmed in the act of 1834 and 
continued to be the declared policy of the Government by its enact- 
ments down to 1859, when, Mr. Speaker, the policy of the Government 
was changed—not in reference to its duty to the citizen, but in this 
respect: At and prior to that period the Government of the United 
States was and had been making treaties with the Indians by which 
indemnification or payment for property stolen or destroyed was pro- 


vided to be made out of funds promised to be paid by the United 
States to the Indians as annuities or treaty funds. In 1859 the Gov- 
ernment of the United States in legal effect said to its citizens, ‘‘Ob- 
serve the law, follow your lawful avocations peaceably; and we under- 
take to declare that, having in our hands as trustee money due to these 
Indians, we will undertake your indemnification and payment out of 
said funds.” 

The Government of the United States from that time to the present 
has failed to make payment to various citizens of the United States 
whose property has been destroyed or carried away by Indian depreda- 
tions. The Government having in its possession as trustee fands which 
legally and morally, as any court would say, ought to have been paid 
over promptly to the parties injured, has applied these fands to meet 
the needs of the Indians, and in supplying their wants and necessities 
has, I submit, so far as it could be done, preserved the peace and tran- 
quillity of the country, but in doing so has become and is, omitting 
every other view, liable to the honest claifnants. m 

Mr. BLOUNT. I would like to ask the gentleman a question, if he 
will allow me. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Certainly. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I find in the bill this language: 


Provided, That in determining the liability of the United States to pay these 
claims or any part thereof the question of limitation as to time and manner of 
presenting them as prescribed by statutes shall be waived by the court, 


Now, does my friend say that this act shall cover all claims from the 
beginning, from the passage of the act of 1796, of which he speaks, until 
the present time? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. The claims up to the year 1834, it is be- 
lieved, have been paid. There is no liability beyond 1834; very little 
beyond the year 18 9. But the citizens of the United States have 


never been provided with a suitable tribunal in which to file their 
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claims. This is a matter of simple justice to these poor claimants dis- 
tant from the seat of Government, many of whose claims are now on 
file informally; yet if the plea of the statute of limitations should be 
made it is feared a number of honest, just claims might be excluded. 
Some of these parties injured have filed their claims with the Indian 
agent, to whom at first under the law complaint was required to be 
made. Hence many parties who have made their complaints with the 
Tonan agonf have ignorantly supposed that this was a formal filing of 

e claim. 

Now, it was the opinion of the committee that these parties in com- 
ing before a court should not be held by any technical rale— 

Mr. PETERS. ‘There is one case in which the claim was never filed 

with the Commissioner of Indian Affairs or even with the Indian agent; 
but the party had a bill presented to Congress, which was passed by 
this House in the Forty-third or Forty-fourth Congress, but never 
passed the Senate. 
+ Mr. BLOUNT. Some of these claims have been rejected by the 
Interior Department, some of them have come to this House and been 
rejected here. Isuppose under the terms of this bill all those cases 
will come in. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. This bill removes the bar absolutely, as I 
understand. I may be wrong. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Theintention of the committee was to place 
these parties, who have, in one way or another, appealed to the Gov- 
ernment, appealed to its agents, in some shape that they shall through 
some tribunal have a hearing of their just claims. They can not, and 
I regret to say it—I regret that the history of your proceedings in Con- 
gress shows it—they can not or have not been able at least to obtain 
justice from Congress, the last tribunal to which an appeal could be 
made. And in saying that in behalf of the committee I do not wish 
to reflect upon Congress, I have data, and in proper shape will apply 
it, for I had occasion to turn recently to the remarks of our distinguished 
Speaker at the close of the Forty-eighth Congress, when he alluded to 
the fact that during that Congress about ten thousand bills and joint 
resolutions had been presented, and he called the attention of the 
country to the fact that owing to the number of private claims and 
demands being made, it was impossible, in the very nature and order 
of things, that these claims could be heard in Congress. And he 
spoke, and voicing the honest sentiment of the House, and the honest 
sentiment of the country, when responsive to the demands of individ- 
uals for justice, of the necessity for the appointment of tribunals that 
ought to be provided by law for the hearing and adjudication of these 
claims. I submit the following extracts of the Speaker’s remarks as 
pertiner t to this proposed legislation: 

[Extract from Recorp, Forty-eighth Congress, second session, page 2572.] 


In the first Congress the House of Representatives consisted of only sixty- 
seven members, less than the prons membership of the Senate. Now there 
are three hundred and twenty-five, besides the delegates from the Territories. 
From the organization of the Government to the close of the Twenty-fifth Con- 

„a period of fifty years, there were introduced into the House, as shown by 
fis records, 8,777 bills and joint resolutions, while during the two sessions of the 
present —_ 8,630 bills and joint resolutions have been introduced—almost 
as many as during that half century. 

[Extract. Forty-eighth Congress, second session, pages 2572-3.] 

It is evident that unless some constitutional or legislative provision can be 
adopted which will relieve Congress from the consideration of all, or at leasta 
large part, of the local and private measures which now occupy the time of the 
committees and fill the Calendars of the two Houses, the percentage of business 
left undis; of at each adjournment must continue to increase from year to 

ear. It is not reasonable to suppose that an alteration of the Constitution can 

effected, but it is worthy of serious consideration, whether a general law 
might not be enacted which would authorize the several Executive Depart- 
ments and the courts of justice to hear and determine these matters undersuch 
rules and regulations as would amply protect the interests of the Government, 
and at the same time secure to the citizen a more expeditious and appropriate 
remedy than is now afforded. If this shall be done time and opportunity will 
be afforded here for the deliberate consideration of those great public questions 
which the Constitution has committed to the legislative department, and some- 
thing might be done to promote the welfare of the whole people without neg- 
lecting the special interests of any. 


Mr. BLOUNT. Will the gentleman permit me just there? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Before answering the gentleman from Geor- 
gia, let me say that I have further turned during this session to the 
proceedings, and I find that up to this date nearly fifteen thousand bills 
and joint resolutions have been presented to the Fiftieth Congress. I 
exhibit here an official statement, prepared in the Clerk’s office, show- 
ing the exact number: 

[First session Fiftieth Congress, July 19, 1888.] 
House bills introduced...............-+ 
House joint resolutions introduced 


Senate bills introduced. 


tpeeeenes sesesesesese seoses tecee tenons rensssaceonassensnesrenenee 


Total both Housed..........c.scsssccersssesssvsessecessess sony sesvestersnsnesssnsovoneees 


The great body of these represent private claims. The percentage of 
increase since the close of the Forty-eighth Congress shows the wisdom 
of Mr. Speaker CARLISLE’S su ions. 

The allowance of ten hours’ daily work in the consideration of each 
of these bills and joint resolutions would require several years’ constant 
and uninterrupted labor. 
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I speak the voice of the committee when I say that when we came to 
the consideration of these claims, on looking over the field we knew 
that in justice to ourselves, in justice to the House, in justice to these 
claimants and to the Government, we could not possibly devote that 
time to the examination that their merits and astern sense of duty and 
justice demanded. It was utterly impossible. 

Mr. HERMANN. Let me say to the gentleman rightthere that the 
clerk of our committee has tabulated the claims recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and shows that over six thousand claims have 
been certified. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Notcertified, but thatis the numberof claims 
existing on file. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I would like to know whether the gentleman can 
state the amount covered by these claims in dollars? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. The amount is mentioned in the report at 
$15,000,000. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Is my friend sure that that is what they will amount 
to, or does he state only what appears of record? Does my friend 
undertake to speak of claims outside of the record? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I do not suppose that outside of that there 
will be many, because since 1885, when Congress provided for the filing 
of these claims in the Interior Department, during that year and 1886 
and 1887, and up to the present time, they have been filed. I think 
practically they are all in. 

Mr. BLOUNT. It is most likely that the claim agents will find a 

many more when this bill gets through. 

Mr. RYAN. I think not; I think the great bulk of these claims has 
been presented. 

Mr. SYMES. Iam confident that there are but a few more of them. 

Mr. DUNN. ‘That is the impression of all who have examined the 
subject. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Permitmetosay, Ido not believe there will bethat 
when the whole question is opened and the liabilities ascertained, over 
three or four million dollars found justly due to claimants of all classes. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I would like to ask—— 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I wish my friend from Tennessee to state— 
not that I am hostile to this measure—— 

Mr. BLOUNT. Who has the floor? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The gentleman from Tennessee is en- 
titled to the floor. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio for a sug- 
gestion. 


Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I wish to see if I have a correct apprehen- 
sion of this measure. The question of amount, whatever it may be, 
if justly due, ought to cut no figare—— 

Mr. HEARD. That is exactly my view. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. For I would rather see an empty Treasury 
with honor to the Government than an overflowing Treasury with the 
Government claims dishonored by a disregard of its just obligations. 

Now, this Government, from the foundation of it up to the present 
time, has been paying certain Indians—— 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Not from the foundation of the Government. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Well, fora great many years, I understand, 
by treaties and by statntes, we have held these Indians liable for dep- 
redations committed by any member of the tribe upon the property of 
other Indians or upon the pores of white men. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. And have agreed to indemnify them for 

committed by the white le, 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. That is correct. Ita lex seripta. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. Exactly. Now, during that time no tri- 
bunal has been organized for the purpose of adjudicating these claims, 
and they have been acted upon, as far as any action has been taken, 
in this House. Hence they are referred here, and the result is that 
uey are not permitted to have such examination as ought to be made 
of them. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. It is impossible to examine them. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I understand the purpose of this bill is to 
establish a tribunal which shall take up—first removing the bar of the 
statute of limitations—take up the cases in their order, and endeavor 
to determine how much shall be paid to the whites for depredations 
committed by the Indians, and how much is due to the Indian tribes 
for committed by the whites, and that the findings of the 
court upon the evidence so taken shall be reported to Congress for its 
action. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. No. Let me interrupt the gentleman. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. A moment. I see I was in error there, 
and that their adjudication shall be final. If the judgments they may 
find, for I may call them judgments, are against the tribes, then the 
payment may be taken out of their indemnity funds. 

Mr. SYMES. Not necessarily. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. ‘Then how would it be paid? 

Mr. SAYERS. If the gentleman will it me—— 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Pardonmeamoment. Ihave my mind run- 
ning on this just now, and will state that when these findings of the 


court are submitted to the Department, as provided in the bill, the 
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Secretary of the Interior shall annually transmit to Congress a list of 
such findings, and report what trust or other fands of the Indians are 
available for the liquidation of any claims found justly due by them. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. I understood that the bar of the statute of 
limitations, if I may describe it in that way, is to be removed — 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. There is no statute of limitations. 

Mr. LAIRD. Will the gentleman from Tennessee [ Mr. WHITTHORNE] 
allow me to make a partial answer to the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. And then, when the judgment is rendered 
and when the finding is made, that out of the annuity, out of this trust 
fund, to which my friend called attention, these claims are to be paid. 
Now, the only objection that occurred to me is this: In the first place, 
there is some question as to not having the statute of limitations re- 
moved; and in the next place there may be some objection to having 
the court to sit in Washington to settle these claims; and if we pay these 
claims out of the annuity, we may absolutely deprive the Indians of 
what is due to them for their maintenance. 

Mr. SYMES. This does not provide for paying them out the annu- 
ities. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. There is no statute of limitation upon this 
indemnity; that is more a term than anything else. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Then has my friend any objection to it going out ? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Now, under the law as it is, certain Indian 
tribes are protected from depredations committed by whites, the Gov- 
ernment being responsible to the Indian tribes. The white man is 
also indemnified for depredations committed by the Indians. Now, 
the fact that the indemnification has not been made is not the fault of 
the claimants, because they have appealed to every tribunal they could. 
When the matter was under the control of the War Department they 
appealed to the Secretary of War, and then when it was brought under 
the Interior Department they appealed to the officers thereof, and then 
to Congress. They have made every appeal. It has been no fault of 
theirs; it has been no fault of individual members of Congress, but it 
is a fault which arises from the want of time on the part of Congress 
and the officers of the Government to determine these claims. Now, this 
indemnification is by the Government out of its funds, and since the 
act of 1859 out of moneys due to Indians, 

Mr. SYMES. Ifyou read the report it states the fact about it. You 
will see it does not remove at all the obligation of the Government to 
eventually determine the controversy as to whether the claim should 
be paid by the Government ornot. It only removes that under the act 
of 1834 had yoro that under the order of the President or by the 
direction of the officers of the Interior Department the money should 
be paid out of the Treasury, Congress having nothing to do with it. 

It left that class of claims against the Government of the United 
States under the solemn terms of these different acts of Congress that 
the Government will in the mean time consider this controversy as to 
how they should be paid the indemnity from the Government. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. In keeping up with the inguiry of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio, I want to say that although the Government has 
had this annuity or trust fund in its hand, the payment of these claims 
can not now be made to the claimants out of that, because you have 
reached a point where, if you attempt to pay honest claimants out of 
the annuity fund, it will leave the Indians as paupers and dependent 
upon the Government for their support. 

There are but a few tribes with which it can be done. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior suggests that in the future, out of the funds going 
to the Indians and from Jands which by the act of 1887 it is provided 
may be sold of their reservation, the Government of the United States 
can indemnify itself and pay the claims out of the common Treasury; 
wherefore it is provided in this bill that this judicial tribunal shall 
make a report to the Secretary of the Interior that he may keep an ac- 
count of the fund, and when he makes a debit there is a credit given 
for it in such fund as may be on hand or accrue as stated, and after 
doing that the Secretary of the Interior reports the condition of the 
fund, and his suggestion of how and in what manner it can be paid, 
and it comes to Congress in that shape. You can see very well how 
the interests of the Government are protected in seeking to do justice 
with these claims. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in doing all this, and in bringing this measure 
before Congress with a view of a speedy relief to the claimants, and 
doing justice to all parties, economy has been consulted. Here is a 
provision for the sum of $40,000 per annum to be appropriated for the 
support of the entire court and its officers annually. Under the gen- 
eral provision of existing laws there are $20,000 appropriated for the 
conduct of an investigation which lacks the formalities of a legal in- 
vestigation, which fails to reach final justice, and which loads Con- 
gress and consumes its time; and when you eliminate the $20,000 now 
paid to this investigating bureau of the Indian Department, and come 
to sum up all, you will find that in providing for the expenditure ot 
$40,000, as is done in this bill, you are making no extravagant in- 
crease of expenditure, indeed no actual increase except eo nomine in 
the officers provided for the adjudication and payment of these claims. 

Mr. SAYERS. The court is only temporary. j 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. The court is intended to be only temporary. 
Pee Phi Sesh dh How much do you propose to pay the 
judges 
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Mr. WHITTHORNE. Four thousand dollars a year; and that is 
with the view of getting a tribunal whose finding and adjudication, in 
the language of the report of the committee, shall command alike the 
confidence of Congress and of the country.- And I submit to the judg- 
ment of gentlemen that the interests of the Government are further 
protected here. Under the present mode of investigation no agent of 
the Department is authorized to administer an oath; all the testimony 
taken for or against the Government is ex parte; but under this tribu- 
nal, judicial in its character, the officers and agents employed and sent 
out are authorized by law to take the testimony of witnesses under 
oath, and their reports are to be made under oath. 

Mr. DUNN. And the Secretary says that his action upon the re- 
ports of the agents now employed in these cases in approving them is 
entirely perfunctory. 

Mr. SYMES. That is what he told us when we conferred with him. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Yes. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
Symes].and I were appointed a subcommittee to confer with the Sec» 
retary of the Interior and the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, and the 
Secretary told us that necessarily, with the volume of business com- 
mitted to him and to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, the approval 
of these reports was in a great degree a perfunctory work. He also 
assured us that the Department needed this tribunal, and that he was 
of the opinion that every department of the Government needed the 
sanction of suchatribunal. Mr. Speaker, I will conclude my explana- 
tion of this bill by stating that it comes here with the unanimous re- 
port of the committee and with the approval of the Secretary. In fact, 
the bill isin large part the work of theSecretary of the Interior. Ithas 
also the approval of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. These offi- 
cers have looked over the whole field and recommend this as the best 
and most just method of disposing of these claims. 

Mr. Speaker, the Government is quick in its generosity to the soldier 
who defends its honor and integrity. The Government moves in hot 
haste to discharge its obligations to the holders of its bonds. Why then 
should it halt in slow steps to do simple justice to the pioneer of its 
laws and civilization, who, invited by the plighted faith of that same 
Government, has offered his life and sacrificed his property to promote 
the power, wealth, and happiness of its citizens, for whom alone it ex- 
ists? 4 

Mr. HERMANN. In further answer to the doubt ex by the 
gentleman from Ohio, I wish to read a provision of the bill: 

And the Secretary of the Interior shall, at the same time, report what funds 
exist from which any amounts adjudicated ny the court to be chargeable toany 
Indian tribes may be paid, and whether, in his opinion, the amounts so found 
chargeable should be paid by the United States or taken from such funds, to- 
gether with his reasons therefor. 

Mr. PETERS. Does this bill provide for any appeal in case the com- 
mission should find adversely to the claimant? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. No, sir. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. It provides that the judgment shall be final. 

Mr. RYAN. If I understand the bill, it provides that an adverse 
judgment shall be a perpetual bar to the further prosecution of the 
claim. 

Mr. SYMES, That is what it does. 

A MEMBER. The claimant is entitled to a rehearing. 

Mr.SYMES. Yes, he may move for a rehearing. 

Mr. PETERS. That is the point to which I wish to call attention. 
If the claimant presents his claim to this commission and the commis- 
sion finds that something is due him, then he has a right to come to 
Congress and get the money appropriated to pay him. If, however, 
the commission should find that nothing is due him, then he has no 
opportunity to appeal to any higher tribunal, either the Supreme Court 
or Congress. Is that right? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. The right to appeal to Congress is one of the 
rights ofthe American citizen of which he can not be deprived. 

Mr. BUTTERWORTH. But he will not have any show here. 

Mr. RYAN. What sort of a show would he stand here with an ad- 
verse judgment of this tribunal ? 

Mr. PETERS. I was about to say that the decision of the court, 
together with this law which makesit a final adjudication, would leave 
the party but little show in this House. 

Mr. HEARD. The party would be in the same position as one pre- 
senting his case here upon a report from the Court of Claims. - 

Mr. PETERS. I suggest that where the decision of the commission 
is adverse to the claimant, he should have the right to appeal, if he 
sees fit, to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. PERKINS. No; to the Court of Claims, 

Mr. PETERS. He should have the right to appeal to some tribunal, 
so that if injustice had been done him (and there is no tribunal that 
does not occasionally commit injustice) he may have his case re-ex- 
amined. 

Mr. HERMANN. There isa provision in the bill for a recall of the 
report by the court and a rehearing. The language is as follows: 

At any time before the reported judgment upon any claim shall have been in- 
cluded by the Secretary of the Interior in an estimate, or have been transmitted 
to Congress, the said court may, in its discretion, recall such report, with the 
accompanying papers, and grant a rehearing. 

Mr. PETERS. I amaware of that provision in the bill; but nowhere 
in the United States is a nisi prius court permitted to give a final de- 
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cision upon any question, and this commission is nothing more nor less 
than a nisi prius court; that is, a court that finds in the first instance 
the facts and the law. There should certainly be some appellate tri- 
bunal to which the party may apply if the decision is adverse to him. 

Mr. MORROW. ‘Thegentleman from Tennessee [ Mr. WHITTHORNE] 

alluded to the fact of a commission having been created by the law 
roviding appropriations for the support of the Indian Department. 
t commission, I believe, was created in 1885. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. There was no commission created; but there 
was given an authority to investigate. 

Mr. MORROW. That investigation has been going on, as I under- 
stand, up to thepresent time. I would like to inquire whether there 
have been any reports based upon that inguiry, and, if so, whether 
Congress has acted upon any such reports and paid the money declared 
to be due? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Since the authority given in 1885, I do not 
think a singlesuch claim has been passed by Congress—possibly three 
or four. á 

Mr. PERKINS. A great many havo been considered and reported. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Yes, sir, 

Mr. PERKINS. But no appropriation has been made for the relief 
of the claimants. 4 

Mr WIITTHORNE. No, sir. A great many reports have been 
made by committees on such eases, but none have been finally acted on 
by both Houses, Possibly, as [have said, three or fourmay have been. 
I now yield to my friend from Arkansas [Mr. Dunn]. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, those of us who have been in Congress 
any considerable length of time have learned (if we have learned any- 
thing) that this is the worst tribanal in the world in which a claimant 
against the Government can seek for justice; not because Congress is 
disposed to be unfair or unjust, not because it is indisposed to do right, 
but because the very conscientiousness of members teaches them the 
absolute impossibility of their doing exact justice between claimants 
and the Government. 

When I was assigned by the Speaker as a member of this Committee 
on Indian Depredation Claims I intended to enter upon the work, as I 
have always entered upon all committee work, with great earnestness 
and seriousness. I have been zealous and industrious in attending to 
my committee duties ever since I have been in Congress; I have 
rarely ever missed a meeting of any committee to which I have been 
assigned. I have never left unreported any committee work assigned 
to me for report. But when a basket full of these claims came to me 
as my share at the first assignment after the organization of this com- 
mittee, and when I commenced going through them, I found it an ab- 
solute impossibility for me to verify the ex parte proof which accom- 
panied them. Iam a lawyer, and Irequire legal evidence on all matters 
of this kind presented to me for determination as a member of the 
House or as a member ofa committee. Sir, the means have not been 
placed at my disposal or at the disposal of the committee to try these 
cases. No member can undertake to do it. That is why the Secre- 
tary of the Interior has said that his expression of approval or disap- 
proval upon these claims is absolutely perfunctory. 

The Government has assumed the responsibility of indemnification 
in these cases. These depredations have been committed both upon 
the Indians and by Indians upon the citizens of the United States. 
Justice is absolutely denied the sufferers; and unless Congress shall 
organize a tribunal with full and final jurisdiction to determine these 
matters justice will be forever denied and the Calendars of Congress 
will remain forever loaded with these claims. Once in awhile a dex- 
terous, shrewd, smart, managing member, or agent operating on a mem- 
ber, may get a casethrough, perhaps one case in a Congress, while jus- 
tice is denied to all others, and even a hearing is refused to all the rest. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, gentlemen talk about the bar of limitations. It 
is neither right nor just to allow any bar of limitations to be set up in 
these cases. We were asked in the consideration of this bill to allow the 
findings of the Secretary of the Interior in any case to be made conclu- 
sive upon the court; that is, if he approved a claim and recommended 
payment, that the court should be compelled to found a judgment upon 
that recommendation. Of course we could not permit sucha provision 
to go into the bill. 

When our committee met to consider the matter, we gave a full and 
patient investigation to the subject, and concluded that we ought not 
to permit any bar of limitations to be set up. There would be a re- 
sulting wrong against somebody if that were permitted. We concluded 
in the committee, concluded after consulting together and examining 
the mass of claims before us so far as we could, that but one course was 
possible for us to pursue, and that was to report a provision creating a 
tribunal for the adjudication and trial of these cases. We limit its ex- 
istence to a period in the year 1891. It is entirely possible for the 
work to be finished by that time, and entirely possible for justice to 
be done. When Congress finds itself unable to perform its duties in 
respect to the liabilities which had been deliberately assumed by the 
Government, and continued to be assumed by it from year to year and 
from period to period, then Congress should create some other tribunal 
which can hear and determine the cases and administer justice. 
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It has been asserted, moreover, by members of Congress that this 
Government has but one single class of creditors to whom it pretended 
to be just, and that is the bondholders. No other claim against the 
Government has any assurance whatever that it will ever get a hearing 
or an adjudication. Congress has been laboring through three terms 
to enable itself to unload all of these claims and send claimants where 
they can get justice. It will be a great deal for the claimants to get 
their money appropriated even after they get a judgment on theclaim. 
It will be a great deal and a great labor. The work of appropriations 
must be left to Congress, where the Constitution places it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a question 
in regard to the formation of this bill ? 

Mr. DUNN. With pleasure. 

Mr. ADAMS. I desire to direct the attention of the gentleman to 
the words in italics at the top of page 4. 

And whenever in the opinion of the court—— 

Mr. DUNN. Iam not sure that Ihave a copy of the bill printed in 
that form. I have the origina) bill. 

Mr. ADAMS, I will direct the attention of the gentleman to this 
language: 

And whenever in the opinion of the court the interest of the Government or 
may require it— 
Notice is to be given to the Attorney-General of the United States, 
who shall cause an appearance to be entered on behalf of the Govern- 
ment. As the bill was originally drawn it required the defense, who 
is either the Government or the tribe owing the annuity, or the Gov- 
ernment asa holder of the annuity, to be invited by the court, and 
the Attorney-General to cause an ap ce to be made on behalf 
of the defense. This bill has been amended by the words in italics, 
which I have read, where provision is made that this shall only be done 
when in the opinion of the court the interest of the Government or the 
Indians may demand it. 
It occurs to me, as there is always a defense, this being a judicial 
roceeding—the Government being the defendant in proper person 
when it is to pay a claim out of its own money, and a defendant of the 
trust fund when the money is to be paid out of the funds of the Indians 
held by the Government—that in either case there should be an ap- 
ce on the part of the Government through the Attorney-General. 

Mr. HEARD. To what part of the bill does the gentleman refer? 

Mr. ADAMS. - To the top of page 4. 

Mr. LANHAM. Before the gentleman from Arkansas answers the 
question will he permit a suggestion? 

Mr. DUNN. Certainly. 

Mr. LANHAM. As an unqualified friend of the bill, I merely wish 
to say that one-half of the time allotted to us this evening has expired, 
and if we do not pass the bill within the next hour the probabilities are 
it will not be 

Mr. BLOUNT. My friend certainly does not expect to pass an im- 
portant bill like this without proper inquiry. 

Mr. LANHAM. Certainly not; but it has been explained, the report 
is quite explicit, and that is all the time we have. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I know; but still it is a matter on which we are to 
vote, and of course it is proper that we should understand its effect. 

Mr. LANHAM. It has been carefally considered by the Committee 
on Depredation Claims; it meets the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. BLOUNT. But as a member of this House called to casta vote 
upon it, I want to have a careful consideration of the measure. 

Mr. DUNN. The point raised by the gentleman from Illinois is a 
matter of detail, which I presume the committee will not stickle 
about. It wasa point that was discussed at some length, and it was 
thought best to provide in this way. It will perhaps save a good deal 
of expense to the Government to dispense with the employment of 
special attorneys in certain cases where it is manifest that the Govern- 
ment will not need them. 

Mr. ADAMS. Precisely. 

Mr. DUNN. And the court on looking over the case can determine 
whether or not it is necessary. 

Mr. ADAMS. In cases where the amount is small or where the 
facts are so clear as to admit of no question. 

Mr. DUNN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask the previous question 
upon the passage of the bill and amendments. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I understood this bill was to be considered in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that such was the 
arrangement made by consent of the House. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Then I hope the gentleman will not ask the previous 
question on the bill until the amendments have been considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If itis demanded, the bill will have te 
be considered by phs. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I hope the House will proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill, and that there shall be no further debate, only 
as the bill may require explanation. 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6671 


Mr. BLOUNT. I feel some hesitation in supporting this measure. 
It is said, feelingly, in behalf of the Indian that he is ignorant, and 
that there ought to be no limitation on his claim. I think the Indian 
in the matter of these claims has been tagen care of pretty well by claim 
agents. I think it has been an industry and it is quite an old one in 
this country. The claim agents have long been pressing these claims 
here and are pressing them all the while before the Departments. Many 
years ago, I remember, some distinguished gentlemen in this country, 
whose names I will not designate now, were here before Congress with 
aclaim of $250,000 for attorney’s fees in reference to certain lands. It 
was not strictly a utatter of depredation as designated in this bill. 

I happened to be on the Committee on Appropriations at that time. 
They were seeking to have an appropriation made for such claims 
in some of the appropriation bills, and I called at the Interior Depart- 
ment with a view of investigating the matter. One of the counsel for 
the claimants, it appeared, had filed a paper there many years before 
that. Mr. Chandler, a very upright and able man, who was the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, called my attention to a letter of one of those 
very men, which had been filed there many years previously, denounc- 
ing it as an infamous fraud, and giving many plausible reasons in sup- 
port of that statement. But as soon as he got an interest in the mat- 
ter he proposed to rob these poor Indians here, and he was pressing the 
claim here and at the Department. 

Mr. MORGAN. Circumstances alter cases. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Yes; circumstances do alter cases; and there are a 

great many circumstances, I think, surrounding this bill which make 
me hesitate in its support. 
~ I know the activity and fertility of resource of these agents, and 
that a great many depredation claims have been filed with the Secretary 
of the Interior for many years past, and have been disapproved. Now 
then, Sir, the proposition is—— 

Mr. SYMES. Will the gentlemen allow me an inquiry there ? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Yes. 

Mr. SYMES. If I were going to discuss this matter very fully I 
would follow the line of argument of my friend on the futility of press- 
ing claims to the political departments of the Government instead o; 
a judicial tribunal, so that the claimants may have justice done to 

em. 

Mr. LANHAM. The Secretary of the Interior, in a letter of March 
24, 1888, directed to the chairman of the Committee on Indian Depre- 
dation Claims, says: ‘‘I do not think that there should be any further 
unnecessary delay in the payment of such sums as have been and shall 
hereafter be ascertained to be justly due on such claims.” He recom- 
mends that there be some provision made for the settlement of these 
claims. : 

Mr. BLOUNT. That is all very good. 

Mr. LANHAM. Open the door for them so that these people may 
have an opportunity of presenting their claims. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Where they have been before the Secretary of the 
Interior and have been rejected, I do not believe in bringing them 
back here for consideration by this court. 

Mr. LANHAM. They are liable to be rejected there. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ido not know what will be done when these claim 
agents can have an opportunity to bring other evidence to this court. 

Mr. SAYERS. Does the gentleman not know that there are treaty 
stipulations with various tribes, under which the Government of the 
United States has bound itself to pay the Indians for any depredations 
that might have been committed upon them by white men; and does 
he not know that these depredations, if proved, are carried to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury for him to have the claim audited in the proper 
Anuditor’s office, and there sent tothe Appropriations Committee to make 
provision for them, and this Congress has paid a claim of $40,000 for 
the depredation of a white man upon some Indians. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I donot know by what authority the Appropriations 
Committee can make such yment. 

Mr. HEARD. In pursuance of law. 

Mr. SAYERS. Under treaty stipulations with some of the Indians 
if a depredation or robbery or anything of the kind is committed on 
the Indians and it is proven, the Government of the United States be- 
comes responsible, and the claim, when proven fully, is sent to the 
Treasury and audited in the proper office, and then sent to Congress 
to be paid by the Committee on Appropriations as an audited claim. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I wish to know of my friend whether he says that 
these Indian depredation claims are andited by the Treasury Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. SAYERS. I do not say that the claims for which this bill pro- 
vides have been so audited, but I say that there are treaty stipulations 
with certain tribes—— 

Mr. BLOUNT. But we are talking about these claims, and I have 
never understood that these claims have been audited by any officer 
of the Treasury Department, On the contrary, my information is that 
they never hare been audited. 

Mr. SAYERS. The gentleman must not misunderstand me. I do 
not say that these claims have been audited. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Then why talk about other matters? We are dis- 
cussing these claims now. 


Mr. SAYERS. Ido not think that an Indian ought to have a bet- 
ter chance before Congress than a white man, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Oh, I am not going into that discussion at this time. 
My friend and I would probably agree if we compared views as to the 

ights of the white man, but there is a class of white men whose al- 
leged ‘‘rights’? I am disposed to scrutinize very closely, these claim 
agents who get hold of these Indian claims and who have been hang- 
ing around this Capitol ever since I have known anything about it, 
and around the Interior Department, presenting all manner of fraud- 
ulent and rascally claims. 

Mr. DUNN. And honest ones, too. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Yes, honest ones, too. 

Mr. SYMES. And (if my friend will pardon me) they will be 
hanging around here continually until you get three judges sitting 
there to pass upon these claims, and then they will desist. z 

Mr. BLOUNT. But I do not propose to help them in their business 
by giving them an opportunity to reopen these old claims that the In- 
terior Department has decided against and bring them before this com- 
mission. 

Mr. DUNN. Propose an amendment, then. 

Mr. STEELE. I do not believe in the one-man power. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Well, Lam not now discussing the question of one- 
man power. I am discussing the question whether, when there has 
been a judgment against these claims, theclaim agents shall beenabled 
to renew them before this proposed commission, and I am not to be 
diverted from that question by a sneer about ‘‘ the one-man power.’’ 

Mr. LAIRD. What authority has an executive officer to render a 
judgment ? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, I can not get through even by 10 
o'clock unless gentlemen will allow me to proceed with less interrup- 
tion. 

It is said by some gentlemen that they care nothing about the amount 
of these claims. In so far as the question whether or not the Govern- 
ment shall pay a proper claim is concerned, I concede the correctness 
of that position; but when I inquired as to the amount, I had in mind 


f | simply the question whether or not all the claims that had been here- 


tofore passed upon by the Interior Department-were to be brought be- 
fore this court. So far as I am concerned, I do hope that this House 
will not allow this bill to pass in a form which will permit those 
claims that have been passed upon to be reopened. I trust that, on 
the contrary, the House will specifically prescribe that those cases 
shall not be heard by this tribunal. It can not be pretended, sir, that 
these claimants have not been properly represented in the past. They 
have been ably represented. The men who have represented these 
claims about this capital and elsewhere are, some of them, men of na- 
tional reputation, and it is not worth while for us to deceive ourselves 
by statements to the contrary. I will not occupy further time in the 
general debate, but I shall take occasion as the bill is considered by 
sections to make such observations as seem to me proper under the 
circumstances. 

Mr. MCSHANE. The idea of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
BLOUNT], as I understand him, is to defeat the claim agents, and I 
would suggest that he propose an amendment prohibiting the allowance 
of these claims to anybody but the claimants themselves or their legal 
representatives. 

Mr. BLOUNT. That I agree to; but I would go farther than that. 
Where an officer of the Government has examined into these claims 
throngh special agents provided by law as a means of gathering in- 
formation about them, and where the Department has passed upon 
ae — and decided against them, I would treat that action as 

nal. 

So far as the anditing of claims in the Treasury Department is con- 
cerned, the action of the various Auditors can not be reversed even by 
the Secretary of the Treasury. Now, I am perfectly willing that any 
reasonable claims shall be submitted to this commission. So far as re-_ 
gards the mode of ascertaining what is right between the Government 
and these parties, I am not here to set up my judgment against that of 
the committee reporting the bill. But I shall certainly protest against 
any provision in the bill by which cases of this class heretofore dis- 
posed of in the Interior Department by virtue of law shall be placed 
in any better status than the claims of other persons which have been 
acted on in a similar way. 

Mr. HEARD. As I understand, the gentleman from Georgia has no 
objection to the establishment of this commission if we limit its juris- 
diction to claims which have not been adjudicated. Now, if we con- 
sent to such a limitation and thereby bar the consideration of claims 
which have heretofore been considered and rejected, we would still 
allow to claimants who have not had their claims considered even by 
the head of a Department an opportunity for a hearing before this eom- 
mission, Even that, it seems to me, isa big gain in the interest of 
honesty and justice. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Iwould like to haveanother ‘‘gain in the interest of 
honesty and justice.” I would like to see struck out the proviso which 
repeals the statute of limitations as to these claims. 

ee HEARD. Very well; let the gentleman formulate his smend- 
men 
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Mr. BLOUNT. I will take great pleasure in doing so when it is in 
order. 

[Cries of “Read!” ‘‘Read!??] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, general de- 
bate will now be regarded as closed, and the bill will be read by sec- 
tions for amendment. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PERKINS. I ask that the bill with the amendments reported 
by the committee be regarded as the measure now under considera- 
tion, rather than the bill as originally introduced. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I think we had better go on in the regular way. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is hereby authorized to nominate, and, 
by aud with the advice and consent of the Senate, to appoint, three commis- 
sioners, one of whom shall be designated as chairman, and who shall hold their 
offices until the 3ist day of December, 1891, when the same shall expire and all 
the functions and privileges thereof shall cease. If either of said commissioners 
shall not be so appointed during the present session of the Senate, the Presi- 
dent may make such appointment during the recess thereof, but the appointee 
shall hold no longer than until the end of the next session thereafter ensuing 
during which the President shall nominate to the Senateas aforesaid. In like 
manner any vacancy subsequently occurring shall be filled. Each commis- 
sioner so appointed shall receive a salary at the rate of $4,000 per annum. Each 
of said commissioners shall, before entering upon the duties of his office, take 
and subscribe the oath required by law. 

SEC. 2. That such commissioners shall constitute a court to be known as the 
“Court of Indian depredations,” and as such shall possses jurisdiction and au- 
thority to inquire into and adjudicate, in the manner provided in this act, all 
claims of the following classes, namely: y 

First. All claims now authorized to be made or presented by any act of Con- 
gress, remaining in force, to the Secretary of the Interior or to any other officer 
of the Government, 


Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker—— 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. TheClerk hasnot completed the read: 


ing of the section. 
Mr. BLOUNT. I am willing that the whole section be read, but I 


supposed that under the rule the bill would be considered by para- 
graphs; that the several clauses in this section would be treated as sep- 
arate paragraphs. With that understanding, I was about to address 
myself to the first subdivision. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair understands that when the 
reading of the section has been completed, amendments can be offered 
to any part of it, 

Mr. BLOUNT. I accept that ruling of the Chair, though I haveseen 
a different practice. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of section 2, as follows: 


Second. All claims by Indians, under the protection of any treaty with the 
United States, who, while residiug and being upon any lawful reservation pro- 
vided for them, shall have suffered a loss of property through unlawful destruc- 
tion or taking by white men, or by Indians of another tribe or nation then be- 
longing to the United States and not authorized to be upon the reservation where 
such destruction or taking occurred. 

Third. All just offsets and counter-claims to any claim of either of the pre- 
ceding classes which may be before such court for determination, 

For such purposes, the said court shall have authority to issue subpeenas for 
witnesses, to be signed by its clerk or one of said commissioners and attested in 
the name of the chairman; to make rules and regulations, notinconsistent with 
law, to govern the methods of procedure and practice in and before such court, 
the appearance of parties in person or by attorney,and all matters pertaining 
and needful to the due performance of the duties of said court; and to preserve 
order and punish for contempt. Such regulations of practice shall be so pre- 
scribed as to provide for the expeditious, just, and fair disposition of such claims 
as may come before the court, without unnecessary technicalities, according to 
the rights of claimants upon the merits. No claimant shall be required to ap- 
pear by attorney, and every case submitted by the claimant in person shall re- 
ceive prompt and careful consideration in its order. Butif any claim shall be 
prosecuted by attorney, notice shall be given by the court,in such form as it 
may prescribe, to the Attorney-General of the United States, and it shall there- 
upon be his duty to cause his appearance to be entered on behalf of the Gov- 
ernment or ofthe Indians charged with liability and thereafter properly to rep- 
resent and defend the interests involved. 

The amendments reported by the committee to section 2 were read, 
as follows: 

Tn line 6, strike ont “now,” and insert “ for Indian depredations.”’ 

After the word “ Government,” in the third line of the second paragraph, in- 
sert: “ Provided, Thatin determining the liability of the United States to pay 
these claims, or any part thereof,the question of limitation asto the time and 
manner of presenting them as prescribed by statutes shall be waived by the 
court,” 

Before the word “ notice,” in line 36, insert, “and wherever in the opinion of 
the court the interest of the Government or Indians may require it.” 

Mr. BLOUNT. I hope, Mr. Speaker, my friend from Tennessee 
[Mr. WHITTHORNE] will allow the proviso submitted as an amend- 
ment to the second paragraph of section 2 to be struck out. That is 
the proviso in these words: i 

Provided, Thatin determining the liability of the United States to pay these 
claims, or any part thereof, the question of limitation as to time and manner of 
presenting them as p by statutes shall be waived by the court. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. [I agree to the gentleman’s suggestion. 

Mr. PERKINS. It occurs to me that this amendment should not 


*. 


go out. 

Mr. BLOUNT. You had better allow it to go out, if you want the 
bill to ps 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the amend- 
ment to insert the proviso just read will be disagreed to. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. I move to strike out the second paragraph, com- 
mencing with line 14, down to line 21. 


Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I would like to ask the chairman of the 
iar whether or not there is a statute of limitations against these, 
claims. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. No, sir. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Was not a statute of limitations passed in 
the Forty-seventh Congress? 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. Never. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pending question is on the re- 
maining amendments proposed by the committee. 

The amendments to the section were adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Mississippi 
insist upon his amendment? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. I withdraw it. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to offer a further amendment, 
as a separate paragraph, to come in after line 24, after the word ‘‘ de- 
termination,” as follows: 

And the afresaid court shali not consider any claim which has been rejected 
by any officer authorized by law to consider the same. 

Mr. HEARD. I would suggest the word ‘‘ adjudicate ’’ in place of 
“ consider.’? à 

Mr. BLOUNT. Very well; if that is more in accordance with the 
legal phraseology of the bill, I have no objection to that change. 

Mr. SAYERS. That might prove an injustice in many cases, for 
instante in the case of a claim that was filed too late. There are a 
great many just claims which may not have been filed within the time, 
and were rejected solely on that ground. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I do not know how many there are; they may be 
fifty years old. There ought to be some limit, and not reopen all ad- 
judicated claims. 

Mr. STOCKDALE, I propose a further amendment to the amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


The aforesaid court shall not consider any claim which has been heard and 
rejected by any Department or officer of the Government authorized by law to 
adjudicate the same, 

Mr. STOCKDALE. I now offer an amendment to the amendment 
of the gentleman from Georgia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That said court shall not have jurisdiction of any claim that has boen hereto- 
fore adjudicated by an authori: officer of the Government, unless it be shown 
to the satisfaction of the court that injustice has been done the claimant. 

[Mr. StockDALE withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ihave a word to say, and shall occupy but a mo- 
ment. That amendment changes materially the effect of the amend- 
ment I have offered. I do not see why that provision should apply to 
this class of claims any more than to the claim of a white man, as my 
friend has seen fit to suggest, who has a claim before any officer of the 
Government. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE. I trust the gentleman from Mississippi will 
withdraw his amendment and permit us to accept that of the gentle- 
man from Georgia. r 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The amendment of Mr. STOCKDALE was rejected. 

The amendment proposed by Mr. BLOUNT was adopted. 

Section 3 of the bill was read, as follows: 

Src. 3. That the said court shall hold its sessions in the city of Wasbington, 
in the District of Columbia, and the Secretary of the Interior shall provide for 
the said court, its clerks, and employés, hereinafter authorized, suitable rooms, 
with necessary furniture, fuel, lights, books, and statione: Two commis- 
sioners shail constitute a quorum for the transaction of business, but no com- 
missioner shall participate in any hearing or proceeding in which he has any 
pecuniary interest, directly or indirectly, or iggvhich he isof kin to any claim- 
ant. A docket of all claims, showing the dats of presentation, number, name 
of claimant, subject-matter, amount of claim, and the adjudication, and also a 
record of the proceedings of the commission shall be kept by the clerk. Sub- 
ject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, the said court may appoint 
a secre , & stenographer, and messenger, and such additional clerks 2s may 
be from time to time found necessary. The secretary shall receive a salary of 
$2.000, the Moaokrepner a salary of $1,200, the messenger a salary of $840; and 
additional clerks, if any, such compensation as shall be fixed by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ments: 

After the word “ stationery,” in line 5, insert as a proviso: 

“ Provided, That whenever in the opinion of said commissioners the interests 
of the Government may es it, the said court may hold a session or sessions 
at or near the scene of the alleged site of the depredations for which a‘vlaim or 
claims are filed before it.” 

In line 14, strike out the words “subject to the approval of the Secretary of 
the Interior.” Begin a new ragraph with The,” where it occurs atthe end 
of line 14. Add to line 20,after the word “and,” where it occurs the second 
time, the words “ subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior ;” and 
in line 20, after the word ‘ dollars,” insert ‘‘ per annum.” 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I ask that the section be read as pro- 
posed to be amended. ‘There are quite a number of amendments, 

Mr. PERKINS. I can hand the gentlemen a bill with the printed 
amendments incorporated. Wehave but a little time left now to die 
pose of the bill. ` 
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Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. Very well; I withdraw the demand. 

The amendments proposed by the committee were adopted. 

Mr. PERKINS. I desirenow to offera substitute fora part of the sec- 
tion, beginning with the first line and ending with line 14. I move to 
strike out the portion of the section I have indicated, and insert what 
I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That a majority of said commission shall constitute a quorum to do business, 
and they shall hold their regular ons in the city of Washington, District of 
Columbia, commencing on the first Monday in ps jena! and ending on the 
3ist of May of each year. That from the ist day of June until the 3lst day of 
August of each year, said commissioners shall each visit such separate portions 
of the country, to be arranged by Inamata within which Indian depreda- 
tions have been committed, for the purpose of investigating and taking addi- 
tional testimony, when such evidence may, in the opinion of the commission- 

be necessary to a just determination ofthe claims, and said commissioners, 
before taking such additional evidence, shall give thirty days’ notice by pub- 
lication in some newspaper most convenient and most liable to be read by the 
claimants, of the time and place of the taking of said additional testimony. 


The amendment was rejected. 
Section 4 of the bill was read, as follows: 


Sec. 4. That immediately upon the organization of said court the Secretary of 
the Interior shall cause to be delivered to it all papers, reports, evidence, and 
proceedings now on file or of record in the Department of the Interior, or the 
office of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, and the Secretary of War shall, in 
like manner, deliver all such papers, records, and proceedings in the Depart- 
ment of War, relating to any claims not heretofore adjudicated by Congres of 
the nature hereinbefore indicated. Other and additional claims may be pre- 
sented to the court by petition, setting forth in ordinary and concise language, 
without unnecessary repetition, the facts upon which such claims are based, in- 
cluding the circumstances immediately connected with the commission of the 
wrongs complained of, the persons by whom committed, the property lost or 
destroyed, and any other facts connected with the transactions and material to 
the proper adjudication of the cases involved; and may be required to be veri- 
fied by the affidavit of the claimant, his agent, or attorney, as shall be prescribed 
by the court, In considering the merits of the claims presented to the court, 
all testimony and reports of special agents, and other papers now on file in 
either of the Departments aforesaid, or in the office of the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, and all such testimony as may be taken pursuant to the regula- 
tions of the commission, and all reports of special agents, as hereinafter pro- 
vided, shall be entertained by the court, and such value awarded thereto as 
in its judgment is right and proper, without limitation by the technical rules 
of evidence in courts of law. But every case shall be heard by a quorum, at 
least, of the court, acting jointly and not by individual commissioners; and 
the conclusion in respect to facts and of law thereon shall be so jointly found 
and determined. Each ofsaid commissioners and their secretary is authorized 
to administer oaths to witnesses. 


The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ments: 


After the word “affairs,” in line 5, insert “or the office of the Secretary of the 
Senate, or the office of the Clerk of the House of resentatives.”” 

Also in line 16 insert after the word “ persons” the words “class of persons, 
Se ees ” and in line 27 strike out the word “commission” and insert 
“eo 


The amendments were adopted. 
The Clerk read section 5, as follows: 


Sec, 5. That the Secretary of the Interior may appoint not to exceed five spe- 
cial agents, who shall each be paid a salary of $2,000 per annum, and the further 
sum of $3 per day for traveling expenses for each day actually employed in 
traveling or absence from home upon official duty. Each such agent shall have 
power to administer oaths, to take depositions, and to procure investigations; 
and they shall perform such duties as may be required by the court and under 
its direction, and shall make report to the court in heey Se their proceedings, 
and of all evidence taken in any case which they shall directed to investi- 
gate, ; 

The amendments reported by the committee were read, as follows: 


In line 1, after the word “Interior,” insert ‘“‘ upon the requirement of the said 
urt 


In line 8 strike out " procure” and insert " prosecute.” 

In line 12, after the word “ investigate,” insert * The Secretary of the Interior 
shall cause the accounts of said agents to be audited and approved, such ac- 
counts to be sworn to by the agents and vouchers produced showing how many 
days they were so employed, and each item of such necessary expenses,” 


Mr. STOCKDALE. i move to strike out section 5. 

[ si STOCKDALE withholds his remarks for revision. 
DIX. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
to strike out section 5. 

The motion to strike out the section was rejected. 

The amendments of the committee were agreed to. 

The Clerk read section 6, as follows: 


Sec. 6. That the court sball make, after apuy Ani acana a special 
and separate report upon each claim before it, in which be succinctly stated 
the facts found by the court in respect to the loss or destruction of the property, 
or other circumstances of the injury which forms the basis of the claim, and the 
nature and quantity of property lost or destroyed, the value thereof in detail, 
the tribe of Indians or other persons by whom the wrong was committed, and 
the amount determined to be due to the claimant, if any, by reason of the facts; 
and such amount shall not in any case exceed the value of the property lost or 
destroyed at the time of such loss or destruction; and shall adjudge the liability 
of the United States, or of od tribe of Indians, for the payment of the amount 
so found due. If any such claim be disallowed, such conclusion shall be reported 
in like manner; and any claim so adjudged to be disallowed shall be thereafter 
forever determined and barred accordingly. Such reports shall be addressed 
to, and filed with, the Secretary of the Interior, and be accompanied by all the 
testimony and papers on file in the said court in relation thereto; and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall annually submit, through the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, to Congress, an estimate for the peyton of the amounts allowed against 
the United States, and when, in his opinion, the amounts adju to be charge- 
ableagainst any tribe of Indians should be paid by the United States, a separate 
estimate for such sums; and the tary of the Interior shall annually trans- 
mit to Congress, by communication to the Speak 


See APPEN- 
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er of the House of Represent- 


atives, a list of the claims embraced in such estimates, giving the general particu- 
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lars ofeach case, and there with the several reports of the court aforesaid adjudi- 
cating the same, but not transmitting the papers and testimony accompanying, 
except as may be specially required ; and the Secretary of the Interior shall, atthe 
same time, report what funds exist from which any amounts adjudicated by the 
court to be charge able to any Indian tribes may be paid, and whether, in his opin- 
ion, the amounts so found chargeable should be paid by the United States or taken 
from such funds, together with bis reasons therefor. The amounts so adjud, 

by the said court shall be a final and conclusive determination of the full and true 
amounts due the several claimants, respectively, on accountof such claims, and 
upon the payment thereof, pursuant to any act of appropriation therefor, all 
such Satoaehall be finally satisfied. At any time before the reported judgment 
upon any claim shall have been included by the Secretary of the Interior in an 
estimate, or have been transmitted to Congress, the said court may, in its dis- 
cretion, recall such report, with the accompanying papers, and grant a rehear- 
ing; but after either of the acts aforesaid in any case by the Secretary of the 
Interior the jurisdiction of the said court shall be determined asto such claims, 

Mr. PERKINS. I wish to offer an amendment to this section, but 
desire that the bill may be read through, and I can offer it if there is 
time after the bill has been read. 

The amendments reported by the committee are as follows: 

In line 8, after the word “‘ persons,” insert ‘or class of persons; 
and in line 51, after the word ‘‘ determined,” insert ‘‘and final.” 
The amendments were agreed to. . 
The Clerk read section 7, as follows: 

Sec. 7. That all claims of the character mentioned in this act, which shall not 
be posent to the said court within three years after the passage hereof, shall 
be forever barred. 

The Clerk read the following amendment: 

After section 7, insert section 8, as follows: 

“Sec, 8. That said court shall hold two regular sessions each year in the city 
of Washington, D. C.; the first session shall commence on the second Monday 
in January and end on the 3ist day of May; the second session shall commence 
on the first Monday in September and end on the 20th day of December of each 
year.’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The committee recommended an amendment, which was agreed to, 
changing section 8 of the original bill to section 9; which was read, as 
follows: 

Sec. 9. That there be, and hereby is, appropriated from the Treasury of the 
United States, out of any moneys not otherwise appropriated, $40,000, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, to pay the salaries of the commissioners and other 
oflicers and employés herein provided for, and such other expenses as are au- 
thorized to be made by this act, which shall be disbursed by the disbursing 
clerk of the Department of the Interior in the same manner in which salaries 
and expenses of that Department are authorized to be paid. 

Mr. WHITTFORNE. I move the previous question on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The previous question was ordered, and under the operation thereot 
the bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WHITTHORNE moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SYMES. Iask unanimous consent that gentlemen may have 
leave to print remarks in regard to this bill in the RECORD. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. BLAND. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 55 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. BLOUNT: A bill (H. R. 10919) to make valid a deed to a 
certain tract of land in Bibb County, Georgia, made and delivered by 
Brig. Gen. Davis Tilson—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOUTELLE: A bill (H. R. 10920) granting a pension to 
Martha Wine—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUNTER: A bill (H. R. 1092i) granting a pension to Julia 
Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10922) granting a pension to William Harper—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MATSON: A bill (H. R. 10923) granting a pension to Charles 
J. Brickert—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 10924) for the relief of 
William M. Cox—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 10925) for the relief 
of Henry Menhenitt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


Change in the reference of a bill improperly referred was made in the 
following case, namely: : 

The bill (H. R. 10511) for the relief of William N. H. Mack—fro 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions to the Committee on War Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BAYNE: Petition of Sewickly Council, No. 170, and of Ve- 
suvius Council, Junior Order of United American Mechanics of Sharps- 
burgh, Pa.,in favor of Senate bill 553—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 
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By Mr. BURNES: Memorial of J. G. Hollingsworth, for reduction of 
certain taxation—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CATCHINGS: Petition of W. D. Andrews and 101 others, 
citizens of Bolivar County, Mississippi, for amendment of the interstate- 
commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CHEADLE: Petition of 17 ex-soldiers of Clinton County, 
Indiana, in favor of the $8 a month service-pension law—to the Com- 
seg on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, of In- 
diana, for a prohibitory constitutional amendment—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of William Becker and 25 others, citizens of the Ninth 
district of Indiana, for prohibition in the District of Columbia—to the 
Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. CROUSE: Petition of citizens of Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio, in 
favor of House bill 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. LAGAN: Petition of Local Assembly No. 8386, and of Local 
Assembly No. 102 of New Orleans, La., in favor of House bill 8716— 
to the Committee on Labor, 

By Mr. LEE (by request): Petition of W. G. Steother, heir of Eliza- 
beth M. Steother, of Fauquier County, Virginia, for reference of her 
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. McCREARY: Petition of Morris J. Harris, jr., administrator 
of M. J. Harris,Creek Orchard, Lincoln County Xentukey, for reference 
of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. McMILLIN: Petition of O.T. Butler, for increase of pension — 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHARLES O’NEILL: Petition of woolen, manufacturers, 
wool dealers, and others, against the Mills bill—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POST: Petition of Duncan H. McPhail and 27 others, citi- 
zens of Peoria County, Illinois, in favor of the passage of certain amend- 
ments to the interstate-commerce law— to the Committee on Commerce, 

Also, petition of A. D. Metcalf and 41 others, citizens of the Tenth 
district of Illinois, for prohibition in the District of Columbia—to the 
Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. SCOTT: Petition of the wage-workers of Beaver Falls, Pa., 
praying that the tariff be revised, and the taxes on the necessaries of 
life be reduced—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri; Petition of William M. Cox, for refer- 

_ence of his claim "to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 


By Mr. TOWNSHEND: Resolutions of the Odin Township Demo- 
cratic Club, of Odin, Ill., in favor of the Mills bill—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 


The following petition for the more re effectual protection of agricult- 
ure, by means of certain oy oben uties, was received and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and 

By Mr. GROUT: Of J. R. Crane and 19 others, of Bridport, Vt. 


SENATE. 
MONDAY, July 23, 1888. A 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and ap- 


proved. 
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION. 

- The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response toa 
resolution of July 17, 1888, certain information in respect to the re- 
moval of the National Quarantine Station from Ship Island to some 
other point in the Gulf of Mexico under the provisions of the act of 
March 15, 1888, authorizing such removal and making an appropria- 
tion therefor; which, with the accompanying papers, was ordered to 
lie on the table and be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a communication from the 
Commissioner of Education, transmitting resolutions adopted at the 
annual session of the National Educational Association of the United 
States, recently held in San Francisco, Cal., indorsing the work done 
by the Bureau of Education, and favoring the erection of a suitable 
building exclusively for the use of that bureau; which, with the ac- 
companying papers, was referred to the Committee on Éducation and 

bor, and ordered to be printed. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Tangipahoa Parish, Louisi- 
ana, and a petition of citizens of Travis and Williamson Counties, 
Texas, praying for the passage of certain amendments of the interstate- 
commerce law; which were referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

Mr. CALL, I present a memorial of the Board of Trade, of Jackson- 
ville, Fla., remonstrating against any legislation to the end of giving 
some protection or trade-mark right to Key West manufacturers of 


cigars in the use of the words ‘‘ Key West.” 
be referred to the Committee on Finance, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. PLUMB. I present a petition of certain citizens of the county 
of in the State of Kansas, calling attention to the alleged viola- 
tions of the interstate-commerce act, and suggesting an amendment 
especially providing that no railroad subject to the provisions of the 
interstate-commerce act shall transport any commodity in any car 
owned by theshipper. I move that the peitin be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. PLUMB presenteda petitionof citizensof Hillsborough County, 
Florida, praying for such disposition of the Fort Brooke military res- 
ervation in that county as will not conflict with the rights of settlers 
thereon; which was referred to the Committee on Publie Lands. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally withont amend- 
ments and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 9920) granting a pension to Daniel K. Harris; 

A bill (H. R. 881) granting a pension to Hiram R. Ellis; 

A bill (H. R. 965) suning A panoa 9 Gene i Wells; and 

A bill (H. R. 9029) for the relief of Marshall Burtrum. 

Mr. PLUMB, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3331) to grant to the city of Chadron, Nebr., the 
right to lay pipe lines across certain tracts of land, reported it with an 
amendment. 

Mr. BERRY, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2715) for the relief of certain parties who have paid 
$2.50 per acre for United States Government lands reduced in price to 
$1.25 per acre by the act of Congress approved June 15, 1880, reported 
it with amendments. 

Mr. TELLER, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1585) providing for the location of scrip issued un- 
der the acts of August 31, 1852, and June 22, 1860, reported adversely 
thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 


BILL INTRODUCED. 

Mr. GRAY introduced a bill (S. 3366) to provide for an American 
register for the steamer Saginaw, of New York; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

JOHN F. COOK. 


Mr. SHERMAN submitted the following resolution; which was con- 
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 


Toe, That the commissioners of the Distriot of Columbia be directed to 
rt the balance due, if any, to John F, Cook, as collector of taxes, for the fis- 
year ending June 30, 1880. 


PRINTING OF TARIFF BILL. 


Mr. MANDERSON. I offer the following resolution, and ask for its 
present consideration: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the use of the Senate 500 additional copies 

of House bill No. 9051, “to reduce taxation and simplify the laws in relation to 
the collection of the revenue,” as passed by the House of Hoprssontativet, said 
copies to be delivered to the document-room of the Senate. 

Mr. BECK. How many copies does the resolution própose to print? 

Mr. MANDERSON. Five hundred copies of the bill as it passed the 
House of Representatives. They will be placed in the document-room. 

Mr. BECK. Is not that very few for us to have? There is demand 
for it. 

Mr. MANDERSON. The reason for fixing that number is that there 
has been a large distribution of the bill from¢he House, and the Sen- 
ate Committee on Printing thought it would delay until later in the 
session, and then perhaps recommend the printing of more copies. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there beno objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution, the question is on agreeing to the 
same. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

TORPEDOES AND TORPEDO EXPERIMENTS. 

Mr. CHANDLER. The Committee on Naval Affairs have —epeee 
an amendment of the Naval appropriation bill proposing to app: 
$100,000 for torpedoes and torpedo experiments. I ask un acid 
consent to have printed for cis use gern Sones a Rati on that sub- 

ject Sr by Lieutenant Jaques, e Navy. 
y PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so ordered, if there be no 
iin, 


I move that the memorial 


ACCOUNTS UNDER THE EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 

Mr. BLAIR. I move that the bill (S. 405) providing for the adjust- 
ment of accounts of laborers, workmen, and mechanics arising under 
the eight-hour law be printed as it passed the Senate, there being sev- 
eral amendments. 


The motion was agreed to. 
HANNAH H. LATHAM, 


Mr. BLAIR. I ask unanimous consent to take up the bill (H. R. 


8506) for the felief of Hannah H. Latham. It is a pension bill on 
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the Calendar reported favorably. The pension has just been allowed 
by the Pension Office. Fearing that there may be some mistake, I ask 
that the bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be indefinitely post- 
poned, if there be no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills;.in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 2190) granting a pension to Jane Smallridge; 

A bill (H. R. 3055) for the relief of A. F. Saint Sure Lindefelt; 

A bill (H. R. 4504) granting a pension to Nancy Baldwin; 

A bill (H. R. 5123) to increase the pension of Charles Ritchey; 

A bill (H. R. 5155) granting a pension to John S. Bryant; 

A bill (H. R. 6371) granting a pension to Jesse M. Stilwell; 

A bill (H. R. 9130) granting a pension to Susan Singleton; 

A bill (H. R. 9263) granting an increase of pension to Abraham J. 
Buckles; 

A bill = R. 9358) to increase the pension of Rosalie O’Sullivan; 

A bill (H. R. 9363) granting a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey; 

A bill (H. R. 9672) granting a pension to Eliza A. Williamson; and 

A bill (H. R. 9830) for the relief of Lachlan H. MeIntosh. 

The message also announced that the House had non-concurred in 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary 
to the act of July 1, 1862, entitled ‘‘An act to aid in the construction 
of a railroad and telegraph line from the Missonri River to the Pacific 
Ocean, and to secure to the Government the use of the same for postal, 
military, and other purposes,’’ and also of the act of July 2, 1864, and 
other acts amendatory of said first-named act, agreed to the eonfer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. DOCKERY, Mr. ANDERSON of Mis- 
sissippi, and Mr, PETERS managers of the conference on the part of the 
House. 

The message further announced that the House had non-concurred 
in the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10573) to provide 
for one additional associate justice of the supreme court of Dakota, and 
for other purposes, agreed to the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed 
Mr. SPRINGER, Mr, KILGORE, and Mr. WARNER managers of the con- 
ference on the part of the House. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION, 
Mr. DOLPH. I was not in to hear the Journal read this morning, 
but I observe in the RECORD the following: 


RIVER AND HARBOE BILL. 


Mr. DoLPH. Is a conference report in order, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDENT tempore. The conference reports are privileged. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. fore I call for the regular order, I move that that conference 
report be printed, so that we can see exactly what it is. 

he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not know to what conference 

report the Senator from Vermont refers. The title of the bill on which the con- 

a sig by the Senator from Oregon is made will be reported 
y the re $ 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

“ Report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houseson the amendmentsof the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9859) making appro- 
priations for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain publie works 
on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes.” 


What occurred was that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. MANDER- 
SON] asked unanimous consent that after the conclusion of the speech 
of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] on the fisheries treaty the 
bridge bills on the Calendar might be considered. I was not aware 
that the conference report had come from the House of Representatives, 
or whether the conference report had been submitted to the Senate or 
not, and not seeing the Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE] in his seat, I 
simply wanted to ascertain whether, if the order was made forthe con- 
sideration of bridge bills, it would prevent the consideration of that 
conference report. It looks as if I had in some way interfered with 
the conduct of the conference report by the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Commerce. I desired to make a statement of what occurred. 
It is quite natural that this should have occurred, because when I 
asked the question the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] treated 
it as if something had been done about a conference report, but I was 
not aware that any such conference report was before the Senate. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no further morning busi- 
ness, that order is closed. 

Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate proceed, as in open executive 
session, to the consideration of the resolutions of the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. MorGAn] in reference to the fisheries treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration, in open executive 
session, of the resolutions of the Senator from Alabama and the fish- 
eries treaty. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President—— z 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is not debatable. 

Mr. MORGAN. I raise a question of order upon the motion. My 
resolutions were offered in open legislative session. They are legisla- 


tive resolutions, and I am not aware of any rule of the Senate that an- 
thorizes us to transfer legislative business to either open or closed ex- 
ecutive session. 

Mr. DAWES. All I know is that that is the usual form in which 
the motion has been made heretofore. Whether in legislative or exec- 
utive session, I suppose is a matter of indifference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Upon the question of order the Chair 
takes the liberty to observe that the resolutions of the Senator from 
Alabama have been treated as a portion of the subject to be considered 
in open executive session, and it is the recollection of the Chair that 
the order of the Senate was that they should be considered together. 

If a mistake has been made it was inadvertent. 

The recollection of the Chair also is that whenever the fisheries treaty 
has been called up for consideration it has been the claim of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama that his resolutions were entitled to priority and 
precedence, and he has insisted on several occasions that that order 
should not be disturbed. The resolutions of the Senator from Alabama 
have been journalized as legislative business, the Chair is informed, and 
the difficulty has arisen from the claim the Senator from Alabama has 
made whenever the fisheries treaty has been under consideration that 
his resolutions were entitled to priority of consideration. Does the 
Senator from Alabama desire any further ruling upon the point of order? 

Mr. MORGAN. I desire to make a statement about it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will listen to the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. MORGAN. The RECORD does not show that I have ever said 
one word on that subject—not a word. The RECORD ought to show 
it if I have ever said anything on the subject; and I deny the recollec- 
tion of the Chair as to putting me in a correct attitude upon that propo- 
sition. I offered the resolutions as legislative resolutions—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. They will be so treated. 

Mr. MORGAN. And-not with my consent or on my motion or on 
my advice at any time at all have those resolutions ever been carried 
into the executive session. : 

Mr. SHERMAN. If the Senator from Alabama will allow me, I 
will say that in his absence and to favor his proposition the precise 
thing was done that the President of the Senate stated. 

Mr. MORGAN. But it was not done by me. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Perhaps it was not done by you, but it was done 
by your friends on your side of the Chamber, and it was supposed to 
give your resolutions priority. . 

Mr. MORGAN. No—— 

Mr. SHERMAN. I wish to state that whenever the time comes to 
vote on the treaty I propose to move to lay the resolutions of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama on the table as a question absolutely indifferent and 
irrelevant to the matter pending; but I do not wish to do it until the 
debate is closed. Then, instead of voting for or against these moot 
resolutions, as I call them (for they are nothing but moot resolutions; 
they are not before us), I shall take the sense of the Senate upon the 
motion to lay them on the table. But the position of the resolutions 
is precisely as the Senator was supposed to desireit, However, if that 
= not the case, I will vote to let them go wherever he desires to place 

em. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the Senate desires to consider the resolutions I 
have no objection to their being considered in open executive session; 
but in open executive session I should havea very indefinite line of 
action marked out for me to pursue by any precedent or rule of the 
Senate. Ido not know how to handle a matter of that kind, a resolu- 
tion respecting a report of a majority of the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations upon a treaty, as a matter that belongs to the treaty in any 
sense whatever. 

The Senator from Ohio says it isa moot question. It may be a moot 
question, Mr. President, but it is not a mute one by any means, and 
will not be a mute one either, and his motion to lay the resolutions on 
the table will not make them mute. The resolutions will be discussed 
here in some form, or in some place, or at some time, and a vote of the 
Senate will be had upon them. A motion to lay the resolutions upon 
the table will not get rid of them lightly. Senators will have to de- 
clare themselves upon the yeas and nays whether the time for negotia- 
tion with Great Britain upon the subject of the fisheries has passed. 
That is the great proposition in the resolutions, and this country will 
want to know whether that time has passed or not. 

TheSenator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHANDLER] hasalso a resolu- 
tion on the same subject, which might be characterized as dealing with 
precisely the same proposition that is embodied in my resolutions. I 
have two and he hasone. What becomes of his resolution? Itstands 
on the legislative Calendar. Mine go into executive session. I pro- 
pose, when the Senator from New Hampshire offers bis resolution for 
consideration by the Senate, to offer mine as a substitute. I can not 
take them out of executive session to offer them in legislative session 
as a substitute without first obtaining the consent of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire is evidently as anxious about this 
moot question as I am, and when he brings forward for consideration 
his resolution, which is now upon the table, I shall desire to discuss it 
with him and to have the ordinary opportunity of testing the sense of 
the Senate, whether my resolutions are not a good substitute for his. 
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So I do not want to get the matter into a tangle. If my resolutions 
go into open executive session, let that of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire go in likewise. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Will the Senator allow me? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes. 

Mr. CHANDLER. After, I think, the remarks on the treaty by the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE], when the Senator from Alabama 
moved that his resolutions be postponed until the next Monday when 
the treaty was to come up in regular order, I certainly understood it 
to be his desire that his resolutions should be considered in connection 
with the treaty. The Chair has that impression; I think that was the 
impression of the Senate; and also the Senator from Ohio is correct 
when he says that he understood distinctly that the precedence of the 
resolutions presented by the Senator from Alabama was reserved. 

I offered the resolution which I presented in order to bring it before 
the Senate, expecting it to be considered in connection with the treaty 
and the resolutions of the Senator from Alabama, and I intended when- 
ever the Senate came to a vote on the resolutions of the Senator from 
Alabama to move my resolution as a substitute for one of his. 

Under these circumstances, I can not understand why the Senator 
from Alabama is not willing to allow his resolutions and the resolution 
which I presented to be considered in connection with the treaty, and 
to allow the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES] to go on with 
his remarks. 

Mr. MORGAN, It is only a question of order; nothing else. I am 
willing to have it in one form of open session or another form of open 
session; it makes no difference with me. But when we get to questions 
under our rules which arise upon this treaty we shall find ourselves 
very much embarrassed, or at least I would, in getting the Senate to 
consider my resolutions : at all. 

The treaty is before the Senate for consideration and nothing else. 
The rules of the Senate are very specific as to the manner of our actionin 
considering treaties. They are to be considered asin Committee of the 
Whole, and open to amendment, and when the Senate has come to a 
final conclusion as to what the text of the treaty ought to be tosuitits 
judgment, then a separate resolution is to be moved, which is tolie over 
for one day unless by unanimous consent it is taken up sooner, and on 
that resolution the question of ratification is taken. I do not know 
how I could interject my resolutions into a proceeding of thatkind. It 
would be entirely irregular. 

So it has been my perpose all the time to keep the resolutions where 
they belong, in the legislative session. I think we had better discuss 
and determine the resolutions, which relate to the report of the ma- 
jority of the committee on a question of great policy and public duty 
that is presented in that report, on the legislative Calendar, and not 
put them into this new-fangled idea of an open exeentivesession. You 
can not work them in; thereis no way that you can get consideration 
of them that I can understand under parliamentary rules, 

Mr. DAWES. I will inquire of the Senator what is to hinder him, 
whether it be in open executive session or in legislative session, from 
moving the words of his resolutions, wherever they may be, as a sub- 
stitute for the resolution of the Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. MORGAN, I can do that asa matter of course, but why should 
I wait for three or four weeks to get a chance to debate my resolutions, 
and then have them put in where the Senator from New Hampshire 
may choose to call them up or not? 

Mr. DAWES. I understood the Senator to anticipate some point of 
order, that after his resolutions were in executive session he could not 
move the same resolutions. 

Mr. MORGAN. I can move the same resolutions in legislative ses- 
sion, as a matter of course. 

Mr. DAWES. I do not see any difficulty. 

Mr. MORGAN. I can do that, but I do not care to put myself en- 
tirely under the control of any Senator here in what I conceive to be 
a part of my public duty. I insist that my resolutions are legislative 
resolutions, and have not gone by the vote or consent of the Senate 
into open executive session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama took oc- 
casion, the Chair thought, with something of asperity, todeny the cor- 
rectness of the recollection of the Chair. The Chair can only say that 
he has been actuated by a sincere and scrupulous desire to protect what 
he conceived to be the rights of the Senator from Alabama as suggested 
by him. If there was an error it was unintentional. In the absence 
of the Senator from Alabama the Chair repeatedly announced the pre- 
cedence of the resolutions of the Senator from Alabama, believing that 
to be what he desired. 

The Senator from Alabama stating that his resolutions are not to be 
hereafter considered in connection with the treaty, but are to be placed 
upon the legislative Calendar where they were first assigned, that order 
will be pursued. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAwEs] moves that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration, in open executive session, of the fish- 
eries treaty. The question is on ing to the motion. 

Mr. FRYE. Pending that I desire to submit a conference report. 

Mr. MORGAN. Will the Senator allow me just one moment to 
say to the Chair that I had not the slightest idea of reflecting in any 


feeling or term of asperity upon the action of the Chair? I merely 
wished to take issue with the Chair upon what I saw was a very clear 
mistake, as I thought, that I had made a motion to carry my resolu- 
tions into the open executive session. I entirely exonerate the Chair 
from any sort of intention or purpose to embarrass me or my resolu- 
tions in regard to this matter. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pending the motion of the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES] the Senator from Maine [ Mr. FRYE] 
desires to submit the report of a committee of conference. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none. 


RIVER AND HAEBOR BILL. 


Mr. FRYE submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the A RE A votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9859) “ making appropriations 
for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain 
and harbors for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, an 


ublic works on rivers 
for other purposes,” 
having met, after full and tree conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 
Thatthe Senate recede from its amendments numbered 17, 18, 20, 27, 39, 64, 65, 82, 

94, 99,101, 111, 112, 115, 119, 120, 121, 122, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, an 
149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 157, 158, 160, 173, 150, 181, 184, 186, 192, 193, 194, 196, 197, 198, 
199, 201, 202, 203, 205, 206, 216, 217, 232. 233, 234, 235, 236, 254. 

d enttothe amendments of the Senate 


109, i110, a 116, 117, 


BRA 
N 
BS 
D 


283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 
304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, SL. 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 319, 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In licu of the sum proposed insert “ $20,000; ™ and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: Thatthe House recede from its di ment to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree to the same with an amend- 
mentasfollows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘*$35,000;"’ and the Senate 
agree to thesame. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House recede from its Simarro to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree to the same with an amend- 
mentas follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $225,000; ” and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33; That the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, anc agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $25,000;” and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the House recede Tom its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 35, and Sa the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed inse: “ $500,000 ;" and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the sioose recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out the words added at the end of the para- 
graph, and in lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken out by the amendment 
insert: ““ Provided, That no part of this sum shall be expended until the title to 
the lands forming said islands shall be acquired and vested in the United States, 
without charge to the latter beyond $300,000 of the sum berein appropriated ;’ 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, oas e to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert * $500,000;"" and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 43, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add atthe end of the amendment proposed: “ Pro- 
vided, That nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent the expendi- 
ture of this appropriation ;” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment num 44: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the amendment proposed amend so as to 
read: “Improving harbor at Savannah, Ga.: To complete existing project;"’ 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘$180,000; * and the 
Senate a to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48and 49: That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate numbered 48and 49. and agree tothe same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter pro to be stricken 
out and inserted amend the paragraph so as to read: = ppd harbor at 
Tampa Bay, Florida, from outer bar to Mangroveor Busby Point;"’ and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 50: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 50, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $25,000;"" and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 70: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 70, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add at the end of the matter proposed to be inserted 
the words: “if approved by the Secretary of War;”’ andthe Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 75: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree to the same with an 
amendment ee In lieu of the sum proposed insert *$35,C00;" and the 
penie to the same. 

endment numbered 80: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
at peso sath of the Senate numbered 80, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘*$50,000;"' and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 93: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 93, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘* $300,000;"’ andthe 
Senate to the same, 


Amendment numbered 100: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 100, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted substitute 
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and add after line 13, page 24, of the bill, the following: “The Secretary of 
War is authorized and directed to appoint a board of three engineer officers of 
the United States ae whose duty it shall be to thoroughly examine the 
Ohio River, below Pittsburgh, as to the practicability of the improvement of the 
navigation of said river by means of movable dams; and said board shall re- 
port on or before the first Monday in December next as to the feasibility and 
advisability ofsuch project of improvement, the number of required, their 
location, with cost of same, together with cost of maintaining them after com- 
pletion of the project. The Secretary of War shall transmit said report to Con- 
p= at its next session, together with the views of himself and the Chief of 
engineers of the United States Army thereon, The sum of $10,000, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated out of any money in the 
‘Treasury not otherwise appropriated to pay expenses of said board and survey ;” 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 124: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 124,and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Strike out the matter proposed to be inserted and in- 
sert: ** Pany Marsh, Georgia: To pay for completing the existing project, 
$4,633.77 ;” and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 130: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 130, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add to the words proposed to be inserted the words 
es the channel over the bar at the mouth;" and the Senate agree to 

e same, 

Amendment numbered 132: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 132, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert *‘ $175,000;” and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 169: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 169, andagreeto the same with amend- 
ments as follows: Strike out the semicolon after the word “river” in line 2, 

35 of the bill, and insert a comma, Strike out the word “also” in the first 

ne of the matter to be inserted. Strike out the semicolon at the end of the mat- 

ter proposa to be inserted, and inserf a comma, Strike out the word “also” 

ia ep 2, page 35 of the bill, and insert the word "“and;” and the Senate agree 
e same. 

Amendment numbered 170: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 170, and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: Strike out all of the matter proposed to be inserted down to 
and including the word “shore” in line 5 of the amendment. Amend the last 

*clause of the matter td gre to be inserted so that itshal] read “ifin the opinion 
of the Secretary of War the interests of commerce require it;” and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 176: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 176,and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: After the word “and” in line 9 of said amendment insert the 
word ‘‘further;"’ strike out all after the word “ cities,” in line 10, down to the 
end of the amendment; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 183: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 183, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Add at the end of said amendment the words “ by the 
river and harbor act areca August 5, 1886, for the examination of said canal, 
and of the Illinois and Michigan Canal bya Board of Engineers ;”’ and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 188: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 188, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter proposed to be stricken out and 
amend by striking out the words “and fifty” in line 24 of page 41 of the bill; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 189: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 189, and apres to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert "$200,000; and the 
Senate to the same. 

Amendment numbered 190: That the House recede from its disagreemeet to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 190, and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: Strike out the period after the word “ navigation,” in line 22, 
pase 42 of the bill, and insert a semicolon, and in lieuof the matter proposed to 

inserted in said amendment insert “and $50,000 of said sum, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, may be expended in improving and strengthen- 
ing Sny Island Levee, where it crosses Snicarte Slough or other sloughs, and in 
repairing washouts in said levee ;’’ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 200: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 200, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter proposed to be stricken out and add 
oo line 4, page 44of the bill, “at Helena, Ark., $75,000 ;”’ and the Senate agree 

e same. % 

Amendment numbered 204: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 204, and to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out with an amendment 
changing the sum appropriated to ‘*$250,000;” and the Senate tothe same. 

Amendment numbered 210; That the House recede from its disagree...ent to 
the amendment of the Senate num 210, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘‘ $1,000,000;"’ and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 231: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 231, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken out insert 
under surveys, after line 8, page 53, of the bill the following: “The Secretary 
of War is hereby directed to make an examination and report to Congress as to 
the necessity for the establishment and maintenance of eee moorings for the 
protection of shipping inthe opon andexposed ports on the nortern coast of Cali- 
fornia, at Fort Toss, Fish's Mill, Fish Rock, Shelter Cove, Trinidad, and such 
— places as may be deemed advisable by him;"’ and the Senate agree to 

e same. 

Amendment numbered 249: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 249, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 6 of said amendment strike out “one” and in- 
sert “two; ™ and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 252: That the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate numbered 282, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Amend said paragraph so as to read “Trent River, to 
Upper Quaker Bridge; ” and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 318: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 318, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: Amend the paragraph so as to read: “For a survey of 
Minnesota Point, at Superior, at the west end of Lake Superior, to ascertain 


what, if anything, should be done to preserve the same from the inroads of the 
lake, and for the protection of the har 
the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 320: That the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 320, and agree to the same with an 
amendmentas follows: Add the following proviso after the word “engineers,” 
in line 26, page 62 of the bill: “ And provided 


r, together with the cost thereof;” and 


Surther, That the Government shall 


not be deemed to have entered upon any project for the construction or im 
provement of any water way, harbor, or canal mentioned in this bill unless or 
until the work of construction shall have been actually appropriated for; ” and 
the Senate agree to the same, 


NEWTON C. BLANCHARD, 
THOS. J. HENDERSON, 
T. C. CATCHINGS, 

~ Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was concurred in. 
CHURCH OF THE ASCENSION. 


Mr. BUTLEI?. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the bill (S. 1099) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension, in the 
District of Columbia. It is a very brief bill, and will require no dis- 
cussion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair can entertain the motion 
only with the consent of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWEs], 
who has moved an executive session. 

Mr. BUTLER. I ask the Senator from Massachusetts to allow me 
to call up this bill. I am obliged to be absent. 

Mr. DAWES. I understand the Senator is about to leave, and there- 
fore I will yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the bill (S. 1099) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension of the 
District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia with an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That all taxes and assessments, general and special, with the interest and 
penalties now due and unpaid theron upon lots 1,2, and 3,in square 282, in the 
city of Washington, D. C., now owned and occupied by the Church of the As- 
eension, be, and the same hereby are, remitted, 3 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam much obliged to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. 
PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had on 
the 19th instant approved and signed the following acts and joint reso- 
lution: 

An act (S. 1669) authorizing the Mississippi and Louisiana Bridge 
and Railroad Company of Natchez, Miss., to construct a bridge over 
the Mississippi River at or near Natchez, Miss. ; 

An act (S. 123) granting a pension to Mrs, Virginia Grier; 

An act (S. 1173) increasing the pension of Jeptha A. Jones; 

An act (S. ren granting a pension to Martha N. Kellogg; 

An act (S. 2274) granting a pension to Mrs. Catherine K. Whittlesey; 

An act (8. 2604) granting a pension to Mrs. Loanda Sherman; 

An act (S. soa) granting a pension to Abel G. Rankin; 

An act (S. 3021) granting a pension to Carrie V. Miller; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 96) authorizing the District commissioners 
to designate a site for a statue of Benjamin Franklin. 

The message also announced that thé President had, on the 23d in- 
stant, approved and signed the following acts: 

An act (S. 1540) granting a pension to Hannah Babb Hutchins; 

An act (S. 671) to provide for the sale of the site of Fort Omaha, 
Nebraska, the sale or removal of the improvements thereof, and for a 
new site and the construction of suitable buildings thereon; and 

An act (S. 321) for the relief of Zeb Ward, of Little Rock, Ark. 


THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. DAWEs] moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration in 
open executive session of the fisheries treaty. 

The motion was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in open execu- 
tive session. The reading of the Journal of the last open executive 
session will be dispensed with, if there be no objection. The Chief 
Clerk will report the treaty by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Treaty between the United States and Great 
Britain concerning the interpretation of the convention of October 20, 
1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
first article thereof. : 

Mr..DAWES. Mr. President, I am aware that the debate upon this 
subject is well-nigh exhausted, and ordinarily I should feel that pro- 
priety required that it be now turned over to those who have it in 
charge for such considerations as they might desire to submit in con- 
clusion before the vote is taken. But there are some reasons which 
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may oceur to Senators why I have felt that the Senate might indulge 
me in fa few remarks upon the treaty, notwithstanding the condition 
of the debate to which I have alluded. I therefore venture to tax 
still further the heated weariness of Senators while I ask them to listen 
to a few observations upon one feature of this discussion. _ 

There has been much debate upon the text of the treaty, its mean- 
ing, and its scope. I shall dismiss that point with the single remark 
that in my judgment it does not become us in this day to approve any 
treaty about the meaning and scope of the phraseology of which there 
can be honest debate in the Senate of the United States. 

As to the historical argument, until the elaborate and in my opinion 
unanswerable ts drawn from that source by my colleague [ Mr. 
Hoax] and others who have pursued the debate in that line shall find 
some answer, I shall not venture to trouble the Senate with any re- 
marks in that field. 

As to the rum and molasses argument of the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. GEORGE], in which he found so much delight, about which 
he lingered so long, and which he left so reluctantly, I have only to 
say that I shall not contend with him in that controversy. I shall let 
his rum and molasses argument remain where he left it, for I can as- 
sure him that whether it reels with the one or sticks in the other, it 
is alike impotent in this debate. 

T can assure him that the title of the United States to the northeast- 
ern fisheries has about it no uncertainty either as to its date or its 
origin. Long after the treaty of Utrecht, on which he dwelt and be- 
hind which the Senator concealed so much of what he had to say, the 
French Government erected a fortress at Louisburg for the avowed 
purpose of destroying the fishing rights of the British nation in those 
waters. They were thirty years in building it, and spent $5,000,000 
in erecting a fortress for that purpose more i e than any that 
has since been erected upon this continent. 

But in 1745, 4,000 New England men, exactly 4,070, of which Con- 
necticut furnished 516, New Hampshire 304, and Massachusetts 3,250, 
organized an expedition at their own expense and under their own 
commander and captured that fortress. Its guns were spiked by the 
garrison which fled at their approach. A blacksmith from my own 
county, whose descendants are now my own neighbors, with twenty men 
under him, drilled out the spikes of the cannon and turned them upon 
the town. 

Years afterwards, when that fortress had gone back into the hands 
of the French, it was again retaken by New England men, who followed 
from their victory there Wolfe to the siege of Quebec, where there were 
more men from the New England colonies than from all the other Brit- 
ish colonies on this continent. 

The blood and prowess of the New England fishermen won for the 
British crown whatever fishing rights it ever had in those waters, and 
the same man who planned the siege of Louisburg in the first fight 
threw up the intrenchments thirty years later at Bunker Hill, and the 
very same drums that headed the column in the triumphal march into 
that city in 1745 were heard again at Bunker Hill. It was at Bunker 
Hill, at Saratoga, and at Yorktown that the United States won from 
Great Britain what their same blood won for Great Britain thirty years 
before. 

The Declaration of Independence is the title of the United States to 
the fisheries in the northern ocean. The treaty of 1783 is but the re- 
cital. When that treaty was adopted the rights of the United States 
in those waters were precisely the same as the rights of the British 
crown. Whatever a British fisherman could do there, a citizen of the 
United States could do, and svherever a British subject could drop a 
line, by his side could stand an American citizen and do likewise. 
Whoever could measure the rights of Great Britain in those waters 
measured at the same time the rights of the United States there. They 
were tenants in common. 

Mr. MORGAN. This is a very interesting statement of the Senator, 
in which I fully concur. I desire to ask the Senator from Massachu- 
setts if his information of the rights of the colonies in regard to fish- 
ing is that Canadians prior to the Revolutionary war had the same 
fishing rights upon allof the coasts down to Georgia that we had up in 
Canadian waters? Were they mutual colonial rights? 

Mr. DAWES. Some time when the Senator and I have leisure and 
I am not otherwise engaged, as I am just at this moment, I will sit at 
his feet, and, as I know, learn about that feature of the case. 

Mr. MORGAN. I beg pardon for the interruption. I did not sup- 
pose it would be regarded as such. 

Mr. DAWES. What I propose to say to-day will have no reference 
to that point, and therefore the Senator will know, without any disre- 

t, that I desire not to be turned off from the line of my remarks, 

If to-day the title of the United States to fishing rights in those 
waters falls short one particle of the title which the United States had 
when the treaty of 1783 was signed, it is the result of our diplomacy. 
The map to-day will enable any one to discern whether we have suc- 
ceeded in maintaining the rights we then unquestionably had, and it 
will determine whether we are to-day standing where we did then in 
the possession of co-equal and co-extensive rights in those waters with 
Great Britain herself. 

To those who keep in mind just how we obtained those rights it is 


not a pleasant sight to look on the different colors onthat map. If by 
the approval of this treaty the condition of things shall undergo on 
that map still another change, like the changes which it has undergone 
up to now, it will be the result alsoof diplomacy. You see the colors 
now. By and by, if this treaty shall be approved, other colors also 
must be substituted upon the points indicated by the red lines, and he 
who shall hereafter look upon that map and then upon the map that 
our fathers delivered to us, will comprehend the vaiue to the United 
paren te We saara of the diplomacy which has dominated in those 


The first departure, the first surrender, was in the treaty of 1818, 
and out of it has grown all our woe. I quite agree with those who 
have discussed the question heretofore in saying that we made the con- 
cessions which have brought upon us all the controversy and all the 
trouble that have followed from 1818 to this day. We made it for what 
we termed, what we believed then, was an equivalent consideration, 
We bought for the 3-mile limit the right of fishing vessels to go 
into harbors for the purpose of shelter and repairing damages therein, 
of purchasing wood and obtaining water, and for no other purposes. 
Reading that at the present day, and in the light of the liberalized 
commerce of these times, it sounds like a beggarly consideration for 
this renunciation: d 


ba; or 
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It was thought at the time to be an equivalent consideration. As I 
have said, the negotiators on the part of the United States were sadly 
mistaken. They had, as Sir Charles Tupper said to Sir John A. Mac- 
donald, but to wait. Everything comes to him who waits in a good 
cause. The ports of the colonies would have been open not only to the 
fishermen, but to all the full privileges and italities of commerce 
in a few years had they been content to wait and abide the irresistible 
progress of events. 

Bat, sir, that treaty was ratified. That treaty is the bond of to-day. 
It was a hard bargain, but those whom it affects most seriously are 
willing to abide by it to the letter. Whatever was nominated in the 
bond, the pound of flesh exacted of our commissioners and the Ameri- 
can people at that time, is theirs, it shall be faithfully rendered; but it 
there is anything on which the American people entertain one settled 
fixed purpose, it is that it is only to the letter that the bond shall be 


The present treaty is an experiment of a new administration in this 
field where so few laurels have been gathered heretofore by the diplo- 
macy of the United States. It were well worthy of any administra- 
tion to contemplate all the difficulties that have arisen, all the demands 
of Great Britain that have been set up and opposed and condemned by 
every statesman and administration since 1818 under that treaty. It 
were well worthy the ambition ofany Administration to consider whether 
it is not in their power to recover ground heretofore lost, and if possi- 
ble restore, if not absolutely, as nearly as may be the condition of 
things which our fathers delivered over to us. If the present Admin- 
istration had entered into the negotiation with any such purpose as 
that, and with any such spirit as gave notice to those whom it met that 
they were not there for further concession, but that they were there 
for observance of the mutual obligations the two countries had entered 
into, in my opinion a far different result would have been attained 
than the treaty before us. 

The treaty before us is not put by either its negotiators or its friends 
on this floor upon any such consideration as that it was an attempt to 
recover, least of all that it had succeeded in recovering, one foot of the 
ground lost in the past, and lost under circumstances and conditions 
which have brought upon the country all of its embarrassments. Itis 
put upon the condition that coneessions have been added to the con- 
cessions heretofore made, and those concessions, it is thought by its ne- 
| fergie our part and the friends of the treaty here, are to be justi- 

upon the ground of the extravagance and enormity of the unjusti- 
fiable demands which the British Government has been for 
seventy lemands that no American statesman, until the con- 
sideration of this treaty, ever sought to justify or failed to denounce. 
This treaty is commended to the Senate of the United States and to 
the country as a treaty of peace; that it composes difficulties without 
attempting to show that they are composed by maintaining the ground 
we have hitherto maintained, by compelling Great Britain to recede 
from any of her attempts at encroachment hitherto persisted in; but, 
on the contrary, it is commended as a treaty of peace because the con- 
sequences will otherwise be most disastrous, and this without regard 
to what we have conceded to obtain it. If this is not accepted, the 
continuance of Great Britain in these annoyances and aggravations 
more intense and more persistent are held up here as the result of a 
rejection of this treaty. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massachusetts 


kindly tell us who that has favored the ratification of this treaty has 
made any such argument as that? On the contrary, every one who has 
spoken in defense of this treaty and in favor of its ratification, as I 
know, has contended that there has been no concession, actual or in- 
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tended, on the part of the United States for what has been obtained in 
the way of favorable interpretation of the treaty of 1818. 

Mr. DAWES. Then, Mr. President, the Senator has misread his 
Secretary of State, and I have misread him and all those who have ad- 
vocated the ratification of the treaty. 

Mr. GRAY. I think you have. 

Mr. DAWES. The Secretary of State says from beginning to end 
that it is a treaty of mutual concession, that he could not expect a 
treaty of peace with England, who had maintained a certain conten- 
tion for seventy years, without conceding something on our side; and 
if the Senator will possess his soul in patience and my strength holds 
out, I will endeavor to show him what it is that the Secretary has con- 
ceded to avoid these results, 

The disastrons consequences have been repeated over and over again 
here until war has been intimated to be the result of a persistence 
longer on the part of the United States in its contention with Great 
Britain that its construction of this treaty was wrong. 

Sir, this method of commending this treaty is not satisfactory to me. 
I should rather hefr, as I have said, some one hold up to us what has 
been gained or what is to be gained by this treaty of peace. I would 
like to know how many of the rights for which we have contended for 
seventy years are secured by this treaty and conceded tous. This idea 
of the terrible consequences that shall come out of our longer persist- 
ence in maintaining our contention against the unjustifiable claims of 
Great Britain has but one parallel that I know of on the records of 
Congress. 

I remember on one-occasion just such a demand set up as the justi- 
fication of an attempt to obtain peace and silence. It was in the record 
of those dark and gloomy days of the session next preceding the in- 
auguration of Lincoln, when, as early as January of that year, the Pen- 
sacolanavy-yard was surrendered to demands not a whit less justifi- 
able, not a whit less tenable in the eyes of the people of the United 
States than the demands to which this treaty is a surrender; and when 
a Government official, whose duty it was to guard and protect the 
navy-yards of the nation, was called before a committee of the House 
of Representatives and the inquiry made of him why he surrendered 
the Pensacola navy-yard without a blow, his answer was, like the 
answer of to-day, ‘‘It was the only way to preserve the peace.” 

Mr. GRAY. Ofcourse the Senator knows no such answer has been 
made to-day. 

Mr. DAWES. The only way to preserve the peace! ‘‘ Why, sir,” 
said he, ‘‘ you have no idea of the extravagant demands that are made 
by those men down there upon us. If we had fired a gun or struck a 
blow there would have been, as certainly as we live, bloodshed;’’ and, 
with a pious aspect, he lifted up his hands and said, ‘‘I thank God that 
by a surrender of that navy-yard I have saved this nation from blood- 
shed.” A sorry and spiritless—I will notsay cowardly—parallel is in 
the exclamation, ‘‘ We have obtained peace” to-day; ‘‘we have saved 
the pcople of this country from a continuancé of the annoyances, the 
harassments of the past, but we do not stop to say whether we have 
gained anything.” 

As a treaty of peace, Mr. President, this treaty is an utter failure, 
and itis to that point I desire to confine, as near as may be, what I propose 
to say on thisoccasion. If wecould forget the humiliating conditions, 
if we could pass over the strange and inexplicable manner in which it 
has been negotiated, and if we could shut our eyes to everything but 
the result, I venture to say that it is utterly impossible to defend this 
treaty as a treaty of peace. There can be no peace under it. Those 
who negotiated it on the one side and those who negotiated on the 
other, though for very different reasons, will find their dissatisfaction with 
it so increased that the occasions for strife will multiply on either side 
until, if it were the treaty to-day, not a twelvemonth would pass be- 
fore by common consent we should wish it in our power to retrace our 
steps to the time before it was negotiated. 

ne reason why it can never be a treaty of peace is because it is not 
the treaty it pretends to be. In discussing the treaty under this head, 
it is pretty difficult for us to ascertain with very great clearness what 
the treaty does pretend to do, for it comes to us under circumstances 
and under a cover, the like of which has never occurred in my memory 
of public affairs, and, so far as I have been able to investigate, in the 
annals of American diplomacy. It was sprang upon the Senate. So 
far as the Senate was aware, the first knowledge it had of it was the 
message ot the President conveying it to us and asking us to ratify it. 
We were in session, we knew that the general opinion and consensus of 
public men here at the Capitol proclaimed on both sides of this Cham- 
ber with clearness and distinctness and with the approval of almost the 
entire Chamber, was that there was no need of any treaty. The posi- 
tion was taken that all that was demanded of the British Government 
was to keep the treaty she had made. 

It was known that the Senate, who must be the adviser of the Presi- 
dent as to any treaty that can take effect, had publicly and officially 
declared against any commission for the negotiation of a treaty, and 
that was all we knew until we heard from Great Britain that Joseph 
Chamberlain had been appointed a commissioner to come over to this 
country and join a commission here for the negotiation of a new treaty. 
He came, he was here, there were others here, but the knew 


nothing of them, and what they were doing the Senate was not in- 
formed. Whether they were treating of matters that pertained to the` 
interests of any particular section of this country the Senate was totally 
ignorant, except as rumor in the newspapers kept them informed. 

All of a sudden, as I have said, the treaty appeared here in the Sen- 
ate, made by men in whose appointment we had no voice, whose selec- 
tion was made without consulting us, and we very naturally, before 
we gave the advice to the President upon the propriety of this treaty, 
asked him to be good enough to inform his constitutional advisers of 
the several steps which led to this treaty, so that we could the better 
judge of the propriety of the treaty itself, and we were coolly informed 
that these negotiators, meeting with closed doors, self-appointed so far 
as we were concerned, had agreed among themselves that nobody should 
know these steps, not even the Senate which was to advise as to the ` 
wisdom of the result to which the several steps had led; that they had 
agreed that nobody should know what they were and that we should 
deal with the result, and the result alone, and take that or take nothing, 

But it so happened, Mr. President, that the Canadian negotiator, 
when he came before the Canadian Parliament to justify his course in 
the negotiation, found it necessary, being a member of the Parliament 

d compelled to answer, to disclose what were the steps, so that 

ose who sent him here could judge whether he was justified or not, 
and he adjourned the debate till he could telegraph to the British 
minister here to get from Mr, Bayard one of the propositions which he 
made preliminary to the result to which after several months he was 
induced to give his consent. When he got that which Mr. Bayard re- 
fused to let the Senate have, he came before the Canadian Parliament 
and made a reply to this statement of Mr. Bayard that they had agreed 
that nobody should know these steps. ; 

I desire to put upon the record side by side the statement of Mr. 
Bayard that these men had agreed that nobody should know these 
steps, and the statement of Sig Charles Tupper upon the same subject, 
so that hereafter those who care to look into thediplomacy of this time 
shall have the material to make up acorrectrecord. Mr. Bayard says: 


In conformity with the invariable course pursued in previous negotiations, 
when the conference met it was agreed that an honorable confidence should be 
maintained in its deliberations, and that only results should be announced, and 
such other matters as the joint protocolists should sign under the direction of 
the rege reesei e . 

With this understanding, which was strictly kept, the discussions of the con- 
ference proceeded, throughits numerous and prolonged sessions, with that free- 
dom ‘and informality in the ex ge of views which the nature of the negotia- 
tion required, and without which its p would have been materially ham- 
pered andany agreement rendered very difficult of attainment. Nostenographer 
was admitted to the conference, and no minutes or daily protocols were agreed 
upon and signed by the joint protocolists other than those already transmitted 
to the Senate, 

Now, hear what Sir Charles Tupper says abont it after he got, through 
the British minister, one of his proposals made in that negotiation, and 
was ready to go before his constituents and defend his course: 

I have explained to the house my great surprise at finding they did not give 
what I assumed that the purely formal protocols to which I assented would give, 
that is to say, all the proposals made, and the counter pro ìs and the replies 
on both sides. I assumed that the protocols would contain those. 

Now, sir, it appears that the only parties who agreed to keep secret 
the several proposals were those that were engaged in this negotiation 
on the side of the United States. They for some reason agreed to keep 
secret their proposals and that was done, but there was no such agree- 
ment with the others. I leave these two statements to stand in the 
record side by side. 

It is pretended that by this treaty the British Government has aban- 
doned the headland theory. The President in his message says they 
have abandoned the headland theory. Mr. Bayard says they have 
surrendered the headland theory. Ido not intend to indulge in lan- 
guage that can be construed as disrespectful to the high officials who 
make these statements. It is enough for me toexpress my amazement 
that anybody standing in the relation that these officials do to the Sen- 
ate of the United States, should advise an approval of the act they are 
seeking and should make so bald a statement that in this treaty the 
British Government have either abandoned or surrendered the headland 
theory. On the other hand they sold it tous, and then went away and 
boasted that they had sold us a mess of pottage. I desire to puf upon 
record the evidence, first, that it was a mess of pottage, and, next, that 
what I have said is that they sold it to us and then boasted of how 
much they got for it. f 

In presenting the fact that it was not a theory living, abiding, and 
maintained at all to-day, except as a technical theory by the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain, I am obliged to read what has been put into 
the RECORD by others before me, but they have putit in for a different 

urpose, and I desire to use it now for a purpose for which it has not 

en used heretofore according to my recollection. I quote from Sir 
Charles Tupper, to whom we have been compelled, in the studied 
silence of our own negotiators, to turn for what little information we 
have been able to obtain in reference to the steps that have led to this 
singular treaty. I want here publicly to return my thanks to Sir 
Charles Tupper for the obligations he has put the American people 
under for furnishing them the material to form a proper judgment of 
this work, which has been withheld from them by our own negotiators. 
He is as frank as he is bold and able. He is determined, whatever 
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may be the effect upon this work here in this Senate, that the Cana- 
dian people shall know that he in all the steps taken was true to their 
traditions and to their policy, and he says to the Canadian parliament: 

The Americans have maintained that what we termed our exclusive right to 
shut them out of all bays was not well founded in the treaty. They hayvemain- 
tained that they had an indefeasible right under that treaty to approach within 
8 miles of the shore of any bay or indentation. 

My honorable friend shakes his head— 


That was Mr. Mitchell— 


but I hold in my hand authorities, and I could give them to him by the score 
ad which they have again and again maintained that position and demanded 


t right. 

Mr. Trona. Did not Great Britain for forty years enforce her construction 
of that treaty of 1818? 
> Bir CHARLES TUPPER, I can only say that nobody knows better than my 

honorable friend that Great Britain induced him to recall his * lations and 
instructions, after he had issued them, and restricted his jurisdiction, to within 
3 miles of the shore. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And why? Because Great Britain could control the Gov- 
ernment of this country, and I had to do it; that is why. 

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Never mind, my honorable friend’s inqu was asto 
the position of Great Britain, and I give it to him. Great Britain has always 
contended, and has rightly contended, for technical exclusion from any bay, 
and the crown officers of England have sustained that contention, Butmy hon- 
orable friend knows that it is one thing to hold a technical construction, and@ 
is another to undertake to enforce it. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the honorable gentleman let me put one question to him? 
He states that Great Britain has held a technical construction of the treaty of 
1818, I would say that Great Britain has actually enforced her technical con- 
struction for forty years. And withreference to what the honorable gentleman 
says about exclusion from bays, the first decision— 


The attention of the Senator from Delaware may be attracted by 
this— 
and with reference to what the honorable gentleman says about exclusion 
from bays, the first decision was given in reference to the Bay of Fundy, where 
the headland on one side was American and the headland on the other was 
Canadian or Nova Scotian, ‘That was the first give away ot our treaty rights. 

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. My honorable friend then means that for the t forty 
years Great Britain held a particular view which she has abandoned for the last 
forty years. 

You will observe, Mr. President, with how much more ability the 
case of the Washington is argued in this Senate Chamber than it is be- 
fore the Canadian. Parliament. 

Mr. Mrrcnetr. I donot mean that. I will say what I mean if the honorable 
gentleman will let me. I say that for the first forty years Great Britain legiti- 
mately enforced that contention and the Americans recognized it, Under the 
decision in the case of the Buy of Fundy, one side of which was American and the 
other side Nova Scotian, it was held that bay was not exclusively an English bay, 
and upon thedecision in that case our rights were given away and suspended 
by England, and were not enforced as strictly as they had been before. 

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Well, I do not intend to be drawn into a discussion by 
my honorable friend, because I do not question very much his statement; but 
I want to ask him whether he thinks a right which is technically claimed but 
prectioaly abandoned for forty years, is gaining in strength. I take a different 
view. 

Then he goes on to quote authorities which have been already read 
here, and I will take no time to repeat them, authorities sustaining 
the statement that Great Britain, without formally giving up, had 
abandoned the headland theory, and which led Sir Charles Tupper to 
say ‘‘practically that what was done in the Bay of Fundy was to be 
the rule,” and quotes Mr. Everett, who was our minister at the time 
that case arose, as saying: 

AR aS Everett thought that the negotiations were now in a most favorable state 
at is— : 


Interpolates Sir Charles— 
after the Bay of Fundy was given up Mr. Everett thought that the negotia- 
eee were in a most favorable state for a full and satisfactory adjustment ofthe 
pute, 
Mr. Everett ‘‘had the fullest assurance ’’— 3 
Sir Charles Tupper is quoting him— 
that the British Government contemplated a further extension of the same 
porey by the adoption of a general regulation that American fishermen should 
o 


wed freely to enter all bays of which the mouths were not more than 6 
miles in width, 


And the home government thereupon, in 1870, by special instruc- 
‘tions, which I shall putin, directed the then Government of Canada to 
permita fishing vessel to go anywhere in all the waters of the northern 
coast except within 3 miles of the shore. 

The instructions are as follows: 

DISPATCH FROM HOME GOVERNMENT TO CANADA, JUNE 6, 1870. 

With those objects, they think it advisable that United States fishermen 
should not be excluded from any waters except within 3 miles from the shore, 
or in the unusual case of a bay which is less than 6 miles wide at its mouth but 
spreadstoa ter width within. It will, of course, be understood and explained 
to the Uni States Government that this liberty is conceded temporarily and 
without prejudice to the rights of Great Britain to fall back on her treaty rights, 
if the prospect of an arrangement lessens, or if the concession is found to inter- 
fere practically with the protection of the Canadian fisheries. 

All this Sir Charles Tupper puts in support of this declaration: 

I think I have satisfied my honorable friend that, as far as Her Majesty’s 
Government were concerned, while they maintained the abstract right under 
the treaty, they were unwilling to raise the question of bays, and the result is, 
as my honorable friend knows, that for the last thirty-four years, certainly since 
1854—and I will notgo further back than 1854—there been no practical inter- 
ference with American fishing vessels unless they were within 3 miles of the 
shore, in bays or elsewhere. 

This was the statement to the Canadian Parliament of what was the 
condition of the headland theory when these negotiators met. If there 
has been anything in American politics which could justly be said to 


have fallen into ‘‘innocuous desuetude ™” it is this headland theory, 
and nobody can doubt that a spirited stand in any negotiation aca 
ing the treaty difficulties and misunderstandings between this Govern- 
ment and Great Britain on the part of our negotiators would have 
brought at once its public renunciation. Yet, sir, instead of that, what 
was done ? 

Sir Charles Tupper, with the frankness which I haye had occasion to 
commend, tells us what was done with this headland theory. 

Mr. GRAY. Give us the date of that. 

Mr. DAWES. This is the speech of Sir Charles Tupper in the Ca- 
nadian Parliament, April 10, 1888. 

I say, when we met these gentlemen and they proposed to us this 10-mile 
limit— 


Instead of attempting to recover what we lost in the unfortunate 
treaty of 1818, instead of an effort to regain anything, the first thing 
that the American negotiators did was to extend the 3-mile limit to 5. 

I say, when we met these gentlemen and they proposed to us this 10-mile 
limit and said “if you give up the extreme contention 4hat no hey however 
broad its mouth, can be entered by an American fisherman, we will agree to 
take the 10-mile limit,” and when they met us further and said that in addition 
to that they would take up and consider the question of ny. special bays we 
thought ought not to be open to foreigners, then we took this question up, as 
we were bound to take it up, and found a solution by mutual concession. Tn- 
stead of giving in to their contention that they could go into the Baie des 
Chaleurs within 3 miles of the shore we made a treaty by which they can not 
enter the Baie des Chaleurs at all. And the honorable gentleman knows that 
the Miramichi Bay and a number of other bays that we consider of vital im- 
portance to be kept free from any kind of intrusion have been conceded to us, 

s 


s * e s Ld * 

When we accepted this 10-mile delimitation, which was all that appears to 
have been aimed at by any Canadian Government, the extreme limit that any 
person had proposed as a matter of delimitation, we made it a condition of 
the acceptance of that restriction that certain bays should be exempt from its 
operation, 

What is the consequence, Mr. President? Here are bays; look at 
the Bay of Chaleurs [indicating on the map], 16 miles across, from 
which we absolutely are excluded by this treaty. They haveno claim 
atall to exclude us from the Bay of Chaleurs, except by the headland 
theory, and they have either had conceded to them that to which they 
had no right whatever or they have had established the headland theory 
so far as that bay is concerned. So of the Bay of Egmont, 17} miles 
across. Nothing but the headland theory eyer gave them any exclu- 
sive claim in the Bay of Egmont, and if they have by this treaty ex- 
clusive right there it is because they have revived the dead headland 
theory. So of Miramichi Bay, which is 14} miles wide. 

It is proposed by this treaty to exclude us absolutely from that bay. 
They have never had any claim to exclude us abselutely from it except 
by the headland theory, and by the headland theory revived, volun- 
tarily offered by our commissioners, we are to be excluded absolutely 
from it. So of Fortune Bay, which is 114 miles and 104 miles—over 
21 miles across. Just look how that is measured [indicating] run- 
ning like the letter V so as to strike an island which would be excluded 
absolutely if it had run straight across. They never hada right to ex- 
clude us from Fortune Bay, except under the doctrine of the headland 
theory; and yet our commissioners have negotiated and voluntarily 
yielded the headland theory to the exclusion of Fortune Bay, and so 
with the other bays. Methinks that if I had been one ot the negotia- 
tors, Fortune Bay, the scene of the last and almost only brilliant achieve- 
ment ofour diplomacy in those waters, would have been the last to be 
given up to the exclusive occupation of those from whom one spirited 
stand at least of one of our diplomats wrung from England justice to us 
in that bay. But, no; all of these bays 10, 15, 16, 17 miles across, in 
which they never asserted any right except under the headland theory, 
are given up to their exclusive occupation. 

Mr. GRAY rose. 

Mr. DAWES. The Bay of Chaleurs, which by name—— 

Mr, GRAY. Does the Senator object to my interrupting him? 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Does the Senator from Massachusetis 
yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. DAWES. Inone minute. The Bay of Chaleurs; there is one 
other, which by express order of the home government, the Canadian 
authorities were forbidden to hinder our fishing in, which has gone into 
this negotiation and been sold to the British Government. 

Mr. GRAY. ‘The Senator says that the Bay of Chaleurs, the Bay of 
Miramichi, the Bay of Egmont, and all those bays which he indicated 
on the map, had been claimed by Canada on the headland theory, I 
do not exactly understand what he means by “‘ headland theory.” If 
he has an interpretation in regard to that theory which admits of a 
remark like that, we differ entirely as to what the headland theory is. 

But I wish to ask the attention of the Senator to the language of the 
specification in the treaty of 1818. We renounced the right to take or 
cure fish within 3 miles of the bays of His British Majesty’s dominion, 
and the bays of Chaleurs, Miramichi, and Egmont, and all the bays he 
has indicated, are bays nominatim, are known as bays and come under 
that classification, and, therefore, come within the word and letter, to 
use the language of the Senator just now, of the treaty of 1818, and 
we are excluded by the treaty of 1818, not upon any headland theory, 
but by the express language of that treaty, the letter of our bond, to 
use the expression of the Senator from Massachusetts. 
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Mr. DAWES. I promised the Senator, as well as I might be able, 
that I should talk to the point that this was not a treaty of peace and 
that I would not vex the Senate with any discussion of the meaning of 
terms, but I read what the home government instructed the Canadian 
Government in respect to their bays and such bays eo nomine, to use the 
Senator’s phrase: 

Until further instructed, therefore, you will not interfere with any American 
fishermen unlees found within 3 miles of the shore, or within 3 es of a line 
drawn across the mouth of a bay or creek which, though in parts more than 6 
miles wide, is less than 6 geographical miles in width at its mouth, In the case 
of any other bay—at_Bay des Chaleurs, for example—you will not interfere with 
any United States fishing vessel or boat, or any American fishermen, unless they 
are found within 3 miles of the shore. 

My argument is that the British Government had for forty years de- 
termined not to exclude American fishermen from any waters that were 
not within 3 miles of the shore. 

Mr. HOAR. My colleague will permit me to make one suggestion 
there, which I know has not escaped his knowledge, for he knows it as 
well as I do, but, which I would like to have him state at this point. 

Not only is this the concession of Sir Charles Tupper in regard to the 
practice and demands of the British Government for the last forty 
years, but Mr. Rush, who was our minister to England at the time of 
the treaty of 1818 and for several years thereafter, Mr. Stevenson, who 
soon followed him, and Mr. Marcy, our Secretary of State, all averred 
that England made no such claim for the first forty years after the 
treaty of 1818. The claim was never heard of in all that time; so you 
have the entire period from 1818 down to the present time—a period of 
seventy years—with the single exception of the seizures of the Argus 
and the Washington, where we had the judgmentrof the British Gov- 
ernment absolutely renouncing this claim. 

Mr. DAWES. Iam obliged to my colleague for the suggestion. I 
know that the claim was only technical all the time and never en- 
forced, but what my colleague says is a very strong aid to the argu- 
ment I have been making. 

Now, I want to call back the attention of the Senate to what was 
done with this headland theory, with this 3-mile limit, and all that. 
It came from our negotiators; it was a voluntary concession, not asked 
for by the other side, if there is any truth in the statement of Sir 
Charles Tupper, who said: 

Isay when we met these gentlemen and they proposed to us this 10-mile 
limit, and said: “If you give up the extreme contention that no bay, however 
broad its mouth, can be entered by an American fisherman, we will agree to 
take the 10-mile limit; ” and when they met us further and said that in addition 
to that they would take up and consider the question of say special bays we 
thought ought not to be open to foreigners, then we took this question up, as 
we were bound to take it up, and found a solution by mutual concession, In- 
stead of gig in to their contention thatthey could go into the Baie des Cha- 
leurs within 3 miles of the shore, we made a treaty by which they can not enter 
the Baie des Chaleurs at all, 


Then he turns around to Mr. Mitchell and says: 


And the honorable gentleman knows that the Miramichi Bay, and a number 
of other bays that we consider of vital importance to be Kept free from any kind 
of intrusion, have been conceded to us. 


And for what? For this old, defunct claim of the headland theory 
and for a voluntary extension of the 3-mile limit to 5 miles! I do not 
know that I wonder at a desire to keep from the knowledge of the 
Senate any of the steps which led up to the result. 

a of the United States, in communicating this treaty to 
us, said; 

The uninterrupted navigation of the Strait of Canso is expressly and for the 
first time affirmed. 

I want to read this once more because there is in it much for com- 
ment. 

The uninterrupted navigation of the Strait of Canso is expressly and for the 
first time affirmed, 

Permit me to say that it is no such thing. The language of the 
treaty is this (mark the difference between it and the language of the 
President): 

Nothing in this treaty shall interrupt or affect the free navigation of the Strait 
of Canso by fishing vessels of the United States. 

That is all. Does it mean that no other vessels of the United States 
can be permitted to navigate the Straits of Canso? Is it proposed by 
this treaty that whenever a merchant vessel of the United States shall 
pass the Straits of Canso it must get leave of Great Britain? Does the 
merchant vessel that passes the Straits of Gibraltar stop and get leave 
of Great Britain, or does the merchant vessel that passes the Straits of 
Magellan stop and get permission of Great Britain that it may navigate 
those waters? 

ee Sir Charles Tupper says expressly to the Canadian Parliament 
that— 

They confined it to fishing vessels. 

We provided simply that nothing in this treaty should interrupt the free nav- 
igation of the Straits of Canso, as previously enjoyed by fishing yesselsto which 
we confined it. 

I have said that I am not to vote for a treaty in this day the phrase- 
ology of which is open to honest debate in an American Senate. Who 
is right as to the construction of this clause in reference to the Straits 
of Canso, the President of the United States, who says that it secures 
the free navigation of those straits, or Sir Charles Tupper, who says it 
lho as the treaty says it is, to fishing vessels that enjoyed it 

ore 


Mr. MORGAN. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. DAWES. i 


Certainly. 

Mr. MORGAN. I ask whether he has any amendments that he pro- 
poses to offer to this treaty so as to make the language satisfactory to 
himself? If there is any obscurity or doubt about any feature of it, it 
is now amendable, and I would like to know whether the Senator is 
under any obligation not to make any amendment? 

DAWES. Iam under no obligation not to make an amendment 
of a treaty which, in my opinion, is not a treaty of peace, but a treaty 
full of strife, and contention, and disorder, and disturbance. 

Mr. MORGAN. I will state to the Senator that it is quite easy, if 
there is any difficulty about that matter, to have an amendment to that 
or any other clause in the treaty to suit the views of the Senator, as 
we are now negotiating this treaty with Great Britain. 

Mr. DAWES. I know the Senator owes me no ill will; but I do not 
see why the Senator from Delaware and the Senator from Alabama are 
so determined to draw me off the track. 

Mr. GRAY. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I want to draw him on the 
track. 

Mr. DAWES. After all, Mr. President, it is neither the one nor 
the other. This treaty does not, as the President seems to think it 
does, affirm the free navigation of the Straits of Canso. It says that 
nothing in the treaty shall be construed to interfere with the passage 
by fishing vessels there. If I own a tract of land across which the 
king’s highway has run, and all the king’s subjects have traveled 
thereon from a time whereof the memory of man runneth not to the 
contrary, and I convey it to you and I put into the deed “‘ that noth- 
ing in this deed shall be construed to interfere with the right of the 
king’s subjects to travel to and fro upon and along the king’s high- - 
way across this tract of land,” I might as well say to you, ‘‘Sir, I 
have granted you this, and I have secured to the king’s subjects a 
right they never had before.” The absurdity of the claim when all 
vessels from time immemorial had unobjected to through the 
Straits of Canso, that because they shut up one end of it and said 
that shutting up that end should not interfere with the passage of 
these straits, therefore the right to pass these Straits had been ob- 
tained from Great Britain ! 

Great Britain never since the Declaration of Independence had the 
power to interfere with the free passage of the Straits of Canso by any 
vessels of the United States. The encroachments upon the letter of 
the treaty of 1818 are not more visible than they are in this very thing. 
The treaty of 1818 does not exclude fishing vessels from going within 
3 miles of the shore; it only prohibits them from fishing within 3 miles 
of the shore, and there was nothing in the treaty of 1818 that prevented 
a fishing vessel from going within 3 miles of any shore or from going 
through the Straits of Canso, provided they did not fish in the Straits 
of Canso or within 3 miles of the shore; and yet it is among the pre- 
tenses upon which we are asked to approve of this treaty that some- 
thing valuable has been conceded to us by Great Britain in this ex- 
ception in relation to the Straits of Canso. 

Now, sir, I propose briefly to allude to those articles of the treaty 
which are held up here as commendable because they provide for an 
amelioration of the administration of justicein the colonies. I have to 
say in reference to them what Sir Charles Tupper himself confessed in 
the Canadian Parliament, that every one of them was no more nor less 
than what was due to good neighborhood. Are we, sir, to negotiate 
with Great Britainand buy good neighborhood? Have we spiritenough 
to resent the proposition, if it should come to us, ‘‘ If you will give us 
so much.we will be decent in ourcourts?’’? Have wenotspirit enough 
tosay, ‘‘ We do not treat with you for fair dealing in your courts. If 
you are disposed to deny it to us, we will hold you up to the judgment 
of mankind and we will bide our time.” ‘‘ Everything that is right 
comes to him who waits.” 

I will not take up much time in reading the comments on these 
clauses made by the Canadian negotiator when he was trying to satisfy 
the Canadian Parliament that what he had conceded did not amount 
to much. It is all summed up in this phrase: 

A provision— 

Said he— 

that she may obtain casual and needful supplies of that kind was demanded in 


the interests of good neighborhood, and it was not going too far to say that we 
would allow them to enjoy those advantages. 


But, sir, of what worth is it all to us so long as there is a provision in 
this treaty that subjects it all to the local laws? Weare to enjoy what- 
ever we enjoy in reference to these provisions ameliorating the admin- 
istration of justice there, subject to such rules and regulations as shall 
hereafter be made. It is not worth as a security the paper that it is 
written on. Weare subject, if the treaty is ratified, to the caprice, to 
the prejudice, to the hostility of local legislation. Already, sir, since 
this debate has begun an instanco of it has occurred illustrating the 
emptiness of all this provision. 

One of our fishing vessels has taken outa license under the modus 
vivendi, which authorized the captain to purchase bait, and he pur- 
chased bait, and in a Newfoundland harbor divided his bait witha 
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French fishing vessel and was immediately prosecuted for violation of 
a local law that forbade the selling of bait to foreigners, They might 
to-morrow determine that there should be only so much bait purchased, 
and we have agreed to conform toit. They might to-morrow a 
local Jaw in Newfoundland, or in Nova Scotia, or in the Dominion, 
that bait should only be purchased within certain periods of close 
season, as it is called, and we are bound to submit, and we are asked 
by American negotiators to surrender what I have stated, and to accept 
this among the concessions. In reference to it I would like to have 
the Senate take note of what Sir Charles Tupper says of the idea of 
submitting to the local law: 

I am 5 
nada cand his han Unes lenteed tn tie moet larapan b AADS ba tiewe 
were well founded—to come to any other conclusion than that no Canadian 
would ever consent to be legislated for by any other country in the world. 

But we are asked to submit our rights pertaining to the fishing in 
these waters, that we once enjoyed asthe price of our blood and valor, 
to the local law of Canada and the Provinces. 

There is one more reason why I think this can never be a treaty of 
peace. The reciprocity treaty of 1854 admitted free of duty ‘‘fish of 
all kinds, products of fish, and all other creatures living in the water, 
being the growth and produce of the said Provinces of Canada, New 
Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward’s Island,” and after that, 
Newfoundland. 

The treaty of 1871 admitted free of duty fish-oil and fish of all kinds 
(except the fish of the inland lakes and of the rivers falling into them, 
and except fish preserved in oil) being the produce of the fisheries of 
the Dominion of Canada or of Prince Edward’s Island. 

The present treaty pro that when we admit free of duty fish-oil, 
whale-oil, seal-oil, and fish of all kinds (except fish preserved in oil) 
being the produce of the fisheries—mark the difference—carried on by 
the fishermen of Canada, Newfoundland, and Labrador, wherever car- 
ried on, we shall receive the privilege of entering the ports, bays, and 
harbors of Canada and Newfoundland for these three purposes: 


ach oa purchase of provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines, and all other supplies 
outfits. 

2. Transshipment of catch, for transport by any means of conveyance, 

3. Shipping of crews. 


How came this difference to creep into the treaty? The other treaties 
confined free fish to the fisheries the produce of the Dominion. In this 
treaty it is provided that the produce of the fisheries, of the fishermen 
of Canada, wherever those fisheries may be, are to be admitted; and 
put alongside of it are two other things in this treaty for the first time, 

‘ whale-oil’’ and ‘‘seal-oil.’’ 

How came whale-oil and seal-oil to be inserted for the first time in 
this treaty? When the treaties of 1854 and 1871 were negotiated, 
whale-oil and seal-oil had almost passed out of the pursuits of fisher- 
men. There wasno product of whale-oil or seal-oil at thattime. But 
since then the whales of the Northern Pacific have yielded wonderful 
and marvelous products to the daring fishermen of the United States, 
and seal on that coast are coming to enter into the pursuits of most of 
the enterprising fishermen of the country, Here the provision creeps 
for the first time into this treaty, that the Canadians shall be per- 
mitted to bring whale-oil and seal-oil free of duty into our markets. 

They are looking to the Northern Pacific. They are looking to the 
wealth that is there in those cold ocean inlets, where the whale is com- 
ing to be abundant, and they are sles 5 that the fishermen of Can- 
ada shall side by side with our fishermen bring them into the ports of 
Portland and San Francisco free of duty; and whenever seal-oil shall 
come to be a valuable article of merchandise they are to bring it in 
free of duty. Whenever the time shall come that this provision shall 
develop, if it becomes a treaty, into the full significance of those words, 
then it will be found, if not before, that the treaty will cease to be a 
treaty of peace. : 

But, sir, the treaty will fail utterly as a treaty of peace for another 
reason. Canada herself has failed of obtaining that for which she en- 
tered into this negotiation, and she will not rest till she has obtained 
it. She is boasting, itis true, of what she has got so far as the fisheries 
are concerned, like the man who whistles while he passes through agrave- 
yard; but the people of Canada will find no consolation or satisfac- 
tion when they come to consider also that they have utterly failed in 
that for which they entered into the negotiation. Sir Charles Tupper 
has stated in the Canadian Parliament that he is responsible for this 
negotiation. He said: 


In regard to my position in that conference, I have already shown the House 
how largely I am responsible for what has taken place. © conference was 
initiated from the interview which took place between myself and Mr. Bayard. 
I was subsequently asked to serve as one of Her Majesty's plenipotentiaries on 
that important mission. 


I think Sir Charles Tupper is mistaken in imagining that he initiated 
this negotiation. However large a share he had in the negotiation 


and management, and however largely his impress from beginning to 
end is left upon the whole transaction, nevertheless there was another 
official here before him. Somehow it came to be understood simulta- 
neously in the different parts of the British dominions on our north, 
and among all those interested in British dominion on our north, that 
the accession of the present Administration to power was their oppor- 
tunity. 


It was not that they had any grievance about the fisheries. 


No, they were the last people to complain of their own outrages in 
the matter of the fisheries; but simultaneously, I say, it came to be 
understood that the accession of the present Administration to power 
was Canada’s opportunity. Sir Ambrose Shea, an official of the Gov- 
ernment of Newfoundland, was on his way to this capital, if not sim- 
ultaneously with the inauguration, almost immediately upon it, con- 
fessedly for the purpose of instituting commercial negotiations on ac- 
count of his own province alone, under cover of fisheries difficulties, 
He made no secret on his way here of his errand. He talked with 
whomsoever he came in contact about the purpose. He came here 


‘and was introduced to this Administration by the British minister. 


About the same time Mr. Wiman, a Canadian, whose residence is in 
Brooklyn, a man of large enterprise and efficiency and executive abil- 
ity, devoted entirely to the expansion of commercial relations between 
the Dominion of Canada and this country, appeared here and had a 
conversation with the Secretary of State. Thereupon Mr. West, the 
British minister, took the matter up and proposed, what has been so 
often read here, the proposition by which a egy aig arrangement 
would be made, provided the President of the United States would 
recommend to Congress a commission for the purpose, under the cover 
of the fishery difficulties, of arranging commercial relations with Can- 
ada. Mr. Wiman went to Canada after this interview and had an in- 
terview with Sir Charles Tupper, and Sir Charles Tupper’s account of it 
I will read: ` 

Ido not know that the speech I made had any connection with it; but I know 
this, that a mutual friend—I have no objection to mentioning that it was Mr, 
Wiman—atan early day after this speech was delivered intimated to me that he 
had had a long conversation with the Secretary of State of the United States, 
Mr. Bayard, and that‘that gentleman had said that he would be very glad to 
have an opportunity of discussing the mutual relations of Canadaand the United 
States with either my right honorable friend the premier of Canada or myself. 
I brought that statement under the notice of his excellency the governor-gen- 
eral and my right honorable friend; and as it was quite impossible for him to 
leave his place in parliament at that time I took advan of the Easter holi- 
days to accept this formal invitation. I wentdown to Washington and was pré- 
sented to Mr, Bayard by Her Majesty's minister there, 


i Then Sir Charles Tupper went home, and Mr. Bayard wrote him a ` 
etter: 
Mr, Bayard to Sir Charles Tupper. 
[Personal and unofficial.] 
Wasutncror, D. C., May 31, 1887. 
My DEAR Sm CHARLES: The delay in writing you has been unavoidable. * 
After saying some other things, he proceeded: 


It is evident that the commercial intercourse between the inhabitants of 
Canada and those of the United States has grown into too vast proportion to be 
exposed much longer to this wordy triangular duel, and more direct and re- 
sponsible methods should be Feasta to. 

* * * $ * + * 

The immediate dificulty to be settled is found in the treaty of 1818 between 
the United States and Great Britain, which has been questio vexata ever since it 
was concluded, and to-day is suffered to interfere with and seriously embarrass 
the understanding of both countriesin the important co: ] relations 
and interests which have come into being since its ratification, and for the ad- 
justment of which it is wholly inadequate, as has been unhappily proved by the 
events of the past two years. 

Iam confident we both seek to attain a just and permanent settlement, and 
there is but one way to procure it, and that is by a straightforward treatment 
on a liberal and statesmanlike plan of the entire commercial relations of the 
two countries, 

s kd e s + + 

T., F. BAYARD. 

Sir Charles Tupper immeđiately answered: 

s * * * $ ẹ $ 

I entirely concur in your statement that ‘‘We both seek to attain a just and 

rmanent settlement, and that there is but one way to procure it, and that is 

y a straightforward treatment, on a liberal and statesman-like plan, of the en- 
tire commercial relations of the two countries, 


Thereupon Lord Salisbury immediately telegraphed Minister West: 
If Secretary of State will formally propose the appointment of commission as 
suggested by him in his correspondence with Sir Charles Tupper, Her Majesty's 
Government willagree with great pleasure. 
SALISBURY. 


Some time after this, July 12, 1887, in a letter to Mr. Phelps, Mr. 
Bayard emphasizes the clear understanding of the parties to this ne- 
gotiation in the outset, that it was commercial privileges for Canadians 
in our market, to be secured under cover of negotiations over the fish- 
eries, and in the same letter he explains why he, without communica- 
tion with the other side, abandoned the original purpose of the nego- 
tiation: 

I delayed my response to Mr. White's dispatch of March 30, and on May 21 
Sir Charles Tupper, the Canadian minister of finance, called upon me at this 
Department, introduced by the British minister at this capital. d 

‘he object of this visit was to discuss informally the present condition and 
prospects of commercial relations between the United States and the Dominion 
of Sera especially in connection with the fisheries and the commercial ques- 
tions involved. 

The visit here of Sir Charles Tupper, on behalf of the Canadian Government, 
was received with nortan pn, © and expressions were exchanged of a mutual de- 
sire for the settlement of all existing difficulties, and for an incre: om 
of commercial intercourse between the United States and Canada, 

In consequence of the statements made by Sir Charles Tupper on the occa- 
sion referred to, I wrote to him a personal and unofficial letter on the 3lst of 
May, and received on June 10 his reply, and copies of this correspondence were 
duly sent to you. 


Then he explains why he abandoned it: 


By reason of the action of the Senate on April 15, 1586, in regard to the rec- 
ommendation of the President for the appointment of a joint commission to 
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take into consideration the entire question of fishing rights of the two Govern- 
ments and their citizens on the coast of British North America, the formation 
of a joint commission was not again proposed by me, butin the discharge of his 
constitutional functions negotiations with a view to a settlement were not 
abandoned, but have been proceeded with by this Department under the direc- 
tion of the President. 
Without anything to do with the Senate. These were the p 

I have omitted to read, what will be found in these letters, that Sir 
Lionel West demanded of Mr. Bayard and received an explicit inter- 
pretation of the arrangement entered into by them, that it included 
commercial relations. Sir Charles Tupper said: 

I ean only say, sir, that when I came to meet them in conference, I was great! 
surprised, and = will not besurprised to learn that such was the case after read- 
ing the papers I shall read with reference to commercial intercourse. After the 
statement of the President of the United States in his message of 1885, asking for 
a commission, after the letters which passed between Mr. Bayard and myself, 
you will readily understand that I went there. 

Senators who want to know what Sir Charles Tupper came here for 
in this negotiation will listen to his own statement. 

1 went there senna and looking forward to a settlement of this question 
on very much the same lines as those upon which it had been settled in 1854, 
and to some extent in 1871. I am right in saying that the instructions with 
which I was charged by this Government were to obtain, if it were possible, as 
near an Ap) to the reciprocity treaty of 1854 as I could obtain ; that is, the 
policy of carrying out free exchange in the natural products of the countries. 

And the very first proposition made by him when the negotiators 
met, that proposition which he found it absolutely necessary to get 
hold of before he went before his constituents for justification, was in 
these words: 
pine with He von of removing an pira ot ae ve soramea with 

e fisheries, roposed er jesty’s plen es, that fisher- 
men of both Eoded aye. shall have all the reivilixes Ani isean during the existence 
of the fisheries articles of the Washington treaty, in consideratio: 


m of a mutual 
arrangement providing for er freedom of commercial intercourse between 
the United States and 


a and Newfoundland, 

Commissioner Angell in the quiet retreat of his university at home 
in Michigan, not having the fear of the Secretary of State before his 
eyes, has been telling what they did. He said: 

We were al time getting down to the real work of the commission, all the 
parties paetara t were so varied, The British and Canadian commissioners 
were especially anxious to make a reciprocal free-trade treaty a part of the 
treaty before they would settle on the fishery question. More than one-halfthe 
sues: oe GODDA 26 Gene Sees The real work has been done within the 

Can there be any doubt that Canada has failed of her purpose in en- 
tering into this negotiation, and that that purpose, paramount to any 
fishery question, still remains asa persistent, an abiding, and a moving 
policy of Canada, whilé they may, to break the force of their failure, 
claim that they sold out their old idea of headland theory, and got the 
3-mile limit extended to 5 miles, and got us shut out of valuable bays 
that we were never really shut out of before, and did a capital thing 
under the fishery clause? Yet what is all that so long as Mordecai sits 
at the king’s gate? ‘‘ Unless we can have the markets of the United 
States, all we have done goes for naught. What boots it to us whether 
the American fishermen shall fish in the Bay of Chaleurs or not, if we 
can not take our fish into their market when we have obtained them; 
all goes for nanght unless we obtain this.”’ 

Sir, not less Canada than the United States will find this treaty not 
a treaty of peace with the United States, because it is a pusillanimous 
surrender by us of valuable rights, and because, though the Canadians 
have obtained concessions, yet in the greater and the larger object for 
the attainment of which they used this only as an instrument they 
have utterly failed. 

One thing more I omitted as a reason why we should never approve 
this treaty, that I should like some one to tell me what the twelfth 
article means. 

ARTICLE XII. 


Fishing vessels of Canada and Newfoundland shall have on the Atlantic coast 
of the United States all the privileges reserved and secured by this treaty to the 


oe States fishing vessels in the aforesaid waters of and Newfound- 
nd. 
Onall ‘‘ the Atlantic coast of the United States.” What those rights 


will be, what will be exacted under this head of the treaty, I have 
heard no friend of the treaty expound. It is a significant fact that 
when Sir Charles Tupper expounded the treaty section by section to 
the Canadian parliament for their approval he expounded article 11, 
and skipped to article 13, an ominous silence which can only be inter- 
preted that there was nothing in it worth commenting on or too much 
to expose to the American Senate. 

Mr. GRAY. Does the Senator mind reading the twelfth article? I 
do not want to interrupt him. 

Mr. DAWES. Itis as follows: 

Fishing vessels of Canada and Newfoundland shall have on the Atlantic coast 


of the United States all the privileges reserved and secured by this treaty to 
aaa States fishing vessels in the aforesaid watersof Canada and Newfound- 


Mr. GRAY. Has the Senator from Massachusetts any real doubt as 
to what that means? I will ask him that, if it is a fair question. 

Mr. DAWES. The Senator from Massachusetts, in his ignorance of 
the diplomacy of the present day as to what it means and what it does 
not mean, will confess that he can not tell what will be claimed by the 
fishing vessels of Canada under that article of the treaty. 


Mr. GRAY. Ido not wish to interrupt the Senator or detain him, 
because he has expressed a desire not to be interrupted—— 

Mr. DAWES. The Senator will excuse me. 

Mr. GRAY. But I will ask him, if he has any real doubt, whether 
he ought not, in behalf of the interests involved, to offer an amend- 
ment to make clear what he says is obscure? 

Mr. DAWES. Wheu Iam invited into the conncils of these nego- 
tiators and not told that it is none of my business what were the steps 
which led to this result, I shall consider the proposition made by the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. GRAY. Are we not negotiators ourselves under the Constitu- 
tion? ‘ 

Mr. DAWES. Then I should like to know why we are not permit- 
ted to see and hear what has been done up to this time in the negoti- 
ation. 

Mr. GRAY. We have been permitted to see and hear all that has 
been done. 

Mr. DAWES. Yes, and we are indebted to Sir Charles Tupper in 
the Canadian parliament for it, in the face of an absolute refusal by 
our own Secretary of State to give us anything exceptthe result. We 
have got into it pretty thoroughly, and I repeat the obligations of the 
American people to that foreign negotiator for the benefit of it. 

Mr. GRAY. Does theSenator object tomy interrupting him further? 

Mr. DAWES. He does somewhat. 

Mr. GRAY. Very well. 

Mr. DAWES. As the negotiation was undertaken on our for 
one thing, and on their part for another, neither of which has ac- 
‘complished, upon what ground does anybody expect that a ratification _ 
would compose the difficulties that exist under the treaty of 1818? 

What was our complaint, sir? Why did the American people de- 
mand that there should be any effort on the part of this Administra- 
tion to obtain redress? It was not because of the3-mile limit. That, 
as I have said, was in the bond. Hard as it was, the universal judg- 
ment of those whom it affected was, ‘‘We will abide by it.” It was 
not because the headland theory had troubled us. That had passed 
among the things that were. It was because the people of Canada did 
not observe the treaty Great Britain had made, because they had in- 
stituted a system of annoying and harassing us, and committing inju- 
ries upon our vessels, and we demanded of the Administration that 
they should see to it that two things were brought about—that the ~ 
British Government should keep the treaty they had made, and should 
make compensation for the that they had committed in vio- 
lation of it. That was all that those affected by the treaty ever de- 
manded of the Government. It is quite as much and a little more 
than a can hope to obtain from the Government until after the 4th 
of M g 

Yet, two or three long years has the Secretary of State been employed 
in pronouncing those outrages brutal and inhuman and unjustifiable, 
and when he was driven into a negotiation by the Canadian govern- 
ment, driven, however, for another purpose, he abandoned altogether 
the claims for compensation, abandoned the demand that they should 
adhere to the 3-mile limit, abandoned any complaint for the insult to 
the flag of the country, and contented himself with this treaty, which 
deals with subjects that to any American cognizant of the manner in 
which the rights he gave away were obtained is looked upon with the 
utmost concern and indignation. 

But what does he say is the reason why he did not insist upon the 
damages? In his interview in the Baltimore Sun he tells us why he 
gave them up, and I should like to have the men upon whom these 
outrages were committed hear what has become of their claims. Hesaid: 


Every pointsubmitted to the conference is covered by the paper now in 
session of the Senate, excepting the question of damages sustained by our 
ermen, which, being met by the counter claim for damages to British vesselsin 
Behriug Sea, was left for future settlement. This wasdetermined the best course 
that could be pursued by the commission. As their claim exceeded ours, I was 
very willing to agree to this. 


He was willing to give up the claims for damages for the outrages 
upon two thousand fishing vessels of the United States, and cease to 
press them because in answer Great Britain set up a bigger claim. 

Mr. HOAR. If we have done England such injustice as that we 
want to meet it and settle at once. 

Mr. DAWES. Will the claim be any the less that Great Britain 
sets up about Behring Sea to-morrow than it was yesterday? If to 
set up a bigger claim can drive us off once, will they lack the tempta- 
tion or the ability to set it up again? When will the time come, ac- 
cording to this standard, that we can insist upon our just claims being 
adjusted, claims which Mr. Bayard himself has pronounced just? Oh, 
some time when Great Britain will not set up a bigger claim! 

If Great Britain has a claim against us in Behring Sea itis quite 
time we knew what it is, and if it is founded in justice and law, we 
will pay it. It is no answer to these claims that England pretends to 
have a bigger one somewhere else. Let her bring forward her claims 
in Behring Sea, and whatever may be their justice or their amount 
they will be met according to the law and the right, and paid if due, 
But the demands upon England for the outrages committed on our 
fishing vessels, in present hands, under present diplomatic policy, have 
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gone never, so long as such a reason as this is to be deemed valid, to re- 
turn. 

In the interview published in the Baltimore Sun, Mr. Bayard speaks 
of another thing which perhaps was dwelt on sufficiently by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] on Saturday afternoon, but still I 
can not omit calling attention to it once more. I desire that my con- 
stituents shall see and know what is the estimate put by this Admin- 
istration upon the American flag when it floats at the mast-head of a 
fishing schooner. I want them to know what this Administration con- 
siders a full apology when a British officer tears down on the deck ot 
a fishing schooner in the presence of its master the flag of his country 
and casts it at his feet. Mr. Bayard says: 

Again he charges— 

-That is, my wicked colleague— 

Again he charges that I allowed the flag of an American vessel to be hauled 
down by the officers of a British cruiser. For that act this country received a 
full apology from England. As much can not be said when indignities were 
heaped upon American seamen in years gone by. 

Mr. Bayard says, in a letter in reference to this subject to Mr. Phelps 
November 6, 1886: 

Under the fourteenth section of the twentieth pepe of the Navy Regulations 
of the United States the rule in such cases is laid down as follows: 

“A neutral vessel seized is to wear the flag of her own country until she isad- 
judged to be a lawful prize by a competent court.” 

He made demand for an apology for this insult to our flag. He com- 
municated the law to the British Government that the flag had a right 
to float at the mast-head until after the condemnation. 

Mr. GRAY. If the Senator will indulge me a moment, I know he 
will be satisfied to do so when I tell him for what purpose I ask leave 
to interrupt him. He alluded to an interview purporting to have been 
had with Mr. Bayard, published in the Baltimore Sun. I think that 
was the paper. I see that it was alluded to on Saturday by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [ Mr. TELLER]. Of course, neither the Senator from 
Colorado nor the Senator from Massachusetts was aware that Mr. Bayard 
disavowed that interview, that he said it was unauthorized, and did not 
truly represent him. I, of course, know that the Senator would de- 
sire that Mr, Bayard should have the opportunity through me of stat- 
ing what I have said of that statement in the Sun, and that is all I 
wish to say. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to say that this is the first time I have 
ever heard of a disavowal. It has been a matter of discussion in the 
Senate, privately at least, ever since its appearance, and this is the 
first intimation that I have ever had that it was disavowed. 

Mr. GRAY. Isaid I presumed that it was the first intimation the 
Senator from Colorado had had, otherwise he would not have alluded 
to an interview which the party interviewed disavowed. 

Mr. HOAR, I should like to ask the Senator from Delaware, with 
my colleague’s permission, as it is somewhat interesting, whether the 
Senator from Delaware is authorized by Mr. Bayard to disavow it? 

` Mr. GRAY. No; I have had no direct authorization; but I saw the 
disavowal published in the Baltimore Sun. 

Mr. HOAR. -Perhaps my colleague will allow me tosay (as that in- 
terview contains a gvod deal of reference to me, I should not have al- 
luded to it at all anywhere in public if it had not been alluded to by 
others first in the Senate), that I read it with profoundest pity, with no 
other sensation. The misstatements, the anger, the feeble and impo- 
tent rage which somebody has imputed to a high officer of our Govern- 
ment could only make any patriotic American citizen experience a sen- 
sation of mortification and not of anger. If that interview be true, the 
Secretary of State has learned nothing in relation to the fishing interest 
except the language of the fish market, and that the language of the 
London fish market. Iam very glad that there is a report somewhere 
that the Secretary of State has disavowed it. 

Mr. GRAY. The Senator from Massachusetts who has just taken 
his seat could not forego the opportunity, Isuppese, of expressing him- 
self in regard to this purported interview, inasmuch as it alluded to 
himself, but after what I have stated, that the interview was unau- 
thorized by Mr. Bayard, and that it was so stated in the paper, and 
from the same source from which the interview came, I think all that 
he said was very much out of place, and I do not understand what the 
sense of propriety is which will allow any Senator to comment upon 
language imputed to another which he disavows himself. 

Mr. HOAR. Ido not understand that the word *‘ unauthorized ”’ 
contains a disavowal. 

Mr. GRAY. Whatever the Senator understands, such is the publi- 
eation in the paper coming from the same source from which the pur- 
ported interview came. 

Mr. HOAR. There is no contradiction. There is no statement that 
the Secretary of State did not utter it. 

Mr. GRAY. Iam content. Among those with whom I have asso- 
ciated such a disavowal is always sufficient. 

Mr. DAWES. Iam sorry thisinterlude gotintomy speech. Does the 
Senator from Delaware think I donot know why men sometimes choose 
interviews rather than communications to the public over their own 
signatures? Has the public become acquainted with this new method 
of getting one’s views before the public and not know why it has su- 
perseded the open and frank and unreserved communication over one’s 


own signature? I assume that the Senator is correct, that this got out 
without the authority of the Secretary of State, and that is all thereis 
to it. 

Mr. FRYE. - It is no worse than the Boston Herald interview. 

Mr. DAWES. If there were words to be disavowed they should be 
disavowed to the man they aftected, and not in a way to arm another 
with the material the moment they are commented on here to get up 
with the remarkable assertion that the statement got out without au- 
thority, I would like to ask the Senator from Delaware if he means 
by his remarks to assert that the Secretary of State never said any- 
where that England had made a fall apology for this insult upon the 
flag? If that isso I am sorry for him. Iam not sorry that he has 
not said that it was a full apology, but I am sorry that he had not said 
something about this apology if he takes back this, 

Mr. GRAY. The Senator from Massachusetts asks me a question, 
and I suppose he will permit me to reply. Iwas not listening to what 
the Senator said about the matter to which he has just referred. I 
was merely attracted by the remark he made, that the interview to 
which he referred was in the Baltimore Sun, and I only rose to state 
nothing more than that in the same paper in which that purported in- 
terview was published and from the same source a statement was made 
that that interview was unauthorized, and that Mr. Bayard disavowed 
it. Ihavenothing more to say about that. I have not been accustomed 
to debate with Senators or gentlemen anywhere in regard to what was 
imputed to them when they disavowed it, and I leave that to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts to do if he chooses. 

Mr. DAWES. If theSecretary of State has not said something about 
this apology itis high time he did. Itis high time the public knew 
his opinion about this apology. It has been in his possession now for 
well-nigh two years. He tells Mr. Phelps that the indignity to our 
flag has caused great excitement and indignation among our people, and 
Mr. Phelps was instructed to lay it before the British Government, not 
before a satrap down in Nova Scotia or Newfoundland, and the British 
Government has from that day to this never expressed the slightest 
opinion one way or the other upon this business. It has simply 
made itself a mail-bag through which to transmit what a provincial offi- 
cial in the provinces has said about it, without expressing its opinion 
of regret or otherwise about this insult to our flag. I will put in the 
RECORD every word of what is called an apology, and if it is not con- 
sidered by this Administration a fulland ample apology, as the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. PAYNE] once in his seat pronounced it to be, then it 
is high time there was on the record something from this Administra- 
tion to show its appreciation of an insult to the flag. ‘This is all there 
is to it. 

The minister regrets that he— 

That is, Captain Quigley, the British officer— 
should have acted with undue zeal, although Captain Quigley may have been 
technically within his right while the vessel was in the custody of the law. 

All this official down there regrets is that Captain Quigley, doing 
what he had a right to do, did not take more time to doit. That is 
the regret. Captain Quigley, he says, had a right to pull down the 
flag of the United States in the presence of the master of the vessel and 
cast it at his feet, if he had only taken more time to do it! 

There is only one other apology that I ever heard of that was in any 
way parallel to this, and I think that this goes even beyond that. 
There was a church member once arraigned for accusing another church 
member of stealing, and being compelled to apologize said: ‘‘ Brethren, 
Ihave accused Brother Smith of stealing, and I can not prove it, and 
I am sorry for it.” This man says he can prove it if he would only 
take a little more time to do it. 

If the Secretary of State has not called this a full apology, he has 
let it sleep, and the captains of the schooners en in the fishing 
interest are to understand that under this Administration any British 
official who chooses may pull down their flag on any charge that they 
have committed an offense, if he will only take time eno to do it. 

As to Mr. Bayard’s explanation of why he did not consult those in- 
terested in the matters affected by this treaty, why he did not consult 
the New England Senators, or anybody who was conversant with the 
nature of the subject-matter, the public prints declare that he has said 
this: 

I did not consult with the New England Senators, but I did hear the opinions 
on this point of men known to be thoro y conversant with the subject. 
Professor Baird told me that the men I had here in connection with the 3-mile 


limit question knew more about the fishery question than any one else in New 
England. They told me the privilege was ueless, 


I do not know that Mr. Bayard made that statement. I am sorry, if 
he did, that he conceived the idea in this negotiation that it was no 
bigger question than hatching fish at Wood’s Holl. If the Secretary 
of State went no further than to Professor Baird, however accomplished 
a man he may have keen in hatching fish, I do not wonder at the mis- 
takes and the blunders that were made if that was the conception of 
the Secretary and if he went no further for his sources of information. 

It is not so much a source of astonishment to me that such a treaty 
has been what Mr. Bayard calls the result of such methods and such 
negotiations, as it is that such methods and negotiations should have 
entered into at all, 

Sir, we are asked now to approve this treaty. What are we to ex- 
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pect if we reject it, the question is asked? What is to be the conse- 
quence? I expect that will follow, that will be which has been; Iex- 
pect that when this treaty is rejected the same course will be pursued 
by the Canadian officials as has been pursued in the past. The pur- 
pose for which they entered into the negotiation was promoted and 
stimulated by a course in the past, which Mr. Phelps fittingly de- 
scribed in a letter sent by him to the British minister, which received 
the approval and commendation of Mr. Bayard himself, and which out- 
lines not only clearly the purpose of these men in the past, but what 
I suppose they will resort toin the future. He says to Lord Rosebery 
T ~ 2, 1886, in discussing the outrage committed upon the David J. 
ms: A 

From all the circumstances attending this case, and other recent cases like it, 

it seems to me very apparent that the seizure was not made for the purpose of 


enforcing any right or redressing any wrong. 
e s * * : + . 

It seems to me impossible to escape the conclusion that this and other similar 
seizures were made by the Canadian authorities for the deliberate purpose of 
harassing and embarrassing the American fishing vesselsin the pursuit of their 
lawful employment. And the injury, which would have n a serious one, if 


committed under a mistake, is very much aggra by the motives which ap- 
pear to have prompted it. 
¢ è s * * * e 


The real source of the difficuluy that has arisen is well understood, It is to 
be found in the irritation that hastaken ps among a portion of the Canadian 
people on accbunt of the termination by the United States Government of 
the treaty of Washington on the ist of July last, whereby fish imported from 
Canada into the United States, and which so long as that treaty remained in force 
was admitted free, is now liable to the import duty provided by the general rev- 
onue laws, and the opinion appears to have gained ground in Canada that the 
United States may be driven, by harassing and annoying their fishermen, into 
the adoption of a new treaty by which Canadian fish shall be admitted free. 

It is not necessary to say that this scheme is likely to prove as mistaken in 
policy as it is indefensible in principle. 

Alas! victim of misplaced confidence, ‘‘ put not your trustin princes, 
nor in the son of man.” 

In terminating the treaty of Washington the United States were simply exer- 
cising a right expressly reserved to both parties by the treaty igelf, and of the 
pase tiza which by either party neither can complain, They will not be co- 
erced by wanton injury into the making of anew one. 

What would he say now? 


Nor would a negotiation that had its origin in mutual irritation be promising 
of success. The question now is, not what fi treaty may or might be desira- 
ble, but what is the true and just construction, as between the two nations, of 
the treaty that already exists. 

This, as I have said, was indorsed and commended as the true diag- 
nosis of the trouble in Canada by Mr. Bayard himself. This is what 
I expect to see when the vote shall be taken on this treaty, but I ex- 
pect that hereafter, as Mr. Phelps said then, negotiation that has its 
orn in such irritation will not be promising of success. That it 
will be tried there can be no manner of doubt. What will be the con- 
sequence no man can tell. Congress has clothed the President with 
ample power to meet the exigency. It is given out in a sort of threat- 
ening way by the friends of this treaty that unless it is approved the 
President will do more than his duty under that law. I am ready to 
commit it to his custody and to leave the responsibility with him. He 
has the power to tell these people, “ You shall obey and keep the 
treaty of 1818 or you shall keep out of our ports till you do.” If be- 
yond this he has any power under the law and chooses to assert it, the 
responsibility is with him. Let him meet this question as the ques- 
tion was met in Fortune Bay. Let it be understood that negotia- 
tions go no further until present damages are redressed and security for 
the future given, and all the trouble will end. 

But, sir, no man can in my judgment cast his vote for the ratifica- 
tion of this treaty as a treaty of It is full of strife and conten- 
tion and disturbance, and will multiply trouble on all hands. Forthat 
reason I can not give it my vote. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, the destruction of life and property 
by war is so terrible to contemplate and so unreasonable that people 
in time of peace are apt to regard so great a folly impossible. No sane 
man in 1860 believed the North and South would be engaged in deadly 
conflict in 1861. No Frenchman believed in 1868 that a German army 
would occupy Paris in 1870. Immediate war is seldom anticipated, 
still the history of the world demonstrates that wars are inevitable. 
The progress of civilization has not restrained the tendency of nations 
to engage in war; on the contrary, the wars of the last generation have 
exceeded in magnitude and destruction the wars of any age. The 
preparations for war and the expenditures in organizing armies and 
navies and manufacturing instruments of destruction are beyond com- 
putation. 

The navy of Great Britain dominates all the navigable waters of the 
globe. The sun never sets upon her harbors abundantly supplied with 
the materials of war and fortifications for defense. Unnatural as it is, 
she is our only enemy. There has been no time since the battle of 
Bunker Hill when she would not, if she could, have destroyed freedom 
in America and reduced the people of the United States to a depend- 
ency.of her imperial power. Notwithstanding the vast commerce be- 


‘tween the two nations, no act of the Government of Great Britain can 
be cited during the one hundred and twelve years of our independence 
indicating a desire for the perpetuity of our institutions; on the con- 
trary, her conduct towards the United States has been always arrogant, 


aggressive, and insolent, and she has lost no opportunity to take advan- 
tage of our misfortunes and give aid and comfort to our enemies. In 
the war of the Revolution she disregarded the laws of modern warfare, 
employing the savages of America to massacre and outrage the defense- 
less families of our frontier, and treating prisoners of war with brutality 
and cruelty unparalleled in the annals of history. In the war of 1812 
she violated every principle of modern warfare and in a spirit of wanton 
cruelty burned and destroyed the Capitol of the United States. 

She labored for years to destroy the union of the States by organiz- 
ing abolition societies, writing books, and issuing pamphlets to excite 
the sympathies of the North for the slaves in the South, and to arouse 
such indignation against the institution of human slavery on the part 
of the liberty-loving people of the free States as to make them demand 
the abolition of the institution of slavery, while she encouraged the 
South to maintain that institution and demand concessions and guar- 
anties from the North, and when war between the two sections was 
imminent she hastened to recognize belligerent rights of the South and 
to patrol the ocean with her cruisers in the name of the Confederate 
States. She drove our commerce from the seas, ran our blockades, and 
carried on a profitable trade with the enemy. She sought every possi- 
ble pretext for insulting our flag to provoke the United States into 
some act which would furnish an excuse for a declaration of war. She 
reluctantly made a treaty at the close of the war, in fearof ourironclads, 
against which she had no war vessels to compete, and gave us the pit- 
tance of $15,000,000 for her depredations on our commerce, after she 
had injured the people of the United States more than one thousand 
millions by her unfriendly conduct during our struggle for national 
existence. From this $15,000,000 she received back $5,500,000 for 
pretended grants of fishing privileges which already belonged to the 
United States by the law of nations and by every principle of comity 
and fair dealing. 

She is now mistress of the seas. Her ironclads patrol our coasts in 
both oceans and menace all our seaboard towns. There is near 4,000 
miles of crooked and unnatural boundary between us and her posses- 
sions on the north. She has constructed a national highway from the 
Atlantic to the Pacific, and a network of railways tapping our com- 
mercial centers and competing with the railways of the United States, 
She demands free access to our markets, not only for the people of Eng- 
land, but also for the Dominion of Canada, while she is building up a 
rival nation on the north requiring standing armies, navies, forts, 
fortifications, and all the appliances of war to resist. She is building 
forts and arsenals from Halilax to Victoria, threatening the peace and 
security of the people of the United States. 

The complications that will necessarily grow out of the rights and 
interests of Canada and the United States along this almost unlimited 
extent of ill-defined boundary must result in war. History furnishes 
no example of continued peace under such circumstances. It will not 
do to assume that such a war is impossible because its consequences 
would be so calamitous to the English-speaking race, Wherever the 
conditions which ordinarily produce war between neighboring nations 
exist, such as unnatural boundaries, national ambition, greed of con- 
quest, real orimaginary insults, conflict of interest, and the like, sooner 
or later war is inevitable. The relations between the United States 
and Great Britain, complicated as they will continue to be by her oc- 
cupancy of the vast region to the north, which of right should belong 
to the United States, and the larger part of which was obtained from 
our Government through duress and threats of war, must inevitably 
result in á conflict of arms. 

The question is, will the United States in time of peace prepare for 
the coming war, or will she suffer Great Britain and Canada to destroy 
thousands of millions of her property and sacrifice the best blood of her 
citizens while she is preparing for theconflict? Iam aware that many 
conscientious citizens of both countries are discussing means to secure 
universal peace and abolish war; that the enlightenment of the age is 
opposed to war; that many leading British statesmen desire a lasting 
peace between the United States and England, and that they are tak- 
ing the initiative in a movement for the arbitration of all possible mat- 
ters of dispute. All this sounds weil to the ear, and is creditable to 
the heads and hearts of those engaged in this grand humanitarian and 
philanthropic enterprise. But all this is of little consequence in view 
of the warlike preparations of every nation on earth but our own. 
The governmental acts of every civilized country on the globe mean 
war. The advocates of peace are always silenced by the first gun fired 
in war. When other nations disarm and pursue only the arts of peace, 
then the United States may do the same, and not till then. 

If the statesmen of Great Britain and the United States who advocate 
a union of the English-speaking nations in the interests of humanity, 
peace, civilization, and progress have any hope of success they must re- 
move every cause of dispute which now exists. Great Britain already 
either rules or dominates nearly half the earth’s surface. Her domin- 
ion is ample without trespassing on North American soil. She can well 
afford to allow the United States, which already contains more than half 
of the English-speaking people, tooccupy North America. The United 
States is able, and, in view of the danger to free government growing 
outof the necessity of a standing army to guard the north, among other 
dangers to be avoided and advantages to be gained, ought to be willing 
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to pay any compensation in money Great Britain may desire, if she will 
relinquish her sovereignty over the Dominionof Canada. In addition 
to that the United States can assume and pay all the debts of the Do- 
minion, and receive the people of that country as friends and co-werkers 
in the development and civilization of a continent, and extend to them 
all the rights and privileges of our free institutions on equal termsand 
conditions with the several States of the Union. Such a treaty would 
be in the interest of peace, in the interest of civilization, in the interest 
of human progress, and in the interest of the great Anglo-Saxon, En- 
glish-speaking people, and would advance and promote the interests of 
mankind more than any other event that could possibly happen in any 
part of the civilized world. Suchaconsummation would uniteall En- 
glish-speaking people and remove every irritating cause which could 
mar the happiness, disturb the friendship, or retard the progress of the 
great progressive and dominant Anglo-Saxon race. 

The most favorable construction of the fisheries treaty claimed for it 
by its friends removes no cause of irritation and gives no guaranty ot 
more friendly relations between the contracting parties; on the contrary, 
the small, unfair, not to say mean, advantages secured by it to Canada 
add another grievance to the long list of aggressive and unfriendly acts 
which point to an ultimate conflict of arms. The success of English 
diplomatists in overreaching or outwitting the representatives of the 
United States has no tendency to heal the wounds inflicted upon the 
American people by the insolent outrages of Great Britain committed 
for a hundred years. 

The time may come, if it has not yet arrived, when Great Britain 
shall consider seriously whether it is important for England to enjoy 
the friendship of the United States, or whether she will continue by 
arrogant, though, perhaps, petty aggressions, to badger and exasperate 
the people of America until some overt act of one country or the other 
shall culminate in a conflict which will set back the wheels of progress 
for a century and destroy the power and prestige of a race that has had 
no equal in the annals of history. It is impossible to predict all the 
results of a war between the United States and Great Britain. If pre- 
cipitated now Great Britain would destroy thousands of millions ot 

perty and much human life while we were preparing for the struggle. 
The frenzy of wrath which such horrors would excite would produce 
such retaliation upon the commerce and dominion of Great Britain as 
the world has never seen. 

The Dominion of Canada would be the theater of war, and the great- 
est sufferer, and whatever else might occur the war could not end while 
the British flag floated over an acre of land on the continent of Amer- 
ica. In natural resources, in mechanical genius, in everything that 
constitutes the wealth of nations, the United States is to-day the su- 

ior of Great Britain, and however unprepared she might be at the 
Taanis of the conflict she would ultimately have all the appliances 
of war on land and on sea necessary to conduct the war till her enemy 
was exhausted. 

The United States has no enemy but Great Britain. The British 
Empire having enemies in Asia, Africa, and Europe, war with the 
United States would be a signal for a general settlement of accounts. 
However men may differ about the result of such a war, every friend of 
humanity must shudder at the prospect of such a catastrophe and ex- 
ert every- honorable precaution to avert it. it can now be easily 
averted. The le of Canada are, as a rule, friends of the United 
States. Their interest and destiny are joined with ours by race, by 
geographical position, and by the strongest ties of commercial and ma- 
terial intercourse. 

A union with the United States would more than double the value 
of all property of the Dominion, relieve the people of the burdens of 
taxation, secure to them all the blessings of our free institutions, and 
provide for their products the best market in the world, and the only 
market which can render possible the development of the resources of 
the Dominion. The people of the United States would be vastly bene- 
fited by the great natural resourves of coal, iron, lumber, fish, grain, 
hay, and other products of the Dominion, while both countries would 
be relieved from the necessity of standing armies, and a line of forts, 
arsenals, custom-houses, more than 4,000 miles in extent, and the im- 
minent danger of all the horrors of impending war. 

The sovereignty which Great Britain exercises over Canada adds noth- 
ing to her revenue or her military strength. , On the contrary, it isa 
source of weakness and danger to the mother country. Why may not 
statesmen arise in the two countries equal to the occasion, who by hon- 
orable negotiation can blot out the history of all the wrongs and imag- 
inary wrongs which both nations have suffered, or think they have 
suffered, from each other, and lay the foundation for a union of the 

English speaking race. No price would be too dear for either 
nation to pay for a consummation so im t to the ‘on race 
and the civilization of the world There should be no advantages of 

i on either side. Each should approach the great negotiation 
with a disposition to excel the other in generosity and concession. Let 
name the sum which America shall pay. 

the Dominion of Canada name the conditions of union and fel- 


` 


rivileges equal in all respects to those enjoyed by the people of the 
nited States. If no treaty can be made with Great Britain and Canada 
upon these terms let all negotiations cease until there has been time 
for reflection and for consideration of the consequences of the results 
S% the growing irritation between the United States and Great Britain 


If no negotiation can be had securing lasting peace, the dignity and 
honor of the United States, as well as her prosperity and safety, demand 
vigilance, activity, and energy in providing for the calamities which 
must result from our complicated relations with Great Britain. 

Mr. TELLER. I notice the remarks of the Senator from Delaware 
with reference to the newspaper article that I inserted in the RECORD 
of yesterday, purporting to be an interview with the Secretary of State. 
: said before introducing this article, if I may beallowed to read what 

said: 

Mr. President, I have alluded to an interview of the Secretary of State. This 
ee eee to have been on the llth of July ot this year. I would not 
willingly do injustice to the Secretary of State, and I would notassumethatany 
raat op article expressed his views ifthere were not good reasons to suppose 
that such wasthe fact; but this publication in the Sun, of the city of Baltimore, 
has been before the country for some time, and I am not aware that the Secre- 
tary has ever in any manner indicated his disapproval of the sentiments put in 
his mouth and said tohave been uttered by him, 


And then I added, after some other things: 

I proposa; if this article is not true, to putitin official form, sd that the Secre- 
tary of State may, if he desires, contradict it. He may think it beneath his 
dignity to deny a newspaper report, but it is a report so unjust to him if un- 
true, and so unjust to the Senate if true, that I do not think he can afford to 
overlook it. 

Mr. President, if there is one thing in my life, public and private, that 
I have been particularly careful about, it has been not to bear false wit- 
ness, Ihave been particularly carefulin all my private and public life 
to make no charges upon a political opponent that I did not have every 
reason to believe to be true. I have said here in the Senate, and I re- 
peat, that I would no more for political advantage charge a political op- 
ponent with that which I did not think he was guilty of than I would 
in the personal and private affairsof life. I produced this article sup- 
posing it to contain unquestionably the sentiments uttered by the Sec- 
retary of State. It had been bruited before the Senate a number of 
days, ten days before this publication, and had been discussed, and I 
had never heard a suggestion that it was not the work of the Secre- 


tary. 

There seemed to be such particularity about it, and such knowledge 
of the case and of the circumstances, as to make it seem impossible that 
any newspaper man could havesuggested itof his own motion. It was 
in keeping with some things said by the Secretary of State in his ad- 
mitted letter to the Board of Trade of Boston. It contained things no 
more severe or discourteous to the Senate or the members of this toy 
than were contained in that authentic letter of his. 
hie No worse than the interview published in the Boston 

erald. 

Mr. TELLER. No worse, as is suggested by the Senator from Maine, 
than the interview roe in the Boston Herald, which I have not 
yet heard denied. I felt a sense of humiliation and di when I 
read this interview. I had a feeling of indignation that a high official 
should thus speak of the members of a co-ordinate branch of the Gov- 
ernment. I do not know now, Mr. President, that the Secretary of 
State disavows the sentiments of this interview. . 

I am not able to gather from what the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
GRAY] says now whether the Secretary of State proposes to disavow 
it, to say that these are not his sentiments, that he did not say what 
is there said, or whether he means simply to say that he did not au- 
thorize the publication as coming from him. That seemed to me as 
near as the Senator from Delaware made it in his statement. I only 
want to say that when the Secretary of State disavows this in a way 
that shall come to me properly accredited, if I have done him any in- 
justice, I shall be the first man to stand up here and say so. I shall 
let no pride of opinion or of position or place deter me at any time 
from taking back that which I have said if I was not justified in saying 
it. But I must wait until the Secretary of State now (this having be- 
come a matter of so much notoriety) shall in some authentic manner, 
either directly or through some friend in whom I can place entire 
confidence, disavow it. 

Mr. GRAY. I donot-care to make any answer to the Senator from 
Colorado further at this time. I can only repeat what I have already 
said, with the additional statement that I think the position of the 
Senator from Colorado is unfair to the Secretary of State in separating 
the publication of the article from the subsequent statement of the 
same paper to the effect that the article was not authorized by the Sec- 
retary of State. I have called attention to that subsequent statement 
madein the same paper. It is hardly worth while to repeat again the 
substance of that article published by that same paper, the next day 
but one I think it was, after the publication of what purported to be 
this interview. s 

But I do not intend to gors this debate. As I said before, I do 
not care to go further with the matter, because I think I have done 
all that is necessary. After what I had stated, and after what I had 
declared as emphatically as I could that the same paper which had 
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published the reported interview (not a statement of the Secretary ot 
State, but a statement coming from the same source that published 
the interview), that it was unauthorized and inaccurate—and whether 
accurate or not, that it was unauthorized—the Senator from Massachu- 
setts saw fit, after notice of the disavowal, and not before, to answer 
what purported to be the language of that interview. I have nothing 
further to say. 

Mr. DAWES. I wish to put upon record my disavowal of any in- 
tent to do any injustice to the Secretary of State. My own personal 
relations with him for a great many years have been such as would dis- 
arm any attempt or any desire on my todo suchathing. The 
use I made of the interview published in the Baltimore Sun was after 
it had been beferethe public for over ten days and after it had appeared 
in the RECORD published yesterday morning. What struck me assin- 
gular was that if these were not the views or the ideas of the Secretary 
of State, he should not have taken the earliest opportunity to have as 
publicly disavowed them and censured them as they were publicly 
proclaimed, and especially to the men affected by the interview. And, 
if he did not desire to have any use made of it, such as I ventured to 
make, he had the amplest. opportunity, after seeing the RECORD yes- 
terday, to have communicated that fact in a way which would have 
disarmed everybody who holds for him, as I do, the highest respect. 
But nobody said a word of all this until after I brought out what I did 
to-day. Then the Senator from Delaware made the remark that this 
was an unauthorized publication. I do not hear yet anybody say that 
it is a publication of anything which Mr. Bayard disapproved. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The treaty will be read by articles. 
The first article will be read. 

Mr. EVARTS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MORGAN. May I ask whether this is on the motion I made to 

tpone the consideration of this treaty until December? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion to postpone is on the 
Executive Calendar. 

Mr. MORGAN. And that is the question before the Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is. 

Mr. EVARTS. r. President, as this debate is to proceed, it is 
quite desirable as promptly and as clearly as possible that it should be 
ascertained what, in the judgment of the Secretary of State, is his true 
relation to that publication in the Baltimore Sun. When on this floor 
a publication is imputed to a member of the Senate, and he arises and 
disavows it, that is the end of the matter. But when we have a news- 
paper in one of its issues giving to its readers an elaborate and com- 
plete statement of the views of the Secretary of State, and when all 
that we have to meet that is a subsequent statement of an editor, the 
same editor, and in the same paper, and only in an editorial form—a 
statement of the degree and measure that has been declared to the Sen- 
ate here—it still leaves it to turn entirely upon the editor’s first and 
second publication. 

When the Senator from Delaware was asked as to what he said on 
this floor in disavowal or in correction of the imputation of the first 
saps in the Sun, I understood him to say that he did not speak 

y any authority from the Secretary of State. Am I right in that? 

Mr. GRAY nodded assent. 

Mr. EVARTS. Now, as I propose to comment on the relations be- 
tween this Government and that of Great Britain in this treaty and in 
all its negotiations, it 1s but fair that we should know from this time 
forward—not upon two contradictory statements and views of a news- 
pre rom the relation of the Secretary of State to that first pub- 

cation: 

Mr. HAMPTON. Ihave not seen the interview to which the Sen- 
ators from Massachusetts and New York have referred, but I under- 
stand that the Secretary of State has said that the interview was un- 
eee and I think among gentlemen that ought to be sufficient 

or them. 

Mr. TELLER. I have yet to hear from anybody speaking by au- 
thority that the Secretary of State has said that it was unauthorized. 

Mr. HAMPTON. ‘The paper said it." 

My TELLER. I understand it is said that the paper said it, but I 
understand that those who have looked into the paper have not yet 
found that the paper said so, 

Mr. HOAR. . It does not say that the Secretary said so. - 

Mr. TELLER. Ido not understand that the Secretary has said so, 
but that the paper has said so. Iwill wait until I hear from the Secre- 
tary of State. ` 

Mr. MORGAN and Mr. EVARTS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. MORGAN. I will give way to the Senator from New York. I 
do not wish to take part in this particular wrangle that is now going on. 

Mr. EVARTS. Does the Senator from Alabama wish to speak to the 
question of this publication ? 

Mr. MORGAN. No. 

Mr. EVARTS. I understand that a number, if not a very large 
number, of Senators on both sides of the Chamber expect to address the 
Senate on this treaty. So far as any arrangement on this side of the 
Chamber could be or should be made, I am expected to close the debate 


on our side; and as far as I can measure the expectation and wish of 
the Senators who are to take part in the debate, Monday next is the 
earliest day that Ican nameas the time when I shall address the Senate 
with the expectation that my observations will be the concluding ob- 
servations from this side of the Chamber. 

Mr. GIBSON. Ihave no desire to protract the discussion upon the 
subject of the alleged interview of the Secretary of State on the pend- 
ing treaty with Great Britain, which I confess I have not read. 

But I think the Senator from Massachusetts and my friend, the Sen- 
ator from New York, should not treat the interview as if it were a let- 
ter in a newspaper signed by the Secretary of State. While they are 
generally vircumspectand careful, we all know that some reporters for 
the newspapers do not hesitate to manufacture interviews with public 
men on questions that are attracting public attention, and that others 
put together the odds and ends of conversations and insert them in the 
newspapers as the matured opinions of gentlemen in public life. : 

It has often happened to me, in traveling and sometimes while I 
was in Washington, that alleged interviews were published as coming 
from me to which I was an entire stranger; and I heard my colleague 
say that during the past year six or seven interviews had appeared in 
the newspapers as from him which had not been held with him. . 

Isubmit that an interview should not be treated with the same 
weight and authenticity as speeches delivered in either House of Con- 
gress or as communications signed by Senators and Representatives or 
the high officers in the co-ordinate branches of the Government. 

Now, sir, if this interview had been signed by the Secretary of State, 
criticising in a harsh and indecorous manner the Senators in this 
Chamber, it would be right and proper for them to resent it; for I hold 
that nothing is more important than that dignity and decorum should 
mark our relations, not only with one another, but with all the gentle- 
men in the public employment, each one of whom in some measure 
represents the good manners and courtesy that characterize our people. 

But the interview is not signed by the Secretary of State. The sole 
authority for it is the mewspaper in which it appeared. 

The very authority by which it was given to the public declares it 
was done without the authority of the Secretary—that it was unau- 
thorized by him. Hence the Secretary is without the slightest re- 
sponsibility in the matter. 

Not being responsible for it he can not be held to the obligation to 
disavow it. Nor do I believe any Senator could properly criticise the 
Secretary on account of the interview until he had first taken the pains 
to ascertain from the Secretary whether it appeared by his authority 
or not. 

Would Senators have the Secretary of State, whose profound regard 
for the proprieties of life are well known by association with him in 
this Chamber—would Senators have him, whenever any newspaper at- 
tributed to him any particular sentiment reflecting upon them, to ad- 
dress a formal communication to them”or to our Presiding Officer dis- 
owning and disavowing them? 

Sir, it is sufficient that the newspaper which promulgated the inter- 
view and by whose authority it appeared should declare that it alone 


was responsible for it, and that the Secretary of State had not author- ` 


ized it and was therefore not responsible. That is a complete disa- 
vowal by the newspaper for Mr. Bayard, and should satisfy the most 
sensitive Senators, even those whose minds are agitated by the heat and 
passions of a Presidential campaign. 

Mr. EVARTS. I can not allow my friend from Louisiana to with- 
draw attention from the question that is now before us. I have not 
expressed one word of disapproval of that interview of Mr. Bayard. 
I have not commented on it. I have stated that it was to be the sub- 
ject, as this debate went on, of further remark, and I desired that it 
should be definitely put before us what the relations of the Secretary 
of State to that publication were. 

The Senator from Delaware is not able to speak by any authority 
from the Secretary, and we have nothing before us except an alleged 
interview, which very few of us perhaps have seen; but let us suppose 
it has been correctly enough stated—and an editorial statement that 
that publication was not authorized by Mr. Bayard. Now, that is the 
proposition. The Senator has, I think, some qualifying phrases which 
are suitable and which-I do not comment upon. If it is made to me 
apparent that the publicatiqn is disavowed by Mr. Bayard, then I shall 
take no note of it and make no reference to it whatever. 

But is this dealing fairly with us? When an elaborate, consecutive, 
deliberative, argumentative concatenation of ideas is spread out in the 
name of a Secretary of State by a newspaper in friendly relations and 
those not of di ent or involving him in difficulty, it is not 
enough to my mind that the editor says ‘‘this publication that ap- 

the other day was not authorized by the Secretary of State.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the Senate ready for the question 
on the motion to postpone the further consideration of this treaty until 
the first Monday in December next? ; 

Mr. MORGAN. Inasmuch as the Senator from New York has in- 
dicated his desire to speak, and other Senators wish to participate in 
this debate, I move that the Senate do now proceed to the considera- 
tion of legislative business. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the consid- 
eration of legislative business. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions: 

A bill (H. R. 2190) granting a pension to Jane Smallridge; 

A bill (H. R. 3055) for the relief of A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt; 

A bill (H. R. 4504) granting a pension to Nancy Baldwin; 

A bill (H. R. 5123) to increase the pension of Charles Ritchey; 

A bill (H. R. con granting a pension to John S. Bryant; 

A bill (H. R. 6371) granting a pension to Jesse M. Stilwell; 

A bill (H. R. 9130) granting a pension to Susan Singleton; 

A bill (H. R. 9263) granting increase of pension to Abraham J. 
Buckles; 

A bill (H. R. 9358) to increase the pension of Rosalie O’Sullivan; 

A bill (H. R. 9363) granting a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey; 

A bill Ea R. 9672) granting a pension to Eliza A. Williamson; and 
A bill (H. R. 9830) for the relief of Lachlan H. McIntosh. 


FOURTH ANNUAL REPORT OF CIVIL-SERVICE COMMISSION. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 


message from the President of the United States; which was read: 
To the Congress of the United States: 


Pursuant to the second section of chapter 27 of the laws of 1883, entitled “An 
act to regulate and improve the civil service of the United States,” I herewith 
transmit the fourth report of the United States Civil-Service Commission, cov- 
sing the period between the 16th day of January, 1886, and the Ist day of July, 


While this report has especial reference to the operations of the Commission 
during the period above mentioned, it contains, with its accompanying appen- 
dices, much valuable information concerning the inception of civil-service re- 
form and its growth and progress, which can not fail to be interesting and in- 
structive to all who desire improvement in administrative methods. 

During the time covered by the report 15,852 persons were examined for ad- 
mission in the classified civil service of the Government in all its branches; of 
whom 10,746 passed the examination and 5,106 failed. Of those Zao peaa the 
examination, 2,977 were applicants for admission to the departmental service at 
Washington, 2,517 were examined for admission to the customs service,and 
5,222 for admission to the postal service. During the same period 547 appoint- 
ments were made from the eligible lists to the departmental service, 641 to the 
customs service, and 3,254 to the postal service. 

Concerning separations from the classified service, the report only informs us 
of such as have occurred among employés in the public service who had been 
appointed from eligible lists under civil-service rules. When these rules took 

fect they did not apply to the persons then in the service, ea sina a full 
complement of employés who obtained their positions independently of the new 
law. The commission has no record of the separations in this numerous class, 
and the discrepancy apparent in the report between the number of appointments 
made in the respective branches of the service from the lists of the commission 
and the small number of separations mentioned, is, to a textent, accounted 
for by vacancies of which no report was made to the Commission, occurrin 
among those who held their places without examination and certification, whi 
vacancies were filled by appointment from the eligible lists. 

In the departmenta! service there occurred between the 16th day of January, 
1886, and the 30th day of June, 1887, among the employés appointed from the 
eligible lists under civil-service rules, seventeen removals, thirty-six resigna- 
tions, and five deaths. This does not include fourteen separations in the grade 
of special examiners, four by removal, five by resignation, and five by death, 

In the classified customs and postal service the number of separations among 
those who received absoluteappointments under civil-service rules are given for 
the period between the Ist day of January, 1836, and the 30th day of June, 1887. 
It appears that such separations in the customs service for the time mentioned 
embraced twenty-one removals, five deaths, and eighteen resignations, and in 
the postal service two hundred and fifty-six removals, twenty-three deaths, and 
four hundred and sixty-nine resignations, 

More than a year has passed since the expiration of the period covered by the 
report of the commission. 

rtant changes have taken place in furtherance of a reform in our civil service, 
Fhe rules an A te genma governing the execution of the law upon the subject 
have been completely remodeled in such manner as to render the enforcement 
of the statute more effective and greatly increase its usefulness. 

Among other things, the scope of the examinations prescribed for those who 
seek to enter the classified service has been better defined and made more prac- 
tical, the number of names to be certified from the eligible lists to the appoint- 
ing officers from which a selection is made has been reduced from four to three, 
the maximum limitaticn of the age of persons seeking entrance to the classified 
service to forty-five years has been changed, and reasonable provision has been 
made for the transfer of employés from one Department to another in proper 
eases. A plan has also been devised providing for the examination of appli- 
cants for promotion in the service, which, when in full operation, will elimi- 
nate all c ce of favoritism in the advancement of employés, by making pro- 
motion a reward of merit and faithful discharge ot daty. 

Until within a few weeks there was no uniform ‘classification of employés in 
the different Executive Departments of the Government. Asa result of this 
condition, in some of the Laenapr brung apaispet, eee be obtained without civil- 
service examination because they were not within the classification of such De- 
partment, while in other Departments an examination and certification were 
necessary to obtain positions of the same grade, because such positions were 
embraced in the classifications applicable to those Departments. 

The exception of laborers, watchmen, and messengers from examination and 
classification gave opportunity, in the absence of any rule guarding against it, 
for the employment, free from civil-service restrictions, of persons under these 
designations who were immediately detailed to do clerical work, 

Ali this has been obviated by the application to all the Departments of an ex- 
tended and uniform classification embracing grades of employés not heretofore 
included, and by the adoption of arule prohibiting the detail of laborers, watch- 
men, or messengers to clerical duty. f 

The path of civil-service reform has not at all times been pleasant nor easy. 
The scope and purpose of the reform have been much misapprehended ; and this 
has not only given rise to strong opposition, but has led to its invocation by its 
friends to compass objects not in the least related to it. Thus partisans of the 
pete system have naturally condemned it. Those whodo notunderstand 

ts hee. an either mistrust it, or when disappointed because in its erara pa 
it is not applied to every real or imaginary ill, accuse those charged with its 
enforcement with faithlessness to civil-service reform, 


Within the time which has thus elApsed many im- ; 
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Its importance has frequently been underestimated; and the support of goo 
men has thus been lost by their lack of interest in its success, Besidesall these 
difficulties, those responsible for the administration of the Government in its 
executive branches have been and still are often annoyed and irritated by the 


disloyalty to the service and the insolence of employés who remain in place as 
the beneficiaries’, and the relics and reminders of the vicious system of appoint- 
ment which civil-service reform was intended to displace. 

And yet these are but the incidents of an advance movement, which is rad- 
ical and far-reaching. The people are, notwithstanding, to be congratulated 
upon the progress which has been made, and upor the firm, practical, and 
sensible foundation upon which this reform now rests. 

With a continuation of the intelligent fidelity which has hitherto character- 
ized the work of the commission, with a continuation and increase of the favor 
and liberality which have lately been evinced by the Congress in the proper 
equipment of the commission for its work, with a firm but conservative and 
reasonable support of the reform by all its friends, and with the disappearance 
of opposition which must inevitably follow its better understanding, the exe- 
cution of the civil-service law can not fail to ultimately answer the hopes in 


which it had its origin. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 21, 1888. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There are three committees, toeither 
of which this message and the accompanying documents may be re- 
ferred—that on Civil Service and Retrenchment, of which the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHACE] is chairman; that to Examine the 
Several Branches of the Civil Service, of which the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. Quay] is chairman; and the Select Committee to Exam- 
ine into the Condition of Civil Service, of which the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. HALE] is chairman. The Chair will await a motion as to 
which committee the Senate desires the m to be referred. 

Mr. HARRIS. I think it should be referred to the standing Com- 
mittee on Civil Service and Retrenchment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Tennessee moves 
that the message, with its accompanying documents, be referred to the 
Committee on Civil Service and Retrenchment. 

Mr. PLATT. Is that the committee of which the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. CHACE] is chairman? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is. r 

Mr. HAWLEY. That is the committee with which the bill on civil 
service originated. 

The motion was agreed to; and the message was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Civil Service and Retrenchment, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. EDMUNDS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was 

referred the bill (S. 3234) to provide for writs of error to the district 

| court of the United States for the western district of Arkansas in certain 
| cases, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I desire to report back from the Committee on 

Military Affairs the bill (H. R. 10604) to authorize the Winona and 

| Southwestern Railway Company to build a bridge across the Mississippi 


River at Winona, Minn.,which, by some clerical or other mistake, an 
unusual thing I am happy to say, was referred to that committee. I 
ask that the committee be discharged from its further consideration and 
that it be referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

The report was agreed to. 


JACKSON (MISS.) MUNICIPAL ELECTION. 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. On the 12th of January last the Senate 
passed the following resolution: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be instructed to inquire into 
the suppression of the votes ofthe colored citizens of Jackson, Miss., at the recent 
municipal election in that city, and into the alleged participation in sach sup- 
| pression by the United States district attorney and by a deputy collector of in- 

ternal revenue and a deputy United States marshal; and to report the facts to 

the Senate. 

By direction of the Committee on the Judiciary I now submit the 
report. I will state that within a day or two the evidence taken by 
the committee will be submitted to the Senate. It is withheld for the 
present until the index can be completed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be received and 
printed. z. 

Mr. PLATT. Printed with the evidence. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I desire, of course, that the evidence be 


| 


rinted. 

Mr. GEORGE. It was the desire of the Senator from Alabama [ Mr. 
PuGuH], who is the senior member of the minority of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and who is not present, I see, to announce the dis- 
sent of the minority of the committee, and to ask leave to file the 
views of the minority. I give the notice now in his behalf. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The views of the minority will be 
received when presented, and printed with the report of the majority, 
if not otherwise ordered. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. EVARTS introduced a bill (S. 3367) for the relief of the legal- 
representatives of James Hale; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. GIBSON introduced a biħ (S. 3368) for the relief of Thomas G. 
Mackie and the heirs-at-law of William A. Hyde, deceased; which was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred te 
the Committee on Claims. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr, STEWART and Mr. CULLOM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevadais entitled 
to the floor. The Senate will now resume the consideration of the un- 
finished business, which is the bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation 
and admission into the Union of the State of Washington, and forother 


purposes. 

Mr. STEWART. That bill has been postponed from time to time, 
and I think it would be well to have it disposed of, but if it is desired 
that other matters should be taken up, I do not care to say who shall 
have the floor and who not. If this bill can have its position to-mor- 
row, I am willing that it should be laid aside for the present without 
losing its place. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That will be agreed to if there be 
no objection. 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT OTTUMWA, IOWA. 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent to take up House 
bill 9771, Order of Business 1875. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
poaa to consider the bill (H. R. 9771) for the erection of a public 

uilding at Ottumwa, Iowa. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
A. M. WOODRUFF. 


Mr. BERRY. I move that the Senate now proceed to the considera- 
tion of Order of Business No. 1849, being the bill (S, 1668) for the re- 
lief of A. M. Woodruff. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to pay to A. M. 
Woodruff, of Pulaski County, Ar $933.33, for wood sold by him 
for fuel for the Fifty-fourth a of United States Infantry, col- 
ored, during the years 1865 and 1866, and for which proper vouchers 
were issued and delivered to him. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS NORMAL UNIVERSITY. 


Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of Order of Business 1898, being the bill (H. R. 7452) for the relief 
of the Southern Illinois Normal University. 

The motion was to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. “It pro to relieve the 
Southern Illinois Normal University, at Carbondale, Ill., from all 
money responsibility for so much of the ordnance and ordnance stores 
issued to the university under bond dated August 21, 1878, as was de- 
stroyed by fire on November 26, 1883. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

' JAMES O'BRIEN. 
` Mr. HARRIS. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate proceed at 

this time to consider Order of Business No. 1630, being the bill (H. R. 
6602) for the relief of James Obrion. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Finance with an amend- 
ment, in line 5, after the word ‘‘ James,” to strike out ‘‘Obrion ” and 
insert ‘‘O’Brien;’’ so as make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, to pay to James O'Brien, late a deputy collector of the First Tennessee 
district, the sum of $210.10, the amount paid by him under the direction of the 


collector in Paes Pig ated illicit distilleries in said district, as is fully shown by 
the records in the Internal Revenue Office. 


The amendment was agreed to. Š 

The bill was reported to the Senate.as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘ʻA bill for the relief of James 
O’Brien.” 

THOMAS W. LORD. 

Mr. PALMER. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate now pro- 

oora to the consideration of Order of Business 1606, being House bill 
o. 409. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 409) for the relief of Thomas W. 
Lord. It proposes to authorize the President of the United States to 
nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to 
appoint First Lieut. Thomas W. Lord, United States Army, retired, 
a captain on the retired-list of the Army, with the retired pay of that 
grade from the date of such appointment. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let the report in that case be read. 

` The Secretary proceeded to read the report submitted by Mr. MAN- 
DERSON June 14, 1888, as follows: 
The Comniittee on Military Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 409) 
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for the relief of Thomas W. Lord, have duly considered the same, and report it 
back favorably and recommend its passage. 

The rule adopted by your committee in cases of this character has been that 
the applicant will not be authorized to be retired in rank above that held b; 
him at the time of his resignation or retirement, or have his rank on the retired- 
ed Seri iP from which it would follow that no relief would be granted to Lieu- 

nan 

But from the fact that the circumstances here are exceptional such would be 
the conclusion of your committee. 

Lieutenant Lord was mustered as sergeant in Company K, Seventeenth Maine 
Infantry Volunteers, July, 1882. 


Mr. PALMER. I would suggest that that should be 1862. Itisa 
misprint. 
z me Secretary resumed and concluded the reading of the report, as 
ollows : 


He served at Fredericksburgh December, 1862; was promoted toa second lieu- 
tenancy March, 1863; lost his left leg and was severely wounded in his right foot 
atthe battle of Chancellorsville May, 1863, being specially mentioned in pen. 
eral orders for gallantry during that engagement, and subsequently received 
the brevet of captain for services there. 

He was discharged September, 1863, on account of his wounds. In December, 
1863, was appointed a second lieutenant in the Invalid Corps, serving on the 
staff of General A. P. Hovey. In 1866 he was Spans a second licutenant in 
the Forty-third United States Infantry, and ac as adjutant until 1869, when 
he was assigned to the Twentieth United States Infantry. In 1871 he became 
regimental quartermaster, ge norm Spa position nearly twelve years, serving at 
important posts on the frontier. e was retired August 25, 1887, as a first lieu- 
tenant, being then senior in that grade, and but for his being retired at that 
time, because of a vacancy which would have occurred in the rank of cap- 
tain six days only thereafter, he would have been retired as captain. 

An effort to stay the order for his retirement until August 31 was not success- 
ful, because the President had established the precedent that officers who had 
been recommended for retirement should not be promoted. No notice was 
taken of the exceptional circumstances surrounding Lieutenant Lord’s case, and 
because of this and some other facts surrounding the same Lieutenant Lord ap- 
peals to Congress, 

In this connection it is proper to note that Lieutenant Lord was recommended 
for retirement by a board in 1871, but the order was revoked, to enable him to 
accept the position of regimental quartermaster. He was thereafter promoted to 
first lieutenant,and was in active service fourteen years. These circumstances 
seem to render case exceptional in character. 

The conclusion reached by your committee is not without precedent to sup- 

rt it—from naval affairs. In the ti dg Song Congress, first session, Lieut, 

7. P. Randall asked Congress to authorize the President to appoint him a lieu- 
tenant-commander on the retired-list of the Navy. The board had rejected his 
application for promotion because of physical disabilities received in service 
and line of duty; but the relief asked for was granted, and he was retired asa 
lieutenant-commander, (24 Stat. at Large, page l4, chapter 27.) 

Pe: the Senate Report (S. 367) No. 53 in that case the Committee on Naval Af- 
rs say: 

“To summarize the case, it appears that Mr, Randall entered the service in 
July, 1861, as acting master; that he was an officer of conspicuous gallantry and 
ability, winning promotion from e to grade until. in March, 1865, he became 
a lieutenant-commander, with which rank he was honorably discharged from 
the volunteer service December 19, 1865. than a year later he was ap- 
pointed in the regular Navy,and, beginning again at the foot, had,in 1870, 
reached the rank of lieutenant. After twelve years’ service in that grade he 
was ordered before a medical board to be examined for promotion, and was re- 
jected for reasons stated. 

“The committee is especially impressed with the fact that the disabilities 
which prevented his promotion to the rank he now seeks had existed during 
practically the entire period of his service; that the hernia and deafn ‘ss were 
caused by injuries received in the line of duty aboard the Cumberland, and that 
throughout his twenty years of service they had not interfered with the prompt 
and entirely eficient performance of his whole duty, ” 

Your committee a; . therefore, in the conclusion reached by the House 
committee on this bill. They say: 

“ Had he been allowed to remain in the service six days more a vacancy would 
have occurred, and Lord entitled to promotion ascaptain; but had he remained, 
under the ruling of the President Mr. Lord would not have been promoted, be- 
cause of his being recommended for retirement some years ago on account of 
the loss of his leg in battle. 

“Now, while your committee agree with the President that officers who, on 
account of wounds or disabilities incurred in the service, had better be placed 
upon the retired-list, it thinks thut where officers have performed gallant and 
meritorious service, and have been retained in active service for over twenty 

ears, and have performed said service efficiently, as several of Lieutenant 

rd’s superior officers say of him, * with unusual efficiency,’ they should not 
be retired upon the eve ofa merited promotion,” 

nae service of Lieutenant Lord is hereto annexed and made a part of this 
report. 

WAR DEPARTMENT, ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, January 26, 1888. 
Statement of the military service of Thomas W. Lord,of the United States 
Army, compiled from the records of this office. 


VOLUNTEER RECORD. 


He served as sergeant, Company K, Seventeenth Maine Infantry, from July 
2 1862, to February 23, 1863, when he was mustered in as second lieutenant of 

s company. 

He was wounded in action at Chancellorsville, Va., May 2, 1863, resulting in 
i pga of his left leg, and was honorably mustered out September 8, 1563. 

He received the brevet of captain March 13, 1865, ‘for gallant and meritorious 
services in the battle of Chancellorsville, Va.” 

He was appointed second lieutenant, Veteran Reserve Corps, December 8, 1863; 
first lieutenant June 5, 1865,and honorably mustered out October 3, 1866. 


REGULAR ARMY RECORD, 


He was appointed second lieutenant, Forty-third Infantry, July 28, 1886; un- 
assigned April 8, 1869; assigned to Twentieth Infantry July 14,1869, and promoted , 
first lieutenant October 1, 1871. 

He was adjutant, Forty-third Infantry, January 12, 1867, to April 8, 1869, and 

mental quartermaster, Twentieth Infantry, October 1, 1871, to June 39, 1883. 
e received the brevet of first lieutenant March 2, 1867, “ for gallantand mer- 
itorious services in the battle of Chancellorsville, Va.” 

He was on regimental recruiting service November 6, 1866, to January, 1867; 
with regiment in Michigan to March 22, 1868; on leave on April 12, 1868; with 
regiment in Michigan to April 12, 1869; awaiting orders to July, 1869; on duty 
at Yankton Indian agency, Dak., to June, 1870; with regiment in Dakota to 
October 4, 1870; before retiring board at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., to Novem- 
ber, 1870; with regiment in Dakota to August 29, 1871; on sick leave to (retired 
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by Special Orders No. 351, Adjutant-General’s Office, September 8, 1871; order 
retiring him revoked by Special Orders No. 374, Adjutant-General’s Ome; Dof: 
tember 23, 1871) October 27, 1871; with regiment in Minnesota to May 16, $ 


on leave to June 7, 1872; with regiment in Minnesota to Jan 6, 1873; on 
leave to February 6, 1573; with regiment in Minnesota to June 8, 1874; on de- 
tached service at Davenport, Iowa, to July 12, 1874; with ent in Min- 


December 3, 
gy et with regiment in Minnesota to October 10, 1876; on leave to November 
), 1876; with regiment in Minnesota to December 20, 1877, and in Texas to May 


company at Fort Assinniboine, Mont., to (being sick in quarters January 31, to 
February 5, 1886) March 16, 1886; on sick leave to August 25, 1887, upon which 
date he was retired from active service. 

J.C. KELTON, 


Acting Adjutant-General, 
Mr, COCKRELL. I ask the Senator whether this officer is getting 
a pension now or not? 
. MANDERSON. He could not possibly be getting a ion, 
being on the retired-list now with the rank of lieutenant. e I 
do not recall ever asking that question, I am very positive that he is not. 
In fact he could not, under the law, be in receipt of a pension, 
as I have said, on the retired-list now, with the rank of lieutenant, 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
©. L. WILSON. 


Mr. REAGAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar number 1883, being the bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of 
C. L. Wilson. $ 

The motion was to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to credit the ac- 
count of C. L. Wilson, postmaster at Milford, Ellis County, Texas, 
with $50, for money lost in transit. a 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EMPLOYÉS IN GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE. 


Mr. MANDERSON. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Calendar number 1701, being House bill 
1338. 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 1338) to extend the leave 
of absence of employés in the Government Printing Office to thirty days 
per annum, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to amend the act entitled ‘* An act granting leave of absence to employés 
in the Government Printing Offce,” approved June 30, 1886, so as to 
extend the annual leave of absence therein described to thirty days in 
each fiscal year; and provides that it shall be lawful to allow pro rata 
leave to those serving fractional parts of a year. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MATTIE S. WHITNEY. 


Mr. PASCO. I ask unanimous consent that Order of Business 487, 
Senate bill 2185, be now taken up and considered. It has passed the 
Senate once during this session and placed on the deficiency bill, as 
will be seen by the Record. The House, however, refused te concur 
in the amendment, and so it was lost. 

Mr. COCKRELL. What is the order of business? 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The title of the bill will be reported. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Order of Business 487, being the bill (S. 2185) 
to carry out the findings of the Court of Claims in the case of Mattie S. 
Whitney, as administratrix of Franklin S. Whitney, deceased, here- 
tofore referred to said court. , 

By unanimous consent the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, pro- 
ceeded to consider the bill. It proposesto pay to MattieS. Whitney, 
as administratrix of the estate of Franklin S. Whitney, deceased, 
$22,224, in full satisfaction of her claim against the United States, for 
supplies furnished to the Army and Navy, the same being the amount 
found to be due her by the Court of Claims. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS L. HOFFMAN. 


Mr. SAWYER. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of Calendar No. 1565, being the bill (S. 2636) for the relief of 
Thomas L. Hoffman. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to pay to Thomas L. Hoff- 
man $625, in paymentof his claim for money paid by him for the United 
States for rent of the post-office at Fairfield, Iowa, in accordance with 
the terms of a lease held by the United States, and in pursuance of 
the instructions of the Post-Office Department, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PRIVATE PENSION BILLS. 


Mr. SAWYER. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate may take 
up the individual pension bills to-morrow morning after the morning 
business, and spend an hour on them, if necessary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent that to-morrow, after the morning business, the Sen- 
ate take up for consideration private pension bills upon the Calendar 
favorably reported. - 

Mr. HOAR. I think that matter ought to be understood with the 
Senator who has the floor on the treaty, because these pension cases 
always go through. There will be no difficulty about them. 

Mr. SAWYER. We have over a hundred cases. 

Mr. HOAR. I would inquire of the Chair what Senator has the floor 
on the treaty ? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No Senator has been recognized on 
the treaty. The Senator from New York [Mr. Evarts] has given 
notice that he will take the floor on Monday next. The Senator from 
Wisconsin asks unanimous consent—— 

Mr. HOAR. I will interpose an objection at this time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President—— 

Mr.STEWART. Iam very anxious to finish the Chinese bill. The 
peed from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] has not finished his speech on 
that. ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection being interposed, the Sen- 
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. SAWYER. Then I ask that we consider private pension bills 
the day after to-morrow, and that unanimous consent be now given to 
take them up at that time. 

Mr. HOAR. Let the Senator ask unanimous consent to-morrow 
morning, and I presume there will be no difficulty. 

Mr. SA D Very well; I will try to-morrow morning, 


FARAN AND M’LEAN. 


Mr. PAYNE. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate now 
to the consideration of Order of Business 1851, being the bill (S. 308) 
for the relief of Faran & McLean. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to reopen and reconsider the 
claim of Faran & McLean for the refunding of certain taxes alleged to 
have been improperly and illegally assessed and collected, namely, for 
$2,260, as claimed by them in the papers now on file in the Treasury 
Department; and if, upon reopening and reconsidering the claim, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue shall find these taxes, or any part of 
the same, to have been illegally or improperly assessed and collected 
from the claimants, he is to audit and ascertain the amount of taxes so 
illegally and improperly collected, deducting, however, any legal un- 
pes taxes which they should have paid and did not, if any such there 

, under section 103 of the act of June 30, 1864, entitled ‘‘An act to 
provide internal revenue to support the Government, to pay interest on 
the public debt, and for other purposes;’’ and the Secretary of the 
Treasury is to pay the amonnt of taxes so found by the Commissioner - 
of Internal Revenue, to have been illegally and improperly assessed and 
collected. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ESTATE OF THOMAS NILES, 


Mr. HOAR. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar number 1840, being the bill (8. 878) for the relief of the 
estate of Thomas Niles, deceased. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment, in line 4, before the word ‘‘ personal,” to strike out “‘ estate 
and;’’ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., Thatthe Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to the personal representatives of Thomas Niles, 
d , late of Gloucester, Mass., out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $6,050, in full compensation for damages to 
the land of the said Thomas Niles, deceased, near Gloucester, Mass., by the 
erection of a permanent fort thereon by the United States, in 1863, for the de- 
fense of the harbor of Gloucester. 

to. 


The amendment was $ 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

ALFONSO ROBERTS. 

Mr. TELLER. Iask unanimous consent to take up Calendar No. 
1837, being the bill (S. 3125) restoring the right of pre-emption to Al- 
fonso Roberts. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to authorize Alfonso Rob- 


erts to pre-empt the land in Colorado for which he filed a claim in 1884, 
on making the proofs required by the provisions of the pre-emption 
law. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered.to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
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OREGON PAVING AND CONTRACT COMPANY. 


Mr. MITCHELL. Iask unanimous consent for the consideration of 
Order of Business 1800, being Senate bill 3159, for the relief of the 
Oregon Paving and Contract Company. 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment in line 8, before the word ‘‘day,’’ to insert ‘‘second;’’ in the 
same line, after the word “ of,’’ to insert ‘‘June;’’ and in line 9, after 
the word “‘eighty,’’ to insert ‘‘seven;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, eic., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to cancel a certain contract entered into by and between the Orego?t Pavin 
and Contract Company, of the one part, and Capt. Charles F. Powell, Uni 
States engineer, acting for and on behalf of the United States, of the other part, 
and datad the 2d day of June, A. D. 1887, whereby said Oregon Paving and 
Contract Company contracted to furnish a certain amount of stone of certain 
dimensions to be used in the improvement of the mouth of the Columbia River, 
Oregon, on such terms as he may deem equitable just. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. COCKRELL, I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The motion was.agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 24, at 12 0’clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
MONDAY, July 23, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a, m. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and approved. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. MANSUR, indefinitely, on account of business. 

To Mr. GALLINGER, for this day, on account of illness. 

To Mr. MCMILLIN, forfour days, on account of sickness in his family. 

To Mr. LANDES, indefinitely, on account of important business, 

To Mr. BOOTHMAN, until the 30th instant, on account of important 
business. 

To Mr. JoNES, indefinitely, on account of important business. 

To Mr. O'NEILL, of Missouri, for twelve days, on account of impor- 
tant business. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr, HEMPHILL, I call for the regular order. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman to withdraw that 
demand for a few minutes, in the interest of a measure of great public 
importance, which the Department is pressing upon Congress. I mean 
the bill to perfect the quarantine service of the United States. It is 
a Senate bill; it passed the Senate unanimously; it has been reported 
from the House Committee on Commerce unanimously, and is on the 
Calendar, and there are reasons suggested in the public press this morn- 
ing why it should be passed without delay. I therefore ask unani- 
mous consent that the House proceed to the consideration of the bill 
at this time. 

Mr. DINGLEY. I hope that may be done, Mr. Speaker. 
bill of great importance. F 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida. I hope the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Crisp] will permit me to join with him in the request for the 
immediate consideration of this quarantine bill, as my State is directly 
interested in its e. 

Mr. DINGLEY. The country generally is interested. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida. Yes, the whole country is interested 
in it, but my State is directly interested. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from South Carolina yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr, HEMPHILL. I will yield for that bill. 


QUARANTINE SERVICE. 


The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, after which the Chair will 
ask for objections. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

A bill (S. 2493) to perfect the quarantine service of the United States. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Uniled States in 
Congress That whenever any person shal] trespass upon the grounds 
belonging to any quarantine reservation, or wheneverany person, master, pilot, 
or owner of a vessel entering any port of the United Si shall so enter in 
violation of section 1 of the act entitled “An act to prevent the introduction of 
contagions or infectious diseases into the United States,” approved April 29, 
1878, or in violation of the quarantine regulations framed under said act, such 
person trespassing, or such master, pilot, or other person in command of a ves- 
sel shall,upon conviction thereof, pay a fine of not more than $300, or be sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for a period of not more than thirty days, or shall be 

anished by both fine and imprisonment, at the discretion of the court. And 

t shall be the duty of the United States attorney in the district where the mis- 
demeanor shall have been committed to take immediate cognizance of the 
offense, upon report made to him by any medical officer of the Marine Hos- 


It is a 


pital Service, or by any officer of the customs service,or by any State officer 
acting under authority of section 5 of said act. 
Sxc, 2. That as soon after the passage of this act as practicable, the Secretary 


of the Treasury shall cause to be established, in addition to the quarantine es- 
tablished by the act approved March 5, 1888, quarantine stations, as follows: 
One at the mouth of the Delaware Bay; one near Cape Charles, at the entrance 
of the Chesapeake Bay; one on the Georgia coast; one at or near Key West; 
one in San Di ; one in San Francisco Harbor; and one at or near 
Port Townsend, at the entrance to Puget Sound; and the said quarantine 
stations when so established shall be conducted by the Marine Hospital Service 
under regulations framed in accordance with the act of April 29, 1878. 

Src, 3. That there are appropriated for the pu: of this act the following 
sums, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
construction, equipment, and necessary expenses of maintaining the same for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, 

For the Delaware Breakwater quarantine: Construction of disinfecting ma- 
chinery, steam-tug, warehouse, oflicers’ quarters, and expenses of maintenance 
for the fiscal year 1889, $75,000, 

For the quarantine station near Cape Charles, Virginia: For the ponas of 
site, construction of wharf, repair of present hospital buildings and officers’ quar- 
Tn one machinery, steam-tug, expenses of maintenance for the year 

For the South Atlantic Station (Sapelo Sound): Construction of disinfecting 
machinery, Sarchones wharf, small boats, and expenses of maintenance for the 


year 1889, $38,500. 
For the quarantine near Key West: Purchase of site, construction of disin- 


fecting machinery, warehouse, small boats, steam-tug, bospital buildings and 
officers’ quarters, expenses of maintenance for the year 1489, $85,000. 

For the Gulf quarantine (formerly Ship nner OP aioe for by the act of 
March 5, 1888, in addition to the amount ropriated by the Sa pprorad March 
5, 1888: For the expenses for the ending June 30, 1889, $15.000. 

Quarantine station, San Diego Harbor, California: For the purchase ofsite and 
the construction of disinfecting machinery, warehouse, small boats, aie 
buildings, officers’ quarters, and for expenses of maintenance for 1889, $55,500. 

For the quarantine station at San Francisco, Cal.: Hospital buildings and ofi- 
cers’ quarters, disinfecting machinery, warehouse and warf, steam-tug, small 


expenses for year 1889, $103,000. 


For the quarantine station at Port Townsend: For the purchase of site, con- 
struction of disinfecting machinery, warehouse, small boats, hospital buildings, 
and officers’ quarters, for expenses of maintenance for the fiscal year 1839, $55,- 


assent the Senate May 3, 1888, 

Attest: 

ANSON G. McCOOK, 
Secretary. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRISP] asks 
unanimous consent that the Committee of the Whole on the state of 
the Union be discharged from the further consideration of this bill, 
and that the bill be now considered in the House. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CRISP moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr, HEMPHILL. Now, Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order, 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the call of States and Terri- 
tories for the consideration and reference of bills and resolutions. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I ask unanimous consent that the call be dis- 
pensed with, and that gentlemen having bills or resolutions to intro- 
duce may have leave to send them to the Clerk’s desk for reference to 
the appropriate committees. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS. z 
7 The following bills were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
esk: 
PUBLIC BUILDING AT ALLENTOWN, PA. 

Mr. SOWDEN introduced a bill (H. R. 10927) for the erection of a 
public building at Allentown, Pa.; which was read a first and second 
time, referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, and 
ordered to be printed. 

PRODUCTS OF TRUSTS. 

Mr. SPRINGER introduced a bill (H. R. 10928) to tax the products 
of trusts; which was read a first and second time, referred tothe Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, and ordered to be printed. 


J. M. BIVINS. 
Mr. ROWLAND introduced a bill (H. R. 10929) for the relief of J. 
M. Bivins; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


GUNS AND AMMUNITION FOR THE NAVY. 


Mr. SHIVELY (by request) introduced a bill (H. R. 10930) to au- 
thorize and empower the Secretary of the Navy to contract for certain 
guns and ammunition therefor; which was read a first and second 
ee to the Committee on Naval Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. r 
LANDS FOR QUARANTINE PURPOSES. 

Mr. WILKINSON introduced a bill (H. R. 10931) to donate and 
transfer to the State of Louisiana for quarantine purposes certain lands 
on the Mississippi River, belonging to the United States, subject to re- 
version to the United States in the eventof their non-usage for quaran- 
tine purposes, and yequiring the proper Department of the United States 
Government to execute the necessary transfer to the State of Louisiana 
on the condition aforesaid; which was read a first and second time, re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Public Lands, and ordered to be printed. 
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NATIONAL DEBT. 
Mr. HATCH introduced a bill (H. R. 10932) to authorize the refund- 


SPECIAL REPORT UPON INSECTS, ETC. 
Mr. RICHARDSON, from the Committee on Printing, reported back 


ing of the national debtintoa uniform consolidated bond; which wasread | favorably the resolution to print second edition of special report upon 
a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Ways and Means, ,| insects affecting the orange crop; which was referred to the Committee 


and ordered to be printed. 


SWORDS OF GENERAL JAMES SHIELDS. 


Mr. MANSUR introduced a joint resolution (H. Res. 202) to con- 
strue an act passed at this session, entitled ‘‘An act to purchase of the 
widow and children of the late General James Shields certain swords;’’ 
which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


WHARF ON THE POTOMAC RIVER, 


Mr. SNYDER introduced a bill (H. R. 10933) to authorize the com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia to construct a suitable city wharf 
on the Potomac River; which was read a first and second time, referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia, and ordered to be 
printed. 

TOWNSHIP MAPS. 


Mr, RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back adversely the bill (H. R. 4945) authorizing the Commissioner of 
Public Lands to furnish citizens maps at cost; which was laid on the 
table. 

He also, from the same committee, reported, in the nature of a sub- 
stitute for the foregoing, a bill (H. R. 10934) to authorize the Secre- 
tary of thé Interior to sell township maps or plats remaining on hand 
in his office; which was read a first and second time, referred to the 
House Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed, 

NATIONAL MILITARY AND NAVAL MUSEUM. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND submitted the following resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of War and the Secretary ofthe Navy be directed 
to inform the House of Representatives what collections suitable to be embod- 
ied in a national military and naval museum are now in existence in their re- 
spective Departments, and what materials for such collections can be found in 
any of the arsenals, posts, navy-yards, and stations, and what further steps should 
be taken in order that an effective permanent exhibition may be made in this 
city illustrative of the history of military and naval invention, organization, 
construction, and equipment in the United States and ofthe principal battlesin 
which United States troops have been engaged,and they are respectively au- 
thorized in their discretion to detail one or more officers to aid in the prepara- 
tion of the reports called for in this resolution, which Sopor shall contain any 
suggestions they may desire to make in regard to the establishment of a national 
and military and naval museum in the city of Washington of a scope and char- 
acter similar to the museums now in existence in the principal cities of Europe. 


MILITARY AND NAVAL CADETS. 


Mr. OATES introduced a bill (H. R. 10935) torequire an additional 
oath of cadets to the United States Military and Naval Academies; which 
was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


AGREEMENT WITH INDIAN TRIBES, IDAHO. ` 


Mr. DUBOIS introduced a bill (H. R. 10936) to accept and ratify 
the agreement submitted by the Shoshones, Bannacks, and Sheepeaters 
of the Fort Hall and Lemhi reservations in Idaho, May 14, 1880, and 
for other purposes; which was read a first and second time, referred to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


PRINTING OF REPORTS OF COMMISSIONER OF LABOR. 
Mr. GIBSON introduced a joint resolution (H. Res. 203) providing 
for the printing of the first and second annual reports of the Commis- 


sioner of Labor; which was read a first and second time, referred to the 
Committee on Printing, and ordered to be printed. 


REGULATING FEDERAL ELECTIONS, ETC. 


Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio, introduced a bill (H. R. 10937) regulating 
Federal elections and to promote the purity of the ballot; which was 
read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Elections, 
and ordered to be printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. This being the fourth Monday of the month, it is 
set apart for the consideration of bills reported from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, if claimed by that committee. 

Mr. RICHARDSON, Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Is there a call this morning for reports from 
committees? 

The SPEAKER. There is none under the rule on this Monday. 


REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE ON PRINTING. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Then, Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as the House 
has given the Committee on Printing leave on next Saturday to call up 
certain business reported from that committee, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to present three or four reports, so that they may be referred and 
printed. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 
SPECIAL REPORT ON WHITE SCALE AND OTHER INSECTS. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably the resolution to print special report on white scale and 
other insects; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

REPORT OF CAPTAIN HEALY OF 1884 AND 1885, 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably the concurrent resolution of the House of Representa- 
tives to print 5,000 copies of report of Captain Healy, of revenne-steamer 
Corwin, in Arctic Ocean, 1885; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably the concurrent resolution of the House of Representa- 
tives to print 5,000 copies of report of Captain Healy, of revenue-steamer 
Corwin, in Arctic Ocean, 1884; which was referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 


REPORT OF CHIEF OF BUREAU OF STATISTICS, ETC, 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably the joint resolution (S. R. 99) providing for the printing 
of the portion of the annual report of the Chief of the Bureau of Sta- 
tistics on Commerce and Navigation for the year ending June 30, 1887, 
entitled ‘‘ Annual Report of the Bureau of Statistics in regard to im- 
ported merchandise entered for consumption in the United States, with 
amounts of duty and rates of duty collected; ’’ which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, and, with the 
accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

PRINTING COMMITTEE REPORTS. 

Mr, RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably joint resolution (H, Res. 142) authorizing the printing 
of committee reports; which was referred to the Committee of tha 
Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON WOOL, ETC. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably the concurrent resolution to print 17,000 copies of the 
recent report of Chief of Bureau of Statistics, Treasury Department, on 
wool, etc.; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 


SUPPLEMENT TO WHARTON’S DIGEST OF INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably joint resolution (S. R. 27) providing for the printing 
of a supplement to Wharton’s Digest of International Law; which was 
referred fò the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


COMPILATION OF SENATE AND HOUSE REPORTS. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably joint resolution (S. R. 77) providing for a duplicate of 
the compilation of the reports of the Senate and House of Represent- 
atives from 1815 to 1887; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying 
reports, ordered to be printed. 

He also, from the same committee, reported back adversely concur- 
rent resolution providing for a duplicate of the compilation of the re- 
ports of committees, ete, ; which was laid on the table. 


FIRE-ESCAPES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 10346) providing for the 
erection of fire-escapes in the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
hereby empowered to make such regulations as they may deem necessary for 
the erection and maintenance of fire-escapes and stand-pipes, of iron or other 
incombustible material, as the said commissioners may require, on every build- 
ing in said District now or hereafter used principally as a hotel, factory, manu- 
factory, theater, tenement-house, seminary, college, academy, hospital, asylum, 
or hall or place of amusement, and upon the neglect or failure of the owner or 
owners or the persons, corporations, egents, trustees, or board of directors rep- 
resenting the ownership of any such bnilding or buildings, to comply with such 
regulations, after thirty days’ notice so to do, the commissioners shall cause to 
be erected upon any such building such of said appliances as in their judgment 
may be necessary, the cost of which shall be paid by the Treasurer of the United 
States, on the warrant of the said commissioners, out of any fundsin the Treas- 
ury of the United States to the credit of the District of Columbia and not other- 
wise appropriated; and for such cost the commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia, or their successors, shall, within ten days after payment of the same as 
aforesaid, issue a certificate of indebtedness against the building on which said 
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appliances shall so have been erected and the ground on which said building 
may stand, which certificate shall bear interest until paid at the rate of 10 per 
cent, p annum, and until paid said certificate and the cost represented thereby 
shall beand remainalien upon a oy angie onoragainst which the same shall so 
have been issued asaforesaid; and ifthe amount of any such certificate shall not 
be paid within one year from the issue thereof, the said commissioners, or their 
successors, upon the application of the holder of such certificate, shall, after ad- 
vertisement twice a week for three snecessive weeks in the regular issue of some 
daily newspaper published in the District of Columbia, proceed to sell at public 
auction to the highest bidder the property against which said certificate shall so 
have been issued; anda di signed and acknowled, by the said commis- 
sioners, or their successors, and countersigned by the S to the commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia, or his successor, shall be given to the pur- 
chaser at such sale, conveying to him in fee-simple absolute the property by 
him purchased, which deed shall be deemed and held to give a good and per- 
fect title to any property sold as hereby authorized. 

Sec. 2. That the amount realized by any such sale as hereinbefore provided 
over and above the sum required to pay the amount of the certificate aforesaid 
and all pe r costs and expenses of sale shall be paid to the owner or owners 
of such building, or to the person or persons representing the ownership thereof, 
as aforesaid, for the benefit of the person or persons by law entitled thereto; and 
that at any time within two years from the date of sale the owner or owners of 
any property sold in conformity with the provisions of this act shall have the 
right to redeem the property so sold by paying the amount of the purchase 
money,and all taxes or other public c against said property that may 
have paid thereon by the purchaser, his heirs or assigns, or that may have 
become due and remain unpaid, between said day of sale and the day of such 
redemption, with interest at the rate of 10 percent. per annum on such purchase 
money, taxes, and and also the full value of any improvements which 


may have been made or erected on such property by said pu r, his heirs 
or assi; »while the same was in his or their posnt Provided, however, 
That minors and other persons under legal disability shall be allowed one year 


_ coming of age or having such disability removed to redeem such property 
as aforesaid. 

Sxc. 3. That on the collection, by sale as aforesaid or otherwise, of the cost of 
erecting any such appliances as aforesaid the same shall, by said commissioners 
or their successors, de ted in the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the District of Columbia and the fund from which the same shall have 
originally been paid as hereinbefore provided, 

Sec. 4. That in all hotels, factories, manufactories, workshops, schools, semi- 
naries, colleges, hospitals, asylums, halls, or places of amusements, or other 

laces mentioned in this act, the hall-ways and stair-ways shall be properly 

ighted when occupied at night; and at the head and foot of each flight of 
stairs,and at the intersection of all hall-ways with the main corridors, and at 
each exit to fire-escapes provided for in this act, shall be kept during the night, 
a red light. One or more proper alarms or gongs, capable of being heard 
throughout the building, shall always remain easy of access and ready for use 
in each of said buildings to give notice to the inmates in case of fire; and there 
shall be kept posted in a conspicuous eas in every sleeping-room a notice de- 
scriptive of such means of escape. That all doors leading out of buildings used 
for places of amusement, where large crowds congregate, shall open outward. 
That the inspector of panic and chief engineer of the fire department shall 
have the right to designate the location of said fire-escapes and stand-pipes in 
conformity with this act, and shall grant certificates of approval to every per- 
son, firm, corporation, trustee and board of school trustees complying with the 
requirements of this act, which certificate shall relieve the party or parties from 
the liabilities of fines or damages imposed by this act. 

Src. 5, That in case of fire occurring in any such building not provided with 
said appliances as may be required by the inspector of buildings and chief of 
engineers of the fire department in the District of Columbia, and in accordance 
with the requirements of the second section of this act, the person, persons, 
trustee, trustees, corporations, or school directors who or which neglected to 
provide such building with said appliances as aforesaid, shall be liable in an ac- 
tion for es in case of death or personal injury being caused in conse- 
quence of such fire breaking out in said building; and such actions may be 
maintained by any person or persons now authorized by law to sue, as in other 
cases, for injuries caused by neglect of duty. 

SEC. 6. That the act entitled “An act for the further protection of property 
from fire and safety of lives in the Districtof Columbia,” approved January 26, 
1887, and all acts or parts of acts inconsistent herewith, be, and the same are 
hereby, repealed. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. Isend tothe desk an amendment intended to 
correct an error in the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 5, section 5, strike out the word “ second,” and insert “ first ; ™ so that 
the clause will read, “and in accordance with the requirements of the first sec- 
tion of this act.” 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time Hepat being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


passed. 

Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. A 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PUBLIC DRUNKENNESS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. Icall up the bill (H. R. 9769) to punish public 

drunkenness in the District of Columbia. 
The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That any person who shall be found intoxicated upon any 
street, or highway, or in any public place in the District of Columbia shall pay a 
fine not exceeding $20, or be imprisoned for not more than twenty days, or both, 
in the discretion of the court. 

The amendments reported by the committee were read, as follows: 

In line 4 after the word “ street” insert “alley.” 

After the word “ shall” in line 5 insert “ upon conviction.” 

At the end of the bill add, “ but convicts under this act shall not be put to 
work upon the public streets in prison garb.” 

The amendments were a to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 


passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 


F. H. BATES. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar for the consider- 
ation of business reported from the District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

‘The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, Mr. McCreary in the chair. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 8272) to provide for the 
payment of F. H. Bates as military instructor at the Washington High 
School, District ot Columbia. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be authorized and di- 
rected to pay to F. H. Bates the sum of $300, in full for his services as military 
instructor at the Washington High School in the District of Columbia, for the 
school term ending in June, 1834, one-half of said sum to be paid from the funds 
oeae District of Columbia and the other from the Treasury of the United 

Mr. DINGLEY. I hope the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
HEMPHILL] will give us some explanation of this bill. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. According to our information, which I have no 
doubt is correct, this gentleman presented this claim some years ago; 
and it passed the House at one time, the Senate at auother time. He 
had an idea that whenever you start a bill in Congress it goes through 
of its own motion. He has since learned that such is not the case. 
There is no doubt that this man performed the work, and that he has 
not been paid. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS AGAINST CERTAIN LOTS. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. [I call up the bill (S. 2307) to correct the records 
of the District of Columbia relative to certain real estate therein. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and 
they are hereby, authorized and directed to remove from the records of the 
District all evidence of indebtedness against lot G and part of lot F, in square 
226, in the city of Washington, D. O., so far as the said indebtedness relates to 
special assessment agains: said lots levied in the year 1870 for special improve- 
ments along Pennsylvania avenue northwest; the owners of the said lots to 
give bond in double the sum of said assessment to indemnify the District against 
any loss in consequence of the operations of this act. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


INDUSTRIAL HOME SCHOOL. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 7083) to regulate the 
powers and duties of the board of trustees of the Industrjal Home School 
of the District of Columbia in respect to infant wards ahd scholars, and 
for other purposes. 

The bill was read, as follows: - 


Be it enacted, ele., That when a guardian or parent of an infant shal), by an in- 
strument in writing duly signed, executed, and acknowledged before « notary 
pavijo of the District of Columbia or the clerk of the supreme court of said 

istrict, surrender said infant to the custody of the board of trustees of the In- 
dustrial Home School of the District of Columbia, the said undertaking shall 
be binding upon said parent or guardian for the time named in said undertak- 
ing as the time during which the said infant is to remain in the custody of the 
said board. 3 

Sec. 2. That upon application or consent of the president of the said board of 
managers of the Industrial Home School of the District of Columbia, the supreme 
court of the District of Columbia may appoint the said corporation to the 
guardian of an infant ward, and the said corporation may take and exercise 
said guardianship so far as relates to the person of such ward to the same ex- 
tent and under the same obligations and conditions as is now provided by law 
in the case of natural persons, 


The amendments reported by the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia were read, as follows: 

In line 5, strike out “an infant ward ” and insert “the person of any infant 
inmate of said school.” 

After the word “ guardianship,” in line 7, strike out “so far as relates to the 
person of such ward.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


GERMAN LUTHERAN TRINITY CONGREGATION. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (S. 1727) to grant to the trust- 
ees of the German Lutheran Trinity Congregation of Washington, 
D. C., the right to sell a portion of their cemetery lands. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the trustees of the German Lutheran Trinity Congre- 
gation in the city of Washington, D. C., be, and they are hereby, empow- 
ered to convey in fee-simple that portion of their cemetery grounds in said 
District, comprising 2 acres and 38} perches of ground, and more fully de- 
scribed ina certain deed of trust by Jacob Huster and wife to George Emmert, 
bearing date the 19th day of March, A. D. 1881, and recorded March 22, A, D. 
1881, in liber numbered 964, folio 341 et sequentes, one of the land records for the 
District of Columbia. 

Sec, 2, That this act shall take effect from and after its passage. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
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BALTIMORE AND POTOMAC RAILROAD. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 9977) to authorize the 
Baltimore and Potomac Railroad Company to extend a side-track into 
square No. 1025 in the city of Washington. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be itenacted, cte., That the Baltimore and Potomac Railroad Company is hereby 
granted rmission to extend a side-track from the main line of its track, in the 
city of Washington, intosquare No, 1025, between Twelfth and Thirteenth streets 
me M and N streets southeast, under such conditions and regulations as may be 

mposed by the commissioners of the District of Columbia for the protection of 
the publie inthe ee of attests affteted and. otherwise, 

Mr. BLAND. As this bill appears to affect the streets occupied by 
railroads entering this city, I desire to know whether the passage of the 
bill will interfere with the proposition to remove the present depots. 
Task that the report be read. 

The report (by Mr. HEARD) was read, as follows: 


The aai yeh desires to run a side-track from the line of its road into 
square No, 1025. The proposed track will leave the line of the road on the lands 
owned by said railroad company, cross onestreet, which will not interfere with 
the rights of public travel, and entersquare No. 1025, with the consent and at the 
request of the owners of said square. 

A subcommittee of your committee has made a personal inspection of the 
premises, and can see no objection to granting the authority asked for. The 
ne granted is to be exercised under an conditions and regulations as may 

mposed by the commissioners of the rict, 
P Your committee report the bill back to the House, and recommend thatit do 


hi BLOUNT. I would like to have some explanation in regard to 
this matter. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
HEARD], who is familiar with the facts. 

Mr. HEARD. Mr. Chairman, my colleague from Michigan [Mr. 
BREWER] and myself, at the request of our committee, made a personal 
investigation of this ground. It is down under the bluffs on this side 
of the Congressional Cemetery, and just at the mouth of the tunnel 
through which the Baltimore and Potomac goes on towards the East- 
ern Branch, and on thisside. The railroad goes through a cut per- 
haps 25 feet in depth; and the proposition is to grant an extension or 
spur of the road to go off on their own right of way to a square that 
belongs to the Washington and Georgetown Gas Company, which is 
building at this place some very extensive works, at a cost of some 
$400,000, right under the bluff. This gives the railroad company the 
right of way to reach this square where the works are located. Itisa 
matter of mutual convenience to the railroad company and the gascom- 
pany; it interferes with nobody’s rights, and meets with the approval 
of the commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


CLOSING OF ALLEYS, SQUARE 133, WASHINGTON. 


Mr. HEMPHILL, I now call up the bill (S. 1612) to provide for 
the closing of@parts of two alleys in square 132, in the.city of Wash- 
ington, D. C., and for the relief of Charles Early ‘and Corbin Warwick. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the commissioners of the District of Columbia no 


beginning at; and running east, from ce east side of Nineteenth street (being 
that portio: lots 161 and 162 and 169 and 170, in the subdivision 


27), to declare said parts of said 10-feet wide alleys closed: Provided, 

The the weal of the land abutting on that portion of said alleys to be closed 

in said shall, asa condition precedent to such action on the of the 

, file in the office of the surveyor of the District of Columbia a 

plat to be approved by the commissioners, dedicating to the use of the public, 

as a public alley, an area of ground equal to the area of the parts of alley-ways 

declared to be closed, and suMicient fe for the purpose of connecting said alleys 
with, and making an’ outlet to T street and S street at least 10 feet wide. 

Src. 2. That the owners of the roperty gi on the portion of said re 
which may be closed as afo; shall be held to have acquired all the right 
and title or the District of Columbia, or the city of Washington, in and to the 
portion of the alleys which may be closed under the provisions of the first sec- 
tion of this act, and which may be ineluded within the extension of their sev- 
eral bounds to the lines of the new alley. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


ALLEY, SQUARE NO. 493, 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I nowcall up the bill (H. R. 7864) to reappro- 
priate to pay for alley condemned in square No. 493. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, That of the apn that has been covered into the Treasury of 
the sum appropriated by the act.approved June 30. 1880, entitled, ** An act mak- 
ing appropriations for the District of Columbia for the year ending June 30, 
1851," for amount due property owners for ground condemned and used for al- 
leys, there be, and the same is hereby, reappropriated so much as will be sufi- 
cient to pay. with interest at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum from August 6, 
1870, to the date of the approval of this act, the persons entitled to the amount 
awarded by the jury of condemnation for the land taken foran alley through 
square No, 493, in the city of Washington, in the District of Columbia. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


CAPITOL, NORTH O STREET, ETC., RAILWAY COMPANY. 
Mr. HEMPHILL. I now call up the bill (H. R. 10758) to amend 
the charterof the Capitol, North O Street and South Washington Rail- 
way Company. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 

Beit enacted, etc., That the Capitol, North O Street and South Washi 

au vita tao yaa ease oma alae 
at Fourteenth 
street south- 


Capitol, North O Street and South Washington Railway Company,” approved 
March 3, 1881, be, and the same is hereby, repealed. 


Sec, 3. That forthe purpose of the construction of said extension, the erection 
of machine and a shops and additional stables said North O 
Street and South to in- 


crease its capital estoy a som mask aposding een. 

Src. 4 3. That unless ay extension is completed and the cars run thereon 
within six months from the passage and approval of this act, the authority 
herein granted shall bev popes 

The committee recommended the adoption of the following amend- 
ment: 

Strike out section 3 of the bill, 

Mr. ADAMS. I would like to have the report read in connection 
with this bill. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I willask the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Row- 
ELL} who is thoroughly familiar with this subject, to make a state- 
ment, which I think will meet the wishes of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois. 

Mr. ROWELL. This bill is simply to authorize the connection of 
the Belt Line Railroad across two blocks down in Southwest Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. ADAMS. How far? 

Mr. ROWELL. Just two blocks. They have a little 2-cenf line 
that runs down in that portion of the city, and they propose to con- 
nect the end of that line with the main line, so that passengers for one 
fare may ride over the entire length of the route. 

Mr. ADAMS. What provision of law is repealed by this bill? 

Mr. ROWELL. We do not repeal any. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thereis a section of this bill which repeals some law; 
section 2, I think. 

Mr. HEMPHILL, We recommend that section 3 bestricken out. 

Mr. ADAMS. Iknow; butthereisa section which repeals some law 
to which reference is made; section 2, I think, of the bill. 

Mr. ROWELL. Ido not recollect exactly the language of the law 
incorporating the company that is stricken out; but it necessarily has 
reference to the point that this bill is intended to reach. 

Mr. ROCKWELL. I understand the gentleman to say that this 
is in the lower part of the city, and is to connect the little 2-cent line 
with the main line. 

Mr. ROWELL, Yes, that is the object. 

Mr. CANNON. I have no desire to object to the consideration or 
passage of this bill, but simply rise to ask, although I suppose there is 
nothing in this bill which will permit it, whether steps have been taken 
by the committee to incorporate a company, or to bring the present 
companies under the operation of a law so as to secure or compel them 
to use some new method for the propulsion of street cars, either by 
electricity or the cable system, so that we can have in this city the 
same. advantages i in that respect that other communities are permitted 
to enjoy? 

Ma ROWELL. I will say to my colleague that we have already re- 
ported a bill authorizing the incorporation of a company with new mo- 
tors. One of the objects of the bill is also to compel other companies 
to adopt that method. The reason it has not been brought forward is 
that it takes two or three days with the antagonisms which such meas- 
ures meet to get it through the House, and we have not had the time. 

Mr. CANNON. We iar e power to so amend existing charters, £ as I 
understand it, so as to compel them to use other motors. 

Mr. ROWELL, I think so. 

Mr. CANNON. I would desire or rather express the hope of seeing 
some time when the committee would recommend such legislation; and 
as a member of the House I would vote to give the committee three or 
four days- if necessary to consider such a bill. 

Mr. HEARD. We have recommended such a bill as this, and it is 
now on the Calendar. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the committee. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BLAND. Before the billis laid aside, I wish to ask a question: 
whether in these charters there is a recognition of the right of Congress ` 
to alter or repeal the law? 

Mr. HEARD. In every one of them that condition is embodied. 
Congress has the right to alter or repeal. 

Mr. BLAND. Because there was a bill passed-a few moments ago 
in regard to the Baltimore and Potomac Railread which did not con- 
tain such a provision. 

Mr. ROWELL. That is another thing; thatis not astrect railroad. 

Mr. BLAND. It is just the. same, and the same principle ought to 
apply. This reservation should be embodied in all of these bills, 

Mr. HEARD. I have no objection to putting it in when it comes 
before the House. 

Mr. BLAND. I hope when that bill is reported to the House the 
amendment will be made providing that Congress shail have the right 
to alter, amend, or repeal the law. 


1888. 
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Mr. ROWELL, In this bill that right already exists. 
Mr. BLAND. I am speaking of another bill. I refer to that bill 
paee ine few moments ago in reference to the Baltimore and Potomac 


Mr. GAY. Does that company run one-horse or two-horse cars on 
that line? 

Several MEMBERS. One-horse cars.) 

Mr. ROWELL. This is the Belt-Line road. 

Mr. GAY. I-want to offer the amendment which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

That this privilege be granted on the condition that all cars shall carry a con- 
ductor to collect fares. 

Mr. GAY. Iwant to say, Mr. Chairman, that the privilege of these 
companies in this city is wonderfully abused by the use of cars in 
which passengers are made collectors of fares, and I hope that this line 
is sufficiently remunerative to enable the company to use conductors 
on every car. I think that with these privileges ought to be incor- 
porated a provision that they should be required to have a conductor 
on the cars to collect fares. 

Mr. ROWELL. I hope that this little amendment to the charter of 
the Belt Line will not be prevented by the incorporation of that amend- 
ment. This is really very largely in the interest of the public. It is 
made to cut out this little 2-cent line that runs down and stops, and 
to enable that to be made part of the main line by connecting across two 
blocks so that the public will get the privilege of riding over all this Belt 
Line at one fare instead of having to pay an additional 2 cents fare on 
this short line. It is in a section where the travel is light, and where 
they use one-horse cars. To oblige them to put conductors on their 
cars would be to add considerably to their ex ; and to pass this 
amendment would be simply to prevent their building that little line, 
which the public are more interestet in than the company. 

Mr. WILKINS. Where is it? 

Mr. ROWELL. It is in the southwest, in the neighborhood of the 
Bureau of Printing and Engraving. It isdemanded more by the pub- 
lic than by the railroad company. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the committee rise and report the 
various biils to the House. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly the committee rose, and 
the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. HATCH, having resumed the chair, Mr. 
RoGERS reported that the Committee of the Whole on the Private 
Calendar having had under consideration sundry bills, they had di- 
rected him to report them back with various recommendations, 

BILLS PASSED. 


The first bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 8272) to provide for the payment of F. H. Bates as 
military instructor at the Washington High School, in the District of 
Columbia. f ; 

Mr. SMITH, of Wisconsin. I ask that the bill be read. 

The bill was again read. 

The question recurred on the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


The next bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 2307) to correct the records of the District of Columbia 
relative to certain real estate therein. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

The next bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 7083) to regulate the powers of the trustees of the In- 
dustrial Home School, in the District of Columbia, in respect to infant 
wards and scholars, and for other pr 

The amendment reported from the Committee of the Whole House 
was agreed to. ‘ 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
d 


The next bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (S. 1727) granting to the trustees of the German Lutheran 
Trinity Congregation, of the District of Columbia, the right to sell a 
portion of their cemetery land. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

Thenext bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 9977) to authorize the Baltimore and Potomac Railroad 
Company to extend a side track into square 1025, in the city of Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. BLAND. I desire to offer an amendment to the bill, which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. ] 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

Insert the following as a new section : 


“Sec, 2, The right of Congress to alter, amend, or repeal the franchises herein 
g*anted is hereby expressly reserved.” 


Mr. HEARD. Iask unanimous consent to have the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] incorporated in 
the bill. It is the practice of the committee to incorporate such a pro- 
vision in similar bills, but there was an omission in this instance. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The billasamended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

The next bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (S. 1612) to provide for the closing of parts of two Alleys in 
square 1327, in the city of Washington, and for the relief of Charles 
Early and Coburn Warwick. > 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

The next bill reported from the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 7864) to reappropriate to pay for an alley condemned 
in square 493, in the city of Washington. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

The next bill reported from'the Committee of the Whole House was 
the bill (H. R. 10758) to amend the charter of the Capitol, North O 
Street and South Washington Railroad Company. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing en d, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the several votes by which the 
bills reported from the Committee of the Whole House were passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I now move that the House resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the pur- 
pose of considering District business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Before putting that motion to the 
House the Chair will submit to the House certain personal requests. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. Cox, for ten days. ; 

To Mr. DAVIDSON, of Alabama, until August 15, on account of im- 
portant business. 

To Mr. CROUSE, for six days, on account of important business. 

To Mr. Scort, indefinitely. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. HEMPHILL] moves that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the purpose 
of considering bills relating to the District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. ROGERS in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN, The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union for the purpose of considering such bills as 
may be called up by the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


ATTENDANTS IN INSANE ASYLUM, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call up the bill (H. 
R. 7785) for the relief of attendants on the insane at the Hospital for 
the Insane in the District of Columbia, which has been reported from 
the committee with amendments. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the pay of the attendants on the insane at the Hospital 
for the Insane in the District of Columbia shall be $60 per month, including 
board, and when living in the hospital that a day’s labor in said hospital shali 
consist of eight hours. 

s The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as fol- 
ows: 

Strike out in line 4,5,6, and 7 the words “ Sixty dollars per month, includin, 

ard, and when living in the hospital that a day’s labor in said hospital shall 
consist of eight hours,” and insert: “ Divided into three classes; the first class 
shall receive $45 per month, the second class $35 per month, and the third class 
$25 per month, including board; and the eight-hour law shall not apply to the 
services of these attendants.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. ATKINSON. Isend upan amendment which is merely verbal. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

In line 3 strike out * the pay of.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 7 

There being no objection, the bill as amended was laid aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the committee now rise and report 
that bill to the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. HATCH having taken the 
Chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. ROGERS, from the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union, reported that they had had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 7735) for the relief of the attendants on the 
insane at the Hospital for the Insane in the District of Columbik, and 
had instructed him to report it to the House with amendments. - 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


CHURCH OF THE ASCENSION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 3004) for the relief of 
the Church of the Ascension, in the District of Columbia, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee be allowed at this time to re- 
port a substitute for the bill. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEMPHILL, by unanimous consent, reported from the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia, as a substitute for House bill 3004, the 
bill (H. R. 10926) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension in the 
District of Columbia; which was read a first and second time. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I ask unanimous consent that the bill just re- 
ported as a substitute be now considered. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc.. That all taxes and assessments together with the interest 
and penalties now due and unpaid for the years 1873, 1874, 1875, upon lots 1, 2, 
and 3, in square 282, in the city of Washington, District of Columbia, now owned 
og a by the Church of the Ascension, be, and the same are hereby, re- 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of this bill. , 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I will ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee whether any otherchurches arein a like situation with this one 
in this respect ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I do not know that there is any other church in 
exactly the same situation. Other churches have applied to the com- 
mittee, and we have made liberal allowances in such cases. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. I was talking with the pastor of an- 
other church the other day, and he said that there were some charges 
of this kind against his church and wanted to know whether they were 
to be remitted. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Ido not know whether we have taken any ac- 
tion as to the church to which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JOSEPH 
D. TAYLOR] refers, but I do know that we have been quite liberal in 
this direction and have reported several such bills as this. 

Mr. JOSEPH D. TAYLOR. But the committee have reported no 
general bill? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. No. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The bill H. R. 3004 was, by unanimous consent, laid on the table. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I move to go into Committee of the Whole on 
the Private Calendar for the purpose of taking up House bill 6264 and 
other bills reported from the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House, Mr. RoGERS in the chair. ’ 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar for the purpose of considering bills 
called up by the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


WASHINGTON AND HIGHLANDS STREET RAILWAY. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 6264) to incorporate the 
Washington and Highlands Street Railway Company of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. ATKINSON. Iask unanimous consent that the first reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object. s 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Let the bill be read by sections for amendment. 
The object of the request of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ATKINSON] is merely to save time. f 

Mr. BLOUNT withdrew his objection; and, by unanimous consent, 
the first reading of the bill was dispensed with. 

The Clerk read section 1, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Frank Hume,S. Taylor Suit, William A. Gordon, L. G. 
Hine, and John F. Waggaman, and their associates and assigns, be, and they are 
hereby, created a body corporate under the name of “The Washington and 
Highland Street Railroad Company of Washington, District of Columbia,” with 
Bib O Beye E A E DR DA EA AOS T ASS E 
barla paag with authority to consiruct and lay downa single or doubletrack rail- 
way, with the necessary switches and turn-outs,in the county of Washington, 
District of Columbia, through and along the following road: Commencing at 


the intersection of Boundary, H street, Maryland avenue, Fifteenth street, and 
Benning’s road; thence eastwardly over the Bladensburgh road to the District 
line, with the right to run public carriages thereon,drawn by horse or other 

wer, except steam, preety a rate of fare not exceeding 10 cents a passenger 
or any distance on said road: Provided, That whenever the foregoing route 
may coincide with any other duly incorporated street railroad company in the 
District of Columbia, or connect portions of such route, but one set of tracks 
shall be usec by both companies, which are hereby authorized and empowered 
to use such tracks in common, upon such fair and equitable terms as may be 
agreed upon by said companies; and in the event the said companies fail to 
agree upon satisfactory terms, cither of said companies may apply by petition 
to the supreme court of the District of Columbia, which shall provide for proper 
notice to and hearing of all parties interested,and shall have power to deter- 
mine the terms and conditions upon which and the regulations under which 
the company hereby incorporated shall be entitled so to use and enjoy the track 
of such other street railway company, and the amount and manner of cumpen- 
sation to be paid therefor: And provided further, That neither of the companies 
using such track in common shall be permitted to make the track so in 
common the depot or general stopping place to await passengers, but shall only 
be entitled to use the same for the ordinary halts for the taking up and drop- 
ping of passengers. 


The committee recommended the following amendments: 


Section 1, line 8, strike out “ being” and insert “be.” 

Section 1, lines $5, 36, 37, 38, 39, and 40, strike out the following: “And provided 
further, That neither of the companies using such in common shall be per- 
mitted to make the track so used in common the depot or general stopping 
place to await ngers, but shall only be entitled to use the same for the 
ordinary halts for the taking up and dropping of passengers.” 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. That the road of said company, with all its property and franchises, 
shall be liable to taxation as is or may be provided by law, and their cars or 
vehicles be subject to the provisions of such lawsas to license and fees therefor. 

Sec. 3. That the said railway shall be laid as near the center of the Bladens- 
burgh road as practicable. 


The amendments reported by the committee were read, as follows: 


Strike out, in section 3, the words “as near the center of” and insert “on.” 
Strike out the words “as practicable” and insert “outside of the traveled 
track of said road,” 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 4. That the said corporation hereby created shall be bound to keep said 
tracks, and the space of 2 feet beyond the outer rails thereof, and also the space 
beyond the tracks, at all times well paved and in good order, in such manner 
and with such material as may be ed by the board of commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, and if there be at any time no such board, then by the 
Secretary of War, without expense to the United States or said city; that when 
any street through which the said railway runs shall be paved; said railway com- 
pany shali bear all of the expenses for that portion of the work lying between 
the exterior rails of the t of said road, and for a distance of 2 feet from the 
exterior of such track or tracks on each side thereof, and of keeping the same 
in repair; but the said railway company, having conformed to the des es- 
tablished by the commissioners, may use such cobble-stones or Belgian blocks 
for paving their tracks, or the space between their tracks, as the commissioners 
may 


The amendment reported by the committee was read, as follows: 


After the word “thereof,” in line 3, strike out “and also the space beyond 
the tracks.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 5. That whenever the said company, in the construction of its railroad as 
authorized by this act, shall find it necessary to cross or intersect any estab- 
lished road, street, or other way, it shall be the duty of said company soto con- 
struct the said railroad across such established road, street, or other way as not 
to impede the ge or transportation of persons or property along the same; 
and where it shall be necessary to pass the said railroad through the land of 
any individual within the said District it shall be the duty of said company to 
provide for such individual wagon-ways across the said railroad as may be nec- 
essary and proper from one part of his land to another; but nothing herein 


contained Il be so construed as to authorize the said company to enter upon 
any lot or square, or part thereof, owned by the United States, within the 
limits of the city of Washington, for the purpose of locating or constructing the 


said railroad or for the peroo of excavating the same or taking from any 
materials, or for any other purposes and uses w ver; and the said Wash- 
ington and Highlands Street Railroad Company may connect within said Dis- 
trict with any street railroad company chartered, or hereafter to be chartered, 
by such route or routes within said District as ,may be hereafter determined by 
Congress, and upon such terms as may be agreed upon by the said companies, 
respectively, or as may be presoei by Congress. 

SEc. 6, That nothing in this act shall prevent the Government or the proper 
authorities of the District of Columbia, at any time, at its option, from altering 
the grade or otherwise improving all streetsand oceupied by said railway, 
or the said District from so altering and improving such streets and roads and 
sewerage thereof as may be under their respective authority or control, and in 
such event it shall be the duty of said company,at its own expense, to change 
the said railway so as to conform to such grade and pavement. 

Sec.7. That the capital stock of said Lege & shall not be less than $50,000 
nor more than $100,000, and the said stock shall be divided into shares of $100 
each, and shall be deemed personal property, transferable in such manner as 
the by-laws of said company may direct. 

Sze. 8. That the said com ny shall place first-class cars on said railway, with 
all modern improvements for the convenience of passengers, and shall run cars 
thereon during the day and as late as 11 o'clock p. m, 


Mr. BLAND. I offer the following amendment: 


Add to section 8 the following: 
“That a conductor shall be placed on each car, and not less than two-horse 
power shall be used in running each of said cars.” 


Mr. COMPTON. We are willing to accept that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McADOO. I move to amend by inserting after the amendment 
just adopted the following: 

That no passenger shall be charged fare unless he or she shall be seated. 

Mr. Chairman, I have drawn this amendment hastily. If I had had 


time I would have added a provision that no conductor or agent of this 
company shall take on any passenger for whom there is nota seat. I 
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think one of the greatest outrages inflicted on the traveling public in 
large cities is the overcrowding of the street-cars. No company has a 
right to stop its cars and take on passengers when there are no seats 
provided for them—when the cars are already filled. ‘There ought to 
be a penalty of $50 or $100 imposed every time a car is stopped for the 
purpose of taking on a passenger for whom there is no seat and who 
pays 5 cents for the privilege of hanging on a strap or brace. 

Mr. COMPTON. Lhope this amendment will not beadopted. While 
I concur in the general policy which the gentleman from New Jersey 
advocates, I respectfully submit to him, and to the Committee of the 
Whole, that in view of the fact that no such provision has been at- 
tached to the charter of any other street-car company within the limits 
of this District, it is hardly fair that such a requirement should be im- 

_posed upon this little corporation which at any rate will have to struggle 
for some time to maintain itself after it has been started. 

Mr. McADOO. If it can be agreed that this section be passed over 
now to be recurred to hereafter, I will withdraw my amendment, and 
offer it when the section is again considered. 

Mr.COMPTON. All right. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from New Jersey asks unanimous 
consent that this section be passed over for the present, with the privi- 
lege of recurring to it later. The Chair hears no objection, and that 
order is made. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I wish to offer the following amendment to 
come in after that adopted on motion of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BLAND]: 

-And said company shall operate the cars of said railroad at and during such 
hours as the commissioners of the District of Columbia or other proper author- 
ities thereof, or Congress, may prescribe. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I suggest to the gentleman to strike out the 
words ‘‘ or other proper authorities,” as they are rather indefinite. 

Mr. MACDONALD, I accept the gentleman’s suggestion, and 
modify my amendment in that way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. MACDONALD]. 

Mr. BREWER. I understand that the section to which the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MACDONALD] applies has 
already been passed over for the present upon the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. I suggest that action on the amendment of 
the gentleman from Minnesota be postponed until we recur to the sec- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota will have to 
withdraw his amendment temporarily. The Committee of the Whole 
has agreed to pass over this section and consider it at a later period. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 9. That the said company shall provide such passenger-rooms, offices, 
stables, and depots at such points as the business of the road and the conve- 
nience of the public may require; and said company is hereby authorized to lay 
such rails through transverse streets or avenues as may be necessary, not ex- 
ceeding 300 yards in distance in any one place, for connecting said stables, 
depots, and offices with the main tracks; and the said company is hereby au- 
thorized to purchase or lease such lands or buildings as may be necessary for 
the passengers and freight rooms, ticket-oflices, stables, and depots above named, 
and not to exceed $25,000 in value. ` 

Sec, 10, That within sixty days after the passage of and approval of this act, 
the corporators named in the first section, or a majority of them, or if any of 
them refuses to act, then a majority of the remainder, shall cause books of sub- 
scription to be opened and kept open in some convenient and accessible place 
or places in the city of Washington, for Rperioe to be fixed by the said corpor- 
ators, not less than two days; and the said corporators shall give public notice, 
by advertisementin not less than two daily papers published in the city of Wash- 
iugton, of the time when and place where said books shall be opened; and sub- 
scribers on said books to the capital stock of the company shall be held to be 
stockholders: Provided, That every subscriber shall pay at the time of subscrib- 
ing 5 per cent. of the amount by him subscribed to the treasurer of suid com- 
pany. And when the books of the subscription to the capital stock of said com- 
pany shall be closed, the corporators named in the first section, or amajority of 
them, and in case any of them refuse to act, then a majority of the remainder, 
shall, withia five days thereafter, call the first meeting of the stockholders of 
said company to meet within five days thereafter for the choice ofseven directors, 
of which publienotice shall be given for two days in notless than two newspapers 
publisbed daily in the city of Washington, or by written or printed personal 
notice to each stockholder by the secretary or clerk of said se ken and in 
all meetings of the stockholders each share shall entitle the holder to one vote, 
to be given in person or by proxy. 

The following amendment, reported by the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, was read: 

After the word “subscribing,” in line 14, strike out ‘' five” and insert “ ten.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Sections 11 and 12 of the bill were read. 

Section 13 was read, as follows: 

Sec. 13. That there shall be an annual meeting of the stockholders for choice 
of directors, to be holden at such times and place, and under such conditionsand 
upon such notice, as the said company in their by-laws prescribe; and said di- 
rectors shall annually make a report of their doings to the stockholders in gen- 
eral meeting. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amendment: 

Add, at the race hg the section, the words “and to the commissioners of the 


District of Colum 
The amendment was adopted. 
Section 14 was read, as follows? 


Sec. 14. That if any person or persons shall willfully or unnecessarily obstruct 
or impede the passage of the cars of said railway, or destroy or injure the cars, 
depots, stations, or other property belonging to said railway, the person or per- 
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sons so offending shall forfeit and pay for each such offense the sum of $50 to 
the said com y, to be recovered and disposed of as other fines and penalties 
in said District, and shall remain liable, in addition to said penalty, for any loss 
or damage sustained by his, her, or their act as aforesaid; but no suit shall be 
brought unless commenced within sixty days after such offense shall have been 
committed. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ment: 


Surna line 6 to read: “A sum not exceeding $50;™ so that the paragraph wilk 


read: 
“The person or persons so offending shall forfeit and pay for each such offense 
a sum not exceeding $60, to be recovered,” ete, 

The amendment was adopted. 

Section 15 was read, as follows: 

Sec. 15. That unless the said corporators shall commence work within six 
months and complete their said way to the city limits within three years 
from and after the passage of this act, then this act shall be null and void, 
and no rights whatever shall be acquired under it, 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amendments: 

In line 2, strike out “six” and insert ‘‘three.” 
In line 3, strike out “three” and insert “two,” 

The amendments were adopted. 

Section 16 was read. 

Section 17 was read, as follows: ` 

Serc. 17, That said com shall make such reports of ditu: earn- 
ings, or otherwise to the cutborities of the Goveeaaen as nay) be esate by 

wW. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ment: 

Amend the section’so that it will read as follows: 

„SEC, 17. That said company shall make full reports of expenditures and earn- 
ings annually to Congress. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. LYNCH. I move a further amendment to this section. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add after the word “Congress: ™ 

“And that whenever the net income shall exceed 10 per cent. of the amount 
of the capital stock paid in actual cash, one-half of such excess of income shall 
be equally divided between said company and the District of Columbia.” 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Chairman, the House committee undertook 
to provide for the taxation of these railroads in that way by directing 
that they should pay the balance of their gross incomes, after a certain 
percentage was paid to the stockholders, into the treasury of the Dis- 
trict. But after consideration and furtherconsultation with the mem- 
bers of the Senate, who had been considering bills upon which a simi- 
lar provision has been attached by the House, the committee of the 
House receded, and the House agreed with them; because if the com- 
pany makes more than a reasonable sum the people of the District 
ought to have the benefit of it by a reduction in the price of fare; and 
I believe it is provided in this bill that such shall be the case. If 
not, it is a provision that ought to be here, and I shall offer such an 
amendment so that the fares to be paid by passengers shall be subject to 
the control of the commissioners of the District of Columbia. In that 
event, if the company makes more than a reasonable income, the proper 
way and the fairest way to get at it is to reduce the fare; and that law 
is expected to apply to all the railroads in the District. It is fair that 
they ought to be treated in the same way. 

Mr. WARNER. Is that provision in this bill? 

Mr. HEMPHILL, If itis not, I will move an amendment to put it 
in. I will offer that amendment now; that is to say, that the rate of 
fare shall be subject to the control of the commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, and that, I think, ought to satisfy the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. “ 

Mr. SPINOLA. With the addition that it shall not at any time ex- 
ceed 5 cents. 

A DINGH What is the objection to the provision I have sug- 

gested? 
Mr. HEMPHILL., Well, sir, in the first place, to get at what the 
income of a railroad company is, is almost an impossibility. That is 
one of the difficulties that arises. The second is, that there ought not 
to be a different rule applied to this road than that which applies to 
any of the others. Now, asI say, the Senate committee is preparing 
a general bill for the taxation of all of the railroads. This road is more 
in the nature of a public enterprise, so far as the benefits to be con- 
ferred upon the public, or as between the railroad and the public is 
concerned, than any of the railroads occupying the more important 
portions of the city and passing through prominent thoroughfares, 
Those roads within the limits of the city make a great deal of money. 
There is no prospect of this road making any money for a long time. 
Itisan unsettled portion of the District, and while it is a great accommo- 
dation to the people living along the proposed line of the road, it will 
be some time betore the stockholders can hope to realize any benefit 
from their investment. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. Chairman, I wish to be heard for a few mo- 
ments on the amendment proposed by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. I think the whole system of granting these special charters is 
unjust and wrong. What do you do in this bill? And in making 
these remarks I want to go on record as a general principle in opposi- 
tion to this chsracter of legislation. 
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What does this bill propose? Like all others, we propose to give to 
a number of men selected by name a special righ t torun a 
through certain of the streets and avenues in the city of Washington. 
That is undoubtedly a very valuable privilege. When a.certain num- 
ber of selected men are given the rightto make money in that manner, 


by the use of the public property and public streets of the city of Wash-_ 


ington, there ought to be some distinct compensating advantage to the 
people of the District and to the public treasury in exchange for that 
privilege. Now, in the city of New York one of the greatest public 
scandals that has ever disgraced this country was the granting of the 
franchise for the Broadway Railroad, and every citizen knows that that 
great franchise, if #t had been honestly disposed of, or if it had been 
sold at public auction, would have produced an exceedingly large sum 
of money to be paid into the public treasury. 

For myself I do not believe that Congress ought to incorporate any 
set of men into a railroad eompany, with a special charter or special 
control over the public avenues or streets of the city. If there is such 
a public demand that in the city of Washington there is to be built a 
horse railroad or other railroad through any portion of the public prop- 
erty, the hetter plan, in my opinion, and the proper way would be to 
put that franchise up at public auction, to be disposed of on the best 
terms for the benefit of the people of the District and of the treasury 
thereof. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the people of the United States are paying a 
very large sum of money to beautify this magnificent capital; and there 
scems a spirit in all local enterprises that find voice here in Congress 
that the same care shall not be exercised that would be the case in 
other cities to get from these corporations for the public franchise as 
much money as may be a legitimate compensation in order that the 
burden of taxation might be lightened in the city of Washington, and 
in order that the charge upon the Treasury of the United States which 
now goes to make up the difference between the annual expenses of the 
District and the tax levied here, shall not fall, as it now does, largely 
on the whole people of the United States. 

The gentleman from South Carolina says that it will be some time 
before this railroad would come under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and he thinks that an argument against 
the amendment. Now, the amendment, if adopted, would bea part 
of the act incorporating this company, and would not be effective until 
such time as the receipts of this company would bring it under this 
amendment and bring money into the treasury of this District. 

The proper way, and the only way by which you can avoid public 
scandal and do justice to the citizens of this District, would be to sell 
by auction to the highest bidder the franchises of these great public 
carrying companies and gas companies, so that the public could get the 
benefit; and failing in that there is one remedy which you have here 
in Congress, and that is to fix in the charter of these great corporations 
a clause that the fare shall not exceed a certain amount, and then the 
traveling public will get the benefit of the advantages and immunities 
which Jor are granting by legislation to the men who constitute these, 
com 

Mr. COMPTON. A provision to limit the amount of the fare is in 
this bill. 

Mr. McADOO. At whatfigure does it fix the maximum? 

Mr. COMPTON. At 10 cents. 

Mr. McADOO, That maximum is too high. I would like to lower 
the maximum, 

Mr, COMPTON. I would say that the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. HEMPHILL] is now preparing an amendment that will put 
the whole thing into the hands of the District commissioners for control. 

Mr. McADOO. That is better than nothing. The amendment of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is a wise one. It will give some 
benetit to the public for the franchises accorded to these companies, and 
I hope it will be approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


The committee informally rose, and Mr. HATCH took the chair as 
Speaker pro tempore. 

A message, in writing, from the President of the United States was 
communicated to the House by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, who 
also announced that the President had approved and signed bills and 
joint resolution of the following titles: 

An act (H. R. 8989) making appropriations to provide for the ex- 
penses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes; 

An act (H. R. 10233) making an appropriation for the Department 
of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other 
purposes 

‘An act (H. R. 5903) for the relief of Lewis Davis, a soldier of the war 
of 1812; 

An act (H. R. 5096) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
Flint River, in the State of Georgia 

An act (H. vel 9816) to Satkar the building ofa railroad bridge at 
Fort Smith, Ark. 

An act (H. R. 1983) to ratify an act entitled ‘‘An act creating the 
county of San Juan,” in the Territory of New Mexico; 
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An act (H. R. 1387) for the relief of certain volunteer soldiers; 

An act (H. R. 4423) relating to certain acts of the Twenty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly of the Territory of New Mexico; 

An act (H. R. 3376) to extend the limits of the port of New Orleans; 

An act (H. R. 8391) to authorize the location of a branch home for 
volunteer disabled soldiers in Grant County, Indiana, and for other pur- 


poses 
An act (H. R. 8039) providing for the appointment of police matrons 
for the District of Columbia, defining their duties, and for other pur- 


poses; 

An act (H. R. 10628) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River between Clay County and Jackson County, Mis- 
souri, at a point to be selected consistent with the interests of river 
navigation between Kansas City, Mo., and a point within 5 miles be- 
low said city; 

An act (H. R. 474) for the relief of General G. Cluseret; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 161) to authorize the Secretary of War 
4 issue arms and equipments to the militia of the District of Colum- 

ia. 
WASHINGTON AND HIGHLANDS STREET RAILWAY. 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session, Mr. RoGERS in the 
chair. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I desire to offer an amendment to the bill, to 
be inserted at the proper place. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 


The right is reserved to alter or amend this act, and to control said company 
as to the rates to be charged on said railroad, 


Mr. COMPTON. If the gentleman had read the bill through, he 
would have found a clause which gives Congress power to alter or 
amend the charter. 

Mr. LYNCH. ‘The only objections offered to my amendment are 
two. The first is that it is almost impossible to ascertain what is the 
income of a street railroad. I would respectfully submit to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. HEMPHILL] that that is one very 
good reason for the adoption of the amendment. It seems to me that 
there should be some power or some provision to ascertain how much 
should be turned into the treasury of the city. The second is that 
there seems to be no prospect whatever of this company making any 
large sum, or having much income for years to come. Now, if the 
amendment be adopted, the city will receive a benefit from the run- 
ning of the cars and the occupancy of the streets; and the company 
will expend the income by supplying better facilities for the traveling 

ublic. 
p The amendment of Mr. LyxcH was adopted; ayes 15, noes 11. 

Mr, HEMPHILL. I donot think it is necessary to offer the amend- 
ment I referred to a moment ago, and therefore I will not offer it. 

This act may at any time be altered, amended, or repealed, and I do 
not think theamendment of the gentleman from Minnesota is necessary. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I offer an amendment: In section 1, after the 
word ‘‘steam,’’ insert ‘‘locomotive.’’ 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the committee now recur to section 
8 for the pur of considering the amendment of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [ Mr. McApoo]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

te Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

noa pupa section 8, after the word “meridian,” add the words “ no fare shall 

or demanded from any passenger except he or she shall hare sufti- 

edn sitting room afforded him or her,and no car shall take on any passenger 
or passengers except there is sitting room for the same.’ 

Mr. COMPTON. I hope the amendment will not be adopted. 

Mr. McADOO. I think that one of the greatest inconveniences the 
traveling public are subjected to, especially in horse-cars in cities, is 
the taking up of passengers when the seating capacity of the car has 
been exhausted. Take one of these open summer cars. They have a 
certain seating capacity which is very easily determined, but I venture 
to say that if any number of ladies or gentlemen were to stand on the 
street corner and signal one of these cars, the seating capacity of which 
is fully occupied, the car would be stopped and these people would 
have to hang on the outside, but still have to pay their fare. 

I did not make the amendment as strong as I think iit ought to 
be made. I-believe that there should be a penalty imposed for the 
stopping of cars by the agents of this company to take on passengers 
when they are unable to give them seats. This amendment is a very 
mild one. It simply provides that if a passenger is taken on the car 
when no seat is provided for him the conductor shall not have any right 
to demand the payment of fare from thatpassenger. Can there be any 
objection to that? Ifa person isin a great hurry and is willing to 
stand upon the platform or in any other part of the car, he will still 
be free, even with this amendment, to pay his fare if he chooses, and 
a man who knows this to be the law and who isinsucha hurry that he 
prefers not to wait for another car, will be perfectly willing to pay his 
fare without its being demanded. On the other hand, when you say 
to the company, as this amendment proposes to say, that they shall 
not demand fare of any passenger unless they provide him a seat, you 
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will stop this abuse. It very often happens that a car which has every 
seat filled comes along; it is difficult for people on the sidewalk, espe- 
cially on the broad avenues of this city, to tell whether the car is full 
or not, and when they signal the conductor he stops the car and takes 
them on, although he knows that he has no seats for them. In other 
words, he takes those passengers under false pretenses. As I have said, 
you can not always tell from the sidewalk whetheracarisfullornot. It 
may be a lady who can not afford to stand up, and when the conductor of 
acar which is already filled stops that car and takes on such a passenger, 
orany passenger, he obtains that passenger under a false pretense. Now, 
if you adopt this amendment the conductors will not take people on 
board their cars unless they can furnish them with seats. 

Mr. BREWER. Does not the lady usually go down to the track in 
the avenue, where she can see whether the car is full or not? 

Mr. MCADOO. ‘The habits of the female sex in regard to horse-cars 
I have not studied very much. 

Mr. BREWER. Is not that the gentleman’s own practice also? 

Mr. McADOO. I very frequently stand on the curb, That is my 
individual practice. 

Mr. BREWER. Suppose yougo down to the car track on theavenue, 
and the day is rainy, and a car comes along with all the seats filled, 
would not you prefer to get on that car rather than stand in the rain 
and wait for another? 

Mr. McADOO. Yes, sir; and in that case I could pay my fare. 

Mr. BREWER. Yes; the gentleman could pay his fare, but would 
not nine-tenths of the wers exercise the privilege which this 
amendment would give them to withhold their fare ? 

Mr. MCADOO. en why could not a rich corporation like the 
Pennsylvania avenue line increase the number of its ears and ran 
them with such frequency that no passenger would be obliged to take 
a crowded car? 

Mr. BREWER. ‘Can the gentleman make any complaint now that 
the cars on Pennsylvania avenue do not run with sufficient frequency ? 

Mr. McADOO. I know they are very generally overcrowded. 

Mr. BREWER. But do they not run frequently enough? 

Mr. McADOO. I do not know about that. I say that they are 
generally overcrowded. I do not want to enter into a criticism of any 
existing company unless I know all the facts. But I know that the 
cars are generally overcrowded and that if they ran more frequently 
they would be less crowded. 

Mr. BREWER. Does the gentleman believe that preventing passen- 
gers getting on a carin which the seats are all filled would be more sat- 
isfactory to the public than the present practice of letting passengers 
take their chance of getting a seat? 

Mr. McADOO. Ido, andIwilltell you why. Theadoption ofsuch 
a rule would compel the company to run more cars and to run them 
more frequently. That would be the result of prohibiting the con- 
ductors from overcrowding their cars. 

Mr. COMPTON. . How much smoke a little fire makes! <A few years 
ago we had the great New York Broadway street railroad steal, and 
gentlemeù who are proposing these amendments here must have that 
in their minds. Here is a bill to authorize the construction of a little 
road, about 4 miles in length, from the extreme northeastern section of 
the city out through a sparsely settled country, as aconvenience for the 
few people who happen to reside along its line and at its terminus, an 
enterprise which under any circumstances will have to struggle to main- 
tain itself at all, and here are propositions to load it down with a lot ot 
amendments which if they were proposed to a line of road on Broad- 
way, New York, or on Pennsylvania avenue in this city might have 
some show of reason, but which, as applied to this proposed road, are 
simply absurd. I hope the amendment of the gentleman from New 
Jersey will not prevail. 

The amendment of Mr. MCADOO was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying this bill aside to be 
reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. WARNER. Before that is done I wish to ask the chairman of 
the Committee on the District of Columbia a question. It is provided 
in this bill that the maximum fare shall not exceed 10 cents for each 
passenger, and it is announced that the purpose of that is to give Con- 
gress control so as to reduce the fare as soon as the earnings of the road 
will permit. The inquiry I wish to make is, what provision there is 
in the bill to ascertain the exact earnings of this ait i 

Mr. COMPTON. ‘They report to Congress every year. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I will state to the gentleman that the bill re- 
quires that. 

Mr. WARNER. That is entirely satisfactory. 
ing an amendment to that effect. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I now ask to recur to the section that was 
passed over (section 8), with a view of submitting the amendment I 
sent to the desk some time ago. 

The amendment was read, as folic ws: 

And said company shall operate the c2rs on said railroad at and during such 
shours as the commissioners or Congress may prescribe. 

Mr. BREWER. The gentleman from Minnesota, I understood, of- 
fered this as an amendment to the amendment of the gentleman from 
Missouri. I think he meant the gontieman from New Jersey; and as 


I was about prepar- 


that amendment was voted down of course the motion is not in order. 
I simply call attention to the matter. : 

Mr. MACDONALD. Ido notofieritasan amendment toany amend- 
ment. I offer it as a part of the section under consideration, but un- 
derstood the proper place would be to follow that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands this is an amendment to 
the eighth section. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 20, 
noes 3. 

So the amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I would like to ask the chairman of 
the committee if there is anything in this bill that prescribes the form 
of or the matter to be embraced in the annual report to Congress ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. The bill prescribes that the company shall make 
such reports of expenditures, earnings, etc., annually to Congress, It 
is the report that is required of all companies of this kind. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. That is satisfactory to me. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, ELEVATOR, AND RAILWAY COMPANY. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I now call up the bill (H. R. 9581) to incor- 
porate the Georgetown Barge,{Dock, Elevator, and Railway Company; 
and I ask unanimous consent to substitute for the House bill the bi 
of the Senate, No. 2252, of the same titie, which has been reported 
favorably from the committee. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Withoutobjection, thesubstitution will be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I moveto dispense with the first formal reading 
of the bill. 

The motion was adopted. 

The Clerk read section 1 of the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Anthony Hyde, William A. Gordon, Robert B. Ten- 
ney, Henry H. Dodge. Morris J. Adler, Edward L. Dent, John A. Baker, John 
Marbury, and Henry M. Sweeny, their associates and be, and they are 
hereby. created a body corporate under the name of the Geo: n Barge, 
Dock, Elevator, and Railway BAA Ta with authority to build and maintain 
a dock or docks on the Potomac River west of Rock reek, and to receive 
therein, and send therefrom, barges, vessels, cargoes, and railway cars, from 
and to any points on the Po\omac River and its tributaries and coastw se; and 
to construct and maintain single or double track Recht t- in the city oi George- 
town or West Washington, D. C., through and along Water street, reaper 
ata point on the west side of the Aqueduct Bridge, through and along sai 
Water street to the eastern terminus of said Water street at Rock Creek, with 
the privilege of extending its tracks from the intersection of Water street and 
Washington or Thirtieth street along Washington or street to the 
Potomac River, and from the intersection of Virxinia avenue and Washingt n 
or Thirtieth street along Virginia avenue to Rock Creek, with sidings, turn-ou! 
turn-tables, and switches necessary for the delivery of cars to warehouses an 
depots along said streets; and als» to construct and maintain warehouses, de- 
pots, and elevators in said city of wn or West Washington, with the 
right to receive and dispatch boats and freight of all kinds, and to run cars 
on said t sidings, switches, turn-outs, and turn-ables, poper by 
steam, horse, or electric power; and to charge and receive for the ns- of the 
docks, railway, warchouses, depots, elevators, and barges of said company, 
such rates as may be fixed by the directors: Provided, That when said lines 
coincide with the duly authorized lines of any duly incorporated street rail- 
way of the District of Columbia, said company shall lay separate and inde- 

ndent the original construction of the said lines whenever, in the 
Judgment of the commissioners of the District of Columbia, it shall be deemed 

y them possible and practicable soto do, Whenever the foregoing route or 
routes may coincide with the duly authorized route or routes of any duly in- 
corporated street railway company in the District of Columbia, either or both 
companies may use the same tracks, when, on account of the width of the 
streets, or for other sufficient reason, it shall be deemed by the commissioners 
of the District to be necessary; and in such case they may use such track@in 
common, upon such fair and pee terms as may be agreed upon by said 
companies; and in the event said company fail to agree upon equitable terms, _ 
either of said companies may apply, by petition, to the supreme court of the 
District of Columbia, which shall hear and determine the matter in due form of 
law, and adjudge to tre proper party the amount of compensation to be paid 
therefor. Said railway shall be constructed of good materials and in a substan- 
tial manner, with the rails of American manufacture and of the most approved 
patterns, laid upon an even surface with the pavement of the street, with the 

with that of the Baltimore and Ohio and Baltimore and Po- 
Companies, all to be approved by the commissioners of the 
District of Columbia. The tracks of said railway, the between the tracks, 
and 2 feet beyond the outer rails thereof, which this franchise is intended to 
cover, shall be at ali times ke bi said corporations well paved and in good 
repair at its own expense and subject to the approval of the commissioners 
afo id. And if the corporation l fail to make the necessary repairs within 
ten days after notice by the commissioners, the repairs shall be made by the 
commissioners, and the cost of such repairs be recovered by the commissioners 
before any court of competent jurisdiction. It shall be lawful for said corpora- 
tion, its successors, or assigns, to ne gy age its said road by steam, , or elec- 
tric power. Jtsball also be lawful for said corporation, its successors, or as- 
signs, to erect and maintain, at such convenient and suitable points along its 
lines as may seem most desirable to the board of directors of said corporation, 
and subject to the approval of the commissioners of the District, an engine- 
house or houses, boiler-house or houses, and all other buildings necessary for 
the operation of a steam, horse, or electric motor railroad. The main line of 
said road shall be completed within two years from the passage of this act; 
and if work is not commenced and prosecuted in good faith on the main line 
in six months after the passage of this act, then the privileges and powers 
granted herein to said corporation shall be void. 


The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ments: 

Inline 87, after the words “‘ Watersireet,’’ insert ‘* undersaid bridge;?’ 
in line 33, after the word ‘‘directors,’”’ insert ‘‘ with the approval of 
the commissioners of the District,” 

The amendments were adopted. 
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Section 2 of the bill was read. 
Section 3 was read, as follows: ; 


SeEC.3. That the government and direction of the affairs of the company shall 
be vested in the board of directors, seven in number, who shall be stockholders 
of record, and who shall hold their oftice for one year, and until their successors 
are duly elected and qualified; and the directors (a majority of whom shall be 
a quorum) sball elect one of their number to be president of the board, who 
shall be president of the company; and they also shall choose a vice-president, 
A secretary, and a treasurer, who shall give a bond, with surety, to said com- 
pany, in such sum as the said directors may require, for the faithful discharge 
of his trust. Incase of a vacancy in the board of directors, by the death, resig- 
nation, or otherwise of any director, the vacancy occasioned thereby shall be 
filled Eaves remaining directors. The directors shall have power to make and 
prescribe such by-laws, rules, and regulations as they shall deem needful and 
proper, touching the dispositionand management of the stock, property, estate, 
and effects of the company, not contrary to the charter or the laws of the United 
States and the ordinances of the District of Columbia, Thereshall be anannual 
meeting of the stockholders for election of directors, to be held at such time 
and place, under such conditions, and upon such notice as the said company in 
their eee may prescribe; and said directors shall annually make a report, 
in writing, of their doings, to the stockholders. If any person or persons shall 
willfally, mischievously, or unnecessarily obstruct or impede the passage of the 
cars, engines, or of said company with a vehicle or vehicles, or otherwise, 
orin any manner molest orinterfere with operatives while in transit, or destroy 
or injure the tracks, barges, cars, or other property belonging to said company, 
the person or persons so offending shall forfeit and pay for each offense not less 
than twenty-five nor more than one hundred dollars, to be recovered as other 
fines and penalties of said District, and shall remain liable, in addition to said 
paai, for any loss or damage occasioned by his or her or their acts as afore- 
said. The principal offices of said company shail always be situated in the city 
of Washington, and all books and papers relating to the business of said com- 
pary shall be kept thereat and open at all times to the inspection of the stock- 

olders, The meeting of stockholders and directors shall be held at said office. 
The book in which transfers of stock shall be recorded shall be closed for the 
purpose of such transfer thirty days before the annual election. 
_ The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ment: 

After the word “aforesaid,” in line 36,insert: ‘‘That the commissioners of 
the District shall make such reasonable regulations as may be deemed proper 
to prevent the said company from obstructing any of the streets the 
tracks of said company may cross, and for the violation of said lations the 
said company shall be een to a penalty not exceeding $100, to be recovered 
in any court of competent jurisdiction.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Sections 4 and 5 of the bill were read, as follows: 

Sec. 4. That each stockholder in the said company shall be individually liable 
for all the debts and liabilities of said com y to the amount of the par value of 
the stock held by such stockholder, until the same shall have been fully npea up. 

Sec. 5. That the same company shall, on or before the 15th day of January 
of each year, make a report to Congress of the names of all the stockholders 
therein, and the amount of stock held by each, together with a detailed state- 
ment of the receipts and expenditures from whatever source, and on what- 
ever account, for preceding year ending December 31, which report shall be 
verified by the affidavit of the president and secretary of the company, and if 
said report is not made at the time specified, or within ten days thereafter, it 
shall be the duty of the commissioners to cause proceedings to be instituted to 
forfeit this charter; and said company shall pay to the District of Columbia, as 
taxes for each year, 4 per cent. of its earnings for the preceding year, as 
shown by said verified statement, which amount shall be payable to the col- 
lector of taxes at the times and in the manner that other taxes are now due and 
payable, and subject to the same penalties on arrears; and the franchise and 

roperty of said company, both real aaa peregini to a sufficient amount, may 
be seized and sold in eatiofaction thereof as now provided by law for the sale 
of other property for taxes; and said per cent. of its gross earnings shall be in 
lieu of ate er assessments of taxes of whatsoever character upon its personai 
property, including its docks and barges, cars, and motive power, but the real 
estate of the company may be taxed as other real estate in the District: Pro- 
vided, That the tracks of company shall not be taxed as real estate. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amendment 
to section 5: 

Tn line 13, after the word " year,” strike out * four‘ and insert “ five.” 

The amendment was adopted. é 

Mr. MCADOO. I offer a further amendment to come in after sec- 
tion 5 as a new section. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add as section 6: 

That the water front at the end of all public streets and highways shall be 
and remain the property of the District of Columbia, and all obstructions to the 
water from the same may be at any time removed. Said company shall pay a 
rental to the District of Columbia as may be fixed by the District commission- 
ers for the use of such lands at the end of such streetsand highways as they may 
occupy and use. 

Mr. McADOO. I hope there will be no objection to that. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Let that be again reported; I did not catch the 
reatling of it. 5 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I have no objection to that if the District of 
Columbia owns the lands already, but I do not understand that because 
we have the right to control the streets that thereby we have the right 
to control the water front or that it is vested in the District. I donot 
know any law that settles the matter. 

Mr. MCADOO. The language of the amendment is that ‘‘it shall be 
and remain the property ;’’ so that if it is not already the property of 
the District this does not affect it. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. But if it does not belong to the District how 
are we to legislate it into the hands of the District? 

Mr. MCADOO. We are passing now very important legislation—— 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I will state that I have no objection, if this is 
the property of the District, to inserting a provision thatit shall remain 
the property of the District; be‘) I am not willing to declare that cer- 
tuin pieces of property shall be and remain the property of the District 


without examining in detail the title to know whether it be such or not. 
If I understand the object of the gentleman from New Jersey, it can 
be accomplished by inserting a provision that all property now belong- 
ing to the District of the kind he specifies shall still remain its prop- 
erty. I agree with him in that respect. 

Mr. McADOO. I think I can put the amendment in such shape by 
accepting the suggestion of the gentleman that it will meet his views. 

Mr. WARNER. Before leaving section 5, I wish to offer an amend- 
menttoit. This, I uaderstand, proposes a new section, 6. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New Jersey is preparing his 
amendment, and the gentleman from Missouri can propose his at this 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to strike out the words in line 19, *‘ to a 
sufiicient amount;’’ so that it will read: 

And the franchise and property of said company, both real and nal, ma; 
be seized and sold, Pe Se eee rS x 

It will be seen that this provision would involve the officer in un- 
necessary liabilities upon his bond, if he seizes or sells more property 
than is really necessary to satisfy the judgment for delinquent taxes, 
Why not leave it as in all other cases ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I have no objection to that. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. McADOO, I send to the desk my amendment as modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to the end of section 6: 

“That the water front at the end of all public streets and rnwars shall be 
and remain open to the use of the public, Said company shali pay a rental to 
the District of Columbia as may be fixed by the District commissioners for the - 
use of such land at the end of such streets or highways as they may occupy and 
use,” 

Mr. McADOO. Probably I had better make some explanation of 
this amendment. In all the large cities of this country, especially in 
the largest city of my district, it has been a crying evil that the water- 
front at the end of the streets and highways has been absorbed by legis- 
lation to the use of great corporations, whereby the people are debarred 
from access to the water at the end of these streets. The public high- 
ways of these cities extend by charter or legal right to low-water mark; 
and the citizens have a right at all times to free access by means of the 
public streets to the water. The evil now complained of in many places, 
and which I seek to guard against in the incorporation of this company, 
is that by special charters or privileges great corporations have, in many 
of our’cities—in my own city, for instance, and as I am informed by a 
gentleman on my right in a large city of the West—obtained posses- 
sion of what belongs properly to the people; so that when the citizens 
go to the water end of a street they find therea wall inclosing the dock 
or other private property of a steam-ship or railroad company. 

I desire that when we are nde, hee privileges to this dock and 
barge company, the citizens of this District shall not be debarred from 
free access by means of the public highways to the navigable’ waters of 
the Potomac River. I wish it to appear clearly in this act that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia or the people thereof have not parted with any right 
which will debar them from access to the waters of the river. I fur- 
ther desire that when this barge company is allowed to occupy the end 
of a street with adock or a railroad or other structure, such as the bill 
contemplates, the District of Columbia or the public shall not be pre- 
vented from removing the same if it should become a nuisance, 

My amendment also provides that the treasury of the District shall 
receive a rental, to be paid by this company as compensation for the 
benefits which it is to enjoy under this act. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I appreciate the motive'of the gentleman from 
New Jersey | Mr. MCADOO]; but I think he does not undertake its ac- 
complishment in the right way. This bill does not provide that this 
company shall take any part of the property belonging to the District 
of Columbia. The streets of any city, as I understand the law, do not 
belong to the city; the city has only a certain easement in them, while 
the title is vested elsewhere. I do not know how the case may be in 
this city; but that, as I understand, is the law generally all over the 
country with reference to public highways. — 

This bill provides distinctly that the rates of charge for the docks, 
railway, warehouses, depots, and elevators of the company shall be 
fixed by the directors, with the approval of the commissioners of the 
District of Columbia. In other words, they can not impose a cent of 
charge for any work they may do except with the approbation of the 
District commissioners. This, it seems to me, is a sufficient protec- 
tion for the people. 

More than that, section 6 provides that ‘this act may at any time 
be altered, amended or repealed by the Congress of the United States.” 
So that this company does not acquire any rights which may not at 
any time be withdrawn should their exercise become a nuisance, which 
the gentleman from New Jersey has intimated may happen. 

It seems to me the two provisions of this bill which I have cited 
guard sufficiently the public rights. The trouble with the amendment 
of the gentleman from New Jersey is that it declares that certain prop- 
erty shall be and remain the property of the District of Columbia, whefi 
as a matter of fact it is very doubtful whether the District has any prop- 
erty rights in the matter at this time. Itseems to be unjust to declare 
that this property shall be the property of the District of Columbia un- 
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less we know that it is so in fact. Such a provision if adopted would 
be nugatory. I trust the amendment of the gentleman from New 
Jersey will not be agreed to. 

Mr. MCADOO. In the first place, I think the measure should pro- 
vide that these facilities belonging to the people shall remain open to 
the public use. They are not the property of the District of Columbia, 
but the public right. The city, or District, or any legislative authority 
may control as to the use, but the right is in the people, and my 
amendment simply says that the public right to go on the public high- 
way to the water shall remain open to the public, and that no corpo- 
ration shall bar it with a gate, or with a wall, but that the right shall 
always remain inviolate. The gentleman says that the bill has the 
usual provision that Congress may alter, amend, or repeal. ~ My expe- 
rience in one of the older States, and in an old city of an old State, is 
that when you give a corporation a right like that, or when they are 
once firmly established on the public property, you will never be able 
so to amend their charter as to get them off. The time to prevent 
abuse is when you accord the charter. 

There is not a gentleman on this floor but knows the difficulty at- 
tending the amendment of & charter previously given to a corporation. 
Should a proposition be made to amend the charter, gentlemen would 
stand on this floor and defend it as a vested right. The proper time 
to prevent these abuses is when you are making the law. 

Mr. HEMPHILL, I think the first part of the amendment is well 
enough, and I have no objection toit, that the street shall remain open 
to the public clear down to the water; but to authorize the commis- 
sioners to collect rent from these companies when they already have 
the right to fix the charges, I think is giving additional power that will 
prove destructive to the whole matter. 

oe McADOO. I accept the suggestion of the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the modified amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add as section 6: 

“That the water front at the end of all public streets and highways shall be 
and remain open to the use of the public.’ 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. HEMPHILL moved that section 6 be numbered section 7. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

By unanimous consent it was ordered that House bill 9581 be re- 
ported to the House with the recommendation that it be laid on the 
table. 

ANACOSTIA AND POTOMAC RAILROAD. 


The next bill (consideration of which was asked by Mr. HEMPHILL) 
was the bill (S. 1051) to amend an act giving the approval and sanction 
of Congress to the route and termini of the Anacostia and Potomac 
River Railroad in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I ask unanimous consent that we dispense with 
the first reading of the bill. 

There was no objection; and it was ordered accordingly. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose, and Mr. HATCH took the chair as 
Speaker pro tempore. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed bills of the House of the following 
titles with amendments, and requested a conference on said bills sev- 
erally; and that the Senate had appointed Mr. Vest, Mr. SAWYER, and 
Mr. MANDERSON as managers of said conference on the part of the 


Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 10128) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a railroad bridge by the Birmingham, Atlantic and Air-Line Rail- 
road and Banking and Navigation Company across the Oconee River, in 
Laurens County, State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 7438) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway Company the right to construct and maintain a bridge 
across the Missouri River, near Winona, Emmons County, Dakota; 

A bill (H. R. 7899) authorizing the construction of a bridge over the 
Tennessee River at or near Lamb’s Ferry, Alabama, and for other pur- 


poses; 

A bill (H. R. 3070) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, in Montana; 

A bill (H. R. 5095) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Ocmulgee River, in the State of Georgia, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 3523) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, and to establish it as a post-road; 

A bill (H. R. 6699) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Water- 
town Railway Company; - 

A bill (H. R. 8355) to authorize the construction ofa railroad, wagon, 
and fovt-passenger bridge across the St. John’s River between De Land 
Landing and Lake Monroe, in the State of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 9079) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Tennessee River at or near Knoxville, Tenn.; 


A bill (H. R. 9086) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Oostenaula River at or near Rome, Ga.; 

A bill (H. R. 9420) authorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas and 
Northern Railway Company to construct and maintain bridges across 
Bayou Bartholomew, and across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sabine 
Rivers, in Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; 

A bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a railroad, 
wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River at a 
point in the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and State 
of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr.; 

A bill (H. R. 2170) toauthorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and foot-passenger bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Bur- 
lington, in the State of Iowa; and 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the constraction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 2116) to provide aid to State 
homes for thesupport of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States, 
asked a conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, and had 
appointed as conferees on the part of the Senate Mr. MANDERSON, Mr. 
HAWLEY, and Mr. HAMPTON. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 1856) to establish a life-sav- 
ing station on the Atlantic coast between Indian River Inlet, Dela- 
ware, and Ocean City, Md., asked a conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two. Houses, and had appointed as conferees on the part of the 
Senate Mr. FRYE, Mr. Jones, of Nevada, and Mr. GRAY. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed bills of the 
following titles; in which the concurrence of the House was requested, 

A bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago, Ill., to be used as an appraiser’s warehouse and other public 


purposes; 
+A bill (S. 3285) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Tensas River at or near Kirk’s Ferry, Louisiana; 
A bill (S. 3284) to authorize the construction ofa bridgeacross Bayou 
Bartholomew at or near Ward’s Ferry, Louisiana; and 
A bill (S. 1138) to reimburse the depositors of the Freedman’s Sav- 
ings and Trust Company for losses incurred by the failure of said com- 


pany. 

The message further announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
House amendments to the following Senate bills: * 

A bill (S. 2033) granting a pension to Joseph Wirth; 

A bill (S. 1650) for the relief of Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell; 

A bill (S. 888) granting a pension to Mary A. Cutts; and 

A bill (S. 734) granting a pension to James Hale. 

It further announced the Senate had passed without amendments 
bills of the following titles: b 

A bill (H. R. 8354) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
2 ame bridge over the Halifax River, at Daytona, Volusia County, 

orida; 

A bill (H. R. 9512) for the erection of a public building at Brswns- 
ville, Tex. ; 

A bill (H. R. 9611) to authorize the Macon, Tuscaloosa and Bir- 
mingbam Railroad Company to build a bridge across the Black War- 
rior River in Alabama; and 

A bill (H. R. 10053) to make May 30 a holiday in the District of 
Columbia. 

The message also announced that the Senate had adopted a coucur- 
rent resolution to authorize the printing of matter furnished by the 
Bureau of Ethnology relating to researches and discoveries connected 
with the study of the North American Indians. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. STEWART, of Vermont, for two weeks, on account of impor- 
tant business. 

To Mr. CANDLER, indefinitely, on account of sickness in his family. 

To Mr. Stewart, of Texas, indefinitely. 

ASCENSION CHURCH. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Speaker, the Senate has just sent over a bill 
(S. 1099) for the relief of the Ascension Church. We a bill here 
this morning for the same purpose, and I would like to have the House 
reconsider the vote by which the House bill was passed and put the 
Senate bill upon its passage. x 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks a motion to recon- 
sider has been entered and agreed to in that case, so that what the 
gentleman asks can be done only by unanimous consent. 
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Mr. HEMPHILL. I ask unanimousconsent to reconsider the action 
of the House upon the House bill in order that we may take up and 
pass the Senate bill, which is of exactly similar import. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. HEMPHILL] asks unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill indicated by him was passed, and that the Senate bill 
(S. 1099) for the reliefof the Church of the Ascension, in the District of 
Columbia, be now put upon its passage. Is there objection? 

Mr. McCREARY. In what regard does the House bill differ from 


the Senate bill? 
Mr. HEMPHILL. Notatall. The bills are identical. 


There was no objection to the request of Mr. HEMPHILL, and it was 
so ordered. 

The Senate bill (S. 1099) was ordered to a third reading, and it was 
accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HEMPHILL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
pared; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. : 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The House bill (H. R. 10926, a substitute for H. R. 3004) was Jaid 
on the table. 


ANACOSTIA AND POTOMAC RAILROAD, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
The Committee of the Whole resumed its session, Mr. ROGERS in 


the chair. 
The CHSIRMAN. ‘The Clerk will read the Senate bill which he 


was about to read when the committee rose informally, the bill (S. 1051) 
to amend the act giving the approval and sanction of Congress to the 
route and termini of the Anacostia and Potomac River Railroad, in the 
District of Columbia. 

That the act giving the ay aw and sanction of Congress to the route and 
termini of the Anacostia and Potomac River Railroad, approved February 13, 
1875, and amended March 24, 1876, be, and the same is hereby, amended so as 
to authorize said company to lay tracks and run cars thereon from the inter- 
section of its tracks on M street south with Seventh street east; along Seventh 
street to G street south; along G street to Fourth street east; along Third street 
to E street south; along E street to Canal street; along Canal street to B street 
south; along B street south to Third street west; along Third street to Mis- 
souri avenue; along Missouri avenue to Sixth street west; along Sixth street 
to B street; north along B street to a point near the Center Market to be named 
by the commissioners of the District of Columbia: Provided, That the said 
company shall complete the above-menticned tracks and run cars thereon 
within one year from the approval of this act; and from the intersection of its 
tracks on M street south with Second street west; along Second street to its 
tracks on Canal street: Provided, That said compatiy shall complete the last- 
mentioned tracks and run cars thereon within two years from the approval ot 
this act. The company is also authorized to extend its tracks and run cars 
thereon from its track at Seventh and G streets southeast herein mentioned, 
along G street to Seventeenth street east; along Seventeenth street to E street 
south; along E street to and beyond the entrance to the Congressional Ceme- 
tery at a point to be named by the commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
after the said streets shall have been improved. 

Sec. 2. That the said company may be permitted to place or cause tobe placed 
upon the Anı bridge an additional track, and the rails of both tracks shall 
be of such form as will offer the least obstruction to ordinary traffic, and subject 
to approval by the commissioners of the District of Columbia, Thesaid com- 
pany shall also construct at least a single track, with necessary switches and 
turn-outs, along Harrison street, in Anacostia, to the entrance to the grounds of 
the German Orphan Asylum, and run cars thereon within six months after lay- 
ing the track mentioned on said bridge. 

Src. 3. That the said company is also authorized to extend its tracks and run 
cars thereon from its present terminus on Nichols avenue, near Anacostia, by 
the way of Nichols avenue to the entrance to the grounds of the Government 
Patera fe the Insane, and along said avenue and the Livingstone road to the 

t ine. 

Sec, 4. That should any part of the track extension herein authorized coin- 
cide with portions of any other duly incorporated street railway in the District 
of Columbia, but one set of tracks shall be used when, on account of the width 
of the street, or for other sufficient reason, it shall be deemed necessary by the 
commissioners of the District; and the relative conditions of use and of char- 
tered rights may be adjusted upon terms to be mutually agreed upon between 
the companies, or, in case of disagreement, by the supreme court of the District 
of Columbia, on petition filed therein by either party,and on such notice to the 
other as the court may order, 

Seo. 5. That in the construction of tracks herein specified the ps of rail 
used shall be approved by the commissioners of the District of Columbia, and 
in any extensive repairs to the tracks now owned by the company requiring 
new rails the pattern of rails shall likewise be epprires by the commissioners 
of the District of Columbia: Provided, That all rails laid upon the streets of the 
city of Washington by said company shali be on a level with the surface of the 
streets and shall not project above same. s x 

Sxc. 6, That the company shall place cars of the best construction on said rail- 
way, with all modern improvements necessary to the convenience and comfort 
of passengers,and shall run cars thereon as often as the public convenience 
may require, in accordance with a time-table or schedule adopted by the com- 

ny, a copy of which shall be filed with the commissioners of the District of 
lumbia, and be approved by them, 

Sec. 7. That the said Anacostia and Potomac River Railroad Company shall 
on or before the 15th day of January of each year, make a report to Congress o: 
the names of all the stockholders thercin and the amount of stock held by each, 
together with a detailed statement of the receipts and expenditures from what- 
ever source and on whatever account, for the preceding year ending December 
the 3lst, which report shall be verified by affidavit of the president and secre- 
tary of said company ; and said company shall pay to the District of Columbia, 
in lieu of taxes upon personal property, including cars, tracks, and motive 
power for the next ensuing year, 2 per cent. forthe first ten years after comple- 
tion, and thereafter 4 per cent. of its gross earnings upon traffic for the preced- 
ing year as shown by said verified statement, which amount shall be payable to 
the collector of taxes at the times and in the manner that other taxes are now due 
and payable, and subject to the same penalties on arrears; andthe franchiseand 
property, of said company, both real and personal, to a sufficient amount, may 

seized and sold in satisfaction thereof, as now provided by law for the sale 
of other Lge y for taxes; and said per cent, of its gross earnings shall be in 
lieu of all otber assessments of personal taxes upon its property used solely and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 23, 


exclusively in the 
shall be taxed as other real estate in the 
shall not be taxed as real estate: Provided, That whenever the net receipts of 
said company from its business upon said road shall, for any years, exceed 10 
per cent, of the actual cost of such road, then the company „under the di- 
rection of the said commissioners, reduce the rate of passenger fare toan amount 
as near as the same can be approximated, so that the net receipts of said com- 
pany from its business upon such road shall not exceed 10 per cent. of the actual 
cost for the construction, equipment, and maintenance thereof. 
Src, 8, That Congress may at any time amend, alter, or repeal this act, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass, 


BRIGHTWOOD RAILROAD COMPANY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I call up the bill (H. R. 10480) to incorporate 
the Brightwood Railroad Company, of the District of Columbia, and 
I move to substitute for the House bill the Senate bill (S. 2742) forthe 


same purpose, 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That M. M. Parker, A. A. Thomas, ©. M. Anderson, C. B, Pear- 
son, and Joseph Paul, of the District of Columbia, and their associates, succes- 
sors, and assigns, be, and they are hereby, created a body corporate and poli- 
mh under the name of the Brightwood Railway Company of the District of 
Columbia, and may make and use a common mak and by that name may sue 
and be sued, plead and be imp |. With authority to construct and lay down 
asingle or double track railway, with the necessary switches, turn-outs, and 
other mechanical devices, and sewer connections, necessary tooperate the same 
by horse, cable, or electric power, in the District of Columbia, through and along 
Brightwood avenue, from Bo street to the boundory-line of the District 
of Columbia, with the right to run public thereon propelled by horse, , 
cable, electric, or cable power. Whenever the foregoing route or routes may co- 
incide with the duly authorized route or routes of any other duly incorporated 

way company in the District of Columbia, both companies shall use the 
same tracks, upon such fair and equitable terms as may be agreed upon by 
said companies; and in the event said companies fail to agree upon equit- 
able terms, either of said companies may apply, by petition, to the supreme 
court of the District of Columbia, which shall hear and determine the mat- 
ter in due form of law, and adjudge to the proper party the amount of compen- 
sation to be paid therefor. Said corporation is authorized and empowered 
to propel its cars on such other lines as it shall coincide with by cable power, or 
such other motive power as it shall use to propel itsown cars with on the routes 
ibed in this act, and may repair and construct such proportions of its road 
as may be upon the line or route or routes of any other road thus used; and in 
case of any disagreement regarding such construction or repairs with any com- 
pany whose line ie thus such disagreement may be heard and determined 
summarily upon the application of either road to any court in said District hay- 
ing common-law jurisdiction. Said company shall receive a rate of fare not ex- 
ceeding 5 cents for each passenger for each continuous ride between all points 
of its line, but shall sell six tickets for 25 cents. 

Sec, 2, That the said railway company shall, on or before the 15th of January 
ofeach year, make a report to Congress of the names of all the stockholders 
therein, and the amount of stock heid by each, together with a detailed state- 
ment of the receipts and expenditures, from whatever source and on whatever 
account, for the preceding year ending December 31, which report shall be veri- 
fied by affidavit of the president and pegaen 4 of said company ; and if said re- 
port is not made at the time specified, or within ten days thereafter, it shall bo 
the duty of the commissioners to cause to be instituted judicial p ings to 
forfeit this charter; and said company shall pay to the trict of Columbia, in 
lieu of taxes upon personal property, including cars and motive power, for each 
year, 4 per cent. of its gross earnings upon its traffic, which amount shall be pay- 
able to the collector of taxes at the times and in the manner that other taxes 
are now due and payable, and subject to the same penalties or arrears; and 
the franchise and property of said company, both real and personal, to a sufri- 
cient amount, may be seized and sold in satisfaction thereof, as now provided 
by law for the sale of other property for taxes; and said per cent. of its gross 
earnings shall be in lieu of all other assessments upon its personal property, 
used solely and exclusively in the operation and management of said railway. 
Its real estate shall be taxed as other real estate in the District, provided its 
tracks shall not be taxed as real estate. 

Sec. 3. That the said railway shall be laid upon such part of the road as may 
be designated by the commissioners of the District, and must be constructed of 
good materials, and in a substantial and durable manner, with the rails ot the 
most approved pattern, all to be approved by the commissioners of the District, 
laid upon an even suriace with the pavement of the street, and in such a man- 
ner as to interfere with the ordinary travel as little as practicable, and the gauge 
to correspond with that of other city railroads, 

Src. 4. That the said corporation shall, at its own expense, keep its tracks, and 
for the space of 2 feet beyond the outer rails thereof and also the space between 
the rails and tracks well graded or paved and in good repair, so as to impede 
the general travel as little as possible. 

Sec. 5. That in the event of a change of grade atany time of any of the streets, 
avenues, or roads oecupied by the tracks of this corporation it shall be the duty 
of said company to change its said railroad so as to conform to such grade as 
may have been thus established at its own expense. 

Sec. 6. That it shall be lawful for corporation, its successors or assigns, 
with the approval of the commissionrrs of the District of Columbia, to make 
all needful and convenient trenches and excavations and sewer connections, 
in any of said streets or places where said corporation may have the right to 
construct and operate its road, and place in such trenches and excavations all 
needful and convenient devices and machinery for operating said railroad in 
the manner and by the means aforesaid; and said sewer connections shall have 
such traps or other devices as may be required by the commissioners of the 
District of Columbia; it shall also be lawful for said corporations, its successors 
or assigns, to erect and maintain, at such convenient and suitable points along 
its lines as may seem most desirable to the board of directors of the said corpo- 
ration, and subject to the approval of the commissioners of the District, an en- 

in use or houses, boiler-house or houses, and all other buildings necessary 

‘or the successful operations of an electric or cable motor railroad. 

Sec. 7. That it shall not be lawful for said corporation, its successors or assigns, 
to propel its cars over said railroad, or any part thereof, at a rate of speed ex- 
ceeding 15 miles per hour; and for each violation of this provision said oe 
ration, its successors or assigns, as the case may be, shall be subject to a penalty 
of $50, to be recovered in any court of competent jurisdiction at the suit of the 
commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 8. That the said railway shall be commenced within three months and 
completed to Brightwood within twelve months from the passage of this act; 
and the entire line to be completed in two years from the passage of this act. 

Sec, 9, That the capital stock of srid company shall not exceed, if horse-power 
is to be used, $60,000, If electric motor-power is to be used, the capital stock 


ration and management of said railway. Its real estate 
District of Columbia, and the tracks 
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shall not exeeed $102,000. If pelled cable, the capital stock shall not ex- 
ceed $204,000; that the stock all be be divided esr shares of S0each, transferable 
in such mannas as the by-laws of said company ; and said company 
shall require the subscribers to the eapital prin tegeg bar a in cash the amount by 
them respectively subscribed, at such times (after the first installment) and in 
such amounts as the board of directors ma: cog roper and necessary in the 
construction of said ; and if any stock refuse or neglect to pay 
any installment, as required by a resolution ary the TOEREN directors, after rea- 
sonable notice of the same, the said board of directors may sell at public auction, 
to the highest bidder, so swe 4 shares of his said stock as shal! pay said install- 
ment; and the person who offers to purchase the least number of shares for the 
assessment due shall be taken as the highest bidder, and the sale shall be con- 
ducted under such general regulations as may be made in the by-laws of said 
pee rms but no stock shall be sold for less than the total assessments dueand 


pa or said corporation may sue and collect the same from any delinquent 
su in any court of ten Senet jurisdiction. 

Sec. 10. è company place cars of the best construction on said 
railway, with all modern improvements necessary to the convenience and com- 
fort passengers, an run cars thereon as often as the publie conven- 
ience may require, in accordance with a table or schedule fixed by the company, 
Pg toh of which shall be filed with the commissioners of the District of Colum- 

m, 


d appro’ by 

Sego, Ll. Thatthe company nesses lease, or construct such passen; ds 
ticket-offices, work-shops, depots, lands, and buildings as may be necessary at 
such points on its line as may be approved by the commissioners of the District. 

Sec, 12. That all articles of value that may be inadvertently left in any of me 
cars or other vehicles of the said company shall be ss to its See, poate ee 
aad entered in a book of record of unclaimed goods, w yee 
to the inspection of the public, and if said orgie Bedenen unclaimed for one 
year the company may sell the same after days’ notice. 

Sxc, 13. rley within thirty days after the of this act the corporators 
named in the first section, or a majority of them, or if any refuse or neglect to 
cause books of subscription to the 


act, then a majority of the remainder 
capital stock of said company to be and kept open in some convenient 
and accessible p! in the vos of Columbia, from 9 o’clock in the forenoon 


the afternoon, for a period to be fixed by said corporators, 
not less than five days (unless the whole stock shall be sooner subscribed for); 
and said corporators shall give publie notice, by advertisement in at least two 
daily papers published inthe city ror Washington, of the time when and the place 
where said books shal! be opened; and said subscribers upon said books to the 
capital stock of the company shall be held to be stockholders: Provided, That 
every subscriber shall pay, at the time of subscribing, 10 per cent. of the amount 
by bim subscribed, to the treasurer appointed by the corporators, or his sub- 
seription shall be null and void: Provided further, That nothing shall be re- 
ceived in payment of the 10 per cent., at the time of subscribing, except lawful 
money or certified checks from any sont ar bank. And when the books of 
seabineptiy, Se ie CANET MISSE of enn Gopan shall be closed, the corpora- 
tors named in the first section, or a majority em, and in case any of them 
refuse or neglect to act, then a majority ori fog remainder shall, wi twenty 
days the: er, cal the the first meeting of the mgr anre of said company, to 
meet within ten rag thereafter, for the choice of directors, of which public no- 
tice shall be given five days in two newspapers published daily in the city 
of Washington, and by written personal notice to each stockholder by the 
clerk of the corporation; and in all meetings of the stockholders each share 
wir entitle the holder to one vote, to be given in person or by A pons 
4. That the government and direction of the affairs the company 
shalt be vested in the board of nine directors, who shall be stockholders of rec- 
ord, and who shall hold their office for one year, and until a are 
duly elected wc bor eae Sper and the said directors, a majority of whom shall be 
a quorum, shall one of their number president of the board, who shall 
also be presides of the nang coms 2, and they shall also choose a on tatan pee 

a secretary, and a treasurer, the latterof whom shall give bonds with good and 
sufficient surety to said a cee in such sum asthe said directors may require 
for the faithful discharge his trust. In case of a vacancy in the board of 
directors by death, resignation, or otherwise the vacancy so occasioned shall 
be filled by the remaining directors. 

Src. 15. Thatthe directors shall have the power to make such by-laws, rules, 
and regulations as they shall deem needful and proper touching the disposition 
and management of the stock, property, estate, and effects of the company 
and the management of its business not contrary to this charter or to the laws 
of the United States and the ordinance of the District of Columbia. 

Sec, 16, That there shall be an annual meeting of the stockholders to Sones 
directors, to be holden at such time and place, under such conditio: 
upon such notice as the said company in their ioe ot may ROES eemoy mi wort oad 
areia shall annually make a report in writing ings to the ples 

ers. 

Sec. 17. That said company shall have at all times the free and uninterrupted 
use of itsroad-way; and if any person or persons shall willfully, ievously, 
and unnecessarily obstruct or impede the passage of the cars of said railway 
with a vehicle or vehicles, or otherwise, or in any manner molest or interfere 
with passengers or operatives while in transit, or destroy or injure the cars of 
said railway or depots = oa roperty belonging to said railway, the person 
or persons so offending tand l pay for each such offense not less than 
twenty-five nor more tees oe hundred dollars, to be recovered as other fines 
and penalties in said District, and shall also be liable to said sor her r in ad- 
dition to said 8 pgm for any loss or damage occasioned by his or her or their 
act as aforesaid ; but no suit shall be Srought unless commenced within sixty 
days after such offense shall have been committed. 

Sec, 18. That said company shall have the right of way across such other rail- 
pie as are now in operation within the limits of the lines granted by this act, 

is hereby autho) to construct its said road across such other railways: 
, That it shall not unnecessarily interrupt the travel of such other rail- 
ways in such construction. 

Src. 19. That Congress reserves the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act. 


Mr. McADOO (before the reading of the bill was completed). Mr. 
n, I rise to a question of privilege. I find it impossible to get 
copies of these bills. I have sent for this one to the document-room, 
but the messenger has not returned. There are some amendments that 
I desire to offer to the bill; and I suggest that, for the convenience of 
members, copies of these bills that are called up for consideration by 
the committee should be in the House, where members may have ready 
access to them. 
The CHAIRMAN. This bill which has been read has just come 
from the Senate. - The gentleman from South Carolina asked and ob- 


tained unanimous consent to substitute the Senate bill for the House 
bili, and the Clerk is now reading the Senate bill. When the reading 
is completed the Chair will entertain the question presented by the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Chairman, the Senate bill has been printed, 
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and I will say to the gentleman that it is exactly the same as the 
bill which the House committee have reported to the House except 
that the words ‘‘ or double track” are inserted, and those words I pro- 
pose to ask the House to strike out. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The Senate bill, I believe, does not designate 
the streets through which this railroad is to run. It leaves that en- 
tirely to the discretion of the incorporators. Now, Brightwood can be 
reached either by Seventh street or Fourteenth streetor any other street 
that goes out in that direction. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. The bill says ‘‘ through-and along Brightwood 
avenue from Boundary street to the boundary line of the District of 
Columbia.” 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What street is that ? 

Mr. ROWELL. Seventh street, outside the Boundary. 

The Clerk resumed the reading of the bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD (before the completion of the reading). Why 
is this Senate bill here in the Committee of the Whole? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Simply because we want to pass it. $ 

Mr. MACDONALD. But how did it get in here? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. It was by the Senate and sent over here. 

Mr. MACDONALD. And it was brought in here a few moments 


ago? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. The bill has been printed and acted upon by the 
committee, and we have substituted it for the House bill. It is iden- 
tical with the House bill except as to the words I have indicated. 
The bill has been printed and acted upon by the committee. 

Mr. MACDONALD. That may be all very true, but I want it un- 
derstood that I do not consent to it. I do not think that charters 
ought to be granted in that way. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. There is nothing more objectionable abont read- 
ing the Senate bill than the House bill, because it is the same as the 
House bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD, It may be orit may not. Is the gentleman 
willing to say that he has compared it? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I say that the subcommittee who have charge of 
the matter have compared it, and I make the statement on their au- 
thority that the bills are the same exceptin the particular I have stated. 

Mr. ROWELL. I desire to say that I have compared them, word 
for word, and the Senate bill is exactly the same as the one reported 
by the House committee, with the exception that the words ‘‘ double 
track ” are inserted. That is the only difference. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Has this comparison been made since the pas- 
sage of the Senate bill? 

Mr.ROWELL. The bills have been compared to-day by Mr. BREWER, 
of our committee, and myself within the last twenty minutes. 

Mr. MACDONALD. How is it with reference to the amendments 
that the House attached to the other bill? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. We reported a substitute and this is the same 
as our substitute, with the exception of three words. The original bill 
was reported a great while ago from the committee. We reported a 
substitute for the original bill, but the same substitute was introduced 
in the Senate and was there before we passed it here. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Does this bill contain the reservation of tho 
right to control by legislation ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. It contains every reservation. The substitutes 
were prepared with a good deal of care, and the Senate committee re- 
ported the same substitute that we did. As there seems to be some 
misunderstanding, I will state that the District Committee having in 
charge the bill introduced here reported tothe House a substitute. A 
bill has been passed by the Senate identical with the House substitute, 
except that the Senate has added words allowing the company, if it 
sees fit, to put down a double track along the route, instead of a single 
track. We have compared the bill as passed by the Senate with the 
substitute prepared by our committee, and the two measures are iden- 
tical with the exception of the four words I have indicated, which I 
propose to ask the House to strike out. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Is the capital stock of this company 
required to be paid up in cash? 

Mr. ROWELL. The provision is the same as in similar charters— 
10 per cent. cash and subsequent payments in installments. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Is there any provision in this bill which 
prohibits the encumbering of the road before the stock subscribed is all 

id in? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. You mean by issuing mortgages? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I will answer the gentleman ina moment. If 
he wants to offer an amendment we can recur to the section. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Oneother point. Iseein the bill a pro- 
vision for selling the stock if the subseriber fails to pay the assessment 
made upon it. Now, where the stock is sold in consequence of an un- 
paid assessment will the purchaser be required to take the stock with 
the necessity of paying up the full subscription—— 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Any one buying stock buys it with all the lia- 
bilities as well as all the privileges. He must pay whatever assess- 
ments may be afterward made upon it. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I desire to know whether this bill 
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requires the stockholders to pay in cash the amount of their subscrip- 
tions. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I can not put my eye on the exact provision. 
[After a pause.| There is no authority to issue bonds at all, so far as 
I can see. 

Mr. ROWELL. The company is not permitted to do so. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, What is the amount of stock fixed in 
the bill ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. 
may be used. 


Sec. 9. That the capital stock of said company shall not exceed, if horse power 
is to be used, $60,000. If electric-motor power is to be used, the capital stock 
aoe in exceed $102,000, If propelled by cable the capital stock shall not ex- 


a! 


It varies according to the motive power that 


Of course if the company uses cables the cost will be very much 
greater than if horse power be used. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, That seems to be proper enough; but 
I want to know whether the stockholders are required to pay for their 
stock in cash or whether the company may issue watered stock. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I read the language of the bill: 


And said company shall require the subscribers to the capital stock to pay in 
cash the amount by them respectively subscribed at such times (after the first 
installment) and in such amounts as the board of directors may deem proper 
and necessary. 


Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, But suppose the board of directors 
should not deem it ‘* proper and necessary ’’ to require payment in full? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. In other words, the board might make 
assessments to the extent of only 20 or 50 per cent. of the capital stock. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. According to the best computation we have been 
able to make as to the cost of constructing the road we do not allow 
the company to issue any more stock than will be absolutely necessary 
to build it. We have limited the stock to $60,000 if horse power be 
used; and according to the computation of the committee it will take 
every dollar of $60,000 to construct the road if horse power should be 
used, $102,000 if electric-motor power should be employed, and $204,- 
000 if the cars should be propelled by cable. The company will be re- 
quired to pay the full amount of the cost of the road, according to the 
best computation we have been able to make, before the road can be 
completed. 

Mr. ROWELL. These men propose to put their money into thisen- 
terprise, not to borrow money. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Is it understood the company is for- 
bidden to issue bonds? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Thereis no authority given to issue bonds. The 
stockholders must pay the money on their stock. The full amount of 
$60,000 will be required for the construction of the road if horse power 
be used. Therefore, the stockholders will have to pay their subscrip- 
tions in full. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. May not the company issue notes ? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. No, sir; no corporation can do anything of that 
kind without express authority. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. There is no corporation in the coun- 
try that does not do precisely what it pleases. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. If people take the notes of a corporation, issued 
without express authority for the issue, they do so at their own risk. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Ofcourse; but it is constantly done. 
It is the common practice with these companies to receive 10 per cent. 
cash upon their stock, and issue 90 per cent. of the amount of the capi- 
tal stock in bonds, 

Mr. HEMPHILL, I think my friend would not find anybody will- 
ing to take a bond from a corporation that was not authorized under its 
charter to issue bonds; because the company or any stockholder could 
go into court and plead the want of power to issue such bonds. Any 
man who would invest his money in bonds of that sort would not have 
very good business sense. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. We are not talkingabout the wisdom 
with which men may invest their money; we are discussing this bill; 
and the question is whether Congress, in passing it, ought not to insert 
a provision which will prevent this company from issuing watered stock 
on the one hand or bonds on the other. 

Mr. HEMPHILL, It is clear that a corporation can exercise no 
power which is not given to it by its charter. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. But they do exercise such powers. 

Mr, HEMPHILL. If we insert here a provision that they shall not 
exercise the power they may do it all the same, according to the gen- 
tleman’s theory. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Then what would be the use of the prohibition? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. It would do no harm. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. It would do no good. 

Mr. WARNER. Allow me to make a single suggestion. Most ot 
the corporations of this country are created under the general corpora- 
tion laws of the States, which usually authorize companies to issue 
bonds in a certain amount. But we have no general corporation law 
of the United States; therefore all the powers which a corporation ac- 
quires under a charter from Congress are those embodied in the act 
which gives it existence, 


Mr. HEMPHILL. There is no question about that. The corpora- 
tion can not do anything which it is not authorized to do. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Then I understand gentlemen who 
have examined this bill to say that it requires the stock of this com- 
pany to be paid up in cash, and the company is prohibited, either ex- 
pressly or by the principles of the common law, from issuing bonds? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Oh, yes; they can not issue bonds unless we 
authorize them. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. But they will do it all the same. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Will thegentleman permitmea moment; 
there is one proposition to which I wish to call his attention? While 
there is no provision authorizing the issuance of bonds, yet I would 
suggest this point: Might not the courts hold that whileif bonds were 
issued it would be ultra vires, still, as between the persons to whom 
the bonds were issued and the company they would be estopped from 
asserting that they had no power? I call to mind a case arising in my 
own State, which seems to be exactly analogous. An agricultural 
company owned a certain amount of property which they desired to 
improve, and made a loan of eight or ten thousand dollars, and mort- 
gaged the property to secure the loan. 

On the maturity of the notes when the holder of the notes and the 
mortgage indebtedness sought to recover from the company by fore- 
closure, the company set up the very ground of defense raised by the 
chairman of this committee in regard to this railroad company under 
the present charter, which we are now discussing, to wit: that there 
was no power authorizing the creation of this mortgage, and that it was 
what is known in law asulira vires. But thesupreme court of the State 
held that inasmuch as this money had been procured and had been used 
for the purpose of improving and beautifying the grounds of the com- 
pany by the consent of its officers and the company itself, the company 
would be estopped from raising that defense, and permitted the fore- 
closure to go on—— 

Mr. ROWELL. Let me interrupt my colleague a moment; are you 
not alittle mistaken as to the foreclosure ? 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. No; the mortgage was foreclosed, and 
a decree entered and the property sold under it. 

Now, I have not in my mind exactly the precise principle involved 
in the case of the foreclosure of the mortgage of the university of Chi- 


cago. That was a donation originally from Senator Stephen A. Doug- 
las. There it was claimed that they had no authority to grant a 


mo: e— 

Mr. ROWELL. The point was that if they did sucha thing the 
property would revert to the original owners; and the attempt was to 
make it revert because of the creation of a mortgage. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. My colleague will remember that the 
university, when the insurance company undertook to foreclose, set up 
the defense that the university had no authority to grant a mortgage 
by its charter. 

That was tried in the Federal courts, and they decided that the uni- 
versity would be estop from setting up such a defense, as that would 
be an unconscionable defense. Afterwards the Douglas heirs under- 
took to claim the property on the ground that the giving of the mort- 
gage was directly in contravention of the grant, and that the fact of 
undertaking to make the mortgage caused a reversion of the property. 
I simply suggest this point, not for the purpose of making any oppo- 
sition to the bill, but to call the attention of gentlemen to it to see if 
it may not be amended, if it be considered necessary to provide against 
just such contingencies, 4 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr, Chairman, according to my construction of 
the law a corporation has no powers except those that are given to it 
by the legislature, either hy a specific act or under the general law. 
It has no power to do anything except the power which the legislative 
branch of the Government gives it. I do not know of any amendment 
which would prevent a corporation from doing something that is wrong. 
If we puta provision in here that it shall not do wrong, and it goes 
and does it, we are no better off than if we did not putitin. If they 
do wrong, we are compelled to trust to the courts for a vindication of 
the law in an effort to make them do right. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Permit me one moment further. I 
made the suggestion in this view: I see nothing in the charter of this 
company requiring that the capital stock shall be all paid up. I think 
itis proper under certain contingencies to allow corporations to issue 
bonds or mortgage its property; but this should not be done until the 
original subscriptions have been all paid up and the capital stock paid 
in. If bonds are then issued, we know that they are issued for an hon- 
est purpose. But the experience of men who have followed corporations 
is that where they are not required to pay up their stock in full before ex- 
ercising the right to issue bonds, mortgages are made and bonds issued, 
with the proceeds of which they go on and complete the work, build 
up the road, and the stockholders get their stock substantially for noth- 
ing. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Iappreciate what the gentleman says, and we 
do not want that done. Further, in response to the gentleman, I can 
only make the same answer I made to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. ANDERSON], that is to say, we fixed the capital stock at the sam 
we thought the very least amount that the road could properly be buil 
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for. Of course we may have varied alittle, either above or below, but 
the difference can not be very great either way. 

Mr. ROWELL. They have to pay enough in to build the line. + 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. The provision of the bill, as Iun- 
derstand it, allows the directors to make an assessment, say of 10 per 
cent., which must be paid in upon whatever the amount of the capital 
stock may be, but the 90 per cent. is not. Now, has the gentleman 
any objection to inserting at the proper point, and he can better pre- 
pare the amendment than I, a provision requiring that the capital 
stock shall be all paid in in full before any obligations of indebtedness 
are issued by the company ? > 

M r HEMPHILL. I would not have any objection, except that it 
would—— 

Mr. ROWELL. It would rather imply that they have the right. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Yes; such a provision would be tantamount to 
implying that they have that right. . 

Mr. ROWELL. I would prefer that there should not be any such 
implication. I think the general law is unquestionable that where 
there is no general power to bond a road, it can not be legally bonded; 
but to inferentially grant the power to bond the road would be a 
rather doubtful provision of law. I would rather keep it out entirely. 
According to the plan of the bili as arranged, they must make assess- 
ments and continue making them until they get the road in running 
order and provide its n equipments; and the purpose of not 
requiring all the money to be paid in at the start is that it should not 
be kept lying idle, but to be called in and used in building the road, 
until the work of construction was complete. When that is done, 
that is the limit of their power in making assessments. 

Mr. WARNER. I want to suggest an amendment that the corpo- 
ration should exercise no power not herein granted, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. That is the law to-day. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I suggest to the gentleman from Kansas this 
amendment, which will cover the ground: “‘That the capital stock 
no be paid up in full before they shall have power to operate the 


Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. That will be satisfactory. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Iask unanimous consent to recur to section 1 
for the purpose of offering this amendment: 
Strike out the words “or double;” so that it will read: “single-track rail- 
ay.” 


to. 
McApoo] 


wi 


There was no objection, and the amendment was agreed 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Thegentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
has an amendment which he wishes to offer. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the first section insert: 

“ Provided, If an electric-motor power is used the electric wires or conductors 
sball be placed under the ground.” 

Mr. HEARD. I desire to ask the attention of the gentleman from 
New Jersey to the phraseology of his amendment. I apprehend his 
purpose is probably to prevent the use of the overhanging wires; and 
therefore I ask the gentleman to phrase his amendment so as to accom- 
plish that end; and I do so for this reason: At this time, Mr. Chair- 
man, electric motors are being used which are placed on the cars them- 
selves in connection with a storage battery, and there are no overhanging 
or underlaid cables, and I know the gentleman does not desire to pre- 
clude the use of that power. 

Mr. McADOO. I accept the suggestion of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri and I modify the amendment. 

The Clerk read the amendment as modified, as follows: 

Add to the first section the following: 

Arenan; If an electric wire or cables are used the same shall be placed under 
ground, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to section 9 the following : 

“Provided, That the full amount of the capital stock subscribed shall be paid in 
full in cash before said company shall operate said road.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER., I move to add to section 18 the amendment which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk, to which the chairman of the committee 
[Mr. HEMPHILL] will have no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided further, That it shall exercise no powers not herein expressly granted. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. HEMPHILL, I move that the bill be laid aside to be reported 
to the House with the recommendation that it do pass, and that the 
House bill corresponding to this bill be laid on the table. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the committee now rise and report 
the several bills to the House with the recommendation that they do 


pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker pro tempore [ Mr. 
HATCH] having resumed the chair, Mr, ROGERS reported that the 
Committee of the Whole House had had under consideration sundry 
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bills reported from the Committee on the District of Columbia, and 
had directed him to report them with various recommendations. 


WASHINGTON AND HIGHLAND STREET RAILWAY COMPANY. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the first bill. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. Urey he incorporate the Washington and Highland Street Railway 
Company of the rict of Columbia, reported from the Committee of the Whole 
with amendments. 

The amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole were 
agreed to. 


The bill as amended was ordered to be e and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, ELEVATOR, AND RAILWAY COMPANY, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next bill. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 2252) to <a the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator, and Rail- 
way Company, repo from the Committee of the Whole with amendments, 


The amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole were 


to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading; and it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time and passed. 
The bill (H. R. 9581) to incorporate the Georgetown Barge and Dock 
Company, was, by unanimous consent, laid on the table. 


ANACOSTIA AND POTOMAC RIVER RAILWAY COMPANY, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next bill. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1051) to amend an act giving the approval and sanction of Congress 


to the route and termini of the Anacostiaand Potomac River Railway Company 
of the District of Columbia. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 
BRIGHTWOOD RAILWAY COMPANY. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Company of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia reported from the Committee of the Whole with an amend- 
ment, 

The amendments reported from the Committee of the Whole were 
to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading; and it was ac- 

cordingly read the third time, and passed. 

A bill (H. R. 1085) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Company 
of the District of Columbia was laid on the table. 


PACIFIC RAILROAD TELEGRAPH LINE. 


Mr. DOCKERY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a privileged re- 
port from a committee of conference. 
The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill of the House (H. R. 1426) supplement- 
ary to the act of za 1, 1862, entitled “An act to aid in the construction of a rail- 
road and telegraph line from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean and to se- 
cure to the Government the use of the same for postal, military, and other pur- 

.’ and also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said 
rst-named act, having met, after fuli and free conference have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their ve Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 


ate, and agree to the same. 

ALEX. M. DOCKERY, 
C. L. ANDERSON, 
S. R. PETERS, 

Esia gan! on the po of the House. 

. M. CULLOM, 

0. H. PLATT, 
A. P. GORMAN, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 


The managers of the conference on the part of the House submitted 
the following statement: 

The undersigned, managers on the part of the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on H. R. No, 1426, res ully submit the following: 

The effect of the Senate amendment is to relieve the railroad companies re- 
ferred to in the bill from the obligation to construct telegraph lines where they 
are already constructed, but leaves in full force the obligation to maintain and 
operate telegraph lines for all aya ear exp! in the bill, and to “exer- 
cise by themselves alone all the telegraphic franchises conferred upon them and 
obligations assumed by them under the acts making the grants.” 

A. M. DOCKERY, 
©. L. ANDERSON, 
8S. R. PETERS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
Mr. DOCKERY. Ido not suppose that there will be any disposi- 
tion to discuss this bill, which passed the House on the 3d of March 
last by a vote of 197 yeas to 4 nays, and if there is no desire to discuss 
it I will demand the previous question on the adoption of the confer- 
ence report. À 
The previous question was ordered and the report of the committee 
of conference was adopted. 
Mr. DOCKERY moved to reconsider the vote by which the report 
was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
on the table, 
The latter motion was agreed to. 


a 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. HEMPHILL. I move that the House now resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole on the Private Calendar, for the purpose of 
taking up sundry bills reported from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. WILKINS. I desire to ask the gentleman whether he proposes 
to take up the trust company bill? 

Mr. HEMPHILL. That is 2 portion of the business that we desire 
to have considered. 

Mr. WILKINS. Then I hope the gentleman’s motion will not be 

to. 

The question was taken on the motion of Mr. HEMPHILL, and the 
Speaker pro tempore declared that the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. WILKINS. Iask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 53, noes 12. 

Mr. WILKINS and Mr. GROSVENOR. No quorum, 

Mr. WILKINS. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Wr- 
KINS] makes the point of order that no quorum has voted, and the 
Chair will appoint tellers. Pending that, the gentleman from Ohio 
moves that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken on the motion to adjourn; and there were— 
ayes 29» noes 55. 

So the motion was not agreed to. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I wouldliketheindulgence of the House to make 
a brief statement. These bills have been examined by the committee 
carefully, and they are very well guarded, and it seems to me that the 
House ought at least to give the members of the committee an oppor- 
tunity to express their views upon the measures and explain them. 
We shall be glad to submit them to the judgment of the House after 
we have had a fair chance to explain their provisions. 

The gentlemen who ask for these privileges are citizens of this Dis- 
trict of the highest character. This is their only place for getting legis- 
lation; and I submit that, as the right has been reserved to Congress to 
legislate for this District, it is as little as we can do to allow to meas- 
ures which have been reported by the House committee or passed by 
the Senate a fair consideration. If, when gentlemen have heard the 
arguments on both sides, they decide against us we shall, of course, 
cheerfully submit. But if we can convince members that the measures 
asked are proper, and that these gentlemen are entitled to the privi- 
leges they desire, they ought to be granted. The simple question is 
whether gentlemen will allow us to go into the Committee of the Whole 
that we may give our reasons for reporting these bills and submit the 
question of their to the best judgment of the House. I ask 
my friend from Ohio [| Mr. WILKINS] to withdraw his point of ‘‘no 
quorum,” so that we may have an opportunity for discussion on these 
measures. 

Mr. WILKINS. If the object in going into the Committee of the 
Whole is only discussion, I will cheerfully assent to the gentleman’s 
request. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Ofcourse we expect to discuss the measures, and 
also to ask action upon them. 

Mr. WILKINS. Well, then, we may as well settle the question 
right here. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. If the gentleman is going to "settle ™” it with- 
“og giving these people an opportunity to be heard, it is, of course, in 

is power to doso; butitseems tobe a rather harsh proceeding. [Cries 
ar s order!” ] 
HILL and Mr. WILKINS were appointed as tellers. 

The question being again takenon the motionof Mr. HEMPHILL that 
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, the tellers reported—ayes 67, noes 11. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of ‘‘ no quorum ” is insisted 
upon. The tellers will retain their places. Gentlemen are requested 
to vote on the one side or the other. 

Mr. HOOKER. Asit is evident that this question must come up 
some time or other, I can not see any reason why discussion should 
not be allowed to proceed. After that, gentlemen can raise any point 
of order when the Committee of the Whole or the House shall come to 
act upon the bill. 

Mr. WILKINS. This is a very important measure, and it is proper 
it should be discussed in a full House. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !’’] 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


Pending the count by tellers, leave of absence was, by unanimous 
consent, granted as follows: 

To Mr. WILBER, for two weeks, on account of poor health. 

To Mr. SHERMAN, until August 13, on account of business. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
The tellers continuing their count, reported—ayes 74, noes 12. 
Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Me. Speake: pending this division, is 
it in order to move that the House adjourn ? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is. 
Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. I make that motion. b 
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The question being taken on tho motion of Mr, THOMPSON, of Ohio, 
that the House adjourn, there were—ayes 49, noes 45. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I desire to submit, as a parliamentary inquiry, 
Ten it was in order to move to adjourn while we were voting by 
tellers. 

The SPEAKER protempore. Business had intervened since the pre- 
ceding motion to adjourn; and the motion of the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Tompson] was in order. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Speaker, it is very evident we have nota 
quorum present. It seems to be equally evident that some of our 
friends here are determined we shall not have an opportunity to ex- 
plain these bills totheHouse. Under these circumstances, hoping that 
we shall have a quorum on this question hereafter, and that gentlemen 
will be somewhat mollified by that time, I withdraw the motion to go 
into Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. _The House has divided on the motion 
to adjourn. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iask unanimous consent—— [Criesof ‘‘Regu- 
lar order!’?] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unless tellers or the yeas and naysare 
demanded the Chair will announce the result of the vote on the motion 
to adjourn. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. I call for tellers. 

Tellers were not ordered, only 24 voting in favor thereof. 

Mr. STEELE. I call for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Before the question on ordering the yeaz 
and nays is put, I wish to say that as the motion of the gentleman trom 
South Carolina [Mr. HEMPHILL] has been withdrawn—— [Cries of 
“ Regular order !’?] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
debate is not in order. 
at this time. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. I was about to ask unanimous consent 
to doso. [Cries of *‘ Regular order!” ] 

Mr. STEELE withdrew the call for the yeas and nays, 

So the motion to adjourn was agreed to; and accordingly (at 3 o’clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


The regular order is demanded, and 
The motion to adjourn can not be withdrawn 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. C. L. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10938) granting a pension 
to David Myers—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ATKINSON: A bill (H. R, 10939) for the relief of Martha 
J. A. Rumbaugh—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 10940) grantinga pension to Ann 
Holiiday—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 10941) for the relief of the Mobile 
and Girard Railroad Company—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CARUTH: A bill (H. R. 10942) for the relief of G. Dwight 
Hamilton—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: A bill (H: R. 10943) granting a pension to Betsy 
Cole—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R.. 10944) granting a pension to Victoria May—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10945) for the relief of Francis Covert—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10946) granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen A. Mc- 
Inerney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10947) for the relief of John Sweeney—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER: A bill (H. R. 10948) granting a pension to Eliza 
A. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GLASS (by request): A bill (H. R. 10949) for the relief of 
the estate of J. J. Pulliam, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10950) for the relief of William Louin—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 10951) granting a pension to May 
Von Olnhausen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. T. J. HENDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10952) to grant a pension 
to Franklin R. Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. HOUK: A bill (H. R. 10953) granting an increase of pension 
to John Huckler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAISH: A bill (H. R. 10954) for the relief of Mary Ann 
Reid—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McMILLIN: A bill (H. R. 10955) for the relief of Polly 
Brown—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10956) for the relief of Elisha Chastian—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10957) granting a pension to Hester J. Mitchell— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MILLIKEN: A bill (H. R. 10958) for the relief of Alanson 
V. Brooks—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R, 10959) for the relief of Alanson V. Brooks—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 10960) granting a pension to Will- 
iam Short—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 10961) pensioning Charles H. Masten— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. PIDCOCK: A bill (H. R. 10962) granting a pension to Aaron 
W. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10963) granting a pension to James Hymer—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10964) granting a pension to Asa Price—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILBUR: A bill (H. R. 10965) granting a pension to Eliza- 
beth Watson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 10966) for the relief of John R. 
Reynolds—to the Committee on War Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolutions of the United Labor League of America, 
requesting that 10,000 copies of the memorial of John Pope Hodnett be 
printed for the use of the workingmen of the District of Columbia—to 
the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. C. L. ANDERSON: Paper in the claim of David Myers, for 
relief—to the Committee on Pensions. : 

By Mr. BIGGS: Petition of William K. Spencer and 25 others, citi- 
zens of the Second district of California, for prohibition in the District 
of Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Petition of citizens of Philadelphia, on behalf 
of Local Assembly No. 3534, Knights of Labor, for certain amend- 
ments to the interstate-commerce act—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. C. R. BRECKINRIDGE: Petition of the Woman’s Christian 
Temperance Union of Arkansas, for a prohibitory constitutional amend- 
ment—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWER: Petition of O. B. Tenney and others, heirs of 
Jane B. Tenney, for reference of their claim to the Court of Claims— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr.CATCHINGS: Petition of John W. Spratly,of Warren County, 
Mississippi, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. E 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: Petition of Francis Covert, for amendment of 
his military record—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Betsy Cole, for a pension—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 3 

By Mr. HATCH: Petition of W. S. Bridges and 25 others, citizens 
of Johnson County, Missouri, in favor of pure food—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hannibal, of Macon, of Unionville, of 
La Plata, of St. Lonis, and of Palmyra, Mo., for reduction of duty on 
dentists’ supplies—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HEMPHILL (by request): Petition of the Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union of the District of Columbia, for a prohibitory 
constitutional amendment—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOWARD: Petition of wool dealers of Lonisville, Ky., and 

. New Albany, Ind., against the Mills bill—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. JACKSON: Petition of the Woman’s Home Missionary So- 
ciety of the Methodist Episcopal Church, in favor of homes for women 
in Utah—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. LAIDLAW: Petition for amendment to the interstate-com- 
merce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: Petition of citizens of Stark County, Ohio, for 
the relief of Eli Haines—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of woolen manufacturers and others, against the Mills 
bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr.McMILLIN: Petition of Wesley Hancock, of heir of William 
H. Fugua, and of executor of D. C. Hibbitts, of Tennessee, for reference 
of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. MILLIKEN: Petition of Alanson V. Brooks, for a pension 
and correction of military record—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. MORROW: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of California, for a prohibitary constitutional amendment—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANDALL: Petition of Local Assembly No. 3516, Knights 
of Labor, and of Knights of Labor of Philadelphia, in favor of House 
bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. ROCKWELL: Petition of Mrs. H. E. Norton and others, of 
Southfield, Mass., for repeal of internal-revenue taxes—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHARLESSTEWART: Petition ofsundry citizens of Grimes 
and Madison Counties, Texas, for amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce Jaw—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. TAULBEE: Petition of John H. Long, M. D., of John W. 
McCullah, of Anthony Ihms, of James W. Bridges, of William Mc- 


Adams, of George W. Griggs and others, and of J. S. Turner, for ref- 
erence of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on 
War Claims. j 
By Mr. WHITTHORNE: Petition of the estate of Mrs. J. E. Rodes, 
of Giles County, Tennessee, for reference of her claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WILKINS: Resolution relative to increased compensation of 
Duval Robinson—to the Committee on Accounts. 


SENATE. 
TUESDAY, July 24, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented the petition of Henry Hardy, 
of Anacostia, D. C., on behalf of the heirs of Capt. Lambert Wickes, 
late of the United States Navy, praying for the passage of Senate bill 
No. 865, for their relief; which was referred to the Committee on Rev- 
olutionary Claims. : 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Ohio, praying for certain 
amendments of the interstate-commerce law; which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. CAMERON presented a petition of Susquehanna Council No. 
89, Junior Order of United American Mechanics, of Wrightsville, Pa., 
praying for the passage of Senate bill 553, to regulate and restrict im- 
migration; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented the petition of the Association of Fully Disabled 
Veterans, of Pittsburgh, Pa., praying for the passage of a bill to in- 
crease pensions in certain cases; which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also presented petitions of John C, Steiner and 24 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Wharton and 14 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of William H. Vantassel and 43 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of H. W. Drips and 28 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, 
of Theodore Hunt and 10 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Will- 
iam Frasier and 23 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Samuel B. 
Kennedy and 27 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. H. Lasher 
and 30 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of William McElfresh and 
12 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Smith and 9 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of Amos Kuhl and 28 other ex-Union sol- 
diers and sailors, of J. D. McQuaide and 11 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of Jacob L. Grove and 17 other ex-Union soldiers and sail- 
ors, of John H. Anderson and 6 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
Henry Bain and 2 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of M. L. Carnahan 
and 5 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of John H. Park and 38 other 
ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Vachel Catlin and 31 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of Albert 8. Borlin and 12 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of George H. Murphy and 28 other ex-Union soldiers and 
sailors, of J. A. Pearce and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
C. L, Palmer and 8 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of C. P. Craver 
and 66 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. H. Murdock and 12 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Swart and 18 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of William Anderson and 14 other ex-Union 
soldiersand sailors, of D. L. Crawford and 36 otherex-Unionsoldiersand 
sailors, of M. R. Haymaker aud 15 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
Henry Campbell and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of H. C. 
Fishel and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Michael R. Meanor 
and 37 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Andrew Cook and 35 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Henry Stoble and 25 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of Charles Wiley and 6 other ex-Union sol- 
diers and sailors, of C. G. Koechlin and 27 other ex-Union soldiers and 
sailors, of Samuel McCutchin and 20 other ex-Union soldiers and sail- 
ors, of W.,D. Patterson and 17 other ex- Union soldiers and sailors, of 
William J. Woods and 44 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of N. N. 
Fullerton and 19 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Jesse A. Clem- 
ents and 8 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of John R. Henry and 
7 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of William Behney and 10 other 
ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. W. Wilson and 6 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of Joseph P. Love and 15 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of John Lauffer and 5 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, 
of James A. Miller and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Simon 
Bitts and 37 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of P. C. King and 14 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, and M. 8. Tarr and 14 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, all of Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania, 
praying for the passage of the per diem rated service-pension bill; which 
were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1612) to provide for holding terms 
of United States district and circuit courts in the State of Nebraska, 
reported it with an amendment. ; 

He also, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom were referred 
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the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon; which were 
agreed to, and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill (8. 857) to provide for the holding of the district court of the 
United States at Concordia, Kans. ; 

A bill (S. 935) to provide for holding terms of the United States dis- 
trict and circuit courts in the State of Nebraska; and 

A bill (S. 934) to divido the State of Nebraska into two judicial dis- 
tricts. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Iam also directed by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, to whom were referred sundry petitions having reference to 
the bills which have just been reported, to report them adversely, and 
to move that the committee be discharged from their further consider- 
ation. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1733) establishing the fees and expenses of examining sur- 
geons, reported it with an amendment. 

He also, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom-were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and sub- 
mitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3255) granting a pension to Mary E. Cotrill, widow of 
Hugh B. Cotrill; 

A bill (S. 3200) granting a pension to Scott S. Hawn; and 

A bill (S. 3264) granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen Hand. 

Mr. DAVIS, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon; which were 
agreed to, and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 

A bill ie 3263) granting a pension to Charles Avery; and 

A bill (S. 3188) granting a pension to Martha Ackerson. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam directed by the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the petition of C. O. Tannehill and others, praying 
for the establishment of a court in the Neutral Strip on the borders of 
Texas, to request that the committee be discharged from its further 
consideration, and that the petition lie on the table. I understand a 
measure reported by the Committee on Public Lands has already pro- 
vided for such a court. 

The report was to. 

Mr. HOAR, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 1648) providing for the holding of the United 
States courts in the city of Newark, N. J., reported it without amend- 
ment, 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
2041) providing for the holding of the United States courts in the city 
of Newark, N. J., reported adversely thereon; and the bill was post- 
poned indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (H. 
R. 1312) to providef or a term of court at Quincy, Ill., reported it with- 
out amendment. 

Mr. VEST, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was re- 
ferred the petition of certain citizens of Frankfort, Ky., praying that 
exclusive jurisdiction be given to the Federal courts of that State over 
the counties nearest to each court respectively, usked to be discharged 
from its further consideration, and moved that it lie on the table; which 
was to. . 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 1477) to subdivide the western judicial district of Louisiana, 
reported it without amendment. 

Mr. STOCKBRIDGE, from the Committee on Fisheries, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1621) relating to the catching of fish by sub- 
jects of foreign governments in the waters of the United States, asked 
to be discharged from its further consideration, and that it be referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations; which was agreed to. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3311) granting a pension to Oscar H. Kimball, sub- 
mitted an adverse report thereon, which was agreed to, and the bill was 
postponed indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the follow- 
ing bills, reported them severally without amendment, and submitted 
reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2939) ting a pension to Margaret E. Adamson; 

A bill (S. 3330) for the relief of William H. Thomas; 

A bill (S. 2514) granting a pension to Michael Shong; 

A bill (S. 3309) for the relief of Mrs, Elizabeth E. Groff; 

A bill s 3266) granting a pension to Mrs. Adelaide H. Woodall; 

A bill (S. 3316) granting a pension to Jasper N. Warren; and 

A bill (S. 3130) granting a pension to Patrick Welch. 

Mr. TURPIE, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, submitted adverse reports thereon, which 
were agreed to; and the bills were postponed indefinitely: 


A bill (S. 3239) granting a pension to Frederick Wunoch, late of 
Company H, Twentieth Regiment Indiana Volunteers; 
A bill (S. 3286) granting a pension to John H. Tunney; and 
TE bill (8. 3276) granting restoration of pension to Sarah A. Wood- 
ge. 
Mr. WILSON, of Maryland, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 1116) granting a pension to Henry 
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reade; reported adversely thereon, and the bill was postponed indefi- 
nitely; 

He also, from the same committee, submitted a report, accompanied 
by a bill (S. 3369) granting an increase of pension to Henry Frantz; 
which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. PASCO, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1705) to provide for the erection 
of a public building at Statesville, N. C., reported it without amend- 
ment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Iam directed by the Committee on Finance to re- 
port back the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [ Mr, 
proome] to the bill making appropriations for the sundry civil ex- 
penses. It is an amendment to that bill providing for refunding what 
is called the direct tax paid by the States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be referred to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

COURTS AT SALINA, KANS. 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I am directed by the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, to whom was referred the bill (S. 856) to provide for the hold- 
ing of the district courts of the United States at Salina, Kans., to re- 
port it favorably, without amendment. 

Mr. PLUMB. The bill which has just been reported is a local bill, 
and it is of some importance that it should be disposed of early. I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to its consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read at length for 
information, subject to objection. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, and by unanimous consent the Sen- 
ate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consideration. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


COURTS AT OWENSBOROUGH, KY. 


Mr. VEST. Iam instructed by the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 3361) to provide for holding terms 
of the circuit and district courts of the United States for the district of 
Kentucky at Owensborough, in said district, and for other purposes, to 
report it favorably, with amendments. 

Mr. BLACKBURN, I ask unanimous consent that the bill may be 
considered at this time. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill; which was reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments. . 

The first amendment was, in section 4, line 6, after the word ‘‘ him- 
self,” to strike out ‘‘similar to that referred to in thelast section ” and 
insert ‘‘ with surety for the faithful discharge of his duties, and for in- 
demnity in case of breach on which actions may be maintained in said 
district court;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Src. 4. That the marshal of said district shall, by himself or deputy, attend 
upon the terms of the court in said division; and he may appoint a deputy to 
reside at Owensborough (and shall do so if ordered by the court), who shall dis- 
charge all the duties of marshal; and the marshal may require a bond of in- 
demnity to himself, with surety for the faithful discharge of his duties, and for 
indemnity in case of breach on which actions may be maintained in said dis- 
trict court, 

The amendment was agreed to. z 

The next amendment was, in section 5, line 7, after the word ‘‘action,” 
to strike out the words ‘‘and so forth’’ and insert ‘‘ prosecutions and 
proceedings; ’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 5. That this act shall not affect the jurisdiction, power, and authority of 
the court as to actions, prosecutions, and proceedings erst A n and pend- 
ing in said district, but the same will proceed as though this act had not been 
passed, except that the court shall have power, which it may exercise at discre- 
tion, to transfer to the court in said division such of said pending actions, prose- 
= apy pro ings as might properly be begun therein under the provis- 

Ons o! act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, line 6, to change the word 
“officer” to the word ‘‘office;’’ so as to read: 

And the deputy clerk shall provide himself with an office at Owensborough, 

The amendment was agreed to. - 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in, 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I move that the Senate request a conference 
with the House of Representatives on the bill and amendments. 

The motion was agreed to, 

By unanimous consent the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. VEST, Mr. 
Hoar, and Mr. WILsoN, of Iowa, were appointed. 

COURTS IN NEBRASKA. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 1612) to provide for hold- 
ing terms of the United States district and circuit courts in the State 
of Nebraska, which was reported by me from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment this morning. 
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By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment of the Committee on the Judiciary was to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That hereafter there shall be held annually in the State of Nebraska a term 
of the circuit and district courts of the United States for the districtof Nebraska 
at the times and places following: At Omaha in said State on the second Mon- 
day in May and second Monday in November; in Lincoln on the second Mon- 
day in January; in Hastings on the second Monday in March; and in Norfolk 
on the second Monday in April, and a grand and petit jury may be summoned 
to serve at each of said terms of court hereby established, 

Sec, 2. That all writs, processes, pleas, recognizances, and bonds made or re- 
turnable to the terms of said courts as now re tun by law shall be considered 
as taken and returnable to the terms established by this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate’as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be‘engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. - 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I move that the Senate request a confer- 
ence with the House of Representatives on the bill and amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. > 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. WILSON of 
Iowa, Mr. EVARTS, and Mr. COKE were appointed. 

COURTS AT NEWARK, N. J. 

Mr. HOAR. I ask the Senate to take up the bill (H. R. 1648) pro- 
viding for the holding of the United States courts in the city of New- 
ark, N. J., which was just reported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

COURTS AT QUINCY, ILL. 

Mr. HOAR. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate consider at 
this time the bill (H. R. 1312) to provide a term of court at Quincy, 
Ill., also reported by me from the Committee on the Judiciary this 
morning. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

COURTS IN LOUISIANA. 

Mr. GIBSON. I ask unanimous consent to call up at this time the 
bill (H. R. 1477) to subdivide the western judicial district of Louisi- 
ana, which, having passed the House of Representatives, was reported 
favorably this morning by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Vest] 
from the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PRINTING OF TARIFF BILL, 


Mr. SHERMAN. I am directed by the Committee on Finance to 
report a resolution. It will take but a moment to read it, and I ask 
for its present consideration. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That there be printed for the use of the Senate, in pamphlet form, 
5,000 copies of House bill No. 9051, entitled "An act to reduce taxation and sim- 
plify the laws in relation to the collection of the revenue.” 


NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 
Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the naval appropriation bill. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
to interrupt morning business? 
Mr. HALE. No; I do not wish to interfere with it. 
was through. 


Does the Senator from Maine desire 
I thought that 


REPORT ON LIQUOR TRAFFIC. 

Mr. MANDERSON,. Iam directed by the Committee on Printing 
to report back favorably the resolution submitted by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BLAIR] on the 2ist instant, with the recom- 
mendation that the blank be filled with the words ‘‘ five thousand.” 
i ask for its present consideration. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved, That ——- extra copies of Senate Report No. 1727, upon the “joint reso- 
lution proposing an amendment of the Constitution of the United States in rela- 
tion to the manufacture, importation, exportation, transportation, and sale of 
alcoholic liquors,” be printed for the use of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to fill the blank by the insertion 
of the words “‘ five thousand.” 

Mr. COCKRELL, Is that a unanimous report of the committee ? 

Mr. MANDERSON. It is a report from all the members of the com- 


mittee who were present. There were but two of the three present to 
whom it could be submitted. The cost of 5,000 copies of the report 
will be a little under $50, Iunderstand. The resolution was presented 
by the chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor, who called 
the attention of the Committee on Printing to the importance of the re- 
port and the great demand for it. Under those considerations the ma- 
jority of the committee reported in favor of the resolution. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Was the report made by the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor? 3 

Mr. MANDERSON. The resolution was presented by the chairman 
of that committee. I do not know whether he presented it from the 
committee, He can answer that for himself. 

Mr. BLAIR. Theresolution was introduced by myself individually. 
I care very little whether any extra copies are printed, except that 
there is continual demand for them, and the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union, which has taken a great deal of interest in the subject, 
as the Senator knows, would be likely in the end to make most of these 
copies available. I do not care to occupy time on the matter. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Iask the Senator to let the resolution lie over 
until to-morrow. I should like to look at it. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will lie over until 
to-morrow. Shall the amendment be first agreed to? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let the amendment lie over, too. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report of the committee on the 
resolution will lie over until to-morrow. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. CAMEKON introduced a bill (S. 3370) granting a pension to An- 
gelina Keefer; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3371) granting a pension to Rudolph 
Ralle; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3372) granting a pension to Daniel B. 
Singer; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. ; 

Mr. PLUMB introduced a bill (S. 3373) granting a pension to Nich- 
olas Moy; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3374) granting an increase of pension 
to Newton J. Shrake; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

COURTS IN DAKOTA. ; 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, submitted the following conference report: 


The committee of conference on the disa, ing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for one addi- 
tional associate justice of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their r tive Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Sen- 
ate numbered 1, and agree to the same. 

That the House e from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senato 
to the title of the bill, and agree to the same, 

JAMES F. WILSON, 


WM, M. EVARTS, 

G. G. VEST, 

Conferees on the part of the Senate. 
WILLIAM M. SPRINGER, 
C. B. KILGORE, 
WM. WARNER, 

Conferees on the part of the House. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The House having receded, no further 
action is needed by the Senate. 


TELEGRAPHIC FRANCHISES OF PACIFIC RAILROADS. 
Mr. CULLOM submitted the following report: 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of, the Senate to the bill (H, R. 1426) supplementary to the act 
of July 1, 1862, entitled “An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and tele- 

ph line from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the 
overnment the use of the same for postal; military, and other purposes,” and. 
also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said P raanda act, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows : 

‘That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate, 

and agree to the same, 
S. M. CULLOM, 


0. H. PLATT, 
A. P. GORMAN, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
A. M. DOOKERY, 
©. L. ANDERSON, 
S. R. PETERS, 
Managers on the part of the House, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report requires no action on the 
part of the Senate. 
VETOED PENSION BILLS. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I call up the resolution for printing 5,000 copies 
of the special report of the Committee on Pensions, which is on the 
“desk. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Connecticut moves 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the resolution reported 
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. MANDERSON] to print 5,000 ad- 
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ditional copies of Senate Report No. 1667, on pension bills vetoed by 
the President. The resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

Ordered, That 5,000 extra co: Senate Report No. 1667, on certain pension 


ies of 
bills returned to the Senate by bs President without his a; , together 
se views of the minority of the committee, be printed for the use of the 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the resolution? 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. 

Mr. COCKRELL: Is there not an amendment pending? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There are two amendments. The 
first amendment will be stated. 

The Chief Clerk read Mr. CocKRELL’s amendment, which was to add 
to the resolution: 

Resolved, That there be printed 100,600 copies of the messages of the President 
of the United States sent to the Congress of the United States vi 
bills during the Forty-ninth Congress and the Fiftieth Congress to 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The second amendment will be read 
for information. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The amendment moved by Mr. BLAIR was to 
add to the amendment of Mr. CocKRELL: 

Together with the reports of the Committee on Pensions of the Forty-ninth 
Congress thereon, and the views of the minority. 

Mr. HAWLEY. ‘The original resolution provides simply for print- 
ing 5,000 extra copies of the prescribed report of the Committee on Pen- 
sions. TheSenatorfrom Missouri moved an amendment to print100,000 
copies of all the President’s veto messages. I objected to it on general 
grounds—that it was hardly really germane to the pending resolution, 
and, besides, the additional point of order under the rule, that as it 
would require more than $500 to do the work he proposes, it must be 
done by concurrent resolution. 

Tho PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair passed upon that point 
of order. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I understood the Chair to pass upon that. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I did not understand the Chair the other day to 
have passed upon the point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Thatis the recollection of the Chair. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I did not so read it in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The rules requiring the reference of 
resolutions to Bahai where the amount is over a certain sum, to the 
Committee on Printing would exclude the consideration of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr, COCKRELL, I did not so understand. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will have the Recorp 
examined. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I desire to say in connection with the resolution 
that when it was reported the other day from the Committee on Print- 
ing, I, in a very pleasant and I thought jocular way, suggested to the 
distinguished Senator in charge of it that as they were going to print 
so many copies of the report of the Senate Committee on Pensions, 
which was an attempt to reflect severely upon the President, they might 
add to it and print a certain veto message of the President which had 
come in since that report had been made, the veto message in the Dough- 
erty case. I had no idea that I should excite my friends to the high 
pitch that followed, and I confess that Iwas very much amused. They 
seemed to fly into a rage over the proposition to print the veto message 
of the President in the Dough case in connection with this report. 

I had no intention to offer at that time the amendment; I simply 
suggested it; and I thought that my friends would be glad to have the 
opportunity of spreading another one of those veto messages before the 
people of this country. The veto messages have been denounced ‘‘in 
season and out of season,’’ and if they are of the character our friends 
say they are, they ought to publish them and send them broadcast. 
When I made the s tion I found out the temper of our friends. 
My good friend from usetts [Mr. DAWES] immediately sprang 
up and as it were, challenged me to offer a resolution to print the Pres- 
ident’s veto messages. 

Sir, I thought I understood the distinguished Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, one of the able Republican leaders on the floor of the Senate, 
and I sup that it was a request that I should offer a resolution 
to print all these veto messages and get them before the people of the 
country, so that their printing might not assume a partisan aspect, 
and I supposed if I were to offer the amendment and get these hun- 
dred thousand copies of the President’s veto mi spread before 
the country, then the Republican party would not be charged with any 
partisan feeling in printing them, as the Senate is Republican. 

I offered my amendment supposing, as a matter of course, that the 
opposite side would only be too glad to get the opportunity of printing 


100,000 copies of these veto messages and sca them broadcast 
throughout the length and breadth of the land. I th tI would re- 


lieve them of the responsibility of the publication, being a partisan 
one on their side. 

To my horror and astonishment, after the kind invitation of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts that I should offer this amend- 
ment, wnen I offered it the Senators on the other side sprang into a 


fearful rage over it, and then my distinguished friend from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. HAWLEY] was moved almost to tears over the poor Dougherty 
case, and the vials of his wrath were poured out upon the devoted head 
of the President for vetoing the pension bill in behalf of this poor 
widow, who had suffered such a dire calamity in being blown high into 
the air by an explosion at the arsenal. 

I was anxious that all these veto messages should get before the 
country, and, as I said before, I wished we could have some means of 
printing from 100,000 to 500,000 copies of each veto message which has 
been issued by the President, and place them in the hands of every man, 
woman, and child in this broad land. I am willing to do that, but, I 
supposed our Republican friends wanted the privilege of doing it, and 
I offered it to them. But now how isit? The distinguished leader 
from Ohio [Mr. SHERMAN], who was not chosen to lead his party, ap- 
pealed to me to withdraw this amendment, and finally the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY] made a point of 
order that it was not in order. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I suggest that there is nothing in the way of the 
Senator offering it as an independent resolution. k 

Mr. COCKRELL. Then it goes to the Committee on Printing, and 
there it will sleep the sleep that knows no waking. 

te HAWLEY. I will guaranty that it will be reported before 
night. 

Mr. COCKRELL. It will be reported adversely then. I want to 
get the veto messages printed with this expression of the Committee 
on Pensions, the majority report. I want them to go side by side, 
They will be two excellent documents and they will read well. The 
people would like to read the Dougherty veto message just after read- 
ing the report of the Committee on Pensions, and I should like to give 
them the opportunity of doing it. 

Mr. President, I can not see why our friends do not want that mes- 
sage printed. I can notsee why they do not want all the veto messages 
printed. We printed all of them up to the close of the first session of 
the Forty-ninth Congress, and there is great demand for that volume; 
the people like to read it, But the veto messages of the last session of 
the Forty-ninth Congress and the veto messages of the present session 
have not been printed. I would like to have a publication of a com- 
pilation of all the veto messages of the present Executive of the United 
States, and I would like the people to read them all, and I hope our 
friends will offer the resolution, and if the Presiding Officer declares it 
out of order and prevents the publication of it in connection with this 
report, then I shall offer it as a separate resolution and have it referred 
to the committee; or the resolution itself can be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Printing. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, the admiration which the Senator from 
Missouri entertains for the veto message in the Dougherty case com- 
pels me to submit some observations to the Senate at this time upon 
that matter, which may possibly increase the respect in which he holds 
that extraordinary document. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Will the Senator just permit me to say one word 
in regard to that? 

Mr. DAVIS. Certainly. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I only referred to that because of what was said. 
Now, Ishall have somewhat to say on that veto message when it is 
under discussion. I did not undertake to discuss the message and the 
facts in the case this morning, because I supposed the Committee on 
Pensions would report it back to the Senate, as it has been referred to 
that committee. I say now in advance that I shall be exceedingly 
gratified to have the Committee on Pensions report it back to the Sen- 
ate and give us a chance to discuss it, and that might save the Senator 
from Minnesota from entering into a discussion of it now, because I 
am anxious that that case particularly shall be discussed. I think I 
can throw some light upon that subject-matter. 

Mr. DAVIS. The Senator from Missouri having brought the Dough- 
erty case into this discussion on a motion ti oat 100,000 copies of the 
veto messages, it is my purpose to gratify him now to some extent 
upon that topic. 

The Dougherty case came before the last Congress on a petition which 
was signed, among other persons, by Admiral Porter and by the venera- 
ble George Bancroft, attesting their acquaintance with this woman, 
their knowledge of the iar calamities under which she had la- 
bored for so many years, which in their judgment made it proper that 
Congress should intervene in her behalf by a measure of special relief. 
That petition and those facts were examined by the committee of the 
Forty-ninth Congress and a favorable report was made. It received 
no legislative action, and again came before the present Pension Com- 
mittee of the Senate, received a careful examination and a favorable 
conclusion upon substan’ the following facts: 

Mrs. Dougherty, now a woman between fifty and sixty years of age, 
was during the war employed in the Government arsenal in this city 
in filling cartridges, an employment of peculiar danger; and while 
there, without any fault on her part, an explosion took place which 
killed several, broke her collar-bone, scarred her face, from which she 
inhaled the flames, was made sick, and for a certain time insane. It 
was and is one of those cases falling within narrow exceptions, such as 
teamsters, quartermaster’s clerks, and other civil employés in the Gov- 
ernment military service; falling, I say, within narrow exceptions 
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where here and there Congress has from time to time put persons in 
her position upon the pension-rolls. 

Her husband at this time was a soldier in the Army. His name was 
Daniel Dougherty, He came home from the war, and finding this 
woman in this pitiable condition, after remaining around Washington 
for a time sick, apparently so sick that the last ministrations of his re- 
ligion were thought to have been required for him, although they were 
not admini , left his family ostensibly to go West in search of his 
health, and in the course of a few days came a letter or telegram to her 
announcing his death. About the same time their only son, the stay 
of this woman if he had lived, being then an employé in the navy-yard 
in this city, was killed by an accidentthere. Daniel Dougherty, who 
thus dimppeama from this woman’s side, has never reappeared to her 


y. 
She filed an application for a pension as his widow. The proof of 
death was that of a comrade who attested to his death in Paducah, Ky. ; 
of an attending physician, who certified to it not of his own personal 
knowledge, but as exceedingly probable, and the proof in that respect 
was so cogent that the Pension Office in 1878 passed this woman’s claim 
and put her on the pension-roll as the widow of Daniel Dougherty. 

She enjoyed that pension three months. It to be noised about 
from some source or other that Daniel Dougherty was not dead, that 
the report of his death, which had been conveyed to this woman, was 
a fabrication, and the office very properly undertook to ascertain whether 
the man yet lived, and it found that he did, whereupon the pension of 

Ann Dougherty was suspended. Daniel Dougherty afterwards 
filed his claim for a pension on account of injuries, as he said, received 
in the service. 

The Pension Committee did not proceed as the President of the United 
States would seem to indicate by his message, upon any theory or any 
mistake that Mary Ann Dougherty was the widow of Daniel Dough- 
erty. The committee knew that Daniel Dougherty yet lived; they 
knew that he had been denied a pension, although he had made appli- 
cation, for injuries received in the service, but they placed the equities 
of Mrs. Dougherty upon the facts which I have stated—facts which 
commended themselves to the sympathies and judgment of the com- 
mittee; facts which in scores of instances on behalf of men, and, I 
think, in some cases on behalf of women, have resulted in legislation 
by Congress in their favor. 

This man Dongherty has never appeared to his family again. This 
woman for twenty years has lived in this city worse than in a state of 
widowhood, on account of the action of this man. She lost her son 
in a quasi military service. She herself received grievous injuries in 
the same capacity, namely, employment in an arsenal. 

The President of the United States has seen fit to read to Congress 
and through Congress to exhibit to the country a homily upon its al- 
leged carelessness and remissness in the way of duty in respect to this 
particular case, and also a general homily and reproof of Congress. He 
states in his message as a statement of fact, he informs the country in 
his message as follows: 

Her husband, Daniel Dougherty, is now living in Philadelphia, and is a pen- 
sioner in his own right for disability alleged to have been incurred while serv- 
ing in the Thirty-fourth New Jersey Volunteers. Of this fact this beneficiary 

been repeatedly informed. 

Here we have the President of the United States stating in a paper 
which should be marked by truth in every word it contains, as a reason 
for refusing a pension to this woman, that Daniel Dougherty is now 
living in Philadelphia and is now a pensioner in his own right. ‘‘ False 
as a bulletin ’’ used to be a proverb in other countries. The phrase is 
particularly applicable to this paper, for there is not one word of truth 
in the allegation of the message which I have just read. The truthis 
directly the contrary; and my assertion in that respect does not depend 
on any outside investigation, but it depends on the face of the very 
record which the President of the United States in theory had before 
him when he fulminated this extraordinary document. 

Daniel Dougherty never enjoyed a pension in his own right or inany 
other; and further than that, I say that the record shows that theclaim 
of Daniel Dougherty for a pension was disallowed by the Pension Of- 
fice. Here is the proof—— 

Mr. COCKRELL. Thatdid not cause him to be considered dead and 
his widow entitled to a pension because he was disallowed a pension. 

Mr. DAVIS. Isay the President of the United States, in a message 
to the Senate, as a reason why he could not approve the claim of Mary 
Ann Dougherty, stated that Daniel Dougherty is now in the enjoy- 
ment of a pension, and I say the President was misled in that respect 
by the source to which he applies for information to supply the mate- 
rial for his veto messages. Here is the proof: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF PENSIONS, 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 1888. 

Sm: In compliance with your request I have the honor to transmit herewith 

the papers in invalid claim No. 302398, of Daniel Dougherty, formerly of Com- 
y O, Thirty-fourth New Jersey Volunteers, which was rejected in Decem- 

r, 1856, because there was no record at the War Department of the injury to 

os back, and he was unable to prove its incurrence in the service and line of 
y Very respectfully, 


WM. E. MCLEAN, 
Acting Commissioxer. 


Hon. Cushman K. Davis, r 
Chairman Committee on Pensions, the Senate. 
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How does that consist, this official announcement from the Pension 
Bureau, with the averment of the President of the United States in 
the message designed to go forth to the country, which the Senator 
from Missouri is so anxious to have printed to the extent of 100,000 
copies—I ask how does that statement consist with his affirmation on 
the second page of this message that Daniel Dougherty is a pensioner 
in his own right for disability incurred in the service? And when 
the President of the United States undertakes to lecture Congress and 
its committees for carelessness and want of vigilance in examining 
records, which Heaven knows are painful and laborious enough to ex- 
amine, I would advise the particular Tite Barnacle in the veto division 
ofthe great American Circumlocution Office who furnishes the President 
with information in cases of this character to be more circumspect in 
his investigations. 

This is not all. Here is the original record of the Pension Office in 
the Daniel Dougherty case. If oyer is claimed, profert is made, and 
upon the back of its envelope stands an indorsement which ought to 
have been the first thing seen by that familiar of the Pension Office 
who supplies the President of the United States the materials for the 
vetoes, who advised and instructed the President of the United States 
that Daniel Dougherty is now a pensioner in his own right. 

On the 12th of June, 1888, about three weeks before the President 
transmitted his veto, this inscription was made on the wrapper in 
Daniel Dougherty’s case, June 12, 1888. 

Howard— 
That is the name of Dougherty’s attorney— 
Testimony recently filed warrants no change of action. 

Three weeks before the President affirmed that Daniel Dougherty 
was in the enjoyment of a pension, the Pension Office noted an in- 
scription on the envelope of official action that there was no warrant 
for Daniel Dougherty’s application for a change of the rejection which 
had been made in 1886. 

Other charges are made in this veto message. 

The police records of the precinct in which she has lived for years show that 
she is a woman of very bad character. 

I took occasion the other day to express my opinion of the disposi- 
tion which could dictate any person grabbling among the police rec- 
ords of this city to break down the claim of this woman for a pension, 
certified to as she was by the people who signed her petition. 

Now let us see how much warrant there is in that charge. There is 
no question that this woman up to the year 1872, driven insane by 
physical suffering and mental calamity, had been arrested, I think not 
more than five times, for offenses exceedingly venial in their character, 
and to which if she ever committed them at all (for there is no record 
of her conviction), she was impelled by her misfortunes and her men- 
tal aberration. But it was not enough for the inquisitors of the Pen- 
sion Office,who have been the purveyors to the President of the United 
States of materials for vetoes, to include only the cases in which this 
woman indisputably figured. 

They went back and included women by the name of Dougherty who 
do not bear her first name, whose ages, vocations, aud station in life 
manifestly show that they are different persons. 

On the 12th of April, 1864, ‘* Mary Dougherty, thirty-five years old,” 
was arrested for ‘‘intoxication,’’ ‘‘married.’? On October 31, 1864, 
“Mary Dougherty, married,” again arrested. In 1864, December 5, 
“Mary A. Dougherty, white, age thirty-five, Irish,” and then a charge 
against her which could come from nothing but the brutality ofa 
policeman and the further charge of ‘‘selling liquor without a license,” 
a thing in which nobody ever thought that she was engaged in. This 
particular Mary Dougherty is then thirty years old, the other two are 
thirty-five years old. September 13, 1886, ‘‘Mary A. Dongherty, 
white, age thirty-six’’—she has got back to thirty-six now—“ Ivish;’’ 
now she is a “‘single woman” instead of being a married woman, and 
engaged in a vocation which I will not stigmatize any woman by 
naming. June 7, 1868, “Mary A. Dougherty, age twenty-seven, 
white, {rish, servant’’—this woman that was thirty-five in 1864, has 
reverted in 1868 to twenty-seven years of age. On the 15th of April, 
‘Mary A. Dougherty, aged forty-one, white, servant, single ’’—this 
married woman has become single. In 1874, September 8, “Annie 
Dougherty,” another woman apparently, age thirty-three, a ‘‘single”’ 
woman; and on February 18, 1879, ‘‘Annie Dougherty, age thirty-five, 
intoxicated.”’ 

No man of sense would ever, upon a memorandum of that character, 
which is a lead-pencil slip in the records of the Pension Office in the 
Mary Ann Dougherty case, have a right to infer that the various Annie 
Doughertys and Mary Doughertys were the same as Mary Ann Dough- 
erty when Mary Ann isa married woman, always so known, and the 
others are single. 

I have troubled the Senate with these remarks—— 

Mr. COCKRELL. Did I understand the Senator to say that Mary 
Ann Dougherty has always been considered married when she applied 
for a pension as a widow? 

Mr. DAVIS. Mary Ann Dougherty, when she applied for a pension, 
considered, and the Pension Office did, that her husband was dead, and 
he had been dead to her over fifteen years. 

Mr. COCKRELL. She was asingle woman then, was she not? 

Mr. DAVIS. She was supposed to be single then. 
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Mr. COCKRELL. She had reported herself single then, had she not? 

Mr. DAVIS. I suppose she would have been put down a widow, 
very likely. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That would depend upon circumstances, She 
was not then married, or she would not have been a widow. 

Mr. DAVIS. These small matters do not touch the merits of this 
controversy. Iam adducing them to show the extraordinary pains to 
which the emissaries of the Pension Office went to enable the President 
to framea veto message out of which political capital can be made; and 
my endeavor is, as the Senator from Missouri is pressing the publication 
of that remarkable document, to be heard alittle through the country as 
to the extraordinary misstatements of facts by which the President of 
the United States has been imposed upon by those little creatures in 
the Pension Office who act at his dictation in order to vindicate the 
feeble infallibility of their vocation. 

I do not know that I have anything further to say on this subject. 
There is no question from the character of the people who have signed 
her petition, the Hon. George Bancroft, in whose family I am informed 
she lived as a servant. Admiral Porter who knows concerning her— 
there is no question that for years past this woman has led a reputable 
life; and the offenses charged, even if they were committed, were al- 
ways venial in the extreme, probably induced by her misfortunes. 
Some of the most noble and sainted women in this city have called 
upon me personally to assure me of this woman’s character in this re- 
spect. But suppose it is all so, what have these things to do with her 
equitable claim upon the United States for its charity? She forfeits 
nothing by any such lapses which she may have committed. 

If we at times will pension men, quartermaster’s clerks, teamsters, 
women the widows of wheelwrights who have lost their lives, or be- 
come injured, or have been taken prisoners of war while performing 
civil duties incident to military service, what is the.reason that this 
poor old Irish woman, who herself suffered in body and in mind, who 
was deprived of her child while serving the Government in a quasi- 
military capacity, who was left neither maid, wife, nor widow, by the 
desertion of a heartless husband—what is the reason that the Presi- 
dent of the United States shall make this extraordinary raid upon the 
character of this poor old Irish woman? — 

That is all I have tosay about the Dougherty case, and I have spoken 
in the hope that my words may possibly commend this veto message to 
the further and increased idolatry of the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. COCKRELL. It does most emphatically increase my admira- 
tion, and I am exceedingly gratified that the Senator has taken the op- 
portunity to make the statement that he has. Now, will the Senator 
do me the kindness to say what evidence the Committee on Pensions 
has that there was any explosion at the arsenal in the city of Washing- 
ton on the 28th day of June, 1864, and that the claimant, Mary Ann 
Dougherty, was an employé there and injured in that arsenal explo- 
aion? 

Mr. DAVIS. Nothing would give me greater pleasure: 

To all whom it may concern— 

This is from the records of the Pension Bureau, and acted on by that 

institution— 
To all whom it may concern: 

, r t 
o N O 
burned by an explosion of powder. At said explosion several were killed. 

JOHN MURPHY. 
T. WHYTE. 
E. B. CLARK. 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Acting Sergeant Ordnance Department, 
JAMES HARTWELL, 
Sergeant of Ordnance, 
GEORGE W. McKEE, 
Captain and Brevet Major, Commanding. 

Mr. COCKRELL, What is the date of that? 

Mr. DAVIS, It is not dated. It is from the Pension Office files 
connected with Mrs. Dougherty’s claim; a copy. 

Mr. COCKRELL. That is the evidence on which the Pension Com- 
muttee acted? - 

Mr. DAVIS. The evidence on which the Commissioner of Pensions 
acted in deciding on her claim. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Do I understand that the Commissioner of Pen- 
sions pensioned her upon the ground of the injury that she received in 
the arsenal? 

Mr. DAVIS. I presume that it went very far towards affecting his 
determination. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I have not so understood it; and I would thank 
the Senator to say whether the pension granted by the Pension Office 
was to her as the widow of a soldier or was for injuries received in the 
arsenal explosion? 

Mr. DAVIS. Of course, everybody knows she was at that time pen- 
sioned on the supposition, honestly entertained by her and everybody 
om, n she was Daniel Dougherty’s widow, and this came in as in- 
cidentai 

Mr. COCKRELL. Thatisallright. Then the Pension Office granted 
her a pension on the ground that she was the widow of a deceased sol- 
dier. That theory has been exploded, and the Committee on Pensions 


recommend the granting of a pension to her because she was injured 
in this explosion. Is not that the reason ? 

Mr. DAVIS. I will answer the Senator when he is through. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I would like to know the ground on which the 
Committee on Pensions recommended this pension. If they recom- 
mended it upon the ground that she is a widow, the Senator from Min- 
nesota has established the fact that the husband is living. If they 
granted it upon the ground that she was engaged in a quasi military 
employment, and in that employment got an injury, thatis a different 
question, and I want to know abont it. 

Mr. DAVIS. That is the ground on which the committee pro- 
ceeded. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Exactly so. Then we know where we stand. 
The Senator has criticised the President of the United States for rely- 
ing upon statements made from the Pension Office in regard to the 
pension having been granted to Dougherty and also in regard to the 
charges made through the police office against this widow. I have 
not had any time to investigate the statements in regard to Dougherty 
being alive or whether this is the same Dougherty or not. I take it 
for granted it is. 

Mr. DAVIS. I have no doubt of it. 

Mr. COCKRELL, Ido not dispute that, but I have not investigated 
and looked into that question at all. 

But suppose the President was misled by reports from the Pension 
Office, reports made by Republican clerks who fill four-fifths of the 
positions in that office. Hemay have been misled; I will not deny it; 
I do not know. But that is not the question. This issue has been 
narrowed down tothe question that the Committee on Pensions granted 
this woman a pension because she was in quasi military employment 
and was injured, and all the evidence they have of that fact is a cer- 
tificate not verified by affidavit and not dated. 

Now, I want to say to the Senator from Minnesota that I dare him to 
make a report back to the Senate recommending the passage of that 
bill over the President’s veto because Mary Ann Dougherty was an 
employé in the Government service and injured—I just dare him to do 
it. We will stand on that issue before the country. They have a 
chance of vindicating the correctness of their judgment. Thechairman 
of the Pension Committee comes before the people of the United States 
and boldly tells them that the committee have granted a pension to a 
woman because three or four individuals gave a certificate without date 
and without affidavit that on a certain day she was workingin an arse- 
nal and was injured. Is that the way the Committee on Pensions act? 
Is that the kind of évidence they pass bills upon? Think of it! 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I make one suggestion there? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Oneof thesigners of that certificate isa well-known 
officer of the Army of the very highest character, Major McKee, who 
was in command there at the time. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I do not care what his character is. I say Mary 
Ann Dougherty was not employed there. I say Mary Ann Dougherty 
was never injured in any explosion there. I say I can show the official 
record of the fact, and I dare the committee to come in and stand on 
that alleged fact. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator is getting excited. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Nota bit. I want to stir up that committee to 
make that report. I dare them to do it. 

Mr. DAVIS. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. COCKRELL. Certainly; I always yield with pleasure. 

Mr. DAVIS. I should like to ask the Senator from Missouri whether 
he pretends to say there is any record in the Pension Bureau contra- 
dicting the statement of Major McKee that she was so employed and 
so injured ? 

Mr. COCKRELL. I do not know what is in the Pension Bureau, but 
I say that if a committee of the Senate will report a bill to the Senate 
upon a simple certificate, not dated and not verified by affidavit, not 
an official certificate—— 

Mr. DAVIS. The Senator from Missouri has been a military char- 
acter, and I would like to ask him whether it is not the rule of military 
law that the certificate of the commanding officer in charge is always 
yalid without the addition of an affidavit? 

Mr. COCKRELL. The certificate of a commanding officer made at 
the time and in the line of duty. If it had been the duty of this offi- 
cer to have made any certificate at the time of this explosion that would 
be competent evidence; but the certificate is made many years after the 
occurrence. It is not an official certificate; it is not made in the line 
of duty; it was not made at the time the occurrence took place. 

Mr. President, this is a very easy matter to settle. We have got it 
all drawn out to one concentrated point. Mary Ann Dougherty, say 
the Committee on Pensions, was an employé in an arsenal of the United 
States, and receiving pay from the United States Government, and 
whilst she was in that employment an explosion occurred and she was 
injured, and she should now be allowed a pension because of that in- 
jury. Ifshe were in the employ of the Government, there is a record; 
her name was upon the list of employés of that arsenal. She was re- 
ceiving a salary from the United States Government, Nobody works 
for the Government withoutasalary. She received pay from the United 
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States and when she was paid for her services she gave a receipt, and 
all those matters are of record. Now we do get down to the point; there 
itis. 

I challenge the Senator to produce a roll of the employés of that 
arsenal showing the name of Mary Ann Dougherty. I challenge the 
Senator to produce a solitary line to show that Mary Ann Dougherty 
was ever paid one nickel, one penny for any services rendered by her 
in 1864. Now we have it. There is the question. { say the Com- 
mittee on Pensions acted without any evidence, and I assert that Mary 
Ann Dougherty was not employed in the arsenal; I say that she was 
not injured in the explosion; and I say that part of the scheme is in- 
famous, false, and fraudulent. It has all been concocted to work upon 
the sympathies of the distinguished Senators upon the committee, and 
that is all there is of it. 

I have made asquare issue. Let the Senator come in with this case 
and report to pass the bill over the President’s veto, on the ground 
that Mary Ann Dougherty was in the employ of the United States in 
the arsenal in June or July, 1864, and there was blown up—away up 
until she could see the stars according to her report; blown up and 
injured, made insensible, so that she has never recovered from it, and 
for that reason they propose to pension her and override the President’s 
veto. Thatis the issue. I dare them to bring itin. I will meet you 
on that issue squarely and fairly. We shall have some evidence then. 
The committee can not then hide behind a mere certificate without 
date and not verified by affidavit. 

How cheap these things are! How cheap it is to go around and get 
a general indorsement. Merely to sign a name does not cost anything. 
Anybody can sign a name to a mere recommendation. Now we have 
got this case down to that point. I have made my assertions, I have 
challenged the committee to bring in their report recommending the 
passage of this bill over the President’s veto, and there I will rest that 
case. 


The President of the United States was perfectly justified in making 
some of the criticisms made in his message. When we come to dis- 
cuss the vetoed bills, or this report in favor of passing those bills over 
the President’s veto, we shall see who has committed the most blun- 
ers, the President of the United States or the Pension Committee. 
We will take the reports, we will take the action, and we will see who 
is the painstaking, careful investigator, the Pension Committee or the 
President of the United States. Iam willing to stand upon that rec- 
ord. Isay that the President has been actuated by the highest and 
noblest motives in vetoing many of these pension bills. I say that he 
has acted wisely and justly, and I say that many of them should not 
have been ; 

I find in the report made on this Mary Ann Dougherty bill in the 
House of Representatives that the petition of the applicant is set out in 
full. The report begins with these words: 

The facts in the case are substantially set forth in Mrs. Dougherty’s petition, 
which is as follows. 

Then follows the petition, and that petition has this at the end: 


The undersigned respectfully represent that they are acquainted with Mary 
Ann Dougherty, believe the facts stated in the aforesaid petition to be true, an 
join her therein and ask consideration of same from your honorable body. 
DAVID D. PORTER, Admiral. 
MRS, GEORGE U. MORRIS. 
S. NICHOLSON, 
Commodore United States Navy. 
W. A. LEONARD, 
Rector of St. John’s Parish. 
E. ©. WEAVER, 
Late ye United States Vols, 
GEORGE W. ROUZER, 
t Army and Navy Journal. 
GEO. BANCROFT. 


The Senator from Minnesota has referred to the distinguished histo- 
rian, philanthropist, patriot, andstatesman, George Bancroft. I wantto 
know if the George Bancroft whose signature is attached to this petition 
is the George Bancroft, historian, statesman, patriot, etc. I ask the 
Senator from Minnesota if the George Bancroft whose name is printed 
to this petition is the George Bancroft the historian, statesman, ete. 

Mr. DAVIS. There is no doubt about it. 

Mr. COCKRELL. You believeit is. Well, weshall see about that. 
I say I doubt it. I wish the Senator from Minnesota when he reports 
this bill back to the Senate, recommending its passage over the Presi- 
dent’s veto, to make a point of the fact that George Bancroft, the his- 
torian, statesman, patriot, etc., indorsed this, and that his genuine 
signature is there. 

Now, another point. Mrs. Dougherty says: 

I obtained employment in the United States arsenal making cartrid for 
the United States Army then in the field; that on or about the 28th day of June, 
1864, while so employed and in the line of duty, as above stated, an explosion 
occurred, which killed and injured a number of the employés. 

Your petitioner was one of the victims. I was severely burned and internally 
injured, besides being mentally injured by the fall from the height to which I 
was thrown through the force of the explosion. 

Thrown away up in the air. 


My flesh was burned, as scars will show, and I inhaled the fire. My collar 
bone was also broken. I was unconscious when found, and became insane from 
the injuries received. s 


That is a horrible picture. Isay an explosion did occur, but not on 


that day. It occurred in the arsenal, where there were a large num- 
ber ofemployés at thattime. Their names were upon the roll; twenty- 
one were killed and thirty or forty badly injured. The Congress of 
the United States appropriated $2,000 in money to assist the injured. 
There was a roll of every one killed and wounded there; all their names 
were upon the roll. The roll and the list show that $2,000 was gratui- 
tously distributed, and every one that got a dollar of that money signed 
the roll? Produce it, will you? Show Mary Ann Dougherty’s name 
on it. She was not employed in the arsenal; she was not blown up in 
the explosion; and the whole thing is a concoction and a delusion and 
a fraud. Again she says: 

My son (the eldest), a bright boy, was killed by machinery in the United States 
navy-yard at Washington. 

I will thank the committee when they report this bill back to show 
some evidence of that fact that is brought in here to excite the feel- 
ings, the generosity, and magnanimity of that committee, to bring some 
evidence that Mary Ann Dougherty ever had a son killed by the ma- 
chinery in the nayy-yard. I do not believe a word of it. Ido not 
think you can show a particle of evidence of it and I challenge you to 
do it. 

The Senators may throw their fulminations at the President of the 
United States for these veto messages. He is doing his duty honestly, 
conscientiously, faithfully, and patriotically, and their answer only 
makes me remember the old adage that ‘‘ Whom the gods would de- 
stroy they first make mad.” Continue your fulminations to your 
hearts’ content against the President and his position, and your arrows 
will fall harmless at his feet. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HALE. I am sorry to interfere with so interesting a debate, 
but I must remind the Senate that the appropriation bills ought to be 
passed as soon as possible, and if this question is likely to lead to much 
moredebate, no matter how interesting or how lurid that debate may 
be, I must move to take up the naval appropriation bill. 

Mr. TELLER. I-shall not object to the naval appropriation bill 
being taken up now. 

Mr. HALE. On that suggestion of the Senator that this debate is 
likely to consume more time, I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the naval appropriation bill. 

Mr. TELLER, I take the floor on the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is moved that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10556), laying aside the pending 
resolution. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had receded from its disagreement 
to the amendments of the Senate to the following bills, and agreed to 
the same: - 

A bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of July 1, 1862, en- 
titled ‘‘An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph 
line from the Missonri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the 
Government the use of the same for postal, military, and other pur- 
poses,’’ and also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory 
of said first-named act; and 

A bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for one additional associate justice 
of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the following bills: 

A bill (H. R. 10128) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a railroad bridge by the Birmingham, Atlantic and Air-Line Rail- 
road and Banking and Navigation Company across the Oconee River, 
in Laurens County, State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 7438) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway Company the right to construct and maintain a bridge 
across the Missouri River, near Winona, Emmons County, Dakota; 

A bill (H. R. 7899) authorizing the construction of a bridge over the 
Tennessee River at or near Lamb’s Ferry, Alabama, and for other pur- 


poses; 

A bill (H. R. 3070) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, in Montana; 

A bill (H. R. 5095) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Ocmulgee River, in the State of Georgia, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 3523) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, and to establish it as a post-road; 

A bill (H. R. 6699) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Water- 
town Railway Company; 

A bill (H. R. 8355) to authorize theconstruction of a railroad, wago 
and foot-passenger bridge across the St. John’s River between De Lan 
Landing and Lake Monroe, in the State of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 9079) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Tennessee River at or near Knoxville, Tenn. ; 

A bill (H. R. 9086) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Oostenaula River at or near Rome, Ga.; 

A bill (H. R. 9420) authorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas and 
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Northern Railway Company to construct and maintain bridges across 
Bayou Bartholomew, and across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sabine 
Rivers, in Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; 

A bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a railroad, 
wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River at a 
point in the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and State 
of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr. ; 

A bill (H. R. 2170) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and foot-passenger bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Bur- 
lington, in the State of Iowa; and 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River. 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing bills, with amendments in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

A bill (S. 2252) to incorporate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator, 
and Railway Company; and ~ 

A bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Company of 
the District of Columbia. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ing bills: 

A bill (S. 1051) to amend the act giving the approval and sanction 
of Congress to the route and termini of the Anacostia and Potomac 
River Railroad in the District of Columbia; 

A bill (S. 1099) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension, in the 
District of Columbia; 

A bill (S. 1612) to provide for the closing of parts of two alleys in 
square 132, in the city of Washington, D. C., and for the relief of 
Charles Early and Corbin Warwick; 

A bill (S. 1727) to grant to the trustees of the German Lutheran 
Trinity Congregation of Washington, D. C., the right to sell a portion 
of their cemetery lands; 

A bill (S. 2307) to correct the records of the District of Columbia 
relative to certain real estate therein; 

A bill (S. 2493) to perfect the quarantine service of the United States; 


and 

A bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes, and 
amendatory of the statutes therein mentioned,’’ approved June 18, 
1888. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ing bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 7083) to regulate the powers and duties of the board 
of trustees of the Industrial Home School of. the District of Columbia 
in respect to infant wards and scholars, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 7785) for the relief of attendants on the insane at Hos- 
pital for the Insane in the District of Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 7864) to reappropriate to pay for alley condemned in 
square numbered 493; 

A bill (H. R. 8272} to provide for the payment of F. H. Bates as 
military instructor at the Washington High School, District of Co- 
lumbia; 

A bill (H. R. 9769) to punish public drunkenness in the District of 
Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 9977) to authorize the Baltimore and Potomac Railroad 
Company to extend a side-track into square No. 1025 in the city of 


W: n; 

A bill (H. R. 10758) to amend the charter of the Capitol, North O 
Street and South Washington Railway Company; and 
A bill (H. R. 8990) to provide for the adjudication and payment of 


claims from Indian depredations. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had signed ' 
the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

rest; 692) granting an increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams; ! 
bill (S. 749) granting a pension to Louise Paul; | 
i 842) granting a pension to Julia A. Rhoads; 
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ill (S. 896) for the relief of Mrs. Louise Silvers; 

ill (8. ri granting a pension to Mrs. Fredericka Hauser; 
ill (S. 1629) granting a pension to Erastus B. Burnham; 

i E iat granting a pension to Mary L. Williams; 
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ill (S. 1867) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary L. Ristine; 
ill (S. 1884) granting a pension to Louise Provost; 
(S. 2105) granting an increase of pension to Joseph Verbisky; į 
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ill (S. 2652) granting a pension to Gustave E. Peters. 
NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL. i 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the | 


| ing building 


bill (H. R. 10556) making appropriations for the naval service for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 


The PRESIDENT protempore. If there be no objection, the amend- 
ments of the Committee on Appropriatipns will be acted on as they are 
reached in the reading of the bill. 

The Secretary ed to read the bill. The first amendment re- 
ported by the Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of 
Pay, miscellaneous,” on page 2, line 31, after ‘‘ courts,” to strike out 
martials ” and insert ‘‘ martial ;’’ and in the same line, after the words 
‘* prisoners and,” to strike out ‘‘ prison ’’ and insert ‘‘ prisons;’’ so as to 
read: 

Expenses of courts-martial, prisoners and prisons, and courts of inquiry. 
bo: of investigation, pareho i, boards, with clerks’ and witnesses’ fees, an 
traveling expenses and costs, etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 93. 

Mr. HALE. In line 89, I move to strike out the words “for training 
naval officers,” before ‘‘at;’’? so as to make the clause read: 


Training station, Coasters’ Harbor Island, Rhode Island: For repairs and im- 
rovements on buildings at Coasters' Harbor Island; heating, lighting, and 
ture for same; books and stationery; freight and other contingent ex- 
ponsa; purchase of feed and maintenance of horses and mail-wagons, and at- 
ndance on same, $10,000. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HALE. And at the end of the paragraph I offer the following 
amendment in the form of a proviso, to come in after ‘‘ dollars’’ in line 
93. 


a 
ae 


Provided, That the Secretary of the Na 
and place under one command the t 
at Newport, R. I. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ civil es- 
stablishment, Bureau of Navigation,’’ on page 6, line 114, after the 
word ‘‘clerk,’’ to strike out ‘‘(when required), three hundred” and 
insert ‘‘ one thousand; ” and in line 115, after the word ‘‘all,”’ to strike 
out “‘nine thousand three hundred ” and insert ‘‘ten thousand;”’ so as 
to make the clause read: 


Weier Peg sop One clerk, $1,000; in all, $10,000. And no other fund ap» 
by this act shall be used in payment for such services, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Bureau of 
Ordnance,” on page 6, after line 133, to insert: ‘‘For torpedoes adapted 
to naval warfare and experiments with torpedoes, $100,000;’’ and in 
line 136, after the word ‘‘all,’’ to strike out “‘ two” and insert ‘‘three;’’ 
so as to make the clause read: 


is hereby authorized to consolidate 
o station and the Naval War College 


For to ada: to naval warfare and rim 
guano Open eT > na and experiments with torpedoes, 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Civil estab- 
lishment, Bureau of Ordnance,” under the head of ‘Torpedo Corps,” 
on page 9, after line 185, to insert: 

Quarters for surgeon, $8,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, line 189, under the head ‘ Tor- 
pedo Corps,” before the word ‘‘thousand,”’ to strike out “‘ fifty-seven ” 
and insert “‘ sixty-five; ’’ so as to make the clause read: 

For NR sie sanitary condition of the cottages used as quarters at the 

all, $65,700. 


statión, $5,000; 

The amendment was agreed to. . 

The next amendment was, in the appropriations for “‘ Bureau of Euip- 
ment and Recruiting,” on 9, line 201, to increase the item for 
‘‘ equipment of vessels ’’ from $600,000 to $650,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, to strike out the parenthetical 
marks before the word ‘‘and,’’ in line 244, and after the word “‘sery- 
ices,’’ in line 246. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Bureau of Yards and 
Docks,” in the appropriations for ‘‘ Public works.—Navy-yards and - 
stations,” in line 275, after the word ‘‘ dollars,’’ to insert ‘‘ reconstruct- 
No. 7, partially destroyed by fire in January, 1888, $60,- 
000;?’ and in line 278, before the word ‘‘thousand,’’ to strike out 
‘‘ eighty-three’”’ and insert ‘one hundred and forty-three;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, to strike out the clause from line 309 to 
314, inclusive, on page 14, as follows: 

For the expenses of a commission of three officers, to be appointed by the 
Secretary of the Navy, to report as to the most desirable location on or near the 


coast of the Gulf of Mexico for a navy-yard and docks for shipping and for the 
expenses of sounding and surveying and estimating expenses, 550-000. 


Mr. PASCO, I should like to ask the Senator who has charge of 
this bill to state briefly the reasons for striking out this provision. 
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Mr. HALE. The Government already has a navy-yard at Pensacola, 
Fla. The committee was not prepared to agree to appropriate $50,000 
to send out a commission to search for a site for another navy-yard in 
that vicinity, believing that it was better in any work which shall be 
done hereafter in fitting up or completing a navy-yard in the Gulf, at 
any rate from the information we have now, we had better utilize the 
yard that is there. Therefore in that conservative interest the com- 
mittee struck out this appropriation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BERRY in the chair), The ques- 
tion is on the amendment proposed by the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. CALL. Iam very much gratified to hear the statement of the 
Senator from Maine. The appropriation by the House of $50,000 for 
a commission to look over the Gulf States to select a navy-yard in the 
waters of the Gulf, when already at Pensacola we have a navy-yard, 
is certainly a very unwise one. It has long been an established fact 
in the history of this country that there was but one harbor in the 
Gulf of Mexico, whether within our own dominions or outside of them, 
that was an appropriate place for a navy-yard for the repair and con- 
struction of ships, easy of access and egress, amply protected from 
storms, with fresh and salt water of any depth that may be desired 
for any ships now known to naval warfare or that in all probability 
will ever be known. 

From the time of the Spanish occupation of the shores of the Gulf of 
Mexico to the present day, the ample capacity and the superior adyan- 
tages of the harbor and bay of Pensacola have been recognized, and 
this recognition of its superior advantages has continued through the 
entire naval history of this country. Its geographical position towards 
the West Indies and the coasts of the Gulf of Mexico is superior to that 
of any other possible location, besides the natural advantages of a sup- 
ply of water and an ample anchorage ground greater than is to be 
found anywhere else upon the southern coasts of the United States or 
of Central America. 

In recent years the connection of the port of Pensacola by rail with 
the now rapidly being developed iron industries and steel manufact- 
ures of Ala’ with the ample supply of coal, point to the harbor of 
Pensacola as the proper place for the construction of ships of war nec- 
essary for the defense of this country or for its commercial relations 
with South America or the West Indies. 

It may be safely asserted that in the present condition of the de- 
yelopment of the steel and iron industries of Alabama, the port of Pen- 
BS furnishes the best opportunity for the safe, efficient, and cheap 
construction of naval vessels to be found anywhere upon the Southern 
coast or the coast of the Gulf of Mexico belonging to the United States. 

It is therefore entirely unn that a commission should be ap- 

inted to select a site for a navy-yard in the presence of these esta’ 
Fished facts relative to the geopraphical position of the country, relative 
to the well-known character of the harbors upon the coast, and to the 
great development of the mining industries of Alabama, which are now 
in both iron and coal within a few hours’ reach of the harbor of Pen- 
sacola; they present every facility that may be required for the repair- 
ing and construction of ships, and for a safe rendezvous for the ships 
necessary for the defense of the Gulf of Mexico and our Gulf coasts 
in time of war. With this magnificent Bay of Pensacola and its rail- 
road connections with the interior there can be no question that the 
expenditure of money to search for another harbor for a naval station 
is an unwise expenditure, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Committee on Appropriations. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 314, to insert: 

Adjustable stern-dock: For one adjustable stern-dock, to be constructed at 
such place as the Secretary of the Navy may determine, $30,000. 

Mr. CALL. Ishould be glad if the Senator in charge of the bill 
would consent to change this amendment so as to make this appropria- 
tion ayailable for the construction of a dock at Key West, designating 
that place. 

This is recommended, Iam sure, by the acting Secretary of the Navy, 
Commodore Harmony, and Admiral Luce, who, when he was in com- 
mand of the West India squadron, was obliged to seek for repairs in 
» some extreme southern point, and he found that Key West, as he re- 
ported to the Department and as he stated to me, was the only point 
at which the naval vessels and the commercial vessels of the United 
States could conveniently go for repairs in case of necessity, and in the 
present condition of that port there is not now, as there was not then, 
the proper conveniences and facilities for that purpose, thus necessi- 
tating a long and expensive voyage to some northern port. 

There is now no advantage or means there by which these ships can 
be repaired, and they have to come either North or to the West Indies 
to some of the British ports there for this p The location of 


Key West, it is apparent, very near the Island of Cuba, far to the south, 
and exactly in the line of all the vessels going to Europe or coming to 
New York, or Boston, or Baltimore, or Philadelphia, or anywhere upon 
the northern coast of the United States, is such as would render it very 
Seereuent to them in case of necessity to find these repairs at that 
place. 


This small amount of money, Iam informed by the Department, 
would be efficacious to render this necessary assistance and to save the 
long voyages which these vessels are now compelled to make, 

For that reason I should prefer, if it is agreeable to the committee, 
inasmuch as these factsare entirely apparent, that Key West should be 
designated as the place for the expenditure of this money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senate agree to the amend- 
ment proposed by the Committee on Appropriations? 

The amendment was agreed to. > 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 14, line 325, at the end of 
the clause appropriating $50,000 ‘‘ for continuing the erection of the 
new Naval Egy and necessary buildings upon the site pur- 
chased under the act of Congress approved February 4, 1880,” to add 
the following proviso: 

Provided, That the work upon the domes, piers, transit-shutters, and floors 
of the observing-rooms, and the necessary elevators in the building, and the 
fittings of the library and of the temperature-room may be done by the Sec- 
retary of the Navy without contract, or in such manner as he shall deem most 
advantageous to the Government, but the total cost of said observatory, in- 
cluding the aforesaid items, shall not exceed the limit of $400,000 fixed by the 
act making appropriations for the naval service, approved March 3, 1887, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, line 337, before the word 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ twelve’’ and insert ‘‘tifty-two;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 


Total public works under Navy Department, $1,352,156.47. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 having arrived, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, being the bill (S. 
12) to provide for the formation and admission into the Union of the 
state of Washington, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HALE. Iask unanimous consent that the unfinished business 
be laid aside informally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection the unfin- 
ished business will be laid aside and the naval appropriation bill con- 
tinued. 

Mr. STEWART. - 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 15, line 344, after the 
words ‘‘one clerk,” to insert “‘to civil engineer;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

Civil establishment, Bureau of Yards and Docks: Navy-yard, Portsmouth, 
N.H.: For one clerk to civil engineer, at $1,400; one 1 messenger, at $600 
per annum; one messenger, at $600 per annum; one foreman laborer, at $1 per 
diem; one janitor, $000; one pilot, at $3 per diem. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, line 349, after the words 
“ one clerk,’’ to insert * to civil engineer;’’ so as to make the clause 
read: $ 

Navy-yard, Boston, Mass. : For one clerk to civil engineer, at $1,400; one 
foreman-laborer, at $4 per diem; one messenger to commandant, at $1.76 per 
diem: one messenger, at $1.76 per diem; one mail-messenger, $500 per annum. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, line 355, after the words ‘‘ one 
clerk,” to insert ‘‘to civil engineer;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Navy-yard, Brooklyn, N. Y.: For one clerk te civil engineer, at $1,400; one 
writer, at $1,017.25; one foreman-Inborer, at $4.50 per diem; one essenger, 
at $600 per annum; one messenger to commandant, at $2.50 per diem; one mes- 
senger to captain, at $2.25 per diem; one draughtsman, at $5 per diem; one 
superintendent of teams or quarterman, at $4 per diem; one messenger to civil 
engineer, at $2 per diem. 

The-amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 366, after the words ‘‘one 
clerk,” to insert ‘‘ to civil engineer;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Navy-yard, League Island, Pennsylvania: One clerk to civil engineer, at 
$1,400; one messenger, at $1.76 per diem; one foreman-laborer, at $4 per diem. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 371, after the words ‘‘one 
clerk,” to insert ‘‘ to civil engineer;’’ and in line 373, after the word 
“at,” to strike ont ‘$3.50’’ andinsert ‘‘$4;’’ soas to make the clause 
read: 

Navy-yard, Washington, D. C.: For one clerk tocivil engineer, at $1,400; one 
messenger, at $1.76 per diem; one foreman-laborer, at $4 per diem. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 375, after the words ‘‘one 
clerk,” to insert ‘‘ to civil engineer;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Navy-yard, Norfolk,Va.: For one clerk to civil engineer, at $1,400; one writer, 
at $1,017.25; one foreman-laborer, at $i per diem; three messengers, at $2 per 
diem each; one pilot, at $2.25 per diem. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 381, after the words “‘ one 
clerk,” to insert “to civil engineer;”’ soas to make the clause read: 


Navy-yard, Pensacola, Fla.: For one clerk to civil engineer, at $1,200; one 
mail-meszenger, at $600 per annum. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


That is, by unanimous consent. 
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The next amendment was, on page 17, line 384, after the words ‘‘ one 

clerk,” to insert ‘‘to civil engineer;”’ so as to make the clause read: 

evra Mare Island, California: For one clerk to civil engineer, at $1,400, 
etc, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 17, line 396, after the words 
“ forty-six thousand,” to strike out ‘* four hundred and thirty dollars 
and seventy-three ’’ and insert ‘‘five hundred and eighty-seven dol- 
lars and twenty-three; ’’ so as to make the clause read: 

In all, $46,587.23, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Naval Asy- 
lum, Philadelphia, Pa.,’’ on page 17, line 403, before the word ‘‘ hun- 
dred,” to strike out ‘‘hour’’ and insert ‘‘four;’? so as to read: 

One steward, at $450, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 425, after the words 
‘female employés,” to strike out *‘seven’’ and insert ‘‘ seventeen; ”’ 
and in line 429, after the word ‘‘all,’’ to strike out ‘‘seventy-two”’ 
and insert ‘‘ eighty-two;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Transportation of indigent and destitute beneficiaries to the Naval Asylum, 
$500; erecting brick building for kitchen, laundry, and dormitories for female 
employés, $17,500; removing range and laundry machinery to same, $100; fit- 
ting up bath-rooms for beneficiaries, $800: rag ald of beneficiaries, $46,100 ; in 
au, eps which sum shall be paid out of the income from the naval pension 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Bureau of Medicine 
and Surgery,” on page 20, after line 466, to insert: 

For continuing the improvement of the nayal-hospital park at Portsmouth, 
Va.. $5,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 20, line 471, before the word 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ forty-two’? and insert ‘‘ forty-seven;’’ so 
as to make the clause read: 
oe granite sea-wall at naval hospital, Norfolk, Va., $20,000; in all 

The amendment was agreed to. 

‘The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Bureau of Provisions 
and Clothing,” after the words ‘‘ Provisions, Navy, Bureau of Provis- 
ions and Clothing,” on page 20, line 474, to strike out: 

For provisions and commutations of rations for 8,250 men and boys and 1,000 
marines, 3,3761250 rations, at 30 cents each, and commutation of rations for 225 
rae ra and 712 officers on sea duty, 342,005 rations, at 30 cents each; in all, 

And to insert in lieu thereof: 

For provisions for the seamen and marines, commuted rations for officers, 
naval cadets, seamen, and marines, and commuted rations stopped on account 
of sick in hospital and credited to the hospital fund, $965,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, line 550, before the word 
t clerk,” to insert ‘‘ receiving;’’ in the same line, after the words ‘‘ one 
thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ two hundred;’’ and in line 552, after the 
word ‘‘shipping,’’ to strike out ‘‘and receiving;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

~yard, D. C.: In general store-houses: One_book-keeper, 
gua; one a luiving since: $1,060; one bill fee $1,000; one shipping clerk. 


The amendment was agreed to. : 

The next amendment was, on page 25, line 583, after the words 
‘sixty-six thousand,” to strike out ‘‘three’’ and insert ‘‘one;’’ so 
as to make the clause read: 

In pay office: One writer, $1,017.25; in all, 356,125.53. And no other fund ap- 
propriated by this act shall be used in payment for such services. 5 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 586, to insert the 
heading: 

Bureau of Construction and Repair. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, line 592, before the word 
other,” to strike out ‘‘the;’’ and in line 599, after the word ‘‘ draw- 
ing-room,’’ to strike out ‘‘seven hundred and seventy-five’ and insert 
“t eight hundred and sixty;’’ so as to read: 


Bureau of Construction and Repair: Construction and repair of vessels: For 
preservation and completion of vessels on the stocks and in ordinary ; purchase 
of materials and stores of all kinds; for steam-steerers, pneumatic steerers, 
steam-capstans, steam-win , and other steam auxiliaries; labor in navy- 
yards and on foreign stations; pu of machinery and tools for use in shops; 
wear, tear, and repair of vessels afloat, and for general care, increase, and pro- 
tection of the Navy in the line of construction and repair; incidental expenses, 
such as advertising, freight, foreign postages, telegrams, photographing, books, 
plans, stationery, and instruments for drawing-room, $840,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Bureau of Steam En- 
gineering,” on page 27, line 649, after the word ‘launches,’ to strike 
out ‘‘three hundred and seventy” and insert ‘‘ four hundred;’’ so as 
to make the clause read: 

Steam-machinery : For completion, repairs, and preservation of machinery 


and boilers of naval vessels, including cost of new boilers, preservation of and 
small repairs to machinery and boilers in vessels in ordinary, receiving and 
ening vessels, repair and care of machinery of yard tugs and launches, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 28, line 654, after the words ‘‘ two 
hundred and,” tostrike out ‘‘twenty-five ” and insert ‘‘seventy-five;’’ 
so as to make the clause read: 

For purchase, handling, and preservation of all materials and stores, purchase, 
fitting, repair, and preservation of machinery and tools in the navy-yard and 
stations, and running yard engines, $275,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenext amendment was, on page 28, line 659, before the word ‘‘ thou- 
sand,” to strike out ‘‘ five ” and insert ‘‘eighty-five;’’ so as to read: 

For incidental expenses for naval vessels, yards, and the bureau, such as for- 
eign postages, telegrams, advertising, freight, photographing, books, stationery, 
and instruments, $10,000; in all, $685,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 28, after the word ‘‘dollars,’’ at 
the end of line 674, to insert: 

One assistant draughtsman, at $1,100. 

So as to make the clause read: 

Civil establishment, Bureau of Steam-Engineering : Navy-yard, Portsmouth, 
N. H. : For clerk to department, at $1,200; one assistant draughtsman, at $1,100; 
messenger, at $600, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 686, after the word ‘‘ Flor- 
ida,” to strikeout ‘‘One’’ and insert ‘‘ For writer, one;’’ so as to make 
the clause read: 

Navy-yard, Pensacola, Fla.: For writer, $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 691, after the word ‘‘all,’’ 
to strike out ‘‘fifteen thousand nine hundred” and insert ‘‘ seventeen 
thousand;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Navy-yard, Mare Island, California: For clerk to department, at $1,400; 
draughtsman, at $1,500; messenger, at $600; writer, at $1,000; in all, $17,000. And 


He other fund appropriated by this act shall be used in payment for such serv- 
ces, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Naval Academy,” on 
page 31, line 745, after the word ‘‘per,’’ to change the word ‘“‘diam ” 
to ‘‘diem.”’ ; 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Marine Corps,” on 
page 34, line 827, after the words ‘‘one thousand,’ to strike out 
‘five hundred and forty dollars and eighty cents” and insert ‘‘ six 
hundred dollars;’’ so as to read: 

In the office of the adjutant and inspector: One chief clerk, at $1,540.80 ; one 
clerk, at $1,496.52, In the office of the paymaster: One chief clerk, at $1,600; 
one clerk, at $1,496.52; one clerk, at $1,257.12, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 832, after the words ‘‘one 
thousand,” to strike out ‘‘five hundred and forty dollars and eighty 
cents” and insert ‘‘six hundred dollars;’’ so as to read: 

In the office of the Quartermaster: One chief clerk, at $1,600; one clerk, at 
$1,496.52; one clerk, at $1,257.12. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on 35, line 838, after the words ‘‘one 
thousand,” to strike out “‘two hundred-and fifty-seven dollars and 
twelve cents’’ and insert ‘‘ four hundred dollars;’’ so as to read: 

In the office of the assistant quartermaster at Philadelphia, Pa.: One clerk, 
at $1,400; one messenger, at $1.75 per diem. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 842, after the word ‘‘one,”’ 
to insert ‘‘clerk, at one;’’ and in line 843, after the words ‘‘ seventeen 
thousand,” to strike out ‘$435’ and insert ‘‘$696.28;’’ so as to read: 

In the office of the assistant quartermaster, San Francisco, Cal.: One clerk, at 
$1,400; in all, $17,696.28, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 36, line 854, after the word ‘‘all,’’ 
to insert ‘‘for pay of the Marine Corps ;’’ and in line 855, after the word 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘and twenty-one dollars” and insert “two 
hundred and eighty-two dollars and twenty-eight cents;”’ so as to 
make the clause read: 


Commutation of quarters: For commutation of quarters for officers on duty 
without troops where there are no public quarters, $4,000; in all, for pay of the 
Marine Corps, $674,282.28, 


The amendment was agreed to, X 

The next amendment was, in the clause making appropriations for 
contingent expenses, Marine Corps, on page 39, line 932, before the 
word ‘‘classify,” to strike out ‘‘of’’ and insert ‘‘or;’’ so as to read: 


And for all emergencies and extraordinary expenses arising at home and 
abroad, but impossible to anticipate or classify. 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, on 40, line 953, after the words 


‘nine hundred and seventeen thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ one hundred 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


6717 


and fifty-four dollars and fifty-seven” and insert ‘four hundred and 
fifteen dollars and eighty-five;’’ so as to read: 

Total for the Marine Corps, $917,415.85. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Increase of the Navy,” 
on page 40, line 966, after the word ‘‘dollars,”’ to insert: 


Also three gunboats, or cruisers, neither of which shall exceed 1,700 tons in 
displacement, nor $500,000 in cost. pelos any premium that may be pala for 
he cost o to built 


increased speed and excluding t armament; said vesse 
either wholly of steel or with steel frames. 

And in line 971, atter the words ‘steel frames,’’ to strike out: 

And one armored cruiser of about 7,500 tons displacement, to cost, exclusive 
of armament, not more than $3,500,000, 


So as to read: 
INCREASE OF THE NAVY. 


Construction: That for the pur, of further increasing the naval establish- 
ment of the United States, the ident is hereby authorized to have con- 
structed, br contract, two steel cruisers of about 3,000 tons displacement each, at 
a cost, exclusive of armament, and excluding any premium that may be paid for 
increased speed, of not more than eleven hundred thousand dollars each; one 
steel cruiser of about 5,300 tons displacement, to cost, exclusive of armament, 
and excluding any premium that may be paid for increased speed, not more 
than eighteen hundred thousand dollars; also three gunboats, or cruisers, 
neither of which shall exceed 1,700 tons in displacement nor $500,000 in cost, in- 


cluding any premium that may be paid for increased s and excluding the 
cost of armament; said vessels to be built either wholly of steel or with steel 
frames. 


Mr. GRAY. In line 967, before the word ‘‘tons,’’ I move to strike 
out ‘‘seventeen. hundred” and to insert ‘‘two thousand;’’ so as to 
read: 


Also, three gunboats, or cruisers, neither of which shall exceed 2,(00 tons in 
displacement. 

Mr. HALE, If that carries, the Senator, I take it; has in contem- 
plation also increasing the maximum cost from $500,000 to some other 
sum. That would follow. 

I wish to say for myself that I think the suggestion of the Senator 
from Delaware 1s a one. I have given some attention to the sub- 
ject of the construction of naval war-ships abroad during the last year, 
and it is a fact that fast vessels of a little less than 2,000 tons are now 
being constructed by foreign governments, especially by the French 
. Government, that will command a speed of 19 knots an hour, They 
are some of the most valuable ships in the world. 

The attention of the naval authorities abroad is being largely turned 
now to the construction of very fast cruising ships. The steps taken 
by us to pay premiums for increased speed have attracted great atten- 
tion abroad, have stimulated foreign powers in that direction, and 
they are turning their artention now from the construction of great 
unwieldy armored ships, which are experimental in their kind, involy- 
ing an immense expenditure with adoubtful result, tothe construction 
of fast cruisers ranging from 1,500 tons up to as high as 5,000 tons. 

That is the theory upon which the Committee on Appropriations has 
gone in this bill, and the Senator from Delaware is proceeding in his 
mind in the same direction. He has gone a little further and has, I 
think, struck a plan that is better than that of the committee, I will 
not say it is a different plan, but his suggestion to increase the size of 
these smaller ships is a good one. 
detail. 

The committee has gone upon the plan, not of involving us in any 


more costly experiments with great armored ships, but to do what the Í 
powers of the world who are interested in navies are doing now every- ! 


where. Weare building two costly armored ships. Nobody can tell 
what they will cost, and what is worse than that, nobody can tell what 
they will be worth when they are through. They are not being con- 
structed on a basis of sufficient speed, and it is wholly experimental. 
But the suggestion of the Senator from Delaware I am for one willing 
to agree to. I think itis an improvement on the proposition of the 
committee. 

Mr. BECK. Then theappropriation of $500,000 oughtto beincreased 
to $600,000 or $700,000. 

Mr. HALE. I should say $700,000. 

Mr. GRAY. I intend to follow my amendment, if it is agreed to, by 
a motion to substitute for the word ‘“‘five’’ in line 968 the word ‘‘seven,’’ 
so as to read ‘‘$700,000.’” 

Mr. HALE. Let it be treated as one amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The print of the bill leaves the in- 
tention of the committee somewhat obscure, the part to be inserted 
appearing before the part to be stricken out. Is it the intention of the 
committee to report an amendment to strike out and insert, or to in- 
sert the part in italics as entirely independent matter? 

Mr. HALE. The clause in italics is intended to be inserted in place 
of the words stricken out which follow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Then the matter in italics should 


have been placed after the part proposed to be stricken out. It will 

be treated as one amendment. - 
Mr. HALE. The clerk ef the committee, who deals a good deal with 

conference reports, had his attention called to the matter and stated 

that he put it in this way to avoid trouble. 

RESIDENT pro tempore. The additional amendment of the 


The 


It is the same plan, but varying in | 


| in 
| 974, in the following words: 


rare from Delaware to the amendment of the committee will be 
stated. 

The SECRETARY. Inline 968, before the word ‘‘hundred,’’ it is pro- 
posed to strike out ‘‘ five’? and insert ‘‘seven;’’ so as to read: 

Also three gunboats, or cruisers, neither of which shall exceed 2,000 tons in 
displacement nor $700,000 in cost. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will treat the proponttlons 
of the Senator from Delaware as one amendment, if there be no objec- 
tion. The question is on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Delaware to the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. President, in regard to the amendment of the 
committee 1 wish to say a single word. 

I entirely agree with what has been said by the Senator from Maine, 
a member of the Naval Committee, in regard to the policy which 
should govern us in rebuilding or increasing the strength of our Navy. _ 
The amendment of the committee, it seems to me, is one which should 
commend itsélf to all who are in favor of an intelligent building up of 
our naval establishment. 

These small cruisers will prove themselves, I think, most efficient 
schools for our officers and seamen, and will serve, with a moderate 
expeaditnre of money on the part of the Government, to keep our Navy, 
officers and seamen, afloat, and thus to maintain for both that school 
o seamanship which is so absolutely necessary to the efficiency of our 

avy. : 

There is but one place in the world where practical ciao | can 
be acquired, and that is upon the ocean itself, battling with wind and 
wave. ‘That school is, as I have said, a necessary one, in which all 
who belong to our Navy must graduate if we are to have an efficient 
personnel of the Navy. 

These small vessels will also take the place of the old wooden ves- 
sels which are fast becoming useless by reason of age and need of re- ~ 
pairs, and will serve at a comparatively small cost to represent our 
Navy upon the foreign stations where we must be re’ ted. Their 
cost will be very small in comparison with what it would require to 
send one of the great armored cruisers abroad with a fall complement 
of men and officers. 

I think the amendment of the committee is exceedingly wise, building 
these serviceable and inexpensive cruisers instead of spending at once 
asum so much larger for experiments which are at best of doubtful 
utility. These experiments are now being made by the great naval 
powers of the world, the benefit of which we are receiving, and we can 
well afford to wait awhile for the results, 

In connection with the armored vessels provided for in the bill, I 
think the provision for these light cruisers will serve to keep our Navy 
afloat in time of peace and also for a very useful purpose in time of 
war, as commerce-destroyers if nothing else. This is an exceedingly 
wise provision and one that should receive the approval of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. GRAY ] tothe 
amendment reported by the Committee on Appropriations to insert the 
matter in italics in place of what the committee propose to strike out. 
If there be no objection, the amendment of the Senator from Delaware 
will be agreed to, and the amendment of the committee as amended 
agreed to, and it will stand as a motion to strike out and insert, not as 
a motion to insert and strike out. 

Mr. MORGAN. Do I understand that the action taken by the Sen- 
ate is to strike out from line 971 to 974, inclusive? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes, beginning with the word ‘‘and,’? 
line 971, and down to and including the word ‘‘dollars,’’ in line 


And one armored cruiser of about 7,500 tons displacement, to cost, exclusive 
of armament, not more than three millions and a half of dollars, 

The Committee on Appropriations report to strike out this clause. 

Mr. MORGAN. Iam entirely willing that the Senate should ado 
the provision for building of three additional light cruisers of 2, 
tons, as I believe itis now. Ithink that would bea very valuable ad- 
dition to the navy; but I do not agree that we ought to strike out the 
armored ship. The other House have considered that subject very 
maturely. We have two armored ships building now, the Maine and 
the Texas, and we have to lay the foundation, and lay it pretty broadly, 
of a Navy we may call respectable, a Navy for the defense of our ports, 
our bays, and our harbors. 

We can not defend our ports with the fast steel cruisers. These 
heavy armored ships would operate as a battery to retire before an 
enemy and draw him into narrow straits, into difficult ground. They 
have a very much more salutary operation in the defense of our large 
cities, I think frequently so at least, than even heavy shore batteries. 

I think that when we are laying the foundations of our Navy we 
ought to have at least as many as three of these great armored ships. 
I know it is objected that we have not built any yet. Some Senators 
desire to wait tosee whether we can build them or not. 

I submit, if we expect to build these three light cruisers and to get 
20 knots speed out of them, and if we expect to do it in American 
shops or American navy-yards, and with the assistance of American 
workmen, we can quite as easily venture to put upon the stocks the 
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heavy armored ship which is provided for in the text of the bill as it 
came from the House. 

We need not distrust our skill or our capacity in building these ships. 
We must learn how to do it at all events. We are learning how to do 
it. We know how todo it. Thereis nodifficulty on that point, and it 
is not logical to say that we can build the three cruisers provided for in 
the early part of the bill, and the three additional cruisers of 2,000 
tons each with a speed of 20 knots an hour, and that we can not build 
a heavy armored ship. We have money in the Treasury which can 
not be applied to any better purpose than to Jay the foundations of a 
respectable American Navy. 

I want a navy, Mr. President, not because I anticipate the coming 
of war, at least, not immediately, or anything like that, but I want it 
to give force and effect, moral force and moral effect, to the power of 
the American people among the nations of the earth. A nation with- 
out the capacity to equip itself with arms and with a navy, if it isa 
maritime power, is lying out-of the use of some of the most essential 
advantages of its sovereignty. The absence of these elements is felt 
in every department of our Government, and especially is it felt in our 
foreign diplomacy and in our foreign relations. 

Whoever has been upon the Committee on Foreign Relations (and I 
have had the honor of being there now forsome years), must have felt 
very sensibly at almost every meeting of that committee that there 
were questions presented which we did not feel it was best to take hold 
of and to assert ourselves in the manner that is required of a govern- 
ment with the power that this one possesses, merely because in doing 
so we might expect some resistance, some controversy, and thatit might 
plunge the country into some quick and immediate necessity for arm- 
ing itself; that we were not provided with the facilities for doing so; 
that we did not have the workshops necessary to put up large ships 
and large guns; that we were not in a state of preparation to provide 
for the defense of our own country. We have felt that continually, 
and I regard it as a detraction from the moral power and force of the 
Government of the United States. 

We know that within a very short time we shall not havea ship afloat 
of the old régime. They are all wearing out in the course of nature. 
They have outlived themselves. The term of their life as the term of 
life of a ship, as is well known, is expiring; and very soon, if we stand 
still, we shall have no navy aball. Itis time we were making prep- 
aration to get a navy; and the more encouragement that is given on 
the part of Congress to the building of vessels of a proper character 
the sooner will our people come up and respond to our demands and 
provide all the necessary means of constructing a navy. 

It happened in a committee-room the other day when I was in con- 
versation with some of my friends who are present at this moment, that 
asubject was suggested. It was in reference to the steel-producing ca- 
pacity of the State of California. I happened to be on that coast, a 
member of the Committee on War Ships and Ordnance, and having an 
opportunity to make some investigations, I did so. I came in contact 
with steel-producers and manufacturers and with the builders of steel 
ships, colliers, and other ships that run up and down the coast of the 
Pacific. They were building them at San Francisco. I went down 
and examined the works thatthey had. In the works there was found 
every modern improvement. 

There was a very enlightened man, who was raised at a lathe or in 
a machine-shop in Baltimore, and who had gone over to the Pacific 
coast. The gentlemen who were the stockholders in that enterprise 
had sent him abroad through the world for the purpose of ascertaining 
the condition of the machinery which was employed in the construction 
of great ships and great guns in every nation oftheearth. Being very 
active and a very enlightened man he gained all the information that 
was necessary. He came back, and they sold out their old plant, 
moved a little farther up the bay, and built an establishment there 
which utterly astonished me, both for its capacity and for the splendor 
of its arrangement. He was then about to launch a caisson, which he 
was building for the dock at Mare Island navy-yard, a very beautiful 
and splendid structure of California steel. 

In conversation with him about his capacity for building on the coast 
I said to him, ‘*Why do you not ier i to build some of the iron ships 
on this side of the continent?” ‘‘Why,’’ he said, ‘‘ we have had no 

rtunity to doit. Ifyou make your provision of law and authorize 
the Secretary of the Navy to make contracts, we will inform him of our 
comment and doubtless we can get contracts for building ships.” So 
when a naval appropriation bill came up I venturned to an amend- 
ment to it, w. passed and was adopted by both Houses, requiring 
that the Secretary of the Navy, in his offer of biddings for ships, should 
offer to have at least one of them built at San Francisco. The result 
was that the contract was taken, and I believe a second one is now be- 
ing constructed there. Within a few days past the Charleston has been 
launched from the ways in the Bay of San Francisco, and that is the 
pe steel or iron ship for the navy that has ever been built on the Pa- 

c coast, i 

Mr. President, that all resulted from the fact that there was a man 
of en there and there were gentlemen of capital to back him. 
They confidence in him, and he had confidence in his ability to 
build a ship. We have now started that enterprise on the Pacific coast, 


and after this time the Pacific coast will yield her quota of vessels to 
the American Navy just as rapidly as we desire that. they shall be pro- 
duced, 

There was but one element in that, and that was the faith in the 
capacity of the people engaged in steel production and steel manufact- 


ure over there to build a great iron or steel ship—a cruiser. That 
man can take this ship and build it in the Bay of San Francisco. It 
is to bean armored ship. In order to prove the capacity of his works 
to do that particular thing, he rolled a billet of steel which was brought 
here and deposited in the rear of the Capitol. My recollection is that 
it was about 5 feetlong, about? or 2} feet in width, and it was probably 
8 or 9 inches thick at the thickest part. It wasa beautiful armor-plate, 
all that could be found requisite for the armor of any ship that we might 
desire to send tosea. That mancan take the same rolling-millin which 
he made that plate and produce the armor for a ship that will do credit 
to American genius and American enterprise. 

How long are we going to be in building up the navy? How much 
time are we going to take? We shall launch the Maine and the Texas, 
and then we shall have to try them to see whether or not they will 
float, as some Senators say. That same question was asked about the 
monitors, whether they were going to float or not. They never failed 
to float. ‘There isno difficulty about constructing ships to float. It is 
a matter of close mathematical calculation as to whether the displace- 
ment of a ship is sufficient to cause her to float in the sea, 

I do not at all agree with that spirit or that feeling which discredits 
American enterprise and American genius in these matters. I want 
the Government to go to work and take hold of these subjects. We 
have the material and the men and the money with which to do the 
work, and there is no better use to which to apply them. Why we 
should begrudge the matter of expenditure I can not understand, un- 
less it is based. entirely upon a want of faith in American enterprise 
and American genius, for we certainly have the material and we have 
the money. f 

I therefore hope that the Senate will not strike out this provision put 
in the bill by the House. I amentirely willing to putin the three ad- 
ditional cruisers. I am glad the committee have put them in the bill, 
but I do not wish the Senate to disagree to the provision the House has 
made for the building of an armored ship. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I shall not take much time of the Sen- 
ate in replying to the Senator from Alabama, because I have already 
touched upon the reasons which actuated the committee. I do not 
want the Senate to feel that the question of our building one more of 
these t, heavy, unwieldy armored ships raises the point whether we 
are willing to build up the navy. That question is not involved in 
oe mere proposition whether we shall build this additional armored 

ip. 

We are building up the navy. Weare reconstructing it. We have 
already provided for the construction of twelve new first-class ships. 
We are completing the iron-clad monitors, and in this bill, as the Sen- 
ate Committee on Appropriations proposes, we give two first-class steel 
cruisers of 3,000 tons, a great steel cruiser of 5,300 tons, and three fast 
cruisers of 2,000 tons. We have authorized the expenditure in the 
pa and in this bill of more than $40,000,000 in building up a new 

avy. 


So what the Senator says generally about it being the policy of the 
country to build a new navy is what I agree to, and am as yin 
favorofas he is. It has been my fortune heretofore to report to the Sen- 
ate every bill that has finally and become a law for the con- 
struction of new ships, and early and late, as some Senators may think 
“in and out of season,” I have importuned the Senate in that direc- 


on. 
But in this work of building up the navy, in which I am interested 
and to which I am glad to give time and labor, I am not in favor or 
utting any more money at present in the construction of these 
eavy armored unwieldly ships. We are, as I said a few minutes ago, 
building two of them now. ‘They will cost $5,000,000 apiece, instead 
of two millions and a half, as was o y estimated. They are 
doubtful structures at the best. I do not want to see another of those 


ships built until we know what we shall get out of the iment. 
ut I do want to go on from year to year as we have doing, 
adding fast cruisers and large cruisers and steel cruisers that shall be 


available to us in war, and available as a deterrent to war, to prevent 
another power making war upon us, and getting for reasonable sums 
of money a good, strong, swift navy for the United States. 

I am in favor of appropriating from year to year for the construc- 
tion of the two experimental ships that we are now building, the 
Maine and the Texas; and no Senator here will fail to see his term 
expire, I do not care how long he is going to serve, before those ships 
are completed, and no Senator here can tell what they will be worth 
when they are turned out with all that cost of money. 

England, France, Italy, and Russia have all embarked in those ex- 
periments, and we have been learning from their experiments and their 
failures in the past. As I have said, the attention, the ingenuity, and 
the wit of the nations which are constructing war-ships to-day are not 
turned in the direction of heavy-armored ships as much as to fast 
cruisers, building them with wonderful horse-power, ships of 3,000 tons 
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displatement with 9,000 horse-power, that will run 20 knots an hour, 
that will take coal enough to run the circuit of the globe, like the 
Magician, which the English are now constructing; like the Cécile, 
which the French have constructed, somewhat larger; like the Korni- 
loff, which Russia is now building. They have taken lessons from us in 
the matter of premiums for speed. 

I should like tae Senator from Alabama to feel that the committee 
here in recommending that we do not build another of these greatheavy 
armored ships is not in any way discouraged with the work of building 
up the navy. We are doing it, as we believe, in the best fashion. I 
have myself no doubt whatever about it, 

As to the armored ships, let us see what we get out of the twoships 
we are now building. Let the witof the country, let the steel-produc- 
ing power, let everything we have be turned in directions where we 
know that we have sure ground to go upon. 

These are the reasons, Mr. President (and Ishall not take up longer 
the time of the Senate because I am desirous of getting the bill through), 
why the committee has substituted the three new 2,000-ton ships for 
this great heavy structure that no man can tell about. I hope the 
Senate will sustain the committee, and that we shall go on with the 
work of building up the Navy. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I certainly would not vote to retain 
the provision inserted by the House of Representatives if it was to 
throw out the prevision for the three new gun-boats of 2,000 tons, but 
I am quite willing, and I wish the committee might be willing, to agree 
with the Senator from Alabama. 

I think, with due respect to the Senator from Maine, who has con- 
sidered this subject very thoroughly without doubt, that he is mistaken 
in supposing that a heavily armored vessel of 7,500 tons is in any 
proper sense anexperiment. Experiments were made by Great Britain 
and by other nations in armored ships, and they did not prove to be 
successful. One of them incontinently rolled over and went to the bot- 
tom. But they are not duplicating those experiments, but building 
vessels like the Rodney and others of her class, for those vessels are 
very heavily armored in the sense of parts of the vessel in such a man- 
ner as to protect the guns. They are in no danger whatever of the 
mishap that befell the Warrior. 

Ishould not regard a 7,500-ton heavily armored ship, if designed with 
any reasonable regard to experiments that have been made where, 
as in any sense an experimental ship. I will hail allnew cruisers with 
pleasure, for they are exceedingly valuable in a large part of the field 
of nayal warfare. But the heavily armored vessels are indi ble 
in their way. It takes longer to build them, and I shall be glad after 
building these cruisers to begin more of the heavily armored vessels. 
The others against a third of the British navy, against its first-class 
ships, must run. That is the reason why they are valuable and why 
their 20 knots an hour are valuable. It is because they can run away 
from a fleet or a more dangerous vessel. They could notstand five min- 
utes; they could not stand five discharges from first-class ships that are 
known and classed as first-class ships of the British navy. 

They are not armored at all, or very slightly armored. Against 
mere artillery I do not think they would stand a fight with an English 
or French ship, that is to say, with any prospect of throwing off its 
shot. Ifitis your theory that the world is coming to comparatively 
thin armored fast cruisers, and is to fighteach expecting to be pierced 
through and through, or make it a deadly duel, I should say it is not 
worth while to build any heavily armored vessels at all, provided other 
peoples will do the same; but against the first-class vessels of Europe 
we have not anything that will stand. These cruisers can only fight 
vessels of their own class or of smaller size of other classes. They are 
not for first-class work, and we must have some ultimately for first- 
class work for the defense of harbors where ships must be stationed 
that are not expected to run away. 

Mr, TELLER. I should like to ask the Senator what would be the 
value of these cruisers if they are only made to run away? 

_ Mr. HAWLEY. They will be very effective in destroying an ene- 
my’s commerce, and they will answer for that service called the police 
of the seas excellently well. 

Mr. TELLER. They would not be as good as the fastest, then. 

Mr. HAWLEY. They are not good fighting vessels against the first- 
class ships of the British navy, as the Senator would see in a very few 
moments if he took the book before me and read the of the 
heavy vessels of the British navy. They are valuable; I do not wish 
to a single one of them. 

* Iam quite well aware that we are in no condition 
to compete with Great Britain on the ocean with her ships. Iam quite 
in favor myself of having not only this great ship built, but several 
more if we could build them now. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut has 
an entirely correct view, as I apprehend, of the use that is to be made 
of what we call a steel cruiser. A steel cruiser, to be of any use at 
all, must have heavy guns and very rapid movement, because in con- 
flict with any foreign ship the steel sides of these cruisers afford almost 
as little resistance to a shot as the wooden sides of the vessels we have 
nowinthe navy. Theyarevaluable, however, as commerce-destroyers. 


To us they are very valuable as carrying our flag rapidly in far distant 


ports of the earth, and keeping in check those minor governments 
which sometimes have to deal with our citizens and are not very par- 
ticular about how they do it. 

I spoke of the moral effect of havinga navy. The opportunity of 
visiting the different coasts of the earth with our flag and for the pro- 
tection of our people is something that is valuable to the individual 
liberties of every man who goes abroad to in commerce. But 
the nations of the earth spoken of by the Senator from Maine, who are 
now engaged in the building of rapid cruisers, and who are trying to 
get as much speed as they can get, vessels that will carry as much coal 
as they can, so that they can make long voyages, and when brought 
into action can move with great rapidity—those nations which do that 
have at home a reserve of the heavy iron-clad ships. France has such 
a reserve; England, Germany, and Italy, all of them have hovering 
about their own coasts and in command of their home govern- 
ment heavy-armored ships, which operate for the protection of the 
coast just if they were floating batteries. 

They are not unwieldy ships. It is true that they very rarely ex- 
ceed 17 knots of speed, but the speed is not so necessary in respect ot 
those ships as it is in regard to the cruisers that go out as commerce 
destroyers. 

I will take the harbor of New York asa place of defense, If you 
have very large, powerful guns you can protect them behind asuflicient 
quantity of earthwork to make them as secure as a gun can be made 
in an action. All you have there to do is to pile the sand and earth 
up in front of your guns until you get it so thick that the shots of the 
enemy can not go through. It is not necessary to build great for- 
tresses in order to mount the very heavy guns and to make them en- 
tirely effectual. 

The point in the coast defenses in order to get absolute security against 
an attack from heavy ironclads or ships bearing very heavy and power- 
ful guns, is to have your artillery of sufficient strength to reach the 
enemy at the distance from which he will deliver his shot against your 
fortifications. That is the whole question. The balance of it is all 
done with the spade and the shovel, and it is done very rapidly, as we 
all know. 

But suppose that we had fortifications now in front of Brooklyn or 
at any other place there for the defense of the approaches to the city 
of New York, and they were of the description that I speak of, and 
that we had guns of sufficient power and range to meet any enemy who 
might come along that coast for the purpose of bombarding the city. 

Suppose we were provided with all of these necessary elements of the 
defense of the city of New York; and by its defense I-do not mean 
merely to prevent its capture, but I mean also to prevent its being 
burned or destroyed by a fleet which might be besieging that city. 
Yet, if we have not heavy iron floating batteries or steel floating bat- 
teries in the waters through which New York is approached, we miss a 
very essential element of our defense, for the ships can change their 
position on the ocean and can run in rapidly by the shore batteries and 
get to the city or get to a place of security before any shore battery can 
sink them or even check them. 

We tried that in the South, in the Bay of Mobile, when Admiral 
Farragut sailed by with a wooden fleet. He sailed by Fort Morgan 
and another fort just opposite, about 3 miles away, not heavily ar- 
mored, however. There we had water batteries, and we had batteries 
en barbetic. They were batteries whose guns were just as powerful as 
Admiral Farragut’s batteries; but what did he do? He put his ships 
in line, put on all steam, and moved rapidly up the channel into the | 
interior bay. Some of his ships were sunk; others were hurt, but 
Admiral Farragut got inside of the bay, and when in there he came 
nearer meeting a disaster from a little gunboat which had been built 
at Selma and which was an armored vessel than he did from the great 
fortress by which he sailed. 

Unless we have some heavy floating battery with powerful guns to 
shift position and to defend the flank of these works and to meet the 
enemy in his attack, any admiral will pass in to the port of New 
York, I do not care how strong the batteries are, for it is a mere 
question of time when he is to get out of the range of our guns. He 
can move with such rapidity that you can not stop him. 

I hold that it is an essential part of the defense of any of these great 
harbors of ours that we shall have heavy iron-clad ships. Great Brit- 
ain, France, and Germany would not think a moment of putting their 
money in the building of steel cruisers, swift cruisers, to go out like a 
toy navy over the earth until they had first made the necessary prepa- 
ration in building the best kind of armored iron-clad ships or steel-clad 
ships for the purpose of assisting in the defense of the great harbors of 
their own coasts. 

If we had a ship of this kind at San Francisco, another at Boston, 
two of them at New York, another at the mouth of the Ch 
and another off the mouth of the Mississippi River, we should have the 
country protected, and the rest of the protection thatis necessary could 
be done merely by making the guns and having them in position, and 
then with the spade and the pick throwing up defenses, the best that 
the art of man has ever devised as yet, No defense that engineering 
skill has ever yet conceived is equal to of an earth or a sand bat- 
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With protection of that kind, and heavy guns, and then the armored 
ships to go upon the flank, you have all that you can do in the way of 
engineering or military skill for the defense of your harbors. But un- 
less you do that, I do not care how strong you make your batteries or 
how big you make your guns, you will expose your cities to the rapid 
raids of foreign navies, which can come in and get behind your breast- 
works and cause your cities to be destroyed. 
$ It is for this reason that I claim that ‘‘the great, unwieldly armored 
ship ” the Senator from Maine speaks about is a ship that is absolutely 
necessary for our coast defenses. More than that, I donot see why our 
ships should be unwieldly. Before the war our skipper ships were not 
unwieldly. During our struggles here with each other, North and 
South, both sides had ships which were improvised for the occasion 
that were not unwieldly. Sir, there never was such a development of 
ship-building genius in the world as occurred during the period of the 
civil war in the United States. It proved the existence here of as 
much capacity on the part of our mechanics, our engineers, our ship- 
builders of every class as has been developed in any era of history, I 
care not what era it may be, and more too. The fact is that we laid 
down there the predicate for all of the ironclads and all the swift- 
going navies of the world at this day. While we were engaged in our 
mutual struggles with each other, the light of genius flashed from our 
sabers and lit up the world with its glow. 

I am not afraid to venture $2,500,000 or $5,000,000 to build a ship 
that may be necessary for the defense of Boston, or New York, or Del- 
aware Bay, or of the Chesapeake, or San Francisco, or the mouth of the 
Mississippi River. I would feel much more comfortable if we had such 
anarmamentasthat. I believe, sir, that the nations of the world would 
have more respect for us than they have now, for, after all, we ourselves 
are not angels, and we certainly have not angels todeal with; we have 
men of flesh and blood like ourselves, with the same passions and mo- 
tives and emotions, and they will take advantage of occasion to do things 
in reference to our country which shame us oftentimes, because they 
think we can not afford to go to the expense of a sudden and immediate 
armament. 

Let us broaden our conceptions of advantage to thiscountry, Mr. Pres- 
ident, and with a Treasury overflowing let us not fail to bestow money 
in the building of a navy in such a way as the careful committees of 
these two bodies may think is best to be done. The House committee 
have looked this matter through and through. 

The Senate need not be astonished if I state, on my own responsi- 
bility—I do not state iton anybody else’s—that the plans for building 
that ship are already arranged, and that it is believed a better plan 
was never devised by human ingenuity. I very much hope the Sen- 
ate will not consent to take a different view of this question from the 
House, but will adhere to what the House has done. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, one word more. The Senator now is 
coniusing the question of the defense of our harbors against the great 
jronclads of the world with the question whether we shall construct 
this particular kind of an ironclad. If we are going into that subject, 
and if we are to have ships that will carry guns that shall protect our 
harbors froni the immense ironclads of other powers of the world, we 
must build a ship entirely different from the one provided for here. 
She stands where she is good for nothing, either in cruising or in de- 
fending harbors. 

The great war ships that are iron clad from 11 to 18 inches in thick- 
ness and carry the enormous guns that modern gunnery has invented 


. and placed upon the decks of those ships would treat this ship as but 


a toy, and she would be of no account against them. Shestandsin the 
middle where the experience of the world has shown that she is good for 

- nothing. The Italians, the British, the French, and the Russians, who 
are spending millions of dollars, or who have in years past until they 
have been stopped largely, lately turning their plans to building cruis- 
ers, have been building ships that are twice as large as this ship, and 
there would be no doubt of the result of a conflict by this ship against 
them. 

If we are to defend our harbors—and we ought to do so—the Navy 
Department ought to spend the money that was given years ago, $2,000, - 
000, in the building of plain rams, which present such a surface that 
they can not be struck and sunk, and with a prow that, running into 
a ship, will sink her, no matter how heavily she is plated above the 
water line. That is what we should have for harbor defense. Thatis 
what the Navy Department ought to give us. They have $2,000,000 
now to be expended in that way. I would rest more securely, to use 
the metaphor employed by the Senator from Alabama, if those rams 
were in construction, and if we could have one of them at New York, 
and others'at Boston, Philadelphia, the Southern cities, and on the Pa- 
cific coast. But this ship would be a bagatelle.compared with the 
great armored shipsof the Old World. She stands, as I say, in the class 
that is not important either way, and yet she will sink $5,000,000. 

The Senator says he is willing to try the experiment. We have tried 
it. We have two of them now being built. Nobody knows what will 
come of them. 

The Senator says the plansof this ship have already been made, and 
she will be a fine ship. It may be that she wiil, but it is two years 
since we appropriated for the construction of the other ships we are now 


bailing, and they have barely the plans of those ships. It takes 
ime. . 

These ironclads are intended for cruising, not for harbor defense. 
—— employs them; so do Italy, France, Germany, and Russia. I 
had occasion to see some of the experiments last year, and no man ever 
saw so mortified and humiliated a people as the English people after 
their experiments with the ironclads. The naval officers declined to 
discuss the subject at dinner tables or anywhere else. They went out 
on a cruise in the channel and the vessels exploded, they ran into each 
other, they ran aground, they got tangled, torn up, and everybody was 
afraid of them. The British officers felt as Lord North did about his 
army, that if the enemy had half as many fears about them as he had 
the battle was won. 

The two ironclads to-day upon which the Secretary of the Navy has 
been spending his wits and devices and those of experts and officers 
under him for the last two years, are at this very moment the night- 
mare of the Navy Department. They are the bug-bear of everybody 
who approaches them, and that will be the case until they are finished, 
a time that, as I have said, will be further off than the expiration of 
the term of any Senator who sits in this Chamber. 

Some investigation possibly may have been made into this subject 
aside from the House committee, which the Senator from Alabama says 
has given so much time to the subject. It is not to be assumed that 
the members of the Senate committee have not giveh some attention 
to this subject. 

I say that in the wise task we have embarked in for the last few years 
of building up the American Navy, the worstthing we can do for years 
to come is to spend any more money upon the class of ships that is cov- 
ered by this provision, reaching no purpose that will he valuable, spend- 
ing immense sums of money and getting nothing, it may be, out of it, 
while there is before us a field that other nations are employing, which 
we have tried, that will give us such a navy as we ought to have. 

I would give $5,000,000 a year if a board of experts in the Navy, the 
best that can be chosen, would take up the subject of harbor defenses, 
which does not involve the question of ironclads but of rams and tor- 
pedocs and the things that defend harbors, and spend the money there. 
Then give us in addition fine cruisers which can go everywhere as fast 
as the fastest merchant-ships almost, and you will have such a condi- 
tion of things that no power in the world will venture to assail us. 
You will have the cruisers to destroy the commercial marine, that will 
chase and catch nine out of ten of the merchant-ships that float the sea. 
You will have a system of harbor defenses that will protect life and 
limb and property, and we should be impregnable. Every dollar that 
we spend on the class of vessels that is struck out here by the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations is money lost, reaching neither purpose. 

So, in opposition to what the Senator from Alabama says, I venture 
to hope that the Senator will let us go on in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the bill as reported. 

Mr. BUTLER, Mr. President, when the naval appropriation bill 
was under discussion at the last session of the last Congress I ventured 
to make an effort to divert eats of the appropriation which was incor- 


porated in that bill for the building of just such a or as is provided 
for here. I do notremember whether I advocated the building of two, 
but certainly of one. 


I do not quite agree with the Senator from Maine in his statement 
of the a naval establishments of the great nations of the world. 
Unless I have been very much misinformed it is this class of vessels 
upon which they rely in case of a naval conflict on the high seas with 
other nations, 

I did not understand my friend from Alabama to confine his obser- 
vations to a mere question of harbor defense. He said very properly 
and very truly that vessels of this character would be very powerful 
and effective and useful in case of an attack upon any of the large 
cities on our coast, and I entirely agree with him in that view. 

I donot understand, as I have said, from my knowledge and informa- 
tion upon the subject of the naval establishments of the great nations 
of the earth, that this class of vessels has been found to be useless. 
We recall the late conflict between the French and the Chinese, in 
which the French used their armored vessels to such an extent as to 
absolutely destroy the Chinese, and yet the Chinese, I believe, had 
some good naval vessels of their own. 

I am quite willing, as faras my judgment extends, to permit the 
amendment made by the Senate committee, for the building of three 
gunboats or cruisers, to remain in the bill; but I submit that if we 
are going to build a navy worthy of the name we ought to have some 
ships upon which we can rely in a naval contest on the high seas. 

The fast cruisers for which we have provided are very useful in their 
way. ‘They can be used for the destruction of the commerce of a bel- 
ligerent; but I submit to the Senator from Maine, and to the Senate 
of the United States, and to the Government of the United States, that 
that, it seems to me, is a very insignificant kind of guerrilla, bush- 
whacking warfare, which is unworthy of a great nation like this. In 
my opinion, not one of the ships that we have built, or which is being 
built, would be, I will not say useful, but effective in a naval fight 
upon the high seas with any foreign power in the world pretending to 
have a navy. 
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Mr. HALE. Let me ask the Senator if he has in his imagination 
built up a naval conflict at sea between two great fleets of ironclads? 
If that is what he is thinking of, and if he wants ships to figure in such 
a conflict, how long would such a ship as this float upon the water when 
brought into conflict with the great ships which have been built abroad, 
which are twice her size, the Italian, the Danish, the Russian, the En- 
glish, and the French ships? She would be good for nothing against 
them. If we go into that field of constructing immense ironclads to 
get a fighting fleet we should have to spend $100,000,000, and such a 
vessel as this does not answer that purpose, either. 

Mr. BUTLER. This clause of the bill provided for ‘‘ one armored 
cruiser of about 7,500 tons displacement.’’ I do not understand why 
the Secretary of the Navy has not absolute discretion to make that 
ship just as strong as he pleases. There is no restriction put upon 
him as to how much armor he shall put on it. 

Mr. HALE. The Senator knows very well, of course, that the ar- 
mament of a ship and the armor of a ship both depend largely upon the 
size of the ship. 

Mr. BUTLER. Precisely; they must be regulated by the size. 

Mr. HALE. A ship of 7,000 tons does not carry either such arma- 
ment or such armor as a ship of 14,000 tons. 

Mr. BUTLER. I understand that. 

Mr. HALE. The Senator can not find that anywhere this year any 

wer in the world is constructing such aship as this. Al have re- 
jected them. They are either constructing immense ones, twice as 
large, or the cruisers to which I have referred. Such a ship is an anom- 
aly in naval architecture. 

Mr. BUTLER. I suggest that we double the capacity of this cruiser, 
if that be the case. But I think the Senator is entirely mistaken in 
saying that a ship of this description would not be very effective in a 
naval conflict upon the high seas with one of the navies of the great 
nations. 

Mr. HALE, Not against their great ironclads. 

Mr. BUTLER. I take it for granted that they would have some 
other kind of vessels in anaval fight besides their great armored ships. 
I am in favor of going ahead and building as strong, as powerful, and 
as heavily armored ships as are built anywhere in the world. We 
must make a beginning, and this is the beginning. I believe we have 
provision now for building perhaps one or two ships of this character. 

Mr. HALE. Two. 

Mr. BUTLER. One, I believe, is being built in the navy-yard at 
Norfolk, the Texas, and there is one other in process of construction. 

Mr. HALE. The Texas and the Maine. 

Mr. BUTLER. ‘The Texas and the Maine are, I believe, to be ships 
of this kind. In my judgment, to have anything like a respectable 
navy in addition to the swift cruisers for which we have provided, we 
ought to have not less than ten or a dozen heavily armored ships, such 
as this is proposed to be; of course, armored and armed in accordance 
with the displacement. I take it for granted that nobody supposes we 
should putarmorand arms upon aship of 7,000 tons displacement that 
would be intended for 14,000 tons displacement. but we can never cut 
a respectable figure unless we have some such ships as are provided for 
in the clause which the Senate committee proposes to strike ont. 

As the Senator from Alabama has stated, this is a matter which has 
been thoroughly, exhaustively, and completely investigated by the 
House committee. I assume, after conference with the Navy Depart- 
ment, the provision has been inserted deliberately, and I can not un- 
derstand how it is that we expect to have a respectable Navy by sim- 
ply building what are called fast cruisers to ran down the commerce 
of an enemy. 

If we should have the misfortune of becoming involved in a war 
with a foreign government, the swift cruisers we have provided for, in 
the language of the Senator from Maine, would be a mere toy before 
the great armored snipe of even the Government of Chili, to say noth- 
ing of Italy, France, Germany, Russia, and Great Britain. 

If we are going to have a navy at all, if our purpose is to have a 
fighting navy, it seems to me the sooner we begin to build vessels of 
this kind the better, even if it requires $100,000,000 to get such a 
an Big we ought to have. I would supplement the fast cruisers that 
we have already provided for, and which are provided for in this bill, 
wih at least a dozen of the best fighting ships that the world could 

uce. 
p I therefore trust that the Senate committee’s amendment will not 
be agreed to, but that the Navy Department will be invested with the 
power, as provided in the bill, to proceed to build aship such as is con- 
templated in the provision proposed to be stricken out. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Do I understand the Senator to say that he would 
oe with the three cruisers of 2,000 tons and take the other ves- 

Mr. BUTLER. Notat all. 

Mr. HAWLEY. He would have them additional? 

Mr.BUTLER. Certainly, Ithinkit very desirable that those three 
additional cruisers of 2,000 tons displacement should be provided for, 

Mr. GIBSON. I should like to ask the Senator from Maine how long 
it would take to complete this armored cruiser of 7,500 tons displace- 
ment if it were ordered now? 
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Mr. HALE. I have said that the two of this same type which are 
now being built in the navy-yards will not be built before the expira- 
tion of the term of the Senator upon this floor who has the longest 
time to serve. 

Mr. TELLER. Why not? 

Mr. HALE. In the first place they are experimental. 
never built such a ship in the past. 

Mr. GIBSON. That would be at least six years? 

Mr. HALE. That would be at least six years. We have no armor. 
We must provide for all of that; but that does not trouble meso much 
as the uncertainty about them when they do come out. Great Britain 
has built this class of ships by the dozen, and they lie up now in the 
British yards and are not worth anything except for old iron; and for 
us to start in on precisely what are rejected by old powers is an amaz- 
ing folly. If our Government wants to start in and build ships that 
will compete with the tremendous ironclads of the world, let it do so; 
but this does not accomplish that end. 

Mr. STEWART. I should like to inquire of the Senator from Maine 
if this class of ironclads have been a success? 

Mr. HALE. Ifthe Senator should ask that question of a naval offi- 
cer abroad, where they have tried them, he would be answered ina 
very hesitating fashion. They have not been fully tried. They were 
tried to some extent in the bombardment of Alexandria, and they made 
no great show. They do not try them now. 

Mr. PLUMB. Were not the guns effective? 

Mr. HALE. That is another question. The guns are of value, 
and warfare between one kind of gun and another and between guns and 
fortifications is going on all the time; but the whole question of the 
construction of iron-clad ships, these great armored ships, is a question 
that every nation in the world is handling in a most gingerly fashion. 

Mr. STEWART. They are building some of larger size? 

Mr. HALE, They are building some of larger size. It takes from 
four to seven or eight years to build them. 

Mr. PLUMB. Was not one of those large ironclads put on the stocks 
in the last year or two? 

Mr. HALE. Yes; one or two have been put on that are twice as 
large as this. 
` Mr. PLUMB. In the last year or two? 

Mr. HALE. Yes; within the last two years. I went over one in 
the harbor of Naples, the largest ship in the world. She would not 
consider this as an an nist. 

Mr. STEWART. What was her size? 

Mr. HALE. Between 15,000 and 16,000 tons. 

Mr. STEWART. Suppose we amend this provision and make the 
ship larger? 

Mr. HALE. Then thereis another reason why we should not gointo 
it. The ironclads that the other powers are building now are ships 
that they claim to get 19 and 20 knots out of, and out of this kind only 
17 knots can be had. That is another reason why we ought not to go 
on with the construction of such a ship. If we are going to put im- 
mense sums of money into this feature of nayal ships, let us get the 
biggest and the fastest and the best, but the two that we are now build- 
ing are certainly enough to try the experiment on. 

Mr. MORGAN. Ishould like to ask the Senator before he takes 
his seat why he says the ships we are building are experimental. In 
what sense are they experimental? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly the Senator sees that so far as we are con- 
cerned they are experimental. We have never before built anything 
of the kind here. What they can do, what we can get out of them, is 
a pure question ofexperiment. Ido not believe that the naval offi- 
cers have in their own minds any assurance that in the future the 
Texas and the Maine will be successful ships. It is all experimental. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Will the Senator give me the tonnage of those ships ? 
I have forgotten it. 

Mr, HALE. They are about the same size of this one, about 7,000 
tons. 

Mr. MORGAN. If I understand the Senator from Maine he charac- 
terizes these ships as experimental ships, or the construction of them 
as being experimental, merely because we have not built any hereto- 
fore. That is all of it. 

Mr. HALE. That clearly makes it an experiment. 

Mr. MORGAN. There is no trouble about the plan, is there? 

Mr. HALE. ‘Two years have elapsed since the appropriations were 
made, and the Senator can not find the form and semblance of the 
Texas and Maine to-day@ 

Mr. MORGAN. We can get as good a plan for a ship, I suppose, as 
any other people. 

Mr. HALE. Thereis the fact. I say again these two ships are the 
nightmare of the Navy Department to-day. 

Mr. MORGAN. But they might not be the nightmarepf the Amer- 
ican mechanics. Very likely they would chill the Navy Department 
without producing any impression at all upon our workmen. 

Mr. HALE. I hope the Senator will be with me on the question ot 
constructing the ships by private contract instead of at. the navy-yards. 
Iagree with him there. We have enough to do to construct the others. 

Mr. MORGAN, I wish to ask the Senator one other question, if he 
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pleases. He says it will be at least six years before either of these 
ships, the Maine or the Texas, is completed. I should like to know 
what it is that retards the building of those ships, if I can find ont. 
What reason exists why they should be six years building them unless 
the Government merely wants to take six years to do it? 

Mr. HALE. Two years have already passed. 

Mr. MORGAN. Six more would be eight. I want to knowif there 
is any fact within the Senator’s knowledge that would justify the 
statement that these ships can not be built within six years. 

Mr. HALE. We have been trying to armor and arm and fit ready 
for the salt water the iron-clad turreted monitors. We have been at 
that work between five and six years, and not one of them has poked 
her nose in the water yet nor got any armor on. 

Mr. MORGAN. Has the failure been on account of the want of 
material, the want of men, or the want of money? 

Mr. HALE. It has been on account of want of material; and then 
it isa new matter. I would not be arguing this question if we had 
not already made the experiment and provided for two such ships, 
but to be crowded now with another when nobody knows about the 
two not yet built is nonsense. Let us see what we get out of the two. 

Mr. MORGAN. Ishould like to ask the Senator if he does not think 
we should increase the progress of the building and facilitate the build- 
ing of those ships if we should build more of and create a greater 
market for the armor. Ifthe American producers and manufacturers 
of iron and steel had a larger market for their products than they have 
now would they not supply us with all that we need for the armament 
or armoring of these ships? It would seem to me that they would do 
so, and that unless we begin we shall never have any American pro- 
duction of iron or steel armor. We have got to begin some time. 

I have been listening to this matter now for six or eight years, and 
at every session of Congress when this subject is mooted it is always 
said, ‘‘ Let us wait until we try something that is on hand; let us wait 
until some experiment has been demonstrated by actual practice to be 
a beneficial thing; and so we have waited on from year to year and 
we have made no beginning. 

Mr. HALE. I will not interrupt the Senator if it incommodes him. 

Mr. MORGAN. Not at all. 

Mr. HALE. So far from not having made a beginning we have pro- 
vided for great contracts for the developing of armor and of gun-metal, 
amounting to millions upon millions of dollars; the work is going on 
just as fast as possible, and it is a subject of pride to those, I think, who 
have helped to bring it about that this work is going on. But you can 
not annihilate time; you can notdoitallat once. We shall do better, 
if we are going to build more ironclads in the future, by not embark- 
ing now in any more of them until we see what can be done by those 
we are building. We shall get a better ship in better time if we wait 
two or three years, or one ortwo years, and see how those other vessels 
develop and see how the armament develops. If we wait to see what 
is done in that direction we shall get better ships and quicker ones than 
to goon now with any more experiments. 

Mr. MORGAN. Iam very glad that the Senator from Maine and 
myself are entirely in accord, both in our feelingsand in our judgment, 
about the development that has already taken place. I feel that sense 
of pride to which he refers, about which the Secretary of the Navy 
spoke with a good deal of exultation when he learned that he could 
get from different American shops or foundries gun-metal, gun material, 
` ship armor, sha{ting—whatever was necessary for the building of very 
high class vessels and very high class guns. We are now progressing, 
it seems, according to his more recent statement, very rapidly and very 
satisfactorily in the production of the material that is necessary for the 
building of heavy steel ships and for thearming and armament of them. 

I think if we shall go and spend some more money and build some 
more ships and increase the enterprise of our producers and our manu- 
facturers, they will yield a much Jarger quantity and perhaps a very 
much better quality of armor and of the other necessary steel or iron 
which may be used in the construction of a vessel. , 

Mr. President, this matter is very far from being experimental. So 
far as our work is concerned in making appropriations, or so far as the 
supply of the necessary steel for the work is concerned, or so far as the 
ability to lay down proper plans for ships and their engines and ma- 
chinery and armament is concerned, it is very far from being experi- 
mental, 

I must say that I look to the future in respect of the American pro- 
duction of ships and guns with as much confidence as I do in respect 
of its production of woolen goods or cottag goods, and with just as 
much safety and security. I have not any doubt aboutit; and when 
we come to consider what there is in the way of experiment, what ele- 
ment of experiment exists in this project for the building of ships and 
the arming of them—when we get to the facts, there is really no ex- 
periment ut it; it is a mere want of experience, that isall. We 
have not as yet built the ships, but we know wecandoit. They might 
as well have told us twenty-five years ago that we could not build a 
locomotive engine in the United States, or that we could not roll steel 
bars for railways, or that we could not build Pullman palace cars. 

They might as well have told us forty or fifty years ago that wecould 
not. invent and put in operation this system of electricity about us, or 


that the telephone system could not be invented by an American and 
put into successful operation. 

The truth is that this is the home of inventive and mechanical genius. 
No people in this world, either by their laws, by their social instincts, 
by their necessities, by the encouragement that they are in, by enter- 
prise and by capital, com with us to-day in respect of anything 
that concerns the development of that which is hidden and unknown 
and desirable in mechanic arts, and in science also. We need have no 
fear about this matter. 

Iam very tired of stopping upon the center and looking to the front 
and rear and saying, ‘‘ We are afraid to go any further.” Let usmake 
an experiment, We ofall people in the world ought to make experi- 
ments. We ofall people in the world ought to lead the genius of man- 
kind in every enterprise, political as well as industrial. 

I have not any fears or apprehensions about the wasting of a little of 
the enormous mass of money in the Treasury of the United States in 
building up a navy. Here are our officers scattered about the coast 
organizing one little society and another, hunting places to go to to 
have something to do to rid themselves of the ennui of existence, merely 
because we will not supply them with ships upon which they can go 
out upon the seas. 

If we had to-day a really respectable and strong navy upon the ocean, 
a fighting navy, we should have more power at eels and a great deal 
more power among the nations of the earth. We could have higher 
moral power. I willrecurtothatagain. We should have it, and with- 
outit, Mr. President, we can not have it in that sense that we ought 
to possess if. We know we are entitled to it, and the world knows it. 
If they put us upon our mettle, we can very quickly get into good fight- 
ing shape, but the danger to us is, and they know it as well as we do, 
that the cost of a sudden preparation is so great that we allow many 
questions to have the go-hy which ought to be considered with strength 
and purpose and energy that we do not now consider at all. 

I do not think that Germany to-day would be sweeping tho Pacific 
Ocean as with a broom if we had a real good fighting navy; not that 
Germany is afraid of us, but Germany knows that we are not well 
enough armed for the purpose of protecting the Pacific Ocean, She 
understands that we can not afford to do it, can not afford tospend the 
money to do it, to arm ourselves for the purpose of protecting what are 
our natural commercial rights, to say nothing of our political rights, in 
the Pacific Ocean. What is the meaning of that great establishment 
the Senator from Nevada referred to on Vancouver Island, that mag- 
nificent naval establishment just north of San Francisco, lying between 
Alaska and Washington Territory ? 

What is the meaning of it? It means, as a matter of course, that 
we must prepare ourselves in due‘season to offset the power that is 
there displayed; otherwise aggressions upon our commerce will be of 
such a character at least as to become very attractive to the lesser na- 
tions, as we call them, of the earth, for those people with whom we 
desire to trade abroad, and with whom we have really the richest ex- 
pectations of trade, are the people who most respect power wherever it 
is displayed; and unless they see some display of power they are not 
very apt to yield their respect to any nation in the world. They do 
not count up the reserve. ‘Chey look at the actual display. They look 
at what you have got in hand and what you have to show, and no na- 
tion that goes about on the earth with its hands tied behind it, or 
which carries guns in rotten ships, can ever command confidence or gain 
respect or establish commerce among people of that kind. Build a 
good ‘fighting navy and you will do more for the commerce of this 
country than you will do with almost any other matter you can set on 
foot. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, this is not Jarge enough. I think 
we had better amend the bill and make it larger. It will take bnt a 
few words to put in a description of those vessels that are now being 
built abroad. I move, in line 972; to strike out ‘‘seven thousand five 
hundred” and insert ‘‘fifteen thousand,” and in line 974 to strike ont 
the words *‘ three millions and a half” and insert ‘‘seven millions.” 

Mr. HALE. It would take almost $9,000,000. 

Mr. STEWART. I will say ‘*$9,000,000.’’ I make that motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the committee 
has been agreed to in Committee of the Whole. The amendment of 
the Senator from Nevada will be in order when the bill is reported to 
the Senate. 

Mr. HOAR. I hope there will be no objection on the ground of mere 
time. Wecan have unanimous consent, because it is obviously agree- 
able to the Senate to deal with the matter while it is being debated, 
and then it can be voted on in the Senate. I hope the Chair will ask 
consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By unanimous consent, then, the 
vote by which the amendment was agreed to will be reconsidered. 

Mr. HALE. Let it all stand open. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. And the proposition will stand open. 
The Chair would also call the attention of the Senate to the embar- 
rassment that will result unless this proposition is considered as two 
amendments, the motion to strike out and insert not being divisible. 
The Chair would that if it is desired to test the sense of the 


Senate on the two propositions independently, they had better be treated 
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as two separate amendments, and not as a motion to strike out and in- 


sert. 

Mr. STEWART. I move, then, in line 972, after the word ‘‘about,” 
to strike out ‘‘seven thousand five hundred?’ and insert “fifteen 
thousand;’’ and after the word ‘‘than,’’ at the end of line 973, to 
strike out ‘‘three-millions and a half of dollars” and insert ‘‘ ten 
million dollars.’? 

Mr. HALE. That is right; we shall get a ship out of that equal to 
any in the world. 

Mr. PLUMB. While the Senator is aboutit, why not make it better 
than anybody else’s? Why not make it twenty millions? 

Mr. HALE. No; that would not be so wise a thing as to provide 
for two. Fifteen thousand tons is large enough. Nobody can deny 
that a ship of 15,000 tons heavily armored and armed would be such 
aship that no naval power perhaps would dare to come here; and it 
may be well to build two of them at a cost of $20,000,000. I am by 
no means certain that I would not. It isa great deal better than 
spending and wasting money on little things that are good for nothing 
when you get them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. In line 972, before the word ‘‘tons,’’ it is pro- 
posed to strike out “ seven thousand five hundred ” and insert ‘‘ fifteen 
thousand;’’ and in line 974, before the word ‘‘dollars,’’ to strike out 
“three million and a half of” and insert ‘‘ten million.’ 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I am not quite willing that the ob- 
servations of the Senator from Maine shall go unanswered in regard to 
the building of these ships being merely experimental, and his further 
statement that it will require six years to complete one. He referred 
to the delay that has been occasioned already in the building of the 
Texas and the Maine, and he further stated, as I remember, that these 
two ships were the nightmares of the officers of the Navy. 

I beg to differ from the Senator in that respect. My information is 
that very great things are expected of these two ships that are now be- 
ing arranged for. The Navy Department has, I think properly, ex- 
ercised very great caution and circumspection in procuring the very 
best designs that can be found in the civilized world, and my informa- 
tion from the naval constructors is that these two ships will be the 
best of their kind in the world when completed. So far from it re- 
quiring six years, I think it not at all unlikely that both those ships 
will be launched inside of eighteen months. 

Mr. HALE. The Senator can not believe that himself, I think. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do, at least unless Iam very much misinformed. 

Mr. HALE. Is the Senator ready to make a prediction that they 
will be launched in twice the time he has stated, or in three times the 
time he has stated? I would not venture that. 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam very sorry to differ with so able a naval con- 
structor as my friend from Maine who has so much knowledge on the 
subject; but, unless Iam very much misinformed by those who have 
charge of those ships, the preparations are almost complete to begin 
the construction of the Texas certainly; Iam not so sure about the 
Maine. 

Mr. HALE. So far as naval constructors go there is not a naval con- 
structor in the service of the United States who has ever had anything 
to do in his life with constructing an armored ship. He knows noth- 
ing about it. He has to go abroad to get his plans, 

Mr. BUTLER. That is a misfortune. 

Mr. HALE. He has to pay for them and he is groping all the while. 
The Senator may say that the constructors who have these in charge 
have great hopes of the Texas and the Maine, and expect to get them 
out in eighteen months. I am not goingto quote anybody in the Navy 
Department against that. I wish the Senator himself would talk to 
the Secretary of the Navy about that. Some Senators have. 

Mr. BUTLER. I have not talked with the Secretary of the Navy. 

Mr. HALE. He has the responsibility. Iam not going to quote 
him here, but I would like to have any committee or any Senator con- 
fer with the head of the Department that has the responsibility about 
building these ships, and one result he will find-—— 

Mr. BUTLER. I have not talked with the Secretary of the Navy, 

_but I have talked with some of the officers connected with the Navy 
Department; and whilst I have no authority to state that these vessels 
will be launched within eighteen months, I repeat, if the present plans 
are carried out—and I see no reason why they should not be—the Texas 
certainly will be ina condition to be launched inside of eighteen months. 
But the very argument offered by the Senator himself in opposition to 
the building of this ship is the strongest one in favor of making a be- 

ning. 

othe Senator says there is nobody connected with the Navy Depart- 
ment who has ever constructed a ship of this kind, who can construct 
one; that our officers have to go abroad to get their plans and their de- 
signs and everything on thesubject. It is avery humiliating position 
for a government like this to be in, a very humiliating admission to 
make, and I agree with the Senator from Alabama the sooner we make 
a beginning in the proper direction the better. 

There certainly is no lack of material. It has been demonstrated 
beyond peradventure that this country can produce as fine steel and in 
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as large quantitiesas can be produced inthe world. Ithinkalready this 
Government has demonstrated that it can build cannon for the arma- 
ment of these ships as fine as can be made in the world, and it wassug- 
gested to me by a friend awhile ago that one of the Krupp guns upon 
one of the great naval vessels of Great Britain would send a shot through 
a vessel of this kind. Why can we not get Krupp guns and put them 
on this ship, or guns as good as Krupp guns? Wecan do itif we give 
the proper authorities the necessary amount of money to do it, and I 
think thatit is time, high time, if we are going to build a navy, that 
we should relieve ourselves of this dependent, humilitating attitude of 
having to depend upon foreign governments for information. Why, 
sir, there is as much talent in this country as there is in any country in 
the world. 

Mr. HALE. Let me ask the Senator a question before he leaves 
that point. Why does he now say, as others have said, arguing as he 
does, that we ought to begin, we ought not to put off the day of begin- 
ning, if we are in this ham condition? That is just whatwe have 
done, to begin. We have tried these two ships; we are trying them 
now; and is it not folly, when we are simply trying, when we have 
embarked in that experiment, to crowd now another one, next year 
another one of the same kind, and next year another, and nobody knows 
about the two we are building. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is a presumption I am not prepared to admit, 
that nobody knows about the two we are building. It is a violent 
prestimption to suppose that there is not talent enough and sagacity 
enough in this country among the naval constructors to know what 
will be the result of a certain performance. _ 

Mr. HALE. Let me tell the Senator what I believe about that. I 
believe you may take one of these ships, just such as is provided for 
here, and put it into a navy-yard and build it; it will cost 50 per cent. 
more than it would by private contract, it will take twice as long to 
build it, and when it gets through it will not be half as good a ship. 

Mr. BUTLER. I understand—— 

Mr. HALE. The naval constructors can not doit. The Navy does 
not produce them. 

Mr. BUTLER. I understand that there is a provision in this bill 
which requires that it may be built by private contract. I admit the 
force of the Senator’s statement that it costs more to build a ship in a 
Government navy-yard than it does by private contract, but we must 
legislate on these subjects like sensible business men, and if we leave 
it to the Secretary of the Navy to submit his plans simply to private 
contractors, there is a possibility of private contractors combining against 
the Government and compelling the Government to pay any price they 
please to exact. Hence I think the provision in former bills on this 
subject for a certain number being built in the Government navy-yards, 
provided suitable contracts can not be made with private contractors, 
wasa very wise and judicious one, and I think it ought to be in this bill. 
There is no doubt, in my opinion, about the fact that private contract- 
ors can and will perhaps build cheaper and better, but that is no argu- 
am against the building of this ship and a half-dozen others of this 

ind. 

Mr, President, when a few years ago an effort was made by Congress 
to provide for the building of fast cruisers, the very ent which 
the Senator is using against this ship was used upon the floor of the 
Senate and of the other House against fast cruisers. It was said again 
and again that they were experimental, that nobody knew what they 
could accomplish, and therefore we ought not to spend any money to 
build them. Now, the Chicago, the Charleston, and the Baltimore 
have been built, and I understand, perhaps with the exception of the 
Chicago, have been entirely satisfactory of their class. Now, the effort 
seems to be to get fast running ships, and if the argument of the Sena- 
tor from Maine is worth anything, it goes to prove that great wars and 
great naval conflicts are settled by foot-races on the high seas; the na- 
tion that can run the fastest can win the fight. Ihave never known a | 
war to be determined except by hard blows face to face, and I want 

. 


to see the American Navy in a condition where it will be prepared to 
strike back when a great naval power strikes atit with heavy armored 
vessels, and not simply make it a question of speed on the high seas as 
to which can outrun the other. That is all there is in that argument. 

I admit that these fast cruisers are as essential for a navy as light 
cavalry is for an army. They are efficient and important for outpost 
duty, an admirable purpose in naval conflict. But to say that you 
are going to depend upon cavalry alone in a great war, is assuming a 
state of things which I think will never exist. And so in regard to 
our Navy, if we do not have some, say a dozen, heavily armed and 
heavily armored fighting ships of war, we should be at a disadvantage 
ina naval conflict with a foreign power, which would bring humiliation 
and disgrace and untold loss upon the country before we could provide 
for the emergency. 

Now, sir, with regard to the amendment of the Senator from Nevada, 
I tell him very frankly that if I had the power to provide in this bill 
or any other for voting $20,000,000 for the construction of two ships 
as he describes them, I would so yote without the slightest hesitation, 
but it does not seem to mein accordance with the general scope and 
scheme and object of this bill to provide for a ship of that kind, and 
therefore I think his amendment had better not pass, I would try this; 
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I would supplement the Maine and the Texas by this, and unless all 
signs failand all predictions are false, they will be found to be, in my 
judgment, the best ships of their kind, and will serve a good purpose 
for the United States Navy. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I shall favor the retention of the pro- 
vision of the House bill for building an armored ship, and if the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] shall be rejected, 
and it seems to me it is safe to do so, I will propose another amendment 
to strike ont of line 972 the word ‘‘ about”? and insert the words ‘‘ not 
less than;’’ so that the provision shall read: 

And one armored vessel of not less than 7,500 tons displacement. 

That would leave the Navy Department, in view of the facilities they 
have for building large ships, and in view of the kind of material they 
can obtain for large ships, to determine whether they would build a 
ship larger than the minimum so specified. 

It is suggested by the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] that the ship 
is not large enough if it is to bean armored ship. About that Iam 
not prepared to speak, but I would say that I would leave the discre- 
tion to the Navy Department to make the ship of the amount of dis- 
placement named or larger if circumstances rendered the enlargement 
of it necessary; and the three and a-half million dollars would certainly 
answer for the beginning of such a ship, and if it was found necessary 
to build a larger ship that appropriation could be supplemented when 
it should be found necessary hereafter. 

I agree with the Senator from Alabama and the Senator from South 
Carolina that this country ought to be placed in a better condition of 
defense than itis. I know it has been argued on the floor of the Senate 
that no power on earth will go to war with the United States, and the 
argument in that line, which was repeated by more than one Senator, 
seemed to go upon the idea that the millennial era had arrived; that 
men were prepared to adopt in its fullest and largest extent the doc- 
trine of the Savior of mankind; that no evil or wrong should be in- 
flicted upon mankind again. 

I submit that that sort of talk is not practical, it is not sensible. 
We live in a world where struggles are for power and to build up wealth, 
which this country is building up with increasing millions of people. 
If we are not prepared for defense, we only invite the well-equipped 
and well-provided powers of the world to aggression and to plunder, 
That is the history of the nations of the earth. The more a nation is 
witlfout the means of defense, the more certain it is to be the sufferer 
from unlawful and unconscionable aggression. 

And, Mr. President, I never, in considering the question of the de- 
fense of the territory of the United States and the rights of the United 
States, fail to remember the position which this country occupies among 
the nations of the earth. I repeat what I said on a former occasion, 
that it is now a country of more population than any European gov- 
ernment save Russia. Its commerce is now larger than that of any 
country save Great Britain. It lies here contiguous to the active, en- 
ergetic powers of Western Europe, who are in the best possible state of 
preparation for war, growing out of their peculiar condition. It lies 
on the path of the great populations and the wealth of Asia. Already 
a large commerce is finding its way either around Cape Horn or across 
the Isthmus or across the railroads of the United States between 
Europe and Asia. 

One project is already considerably advanced for a transit across the 
Isthmus of Darien. Another, and perhaps two more, are likely in the 
near future to be built nearer this way, either by canals or ship-rail- 
ways, so that when constructed their influence upon the commerce of 
the world will be greater than the influence of the construction of the 
Suez Canal. Infinitely more important its influence will be upon the 
commerce of the world than the construction of the Suez Canal, bring- 
ing the commerce between Western Europe and Asia by our very 
doors. 

When we contemplate our long line of Atlantic and Pacific seacoast 
and the number of cities which would be exposed to aggression and to 
destruction by a great power, who can doubt the duty which devolves 
upon us of being prepared to take care of our interests against such 
contingencies ? 

We can not ignore the fact that the United States is placed in the 
condition of a first-class power. We dare not ignore that fact unless 
we disregard the daties of patriotism and the obligations we owe to 
the American people. 

Itis idle to talk tome about the fact being that nonation will make war 
upon us. Year by year our commercial intercourse is being enlarged 
with the nationsof theearth. As it is enlarged, complications must of 
necessity arise, and disputes and controversies will have to be settled— 
let ns trust settled by peaceful negotiation; but \ e can not so far rely 
upon the improvement of human nature as to suppose that we can se- 
cure just settlements by negotiation unless we have the power availa- 
ble to back the judgment of our diplomats. Give us a respectable 
navy; give us guns such as we ought to have, and such as I trust the 
vote of the Senate will provide for beforeitadjourns. Letusstart with 
Hie appropriation to put this country in a condition of appropriate de- 

ense. 

Why, sir, suppose to-day that by any conjuncture of circumstances 
we were forced into conflict with any one of the great naval powers of 
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the earth. In sixty days every seacoast city on our borders could be 
laid waste. It could be done by Great Britain, or by France, or by 
Germany, or by Italy, and the destruction of one of these great cities 
would be at a cost to the country infinitely more than the navy and 
the fortifications necessary to defend it against such a calamity would 
cost. 

I see my friend from Missouri [Mr. COCKRELL] smiles. He thinks 
that nobody will dare to go to war with the United States. He relies 
upon the patriotism and the courage of the American people to keep 
other nations from coming here and fighting us. 

Mr. COCKRELL. The common sense of nations. 

Mr.REAGAN. Mr.President,the Senator is old enough and has had 
a character of experience which has taught him that mobs can not re- 
sist organized power, that organized power must be met by organized 
power with equal means and equal skill, and it will not do to talk about 
the courage of men and the patriotism of men in a disorganized state 
and without the means of defense resisting the power of aggression of 
great organized powers with ample means of prosecuting their purpose. 

Mr, COCKRELL. Will the Senator permit me there? 

ı Mr. REAGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Would not that statement demand of the United 
States to maintain a standing army and navy equal to all the other 
great powers? 

Mr. REAGAN. I do not think so, and I am not proceeding on that 
idea at all. Our attitude to the other great nations of the earth ren- 
ders less certain military conflict. We have a skeleton of an army; 
we have trained and educated officers who can take command and in- 
struct an army very rapidly. Experience has demonstrated that. 
oag people have an aptitude for arms and for war when occasion calls 
or it. 

We do not need a navy to guard against attacks constantly, like the 
powers of Europe have, where they do not know what day a war may 
be inaugurated which may settle the fate of nations and chango the 
geography of Europe. They stand guard to-day for the want ot sense 
enough to agree to disarmament among themselves. They stand there 
taxing the people to their utmost and involving those nations in debts 
they will never pay, in order that each may protect itself against the 
others. 

We are not in that condition. We do not need that character or 
preparation. But I insist, as a matter of prudence, as a matter of pre- 
caution, as a matter of publicsafety, asa matter of national sell-respect, 
that we shall place ourselves in such a position as that in case of dis- 
pute we can assert and enforce those principles of right that ought to 
prevail in international conferences. 

I did not expect, when I rose, to say so much, but I intended simply 
to say that I hoped the amendment of the Senator from Nevada would 
be voted down; and if it is I shall then move to strike out the word 
“about,” in line 972, and insert the words ‘‘not less than;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 

Not less than 7,500 tons displacement. 

And with that amendment I would like to see the provision of the 
House bill retained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair.) The 
Chair does not understand the Senator from Texas as offering that 
amendment at this time? 

Mr. REAGAN. I do not offer it now, but I propose to offer it if the 
amendment of the Senator from Nevada is voted down. 

Mr. GIBSON. I suggest to the Senator from Nevada that he strike 
out in line 972 the words ‘‘one armored cruiser ™ and insert ‘‘ two ves- 
sels of war,” and that instead of ‘‘ 7,500 tons’’ he insert ‘* 15,000 tous 
each,” and that he strike out the words ‘‘ not more than three millions 
and a half of dollars *’ and insert ‘*not more than $20,000,000." 

Mr. STEWART. I will accept the modification if it be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nevada modifies 
his amendment. 

Mr.STEWART. Will the Secretary report the amendment as modi- 


ed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment as modified at the 
suggestion of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Grsson] will be read. 

TheCHIEF CLERK. In line 972 itis proposed to strikeout the words 
‘one armored cruiser’’ and insert in lieu thereof the words ‘‘two ves- 
sels of war;’’ in the same line to strike out ‘‘seven thousand five hun- 
dred” before the word ‘tons’? and insert ‘‘fifteen thousand;’’ after 
the word ‘‘tons’’ in the same line to insert ‘‘each,’’ and in line 974 to 
strike out ‘‘three millions and a half of dollars” and insert ‘‘$20,000,- 
000;” so as to read: 

And two vessels of war of about 15,000 tons each displacement, to cost, ex- 
clusive of armament, not more than $20,000,000 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I believe it is conceded by all, ex- 
cept the Senator from Missouri [ Mr. COCKRELL], that we ought to have 
anavy. Itisstated by the gentleman representing the committee that 
the vessels provided for here, either those in the bill as it came from 
the House, or those provided for in the committee’s amendment, are not 
in a proper sense war vessels which will be capable of being successfully 
arrayed against the armored vessels of the different nations of Europe. 
It does seem to me that if Italy, Spain, and Chili can afford to have 
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first-class vessels the United States can afford to have tivo. If they 
have a large number the United States ought to have as many as two. 
So I have accepted the modification suggested by the Senator from 
Louisiana, and I believe this is money well expended. 

If we desire peace, we must bein a position to command peace. This 
is an age of war. All the nations of the earth are preparing for war 
and expending vast sums of money for that purpose beyond what they 
ever did in any p ing age, and what may happen it is ga besten 
to foresee. War has always prevailed.. Civilization has not checked, 
but it has increased the number of wars and their destructiveness. 
The last generation has been the most warlike in all history, and we are 
here with all our vast interests, with our vast possessions on the Pa- 
cific and on the Atlantic, with our cities all exposed, relying upon the 
generosity of the other nations, not being in a position to command re- 
spect from any, it requiring years to build one of these ships. 

The representative of the committee says that none of these larger 
ships can be built in six years, and we have got to remain in the de- 
fenseless position we are now for a number of years, and we put off 
action from session to session. So it will go on, and the evil will be 
more and more aggravated, until the time comes when we have actual 
war; and how are weto build shipsthen? It takes five or six years to 
prepare for it, and how can we prepare for war with great veasels if we 
have actual war on our hands while we are making the preparations? 

It seems to me the way to deal with this question is to build a few 
ships and build good ones. The United States ought to be able to 
build a few first-class ships. If we are not, we must submit to all 
manner of treaties that are proposed, we must allow European nations 
to take islands of the Pacific, to dominate South America, and to dom- 
inate countries on the north. You must allow foreign nations to do 
that. To talk about the Monroe doctrine without a gunboat that 
could go to sea, when all other nations are armed, seems to me all non- 
sense. They are not afraid of our talk. The talk of the Senator from 
Missouri does not scare a foreign nation. They will not fight us in 
that way. They will not fight us with declamation. If they would 
fight us with declamation, of course we-could easily whip them. If 
they would fight us with boasting, of course we should whip them. 
But they would fight us with guns, and then where would the Sena- 
tor from Missouri be? 

The Chinese tried that, but it was not successful. They made great 
gongs to scare away the enemy and made a noise to frighten theenemy 

rom their borders, but American civilization has adopted a different 
means. 

Mr. HOAR. How about the Chinese on the Pacific coast ? 

Mr. STEWART. They do notfight with gongs there, but they have 
another mode of fighting which we can not resist very well with arms. 
They will stay, they will eat, and you have got to kill them to keep 
themout. They will eat up everything and starve you todeath. You 
can not raise fighting men in the Chinese fashion. If you let the 
Chinese come here they will come and eat up everything like locusts, 
but in war their methods have not been a success; but I suppose just 
about as successful as our boasting that we can whip all the world 
without guns. 

We put this off from session to session, and as the Senator from South 
Carolina very properly suggested,there must bea beginning. Wemust 
commence to build ships or we shall never have ships, and if we wait 
until the genius of mankind is exhausted before we commence we shall 
wait a long while, for man is progressive. A hundred years from now 
they will build very much better ships than they do now, and if you 
wait until that has culminated, until the best ship is perfected, you 
will wait many generations. We shall not reach perfection for ages to 
come. We can not wait for that. We want ships now. There will 
be many wars and much destruction of life and property by war before 
you will have the best ships, before any nation builds the best ships 
that can be built. 

We shall continue to improve and it will always be the condition of 
things. Ifyou wait until that condition of things comes to pass,until 
the best ships are invented that can be made, you will never have a 
navy, because they will be always makingimprovements. If you wish 
to defend the honor of this country you must go along with other na- 
tions and you must improve and build and atall times be ina position 
to defend our country, to defend its honor, to make treaties on a basis 
of equality, and not be in a condition to submit to all demands that 
may be made and be at the mercy of all nations. 

There is talk about universal peace by peace societies, and we are 
told there will be no more war; but that talk all evaporates with the 
first gun, and it will evaporate again, and the American people will 
be engaged in war again. There is no doubt about that. The only 
safe mode is to do as other nationsdo. We must do so from necessity. 
One nation alone can not disarm. The United States with as much 
noise as it can make can not afford to disarm alone, which she is doing 
and having a different policy from all other nations of the earth. 

It is unsafe. Ourrightsareindanger. Our citizens are unprotected, 
and we have no power to protect them. It is impossible, I say, for us 
to be in an isolated condition different from the other nations and ex- 
pecting to enforce our rights. If we enforce our rights at all, wemust 


enforce them by the same means that other civilized nations do, and 
if we are prepared to assert our rights, we shall have no war. It is 
want of preparation that endangers the country. 

I expect that we shall have war ultimately with Great Britain, pre- 
pared or not prepared, on the northern border, as I remarked yes- 
terday, unless there is wise statesmanship to rise above small consid- 
erations and readjust the boundary. We must have the Arctic Ocean 
for a boundary, or war. That is inevitable; that is destiny. Nobody 
can-prevent it. The irritation of this long boundary between us, the 
complications that will grow up from time to time will ultimately lead 
to the firing of a gun, and the firing of a gun between us and Great 
Britain means the setting back of civilization a hundred years. 

It means nearly a destruction of the Anglo-Saxon race, and such a 
war as that could not stop for years and years, until both nations were- 
practically exhausted; and in view of the terrible consequences of such 
a war it is to be hoped that the statesmen of the two countries will 
rise to the importance of the occasion and suggest some plan of remov- 
ing this constant source of irritation. 

There is an unsettled boundary between Alaska and British Colum- 
bia involving a vast and important territory. Both nations now have 
fixed upon that boundary according to their own notions, 

There isa question with regard to the open sea there, how it shall 
be treated, in addition to the fishery question. There are unsettled 
questions all the way from Halifax to Victoria constantly arising. 
Yourline of custom-houses and fortifications will have to be constructed. 
Canada, backed by Great Britain, will be much more aggressive than 
Great Britain would be herself. This cause of estrangement still in- 
creases, and it will ultimately result in war, especially if we are en- 
tirely unprepared for the event. If we are prepared we shall be in a 
position to negotiate, and negotiate in safety. 

As to the present treaty that we are discussing here, all parties feel 
that it was negotiated under circumstances entirely unfavorable to the 
United States. Those who support it and those who oppose it feel 
that it is unfortunate that we should be driven into the position of 
making a treaty under such circumstances, and all because we are un- 
willing to spend money as other nations do to keep themselves in a 
position to defend their rights and dignity. 

There must be a beginning, and I hope these two ships will be built 
and give the world to understand that we, too, while we are for peace, 
will be prepared for any emergency or any exigency that may arise 
between us and any other country; that while we will be generous 
and keep out of war, we will demand our rights, and that we will pro- 
tect this continent from foreign on. 

It is the grandest thing in the world for the United States to stand 
and proclaim on this hemisphere the Monroe doctrine, that we will 
protect from European a ion the weak powers of this continent; 
that this continent shall be dedicated to the institutions of freedom and 
free men and free government, and no foreign power shall gain a further 
foothold here. How proud every American citizen is of sucha declara- 
tion of the Monroe doctrine. How feeble wearenow. Wecannoteven 
protest againstits daily violation. Wecan not protest against France, if 
she pleases, taking the Isthmus. We were unable to protest against Ger- 
many taking the Samoan Islands and removing, as it were, our inhabit- 
ants therefrom. We had built up almost a government there, but we 
had to yield when the first ironclad came. 

We could not help it. We were helpless, and the Administration 
was right in not involving us in war, because we had no means of as- 
serting our well-known rights. We had planted a colony, and we 
ignominiously surrendered it for want of a few ironclads to let the 
world know that we could protect it; and so it will go on, and our 
vaunted Monroe doctrine will be despised by all the people of this 
hemisphere. How little and mean it is for us to occupy that position! 

We invite the republics of South and Central America to meet and 
consult about common interests. They look tous to maintain the Mon- 
roe doctrine. They come to us and find we are in a helpless condition, 
feebler than they are so far as foreign aggression is concerned, and less 
able than they are to defend the Monroe doctrine. 

If we can not afford to build a few ships, let usrenounce the Monroe 
doctrine; let us admit that we will not defend ourselves or our neigh- 
bors; that we will abandon the traditions of the fathers; that we will 
no longer proclaim that this hemisphere shall be governed by the peo- 
ple who live here without foreign domination. Let us abandon that 
or prepare in a dignified way to occupy the position which nature, our 
resources, and our rights have conferred upon us in these things. With 
a larger extent of fertile soil than in any other land on earth, with 
greater natural resources, mineral, agricultural, and commercial than 
any other three nations combined, with sixty millions of people capa- 
ble, willing, independent, and free, it seems to me that we might with 
some propriety not only declare the Monroe doctrine, but prepare to 
vindicate it and have all countries respect it, and let us do something 
for freedom and for man on this hemisphere. as 

But if we can not afford to build a ship until all the genius of the 
world is exhausted—and no better ship can be built if we wait for 
Italy and for Chili and for Spain to exhaust their genius in building 
ships before we can build them—if that is to be our position, it is to 
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be our position for all time, because, as I said before, the time will not 
come whilst civilization lasts that the genius of man for making im- 
provements will be exhausted. 

So I say, let us commence these two ships. Nothing would please 
the American people better, nothing would be more useful, more ac- 
ceptable to the people, both North and South. The Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. MorGan], the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BUT- 
LER], and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Greson] voice the true 
sentiment of the South, and I know it is the sentiment of the North, 
and it has been voiced on this floor by several Senators, and each man 
feels that we ought to do something in this direction, and it seems the 
least we can do is to commence to build a few ships to show that we 
intend to defend the flag and the honor of our common country. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. President, Ido not know that I can say any- 
thing to re-enforce the observations which have fallen from the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. BUTLER] and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
STEWART]. I think instead ot talking about fighting and war that 
we had better make timely preparation. ; 

We are warned by the information that the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
HALE] gives us that it will take six long years or more to build one 
ofthese cruisers; that we can not extemporize a navy, we can not within 
that time even upon the sea one of these pigmy vessels of war in 
comparison with the great vessels of foreign powers. 

We do not need merely swift raiders upon the ocean, but enormous 
vessels, so as to be enabled not only to protect and defend our own 
territory and commerce, but, if necessary, to carry the war, when once 
embarked in it, to the territories and seats of power of the offending 
nation. No nation like ours can afford to indulge in a mere war of 
defense. We must have the means to punish and cripple and destroy 
the armed forces on land and sea of the nation that appeals to arms 
against us. 

We know very well, Mr. President, that we can extemporize an army. 
‘We know very well that if we had a war with Great Britain we could 
within sixty days or ninety days place 500,000 men under arms in Can- 
ada to take possession of Canada and hold it against any force that 
Great Britain possibly could send to the Dominion of Canada. We 
know very well that we could assemble an army in Mexico or in Cuba 
in sixty days or ninety days that would overwhelm any force that 
any nation in Europe could concentrate against us. 

But we are powerless if we are attacked on the sea; our 
ceases at our shores. We havea vast commerce; we have the most ex- 
tensive coast line of any nation in the world; we have the largest cities 
of any nation in the world exposed upon that coast line. They are ut- 
terly defenseless. Hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of property 
are concentrated in these great cities upon the Pacific and upon the 
Atlantic Oceans liable at any time to be devastated and destroyed by 
even such a nation as Italy or Chili. 

Now, the amendment which I proposed, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to construct two vessels of war that shall cost not more than 
$10,000,000 each and that shall not exceed 15,000 tons each, appears to 
be justified by the present state of naval construction, and to be de- 
— by a proper regard for the national safety and the national 

onor. 

Italy has a vessel of war, as my friend, the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. HAWLEY] tells me, of 13,200 tons. 

Mr. HALE. They are building now two or three ships that are 14,- 
000 tons. 

Mr. GIBSON. And other ships are being built, as the Senator from 
Maine says, of 14,000 tons. Why should not the United States have 
one or two ships of 14,000 tons, or 15,000 tons, or 16,000 tons? We 
have the greatest continuous empire in the world with the longest 
coast line, and our countrymen are scattered throughout every nook and 
corner of the globe in various pursuits. Our intercourse with foreign 
powers is wholly by the sea and upon the sea. We haveno territorial 
neighbors. . Why should not this nation put upon the broad Atlantic 
and the Pacific vessels of war that shall be at least symbolical of its vast 
power, of its resources, of its scientific genius for war on the sea? 

Sir, I can not understand how any Senator who feels his heart beat 
responsive to the destiny of our country, doubling in population every 
twenty-five years, soon to be 100,000,000, should not wish to put great 
ships upon the sea to guard our continental empire and that will be 

ematic of our Union at home and of our power to protect Ameri- 
can rights everywhere. 

It would require eight or ten years to construct such vessels, and the 
work of construction would of itself constitute a school for the develop- 
ment of our skill and genius, and afford the stimulus and opportunity 
for excelling all other nations in the organization of our power on the 
ocean. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Stewart]. 

Mr. HALE. Let that be reported from the desk so that we may see 
just what it is, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 972 it is proposed to strike out the 
words ‘‘one armored cruiser’? and insert “ two of war;’’ in 
the same line, before the word ‘‘tons,’’ to strike out ‘‘sevon thousand 


five hundred ” and insert ‘‘ fifteen thousand;’’ after the word ‘‘tons,” 
in the same line, to insert the word “‘each,’’ and in line 974 to strike 
out the words ‘‘three millions and a half of” and insert “twenty 
million;’’ so as to read: 

And two vessels of war of about 15,000 tons each displacement, to cost exclu- 
sive of armament not more than $20,000,000, 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, there is certainly no reason why this 
country should not have ships which are quite equal in every quality 
of excellence to those possessed by any other country in the world, but 
I think there is very great reason why the amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations to this bill should stand as it is, and that reason 
is that in all the speeches that have been made urging the change of 
the provision as reported from the committee there has not been fur- 
nished to the Senate nor to myself as one of it, speaking of my own 
judgment, any fact ascertained to be a fact upon which a reasonable 
judgment in favor of the change could be predicated. 

Tt is an open question whether or not ships of this magnitude are the 
most efficient for the purposes of war. One Senator has an opinion that 
they are; another Senator to the contrary; but none of these Senators 
is an expert, none of them are acquainted personally and practically 
with the principles upon which this question must be determined in 
the construction of ships, and the Committee on of i ny rar of the 
Senate asserting the fact that the vessels proposed to be built are ac- 
cepted everywhere as useful for certain purposes, but until it is ascer- 
tained in some definite shape, and until the Senator who pro: this 
change can come here with ascertained facts from au sources, 
to prove that the large re ed a Fo eBay is Tren the Senateto 
vote an appropriation o; „000, to be expended for a purpose as 
to which they have no definite or practical knowledge, ma for that 
reason I think the committee ought to be sustained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amendment, 
[Putting the question.] The noes seem to have it, 

Mr. STEWART. I call for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I supposed I was willing to goas far as the farthest 
in building a navy, and I think Iam, but I am not prepared to order 
two vessels of 15,000 tons each, and yet I should very gladly avail my- 
self of the feeling on this subject in the Senate to increase the appro- 
priations of the Appropriations Committee very decidedly. There is 
no vessel so large as 15,000 tonsin the world. ‘The largest of which 
there is any record, unless something has been projected very lately, 


1s-—_— 

Mr. GIBSON. The Senator from Connecticut will permitme. The 
lan is ‘‘not to exceed 15,000 tons.” 

Mr. WLEY. Certainly. I would make a much lower limit. 
The largest in any published list—I think I have the latest authority— 
is 13,281 tons. There are two vessels of the Italian navy of 13,851 tons, 
and now they are building three more of 13,251 tons. Remember that 
those vessels, the largest built by the British navy running up to 11,940 
tons, are built by nations that already have an excellent navy of the 
smaller sizes, and that while some of the continental nations, Russia 
to some extent, Germany to some extent, and Italy especially, are 
building these enormous v: others are turning their attention very 
closely to large fleets, or very considerable fleets in number, of a rapid 
cruiser style, and partially armored cruiser style. 

Now the question is whether in beginning a navy we shall 
with the enormous expenditure upon two vessels just a little ahead of 
anything in the world, when we have none of the light cavalry, and 
scarcely any of the smaller fighting ships. When I originated this 
debate I did not think of its extending so long. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to ask him one question ? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Certainly, 

Mr. BLAIR, Is it not the fact that these smaller vessels can carry 
just as formidable an armament, and so, by reason of their swiftness 
and deftness of motion, become relatively to their cost much more for- 
midable than the tremendous vessels we are talking about, which I 
understand the nations of Europe are about abandoning? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator will not find in the list of foreign 
navies that any of these cruisers carry guns of the heaviest class. Their 
frames are not built to sustain the vast shock, the heavy armament, 
ete. They are not deemed fitted to the large guns. 

Mr. BLAIR. Is it not the fact, nevertheless, that many of them 
can carry a smaller number of the very large guns? 

Mr. HAWLEY. They do not think of putting a 16-inch, that is to 
say, a 110 or 118 ton gun upon them; but only a 12-inch gun. 

Mr. BLAIR. How many of these larger guns are placed on these 
large vessels? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Only perhaps two on the very and those 
ordinarily they expect to put en barbette, behind for protection, or in 
turrets, or in the central citadel, not protecting the whole body of the 
ship, but the citadel, near the middle of it—central battery ships they 
are called. 

I rose in the first place to protest mildly against the intimaticn of 
my friend from Maine that the larger vessels are antiquated and that 
people are abandoning them. Now the British are not within the last 
year laying down any more of them, and they are devoting their at- 
tention to swift cruisers, and so are some of the others, and the reason 
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the British authorities give is that they have a pretty good supply of 
that character of ship now either finished or about being launched, 
and within the last eighteen months or so, are building the 7,500-ton 
size, and here is a long list that I have before me of the British ves- 
sels. 


They have the Achilles, They launched in 1886 the Anson, of 10,- 
000 tons, and Jaunched in 1887, not completed yet, of course, the Au- 
rora, of 5,000 tons. They launched in 1885 the Benbow, of 10,600 tons, 
which I had the great pleasure of walking through and over, and the 
Camperdown, of 10,000 tons, launched in 1886; the Collingwood, of 
9,600 tons, finished in 1886; the Colossus, of 9,150 tons, finished in 
1886; the Edinburgh, of 9,150 tons, finished in 1886; the Howe, of 
9,700 tons, finished in 1887, and fourteen ships of that large class, and 
there are many others of those sizes built before that. 

But I think I certainly would not undertake to put up two 15,000- 
ton ships at a cost of nobody knows what, though a limit of $20,000,- 
000 is proposed, until I had provided for a considerable number of not 
only such as the committee propose to order, but even of the 7,500-ton 
type. There are some of thenations abroad that consider the 7,500-ton 
type a very valuable ship, indeed. It avoids the extremes of great 
weight and heavy armament. 

Mr. HALE. Let me ask the Senator if he finds anywhere a record 
of a single war power that is now building armored ships of this 7,500- 
ton kind? What I said was that they are building and finishing the 
larger ones ranging about 10,000 tons, and Italy up to 14,600 tons, or 
else they arè building fast cruisers. I find no record anywhere of any 
porrer that is building iron-clad ships now of this 7,500-ton class, which 

longs to neither. It is not good for harbor defense, for battle, or for 
cruisers. That was my point. We are to build two of them experi- 
mentally—what no other power is doing now. ‘The Italian ships that 
are being built—I have the record here—are very large, 14,000 tons. 
The Italia is almost as large as that. They have had her for several 
years, and I went all over her last year. She is 13,851 tons. The 
British are now building and finishing up (but ordering no new ones 
of this class) a class of vessels ranging between 10,000 and 11,000 tons. 
I can not find anywhere any war power that is building this armored 
class of ships of 7,000 tons. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I will show the Senator that a nation that is 
studying and working very hard upon this is coming so near it that it 
would not take much of a figure to make suchaship. Among the 
vessels that Russia considers very valuable—these Russian names are 
too much for me—their length is about 300 feet, displacement 5,796 
tons. Those are armored cruisers, but the Senator speaks of armored 
vessels. Lord Brassey—and this is ‘‘the Naval Annual,” published 
by Lord Brassey—says: 

The Admiral Nachimoff is 330 fect long (the Impérieuse is 315 feet), 61 feet 
broad (the Impérieuse is 62 feet), and has a displacement of 7,782 tons as com- 
pared with the 7,600 tons of the English vessel, as designed. 

ne vessels are built of iron and steel, sheathed with wood, and 
coppered. 

r. HALE, I know about that ship. That is not what is called 
one of these armored ships. 

Mr. HAWLEY. That is a very powerful ironclad. 

Mr. HALE. I know, but Russia is building to-day of the iron-clad 
armored ships the Tcherma, 10,181 tons; the Sinope, 10,181 tons, and 
the Catherine II, 10,181 tons. Several of the European powers are 
building to-day ships ranging from 5,000 to about 6,000 tons and from 
roo up to 7,000 tons; but they are not armored ships. They are fast 

ps. 
They are building sometimes to the extent of a dozen at a time of 
fast ships. Russia is building four. They are iron ships, but they are 
not what we call armored ships. Theydo not go into that. They are 
ironclads, and that is another field, as the Senator from Connecticut 
knows just as well as I do. Nobody knows it better than he. These 
iron ships that are for speed, that are strong, that are good in battle, 
good in cruising, are very different from what are called technically 
and known as the ironclads. Al of those that 4re building to-day 


are Russian. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator is quite correct in that, unless he means 
to rule out vessels of 8,000 tons. He makes a distinction between iron- 
clads and armored ships, but an iron-clad ship is intended to do the 
heaviest kind of fighting with protected batteries and heavy turrets. 

Mr. HALE. They do not armor them up to from 8 to 11, 14, and 
16 inches in plate. 

Mr. HAWLEY. ‘The Alexandra and the Anson are examples of that 
class, They have a belt line each 9 inches in depth, and thickness in 
the center 12 inches. That is pretty good armor and broad belt. 

Mr. HALE. Some ships have twice that. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Ofcourse. Iknowif you are going to build 10,000- 
ton ships, while they are building that class of vessels perhaps it would 
be better to say 8,000 tons than 7,000 tons that are iron-clad and good for 
the heaviest kind of fighting. I do not believe that even the 11,000- 
ton ship is regarded as antiquated or as a failure to be laid aside at 
all, Itis simply because Great Britain has a good supply of them 
that she is now turning her attention to another class that is becom- 
ing popular among foreign nations, a class of swift fighting ships that 


will get hurt if they get into a fight; but they expect it, as itis part 
of their business, as our forefathers did in the war of 1812. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada asks that 
upon this question the yeas and nays may be entered on the Journal. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. . 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to have the amendment read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be read. The 
Secretary will first read the part proposed to be stricken ont. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is pr , in line 971, after the word 
“ frames,” to strike out down to and including the word ‘‘dollars,”’ in 
line 974, as follows: 


And one armored cruiser of about 7,500 tons displacement, to cost, exclusive 
of armament, not more than three millions and a of dollars, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘That is a provision in the House 
bill which the committee propose to strike out. The Senator from Ne- 
vada moves to amend the part to be stricken out so as to read as fol- 
lows. 

The Chief Clerk read: 


And two vessels of war of about 15,000 tons each displacement, to cost, exclu- 
sive of armament, not more than $20,000,000. 


Mr. GIBSON. The amendment I suggested was ‘‘not more than 
15,000 tons displacement and to cost not more than $20,000,000.” It 
might be as much more as the Navy Department desire, 12,000 or 15,000 
tons, as one Italian vessel of war is. , 

The CHIEF CLERK. So as to read: 

And two vessels of war not less than 15,000 tons each displacement, 

Mr. GIBSON. ‘‘ Not more than fifteen thousand.” 

Mr. STEWART. ‘ Not more.” 

The Cuter CLERK. So as to read: 


And two vessels of war not more than 15,000 tons each displacement, to cost, 
exclusive of armament, not more than $20,000,000. 


Mr. PLUMB. Let the question be stated again. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed amendment will be 
again read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. §&o0 as to read: 


And two vessels of war not more than 15,000 tons each displacement, to cost, 
exclusive of armament, not more than $20,000,000. 


Mr. SAULSBURY. I would like to inquire if that amendment 
makes provision as to the size of the vessels and as to the amount of 
money that is to be expended? 

Mr. GIBSON. It leaves everything to the Navy Department. 

Mr. STEWART. If that language is not specific enough we had 
better have it ‘‘not more than $10,000,000 each.” 

Mr. SAULSBURY. ‘That isa very large sum. 

Mr. STEWART. Not more than $10,000,000 each. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment as proposed to be 
modified by the Senator from Nevada will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


And two vessels of war of not more than 15,000 tons each displacement, to 
cost, exclusive of armament, not more than $10,000,000 each. 


Mr. SAULSBURY, It seems to me that the amount proposed by 
that amendment is too large. I do not see why a 15,000-ton vessel 
should cost that sum, nor do I see any necessity of expending $10,- 
000,000 upon any one vessel. No two ships should cost as much as the 
whole United States Navy cost prior to 1832. I shall vote against the 
amendment. I think we had better pass the clause as it came from the 
other House. Iam in favor of making some progress in the creation 
of a navy, but I am not in favor of expending the whole surplus in the 
public Treasury in constructing these two vessels. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FAULKNER (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Quay]. Ido not know how he 
would vote. If he were present, I should vote “nay.” 

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I have a general pair 
with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]; but knowing, as Í do, 
if he were here that he would vote ‘‘nay,’’ I will record my vote 

na Fie n 

Mr. MANDERSON (when Mr. PAppock’s name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. PADDOCK] is paired generally with the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Evsris]. I do not know how he would vote on this 
proposition, 

Mr. PUGH (when his name was called), I havea general pair with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Epweunps]. I have no idea that he 
would vote for this amendment, if present. I thereforerecord my vote 

nay. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Winson]. I do not 
know how he would vote if he were present, but I should vote ‘‘nay.’? 

The rojl-call was concluded. 

Mr. ALDRICH. My colleague [Mr. CHACE] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. COLQUITT]. : 

Mr. MITCHELL. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
DoLPH] is detained from the Senate by sickness in his family. He is 
generally paired with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Brown]. Iam 
not advised how either Senator would vote if here; but I am inclined 
to think that my colleague would vote ‘‘ yea.” 
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Mr. KENNA. I am generally paired with the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. SABIN], but I voted on this question because I feel at lib- 
erty to do so. I announce the pair, though. 

The result was announced—yeas 9, nays 41; as follows: 


YEAS—9. 
Butler, Gibson, Mitchell, Stewart, 
Sanuron: Hampton, Platt, Teller, 
NAYS-iL 
Aldrich, Cullom, Hiscock, Ransom, 
Allison, vis, Ingalls, Reagan, 
e, Dawes, Jonesof Arkansas, Saulsbury, 
; Farwell, Kenna, wyer, 

A Frye, Manderson, Spooner, 
Blackburn, George, Morgan, Stockbridge, 
Blair, Gorman, Palmer, Turpie, 
Call, Gray, 4 Walthall. 
Chandler, Hale Payne, 

3 rris, lumb, 
Coke, Hawley, Pugb, 
ABSENT—26. 
Blodgett, Edmunds, Morrill, Vance, 
Bowen, Eustis, Paddock, Vest, 
ied dans Faulkner, Quay. Se A ape | í 
hace, earst, jeberger, n of To 
Colquitt, Hoar, Sabin, ' Wilson of Md.” 
Daniel, Jones of Nevada, Sherman, 
Dolph, McPherson, ford, 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the amend- 
ment proposed by the committee to strike out the lines which have 
been read. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let us have the yeas and nays on that question. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HARRIS. Let the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
committee is to strike out the words which will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. After the word ‘‘ frames,” in line 971, it is pro- 
pet to strike ont all down to and including the word ‘‘ dollars,” in 

ine 


974, as follows: A 
And one armored cruiser of about 7,500 tons lacement, to cost, exclusive 
of armament, not more than three millions anda of dollars, 


Mr. HAWLEY. I move to strike out the word ‘‘cruiser,’’ and in 
sert ‘‘ vessel,” so as to give a wider discretion to the Secretary of the 
Navy. He may want a vessel for harbor defense. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The language proposed to be stricken 
out has been amended so as to read as follows: 

The CHIEF CLERK: 

And one armored vessel of about 7,500 tons d: acer to cost, exclusive 
of armament, not more than three millions and a fof dollars. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the motion 
to strike out. 

Mr. STEWART. I desire to amend that further by saying ‘‘ not less 
tuan 8,000 tons.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed amendment will be 
rad, 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 972 itis proposed to strike out the words 

' of about 7,500” and to insert ‘‘ not less than 8,000; so as to read: 


And one armored yessel of not less than 8,000 tons. 


The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question recurs on the proposed 
amendment of the committee to strike out. 

Mr. HALE. I only wish to say that the whole discussion, as the 
vote that was just taken, shows how uncertain this whole domain of 
building armored ships is. One man wants one thing and another 
wants another. Iam not going to repeat the style of arguments we 
have been treated to. The committee has substituted three war 
ships of 2,000 tons each and recommends that, and I hope that the Sen- 
ate will sustain the committee and let the work go onas it is now, with 
the two ships we are building of this kind, and not embark in the ex- 
periment of another. I hope we shall strike this out. 

Mr. MORGAN, This amendment comes from the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, for whom we all have, of course, the 
very greatest respect, and they are diligent and attentive and able, but 
as I understand it the text of the bill that the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate moves to strike out was matured by the 
Committee on Naval Affairs of the House, and after very careful study. 
We know the composition of thatcommittee. I know the chairman of 
it well, a gentleman from my own State, and I think there is not a 
more conscientious legislator in the American Congress than the chair- 
man of the Naval Committee of the House. 

This subject has been studied to the bottom, and there is no uncer- 
tainty about it. It comes from a committee charged with the investi- 
gaon of the very subject, the Committee on Naval Affairs of the 

ouse, and I think the Senate can afford to rely upon the judgment 
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of that committee quite as well as it can upon the opinion of any other 
body in the Senate i the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. HALE. Let us have a vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
dered. The roll-call will proceed. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FAULKNER (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Quay]. If he were here I should 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). Not knowing how the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL] would vote on this question, I 
withholdmy vote. If he were here I would vote with the committee. 

Mr. PUGH (when his name was called). Iam paired. 

Mr. COCKRELL (when Mr. Vesr’s name was called). My colleague 
[Mr. Vest] has been called home by the illness of his wife and is paired 
with the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLUMB] on general questions, but 
my colleague would vote as the Senator from Kansas would on this 
question. 

Mr. ALLISON (when the name of Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, was called), 
My colleague [Mr. Witson] is temporarily absent from the Chamber, 
and is paired with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Wixson]. My col- 
league would vote ‘‘ yea’? if he were here. 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. ALDRICH. My colleague [Mr. CHACE] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. COLQUITT]. 

The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 11; as follows: 


The yeas and nays have been or- 


YEAS—37. 
Aldri Cockrell, Hampton, Ransom, 
Allison, Coke, Hoar. Saulsbury, 
Bate, Cullom, Ingalls, Sawyer, 
Beck, Dawes, Jones of Arkansas, Spooner, 
Binekburn, Poa Santer, “Furie 
e, ande: e, 
Blair, i Mitchell, Walthall. 
Call, Gorman, Palmer, 
Cameron, Gray, Payne, 
Chandler, Hale, Plumb, 
NAYS—11 
Butler, Gibson, Stewart, 
vis, Hawley, Platt, Teller. 
Evarts, organ, , 
ABSENT—28. 
Blodgett, Edmunds, McPherson, Sherman 
Bowen, Eustis, Morrill, ` Stanford," 
Brown, Faulkner, Paddock, ance, 
Chace, rris, Pugh, r 
Colquitt, Hearst, Quay, Voorhees, 
Daniel, Hiscock, Riddleberger, Wilson of Iowa, 
Dolph, Jones of Nevada, Sabin, Wilson of Md. 
So the amendment was agreed to. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reading of the bill will pro- 
ceed. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 
page 41, line 975, before the word “‘ cruisers,” to insert the words ‘‘ first 
three,” and after the word ‘‘cruisers,”’ to strike out “not provided to 
be armored;’’ so as to read: : 

The contracts for the construction of said first three cruisers shall contain pro- 
visions tothe effect that the contractor guaranties thatwhen completed and tested 
for speed, under conditions to be prescribed by the Navy Department, the two 
vessels first hereinbefore provided for shall each exhibit a maximum speed of 
at least 19 knots per hour; and the vessel of 5,300 tons displacement, amaximum 
speed of at least 20 knots per hour; and in the case of each vessel, for eve: 
quarter knot of speed so exhibited above said guaranty the contractor shalt 
receive a premium over and above the contract price of $50,000; and for every 

uarter knot that such vessel fails of reaching said guarantied speed there 
shail be deducted from the contract price the sum of $50,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the same clause, on page 41, line 989, 
after the word ‘‘ dollars,’’ to insert: 

And in the contract for the construction of the three last-mentioned vessels 
such provisions for increased and the premium for the same shall be 
cements in the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy may be deemed ad- 
v $ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the same clause, on page 42, line 1002, 
after the words ‘‘ domestic manufacture,” to strike out: 

At least one of said vessels shall be built in one of the navy-yards of the United 
States; and if the Secretary shall be unable to contract at reasonable prices for 
the building of any of the others of said vessels, then he may build such vessel 
in such navy-yards as he may designate. 

Mr. MORGAN. Idesire to amend the text of the bill as it came 
from the House before the question is put on the motion to strike out. 
I desire to leave it standin the following language, commencing in line 


1004: 

If the Secretary of the Navy shall be unable to contract at reasonable 
for the building of any of the others of said vessels, then he may bui 
vessel in such navy-yards as he may designate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated from 
the desk, 


rices 
such 
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The CHIEF CLERK. In line 1002, after the work ‘‘manufacture,’’ 
it is proposed to strike out down to and including the word ‘‘ and,” 
in line 1004, as follows: 

At least one of said vessels shall be built in one of the navy-yards of the United 
States; and. ~ 

Mr. HALE. That is right. 

Mr. CALL. I hope that amendment will not be agreed to. The 
provision for building one of these vessels in the navy-yards of the 
United States is, I think, one that may be very valuable to the public 
service. It places the Secretary of the Navy beyond the reach of con- 
tractors. Then, again, this result is attained by leaving the clause as 
it stands, but it is a concession to the labor of the country. It enables 
the laborers of the country to have some other competitor for their 
labor than that afforded by private contractors, and in that respect I 
think it is a reasonable concession to them. 

But I have another and still more forcible reason, in my judgment, 
for objecting to this provision. It is an important part in every appro- 
priation of the public money that its expenditure should not be con- 
fined to any one locality, that so far as practicable the advantages of 
the expenditure of the large revenues of the Government should be 
shared equally in all parts of the country. Now, if we wish to create 
a public sentiment favorable to the construction of a navy, it is emi- 
nently wise that these ships should be built in different parts of the 
country. 

In the Gulf of Mexico, upon the Pacific coast, upon the Atlantic 
coast of the Southern States there are no private establishments which 
are adequate for construction of these ships; but in the navy-yard at 
Pensacola and elsewhere it would not be difficult for the Government 
to construct one of these vessels probably as cheaply as it could be 
done by private contract elsewhere; and it is, therefore, only reason- 
able that the opportunity, the possibility at least, of some expendi- 
ture of the public money should be given in other localities than those 
where great accumulated wealth has furnished the means for executing 
these contracts. 

It is eminently wise that Congress should say to the people of the 
United States that in the expenditure of these large sums of money 
collected by taxation from them, so far as consistent with the public 
service, it shall be done in various localities in the country, and not 
confined to any one particular locality; and, in my judgment, it will 
be very wise for the Secretary of the Navy to make use of some of the 
navy-yards, and especially of the navy-yards upon the Gulf of Mexico, 
in order that this feeling may be produced and this justice done to 
that portion; as well as all other portions of the country. I hope 
therefore that this amendment will not be to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. MORGAN. I desire to make a verbal correction, 

Mr. HALE. That will come after this is adopted. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. MORGAN. In lines 1005 and 1006 I move to strike out ‘‘ the 
others of;”’ and after the word ‘‘ Secretary,” in line 1004, to insert “‘ of 
the Navy;”’ so as to read: 

If the Secretary of the Navy shall be unable to contract at reasonable prices 
for the building of any of said vessels, then he may build such vessel in such 
navy-yards as he may designate, 

Mr. HALE. That is right. 

The amendment was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now recurs upon the 
amendment of the committee to strike out the paragraph. 

Mr. COCKRELL., I hope it will not be agreed to, 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 
page 42, line 1012, after the word ‘‘act,’’ tostrike out ‘* four million”’ 
and insert ‘‘ three million five hundred thousand;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

Construction and steam machinery: Towards the construction and comple- 
tion of the new vessels heretofore or herein authorized by Congress, and for 
the payment of premiums for in or horse-power under contracts 
now existing or to be made under this act, $3,500,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 42, line 1016, after the word 
‘‘all,’? to strike out ‘six ’’ and insert ‘‘five;’’ and in the same line, 
after the word ‘‘million,’’ to insert ‘‘five hundred thousand;’’ so as 
to make the clause read: 

Armament: Towards the armor and armament of domestic manufacture of 
new ships heretofore or herein authorized, $2,000,000; in all, $5,500,000. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, on page 42, after line 1017, to insert: 


Steel practice vessel: For the construction and armament of one steel prac- 
tice vessel of 800 tons, to be built by contract in accordance with the terms of 
bins “Act to increase the naval establishment,” approved August 3, 1886, $275,- 


Mr. GORMAN. I would like to ask the Senator from Maine, who 
has charge of the bill, if this ph that we are considering is 


practically the amendment offered by the Senator from New Hampshire 


(Mr. CHANDLER] fora small vessel for the use of the cadets of the 
Naval Academy at Annapolis? 

Mr. HALE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GORMAN. I ask the Senator whether it is specific enough so 
that it may be understood that this appropriation is for that purpose. 

Mr. HALE. The committee considered that *‘one steel practice 
vessel ” described it, because it is only used for the cadets at Annap- 
olis. There is no other purpose for which it can be used. If the Sen- 
ator has any doubt about it he may add: ‘‘for the United States Naval 
Academy at Annapolis.” 

Mr. GORMAN. I rather think that would be better. 

Mr. HALE. Then, after the word ‘‘tons,’’ in line 1019, I move to 
add: 

For the use of the Naval Academy at Annapolis. 

So that the paragraph will read: 


Steel practice vessel: For the construction and armament of one steel prac- 
tice vessel of 800 tons, for the use of the Naval Academy at Annapolis, to be 
built by contract in accordance with the terms of the “Act to increase the naval 
establishment,” approved August 3, 1886, $275,000. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. MORGAN. I desire to give notice that I shall ask a separate 
vote in the Senate on the paragraph in the bill between lines 309 and 
314, on page 14. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The amendments proposed by the committce hav- 
ing been disposed of, I invite the attention of the Senator having charge 
of the bill to line 550, providing clerical service at the navy-yard in 
Washington in the general store-houses, and I move to insert, after the 
word ‘‘dollars,’’ in line 550, on page 23, the words ‘‘one clerk, at 
$1,200.” 

Mr. HALE. Is that estimated for? 

Mr. HAWLEY. In the Book of Estimates I find on 131, ‘one 
book-keeper,’’ which the bill kas got; ‘‘ onestationery clerk,” omitted; 
‘tone bill clerk, one shipping clerk,” provided for. This clerk is 
omitted as I know from the officer in charge of the navy-yard represent- 
ing that particular department. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 550, after the word ‘‘ dollars,” insert 
‘fone clerk, $1,200.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
~ Mr. CALL. I ask to reserve the amendment striking out the navy- 


yards. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment reserved by the 
Senator will be noted. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendments, with the excep- 
tion of the two reserved, will, if there be no objection, be concurred 
in in the Senate. [Putting the question.] They are concurred in. 
The question recurs on concurring in the first reserved amendment, 
which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, agreed to the amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
striking out the clause from line 309 to line 314, inclusive, as follows: 


For the expenses of a commission of three officers, to be appointed by the 
Secretary of the Navy, to ey Seg as to the most desirable location on or near the 
coast of the Gulf of Mexico for a navy-yard and docks for shipping and for the 
expenses of sounding and surveying and estimating expenses, $50,000. 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CALL. I will ask the Senator from Maine if he will not yield 
at this stage of the bill fora motion to adjourn? Thediscussion of this 
amendment which is reserved by the Senator from Alabama I think 
will occupy some little time, and I shall feel constrained myself to offer 
some suggestions with regard to it. 

Mr. HALE. For one, Mr. President, I am entirely willing to stay 
and try to complete the bill to-night. I hope we can get through. 

Mr. BECK. I agree with the Senator from Maine that it ought not 
to take very long. I only desire to say for myself as one of the sub- 
committee that I consented to striking it out upon the ground that I 
thought the Secretary of the Navy had power tomake all the examina- 
tions, but upon looking at it this proposes to give the Secretary the 
power to commission three officers— 

To report as to the most desirable location on or near the coast of the Gulf of 
Mexico for a navy-yard and docks for shipping and for the expenses of sounding 
and surveying and estimating expenses, $50,000. 

He has no power now to make any examination of yards or make any 
surveys or examinations, but I thought he did have that right with- 
out this amendment, and I consented to strikeitout. Ifthey wish to 
make an examination of that sort, and a thorough one, I, for-one, shall 
vote to restore the House provision. 

Mr. MORGAN. I wish to offer a very few observations on this sub- 
ject. Ever since I have been in the Senate I have been very desirous 
that the waters of the Gulf of Mexico should be examined with refer- 
ence to the capacity of that part of the world for building ships and 
building guns. It is understood, I believe, amongst ship constructors 
and amongst those who have charge of ships that fresh water is one of 
the essential parts of ship-building yards and ship-repairing yards for 
iron and steel ships. It is an indispensable thing to have fresh water. 
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Here is the Mississip 


River from St. Louis to its mouth, that fur- 
nishes very many excellent localities for the building of iron and steel 
ships. The capacity for receiving such material as may be necessary is 
something wonderful. The Mississippi is connected from St. Louis 
down with all the great steel and iron establishments in the interior of 
the country, and with the coal and whatever is necessary for ship con- 


struction. So it may be said of the waters lying west of the mouth of 
the Mississippi River. So it may be said of the waters of the Alabama 
River, the vast quantities of coal and iron that we have in the hills of 
Alabama, and the fine navigation of the Alabama River and the Mobile 
River. I had supposed that we could find a locality in the South, along 
the Gulf or the waters tributary to the Gulf, which would be as exeel- 
lent as any that can be found in the Hudson River or in the Delaware 
River or in any other part of the United States for building ships. We 
need such an establishment, but we know nothing about that locality 
as adapted for the purpose. 

I know nothing about the Mobile River from Mount Vernon down to 
Mobile, except by my personal observation in passing over ita greatmany 
times, and I had the same opinion which gentlemen who are familiar 
with that subject have had for many years, that that would be a good lo- 
cation forthe buildingof ships. But recently I prevailed upon the Coast 
Survey to make asurvey from Mount Vernon to the junction of the Tom- 
bigbeeand Alabama Rivers, which together constitute the Mobile River, 
and I find, very much to my astonishment, a vast stretch of deep water 
from Mount Vernon clear down to Mobile. 

It may be that that is not the best locality; Mobile Bay, it may 
be, may not be the best locality. The Mississippi River may be very 
much better, but it is fair and due to that section of the world that 
there should be a commission organized under the Secretary of the Navy 
to ascertain simply whatis the best place in all of that region of waters 
for the construction of ships. 

Mount Vernon is 65 miles below the junction of the Tombigbee and 
Alabama Rivers, and about 56 miles north of Mobile, in a beautiful lo- 
eation, with high land upon the banks, and a great abundance of fine 
timber there, upon.the national reservation, of every i inable va- 
riety. But it may not be that that locality will be selected. If it is 
so prominently better than any other locality, of course we ought not 
to hesitate about it, but ought to select it and put a ship-yard there; 
but I propose to have it investigated, as I have been trying to do for 
several years, under the authority of the Secretary of the Navy. 

We can not do it now because it is necessary to make some borings 
and soundings to ascertain the depth of water and the nature of the 
bank, and the shores, and all that, before anybody can venture to recom- 
mend that a ship-yard be located at any one of these places. 

I desire to say that this is not a movement in opposition to the Pen- 
sacola navy-yard. That may be the best place, but that place ought 
* to go into fair rivalry and competition with the other places on that 
subject. Not only so, but we want a place that is so far retired in the 
interior that it is not assailable by the ships of an enemy in time of 
war—a place of perfect security. 

I do not know but that it may be ascertained that Memphis, or at 
St. Louis, or some other place farther down the Mississippi River, per- 
haps Baton Rouge, may be a better location than any we can show in 
Alabama; but whatever it is, the people in the central and southern 
part of the United States ought to enjoy this facility. 

That is all I desire to say about it. 

Mr. CALL. If there was any fact which could be collected by this 
commission for which this $50,000 is to. be expended, there might be 
some reason for it; but the reports of the engineers furnish complete 
and satisfactory information, all that is ible to be obtained in refer- 
ence to every possible locality suitable for a navy-yard. 

Now, I take it that Congress is not going to be influenced, and ought 
not to be influenced, in its opinion and determination in regard to 
this matter by the opinions of any three or any six, or any number of 
persons outside of Co: but that their judgment is to be formed 
upon facts ascertained in a satisfactory manner. 

There are no facts for this commission to ascertain. They must rely 
upon the well-known and established geographical features of the coun- 
try and the facts in regard to the depth of water and the general topo- 
graphical character of the land as reported in the official papers upon 
that subject already fully and completely. 

But that is not all. Not only is there entire inutility in this pro- 
ceeding, but it is a fact that it has been investigated time und time 
again. I have here the reports, commencing in 1824, when New Or- 
leans was a naval station and when everybody concurred, the Navy, 
the Engineer Department, and both branches of Congress, in the abso- 
lute necessity of removing the naval station from that place, and why? 
For facts which are obvious. And who will now pretend to say that there 
is the least reason or the least plausibility in the suggestion that the 
naval station for the construction of ships can be built in a river, the 
approach to which depends upon artificial means of communication 
which may be at any time destroyed in a moment, in an hour? 

In 1824 the naval station was established at Pensacola. Ihave here 
the instructions from the Navy Department of September 15, 1825, 
and the report of William Bainbridge, Lewis Warrington, and James 
Biddle, captains in the United States Navy. 


PENSACOLA, November 4,18%, 
s s $ e s . $ 
The Bay of Pensacola is extensive and capacious, easy of access from sea, and 
affording secure anchorage for any number of vessels of the largest class. The 
depth of water on the bar, as laid down by Major Kearney, of the Reon ra 


ical Engineers, is 21 feet. From the report to us of Lieutenant Pinkham, of 
John A: whom we directed to sound, and from all the information we have 
been enabled to collect, at least this depth of water, we believe, will always be 


found on the bar, even after along pin meie ofnortherly winds. The nòrth- 
erly winds sensibly affect the waters on this part of the coast; they, however 
seldom continue long. The ordinary tides do notrise more than 3feet, but these 
tides run with erable rapidity, thus affording facilities to vessels working 
in or out of the harbor against an unfavorable wind, 

The position which we have selected, as in our judgment combining ‘the 
greatest advantages for a navy-yard, is in the vicinity of Barancas, and to the 
northward and eastward of Tartar’s Point. 

Here we found the necessary depth of water nearest the shore; an important 
consideration in respect to the expense to be incurred in carrying out the 
wharves required for naval purposes. Here, too, the works erected for the de- 
fense of the navy-yard would give additional Seonrity to the harbor, while its 
vicinity to the Baranca would admit of assistance to it incase of need from the 
troops stationed there. Here we are, in our opinion, susceptible of complete 
defense, ata less expense than elsewhere within the bay. The position is 
wholly protected by Tartar's Point nst the swell of the sea which strong 
southerly winds set over the bar. It isfavorably situated for rendering prompt 
assistance to vessels approaching the harbor. Its healthiness is not sur 
by any other part of the bay, and fresh water is there abundant and of a 
wholesome quality. y 

That report was made by three of the most eminent and distinguished 
officers of the United States Navy at that time. I have here a letter 
purporting to contain a statement of Admiral Farragut, in which he 
says that the preservation of the harbor at Pensacola as a naval station 
was worth in itself a war. 

What are the places? Here is Tampa Bay to the far south, with a 
depth of water at a small expense capable of being made easy of ad- 
mission for vessels of any size, but requiring some expenditure to make 
it, the river and harbor bill of this year containing the necessary ap- 
propriation. Here is Pensacola with a most magnificent harbor and a 
depth of water now at low tide of 24 feet, which has cost the Govern- 
ment a small expenditure of about two hundred thousand dollars, 
and Mobile with only 17 feet, after an expenditure commencing in 1834, 
I think, as shown by this paper of over a million and a quarter of 
dollars. 

Yet the natural advantages of the harbor of Pensacola are such that 
even with comparatively no expenditure of money, or only a small 
amount as compared with upwards of a million and a quarter dollars 
at Mobile, commencing with a draught of 8 feet of water, they have 
been able to obtain an average of only 15 instead of 17 feet—17 feet 
one yearand a narrow channel of 125 feet—while we have this magnifi- 
cent harbor at Pensacola,.with all this naval authority and with the 
experience of more than half a century, with the certificates of all the 
admirals and men of naval celebrity of Spain and England since the 
discovery of this continent, who have reported in favor of the great 
natural advantages of the magnificent harbor of Pensacola. 

Mr. President, what are you going toinvestigate? Mobile, with its 
17 feet of water for a few months, and then 15} feet average, accord- 
ing to the report of the Engineer Department for 1887; New Orleans, 
200 miles up a river the access to which is only preserved by the jet- 
ties and the constant care and expenditure of money; Galveston, with 
its shallow water and its difficultaccess, to be improved by large sums 
of money; or Pensacola, with its immediate proximity to inexhaustible 
stores of coal and iron, with the most capacious harbor upon the coast 
of America, in immediate proximity to Central and South America and 
the West Indies. What is there to investigate about it? 

Mr. President, this is only a proposition to unsettle that which nat- 
ure has settled and what the history and experience of the country in 
all the waters have confirmed. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Senator from Florida yield to me for a mo- 
tion? 

Mr, CALL, I have no objection, sir. 

Mr. BUTLER. May I inquire of the Senator from Maine if there is 
any objection to an adjournment now? 

Mr. HALE. Itis so late that I do not feel like urging the Senate 
to remain any longer. 

Mr. BUTLER. Then I move to adjourn. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator from South Carolina allow me to in- 
troduce a resolution for reference ? . 

Mr. BUTLER. Certainly. 


RELATIONS WITH CANADA. 


. Mr. HOAR submitted the following resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate: 


Resolved, That a committee of seven Senators be appointed by the Chair whose 
duty it shall be to yas upon the relations of commerce and ess existing 
between the United States and the dependencies of Great Britain in North Amer- 
ica, Lager pre i the effect upon the commerce and carrying trade of the Urited 
States of the ian system of railways and canals now existing sad in con- 

lation, and the prospect of the displacement of any wert es dustries of 

the Gnitea States by industries estab there; also whether t er ep 
of existing treaties and of international law are and have been obse: by the 
said dependencies toward the people of the Tnited States, and the number, 
amount, racter of the existing claims against Great Britain b — 
n 


of the violation of such obligations toward the people of the United 
said dependencies. 
Said committee shall have power to send for persons and papers, to adminis- 
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ter oaths, to employ a clerk, messenger and stenographer, and to sit anywhere 

in the United States during the session and during the recess of Congress. 

ane ome) by them appointed may exercise the same powers as the 
committee, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced thatthe House had non-concurred in the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction ofa 
bridge across the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, 
Nebr., and for other purposes, agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had 
appointed Mr. Crisp, Mr. ANDERSON of Iowa, and Mr. DUNHAM the 
managers of the conference on the part of the House, 


ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. ALLISON. I desire to give notice that immediately after the 
completion of the naval appropriation bill I shall ask the Senate to 
take up the Army appropriation bill. 


BRIGHTWOOD RAILWAY COMPANY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the 
Brightwood Railway Company of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. IS. I move that the Senate non-concur in the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives and request a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses. i 

‘The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
SPOONER, and Mr. FARWELL were appointed. 


GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, AND ELEVATOR COMPANY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2252) to in- 
corporate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator, and Railway Com- 


ny. 
aes HARRIS. In the absence of the Senator who reported the bill, 
I move that the Senate non-concur in the amendments of the House of 
Representatives and request aconference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the partof the Senate; and Mr. RIDDLEBERGER, 
Mr. FARWELL, and Mr. HARRIS were appointed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia: 

A bill (H. R. 7083) to regulate the powers and duties of the board 
of trustees of the Industrial Home School of the District of Columbia 
in respect to infant wards and scholars, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 7785) for the relief of attendants on the insane at Hos- 
pital for the Insane in the District of Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 7864) to reappropriate to pay for alley condemned in 
square numbered 493; 

A bill (H. R. 8272) to provide for the payment of F. H. Bates as 
military instructor at the Washington High School, District of Co- 
lumbia; i 

A bill (H. R. 9769) to punish public drunkenness in the District of 
Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 9977) to authorize the Baltimoreand Potomac Railroad 
Company to extend a side-track into square No. 1025 in the city of 
Washington; and : 

A bill (H. R. 10758) to amend the charter of the Capitol, North O 
Street and South Washington Railway Company. 

The bill (H. R. 8990) to provide for the adjudication and payment 
of claims arising from Indian depredations was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 


SCRIP LOCATION, 


Mr. HAMPTON. I move to reconsider the vote by which the Sen- 
ate postponed indefinitely the bill (S. 1585) providing for the location of 
scrip issned under the acts of August 31, 1852, and June 22, 1860, with 
a view of having the bill recommitted to the Committee on Public 
Lands. Some additional evidence has been brought in that I should 
be very glad for the committee to have. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The vote by which the bill was in- 
definitely postponed will be reconsidered, if there be no objection, and 


the bill will be recommitted to the Committee on Public Lands. The 
Chair hears no objection, and it will be so ordered. 

Mr. BUTLER. Irenew my motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South Carolina 
moves that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 53 minutes p. m.) 
a acaba adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, July 25, 1888, at 

o’clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, July 24, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


CIVIL-SERVICE REFORM, 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message from 
the President. of the United States; which was tead, referred to the 
Select Committee on Reform in the. Civil Service, and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United Slates: 


Pursuant to the second section of chapter 27 of the laws of 1883, entitled “An 
act to regulate and improve the civil service of the United States,” I herewith 
transmit the fourth report of the United States Civil Service Commission, cov- 
sing the period between the 16th day of January, 1886, and the lst day of July, 


te 
While this report has especial reference to the operations of the commission 
during the period above mentioned, it contains, with its accompanying appen- 
dices, much valuable information concerning the inception of civil-service re- 
form and its growth and p: which can not fail to be interesting and in- 
structive to all who desire improvement in administrative meth 

During the time covered by the report 15,852 persons were examined for ad- 

_mission in the classified civil service of the Government in all its branches, of 
whom 10,746 passed the examination and 5,106 failed. Of those who passed the 
examination, 2,977 were applicants for admission to the departmental service at 
Washington, 2,547 were examined for admission to the customs service, and 
5,222 for admission to the postal service. During the same period 547 appena 
ments were made from the eligible lists to the departmental service, 611 to the 
customs service, and 3,254 to the postal service. 

Concerning separations from the classified service, the report only informsus 
of such as have occurred among employés in the public service who had been 
appointed from eligible lists under civil-service rules. When these rules took 
eflect they did not apply to the persons then in the service, comprising a full 
complement of employés who obtained their positions independently of the new 
law. The commission has no record of the separations in this numerous class, 
and the discrepancy apparentin the report between the number ofappointments 
made in the respective branches of the service from the lists ot the commission 
and the small number of separations mentioned is to a great extent accounted * 
for by vacancies of which no report was made to the commission, occurrin 
among those who held their places without examination and certification, whi 
vacancies were filled by appointment from the eligible lists. 

In the departmental service there occurred between the 16th day of January, 
1886, and the 30th day of June, 1887,among the employés appointed from the 
eligible lists under civil-service rules, seventeen removals, thirty-six resigna- 
tions, and five deaths. This does not include fourteen separations in the grade 
of special examiners, four by removal, five by resignation. and five by death. 

In the classified customs and postal service the number of separations among 
those who received absolute appointments under civil-service rules are given for 
the period between the lst day of January, 1586, and the 30th day of June, 1887. 
It appears that such separations in the customs service for the time mentioned 
embraced twenty-one removals, five deaths, and eighteen resignations, and in 
the postal service two hundred and fifty-six remo twenty-three „and 
four hundred and sixty-nine resignations, 

More than a year has passed since the expiration of the period covered by the 
report of the commission. Within the time which has thus elapsed many im- 
portant ey ge have taken placein furtherance of a reform in our civil service. 
The rules and regulations governing the execution of the law upon the subject 
have been completely remodeled in such manner as to render the enforcement 
of the statute more cffective and greatly increase its usefulness, 

Among other things, the scope of the examinations prescribed for those who 
seek to enter the clas-ified service has been better defined and made more prac- 
tical, the number of names to be certified from the eligible lists to the appoint- 
ing officers from which a selection is made has been reduced from four to three, 
the maximum limitation of the age of persons seeking entrance to the classified 
service to forty-five years has been changed, and reasonable provision hasbeen 
made for the transfer of employés from one Department to another in proper 
cases. A plan has also been devised potion for the exaniination of appli- 
cants for tegen in the service, which, when in full operation, will elimi- 
nate all chance of favoritism in the advancement of employés, by making pro- 
motion a reward of merit and faithful discharge of Su 

Until within a few weeks there was no uniform classification of employés in 
the different Executive Departments of the Government. As a result of this 
condition, in someof the De ents positions could be obtained without civil- 
service examination because they were not within the classification of such De- 
partment, while in other Departments an examination and certification were 
necessary to obtain positions of the same grade, because such positions were 
embraced in the classifications applicable to those Departments. 

The exception of laborers, watchmen, and messengers from examinationand 
classification gave opportunity, in the absence of any rule guarding against it, 
for the employment, free from civil-service restrictions, of persons under these 
desi tions who were immediately detailed to do clerical work. 

All this has been obviated by the application to all the Departments of an ex- 
tended and uniform classification embracing grades of employés not heretofore 
included, and by the adoption of a rule prohibiting the detail of laborers, watch- 
men, or messengers to clerical duty. 

The path of civil-service reform has not at all times been pleasant nor easy. 
The scope and purpose of the reform have been much misapprehended; and this 
has not only given rise to strong opposition, but has led to its invocation by its 
friends to compass objects not in the least related to it. Thus partisans of the 

‘patronage system have naturally condemned it. Those who donot understand 

ts meaning either mistrust it, or when disappointed because in its present sta, 
it is not applied to every real or imaginary ill, accuse those charged with its 
enforcement with faithlessness to civil-service reform, 

Its importance has frequently been underestimated; and the support of good 
men has thus been lost by their lack of interest in its success, Besides all these 
difficulties, those responsible for the administration of the Government in its 
executive branches have been and still are often annoyed and irritated by the 
Caloren to the service and the insolence of employés who remain in place as 
the beneficiaries, and the relics and reminders of the vicious system of appoint- 
ment which civil-service reform was intended to displace. 

And yet these are but the incidents of an advance movement, which is radi- 
cal and far-reaching. The people are, notwithstanding, to be congratulated 
upon the progress which has n made, and upon the firm, practical, and 
sensible foundation upon which this reform now rests. ; 

With a continuation of the intelligent fidelity which has hitherto character- 
ized the work of the commission, with a continuation and increase of the favor 
and liberality which have lately been evinced by the Congress in the proper 
equipment of the commission for its work, with a firm but conservative and 
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reasonable support of the reform by all its friends, and with the disappearance 
of opposition which must inevitably follow its better understanding, the exe- 
cution of the civil-service law can not fail to ultimately answer the hopes in 


which it had its origin. 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 

EXECUTIVE Mansion, July 21, 1888, 

Mr. KERR. I would like to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Civil Service Reform if there is any report from that commission later 
than 1887? 

Mr. CRISP. The chairman of the committee, my colleague, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, is not present. 


CATHOLIC CHURCH OF MACON CITY, MO. 


Mr. HATCH, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 10967) 
making an appropriation to reimburse the Catholic Church of Macon 
City, Mo., for the use and occupation of their church building by 
United States troops during the late civil war; which was referred to 
the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

FORT BROOKE MILITARY RESERVATION, FLORIDA. 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida, by unanimous consent, introduced a 
bill (H. R. 10968) for the donation of Fort Brooke military reservation 
at Tampa, Fla., for free schools and other purposes; which was read a 
first and second time, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
and ordered to be printed. 


EXTERMINATION OF “‘ WHITE SCALE.” 

Mr. FELTON, by unanimous consent, introduced a joint resolution 
(H. Res. 204) to appropriate money for the investigation of the white 
scale (Icerya purchasi); which was read a first and second time, referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture, and ordered to be printed. 

MEDICAL DEPARTMENT, SIGNAL SERVICE. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a letter from the Secretary of 
the Treasury, transmitting an estimate from the Secretary of War of 
*a deficiency in the appropriations for the medical department of the 
Signal Service for the fiscal year 1887; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 
WELLAND CANAL. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response to a resolution of the 
House, a report from the Commissioner of Navigation relative to the 
use of the Welland Canal. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks this resolution was introduced 
originally by the gentleman from Maine [Mr. DINGLEY]. The com- 
munication will be referred for the present to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. : 

PER DIEM ALLOWANCE TO WITNESSES, TERRITORIAL COURTS. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Acting 
Attorney-General, transmitting, with accompanying papers, a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior in relation to per diem allowances to 
witnesses in United States courts in the Territories; which was referred 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Department of Justice. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI, BURLINGTON, IOWA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2170) to authorize the construction of a rail- 
road, wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Mississippi River at 
or near Burlington, in the State of Iowa. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, this is one of a number of House bills 
with Senate amendments where the Senate has asked a conference with 
the House. In nearly all, perhaps in all but one, of these bills, which 
I will mention when it is reached, the amendments proposed by the 
Senate make no material change, and I therefore ask unanimous con- 
sent to concur in the amendments of the Senate to this bill and avoid 
the necessity of a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection ? 

Mr. BURROWS. What is the bill? 

Mr. CRISP. To authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Mississippi River at or near Burlington. ; 

Mr. BURROWS. I presume these are merely formal amendments 
of the Senate? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes, sir. 
There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred in. 
BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSOURI, PONCA, NEBR. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge 
across the Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr. 

Mr. DORSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask concurrence in the amendments 
of the Senate, which are merely formal. 

There being no objection, the amendments were concurred in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE HILLSBOROUGH RIVER, FLORIDA. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a rail- 
road, wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River 
ata point in the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and 
State of Florida, 


Mr. CRISP. I make the same request in regard to the amendments 
of the Senate to this bill. 
The Senate amendments were concurred in. 


BRIDGES ACROSS THE FLINT AND CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVERS. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges 
across the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. 

Mr. CRISP. I ask that the House concur in the Senate amendments 
to this bill. è 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I ask that the amendments be read. 

The amendments of the Senate were read at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
ee Georgia that the House concur in the Senate amendments to this 

ill? 

Mr. TURNER, of Georgia. I have no objection. 

The Senate amendments were concurred in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSOURI NEAR PLATTSMOUTH. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10347) 
authorizing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River at or 
near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for other purposes, with the 
amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. I ask unanimous consent to non-concur in the Senate 
amendments to the bill, and that the conference asked for be agreed 
to. 
There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

BRIDGE ACROSS BAYOU BARTHOLOMEW. 
The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 9420) au- 
thorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas and Northern Railway Com- 
pany to construct and maintain bridges across Bayou Bartholomew, and 
across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sabine Rivers, in Louisiana, with the 
amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. Iask unanimous consent to concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. 

Fehrs being no objection, the amendments of the Senate were agreed 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE OOSTENAULA RIVER. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 9086) to au- 
thorize the construction of a bridge across the Oostenaula River at or 
near Rome, Ga.; with the amendment of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. I ask unanimous consent to concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I would like to inquire of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia whether the amendments to these bills have 
been examined ? 

Mr. CRISP. I would state to the gentleman from Kansas that they 
have been examined in the RECORD, and in every case they are purely 
formal, except one or two, where some necessary and usual provision 
has been omitted, and in the‘bill where we have non-concurred, at the 
request of the gentleman near me who introduced the bill, a confer- 
ence was asked. 

There being no objection, the Senate amendment was concurred in. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE TENNESSEE RIVER NEAR KNOXVILLE. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 9079) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Tennessee River at or 
near Knoxville, Tenn., with the amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr, CRISP. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate amendments 
be concurred in. : 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 
in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE ST. JOHN’S RIVER, FLORIDA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 8355) to 
authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, and foot-passenger 
bridge across the St. John’s River between De Land Landing and Lake 
Monroe, in the State of Florida, with the amendments of the Senate 
thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate amendments 
be concurred in. 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 
in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSOURI RIVER AT FOREST CITY, DAK. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 6699) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River at 
Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Watertown Railway Com- 
pany, with the amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Iask unanimous consent that the amendments of 
the Senate be concurred in. 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 
in. 


BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 3523) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River, and 
to establish it as a post-road, with the amendments of the Senate 
thereto. 
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Mr. CRISP. Iaskunanimous consent to concur in the Senateamend- 
ments. 


There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 


BRIDGE ACROSS TENNESSEE RIVER, ALABAMA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 7899) au- 
thorizing the construction of a bridge over the Tennessee River at or 
near Lamb's Ferry, Alabama, and for other purposes, with the amend- 
ments of the Senate thereto. ; 

Mr. CRISP, I ask unanimous consent that the Senate amendments 
be concurred in. 
ji There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 
in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER, MONTANA. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 3070) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River, in 
Montanå, with the amendments of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. TOOLE. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate amendments 
be concurred in. 

f There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred 
n. t 
BRIDGE ACROSS OCMULGEE RIVER, GEORGIA. 


FREEDMAN’S SAVINGS AND TRUST COMPANY. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House for reference the bill (S. 
1138) to reimburse the depositors of the Freedman’s Savings and Trust 
Company for losses incurred by the failure of said company. 

The SPEAKER. This bill will be referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. It has once before been referred to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

Mr. SPRINGER. It should go to the Committee on Claims. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair was in doubt as to which committee to 
refer it. 

Mr. LANHAM. 
and Currency. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, it will be referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following Senate 
bills for reference: 

The bill (S. 3284) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
Bayou Bartholomew at or near Ward’s Ferry, Louisiana; which was 
read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Commerce, 


I think itshould go to the Committee on Banking 


4 eae and ordered to be printed. 
The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 5095) au- | 


The bill (S. 3285) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 


thorizing the construction of a bridge across the Ocmulgee River, in | the Tensas River at or near Kirk’s Ferry, Louisiana; which was read 
the State of Georgia, and for other purposes, with the amendments of | a first and second time, referred to the Committee on Commerce, and 


the Senate thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate amendments 
be concurred in, 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER, DAKOTA. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 7438) grant- 
ing to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and Northwestern Railway Company 
the right to construct and maintain a bridge across the Missouri River, 
near Winona, Emmons County, Dakota, with the amendments of the 
Senate thereto. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Iask unanimous consent that the Senate amend- 
ments be concurred in. 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS OCONEE RIVER. 

TheSPEAKERalso laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10128) to au- 
thorize the construction and maintenance of a railroad bridge by the 
Birmingham, Atlantic and Air-Line Railroad and Banking and Navi- 
gation 
Georgia, with the amendment of the Senate thereto. 

Mr. CRISP. Iask unanimous consent to concurin the Senate amend- 
ments. 

There was no objection, and the Senate amendment was concurred in. 

BRIDGE ACROSS ALABAMA RIVER. 

The SPEAKERalso laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10527) to au- 
thorize the construction of a bridge across the Alabama River, 
the amendments of the Senate thereto. 


ments. 


in. 
LIFE-SAVING STATION. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 1856) to es- 

tablish a life-saving station on the Atlantic coast between the Indian 


River Inlet, Delaware, and Ocean City, Md., returned with House | 


amendments disagreed to and a conference requested on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses. . 

The request for conference was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is ready for conference, and the Chair will 
appoint as managers on the part of the House the gentleman from Mich- 
igan, Mr. TARSNEY, the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. CLARDY, and 
the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. THOMAS H. B. BROWNE. 

à STATE HOMES. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2116) to pro- 


vide aid to the State homes for the support of disabled soldiers and : 
sailors of the United States, with amendments of the Mouse non-con- ! 
curred in and therequest for a conference on the disagreeing votes of the į 


two Houses. 

The request was agreed to, 

The SPEAKER. This bill also is ready for a conference, and the 
Chair will appoint as managers on the part of the House the gentleman 
from Illinois, Mr. TOWNSHEND, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. MAIsH, and the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. LAIRD. 


CONFEREES APPOINTED. 


mpany across the Oconee River, in Laurens County, State of | 
| Architect of the Treasury Depart: 
| Treasury, and the said building shall be protected from danger by fire by hav- 


| the State of Illinois shall cede to the Un 


with | 


tabl 


ordered tobe printed. 
PUBLIC BUILDING IN CHICAGO. 
The bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago to be used as appraiser’s warehouse and other public pur- 


ses. 

Mr. LAWLER. I ask, by unanimous consent, to concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. This is a Senate bill that comes up for reference. 

Mr. LAWLER. Task unanimous consent to consider the bill at the 
present time. 

The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, after which the Chair will 
ask for objection. 

‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Be il enacted, etc., That the sum of $200,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, be, and is hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not 


| madar peat pio ea forthe oc of erecting a public sears nen the lot 


of ground owned by the United States of America, on the corner of Harrisonand 
Sherman streets, in the city of Chicago, Ill, said building to be used as an ap- 
raiser’s warehouse and for other Government purposes, Said building shall 
constructed upon plans and specifications to befurnished by the Supervising 
ment and approved by the Secretary of the 


ing an a space on every side of at least 40 feet, including streets and alleys: 
Provided, That no part of the sum eget / fo agree shall be expended until 

ted States exclusive jurisdiction over 
the same, during the time the United States shall be or remain the owner thereof, 
for all purposes except the administration of the criminal laws of said State 
and the service of civil process therein. - 


Mr. LAWLER. Mr. Speaker, this is similar to the House bill that 
has been passed, except that in the Senate there has been an amend- 


1 : : : 
Mr. CRISP. Iask unanimo tto concurin the Senate d- | ment inserted so as to require a space of 40 feet all around the build- 
i ave rican Sh eis | ing. That is the only change, and we are willing to accept that amend- 


There was no objection, and the Senate amendments were concurred ment. 


Mr. HOLMAN. Is the amount appropriated the same? 

Mr. LAWLER. The amount is just the same as in the House bill. 
There is no change except as to the 40 feet space. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. This bill is substantially the same as the one 


that passed the House, and appropriates the same amount. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 


| the third time, and passed. 


Mr. LAWLER moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
e. . 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
POSTAL CRIMES. 
The SPEAKER also laid before the House a bill (S. 3308) amenda- 


tory of an act relating to postal crimes, and amendatory of the statutes 
therein mentioned, approved June 18, 1888. 


Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that that bill 


be considered at this time. 


Mr. WEAVER. How much time will it occupy? 
Mr. BLOUNT. Only afew minutes. I desire to makea brief state- 


| ment on the object of the bill. 


The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] asks 


unanimous consent to make a brief statement in relation to this bill, 
subject to the right to object. 


There was no objection. 
Mr. BLOUNT. Mr. Speaker, the leading object of the bill, which 


The SPEAKER. On House bill 10347 the Chair will appoint as | was passed June 18, 1888, was to prevent the abuse of the mails by per- 
conferees on the part of the House the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. | sons—— j 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, was the question asked by the Chair 
whether there was objection to the consideration of this bill ? 


CRISP, the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. ANDERSON, and the gentleman 
from Illinois, Mr. DUNHAM. 


6734 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 24, 


The SPEAKER. The Chair asked whether there was objection to pe the following resolution to the’consideration of the House, and ask for 


ri ? : ts adoption : 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT] making a brief statement, Resolved. Thatthe Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds are hereby 
subject to the right to object. authorized and directed to employ an electrical engineer to make plans and 
Mr. WEAVER. That is all right. ; specifications for the lighting of the House and the committee rooms with elec- 


5 x Hie tricity and for a system of electric bells, and also to advertise and solicit pro- 
Mr. BLOUNT. Thepractice had obtained of writing letters to debtors posals for this work, and to report as soon as practicable to the House, and that 


i i i i asum not exceeding $1,000 is hereby appropriated for the payment of said engi- 
maeng braids KO O E DOEA e Eaa ot tie eres be neer and for the pects of said Afeka out of the contingent fund of 
the ‘‘Bad Debtors’ Association for the collection of bad debts.” The F 
object of course was toextort payment. The act of June 18, 1888, was ne MERT PAGE: I ask the adoption of the resolution reported by 
designed to suppress that practice, pot it are tien to bf eae hs cesbtaticas was adopted 
appeared on the outside of the envelope. Since t time there z A A 
bean devised anew plan of evading the law by the use of a transparent | ,; Mr. Leja ep moroa to citer w> by whioh a ran 
envelope such as the one I now holdin my hand. You can see through eth opted; and also mov EAE ACen Dean 
the envelope and read on the inside the name of the ‘‘Bad Debtors’ As- Onh e i er ti sat 
sociation,’’ with the statement that in case the debtor does not pay JRE MONON WAS BETS . 
` this will be sent to him. The object of this bill is to prohibit this ASSOCIATE JUSTICE, SUPREME COURT OF DAKOTA, 
class of communications as well as those containing the advertisement Mr. SPRINGER. I submit the conference report which I send to 
on the outside of the envelope. In passing the law of June 18, 1888, | the desk. 

Congress did not anticipate the use of a transparent envelope, but this The Clerk read as follows: 
device has been resorted to, and the object of the pending bill is to so | The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 


amend the law as to prohibit this also. I now ask unanimous consent | the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for one addi- 
that the bill be put its tional associate justice of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes, 

e put upon its passage. . s | having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of | recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 


this bill? That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Sen- 
There was no objection atenumbered land agree tothe same. . 
- That the House recede-from its disagreement to the amendment of the Sen- 
Mr. OATES. I desire to ask the gentleman from Georgia whether | ate to the title of the bill, and agree to the same. 3 
this bill enlarges the list of unmailable matter as now regulated by ` oe DOER, 
law. z é WILLIAM WARNER, 
Mr. BLOUNT. It does, to the extent I have stated. My friend will Managers on the part of the House. 
see that this envelope is transparent, and that it contains, onthe paper cL et ages WS ae 
inside, matter which would be prohibited by the lawif put on the out- - G. G. VEST, ' 
side. , Managers on the part of the Senate, 
Mr. OATES. Is that all that the bill provides? The following statement of the House conferees, submitted under 
Mr. BLOUNT. That is all there is offit. the rule, was read: 
Mr. OATES. That is right. The managers on the part of the House of Representatives on House bill 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read | pe ty gs following explanation of the effect of agreeing to the confer- 
the third time, and passed. 1 a¢ aie popes’ is agreed to, the effect will be to increase the number of judges 


Mr, BLOUNT moved to reconsider the vote by which the. bill was | in Dakota from six to eight, an increase of one over the number provided in the 


° also ; i reconsi i House bill. It is the opinion of all the judges in Dakota and of the Department 
paned; and moved that the motion to nsider be laid on the | of Justice that this p PAE oars is A end pari ia required in that Territory. ns 
f; WILLIAM M. SPRINGER, 
The latter motion was agreed to. ©. B. KILGORE, 

WM. WARN 


ER, 
RESEARCHES RELATING TO NORTH AMERICAN INDIANS, Manages ans the ent of the. Hoian, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House a concurrent resolution} Mr. SPRINGER. I desire to have read as part of my remarks a let- 
to authorize the printing of matter furnished by the Bureau of Eth- | ter from the Acting Attorney-General. 
nology relating to researches and discoveries connected with the study The Clerk read as follows: 


of the North American Indians; which was referred to the Committee DEPARTMENT OF JusTIcE, Washinglon, June 26, 1833, 
on Printing. Sm: Your letter of the 12th instant has been received, with a copy of House 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. bill 8948 and of House Report 1341, respecting additional justices of the supreme 


à courts of Dakota, Washington, Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and Arizona Territories, 
Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled bills, reported that and for oneri purport. th ; rt of th itt bmitted hi af 
* i i on e nation of the re o e committee, submit on the 27 f 
they had examined and found oy enrolled bills of the following March Jast in connection with the unoflicial information which the Department 
titles; when the Speaker signed the same: _ has received from civil officers of those Territories, it is forced to the conclusion 
A bill (S. 842) granting a pension to Julia A. Rhoades; thas the proposed Fegan ms number of Justions in the fcr eae owe 
y ry $ i . s necessary and wise le; ation concerning e in’ itnesses, 
A bill (8. con) for the relief of Mrs. Louise Silvers; f Sha atoniays in the cecnestive TOLOA tereste gants, 


A bill (S. 692 ting an increase of pension to Enoch G. Adams; i Very respectfully, 

A bill i 749) granting a pension to Louise Paul; G. A. JENKS, 

A bill (S. 2652) granting a pension to Gustave E. Peters; : Hon: W: At. Erain Acting Attorney-General. 

A at a or granting an increase oe po to Ji oepa Verbisky; | ` House of Representatives. 

A bill (S. granting a pension uisa L TOVOSL;. Mr. SPRINGER. This bill applies to only one of the Territories 

A bill (S. 1867) granting a pension to Mrs. Me a Ristine; mentioned in the letter just seat thas raed from the Department 

A bill (S. 1716) granting a pension to Mary N Huans him: and | of Justice recommends, as will be observed, additional justices of the 

A bill (S. 1629) granting a pension to Erastus på T Ha j an supreme court for Dakota, Washington, Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and 

A bill (S. 1110) granting a pension to Mrs. Frederic user. Arizona. ‘The committee of conference in this case has agreed to that 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING OF CAPITOL. recommendation only so far as it affects Dakota. The House has here- 


: in Rnildi tofore passed a bill of this character'in regard to Utah; and after this 
Ath, EEULBACHT, from, the, Commies on Pamio Buildings and | easag is disposed of, 1 will ask: unanimous consent far tho consider 
The Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, to whom was referred the ation of the bill allowing additional justices for Wyoming and Idaho 


letter of the Supervising Architect of the Capitol, giving approximate estimates | Territories. There will not then be as many as are recommended by 
of the cost of | ighting the Capitol with P A i 3 have had the same under | the Department, but we hope the number will be sufficient until another 
bay re of the’ aa Sven AAAS SAE pom ee pei House wing of the ion of Congress. 
e e comm poa ep i . r 

Capitol have been lighted during this session of Sonus from a plant placed Mr. HOLMAN. H ow many judges does this bill provide for? ` 
in the boiler rooms by the Sawyer-Mann Electric-Light Company, This plant Mr. SPRINGER. Eight in all for Dakota, there being already six. 
iver by the Architectof tho Gapltol on the express condition that noespense | LHe Committee on Territories recommended two additional judges. 

ven e : : z 
Sonia aomena to the House, Nour oommiltos ure of he opinion that whilethe | The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MACDONALD] obtained unanimous 
light has given general satisfaction, the House should not consider any proposal | consent for the passage of a bill granting one additional judge. The 
paoli Bene latina AT a Hiatus oc any, ee ee anis be thata con- | Senate increased the number to two, being the number recommended 
a fair chance of competition has been given toall desiring to offer proposals for | by the House Committee on Territories, Imove the previous question. 
the same. Your committee is further of the opinion that the approximate esti- | The previous question was ordered; and under the operation thereof 
mate of the Architect of the Capitol furnished to the House is not sufliciently | the report of the committee of conference was adopted. 


accurate to warrant the recommendation of this committee to authorize thead- | Af. SPRINGER moved to reconsider the vote by which the report 
employed, whose duty it shall be to make plans and s ons for this work, | of the committee of conference was adopted; and also moved that the 
an 


that upon his report this committee be authorized to advertise for proposals | motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 
and tosubmit to the House the result of such advertisements with their recom- f 

mendation. Itis the unanimous opinion of the committee that the lighting of The latter motion was agreed to. 

the entire Capitol with electricity is desirable, and that in connection there- ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

witha em of electric bells connecting the various committee rooms with $ 

the Clerk’s desk should at the same time be established, and therefore recom- | Mr. WEAVER. I withdraw for the present my demand for the reg- 
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ular order, on condition that one gentleman on each side be recognized 
to ask unanimous consent. 
Mr. HOLMAN. I think we had better have the regular order. 
The SPEAKER. The regular order is the call of committees for re- 


ports. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iask unanimous consent that the call of com- 
mittees for reports be dispensed with, and that gentlemen be permitted 
to file reports with the Clerk, as usual. 

Mr. DUNN. I must object to that. There has not been a call of 
committees for some time. 

Mr. HOLMAN. LI called for the regular order. I withdraw the de- 
mand for the present. 

Mr. DUNN. [insist on the regular order. 

The SPEAKER, in accordance with the regular order, proceeded to 
call the committees for reports. 


STEAMER SAGINAW, NEW YORK. 


Mr. DUNN, from the-Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10904) to provide an American 
register for the steamer Saginaw, of New York; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


AUTHORIZING SALE OF CERTAIN MINERAL LANDS TO ALIENS. 


Mr. HERMANN, from the Committee on the Public Lands, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 1176) to authorize the sale to aliens of cer- 
tain mineral lands; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JAMES M, WILLBUR. 


Mr. TIMOTHY J. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Claims, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 1044) authorizing the Secretary of 
the Treasury to state and settle the account of James M. Willbur with 
the United States, and to pay said Willbur such sum of money as may 
be found due him thereon; which was referred to the Committee of the 
‘Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

CHARLES K. ERWIN. 


Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10862) for the relief of Charles 
K. Erwin; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES OF HENRY S. FRENCH. 


Mr. LAWLER, from the Committee on War Claims, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 82) for the relief of the legal representatives of 
Henry S. French; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

R. H. GIVENS’S HEIRS. 


Mr. LAWLER also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 9476) for the relief of R. H. 
Givens’s heirs; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

CHARLES F. CAMPBELL. 


-Mr. LAWLER also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10100) for the relief of Charles F. Camp- 
bell; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
eee Calendar, and, with the ‘accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed, 

MADISON FEMALE INSTITUTE, KENTUCKY. 

Mr. LAWLER also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10383) for the relief of the Mad- 
ison Female Institute, located at Richmond, Ky.; which was referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

SARAH E., INGHAM. 

Mr. LAWLER also, from the Committee on War Claims, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 7499} for the relief of Sarah E. Ingham; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

NEWBURGH CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION. 

Mr. RICHARDSON, from the Committee on Printing, reported back 
favorably Senate concurrent resolution to print report of the Newburgh 
(N. Y.) centennial celebration; which was referred to the Committee 
ofthe Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORTS. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably Senate concurrent resolution to pon eighth and ninth 
annual reports of Director United States Geological Survey; which 


was referred to the Commitiee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
BUREAU OF ETHNOLOGY REPORTS. 


Mr. RICHARDSON also, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
back favorably Senate concurrent resolution to print eighth and ninth 
annual reports of the Director of the Bureau of Ethnology; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


SURVIVING SOLDIERS OF THE MEXICAN WAR. . 


Mr. STEWART, of Georgia, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
reported back favorably joint resolution (H. Res. 160) to compensate 
surviving soldiers of the Mexican war, and for other purposes; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


GENERAL GEORGE ROGERS CLARK. 


Mr. STAHLNECKER, from the Committee on the Library, reported 
back favorably the bill (S. 2967) to provide for the erection of a monu- 
ment to the memory of General Geo: Clark; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, an- 
nounced concurrence with amendments in the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 1701) authorizing the construction of a high 
wagon-bridge across the Missouri River at or near Sioux City, Iowa. 

It further announced the passage of the bill (H. R. 6602) for the relief 
of James O’Brien with amendments, in which concurrence was re- 
quested. 

It foriber announced the passage of bills of the House of the follow- 
ing titles: 

A bill (H. R. 1477) to subdivide the western judicial district of 
Louisiana; > ~ : 

A bill (H. R. 1648) to provide for the holding of United States 
courts in the city of Newark, N. J.; 

A bill (H. R. 409) for the relief of Thomas W. Lord; 

A bill fE. R. 1338) to extend the leave of absence of employés in 
the Government Printing Office to thirty days per annum; 

A bill ie R. 7232) for the relief of C. E. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 7452) for the relief of the Southern Illinois Normal 
University; and 
í A bill (H. R. 9771) for the erection ofa public building at Ottumwa, 

owa. 

It further announced agreement to the request for conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill (H. R. 3361) to pro- 
vide for holding terms of the circuit and district courts of the United 
States for the district of Kentucky at Owensborough, in said district, 
and for other purposes, and had appointed Mr. Vest, Mr. HOAR, and 
Mr. WILSON, of lowa, as managers of said conference on its part. 

It further announced a request for a conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the bill (H. R. 1612) to provide for holding 
terms of the United States district and circuit courts in the State of 
Nebraska, and had appointed Mr. Winsoy, of Iowa, Mr. EVARTS, and 
Mr. COKE as managers of said conference on its part. 

It further announced the passage of bills of the following titles; in 
which concurrence was requested, namely: 

A bill (S. 308) for the relief of Farin & McLean; 

A bill (S. 856) to provide for the holding of the district coart of the 
United States at Salina, Kans. ; 

A bill (S. 878) for the relief of the estate of Thomas Niles, deceased; 

A bill (S. 1668) for the relief of A. M. Woodruff; 

A bill (S. 2185)-to carry out the findings of the Court of Claims in 
the case of Matthew S. Whitney, administrator of Franklin S. Whit- 
ney, deceased, heretofore referred to said court; 

A bill (S. 2636) for the relief of Thomas L. Hoffman; 

A Pe 3125) restoring the right of pre-emption to Alfonso Rob- 
erts; an 

A bill (S. 3159) for the relief of the Oregon Paying and Contract Com- 
pany. 

: DETAILS OF OFFICERS OF THE ARMY AND NAVY. 

The SPEAKER, The regular order is the hour for the consideration 
of bills, and the hour begins at ten minutes past 12 o’elock. The call 
rests with the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I call up for consideration the bill pending at 
the expiration of the last consideration hour. It is Senate bill 186, to 
amend section 1225 of the Revised Statutes, concerning details of offi- 
cers of the Army and Navy to educational institutions, ete. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on concurring in the amendment 
of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OATES]. 

Mr, ADAMS. I do not understand the nature of the bill or the 
nature of the amendment. I desire to be informed as to both. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will have the bill read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That section 1225 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 


. 
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as amended by an act of Congress approved July 5, 1884, be,and the same is 
hereby, further amended, so as to read as follows: 

“Sc. 1225, The President may, upon the application of any established col- 
lege or university within the United States haying capacity to educate at the 
same time not less than one hundred and fifty male students, detail an officer of 
the Army to act as president, superintendent, or professorthereof; but the num- 
ber of officers so detailed shall not exceed fifty from the Army and ten from the 
Navy, being a maximum of sixty, at any time, and they shall be apportioned 
throughout the United States, first, to those State institutions applying for such 
detail that are required to provide instruction in military tactics under the pro- 
visions of the act of Con of July 2, 1862, donating lands for the establish- 
ment of colleges where the leading object shall be the practical instruction of 
the industrial classes in agriculture and the mechanic arts, including military 
tactics; and after that, said details to be distributed, as nearly as may be prac- 
ticable according to population. Officers so detailed shall be governed by gen- 
eral rules prescribed from time to time by the President. ‘The Secretary of War 
is authorized to issue, at his discretion and under proper regulations to be pre- 
seribed by him, out of ordnance and ordnance stores longing to the Govern- 
ment, and which can be spared for that purpose, such number of the same as 
may appear to be required for military instruction and pracne by the students 
of any college or university under the provisions of this section,and the Secre- 
tary shall require a bond in each case, in double the value of the property, for 
Mare and safe-keeping thereof, and for the return of the same when re- 
qu a 

Bec. 2. That the said section 1225 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 
as amended by the said act of Congress approved July 5, 1884, and all acts and 

of acts inconsistent or in conflict with the provisions of this act, be, and 
the same are hereby repealed, saving always, however, all acts and things done 
under the said amended section as heretofore existing; and this act shall take 
effect and be in force from and after its approval according to law. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to amend section 1225 of the Revised 
Statutes, concerning details of officers of the Army and Navy to educational in- 
stitutions, ete,” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the pending 
amendment of the gentleman from Alabama. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out in lines 25 and 26 the words “‘ OMicers so detailed shall be governed 
by general rules to be prescribed from time to time by the President.” 


Mr. OATES. I offer that amendment, and for the reason that these 
words are wholly unnecessary. To require the President, who is the 
Commander-in-Chief of the Army, to make rules for the government 
of officers on these details seems to me to be entirely out of the usual 
course, and I hope they will be stricken out of the bill. After which 
I shall desire to offer another amendment. 

I wish to say that a similar bill to this was before the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and was carefully examined and considered by them, 
and favorably reported with the amendments I shall propose to this 
bill; and with those amendments I think it is a good bill, and am in 
favorofit. Ithinkitoughtto pass. Theother amendment I will sub- 
mit in a few moments, and will state the reasons at the time of offer- 
ing it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The present occupant of the chair is 
informed that a motion was made by the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Forp] for the previous question upon the bill and amendments 
up to its engrossment and third reading. 

Mr. HERBERT. Ido not understand that the previous question 
was asked on the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Not at present. That was withdrawn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The present occupant of the chair is 
simply stating what the Chair is informed is the present status of the 
bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘That motion was withdrawn. 

Mr. OATES addressed the Chair. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I believe I have the floor. 

Mr. OATES. Idesired only to offer the other amendment to which 
I referred. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The first question, the Chair thinks, 
will be upon the committee amendments. 

Mr. HERBERT. Ihave an amendment to the committee amend- 
ments. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I am perfectly willing to allow any gentleman 
who desires to offer an amendment to do so, and let it be considered as 
pending, and shall then demand the previous question upon the bill 
and amendments. As the Chair suggests, however, the first question 
is upon the amendments reported by the committee,and I would like 
to dispose of them first. 

Mr. OATES. I ask the gentleman from Illinois to allow me to have 
read a further amendment to be also considered as pending. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. HERBERT. The amendment I shall propose is to the amend- 
ments of the committee. . 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iask thatthe first amendment reported by the 
committee be read, and let us proceed in order with the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In line 9 insert the word “academy” before the word “ college.” 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Under the present law, and under the bill as 
it came to us from the Senate, academies are notincluded. The House 
committee enlarged the scope of the bill by including also academies 
as well as colleges. 

I am opposed to that amendment. I antagonized it in committee, 
and am of the opinion it should not be adopted. Since this bill has 
been reported by the committee I have taken occasion to confer with 
the Secretary of War and others who understand the question much 


better than I do, and I am convinced this amendment should not be 
adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment just read by the Clerk, to insert the word ‘‘academy’’ be- 
fore the word ‘‘college.’’ 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Do I understand the chairman of the commit- 
ie to state that the word ‘‘ academy ”’ is not now a part of the present 

aw? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. It is not in the present law, but as the bill 
comes from the Senate it is proposed to be included by the committee. 
It is an amendment of the Military Committee to insert it. 

Mr, CUTCHEON. I hope the word will be inserted. We have in 
Michigan a military academy at Orchard Lake—one of the best mili- 
tary schools in the country to-day. It is under the auspices of the 
State, and I know that they have a detail of an officer of the Army at 
the present time. Itis not called a college, butan academy; and if the 
gentleman’s proposition is going to affect us, in that case I should hope 
the amendment he suggests to strike out this word, if it is already in 
the bill, would not beadopted. If it is to insert the word ‘‘academy,’’ 
I hope it will be accepted. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. In order to save the military academies, I 
would suggest to the gentleman that he might insert the word ‘‘ mili- 
tary ’’ before academy, and then let the word ‘‘academy’? stand as it 
comes from the Committee on Military Affairs, 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Yes, because this will affect several other schools. 
Maryland, for instance, has a military academy. 

Mr. BREWER. And Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I move to amend the bill by inserting the word 
“ military ” before the word ‘‘academy.’’ I ask unanimons consent 
to amend by inserting the word ‘* military ’’ before ‘* academy ”? and 
then let the word ‘‘academy”’ stand in line 9. . ‘ 

Mr. KERR. I object to giving unanimous consent to the amend- 
ment. Iam opposed to it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection being made, the question is 
on the amendment to the amendment of the committee proposed by the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. A word, Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. KERR. I move as a substitute for the amendment the follow- 
ing, which I send to the desk. 

Mr. HEARD. Irise to a point of order. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND, [understand I have the floor. Now, I am 
willing to yield for any amendments that gentlemen desire to ofer, but 
we have less than an hour, and I must insist that amendments, if 
offered, shall not oceupy the time of the House in debate. ‘This bill 
will be lost if we do not conclude it within av hour. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri rises to 
a point of order. 

Mr. HEARD. If I understand the status of the case, the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Michigan isin order. It is an amend- 
menttoanamendment pending, and does not require unanimonsconsent, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has never stated that it re- 
quired unanimous consent, 

Mr. HEARD. I understand, therefore, that the gentleman has the 
right to offer a substitute for it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chairstated thatit was an amend- 
ment to an amendment, and was proceeding to take the sense of the 
House upon it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. To save further discussion I withdraw my 
amendment, and after the several amendments have been read will de- 
mand the previous question upon the bill. 

Mr. KERR. Then I ask the reading of the substitute I send to the 
desk, I will state that it provides that the bill shall not be so construed 
as to authorize the removal of any instructor already detailed. 

Mr. MAISH. That will not do. . 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That is not affected by the present bill in any 


way. 

Mr. KERR. I understand it is, 

Mr. LAIRD. Under existing law there is allowed so much time—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Iowa, which he suggests as a substitute, 
is not now in order. It will be in order later on, when the Chair will 
recognize the gentleman to offer it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Irise to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ROGERS. There isso much contusion that it is impossible to 
know what public business is proceeding. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The House will be in order. 

Mr. MAISH. I suggest to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CuTCHEON ] to incorporate the words ‘‘institute and seminary ’’ in his 
amendment, for I know there are institutions of this kind—there is 
one in my own State—where military tactics are taught; and there- 
ore I make the suggestion. 

Mr. COUTCHEON. I have no objection to the amendment suggested 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BLOUNT (to Mr. Matsi), Have you any information as to 
how many of these institutions are to be found in the United States? 
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Mr. MAISH. No, I have not. 
Mr. GROSVENOR. The bill provides for sixty; fifty from the 
Army and ten from the Navy. 
Mr. CUTCHEON.._ Those are all the officers that can be spared. 
Mr. MAISH. It is regulated by the population of the States. 
The amendment of Mr. MAIsH to the amendment of Mr. CurcHEON 
was agreed to, 
The amendment of Mr, CurcHEON as amended was adopted. 
Mr. GROSVENOR. Iask to amend the same line by inserting the 
amendment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the next amend- 
ment of the committee. ‘ 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Tn line 12, after the word “Army,” insert the words "or Navy.” 
The amendment was adopted. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next amend- 
ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Add to the first section the following: 

“Provided, That nothing in this act shall be so construed as to prevent the 
detail of officers of the Engineer Corps of the Navy as professors in scientific 
schools or colleges as now provided by act of Congress approved February 26, 
1879, entitled ‘An act topromote a knowledge of rae papa tin na) and iron- 
a Aaa among the students of scientific schools or colleges in the United 
States ;' and the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to issue ordnance and 
ordnance stores belonging to the Government on the terms and conditions 
hereinbefore provided to any college or university at which a retired officer of 
the Army may be assigned as provided by section 1260 of the Revised Statutes.” 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Thisamendment merely makes the bill clearer, 
and I now demand the previous question on the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 

The previous question was ordered; and under the operation thereof 
the amendment was adopted. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York, rose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The next amendment is that offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OATES], which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lines 25 and 26 strike out the words “ officers so detailed shall be governed 
by general rules prescribed from time to time by the President.” 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Ido not think that ought to be adopted. I 
think the power ought to be left with the Secretary of War. 

Mr. OATES. The President as commander-in-chief of the Army 
and Navy has that power already, and striking out these words does 
not enlarge or diminish his power; nor does it affect the rights of the 
Secretary of War. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. But it relieves the President of an enormous 
amount of detail work that can be left to the Secretary of War. 

Mr. OATES. The gentleman should understand that my amend- 
ment strikes it out. The bill requires him to do it. 

5 Mr. TOWNSHEND. A good deal of detail work is laid on the Presi- 
ent. 

Mr. OATES. Then you should vote for this amendment, as the 
amendment will leave it with the Secretary of War. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I withdraw further opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. OATES. Then, in the first section of the bill, I do not remem- 
ber the connection, I move to strike out the word ‘‘ president.’’ 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In lines 11 and 12, “ detail an officer of the Army or Navy to act as president, 
superintendent, or professor thereof.” 


Mr. OATES. I move to strike out the word “‘president,’’ for this 
reason: While I am in fayor of this bill and in favor of detailing these 
officers to teach military tactics, no president of a college ever teaches 
military tactics, hence it is out of the line in which these officers are 
peculiarly skilled, and I think that should be stricken out of the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I accept that amendment. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

Strike out in line 12 the word “president.” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I now yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BAKER]. He desires to offer an amendment. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 


After the word “university,” in line 9, insert “or any State reformatory or 
industrial school maintained by any State for the reformation and education of 
boys, when requested by the board of managers of any such reformatory or 
State industrial school.” 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I do not accept that amendment, and I do not 
think it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I desire to say a word in explanation 
of the necessity of the amendment, and then I am sure my friend will 
-accept it. In the city of Rochester, for example, there is located an 
‘institution, a State industrial school, which never has less than from 
five to six hundred young men, who are sent there for education and 
reformation, They are taught trades, instructed in technology, and 
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have military training and discipline. The board of managers have on 
several occasions ere to the War Department for a detail of mili- 
tary officers to go there and instruct these young men in military tac- 
tics, and the application has been approved by the State officers, but 
no such detail has ever been made, simply for lack of the authawity 
which this amendment proposes to give. 

Mr. OATES. Does not the bill give the authority without your 
amendment? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Perhaps it does, but I should like to 
have the amendment adopted so as to make it certain. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the amendment and the 
whole bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I have not yielded to the gentleman from 
Missouri. If he is speaking in my time I wish to know how much 
time he desires. 

Mr. BLAND. Iam speaking to the amendinent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri has the 
right to be heard. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I have not relinquished the floor. I simply 
yielded to allow the gentleman from New York to offer his amend- 
ment, but I am willing now to yield to the gentleman from Missouri, 
if he will state whattime he desires, 

Mr. BLAND. The gentleman can not control the floor in that way. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois has the 
right to demand the previous question. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. And 1 intend to doit. 

Mr. BLAND. I want the gentleman either to move the previous 
question or else give me the floor. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I have the floor to demand the previous ques- 
tion on the amendment, but if the gentleman from Missouri [ Mr. 
BLAND] will state how much time he wants I will yield to him. 

Mr. BLAND. I do not want more than five minutes, 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘Time is very precious, but I am willing to 
yield five minutes to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BLAND. Iam opposed, sir, to extending the scope of this bill, 
and in fact I am opposed to the bill itself. Ido not think that ina 
republic it is the proper policy to extend the military arm into civil 
institutions or to give any excuse or pretext for increasing the mili 
power of the Government or widening the scope of its employment. If 
ought to be limited and confined, and this whole bill looks to giving 
opportunities and excuses for the increase of our military establishment 
at the mse of the civil establishment. It is out of line with repub- 
lican institutions, and I hope this House will vote down every amend- 
ment that looks to increasing or in any way enlarging the powers of 
the military establishment. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Now, Mr. Speaker, I hope we shall have a vote, 
and I call the previous question upon the amendment. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. In connection with the amendment which Iof- 
fered, to insert the word ‘‘ military ” before the word ‘‘ academy,” a 
motion was made to insert the word ‘‘institute’’ or ‘‘seminary.’? I 
accepted the amendment and supposed it was voted upon as a part of my 
amendment, but there seems to be some doubt abontit, and if thereis 
any doubt I ask unanimous consent that it may be considered as a part 
of my amendment which was adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is advised that it was not 
included in the gentleman’samendment. The gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. CurcHEoN] asks that the amendment indicated by him, 
which he sup; had been inserted before the vote was taken, may be 
regarded as a part of his amendment which was adopted. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Inow demand the previous question on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER]. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The question was taken on agreeing to the amendment of Mr. BAKER, 
of New York, and there were—ayes 39, noes 42. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. No quorum. 

TheSPEAKER pro tempore. The point is made that no quorum has 
voted, and the Chair will appoint to act as tellers the gentleman from 
New ion [Mr. BAKER] and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNS- 
HEND]. 

The House proceeded to divide by tellers. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. It seems to me the gentleman from New York 
has not properly appreciated the courtesy I accorded to him. After 
moving the previous question I yielded to him for his amendment. 
thereby imperiling the bill; and I certainly do not think he should 
now insist upon a quorum. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. If my friend will only consent to the 
amendment—— 

Mr, TOWNSHEND. I have no power to do so. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I can not resist the appeal of my friend 
from Illinois, and I withdraw the point of ‘‘no quorum.’’ 

The SPEAKER protempore. Thepointof ‘‘noquorum” being with- 
drawn, the noes have it, and the amendment is disagreed to. 

Mr.GROSVENOR. Imove the amendment which I send to the desk. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
After the word “university,” in line 9, insert, “or State institution for the sup- 


rt and education of soldiers’ and sailors’ orphans, supported by State taxa- 

on, and containing and supporting a school equal in educational facilities with 
an academy or college, with an attendance of not less than five hundred.” 

The question being taken on agreeing to the amendment of Mr. 
GROSVENOR, there were—ayes 56, noes 33. 

Mr. BLAND. We had better have a quorum. 

Mr. BLAND and Mr, GROSVENOR were appointed tellers. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. LIhope the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GrosvE- 
Nor] will withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hope the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BLAND] will withdraw the demand for a quorum. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I never knew the gentleman from Missouri to 
withdraw anything after offering it. [Laughter.] 

The tellers took their places; and the House proceeded to divide. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND (during the count by tellers). How much of the 
hour is left? 

The SPEAKER pro fempore (Mr. DocKERY). Twenty-five minutes. 

The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 82, noes 26. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of ‘‘no quoram” being, as 
the Chair understands, still insisted upon, the tellers will continue the 
count, 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. No quorum being present, I move that there 
be a call of the House. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not desire to prevent the passage of this 
bill. I believe there is no more meritorious proposition in the bill than 
the amendment I have offered; but in order that the passage of the bill 
may not be imperiled, I withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I now demand the previous question on the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. BLAND. Pending that, I move to lay the bill on the table. 

The SPEAKER (haying resumed the Sait. The question is noton 
the passage of the bill, but on ordering it to be engrossed and read a 
third time. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I demand the previous question on that. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Illinois demands the previous 
question on ordering the bill to be engrossed and read a third time. 
Pending that, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] moves to lay 
the bill on the table. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. BLAND, there were— 
ayes 7, noes 76. 

Mr. BLAND. No quorum. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. No quorum being developed, I move that there 
be a call of the House. 

The motionof Mr. TOWNSHEND for a call of the House was not agreed 
to, there being—ayes 25, noes 62. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri has made the point 
that on the question of laying the bill on the table no quorum voted, 
The Chair will appoint as tellers the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
TOWNSHEND] and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND]. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. Is it nec- 
essary to have a quorum in order to order a call of the House? 

The SPEAKER. Itis not. No point has been made on that. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Isit necessary to have a majority of the votes 
in order to have a call? 

The SPEAKER. Of course it is. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. When the count develops the fact that no 
quorum is present, is it not the duty of the Chair to have a call of the 
House? 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair can not order a call; that is a matter 
for the House to determine. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If no quorum is present, how can business 
proceed? 

The SPEAKER. It can not. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The fact has been developed that no quorum 
ispresent; and until a quorum does appear no business can be transacted. 

The SPEAKER. The House may not want to transact any business. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If it be demonstrated by a count that no quo- 
rum is present, is itin the power of the House to do any business what- 
ever? 

The SPEAKER. When a quorum has failed to appear, no business 
can proceed, so long as the point of no quorum is made. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then the question before the House is whether 
there shall be a call of the House to enforce the attendance of a quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The point of no quorum has been made; and the 
House, upon a motion for a call, has decided not to order a call. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. ‘Then no business can be transacted. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Is it in order at this stage to ask for the yeas 
and nays—— 

The SPEAKER. Itis. 

Mr. OITOHEON, . Upon ordering the bill to be engrossed for a third 
reading 

The SPEAKER. The question is upon the motion made by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. BLAND] to lay the bill on the table. On 
that question no quorum voted, and thereupon the Chair appointed 


tellers. It is in order for the gentleman to demand the yeas and nays 
on that question. 

Mr. CUTCHEON,. I ask for the yeas and nays on the motion of the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

The yeas and nays were refused, only 6 voting in favor thereof. 

Mr. TOW. I wish to put a parliamentary question. As 
the case now stands, nod quorum being present, and it being impossible 
to transact business, there is but one thing to be done, as I understand, 
and that is to adjourn the House. Am I not correct? 

The SPEAKER. A quorum may appear when the vote is taken by 
tellers, 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The vote has been taken. 

The SPEAKER. It has not been taken by tellers, and when the 
vote is not taken by yeas and nays, and the point of no quorum ismade, 
the business of the House proceeds as usual. But when the vote is 
taken by the yeas and nays and the factno quorum is present appears, 
then no business can be transacted. Such vote has not yetbeen taken. 

The Chair appoints as tellers Mr. MAIsH and Mr. BLAND. 

The House proceeded to vote by tellers on Mr. BLAND’s motion 
that the bill and amendments be laid on the table, 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Mr. Speaker, if this hour expires can we go on 
with other business? 

The SPEAKER. Unless the vote by yeas and nays discloses upon 
the Journal of the House the fact no quorum is present the Honse can 
continue to transact business unless the fact of no quorum is made on 
the floor and that stops business, asnow. If this matter is dropped and 
another subject comes up for consideration, business can be proceeded 
with unless the fact there is no quorum then appears, 

The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 15, noes 86. 

The SPEAKER. No quorum has yet voted, and the hour for the 
consideration of bills has expired. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The expiration of the hour does not settle the 
question of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER. It does not, but the bill becomes unfinished busi- 
ness under the express rule of the House. It goes upon the Calendar 
as unfinished business. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. When no quorum is present how can any busi- 
ness be transacted ? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has already decided unless no quorum 
appears on the call of the yeas and nays the House can proceed to trans- 
act business until the point of no quorumis made. Suppose the House 


proceeds—— 

Mr. BLAND. I withdraw the point about the absence of a quorum. 

The SPEAKER. It is not necessary to withdraw it. It is not nec- 
essary to make it each time. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I make this point, that when the House is en- 

in the of acting upon a bill in the consideration hour, the 
expiration of the hour does not settle the question of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair doesnot know what the rule is to which 
the gentleman refers, but when the hour devoted to the consideration 
of bills has expired —— 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. But this is outside. 

The SPEAKER. It is; but the vote is notan outside proceeding; it 
is on the motion of the gentleman from Missouri to lay the bills and 
amendments upon the table. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. SPRINGER. I move the House go into the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union for the consideration of the unfinished 
business of clause 5, Rule XXIV. 

The SPEAKER. The motion is not in orderin that form. The 
House can move to resolve itself into Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I make that motion. I stated the other fact to 
give the House information of the object of going into committee. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iask by unanimous consent that the hour be 
extended in order to dispose of the bill providing for the detail of of- 
ficers of the Army and Navy. 

Mr. BLAND. I demand the regular order. ’ 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is, a quorum shall appear to dis- 
pose of that business. 

FORFEITURE OF LANDS GRANTED TO HASTINGS AND DAKOTA RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 

Mr. MACDONALD. [I rise for the purpose of calling up for present 
consideration a privileged bill and report—the bill to forfeit the lands 
granted to the Hastings and Dakota Railway Company, in the State of 
Minnesota, and for the relief of settlers upon the same and purchasers 
thereof. 

The SPEAKER. From what committee? ; 

Mr. MACDONALD. From the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iam willing to yield for that bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I call up for consideration the bill (H. R. 
8368) to forfeit the lands ted to the Hastings and Dakota Railway 
Company, in the State of Sitanaiota: and for the relief of settlers upon 
the same and certain purchasers thereof, from the Committee 


on the Public Lands with amendments, and ask that they be read. 


1888. 


The bill was read, and is as follows: 


Whereas by an act of Congress entitled ‘‘An act making an additional grant 
— of lands to the State of Minnesota in alternate sections, to aid in the construc- 
tion of railroads in said State,” approved July 4, 1866, there was granted to the 
State of Minnesota certain lands for a railroad from Hastings,in said State, 
through the counties of Dakota, Scott, Carver, and McLeod, tosuch point on the 
western boundary of the State as the Legislature of said State might determine, 
upon the express condition "that if said road was not completed within ten 
years from the acceptance of this grant, the said lands thereby granted, and not 
patented, shall revert to the United States; and f 
Whereas by an act of the Legislature approved March 7, 1867, the State of Min- 
nesota accepted the aforementioned grant of lands,and by the same act trans- 
ferred the same to “the Hastings, Minnesota River and Red River of the North 
Railroad Company, subject to the provisions thereafter contained, and of the 
act of Congress aforesaid ; ” the name of which said railroad company was there- 
ao duly changed to that of the “ Hastings and Dakota Railway Company; ™ 
an 


Whereas said Hastings and Dakota Railway Company wholly failed and neg- 
lected to build, construct, or complete said railroad through the county of Me- 
Leod, and beyond, to the western boundary of the State, for many years after 
the expiration of the time limited by the act of Congress aforesaid, by reason 
of which neglect and failure the lands so granted to said railway company re- 
verted to the United States; and A 

Whereas in consequence of the aforementioned failure of the said Hastings 
and Dakota Railway Company to construct or complete said railroad within the 
time so limited and specified in said act of Congress, said granted lands, pertain- 
ing to that part of said railroad that was not completed in time, reverted tothe 
United States, and beeame. and was generally believed to be, subject to settle- 
ment and entry under the land laws of the United States, and much of it was, 
in good faith, settled upon by many settlers, who have ever since remained 
upon said Jands, and have made valuable improvements thereon; and others 
naye; in good faith, purchased portions of the same from said railway company ; 
an . 

Whereas said Hastings and Dakota Railway Company has (in consequence 
of its having sold and disposed of its said railroad and everything appertaining 
thereto, except its right tə said lands) been, by the supreme court of said State 
of Minnesota, adjudged and decreed to have forfeited its charter, and to be dis- 
solved; and the same has ceased to exist, except that for a few months longer 
it is permitted to close up its affairs and dispose of such property as it may 
have: Therefore, 

Be it enacted, etc., That all the said Jands granted tothe State of Minnesota by 
said act of Congress entitled “An act making an additional grant of lands to 
the State of Minnesota, in alternate sections,to aid in the construction of rail- 
roads in said State,” approved July 4, 1866, for a railroad in said State from 
Hastings through the counties of Dakota, Scott, Carver, and McLeod, toa point 
on the western boundary of the State, and transferred to the said Hastingsand 
Dakota Railway Company, as hereinbefore stated, except so much thereof as 
are adjacent to and coterminous with so much of said as was con- 
structed and completed within the period fixed by the sa’ of Congress for 
the completion of the whole road, and the right of way through the remainder 
of the route, with all the n y grounds now u by said railroad for sta- 
tion buildings, shops, depots, switches, side-tracks, turn-tables, and all lands 
which were, prior to January 1, 1888, included within the platted limits of any 
village, town. or city be, and the same are hereby, declared to be, and are, for- 
feited to the United States, and restored to the public domain, because of the 
failure of the said Hastings and Dakota Railway Company to perform the con- 
ditions upon which said grant of lands was e toit: Provided, That the title 
to said lands sold by said company to bona fide purchasers, prior to January 1, 
1885, and which were not, at the time of such sale, in the actual l poiposioo of 
some person other purchaser, is hereby confirmed to such purchasers 
from said company, and the persons holding through or under them. 

Src. 2. That all actual bona fide settlers upon any of the lands declared for- 
feited by this act, who settled upon the same as public land, and with the pur- 
pose and intention of acquiring title thereto, under the laws of the United States 
relating to publie lands, are hereby confirmed in their rights as such settlers, 
and permitted and authorized to acquire title to the same (not exceeding 160 
acres in any one case) as a homestead, under and pursuant to the laws relating 
thereto; and, in making proof of such homestead, he shall be allowed for the 
time that he has already resided upon and improved the same, 


The amendments of the committee were read, as follows: 

Insert, before the word “except,” in line 12 of section 1, the words “and not 
patented ;” also insert, after the words "possession of,” in line 29 of section 1, 
the words "and claimed by.” 

(Mr. MACDONALD withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. ] 

The amendments of the committee were to, and the bill as 
amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MACDONALD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be Jaid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. HOLMAN. Iask to submit a privileged report. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I renew my motion—— 

The SPEAKER. Pending the motion of the gentleman from IIli- 
nois the gentleman from Indiana states that he rises to submit a privi- 
leged report. The gentleman will state what it is. ; 

Mr. HOLMAN. A report from the Committee on the Public Lands. 
Iam directed by the committee to report back the following Senate 
bill with amendments for present consideration. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And I raise the question of consideration. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the title will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1080) to extend the laws of the United States over certain unorgan- 
ized territory south of the State of Kansas. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I desire to ask unanimous consent that five min- 
utes be allowed on each side to explain this question of consideration 
as between these two bills, the Oklahoma bill, which I have called up, 
and the bill now reported by the gentleman from Indiana. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ilinois? : 
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Mr. ROGERS. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. I do not under- 
stand what two bills are struggling for consideration. 

The SPEAKER, That is just what the gentleman desires to state. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. HOOKER, What is the bill under'consideration ? 

TheSPEAKER. Thereisno bill under consideration. The gentle- 
man from Indiana has reported a Senate bill with amendmenis, the 
title of which has been read. The gentleman from Illinois moves that 
the House proceed to consider the Oklahoma bill in Committee of the 
Whole, and asks permission that five minutes be allowed on each side 
for a statement as to the merits of the two bills; to which no objection 
was made, ` 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, the bill under consideration just 
reported by the gentleman from Indiana will be explained more at 
length by him in his time, but it relates to what is known as No Man’s 
Land, or the Public Land Strip west of the Indian Territory and north 
of the Panhandle of Texas. The proposition is to create a land of- 
fice there and allow lands to be acquired under the homestead laws of 
the United States, and also to extend the statutes of the United States 
over that strip. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. ROGERS. Where is the land office to be located ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman from Indiana can answer. 

Mr. HOLMAN. In the strip. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Within the strip itself; what portion of it, I do 
not know. The United States jurisdiction which will be extended 
over the strip is to be exercised by the United States courts in Kansas. 

The bill which I desire to call up is the bill to provide for the or- 
ganization of the territory of Oklahoma. If this bill should pass, it 
would provide for the organization of that territory; it would provide 
for land offices within the territory, not only for No Man’s Land, but 
all the Indian Territory west of the five civilized tribes after the ter- 
ritory is organized, and also extend the laws of the United States over 
the whole region. It would apply the homestead laws to the taking 
of land in the strip; and would allow them a civil local government. 
It embraces, therefore, all that the other bill embodies. 

Mr. PAYSON. Will the gentleman permit an inquiry ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Well, I have but a moment. 

Mr. PAYSON. Suppose the Oklahoma bill should not pass, then 
what condition does it leave the Public Land Strip in? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iam glad the gentleman asked thequestion. The 
people in the Public Land Strip are to-day asking for bread. It is as 
easy for us to give them bread asa stone. The gentleman from In- 
diana proposes to give them a stone, for he thinks it is easier to give 
them astone than itis to give them bread. It is as easy to pass an act 


| organizing the Territory of Oklahoma as to pass a bill providing for 


the disposition of the lands in the limits of No Man’s Land and pro- 
viding no local government by which there can be security to person 
and property after they go there. The bill for the organization of the 
Territory gives to the people their local government and extends over 
peony the laws of the United States and all rights under the homestead 

Ws. 

Mr. PAYSON. Allow me one other question. If the bill proposed 
by the gentleman from Indiana should pass, then does it interfere with 
the passage of the Oklahoma bill? 

Mr. SPRINGER. It does to this extent. You will authorize men 
to say to the country we allowed them to enter their lands and take 
possession there, but they have no government. If the Oklahoma bill 
passes there is no use under the sun for the passage of the other bill. 
It is the fifth wheel to the wagon; and it is brought here toantagonize 
the present passage of the bill that will afford real relief, 

It will be utterly unnecessary and nugatory if the Oxlahoma bill is 
passed. The Oklahoma bill is in the interest of all the people, because 
they have no law there which will protect them in their person and 
property; and this bill only extends to them the jurisdiction of the 
courts of Kansas. Gentlemen know that the laws of the United States 
do not furnish any protection under the criminal code which would be 
enforced in the Territory. It has the national Jaws, and they have no 
effect to protect property. I reserve the remainder of my time. 

TheSPEAKER. The gentleman has two minntes remaining. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ihope the House will understand the point exactly. 

Mr. PAYSON. I rise to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PAYSON. Owing to the confusion in the House, it is impossi- 
ble to hear the statements gentlemen are making. 

The SPEAKER. Gentlemen will cease talking on the floor, or, if 
they desire to continue conversation, will retire to the cloak-room. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the House will get at the real point at issue 
between these two bills. You have fifteen thousand people settled on 
this Public Land Strip without any form of government whatever. 
There is no opportunity of obtaining entries of land or any other civil » 
rights whatever: The Senate has passed a bill providing for the crea- 
tion of that strip into a Jand district, to survey the land and dispose of 
it; and the amendment proposed by the Committee on Public Lands 
provides that these lands shall be disposed of only under the home- 
stead law. The Senate bill proposed to annex this strip of land to, 
Kansas for judicial purposes. 
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Mr. SPRINGER. For what judicial purposes? 

Mr. HOLMAN. For Federal judicial purposes. That is the pur- 
port of the Senate bill. It is proposed to amend that bill by attach- 
ing either to New Mexico or to Kansas that Public Land Strip for pur- 
poses of temporary government. 

Mr. DUNN. Is thatstrip of territory within the jurisdiction of any 
Federal court now? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Itisnot. It has no government whatever; it has 
no law whatever. It is the only part of our public domain that is not 
subjected in some form or other to law; and you have a large body of 
people there who are entitled tosome protection. The Senate bill isa 
practical measure and is intended for temporary purposes only. It de- 
clares upon its face that it is only a temporary measure. It is not an 
interference and will not interfere in the remotest degree with the Ok- 
lahoma bill. It provides protection for these people. 

Mr. SPRINGER. It will secure no more in that direction than the 
Oklahoma bill, if passed. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Here is a bill that can be passed readily. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Here is also a bill that can be passed readily if 
you will take that out of the way and yourself too. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Here is a measure we can pass to which there is no 
objection whatever, for I see no real objection. No gentleman can have 
objection to giving these people law, and therefore I think this bill 
should pass, and let the Oklahoma bill takeits course. I will yield the 
remainder of my time to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Payson]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has two minutes remaining. 

Mr. PAYSON. Now, ifany gentleman on the other side desires to 
occupy the time reserved I would be willing for him to take the floor 
now. I simply desire to say, in the two minutes I have, that I think 
this bill should be considered. Iam notin favor of the bill in its 
present position, and at the proper time I have a substitute which I 
shall offer that will obviate the criticism made by my colleague [Mr. 
SPRINGER]; but as to the main proposition, the necessity for some- 
thing being done on that neutral strip, there is no question. There is 
a section of country nearly as large as Rhode Island and Delaware, on 
which a population of from 15,000 to 20,000 is as absolutely without 
law as though no law were in existence, There is no law whatever 
there. They have never been invited there; but tempted to go there 
on account of the land, the climate, the water, the timber, and such 
inducements as grow out of this condition of things, these people have 
gone there. We propose, by the bill and the amendment I intend to 
offer, to give them a temporary local government. ‘There is no antag- 
onism between this bill and the Oklahoma bill, because in the event 
that this bill should pass, it would not be necessary to pass the Okla- 
homa bill, and if it should not pass we could take up the Oklahoma bill. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I do not understand that there will be 
anything in the way of considering the bill of the gentleman from 
Indiana if the Oklahoma bill should pass. 

Mr. PAYSON. ‘The committee present it for consideration and in 
a parliamentary way ask to have it considered, and for that reason I 
favor the bill. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield the remainder of my time to the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER]. 

Mr. WEAVER. It does seem to me, with all due respect to the 
chairman of the Committee on Public Lands, that he ought not to 
thrust this bill in here in advance of the consideration of the Okla- 
homa bill. We have all stood by him through thick and thin upon his 
bill for the forfeiture of railroad land grants, and also upon the public 
lands bill, and I can see no excuse for thrusting in this bill here to an- 
tagonize the Oklahoma bill—for that is what it amounts to, and I want 
the House to understand it. Six hundred thousand laboring men have 
petitioned for the passage of the Oklahoma bill. The bill of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN] is a privileged matter which he 
can call up at any other time. If the Oklahoma bill fails, he will have 
some excuse for bringing in his bill, but he has none now. Evenif his 
bill should pass it would not give local government to the people of No 
Man’s Land. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Oh, yes; it proposes to do that temporarily. 

Mr. WEAVER. How? It provides for nothing but judicial process, 
and the people will have to go 200 miles to Kansas to get an officer to 
serve a process. It is a mere mockery and denial rather than an éx- 
tension of justice to these people. I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER]. 

Mr. CANNON. I have just come in, and want to ask a question for 
information. Do I understand that this is a contest between the Okla- 
homa bill and a bill reported from the Committee on Public Lands? 

Mr. WEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CANNON. And I understand the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
WEAVER] to say that the public lands bill is a privileged matter, 
while the Oklahoma bill is not? 

Mr. WEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CANNON. So that if this Oklahoma bill is not considered now, 
it probably will not be considered this session? 

Mr. WEAVER. That is just the situation. 

* Mr. W. Mr. Speaker, I can only consider the action of 
the gentleman from Indiana [ Mr, HoLMAN] in bringing this bill before 


the House at this time as a move in direct opposition to the considera- 
tion of the Oklahoma bill. The bill of the gentleman from Indiana is 
a privileged measure, which he can bring in at any time. This after- 
noon is open to us, and it is the first afternoon that we have had. We 
have petitions from over half a million of citizens of this country ask- 
ing for the consideration of the Oklahoma bill, and the opening up to 
actual settlers of that territory, containing over 23,000,000 acres of land 
almost in the center of the continent. The bill is guarded in every 
way for the protection of the rights of the Indians, and there is only 
one class of persons who are strenuously objecting to its consideration, 
the cattle syndicates that are occupying 6,000,000 acres of these lands 
contrary to law, contrary to the decisions of the Attorney-General and 
the courts. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will[the House now proceed to 
consider the bill reported from the Committee on Public Lands by the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN]. 

Mr. HOPKINS, of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I wish to understand what 
will be the effect of a vote in the affirmative? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the situation. The gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] moved that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, and gave notice 
that his purpose was to call up in that committee the bill known as the 
Oklahoma bill. Pending that the gentleman from Indiana [ Mr. Hor- 
MAN] made a privileged report from the Committee on Public Lands, 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] raised the question 
of consideration against the consideration of that report. 

Mr. PAYSON, Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

TheSPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PAYSON. If the House shall determine to consider the bill 
reported by the gentleman from Indiana, and that business shall be 
disposed of, is there anything to prevent the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SPRINGER] from then making the same motion that he has made 
now, that the House go into Committee of the Whole for the purpose 
of considering his bill? 

The SPEAKER. The motion can still be made. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And, on the other hand, there will be nothing 
during the rest OP this session to prevent the gentleman from Indiana 
from bringing up his bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will the House now proceed to 
the consideration of the bill reported by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HOLMAN] from the Committee on Public Lands? 

The question was taken, and the Speaker declared that the noes 
seemed to have it, 

Mr. HOLMAN. [I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 31, noes 55, 

So the House refused to consider the bill. 

Mr. BARNES. No quorum. A 

Mr. WEAVER. It is too late to make the point of no quorum, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it is not too late. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope the gentleman from Georgia will not ob- 
struct the business of the House. The Committee on Territories has 
had but two hours this session to consider its business, and I think it 
certainly ought to have the rest of this afternoon at least. 

Mr. WEAVER. I ask the gentleman from Georgia to withdraw the 
point of no quorum. 

Mr. SPRINGER. He is a member of the Committee on Territories, 
and I think it comes with a very poor grace from a member of that 
committee to obstruct the consideration of business reported from a 
committee of which he isa member. I therefore appeal to him in the 
interest of the public—— 

Mr. BARNES. The gentlemen can not very well make an appeal to 
me when he comments upon my want of good grace in this matter, and 
now I will not withdraw the point. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SPRINGER. Then I withdraw my remark. 

Mr. BARNES. Then I withdraw the point. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think there should be a further count, and for 
that purpose, merely, I renew the point. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will then appoint tellers and have the 
vote taken in that way. The Chair appoints as tellers the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HoLMAN] and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SPRINGER]. 
` The tellers took their places, 

The SPEAKER. . The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

The tellers proceeded to make the count. 

The SPEAKER. There seems to be a misunderstanding as to the 
state of the question. The Chair understood the gentleman from In- 
diana to demand—— 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wanted a further count upon the original propo- 
sition. 

The SPEAKER. ‘Then the Chair will restate the question. 

Mr. HOLMAN. But Iam perfectly willing to let the vote go in its 


present shape. 
The SPEAKER. The vote will then be taken on the motion made 
by the gentleman from Illinois, as already stated by the Chair. 


1888. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


‘Lhe House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 93, noes 16. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I will not insist on a further count. 

Mr. FINLEY. I make the point that no quorum has voted. 

Mr.SPRINGER. Thegentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER] and 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] desire to speak an hour 
each on this subject. I hope there will be no interruption of business 
at this time. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I join in the request of my friend from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] that an opportunity be afforded for the dis- 
cussion of this bill. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope, if the pointis to be made, it will be made 
after debate and when members have had a chance to understand what 
the measure is. 

The SPEAKER. If the point is insisted upon, the tellers will re- 
sume their places. 

Mr. FINLEY. As this bill is to be discussed fully before any ques- 
tion is taken upon it, I withdraw the point. 

The SPEAKER. The point of no quorum being withdrawn, the 
ayes haye it; and the motion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SPRINGER] that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union is agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on thestate of the Union, Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

OKLAHOMA. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union. The Clerk will report the first bill in or- 
der. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Before the debate begins, and in order that there 
may be no misunderstanding, 1 will ask—— 

Mr. HOOKER. Let us hear what the bill before the Committee of 
ne ee is. We have heard no bill read. I call for the reading of 

e bill. . 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole may proceed to consider the House bill No. 1277, which is 
the first bill on the Calendar as unfinished business, under clause 5 of 
Rule XXIV. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Illinois that the Committee of the Whole now proceed to the 
consideration of House bill No. 1277? The Chair hears no objection. 
The title of the bill will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 1277) to provide for the organization of the Territory of Okla- 
homa, and for other purposes, 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman from hig men EN Hooker] 
desires that the bill be read. I want tostate for the information of the 
Committee of the Whole that the Committee on Territories reported 
this bill with sundry amendments, and those amendments are printed 
in the body of the bill; but in order to have the bill before the com- 
mittee without any striking out or any interlineation another bill was 
introduced by me, referred to the Committee on the Territories, and 
reported back without amendment, with the recommendation that it 
pass. The latter bill embodies the previous amendments and some 
other amendments, principally those suggested by friends of the bill, 
who are interested in more effectually protecting the rights of the In- 
dians—that is to say, the representatives of the Indians’ Rights Asso- 
ciation. I move, therefore, to strike out all after the enacting clause 
of the pending bill and insert the bill which I have in my hand, the 
measure last agreed upon by the Committee on Territories. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that there is now pending 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute, offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. BARNES]. 

Mr. BARNES. That has never yet been offered. Isubmitted it for 
information, and it has been printed for the use of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the gentleman from Illi- 
nois to ask unanimous consent to substitute the bill which he sends up 
for the bill the title of which has been read. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Well, I will make that request, instead of mov- 
ing to strike out and insert. Then the gentleman from Georgia can 
have the opportunity to move his substitute. 

Mr. BARNES. It ought to be read now, so as to bring up the whole 


question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Illinois? 

Mr. HOOKER. That does not displace the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

The CHAIRMAN. It does not. He will still have the right to 
offer his substitute. 

Mr. HOLMAN, I wish to suggest that the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia be regarded as pending as an amendment to the 
substitute of the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is agreeable to me. 

Mr. ADAMS. What is the pending bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending bill is House bill 1277, for which 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] asks to substitute House 
bill No. 10614. Is there objection? 
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Mr. BUCHANAN. How can we tell whether we wish to object un- 
less we understand what the gentleman asks to substitute? 

Mr. SPRINGER. The substitute I ask to have considered is the 
same as the other bill, except that the amendments are incorporated 
asa part of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection to the request fo 
the gentleman from Illinois to substitute House bill 10614 for House 
bill 1277; and itis so ordered. If there be no objection, the substitute 
of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] will now be considered 
as pending, in accordance with the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. HOLMAN]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is right. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I wish to inquire whether the offering 
of this substitute will preclude the offering of amendments to the 
pending bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question will not come up on agreeing to 
the substitute until after the bill is perfected. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Ihave here, and will ask the pages to circulate, 
a map which exhibits thoroughly the region covered by the pending 
bill. 

A MEMBER. Let the bill and substitute be read. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Let the discussion go on, and that discussion will 
have the effect better to enlighten the members as to what is proposed 
in the pending bill and substitute than by any mere formal reading of 
them. Iask, therefore, that the formal reading be dispensed with. 

Mr. HOOKER. Ihopethat will not bedone. Let the bill and sub- 
stitute be read and be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. SPRINGER. They will be printed in the RECORD, as a matter 
of course. 

The Clerk proceeded with the reading of the bill. 

Mr. PAYSON. If this is the first reading of the bill for informa- 
tion and not the second reading of the bill for amendments, I do not 
see why we should not let the bill and substitute be printed in the 
RECORD and save the time for the discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Georgia objects to dispens- 
ing with the reading of the bill and substitute. 

Mr. PAYSON (some time afterwards). I understand the gentleman 
who objects to dispensing with the reading of the bill and substitute 
understands the bill is now being read for amendment. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The bill was read a first and second time before 
it was referred, and it is now being read for information. 

Mr. PAYSON. Then I move todispense with the formal reading, as 
it will be read, together with the substitute, when they come up for 
consideration. There does not seem to be any good object to be sub- 
served by reading them at this time. 

Mr. HOOKER. This is a new bill, and there is a substitute moved 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] and they ought to be 
read to the House for information. I object, therefore, to dispensing 
with the reading of the bill and substitute. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That all that part of the United States included within the 
following limits, except such portions thereof as are hereinafter expressly ex- 
empted from the operations of this act, to wit: Bounded on the west by the 
State of Texas and the Territory of New Mexico; on the north by the State of 
Colorado and the State of Kansas; on the east by the reservation occupied b; 
the Cherokee tribe of Indians east of the ninety-sixth meridian of west longi. 
tude, and by the Creek, Seminole, and Chickasaw reservations; and on the 
south by the Creek, Seminole, and Chickasaw reservations, and by the State of 
Texas, oe what is known as the Public Land Strip, and ail that part of 
the Indian Territory not actually occupied by the five civilized tribes, is created 
into a temporary government by the name of the territory of Oklahoma: Pro- 
vided, That nothing in this act shall be construed to impair the rights of person 
or property, or to impair any paes to or right of occupancy of lands now per- 
taining to the Indians in said territory under the laws and treaties of the 
United States, Executive ortler, or otherwise, or to include any territory occu- 
pied by any Indian tribe for which title has been conveyed by patent or other- 
wise from the United States or to which such tribe ma: entitled by law, Ex- 
ecutive order, right of occupancy, or treaty, without the consent of said tribe, 
orany territory which by treaty or agreemeent with any Indian tribe is not, 
without the consent of said tribe, to be included within the territorial limits or 
jurisdiction of any State or Territory; but all such territory shall be excepted 
out of the boundaries and constitute no of the territory of Oklahoma until 
said tribe shall signify its assent to the President of the United States to be in- 
cluded in the said territory of Oklahoma, except for judicial aS pro- 
vided herein, or to affect the authority of the Government of the United States 
to make any regulation or enact any law respecting such Indians, their lands, 
property, or other rights, which it would have been competent to make or 
enact if this act had never passed. 

Sec. 2. That there shall bea governor, secretary, Legislative Assembly, supreme 
court, attorney, and marshal for said territory, who shall be appointed and se- 
lected under the provisions of Title XXIII, chapter liof the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, ting to the government of all the Territories. The provisions 
of said title shall have the same force and effect in the Territory of Oklahoma 
ns in other Territories of the United States: Provided, That the Legislative As- 
sembly and Delegate to the House of Representatives shall not be elected until 
the President shall order: Provided further, That no person shall be entitled to 
vote at the first election, or to be elected to any office. who has not been a bona 
fide xenon of said territory for sixty days previous to said election: And pro- 


That the council in said territory shall consist of thirteen mem- ~ 


bers, and the house of representatives shall co of twenty-six members, which 
may be increased to thirty-nine. 

Sec.3, That the Constitution and all laws of the United States which are not 
locally inapplicable shall have the same force and effect in said territory of Ok- 
lahoma as elsewhere in the United States: Provided, That nothing in this act 
shall be construed to interfere with the local governments of any of the In: 
tribes which may now be provided for by the laws and treaties of the United 
States, or which may exist in conformity thereto: And provided further, That 


the supreme court of the Territory shall have jurisdiction and shall embrace all 


6742 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 24, 


causes of action, crimes, and offenses arising within the limits of the territory 
organized by this act; and all laws heretofore granting jurisdiction to 
United States courts within the limits of said Territory are hereby repealed; 
but cases now pending shall be prosecuted to their final disposition therein the 
same as if act had not been passed. 

Src. 4. That the section of country lying between the States of Kansas, Colo- 
rado,and Texas, known as the Public Land Strip, is hereby declared to be a 
part of the public domain of the United States, and shall be open to settlement 
under the operation of the homestead laws only, except as otherwise provided 
in this act: Provided, That the sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections of land in 
each township shall be reserved for school purposes. 


the visions of this section, in legal 
Pith the President has issued his proclamation 


township, which shall be reserved for school purposes, and shall be d of 
to actual settlers only,in quantities not to exceed 160 acres in square form, to 
to each settler, at the price of $1.25 per acre. All persons who are f 


paid said LE rrea they may, by negotiation with said Tndians fix the amount 
of such additional com: on, not to exceed the sum of $ per acre, less 
the cost of sale and the amounts heretofore paid said tribes in the pu 


of said Jands; and any additional sum upon by said commission to 
be d tribes for said lands as pro herein shall be placed to the 
it of said tribes in t e United States. 


Sec, 6. That whenever the Cherokee tribe of Indians shall signify their assent 
to the provisions of this section, in legal manner, to the aean qoan fer provided 
forin act, and the President has issued his proclamation fixing the time as 
herein provided, the unoccupied portion of the lands west of the ninety-sixth 
degree of west longitud a m tothe United States by the said tribe of Indians 
by the concluded Jul EENAA e O a O t the six- 
teenth and y-sixth ons of said land, w. shall be reseryed for school 
P and shall be disposed of to actual settlers only, in quantities not toex- 

160 acres, in square form, to each settler, at the p of $1.25 peracre. All 
persons who are heads of families or over twenty-one years ofage, and who are 
citizens of the United States, or have resided in United States two years and 
have declared their intention to become citizens thereof, shall be entitled to be- 
come actual settlers on such lands. An accurate account shall be kept by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior of the money received as proceeds of the sale of said lands, 
and said money shall be placed to the credit of the Cherokee Indian tribe in the 
Treasury of the United States, after deducting the cost of the sale by the United 
States and the amount heretofore appro; and paid to the Cherokee tribe 
as co! lands: Provided, That nothing in this 
act shall be construed to 


authorize any person to enter upon or ocoupy any of 
the lands mentioned in this or the precedin, the 


section, for purpose of settle- 
ment or otherwise, until after the said In tribes and the commissioners 
herein authorized have concluded an agreement to that effect as provided herein, 
and laid the same before the President of the United , who is thereupon 
authorized and required to issue his proclamation declaring such peltoas ed 
lands open to settlement, and fixing time from and after which such lands 
may be en. Any person who may enter upon any of said lands con- 
trary to the provisions of this act, and prior to the time by the President's 
proclamation, shall not be permitted to make entry upon any lands or lay any 
claim thereto in said Territory, 

SEC. 7. That the President may, at such times as he may deem it necessary, 
direct land ‘offices to be opened in the Territory of Oklahoma, not to exceed 
four in number, and may nominate and by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate appoint the usual officers to conduct the business of said land offices; 


and the Commissioner of the General Land Office shall, when directed by the 
President, cause the various portions of said lands to be properly surveyed and 
subdivided, where the same not already been done. It is hereby made the 


duty of the Commissioner of the General Land Office to carefully examine each 
claim taken under the provisions of this act before a patent to the claim- 
ant; and if it shall poe. that said claim was not taken in good faith, he shall 
refuse a patent and declare all prior proceedings before had in such case to be 
null and void; and all settling on lands under the provisions of thisact 
shall be required to se the same in square form, as near as may be, and to 
maintain a continuous personal residence of three years on the land, and to im- 
ve and cultivate the same for that period in the manner req by the 
atir laws before obtaining title thereto; but payments for lands, where 
payment is required to be made by this act, shall.be made in four equal install- 
ments, under such rules and regulations as rope bet —— the Secretary 
of the Interior, as follows: The first Pè t made w six months 
from the time of entry, the second a expiration of one year from date of 
entry, the third at the expiration of two years from date of entry, and the final 
yinent shall be made at the expiration of three years from date of entry: 
Provided, That there shall be reserved public highways four rods wide around 
every section of land in said Territory, the section lines being the center of said 
highways; but no deduction shall be made in the amount to be paid fur each 
arter-section of land by reason of such reservation. 

Src. 8. That the ure in applications, entries, contests, and adjudications 
under this act Shall be tn the form and manner prescribed under the homestead 
laws of the United States, and the geueral principles and provisions of the 
homestead laws, except as modified by the provisions of this act, shall be ap- 
plicable to all entries made hereunder, and no patent shall beissued to any per- 
-n who is not —- of peana — at = time he PoE R i peon ved 

payment, nal proo: yment, except in cases of con! sS 
the from the date of 


ds en 
under the provisions of this act shall be liable to taxation after the first install- 
ment of the purchase-mi shall have been paid; but the same shall not be 
subject to any judgment or lien obtained upon indebtedness contracted or ob- 
igation axes tamer priar to the issue of patents therefor, nor shall such land be 
A anir iye mar beares inaa p pe gme EmA oe 
+ Or in any manner incum rior to or e 

thereof made in the office of the hd receiver of th 


he: tive land ts Ioaea d le, } eonen ee a AS 
where ; an sa ease, conv: " rigage 0. 
executed, or tracted for prior to such final proof, payment, and record shall 
be absolutely null and void; nts, , and mortgages of 
unpatented land entries shall be at the of the transferees, and 
mort; who shall have no recourse against thé United States for any fail- 
ure of claimant's title before issue of patent: Provided, That the provisions of 


section 2305 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, entitled " Home- 
steads,”’ shall not be modified or changed by anything in this act. 

Src, 9. That whenever any portion of the lands opened to settlement by the 
provisions of this act shall occupied for town-site purposes, and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is satisfied that they are occupied in goed faith and are nec- 
essary forsuch par poson the said Secretary is hereby authorized and directed 
to cause patents to be issued therefor, under such rules and regulations as he 
may prescribe, to any legally organized company occupying and entitled to the 
same, upon the payment in cash of $20 per acre for the lands so occupied. The 
money so received for each town site, except such amount as may be required 
to be to the Indian tribes, as provided in sections 5 and 6 of this act, shall 
be held by the Secretary of the Interior as a separate school fund for the benefit 
of the Lage joe of such town, and shall be expended under his direction for the 
erection of school pyllaings and the foe wes of schools therein: Provided, That 
town sites actually occupied on the Public Land Strip at the date of the approval 
of this act by not less 100 bona fide inhabitants shall iso patented bs the 
legally organized company selected by said inhabitants, said sites to embrace 
the amount of land provided by law: Provided further, That all patents issued 
for town sites in the territory of Oklahoma shall contain reservations for parks 
and other public purposes, embracing in the aggregate not less than 10 nor more 
than 20 acres; but no deduction shall be allowed on this account in theamount 
to be paid for said town sites as provided in this section; and patents for such 
en? shall be issued to the towns respectively when organized as mu- 
ni R 

SEC. 10. That all lands in the territory of Oklahoma not embraced in the pro- 
visions of sections 4,5, and 6 of this act, which are not required by law, treaty 
stipulations, executive orders, or tof occupancy tor the use of any Indian 
tribe, or which may be relinquished as an Indian reservation, shall be m to 
settlement un the provisions of this act: Provided, That whenever jan 
lands are purchased by. the United States with the consent of the Indians, and 
opened to settlement in said territory, the President of the United States may 
fix the price to be paid therefor by actual settlers, which price shall in no case 
e an acre, and the proceeds shall be held for the benefit of the In- 
dians concerned, as ided in sections 5 and 6of this act. 

Sec. 11. That the tof the United States is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to appoint a commission, to be composed of five persons, not more than 
three of whom shall be members of one political party, whose duty it shall be 
to open negotiations with the Creeks, Seminoles, and Cherokees, for the pur- 
pose ofsecuring the consent of said Indians, so far as it may be necessary, tothe 
provisions of section 5 and section 6 of this act. The commission is authorized 
to enterinto such agreements with said Indian tribes as it may deem necessa: 
to accomplish the purposes of this act, and shall submit the same to the Presi. 
dent for his approval or rejection. The compensation of the members of said 
commission be at the rate of $10 per day ; and they shall also be allowed, 
in addition thereto, their actual necessary traveling expenses, stationery, and 
postage. They shail have power to a int a secretary, who shall receive a 
compensation of $6 per day, and such allowances for traveling expenses as he 
may actually incur. 
for himself or any company, 
association, or corporation, to directly or indirectly procure any person to set- 
onar par any lands opened to settlement by this act with a view to their after- 

acquiring title to said lands from sai rags pacha and the parties to such 
fraudulent settlement shall severally be guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall be 
unished, upon indictment, by imprisonment not exceeding twelve months, or 
y fine not exceeding $1,000, or by both such fine and imprisonment, in the dis- 
cretion of the court, 

Sec.13. That all leases of lands ae pT to the United States or held in 
common by any of the Indian tribes within territory of Oklahoma, as organ- 
ized by this act, including the Cherokee Strip west of the ninety-sixth degree of 
west longitude, whether controlled by persons, oe or others, except 
such as are held forthe purpose of cultivating the soil strictly for farm- 
ing pupos, are hereby declared void and con to public policy; and it is 
hereby made the duty of the President, immediately after the passage of this 
act, to cause the lessees of said lands, and any other persons illegally occupying 
Sec 1 That the schol Condens wen July 25,1866, ing lands to th 

EC. o ngress 2ppro 25. granting to the 
State of Kansas to aid in the construction of the Kansas and Neosho Valle 
Railroad and its extension to Red River, and an act of Congress granting lands 
to State of Kansas to aid in the construction of the southern branch of the 
Union Pacific Railway, and a telegra; 
. 1866, or any other acts of Co! 
lands granted in said Indian Territory and the Public Land Strip, except tor 


quenas of any railroad already constructed, 


county, to 
any indebtedness for any work of public improvement, or in aid of any railroad 


hall have been 

finally determined in favor of the United States. 

Mr. BARNES’s proposed substitute was read, as follows: 

A bill to provide a commission for the purpose of negotiating with the Indians 
in the Indian i + with a view of opening a part of said Territory to 
white settlement, 

Be it enacted, ete., That the President, by and with thé advice and consent 
of the Senate, is hereby authorized and directed to appoint three commission- 
ers, whose duty it shall be to we py and make treaties with the Choctaw, 
Chickasaw, Seminole, Creek, and Cherokee Indians, for the pu: of secur- 
ing homes and reservations east of the ninety-eighth degree of longitude for 
the Kiowa, Comanche, Apache, Cheyenne, and Arapaho Indians, and the Wich- 
ita and affiliated bands living with them. 

Sec. 2. That in order to open up the country for occupancy by citizens of the 
United States west of the ninety-eighth degree of longitude, now oceupied by 
the Comanches, Kiowas, and Apaches, and the country occupied by the Chey- 
ennes and Arapahoes, and by the Wichita and affiliated bands, said commis- 
sioners shall treat with said Indians for an exchange of the lands now occupied 
by erT for we homes and reservations east of said ninety-cighth de- 
gree of longitude. . 

Sec. 3. That in treating with the ‘Choctaw, Chickasaw, Seminole, Creek, and 
Cherokee Indians for the rice by i 
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Src. 4. That negotiations with the tribes and bands of Indians now living 
west of the ninety-eighth degree of longitude peg proarai upon the basis of 
securing to them homes and reservations east of said degree of longitude in 
perpetuity, and compensation for their removal and settlement in a new coun- 
try, and pay for their improvements. 

Sec, 5, That in treating with any and all of said Indians, consideration shall 
be given to any and all matters unsettled, or about which any controversy 
exists, between said Indians and the United States, biel y out of any treaty 
or agreement or statute heretofore made by the authority of the U. States, 
to the end that all such matters may be finally determined. 

Src. 6. That said commissioners shall be allowed pay at the rate of $10 per 
day each, and necessary traveling and other expenses, while actually engaged 
in the discharge of the duties required herein; and a stenographic secretary, 
whose pay shall be at the rate of $6 and actual expenses while engaged as such 
meno 7: That the President direct the speediest accomplishment of the require- 
ments of this act; and the sum of $15,000, or so much t as may be neces- 
sary, bo, and the same is hereby, appropriated to carry the same into effect. 

Mr. BLOUNT. ` I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLOUNT. After the bill shall have been read, will it not be 
open for general debate and amendment ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. It will be. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I supposed so, but I was asking the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair se understands. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill and sub- 
stitute as above. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Mr. Chairman, it was remarked by 
some gentleman shortly before the commencement of the reading of 
these two bills that this measure was petitioned for by some 600,000 
workingmen of this country. I think a remark of that kind is not 
warranted and should not pass unnoticed, because the measure itself 
with its provisions and scope has never yet been submitted to or read 
by any considerable number of workingmen, and I think it safe to 
assert that it has not been read by one out of ten of the members of 
this body. To say that the workingmen of this country favor a pro- 
position the effect of which will override and break down any existing 
treaty stipulations with the Indian tribes is a direct insult to the in- 
telligence of themillions of toilers of the United States. I desire to 
plant myself squarely with every workingman in favor of every just 
measure having for its object the opening up, for the benefit of the 
people of the country, of the public domain, and in favor of throwing 
around the territory at a proper time and under proper restrictions and 
conditions Territorial forms of government, and moreover, I am in favor 
of throwing around the territory when it presents the proper conditions 
the rights and privileges of statehood, and if the zeal of some of my 
friends who favor this bill were as great in behalf of the 600,000 citi- 
zens of Dakota, the country would not to-day witness the spectacle of 
a great State vainly seeking her constitutional right of admission to 
the Union. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my purpose in the brief hour at my disposal 
to attempt any extended review of the provisions of the bill to organize 
the Territory of Oklahoma now before us, further than to remark that 
if this Congress shall determine to adopt a policy such as is proposed by 
the pending bill, then it is probable that this measure, with a single 
amendment, as proposed by the minority report, is open to as little 
objection as any of its predecessors. 

I can not resist the conviction that the passage into law of this bill 
would inaugurate a complete and radical change of the policy of our 
Government toward the tribes of Indians now occupying the Indian 
Territory, and would in effect be a gross breach of the honor and good 
faith pledged by this great Government of ours toward weak and de- 
fenseless tribes, who hold and possess their land under most solemn 
treaty covenants. 

I do not question the power of Congress to do just what this bill 
proposes, but I do deny our right under the Constitution and the laws, 
and insist that if we proceed about it asis proposed the act will consti- 
tute in effect a violation of our sacred covenants with those people; if 
not a direct violation, the act opens the way to such results. Feeling 
thus, Iam compelled in the discharge of my oath as a member of this 
House to enter my most earnest protest against it. The Constitution 
provides that— 

mgress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
ulations respecting the territory or other property belonging to the United 
es, 

Mr. NUTTING. Will my colleague permit me to ask a question? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. NUTTING. Am Ito understand that my friend’s opposition 
to this bill rests against the proposed means and methods contemplated 
by the bill, rather than to the general proposition of opening in some 
legal and methodical way the lands in the Indian Territory to settle- 
ment? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. My friend will understand as I pro- 
ceed that I am not opposed to opening up for settlement the lands in 
question whenever and as soon as it may be done with due regard for 
existing treaty rights. Treat with civilized tribes first, extinguish ex- 


sting pore then go ahead. This I contend is all that can be done 
ecently. 

Mr. NUTTING. I thank the gentleman for permitting the inter- 
ruption. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. The lands affected by the bill before 


usare all embraced within the Indian Territory (except the public land 
strip known as ‘‘ No Man’s Land’’), and the rights and interests of 
those tribes therein are defined by existing treaties, which have re- 
ceived judicial and executive interpretation the correctness whereof 
has not, I believe, been questioned by any one. The provisions of the 
existing treaties are, we may assume, familiar to all who have given 
the subject any considerable study. Under them, it is claimed, the 
United States have disposed of the title to those lands to the five civil- 
ized tribes, covenanting on the part of the Government of the United 
States that they should never be included within the territorial linits 
or jurisdiction of any State or Territory, that they should remain sub- 
ject to the intercourse laws, which, as has been stated during this 
debate, have always remained in force in all parts of the Territory. 
The rights acquired by the United States under the treaties of 1855 
and 1866 are purely in the nature of trusts. It has been well stated 
that it is not within the lawfal power of either the legislative or ex- 
ecutive department of the Government to annihilate those trusts or 
to avoid the obligations arising thereunder. 

For nearly fifty years this title has received recognition by and ex- 
press approval of the judicial and executive departments of the Gov- 
ernment, 

Their existence has been and is recognized as ‘“‘a domestic Territory — 
a Territory which originated under our Constitution and laws.” 
(Mackey vs. Coxe, 18 Howard, page 100.) | 3 

As late as January 3, 1895, the then Secretary of the Interior, in a 
letter to the Senate (see Executive Document No. 17, second session 
Forty-eighth Congress), among other things, said: 

The Cherokees have a fee-simple titleto their lands, and they do not recognize 
the right of the Department to interfere in the management of their affairs with 
reference thereto, Patent was issued to this nation of Indians, December 31, 
1838, for their lands in the Indian Territory, under the provisions of articles 2 
and 3 of the treaty of 1835 (7 Statutes, 428), and in accordance with the terms of 
the act of May 28, 1830 (Id., 412). x 

“The land is theirs and they have an undoubted right to use it in any way 
that a white man would use it with the same character of title, and an attempt 
to deprive the nation of the right would be in direct conflict with the treaty as 
well as the plain words of the patent. They are quite capable of determining, 
without the aid of the Interior Department or Congress, what is to their advan- 
tage or disadvantage, and the Government can not interfere with their rightful 
use and occupation of their lands, which are as rightfully theirs as the public 
domain is that of the United States, subject only to the provisions of article 16 of 
the treaty of 1866, which at most is only a contract to sell certain portions of the 
land; but until the Government settles R Henin thereon and pays for 
the land the right of possession and occupancy is especially reserved.” 


I beg the indulgence of the House in this connection also to read a 
letter written by the then Acting Commissioner of the Land Office, April 
25, 1881, having reference to a scheme then being pushed by the so- 
called ‘‘ Freedman’s Oklahoma Association,’’ and the difference between 
the movement then attempted and that contemplated under the pres- 
ent bill I leaye gentlemen to observe after due consideration. I read 
from Executive Document No. 111, Senate, Forty-seventh Congress, 
first session, which is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1881. 

Sim: I am in receipt, by your reference, of a copy of a circular purporting to 
be issued by the *‘ Freedman’s Oklahoma Association,” promising 160 acres of 
land to every freedman who will go and occupy the public lands at Oklahoma. 
This circular is signed in the name of J. Milton Turner, who is represented as 
“ president,” and by Hannibal C. Carter, who is represented as “general man- 

r” of said pretended association. 

t contains a letter from E. C. Boudinot, professing to state the legal charac- 
ter of the lands to which emigration is invited, and affirming that the same are 
public lands of the United States; that the Indian title thereto has been extin- 
guished, and that the said lands were purchased by the United States for the 
use of men as well as Indians, 

The circular declares that the freedmen of the United States “have an un- 
doubted } l right to enter and settle upon these public lands.” 

In compliance with your uest for a report upon said lands, in view of the 
representations contained in this circular, I have the honor to state as follows: 

1. There are no lands in the Indian Territory open to settlement or entry by 
freedmen, or by any other persons, under any of the publicland laws of tho 
United States. 

2. There has never been a period of time since the acquisition by the United 
States of the territory ceded by France that any of the lands embraced within 
the limits of the present Indian Territory have been open to settlement or entry 
by any persons whomsoever under any of said public-land laws. 

3. The lands to which the United States holds the} title within the Indian 
Territory are reserved lands by treaty stipulations and acts of „and are 
not, and never have been, public lands subject to general occupation. 

4. The entire Indian Territory, including the lands therein to which the United 
States holds the | promo title, is ‘‘ Indian country," as defined by the first sec- 
tion of the act of Congress of June 30, 1854 (fourth Stat., 729), which act prohibits 
unauthorized settlements in such country, and provides for the employment of 
the military forces to prevent the introduction of persons and property contrary 
to law, and for the yi earen of every person who may be in such country 
in violation of law (Revised Statutes, sections 2111-2157). 

The Indian Territory comprises a remaining portion oflands originally granted 
to, or reserved for, the use of certain Indian tribes®ind constitutes a district cre- 
ated by the act of ey fee of May 28, 1830 (4 Stat., 411) for the removal thereto 
of Indians from other localities. 

The Territory is specifically described by geographical boundaries in the 
twenty-fourth seetion of the intercourse act Stat., 733), by which act it wasat- 
tached to the western judicial district of Arkansas for judicial purposes. (Re- 
vised Statutes, section 533.) 

None of the land laws of the United States have ever been extended over said 
Territory, nor have any other general laws of the United States been so ex- 
pepe except the criminal laws and the laws regulating intercourse with In- 

n country. 

Prior to 1866 the whole area of the Indian Territory, excepta smail portion in 
the northeast corner which belonged to the Senecas, Shawnees, and Quapaws, 
was embraced in the grants made and patented to the Cherokee, Choctaw, and 
Creek Indians, under the treaties with said tribes, respectively. 
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The several treaties under which the title of the United States was conveyed 
to said tribes are as follows: 
CHEROKEE TREATIES, 
May 6, 1828, 7 Statutes, page 310. 
February 14, 1833, 7 Statutes, page 414. 
December 29, 1835, 7 Statutes, page 478. 
Patent issued to the Cherokee Nation December 31, 1833. 
CHOCTAW TREATIES, 
October 18, 1820, 7 Statutes, page 210. 
January 20, 1825, 7 Statutes, page 234. 
September 21, 1830, 7 Statutes, page 333. 
Patent issued to the Choctaw Nation March 23, 1812, 
CREEK TREATIES. 
January 24, 1826, 7 Statutes, page 286. 
March 24, 1833, 7 Statutes, page 366. 
February 14,1833, 7 Statutes, page 417. 
Patent issued to the Creek Nation August 11, 1852. 
The treaties with the Senecas, Shawnees, and Quapaws were the treaties, re- 
ectively, of February 28, 1631, 7 Statutes, 348; July 20, 1831,7 Statutes, 351; and 
y 13, 1833, 7 Statutes, 424, 

_ By agreements approved by the United States the Choctaws conveyed a por- 
tion of their lands to the Chic ws, and the Creeks in like manner conveyed 
a portion of their lands to the Seminoles. 

‘he titles of the several tribes under the foregoing treaties and agreements 


were bag rea to the following conditions: 
S First. That the land should not be conveyed: by them except to the United 
tates. 


Second. If the Indians abandoned the land, or became extinct, the lands were 
to revert to the United States. 

It was stipulated by the United States that the Indians should be protected in 
their homes and lands against all interference by any person or persons. 

The treaties by which the United States reacquired title to any of the landsin 
the Indian Territory, or obtained the conditional right to control the disposal 
of any of said lands, were the treaties with the Seminoles of March 2), 1866; with 
the Choctaws and Chickasaws of April 28, 1866; with the Creeks of June 14, 
1866 ; and with the Cherokees of July 19, 1866. 

By the third article of the treaty with the Seminoles (14 Stat., 756), said Indians 
ceded to the United States about 2,100,000 acres of land, ‘‘in compliance with the 
desire of the United States to locate other Indians and freedmen thereon.” 

In compliance with the same desire, the Creeks, by the third article of the 
treaty with that tribe (14 Stat., 786), ceded about 3,200,000 acres to the United 

‘States, *‘ to be sold to and used as homes for such other civilized Indians as the 
United States may choose to settle thereon.” 

The freedmen referred to were the former slaves of Indian tribes. The treaty 
sapnlsiank as uniformly understood and construed, have no application to any 
other freedmen than the persons freed from Indian bondage. They relate ex- 
clusively to friendly Indians and to Indian freedmen of other tribes in the In- 
dian Territory whom it was the desire of the United States to provide with per- 
manent homes on the lands ceded for t purpose. 

The lands reconveyed to the United States by the foregoing treaties are there- 
fore held subject to the trust named, They can be appropriated only tothe uses 
specified, and to those uses only by the United States, and then only in the man- 
ner provided for by law. Miscellaneous immigration even by the intended ben- 
eficiaries would be unauthorized and ill 

The Choctaw and Chickasaw cession of April 28, 1366 (14 Statutes, 769), was by 
the tenth section thereof made subject to the conditions of the compact of June 
22, 1855 (11 Statutes, 613), by the ninth article of which it was stipulated that the 
lands should be appropriated for the permanent settlement of such tribes or 
bands of Indians as the United States might desire to locate thereon. 

The lands embraced in the Choctaw and Chickasaw cession were also in- 
cluded in a definite district established by the stipulations of the treaty of 1855, 

“pursuant to the act of Congress of May 28, 1830, the United States re-en; ng 
By the seventh article of said treaty to remove and keep out from that district 
all intruders. 

Articles 15 and 16 of the treaty with the Cherokees (14 Stat., 803, 804) provide 
that the United States may settle any civilized Indians friendly with the Cher- 
okees and adjacent tribes within the Cherokee country, on unoceupied lands, 
on certain terms and conditions specified in the treaty. 

These provisions made the United States the nt of the Cherokees for the 
sale and disposal of unoccupied land in the Cherokee country for the benefit of 
said tribe, but restricted such sale and disposal exclusively to friendly Indians, 

In pursuance of the stipulations of the foregoing compacts, and in the exer- 
cise of the trusts assumed by the United States under the several treaties, and 
in accordance with specific provisions of law and the lawful orders of the Pres- 
ident, all the lands in the Indian Territory to which the United States has title 
have eae ae appropriated or definitely reserved for the uses and 


urposes named. 
F it is stated in the circular referred to me for examination that thereare at the 
present time a quanity, to wit, some 14,000,000 acres of public land in this 
‘Territory to which the Indian title has been extinguished, and that ‘‘ these pub- 
liclands are surveyed and sectionized, awaiting their intended use, namely, 
settlement and occupation by the freedmen of the United States, giving to each 
settler the fee-simple to a homestead of 160 acres.” 

It is essential for the instruction of those who may be uninformed, and neces- 
sary to the protection of those who aresought to be imposed upon, that the mis- 
leading features and false conclusions of the statements con! edin said circu- 
lar should be explained and ex È 

The main proposition set forth is that there are certain public lands in the 
Indian Territory, and the argument js that the rights of citizens to enter and 
settle upon the public lands must be the same in that Territory as elsewhere; 
and it is further asserted that colored people are especially protected in such 
rights as to these particular lands by the assumed purposes for which the lands 
were auuso by the United States. 

That there are lands in the Indian Territory that belong to the United States 
in the sense that the United States hold the naked legal title thereto is true; 
aa iy Sed not true that these are public lands within the meaning of the public- 

nd laws. 

The term “ public lands” is sometimes used in a general sense to designate 
lands the title to which is in the United States, in contradistinction to 
lands that are the private,property of individual citizens. It is in this sense 
that the term is used in tie surveying laws which require Indian reservations 
to be surveyed in the same manner as “other public lands.” And the Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office, in his annual reports of surveying operations, 
includes the area of surveyed and unsurveyed lands in the Indian Territory in 
the tables of arse depois public lands in the same manner as all Indian reserya- 
tions are included in each of the other States and Territories. But this does not 
mean that the surveyed or Levit da lands embraced in Indian reservations 
are public lands in the sense of the laws providing for the disposal of public 
land. Under these laws the term public lands has a icular signification, 
and is used to describe such of the lands of the United es as are open tothe 
public for general occupation, settlement, or entry. s 

All lands belonging to the United States are not subject to di 1, hence all 
lands belonging to the United States are not public lands within the meaning 
of that term, as invariably used in the public-land laws, and as the statutes are 
uniformly expounded by the courts. 
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Lands belonging to the United States, but which have been appropriated to 
any use, or reserved for any purpose by act of Con; or Executive 
dergegegy or withdrawn from disposal by lawful authority, are not public 

ands in the legal and proper sense of those words as employed to define lands 
subject to disposal to the public and open to occupation by the public, 

Indian reservations, and ali other reservations estab by competent 
authority, are protected from entry or settlement by positive provision of law, 
and both the State and Federal courts, in an unbroken line of decision, have 
always maintained the inviolability of such reservations. 

The pre-emption and homestead laws authorizing entries to be made on lands 
belonging to tle United States to which the Indian title is extinguished ex- 
pressly provide, among other restrictions, that * lands included in any reserva- 
tion by any treaty, law, or proclamation by the President, for any purpose,” 
shall not be subject tosuch right. Hence the extinguishment of the Indian title 
to certain of the lands in the Indian Territory does not operate to open any of 
such lands to pre-emption or homestead settlement under those laws. 

The title of the United States to lands in the Indian Territory is, as heretofore 
shown, mae ey to specific trusts, and it is not within the lawful power of either 
the legislative or executive departments of the Government to annihilate such 
trusts, or to avoid the obligations arising thereunder. 

Such trusts are for the benefit of Indian tribes and Indian freedmen. The 
“freedmen of the United States” are not comprehended within the policy or 
intention of the treaty provisions, and said lands have accordingly not * been 
purchased for the use and occupation "of the colored people of any of the States, 

Were it otherwise, and if in fact any land in the Indian Territory was in- 
tended for thesettlement and occupation of colored people of the United S! 
it would require an appropriate act of Congress to carry such intention into ef- 
fect. No legal settlement can be made on any lands of the United States except 
in accordance with some law,and no law exists under which colored people, 
any more than other citizens, can occupy lands in the Indian Territory, or be 
permitted to intrude themselves within that Territory. 

For many years efforts have been made by designing persons to effect an in- 
gress into the Indian Territory for the pu: of despoiling the Indians of the 
patrimony secured to them by the mostsolemn obligations of the United States, 

These unlawful and dangerous efforts have heretofore been thwarted by the 

rompt action of the Executive, under his constitutional duty to enforce the 

ws. 

The present attempt to make use of the colored people of the country in the 
same direction, by deluding them with fictitious assurances that new and con- 
genial homes can be provided for them within this Territory, deserves especial 
reprobation, since its only effect must be to involve innocent people in a crimi- 
nal conspiracy, and to subject them to disappointment, hardship, and suffering. 
Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

C. W. HOLCOMB, 


Hon. S. J. KIRKWOOD, Acting Commissioner. 
Secretary of the Interior. 

This letter is so conclusive that I have given itin full. The scheme 
to legislate as now substantially proposed is not new. Session after 
session fora whole decade Congress has been urged to create in and 
throw around that country a territorial form of government. Todo 
so in a wise and proper method and by means and measures that would 
not subject our Government to the imputation of inhumanity, injus- 
tice, and mismanagement, is a consummation devoutly to be desired. 
The method now urged seems to have met with poor success in all the 
past. In November, 1877, Mr. Franklin, a member of the Forty-fifth 
Congress, introduced ‘‘A bill to provide for the organization of the Ter- 
ritory of Oklahoma.” I hold in my hand the able and exhaustive re- 
port upon that bill, presented by Mr. Neal, to which is subscribed the 
familiar names of the present Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Muldrow, and the gentleman from Maine, Mr. REED. I have read it 
with interest. It is a valuable contribution to the history of proposed 
legislation affecting the civilized tribes of Indians. I will quote their 
conclusions only: 

Ai That the bill under consideration conflicts with existing treaty stipula- 
tions. 

2. That while the right to decide in the last resort that a treaty is no longer 
binding is undoubtedly lodged in Congress, the exercise of that right is a judi- 
cial act affecting the honor and dignity of the nation, requiring for its justification 
reasons which commend themselves to the principles of ag and con- 
science, particularly where the partiesto the compact with the United States 
are var and powerless and depend solely on the good faith of the Govern- 
men 

3. That no such reasons exist for violating the treaty stipulations which re- 
serye the Indian Territory exclusively for Indians, and which secure to the 
Cherokees, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, and Seminoles the right of self-goy- 
ernment under the restrictions of the United Stutes Constitution, 

4. That even if there were no opposing treaty stipulations—no objections rest- 
ing on good faith—it would be unwise and impolitic to throw the Indian coun- 
try opes to white settlers without the consent of the Indian owners, 

5. That while official recommendations, some of them entitled to the highest 
icy. gree are strongly in favor of making Indians citizens of the United States, 
and transferring their land titles from the national tenure in common to the 
individual tenure in severaity, experience has shown that in the great major- 
es = cases such measures, instead of benefiting, have proved injurious to the 

ndlan. 

6, That experience fully demonstrates that the holding their lands in com- 
mon by the Indian tribes is an effectual safeguard against the worst effects of 
Indian improvidence. Apart from any considerations of justice or humanity 
it would be unwise and unstatesmanlike to adopt measures which, by destroy- 
ing that safeguard, would be calculated to reduce the great mass of them, os 
Srp to their own earnest protests, to a state of hopeless penury and deg- 
radation. 

It is strange and unaccountable to me that the present Chief Execu- 
tive neglected, when the present Administration came into power, to 
negotiate with the Creeks, Seminoles, and Cherokees, pursuant to the 
law of March 3, 1885, which provides— Å 

That the President is hereby authorized to open negotiations with the Cree 
Seminoles, and Cherokees for the purpose of opening to settlement under the 
homestead laws the unassigned lands in said Indian Territory ceded by them 
respectively to the United States by the several treaties of August 11, 1866, March 
21, 1866, and July 19, 1866; and for that purpose the sum of 35,000, or so much 
thereof as may ne , be, and the same is hereby, appropriated out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, his action hereunder to 
be reported to Congress. 


Especially when we read in his first annual message the valuable 
suggestions there made in relation to the Indian policy recommended 
by him. 
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The President says: 

Irecommend the passage of a law authorizing the appointment of six com- 
ape aeaa bapa of whom shall be detailed from the Army, to be charged with 
the duty of a careful inspection, from time to time, of all the Indians upon our 

ions, or subject to the care and control of the Government, a view 


of discovering their exact condition and needs, and a what steps shall 
be taken on behalf of the Government to improve their situation in the direc- 
tion of their self-support and complete civilization; that they may ascertain 
from such inspection what, if any, reservations may be redu in the area, and 
in such cases what part, not neater for Indian occupation, may be purchased 
by the Government from the Indians and disposed of for their benefit; what, if 
any, ians may, with their consent, be removed to other reservations, with a 
view of their concentration and the sale on their behalf of their abandoned res- 
ervations; what Indian lands now held in common should be allotted in sev- 
eralty; in what manner and to what extent the Indians upon the reservations 
can be placed under the protection of our laws and subjected to their penalties; 
and which, if any, Indians should be invested with the rights of citizenship. 

‘The powers and functions of the commissioners in regard to the subjects should 
be clearly defined, though sf should, inconjunction with the Secretary of the 
Interior, be given all the authority to deal definitely with the questions pre- 
sented, deemed safe and consistent. 

They should be also owe! oat with the duty of ascertaining the Indians who 
might properly be furnished with implements of agriculture and of what kind ; 
in what cases the ef asec of the Government should be withdrawn; where the 
present plan of distributing Indian supplies should be changed; where schools 
may be established and where discontinued; the conduct, methods, and fitness 
of agents in charge of reservations; the extent to which such reservations are 
occupied or intruded upon by unauthorized persons, and generally all matters 
relating to the welfare and improvement of the Indian. 

They should advise with the Secretary of the Interior concerning these mat- 
ters of detail in management, and should be given power to deal with them 
fully, if he is not invested with such power. 

Ti lan contemplates the selection of persons for commissioners who are 
interested in the Indian question, and who have practical ideas on the subject 
of their treatment. 

The expense of the Indian Bureau during the last fiscal year was more than 
$6,500,000. I believe much of this expenditure might be saved under the plan 
pro ; that its economical effects would be increased with its continuance; 
that the safety of our frontier settlers would be subserved under its operation, 
and that the nation would be saved through its results from the imputation of 
inhumanity, injustice, and mismanagement.” 


In accordance with these suggestions a bill was introduced by the 
honorable gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN ] early in the Forty- 
ninth Congress, but being, like some others of the recommendations of 
the Chief Executive, considered of no immediate importance, Mr. HOL- 
MAN’s bill was on the Calendar when the present Congress came into 
existence, and the same bill is before this House to share, I presume, 
a like fate, although its enactment is strongly urged by the President 
in the unwritten portion of his last annual message. Topaas] 

The ge ntleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] in his able speech ha 
given a clear and convincing argument upon the law and the settled 
policy hitherto maintained by the Government in its management of 
the Indian problem. Rey 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that in numbers a majority of the Com- 
mittee on the Territories favor the pending bill; nevertheless I can 
safely assert that the minority is in deadly earnest and of respectable 
proportions. Iam bound to admit in all sincerity that a considerable 
public sentiment exists in some portions of the West and Southwest in 
favor of this scheme. Some of it—a good deal of that public sentiment 
is, I doubt not, wise. Much of it, in my opinion, otherwise. The 
measure is earnestly urged by the gentleman from Missouri | Mr. MAN- 
SUR], and will be advocated with equal zeal by his colleague [ Mr. 
WARNER]. They represent, in so doing, I admit, a considerable sent 
timent which has been communicated io this Congress in a pamphlet 
account of a convention held at Kansas City, in their State, in Feb- 
ruary last. 

It is insisted as an argument in favor of the scheme that the bill ex- 
pressly excepts from the operation thereof the lands of the five civilized 
tribes, and that the consent of the Indians ndw occupying some por- 
tions of the land affected must be obtained before they shall be in any 
manner affected thereunder, but the record of the Kansas City conven- 
tion to my mind reveals much more of the real purpose of those most 
interested in promoting this measure. We are assured, also,that it is 
not the intention to disturb the rights or interests of the five civilized 
tribes. Let me read briefly from someof the speeches made at the con- 
vention: 


Mr. John Furlong, of Purcell, Ind. T., said: 


I have traveled 500 miles to this convention. I haye come from out the heart 
of the Indian Territory. I have come from the town of Purcell, on the borders 
of Oklahoma—on the borders of the promised land. I come here to represent 
a great multitude of people who are living in the Indian Territory in the ca- 

maid of renters, farmers, railroaders, herders, tradesmen, and who are there 

e 
i 


y or with as much permission as can be obtained, and their unanimous 
desire was when I came before this convention to tell you here with one voice 
and demand that the Springer bill be adopted or passed by the national Con- 
* > * * * * > 

the Indian Territory not so kind to us, and I will men- 
rst is the man married tothe Indian. These men say to 
the Indians, “Now, if you will allow white men to come in amongst ‘ou they 
will rob and cheat you, and it is better you should keep them out.’ ow their 
purpose in talking this way I know not, unless they want all the spoils them- 
selves. * * * My people also said that they were in favor of the Springer bill, 
notwithstanding that the bill requests or demands the consent of the Indians. 
This is the thing that they do not like in the bill, but they say, “ We will give 
the Indians every ce to come to terms under favorable circumstances. We 
will hold out to them the palm of peace.” If iy Boge not act fair and right and 
are not willing to do right, they told me to tell this convention that Oklahoma 
should be theirs under any circumstan 


There isone Siano in 
tion some few. The 


ces. 


Mr. C. W. Daniels, of Baxter Springs, arose in theaudience and said: 
I arise to know whether this convention was called in the interest of the Okla- 


homa country exclusively. AsI read the invitation, it was called in the inter- 
est of opening the whole Territory, from one end to the other, not for the sup- 
port of Missouri, Arkansas, and Kansas, but for the interest of the whole Wes- 
tern people of the whole United States, 


Later in the convention the same speaker said: 


aughten] told you to-day, there is not a 

Why? Because they have been mixed 

for a number of years with white men. Let a white man marry an Indian 

squaw (if she has got 160 acres of land)—and there are just lots of them in our 

country—and they make pretty goa citizens. They say there are no In- 
ose 


dians, except dead Indians, but people, after you mix them @a e, make 
pretty 9 tizens, z X A 


* * 
The first Sng we want down there is prohibition [laughter] (let me talk 
to you Kansas folks), and then we will go into wumen's rights. * * * This 
thing is going all over the United States—it is going like a wave, and the Con- 
gressman that will oppose this thing has got to stand from under. We people 
of the West will say to them, “This is our will.” We want this measure, and I 
defy any Congressman to be elected in this district of Kansas or Missouri that 
will get up and fight this measure. [Applause.] 
<: * . = * 


* è 

Of course, from what I said this morning about Oklahoma, I don’t want any 
of you Oklahoma men to feel as though we were going to interfere with your 
arrangements stall. We not only want to join w you, but we want you to 
join with us. We want that whole Indian Tao openad; 

Mr. J. P. McNaughten, of the Peoria tribe, was introduced. He said: 

I am here representing a few people who live in the heart of the Indian Ter- 
ritory; not particularly in the heart of the Territory, but adjoining Kansas and 
immediately south of Baxter Springs. I represent these people in this way: 
There are very few, if any, but are opposed inany way whatever to the country 
remaining in the shape it is. Some of them haye come down to Kansas City, 
and probably there are a great many people in this convention who are well 
acquainted with them. They are located there. They have 51,000 acres of land 
south of Baxter Springs, and now mey ask for severalty; they are in favor of 
the Springer bill. AlN they ask is for the lands to be —— up. 

This gentleman from the Oklahoma country, Mr. long, referred to the 
“squaw men” of that country, and I might be classed among that number. I 
married a squaw. Mr. Furlong said the “squaw men” of that country were 
strictly opposed to opening the country, Gentlemen, itis just the reverse where 
I live. I will say and I can prove it up that the “squaw men” have made the 
country where I am located to-day, and they are the men who want the coun- 
try opened up. * * * I asa “squaw man,” ask for cy Sa tay and nothing 
more. I want the protection of the United States. I was born a citizen of the 
United States, although I live in the Territory; but I have always endeavored 
to get to the States in time to vote. [Laughter.] I never failed to get there, 
gentlemen, and I always bringeverybody along with me that I can. ugh, 
ter.) Ihave never the pleasure of voting more thar once at one election- 
but I did the best I could to get others to come. We want more men in there, 
men of ability and means; we are not in favor of these little boomers of a day. 


Captain Couch was the next speaker. He said: 
kd s$ s = s 
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Believing that there isa misunderstanding as to the object of this convention 
by some who are here, and believing that there is a mistaken idea as to the 
motives of some persons who are here, perhaps it would be proper for me to 
make a few remarks. 

It appears that there are some here who are of the opinion that it is the in- 
tention of the Oklahoma boomers, or of some persons who are in the 
southern part of the State of Kansas, to come here and manipulate matters in 
his convention to their personal interests alone; and I desire now, if it is 
within my power, to convince the people here that such is not the case. I am 
not here as the representative of the Oklahoma boomers alone. I was notsent 
here by the organization known as the Oklahoma colony, but I wassent here 
as a delegate at large—one of a rar nae of five that was el at a conven- 
tion held at Arkansas City on the 3d, from a convention represen forty or 
fifty of the leading towns of southern Kansas, who united in sending delegates 
here to paruparo in this matter. Therefore, I say Ido not represent alone the 
views of the Oklahoma boomers, but the pocne of the entire southern part of 
the State, and the people of the entire Southwestern States. 

Now, I see that our friend a while ago has a en idea as to what is con- 
tained inthe Oklahoma bill now before Con least I believe he has. The 
speakers before him had spoken of Oklahoma, of the opening of the Oklahoma 
country. He seems to think their view is that only that portion known as Okla- 
homa is to be opened, I want to say this with reference to the position taken 
by the Oklahoma colony, That colony was organized in 1880. It was organ- 
ized forthe pape of making settlements on what is known as Oklahoma—a 
portion of the unoccupied lands situated in the center of the Indian Territory, 
originally belonging to the Creek and Seminole Indians, but has always been 
unoccupied by the Indians and has never been set apart for Indian occupancy 
TE the treatiesof 1866 between the United States and the Creek and Seminole 

ndians, 

Our organization, or the originators of it, were of the opinion that this land, 
being the property of the United States, haying been bought and paid for by 
the United States, surveyed in sections and quarter sections, and that the pub- 
lic-land laws pues to all land belonging to the United States, they believed 
they had the right to settle there under the land laws without any additional 
legislation. And on that theory we proceeded and attempted at various times 
to effect a settlement. We did make settlements at many times; but the past 
and present admin tions have held an opinion different from what we did 
with reference to this question. While there is no difference in opinion as to 
the ownership of the land, all ing that it belongs to the Government, the 
past as well as the present administration felt that they were not justified in 

rmitting settlement there until there is some additional legislation declaring 
ta part of the public domain and providing a way for the land entries. Our 
organization has been defeated in perfecting a settlement there, and for the 
two years or more it has been the object of that organization to secure the 
proper legislation for the opening of that country; and from that time to this 
i want to say that there has not been an effort on the part of that colony, asa 
colony, to effect a settlement there—that is, forcible invasion, as you might 
say—but we directed our efforts in the way of securing legislation. 

The bill now spiry sepa Congress is largely due to the efforts of this or- 
ganization. Wehave had representatives forthe two past sessions of Congress— 
both sessions of the Forty-ninth Congress—at Washington, who have done 
everything in their power to secure legislation substantially as the gentleman 
that spoke awhile ago (Mr. Daniels) was in favor of. The bill that we have pre- 

red, and which was introduced there, for the organization of the territory 
eee as the territory of Oklahoma, included the entire Indian Territory 
within its boundaries, and the Public Land Strip. 


We met witha a deal of 
opposition, sufficient to defeat the passage of the bill during the 


‘orty-ninth 
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Congress. E nee taught our friends there that it would be wise perhen 
to change the boundaries of the Territory, and the bill that was ted by 
our friends at this session of Con; for the organization of the Racine onl 
included about 25,000,000 acres of land. [The speaker referred to a map in hi 
band.) What has generally been known as Oklahoma is a tract of land situated 
in the center of the Indian Territory, containing a little less than 2,000,000 acre s 
as is shown by the red portion in the center of map. 

The bill now pending before Congress for the organization of the territory of 
Oklahoma comprises all that portion of the Indian Territory lying west of that 
occupied by the five civilized tribes, beginning at the northeast corner of the 

reservation, running south to the Chickasaw reservation, thence west to 
the western boundary point, including all except that occupied by the Creeks, 
Choctaws, Chickasaws, Seminoles, and Cherokees. That is what the gentle- 
man poe of here, and all these gentlemen have spoken as being in favor of it. 
Now, Í am in favor, as that gentleman says, of opening the entire tory. I 
have favored that all the time. That is what the Ok boomers have n 
in favor of; but we favor now the be ohms rd bill for the reason that we will meet 
with less opposition. ‘The five civi tribes can not well object to the pas- 
sage of that bill, they not being included within its boundaries. There are a 
at many of these men who oppose this bill, believing that the right and title 
the land oceupied by these tribes must not be interfered with, that they should 
not be included. For that reason the boundaries have been changed so that it 
includes the land that I have stated. 

Now, I think I can say for the people of Southern Kansas and the Oklahoma 
boomers that weare in favorof the passage of that bill because we think it is the 
strongest bill that can bly be presented. Ifwe can secureany | jon we 
can secure that, and if that is successful it is only a question of time, in my opin- 
ion, until the entire Indian Territory will be opened. I hope before this con- 
vention adjourns that such action will be as will impress upon the minds 
of the members from this Western and Southwestern country that we are terri- 
bly in earnest in reference to this matter; that we want sj legislation, 
that which is broad and comprehensive, and we do not want to rob the Indians 
of any rights. We do not want to be put off with any side-show business like 
the annexation of the Public Land Strip to the State of Kansas some time in the 
future. I hope there will be an expression here to-day to the effect that wede- 
mand legislation anyhow that covers as much as that outlined in the Springer 


Earlier in the convention Chief J. W. Earlie, of the Ottawa tribe of 
Indians, was introduced, and in his speech he said among other things: 
Thave always had the desire, and believe you white people who are here are 
aiming at some view to some undertaking of opening up the Territory and 
to wipe out and abolish the Indian tribes. I have always been in favor that 
some action should be taken so the Territory should be governed as you white 
ple are governed and supported by the Government of the United States, 
vote, as well as in paying the taxes to the Government. I have always 
thought it would be the best policy that you white men as a people should ex- 
Send lawn, that the tribal relations should be abolished, as well as the Indian 
Department. [Applause.] We have suffered more or less, as we Indian tribes 
are governed by agents, as well as by the Indian Interior De ent, S * ¢ 
You can depend on my voice that I mean for the whole Territory to be opened 
up, and that the whites should mix up with the Indians and the Indians should 
mix up with the white men, and I will rejoice over your efforts. 


The Ottawa tribe numbers a few hundred only, and occupy a small 
reservation located in the northeasterly portion of the Territory most 
remote from the area of the Territory proposed to be embraced under 
this bill. 

Having given these extracts from the pamphlet report of that con- 
vention, illustrating as they do the disregard for existing legal rights 
under the existing treaties, in the minds of those people who were 
thus represented, it is but fair that I should proceed further and read 
from the same pamphlet in proof of the fact that they were ‘‘ sinning 
against light.” We all know that when the opinion of members of 
Congress is sought as to what the next Congress will do upon any 
given preposition, you are sure to get the desired information. When 
Mr. Koss, Yager 0 Caldwell, Kans., in April, 1887, addressed to 
my friend from Missouri, Mr. BURNEs, a letter, he would have saved 
himself some labor, expended in multiplying opinions, if he had first 
awaited the answer of my honored friend. Here we have it in full: 

Sr. Josern, Mo,, April 15, 1887. 

GENTLEMEN: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your favor of 
the 12th instant, asking me if "I favor the opening for settlement by American 
citizens of that part of the Indian Territory now unoccupied by Indian nations 
and tribes;” also, if, in my opinion, “Congress, at its next session, will take 
action looking to the open: ng of these unoccupied lands.” 


ly, I to say that I am heartily in favor of placing every acre of the 
y, I beg y ben 


peso nds in on of bona fide settlers under the hom 


and opened up to settlement. j 
With regard to your second question, I would say everything apaau upon 
Committee on Territories. Thatcommittee in the last Con- 


the personnel of the y 4 
gress was very unfortunately constituted. A similar committee will probably 
secau similar er ial E 
our obedient servan 
pcre tance ltd JAMES N. BURNES. 


Messrs. J. W, Ross, President, and J. P. Love, Secretary 


- Caldwell, Kans. 

[ Applause. ] : f 
Inasmuch as the personnel of the committee (meaning, of course, the 
majority by whom the Oklahoma bill in the last Congress was favora- 
bly reported) was such as to merit the criticism then made, and in view 
of the fact that the present committee was similarly constituted, thus 
insuring a like favorable report in this Congress, thereby giving prefer- 
ence to a measure to build a Territorial form of government in terri- 
tory where there are lawfully no white men over that to recognize a 
State where 400,000 citizens are lawfully living and who for ten years 
or more have been pleading for their constitutional rights at the hands 
of Congress, I must admit that the gentleman’s criticism holds good to- 
day. Butwe have another letter, which the whole House will recognize, 
gestures and all, and my good friend, the author thereof, merits the 


thanks of his country for it. 
PITTSBURGH, April 19, 1887. 


DEAR Sir: I know of no reason why Indian Territory not occupied by In- 
dians should not be opened for settlement, 


As to what Congress will do at the coming session I know not. Nobody does. 


Respectfully, 
THOMAS M. BAYNE, 
J. W. Ross, Esq. 
[Applause. ] 
Mr. Maisu, of Pennsylvania, wrote: 
To your first interrogatory I answer ‘‘ Yes,” if it can be done without infring- 
ing upon the rights of the Indian tribes, and without a violation of treaty stip- 
ns. 


latio: 
To your second interrogatory Ianswer, in my opinion measures will be intro- 
dope: but I confess my inability to forecast the action that will be taken. 


Respectfull 
LEVI MAISH. 


The honorable gentleman from Indiana knew what he was saying 
when he replied as follows: 


I think Congress will authorize the President, during the next session, to cre- 
ate a commission to treat with the Indian tribes in the Indian Territory who 
are interested in the unoccupied lands in that Territory for the surrender of the 
same to the United States for the settlement of American citizens. The Presi- 
dent earnestly urged Congress during the last term, both in the first as well as 
second session, to grant him that authority, but he wished the authority of the 
commission to extend to all the Indian reservations, as well as the Indian Ter- 
ritory. The last was not inclined to grant the President this power, 
The conflict between this plan of the President (recommended by Secretary La- 
mar) and the pro tion to oi ize a Territorial government (conditionally) 
over the Indian ‘itory, think, was the cause of the defeat of both measures. 

I do not believe that Congress will authorize the settlement of the unoccu- 
pied lands in the Indian Territory, until, through negotiations with the tribes 
interested, the Indian title is relinquished, and I am satisfied that the commis- 
sion, as suggested by the President and Secretary of the Interior, is the only 
practicable mode of reaching those lands and opening them for settlement. 


Yours, respectfully, 
WILLIAM 8. HOLMAN, 
The honorable gentleman from Illinois admitted that he is not a 
prophet, and imparted light when he wrote: 

I have no fixed idea of the matter. Not being well advised upon the question 
of opening the Indian lands for settlement, 1 am liable to hanes my views 
upon a consideration of the question. Iam in favor opening up every foot 
of unoccupied land to actual settlers, if it can be done consistently with our 
treaties and contracts and in harmony with the rights of all concerned. 

I haven't the remotest idea of what the Fiftieth Congress will do in the mat- 
ter, S nene can not foretell that. 

ours, Cs 


[Applause. ] 4 : 
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. O'NEILL] wrote: 
Iam in favor of opening up to actual settlers the unoccupied land in the In- 
dian Territory, aaa favor Congressional action as soon as le. 
ours truly, S 


y yours, 


GEORGE A. ANDERSON. 


JOHN J. O'NEILL, 


And the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RYAN] gave an unkind cut 
at our President when he wrote: 


Your circular letter received. To the first question, I answer emphatically, 
yes. My course in as pa for the last three years is one of istent effort 
toacecomplish that result, and if the President had not refi to execute the 
law of the 3d of March, 1585, of which I have the honor of being the author, I 
have no doubt Oklahoma and the Cherokee Outlet would now be lawfully oo- 
cupied by American citizens as homes for themselves. The bill I introduced to 
open “ No Man's Land” to settlement under the homestead laws, extend the 
laws of the United States over it, and attach it to Kansas for judicial and land- 
entry purposes, passed the House on motion of J wre and the Senate 
on motion of Senator PLUMB without opposition, and yet the President refused 
to sign it, thereby closing that door also agains the homeless, and leaving per- 
sons and property there wholly without the protection of law. To the second 
answer that, in my judgment, Congress at its next session will take 
ning the unoccupied lands of the Indian Territory to 
rrassed by the Administration. The “if,” however, isa 


question, 
some steps toward o 
settlement, if not em 
big one. 
Very respectfully, 
THOMAS RYAN. - 

[Applause. ] 

A distinguished Senator likewise intimated that the President had 
neglected a duty under the law. 

He wrote: 


` 

I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your favor of the 30th ultimo, and 
in response to the inquiries therein made will say that I have always favored 
the opening of such Indian lands to settlement as were not needed for actual 
use by the Indians themselves, provided, always, thatthe consentof the Indians 
was first obtained in the proper manner, This is the spirit of the Indian sever- 
alty bill which became a law at the recent session of Congress, and for which I 
voted. It has always been the policy of the Government to open up new areas 
tothe hardy and adventurous pioneer as fast as practicable, a policy with which 
Ihave heretofore been in accord and which I still favor. As to what Con 
may do in the case you mention, I could not express any opinion, although I 
have no reason to doubt that it would substantially be in accord with what I 
have hereinbefore expressed. 

Of course, however, to obtain the consent of the Indians some negotiations 
must be had with them, and I call your attention to the fact that Congress some 
two years ago authorized the President to negotiate with the Indians for the 
cession of their right to the very lands to which you refer. I have no doubt 
thatif the President had negotiated with the Indians promptly a law would 
already have been passed by Congress to open the lands to settlement, and my 
belief is now that whenever he shall report that he has obtained an agreement 
from the Indians whereby the title can be acquired by the Government and 
the lands opened to settlement, Con; will act very promptly. 

I write without any special knowledge of the condition of affairs existing in 
the locality you mention, basing what I have said solely “pon that rule which 
has heretofore been observed by Congress, and in which I have been myself 


participating and consenting, 
Rees yes JOHN SHERMAN, 
Similar views were given by Senator PLUMB, of Kansas; Mr. HEN- 
DERSON, of Illinois; Senator INGALLS; by Mr. MORRILL, of Kansas; 
Senator REAGAN, of Texas; Mr. MOSHANE, of Minnesota; by Mr. 
FINLEY, of Kentucky, and by others. 
From the earnestness with which the desire to possess the Indian 
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Territory is expressed one would almost conclude that the last acre of 
the public domain had become settled, and that nowhere else between 
* the two oceans within our jurisdiction is to be found a place for the 
homesteader, but if any reliance is to be placed on figures the follow- 
ing statement, showing the area of lands surveyed, area dis of, 
and area remaining in the several States and Territories to June 30, 
1887, as given by the present popular Commissioner of the Land Office, 
belo nonsese that Uncle Sam is yet solvent in real estate if not 
poor: 


Surveyed : 
Surveyed | Disposed of| and undis- | Disposed of 
States and Territories. | up to June | to June 30, of | surveys (a 
1887. to June 30, ys sr 
g 1887. 3 parent). 
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In relation to this statement the commissioner says: 


The nrea of jands surveyed as given in the foregoing statement is substan- 
soy correct, as it is made up from the returns of the surveys reported to this 
office. 

‘The area given as disposed of includes all entries and selections reported, and 
is only an ip ford emer enn probably satisfactory for the p for which it is 
to be used, but is not sent out as being reliable or accurate for the reason that 
the ofa large number of entries which have been relinquished and can- 
celed and the lands re-entered are included in some cases more once. 

This office has never been able to furnish an accurate and reliable statement 
of the disposals of the public lands for the want of sufficient force to bring the 
statistics up to date, but continues from year to year to furnish approximations 
ofentries made instead of actual areas d o 

The apparent exoess of the arca disposed of over the area surveyed in Flor- 
ida, Missouri, Michigan, and Dakota is due to the causes stated, the aggregate 
of error resulting from which is unknown, and in Louisiana a large area of 
swamp lands was passed to the State without actual survey in the field, and 
the areas of such canceled entries and unsurveyed swamp lands are emb. 
in the aggregate of disposals in these States. 

In the other States as well the areas of relinquished and canceled entries are 
not known and therefore not deduc! 

The States of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, and Ohio are ommitted from the above 
statement, for the reason that practically all the lands in these States have 
been disposed of. 


Our legislation affects directly or indirectly an Indian population, as 
determined to June 30, 1880, of about 260,000, dwelling papon i 
ferent reservations, embracing numerous tribes, distribu 
States and Territories as follows: 


u 137 dif- 
among the 


Popula- 
States and Territories. tion June 
}, 1880. 
Acres. 
Arizona... 19 6, 514, 871 21, 361 
California. 5 427,058 10, 669 
Colorado .. 1 1, 094, 400 2,530 
Dakota.. 13 27, 450, 785 27,472 
TAR shes acars 4 2,748, 981 4,470 
Indian Territory. 25 41, 102, 280 76,585 
Towa..... 1 1,258 355 
4 135,419 969 
3 66, 332 10, 141 
10 4, 755, 716 7,680 
5 27,797, 800 21,650 
6 424,159 4,002 
4 885, 015 6, 800 
5 7, U4, 525 23,452 
8 87,677 5,139 
1 65, 211 2,200 
Yeegedesh 6 2,075, 560 5,355 
HEAR 2 3, 927, 480 840 
16 6, 330, 148 13, 900 
7 586, 026 7,375 
1 2, 342, 400 2, 063 
1,000 
255, 933 


The proposed legislation affects directly, it is claimed, the entire area 
of Indian reservations in Indian Territory, which are as follows: 


Name. 


Cheyenne and Arapaho. 
Cherokee.... EN 
Chickasa 


Our unsurveyed domain embraces, including Alaska’s 369,529,600 
acres, a grand aggregate of 841,780,652 acres, divided among the States 
and Territories as follows: ; 


States and Territories. | Acres. | States and Territories. Acres. 
Montana s| 73,476, 305 
Indian Territo’ 13, 477, 610 
Public Land Strip, unor- 

Fi memes territory............. 8, 672, 640 

Sa SUS: A. .-| 369,529, 600 

Grand total ... «| 841,780, 652 

Deducting Alaska..:........... 369, 529, 600 

We have in acre5.......-....00 472, 251, 052 
Deducting Indian Terri ig 

RORY’ OTAD EEDE aay Grd, OUD, 

We still have 


unsurveyed 
in the public domain........| 458,773, 442 


Adding the surveyed, undisposed of 253,558,878, leaves the total of 
712,332,320 acres available outside the territory of Alaskaand the Indian 
Territory, so that only an Oklahoma boomer may be apprehensive of 
exhausting the resources of the Government in public lands. We may 
congratulate ourselves also that in the near future we shall add to this 
grand aggregate many millions of acres through forfeitures of railroad 
and other public land grants. Hence it must be evident that there 
is room for the homesteader outside the Indian Territory, and the 
‘*Oklahoma boomers” may at least wait until action may be taken 
under the power conferred by the act of 1885 and until the President 
has had time and opportunity to execute that part of the laws, or until 
additional power may be conferred as proposed by the pending bill of 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, in all dealings with the American Indians and in all 
our treatment of them, especially during the past half century, it has 
been the settled policy of our Government to preserve the autonomy of 
the several tribes in their governmental affairs and to encourage them 
in building and maintaining for themselves a better social and domestic 
existence. They are the wards of the nation. The obligation of a 
guardian to a ward is the highest and most sacred known to the law. 
An individual proving recreant to his trust as a guardian is held to the 
strictest accountability before the law, and receives the condemnation 
of his fellows. 

Can a great and powerful nation be justified before the civilized na- 
tions of the world for a wrong differing therefrom only in that in the 
former case a single individual is affected but has a remedy at law, 
while in the latter the honor of the nation is concerned and the rights 
and interests ofsixty-five thousand civilized Indians are impaired while 
they have no remedy at law? Can we say in such acase that ‘‘might 
makes right?’? No, Mr. Chairman. We hear it stated that all this talk 
about the Indian is mere sentiment, but let us remember that “‘ senti- 
ment underlies everything that'is great or lovely or enduring on this 
earth. It is the joy of festivals, the animating soul of patriotism, the 
bond of families, the beauty of religious, political, and social institu- 
tions. Ithas consecrated Thermopylae, the Parthenon, the Capitol, the 
laurel crown, the conquerors’ triumphal procession, the epics of Homer, 
the eloquence of Demosthenes, the muse of Virgil, the Mediaeval Ca- 
thedral, the town-halls of Flanders, the colleges of Oxford and Cam- 
bridge, the struggles of the Puritans, the farewell address of Wash- 

n 


‘There is no poetry without it, nor heroism nor social banqueting.” 
Sentiment inspired our forefathers. ‘The heroic sacrifices and strug- 
gles of that noble army in their march and conflict from Cambridge to 
Yorktown. The unparalleled’heroism of the Army and Navy in the 
greatrebellion. The voluntary service of more than two millions of men, 
and thesacrifice of more than three hundred thousand lives upon thealtar 
of union and universal liberty, bear testimony to the beauty, strength, 
and wisdom of sentiment. Every monument from the lofty. shaft 
that commemorates the life and services of Washington, and the stately ` 
erections that testify the grandeur of the immortal Lincoln, the valor of 
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our military and naval leaders on land and water,and the sacrifices and 
bravery of their followers, down to the humblest tablet marking the 
resting place of the humblest of the Union’s unknown defenders, is the 
prompting of a noble sentiment. 

Why do we to-day extend to the vanquished the right hand of fel- 
lowship and admit to an equality upon this floor men who twenty-five 
years ago were prompted to peril their lives and fortunes for what they 
conceived to be their patriotic duty, even to the overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment of their fathers? Itis because the sweet and noble sentiment 
of charity covers like a mantel the errors of the past, and let us hope 
i, ik us all toa grander and more exalted struggle for the defense 
of humanity and the perpetuity of our Republic. ‘* Leonidas lives in 
the heart of the world because he sacrificed himself to patriotism. The 
martyrs are objects of unfading veneration because they died for Chris- 
tianity.’? [Applause. ] 

Mr. Chairman, this Government can not afford to adopt or pursue 
a policy affecting the rights or interests of any Indian tribes, especially 
the five civilized tribes, that will not bear the criticism of the Christian 
world. 

As to these tribes we must remember that they embrace a population 
of about 65,000 persons, who, it may be asserted without question, 
are by reason of their advanced civilization—their advancement in 
agriculture and in the trades—no longer involved in the Indian prob- 
lem. It is truly said that the very foundation of the proposed meas- 
ure, so far as it applies to the five civilized tribes, is a misunderstand- 
ing of the relations of those tribes to the development and progress of 
the United States; that it is aded and poisoned by the erroneous 
assumption that these five tribes are, like the wild tribes of the plains, 
obstacles to the march of American civilization, a menace to the peace 
and safety of American citizens, and burdens upon the of the 
United States, and therefore, like those wild tribes, are involved in 
the great Indian problem which now, with such urgency, confronts the 
Government and people of the United States. 

Let our Government pursue a policy rather that will speed the day 
when the Indian races will be eager to become a part and parcel of our 
civilization in the highest and best sense, when they shall learn to love 
and adopt the arts and pursuits of peace, and become a portion of our 
liberty-loving and law-abiding people, as they surely will in the near 
future if we treat with them in advance of any legislation tending to 
affect their status as a race. [Applause.] Mr. , the impor- 
tance of this proposition is so great from every standpoint that, having 
said what I have, I am constrained to ask the House to consider in this 
connection the statement submitted to Congress by the Cherokee dele- 
gation as to the rights of the five tribes of the Indian Territory. Ido 
this because it is a comprehensive paper, and as an act of fairness toa 
defenseless race. 


To the Congress of the United States: 


on of their lands as white men in theirs— 
a title, in short, by patent in fee-simple—was promised to them by the Federal 
Government, was lady accepted by the tribes named, and was duly executed 
in their behalf naga hd-y 

Hence, we are justified in asserting that the patents of these tribes, or com- 
panies of Indians, include their right of occupation and use, as the greater in- 
eludes the less; and that actual personal occupancy of land covered by our pat- 
ents is not more essential in this than in other cases to the fact of ownership, 

The lands west of the Arkansas River known as the “Cherokee Strip” are 
embraced within the area described in the Cherokee patent. 

It is these lands that the bill to create the ‘Territory of Oklahoma” proposes 
to take from the Cherokees and open to white settlement. & 

The right and title of the Cherokee Nation to these lands is the same as to the 
lands east of the Arkansas River included in their patent—the title to the lands 
west being unaffected except by an agreement between the United States and 
the nation that the United States may settle friendly Indians west of 96° under 
certain stated conditions. (Treaty of 1866, sixteenth article.) 

All these lands remaining unsettled, and while they remain so unsettled, are 
as much Cherokee domain as they were before the treaty was made. 

The bill of Mr. SPRINGER, therefore, appears to the Cherokees to be a contem- 
plated breach of d faith, to say the least; and they view it with very natural 
alarm, as all their dependence for safety is upon the respect the United States 
Government has for its own pledges. 

Not only so, but the Cherokee Nation itself is expected by this bill to join in 
an act of bad faith towards the still weaker and more dependent tribes who have 
been settled in that country—Poncas, Pawnees, Ottoes and Missourias, and 
Osages. The understanding of the parties in interest when they were settled 
there was that the homes chosen for these tribes, or remnants of tribes, should 
be and remain in an Indian country, where they would be safe from the press- 
ure of white settlers on every side. The United States, therefore, can not hon- 
orably propose, nor the Cherokees honorably consent, without the free and vol- 
untary assent of these tribes, to change the conditions under which they agreed 
to be located in an Indian country, there to live surrounded by their own race. 

The privilege granted to the United States by our nation to settle friendly In- 
dians on certain Cherokee lands left the Cherokee title to allof that domain not 
so settled precisely where it was before. Butin order to avoid any misunder- 
posta, on this point the right of “ possession and of jurisdiction” is expressly 
declared to remain in our nation as to the tracts not sold to and occupied by 
friendly Indians. (Revision of Indian Treaties, page 93.) 

But it may be said that the consent of our nation is provided to be bad before 
the bill can take effect. 

We reply that this pretense, in our opinion, adds mockery to injustice. 

What sort of “consent” is that which is only a choice between two evils? 


Which offers to one’s option a misfortune only less dire than other misfortunes 
that he will otherwise have to endure? Which requires choice of two alterna- 
tives, both abhorrent to the taker, between which he must accept one that is bad 
in preference to the other which is worse? 

Such is the nature of the “consent” provided by this bill to be got from 
Indians, Itsevers connection between them anda large of their lands, 
and condemns the lands to the condition of a yalueless wilderness before their 
eyes, unless the Indians will consent to take a dollar and a quarter an acre with 
all delays and deductions attached, and see one-half of their family estate pass 
forever away to strangers. . 

Worse st The “consent” provided for is their consent to let the Govern- 
ment have half of their country at the Government's own price, to be paid under 
conditions fixed by ee Government alone, or, should their consent to that ar- 
rangement be withheld, to know that the protection of the United States will 
be withdrawn while the struggle goes on between the Indians and the white 
boomers, intruders, and de tors; the one to retain the profitless title, and 
the others to compel its relinquishment. 

It would be idle to pretend, should this bill pass, that the General Govern- 
ment will not give all of its moral support to every plan to obtain the accept- 
ance of its provisions by the Cherokees and the other Indians concerned, 
Would Congress approve the measure by passing it if it did not mean to declare 
that the Indians ought to consent to it? Can it be pag pene that the same at- 
tacks upon our rights by “boomers,” ete., which the Government has hereto» 
fore righteously attempted to restrain and defeat, but to which this bill an- 
nounces that the Government at last succumbs, will not be resumed with 
renewed vigor, and will thenceforth have the moral support if not the direct 
approbation of the Government? 

ENEMIES CREATED BY LEGISLATION. 

By similar thoughtless legislation in 1866, the Cherokee Nation was compelled 
to battle for life in your Halls nst two powerful railway corporations, to 
whom Con; had ted the + gi of the Indian Territory, provided the 
Cherokee title were first extinguished, 

The contest was spread over several years, the railway companies doing their 
utmost to destroy our harmless nationalities by means of " Territorial bills,” in 
order to realize the benefits of the grant made by Congress contingent on our 
decease as a nation, and the Cherokees spending a world of anxiety and hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars to poe off the evil day. 

It was a hard and cruel position that the Cherokees and other tribes of the 
Territory were placed in, and, although the companies have not been so hostile 
of pe ne those statutes which the war are yet on your books, brist- 
lin, th menace to our ce and welfare, 

e nation would be placed, by the same kind of | cater in the same po- 
sition of antagonism with other powers, should this bill pass. 
THE GEORGIA STRUGGLE RENEWED. 
In still another view the unfortunate Indians of the Territevy will be placed 
in much the same position that they occupied when their lands were included 
the assigned limits of the State of Georgia and other States. This bill 
connects a large portion of the Indian Territory with what is called “No Man’s 
Land,” and the whole embraced in the “ Territory of Oklahoma.” Thus the 
Government will be tacitly predad to extinguish our tribal titles, so far as to 
carry out the E of the act. The old struggle will be substantially re- 
newed, with the Holeful rospect of gradual contraction, until the tribes are 
crushed out of existence—like that of the solitary victim in the slowly closing 
chamber—further removal west being now out of the question. 

The “ Five Tribes” of the Indian Territory have ly prospered in their 
eon homes under the protecting pon of the United States since 1830. 
re m: : is now agape to ty hich the ak weary of YATO nd ag ready 

pple or crush the p w. observance of good na- 
bled us to realize and Aras 
JUDGE BREWER'S DECISION. 

The decision of Judge Brewer, of the United States court, has been referred 
to as determining the right of the Cherokee Nation to what iscalled the * Cher- 
okee Strip,” land covered by our mt, and the right to the possession of 
which, until sold and occupied by friendly Indians, is expressly vested in the 
Cherokee Nation by the sixteenth article of the treaty of 1866. 

The United States district court of Kansas has been given jurisdiction over 
whatever portion of that country is not occupied by the Cherokees, 

The lands sold in Aime to Ar Hiros compan and oopa by bared Ferre) eae 
nees, Otta an u and Osages, being no longer occupi o Cher- 
kees, falls within the jurisdiction of that court, The act of Congress left to the 
determination ofthe courts whether the remainder of the strip was or was not oc- 
cupied by the Cherok: in one sense or another, in either or neither, whether 
asa sae fex or as individuals, under patent or treat: , or both, personally or 
through agents; all of these questions—branches of the trunk question of oc- 
cupancy— ing left by the act to the opinion of the court, but merely for the 
p and with the object of defining its jurisdiction as to place, 

The Cherokees therefore do not regard Judge Brewer's decision as deciding 
anything more than that indefinite terms were used by Congress to describe 
the extent of the court’s jurisdiction as tothe place—which terms the court was 
authorized to define for itself with that specific object only, and not with the 
view of settling the rights of vey jerbe the country without giving them 
notice or hearing—which would be monstrous, 

The Cherokees take this occasion to express their settled belief and under- 
standing that the grant of a patent to their nation by the United States was de- 
signed to and does, so long as the patent is operative and the lands are uncon- 
veyed, give the nation a a od not subject to be limited in its exercise to the 
actual mal occupancy of the lands by Cherokee citizens, and notcondemned 
to pees je for lack of such personal occupancy. 

We do not by ourselves alone occupy one-half of the country patented to us 
east of 96°, Neither does the owner of any estate of any consequence occupy 
much of it except through the agency of employés and substitutes. 

THE ACT OF CONGRESS OF 1853, 

It is also alleged that the Cherokee Nation has bargained a their rights in 

all of the country west of 96°, and has in part received the consideration agreed 


upon. 

In reply to this, we state the following indisputable facts: 

The Cherokee delegation of 1882-83 were only authorized tonegotiate as tothe 
said lands for a better and juster price than had been paid for tracts then occu- 

ied by friendly Indians. They were, by the same instructions. ne epee 4 for- 
Bidden to treat for the transfer to the United States or to friendly Indians of any 
more lands of the Cherokee domain than those so occupied, except strictly as 
provided by treaty. 

The delegation of 1882-'83 reported to the national council that, in conformity 
with their instructions, they had obtained from Congress, upon the recom- 
mendation of the De ent, the sum of $300,000, in addition to what had al- 
ready been paid for the tracts then occupied by friendly Indians. 

This report and information was accepted and acted upon by the Cherokee 
I lature bona fide, and every proceeding since, of the said lature and 
of the courts of the United States before which the question has come, is in per- 
fect harmony with the facts as now stated. 

THE “INDIAN POLICY” OF THE "FIVE TRIBES,” 


Each of the five “civilized” tribes of the Indian Territory has a patent in fes 
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for their lands. If these penis are worth anything whatever they are worth a 
great deal as evidences of title, if not as assurances of use and possession; but it 
takessomething more than a piece of writing, however formal, explicit, and per- 
tinent to the writer’s intentions at the time, to compel due respect and observ- 
ance of its purport. It is thissomething that the five tribes lack and which they 
want. 

For timber has been stolen from their patented lands by white mep. to the 
value of hundreds of thousands of dollars. Other valuable products of the do- 
main have been sepatated from it and carried off surreptitiously. Numberless 
outside cattle have been grazed on the pasture lands of the tribes without leave 
of the owners. Trespasses and intrusions without limit have vexed and in- 

ured them, and all these violations of our titles are still taking place, and the 
bes have no more redress than they would have without a fee-simple title, 
and with only a treaty guaranty of occupancy still respected by the United 


States. 
Such is the state of things for which the tribes wish a remedy. The remedy 


which they are presumed, x the frame-work of the American Government, to ` 


be entitled to as owners of the soil by patent in fee, is an essential concomitant 
of such a title and is put at the service of every other lawful owner of land in 
the United States, except an Indian tribe, for the securing of his rights in the 
property patented, ‘ 

This remedy is the right to apply to and enter the judicial halls of the Gov- 
ernment. 

The authority to entertain and examine complaints when coming from these 
tribes—as organizations—has not been vested in the courts—they have no juris- 
diction where the tribe as a government is concerned and the tribal property 
is to be protected, and our patent as an evidence of title is no more than waste 
paper in the hands of the nation itself. 

ence, all sorts of depredations and wrongs are done to the Indians which 
their possession of a patent was undoubtedly intended to prevent, and would 
prevent, if the des had been completed and the courts empowered to pro- 
tect Indian nations holding such titles as well as citizens of the United States 
and foreigners of the white and black races who have similar titles. 

In short, any one of the five tribes is made up of a number of Indians duly 
organized into a ey: called the Seminole Nation, the Creek Nation, ett., 
as the case may be, which company has been recognized as a legal personality 
by the United States by the grant of a patent in fee to such company or nation; 
and the Indian company, in the Indian view, is as much entitled to the protec- 
tion of their landed rights by the Government through its judicial tribunals as 
any company of foreign capitalists are who have acquired land from the United 
States with like guaranties, 

NATURAL AND GOOD RESULTS OF WELL-DEFINED AND PROTECTED RIGHTS, 

With the jurisdiction of the United States courts thus extended the inter- 
course and relations between Indian and white residents of the Territory will 
be extended also, and made more agreeable and profitable. But in any event 
the nations want the United States court or courts, to whose jurisdiction their 
cone yr must be subject, located within the Territory, as their respective treaties 
provide, 

In pursuance of the “ Indian policy” of the Indians of the Indian Territory, 
they, therefore, apply to Congress for the imposition of penalties sufficient to 
restrain the counterion of thefts, msi ad agrarian yt ang trespasses upon their com- 
mon property by white men not members of the tribe. 

There is no sound reason way one white man should go to prison a year for 
stealing an Indian pony, worth $25, and another white man go wholly free of 
legal blame who stealsa thousand dollars’ worth of property of the tribe. The 
ane aa i protection are as strong and stronger in the latter case than in the 

ormer, 

The result of the constant temptation, presented by the law's omission to per- 
sons over whom our nations have no ju iction to depredate upon the national 
property, is this: The intercourse between the two races is more or less ac- 
companied by distrust and want of cordiality on both sides. Our relations with 
each other are legally ill-defined, and therefore, to some extent, strained and 
disagreeable. The United States Government is responsible for this condition 
of things—the result of not enabling our nation to defend its own rights of 
proper with the essential weapon premo placed in the “nation’s” own 

nd for the very purposes of such defense—our patent in fee, 

If this great obstacle to free business and social communication between the 
Cherokees and whites were removed, and our local government were author- 
ized to represent and defend in the judicial department of your Government the 
common rights of our people, the cry for the opening of our country to settle- 
ment, or even white settlement, would have no foundation in appearance, as it 
has none in Jaw and decency. 

‘The Cherokees hold their lands in common because it isa cardinal principle 
of their social system that it is equally the duty of government to d urage 
and proren the greedy elements of human nature from absorbing gifts of na- 
ture intended for all, as it is to foster and encourage all industries that tend to 
enlarge and multiply those gifts without denying to any person his natural 


The Cherokee Nation, as a body-politic, co uently holds the lands of the 
nation, with the power to regulate the use of those lands so as to prevent any 
monopoly of its benefits, Ind in that direction, the Cherokees think, will 
defearthe ends of government and finally defeat itself. 

But with unrestrained and confident intercourse between the Cherokees 
and such of the outside world as realize the reciprocal benefits of such inter- 
course—the rights of all jies concerned being equally well defined and 
guarded—the same state of things will be found in the Cherokee Nation that is 
found elsewhere in the civilized world, where one person or number of persons 
own the land and others assist in cultivating it in one character or another, for 
ajust and lawful consideration, and to their mutual benefit. 

Already thousands of persons not members of the nations are profitably em- 
ployed in developing ourresources. Nothing is wanting to develop them fully, 
while the titles and the status of the Indian tribes remain what they are now, 
but the protection which the United States has pledged in treaty and patent to 
be given to the several nations. 

THE NECESSITIES OF CIVILIZATION. 

The delegation have in this appeal tried to be just to the necessities and just 
claims of the United States as wellastothose of the Indians. Somuch hasbeen 
said about the “ necessities of civilization,” as a plea for taking what is left of 
the red man’s land, that we do not wish to seem to avoid the subject, and run 
the risk of being c! merged with want of sympathy with it, simply because the 
gg, peetiotrg he sag is nia 

e admit, then, that we do recognize the necessities of civilization, especiall 
of American civilization, the highest civilization the world has ever seen. But 
the Cherokees contemplate these necessities, even from their lower plane, as 
not essentially material or pecuniary. Taking patented land or any other 
property by force may be the act of a hig! irited robber, which he may at- 
tempt to excuse on the plea of necessity and an aversion to beg what he is 
bound to have, but the United StatesGoyernment never has been and never will 
be reduced to such extremity, and it is not the Indians who have ever pre- 
sumed such a thing possible. The American people never will be driven to 
the plea of “necessity” as an excuse for recalling any act of generosity, or 
for repudiating any pledge in favor of Indians or any other pele. As a fact, 
the United States is universally regarded as the richest, most prosperous, most 


self-reliant, most enterprising in good works, and the most promising of all 
nations on the globe. 

This is so because the American Government and people have been pre-emi- 
ey ane and conscientious in their dealings with mankind at home and 


road 

The “necessities ” of civilization—of American civilization—in the view of the 
Cherokees, are the necessities that bind the ple and their government toa 
constant observance of the principles which have made them what they are. 
These principles are those of honor, justice, and good faith, ially to the 
weak; which involve respect for the examples and guaranties of those who have 
gone before, and a patriotic love for those who are to come after, for whom the 
present generation is preparing a harvest of examplesand obligations in its turn, 

Acco. to Indian notions, these are the true “ necessities of civilization,” 
because civilization can not otherwise survive and grow. 

In view of the facts and truths we have attempted to state, and in pursuance 
of the “instructions” of our nation, the Cherokee delegation ask Congress to 
uphold and not destroy or weaken by the passage of this or any other “ terri- 
torial bill” the rights your fathers have vested our tribe with in all earnestness 


and good faith, 
L. B. BELL (Chairman), 
GEORGE SANDERS, 
` Cherokee Delegation. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New York [ Mr. 
BAKER] attempts to break the force of over five hundred thousand pe- 
titioners asking for the passage of this bill by the assertion that they did 
not know what they were doing. Let me say to my friend that this 
multitude of petitioners embrace the farmers, the mechanics, the la- 
boring men of the nation—the men who create her wealth, the bone 
and sinew of our country. It is a mistake to underestimate their in- 
telligence. They have exercised the constitutional right of petition. 

Their petitions may be disregarded, but let it be on some other ground 
than the ignorance of the signers. They knew what they were doing 
when they sent their petitions to Congress; and let me assure the gen- 
tleman they will know in the morning what we, their servants, have 
done to-day. Our acts will be discussed in the work-shop and in the 
field throughout the nation. Hundreds of thousands of the citizens of 
Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, Illinois, and Missouri ask speedy and favor- 
able action upon this bill. 

Time will not permit me to follow the gentleman further, I propose 
to give the committee the result of my investigation of the rights of the 
Indians in the lands embraced in the proposed Territory of Oklahoma 
and the rights of our fellow-citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, it is claimed that we are an ‘‘intensely practical” 
people, but our dealings with the wards of the nation, the Indians, have 
been characterized more by sentiment than reason, more by impulse 
than common sense. For one, Ishall not claim that the bill under con- 
sideration is perfection, or that it is all that the people demand. Not- 
withstanding the fact that it falls short of what many of the friends of 
Oklahoma want, yet it has a well-defined purpose—the opening of a 
vast territory to actual settlers, and provides for the accomplishment of 
this by justifiable methods. The methods employed are not as expe- 
ditious and direct as many of us could wish, yet it will be accepted as 
an earnest on the part of Congress to open Oklahoma to the hand of 
industry, to the wheels of commerce, to the tide of trade. 

In 1834 ‘‘all that part of the United States west of the Mississippi 
and not within the States of Missouri and Louisiana or the Territory 
of Arkansas,” was declared by the law to be Indian country. (4 Stat., 
729.) Therefore the question of restoring to the public domain unoc- 
cupied lands in which Indians claim title is no new one in our history. 
The Indian Defense Association and its allies sound the alarm in this, 
asin all other legislation which fails to recognize every pretended claim 
of the Indians. The burden of the cry is that the Indian is being 
robbed of his patrimony. The contest now presented is one of senti- 
mentality against common sense, 

SAVAGERY AGAINST CIVILIZATION, 
indolence against industry; idle wandering Indians against tens of thou- 
sands of industrious, landless citizens. The issue presented by this bill 
is whether by fair legislation millions of acres of the best part of the 
continent, now unoccupied, shall be opened to settlement, to the end 
that under the tender care of the homesteader they may be made to 
yield an abundant harvest; or whether they shall remain as now, & 
waste, the home of wandering 
INDIAN BANDS, HALF-BREEDS, AND OUTLAWS. 

I speak of the unoccupied lands. The bill under consideration is in- 
tended to plant law and industry where lawlessness and idleness now 
hold undisputed sway; and this, without doing violence to the equi- 
table or legal rights of the Indians. 

The criticism of this bill, by the citizen uninfluenced by passion or 
sentiment, will be that it does not go far enough in the direction of an 
early opening of these fertile lands. If any have grounds of complaint 
toits provisions, they are the thousands of husbandmen who stand ready 
to enter upon and till these lands. They are not speculators, they are 
not boomers, they are not trespassers; they are law-abiding American 
citizens, seeking homes for themselves and those whom God has given 
them. They have waited long and patiently; now they demand legis- 
lation that shall remove the barriers between them and these lands, 
that shall open these lands to actual settlers—men who earn their liv- 
ing by the sweat of their brows—this bill, should it become a law, 
will be hailed as an evidence that Congress is willing to do something 


- 
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more substantial for the toiling, homeless people than to simply pass 
high-sounding resolutions. Do not ‘‘ break the word of promise to their 
hopes’? while you keep it to their ears. The purpose of this measure 
is to open to the actual, bona fide settlers, not land sharks, about 23,- 
278,719 acres of the public domain. (This estimate does not include 
Greer County.) 

Comparison will give members an idea of the extent of the proposed 
Territory. It exceeds in area the States of New Hampshire, Massa- 
chusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Jersey, and Delaware com- 
bined; and it is safe to say contains double the number of acres of all 
those States adapted to agriculture. It is larger than East or West 
Virginia; larger than either Indiana, Maine, or South Carolina. 

The Territory of Oklahoma embraces, among other tracts, the Public 
Land Strip, commonly known as No Man’s Land. There are in this 
strip 3,672,640 acres awaiting the toilers of the soil, almost every acre 
susceptible of cultivation. This Public Land Stripis well named; it is 
absolutely 

NO MAN'S LAND. 
Even the Indians, strange as it may seem, have failed to set up any claim 
to it. ‘This land is not within the limits of any Territory, organized or 
unorganized. Thejurisdiction ofno court extends over it. Its inhabi- 
tants can acquire no title to the soil, either by residence or purchase. 
It has thus far been neglected by Congress. Yet this fertile strip con- 
tains more acres*than the State of Connecticut; its area is two-and-a- 
half times greater than Delaware, and four times as large as Rhode 


Island. 
BOTANY BAY, 

The unoccupied portion of the Indian Territory included in this bill 
is the ideal refuge of dishonest debtors and outlaws. I’ is the Botany 
Bay of the United States. There may be those who will challenge the 
correctness of this statement; yet, sir, I have spoken the words of truth 
and soberness. I have understated rather than overstated the facts as 
to the condition of the district named. Itake it for granted there is no 
one more competent to speak of the true condition of the Indians there 
than General Nelson A. Miles. His position gave him better opportu- 
nities to learn the actual state of society than almost any other man 
in the Union; certainly better than a junketing committee passing 
through the country. None will question his intelligence or fairness 
and impartiality. Above all, he can not be accused pale tee pac with 

report for 


the boomer or his methods. General Miles, in his 

1885, says it— 

is now a block in the pathway of civilization. It is preseryed to perpetuate a 
mo race far removed from the influence of a civilized people, a refuge for 
the outlaws and indolent of whites, blacks, and Mexicans. The vices intro- 
duced by these classes are rapidly destroying the Indians by disease. Without 
courts of justice or public institutions, without roads, bridges, or highways, it 
is simply a dark blot in the center of map of the United States. 


BLOCK IN THE PATHWAY OF CIVILIZATION. 

Pass this bill, Mr. Speaker, and the “block in the pathway of civil- 
ization’? will soon be removed by the hand of commerce; and the 
“dark blot” that now disfigures the map of the United States will be 
erased by an enlightened, happy, and prosperous people. Seventeen 
bands of Indians, numbering in all 10,374, occupy, ‘‘Indian fashion,” 
11,685,035 acres, or nearly one-half of the Indian country that is in- 
cluded in the proposed Territory of Oklahoma. 

To each man, woman, and child of this mongrel squad of Indians, 
squaw men, mulattoes, negroes, and half-breeds, now supported by the 


Government in squalor and idleness, is set apart over 1,000 acres of the ` 


choice land of the Union. A large percentage—I think it safe to say a 
majority—of the occupants of these lands do absolutely nothing. They 
have not the 
ENERGY OF THE CHASE OR THE GENIUS OF THE FISHERMAN. 

They are an incumbrance to the soil, a standing impediment to the ad- 
vancement in the arts and sciences of the five civilized tribes, and a 
menace to the peaceable citizen on No Man’s Land. For their own good 
and possible reclamation a government over them for the administration 
of law and the enforcement of order is demanded as an act of humanity 
to the Indians. The opposition to a Territorial government that shall 
establish justice, enforce law, and insure order comes not from any of 
the Indians residing in that part of the Indian country included within 
the territorial limits of Oklahoma, but it comes from those who claim 
to represent the five civilized tribes, the Choctaws, the Chickasaws, the 
Creeks, the Seminoles, and the Cherokees. 

Their agents and attorneys, in arguments before the committee, did 
not object simply to this bill, but they strenuously protested against 
the passage of any law that should recognize the right of the white 
man to settle on any of the lands in the Indian Territory included in 
Oklahoma. These lands they demand shall be occupied by Indians or 
not at all. In other words, 

NO WHITE TRASH NEED APPLY, 
There are those whose sentimentality leads them to champion such a 
tion. They are those who view the noble red man as Job’s war- 
rse sniffed the battle—from afar off. They arethose who are brought 
in contact with the Indians at long range. 
The civilized tribes— 
Says the Creek representative— 


would prefer the terrors of the blizzard rather than to attempt to withstand 
the human cyclone from Kansas, Missouri, and Texas— 

Should this bill become a law. 

Mr. Hawkins, an educated Choctaw, haying the attorney of his tribe 
at his elbow, in a carefully prepared argument before the Committee 
on Territories, used this language: 

This bill opensthe sluice-ways to admit to this Territory the outpourings and 
offscourings of American jails and prisons, the hords of fugitives from justice, 
escaped murderers and thieves, banished roughs and desperate outlaws, and 
subjects totheir merciless and disorderly rulea people comparatively law abid- 
ing, prosperous, and happy. 

This language, when it is not proposed by this bill tointerfere with 
an inch of soil owned and occupied by them. 

Again he says: 

If the Territorial government of Oklahoma shall be organized, as provided 
in this bill, the ruin of our tribes and people will be speedy and complete. First 
will appear the scum of white vagabond 
face sng at the front of the wave of V 
people. 


, Which is always borne on the sur- 
estern immigation of the American 


THE AVANTCOUREURS OF CIVILIZATION, 

Iam not informed in whatschool this ‘‘ civilized ” Indian learned the 
character of the Western pioneers, the men who, by their sufferings, 
their tireless energy, their indomitable courage, have been the avant- 
coureurs of civilization from the Atlantic to the Pacific. I fear that 
many of the spokesmen of the Indians spend more of their time in the 
enervating atmosphere of Washington than in the invigorating atmos- 
phere of the great West. Their opinions, I fear, have been formed from 
their association with the impecunious horde that infest the national 
capital, whose occupation as Indian lobbiest would be gone should this 
bill become a law. They claim that the tribal relations which are sa- 
cred to them will be doomed should a Territory be organized on the 
west of the five civilized tribes. Should this bill pass, they say: 

The tribal rights of the Indians, to the maintenance of which the national 
faith of the American Republic has been so often pledged, will rapidly melt away. 
Even their tribal existence, which has been guarantied to them by so many 
solemn treaties, will be extinguished. 

Should this prophecy be fulfilled the occupation of many Washing- 
ton City Indians will be gone; the language used must express their 
fears rather than the judgment of the Indians who reside in the Terri- 
tory. The substitute which the gentleman from Georgia gave notice 
that he would offer for the pending bill proposes to take most of the 
lands included in Oklahoma and pay the Indians no more than is pro- 
posed in the bill. Are they sincere in their predictions of evil, and 
that continually, to the tribal rights of the Indians, should Oklahoma 
be organized on the west? Certain it is that these tribes for many 
years have been hemmed in on three sides by States. On the north 
by Kansas, on the east by Missouri and Arkansas, on, the south by 
Texas. Itis their boast that, thus environed— 

No other nation on earth rpose: 
as the five civilized tribes, eet than mane E solved the mane of 
Indian civilization— 

That to-day— 
they are more orderly and law-abiding and peaceable than the average-Amer- 
ican communities. 

Without stopping to question the accuracy of this statement, may 
we not congratulate them upon their progress, and suggest that they 
owe this blessing, not to the wild territory on their west, occupied if atall 
by a mongrel race, but to the great States by which they are bounded 
and their Christianizing influences? Would not their condition be fur- 
ther improved by the establishment of a Territorial government on their 
immediate west, where law, order, and intelligence would reign, rather 
than as now—chaos, turbulence, and ignorance? When they moved 
from east of the Mississippi to their present homes they sought com- 
panionship with organized communities. They settled on the east- 
ern rather than the western border of their reservations, that they 
might be the nearer the white man. Taking their. statement as true, 
ar rags Seen present condition bespeaks the wisdom of that choice. 

Mr. irman, I now propose to examine separately, as far as my time 
will permit, the claim of the civilized tribes to the lands in Oklahoma. 
(The map which I make a part of my remarks shows clearly the pro- 

territory of Oklahoma and the lands of the five civilized tribes, ) 
To do this, tedious and uninteresting as it may be, it becomes neces- 
sary to examine the leading provisions of the various treaties entered 
into between the United States and these tribes from 1820 down to the 
present time. 
THE CHOCTAWS AND CHICKASAWS’ CLAIMS, 

The Choctaws and Chickasaws’ claims are one and the same, and 
we will so consider them. The home of the Choctaws prior to 1820 
was in Mississippi. In that year those of them who lived ‘‘by hunt- 
ing and would not work” negotiated for ‘‘a country beyond the Mis- 
issippi’? where they might be collected and settled together. To ac- 
complish this certain lands west of the river were ceded to the Choc- 
taws. (7 Stat., 210.) By treaty of 1825 the boundaries of the ceded 
lands were corrected. Soon a new difficulty arose. TheState of Mis- 


sissippi extended its laws over the Choctaws remaining in that State. 
The President of the United States declared his inability to protect 
them ‘‘from the operation of these laws.’’ This gave rise to the treaty 
of September 27, 1830, between the United States and the Choctaws. 
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By its terms there was to be conveyed by the Government to the Choc- 
taw Nation— 

A tract of country west of the Mississippi River in fee-simple to them and their 
heirs and their descendants, to inure to them while they shall exist as a nation 
and live on it. (7 Stat., p. 333.) 

Then follows a description of their lands in the Indian country: 


Beginning near Fort Smith, where the Arkansas boundary crosses the Ar- 
kansas River, running thence to the source of the Canadian Fork, if in the 
limits of the United States, or to those limits; thence due south to Red River, 
and down Red River tothe west boundary of the Territory of Arkansas: thence 
north along that line to beginning. (7 Stat., sec. 2, p. 333.) 

By section 5 it is stipulated: 

The Government and ple of the United States are hereby obliged to secure 
to the said Choctaw Nation of Red People the jurisdiction and government of 
all the persons and property that may be within their limits west, so that no 
Territory or State shall ever have the right to pass laws for the government of 
the Choctaw Nation of Red People, and their descendants; and that no part of 
the land granted them shall ever be embraced in any Territory or State. 

The Choctaws were to be forever secure from and against all laws— 


Except such as may, and which have been, enacted by Congress, to the extent 
that Congress, under the Constitution, are required to exercise a legislation over 
Indian affairs. (7 Stat., 333.) 

Soon after the execution of the treaty of 1830 the Chickasaws were 
forced across the Mississippi, and they, by the treaty of 1837, became 
part owners of the Choctaw domain. (11 Stat., 573.) 

This brings us to the treaty of June 22, 1855, the ninth article of 
which is as follows: 


The Choctaw Indians do hereby absolutely and forever quit-claim and relin- 


quish to the Unitel States all their ht, title, and interest in and to any and 
all lands west of the one hundredth degree of west longitude; and the Choc- 
taws and Chickasaws do horeby lease to the United States all that portion of 
their common territory west of the ninety-eighth degree of west longitude, for 
the permanent settlement of the Wichita and such other tribes or bands of In- 
dians as the Government may desire to locate therein, * * * which Indians 
shall be subject to the exclusive contro! of the United States, under such rules 
and regulations, not inconsistent with the rights and interest of the Choctaws 
and Chickasaws, as from time to time may be prescribed by the President for 
their government: Provided, however, That the territory so leased shall remain 
open to settlement by Choctaws and Chickasaws as heretofore. 

The tracts leased to the United States by the treaty of 1855 are in- 
cluded in the Territory of Oklahoma. 

The Choctaws and Chickasaws deny the right of Congress to estab- 
lish a Territory which shall include these lands. They say they were 
conveyed to them in fee-simple. This is true, but it was a qualified 
fee. They could sell to no one byt the United States, Their interest 
in these lands was to terminate upon the happenings of either of the 
contingencies, their failure to exist as a nation, or their ceasing to live 
upon the lands. Having no further use for these lands, in 1855 they 
granted to the Government a perpetual lease of all their lands between 
the ninty-eighth and one hundredth degrees west longitude. They then 
ceased tolive upon them. They have never lived upon any part of the 
leased lands for over thirty years. After the execution of this lease 
these tribes claimed an equity in these lands, notwithstanding the 
fact that they had ceased to live upon them and had been paid $800,- 
000 for them. In the lease they had reserved the right’ to settle upon 
the lands as theretofore. To extinguish this equity the third articleof 
the treaty of July 10, 1866, provides: 

‘The Choctaws and Chickasaws, in consideration of the sum of $300,000, hereby 
cede to the United States the territory west of the ninety-eighth degree west 
longitude, known as the leased district. 

That these tribes, as to these lands, have been generously treated 
none will question. It does seem that in dealings with the General 
Government nothing pays so well as to be an Indian. Be that as it 
may, certain it is that neither the Choctaws nor Chickasaws have any 
interest, legal or equitable, in the lands included in Oklahoma, which 
are those lying west of the ninety-eighth degree, formerly ceded to these 
. tribes. Their cession of these lands to the United States was with- 
out any conditions. 

This, Mr. Chairman, brings us to a consideration of the objections of 
the Creeks and Seminoles to the creation of this new Territory, which 
is to include the west half of their original domain. In 1826 the Creeks 
ceded to the United States certain of their lands in the State of Geor- 
gia, where they had lived, for the sum of $217,600. That yeara por- 
tion of the Creek Nation expressed a wish to remove west of the Mis- 
sissippi. A deputation of five warriors were sent, at the of 
the United States, to “‘spy out” the land west of the Father of Waters. 
They being satisfied, a part of the tribe moved to their new home, the 
Indian country. In 1832 the Creeks ceded to the United States all 
their Jands east of the Mississippi. Those who had remained agreed 
to join their brethren west of the Arkansas. By article 14 of the 
treaty of March 24, 1832, it is provided that— 

The Creek country west of the Mississippi shall be solemnly guarantied to 
the Creek Indians, nor shall siy State or Territory ever have the right to pass 


laws for the government of such Indians, but they shall be allowed to govern 
themselves. 


Within what limitations? 
So far— 
Says the treaty— 


as may be compatible with the general jurisdiction which Congress may think 
proper to exercise over them, ines z: 


In 1832 the Seminoles, then residing in the Territory of Florida, re- 


linquished their lands in that Territory, crossed the Mississippi, and 
became ‘‘a constituent part of the Creek Nation.” 

The Creeks having settled on a partof the lands ceded to the Chero- 
kees ‘‘ difficulties and dissensions thus arose ” between them and the 
Cherokees as to their boundary lines, To remove these difficulties and 
to define by metes and bounds the lands ceded to the Creeks, the treaty 
of February 14, 1833, was entered into. Their territory was defined 
by apt.description. ‘The third article of that treaty stipulates that— 

The United States will grant a patent in fee-simple to the Creek Nation of In- 
dians for the land assigned said nation by this treaty, * * * and the right 
thus granted by the United States shall continue tosaid tribe of Indians solong 
as they shal! exist as a nation and continue to occupy the country hereby as- 
signed to them, (7 Stat., 419.) 

This title depended upon their existence as a nation and a continu- 
ous occupancy of the lands assigned to them.. The fee was thuslim- 
ited and qualified. In 1852 a patent was issued to the Creek Nation 
for the lands ceded them by the treaty of 1833, which lands were oc- 
cupied by the Creeks and Seminoles. I have stated that the Semi- 
noles—that is, those of them who left Florida—became by an agree- 
ment between them, the Creeks and the United States, a ‘constituent 
part of the Creek Nation.” After a time injurious dissensions and 
controversies sprang up between these tribes. Therefore it was deemed 
wise in 1856— 

For the simplification and better understanding of the relations between the 
United States and said Creek and Seminole tribes of Indians that all their sub- 


sisting treaty stipulations should, as far as practicable, be embodied in one com- 
prehensive instrument. (Treaty of 1856.) 


The principal readjustment consisted in the Creeks setting aside to 
the Seminoles by metes and bounds a part of the Territory that had 
been ceded by the Creek Nation, retaining the remainder for themselves. 
These lands were to be respectively secured toand held by said Indians 
by the same title and tenure by which they were guarantied and se- 
cured to the Creek Nation by the third article of the treaty of February 
14, 1833, and by letters patent issued to said Creek Nation on the 11th 
day of August, 1852. Neither of these tribes after this, itis clear, had 
any other or different title to its respective lands than the Creek Nation 
had therein before the division, which was, as I have shown, a quali- 
fied fee. For the privilege of settling the injurious dissensions and 
controversies between these simple red men the Government paid 
$1,375,000; one million going to the Creeks and three hundred and sev- 
enty-five thousand tothe Seminoles. They danced; UncleSam paid the 
fiddler. E 

In 1861 the Creeks entered into a treaty— 

With the so-called Confederate States, whereby they ignored their allegiance 
tothe United States, 

And by that act rendered themselves liable to forfeit to the people of 
the United States, says the treaty— ~ 


All the benefits and advantages enjoyed by them in lands * * è including 
their lands and other property held by grant from the United States, 
Whereas in view of said liabilities— 


Says the preamble to the treaty of July 19, 1866— 
the United States require of the Creeks a portion of their lands whereon to 
settle other Indians. 

TO FORFEIT ALL THEIR LANDS, 

The Government had the right to forfeit all their lands, but instead 
of exercising this right it granted them amnesty and purchased from 
them the west half of their lands, for which it paid $975,168, at the 
same time setting apart the east half of their vast domain forever as a 
home forthe Creek Nation. They had no further use for the lands sold. 
They did not occupy them. The part left them was more than they 
needed fora home. Article IV of the treaty of 1866 reads: 

In compliance with the desire of the United States to locate other Indiansand 
freedmen thereon, the Creeks hereby cede and convey to the United States * 
~ * the westhalfoftheirentiredomain, * * * theeasternhalfofsaid Creek 
lands being retained by them, shall, except as herein otherwise stipulated, be 
forever set apart as a home for said Creek Nation, 

The lands here ceded to the United States were estimated to contain 
3,250,560 acres, the Indians to be paid therefor the sum of $975,168, 
that is, 30 cents an acre. The Creeks could be divested of their title in 
their lands in three ways: the extinction of the nation, ceasing to oc- 
cupy them, or by sale to the United States, Have they any further 
interest in the west half of their lands, embraced in Oklahoma? They . 
sold them to the United States at a price agreed upon, they received 
the purchase money, and have never occupied an acre of those lands 
since 1866, 

But— 

Say the attorneys for the Creeks— 


The United States expressed a desire to locate ‘‘ Indians and freedmen” upon 
these lands, We are willing to sell and did sell at 30 cents an acre for that pur- 
pose, but we are unwilling that they shall be thrown open to settlement under 
the homestead laws, although we are paid as provided in this bill, §1.25 an acre, 


Their position is that these lands must be occupied by ‘‘Indians or 
freedmen,’’ or not at all, This bill utterly ignores this claim, but, in 
keeping with the spirit of liberality that has heretofore characterized 
our treatment of these wards of the nation, has provided that they be 
as any possible equities the Creeks or inoles may have in these 

With this the 
INDIAN ATTORNEYS 


are not satisfied. They demand that Congress shall do nothing look- 
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ing to the establishment of a Territorial government over these lands, 
and that the President shall be compelled to use the Army to main- 
tain this wall of prejudice and sentimentality against immigration, 
against commerce, against civilization. The legal title to these lands 
is in the United States, in trust for the people, who have rights that 
Congress should not ignore, rights that the Indian should be made to 


respect. 
THE RIGHT WHICH THE CHEROKEES CLAIM, 

Mr. Chairman, we now come to the discussion of the right which the 
Cherokees claim to maintain a Chinese wall around 6,000,000 acres 
psi of and adjoining the State of Kansas, and known as the Cherokee 

utlet. 

This strip for years has been leased by cattle syndicates, and it is 
claimed that a few Indian chiefs and headmen have appropriated the 
lion’s share of the lease money to their individual use. As might be 
expected, they are resisting the of this bill, claiming that the 
Congress of the United States is prohibited by treaty stipulations and 
solemn guaranties from the formation of any Territory that shall em- 
brace within its limits any part of this outlet. Let us examine the 
grounds of their claim. ‘To do this it becomes necessary to hurriedly 
at least view the treaties between the United States and the Cherokees. 
In 1808 the tribe divided into two bands; one desired to engage in the 
pursuit of agriculture in the country they then occupied —Georgia; 
the other desired to continue the hunter lfe. The scarcity of game 
where they then lived made them anxious to move across the Missis- 
sippi River, where game abounded. 

The treaties of 1817 and 1819 (7 Stat., 156 and 195) provided for ex- 
changing with the latter band lands west for a part of the Cherokee 
lands in the State of G ia. This band removed to their new home, 
the Indian Territory. The Geo were anxious that the other 
band of Cherokees remaining in their State should join their less civil- 
ized brethren west of the Mississippi. This led to the treaties of 1828, 
1833, and 1835 (7 Stat., 310, 414, and 478) by which 7,000,000 of acres 
were ceded to the Cherokees as a permanent home. This tract was 
designated with particularity by metes and bounds, The treaties pro- 
vided that: 

In addition to the 7,000,000 acres of land thus provided ‘for and bounded, the 
United States further’ guaranty to the Cherokee Indians a tual outlet 
west and a free and unmol use of all the country lying west of the western 


boundary of said 7,000,000 of acres as far NEET as the sovereignty of the United 
States and their right of soilextend, (7 Stat., 415.) 


PERPETUAL OUTLET. 

The purpose of this ‘‘ perpetual outlet’? was to enable them to reach 
the Great West that abounded in all kinds of game. 

At this time, 1835, the Cherokees claimed that the Jands that had been 
ceded to them as a home, that is, the 7,000,000 acres, were not sufficient 
“ for the accommodation of the whole nation on theirremoval westof the 
Mississippi.” Accordingly, the United States sold them 800,000 acres 
in addition to the 7,000,000 acres theretofore ceded them. For these 
additional lands the Cherokees paid $500,000. These Cherokee neutral 
lands, and not the 7,000,000 acres, were to be conveyed to the Chero- 
kees ‘‘and their descendants in fee-simple.’’ (7 Stat., 480.) It is no- 
where provided that any of the otherlands, that is, the 7,000,000 acres, 
or the outlet, were to be thus conveyed. It is true that it was stipu- 
lated in article 3 of the treaty of 1835— 

That the lands above ceded— 

That is, the 7,000,000 tract— 

n n treaty of February 14, 1833, including the outlet, and those ceded by this 
eaty—- 

That is, the neutral lands— 


shall alt be included in one patent, executed to the Cherokee Nation of Indians 
Drine President of the United States, according to the provisions of the act of 


To determine what title was conveyed by this patent to the 7,000,000 
acres and the outlet, it is necessary to examine the statute, the provis- 
ions of which were to control the President in executing the patent to 
the lands. Upon an examination it will be found that the act of 1830, 
named in the treaty, is one providing for the exchange of lands with 
Indians residing in any of the States or Territories. The third section 
of this act authorizes the President to issue patent to any nation or tribe 
$f vB lands given to them in exchange,” and concludes with these 
words: 

Provided, always, That such lands shali revert to the United States if the In- 
dians become extinct or abandon the same. (4 Stat., 411.) 

The lands given the Cherokees for a perpetual home were given them 
in exchange for lands in Georgia. Therefore, the only title they ac- 
quired in these lands, including the outlet, was one limited by the con- 
ditions named in the act of May 28, 1830. Not so with the neutral 
lands, They were not given in exchange for other lands; they were 
sold by the United States to the Cherokees for so much money. As to 
them there was no condition-subsequent. The title to the neutral land 
was in fee-simple. 

HOLDEN VS. JOY. 
eeping this distinction in mind, it will be found that the case of 
Holden vs. Joy (17 Wallace, 211) has no application to the 7,000,000 
acres or the outlet. In that case the Supreme Court only passed on 
the title that the Cherokees acquired in the 800,000 acres which they 
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purchased from the United States in 1835, for $500,000, and sold to 
Mr. Joy in 1867, at and for the sum of $800,000. On December 31, 

1838, in pursuance to the treaty of 1835 and the act of May 28, 1830, 

the United States issued to the Cherokees a patent for 13,574, 135 acres 
of land, by metes and bounds, exclusive of the 800,000 acres contained 
in the Cherokee neutral lands. In no treaty had the outlet been de- 
fined other than by the general words ‘‘a perpetual outlet west.” 
There was no statute or treaty from which the number of acres in the 
outlet could be ascertained. Itseems to have been arbitrarily assumed 
by the authorities that all of the unassigned lands in the Indian Ter- 
ritory, at the time of the execution of the treaty of 1835, were included 
in the perpetual outlet west. In every treaty the lands eeded to the 
Cherokees as a home were limited to 7,000,000 acres, These were fixed 
and determined by well-defined boundaries. Beyond this, an outlet, 
a passage to the west, only was granted. Why were 6,574,135 acres 
of land patented to the Cherokees as an outlet? The explanation of 
this is, I apprehend, that the President, at the time of the execution 
of the patent (1838), regarded these lands bordering on the then Great 
American Desert of so little value, either present or prospective, that, 
had there been three times as much of the Indian Territory remaining 
unassigned to other tribes, all would have been dumped in the patent 
as **perpetual outlet west.” 

No distinction was made in the granting clause between the lands 
granted to the Cherokees as a permanent home and those granted to 
them as an outlet. Yet it is true that a marked and well defined dis- 
tinction is made between the land ceded as a home and that granted as 
an outlet, in every treaty between the United States and the Chero- 
kees. If, under a state of facts similar to those in this case, a patent 
had been issued to a corporation for over 6,000,000 acres of land, it 
would have been canceled on the ground that there was no law au- 
thorizing it. The manifest intent of the United States, as expressed 
in treaty stipulations, was to provide 

A PERMANENT HOME FOR THE CHEROKEES, 

This was done by setting aside the 7,000,000 acres of land. In addi- 
tion to this an easement was granted them over the lands of the 
United States as far west ‘‘as the sovereignty of the Government ex- 
tended.” Let me here call the attention of the House to the language 
of Judge Brewer in United States vs. Soule et al., decided in the United 
States circuit court for the district of Kansas in June of last year, That 
distinguished jurist says: 

Manifestly, Congress set apart the 7,000, 000 acres as a home, and that was 

thereafter to be regarded as set aside and occupied, because, as expressed in the 

reamble of the treaty, Congress was intent upon securing a permanent home; 
preasan that the guaranty was of an outlet—not territory for residence, but for 
passage ground, over which the Cherokees ba ‘ht pass to all the unoccupied 
main west. But while the exclusive right to this outlet was pnay E A M Sito 
patent was issued conveying this outlet, it was described and intended obvi- 
ously as an outlet and not asa os (U.S, vs. Soule et al., 30 Fed. R., page 918.) 

The learned judge y overrules United States vs. Rogers (23 
Federal T 658) dadah És udge Parker and relied upon bAa the 
minority of the committee anı e gentleman from Geo; 
BARNES] in 
construction upo! 


sel bes 


cad iy oir J Sie Brewer in 1887 placed 
m interest of the Cherokees in tho outlet as John 
C. Calhoun in 1821 gave while Secretary of War. In a letter dated at 


the Department of War, October 8, 1821, addressed to certain chiefs of 
the Cherokee Nation in regard to the removal of certain parties from 
the outlet, he says: 

It is to be always understood that in removing the white settlers from 
Lovely’s purchase for the Lage eds of ren the outlet promised you to the 
West, you acquire thereby no rights to , but merely toan outlet, of which 

you appear to be already app’ the Government reserves to itself 
ihe right of making such disposition ‘on it may think proper with regard to the 
salt springs upon that tract of country, 

J. C. CALHOUN. 
TEKE-E-TOKE, JOHN JOLLY, BLACK Fox, 
W. WEBBER, THOMAS GRAVES, 
Chiefs of Arkansas Cherokees. 


NO RIGHT TO THE SOIL. 

The Cherokees were to acquire ‘‘no right to the soil” in the Outlet; 
it was to be a passage to the West. a more. Of this, if we are 
to believe the statements contained in Mr. Calhoun’s letter, the Chero- 
kees ‘‘ were apprised ’’ as early as 1821. ‘Certain it is this letter gives 
the acdloeatanieing of the United States and Cherokees as to the Outlet. 
The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] in his able argument con- 
tended, as I remember, that the construction given by Mr. Calhoun of 
the interest that the Indians were to have in the Outlet was undoubtedly 
the correct one as to promises or guaranties relating thereto down 
to the time the letter of October 8, 1821, was written by that distin- 
guished statesman. Butitis claimed that when the United States com- 
menced negotiations to induce the Cherokees east of the Mississippi to 
join their brethren west of the Mississippi, another and different con- 
tract was entered into as to the title of that tribe in and to the Outlet. 
Upon this proposition I take issue with the distinguished tleman 
from Georgia. To my mind his position is not sustained by the record. 

The first treaty in which the 7,000,000 acres are set aside by metes 
and bounds to the Cherokees as a i permanent home is that of May 6, 
1828. (7 Stat., 311.) It wasin treaty thatthe Government ex- 
pressed— 
its anxious desire to secure to the Cherokee Nation of Indians, as well asthose 
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now living within the Territory of Arkansas, as those oftheir friends and broth- 
ers who reside in the States east of the Mississippi and who may wish to join 
their brothers of the West, a permanent home. 


In this instrument we find Mr. Calhoun’s letter referred to as follows: 

The Cherokees, resting also upon the pledges given |them by the President 
of the United States and the Secretary of War (Mr. Calhoun), of March, 1818, 
and October 8, 1821, in regard to the outlet west. 

What was the pledge of the Secretary of War asto thisOutlet? That 
intruders upon it were to be removed, but that the Indians were to ac- 
quire no right to the soil in the Outlet. It is in this treaty that the 
lands assigned the Cherokees as a permanent home are for the first time 
bounded. It is in this treaty we find Mr. Calhoun’s letter referred to 
regarding the outlet west and that outlet first defined, as follows: 

In addition to the 7,000,000 of acres thus provided for and bounded, the United 
States further guaranty to the Cherokee Nation a perpetual outlet west, 

This general description of the Outlet is followed word for word in 
all the subsequent treaties with the Cherokees. In the terse language 
of Mr. Calhoun, it gave the Cherokees no right to the soil. 

It was not territory for residence— 

Says Judge Brewer— 
but for passage ground over which the the Cherokees might pass to all the 
unoccupied domain west. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNEs] in an able and ingenious 
argument contends that by the terms of the treaty of August 6, 1846, 
(9 Stat. 971), the United States placed a different construction upon 
the interest of the Cherokees in the soil of the Outlet than that given 
by Mr. Calhoun in his letter of October 8, 1821. The treaty will be 
searched in vain for-a single sentence or word that sustains the gentle- 
man. That treaty was only for the purpose of settling ‘‘ certain diffi- 
culties” that existed between members of the Cherokee Nation. That 
portion of the Cherokee people known as the ‘‘Old Settlers’? or ‘‘ West- 
ern Cherokees’? claimed the right to exclude the Cherokees who, prior 
to 1828, resided east of the Mississippi from any interest in the lands 
west of the Mississippi. This claim was decided against the ‘‘Old 
Settlers,” and it was determined by this treaty of 1846 that the home 
west of the Mississippi ‘‘ became the common property of the whole 
Cherokee Nation by the operation of the treaty of 1828.” (9Stat. 873.) 

CONSTRUCTION GIVEN BY MR, CALHOUN. 

This again recognizes the correctness of the construction given by Mr. 
Calhoun to the interest of the Cherokees in the Outlet, namely, that 
they acquired no interest in the soil thereof. Their right was that of 


passage. 

The treaty of 1846 can not be tortured into the support of the position 
of the gentleman from Georgia, [Mr. BARNES]. 

Here let us examine the treaty of 1866 regarding this outlet. That 
treaty contained this provision: 

The United States may settle friendly Indians in any part of the Cherokee 
country west of 96 degrees. 

That is, on any part of the Cherokee Outlet which is embraced in 
the Territory of Oklahoma. The treaty further provided that the lands 
upon which friendly Indian tribes might be settled should be— 

Conveyed in fee simple to each of said tribes to be held in common, or by their 
members in severalty, as the United States might decide. (14 Stat., 804.) 

The United States, and not the Cherokees, were to determine how 
the lands should be conveyed. 

The wonderful physical changes that had been wroughtin the coun- 
try west of the Mississippi since 1835, rendered in 1866, the further use 
of the Outlet ‘‘as a ground over which the Cherokees might 
pass to all the unoccupied West’’ unnecessary. 

: THE UNOCCUPIED WEST 
of 1835 was in 1866 the home of hundreds of thousands of American 
citizens, living under State and Territorial governments. In 1835 
the Indian Territory barely touched the suburbs of civilization; in 1866 
it was environed by churches and school-houses. The conditions that 
apparently rendered an ‘‘outlet’’ a necessity in 1835 had ceased to ex- 
ist in 1866. 

This changed condition should not be lost sight of in construing the 
treaty of 1866 and the acts of the Cherokees thereunder. In 1866 the 
Cherokees, having no use for the outlet as a passage to the West, sold all 
their interest in it to the United States. 

Under the treaties the Cherokees had ‘‘no right in the soil,” nor could 
they settle upon any of the lands in the Outlet (16 Attorney-General, 
470). Thelands guarantied to them as a home were the 7,000,000 acres 
east of the ninety-sixth degree west longitude; upon these they could 
settle. In these they had an interest in the soil. Not an acre of that 
tract is in the least affected by the bill under consideration. In ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the treaty of 1866 just cited, the United 
States, consistent with what was then the policy of the Government 
regarding the unoccupied lands in the Indian Territory, settled several 
tribes of Indians on the eastern part of the Outlet. The Osages and 
Kaws settled upon all that part of the Outlet between the ninety- 
sixth degree west longitude and the Arkansas River, a tract compris- 
ing 1,566,304 acres, for which the Cherokees were paid $1,091,412, or 
70 cents an acre. Five bands of Indians—the Nez Perces, the Poncas, 
the Otoes, the Missourias, and the Pawnees—were settled on the west 
bank of the Arkansas, their territory aggregating 551,732.14 acres. 
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The lands assigned these five tribes were assessed by the President 
at 47.49 cents peracre, except the Pawnee lands, being 230,014.04 acres, 
which were valued at 70 cents. The price was fixed by the President 
in accordance with the provisions of the treaty of 1866. The Chero- 
kees have been paid the purchase-money, and the bands of Indians 
named now occupy all these lands. The right to the passage-way, the 
easement, the 

PERPETUAL OUTLET WEST, 
guarantied to the Cherokees has thus been abandoned by them. Its 
entrance, its mouth, has thus been blocked by and with their consent. 
It is true that the treaty ceding this outlet to the Government further 
provides that the Cherokee Nation was— 
to retain the right of ion of and jurisdiction over all of said country 
west of the ninety-sixth degree of longitude until sold and occupied. 

Until sale and occupancy they were to ‘‘retain’’ the semblance of 
possession and jurisdiction as before, Their possession of and jurisdic- 
tion over this tract, in the language of Judge Brewer, was never more 
than that of— 
an outlet, not territory for residence, but for passage ground over which they 
might pass to all the unoccupied domain west. 

The unoccupied domain west had become the occupied. Therefore, 

having no further use for this tract “‘for passage,” they ceded to the 
United States the easement they had in it, thereby putting more 
money in their pockets. In pursuance of the spirit of the treaty of 
1866 and the desire of the Cherokees, upon the recommendation of 
General Francis Walker, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, the act of May 
29, 1872 (17Stat., 190) was passed, authorizing the— 
President and Secretary of the Interior to make appraisement of the Cherokee 
lands * + è and of the land of the Osage Indians in the Indian Territory, 
and south of the southern line of Kansas, ceded to the United States by the 
Cherokee Indians. 

In accordance with this act an appraisement was madein 1877. The 
price of the lands occupied by the Pawnees was fixed at 70 cents an acre, 
and the remainder of the lands, 6,344,562.01, were valued at 47.49 cents 
peracre. This appraisement was regarded as fair and just by the In- 
dians and the United States. The Cherokees two or three years after 
the appraisement complained that the Government in locating Indians 
upon the Outlet settled them on the eastern and best portion, leavi 
unoccupied the western and poorest portion, while they were being pai 
for but little more than the lands actually occupied by other Indians. 
They claimed, and I think justly, that the lands, having been appraised, 
their value thus ascertained, they should be paid the entire value fixed 
thereon; that is, $3,174,047.30, with interest. 

This amount with reasonable interest the United States should have 
paid. The Secretary of the Interior, Hon. 8. J. Kirkwood, in 1882, 
with reference to this claim of the Cherokees, says: 

I think in this matter the Cherokees have some cause of complaint that they 

have not been fairly dealt by. I think also that their demand for the present 

yment for all the land is not quite reasonable, and that their demand for in- 
erest as set forth in their communication to me is extravagant, 

Then he proposes a remedy, as follows: 


If the United States should pay them the appraised value (47.49 cents per acre) 
for as much land in the extreme western and least valuable part of the cession 
as has been occupied in the eastern and more valuable portion thereof, * * + 
any just ground of complaint wouldbe removed. (H. Ex. Doc. 89, Forty-seventh 
Congress, first session.) 


As I have heretofore shown, there had been taken in the eastern part 
of the outlet west of the Arkansas River by the five tribes named, 551,- 
732 acres, which at the assessed value (47.49 cents per acre) would 
amount to $262,017.50. Three years prior to this recommendation the 
Cherokees had been paid $300,000. Theact of June 26,1880 (21 Stat., 
248), expressly provided that the $300,000 was to be paid the Cherokees 
ont of funds due them under appraisement of their lands west of the 
Arkansas River. It must have been paid on all the lands; for at that 
time the appraised lands upon which Indians had been settled amounted 
to $265,404.27. (S. Ex. Doc. 19, Forty-seventh Congress, second ses- 
sion.) In1881 they were paid nearly $50,000 for the land occupied by 
the Poncas. This brings us to the payment of $300,000 made in ac- 
cordance with the recommendation of Secretary Kirkwood, that is, to 
pay the Cherokees for as much land in the western portion of the outlet 
as had been occupied in the eastern, and thus in the opinion of the 
Secretary remove all just grouds of complaint. The Cherokees received 
this money, and for a time acquiesced in the opinion of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

This last $300,000 was to be paid the Cherokees ‘‘ out of the fands due 
under appraisements for Cherokee lands west of the Arkansas River.” 
(23 Stat., 624.) It will be observed that this, as well as the appropri- 
ation of a like amount in 1880, recognizes the justice of the assessment, 
of which the Cherokees had not complained, and the further fact that 
that assessment had created a ‘‘fund due.” The Department of the 
Interior ‘‘holds that the above-named appropriations were made on 

ACCOUNT OF ALL THE LANDS 


of the Cherokee Nation lying west of the Arkansas River.” (S. Ex. 
Doc. 19, Forty-eighth Congress, second session.) The Indians demon- 
strated by their demands that in their opinion the United States had 
purchased their interest in the outlet. 

On January 11, 1882, Daniel H. Ross and R. W. Wolfe, Cherokee 
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delegates, and W. A. Phillips, special agent, addressed a letter to Hon. 
8. J. Kirkwood, Secretary of the Interior, in which they claimed that 
the 6,344,562 acres of the Cherokee Outlet were appraised by the Sec- 
retary and the President as the law directed in June, 1879, at 47.49 
cents per acre, making an aggregate of $3,013,032. They said: 

‘There is due us interest from July 1, 1879, to present date or date of payment 
at the rate of 5 per cent. Upon that amount— 

They add— 
there has been paid $330,000, which sum has passed to our credit— 

How? Onapartor all of the land? The letter says the amount 
passed to their—the Cherokees’—credit— 


as sums paid on our lands thus appraised at an aggregate for the entire tract, 
It will thus be seen— 


They add— 
that there has been a full re: 


dent, by the Department, and 
cure full payment. 


AGGREGATE AMOUNT THEN DUE AND PAYABLE, 


The Cherokees in the letter just cited, by which they claimed there 
had been a sale of all their interest in the ‘‘Outlet’’ to the United 
States, and that the amount at which the lands had been appraised 
constitutedan ‘‘aggregate’’ amountthen due and payable—in this same 
letter they further claim that the treaty of 1866 ‘‘had inall essential 

iculars been setaside.’’? This was notcontroverted by the honorable 
tary of the Interior. Then they saw anadyantage in holding that 
the treaty of 1866 was ng longer regarded as binding by either party. 

They now claim thatitis in full force, and while they received $648, - 
389.46 “‘ out of funds due them under the appraisement in 1877 of the 
entire Outlet, yet that this money was paid to and received by them 
upon the express understanding that none but Indians were to occupy 
any of the lands so appraised and paid for, and that the Government 
had the power 1 y to open to its citizens for settlement any portion 
of such tract.” For one, I do not recognize their claim as either just 
or legal. Ido not believeit represents the judgment of the better class 
of Indians. Iam not disposed to encourage a few chiefs, head men, 
and lobbyists in theirattempt to play 

DOG IN THE MANGER 
regarding these lands. The public domain belongs to the people and 
should, as a matter of right, be opened to settlement by the people. 
They shall not be excluded therefrom by my vote or my influence, by 
reason of a claim such as that set up by the Cherokees in this case, a 
claim founded upon sentiment and kept alive by prejudice. I believe 
that Congress unquestionably possesses the power to open these unoc- 
cupied lands to settlement by paying the Cherokees an amountof money 
equal to the assessed value thereof in 1877, with reasonable interest 


thereon. 
if necessary, 


ition of the amount thus due us bythe Presi 
ngress. We have not so far been able te se- 


Congress, , Should not hesitate to exercise this power. 
The bill under consideration excludes the citizen from these lands until 
the assent of the Cherokees is obtained, and proposes to pay them $1.25 
an acre, less the expense of sale and the amount they have hereto- 
fore received thereon; thus giving them for the 6,022,224 acres of un- 
occupied lands in the outlet 77.51 cents per acre more than the same 
lands were appraised at by the President under the treaty of 1866. 
Should this bill become a law the money to be paid the Cherokees 
under it, placed at 4 cent. interest, would yield these Indians an 
annual income three times as great as that now received by them from 
the cattle syndicates as lease money. 

Prudence as well as wisdom would seem to dictate to the Cherokees 
to lose no time in ting a proposition soliberalin its terms. They 
need look for nothing better. To this the gentlenian from Georgia 
[Mr. BARNES] does not object. In the substitute which he gives no- 
tice he will offer he propcses to take the lands in the same manner 
and at the same prices proposed in this bill. It is the establishment 
of the territory to which he objects. The very thing that is necessary 
to protect the Indians during the negotiation for these lands and the 

g that is absolutely necessary to protect them and the settlers after 
negotiations are completed. This substitute means chaos; the bill 
under consideration, order. 

CATTLE SYNDICATE*-A GIGANTIC MONOPOLY, ‘ 

It is a well-known fact that over 6,000,000 acres of the Cherokee Out- 
let are now, and for years have been, in the ion and control of a 
cattlesyndicate—agiganticmonopoly. Itis claimed thatamongitsmem- 
bersare men of sufficient influence to defeat any legislation looking to the 
opening of these lands to the tillersofthesoil. Thissyndicate, by reason 
of its occupancy of this immense tract, is enabled annually to put hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars into the pockets of its members. They 
pay a nominal rental for the exclusive use and occupancy of these lands, 
over which immense herds of cattle range, exempted from taxation. 
The cattle upon this strip can not be reached by execution. The dis- 
honest creditors may there have hundreds of thousands of dollars of 
other people’s money invested in stock, yet while upon the Cherokee 
Neate he can laugh at all processes issued from civil courts for its col- 

ection. 
CITY OF REFUGE, 
It is the ‘‘city of refuge” for those who have an abundance but 


would avoid the payment of their honest debts, -They occupy these 
lands under leases made in violation of the statutes of the United States, 
yet are exempted from criminal prosecution. They have no legal right 
whatsoever to remain upon the land. The President has ample and 
full authority to compel them and their herds to be removed there- 
from at any time. ‘There is no power vested in any officer of the Gov- 
ernment to render these pretended leases lawful or valid. They remain 
there either through the indifference or favoritism of those whose plain 
duty it is to act in the premises. These points are all decided by At- 
torney-General Garland in opinion of July 21, 1885. He but e 

upon the opinion of Attorney-General Devens. (16 Op., 470). 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL GARLAND. : 

The learned gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] contends that 
all Attorney-General Garland said about the syndicate leases in the 
Cherokee Outlet was obiter dictum. The ex-Secretary of the Interior, 
and present Justice of the Supreme Court, in response to whose ques- 
tions the opinion was given, did not so regard the utterances of the 
legal advisers of the Administration. In his last annual report he 
says: 

The Attorney-General holds there is no warrant of law— 

For the— : 
existing arrangements for the privilege of grazing catlle thereon—" 

That is on the Cherokee Strip. 

That part of the Attorney-General’s opinion relating to thr syndicate 
leases of the Outlet, instead of being obiter dictum was a plain exposi- 
tion of the law upon the state of facts submitted to him by the Depart- 
mentoftheInterior. The opinion is denounced as obiter dictum, ‘extra 
oficial,” not because that opinion and the proclamation of the Presi- 
dent issued in accordance with the law therein expressed, brought finan- 
cial ruin to many small holders of cattle in other parts of the Indian 
Territory, but the opinion is denounced because he did not go out of 
his way to shield the cattle syndicate. 

The Attorney-General did not go outside the facts in rendering his 
opinion. He knew what he was doing then, and still adheres to the 
views of the law as then expressed, notwithstanding the fierce criticism 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES]. The opinion applies 
the plain provisions of the statutes regarding the leasing of Indian 
lands (sec. — Revised Statutes]. ‘The Attorney-General fully compre- 
hended the question submitted and is not disposed to retreat under the 
fireopened upon him by thesyndicate. I shall here submit a letter from 
that official, which I am enabled, through the kindness of the chairman 
of the Committee on Territories, to use. It will explain itself: 

Maron 6, 1888. 


DEAR Mr, SPRINGER: I notice in yesterday's RECORD, in Mr. Banyes's speech, 
page ms it is stated my opinion on cattle leases was obiler dictum, not based on 
acts, ete. 
Now, please make it plain foronce and forever, thatopinion was in direct re- 
to do with 


sponse to the questions propounded by Mr. Lamar. I have no! 
on, and to 


facts but as they come to me from the Departments asking my op 
respond to their qnestions. 

Further on Mr. Banes does say, Lamar extended his inquiry, ete. Now do 
me the favor and justice especially to put this in black and white on the record, 
cen I answered what was put to me by Mr, Lamar. Pleaso don’t fail to do 

z Yours, truly, 
A. H. GARLAND. 

Notwithstanding all this the gentleman from Georgia insists that the 
failure of the President to cause the removal of the cattle from the 
Cherokee Outlet, held there underarrangements with the Cherokee Live- 
Stock Association, that this fact was conclusive evidence that the opin- 
ion of Mr. Garland was not regarded as good law. It is true he did 
cause the 

AN CATTLE TO BE REMOVED SUMMARILY 

and at great loss to the owners from other parts of the Indian country, 
What arguments or influence induced him to permit this rich and in- 
fluential syndicate to remain in the undisputed possession of the Chero- 
kee Outlet I am unable to say. This I do know, that Secretary Lamar 
directed that this monopoly— 

be informed that any so-called lease or other arran. ents into which they or 
any other paraos may enter with the Cherokee Nation for the occupation of the 


Cherokee Outlet with their cattle for grazing purposes will be subject to cancel- 
lation or discontinuance by the Department at any time. 


Certain it is, from this language, Mr. Lamar entertained no doubt, 
as to the power vested in him to declare their ‘‘ so-called leases”? null” 
and void. He further recommends in his annual report— 


that Co should set its seal of approysl or disapproval upon the occu 
tion of Indian lands by individuals and associations of white men for grazing 
purposes. (R. Sec. In. 87, page 3L) 

He then adds: 


The occupation of these lands by white men with their cattle, under so-called 


leases for grazing if of an: resent benefit to the Indians, is not con- 
ducive to their Auto wou being: Ga) 

The hope of the future of the Indian lies in the early breaking up 
of the tribal relations and the localization of the individuals of the 
tribes upon separate allotments of land, and thus become individual 
fee-holders, clothed with the privileges and trusted with the duties of 
American citizenship. 

When once he is located in his homestead—the bulwark of American progress 
and liberty— 
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Says the Commissioner of Indian Affairs— 
and is brought to realize the dignity as well as the responsibilif; 
position and relations, * *.* his heart will swell to the Government for the 
lessings and opportunities thereby conferred upon him. 
FROM THE BARBARISM OF THE AGES. 
Then, and not till then, will the Indian be ‘‘redeemed, regenerated, 
and disenthralled’’ from the barbarism of the ages and enter within 


of his new 


“the pale of American civilization.” Any legislation giving early 
poose of this result meets the determined opposition of the Cherokee 
d syndicate, Indian chiefs, and head men. The eloquent gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] denounces the section of this bill 
which is in the line of the recommendation of Lamar, de- 
claring the leases held by the syndicate null and void, directing the 
President to remoye all persons holding under them. This, the gen- 
tleman designates as ‘‘an attempt to confiscate the land of the Indians.”’ 
This, in the face of the fact it provides for removal of none but 
intruders from these lands, and, in return pays the Indiansa sum yield- 
ing an annuity many times greater than the lease money now received 
by them from the syndicate. If this be confiscation, if is a confisca- 
tion that enriches the Indians and removes a gigantic monopoly to 
make way for the assertion of the rights of the citizen—a monopoly that 
has had exclusive control since 1883 of over 6,000,000 acres of choice 
grazing and farming lands, an area greater than the State of Massa- 
chusetts, at a nominal rental of 14 cents an acre annually. It is not 
strange that this syndicate and others that have been formed for opera- 
tions in the Indian country under legislation now pending to authorize 
Indians to lease their lands, make a determined fight against this bill. 
They are not satisfied with the harvest they have been permitted to 
reap for the last five years. They are now, it is claimed, working up 
an opposition on the part of certain Indians to the just, humane, and 
equitable provisions of this bill. They are masquerading as the friends 
of the Indian; the hands they extend to the Indians are 
DISGUISED AS THE HANDS OF ESAU, 
but the voice will ever be recognized as the voice of Jacob of the syn- 
dicate. 

The rights of the Indians are carefully guarded under the provisions 
of this bill; the pretended claims of the Cherokee Live-Stock Associa- 
tion are repudiated. When these lands shall be opened to settlement 
no possible advantage is given to one citizen or section over any other 
citizen or section in securing homesteads. All stand upon an exact 
equality. It provides— 

That nothing in this act shall be construed to authorize any m to enter 
upon or occupy any of the lands mentioned in this or section, for 
the purpose of settlement or otherwise, until after the said Indian tribes and 
the commissioners herein authorized have concluded an agreement to that effcct 
as provided herein, and laid the same before the President of the United States, 
who is a authorized and required to issue his proclamation declaring 
such relini ed lands open to settlement} and fixing the time from and after 
tt ns soen ARET Land era many part of said lands, contrary to th 
visions of this act, and prior tot the ‘ane fixed by the President’s proolgata: 
tion, shall not be permitted to make any entry upon such lands. 

The bill excludes land sharks and provides homes for actual settlers. 
No person is permitted to acquire more than 160 acres, and before he 
can acquire any title to the land he must— 

Maintain a continuous personal residence of three years thereon and iy ni 
ae ovate the same for that period in the manner required by the home 

He is permitted to pay for his homestead in four equal installments 
of $50 each, the first at the time of entry and the other installmentsin 
one, two, and three thereafter. It brings a home within the 
reach of the humblest citizen. 

IT IS THE LABORING MAN'S BILI. 
At the same time it enriches the Indian. This bill does not imitate the 
policy of the older States of the Union, ‘‘ who expelled ” at the point 
of the bayonet “ or killed off most of their Indians or reduced them to 
a condition of helpless poverty.” (8 Att’y-Gen., 262.) A 

On the contrary, should this bill become a law thefive civilized tribes 
would have sufficient landsleft to give to each man, woman, and child 
352 acres, while millions of dollars would be placed to their credit in 
the National , making them the richest people on the face of 
the globe. The substitute pro’ by the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BARNES] gives the ident very little, if any, greater powers 
than henow has under the law of March 3, 1885 (23 Stat., 384), which 
has been a dead letter upon the statute-books. And it is fair to pre- 
sume that the substitute, should it be adopted, would be permitted to 
go into the same state of ` 

INNOCUOUS DESUETUDE, 
His substitutecertainly would give no offense to the land syndicate. 

It is further contended that Congress can not legally pass this bill, 
because article 5 of the treaty of 1835 provides: 

That the United States hereby convenant and agree that lan 
the D eng Nation in the paee di article shall in no tubes raat 
toy era D. included within thelimits or jurisdiction of any State or Terri- 


Itis gravely urged that this is an inhibition on the power of Con- 
gress to establish the Territory of Oklahoma, which incèndes, as it is 
The 


claimed, a part of the lands referred to in the article just cited. 


language of the treaty does not sustain this claim. What lands were 
ceded to the Cherokees in the ‘‘ foregoing article??? Turning to arti- 
cle 4 we find that the lands which under article 5— 
shallin no fature time, without their— * 

The Cherokees— 


consent, be included within thelimits * * * ofany State or Territory were 
only the reservations within the Cherokee country which were made in the 
Osage treaty of 1825 to certain half-breeds. 


RESERVATIONS TO HALF-BREEDS. 

Turning to article 5 of the treaty of 1825 with the Osage Indians we 
find that these ‘‘reservations to half-breeds contained only forty-two 
sections of land, not one foot of which is included in this bill, If they 
stand upon the letterof the treaty they must fail. But conceding for the 
sakeof the argument that the inhibition applied to all the lands ceded to 
the Cherokees, yet it is competent for Congress to establish Territorial 
government having within “‘its limits and jurisdiction ’’ the lands so 
ceded which are no longer occupied or owned by the Cherokees. This 
section certainly is no stronger.than the stipulations contained in the 
treaty of 1828, by which the United States guarantied to the Cherokees 
a ‘permanent home’’—a home which the treaty guarantied in the 
most ‘solemn ” manner should neverin all future time be embarrassed 
by having extended around it the lines * * * of a Territory or 
State.” (7 Stat., 311.) Itisapparent that the same agreement that 
is now against the creating of this Territory could have been used, 
and it would have been equally as cogent, against the admission into 
the Union of the States.of Kansas, Texas, and Arkansas, the lines of 
which “‘extend around ” the Indian Territory. 

It would have been as justifiable to have kept those great States out 
of the Union, upon the ground that toadmitthem would violate*‘solemn 
treaty obligations, ’’as thereisjustice or wisdom now to prevent theorgan- 
ization of Oklahoma. Whether ornot this orany other Territory shall 
be created is a question that addresses itself to the legislative depart- 
mentof the Government. The consequence that may resultin all such 
cases, and the expediency, give rise to questions that must be met by 
the political and not the judicial department of the Government. This 
principle is fully sustained by the Supreme Court of the United States 
in the Cherokee tobacco cases (11 Wall, 621). In 1828 the inhospitable 
surroundings of the Indian Territory led our fathers to believe that no 
people would ever have the hardihood to attempt to live there in suffi- 
cient numbers for the organization of States. The map attached shows 
the United States of 1835. 


TIME HAS WROUGHT WONDROUS CHANGES. 


Time has wrought wondrous These changes have imposed 
upon us as legislators, as the servants of the people, political dutiesand 
msibilities. For nearly a hundred years we made treaties with 
the Indians asif they wereindependent nationsand powers; butin 1871 
we declared, by legislative enactments, that in all future dealings with 
them we would no longer play the farce of ‘‘acknowledging or recog- 
nizing” them as nations or powers. (16 Stat., 566.) This was anew 
departure, rendered necessary by changed conditions. In 1866 it was 
the policy of the General Government to locate Indians and freedmen 
upon that part of the Indian Territory embraced in this bill. No 
freedmen have at any time been settled upon the lands in question. 
Nor is it now the policy to locate other Indiansin this territory, which 
is now the center of the great Southwest. 


The harmonious development of which and the commerce and industries of 
the nation require the organization of the territory. 


Pretended treaty stipulations are paraded to prevent this. 

In answer to this plea, let me cite the language of a distinguished 
ex-Secretary of the Interior. He says: 

Contracts or treaties impossible of execution, unjust and unfair to both whites 
and Indians, ought to be abrogated or modified by legislative action. š 

He then adds: 

It is not beneficial to the Indians to have millions of acres of valuable land 
remain unoccupied around them. 

The game having disappeared from the Indian country there remains 
no longer any useful purpose for these Indians keeping millions of acres 
of land vacant, over which they have not sufficient energy to roam. 

THE GREATEST WORD PAINTER OF THE AGE, 

Mr. Chairman, the greatest word painter of the age would fail in an 
attempt to describe the marvelous changes that the hand of industry has 
wroughtin thecountry west of the Mississippi since the treaties of 1828, 
1830, 1833, 1835. Then there were between the Mississippi and the 
Pacific Ocean but two States and one organized Territory. Now there 
are twenty-two States and Territories west of the Mississippi, of which 
only three are as small as all New England. Then the western line of 
Missouri was the western boundary of settlement and civilization. 
Now it is the heart of the continent where the East and the West join. 
Since then we have acquired an empire west of the Mississippi, stretch- 
ing from that greatartery of commerce across the continent to the golden 
shores of the Pacific, every foot of which has been carved into States 
and Territories. 

Since then the cunning hand of the husbandman with the magic wand 
of industry has transformed the ‘‘Great American Desert’’ into those 
grand agricultural States of Nebraska and Kansas. That imaginary 
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desert has ‘‘receded before advancing civilization like the Indian and 
buffalo which once roamed it.” 

At the time the Indians removed to the Indian Territory the center 
of gravity of the nation’s population was far east of the Alleghany 
Mountains. Now itis near the east. bank of the Mississippi, soon to 
reach in the rapid march of empire, under the whip and spur of elec- 
tricity and steam, the junction of the 

WATERS OF THE KANSAS AND THE MISSOURRI 
the geographical center of the Republic. 

In the center of the great Southwest, unrivaled in her resources, un- 
surpassed in the enterprise and intelligence of her citizens, stand the 
unoccupied lands of the Indian Territory, lands adapted by soil and 
climate to be the garden spot of the continent rather than as now a 
* block in the highway of commerce and a blot on the map of the 
United States.” 

When the first of these treaties was made (1828), there was not a 
mile of railroad in the United States. Now there are over 150,000 
miles of railroad in operation, reaching from ocean to ocean, from the 
lakes to the gulf, making the East, the West, the North, and the South 
neighbors. They are the indissoluble ties of commerce that shall for- 
ever knit the people of all sections of our country in a common brother- 
hood. Pass this billand in the near future one of the brightest gems 
in the sisterhood of States will be the State of Oklahoma. [ Applause. ] 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman from Arkansas desired to makea 
statement, and I will yield to him such time as he desires. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Before that, permit me to state that I 
have promised to the gentleman from Alabama a portion of the time 
reserved by myself, if the gentleman wishes to occupy it now. 

Mr. COBB. No, not just at present. I will reserve it. 

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman from Illinois will it me to 
occupy the floor in my own right I will yield it back to him in a very 
few moments. I shall not consume more than four or five minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, late in the session of the Forty-ninth Congress, in a 
debate which took place touching the Cherokee Strip or Outlet, as it 
is sometimes called, a colloquy ensued between the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER], his colleague, also from Illinois [Mr. Pay- 
son], and myself. In that colloquy, which I now send to the Clerk’s 
desk and ask to have printed in the RECORD, I was inadvertently led 
‘into placing the Attorney-General in an improper position with refer- 
ence to the opinion delivered by him in response to the letter of the 
Secretary of the Interior touching the status of the Cherokee Outlet. 

I am made to say in that colloquy, which is correctly reported, that 
t the inquiry,” meaning the inquiry of the Secretary of the Interior 
to the Attorney-General, ‘‘did not cover the Cherokee Strip or any 
part of it. In that Iwas mistaken. I now desire to place in the 
Recor» in this connection, first, the colloquy to which I have referred, 
then the letter of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, addressed to the 
Secretary of the Interior, the letter of the Secretary of the Interior, 
addressed to the Attorney-General, and in response to that the opinion of 
the Attorney-General; all of which I ask tohave printed in the RECORD 
in connection with the speech which has just been delivered, as a mat- 
ter of justice to him, as well as to me. 

I wish to state also in this connection that this is the first appropri- 
ate occasion since the colloquy took place when this matter could be 
properly presented. 

The colloquy referred to by Mr. RoGers is as follows: 


Mr. Paysow. As the Attorney-General has decided these leases are invalid 
because of the want of power on the part of the Indians to make them, I ask 
this question for information: Has any step been taken by the Interior De 
ment on that opinion furnished by the Attorney-General? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I believe not. 

Mr. Paysox. Why not? 

Mr. SPRINGER. As far as the Cherokee Strip is concerned? 

Mr, Payson. Has this committee taken steps to inquire why the Interior De- 
poou after calling for the opinion of the Attorne anaa and he has given 

t as the law officer of the Government, that these Indians had no power to make 
leases, and therefore they are void—has this committee taken any nopi to in- 
quire why this Administration has not acted as to these cattle leases? I would 
be glad to be advised. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I can not give the gentleman the information he requires; I 
have not asked Mr. Lamar the reason why he has not acted upon the opinion 
of the Attorney-General. The President did act upon it so far as the Cheyenne 
and the Arapaho reservation was concerned. 

í Mr. MorRison. Why does not the gentleman offer a resolution making the 
ing ? 

neng BA The inquiry made by the Secretary of the Interior of the Attor- 

ney-General did not cover the Cherokee sip or any part of it. 

r. WEAVER, of Iowa. But the answer did. 

Mr. RoGERs. But I am answering your question. 

Mr. SPRINGER. My answer to the gentleman from Arkansas is that it did. 

Mr. Rogers. You are en, then; thatis all, 

Mr. SPRINGER, Then I will read the opinion of the Attorney-General. 

Mr. Rocers, No; read the inquiry addressed to him, 


The letter of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Office of Indian Affairs, Washington, July 7, 1885. 


on. or 


whether tne approval of the President or the Secretary of the Interior would 


render any such lease made by Indians with other es lawful and valid. 
The above inquiries are not intended to refer to lands owned by the five civ- 
ilized tribes in Indian Territory. 
Yours, respectfully, 


J. D. 0. ATKINS, 
Commissioner, 
The Hon. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


The letter of the Secretary of the Interior is as follows: 
. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIO, Washington, July 8, 1885. 


of authorit: 
for the lease of Indian lan 


1. The Cherokee lands in the Indian Territory west of 96° of longitude, ex- 
cept such portions thereof as have heretofore been appropriated for and con- 
veyed to friendly tribes of Indians, 

2. The Cheyenne and Arapahoe reservation in the Indian Territory. 

3. The Kiowa and Comanche reservation in the Indian Territory. 

The lands of the Cherokees referred to were ceded to th 
United States by the treaties of 1833 and 1835 (7 Stat., 4l4 and 478), 
of those lands is shown and controlled by the provisions of Article XVI of the 
treaty of June 19, 1866, with the Cherokees (14 , 804). 

The status of the lands occupied by the Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians is 
shown in the correspondence which is made the basis of the Executive order of 
a 10, 1869 (see Fay io of epa | Indian Reservations, 28, here- 
wi } and by unratified agreement, made in pursuance of the proyisions of sec- 
tion 5 of the act of May 29, 1872 (17 Stat. 190). 

The lands occupied by the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indians were ceded 
to those Indians by the treaty of October 21, 1867 (15 Stat., 581 and 599). 

With reference to these specified Indian lands or reservations, each and all 
of them, I have the honor to request that this Department may be favored with 

our opinion on the questions propounded by the Commissioner of Indian Af- 

rs, namely: 

Whether tere is any law empowering the Interior Department to authorize 
Indians to enter into contract with any parties for the lease of Indian lands for 
grazing purposes. 

Also, whether the President or the Interior De 
make a lease for grazing purposes of any part of any of these Indian reserva- 
tions, or whether the approval by the dent or the Secretary of the Interior 
eee render any such lease made by Indians with other parties lawful and 

Voluminous correspondence and papers showing the nature and character 
of the all--ed leases made by the Indians above referred to, and other Indian 
tribes, of ;.rtions of the lands within their reservations to citizens of the United 
States for grazing purposes, with references to laws and decisions bearing on 
the subject, will be found in Executive Document No. 17, Forty-eighth Congress, 
second session, copy herewith. 

Very respectfully, 


L. ©. LAMAR, Secretary. 
The honorable the ATTORNEY-GENERAL. > = 


The following is the opinion of the Attorney-General in response to 
the foregoing letter: e 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, Washington, D. C., July 21, 1885. 

Sm: By your letter of the 8th instant, inclosing a communication from the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs of the 7th, the following questions are, at his 
su ion, submitted to me with request for an opinion thereon: 

= ether there is any law empowering the Interior Department to authorize 
Indians to enter into contract with any parties for the lease of Indian lands for 
grazing purposes; and also whether the President or the Interior Department 

has any authority to make a lease for grazing tag weer of any of any In- 

dian reservation, or whether the approval by the dent or the Secretary of 
the Interior would render any such lease made by Indians with other parties 
lawful and valid.” 

These questions are propounded with reference to certain Indian reserya- 
tions, namely: 

1. The Cherokee lands in the Indian Territory west of 96° of longitude, ex- 
cept such parts thereof as have heretofore been appropriated for and conveyed 
to friendly tribes of Indians. 

2, The Cheyenne and Arapaho reservation, in the Indian Territory, 

8. The Kiowa and Comanche reservation, in the Indian Territory. 

Our Government has ever claimed the right, and from a very early period its 
settled policy has been, to regulate and control the alienation or other disposi- 
tion by Indians, and especially by Indian nations or tribes, of their lands, This 
pony was originally adopted in view of their peculiar character and habits, 
which rendered them incapable of sustaining any other relation with the whites 
than that of dependence and pupilage. There was no other way of dealing with 
them than that of keeping them separate, subordinate, and dependent, with a 

ian care wn around them for their protection. (3 Kent Com., 381; 
er vs. Wetherby, %5 U.S., 517, where most of the cases on this subject are 
cited and dise: 

Thus in 1873 the Con of the Confederation, by a proclamation, prohibited 
“all persons from mak ng settlements on lands inhabited or claimed by Indians, 
without the limits or jurisdiction of any particular State, and from purchasing 
or kyana | any or cession of such lands or claims, without the express au- 
thority and directions of the United States in Congress assembled,” and de- 
clared “ that every such A peee or settlement, or cession, not having the 
authority aforesaid, is nulland void, and that no rightor title will accrue in con- 
sequence of ng eee purchase, cession, or settlement,” By section 4 of the 
act of July 22, 1790, chapter 33, the Congress of the United States enacted “that 
nosale of lands made by any Indians orany nation or tribe of Indians within the 
United States shall be valid to any person or persons, or to any State, whether 
having the right of preemption to such lands or not, unless the same shall be 
made and duly executed at some public treaty, held under the authority of the 
United States.” A similar pore was enacted in section 8 of the act of 
March 1, 1793, chapter 19, which by its terms included any “ purchase or t 
of lands, or of any title or claim thereto, from any Indians or nation or tri 
Indians within the bounds of the United States.” The provision further 
extended by section 12 of the act of May 19, 1796, cha; 30, so as to brace 
any “purchase, grant, lease, or other conveyance of lands, or of any title or 
pe E thereto.” As thus extended it was re-enacted by the act of March 3, 1799, 
chapter 46, section 12, and also by the act of March 30, 1802, chapter 30, section 12, 


e oe the provision in terms applied to 
leases, ete., Teen from Ind 


ent has any authority to 


purchases, grants, _ 
dividual Indians as well as ian tribes or nations; 
= bres twelfth section of the act of June 30, 1834, chapter 161, it was limited 
su 


as emanate “from any Indian nation or tribe of Indians.” And the xo 
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vision of the act of 1834, just referred to, has been reproduced in section 2116, 
Revised Statutes. which is now in force. 

‘The last-named section declares: “No purchase, grant, lease, or other convey- 
ance of lands, or of any claim or title thereto, from any Indian nation or tribe 
of Indians, shall be of any validity in Jaw or equity, unless the same be made 
by treaty or convention entered into pursuant to the Constitution.” 

This statutory provision is very general and eae pg arr ha Its operation 
does not depend upon the nature or extent of the title tothe land which the 
tribe or nation may hold. Whether such title be a fee-simple, or a right of oc- 
cupancy merely, is not material; in either case the statute applies. Itis not, 
thorefore, deemed necessary or im ortant, in connection with the subject un- 
der consideration, to inquire into the particular right or title to the above-men- 
tioned reservations held by the Indian tribes or nations respectively which claim 
them. Whatever the right ortitle may be, each of these tribes or nations is pre- 
cluded by the force and effect of the statute from either a ienating or leasing 
any part of its reservation or impartingany interest or claim in and to the same 
without the consent of the Government of the United States. A lease of the 
land for grazing purposes is asclearly within the statute as a lease for any other 
or for general purposes, and the duration of the term is immaterial. One who 
enters with cattle or other live-stock upon an Indian reservation under a lease 
of that description, made in violation of the statute, isan intruder, and may be 
removed therefrom as such, notwithstanding his entry is with consent of the 
tribe. Such consent may exempt him from the penalty imposed by section 2117 
Revised Statutes, for taking his stock there, but it can not validate the lease or 
confer upon him any legal right whatsoever to remain upon the land; and to 
this extent and no further was the decision of Judge Brewer in United States 
ts. Hunter, 21 Fed. Rep., 615. 

But the present inquiry in substance is (1) whether the Department of the In- 
terior can authorize these Indians to make leases of their lands for grazing pur- 
poses, or whether the approval of such leases by the President or the Secretary 
of the Interior would make them Jawful and valid; (2) whether the President 
or the Department of the Interior has authority to lease for such purposes any 
part of an Indian reservation. Cher 

I submit that the power of the Department to authorize such leases to be 
made, or that of the President or the etary to approve or to make the same, 
if it exists at all, must rest upon some law, and therefore be derived from either 
a treaty or sgsarge road, Baba amin Tam not aware of any treaty provision, appli- 
cable to the particular reservations in question, that confers such powers, The 
Revised Statutes contain provisions TARIMIN contracts or agreements with 
Indians, and prescribing how they shall be executed aud approved (see section 
2103); but those provisions do not include contracts of the c r described 
in section 2116, hereinbefore mentioned. 

No general power ap; to be conferred by statute upon either the Presi- 
dent or Secretary, or any other officer of the Government to make, authorize, 
or approve leases of lands held by Indian tribes; and the absence of such power 
was doubtless one of the main considerations which led to the adoption of the 
act of February 19, 1875, SNA: 90, “to authorize the Seneca Nation of New York 
Indians to lease lands within the Cattaraugus and Allegany reservations, and 
to confirm existing leases.” Theact just cited is moreover significant as show- 
ing that, in the view of Congress, Indian tribes can not lease their reservations 

thout the authority of some law of the United States, 

In my opinion, therefore, cach of the questions proposed in your letter should 
be answered in the negative, and I so answer them. 

Iam, sir, very respectfully, 
A. H. GARLAND, Allorney-General. 

The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


Mr. SPRINGER. Before the committee rises I want to make one 
or two remarks, not in the nature of argument, but in the nature of 
statements of fact in regard to the position of this bill and what it pro- 

todo. There seems to be an impression abroad in some minds 
to the effect that this bill proposes to take certain lands from the In- 
dians without their consent. On the contrary, so far as the pending 
bill is concerned, it assumes that the Indians own these lands and that 
they have a right to be paid for the occupancy of them. Under this 
bill the lands in which they claim an interest can not be occupied un- 
til a commission appointed by the President of the United States shall 
have visited the Indians and made an agreement with them that they 
shall receive compensation for those lands at a rate not to exceed a dol- 
lar and a quarter per acre, less the amount they have already received. 

Under this law no man can take, occupy, and live upon this land 
until this agreement is made and approved by the United States and 
the proclamation of the President to that effect is issued, and if any 
person goes upon the land before that time he forfeits the right to take 
a homestead there. 

So far as this land is concerned, it is precisely in the same condition 
as the lands we have acquired from the Indians from the time of the 
settlement at Plymouth Rock until this time, and I undertake to say 
that there never was a proposition to the Indians that had so much of 
fairness and justice in it as this bill has. If it is robbery to take this 
land under this bill, our forefathers have been guilty of robbery ever 
since they landed on Plymouth Rock. 

Mr. HOOKER, You concede, then, that this land belongs to these 
Indians and that it will be necessary that they should consent before 
it is taken under the operation of this bill? 

Mr. SPRINGER. This bill does concede that it is theirs, but I do 
not. It does not makeany difference where the title is. 

Mr. HOOKER. Have you a right to create a territory out of land 
which belongs to the Indians, who have possession ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. We do not propose to create a territory until we 
get poets This bill will operate on No Man’s Land only until 
the Indians give their consent, and when they do give their consent 
and the President approves it and signs it and issues his proclamation, 
then, and not until then, will settlers be able to go onto this land. 

Mr. HOOKER. You concede it belongs to the Indians not only by 
treaty stipulation but by patent? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Isaid that the bill concedes it is theirs, and that 
the bill does not affect any part except No Man’s Land without the 
consent of the Indians. 

Mr. STRUBLE (to Mr. SPRINGER). 


e ae But you do not accept that as 
a proposition ? 


Mr. SPRINGER. Idonot. Iagreefully with the legal proposition 
of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] on that point, 

Mr. HOOKER. That it is theirs or it is not? 

Mr. SPRINGER, Iam not quibbling here about one thing and an- 


Mr. HOOKER. Iam quibbling about what the law is, 

Mr. WEAVER. If the bill pass it will be theirs. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I say that for the purposes of this bill I will con- 
cede that it is theirs. 

Mr. HOOKER. Without this bill it is theirs. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under this bill their claim is recognized. 

Mr. HOOKER. Is it theirs? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Ask mesomething about infant baptism, or some- 
thing else that is equally foreign to the subject. 

Mr. HOOKER. I think you might be better informed on that sub- 
ject than you are on this. 

Mr. PETERS. I say they have a legal right to this land. 

Mr. HOOKER. Then, from the frankness of your statement, I see 
that you differ with the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Now, I do not want to be misunderstood, and I 
say to gentlemen here that so far as this bill is concerned it assumes 
that the land belongs to the Indians, and we are not going to take it 
under this bill unless the Indians agree that we shall. 

Mr. HOOKER. Is that a false assumption or a true assumption? 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is the fact, as is shown by the provisions of 
the bill. Now, it is discussing an abstraction to discuss the question 
whether this land is or is not the property of the Indians under treaties 
that have been heretofore made. We will not take it from them with- 
out their consent or without paying them for it. 

Mr. HEARD. We give them the benefit of the doubt. 

Mr. SPRINGER. We give them the benefit of the doubt. It is 
supposed in some quarters that the opponents of this bill are here rep- 
resenting the Indians of this country. Ideny it. The Indian Rights 
Association of Philadelphia, composed of charitable and distinguished 
people, Quakers, ministers of the gospel, and others, has been organ- 
ized to look after the rights of all the Indians of the United States. 
That association, composed of distinguished philanthropists who are 
not in the employ of any Indian tribes and are not the attorneys of 
any Indian tribes, are looking after the rights of the Indians, and in 
pursuit of that object they sent a very competent agent, Mr. Painter, 
to this part of the country to examine tle character of these lands and 
to report how much of them could be taken for white settlement. In 
the last annual report of the association, the report for 1887, he says: 

It would be a cruel outrage to force them to remove; it would be a disastrous 
step backward to induce them to go. The lands to which they would remove 
are not so poga as those now occupied. They are bitterly opposed to the plan 
and it ought not to be attempted. Oklahoma ought to be opened up. 

That is, Oklahoma proper, in the center of the Territory. 


It is not needed by the Indians; it can not be kept empty and ought not to be so 
kept; but if treaty obligations and moral obligations must be violated, it is bet- 
ter to do so with reference to vacant lands than with reference to established 
homes. Steps ought to be taken at once to gain the consent of the Seminoles 
and Creeks to throw this land open to settlement, and it could doubtless be done 
if a fair price above the 30 cents per acre which we have paid for it for the set- 
tlement of Indians upon it was offered for it. - 

That is what we propose to do. The Indian Rights Association, 
composed of eminent philanthropists, takes the position of the Okla- 
homa bill, which is now before us, and the Indians who oppose this bill 
are those of the five civilized tribes, who have agents and attorneys in 
this city, organized into what is called the Indian Defense Association. 
They are the representatives and paid agents of the five civilized tribes 
and of the cattle syndicates, who are trying to keep this territory for 
a cattle pasture. 

And, Mr. Chairman, that is the issue which is involved in this bill— 
whether this territory, which is now unoccupied by Indians, and where 
an Indian has not resided for thirty years, and whether the Cherokee 
Outlet, where they have never resided, shall be opened up under the 
provisions of this bill to settlement by white people, or whether they 
shall be dedicated forever as cattle pastures. That is the whole ques- 
tion, and no one can stand here in face of the report of this Indian 
Rights Association, which has been organized to protect the true in- 
terests of all the Indians of this country, and claim that the rights of 
the Indians are to be imperiled in the least by the provisions of the 
Oklahoma bill. That bill was prepared in such form as to throw all 
practicable safeguards around the Indians, and I appeal to this House 
and to the country to do justice to the people of the United States who 
are seeking to make homes in that territory. 

Pass this bill and let it go into the territory with the newcomer, so 
that when he comes in there to make a home he will find a law to pro- 
tect himself and his family. I also ask in benalf of 15,000 American 
citizens who are now settled in what is known as No Man’s Land, and 
who have nolaw, Federal, State, or Territorial, to protect them—in their 
behalf I ask that this bill be passed, in order that the shield of local 
and national law may be thrown around them, and that the people 
therein residing may have the same rights and privileges that are hee 
antied by our Constitution to the people of every other part of the 
country. 
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Mr. GROSVENOR. I would like to ask the gentleman a question 
for information. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Certainly. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. It has been represented to me by persons as- 
suming to represent the settlers on No Man’s Land that for some rea- 
son or other they are opposed to this bill. Can the gentleman state 
what is the fact in that regard? 

Mr. SPRINGER. ‘The people of No Man’s Land are praying earn- 
estly for the passage of the Oklahoma bill, because they have no gov- 
ernment; and the proposition of the gentleman from Indiana fate 
HoiMAn ] does not propose to give them any government. 

I now move that the committee rise. : 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I desire to yield five minutes of the 
time reserved by me to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Symes]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER] 
has eighteen minutes of his hour remaining, 

Mr. SPRINGER. Thecommittee must rise now, as the Honse must 
take a recess in two or three minutes. 

The motion of Mr. SPRINGER that the committee rise was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. DOCKERY reported that the Committee of the Whole on 
the State of ihe Union had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
10614) to provide for the organization of the Territory of Oklahoma, 
and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee.on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
the committee had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the fol- 
lowing titles; when the § signed the same: ` 

A bill (H. R. 8354) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
s a pile bridge over the Halifax River at Daytona, Volusia County, 

orida; S 

A bill (H. R. 9512) for the erection of a public building at Browns- 
ville, Tex. ; and 

A bill (H. R. 9611) toanthorize the Macon, Tuscaloosa and Birm- 
ingham Railroad Company to build a bridge across the Black Warrior 
River, in Alabama. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. HEMPHILL, for one week from to-day. 

To Mr. Stewart, of Georgia, indefinitely, on account of sickness 
in his family. 

To Mr. Byxvm, for the remainder of the week. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


By unanimous consent, the Committee on Military Affairs was dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the resolution of the military 
board of Virginia, favoring the bill pending in Congress to make ap- 
prem for the maintenance of the militia of the States of the 

nion; and the same was referred to the Committee on the Militia. 

The hour of 5 o'clock p. m. having arrived, the House, according to 
order, took a recess until 8 p. m. 

EVENING SESSION. 

The recess having expired, the House reassembled at 8 o'clock p. 
m., and was called to order by Mr. DOCKERY as Speaker pro tempore. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1883. 

Lhereby designate Hon, A. M. Dockery to preside as Speaker pro lempore at 
the session of the House this evening. 

JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 

Hon, Jons B. CLARK, 

Clerk House of Kepresentatives. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the special order 
under which the House meets to-night. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That on Tuesday, July 24, the House take a recess from 5 o'clock 
until 8 o’clock p. m., the session not to extend beyond 10 o'clock p. m., said ses- 
sion to be devoted to the consideration of business reported from the Commit- 
tee on Public Lands to which there shall be no objection. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Speaker, some of the bills covered by this res- 
olution are in Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union or 
in Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar. I ask 
unanimous consent that all bills considered to-night may be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole, in order to save time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, that order 
will be made. 

There was-no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 


SCHOOL LANDS IN WASHINGTON TERRITORY. 


Mr. HOLMAN. The gentleman from Washington Territory [Mr. 
VOORHEES] has a bill which has not yet been reported, but which is 
understood to be covered by the order. He desires to make the report 
for consideration now; and I presume no member will object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the report 
will be received. 


Mr. VOORHEES, by unanimous consent, reported back favorably, 
from the Committee on the Public Lands, the bill (S. 558) for the relief 
of certain settlers upon the school lands of Washington Territory. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

A MEMBER., Let the bill be read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Whereas sections sixteen and thirty-six of each Maio pac rban in Washing- 


ton Territory reserved unto that Territory for ag ryt and 
Whereas on December 2, 1869, the Legislative Assembly of Territory, by 
y commissioners of the several counties 


piges an edk veresen the coun 
in that EAO LO hanao SAA MENAR FOr KEELE E FES DA CNE E an 


; and 2 
Whereas the lands so leased are greatly enhanced in value by the cultivation 
thereof, and the lessees thereof have mesg f valuable improvements thereonand 


incurred large ex: 

incur much loss 

tivation; and 
Whereas the validi 
Be it enacted, etc., 


nse in reducing such land to a state of cultivation, and will 
they are caused toabandon their said improvements and cul- 


of the said leases is questioned: Therefore, 
the action of the Sapen Shes resent of the several 
under the authority supposed to reside inthe 


Fy eae being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iwish to say a single word. This is something of 
a new departure in regard to school lands. It has not been heretofore 
the policy of the Government to give to the Territories any control of 
the school lands. But it is easy to see that when these lands remain 
entirely unprofitable year after year there is a serious loss to the Terri- 
tory. The authority which this bill proposes to confer, to lease such 
lands for a period not exceeding six years, would seem to be entirely 
unobjectionable. The Committee on Public Lands think this a proper 
measure. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. - 

Mr. HOLMAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


GRANT TO CALIFORNIA OF 5 PER CENT. OF SALES OF PUBLIC LANDS, 


The first business on the Calendar under the special order was the bill 
(H. R. 1235) granting to the State of California 5 per cent. of the net 
proceeds of the cash sales of public lands in said State. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN. The gentleman having charge of that measure [Mr. 
MCKENNA] is not present. It will give rise to considerable discussion, 
and therefore for the present I ask it be passed over. 

Mr. VANDEVER. pS the gentleman will withdraw his objec- 
tion and let it be considered. 

Mr. HOLMAN. This bill has been discussed foran hour in the House. 
It will give rise to a great deal of anxiety from fear of making a mistake, 
and in the absence of the gentleman from California [Mr. MCKENNA], 
who discussed it before, I must insist it be passed over for the present, 

The bill was passed over. 

ADDITIONAL LAND DISTRICT, OREGON. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 1762) to es- 
tablish an additional land district in the State of Oregon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of that bill? 

Mr. HERMANN. That bill has already passed both Houses. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ido not see how it gotontheCalendar. It passed 
several months ago. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
be laid on the table. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

PURCHASERS OF SWAMP LANDS. 


pecial order was the 


There being no objection, the bill will 


‘The next business on the Calendar under the s 
bill (H. R. 6897) to relieve purchasers of and to indemnify certain 
States for swamp and overflowed lands disposed of, and for other pur- 


es. 
mio. HOLMAN. I move that bill be passed over for the present, as 
it will involve considerable discussion. I do not see the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. MCRAE], who has charge of it. 

There was no objection, and the bill was passed over. 

NEW LAND DISTRICT, MISSISSIPPI. 

The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 7788) to es- 
tablish a new land district in the State of Mississippi. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Stock DALE] 
haying charge of this bill is not present, and I hope it will be passed 
over, although I do not think there is any objection to it. 

There was no objection, and the bill was passed over. 

SWAMP AND OVERFLOWED LANDS. 
The next business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 758) to relieve 
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of and to indemnify certain States for swamp and overflowed | sections 22 and 15, lying south of the Warrior River, in township 21 


ds disposed of, and for other p 


and range 10 west. 


urposes. 
Mr. HOLMAN. That will give rise to discussion, and let it be | Mr. HOLMAN. I presume there is no objection to the considera- 


passed over for the present. 
There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 


DONATION CLAIMS, 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 1709) to provide 
for the issue of patents to certain persons for donation claims under the 
act approved September 27, 1850, commonly known as the donation 
law. 3 


Mr. HOLMAN. These are claims arising under what is commonly 
known as the ‘‘donation law.” The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
HERMANN] is in charge of the measure. s 

There was no objection to the consideration of the bill, which was 
read, as follows: 

Beit enacled elc., Thatinall cases where widowsorsingle women, in good faith, 
settled upon the public lands in the Territories of Oregon or Washin n, claim- 
ing donation rights under the provisions of an act of Congress en: “An act 
to create the office of surveyor-general of the public lands in O; „and to pro- 
vide for the survey, and to make donations to settlers of the said publiclands,” 
approved September 27, 1850, or of the acts amendatory thereof or supplement- 

thereto, or either of them, and filed the notifications and made the proof 
of residence and cultivation required by said acts or either of them before the 
surve ho er arg of the Territory or before the register and receiver ofthe proper 
local je -oftice, and received from surveyo eral or from the register 
and receiver of the loca! land-office certificates in due form for such donation 
claim, and they, or their heirs and assigns, have since occupied and improved 
such claims, and there are no adverse claims thereto, and in all cases where, 
upon proof satisfactory to such surveyor-general or register and receiver, asthe 
case may be, donation claims under the provisions of said acts, or either of them, 
were set off to o! ns by the surveyor-general of the Territory or the register 
and receiver of proper local land-office, and certificates were issued forsuch 
claims, and the claimants, their heirs, or assigns, have since occupied and im- 
proved such claims, and there are no adverse claims thereto, the title ofsuch do- 
nation claimants, their heirs or assigns, to such claims is hereby confirmed, and 
patents shall be issued for such claims in conformity with such certificates, 

Passed the Senate March 19, 1888. 

Attest: ANSON G. McCOOK, 


Mr. SMITH, of Wisconsin. I ask the gentleman from Oregon how 
many acres there are in one of these donation cluims? r 

Mr. HERMANN. Thereare from 80 to 640. They are few in num- 
ber. In some instances whole towns and cities have been built on 
them. Patents have been issued on that class of claims for thirty or 
forty years, but recently doubt has arisen as to the construction of the 
law. This bill has been rendered necessary to remove that doubt. It 
has been approved at the Department and has passed the Senate. 

Mr. SMITH, of Wisconsin. What is the maximum amount of acres 


Mr. HERMANN. I will state to the gentleman from Indiana, in re- 
ply to his question, in many instances it was impossible to get the max- 
imum quantity. 

Mr. HOLMAN. What is the maximum? 

Mr. HERMANN. I will make astatement covering the facts of the 


case. 

The original donation act was approved September 27, 1850, and was 
to induce population to that distant region, and granted 640 acres toa 
married man and his wife and 320 acres to a single man, and was lim- 
ited to those who had become settlers prior to December 1, 1850. An- 
other section limited the gusset: of land to 320 acres to a married 
~ man and one-half to a single man emigrating to and settling in Oregon 
and Washington between December 1, 1850, and December 1, 1853, 
and this limitation was extended to December 1, 1853. 

The report which I had the honor to make for the committee ex- 
plains the situation fully, as follows: 

That said bills pose the confirmation of titles to certain lands in Oregon 


and Washington Territory settled upon the early settlers under the act of Con- 


gress approved September 27, 1850, commonly known as the donation land, and 


confines confirmation exclusively to those who made residence for four years 
submitted final proof to the suryeyors-general or registers and receivers, and 
who had certificates for patent issued by said officers, and where said claimants 
or theif assignees have since occupied and im: said lands and there are 


construction of the Jaw. he claims remaining unpatented are few in number, 
and justice and equity, if not the law, demand co: tion. 


There being no objection to the consideration of the bill, it was or- 
dered to a third reading; and being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. HERMANN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PUBLIC LANDS, TUSCALOOSA, ALA. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 2845) granting to 
the corporate authorities of the city of oosa, in the State of Ala- 
bama, all the right, title, af@d interest of the United States to fractional 


tion of that bill. 

The SPEAKER protempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill ? + 

Mr. PAYSON. Ihope the bill will be considered, for a reason in 
which I am sure the chairman of the committee will bear me out. 
The object of the measure is to perfect the title to a large portion of 
the city of Tuskaloosa, Ala. Owing to the destruction of their records, 
there is difficulty in making title. The Secretary of the Interior and 
the Commissioner of the Land Office recommend its passage, and while I 
do not remember with sufficient certainty the facts to be able to state 
them in detail, yet the chairman of the committee will bear me out in 
the assertion that when the matter was examined in committee it was 
found to bea case that, from the official records, it would go without 
saying ought to be passed. Thegentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANK- 
HEAD] came to our committee and urged its passage. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope there will be no objection. 

The bill is as follows: 

Beit enacted, ete., That all of the interest or claim of the United States in and 
to fractional sections 22 and 15, south of the Black Warrior River, in town- 
a 21, of range 10 west, in the of be, and the same is hereby, 
relinquished to and vested in the city of Tuskaloosa for the following purposes : 

First, The part and parts of said fractional sections constituting the localities 
known as the “river margin,” the “ streets of said city,” the “pond,” and the 
“common,” shall vest in said city absolutely. 

Second. The residue of said fractional sections shall be vested in the said cit; 
in trust, for the use of each of the occu ts of the lots, or parts of lots thereof, 
who are owners in good faith, acco to the title which is now vested in 
each; the intent of this act being not to give any right to said gorapena except 
ae ane from the relinquishment of the right or claim of the United States 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BANKHEAD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I notice that we are passing quite a number of Sen- 
ate bills, while the House bills for the same purpose are pending. I 
hope in all these cases the House bills will be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER tempore. That action ought to be taken in every 
case, but is impossible for the clerks to determine. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ido not think itis a matter of practical impor- 
tance, however. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Itis of thisimportance, thatit relieves 
the Calendars of bills that ought to be laid on the table. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Certainly they ought to be; but I am notable my- 
self to point them out at this time. It can be done hereafter. 


METHODIST COLLEGE ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHWESTERN KANSAS, 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 8740) to. au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior tosell to ‘‘The Methodist College 
Association of @outhwestern Kansas’’ certain lands in Kansas, 

Mr. PETERS. I ask for the consideration of that bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be ilenacted, etc., That th f the I s 3 
thorized to sell oni Seven to tees ALethodist Gale eg min ah rm sone Pontbrc 
western Kansas,” a corporation duly chartered by the laws of the State of Kan- 
sas, at the rate of $1.25 per acre, the following-described real estate being Osage 
Indian land, situated in Ford County, Kansas, to wit: Lots numbers 3, 5,6,and 
7, ofsection 3, township 27 south, of range 24 west. 

The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend 
ment: 

Add to the bill: 

And the of the Interior is hereby directed to cause the improve- 
ments oh said land to be appraised and sold under such directions as he may 
So ae et 

T the n |- 
ae pen said nore the purposes hi set forth. 

Mr. PETERS. I would liketo ask that thereportin this case, which 
explains the bill very fully, may be printed in the RECORD. 

There was no objection. 

The report (by Mr. TURNER, of Kansas) is as follows: 


buildings were situated thereon. 
The bill provides that this land shall be sold to this association at $1.25 per 


acre. 

Your committee would recommend that after the word “west,” in line 11, the 
following be added: 

“And Secretary of the Interior is hereby directed to cause the improve- 
ments on said Jand to be appraised and sold under such directions as he may 
prescribe: Provided, That said Methodist College Association shall, within five 
years after the passage of this act, peer in Fe faith the erection of buildings 
upon said land for the purposes herein set forth.” 

And, with the adoption of amendment, recommend that this bill pass, 


Thé amendment recommended by the committee was adopted. 
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The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, the question being upon the passage of the bill. 

Mr. WEAVER. How much land is involved ? 

Mr. PETERS. It is about 140 acres, This is the land upon which 
the old buildings of the Fort Dodge military reservation were situated. 

"The bill was passed. Nie 

Mr. PETERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


LAND OFFICE, FOLSOM, N. MEX. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 2040) to establish 
a land office at Folsom, in the Territory of New Mexico. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iask that this bill be passed over informally for 
the present. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. CONGER. I hope the gentleman will not object to taking it 
up now. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think I will have to insist upon the objection for 
the present. Of course I have no objection to the gentleman from 
Iowa being heard upon it, if he wishes, at this time. 

Mr. WEAVER. If the bill is to be passed over informally, of course 
there is no necessity for occupying time upon it now. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Task that it be passed over. 

Mr. STONE, of Missouri. Before that action is taken, I want to 
state in connection with the bill, so that it may go upon the record, 
that when this bill was reported to the House it was distinctly under- 
stood by the parties interested in it that the passage of the bill would 
not be asked until the public-land bill which passed the House some 
weeks ago and is now pending in the Senate should become a law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill will be passed over infor- 
mally for the present, retaining its place on the Calendar. 


CAMP SHERIDAN MILITARY RESERVATION. 


Mr. DORSEY. I ask unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 7410) for the relief of settlers upon Old Camp 
Sheridan military reservation. 

Mr. MCRAE. Is that a request to take up a bill out of its regular 
order? ~ 

The SPEAKER pre tempore. It is. 

Mr. MCRAE. Then I shall be compelled toobject. I think we can 
proceed much more rapidly by following the regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


CERTIFICATION OF LANDS TO THE STATE OF KANSAS, 


The next business on the Calendar was the joint resolution (H. Res. 
14) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to certify lands to the 
State of Kansas for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts. 

The joint resolution was read, as follows: 


Whereas by the act of Congress approved July 2, 1862, there were granted to 
the several States “which may provide colleges for the benefit of agriculture 
and the mechanic arts” an amount of public land equal to 30,000 acres for each 
Senator and Representative in Congress to which the States were respectively 
entitled by the apportionment under the census of 1860; an@ 

Whereas the State of Kansas, having at the time two Senators and one Rep- 
resentative, was entitled to 9C,000 acres; but on account of a withdrawal of lands 
for the benefit of the Leavenworth, Pawnee and Western Railroad northwest 
of Fort Riley, along the valley of the Republican River, one list of 7,682 acres, 
which, having been selected by the State as minimum lands, were certified to 
the State as double minimum; and 

Whereas the said road not having been surveyed, located, or constructed on 
said route, the said public lands which had been previously withdrawn were 
restored to marketat the minimum price: Therefore, 

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, authorized 
to certify to the said State of sas 7,682 acres of land, in lieu of an equal amount 
heretofore erroneously certified to said State as double minimum lands: Pro- 
vided, That in case there are not a sufficient amount of public lands in said 
State to satisfy the requirements of this act, then the said Secretary is hereby 
authorized and directed to issue to said State land scrip, acre for acre, in lieu of 
said Jands; and said scrip shall be locatable on any of the public lands of the 
United States. 

Amend the title so as to read : “ Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to certify lands to the State of Kansas for the benefit of agriculture 
and the mechanic arts.” 


The committee recommend the adoption of the following amend- 
ments: 

In line 5, before the word ‘‘land,’’ insert ‘‘public,’’? and after the 
word ‘‘land ” insert ‘‘in said State;’’ so that it shall read: 

Seven thousand six hundred and eighty-two acres of public land in said State, 
ete. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the joint resolution ? : 

Mr. WEAVER. I would like to have an explanation, subject to the 
right of objection. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. The statement in connection with 
the joint resolution is simply this: The Government granted to the 
agricultural colleges 30,000 acres of land per Senator or Representative 
to which the States were respectively entitled. The State of Kansas 
under this act of Congress, approved in 1862, was entitled to receive 90,- 
000 acres of land. The Government also provided that where lands had 
been granted to a railroad, such lands should be considered as $2.50 
an acre instead of $1.25 lands. Under that act the State Agricultural 


College of Kansas received 90,000 acres, less 7,682 acres, I think was 


the amount, because of the fact that these lands had been withdrawn 
for the Kansas Pacific Railroad for the purpose of building the road on 
the Republican branch from Fort Riley up towards Nebraska. 

Subsequently that withdrawal was revoked; that is to say, that road 
never was built there; but in 1866, two years after the State had se- 
lected this land, the road was authorized to be built whereit is now,out 
the Smoky Hill. When this was restored it was not restored as dotble 
minimum land, but assingle minimum, so that the college was charged ` 
with land at $2.50 which was really only $1.25 land, and this applies 
to the seven thousand odd acres withheld from it by virtue of that act. 

Mr. WEAVER. Where will they get this land ? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. In the State. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The proviso of this bill escaped my attention, and 
I ask that it again be read. 

The Clerk reported the proviso. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is the objectionable feature. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. The committee has proposed an 
amendment striking out the proviso. If the Clerk'will read, there is a 
provision inserted that the location shall be on lands in Kansas. 

Mr, HOLMAN. I think the proviso should be stricken out. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I think the report shows the proviso 
is to be stricken out. 

Mr. WEAVER. If it does go out it should remain out. 

Mr. McRAE. I move to strike it out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the amendment 
of the committee, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after the word “lands,” in line 7; also insert the word “ public” 
before the word “land,” in the fifth line; also insert the words “in said State ” 
after the word “land,” in line 5. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope that the friends of this bill will accept it 
with this amendment. 

Mr. WEAVER. We maystrike out that proviso here and it may be 
inserted elsewhere. I want the friends of this measure to say that this 
shall be satisfactory; because it is more important to preserve public 
land for actual settlers than for agricultural colleges. 

Mr. PETERS. If the resolution goes into conference we will see 
that the proviso is not restored. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I am quite willing that it should be 
stricken out and remain out, . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the considera- 
tion of this resolution? The Chair hears none. 

The amendments of the committee were agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be en and read a third 
sima; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


passed. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I move to amend the title so as to 
read: ‘‘ Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
certify lands to the State of Kansas for the benefit of agriculture and 
the mechanic arts.” 

The motion to amend the title was agreed to. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, moved to reconsider the vote by which 
the joint resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to re- 
consider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PREVENTION OF ALIENS ACQUIRING TITLE TO PUBLIC LANDS. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 7425) to amend 
the homestead laws to prevent aliens acquiring title to public lands, 
and to secure homes for actual settlers who are citizens of the United 
States. 

Mr. MCRAE. That seems to be here on an adverse report, and it 
may as well be passed over. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
be laid on the table. 

Mr. MCRAE. I make the motion. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the quantity of public land subject to entry as home- 
stead shall be hereafter 80 acres instead of 160 acres, as heretofore allowed. 

Sec. 2. That none but citizens of the United States shall be entitled to enter 
public lands as homesteads or in any manner whatever acquire title thereto. 

Sec, 3. That this act shall take effect immediately after its passage: Provided, 
That any entry in „faith actually made prior to its passage may be per- 
fected, completed, and title uired to the lands designated in accordance with 
laws in force at the time of making such entry. 


Mr. WEAVER. I understand that is substantially provided for in 
the general bill we have passed. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, this bill will be laid on 
the table. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


FORT WALLACE MILITARY RESERVATION. 


The next business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 8310) to pro- 
vide for the disposal of the Fort Wallace military reseryation in 
Kansas. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That so much of the northwest quarter of section 19, town- 
ship 13 south, range 38 west, and of the north t quarter of section 24, town- 
ship 13 south, range 39 west, and the east half of the east half of the northwest 
quarter of section 24, township 13south, range 39 west, included within the limits 


If there be no objection, the bill will 
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of the Fort Wallace reservation, excluding and excepting therefrom the right of 
way heretofore granted to the Union Pacific Railway Company and excepting 
the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of section 24, township 13 south, 
range 39 west, and fractional blocks 44, 49, 50, 51, 36, and 48, according to the town 
plat of the city of Wallace be, and is hereby, set apart for town-site purposes, 
and may be entered by the corporate authorities of the city of Wallace under 
and subject to the provisions and restrictions of section 2387 of the Revised Stat- 
utes. 

Sec. 2. That the Union Pacific Railroad Company is hereby granted the pref- 
erence right, for the period of three months after the appraisement herein pro- 
vided for, to purchase the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of section 
24, township 13 south, range 39 west, and fractional blocks 44, 49, 50, 51, 35, and 
48, according to the town plat of the city of Wallace, the same being now occu- 
pied by said railroad company for depot and other purposes, at such price as 
inay be fixed, without reference to the improvements tnereon, by the Secretary 
of the Interior, not less than $2.50 per acre. 

Sec, 3. That the Wallace Water-Works Company, a corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Kansas, is hereby granted the preference right, 
for the period of three months after the appraisement herein pares for, to 
Ape the northwest quarter of the southeast quarter of section 25, township 

8 south, range 39 west, at such price as may be fixed thereon by the Secretary 
of the Interior, not less than $2.50 per acre, and said water-works company is 
hereby granted the use of a right of way, not exceeding 25 feet in width, for the 
purpose of maintaining the line of pipes now laid and laying and repairing the 
same hereafter, and connecting said tract of land with the city ot Wallace, the 
same to be approved by the Secretary of the Interior, 

Sec, 4. That the southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of section 20, town- 
ship 13 south, range 38 west, heretofore set apart by the military authorities of 
Fort Wal as a cemetery, is hereby granted to the city of Wallace for ceme- 
tery purposes. 

Sec. 5. That the northeast quarter of section 29, township 13 south, range 38 
west, being that portion of said reservation on which are situated the buil inga 
constituting the Fort Wallace military post, shall be appraised under the di- 
rection of the Secretary of the Interior and sold at a public or private sale, as he 
may deem to the best advantage of the Government, except t it shall not be 
sola at less than its appraised price. 

Src. 6, That the remainder of said reservation shall be dis d of under the 
hemestead laws, except the privileges granted by section 2301 of said homestead 
laws: Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, limit 
the quantity of land which may be entered upon by one entryman, within 1 
mile of the limits of the city of Wallace to a quantity not less than 40 acres, and 
not exceeding 160 acres, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
of this bill? 

Mr. WEAVER. How much does it involve? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Quite a large body. 

Mr. TURNER, of Kansas. Twenty-eight sections, 

Mr. Speaker, I apprehend that a little explanation of the provisions 
of this bill may be necessary. The general object is to open up this 
reservation. It is an old military reservation out on the frontier of 
Kansas, located in just that section of the State which is being settled 
up by homesteaders. The reservation is 2 miles wide and 7 miles long, 
making fourteen sections long. In order to do justice to all parties 
who are interested there, it is quite necessary that several sections 
should be considered. 

Section 1 of the bill simply provides that the town-site of Wallace 
shall be granted by the Government for town-site p There is 
already a town located upon this place. I should say that this town 
site embraces about 145 acres of land. 

Section 2 provides that the Union Pacific Railroad Company shall be 
allowed to purchase 40 acres of land, at avaluation fixed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, at not less than $2.50 an acre, being the double- 
minimum price of all public lands. 

Now, the reason for that is simply this: The Union Pacific Railroad 
when building its roads through the State of Kansas placed their di- 
vision stations, as most railroads do, at every hundred miles, The 
third division is at Ellis, 100 miles east of Fort Wallace. In order to 
get water it was placed at the creek. As it passes from the fort the 
land rises to a table-land, which made ib necessary for them to go 150 
feet for water, where they obtain running water, ‘The railroad had the 
right of way across this military reservation. 

The Secretary of War granted the Union Pacific Railroad Company, 
on account of the water situated there, permission to build their di- 
vision shops at that point. ‘They did so, and also commenced experi- 
mental gardening at thatpoint. They planted trees of different kinds 
which were kept under the control of their forester, and planted 
various kinds of vegetation upon patches of this 40 acres for the pur- 
pose of experimenting, and with the view of showing the fact that 
grain could be grown in that country. Now, that 40 acres has become 
covered by their machine shops, hotel, depot, offices, coal-sheds, etc., 
so that it would be but fair and just to this company to let them pur- 
chase the 40 acres of land at the valuation fixed by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. PAYSON. The water-works there are for the benefit of the en- 
tire community. 

Mr. TURNER, of Kansas. Certainly. They belong to the town, 
not to the railroad company. It is very difficult in that part of the 
country, as I have stated, to get water in sufficient quantities to sup- 
ply the towns; and therefore the Wallace Water-Works Company was 
formed, and reservoirs were established on the creek, some three-quar- 
ters of a mile distant from the town. After this bill was considered 
the company laid its pipes; it was, in fact, laying them at the time. 
The company has been formed by citizens of the town of Wallace, for 
the purpose of furnishing the people of Wallace with water. This bill 
provides that the Wallace Water-Works Company may purchase 40 
acree of land at the appraised valuation. 


Is there objection to the consideration 
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[Cries of ‘* Vote !” 


Mr. PAYSON and others. That is all right. 
“Vote !??] 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill; which was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. TURNER, of Kansas, moved to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed; and also moved that the motion,to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


SALE OF LAND IN HOUSTON, TEX. 


The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5690) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to sell block of land 
108 in the city of Houston, Tex. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc,, That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to 
sell, either at private or porua sale, the interest held by the Uuited States in 
and to block 108, situated in the city of Houston, Tex., on the south side of Buf- 
falo Bayou, and to make a quitclaim deed to the purchaser thereof. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? : 

Mr. SMITH, of Wisconsin. Who reported it? 

Mr. HOLMAN. I do not remember. 

Mr. MCRAE. It is a very proper bill; and I hope it will pass. * 

Mr. HOLMAN. This land, as we understand, is entirely useless to 
the Government; and on that account this bill has been recommended 
by the committee. 

The bill was ordered to be en; and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HOLMAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


LAND FOR PUBLIC PARK, TACOMA, WASH. 


The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (S. 1870) 
granting the use of certain lands in Pierce County, Washington Terri- 
tory, to the city of Tacoma for the purposes of a public park. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby poka to the city of Tacoma, inthe 
county of Pierce, in the Territory of Washington, the right to occupy, improve, 
and control, for the purposes of a public park for the use and benefit of the citi- 
zens of the United States, and for no other purposes whatever, the following- 
described pieces or Pape! of land, situate in the county of Pierce and Territory 
of Washington, and described as follows, namely : Lots 1, 2,3,4,5,and 6, andthe 
east half of the southeast quarter, and the northeast quarter of the northwest 

uarter, and the southwest quarter of the northeast quarter of section 15, town- 
ship 21 north, of range 2 east, and lots 1,2, and 3, and the south half of the south- 
west quarter of section 14, same township and range, and lots 1,2, and 3, in sec- 
tion 10 of the samt township and range, containing 635 acres, more or less: Pro- 
vided, That the United States reserves to itself the fee and the right forever to 
resume possession and occupy any portion of said lands for naval or military 
purposes whenever in the judgment of the President the exigency arises that 
should require the use and sy (ated creme of the same for the public defense or 
for such other disposition as Congress may determine, without any claim for 
a to said city for improvements thereon or damages on account 

ereof, 


There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. This is a very important measure, and I hope the 
gentleman from Washington Territory [Mr. VooRHEES] will be per- 
mitted to state its effect. r 

Mr. PAYSON. I hope the gentleman will not consume much time. 
We are all in favor of the bill. 

Mr. VOORHEES. 1 will not take three minutes. 

The land covered by this bill isa military reservation known as Point 
Defiance. It embraces from 700 to 800 acres. The War Department 
is entirely in favor of this measure, as is shown by a letter which ac- 
companies the report. The bill provides simply that this land shall 
be used by the city of Tacoma for the purpose of a public park, reserv- 
ing to the United States the right at any time and under any cireum- 
stances to resume ion of the land for purposes of public defense. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iask that the report upon this bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, that order 
will be made. The Chair hears no objection. 

The report (by Mr. VOORHEES) is as follows: 

The Committee on the Public Lands, to which was referred the bill (S. 1870) 
grantipg certain lands in Pierce County, Washington Territory, to the city of 
Tacoma forthe purpose of a public park, report the same back with a favorable 
recommendation. The tract of land to which this legislation refers contains 
between 600 and 700 acres, and immediately adjoins the city of Tacoma. 

The bill in its present shape has been recommended by the Chief of Engineers 


of the United States Army, which recommendation meets with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of War, as appears from the following letters : 


“ OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES RMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1888. 


“Str: I have the honor to return herewith Senate bill 1870, nting certain 
lands in Pieree County, Washington Territory, to the city of Tacoma, for the 
pu es of a public par 
“Tt is recommended that the bill be radically changed, in this, that instead of 
granting the lands mentioned to the city of Tacoma, the said city may be per- 
mitted to use the same for the purposes of a pabio park, and no other; that no 
price be reccived for the same from the city of Tacoma; that all title be securely 
vested in the United States, and that this permission be given with the full une 
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derstanding that the United States intends to occupy the lands or any part of 
them for military or other purposes whenever its proper officials see fit to order 
the same, and without any claim for compensation or damage on the part of 
“Ver respectfull bedient t, 
“Very y, your o! servan! 
“J. C. DU. 


J ANE, 
“Hon. WILLIAN C. ENDICOTT, i 
“Secretary of War.” 


“War DEPARTMENT, Washington City, March 15, 1858. 

“Srr: In reply to your request of the 12th instant for the views of this De- 

partment upon House bill No. 708], Fiflieth Congress, first session, which con- 

veys tothe city of Tacoma, for a stipulated sum per acre, certain lands in Pierce 

County, Washington Territory, belonging to United States, for the pur- 

of a public park, I have the honor to inform you that on the 6th instant 

e Committee on Public Lands of the United States Senate was furnished with 

a report upon a measure similar to the present bill (8. 1870) by the Chief of En- 

ineers, who recommends that the bill be so amended as not to grant the lands 

oana to the city of Tacoma, but merely to permit their use as a public 

„and that the United States accept no'price for the lands, but retain 

title in them mai, Bal en the property to revert to the United States 

whenever required, without any claim for damages on the part of the city of 

coma. 

“ These recommendations of the Chief of Engineers are fully concurred in by 
this Department. 

“ Very respectfully; your obedient servant, 


“S. V. BENET, 
“ Brig. Gen., Chief of Ordnance, and Acting Secretary of War. 


“Ton. C. S. VOORHEES, 
“ House of Representatives.” 
Your committee recommend the passage of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, was accordingly read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. MACDONALD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


CAMP SHERIDAN MILITARY RESERVATION. 


The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7410) for the relief of settlers upon old Camp Sheridan military reser- 
vation 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That all entries or filings under the homestead and pre-emp- 
tion laws, allowed by the United States district land officers at Valentine, Nebr., 
of lan thin the mili reservation, 


ed: Provided, Tha 
S (as the bal utp eotapilsd with tea iaw 
or en as case le col ic LAW 
sid ubie lands. k 


section 2267, United States Statutes, shall not be enforced, but proofand 
payment must be made within six months from passage of this act, 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the biil, 

The amendments reported by the Committee on the Public Lands 
were read, as follows: 

In line 3, after the word “ homestead,” insert “and,” 

In line 4 strike out the words “and timber culture.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. DORSEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 

ble. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 

SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN LOUISIANA, 

The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9423) to restore to the public domain and to regulate the sale and dis- 
paio of certain lands east of the Mississippi River, in the State of 


The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That all lands lying in the rear of 80 arpents from and east of 
the Mississippi River and south of Bayou Manchac and Amite River, within 
the limits of townships 8 and 9 south, of ranges 1, 2,3, or4 and township 10 
sou fabian so gis le p krage Sag eaa te sou ict in the State of 
Lonis w to be em- 


lands have been reserved from sale 
braced wi certain French or Spanish land ts, 


but which have been, or 
a, aene panette feere ere s 
em kN within any such 

or 


nited States not idee MERT. 


cash, in tracts not larger than 160 acres: Provided, tof entry 
. not extend to any lands within the limits of 80 arpents in depth from the Mis- 
the of said town- 


sissippi River, nor to any confirmed land grants 


ships: And Surther, That all lands disposed of under the provisions of 
this act be subject to all existing servitudes for drainage recognized by the 
laws of the State of Louisiana. + 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

The amendments reported by the Committee on the Public Lands 
were read, as follows: 

After the word “ only,” in line 27, strike out the following: 

*t For the period of three years after said lands shall have Geen surveyed; and 
after that time all lands which are too low for settlement, and which may not 
have been entered for homestead settlement, shall be sold at public sale to the 
highest bidder for cash, in tracts not larger than 160 acres.” 

At the end rons bill add the following: 


“And provided further, That neither the claimants under this bill as home- 


steaders nor the State of Louisiana shall be entitled to indemnity from the 
United States by reason of the passage hereof or of any action under it,” 

The amendments reported by the committee were agreed to. 

Mr. GAY. I wish to offer an amendment. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ifthe gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Gay] will 
permit me, I desire to insert after the words ‘‘ under the provisions of 
the homestead laws only ’’ the words ‘‘except section 2301 thereot.’’ 
That is the commutation clause. 

Mr. McRAE. Lhope my friend from Indiana will not insist on that 
amendment. Of course we all favor that provision in the general bill 
when it shall become a law; but until we can get some general rule 
established let us not have one law operating in one neighborhood and 
another in another, thereby creating confusion. 

Mr, PAYSON. It seems to me we ought to get this in wherever we 


can. 

Mr. GAY. I suggest to my friend from Indiana that this provision 
might affect very unjustly the rights of settlers. These lands have 
been occupied for fifty years by a harmless, innocent people. ~ 

Mr. MACDONALD. They are all occupied, are they not? 

Mr. GAY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HOLMAN. In view of the statement made by the gentleman 
from Louisiana, I will not press the amendment. 

Mr. GAY. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to the bill the following: 
“That Too provans of this bill shall be, and are hereby, extended to em- 
ers upon public lands, and for the disposition of all publio lands, 
embraced in the grant to Daniel Olark, so far as decreed invalid by the Supreme 
Court of the United States and the unconfirmed Conway claim.’ 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I would like to hear some explanation of this 
amendment. 

Mr. GAY. It has been ascertained that the original settlers on these 
lands were not all upon the Donaldson and Scott claim, which has re- 
cently been declared invalid, but many of them were upon the Daniel 
Clark grant and the Conway grant, which have also been set aside. 
The lands are of exactly the same character. 

Mr. HOLMAN. And on the same of the river. 

Mr. GAY. This amendment is designed to protect contiguous bona 
fide settlers who have been there for three generations. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. The gentleman’s explanation is satisfactory. 

The amendment of Mr. GAY was to, 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. GAY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed; 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

CANCELLATION OF RESERVATIONS ON ACCOUNT OF LIVE-OAK,. 

The next business under the special order was the bill (S. 196) to 
cancel certain reservations of lands on account of live-oak in the south- 
menn land district of the State of Louisiana; which was read, as fol- 

ows: 

Beit —* ete., That th ti rt b; Presi 
tober 21, 1845, in the pametni ocine ana dith aor td Botsor Da babe 
townships to wit: No.15 south, range 1 


nd are y, canceled and annulled: 
faith settled upon and made improvemens upon Pecan Isl- 
towships, at the is 


reservations for live-oak had not been made, 

The SPEAKER protempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Ne ee es There should be a commutation clause inserted in 
the bill. 

Mr. GAY. That is not at all necessary. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think some such provision should be inserted. 

Mr. McRAE. The commutation clause is not necessary under the 
homestead law in the South. It has never been used there. They 
take the land for homes and keep them. 

Mr. PAYSON. Itcannot work any injury to haveitinserted. Set- 


tlers in possession who hold land under this bill can not be harmed. 
aa McRAE. It makes them trouble for which there is no occasion 
at 
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Mr. PAYSON. It could be inserted in the time we are debating it. 

Mr. WEAVER. Why should not all settlers be treated alike? 

Mr. HOLMAN. There would be no impropriety in inserting such a 

rovision. i 

Mr. PAYSON. It can not hurt anybody. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does anybody offer the amendment? 

Mr. PAYSON. Yes; I move to insert, after the word ‘‘laws,’’ the 
words ‘‘except section 2321 of the Revised Statutes,” which is the 
commutation clause of the homestead law. 

Mr. GAY. Iam willing to accept that amendment. 

There was no objection, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading; and it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WEAVER moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


LEASING OF SCHOOL AND UNIVERSITY LANDS, WYOMING TERRITORY. 


The next business under the special order was the bill (S. 1782) to 
authorize the leasing of the school and university lands in the Territory 
of Wyoming, and for other purposes; which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the county commissioners of each of the counties or- 
ized or hereafter organized in the Territory of afte pasan | are hereby author- 
to lease the lands devoid of timber and known mi deposits heretofore 
reserved or that may hereafter be reserved for school in their respect- 
ive counties, in such manner as may be provided by the laws of the said Terri- 
tory: Provided, That until the Legislature of the said Territory shall provide by 
law for the leasing of the said lands, the presidents of the several boards of the 
county commissioners of the said Territory shall constitute a commission that 
is hereby authorized to make the necessary rules and lations for the leas- 
ing of the said lands: Provided, That such rules and regulations shall have no 
force and effect until they are approved by the Secretary of the Interior. The 
said commission shall meet at such place and time as may be designated by the 
governor of the said Territory, 

Sec. 2. That all moneys derived from the leasing of the lands as ponasa by 
the first section of this act shall become part of the school funds of the count; 
where such lands are situated, and shall be used for the building of school- 
houses and the support of public schools in such county, and for no other pur- 


pose. 

SEOC. 3. That the rnor, superintendent of public instruction, and auditor 
of the Territory of Wyoming are hereby constituted a board, with authority to 
lease the lands heretofore selected, or that may hereafter be selected, for uni- 
versity purposes, under the provisions of the act of Congress entitled * An act 
to grant lands to Dakota, Montana, Arizona. Idaho, and Wyoming, for univer- 
sity purposes,” approved February 18, 1881, in the said Territory of Wyoming, 
in such manner as may be provided by the laws of the Territory of Wyoming: 
Provided, That until the Legislature of said Territory shall provide by law for 
the leasing of said university and school Jands the said governor, superintend- 
ent of public instruction, and auditor are authorized, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior, to make the necessary rules and regulations to carry 
out the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 4. That all moneys derived from the leasing of the said university lands, 
as provided by the third section of this act, shall become a part of the university 
fund of said Territory, and shall be used for the support of the university of 
Wyoming, and for no other purpose. 

Ec. 5. That no lease under the provisions of this act shall be made for aterm 
exce five years, and all leases shall expire within six months after the Ter- 
ritory is admitted as a State into the Union: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Interior may at any time in his discretion annul any lease made under the pro- 
visions of this act, 5 

Sec, 6. That where lands in the sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections, in the Ter- 
ritory of Wyoming, are found upon survey to be in the occupancy, and covered 
by the improvements of an actual pre-emption or homestead settler, or where 
either of are fractional in quantity,in whole or in part, or wanting bo- 
cause the townships are fractional, or have been or shall hereafter be reserved 
for public purposes, or found to be l in character, other lands may be se- 
lected by an agent appointed by the porono of the Territory in lieu thereof, 
from the suryeyed public lands within the Territory not otherwise legally 
claimed or appropriated at the time of selection, in accordance with the 
ciples of adjustment p: bed 2276 of the Revised Statutes o) 
United States, and upon a determination by the Interior De ent that a 
portion of the smallest legal subdivision in a section numbe: 16, or 36,in Wy- 
oming, is mineral land,such smallest legal subdivision shall be ae from 
the reservation for schools, and indemnity allowed for it in its entirety, and 
riions of them remaining after segregation of the 
ll be treated as other public lands of the United 


rin- 


such subdivisions, or the 
mineral lands or claims, 
States. 

The amendments of the committee were read, as follows: 

Strike out the following proviso in section 1: 

ss, , That until the Legislature of tbe said Sani E eer rovide by law 
for the leasing of the said land, the presidents of the several boards cf the county 
commissioners of the said Territory shall constitute a commission that is hereby 
authorized to make the necessary rules and regulations for the leasing of the 
said lands: Provided, That such rules and regulations shall have no force and 
effect until they are approved by the Secretary of the Interior. The said com- 
mission shall meet at such place and time as may be designated by the governor 
of the said Territory.” 

Batre in section 3, line 12, insert after the word “university ” the words “and 
ool.’ 

Mr. HOLMAN. I presume there is no objection to the consideration 
of the bill, but I wish to have the first part of the last clause read again. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MCRAE. If it will provoke debate I will object, but otherwise 
I will not. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It will give rise to no debate. 

Mr. MCRAE. I have no objection to the bill being considered on 
the condition that it does not give rise to a protracted debate. Ihave 
several bills I wish to have passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection, and the 


bill is before the House for consideration. 


Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to have the first part of the last clause of 
the bill read again. 

The last section of the bill was again read. 

Mr. HOBMAN. I believe that does not go further than is provided 
in other cases. 

Mr. CAREY. This section has been prepared at the Interior De- 
partment. They struck out the section I had drawn and substituted 
this in its place. It is in conformity with the law with reference to 
school lands. 

Mr. TOOLE. I desire to offer an additional clause. It is that the 
provisions of this act shall extend to the other Territories of the United 
States. 

The amendments of the committee were agreed to. 

Mr. TOOLE. I move to insert in the bill the Territories of Arizona, 
New Mexico, Montana, Dakota, and Idaho. ‘ 

Mr. WEAVER. Ido not know what are the conditions of the othe: 
Territories. That would make thisa large lease bill. 

Mr. TOOLE. I submit it is only fair the other Territories should be 
included upon the same conditions. i: 

Mr. WEAVER. I can not agree to it. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I suppose the same officers are appointed in all 
cases. 

Mr. TOOLE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HOLMAN. And each of these Territories has its own superin- 
tendent of public schools? ` 

Mr. TOOLE. Yes, all of the machinery is supplied just as in 
Wyoming. 

Mr. WEAVER. But these other Territories ought to have brought 
in their bills, and have them considered by the Public Com- 
mittee. I object to this sort of legislation in reference to the public 
lands. They are being disposed of fast enough to syndicates—— 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope my friend will not press this amendment. 

Mr. TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I wouldliketo say just this: The Con- 
gress of the United States has already set an example to the Territories 
of the United States by passing a law that prohibits the Legislative 
Assemblies of the Territories from enacting any special law of any kind 
or character whatever. Having set that very good example, it seems 
to me that unless some special reason is shown in a matter of general 
importance like this, affecting the Territories of the United States ex- 
actly alike as this does, there is no reason why a separate bill should 
be passed in each case, but that the same law should apply alike to 
each of the Territories. 

All the school lands of the United States are exactly in the same con- 
dition, and there is no permission on the part of the Territorial author- 
ities to lease or sell them, or exercise any supervision or control over 
them whatever until they become States of the Union. It seems to 
me that they stand exactly upon the same ground, and that this provis- 
ion ought to apply to all alike. 

Mr. WEAVER. Still the Territories have not thought it of sufi- 
cient importance to ask Congress or the Committee on the Public Lands 
to consider such a proposition. 

Mr. MCRAE. ‘They are asking it; they are asking it now. 

Mr. TOOLE. Theystand exactly upon the same basis as Wyoming. 

Mr. MCRAE. ‘This provision does not take any land whatever from 
the Government, but it only helps to increase the school funds in the 
Territories, 

Mr. WEAVER. It allows them to lease the lands. 

Mr. MCRAE. Yes, but the lands are being occupied now to a large 
extent, and the Territories derive no revenue from them. Now, ifthey 
have the privilege of leasing them it will add to their school funds just 
that much. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. 
word, 

Mr. TOOLE. I offer that amendment. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I would like to havesome member of the 
committee suggest any reason why Wyoming or any other Territory 
should be included in a provision of this character which does not em- 
brace all of the Territories. If any gentleman can suggest a reason I 
would like to know it. y 

Mr. WEAVER. They have not seemed to want it heretofore. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. The excuse and the only excuse that is 
offered here, which I must be permitted to say is a very flimsy one, is 
that bills have not been introduced on behalf of the Territories. But 
it is time enough now to introduce them. The gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the chairman of the committee, or some member of the com- 
mittee, ought to show a reason why they should not be included as 
proposed here; because if this is good for Wyoming, it is good for all 
of the Territories. 

It seems to me that there can be no possible objection to it. 

Mr. STONE, of Missouri. Would the provisions apply to all alike? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Yes, sir; every one of them has tlie same 
officers, the superintendent of public instruction, and have exactly the 
same machinery. There can be no objection on that ground. 

Now our Territorial school lands are being settled upon by people 
who do not own the lands because they can not get them surveyed. 
Our public-school lands are being despoiled by people settling upon 


Now, Mr. Speaker, let me say just one’ 
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them, calling them Government lands. The county commissioners of 
the various counties should have a right to stop this. They should 
make laws to stop the settling upon the lands or the mitting of 
depredations upon them. They are powerless now to PASE 

Mr. WEAVER. Allof the public lands are under the control of the 
General Government, and it can put a stop to it. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Butit does notdo it. It has appropriated 
$300,000 for certain purposes, and appropriated $80,000 to make sur- 
veys, an amount so small to each mile to be surveyed that every cent 
of it has to be turned back into the Treasury. 

Mr. WEAVER. I consider it, however, bad policy for the General 
Government to abandon the control of the public domain and turn it 
over as here proposed. The only effect of such a provision is to turn 
over the public lands to the cattle syndicates, building up vast corpora- 
tions at the public expense, and a system which is hostile to the gen- 
era] policy of our land laws. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I want to say just this and in connection 
with the very thing the gentleman now speaks of: It becomes quite 
apparent to everybody in a moment who knows anything of the con- 
ditions there that the very thing he speaks of is being done to-day. 
They are taking possession of the school lands for the very purposes 
he suggests, and there is no power to stop them. 

Mr. WEAVER. That we propose to regulate. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. But something ought to be paid to Ter- 
ritories for the use of scheol lands. 

Mr. WEAVER. I want to be understood in this matter. The re- 
sponsibility is not with me any more than any other member of the 
committee. The chairman of the committee is here, and other mem- 
bers; but let me suggest just this: we all know that these growing 
privileges ted in the Territories on the public domain are wholly 
and essentially hostile to the homestead system, and the more you ex- 
tend these privileges the stronger becomes the power of these men who 

get control. I understand that with reference to these school lands, 
they are lands that can not be sold or leased by the Territories, but can 
be homesteaded. But after a-while, when the Territories come into 
the Union and the land passes under the control of the State, you have 
powerful syndicates built up that have control of the State government 
and control of every acre of the lands; and they will retain the control 
of them, or at least are liable to do so. I think that is very objection- 
able legislation. 

Mr. SY MES. By the report from the Committee on Territories for 
the admission of Territories into the Union as States it to them 
and they retain control of the school lands, and they are inhibited 
faam disposing of them. They are made school lands for a permanent 
fund. 

Mr. WEAVER. I understand the legal status of thisland. Iam 
not a member of the Committee on Public Lands, and if the members 
of that committee have no objection to this bill, I will not object to it; 
but it ‘does not strike me as not being the right manner in which to 
accomplish the purpose sought, 

Mr. McRAE. I want to say but one word. This land is scattered 
about, a section here and a section there; and if it were in a body 
there would be a great deal more force in the point made by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. By a person taking ‘‘section 6,” or ‘‘section 16,” 
or any section, you can not make a monopoly of the land in a Ter- 
ritory; and I do not see any reason why these people should not raise 
funds by renting these lands if they desire to do so. 

Mr. WEAVER. There are parties grazing lands surrounding those 
sections now. 

Mr. McRAE. That does not interfere with anybody’s rights. 

Mr. MACDONALD. If there is to be further debate on this bill, I 
will rise for the purpose of objecting to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. CAREY, If I may be permitted one word of explanation, Ido 
not think there will be any objection to the bill. J think the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] has entirely misunderstood the situa- 
tion in reference to this land. In the Territory which I represent the 
people are expending $25 annually on each scholar of school age. They 
are establishing a university in that Territory. The Secretary of the 
Interior in his letter indorses this bill. He believes this legislation is 
wise; and I do not believe there can possibly be any objection to this 
bill in reference to Wyoming. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Do you know of any situation in Wyoming that 
does not apply to the other Territories, and why it might not be wise 
legislation for them ? 

Mr. CAREY. I have been working on this bill practically for three 
years for the Territory of Wyoming, and I will not discuss what may 
be wise for the other Territories. : 

Mr. HOLMAN. I ask that the amendment be again reported. 

The amendment of Mr. TOOLE was read, as follows: 

After the word “ Wyoming.” insert "Arizona, Dakota, Idaho, Montana, New 

- Mexico, and Utah.” 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope my friend will not insist upon that kind of 
legislation. The namesshould be inserted in the body of the bill, and be- 
fore the vote is put I ask that the first section—that portion of it which 
embraces Wyoming—shall be reported as proposed to be amended, so 
as to sée if the subsequent language will harmonize with the several Ter- 


ritoriesnamed. Iapprehend that the whole bill will have to be changed. 

The Clerk proceeded to report the section. 

Mr. HOLMAN (interrupting the reading). That will not do at all. 
I suggest that the bill will have to be remodeled. 

Mr. TOOLE. I withdraw the amendment I have offered. 

Mr. HOLMAN, I would suggest to the gentlemen representing the 
other Territories that this bill be withheld fora while. I think it is 
bad legislation—at any rate it is not good legislation; but inasmuch 
as the gentlemen seem to be so anxious for this provision I will not 
object myself, for I do not see why the same rule should not apply to 
all Territories, and I shall not object to have this provision extended 
to the whole of the Territories named, except Washington. 

Mr. KERR. I will move to strike out that section. Ido not think 
it should be for any Territory. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That can be accomplished by voting 
against it. . 

Mr. KERR. I do not think it ought to apply anywhere. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I ask that this bill be laid aside informally. 

Mr. MCRAE. If the gentleman in charge of this bill does not de- 
mand the previous question on its passage, I will. 

ree CAREY. I demand the previous question on the passage of the 
bill. 

The amendments of the committee were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. “HOLMAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. f 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


KANSAS LANDS. 


The next bill on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 6217) to relinquish 
the interest of the United States in certain lands in Kansas. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That all the interest of the United States in and to the south 
half of the northeast quarter and the north half of the southeast quarter of sec- 
tion 6,township 6 south, of range 18 west, of the sixth principal meridian, in 
Rooks County, Kansas, is hereby relinquished to Elmore 8. Stroup. 


The SPEAKER pro t:mpore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN. I ask that the report may go into the RECORD. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The report (by Mr. TURNER, of Kansas) is as follows: 


Your committee have had under consideration House bill No. 6217, and find 
the following facts: The south half of the northeast quarter and the north half 
of the southeast quarter of section 6, township 6, of range 18 west of the sixth 
principal meridian, in Kansas, was located with Supreme Court scrip K 34, sub. 
2, R. and R. 71, by Elmore S. Stroup, and upon which patent issued December 


20, 1881. 

It further appears that at the time of making said entry the said Elmore S. 
Stroup was only nineteen years of age, a at came to his knowledge after 
making said proof, when he immediately deeded said land to the United States 
and A cere said deed upon record with the register of deeds in the county in ~ 
which said land is located. The Government could not acceptsaid conveyance, 
and as patent has been issued by the Government to the said Elmore S. Strow 
for said land, the purpose of this bill is to quict tne title of said land to the aid 
rap S. Stroup. The report of the Land Commissioner upon this case is as 

‘follows: r 
“DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
“GENERAL LAND OFFICE. 
“ Washington, D. C., March 6, 1888, 


“SIR: Li ages gA your letter of February 24, 1888, you are informed that the 
records of this office show the 8,4 NE. } and N. } SE. }, section 6, township 6, 
range 18 west sixth principal meridian, Kansas, to be located with supreme 
court scrip K 34, sub, 2, R. and R. 71, by Elmore 8. Stroup, upon patent issued 
December 20, 1881. 

“Very respectfully, 
“S, M. STOCKSLAGER, . 
“Acting Commissioner.” 


The deposition of the register of deeds of the county in which said land is lo- 
cated is as follows: 


“STATE or Kansas, Rooks County, ss: 

“H, A. Kinworthy, of lawful age, being first duly sworn, on oath deposes and 
says: Iam register of di for Rooks County, Kansas, and have in my cus- 
tody the records of deeds, mortgages, and so forth, of lands in said county, 
That page — of book —— of deeds shows a deed from Elmore S, Stroup to the 
United States, conveying by warranty his title to the S, } NE. } and N. SE. 4, 
section 6, township 6, range 18, Rooks County, Kansas, to the United States; 
and that the said deed remains on record uncanceled. Said deed is dated 19th 
day of May, 1883, acknowledged 19th day of May, 1883, and filed for record 21st 


day of May, 1883. 
“ [sear] H. A. KINWORTHY, 
‘t Register of Deeds. 
“Subscribed and sworn to before me this 20th day of February, 1888. 
“ [SEAL] F. A. CHIPMAN, 
“ Clerk District Court, Rooks County, Kansas.” 


All of which is respectfully submitted, with the recommendation that the bill 
be passed. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
en; , it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


Mr. TURNER, of Kansas, moved to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed; and also moveđ ihat the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed tos 
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PURCHASERS WITHIN RAILROAD GRANTS. 


The next bill on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 9056) to protect 
purchasers of lands lying in the vicinity of Denver, Colo., heretofore 
withdrawn by the executive department of the Government as lying 
within the limits of certain railroad grants, and afterward held to lie 
without such limits. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Beit enacted, etc., Thatas to all lands lying in the vicinity of Denver, in the State 
of Colorado, heretofore withdrawn by the executive department of the Gov- 
ernment for the use or benefit of the Union Pacific Railway Company, Eastern 
Division, and the Denver Pacific Railway and Telegraph Company, or their or 
either of their successors, under the construction heretofore p by the ex- 
ecutive department of the Government upon the act of Congress entitled “An 
act to authorize the transfer of lands granted to the Union Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. Eastern Division, between Denver and the point of its connection with the 

nion Pacific Railroad, tothe Denver Pacific Railway and see in Fw Com yY, 
and to expedite the completion of railroads to Denver, in the Territory of Colo- 
rado,” oy ase March 3, 1869, construing the grant in said act mentioned to be 
one continuous grant west of Fort Riley, in Kansas, through Denver, Colo., to 
Cheyenne, Wyo., and which lands have been sold by said companies or either 
of them, or their or either of their successors, prior to December 9, 1887, to citi- 
zens of the United States or to persons who have declared their intention to be- 
come such citizens, the holder of the title under such purchase from the rail- 
road company, unless he be a director or other officerof the Union Pacific Rail- 
way Company, may, upon making proof of such A enw at the pore land 
oftice, and the further proof of the time of his or, if he claimed by inheritance, 
his ancestor’s purchase, that he or his ancestor relied in good faith upon the 
validity of the title of such railroad companies, and that such purchase was 
made fora valuable consideration, enter and pay for said lands at the ordinary 
Government price for like lands, and patents shall issue therefor to the holder 
of such title and inure to the benefit of the oe purchaser and all claiming 
under him: Provided, that nothing herein be held to dispossess or deter- 
mine the rights of parties who may hold adversely to each other under purchase 
from the railroad company: And provided further, that a mortgage or pledge to 
secure the payment of money shall not be, considered a purchase under the 
provisions of this act. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? The Chairs hears none. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I would be glad to hear some ex- 
planation of this measure. 

Mr. PAYSON. I reported this bill under the unanimous instruc- 
tion of the committee. 

Mr. McRAE. I hope time will not be occupied in discussion. 

Mr. PAYSON. My explanation will not occupy more than a min- 
nte. The simple effect of this bill is that parties who are in posses- 
sion of certain lands which they purchased from the Union Pacific 
Railway Company—some of them as early as 1869—and who have been 
in continuous possession since, will be allowed to repurchase the same 
land from the Government by paying the same price for it. 

This measure is rendered necessary from this circumstance: In the 

arly days of that railroad grant these lands were held to be railroad 
par The Commissioner of the General Land Office in 1873 so de- 
cided; and the then Acting Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Cowan, af- 
firmed that decision on appeal. The lands were then put in the 
market and sold. In October or November, 1887, Mr. Muldrow, Act- 
ing Secretary of the Interior, reviewed the former decision and held 
that, owing to some technical difficulty (which it would take me too 
long to explain, and which it is not necessary to explain), these lands 
were notrailroad lands. But in the mean time the parties who will be 
the beneficiaries under this bill have been in possession—some, as I 
have stated, since 1869. This bill givesthem, if they were purchasers 
in good faith and not connected in any way with the railroad com- 
y, the right to buy from the Government the land they previously 

ught from the railroad company. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Does this apply to excess lands? 

Mr. PAYSON. No, sir; it applies to lands within the granted lim- 
its; not to excess lands, The lands are only rendered valuable by 
reason of their proximity to the city of Denver. As I have stated, the 
bill has been reported unanimously. It does not give away an acre of 
land. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I want to call the attention of the gentleman from 
Mllinois to this point—— 

Mr. MCRAE. Ido not want to oppose this bill, but I have a sug- 
gestion to make which I hope will be acceptable. There are three 
little private bills on the Calendar to which there can be no objection. 
They were reported prior to this bill and should have had priority of 
consideration; but in the hope that gentlemen would get through with 
these other measures, I have suffered them to goon. Now, if they 
will agree to take up these three bills and pass them, they may then 
take all the time they please in the consideration of this bill. [Cries 
of ‘* Vote!” ‘‘ Vote!” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN. The inquiry I desired to make was this: My friend 
from Illinois [Mr. Piven] in the amendment which has been read 
used the phrase “ officer of the Union Pacific Railway Company.” Is 
that description a proper one? This corporation was in the first place 
known as the Kansas Pacific. 

Mr. PAYSON. It is now the Union Pacific Railway Company. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Does the gentleman think the phraseology of his 
amendment sufficient to cover the whole case? å ` 

Mr. PAYSON. There is no trouble about that. Iam told that asa 
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matter of fact none of these officers are interested in anacre of the land 
which will be affected by this bill. That provision has simply been 
inserted out of abundant caution. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Of course, I insist that that shall be in. 

Mr. PAYSON. That is proper. 

Mr. STONE, of Missouri. I ask the Clerk to report again the last 
amendment. Some of the land to be affected by the bill is very val- 
uable—worth a thousand dollarsanacre. I think the provision ought 
to be well guarded. 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. PAYSON. That is just as strong as it can be. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It appears so. 

ee pane no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

The amendments reported by the Committee on the Public Lands 
were agreed to. 

Mr. PAYSON. There isa verbal amendment which should be made 
in line 28. The word ‘‘claimed’’ should be ‘‘claim.’’? I ask to make 
that correction: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the correction 
will be made. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iask unanimous consent that the report in this 
case be published in the RECORD. , e 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the absence of objection, that order 
will be made. 

The report (by Mr. Payson) is as follows: 


By the Union Pacific Railroad acts of Congress of July 1, 1862, July 2, 1864, and 
July 3, 1866, a continous grant of lands was made to the Union P; c Railway 
Company, rn Division, from Kansas City, Mo.,through Denver, Colo., to 
Cheyenne, Wyo.; by a further act of Congress of March 3, 1869, the Union Pa- 
cific Railway age ao Eastern Division, was authorized to contract with the 
Denver Pacific lway and Telegraph Company for the construction of that 

rt of the Union Pacific Railroad between Denver and Cheyenne, and to trans- 
er to the Denver Pacific Railway and Telegraph Company its grant of lands 
along that portion of its road. 

The road from Kansas City to Denver was completed in accordance with the 
acts of Congress,and accepted by the President ber 19, 1872; and the road 
from Denver to Sry hegre was completed in accordance with the acts of Con- 

and accepted by the President ba Sole i s 

In 1873 the question was raised in the d Department whether the act of 
March 3, 1869, above referred to, severed the original continuous nt from Kan- 
sas City to Cheyenne into two separate grants, one to the Union Pacific Railway 
omteny, Eastern Division, from Kansas City to Denver, and the other to the 
Denver Pacific Railway and Telegraph Company, from Cheyenne to Denver, 
thus making two termini at Denver. 

This question became important because the Union Pacific, Eastern Division, 
runs into Denver on a course substantially due east and west, and the Denver 
Pacific on a course substantially due north and south. So thatif there be two 
grants, each terminating with a line perpendicular to the line of these roads at 
Denver, there would be a sri or segment of land, lying southwest of Den- 
ver, which belongs to neither of the com ies. In the two cases which arose 
before Land Commissioner Drummond, in 1873, to wit: Denver Pacific vs. Lon- 
gan and Union Pacific vs. Hodge, Mr. Drummond decided that the act af March 
3, 1869, above cited, did not sever the original continuous t, and that the 
lands in the triangle belonged to the several companies. The case of the Den- 
ver Pacific vs. Longan was appealed to the Secretary of the Interior, and was 
ee by the then Acting Secretary Cowan, in 1874, (See 1 Copp’s L. O., 100- 

Aside from the decisions last quoted the executive department of the Gov- 
ernment has recognized the continuity of said grant both before and after the 
poe of the act of March 3, 1869, in the following ways: 

1. When the Union Pacific Railway Company, Eastern Division, filed its map 
of general route, in 1860, the Department approved the same and sent to the 

ister and receiver of the land office at Denver aplat showing the limits of the 
nt which included the triangle in question, and a letter withdrawing the 
ands in the triangle from private entry. 

2, When the Denver Pacific filed its map of definite location, August 21, 1869, 
the Department approved the same and forwarded to the and receiver 
at Denver and at Central City a diagram showing the definite limits of the 

t, which d: m includes the northerly half of this triangle; and when 
the Kansas c first filed its map of definite location, May 26,1870, the 
paroan approved the same and sent to the register and receiver at Denver a 

iagram showing the definite limits of the grant, which diagram includes the 
southerly half of the triangle. 

3. From 1874 to December 9, 1887, the Government issued patents to the said 
companies and their successor to 16,740 acres of Jand in the triangle, in each of 
which patents it is recited that the said companies are entitled to the same by 
reason of their compliance with the acts of Co: above mentioned. 

4. From the time the Union Pacific Railway mpy Eastern Division, first 
filed its map of general route, in 1866, the Government has at all times, both be- 
fore and after the passage of the act of March 3, 1869, sold the even-numbered 
sections within the triangle at double minimum price, on the theory that the 
triangle was part of the grant to the railroad companies. 

On mber 9, 1887, the question of whether or not this triangle was part of 
the pen to said railway companies was again before the Secretary of 
the Interior, on the petition of H. R. Clise and others, asking thatthe Attorney- 
General be instructed to bring suit to set aside patents to certain of the lan 
in the triangle, and Acting Secretary of the Interior Muldrow, in his decision 
of said last mentioned date, held that said act of March 3, 1869, severed said 
original continuous grant, and that the triangle in question never became the 
property of said railroad companies, and instructed the Attorney-General to 
bring suit to set aside all patents issued by the Government to said railroad 
apenes for lands lying within the triangle. 

or to the rendition of this decision, and while the Government recognized 
the titleof the railroad companies to these lands by the decision of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and the numerous other ways above set out, these railroad 
companies sold about 38,000 acres of these lands to innocent purchasers, who 
were induced by the conduct of the Government to believe that the title of the 
railroad companies was perfect. Some of the pu were made as early as 
1869, and a large number of the purchasers have been in actual ion, cul- 
tivating and improving the lands, for ten and fifteen years; and all these lands 
have to be irrigated to make them productive, which could only be done at 
great expense. Some of these lands lie in close proximity to the city of Den- 
ver, have j Sante through numerous hands, and are said to have become very 
valuable, from $250 to $500 per acre. 
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Of the 38,000 acres so 
have been patented to t 21,000 acres are neither pat- 
ented nor certified. 

The bill under consideration (H. R, 9056) is intended to protect these innocent 
purchasers. It permits them to purchase the lands of the Government at mini- 
mum price. It does not grant any lands to the companies, nor does it in any 
manner confirm or re ize any prior pretended t to companies, but, 
on the contrary, is upon the theory that the decision of the tary of 
the Interior of December 9, 1887, is correct, and that the lands in the triangle 
never passed to the railroad companies, 

The relief asked in this case comes within the spirit of the act of Congress of 
March 3, 1887, for the protection of innocent purchasers from railroad compa- 
nies, but owing to the peculiar circumstances of the case, that act is not appli- 
cable, 

The committee are of the opinion that the said innocent purchasers are equit- 
ably entitled to the relief granted by the bill (H. R. 9056), and therefore recom- 
mend its passage, with the following amendments: 

On line 21, pay at Ra words “successors” and “to,” insert the words “ prior 


to December 9, rs 

On line 24, between the words “company” and “may,” insert the words 
~ unless he be a director or other officer of the Union Pacific Railway Com- 

ny. 

On line 25, between the words “land office” and “enter,” insert the words 
“and the further proof of the time of his, or if he claim by inheritance his an- 
pes ner urchase, that he or his ancestor relied in good faith upon the validity 
of the title of such railroad companies, and that such purchase was made for a 
valuable consideration,” 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 


ee and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


passed. : 

Mr. PAYSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


HUGH FOSTER, 


The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bil] (H. R. 
9040) to confirm the homestead entry of Hugh Foster. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cic., That homestead entry numbered 1790, made at the United 
States land office at Marquette, Mich., March 22,1879, by Hugh Foster, upon the 
south half the northeast quarter and north half of the southeast quarter of sec- 
tion 10, in township 47 north, of range 2 east, under authority of the instructions 
of the Commissioner of the General Land Office to the local officers, dated July 
2, 1878, and recommended for confirmation, by special act of Congress, by the 
Secretary of the Interior, in a decision on the case rendered November 18, 1881, 
be, and the same is hereby, confirmed as of the day of the date of said entry: 
Provided, however, That due proof of compliance with the provisions of the 
homestead law shall be made in the usual manner, 


There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I ask unanimous consent that the report in this 
case be published in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, it was ordered accordingly. 

The report (by Mr. LArroon) is as follows: 

The Committee on the Public Lands, to whom was submitted House bill 9040, 
having had the same under consideration, and after having examined Executive 
peer 88, Forty-seventh Congress, first session, are of opinion that said 


They theretore recommend the passage of said bill. Said executive document 
is made a part of this report, 


pexmases by innocent paronan about 17,000 acres 


e companies, and abou 


[Senate Ex. Doc. No. 83, Forty-seventh Congress, first session.] 


Message from the President of the United States, transmitting a communication 
from the Secretary of the Interior, of the 27th ultimo, with accompanying 
pers, on the subject of the confirmation of the homes! entries of certain 
ESAS in the Marquette distsict, Michigan, made by Hugh Foster and John 

Waishkey, jr. 

To the Senate and House of Representatives : 

I transmit age for the basen riper of Soape, a rr ee of 
the Secretary of the Interior of the mo. accompan: pa on 
the su! ect of o earoncuigyeng ve! = homestead ne pine of lands in the Mar- 

t rict, made u ‘oster and John Waishk T. 
quet e + igan, y g: TER ey, 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, 

Washington, February 3, 1882. 


— 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, Washington, January 27, 1882. 


Sr: I have pondered act — herewith, mi duplicate, ya EA raan 
of Con; a bill, with accom ng papers, for confirmation 
ot re iret entry No. 1790, made at the United States land office at uette, 
Mich., on the 22d , 1879, by Hugh Foster. This entry was made under in- 
structions inadvertently issued by the Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
when the land was in a state of reservation under the act of March 3, 1875 (18 
Statutes, 516), and before it had been restored to market. 

I also submit, in duplicate, draught of a bill for confirmation of homestead 


entry No. 1828, made y 8, 1879, at the same office, by John Waishkey, jr., 
ais” sss este re 
oe 33 8. J. KIRKWOOD, Secretary. 
The PRESIDENT, 


A Bill to confirm the homestead entry of Hugh Foster, 


Beit enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress That homestead entry No.1790, made at the 
United States land office at Marquette, Mich., March 22, 1879, by Hugh Foster, 
upon the south half of the northeast and north half of the southeast 

uarter of section 10, in township 47 north, of range 2 east, under authority of 

instructions of the Co: oner of the General Land to the I 
ficers, dated July 2, 1878, and 


egee yh pinks 

oon, ie tre be, and t 

of said entry: Provided, however, That due proof of compliance 
vision of the homes law shall be made in the usual manner, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., December 13, 1881. 
Sm: In compliance with the request contained in your letter of November 18, 
, deciding on a) that homestead entry No, 1790, made by Hugh Foster 
ich., land office, March 22, 1879, under instructions to the 
local officers from this office dated July 2, 1878, was invalid by reason that the 
land which was reserved under the second section, act of March 3, 1875, had not 
been restored to the public domain as therein provided for at the date of said 
entry, I have the honor to inclose herewith for transmission to Congress the 
draught of ory confirming said homestead entry, together with accompanying 
pa namely : 5 
> Gopy of Commissioner's letter to local officers authorizing certain entries, 
uly 4, 
Copy of Commissioner's decision holding the homestead entry of Hugh Fos- 
ter for cancellation, May 3, 1879. 
Cog of Secretary's decision, Soren ce aea: 
ery soso Bhs your obedient servan 
i N. ©. McFARLAND, 


Commissioner. 
Hon. 8. J. KIRKWOOD, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


— 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1878. 

GENTLEMEN: I am in receipt of a letter from Guy H. Carleton, esq., dated at, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., the 2ist ultimo, requ me to ad you as to 
whether or not the south of northeast quarter and northeast quarter of 
areka yer of section 10, township 47 north, range 2 east, are subject to 

om entry. 

In compliance with the request of Mr. Carleton, I have to state that I am in 
receipt of a letter under date of Fel 20, ache iy the Acting Commis- 
sioner of Indian Affairs, stating that there is no In claim to the above-de- 
scribed land. If upon examination of yourrecords you find nointerfering claim 
z ae ane will be subject to homestead or pre-emption entry by the first 

egal applicant, 
Vary respectfully, 


REGISTER AND RECEIVER, . 
Marquetie, Mich, 


J. A. WILLIAMSON, Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., May 3, 1879. 

GENTLEMEN: Homestead entry No. 1790, March 22, 1879, in the name of Hugh 
Foster, for the north half of southeast quarter and south half of northeast quar- 
ter, section 10, townshi p 47 north, range 2 arag is this day held for cancellation 
for the reason that the land embraced therein is not subject to entry. 

On the section in question, although not embraced in the reservation, certain 
Indians had made selections of land, and section 2 of the act approved March 
8, 1875, provides as follows: 

“That all Indians who have settled upon and made improvements on section 

10, in township 47 north, range 2 east, and section 24, in township 47 north, 
3 west, Michi shall be permitted to enter not exceeding 80 acres each, attho 
minimum price of land, u making proof of such settlement and improve- 
ment before the register of the land-office at Marquette, Mich.; and when said 
entries shall have been completed in accordance herewith, the g lands 
embraced within the limits of said sections shall be restored to market,” 

In the ofice circular of March 18, 1875, promulgating the actabove referred to, 
the local officers were instructed to treat the land embraced in the two sections 
as reserved from any other dis than that for which the act vides, and 
at the eg eT of one year from its passage—which was considered ample 
time for the Indians to avail themselves of the provisions thereof—the ister 
and receiver were directed to report any vacant tracts remaining in said sec- 
tions 10 and 24 for restoration to market, 

No report appears to have been made by the local officers, and the lands have 
not been restored to market. 

You will inform Mr, Foster of the above decision, and allow him sixty days 
within which to appeal, and in the event of the cancellation of his entry he 
will be allowed to make a new one, with credit for fee and commissionsalready 


paid. 
You will make an arenes first notifying the United States Indian agent 
for the tribe to which said Indians belong, in order to ascertain whether any 
Indian claims exist upon said lands, as contemplated by the act, and report re- 
sult of such investigation to this office, in order that any vacant lands remain- 
ing sci! be restored to market. 
ery respectfully, 
J. M. ARMSTRONG, 
Acting Commissioner, 
REGISTER and RECEIVER, 
Marquette, Mich. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, Washington, November 18, 1881. 


Sim; I haye considered the appeal of Hugh Foster from your decision of May 
8, 1879, holding for cancellation his homestead entry of rech 22, 1879, upon 
the north half of the southeast quarter and the south half of the northeast 
quarter of section 10, township 47 north, range 2 east, Marquette, Mich., be- 
cause at the date of said entry said lands were reserved from any other dis- 
pon than that vided by the second section of the act of March 3, 1875 (18 

ts., 516), which provides that all Indians who have settled upon and made 
improvements on said section 10, and other sections therein named, shall be 
rmitted to enter not exceeding 80 acres each, upon making due proof there- 
‘or, “and when said entries shall have been completed in accordance here- 
with the remaining lands embraced within the limits of said sections shall be 
restored to market.” k 

Your circular of March 18, 1875, under this act, required the local officers, at 
the expiration of one year from its passage,to reportany tracts which might then 
be vacant, tha they might be restored to market. Ifsuch report has been made, 
said lands have not yet been restored. 

lt appears, however, that on July 2, 1878, your office advised the local office 
that it no interfering claim to the lands named in said section 2 appeared on 
their records they would be subject to filing and entry under the peo eophon 
and homestead laws by the first legal applicant therefor. These instruetions, 
asyou state in your letter of May 3, 1879, were not intended to change the rule 
in respect to the restoration of lands to market, but were inadvertently issued. 
They were, nevertheless, in force at the date of Foster's entry, who appears to 
have made the same in virtue thereof. It does not appear to what extent. if 
he has improved the tract; but whether much or little he should not suffer 
from the inadvertency of your office. 

ither to waive the general rule respecting the restoration of 
lands to market, which has been in force for many years, nor to spare suitable 
action for relief of Mr. Foster. I therefore request you to prepare a bill for sub- 
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mission to Congress which may secure his rights and validate his entry as of 
the day of the date thereof. 
The papers transmitted with your letter of July 19, 1881, are herewith returned. 


Very respectfully, 
8. J. KIRK WOOD, Secretary. 
The COMMISSIONER OF THE GENERAL LAND OFFICE. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
ashington, D. C., December 16, 1881, 
Sır: I have the honor to inclose herewith, for transmission to Con. the 
draught of a bill confirming homestead entry No. 1828, for the south half of the 
southeast quarter and south half of the southwest quarter of section 10, township 
47 north, range 2 east, Michigan, made May 8, 1879, by John Waishkey, jr., for 
reasons set forth in my letter O, of the 14th instant, to you on said subject. 
Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
N. CO. MCFARLAND, 


Commissioner, 
Hon. S. J. KIRKWOOD, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


A bill to confirm the homestead entry of John Waishkey, jr. 


Be it enacted, elc., That homestead entry numbered 1828, made at the United 
States land office at Marquette, Mich., May 8, 1879, by John W: ey, jr., upon 
the south half of the southeast quarter and south half of the southwest quar- 
ter of section 10, in township 47 north, of range 2 east, under authority of the 
instructions of the Commissioner of the General Land Office, dated July 2, 1878, 
be, and the same is end i confirmed as of the day of the date of said bry fi 
Provided, however, That due proof of compliance with the provisions of the 
homestead law shall be made in the usual manner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE InTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., December 14, 1881. 

Sim: I have the honor to hereby recommend that the homestead entry No. 
1828, for the south half of the southeast quarter and south half of the southwest 
quarter of section 10, township 47 north, of range 2 east, made by John Waish- 
key, jr., at the Marquette, Mich., district land office, May 8, 1879, and held for 
cancellation September 16, 1879, on the same ground that homestead entry No. 
1790 was so held, be incorporated in the bill confirming homestead entry No, 
1790, the draught of which bill was inclosed in my letter O to you of the 13th 
instant, for transmission to Congress. The land covered by said entry No, 
1828 lies in the same section, township, and range as that covered by homestead 
entry No. 1790, and I think Mr. Waishkey is entitled to the same relief that is 
sought in behalf of Mr. Foster by the bill before mentioned. 

Linclose herewith a copy of the letter of September 16, 1879, holding entry 
No, 1828 for cancellation, 

Very respectfully, you obedient servant, 
N. C. McFARLAND, Commissioner, 

Hon. S. J. KIRKWOOD, 

Secretary of the Interior. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washinglon, D. C., Seplember 16, 1879. 

GENTLEMEN: Referring to my letter of May 3, 1879, holding for cancellation 
homestead entry No. 1790, in the name of Hugh Foster, covering the north half 
of the southeast quarter and south half of the northeast quarter of section 10, 
township 47 north, range 2 east, for reason therein stated, I am in recept of your 
letter of the 13th ultimo, inclosing one from Foster’s attorney relative thereto. 

You cite as your authority for allowing said entry a letter from this office of 
July 2, 1878, panne that the tracts above mentioned were subject to homestead 
entry, ete. The letter referred to was inadvertently written of the tenor that it 
was, as the tracts were not subject to such entry under the law. 

Section 2 of the act of March 3, 1875, quoted in my letter of May 3 last, is spe- 
cific in its provisions, and the land embraced in seetion 10, township 47 north, 
range 2 east, and section 24, township 47 ngrth, range 3 west, is not subject to 
entry or location, except by Indians, as thertin provided for, until the same shall 
have been restored to market. The subsequent act of May 23, 1876, has refer- 
ence only to lands formerly within the Indian reservation, and does not apply 
to the sections mentioned above, 

Homestead entry No. 1828, covering the south half of the southeast quarter 
and south half of the southwest quarter of section 10, township 47, range 2 east, 
in the name of John Waishkey, jr., is similarly situated in this respect with that 
of Hugh Foster, and is also this day held for cancellation for reasons stated at 
length in my letter of May 8, 1879, with regard to the latter. 

You will inform the parties to the entries above, allow the usual time for ap- 
peal, and report action in the premises to this office. 

You will carry out the instructions contained in the last paragraph of my let- 
ter of May 3, JaSt, relative to investigating whether any Indian ciaims exist in 
said rng ag Dar order that, if so, they may be justed, and thereafter the re- 
maining lands restored to market, as contemplated in the act of March 3, 1875. 

In case you find that your predecessors have made any report bearing on the 
matter, conimunicate the fact to this office, giving the date of such report. 


Very respectfull 
ie “Se J. M. ARMSTRONG, 


Acting Commissioner. 
NEGISTER AND RECEIVER, 


Marquette, Mich. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing è , it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


Mr. MCRAE moved to reconsider the vote by which the bia was 
: ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the ta- 

e 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

PATENT TO CERTAIN LAND IN ARKANSAS. 
The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (S, 1082) 
to authorize the issuance of patent to certain land in Arkansas. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the location made by Samuel J. Johnson for the north | 


half of southwest quarter of section 17,in township 12 north, of range 9 west, in 
Arkansas, sopann Ps acres, on the 4th of March, A. DÐ. 1861, with military 
bounty land-warrant No, 32256, for 80acres, underact of March 3, A. D. 1855, in the 


name of Achilles Ferrill or Terrill, be,and the same is hereby, confirmed, and 
patent shal] issue, notwithstanding the loss of said warrant. 

The SPEAKER protempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I would like to hear a brief explanation. 


Mr. WHEELER. By the examination of very voluminous evidence 
the committee found that the land-warrant in this case was lost, and 
that the location of the warrant was the result of accident or mistake, 
for which the owner of the warrant could not be held responsible. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It was lost in the Land Office. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ihave no objection. 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. 

The amendment reported by the committee was read, as follows: 


Add to the bill the following: 

“i Provided, That nothing herein contained shall prejudice adverse rights, and 
that, should conflicting claims be presented, the rights of the claimants shall be 
adjudicated by the Department as in other cases.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading, was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WHEELER moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to, 


WILLIAM GAFFER AND OTHERS. 


The next public-land business on the Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9234) for the relief of William Gaffer and his legal representatives and 
assigns. 

‘The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the entry of Samuel Gaffer, under date of March 24, in 
the year 1864, at Winnebago City, Minn., for the northwest quarter of section’ 
No. 20, township No. 104 north, of range 26 west, of the fifth principal meridian, 
and the subsequent final proof of the same By his son William Gaffer (as the 
son of said Samuel Gaffer, deceased), be, and the same hereby is, ratified, con- 
firməd, and declared valid; and the President is hereby authorized and directed 
to issue, in due form, a patent for said land to the said William Gaffer, which 
patent shall operate as and be a conyeyance of said land to him and his legal 
representatives or assigns. 

There being no objection, the House proceeded to the consideration 
of the bill. J 

Mr. MACDONALD. Since this bill wasreported by the Committee 
on Public Lands, an amendment has been agreed upon by my colleague 
[Mr. LIND] and myself, in consequence of the receipt of certain com- 
munications which led us to believe it necessary to adopt this amend- 
ment as a precautionary measure against dng injustice toany person. 
I ask that the amendment be read. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike outall after the word “ to,” in line 12, and insert the following: 
“The district judge of the sixth judicial district of the State of Minnesota, 
which patent shall operate as, and be a conveyance of said land to such judge 
in trust for the use and benefit of the person or persons equitably entitled to 
said land or any part thereof. 

“Sec. 2, That upon the issuance of such patent any person interested in said 
Jand may make application to the judge of said court; and said Pe shall 
thereupon issue a citation citing all parties interested to appear before 
the first day of the term at the next ensuing general term of the district court 
in and for the county in which said land is located, and then and there estab- 
lish his claim to said land or any part thereof, which citation shall be servedin 
such manner as the judge of the said court shall direct. That on the return- 
day of said citation, or at such other time as the judge may fix, the several per- 
sons cited interested in said land shall adduce and submit the evidence in sup- 
port of their respective claims thereto; and the judge of said court shall there- 
upon award to each or any of said claimants such portion of said land as he is 
in equity and good conscience entitled to; and such award shall be final and 
conclusive, and shall be carried into effect by such judge by executing conyey- 
ances in conformity therewith to the parties adjudged to be entitled to paid 
land or a portion thereof,” * 

Mr. PAYSON. This seems a strange precedent. Ido not myself, 

.as a member of the House of Representatives, like that kind of legis- 
lation. I never before heard of a measure looking to the issue of a 
patent from the General Government to the judge of a court for him 
to handle the title and transmit it to such persons as he might think 
equitably entitled to it. It is a rather odd piece of legislation. I do 
not care to object to it; but I do not want to go upon record as favoring 
that kind of legislation. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish it to be understood this bill does not come 
from the Committee on the Public Lands. The gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. MACDONALD] is responsible for it. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Itis right, and the gentleman from Minnesota 
is willing to be responsible for it. 

The amendment was agreed to, and the bill as amended was or- 
dered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it 
was accordingly read the third time, and 5 

Mr. MACDONALD moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
| REVOCATION OF WITHDRAWAL OF LANDS. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to present a bill frog the committee, which 
| came to us on reference of a communieation of the Secretary of the In- 
| terior. It is a measure recommended by him. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


An act to provide for the revocation of the withdrawal of lands made for the 
benefit of certain railroads, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted, eto., That section 5 of an act entitled “An act fora grant of lands 

to the State of Iowa, in alternate sections, to aid in the construction of a railroad 
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m said State,” approved May 12, 1864, and section 7 of an act entitled “An act 
extending the time for the completion of certain land-grant railroads in the 
States of Minnesota and Iowa, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 
1865, and also section 5 of an act entitled “An act making an additional grant 
of lands to the State of Minnesota in alternate sections, to aid in the construc- 
tion of railroads in said State,” approved July 4, 1866, so far as said sectionsare 
applicable tolands embraced within the indemnity limits of said grants, be, and 
the same are hereby, repealed. 

Src. 2. That the provisions of section 4 of anact Spproweds une 2, 1864, and en- 
titled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act making a grant of lands to the 
State of Iowa, in alternate sections, to aid in the construction of certain railroads 
in said State,’ approved May 15,1856,” be and the same are hereby repealed, so 
far as they require the Secretary of the Interior to reserve any lands but the odd 
sections within the primary, or 6 miles granted limits of the roads mentioned 
in said act of June 2, 1864, or the act to which the same is amendatory; and all 
withdrawals of lands within indemnity limits heretofore made for the benefit 
of any road or roads, under or by virtue of said grants or any of them, and any 
reservations of lands made under said provisions of the act of June 2, 1864, shall 
be revoked, and the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to re- 
store said lands to settlement and entry, after affording due opportunity, by 
such notice as he may consider proper to give to claimants under said grants, or 
any of them, to show cause why said restoration should not be made. 

Sec, 3, That whenever, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Interior, a nt 
of lands heretofore made by the United States to aid in the construction o any 
rail or m road,’canal, or other work of internal improvement, has been ad- 
justed, and he deems it advisable that said adjustment should be finally closed 
on the books of the Land Office, he shall cause such notice to be given, by ad- 
vertisement or otherwise, as may seem to him proper, warning parties inter- 
ested to come forward within three months and show cause why such adjust- 
ment should not be at once closed, 

If a proper showing be made, he shall, as spay as may be, determine the 
matters involved, awarding to said parties whatever they may be entitled to, 
and thereupon, or if no such showing be made, he shall at once direct the Com- 
missioner of the General Land Office to close finally the adjustment of said 
grant, and the same shall not thereafter be reopened. And after. the closing of 
any such adjustment, the Secretary shall reyoke all withdrawals theretofore 
made for such grant, and restore to settlement and entry, under the homestead 
laws, all public lands withdrawn thereunder remaining undisposed of, 

Mr. HOLMAN. The changes made by the committee make it more 
imperative. With the consent of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Payson] and the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MACDONALD], who 
are members of the subcommittee, I will not press that measure to- 
night. 

Mr. PAYSON. It is a good measure now. ; 

Mr. HOLMAN. Very well; let it be acted on with a motion to re- 
consider entered and pending. 

Several MEMBERS. Let the report of the committee be read. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wijhdraw the report. It is a privileged matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill is not before the House. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. WHEELER. I ask tocall up the bill (S. 283) to amend sections 
2474 and 2475 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, setting 
apart a certain tract of land lying near the headwaters of the Yellow- 
stone River as a public park. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is not included in the special 
order for this evening’s session. ! 

Mr. WHEELER. This is reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

Mr. HERMANN. Let me get in and pass a bill (H. R. 1176) pro- 
viding for the sale of certain mineral lands to aliens. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is only one minute remaining. 

Mr. WHEELER. It is impossible to pass it in that time. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Is it necessary to move reconsidera- 
tion of the votes passing bills to-night? —_ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That has been done in each case. 

The hour of 10 o’clock p. m. having arrived, the Speaker pro tempore 
adjourned the House, according to order, until 11 o’clock a. m. to- 
morrow. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 

Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. E. P. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 10969) granting a pension to 
Clara S. Coleman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10970) to place the name of George R. Williams 
on the pension-roll—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHEADLE: A bill (H. R. 10971) authorizing the Secretary 
of the Treasury to pay David H. Olive—to the Committee on War 
Clai 


ms, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10972) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to 
donate four cannon to the Lafayette (Ind.) Soldiers and Sailors’ Mon- 
ument Association—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: A bill (H. R. 10973) for the relief of Florence 
Griffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. R. 10974) to increase the pension of 
James Brady—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GEST: A hill (H. R. 10975) granting a pension to John H. 
Starr—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10976) granting a pension to William L. Wilson— 
to Riso, a bill (H E. 10977) grantin to John J. B 

, 3 =R. ing a ion ohn J. Brown—to 
the Committee on Poin HE ZR > 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 10978) for the relief of M. S. 
Hellman—to the Committee on Claims, 


By Mr. McCORMICKE: A bill (H. R. 10979) for the relief of Uriah 
L. Davis—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MCMILLIN: A bill (H. R; 10980) for the relief of Willis 
Cornwell—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MERRIMAN: A bill (H. R. 10981) granting an increase of 
pension to epee B. Bradley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. 8 ELY: A bill (H. R. 10982) granting a pension to 
Joseph H. Heiser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10983) increasing the pension of John Akers—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE, of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 10984) to place on the 
roll of Company B, Fifteenth Regiment Kansas Cavalry, the name of 
William A. Wilson—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOUND: Petition of citizens of Trevorton, Pa., in favor of 
House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. CHEADLE: Petition of Riley Sanders and 81 others, voters 
of Monroe County, Indiana, for protection to wool—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, sundry petitions of citizens and soldiers, for restoration of ar- 
rears of pension—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Kokomo, Ind., against reduction of 
tariff on window-glass—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Jeremiah McCool, for relief—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of 
War to cause a survey and report to be made of the practicability and 
necessity of a winter bridge across the Detroit River—to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce. 

Also, petition of Margaret Bolio, of Detroit, Mich., for a pension— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COMPTON: A resolution authorizing the commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to have Pennsylvania avenue and Massachu- 
setts avenue east surveyed and platted—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 

By Mr. COWLES: Petition of Adam Staley, of Wilkes County, North 
Carolina, for reference of his claim to the Courtof Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CUTCHEON: Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
War to grant leave of absence to Frederick S. Strong, Fourth United 
States Artillery—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. R. H. M. DAVIDSON: Petition of H. L. Knight and 170 
others, of King Wylly and 225 others, and of William A. Morrison and 
157 others, citizens of Florida, for a bill donating Fort Brooke military 
reservation at Tampa, Fla., for free schools and other purposes—to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GEST: Affidavits in the pension claims of John H. Starr, of 
William L. Wilson, and of John Brown—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. D. B. HENDERSON: Petition of A. E. House and others, 
citizens of Delaware County, Iowa, for certain amendments to the in- 
terstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. HOUK: Petition of J. R. Harrison, and of administrator of 
James Evans, of Jefferson County, Tennessee, for reference of their 
claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MORSE: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of Massachusetts, for a prohibitory constitutional amendment— 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Petition of administrator of Henry Alley, 
for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. ROGERS: Petition of Olive Coppock, of Saline County, and 
of Jennie Cope, of Garland County, Arkansas, for reference of their 
claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HENRY SMITH: Petition of Augustus H, F. Hien, for pay- 
ment of war claim—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. J. D. STEWART: Petition of merchants, business men, and 
prominent citizens of Richmond, Va., for an appropriation in behalf of 
the National Colored Exposition—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of George Coal, of Clayton County, Georgia, for refer- 
ence of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. SYMES: Petition of citizens of Colorado, for amendments to 
the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

Also, memorial of Luke Phillips and 59 others, of Gunnison, Colo., for 
certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Colo- 
rado, for a prohibitory constitutional amendment—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. . 

By Mr. TAULBEE: Petition and proof to accompany bill for the re- 
lief of Joseph McSwain—to the Committee on Claims. 
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By Mr. VOORHEES: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem 
ance Union of East and of West Washington Territory, for a pro ib- 
itory constitutional amendment—to the Select Committee on the Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. WALKER: Petition of L. P. Ruff, of Jackson, Mo., for re- 
po of duty on dental instruments—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans, 

By Mr. WARNER: Petition of J. E. Crozier, and of O. A. Jones, of 
Missouri, for reduction of duty on dental instruments, ete.—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WHITTHORNE: Petition of Eleanor W. McKisrack, of 
Maury County, Tennessee, for reference of her claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of heir of John G. Tarkington, of Hickman County, 
Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WILKINSON: Petitionof Francis Massich, of William Gold- 
ing, and of heirs of Adele Lanaux, of Louisiana, for reference of their 
claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. THOMAS WILSON: Petition of phical Union No. 
42, of Minneapolis, Minn., in favor of international pacer bill—to 
the Committee on Patents. 

ae following petitions for the more effectual protection of agricult- 
ure, by means rh ype rtain import duties, were received and severally 
referred to the Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. LAIDLAW: Of citizens of Franklinyille, N. Y. 

By Mr. SYMES: Of citizens of Colorado. 


SENATE. 
WEDNESDAY, July 25, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a petition of citizens of Ohio, 
praying for the adoption of certain amendments to the interstate-com- 
merce law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 


merce. 

Mr. MANDERSON presented a petition of citizens of Brown County, 
Nebraska, praying for the passage of certain amendments of the inter- 
state-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

Mr. VANCE presented a petition of citizens of Wilson County, North 
Carolina, praying for an amendment of the interstate-commerce law; 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. PLUMB presented the petition of William Edgerton and 35 
other citizens of the Third Congressional district of Kansas, praying 
for prohibition in the District of Columbia; which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KENNA presented a petition of the board of commissioners of 
Ohio County, West Virginia, asking for an approprigtion by Congress 
for the restoration of bridges and the repair of the national road recently 
destroyed by storm pad flood; which was referred to the Committee on 


Appropriations, 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 3902) for the relief of Sophia B. Moore, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 9263) granting an increase of pension to Abraham J. 
Buckles 

A pill (H. R. 9830) for the relief of Lachlan H. McIntosh; and 

A bill (H. R. 2190) granting a pension to Jane Smallridge. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, to wens were re- 
ferred the fallowing bills, asked to be discharged from their further 
consideration, and that they be referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs; which was ed to: 

A bill (S. 952 ) for the relief of A. W. Hager; and 

A bill fe 2055) for the relief of Mrs. Catherine E. Whitall. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1981) to provide for the 
erection of a public building for the use of the post-office and other Goy- 
ernment offices at the city of Muskegon, in the State of Michigan, re- 
ported it without amendment, 

Mr. ALLISON, from the Committee on Appropriations, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3187) making an appropriation of $150,000 to en- 
able A. de Bausset to build an air-ship to convey passengers and i 
through the air, and for other p asked to be from 
its further consideration, and that it be referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce; which was agreed to. 

Mr. BLAIR, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred 
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the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 5155) granting a pension to John S. Bryant; and 

A bill (H. R. 9363) granting a pension to Edwin J. Godfrey, 

Mr. JONES, of Ar from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 320) for the relief of John D. Adams, reported 
it with amendments. 

JOHN W. KING. 


Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1008) for the relief of John W. King, of Warren 
County, in the State of Mississippi, reported the onan DE resolution; 
which was considered by unanimous consent, and 

agaaa Dat ~ Du i i Prone Eatin for the relief a het w. ae = 

y m and 
ines aan te hevatey, veeueren to the Court of f Claims, in cn der dey the provis- 
ions of an act oP suits a March 3, 1883, and an act entitled “An act to provide for 
the bringing of suits against the Government of the United States,” approved 

find and report the facts bearing rey spe rie merits of tho claim, 
Iualedings the levels of the claimant, and all facts upon the question 
of laches and as to whether the bar of the statute of anita. ons Ouan in justice 
to the claimant to be waived. 
REUBEN RAGLAND. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1703) for the relief of Reuben Ragland, reported the 
following resolution; which was considered by unanimous consent, and 

to: s 


BILLS biases 

Mr. FAULKNER introduced a bill (S. 3375) to create a board of 
audit to adjust all claims for special d es to real estate by reason 
of public improvements in the District of Columbia; which was read 
ta by its title, and referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 

umbia. 

Mr. DANIEL (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3376) making an ap- 
propriation for the purchase of portraits of former Secretaries of the 
Navy; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on the Library. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced a bill (S. 3377) granting a pension to Mar- 
garet Ann Beebe; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. HISCOCK introduced a bill (S. 3378) to grant pensions for service 
in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps of the United States during the 
war against rebellion; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. McPHERSON introduced a bill (S. 3379) in regard to a monu- 
mental column to commemorate the battle of Princeton, and appropri- 

ating $30,000; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Library. 

Mr. CAMERON introduced a bill (S. 3380) for the relief of William 
Brice & Co. and others; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3381) for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Allentown, Pa.; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr. HAMPTON introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 100) providing 
for the adjustment of the amount due to the State of South Carolina 
for the rent of the Citadel Academy; which was read twice by its title, ` 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. MITCHELL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PLUMB submitted an amendment ditenided to be Do pey by 
him to the bill (H. R. 2952) for the allowance of certain claims for 
stores and supplies taken and used by the United States pone as re- 
ported by the Court of Claims, under the provisions of the act of March 
3, 1883, known as the Bowman act; which was ordered to be printed, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims. : 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS, 


Mr. EVARTS. I ask that the following order be made: 


Ordered, That William Burnett have leave to withdraw his petition and ac- 
companying papers from the files of the Senate. 


These are papers now before the Library Committee, not relating to 
public affairs of any importance, and I ask that they may be imme- 
diately withdrawn. 

The PRESIDENT pro iempore. The order will be made, subject to 
the rules, 

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY. 


Mr. CULLOM submitted the following resolution; which was read: 
Whereas it is publicly announced that the Minneapolis, Sault Ste Marie and 
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Atlantic Railway Company, a line running from Minneapolis to Sault Ste Marie, 
has passed under the control and ownership of the ian Pacific Railway 
Company, or to the directors of said Canadian Pacific Railway Company acting 
for and in its interest; and 

Whereas it is also alleged that the control of the Duluth, South Shore and 
Atlantic Railway, a line running from Duluth to Sault Ste Marie, has also 
into the control of said Canadian Pacific Railway Company, or to the directors 
of said Canadian Pacific Railway Company acting for and in its interests; and 

Whereas said two lines of railway control all the approaches to the bridge 
over the St. Mary’s River on the boun line between the United States and 
Canada, the aon tha which bridge is also alleged to be in the said Cana- 
dian Pacific Railway Company; and 

Whereas said Canadian Pacific Railway Company owns the only line reach- 
ing said Sault Ste Maric from the Canadian side; and by virtue of the monopoly 
of the ownership of the American lines controlling the approaches to said 
bridge, and of the ownership of the said bridge, said Canadian Pacific Railway 
Company, it is alleged is enabled in effect to ignore and defeat the operations 
of the interstate-commerce law in letter and in spirit; and 

Whereas said Canadian Pacific Railway Company is not only a foreign corpo- 
ration, but one built wholly by and operated in the interest of a foreign govern- 
ment; and the money in the purchase and control of said American lines, 
it is alleged, is furnished either directly by said government, or obtained by its 
credit, and is used as above recited: Therefore, - 

Resolved, That the Committee on Interstate Commerce be, and is hereby, di- 
rected to inquire into the matters hereinbefore referred to, and as to whether 
any legislation is necessary to protect the interests of the people of the United 
States, and to preyent the diversion of commerce from its natural and legiti- 
mate channels, and to prevent the monopolizing of traffic by a foreign corpora- 
tion; and to report to the Senate by bill, or otherwise. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution ? 

Mr. GORMAN. Lask that the resolution may lie over until to-mor- 
row morning. I wish to prepare an amendment to be offered to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will lie over under 


the rule, and be printed. 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR. 


Mr. HOAR. I move the adoption of the following resolution: 


Resolved, That the rules of the Senate be so amended as to add to the list of 
persons entitled to the privilege of the floor ex-Speakers of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States, 


I think there will be no objection to the passage of the resolution. 
It corrects what is manifestly an oversight in the rules. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the resolution ? : 

Mr. PLATT. Of course I have no objection to extending the privi- 
leges of the floor in this manner, but I think that all resolutions which 
look to the extension of the privileges of the floor ought to go to the 
Committee on Rules, because if we pass one resolution without sucha 
reference it would be discourteous not to pass another which somebody 
might offer at some future time. 

Mr. HOAR. It does not strike me that that can by any possibility 
apply to this case. It is tocorrecta mereoversight. This high officer, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, has always been ranked 
with the Vice-President of the United States. Usually he is spoken 
of as the second officer in the Government, and to omit him from those 
entitled to our floor is a clear oversight. A gentleman who had filled 
the high office of Speaker of the House of Representatives was at the 
door of the Senate a few days ago, and I was very much mortified on 
finding that the rules did not permit me to bring him on the floor. 

I hope my honorable friend from Connecticut will in this case—it 
being so absolutely plain and clear—notinsiston a reference. It would 
involve a special meeting of the Committee on Rules, taking those Sen- 
ators from their ayocations on the floor of the Senate, and taking the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH], the chairman of that com- 
mittee, from the Gommittee on Finance. I think it is a matter of 
which the Senate can judge. 

Mr. PLATT. Iwillnotsay that the suggestions of the Senator from 
Massachusetts have not convinced me; but I think that I am convinced 
against my will, and am of the sameopinion still. However,I will not 
object to the consideration of the resolution norask to have it referred 
to the Committee on Rules. I think we are in great danger, if such 
resolutions are not referred to the committee, of some time having the 
matter enlarged in a way which we shall be sorry for afterwards. I 
think there is no earthly objection to passing this resolution. 

Mr. HARRIS. I quite agree with the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. PLATT]. It is a very unsafe method to amend the rules without 
consideration. But if the mover of the resolution will allow it to be 
referred, I think the Committee on Rules can report it back in thirty 
minutes from the floor. 

Mr. HOAR. I have no objection to that course. My sole reason in 
not referring it was a regard for the convenience of the members of that 
committee. I supposed it would probably put a mortgage on the time 
of those gentlemen for some morning to get a meeting. 

Mr. HARRIS. The committee is composed of only five members, 
and I suppose the five can get together and report the resolution back 
this morning. There can be no objection to the resolution. It would 
be a very bad precedent to amend the rules without a reference to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. HOAR. Very well, let it take that course. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The resolution will be referred to 
the Committee on Rules. 


BRIGHTWOOD AVENUE. 


_ Mr. PLUMB submitted the following resolution;-which was con- 
sidered by unanimous consent and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and hereby 
are, directed to report whether the Seventh street road, now called Brightwood 
avenue, has not been reduced in width, and if so, by what authority, and what 
steps, if any, are necessary to restore it to its original width. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House insisted upon its amendment to the 
bill (S. 1856) to establish a life-saving station on the Atlantic coast be- 
tween Indian River Inlet, Delaware, and Ocean City, Md., to 
the conference asked by the Senate on the di ing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. TARSNEY, Mr. CLARDY, and 
Mr. BROWNE, managers at the conference on its part. 

The message also announced that the Houseinsisted upon its amend- 
ments to the bill (S. 2115) to provide aid to State homes for the support 
of disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States, to the con- 
ference asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, 
and had appointed Mr. TOWNSHEND, Mr. MAISH, and Mr, LAIRD, 
managers at the conference on its part. 

The message further announced that the House had the fol- 
lowing bills with amendments; in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

A bill (S. 196) to cancel certain reservations of lands on account of 
live oak in the Southwestern land district of the State of Louisiana; 

A bill (S. 1086) to authorize the issuance of patent to certain Jand 
in Arkansas; and 

A bill (S. 1732) to authorize the leasing of the school and university 
lands in the Territory of Wyoming, and for other pur 

The message also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ing bills: ‘ 

A bill (S. 558) for the relief of certain settlers upon the school lands 
of Washington Territory; 

A bill (S. 1709) to provide for the issue of patents to certain persons 
for donation claims under the act approved September 27, 1850, com- 
monly known as the donation law; ve 

A bill (S. 1870) granting the use of certain lands in Pierce County, 
Washington Territory, to the city of Tacoma for the purposes of a 
public park; 

A bill (S. 2845) granting to the corporate authorities of the city of 
Tuscaloosa, in the State of Alabama, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States to fractional sections 22 and 15, lying south of 
the Black Warrior River, in township 21 and range 10 west; and 

A bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago to be used as an appraiser’s warehouse and other public pur- 


poses. 
The message also announced that the House had passed a bill (H. 
R. 6264) to incorporate the Washington and Highlands Street Railway 
Company of the District of Columbia; in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore: 

A bill (H. R. 8354) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a pile bridge over the Halifax River at Daytona, Volusia County, 
Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 9512) for the erection of a public building at Browns- 
ville, Tex.; and 

A bill (H. R. 9611) to authorize the Macon, Tuscaloosa and Bir- 
mingham Railroad Company to build a bridge across the Black Warrior 
River, in Alabama. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there further morning business? 
Mr. HARRIS. Having seen a majority of the Committee on Rules, 
and being authorized by each of them, I report back the resolution 
submitted by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar], and I ask 
the unanimous consent of the Senate that it be now considered. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That the rules of the Senate be so amended as to add to the list of 
persons entitled to the privileges of the floor ex-Speakers of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the Un: States. 


NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The PRESIDENT protempore. If there be nofarther morning busi- 
ness that order is closed. 

Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the naval appropriation bill. 


The motion was agreed to; and the Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 10556) making appropriations for the naval 
service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill having been reported from 
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the Committee of the Whole to the Senate, the question recurs upon 
the first reserved amendment, which will be stated. 

Mr. RANSOM. Task the Senator from Maine if he pleases to give 
way to me for a minute while I call up a bill which I know will give 
rise to no debate. If it does I shall withdraw it immediately. 

Mr. HALE. Iam very desirous to get the naval appropriation bill 
through speedily. If the Senator has a bill which will take no time 
whatever, I shall not object to its consideration. 

Mr. RANSOM. If it takes any time I shall withdraw it. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT STATESVILLE, N. C. 


Mr. RANSOM. I ask unanimous consent that the pending business 
be informally laid aside to enable me to call up the bill (H. R. 1705) 
to provide for the erection of a public building at Statesville, N. C. 

The PRESIDENT pretempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

“ JOSEPHINE’? AND “M. C. UPPER.” 


Mr. PALMER. Iask the Senator from Maine to kindly yield to me 
for a moment that I may ask the Senate to take up for consideration 
Senate bill 2197. 

Mr. HALE. Will it involve any debate whatever? 

Mr. PALMER. If it does I shall not press it. I ask the Senate to 
proceed to the consideration of the bill (S. 2197) empowering and direct- 
ing the Commissioner of Navigation to register and enroll as American 
vessels certain sailing vessels of foreign construction, repaired in the 
port of Cleveland, Ohio, and named the Josephine and M. C. Upper, 
respectively. 

By unanimons consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HALE. I did not catch the reading of the bill. 
of foreign vessels repaired under the statute? 

Mr. PALMER. Itis. 

_ _ The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


APPRAISERS’ WAREHOUSE IN NEW YORK. 


Mr. SPOONER. I ask the Senator from Maine, who seems to bein 
a good humor this morning, to yield to me for the purpose of enabling 
me to ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration of House bill 1661. 

Mr. HALE. Will it mvolve debate? 

Mr. SPOONER. If there is debate I shall withdraw the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The title of the bill will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 1661) for the erection of an ap- 
praisers’ warehouse in the city of New York, and for other p 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds with amendments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, line 4, after the word *‘ pur- 
chase,” to insert ‘‘ or acquire by condemnation; ’’ so as to read; 


Is this a case 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 1, line 9, after the word ‘‘site,”’ 

to strike out the word “‘purchased;’’ so as to read: 

The site shall embrace an area sufficient, in the opinion of said Secretary, for 
the purposes above mentioned. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

‘The next amendment was, in section 1, line 15, after the word “‘ site,” 

to strike out the words ‘‘ when purchased;’’ so as to read: 

And the building to he erected on the said site shall be plain and without 
porticos, towers, or needless ornamentation, but shall contain the necessary ac- 
and appliances for an appraisers’ warehouse, sufficient to insure 

the examination and appraisal of imported merchandise with facility and dis- 
patch, and shall not exceed in cost the sum of $650,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in secticn 2, line 4, after the word “‘ pur- 
chase,” to insert ‘‘ or acquire by condemnation;’’ so as to read: 

Sec. 2. That the said Secretary is hereby further authorized and directed, in his 
diseretion (in lieuand stead of the purchase of a site for an appraisers’ warehouse 
only), to purchase, or acquire by condemnation. a site embracing an area suffi- 
cient for the pu mentioned in this section for the erection of a new cus- 
tom-house „in addition to said appraiser's warehouse. 

| ‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2, line 15, before the word 
_“dollars,”’ to strike out “‘one million five hundred thousand” and in- 
jSert “three million;’’ so as to read: 

f tary of the Treasury may, in his discretion, purchase two 

) sites in the vicinity of each other in said city of New York, suitable for both of 
said purposes of the ‘appraisers’ store-house and custom-house; and then and 
\ in that event the said single site for custom-house and appraisers’ warehouse 
as aforesaid, or two sites in the vicinity of each other, as the case may be, shall 

; not exceed in cost the sum of $3,000,000, h sum, or so much thereof as may 


be necessary, is hereby appropriated for the purpose, out of any mo in the 
not proa a pristed {in lieu and stead of the sum of $850,000 
hereinbefore cremated 
The amendment was to. 


The next amendment was, in section 2, line 22, after the word ‘‘ pur- 
chased,” to insert ‘‘or acquired;’’ so as to read: 

And is to be available only in case the said single site for both custom-house 
and appraisers’ warehouse, or two sites in the yicinity of each other, shall be 
purchased or acquired as herein set forth. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 4, line 1, after the word ‘‘pur- 
chase,” to insert ‘‘ or acquisition;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec, 4. That in case of the purchase or acquisition of a single site for both 
custom-house and ap) * warehouse, or two sites in the vicinity of each 
other, as provided in section 2 of this act, then the appro: $650,000, or 
so much thereof as may be necessary for the erection of an appraisers’ 
house, shall be available for the purpose, in like manner as provided in section 
1 of this act. 

The amendment was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no further amendment 
to the bill as in Committee of the Whole, it will be reported to the 


Senate. 

Mr. BECK. Before that is done I should like very much to hear 
some explanation of it. Has there been a site selected ? 

Mr. SPOONER. ‘The bill authorizes the selection by the Secretary 
of the Treasury of a site. 

Mr. BECK. So I understand. Is there any suggestion from any 
quarter as to where it is likely to be located, or what is to be done 
with the present custom-house building ? 

Mr. SPOONER. ‘That is left entirely to the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, as he desired it should be. 

There is accompanying the bill a letter from him stating that the 
present accommodations in the city of New York are entirely inade- 
quate. The necessity for the purchase of such a site is too plain for 
debate. 

Mr. BECK. ‘There is no doubt about the appraisers’ office being 
altogether inadequate, and there is no doubt it is in the wrong place, 
three-quarters of a mile from the custom-house; but I do not think 
I ever saw such a bill brought here which gave no intimation to Con- 
gress where the building was going to be located, and whether the lo- 
cation would suit public convenience, where all is to be left to one 
man. 

The bill proposes to appropriate $3,000,000, it being an increase from 
a million and a half, as passed by the House, to three millions; but 
unless we know something aboutit before the work is commenced that 
will not be enough, and if we get it done for $10,000,000 we shall be 
lucky. It may be all right, but I do not believe it is. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Ifthe Senate will bear with me a moment, I will 
say that the Senator from Kentucky must see how obviously wrongand 
simple it would be to undertake to locate in the bill at any particular 
point this great building, because, as a matter of course, the property 
would cost double what it otherwise would if the matter were not left 
to the discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury. ‘The Senator from 
Kentucky I think was present in committee last year, in fact I know 
he was, and saw the utter impossibility of transacting the business in 
that great appraisers’ office in New York with any degree of economy, 
or with any degree of comfort or dispatch. Iam told that the truck- 
men who truck goods to the appraisers’ office sometimes are compelled 
to wait four or five hours before they can discharge goods at the ap- 
praisers’ stores, because of the multitude of business which is trans- 
acted there and the want of accommodations. 

The custom-house building, which is located away down town, I sup- 
pose can be sold to-day for as much money as it would cost to build a 
new custom-house and appraisers’ stores and all the buildings neces- 
sary for the proper and well-accommodated business of the customs de- 
partment in New York. But as to designating any particular place 
where it shall be located, the of the Treasury would certainly 
consult the convenience of the people of that city who had business 
with the custom-house. 

Surely something should be done and should be done at once toward 
relieving the distress, so to speak, of the business community of New 
York in their attempt to do business with the custom-house. I hope 
that the bill will pass in some form. 

Mr. BECK. I know that the appraisers’ accommodations at present 
are inadequate, and I know that the present custom-house is perhaps 
not what it ought to be, but we have had experience before in New 
York. We built a post-office building there, and we limited the cost 
as strictly as this bill does, perhaps more so, to $3,000,000, Then they 
wanted another million and a half, I believe, and we gave them that, 
and put in still more stringent regulations, requiring the building to 
be finished for that amount. The Senator from Massachusetts [ Mr. 
Dawes], I remember, was chairman of the committee at the time, and 
he will recollect better than I do; but I think that at three different 
times, in violation of all our laws, they exceeded the limit, and it cost 
us nine or ten millions and perhaps ten and a half million dollars be- 
fore we got through. 

I do not propose that we skall provide that this building shall be 
located at any particular place, but I think Congress ought to know 
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something about it. The Secretary of the Treasury should ascertain 
at what price property can be obtained, and we should see whether it 
is going to be placed at a proper point or not. 

The Secretary of the Treasury is perhaps the hardest worked man in 
this Administration, and he will have nothing to do with the location 
under the bill. He will have no time to look at it; perhaps he will 
not know anything about it, but will send some clerk or somebody 
who will pick out a place and locate the building there whether it is 
right or wrong, and while it will be said to be done by the Secretary 
of the Treasury it will in fact be done py somebody about whom the 
Secretary of the Treasury may know very little. 

If Congress is going to maintain any control over a great matter like 
this, there ought to be more care given to it than the bill provides for. 

I only desired to say that much, and I do not propose to oppose the 
bill further. : 

Mr. SPOONER. I feel under obligations to the Senator from Maine 
to withdraw this matter from consideration if he insists upon my doing 
s0, although it is a matter of great public interest. - 

Mr. HALE. I can not consent to have the debate continue. 

Mr. SPOONER, I think it will take but a few moments longer to 
dispose of the bill. 

Mr. HALE. If it is going to give rise to any further debate, of 
course I must insist upon going on with the regular order. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator from Wis- 
consin that this is an important matter, and I think it is important 
that the bill be with great care and consideration. We doneed 
new appraiser’s stores in New York City. We do need a new custom- 
house there. The buildings ought to be in the vicinity of each other, 
and they ought to be convenient to the merchants; and when we enter 
upon that work we should enter upon it with great care. , 

Although I have confidence in the Secretary of the Treasury that he 
will exert proper care in the selection of a site for these two buildings, I 
think that power should not be given to anyone man. I think it isa 
matter of sufficient importance to elicit the attention of a commission 
of eminent men or of two or three of our Cabinet officers; and when 
the work is entered upon it should be entered upon with a view tothe 
convenience of the merchants and those who are transacting business 
at the custom-house. When that is done, in my judgment, the $3,- 
000,000 limit put in the bill will not prove to be a sufficient limit. 

Mr. SPOONER. The bill provides for the purchase of a site for that 
amount, 

Mr. ALLISON. It proposes to appropriate $650,000 for the purchase 
of a site, if I remember correctly. 

Mr. SPOONER. The bill contains alternative propositions. 

Mr. ALLISON. It proposes that a building shall be erected upon 
the site selected, plain inits character, and not to exceed a cost ot 

50,000. : 

Mr. SPOONER. Or in lieu of that the Secretary of the Treasury 
may purchase at a cost not exceeding $3,000,000 a site for both the ap- 
praiser’s warehouse and the custom-house, 

Mr. ALLISON. No appraiser’s store can be built suitable for the 
business of the city of New York for $600,000 or twice that sum, in my 
judgment, even of a plain, substantial character. Of course it will be 
fire-proof. 

Mr. HALE. I think I must call for the regular order. 

Mr. ALLISON. I shall detain the Senate just one moment longer. 
I examined this matter with great care, as did the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Beck], a year or two ago. It is a matter of immense im- 
portance. Ido not know of a place where the business of the country 
is so inconveniently transacted as in the city of New York, 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to say to the Senator from Iowa that 
this bill has been very carefully considered by merchants’ associations 
in New York, by the Produce Exchange of New York, by the institu- 
tions in New York of a business nature which it would be especially 
necessary to accommodate, and its provisions meet their entire approval. 
As the bill came from the House it provided for the erection of stores 
at a cost not exceeding $600,000 or the purchase of a site for both 
buildings at a cost not exceeding $1,500,000. We have increased that 
limit upon the request of the business interests of New York to $3,000, - 
000, which they as adequate. 

The Secretary of the Treasury was communicated with in regard to 
the bill. Hehas given the subject great personal attention. He comes 
from that State; he is a careful man; he knows pretty well and can 
inform himself very accurately what the interests of the business ot 
New York require in this respect, and he very much prefers the bill as 
reported from the committee to the bill as it the House; it meets 
his commendation. I believe one good level-headed man, with all the 
facilities at hand for information, would do as well as a commission. 

Mr. ALLISON. I did not say—— 

Mr. SPOONER. However, if the bill is to be further debated I do 
not feel at liberty under my arrangement with the Senator from Maine 
to insist upon its further consideration. 

Mr. BECK. I hope if this bill is to go over—and I trust it will— 
the Senator from Wisconsin will endeavor to ascertain, as remarked 
by the Senator from New Jersey, what disposition can be made of the 
present square in which we have the appraiser’s stores, and what are 
we going to do in regard to the old custom-house? 


Mr, SPOONER. We have inquired into that. 

Mr. BECK. I believe, with the Senator from New Jersey, that that 
block is utterly unfit for the appraiser’s stores and can be sold for per- 
haps two or three millions, and perhaps the custom-house and grounds 
for two or three millions more, and we may as well look this thing 
squarely in the face and appropriate those pieces of property and the 
three millions now proposed, because the appraiser’s stores and a cus- 
tom-house suitable for New York can not be built for twice that. 

Mr. SPOONER. This is only to purchase a site. 

Mr. EVARTS. Mr. President, I should hope that this bill would 
not be treated here as if it was a new proposition or one that had not 
been very fully considered in this Congress. It was introduced in the 
House of Representatives and there passed, when it was thought that 
it was much better that there should be a larger provision which should 
cover the cost of the land that should provide for both structures under 
the idea that it was important that the custom-house and appraiser’s 
stores should be convenient, and that therefore an area should be put 
at the disposition of this Government that would accomplish those pur- 


poses. 

Now, there is an alternative proposition in this bill providing a cer- 
tain price for a plot on which to erect appraiser’s stores, and also a pro- 
vision for the erection of those stores, which is probably quite inade- 
quate, I agree; the alternative proposition being to take into view by 
the Secretary of the Treasury plots of land contiguous, adjacent, co- 
terminous, or convenient to one another, by which the common struct- 
ure or the double structure may be economically erected. 

I have not heard a single objection to the proposition that this greater 
accommodation both for the appraiser’s establishment and for the cus- 
tom-house ought to be provided; nor is at all doubtful that for the 
convenience of the public business and of the merchants, which are 
entirely coincident as we all know, they should be coterminous and 
embraced under one structure, if that be found suitable. then 
does this alternative suggested to us leave a grievance unr until 
some other inquiry is made? Inquiry in every direction has preceded 
this bill before its introduction, and on the part of the Department of 
this Government having charge of it, the Treasury Department, ever 


since, 

So, then, this method of disposing of the matter is simply leaving us 
without a custom-house, which everybody agrees we should have; with- 
out an appraiser’s establishment, which every one agrees we should 
have; without a site for them, that everybody agrees we should have; 
and upon what suggestion are we to be left in this position? Is it 
better that Congress should pass upon the competing private interests 
of land-owners who would wish to sell to the Government? It seems 
to me not at all suitable either on its general principle or on the habits 
of this country. Our habit is to concentrate responsibility upon execu- 
tive officers and to hold them responsible to Congress for any lack of 
administration. 

Mr. President, no one knows better than the Senator from cee: 
who has had abundant opportunity to satisfy himself and has firmly 
expressed himself, that we need in New York for the business of the 
Government, for the convenience of commerce, this provision or a pro- 
vision that is to accomplish the general purpose. We now holda 
custom-house wholly inadequate in Wall street, where every square foot 
is of the highest value and which can be disposed of by itself probably 
for enough to cover the purchase of the new structure that we are to 
make. ‘There is no place in the city of New York where the square 
foot is worth as much as it is on the site of the present custom-honse. 
If it were abundant, if it were large enough, if it were convenient, if 
the merchants desired it, the cost of the land should be no impediment 
to our continuing our ion. 

Now, Mr. President, all that we propose here is to provide a sum of 
$3,000,000 to give, either by purchase or condemning, an adequate plot 
in the city of New York for these buildings. I should hope, there- 
fore, not only that this bill might be heard and passed upon now, but 
that if it is contested it should be now presently disposed of. It isnot 
a matter about which to protract debate. The Senator from Iowa has 
said what he has to say, the Senator from Kentucky has said what he 
has to say, and they both agree in the principal proposition that we 
ought to have an adequate appropriation for the purposes aimed at. 

I do not know any other way that we are to find out where the proper 
place is except by leaving it to the officers of the Government that are 
trusted. I have repelled on my part toward all my constituents any 
effort to direct the attention of the Senate to the place where this 
should be. I have said to allof them that I would have no entertain-. 
ment of those ideas, but they must all be reserved for the responsible ' 
head of the Treasury Department if this bill should become a law. 

Why put it off a year or why put itoffa week? I agree it does not 
make any difference whether it-passes this week or next week. It has 

the House. It has on it amendments which only are changing 
the area that embraces the object of the whole structure. Now, as to 
the a isers’ stores—perhaps the Senator from Iowa, or the Senator 
from Kentucky, may be more accurate about the amount of rent than 
I can be without hing my memory—it is a very largo sum—as I 
understand, certainly over $80,000. Iam not sure that itis not over 
$100,000 a year that we are paying for rent merely for an appraisers’ 
establishment, and a very inadequate establishment, an inconvenient 
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one, an old sugar-house, not in site nor in its arrangement complete to 
the satisfaction of the Government. We mustlook atthings asthey are. 

The present custom-house in Wall street will sell for enough to cover 
everything, as I suppose. Certainly we make a saving in paying the 
interest on the cost of the appraisers’ stores instead of $80,000 or 
$100,000 a year rent for inconvenient quarters. The magnitude of the 
sum involved should not affect in the least the consideration and the 
determination of the question, because that is determined by the neces- 
sities of the case and the high value of real estate. 

So all agree about the important object, and we have been obliged to 
put in the bill a provision for condemnation, with entire uncertainty 
whether by private contract or not, so great is the value near by and in 
other places, that we might not be at the mercy of competing private 
interests. 

Mr. SPOONER. I feel under honorable obligation to the Senator 
from Maine, in view of the condition on which he granted me indulg- 
ence, not to press further this bill at this time if he insists upon going 
om I give notice that at the earliest opportunity I shall call it up 
for action. 


DISTRICT SALES OF PROPERTY FOR OVERDUE TAXES. 


Mr. FAULKNER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HALE. So much time has been taken in the unexpected de- 
bate that has arisen upon the pending amendment that I can not yield 
any further now. There is only one single amendment to pass upon 
in the naval appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Two amendments were reserved. 

Mr. HALE. I feel constrained to insist on going on with the bill. 

Mr. FAULKNER. Iappeal to the Senator from Maine to permit me 
tocall up House bill 10060. It will not take more than three minutes 
to pass it, and it is a very important and pressing matter in the Dis- 
trict. It has only a few lines. If ittakes more than three minutes I 
will withdraw it at once. 

Mr. HALE. Go on. 

Mr. FAULKNER. Task unanimous consent to call up Order of Bus- 
iness 1824, being the bill (H. R. 10060) prescribing the times for sales 
and for notice of sales of property in the District of Columbia for over- 
due taxes. 

Mr. ALLISON. I should like to hear the bill read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read at length, sub- 
ject to objection. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill. 

Mr. ALLISON., I should like to have the Senator in charge of this 
bill explain what will be the effect of the sale. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I will say to the Senator from Iowa that this 
bill does not change the present law as to the methods of sale, but 
there have been two statutes passed in different years, which conflict 
in reference to the notice of the sales. One statute requires the notice 
to be given in September and another requires it to be in July, so that 
there could not be a sale until eleven months after the notice of sale 
was given; and that was occasioned by an error in the last statute 
which was passed requiring the notice to be in September instead of 
July. This is to rectify that and to put the law back where it was 
formerly. 

Mr. HOAR. Is there no advertisement provided for except the ad- 
vertisement in this pamphlet of real-estate sold for taxes ? 

Mr. FAULKNER. No, sir; there is no other provision of the stat- 
ute now. This puts it back where it was formerly. 

Mr. HOAR. I wish to inquire of the Senator from West Virginia if 
it be the law that the real estate of any absent owner, or of a minor or 
insane person, or aged person, may be sold for taxes with no other no- 
tice than that contained in a pamphlet of which 5,000 copies are printed 
to be delivered to persons on application? p 

Mr. FAULKNER. That is the only notice I find in the old law. 

Mr. HOAR. I think if we are to pass a new law on the subject it 
ought to contain more protection for the classes I have named, and 
there ought to be added to the bill some obligation in regard to per- 
sonal notice, or notice at the usual place of abode if the person be absent. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I will withdraw the request for the considera- 
tion of the bill at this time, because I feel under obligations to the Sen- 
tor from Maine to do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The request for the consideration 
of the bill is withdrawn. 

LAND PATENTS IN ARKANSAS, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1082) to authorize the 
issuance of patent to certain land in Arkansas, which was toadd to the 
bill the following proviso: 

Provided, That nothing herein contained shall prejudice adverse rights, and 
that, should conflicting ms be presented, the rights of the claimants shall be 
adjudicated by the Department as in other cases. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I was requested by my colleague [Mr. 
BERRY], who reported this bill to the Senate, and who is absent, to 
move that the Senate non-concur in the amendment of the House of 
Representatives and ask fora conference with the House of Representa- 
tives thereon. x 

The motion was agreed to. ‘ 
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By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. TELLER, Mr. 
PADDOCK, and Mr. BERRY were appointed. 

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. HALE, Now, I hope we shall proceed with the naval appro- 
priation bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is now before the Senate. 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10556) 
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1889, and for other purposes, the pending question being on 
concurring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, 
striking out the clause from line 309 to line 314, inclusive, as follows: 

For the expenses of a commission of three oflicers,to be appointed by the 
Secretary of the Navy, to ag Seg as to the most desirable location on or near the 
coast of the Gulf of Mexico for a navy-yard and docks for shipping and for the 
expenses of sounding and surveying and estimating expenses, $50,000. 

Mr. CALL. I do not propose to delay the Senate any longer in the 
consideration of this amendment further than to state that a commis- 
sion was appointed by the Secretary of the Navy on the 1st of Decem- 
ber, 1883, in pursuance of the act of Congress of August 5, 1852, con- 
sisting of Commodore Luce, Chief Engineer Loring, and A. B. Mullett, 
civilian member. They made the following report, after an examina- 
tion of all the navy-yards in the country: 

The magnificent sheet of water forming Pensacola Bay, its fine and secure 
roadstead, and the water communication furnished by the Escambia and the 
Blackwater, the Yellow River and Santa Rosa Sound, with possibilities of 
future railroad and canal connections uniting it with the Perdido and Mobile 
Bay, the Alabama River, and the rich coal and iron districts of the neighboring 
States, all combine to render thissite more advantageous in many respects than 
that of any other yard. The climate is delightfully mild and generally healthy; 
the character of the soil is such that slips for building, launching, and repair- 
ing ships may be constructed without undue expense. Live-oak and yellow 
pine, which enter so largely into wooden-ship building, are to be found in the 
surrounding country in abundance, and of excellent quality, and unlimited sup- 
plies of iron and coal, indispensable to modern navies, are already within easy 
reach. There isample supply of good fresh water, and it has fine fresh-water 
ponds for the preservation of ship timber. 

Pensacola Bay, at the entrance of which the yard is situated, is perfectly de- 
fensible. It is easy of access to vessels of moderate draught. Ships drawing 
24 feet and over may find good anchorage off the yard, and those drawing 22 
feet may approach the principal wharf. nt soundings show that there have 
been no material changes in the depth during the t twenty-four years, so 
that no dredging is necessary. Mean rise and fali of tide, 1 foot. 

The Government improvements now in progress contemplate the removal by 
dredging of what is known as the “inner bar” to a depth of 24 feet at mean 
low water. This bar is about 1 mile southeast of the ruins of fort McRae,and 
extends across the main ship-channel. 

During the Mexican war and the late war of the rebellion the military im- 
portance of this yard was fully demonstrated. 

Pensacola Bay is almost the only suitable place for a naval station on the 
Gulf, and should a ship-canal be cut across the Florida peninsula its military 
and commercial value would be greatly enhanced. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, that report comes from very emi- 
nent men, but it does not reach the precise point we are trying to ar- 
rive at now, and that is as to the best place for the building of iron 
and steel ships. I understand it to be a settled fact thatiron and steel 
ships ought to be built in fresh water, and they ought to be repaired 
in fresh water. It is necessary after these vessels have had extensive 
cruises that they should come back into fresh water to be cleaned of 
the barnacles and the sea-weed and other matters that adhere to them; 
and for that reason the navy-yard at Brooklyn and the navy-yard on 
the Delaware River are regarded as being almost indispensable in re- 
spect of the new navy we are trying to build. 

I do not doubt that Pensacola is a very admirable place for a naval 
station. I think it would be fatuitous to abandonit. Ihave always 
regretted that the navy-yard at Pensacola wasdismantled. Asaplace 
of repair for wooden ships it doubtless is a very excellentlocation. It 
is true it is hard to defend. Santa Rosa Island is rather a narrow strip 
of land lying outside of the navy-yard at Pensacola, and I suppose, ac- 
cording to the range of modern artillery, a ship stationed at a convenient 
distance from Fort Pickens might even fire across Santa Rosa Island 
into the navy-yard. More than that, if Fort Pickens should fall into 
the hands ofan enemy, your navy-yard at Pensacola would not be worth 
anything to you. It would be of no avail whatever. Theadmiralsin 
noticing this place even for a navalstation took occasion to remark that 
a good deal of its future value depends upon a canal to connect it with 
the waters of the Alabama River, and also acanal to be built across the 
isthmus of Florida. These considerations have unsettled the opinion 
of a good many men who have to deal with questions of this kind as to 
that being a proper location for the building of steel and iron ships. 

There is no convenient access to it, except by railway, nor is there 
to be, I suppose, for many years to come, unless we should build a ca- 
nal across from the waters of the Alabama River to the Bay of Pensa- 
cola. If the commission which is to be sent out under this bill should 
indorse and ratify all that has been said on the floor by the Senator from 
Florida about the Pensacola navy-yard as a location, then thatquestion 
would be forever settled and the whole strength of the South and of 
the interior of the country would be concentrated upon Pensacola as 
the proper place for the establishment, which I consider to be an indis- 
pensable one for the building of steel and iron ships and also for the 
building of heavy ordnance on the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 

I wish to remark in this connection that it is something of a task to 
carry one of these very heavy guns by rail across our country to sup- 
ply the forts on the Mississippi River, at the Bay of Mobile, at Pensa- 
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cola, and it may be other places where guns may be needed for defense, 
and it would be quite a saving, quite a convenience to the Government 
of the United States, to have these guns constructed in the South. 

More than that, it is due to the enterprise of those people that the 
Government of the United States should give some attention to their 
great resources for the construction of guns of heavy caliber. I need 
not refer, I think, to the capacity of Alabama and of Tennessee and of 
North Georgia for the supply of ores, metals, coal, timber, and what- 
ever else may be necessary in the construction of ships. These places 
are now very prominent before the attention of the enterprising men 
of the United States and ought to attract also the attention of the Gov- 
ernment. Weought to avail ourselves of these facilities so faras we can. 

But the starting-point is an agreement as to location. Ifa commis- 
sion goes out and makes a report in favor of Pensacola as the proper 
place to build these ships and build these guns, I shall be found, ‘‘in 
season and out of season,” advocating their construction at that place. 
If, however, in going about over the country there and making the 
soundings and tests and borings that are necessary to determine the 
location, they should find some better place, I should expect an equal 
support from the Senators from Florida, 

It does not follow that because fifty or sixty years ago we established 
a navy-yard at Pensacola, when we built nothing but wooden ships, it 
therefore is to continue as a ship-yard, a place for building ships or 
heavy guns, when the entire structure of the navy has changed from 
wood to steel andiron. It does not follow, and we are not satisfied 
with it. Buta commission organized under this bill, sent out to in- 
vestigate this subject, can make a pretty good report in respect of all 
these modern methodsof constructing vessels and heavy guns, and they 
can possibly find a better location than Pensacola. But I say again 
that if they do not, I shall take Pensacola, heartily take it, and I ex- 
pect fully that the Senators from Florida would be entirely willing 
that we should have the oppor kanro of having this investigation made, 
so as to concentrate our influence and our efforts to satisfy everybody 
as to what is the best thing to be done in regard to this very important 
new enterprise. 

I believe but one war ship was ever built at Pensacola, and that was 
a very magnificent one—I think only one—and since that time the 
nayy-yard has been dismantled. There is nothing being done there 
now even in the way of ir of ships, but it has been abandoned, and 
that, too, after we had built the caissons and floated them around from 
the New England coast somewhere for the purpose of building a very 
large dry-dock. 

Mr. CALL. It never has been built. 

Mr. MORGAN. It never was completed. Why was it not com- 
pleted? Simply because the Government of the United States did 
not find need for it; the Government of the United States was doubt- 
ful about it, and more than that, since the time the Senator speaks 
of, the report that was made by the admirals he has read here this 
morning, Pensacola has had several visitations of yellow fever, the 
most unfortunate thing we know, butsomething that none of our cities 
can escape. Thatisa very important factor in the question of the loca- 
ton of a ship-yard by the United States Government. We must try to 
find some place, if we can, that is exempt from that dreadful scourge. 
If it is suitable in all other parti that is an argument against it. 
I regret to allude to that. At the same time it isa factor in the case, 
and I think the Senators from Florida ought willingly to agree to have 
this matter investigated by a proper commission, so that the Congress 
of the United States may be informed officially, after a careful exam- 
ination, as to what is best to be done in respect of the locality upon 
which we shall erect a ship-yard, a place for the construction and re- 
pair of ships. 

I confess that I desire very much that the waters in the vicinity of 
Mobile should be found to be the proper location. Why should I not? 
Why should Mobile not have an equal opportunity with Pensacola in 
a matter of this kind? 

Ido not seek to deprive Pensacola of the possession of a navalstation. 
Here is a naval station, a place for storing up coal and all sorts of naval 
supplies, easy of accesstoourships. Ishould never think of abandoning 
Pensacola for that purpose, and it is all that it is used for now; itis 
all that the Government of the United States intends to use it for. I 
suppose the Government does not think of putting back the machinery 
that was taken out of the navy-yard at Pensacola for the purpose of 
the construction or repair of ships, and I wish to say that ships ought 
to be repaired at the navy-yard in Pensacola. 

Our coast on that gulf is not going always to be in the condition that 
itis now. A time is coming, and it is not very far away, when there 
will be a canal through the us of Darien, when the ships of the 
world will find their way throngh thatisthmus, through the De Lesseps 
Canal, or the Nicaragua Canal, or the Tehuantepec Canal or railway, 
and that will be the highway of the ships of the whole world. When 
that era comes, the fertile lands which border the Gulf of Mexico, 
furnishing splendid locations for residences, will produce not another 
Mediterranean, but a Metliterranean magnified and beautified in every 
respect as a place of delightful residence and of great business enter- 
prise and capacity. Then Mobile and Pensacola will be considered 
somewhat distant from each other; as Philadelphia and New York and 


Boston are considered now somewhat distant from each other, as repre- 
senting the various rich and industrial communities which lie behind 
them on the seacoast. Our country is not going to stand still. We 
need not be afraid of the future development of the Southern country, 
particularly along the Gulf of Mexico. There is no more inviting field 
on this earth than that for human enterprise. After a little while I 
think the decadence of the Spanish power in the Island of Cuba and 
in the other islands belonging to that kingdom will liberalize all the 
proceedings of commerce and of all the different] industries of mankind, 
and the wealth that will be originated in that region for transportation 
into other markets and other places will be something that willastonish 
mankind, and that in addition to the great wealth that must be brought 
through the Gulf of Mexico from the transit through the Isthmus of 
Darien. 

Now, let us not be narrow in our policy. Let us look to the future; 
let us unite our efforts in the South for the purpose of building up our 
country and meeting this development which time is so rapidly unfold- 
ing in our behalf, 
ee zn that Senators will not object further to what the other House 

one. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. President, when this clause first fell under my 
eye I had determined not to support it, for I supposed that the Secre- 
tary of the Navy had the authority already to appoint a commission to 
investi the establishment of navy-yards, but I understand that he 
has not. The question of a proper location for a navy-yard and docks 
for shipping near the Gulf coast has been very much debated for the 
last eight or ten years among naval officers, and I am glad to have the 
opportunity to support a measure which will enable them after thor- 
ough investigation to give us the benefit of their judgment. 

The country interested in the establishment of a navy-yard on the 
Gulf of Mexico may be divided into two grand divisions: First, that 
vast region penetrated by the Mississippi River and covering the entire 
area from the Alleghany to the Rocky Mountains, containing to-day a 
population of over twenty-five millions of people, and drained as trib- 
utaries of the Mississippi River by over 17,000 miles of navigable 
streams. Colonel Benton, of Missouri, estimated—and he was good 
authority for facts—that there were 50,000 miles of boatable streams; 
tributary to the main trunk-line of the Mississippi River. This vast 
region embraces all the degrees of the temperate zone, and is rich in 
all the products of agriculture, manufactures, and mining, of under- 
ground wealth. The gate-way of this great valley, the largest in the 
world, is at the city of New Orleans, 110 miles from the mouth of the 
Mississippi River. ; ; 

The second grand division of our country interested in the establish- 
ment of this navy-yard is that bordering on the Gulf of Mexico from 
the southeast extremity of Florida to the Mexican line. The proper 
point for the defense of the Mississippi Valley is near the mouth of 
the Mississippi River, and the best point for the defense of our own 
interest within the circle of the Gulf of Mexico would be upon the 
Island of Cuba, which lies just off the mouth of the Mississippi River, 
dominating and commanding the approaches to the Gulf by the Strait 
of Florida on the east and the Strait of Yucatan on the west. 

Cuba is the key to the Mexican Gulf and to the mouth of the Missis- 
sippi River. Let me say at the outset that I know navy-yards do not 
of themselves defend anything. In fact, they would rather invite at- 
tacks in time of war. But a well-established navy-yard, equipped 
with all the apparatus and appliances for modern ship-building, would 
farnish the indispensable means and instruments for carrying on naval 
war; and a navy-yard should therefore be located where it would be 
absolutely safe from the enemy and within secure communication by 
water both to the country that yields the supply and material for war 
vessels, the skilled labor, and to the ocean. So long as Cuba is not in 
our possession we may exclude it in considering the important ques- 
tion before us. 

We do not own Cuba, and so far as I am informed thero is no public 
sentiment in the country to-day which demands the immediate ac- 
quisition of the island of Cuba. It would be foreign to our policy in 
any manner to wound the amour propre or national pride of Spain, with 
whose Government and people I am sure we have every motive of 
comity and interest to cultivate friendly relations, but we can not close 
our eyes to the state of affairs in Cuba and to the fact especially that 
an enormous debt paralyzes the development of the energies and indus- 
tries of the people and that the excess of expenditures over the revenues 
point to a time when Spain herself may find relief by offering the 
island of her own accord to the Government of the United States for a 
sum quite within our ability and disposition to pay. The likelihood 
that France may complete the Panama Canal must prompt us to see to 
it that American interests in that quarter are not overshadowed by the 
ambitious designs of France competing with Germany and Great Brit- 
ain for the trade of Mexico, South America, and the far East. 

Mr. President, I repeat, the question, where should this navy-yard 
be located which shall supply the means of defense of the Mississippi 
Valley and to maintain our rights and interest in the Mexican Gulf? 

The Senator invites our attention to the navy-yard at Pensacola— 
how it was selected even before the admission of Florida into the Union 
and was the chosen rendezvous for the Spanish and French fleet long 
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yearsago. Allthismay betrue. Ihave no doubt tho navy-yard there 
answered all the purposes for which it was establisked, had in view at 
the time it was established, and it may still answer certain good pur- 

But I submit that it fulfills none of the conditions which should 
control us in the selection of a locus for a navy-yard. 

When Pensacola was chosen asa naval station the entrance to the bay 
had more water than any other inlet or harbor on the Gulf of Mexico, 
while now it has less than the entrance to the Mississippi River. At 
that time rifled cannon were unknown, and consequently the site of 
the navy-yard was exempt from destruction through incendiary shells, 
while now vessels armed with ordi cannon can take up a position 
outside of Santa Rosa Island and absolutely destroy the navy-yard 
without receiving any material damage, even if the vessels are not 
armor-plated, if they send boats in to point out their anchorages and 
come into position after night, and this, too, if the island of Santa 
Rosa should have heavy batteries placed in the best localities to assist 
Fort Pickens in the protection of the navy-yard. 

At that timeiron hulls of vessels were unknown, while now the classes 
of vessels most necessary for defense in the Gulf would have iron bot- 
toms, which foul and deteriorate rapidly in salt water, and keep un- 
impaired and clean in fresh water, such as the Mississippi furnishes. 

There is no other point within the Bay of Pensacola having a suita- 
ble depth and near the land, except the present site, which would serve 
as a navy-yard, shoal ground lying far outand extending to the shores 
everywhere ; the depth of water on the baris barely sufficient for frigates 
now and isdecreasing. The entrance to the Mississippi furnishes not 
only deep water and fresh, now necessary to iron bottoms, but the river 
furnishes abundant supplies by water transportation for coal, materials 
of construction, and skilled Jabor, as well as stores of all kinds, all of 
which are deficient at Pensacola, or would besuppliedin time of war by 
ere nase from either long distances or less abundant sources of 
supply. 


You have access to 50,000 miles of boatable streams, to all the mines 
of iron and coal, to all the resources of material and men, to the inte- 
rior of any one of the States on the Mississippi River and its tributa- 
ries and to the cities like Vicksburg, Memphis, Louisville, St. Louis. 
You have fresh water. You have the best harbor, one of the very best 
in the country, 120 feet deep. You have at the mouth of the rivera 
safe channel, with a minimum depth—thanks to the patriotic genius of 
Captain Eads—of 28 feet, and the jetties are as solid and secure as if 
built of granite. You would have absolute protection against any 
attack by a hostile power; for not only does it afford a rendezvous by 
land, by railways, and by water ways, but the natural advantages for 
defense, the topography, and local conditions render it as safe from de- 
inde as any point within the bounds of the Union could possibly 


With the exception of occasional epidemics of yellow fever, which re- 
cur at more and more distant intervals—and, I trust, may, with the 
means of prevention now applied, not appear again—Algiers and its 
neighborhood is one of the healthiest places in the UnitedStates. The 
death-rate is very low. 

These are some of the suggestions I would like to submit to the com- 
mission. I trust the commission may be authorized. 

Why should it not beappointed? Hereare these vast interests, the 
Mississippi River, the Mississippi Valley, the people inhabiting that 
valley; here are the great States of Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
Florida, all interested; here is the chief city of that Gulf region in- 
terested, having a commerce the third among the cities of the Union. 
I have a paper showing the commerce of the leading cities, the total 
exports.and imports, for the last fiscal year, June 30, 1888: 


hese are sufficient reasons for looking elsewhere. The Senator from | Baltim 


Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] suggests that Mount Vernon should be con- 
sidered by the commission, if appointed. I know something about the 
rivers in Alabama and the approaches of its water ways. Mount Ver- 
non is situated just below the point at which the Tombigbee and the 
Alabama Rivers form the Mobile River—a noble, deep, broad river that 
flows into the bay at the city of Mobile. It is about 60 miles above 
Mobile, in an upland country, rich in woods and in underground re- 
sources—iron and coal—and capable of producing the highest quality ot 
The climate is delightful, the situation in every respect is in- 
viting, and it is well adapted for a naval station. 

But the drawback is the shallow water in Mobile Bay through which 
vessels must pass to reach Mount Vernon, and its liability to be de- 
stroyed by a force sent into the interior from any point on the coast, 
being only abont two or three days’ march distant, and at a point 
where the concentration ofa large force ofmen and supplies would bedifi- 
cult fromadjacentStates. Itis not ona system of water ways norof rail- 
ways leading to the centers of population; it is detached and isolated. 
The place where the raw materials may be found is not always the best 
point to establish workshops or nurseries for war vessels and war sup- 
plies. No doubt vessels of the greatest tonnage and of the heaviest 
armament could be constructed here, and conid be buoyed over the 
shallow bay at Mobile by casting aside the heaviest guns and taking 
them on again after reaching deep water. 

But I submit that this process of stripping a vessel of her armament on 
going out to sea and on returning for repairs would under all circum- 
stances be embarrassing and under some conditions might cause fatal 
delays. But I am disposed to give great respect and weight to any sug- 
gestions from the Senator from Alabama, and I have no doubt that 
the commission will give the most careful consideration to his views, 
and to the views of the distinguished chairman of the Naval Commit- 
tee of the House of Representatives. 

I trust, Mr. President, on account of the magnitude of the interests 
at stake, that the commission will ascertain whether or not there is not 
some place on the Mississippi River better fitted in all respects for the es- 
tablishment of a first-class navy-yard capable of turning out vessels of 
war equal in tonnage and armament to any now afloat. 

This was the opinion of the Navy Department and of Congress thirty- 
odd years ago, when this identical question was discussed and finally 
settled in favor of a point just below Algiers, on the opposite side of 
the Mississippi River from New Orleans, where the Government pur- 
chased a tract of land fronting on the river, which it owns this very 
day, and which was intended to be the site of a navy-yard for the de- 
fense of the great valley and the Gulf of Mexico. 

At this point, which we will call Algiers, you have every requisite 
for a navy-yard, and every reason which prevailed thirty years ago for 
the selection of this spot has been strengthened by subsequent events 
and experience. 

A navy-yard at Algiers would be situated near a great city full of 
skill, labor, and of schools where the arts and sciences as applied to 
naval warfare would be taught. Algiers itself is full of intelligent, 
honest, and skillful artisans and mechanics. A line of large dry-docks 
is in front of the town, many of whose inhabitants are seafaring and 
have experience that belongs to that noble class of our countrymen. 


New Orleans, you will see, is third in rank. If we were to establish 
a navy-yard and to begin to construct ships there we might develop a 
commerce with the countries south of us, Mexico and Central Mexico, 
that would enrich our people, a commerce which exceeds $100,000,000 
to-day and of which we have not 10 per cent. 

I therefore submit to the Senator from Florida that while Pensacola is 
a very good place for a navy-yard to a limited extent, that is, to the ex- 
tent for which it was established and to the extent to which it operates 
to-day, it is wholly inadequate for the needs of modern naval construc- 
tion; wholly misplaced so far as an effective defense might be made of 
it; unsuitable for the kind of ships we are building now, made of iron 
and steel; out of the way because it can not be communicated with by 
water from the country rich in the raw material; and for these reasons 
that Senator ought not to insist that light shall be shut out, that we 
shall not have an investigation to ascertain if there be not some suit- 
able place either at Mount Vernon, in Alabama, or at Algiers, in Lou- 
isiana, or Baton Rouge, or Memphis, or St. Louis, somewhere in this 
great valley, a place in which the resources of the valley may be made 
available in the construction of such ships of war and such guns as are 
absolutely indispensable to the safety and security of the people in- 
habiting that country. 

I wish Senators who are inclined to vote against this commission 
would listen to what the New York Marine Journal says on this sub- 
ject: 

3 NEW ORLEANS AS A NAVAL STATION. 


Congress having provided for the appointment of a commission of naval offi- 
cers to visit the Gulf of Mexico and inspect the various ports with a view of se- 
lecting, after making careful surveys and soundings, the most suitable port for 
the estab ent of a naval station it isnot improbable that the commission 
may select New Orleans as the port containing the most advantages owing to 
its location, its being easily defensible by land or sea, and having the important 
element of fresh water, so important for the preservation of steel or iron ves- 


ie Orleans is unquestionably the most advantageous point for the new na- 
val station. It is contiguous to and within easy reach of food supplies, timber 
for fer Sitar eine. * and the necessary iron and coal which lie quite at her doors 
in the inexhaustible fields of North For the necessary dry-dock the 
timber is almost in sight for the construction of the finest known. Yn sho 
air ene easily fills all the requirements and demands for a first-class na’ 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, the preparations for the building of 
vessels of iron and steel, as suggested by the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. MORGAN], ought to bein fresh water. I believe myself that the 
navy-yard at Pensacola ought not to have been dismantled, that it ought 
to have been preserved in proper condition for the repair of the immense 
amount of shipping of the Gulf of Mexico, but while I believe that, it 
does not conflict with the view I have as to the propriety of the selec- 
tion of a suitable place for the construction of iron ships. 

And in that connection I desire to supplement what has been said 
by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. GIBSON] by saying if it is found 
that a suitable place can be obtained on the Mississippi, either at Al- 
giers or Natchez or Vicksburg or Memphis or at St. Louis, for the con- 
struction of ships, that there would be this advantage connected with 
it: they could be there constructed where they would be in a con- 
venient position for the defense of the mouth of the Mississippi and of 
tie entire Gulf coast, 
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Connected with that, a thing which I have not heard suggested, but 
which it seems to me is worthy of very grave consideration, is that we 
ought to secure such an enlargement of the canal between Chicago and 
La Salle and secure such increase in the depth of water of the Illinois 
River as to be enabled to transfer gunboats from the Mississippi to the 
lakes and from the lakes to the Mississippi River. 

We need not conceal it from ourselves that questions of a more or 
less troublesome character are continually to arise with Great Britain, 
and so long as we place it out of our power to assert the rights of the 
United States we shall be the sufferers from every attempt at negotia- 
tion. By the arrangement we now have with Great Britain we are not 
able to keep gunboats on the Jakes. Canada has the control of the 
Welland Canal, and in case of trouble can transfer through the Welland 
Canal on to the lakes gunboats that would enable them to command 
the lakes before we could construct gunboats on the lakes to meet 
them. i 

Now, then, it seems to me as a wise precaution—and I call the at- 
tention of the Senators from Illinois to this matter—that one of the 
things which ought to be done is the enlargement and deepening of the 
canal betwcen Chicago and La Salle, and the completion of the deep- 
ening of the Illinois River from La Salle to the Mississippi. By doing 
that and by giving necessary depth of water from the mouth of the Il- 
linois River southward to the mouth of the Mississippi River we might 
transfer gunboats from the Lakes down the Mississippi to the Gulf, or 
by way of the Mississippi and the Tlinois River through this canal to 
the Lakes, and give us a protection which we have not now, and which, 
in case of war, we would tind the greatest necessity for. 

Taking that view, while I do not undertake especially to discuss the 
question where a place should be located for the construction of these 
ships, it seems to me, considering depth of water, the availability of 
fresh water, the convenience of the transfer of such gunboats and war- 
ships to the Gulf, and what ought to be made the convenience for their 
transfer to the Lakes, would indicate that it is worth while to examine 
the question as to whether a place for the construction of such vessels 
as are contemplated can not be selected on the Mississippi River. 

Mr. PUGH. Mr. President, I only desire to add a few words to 
what was so well stated by my colleague. 

The question before the Senate is, where is the best location for a 
ship-building station on the Gulf of Mexico? Now, the difficulty of 
making ananswer to that question, as shown by this debate, is strongly 
persuasive to my mind of the necessity of this commission. 

I do not suppose that there isa Senator who is sufficiently familiar 
with this subject to be able to decide this question as a great public 
question. He might be able to decide it as a local question. For in- 
stance, the Senators from Florida could decide that Pensacola was cer- 
tainly the best location; the Senators from Alabama could decide that 
certainly the best location was Mount Vernon, in Alabama; the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana that New Orleans or Algiers was an admirable loca- 
tion. So with the Senator from Texas, that Galveston might have all 
the advantages necessary for a ship-building station. I repeat that 
this debate shows to my mind the necessity for the creation of a com- 
mission qualified to pass upon this question. 

I admit I do not know enoughabout it to be able to give any infor- 
mation that would enable thisSenate to pass upon it. Ido not believe 
any other Senator has that information or qualification to pass upon 
this question. We must go elsewhere for information. That infor- 
mation must come from men who have had life training, skilled training 
in matters that will enable them to make a location for this great pub- 
lic use. ; 

Now, so far as Pensacola is concerned, we all know that that is an 
admirable location for a navy-yard, but the difficulty about Pensacola 
is that it is too much exposed. I would say that one great advantage 
that a location of a ship-building station ought to have is its inacces- 
sibility to the armed vessels or boats of other nations. Pensacola is 
exposed from the Gulf and from Santa Rosa Island and from Fort 
_ Pickens to being shelled, and we all know that the Pensacola navy- 
yard wasshelled in the last war. 

My knowledge of Mount Vernon enables me tosay, asa physical fact 
that is observable by anybody having the power of observation, that 
Mount Vernon has all the advantages that are needed in the way of 
raw material and water and railway transportation to make a station 
of this sort valuable. 

It seems to be in the minds of some Senators that the shallow water 
in the channel of Mobile Bay is an objection to Mount Vernon being 
made a ship-building station. I had a conversation with John Roach, 
the great ship-builder of this country, upon that very subject. Imen- 
tioned to him what I thought to be exceptional advantages of location 
of Mount Vernon for a ship-yard, and I told him that I could see no 
disadvantages, except the depth of the channel through Mobile Bay. 
Why, he said, that was no objection whatever, that the depth of the 
channel at this time was amply sufficient to float any sized vessel that 
could be built at Mount Vernon, and that it could be carried to deep 
water and armed; and I have no idea that these naval gentlemen when 
they investigate that matter will decide that it is any objection what- 
ever to the establishment of a station at Mount Vernon that it has 
to be approached through a channel only 17 feet deep. 
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And, by the bye, we have now a plan for deepening that channel to 
22 or 23 feet, that has been approved by the Engineer-in-Chief, and for 
which an appropriation has been made by this Congress. That plan, 
I have no doubt, will be carried into execution long before the plant 
could be established for ship-building at Mount Vernon. That is all I 
desire to say on that subject. 

I do not see how any Senator can object to the creation of this com- 
mission. 1 have no doubt its report will be very valuable, and if Pen- 
sacola has all the natural advantages and the exceptional character 
given it by the Senator from Florida, he ought to desire the commis- 
sion to make public to the world these remarkableadvantages that Pen- 
sacola has over all other places. 

Mr. McPHERSON. Mr. President, I wish to say a very few words 
on this proposition. I have had some experience upon the Committee 
on Naval Affairs of this body, and during that experience I have studied 
considerably the location of the different navy-yards and different naval 
establishments of the United States, and I can not imagine the intel- 
ligence which was behind a policy which has established in this country 
a naval establishment at Portsmouth, another at New London, one at 
New York, one at Philadelphia, one at Norfolk. In other words, the 
policy seems to have been to conserve local interests. The Government 
of the United States has frittered away its money. It has invested a 
certain amount of money at Portsmouth, another certain amount at 
New London, another certain amount at Pensacola, in establishing 
small naval establishments, insufficient in point of class, without. the 
facilities even to repair ships and doit economically and cheaply. But, 
as I say, we frittered away thousands and millions of dollars in the 
attempt to maintain an impossibility. 

Mr. BLAIR. Allow me to ask the Senator a question. Suppose 
that fifty years ago all this investment of money had been made in the 
navy-yard at Norfolk, what would have been the result? 

Mr. McPHERSON. I should think it would have been, perhaps, a 
good policy to have done it, instead of scattering the money and invest- 
ing it where it has been invested. Any man who will take the map 
of this country and will sit down five minutes and attempt in his own 
mind to forecast the future, will see where, of necessity, the great the- 
ater of national contest must be; and he will make up his mind that 
in the Gulf of Mexico, somewhere along that coast, there is a positive 
necessity for the establishment of a great navy-yard, not only for the 
construction but for the repair of naval ships. With two canals in 
contemplation across the isthmus which divides the Atlantic from the 
Pacific Ocean, with the naval establishments to-day owned by foreign 
Governments in the West Indies, with the only ground on earth that 
is upon this continent in which they have a foothold upon land any- 
where, with their vast naval establishments and appliances, does it look 
reasonable that the naval appliances of the Government of the United 
States can be made adequate to a contest against the great naval force 
that may be brought to bear upon us? 

What kind of policy should we consider it to be upon the part of this 
Government to send a disabled ship from the mouth of the Nicaragua 
or the Panama Canal either to New York or Philadelphia for repairs, 
two or three thousand miles from its base, whereas by the establish- 
ment of a suitable naval station in the Gulf of Mexico it would be im- 
mediately at the point where the naval repairs were needed? 

Sir, we do want a naval establishment, and a large one, in New York. 
I think that Norfolk is another good location for a naval station; but 
certainly there should be one in the Gulf of Mexico. There should 
be another one and perhaps more on the Pacific side. With thousands 
and thousands of miles of seacoast which this Government is obliged to 
defend, and with a nationality to defend, it seems to me the very height 
of absurdity and nonsense to spend any longer a Jarge amount of money 
in these little naval establishments, but something should be created 
commensurate with the needs and the responsibilities of the Govern- 
ment; and to omit, in making up the list of places, an investigation 
into the possibilities of the Gulf of Mexico, whether it be at Pensacola 
or at some other point in the Gulf, is to my mind omitting a very im- 
portant thing. Although we do not expect in the immediate future, 
perhaps, to get into a war with any foreign power, certainly we must 
know that in the future, as I have already stated, with the great thor- 
oughfares of commerce across this continent connecting the Atlantic 
with the Pacific Ocean, in the neighborhood of those canals will be 
found the war ships of a t many nations. 

Hence it is that there should be some facility at the nearest practi- 
cal point where a naval establishment can be created and also near to 
the source of supplies from which navies are constructed; and certainly 
there is no more desirable point than one on the Gulf of Mexico where 
you have the coal, the iron, the steel, the limestone, and everything 
that is needed for the purpose of bringing into use the raw material of 
that country and converting it into armed cruisers. 

I hope that something will be done toward investigating the ques- 
tion, and I do hope there will be a settled policy on the part of this 
Government with respect to its naval establishments, that, while we 
undertake to create them, they shall be establishments suitable for the 
wants of the Government and its needs, and that we shall abandon the 
policy of frittering away money in uselessness and folly. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President, Iam very glad, in listening to the con- 
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tinued remarks of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MCPHERSON], 
that I somewhat misapprehended his real meaning by construing too lit- 
erally the language he used in opening his speech. I understood him 
to mention’ specifically several of the naval establishments of the coun- 
try where he thought money had been wasted, and I understood that 
he was advocating a policy which would Jocate in some one portion of 
the country, and that the most desirable of all for a great naval station, 
the means for the construction and repair of the future navy of the 
United States. 

To such a policy as that I think every Senator must feel the strongest 
objection. While the Government should make no provision, as I 
think, farther than in the aes inst of a truly and properly na- 
tional spirit in the population of the whole country, the development 
of a militia, which, whenever called upon, can do battle for the pres- 
ervation of the nation in its internal institutions and for the mainte- 
nance of its prestige and power abroad—while it should do everything 
that it can to develop the individual man, the hero who is to do the 
fighting of the fature, it oughtnot, as I think, tosospend the money of 
the country as to create in the different localities within the exterior 
boundary of the United States the means of making any particular sec- 
tion strong as against any other section of the country or to maintain 
itself as against the national power in any effort to set up a local sov- 


ereignty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HARRIS in the chair). The Sen- 
ator will suspend. The hourof 2 having arrived, the Chair lays before 
the Senate the unfinished business, which is the bill (S. 12) to provide 
for the formation and admission into the Union of the State of Wash- 
ington, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HALE. Task for the present that the unfinished business be 
informally laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maine asks unan- 
imous consent that the unfinished business may be informally laid 
aside in order that the Senate may proceed with the consideration of 
the naval appropriation bill. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLAIR. But in whatsoever relates to the maintenance of our 
external boundaries, the assertion of the national power in a way which 
is truly defensive (for this nation will never be called upon, and it will 
never willingly indulge itself, I believe, in a policy of nationalaggres- 
sion and will never engage in what can in any sense be called an ag- 
gressive war unless it be in a case where aggression is truly defense). 
I am in favor of the expenditure of such sum of money as may be nec- 
essary upon all those points of external contact which are liable to at- 
tack. Whatsoever money, I say, is necessary to make them entirely 
invulnerable against attack from abroad and to make them the proper 
sallying points, the points of preparation of that reserve force which 
every prudent nation will keep in readiness for the contingenceies of 
the future, I am willing to vote. And so I am certainly in favor of 
this commission of inquiry to ascertain not only the proper location for 
defense but for proper offense of a defensive nature in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico and everywhere along the entire line of our boundary, whether it 
be on the sea line or on a land boundary like that which is between us 
and Mexico on the south and between us and Canada on the north. 

But, sir, it must not be concluded, and I think the Senator from New 
Jersey is hardly justified in concluding, that money expended in some 
of the places which he has mentioned, as at New London and certainly 
at the harbor of Portsmouth, is money wasted, or that it is not money 
properly and pradently expended, forit should be remembered that on 
our great Atlantic coast we have at least along the northern portion of 
that coast only the harbor of Portsmouth which is accessible during 
the winter, and probably the best harbor on the entire Atlantic coast 
really for defense against aggression from the navies of Europe. It is 
deep, it is fall, it is ample; and with the river Piscataqua, which emp- 
ties into it, we have at least ten, twelve, or fifteen miles of internal 
harbor, not properly a harbor, but a river, which is navigable and where 
the tide-water ebbs and flows, where the ocean currents are felt, which 
is practically a continuation of the harbor of Portsmouth; and there is 
no point on the Atlantic coast where on the whole the Government can 
so prudently and properly establish a great naval station, considering 
its nature and considering the cheapness of land and the facilities which 
can be afforded for the construction of vessels, as in that same harbor 
of Portsmouth and its appurtenances, to which the Senator has alluded 
in the way which I have stated. 

The country must not expect that these tremendous sums are to be 
voted to develop naval stations in the South alone or at any one or two 
localities in this country. It is agreed by the representatives from all 
sections that there must be more than one naval station on the Pacific 
for the defense of that great line of coast, some 1,400 or 1,500 miles in 
extent. The idea that in the extreme Northwest, on Puget’s Sound, or 
in the vicinity of Vancouver Island, where the English are now locat- 
ing their immense naal station, there can be the only necessary ex- 
penciture made for defense upon the Pacific coast will not do. There 
will have to be an expenditure at the mouth of the Columbia and at 
San Francisco; and the Bay of San Diego is looming up into immense 
importance as a defensive position in the future. Just so at Mobile; 
it may be necessary to expend money there as well as at Pensacola, and 


also at New Orleans or in that vicinity, and one of the strongest argu- 
ments that has influenced my mind for along time in favor of the 
Hennepin Canal is the connection to be made thereby between the waters 
of the Lakes and the Missouri and the Mississippi Rivers and by way 
of the Mississippi with the great Atlantic Ocean. 

There is a direction of development which is in the nature of indi- 
cating a proper location for expenditure in a foreign and yet a defen- 
sive war, for we must be contemplating the fact—and the more the idea 
becomes familiar to the American people that the fishery question is 
but a twopenny affair compared with the real question which is be- 
hind and which is at issue—the more familiar the American people be- 
come with the thought that the future struggles in this country of a 
warlike and bloody character are more likely to be in the North than 
elsewhere on the face of the globe, the better it will be for us. 

Canada and the United States may become one nation by union, I 
would never use the offensive word ‘‘annexation’’ as applied to Can- 
ada, but union between the two nations can be accomplished, and therein 
alone lies, in my belief, the road to peace. I take but very little in- 
terest in the discussion of the fishery question. I care very little what 
becomes of the treaty, if so be that we can reject it, but behind it all 
is the question of the union of these great peoples north and south of 
us. Why contemplate the idea for a moment that we are to enter upon 
the next thousand years with 4,000 miles of exposed boundary on the 
north, with our neighbors there in hostile alliance with the nations of 
Europe, capable of maintaining hundreds of millions of hardy and war- 
like people, and we maintaining that extended line of 4,000 miles by 
fortifications—hby standing armies in a contest of perpetual war? 

What else can it be, unless now in these earlier times, when the prej- 
udices which separate and render permanently hostile the nations of 
Europe are as yet unformed, when both tountries are comparatively 
unoccupied—for we have not one citizen in the United States where we 
are not able and shall not be able in the future to maintain ten, and 
Canada is without one per square mile where in the future she will 
maintain fifty—we consider the real question behind all the discussion 
of the fishery treaty, the real question which should agitate the minds 
of the people north of us and of our own people, which is, how shall 
we invent and pursue a policy of peace, how shall we unite, how shall 
we pursue this line; and if we are not to do it, then we must contem- 
plate the armament of this entire extent of boundary and its defense 
in the future by standing armies as great as those which now crush 
the nations of Europe. - 

I rose, Mr. President, simply to express my strong approval of this 
proposition for a commission to locate, not one, as I hope, but to locate 
many navy-yards and stations at the most favorable points on the At- 
lantic and Pacific coasts and the coast of the Gulf, and elsewhere if it 
be necessary, where the American Navy of the future may be con- 
structed and may be maintained. 

I do not think that it is worth while to indulge in any special dis- 
cussion until we get in formation, such as will come from a reliable 
commission of the kind here proposed, as to the particular localities 
where these different stations should be placed; but we need, not a 
single one or several even upon the Atlantic coast, but we need many, 
and to such a policy as that I stand committed. 

Mr. PASCO. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama [Mr, Pren] 
says the question before the Senate at this time is where is the best lo- 
cation for a nayy-yard on the Gulf coast. I do not understand this to 
be the question at all. Time and experience and history have long 
since settled this question. The best location for a navy-yard has been 
found to be at Pensacola. 

It would seem as though the purpose of this section of the bill which 
the Senate Committee on Appropriations proposes to amend by strik- 
ing out, this commission scheme, was not to settle the question of the 
location of a navy-yard on the Gulf, but to unsettle it. But whatever 
may have been the purpose, the debate which has sprung up to-day, 
and which has been participated in by Senators from three or four of 
the Gulf States, plainly indicates that that will be the result if this 
plan of organizing a commission is adopted. 

My colleague [Mr. CALL] yesterday and this morning set forth very 
eloquenily and very ably the advantages that Pensacola possesses. It 
is a magnificent harbor; it has great depth of water; it is easy of access; 
there is a large plant already there; it has a fine back country filled 
with naval supplies; it is connected by rail with the iron fields and 
coal mines of Alabama; it has an inexhaustible supply of the very best 
timber for naval purposes in the forests of West Florida, near by. All 
of these advantages are there. The harbor is spacious enough to float 
the navies of the world. 

It has been established as a navy-yard for two generations. While 
it has not been dismantled, as the Senator from Alabama suggests, it 
certainly has not been kept up, and perhaps one of the main reasons 
why the plant has not been kept equal to the advancement that has 
been made in naval science is because of the difference of opinion as 
to where a nayy-yard should be located on the Gulf, and if this scheme 
for a commission is carried through it may be that this question will 
still remain unsettled for years to come. k 

It means delay. Thisis why I oppose the proposition for theappoint- 
ment of a commission to select a location for a navy-yard on the Gulf 
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coast, and not because I fear that other places have greater advantages 
than Pensacola has. I think the question of location ought to be re- 
garded and considered as séttled and fixed and determined. 

It has been suggested that there are superior advantages near Mo- 
bile, but when we know how large an amount has been expended to 
deepen the channel of the river there, and how little has been accom- 
plished, it must be manifest that- it is not advisable to seek a new lo- 
cation in that direction. 

It has been suggested by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. GIBSON] 
that Algiers should be selected. 

Well, it is only a few years ago since Algiers was washed away by 
the waters of the Mississippi, and we know that large annual appro- 
priations haye been made in order to protect the banks along the river 
front there by revetment from the overflow of that mighty stream. 
There have been no sufficient reasons urged here why any change in 
the location of the navy-yard should be made. 

In the report made by Commodore Harmony, Chief of the Bureau of 
Yards and Docks, in the present year, in speaking of the advantages at 
Pensacola, he says: 


Pensacola, altho defective in some respects, combines more ovens 
for a nayal station that afforded by a detached, e. position like Key 
West or a site upon tho uncertain varying banks of a swift river like the 
Mississip; 


The Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] has suggested the objec- 
tion that Pensacola sometimes has an infliction of the yellow fever. 
Surely that is not the only point on the Gulf subject to this objection. 
All the large cities upon the northern shore of the Gulf have been visited 
by this scourge and Pensacola can be protected from itas readily as any 
other place that has been mentioned as suitable. If this objection is 
to be urged it will apply to other localities besides Pensacola. 

Now, Mr. President, in view of all the advantages which have been 
already stated, in view of the fact that Pensacola has been found in the 
past to be the most desirable station, in view of the fact that the only 
result of the commission would be to postpone for one or more years 
the question of building up an efficient navy-yard upon the Gulf coast, 
I oppose this proposition for a commission, 

The Senator from Alabaiña [Mr. MorGan] has stated another mat- 
ter to which it is proper that some reference should be made, and that 
is that the present navy-yard is in an ex position on account of 
its nearness to the waters of the Gulf, but as pointed out by Commo- 
dore Harmony in the report already referred to, it would be quite 
easy to move the navy-yard to another location further up the bay 
where an abundant depth of water can still be found, entirely beyond 
the reach of a hostile fleet lying in the Gulf, and at a point where it 
would be still further protected by the increased breadth of Santa Rosa 
Island. This I think fully disposes of that objection. 

T understand that the action of the committee which has had this 
bill in charge with reference to this matter is unanimous, and that 
they have all united in the proposition to amend the bill by striking 
out the clause to organize this commission, and I hope that the amend- 
ment proposed will be adopted, and I shall sustain it by my vote. 

Mr. CALL. I wish to say a very few words in conclusion of this 
matter. If it were not that Pensacola has been ascertained by the ex- 
perience of the country and the reports of all the naval men who have 
attained to distinction in the country to be the only place on the Gulf 
of Mexico suitable for a naval station and for the construction of ships, 
and the only harbor where, if a ship was built of any size, it could get 
out to the sea—if these were not incontrovertible facts, so decided by 
the common consent of both naval and commercial people, I should 
hesitate to oppose this action; but whatever may be the fate of this 
motion to strike out this provision of the bill, I wish the facts to be 
known to the country and to be brought forth here. 

These reports all state, in the face of the objections made by the Sena- 
tor from Texas and the Senator from Alabama, and the topographical 
features of the country as delineated in the maps, and its geographical 
description, all testify to the fact that the bay of Pensacola has an 
abundance of fresh water without connecting it with the Alabama 
River. 

The Yellow River and the Blackwater and streams emptying into 
Santa Rosa Sound and Pensacola Bay running far up into the country 
are fresh-water streams. The proposed new site of a navy-yard far 
removed beyond the reach of any enemy’s guns is a place selected be- 
cause of the abundance of fresh water. It is nearer to the coal and iron 
fields of Alabama than any other point, and the cost of transportation 
of supplies will be less. It is nearer in time, it is nearer in distance. 
One railroad already communicates with that portion of the country, 
another directly communicating with it is in process of construction, and 
another road has been organized with capital sufficient to build it, I am 
informed, connecting Memphis with Pensacola. It is unquestionably 
designed to be the great seat of commerce and of naval offense and of 
defense, asit has always been, of the Gulf of Mexico. 

This subject, as I have said, has been considered ever since a period 
antedating the acquisition of the territory from Spain. Pensacola was 
the rendezvous of the Spanish and the English fleets, the only place 
of refuge, the only place where they could be accommodated safely, 
with easy and sure access to the Gulf and with egress from the har- 


bor, and impossible of being blockaded, and that is an essential feat- 
ure for any place as a naval station and for the construction of ships. 

Now, compare these two places. Here is the Mississippi River. 
Military and naval men have reported the fact and Admiral Farragut, 
whose testimony is here, saying that the preservation of Pensacola as 
a navy-yard, as a place for assembling, rendezvousing, and supplying 
the ships of the United States,.and for their construction, was worth 
a war in itself. What better testimony can you have than that? The 
same man who penetrated up the Mississippi River with all the de- 
fenses of the Confederacy there, with his fleet, and captured it, has 
given this testimony in favor of Pensacola, and who does not know 
that asingle sloop, a single small vessel sunk in the artificial channel 
made at an immense cost by Captain Eads, and preserved there by 
constant care, attention, and expense, would at once prevent the egress 
of all the ships you might build in the Mississippi River ? 

Who does not know the impossibility of constructing the necessary 
docks in the ever changing and uncertain soil of a rapidly-runnin 
stream of 150 feet depth, a torrent always breaking over its banks ? 
am told by officers of the Navy who have examined the subject that 
the scheme is entirely impracticable, and that ships can not be built 
under those conditions with any certainty.. You might as well under- 
take to establish a navy-yard for the building of ships under the falls 
of Niagara. 

Mr. GIBSON. Will the Senator from Florida permit me to interrupt 
him there? 

Mr. CALL. Certainly. 

Mr. GIBSON. They are building now some of the largest ships in 
the United States on the docks right at Algiers. 

Mr. CALL. They may build one or two ships, but it is an unde- 
niable fact, and all the naval experience and all the reasonable proba- 
bilities are against the ibility of making a navy-yard in a stream 
that overflows and washes nearly everything away every few years, at 
times beyond the control of men, carrying destruction with it, and 
constantly threatening the city of New Orleans. You can not have 
the docks there. I was told this morning by a leading officer of the 
Navy that that was the settled and the better opinion of naval men 
who have studied the subject. : 

But suppose the statement of the Senator to be correct, how will 
you get your ships out? You pay millions of dollars to make and 
preserve a channel there. 

What is the difficulty of blocking that exit tothe sea? It requires 
great and constant care to keep it from closing itself, without any aid 
from an enemy. At Pensacola, however, we have a broad, magnifi- 
cent exit to the ocean, which has always been used, not 50 or 200 
miles, not 24 miles through a narrow channel, like Mobile Bay, where 
on either side a ship will be stranded outside of a 125 or 150 feet chan- 
nel; you have but two miles and a half to defend for an exit to the 
oe with a greater supply of water than anywhere upon the Gulf of 

e€x1co. 

Mr. President, as I said, here is the report of Commodore Tatnall, 
here is the report of Commodore Rodgers, and the reports of other offi- 
cers upon the subject of the defense of the Gulf of Mexico, the one 
pointing to the Dry Tortugas as a valuable place for the southern por- 
tion, of Florida and the only appropriate place not for a yard of construc- 
tion but a place of refuge, a tortified position, a Gibraltar, as he terms 
it, for the protection of the Gulf of Mexico, and the other for the port 
of Pensacola, where it properly belongs, with its magnificent harbor. 

I only wish to say, in regard to this matter about Mobile, that here 
is the report of the Engineer De ent. Here was an improvement 
commenced by the General Government in 1827, the depth of water 
then being 5} feet through Choctaw Pass and 8 feet on Dog River Bar. 
That is a magnificent place to build a navy! The expense has been 
from 1827, under the several bills of improvement, to the present date 
about $1,400,000, 

For what? Through a mud bar 24 or 28 miles long, with a channel 
of 125 feet, designed to be made 200 feet in width, and they have gotten 
at the highest rate 17 feet of water, and two vessels actually passed in 
one year through that 17 feet of water, the abrasions upon the shores 
on either side of this narrow channel having refilled it to the depth of 
16 feet, as the engineer says; the ordinary safe depth is 154 feet. If 
this money had been expended on Pensacola Bay, what a grand har- 
bor you would have. With all this expenditure the commerce of 
Mobile, even with the rivers running into it from a rich upper country, 
has decreased until the report shows it has become an insignificant 
ety and Pensacola now has a foreign commerce far greater than 
Mobile. 

That is the result of the improvements from 1827 to the present day, 
not approaching by 5 or 6 feet, according to the report of the engineers 
and of the commission two years ago, the water on Pensacola Bar, with 
a harbor nearer to the coal and iron of Alabama and Georgia than any 
other place, with a capacity to accommodate the navies of the world, 
and with 22 to 24 feet of water from the time of the Spanish dominion 
to the present day, with fewer visitations of yellow fever than Mobile 
or New Orleans has had—not one-third as many—with every possible 
inducement to the commerce of the country now seeking connection 
with it from the Mississippi River at Memphis, from Selma in Ala- 
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bama, and already connected by the Louisville and Nashville Railroad 
with the western portions of the country. 

There is a magnificent harbor of defense and a proper place for egress 
of the fleets of the United States for the protection of the commerce 
of the Gulf of Mexico, and yet we are to have another inquiry to find 
out whether or not the Mississippi River, with its Eads jetties, its 

.wicker-work protection, and the shallow, muddy flats of Mobile Bay, 
with its narrow channel of 125 feet for 28 miles, is to be selected as the 
yard for the construction of ships! Surely this can not be the object 
of this provision in the appropriation bill as sent from the House. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. President, there is evidently a misapprehension 
on the part of the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. Pasco] with refer- 
ence to the banks of the Mississippi River at Algiers. .The village of 
Algiers has never been washed away. The banks are quite as perma- 
nent there as they are in the upper countries on the Mississippi River. 
In 1856 the Congress of the United States acquired land enough just 
below Algiers, on the opposite bank of the Mississippi River to the 
city of New Orleans, for a navy-yard, and it still owns that land. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr, CALL] referred to the wicker-work at 
the mouth of the Mississippi. I will say to the Senator that in the out- 
set Captain Eads did build a line of wicker-work on either side of the 
Mississippi River, projecting out into the Gulf of Mexico over the bar; 
but by the deposits brought down from the upper country this wicker- 
work was filled upand becamea solid embankment, and on top of that 
embankment stone was placed, and in the rear of the arms of these 
jetties, which penetrate into the Gulf of Mexico, the whole country is 
filled up, trees are growing on it, and it isas firm and solid as if it were 
made of granite, as I said before. 

I can not understand why itis, if the Senator from Florida feels so 
confident of the superiority of Pensacola as asite for a navy-yard, that 
he should oppose the appointment of a commission to inv: te and 
sustain the interesting statements which the Senator has made here 
this morning. 

The navy-yard at Pensacola was established in colonial times, when 
Florida was a dependency of Spain or of France; but I repeat that at 
that time we had no rifled cannon; we had noiron ships. They went 
into the forests and built ships.. They built them of wood. They had 
the material close at hand and they had Santa Rosa Island; they had 
a beautiful bay in which could be assembled the fleet of the United 
States; but naval warfare has entirely changed. 

We have to-day heavy guns; we have iron-clad vessels. It is amat- 
ter of mechanism and ot machinery rather than of individual exploit. 
Science is brought to bear in the construction of ships, and we need a 
great navy-yard near to the Gulf of Mexico in order not only to build 
but to equip the ships that are to be constructed. These vessels ot 
war are n to defend not only the Mississippi Valley but the 
Gulf of Mexico itself, and, as the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Mc- 
PHERSON] has very properly said, on the completion of the canal at 

anama, or Nicaragua, or Tehuantepec (and I am one who believe 
that the Panama canal will be completed). 

The vast development of the commerce of the world in this quarter 
and our own growing intercourse with South America, with Cuba, and 
with Mexico, as well as the security of free institutions, demand that 
there should be a great navy-yard somewhere upon our Southern coast, 
either at the outlet of the Mississippi River or somewhere in Florida or 
somewhere in Alabama orin Texas. Iam willing, for one, to leave that 
to a commission of scientific naval officers, who will not be swayed or 
biased by any political sentiment, either in favor of Florida, Alabama, 
or Louisiana, but who will give to us a report based upon facts and 
upon their own experience, their ability to classify and to analyze and 
to appreciate the facts that are developed. 

Mr. REAGAN. Iask the Secretary to note an amendment I shall 
propose to this clause. Itis toinsertafterthe word ‘‘ Mexico,” inline 
312, the words ‘‘ or on the Mississippi River;’’ and I desire to call at- 
tention to the reason I have for making this suggestion. 

The object of the establishment of a navy-yard is to give us a place 
where we can build vessels, and to give us fresh water in which we can 
build iron and steel vessels, and to build them where they will be 
available for the defense of the country. I renew the suggestion be- 
cause I feel that it is one of importance. We can not hope always to 
escape trouble with Great Britain. 

No one can foresee when that will be precipitated. At the present 
time, by an arrangement between the United States and Great Britain, 
we are precluded from having gunboats upon the Lakes, upon which 
so large a portion of the population and wealth of this country reside. 
The English Government, the Canadian Government, has built the 
Welland Canal, which would enable them at any time to throw gun- 
boats enough into the Lakes to command the lakes in a military point 
of view, and to destroy our cities on the borders of the Lakes. 

One of two things ought to be done, either the policy ought to be 
revised which precludes us from building and owning as many gun- 
boats and vessels of war as we please upon the Lakes, or else we ought 
to enlarge the canal from Chicago to La Salle on the Illinois River, a 
canal that is already in existence, and complete the deepening of the 
water in the Illinois River from La Salle to the Mississippi. By doing 


that and getting depth of water that would enable us to transfer 
the Mississippi to the Lakes or from the Lakes to the 


gunboats from 


Mississippi, as we pleased, it would give us a protection against the 
contingency which is created by the present policy and by the con- 
struction of the Welland Canal. 

The military department of the Government it seems to me ought 
to have its attention drawn to this matter, and to this end I should be 
glad to see the commission authorized to look for a place for a nayy-yard 
on the Mississippi River as well as upon the Gulf of Mexico, for a navy- 
yard established, as was by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
GIBSON] at Algiers, at Natchez, at Vicksburg, at Memphis, or at St. 
Lonis, with that deepening of water which is necessary to get “to the 
Gulf from St. Louis, or to get into the Lakes from the Mississippi by 
the way of the Illinois River and the LaSalle Canal, would complete our 
preparations for defense or for aggression. 

It seems to me that in connection with the proposition to establish 
this navy-yard we ought not to lose sight of the great uses to which it 
might be put. I regard this as one of the most important. 

As suggested by the Senator from Louisiana, the construction of the 
canal now in progress across the Isthmus or the construction of a ship 
railroad or canal across by way of Tehuantepec or a canal by way of 
Nicaragua will increase the commercial activities of that country to an 
enormous extent, and, as I said yesterday on another subject, will op- 
erate more importantly to influence the commerce of the world than 
the construction of the Suez Canal did. 

We would then need a position where ships could be built and re- 
paired as conveniently as practicable to that great line of commerce 
and to cover the extensive coast region from the Rio Grande around 
the Gulf and the capes of Florida. So, it seems to me that whatever 
else may be presented by other places, when this inquiry is made it 
ought to be made as to the Mississippi as well as to the Gulf of Mexico. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN], to insert, after 
the word ‘‘ Mexico,” in line 312, the words ‘‘or on the Mississippi 
River.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. I desire to offer an amendment to come in on 


e 26. 
Pathe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The permding amendment has not 
yet been disposed of. The question is upon concurring in the amend- 
ment made as in Committee of the Whole, to strike out the lines from 
309 to 314, inclusive as amended. [Putting the question.] The noes 
appear to have it. 

Mr. CALL. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Florida asks that 
upon this question the yeas and nays may be entered on the Journgl. 

Mr. GORMAN and others (to Mr. CALL). Withdraw the demand. 

Mr. CALL. I withdraw the demand. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Theamendment is non-concurred in, 
and the next reserved amendment will be stated. 

Mr. ALLISON. What became of the amendment on the top of page 
14, from line 309 to line 314? . 

Mr. HALE. The yeas and nays were ordered on it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The call for the yeas and nays was 
withdrawn, and the amendment was non-concurred in. 

Mr. HALE. I do not think that was understood. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will then again submit 
the question. 

Mr. HALE. I supposed the yeas and nays had been ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Maine ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HALE. Ido. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine asks that 
upon concurring inthe amendment made as in Committee of the Whole 
the yeas and nays may be entered on the Journal. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. ALLISON. Before the amendment is voted on I should like 
to ask some Senator friendly to the provision to explain what is meant 
by ‘‘expenses of sounding and surveying and estimating expenses.’’ 
Is it intended that this commission of three officers shall go along the 
Gulf of Mexico and make soundings, and, as the amendment moved by 
the Senator from Texas has been adopted, that they shall traverse the 
Mississippi River from its mouth to St. Louis, or to St. Paul, and ex- 
amine that river with the view of establishing a navy-yard? 

Mr. MORGAN. This partof the bill originated in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and with the Committee on Naval Affairs of that body. I 
am informed by the chairman of that committee that the purpose of 
putting in a provision for soundings, borings, and other methods of ex~’ 
amination is to ascertain the nature of the ground upon which a ship- 
yard would be constructed, and also the opportunity which might be 
afforded on the margin of a river or an inlet of the sea to build dry- 
docks. 

It may not take $50,000 to do this work. Ido not know that it will. 
I do not know that it will not. I should dislike to exclude any part 
of the Mississippi River from this examination, any eligible location 
from St. Louisdown. I should dislike also to exclude any part of the 
Mobile River from Mount Vernondown. I should dislike to exclude 
any of the inlets from the sea which might be considered as available. 
I can not name them now, though there are several places along the 
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seaboard west of the Mississippi River, and several between that and 
Mobile, where the building of ships might be conducted with great suc- 
cess. 

I will say to the Senator from Iowa that very little is known about 
that coast. Very little money has been expended upon it. What we 
need most is information. Very recently I obtained from the Coast 
Survey a survey of the Mobile River from Mount Vernon to Mobile, 
and, as I stated yesterday, I was greatly astonished to find that it was 
a good deal better river than the Delaware for getting ships out; that 
it wa3 deeper water; that there were broader banks, the river was 
wider, and there was a greater collection of water. 

I think that, in order to come to an intelligent conclusion about the 
right place to build a naval construction yard; these officers ought to 
have the opportunity to sound, bore, and test not only at the location 
where the yard may be placed, but also at intervening locations be- 
tween that point and the seaboard, to see what it would cost to remove 
any mud bars or obstructions which might exist. 

What we want, of course, isan interior place. We want fresh water. 
We want deep water. We want a broad channel in which to launch 
ships. We want that sort of a place which does not exist, for instance, 
at Wilmington, where they could not make contracts for large ships, 
because they did not have the opportunity to launch them. If we get 
a place, we want a good place. 

Mr. ALLISON. I made the inquiry for the purpose of ascertaining 
how the $50,000 was to be expended. If the three naval officers who 
are to act as a commission are to make soundings and surveys of the 
areas embraced within the provision, it will cost instead of $50,000 a 
great many more thousand dollars, 

Mr. MORGAN. Oh, not the entire bed of the river. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Coast Survey has surveyed the entire coast of 
the Gulf of Mexico, so that a mere reference to their survey will be 
ample in that instance. 

Mr. MORGAN. It might be. 

Mr. ALLISON. So far as the Mississippi River is concerned, the 
depth of water is certainly well known. 

Mr. GIBSON. Ifthe Senator will permit me, I will state that the 
Mississippi River Commission have surveyed the Mississippi River com- 
pletely. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then it isnot necessary to survey the Mississippi 
River or to sound it. 

Mr. MORGAN. That is not contemplated. 

Mr. ALLISON. SoI think if we are to make the appropriation 
and allow the commission to make the examination, we ought to ex- 
clude the idea of making soundings and surveys. 

Mr. MORGAN, Yes, of the river in a general sense, of course, but 
the soundings and surveys, as I understand, apply to the location. 

Mr. ALLISON. To the location of the navy-yard ? 
~ Mr. MORGAN. Yes. 

Mr. ALLISON. But they are not authorized to locate a navy-yard. 

Mr. MORGAN. Not by any means, but they want to bring us in- 
formation of the comparative merits of different localities, 

Mr. ALLISON. For example, we have at Pensacola a navy- 
which I think has been established for over fifty years. Certainly it 
is not necessary to make a resuryey of the immediate vicinity of Pen- 
sacola. 

Mr. MORGAN. Probably not. 

Mr. ALLISON. I take it for granted that when the Pensacola navy- 
yard was established it was supposed to be the best location on the 
Gulf of Mexico. I should be glad to see an establishment somewhere 
on the Mississippi River, but it seems to me that the provision might 
weil be projected in this way: A provision to dispense with the Pen- 
sacola navy-yard and establish one somewhere else on the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the Senator from Iowa desires to treat the sub- 
ject in that way he is welcome to do so, and we shall go into debate 
about it. If he wants to abolish the navy-yard at Pensacola I suppose 
he would undertake to do it by a general act of legislation applicable 
to that and all other navy-yards. 

Mr. ALLISON. I willask the Senator from Alabamaif the provis- 
ion does imply that Pensacola is not a suitable place for a navy-yard ? 

Mr. MORGAN. Not by any means. 

Mr. ALLISON, We have a navy-yard there, one established long 


ago. 

Mr. MORGAN. There is no implication of that sort by any means, 
. and none can be drawn from the clause by any fair process of rea- 
soning. 

Mr. ALLISON. I think this sum is entirely beyond any necessity, 
such as is proposed by the Senator from Alabama or the friends of the 
measure. ThereforeI move, before the word ‘‘thousand,’’ inline 314, 
to strike out ‘‘fifty’”’ and insert ‘‘ten;’’ so as to read: ‘‘ $10,000.” 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I have noinformation that would jus- 
tify me in resisting the motion of the committee to strike out the pro- 
vision, because this matter has come before me merely as one of the loose 
Senators about this establishment who never know anything and who 
are never permitted to know anything outside of whatis done by a Com- 
migtee on Appropriations. The gentlemen on the Naval Committee of 


the House of Representatives are supposed to understand something 
about matters of this kind, but their opinion is not worth anything here. 
You must get a man from the Committee on Appropriations before he 
knows anything about naval affairs in this country, or military affairs, 
or even scientific affairs. 

I think that the Senator from Iowa ought to be able to define before 
the Senate, as chairman of the Committee on ee: why it 
is that $50,000 is not necessary. In the House of Representatives the 
Naval Committee took charge of this subject, investigated it upon their 
responsibility, reported it to the House, and the House voted the pro- 
vision in the bill. It comes here to me and I have to defend it in the 
best way I can on the floor after the bill has been reported, without 
any time for consideration. I find that the committee, without asking 
anybody on the Gulf of Mexico a word about it, have stricken it out. 

Perhaps if the Committee on Appropriations, instead of acting upon 
their own motion or upon the motion of one of the members of that 
committee who happens to have a navy-yard in his own State, had 
sought this information at any earlier day in the progress of the bill, 
I should have been able to inform the Senator from lowa of the par- 
ticular facts as reasons why $50,000 are necessary to conduct the bor- 
ings and soundings and examinations of the bars, etc., in those unex- 
plored and unexamined rivers, of which we have no surveys, and also 
of the particular localities there, at which dry-docks and naval con- 
struction yards might be built. 

I understand that it is quite necessary when you commence the en- 
terprise of building a dry-dock on the margin of a water course of any 
kind, particularly of a river, particularly of the Southern rivers, that 
you should conduct a series of borings to ascertain what is the nature 
of the soil beneath. That is the first thing you would undertake to 
do, and it would hardly be fair to any locality in the South that you 
should send a commission out into the field to locate a ship-yard of 
this kind without some means to conduct the soundings and borings 
which are necessary to develop, first, the nature of the foundations on 
which the yard itself would rest, and next, and very important, the 
character of the soil in connection with the building of dry-docks, for 
these are very important matters. 

I am informed—I do not know anything about it beyond that—that 
the Secretary of the Navy desires to make these explorations. I infer 
from the fact that a committee of the House reported this provision, 
and the House passed it, that there was some reason for having the 
sum $50,000. Now, weare asked to vote $10,000 to oblige the econom- 
ical disposition of the Senator from Iowa, who I find does not know 
anything more about it than I do. He can not state any more reasons 
why it should be $10,000 than I can state reasons why it should be 
$50,000. Let us vote $10,000 to accommodate the spasm of 
economy that is on the heart of the Senator from Iowa, and let us send 
it into conference, and they will convince him whether it ought to be 
$50,000 or whether it ought to be $10,000. I can not do it. 

Mr. ALLISON. TheSenator makes a gentle fling at the Committee 
on Appropriations because it has seen proper to strike out this pro- 
vision, and he very kindly states that there was no one on the com- 
mittee who was able to give information on the subject. 

This is a provision to employ naval officers, and surely, although 
we have not a very great navy, we have vessels enough to transport 
them along these shores, and they are not to be paid out of this appro- 
priation, because they receive pay now. 

There have been but two suggestions made here as respects the loca- 
tion of this navy-yard. One is that it shall be in the neighborhood of 
the Senator from Alabama, in Mobile Bay, or on one of the rivers run- 
ning into it. Another is that it shall be somewhere on the Mississippi 
River. It may be a spasm of economy in me to make this suggestion, 
or it may be otherwise. I do not make any great claim to any particu- 
larly economical spirit either on this provision or on any‘other, but L 
venture the suggestion that unless the men who are to constitute this 
commission are to take with them a corps for the purpose of explorin 
the rivers and sounding them and surveying them, they can not spens 
$50,000 in this examination, and that they willnotexpendit. There- 
fore I think it is an entirely unnecessary sum to putin the bill. The 
burden of proof is not upon the Committee on Appropriations to show 
that this is a necessary sum, but the burden is upon those who favor 
the proposition, and the Senator from Alabama very frankly states that 
he does not know anything about it. 

Mr. MORGAN. [stated also that if I had had any notice that the ` 
committee intended of its own motion to strike out this provision with- 
out letting me or any person down there know anything about it T 
should have been prepared. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator from Alabama says that if he had 
known that the committee on its own motion would make this amend- 
ment, of course he would have furnished us with some information. 
But the Committee on Appropriations does nothing of its own motion. 

The Senator has stated that the Secretary of the Navy desires to havo 
this investigation made. Has any letter been read here from the Secre- 
tary of the Navy? Does any Senator in his place say that the Secretary 
of the Navy has committed himself to an expenditure of $50,000 for 
three Government officers to go in a Government vessel sailing around 
the coast of the Gulf of Mexico or up the Mississippi River? 
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When expenditures are presented to the Committee on Appropriations 
they are presented on estimates. Is there any estimate here for this 
appropriation? Is there any suggestion in the report of the Secretary 
of the Navy that we ought to examine the Mississippi River or Mobile 
Bay with a view to the establishment of a navy-yard? 

Yet the Senator says the Committee on Appropriations ought not to 
have stricken out this provision. The Committee on Appropriations 
as a rule does not insert in these bills anything that is not found in the 
annual estimates. Now and then, of course, in the and ordi- 
nary appropriations for the existing public service it may putin an 
appropriation for a new vessel or for some additional supplies not men- 
tioned in the estimates. 

Mr. MORGAN. Iwill ask the Senator a question, if he will allow 
me. You putin the bill a provision for three cruisers of 2,000 tous 
each. Were they estimated for by the Secretary of the Navy ? 

-Mr. ALLISON. ‘That was a less appropriation for that purpose than 
was in the bill asit came to us from the House of Representatives. We 
substituted one for the other. But that is in the regular and ordinary 
course of the support and sustenance ofthe Navy. We have been build- 
ing ships and cruisers for the last five or six years; and while I have 
not the estimates before me, I venture to make the statement that the 
Secretary of the Navy has estimated for more money for the purpose 
of building ships than is in the bill now or was init as it came from the 
House. Thatis the general policy and the well-established policy as 
respects such things. 

My colleague on the committee [Mr. Beck] suggests to me very 
properly that here is a report made by the House Committee on Naval 
Affairs giving the reasons for the various appropriations in the bill, 
and yet there is not in it one single word showing or stating that it is 
desirable to establish a new navy-yard on the Gulf of Mexico or on 
the Mississippi River. So when the Senator from Alabama says that 
the Committee on Appropriations acted of their own volition and mo- 
tion he states what the fucts do not disclose. There is no intimation 
anywhere except this naked provision that it is a desirable thing 
to do. 

If the Senator from Alabama had been interested in this measure it 
would have been an easy thing for him even to have furnished the proot 
to the Committee on Appropriations. There is no letter from the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, there is nosuggestion of the Secretary of the Navy, 
there is no recommendation of this provision either in the House report 
wet suggestion respecting it, except what is found on the face of the 

ill. 

Therefore, when this matter came up in the Committee on Appro- 
priations the committee decided, first, that it was not a wise thing to 
resound and resurvyey the Gulf of Mexico, because we knew that the 
Coast Survey had made a pretty general survey of that coast; and we 
knew also that there was absolute knowledge as respects the Mississippi 
River, certainly as far up as Memphis, because not only has that sur- 
vey been made by the Mississippi River Commission, but it has been 
made by the Coast Survey as well. It was made forty years ago by 
General Humphreys with great accuracy when he was an engineer upon 
that work. 

So I think the Committee on Appropriations were justified in strik- 
ing out this provision, and when I take the opportunity to inquire of 
the Senator from Alabama why it is that we are to engage in sound- 
ings of the rivers and in surveys of the rivers and the coasts, and why 
it is that $50,000 is required, he answers me by a criticism of the con- 
duct of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. MORGAN. When the Senator from Iowa put that question to 
me he knew very well that I was not a member of the Naval Commit- 
tee or of the Committee on Appropriations of this body, and he knew 
just as much about this provision as I knew, which was that this feat- 
ure came here from the House of Representatives in the bill. I hada 
right to suppose that the House of Representatives had some good 
sound reason for putting it in. I had a right to suppose even that 
there was an estimate for it. I stood upon that, I did not go before 
the Committee on Appropriations and file a brief. Iam not very often 
found knocking at the door of that committee or any other money 
committee of this establishment with a view of trying to get a little 
help for my people. What few battles I have to fight in the Senate I 
fight on this floor, openly and above board, and I do not go around 
that committee with briefs, and touching of elbows, and pulling at 
buttons, and the like, to get gentlemen to favor plans that I think are 
valuable. Iam willing to come before the people of the United States 
on the floor of the Senate and under the rules of this body to contro- 
vert in of the measures that I think affect my constituents or 
affect the good of the country to which I happen to belong. 

So when the Senator complains that I did not file a brief, he can 
make the same complaint about everything else that comes up. I do 
not pursue that method. If we must here in the Senate of the United 
States hunt down the committee with briefs then we are in rather a 
bad position. I do not like that view of the subject. 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator will allow me, I will state that he 
criticised the Committee on Appropriations for taking hasty and incon- 
siderate action. I showed him that there was nothing before the Com- 


mi on Appropriations upon which it could act otherwise than it 
did act. 

Mr. MORGAN. I never knew that until the Senator from Iowa, the 
chairman of the committee, stated that he did not know anything 
about it. I found the provision in the text of the bill. I found it 
struck out by the committee, and that was all I knew about it, and 
then I found the House of Representatives under fire for having made 
this appropriation without due consideration or proper estimate. Ido 
know personally that the Secretary of the Navy was considerably in- 
terested three or four years past in looking out some location in the 
South where a navy-yard, a yard for naval construction, could be built. 
I think that that would commend itself to the sound judgment of any 
American statesman. ‘That very view of the question would naturally 
attract the attention of any man who had the good of his country at 
heart and capacity enough to comprehend what would be best for it. 

There sin to be a navalstation in the South. I mean by a naval 
station a ship-yard. It ought to be somewhere there in convenient 
access to the great producing power of the interior of this country, 
which is transported to the seaboard upon the waters of the Mississippi 
River, and, if you please, upon the waters of the Alabama River. 

I did not know that this provision was subject to a technical objec- 
tion. I did not know that the committee had made a technical objec- 
tion to it. I never thought about anything of that kind. They seem 
to have struck it out because there was no estimate for it. Iam very 
sorry if there was no estimate. Iam not able to answer upon that 
point. Ihave had nothing to do with presenting estimates. Ifthe 
provision is to go out on a point of order, as a matter of course we can 
not help ourselves, though I understood that the Senator from Iowa 
hy proposing to reduce the sum from $50,000 to $10,000 waived the 
point of order, and that the matter was before the Senate fairly for its 
consideration under our rules. 

The subject has been debated here. I do not find that any member 
of that committee except the one whose State is interested has any 
objection to bringing in the information that the provision calls for 
from the commission proposed. I have not heard any other Senator 
on that committee say that the Senators from the Southern States 
should not have the benefit of this information as a predicate upon 
which they could hereafter propose something in the nature of an estab- 
lishment for the building of ships of war, and dry-docks, and places of 
repair, and, if you please, for even heavy guns. 

I know, Mr. President, that during the whole existence of this Gov- 
ernment we have been neglectful of opportunities like this, but we are 
waking up now and taking an advanced line in respect of all industrial 
pursuits, and especially so in regard to the heavy mineral products, 
such as are necessary for the muniments of war and for the building 
of ships, and engines, and the like. We are coming to the front upon 
that subject. If Congress is not willing to assist us about it, or pay 
us any attention, we shall come to the front anyhow; it does not make 
any difference. 

It will be but a very few years until we shall have absorbed in the 
Southern States the production of iron to such an extent that Great 
Britain will no longer control the markets of the world. We have to- 
day a capacity for producing very high qualities of iron, and very soon 
we shall have equal capacity for producing very high qualities of steel, 
which will override the power of Great Britain in the control and mo- 
nopoly of thisenormousindustry. You will find that the wealth which 
Great Britain in the Cleveland district has so amassed and made her- 
self so splendid with, will begin to crystallize about the establishments 
in the Southern States, and that, too, without the necessity of a high 
protective tariff. We shall send our productions ont through this 
country so cheaply that the people can have the advantage of the be- 
neficence of God Almighty in connection with the skilland enterprise 
of men who are now free to work and who are ready to do it. 

Congress may neglect as much as it pleases; technical objections may 
be interposed here whenever gentlemen choose to interpose them; Sen- 
ators may neglect us whose duty it is at least to look after us; jeal- 
ousies may spring up and for a while cripple us in our progress, but 
still we shall act upon the broad idea of the general progress of the 
South. Our development is going to correspond with our resources, 
and when they do we shall be just as magnificent a people as exists 
in this world. 

God has blessed us with resources which are not paralleled anywhere 
in the world. We are now beginning to wake up to the idea of our 
ability to handle them, and after a little whilc we shall not be at all 
dependent upon Congress. No, sir; Congress is dependent upon us 
more than we are upon her. Every Senator here knows that. In the 
event of a fierce war with any great maritime power, it would be an 
absolute necessity of the situation that we should have the means of 
produeing ships and guns upon the waters of the Mississippi River or 
some other place accessible to the Gulf of Mexico in the most rapidand 
excellent manner that is possible. 

No man can shut his eyes to the necessities of the situation connected 
with the conjecture of a war which may occur between us and a great 
maritime power. I would gladly shut my eyes to such occasions; I 
would gladly dismiss such prognostics from my thoughts; but they 
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will come upon us for the very reason that the country which lies 
around us and contiguous to us, now under the domination of royal 
authority beyond the Atlantic Ocean, after a little bit will become a 
ize and a contention between us and the great powers of the earth. 
We can not avoid it. Our fathers did not have the means of te | 
the picket-line which commences at Newfoundland and runs aroun 
to Yucatan. When we established this magnificent Republic upon this 
continent we did not have the means todo it. Nevertheless, it re- 
mains a duty for us to perform, or, if not for us, for our posterity to 


orm, 

It is one of the necessities of our situation upon this hemisphere that 
those picket-lines and outposts shall fall into our possession and not be 
in the ownership of any other nation onearth. It isa part of the great 
mission of this constitutional Republic that it should be so. 

What I am doing in regard to this matter is not to get a few dollars 
of your money expended in the South. Thatis notthe idea. Weare 
willing to furnish you with cheaper material for building your ships 
than you can get anywhere else, and we will build them in the very 
best waters to be found, better than the waters of the Delaware for 
floating ships to the sea. We are willing to furnish you with a variety 
of timber trees there which are not excelled in any part of the earth, 
either in quantity or quality, or in variety. We are willing to con- 
tribute all the resources of nature so abundantly lavished upon us to 
the Government of the United States in order- to assist in building up 
a Navy, without which we are soon to cease to have even respectability 
among the nations of the earth. We are willing to do that, and all of 
that, and we are not here beggars for your favor—not by any means, 

When I stand here advocating a measure which comes from the House 
of Representatives proposing to appropriate the paltry sum of $50,000 
for explorations and soundings, lam met with the inquiry; where ate 
you going to send the commission and what are you going todo? Sir, 
there are channels deep that lead to the sea, estuaries which are valu- 
able to this country in a military as well asa commercial view, of 
which the people of the Northern and Middle States of the United 
States know nothing, because you have not favored us with surveys. 
I repeat that I had myself to go to the Bureau of the Coast Survey to 
ask as a favor that they would run linesup and down the Mobile River. 
The charts have been made and the development showsone of the most 
magnificent currents of deep fresh water to be found on this continent, 
of which Senators on this floor were just as ignorant as they are to-day 
of the waters of Iceland or of Lapland; and so in regard to other places. 

Mr. HOAR, If the Senator will allow me to ask him a question for 
information, has not the survey of the Coast Survey been made as thor- 
ough in regard to the part of the country in which the Senator lives as 
any other part of the country? 

Mr. MORGAN. Not by any means, It isa mere fringe along the 
outer coast, along the ocean. 

Mr. HOAR. I do not think that is the general understanding. 

Mr. MORGAN. Iknowitisnot. Ihave no doubt the Senator from 
Massachusetts is right about that. That is not the general understand- 
ing. But would the Senator from Massachusetts have believed that 
we have an arsenal at Mount Vernon, 50 or 55 miles north of Mobile, 
on the Mobile River, and that no line had ever been run from the city 
of Mobile or the Bay of Mobile up to that place in that broad, deep 
expanse of water, and that the Coast Survey charts did not show a 
mark in regard to it? Yet there are numbers of other points which 
are equally in an unfortunate and a neglected place. The territory 
represented here by the Senator from Louisiana is terra incognita in 
regard to some of the most important inlets from the sea. We havea 
mere fringe of survey around that border, That is all we have, and 
that is one reason which actuated me at least in urging that there 
should be some opportunity on the part of this commission to make 
some little investigations for themselves, for the Government of the 

All I claim here, Mr. President, is fair 


United States has done it. 
A 

a BECK. Mr. President, we are spending a good deal of time 
over a matter about which I think there is very little difference ot 
opinion. While a good deal can be said about the of this 
country and the need of improvements everywhere, the Committee on 
Appropriations (and that is all I care to say) acted in this matter, as 
we thought, with absolute respect for the members of the other House 
in striking out the provision. 

The bill came to us with an entirely new provision in it, not esti- 
mated for by the Navy Department. It came to us with a report 
from the chairman of the committee having charge of the bill, which 
made no reference to this provision. We turned to the RECORD of 
the proceedings of the House of Representatives, and I hold itin my 
hand from beginning to end, and there was no allusion made to this 
provision in the debates in the House. Therefore, having no estimate 
from the Department, there having been no reference e toit in the 
debates in the House, as the RECORD shows, and no reference made to 
it in the report the chairman of the House committee furnished in re- 
gard to the items in the bill, and it being entirely new, and being ad- 
vised by a member of the committee that Pensacola isa great navy- 
yard, as we knew, or a great location for one, in striking it out we did 


the only wise thing according to our view, believing as I did at the 
time that the Navy Department had authority to make these surveys. 

Striking it out in the Senate does not eliminate it from the bill. 
We do that all the time when we have no information either from the 
Navy Department or from the House debates or from the report made 
by the House committee and it is a new matter altogether. Westrike 
it out because we do not know what to say about it nor what is the 
true amount to appropriate; and when we meet together in conference 
if the conferees on the part of the House advise us as to what reasons 
they had for putting it in, either as to amount or anything else, it is 
then open for settlement, and the Senate conferees have never resisted 
a fair explanation made on the other side. That would be the atti- 
tude of this provision if it should be stricken out in the Senate. 

But since it has been suggested that some sum ought to be inserted, 
if $10,000, or $20,000, or $25,000, or $50,000 should be put in, I have 
no idea that the Department will spend any more than is needed. If 
the suggestion of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLISON] is agreed’ to 
and the provision is reinserted with $10,000, and the conferees on the 
part of the House will show us that $50,000 is required, or if when 
the conference committee gets together it will send for the Secretary of 
the Navy, as it can very well do, and ask him what will be needed for 
this work, the true amount will be inserted. That is all there is of it. 
In any event it is still open. 

I think the Senate will readily see, and the Senator from Alabama 
will readily see, that at first blush, as it was presented to the committee 
without an estimate, or a debate, or a suggestion in the report, all we 
could do in justice to the Senate was to say, for the time-being let the 
provision go out until further information is obtained. That is all 
there is of this whole thing. 

I will vote for $10,000 or for $50,000, if that is the true amount, be- 
cause I know there will be no survey made of the Mississippi River or 
of all the tributaries under this provision. I agree with the Senator 
from Alabama that surveys are ; that investigation ought to 
be had; that we ought to build a navy-yard on the Gulf, and that we 
ought to have it in the best place. If Pensacola is not the best place, 
as there may be difficulties about yellow fever or other climatic condi- 
tions, or if other reasons make some other place better, let us have it 
at the best place. A survey will have to be made to enable us to se- 
lect a place so as to make an intelligible report as to what ought to be 
done; and the best survey ought to be had, so as to show sufficient 
reasons why it is proposed to be located there, and let the Secretary of 
the Navy have what money is needed to do it, and when we get that 
information we can act upon it intelligently. That isall there is of it, 
and that is all that influenced the jttee. 

Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Mor- 
GAN] has good Geomag for his declaration of independence of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, He has good ground for saying that it 
is of little consequence to him or to some of those whom he represents 
what action Congress may take in the expenditure of the public moneys. 
He has good ground for saying that the protective tarifi is a matter of 
comparatively little importance to his section of the country. 

But, sir, the ground which I understand him to give as the reason of 
his independence does not seem to me to be the true and the correct 
ground of that independence which I concede. It is not because 
throughout the South there are vast and abundant resources as yet un- 
developed but developing. It is not by reason of the abundance of 
nature as compared with other portions of the Union that the Senator 
is independent of the Government.of the United States. By no man- 
ner of means is that the case. I desire that the ground of Southern 
independence shall be fully understood, and that it shall be placed upon 
its true foundation in this debate, if it is to be discussed at all. 

It is this, that by reason of conditions which have previously existed 
there and which are still continuing, ina process of dissolution and 
disappearance I admit, and I am glad that it is so—by reason of those 
conditions still partially existing, the labor of the South is as a whole 
cheaper than the labor of Europe to-day. That is the reason of the 
independence of the Senator from Alabama and of the independence 
of the controlling influences in that section of the country who handle 
its capital and who look forward, many of them, to the control of the 
riches which are to be developed by that cheap labor in the future. It 
is because of a comprehension of that whichis to come by reason of the 
control on the part of the few of the masses of the Southern people in 
the matter of their earnings in the future that they are independent, 
and that they insist upon opposition to such measures as the trifling 
appropriations which haye been proposed here in this Congress and in 
former Congresses in the direction of the education of the people of 
the whole country. 

‘The secret of the Senator’sindependenceis theignorance of the masses 
of those who perform his labor, for ignorance is slavery, and wher- 
ever you find an ignorant popia an; where the masses of those who 
work are ignorant, there their wages are low. Itis because of the ig- 
norance of those who possess the muscle of the South and its produc- 
ing power that the Senator from Alabama is so independent upon the 
floor of Co to-day, and there is no other basis for it. 

To me it seems like a shame and an infamous disgrace that we deal 
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as we do with these vast appropriations, millions for apparently the 
most trivial subject, appropriating $10,000,000 for a single ironclad 

esterday, Southern Senators making that proposition, and Northern 
nator supporting it—$10,000,000 for a single ironclad, more than 
we proposed as the appropriation for a single year for the equalization 
of the privileges of education all through the country. 

There is not a political economist on the face of God’s earth who does 
not know and does not proclaim as a fandamental proposition that the 
man in war educated is worth twice as much as the same man in war 
ignorant; that the thinking bayonet is worth at least double the bayo- 
net of the ignorant man. 

So as a matter of national defense it would be prudent for us to vote 
hundreds of millions to develep the souls of our people rather than to 
expend it upon dumb fortifications, continental floating fortifications, 
as well as the vast earth and other works which it is proposed to erect 
all along our coast, and perhaps bordering our defensive lines in the 
interior. 

But, sir, the point to which I wish to call the attention of the Senate 
is that the South is independent to-day of the tariff by reason of the 
fact that she holds the great mass of her labor in substantial thraldom, 
and that there is nothing but education which can liberate them. 

I am aware that there is force in the position which a portion of the 
Southern people take in their opposition to the education of the masses 
of their population. There is force init; thereis powerin it. A great 
aristocracy is always formidable in war. We found it so in the late 
war. The South was an aristocracy then, and the war which they 
waged upon us taught us that such a power is well-nigh invincible 
under an equality of conditions. 

But, sir, that has all passed away, and I am one of those who insist 
upon if that it is necessary that the revolution should not go backward, 
that the aristocracy as an aristocracy should cease to exist, and that 
the power, the sovereignty of the country should be diffused and equal- 
ized throughout the entire country. That can be done only by diffus- 
ing knowledge, for knowledge is power, and as you give an equality of 
knowledge, of intelligence among the masses of the people, just to that 
extent you destroy the one-man power which is the secret of the fact 
that the Senator from Alabama is able to boast on the floor of the Sen- 
ate to-day that he cares nothing for this Government so far as his de- 
pendence upon it is concerned. He is prond of its power and wealth. 
He exults in the prospect of future acquisitions. 

T concede to the Senator the warm impulses of the patriot in that 
sense; but, sir, his section is not able to dispense with the same sort of 
industrial protection which is indispensable to the life of the Northon 
any other condition than that the average of intelligence among the 
people of the South is necessarily lower than that among the people of 
the North. He proposes to continue it by denying to the masses of the 
people the power of individual, personal self-development which will 
enable them todemandand toreceive,dollar for dollar, the same amount 
which the laboring man gets at the North. 

The policy which I advocate is not a policy which is hurtful to the 
Sonth, or to the building up of the institutions of the South, or to the 

- development of the resources of the South, for as you educate the 
masses you make them aconsuming power. There is no way in which 
the institutions and civilization of the North can avoid destruction by 
the competition of cheap Southern labor save by the development and 
the elevation of the masses of the Southern people. who thereby will 
be enabled to demand those wages which, being the purchasing power 
that the laboring population everywhere must depend npon, will enable 
them to consume the very commodities which their increasing develop- 
ment creates. 

Here is the true secret of American defense. It wasa greater than 
any of us who said that ‘‘education is the chief defense of nations.” I 
am speaking upon the development of the war power when I say, give a 
few millionsto the masses of the people throughout the South and the 
North in proportion to theilliteracy and the need wherever it exists, and 
the Senator from Alabama will neveragain rise in his place on the floor of 
Sra Senate and say he is independent of the Government of the United 

tates. 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Mor- 
GAN] in his remarks stated that a member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate had a navy-yard in his State, and the impli- 
cation was that the suggestion to strike out this provisionof the House 
had originated with me. I desire to say that what was very unusual 
occurred when this amendment was before the committee. I hap- 
pened to be absent from the committee when this clause of the bill 
was considered and the action was taken striking it out. 

Had I been there, however, I should not have felt myself prevented 
by the fact that the navy-yard wasin the State of Florida from doing 
what was manifestly right and what ought to have been done under 
the circumstances-eyoting to strike out this provision on the ground 
that the question had been settled by the common consent and judg- 
oa all authorities on the subject for many years in favor of Pensa- 
cola Bay. 

The only provision of this kind which with any propriety could have 
been inserted in the bill in relation to navy-yards in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico would have been an appropriation which would enable the Secre- 


tary of the Navy to remove the present site of the Pensacola navy-yard, 
as recommended by Commodore Harmony, to a higher point up the 
bay, where it would be entirely beyond the range of the artillery known 
to exist to-day. 

There is no kind of a pretense why this attack upon the Pensacola 
navy-yard should be made, for thatis whatit means. Itmeansa prop- 
osition to find another site for a navy-yard, and it is an implication that 
that navy-yard was not suflicient for the purposes of the Government; 
that it is not a suitable site. It is amere assumption, and it is notable 
that not a single opinion of any military or naval man of any kind has 
been referred to by the advocates of this commission—not one. 

The Senator from Alabama says that the Mississippi River, bearing 
its great productions to the Gulf and to the ocean, and the Alabama 
River, perhaps, ought to be considered in respect to the location of a 
navy-yard and the facilities for the defense of the commerce originat- 
ing there. I have the reports before me which show how much is the 
commerce of the Alabama River as compared with Pensacola. How 
much of the production of Alabama passes through this great natural 
outlet to the sea? Pensacola sent 480 steam-ships, according to the 
report, out of her harbor in 1887, and how many ships of all sizes, little 
and great, went over Mobile Bar? About two hundred. 

The ships that go into Pensacola do not go up a narrow, tortuous 
channel of 28 miles to reach that magnificent range of inland waters 
along the Alabama River, of which the Senator from Alabama speaks. 
Here are 480 steam-ships with a tonnage of about 280,000 tons. In 
the report as to Mobile there are only 200, with about half this ton- 
nage, while Mobile has had $1,400,000 since 1827 to make fifteen and® 
a half feet of water, and there has been an expenditure of $175,000 or 
$200,000 at Pensacola. 

What is the use of discussing the proposition? How are you to 
make a channel if you have not been able to do it up to this time? 
Here is the report. Here is the survey for 23 miles through a mud 
bank, and who, except the Senator. from Louisiana, ever heard of the 
idea of building a navy-yard up the Mississippi River for ships to go 
out in time of war, where a single ship sunk in the channel would de- 
stroy it, at least during the period of the war? 

Mr. President, if the question of the removal of the navy-yard 
and the selection of a new site were brought into the Senate to 
be considered, and the subject should be fairly considered, it would be 
found that there is not a solitary objection to be made to Pensacola. 
There is fresh water there, as much as there isin Mobile Bay. There 
is any depth of water. There are several channels into the Gulf and 
from the Gulf into Pensacola Bay. It is the deepest harbor to be 
found anywhere upon the Gulf. tt has the most capacious and safe 
anchorage, It has a better bill of health than New Orleans or Mobile 
or any other place on the coast, all of them having been more or less 
subject to yellow fever at times. If there had been any ground of ob- 
jection I should haye been very willing to have had it discussed, and 
to have had a commission to select a site; but there has been none 
pointed ont on any reasonable ground. That is all I desire to say. 

Mr. HALE. Now let us see if we can not get a vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLISON ], which 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 314, before the word ‘‘ thonsand,’’ it is 
proposed to strike out ‘‘fifty’’ and insert ‘‘ten;’? so as to read; 
**$10,000.”? 

The ameudment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempre. The question now is upon concur- 
ring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. MITCHELL. If the amendment of the committee striking out 
the clause is to be overruled, and if the clause is to be retained in the 
bill, I think it should be amended, 

Mr. HALE. Yon desire to amend the part proposed to be stricken 


out? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, I move toamend the part proposed to be 
stricken ont by inserting, after the word ‘‘ dollars,’’ in line 314: 

That the Secretary of the Navy be,and he is hereby, required to appoint a 
commission compored of three competent naval officers, whose duty it shall be 
to examine the coast north of the forty-second parallel of north latitude, in the 
State of Oregon and Territories of Washington and Alaska, and select a suit- 
able site, having due regard to the commercial and naval necessities of that 
coast, for a navy-yard and docks,and, having selected such site, shall, if upon 
private lands, estimate its value and ascertain the price for which it can be pur- 
chased, and of their proceedings and action make full and detailed report to the 
Secretary of the Navy; and the Secretary of the Navy shall transmit such re- 
port, with his recommendations, to Congress. To defray the expenses of such 
commission the sum of $1,000 of the above amount, or so much thereof as may 
be necessary, may be used . 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment pro; by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I do not wish to take up the time of the Senate 
in regard to this proposed amendment, but I shall content myself with 
the simple statement that the amendment has heretofore been reported 
as a separate bill from the Committee on Naval Affairs, and passed 
unanimously by the Senate at the present session. 

I believe all will agree that if there is any necessity for the establish- 
ment of new navy-yards or naval stations in the United States, one at 
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least of the number should be established on the North Pacific coast. 
That seemed to be the view of the Committee on Naval Affairs who 
reported the bill of which this amendmentis a copy. That seemed to 
be the view of the Senate when it passed the billsome two months ago 
without a dissenting vote. Therefore I now propose to add it as an 
amendment to the provision inserted by the House. 

In this connection it will be ohacrved that the amendment does not 


increase the appropriation onedollar. The bill as originally passed by 
the Senate simply appropriated $1,000. I understand that is all that 
will be necessary, in the opinion of the Department. The amendment 
as I now propose it provides that ‘‘$1,000 of the above amount,” that 
is to say, of the $50,000, shall be used for this purpose. 

I will state further that this naval station is recommended by the 
Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks in a very strong recommenda- 
tion contained in his last annual report. That report was referred to 
in the annual report of the Secretary of the Navy, and indorsed and 
approved by the Secretary of the Navy. It is most earnestly urged 
by the Admiral of the Navy in a lengthy letter which I hold in my 
hand, addressed to me some time since, which has already been printed 
not only in the RECORD but as an executive document. 

As it has already been clearly indicated by the last vote of the Sen- 
ate declining to reduce the amount of the appropriation in the bill that 
the proposition of the House is not to be stricken out by the Senate, it 
is but proper and just to another great section of the country that the 
provision should be amended as I propose. 

Mr. HALE, If the clause in the bill is to be retained by the Sen- 
ate, and if the Navy Department is to send out exploring expeditions 
to hunt up sites for new navy-yards, when we have so many now that 
we do not know what to do with them, I am, for one, entirely clear 
that the amendment proposed by the Senator from Oregon should be 
adopted. If there is any portion of the country where a navy-yard 
would be useful, would supply a good need, and that good reasons could 
be urged for its establishment, it is upon the upper part of the Pacific 
coast, near by the place where Great Britain is to-day and has been for 
years establishing a great naval and military station. 

The object of a navy-yard is not, as it seems to have been accepted 
by nearly everybody who has joined in this discussion, for defense. A 
navy-yard protects nothing. It only opens more Government property 
to destruction by the foe if itcomes nigh. A navy-yard does not pro- 
tect. A navy-yard is a place where shops may be built, stores may be 
collected for‘use; but none of the navy-yards are surrounded or con- 
nected with an elaborate system of fortifications. All that has been 
said in that regard does not apply to the establishment of new navy- 
yards anywhere. 

But the temper of the Senate is evidently in favor of the Navy De- 
partment going forth on this new quest and finding more places where 
more money can be spent, where docks can be built, and where a civil 
force can be placed, increasing the number of what we have now so 
that they shall be more; and if that is to be done I hope that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon will be adopted. I 
commend his moderation in asking for only $1,000. 

Mr. MITCHELL. On reflection I think the sum ought to be in- 
creased a little. 

Mr. HALE. Ifthe Senator does not make it too much, I shall not 
qualify my remarks, 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will make it $5,000. 

Mr. HALE. Iwas going to say that it is impossible to see how in 
an exploration conducted by naval officers, who are paid by the Goy- 
ernment, upon naval ships which are maintained by the Government, 
with a complete outfit that is furnished for the survey by the Govern- 
ment, $5,000 or $10,000 or $15,000 could be spent. I hoped that the 
Senator would be content with his modest and simple request for $1,- 
000. Ido not think $5,000 would be very bad, but it is absurd to 
talk about spending on a survey of this kind $50,000. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I knew I was very modest, but that was my in- 
nate nature; it was my natural modesty. 

Mr. HALE. Everybody knows that. 

Mr. MITCHELL. As everybody knows. I suggest, however, that 
my amendment be changed, makingit ‘$5,000 of the above amount.”’ 

Mr. HALE. I do not think that is very bad. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated as 
modified. 

The CurerCieRk. It is proposed, before the word ‘‘thousand,”’ to 
strike out ‘‘one’’ and insert ‘‘five;’’ so as to read: 

To defray the expenses of such commission the sum of $5,000 of the above 
amount, or so much thereof as may be necessary, may be used. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PLUMB. Imove toamend the provision by limiting the amount 
provided for by the House to $15,000. I do not believe that $50,080 
could be usefully spent upon any theory whatever. I think that $15,000 
is too much, but at the same time it is very much better to have it 
at $15,000 than to have it at $50,000. By appropriating an unneces- 
sarily large sum undoubtedly some suggestion of extra ce and of 
going into unnecessary fields would occur to the commission. At all 
events, whether the money will be spent or not, I think it is proper 
that the appropriation should be somewhere within reasonable bounds. 

I therefore moye to reduce the amount to $15,000. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Kansas will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. In line 314, before the word “thousand,” it is 
proposed to strike out ‘‘ fifty’? and insert ‘‘fifteen;’’ so as to read: 

*$15,000.”? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on concurring 
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, to strike out 
the clause which has been amended, on which the yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. STEWART. How does the clause stand as amended ? 

The PRESIDENT protempore. It will be read as amended. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


For the expenses of a commission of three officers, to be appointed by the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, to report as to the most desirable location on or near the 
Gulf of Mexico, or on the Mississippi River for a navy-yard and docks for ship- 
pogana for the expenses of sounding and surveying and estimating expenses, 

15, 


That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, required to a; 
commission composed of three competent naval officers, whose duty it ll be 
to examine the coast north of the forty-second parallel of north latitude, in the 
State of O: n, and Territories of Washington and Alaska, and select a suita- 
ble site, having due regard to the commercial and naval necessities of that coast, 
for a navy-yard and docks, and, having selected such site, shall, if upon private 
lands, estimate its value and ascertain the price for which it can be purchased, 
and of their proceedings and action make full and detailed report to the Secre- 
tary of the Navy; and the Secretary of the Navy shall transmit such report, 
with his recommendations, to Congress. 

To defray the rid igre of such commission the sum, of $5,000 of the above 
amount, or so much thereof as may be necessary, may be used. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. An affirmative vote strikes out the 
language which has been read. A negative vote restores it to the bill. 
The Secretary will call the roll on concurring in the amendment. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BUTLER]. Not knowing how he would 
vote, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. MITCHELL (when Mr. DoLPH’s name was called). My col- 
league [Mr. DOLPH] is detained from the Senate by sickness in his 
family. He is paired generally with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Brown]. If they were here both would vote ‘ nay.’’ 

Mr. FAULKNER (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Quay]. 

Mr. BATE (when the name of Mr. HARRIS was called). My col- 
league [Mr. HARRIS] is paired with the Senator from Vermont | Mr. 
MORRILL]. If my colleague were present he would vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. PLUMB (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Vest]. Unless something may besaid by 
his colleague [Mr. COCKRELL] to indicate that the pair would not ap- 
ply probably to this vote, I shall withhold my vote. 

Mr. PUGH (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS]. If he were present I should 
vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SABIN (when his name was called), 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Kenna]. 

The roll was concluded. 

Mr. PLUMB. After consultation with the colleague of the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Vest] I will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. DAVIS (after having voted in the affirmative). I am paired 
with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. TURPIE], and I withdraw my 
vote. 

Mr. MANDERSON. My colleague ae PADDOCK] is paired gen- 
erally with the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Eustis]. I donot know 
how my colleague would vote on this question if he were present. 

Mr. GIBSON. My colleague [Mr. Eustis] would vote ‘‘ nay” if 
he were present, 

Mr. CULLOM. The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHACE] ig 
paired with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Co_qurrr]. 

The result was announced—yeas 19, nays 24; as follows: 


int a 


I am paired with the 


YEAS—19. 
Allison, Hale, Jones of Arkansas, Sherman, 
Call, areas Palmer, Stockbridge, 
Chandler, Hawley, Pasco, Wilson of Iowo, 
Dawes, oar, Platt, Wilson of Md, 
George, Ingalls, Sawyer, 

NAYS—24. 
Bate, Cullom, Hearst, x 
Beck, Farwell, Manderson, Spooner, 
Blackburn, i Mitchell, Stewart, 
Blair, Gibson, Morgan, Teller, 
Cockrell, rman, Payne, Vance, 
Coke, Gray, Plumb, Walthall. 

ABSENT—33, 
Aldrich, Daniel Jones of Neyad@, Sabin 
aA Bevis Kerm id 
Blodget: , TSO! ford, 
anes Eamon b Morrill, ‘i Turpie, 
Brown, Eustis, Paddock, Ves 
Butler, Evarts, Pugh, Voorhees, 
Cameron, Faulkner, Quay, 
Harris, nsom, 

Colquitt, Hiscock, Riddleberger, 


So the amendment was non-concurred in, 
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Shes PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next reserved amendment will 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 42, in line 1002, after the word ‘‘man- 
ufacture,’’ the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, struck out the 
following words: 


At least one of said vessels shall be built in one of the navy-yards of the United 
States, and. 


Mr. HALE. The Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] yesterday 
perfected an amendment that I think leaves the provision just as it 
should be; so that if the Secretary should not be able to contract for 
these ships he may make arrangements for building them in a navy- 
yard; but the provision ought not to be mandatory. Itseemed to me, 
when the amendment was offered by the Senator from Alabama, that 
he had got it just right, and I hope the Senate will not strike out the 
remainder of the clause, as it was perfected on the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. COCKRELL. Let the amendment be again reported. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment made as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole was to strike out the words that will be read by 


the Chief Clerk. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On e 42, line 1002, after the word ‘‘man- 
ufacture,’’ the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, struck out the fol- 
lowing words: 


At least one of said vessels shall be built in one of the navy-yards of the United 


States, 
Mr. HALE. Yes, that should go out. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on concurring 


in the Senate with the amendment made asin Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment was concurred in. 

Mr. HALE. There are one or twocorrections to be made On page 
33, line 788, the word ‘‘five’”’ should be ‘‘ twenty-five.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There are two words “‘five ’’ in that 
line. To which one does the Senator refer ? 


Mr. HALE. The first one. 
The PRESIDENT protempore. ‘The Chief Clerk will report the pro- 


posed change. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, in line 788, it is proposed to 
change the word “ five,’? where it first occurs, to ‘‘ twenty-five; ’’ so 
as to make the provision read: 


To complete boat-house for steam launches, $25,000 in addition to the $5,000 
heretofore appropriated. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amend ffients were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the Senate the 
unfinished business, which is the bill (S. 12) to provide for the forma- 
tion and admission into the Union of the State of Washington, and 
for other pur A 

Mr. STEWART. Iask unanimous consent that the special order be 
temporarily laid aside, aud that the bill (S. 3304) to prohibit the com- 
ing of Chinese laborers to the United States, be now proceeded with. The 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN ] has not concluded his speech on 
that bill, and he suggested that he might be called away. I think we 
might have it disposed of this evening. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pending the motion of the Senator 
from Nevada, will he allow the Chair to present business on the table 
for disposition ? e 

Mr. STEWART. Certainly. 

LIVE-OAK LANDS IN LOUISIANA. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 196) to cancel certain 
reservations of lands, on accourt of live-oak, in the Southwestern land 
district of the State of Louisiana, which was, in line 13, after the word 
“laws,” to insert the words ‘‘ except section 2301 of the Revised Stat- 
utes.” 

Mr. PLUMB. I move that the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

SCHOOL AND UNIVERSITY LANDS IN WYOMING. 

The PRESIDENT protemporelaid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1782) to authorize the 
leasing of the school and university lands in the Territory of Wyoming, 
and for other purposes, which were, on page 1, to strike out, after the 
werd ‘ Territory,” in line 7, alldown to and including the word ‘‘ Ter- 
ritory,’’ in line 18; and on page 2, line 9, after the word ‘“‘ university,” 
to insert the words ‘‘and school.” 

Mr. PLUMB. Imove that the Senate concur in the amendments 
of the-House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to, 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 


The bill (H. R. 6264) to incorporate the Washington and Highlands 
Street Railway Company of the District of Columbia was read twice by 
its title and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia, 


XIX—-425 


AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 


Mr. DANIEL submitted two amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which were referred 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. > 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada asks unan- 
imous consent that the unfinished business be informally laid aside. 

Mr. SAWYER. Ihave no objection to that, but I ask that we now 
take up private pension bills. 

Mr. STEWART. I have no objection to the Senate taking up pri- 
vate pension bills, but I hope not at this moment. Let us finish this 
Chinese bill now. 

Mr, FRYE. I desire to ask the Senator from Maryland [Mr. WIL- 
son] whether or not it is his wish to proceed with the discussion of the 
fisheries treaty this afternoon? 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. I would prefer to have-it postponed 
until to-morrow, if agreeable to the Senate, as I am not feeling very 
well to-day. . 

Mr. FRYE. I desire to give notice that if the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. SHERMAN] should not be present to-morrow morning, I shall 
move to proceed to the consideration of executive business with open 
doors immediately after the routine morning business, 

Mr. ALLISON. I trust that will not be done, as I hope the Senate 
will take up the Army appropriation bill to-morrow morning. 

Mr. SAWYER. I move that we now proceed to the consideration 
of individual pension bills under Rule VIII, or I will ask unanimous 
consent if that be preferable. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the unfinished 
business being informally laid aside? 

Mr. HALE. What is the unfinished business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is the bill (S. 12) to provide for 
the formation and admission into the Union of the State of Washing- 
ton, and for other purposes. Is there objection to the unfinished bus- 
iness being informally laid aside? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. SAWYER. I move now to proceed to the consideration of un- 
objected private pension bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wisconsin asks 
that the Senate now proceed to the consideration of private pension bills 
favorably reported. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, The 
first pension bill on the Calendar will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Order of Business No. 1710, being the bill (H. 
R. 2233) granting a pension to Bernard Carlin. 

Mr. SPOONER. I ask my colleague to yield to me for a moment. 

Mr. SAWYER. If it leads to any debate, I can not give way. 

Mr. SPOONER. If it needs a word of explanation, and if I can not 
induce my colleague to give me a moment in which to make that ex- 
planation, I will not press it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
none. 


Isthere objection? The Chair hears 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT ALLENTOWN, PA. 


Mr. SPOONER. I am instructed by the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds to report favorably the bill (S. 3381) for the erection 
of a public building at Allentown, Pa., and I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be considered at this time. A similar bill passed 
both Houses, appropriating $100,000, and was vetoed by the President. 
pity bill appropriates $70,000, and I ask that it may be considered at 
this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ` The unfinished business having been 
informally laid aside and the pensiow bills being taken up by unani- 
mous consent, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SPOONER] asks that 
the order for unanimous consent may be revoked and that unanimous 
consent be given for the consideration of the bill just reported, the title 
of which will be stated from the desk. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. No. 3381) for the erection of a public 
building at Allentown, Pa. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the considera- 
tion of this bill? The Chair hears none. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 
bill; which was read at length. 

Mr. HALE. Is this a general public-building bill? 
ae SPOONER. No, it is a general public bill for one place, Allen- 

wn. 

Mr. HALE. Only one building in it? 

Mr. SPOONER. Only one building; one town. 

Mr. HALE. And in one State? 

Mr. SPOONER, One State, and one country. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. SAWYER. I now move that we proceed with the consideration 
of private pension bills. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I suggest to the Senator that there are a 
number of bills on the Calendar, all of which ought to be considered, 
and it seems to me that it would be better to proceed with the regular 
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Calendar, under Rule VIII. There are a number of House bills and 
other bills of much importance on the Calendar. 

Mr. SAWYER. Iam not willing to agree to that, because it will 
only take a short time to get through with the pension bills. To- 
morrow morning we can take up the Calendar and go through with it. 

Mr. STEWART. I think there should be some time reached in 
which to finish the Chinese bill. The Senator from Wisconsin sug- 

to me that he would help me on that, and now he suggests tak- 
ing up the Calendar to-morrow morning. That will not do. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I thought unanimous consent had been given for 
the consideration of private pension bills now. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. That was laid aside, and it was so stated 
by the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The first pension bill on the Calen- 
dar will be announced. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I understood the Chair to announce that 
the unanimous consent that was given to the Senator from Wisconsin 
[ Mr. SAWYER] to take up pension bills was set aside on the motion of 
are other Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] to take up another 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It was. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. And that bill was disposed of. Ishould 
like to know by what means another order of business can be taken up 
now? TheChief Clerk, however, was proceeding to read a bill without 
any consent on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. SPOONER. I hope the Senator from Arkansas will not object 
to ing, under the cireumstances, with the pension bills. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I do not object, but I do think there 
ought to be some sort of reply made to the proposition I made,.that 
the Calendar be proceeded with ly. I suppose there ought to 
be no objection to that. It seems to me that it ought to be done by 
consent of everybody. If the Senate does not see fit to go on with the 
regular call of the Calendar, I shall not object to the consideration of 
pension cases. 

Mr. SPOONER. Iagree with the Senator that the regular call of 
the Calendar should be proceeded with as soon as possible, but unani- 
mous consent having been given to proceed with pension cases I hope 
the Senator will not object. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. That unanimous consent was set aside. 

Mr. SPOONER. I hope the Senator will net object to the consid- 
eration of pension cases, 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I will not object. 

Mr. SPOONER. I thought the regular order was only temporarily 
laid aside. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the consider- 
ation of private pension bills on the Calendar favorably reported? [A 
pansa ] The Chair hears none. ‘The first private pension bill will be 
stated. 

BERNARD CARLIN. 

The bill (H. R. 2233) granting a pension to Bernard Carlin was con- 

sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
ion-roll the name of Bernard Carlin, late of Company A, Fourteenth 
egiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WIDOW OF SAMUEL CLARY. 

The bill (H. R. 7253) granting a pension to the widow of Samuel 
Clary was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension-roll the name of Ann Clary, the widow of Samuel 
Clary, late a private in Company I, Twenty-fifth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteers, war of 1861. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ROSANNA K. GRIFFIN. 

The bill (H. R. 4785) granting a pension to Rosanna K. Griffin was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 

nsion-roll the name of Rosanna K. Griffin, widow of James Griffin, 

te of Company I, One hundred and fifty-fifth New York Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
vthird reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY NEVELS. 

The bill (H. R. 7162) for the relief of Mary Nevels was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension- 
rolls the name of Mary Nevels, a blind orphan, whose father, Thomas 
Nevels, of Company G, Twelfth Regiment of Kentucky Volunteers, 
was killed in battle in October, 1863, at $18 per month during the term 
of her natural life, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, ard passed. 

REBECCA MANLOVE. 

The bill (H. R. 9808) granting an increase of pension to Rebecca 
Manlove was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
increase the pension of Mrs. Rebecca Manlove, widow of David Man- 


love, ye served in the Navy in the war of 1812, from $12 to $30 per 
month. , 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
JAMES M'INTYRE. 


The bill (H. R. 7713) granting a pension to James McIntyre was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of James McIntyre, late a private in Company 
G, Tenth Michigan Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ISAAC N. JOHNSON. 


The bill (H. R. 5443) granting a pension to Isaac N. Johnson was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole, It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Isaac N. Johnson, late a private of Company 
B, Second Regiment of Tennessee Mounted Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SAMUEL F. C. GARRISON, 


The bill (H. R. 185) granting a pension to Samuel F. C. Garrison 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It p to place 
the name of Samuel F. C. Garrison, late chaplain Fortieth Regiment 
ae Volunteers, now a resident of El Dorado, Kans., on the pension- 
roll. = 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. , 

CAROLINE PAUTEL. 


The bill (H. R. 7111) granting a pension to Caroline Pautel was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Caroline Pautel, widow of Frederick Pautel, 
late of Company D, Thirty-second Regiment of Wisconsin Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES T. BOURLAND. 


The bill (H. R. 8428) granting a pension to James T. Bourland was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upon 
the pension-roll the name of James T. Bourland, late of Company A, 
Twenty-sixth Regiment of Illinois Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. s 

MRS. ANNA BUTTERFIELD. 


The bill (H. R. 8761) granting a pension to Mrs. Anna Butterfield 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to placeon 
the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Anna Butterfield, dependent mother 
of James A. B. Butterfield, late a sergeant in the Second Illinois Cav- 
alry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRIETTA BROWN. 


The bill (S. 2977) granting a pension to Henrietta Brown was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to placeon the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Henrietta Brown, widow of Charles F. Brown, 
late of Company F, First Connecticut Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JONAS DOERING. 

The bill (S. 3141) granting an increase of ion to Jonas Doering 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-roll at $50 per month the name of Jonas Doering, late 

rivate of Company A, Eighth Battalion Turner Rifles, District of Co- 
Pnb in lieu of pension he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MATHEW 0. REGAN. 


The bill (S. 3118) for the relief of Mathew O. Regan was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. It directs the Secretary of the Interior 
to pay to Mathew O. Regan, late of Company E, Third Jnited States 
Artillery, now on pension-roll for loss of his right arm at elbow-joint, 
the amount allowed for loss of arm at or above elbow where artificial 
limb can not be worn, according to provisions of act increasing pen- 
sions, approved August 4, 1886, instead of the rate he has been receiv- 


ing. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
CHRISTIAN WINKEL. 

The bill (S. 3186) granting a pension to Christian Winkel, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Christian Winkel, late a private in Company 
B, Sixth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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JAMES B. BRAY. 


The bill (S. 2864) granting a pension to James B. Bray was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of James B. Bray, late a private of Company H, 
Eighty-fifth New York Volunteers, at $72 per month, in lieu of the 
pension he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
eer for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MRS. CAROLINE G. SEYFFORTH. 


The bill (H. R. 9126) granting a s DORRE Caroline G. Seyfforth 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-roll the name of Caroline G. Seyfforth, widow of the late 
Edmund Seyfforth, a contract surgeon in the United States Army. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM CHURCH. 


The bill (S. 2858) granting a pension to William Church was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William Church, late second lieutenant of 
Company ©, Second Regiment West Virginia Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM THIELDS. 


The bill (S. 3035) to grant a pension to William Thields was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
yeas the name of William Thields, late a private in Company 

Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer ‘Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
NANCY A. HAYES. 

The bill (S. 3144) granting a pension to Nancy A. Hayes was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
paon the name of Nancy A. Hayes, widow of Josiah E. Hayes, 

te lieutenant-colonel;of the Twelfth Regiment Kansas Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY J. FOSTER. 


The bill (S. 3030) granting a pension to Mary J. Foster was consid: 
ered as in Committee ofthe Whole, It proposes to place upon the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Mary J. Foster, widow of Milton S. Foster, late 
a private of Company A, Fifth Regiment Kansas Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


RACHEL DIXON. 


The bill (S. 3059) granting a pension to Rachel Dixon, mother of 
James Dixon, deceased, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place upon the pension-roll the name of Rachel Dixon, 
dependent mother of James Dixon, deceased, late of Company A, Forty- 
ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HEIRS OF JOHN M. POWELL. 


The bill (S. 3145) for the relief of the heirs of John M. Powell, de- 
ceased, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It directs the 
Secretary of the Interior to pay to the heirs of John M. Powell, de- 
ceased, late of Company E, Twenty-sixth Regiment of Indiana Volun- 
teers, the amount of pension allowed him under certificate numbered 
226727, dated February 6, 1883, the provisions of section 4718 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Mr, COCKRELL, Is there a report in that case? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be read. 

The Secretary read the following report, submitted by Mr. SAWYER 
July 5, 1888: 

i uth th fth to pay to the 
ee DoT opa aa S Siep t CR pay heirs 


of John M. Powell accrued pension as ed under certificate 
No. 226727, as late private Company E, Twenty-sixth Regiment of Indiana Yol- 


unteers. 
ithe soldier died, leaving neither widow nor minor children surviving. The 
certificate issued prior to the death of soldier, but the same did not reach the 
soldier during his life-time. Thesoldier was sick and confined to his house and 
bed for several years prior to his death. Being without at dr fone means of 
support, and without the ability to earn ene > was dependent on his friends 
and relatives for support and maintena hae, Pere time he wasin such 
helpless and disabled condition, from aabits for ch he was pensioned and 
from which the -cause ensued, he was taken care of, supported, nursed, 
and provided for eS his daughter; also the expenses of his last sickness and 
burial were paid by his relatives. pona heirs who furnished the support are in 
very poor and ni 
Woarou committee seana ees passage of the bill. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 


be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
NICHOLAS T. LAWRENCE. 


The bill (S. 2490) granting a pension to Nicholas T. Lawrence was 
considered as in Committee ofthe Whole. It proposes to place on the 


pension-roll the name of Nicholas T. Lawrence, late of the Tenth Bat- 
tery Light Artillery, Wisconsin Volunteers, at $20 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM MEYER. 

The bill (S. 3013) granting a pension to William Meyer was consid- 
cred as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of William Meyer, late a private in Company B, 
Forty-ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteers, afterward of Company I; 
First Regiment United States Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. JANE FLYNN. 

The bill (S. 1683) granting a pension to Mrs. Jane Flynn was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Jane Flynn, mother of Lawrence Flynn, de- 
ceased, late a member of Company A, Third Regiment Rhode Island 
Heavy Artillery. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. CAROLINE TAYLOR. 

The bill (S. 3175) granting a pension to Mrs. Caroline Taylor was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Mrs. Caroline Taylor, of Logansport, Ind., 
widow of Dr. J. A. Taylor, a volunteer assistant surgeon to the Indiana 
troops engaged South in the year 1863 in the war of the rebellion. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN V. HENNESSEY. 

The bill (S. 2321) granting a pension to John V. Hennessey was con- 
sidered as .in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-ro]l the name of John V. Hennessey, late of Company I, First 
Massachusetts Heavy Artillery, and Company M, Third Massachusetts 
Heavy Artillery. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES JEWETT. 

_ The bill (H. R. 9318) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Jewett was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension-roll the name of Charles Jewett, late a private in 
Company I, Third New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, at $40 per 
month, in lieu of the pension he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MALINDA HARDIN. 

The bill (H. R. 9729) granting a pension to Malinda Hardin was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place'on the 
pension-roll the name of Malinda Hardin, mother of J. G. Hardin, late 
a second lieutenant in Company K, Fifth Regiment of Kentucky Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM M. DICKEN. 

The bill (H. R. 9467) granting a pension to William M. Dicken was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William M. Dicken, of Clinton County, Ken- 
tucky, Jate a member of Capt. Abijah Guthrie’s company of Kentucky 
Home Guards. ` 

The bill was reported to the Senate without ERT ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES C. WHITE. 

The bill (H. R. 9344) granting a pension to James C. White was 
considered us in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of James C. White, late a private of Company I, 
Twenty-first Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM P. RIDDLE. 

The bill (H. R. 9183) granting a pension to William P. Riddle was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pasion rol the name of William P. Riddle, late private of Company 

E, Fifth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry. 

"The bill was reported to the Senate without yeni ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
JOSEPH PEVE. 

The bill (H. R. 737) granting a pension to Joseph Peve was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Joseph Peve, late a private in Company H, Fifty- 
first Regiment Illinois Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


` considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
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RACHEL BARNES. 

The bill (H. R. 149) granting a pension to Rachel Barnes was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Rachel Barnes, widow of William Barnes, who 
served in Company I, Second United States Infantry, from February 
24, 1836, until February 24, 1841, and to pay her a pension as such 
widow. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MANUEL GARCIA, 

The bill (H. R. 3521) granting a pension to Manuel Garcia, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Manuel Garcia, late of Company I, Eighth New 
Jersey Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE W. FLOWERS. 

The bill (H. R. 5383) granting a pension to George W. Flowers was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of George W. Flowers, late a private in Company 
C, Fifty-second Pennsylvania Militia Volunteers, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CYNTHIA J. CARLTON. 

The bill (H. R. 154) restoring to the pension-roll the name of Cyn- 
thia J. Carlton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to restore to the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Cynthia J. Carlton, 
widow of Henry Carlton, late captain in the Twenty-second Regiment 
of Michigan Volunteers. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN H. CLAUS. 

The bill (H. R. 8150) for the relief of John H. Claus was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension- 
roll the name of John H. Claus, late a private in Company K, One 
hundred and eighth Regiment Ohio Infantry Volunteers, and also late 
a private in the Ordnance Department of the United States Army. 

‘The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE W. DURFEE. 

The bill (S. 3052) granting an increase of pension to George W. Dur- 
fee was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an amend- 
ment, in line 5, after the words ‘‘ rate of,” to strike out “seventy-two” 
and insert ‘‘fifty;’’? so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, at the rate of $50 per month, 
subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of George 
W. Durfee, late private of Company I, First Regiment New York Volunteer 
Dragoons; this act to take effect from its passage, and the pension hereby 
granted to be in lieu of that which he is now receiving, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

JOHN N. BOVEE. 

The bill (S. 3018) granting an increase of pension to John N. Bovee 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to increase 
the pension of John N. Bovee, late of Company E, Eighteenth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, from thirty to forty dollars per 
month. $ 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. BRIDGET HACKETT. 

The bill (S. 2050) granting a pension to Mrs. Bridget Hackett was 
to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Mrs. Bridget Hackett, of Decatur, Ill., widow 
of Michael Hackett, who served as a seaman in the naval service of 
the United States during the war of the rebellion. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

KEYES P. COOL. 

The bill (S. 3219) to increase the pension of Keyes P. Cool was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was’ reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 5, after the name ‘‘Cool,’’ to strike out ‘‘a volun- 
teer soldier’? and insert ‘‘a private in Capt. G. Spencer’s Company of 
Vermont Militia;’’ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to increase the pension of Keyes P. Cool, a private in 
Capt. G. Spencer's Company of Vermont Militia in the war of 1812, from $8 to 
$40 per month, in accordance with the provisions and limitations of the pension 

ws. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in, 

‘Lhe bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

EDSON SAXBERRY. 

The bill (H. R. 6193) for the relief of Edson Saxberry was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the name of 
Edson Saxberry, late private Company C, Ninety-ninth Regiment Tli- 
nois Volunteers, on the pension-roll, at the rate prescribed by existing 
provisions of laws. À 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM J. HEADY. 

The bill (H. R. 9910) increasing the pension of William J. Headly 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 3, before the word ‘‘ who,” to strike out ‘‘ Headly” 
and insert ‘‘ Heady ;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the pension of William J. Heady, who was pensioned 
by act of Congress approved Sip 6, 1856, be increased tothe sum of $50 a month, 
from and after the passage of this act, owing to increased disability, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘ A bill increasing the pension 
of William J. Heady.” 23 

È WILLIAM M. WHALEY. 

The bill (H. R. 621) granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Whaley was considered as Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place the name of William M. Whaley, late of Company C, Sixth Reg- 
iment Wisconsin Volunteers, and of Company C, Forty-eighth Regi- 
ment Wisconsin Volunteers, on the pension-roll, at $40 per month, in 
lieu of the pension now received, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. . 

JOHN A. ROLF, 

The bill (H. R. 7093) granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Rolf was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to in- 
crease the pension of John A. Rolf to $45 per month, in lieu of the 
pension now received by him under certificate 63064. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM F. PIKE. 

The bill (S. 3166) granting a pension to William F. Pike was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William F. Pike, late of Company H, Thir- 
teenth Regiment United States Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ABBIE L. HAM. 


The bill (S. 3197) granting a pension to Abbie L. Ham was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 6, after the name ‘‘ Ham,” to insert the words 
“t widow of John 8. P. Ham;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Abbie L. Ham, widow of John S. 
P. Ham, late captain of Company C, Thirte¢nth Maine Volunteers. 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

MARY MURPHY. ; 

The bill (S. 3198) granting a pension to Mary Murphy was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Mary Murphy, widow of Jeremiah Murphy, Jate 
of Company D, One hundred and fifty-fifth New York Volunteer In- 
fantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM SHAFFER. 

The bill (S. 3150) granting a pension to William Shaffer was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of William Shaffer, late of Company I, Third United 
States Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM T. HUTTON. 
The bill (S. 3189) granting a pension to William T. Hutton was 
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considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 

nsion-roll the name of William T. Hutton, late of Company H, Fifth 

Regiment Missouri State Militia Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MARTHA J. COLE. 

The bill (S. 3230) granting a pension to Martha J. Cole was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. 7 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an amend- 
ment in line 6, after the name ‘‘ Robert,” insert the letter ‘‘ E,”’ so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, clc.. That the Secretary of the Interior be,and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 


limitations of the pension laws, the name of Martha J. Cole, mother of Robert 
E. Horner, late a second Jieutenant inthe Twenty-seventh Regiment Wisconsin 


Volunteers. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

ISAAC N. HAWKINS. 

The bill (8.3221) granting a pension to Isaac N. Hawkins was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an amend- 
ment, in line 7, after the word ‘‘ Volunteers,” to insert the words ‘“‘at 
the rate of forty-five dollars a month;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of N, Hawkins, late a captain 
in the Seventy-third Regiment Ohio Volunteers, at the rate of $45 a month, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ‘ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

RUTH AMES. 

The bill (S. 3137) granting a pension to Ruth Ames was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension- 
roll the name of Ruth Ames, widow of George Ames, late of Company 
D, Sixth Regiment Minnesota Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

«be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH 0’ LAUGHLIN, 


The bill (H. R. 10334) to grant a pension to Elizabeth O’ Laughlin, 
the helpless and invalid daughter of Dennis O’ Laughlin, late a mem- 
ber of Company I, Ninth Minnesota Volunteer Infantry, was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upon the 

msion-roll, at $18 per month, the name of Elizabeth O’ Laughlin, the 

elpless and invalid daughter of Dennis O’ Laughlin, deceased, and late 
a member of Company I, Ninth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay the same to her legally constituted guardian. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOSEPH S. WILSON. 


The bill (S. 3157) granting a pension to Joseph S. Wilson was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
ion-roll the name of Joseph 8. Wilson, late a private of Company 

, First Regiment Pennsylvania Reserves, and lieutenant of Company 
E, One hundred and seventy-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

NANCY L. HUFFMAN. 

The bill (S. 3158) granting a pension to Nancy L. Huffman was 
considered as in Committee ofthe Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Nancy L. Huffman, widow of Archibald Huff- 
man, deceased, late of Company G, One hundred and thirty-fourth 
Pennsylvania Volunteers. ` 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELNATHAN MEADE. 

The bill (H. R. 4069) granting a pension to Elnathan Meade was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Elnathan Meade, late of Company C, Forty- 
fourth Regiment New York Volunteers, at the rate of $45 a month, in 
lieu of. the pension he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID A. YEAW. 


The bill (H. R. 9595) granting a pension to David A. Yeaw was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upoh the 


nsion-roll the name of David A. Yeaw, latea private in Company D, 
Eleventh Regiment of Rhode Island Volunteers. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SUSAN F. SCOTT. 


The bill (H, R. 8523) granting a pension to Susan F. Scott was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Susan F. Scott, mother of John B. Scott, late 
of voce sony G, Eighteenth Connecticut Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

COBURN D. OUTTEN. 

The bill (H. R. 7624) for the relief of Coburn D. Outten was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to increase the pen- 
sion allowed to Coburn D, Outten to $30 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZA MATHEWS. 

The bill (H. R, 8953) granting a pension to Eliza Mathews was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Eliza Mathews, dependent mother of John Mathews, 
late a private in Company F, Thirty-second Maine Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 

STEPHEN BUTLER. 

The bill (S. 1766) granting a pension to Stephen Butler was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

‘The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 6, after the name ‘‘ Butler,” to insert the words 
‘late a private in Company B, Second Nebraska Cavalry;’’ so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisionsand 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Stephen Butler, late a private in 
Company B, Second Nebraska Cavalry. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

MRS. BETSY LOCKWOOD. 


The bill (H. R. 10244) granting a pension to Mrs. Betsy Lockwood 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Betsy Lockwood, daughter of 
Joseph Mather, deceased, and a commissioned officer of the war of the 
Revolution, and to pay her a pension of $20 per month, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 


SARAH A. CORSON. 


The bill (H. R. 6307) granting a pension to Sarah A. Corson was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Sarah A. Corson, widow of the late Joshua 
Corson, late a corporal in Company B, Twenty-fourth Regiment New 
Jersey Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZA RUSSELL. 

The bill (H. R. 24) for the relief of Eliza Russell was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the name of Eliza 
Russell, widow of Eldridge Russell, of General Harris’s command, war 
of 1836, on the pension-roll at $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered toa 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

_ GEORGE W. PITNER. 


The bill (H. R. 490) granting a pension to George W. Pitner was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upon 
the pension-roll the name of George W. Pitner, late of Company E, 
Seventy-seventh Regiment of Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. MINERVA EAGLE. 


The bill (H. R. 8988) to increase the pension of Mrs. Minerva Eagle 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to increase 
to $30 per month the pension of Mrs. Minerva Eagle, widow of Com- 
modore Henry Eagle, who was an officer of the Navy of the United 
States from 1818 to 1882. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FREDERICK W. TRAVIS. 

The bill (H. R. 2531) granting a pension to Frederick W. Travis 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-roll the name of Frederick W. Travis, formerly of Company 
AB Regiment United States Infantry, in the war with the Florida 

ndians, 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN TAAFFE. 

The bill (H. R. 6220) granting a pension to John Taaffe was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of John Taaffe, late a member of Company F, Sixth 
Kentucky Infantry, at $8 a month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN A. GRIFFEY. 

The bill (H. R. 6783) to place the name of John A. Griffey on 
pension-ro]l was announced as the next pension bill on the Calendar. 

Mr. COCKRELL, Do they not know the name of thatsoldier? The 
bill reads: 

Dependent father of Griffey, late private of Company D, Second North 
Carolina Regiment, etc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is reported as it came from 
the House of Representatives and there seems to be no amendment. 
The name of the soldier is given, but the first name of the father is 
apparently unknown. 

Mr. COCKRELL. 


Unless the soldier’s name is given, the bill ought 
not to 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is given. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I beg pardon, the bill reads: 

John A. Griffey, dependent father of —— Griffey, ete. : 

If we do not know the name of the soldier, I do not know how w 
can pension his father. 

Mr. PLATT. Let the bill be read again. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let that bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be passed over. 


WILLIAM H. PORTER. 


The bill (H. R. 8423) for the relief of William H. Porter was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the name 
of William H. Porter, of Madisonville, Ky., upon the pension-roll for 
services rendered in the war with Mexico, in the company commanded 
by Captain Leftwich, in Third Regiment of Tennessee Volunteers, as 
shown by testimony on file with Porter’s application for a land war- 
So issued by the Commissioner of Pensions on the 18th of January, 
The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MYRON TEACHOUT. 


The bill (H. R. 9894) granting a pension to Myron Teachout was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
ion-roll the name of Myron Teachout, late of Company G, One 
undred and twenty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL MASSEY. 


The bill (H. R. 10579) to place the name of Samuel Massey on the 
pension-roll was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
to place thename of Samuel Massey, of Charleston, Swain County, 
North Carolina, on the pension-roll, and pay him the pension of a cap- 
tain. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZA SMITH, 


The bill (H. R. 2140) granting a pension to Eliza Smith was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
ion-roll the name of Eliza Smith, widow of Clinton D. Smith, late 
lieutenant of Company C, Eighty-fourth Regiment of Indiana Vol- 
unteers. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MOSES T, COFFEY. 


The bill (H. R. 9878) granting a pension to Moses T. Coffey was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Moses T. Coffey, late a private in Company H, 
One hundred and forty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteers. , 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LYDIA A, HEINY. 

The bill (H. R. 9034) granting a pension to Lydia A. Heiny was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
poorioerone the name of Lydia A. Heiny, widow of George Heiny, 

te a member of Company E, Thirty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teers, and Company E, Eighth Indiana Cavalry Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 


FREDERIC RONICKE. 

The bill (H. R. 3923) to place the name of Frederic Ronicke on the 
pension-roll was considered asin Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place the name of Frederic Ronicke, late of Company A, Fifty-eighth 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, on the pension-roll. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. CATHARINE SINNOTT. 

The bill (H. R. 5490) granting a pension to Mrs, Catharine Sinnott, 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
upon the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Catharine Sinnott, widow of 
Patrick Sinnott, otherwise known as Edward Clark, late a member of 
Company F, Fortieth Regiment of Massachusetts Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM ©, LORD. 


The bill (H. R. 7202) granting a pension to William C. Lord was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It propos to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William C. Lord, of Po: d, Me., at $12 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANNA M. ARNOLD. 


The bill (H. R. 8075) granting a pension to Anna M. Arnold, widow 
of John Arnold, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pn 
poses to place upon the pension-rolls the name of Anna M. Arnold, widow 
of John Arnold, late of Company C, Forty-first New York Volunteers, 
at $12 per month. 

‘The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 


_| a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM E. TAYLOR. 
The bill (S. 2836) granting a pension to William E. Taylor was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. f: 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the words ‘‘Company B,” to strike out 
“Forty-fifth”’ and insert ‘‘Sixtieth;’’ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of William E, Taylor, of Missouri, 
late a member of Company B, Sixtieth Missouri Enrolled Militia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 7 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in, } 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM C. TILLY. 

The bill (H. R. 4270) granting a pension to William C. Tilly was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William C. Tilly, late a private of Company 
B, Fourth Tennessee Infantry Volunteers, at $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. ; 

MARY KELLEY. 

The bill (H. R. 945) granting a pension to Mary Kelley was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the name of 
Mary Kelley, widow of Daniel Kelley, late private of Company B, of 
the pigau egiment of Pennsylvania Cavalry Volunteers, on the pen- 
sion-roll. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MES. MARIA HULSE, 

The bill (H. R. 9911) granting a pension to Mrs. Maria Hulse was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Mrs, Maria Hulse, dependent mo of Silas 
Hulse, who was a soldier in the Mexican war, and subsequently joined 
the regular Army of the United States, and was killed in the service 
of his country. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CATLENA LYMAN. 

The bill (S. 2626) granting a pension to Catlena Lyman was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole, It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Catlena Lyman, widow of William C. Lyman, 
late surgeon United States Navy, at $50 per month, in lieu of the pen- 
sion now allowed her. ' 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JACOB LOGAN, 

The bill (S. 2803) granting an increase of pension to Jacob Logan 
was considered asin Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-roll the name of Jacob Logan, member of Company H, 
Fifty-ninth Indiana Volunteers, at $12 per month. . 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
GEORGE W. CROOP. 

The bill (H. R. 8256) granting a pension to George W. Croop was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of George W. Croop, late a private of Company 
A, Thirty-ninth Illinois Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

STERNE H. FOWLER. 

The bill (S. 2924) to increase the pension of Sterne H. Fowler was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with amend- 
ments, in line 5, tofill the blank before the word “‘ dollars,’’ by insert- 
ing ‘‘sixteen;”’ and in line 6, after the word “laws,” to insert “in 
lieu of the pension now paid him;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thgrized and directed to increase the pension of Sterne H. Fowler to $16 per 
month, subject to tue provisions and limitations of the pension laws, in lieu of 
the pension now paid him. 

The amendments were to. 

The bill was reported to the Senateas amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. s 

W. A. SHAPPEE. 

The bill (S. 1873) increasing the rate of pension of W. A. Shappee 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 3, after the name “‘Shappee,”™ to insert the words 
“t of Company A, Eighty-first Pennsylvania Volunteers; ’’ so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacled, cte., That the pension of W. A. Shappee, of Com ag A A, Eighty- 


first Pi Ivania Volunteers, be rated and allowed as if he had lost a leg at, 
instead of ediately below, the knee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amend- 
ment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for athird reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MRS. MARY MORRISON ELLIOTT. 
The bill (S. 2951) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary Morrison Elliott 
‘was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment,in line 8, before the word ‘‘ dollars,’ to strike out ‘‘twenty- 
five” and insert ‘‘ twelve;’’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mrs. Mary Morrison Elliott, who 
was a volunteer nurse during the war of the rebellion, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

f EASTER A. JACKSON 

The bill (S. 3241) granting a pension to Easter A. Jackson was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upon the 
pension-roll the name of Easter A. Jackson, widow of Moses H. Jack- 
son, Company D, First Tennessee Mounted Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY STURGESS. 

The bill (S. 2913) granting a pension to Mary Sturgess was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Mary Sturgess, a volunteer nurse in the late war, 
at $12 per month. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

RALPH P. WILBORN. 

The bill (H. R. 9733) granting a pension to Ralph P. Wilborn was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Ralph P. Wilborn, late a private in Company 
F, Twenty-first Regiment of Kentucky Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SARAH RIDDLE. 

The bill (H. R. 9732) granting a pension to Sarah Riddle was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-ro]] thename of Sarah Riddle, mother of James H, Riddle, late 
a private of Company J, First Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARTHA J. RUSHFORD. 


The bill (H. R. 9540) granting a pension to Martha J. Rushford, 
widow of John Rushford, was considered asin Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension-roll the name of Martha J. Rush- 
ford, widow of. John Rushford, late of Company F, Sixteenth Wiscon- 
sin Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LYDIA CALHOUN. 

The bill (H. R. 486) granting a pension to Lydia Calhoun was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Lydia Calhoun, widow of William Calhoun, 
of Company I, Twelfth Michigan Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM A. HUMES. 


The bill (H. R. 9731) granting a pension to William A, Humes was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of William A. Humes, late a private of Company 
I, Thirteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer caves: 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. CATHARINE PETERSON. 


The bill (H. R. 3913) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Peter- 
son was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension-roll the name of Mrs. Catharine Peterson, widow of 
Anthony Peterson, late first lieutenant Company F, Thirty-seventh 
Regiment Ohio Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM JACK. 


The bill (H. R. 2776) granting a pension to William Jack was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. Itp: to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of William Jack, late a private in the Seventy-third 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS. DELILAH WHIPPS. 


The bill (H. R. 3764) for the relief of Mrs. Delilah Whipps was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the name 
of Mrs. Deliah Whipps, widow of Lloyd Whipps, late a private in Capt. 
Joseph J. Jones’s company, in the war of 1812, on the pension-roll. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZABETH B. SAILER. 


The bill (H. R. 160) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Mrs. Elizabeth B. Sailer, of Washington, 
D. C., widow of Jacob F. Sailer, late a private in Company L, Fifteenth 
Regiment Heavy Artillery, New York State Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE H. JOHNSON. 

The bill (S. 2887) granting a pension to George H. Johnson was con- 

sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
ion-roll the name of George H. Johnson, latea seaman in the United 
tates Navy. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

t MUCK-A-PEC-WAK-KEU-ZAH.”? 

The bill (H. R. 6764) to grant a pension to “‘ Muck-a-pec-wak-ken- 
zah,” or “Jolm.” an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many 
white people in the Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862, 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-roll, at $15 per month, the name of ‘‘ Muck-a-pec-wak-keu- 
zah,” or ‘‘John,’’ an Indian of the Dakota or Sioux tribe, row resid- 
ing near the city of Hastings, Minn., and who rendered valuable serv- 
ices in behalf of the white settlers, and who was instrumental in saving 
the lives of many white people during the Sioux outbreak and war in 
Minnesota, in the year 1862, and who then served the United States 
as a scout. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

A. W. BOSE. 

The bill (H. R.'7160) granting an increase of pee to A. W. Rose 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on 
the pension-rolls the name of A. W. Rose, at $30 per month, in lieu of 
any pension he may now bereceiving under the general law, by virtue 
of certificate No. 80590. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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MARY E. FORREN. A 

The bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Forren was gon- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. Itproposes to place on the pen- 
sion-rolls the name of Mary E. Forren, widow of Morris Forren, late a 
private in Company I, Thirty-first Regiment Maine Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY FOSTER. 

The bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place upon the pension- 
roll the name of Mary Foster, mother of Ezra P. Foster, late a private 
of Company A, Eighth Maine Volunteers. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SALLIE T. WARD. 

The bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow 
of the late W. T. Ward, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place upon the pension-roll the name of Sallie T. Ward, 
widow of the late W. T. Ward, at $50 per month during her natural 
life. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LEVI LITTLE. 

The bill (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-rolls the name of Levi Little, late of Company E, Fourth Regiment 
Delaware Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. | 

MARY C. DAVIS. 

The bill (H. R. 10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the 
nameof Mrs. Mary C. Davis, formerly widow of William M. Worsham, 
majorofthe Twelfth Regiment of Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, United 
States Army, on the pension-roll. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN J. MITCHELL. 


The bill (H. R. 8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the 
pension-roll was considered asin Committee of the Whole. It pro 


poses 
to place on the pension-roll the name of John J. Mitchell, late of Com- 


pany A, One hundred and tenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MRS, JUDITH DEIG. 

The bill (H. R. 9314) granting a pension to Mrs. Judith Deig was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place the 
name of Mrs. Judith Deig on the pension-roll. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZA TREFREN. 


The bill (H. R. 4098) granting a pension to Eliza Trefren was con- 
sidered asin Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Eliza Trefren, widow of James Trefren, late ot 
Company F, Seventeenth Vermont United States Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

STEPHEN A. SEAVEY. 


‘The bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Stephen A. Seavey, formerly of Company C, 
Twelfth Regiment Maine Volunteers, at $30 a month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE ©. CHASE. 


The bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. Chase, was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of George C. Chase, late of Company F, Third 
Regiment Vermont Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

DANIEL K. HARRIS, 

The bill (H. R. 9920) granting a pension to Daniel K. Harris was 

considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
sion-roll the name of Daniel K. Harris, late a member of Company 
, Fifty-eighth Indiana Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
HIRAM R. ELLIS. 


The bill (H. R. 831) granting a pension to Hiram R. Ellis was con- 


sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Hiram R. Ellis, formerly first lieutenant and 
adjutant of the Twenty-cighth Michigan Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension as of the rank of first lieutenant, in lieu of the pension allowed 
him under the general pension Jaw of the rank of sergeant of Company 
I, Fifth Michigan Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE E. WELLS. 

The bill (H. R. 965) granting a pension to George E. Wells was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro; to place the name 
of George E. Wells, late a member of the Sixth Ohio Independent Bat- 
tery, on the pension-roll of the United States, at $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARSHALL BURTRUM. 

The bill (H. R. 9029) for the relief of Marshall Burtrum was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on,the 
pension-roll the name of Marshall Burtrum, of Lewis County, Ken- 
tucky, late first sergeant in Company K, Fortieth Kentucky Volunteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY E. COTRILL. 

The bill (S. 3255) granting a pension to Mary E. Cotrill, widow of 
Hugh B. Cotrill, was considered as*in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place upon the pension-roll the name of Mary E. Cotrill, 
widow of Hugh B. Cotrill, Company H, Eighty-eighth Indiana In- 
fantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SCOTT S. HAWN. 

The bill (S. 3200) granting a pension to Scott S. Hawn was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Scott S. Hawn, late of Company M, Twenty- 
second Regiment of Pennsylvania Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. SAWYER. We have only nine more pension cases. I hope 
my friend will withhold his motion until we get through with them. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I withdraw the motion. 

MRS. ELLEN HAND. 

The bill (S. 3264) granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen Hand was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Mrs. Ellen Hand, widow of Swaim Hand, late 
a private in Company D, Nineteenth Regiment of Iowa Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARGARET E. ADAMSON. 


The bill (S. 2939) granting a pension to Margaret E. Adamson was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Margaret E. Adamson, dependent mother of 
Francis A, Adamson and Charles C. Adamson, both deceased, who 
were privates in Company A of the Sixteenth Regiment Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM H. THOMAS, 

The bill (S. 3330) granting a pension to William H. Thomas was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to restore to the 
pension-roll the name of William H. Thomas, late a captain of Com- 
pany H, Third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Cavalry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MICHAEL SHONG. 

The bill (S. 2514) granting a pension to Michael Shong was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the 
pension-roll the name of Michael Shong, late of Company I, Four- 
teenth New York Volunteer Infantry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed.. 

MRS, ELIZABETH E. GROFF. 


The bill (S. 3309) for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth E. Groff was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Mrs. Elizabeth E. Groff, widow of Charles H. 
Groff, late a private in Company K, Forty-fourth Regiment Iowa Vol- 
unteers. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MRS, ADELAIDE H. WOODALL. 


The bill (S. 3266) granting a pension to Mrs, Adelaide H. Woodall 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
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The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with amend- 
ments, in line 4, after the word ‘‘pension-roll,” to strike out ‘‘at $50 
per month;” and in line 7, after the word ‘‘ volunteers,’’ strike out 
“and that said pension be paid from the date of the death of the said 
Col. French B. Woodall;’”’ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, c'c., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Adelaide H. 
Woodall, widow of French B. Woodall, late colonel of the One hundred and 
fifty-first Regiment of Illinois Volunteers. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendments 
were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

; < JASPER N. WARREN. 


The bill (S. 3316) granting a pension to Jasper N. Warren was con- 
sidered asin Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Jasper N. Warren, late of Company G, Forty-first 
Regiment Second Cavalry Indiana Volunteers. X 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


. PATRICK WELCH. 


The bill (S. 3130) granting a pension to Patrick Welch was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pen- 
sion-roll the name of Patrick Welch, late of the United States Navy, 
war ot the rebellion. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY FRANTZ, 


The bill (S. 3369) granting a pension to Henry Frantz was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to increase the pension 
of Henry Frantz, late private Company D, Forty-sixth Pennsyivania 
Volunteers, by placing his name on the pension-roll at the rate of $4 
per month instead of the rate of $2 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I shall move to-morrow that we take up 
the Calendar in regular order, and I rise to give notice that I will ob- 
ject to the consideration of any bill on the Calendar that requires unani- 
mous consent unless the Calendar shali be gone on with in regular order. 
I move that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. SAWYER. Why not go on with the Calendar for half an hour 
to-night? We can do it just as well as not. Suppose the Senator 
makes that motion ? 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I have moved that the Senate adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas moves 
that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the Senate ad- 
journed until to-morrow, Thursday, July 26, 1888, at 12 o’clock m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
WEDNESDAY, July 25, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 

UNITED STATES COURTS, NEBRASKA. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 1612) to provide for holding terms of the United 
States circuit and district courts in the State of Nebraska. 

Mr. DORSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the 
House non-concur in the amendments of the Senate, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate thereon. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

JAMES O'BRIEN. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the Senate amendments 
to the bill (H. R. 6602) for the relief of James O’Brien. 

Mr. BUTLER. This is simply a change in the name, and being a 
mere verbal correction I ask that the Senate amendment be agreed to. 
The title of the bill is also to be amended to conform to the body of 
the bill. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSOURI, SIOUX CITY. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments -of the 
Senate to the amendments of the House to the bill (S. 1701) author- 
izing the construction of a wagon-bridge across the Missouri River, at 
or near Sioux City, Iowa. 

Mr. STRUBLE. I would like to have the amendments of the Sen- 
ate read. 

The amendments were read at length. 

Mr. STRUBLE. I ask unanimous consent to non-concur in the 


amendments of the Senate to the House amendments, and request a 
conference thereon. 

“There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

UNITED STATES COURTS, OWENSBOROUGH, KY. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 3361) to provide for holding terms of the cir- 
cuit and district courts of the United States for the district of Ken- 
tucky at Owensborough, in said district, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LAFFOON. I ask unanimous consent that the House concur 
in the Senate amendments, which are merely formal. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Let the amendments be read. 

The amendments were read at length. 

There being no objection, the Senate amendments were concurred in, 

REFERENCE OF A SENATE BILL. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a Senate bill of the fol- 
lowing title; which was read twice and referred as follows, namely: 

A bill (S. 308) for the relief of Faran & McLean—to the Committee on 
Claims, 

UNITED STATES COURT, SALINA, KANS. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 856) to pro 
vide for the holding of the district court of the United States at Salina, 
Kans. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to consider this bill at present. It is word for word a House bill 
which has been reported by the Judiciary Committee, and will not take 
up any time, I think. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I hope that consent will be given. 
act copy of the bill reported from the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. DOCKERY. I unite in the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas, and hope the consideration of the bill will be allowed. 

The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, subject to objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be one term of the United States district 
court for the district of Kansas held in the city of Salina in each year, the term 
of said court to be held on the second are hasnt f from and after the 
of this act, But no cause, action, or pi ing shall be tried or considered in 
the court herein provided for unless by consent of all the parties thereto or order 
of the court for cause. 

Sec. 2. That the clerk of the district court for the district of Kansas, the mar- 
shal and district attorney for said district shall perform the duties pertaining to 
their offices, respectively, for said courts; and said clerk and marshal shall ap- 
point a deputy to reside and keep their offices at Salina, and who shall, in the 
absence of their principals, do and perform all the duties appertaining to their 
said offices, respectively. 

Mr. OATES. Iam opposed to the bill, but I will not object to its 
consideration. It amounts to nothing but arbitration to try causes 
there by consent. It is not in my judgment proper legislation. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, moved to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was to. 

The bill H. R. 1436, of the same title, was ordered to be laid on the 
table. 


Itis an ex- 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I demand the ar order, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is pursuing the regular order of busi- 
ness now. 

REFERENCE OF SENATE BILLS, 

Bills of the Senate of the following titles were read twice, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

The bill (S. 878) for the relief of the estate of Thomas Niles, de- 
ceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

The bill (S. 2636) for the relief of Thomas L. Hoffman—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

The bill (S. 3125) restoring the right of pre-emption to Alfonso Rob- 
erts—to the Committee on the Publie Lands. 

The bill (S. 3159) for the relief of the Oregon Paving and Contract 
Company—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

The bill (S. 2185) to carry out the findings of the Court of Claims in 
the case of Matthew S. Whitney, administrator of Franklin S. Whitney, 
deceased, heretofore referred to said court. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. I ask unanimous consent that the bill the title 
of which has just been read will be allowed to lie on the table for the 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, that order will be made. 

There was no objection. 

OFFICERS IN MEXICAN WAR. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Secretary 
of the Interior, in response to a resolution calling for information rela- 
tive to officers who served in the Mexican war whose names have been 
dropped from the pension-rolls. 

The SPEAKER. This communication will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Itis in response to a resolution of inquiry ad- 


dressed to the Military Committee and by it reported to the House. 
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The SPEAKER. But it relates exclusively to pensions. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. That may be; but it was originally referred 
to that committee and reported back by them. I think it more par- 
ticularly applies to military affairs. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the communication will be 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


‘LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 
To Mr. Morrow, for ten days, on account of service on the Special 
Committee to Investigate Foreign Immigration. 
To Mr. GALLINGER, for the day, on account of sickness. 
REPRINT OF BILL. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. FELIX 
CAMPBELL] asks that the bill (H. R. 1687), which has been partially 
considered, be printed with amendments. If there be no objection, it 
will be so ordered. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES. 


The SPEAKER, The Chair will appoint as managers of the confer- 
enceon the part of the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on House Dill 612, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. HENDERSON of North Carolina, 
and Mr, FULLER. 

WELLAND CANAL. 


The SPEAKER. Yesterday morning the Chair laid before the House 
a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response 
toa resolution of the House, a report from the Commissioner of Naviga- 
tion, relative to the use of the Welland Canal, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
DINGLEyY] asks that that reference be changed, and that it now be re- 
ferred tothe Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Mr. DUNN. I was about to ask for the change of reference, and I 
request that the committee have leave to report at any time. I am 
informed that it is the information of the Department that legislation 
will be necessary to correct the disturbance, and it may be necessary 
to report by a bill. In fact, I am informed that the Department will 
prepare a bill for that purpose. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. DUNN] asks 
that the committee be authorized to report at any time on this subject. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Idesire to inquire of the gentleman from Maine 
whether the resolution would affect the railways as well as the canal? 

Mr. DINGLEY. It affects the canal only. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the change of reference 
will be made, with the power to report at any time. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 


Mr. MCKENNA. The RECORD of last night’s proceedings, page 
7386, might bear an interpretation that the bill to grant the State of 
California 5 per cent. of the net proceeds of the cash sales of public 
lands in that State came up for consideration and was not considered 
on account of my absence. The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that the evening 
was set apart entirely for bills reported by the Committee on Public 
Lands to which there was no objection; and as this bill would inevi- 
tably receive objection it was the understanding of the committee that 
it would not be offered at all. Hence, sir, as the bill could not be con- 
sidered, my absence is to be explained on account of the understanding 
that it could not be offered, as no bill was to be offered without unani- 
mous consent for its consideration. 

Mr. HOLMAN. ‘The statement of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKENNA] is entirely correct. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the consideration of private 
land claims; and the regular orderisdemanded. Some gentlemen have 
reports to make,and if there be no objection they will be permitted to 
hand them to the Clerk. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

FILING OF REPORTS. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 

PUBLIC BUILDING, CITY OF DETROIT. $ 

Mr. NEWTON, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 9447) to restore cer- 
tain money to the fund for erecting a public building at the city of De- 
troit; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

HEIRS OF ASA O. GALLUP. 

Mr. BROWER, from the Committee on War Claims, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 7459) for the relief of the heirs of 

åsa O. Gallup; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 


House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 
THIERMAN & FROST. 


Mr. MASON, from the Committee on Claims, reported back the bill 
Ach aad for the relief of Thierman & Frost; which was laid on 

e 3 

Mr. MASON also, from the Committee on Claims, , 23 a sub- 
stitute for the foregoing, a bill (H. R. 10985) for the relief of Henry 
Thierman and White late ers, doing business under the 
firm-name and style of Thierman & Frost; which was read a first and 
second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

SERVICE PENSIONS. 

Mr. GALLINGER (by request), by unanimous consent, introduced 
a bill (H. R. 10986) to grant pensions for service in the Army, Navy, 
and Marine Corps of the United States during the war against rebel- 
lion; which was read a first and second time, referred to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions, and ordered to be printed. 

FRENCH SPOLIATIONS CLAIMS. i 

Mr. ROGERS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, filed the views 
of the minority of that committee on the bill (H. R. 1990)}»to amend 
the act of the 20th of January, 1885, entitled ‘‘An act to provide for 
the ascertainment of claims of American citizens for spoliations com- 
mitted by the French prior to the 31st of July, 1801;’’ which were 
ordered to be printed with the report of the majority. 

EMMA BIDDLE. 

Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (H. R. 4074) granting an increase of pension to Emma 
Biddle; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. ; 

STEPHEN ©. SLAYTON. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 55) granting a pension to Stephen C. Slayton; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


MRS. ELIZA BOWMAN. e 


Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 5157) granting a pension to Mrs. Eliza Bow- 
man; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

LEWIS G. CLARK. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 420) granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
G. Clark; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

SARAH A. CRONE. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 3741) granting a pension to Sarah A. Crone; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

ARLINGTON M. HARRINGTON. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill ( H. R. 3152) for the relief of Arlington M. Harring- 
ton; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed, 

MARY WHITE. ; 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 3199) granting a pension to Mary White; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

MRS. M. M. BOYLE. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back fa- _ 
vorably the bill (H. R. 10557) granting a pension to Mrs. M. M. Boyle; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

HENRY ROSE. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (H. R. 10007) for the relief of Henry Rose; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

REBECCA FRANKLIN. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (H. R. 8924) for the relief of Rebecca Franklin; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole Houseon the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
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MRS. MARY L. RODERICK. 


Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 7112) for the relief of Mrs. Mary L. Roderick; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, withthe accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

SAMUEL PURCELL. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (H. R. 8545) for the relief of Samuel Purcell; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


MRS, EMILY HORTON. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (H. R. 5743) for the relief of Mrs. Emily Horton; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN HORN. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 6388) granting a pension to John Horn; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

LANKFORD PUGH. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10558) granting a pension to Lankford Pugh; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with theaccompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JAMES M’EVOY. ° 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 3111) for the relief of James McEvoy; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

CATHARINE G. BODFISH. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 382) granting a pension to Catharine G. Bod- 
fish; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

RICHARD HOGAN. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 9253) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard Hogan; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

CHARLES W. GEDDES. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 9791) for the relief of Charles W. Geddes; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MALINDA LEMON. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 5754) granting a pension to Malinda Lemon; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

JAMES MORGAN. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 7349) for the relief of James Morgan; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

EZEKIEL RAWLINGS. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 8983) to grant a pension to Ezekiel Rawlings; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MICHAEL HARGAIN, _ 

Mr. BLISS also, from the committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 4575) granting a pension to Michael Hargain; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN WARD. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 2417) granting a pension to John 
Ward; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

GEORGE HARLAN. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 9003) for the relief of George Harlan; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 


vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. i 
> NANCY MURPHY. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 6470) for therelief of Nancy Murphy; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

WILLIAM THOMPSON. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 10559) granting a pension to William Thomp- 
son; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

JOHN S. DILL. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 2089) for the relief of John S. Dill; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vateCalendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN A. MILLER. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 2739) granting a pension to John A. 
Miller; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

MICAH FRENCH. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 4737) granting a pension to Micah French; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

HANNIBAL KIMBALL. y 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committeeon Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 10245) granting an increase of pension to 
Hannibal Kimball; which was referred tothe Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

HENRY MITCHELL YOUNGBLOOD. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 10907) granting a pension to Henry Mit- 
chell Youngblood; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, or- 
dered to be printed. : 

MARTHA F. LEE. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (H. R. 9704) granting a pension to Martha F. Lee; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

JOHN BUSH. 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back with 
amendment the bill (S. 2124) granting a pension to John Bush; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

WINEMAH RIDDELL. 3 

Mr. FINLEY, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favor- 
ably the bill (S. 2126) to pension Winemah Riddell; which was referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

RICHARD H. VAN DORIN. 

Mr. STRUBLE, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 2118) granting a pension to Richard H. Van Dorin; 
which was referred to the Commjttee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

CASPAR BLANKE. 


Mr. BLISS, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back favora- 
bly the bill (S. 2833) granting a pension to Caspar Blanke, of Portland, 
Oregon; which was reférred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

H. R. BLAKISTON. . 

Mr. BLISS also, from the Committee on Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (S. 1988) granting a pension to H. R. Blakiston; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Priyate Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSISSIPPI RIVER. 


Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota, from the Committee on Commerce, re- 
ported back with amendment the bill (S. 2816) to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge for railway purposes across the Mississippi River, 
between the States of Wisconsin and Minnesota, to be located north of 
and in the vicinity of the city of Elma, Wis.; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
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Mr. LAIRD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 3821) to remove the charge of desertion from 
the military record of P. Dunphy; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 


EXTRA COPIES OF THE TARIFF BILL. 


Mr. McCREARY. I yield fora moment to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BRECKINRIDGE]. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I ask,by unanimous consent, 
to have the resolution which I send to the Clerk’s desk read, and that 
it be considered at this time. 

Mr. COWLES. I insist upon the regular order. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. It is notaclaim, and Ireally 
do not care whether itis offered or not, but I offered it at the request 
of a great many gentlemen on both sides of the House. It is simply a 
request to have an unusual number printed of the bill passed by the 
House on Saturday last. 

Mr. COWLES. The bill I propose to call up is a very meritorious 
bill, and yet the regular order was demanded and it was not con- 
sidered. I have a letter from the United States district judge in 
favor of the measure I desired to call up. It is for the relief of some 
poor men, and the district attorney joins with him. The Secretary of 
the Treasury has ordered the judgment suspended in the case, and 
there is merit in the case. 

Mr. McCREARY. I yielded to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
BRECKINRIDGE] for a moment to ask leaye to have a number of copies 
of the tariff bill reprinted, but if there is to be debate I shall have to 
claim the floor. 

Mr. COWLES. I withdraw my objection to the joint resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, That 100,000 copies of a comparative statement embodyi the 
present tariff law (act of h 3, 1883) with proposed amendments of HI. R. 
9051 (Mills bill), to be prepared by the Committee on Ways and Means, be printed 
for the use of the House. 

Mr. BURROWS. Iwould inquire if the bill as proposed to be printed 
will indicate the amendments that were offered ? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. The proposition is to print, 
under the supervision of the Ways and Means Committee, the present 
tariff law as passed in 1883, with the provisions italicized and put in 
the body the text contained in the bill which passed the House on last 
Saturday. The work has already been substantially compiled by the 
clerk, and I would be glad that the gentleman should see it and see 
whether it isin accordance with his views, and make whatever sug- 
gestion may strike him concerning it. 

The SPEAKER. If the cost of this printing will exceed $500 it 
must be done by a concurrent resolution. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I doubt whether it would; 
but I ask to have it referred to the Committee on Printing. 

The resolution was referred to the Committee on Printing. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. McCREARY. This is the day set apart for the consideration 
of bills reported from the Committee on Private Land Claims, and I 
call up Senate bill 2316. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows: 

A bill (8. 2316) restoring the right of pre-emption to Jesse A. Corn. 


Mr. McCREARY. Task, by unanimous consent, that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House be discharged from the further consideration 
of this bill, and that the same be considered in the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The bill was read, as follows: A 

Whereas Jesse A. Corn, in 1874, filed a pre-emption claim upon a tract of pub- 

lie land in Colorado, which said land in 1875 became wo: ess for agricultural 

urposes by reason of an overflow of the Arkansas River, and thereupon he re- 
inquished the same to the United States; and . 

Whereas said Corn, in 1884, settled and filed upon another tract of public land 
in Colorado, believing that he had the legal right so to do, and has since resided 
upon, improyed, and cultivated the same in good faith, and now has a claim for 
entry thereof pending inthe Land Department, which the said Department has 
refused to approve for patent, and to which there is no adverse claimant: 
Therefore, 

Beit enacted, etc., That the said Jesse A. Corn be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to pre-empt the said land now claimed by him on making the proofs required 
by the provisions of the pre-emption law. 


Mr. McCREARY. Under section 2261 of the Revised Statutes it is 

provided: 

~ No person shall be entitled to more than one pre-emptive right by virtue of 
the provisions of section 2259, nor where a party has filed his declaration of in- 
tention to claim the benefits of such provisions for one tract of land shall he file 
at any future time a second declaration for another tract. 

As the preamble of the bill shows, this gentleman, after living upon 
the land for sometime, on account of sickness lost his right, and he 
now simply asks that he be allowed to pre-empt another claim. 

Mr. PETERS. I would like to ask the gentleman from Kentucky 
a question, if he will yield to me. 

Mr. McCREARY. Certainly. 


RECORD—HOUSE. 


Mr. PETERS. Has the committee taken into consideration a bill 
covering all cases of that kind? 

Mr. McCREARY. Thereisa bill of that kind, but it has not passed 
the Senate, and we do not know that it will. 

Mr. PETERS. There are quite a number of cases that are similar 
to this, and this seems to have come from the Committee on Private 
Land Claims and not from the Committee on Public Lands. 

Mr. McCREARY. This is the only one of that kind that we have. 
I ask that the bill be to a third reading, 

Mr. PAYSON. Iam in favor of the passage of the bill; but I rise 
simply to say that I can not understand how it got before the Com- 
mittee on Private Land Claims. The Committee on Public Lands has 
jurisdiction of claims of this kind, and they ought to go to that com- 
mittee. Asa member of the Public Lands Committee, I simply pro- 
test against these bills going to the Committee on Private Lands, al- 
though I will not object to the passage of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair is of opinion that the bill has gone to 
that committee through the petition-box. 

Mr. McCREARY. I spoke to the chairman of the Committee on 
Public Lands about the bill and he was willing that the billshould be 
retained by the Committee on Private Lands. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, if was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCREARY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

a M. F. VANCE. 

Mr. McCREARY. The next bill I will call up is Senate bill 2009, 
to restore the homestead right of M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the homestead right of M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo., 
be restored, and that he be entttled to all the privileges accruing under sections 
2289 and 2317, chapter 5, Title XXXII of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 

Mr. McCREARY. This is simply a bill to restore the homestead 
right of M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo., and I ask by unanimous consent 
that the Committee of the Whole House be discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill and that it be considered in the House. 

Mr. PAYSON. How many of these bill have the Committee on Pri- 
vate Land Claims? If it is going to usurp entirely the duties of the 
Committee on Public Lands, we will give its duties to them. 

Mr. McCREARY. This is the only one we have, and I mentioned 
that to the chairman of the Committee on Public Lands, that it had 
been referred to the Committee on Private Lands. 

Mr. PAYSON. Do they go there through the petition-box? 

The SPEAKER. They could get there in no other way. 

Mr. PAYSON. If this is the only one I do not object. 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask that the report be read. 

The report (by Mr. McCREARY) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S, 
2009) to restore the homestead rights of M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo., haying 
had the same under consideration, report: 

The bill was submitted to the Secretary of the Interior for information 
meron when the bill was pendingin the Senate, and he sent the following 

etter: 
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“DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
“Washington, D. O., February 29, 1888. 

“Sir: Iam in receipt, by your reference, of a letter from Hon. P. B, PLUMB, 
dated United States Senate, February 20, 1888, inclosing Senate bill 2009, to re- 
store the homestead right of M. F. Vance, of Akron, Colo., and requesting the 
views of this Department thereon. 

“In reply I have the honor to report that the records of this office show that 

M.F. Vance made H. E. No. 4081 July 12,1876,for the E. SW.4 and 8.4 NW.} 
sec. 3, tp. 3, R.9 west of the 6th P. M., Kansas, and that said entry was canceled 
by this office upon his voluntary relinquishment, July 6, 1878, and the land en- 
tered by another party March 27, 1880. 
_ “ Accompanying the said relinquishment was an affidavit by Mr. Vance, stat- 
ing he proceeded to improve and cultivate the land embraced in said entry, ac- 
cording to the requirements of the homestead Jaw, until about the 27th day of 
September, 1876,at which time he was disabled from doing manual labor by 
reason of disease in his right arm and was compelled to go East for medical 
treatment by a competent surgeon; that he left his claim about February 1, 
1877, and been under the medical treatment of Dr. R. J. Morrh, whose cer- 
tificate as to his disability accompanies his affidavit. Further, that since Sep- 
tember 27, 1876, he had not been, nor is he at date of affidavit (January 23, 1878), 
able to perform manual labor, and by reason of said disability he relinquished 
his said entry, without compensation, and asked to be allowed to make a new 
entry at some future tinie onany vacant public land, with credit for fee and com- 
missions already paid on former entry. 

“The case was not considered to justify the allowance of a second entry under 
the law, and his application was rejected by office letter of April 20, 1878, ad- 
dressed to the local officers at Kirwin, Kans., and a second application was re- 
jected December 29, 1887. 

“If there is satisfactory evidence presented to Congress of Mr. Vance's good 
faith in the matter, and that he is now pre to DS A withthe legal home- 
engs requirements, I see no objection to the passage of a special law for his re- 
I 


“Attention is called to the fact that the act of May 20, 1862, was repealed by act 
of June 22, 1874 (Revised Statutes), and it is suggested that the bill should be 
amended so as to refer to sections 2289 and 2317, chapter 5, Title XXXII, of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, in lieu of the act so repealed, 


Very respectful! 
ve “S, M. STOCKSLAGER, 
Hon: Woy Acting Commissioner, 
“Hon. W. F. VILAS, 
“ Secretary of the Interior.” 


The committee therefore recommend the passage of the bill. 


1888. 
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The SPEAKER. TheChair desires to make a statement in reference 
to the manner in which these bills went to the Committee on Private 
Land Claims. They are Senate bills and did not go through the peti- 
tion- box, but were presented to the Clerk as the Chair discovers, and 
under an order made by unanimous consent that bills be referred to 
certain committees, went to the committee in that way. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCREARY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
peeves and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had disagreed to the amendments of the House to the 
bill (S. 2252) to incorporate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator, and 
Railway Company, asked a conference upon the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed as conferees on the part of 
the Senate Mr. RIDDLEBERGER, Mr. FARWELL, and Mr. HARRIS. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Bright- 
wood Railway Company of the District of Colambia, asked a confer- 
ence upon the disagreeing votes of the two Housee thereon, and had 
appointed as conferees on the part of the Senate Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
SPOONER, and Mr. FARWELL. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill (H. R. 1912) providing fora term of court at Quincy, 


WILLIAM R. M’KEE. 


Mr. McCREARY. Mr. Speaker, I now desire to call up the bill (H. 
R. 10082) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act for the relief of the widow 
and orphan children of Col. William R. McKee, late of Lexington, 
Ky.’ 
The SPEAKER. That bill is in Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole House be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill, and that it be pat upon its passage. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The bill was read, as follows: $ 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioner of the General Land Office, to car: 
into effect the grant of one quarter-section each to the orphan children of Col. 
William R. McKee, made in the second section of said act, be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to issne to the surviving children and grand children 
of said McKee, or the owners and holders thereof, other certificates for those 
they now hold, issued by authority of said act, which new certificates they may 
enter and locate for themselves upon any lands in satisfaction of said grant of 
“the class described in the act to which this is an amendment. 


The report (by Mr. McCREARY) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Private Land Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
10082) for the relief of the children of Col. William R. McKee, have had the same 
under consideration, and report as follows: 

The act proposed to be amended is that approved Jannary 25, 1853, entitled 
“An act for the relief of the widow and orphan children of Col. William R. Mc- 
Kee, late of Lexington, Ky.” (10 Stats., page 745). 

The second section of said act is as follows: 

“That to each of the orphan children of the said McKee there shall be, and 
hereby is, granted one quarter-section of land to be located upon any vacant 
land of the United States, and to be located where and in such manner as the 
President of the United States shall direct.” 

The Commissioner of the General Land Office states that ‘certificates were 
issued for location in satisfaction of the grant herein referred to, one of which 
was located and patent issued thereon, but other certificates are outstanding.” 

The present amendment to the original act authorizes the Commissioner of 
the General Land Office to carry into effect the grant of one quarter-section 
each to the orphan children of Col. William R. McKee, and he is hereby author- 
ized and directed to issue to the surviving children and grandchildren of said 
McKee, or the owners and holders thereof, other certificates for those they now 
hold issued by authority of said act, to be located by them for themselves upon 
any lands in satisfaction of said grant of the class described in the act to which 
this is an amendment. 

Colonel McKee, who was killed at the head of his regiment at the battle of 
Buena Vista, in Mexico, left several minor children, one of whom was Hugh 
McKee. At the time the original certificates were issued it was intended to 
change his name to that of his illustrious father, William R. McKee, and the 
certificate was issued to him by that name. The change, however, was never 
made, and he entered the Navy and was killed June 11, 1871, leading the fa- 
mous assault on a fort in the Corea. It is said he gave his certificate to his 
mother, and she gave it to her granddaughter, Alice Jones, who now holds and 
claims it. To allow the Commissioner to give her certificates in her own name 
if she proves herself the owner and holder of those now unlocated, and avoid 
the complications the Land Office ex penencs growing out of the original mis- 
take of name, is one of the objects of the bill. 

Martha McKee, another of the pee children of William R. McKee, mar- 
ried Stephen E. Jones, and died without locating her certificate, leaving three 
children, one of whom is a minor, the others of age. They wish to divide the 
certificates they now hold among themselves and get new ones they can locate, 
which the committee think can and ought to be allowed. 

They have experienced great difficulty in making their locations on account 
of these facts and the requirements of the President’s direction, which is now 
wholly unnecessary, as they are all about of age and can act for themselves. 

The committee believe the original act should be amended as pro) in the 
bill, which has been submitted to the Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
and no ‘objection found to its provisions. They therefore recommend the pas- 
sage of the bill. 


Mr. PAYSON. Mr. Speaker, let the bill be read again. 
The bill was again read. 
Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I desire to ask the gentleman from Ken- 


tucky [Mr. McCreary] whether this bill will give these parties any 
more land than they would otherwise have had. 

Mr. McCREARY. It does not give them any more than the orig- 
inal act gave. f 

sat: ALLEN, of Michigan. It simply settles the question of heir- 
ship. ° 

Mr. McCREARY. Yes. The bill was referred to the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, and he approved it. 

Mr. PAYSON. Is there any provision for the return and cancella- 
tion of the original certificates? I ask that question because these cer- 
tificates stand ordinarily as land scrip and are treated as assignable, 
and, as I understand from the reading of the bill, if it should become 
law and be carried into effect there will be outstanding certificates 
of allotment for double the amount of land that is intended to go. 
Clearly, therefore, the old certificates should be surrendered and can- 
celed before new ones issue. 

Mr. McCREARY. If the gentleman will examine the bill he will 
see that there can be but one set of certificates. 

Mr. PAYSON. I have read it twice and have not noticed any such 
provision. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCREARY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


W. H. TIBBITTS. 


Mr. McCREARY. Mr. Speaker, I now ask that the Committeo of 
the Whole House be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 3830) for the relief of W. H. Tibbitts, and that the bill be 
considered in the House. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Whereas it appears from the records of the General Land Office that W.H, 
Tibbits did, in good faith, on the 4th day of January, 1872, make homestead 
entry of the northeast quarter of section 21, township 9 north, range ll east, 
in the State of Nebraska, and resided thereon for the full period of time re- 
quired by existing statutes, and improved and cultivated the same; and 

Whereas it further bed pore that the said tract of land was patented to the 
Burlington and Missouri River Railroad atatime subsequent to said homestead 
entry, and sold by said railroad company to other ties: Therefore, 

Be it enacted, elc., That the said W. H. Tibbits, or his legal representatives, is 
hereby authorized to locate 160 acres of any of the public lands, subject to pri- 
vate entry at $1.25 per acre, of the United States; and patent shall issue to him 
or his assignees as in other cases of a like nature, 

Mr. McCREARY. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska [ Mr. 
Dorsey], who made the report in this case. 

Mr. DORSEY. The Senate has a bill for this purpose, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate bill be taken up and acted upon 
instead of the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Senate bill has been referred to the Commit- 
tee onthe Public Lands. The gentleman from Nebraska [ Mr. DORSEY] 
asks unanimous consent that the Committee on the Public Lands bs 
discharged from the further consideration of the Senate bill, and that 
it be considered in place of the House bill. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 5 

The Senate bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DORSEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill wag 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


WESLEY MONTGOMERY. 


Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole House be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 3829) for the relief of Wesley Montgomery, and that the 
bill be now put upon its passage. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That the Commissioner of the General Land Office be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and required to permit Wesley Montgomery, of Adams 
County, State of Nebraska, to enter 160 acres of any of the unappropriated pub- 
lic lands of the United States, not mineral nor in the actual occupation of any 
settler, in lieu of the northeast quarter of section 23, of township 25 north, of 
range 14 west, in Iroquois County, Illinois; which land was entered by said 
Wesley Montgomery on February 20, 1874, under the homestead laws, in accord- 
ance with instructions of the Commissioner of the General Land Office to the 
register and the receiver of the date of August 9, 1873, the title to which land 
failed because of a prior disposition of the same which did not then appear upon 
the records of the land office: Provided, however, That the said Wes!ey Mont- 
gomery shall not have made any other entry of land of the United States under 
the homestead laws. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I remember that when some time ago 
we had a bill somewhat like this before the House, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HotMAN] moved, or I moved (I have forgotten 
which), a provision that the land should not be laid out within the 
limits of any incorporated town or city. I desire to ask my colleague 
from Illinois [Mr. PAyson], who is familiar with this subject, whether 
that provision is not a proper one in all such bills, and whether it is 
not necessary ? 

Mr. PAYSON, I think the bill ought to be amended in the manner 
proposed by my colleague, and I suggest to the gentleman from Ne- 
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braska [Mr. DORSEY], whose constituent is interested in this bill, that 
he had better let it be so amended. 

Mr, ADAMS. Then, Mr. Speaker, I move to amend tho bill by add- 
ing the proviso which I send to the desk. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That such land shall not be located between the limits of any incor- 
porated town or a 

Mr. DORSEY. Ihave no objection to that; but the land could not 
possibly be located within any incorporated town or city. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. DORSEY moved to reconsider the yote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


COURT FOR PRIVATE LAND CLAIMS IN ARIZONA, NEW MEXICO, AND 
COLORADO. 


Mr. McCREARY. I now ask unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole be discharged from the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 7643) to establish a United States land court, and to pro- 
vide for a judicial investigation and settlement of private land claims 
in ee Territories of Arizona, New Mexico, and in the State of Col- 
orado. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unanimous 
consent that the Committee of the Whole be discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill indicated by him. Is there objection? 

Mr. PAYSON, and Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I object. 

Mr. McCREARY. ‘Then I move that the House resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole for the purpose of considering the bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, Mr. BLOUNT in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the title of the bill. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 7643) to establish a United States land court and to vide for a 
judicial investigation and settlement of private land claims in the Territories of 
Arizona, New Mexico, and in the State of Colorado. 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask that the first reading of the bill be dis- 

nsed with (as the bill has already been read in the House) and that 

t be now read by sections. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, that order will be made. 
The Mig will proceed to read the bill by sections under the five-min- 
ute rule. 

Mr. PAYSON. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. I desire at the 
proper time. to offer an amendment in the nature of a substitute for 
this entire bill. Will that be in order when the reading shall be con- 
cluded? 

The CHAIRMAN. It will. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it etc., That there be established a court, to be called the United 
States land court, to consist of a chief-justice and two associate justices, to be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and 
to hold their offices for four years. The chief-justice shall receive a compensa- 

ion of $4,500 ai e aere pag Desk the Treanor obten Ere 

tion o r +, pa; monthly from the Treasu the Unite: 

tes; and each shall, before entering upon the d of duties, take 
and subscribe an oath to support the Constitution of the United States and 
to discharge faithfully the duties of his office. Each of said justices shall be 
entitled to appoint and remove at willa stenographer, who receive a com- 
msation of. PE 200 per year, ble monthly from the Treasury of the United 
Btates, each of whom shall, ore entering upon the discharge of his duties, 
take and subscribe a like oath. The Secretary of the Interior shall detail from 
his Department a person to act as clerk of the said court, and shall also, mee 
the application of the said chief-justice, detail from his Department such addi- 
tional clerical force as sha!l from time to time be necessary to transact the busi- 
~ ness of the said court. The said court shall have power to adops all necessary 
~ rules and regulations for the transaction of its business and to carry out the pur- 


tion of $5,000 Piga year, and each of the 


posesof this act; toadopt a seal and to alter the same at pleasure; to any 
process provided for by law and necessary to the transaction of the business of 
said court, and to issue 


commissions to take depositions as provided in chapter 
17 of the Revised Statutes of the United States. Each of said ustices shall have 
wer to administer oaths and affirmations, It shall be the duty ofany United 
© any process of said court placed in 
rpose, That said court shall sit continuously, except as 
vided, in the city of Washington, with a vacation not exceeding 
n any one year, to be taken at such times in the months of July or 
August as the court shall determine. The Secretary of the Interior shall pro- 
vide in his Department suitable rooms for the occupation and use of said court. 
‘The Secretary of the Interior shall detail a clerk to act as reporter of said court, 
who shall from time to time cause the’decisions of the said court, both in De- 
partmentand in bank, to be published in the same manner that the decisions of 
the Department of the Interior relating to public lands have been heretofore 
published, The said court shall have jurisdiction to examine, hear, and decide 
all cases of private land claims which shall come before it in the manner here- 
inafter provided for. 

Sec, 2, That the said court shall, upon its organization, be divided into three 
departments, to be known as departments numbers one, two, and three of the 
United States land oe oe each of which departments one of the said justices 
shall be assi; by the chief-justice. Such departments may sitsimultaneously, 

ce of each ent shall have full power to hear, an 
determine any cause coming before him in said department; and from time to 
time, as in the judgment of the chief-justice the exigencies of the business of 
the court may require, the three justices l sit in banc for the determination 
of such cases as ae in the manner hereinafter provided, be brought before 
the court in bane, There shall also be appointed by the President, by and with 


the advice and consent of the Senate, a competent attorney to represent the 
United States in said court in all cases where the United is in 

and in the adjudication of all private land claims. Such attorney 
sl receive a compensation of $1,000 per year, payable monthly out of the 
Treasury of the United States, and shall, before entering upon his duties, take 
and subscribe to an oath to support the Constitution of the United States and 
perform the duties of his office. 


Mr. McCREARY. I move to amend by &triking ont at the end of 
line 5, in section 2, the word ‘‘may,”’ as that word is repeated at the 


beginning of line 6. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Src, 3. That immediately upon the organization of the said court itshall be the 
duty of the Commissioner of the General Land Office, and he is hereby required, 
to transmit to the said court the testimony and papers in each and every case of 
contest where two or more parties claim the right to enter, locate, select, or 
otherwise acquire title to the same tract of land, in whole or in part, and wherein 
testimony has been taken the district land officers or surveyors-general in 
the manner now provided by law and ions, and wherein no decision upon 
the merits has been rendered by the said Commissioner; and the said cases shall 
be divided among and submitted to the several de ents of said court in such 
manner as the chief-justice shall determine. And thereafter it shall be the duty 
of the Commissioner of the General Land Office, immediately upon the receipt 
by him of the testimony in any such case, to transmit the same to the said court, 
and upon its receipt in the said court it shall be assigned by the chief-justice tu 
one of the said departments for examination, hearing, and decision, 

such cases in which decisions have heen rendered by the Co: 
General Land Office, but which decisions have not under existin, 
ulations become the aaah d 

may. within sixty days from the date of the approval of this act, file an ap 

tothe said court in Seen enreneg PAES CA have heretofore been taken 
decisions of the said Commissioner to the Secretary of the Interior; upon re- 
ceipt of which appeals, properly taken, the said Commissioner shall certify the 
ease to the said court, where it shall be received and considered in the same 
manner as if no decision had been therein rendered by the Commissioner. In 
from the decision of the 
such decision 


the approval of this act appeals have been taken from decisions of the said Com- 
missioner tothe Secretary of the Interior, but which appeals have not been sub- 
mitted to the said Secretary, shall, immediately upon the organization of said 
court, be transmitted to snid court in like manner. 

Sec, 4. That immediately upon the organization of the said court it shall be 
the duty of the Secretary ot the Interior to transmit to said court the records of 
all cases then pending before him on appeals from the decisions of the Com- 
missioner of the General Land Office, and all cases pending before him on mo- 
tions for review of his decisions therein. Such cases shall also be divided among 
the departments of said court, in the same manner as provided in the foregoing 
section for cases received by the court from the Commissioner of the Genera 
Land Office, except that they shall have precedence in the order of examination 


and decision. - 

Sec, 5. That the said justices, in their respective departments, shall proceed 
with the examination ng, and decision of the cases so coming before them, 
as nearly as practicable in the order of their submission, except that the cases 
transferred to the court by the Secretary of the Interior, as provided in section 
4, shall have lence, Each of said justices may, however, upon sufficient 
cause being shown, advance any case ane pare him and set same for im- 
mediate examination, hearing, and d R h justice shall cause to be kept 
$ pret of the proceedings in his department and of the decisions rendered by 


The following amendment of the Committee on Private Land Claims 
was read: 

Strike out sections 3, 4, and 5. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Sec, 6. That in every case where it is not made to appear, by evidence satis- 
factory to the court, that the value of the property involved, with the improve- 


ments thereon, exceeds the sum of $2,000, the decision of the justice rendered in 
Sopota shall be final. In every case where the value of the property in- 
volved, with the improvements thereon, is so shown to exceed the sum of $2,000, 


either party not satisfied with the decision rendered shall have the right of ap- 
peal to the court in bank: Provided, That notice of the intention to take such 
appeal be filed in 


the department where the decision is rendered within sixty 
days from date of notice of such decision, and the appeal th rfected 
im accordance with such rules as shall be prescribed by the court in that regard. 
The court in bank shall proceed with the examination, hearing, and decision of 
the cases so brought before it by a) as nearly as practicable in the order of 
submission, except that upon sufficient cause shown the chief-justice may ad- 
vance any such case and set same for immediate examination and hearing. 
SEC. 7. That in every case where it is not made to appear, by evidence satis- 
factory to the court, that the value of the property involved, with the improve- 
— ecision of the court in shall 


the pro; 
$5,000, either 


barred, ecision thereupon 
and the attorney for the United States shall also have the right to 
Supreme-Court of the United States on the same conditions. 


Sec. 8. That whenever the decision of the courtin any case shall become final, 


either by failure to a or otherwise, as herein previsa; the clerk of the 
court shall certify fact to the Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
transmitting to him at the same time the record of said case ; and the said Com- 
missioner shall thereupon promptly execute and enforce such decision, 

Src. 9. That the court shall have jurisdiction over all private land claims 
in the Territories of Arizona, New Mexico, and the State of Colorado which have 
not become final by the action of Congress or of the Executive or Judicial De- 
partments. The said court shall by one or more of its members, in the discre- 
tion of the chief-justice thereof, be in session at least six months in each and 
every at Santa Fé, in the Territory of New Mexico, at Tucson, in the Ter- 
ritory of Arizona, and at Denver, in the State of Colorado, until the business 
arising under this section is completed. Theduration of the termsof said court, 
at the ve places named, shall be regulated by the chief-justice of said 
court, who shall give notice of the time and paos of holding such courts by 
publication, for thirty days in both the English and Spanish languages, ina 
newspaper of gen circulation, at the capital of the State or Territory where 
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an oath to support 
form the duties of his office. 


Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I move to amend by striking out the word 
“Arizona” wherever it occurs in the bill. 

Mr. McCREARY. That word occursall through the bill; and I make 
the point of order that the proper time to yote on the amendment will 
be after the entire bill has been read. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I want tobe heard on the amendment now. 

pre rae ge I withdraw my point, if the gentleman desires to 
be 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the pas- 
sage of this bill, so far as it affects the Territory of Arizona, and I think 
it but just that I should state the reasons which actuate mein opposing 
it. Ido not believe the bill isa wise one, except probably where it ap- 
plies to those small holdings in the Territory of New Mexico where 
Mexican settlers have held their lands for years and in small quantities. 
Some bill to afford relief in such cases ought to be passed; there ought 
to be some speedy mode of settling the title to those holdings. But 
when I see that under the operation of this bill thesettlers of my Ter- 
ritory, scattered miles and miles apart yet not far enough to get off of 
some of these pretended land grants, are to be called into court, and that 
in the face of the treaty with Mexico every promise which was made 
to valid claimants of land under the treaty is to be violated—when I 
see this staring me in the face—when I remember what was enacted in 
California under a commission composed of most excellent men, men 
who had national reputations, yet the machinations of the land thief 
and the determination of the land grabber were enough to overcome even 
that tribunal, so that we find great tracts of California land to-day held 
under titles that were notoriously fraudulent, I feel convinced that the 
same thing may be repeated in Arizona. . 

We have only eight or ten claims in Arizona, twelve at the outside; 
and only two, so far as I know, have any validity, and both of those 
are extremely small. 

Mr. McCREARY. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCREARY. I hold in my hand a letter from the Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office, in which he says that there are fifteen 
claims from Arizona which have already been submitted to Congress 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, The gentleman will oblige me by letting 
me have that document. I want to show the facts about these par- 
ticular claims. Iam glad the gentleman has the document here. 

These land claims embrace, according to this showing, fifteen claims, 
one, the Rancho San Rafael del Valle, 17,000 acres; another, the Rancho 
San Ignacio del Babacomori, 34,000 acres; another, the Rancho San 
Ignacio de la Canoa, 17,208 acres; another, the Rancho El Paso de los 
Algodones, 22,193 acres; another, the Rancho Tumacacori and Cala- 
bazas, 52,000 acres. 

` [Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. PAYSON. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Arizona be permitted to continue his remarks until he concludes. This 
is a matter of great importance. 

Mr. McCREARY. I have no objectionto the gentleman occupying 
five minutes more. He has already made a speech on this subject 
when this bill was up before, and I made a speech myself, treating 
this question elaborately. I have no objection to an extension of five 
or seven minutes. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I would like to occupy twenty or pos- 
sibly thirty minutes. 

Mr. McCREARY. I suggest ten. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Thegentlemanfrom Kentucky [Mr. McCreary] 
asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Arizona may proceed 
for ten minutes. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I will close within thirty minutes. I 
will not occupy more time than that, and it will not do any good to 
try and shut me off. Gentlemen will not gain any time in that way. 

Mr. McCREARY. How much time does the gentleman want ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I will close within thirty minutes at the 
most. 

Mr. McCREARY. I have no objection. 

Mr. SENEY. Why nof give the gentleman as much time as he de- 
sires ? 

Mr. McCREARY. The gentleman says he will be satisfied with 
thirty minutes. I ask that he be allowed thirty minutes, deducting 
the time he has already occupied. f 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Arizona may oceupy thirty minutes, 
the five minutes he has already occupied being deducted. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Now, sir, in connection with these names 
that I have read, and because some members asked me not to give any 


more of these Spanish names, I will gratify their wish in that respect, 
but in connection with these there are other claims to which I must 
briefly call attention. The objection is made that these are old Span- 
ish claims, and the great majority are held by purely land speculators, 
and to this point I wish to call your special attention. There is one 
other claim to which I referred in my former address tothe House on 
this question, a modest little claim amounting to some 4,600,000 acres, 
that was bought, Iam informed, for a few sore-backed pack-mules, 
[laughter], 4,600,000 acres of the best land in the world, covered by a 
hard-working, prosperous population, most of whom hold their patents 
from the Government. 

Yet they are to be thrown into the courts at great or have 
their lands taken from them, and the only question is, whether the 
lawyer or the land grantshalltake the farm. They aretogointocourt 
under the patent held from the Government to defend their own title 
against the land grant which is some sixty or seventy years old; and 
not only this, but other Mexican claims will be trumped up by the 
speculators, for they are very easily bought. 

Now, the result of this bill will be, as far as the Territory of Arizona 
is concerned, as I say, to drag these people into the courts to test the 
questions that the Government itself, under the treaty, is bound at its 
own expense to settle foritself. Butit gives a power to command them 
to appear before a court to defend the patents of the Government 
against the land grant inMexico. Itisall wrong. Itsimply amounts 
to forfeiture of these lands, or else an expenditure ofan amount of money 
that many of these people can not afford in order to protect themselves. 

Now, there is another subject to which I wish to call attention, and 
I do not want to detain the House, and that is in reference to a claim, 
being one of the fifteen to which I have referred, called the El Paso de 
los Agodones grant, for the forfeiture of which I have already intro- 
duced a bill at this session of Congress. What are the facts in that 
case? That grant was bought in 1879 or 1880 by some gentlemen in 
California, most of whom are now dead. But they went into an or- 
ganization or corporation known as the ‘‘ Land and Cattle Company.” 
They had a survey of the grant made, and under operation of law it 
was withdrawn from public entry. When the surveyor-general made 
his report to the Secretary of the Interior, as under the law he is bound 
to do, it was such a notorious case of forgery and fraud that when it came 
down to the Private Land Committee of the House the agent of this 
company or corporation got leave of the House to withdraw all of the 
papers connected with it; and so it stands, with the House having no 
jurisdiction, the Secretary or the Department having no jurisdiction, 
and the land left there from that day to this without settlement, the 
corporation dissolved, and no man claiming it. 

The Interior Department is unable to act, because it did all it could 
in transmitting to Congress the facts in connection with the case, and 
Congress can not act because we can not get any report; and that old 
claim now, which has all this before it, is to be brought in to be tried 
again after all these years of abandonment before this land court in 
order to settle the title. 

And not only that, Mr. Chairman, but another objection is that this 
will encourage other and wider speculations and trade in Mexican 
titles, which are procurable for money at any time. It will induce 
other corporations and crowds to get together and attempt to make up 
another ‘‘yalid’? land grant, no matter how old they may be; the 
older the better. Ifthey can run the claim back to the discovery of 
America by Columbus, it is the very best title they could have, be- 
cause no living person can possibly contradict it. [Laughter.] They 
run back now to 1700, quite a number of them, and we did not hear 
of them until 1883 or 1884. Now, you pass this bill and they will be 
trumped up all along the line ranning away beyond that. And hence 
I su; that whatever the representatives of the other Territories 
may think best for their people, I know this bill in its present form is 
not best for the people of mine. 

Mr. DUNN. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. How 
would you settle the title of the actual settlers? I want to know how 
they are going to get their titles. Are they to remain in uncertainty 
and in a disturbed condition for all time, rather than have a final set- 
tlement ef the title by such a provision ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Most certainly not. 

Mr. DUNN. Since Congress has failed to act, and if the tourt pro- 
posed to be established here shall not be permitted to act, how will 
these settlers get their titles? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. That will be done under the provisions of 
a substitute bill, whieh will be proposed as an amendment. 

Mr. DUNN. There can be no presumption that this court will be 
more unfriendly to the occupants of the lands than to the claimants 
under the grant. You must presume that the court will be fair in its 
determination of these questions, 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Itisall well enough to talk of a fair court. 
But you take the very best lawyer in this House and send him out to 
Arizona and give him authority to considersuch questions, and he will 
find difficulties that yon do not dream of. The testimony itself will 
be given in a language foreign to hisown and with which he is not fa- 
miliar. He knows nothing about the people and nothing of the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the lands. 
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The fairer and more honest the court is the more difficult it will be 
for the people to get justice, because the best and the wisest court will 
be misled by conditions that are existing, and the more difficult it will 
be for these people to prove their titles when brought face to face with 
these Mexican grants. 

Mr. BRUMM. The reason you have assigned for opposing this bill 
as far as it applies to Arizona, would that not apply naturally to all of 
the Territories of the United States ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. That is for those from the other Territo- 
ries to determine, 

Mr. BRUMM. But would not the same provisions apply equally to 
all the Territories ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I do not believe it exactly would, and for 
this reason: The Territory of Arizona is covered by fifteen of these 
claims. In New Mexico there are a great many of these claims. This 
land has been settled by hundreds and hundreds of men who have had 
these small holdings for years and years, which were handed down 
from father to son, and it is impossible to perfect their title, but their 
title is such as everybody would accept as just. There ought to be 
some speedy means of settling these small holdings, but there ought 
not to be any means directed by this Congress to promote the interest 
of those large land-grant claims, and the men interested in them ought 
to have no further or better chance to get a grip on the people. 

Mr. BRUMM. If there are such cases in the other Territories it 
ought to apply to them as well as Arizona. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I can not speak for the other Territories. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. 
yield for a question ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Certainly. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Is it not a fact that under the present 
law if the land has been surveyed by the surveyor-general and settled 
on, whether the land grant is small or not, these land-grant claimants 
get possession of it? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. That is very true; but fortunately for my 
people, with an honest surveyor-general, not a single one of them has 

een surveyed, and we are in possession. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Have they not surveyed Tres Alamos 
No. 17? That is occupied by land-grant claimants, and is in just the 
same condition as the fifteen or sixteen other claims. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, In Arizona? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Will you name one of these in Arizona? 

Mr, THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Tres Alamos. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I know something about Tres Alamos. I 
happen to live near it myself, but the body of it isowned by a member of 
the Senate. The Tres Alamos claim was placed on the San Pedro River, 
below the town of Benson. The grant, as far as the original claim was 
concerned, was before the Private Lands Committee. It went from 
where the San Pedro River sinks into the sand away towards the set- 
ting sun, and it trended its course until it had gone on and almost 
touched Mexico, as far as the Reavis claim on the north, and it had on 
it hundreds and hundreds of the most prosperous farmers in Arizona. 

The present surveyor-general has made a report on the Tres Alamos 
claim, that the Private Lands Committee ought to have brought in to 
this House, where he surveyed the whole of that land. My people are 
in possession of it and we do not propose that it shall be taken out of 
their possession and an opportunity given to the land-grant people to 
create a court to aid in wasting and plundering them. There isa better 
way thanthis. Every other claim in the Territory is in the same condi- 
tion. These are some of my reasons for objecting to this measure as 
far as Arizona is concerned. I can not speak concerning any other 
Territory. Iam here to represent Arizona and nothing else. I donot 
know the condition of the people in New Mexico or Colorado, but I 
know the condition of things in Arizona from talking with the people, 
and they ought to be protected against the land-grant claims, and the 
only answer I can give is that these claims must be settled by the Gov- 
ernment as the Government promised to do in the treaty with Mexico. 

Mr. DUNN. Can not your people prove up these frauds in the 
court? s 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Can the poor men who live down on the 
San Pedrô go to Tucson and go over to Mexico and over to Spain and 
examine the royal archives to find record of their title? 

Mr. DUNN. That will apply to New Mexico as well as Arizona. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Can the poor claimant go over to Spain 
and search the royal archives and find where the theft lies? 

Mr. DUNN. How do you find out that these frauds exist? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. By searching time and time again, by my 
people paying money out of their pockets, and by the surveyor of the 
Territory paying $1,000 out of his own pitiful salary to assist in it, 
and by his going into Mexico and making examination; and this Con- 
gress will not give him money enough to go to look into the subject. 
Then they tell the poor occupant to go and look into the royal archives 
ofS and find out the title. 

rt. DUNN. Iwill ask if it does not look like a suspicious title that 
is not willing to be tried. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. 


Will the gentleman from Arizona 


I donot want to be tried on a dead muni- 


ment, I want my people to have these claims settled, and I want 
Congress to make an appropriation to settle this question. It has not 
got the machinery, and untilit creates it they can not doit. The court 
can not stop it when it starts. It has got to be investigated before a 
tribunal that can stop it. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Does this bill make anything title 
which would not be title irrespective of this bill, or does it make evidence 
that which is not to be evidence irrespective of this bill? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I think it does. 

Mr. SYMES. I heartily agree with what the gentleman from Ari- 
zoua has said regarding the fraudulence of numerous large grants, but 
there area great many grants thatare just and correct so far as not being 
fraudulent in title is concerned. It has been the practice for squatters 
to settle on this land and for men to pursue their avocation in farming 
and agriculture. I heartily agree with all that. Alleged grant titles 
cover large tracts of this land. I have witnessed the practice, and I 
have seen for thirty years that the Interior Department have absolutely 
failed to afford any relief and to confirm their titles or eliminate 
them and restore lands to the publicdomain, orconfirm the grants where 
they are legal. Now, the gentleman from Arizona was before our com- 
mittee when this subject was before it, urging a bill for this purpose. 
I want him row to explain to this House why it is that he is opposed 
to this bill, and why it is he will not suggest a better remedy. I am 
with him in everything he says, except that I want Congress to adopt 
a remedy to cure the evil he complains of. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. The gentleman has made a good speech 
and a fine peroration, but the misfortune is that it does not exactly 
comport with the facts in the case. He intended it should, but he 
missed it nearly as far as this bill misses the proper remedy for my 
Territory. [Laughter.] There wasa question before the Public Lands 
Committee upon which I was heard, and inasmuch as the gentleman 
has brought that matter up, I am forced to make an explanation, 
Because I do not wish to appear of record as having held two different 
views upon a question of so much importance to my people. We 
went before the Public Lands Committee upon the question of the 
formation of a commission having certain judicial powers, on the state- 
ment before that committee that this bill was to be reported for the 
purpose of forcing a conference with the Senate to see what views the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] would entertain about this 
scheme to which he had always objected. 

I had no right to vote on the Public Lands Committee, because I was 
not a member of it, and if I was I could not have voted; but in the 
Private Lands Committee, when this bill came up at the very last meet- 
ing, I said to the gentleman who happened to be beside me, the honor- 
able gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAYERS], ‘‘ When that bill comes to 
the House it shall never pass, so far as Arizona is concerned, with my 
consent.” I was opposed to it then, and I have been opposed toit from 
that day to this, so far as it applies to Arizona. I do not care for Col 
orado. The gentleman from that State [Mr. Symes] undoubtedly 
knows better than I do what is best for the people there, and let him 
advocate it. Ido not care for New Mexico, except to say that the House 
would probably act wisely in following the advice of the gentleman 
who has been so persistent, so honest, and so earnest in pressing this 
measure in the interest of his people. 

Mr. SYMES. Will the gentleman permit another question? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, Yes; a question. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SYMES. Did you not appear before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Territories, of which I was a member, and suggest amend- 
ments and discuss the matter and give us the benefit of your practical 
information, which was valuable to us in fixing up a bill similar to this 
one providing for a judicial tribunal to settle these claims ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I believe I did have the misfortune to have 
togo before a subcommittee that had Judge Symes on it. (Laughter. ] 
I expected then that I would probably never hear the last of it if I 
should feel called upon to oppose any bill here that he desired to have 


Mr. Chairman, I have gone as far into that Public Lands Com- 
mittee business as I intend to go now, except to say that I did not 
there advocate, I do not here advocate, and if I can help it I will not 
let pass, a bill like this, that would compel the people of Arizona to 
rush into court at the beck of a large corporation to be either black- 
mailed or robbed or forced to pay out their inheritance for lawyers’ 
fees. [Laughter and applause. 

Mr. McCREARY. I wish to ask the gentleman a question. Is it 
not true that you are a member of the Committee on Private Land 
Claims, and that this bill was not opposed by you in that committee? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. It is true that I have the privilege of sit- 
ting in the Private Land Claims Committee, and I am sorry that it is 
made a matter of reproach to me that, recognizing the modesty which I 
thought would probably befit a poor Delegate who could not vote either 
in committee or in the House, I so far departed from the general char- 
acter and conduct of certain members of the committee. Gentlemen 
appear to be greatly surprised that I did not tear my shirt in commit- 
tee where I knew it would do no good. [Laughter.] I did the 
what I have done here. I presented my objections to this bill, an 
made efforts to have other provisions inserted in it; and I claim that 
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adopting the amendments which I suggested. 

Mr. McCREARY. Another question. Have you received from the 
Bar Association of Pima County, Arizona, of which Tucson is the county 
seat, a petition asking you to advocate this bill and declaring that they 
are in favor of the bill now pending? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Just as I told you, gentlemen! There it 
is; between the land grants and the lawyers! [Laughter.] There is 
a little coterie of lawyers in Tucson, able men, lawyers, and if 
this bill should pass they would get very rich. [Renewed laughter. ] 
I ought to be amongst them, getting rich too, because if this bill passes 
I think I would probably have the pleasure of being employed in some 
of these land-grant cases. The passage of the bill might be a benefit to 
me, just as it would be to those lawyers. But did the gentleman ever 
hear of other petitions that have come up from that country? Did 
you ever hear that from the hot plains; did you ever hear that along 
the desert track; did you ever hear that from wherever the sweat was 
rising from the toiling masses in that Territory there came petition 
after petition, telegram after telegram to me crying out, as was done 
in days of old, ‘For God’s sake come over and help us against the 
land thief and the lawyer?” [Laughter and applause. ] 

Mr. McCREARY. Have those petitions been filed? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. If they have not, there is a desk full of 
them over there which the gentleman would be edified by reading. 
{Langhter.] I think some of them have been filed, but I know that 
he will find one of them incorporated in the remarks which I addressed 
to the House some time ago. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, these are my reasons for objecting to this bill, 
and I ask this House, in the name of my people and so far as they are 
concerned, to do me and to do them the justice to let us for once say 
what we prefer in this matter, so far as our titles are concerned, and 
if, later, some wiser plan can be found, as I am sure there can be, we 
shall be prepared to take what you give us. I think it is only fair to 
assume that Colorado and New Mexico know best what they want; but 
we in Arizona certainly do not want this bill. 

The conditions are so absolutely different that Arizona ought not to 
have been included in the original bill. I admit that of all the bills 
on this subject which have come before the House, this certainly in my 
opinion is the wisest and the bestconsidered. I grant that freely; but 
while the bill may properly apply to the conditions existing in Colorado 
and New Mexico, the wisdom which may belong to a measure applica- 
ble to certain cireamstances may become anything else than wisdom 
when apuu to an entirely different state of facts. While this is a 
good bill for the settlement of land claims in New Mexico and Colorado, 
it certainly does not apply to the natural physical conditions surround- 
ing my people. I hope, therefore, that the amendment I propose strik- 
ing Arizona from the bill may be adopted. 

Mr. McCREARY. Mr. Chairman, I hope I shall not be limited to 
five minutes in responding to the gentleman from Arizona. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will remark that this bill is being 
considered by paragraphs, and amendments must properly be offered 
to each paragraph as read. 

Mr. McCREARY. I suggest that the gentleman from Arizona with- 
hold his amendments until we get through with the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. That arrangement can be made by unanimous 


consent. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. With the understanding that I may offer 
the amendments to these paragraphs after the reading of the bill is con- 
cluded, I will withdraw my amendment for the present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The arrangement suggested can only be made 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. ROGERS. I ask unanimous consent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unanimous 
consent that after the reading ofall the paragraphs under the five-minute 
rule, the gentleman ffom Arizona may be permitted to submit an 
amendment striking out the word ‘‘Arizona’’ wherever it occurs in the 
bill. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, 

Mr. ROGERS. I now ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
_ Trom Kentucky [Mr. McCreary] in responding to the gentleman 
from Arizona [ Mr. SMITH] be allowed not exceeding thirty minutes. 

Mr. McCREARY. Ishall probably not want so much time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Kentucky may be permitted to oc- 
cupy the floor for thirty minutes in response to the gentleman from 
Arizona. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr, McCREARY. 1 think my friend from Arizona [Mr. SMITH] is 
mistaken in the view which he takes of this bill in to its appli- 
cation to Arizona. He stated that he regarded the bill as one of the 
wisest and best measures which had been presented to this House in 
its application to New Mexico and Colorado, but he says he does not 
regard it as a good bill when applied to the Territory of Arizona. If 
the bill under consideration is a wise and appropriate measure for New 
Mexico and Colorado, it certainly isa good measurefor Arizona. Now, 
in order that we may know exactly what we are doing, I wish to state 
briefly the object of the bill. The object is to provide for a judicial in- 
vestigation and settlementof private land claims in the Territories of New 
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Mexico and Arizona and in the State of Colorado, arising by virtue of 
any right, title, or authority derived from the Spanish or Mexican Gov- 
ernments, which the Government of the United States is bound to re- 
spect under the provisions of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, or the 
treaty known as the Gadsden treaty with Mexico, or under the laws, 
usages, or customs of Spain or Mexico concerning the disposal of lands. 

The bill was carefully considered for more than a month by the Com- 
mittee on Private Land Claims. The governor of the Territory of New 
Mexico, the ex-chief-justice of that Territory, a very able lawyer, and 
a number of prominent citizens from the Territory, were time and again 
before the committee and approved of the bill. The gentleman on my 
right, the Delegate from New Mexico [ Mr. JosepH], was there time and 
again, and he approved the bill then, as he approves it now. The dis- 
tinguished Representative from the State of Colorado [Mr. SyMEs] ap- 
proved the bill and made a speech in its favor when it was up the first 
time. The gentleman from Arizona, a member of the Committee on 
Private Land Claims, did not object to the bill when it was voted on 
in committee, and I was surprised to find him objecting to the bill to- 
day and desiring to except the Territory of Arizona from the Dill. 

This is a very important measure. It is important because its object 
is to settle private land claims amounting to nearly 10,000,000 acres in 
the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico, and the State of Colorado. 
I have here, in response to my letter, a report from the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, in which that officer states that there are 
now pending in Congress and awaiting confirmation, reports of survey- 
ors-general upon private land claims as follows: New Mexico, 107 claims, 
covering 8,704,785 acres; in Arizona, 15 claims, covering 414,833 acres; 
in Colorado, claims covering 229,814 acres; making a total of 9,349,433 
acres. 

The number of acres for which no claim has been filed, and the num- 
ber of acres for which claims have been filed but which are undecided 
are not included in these figures. 

It is estimated that the total number of acres claimed under private 
land grants, and which are unsettled, in New Mexico, amount toabout 
10,000,000 acres, and in the Territory of Arizona to about 6,000,000 
acres, and in the State of Colorado to about 1,500,000 acres; making 
about 17,500,000 acres, embracing altogether a territory nearly equal 
to the combined area of the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut, and 
New Hampshire, 

Where does the demand come from for relief? It comes from the 
most prominent people in New Mexicoand Colorado. It comes fromthe 
Representativefrom Colorado and from the Delegate from New Mexico. 
It comes from the Democratic convention and the Republican conven- 
tion which were recently held in the Territory of New Mexico. The 
Republican convention was held but a short time ago in the Territory 
of New Mexico, and that Republican convention a resolution 
which I have now upon my table earnestly petitioning and requesting 
Congress to passa bill to provide fora judicial investigation and settle- 
ment of private land claims. Shortly afterward the Democratic conven- 
tion met in New Mexico, and that convention passed a resolution earn- 
estly petitioning Congress for relief and for a judicial investigation and 
settlement of these claims. 

Mr. Chairman, not only justice to the people of these Territories and 
the State of Colorado, but justice to the Government of the United 
States, which is honorably bound by solemn treaty obligations, de- 
mands that these private land claims shall be settled. Why? Con- 
gress has been far more generous and attentive to private land claim- 
ants on all other lands acquired by purchase or treaty than to the claim- 
ants residing in Arizona, New Mexico, and Colorado. In1803, under 
Mr. Jefferson’s administration, we acquired the Louisiana territory 
from France, 757,000,000 acres of land, and in less than two years after 
we acquired that territory we had three sets of commissioners in the 
field settling private land claims. In 1819 we acquired Florida from 
Spain under Mr. Monroe’s administration, and we sent into the field 
in less than a year a board of commissioners tosettle private land claims 
in Florida. 

In 1848 we acquired from Mexico 334,000,000 acres of land under 
the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, In 1853 under the Gadsden treaty 
we again acquired 30,000,000 acres more from Mexico. 

What has the Government of the United States done as regards the 
territory acquired from Mexico? We settled private land claims in 
California, but instead of settling private land claims in other parts of 
re territory acquired from Mexico we passed the act of 1854. Itis as 

‘ollows: 


And be i further enacted, That it shall be the duty of the surveyor-general, 
under such instructions as may be given by the Secretary of the Interior, to as- 
certain the origin, nature, character, and extent of all claims to lands under the 
laws, usages, and customs of Spain and Mexico, and for this purpose may issue no- 
tices, summon witnesses, administer oaths, and do and perform all other neces- 
sary acts inthe premises. Heshall make a full report onallsuch claims as origi- 
nated before the cession of the territory to the United States the treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo, of 1848, denoting the various grades of title, with his decision 
as to the validity or invalidity of each of the same under the laws, „and 
customs of the country before its cession to the United States; and also 


make a report in regard to all pueblos existing in the Territory, showing the 
extent and locality of each, stating the number of inhabitants in the said pu- 
titles ch report to be 


eblos respectively, and the nature of their 
made v the form which may be 


to tho land, Su 
according bed of the 
Interior, which report shall be laid before 


ae ous action thereon ag 
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may be deemed just and proper, with a view to conform bona fide grants and 
give full effect to the treaty of 1818 between the United States and Mexico; and 
until the final action of Congress on such claims all lands covered thereby shall 
be reserved from sale or other disposal by the Government, and shall not be 
subject to the donations granted by the previous provisions of this act, 


I have read the eighth section of the act of 1854 in order that the 
members of the House might understand the situation in Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Colorado. There are places in New Mexico and.Arizona 
where men have purchased 160 acres of land and expanded the pur- 
chase into thousands of acres. They are now in ion and have 
been in possession formany years. One of the objects of this bill is to 
furnish a remedy to drive out land thieves and land pirates who have 
gone out and, under the act of 1854, which has proved to be a failure, 
taken possession of and inclosed hundreds of thousands of acres of land 
which they are illegally holding to-day. They do not want land grants 
confirmed; indeed, they do not want anything done. 

The report of the Commissioner of the General Land Office shows 
that under the act of 1854, from the end of the year 1860 to the end of 
the year 1870, there were but seven land grants confirmed by Congress. 
From 1870 to 1879 there were but three, and from 1879 down to the 
present time not one solitary land grant has been confirmed. The act 
of 1854 therefore does not give the relief needed in Arizona, New Mexico, 
and Colorado. : 

The people there are at the mercy of land sharks and land pirates. 
That is the reason that the demand is so pressing for the passage of 
some kind of a bill that will remedy these evils. That is the reason 
that a large delegation of gentlemencame from New Mexico to the city 
of Washington last winter. ‘They earnestly asked for a judicial tribu- 
nal to settle private land claims, which, as Ihave said before, embrace 
nearly 10,000,000 acres in New Mexico, 6,000,000 acres in Arizona, 
and 1,500,000 acres in Colorado. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Thereisinaddition to that 4,600,000 acres 
to be added to the Arizona portion. ‘This has just sprung up lately. 

Mr. McCREARY. And Iam surprised that my friend from Arizona 
should express himself as so much opposed to a measure the only ob- 
ject of which is to settle these land claims. It seems to me that any 
man, where there is a contest about his land, ought to be willing to 
submit the questions raised to an honest judicial tribunal, appointed by 
the President and confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a letter which was sent to me as chairman of 
the Committee on Private Land Claims, which I desire to have read 
from the Clerk’s desk, to show the views of distinguished citizens of 
Arizona. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Tucson, ARIZ., April 11, 1888, 


GENTLEMEN: T have the honor to transmit, herewith inclosed, a copy of reso- 
lutions adopted by the bar of Pima County, Arizona Territory, in favor of the 
establishment of a court or tribunal for the settlement of Spanish and Mexican 
land grants in this Territory, 


8. M. FRANKLIN, 
Secretary pro tempore Bar Association, 
The COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE LAND CLAIMs, 
House of ives, Washington, D. C. 


Preamble and resolutions adopted by the Bar Associations of Pima County, 
Arizona Territory, at their meeting held at Tucson, Saturday, February 25, 


Whereas there are in the Territory of Arizona vast tracts of agricultural lands 


the prosperity ofthis Territory is dependent upon action by the United 
of lani = Ap etermined and 


Resol 
Hon, MARK A. Surra, our Delegate 
- tees on Territories and Private Land 
House of Representatives. 
by unanimous vote. 


That a copy of these resolutions be forwarded by our secretary to 
to Congress, and to the respective Commit- 
Claims of the United States Senate and 


WM. H. LOVELL, President. 
S. M. FRANKLIN, 
Secretary pro tempore. 

Mr. McCREARY. I had that letter read, from the Bar Association 
of Pima County, Tucson, the county seat of Pima, being the largest city 
in the Territory, to show what the Bar Association of that city desire, 
and to show further that an association of able and honorable attorneys 
indorse this bill. Iwant to say in this connection that I do not believe 
the Bar Association of Pima County would deliberately petition the 
Congress of the United States to doa thing that they believed to be un- 
wise and commend it in order to put fees in their pockets. Iput these 
statements on record in answer to the statements of the Delegate from 
Arizona [Mr. Surri] in regard to the lawyers of the Territory which 
he represents. 

Now, sir, some plan for the settlement of these private land claims 
should unquestionably be devised. Upon that point there seems to be 
but little difference of opinion. The demand comes from the Delegate 
from the Territory of New Mexico and the Representative from the 
State of Colorado, and I referred this bill to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior in order to have the views of the Interior Department on that 


T 


question. I have received a letter from Mr. Vilas, the Secretary of the 
Interior, approving the bill and saying that the Congress of the United - 
States should promptly pass a bill for the relief of land claimants in 
the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico, and in the State of Colo- 
rado. The letter is as follows: ` 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, Washington, July 24, 1883, 

„Sm: Iam in receipt of your letter of the 7th instant, transmitting for my con- 

sideration House bill 7643, entitled “A bill to establish a United States land court 

and to provide for a judicial investigation and settlement of private land claims 
in the Territories of Arizona, New Mexico, and the State of Colorado.” 

I referred said bill to the Commissioner of the General Land Office, whose re- 

port thereon is herewith transmitted. 
consideration sections 3, 4, and 5 haye 


In the copy of the bill submitted for m 

been cro with a pen, As these are the only sections conferring upon said 
court jurisdiction over all cases of contest in land matters, I presume that it is 
the intention to so amend the bill as to provide for a court whose jurisdiction 
shall be confined solely to the judicial investigation and settlement of private 
— claims in the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico and the State of Col- 
orado, 

It is evident that existing laws requiring private land claims to be submitted 
to Congress for final confirmation thereof have proven inadequate to such a 
speedy and final settlement of private land claims as the rightsof the claimants 
and the interest and welfare of the public and the Government alike demand, 

Some other provision should be made by which these claims may be fully in- 
vestigated with the view to a speedy and final decision upon the rights of the 
claimants thereto, whether it be by Metairie upon the General Land Office, 
under the supervision of this Department, ju: iction to hear and determine 
such claimsin the manner proposed by my predecessor as set forthin the report 
of the Commissioner, or by the creation of a separate tribunal invested with full 
and ample jurisdiction to dispose of all questions affecting the rights of claim- - 
ants under said claims with the right of appeal as provided for in the bill now 
under consideration. 

While I concur in the views of the Commissioner that the Department has a 
skilled and competent force sufficiently able to make a thorough investigation 
and properly dispose of said claims, I am satisfied that a Ns gay tribunal, un- 
trammeled with other matters, and whose jurisdiction shall be confined solely 
to the investigation of such claims, would be more effective in securing a prompt 
disposal of them; that it would possess equal if not superior fi ties and ad- 
vantages to the General Land Office for such investigation, having the usual 
advantages possessed by courts in presenting testimony with the aid of ¢ounsel 
for both parties, and the decision of a court rendered such investigation 
would be more satisfactory to all parses in interest, 

But the end most to be desired is that the proper settlement of these claims 
shall be speedy and final, so that the claimant may be secure in his title to the 
land to which he has a rightful claim, and that the land to which no lawful 
claim can be shown may be restored to the publie domain to be disposed of 
under the general land laws. 

The billas originally proposed provides for a court having jurisdiction over all 
con! land cases now pending in the General Land Office as well as for the 
investigation and settlement of private land claims in the Territories and State 
named therein. But sections 3, 4, and 5 haying been stricken from said bill, it 
may Feumire some minor amendments, by way of omitting therefrom certain 
phraseology, depending for its significance upon the said sections stricken out, 

I see no ob ons to the eral frame of the bill, and I believe that the or- 
ganization of a court, with the powersand jurisdiction as therein provided, will 
accomplish the objects and purposes above indicated more effectively than the 
existing law or the plan proposed by my predecessor. 

In view of the great and pressing demands for the speedy settlement of land 
titles in the State and Territories mentioned, I beg leave most Saron Bg urge 
the crying necessity for prompt and efficient Congressional action in prem- 


Very respectfully, 
WM. F. VILAS, Secretary. 
Hon. JAMES B. McCreary, 


Chairman Committee on Private Land Claims, 
House of Representatives. 


If, then, this bill has been carefully prepared, if the demand comes 
from the Territory of New Mexico and from the State of Colorado 
through their representatives on this floor, and is approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and is desired by the people who are inter- 
ested, we ought to pass it, unless it can be shown that there is some- 
thing objectionable or unconstitutional in the measure. 

Various plans have been suggested within the last twenty years for 
the settlement of these land claims. Oneis to appointa board of com- 
missioners, and in this connection let me say, Mr. , that the 
bill now under consideration is almost exactly like the bill which was 

by the Forty-seventh Congress, except that it provides for a 
judicial tribunal instead of a board of commissioners. The board of 
commissioners did not work well in California, and I am not in favor 
of a board of commissioners to settle private land claims when a judi- 
cial tribunal can be obtained. 

Another plan was to give jurisdiction to the United States district 
courts in the two Territories and in the State mentioned; but when the 
committee examined this plan we found that the courts are already 
overburdened with business, and if we give them jurisdiction there is 
no probability that the cases would be reached for trial in many years. 
We therefore concluded that the best and wisest plan to give speedy 
relief would be found in a bill providing for a judicial tribunal accord- 
ing to the termsof the bill under consideration. 

The bill provides a fair, comprehensive, and speedy plan for the set- 
tlement of private land claims. The court which is created only lasts 
forfour years, and it is believed in that time the relief so earnestly de- 
manded will be granted. 

Mr. JOSEPH. Mr. Chairman, as a representative on this floor of 
the Territory of New Mexico, I will state here and now that the peo- 
ple of the Territory of New Mexico are a unit in favor of the passage 
of the present bill for their relief from the condition of things which 
has been so well explained by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

I readily understand why my friend representing the people of the 
Territory of Arizona is opposed to this measure, I am reliably in- 
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formed that these grants, or pretended grants, as he alleges them to be, 
are occupied by squatters in his Territory, while in the Territory of 
New Mexico, that I have the honor to represent, all these grants are 
occupied by bona fide claimants and settlers who have lived uport these 
grants for many years. 

I will now refer to the condition of such grants as were reported by 
the Secretary of the Intcrior in his report for 1888, page 32, in which 
he says: ' 

Af ad a lapse of nearly thirty years, more than one thousand claims have been 
filed with the surveyors-general, of which less than one hundred and fifty have 


n reported to Congress, and of the number so reported Congress has finally 
acted upon only seventy-one. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, that number has not since then been increased, 
for the reason that Congress has in almost every instance refused to take 
up and consider any of these claims which have been submitted to this 
House from the Secretary of the Interior under existing law. 

This act has now been in operation for thirty-four years; and but 7 
per cent, of the claims filed have been disposed of. At the same rate 
of progress it must be several centuries before all of these claims are 
acted upon under existing law. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
the Secretary of the Interior says of this law in his report for 1880, 
page 32: 3 

Its operation has been a failure, amounting to a denial of justice both to the 
ciaimants and to the United States. 

Now, under the act of 1854 by the mere fact of the presentation of a 
claim the land is reserved from disposition by the Government of the 
United States. The settlement and development of the country are 
wholly thus barred. We are constructing railroads through New Mex- 
icọ, and the constant influx of population into this Territory renders 
it imperatively necessary that these claims shall be definitely settled 
with the least possible delay. 

Yearafter year, Mr. Chairman, the Commissioners of the General Land 
Office and the surveyors-general in New Mexico have called attention to 
the necessity of some legislation to cure these evils, but Congress has 
turned a deaf ear to all complaints. Congress has refused to act upon 
the claims reported to it under the act of 1854 for confirmation, and it 
is now desired to create a new tribunal to consider and decide them. 

Every interest demands the promptest possible settlement. The peo- 
ple in general demand the removal of this clog upon their progress, and 
the interests of the United States demand that these lands to which 
no valid adverse title can be asserted should be recognized as a portion 
of the national domain and furnish homes for the bona fide settlers of 
our country now seeking homes in the far West. 

The settlement of these long-unsettled titles is absolutely demanded 
by every interest of the Territory of New Mexico. Her development 
for the last forty years has been retarded by this harassing uncertainty. 
Thousands of acres of the public lands have been withdrawn from set- 
tlement and thousands of acres of private grants rendered unavailable 
for sale to actual settlers because Congress has neglected to carry out 
treaty stipulations. Improvements languish because noone knows what 
will be done with titles to land. New Mexico desires an opportunity 
for a free development of her great natural resources. Nothing will aid 
her more than the final settlement of her land titles. 

The last House passed without opposition (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 17, part 5, pages 4370 to 4381) a bill designed to cure these 
long-existing evils. The bill now before the House is offered as aprac- 
ticable solution of the question and promises aspeedy settlement of the 
forty years’ trouble and delay. The whole Territory of New Mexico 
awaits its passage with the utmost anxiety. 

Mr. SYMES. The people of Southern Colorado, of New Mexico, 
and, as I always understood from my friend, Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, 
when he was helping to get a similar bill, are confronted by a condition, 
Mr. Chairman, that condition is that very large tracts of land in that 
country are included within the boundaries of Mexican grants. They 
have what are called “‘paper titles.” The Mexican grants take in not 
only whole counties, but some of them cover about one-eighth of the 
Territory of New Mexico, as shown by my friend from that Territory 

Mr. JOSEPH], and as large as one-eighth of the Territory of New Mex- 
ico, and a large tract in the southern part of the State of Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, those grants conflict with each other in their bound- 
aries, and often are plastered, so to speak, by these paper titles, some 
of them fraudulent and some of them not fraudulent, from two to ten 
thick. That is the first class of what may be called the Mexican grant 
paper titles that have existed since the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 
in 1848 and the Gadsden treaty in 1853 over large portions of that do- 
main. Now, we have another class of titles that we are seeking here 
to protect by this bill. The special object of this bill, the special ob- 
ject of the gentlemen who have had experience and who have spent 
— in maturing this bill, is to protect what may be called the small 

olders. 

All through New Mexico, through a portion of the southern part of 
Colorado, and, as I had understood from the Delegate from Arizona,in 
portions of that Territory also, there are what may be called Mexican 
settlements, little settlements along the small streams, where the 
poe have their farms, the sovereignty of which was transferred from 

exico to this country after the Mexican war. They have their little 
irrigating ditches, and they have occupied those little farms for gener- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6803 


ations, many of them living there before the war with Mexico. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, those are the conditions that confront the occupants of 
that domain in the Territories and State that [have mentioned. How 
shall they obtain relief? 

In 1854 Congress passed an act which provided that claimants should 
present their claims to the suryeyors-general of the States and Terri- 
tories. Over a thousand such claims have been so presented; evidence 
has been taken in them; they have been reported to the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office and a few of them have found their way to 
Congress; but during the thirty years that have elapsed, as the distin- 
guished gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. McCrEARY] has shown, only 
about a score of them have been confirmed, and the balance of those 
claimants have no title to-day. That is to say, Mr. Chairman, the 
Government of the United States has not carried out the guaranties ot 
the treaties that I have mentioned by giving to these people muni- 
ments of title and a certainty of title to the holdings which they pos- 
sessed when those treaties were made. Now, what relief do they need? 
I might add in that connection that under the present system of law 
there have been confirmed, as the gentleman from Kentucky hasshown, 
e umber of grants; but what kind of land grants have been con- 

rmed? 

Why, sir, the Maxwell land grant, the Sangre de Christo grant, and 
about a dozen others that I might name have been confirmed for millons 
ofacres. Thoseclaims were reported to Congress and they passed through 
one ata time in the course of years, I think it is fair to say for mill- 
ions of acres more than they wereentitled to. Whatis the consequence 
under the present system? Here is a large settlement of small holders 
up and down—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McCREARY. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Colorado be permitted to continue for five minutes more. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr.SYMES. Mr. Chairman, these small holders, these settlers upon 
lands that are within the exterior boundaries of these large grants, 
wake up some morning, so to speak, and find that a patent has been 
issued for aconfirmed Mexican paper title grant, the exterior boundaries 
of which inclose their whole settlement and everybody living within it. 
Such patent has been issued and suits have been brought from time to 
time under the order of the Attorney-General of the United States and 
conducted to a conclusion by the United States attorneys and have been 
appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States, and the result has 
been that the Supreme Court have held those patents could not be at- 
tacked. 

The question has been treated as res adjudicata, and the people living 
within the boundaries of these land grants will be ousted by suits in 
ejectment. Now, as I say, where these grants have- not been confirmed 
the paper titles to them are in some instances almost ten deep, and 
within the exterior boundaries of these immense grants are these smali 
settlements, where people—the Mexicans—were living when the trea- 
ties were made. Other people have settled upon what they have taken 
to be the public domain. Whether it is the public domain or not, 
the Government is bound to determine in a proper proceeding, to 
eliminate and regulate the land grants, and to determine what is the 
public domain, so that these pioneer settlers may know whether they 
are living upon a Mexican grant title or whether they are living upon 
a Omid States title, with the right to have it conveyed by patent here- 

E 

Thatis the state of things. Now, this bill provides in section 15 that 
any small holder of less than 160 acres who has occupied a holding 
since those treaties were made may go before a judge of this court 
when he is sitting there and make proof—not present a paper title, but 
make proof—that he and his predecessorsin interest have occupied his 
Jand, not exceeding 160 acres, for forty years, and that upon such 
proof being made the title shall be confirmed to him, notwithstanding 
the fact that the exterior boundaries of some great land grant within 
which his farm is situated extends around it. And, Mr. Chairman, it 
is in behalf of those small holders, those pioneers, that I ask to-day for 
this tribunal, in order that their titles may be confirmed and theirlittle 
farms be made secure. To-day they can not raise a dollar upon those 
farms; to-day one of those pioneers could not raise $25 upon a good 
bs of 160 acres. Why? Because these paper titles are filed over 
them. 

They are pending in the Interior Department, as I have said, over 
1,000 of them plastered all over the country. It is such cases that 
this tribunal is to be constituted to adjudicate properly and confirm. 
Then, sir, these claimants who contend that they have good titles to 
these large grants by virtue of the Mexican or Spanish archives can go 
into this tribunal. The court will sit in bane upon those cases. They 
can be taken to the Supreme Court of the United States. There may, 
perhaps, be ten different litigants, each claiming that the exterior 
boundaries of his grant take in a certain scope of country. ‘The ques- 
tion will finally be settled by the only tribunal that the history of civ- 
ilization, and especially the history of this country, show is compe- 
tent to settle property rights where the cupidity of man is excited 
by large amounts involved—the judicial tribunals and, as a last resort, 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 
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I could discuss this question, Mr. Chairman, by the hour—I have 
had practical experience in it; I have conducted grant suits—but it is 
not necessary to do so at present. 

{Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires to state that the amendment 
of the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SM1rH] was withdrawn, and there 
is now no amendment pending. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Imovea pro forma amendment. Mr. 
Chairman, in my judgment this proposition to exempt Arizona from 
the operation of this bill ought not to prevail. If this bill ought not 
to apply to the Territory of Arizona, it ought not to apply to any Ter- 
ritory whatever. In the Territory of Arizona, so far as I have been 
able to ascertain, the boldest, most reckless, and gigantic schemes of 
robbery have been attempted in relation to these land grants. In the 
Forty-ninth Congress the men interested in these grants in the Terri- 
tory of Arizona had their lobbyists filling the corridors of this Capitol 
seeking to have the Committee on Private Land Claims recommend 
the confirmation of these grants and to have Congress adopt that recom- 
mendation. 

I hold in my hand a favorable report made by the Committee on 
Private Land Claims of the Forty-ninth Congress in relation to Tres 
Alamos claim No. 17, occupying a whole county of that Territory. 
The evidence transmitted by the surveyor-general of that Territory was 
such that any man not cognizant of the actual facts would have been 
led to believe the grant was legal and ought to be confirmed. A gen- 
tleman, not now a member of this House, but who occupies the posi- 
tion of governor of a great State of this Union, an honest, able, capable 
man, had charge of the case at that time and presented the facts to the 
Committee on Private Land Claims in this report, which convinced the 
committee that the claim was just. And, sir, it was only on account 
of the late presentation of the report and the impossibility of calling 
the attention of the House to it that it did not pass Congress, thereby 
confirming beyond the power of reversal a gigantic robbery of the pub- 
lic lands, to the detriment of a thousand men who occupy farms upon 
that grant. 

Can it be possible, sir, that any measure which will give those set- 
tlers a remedy by judicial trial, will confirm their titles, and do away 
with these fraudulent titles, is to fail here? The grant to which I have 
referred was never made by Mexico or Spain. It has no foundation. 
It can not be found anywhere. It is a forgery from beginning to end. 
That grant is but a sample of nearly all the others. Every land-grant 
claimant in the Territory of Arizona is opposed to this bill. Every 
man who is not a land-grant owner, so far as I have been able to learn, 
is in favor of it. 

Mr. PAYSON. Oh, no. Does the gentleman speak by authority of 
the surveyor-general of that Territory ? 4 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. No, sir; but I have heard from a 
great many men who live upon those land grants and who say this 
bill ought to pass. 

Mr. PAYSON. Will the gentleman permit an inquiry? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Certainly. 

Mr. PAYSON. Does not the gentleman know that the surveyor- 
general of Arizona, John Hise, is opposed to the passage of this bill 
and in favor of the plan recommended by Mr. Lamar as Secretary of 
the Interior, in his last two official reports to Congress? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I have not time to discuss that mat- 


ter—— 

Mr. PAYSON. Iam not asking for discussion, but for the facts. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I do not know the reasons for the 

ition which Mr. Hise has taken. I presume he is an honest man. 

have been informed that he has been offered $60,000 to confirm aland 
grant in the Territory of Arizona, which he has refused. Put a dis- 
honest man in his place, and under the present system, what might 
happen? The effect of the opposition to this bill, if successful, will 
be to continue the present system of wrong, of robbery, of outrage, in- 
flicted upon the settlers in that and every other Territory where these 
land grants exist. Sir, in my opinion, if every land claimant in New 
Mexico, Colorado, or Arizona were consulted, he would be opposed to 
everything except an act to confirm his grant. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection, and the formal 
amendment will be considered as withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 10. That immediately upon the organization of said court the clerk shall 
cause to be inserted for a period of thirty days, in five newspapers published in 
each of the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico and State of Colorado. 
Such notices shall be — in both the Spanish and English lan; and 
shall contain the substance of this act, so as same relates to private land 


Amendment of the committee: 

“Insert, after ‘Colorado,’ these words: ‘ notice of the passage of this act.’”” 

Mr. McCREARY. That is the amendment to which I desire to call 
attention. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Seo. 11. That each and every person, corporation, or association claiming 
lands in either of said Territories or State, under or by virtue of any right, title, 
er authority derived from the Spanish or Mexican Governments. which right, 
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title, or authority it is claimed tne Government of the United States is bound to 
respect under the provisions of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, or the treaty 
concluded December 30,1853, commonly known as the Gadsden purchase, with 
the Government of Mexico, or under the laws, usages, and customs of Spain or 
Mexico in the disposal of lands, shall, within two years from the date of the ap- 
provar of this act, present to the said court, or any justice thereof, as hereinbe- 

fore provided, a ponon setting up the facts upon which such claimant relies in 
support of his said claim, stating the location, boundaries, and extent of the land 
claimed, with a map of same, and praying confirmation of the land claimed. 
At the time of filing such petition, or within ninety days thereafter, such claim- 
ant shall present to said court the documentary evidence and the testimony of 
witnesses upon which he relies in support of such claim. The evidence here- 
tofore taken before the surveyors-general under the acts approved July 22, 1554, 
entitled “An act to establish the offices of surveyor-general of New Mexico, 
Kansas, and Nebraska, to grant donations to actual settlers therein, and for 
other p ,” and the act approved July 15, 1870, entitled “An act makin 
appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the year end- 
ing June 30, 1871, and for other p » shall be competent evidence in said 
court of such weight and credibility as the court shall deem it entitled to, hay- 
ing in view the mannerand circumstances under which it was o lly taken. 
In case it shall be desired to take additional testimony, cither on the part of the 
claimants or of the Government, same may be taken by depositions upon notice 
to the claimants or their attorneys and to the United States district attorney for 
the district in which the deposition is to be taken, or if the deposition is to be 
taken in Washington, then to the attorney appointed under this act, who shall, 
in the matter of taking such deposition, represent the United States. On the 
trial, if the same shall be had in either of said Territories or State as herein pro- 
vided, oral testimony shall be received under such rules and regulations as 
be made by the court, which shall be taken down by a sten pher as herein 
provided, and which evidence so taken shall be transcribed in long-hand, which 
testimony shall be a part of the record. 


Mr. PAYSON. I rise for the purpose of offering an amendment to 
come in at the end ofsection 11. I send it up to the Clerk’s desk to 
read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That the limitation of two years in this section shall not apply to 
any tract of land of 160 acres or less in possession of any person of Spanish or 
Mexican descent, and so held in possession or occupancy by such person or his 
ancestors for twenty years, nor to any land occupied asa pueblo or village site. 


Mr. PAYSON. I think that amendment will perhaps be satis- 
factory to the chairman of the committee without consuming any of 
the time of the Committee of the Whole in explaining the necessity of 
this amendment. 

Mr. McCREARY. I will ask the amendment to be again reported. 

The amendment was again reported. 

Mr. PAYSON. It seems to be satisfactory to everybody. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


Sec. 12. That any person, corporation, or association claiming an adverse title 
or right under the United States or otherwise to any part of the land so claimed 
or who shall, at the date of the approval of this act, be in actual possession o! 
the land so claimed, or any portion thereof, otherwise than by the lease or per- 
mission of the claimant, 1 have the right to intervene as a party in interest 
in the cause or proceeding in said court, at ra Oe before decision has been 
rendered, and, upon notice to the claimant or attorney, to submit evidence 
ee in whole or in part, the upo of the claimant or the existence or va- 
lidity of the Cael ew or claim, which evidence shall be considered by the 
court in making its decision. 


There being no amendment proposed, the Clerk read the next sec- 
tion, as follows: 


Src. 13. That after the evidence in any case so presno is completed, the 
court shall proceed promptly to examine same, with such arguments as may be 
presented, and thereupon to determine as to the validity, in whole or in part, 
ofthe claim. In arriving at such determination the court shall be governed by 
the provisions of the treaty applicable to such claim, the law of nations, the 
laws of the government from which the claim is derived, the principles of 
equity, and the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States so far as 
they are applicable. The said court shall not in any case confirm a claim for a 
greater quantity of land than was originally granted, or for a greater quantit; 
than was authorized to be granted by the laws of the government under which 
the claim had inception. And in confirming any such claim, in whole or in 
part, the court shall in its decree ty piany location, boundaries, and 
probable area of tbe land the claim to which is so confirmed. When, however, 
the description of the land in any such grant or concession shall require the lo- 
cation to be ascertained by mountain ranges, mountain tops, forests, and like 
natural objects, whereby or A any description thereof, the quantity of land in 
any such grant or concession is uncertain, or too vague for location, said court 
shall declare and adjudge such t or concession void and of no force, 
reason of such indefinite description, except as to the quantity of land in .sw 
nt or concession in the actual possession of the grantee, or his assigns, or 

egal representatives, at the dates of the treaties of cession. 

Amendment of the committee: In line 22 substitute the word “and” for 
“or;" so it will read: 

“The quantity of land of any such grant or concession is uncertain and too 
vague for Jocation, ete.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 


Sec. 14. That whenever the Government, by its attorney, or any person, cor- 
poration, or association, shall deny the existence of the right, title, or grant from 
the Spanish or Mexican Government, under which any petitioner claims lands 
by petition before said court, or shall allege that the said right, title, claim, or 
grant was fraudulently obtained, or that there is good reason to believe that the 

apers or documents under which any such right, title, or grant is claimed are 

‘orgeries,then,and in any such case,the petitioner or petitioners shall, upon the 
order of said court, exhibit to the court, at a time and in such order to be speci- 
fied, the original papers or documents upon which any such right, title, claim, 
or grant is all to be founded, ifthe same are in possession of such petitioner 
or can be obtained nf him; if such originals can not be produced by such pe- 
titioner, he shall exhibit and file in the office of said court, within such time as 
the court shall direct, duly authenticated copias of all papers upon which he de- 
pends to establish his claim; whereupon if the Government, by its attorney or 
any proper person, shall certify said court that there is doubtas to the validity 
of such claim, right, or grant, it shall be the duty of the court to transmit tothe 
Secretary of State of the United States a request that the question in controversy 
be thoroughly investigated by the representative of the United States Govern- 
ment in Spain or Mexico, or any of the States thereof from which it is claimed 
any such right, title, or grant is derived; and thereupon the Secretary of State 
shall authorize and direct such representatives to said foreign government to 
asce! and report the exact facts in relation to any such claim, right, title, or 
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grant as the same shall appear by the records of such foreign government, ac- 
peng ne by duly authenticated copies of a. documents or papers he may 
find in relation to the same, upon the receipt of which by the Secretary of State 
he shall t it the same to said court, and the court shall duly notify the 
parties or their attorneys thereof, and said report and authenticated copies, if 
any, shall be received by the court as evidence, and shall receive such weight 
as the court may think proper. 

There being no amendment proposed, the Clerk read the next sec- 
tion, as follows: 

Src. 15. That wherever any claimant shall produce evidence to the satisfac- 
tion of the said court of the continuous occupancy and possession, by himself, 
his ancestors, or grantors, for forty years next preceding the date of the ap- 
prora of this act, of a piece or parcel of land in either of said Territories or 

te, not exceeding 160 acres in extent, and not included within the limits of 
any grant for the establishment of a city, town, or village, no further evidence 
of title or ownership shall be necessary or touren from such claimant, but he 
ea thereupon be entitled to confirmation of his title to such piece or parcel of 


Mr. DUNN. I move to strike out the last word for the purpose 
of asking a question, and if I find it to be necessary, of offering a sub- 
stantial amendment. Now this section provides that proof of simple 
occupation unconnected with the character of title by which the tenant 
holds occupation shall be evidence of title. To explain my question I 
desire to say this: Those familiar with that country and those titles 
know the Pueblo Indians hold their titles under pueblo or village 
grants. We also know that under the laws of Spain and Mexico that 
is a title in fee-simple in these Indians. Suppose the tenant and his 
ancestors shall have occupied as tenants by the permission of the Indian 
tribe, by the permission of the headman or trustee of this village for 
forty years, do the gentlemen intend to allow that tenancy to be proved 
up adversely to the title of the real landlord or owner? 

Mr. McCREARY. Ido notthink that criticism of section 15 is well 
taken, because the section refers to any claimant, and there is a distinc- 
tion between a claimant and tenant. 

It provides: 

Sec, 15. That wherever any claimant shall produce evidence to the satisfac- 
tion of the said court of the continuous occupancy and ion, by himself, 
his ancestors, or grantors, for forty years next preceding the date of the appro- 
val of this act, of a piece or parcel of land in either of said Territories or State, 
not exceeding 160 acres in extent,and not included within the limits of auy 
grant for the establishment of a city, town, or village, no further evidence of 
title or ownership shall be necessary or required from such claimant, but he 
pepe  iapeoun be entitled to confirmation of his tithe to such piece or parcel 
ol 

Mr. DUNN. I desire to call the attention of the gentleman from 
Kentucky to the Hot Springs case. That was a Government reserva- 
tion. The people went there and built up a town. 

Mr. McCREARY. Let me interrupt the gentleman a moment just 
at this point with reference to his suggestion. If you say ‘‘ adverse 
claim,” would that not make it perfectly clear? 

Mr. DUNN. I want to give the gentleman an illustration by this 
Hot Springs case. First, there were two or three claimants to the title 
of this property. The Supreme Court decided finaHy that the title 
was in the Government. During the forty, fifty, or sixty years that 
the property was in the possession of these landlords some persons were 
admitted as purchasers and others were admitted as tenants by terms, 
or at will, under them. When the Government took possession of the 
property and appointed a commission to adjudicate the title, atl these 
tenants became claimants, and set up a claim of title by oceupancy to 
that part of the reservation they occupied, and it has required ‘adju- 
dication, and finally a decision by the Supreme Court of the United 
States to settle the question as between them and their former land- 
lords. Now, if that decision had been final, and without the possi- 
bility of appeal, these tenants at will would have taken the property 
of their landlords, who were given under the act a preference to the 
purchase of the property, at the price fixed by the Government. 

The section of this bill ought to be now amended to meet such a 
condition. 

But I desire to call the attention of the House also to the experience 
of the Mission and Pueblo Indians of California. I have trayeled over 
the region of country affected by this bill and have some knowledge of 
the existing conditions there. When the commission of 1851 was cre- 
ated to adjudicate these titles in California, nobody imagined that the 
rights of the Indians were to be impleaded there; and the commission 
was directed to ascertain and report upon the tenure by which the 
Mission Indians held their titles. That commission never made that 
report, because they did not leave anything to the Mission Indians to 
report upon. Their titles were all swept away. The Mission title is 
a different title from that of the Pueblo Indian. The Mission title 
was simply aright of occupancy given by the Mexican government and 
which could be secularized—restored to the public domain at any time 
by the Government. A 

A strict and technical ruling under the law applicable to California 
would bar every Pueblo Indian title in California, if the court holds 
that the Indians were impleaded in those cases. 

Now, strict care should be taken in this bill to protect the right of 
these Pueblo Indians as well as the Mission Indians, if there be any 
-there; and no bar or pretended bar or statute of limitations by a State 
or Territory or a Congress should be allowed to operate against them; 
nor should any trespasser or tenant upon their lands be allowed to set 
up an adverse title. These Indians are the wards of the Government. 


They are at the mercy of the Government; and just here I will advert 
to some other possibilities that may arise in connection with such leg- 
islation. I regretted exceedingly to see that the Delegate from Arizona 
[Mr. SMITH] was prepared to assume that justice could not be admin- 
istered in these matters in Arizona. It isa sad state of affairs if there 
is a square yard within the jurisdiction of the United States Govern- 
ment where justice can not be administered to the citizens. It isasad 
state of affairs, I repeat, if there be such a condition of things existing 
anywhere in this country. 

I can understand very well, from the knowledge of existing condi- 
tions, that there are three classes of people who do not want these titles 
adjudicated in any way. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Arkansas may be permitted to continue for five minutes longer. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DUNN. There are three classes of claimants who do not want 
any adjudication of title whatever. One is the land grabber, who is 
in possession of his so-called grant, but in possession of a grant two, 
three, or four times as much in area as his original grant entitled him 
totake. He does not want thescrutiny of the court or any inquiry into 
his metes and bounds. Another is the settler, who has gone upon 
somebody’s grant and is occupying it, but has a shrewd suspicion in 
his own mind that a trial between himself and the claimant to the 
grant who can set up a title will set himoff the land. He doesnot want 
any trial. He is an “honest settler.” He is a ‘‘sacred pioneer.” 
{Laughter.] Another is the bully or desperado, who is a tenant by 
contract, who has entered upon these Indian Pueblo grants and has 
oceupied them with a Winchester and six-shooter for a long term of 
years, and he thinks when the Indian title is inquired into and éstab- 
lished he will have to ‘‘go.’? He does not want any trial. But others 
who honestly believe they have valid and legal titles naturally want 
their titles adjusted and settled. 

It is a question that no honest man wants to leave open. No com- 
munity and no country can prosper—no community can have peace 
and order, without quieting and securing the titles to their lands and 
their homes. If titles are to be held by the shotgun, the Winchester, 
the revolver, and the six-shooter—if such a condition prevails the man 
who is the chief desperado is the largest landlord. All good and law- 
abiding citizens want their titles secured and fixed and made certain, 
and they desire to enjoy them in the peace of the State and of the Goy- 
ernment. It is the duty of Congress to give them the opportunity of 
settling their titles, and to make it through tribunals which will ad- 
minister justice as nearly as human tribunals can administer justice. 
I listened therefore to the remarks of the gentleman from Arizona with 
a feeling of sincere regret. I regretted to see that he did not consider 
his own profession in his own Territory an honorable one. I would not 
hold my license to practice law if I did not believe my profession an 
honorable one. I would scorn to enterany court in the country unless 
I believed it would administer justice, and Congress ought not to be 
deterred from providing tribunals to administer justice, to settle titles, 
and to preserve peace and order inevery community by the flippant re- 
marks ofanybody. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Is it not the experience and observa- 
tion of every lawyer that these unconscionable fees are obtained before 
tribunals that are not courts, but where they take contingent fees? 

Mr. DUNN. Oh, yes; there is rascality in that business, as there is 
in all other businesses, but it is an exception to the general rule. All 
the courts of the country will compel lawyers to take just and reason- 
able fees, 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Arkansas has 
expired. 

Mr. DUNN. I desire to ask the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Mc- 
CrEARY ] to yield time to offer an amendment. 

Mr. PAYSON. I have an amendment which I think will answer 
the gentleman’s pu: . 

Mr. DUNN. ‘Then I withdraw the request for unanimous consent. 

Mr. PAYSON. Before offering that, I desire to say one word in refer- 
ence to the observations first submitted by the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas, and to offer an amendment prior to the one which I now hold in my 
hand. I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that the criticisms which the 
gentleman from Arkansas has made upon this section are well founded. 
I think the section as it stands will accomplish exactly what the com- 
mittee intends the section shall accomplish, but I think that some of 
the provisions are too broad. 

In this bill the limitation is fixed at forty years. In myjudgment | 
that is entirely too long, for tworeasons. First, it is not in consonance 
with the land legislation of this country. So far as I know twenty 
years of open adverse possession to a piece of land in every State in this 
Union is regarded equivalent to title, and I think that the limitation 
should be made twenty years and thus conform to legislation in simi- 
lar cases all over the country. 

Mr. HOOKER. Will the gentleman allow me to suggest to him 
that in some of the States ten years’ open adverse possession gives title ? 

Mr. PAYSON. In mostof the Western States where there isclaim of 
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color of title seven years of open and adverse possession is considered 
sufficient to give title; butin this caseof the Territories, where therights 
of persons are possible to be interfered with, and the question is one 
simply between them and the Government, I think twenty years of 
open adverse title is sufficient for all purposes, and I think so for the 
further reason that in the sections of country such as that there is a 
difficulty in securing evidence of open adverse possession for forty 

ears, but that in an oldersection, such as where the gentleman from 
Mississippi lives, forty years adverse possession would not be proper. 
Therefore I move to strikeout, in line 4, the word ‘‘ forty’ and insert 
t twenty.” It has been by ” gentlemen that there may be 
cases where people who claim under these fraudulent grants haye gone 
into possesion of them and claim 160 acres, and in connection with this 
amendment I offer another. Inline 7, after the word ‘‘ extent,” insert 
“and whose o al claim did not exceed 160 acres.” These two 
amendments would perfect this clause. 

Mr. McCREARY. With that qualification I have no objection to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois. By the lim- 
itation to forty years in these Territories in the State of Colorado there 
are persons who may have been in possession where they have illegally 
taken possession for over twenty years, and with the qualification of 
the gentleman from Illinois I have no objection to that amendment. 

Mr. HOVEY. Do you hold that time runs against the States? 

Mr. McCREARY. Oh, no; only against persons. 

Mr. HOVEY. That amendment is broad enough to cover the lim- 
itation of the State against the Government. 

Mr. PAYSON. It is not a question of saving to the Government. 
Here is public land, and the public lands that the Government owns 
are for the use of the people. Thereis a situation of affairs in the south- 
west portion of the Union where men can not get title. The ordinary 
provisions of the homestead law will not apply, nor will the provisions 
of the pre-emption law. In this situation it was thought best by the 
committee to provide that as these little disconnected tracts of land in 
these Territories where a person has been in open adverse possession | în 
should be confined to not more than 160 acres. Under the homestead 
laws he gets title in five years. That is the reason for this amend- 
ment. It does not save land to the Government, but simply is to give 
them title to land of which they have had adverse possession. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Kentucky for information why the limit is placed at 160 acres. 
Is it to be analogous to the homestead law? 

Mr. McCREARY. It will beanalogous. It issaid by the Delegate 
from New Mexico that all of these claimants are small and the holders 
have not more than 160 acres. 

The question on the amendment to strike out ‘‘forty ” and insert 
“twenty” was taken, and the amendment was to. 

The amendment to insert, after the word ‘‘extent,’’ in line 7, ‘‘and 
whose original claim did not exceed 160 acres’? was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


of the decree of confirmation, which shall plainly state the Pond sx pave 
and probable area of the tract confirmed; said Commissioner 
shall thereupon cause the tract so confirmed to be surveyed at the cost of the 
United States. When an: ee have been made and returned to 
Sere s r-general of the Apinan perot Territory or State, and the plat thereof 
mpleted, the surveyo shall give notice that same has been done, by 
pubi cation ones Sh week be for four consecutive weeks in two ne 
published at the capital of the Territo: at State. erg e the other published near 
the land so surveyed, such notices to ublished in both the Spanish eae 
English ianacheee and the surveyor-gen nazal shall retain such survey and 
in his office for public Tapena for the full period of ninety days from the 
of the first publication of notice in the ne per published at the capital of 
the Te or If at the expiration of such period no objection to such 
survey has been filed with him, he approve same and forward it to the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office. within the said period of ninety 
days are made to such survey, either by any party a an inter- 
est Pin e confirmation or by any party claiming an interest in the tract em- 
in the survey or ha Aa part thereof, such objection shall be reduced to 
writing, stating distincti o interest of the objector and the grounds of Sa 
Ohion; on, pawr Kon by him or his attorney, and filed with the surveyo; 

h affidavits or other proofs as he may produce in support o his 
pira rira go the expiration of the said ninety days the surveyor-general shall 
forward such survey, with the objections an AIE filed ine tas support of or in 
ORRORI bo wa to sah Pi tage ane and his report thereon: to the Commissioner of 

Imm ly upon receipt of any such survey, with 
or without ohjeations th thereto, the said Commissioner shall transmit same, with 
all accom: pers, to the court in banc for its examination of the suey 
and of an fs that may have been filed; and the said court 

ee Coes etermine if the survey is in su tial accordance 
with the decree of co) If found to be correct, the court shall direct 
its clerk to indorse upon aon tee face of the plat its approval. If found to be incor- 
rect, the court shall return same for correction in such particulars as it shall 
direct, When any survey is finally approved by the court, it shall be returned 
to sin frocens ogee) of the General Land Office, who shall cause a patent to be 
issued thereon. 


Mr. PAYSON. I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
desk, to go in at the end of the section. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


All persons of Spanish or Mexican descent in possession or occupancy of a 
less area than 160 acres, and who by themselves or ancestors 


one 


ying pa: 
pleg Sae a, and 


ha font seas fort shall have their 
ve n such ocen uio 'ortwenty years or more, ve respect- 
ive holdings ascertain certified waa der the direction of the ‘or-gen- 


eral and patented to them a ions expense to them, and this also 


to all pueblo or v: sites and locations; and hereafter all application to en- 
ter land in any of said Territories or the State of Colorado under the land owe 
of the United States shall show and (full proof be mes to tho register that 


pazi of fhe land songh De ectared ia ia posession of any peten of Peni 
shall not apply. 

Mr. PAYSON. Imay say that I have submitted this amendment 
to the Delegate from New Mexico, and it is satisfactory to him as well 
as to the members of the committee. Therefore, unless some explana- 
tion is desired by gentlemen who are not familiar with the subject, I 
will not consume time by stating the reasons for the amendment, ex- 
cept to say that I agree fully with the idea suggested by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. DUNN ] as to the necessity of full protection to all 
the inhabitants of these pueblos and village sites in these Territories. 
They are a simple, harmless, ignorant people, who believe that their 
titles are as absolute and perfect as we believe the title of the Govern- 
ment to be in the building in which we stand; and as to them I think 
that their holdings should be ascertained and poe by the Govern- 
ment without expense, and that there should not be any entry per- 
mitted by anybody in any land claimed to be in these neighborhoods 
withont an affirmative showing in the application that the lands are 
not in possession of any of the people sought to be protected by this 
amendment, The amendment is broad and covers the whole field. 

The amendment was to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. WICKHAM. Imove to amend that section by striking out, in 
line 4, the word ‘‘affected,’’? and inserting in lien thereof the word 
“‘effected.”? 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 18. That all lands the claim to which shall be finally rejected by said 
court, or by the rien wyotin and all lands =, which no claim $ resented to 
ay meron nb fp n two from the date of kgs (nay Wan Pg fee 
Estee deemed, held, and d considered to bea part of the public ata ora nited 


The Committee on Private Land Claims recommended an amend- 
ment, as follows: 


After the word “lands,” in line 3, insert “claimed in either of said Terri- 
tories or State under or by virtue of any right, title, or Colby kant | Abe from 
Spain or Mexico, or under the Jaws, usages, and custo: 


The amendment pas agreed to. 

Mr. PAYSON. I that perhaps a verbal amendment ought to 
be added to make this section harmonious with those that have been 
amended preceding it, and I send such an amendment to the desk. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

After the word “act,” in line4, insert “ except as otherwise herein provided.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 19, That the filing of a petition for the confirmation of any private land 


siam in the court, as herein provided, shall have the effect of lis ens as to 
rsons subsequently entering upon or cece any interest in the lands 
Oren apar cinder os one part thereof, and sai pre gaetcingehs he ehh 


cordance with the usages of 


Mr. WICKHAM. I move to amend that section by striking nis the 
words ‘‘the court,” in line 6, and inserting ‘‘courts.”’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec, 21. That section 8 of the act of Congress, approved July 22, 1554, entitled 
“An act to establish the office of surve eral of New Mexico, Kansas, and 
Nebraska, to grant donations to ardi e tilers therein, and for on tan re n 
and all acts amendatory or in extension of said section 8, or supplementary 
thereto, be, and the same are hereby, repealed. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I would like to add, as an amendment, 
the words: ‘‘Except as to the Territory of Arizona.” The court here 
provided for takes the place of the surveyors-general of the various Ter- 
ritories; and inasmuch as I feel that the present system is a better one 
for Arizona than the one proposed in this bill, I ask to have that Ter- 
ritogy excepted, and I would like to have it ‘done by unanimous con- 
sent, 

Mr. McCREARY, -I suggest to the gentleman from Arizona that he 
withhold that amendment until a vote is taken upon his other amend- 
ment, to strike out Arizona from the operation of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. Then I ask unanimous consent to con- 
sider the amendment to section 21 after the vote shall have been taken 
on the amendment first offered by me. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk completed the reading of the bill 
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Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Iask unanimous consént to return to 
sections 6 and 7, to which I desire to offer amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. THOMPSON] 
asks unanimous consent to return to section 6 for the purpose of pro- 
posing an amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Ishall object for the present; or I will hear a 
statement of the object in view, reserving the right to object. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. The object of the amendment is to put 
no limitation upon the right of appeal. Ido not understand why there 
should be any limitation upon the right of appeal provided for in that 
section. These claims arise under grants made by the Mexican or the 
Spanish Government. We are under treaty obligation to respect those 
rights when established, and I think the fullest opportunity ought to 
be given to have them investigated in the court of last resort, and that 
no distinction should be made between them because of the value or 
the want of value of the property. ‘The property of the small holder 
is as important to him as that of the large holder is to him. 

Mr. SPRINGER, What would be the effect of the change which 
you propose ? 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. The effect would be to give an appeal in 
all cases from the department judge to the court in bank. The appeal 
is now limited to cases where the value of the property exceeds $2,000. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 

“righ 
A tt neh AG at a eran pene 
“and there shall be a right of appeal in all cases from the department court to 
the court in bank,” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. THOMPSON ] asks 
unanimous consent to return to section 6. Is there objection ? 

Mr. PAYSON. I desire to inquire whether the section to which 
this amendment applies is not one of those sections which were struck 
out? 

Mr. McCREARY. No, sir; this refers to section 6. 

Mr. PAYSON. Was not section 6 struck out? 

Mr. McCREARY. No, sir; sections 3, 4, and 5 were struck out, 
leaving the bill in such a shape as to apply only to private land claims. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the Clerk had better report the 
amendment, thatit may be understood whether there is objection to re- 
turning to that portion of the bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. I ask that the lines which I propose to 
strike out be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In section 6 strike out “‘ That in every case where it js not made to appear, by 
evidence to the court, that the value of the property involved,with 


the improvements thereon, exceeds the sum of $2,000, the decision of the jus- 


tice rendered indepartment shall be final. In every case where the value of 
e 


property involved, with the improvements thereon, is so shown to exceed 
sum of $2,000, either party not satisfied with the decision rendered shall have 
the right of appeal to the courtin bank,” and insert “There shall be a right of 
appeal in all cases from the department court to the court in bank,” 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. That leaves the remainder of the sec- 
tion stand. 

Mr. McCREARY. I see no objection to that amendment. As I 
understand, it simply allows an appeal to be taken to the court in 
banc no matter what may be the amount involved. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. In all cases. ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Ohio to return to section 6 for the purpose of considering 
this amendment? ‘The Chair hears none. 

The amendment was considered and adopted. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. I now ask unanimous consent to sub- 
mit a similar amendment to section 7. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In section 7 strike out “ That in every case where it is not made to appear, b 
evidence satisfi to the court, that the value of the property involved, with 
the improvements thereon, exceeds the sum of $5,000, the decision of the courtin 
bank be final. In every case where it shall be so made to appear that the 
value of the property involved, with the improvements thereon, exceeds the 
sum of $5,000,” and insert “In all cases determined by the courtin bank;” so 
as to read “Src. 7. In allcases determined rp date a in bank, either party not 
satisfied with the decision rendered shall have the right of appeal to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, inthe same manner and u 
ditions as is provided by law for the taking of appeals from 
district courts of the United States,” 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous con- 
sent to return to section 7 for the purpose of having this amendment 
considered. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I object. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Why does the gentleman object? 

Mr. SPRINGER, I think we ought not to permit in every case an 
appeal to the Supreme Court—— 
oe sangre Debate is not in order. The bill has been read 

ug 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Itwas the understanding with the chair- 


man of the committee [Mr. MoCREARY] that I should have the oppor- 
tunity to submit this amendment to the House. 


Mr. SPRINGER. Of course I do not object to carrying out any un- 
derstanding. 


Mr. McCREARY. The gentleman from Ohio is mistaken about this 


matter. He came to me with the proposition and I told him the sec- 
tion had been passed, but so far as I was personally concerned—— 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. The gentleman stated that when the 
reading of the bill was completed no objection would be made to my 
presenting this amendment, 

Mr. McCREARY. ‘The gentleman will remember that he showed 
me only one amendment, the one already adopted. I can not agree to 
appeals being taken to the Supreme Court of the United States with- 
out regard to the amount involyed. This would allow an appeal 
though the amount of the claim were only $100. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio. Then I would like to offer an amend- 
ment striking out ‘'$5,000’’ and inserting ‘*$2,000” as the amount 
necessary to entitle a party to an appeal. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If the gentleman desires to offer that amendment 
I will not object. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I shall have to object to that. Five 
thousand dollars is not an excessive limit upon the right of appeal to 
the Supreme Court of the United States. Weshould not undertake to 
encumber the docket of that court with small cases. [Cries of ‘‘ Reg- 
ular order !”’] 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I now ask that my amendment, which 
has already been discussed, be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out the word “Arizona” wherever it occurs in the bill, 


The question being taken, there were—ayes 22, noes 10. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 
What is the amendment we are voting on? I did not understand it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. It is an amendment exempting Arizona from the 
operations of the bill. 

Mr. FELTON. It is to deny to a certain portion of citizens the 
justice guarantied to them under the Constitution and which is allowed 
to others. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is not in order. 

The result of the vote as above stated—ayes 22, noes 10—was an- 
nounced. 

So the amendment of Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, was to. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I now desire to offer the other amend- 
ment, which it was agreed I might offer if the one just voted on should 
be adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to section 21 the words “ except as to the Territory of Arizona.” 


The amendment of Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, was to. 

Mr. PAYSON. I desire to offer an amendment to come in as an ad- 
ditional section. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add the following as section 23: 

“Tn all cases of written evidence of title duly certified copies thereof shall be 
filed with the clerk when the claim is filed and also recorded within one month 
thereafter on the real-estate records of each county in which the lands claimed 
shall lie, and no paper the execution of which is connected with the title shall 
be used as evidence unless so filed and recorded; and the provisions of section 
14 shall apply to all such papers so filed or recorded.” 3 

Mr. McCREARY. Iask the Clerk to read that amendment again, 
as the disorder in the House prevented my hearing it. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a general conversation throughout the 
Hall, and it is difficult to hear what is going on. Complaint has been 
made by members on several occasions, and the Chair now requests 
gentlemen to abstain from conversation or to retire to the coat-room. 

Mr, PAYSON. My reason for offering that amendment is this: The 
difficulty which grows out of the adjustment of claims is the fact, which 
is conceded by everybody who has had occasion to examine them, that 
in these great claims’papers which are forged and fraudulent are used 
to a greater or less extent. Without regard to individual instances 
within my own knowledge, I simply appeal in a general way to mem- 
bers of tlie committee as to whether the general statement I make is 
not absolutely true? 

Now, sir, when we afford a forum in which these claims may be ex- 
amined on proper evidence of title more or less ancient, liable to be 
forged for reasons which are obvious to everybody, we impose no hard- 
ship whatever on the claimants to these great areas of land, under paper 
title, if we say to them, asa of the investigation of their claims, 
when they file their claim before this tribunal, they shall also file there 
the original or a duly certified copy of the paper evidence of title upon 
which these great claims rest, so that they may be subject to inspection 
not only by the lawyers engaged for the Government, but also by citi- 
zens and individual claimants whose rights may clash and conflict with 
these great claims, and their attorneys also may have access to them. 
It is no hardship to them if all of their evidence of title shall be open 
to the inspection of all persons interested. And the only penalty im- 
posed for the violation of that provision is that the paper evidence of 
title, unless so presented, and unless so recorded, shall not be used as 
evidence as against the Government of the United States, That is all 
there is of it. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. PAYSON. That is all I care to say. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. FELTON, Is it in order to move gyreconsideration of the vote 
by which Arizona was excluded from the provisions of this bill ? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I object, 

The CHAIRMAN. The motion to reconsider is not in order in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

` Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Is not a motion to reconsider in or- 
der at any time? 

The CHAIRMAN, It is not in committee. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman can reach his object by asking a 
separate vote in the House on the amendment adopted in the commit- 
be providing for the exclusion of Arizona from the operation of the 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair can only answer for the present. 

Mr. McCREARY. I move the bill with the amendment which has 
been agreed to be laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. PAYSON. When this bill was under consideration on the 31st 
day of March last, if I remember correctly, I had the honor to submit 
some observations in opposition to its and in support of a plan 
of adjustment of these claims which I have had in mind for a number 
of years, or since my connection with this subject. Ihave prepared in 
the line of my record a substitute for the pending bill, which, as amended 
by the committee, is now in a much better condition as to my own 
views than when I prepared the substitute for it. 

Mr. McCREARY. Let the substitute be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. SENEY. No, let the substitute be read. 

Mr. PAYSON. Very well, let the substitute be read and be consid- 
ered as pending. 

The Clerk read the substitute, as follows: 


A bill to provide for the settlement of private land claims in the State of Col- 
orado, and the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico, and for other pur- 
poses. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That jurisdiction is hereby conferred on the Depart- 
ment of the Interior to ascertain and settle all private land claims in the State 
of Colorado, and the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico in the manner fol- 
lowing: A full examination of all such claims shall be made by the surveyor- 

eneral of the respective the said State and Territories as is now provided by 
aw, with the added action that in cases of the taking of oral testimony the pro- 
ceeding 8) be open and public. 

‘Che surveyor-general shall make ag pay on the case, with all evidence taken 
to ‘he Commissioner of the General Land Office, upon which. at a time to be 
fix +d and due notice to parties interested, a trial and adjudication of the elvim 
sh ull be made by the Commissioner, who shall, pending the hearing, have power 
to order further investigation by the surveyor-general. If ceemed necessary 
to «x ite examinations in the Territory of New Mexico, the Secretary of the 
I xerior may appoint an assistant surveyor-general for that Te: ritory,whoshail 
„è skilled in the Spanish language, and at a salary at the rate 22,vv per an- 
num, to be paid monthly, and for the period he shall be aaeoa diac om se 
and-to pay the same the sum of $2,000, or so much thereof as may 
and not otherwise appropriated, is hereby appropriated. 

And in all hearings evidence already taken in pending cases may be used, 
giving the same such credit as it shall be entitled to. 

Sec. 2. From the decision of the Commissioner an appeal may be taken to the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the record and all papers in the case shall be cer- 
tified to that officer for hearing and determination, and he may order addi- 
tional investigation to detect fraud or correct error in fact, 

From the decision of the Secretary of the Interior an appeal shall be allowed 
to the Supreme Court of the United States upon appellant, if a claimant or party 
other than the United States, giving bond in such sum as shall be required by 
the Secretary, payable to the United States for the use of all interested, and 
conditioned for the prosecution of the appeal with effect and the payment of all 
costs in the Supreme Court on the dismissal of the appeal or the affirmance of 
the finding of the Secretary. The full record of the case shall be transmitted to 
the Supreme Court and errors assigned thereon as in cases of appeal from a 
circuit court : Provided, That the foregoing proceedings shall be limited to cases 
and claims involving 11 square leagues or less of land; in all cases involving a 

reater area than 11 square leagues, the proceedings shall remain as under ex- 
Sting law except as hereinafter provided. 

Sec. 3. All persons of Spanish or Mexican descent in possession or occupancy 
of a tract of land of less area than 160 acresand who by themselves or ancestors 
have been in such occupancy for twenty years, shall have their holdings ascer- 
tained and surveyed under the direction of the surveyor-general, and patented 
to them without expense to them; as also all pueblo or village sites and loca- 
tions, All applications to enter land in either of the said Territories or State of 
Colorado under any of the land Jaws of the United States shall show, and full 

roof be also made to the officers of the local land offices, that no part of the 
ands sought to be entered is in possession of any person of Spanish or Mexican 


descent. 

Sec. 4, All claims under private grants from the Spanish or Mexican Govern- 
ments, except as to tracts in occupancy of less than 160 acres, and pueblo or vil- 
lage sites or locations, shall be filed within two years from the passage of this 
act and not after, and in all cases all written evidence of title or duly certified 
copies thereof shall be filed with said claim and also duly recorded within one 
month thereafter on the real estate records of each county in which the lands 
claimed shall lie, and no paper, the execution of which is connected with the 
title, shall be used in evidence unless so filed and recorded. 

There shall be no further withdrawals of land on preliminary survey, but the 
filing of paper evidences of title as above provided shall be notice. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall have pr to make all necessary rules 
and regulations to carry out the provisions hereof, 


Mr. PAYSON. Isimply wish to say, Mr, Chairman, that the bill 
just read, proposed as a substitute for the pending measure, is in har- 
mony exactly with the recommendations made by Mr. Secretary Lamar 
in his last two annual reports to Congress. It contains the idea which 
I outlined in the observations made to the House on the 31st of March 
last, when this bill was under consideration, and I do not care to’ go 
into the subject further, as an argument now on this bill would be a 
mere repetition of what I said then. Some of the prominent features 
in the substitute have already been incorporated in the committee’s 


necessary 


bill, and so far as that has been done it removes some of the objections 
that I had to the bill in its original form. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Chair understand the gentleman as 
proposing the substitute for action now? 

Mr. PAYSON. Yes, I move the adoption of the substitute. 

Mr. FELTON. I desire to ask the gentlemanif Arizona is included 
in this substitute? 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona. I am perfectly willing to have the sub- 
stitute pass with Arizona in it, if that answers the gentleman’s ques- 
tion» 

Mr, FELTON. My reason for asking is that the present bill, for 
which this bill is a substitute, at the very last moment of its consider- 
ation in the committee was amended, an exception being made to the 
Territory of Arizona, and excluding it from the provisions of the bill. 
Iam unable to see any good reason why that should have been done. 

By reason of the laches of the Government of the United States and 
the violation for years and tens of years of our solemn treaty stipula- 
tions and obligations in regard to these lands, through and by reason 
of which we obtained them, that portion of the country has been in an 
almost chaotic condition, its development and prosperity greatly re- 
tarded, and its citizensdemoralized. Norightin real property has been 
recognized by anybody. As the gentleman from Arkansas has said, 
the “shotgun law’? prevails and might makes right. 

I am opposed, sir, to any bill by whicha portion of the people of this 
country shall be denied their constitutional rights to appear before the 
tribunals of their country in order that they may present their cases 
for adjudication and obtain even-handed justice. This bill now dis- 
criminates against a section and denies the people thereof a hearing in 
court and consequently justice. 

Now, in regard to the Arizona land claims, I know almost of my own 
knowledge that there are ten or fifteen as valid grants as were ever 
given, and to be fair I should add that I believe there are also twenty 
or more involving as y pieces of knavery and thievery in con- 
nection with land grants as can be found in the history of the country. 

Admitting both of these facts to be true, and I know whereof I speak, 
and in some instances I know that some of the best talent of the United 
States has heen employed and sent to Mexico to look over the old 
archives and carefully examine in regard to these grants, and purchases 
have been made under the circumstances and on reports so made; I 
say, admitting these facts to be true, and they are true, I see no reason, 
no justice, no question of right, fair dealing, or equity why the citi- 
zens of Arizona should not be entitled to their constitutional right of 
their day in court, as well as the people of any other portion of the 
country, and hence I am opposed to the passage of this bill in its pres- 
ent form. I see no reason why an honest man in Arizona, desiring to 
do and receive justice, could object to an adjudication of his rights be- 
fore a tribunal appointed by the President, and thus removed even 
from the suspicion of any local knowledge or prejudice, with no incen- 
tive to do wrong. 

I suspect there are those who do not desire an investigation into 
what they term their rights. 

Mr. SENEY addressed the Chair. 

Mr. McCREARY. Iask unanimous consent that the debate be con- 
sidered as closed in fifteen minutes, ten minutes of which shall be 
allotted to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr, SENEY. I object to being limited in that way. 

Mr. McCREARY, Well, then, to give the gentleman as much time 
as he desires. 

Mr. SENEY, I understand I have the right to the floor in my own 
time. 

TheCHAIRMAN, The gentleman will be entitled to the floor under 
the rule for five minutes. Does the gentleman desire to be heard on 
the substitute? 

Mr. SENEY. My understanding of the substitute may be stated in 
a very few words. It proposes that the surveyor-general in the first 
instance shall take jurisdiction of these land cases, and provides an 
appeal from his decision to the Secretary of the Interior, and a further 
appeal from the decision of the Secretary of the Interior to the Supreme 
Court of the United States. I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whethe: cr 
not that provision of the substitute would be a constitutional enact- 
ment; but it is not my purpose to discuss at this time the constitutional 
features of the bill or to make an argument as to the constitutionality 
of that provision. 

Mr. PAYSON. Will the gentleman permit an interruption just 
there? Ifit be ed as essential, Mr. Chairman, I can produce in 
five minutes’ time three different decisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States affirming the power of Congress to clothe either an indi- 
vidual or commission with power to adjudicate questions of title com- 
ing down to us as a conquering nation from a foreign powerand giving 
the force of legal sanction to decisions of such tribunal or commission 
as much as any court in the land. 

Mr. SENEY. Ido not question that. Ido not question that it is 
within the power of Congress to make this feature of the substitute 
constitutional by clothing, if you please, the surveyor-general with 
judicial powers. That may bedone, I know, by an act of Congress, and 
if done of course it would cure the objection. 
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But I think that this bill proposes bad legislation. I do not want 
to say that it proposes vicious legislation, but it is a sort of legislation 
which, in my judgment, the House ought not to sanction. The pur- 
pose of the bill—the original bill—is to create a court which shall be 
authorized to hear and determine land claims in the two Territories 
mentioned and in the State of Colorado. Itseems to me, sir, that there 


is no necessity at all for creating a special court to’ hear and determine’ 


this elass of cases. Ido not think that the reasons which are urged 
for the creation of such a tribunal are sufficient to authorize the House 
to pass this bill. 

I am unable to see why the Federal courts in the Territories, that is 
to say, the Territory of Arizona, the Territory of New Mexico, and the 
State of Colorado, can not be invested by this Congress with jurisdic- 
tion to hear and determine these cases; and in all of the discussion 
that has been had on this floor on this subject I have not heard any 
reason advanced or any suggestion made as to why the Federal courts 
in theStates and in the Territories named should not hear and determine 
these claims. 

Mr. DUNN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. McCreary] 
showed that these courts were overloaded. 

Mr. SENEY. I heard that stated, but think there is no force in the 
statement. 

Mr. McCREARY. If it will not interrupt the gentleman, I wish to 
revert to my remarks on that point, and state that I endeavored to 
show the fact that the district courts of the Territories named, and of 
Colorado, were already overburdened with business, and that to refer 
the claims of this character to them meant practically no trial for’a 
number of years; and in that I am supported by statements made by 
the several Secretaries of the Interior who have looked into the matter, 
and I think there is no question of doubt about it. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, in answer to the gentleman from Kentucky, I 
will say that I notice in the reading of the bill that the existence of 
this court is provided for for a period of four years, and that at the 
expiration of four years the court is to terminate and cease. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McCREARY. I move that the gentleman be allowed further 
time—ten minutes more if he desires it. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SENEY. I was observing, Mr. Chairman, that the limitation 
upon the existence of this courtis fixed by the bill at four years. That 
provision of the bill suggests to my mind that there is probably one 
year of business to be done, and it is proposed by the bill to extend 
that one year of business over a period of four, 

Mr. McCREARY. If it will not interrupt the gentleman, in response 
to that statement I will say to him that there are now one hundred 
and seven cases that have been referred to the Committee on Private 
Land Claims, and that there has not been a single case passed that has 
been reported by the Committee on Private Land Claims in the last 
nine years by Congress. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, certainly it will not take the time of three 
judges four years to dispose of one hundred and seven land cases. 

Mr. McCREARY. But, Mr. Chairman, these are only the cases that 
are now before the Committee on Private Land Claims. 

Mr. SPRINGER. There are many thousand others. 

Mr, McCREARY. - There are thousands of other cases that have not 
been sent to that committee, 

Mr. SENEY. If there be many thousands of these cases it is not at 
all improbable that a decision in a single case will dispose of, it may 
be, a hundred other cases. 

By the provisions of the bill it is contemplated to keep this court in 
existence four years, and I infer from that fact, drawing upon my ex- 
perience and observation, that that means about twelve months of act- 
ual labor for these judges todo, and means nothing more. Now, sir, is 
it politic to create a court as is proposed in this bill for no other pur- 
pose than to determine cases which ought not to occupy the time of a 
court fora period longer than twelve months. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, we ought not to multiply these tribunals. We 
passed a bill a few days ago creating acourt for the purpose of settling 
what are called Indian depredation claims, and that court was, by the 
action of the House, constituted, if I remember aright, with three 
judges. We have on the Calendar of this House a bill to create a Fed- 
eral court called a court of appeals in patent cases. We have also on 
the Calendar a bill proposing to establish an intermediate court between 
the circuit courts of the United States and the Supreme Court of the 
United States. We have, in addition to that, another bill on the Cal- 
endar which proposes to enlarge the jurisdiction of the district and cir- 
cuit courts of the United States, and that bill proposes to increase the 
number of judges in both of those courts. 

Here we are met with a proposition to organize another distinct and 
independent court forno other purpose than to try such cases‘as are tried 
in every court of common law jurisdiction,State or Federal ,in this coun- 
try; to organize a court for no other purpose than to determine land 
ae in the two Territories named in the bill and in the State of Colo- 

o. 


Mr. McCREARY. I want to remind the gentleman that under the 


act of 1854 these land claims can not be confirmed except by Congress. 


Mr. SENEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to hear from some ger- 
tleman advocating this bill, why it is that the district court or the 
Federal court in these two Territories and in the State of Colorado may 
not be vested with jurisdiction to hear and determine these land cases? 
Why constitute a special tribunal for that purpose, imposing an expendi- 
ture, according to figures which I have made, and which Ido not doubt 
are very nearly accurate, of some $112,000, in the shape of salaries to 
be paid out to the gentlemen who would be selected to conduct the 
operations of this tribunal. 

The attention of this House has been occupied for many months, 

i ing the tax burdens of the people, and in an attempt to give 
them relief; and now when we are through with that job we take up 
this bill, which proposes to increase the number of Federal office-holders 
and impose upon the tax-paying people of this country a tax burden 
which will not be far short of the sum of $200,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the bill. Ido not think the bill 
ought to and if we would act wisely and act well, we would 
simply give to the Federal courts of the two Territories and the State 
of Colorado full and complete jurisdiction to hear and determine these 
land claims, and protect the rights of claimants by providing for an ap- 
peal from these courts to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

I desire to call the attention of the House to the fact that in the last 
Congress we gave to the Federal court in New Mexico an additional 
judge, and also to the fact that there is now a bill pending and being 
pressed before the House to give the Territory of Arizona an additional 
judge. I have also been informed, I do not know with what truth, 
that there is still another bill pending to give to the Territory of New 
Mexico an additional judge. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is a mistake. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, there is no mistake about the fact that in the 
Territory of New Mexico they have four Federal judges, and in the 
Territory of Arizona they have three Federal judges; and there is no 
mistake about the further fact that in the State of Colorado they have 
one Federal judge. Now, I ask this House, I ask the gentlemen who 
are advocating this bill, what is it that these Federal judges in these 
Territories and in this new State are doing, if they have no time to 
hear and determine cases such as are provided for in this bill? Mr. 
Chairman, it can not be possible that the Federal courts in Colorado 
or in either of these Territories are so crowded with business that they 
are unable to hear and determine cases such as are covered by the 
provisions of this bill. It can not be true, sir, that their dockets are 
so crowded that they have no time to give attention to litigation as 
important in its character as this, 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman from Ohio {Mr. SENEY] over- 
looks one important fact in regard to the jurisdiction and duties of the 
judges in the Territories. He forgets that the business they have to 
transact is much larger in proportion than that which the Federal 
judges in the States have to transact. The judges appointed for any 
of the Territories have jurisdiction of all cases arising under the laws 
of the Territory, including appeals from justices of the as well 
as jurisdiction of matters in which the United States is interested. 
They also constitute the supreme court of the Territory. ‘The only 
persons who hold courts in the Territory of New Mexico or the other 
Territories are the judges appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate. 

‘Take the Territory of Arizona, which is three times as large in area 
as the State of Ohio; it is a new country where there is very much 
more litigation in proportion to population than inthe settled portions 
of the country, Mining titles are in dispute, everything is uncertain, 
and litigation is much greater in proportion to the number of inhabit- 
ants than in the States. The judges have to travel long distances, 
frequently by stage and on horseback, to hold their courts. I have 
been informed of one case in Dakota where a judge had to travel 8,000 
miles in order to hold his courts one time in his judicial district. 

Another point is that the courts in New Mexicoare, tomy own knowl- 
edge, overcrowded with business now. It is very difficult to hold court 
there. It takes twice as long to try a suit in New Mexico as it does 
in Ohio, from the fact that every case has to be translated either from 
the Spanish into English or from the English into the Spanish language, 
as the case may be. Every jury empaneled in New Mexico is com- 
posed in part of Spanish-speaking people who can not understand the 
English language. Interpreters have to be employed, and all the tes- 
timony given by witnesses has to be translated. That is a very slow 
process, and the business of the courts is very great, and I know per- 
sonally that the judges are overworked. 

Mr. FELTON. And the same applies to Arizona. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes, the same applies to Arizona. ‘Therefore, if 
you confer this jurisdiction upon those judges the matter might as 
well be indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. FELTON. They have had jurisdiction for a quarter of a cen- 
tury, with no result. 

Mr. SPRINGER. As is suggested by my friend from California 
[Mr. FELTON], they have had jurisdiction for a quarter of a century, 
and have been unable to dispose of these cases. And if there is one 
thing more than another which Congress owes to the people in Arizona, 
New Mexico, and Southern Colorado it is to give them a forum in 


6810 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 25, 


which they can have the question of their land titles judicially and 
finally determined. 

We owe it to them to do that. By the treaty of Gaudalupe Hidalgo 
and the subsequent Gadsden treaty it was stipulated that we should 
make good the titles as they existed before the cession of the Territory 
to the United States; but we have let them remain unsettled all these 
years, and in my judgment the prosperity of the Territory of New 
Mexico has been retarded more than can be estimated in dollars and 
cents by reason of the fact that perhaps one-third of the titles are in 
doubt, so that no substantial improvements can be made, no valuable 
houses can or will be built by parties who do not know whether their 

-titles are good or not. I speak from personal knowledge, for I have 
visited New Mexico several times for my health, or rather that of my 
family. Iam sorry to say I have not any other interests there, and I 
am convinced that it is of the utmost importance that something shall 
be done to quiet these titles. It is not so important who owns these 
lands as it isto determine that somebody shall own them, and to give 
the people security in their land titles. 

Mr. SENEY. I takeissue with the gentleman from Illinoisas to the 
condition of legal business in those Territories. I will inquire of him 
what it is that makes business for the Federal courts there? Ido not 
know whether in the Territories they have Territorial courts or not. 

Mr. SPRINGER. They have none., 

Mr.SENEY. Then I take it that all the business, criminal and 
civil, in the Territories is transacted in the Federal courts ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH, of Arizona, Or by the Federal judges in the Territorial 
courts. 

Mr.SENEY. Now, when we think of the population of one of those 
Territories and estimate upon the basis of that population the business 
that is probably being done there, how can it be said that out of that 
business much litigation can arise for the courts to hear and determine? 
The business is not there to make thelitigation. From the manner in 
which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] talks one would 
suppose that every citizen of the Territory had a silver mine and that 
his mine was in litigation in one of those courts; but of course that 
can not be possible. I have no doubt that there are a few such cases, 
bunt it does seem to me that with diligent and faithful judges, giving a 
proper portion of the year to their duties, there is no reason why all 
the business that can arise there should not be readily disposed of, and 
why the courts should not find time.to deal with all controversies be- 
tween citizens of those Territories fairly, fully, and promptly. 

The gentleman talks as if there was more legal business in the Ter- 
. ritory of New Mexico than there is in the State of Ohio. I undertake 
to say that more legal business is transacted in the courts of Ohio in a 
single day than is done in that Territory during the whole twelve 
months, 

Mr. SPRINGER. I said more business per capita, more business 
according to the number of people. 

Mr. SENEY. I did not so understand the gentleman. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Of course I never claimed that the aggregate busi- 
ness in a Territory like New Mexico was greater than that in a State 
like Ohio. 

Mr. SENEY. Well, the per capita furnishes no basis or criterion 
by which legal business is to be estimated, and I think the gentleman 
upon mature reflection will not insist upon any such criterion. It is 
not mere population that gives business to the Federal courts, for the 
greater part of the population may be engaged in agricultural pursuits, 
and, as we all know, the agriculturists of the country are rarely, if 
ever, found in the Federal courts, or, for that matter, in the State 
courts. It is the conflict between business interests—not particularly 
between the citizens of the Territory, but between citizens of a Terri- 
tory, and citizens of a State—that makes business for the Federal courts. 
As to this Territory of New Mexico, I hardly know what its popula- 
tion is. 

Mr. SPRINGER. One hundred and fifty thousand or one hundred 
and sixty thousand. 

Mr. SENEY. Shall I betold that four Federal judges who, I under- 
stand, hold two terms in four different places in that Territory each 

, besides coming together once a year to hold acourt in banc; shall 

T be told, or is this House to be told, that that judicial force is inade- 
quate to meet the demands of the legal business of the people of that 
Territory? 

Why, sir, this, tomy mind, is a mere proposition to create a half dozen 
or more places for some favorites to fill. Itis, in my view, buta scheme 
to fasten upon this Government more salaried officers. We shall be 
called upon to respond to the provisions of this bill, if itis made alaw, 
to the tune of about $30,000 or $40,000 a year. If there were neces- 
sity for it, if the interests of the people in the Territory reasonably 
ani fairly demanded the establishment of this court, I would be the 
last man on this floor to oppose it. Satisfied as I am that this court is 
noy demanded by the interests of that people, I shall vote against the 

ail. ¢ 
Mr. SPRINGER. One word in response to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Seney]. I merely wanted the gentleman to understand that the 
business of the courts in the Territories is greater per capita than in 


the States. In the Territories everything is in an unsettled condition; 
there are more disputes and ceztroversies. 

Mr. SENEY. I understand that; and in reply I repeat that that 
circumstance in itself furnishes no evidence of legal business in the 
Territory. 

Mr. SPRINGER. But against the gentleman’s opinion I will present 
the official communication of the Department of Justice. If the gen- 
tleman from Ohio would do as I and many other gentlemen here have 
done—if he would occasionally visit these Territories and rusticate a 
little he would find out—— 

Mr. SENEY. Iform my own opinions, and do not allow them to 
be made by anybody. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Opinions are one thing and facts another. 

Mr. SENEY, I have here the report of the committee, and upon 
that I base my opinion. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I repeat that opinions are one thing and facts 
another. The Committee on the Territories reported a bill for the 
purpose of allowing an additional justice in Arizona, one in Wyoming, 
one in Idaho, one in Utah, two in Dakota, and one in Washington, 
and in order to obtain the opinion of the Department of Justice on this 
subject I sent that bill to the Attorney-General, asking whether the 
evidence in that Department was such as to justify and require this 
additional judicial force in those Territories. I have here theanswer 
of the acting Attorney-General. My friend from Ohio will not dispute 
the facts which are officially furnished to the House on this subject. 

Mr. SENEY, I take the liberty of determining facts for myself. 

* Mr. SPRINGER. Factsare facts, whether the gentleman likes them 
ornot. The gentleman will not say that the Department of Justice 
would send in here a falsehood. 

Mr.SENEY. My acceptance of any statement on this subject would 
depend upon whether the person making it had any better opportunity 
to ascertain the facts than you or I have. 

Mr. SPRINGER, I will read this communication: 

DEPARTMENT OF Justice, Washingicon, June 26, 1888, 


Sim: Your letter of the 12th instant has been received, with a copy of House 
bill 848 and of House Report 1341, respecting additional justices of the supreme 
courts of Dakota, Washington, Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and Arizona Territories, 
and for other purposes, 


Mark you, Arizona has already three judges,’ This proposition was 
to give that Territory a fourth judge. 

Upon examination of the report of the committee, submitted on the 27th ot 
March last, in connection with the unofficial information which the Department 
has received from civil officersof those Territories, it is forced to the conclu- 
sion that the proposed increase of the number of justices in the Territories men- 
tioned is necessary and wise legislation concerning the interests of litigants, 
witnesses, and attorneys in the respective Territories. 

Very respectfully, 
G. A, JENKS, 
Acting Attorney-General, 

That is the statement of the Department. 

A MEMBER. What is the date? 

Mr. SPRINGER. June 26, 1888, 

Just a few weeks ago the Department of Justice reported to the 
House through the Committee on the Territories that another justice 
was needed in Arizona; and we gave New Mexico another justice in the 
last Congress. To my own knowledge, and from information derived 
through letters received from persons in the Territories, I am satisfied 
that there is no judiciary in the United States which is so overworked 
as the judiciary in the Territories, and I appeal to the Delegates from 
the Territories of New Mexico, Arizona, and Washington, and on the 
other side of the Chamber to the gentlemen representing the Territo- 
rics of Dakota, Wyoming, and Idaho, whether it is not true. 

Mr. SENEY. And Alaska. [Laughter.] . 

Mr. SPRINGER. No, not Alaska. There is no Delegate here from 
Alaska. But I appeal to them to state whether or not the business 
there demands what the Department says they are entitled to—an ad- 


‘ditional judge. 


Why, the gentleman certainly can not contend that we would ask 
an increase and an unnecessary increase of the judiciary. 

Mr. FELTON. I understood the gentleman from Ohio to state as 
his opinion that the object of passing this bill was to create another 
court for the purpose of creating its accompanying expenses, or some- 
thing tantamount to that. The gentleman was never more mi en 
in all his life. If he thinks that those who advocate this measure do 
it for such a purpose as that he pays a poor tribute to their repesenta- 
tive capacity as well as to their intelligence. We advocate it because 
we represent constituencies in the Territories and in the States who are 
materially interested in the welfare of the Territories, and because, as 
shown by the Secretary of the Interior and the history of the Terri- 
tories for the last thirty years, it is impossible for their citizens to ob- 
tain a hearing in the courts of their country. 

The consequence of the present condition of things has been, as it 
were, to spread a pall over the industries of the entire country. We 
desire to have the land title settled, in order that the prosperity natural 
for the country shall not be further impeded, and for that reason and 
for no other do we desire the passage of this or some kindred measure. 

Mr. SYMES. Mr. Chairman, I will only add a word to what has 
been already said. . 
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Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent that the debate be 

— How much time does the gentleman from Colorado desire? 
Mr. SYMES. Only a few minutes. 

Mr. McCREARY. Then in two minutes after the gentleman closes. 

Mr. SENEY. I object. 

Mr, SYMES. The statement made by the gentleman from Ilinois 
[Mr. SPRINGER], from my own personal observation and from an in- 
vestigation of the subject, as being a member of the same committee, 
is entirely correct. Sir, these gentlemen who live in the East do not 
understand the large amount of litigation per capita that besets the new 
Territorial judiciary, many of them going out to a new country where 
they are not familiar with the subject-matter of litigation or the rules 
of practice in the courts of the Territories, 

Then, again, mining camps spring up. There is a larger amount of 
litigation per capita in those than most people conceive. The judge is 
besieged with new questions, he works night and day, and the condi- 
tion of the dockets amounts to an absolute denial of justice in a new 
mining country when the business of the court becomes clogged and 
no facilities are provided for disposing of the rapidly accumulating liti- 

tion. 

a large amount of mining litigation and insufficient courts resultin 
tying up the mines with injunctions waiting for pending suits in eject- 
ment to be tried to determine the legal title, until the mines have 
caved in, or the rich litigant wore out the poor one because he could 
not have his case tried for years. I could go over this subject extend- 
ing through a period of fifteen years of personal observations and show 
thatthelitigation arising in those regions does not bear any relation or 
comparison to the ordinary litigation in agricultural communities in 
the older States of the Union. But I will only repeat now what the 
gentleman from Illinois has said, that if the purpose of this bill is to 
undertake to have the Territorial courts in New Mexico dispose of at 
least 700 or 800 Mexican land grants it would amount to practically a 
denial of justice, and you might as well let the matter alone as to re- 
mit them to the Territorial courts. 

So far as Colorado is concerned, we havea most excellent court there, 
and Federal judges. We have a large number of cases that will arise 
in the southern part of the State, and I should not urge a separate court 
expressly for Colorado. But I know it is absolutely necessary in New 
Mexico, and it is a mere temporary tribunal. So that, all things con- 
sidered, I think the same court had also better dispose of the Colorado 
land grants, because the court can not be separated under the provisions 
of the bill. 

Mr. SENEY. I understand the gentleman proposes to strike out of 
the bill the word ‘‘ Colorado.” 

Mr. SYMES. No, sir; Imade no such proposition. I said you can 
not well separate the cases and take the few cases that arise in South- 
ern Colorado fromit. Thecourt is temporary, and when it gets through 
with the- business it will pass away. 

Mr. SENEY. I did understand the gentleman then probably to say 
to us that in his judgment there is no particular necessity for the bill 
as far as Colorado is concerned. 

Mr. SYMES. On the contrary, I think there is necessity for it so 
far as Colorado is concerned. 

Mr. McCREARY. The question, I presume, is on the substitute of 
the gentleman from Illinois. I hope we will now have a vote. 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 9, 
noes 26. 

So the substitute was rejected. 

Mr. McCREARY. I move that the committee rise and report the 
bill favorably to the House as amended. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. BLOUNT reported that the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, having had under consideration the bill H. 
R. 7643, had instructed him to report the same favorably to the House 
with amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amendments 
reported trom the committee. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. FELTON. Idemandaseparate vote upon the last amendment, 
excepting Arizona from the provisions of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that there are several 
amendments relating to Arizona. 

Mr, FELTON. I refer to the amendment by which this Territory 
was stricken from the bill. 

Mr. McCREARY. The gentleman refers to the amendment striking 
out Arizona from the provision of the bill, and by which it is excepted 
from the opsion of the tribunal proposed by the bill. 

Mr. FELTON. On that I demand a separate vote. 


Mr. FELTON. I desire a separate vote upon all amendments where 
the word ‘Arizona’? occurs, and that Territory is exempted from the 
operation of this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The vote will first be taken upon all the other 
amendments. 

Theother amendments of the Committee of the Whole were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from California desire a sep- 


arate vote upon the amendment striking out the word ‘‘Arizona”’ in 
each case, or does he desire a vote upon them altogether ? 

Mr. FELTON. On them altogether. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. There were two cinema este. The 
first was that wherever the word “Arizona” was in the bill that it be 
stricken out, and then the amendment exempting ‘‘Arizona’’ from the 
clause of the last section of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will take a vote on the several amend- 
ments to strike out the word ‘‘Arizona”’ from the bill. 

The question was put; and there were—ayes 40, noes 29. 

Mr. FELTON. I make the point that aquorum has not voted. 

The SPEAKER. On this question the chair will appoint Mr. FEL- 
TON and Mr. McCrEAry as tellers, 

The tellers took their places. 

Mr. FELTON. Mr. Speaker, there is evidently not a quorum present 
and I withdraw the point of no quorum, as I do not desire to deprive 
the citizens of Colorado and New Mexico of the provisions of the bill, 
though the House has to the citizens of Arizona. 

The amendment striking out the word “‘Arizona’’ from the body of 
the bill was agreed to. 3 
N The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the last amendment to the 

ill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “‘ repeal” insert “ except as to the Territory of Arizona,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCREARY. Idemand the previous question on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The question recurred on the passage of the bill; and it was decided 
in the affirmative—yeas 70, nays 24. 

So the bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCREARY. I move toamend the title, soas to read: ‘‘A bill 
to establish United States land courts and to provide for a judicial in- 
vestigation and settlement of private land claims in the Territory ot 
New Mexico ana in the State of Colorado.” 

e EAT If there be no objection, that will be the title of 

e bill. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. McCREARY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
pore ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent to print with my re- 
marks the letter of Secretary Vilas to which I referred when I ad- 
dressed the House. 

There was no objection. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. SPRINGER. I move to dispense with the morning hour for 
the consideration of bills. 

The SPEAKER, That can not be done except by unanimous con- 
sent. The business is, the morning hour for the call of committees. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I call for the regular order, then. 

The SPEAKER. The order was not dispensed with, but the order 
was made that gentlemen haying reports to make should be allowed 
to present them. There was no necessity to dispense with the order, 
as under the order the gentleman from Kentucky had the hour for de- 
bate; but if there be no objection, the call of committees for reports 
will now be dispensed with. 

There was no objection, and it wasso ordered. 

The SPEAKER, ‘The regular order of business is for the considera- 
tion of bills. 


TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union; and I will announce 
that I make this motion for the purpose of taking up the Oklahoma 
bill and to complete its consideration. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The House is in Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of bills on the Calendar. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. BAKER did not rise. 

Mr. PAYSON. Mr. Chairman, if no gentleman desires to address 
the committee, would it be in order to move that the committee rise? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be in order. 

Mr. PAYSON. I make that motion. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I observe that the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
Symes] is in his seat. The gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER] 
yielded that gentleman a portion of his time, and if the gentleman from 
Colorado desires to speak now upon the Oklahoma bill he can be recog- 
nized in his own right. 

Mr. SYMES. I donot care to take the floor in my own right at this 
time. . If I do so Ishall simply take the floor and then ask that the 
committee rise. 


6812 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 25, 


Mr. SPRINGER. Then I move that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. MATSON having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DOCKERY, from the Committee of the 
Whole, reported that they had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
10614) to provide for the organization of the Territory of Oklahoma, 
and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

M. M. GIBSON. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee of the Whole be discharged from the further consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 8012) for the relief of M. M. Gibson, and that the 
bill be now put upon its passage. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster-General is hereby authorized to ad- 
just and settle the claim of M. M. Gibson, postmaster at Clio, Tex., for the sum 
of $53.75, on account of loss sustained in the destruction of ge stamps, ete., 
by fire on the 9th of November, 1884, and to pay to said Gibson said sum, or so 
much thereof as said Postmaster-General may find to be just and proper. 

The committee recommended an amendment in line 7, striking out 
the words “‘so forth,” and inserting in lieu thereof the words ‘‘stamped 

” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LANHAM moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA FALLS AND NORTHWESTERN RAILWAY. 

Mr. GEAR. Iask unanimous consent that the Committee of the 
Whole be discharged from the farther consideration of the bill (H. R. 
2862) granting the right of way to the Cedar Rapids, Iowa Falls and 
Northwestern Railway Company over and across the Pipe Stone res- 
ervation in the State of Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
the gentleman from Iowa? z 
Mr. LIND. I object. 

PUBLIC BUILDING, WINONA, MINN. : 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I ask unanimous consent to take u 
bill H. R. 2475, to increase the appropriation for the erection of a pub- 
lie building at Winona, Minn. 

The bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
sideration of this bill? 

A MEMBER. I object. 


Is there objection to the present con- 


W. W. WEEDON. 


Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee of the Whole House be discharged from the further consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 3686, and that it be put upon its passage. 

‘The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to settle with the administrators de bonis non of W.W. Weedon, 
deceased, late of Maysville, Ky., and his sureties on his official bond for serv- 
ices performed in the mail-messenger transfer and station service at Cincinnati 
Ohio, route No. 21703, since July 1, 1884, and to allow and pay them for said 
service the actual cost of performing said mail service to the close of the period 
for which said Weedon contracted to perform the same: Provided, That the 
ee ee be satisfied oe paige Boers seo well and _— 

‘all: 3 vided further, es notallow or pay more 
nf serene’ could hace been rendered for by the exercise of reasonable skill 
and diligence, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I should like to have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. Let the report be read. 

The report (by Mr. TAULBEE) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom wgs referred House bill 3686, having con- 


sidered the same, adopt the report made in the Forty-ninth Congress and rec- 
ommend the passage of the bill. 


[House Report No. 3790, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 7044) for the 
relief of the administrator and sureties of W. W. Weedon, deceased, having con- 
sidered the same, submit the following: 

The Post-Office Department, on January 21, 1884, advertised, inviting pro 
for mail-messenger, transfer, and mail-station service at Cincinnati and other 
cities, from July 1, 1884, to June 30, 1857. Proposals to be received until March 
1, 1884. Decision to be announced March 8. Contract to be executed by April8 


B.G. Woodlief.........-..ccersessesersee 


Cincinnati Railroad and Omnib 17, 995 
Merchants’ Drayage Company. 17,475 
H. O. Siavens. = 17,700 
W.W. Weedon .. 997 


Mr. Weedon being the lowest bidder, and ths postmaster at Cincinpati hay- 
ing investigated ant reported favorably as to the sufficiency of the sureties, his 


proposal was accepted according to law, and a contract ordered with him from 
the Ist day of July, 1834, which was duly executed by him and his sureties. 

It is now claimed by the administrator and sureties of Weedon, the contractor, 
that he was induced to make his bid and enter into said contract by reason of 
the misrepresentation at the foot of the schedule, giving the pay of said route, 
prior to his bid at $5,779, nothing being said as to the ost pay of any of the’ 
other routes contained in the same advertisement. It is true that the amount 
stated was the amount of the former bid, but it is also true that the person who 
took the contract at said sum of $5,779 broke down and was unable to perform 
the service. The evidence shows that Mr. Weedon, deceased, was not a r 
contractor, and was not informed as to the value of such services, and that in ' 
making his bid he relied largely upon the information contained in said foot- 
note and his correspondence with the Post-Office Department. 

On February 7, 1884, Mr. Weedon wrote the following letter: 

“ MAYSVILLE, KY., February 7, 1884. 

“Dear Sim: I find from advertisement of January 21, 1884, inviting pro 
for mail-messenger, transfer, and mail-station service on route 21 at Cincin- 
nati, Ohio, the present pay,as advertised, $6,779. Would thank you to inform 
me if there been any increase pay, by appropriation or otherwise, since the 
last letting. Ifso, how much and from what time? 


arn “WILLIAM W. WEEDON, 
H SECOND ASSISTANT PosTMASTER-G 


ENERAL, 

“ Washington, D. C” 

To this communication the following response was received, to wit: 

“ WASHINGTON, February 12, 18834. 

“ Respectfully returned to Mr. W. W. Weedon, Maysville, Mason County, Ken- 
tucky. The ete has not been increased. 

“The advertisement will inform you that pay for such service will not be in- 
creased or decreased during the term of the contract, no matter what increase 
or decrease of service. 

“H. D. LYMAN, 


“Acting Second Assistant Postmaster-General.” 


It will be seen that Mr. Weedon’s bid was more than $10,000 less than the 
highest, and nearly $8,000 less than the lowest bid. It also appears from the 
evidence before the committee that said service, by the exercise of skill and dil- 
Bence: ean not be well and faithfully performed at an actual cost of less than 

,000 per annum. 

On the áth day of July, 1884, the said contractor, W. W. Weedon, died; that 
since said time his securities have been performing the service under said con- 
tract; that the same has been performed faii y and well and to the entire 
satisfaction of the Post-Office Department. 

The committee are of the opinion that the contract was entered into under a 
mistake of fact, and that concealment of material facts by the Government in- 
fluenced Mr. Weedon to enter into the same. The amount said service requires 
is taken from the estate of the deceased, and will impoverish the family. The 
committee think that such an enforcement of the terms of the contract would 
be inequitable and unjust under all the facts and circumstances of this case. 
The committee submit herewith letters from the Post-Office rtment, Hon, 
W. H. Wadsworth, affidavits of Robert Anderson, S. A. Whitfield, S. G. Sullivan, 
John H. Wilson, and C. B. Pearce, to be printed with this report, 

The committee return the bill, with the recommendation that the same do 
pass, 

Post-Orrice DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE PosTMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1886. 

Sır: I have the honor to return herewith the bill (H. R. 7044) for the relief of 
the administrator and sureties of W. W. Weedon, deceased, late contractor for 
the mail-messenger and transfer service at Cincinnati, Ohio (route 21703), with 
copies of the papers in this Department relating to the subject, as requested in 
A On the dist of January, 1804, this Department advertised for proposals for th 

n of January, k ent advi ‘or proj for the 
mail-messenger and transfer service at Cincinnati for the term nning July 
1, 1884, and ending June 30, 1887. The following bids were received therefor: 
R. Y. Woodlief e ái 
Cincinnati Railroad and Omnibus Company, 
Merchants’ Drayage Company .. 


H. C. Slavens. ...... 
W. W. Weedon.... aa assor act bawascot 


Mr. Weedon being the lowest bidder, and the postmaster of Cincinnati hav- 
ing investigated and reported favorably as to the sufliciency of the sureties, his 
proposal was accepted according to law, and a contract ordered with him from 
the Ist day of July, 1884, which was duly executed by him and his sureties. 

On the 7th of July, 1884, the postmaster of Maysville, Ky., reported by tel- 
par 9 that Mr. Weedon, who resided there, had died on the 4th of July. 
yee a e following day the subjoined order was made, being the usual order in 
similar cases: 

“JuLy 8, 184.—W. W. Weedon, contractor, having died July 4, 1884, it is 
hereby ordered that John H, Wilson and C. B. Pearce, jr.,of Ma Ne, Mason 
County, Kentucky, his sureties, be held responsible for the continuance of the 
service from that date, and that they be required to perform the same, if it is 
not assumed and continued by the administrator, executor, or other person for 
the benefit of the estate of the deceased contractor.” 

The postmaster of Cincinnati reported to the Department on the 5th of July 
the decease of the contractor, and on the 8th he was notified that the sureties 
would be held to the performance of the service in accordance with the order 
of that date. On the llth he reported that the service had been commenced on 
tue Ist of July by O. W. Weedon, mt of the sureties, and that it had been 
satisfactorily formed since that e. 

In September last fa apnea was made by the sureties to have the contract 
annulled and the service readvertised, for reasons set forth in the letter of their 
attorneys, of which a copy is herewith transmitted, together with the answer 
of the Department declining the application. 

The compensation under this contract is believed to be inadequate, but the 
Department has no power to increase it. 

Very respectfully A 


WM. F. VILAS. 
Hon. Wm. M. SPRINGER, ` Postmaster-General, 


Chairman Committee on Claims, House of Representatives. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., January 17, 1887. » 

Sm: I am well acquainted with the widow and children of W. W. Weedon, 
deceased, and the extent of the estate left by the deceased. 

The estate is small and embarrassed. To enforce the mail contract entered 
into by him with the Post-Office Department for the mail-transfer service at Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, would utterly impoverish the family. 

Very truly, yours, 


To the CHAIRMAN of the Committee on Claims. 


W. H. WADSWORTH. 


\ 
) 


1888. 


Robert Anderson states that he is at present general manager of the mail-mes- 
senger and transfer service at Cincinnati, Ohio, route No. 21703, and has been so 
since the Ist day of October, 1884; that said service is being performed as eco- 
nomically as possible, and can not be conducted for any less amount than is now 
being expended in that way, and that he is economizing in every possible way 
in order to reduce expenses to the pay lowest figures; that before and at the 
time the contractor Weedon (now dead) and his sureties put in the bid for the 
contract to perform said service, he was United States mail agent on the Ken- 
tucky Central Railroad, running from Maysville, Ky.,to Paris, Ky., and Cincin- 
nati, Ohio; that he had a at many conversations with said Weedon at or 
about the time he made his bid for said contract,and he knows positively from 
those conversations with said Weedon that he based the amount of his bid on 
the published statement by the Government in its advertisement as to what 
was then the contract price for performing said service, and that to his positive 
knowledge said Weedon made no independent investigation on which to base 


h's bid, s 
ROBERT ANDERSON. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me and in my presence by said Robert An- 
mens personally known to me to be the same person he represents himself 
to be. 

Given under my hand and official seal this 6th day of May, 1886, 
[sEax.] JOHN F. POGUE, 
Notary Public within and for Hamilton County, Ohio. 


The subscribers have personal knowledge of the performance of the work on 
mail-messenger service route No. 21703, now carried on by Messrs. John H. 
Wilson and C. B, Pearce, sureties for original contractor, deceased, soon after 
award of said contract, and state that said service is conducted in an exception- 
ally prompt, careful, anu bi ess-like manner, and to their entire satisfaction. 

Having opportunities for comparison, they state that it is the best service ever 
given by any contractor in this city since the inauguration of the present sys- 
tem of transportation of mails to and from railroad stations. _ 

They further state that they believe said service to be economically conducted 
in all es and as cheaply as can be done consistent with the requirements 
of this office in the matter of a full complement of horses and aaa 

S. A. WHITFIELD, 
Postmaster, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
S. G. SULLIVAN, 
Superintendent of Mails, Cincinnati, Ohio, Post-Office. 

Sworn to by the said S. A. Whitfield and S. G. Sullivan, and subscribed by 
them in my presence this 12th day of March, 1886. 

FRED. D. PEER, 


Notary Public, Hamilton County, Ohio, 


John H. Wilson and C. B, Pearce, jr., state that they are the sureties of W. W. 
Weedon, now deceased, in the contract for performing the mail-messenger and 
transfer service at Cincinnati, Ohio, route 21703, from July 1, 1884, to June 30, 
1887, entered into under advertisement by Postmaster-General of January 21, 
1884, and that said John H. Wilson is the administrator of said W. W. Weedon’s 
estate, duly appointed and qualified. They state that said contractor and each 
of themselves at the time of entering into said contract were residents of Ma- 
son County, Kentucky, and had been so fora great number of years prior thereto; 
that neither said contractor nor either of themselves had, prior to enteringinto 
said contract, ever had any experience or knowledge of what was to be done, 
or what it would cost to perform the mail-messenger and transfer service at 
Cincinnati, Ohio, or any other point; that said contractor and these affiants in 
entering into said contract to perform said service at Cincinnati, Ohio, for the 
sum of $8,997 per year, were influenced solely and alone by the statement at the 
foot of the schedule of service required at said point, contained in said adver- 
tisement, that the then present pay for performing same was $6,779, and before 
doing so neither said contractor nor either of them made the slightest outside 
and independent investigation as to what it would cost to perform said service, 
but reli raoenmng hhh § on this statement as a basis of determination, thinking 
that the purpose of the statement was that they should take it into consideration 
in determining the price per year they should agree to poora the service for, 
and that if the then present contractor was able to orm said service at the 
price of $6,779 per year, Weedon could certainly perform it at the price of $3,997 


r year. 

P They state that said Weedon, before he put in his bid, consulted with these 
affiantsas to the amount he should put it in at, and as a result of their consulta- 
tions and deliberations it was determined that he should put it in for the sum 
of $8,997 per year; and the sole fact in their said consultations and deliberations 
which led them to come to this determination and conclusion was this statement 
at the foot of said schedule; and that in order that they might certainly rely on 
it as a basis the affiant, E. B. Pearce, jr., under the said Weedon’s name and at 
his instance, wrote the letter marked A, hereto attached and made part hereof, 
to ascertain whether there had ever been any increase or decrease in the pay, 
to which they received the response contained in the letter B, hereto attached 
and made part hereof, and that after the receipt of said response this determi- 
nation and conclusion was ed. 

They state that the copy of said advertisement, accompanying this afidavit 
and made part hereof, marked C, is the one that said contractor and these afti- 
ants had at the time they reached ssid determination and conclusion, and that 
upon inspection of same the figures 8,997, the amount of said Weedon’s bid, 
will be found just under the said statement as to their present pay, having been 

laced there by said Weedon at the time he concluded as to amount of his bid. 

ey state that at said time neither said contractor nor either of these affiants 
knew anything as to how the former contractor was getting along under his 
contract; especially they did not know—which they have since learned to have 
been the case—that said contractor broke down under the contract, and could 
not perform the service rogata to be performed by it because of the lack of 
funds, the amount received from the Government not being near sufficient ; 
that the contract was taken from him and given to others, and that afterwards 
its performance was intrusted to said contractor's sureties, who completed it; 
and further, that the service performed was an inferior one. 

That since the commencement of said contract until the Ist day of May, 1886, 
they have ‘sent to Cincinnati, to their general manager there, the sum of $23,- 
952.63 (an itemized statement thereof is hereto attached and made part hereof), 
to be ey ane in the performance of said service; that same been so ex- 

nded by him, and they have vouchers and receipts in their possession show- 
ng the disbursement of all of same to that end. This covers a period of one 
year and ten months, and makes the performance of the service cost them at 
the rate of $13,065 per year, or $4,068 per year more than they are receiving. 
They state that they have conducted the matter as economically as possible 
consistent with the proper performance of their duties under the contract, and 
they do not believe that it could berun more so. They state that they have 
been informed by the Post-Office officials that same has been performed in a 
creditable mannes; and they have every reason to believe such to be the case. 

They state that this cost of $4,068 per year over the contract price, as shown 
above, is in addition to the loss of their time devoted to the affairs, interest on the 
excess of cost over receipts, which they have been compelled to borrow, and de- 
preciation in value of the Taen necessary to perform the service, for 
almost the cost price of which said Weedon and said Weedon’s estate is in- 
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debted to these affiants, They state that the said Weedon’s estate left by him 
does not exceed in value the sum of $8,000, and that therefore the performance 
of this contract will consume this entirely and cause a loss to these affiants of a 
large sum outside of what loss there may be to them on account of the equip- 
ment and their time. They state that they do not want any compensation for 
their time, but do want, and think that itis nothing more than just and bins ge 
that they and said Weedon’s esiate should be made whole, and not suffe: to 
lose anything in money or property by reason of this contract. They state that 
said Weedon's heirs are his brothers and sisters, and they are poor, and the loss 
to them will be very heavy. 
Signed this $d day of May, 1886. 


JOHN H. WILSON. 
CHARLES B. PEARCE, Jn. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me by John H. Wilson and Charles B. Pearce, 
jr. A Orona known to me to be the same persons they represent themselyes 
o be. 


Given under my hand and seal of office this 3d day of May, 1886. 

[sEan.] A. M. J. COCHRAN, Nolary Public. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas (before the reading of the report was 
completed). Can not some gentleman state the substance of this re- 

rt and save time ? 

Mr. THOMAS, ofKentucky. Thereportisnotlong. The bill makes 
no appropriation, but simply directs the Postmaster-General to settle 
and pay the actual cost of the service. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. How much? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. Whatever the actual cost may be. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think the report had better be read in full. 

The Clerk completed the reading of the report. 

Mr. SPRINGER. _Mr. Speaker, if this bill is to come before the House 
without objection I desire to make some remarks upon it, I think if 
ought to be fully understood before it is acted upon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois is recog- 
nized by the Chair, and he has an hour if he desires. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SPRINGER. Is objection made to the consideration of the bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection unless 
the gentleman from Illinois intends to object. 

Mr. SPRINGER. No. 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If this bill is before the Hounse—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill is before the House without 
objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The reading of this report called my attention to 
the provisions of this bill. The case was before the Committee on 
Claims in the Forty-ninth Congress, when I was a member of thatcom- 
mittee. Itseems that the beneficiary of this bill is dead and his se- 
curities were obliged to carry out a contract that he had imprdvidently 
entered into for carrying the mails from the depots in the city of Cin- 
cinnati to the city post-office. Advertisements were made in the usual 
form for bids for the service. Some of the bids were as high as $17,- 
000, while this contractor bid only $8,000. He afterwards alleged that 
he was deceived in making his bid by the statement in the advertise- 
ment that the service was then being done for $8,000 or thereabouts, 
It turned out, however, that that statement was true and that the 
service was being performed for that amount, but the contractor who 
was doing it at that price was losing money, and this bidder was not 
advised on that point. He lived in the interior of Kentucky and had 
come to Cincinnati to get a contract, and he undertook to bid against 
those living in the city who knew much more about the service than 
he did. He made his bid, obtained the contract, gave security, and 
shortly thereafter died. His securities undertook to execute the con- 
tract, and they allege that in doing so they lost largely, not being able 
to perform the service for the amount ofthe bid. The question involved 
is simply this, whether Congress will release the securities of a mail 
contractor under such circumstances? 

I yield to the gentleman from Alabama [ Mr. Cops] for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. I would like the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SPRINGER] to state which side of this question he ison. We do not 
understand whether he is for or against this bill. 

Mr. OUTHWAITE. I rise toa point of order, There is so much 
disorder in this part of the Hall that we can not hear anything that is 


said. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. OurHWAITE] is well taken. Gentlemen will resume their seats 
and preserve order. The Chair will not recognize any request for 
unanimous consent if made by a gentleman who is out of his seat. 

Several MEMBERS. That is right. 

Mr. COBB. I wish to ask the gentleman from Illinois whether the 
committee to which he refers as having investigated this matter report 
to this House that this man entered into a contract of this magnitude 
without obtaining any other information in regard to it than that fur- 
nished by a foot-note to an advertisement made by the Department? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Thatis the report of the comniittee, as I under- 
stand. Iam not nowa member of the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. COBB. But this bill was reported in the last Congress. 

Mr. SPRINGER. It was; but I can not undertake to recollect par- 
tieulars in regard to all of the numerous bills which were before that. 
committee. The report has been read in the presence of the House, E, 
do not remember what it says on that point. I am inclined to think 
it so states. Apa 

Mr. COBB. Isimply wanted to know what is the merit of this bill, _ 
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Mr. KERR. In addition to what has been said by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER], I will say that the object of this bill is 
to relieve the widow and children of this man Weedon from a very bur- 
. densome contract which, ifenforced, would sweep away all their estate 
and still leave a burden upon the securities. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The objectis to relieve the sureties and the estate 
of this contractor from obligations which he entered into with the Gov- 
ernment with full knowledge—at least he ought to have had fall knowl- 
edge—of all the facts. I want to have the matter understood, because, 
otherwise, this might make a very bad precedent in the fature. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Claims 
in the Forty-ninth Congress, second session, made a report in favor of 
this bill. From said report it appears that the Post-Office Department 
on January 21, 1884, advertised inviting proposals for mail-messenger 
transfer and mail-station service at Cincinnati and other cities from 
July 1,1884, to June 30,1887. It was advertised as route No. 21703. 
In a foot-note to the schedule of service required in the printed adver- 
tisement by the Post-Office Department was the following: “ Bond re- 
quired with bid, $25,000; check, $1,250; present pay, $6,779.” Ineach 
of the other eleven schedules for like service in other cities there was 
nothing said as to the present pay of the route. There were fiye bids 
on said route No. 21703, as follows, namely: 

R. G. Woodlief, 
Cincinnati Railroad and Omnibus Company.. 
Merchants’ pravane Company... 


H.C. Slavens........ 
W.W. Weedon. 


Mr. Weedon being the lowest bidder, and the postales at Cin: inna hav- 
an investigated and reported favorably as to the sufficiency of the sureties, his 
posal was accepted according to law, and a contract ordered with him from 
The ist pire hd of July, 1834, me was duly executed by him and his sureties. 
It is now claimed by the administrator and sureties of Weedon, the contrac- 
tor, that he was induced to make his bid and enter into said contract by reason 
of the misrepresentation at the foot of the schedule, giving the pay of said route 
prior to his bid at $6,779, nothing being said as to the row pay of any of the 
other routes contained in the same advertisemnnt. It is true that the amount 
stated was the amount of the former bid, but it is also true that the person who 
took the contract at said sum of $6,779 oks down and was unable to perform 
the service. The evidence shows that M: jon, deceased, was not a regular 
contractor, and was not informed as to ‘ihe. value of such services, and that in 
making his bid he relied largely upon the information contained in said foot- 
note and his correspondence with the Post-Office Department, 


I will read a letter from Mr. Weedon and the answer of Mr. Lyman, 
the Second Assistant Postmaster-General, and statement of the com- 
mittee, as follows: 


MAYSVILLE, KY., February 7, 1834. 
Dear SIR: I find fy iapa advertisement of January 21, 1884, inviting proj 
or mail- fer, and mail-station service on route 21703, at Cincin- 


nati Ohio, the ent pay, as advertised, $6,779. Would thank you to inform 
me if has many \erease y, by. appropriation or otherwise, since the 
last letting. Ifso, how much and from what time? 

Respectfully, 


WILLIAM W. WEEDON. 
SECOND ASSISTANT PosTMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C. 


To this communication the following response was received, to wit: 
WASHINGTON, February 12, 1854. 
ly returned to Mr. W. W. Weedon, Maysville, Mason County, Ken- 
y has not been increased. 
t will inform you that pay for such service will not be in- 
OAOE SE AMEDA AE thee term of the contract, no matter what increase 


H. D. LYMAN, 
Acting Second Assistant Postmaster-General. 
It will be seen that Mr. Weedon's bid was more than $10,000 less than the 
and nearly $8,000 less than the lowest bid. It also appears from the 
dence before the committee that said service, by the exe of skill and 
diligence, hoon not aaa well and faithfully performed at an actual cost of less 


1884, the said contractor, W. BiB greasy died; that 
ay of July 18 haye been performing the service under said con- 
mi hearse yd and well and to the entire 
nm 
The committee are of the opinion that the contract was entered into under a 
and that concealment of material facts by the Government in- 
eedon to enter intothesame. The amountsaid service requires 
from the estate of the deceased, and will impoverish the family. The 
committee nin that such an enforcement of the terms of the contract would 
be inequitable and unjust under all the facts and circumstances of thiscase. The 
committee submit herewith letters from the Post-Office anes Hon. W. 
H. Wadsworth, affidavits of Robert Anderson, S. A. Whitfield, S. G. Sulli 
John H. Wilson, and C. B. Pearce, to be printed with this report, 

I will read a letter from Hon. W. H. Wadsworth, of Maysville; Ky., 
which shows that estate of said Weedon is small and embarrassed, and 
that to enforce the mail contract entered into by him with the Post- 
Office Department for the mail-transfer service at Cincinnati, Ohio, 
would utterly impoverish the family. I will also read statement of 
Robert Anderson, and also statement of S. A. Whitfield, postmaster, 
and the statement of John H. Wilson and C. B. Pearce, jr., sureties of 


W. W. Weedon. 


D. C., January 17, 1887. 
: Iam well oe eager with the widow and children of W. W. Weedon, 


HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES UNITED STATES, 
Washington, 


deceased and the e ma pier ae tpg eae deceased. 

The estate is small and embarrassed. To enforce the mail contract entered 
into by him with the Post-Office Department for the mail-transfer service at Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, would utterly impoverish the family. 

Very truly, yours, 


W. H. WADSWORTH. 
To the CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS, 


‘lished statement b 


Robert Anderson states that he isat present general manager of the mail mes- 
senger and transfer service at rng rer ges Ohio, route No. 21703, and has been so 


., and Cincin- 
‘on at or about 
y from those 

the amount of his bid on the pub- 
the Government in its advertisement as to what was then 
the contract price for forming said service, and that to his positive knowl- 
edge said Weedon e no indepennent taresgakon o on which to base his bid, 

ROBERT ANDERSON. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me and in my presence by said Robert An 
aapon, personally known to me to be the same person he represents 


to 
Given under my hand and official seal this 6th day ae ar 1886. 
[sEax.] HN F. POGUE, 
Notary Public within and for Hamil County, Ohio. 


avenue said Weedon that he 


rformance of the work on 
essrs. John H, Wil- 


ion. 

ving opportunities for com n, they state that itis the best service 
ever arm by any <a in this city ‘since the inauguration of the present 
system of transportation of mails to and from railroad stations, 

They further state that they believe said service to be economically conducted 
in all ixeeperts and as cheaply as can be done consistent with the eueicerarae 
of thi in the matter of a full complement of horses and wago' 

S, A. WHITFIELD, 
master, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
8. G. SULLIVAN, 
Superintendent of Mails, Cincinnati, Ohio, Post-Office. 


Sworn to by the said S. A. Whitfield and S. G, Sullivan, and subscribed by 
them in my presence this 12th day of March, 1885. 
FRED. D. PEER, 


- Notary Public, Hamilton County, Ohio. 


of $8,997 


year, were influenced maala s and anes by the 
of the ved 


edule of service required at said point, ae in ocr py 


said contractor nor either of them mata the the eaten outside and 
perform said S servion, bas bat 


ar sporom or the statement was that they d take it into co: 

the price per year they should oto penton 43 the service for, 
a that if the then present contractor was able rform said service at the 
price of 96:79 per yeer, Weedon could sortainiy T erforma it ab the prise of #8007 


per year. 

They state that said Weedon, before he put in his bid, consulted with 
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upon inspection of same the figures 8,997, the amount of said Weedon’s bid,will 
be found just under the said statement as to their present pay, having been 
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Aari ten months, and makes the performance of the service cost them ae nate 

of $13,065 per year, or $4,068 per year more than they are receiving. They 
that they have cond! the matteras economically as possible aa pA mite 
the proper performance of their duties under the contract, and they do not be- 
Laid © that it could be run moreso. They state that they have been informed 
the Post-Office officials that same has been performed in a creditable man- 

pees and they have niher etree such to be the case. 

They state that this cost of $4,068 per year over the contract price, as shown 
above, is in addition to the loss ‘of their time devoted to the affairs, interest on 
the —— of cost over receipts, which they have been compelled to borrow, and 

tion in value of the equipment necessary to = the pari for al- 
most the cost price of which said Weedon and said Weedon's estate is indebted 


a 
> 
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to these affiants. They state thatthe said Weedon’s estate left by him does not 
exceed in value the sum of $3,000, and that therefore the performance of this con- 
tract will consume this entirely and cause a loss to these affiants of a large sum 
outside of what loss there may be to them on account of the equipment and 
their time. They state that they do not wantany compensation for their time, 
but do want, and think that it is nothing more than just and right, that they and 
said Weedon’s estate should be made whole and not suffered to lose anything 
in money or property by reason ofthiscontract. They state that said Weedon’s 
Spes ae his brothers and sisters, and they are poor, and the loss to them will 
very heavy. 
Signed this 3d day of May, 1886. 
JOHN H. WILSON. 
CHARLES B. PEARCE, Jr. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me by John H. Wilson and Charles B. Pearce, 
ire peemcnaly, known to me to be the same persons they represent themselves 
to 


e. 
Given under my hand and seal of office this 3d day of May, 1886. 
[srar] A. M. J. COCHRAN, Notary Public, 

This bill provides that the Postmaster-General is directed to settle 
with the administrators of W. W. Weedon, deceased, and his sureties 
on his official bond, for services performed in the mail messenger trans- 
fer and station service at Cincinnati since July 1, 1884, and allow and 
pay them for said service the actual cost of performing the mail service 
to the close of the period for which Weedon contracted to perform the 
same, provided that the Postmaster-General shall be satisfied that the 
service has been well and faithfully performed, and provided that he 
shall not allow or pay more than such service could have been rendered 
by the exercise of reasonable skill and diligence. 

The committee report that in their opinion the contract was entered 
into under a mistake of fact, and that the concealment of material facts 
by the Government influenced Mr. Weedon to enter into the same. 
The enforcement of the terms of the contract would be inequitable and 
unjust under all the facts, and I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Corns] the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COBB. I think, Mr. Speaker, that before passing upon ques- 
tions of this kind we ought to understand what we are doing. It has 
been almost impossible to understand anything during the last half 
hour of our proceedings. Yet we are disposing of a claim that involves, 
I suppose, a considerable amount of money. 

Mr. HEARD. About $8,000. 

Mr. COBB. About $8,000; and it involves besides a principle which 
is of more importance than the money itself. 

Mr. KERR. The gentleman is mistaken about this involving any 
money. ‘The billis simply to relieve these parties from an improvident 
contract. 

Mr.COBB. If the bill does not pass, will not money be collected by 
the Government? The gentleman says that it involves no money be- 
cause it proposes to release a contractor with the Government. Ifthe bill 
should not pass some $8,000 will be collected which by it the Govern- 
ment relinquishes. Is notthattrue? Isounderstand. If, therefore, 
this bill does not involve money, I do not understand how any bill can 
involve money. : 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Irise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Do I understand that the’ gentleman from 


Kentucky has an hour, and the gentleman from Alabama also has an 
hour? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois has the floor. 


Mr. COBB. Do these interruptions come out of my time? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If each one of these gentlemen has an hour, 
the hour foradjournment will arrive and we will be unable to pass any 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COBB. Mr. Chairman, there is something more involved than 
perhaps we are inclined to think, and while members are di to 
be a little humorous about this matter, we ought not to lose sight of 
the principle involved. 

The case is simply this: A man enters into a contract with the Gov- 
ernment and dies, and because of his death his personal representative 
is required to make good this contract; therefore, it is urged, we ought 
to relieve all parties concerned from any further obligation to the Gov- 
ernment in the matter. Now, that is the whole of it. 

Mr, Chairman, if this man had lived would a claim of this sort have 
been presented to Congress in his behalf? If he had lived and failed 
to carry out his contract, what obligation would there be on our part 
to relieve him of the consequences of his own misconduct, if there was 
misconduct, or to make good any loss which he might have incurred 
by reason of the failure to carry out his contract with the Government. 

A MEMBER. ‘To carry out an improvident contract. 

Mr. COBB. Very well, an improvident contract, if you please. The 
object of giving a bond with surety is to secure the faithful perform- 
ance of a contract entered into with the Government. If we do not 
propose to hold bondsmen to the terms of their contract, why require 
any bond to be given at all? 

So that, Mr. Chairman, there is ne ground whatever for the favora- 
ble consideration of this bill, unless we can find in the circumstances 
under which the contract was made something growing out of the con- 
Passe of the Government suflicient to induce us to relieve the con- 

actor, 


What are the circumstances now pressed upon the attention of the 
House in behalf of the pending bill? Nothing whatever, except that 
in a certain advertisement there was a foot-note which, it is alleged, 
misled the contractor in bidding for the contract. Can this be true? 
If it is true, as suggested by a gentleman behind me, it was the ad- 
vertisement for bids whicli misled and not the terms of the contract. 
This is as favorable a view as we can take of the matter. 

Mr. KERR. Would this man have undertaken to perform a contract 
where other men were losing money at the rate of $6,000 a year unless 
he had been misled by the advertisement? 

Mr. COBB. Thismanwasresponsibleforhis belief. He is presumed 
to have been a man of business. If he was not a man of business he 
showed bad judgment in entering into the contract at all, and we can 
not properly be called on to relieve against errors of judgment. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I understand the statement in the foot-note to 
which reference is made was absolutely true. 

Mr. COBB. There seems to be no doubt of the fact. Now, the 
question presented to us as business men, to be considered and acted 
upon in the votes we shall give on this measure, is this: When a man 
enters into a contract of this magnitude, and fails to accomplish what 
he undertook, and what he believed he could accomplish when he en- 
tered into the contract, must we, because the contract was with the 
Government, step in and relieve him from the consequences of his 
failure? If he had made great profit out of the contract we would not 
have heard from him any further about the matter. 

The question comes back at last to the inquiry whether, if the con- 
tractor was misled, the Government is responsible for it. If so, his 
estate and bondsmen ought to be relieved; but if the Government is 
not responsible for his having been misled, then they ought not to be 
relieved. If I understand the case, and I repeat it again, the only 
claim made in this respect is that in the advertisement there was a cer- 
tain foot-note which misled him. He read the advertisement and pro- 

to bid upon it. The presumption is he made all proper inquiries. 
If he did not the fault was his. He could easily have ined that 
the man who preceded him in the service he was bidding for had failed 
to make any money out of it, and yet he did not take the precaution 
to go to this man and learn what amount of money would be required 
to carry the contract into execution. That is the whole state of the 
ease. If this man stood here in propria persona asking for this relief 
we would not listen to him for one moment. Is it proper to relieve his 
bondsmen ? 

Mr. SPRINGER. If the gentleman will allow me a moment I will 
state the point in that respect. The point in the report to which I 
have referred is this—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. How much time does the gentleman 
from Alabama yield ? 

Mr. COBB. I will yield him two minutes. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SPRINGER. ‘That is more than I want. 

In the advertisement it was stated in the foot-note to which reference 
has been made: 

Present pay, $6,779. 

The administrator and the sureties claimed that the contractor was 
misled by this statement. It was true that that was the amount paid 
to the contractor at that time. But there was another fact still in ex- 
istence which was not disclosed in the advertisement, and that was that 
the contractor who had undertaken the work at that rate was losing 
money on it. 

Mr. COBB. I understand all that. 

Mr. KERR. Was not the bill favorably reported before? S 

Mr. SPRINGER. It was. 

Mr. COBB. Now I want to read this—— 

Mr. KERR. Will the gentleman yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. COBB. How much time? 

Mr. KERR. About three or five minutes. 

Mr. COBB. I will yield five minutes to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from Illinois says, this 
bill was favorably reported by the committee of the last House. My 
recollection is that these parties und ing to perform the contract 
were induced to do so by a representation made in the advertisement, 
to the effect that the former contractor had done the work for some- 
thing over $6,000. Thatis true, and the object of that publication 
was apparently to throw light upon the value of the contract. But in 
order to be entirely frank and fair the Government ought to have 
stated that the man who did the work at that rate was losing money, 
and a very considerable sum, on the contract. That the Government 
failed to do; and having failed to tell the whole truth about it, it mis- 
led this pa: 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. How was the Government to find out 
that he was losing money, go and examine him on oath ? 

Mr. KERR. Well, I suppose so. 

Now, the man who undertook the contract died, and I think a dif- 
ferent rule should apply in a case of that kind than where you are deal- 
ing with the case of a defaulting living contractor, because we ought 
not strictly, in justice, to hold a dead man to the performance of the 
contract. $ 

Mr. HOOKER. How could you? 
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Mr. KERR. You ought to take into consideration the circumstances 
in each case. It might be difficult in some instances to have a contract 
performed by another party by new advertisement; but a sense of jus- 
tice ought to prevail in this House, just as between man and man; and 
if the holding of a dead man’s estate to a contract would wipe out all 
the means of the widow and children, I do not think the Government 
of the United States ought to enforce the performance of such an im- 
provident contract, hg agen f when the terms of thé advertisement may 
justly be claimed to be misleading. 

Tt is a case in which I do not think the Government ought to enforce 
the terms of the contract, but should apply the same rule in a matter 
of that kind as would apply in conscience, judgment, and sound sense 
between man and man. No such considerations as that would hold a 
man to the performance of such a contract. 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Alabama has 
thirty-five minutes left. Does he desire to retain that time? 

Mr. COBB. No; I desire to use it now. 

I am willing for this contract to be considered as between individ- 
uals. There was no obligation on the part of the Government of the 
United States to inform this contractor whether he would make money 
or not. The only thing the Government did was to publish to the 
world what had been paid under the former contract, which statement 
was the truth. Now, if this man was a prudent man, he would have 
gone to the prior contractor and found out whether there was any 
money to be made on the contract at that rate or not. Now, then, 
here is an advertisement published by the Government to the world 
inviting competition for this service, in which advertisementit is sim- 

ly stated that the former contractor was paid so many dollars for per- 
ening the work. No one questions the truth of that statement. 
What obligation was there on the part of the Government to advise 
anybody whether the former contractor had made or lost money? It 
was the duty of the man who proposed to enter into the contract to 
inquire into the fact whether such had been the case; and to obtain 
that information he should have gone to him to inquire. 

It was his duty to look at all of the surrounding circumstances of 
the case to determine whether or not he could perform this contract 
for the amount of money the Government proposed to give. The Gov- 
ernment did not offer a contract atso many dollars, but invited a bid; 
and he made his bid. 

Mr. FINLEY. Inasmuch as the Government was not bound to tell 
whether parties were making money or not, they were not bound to 
make that suggestion either. 

Mr. COBB. But it was no suggestion by the Government. It was 
simply the statement of a fact, not calculated in the slightest degree 
to mislead. 

Mr. FINLEY. They would have left the man to make the exami- 
nation for himself. But they published that the work was being done 
at such a price, and having failed to tell the balance, was not that pro- 
vision misleading? 

Mr. COBB. If that misled the man, why did he refuse to take the 
contract at the amount given to the former contractor; but increased 
it by several thousand dollars ? r 

Mr. FINLEY. Every man believes when he takes a contract that 
the former contractor had taken it at a figure which he believed would 
be profitable. 

can explain that they advertise these lettings, and the man must 

. exercise his judgment rpo the advertisement. No man goes and 

hunts up paper or 8 contract or any other contract from the Gov- 

ernment with a view to ascertaining whether they may make money 

or not. If they get the contract on a bid for a larger amount they ex- 
pect tomake a profit. This man expected to make a profit. 

Mr. COBB. Yes, but the point made is that this man was possibly 
misled by the former contract. Why is it that he demands a larger 
amount than was given to the former contractor? The very fact that 
he made a bid at a larger sum than the former contractor is evidence 
he had investigated the surrounding circumstances, the duties to be per- 
formed, and the amount of money that it would require to perform them. 
Now, this is what the Government of the United States does inall cases. 
It publishes to the world that ‘‘I propose to have certain work done; 
now, what will you do it for?’’ leaving it to the parties to make an in- 
vestigation and ascertain what amount of money will be required in 
order to perform the terms of the contract to be entered into. [Cries 
of ‘‘Vote!’’] 

Mr. COBB. Now, Mr. Speaker, if the course desired here is to be 
pursued it puts an end to control of all business such as is generally 
carried on by the Government in reference to these mail contracts. 
There is not a defaulting mail contractor in the United States who can 
not make as strong a case as this. There is no one who has made a con- 
tract improvidently but who can come to Congress and ask to be re- 
lieved from the consequences of his want of judgment upon as strong 
grounds as are presented here. - 

I reserve the balance of my time. [Cries of “Vote!” ‘* Vote!’’] 

The question was taken on the passage of the bill; and there were— 
ayes 42, noes 37. . 

Mr. BLOUNT. I make the point of no quorum. This bill affects 
the whole mail seryice of the country 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will appoint as tellers the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Tuomas] and the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BLOUNT]. 

The tellers reported that there were yeas 30, nays 38. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The noes have it, and the bill is re- 


jected. 
Mr. KERR. I make the point of no quorum. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of no quorum was not made 


until the vote was announced. 

Mr. KERR. I made it before. 

Several MEMBERS (to Mr. THOMAS). Withdraw the bill. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object to the withdrawal of the bill. 

Mr. KERR. I insist upon the point of no quorum. 

The tellers resumed their places. 

Mr. LANHAM, I ask by unanimous consent, in view of the fact 
that the gentleman who reported this bill [Mr. TAULBEE] is absent, 
that the bill be now withdrawn from the consideration of the House. 
It was reported to the Forty-ninth Congress by Mr. WARNER, of Mis- 
souri, and the subcommittee which had it under consideration made a 
report which I ask by unanimous consent shall be printed in the REC- 
ORD. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object to the withdrawal of the bill. 

Mr. LANHAM. Iask by unanimous consent that the report of the 
committee be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I desire to ask a parliamentary question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. LANHAM. Was the report on the bill that we have just been 
considering read? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was read. 

Mr. LANHAM. Then will it not be printed in the RECORD? 

The SPEAKER protempore. Itwillbe. The report of the last Con- 
gress will not be printed in the RECORD, because objection was made. 

Mr. LANHAM. But I refer to the report of this Congress. 

The SPEAKER protempore. That has read, and will be printed.” ^ 
in the RECORD. The Clerk will report the bill. = 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 4318) to provide for the erection of a public buildingat the city of 
New Berne, N. O. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary ofthe Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to purchase or otherwise provide a suitable site and cause 
to be erected thereon a substantial and commodious building, with fire-proof 
vaults extending to each story, for the use and accommodation of the post- 
office, United States courts, custom-house, internal-revenue offices, and other 
Government offices, at the city of New Berne, in the State of North Carolina. 
The site, and penne thereon, when completed upon plans and specifications 
to be previously made and approved by the Secretary of the Treasury, shall 
not exceed in cost the sum of $100,000; nor shall bes Papen be purchased until 
estimates for the erection of s building which will furnish sufficient accommoda- 
tions for the transaction of the public business,and which shall not exceed in 
cost the balance of the sum herein limited after the site shall have been pur- 
chased and paid for, shall have been approved by the Secretary of the Treasury ; 
and no pu: of site norplace for eald building shall be approved by the Sec- 
retary of the Trensury, involving an expenditure exceeding the sum of $100,- 
000 for site and building; and the site purchased shall leave the building inde- 
pendent and un to danger from fire in adjacent ning were. = by an open 
space of not less 40 feet, including streets and alleys: Provided, That no 

t of said sum shall be expended until a valid title to said site shall be vested 

n the United States, nor until the State of North Carolina shall cede to the 

United States exclusive jurisdiction over the same, during the time the United 

States shall be or remain the owner thereof, for all purposes except the admin- 
istration of the criminal laws of said State and the service of process therein, 

The Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds recommended an 
amendmentstriking out the words ‘‘ one hundred ” where they occurred 
in the bill and inserting ‘‘seventy-five;’’ so as to make the appropria- 
tion $75,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. PAYSON. I object. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask the gentleman to withhold his objection, and 
allow me to make an explanation. 

TheSPEAKER pro tempore. Noobjectionisheard. The gentleman 
may proceed, subject to the right to object. 

Mr. SIMMONS. New Berne is the third largest city in the State of 
North Carolina. Itisa port of entry. There is a custom-house there 
which now occupies a rented building. Thereis a Federal court there 
which is held in a rented building. The judge of the district resides 
there and the Government rents an office for him. There is also there 
a large post-office, serving as the distributing center for twenty-seven 
counties. The deputy collector of internal revenue also resides in the 
city. In all, there are six public buildings rented and paid for by the 
Government. This isthe fourth time, I believe, that this bill has been 
favorably reported to the House, and if there are any meritorious bills 
of this kind upon the Calendar, this is one of them, and it would have 
been passed long ago but for certain peculiar circumstances which it is 
not necessary for me to explain at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina that this bill be now considered ? 

Mr. PAYSON. I object. k 

Mr. HOVEY was recognized, and sent a bill to the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. CRISP. Objection was made on that side of the House to the 


Is there objection to the present con- 
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consideration of the last bill, and I now rise to present a privileged re- 


port. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The report will be read. The Chair 
will recognize the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey] later. 

Mr. NUTTING. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. NUTTING. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey] had 
the floor and had been recognized, and I wish to know whether he can 
be taken off the floor by a member rising to present a privileged report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is inclined to think that 
the recognition of the gentleman from Indiana was not such as the 
gentleman from New York intimates, There had been no considera- 
tion of the bill, and no request stated, and the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Crisp] states that the report which he desires to present is a 
privileged matter. 

Mr. NUTTING. Butthégentleman from Indiana [Mr. HovEy] ad- 
dressed the Chair, and the Chair recognized him, and he sent his bill 
to the desk. I would like to know if that was not such a recognition 
as entitled him to the floor ? 

TheSPEAKER protempore. The Chair believes that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], desiring to present a privileged report, is 
entitled to the floor before the House has entered upon the considera- 
tion of another matter. 

Mr. NUTTING. I concede that; but the Chair had already recog- 
nized the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair had recognized the gentle- 
man fromIndiana, That is true. 

Mr. NUTTING. Very well. When the Chair had recognized the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey], I contend that even a privi- 
leged report can not take the gentleman off the floor. 

The SPEAKER pro temp're. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. NuTTING] that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Hovey] was recognized for the purpose of asking unanimous consent, 
but he had not obtained it; and pending that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Crisp] stated that he desired to present a privileged report. 

Mr. CRISP. Even if the gentleman were on the floor, I submit that 
under the rules he would have to give way to a privileged report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That question need not be raised now. 
The Chair has decided the matter and the Clerk will proceed. 


Mr. NUTTING. Iask the Chair to wait a moment. Let us have 
a ruling upon this. 
Mr. CRISP. I will dispose of the question by objecting to the con- 


sideration of the bill of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey]. 

Mr. NUTTING. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. NUTTING. Am I rightin this, that the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. Hovey] rose to his feet and asked recognition for the purpose 
of asking the House for unanimous consent to call up a bill for consid- 
eration, and that the Chair recognized him for that purpose? [Cries 
of ‘Regular order!’’] Is that correct, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is correct. 

Mr. NUTTING. Now, hasthegentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey] 
asked the House for unanimous consent to consider the bill? 

Mr. DOCKERY. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DOCKERY, Under the rule, does not a conference report take 
anybody off the floor? 

Mr. HOVEY. I will yield to the gentleman from Georgia to pre- 
sent his conference report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has decided the matter. 
If the gentleman from New York [Mr. Nuttin] wishes to appeal from 
the decision of the Chair, he can do so. 

Mr. NUTTING. I do not desire to appeal, but I desire to reply to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Dockery]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is no matter before the House 
for discussion. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSOURI RIVER, 


The Clerk read the report submitted by Mr. Crisp, as follows: 

The committee of conference on the PRSTE Totea of the two Houses 8n 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 10347) authorizing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, 
Nebr., and for other purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

‘That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate, 
and agree to the same. CHARLES F. CRISP, 

A. R, ANDERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
P. SAWYER, 
CHARLES F. MANDERSON, 
Managers on the part of the Senate, 
The following statement of the House conferees, submitted in ac- 
cordance with the rule, was read: 

The conferees on the part of the House on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the Senate amendments to H. R. 10347, in explanation of the report 
herewith submitted, say that the bill fully protects the interests of the naviga- 
tion of the river, and all parties at interest are satisfied therewith. 

` CHARLES F. CRISP. 
A. R. ANDERSON, of Iowa. 


The report of the committee of conference was adopted. 
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Mr. CRISP moved to reconsider the vote by which the report was 
roi ia and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

‘ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. CRISP. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. romans I yield to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
SIMMONS]. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I call up for consideration the bill which has al- 
ready been read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Theregular order has been demanded, 
and cuts off all requests for unanimous consent. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Whatis the regular order? > 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular order is the unfinished 
business. The Clerk will report the first bill. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Is the regular order demanded? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Then I move that the House now take a recess 
until 8 o’clock this evening, for the consideration of business under 
the special order. 

Mr. BLOUNT. What is the special order ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The consideration of bills reported 
from the Committee on War Claims. 

Mr. HEARD. Will the business of the evening session be limited 
absolutely to reports of the Committee on War Claims ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair so understands the order. 


BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER AT SIOUX CITY, IOWA, 


Pending the motion for a recess, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore announced the appointment of Mr. 
Crisp, Mr. ANDERSON of Iowa, and Mr. PHELAN as conferees on the 
pat of the House upon the bill (S. 1701) authorizing the construction 
of a high wagon-bridge across the Missouri River at or near Sioux City, 
Towa. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. DOCKERY for a re- 
cess, it was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 40 minutes 
p. m.) the House took a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION. 


The recess haying expired, the House reassembled at 8 o’clock p. m., 
and was called to order by Mr. DocKERY as Speaker pro tempore. 
The Clerk read the following: 
SpEAKER’s Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 25, 1888. 
Sır: I hereby designate Hon. A. M. Dockery to preside as Speaker pro tom- 
pore at the session of tlie House this evening, 
JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker, 
Hon. Joux B. CLARK 
Clerk House of Representatives. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the special order 
under which the session of this evening is held. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That on July 25 the House take a recess at 5 o'clock until 8 o'clock 
p. m., the session not to extend beyond 10 p. m., the session to be devoted tothe 
consideration of bills reported from the Committee on War Claimsto which there 
is no objection, 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent that the bills 
aee up to-night be considered in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole, 

Mr. COBB. Does that preclude debate on these bills? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, It does not. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Every bill will be subject to a single objection, at 
any rate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the proposition 
of the gentleman from Kentucky ? 

Mr. McKINNEY. I have no reason for wishing to object except 
one: when these bills are considered in the House as in Committee ot 
the Whole it compels our good friend the Journal Clerk to stay here 
until 1 or 2 o’clock in the morning to make up the record, while it 
the bills be first considered in Committee of the Whole and afterward 
passed in the Honse the Journal can be made up in perhaps fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The matter which the gentleman suggests is really 
worthy of consideration. In Committee of the Whole nothing is jour- 
nalized, while in the House a full journal must be kept, and it in- 
volves a large amount of labor for the Clerk. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. It is very hard for me to understand 
how measures can be considered and passed here without there being a 
record, and it would appear that if they are considered without going 
into Committee of the Whole it must necessarily save a great deal of 
work. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Ts there objection? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman from New Jersey calls 
for the regular order, which the Chair understands to be equivalentto 
an objection, 
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Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I move that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar for the 
consideration of business under the special order. 


The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, Mr. CLARDY in the chair. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I wish to makeasuggestion. In order 
that we may make proper dispatch of business mopar He I ask unani- 
mous consent that each member of the Committee on War Claims, the 
committee which has reported these bills to the House and done the 
work upon them, be allowed to call up a bill and have it considered, 
and that afterward the Calendar be called straight through in order 
that members here to-night who have bills in which they are specially 
interested may secure for them consideration. Bills as called up will 
be subject to objection, of course. 

Mr. ADAMS. Whatis the request of the gentleman—that each mem- 
ber of the Committee on War Claims be allowed to call up a bill, and 
that then we go on with the Calendar in order ? 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. That, in the first place, each member of 
the Committee on War Claims be allowed to up a bill, subject, of 
course, to objection, and that afterward the Calendar be called straight 
through, so that each member present may haye an opportunity to get 
a bill before the House. 

Mr. ADAMS. How would the gentleman think of a modification, 
to the effect that after the members of the committee present have each 
called up their bill, then that those of the faithful few here to-night, 
who are not members of the committee, may have that privilege! 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. That is exactly what I want to reach, 
and in making my request that was the object I had in view. 

Mr. HOUK. ‘To let the members of the committee each one call up 
a bill, and then everybody else present call up one? 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Yes; that was my object. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the genfle- 
man from Kentucky as modified by the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois, that the members of the Committee on War Claims be each 
allowed to call up a bill, after which that members present may each 
have the right to call up a bill? 

The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Mr. Chairman, let us understand that. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ido not think the order was distinctly understood. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The Chair understood the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky to request that each of the members of the Committee on War 
Claims present should be permitted to designate one bill, after which 
the Calendar was to becalled. The gentleman from Illinois suggested 
asa modification that each member of this Committee of the Whole be 
permitted to name a bill after the members of the War Claims Com- 
mittee had called up their bill. To that arrangement the Chair heard 
no objection. 

Mr. HOLMAN. ‘That was agreed to. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. If that arrangement was adopted, who would 
be first recognized ? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would endeavor to recognize gentle- 
men alternately on each side. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Iam perfectly willing that each of the mem- 
bers of the Committee on War Claims present should be permitted to 
call up a bill; but then I should insist that we go to the Calendar and 
proceed in the regular order. 

Mr. HOLMAN. It is too late now to object. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. I did not hear any request for unanimous con- 
sent. We would have difficulty anyhow as to the order in which rec- 
ognitions were to be made; and it strikes me asa more reasonable propo- 
sition to proceed directly with the Calendar after the committee have 
had the privilege asked by them. We would make far more progress. 

Mr. HOLMAN. We would get through with more bills in the man- 
ner suggested, I think. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Let me say, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. CATCHINGS. If the understanding is that afler the Commit- 
tee on War Claims shall each have had the privilege of calling up a 
bill the Calendar is to be called and each gentleman present is to be 

tted to call up a bill as it is reached on the Calendar, and if any 

so reached is not called up, that it retain its place on the Calendar, 

I shall not object. To that I think there will be no objection, and I 
hope it will be done. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. The objection of the gentleman from 
Mississippi evidently comes too late; but the trouble he suggests is 
plain to be seen by everybody. It seems to me that it would necessi- 
tate a struggle for recognition. But as the Calendar was called, then 
every member present would be permitted to call up a bill as it is 
reached. That would seem to be a proper method of proceeding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will then submit the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky as modified by the gentleman from Missis- 


sippi. 
Mr. HOLMAN. Let us have the regular order. We have already 
ent. 
Iam perfectly willing to concede the proposi- 


up 


arrived at an agreem: 
Mr. CATCHINGS. 
tion that the members of the Committee on War Claims shall 


their bills. To that I make no objection. After that, however, I hope 
the Calendar will be called in its regular order, and that members 
present, if they desire to do so, may ask the consideration of bills as 
they are reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi? 

Mr. DOCKERY. Whatisit? 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Simply that when the members of the Com- 
mittee on War Claims have finished calling up bills, that the Calendar 
shall be taken up and called in its order, and if no gentleman desires 
to ask the consideration of a claim as it is reached, that it be passed 
over, as a matter of course. 

Mr. DOCKERY. That is all right. s 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think the order first made was a more reasonable 
one for the transaction of business. 

Mr. LANHAM. As there seems to be misunderstanding here, I de- 
mand the regular order. . 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I desire to call up the bill H. R. 10481, 
which I send to the desk. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Is it understood that the request of the chairman 
of the War Claims Committee was agreed to, that the four members of 
the committee presentshall each have the privilege of calling up one bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that that was agreed to. It 
was coupled, however, with another proposition, to which objection 
has since been made. ; 

Mr. McCREARY. Ido not think there was any objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. BOWDEN, I do not object to that, but to each member present 
calling up a claim I do object. It is quite evident now that each 
member could not have that privilege to-night; and there would be a 
struggle for recognition, which would result in doing nothing. 

Mr. HOLMAN. But that was the agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. TheChair thinks the members of the Committee 
on War Claims would be entitled to recognition anyhow. But the 
Chair will again submit the request, in order that there may be no mis- 
take. The request is that the members of the Committee on War 
Claims may be permitted each to call up a bill. 

Mr. MORGAN. I suggest that the roll be then called, and each 
member of the House be permitted to call up a bill. 

Mr. HOVEY. I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. McCREARY,. I understand the chairman of the Committee on 
War Claims made a proposition. This is his night. Thesession is as- 
signed to his committee, and I would like to hear that proposition. 

Mr. HOLMAN. As agreed to. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Consent was asked heretofore that each 
member of the Committee on War Claims be permitted to call up one 
bill, after which, that the Calendar be called through and the members 
present then have the opportunity to ask the consideration of bills as 
they are reached. 

Mr. LYMAN. - And if no member asks the consideration of a bill, 
that it be over informally. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Although I believe the better proposi- 
tion is to let the roll of members be called and each member present 
be permitted to call up a bill. 

Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. TRACEY, and Mr. BOWDEN objected. 

Mr. LANHAM. Evidently we can not proceed, owing to the mis- 
understanding that prevails; therefore I demand the order. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Do I understand that Committee 
on War Claims is to be recognized? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman coupled that request with two 
others, to which objection is made, as the Chair understands. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I ask that each member of the Committee on 
War Claims be recognized to call up a bill. 

Mr. HOVEY and others, Regular order. 

The Clerk read the title of the first bill, as follows: 


A bill (H. R 28) for the relief of William J. Poitevent. 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Iask unanimous consent that members of the 
War Claims Committee may be permitted to call up one bill each. 

Mr. HOLMAN. My understanding of this matter was this: That 
the gentleman from Kentucky made the request that each member 
of the Committee on War Claims present might callup onebill. That 
was supplemented by the proposition of the gentleman from Illinois 
that after that each gentleman as recognized might call upabill. That 
was aoea to, and that is the regular order of the House unless it is 
reyo 

Mr. BOWDEN. Idid not understand that was agreed to. I ex- 
pressly objected to that; but I have no opposition to the proposition of 
the gentleman from Kentucky that each member shall be permitted 
to call up a bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. I really think we ought to permit the Committee 
on War Claims to have some privileges in this business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was of the opinion that the proposi- 
tion had been assented to, but remembering that the regular order was 
demanded at the time, the Chair is satisfied —— 
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Mr. HOLMAN. It was demanded later. 

The CHAIRMAN. It was demanded, the Chair thinks, about that 
time; and the regular order being demanded, the Clerk will report 
the first bill. 

Mf. STONE, of Kentucky. I make the point of order that my re- 
quest had been assented to, that each member should call up a bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was supplemented by another proposition, 
and the Chair will submit the proposition that the members—— 

Mr. HOVEY. I object. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I would like to have the proceedings read so as to 
determine what action was taken, and I rise to a point of order for that 

*purpose. I think that the record will show that there was no objec- 
tion made at the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that he has consulted the 
reporter’s notes and they show that the request was submitted and not 
objected to at the time. Immediately afterward the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN] rose and said that he did not understand the 

roposition. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I now suggest that in consequence of this misun- 
derstanding that at least the members of the War Claims Committee 

resent be each permitted to call up one bill, and the reading of the 
Bret bill will be the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the suggestion of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana? 

Mr. HOVEY. I know of no right that the members of the commit- 
tee have over other members of this House. They have monopolized 
the time, and the gentlemen over there have had many bills considered, 
and when I have offered anything those on the opposite side have voted 
it out of the House or beaten it down by some dilatory motion. And 
I call for the regular order. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I just want to answer the gentleman 
from Indiana in one word. I have worked harder than any other gen- 
tleman of this House for the accomplishment of the character of legis- 
lation connected with these war claims. I have never objected to a bill, 
but have given up to every member on this floor an opportunity to for- 
ward his bill, and I have always been disposed to do all in my power 
to show the greatest courtesy and favor to everybody having a bill to 
consider, and any gentleman who states to the contrary states what is 

. not true. 

Mr. HOVEY. I want to reply to the gentleman from Kentucky I 
introduced a bill in February and introduced four bills in January— 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Illinois. I demand the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is demanded. 

The Clerk again reported the title of the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I wish to say a word to that bill. It has 
been the invariable custom ever since i have been in Congress, when a 
session like this is assigned to a committee, for the chairman of a com- 
mittee to call up & bill, and that he shall then yield to members of the 
committee alternately—Democrat and Republican—each to call up a 
bill; and I hope the gentleman will not-be deprived of that privilege. 
I will say to my friend from Indiana that I have witnessed his troubles 
here in getting his bills considered and I fully sympathize with him. 
I have been in the same boat with him for six months, and he ought 
not, in justice to the gentleman from Kentucky, hold him responsible 
for the fault of others; and I hope he will let the gentleman proceed. 

Mr. HOVEY. I have been a silent member of this House, a modest 
man, and I have pressed nothing forward here. In the month of Jan- 
uary I introduced four bills in this House, and neither one of them has 
been reported. One of the bills went to the committee of the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. TowNsHEND], and it has never been heard 
from at all. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What bill was that? 

Mr. HOVEY. A bill to pay the soldiers during the late war the 
difference on their pay between greenbacks and gold. It was intro- 
duced early in the session and has never been reported at all. 

- Mr. TOWNSHEND. It had no relation to the business of my com- 
mittee, and the bill has been referred back. [Criesof ‘‘ Regular order !’’] 

Mr. HOUK. This debate is all out of order. 

Mr. HOVEY. Ifany member is to speak, I have the floor. 

Mr. DOCKERY. Idemand the regular order, which takes every- 
body off the floor. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. What is the regular order at this moment? The 
reading of the bill, is it not? 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis. 

Mr. BROWER. I think the Clerk has read the title of the third bill 
on the Calendar. There are two other bills preceding it, which were 
reported from the Court of Claims. The Committee on War Claims 
had not reported on them. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a question of order. 

x BOWDEN. I ask the Chair to decide the point that I have 
made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair supposes that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Crisp] rises to discuss the point of order made by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN]. 

Mr. CRISP. No, sir. The point I desire to make is that the Clerk 


has begun in the wrong place. 
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Mr. BOWDEN. That is my point. 

Mr. CRISP. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. The order for this 
evening session does not confine the House to bills of a private nature, 
It says ‘‘ bills reported by the Committee on War Claims.” 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What kind of bills? 

Mr. CRISP. It does not say. That is my point. It is for the 
Chair to determine. : 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Does not the order say ‘‘ bills to which there 
is no objection?’ 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the order under which 
we are proceeding this evening be read. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I want to suggest to gentlemen that the 
Committee on War Claims do not consider any bills except war claims, 
and therefore would not be apt to report any other bills. 

Mr. CRISP. While that is true, they have reported some bills of a 
public nature, The first bill on which my eye falls is a bill to reim- 
burse the several States for interest on moneys expended by them on 
account of raising troops during the late war. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair sustains the point of order made by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN], which is the same point 
raised by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]. The Clerk will 
report the first bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 3344) for the relief of Perez Dickinson. 


Mr. CRISP. Where does the Clerk begin now? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires the attention of members for 
amoment. The House resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and the Clerk informs the Chair that 
he has now read the title of the first bill. 

Mr. McCREARY. What is the bill? 

‘The CLERK. A bill for the relief of Perez Dickinson, the first bill 
on the Private Calendar, page 35. 
x The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of that 
il? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I object. 

The aco . Objection is made. The Clerk will read the 
next bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
eine bill (H. R. 3701) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Margaret T. Hig- 


Mr. BOWDEN. I ask that that bill be considered. 
3 ae CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
ill ? 
Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I object. 
Mr. COBB. Iask that the bill and report be read, subject to ob- 
jection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.. STONE] 
has already objected. 
Mr. BOWDEN. I do not understand that the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Cops] objects to the consideration of this bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Copp] does 
not object, but the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. STONE] does. 
Mr. BOWDEN. I am perfectly willing that the bill and report 
shall be read, subject to objection. : 
aye CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. The Clerk will report the 
next bill. è - 
The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 26) for the relief of William J. Poitevent. 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? 

Mr. BOWDEN. I rise to a question of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I wish to know whether every bill that is objected 
to is to be passed over without consideration? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the order for this session. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Very well. I understand that the bill for the re- 
lief of John De Bree has been objected to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair understood the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. STONE] to object. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I know of no more meritorious bill upon the Cal- 
endar than that one, and if it is to be the rule here to-night that every 
bill that is objected to is to be passed over without consideration, and 
if that bill is objected to, then no more business will be done to-night. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I wish to say, Mr. Chairman, that my 
reason for objecting to that bill was simply that it was one of those 
Court of Claims bills over -which there has been somuch troublein this 
House, and I do not think we ought to go into the consideration of 
those bills to-night. I believe that the work of the Committee on War 
Claims reported at the present session ought to have consideration this 
evening, and that we ought to dispose of bills in which there is not so 
much involved and which will not create so much discussion as bills of 
this class. 

Mr. BOWDEN. In reply to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
STONE], I want to say that that bill has been pending here from year 
to year; it has been adjudicated by the Court of Claims, the Attorney- 
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General having appeared before the court in defense of the United 
States; there is no more meritorious claim on the Calendar; and I re- 
peat that if this is to be the rule there will be no more bills considered 
here to-night. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I withdraw the objection. 
no captious spirit that I objected. 

Mr. LANE. I renew the objection. 

The CHAIRMAN The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LANE] objects, 
and the Clerk will report the next bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 26) for the relief of William J. Poitevent. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I object. 

HIRAM JOHNSON AND OTHERS, 

The next business on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 
mittee on War Claims was the bill (H. R. 1028) for the relief of Hiram 
Johnson and others. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
bill? 

Mr. BOWDEN. I object. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. TRACEY. I move that the committee rise, As objections are 
made to the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar, I propose 
that the committee rise so that we may resolve ourselves into Committee 
of the Whole on the state of the Union to consider public bills. 


It was in 


Is there objection to the consideration of this 


The motion of Mr. TRACEY that the committee rise was not agreed’ 


to. 

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the privilege of 
making a statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to permitting the gentleman 
from Kentucky to make a statement? The Chair hears none. 

Mr, FINLEY. I take it for granted that gentlemen on both sides of 
the House have hills to the passage of which no one will object. 

Mr. MCKENNA. I have one right here. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I have one. 

Mr. HOUK and others. So have I. 

Mr. FINLEY. I think we ought toagree upon taking up some bills 
which do not involve any great. amount of money and in which all 
members will acquiesce. I have such a bill—— 

Mr. HOUK. Ihave one. 

Mr. FINLEY. Itseems to me we ought not to kill time. Our con- 
stituents need some legislation, especially that poorer class whose 
claims against the Government are very small in amount. I do not 
know any reason why, as representatives of the people, we can not 
agree to pass these bills involving small sums of money, and thus con- 
fer a greater boon upon the parties interested than if we should pass 
measures involving five, ten, fifteen, or twenty thousand dollars each. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman any request to submit? 

Mr. FINLEY. Isubmit the proposition that we consider cases in 
which no greater sum is involved than $1,000. 

Mr. HOUK. I object to that; make it $2,000. 

Mr. aes Very well; I will say $2,000. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular 
order !’? 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. DocKERY having resumed 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. CLARDY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House, having had under consideration business on 
the Private Calendar reported from the Committee on War Claims, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I want tomakea statement 
of the present situation and what I hope may come outof it. This 
Committee on War Claims has labored harder than any committee, or 
at least.as hard as any committee ever organized by the Congress of the 
United States. So far as I am individually concerned, I have had only 
a few small claims that were of interest to my own district. I have 
labored hard, as is known to members of the committee and the House, 
to get the business referred by members to our committee into such 
shape that it could be acted on by the House. When I asked for the 
fixing of to-night for the consideration of these bills, I did not do so 
for my own personal benefit in any way. I asked this session for the 
benefit of members who had bills pending here which they were anx- 
ious to have passed. 

I came here and asked consent that those members of the Committee 
on War Claims who are present, being, perhaps, only half a dozen—— 

Mr. LAWLER. Four. $ 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Possibly only four—should each have 
the privilege of calling up a claim and having itconsidered. That re- 
quest was denied. Then I was willing that the Calendar should be 
called in regular order. Now, if the House can arrive at any deter- 
mination so as to secure the consideration of these bills in the manner in 
which this House of Representatives ought to proceed with business, I 
am willing it shall go ahead; otherwise, I am in favor of the House 
now adjourning without longer wasting time; and I pledge the House 
that I will not turther give my time to the preparation of business that 
will not be considered. . 


Mr.CAREY. Will the gentleman allow me a word before he presses 
his motion? f 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CAREY. The able Speaker of this House ruled during the last 
Congress that a Delegate from a Territory can not object. Iask now 
from this House an act of generosity to the Delegate from Washington 
Territory [Mr. VOORHEES] and the Delegate from Wyoming [Mr. 
Carey]. Iask that each of these Delegates be permitted to call up 
a bill to which there can be no objection. 

Mr. LAWLER. When? 

Mr. CAREY. Now. . 

Mr. LAWLER. Oh, no; I object. We will let you have just as 

a chance as ourselves. 

Mr. CAREY. But we never get any chance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chairwill state the request of the 
gentleman from Wyoming. The gentleman asks permission for him- 
self and for the Delegate from Washington Territory [Mr. VOORHEES] 
that each be allowed to call up a bill to which there is no objection. 
Is there objection to this request? 

Mr. BOWDEN, I object. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If no business can be done this evening, we 
might as well adjourn and go home. The Committee on War Claims 
asked for a session this evening for the purpose of considering certain 
bills on the Calendar reported from that committee. It seems, what- 
ever the rules of the House may specifically indicate, that it has been 
customary ever since I had knowledge of the House when an order like 
this was made the committee which had obtained the night session 
for the consideration of its business was authayized—I do not say the 
chairman arbitrarily, but the committee—to call up such bills as came 
within the scope of the order of the House under which the House had 
assembled at the evening session. 

Mr. WHEELER. That is the unwritten law. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. It seems now under the rule of parliamentary 
procedure—it seems to me thatit is apparent in this contention—I will 
not characterize it by any other name—— 

A MEMBER. We can not hear what is going on. We would all like 
to hear what is being said. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Gentlemen will resume their seats 
and rve order. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Unless we arrive at some mode of procedure 
by common consent, it seems to me we will come ont this evening 
just where we started in. [Laughter.] In the way in which we are 
now proceeding we get farther and farther from the transaction of any 
business. I disclaim having any particular interest in any bill. There 
is not one I would ask to have considered before another. But I want 
to see the business transacted for which we are assembled, and I now 
ask, by unanimous consent, that the Committee on War Claims, act- 
ing as a committee, may designate the bills upon the Calendar which 
shall be called up for consideration. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I do not like to appear in the rôle of an obstruc- 
tionist, but I must object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the proposition ot 
the gentleman from Ohio, that the Committee on War Claims designate 
the bills in the order in which they shall be taken up for considera- 
tion ? 

Mr. BOWDEN. If the Chair will permit me for one moment I will 
make a briefstatement. Now, I do not wish to appear in the rôle of 
an obstructionist, for I am rather a good-natured man and do not wish 
to assume that réle. I have for ninety days danced attendance down 
in that bull-ring for the purpose of securing the passage of one or two 
little bills in which my constituents wereinterested. This is the only 
chance I have to have those bills considered. 

Iam willing each member of the Committee on War Claims shall 
designate a bill to be considered, but I do object to the whole time being 
taken up by the members of that committee to the exclusion of all 
others. I readily admit that the Committee on War Claims have ren- 
dered valuable service, and agree that each one of them shall have the 
privilege of calling up a bill for consideration; but while I consent to 
that, I also demand for myself the opportunity to call up from the Cal- 
endar for consideration the bills in which my own constituents are in- 
terested. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Virginia ob- 


ject to the proposition of the gentleman from Ohio? 


Mr. BOWDEN, Yes, I do object to his proposition that the Com- 
mittee on War Claims shall exclusively have the power to call up bills 
for consideration this evening, for that would exclude me from going 
to the Calendar for the consideration of the bills in which my constit- 
nents are interested, and to which I have already alluded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOVEY. I demand the regular order of business. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If we can do no business then I shall insist on 
my motion that the House adjourn so we may go home. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ‘The gentleman will state it. 


Mr. CUTCHEON. The special order provides that the session this 
evening shall be devoted to the consideration of bills reported from the 
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Committee on War Claims to which there is no objection. It does not 
provide specifically for the consideration of the bills upon the Private 
Calendar at all, or upon the Union Calendar. Now, is it not in order 
to begin with the calendar of the committee, commencing with the first 
bill and proceeding in regular order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In reply to the question of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan the Chair will state that the answer to his ques- 
tion depends upon the motion made by the chairman of the commit- 
tee or some other member of the House. If a motion is made and 
agreed to to go into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union, thén, of course, the calendar in that committee will be 
taken up and the bills considered in order. If the motion is made to 
go into the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar 
sn it is agreed to, the bills on that Calendar will be taken up in their 
order. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Ihave moved that the House adfourn for the 
purpose of testing the sense of the House, and I ask for a decision on 
that motion. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Irise for the purpose of asking the gen- 
tleman from Indiana—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the motion to adjourn withdrawn ? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes, I will withdraw it to hear what the chair- 
man of the committee has to say. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I wish in the first place, Mr. Speaker, 
to ask the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey] to state just in what 
order he desires the House shall proceed to the consideration of busi- 
ness this evening. 

Mr. HOVEY. Iwill not dictate what order the business shall be 
conducted in. The gentleman knows what the parliamentary rules 
are. We have Calendars made here, and they are made for some pur- 
pose. Let us proceed in the regular parliamentary way. 

Mr. WHEELER. That is, that the chairman of the committee shall 
control the business and designate the bills to be called up. 

Mr. HOVEY. There is no such rule known to parliamentary law. 

Mr. WHEELER. It has been the unwritten law and the custom 
for over thirty years. 

Mr. HOVEY. Regular order. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 18, noes 

46. 
So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent of the House 
that bills called up from the Private Calendar to-night be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole, instead of in the com- 
mittee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. TRACEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to object to that, but 
there are public bills—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Now I ask unanimous consent that each 
of the members of the Committee on War Claims present be allowed to 
call up one bill. 

Mr. HOVEY. I rise to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HOVEY. Has not that same motion been repeated and voted 
down a dozen times? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is correct, but other 
business has intervened. 

Is there objection to the request? 

Mr. HOVEY. I object. 

Mr. HOOKER. I rise toa parliamentary inquiry. Is that motion 
amendable? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That order could only be made by unan- 
imous consent. Unanimous consent has been asked and refused. 

Mr. WHEELER. I now ask unanimous consent that the courtesy 
always extended by this House to the chairmen of its committees be 
extended to the chairman of the Committee on War Claims, so that he 
can control the business this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That request has just been asked in 
another form and refused. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. I 
wish to ask if it is in order to move that that order be followed in the 
consideration of these bills to-night? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is not. It can only be done by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Then I demand the regular order. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Tho resolution under which we are 
operating to-night reads, ‘‘that the session shall be devoted to the con- 
sideration of bills reported from the Committee on War Claims to which 
there is no objection.”’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is correct. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. My question is, whether these two 
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cases on the Calendar, reported from the Committee on War Claims, 
come within the scope of that resolution? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. They do. The order means this—it 
has been construed frequently, when similar orders have been made by 
the House: Of course if the regular order is demanded the Calendar 
of business must be called in its order, and it is the duty of the Clerk 
to read the bill by its title, or if necessary to read the bill itself, when 
the Chair asks the question, ‘‘Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill?” If objection is made, under the order the bill can not be 
considered. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. It is quite evident that we can not transact any 
business as long as the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN ] main- 
tains the attitude he has assumed. I hope we will be able to make 
some progress to-night, and I ask therefore that we go back to the bill 
which he has designated and proceed to its consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. COBB. I object. [Cries of “Regular order! ’’] 

Mr. BUCHANAN I rise to aquestion of order. The regular order 
goes to the beginning of the Calendar, I presume. Weare now in the 
House, nothing being accomplished in Committee of the Whole on the 
Calendar. We must therefore commence at the head of the Calendar. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That point of order is well taken,and 
the Clerk will report the first bill. : 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9872) for the relief of Perez Dickinson. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill ? : 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I raise the question of order that the regular or- 
der in the House is the House Calendar, and the first bill is on page 24, 
we being now in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unanimous consent was asked and 
given to consider bills in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I was not aware of that. 

Mr. TRACEY. I wish to protest against that order being made, 
Mr. Speaker. I objected, and the Chair declined to listen to my ob- 
jection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair did not understand the gen- 
tleman as objecting. 

Mr. TRACEY. {objected with a view to making an explanation to 
theHouse. I did not want to interfere with the action of the chair- 
man of the committee; but inasmuch as his request covered only the 
private bills, I thought public bills on the Calendar should also be em- 
bodied in the same order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair understood that unanimous 
consent was given. The Chair did not understand the gentleman to 
object to the request at all; but if the gentleman states that he ob- 
jected the Chair will of course entertain the objection now. 

Mr. TRACEY. LIobjected merely for the purpose of securing the 
consideration of bills on the Public Calendar as well as those on the 
Private Calendar, Thatwasall. I would now ask unanimous consent 
that all bills, public as well as private, be considered in the House as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from New York that in the event this order is not set aside the House 
will have to begin somewhere, and the Chair supposes, of course, that 
it will begin on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. TRACEY. Not according to the understanding. The under- 
standing was that we were to take up theCalendar. The first portion 
of the Calendar relates to the public bills. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair would state as his recol- 
lection and understanding that the Private Calendar was first to be 
taken up. The gentleman from New York objected to the request of 
the gentleman from Kentucky, as he now states, and the Chair will 
entertain that objection. 

Mr. TRACEY. I objected for the reason I have stated, in order 
that the public bills should not be excluded from consideration this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER prò tempore. The Chair stated the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky, which was to consider in the House as in 
Committee of the Whole the Private Calendar. The Chair now under- 
stands that the gentleman from New York [Mr. TRACEY] objected to 
it and still objects. The Chair will now entertain the objection of the 
gentleman, although the Chair did not understand the gentleman from 
New York did so object at the time. 

Mr. TRACEY. I objected for the purpose of bringing up a public 
bill; but as I think it would be but coustesy, as that would interfere 
with the chairman of the committee, I withdraw my objection. 

Mr. HOUK. Iwant to makea parliamentary inquiry. As I under- 
stand it, the regular order is called for. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is. 

Mr. HOUK. That being true, I wish to know of the Chair if it does 
not involve commencing with the first bill on the Calendar and pro- 

5 PEREZ DICKINSON. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk, by direction of the Chair, 
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has just reported the first bill. 
of the bill. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9872) for the relief of Perez Dickinson. $ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 
| Mr. KILGORE rose. 
| Mr. HOLMAN. I think the bill ought to be read. 
[: The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 
|. The bill was read for information. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to consideration of 
this bill? 

Mr. BURROWS. ‘The report ought to be read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The report can only be read by unani- 
mous consent, as it is in the nature of debate. 

Mr. KILGORE. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas objects, 
and the Clerk will report the title of the next bill. 

JOHN DE BREE. 
The Clerk read the title, as follows: 
Eno bill (H. R. 1798) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Margaret T. Hig- 


gi 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iask unanimous consent that the report be read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Indiana asks 
unanimous consent that the report may be read, reserving the right of 
objection. Is there objection. 

‘There was no objection. _ 

The report was read for information. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND (during the reading). Unless the committee 
agree to let this bill be considered, I do not see the necessity for read- 
ing the report. I object to the reading of the report. 

Several MEMBERS. Too late. 


The Clerk will again report the title 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. LANE. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the title of ihe | 
next bill. 


WILLIAM F. POITEVENT. 


The Clerk read the title, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 26) for the relief of William F. Poitevent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the bill, and then 
the Chair will ask for objection. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I would like to suggest, if there is any 
business to be done at all, that the title be read, and unless some one 
asks for the consideration of the bill it should be passed over. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent that the titles of the bills be read, and unless some 
one asks for the consideration of the bill that it be passed over. Is 
there objection? The Chair heats none, and it is so ordered. 


HIRAM JOHNSON AND OTHERS. 

The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. ENLOE) was the bill (H. R. 1028) for the relief of Hiram 
Johnson and others. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I object. 

WILLIAM ‘D. WILSON. 

The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. CATCHINGS) was the bill (H. R. 828) for the relief of 
William D. Wilson. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I object. 

JOHN H. WEEKS. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
askefl by Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky) was the bill (H. R. 5516) 
for the relief of John H. Weeks. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I ask consideration of that 
pill. Ihave been watching for it for six months, and I hope the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN] will not object to it. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I suggest to the gentleman from Kentucky that he 
had better see the gentleman from Illinois, I will have to object. 

Mr. KERR. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore put the question and announced that 
the ‘‘noes’’ seemed to have it. 

Several MEMBERS. Division. 

The House divided, and there were—ayes 19, noes 49; so the House 
refused to adjourn. 

WIDOW OF LIEUT. JOHN F. STEWART. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Tho Clerk will report the next bill. 
The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. BROWER) was the bill (H. R. 456) for the relief of the 
widow of Lieut. John F. Stewart. 
Mr. BROWER. I ask that that bill be considered. 
Mr. ENLOE. I object. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks an objection was 
made on the right. [After a pause.] Is there objection to the consid- 
eration of this bill? ? 

A MEMBER. I think it should be read, subject to objection, and the 
report also. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. TheClerk will report the bill; but the 
report can not be read except by unanimous consent, as if is in the 
nature of debate. z 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER protempore. Isthere objection to the consideration 
of this bill? [After a pause.] ‘The Chair hears none.. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

For the relief of the widow of Lieut. John F, Stewart. 

Whereas Lieut, John F. Stewart, late of Company A, Fourth Regiment, United 
States Infantry, in active line of service, was promoted and appointed, and did 
serve faithfully as a second lieutenant of said company from July 22, 1505, until 
June 19, 1866 aand 

Whereas the company having been so far from headquarters during its entire 
period of service in the northwestern Territories that he failed to receive his 
commission assecond lieutenant, to which he was equitably entitled, and failed 
also to receive the pay and emoluments due him for his services as second lieu- 
tenant: Therefore, 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay the widow of Lieut. John F Stewart, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise oporopriatad; such sum or sums as the account- 
ing officer of the Treasury shall find to be due Lieut. John F. Stewart as pay and 
emoluments for his services in the United States Army, prior to his death, in 
the late war; and that his widow is hereby entitled to, and shall receive, the 
same benefits as if said Stewart had received his commission at the time he was 
appointed a second lieutenant. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BROWER moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paon; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

NORFOLK COUNTY FERRY COMMITTEE. 

The next bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. BowDEN) was the bill (H. R. 5517) for the relief of the 
Norfolk County ferry committee. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I allowed the bill just passed to be considered 
without objection, and here is a bill that belongs to my district, and I 
now ask to call it up. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
of this bill. 3 

Mr. CATCHINGS. I object. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. I want to get the attention 
of the gentleman from Mississippi. 16 does seem to me that we will 
have to meet this bill some time, and we may as well do so now. It 
is on the Calendar, and what I rose for was to suggest that we should 
go into the Committee of the Whole—— 

Mr. BOWDEN. The proceeds of that bill, if it become law, go to 
the free schools of Norfolk County, Virginia. The tolls of that ferry 
were taken by the United States when the Government had ion 
of the ferry from Norfolk to Portsmouth, and the Court of Claims has 
reported in favor of the bill. 

Mr. JACKSON, The gentleman should remember that this House 
aa eee to the United States giving money in support of public 

ools. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

Mr. ENLOE. I object. 

JOHN FARLEY. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. McCrEARY) was the bill (H. R. 341) for the re- 
lief of John Farley. 

Mr. McCREARY. John Farley is a very old man and avery clever 
Trishman, who has waited for twenty years for $118 the Government 
owes him. He furnished supplies to the Federal soldiers who were 
hungry and in need of groceries. I hope there will be no objection to 
the passage of this bill. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I object. 

Mr. WISE. I, too, object. Iwant to state that if members are go- 
ing to object to my bills I am going to object to theirs. 

Mr. McCREARY. I have not objected to your bill. 

Mr. WISE. The gentleman from Kentucky has—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BOWDEN] has risen in his seat and objected to the consideration of the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore rapped to order. 

Mr. McCREARY. I want to say, and to putit on record, that for the 
three years that I have been a member of this House I never objected 
to a genileman’s bill. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order!?’] 

LUCINDA M’GUIRE. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. PHELAN) was the bill (H. R. 871) for the relivf of 
Lucinda McGuire. 

Mr. WISE. I object. 


The question is on the engrossment 


Is there objection to the consideration 


Is there objection? 
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Mr. PHELAN. Iask for consideration of that bill, for if any bill 
is right that bill is. l 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that objection 
has been made by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. aee 

Mr. MCRAE. Does the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WISE] ob- 
ject to that bill? 

Mr. WISE. Ishall object to every bill to-night. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 20, noes 45. 

So the House refused to adjourn. s 

Mr. CATCHINGS. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The question on ordering the yeas and nays being put, the Speaker 
pro tempore announced that only eleven gentleman voted, evidently 
not a sufficient number, and the yeas and nays were refused. 

[Cries of "Regular order !’*] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the title of the 
next bill. 

: MARTHA L. RUSSELL AND OTHERS. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 565) for the relief of Martha L. Russell and others. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. WISE. I object. 


ALFRED H. THOMAS, DECEASED. 


The next business on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 
mittee on WarClaims (called up for consideration by Mr. GLASS) was 
the bill (H. R. 1067) for the relief of Alfred H. Thomas, deceased. 

Mr. GLASS. This bill is for the benefit of the family of a dead 


soldier. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? 


Mr. WISE. I ohject. 


FANNIE B. RANDOLPH AND DORA L. STARK. 


The next business on the Private Calendar reported from the Com- 
mittee on War Claims (called up for consideration by Mr. THOMAS, of 
Wisconsin) was the resolution referring the claim of Fannie B. Ran- 
dolph and Lora L. Stark to the Court of Claims. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the consideration of this 
bill? 

Mr. ENLOE. I object. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. LAWLER. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken on the motion to adjourn; and there were— 
ayes 21, noes 42. 5 

Mr. CHEADLE. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The question was taken, and 16 members (more than one-fifth of the 
last vote) voted in favor thereof. 

Several MEMBERS. Count the other side. 

The question was again taken, and the Chair announced the vote 
as—ayes 16, noes 49. 

Mr. ROGERS. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Can we have tellers on this question of ordering 
the yeas and nays? 

The CHAIRMAN. Tellers can be demanded. 

Mr. ROGERS. I demand tellers. 

The question was taken and tellers were refused; only 19 members 
voting in favor thereof. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of ordering the yeas 
and nays the ayes are 16 and noes are 49. The ayes have it, being 
more than one-fifth of the last vote, and the yeas and nays are or- 


dered. 

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. Speaker, it will take from now until 10 o’clock 
to call the roll, and I therefore move to reconsider the vote by which 
the yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to—ayes 45, noes 17. 

Mr. BURROWS. Now, Mr. Speaker, it is perfectly apparent that 
nothing will be done this evening, and I move that the House adjourn. 

Mr. WISE. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WISE. Seventeen members have a right to order the yeas and 
nays, and they have done it, and upon the motion to reconsider there 
still ap; a sufficient vote in the negative to call the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the ytas and nays were ordered, a motion which requires 
only a majority vote, the yeas were 55 and the nays were 17. 

Mr. WISE. It only makes it necessary for us to call the yeas and 


nays again. [Laughter.] 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. What isthe 
pending question ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of reconsidering the 
* vote by which the yeas and nays were ordered the ayes are 45 and the 
noes are 17; the ayes have it, and the a&tion by which the House or- 


| following case, 


dered the yeas and nays is reconsidered. The question now recurs 
upon ordering the yeas and nays. 

The question was taken, and the yeas and nays were refused, only 
10 members voting in favor thereof. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, as one member of the Com- 
mittee on War Claims has been permitted to have a bill passed to-night, 
I ask unanimous consent that the remaining three or four members of 
that committee who are present be each allowed to call up one bill for 
consideration. ; 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
STONE], the chairman of the Committee on War Claims, asks unani- 
mous consent that the three remaining members of that committee 
who are present be each allowed to call up a bill for consideration. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HOVEY. Thereis. [Laughter.] 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and the House accordingly (at 9 o’clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. J. A. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10987) to restore the name 
of Marshall Clark to the pension-roll—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HATCH: A bill (H. R. 10988) granting a pension to Thomas 
S. Richey, a private in the Black Hawk war—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 10989) granting a pension to Patrick 
O’Keefe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 10990) for the relief of A. R. 
Burbank—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R.10991) granting a pension to David 
M. Dryden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10992) for the relief of George M. Scifres, ad- 
ministrator of Joseph M. Scifres—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10993) for the relief of William L. Bayott—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LONG: A bill (H. R. 10994) for the erection of a monument 
to Miles Standish—to the Committee on the Library. 
By Mr. RYAN: A bill (H. R. 10995) to grant a pension to John W, 
Sidwell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 10996) for the relief Luke 
Stinnitt—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


Change in the reference of a bill improperly referred was made in the 
namely: 

A bill (H. R. 1167) for the relief of J. D. Ash—from the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions to the Committee on Pensions. 


> PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. J. M. ALLEN: Petition of Cynthia S. Robinson and of Mary 
K. McNairy, administratrix of B. Y. McNairy, of Mississippi, for ref- 
erence of their claims to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. C. L. ANDERSON: Petition of sundry citizens of the Fifth 
district of Mississippi, for prohibition in the District of Columbia—to 
the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. BAYNE: Petition of R. P. Hunter, M. D., and other citi- 
zens of the Twenty-fifth district of Pennsylvania—to the Select Com- 
mittee on the Alcoholic Liquor Trafiic. 

By Mr. BROWER: Petition of citizens of Caswell County, North 
Carolina, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of Smoky City, Americus, Hazel Glen, 
Tron City, and Bainbridge Councils, Junior Order of United American 
Mechanics, in favor of Senate bill 553, to regulate and restrict immi- 
gration—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DORSEY: Petition of citizens of Brown County, Nebraska, 
for relief from abuses under the interstate-commerce law—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of Charles H. S. Davis and others, ot 
New Haven County, Connecticut, to amend the interstate-commerce 
law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GAY: Petition of citizens of St. Mary and Assumption, La., 
for amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GEST: Petition of A. H. Clarke and 38 others, citizens of the 
Eleventh district of Illinois, for prohibition in the District of Colum- 
bia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. D. B. HENDERSON: Petition of Thomas Simons and other 
citizens of the Third district of Iowa, for prohibition in the District of 
Columbia—to the Select Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 
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By Mr. HOLMAN: Petition of Hiram W. Williamson and 25 others, 
citizens of Indiana, for a soldiers’ home near Indianapolis, Ind.—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOVEY: Petition of John D. Kidd and 50 other veterans, for 
the establishment of a soldiers’ home in the State of Indiana—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LAGAN: Petition of John W. Youman, for relief—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. LATHAM: Petition of Elisha Colbert, for relief—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LONG: Petition of the Standish Monument Association, of 
Duxbury, Mass., for aid in erecting a monument to Miles Standish—to 
the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. PHELAN: Petition of W. E. Hall, of Fayette County, Ten- 
nessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ROWLAND (by request): Petition of Martha M. Smith, of 
Ansonville, North Carolina, for relief—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of citizens of Osage County, Kansas, for 
amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Committee on 
' Commerce. 

By Mr. SHIVELY: Petition of South Bend (Ind.) Typographical 
Union No. 128, in favor of the Chace copyright bill—to the Committee 
on Patents. 

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: Petition of citizens of Rockville, of 
Butler, of Ride Hill, and of Lamar, Mo., for repeal of duty on dentists’ 
supplies—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TILLMAN (by request): Petition of Susan A. Bowers, for 
reference of her claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. WASHINGTON: Petition of Patrick Dannaher, of Hum- 
phreys County, Tennessee, for reference of his claim to the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 


SENATE. 
THURSDAY, July 26, 1888. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 
JOHN F. COOK. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the president of the board of commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, transmitting, in response to a resolution of the 23d in- 
stant, certain information in relation to the balance alleged to be due 
to John F. Cook as collector of taxes for the District for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1888; which was ordered to lie on the table, and be 
printed. 


PETITION. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a petition of citizens of New 
York County, New York, praying for certain amendments to the in- 
terstate-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. FRYE, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 5067) establishing additional aids to navigation at the 
mouth of the Mississippi River, reported it with an amendment. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 3349) establishing additional aids to navigation at the mouth of the 
Mississippi River, reported it adversely, and the bill was postponed 
indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the follow- 
ing bills, reported them each without amendment: 

A bill (H. R. 5670) for the construction of a revenue-cutter for New 
Berne, N. C., to replace the revenue-cutter Stevens; and 

A bill (H. R. 8783) to authorize the Kentucky Rock Gas Company 
to lay conduit pipes across the Ohio and Salt Rivers. 

Mr, DAWES, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was 
recommitted the bill (H. R. 8074) to provide for allotments of land in 
severalty to United Peorias and Miamies in Indian Territory, reported 
it with amendments. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 7547) granting the right of way to the Yankton and Missouri 


River Railway through the Yankton reservation in Dakota, reported 


it with amendments. 

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1508).for the relief of John Williams, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 649) for the relief of A. C. Bradford, reported it without amend- 
ment, 

He also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late 


lieutenant-colonel and quartermaster-general United States Army, de- 
ceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official 
bond, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. HOAR, from the Committee on the Library, reported an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. PALMER, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 5700) to facilitate the transportation of life-say- 
ing and light-house supplies at Hog Island, Virginia, reported it with 
an amendment. 

Mr. QUAY, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 109) to refund to Dr. F. O. Saint Clair $97.80, duties 
on a monument to the memory of Francis J. Townshend, late of the 
United States Navy, reported it without amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. z 

e also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 3074) for the relief of Nicholas J. Bigley, reported it with amend- 
ments, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and sub- 
mitted reports thereon: 

A bill E ead granting a pension to Theresia Fichter; 

A bill (S. 3087) granting a pension to Mary A. Pfeiffer; 

A bill (S. 3085) restoring to the pension-roll the name of James 
Monohan, minor child of Richard Monohan, deceased; 


A bill (S. 3083) restoring to the pension-roll the name of Florian 
Lischewsky; and 
A bill (S. 3086) ting a pension to Victor, Gertrude, Margaret, 


and Helen, minor children of Lieut. George R. McGuire. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3233) for the relief of James H. Hamilton, asked to 
be discharged from its further consideration, and that it be referred to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs; which was to. 

Mr. WALTHALL, from the Committee on tary Affairs, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill es R. 5156) for the relief of Andrew R. G. Smith; and 

A bill (H. R. 988) for the relief of Joseph R. White. 

Mr. HAMPTON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the joint resolution (S. R. 100) providing for the adjust- 
ment of the amount due to the State of South Carolina for the rent of 
the Citadel Academy, reported it with an amendment. 

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 8873) in relation to bonds of disbursing or 
other officers and to monthly payments of the Army, reported it with 
an amendment. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 3055) for the relief of A. F. St. Sure Lindefelt, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Post-Oifices and Post-Roads, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 2710) for the relief of Mathew H. Fulton, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 10604) to authorize the Winona and Southwestern Rail. 
way Company to build a bridge across the Mississippi River at Winona, 
Minn., reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report there. 


on. 

Mr. STOCKBRIDGE, from the Committee on Fisheries, reported an 
amendment intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I am directed by the Committee on Military 
Affairs to report back adversely the joint resolution (S. R. 92) author 
izing and directing the Secretary of War to loan tents to the Northwes! 
Soldiers and Sailors’ Association of Iowa for reunion pi I de 
size to state, in reporting adversely the joint resolution, that the adverse 
report is based upon the statement of the War Department that there 
are no tents which can be issued for such purposes. I make the state- 
ment because of the numerous demands of this character. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the repor! 
will be agreed to, and the joint resolution postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. PALMER, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was re 
ferred the bill (H. R. 8752) providing for the establishment of an addi 
tional life-saving station on Nantucket Island, Massachusetts, reported 
it with an amendment. 

BILL INTRODUCED. 

Mr. QUAY introduced a bill (S. 3382) for the removal of the charg 
of desertion from the military record of Henry H. Schrawder; whicl 
was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, refe 
to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON TERRITORY. 

Mr. MITCHELL submitted the following resolution; which was con 

sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 5 


Resolved, That the Secretary of War be, and is hereby, directed to ree 
the Senate the reports that haye been prepared under the direction of the 


> 
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Signal Officer of the Army, upon the climate of Oregon, and upon the climatic 
and other conditions of the a (Cap districts of tern Oregon and Wash- 
aoe tory. together with such tables and other matters as relate thereto, 
with such additions, corrections, and alterations as may be deemed advisable 
by the Chief Signal Officer. 
CONDITION OF THE CIVIL SERVICE. 

Mr. HALE submitted the following resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Sclect Committee to Investigate the Operations of the Civil 
Service be authorized to continue during the recess of Con: the investi 
tions directed by the resolution of this body of March 13, 1883, with all the 
powers and privileges conferred by said resolution, 


~ MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolution; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 5690) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to sell 
block of land 108 in the city of Houston, Tex. ; 

A bill (H. R. 6217) to relinquish the interest of the United States 
in certain lands in Kansas; 

A bill (H. R. 7410) for the relief of settlers upon old Camp Sheridan 
military reservation; 

A bill (H. R. 8310) to provide for the disposal of the Fort Wallace 
military reservation in Kansas; 

A bill (H. R. 8368) to forfeit the lands granted to the Hastings and 
Dakota Railway Company, in the State of Minnesota, and for the re- 
lief of settlers upon the same and certain purchasers thereof; 

A bill (H. R. 8740) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
to ‘The Methodist College Association of Southwestern Kansas” cer- 
tain lands in Kansas; 

A bill (H. R. 9040) to confirm the homestead entry of Hugh Foster; 

A bill (H. R. 9056) to protect purchasers of lands lying in the vicin- 
ity of Denver, Colo., heretofore withdrawn by the executive depart- 
ment of the Government as lying within the limits of certain railroad 
grants, and afterward held to lie without such limits; 

A bill (H. R. 9234) for the relief of William Gaffer and his legal rep- 
resentatives and assigns; 

A bill (H. R. 9423) to restore to the public domain and to regulate 
the sale and disposition of certain lands east of the Mississippi River, 
in the State of Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 10346) providing for the erection of fire-escapes in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 14) to authorize the Secretary of the In- 
terior to certify lands to the’ State of Kansas for the benefit of agri- 
culture and the mechanic arts. 

; ee madea also announced that the House had passed the follow- 
ng bills: 

A bill (S. 190) for the relief of W. H. Tibbits; 

A bill (S. 856) to provide for the holding of the district court of the 
United States at Salina, Kans. ; 

A bill (S. 2009) to restore the homestead right of M. F. Vance, of 
Akron, Colo.; and 

A bill (S. 2316) restoring the right of pre-emption to Jesse A. Corn. 

The message further announced that the House had receded from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10347) 
authorizing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River at 
or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for other purposes, and 
agreed to the same. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the following bills: 

A bill (H. R. 3361) to provide for holding terms of the circuit and 
district courts of the United States for the district of Kentucky at 
Owensborough, in said district, and for other purposes; and 

A bill (H. R. 6602) for the relief of James Obrion, 

The message farther announced that the House had disagreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1612) to provide for hold- 
ing terms of the United States district and circuit courts in the State 
of Nebraska, agreed to the conference asked by the Senate on the bill 
and amendment, and had appointed Mr. ROGERS, Mr, HENDERSON of 
North Carolina, and Mr. FULLER, managers at the conference on its 
part. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker-of the House had 
signed the following enrolied bills; and they were thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore: 

A bill (S. 558) for the relief of certain settlers upon school lands of 
Washington Territory; 

A bill (S. 734) granting a pension to James Hale; 

A bill (S. 888) granting a pension to Mercy A. Cutts; 

A bill (S. 1051) to amend the act giving the approval and sanction 
of Congress to the route and termini of the Anacostia and Potomac 
River Railroad in the District of Columbia; 

A bill (S. 1099) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension, in the 
District of Columbia; 

A bill (S. 1612) to provide for the closing of parts of two alleys in 


ee 132, in the city of Washington, D. C., and for the relief of 
arles Early and Corbin Warwick; 

A bill (S. 1650) for the relief of Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell; 

A bill (S. 1709) to provide for the issue of patents to certain persons 
for donation claims under the act approved September 27, 1850, com- 
monly known as the donation law; 

A bill (S. 1727) to grant to the trustees of the German Lutheran 
Trinity Congregation of Washington, D, C., the right to sell a portion 
of their cemetery lands; 

A bill (S. 1870) granting the use of certain lands in Pierce County, 
Washington Territory, to the city of Tacoma for the purposes of a pu 
lic park; 

A bill (S. 2033) granting a pension to Joseph Wirth; 

A bill (S. 2307) to correct the records of the District of Columbia 
relative to certain real estate therein; 

A bill (S. 2493) to perfect the quarantine service of the United States; 

A bill (S. 2845) granting to the corporate authorities of the city of 
Tuscaloosa, in the State of Alabama, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States to fractional sections 22 and 15, lying south of the 
Black Warrior River, in township 21 and range 10 west; 

A bill (S. 3303) amendatory of ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes, and 
amendatory of the statutes therein mentioned,” approved June 18, 
1888; 

A bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago, Ill., to be used as an appraisers’ warehouse and other public 


urposes; 
P Abil (H. R. 409) for the relief of Thomas W. Lord; 

A bill (H. R. 3523) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, and to establish it as a post-road; 

A bill (H. R. 5095) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Ocmulgee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 7452) for the relief of the Southern Illinois Normal 
University; 

A bill (H. R. 7899) authorizing the construction of a bridge over the 
Tennessee River at or near Lamb’s Ferry, Alabama; 

A bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a railroad, 
wagon, and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River ata 
point in the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and State 
of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 9079) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Tennessee River at or near Knoxville, Tenn. ; 

A bill (H. R. 9086) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Coosa River, or bridges across the Oostenaula and Etowah Rivers, 
at or near Rome, Ga. ; 

A bill (H. R, 9771) for the erection of a public building at Ottumwa, 
Towa; and 

A bill (H. R. 10053) making May 30 a holiday in the District of 
Columbia. 

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution offered by the Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. CuLLom] yesterday was laid over under objec- 
tion by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. GORMAN]. It is properly in 
order, but as the Senator from Illinois is not present, the Chair will 
allow it to retain its place on the table for consideration to-morrow 
morning, if there be no objection. 

Mr. CULLOM entered the Chamber. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator from Illinois is now here. . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Illinois de- 
sire action on the resolution offered by him yesterday ? 

Mr. CULLOM. I prefer that it should lie over. The Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. GORMAN] expressed a desire to offer an amendment, 
Let the resolution lie on the table until to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the resolu- 
tion will lie on the table, to be laid before the Senate to-morrow. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. ALLISON. I moveto proceed to the consideration of the Army 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. TELLER. I give notice that to-mofrow morning I shall en- 
deavor to call up the bill (S. 1030) for the relief of William McGarrahan 
immediately after the close of the routine business, 

Mr. STEWART. I shall antagonize that with the Chinese bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLI- 
SON] moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 10234) making appropriations for the support of the Army for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I know, of course, that the considera- 
tion of the appropriation bill is important, but I wanted to ask the 
Senator from Iowa if he would object to proceeding with the consider- 
ation of bills on the Calendar not objected to, under Rule VIII, until 
2 o’clock. , 

Mr. ALLISON. I regret to say that I can notdo that, for the reason 
that it is very important that the Army appropriation bill should be 
passed, if possible, to-day, and at the earliest moment in the day, in 
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order that it may go back to the House of Representatives and be dis- 
of before the 30th of the month. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I hope—— 

Mr. HARRIS. I suggest to my friend from Arkansas,in view ofthe 
statement made by the Senator from Iowa, that he raise no question 
this morning about the Calendar, but that we go on with the consider- 
ation of the Army bill now and get through with that. I shall join 
very cheerfully with the Senator from Arkansas in scrambling for the 
Calendar morning after morning afterwards. 

Mr. STEWART. When the Army bill is closed I want to follow it 
with the Chinese bill. 

Mr. FRYE. I gave notice yesterday that immediately after the 
morning business to-day I should move to proceed to the consideration 
of executive business with open doors, of course meaning the fisheries 
treaty.. I am compelled to yield to the Army appropriation bill, but 
I desire to renew the notice, and I shall antagonize everything else for 
the consideration of that treaty, regarding it as exceedingly important 
that it shall be pressed to final action. 

Mr. CALL. I hope the Senator from Iowa will not press the mo- 
tion to proceed to the consideration of the Army bill. The Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. WILSON] hasgiven notice fora week or two weeks 
past of his desire to address the Senate in open executive session upon 
the proposed treaty between Great Britain and the United States. He 
is here ready with his speech, and has been for several days. I think 
that courtesy to him requires that he should be allowed to proceed. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS, 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L. Pru- 
DEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had on the 
24th instant approved and signed the following acts: 

An act (S. 886) granting a pension to Sarah F, Jones; 

An act (S. 111) granting a pension to Mary J. Davis; 

An act (S. 1142) granting a pension to Keziah E. Strong; 

An act (S. 1456) gratiting a pension to John Child; 

An act (S. 1495) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary McGee; 

An act (S. 2073) granting a pension to Margaret Blades; 

An act (S. 2890) granting a pension to Fannie A. Kimball; 

An act is 2089) for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth White; 

An act (S. 335) granting an increase of pension to C. R. Thomas; 

An act (8. 2012) granting an increase of pension to Marcus D. Ray- 
mond; 

An act (S. io to increase the pension of John W. January; 
An act (S. 1009) granting an increase of pension to Sallie R. Alex- 
ander, widow of Lieut. Col. Thomas L. Alexander, United States Army; 


and 
An act (S. 3215) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at or near Cumming’s Landing, Lincoln County, Ar- 
kansas. 
ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLI- 
80N] moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 10234) making appropriations for the support of the Army for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tem The question recurs upon agreeing 
to the amendment pro by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
HAWLEY] to add additional sections, which has been read at length. 
Is the Senate ready for the question ? 

* ‘The amendment was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. One amendment, the Chair is in- 
formed, was passed over in the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. ALLISON. Yes, I desire to have that considered now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 21, after line 493, the Committee on 
Appropriations report to insert: 

For the manufacture, or purchase, and test of cannon and carriages, including 


two 10-inch maneuvered by power, one of which shall be a disappear- 


ing carriage, and also includin; rege for the field and siege services; for the 


alteration of carriages on han pt them to improved service guns; for 
projectiles, powders, fuzes, and implements, their trial and proof; for experi- 
ments in the means of proteeting torpedo lines; for compensation of draughts- 
men while employed in the Army Ordnance Bureau on ordnance construction, 
and for the necessary expenses of ordnance officers while temporarily employed 
at the proving ground and absent from their pro: stations, at the rate of $2.50 
per diem while so employed, $600,000: Provided, That all purchases of materials 
under this provision s be of American manufacture, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. An amendment was offered to the 
amendment by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY], which 
will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 499, after the word ‘‘ projectiles,’’ it is 
moved to insert: 

And increased facilities for their manufacture. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on agreeing to 
the amendment as amended. 


Mr. HAWLEY. I call the attention of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations to another #iatter. I conferred with the 
chairman of the committee upon a certain amendment, and I propose 
it now. In line 507, after the words ‘‘six hundred thousand dollars,” 
I move to strike out the remainder of the paragraph and insert: 

Not more than $10,000 of which shall be expended for providing increased 
facilities for the manufacture of projectiles: Provided That all material pur- 
chased under this section, excepting samples, shall be of American manufacture, 

The committee proposed that all the material shall be of American 
manufacture, but the Department desire to purchase certain samples 
anoni representing different styles of shot and different styles of manu- 

ture, 


Mr. ALLISON. Ido not object to either of those amendments, but 
they should be putin separately. The last amendment should come 
in in the first proviso, and then the first amendment suggested by the 
Senator from Connecticut should read: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
above sum,” ete. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I willchangeit. I propose to leave the paragraph 
as it stands, and at the end of the proviso to insert, after the words 
“ under this provision,” the two words “* excepting samples.’’; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 509, after the word “ provision,” in- 
sert the words ‘‘ excepting samples;’’ so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That all purchases of materials under this provision, excepting 
samples, shall be of American manufacture. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAWLEY. In accordance with the suggestion of the Senator 
from Iowa, I move the proviso, that not more than $10,000 of the afore- 
said appropriation be expended for providing increased facilities for the 
manufacture of projectiles. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator send his amend- 
ment in writing to the desk? 

Mr. ALLISON. Ihavean amendment covering the same point which 


‘| I think will be satisfactory to the Senator from Connecticut. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Iowa to the amendment of the committee will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed toadd to the amendment the fol- 
lowing additional proviso: 

Provided further, That of the above sum $10,000 may be used for increasing 
facilities for the manufacture of projectiles. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It is the same thing. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. All the amendments of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations have been acted upon, and the bill is still open 
to amendment as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. BERRY. I wish to reserve the amendment adopted this morn- 
ing, offered by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY], propos- 
ing to appropriate $6,000,000 for ordnance. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The clerks will note the reservation. 

Mr. CALL. After line 446, I move to add: 

For repairs to the works on old Fort Barrancas, Pensacola Bay, Florida, $1,000, 
or so much thereof as shall be necessary, 

I will state that I offered this amendment and had it referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. It is founded upon a letter from the 
commanding officer at Fort Pickens, stating the fact that this was an 
old Spanish battery and fortification which is now used, but itis very 
desirable that it should be preserved from the encroachment of time 
as a memento of the past. It is a very old fortification in Pensacola 
Bay, which is now used in connection with the fort there. I offer the 
amendment in deference to the wishes of the commanding officer there, 
who I understand to be a man of merit and reliable in his statements. 
This old fortification is an interesting relic of the times when the Span- 
ish fleet found refuge with their rich cargoes of silver, bound for old 
Spain, in this Bay of Pensacola and under-the guns of this old Bar- 
rancas battery from the bold English buccaneers of the Gulf of Mexico 
and the Spanish Main. It was a main defense against the sea approach 
when the fort was surrendered to General Jackson on his first invasion 
of the Spanish provinces of the Floridas. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Florida [Mr. CALL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I desire to reserve fora separate vote the 
amendments of the committee on page 18, relating to the Army and 
Navy Hospital at Hot Springs. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
tion. 

Mr. GORMAN. I wish to reserve for a separate vote the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Connecticut [ Mr. HAWLEY] propos- 
ing to add additional sections to the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That has already been reserved. If 
there be no further amendments to the bill as in Committee of the 
Whole, it will be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendments, except the two 
reservations, will be considered as concurred in in gross, if there be no 


The clerks will note the reserva- 
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objection. ‘The amendments are concurred in. The first reserved 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, after the word ‘‘diseases,’’ inline 
412, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, inserted the words: 

And the supply of the Army and Navy Hospital at Hot Springs, Ark. 

And in line 416 increased the limit of the appropriations for pay- 
orn the civilian employés of the Medical Department from $38,000 
to $43,000. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Thequestion is on concurring in the 
amendment which has just been read. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. It seems to me that if the committee 
amendment should be adopted as reported very great injustice will be 
done to the Army and Navy Hospital at Hot Springs. They have here- 
tofore had for the expenses of that hospital about $10,000 a year. The 
effect of the two amendments proposed in this paragraph will be to re- 
duce the aggregate appropriations for civil employés for hospitals of 
this class from $48,000 to $43,000. The appropriation as made by the 
House of Representatives was to give $38,000 to all the other hospitals, 
and $10,000, as I understand, to the hospital at Hot Springs. 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations propose to sirike out $33,- 
000 as applicable to the other hospitals and insert $43,000, making an 
addition of $5,000 to the House appropriation, which is intended to 
cover the hospital at Hot Springs in connection with the other hospitals. 
If the same allowance that has been heretofore given to the other hos- 

itals shall be continued under this bill, then the entire reduction of 
$5,000 in the aggregate appropriation will fall on the Hgt Springs hos- 
pital, which will cut down the appropriations heretofore made and an- 
nually expended in the administration of that hospital one-half. 

I hope that this will not be done, and I hope that the committee 
will agree to insert $48,000 instead of $43,000 in line 416. 

Mr. ALLISON. I think the amendment inserted by the committee 
will be sufficient to provide for the proper civilian force at the Army 
and Naval Hospital at Hot Springs. Under the appropriation act last 
ye the general appropriation was $36,000. That sum was increased 

the House this year to $38,000, which was intended to include the 
Army and Navy Hospital at Hot Springs. We increased the sum to 
$5,000, which would allow $7,000 for that purpose. I suggest to the 
Senator from Arkansas that he add $3,000 more to the appropriation, 
instead of the sum proposed by him, and if so I will accept it. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. Making it $46,000? 

Mr. ALLISON. Making it $46,000. 

Mr. JONES, of Arkansas. I will agree to that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. In line 416, before the word ‘ thousand,’ it is 
pecpened to strike out ‘‘forty-three’’ and insert “‘ forty-six; so as to 
read: 


And not over $46,000 of the money appropriated by this 
plied to the payment of civilian employés of the Medical 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was concurred in. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The second reserved amendment 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The Senate, asin Committee of the Whole, in- 
serted as new sections to the bill: 


Sec. 3. For the erection, purchase, or manufacture of the necessary buildings 
and other structures, machinery, tools, and fixtures for an army gun factory 
for finishing and assembling heavy ordnance, to be erected at the Watervliet 


Foundry Board of February 16, 1884, $750,000. 
Sec, 4, For the purchase of rough-finished, oil-tempered, and annealed steel 


of the 
'rovided, 
nded except for steel accepted and delivered. 


ph shall be ap- 
partment, 


and 1 


further agree to deliver yearly a specified quantity of each caliber, the time of 
the aes, of the steel for the smaller calibers ag Bi guns to commence at 
the expiration of not more than eighteen months, and 


at for the largest cali- 
bers speca in the advertisement, at the expiration of not more three 
years from the date of the acceptance of the contracts; and that all the material 
for said guns shall be manufactured in the United States. 

Sxo. 6. For the purchase of submarine mines, for needful casemates, cable gal- 
leries, and appliances to operate submarine mines; for continuing to o ex- 
periments and for practical instruction of engineer troops in the de of tor- 
pedo service, $500,000. 

Sxo. 7. For the purchase of submarine controllable torpedoes or to oes and 
to o-boats controllable from shore and adapted to coast defense, $100,000. 

Sec. 8. The ene provided for in sections 3, 4, 6,and 7 shall be avail- 
able until expended. < 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on concurring in 
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. President, I was not present a few days ago when 


the discussion occurred between the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Cock- 
RELL] and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. HAWLEY]. I do not 
fully understand what reason is given why this appropriation of $6,000, - 
000, or something more, for heavy ordnance should be attached to this 
general appropriation bill. 


It is admitted that the United States of America is at peace with all 
the world. It has been asserted again and again by Senators on the 
other side of the Chamber that there was no probability and no pros- 
pect of war with any nation whatever. If that be true, I can not un- 
derstand why appropriation after appropriation for war material comes 
here from day to day, and why we are need to place the provisions 
on appropriation bills and to pass them otherwise. 

Here is $6,000,000 for ordnance to be attached to the Army appro- 
priation bill. Several million dollars have been added to the naval 
appropriation bill for the purpose of building cruisers. A bill is pend- 
ing proposing to appropriate $126,000,000 to build fortifications 
throughout the United States. 

If there is any well-grounded apprehension of war with England or 
any other nation, then it is well that these preparations should be 
made; but I agree with the Senator from Missouri when he says that 
in time of profound {peace the people of this nation are opposed to 
standing armies. They are opposed to heavy appropriations for war 
material or to making elaborate preparations unless there be some rea-_ 
son given to show that there is probability of warsomewhere. If that 
be true, then I have nothing more to say. 

The Senators on the other side who have discussed the treaty in re- 
gard to the fisheries question have said that notwithstanding the pre- 
determination to reject it, notwithstanding the refusal upon their part 
to allow it to be amended, which is practically an instruction to the 
President and Secretary of State that no further negotiation will be al- 
lowed, notwithstanding all these facts, there is not a probability of this 
complication bringing on war with England. If there is none, then I 
should like to ask why all this preparation is made. If there is a 
probability let it be known so that Senators can vote intelligently upon 
the matter. 

If danger is to come to this country, if there is to be a war with Eng- 
land or any other nation, I apprehend that the people of the United 
States in every section of the country will not only be willing to vote 
all the arms and money that may be necessary, but that the people 
from every section of the Union will rally to the support of the Gov- 
ernment, 

Mr. President, I say that in the section of country from which I come 
the people would be as quick to respond to the call for soldiers as they 
would in any part of the Union, notwithstanding the fact that it was as- 
serted upon the floor of the Senate by, the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Hoar] that there is a conspiracy between the Democrats of the 
South and the manufacturers of England to strike down American 
wages and American labor. This charge is grossly unjust to the Dem- 
ocrats of the South. 

The people of the South have no cause to love England. They do 
not, however, want any war. I apprehend that there are few men, if 
any, in the United States who actually participated in the last war 
who desire to see another war; yet if war be necessary they will be 
as true to their country and their flag under which they are now living 
as the people of any part of the nation. 

As I said before, the people in the Southern part of this Government 
have no particular cause to sympathize with England, and the attempt 
for political purposes to make such an impression is an unjust charge 
against American citizens. If there was no other cause, her double- 
dealing during the war, holding out hopes of material aid, which hopes 
were never realized, the arrogant and dictatorial style always assumed 
in her conduct with the nations of theearth, her inhumanity to the peo- 
ple of the East, but above all her continued refusal to do justice to the 
people of Ireland by granting them home rule, her conduct in this 
respect bearing a striking resemblance to that of the Republican party 
in the reconstruction of the South, would have destroyed any sympathy 
that might be supposed to exist in the South for English methods. 

While, as I said, we would deprecate war, while we do not want war, 
yet, Mr. President, if war should come, if itaccomplished no other pur- 
pose, I believe that it might tend to more closely unite the different sec- 
tionsofthis Union. I believe I know what would be the conduct of the 
Southern people insuch awar. I have that confidence in their honor, 
in their patriotism, in their loyalty to duty, and in their courage to be- 
lieve that when that war closed the Senator from Massachusetts would 
regret that he ever said upon this floor that there existed a conspiracy 
between the Democrats of the South and the people of any other nation. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that if there is any well-grounded apprehen- 
sion of such a war I am ready to vote for this bill; I am ready to vote 
for the $126,000,000; I am ready to vote all the money that may be 
demanded for the Navy of the United States. But if there is no dan- 
ger, as it is asserted there is none, I am opposed to these heavy appro- 
priations in time of peace when there is no probability that they will 
be needed, and when it is admitted that even the guns that are now 
proposed to be bought may be utterly useless within a few years. 

But, Mr. President, I believe that there is no probability of war, and 
therefore no necessity for these large appropriations. I think that the 
object and purpose of these appropriations has a different meaning. 
I believe that upon the part of some, at least, the object and purpose is 
to get rid of the surplus now in the Treasury of the United States, al- 
most regardless of what the appropriation may be asked for. I believe 
the constant effort to force these enormous appropriations, not only 
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for naval vessels, ordnance, and fortifications, but for less worthy pur- 
poses, is to prevent a reduction of taxation. There has been reported 
from the Committee on Finance an amendment to another appropria- 
tion bill now pending, which pro: to dispose of $20,000,000 more 
ofthe surplus by refunding to the States the direct taxes. These things 
taken together, it seems to me, show that the object and p is to 
give an excuse for withholding a reduction of taxes, which the people 
are demanding throughout the United States. 

While I regret to see the Secretary of the Treasury compelled to pay 
$127 for a $100 bond, yet this is not so objectionable as it is to waste 
the people’s money in reckless, unconstitutional, and useless appro- 
priations. The appropriations for ordnance and for fortifications pro- 
posed by these pills I believe to be extravagant and to a large ex- 
tent useless. The proposed appropriation to refund to the States the 
direct taxes I believe to be unconstitutional and wholly unjustifiable, 
and unless I can be assured thatthere is some reason for it other than 
what has been stated in the RECORD I can not vote for the amendment. 

I will not vote for any of these heavy appropriations not needed for 
the public service and which are continually pressed for the sole pur- 
pose of cutting down this surplus in order that the Republican party 
may have an excuse for not reducing the public taxes, Let us pass 
measures to stop this enormous flow of the people’s money into the 
Treasury rather than to be continually seeking for objects upon which 
we can expend it. 

For these reasons I asked to reserve the amendment, and for the same 
reason I shall ask for the yeas and nays on the adoption of the amend- 
ment, because I desire to record my vote against it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the Senate ready for the question 
on the amendment? 

Mr. BERRY. I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro ee . The Chair understood the Senator 
to say on the of the bill. 

Mr. BERRY. I did not so intend if I said so. 

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. President, when the amendment which is now 
under consideration was proposed I stated all that I desired to say upon 
the policy of making appropriations for the manufacture of large guns 
confined alone to the Government armories. 

I discussed the matter very fully at the time, and so far as I was able 
to do showed that the interest of the Government was in this, as in the 
construction of a navy, to give out by private contract the greater por- 
tion of this work and to maintain at least one great ordnance foundry, 
so that the Government might not be imposed upon by contractors, I 
did not then nor do I now believe that the Army bill is the proper place 
for the consideration of this question. 

But if it is to be considered, if large appropriations are to be made, 
then I submit that we ought to go into it thoroughly and appropriate 
a sufficient amount to enable the mechanics and the manufacturers 
outside of the Government shops to come forward and compete, test all 
the various inventions that have been made, and give every inventor 
an opportunity to present completed guns to be tested by the War De- 

ent. 


embraced in the amendment that I propose is $38,000,000, to be ex- 
pended as follows: 
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I think, that $130,000,000 or $140,000,000 are estimated, 
believe this comes within the rule. I therefore offer the following 
amendment to the amendment offered by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The amendment to the amendment 
will be read. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I ask the Senator if that amendment is 
printed in form? 

Mr. GORMAN. The only printed copy is the one I have. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The proposed amendment is to insert in lieu of 
the pending amendment the following new sections: 


Sec. 1. That the sums of money herein provided for be, and the same are 
hereby, appronta ad, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropri- 
, namely; 


For the protection, preservation, and re 


r of fortifications and other works 
mf defense, for the construction of sea-wi 


, and for earth embankments, $217,- 


For torpedoes for harbor defense; the purchase of submarine mines and 
necessary appliances to operate them ; for needful casemates, cable-galleries, 
and appliances to render it ble to o; submarine mines; for continuin: 
torbada experiments, and for practical ction of engineer troops in detal 
bo 2. For! ben t of powd jectiles, fuzes, impl a 

EC, ‘or the procurement of powders, pro, zes, implements, an 
materials for the service of heavy guns; for the alteration of sea-coast carriages, 
for the necessary expenses of ordnance officers while fonpaariy en 


lery; and to procure and test two Rag loading neid : oo bear mae eo 
mw. e sai uminum 


n, wi 
reech-loading steel- 
g the same, $12,000; 


for testing one 12-inch breech-load- 
French 


one 10-in 
gk ye Seton nia ae d projectiles for high explosives, includi 

EC, 4. For experiments in guns and proj es for exp! uding 
the purchase ot guon. pro Aos ana targets for such tests as the Board on Ord- 
nance hereinafter author: shall direct, $100,000, 

Serc. 5, That the President of the United States shall appointa Board on Ord- 
nance, to consist of the Secretaries of War and Navy, the general commandin, 
or {the senior or-general of the Army,as he =f determine, one officer 
engineers from the ay, and three civilians, said engineer officer and the 
civilians to be appoin by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
which shall make, execute, and supervise contracts and authorize pay- 
ments under this act, as follows: The said engineer officer shall be spre ent, 
and one of the civilians secretary of the board. The three civilians lall be 
engineers of experience and standing, and one of them at least shall be ex- 

rienced in the quality and working of steel. The contracts made under the 
ollowing sections of this act, except as herein otherwise directed, shall be 
awarded tothe lowest responsible bidder, after proper advertisement, and under 
such conditions and fications as the said board may determine; they shall 


out the following provisions of this act, 
amine inventions and designs of heavy ordnance, carri rojectiles, tor- 
pedoes, and other defensive appliances which may be subm to it. No per- 
son shall be eligible as a member of who has any pecuniary interest, 
either directly or indirectly,in the material, manufacture, or inventions to be 
employed in the construction or o! ion of the defenses herein ot 4 eng for. 
hat the compensation of the civilian members of the board 1 be $7,000 
each per annum and all necessary expenses. For the payment of such services, 
and the contingent and n expenses of board, $40,000, or so much 
thereof as may be remorse hi is hereby appropriated. 

Sec. 6. For the construction of fifty cast-iron 12-inch rifle service mortars, to 
weigh about 31,000 pounds each, of which at least one-halfshall be breech-loaders 
and of the other half such proportion shall be breech-loaders as the said Board 
on Ordnance shall dete: e, at a price to be fixed by the said board, and not 
exceeding $7,500 each if breech-loading, and not exceeding $6,000 each if they 
are muzzle-loading; and to obtain these mortars the said board shall make a 
contract with a suitable  onght 4 or parties therefor. These mortars, except the 
breech a) us, shall of cast-iron of the same brand and similar to that 
used in the 12-inch mortar and 12-inch gun tested at Sandy Hook, but no more 
than one of each kind, either muzzle-loading or breech-loading, shall be pro- 
cured until the mortar or mortars so pi or have been tested by or 
under the direction of the said board, by firing from each two hundred rounds 
of projectiles of an average weight of about, and not less than, 610 pounds, with 
an average muzzle velocity of 1,000 feet per second; and the trial mortars, either 
breech or muzzle loading, shali be equal in accuracy of fire to the 12-inch mor- 
fre eevee breech or muzzle loading, respectively, already tested at Sandy 

ook. 


That should either of these test mortars fail to reach this degree of endurance 
and accuracy, itshall not be paid for and no more shall be received; but should 
they, or either of them, the degree of endurance and accuracy specified, 
the contract shall be completed for the number specified in addition to the two 
trial mortars; and they shall be delivered at such average rate of delivery as 
will deliver them all within two years of the date or dates of the contract 
therefor; and the said board shall contract fora suitable carriage for each of 
these mortars so to be delivered, and for not more than twenty projectiles for 
each. These projectiles shall be of cast-iron and of the stan kind of pro- 
jectiles for such mortars, of a weight of about 610 pounds each, if solid shot, or 
such as will be about 610 pounds when loaded if they are shells. Such propor- 
tion of these projectiles ll have chilled fronts as the board shall determine, 
the price not to exceed 10 cents per pound. The model of these mortars may 
be such as is satisfactory to the and the contrators; and the contract for 
the projectiles and the for these mortars shall be made with the party 
who furnishes the mortars, if the board can make satisfactory contract therefor, 

That none of the mortars herein provided for except those for trial shall be 
received until they have been fired not less than three nor more than five times 
with the standard test charge, as the proofof these mortars,which proof charges 
they must endure without in, A yand all of these service mortars lbe 
paid for at the time of their delivery. 

That the said board shall contract for the purchase of and make test of the 
trial mortars, and make proof tests of the service mortars if they shall be pur- 
chased, and may purchase and projectiles therefor, and provide trans- 
portation for the said mortars, carriages, and projectiles, at a total cost of not 
exceeding $360,000. 

Sec. 7. For the procurement of service and experimental seacoast carriages, 
and testing the same, at a cost not exceeding $150,000. 

Sec. 8. For the manufacture of twenty 12-inch cast-iron breech-loading rifle- 
guns, about 33 calibers length of bore, and weight not less than 180,000 pounds 
each, all to be delivered at the rate of patra ne’ year from the date of the contract 
therefor, and at a price therefor not ex: a] $27,000 each. 

The said hase carriages suitable for the foregoing cast-iron 
rifle-guns, and such projectiles as the said may order for said guns, in- 
el pan the proving and transportation of the guns, at a total cost not exceeding 


board may pure 
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That each of said cast-iron rifle-guns, before it is accepted, shall be tested with 
not less than five nor more than ten rounds with the service charge of powder 
and prosan, which shall give 1,750 feet velocity per second to an pound 
ee e; and such other test shall be applied as may be ordered by the said 

ard, or thought necessary to enable it to determine that such guns are equal 
in all respects to the 12-inch cast-iron rifle made by the South Boston Iron Works 
and tested at Sandy Hook. They shall be made of similar iron and the same 
brand of iron as was used in that gun. 

For the purpose of further testing the said 12-inch rifle, if the said Board on 
Ordnance think it desirable so to do, they may have the powder-chamber re- 
bored to the extent necessary to remove the eroded metal as far as to the begin- 
ning of the lands in the bore of the gun, and have this rebored part lined with 
gun bronze or aluminum bronze about three-tenths of an inch thick, at a cost 
not exceeding $1,000, and may then continue the test of this gun with such 
charges as the board and the producer of the gun may agree upon, at a cost not 
exceeding $30,000, 

The said board may authorize the lining of the powder-chambers of the above 
rg t Beate bis breed with bronze or aluminum bronze, if the said board 
think t, at an additional expense of not exceeding $1,000 each. 

Src.9. That the said board may contract for S-inch multicharge guns of such 
proportions and on such terms as it may consider for the interest of the Govern- 
ment, and to be tested in such manner and to such extent as the board may di- 
rect, at an expense not exceeding $100,000, 

Seo, 10. That the standard weight for projectiles for testing 12-inch, 14-inch, 
16-inch, and 20-inch rifle guns shall not be less than 890, 1,300, 1,900, and 3,700 
pounds, res ively. 

Sec. li. That thestandard weight of rifle guns to be tested for endurance, and 
of_service guns to be contracted for as hereinafter provided, shall not be more 
than 108,000, 176,000, 257,600, and 516,000 pounds each, cut Pah he for 12-inch, 14- 
inch, 16-inéh, and 20-inch rifles; and the length of any of these said jguns, exclu- 
sive of the breech ap tus, shall not exceed 35 calibers, 

Sec, 12. That the said Board on Ordnance shall contract, after due advertise 
ment, for two 12-inch rifled guns with such party or parties as shall to them 
seem best, which said cuns shall be built up according to the plans now 
pared by the War aid Navy Departments for §, 10, and 12 inch rifles, the princi- 
+ al parts being of forged tempered steel. The drawings and specifications for 
one of said guns shall be furnished by the War Department and for the other by 
the Navy Department, within two months from the passage of this act, or as 
soon thereafter as may be, and the construction of said guns shall be su-erin- 
tended by officers of the War and Navy Departments, respectively, who shall 
report progress from time to time, and upon the completion thereof, to the said 
board, The weights and lengths of said gunsshall not exceed that ee Meira for 
12-inch rifles in section 11 of this act, and the cost of said two guns, finished and 
delivered at the place of manufacture, shall not exceed $200,000. 

That the said board shall also procure by purchase, or contract, carriages for 
use in testing said guns, either or both, unless the respective Departments which 
furnish s; fications therefor shall have carri suitable for such tests, Said 
two guns shall each be tested under the directions of said board for accuracy, 
range,and endurance in competition with, and for comparison with, those to be 
furnished b private parties as hereinafter provided in section 13. The powder 
and projectiles for testing each of said guns shall be furnished by the Depart- 
ment which furnishes the specifications respectively therefor, and shall be Ph 
for by the board. The projectiles for said gins shall have the weight of 800 
pounds each, and shall be fired with a charge of powder sufficient to give a 
muzzle velocity thereto of 2,000 feet per second. 

The said weights and velocities may either vary by the amount of 1 per cent. 
of that Sr repo but the average shail not be less than 800 pounds and 2,000 feet, 
res vely. 

he said guns may either or both be repaired to an extent not exceeding 10 
per cent. of their respective costs, provided such repairs are necessary to secure 
the endurance of two hundred rounds or more from each ; at least twenty rounds 
of the first two hundred fires from each gun shall have been fired in not more 
than two hours, and at one time. In mating the cost of repairs the trans- 
portation of the guns shall not be included, x 

That the board may carry out the provisions of this section, at a total costnot 
exceeding $360,000. 

Src, 13. That whoever shall, within the limitations provided in sections 19and 
20 of this act, produce one or more 12-inch breech-loading single-charge rifle 
guns, of not more than 35 calibers in length, exclusive of breech apparatus, and 
not more than 108,000 pounds weight, which guns are to be made principally or 
wholly of steel, or principally or wholly of cast-iron, each sepa with pro- 
jectiles, powder, implements, ordnance supplies, and including all incidental ex- 
penses of a test of two hundred rounds, to be fired as hereinafter provided for, 
shall, for each test gun so provided by him or them which withstandsthe test of 
two hundred rounds without more repairs than could usually be put upon it for 10 
percent. ofthe contract price hereinafter provided for similar service guns, and 
“without such injury as would prevent if so repaired some continuation of the 
firing, beyond the said two hundred rounds, be paid for the same, by direction 
of the said Board on Ordnance, if such gun or gunsbe inde DINARS of stecl, 
at a price not exceeding $160,000 each, and if made of cast-iron principally, at a 

rice not exceeding $80,000 each, which sums of money are to be accepted as the 

ull prices of the guns and the cost of the tests, which sum shall be due and paid 
for each such gun and tests as soonas any such test gun has withstood the pre- 
scribed test of two hundred rounds, but not including the cost of the carri 
therefor, which, if furnished by the party providing the gun, shall, if it 
found suitable for use with such gun, be paid for at a price of not more than 
$25,000; but should the carriage for testing any such gun be provided by the Goy- 
ernment, itshall be paid for by the party whose gun is tested thereon if the gun 
shall, by bursting, veer f the same before the gun has been fired two hundred 
rounds. Butinosuch trial or test gun shall be paid for at the prices mentioned 
unless it endure the test of firing not less than two hundred rounds with a 
weight of projectile of not less than 800 pounds from the 12-inch rifle, with an 
ave muzzle velocity for two hund rounds of not less than 2,000 feet per 
second, and of these two hundred rounds not less than twenty shot of the pre- 
scribed weight shall be fired within two hours, and the firing of this two hun- 
dred rounds shall not disable the gun so much as to prevent some continuation 
of the firing without repairs Ca ations 10 per cent. of the cost of the gun ordin- 
arily; but should any such trial gun fail to reach the degree of endurance above 
specified, and fail also to reach a degree of endurance equal to the endurance 
of either of the 12-inch Army or Navy guns which are to be made and tested 
as provided in section 12, then in that case no payment whatever shall be made 
for such gun and tests, including the supplies therefor, but should it reach, either 
with or without the ves ed amount of repairs, a degree of endurance 
equal to either of the said Army or Navy guns, then it shall be paid for at a price 
for such gun and tests equal to the cost of said gun and tests which it so excels, 
provided it can be paid for within the limitations provided in se-tion 19 of this 


act. 

That of the projectiles furnished for eon these guns at least twenty, and if 

ao paara shall so require, forty, shall be suitable for range and accuracy; and 
e 


rd shall require, five shall be projectiles suitable for penetration, and 
the rest of the projectiles for the firing of the said two hundred rounds for en- 
durance may be such as are fit for this purpose alone, 

That in testing the trial guns the Government shall furnish free of charge the 
use of proving grounds for range and accuracy, the necessary butts for dura- 
bility, the targets for penetration. and bear all expense of handling and trans- 


porting the guns, and for this purpose, and for the purpose of firing any such 
ns, and chther or both of the said Army and mare 12-inch guns after they 
ve any or all of them been fired more than the said two hun: rounds, not 
bee ary 4 the sum of $500,090 nerf be expended. 

That the plans of the guns of either kind, the hatong ES mechanism, 
the system of rifling, the projectiles adapted thereto, and the kind of powder 
or powder and cases therefor, and all cartridges used in these tests, may be of 
the kinds heretofore approved by the War and Navy Departments, or may be 
after original designs or plans and proponens satisfactory to the projector and 
producer; and any gun furnished by any gT and all the supplies therefor, 
shall be furnished without any cost to the Government until su un has en- 
dured the above prescribed test. This firing shall proceed under the joint di- 
rection of the producer of the gun and the said board, and after one hundred 
rounds have been fired twenty rounds shall be fired with the prescribed stand- 
ard weight and velocity of projectile within two hours of time Simni sonan 
tive firing. This twenty rounds of continuous firing in twọ hours from these 
12-inch guns may be made at any timeafter the gun has been fired one hundred 
rounds, but shall be done before the two hundred rounds are completed, and 
the firing of this two hundred rounds shall not disable the gun so much as to 
prevent some continuation of the firing without more repairs than may cost 
ordinarily 10 per cent. of the price of the gun. 

That if any gun or guns made principally of steel or principally of cast-iron 
shall be provided which withstand the prescribed test of two hundred rounds 
with the prescribed weight and velocity of the projectile, at least twenty rounds 
of which were fired consecutively within two hours, all such guns shall, if the 
producer of the gon desires, be further tested at the expense of the Government, 
under the joint direction of the party producing such gun or ‘puns and the said 
board, until it is fully determined which of the steel guns and which of the cast- 
iron guns are the most durable and serviceable, and that the steel gun so selected 
and the cast-iron gun so sel asthe best of its kind shall be contracted for 
by the said board with the party or parties producing such steel gun and such 
cast-iron gun, the contracts to be for fifty of the steel guns and thirty of the 
cast-iron guns. And the test of the trial gun or guns so selected must such 
as to make it reasonably certain that firing from service guns made on any such 
system twenty rounds in two hours, of the standard weight of projectiles, with 
a velocity of 2,000 feet per second, would not disable the service gun, Incase of 
two guns of equal endurance, as shown by their tests, that one shall have pref- 
erence for contract which has shown the t degree of accuracy as determined 
by the test for accuracy at different ranges, while being tested for accuracy, 
range, and endurance, The contract for the fifty steel guns to be made at a 
paoe not exceeding $75,000 each, with a carri suitable for each gun, to be de- 

ivered therewith, the price of the carriage to be one-third that of the gun, the 
carriage to be bought of the party who produces the gun, provided he or they 
will furnish such carriages suitable in all respects for use therewith. The con- 
tracts to include some ni pean for each of these guns, to be of such kind and 
number as the board shall determine, and shall be furnished by the party who 
furnishes these service guns, on condition that the board can make satisfactory 
contract therefor. 

That for proving these guns, transportation of the guns and carriages and pro- 
jectiles therefor, and for such projectiles as the board may purchase for use 
therewith, not exceeding $500,000 may be expended. 

That the contract for thirty cast-iron guns, to be made like that which shall 
in like manner have stood the prescribed tests, shall be for each gun at the price 
of not over 25 cents per pound, and for the thirty suitable carriages therefor, at 
a cost not exceeding $540,000 thorefor; for lining the powder chamber of these 
guns with bronze or aluminum bronze, if the board shall deem best, at a cost 
not exceeding $1,000 each; and said board may expend for projectiles for said 
cast-iron guns, to be contracted for by the said on under such specifications 
as they may direct, and for moving said guns and carriages and transportation 
of the same, not ex ing $300, 5 5 

That the carriages and kepon for the above cast-iron guns shall be pur- 
chased of the party furnishing the said guns if the board can make suitable con- 
tract therefor. If morethan one of either ofeach kind has been provided, which 
withstands the prescribed test, the board shall report with a recommendation 
what action ought to be taken with regard to the other gun or guns of either or 
both kinds which have withstood the prescribed test, but have excelled or been 
excelled in endurance under the continued firing. 

Sec. 14. That whoever shall produce one or more 14-inch, 16-inch, or 20-inch 
single-charge breech-loading rifle guns, of weights and lengths conforming to 
section 11, within the time fixed in ‘section 20 of this act, which guns are to be 
made wholly or principally of steel, and each supplied with a carr! project- 
iles, powder, implements, ordnance aane and including all incidental ex- 
penses of a test of two hundred rounds for each test gun so provided, shall, for 
the best test gun of either of said classesas shown by its enduranceso made and 
so provided which withstands the test of two hundred rounds of projectiles fired 
with a muzzle velocity of not less than 2,000 feet pn second, on an average, and 
an average weight of projectiles of not less than that prescribed for the standard 
weight of projectiles for such guns, in section 10 of this act, without more repairs 
than can be put upon such guns ordinarily for 10 percent. of their cost, exclusive 
of transportation, be paid for the same by the direction of the said board on ord- 
nance at a price forsuch guns, and supplies and tests, not including the ca: 
not exceeding double the price hereinafter fixed in this section, as the price for 
service guns of that caliber, which money shall be due and paa as soon as can 
such gun has withstood the prescribed test of two hundred rounds, and su 
further test as shows it to have better endurance than any other gun of its class 
so provided and tested, and which shall be in full payment for such gun and 
test, including the powder, projectiles, repairs of gun-carri: and gun, and all 
other expenses of the test not hereinafter specified, except the cost of the car- 
riage therefor, which if found suitable for use therewith shall be paid for at the 
price herei er fixed for carriages for service guns of such caliber. X 

That the payment for any such carriage shall be made as soon as the test has 
shown it suitable for use with such gun or guns'as it was made for, and without 
reference to whether the gun for which it was made endures its test or not. 

That no such carri shall be paid for at ny price unless it is fount! suitable 
for use with the gun for which it was provided. 

That for the next best gun of either class of the said 14,16, or 20 inch guns, as 
shown by its test for endurance so made and so provided within the time fixed 
in section 20 of this act which withstands the test of two hundred rounds of pro- 
jectiles fired with a muzzle velocity of not less than 2,000 feet = second, on an 
average and an average weight of P Sapiens of not less than that prescribed for 
the standard weight of projectiles for such guns in section 10 of this act, without 
more repairs than can be put upon such guns ordinarily for 10 per cent. of their 
cost, exclusive of transportation, be paid for the same by the direction of the said 
board on ordnance, at a price for such guns,and supplies and not includ- 
ing the carriage, not exceeding 30 per cent. more than the price hereinafter fixed 
in this section, as the price for service-guns of that caliber, which money shall be 
due and paid as soon as any such gun has wit the prescribed test of two 
hundred rounds, and such further tests as shows it to have better endurance than 
any other gun but one of its class so provided and tested, and which shall be in 
full payment for such gun and test, including the powder, projectiles, repairs of 
gun-carriage and gun, and all other expenses of the test not hereinafter speci- 
fied, except the cost of the carriage therefor. which if found suitable for use there- 
Sh ket ive eee for at the price hereina‘ter fixed for carriages for service-guns 
of such caliber. 

hat no such test gun, or supplies therefor, provided or furnished for test 
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under the provisions of this section, shall be paid for at any price, unless it shall 
endure the s] ed test of firing two hundred rounds with an average weight 
and velocity of projectiles equal to that specified and without more than the 
sified amount of repairs : vided, Thatno more than two test guns of either 
said classes of 14, 16, or 20 inch guns to be furnished under the provisions of 
this section shall be paid for at any price. 
That all test guns so provided or Rimnishea shall be delivered at the place of 
manufacture, and the said board on ordnance shall be notified when such gun 
will be completed, such notification to be given in time to give the board ample 
time to prepare for the transportation of such gun or guns to the place of test- 


wg 
‘bat all expenses for transportation of any such test gun which may be pro- 
vided arb this section shall be borne by the Government and paid for by the 
direction of the said board, but it is hereby provided that if any such test guns 
are provided of 16-inch or 20-inch calibers, the producers of such gun or guns 

refund to the Government one-half of the expense of all the shipments of 
such gun or guns from the place of manufacture to or from the nearest tide- 
water, on its route to the place of test, 

That the Government, under direction of the board, shall furnish, free of 
charge, the use of a proving:ground or grounds suitable for testin any or or all 
of these guns for range, accuracy, and penetration, and furnish, free of charge, 
the necessary ts for accuracy and P es mao the butts to be used in firing 
for durability, and bear all expenses of handling and transporting the guns, ex- 
cept for the transportation to be refunded to it to the extent above provided in 
the case of 16 and 20 inch guns. 

That the plans of the guns of either kind, the breech-loading mechanism, the 
system of rifling, the projectiles adapted thereto, and the kind of powder or 

waders and cases therefor and all cartr: used in these tests may be of the 
Finds heretofore approved by the War and Navy Departments, or may be after 
original designs or plans and portions satisfactory to the projector and pro- 
ducer; and any gun furnished by any y, and all the supplies therefor, shall 
be furnished without any cost to the Government until such gun endu 
the above prescribed test of firing two hundred rounds of projectiles with the 
weights and Sela presets in this section, 

That the firing of any such gun shall be under the joint direction of the parties 
furnishing the gun and the said board, but the party or parties furnishing any 
such gun may at any and all times increase the weights of projectiles orcharge 
of powder above,the standard prescribed to the extent he or they think best. 

hat should any gun or more than one gun of any of the calibers edin 
this section be furnished which withstands the firing of the said two hundred 
rounds with the weights and velocities of projectiles ed, then the firing 
shall continue to determine the endurance of and which of such guns has the 
best Se such continuance of the firing to be at the expense of the Gov- 
ernment, and if either of the said competing guns has, in firing its first two 
hundred rounds, done less work than the gun or guns it is compe! with, by 
reason of its projectiles having been lighter, or the velocities the: less than 
that of the projectiles of the said competing gun or then such gun orguns 
shall first be fired to the extent n to make up double the amount of 
such deficiency of work performed, before it shall be considered in further com- 
petition with that test gun or gunsof that caliber which haye done the superior 
amount of work, and this rule shall also be applied to the test 12-inch rifle 
to be provided and tested as provided in section 13 of this act, and in kin, 
up this deficiency the gun or guns to be fired therefor shall be fired with su 
charges of powder and shot, to be proportioned by the producer of the gun, as 
shall give an amount of work to the projectiles for each discharge Ses a to the 
average work of the best or amount of work done in twenty by the 
competing gun which it is being th, and amount of work for 
each thereafter for endurance shall be required of each competin 
gun, unless parties furnishing the competing guns and the board shall a 
agree to have the amount thereof redu Should the owner or producer of 
any such deficient gun object to being obliged to make up this deficiency of 
work done by his or their gun during the first two hundred rounds of firing it, 
then such gun shall be considered as out of the competitive test, and the firing 
may go on with the other gun or guns as long as the producer of such gun or 


guns may desire. 
That at any time after any of the test guns which may be provided under the 
Lk yarn of this act has been fired two hundred rounds, and the above speci- 
ed amount of firing necessary to make up the excess of work performed in the 
first two hundred rounds of aiat bef some competing gun of like caliber, such 
test gun shall a: clearly to inferior in endurance to some of its com- 
petitors, the board may decline to fire it further, but this shall not prevent the 
producer of such gun from a further test thereof in the presence of the board at 
the of the producer, and such gun shall still be considered in competi- 
tion with the other gun or guns of like caliber being fired for endurance by the 
board; and if it shall excel them in endurance such expense for additional fir- 
ing shall be borne by the Government and paid by the order of said board, 
Thst after any such test guns of 12-inch, 14-inch, 16-inch, or 20-inch caliber has 
been fired the two hundred rounds, and such additional amount as is above 
specified in this section to give it a credit for endurance xe Se to any of its com- 
of firing, then all con- 


rounds ll be 


an amount of not less than 5 per cent. of the hpk i work stored in each of the 
projectiles of the last fifty rounds previously fired from the best of such com- 


may be necessary to 
up to that of its best competing gun of that cali 


fom =, of these guns, at least twenty, and forty ifthe board shall require, shall 
sui! 


in this section, and for this p! 


u , and for the purpose of firing any such gu: 
after they have been fired t pay r two hundred rounds, the sum of not i Er 
ing $800,000 may be ded. 


t when the test for endurance of guns, which may be made for test under 
the provisions of this section, have been completed for the guns of any of the 
specified 14-inch, 16-inch, or 20-inch calibers, a contract shall be made by the said 

with that party or parties who shall have made the best 14-inch, 16-inch, 
or 20-inch guns. respectively, which gun or guns hasbeen fired at least two hun- 
dred rounds with the prescribed cha , and as shown, by all the tests thereof 
for endurance and accuracy, made as herein provi that it is superior to all 
other competing guns of its class. The contract for these guns of either class 
to be for twenty, which shall be equal in all ts to the trial gun tested, on 
which test the contract is or may be based. And the said board also con- 
tract for a gun-carri suitable for use for each such gun contracted for,and 
for a few projectiles for each of said guns. The ca shall be furnished b 
the party or parties who furnish the guns for which they are made, provid 
such party or parties will furnish ages suitable for use of their guns; and 
that party furnishing any such service gun shall furnish the projectiles therefor, 
provided the said board can make suitable contract with them therefor. 

That the prices of said service guns shall be as follows: For14-inch rifle guns, 
not to exceed $135,000 each; for 16-inch rifle guns, not to exceed $225,000 each; 
and for 20-inch rifle guns, not to exceed $510,000 each; and the prices of the car- 
riages for each of these respective guns shall be one-third of the price of the gun 
for which it is or shall be furnished. 

That for proof tests of said 14-inch guns, projectiles, and transportation of said 
guns, hag os and projectiles therefor, the said board may expend not ex- 
ceeding 000. 

That for proof tests of said 16-inch guns, projectiles, and transportation of said 
guns, , and projectiles therefor, the said board may expend not ex- 
ceeding $560,000. = 

That for proof tests of said 20-inch guns, projectiles, and transportation of said 

, and projectiles therefor, the said board may expend not ex- 


guns, carriages. 
ceeding $1,300,000. 

‘That all carriages furnished for service guns of 12-inch, 14-inch, 16-inch, and 
20-inch guns, to be provided and furnished as prescribed in sections 13 and 14 of 
this act, shall have, and there shall be furnished therewith, and as constituting 
a part thereof, all engines, machinery, pumps, nee acer pipes and piping, 
valves, reservoirs, accum rs, and track and Fyre necessary to o e 
them in the place they are intended to be used; and the said board shall give 
reasonable notice of the kind of place in which any such service gun is ex ed 
to work, so the contractor may be able to furnish a suitable age and appli- 
ances for the use of such gun in such place; but the contractor not be re- 
quired to furnish with any such gun-carriage appliances complete for more than 
one kind of mounting, with the Dan apparatus therewith for operatin 
the gun for which itis to be made. That is to say, some yee Pg, Sgen 
on carriages suitable for use on ships or floating batteries, with the necessary 
loading and other operating appliances, while others may be mounted on car- 
riages suitable for use in casemates, and others for use ind earth-works and 
masonry so arranged as to raise the gun at least 12 feet from the position of 
loading to that required when fired, if the said board shall so require; but the 
weights for accumulators for use on land need not be made of metal, nor if so 
made of either metal or masonry need such weights be furnished by the con- 
tractor at his expense, nor shall he or they be required to furnish with these 
gun-carriages any turret work or masonry foundations of any kind whatso- 
ever, or metal work for foundations except the foundation track and bed-plate 
on which the gun-carriage rests and is traversed. When more than one gun is 
used in close proximity, the Ek pass accumulators, compressors, and 
such other machinery to be furnished with such gun-carr! need not be 
complete for each gun, but may be made to operate sets of two ormore guns to 
the extent in number the may think desirable instead of being complete 
for each separate gua. 

Sec. 15. That it is hereby provided that all guns contracted for as provided in 
sections 13 and 14 to be delivered for service shall be tested at the place or places 
where built, by the party furnishing the same, or at such othersuitable place or 
pares he or they may provide, with not less than five nor more than ten rounds 

rom each gun, with that charge equal to the maximum charge endured for two 
hundred rounds in the trial gun on Which the contract for the gun of such cali- 
ber was made, the Government fo furnish an officer to witness such test at the 
time the party pakene shall desire, The gun shall endure such tests 
without more injury t the ordinary wear and tear of such guns should be, 
or that the ordinary wear and tear of the trial gun of that kind was in firing a 
like number of rounds of equal energy. The Government shall notaccept guns 
which are seriously injured by this test, or which are injured more than the 
ordinary wear and tear of such guns, unless the injured parts are replaced or 
made , when the gun may be again , and must endure the test before 
it be accepted without more injury than ordinary wear and tear that such 
numberof firesshall produce. The powder, i and projectiles for these 
tests shall be paid for by the Government at a reasonable price therefor. 

Sec. 16. That should any of the test guns of the kind to be contracted for as 
above provided in sections 13 and 14 have endured a amount of work 
in firing any two hundred rounds therefrom than that prescribed, namely, two 
hundred rounds of projectiles of an average weight equal to that provided for 
such guns in section 10, with a muzzle velocity of 2,000 feet per second, the price 
of the service guns of that kind to be contracted for as per sections 13 and 14 
shall be increased above the price therein provided to the extent of the average 
work done on the projectiles by any such said test gun on which the contract 
for service guns may exceeded in firing any two hundred rounds that 
prescribed, namely, two hundred rounds, of a velocity of 2,000 feet per second, 
and the weight of projectile equal to that fixed as a standard for such guns in 
section 10, and the price of the for such service guns shall be increased 
in the same proportion, which increase of price of such sand carriages shall 
be paid by the order of the board, by a draft drawn on the Treasury by the said 
board or its authorized agent. 

That all service guns, gun-carriages, projectiles, and cartridges therefor ma: 
be delivered to the Government at the or places of manufacture. But it 
is hereby provided that the contractor or contractors for all service guns, of 
either 16-inch or 20-inch caliber, to be made under the provisions of this act, shall 
refund to the Government one-half the cost of transporting said service guns 
from the place of manufacture, or from such place as he or they have taken 
them for proof Len be the nearest tide-water for shipment by the Government 
to the place of d tion. 

Src. 17, That no service gun to be porcen as specified in sections 13 and 14 
of any of the specified calibers shall be accepted unless it ap) to be as 
in all respects as was the trial gun furnished by the with whom the con- 
tract for such service was made, And the party contracts for any 
of these service guns contract and guaranty that all material used therein 
shall be equal in quality and workmanship to that provided in the trial gun or 
guns on which the contract for such service gun was based, and that he or they 
will institute a thorough system of tests by which they may know thatall parts 
ofthe guns, as far as may be, are of good material and workmanship in all re- 
spects; the delivery of all of these service guns to begin two years from the 
dates of the respective contracts therefor, and continue at such average rate as 
would complete the delivery in eight years from the date of the respective con- 
tracts therefor. 

That all service guns and carriages therefor furnished under the provisions 
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they may be delivered sooner than the time above fixed for 

SEC. is That itis hereby provided that at any r 
any contract by any j or es for 12-inch, 14-inch, 16-inch, or 20-inch rifle- 
guns to be made by under 


gun may be made after the plans and specifications 
OARA Í for guns of that caliber, or after new plans and specifications to be pro- 
vided by them, and such gun may be tested by them at their own expense in 
the presence of an officer who shall be detailed by said Board on Ordnance; 
and if such gun shows an endurance of being able to fire two hundred rounds 
with an average amount of work stored in its projectile when leaving the gun 
equal to 5 per cent. more than the average of the best two hundred fires selected 
from the firing of the test gun under which such contract was based, then in 
that case the Government shall pay for such gun and carriage therefor and the 

wder and projectiles used in such test, the price of the gun and carriage tobe 

e regular price for such service guns of that caliber and the carriage therefor, 
as determined by sections 13, 14, 16, and 17 of this bill, and the contractor shall 
be at liberty to fill any of the balance of his or their order for guns of that 
caliber with guns of this new pattern instead of guns made after the original 
test-gun specifications on which he or they obtained the contract forsuch guns, 
and the pay for such substitute guns and carriages therefor shall be mod to 
the extent the increase of work performed by such last test gun in the besttwo 
hundred rounds fired therefrom exceeds that prescribed as provided in section 
16 of this act. 

But not more than one such change shall be permitted with contracts for an 
such 14-inch, 1G¢-inch, or 20-inch guns, respectively, nor more two such 
changes shall be made in the case of the contract for the 12-inch rifles, and all 
such subsequent tests in which the new test gua or guns fail to excel the test 
gun on which the contracts were made, by not giving for the best two hundred 
rounds fired therefrom more than 5 per cent. more work stored in the projec- 
tiles when leaving the than was given in the best two hundred rounds of 
the best test gun of that caliber on which the contract for such guns was based, 
shall be at the expense of the contractor. 

That all castings and forgings entering into the construction of the armaments 
herein provided for shall be of American manufacture. 

That the board herein provided for shall annually report its operations to the 
Secretary of War, for submissson to Congress, at the beginning of each session, 
which report shall state in detail the amount expended under each section of 
this act and the progress made in carrying out its provisions, with such addi- 
tional information as the board may deem advisable. 

Sre.19, That it is hereby provided that should more than five guns be offered 
for test under the provisionsof sections 13 and 20 of thisact, which are made prin- 
cipally or DAA / ofsteel which withstand the prescribed test of two hundred fires 
under the conditions fixed in section 13, or which excel in endurance the said 
Army or the said Nayy gun to be provided as per section 12 of this act, then in 
that case only the best five of said 12-inch guns provided under the terms of 
said section shall be paid for, with their rok doses powder, projectiles, and sup- 

lies as therein provided, even though they shall have reached the degree of en- 
aaranse specified, and in selecting the five to be paid for, those shall be selected 
which have the greatest d of endurance as shown when tested according 
to rules and provisions made in sections 13 and 14 of this act. 

That should more than one 12-inch cast-iron rifle be offered for test under the 
rovisions of section 13 of this act which endures the prescribed test of firing two 
undred rounds under the conditions therein provided or which has agreaterde- 

gree of endurance than either the said Army orthe said Navy gun to be provided 
under the provisions of section 12 of this act, then,in that case, only the best 
cast-iron gun so provided, as shown by the degree of its endurance in its t 
shall be paid for, together with its carriages, powder, projectiles, and supplies 
for the test of two hundred rounds, 

That the time of paying for any of these 12-inch guns to be furnished by pri- 
vate parties for the test under the provisions of sections 13,14, 19, and 20 of this 
act, is hereby modified to the extent necessary to enable the said board to com- 
Ply. with the provisions of this section. 

‘hat it is hereby provided that all guns or gun-carriages and all supplies 
therefor furnished by any private party or parties, for test underthe provisions 
of this act, may bo withdrawn by the party furnishing the same at any time be- 
fore or subsequent to the completion of the test thereof, whenever it is evident 

such gun, gun-carriage, or supplies are not to be paid for under the pro- 
visions of this act, 

Sexo. 20. That it is hereby provided that all 12 and 14 inch rifle guns for com- 

titive trial and tests to be made and tested as provided in this act shall be fin- 

ed ready for test on or before January 1, 1892; and all 16 and 20 inch test guns 
on or before January 1, 1893 : ed, That if no 12-inch rifle gun made prin- 
oy or wholly of steel has been completed and offered for test at that time, 
which shall withstand the prescribed test of two hundred rounds, then the time 
for accepting such guns for competitive test as herein provided shall be ex- 
tended to January 1, 1893. And in case that no 14-inch gun has been furnished 
ready for competitive test under the provisions of this act by January 1, 1892, 
the time for accepting such guns for test shall be extended to January 1, 1893. 

That it is hereby provided thatif no 14-inch steel rifle gun has been offered for 
test on or before January 1, 1893, which withstands the test of firing two hundred 
rounds, with weights and velocities as prescribed, then the time for receiving 
such 14-inch test rifle guns shall be extended to January 1, 18%, 

Thatif no such 16-inch rifle guns for competitive trial and test to be made 
and tested as provided in this act shall be finished or ready for test on or before 
January 1, L then the time for accepting such gun for competitive test, as 
herein bed, shall be extended to January 1, 1894; and if no such 16- 

e has been offered for test before that time which withstands the pre- 

scribed test for Suing two hundred rounds with weights and velocities of pro- 

ectiles as prescribed, then the time for receiving for tests 16-inch rifle guns 1 
extended to January 1, 1895. 

That if no 20-inch rifle gun made under the provisions of this act and con- 
forming thereto shall be offered for test on or before January 1, 1893, then the 
time for receiving such 20-inch rifle guns for test shall be extended to January 
1, 1894, and if no such test gun of 20-inch caliber has been offered for test and 
tested in accordance with the provisions of this act which shall have withstood 
the prescribed test of firing two hundred rounds of projectiles with the weights 
and velocities specified, with an amount of repairs as prescribed, on or before 
January 1, 1895, then the time of receiving 20-inch rifle guns for test under the 
provisions of this act shall be extended until that date. 

The board on ordnance shall make all reasonable efforts to make all the tests 
provided for as quickly as possible after any such gun is ready for tests; and 
all the test experiments of guns shall be open to the inspection and observation 
of all parties ishing guns of like calibers for test as provided in this act. 

That the Secretary of War and the ofthe Navy shall each assist this 
board b: ae any and all officers and men for its use which it Sy need 
at any time and all times, and by furnishing it, without charge, any and all fa- 


cilities for testing any and all of the guns and gun-car: to be provided 
d 


under this act, to the extent that they are able so to do, and in 
the board in any way they can in carrying out the provisions of act. 
Sec, 21, That section 2 of an act making appropriations for fortifications and 


other works of defense, and for the armament thereof, for the fiscal year endin 
June 30, 1855, and for other purposes, approved July 5, 1884, is hereby repeal 
Src, 22. That there is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise se YE TERE for the purpose of carrying into effect the provis- 
ions of sections 6 to 20, inclusive, of this act, and for expenditures to be charged 
the revenues of the Government for the fiscal years as follows, namely : 
uring the fiscal year 1859, $283,500. 
During the fiscal year 1890, $1,249,500, 
During the fiscal year 1891, $1,047, 000. 
During the fiscal year 1592, $1,202,000, 
During the fiscal year 1893, $1,692, 
During the fiscal year 1894, $2,64 
During the fiscal year 15%, 
During the fiscal year 1896, 
During the fiscal year 1897, 
During the fiscal year 1898, $4 
During the fiscal year 1899, $5,129, 
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parties who may furnish service-guns under the provisions of sections 13, 14, 16. 
this $20,000, to be available on and after the fiscal 


necessary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon the amend- 
ment to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Gorman] which has just been read. 5 

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. President, in offering the amendment, I do so 
because, and only because, the Senate in committee has adopted the 
amendment of the Senator from Connecticut. I desire to say that it 
is a draught that has been prepared with a great deal of care by gentle- 
men whose duty it was to examine this question. ‘There are some 
provisions in the amendment that if I had time to thoroughly con- 
sider I would probably modify; but I have had no such opportunity, 
and therefore, imperfect as it may be, it is presented for the purpose 
of bringing to the attention of the Senate and having the question de- 
cided now whether you intend, as the Senate has already voted, to ex- 
pend $6,000,000 or $7,000,000 to establish a great Government foundry 
at Watervliet and to raise the question whether you intend in the 
manufacture of heavy ordnance to rely upon the Government shops 
alone and exclude the genius and enterprise of all the other people of 
this country. 

I know the Senate is not disposed to listen to an argument on this 
subject. I have no disposition to go into it again to any extent, but I 
can not refrain from having read at the desk a letter sent since the 
amendment was offered and discussed by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. HAWLEY] (one of many received by me), from a distinguished 
manufacturer in this country, who has reputation second to none, 
whose invention has been adopted by every civilized government in 
the world. 

I ask that it be read. I do notgive the writer’s name for the reason 
that he has, asI understand, a large interest which must be determined 
by the Ordnance Department or the War Department; and from the 
statements made to me, without number almost, by many such letters, 
I doubt whether it would be just to him to permit his name to be used 
in this connection. But his statement in my judgmentis incontrovert- 
ible and assures me that the position I have taken and the object I 
intend to accomplish by this amendment are absolutely necessary in 
the interest of the country. Iask that -the Secretary may read the 
letter I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The letter will be read if there be 
no objection. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

Hon. ARTHUR P. Gorman, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Sm: è è * Urgently as these appropriations are needed, I believe you are 
right in opposing large appropriations for built-up guns. Foreign experience 
shows that they are un: ble, and experience in country is yet too meager 
to justify spending millions on them. 

tis easy to explain the strenuous demands of some ordnance officers that only 
built-up guns should be pu , by the desire of being consistent, ides, 
the mathematical and mechanical problems involved in designing and manu- 
facturing such a sage verse structure as a built-up gun can but have a sort of fas- 
cination for many uential ordnance officers, who are ready to affirm the im- 
bility of obtaining good guns in any other way and the uselessness of try- 


Re 

And so it has come about that in spite of the obvious weakness of a gun with 
a dozen or more large cracks or joints around it, and in spite of repeated pro- 
tests from various quarters, the influence of the Departments and the appropri- 
ations of Congress have been almost wholly for the gee g guns, 

I trust you may be able to secure such ion as will enable and compel 
one or both of the Departments concerned to procure and test thoroughly a 
number of cast guns before any very large appropriations are made for other 


guns. 

Built-up guns were a necessity at the time that system was commenced, be- 
cause stec! could not be produced in large quantities, The process invented by 
Bessemer and Siemans for making steel was at that time unknown, nor did 
stecl-inakers know at that period of the great discoveries that have recent] 
been made in mixing aluminum and other ingredients with molten steel, whi 
allows large castings now to be made of steel as perfeccly as they can be cast of 
iron or bronze, 

Surely if guns can be cast of one piece of steel and without joints, such guns 
will be stronger, more durable, and a great deal cheaper than built-up guns. 

Let Coops give inventors and private Soy oem. rs of the country a fair 
chance, By having competition between built-up guhs (made by ordnance of- 
ficers) and steel cast guns land by inventors and private manufacturers of steel), 
better and more effective guns will be produced. Cast guns can be made in 
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about one-fourth the time it takes to make built-up guns, and for about half the 
cost. 


The strength of built-up guns is not to be determined by the tensile strength 
of the different bands and hoops that com these gunsin part, The weak- 
ness of such guns is produced by the joints forming, asit were, cracks allaround 
the gun, where the bands and hoops butt together. When la guns are fired 
the mass of material forming the gun undergoes a severe shock and there are 
wave motoan Eecaneet by the action of the powder and by the recoil, 
which are checked at the joints where the bands and hoops meet, that will 
sooner or later produce crystallization of the metal at those places, and thusthe 
lifetime of the gun is greatly shortened. 

Unfortunately, years ago, the ordnance officers placed themselves on record 
as being in favor of built-up guus, and they have not now the moral courage to 
say they were wrong. 

All sample guns, made cither by the Ordnance Department or by private 
makers, should be proved and tested by a committee of officers from both the 
Army and Navy, and who are not connected with the Ordnance Department. 

If Don will make appropriations for large guns, of certain calibers, ca- 
pable of doing certain kinds of work, etc., and allow all the people inthis country 
to compete in furnishing the same, in all pon, rivate makers would be 
able to make and furnish guns that would carry off the palm of victory. 

If the built-up gun system should be Speen adopted, to the exclusion 
of all other systems, no improvement will be made in the construction of guns 
under such monopoly for the next twenty years to come. 


Mr. GORMAN. ‘That is the statement of one of the most successful 
men in the world in the manufacture of guns. 

Mr. HAWLEY. How large are his guns? 

Mr. GORMAN. He has a most effective weapon. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Carrying about half a pound. I know the man. 
There is the letter. 

Mr. GORMAN. IhavenodoubttheSenatordoes. The point being, 
however, no matter how large the gun is, that here is a man who has 
attracted the attention of the world by his success, and he is only one 
of many; and he states—and that is the point of his communication— 
that if this appropriation is so made as to permit inventors to experi- 
ment without any cost to the Government, and they come up and pro- 
duce a gun that will be equal to the most severe test the Government 
officers can require, then they shall be purchased and paid for. 

All I desire to say is that until July, 1893. if this amendment were 
adopted, the whole expense under the provisions of the amendment 
would be a little over$5,000,000, whereas the amendment of my friend 
from Connecticut, if I remember the exact figures, involves $6,300,000 
to be expended by the War Department at any time. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May lI ask if there would be a single gun delivered 
in that time? It is not certain there would be a single gun delivered 
in five years. It opens the field for delivery; they may be delivered 
before that, but I do not remember that it provides for their delivery. 

Mr. GORMAN. I would say in answer to my friend from Connecti- 
cut that the War Department has produced twenty third-rate guns in 
twenty years. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It has produced three hundred and eighteen in 
about fifteen years. 

Mr. GORMAN. I mean steel built-up guns. 

Mr. HAWLEY. We never gave them a dollar to do it with. 

Mr. GORMAN. There never have been constructed by the War 
Department any of the heavier calibers; it is claimed that we have one 
or two 8 and 10 inch, but there are no guns in the country, notwith- 
standing about forty millions have been expended since 1866 by the 
Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, the War Department has never been 
authorized to make a modern steel gun. It never has had the money 
to do it with, and besides that there has not been an establishment in 
the United States until lately that could make one as large as 8 inches, 
and there is not a concern in the United States that can make the 
whole of a 10-inch gun, let alone a 14, 16, or 20 inch gun. You have 
never authorized the making of large steel guns. You have author- 
ized them for the Navy. You ordered ships until the guns needed for 
them and the armor made an aggregate so large that the Secretary was 
able to take precisely the course laid down for the Army in my pend- 
ing amendment. Only yesterday the Senate concurred with the House 
in an appropriation of two millions, which will go for armor and gun 
work precisely such as I propose. 

The expenditures proposed by the Senator from Maryland have never 
been estimated for by any Department; they come from no committee, 
and they are a whole volume of legislation. Iwill soon present to the 
Chair three points of order against the amendment. 

I venture to say that the amendment is not approved by more than 
one man in the world, and that is the man who wrote it, excepting it 
may be three or four men whose experimental pieces, rusting in some 
foundry or on the sands of Sandy Hook, it undertakes to revive, and 
the South Boston Iron Works, whose cast-iron guns it wants to make. 

Here are some figures from the Bureau of Ordnance relating to the 
Senator’s projects. I will give one specimen of the economy of the 
scheme: 

The amount appropriated for twenty guns, each of 14, 16, and 20 inch 
caliber, sums up $17,400,000 for a total of sixty guns. This amounts 
to about two-thirds of the entire estimate of the Fortifications Board 
for five hundred and sixty-one guns, inclusive of all calibers from 6 to 
16 inches, and seven hundred and twenty-four heavy mortars, making 
nearly thirteen hundred pieces; from which it would appear that the 
money has not been judiciously distributed in regard to caliber. 

Mr. GORMAN. From what does the Senator read ?. 


Mr. HAWLEY. From a criticism prepared by the Ordnance De- 
partment; a reply to certain questions, by Capt. Charles S. Smith, 
Ordnance Department, United States Army. 

The plan in the amendment adopted by the Senate is not my plan 
at all. It comes from the Military Committee in the first place, but 
is also the substance of what is approved by the Committee on Coast 
Defenses; it is the plan of the Armament Board, of the Gun Foundry 
Board, of the great Fortifications Board, and of the Select Committee 
of the Senate on Ordnance and War Ships. It comes here urgently 
recommended by the Senator’s own Secretary of War. It is in accord- 
ance with the experiments of England, France, Austria, Russia, Italy, 
Spain, and the whole of the civilized world. 

The old shops and the waste-iron yards of the world are covered with 
just what the Senator’s amendment proposes to build. There is a 
scheme in it that I do not think will be approved by a mechanic in the 
United States outside of an insane asylum. Such a bill was never 
spread upon the records yet. It is $41,000,000 to be expended in about 
fifteen years and in the mean time for the nourishment of every crank 
whoever filed his application to the Government. That is the proposi- 
tion before the Senate. I have not had time tocharacterize it properly. 

The Senator says we propose in our bill six or seven million dollars 
for a foundry at Watervliet. No, sir, it is only a finishing shop. It 
does not forge the parts of the gun, and the entire cost is $750,000, It 
will cost that to put up the necessary machinery and buildings. The 
Senator says he wants to give private inventors a chance, and he ob- 
jects that the Government proposes to build up great shops under my 
amendment. Notatall. It is his bill that proposes to expend mill- 
ions upon millions of dollars by the Government in putting up plants. 
We propose the most economical scheme that has been devised in the 
world for the manufacture of big guns. 

The nations of Europe have made a series of experiments. They 
have undertaken to make a Whole gun themselves. They have under- 
taken to have poaae builders build a whole gun. That works in some 
eases. They have undertaken a partnership between private parties 
and the Government. That has been a failure. The best wisdom of 
all Europe, France at the head of them and Great Britain among them, 
is that for certain great, rough, heavy parts of the gun it is best to ask 
a competition among private manufacturers, and they can then for about 
$800,000 or $1,000,000 put up the necessary plant for doing that; and 
the Government for $750,000 can put up all the other part of the plant, 
taking from the manufacturers the rough parts and finishing and as- 
sembling the gun. 

If, on the other hand, you undertake to get it all from the private 
manufacturer, it requires of him an expenditure of from $1,600,000 
to $1,800,000, and no man will think of devoting that much money 
without an enormous contract for guns in advance. 

This is the economical and wise plan. What the Senate has adopted 
is in accordance with the wisdom of the world. 

The extraordinary things in the Senator’s amendment are beyond 
number. It provides for 20-inch steel guns, to say nothing of certain 
cast-iron abortions. 

Nobody in the world has thought of building a 20-inch steel gun. 
The Senator has it down, I think, at a cost of $289,000—I am not sure 
but it is $500,000. I do not believe it can be built for half a million 
dollars. Nobody wants it; nobody can handle it. It might be fired 
once at a vessel, but before it could be got ready for a second shot, the 
ship would be well started in a journey around the world. There is 
no forge in the world that could make the central tube of it. You 
would have to double the size of the heaviest forges known. Nobody 
wants it. Nobody can build it. It is the wild dream of a respectable 
dreamer whom I know well and who has given me his dreams from year 
to year, and he has not been able to get a committee of Congress or any 
two men assembled who would agree to his scheme. 

I raise the point of order that the matters therein provided for are 
not estimated for by any Department, that it is a volume of legisla- 
tion, and that it comes from no committee. r 

Mr. GORMAN. I trust the Senator will withdraw his point of order 
for a moment. - 

Mr. HAWLEY. Iwill, certainly. 

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. President, the criticisms of the Senator from 
Connecticut upon the proposition which I have presented, and his state- 
ment that they are some of them such that nobody out of a lunatic 
asylum would attempt to carry out — 

Mr. HAWLEY. I will specify when you get through. 

Mr. GORMAN. I have no objection to the Senator going on with it 
now. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Not now. 

Mr. GORMAN. The criticism of the Senator is not an unusual state- 
ment. It occurs and has occurred a great many times in this country 
that men in high position, of great respectability, of immense research, 
have denounced inventors as lunatics. There is a marked case in my 
own State, which is a matter of record, and the man who made the 
prediction was as intelligent as my friend from Connecticut; he had 
seen as much of the affairs of the world as that Senator can possibly 
have seen; he was as careful a man as my friend from Connecticut ever 
can hope to be. 
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When Congress appropriated a small sum of money to enable Mr. 
Morse to establish a telegraph from here to Baltimore, he went to the 
president of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company for permis- 
sion to erect his poles along the line of that company’s road. The 
company granted the privilege, and I have it on the authority of the 
venerable John H. B. Latrobe, who was a party to the transaction, 
himself a distinguished engineer and lawyer, that the president of the 
company entered upon the records of the company a solemn protest 
against granting the permission, on the ground that it was an outrage 
and a wrong for an intelligent set of men to permit a man to spend his 
money in an enterprise which no man outside of an insane asylum 
would consider useful or feasible. Morse’s success has made his name 
a household word for all time, and his critics of that day are forgotten. 

Mr. President, twenty-five years ago if any man had predicted with 
confidence and presented the fact to the Senate that you could con- 
struct a built-up steel gun of 10 or 12 inches bore that would throw a 
shot of Mise pcre weight, I have no doubt if the Senator from Con- 
necticut been in his place the ordnance officers would have been 
beg and convinced him that the man ought to be in an insane asy- 

um. 

What harm would it do the Government if this proposition were en- 
acted into a law? What possible detriment can it be to the country 
or to the Treasury if you say to the inventive genius of this country, 
**Here is an opportunity to make guns from 8 to 20 inches; you make 
them at your own expense; you furnish the plant; you poo thegun 
complete and submit it to our ordnance officers, and if it stands the 
test we will give you such an amount of money as will compensate 
you. Ifyou fail’’—well, most of them will probably go to the poor- 
house instead of to the insane asylum, as my friend from Connecticut 
su; But I have no doubt of their success. The Senator thinks 
they are cranks. I have perfect faith in the ability of the American 
manufacturer and the American mechanic to make guns and other im- 
plements of war which are not only equal to but better than any in 
existence in the world, if they are given a fair opportunity and are not 
hampered by the ordnance oflicers. If they succeed their compensa- 
tion should be liberal; if they fail, as I have stated before, the Gov- 
ernment will not suffer. 

The Government, if this amendment is adopted, can not lose; worth- 
less guns can not be forced on us, for the acceptance of their work is 
in the hands of the very men who criticise and oppose this measure; 
and I do not hesitate to say that there has never been from the founda- 
tion of the Government to this hour such a pressure of Army officers 
upon the legislative body in this country as we have had since this 
proposition has been pending. 

These ordnance officers claim that they have not had a fair oppor- 
tunity to serve their country by making guns, and yet $20,00u,000 have 
been appropriated from 1866 to now, besides the amount received from 
the sale of old ordnance stores, amounting, as nearasI can get the fig- 
ures from the Treasury Department, to about $20,000,000. 

But they are here and have been here at this Congress, and at every 
session of Congress for the past four years trying to prevent all legis- 
lation which will permit the outside inventor to perfect his invention 
or have the Government receive it. They are here around the com- 
mittee-rooms, and they stand at the halls of legislation when these 
matters are discussed and send in their suggestions, full of technical in- 
formation as they are, to control legislation so as to make it impossi- 
ble to have anything done unless the money is expended by them in a 
Government shop. The Secretary of War should not permit this in- 
terference. Any Army officer who attempts to control legislation, ex- 
cept when he is requested by the Senate, the House of Representatives, 
or by a committee of either body to give his views under the instruc- 
tions of his superiors, should be ordered to some post distant from these 
halls. But, sir, here they stand atthe very doors of the Senate Cham- 
ber to prevent legislation which will throw open the doors to all the 
skilled men of the country. 

When this matter was under consideration Before, not content with 
what they do privately, one of them attempted to‘answer in the news- 
papers what was said on this floor. An ordnance oficer from my State 
originally, a Captain Birnie, whom I do not believe I have the pleasure 
of knowing—but it is a good name—goes into the newspapers to argue 
the question for the purpose of getting appropriations for the Ordnance 
Bureau. That gentleman says, among other things: 

In the twenty years— 

This is a letter printed in the Baltimore Sun, of Baltimore, Md., 
July 2, 1888, immediately after this debate. Captain Birnie says: 

In Lose Seu A years beginning July 1,1866,and ended July 1,1886, that de- 


That is the Ordnance Department of the War Department— 
expended less than one and one-half million of dollars for the procurement of 


cannon of various calibers, 

And yet I have a statement from the Department which 
shows that from 1866, for the ordnance service alone, down to 1888 in- 
clusive, there were $2,740,000 made by direct appropriations. In ad- 
dition to that all the money from the sale of ordnance stores, now 
$75,000 per annum, added to the other appropriations expended will 
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swell the total amount from 1866 until now to about $40,000,000, and 
yet they have not, as I understand, more than one hundred guns that 
are serviceable. Here are the amounts appropriated direct, to which 
add fifteen to twenty millions received from sale of old property: 


Amounts appropriated in general appropriation bills to be expended under 
the direction of Ordnance Bureau. 


ORDNANCE SERVICE. 


Beg 


ESERSESSESRRE SS 
38888888 


4 
5/28 


ORDNANCE, ORDNANCE-STORES AND SUPPLIES. 
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PURCHASE OF GUNPOWDER AND LEAD. 
TESTS OF HEAVY RIFLED ORDNANCE. 


ARMING AND EQUIPPING THE MILITIA, 
[Permanent appropriation.] 
1866, to and including 1887, twenty-two years, at $200,000 per an- 
num. ee 
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SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS 1566 TO 1588, BOTH INCLUSIVE. 
Sen eet a a T alee Sh tae 
Ordnance, ordnance stores, and supplics...... 
Manufactures of arms at national armorics.. 
Purchase of gunpowder and lead. 
Tests of heavy rifled ordnance 
Tests of iron and steel........ 
Examination of heavy o 
Machine guns... ..........2 
Armament of fortifications. «2.2... -esicceeeetnsnssneesseceseensertesee 
Arming and equipping the militia (permanent appropriation). 
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Groa ROME soos fat peson ssn Sates a cane exer ak Tad Te 
Mr. HAWLEY. They have got eighteen hundred. 
Mr. GORMAN. Eighteen hundred of the old guns that were made 


during the war. 

Mr. HAWLEY. No; three hundred of them made since the war, 
and they are serviceable guns, too, but they are weak compared with 
modern guns. 

Mr. GORMAN. But they are of no earthly account, as has been 
stated on this floor again and again, and if they have three hundred 
guns they do not report them as such as they would rely upon for de- 
fense now. 

Captain Birnie continues: 

With this amount there were procured 31$ serviceable cannon, beginning 
with 15 and 20 inch Rodman smooth-bores— 

This is since the war— 
and closing with completed guns of the best modern typo of breech-loading 
steel guns, namely, d guns, seige guns, 8-inch scacoast gun— 

There is, as I understand, under the control of the War Department 
but one perfect built-up S-inch steel gun. 

During the same period— 

Says this captain— 
the Department has tested a greater numberof guns (types) submitted by pri- 
vate inventors than of those designed in its own bureau. Of the private ones I 
will name the Sutcliff (two calibers, a field gun and a seacoast gun), the Moffatt, 
the Hitchcock, the Woodbridge, the Manu (twice), the Haskeli Multicharge, 
the Thompson, and the Yates. 

I will not detain the Senate to read what these inventors and others 
who are familiar with the subject have said about these tests. There 
is not a single inventor that is satisfied. It is a chapter of oppression 
and wrong. But let thatall go. I do say that the money which has 
been spent by the Ordnance Bureau since 1856, greater in amount than 
that which has been proposed by my amendment, has produced no 
satisfactory results. tis time now to give the inventors and the man- 
ufacturers outside of the Government service, outside of the Army, an 
opportunity to compete with them. 

I could, but I will not, detain the Senate by reading from the reports 
of the Chief of Ordnance the statements that he has made and reported 
through the Secretary of War to Congress, showing how this money in 
many instances has been expended. It is all a history of incapacity. 
They are full of theories. There is not,so far as I have been able to 
see and gather from those who do know, a practical man in the service 
who is in position to direct the policy of the bureau. I do not hesi- 
tate to say that there is nota gun made in the Navy or in the Army 
shops that can not be produced by private enterprise for one-half the 
amount which it costs the Government, built and made up by its of- 
ficers. 

I believe that it is absolutely necessary that the Government shall 
have two great shops, one for the Navy and one for the Army. Iam 
not opposed to that, but I am opposed to permitting them to expend 
millions more without placing them in competition with the mechanics 
who have no connection with the Government, with men of enterprise 
and genius, with Gatling, who made his great gun which gave him a 
world-wide reputation, and with Hotchkiss and all the rest of them. 
I say that there 1s not a manufacturer who furnished the great guns 
that we had during the war, men who are interested in and who are 
desirous and anxious for success, who do not believe that we have 
reached a point in our manufactures when we can make guns to com- 
pete with any known in the world if the Government will give them 
an opportunity. 

Now, sir, probably the Senator can have this amendment ruled out of 
order. Letitgoout. As Isaid when I offered it, I came into the Senate 
this morning not knowing that the Army bill was under consideration. 
Thave taken that proposition, the main point of which is to enable pri- 
vate competition with Government shops, knowing very well that it is 
not entirely perfect, but hoping that the Senate would consider the 
question, and, as is done in a hundred cases, modify it, if there be any 
imperfections in it, but adhere to the one idea I have suggested of 
letting our mechanics have an opportunity to compete. They are now 
in an anxious state of mind in to their future; they have been 
made to believe by the opposition to the Administration that the leg- 
islation of the Democratic party would bring disaster to the laboring 
men of the land. Let it go forth, if you will, Mr. President, that one 

of the great leaders on the other side of this body, in the consideration 
of this question and in the appropriation of millions of money, has 
detiberately, after having secured by a majority vote of the Senate, and 
he belonging to that majority, the consideration of an amendment 
which I did not, and do not now, think was germane to the Army ap- 
propriation bill. He had the power and he succeeded in the commit- 
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tee with his amendment ing over $6,000,000 in the hands of and to 
be expended by Army officers, and now, on a point of order, he will 
have ruled out a proposition which would be of immense value to the 
Government, and that which he and his party friends are proclaiming 
they are most anxious to do, that is, to start the furnaces of the coun- 
try in full blast and thas give work to thousands of honest toilers. 
He will probably succeed in preventing our man and me- 
chanics from competing successfully in the manufacture of heavy ord- 
nance. . 

He may be content to leave this matter in the hands of Army officers, 
but when he goes to his own State, where some of these guns should 
be and probably would be made, when he discusses this proposition 
before the people, I would like to have him explain why he opposed 
with his great power a proposition such as I haye offered, and why he 
refused to aid me to perfect a proposition which would open in full 
blast all the great furnaces and give opportunity to every mechanic and 
every inventor to serve his Government and participate in solving the 
great problem of protecting our immense coast. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I want to correct one or two mis- 
takes and relieve the feelings of the Senator from Maryland about sev- 
eral things. He represents the gun-builders, the great manufacturers 
of the country, as saying that they can do the best work in the world; 
they can make the best guns if we willonly give them an opportunity, 
The implication was that they wanted to build the whole gun, forge 
the parts and finish and build the gun. Now, sir, if he will do the Com- 
mittee on Ordnance and War Ships the honor to read their report he 
will find that the ablest steel men in the United States heartily approve 
of tse identical plan of this bill. It is based not upon the testi- 
mony of the ordnance officers alone, but on that of all the great steel 
manufacturers themselves. We went to them, shop after shop, in Phil- 
adelphia and elsewhere around Pennsylvania, to Pittsburgh and to Bos- 
ton and wherever they made guns or forged large masses of steel, to see 
their shops and ask them about the best way of doing this work; and 
this is the way they say is best for the Government and best for them. 
They will forge the rough parts if we will take those parts and assem- 
ble them. Insuch a casethey would have to expend on the plant about 
haifas muchas if they undertook the whole gun, and they ask that they 
shall not be paid a dollar except upon steel tested and approved. 

Captain Birnie, of the Ordnance Bureau, one of the men best informed 
in the literature and practical business of ordnance there isin the United 
States or in the world, did make in the Baltimore Sun the correction of 
some of the errors of the Senator and others from which the Senator 
has quoted. 

The Senator says the Bureau of Ordnance received about $20,000,000 
in twenty years, and produced no gun, Ifthe figure 20 be correct 
as to what they have had since 1866, it applies to all the current wants 
of the Government in the care of its guns, in the manufacture of its 
small-arms at the arsenals, and the distribution of $200,000 worth a 
year to the militia of the several States, in short, the whole work in 
general. 

Eut for the building of cannon—and you know how specific the ap- 
propriation bills are—thcy had a million and a half in the whole time, 
and they went on for some years building the best guns known then, 
the old cast-iron gun, probably the best then of their kindin the world. 
It was thought best to cast some of calibers as large as 15 and 20-inches. 
They procured with that money three hundred and eighteen serviceable 
cannon. I say “‘serviceable.’? I mean they are ofsome use; they are 
in good order. I do not say that an old 10-inch columbiad is useless, 
or the 15-inch smooth-bore. They are serviceable against smaller unar- 
mored ships. The 10-inch carries a 128-pound shot, which would easily 
penetrate a vessel with a skin vf iron only three-eighths of an inch 
thick, or any wooden yessel. But we have no guns of the modern type, 
none that will penetrate even the middle-class iron ship of foreign 
nations. 

The Ordnance Bureau quit making these old cast-iron guns, but they 
did make with that n@tlion and a half three hupdred and eighteen of 
them, beginning with 15 and 20 inch Rodman smooth-bores, and clos- 
ing with a few of the later steel guns. The Senator says we have no 
gun of the best modern type on hand. No, we have not, except as 
specimen guns, and about 30 elegant little 3,4,-inch field pieces, ex- 
cellent little steel rifles for the light batteries. We have, I think, one 
10-inch steel gun. The Bureau of Ordnance has barely made a begin- 
ning. 

Captain Birnie says that duiing the same period the Department has 
tested a greater number? of the type guns submitted by private invent- 
ors than of those designed in itsown bureau. And he names the“ Sut- 
cliff, the Moffatt, the Hitchcock, the Woodbridge, the Mann (twice), 
the Haskell multicharge, the Thompson, and the Yates,” 

Some of these guns had good ideas, but they are abandoned as hope- 
less by all except the inventors. The multicharge gun, for example, 
has been altogether superseded, as any mechanic will see in a moment. 
The maulticharge gun is not needed now, because by means of a slow- 
burning powder and a longer gun we get the same result, that is, in- 
creased velocity and power, froma single cartridge in the ordinary gun. 

The Ordnance t has faithfully expended its money and 
conducted all the experiments it was required todo. It has no pat- 
ents, no tricks, and no pet methods. It simply adopts the results at- 
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tained in all the nations of Europe, and have already spent in experi- 
ments four times over tlie millions proposed in the Senator’s amend- 
ment. The ground his amendment would cover is trodden smooth and 
worn, yes, worn into gullies, by the experiments made in the Old 
World. It is supreme folly to go all over that ground again. Go di- 
rectly at the best-thing known and the best known procesess of mak- 
ing it. 

The Senator objects to my making the point of order on the amend- 
ment, and says I would thus prevent the consideration of useful proj- 
ects. I withdraw my objection. I will make no pointof order against 
this monstrous scheme. The Senator dare not carry it through Con- 
gress. Its only result could be to delay for years the work that the 
honor of the country demands to-day. 

Mr. STEWART. I offer as a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. GORMAN] the fortifications bill, which 
answers all the purposes, which has been thoroughly prepared and re- 
ported by the Committee on Coast Defenses. I offer that as a substi- 
tate for the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair can not receive it now. 
An amendment in the second degree is already pending. The ques- 
tion recurs upon the amendment to the amendment by the 
Senator from Maryland. The Chair states to the Senator from Nevada 
that an amendment in the second degree is now pending; therefore his 
amendment can not be received. 

Mr. STEWART. What was the first degree amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposition of the Senator from 
Connecticut is an amendment. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Chair be kind enough to have the amend- 
ments pending stated? Ido not mean read through, but the substance 
stated, so that we may see exactly what they are. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question that is before the 
Senate is upon concurring in the Senate with the amendment made as 
in Committee of the Whole upon the motion of the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. HAwLEY], which was agreed to. In the Senate the 
Senator from Maryland moves to amend the amendment by substitut- 
ing the proposition which has been read at the desk. 

Mr. STEWART. I appeal to the Senator from Maryland to allow 
his amendment to be modified by what I propose to send to the desk. 
Then there will be no question about its having been recommended 
by a committee, and I think it will answer bis purpose. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I pray the Senator from Nevada not to ask us to 
hear the $126,000,000 bill again. It is pending in the Senate as a 
separate bill. Itis laid aside temporarily. It has been discussed two 
or three times, and to read it alone would take some time, perhaps 
half an hour; I do not know the exact length of time. 

Mr. GORMAN. I can not consent to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada. I wish to have a vote on my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Maryland to the amendment made 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question recurs now on con- 
curring in the Senate with the amendment made as in Committee of 
the Whole, upon which the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Berry] has 
asked for the yeas and nays. 
on E fea and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 

e ro 

Mr. MITCHELL Me Mr. DoLPR’S name was called). My col- 
league [Mr. Dorm] is detained from the Senate on account of sickness 
in his family. If he were here, he would vote ** yea.” He is paired 
with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. FAULKNER (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Quay]. Ido not see him in the. 
Chamber, and therefore will not vote. 

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I have a general pair 
with theSenatorfrom Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]. Idonot know how he 
would vote on thisamendment. Ifhe were here, I should vote “nay.” 

Mr, PLATT (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MCPHERSON]. I do not know how he 
would vote. If he were present I should vote for the amendment. 

The roll-call was concluded. 

Mr. MANDERSON. My colleague [Mr. PADDOCK] is paired with 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Evsris]. If he were present, my 

. colleague would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. SPOONER. I desire to announce that the Senator from Min- 

nesota ee Davis] is paired with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
- TURPIE ]. 

Mr. WALTHALL. My colleazue [Mr. GEORGE] is unavoidably 
absent to-day, and I think is paired with the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BLAIR]. 

Mr. HEARST (after having voted in the negative). I withdraw my 
vote. I am paired with my colleague [Mr. STANFORD] on political 
questions, and as this seems to take that course I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. BLAIR (after having voted in the affirmative). Iam paired 
with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE]. I supposed he was 

vabo tina voted, and I voted. As I find he is absent I with- 
w my vo 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Hampshire 
withdraws his vote. 

Mr. RANSOM. Iam paired with the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHACE.] If he were here, I should vote “nay.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. FAULKNER] announced a pair with the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. QUAY], who subsequently voted. 

Mr. QUAY (after having voted in the affirmative). I understand 
that the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. FAULKNER], announced a 
pair with me. I was not aware of that, and I therefore withdraw my 


vote, 
The result was announced—yeas 24, nays 16; as follows: 
y y 3 
YEAS—24. 
Aldrich, Frye, Manderson, Sawyer, 
Chand Hampi TEEN Stewart, 

b er, m, organ, wart, 
Cullom, : Hawley, Palmer, Stockbridge, 
Dawes, Hoar, Reagan, Teller, 
Evarts, Ingalls, in, Wilson of Iowa, 

NAYS—I6. 
Bate, Cockrell, Gray Saulsbury, 
Berry, Coke, Jonesof Arkansas, Vance, 
Bla s Daniel, K Walthall, 
Call, Gorman, Pasco, Wilson of 
ABSENT—36, 
ne Davit Hearst, Pugh, - 
ir, p + Quay 

Blodgett, Edmunds, Jones of Nevada, Kansom, 
Bowen, Eustis, McPherson, Riddleberger, 
Brown, Farwell, Morrill, Sherman, 
Butler, Faulkner, dock, Stanford, 

Ds Gomes Feros, op 
Chace, z tt, { 
Colquitt, Harris, Plumb, Voorhees 


So the amendment was coneurred in. 

Mr. CALL. LIofler the following amendment as an additional sec- 
tion: 

Five hundred thousand doliars are hereby appropriated for the construction 
of the necessary plant and i at the navy- at Pensacola, Fla., or 
elsewhere in the Southern States, and at such other suitable Government work- 
shops or arsenals as are without such plant; such plants to be located in each of 
the three sections of the United States, the place to be selected by the Secretaries 
of War and Navy—one in the Northern States, one in the Southern States, one 
in the Pacific States—and such plants to be leased under terms to be offered by 
Dai Oy of War to such persons as shall make contracts for the building of 
such guns. 

Mr. ALLISON. I dislike to make a point of order on that amend- 
ment, but I feel compelled to do so. 5 

Mr. CALL. I ask the Senator to withdraw the point of order for a 
moment. 4 

Mr. ALLISON. I will withdraw it for the moment if the Senator 
desires to be heard. 

Mr. CALL. My object in offering the amendment is to enable the 
people in all parts of the United States to participate in the benefit of 
this disbursement of a large amount of the public money. I have no 
objection to voting any reasonable amount of money for the building 
of guns and providing the artillery of the most improved 
character for the use of the United States, but in every large disburse- 
ment of the public money there is something else besides the direct 
object of expenditure. There-is a great benefit to be derived to the 
locality where the money is expended, and this is an object frequently 
in obtaining these large priations. 

It is not the public benefit in the execution of the work proposed to 
be paid for, but the private benefit to the locality in the employment 
of men and the profits derived from the work done by contractors and 
men of large means. This policy of expending these great sums of 

‘money for public objects without great care to prevent its going into 
the hands of a few persons becomes a great public evil in all govern- 
ments and is becoming so with this Government. 

There is this inseparable attendant of all disbursements of the pub- 
lic money, and the vast revenues of this Government, so expended, 
create great private interests and great advantages in localities which 
ought to be regarded in the legislation on the subject. 

If you wish to make this expenditure of the money satisfactory to 
the people of the country, it should be in all respects for the public 
benefit and not for personal benefit or for the benefit of particular lo- 
calities, Now, itis perfectly easy, there is no objection that can be 
urged against it, forthe Government toestablish the necessary plants in 
all portions of this country, not very numerously, but one atleastin each 
of the grand subdivisions of the country, where the mechanics, where 
the inventors, where the enterprise and the business capacity of the 
people may have opportunity to exhibit itself, and make contracts for 
the performance of this publie work. 

Why should this $6,000,000 be disbursed in one workshop under the 
Government or in one or two places with a few great business men in 
control of the works where itisexpended? Why should it not be dis- 
tributed in all parts of the country? Š 

Mr. President, I shall at all times endeavor to obtain such legisla- 
tion as will promote the expenditure of the public money, not in one 
or two localities, but as broadly and generally as possible. 

ESIDENT protempore. Does the Chair understand the Sen- 
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Mr. ALLISON. I do. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
any committee? 

Mr. CALL. It is not. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is it estimated for by the head of a 
Department? 

Mr. CALL. It is subject to the point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The point of order is well taken. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolutions; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 456) for the relief of the widow of Lieut. John F. Stew- 
art; 

A bill (H. R. 3829) for the relief of Wesley Montgomery; 

A bill (H. R. 8012) for the relief of M. M. Gibson; 

A bill (H. R. 10082) to amend an act entitled ‘‘ An act for the relief 
of the widow and orphan children of Col. William R. McKee, late of 
Lexington, Ky.;” 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 205) to provide temporarily for the support 
of the Army; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 206) to continue the provisions of a joint 
resolution approved June 30, 1888, entitled a ‘‘ Joint resolution to pro- 
vide temporarily for the expenditures of the Government.” 

The message also announced that the House had passed the bill (S. 
2624) to provide for the enlargement of the dimensions of the wharf at 
Fortress Monroe. 


Is the amendment reported from 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 9859) making appropriations for the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors, and for other purposes; and it was thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore. 


SUNDRY CIVIL BILL. 


Mr. ALLISON. I desire now to give notice that to-morrow morn- 
ing, after the routine business is concluded, I shall ask the Senate to 
take up the sundry civil appropriation bill. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 


Mr. FRYE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business with open doors. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine moves that 
the Senate do now proceed in open executive session to the considera- 
tion of the fisheries treaty. 

‘The motion was to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in executive ses- 
sion with open doors. If there be no objection the reading of the Jour- 
nal of the last open executive session will be dispensed with. The 
Secretary will report the treaty by its title. 

The SECRETARY. ‘Treaty between the United States and Great 
Britain concerning the interpretation of the convention of October 20, 
1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the motion 
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. MORGAN] to postpone the further 
consideration of this treaty until the first Wednesday after the first 
Monday in December next. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. Mr. President, for seventy years the 
extent of the rights of American fishermen, under the treaty of 1818, to 

ly their vocation in waters claimed to be within British jurisdiction, 
kas been in controversy. For seventy years the claim of the British 
authorities to place restrictions, more or less rigorous, upon the four 
privileges of wood, water, shelter, and repairs, under what they have 
all along asserted to be a reasonable, and in fact a literal, construction 
of that treaty, has been practically enforced except when, for a val- 
uable consideration moving from us, it has been waived. During this 
long period much of the British contention on this subject has been 
conceded by some of our most illustrious statesmen and diplomatists, 
not only to be colorable, but to be founded upon the plain reading of 
the treaty. Daniel Webster, in comparison with whom no one of our 
leading public men has been possessed of a broader, more penetrating, 
or more honest intellect, and no one of our Secretaries of State has with 
more ringing words or more burning patriotism proclaimed and en- 
forced the rights of American citizens, openly declared, with reference 
to the prolific source of all these contentions, that— 

By astrict and rigid construction of the treaty of 1818, fishing vessels of the 
United States are precluded from entering into the bays and harbors of the 
British provinces— 

of meaning the bays and harbors yielded up by us to Great 
Britain in that treaty— 
sees for the purposes of shelter, repairing damages, and obtaining wood 


And with reference to what is properly a bay, he gave the following 
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definition, than which no other could more fully sustain the British 
claim: 


A bay, as is usually understood, is 2n arm or recess of the sea, entering from 
the ocean between capes or headlands, and the term is applied equally to large 
and small tracts of water thus situated. 

And with reference to the general effect of the treaty his conclusion 
was that— 

It was undoubtedly an oversight in the convention of 1818 to make so large a 
concession to England, 

Other and leading American statesmen have again and again con- 
ceded that the controversy as to the true construction of this treaty was 
a most difficult and delicate contention. And what is even more sig- 
nificant, the practical conduct of our Government during this long period 
has virtually admitted that our rights under this treaty are so ill- 
defined, uncertain, and liable to dispute that it has been safer and more 
honest to trust to diplomacy for relief than boldly and confidently to 
proclaim ourselves to be clearly in the right and then to adopt the pol- 
icy of retaliation or to appeal to thearbitrament ofarms. And it does 
seem to me very strange that Senators who so boldly and defiantly pro- 
claim that the day for negotiation has passed do not see the dilemma 
into which they are plunging. If our rights under the treaty of 1818, 
or under any other conventions, are so clear and well founded that it 
is unworthy of a great and magnanimous nation to submit them to dip- 
lomatic ascertainment and regulation, then ifestly, those rights 
being the same now, both in their nature and extent, as they long have 
been, our continued tame submission to what we claim to have been a 
contemptuous and lawless disregard of those rights, as evidenced by 
what we term many oppressive and unjustifiable regulations and re- 
strictions imposed by the British-American authorities upon our fishing 
vessels, and by the seizure and confiscation of those vessels for their 
breach, in defiance of what we declare to be plain treaty stipulations, 
has all along been and is now a standing humiliation, di and 
stigma upon our national character which nothing but the bloody hand 
of war can efface. 

According to the dictates of true national honor we should have long 
ago sought redress, and by our lofty attitude now assumed we are doubly 
bound to seek redress by an appeal to arms, and not through that petty 
and contemptible species of retaliation which would delight the souls 
and fill the coffers of a few New England owners of fishing vessels by 
granting them what they value next to heavenly bliss—a monopoly of 
the Americanfish market, Mr. President, such is the limited and selfish 
use to which leading New England men already seem to wish that the 
law of the last year, commonly known as ‘the *‘ retaliation act,” shall 
be applied by the President. To quote the language of the president 
of the American Fishery Union, in April, 1887, just after that act was 
passed, which language has been recently in substance re-echoed by 
distinguished New England representatives, all the use of that act they 
desire is ‘‘to prohibit Canadian-caught fish from entry into the ports of 
the United States.” 

Doubtless, sir, it would be a New England millennium to be allowed 
to go, with the full swing of her treaty rights, into Canadian waters 
and there catch fish ad libitum, and then to say to the Canadians, that 
‘*the fish caught by New England fishermen in Canadian waters shall 
entirely exclude Canadian-caught fish from the American markets.’’ 
And that pleasure would be in no small degree heightened by the re- 
flection that the whole American people would thus be rendered tribu- 
tary, with to one of their most important articles of food, to a 
few owners of New England fishing smacks, largely manned by Cana- 
dian fishermen, working for wages less than Americans have been used 
or are willing to receive. It is to be hoped that the President will 
never allow great and delicate powers, intended to vindicate the na- 
tional honor from what are claimed to be grave outrages upon national 
rights, to be used solely for such narrow and selfish ends. 

Mr. President, the retaliation act of March 3, 1887, imposes no 
absolute and imperative duty upon the President, nor does it impose 
any duty the non-performance of which can in any proper sense be 
considered an act of official non-feasance or malfeasance. That act 
was passed immediately after a large number of the seizures and fines 
or confiscations were made or imposed upon American vessels in the 
waters of the Dominion. In spite of the pressure which a knowledge 
of these facts brought to bear upon Congress, we did not order the 
President to declare non-intercourse or to enter upon any species of 
retaliation. We only directed him, after beingsatisfied of certain facts, 
or rather of mixed propositions of law and fact, to exercise his discre- 
tion in the premises, and that was precisely the same discretion which 
it had been, was then, and ever since has been, with full knowledge 
of all the facts in our own power to exercise. - 

We only armed the President with the power in his discretion to 

the questions involved in a given way; buthe was already pos- 
sessed of a higher constitutional power to settle these questions by ne- 
gotiating a treaty. It would seem simply absurd to say that the grant 
to him of a legislative power and discretion suspended or in any man- 
ner modified his constitutional powet as an independent branch of the 


Government to deal with the subject. And still further, it not only 
seems absurd, but it looks like a species of self-stultification for us to 
charge it upon the President as an act of culpable remissness that he 
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has not begun to enact this drama of retaliation when we refused, un- 
der circumstances equally as urgent and with just as full means of 
knowledge, toassume any such responsibility. The gravity of the mat- 
ter does not consist in conferring the power and discretion, but in its 
exercise. 

Retaliation, with a high-spirited nation like Great Britain, engaged 
in the enforcement of what she has for many long years claimed and 
enforced as rights under a treaty of ancient standing, and which she is 
committed before the world to maintain, or else ignominiously to back 
down, might well be only a little more circuitous road to war. Es- 
pecially might this be the case if the aggressive and vindictive spirit 
which seems to animate the utterances of our New England friends 
upon this subject could be widely infused into the minds and hearts ot 
our people. Doubtless, for different reasons, Great Britain and the 
United States are not desirous to enter upon a deadly grapple; but it 
might be as well, in addition to the unseemliness of such an exhibition, 
for neither side to indulge in a swashbuckler style of talking and act- 
ing, lest we should glide into the horrors of war, when by the exercise 
of a reasonable discretion it might be avoided with no dishonor to 
either side. 

And now, Mr. President, when a President of the United States 
wisely, humanely, patriotically seeks to avoid this stormy and danger- 
ous road of retaliation, and, as his predecessors have done, tries to effect 
a peaceable solution of all these difficulties by proposing a treaty which, 
if it be not everything that could be desired, might, if Senators would 
honestly and earnestly discharge their duties as his constitutional ad- 
visers, by amendments be made, both to Great Britain and the United 
States, a happy issue out of all their angry strifes, to meet such a pro- 
posed treaty with a torrent of special pleading, with a labored effort 
to exaggerate every concession to the other side, and to minimize every 
concession to our side, and by loud and embittered speeches to excite 
passion, to arouse prejudices, to assail motives, to cover with obloquy 
the President and his Secretary of State who are doing their best to 
discharge a patriotic and delicate duty, to repudiate our plain duties 
as his advisory council, to forsake the universal policy and practice of 
this Government, for one hundred years, and toturn this Chamber into 
an arena, not for honest and wholesome counsel to the President, but 
for public and envenomed denunciation of his honest efforts to main- 
tain peaceful relations with a neighboring power by the use of purely 
constitutional means, and finally, in rude and disrespectful terms, such 
as one department of this Government should not use in characteriz- 
ing the acts of another, to denounce the outcome of all the President’s 
toils and labors ‘‘as a dishonorable, humiliating, and cowardly sur- 
render,’’ is to present a spectacle such as this country has never before 
witnessed and such as it is to be hoped we will never see again, which 
is highly discreditable to our institutions, and which the impartial page 
of history will be sure to condemn. 

And when to all this is added the unfair, ungenerous, and uncandid 
efforts to stifle all discussion upon this treaty by charging that every 
Senator who supports it, as well as the President and his advisers who 
proposed it, are siding with ‘“‘our friends, the enemy,” and are, in fact, 
traitors to our country and its cause, then the very acme of unreason- 
ing partisanship and of local greed is reached, and the purpose which 
was entertained in abnegating our real functionsasa part of the treaty- 
making power and in refusing honestly to act as counselors of the Pres- 
ident in the discharge of his high functions is plainly manifested. At 
the risk of one of the most destructive wars of modern times, Senators 
are seeking to gain a few votes in a Presidential contest. 

Mr, President, that man would be a moral coward of the rankest 
character who would be deterred by such narrow and unworthy flings 
from arguing this question on its real merits. To any fairand honest 
mind the true question in this case is not whether the British*or 
American argument on the points at issue is the sounder; but it is 
simply this, whether the British contention has in it so much that is 
reasonable as to render the questions at issue honestly debatable ones, 
and such as honest and reasonable men, earnestly desiring to avoid 
embittering strife and possible war, can hope by mutual concessions 
to adjust. Of course, if the history of our treaties with Great Britain 
about these fisheries can not be truthfully unfolded; if the text of these 
treaties can not be fairly analyzed and construed; if the principles of 
law and the dictates of common sense can not beapplied reasonably to 
expound them; if the opinions of our wise men in the past can not be 
invoked to guide us; if to doany or allof these things, however honestly, 
is to subject us to a charge of treason, then are we simply called upon 
to abdicate our functions as reasonable beings, and to follow some Bo- 
anerges wherever passion or prejudice may lead us, be it to costly re- 
taliation or to ruinous war. But until the goal of war is reached, surely 
every just and sensible man must prefer to be guided by the lights ot 
reason and experience. After that goal is passed, then it is time 
enough to taunt any man with being a traitor who does not act accord- 
ing to the maxim, ‘‘Our country, right or wrong.” 

Mr. President, I do not propose to enter minutely into the history of 
the negotiations with respect to our fishing treaties. I do not desire 


to appropriate the time such a course would require, and it would only 
serve to introduce side issues which would only becloud the real ques- 
tious before us. What are they? First, that Great Britain construes 


the treaty of 1818 so as to exclude our fishermen from the right to fish 
in the great bays which indent the coasts of the Dominion, and that we 
propose by the treaty now under consideration weakly to surrender to 
her so large a portion of their area; secondly, that she refuses, under 
her construction of that treaty and of subsequent conventions with us, 
to grant to our fishing vessels such reciprocal commercial privileges as 
we grant to her vessels of like description; and thirdly, that Great 
Britain and her colonies have imposed upon our fishermen harsh and 
harassing regulations, unjustified by any provisions in the treaty of 1818, 
and that the proposed treaty does nothing that is appreciable towards 
removing these oppressive restrictions. 

Now, Mr. President, the treaty of 1783 conceded to the people of the 
United States almost as full rights of fishery as the subjects of Great 
Britain enjoyed in all British American waters that were or were 
claimed to be within her dominion, and these rights were enjoyed by 
our people up to the war of 1812. In 1815 a peace was concluded, in 
which nothing was said about rights of fishery. But Great Britain 
then contended that these American rights of fishing in British Ameri- 
can waters were but treaty privileges granted to our people by the 
treaty of 1873, which the war just ended had.abrogated, under an as- 
serted general principle of the law of nations. Our negotiators at 
Ghent contended that our fishery rights in such waters were as per- 
manently ours as our territorial lines delimited by the treaty of 1783. 
It by no means concerns the present argument which position was the 
correct one. The difficulty was compromised by conceding to our peo- 
ple some of the rights we had enjoyed, and by a renunciation on our 
part of other rights theretofore enjoyed by us. The concessions to us 
are as follows: 

The inhabitants of the said United States shall have forever, in common with 
the subjects of His Britannic Majesty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on 
that part of the southern coast of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray 
to the Rameau Islands,on the western and northern coast of Newfoundland; 
from the said Cape Ray to the Quirpon Islands, on the shores of the Magdalen 
Islands,and also on the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount Joly, on 
the southern coast of Labrador,to and through the Straits of Belle Isle, and 
thence northwardly, indefinitely, along the coast, without prejudice, however, 
to any of the exclusive rights of the Hudson Bay Company. ‘And that the 
American fishermen shall also have liberty forever to dry and cure fish in any 
of the unsettled bays, harbors,and creeks of the southern part of the coast of 
Newfoundland hereabove described, and of the coast of rador; but, so soon 
as the same or any portion thereof shall be settled, it shall not be lawful for the 
said fishermen to ae or cure fish at such portion so settled without previous 
oean for such purpose with the inhabitants, proprietors, or possessors of 


And our renunciation is in the following words: 


And the United States hereby renounce forever any liberty heretofore enjo; 
or claimed by the inhabitants thereof to take, dry, or cure fish, on or within 3 
marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 
Majesty’sdominionsin America notincluded within the above-mentioned limits: 
Provided, however, That the American fishermen shall be admitted to enter such 
bays or harbors for the purpose of shelter and of repairing damages therein, of 
purchasing wood, and of obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever. 

ut they shall be under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their 
taking, drying, or curing fish therein, or in ány other manner whatever abusing 
the privileges hereby reserved to them. z 

Mr. President, the controversies which haye since arisen have not 
grown out of the concessions in the treaty to us, but out of our clause 
of renunciation. What did we mean, and what did Great Britain un- 
derstand us to mean, and what is the natural import of the words, 
when we renounced the right ‘‘to take, dry, or cure fish on or within 
3 miles of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic Majes- 
ty’s dominions in America not within the above-mentioned limits,’’ 
that is, the limits of the waters conceded to us? According to the 
plain grammatical construction, no one can doubt that the preposition 

‘on’? and the prepositional phrase “ within 3 miles of” each relate to 
and qualify the word ‘‘bays”’ in precisely the same manner and to the 
same extent that they do the word ‘‘ coasts,” and that the language 
used in the treaty naturally and reasonably interdicts the taking, dry- 
ing, or curing of fish by American fishermen on or within 3 miles of 
any bay as well as coast within the reserved British limits, the outside 
limit of such a bay being a line drawn from cape to cape, as is ever done 
by nations claiming sovereignty over such waters. 

It therefore requires no great American statesman, like Webster, to 
inform us that such is the literal meaning of the language of the treaty. 
And that this is not only its literal meaning, but also the actual mean- 
ing of the parties thereto, is evidenced by the fact that the American 
fishermen are not even to be permitted, under the proviso immediately 
subjoined, to enter such bays for any other purpose than to procure 
wood, water, shelter, and repairs, and are even then to be under such 
restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their taking, drying, or 
curing fish in said bays. Whatever, then, is the true meaning of the 
word ‘‘bays’’ in this treaty, if human language can be made certain, 
we can not enter them to fish therein, if included in the limits re- 
nounced by us. 

We are then brought, sir, fairly to the question, What is the mean- 
ing of the word ‘‘bays” in the treaty? What did the parties mean 
when they used this word? The patient and laborious researches of 
the able Senator from Mississippi, and his lucid statement of their re- 
sult, do not leave the remotest ground for a doubt upon the meaning 
of the high contracting parties in the use of this word in the treaty of 
1818, Foralmosttwo hundred years prior to that date the great fisheries 
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on or apreast of the coasts ot British America were the subject of nego- 
tiation between France and England, and between England and the 
United States. Those fisheries, extending for many leagues out into the 
ocean, and embracing a great sea like the Gulf of St. Lawrence, in all 
those treaties were expressly declared and -held to be ent on 
and appurtenant to these coasts, and to belong to the nation owning 
them, subject to such concession of right as that. proprietary power 
might make to any other country. Andas the major proposition must 
necessarily include the minor, this claim and concession all around 
must have been and in fact was that arms of the sea deeply indenting 
the coasts of Canada and the adjacent colonies and islands, and called 
bays, as Mr. Webster says, ‘‘large and small,” must have been and 
were the subject of exclusive ownership by that nation owning those 
portions of North America. 

Never, down to 1818, was this doctrine in all its latitude denied by 
England, France, or the United States. During the negotiations pre- 
ceding thetreaty of Ghent the English negotiator, Lord Bathurst, did 
exclude the open ocean and the seas away from the coasts as properly 
the subject of national ownership. With this liberalized view, Mr. 
Adams did not seem to agree. Certainly neither of them gave the 
slightest intimation of an intent to deny the claim and right of national 
sovereignty over the bays, great and small, belonging to British America. 
And upon every principle of rational construction we must hold that 
they meant bays, great and small, when they used this word in the 
treaty. - 

And, sir, it seems to me that the language used in the treaty will 
inevitably lead us to the same conclusion. ‘The clause of concession to 
us givesto our fishermen the free right to fish on all bays, great or small, 
on all the coasts of Newfoundland or Labrador where we are allowed 
to fish at all. And with thesame generality with which the conceded 
waters are described and granted, are the reserved and renounced waters 
described as ‘‘all the bays, harbors, and creeks notincluded’’ in the 
limits conceded to us, and we are forbidden to fish within 3 miles of 
any of them. 

A glance at the map, sir, will show that the concessions to us no- 
where reach the continent of North America till we get high up into 
the cold-and inhospitable regions of Labrador, which were considered 
unlikely ever to become the seat of a numerous and busy population. 
Taking the language of the treaty and the character of the coasts re- 
served by Great Britain, together with the prior understanding as to 
the ownership of these fisheries, is there not a strong and reasonable 
ground for argument on her part that this treaty of 1818 was intended 
to be a partition of fishing rights in these northern seas, whereof the 
free and perpetual rights of fishery were given to us upon certain coasts 
and bays of Newfoundland and Labrador and of the Magdalen Islands, 
with rights of drying and curing fish on their shores; and we, in return, 
were to surrender all such rights of fishery on or within 3 miles of 
all the shores, bays, etc., of all the mainland south of Mount Jolly in 
Labrador and also of certain coasts of Newfoundland ? 

And in this point of view, which is not only reasonable but strictly 
in accordance with the whole history of fishery claims in these waters 
for centuries, it is by no means strange that Great Britain should con- 
strue the word ‘‘bays’’ not as sheets of water, such as are now usually 
claimed to lie within the territorial sovereignty of a nation, but as 
bodies of water geographically so called when the treaty of 1818 was 
made, and which the United States, in the partition made, undertook 
that her fishermen should not use. Certainly it was fully competent 
for the United States to enter into such a compact even with regard to 
the Bay of Fundy, which, it is understood, Great Britain has released 
from any treaty rights she may hold therein, whilst she still strenu- 
ously insists upon her exclusive rights over all other bays on the main- 
land south of Mount Joly and on her reserved coasts in Eastern New- 
foundland. s 

But, sir, if this theory of partition, which is logically based upon 
the language of the treaty as well as upon the plain history of these 
fisheries, and which, if the tables were turned, we would vigorously 
contend for, be left out-of view, it must be considered as highly rea- 
sonable that Great Britain should place another construction on the 
language of the treaty of 1818, which is not only sensible in itself but 
such as any other civilized nation, and no one more certainly than the 
United States, would contend for under similar circumstances. The 
continental shores of British North America, north of the Bay of Fundy 
and south of Mount Joly, in Labrador, is indented by numerous bays, 
some of them, and especially the Bay of Chaleur, penetrating deep 
into the bowels of the-land, and making themselves, as it were, a part 
of the country itself. è 

Great Britain has always claimed these bays as being within the local 
jurisdiction of her dependencies, and has enforced her claims, though 
not perhaps with that continuousness and exclusiveness which she 
would have exercised had not their shores been comparatively unset- 
tled. Ido not believe there is a civilized nation on the globe, and least 
of all our own, situated as is Great Britain, that would not to the bit- 
ter end claim the exclusive sovereignty over the most and probably all 
of these bays, and particularly the noble Bay of Chaleur, as absolutely 
essential to their national honor, prosperity, and security. More par- 
ticularly will this be the case when the shores of these bays become 
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more extensively the seats of an industrious people and of the marts of 
a busy commerce. i 

Mr. President, in addition to the reasonableness of this construction 
of the treaty of 1818, it would have been marvelous, indeed, if an en- 
lightened commercial nation like Great Britain had not insisted upon 
placing in that treaty just such a clause as she has always contended 
was there, as the whole previous history of these fisheries would have 
led us to expect to be there, as the plain and natural meaning of the 
words would indicate to be there, and as nothing but labored and ar- 
tificial reasoning on our part can most doubtfully expunge from it. It 
requires no enlarged acquaintance with the principles of international 
law, nor with the usages of civilized nations, to understand what was 
Great Britain’s object in engrafting such a provision upon that treaty. 
It was to reassert her exclusive territorial sovereignty, and especially . 
her exclusive rights of fishery, in these land-locked waters, especially 
upon the coasts of her mainland, where her people were already begin- 
ning to settle, and where it might well be expected they would soon 
build up busy centers of commerce. It was with a view of applying to 
these bays and harbors the received principles of international law which, 
under the treaty of 1783, she was forced to ignore with reference to them 
that, “the maratime territory of every state extends to the ports, har- 
bors, bays, mouths of rivers, and adjacent parts of the sea inclosed by 
headlands belonging to such state.” 

I know, sir, it is contended that Great Britain can consider no sheet 
of water a bay which is more than 6 miles wide at its mouth, upon the 
principle that no country could, in 1818, claim a sovereignty over any 
body of water over which she could not exercise a defensive power from 
her shores, and that such power was measured in 1818 by the extreme 
range of theold-fashioned cannon, which wasonly 3 miles, and the double 
of which was 6 miles. This rule is really not worthy of being called a 
principle of international law. 

Nothing that is so variable as the range Of a cannon can ever be 
properly or reasonably made a basis of property rights. That range 
is now 5 miles, and no one can tell what it will be ten years hence. 
As defensive power is its underlying principle, of course the rule must 
change with the projectile force of the explosive material that may be 
used. The latest writers on public law declare that the old 6-mile 
rule is obsolete, and that it is now, or ought to be, extended to 10 
miles, and nations are by treaty adopting this new rule. It soon may 
be 15 miles. In other words, of all possible bases of rights of prop- 
erty it is the most unsatisfactory. 

But there is another principle, sir, broader and more philosophical, 
which even falls far short of the doctrine advanced by Jefferson and 
others of our older statesmen, and which has been indorsed by Chan- 
cellor Kent and other leading een and judicially applied by the 
highest courts of England and of this country, upon which the con- 
struction claimed by Great Britain for this treaty can be based. It is 
the one just now suggested, that when an arm of the sea, which is not, 
like the Bay of Fundy, so broad at its mouth as to be considered a 
part of the open sea, deeply penetrates the territory of any people, so 
as.to become virtually a part of it, and as to render if necessary for 
the commercial, fiscal, and defensive purposes of that people to exer- 
cise exclusive control over its waters, then it becomes that people’s 
right to do so, and no other nation is justified inattempting to gainsay 
the exercise of any such right. 

Upon this principle, sir, were both the United States and England 
acting, and had long been acting, when they framed the treaty of 1818; 
and each then became and is now estopped from limiting the claim of 
the other over any such areas of water as those now in question by any 
such narrow rule as the 6-mile limit. Upon no other principle can the 
exclusive jurisdiction of Great Britain over the Bristol Channel be sup- 
ported, which is 20 miles wide at its mouth, and is 12 miles wide after 
it has penetrated some 40 miles into the interior of British territory. 
Upon no other principle can we justify the full and exclusive juris- 
diction claimed and exercised by us for centuries over the Chesapeake 
and Delaware Bays, the former of which is 12 and the latter is 14 
miles wide at its mouth, whilst each widens to 20 miles above its capes. 
These and similar claims were asserted and practically enforced by the 
two countries when they were framing the treaty of 1818. 

But, Mr. President, the majority of the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations, in their report, have made the admission that their 3 miles 
limit from the shore is not absolute, nor is it applicable to large in- 
denting bays, when they have been the subject of ‘‘the prescriptive 
exercise of dominion.’? This concession was wrung from them, no 
doubt, by the fact that our own country was then, and ever had been, 
widely departing from their narrow rule, in the case of the Chesapeake 
and other bays and sounds, of the possession of which all the powers on 
earth could not deprive us. But it did not occur to them that from 
1713 down to 1818, first, France, then Great Britain, and then Great 
Britain and the United States as tenants in common, had claimed 
and exercised exclusive sovereignty over these very disputed bays as 
parts of that great fishery ground ‘‘on the open seas, and in all gulfs, 
bays, and along the coasts of Nova Scotia and Labrador,’ which were, 
as John Quincy Adams, during the negotiations on this subject in 1816, 
declared to the English diplomatist, ‘* by the dispensation and laws of 
nature, in substance, only parts of one fishery,” and were, after the 
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expulsion of the French, ‘‘the exclusive possession of the British na- 
tion.” . 

If now it be conceded, as Lord Bathurst justly contended in 1818, 
that the open seas, like the Gulf of St. Lawrence and the banks of New- 
foundland, could not be subject to any national sovereignty, but were 
open to all nations, then, upon every principle of just reasoning, the 
large bays, which are not really parts of the open ocean, like the Bay 
of Fundy, but which, like the Bristol Channel in Great Britain and 
the Chesapeake and Delaware Bays in the United States, deeply pene- 
trate the coasts of British America and in every reasonable point of 
view become parts of that territory, and in which Great Britain and the 
United States had jointly up to the war of 1812 exercised exclusive 
rights ot fishery, and which neither party to the treaty of 1818 expressly 
or impliedly declared to be public waters, must have still remained 
the subject of what the committee term ‘‘the prescriptive exercise of 
dominion ’’ theretofore extended over them; and in the partition then 
made Great Britain could and did rightfully concede to us the full and 
free rights of fishery in all the bays, large and small, within the areas 
delimited in our favor by that treaty, and the United States could and 
did renounce the right to fish in all bays, great and small, within the 
limits reserved by Great Britain. Itseems to me there is no escape from 
this conclusion. 

So far, then, sir, from being a proposition so sure that it should not 
be made the subject of any further negotiation, I hold it to be much 
more than doubtful whether the high contracting parties, in framing 
the treaty of 1818, ever intended, when they spoke of bays therein, to 
lim it the word to small bays only 6 miles wide at their mouths. And 
whilst it may be true, as stated by the Senator from Maine, that the 
Bay of Chaleurs may again become the seat of such mackerel fisher- 
ies as would rejoice the souls of New England fishermen, and may be 
the theater where Senators may experience the bliss of capturing the 
king of fish with a fly and rod, I can not see that the richness or de- 
lights of these fisheries atall strengthen our treaty claims to their pos- 
session. If self-interest is to be made the ground of our action, I do 
assert most confidently that no power on earth is more interested to 
maintain the principle contended for by Great Britain as being im- 
bedded in this treaty than the United States, both now and in the 
future, especially with reference to our great northwestern fisheries, 
whose importance time will develop into proportions such as will throw 
our northeastern interests into comparative insignificance. 

It would be as well for us to remember that it might be highly in- 
convenient and prejudicial for us to have any narrow and selfish views, 
now insisted upon by us as to this side of the continent, hereafter 
thrust home upon us on theother; and even now on these eastern coasts 
who would not feel outraged if our Government could and should grant 
the rights of fishery in the Chesapeake Bay, for instance, to the peo- 
ple of Canada, whereby their fishermen should be induced to swarm 
down into our waters and give us a taste of the bitter experiences which 
those people have had fora century to endure? And I have not the 
least doubt if a bay just like the Bay of Chaleurs deeply penetrated 
the territory of New England, so as virtually to become a part thereof, 
with its shores dotted with cities and towns, and with a great local 
commerce from shore to shore, and Great Britain should claim the right 
to fish in its waters up to a line within 3 miles of its coasts, or other- 
wise to interfere with their dominion over it, the old Bay State would 
be the first, with holy horror and martial fervor, to summon her sister 
States to the rescue, and doubtless hundreds of thousands of men would 
spring to the front to rescue her from the voracity of the British lion. 

Sir, I fear, with nations as with farmers, it makes a world of differ- 
ence whose ox is being gored. And I further fear that to contend that 
there is no substantial basis to the claim of Great Britain to exclusive 
sovereignty over the bays on the coasts renounced by us is to ask the 
enlightened sentiment of the world to shut its eyes to facts and argu- 
ments. To proclaim that our case is so clear with respect to our right 
to fish in those bays as to be no fit subject of negotiation is rather to 
stultify ourselves than to make a candid and sober appeal to the en- 
lightened sentiment of mankind. And if this be treason, I am afraid 
that as for myself, and I speak for no one else, our New England 
friends will have to make the most of it. 

Mr. President, if there is any subject which has been made the oc- 
casion of louder complaint and deeper stress than another in the course 
of this debate, it is this, that Great Britain has denied to our fishing 
vessels all those commercial rights which we have granted to her ves- 
sels of the same kind. As a protest against her failure to observe the 
rules of international comity, our complaints may be, and doubtles are 
to a large extent, just. But we are not now discussing rules of comity 
or of voluntary reciprocity, but what is the true construction of our 
treaties and conventions with that power. From 1783 down to 1830, 
though we had free commercial intercourse with Great Britain herself, 
we held no such relations with her North American dependencies. ‘The 
treaty of 1783 conceded to American fishermen extensive rights of fish- 
ery in their waters, but conferred no commercial rights. 

The treaty of 1818 abridged the extent of our fishing rights, but 
fave our fishing vessels the right to enter their reserved harbors and 

ee wood, water, shelter and repairs, ‘‘and for no other purposes 
whatever. 


And then the treaty proceeds to ordain that ‘* they shall 


be under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their 

drying, or curing fish therein, or in any manner whatever abusing the 
privileges hereby reserved to them.’’ Here is no grant of commercial 
rights, but only certain restricted concessions of rights of hospitality, 
intended in a very guarded way to be solely auxiliary to the exercise 
of the rights of fishery in the waters conceded to us. 

It will thus be seen, sir, that Great Britain specially reserved to her- 
self and her provincial authorities, within the harbors and bays into 
which our fishermen were to be permitted to enter for the four enumer- 
ated purposes, the power to place such restrictions upon the exercise of 
those privileges as we would naturally reserve the power to impose 
upon strangers admitted to such privileges in the waters of the Chesa- 
peake or Delaware Bays, which are admitted to be fully within our 
territorial jurisdiction. If is easy to see how difficult it is to draw the 
line where a sovereign power shall stay its hand under the reservation, 
within its undoubted jurisdiction of the right to place such restrictions 
as may be n to prevent the abuse of privileges granted. We 
have never been able firmly to say to the British authorities, ‘* Thus far 
shalt thou go and no farther.” And the consequence has been that our 
fishermen have been subjected for seventy years to many losses and 
annoyances, and all we have attempted to do has been to complain, and 
at times to grant important concessions to Great Britain in order to 
purchase for them temporary relief from these oppressive regulations. 

And, Mr. President, is it strange that Great Britain and her depend- 
encies should guard what they conceive to be their rights in the prem- 
ises in the most jealousmanner? Itseems necessary, in order to fully 
‘understand this question, that we should take a view of it generally 
overlooked. Under the treaty of 1783, Great Britain made concessions 
to our fishermen of an extraordinary character. She constituted her 
own subjects and the citizens of the United States tenants in common 
of all rights of fishery on her coasts and bays. Such rights of fishery 
are generally considered, and are held by our laws to be, valuable rights 
of property. Such extraordinary concessions by one people to another 
may well be attended with startling consequences. ‘The people to 
whose territories these fisheries naturally and legally belong outside 
of treaty stipulations, may, by the superior enterprise, skill, and capi- 
tal of the favored foreigners, be supplanted in the appropriation of the 
wealth-producing resources, which nature bestowed upon their locali- 
ties. In this way bitter rivalry and jealousy may be aroused amongst 
the people thus outrun in the race. ! 

Such was notably the result in these far northeastern waters. Under 
the potent influences of fishing bounties on the one hand and of pro- 
tective duties on the other, New England fleets swarmed into these 
waters and outstripped the people living on their shores in the prose- 
cution of this lucrative business right in sight of their own homes. 
These people hailed the warof 1812 as the set time for banishing Ameri- 
can fishermen from their fishing grounds. But Monroe, Adams, Rush, 
and Gallatin, whose abie guardianship of our interests at that juncture 
was, in spite of all latter-day criticism, a guaranty that everything 
was done that could be done for our interests, retained for us immense 
areas of British waters which might otherwise have become exclusive 
British property for the uses of our fishermen, held on to our shore 
privileges of curing and drying fish, and, even as to the waters re- 
nounced by us, procured for our fishermen the right to enter for the 
purposes of wood, water, shelter, and repairs. 

When we remember that the shores of the bays, harbors, and other 
waters renounced by us were and are generally the seats of the largest 
settlements and of the most growing commercial populations in those 
northern regions, and that these are the waters in which vessels en- 
tering under the cover of these treaty privileges would be most likely 
to abuse them in the interests of poaching and smuggling, and when 
we remember the extreme jealousy of the people in those regions over 
the use by the American fishermen of the resérved ports and harbors 
as their bases of supplies in the prosecution of their common business 
in waters which were and are naturally the exclusive property of these 
Canadian people, it will not seem so strange that the right of entry by 
our vessels into these renounced bays and harbors should be confined 
to what seems the insignificant privileges just named, and that even 
their enjoyment should be hedged around by the right to enact and by 
the actual enactment of such strict and embarrassing tions. 

The British and Canadians well knew, too, what is well known to 
every State in America that has to deal with such subjects, that when 
fishermen once get the right to enter fishing grounds which are to 
them forbidden in the prosecution of their business, the very nature 
of the element on which they roam encourages the poaching propen- 
sities which seem to them natural and almost irresistible, and that of 
all marauders they are the most daring and irrepressible. The ten- 
dency of fishermen to engage insmuggling in the older times was well 
known, and is illustrated by the saying of the elder Adams, that ir 
forced off from the land 3 leagues, rather than 3-miles, the American 
fisherman ‘‘would smuggle eternally.” Hence when fishing vessels 
were permitted to enter such renounced waters, not for commercial 
purposes, but still with opportunities thereby given to trample upon 
commercial regulations, and not for fishing purposes, but with the 
chance and the ever-present temptation to spurn the inhibition to 
ply their trade in forbidden and on account of their vast extent largely 
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unprotected waters, it would be strange indeed if the territorial sov- 
ereignty did not watch them closely and tie them up by the strictest 
provisions of a police nature. 

‘Thas, sir, under the treaty of 1818 American fishing vessels held in 
British-American waters a position that was utterly unique. They 
could fish on vast stretches of waters within British sovereignty, they 
could land on long lines of unoccupied British shores to dry and cure 
fish, and they could enter British bays and harbors for wood, water, 
shelter, and repairs, and for no other purposes. Thus it will be seen 
that the rights of our fishermen in those waters solely grew out of and 
were tireumscribed by their character as fishermen, and the restric- 
tions and disabilities under which they labored sprang entirely out of 
that character and the danger there was of its abuse, and out of the 
unwillingness of the Canadians to grant the free use of Canadian har- 
hors and ports in order to aid rivals to outstrip them in Canadian 
waters in a common business. 

In the progress of events, Mr. President, a more liberal commercial 
policy sprang up in tho world, and nations began to pass what were 
called reciprocity laws, the object of which was to remove by one coun- 
try commercial restrictions in favor of another which would return 
such act of liberality. In 1830 the United States and Great Britain 
made such an arrangement, which embraced for the first time the North 
American dependencies of the latter country. The President’s procla- 
mation and the British order in council show the nature and extent of 
this arrangement. The former, or rather the circular of the Secretary 
of the ‘Treasury under it, direeted— 


ane oer of British vessels laden with the productions of Great Britain and her 
colonies. 


And the order in council directed that— 
the ships of the United States may import from the United States into the Brit- 
ish possessions abroad the produce of those States. 

It would seem clear to any fair and impartial mind that these orders 
referred solely to strictly commercial intercourse, and then, too, to 
American vessels importing into the British possessions ‘‘ the produce of 
the States.” On its face it has no reference to fishing vessels, which 
were then and always had been understood to be a distinct and sepa- 
rate class of vessels, and whose cargoes of fish caught in British-Ameri- 
can waters certainly were not ‘‘the produce of the States.” 

Mr. President, one of the best proofs of the true construction of an 
agreement is the contemporaneous and long-continued sense in which 
its provisions were understood and acted on by those who made it and 
whose interests it alone affects. After 1830 the proviso of the treaty 
of 1818 was understood by England and her colonies to be in full force, 
and that proviso and all statutes to carry out its restrictive 
features were as rigidly enforced as they had been before, up to the 
treaty of 1854, without a single claim preferred by our Government 
that the arrangement of 1830 had any such meaning as that now con- 
tended for by the majority of the Committee on Foreign Relations, If 
any construction of that agreement was ever suggested in any negotia- 
tion or communication with Great Britain, or in any document put 
forth by any branch of our Government, up to a very recent date, Sena- 
tors are invited to produce it. Without any further argument, this 
continued practical agreement ought to settle the question of construc- 
tion. 

Mr. President, the American claim as to the true construction of the 
arrangement of 1530 simply amounts to this, that the executive acts 
done under that arrangement, without any exercise of the treaty-mak- 
ing power, and without the remotest reference to the question of the 
fisheries, annul the treaty of 1818, and the whole system of British and 
Canadian laws which had been passed in pursuance to that treaty to 
regulate the rights of American fishermen in British waters, and wipe 
out all the grave distinctions, up to that time insisted upon by the 
British authorities, between fishing and commercial vessels. This 
British order in council, the majority report asserts, repeals the proviso 
of the treaty of 1818, without any allusion to it or the rights regulated 
hy it, and reverses a policy which England and her colonies had up to 
that moment held to be vital to their interests. 

Before that time American fishermen could only enter Canadian re- 
served bays and harbors for wood, water, shelter, and repairs under 
close surveillance and the strictest police regulations. After that date 
it is claimed that ourfishermen could enter those bays, ports, and har- 
bors for any and al leommercial purposes, and could freely buy every 
kind of supplies and outfits. They could make these bays, harbors, 
and ports full bases of supplies for all these voyages into the Canadian 
fishing grounds open to them, und could make use of all these priv- 
ileges to aid them either in smuggling or in poaching upon reserved 
waters. Thus, without any commercial object at allin view, but under 
cover of @ distinctly commercial arrangement, they can, under this 
view, use commercial rights, privileges, and exemptions in British 
American ports, bays, and harbors to further their distinctive fishing 
rights in British American waters, and toevade local commercial regula- 
tions and plain provisions of the treaty of 1818. Who can believe that 
Great Britain ever intended such results to flow from their order in 
council? Who does not know that if we had openly claimed such re- 
sults to be intended by that order it woald have never been issued? Is 


there, then, no force in the British contention, that the construction of 
that order, which works out such results, is highly unreasonable? 

Moreover, sir, is there not much force in the British position that 
this so-called reciprocity, so fur as fishing vessels are concerned, is all 
on one side. The fishing vessels of the British provinces have no fish- 
ing rights whatever in American waters. Although we choose to con- 
strue the arrangement of 1830 so as to give their fishing vessels a free 
right to buy supplies in our ports, yet such supplies will notavail them 
to enter into competition with American fishermen in American waters, 
and can scarcely have any other effect than to swell the sales and gains 
of New England merchants who vend them. Butgive to our fishermen 
in British waters the right to buy bait, supplies, and outfitsof all kinds 
in their ports and harbors, with the further right also otherwise claimed 
of transshipping their cargoes, so that our fishermen can use every fa- 
cility of land as well as sea which the provinces afford for their fishing 
expeditions and for the transportation of their fish to their home mar- 
kets as fully as if those provinces belonged to them, and so that they can 
thus make two or three fishing voyages where they could before make 
one, and then superadd in their favor our protective duties on fish; and 
then the British American fishermen might as well quit the business, 
except for home consumption. Wecan shut them out ofour own mar- 
kets, and by the use of their own territory successfully compete with 
them in the markets of the world. Who can wonder that the fisher- 
men of British North America refuse such a one-sided reciprocity, and 
call upon their Government to protect them from it? 

If the sides were reversed, what a howl our fishermen would raise, 
Sir, it isa shrewd game, worthy of New England ingenuity, to construe 
an arrangement with Great Britain of a general commercial character, 
so as to cover the fishery question and to obliterate the whole British 
contention upon one branch of it, to which subjects that power and our 
own Government up to recent date nevér considered them to relate, 
and thus to acquire all we want to promote our fishery interests, both 
on British land and sea, without giving any equivalent whatever for 
the advantages gained. If there be anything but rhetoric in the idea 
of vassalage suggested by the majority report on this subject it would 
rather seem to be the aim and effect of the construction contended for 
by the majority report to impose that degrading condition upon the 
people of the Dominion than to uplift it from our own shoulders. 

But, sir, in aid of the American claim to the rightfal exercise by 
our fishing vessels of full commercial privilegesin the harbors and bays 
of the Dominion, even to the transshipment of their cargoes of fish 
across its territory, it has been and is confidently asserted that we 
possess this latter right under Article X XIX of the tredty of 1871. 
And the majority report of the Committee on Foreign Relations goes to 
the extent of averring that ‘‘the proceedings before the Halifax Com- 
mission distintly demonstrated that under Article XXIX the right to 
transship fish was understood by the British to be included, and with- 
out any conditions depending upon the force of any other articles in 
the treaty.” How that majority could have ever arrived at this con- 
clusion, it is dfficult to understand, whon one of the distinct statements 
in the British case presented before that tribunal most explicitly de- 
clares— 

That freedom to transfer cargoes, to outfit vessels, to buy supplies, to pro- 
cure bait, and engage sailors, are secondary and incidental privileges which 
materially enhance the principal concessions to the United States, % 

So far from considering this right of transshipment a primary right 
under Article XXIX, they take it for granted that article has nothing 
whatever todo with the subject, and they present it as asecondary and 
incidental privilege growing out of the fishery articles of that treaty, 
which range from the eighteenth to the twenty-fifth inclusive. And 
every one who has read the treaty knows that under its Article XXII 
no claim could be presented before the Halifax Commission for any 
compensation to Great Britain which did not spring out of Article 
XVIII, which gave us all our enlarged privileges of fishing and curing 
and drying fish. Thus, the mere presentation of a claim for compen- 
sation for transshipment under Article XVIII is a full affirmation on 
the part of the British that the right to transship does not arise under 
Article XXIX. The proceedings before that commission, then, instead 
of ‘‘distinctly demonstrating” that the British understood the right to 
transfer fish to arise ont of this Article XXIX, clearly prove the exact 
contrary. 

Still further, Mr, President, Mr. Foster, the American agentand coun- 
sel before that commission, no where, so far as I have been able to dis- 
cover, has given the slightest hint that he claimed the right of trans- 
shipment to spring out of Article XXIX of the treaty of 1871. Near 
the close of his answer to the British case he answers the arenment of 
the British counsel as to the various incidental and reciprocal advantages 
arising out of the fishery articles of the treaty by denying that such 
advantages are the subject of compensation at all— 

Because the treaty of 1871 confers no such rights on the inhabitants of the United 
States, who now enjoy them merely by sufferance, and who can at any time be 
deprived of them by the enforcement of existing laws or the re-enactment of 
former oppressive statutes, 

And still further, on page 1541 of the proceedings of that commis- 
sion, he reiterates the same argument, and adds that he plants bimself— 
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of the treaty, in which not one word can be found re- 
lating e right to buy or sell, to traffic or transfer cargoes. 

Meaning, of course, of fish. 

And Mr. Dana, another of the American counsel, in his argument 
before the Halifax commission in 1877, asked the question: 

Does the treaty of 1871 give the United States the right to buy bait, ice, pro- 


oor eee supplies for vessels, and to tranship cargoes within the British Domin- 
on? 


He himself answered: 
I say the treaty of Washington has not given us these rights. 


Thus Mr. Foster and Mr. Dana, our able > jpe: at Halifax, 
evidently thought, as did the British counsel, that our privilege of trans- 
ferring fish across Canada arose out of our enlarged rights to fish and 
to land at pleasure on Canadian shores in connection with our fishing 
pursuits, joined to that other important provision which allowed fish 
to go free into either country if caught in American or Canadian 
waters. 

The treaty of 1854, granting similar enlarged fishing and shore 
rights, as well as free fish, was followed by just as free transit of fish 
across Canada and New Brunswick to our markets, although there was 
not a syllable in it relating to bonded transit of any kind. And we 
would have had it, too, under the treaty of 187i, even if Article XXIX 
had never been inserted in it. I think, then, it will be found that the 
whole proceedings before that commission, instead of demonstrating 
that Article XXIX was understood to confer upon our fishermen this 
right of transshipment, ought to make us very cautious how we ven- 
ture the broad assertion that our position is too clear in this regard to 
submit our rights to further negotiation. 

Mr. President, J have never read nor heard a word from any English 
or Canadian source, either of a cotemporary or of a recent date, ex- 
pressive of the slightest suggestion that the arrangements of 1830 or 
Article XXIX of the treaty of 1871 have the remotest reference to fishing 
vessels or their rights, and it would be a matter of curious research to 
ascertain when such an idea was first expressed by any American pub- 
lic man. The difference is so broad and distinct between vessels 
manned by our fishermen, who enter British waters, not to add a penny 
to the wealth or welfare of that people, but to compete with Canadian 
fishermen living on theirshores, and commercial vessels which go there 
for the legitimate purposes of trade, whereby the blessings of commerce 
are equally diffased between those who sell and those who buy, that 
no negotiator the interests of whose people were involved in the dis- 
tinction could or would fail to observe it. 

The treaty of 1818 recognized such fishing vessels as international non- 
descripts, and imposed upon them stern restrictions, which were not 
meant to be expressive of a barbarous inhospitality, as is so often for 
effect’s sake intimated, but were deemed by Great Britain, and sub- 


upon the pan lan 
to 


` mitted to by us with our eyes wide open, as necessary to restrain a 


peculiar class of people with peculiar temptations and facilities for 
becoming predatory in the wild stretches of the ocean and seas over 
which they roamed. ‘There has never been an hour since when British 
statesmen have not been prompt to observe and enforce this wide dis- 
tinction, except those periods when, for valuable considerations, it was 
suspended. They never could, in any treaty or commercial arrange- 
ment with us, have simply surrendered it without giving up one of 
their principal contentions on the sabject of these fisheries, and itis very 
unreasonable to suppose that they could have ever intended to re- 
nounce rights all along tenaciously claimed by them through an order 
in council or an article of a treaty, in neither of which was the subject 
so much as referred to. 

I have not the slightest doubt but that the British negotiators sup- 
posed, in framing this treaty of 1871, that its fishing articles fully ex- 
pressed all that the contracting parties intended on that subject, and 
that they never dreamed when such fishing articles should be separately 
annulled, as the right was reserved to do, and all fishery rights thereby 
granted to them which could be of any practicable benefit should be 
withdrawn from them, that then a most important right to our fisher- 
men would be found slumbering in Article XXIX, for which the un- 
conscious grantor could never receive anything more than a nominal 
equivalent. To extract a valuable fishery right out of an article which 
does not touch on the subject, but is aad by other articles spe- 
cially devoted to it, is very near akin to the proverbially difficult proc- 
ess of extracting blood from a stone. 

But, Mr. President, if neither the proclamation of the President nor 
this Article X XIX imparts to our vessels the general commercial rights 
claimed for them, then those vessels are utterly dependent upon the 
proviso of the treaty of 1818 for all privileges to which they are en- 
titled. And the only question is, what does that provisomean? At 
that time not a single United States vessel had the right to enter the 
territorial waters of British North America for a single commercial 
purpose, except on sufferance. And when the proviso to the treaty of 
1818 admitted our fishing vessels to enter for the limited purposes of 


wood, water, shelter, and repairs, such privileges, being an exception” 


to the rule, were to be strictly construed. Butthe negotiators would 
not leave the question open to any rule of construction. 
In that cast-iron proviso we subject ourselves to such regulations as 


the sovereign owner of these bays and harbors shall deem necessary to 
prevent the abuse of the narrow privileges granted to our fishermen. 
It may be a rude exercise of treaty rights for Great Britain, in view of 
the immense progress in the removal of commercial restraints and in 
the interchange of the comities of international intercourse, to stand 
upon the letter of her bond, butif she, rejecting our construction of the 
order in council and Article XXTX of the treaty of 1871 upon reasonable 
grounds which a proper regard for our national character requires should 
be submitted either to further negotiation or to arbitration, clings to 
the plain interpretation and enforcement of her treaty rights, what 
right have we to subordinate the express terms of a treaty upon which 
she claims to stand to the simple demands of comity and good neigh- 
borhood? More particularly is this question pertinent when Great 
Britain replies that the abandonment of her rights under the proviso of 
the treaty of 1818 and the grant of the full commercial privileges de- 
manded by us for our own fishermen without any equivalent would 
work untold injury to her own people. 

Mr. President, the meaning of the proviso to the treaty of 1818 is so 
absolutely plain that an attempt to illumine it by, construction only 
serves to confound what isperfectly clear. The meager measurement of 
rights thereby accorded to our fishermenin reserved British waters has 
taxed the ingenuity of American diplomatists to find means for their 
enlargement. Hence the effort to impress the British order in coun- 
cil and Article XXIX of the treaty of 187lintoourservice. Ifthe facts 
and averments advanced in this debate in the able speeches of the Sen- 
ators from Alabama, Delaware, and Mississippi, have not shown the 
fallacy ofthis claim on our part, they musthave at least disclosed their 
grave doubtfulness. If they have not, then would we be perfectly safe 
to trust our whole case to arbitration? 

But I have no doubt that a proposition looking to such a solution of 
the question would be scouted by our New England friends. If they 
are not willing to adopt this mode of settlement, which is most in ac- 
cordance with the enlightened spirit of modern times, then it may be 
safely assumed that doubt, doubt, is written all over our pretensions. 
Such being the case, as to my mind it absolutely is, is it fair or honest 
or logical when a treaty is presented which removes many grounds 
upon which American fishing vessels, to use the phrase of the day, 
“have been unjustly vexed and harassed in the enjoyment of their 
rights,” to claim as an insuperable objection to that treaty that we are 
already clearly entitled to all the advantages which it offers to us un- 
der our highly doubtful constraction of the documents so often re- 
ferred to? 

If there is a reasonable doubt about this construction of ours, as it 
seems to me every fair mind must concede, then it is a fraud upon the 
American people to claim that construction to be so absolutely certain 
as to call for the rejection of this treaty, upon the ground that we al- 
ready clearly have without the treaty all we could gain under it. And 
still further, I claim that it is a crime against the American people and 
their good name to plead that pretended certainty as a ground of re- 
jecting all further negotiation upon this vexed subject of the fisheries, 
and thereby to launch our people upon the stormy sea of retaliation, 
which, in view of the fierce invocations to passion and hate in this de- 
bate, it is vain to say may not lead to war. Why, sir, the mere fact 
that our northern neighbors have constructed great canals and railroads, 
as they have a perfect right and it is a credit to them to do, has been 
used as a text to arouse national jealousy, and to preach a warlike 
crusade against Great Britain. If we go on in this course of exaspera- 
tion, it is easy to see where it must end. 

Believing, as [honestly do, thatthere isnotonly doubt, but still more 
than doubt, whether our fishing vessels possess the commercial privi- 
leges claimed for them under any prior arrangements with Great Brit- 
ain, and believingstill further that any outsideand impartial arbitration 
would tie us down to the treaty of 1818 forall our rights in the reserved 
Canadian bays and harbors, I should be derelict to my conception of 
duty if I did not vote for this treaty; and whilst I would have much 
preferred, as one of his advisory council, in the presence of Senators, to 
avow such a conviction to the President alone, yet, being forced by the 
action of the majority to express my views to ‘‘the enemy,” it would 
indeed be but ‘‘cowardly’’ to suppress them. 

I am for the treaty, because I believe that if all the privileges and 
exemptions specified therein are granted to our fishing vessels, then 
the fertilesources of the embarrassments to our fishermen, of which so 
much complaint has been made, and which up to this moment are 
claimed by the British authorities as the simple exercise of their treaty 
rights, will be to a large extent removed. There is scarcely one of the 
privileges secured by this treaty the denial of which has not been 
made the occasion for the seizure and fine, detention or confiscation of 
our vessels. If we had all along and without dispute possessed them 
our list of complaints would have been vastly reduced. 

Let us now look for a few moments at the concessions in our favor 
under the proposed treaty. Under the treaty of 1818 our fishing ves- 
sels could be subjected to such harbor regulations as the British authori- 
ties should deem reasonable and proper to prevent the abuse of their 
privilege of entry therein. The proposed treaty exempts then) from 
any such regulations as are not common to them and Canadian fishing 
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vessels. Most assuredly we can ask for nothing more liberal in this 
regard. And it can not be but that in this way many occasions of an- 
noyance will be removed. 

Again, our vessels, under the new arrangements, need no longer report, 
enter, or clear when putting into such bays and harbors for shelter, 
repairs, wood, or water, unless they remain more than twenty-four 
hours. We enforce the same provision in our own harbors toward 
all foreign vessels. This is certainly no slight relaxation of the treaty 
of 1818, which held our fishing vessels to be under surveillance from 
the moment of sucb entry; and the law and practice of the local au- 
thorities have, from the beginning, been to board them promptly, and 
if the circumstances were such as to warrant a suspicion of an intent 
to abuse their treaty rights, to warn them off or to arrest them. It is 
vain to deny that this provision will remove numerous occasions for 
grievous annoyance. 

Again, our vessels are to be exempted from compulsory pilotage, 
harbor dues, buoy dues, light and other similar dues. This not only 
frees them from burdens which the local laws impose upon other for- 
. eign vessels and removes the source of vexatious disputes leading to 
possible arrest and fines, but confers exemptions which become im- 
portant to our vessels, in view of the fact that their business so fre- 
quently calls them into Canadian harbors. 

Still further, upon the entry of our vessels into Canadian ports or 
harbors under stress of weather or other casualty, they are given the 
right to unload, reload, sell, or transship their cargoes of fish subject to 
customs laws, if made ‘necessary for repairing. While all these pro- 
visions free from challenge acts, which might otherwise be considered 
of doubtful admissibility under the treaty of 1818, the transshipment 
or sale of cargoes, qualified as they are, certainly are new and valuable 
rights. And these vessels are to have the additional right of replen- 
ishing outfits, provisions, and supplies damaged or lost by disaster, and 
in caseof sickness or death they are to be allowed all needful facilities, 
even to the shipping of crews. Here, in addition to wood and water, 
in the case of disaster, are conceded the most valuable and necessary 
supplies, the effort to obtain which, in contravention of the treaty of 
1818, has again and again brought our vessels into trouble. 

Moreover, sir, our vessels are to be allowed, free of charge, licenses 
to purchase for their homeward voyages such provisions and supplies 
as are ordinarily sold to trading vessels. It is impossible to deny, with- 
ont shutting one’s eyes to the truth, the great importance of this con- 
cession to vessels which are out of provisions and on the eve of a long 
voyage homeward. The advantage goes further, as it enables a vessel 
to continue her fishing cruise till her;provisions are exhausted, with a 
certainty ahead of obtaining supplies to last her till she reaches home. 
This also cuts off numerous grounds of complaint. 

But, sir, Article Xl of the proposed treaty goes still further. It also 
declares that our vessels, having obtained such licenses, ‘‘shall also be 
accorded upon all occasions such facilities for the purchase of casual or 
needful provisions and supplies as are ordinarily granted to trading 
vessels.’? Now, if these words just quoted do not mean that our ves- 
sels shall have the power to purchase provisions and supplies for the 
prosecution of their fishing voyages, tbog einer mean nothing or, what 
is virtually the same thing, they must be made to have identically the 
same meaning as the words immediately preceding. But the words 
just quoted do have as distinct and intelligible a meaning as any human 
words can have. Nor are they identical in meaning with the words in 
the previous part of the paragraph. 

No power of construction can make the words ‘on all occasions” 
convey the same ideasas the words ‘‘ for the homeward voyage.” Nor 
do the words ‘‘such provisions and supplies as are ordinarily sold to 
trading vessels,’’ used in connection with the homeward voyage, have 
the same meaning with the words “casual or needful provisions and 
supplies such as are ordinarily sold to trading vessels.’’ The former 
expression refers solely to the character of the provisions and supplies 
to be furnished for the homeward voyage. The latter expression refers 
as well to the quantity as to the character of such provisions and sup- 
plies. It is presumed a homeward-bound vessel will not have any 
reason to buy of such things more than will last her home, though she 
can do so if she chooses, - 

But a vessel starting out on a fishing voyage is to be restricted to 
“casual and needful’ provisions and supplies which she could not 
afford to sell to other vessels who fail to obtain the required licenses 
by failing to have an officialnumber. Thus, the two clausesinto which 
the second paragraph of Article XI is divided are different in their 
phrases, these phrases are naturally different in their meaning, and the 
objects to be accomplished by them are different. Upon every reason- 
able principle of construction they must have been intended for differ- 
ent purposes. This view is corroborated by the use in the second 
clause of the word ‘‘also.’? ‘‘And such vessels, having obtained li- 
censes, shall also be accorded upon all occasions such facilities, ete.,”’ 
showing that the last permission to buy provisions is to be something 
in addition to purchasing for the homeward voyage. 

Nor, sir, does the provisional offer in Article XV to grant to our 
fishermen the right *‘to purchase provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines, 
and all other supplies and outfits, in return for free fish and fish prod- 
ucts, at all militate against this view. The grant, in the first para- 


graph of Article XI, of the right ‘‘to replenish outfits, provisions, and 
supplies’? is not general, but confined to replacing those lost by dis- 
aster. Under the last paragraph of that article the right ‘‘to purchase 
provisions and supplies ’’ is not general in either of its clauses. In the 
first it is confined to homeward-bound vessels, and even then ‘‘to such 
supplies as are ordinarily sold to fishing vessels.” In the second 
clause, where it is given ‘‘on all occasions,” it is confined ‘‘ to casual 
and sce ig supplies,” being also ‘‘such as are ordinarily sold to trading 
vessels. 

But the right to purchase provisions and supplies under Article XV 
is as general and unrestrained in quantity, kind, and intended use as 
human Janguage can make it. And so, by no reasonable construction, 
can Article XV be made to restrain or qualify Article XI. And thus, 
beyond question, our fishermen would also enjoy under this treaty the 
important privilege, which they have never before had, of purchasing 
on all occasions ‘* such casual or needful provisions and supplies as are 
ordinarily granted to trading vessels.” If, therefore, our fishermen are 
in future denied the most important exemptions and advantages which 
this treaty would afford them; if they shall be subjected to harass- 
ments and yexations, of which, to an immense extent, these privileges 
and exemptions would relieve them, it will only be because the ma- 
jority of this body, in their desire to gain a partisan advantage, in a 
hectoring style demand still larger concessions upon Canadian land 
and sea, for which they can not show a single line of treaty or conven- 
tion geaten gives any other than a most doubtful support to their de- 
mands. 

Mr. President, Article XTI of the proposed treaty has been made use 
of by Senators and some public journals to frighten our people, espe- 
cially those of Maryland, Virginia, and Delaware, lest the fishermen 
of Canada, being granted new rights under this treaty, should, like the 
ancient Northmen, swarm into the waters of the Chesapeake and Dela- 
ware Bays and rob us of our birthright, thereby giving us a taste of 
what they have had for one hundred yearstoendure. Under this treaty 
Canadian fishing vessels are to have, on our Atlantic coast, ‘‘all the 
privileges reserved and secured by this treaty’’ to our vessels in Brit- 
ish-American waters. Now, I aver that there is not a single right of 
fishery secured to our people by this treaty in those waters, but that 
we getsuch rights, one and all, under the treaty of 1818. Under this 
treaty of 1818 our fishermen claimed the right to fish in all Canadian 
bays over 6 miles wide at their mouth. 

The British claimed that we had no right to fish in any bays, large 
or small, within the limits renounced by us. The controversy has been 
as to the extent of the waters renounced by us, the right itself, whether 
more or less circumscribed, resting upon the treaty of 1818. If the 
proposed treaty had conceded that our construction of that treaty was 
correct, and that our claim to fish in the large British bays up to a 
line within 3 miles of their shores was well founded, neither side could 
have said that we had a single right which the treaty of 1818 did not 
give us. Andif the tables had been reversed, and this proposed treaty 
had, as the true construction of the treaty of 1818, shut us out of all 
the bays, small and great, indenting the British coasts renounced by 
us, neither side could have claimed that any fishing right had been 
taken away from us, but only that its extent had been defined. So, 
when the high contracting powers in any manner delimit ‘‘ the British 
waters, bays, creeks, and harbors as to which the United States under 
the convention of 1818 renounced forever the liberty to take, dry, or cure 
fish,” beyond question that delimitation confers upon us no new right 
to take fish, but only defines the limits within which such rights, al- 
ready conceded to exist, shall be exercised. Of this there can be no 
earthly doubt, and the only wonder is how Senators can bring them- 
selves to hold up the contrary view as a scarecrow to any one. 

Besides, Mr. President, it is well known to every American lawyer, 
and a debate which I have read in the Canadian Parliament shows itis 
well known there, that under our system of Government the treaty- 


making power, or, in fact, any other agency short of a constitutional _° 
amendment, could not if it would confer the right upon any foreign“ 


government or its citizens to exercise fishery rights in our great bays. 
The Supreme Court has again and again decided that the Chesapeake 
Bay, for instance, so far as it lies within the limits of either Maryland 
or Virginia, belongs to that State, subject only to the commercial and 
admiralty jurisdiction of the United States. The land beneath the 
waters and all rights of fishery in those waters are the property of the 
people of those States, respectively, which the United States can neither 
give nor barter away to the people of any other State or of any foreign 
country. ‘The fact that such an argument is used with respect to this 
Article XII is only another evidence of the desperation with which its 
opponents are fighting this treaty. 

It is unnecessary, sir, for me to recapitulate the many valuablecom- 
mercial privileges conceded by Articles X and XI of the proposed treaty, 
which Article XII will reciprocally extend to Canadian fishing vessels, 
And it is to those alone that Article XII does or can refer. 

Mr. President, in view of all the facts, considerations, and arguments 
which have been urged in the course of this debate, it passess my com- 
prehension how this treaty can be denounced by the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. FRYE] as ‘‘a dishonorable, humiliating, and cowardly 
surrender,” or how the majority of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
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can so emphatically assert that the time for negotiation has passed. 
The concession of privileges in the proposed treaty is so great that I 
boldly aver if they had been inserted in the convention of 1818 a very 
large proportion of the seizures, fines, and confiscations which have 
since harassed and crippled our fishing interests would never have oc- 
eurred; and what is more, in all human probability, the treaties of 
1854 and 1871 would never have been made, as no sufficient necessity 
for them would have ever existed. 

If to the privileges now offered to us by Articles X and XI of the 
treaty under discussion there should be added those provisionally 
granted under Article XV, of the unlimited purchase of supplies, trans- 
shipment of fish, and shipping of crews, the most of which are al- 
ready qualifiedly granted, there is scarcely a conceivable privilege re- 
quired by our fishing vessels which they would not possess unless they 
are to have the free run of land and sea on the renounced coasts of 
British America without any price whatever paid therefor. And to 
that extent it really seems that our demands have come. 

Mr. President, the exigencies of this debate have provoked the at- 
tempt to overthrow much that has been considered sacred or settled in 
the history of our country. Ignatius Donnelly has been considered al- 
most insanely bold in hisattempt to go back twohundred and fifty years 
and shatterour belief in Shakespeare as the author of the immortal works 
which bear his name. Buta greater than Donnelly is here, who wishes us 
to believe that Daniel Websteris not the author ofa paper most damaging 
to the ultrafishery claimsof our New England fishermen, although that 
paper was published in his lifetime and in the lifetime ofhundreds ofthou- 
sands now living as coming from him when Secretary of State, and al- 
though, ifhe wasnottheauthor, he would have assuredly made haste but 
still took no steptodisavow. ‘‘ Credat Judwus Apella, non ego. And 
the iconoelasts are abroad here, too, shattering the reputations of men 
who have been the political idols of millionsof their fellow-countrymen. 
Gallatin and Rush, who have been revered as great luminaries for their 
learning, sagacity, and statesmanship, were after all but rush-lights, 
incompetent and nerveless, who either did not understand, or under- 
standing, did not dare maintain, our rights. And Monroe and John 
Quincy Adams, that pair of noble patriots from noble States, who, if 
they had not been preceded by two other peerless men from the same 
States, might have been placed almost upon the topmost pinnacles of 
fame, have been trodden under foot by Senators who worship at the 
shrine of the cod and mackerel fisheries; for if Gallatin and Rush, for 
want of ‘‘sagacity and courage,” made a ‘‘ deliberate surrender of our 
fishery rights,’’ what must be the measure of indignant and scorching 
reprobation due to Monroe and the younger Adams, who gave weak 
and pusillanimous instructions to their negotiators to go still farther, 
if needful, in this ignoble surrender of New England fishermen’s rights? 

And then, sir, what must we say about those who foisted upon us the 
disgraceful surrender made in the treaty of 1854? Iftomakea treaty 
in 1888, surrendering nothing but a right to fish where no right of fish- 
ery probably ever existed since 1818, and which if it were an actual ex- 
istence our Committee on Foreign Afiairs have pronounced worthless, 
and on the other hand acguiring without money and withont price 
many valuable concessions always before denied to us, and for which we 
could present nothing but the most shadowy claims, such as the sr- 
rangement of 1830, which for forty years we ourselves never conceived 
to have anysuch meaning, if now to present sucha treaty be a ‘‘humil- 
iating, disgraceful, and cowardly surrender,” what must be the deep con- 
demnation due to the authors of the treaty of 1854, who, to use the 
language of the Senator from Maine [Mr. FRYE]— 


Because Great Britain sent a fleet into these waters to overawe the United 
States— 


Tamely submitted to— 


the treaty of 185i, known as the reciprocity treaty, under which we were per- 
mitted to fish in her waters, her fishermen in our waters, and free entry into our 
markets for their fish—all they wanted—was granted. 


Alas for poor Franklin Pierce, whom the Senator concedes to have 
been ‘‘as good a lawyer as ever sat in the Presidential chair, and who 
came from New England, where they know something about these mat- 
ters,” nothing can save É pas and your Secretary of State, William L. 
Marcy, whom millions of our people have considered a great, wise, and 
patriotic man, from the unspeakable ignominy of having been over- 
awed by the British lion into surrendering that pearl of priceless value, 
free fish, to Canadian fishermen. 

And, Mr. President, if this proposed treaty, which obtains for us 
many valuable privileges, all along sought for by us, without a single 
substantial concession therefor, deserves the rude epithets applied to 
it, what must we say about the treaty of 1871, which was negotiated 
by the robust statesmen of the Grant régime, whose unequaled diplo- 
macy we are told brought ‘‘the haughty power ™ of Great Britain to 
terms, but which is still denounced by the Senator from Maine as that 


“f iniquitous treaty.” 
He tells us that as a coercive towards forcing the shamefni 


provisions of the treaty of 1871 upon us, Great Britain sent an armed 
fleet into those northern waters, and again ‘‘ let loose the dogs of war” 
upon us, and that in a cowardly and truckling fashion, for the pur- 

An eA of our fishing 


pose of getting rid of the arrests, fines, and 


vessels made by the British authorities under the terms of the con- 
vention of 1818, those stalwart diplomatists, Grant, Fish, Schenck, 
Nelson, and Hoar, again made the waters of Canada and much of those 
of America common fishing-grounds, and again surrendered that sum- 
mum bonumof Canadian fishermen and béte noir of New Englanders, free 
fish; and whilst denying that there was any balance of advantages con- 
ceded to us under that treaty, were still unwarily entrapped into an 
arbitration thereon, whereby we were awarded to pay and did pay 
$5,500,000 for nothing. In denouncing this treaty of 1871 the vocabu- 
lary of the Senator from Maine seems to have been exhausted upon 
other treaties, not near so bad, and he simply sums up its demerits 
in the one sweeping word of ‘‘iniquitons.’’ 

Sir, the juggernaut of our New England cod and mackerel fisheries 
rolls its deadly wheels over and alike sceks to pulverize the reputations 
for sagacity, courage, and patriotism of Massachusetts men and Vir- 
ginians, Democrats and Republicans, friends and foes, ancients and 
moderns. I suppose it is natural, though not very generous, for our 
Republican friends more unmercifully to berate their political oppo- 
nents, Cleveland and Bayard, not for giving,nor for even offering to give, 
but simply for stating the price which the Canadians are willing to pay 
for free fish, than they have done their own statesmen for granting not 
only free fish but millions besides. 

Mr. President, our Republican friends are embarked in what they 
fully know is a desperate enterprise, the attempt to elect a President. 
They fear, as multitudes of observant men in the country believe, that 
upon the issue of the present contest hangs the life of their party, 
whose hold upon the people of the country is so weak that another 
national defeat may be its final doom. How unlike the majestic 
career of the Democratic party, which, being the party of the Consti- 
tuticn as against Congressional usurpation, of the people as against 
favored classes, of home rule as against centralization, of economy as 
against profligate expenditure, of labor as against monopoly, of reve- 
nue for legitimate purposes of government as against surpluses and 
subsidies, and of the reign of law and justice as against that of a cor- 
rupt plutocracy, has deserved to live and has lived a perennial life, 
whilst all the other old parties have stranded on the shores of time. 

No wonder, then, that in a debate, the only issue of which is the 
true construction of certain treaties and commercial arrangements, in- 
stead of performing their constitutional functions of advising the Pres- 
ident, the Republican party is enacting the inflammatory rôle of striv- 
ing to arouse a war spiritamong our people, and thereby to gain the votes 
of restless and uneasy spirits throughout the land, and especially by 
pursuing the un-American policy of appealing to the Old World pas- 
sions of some of our foreign-born fellow-citizens. Sir, they forget the 
time when they used to deride the Democratic party, especially in the 
North, as composed of wild Irishmen and of ignorant natives. They 
forget that many of those who are now patting the Irish on the back 
are the very men who in secresy and in darkness were formerly plan- 
ning their social, political, and religious ostracism, whilst the Democ- 
racy of the country were successfully engaged in one of the most tre- 
mendous political struggles which ever convulsed our land in order to 
prevent their now pretended friends from placing the yoke of inferiority 
and proscription around their necks. 

But few, sir, are so simple as not to see through their game. They 
think they can storm and rave against Great Britain to such a degree 
as to convince some of our Irish friends that they are about to twist the 
lion’s tail, and thereby to get some of their votes; whilst all the time, 
to the business interests of the country, they laugh at the idea of their 
furious tirades being anything more than gasconade, without a pinch 
of warlike powder in it; and whilst in real truth, and in true New Eng- 
land style, they are keeping theirsharp eyes fixed upon the main chance 
in the shape of a monopoly of the great American fish market. Thus 
they hope to delude the Irish voters, and to make them pay for the 
pleasure of their delusion by doubling the cost of their fish, the price 
of which, under the kind of retaliation for which our New England 
friends are scheming, it will be in the power of a few hundred New 
England fishing-vessel owners to fix at their own limits. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I desire to occupy the floor to-morrow morning 
on this question. It is so late that I do not wish to proceed to-day, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Delaware will be 
recognized when the consideration of the treaty is resumed. 

Mr. FRYE. I desire to ask the Senator from Delaware whether he 
can not proceed this afternoon. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Isuppose that I shall occupy an hour and a 
half at least, and it is rather late to go on now. 

Mr, FRYE. Notice has been given that the sundry civil appropria- 
tion bill will be taken up for consideration to-morrow morning. I sup- 
pose that will occupy the entire day. This treaty has been hanging 
along in the Senate an unreasonable length of time, beyond any ques- 
tion, and it ought to be disposed of, and a vote cught-to be had before 
a great while. Isimply desire to give notice that after the sundry 
civil appropriation bill is disposed of I shall endeavor to have the con- 
sideration of the treaty continued until a vote is reached. 

Mr. VANCE. I desire to give notice that I wish to make a few re- 
marks upon this subject myself in due time. I donot wish, however, 
to interfere with the sundry civil appropriation bill, if that is to be 
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taken up to-morrow. Ifconvenient to the Senate, I should like to make 
some remarks upon the treaty on Saturday. 

Mr. EVARTS. I wish merely to ask the Senator from Maine whether 
he meant to announce that we shall sit speech after speech, no matter 
what the hours are, until the treaty shall be disposed of. 

Mr. FRYE. I mean that I shall ask the Senate to meet as early as 
11 o’clock on Saturday morning, on Monday morning, and on Tuesday 
morning, until a vote is reached on the treaty. 

Mr. PLATT. And to continue with it through the day? 

Mr. FRYE. To continue with it, of course, so long as any Senator 
desires to speak. I do not wish to be understood as desiring to prevent 
in any way a Senator from addressing the Senate at any length he 
wishes. I simply propose that we shall continue the discussion, be- 
cause very shortly there will be a tariff bill in here, which will occupy 
all the time. 

Mr. HARRIS. Has any time been fixed for taking a vote on the 
treaty ? 

Mr. FRYE. No time has been fixed. It was impossible to ask that 
any time should be fixed, because it was impossible to find out what 
Senators desired to address the Senate. 

Mr. EVARTS. For one I am not willing to be put under any other 
restraint in regard to the debate on this subject than the other Senators 
who have preceded me have been put under. I do not wish to be told 
at 4 o’clock in the afternoon that I have got to speak four hours in an- 
swer or have a vote taken without my speech being heard. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I do not desire to detain the Senate 
in the discussion of this question, but the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
WILSON] made some very remarkable statements which I do not in- 
tend shall pass without at least calling the attention of the Senate to 
them. 

In the first place, the Senator says that the 3-mile limit has long 
since ceased to be the international rule. On that I take issue, and I 
challenge the Senator now to produce any reputable authorities which 
are admitted to be international in character on that subject and have 
received the general approval of the world. But, if that were so, it 
has nothing to do with this question, because we stipulated for 3 
miles, which settles that question. . 

Secondly, the Senator says that it isa crime on the part of those who 
oppose the treaty to assert that our fishing vessels have commercial 
privileges at all. It is not only, he says, unsupported by anything in 
the treaty, and it is far-fetched, but itisacrime. Does the Senator 
not know that the Secretary of State time and again, over his own sig- 
nature, declared that we had those rights? Does he not know that 
when citizens of New’ England appealed to him to know what their 
rights were he informed them that they had commercial rights, and 
that he intended to see that their rights were respected? Does he not 
know that the minister to Great Britain, under the direction of theSec- 
retary of State, repeated that over and over again, and that the Secre- 
tary of State was careful to say, ‘‘I approve of what you have said on 
this point?” 

Is it a crime, Mr. President, for us to claim those rights? When 
was it made so? When the edict went out from the White House that 
this treaty was to be supported. It was nota crime eighteen months 
ago,when the Secretary of State was luring New England fishermen 
into the Canadian and British trap by telling them that they had the 
rights which he now stands here as the exponent of that Secretary and 
declares they never had, and as the Secretary himself in his letter to 
the Board of Trade at Boston declared we never had. 

The Senator from Maryland tells you that this is a question which 
has always been surrounded with doubt. The Senator has not read 
the history of this case, or else he has not dealt fairly with the Senate. 
It never was a subject of doubt formany years. In 1839 the Secretary 
of State of the United States declared that there never had been acon- 
troversy upon the treaty with Great Britain, that its meaning had 
never been a matter of discussion, and yet the Senator tells us that it 
has always been a matter of doubt, and of so great doubt that we ought 
to surrender every doubtful point to the British Government. 

I do not propose to leave that upon a mere statement. The Acting 
Secretary of State, in a letter to the President of the United States, 
written on the 14th of August, 1839, said: 

It does not appear that the stipulations in the articleabove quoted have, since 
the date of the convention, been the subject of conflicting questions of right be- 
tween thetwoGovernments. The rights of the respectiv: es are so clearly 
defined by the letter of the treaty as scarcely to leave room for such questions 
of an abstract or general character. 

February 20, 1841, Mr. Forsyth said in a letter to Mr. Stevenson, our 
then minister to Great Britain: 

The first article of the convention of 1818 between the United States and Great 
Britain, which contains the treaty stipulations relating to the subject, is so ex- 

licit in its terms that there would seem to be little room for misapprehending 

hem; and indeed it does not appear that any conflicting questions of right be- 
tween the two Governments have arisen out of differences of opinion between 
them regarding the intent and meaning of this article. 

Afterwards he said: 


. Our fishermen believe, and they are obviously ens in their opinion, if uni- 
form practice is any evidence of correct construction, that they can with pro- 

eg ues = Vaa Aiek on the coasts of tho British provinces, if not nearer 
Tuan es A 


Up to that time the British Government had never by word or act 


suggested that there was any misconstruction on our part. I do not 
propose it shall be thrown up to us hereafter ‘without a dissent that 
there has always been a question of dispute on this subject, for there 
never was until 1843. The contemporaneous construction was the 
American construction we are giving it, and not the British construc- 
tion which has been given by the Senator from Maryland, who has 
gone several degrees beyond what any British or Canadian official has 
ever gone in his anxiety to defend the pending treaty. I challenge 
him and I challenge the party who are supporting the treaty to find 
that any British or Canadian authority has taken a position so high and 
extreme as he has taken here to-day. 

It is quite enough for the otherside of the Senate to discuss the Cana- 
dian view from the Canadian standpoint, but it is a little too much for 
them to proceed to make arguments and insist that the Canadian and 
British Governments made them years before when the record will not 
support a word of that statement. I repeat, there was no controversy 
about this matter until 1843, and the British Government has never 
yet taken the position that is taken now by the advocates of the pend- 
ing treaty. When Canada proposed to take this position the British 
Government said to them, “ You can not do it.” 

Mr. SPOONER. They take it now. 

Mr. TELLER. They take it now uader this treaty; and they have 
declared by the seizure of the Adams that we had surrendered forever 
sei! commer rights of our fishermen. That is the result of this 

y. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. Will the Senator from Colorado allow 
me to ask him a question ? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr WILSON, of Maryland. The Senator from Colorado has said 
that I have stated the British contentions more strongly than they have 
stated them themselves. I should like to ask him to particularize a 
single instance in which I have done any such thing. 

Mr. TELLER. I have listened with some care to the speech of the 
Senator from Maryland. It will probably appear in the RECORD to- 
morrow, and I shall leave that question to theSenate. I do not know 
what the Senator calls the British side of this case. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. Will the Senator from Colorado again 
allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. TELLER. I do not hear all that the Senator says. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. He has made a very broad statement, 
a statement which I deny to be correct, although I do not pretend to 
intimate that he intends to state anything but what he thinks to be 
true. He has made a statement. I deny it to be correct. I ask him 
now to name one single instance in which I have stated the British 
claim more strongly than they have always stated it themselves. 

Mr. TELLER. In a speech of three or four hours’ length, I can not 
be expected to go over it item by item. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. The Senator ought not io make the 
charge unless he is preparea to maintain it. 

Mr. TELLER. But the Senator has stated the Canadian side, and 
the extreme Canadian side, as everybody knows. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. Ihavestated the side which my judg- 
ment told me was correct. 

Rong TELLER. Oh, Mr. President, Ido not raise any question about 
that. 

Mr. WILSON, of Maryland. I speak what is the truth when I say 
that when I commenced a few weeks ago the examination of this ques- 
tion my prejudices were all against the treaty, and I doubted whether 
I could vote forit. The conclusions to which I have come have been the 
conclusions of my own judgment upon the facts and the law of the case. 
If lam wrong, I alone am responsible. But there is one thing certain, 
that no charge, no fling against me as having assumed the side of the 
enemy, which I believe was the object of having this debate in open 
Senate, shall ever suppress the honest sentiments of my mind and the 
dictates of my heart. 

Mr. TELLER. I have not suggested that the Senator from Mary- 
land was not actuated by proper motives. I have not suggested that 
he has not worked himself into a belief that the extreme demand of 
the Canadian authorities is the true interpretation of the existing 
treaty. I know the pressure under which he has labored. I know the 
pressure under which the Democratic minority of this body have labored. 
‘When the Secretary of State regarded it as his right and his duty to 
write letters and have interviews upon this subject to induce popular 
favor to come tothe treaty, and when the President of the United States 
sent a message here approving the treaty, I know what that means to 
the men who attempt to support the Administration. I know that 
they may possibly see clearly their right. I know further, that on 
that side of the Chamber there are men who said, exactly as was said 
by Mr. Forsyth, that there had been no contention over the matter, 
and that none could be had, because it was too plain, who are bound 


now under Administration influences to speak lightly of it, supporting 
the treaty. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a ques 
tion? 

Mr. TELLER, Certainly. ; 
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Mr. SAULSBURY. The Senator says that he knows the influences 
which have operated upon this side of the Chamber because the Ad- 
ministration, the Secretary of State, desired to have the treaty sup- 
ported, and that the pressure has been great upon this side, and it yields 
toit. I desire to ask the Senator whether he from personal experience 
as a member of the Republican party ahd as a member ofa Republican 
Cabinet speaks in reference to this subject in attributing influences un- 
der which he has acted to this side of the Chamber ? 

Mr. TELLER. I have no recollection in the course of my political 
life, I have no recollection in the course of my public reading of having 
seen such an exhibition as I have seen with reference to this treaty, out- 
side of the Senate. I never saw a Secretary of State before make him- 
self the active propagandist of a treaty. 

Mr. HOAR. May I ask the Senator from Colorado a question ? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr. HOAR. Does the Senator from Colorado, who was long a mem- 
ber of a Republican Cabinet, know of any instance in which there has 
been a party vote on the Republican side of the Chamber on any treaty 
negotiated by a Republican administration? 

Mr. TELLER. I never did; and when this question was first pre- 
sented to the Senate I believed in the Democratic declaration that the 
treaty would not be supported by the other side when it came up. 

Mr. MORGAN. Will the Senator from Colorado indulge me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr. MORGAN. Has not this treaty been carried into Republican 
caucuses here and voted upon, and has it not been determined that it 
should be op by the whole body of the Republican party, and 
that no amendment should be allowed to it? 

Mr, TELLER. I will answer the Senator from Alabama by saying 
that no Republican caucus ever upon the question whether Re- 
publicans would vote for the treaty or not. I repeat what I said here 
the other day, that there never was a Republican in the Senate who 
intended to vote for it, and there never would have been a Democrat 
on the other side of the Chamber who would have voted for it if it had 
not come from a Democratic Administration, and as it was there was 
a respectable number who did not intend in the beginning to vote for 
it, and who so expressed themselves. Itis true that when they ex- 
amined it they may have worked themselves into a belief, as the Sena- 
tor from Maryland did, that it was a proper treaty; but until they can 
show us something better than the Canadian argument which had been 
upset and refuted again and again, they ought not to charge us with 
doing what they were inclined in the beginning themselves to do. 

Mr. MORGAN. Does the Senator consider that he has answered 
my question in regard to the action of the Republican caucus upon the 
treaty ? 

Mr. TELLER. Ido. 

Mr. MORGAN. The second branch of my question was whether 
it had not been determined in that caucus that no amendment should 
be allowed to the treaty? 

Mr. TELLER. It was not. It was determined by those who dis- 
cussed it, I think, that no amendment could be made to the treaty. 
Does the Senator think there could be an amendment made to the 
treaty that this Administration would accept? He does not believe 
it, for he knows that it could not be done. He knows that our oppo- 
sition is not to the details of the treaty, but it is because it is a sur- 
render of that which we insist is the American case. It is a surrender 
to a threat that the Senator himself has not been entirely clear from 
making on this floor, a threat that we should have free fish whether 
we wanted it or not, because the people would think long before they 
would go to war, when it was a question of war or free fish, and that 
we might get beyond acommercial war and get into areal war. Threats 
of thatkind are made, and itis proposed that this treaty must be forced 
upon the American people for fear of disaster and bloodshed. 

Mr. MORGAN. That matter has been stated here three or four times. 
What I have said on this treaty is in print. The very remarks to 
which the Senator refers as a threat coming from me or from the Ad- 
ministration were delivered in writing and are in print. There is no 
intimation of a threat of any kind at all. Nothing but the most preju- 
diced and unfair construction, not only of language, but sentiment and 
opinion, could torture anything that I have ever said into a threat. I 
have admonished the Senate—— 

Mr. TELLER. Ah! 

Mr. MORGAN. That there was a possibility that our action might 
lead to hostilities; and if there is a man in this Senate so utterly pur- 
blind that he can not see that there is such a possibility, I must ex- 
press my opinion about him. But as to threatening anything or any- 
body, whom do I threaten? I am an American Senator on this floor 
with American Senators, consulting with them not as a political party, 
but as the advisers of the Administration and the Government, as ne- 
gotiators—for that is the position we occupy now—in respect to what 
is best to be done in order to avoid difficulty and trouble. And when 
I choose to express myself in the freedom of my intercourse with my 
brother Senators upon what I conceive to be the possibilities that may 
result from our conduct, it is heralded to the world time and again by 
Senators here that I have made a threat. 
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-Mr. FRYE. Does the Senator recall the speech that was unwritten 
that he made, which lasted a day? 

Mr. MORGAN. That was a written speech that I made which lasted 
aday. There were some interpolations brought in occasionally by re- 
marks of Senators. The whole speech was printed precisely as I read it. 

Mr. FRYE. I call the attention of the Senator to his first speech, 
the speech in executive session. 

Mr. MORGAN. That is whatI mean. I read it in executive ses- 
sion. 

Mr. FRYE. But is the Senator not aware that he spoke longer with- 
out notes than he was engaged in reading his notes? 

Mr. MORGAN. Only in answering questions put to me on the floor, 
and there was not one utterance that I made on the floor in executive 
session which in the slightest degree conflicts with what was written 
at the time and hassince been printed—not one. I was careful aboutit. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I have not misstated what the Sen- 
ator said, and he does not claim that I did. He says it is not a threat; 
it is an admonition, a warning that he gave. Why, does the Senator 
suppose that we thought he was going to make war, that he was to 
make a declaration and ‘‘let, slip the dogs of war?’’ Nothing of the 
kind. He spoke for the administration; he spoke as the representa- 
tive of the Democratic party upon the Committee on bai Relations, 
which had this matter in charge, and he is not in the habit of speak- 
ing loosely and carelessly. The Senator measures his words, and he 
said with great deliberation what I have repeated—not quoting the 
exact words, but the sentiment—that the people would consider long 
between free fish and war, intimating that there would be free fish but 
not war; that the American people would take free fish. 

Now, the Senator may say that that isnot a threat. Itisin keeping 
with the whole proceeding of the Administration on this question; it 
is in keeping with the proceedings of the Democratic side of the Sen- 
ate, that was almost universally in favor of retaliatory measures. When 
the bill on that subject was before the Senate the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland who has not addressed the Senate on this subject 
[Mr. GoRMAN] insisted upon a bill of greater severity, and when the 
bill went to the Democratic House of Representatives from the Senate 
tĦe principal lights there discussed it for a day and favored a more 
severe bill, by which retaliation would be more complete. On what 
ground were they going to make this retaliation if we were in the 
wrong, if we were putting a construction on the treaty of 1818 that 
ought not to be put upon it, that makes every man who so construesit 
acriminal? What were they proposing retaliation for? What were 
they proposing? What the Benator said was a commercial war, which 
was near toareal war. It was because they were then on the Ameri- 
can side of this case, because they were taking the side the Government 
of the United States has always taken; they were pleading as Ameri- 
cans and not as Canadians; and why are they not thus speaking to-day? 
Have they any new light? Have they discovered anything that they 
had not met in their researches before? 

Mr. President, everybody knows that adhesion to this Administra- 
tion is necessary to secure its good will. Mendesirethe patronage. I 
do not mean to say that they are really and entirely supporting this 
Administration for patronage, but ithas seemed essential to success in 
the coming campaign that this treaty should be maintained, if possi- 
ble, and that is why there is a change of base; that is why the Senator 
talked about war, who when this retaliatory question was before the 
Senate, or the Frye resolution—I do not remember which—when asked 
what he would do if Great Britain did not take our construction, said, 
“I would not back down; I would stand up to the demand that I 
made.” That was spoken like an American and like a patriot. 

But why to-day is he here admonishing us to put it mildly, using 
his term, that we in demanding that which we believe to be right and 
which he declared to be right, and so right and so plain that he said 
himself if given the opportunity he could not make it clearer that our 
rights were not questionable but certain and positive—why is it now 
that he is on the other side of the question? 

Mr. President, I would submit with some little degree of good tem- 
per to see Senators on the other side go a great way in their anxiety 
to support this Administration if they did not throw imputations at 
us, and if they did not charge us with being criminally wicked in sup- 
porting that very idea and that very view of the treaty which they 
were supporting two years ago. And less than two years ago the Sen- 
ate, without Democratic dissent, declared, as strongly as it was possible 
for language to make it, that the American idea and the American 
construction of the treaty of 1818 was the proper construction, and 
the other House, with only one dissenting vote, declared the same 
thing. 

Nee Mr. President, we are told because we do not fall in with the 
admonitions of the Senator from Alabama and we do not become a 
tail to the Democratic party, that we are unpatriotic and that we are 
committing crime. The Secretary of State and the minister to Great 
Britain have put our case stronger than any man has put it on this 
floor, and that ought to be enough, it seems to me, to keep closed the 
mouths of Senators who have changed their position within six months 
on this question. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland [Mr. WIL- 
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sox ] has alluded to the history of the treaty of 1818. I will not of- 
fend the sensibilities of that Senator, whom I so sincerely respect, by 
imputing to him a repetition of the British argument; but there is one 
testimony, the testimony of a statesman to whom he himself referred, 
which perhaps may not be generally accessible to Senators, and which 
I think should be put upon the RECORD where it can be read. That 
is the testimony of Mr. Richard Rush, the eminent negotiator of the 
treaty of 1818. Mr. Rush, as is well known, was an eminent Demo- 
crat of his time. He was the personal friend and great admirer of 
John C. Calhoun, and among the papers contributed by him in his life- 
time to the public press is a most admirable sketch full of admiration 
and high appreciation and affection for the character of John C. Cal- 
houn, in which he quotes from Mr. Calhoun’s colleague, Mr. Butler, 
of South Carolina, that most exquisite sentence in which he described 
Mr. Calhoun sitting in his last days in the Senate of the United States 
in his sickness and weakness like the dying ¢ eagle gazing into the em- 
pyrean into which he would never soar 

Mr. Rush was infinitely disturbed and distrei toward the close of 
his life by the British suggestion that the treaty of 1818 had excluded 
our fishermen from the short liae which he suggested began and ended 
with the year 1843, that the treaty of 1818 excluded our fishermen 
from the limit to be measured by drawing a line 3 miles from the 
mouths of bays more than 6 miles wide, and he wrote a letter which 
he left to his executors to be published after his death, a letter written 
originally at the application of Secretary Marcy,in which he declared 
that that construction never occurred to any of the negotiators of the 
treaty, that neither he nor Mr. Gallatin would have signed it if such 
an idea had entered their heads, and that the language on which it is 
sought to found that argument was his own language, inserted by him 
in the treaty, without the desire of the British negotiators, in order 
that our whole right after the treaty as before might continue to be 
based on the original right belonging to the colonies before 1783, and 
conferred upon Massachusetts expressly by her charter and retained un- 
impaired in the partition of 1783. 

Mr. Rush left this letter, which originally he addressed to Mr. Will- 
iam L. Marcy, and further declaring, as I ought to state, that after 
the treaty of 1818 our fishermen had entered into all the bays, wind- 
ings, and sinuosities of that coast within 3 miles of the land without a 
British question, and that nobody had ever dreamed either in Great 
Britain or America (I do not speak now of Canada) of questioning the 
right of the United States as he then claimed it and as we now claim 
it. That letter he requested his execntors to publish after his death, 
and it is found in alittle, and now rather rare, volume entitled ‘*‘ Rush’s 
Occasional Productions.’’ ‘The whole letter to the executors and the 
letter which they publish, addressed to Mr. Marcy, occupy twenty-six 

of this volume. I suppose it will be agreeable to Senators to 
apg printed in the RECORD, where they can all read it in the morn- 
ing, without my detaining them to have it read now from the desk. If 
there be no objection I will ask that this may be put in the REcoRD 
without reading it. Of course if any Senator insists that it shall now 
be read I shall have it read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The papers will be incorporated in 
the RECORD as a part of the Senator’s remarks if there is no objec- 
tion. ; 

Mr. DAWES. Would it not be convenient to have that matter 
printed in document form also? 

Mr. COCKRELL. It would be more convenient that way than in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does the Senator mean printed in that form and also 

-in the RECORD? 

Mr. DAWES. Yes. 

Mr. HARRIS. Let it be first printed in the RECORD, and we can 
then consider the question of printing it in the other form. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection to the 

pers being printed in the RECORD. 

‘The letters are as follows: 
beer nar ci rth with the Secretary of State, Mr. Marcy (under an official call), 
setting forth the construction m the article in relation to the New- 


jon placed upo: 
foundiand fisheries in the convention at rebar tha of 1818 by the negotiators of 
that treaty, with an explanatory letter from the author to his executors: 


s EXPLANATORY LETTER, 
To my excculors: 


Waving nested you in m 
eer State, then Mr. 


T the surviving negotiator of that convention, all others officially sharing 
namely, President Adams (the younger), Mr. Galla- 

President m, ha 
tions were 


in it. directly or otherwise, 
tin, Presiden: 


t M . Hence 


ness the revival of the question, We -thought it at rest under th 
tionary treaty of 1783; but it returned upon us after the war of 1812. That war 
over, we again thought it at rest forever, under the convention of 1818, but 
again it came back upon us. It would be unwise to consider the reciprocity 
treaty grt resem whatever its presumed or real merits. When it does come to 
an end. uestion may be upon our hands once more. The power of Eng- 
land is not on the decline by any evidences yetbefore us, but on the contrar: 4 
increases, and her adherence in the future, as in the past, to the policy whic! 
tends to foster her commercial interests and maritime strength may naturally 
be inferred. It would hence seem no more than prudent that both countries, 
ours especially, should be in possession of all the lights still attainable on the 
true nature of this fishery question, which altogether is a remarkabie one in 
our diplomatic history. 

For more than twenty years the. convention of 1818 was in full operation in 
the sense in which our ‘Government Gree Bom the article relating to the fish- 


d 
this suction of our public affairs. I at showing that this solemn interna- 
tional compact, made under their instructions, and Syne fre toei aon a did 
not give up American fishing rights of long existence and itade, but, 
on the contrary, secured them with the greatestcare. Inhere siri cating their 
memories against imputed errors or oversights in a matter so grave, and in de- 
siring that the vindication should become known to repaid ape. Itrench upon 


no sense of propriety. 
As an official document, Aea 
ic 


em —— 
Sa 


pet et e Smile bert ene in good faith by both coun! 
long as it Saath, con not be affected by historical facts roa any opinions I may 
have left for posthumous publication. 

RICHARD RUSH. 


SYDENHAM, December, 1854. 


LETTER FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, July 6, 1853, 
Sw: You are bably aware that within a few years past a question has 
arisen between United States and Great Britain as to the construction to be 
given to the first article of the convention v of 1818, relative to the fisheries on the 
of the British North American provin 


large ba 
instance of the provincial cies, te 
tion to the first Poona which el 
our ci purposes. Itis true they have been permitt K 
the Bay of Fundy. This rang ea is conceded to them ty the the British Gov- 
ernment as a matter of thor, but deniedasaright, That Government excludes 
them from all the other large bays. 

Our construction of the convention is that American fishermen have a right 
to resort to any bay and take fish in it, provided they are not within a babe ied 
league of the shore, As you negotiated The convention referred to, I should be 
cena to be favored with your views on the subject. 

have the honor to be, with great respect, your wiser eya 


L. MARCY, 
Hon. RICHARD RUSH. 
Sydenham, near Philadelphia, 


ME. RUSH’S REPLY TO TIE SECRETARY OF STATE. 
SYDENHAM, NEAR PHILADELPHIA, July 18, 1853. 

Sm: I had the honor to receive your letter of the 6th of this month, relati 
to the question which has arisen within a few 
States and Great Britain as to the ee to be 
the convention of 1818, concerning the fisheries on the coast of the British North 
American provinces; and I beg leave to veers my regret that unayoidable 
interruptions have prevented an earlier reply. 

Your letter gives me to understand that for more than twenty years after the 
conclusion of this eonvention there was no serious attempt to exelude our fisher- 
men from the large bays on that coast; but that about ten years ago, at the in- 
stance of the provincial authorities, the home land 
construction to the first article which closes all 


against our citizens fishing purposes; and ugh they have been 
to in the oT Punky is akbar Of Ma Voi the tine potere: 

ment denies their there, or in any of the other large bays. 
On the other of the convention is 


you inform me that our 
have a right to resort to any bay and take fish in it, 

SaR they sxe AAMA a rm ne league of the shore. 

Under these conflicting SOGRO Y are pleased to invite my views on 
the subject, as I was one St the n of the convention. 

Honored by such a call upon me, I feel that the national rights and. interests 
at stake in the just construction of this convention are of a scription so high 
asn o aert my obedience to the call. 


ity of its nature, co! „as the call does, 
more than ee negotiation was held. I might well be distrast- 
aoe pripean to w upon them on 


ess under the corroboration 


njunction with 
their words. 
s1 may be allowed to say, and hero at least T am a vie to 
convention of i~i8 was entered into with great 

on our side. Mr. Monroe was then President and Mr. Adams 
Secretary of State. Looking to their qualities with reference to this particular 
Scat | Ee hen igh qranbition of sank d, find lite disposition to yield AAE AEAII 
ot n y op uly 
formed on the basis of his country’s From Mr. Adams my colleague 
(Mr. Gallatin) and myself received in due form our ns, accompanied 


Bronis thas much, I 
with confidence, that 
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by full information, the better to guide us in understanding and applying to 
them. I need only recall the name of Mr. Gallatin for all to remember how 
e need, sagacious, and high]: iy gineo he was. To allude once more to Mr. 

8, it may be safely affirmed t no one of our publicmen ever understood 
the fishery question better in all its extent, or examined it more sedulo: in 
detail. It might almost be said that, in instructing us, he went to tae work with 
ar pace, bed of filial reverence, which might have exalted, if possible, his sense 

u 


have preferred surrenderic z his Sete ae to rakaa ama our rights to the 
fisheries oe of Ean 


to resort to any 
fact, but the sin- 


‘ou w paora 

vention, I coincide in the construction of its first article which our Government 
puts upon it; and I proceed to stato the considerations which impress upon me 
the soundness of this construction. 

Among the documents forwarded to us from Washington, as in part our guide 
in framing this article, were divers letters and representations obtained from 

per sources in New Topan aye oats in p peior tts, containing in- 
Ennation on the whole subject of the fisheries. It was obtained at the instance 
ueries which he mobaity Eee pounded on branch 
of the subject. Familiar more or less with it all his life. his attention been 
specially drawn, while minister in England, to the state into which it had fallen 
after the eu of Ghent, and to the state ‘ies in which he found it on his ar- 
rival in Washington in 1817, when recalled from London to be the incumbent 
of your Department. Some steps for its settlement in Washington, which 
proved unavailing, were taken by Mr. Bagot, who first came over as British 
minister to the United States after the treaty or Ghent. 

The queries pepe’. as I suppose, by Mr. Adams, sought very pointedly, 
amongst other things, information as to the extent of the fishing grounds nec- 
essary to us, When I first received Er letter I was not sure that [ had in my 
possession any of thisdocumentary information as then furnished to us, but on 
since looking carefully into places where I had deposited ancient papers, I have 
„disco a portion of it, the remainder haying been probably taken away by 
Mr. Gallatin. Or it may be that the whole is still to be found among your files. 
The fragments in my possession have afforded me much sai n, as they 

to stren, n the views which Ihave so uniformly entertained of the mean- 
ng of the article before gewices papers I had them. 

From one of the documents, namely, a letter of some length from Daniel Rose, 
dated Boothbay, January 22, "ISES, I Late the following extract: 

“A disadvantage of having a particular limited extent of coast is that our 
vessels must then go to that only; ea this would render the prospect of making 
the fare monptorgconiney 4 very uncertain. It is well known that in some years fish 
are plenty on grounds where in other years few or no fish are to be found. It 
is the practice of our fishermen to try the different ens as they proceed east- 
ward, and where they find fish plenty they stop. they sometimes get their 
cargo on this side of the Straits of Hellenic, a z at other times they pass through 
the straits and proceed far north before they find plenty of fish.” 

Jn the same Ttter itissaid: “If any privilege is to be given np, tt that of curing 
fish is of the least importance, because that inconvenience may be obviated in 
a great measure by the fishermen making different arrangements.” 


of Mr. Adams, under 


And in he says: 
“The Sable shores are most used and of the most importance for us in 
the district of Main Serna “phair pen the Bay of Fundy and the coast as far 
cast as Whitehead at 


A letter from J. F. Parrott, dated from the House of Representatives of the 
United States, February 6, 1818, states that the fishermen of New ppan ra 
“avould view with extreme apprehension and concern the adoption of see ae 
ulations having a tendency to deprive them of the privilege which the e7 have 
heretofore enjoyed of frequenting the coasts of the Bay of Fundy and Noya 
Scotia and entering the coves for purpose of procuring bait,” 

Other documents agree to the importance of our bolding this fishing-ground, 
as may be inferred from the above extract. All likewise concur in the great im- 
portance to usof opun Gulf of St. Lawrenceand Bay of Chaleur. The latter is rep- 
resented as havin ny eens fishing ground” hede the Revolution, and 
still productive. Heavy oe eas is anticipated should we not secure it. There 
is a long letter from Israe to Mr, Silsbee, member of Congress, dated 
Gloucester, January 20, 1818, giving Calà information; and a general con- 
currence is seen as to the im} vlog Eea ple fishing-ground. even 
if we did not get shore petviions, peepee latter also was desirable. If my 

not fail me, there were representations from jem James 
Lloyd, then an eminent Senator from ascachusetis o on this head, and especially 
the Bay of Chaleur, though I did not find them among my 


pers. 
Forewarned by information of this 
possession, it not to be ligh: 


large outer baysorgulfs. It would have been a severe blow upon all the fisher- 
men of New Eng 

ject of our instructions, to disregard the information which i dictated 
or endanger great public ary naval and national. 
‘The Senate of the United States never could have ratified such a convention. 
We had come out of the war of 1812 Lec bore too high a iad of national feeling, 
uti ae yas our rising and all the sources for 


Sha uas ak fendiak me ai tay A Dha dieen Aani a pasilasi to handha? of 

any of those large outer bays is perfectly new. It has burst upon us as alto- 

gether an ex post fi ‘facto affair. N No such words are in the convention. I 
when I first heard such a rumor. Since reeei your letter I have 


and reas more not now in my 
rs of the con- 


the requisition of oe 
instance of phar tos authorities of Nova Scotia in 
ees AISI ne aeons b Tho period of invok. 
ved, somewhat remote. It 


By the old ot peace of 1783 we separated the two countries, we secured 
these valuable fishing Bri 


i to She did not us our 
them. these we won in arms. e treated with our 
great adversary for peace,and desired it; but we treated asa ual sovereign 


nation. Had not the fishing rights we insisted upon been 
of peace would not have been concluded. 

lt may be here incidentally mentioned, as both curious and illustrative, that 
the elder Adams took as a motto for his seal “ Piscemu: seat een ut olim,” the 
as our western boundary. We 
t to cure and dry fish 


apon our full right to fish in the sea AASA in all the re a 
e had been accustomed re. We considered these 7i 
aad irreyocable—like our boundaries, or our inde’ 
They were founded in as produ 
SESE pts Heian besa ee pean 


anoen taod and subsistence— 
ted and extended. 
m the historical fact 


e Secretary 
pate g the views of the gry while giving instructions 

shent in 1814, in regard to the fisheries, used the following emphatic 
in case any attempt should to made by Britain to demand their surrender, 
namely: “They [with other rights perenne must, not be brought into ques- 
tion; aon ifinsisted on, your tiation will cease.” 

Our whole doctrine was pow Ny argued and illustrated by Mr. Adams when 
peng London after sihe treaty of Ghent, in two cunt notes, one to 


tory ustmen 
when negotiation of 1818 opened.’ 

After protracted difficu! ene: anxieties, and hesitations on this momentous 
topic, momentous use we on our side thought a aeai between the two 


convention on the 20th o 
it, we believed that we of ta yea the right of var jy Se in the 


In signi 
whether called a bay, alt. or by whatever other term designated, that wash 
any part of the coast of the British North American es with the simple 


exception that we did not come within a marine league of the shore. We had 
this right by the Jaw of nations. 

Its confirmation was in the treaty of 1783. We retained ít undiminished, un- 
less we gave it up by the first article of the convention of 1818. This we did 
not do, The article warrants no such 


Palmerston, tie large outer 
bays, says “the sti ns of the treaty (convention) of 1818 are believed to be 
too plain and explicit to leave room for doubt or misapprehension. 

ate to the Bay of recap park of its coast belongs to one of the States of the 


. namely, can not itas sar ey domin- 
ion. Had Mr. Gallatin been told by the British ipotentiaries that the first 
suae of the convention would close the ve waters of that bay inst 


„Id o not believe he would have signed it 73 yanii ei d not 

it. The spirit, context, ail concomitants of the article, pointed 
ferent meani I need not site a all its words. You are fam’ with 
be enough to bring Sew ee ae follows the clause 


runs spars 
agate est en- 


havosi 
toa 
them. Itwill 


renunciation. 
“And the United 


Majesty’s dominions Pere Seena limits 
Siety'g dominions in America nt indinde with wever, Thatthe 
American fishermen shall be itted to enter such bays or guint for the 
p of shelter and of ng damages therein, of p ing wood, and 
of eee E whatever. 


rs which 

ew pacman ada 
ae Fy Ce ther ane were bound to keep 3 miles off from a line drawn from head- 
the extreme rape pe limits of that bay, a line which might 
era 50 miles or more, manner of drawing or imagining it, 
would be a most unnatural su son. Ican not think that it entered the 
minds of the British plenipoten more than ours. For would it not be 
useless to tell nebo ball wrested. ii that they might cross such a line 
shelter in bays, creeks , and h: rs, lying at an im- 
Tempest-toesed outside of a great sea-line like 
and rigging, how aeaa Had reach the shelte havens 


In conformity with our Weegee was the practice of Britain herself after 
the convention was Our fishermen wee eines wee the word not of 
exclusion, but admission, to — A piae outer ba: Klay Baga been shut out 
from them, some captured, and ail webu jalce a e treaty of Ghent, 
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The interval was an anxious one to them. moses ae A as soon as the conven- 


tion went into operation, they eagerly hastened to ancient resorts; rein- 
stated by the provident care of their Government. Hence the significant motto 
.of our Revolutionary patriot and sage, that we would both fish and hunt over 
the same grounds as heretofore. No complaint was made or whispered by any 
member of the British Government of that day of which I ever heard. 
Iremained minister at the court nearly seven years after the signature and 
ratification of thisconvention. Opportunitiesofcomplaint were therefore never 
wanting. Ifintimated to me, it would have been my duty to transmit at once 
any such intimation to our Government. Nor did I ever hear of complaints 
through their legation in Washington. It would have been natural to make 
objection when our misconstruction of the instrument was fresh, if we did mis- 
construe it. The occasion would have been Grapa A opportune when I was 
subsequently engaged in extensive negotiations with England in 1823-24, 
which brought under consideration the whole relations, commercial and terri- 
torial, between the two countries, including our entire intercourse by sea and 
land with her North American colonies. Still, silence was never broken in the 
metropolitan atmosphere of London whilst I remained there. 

Your letter informs me that for more than twenty years after the convention 
there was no serious attempt to exclude us from those large bays; and Mr. 
Everett, writing as Secretary of State only on the 4th of December last, to Mr. 
Ingersoll, then our minister in London, renders more definite the time you 
would indicate, by saying that ‘it was just a quarterof a century after the 
of the convention before the first American fisherman was captured for fishing 


at large in Bay of Fundy.” I find it extremely dificult, under any lights at 
present before me, to explain the extraordinary circumstances which environ 
this international question consistent] 


with the respect due to the high party 
on the other side; feelings the most friendly being ever due to her from the 
magnitude of the interests bound up in the subsistence of harmonious relations 
between the two countries. 

It is impossible for, me to doubt that the convention as we now construe it, 
and have always construed it, was entirely acceptable to the British Govern- 
ment atthe time of its adoption. But Iremember also that other feelings were 
aflo tat that epoch, beyond the peg of the home Government in England. The 
fishery article was sharply assailed out of doors. Journals of prominence in 
London represented it as sacrificing high maritime interests of England,follow- 
ing up like sacrifices which, they said, she had made to France and other pow- 
ers in the treaties of Vienna. The legislative assembly and council of Nova 
Scotia, sent forward murmurs, deep and loud, from that quarter. They alleged 
that the prospects of British colonial industry and agian n hs in North America 
were exposed to a shock in the competition which this fishery article opened 
anew to the Americans. 

The commingling tides of complaint from the London press and from the col- 
onies served to swell, for a time, popular clamorin England against us, a feeling 
not without example in that country, as those know who may have had oppor- 
tunities of close observation when her Government has keptaloof and been 
eam to us. The clamor has had its run and died away. The British states- 
men wielding her power—Lord Liverpool was premier, and Lord Castlereagh 
forcign secretary—had probabl 
extent an outside feeling of 
knew their position, and were prepared for its responsibilities. Payin, 
to the convictions prevailing in the United States, that our fishing rights were 
not lost by the war of 1812, though so contrary to the igor mores pa they de- 
termined upon the compromise which the convention effected. 

It was in this spirit of amity that a formidable source of dissension was re- 
moved without implicating the honor of either nation, whilst the ultimate in- 
terests of both were thought by the wisest in both to have been best advanced 
by the compromise. 

I render with satisfaction this 


not been unaware that there would be to some 
ion under that fishery article. They 
respect 


ing tribute to the Liverpool ministry, and 
especially to Lord Castlereagh due the more, as it was not the only occasion 
during my long mission when its amicable counsels in regard to the United 
States interposed to ward off trouble to the twonations when there was noade- 
quate cause for it on our ren’ but much outdoor English clamoragainstus. It 
may be added as not an irrelevant fact, but pertinent to the matter I have in 
hand, that it was the same ministry, Tory as it was, with which we negotiated 
in London the convention of July, 1815. This international compact secured for 
us, as far as it went, the fairest measure of reciprocity in our commerce, and es- 
pecially our navigation, with Britain, which up to that period we had ever been 
able to hu from any British ministry, Whig or Tory, since the day of our 
separation. 

Another auspicious circumstance may be said to have gone hand in hand with 
the labors of Mr. Gallatin and myself. It wasa ministry the moststrongly seated 
perhaps in influence and power of any that had preceded it for a century, be- 
cause governing England at the epoch of Napoleon's downfall. Such a minis- 
try had no fears in being just to us on the fishery question. It was not to be 
shaken by outdoor clamor, and disregarded it. 

Nothing but the t importance of the subject and the peculiar dilemma in 
which this disputed question has come tobe placed could justify me in making 
this letter so long. I must venture to hope that this will be my shield in your 
eyes. 

7 brief, a reluctant reflection must close it, It relates to the letter from Mr. 
Webster, written in July, 1852, when he was Secretary of State. Idesireto speak 
with nothing but reverence of an American statesman whom death has canon- 
ized. To his great abilities, exalted patriotism, and inappreciable services all 
do homage; none more fully thanI do. An inadvertence found its way into 
that letter, which under the public obligation cast upon me by your call I am 
notat liberty to pass over. It is the passage in which he states that it was “an 
oversight in the convention of 1818 to make a concession to England, since the 
Uni States had usually considered that these vast inlets or recesses of the 
ocean ought to beopen to American fishermen as freely as the sea itself, to within 
3 marine miles of the shore.” 

The letter was written when he was svay from his Department. Full of di- 
versified public occupation, and with his mind er pegecicabiagy age solicitudes 
he may well have been momentarily at fault; at a season, , when his health 
was perhaps feeling the approaches of that fatal malady which was so soon af- 
terwards to deprive his country of his valuable life, and take from the world 
one ofits towering names. ‘Thisinference is the more strongly forced upon me, 
as in the same letter he refers to the opinion of the English crown lawyers, with- 
out noticing the grave error stam upon its face, that they assumed the ex- 
istence of words not in the convention. I should reproach myself for this allu- 
sion but for the influence which the great name of Mr. Webster might otherwise 
lend in directions unfavorable to the just rights of the country he so dearly 
loved. Happy am I to think that his letter nevertheless closes with a dissent 
from the construction given by the crown lawyers of England to that solemn 
convention which it is the aim of this letter to show is chargeable with no.such 

oversight as he supposed. ` 
I have the honor to remain, with great respect, your E ETEN servant, 


D RUSH. 
Hon. W. L. MARCY, 
Becrelary of Stale, Washington. 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, in discussing a question of the mag- 
nitude of this in connection with a great country like Great Britain, it 


would be altogether agreeable to me that personal and political views 
should be omitted from the debate. In fact I have seen no occasion 
for having any matter of that kind dragged in at all, but it seems to 
me that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] is held in reserve to 
‘* whoop up ” the Republican end of this question whenever a debate 
occurs on this floor, After a speech is made, particularly in opposition 
to him, he is here for the purpose of characterizing us as a set of men 
who are acting contrary to our convictions and our judgment and in 
obedience to the behests of the President of the United States and ot 
the Secretary of State. 

I dare say, Mr. President, that there are as many independent think- 
ers on this side of the Chamber as there are on that, and that we are 
able to match the honorable Senator from Colorado in his independence 
with quite a number of gentlemen on this side who have some res 
for themselves, for their position, for the country, and for the great 
questions that are presented here for our consideration. 

The Senator insists all the time that we have no views of this ques- 
tion on this side except political views; that we are entirely insincere 
in our ions because we have been whipped in by the Adminis- 
tration; that we have lost our manhood; that we have reversed our po- 
sitions; that we have taken back what we have said heretofore; and 
that we are acting here as a lot of galley slaves, not merely to do the 
bidding of our masters, but to do it under the lash. 

That is the idea with which the Senator would impress the people 
of the United States in regard to the attitude of Democratic Senators 
on this side of the Chamber. 

I do not know what have been the relations of that Senator to his 
party. I havesometimes seen him exhibit some little evidences of in- 
dependence of thought and action, but I do not think that he is occu- 
pying such an elevated moral tone in this body or elsewhere as that 
he has a right to question the motives of gentlemen as to what they do 
under their oaths on this floor in respect of a great question like this. 

The Senator has taken occasion to charge me with having reversed 
my position. If I were bound by statements which he puts upon tho 
record with his loose expressions, that might beso; but when his state- 
ments come to be compared with the truth as disclosed by the record 
it is not so. 

I have changed no position, no attitude, on this treaty. When it 
came to us I investigated it for myself, examined it as thoroughly as I 
was able todo. I came to my conclusions upon it, as a matter of re- 
lief to this country, and as a matterof adjustment of the future relations 
between this country and Great Britain. I consulted nobody, Presi- 
dent or Secretary of State; I had no conferences, no communication. I 
made up my opinions on my own judgment, and solely on my own 
judgment, and so I have no doubt has been done by every Senator on 
this side of the Chamber; for there has been very little conference be- 
tween Senators on this side in respect to the merits of this treaty. Each 
Senator takes up this subject and deals with it as he thinks right for 
the interests of the country, and does what those interests bear him out 
in doing in this transaction. 

It seems to be a settled purpose of that Senator and others to under- 
take to impress the country with the idea that this treaty is an im- 
proper one to be made, and that the issues which are presented before 
the country now are unimportant—by heaping abuse and epithet upon 
the treaty and upon the men who arejengaged in its advocacy and expo- 
sition. It is called a pusillanimous, cowardly surrender, That style 
of language is very common in this debate—that a treaty made by the 
Secretary of State of the United States and by two or three able as- 
sistants, men of honor and of character in this country, is a pusillani- 
mous, cowardly surrender! It is frequently imputed to us that we are 
advocating the British side of this question. It hasbeen said here this 
eveningin the remarks of the Senator from Colorado that we are espous- 
ing the Canadian side of this question. 

Now, let me ask the Senate and the country what motives have we 
for espousing the British or the Canadian side of this question? Why 
are we not just as much the friends of this country and of its honor as 
you are, and as willing to defend them? 

Some intimations have been made about other matters of division 
that have existed between us in times past, and a cloud is sought to be 
drawn from a period twenty-five years back over this question here 
now, and an attempt is made to cast discredit on this treaty because it 
is advocated by men with whom you have disagreed in times past. 
That is not a fair way of treating a question like this. No administra- 
tion can conduct diplomacy if the friends of that administration are to 
be scouted or thrown out of consideration because they dare to advo- 
cate a measure or because that measure is supported by gentlemen who 
have happened to differ with you in opinion about matters heretofore. 

If there is merit or demerit in this treaty, there is ability on that side 
of the Chamber to present it without epithet and without abuse. There 
is no occasion for the employment of those thrusts at us of an unbecom- 
ing, unpleasant, and irritating character—that we are deserting the flag 
of our country or its interests in order to maintain a settlement between 
this country and Great Britain which we consider to be, under all the 
circumstances of this great case, a fair settlement. There is no occa- 
sion for that. Senators miscalculate the temper of the American peo- 
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ple if they believe that they will respond to any such trash and stuff 
as this, The American people in the consideration of those matters 
which must become, or are, a part of the supreme law of the United 
States under our Constitution, are not going to listen to mere political 
slang-whang and vituperation and censoriousness. They will treat this 
question on a higher plane. I regret that the first exhibition that the 
Senate of the United States makes before the American people for a 
hundred years in the discussion of a great treaty is attended with such 
remarks as have fallen from the lips of Senators on this floor. I regret 
it, and I think the country will regret it. 

If I were President of the United States I would withdraw this treaty 
from your consideration until you got your minds cool enough to con- 
sider it on its merits; and I believe the honorable and venerable states- 
man in front of me would do it, with his full knowledge of diplomacy. 
I would withdraw it from this Senate and would send it in after this 
political campaign had ended and after there should be a cessation of 
those methods of political strife which so excite the people of the United 
States—frequently as we know almost beyond control. I would carry 
this into an atmosphere where reason might prevail. 

If there were no Presidential election pending to-day the discussion 
of this treaty would be in different terms and ina different spirit. But 
the object, it seems to me, is simply to make political capital out of it. 
I have despaired really of getting any cool and deliberate and just 
consideration of the matters of great interest and importance involved 
in this treaty, because a man can say nothing about it without being 
accused of being a partisan of the British Government. He can make 
no defense of the Administration without being charged with being a 
Canadian in his sentiments. He can make no explanation of anything 
that has occurred heretofore in connection with this treaty without be- 
ing charged with having, under the party whip, changed his relations 
to the question. 

Before this debate shall have proceeded very much farther I propose 
to bring before the Senate expressions of various Senators upon the 
resolutions that have been offered here, about which a great deal has 
been said, and also about what is called the retaliatory law. I will 
bring the opinions of Senators on both sides of this body, and I think 
I shall be able to show a degree of conservatism of opinion in state- 
ment, a degree of regard for the honor, the interests, the welfare, and 
the integrity of this country exhibited in the debate of last year and 
the year before last, which has failed entirely to characterize the de- 
bate on this treaty in the Senate now. Then we were speaking in an- 
ticipation of the settlement in some form or other, or by some means 
or other, of grievances and troubles and distresses that had existed in 
this country for the better part of seventy years. 

We were looking to the future and trying to devise the best means 
of bringing our view of this question into realization, of establishing 
in behalf of our own country and our own people those interpretations of 
the treaty of 1818 upon which we had been insisting, and in good 
faith; and more than that, of bringing a certain degree of pressure to 
bear upon the British Government to induce them to better terms, not 
in the treaty merely, butin the general commercial relations between 
us and the Canadian people than had existed before that time. 

Was it not right to doit? Wasitnot proper to doit? Ifany Amer- 
ican Senator on either of those occasions had arisen and had been com- 
pelled, as we are now compelled, not to state the merits of it, but the 
nature and character of the British contention, it would have been re- 
ceived by the people of the United States with regret and shame that 
any American Senator should have arisen in his place and should have 
pinoa the rights of his countrymen upon ground that would perhaps 

ve encouraged the British contention. 

It is quite a different matter to speak upon a treaty that has been 
negotiated and to in advance of that, upon a policy which was 
indefinite, as to whether the evils that we labored under should be cor- 
rected by treaty or should be corrected by the application and force of 
a statute. 

We had around us two years ago a series of difficulties not new. 
They were old; they were the mere repetitions of what had occurred 
many and many a time before. We found ourselves two years ago at 
the close of two periods of treaty reciprocity with Great Britain under 
which all these vexatious questions had been put entirely at rest. But 
immediately upon our being relegated to the influence and force and 
effect of the treaty of 1818 we found that those difficulties which had 
arisen in every interval of reciprocal arrangement renewed themselves 
aid in somewhat violent form, but not more violent than before. For 
instance, before the negotiation of the treaty of 1854, we found it neces- 
sary to marshal our fleets in those waters in order to preserve the peace 
between our fishermen and the Canadian fishermen and in order to pre- 
vent the British fleets from dealing with our fishermen in some rude 
and unjustifiable way. 

When the present Administration came in it was not necessary to 
introduce those fleets (or if it had been, we did not have them; but it 
was really not necessary to introduce those fleets) for the purpose of 
presenting armed resistance immediately upon the ground to any ag- 
gression that might be made by those people. The Congress of the 
United States took up the subject and commenced by passing a resolu- 
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tion and afterwards by passing a law, and the Congress of the United 
States knew from the reports of its own committees—the Senate knew 
from the reports of its own Committee on Foreign Relations, the House 
knew from the reports of its own Committee on Foreign Affairs, and 
every member of both Houses understood perfectly well that the ag- 
gressions which had been committed by the British Government upon 
the American fishermen were of a very severe character, and we be- 
lieved on both sides of this Capitol that they were not justifiable under 
the treaty of 1818, or under the laws of nations either. We knew all 
that, The declaration of the violation of that treaty in specific acts was 
pointed out by the Committee on Foreign Relations of this Senate, and 
there the declaration stands to-day. 

Now, knowing this and having the legislative power in your hands, 
and the right to decide what should be the attitude of the Govern- 
ment, the Congress of the United States, instead of coming up to that 
question as it should have come, and deciding it and providing the men 
and the means to carry its decision into effect, fell behind the cover of 
the executive office and invited the President to step out and settle the 
question, putting in his hands not a new power, for the power was 
there in 1850, but putting in his hands a larger, amore comprehensive 
power, by which he might rectify through the means of retaliation the 
wrongs which everybody said we hadsustained. You did not tell him 
not to negotiate; you did not advise him not to resort to that high con- 
stitutional power of his by which peace can and may be made, and by 
which the orderly conduct of diplomatic affsirs was intended to be 
regulated by the framers of our Government. 

You did not advise him to do that or not to doit, You left himin 
the free and full exercise of all his powers as the Chief Magistrate ot 
this Government. He stepped forward and made a negotiation. In 
doing that he employed men to assist his Secretary of State—who, by 
the way, is a very able man, the peer of any man in the United States— 
he employed in the*assistance of this able statesman two very distin- 
guished men, one of whom had had quite an extensive experience in 
diplomacy. Carefully the ground was all surveyed. An agreement 
was reached, and it was satisfactory to the President. Then, under 
his constitutional authority, he brought it to the attention—of whom? 
Of the second series of negotiators, the men placed by the Constitution 
of the United States next to the President to advise and to consent to 
what he may have done in any negotiation; and we are negotiators 
here now, with the power to modify by amendment, with the power 
to confirm, with the power to reject. 

We have the power to compel the President of the United States to 
submit to the British Governmentin reply to this negotiation any frame 
of treaty agreement that we see proper to suggest. The whole field is 
open tous. We are not compelled to accept or reject just what he has 
done, but the whole field of negotiation is open to this Senate; and 
every Senator here, to the extent of his influence in this body, is to-day, 
and in the attitude that this question occupies now, simply a nego- 
tiator. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Doesthe Senator from Alabama yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question ? 
He asserts that we may amend this treaty and compel the President 
to submit the amendment to the British Government. Do I under- 
stand the Senator to say that that is the right of the Senate? 

_Mr. MORGAN. When I say ‘‘compelled’? I mean a moral compul- 
sion. 

Mr. TELLER. Does not the Senator understand the rule to be that 
if we amend this treaty, and the Executive agrees with our view of it, 
then he would submit it, and not otherwise? 

Mr. MORGAN. The practice is perhaps an unsettled one about that, 
but I have never yet heard of a President refusing to submit an amend- 
ment that was agreed to by the Senate. I never heard of such a thing 
as that. We amended the Chinese treaty—— 

Mr. EVARTS. Will the Senator from Alabama allow me a word ? 

Mr. MORGAN. Certainly. 

Mr, EVARTS. The Executive has full possession of the question 
of this treaty before the ratification takes place. Nothing that we can 
do can influence the President in regard to an inchoate treaty. 

Mr. MORGAN. I do not speak of compulsion in the sense of forcing 
him to do the thing. 

Mr. EVARTS. There isno power except in so far as his concurrence 
in our amendments may enter into the question. They fall short of 
entering into the negotiation until the President puts our amendments 
in relation to the foreign power. 

Mr. MORGAN. The President of the United States is an American 
citizen, and I think he is quite responsive to that magnificent sense in 
this country which has fora long time now sustained him in his official 
course, and which, under the voice of 5,000,000 voters represented in 
the St. Louis convention, recently gave him a unanimous renomination. 
I think that the President of the United States would not hesitate to 
respond very cheerfully to any recommendation that the Senate might 
see proper to make as his advisers in regard to what should be the 
treaty relations between the Government of the United States and that 
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of Great Britain. Nothing in his conduct heretofore has indicated 
that he is unwilling to accept any amendment that the Senate might 
put upon the treaty. We amended the Venezuelan treaty. He sub- 
mitted that amendment. We amended the Chinese treaty, and he 
submitted that amendment, and got it ratified. 

Mr. HARRIS. Hasany President ever refused to submit an amend- 
ment that the Senate adopted? 

Mr. MORGAN. I never heard of such a thing. Iam not very old 
in statecraft or in political lore, but I dare say no precedent can be 
cited on this floor where the President of the United States has ever 
declined to present to the consideration of the other treaty power any 
amendment that the Senate saw proper to make to a treaty. 

Now, here we are with the ability in our hands this day to submit 
to Great Britain amendments to this treaty of such a character as that 
they will be a full protection of all the rights of every citizen of the 
United States. If we believe that the President has in any respect 
fallen short of his duties, or has been wanting in wisdom or wanting 
in courage, is it not very much better that weshould frame something, 
and send it to him, which expresses our views, unless indeed we have 
reached the period announced in the majority report in this case where 
it says that the time for negotiations with Great Britain on this sub- 
ject has passed ? 

We are negotiators, and we can not lay our character as such down at 
our will and pleasure. The resolution for the ratification of this treaty 
is not before this Senate. Wearenotdebatingit, We have not reached 
that stage of the question where that matter is up for our consideration 
atall. We are now in the negotiating stage of the treaty; we are now 
asking the Senate of the United States to consider each article of it sep- 
arately; and if those Senators choose to say to the American people, 
‘Wwe will not consent to discuss the subject of a treaty,” then I think 
they place us in the category in which there does arise the question 
whether war might occur, as we refuse to treat onthe subject at all. 

You declare in your majority report in opposition to the treaty, and 
as a reason why you ought to destroy it that the time for negotiation 
with Great Britain is passed. That is the declaration that I want the 
Senate of the United States to reverse. If this treaty is rejected, as 
of course we know it will be, I object most seriously that it should go 
out of this Senate rejected with a majority report standing on record 
affirming as the leading reason for its rejection that the time for ne- 
gotiation with Great Britian has ; 

I was exceedingly gratified in the debate as it proceeded to hear the 
honorable Senator from Maine [ Mr. HALE], the honorable Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES], and other honorable Senators refer to the 
fact that the negotiation was not broad enough, thatit did not include 
enough, that there were other subjects that had not been brought 
within the range of the negotiation, subjects that are open and are 
likely to breed difficulty between the United States and Great Britain; 
because I had a hope from those declarations that those Senators would 
not concur in the idea that we intended to place our relations with 
Great Britain in thatsingular and dangerous category where we should 
shut the door of negotiation with Great Britain, and say, ‘‘ The door is 
forever closed; we shall not negotiate with you any more.” 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to ask the Senator from Alabama a 

uestion. 
a The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Alabama 
yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to ask the Senator from Alabama if he 
thinks there is any necessity for a farther treaty to construe the treaty 
of 1818? 

Mr. MORGAN. Ido. 

Mr. TELLER. Then I should like to call the attention of the Sen- 
ator to what he said on this subject in 1886. He said a great deal on 
the subject then, as I suggested. He said: 

I do not wish to volunteer any opinions about this subject before a question 

before the Senate and I am compelled to act upon it; but my convictions 
are very strong; they are fixed; indeed I may say that we can get along with 
the people of Great Britain on this subject without any further treaty at all— 

I find that in the RECORD, and I have a distinct recollection of hav- 
ing heard it. 

Mr. MORGAN. Isaid then that there was no question before the 
Senate and I hesitated to express any opinion. 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will allow me, I will read further 
what he said. 

Mr. MORGAN. I said I was not here for the purpose of advising 
the Governmant of Great Britain in my place as a Senator; that I 
thought we could not get along upon our interpretation without a new 
treaty. 

Mi, TELLER. Will the Senator allow me to read further? I did 
not give thecontext. I should have read further. Commencing where 
I left off, the Senator from Alabama said: 
and without any further legislation. Ifany one were to ask me what provision 
of a treaty I would frame to compose and settle any question of fundamental 
law between us and Great Britain in respect of the fisheries, I could not suggest 


it, or if I were asked to propose an amendment to the statutes of the United 
States so as to put the control of this intricate subject more completely in the 


hands of our own GovernmentI could not frame the amendment in the statutes. 
I would not know how to doit. I believe that both the treaty stipulations and 
the situation under the statutes are about as complete as we are ever able to 
make them. There may be other interests, and there are other interests lyin: 

between the people of the British possessions and the United States that I woul: 

like very much indeed to see promoted Wh ee pe negotiation, but I can notcall 
to mind, there is no suggestion to my mind of, any improvement that wecould 
make under existing conditions of our rights in the fisheries of that Northeastern 


Mr. MORGAN. The Senator from Colorado attaches great impor- 
tance to my opinions, but he does not give me credit for the circum- 
stances under which they were expressed on that occasion. If he had 
that keen and delicate sense of patriotic honor which a Senator ought 
to have in considering questions with a foreign government he would 
not rise in the Senate to-day and speak of our treaty relations with 
Mexico in such a way as to put his country in difficulty and in trouble. 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator allow me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Alabama ` 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes. 

Mr. TELLER. I may not have the high sense of patriotic honor of 
which the Senator speaks, but I have too much, when I have been 
in accord with the entire body of my associates and change my opin- 
ion, to charge that those who have pursued the even tenor of their 
course were instigated by improper motives, 

Mr. MORGAN. At the moment when that subject was under con- 
sideration what was the question before the American people? Itwas 
as to the best way to arrive ata solution of all the difficulties with Great 
Britain which were then harassing the country. It might be that in 
the secret councils of the nation there was an opinion that a resort to 
negotiation would be the best. It might be that an opinion existed 
thata resort to legislation would be the best. That was ayear before 
the passage of the act of 1887. ‘That was under the act of 1850. I 
declared then, as it was my duty to declare, that the American people 
had provided themselves even at that hour with all the necessary in- 
strumentalities for enforcing their rights against Canada or Great Prit- 
ain; that they had a treaty of 1818, the interpretation of which they 
themselves had settled upon; that there was no disposition on our part 
to yield to the Canadian interpretation, notwithstanding the expres- 
sions of great men like Mr. Everett and Mr. Webster and the honor- 
able Senator who sits before me now [Mr. EVARTS] that the treaty 
was loose in its structure and was difficult of construction. 

It was not for me, as an American Senator, on that occasion, in antic- 
ipation of the action of my Government, to proclaim to the British Gov- 
ernment that I thought there was something to be done in improving 
the treaty, otherwise American rights were lost. That never seems 
to have occurred to the Senator from Colorado. He takes me at a 
place and in an attitude where I am trammeled and have no right to 
speak. 

But if that Senator heard me in years that are past—I do not know 
whether he ever paid the slightest attention to it—he has always heard 
me say that I regarded the treaty of 1818, with which the honorable 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar] is so much in love, as a sur- 
render of the fruits of the Revolutionary war. One of the Senators 
from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES] agrees with me, the other [ Mr. Hoar] 
disagrees with me, upon that proposition. I have been willing at all 
times and have at all times insisted that whenever this subject came 
under negotiation we should go back to the date of the Revolutionary 
war and the treaty of peace, and we should predicate our new treaty 
relations entirely upon that foundation. I would wipe the treaty of 
1818 from the book. But no Senator in this body and no member of 
the House of Representatives has ever had the courage to bring a bill 
in to abrogate that treaty or to declare that it had been so violated that 
we were no longer bound by it. 

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator be kind enough to tell me why it is 
that he thinks the treaty of 1818 ought to be abrogated and feels him- 
self at liberty to say that no other Senator has the courage to bring in 
a bill to abrogate it? Why is he not the person whose courage should 
seem to be employed ? 

Mr. MORGAN. I did not say that no other Senator had the courage. 

Mr. HOAR. I understood the Senator to say it. 

Mr. MORGAN. I said that no Senator had the courage. 

Mr. HOAR. That no Senator—— 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, including myself. 

Mr. HOAR. And no member of the House of Representatives—— 

Mr. MORGAN. Including myself. ' 

Mr. HOAR. The Senator said that although he thought, differing 
from many other Senators, the treaty of 1818 ought to be abrogated, 
yet that no Senator and no Representative had the courage to bring in 
a bill to that effect. 

What reason has the Senator for thinking that if other Senators 

with him that it ought to be abrogated they would not bave 
the courage to do what he does not do, bring in a bill? 

Mr. MORGAN. I say, and I repeat it, that none of us has had the 
courage to do so. I include myselfin the category. I did not do it 
because it would result in a disturbance of the relations between this 
country and Great Britain, and would precipitate a war for which we 
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are not prepared. Wedo not wantit. We think that we can better 
it. We think that we can relieve against it. 

Nevertheless, there is a surrender of territorial fishing rights in the 
treaty of 1818 that is not creditable to the history of this country. 
That is a very narrow, ill-constructed, unhappy treaty. Cast your 
eyes over the list of treaties made about the fishery questions between 
modern European nations, and you will see there examples of what a 
fishery treaty is and ought to be. 

You will find there a definition of the rights of everybody concerned 
in joint fisheries, You will find tribunals erected for the purpose of 
trying those questions. You will find it declared whether a violation 
of fishery laws or regulations which would make one of our ships 
amenable to capture and condemnation is to be tried at the home port 
of the vessel or whether it is to be tried at the port of the ship that 
makes the capture. But the treaty of 1818 is absolutely dumb on all 
these questions. 

When we wish to ascertain the court in which a prize is to be con- 
demned after it has been seized, where the question of condemnation 
is to be tried, we look in vain into the treaty of 1818 to find any inti- 
mation on the subject. We have to go to the laws of nations to find 
out whether our ship is to be tried in a Canadian port, or whether it is 
to be taken to Great Britain and tried before one of the imperial courts, 
or whether it is to be brought home and tried here. 

All the other treaties on the subject of fisheries now subsisting be- 
tween the nations of the earth who enjoy the joint right of fishing 
upon the different coasts of the seas contain the most ample and par- 
ticular provisions for matters of this kind; and it is from the very ab- 
sence of a provision of this kind in the treaty of 1818 that more than 
one-half of our difficulties have come. Mr. Bayard puts into this 
treaty a provision which recognizes the tribunals which are to try 
these alleged offenses and the manner of trial. 

Mr. HOAR. What tribunal? The local courts? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes; why not, putting limits upon them? Does 
the Senator want the cases tried in Boston? 

Mr. HOAR. The Senator asks me that question ? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, 

Mr. HOAR. I will say to him that in my judgment, ifit be true 
that the treaty of 1783 was a partition between these two powers, the 
claim of one of them to take the vessels of another into its own ports 
and try the parties for offenses created by its own statutes, putting 
upon the person seized the burden of proof of innocence, allowing no 
costs and no damages when the local court shall certify that the seiz- 
ure was for probable cause, bribing the sailors on board the seizing ves- 
sels as witnesses by a gift of three-quarters of the value of the whole 

ize, and further pro that there shall be no suit at all unless it 
is brought within three months from the time of the seizure, and unless 
it is brought after one month of notice at the dwelling-place of the 
officer who made the seizure, which may be in England, so that at any 
rate there can be but one month’s time in which a suit can be brought, 
is an atrocity. 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes; thatis the Senator’s opinion aboutit; he calls 
it an atrocity. 

Mr. HOAR. Iask the Senator from Alabama, is not that his opin- 


ion? 

MË MORGAN. Wait a moment. 

Mr. HOAR. Is not that his opinion? 

Mr. MORGAN. It is not. 

Mr. HOAR. Iam glad to get the information. 

Mr. MORGAN, It is not, because it has been the practice of nations 
always that where a wrong is done within the jurisdiction of a country, 
that country in making a capture has a right to try the man who com- 
mits the wrong. 

Mr. HOAR. The Senator will pardon me, it isa question whether 
a wrong was done within the jurisdiction of the country. It is not a 
question for the local courts. 

Mr. MORGAN, Let me ask the honorable Senator how he can ex- 
cuse himself to the American people, if this is an atrocity, for not 
bringing forward an amendment to this treaty and suggesting to Great 
Britain that we would rather try our people over here? 

Mr. HOAR. Because I do not think this treaty is the place for such 
an amendment with its other surrenders of equal grossness. 

Mr, MORGAN. We can get a good many of the surrenders out of 
= We can take the grossness out of it. There is no trouble about 

t. 

Mr. VANCE. Will the Senator from Alabama allow me to ask the 
Senator from Massachusetts if the conduct of which he complains has 
not been perpetrated and acquiesced in since 1819, when the first re- 
strictive statute was passed by the Canadian Government? 

Mr. HOAR. No, sir; it is new, within the past three years, sub- 
stantially. 

Mr. VANCE. Have we ever denied the right of Canada to make 
those restrictions ? 

Mr. HOAR. We have; always. 

Mr. VANCE. Have we ever claimed that we ought to havea say 
in what those restrictions should be? 
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Mr. HOAR. The Senator puts the question to me. 

Mr. VANCE. I ask for information. 

Mr. HOAR. When Canada undertook at the time of the Fortune 
Bay arrangement to say that her local laws were binding on our fish- 
ermen—that was in Fortune Bay, within a headland—the American 
Secretary of State demanded redress. Thereupon Great Britain an- 
swered that the jurisdiction was entitled to fix the law under which 
those fisheries should be prosecuted. The Secretary of State replied 
that it was a very strange argument that Great Britain having under- 
taken to convey to us a fishery right should have the right to modify 
it by her legislation. 

Then the English Government answered, “Well, that might not be 
true of later Jazislation, but it was at least true of legislation existing 
at the time of the treaty;’’ to which our Secretary of State answered 
that it was a very strange transaction that Great Britain had under- 
taken to convey to usa fishery right, subject to a mortgage or an in- 
cumbrance which she had not disclosed. Thereupon Great Britain 
said she did not want to talk any more about that subject. Then the 
President of the United States under the advice of the De ment of 
State sent a message to Congress proposing to declare the existing treaty 
with Great Britain abrogated. Thereupon Great Britain hurried to 
reopen the question, and. paid the damages. 

Mr. VANCE. That is the point I was coming to. How was the 
dissent of this Government ever manifested? Was it ever manifested 
by act of Congress or official proclamation ? 

Mr. HOAR. I think when theState Department collected the dam- 
ages that was an emphatic way of manifesting our dissent from the 
British claim. ~ 

Mr. MORGAN. ‘That matter has been thrashed over several times 
here. The Senator from Massachusetts has gone into that. 

Mr. HOAR. If the Senator from Alabama will pardon me, I will 
state that he paused in his to permit the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. VANCE] to put a question to me. 

Mr. MORGAN. Iam not complaining at all. 

Mr. HOAR. Ido not wish to invade the Senator’s province. 

Mr. MORGAN. Notatall. Iwas about to say that it was not a 
new topic in this debate. The treaty of 1871 gave us the right to go 
right up to the shore of Fortune Bay to fish for herring, or mackerel, 
or for anything we could find there. We had the right, and paid for 
it pretty heavily, too. No ship was seized of the fleet of twenty-one 
vessels that went into Fortune Bay. No question ever went into a Ca- 
nadian court. 

Whether the country can see it or not, the lawyers will be very apt 
to see that the Senator from Massachusetts is trying a case that is not 
involved in the issues here at all. Noseizure was made, and therefore 
the power and jurisdiction of the local courts were not brought in 
question. The local courts of Newfoundland were not in the slightest 
degree brought into question in the Fortune Bay affair. 

In Fortune Bay our fishermen went in with twenty-one sail of vessels 
of a Saturday night, expecting, Isuppose, the influx of a school of mack- 
erel or herring. On Sunday they found the bay full of fish, and these 
delightful Sabbatarians, these beautiful Puritans, these sweet-scented 
Christians, who absolutely odorized the whole universe with their piety, 
got out of their ships and threw their nets around the fish in that bay 
enough to load twenty-one sail on that Sunday morning. 

-Mr. DAWES. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MORGAN. No, stop; the picture is too good. . Do not inter- 
fere with me. 

Mr. HOAR. It isa Sunday-school debate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes; and those Canadians, under the restrictions 
of the local laws of Newfoundland, could have been and would have 
been severely punished if they had ventured ont into that bay on Sun- 
day to catch herring, although it does not often happen that herring or 
mackerel either visit those bays. When they come they come like a 
harvest of wheat to the planter in the West; and with the hop- 
pers eating up the crops they can not raise anything there. They can 
not raise corn; they can scarcely raise a grain of barley. I presume 
they can not raise rye or wheat. They can raise a few potatoes, and 
that, with the fish they catch out of those bays, is their whole sub- 
sistence, 

There they are bound by their own laws against fishing on Sunday, 
and here were the pious Yankees in there with their nets. They sur- 
rounded an immense shoal of herring, enough to load twenty-one ships. 
If the Canadians were not at church—I suppose they were a little too 
mad to go to church—when they saw the Yankees there scooping up 
their fish, although held back by their local laws, what did: they do? 
Some of the Yankee fishermen ventured ashore. They had not any 
right to be ashore beyond low-water mark. Our rights did not go any 
further than that. When they got ashore for the porpora of drying 
their seines, drawing them up on the banks, a mob arose, and they 


drove the Yankee men back to their fleet, and they tore up their seines 
and inflicted upon the Yankees all of that severe cruelty of which we 
have been speaking. 

Mr. HOAR. May I ask the Senator if he is not now at least argu- 
ing the British side of the question? 
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Mr. MORGAN. I expect Iam. 

Mr. HOAR. Yes, I think you are. 

Mr. MORGAN. I expectI am arguing the British side of the ques- 
tion, because those are the facts. 

Mr. DAWES. I wish to ask a question. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the Senator thinks the facts of the case carry me 
to the British side of the question, thatis all well enough. Those are 
the simple facts. The Senator does not deny the facts. He can take 
his choice whether the facts are on the British or American side. 

Mr. DAWES. Will the Senator from Alabama allow me to inter- 
rupt him? ; 

he PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Alabama 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. MORGAN. Notjust now. The Canadians drove the Yankees 
back into their ships. Most of them went away the next morning, A 
few of them remained and cruised about there several days, but not 
being able to catch any more herring or mackerel they put back home 
and made complaint to the honorable Secretary of State. 

The Secretary of State was deeply wounded at this offense. The 
British Government thought the matter all over, talked it over, argued 
it with him. He claimed $103,000. They debated the question. I 
have always felt that the Secretary of State perhaps was a little bit 
ashamed in pushing that claim upon the Government of Great Britain, 
although he is applauded very highly for his heroic diplomacy on that 
occasion, because that did look very badly in us. It did indeed look 
very badly that we should swoop down upon a bay like that of a Sun- 
day and take advantage of the fact that the Canadians were shut out 
by their Sunday laws from fishing, and that we should go there and 
take all their fish. It looked pretty hard. I do not wonder a bit that 
there was a mob raised. Ican not blame those poor creatures there 
very much for trying to save to themselves the bread of life, for about 
all the chance they had to live was to get the herring which came into 
that bay on that Sunday. 

The Secretary of State, however, presented the claim, and presented 
it very ably to the British Government. The British Government said: 
t: We think, notwithstanding the treaty of 1871 admits you to come to 
the shore, that when you get here you are bound by our Sunday laws.” 
I do not think if a man was a British citizen he would have a right to 
go to the State of Kansas and cart a barrel of whisky in there and re- 
tailit. He would be bound by the local laws perhaps. Nevertheless 
our Secretary of State ed them down. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. He out-talked them. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, he out-talked them, and they gave it up; but 
after all he left a legacy to Mr. Blaine, who settled that claim and an- 
other one not in dispute at all, not discussed much about, for $75,000. 

Mr. EVARTS, e whole settlement was made, excepting a reser- 
vation was made by Lord Granville that he wanted to include in the 
release the subjects that I had discussed with him. I declined to do 
that, and that was abandoned by Lord Granville. 

Mr. MORGAN. It resulted in a settlement of another difficulty for 
$75,000 for which our Secretary of State claimed $103,000 and proved 
it. He proved that we were entitled to $103,000, but he compromised 
on the damages. 

Mr. EVARTS. I put in the affidavits. 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, you putin theaffidavits. The British Govern- 
ment in making that settlement said that the Canadians had a right to 
enforce their Sunday laws in that bay, but they did not have any right 
to do it by a mob; they ought to have gone into court; they ought to 
have arrested our people when they came there ashore violating their 
Sunday laws and carried them before the courts and tried them, just 
as you do in Boston Harbor now, just as you do here at Washington 
City, or as you would do at Norfolk or anywhere else, it makes no dif- 
ference who comes within your jurisdiction. If after a foreign subject 
is there he violates your municipal law you have a perfect right to 

unish him for it if you go atit regularly, if you doit according to law. 
But in this case, instead of its having been done by the lawful authori- 
ties of Newfoundland, it was done bya mob. The British representa- 
tive said, ‘“We can not justify the mob.”’ 

We have run upon that same doctrine very recently with the Chinese. 
Out in Wyoming, I believe it was, there was a massacre of Chinese. 
We said to those people out there, ‘‘ Weare going to pay the damages. 
We are not bound to do it, but a mob has risen upon you and we feel 
as if it is our duty to protect you against the power of the mob.” So 
when the British Government came to pay these damages they put in 
a caveat, they put in an express reservation that they did not pay be- 
cause they were bound to do so or because they did not have a right 
to enforce their municipal laws, but they paid the money because their 
people had risen upon ours and a mob had taken possession of their 
seines and torn them up. : 

That is a plain case. That will have to be explained away before 
we hear any more laudations of the heroism of this diplomacy about 
Fortune Bay. Oh, no, Mr. President, that has not anything to do 
with this case. 

Mr. EVARTS. Mr. President, neither by me nor in my name has 
any heroism been claimed for me. 


Mr. MORGAN. The Senator himself has not said anything about it. 

Mr. EVARTS. Nobody has claimed it for me. 

Mr. MORGAN. I will point it out to the Senator in the RECORD. ` 

Mr. EVARTS. I dealt with that question with Great Britain pre- 
cisely as every officer of the Government charged with foreign affairs 
should do. I laid down conditions of public law which I believed in, 
and I received assent from Lord Salisbury in respect to any right to 
make regulations after the treaty of 1871, he claiming, however, that 
those older regulations were still in force and we must submit to them, 
I rejected that, and stated distinctly if that was the English construc- 
tion of the treaty of 1871 I would consider it an abrogation of the treaty. 
He went out of power, and then the next administration closed up the 
transaction. 

Mr. MORGAN. I have no doubt that is a correct statement. 

Mr. EVARTS. I shall have abundant opportunity before this dis- 
cussion is closed to put forward the proper case in behalf of the fisher- 
men, in behalf of this Government, in every part of that transaction, 
and I will not anticipate it, and the Senator will find there is not one 
shred of public law or of common logic that can draw the distinction 
that Lord Salisbury undertook to draw between provincial laws made 
before and those made after the treaty. 

Mr. MORGAN. What has that to do with the treaty of 1818, I 
should like to know ? 

Mr. EVARTS. I will show the Senator. 

Mr. MORGAN. That was under the treaty of 1871. 

Mr. EVARTS. Yes; and I will show the Senator that. 

Mr. MORGAN. If that connection shall be made, I shall be very 
much astonished, or any connection at all between the doctrines laid 
down in that diplomatic correspondence and the proper construction 
of the treaty of 1818. The Senator says he gave notice to Lord Salis- 
bury that his position was not tenable, and if insisted upon the treaty 
of 1871 would be considered as abrogated. 

Here your Committee on Foreign Relations reported two years ago, 
after full and explicit and careful inquiry, that the treaty of 1818 had 
been on several occasions, specifying them, violated by the Canadian 
authorities, and that the British Government had acquiesced in the 
violation. Now, is the Senate prepared to declare that the treaty of 
1818 is abrogated? ; 

It seems to me to be rather a serious question. We may still have 
something under that treaty that we would prefer to a war; we may 
have a chance to improve it in such a way that a war would be an in- 
convenient way to settle it in comparison; but here your committee 
distinctly announce the open and flagrant violation of the treaty of 
1818 in many cases, and name the cases, and yet the Senate sits here 
and conducts a political wrangle and quarrel and denounces treaties 
as pusillanimous cowardice ant the like of that, and nobody gets up 
for the purpose of offering a resolution to declare that the treaty ot 
1818 is abrogated. You say that the time for negotiation has passed; 
but what do you say of what has already taken place? 

Mr. President, I have been unwarily drawn into this debate this 
evening. I did not anticipate it at all and had not the papers before 
me, and I yield the floor and move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of legislative business, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama moves 
that the Senate do now proceed to the consideration of legislativé busi- 


ness. 
The motion was agreed to. 
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills and joint resolutions, received from the House of 
Representatives, were severally read twice by their titles, and referred 
to the Committee on Public Lands: ý 

A bill (H. R. 5690) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to sell 
block of land 108 in the city of Houston, Tex.; 

A bill (H. R. 6217) to relinquish the interest of the United States in 
certain lands in Kansas; 

A bill (H. R. 7410) for the reliefof settlers upon old Camp Sheridan 
military reservation; 

A bill (H. R. 8310) to provide for the disposal of the Fort Wallace 
military reservation in Kansas; 

A bill (H. R. 8368) to forfeit the lands granted to the Hastings and 
Dakota Railway Company in the State of Minnesota, and for the relief 
of settlers upon the same and certain purchasers thereof; 

A bill (H. R. 8740) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
to ‘‘The Methodist College Association of Southwestern Kansas’ cer- 
tain lands in Kansas; : 

A bill (H. R. 9040) to confirm the homestead entry of Hugh Fos- 


ter; 

A bill (H. R. 9056) to protect purchasers of land lying in the vicinity 
of Denver, Colo., heretofore withdrawn by the executive department 
of the Government as lying within the limits of certain railroad grants 
and afterward held to lie without such limits; 

A bill (H. R. 9234) for the relief of William Gaffer and his legal 
representatives and assigns; 

A bill (H. R. 9423) to restore to the public domain and to regulate 
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the sale and disposition of certain lands east of the Mississippi River, 
in the State of Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 3829) for the relief of Wesley Montgomery; 

A bill (H. R. 10082) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act for the relief 
of the widow and orphan children of Col. William R. McKee, late of 
Lexington, Ky.;’’ and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 14) to authorize the Secretary of the In- 
terior to certify lands to the State of Kansas for the benefit of agricult- 
ure and the mechanic arts. 

The bill (H. R. 10346) providing for the erection of fire-escapes in 
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes, was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

The bill (H. R. $012) for the relief of M. M. Gibson was read twice 
i its title, and referred to the Committee on Post-Oflices and Post- 

‘oads. 

The bill (H. R. 456) for the relief of the widow of Lieut. John F. 
Stewart was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

The joint resolution (H. Res. 206) to continue the provisions of a 
joint resolution approved June ?0, 1888, entitled ‘‘A joint resolution 
to provide temporarily for the expenditures of the Government,’? was 
read twice by its title. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move that that joint resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The joint resolution (H. Res. 205) to provide temporarily for the sup- 
port of the Army was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 


BOUNDARIES BETWEEN BRITISH GUIANA AND VENEZUELA. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 


To the Senate of ihe United States: 

I transmit herewith, in response to a resolution of the Senate of 11th April 
Jast, « report of the Secretary of State, with accompanying correspondence, re- 
lating to the pending dispute between the Government of Venezuela and the 
Government of Great Britain concerning the boundaries between British Guiana 


and Venezteln, 
GROVER CLEVELAND. 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, 
Washington, July 26, 1888. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The exhibits accompanying this 
message are very voluminous and perhaps had better be referred to the 
Committee on Printing before the formal order to print is made. 

Mr. PLATT. ‘The message should be referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations in the first instance, 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I make that motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not understand the 
motion. 

Mr. PLATT. I was suggesting whether the message had not better 
first be referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so referred. 


BRIDGET FOLEY—VETO MESSAGE, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 


To the Senate: 

T return without approval Senate bill No, 1447, entitled ‘‘An act granting a 
pension to Bridget Foley.” 

Joseph F. Foley, the husband of the beneficiary named in this bill, enlisted 
on the 22d day of August, 1862, and was discharged February 13, 1863, for dis- 
peor hela was certified to arise from chronic rheumatism contracted prior to 
enlistment. 

He appears to have been sick with rheumatism a large part of the time he 
was in the service, and because of that fact never reached a point nearer the 
front than the city of Washington. 

He died May 13, 1873, of consumption. 

His widow filed in 1884 a declaration executed by the deceased shortly before 
his death, in which he alleged that he was first attacked with rheumatism at 
Capito! Hill, in the District of Columbia, in October, 1862. The soldier never 
applied for a pension. 

It is strenuously disputed that he had thiscomplaint before enlistment. How- 
ever this may be, it is certain that he died of consumption, and I can find no 
proof that this disease was contracted in the service, or had any relation thereto. 


GROVER CLEVELAND. 
EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 26, 1888. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question being, shall this bill 
pass notwithstanding the objections of the President of the United 
States, it will be referred with the message, if there be no objection, 
to the Committee on Pensions. 


RIGHT OF WAY THROUGH INDIAN TERRITORY. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was read: 
To the Senate: ; 

I return without approval Senate bill No. 2644, entitled "An act granting the 
right of way to the Fort Smith, Paris and Dardanelle Railway Company to con- 
struct and operate a railroad, tel and telephone line from Fort Smith, 
ae through the Indian Territory, to or near Baxter Springs, in the State of 

ansas, 

This bill grants a rightof way 100 feet in width, with the use of adjoining lands 
for statiors and other tame grea through the eastern part of that portion of the 

y 


Indian Territory occupi he Cherokee Indians under a treaty with the 
United States. 


By the termsof the treaty concluded between the Government and the Chero- 


kee Nation in 1866 these Indiansexpressly granted a right of way through their 
lands “to any cacao di or corporation which shall be duly authorized by Con- 
gress to construct a railroad from any point north to any point south, and from 
soy pens east to any point west of, and which may passthrough, the Cherokee 
Nation, 

There are excellent reasons why this clause in the treaty should be construed 
as limiting the railroads which should run through these lands, at least with- 
out further permission of the Indians, to only one from north to south and one 
other from east to west. : 

It is evident, however, that the Congress has either not so interpreted this 

rovision of the treaty or has determined that it should be disregarded ; for there 
have been six or seven railroads constructed or authorized through these lands 
by the permission of the Government. 

It has become very much the custom to grant these rights of way through 
Indian lands and reservations merely for the asking. They have been dupli- 
cated to such an extent that rival roads are found struggling for the advantage 
of a prior Congressional grant or for the possession of a contested route through 
these reservations. 

I believe these indiscriminate grants to railroads, permitting them to cross 
the lands oceupied by the Indians, if not in absolute violation of their treaty 
rights, are dangerous to the success of our Indian management. i 

While maintaining their tribal condition they should not be easily subjected 
to the disturbance and the irritation of such encroachments. When they haye 
advanced sufficiently for the allotment of their lands in severalty they should 
be permitted, as a general rule, to enjoy and cultivate all the land set apart to 
them, and not discouraged by the forced surrender of a part of it for railroad 

urposes. Inthe solution of the problem of their civilization by allotments of 
lana thay need the land itself and not compensation for its bg piney ea by 
others, ‘They can not be expected to understand this process in any other way 
than an indication that their tenure is uncertain and the assurance that they 
shall hold their allotted land for cultivation a delusion. 

It is not necessary in the treatment of this subject to insist that in no case 
should a railroad be permitted to cross Indian reservations. There may be 
valid publie reasons why in some cases this should be allowed. Important 
lines of through travel should not be always obstructed or defeated by a refusal 
of such permission. But I think there should be shown in every case a justi- 
tication a the public interest or in furtherance of general growth and prog- 
ress, cP least ina plain local necessity or convenience, before such grants 
are made. 

It seems to me also that theconsent of the Indians for the passage of railroads 
through their land should as a general rule be required; that the means of de- 
termining the compensation to made for land taken should be just and def- 
inite and easy of application; that the route of the pro) road should 
be as particularly described as is possible; that a reasonable time should be 
fixed for the construction of the road, and in default of such construction that 
the grant should be declared null and void without legislation or judicial action, 
and beat all cases the rights and interests of the Indian should be carefully 
considered. 

The bill under consideration grants to the railroad comrany therein named 
the right to construct its road over substantially the same route described ina 
law already passed permitting the Kansas City, Fort Scott and Gulf Railway 
Company to build its road through this reservation. No necessity or good rea- 
son is apparent why these two roads should be built upon the same line. 

The bill makes no provision for gaining the consent of the Indians occupying 
these lands. The Cherokee Nation of Indians have their local laws and legisla- 
tion, and are quite competent to pass upon this question. They have heretofore 
shown their interest in such subjects, I am informed, by protesting against some 
or ng ETEN which have been made for the construction of railroads through 
their s, 

The bill provides for the taking of lands held by individual occupants and 
the manner of fixing the compensation therefor; but itis declared that when 
any portion of the land taken by the company shall cease to be used for the 
purposes for which it is taken the same shall revert to the nation or tribe from 
which the same shall have been taken. There is no provision that in any case 
land taken from individual occupants shall revert to them, 

In the fifth section of the bill it is provided that the railroad company shall 
pay to the Secretary of the Interior, for the benefit of the particular nation or 
tribe through whose lands its line may be located, in addition to other compen- 
sation, the sum of $50. 

It was of course intended to declare that this sum should be paid for every 
mile of road built through Indian lands; but itis not so expressed. J am by 
no means certain that the context will aid this omission, which is quite palpa- 
ble, when that part of the bill is compared with others of the same character. 
In any event this is a provision which should be free from all doubt. 

There is no time limited in the bill within which the pro road through 
the reservation shall be completed, and consequently no forfeiture fixed for 
non-completion. The nearest approach toit is found in s clause providing that 
the ampao shall build at least 50 miles of its road in the Indian Territory 
within three years from the passage of the act or the rights granted shall be 
forfeited as to that portion not built. 

The length of the proposed route through the Cherokee lands appears to be 
considerably over 100 miles; and itis plain that there is no sufficient guaranty in 
the bill that the entire road will be built within soy paaien time, There is 
no forfeiture and no limitation for the completion of the road if 50 miles is built 
within three years, and there may be some doubt how far the forfeiture would 
extend in case of a failure to finish the 50 miles within the time specified. 

I believe these grants to railroads should be sparingly made; that when made 
they should present better reasons for their necessity and usefulness than are 
apparent in this case, and that they should be guarded and limited by provis- 
ions which are not found in the bill herewith returned. 

GROVER CLEVELAND. 

EXECUTIVE MANSION, July 26,1888. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall this bill pass, 
the objections of the President of the United States to the contrary 
notwithstanding? f 

Mr. PLATT. I move that the bill, with the message, be referred to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. / 

The motion was agreed to, 


ADMISSION OF WASHINGTON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumes the consideration of the unfinished business, being the 
bill (S. 12) to provide for the formation and admission into the Union 
of the State of Washington, and for other purposes. 

Mr, STEWART. I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 19 minutes p. m.) 
sca ae adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, July 27, 1888, at 12 
o’clock m, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, July 26, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a.m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed with amendments, in which the concurrence 
of the House was requested, the bill (H. R. 10556) making appropria- 
tions for the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, an 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment the bill (H. R. 1705) to provide for the erection of a pub- 
lic building at Statesville, N. C. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1082) toanthorize the issuance 
of patent to certain land in Arkansas; asked a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, and had appointed 
as conferees on the part of the Senate Mr. TELLER, Mr. PADDOCK, and 
Mr. BERRY. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendments of the House to bills of the following titles: 

A bill (8.196) to cancel certain reservations of lands on account of 
ee in the Southwestern land district of the State of Louisiana; 
an 

A bill (S. 1782) to authorize the leasing of the school and university 
lands in the Territory of Wyoming, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills of the 
following titles; in which the concurrence of the House was requested: 

A bill (S. 2197) empowering and directing the Commissioner of Nav- 
igation to register and enroll as American vessels certain sailing vessels 
of foreign construction repaired in the port of Cleveland, Ohio, and 
named the Josephine and M. C. Upper, respectively; and 
ss A bill (S. 3381) for the erection of a public building at Allentown, 

ae 


DISTRICT FIRE-ALARM AND POLICE TELEGRAPH. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a letter from the Secretary of 
the T , transmitting an estimate from the commissioners of the 
` District. of Columbia for an appropriation for the reconstruction and re- 
p of the fire-alarm and police-telegraph lines in the District of Co- 

nmhia; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 


DEFICIENCY ESTIMATES. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting estimates of deficiency appropriations for 
the service of the Treasury Department; also, to pay two judgments 
against the commissioners of the District of Columbia; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


PAYMENT OF BAILIFFs. | 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House a letter from the Attorney- 
General, asking that an appropriation be made in the general deficiency 
bill for payment of bailiffs for the fiscal year 1888; which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10556) 
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HERBERT. I ask unanimous consentthat the House non-con- 
cur in the amendments of the Senate and ask for a conference, 

Mr. ADAMS. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection being made, the bill with the amend- 
ments of the Senate will be printed and referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted, as follows: 

To Mr. Rusk, for this day, on account of important business. 

To Mr. STEELE, indefinitely, on account of important business. 

To Mr. BLAND, indefinitely, on account of a death in his family. 
_ To Mr. GLASS, for one week, on account of indisposition. 

To Mr. CLARK, indefinitely, on account of very important business. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr, FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
the committee had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the fol- 
lowing titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 409) for the relief of Thomas W. Lord; 

A bill (H. R. 7232) for the relief of C. L. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 7452) for the relief of the Southern Illinois Normal 
University; and 


A bill (H. R. 7079) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Tennessee River at or near Knoxville, Tenn. 


WHARF AT FORTRESS MONROE. 


Mr. BOWDEN. I ask unanimous consent to take up for present 
consideration a Senate bill now on the Calendar—the bill (S. 2624) 
to provide for the enlargement of the dimensions of the wharf at For- 
tress Monroe. 
The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, subject to objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to cause the plans and ns under which contract has been entered 
into by the United States for the construction of an iron wharf at Fortress 
onroe, Va, to be amended and chan, so as to require all bearing piles and 
floor beams of said wharf to be of iron or steel instead of wood, and te enlarge 
the dimensions of the said wharf as designed, and make such other modifica- 
tions in the plans and specifications as may be required to meet the necessities 
of commerce, for which purpose the sum of $75,000, or so much thereof as may 
necessary, to be immediately available, be, and the same is hereby, appro- 
priated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Let us have an explanation, 
subject to the right of objection. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let the report be read; that will be more sat- 
isfactory. 


Mr. BOWDEN. Isend a copy of the report to the desk, and ask to 
have it read. 

The report (by Mr. Tuomas H. B. BROWNE) was read, as follows: 
The Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred House bill 9441, for the 


enlargement of the wharf at Fortress Monroe, Va., have had same under con- 
sideration and beg leave to report it back with a recommendation that it do 


For the fiscal year @nding June 30, 1887, an appropriation was made in the 
sundry civil bill for the construction and completion of a new wharf, and im- 
porene to the roadway leading thereto, on the Government reservation at 
‘ortress Monroe, Va., of $100,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary for 
the purpose. After the building of the road there remained for the construction 
of the wharf the sum of $30,000. ` 
This sum is inadequate to complete the wharf according to the plans of the 
Engineer Corps, and as it is deemed desirable that the wharf be of the dimen- 
sions proposed, and be built of iron instead of wood, which would have to be 
used under the present appropriation, your committee recommend that an ad- 
ditional appropriation of 375,000 be made, as it was clearly demonstrated to 
them that it was to the interest of the Government to have a conveniently large 
and permanent structure at that point. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman from Virginia if the wharf in question is limited to the uses of 
the Government? I notice in the biil or in the report a reference is 
made to ‘‘commerce.’’ Js it proposed that we are to build a wharf for 
commercial purposes, or simply for the military purposes of the Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. BOWDEN. The fact is that this wharf is used mostly for Gov- 
ernment purposes, but a large number of steam-ship lines that ply the 
waters there touch at and land and receive freight from this wharf. 
This bill has been recommended by the Secretary of the Interior, by 
the Engineer Corps, and it has been unanimously reported by both the 
Military and Commerce Committees of the House, and for the reason 
that the appropriation already made will not build a structure that 
will stand for any length of time in those waters. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I understand that; but allow 
me to ask one or two other questions. q 

Mr. BOWDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Isit entirely constructed upon 
Government property ? 
Mr. BOWDEN. It is. : 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. And it is exactly what the 
Government considers necessary for its own use? 

Mr. BOWDEN. That is the report of the engineers. 

Mr. RRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I have no objection. 

There being no further objection, the bill was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, and being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. BOWDEN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
pasid; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection the bill H. R. 9441, of the 
same title, will be laid upon the table. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, CHARLOTTE, XN. C. 


Mr. ROWLAND. I ask unanimous consent to take up for present 
consideration the bill (S. 807) to provide for the erection of a public 
building at Charlotte, N. C. 

The SPEAKER. The bill will be read, subject to objection. 

The Senate bill and the amendment proposed by the House Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds were read. 

Senet Is there objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HOVEY. I demand the regular order. 
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The SPEAKER. The demand for the regular order cuts off all re- 
quests for unanimous consent. 5 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the call of committees for re- 
“ports. 
COMPETENCY OF CERTAIN WITNESSES, UNITE STATES COURTS. 

Mr. ROGERS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 10182) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act to 
make ns with crimes and offenses competent witnesses 
in the United States and Territorial courts,” approved March 16, 1878; 
which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. i 


YELLOWSTONE PARK. 


Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on the Public Lands, reported 
back with amendments the bill (S. 283) to amend sections 2474 and 
2475 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, setting apart a certain 
tract of land lying near the headwaters of the Yellowstone River as a 
publie park; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. $ 
SARAH L. LARIMER, 

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Select Committee on Indian Depredation 
Claims, reported back favorably the bill (S. 2563) to compensate Mrs. 
Sarah L. Larimer for important services rendered the military author- 
ities in 1864 at Deer Creek Station, Wyoming; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

DESERT LANDS. 

Mr. COLLINS, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 
10997) for the relief of persons who have settled upon or improved 
public lands belonging to the United States, known as desert lands; 
which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on 
the Public Lands, and ordered to be printed. 


WAGON-ROAD BETWEEN NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN IDAIIO. 


Mr. DORSEY, from the Committee on the Territories, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 9683) to authorize the Territory of Idaho to 
aid in the construction of a wagon-road between Northern and South- 
ern Idaho; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the 
accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS—SUPPORT OF THE ARMY. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Speaker, I am not quite sure whether the 
matter I peat. pe present to the House is privileged or not, but I wish 
to make a brief statement. It is a fact that on the Ist day of next 
month the War Department will be without money. There is no money 
appropriated to pay the soldiers and the various incidental expenses of 
the Army. The Army appropriation bill is pending in the Senate and 
ean not be acted upon in time to become a law by the Ist of the com- 
ing month. The joint resolution extending the appropriation bills will 
expire with the end of this month. The War Department notify me 
that in order to have funds available.on the Ist of August it is neces- 
sary to havea joint resolution extending the appropriation for the Army 
adopted now. I send it to the desk and ask to have it read. 

The SPEAKER. The joint resolution will be read. 

Mr. DINGLEY. How long does it extend the appropriations ? 

Mr, TOWNSHEND. One month. 

- The Clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution to provide for the support of the Army. 

Be it resolred, elc., That the provisions of the joint resolution to provide tem- 
porarily for the expenditures of the Government, approved June 30, 1888, so far 
asthe same shall apply to the appropriations for the support of the Army, be, 
and they are derebys continued under the same limitations for the further pe- 
riod of one month from and after July 31, 1883, 

Mr. ADAMS. I desire toask my colleague what is the propriety or 
necessity of a joint resolution covering the expenses for the support of 
the Army alone? 

Mr, TOWNSHEND. Ihave just this moment given an explanation. 
In June last we extended the appropriation for the Army for the month 
of July. 
~ Mr. ADAMS. And all other branches of the Government. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND.* The Army appropriation bill is pending in the 
Senate and can not pass in time to become available for August. The 
War Department says itis necessary in order to have money provided for 
the payment of the Army, toextend by a joint resolution the appro- 
priations for another month. I have a letter here bearing upon the 
question —— 

Mr. ROGERS. Another matter, if the gentleman will permit me, 
is this: Jt occurs to me that the resolution ‘does not embrace the pro- 
vision of the original resolation extending the time for thirty days, 

_ which directed the Department to deduct such sums as may be ex- 
pended under this resolution from the appropriation bills for the cur- 
rent year. If it does not so provide, I think the resolution should be 
amended in that respect. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. This resolution was prepared at the War De- 
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partment, and, as I have said, I have a letter accompanying it, which 
I shall ask to have read. 
Mr. ROGERS. I would like to have the joint resolution again re- 


rted. 
The joint resolution was again read. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. I wonld like to ask the gentleman from Hlinois 
a question. When did the Army appropriation bill reach the Senate; 
what day? 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. It was several weeks ago, I do not remember 
the exact date; but three or four weeks ago. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. How long after the organization of the House 
was it before that bill reached the Senate? 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. The gentleman should know that as well as 
any one. The House, I believe, met on the first Monday in December 
last. The gentleman can figure itout. I think he was present when 
the House was organized. 
The joint resolution (H. Res. 205) was ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the 
third time, and j 
Mr. TOWNSHEND moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The hour for the consideration of bills begins at 
twenty minutes before 12 o’clock. 


POST-OFFICE BUILDINGS. 


Mr. BLOUNT. When the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads was called some weeks or months ago it was my misfortune to 
be absent, and the House agreed that it might be passed without losing 
its place on the Calendar. I now desire to claim the privilege of call- 
ing up the business of that committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Dockery] 
some months ago, when the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads was called, asked unanimous consent to pass it over without 
losing its place, and the Chair will now call the Committee on the 
Post- Office and Post-Roads. s 

Mr. BLOUNT. I desire to call up House bill 3319. Itison the 
Calendar of the state of the Union, and I ask that it may be consid- 
ered in the House as in Committee of the Whole, 5 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill, after which the 
Chair will ask for objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be in the Post-Office Department one archi- 
tect and superintendent of construction at a salary of $4,000 a year; one skilled 
draughtsman at a salary of $2,000 a year, and two skilled draughtsmen at a sal- 
ary of $1,800 a year each, to be appointed by the Postmaster-General. 

Sec. 2. That the Postmaster-General shall cause to be prepared by the archi- 
tect of the Post-Office Department, with the assistance of the Supervising Archi- 
tect of the Treasury, who is directed to furnish his counsel and aid thereto, 
a design for post-ollice buildings, which, before being adopted, shall be ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Postmaster-General, and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior; that such design and plans shall be so devised as to en- 
able the construction of post-offices of such variable size as may be required at 
the Presidential offices, so that additions or extensions to their capacity may be 
constructed from time to time in the future without injury to the harmony of 
the design or the usefulness of the constructed portion; that such design and 
plans shall be of uniform general character and exterior appearance, and, so far 
as may be most expedient for the service to be performed in them, of interior 
arrangement; and that all such buildings shall be constructed with a view to 
being fire-proof. 

Sec. 3. That the Postmaster-General is authorized from time to time to con- 
struct, in his discretion, post-office buildings in accordance with the general de- 
sign and levee so to be provided as aforesaid, at any place at which the gross 
receipts of the post-office for two years or more p ing shall have exceeded 
the sum of $3,000 in each year, but not in excess of the amounts which may be 
from time to time appropriated for such purpose by Congress; and forthat pur- 
pose the Postmaster-General shall cause the proper working drawings for any 
such buildings as he shall so determine to construct to be prepared in accord- 
ance with the general design and plans aforesaid, and shall determine of what 
materials any particular building shall be built: Provided, That the cost of no 
such building shall exceed to the United States $25,000, and that the cost of no 
such building at any place where the post-office receipts for each of the two pre- 
ceeding years shall have been no more than $25,000 shall exceed to the United 
States $20,000, and that the cost of no such building at any place where the re- 
ceipts for each of the two preceding years shall have been no more than $20,000 
shall exceed to the United States $15,000. That all contracts for the construction 
of such buildings and for materials, fixtures, Sina pt gare to be used in such con- 
struction shall be let to the lowest bidder after such advertisement for proposals, 
as the Postmaster-General! shal} direct, shall have been made for not less than 
three weeks, at least one of which such advertisements shall be printed ina 
newspaper published at the place where such building is intended to be con- 
structed, if any such there be, 

Sec. 4. That prior to the construction of any such building there shall be con- 
veyed to the United States with perfect title, approved by the Attorney-General, 
a lot or piece of ground of such size as shall afford a clear space not less than 
50 feet in extent on each side of and beyond the limits of such proposed build- 
ing, and so much as in any particular case the Postmaster-General shall deem 
expedient; and that jurisdiction over such ground shall be first ceded by the 
State in which it is situated to the United States in accordance with the laws 
thereof, Thatforthe purpose of procuring such ground the Postmaster-General 
in his discretion is authorized to accept donations or grants thereof by the mu- 
nicipality in which such post-oflice is situated or by private owners; and to ac- 
cept contributions to the purchase of ground or in aid of construction; and the 
Postmaster-General is also authorized in his discretion, when necessary, to 

rehase any such lot or piece of ground ata price not to exceed in any one case 
$00; and, when necessary, to cause the same to be condemned under the laws 
of the State where such ground may be. 

Sec. 5. That the Postmaster-General shall annually report to Congress a 
statement of all post-office buildings constructed, together with all contracts 
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therefor or relating thereto, ands particular statement of the cost of each dur- 
ing the p: ing fiscal year, and also of all contracts for buildings which may 
be unfinished, with an estimate of the cost of each. 

Src, 6. That there is hereby Sporopeiataa out of the postal revenues, to be 
available during the current year and until exhausted, and to be expended for 
the purposes of this act, the sum of $2,000,000, to be drawn from the Treasury 
and expended, and the accounts therefor to be audited in the same manner as 
other expenditures for the postal service. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BLOUNT] asks 
unanimous consent to discharge the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union from the further consideration of this bill and 
to consider the same in the House. Is there objection ? 

Mr. ROGERS. I object. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I move that the House do now resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The motion was agreed to; and the House accordingly resolved itself 
into Committce of the Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. Mc- 
CrEARY in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN, The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, and the Clerk will report the bill by 
its title. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 3319) to provide for post-office buildings. 


Mr. BLOUNT. I now ask that by unanimous consent the first read- 
ing of the bill be dispensed with, as it has just been read, 

There was no objection, and it was agreed to. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I yield the floor to my colleague, Mr. ERMENTROUT. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. No more important proposition than that 
contained in this bill, with perhaps one exception, has been submitted 
to the House this session. Itis the first time during my connection 
with this House at least that an effort has been made under the rec- 
ommendation of any Department‘of this Government to establish a 
system for erection of public buildings by some general legislation. 
The bill we have under consideration this morning has been draughted 
comformable to the suggestions of the Post-Office Department as con- 
tained in the Postmaster-General’s last annual report. 

It results from a conviction that the time has come when the pub- 
lic convenience demands that there should be erected and main- 
tained by the Government, upon some regular system, buildings ex- 
clasively for use as post office buildings, supplied with the modern 
conveniences and facilities necessary to as perfect and thorough an ad- 
ministration of Government post-oflices as human wisdom can devise 
for the security of mailable matter and its certain and speedy trans- 
mission and delivery, a system not depending in each particular 
case upon the approval of the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds and on the subsequent action of Congress, nor upon special 
legislation, but upon a fixed, regular system created by a general law, 
based on sound business principles; not limited in its operations to 
special localities, but whose methods should embrace the whole coun- 
try, and afford to the public everywhere equal advantages, equal fa- 
cilities, and equal benefits in the disposition of matters requiring the 
agency of the post-office, wherever the volume of busineas justifies it 

+ in the judgment of those in whose hands the people shall from time to 
time lodge the administration of that Department. 

Why should not the citizen, the business man of the thriving town 
where the revenues of the post-office amount to $3,000 and upwards 
annually, feel that the money he is transmitting, the correspondence 
his trade requires him to carry on, the messages he is sending to home 
and family and friends, or which they, on the other hand expect to re- 
ceive, enjoy the same sense of security, the same feeling of certainty, 
the same advantages of speedy transmissicn and delivery as those who 
happen to be dwelling in the larger and overgrown places, where the 
revenues swell into the fifty, sixty, or hundreds of thousands? The 
blessings of good government should be as equally diffused as possible. 

When a man is too poor to buy or build for himself, he must rent. 
When the business man starts his enterprise, before he is sure of re- 
sults or before he is sure of a permanent location, he usually rents. 
But when he is sure of the latter, and has sufficient money to do the 
former, he discards throwing his money into a rat-hole by paying rent. 
He lives and does business in his own house, because he knows it is 
better for him to pay interest rather than rent; becatise he does not de- 
sire to become the victim of the exactions of the landlord; because he 
knows tbat by becoming owner he is master and can not be driven 
away and shifted at his Jandlord’s caprice, and because he knows that 
locating with ordinary prudence as years roll on, in a growing, thriv- 
ing, prosperous country like ours, he may reasonably expect the fur- 
ther advantage of increasing value in his property. 

Just so with our Government. When the problem of its success was 
uncertain, when it was pinched by insufficient resources, it was com- 
pelled to resort to the makeshift of rent, and was subject to all the in- 
conveniences of a lessee. But now, since its success has become the 
wonder of the world, and how to deal with its steadily increasing rev- 
enues and immense surplus has engaged and is now engaging the best 
thought of the best intellect of the country, the time is at hand when 
it should live in its own house and administer its functions there unim- 
peded and unembarrassed by any master, ‘Thus we have seen that, as 


soon as expedient, the Government has for years, by authority of Con- 
gress, erected public buildings and maintained them for public uses. 
So that, in the language of the last Postmaster-General’s report, the 
proposition— 

That whenever an independent office is fairly required, it should be the prop-- 
erty of the Government, upon land ceded to its jurisdiction by the State and 
subject to its proper regulations for the best administration, has received such 
repeated legisiative recognition in numerous! ive enactments for theerec- 
tion of public buildings thatit may be regarded as a settled principle in general. 


The practice has met the approval of the people, for they, through 
their representatives in Congress have filled your Calendars with bi 
demanding the erection of such buildings in various localities. The 
most significant-and unanswerable proof of this, however, is to be 
found in the presentation in this Congress of bills demanding the es- 
tablishment of some general system or plan for their erection. Special 
bills have been introduced because communities similarly situated 
with those which had already obtained appropriations for such pur- 
poses felt they were likewise entitled. General bills have been intro- 
duced because it having Wen made manifest that it had become the 
settled policy of the country to erect public buildings, the conviction 
came with it that it should proceed upon some well-considered plan, 
embracing the whole country in its operations, whereby economy would 
be promoted and equal justice accorded. 

Up to this tinie post-office accommodations in public buildings have 
been in such as were eitheralso used for custom-houses or United States 
courts,.or both. Neither has the éxperience of the General Govern- 
ment nor the experience of the Post-Office Department been of such a 
nature as to commend the continuance of this union. It has been 
seized upon as an excuse or reason for larger appropriations than were 
necessary—the larger portions lavished on elaborately ornamental ex- 
teriors, involving subsequently large appropriations for additional 
grounds, extensions, and repairs, rendered necessary by increase of 
business in departments other than the post-office, and in some in- 
stances pressing upon and narrowing the limits for the constantly in- 
creasing necessities of the post-office. I will ask the Clerk to read 
from the Postmaster-General’s annual report for 1887, pages 20 and 21, 
and also report of commissioner of inspection, page 184, where marked, 
for light on the subject. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


This proposition has already received such repeated legislative recognition ' 
in numerous enactments for the construction of public buildings, that it may be 
regarded as a settled principle, in general; the reservation being that its par- 
ticular application shall be made by special acts of Congress. Yet, whatever 
the theoretical value of that reservation, it can hardly be gainsaid that, in prac- 
tice, pnblic buildings have been often unnecessarily expensive; and, in many 
instances, the expenditure has been extravagant and needless, by no means 
even productive of the best results. They have proven especially unsatisfac- 
tory in their accommodations for the postal service. 

In the buildings hitherto constructed the wants of the post-office haye been 
generally subordinated, in the original design and in the completed structure, 
to the architectural show of the exterior and the claims of other kinds of Gov- 
ernment occupation, which, though often of much less relative value and use- 
fulness to the public, were given an exaggerated importance to furnish reasons 
for obtaining the appropriations originally, and so secured a disproportionate 
share of the subsequent use. Thus, many post-offices in expensive buildings 
are poorly lighted, ly arranged, and illy adapted to the proper requirements 
of the service. 

In some cases the growing needs of other departments have pressed upon and 
narrowed the provision originally made for the postal service, whose own ne- 
cessities have meantime also continually increased, until many Government 
buildings furnish at this time entirely inadequate and unsuitable quarters for 
the work of the post-offices; notwithstanding, often, the portion designed for 
such uses occasioned an expenditure in original consiruction much beyond 
what would now provide independently a satisfactory establishment, This fact 
is oceasionally brought prominently to notice by the demands upon Congress for 
lt he heer to alter, sometimes to re:uild, existing structures—alterations 
difficult to adjust to inexorable present conditions, So it chances that in many 
such buildings the clerks of the post-offices are found in basements, in lofts, or 
huddled in some portion of an apartment so darkened by indispensable furni- 
ture necessarily crowded in arrangement that the labors of the day must be per- 
formed under artificial light—a condition not only unfair and harmful to public 
servants by no means overpaid, but seriously obnoxious to the proper perform- 
ance of duties, which, because of the rapidity, accuracy, and infinite details in- 
volved require the most favorable provision of light. 

Asa rule the Government buildings furnish apartments less than satisinctory 
for post-offices; and many much superior are to be found in buildings rented 
by the Department and ggorr, sometimes built, by owners under the care 
of its inspectors. Upon subject I wish to urge a reading of the facts pre- 
sented by the commission for the examination of post-oftice organization in 
their report hereto appended, but which is more particularly mentioned in dis- 
cussing the next following topic. 

“A large majority of the post-offices in the United States are so wretchedly 
lighted and ventilated, so hampered by secant or ill-shape area, by the isolation 
of divisions or sections in different and widely separated rooms upon the same 
or upon different floors, by rickety and antediluvian furniture, screens, and 
other equipme and by badly located and insuflicient lobby space, that the 
expense a Operat on is frequently more than 25 per cent. higher than it would 
be were all these facilities up to a maximum standard. Several years ago an 
inspector of this Department superintended the remodeling of the iuterior of 
the post-office at Pittsburgh, Pa., through which a saving was effected in the 
item of gas alone of $3,000 per annum, The same can be said of several other 
oftices, changes in whose interior construction were made under Department 
supervision. From time to time it has been the urgent desire of the Supervis- 
ing Architect of the Treasury that some experienced officer of this Department 
be detailed to co-operate with this bureau in an effort to improve the interior 
construction, arrangement, and equipment of post-offices. We believe that an 
expert, detailed for this service, would save to the Government many times the 
cost of his salary and expenses, 3 

“ We believe it possible, by a system of personal inspection and statistical re- 
turns from postmasters, to arrive, with an approximation to definiteness, atthe 
bey, Any or floor space required pér 1,000,000 pieces handled annum, or 
per 


1,000,000 transactions of other kinds, by second, third, fourth, and fifth di- 


‘ 
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visions, and at the average area per employé required for the ye division. 
The divisions upon the floor of each large office should be separa’ from each 
other by wire screens. In future the leasing of post-offices should be based upon 
plans and specifications conforming the floor space and its divisions and lobbies 
to the requirements above suggested. 


“ Were it possible to secure Congressional enactment which would enable the 
Postmaster-General, or the Secretary of the Treasury, to pu a lot and 
erect upon it a suitable fire-proof building for every first Sad KOON. class office 
in the United States specially adapted to the necessities of the respective local- 
ities, a much better as well as more economical service could be secured than 
in the rented premises now occupied, which in a majority of cases are not such 
as the Department needs, while the higt rents and additional expenses re- 
quired to keep up the grade of efficiency are a heavy tax on its revenues, 

“We respectfully suggest the propriety of addin; post-office arckitecture as 
a branch of the bureau of organization, if one shail hereafter be established. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. I have now made, in my judgment, a fair 
statement of the case in general. Is the plan proposed by this bill cal- 
culated to meet the requirements of the situation? Is it feasible, and 
as a business proposition is it prudent to adopt it? Its details, we 
think, answer these questions in the affirmative. 

Its provisions operate only in places where the gross receipts amount 
to $3,000 annually for two successive yea Theextreme limit of cost 
to the United States for any building shall not in any case exceed $25,- 
000. Subject to these limitations it provides for three classes of build- 
ings, varying in cost, according to the amount of gross receipts, as fol- 
ows: 

1. Where the gross post-office receipts for each of the two preceding 
yeurs exceed $25,000, the cost of such building to the United States 
may be a sum not exceeding $25,000. 

2. Where such gross receipts for each of two preceding years exceed 
$20,000, and shall have been no more than $25,000, the cost of such 
building shall not exceed to the United States $20,000. 

3. Where such gross receipts for each of two preceding years shall 
be $3,000, and not more than $20,000, the cost of such building shall 
not excced to the United States $15,000. 

The following table shows number, classification, and cost of build- 
ings and saving to the Government: 


Number Interest at 
Class. buildings. | Cost, |Total cost.) 3 per cent,| Bent. 

45 | $25,000 | $1,125,000 $33, 750 | *$61, 229.00 

34 20, 000 680, 000 20, *37, 655. 00 

238 15,000 | 3,570,000 107,100 | *124, 492.00 

244 15,000 | 3,660,000 109,980 | +99, 633.20 

872 10,000 | 8,720,000 261,600 | 7261, 600.00 

TORR iit PEA ANR | 1,433 | {17.000 17,755,000 | 532,830 | 584, 609. 20 

* Now paid. + Estimated, t Average cost. 
The above are outside figures. 


The following table shows number of post-office buildings which, 
under ihe bill, may be built in each State and Territory: 


- 

° 6 s A 

b g Bs 

States and Territories, 2s States and Territories. 35 

ga ga 
Alabama. 12 || Montana........ 10 
Arizona... 4 || Nebraska. 34 
Arkansas.... 9 || Nevada 4 
California... 47 || New Ham 20 
Colorado. 22 || New Jersey. 50 
35 || New Mexico. 6 
26 || New York...... 149 
3 || North Carolina.. 15 
1r |} 96 
19 9 
2 | 110 
107 | S 
60 <8 
83 13 
77 47 
2L 3 
4 18 
19 21 
Maryland... 10 || Washington 16 
Massachusetts 98 || West Virginia. 7 
Michigan.... 73 || Wisconsin.. 49 
Minnesota... 27 || Wyoming...........0.. essees 4 

Mississippi. 50 


Mr. STRUBLE. I desire to ask the gentleman a question for in- 
eer What is the largest limit of appropriation allowed by this 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. I give the outside figures. The largest limit 
for a buiiding alone is $25,000, the largest limit for a site is $5,000, 
making together $30,000. 

Mr. STRUBLE. Then Itake it that the bill does not deal with the 
question of United States courts at all? 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. They are not included, 


Mr. STRUBLE. And this bill is not intended to apply to any city 
in which United States courts are held, unless it is desired to have & 
separate post-office building and the Government sees proper to supply 
both. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. That is correct. I wish to say that I have 
looked into this matter carefully, and in making my calculation and 
estimates have used outside figures. I find that the number of post- 
offices covered by this bill, 1,434, taking the outside figures, allowing 
$5,000 for each of the lots and the outside figures for the buildings, the 
total would amount to ‘$25,000,000; and an annual appropriation of 
$2,000,000 a year would provide for all the buildings that come at this 
time within the purview of this bill in about fifteen years or less. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Do youmake any provision for cities where the re- 
ceipts are in excess of $25,000? 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. Yes, in this way; where the receipts are in 
excess of $25,000 they may have the full amount allowed by the bill, 
namely, $5,000 for a site and $25,000 for a building; but common sense 
must be employed in all the operations of lifeand ought to be employed 
in all the affairs of the Government, and if upon examination the De- 
partment find that the outside figures allowed by this bill will not en- 
able them to give sufficient accommodation for the business of the 
place, then the matter is relegated to Congress. 

In this way this measure will save a great deal of the trouble and 
annoyance experienced by members in obtaining appropriations for 
public buildings, because they will come here with the aid of the in- 
vestigation of the Post-Office Department, which will assist Congress in 
determining the propriety of making appropriations for buildings in 
places where it is found impossible to erect them under its provisions. 

It will be observed that the present bill asks for an appropriation of 
$2,000,000. The appropriations for building purposes would at all times 
be under the control of Congress. The committee have caused to be 
prepared plans for substantial buildings of graceful exterior, suitable 
for post-office purposes, the estimated cost of which are $6,000, $8,000, 
$10,000, $15,000, $20,000, $25,000 respectively. They are here for the 
inspection of members. 

These plans combine the great essentials of architecture—stability, 
utility, beauty. 

Stability, because they are fire-proof and built of brick, iron, and 
stone. 

Utility, because they will accommodate the poor man’s postal, the im- 
patient man’s special, and the rich man’s money order. 

Beauty, because they appeal to the eye. To this must be added 
economy, because for $2,000,000 per year you can build one hundred 
of them. 

Patriotic, because when decorated with the stars and stripes, as they 
often must be, they will cause the American heart to respond to the 
sentiment of American union and nationality with a throb so great, 
so all-conquering, as to annihilate foes within and foes without. 

I well know that there are still men who look upon the conveniences 
of life and the beauties of architecture as tending to extravagance, 
luxury, and effeminacy, and for this reason set their faces against any- 
thing that appeals to the esthetic. To such I say, if your reasoning 
were followed to its logical conclusions, it would lead you back to the 
cave, the hut, and the tent for dwellings, and the skins of birds and 
beasts for clothing, and this most glorious of all cities, blazes Lint: 
could not in its splendid public buildings, and especially in this noblest 
of all edifices in the world built for legislative purposes, symbolize the 
might, the majesty, the grandeur of a free people. To such I further 
say, take to heart the examples set by the highest form of civilization 
known to history. For when Christianity, after emerging from the 
catacombs and crypts of Rome, to which pagan persecution had driven 
it, shed its light upon the world that light fell upon beautiful struct- 
ures, the flower and fruit of the highest development of heathen civili- 
zation. Did Christianity raze them to the ground? No. She sanc- 
tified them, planted upon their highest pinnacles the cross—the sym- 
bol of its faith—and dedicated them to the living God. 

The adoption of the system provided for in this bill will be of great 
benefit. The Government will be relieved from the trouble and ex- 
pense of the renting system; the payment of rent will ultimately be- 
come obsolete. It will be economy for the Government to buy land 
for buildings in thriving and growing towns. It will usually increase 
in value. In case of change of location being necessary land will be 
loss to the Government, indeed almost certain of being enhanced in 
value. ; 

A great benefit to be expected from this measure is the relief it will 
bring to members of Congress. 

Ah, what a boon we bring to you. Yes, to you I speak who have 
been commissioned by your constituents to get an appropriation for a 
public building. Do you remember how, after presenting your bill, 
you began a system of button-holing the members of the committee.. 
Perhaps you have asked the new Speaker to put you on the committee; 
perhaps you have succeeded in getting on. But whether on or not, 


you still, after much importunity, succeed in getting out your bill with 
Then begins the button-holing of your 
Then you lay in wait forthe Speaker, 


a favorable recommendation. 
colleagues to support your bill. 
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implore, beg, beseech, pray fur recognition, day after day, and tillyou 
secure it your bill hangs over you night after night like a nightmare. 
You wake in the morning to find it bearing yon down like the Old Man 
of the Sea, and during the dayan incubusupon your usefulness. Well, 
at last you get recognition, ask for unanimous consent, and as youare 
about to put the cup to your lips and are already reveling in the joy 
of success, and already the far-off hosannahs of your constituents are 
ringing in your ears upon your achievement—yes, you see the bon- 
fires lighted and hear the band playing—when some member from Way- 
back shouts from his seat, ‘‘I object.” Youareflat. Have you ever 
been there? Then you quiet him. But another member not yet 
smoothed down objects when you next apply, and another and another. 
Oh, the wearisome labor of seeing them through their friends and by 
yourself and quieting them! That is the purgatory you pass through. 

However you succeed in passing your bill through the House, you 
are notdone yet. You hurry up your bill through the Senate and then 
you go tothe White House, After long delay, say about the tenth day, 
while sitting in your seat deeply interested in the tariff discussion 
which is usually going on, your ears are suddenly greeted with the 
announcement, ‘‘ The committee will rise informally.’’ Then, ‘‘ Mr. 
Speaker, a message from the President.’’? You eagerly rush to the desk, 
tear open the envelope, and read ‘‘ Veto!” The man who discovered 
he had lost all the sand ont of his cart going up the hill is no circum- 


stance to you.. I forbear. It is too painful. 
But supposeit beapproved. You are joyful. Itis joy of short dura- 
tion. Property has become very valuable at home in the proper loca- 


tion. Itis discovered that your appropriation is not large enough. 
Then you go through the same devitalizing process the next session of 
Congress. But supposing the bill approved and the appropriation suf- 
ficient. Immediately when the time comes for selecting asite civil war 
is declared at home. The north fights the south; the east growls at 
the west; the center of the town stretches out its tentacles like an oc- 
topus to grab the prize. And the Congressman, where is he in all this 
hurly-burly? Like some unfortunate stranger ina hostile crowd, with 
his hat crushed’ over his eyes, buffeted all around, or like a prisoner 
captive among the Indians, running the gauntlet of uplifted clubs! 
Every man whose wish is not gratified has a criticism for him, 

Are there any present who recognize the truth of the picture in any 
or all of its various phases? Ifso, I confidently declare that unless 
they cherish feelings of the most dreadful animosity against those who 
are opposed to the bill they will immediately plead with them to give 
it support. ; 

I have drawn no fancy picture. By civil-service rules and regula- 
tions many of the bonds that have manacled Congressmen and impeded 
their usefulness have been broken. Make a beginning of relieving 
them in this matter of public buildings, the seeking for which under 
the present system is an incubus upon them and an injury to public 
business. 

In addition let me quote from the conclusion of the report, most 
truthful words: 


The passage of this bill will largely relieve the pressure brought to bear on 
Congress for the erection of public buildings. Their erection and size depending 
upon the business transacted, must be regarded as a just criterion for expendi- 
ture. The establishment of some system is far preferable to the almost arbitrary 
methods which have sometimes characterized the passage of public building 
bills, This measure will also repress extray: t appropriations. The post- 
office, like the Government, is here to stay, and for this reason, iffor none other, 
it should be kept in some suitable building owned by the Government and at 
some permanent place whenever the volume of business justifies it. 

An annual APROTININ of $2,000,000 would be amply sufficient to purchase 
sites, erect bui iage, pay the additional expense caused by the creation of the 
department of architecture as provided for in the first section of the bill, and be 
amply suficient to maintain the system for all time to come. This expend- 
iture annually would be trifling compared with the ultimate saving in rent to 
the Government and the advantages thereby gained to the public. We donot 
believe any annual appropriation of a similar amount could be better or more 
usefully expended. 


Post-Orricr DEPARTMENT, Washingion, D. C., April 30, 1888. 

Sir: I have the honorto comply with the resolve of the Senate, adopted April 
24, 1888, which is as follows: 

“That the er-General be, and he is hereby, directed to transmit to 
the Senate, at the earliest practicable date, a list of Presidential post-olfices in 
the United States and in the Territories whose annual receipts for the three last 
preceding years have exceeded $3,000 per annum: and also a statement of the 
pose of rent paid by the Government for the accommodation of each such 
post-office. = 

I herewith transmit a tabulated statement of the Presidential post-offices, 
showing poe receipts for the fiscal years ended June 30, 1885, June 30, 1886, and 
June 30, 1887, 
have construed the request of the Senate as calling for every office the gross re- 
ceipts of which reached $3,000 in any one of the said years, so that the accom- 
panying table shows all Presidential offices whereat gross receipts for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1887, exceeded $3,000 per annum, although it will be ob- 
served that in some cases the receipts which accrued at some of the offices in 
1885 and 1886 were less than $3,000. 

Where offices are located in Government buildings they are noted by the in- 
itials “G. B.’ in the last column of the table. and all offices whereat the gross 
Sag aor bei pe ustment of March 31, 1587, were less $8,000 per annum, 
are ind as “third class" in the same column, to which class no allowance 
for rent can be made under existing law. 

I have the honor to be, your obedient servant, 

DON M. DICKINSON, 
Postmaster- 


Hon. Jons J. InGarras, 
President pro tempore United Slates Senate. 


POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
° OFFICE oF THE FIRST ASSISTANT PostTMASTER-GENERAL, 
SALARY AND ALLOWANCE Division, April 15, 1888. 


Statement showing the gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices for 
each of the fiscal years ended June 30, 1885, June 30, 1886, and June 30, 1887. Of- 
fices na by Slates in alphabetical order, with of annual allowance for 


statement 
rent where made, or office in Government building, or in third class, where under 
existing law no ullowance for rent is authorized, 


[Nore.—Where initials ‘‘ G, B.” are inserted in the column for “ rent’? it indi- 
cates the office is located in a Government building. No allowance for rent 
can be made under existing law for third-class offices.] 


together with the annual allowances for rent for such offices. I, 


Office and State. 


Class, 


Fiscal year ended June 30— 


1887. 


Annual 
allowance 
for rent. 


ALABAMA. 
Anniston... $3,513 $3,503 $5,412 |. 
Birming! 18,271 15, %51 42,978 
Eufaula 5,47 5,174 5, 349 |. 
Florence .. 2,830 2,312 8,002 
Gadsden .... 2,509 2, 648 3, 295 
Greenville.. 2,902 3,110 3,262 |. 
Huntsville 6,101 5, 4 6, 653 |. 
Sess 3,231 3,188 3,093 |. 
Si 39, 450 38, 847 39,758 
26,428 27, 885 31,215 
3,609 3,564 4,128 
15,525 14, 931 15,235 
3,314 3,303 679 
4,92 5, 057 274 
4,282 4, GSA 
6, 221 4,719 
5, %49 5,922 
9,132 
ARKANSAS, 
Eurcka Springs. 8d class.. 4,434 4,406 
Fayettville q 3,462 3,789 
Fort Smitl 8, 874 9, 704 
Helena .. 5,524 5,179 
Hot Sprin; 12, 962 12,817 
Little Rock.. 35,446 3A, 274 
Newport.. 2,020 2,752 
Pine Bluff... 6,813 7,567 
Texarkana.. 7,334 7,510 
Van Buren 2,755 2,877 
CALIFORXTA. 
Alameda .... 3,320 8,757 4,701 |.. 
3,298 3,41 8,717 |. 
2,2350 2,203 3,150 |. 
2,969 3,805 4,889 |. 
5,475 5,300 5,410 |. 
2.992 2,933 3,275 |. 
5,989 5,519 6,171 |.. 
7, 896 9, 105 5, 773 |. 
2,779 2,870 3, 217 |. 
4,642 4,819 4,922 
Healdsburg 3,931 3, $42 3, 974 |. 
Hollister... 3, 241 3,464 3,609 |.. 
Los Angel 44,446 51, 868 74, AT 
Marysville 8,783 9,011 8,496 
Merced.. 8, 752 4, 021 4,055 |. 
5, 267 4,376 5, 429 |. 
7,563 8, 287 8, 923 
4,551 4,593 4,875 |.. 
50, 090 49, 933 57, 691 
3, 095 8, 736 3, 820 
AE EELEE PIPAR npwbdones 3,945 10, 137 |.. 
7,002 6, 420 6, 433 |. 
2, 695 2,963 4,833 |.. 
5,726 5,974 9,611 
Redding.......... 2,418 2, 610 3,152 
Riverside..... 4, 981 6, 356 *8, 301 |. 
41, 182 40,708 47,0380 
4,201 4, 374 4,351 
3, 952 3,617 4,775 |. 
6, 272 6, 917 8, 968 
2,808 2,829 8,500 
7,115 10, 916 22, 868 
502, 303 509, 098 5A7, 334 
25, 850 26, 263 28, 654 
5, 020 5, 017 6,024 |. 
4,166 3, 657 4, 608 
2,780 3,105 4,774 |. 
8, 288 8, 289 10,134 
3,325 3, 486 3, 604 |. 
7,572 8,077 8, 706 
7, 803 8, 220 8,844 
19, 424 19,313 19, 935 
2,962 3, 680 4,746 |.. 
5, 786 5,513 8}. 
4,234 4, 1 
8,481 
5, 200 
2,593 


on 
Re 
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Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc.—Continued. Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc.—Continued. 


Fiscal year ended June 30— TEA : z Fiscal year ended June 30— EREN 
Office and State, allowance | Office and State. Class, mowina 
for rent. 1835. 1886: 1887. or rent, 
COLORADO—cont’d. DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, 
Buena Vista..........--.| 3d class..... $3,147 $3,122 
Ronee» haem 4,020 4,600 Washington .....,...... Se apaa ieaden $310,510 | $331,955 | $6,360.00 
4,638 4,104 
12, 577 13,955 FLORIDA. 
126,775 126, 840 
5, 050 5,217 De Land.,......s.+0000.) SA class. ... 3,960 3,549 
4,932 5,029 Fernandina......... A 3, 805 3,566 |. 
4,404 4,292 Gainesville..,........ 5, 683 5, 858 |. 
8,324 8,244 Tackson Ville 2.02. 22.210 |sonvoseeesescoeres 42,978 47,200 
6, 659 7, 087 *3d class 6,019 8,439 
4,920 8, 823 5,874 5, 623 
3,303 3,732 BTID DEEA 8, 980 9,184 
22,543 22, 353 26, 344 1.00 8, 683 9,086 
2 8,539 8,921 A, UTL | snsenee 10, 537 11,234 
age TOREA AERE RIAA 3,291 8, 632 7,336 8,398 
sss Oaa AOIN 3,221 6,865 C BIB: i-spesisioasnista 
fonscsoeccossotse 11, 651 12,519 4,764 4, BOL | ocreeerrerersrrsee 
aa} 4,538 4,739 5,616 6,839 |o.ecsscossereseree 
4,386 4,274 
PEES, 1 PDR 5,540 5,657 
4,634 CR N ANS 
4,467 4,946 Š 
7,423 8, 328 |. 
437 10, 248 98, 247 112, 329 
990 11, 202 ers 34, 185 36, 385 
468 50, 785 2, 662 8, 276 |. 
165 6,483 2,148 3,123 
877 15,249 Brunswick. 5,804 7,092 ATEREA 
208 4,314 Columbus... 15, 486 16,709 900, 00 
524 3,860 3,074 BMD EIDE 
442 126,747 8,516 3, 842 
3, 685 3,941 4,474 |. 
27,398 2,780 3, 095 
18, 635 29, 694 32, 245 
3,107 4,513 4, 903 
2, 864 2,971 8,271 |. 
4,749 3, O74 ER asseta isie 
19, 838 9, 230 10, 329 500. 00 
112, 855 63, 441 66, 508 1,850, 00 
19, 882 588 GOUT OENE 
4,495 l 
7,827 8,268 783 |. IDATIO. 
8,775 8, 837 8, 986 y 
24,958 25,396 26, 814 Boisé City.. 5,501 By 704 AA 
3, 436 8,480 3,375 Hailey........ 8, 206 OTL Possrneniiatpeneriey 
4,734 5,352 5,842 
5,932 6,636 7,085 ILLIXOIS, 
8,990 4,104 4, 247 
8, 479 3, 97 3,504 8,910 9,536 500.00 
8, 457 9, 264 9,701 3,187 E ODANA pep ripasenneke 
2,860 3,492 3, 504 2, 985 3,143 |. 
14, 954 16, 278 20,590 19, 451 17, 899 
3,019 3,096 7,223 7,284 7,443 
8,327 3,243 8, 334 3,125 8, 258 |. 
2, 856 8,160 8,798 8,488 9,311 
5,251 5,216 Belvidere .. 4,579 4,722 5, 239 |. 
’ 5, 302 7,794 Bloomington 35, 170 36,744 36, 351 
28, 463 80, 222 Bushnell... 4,493 4,116 3,996 
4,176 4,259 Cai 14,335 14, 408 15, 397 
8,501 8,242 6,589 6, 966 7, 856 |. 
4, 097 4, 537 3,164 8,213 3,596 |. 
3,889 4,090 4,967 
3,083 3,379 3,667 |.. 
4,090 3,790 4,032 
ge 3,065 3,055 Cu OaS 
7,219 9,719 600.00 | Centralia. 5, 952 5,242 BDAY STAN 
7, 766 T ADL | cavcersssse . | Champaign... 10,710 10, 613 11, 002 3 
2,793 3, Charleston., 4,297 4,434 a a a OO 
2,992 Chicago... 1,891,377 | 2,030,783 | 2,226,825 | G.B. 
Sanare 5,467 Clinton. ......6. 3, 697 3, 658 Be GIT! E N 
T ESSEEN y 3,852 Danville.. 14,583 14, O84 15, 294 
3, 292 nS 25, 243 27,101 27,459 800. 00 
21,774 6,204 5,886 R A E T, 
3,483 | B, GAB fisonsisosasromso | DIXO scrsccccesrrneecceeser! ssns 7,925 8,175 8,670 175.00 
9,341 3,239 3,216 A A S 
10,949} 12,008) 250.00 | Dwight........ss.ssseessserfsssnse 6,969 6, 101 4, DD |.rccrssccroareccre 
he beet bs ipodesee 3,118 3,058 |. 4,581 4,514 
6,516 6, 371 6,108 8,127 2, 852 
3,274 3,206 3,365 3,354 3, 203 
2,366 2,890 3,178 45, 009 81, 952 
3,198 3,149 3, 365 10, 559 11,193 
6, 400 8,575 7, 921 12,040 11, 609 
4,491 3,127 3, 050 3,266 8,473 
2,937 3,456 4,323 |oove messsssoseie | Fairfield... .essososeossses] eaves 2,467 2,505 
2,872 5,098 7, 769 Freeport.. 19, 844 19, 872 
2,863 3,082 8, 403 Galena .... 7,052 7,209 
11,791 12, 863 15, 819 Galesburg) PEPA LARR 22,526 23, 392 24,204 . 
2,871 2, 853 3,065 Galvya....... $d class..... 3,727 8,758 4,401 |. 
4,029 4,522 5, 017 |. Geneseo... nat 6,076 6,003 5, 958 
4,825 5,920 7,351 |. Grand Crossing... 2125 2,614 4, OAL 
6,996 8,076 $8,149 Greenville... 3,162 3,084 3,305 
Havana....... 3,009 2,9; 8,14 
Henry...... 8, 260. 3, 3,423 
Hyde Park. 4, 436 4,478 Ty TAS OE RRR 
5, 888 5, 665 Jacksonville . 16, 300 15, 972 17, 821 
3,122 2, 767 Jerseyville. 4,810 4,659 P eee ee 
3,210 383 Joliet.. seses 17, 965 20, 446 19, 917 850, 
45, 452 47,049 Kankakee... 7, 967 8,611 9,988 180.00 


* Receipts March 31, 1887, $9,237. * Receipts, adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $6, 203. 
Second class July i, 1887. Receipts March 31, 1837, $8, 018. { Receipts, adjustment to March 31, 1887, amounted to only $7,718. 
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Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc.—Continued, Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-ofices, ete,—Continued, 


Fiscal year ended June .30— Fiscal year ended June 30— 


| Annual Annual 
Office and State. Class. allowance Office and State, allowance 
| 1885. 1886, it; || Pere 1885. 1886, fig, | | EXER. 
ILLINois—cont'd, INDIANA—cont’d, 
Kewanee .... $7,505 $7,275 $6,422 Mishawaka.......... $3,151 $3, 603 $5, 382°). 
nark 2, 484 8,340 3,411 |.. Mount Vernon. 3,340 3,470 4,081 
La Salle 6, 053 6, 645 6,976 |.. Muncie.......... i 7,529 8,707 
Lincoln.. 8.275 8,090 8,271 |. New Albany. 11,769 11,799 12, 363 
Litchfield.. 4,671 5,133 5,207 New Castle. 4,118 3, 868 4,270 |> 
, 300 4,796 5,018 |. Noblesville. 8, 837 2,981 3, 281 |.. 
3,211 3,224 3, 247 |. 4,328 4,121 4, 368 
3,031 2, S44 3,012 |. 8, 344 8, 097 8, 192 
8, 243 7,59 8, 828 4,1235 4,293 4,513 |- 
2,138 2,148 3,043 3,445 3, 48 4, 040 
5, 416 5, 687 6,166 |. 3,178 3, 086 3, 282 
17, 880 17, 297 17,057 25, 070 25, 209 26, 326 
9, 831 9, 745 9,425 3,180 3,222 3,390 
5,281 5,942 5,337 |.. 5,462 4,965 5,438 |- 
4,054 4,029 4,147 |.. 4,948 5,174 5,399 
2,759 3,101 3, 506 5, 644 5,540 6, 830 
3, 656 3,978 3, 846 |. 22,555 21,913 26, 278 
3,546 3,753 3, 994 |.. 3d 2, 605 2, 753 3,130 
3,181 3,112 3,111 |... i TAR 31, 990 33, 058 36, 455 
8,035 3,078 3,526 |.. Union City 8d c 4,431 4,452 4,581 
11, 040 9,739 10, 078 Valparaiso, 9,184 8, 844 9,154 
Vincennes.. 10,345 10, 443 10,700 
4,448 4,299 4,229 6,3.5 7,082 J, SBA [vccccevsscsnssesee 
4,255 7,788 10,091 | 400,00 | Warsaw...... 4,663 4,907 5,813 feeen ean 
4,550 4,555 4,945 |.. Washington........, 4,091 4,108 4, 493 eoenes 
2, 820 3,378 3,278 |.. Winchester... eere. 3,420 8,383 LOS aa 
12, 863 13,531 13, 489 
4,037 4,373 4,718 IOWA. 
7,514 7,126 7,533 |.. : 
8,421 3,593 3,597 Albia ..... 3, 816 8,789 B, B75 |srercerereeseesees 
6, 687 6, 675 11, 085 Algona. 3,786 3, 937 4,160 [orses 
68.170 70,371 70,521 Ames... 3,462 3,374 3,419 aspa 
3, H8 4,106 3,494 Anamosa... 3,941 3,773 3, GAB |orereseceses cosese 
Petersburgh. 3,316 3,325 3,338 Atlantic... 7,796 7,985 8, 088 k 
Pittsfield ... 3,699 8,443 38, 505 3, 091 3, 396 B, AOA |eseeserersecssense 
8, 550 4, 034 B, 702 |...seeeeeeeeee | Bedford ..... 3,184 8,180 3,305 
4,922 4,815 5,417 2,865 2,775 3,053 
7,568 7,499 FTO | ccassccsscsascesce’ | BOOMOs205.. 6, 322 6,631 6, 854 
6,624 6,574 7,411 |. Burlington, 40,779 40,504 39, 822 
37, 843 40, 821 40, 978 Carroll City .. 4,383 4,707 4, S40 |. 
8, 667 8, 692 3, 853 Cedar Falls... 6, 758 6, 756 7, 246 
8,775 3, 637 3,332 37, 550 36, 229 86, 469 
87, 795 38, 596 39, 400 4, 286 3,919 4,174 |. 
15, 418 20, 594 20, 032 5, 241 5, 209 5,319 
2, 906 3,089 3,400 |. 5,812 5,273 5,056 
4,778 5, 286 5, 871 |.. 4,286 4, 645 5,107 
4,216 4,313 4,962 |. 5, 743 5, 687 5, 339 
4,219 5,516 7, 989 15,190 16,721 17,395 
South Evanston.... 4,462 4,705 4,538 4,208 4,193 5, 426 
Springfield 34, 003 32,437 35,618 34, 497 82,614 38, 601 
Sterling.. 10, 358 10, 286 11, 936 3,159 3,440 8, 469 
3 9,092 9, 821 10,531 11,551 9,516 9,543 
5,087 5,100 275 |. 37, 094 37, 764 39, 961 
3, 633 8,513 3,608 |. 5,350 7, 060 *8, 407 
3,054 3,003 3,275 3,953 3,999 4,344 
3,775 3,965 3, 93, 309 105, 003 102, 532 
2, 965 2, 866 3, 89, 359 40, 927 43, 674 
2,387 2,413 3, 8,311 8,529 3,090 
2, 998 2,920 3, Emmetsburgb....... CEES 3, 399 4, 050 4,722 
5,582 5,795 6, Fairfield........ 6,355 6, 669 6,427 
8, 263 3,150 3, 8,935 7,939 8,216 
Wright’s Grove........ 3,719 4,440 3, 5,422 5,918 6,217 
3,519 3, 337 3,245 
INDIANA, 7, 402 7,166 7, 262 
061 3,214 3, 244 |. 
Anderson... seceeenel | 5, 414 5,310 5,762 [iasa Ne, l 4,428 3,721 3,799 |-- 
3,027 3,709 3,722 |.. Ida Grove.. 3,813 3,544 3,466 
3,059 2,767 3,228 |.. . | Independence... 6,7 6, 966 6,811 
4,227 4,804 4, 204 |.. . | Indianola.......... 3,910 4,019 
Bloomington... 4,373 4,885 5, ON7 |. . | Iowa City... 18,511 13,139 18,757 
Bluffton, TORANA 3,354 3,454 8,760 |.. . | Iowa Falls.. 8, 3, 800 3, 852 
Brazil.... 4,046 4,214 4,911 |.. 5 8, 241 3,409 3, 454 |. 
Columbia City.... 8, 544 8, 697 SOB: S 21,481 21, 767 22, 837 
Columbus........ 7,408 8,551 8,859 150, 00 3,549 3,630 3,729 |. 
Connersville, 6, 609 6,517 CION loai 8,758 8,434 8,476 
Crawfordsville. 8,933 9,066 10,017 4,816 4,538 5,148 
Danville ... 8,975 3, 450 8,913 5,477 5, 817 | 5, 856 
ur.. 2,616 2,471 3,085 5,296 5,496 5,574 |- 
Delphi. 3,120 8, 344 3, 285 |.. 4, 864 4,347 4, 986 |- 
Elkhart........ 15, 137 14, 768 15, 731 3, 187 3,244 3, 130 |.. 
Evansville. 35,794 36, 345 40, 074 3,932 5,143 5,135 |.- 
Fort Wayne. $3,368 85, 210 38.197 18, 438 19,592 19,274 
Frankfort.. 5,300 5,754 6,687 |. 6,453 6, 608 6, S40 
Franklin......... 8,551 3, 608 3,969 8,527 3, 870 4,150 
Goshen..... Seisan : 9,137 9, 480 10, 629 2, 859 3,059 8,105 
Greencastle.. 7,023 7,154 7,35) |. 7,510 8,620 8, 002 
Greensburgh ............|.-.00 d 4,859 4,780 4,877 |.. Muscatine .... 13,796 14, 794 14, $49 
Huntington.. 5 6, 234 6,240 6,570 |.. Nevada... 3,059 8, 038 3,036 
Indianapolis. 165, 069 167,531 182,50) Newton 5, 264 5, 635 bs 
Jefferson ville........ 5,525 5, 462 6,010 |.. 4, 093 4,522 
3,555 3, 994 4,735 |... 3,810 3,579 
6.527 6,536 6.670 |. 11,568 | 11,605 
22,210 23, 621 25, 936 18, 983 20, 929 
9, 894 9, 862 -10, 107 lass... 4,124 4,150 
8,467 8,336 3, 687 |.. do.. 7,731 7,286 
Lebanon... 3,116 3, 080 3,429 |.. do.. 2,976 3,120 
Ligonier... 8,108 8, O44 3,111 |.. aaa 4,841 5,013 
Logansport . 12, 172 14,714 14, 609 Sigourney.......... a 2,959 3,039 
8, 283 8, 650 Sioux City . pe eee 28, 636 33, 296 
6, 308 |.. Spencer....... ienaa 3d class..... 3,441 3,389 
7,963 |.. Storm Lake... sonst lere+-AOeeccveee 4,124 4, 420 


* Receipts, adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $7,232, 


Office and State, 
1885, | 1886, 


towa—cont'd. 
Stuart........ 


SESSSSESesee 
papaning 
SqbesesegSses 


go go i em Bone co go po $3 


Winterset... 


KANSAS, 
Abilene........ AESERLEAR SS POLIO EY 8, 437 9, 229 
Anthony.... 3,299 4,913 
Arkansas City. 6,507 5, 49 
tehison...... 26, 417 27, 345 
Belleville.....cccccrceesee| 3A CLASS... | seseeee Bryn 2,503 
Beloit 5,262 £ ond 
urlington.. 5, 343 

Caldwell .... 3, 956 3,991 
Cawker City . 2, 983 8, 347 
Chanute... 3, 804 4,166 
5,302 5, 061 
8,428 3,337 
6, 668 7,276 
2,512 3,337 
3,610 3,497 
5,955 5,315 
5,414 5, 624 
com | Pa 

6, rf 
5,977 6, 486 
3.521 4,216 
19, 443 19, 253 
4,599 4, 989 
16, 910 16, 488 
3, 087 3, 333 
é 4,787 
4,663 4,352 
4,109 4, 45 
5,726 5,472 
2,390 2, 885 
6,140 6, 380 
8,712 8, 860 
` 3,470 3,313 
Hutchinson ..... 6, 885 8, 085 
Independence... 7,056 6, 626 
3,388 3, 063 
as] ga 
A ETER elel 4,027 
5,485 7,307 
23,030 22, 676 
28, 413 29, 019 
3, 251 3, 414 
6, 647 6,531 
6,708 6,752 
3,069 3,403 
3,563 3,677 
2,921 3,803 
4,154 4,749 
9,508 9,916 
Re tne 2,213 
5, 282 5,430 
4,358 4,429 
2,445 2, 886 
5, 047 5,148 
10,602 10, 997 
5,658 5,562 
9,921 9, 388 
3, 600 3, 804 
3,795 3,810 
2,603 2,981 
2,924 2,863 
8,775 9, 879 
3,943 4, 045 
4,494 4,400 
60, 858 60, 910 
in| as 
4,165 4,124 
10,743 10, 559 
921, 214 27,021 
), 337 10, 925 
11, 901 15, 200 

KENTUCKY, 

Ashland... 3d class...,. 8,447 3,396 
Bowling Green ........|....0 onic ed 6,933 7,945 


* Lease, act 1885-86, 


Receipts adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $5, 940, 


Receipts, adjustment March 31,1887, amounted to only $6,113, 
Receipts adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $6,565. 


Name changed to Kansas City, Kans, 


Fiscal year ended June 30— 
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Annual 
allowance 
for rent. 


seaeeeseee ssssssssse| OF CLASS..... 
seeeeeeeee 


sessssssssosessses 


pebop 8B 


TERPEN 
ETER EERIE EE 


EEEF EEFERFE ELELE] 


PEL CUREREPE RE ets ttees 


5, 
10, 
10, 
12, 
6, 
212 4, 
Russellville. 038 3,518 |. 
Shelbyville. 082 4,644 
Versailles... 839 3,021 
Winchester. 428 3,996 |. 


praprp ppan R anppa apin 
syppopebohontiacone tanks 


LOUISIANA, 


Baton Rouge 6,018 6,571 
Lake Charles.. 2,923 2,710 
binenahe ‘<< EN 
New Orleans... 279,135 262, 
Shreveport. 9, 699 9, 807 


MAINE, 


AUDUEN......0ssreesssrreee| EEE 10, O41 10, 578 12,176 
57, 996 53, 863 51,486 
29,177 36,021 43, 499 
esnsequegdtnassesslony aceccentereseers 4,708 
9, 48 10, 307 10, 194 
5,590 5,635 6,056 |. 
9,142 9, 224 10, 013 
5,555 5,629 6,159 
4,464 4,589 5,275 
3,103 3,319 3, 363 
8,441 3,259 3,454 
3, 656 3,617 4, 081 
6,515 6, 869 7, 64 
3, 456 3,350 3,651 
3,969 4,283 4,358 |. 
18,272 17,678 18, 218 
2,749 3,232 3,383 
87, 989 88, 390 93,766 
2,793 2,742 3, 438 
See; 47a | 489 
616 È Ls 
Skowh ; 5,092 5,278 5,398 
Waterville 8,029 8,117 8,182 
7,721 11, 398 7,473 
516, 858 501,001 533, 792 
2, 955 3,058 3,733 |.. 
2,631 2, 680 8,005 |.. 
12, 005 11,565 12,278 
4,789 5, 080 5, 005 
3,460 3,355 3,477 |. 
10,152 10,581 11,034 
Salisbury iga) aasal ael 
Westminster. 3, 869 $ 003 e 335 


4, 962 5, 497 6,086 A EEN, 
7,138 7,583 8,599 . 
8, 180 9,506 9, 466 
6,323 6,141 RA ASAE 
3,447 3, 858 4,178 
4, 652 5,096 5,509 |. 
5, 929 6,290 7,516 |. 
3,248 3, 281 3,654 |. 
2, 902 2, 983 3,162 |. 
8,137 8, 940 10,120 
1,471,333 | 1,555,451 | 1,651,709 
3, 329 3,369 3501 
21,638 24,185 25, 676 
3,615 3, 928 4,370 
2,917 2, 905 3,369 
5,414 5,145 6,140 
8) 364 4, 001 3,902 
7,690 7, 888 9,024 
3,610 3,42 4, 286 
3,717 3,669 8, 834 
3,272 3,390 4,297 
3, 54 3, 256 4,343 |. 
4,870 5,229 5, 403 
2, 682 2,784 8,246 
SASE 2,580 8, 008 3,789 
Fall River.....sucs 27, 633 29, 300 83,376 
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Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc—Continued, 


Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offces, ete.—Continued. 


Fiscal year ended June 30— Fiscal year ended June 30— 


Annual Annual 
Office and State. allowance Office and State. ———— ee ant HWE oe 
1885. 1886. 1H. | SE 1886. 1ss7... | SF xen. 
MASSAC: MICHIGAN—cont'd. 
continued. 
$4, 665 
Fitchburg = $20, 470 $21, 376 $23, 978 8,711 
Florence 2,840 4,256 3,067 14, 249 
3, 678 3,897 5,716 5,554 
4, 4; 424 4,733 |. Grand Rapids. 79, 028 
16,107 17,799 18,623 Greenville 5,838 
4, 993 5,342 5,733 4,951 
14, 451 13,276 13) 465 3, 974 3,948 4,71 
23,497 26, 353 27, 097 7,898 8,030 9, 284 
28, 363 29, 883 32,503 3,786 8,776 4,121 |.. 
3, 265 3,684 4,036 |. 8,410 3, 233 3,430 |.. 
6,419 7,018 9,649 |. 3,828 4,054 4,313 |. 
3,443 3,5% 3,925 X 4,204 4,230 4,371 |.. 
26, 964 27,019 29, 941 Tonia........000 croronnecsees |vovccespsveeesoees 9,432 9353 9,836 
3,576 4,049 4, 280 |. Tron Mountain 2,935 3,436 4,979 
veuses fos deccenenencvoess 2, 992 4,084 |. 6,612 6,633 8,104 
5, 762 6,076 6, 932 |. 2, 351 2,324 8, 196 
75, O61 72,829 78, 0419 25,111 27,058 29, 633 
41, 388 47,427 50, 495 29,573 31,971 37, 093 
10,576 10,567 12, 099 26, 972 22, 80, 880 
5, 430 6, 627 6,646 4, 487 4,575 4,533 |. 
9, 442 9, 698. 10, 761 3, 057 3,162 8, 267 |. 
4,785 4, 898 5, 657 5,369 5,709 5,957 |.. 
3,956 5,205 9,962 9,478 10, 802 10, 385 
7,432 6,849 7,893 9, 253 9, 457 11, 195 
7, 226 7,327 8,603 6,935 8, 896 8, 290 
2,780 3,145 3,610 |. 3,147 3,252 3,571 |. 
4,180 4,214 4,084 4,438 5, 498 $3,015 
2,578 2) 749 3/241 5, 382 5. 907 5, EW 
5, 289 5,403 5,334 |. 3,473 3, 561 4,097 
5,877 7,189 4,122 |. 2,916 2, 823 3,606 |. 
42, 401 39, 392 41,578 18,152 18, 034 19, 024 
14, 454 15, 004 16, 325 3, 233 8,475 4,377 |. 
8,955 8, 882 9,401 6,176 6,141 6,511 |. 
7 3, 287 3, 568 3, 659 |.. 2, 855 2,946 3, O44 h. 
Newtonville .. os 4,424 3,428 71S |... 5,903 6, 628 7,360 |. 
North Adams. aor I 15, 456 16, 043 18, 026 3,159 3,160 3,370 |. 
Northampton........... 16, 095 15,579 18, 161 3,990 4,372 5, 923 
North Attleborough 6,733 6, 754 7, 406 |.. 7,494 8, 458 8,547 
North Brookfield.....|...... 3,014 3,481 4,282 |. 14,033 14, 470 15, 462 
d 4,803 4,673 4,938 |. 3,487 3, 608 8,902 |... 
4.613 4,298 4,673 |. 3, 000 3,309 3,616 |.. 
5, 807 5, 893 6,179 |. 10,379 10, 644 11, 436 
26, 212 19, 809 21,036 4, 626 5,033 5, 349 |. 
7,551 8,440 9,345 4,340 5,016 5, 117 |. 
3, 456 3,526 3,705 |. 3,732 3,535 3, 760 |... 
6,782 7,027 7,010 |. 2,175 2,616 3,346 7 
2,842 3,009 3, 347 |. 3, 654 3,255 3, 405 
3,461 3,882 4,106 |. 8,353 8,373 3, 858 |. 
24, 818 25, 879 23,175 h 4, 228 4, 186 4,393 |. 
3,360 3,204 3,701 Three Rivers.. 5,403 5, 735 6, 639 |, 
Southbridge. . 3, 267 3,376 3,798 }. Traverse City. 5, S17 6,074 6, 073 |. Š 
South Framing) 6,322 6,840 8,180 |. West Bay City .. 4,729 4,027 5, 600 |.. 
5,192 5,554 6, 064 |. Weta A PEIEE sca PLIE FP TEAK 8,560 9,363 9,854 
73,770 75,174 $5, 689 : 
2, 604 2,803 3,055 |. MINNESOTA. s 
4,897 5, 468 5, 404 
2,709 2,745 3, 089 5, 5, 636 
21,540 22,147 22,830 2, 3,048 
3, 448 3, 754 4, 083 |. 4, 4,073 
6, 899 6, 459 6,373 |.. 4,219 4,299 
14,232 14,564 16, 625 8,714 4, 840 
4,812 4,985 5,813 5, 605 5, 736 
3,395 8, 097 3,406 21,498 25,871 
4,753 4,769 4, 831 |. 9,017 9,519 
Webster... 4, 602 4, 885 5, 262 7,355 7,237 
Wellesley... 3,705 3, 800 4, 254 |. 5, 108 4, 980 
Westborough... 5,865 5,920 6,427 |.. 4,049 4, 899 
Westfield........ 14,538 16, 168 18,145 3, 102 3,325 
West Gard) 2,745 2,918 8, 285 Mankato.. 11, 201 12, 459 
4,448 4,599 5,015 |.. Minneapolis... 186, 006 206, 345 
isescifuciaiacsel asnanbeasbanpioy 3,153 |. Moorhead... 5,087 3,982 
3,541 3,540 4, 050 |. New Ulm. 3,091 3,403 
4,646 4,774 5, 294 |. Northfield... 5,746 5,687 
Neate 3, 840 2,789 4, 991 |. 5,124 5,175 
7,274 7,440 7, 655 10, 388 10, 038 
86, 087 93, 077 101, 587 10,873 10, 867 
7, 262 7,16 
187, 958 208, 589 
8, 896 3, 887 
13, 606 13, 829 14, 6A 13,931 15, 295 
6,270 6, 342 7,081 |. 3,057 8,190 
4,312 4,986 5, 623 |. 3,313 3,370 
5,431 5, 879 6, 916 |. 3,002 2, 896 
19, 148 19, 915 21,380 19, 659 21,172 
23, 333 22, 867 22,573 
21,043 22,546 21,057 
4,239 4,646 + 5.372 
2,577 3,274 3,996 |. 3,904 8,933 4,097 
PTEE bis ash'sseyey arbors 3,582 3, 212 8,25 3,097 |. 
9, 466 9,138 9, 416 5, 670 6, 250 6,397 |. 
3,192 3,309 3,532 3,910 4,510 451 |, 
6,026 5, 659 5, 821 |. 3,159 3,280 3,358 |. 
4,894 5, 092 3,948 |. 10,286 10,700 10, 135 
2,973 3,054 3,284 |. 9, 486 10, 693 11, 804 
7,691 8, 834 10,863 | 400.00 | NatcheZ......ccnrccscssoee|ssereveseensersons 8,790 9, 200 10, 450 
4,052 4,317 5, 373 a s 3,451 3,451 3,223 
9,605 10, 077 10, 305 WACK SDUTG <.ieessseses tae | sissne vee cacnes ee 17, 494 17, 089 17,590 
500, 010 802, 003 326, 007 West Point.. a 2,978 073 „516 
3,790 4,188 DOF EEES YAZOO .....ccccceer O PR, C 3,198 8,746 , SSL |... 
29, 292 30,899 34,497 1,340. 00 * Receipts, adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $6,393. 
3,365 8, 420 B, 975 | oesesesersencesere + Receipts, adjustment March 31, 1887, amounted to only $5,355. 
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Gross receipls which accrued at Presidential post-offices, ete.—Continued. Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc—Continued. 


i 


ey Fiscal year ended June 30—*, ||, eee Fiscal year ended June 30— J 
Anhual Annual 
Office and State, Class. allowance Office and State. Class. allowance 
? 1885. 1886, qss7, | for rent 1885. 1886, 1se7, | for rent. 


$5,223 $4,930 $5, 138 |. $6,021 $86, 673 |. 
8,483 3,764 4,149 25, 806 26,747 27,425 
5,019 4,924 4,753 11,640 12,370 
4,178 4,602 4,098 6,596 x 6,842 
3, 336 3,308 8,671 |. 2,989 3,166 3,658 
4.321 4,419 4,665 |. 4,418 4,610 4,706 
9,716 9,499 19.569 3,751 4,1 3,968 |.. 
6,017 6,189 699 |. 11,915 12,813 14, 033 
6, 001 6, 379 6,198 |. 5,320 5, 987 6, 302 
6, 834 7,747 8,029 2,322 2,703 38,179 |. 
2,899 2,794 3,971 3,216 3, 804 4,124 
4,061 4,335 4.356 |. 4, 695 4,421 FUN OOE 
15,426 15,032 ce Ga 3,995 4,113 4,264 1,350. 00 
3,426 3,330 8382 32,032 32,057 85, 374 | NRA 
4, 455 4,093 "134 3,618 3, 634 Ey. RODIN 
Independence 5,704 6, 259 6, 871 aie 17,288 18,46 20, 109 » 000. 
Jefferson Cil 10,741 9,229 12,128 Peterborough. 2,870 3, 096 8, 389 | cnsscresescsssnes 
4,709 4,823 5, 087 Piymouth..... $ 3,395 3,217 3, 365 |.. 
224, 846 119, 060 312,394 Portsmouth .. saenpaeietes 12,881 14, 008 14,990 
4,955 4,976 983 Rochester... +| 3d class..... 4,758 5,368 5, 423 |.. 
4,844 4,692 4,651 CAPS eee SER EA Goce 2,457 2, 666 3,374 
5, 267 4, 643 5, 165 
2, 651 2,459 3,002 NEW JERSEY, 
6, 225 6,176 6,736 
5,226 5,566 5,409 Asbury Park. 10,543 11,218 11,989 
5,105 5,328 5,543 Atlantic City. 14, 812 16, 254 18, 461 
6,128 5,871 5, 995 Bergen Poin 4,029 3,193 3,570 |.. 
6,442 6,379 6, 616 Bloomfield... 5,116 3, 802 4, 203 |. 
7,580 8,019 8,817 Bordéntown... 4,594 5, 307 5, 467 |. 
6, 234 6,555 7, 069 Brid w 9,232 9,972 9,91 
5,839 5,398 5, 855 |. Burlington. 6, 651 6, 551 7,182 
8,705 4,026 4,006 |. mden. . 28, 054 31, 634 34, 367 
3,468 3,508 8, 348 |. Cape May. 4,502 4,686 4,679 
4,240 3, 950 4,069 |. Dover...... 4,634 4,679 5,094 
4,347 4,529 5,003 East Orange.. 4,536 9,198 18, 889 
68, 087 69, 393 78, 709 Elizabeth... 3 24,149 23,225 26,514 
815, 241 813,553 861, 210 Englewood exe) 4,577 4,566 4, 636 
18,145 17,283 7, 369 Flemington... cares AISA 3,465 3,494 3,792 
14,979 16,128 17, 226 Freehold... q - 5,199 5,110. 5,435 
3,964 4,100 4,506 Hackensack... 4,053 4,055 5,198 
5,499 5,126 BiS: ee eae Hackettstown... 3,415 3,591 3,589 
Hightstown... 2,750 2,875 3,330 |.. 
Hoboken... 15,441 16,453 18,414 
Jersey City. 75,151 83,001 82,09% 
3.808 Lambertville. 4,580 4,676 4,842 |. 
"S30 3 501 4,415 4,707 6,233 
5 5,163 M 3,197 3,344 3, 641 
TF MRE T RT Y 23; 394 Millingto 3,346 3,249 3, 080 
a ona be Millville.. 4,504 4, 784 4, 954 
3.030 * 293 Mont Clair, 6, 647 6, 600 7,470 
> 3 i 13,549 10,709 15,916 
sis ERE 5, 261 5,797 6,251 |.. 
+856 5, 324 129,713 | 143,202 | 162,252 
4'366 4' OSL New Brunswick.. 17, 403 18, 873 20, 592 
’ " Newton ~.s.. 3d class... 5,475 5, 402 5, 685 |. 
Ocean Grove. me. T eee 5,415 5, O91 5, 878 
Orange....-...0.000 eaten 12,204 12, 472 15, 052 
3,771 3, 940 8, 944 
8, 100 2,952 3,532 7,707 7,275 7,568 
3,615 8, 645 4,026 28, 309 31,708 35,891 
10, 639 11,470 13, 940 Perth Amboy... a Ess 4, 861 4,993 6, 455 |. 
Blair....... x 3,548 4,344 4,249 Phillipsburgh... $2 VENRA 4,232 4,054 4,48) |. 
Central City.. 3,549 3, 868 4,241 Plainfield ...... z 20,514 20, 563 20, GOL 
Columbus. 5, 201 5,613 5, 64L Princeton.. 7,888 7,720 9, 352 
5,370 5, 282 |. 8,681 5,011 6,783 |. 
020 2, 924 3.070 |. 6, 437 6,091 6, 849 
3,553 4,469 |, 3,486 4,539 7, 001 
3,964 4.176 4,929 4,679 5,037 
11,588 13,057 5,272 5,331 5, 404 |.. 
9 952 11,084 31043 3,099 8,407 
12,711 15, 902 2,709 3,235 3,793 |. 
2,837 3,2%5 53,191 58, 659 62,965 
3,786 4,909 |. 7,279 7,408 7,431 
* 8,702 9,150 7,308 8,859 12, 703 
44,685 60, 149 6,022 3, 900 3, 156 
4,361 5,559 2, 786 2,195 3,031 
ss 2,877 3,523 4,984 7,320 5,789 
8, 443 8, 342 
2, 653 3,237 |. > 
4,304 4,507 |. 
4,368 4, 934 5, 187 |. pi Saad ea 9,593 9,191 
Rha ......... . 110,283 126,582 161,251 Las Vegas... 8,738 8,203 
Pawnee City. 3,349 8,417 8,918 Raton „se. 2,925 2, 84 
Plattsmouth . 5, 220 5,759 6,255 |. Santa Fé. 6,554 7,039 
lum Creek... 8,231 3,638 3,511 4, 445 4,423 
2,634 4,098 4,472 4,478 4,347 
2, 346 3,618 4,161 |. 
3,777 3, 742 4,258 |. NEW YORK. 
4,264 4,290 4,413 |. 
3,138 3,139 3,589 |.. Addison... 3,832 3, 
4,113 3,820 3,597 |. 153,964] 157,644 
4,285 4,542 4, 942 6,297 6, 
2, 828 2,849 3,090 12,526 13, 316 
5,751 6, 322 7,072 2 324 3, 230 
3, 607 3,614 
N 55,952 #4, 802 
2,931 8,092 
5, 783. 5,750 3,790 4, 054 
3, 947 8,534 4,995 5,554 
5,836 6,250 13, 336 13, 281 
6, 893 6, 682 7,641 7,635 
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Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-ofices, ete.—Continued Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc.—Continued. 


Fiscal year ended June 20— Fiscal year ended June 30— 


Annual Annual 
Office and State. allowance Office and State, 1 lorie 
for rent. 1885, 1888, 1887. for rent. * 


NEW YORK—cont’d, NEW York—cont’d, 


$41, 353 $45, 213 $49, 698 Poughkeepsie........0-)ssesecsesssesseees $36,167 $37,500 $11, 228 
3, 246 3,125 3, Rhinebeck ........ 2,749 2,883 3, 022 |... 
6,753 7, 847 9, Richfield Springs... 4,308 4, 494 4, 350 |.. 
377, 880 413, 559 490, 490 Riverhead 3,514 3,592 4,169 |.. 
ie 328, 405 833, 430 366, 696 199, 028 255, 159 344, 308 
3, 689 3, 601 3,849 |.. 16, 957 17,152 19, 232 
3,178 3,034 3,891 |. 10,083 9, 653 10, 621 
4,935 5,372 5,012 2,298 2, 633 3,199 
9, 965 10, 384 10,856 |G. B. | Sag Harbors.. |reess 3,305 3,359 3,385 
3, 668 3,889 | > 4,232 4,210 4,683 4,735 
4,119 4,127 | * 4,666 3,126 3,177 3,798 
3, 757 3,557 | Ý 4,040 23, 402 23,019 26,122 
8,292 9, 003 9, 084 4,380 4,433 4,814 |.. 
4,155 4, 205 4,240 15,146 15, 877 17, 
3,232 3,797 4, O47 * 13,557 14, 030 15, 
2,676 4,179| * 5,024 4, 660 3,462 4, 
3,725 3,749 | = 4,041 |. 9, 066 9,746 10, 
3,920 3,772 3,968 |. 3,116 3,312 3, 
3, 669 3,796 4, 267 Stapleton... 4, 604 4,822 5, 
3,692 3,512 3,506 |. Suspension Bridge. 4,700 4,665 4, 
11,475 11,772 12, 450 Syracuse,...... 121, 927 123, 815 125, 
5,722 5,695 5, 609 Tarrytown 5,099 6,224 7, 236 
9, 959 10, 036 10,106 Tonawanda.. 4,550 6,701 10, 629 
12,978 13,795 15, 315 yaa AOE 91,072 92, 111 97, 133 
3,106 3,202 8,178 |.. Trumansburgh. 2,831 2,913 3,167 
3,338 3,375 3,555 |.. Utica ...... 60,018 56, 678 54,436 
6,742 7,016 8,969 Walton. 2,812 3,064 3,396 |.. 
3, 807 3,167 3,526 |. 3,239 3,524 3,737 |.. 
3,028 3, 164 - 3,037 |. Warsaw. 4,859 5,616 6, 352 
9, 653 11, 406 12, 067 Warwick. 2,744 2,786 3,194 
4,514 4,471 4, 689 Waterford.. 3,144 2,624 3.117 
ERAEN 45,026 44,572 48, 247 Water! o... 5, 275 6.740 7, COT 
5,259 5, 121 4, 693 |. Watertown 22, 501 24 075 24, 232 
8, 255 3, 652 Waterville. 4,028 3,899 3,483 
ASSE 4,307 4,330 4,265 
6,127 6,249 8,541 8, O84 8, 684 
3,780 3,825 3,008 2,992 3, 408 
5, 232 4,575 5,737 5, 802 5, 871 
8, 460 8,112 3, 870 4, 358 3, 953 
6,443 5, 908 8, (00 8,751 8,501 
4, 369 4,579 5,765 5,519 6,681 
17, 388 20, 203 4,100 3,199 4,411 |. 
10, 715 11, 166 4, 681 4,9:7 5, 183 |.. 
10, 053 10, 447 307 20, 683 22,677 24,437 
7,784 6, 891 ia 
Gouverneur... 5,297 5,302 5,864 |.. NORTH CAROLINA. 
Greenport. 3,279 3,592 3,643 |. ; 
Greenwich. 2,944 2,940 2,126 |... Asheville... 7,50 8, 156 
Hamilton .. 4,210 4,017 4,450 |. Charl 14, 455 14, 802 
H: 2,900 2,957 3,378 |. 5, 545 6,423 
2,387 2,617 3, 267 |. 4,351 4,00 
8,973 4,295 4,438 |. 6,037 €,073 
2 Saesees 8, 609 3,640 4,140 |. 6, 825 7,290 
5,710 5, 825 7,141 |. 2,778 8,214 
12, 442 12, 321 13,114 5, 637 5, 896 
12, 923 13, 273 14, 309 20, 919 18, 766 
3,535 3, 003 3, 645 |.. 2, 63L 3,276 
5,889 5, 650 5, 086 |. 3,612 4,056 
21, 285 17,236 23,425 2 3, 70L 3,819 
4,100 3, 995 8, B08 h SR Tarborough. 3,247 3,257 
19, 734 19,730 22,014 Wilmington . 20, 616 20, 323 
7, 041 370 8,508 400.00 | Wilson...... 3,271 3, 154 
9,561 10, 005 10, 796 See 6, 401 7,298 
6, 674 6, 835 9, 369 
11, 069 11, 681 12, 013 
24,488 23,581 20, 998 
4,268 4, 832 5,294 |. 4,249 4,401 
4,533 4, 456 4, 340 31,056 45,923 
5, 442 5,834 5,759 7,295 7, 406 
7,317 7,222 8, 183 5,436 5, 605 
3,063 3,440 3,785 |. 6,704 6, 868 
Keh 2,906 2,798 8,120 |. 5,209 4,739 
TAR 6, 418 6,142 6, 468 |. 3, 644 3,767 3, SOL 
14, 138 14, 578 16,337 | 1,000.00 | Bellaire oo... .ccccccscsce/eseeeeeeee 7, 856 7,853 8,721 
6,385 3,021 3, 339 |. 6,484 6, 580 6,918 
3, 368 3,635 3,875 |. 3,882 3,904 4,364 |. 
8,756 10,709 14,019 2,905 2,745 3,643 |. 
TEDIS 8, 004 7,944 6, 234 2,304 2,491 3,098 |. 
3,761 4,872 6, 279 2,302 2,424 3,168 |. 
24,166 25,519 26,706 4,404 4,284 4,900 |. 
5,402 8,130 5,159 |. 7,071 6, 998 7,663 
5,485 6,229 6,707 3,333 3,289 3,546 |. 
4,340,128.| 4,416,848 | 4,753,516 5,639 5,352 5,749 |. 
7,170 7,057 7,702 23, 999 26, 254 30,321 
3,148 4,835 7, 266 3,007 3,083 3, 187 
7,698 7,647 8,713 13, 263 13, 182 13, 955 
5, 48 6,240 6,814 595, 762 623, 45 654, 262 
11, 236 711, 846 6, 921 6, 975 7,457 
11, 229 12, 393 296, 668 309, 025 344, 052 
10,335 10, 149 3,650 3,492 3, 336 
7,993 7,005 114,177 120, 929 132, 727 
26, 0OL 25,572 3,877 4,239 4, 043 
10, 193 10, 530 3,403 4,091 4, 367 
6,072 5, 685 2, 996 2,983 3,461 
3,337 3,439 66, 187 68,729 75, 480 
8,082 7, 887 6, 867 7,398 7,960 
7,079 FIGS BSD [ouine | DOIN WERG irase eio ia] 12, 260 12, 605 12, 280 
7,091 9,028 3, 630 3,769 3,889 |. 
5,291 5,904} B89 A T | Hast EO ER E 8, 690 8, 495 10, 688 
9, 878 9,320 3,199 3,290 8,641 
3,923 4,564 8,093 8,398 9,122 
5,871 5,895 7,138 7,147 11, 150 


1888. 


Office and State, 


oxni1o—continued. 


Piq 

Pomeroy....... 
Portsmouth. ,s.sesss seess |s.. 
RAVENNA messsoesseeeseee| BA 


*Receipts, adjustment Merch 31, 1887, amounted to only $7,272, 
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1885. 
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ton. 
Monongahela City.. 
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ERENER ET EET 


foot ft 
=e 


= 92,59 21 99 50 ym 50.90 
8 


1.59.1 00 Se ox 99. $9.59 90 
BEEZBERISSSEESIS 


is 
2 
e 


BERTI 
S885 


e, 
ee 
Na 


op SSS apnoeeass 


PAROA 


ati. 


BoR aro ree Ryooy 


SAID $0 SALAS. 


3090 60 97,20 LEAT N05 


wo 
=m 


on 
BS 


5,524 


a p 


wennsennasnBraneBianed 
S 


REEERE EE ht 


E 
BSE 


10 Fig 99 x30 52 op 
ERZSZSEN 


>. 
to Or i 
Se 


3,005 


Raped 


ena ShS 
GESRERAZESE 


s 


AENA 
8 
5 


o 


PEETIATTA 


5SonkeS 
o 
© 


$828 


PNPA 


r 
g 
a 


bet at ae ee ae 


Go 0 ee a, 


B obs Eimcoce 
PISSRRFGARBRSESERESSSLS SESH 


peposnp Room eta Sah 
o 
2 
a 


99.09.9290. SA 5 yo oo 


Bao 


be 


BES ohmon 


SRSSSRRSESEREEE 


SRlZSSIRSEELISELSSRSSISASSAEY 


"350. 00 
500. 00 


teresresissssssss 


srsssesesesasasses 


sesersreeressesssa 


erry 


Aen enanenneneneees 


srersesseseseseren 


sessseessseserrees 


sersosesessrsssese 


sesersssesse 


800. 00 
800, 00 


6866 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. JULY 26, 


7 


Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, etc.—Continued. Gross receipts which accrued at Presidential post-offices, elc.—Continued. 
Fiscal year ended June 30—_ roA Fiscal year ended June 30— Konat 
Office and State. allowance Office and State. Class, | ————___——_,—_| allowance 
1886, 1336. 1887. lor rent. 1885. 1886. 1887. | for rent. 
$4, 386 $4, 762 $5,131 |. $3, 304 $4, 001 $5,112 
5,070 4, 234 5, 094 |. 6,757 6,790 7,088 
4,239 4,505 4, 675 |. 4,910 5, 384 6, 013 
27,161 27,267 28, 476 4,392 3, 908 3,598 
5,012 6.211 6,535 3,385 3,593 3,709 |. 
19,392 22,072 23, 530 15, 253 14,378 14, 433 
175, 205 185,259 199, 526 26,515 29, 300 $2, 912 
2, 813 2, 839 3,100 3,336 3,750 4, 049 |. 
9,039 10, 278 10, 672 Middlebury 4,219 4,231 4,343 |.. 
10, 947 11, 579 12, 640 Montpelier... 11, 289 11, 221 11, 589 
2, 813 2, 967 3,060 |.. 
2,916 3,247 3,279 |.. 
16, 415 20, 116 14, 384 
3,438 3,379 3,816 |. 8,536 8, 602 9,775 
2,995 3, 189 3,500 9, 066 8, 801 9,312 
3,220 3, 459 8,591 |.. 8,217 3,291 8, 167 |.. 
65,519 63, 800 66, 240 3,573 2,729 3,296 |. 
16,040 16, 125 16, 453 3,078 3,261 3,515 |. 
7, 805 8, 204 8,369 3,136 8,146 3,199 
4,153 3,834 3, 786 |. 3,458 3,437 BAOD esi 
2, 871 2,674 3,029 |. 
5,351 5,433 5,417 |. VIRGINIA. 
3,774 3,770 4,118 |. 
Abingdon 3,533 3,488 8,559 |. 
Alexandri. 12,827 12,560 12, 459 
6, 854 6, 723 6,920 |. 
4,447 4,501 4,631 |.. 12, 451 14, 022 13,294 
82,789 45, 789 2,770 3,193 3, 122 |. 
7,819 8,150 9,081 Fortress Monro: 3,509 3,293 3, 384 |. 
2, 2,541 3, 109 |.. Fredericksburgh.. 5,510 5, 593 5,972 |. 
6,510 6,569 6, 654 |. Gordonsville. 2, 684 2,168 3,036 |. 
2,491 2) 473 3, 009 |. 4,421 4,822 5,271 |. 
2, 2, 835 3,129 |. 3,914 3,747 3,900 |.. 
6,511 6, 54 7,361 |.. 2,716 2,843 3,112 
33,999 34,044 37,114 4,634 4,420 4, 623 
3,357 2,993 3,315 iberty........ 4,111 4,000 4, 418 |. 
81, 766 90, 441 103, 067 Lynchburgh .. 27, 003 27,723 28, 493 
4,155 4, 102 4,869 |.. Norfolk ...... 43, 260 45, 913 47, 056 
97,145 92,039 99, 318 17,794 19, 678 2), 328 
Pulaski..... 3,258 2, 958 2,512 |.. 7,384 7,389 7,793 
Shelbyville Soke 3,080 2, 888 3,551 |. 112,410 113, 015 116,708 
Union City... wove | arise AO seaesese 3, 941 3,831 4,182 |.. 8, 198 7,601 9, 626 
3,543 3,329 8, 452 
14, 423 13,835 14,817 
3,287 3,034 8, 607 |.. 
5,228 5,813 4,782 | ...csecerereeee | University of Vir- |......d0....00 3,020 2,883 8,448 |. 
32, 048 30,001 34,585 
2, 883 3,221 3, 450 |. 2,974 3,482 3, 866 
5,001 5,192 5, 661 |. 7,017 7,121 7, 643 |. 
3,587 3,790 4,264 3,269 3, 266 3,539 |. 
5,721 5, 682 5,770 |. 
3,019 3,038 3,123 |. 
2,243 3, 839 3,485 |. 3 
3,879 4,010 CUL ee asia | Celtic 4,618 |. 
2,442 2) 465 3, 893 |. Dayton... 3,320 
4,811 4,978 5,154 |. Ellensburgh... 3,951 |. 
5,120 5,241 4, 957 Olympia.,........ 3,879 
WERE 3,832 3, 64 4, 305 |.. Port Townsend 2 2, 2, 947 3, 432 |.. 
5, 888 6,917 7, 875 ee j 13, 349 16, 805 
41, 736 46, 861 58, 962 5 731 6,519 9,279 
9, 802 9, 861 14, 037 9,111 10, 990 ’ 
3,871 3,641 4, 034 9,006 9,367 9,421 
i Sronistoreaise 10, 081 12,222 13, 556 
2,889 3,217 3, 416 |.. 
26,515 26, 831 27, 523 
7,726 7, 262 8,698 8, 455 10,716 12,581 |.. 
59, 391 56, 338 56,129 3,725 3,745 4,040 |. 
Georgeto 3,178 3,264 3,660 |.. 4, 240 4,254 4,613 |. 
Greenville., 3,577 3,961 4,950 2, 989 3,170 3, 259 
Hillsboroug 2, 666 3,122 3,725 |. 4,587 4, 695 5,521 
Honey Grove 2,350 2,599 3, 608 |. 5,741 6,055 6, 286 
Houston...... 33,300 33, 007 33,553 11,554 11,798 13, 457 
Huntsville 3,450 3,333 3,934 |. Piedmont... y jl 2,504 2,505 3,090 
Jefferson - 3,773 3,744 3, 403 Wheeling... SH RL 41, 223 38, 450 42, 600 
5,038 5, 863 5,076 |. 
Laredo... 5,456 4,940 5,100 |. 
Longview 2,628 2,531 3, 055 
McKinney, 3,559 3,714 4,109 |. 2, 806 2,981 3,487 
ars 6,746 6,711 7,736 |. 12, 959 13, 647 13,191 
Mexia....... 2, 733 3,019 3,394 5,555 6,067 9,522 
Palestine 10,478 6,914 5,823 |. 5,613 6,921 6,336 |. 
Paris ....... 7,067 7,706 9,270 4,566 4,767 4,533 |. 
San Angelo. 8, 203 3,719 3,709 9,817 9, 911 10, 420 
San Antonio, . 32, 583 32,067 34,415 4,749 5,017 4,986 |. 
2,840 3,112 3,067 3,268 3,389 4,000 |.. 
10, 546 10, 487 11,717 8, 40 8,175 8,972 
2,831 2,918 3,8337 |. 2,715 2,929 4,969 
3,560 3, 387 5, 266 |. 3, 402 3,537 3,997 |. 
3, 860 4,464 4,775 |. 16, 602 16, 467 17,043 
5,443 6,015 6,508 |. 15, 004 15, 464 15,896 
4,202 3,893 3,825 |. 3, 970 3,917 4,702 |. 
17, 205 19, 209 22,477 Green Bay weessesesssere [one 8,597 9,181 10, 642 
8,432 3, 856 4,210 Hudson 3 4,286 4,072 4; BBB EN 
5,571 5, 939 5,473 |.. 16, 295 16, 965 17,861 100. 00 
3, 302 3, 681 3, 430 |. z 
5,792 6, 046 6,382 |.. 
23,115 28, 039 29, 769 
11,143 11,832 16, 337 3,744 8,756 900 N PRERE 
3,303 3, 683 STUB l oiie 25, 263 26,155 30,141 | G. B. 
33,591 $2, 952 35, 946 1,200. 00 á mAs 6,402 6, 256 ET TA |e scacsosteiecese 
* Lease, act 1935-86, Marinette .....ccsescveree| seses AO sorseon 5,702 5, 683 a. ff ESS, 


1888. 
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Gross reccipls which accrued at Presidential post-offices, elc.—Continued. 


Fiscal year ended June 30— | 


Annual 
Office and State. Class. allowance 
1885. for rent. 
aiea a E 
wiscoxsix—cont'd, ° 
$2,137 $3,563 |..0.srccesseseneee 
2, M8 3,449 |. 
4,771 Pe Tl ERE SEES 
3,785 C y i NS 
252,224 274, 040 
3,140 3,054 |.. 
4,417 4,980 
5,7 5, 845 |.. 
3,232 3,235 | icecccccessrensese 
3, 268 3, 669 |.. 
3,659 3,779 |.. 
20,923 23,157 
3,224 3,498 |.. 
5,086 5,718 
24,225 26, 827 
4,851 4,812 
3,186 3,274 |.. 
8,409 10, 419 
5, U1 5,240 |.. 
5, 919 6, 730 |.. 
3,298 3,800 
7,307 8,192 
8,135 8,713 
2,706 3,124 |.. 
3, 664 3, 668 |.. 
7,796 7,464 |.. 
6,614 7,152 
WYOMING. 
COEF I E ERA PIAA nsession} 15, 300 
Evanston...... | 3d class.....| LALI SOM) ET ce 
Laramie City Phase hee Sal 5, 827 
SING: ERRE | 3d class.....| SAL cB OBB ATT ae 


* Lease, act 1535-86. 


Mr. BLOUNT. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. PETERS]. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to occupy one moment 
of time in any manner which may jeopardize the passage of this bill, 
because I believe that to the country itself and the post-office inter- 
ests of the country this is one of the most important measures which 
has been brought before Congress. The objection is made to this bill 
that in our large cities the maximum amount allowed for the purchase 
of a site is not sufficient; that for $5,000 a sufficient amount of ground 
for the erection of a suitable post-office building can not be obtained in 
any of our large cities. In reply to this objection, I say, in the first 
place, that those large cities where the gross receipts are above $25,000 
have been already provided with public buildings, or there are special 
bills now pending for that purpose. ; 

Mr. STRUBLE. But with very poor prospect of passage in many 
instances, 

Mr. PETERS. I concede that such is the case in many instances. 
Still, the object of this bill is to provide for the construction of public 
buildings in the country districts, in the villages and snialler cities, 
where the post-oflice receipts exceed $3,000 per annum and where it is 
desirable that the majesty of the Government should be represented 
by a suitable building, and where it is also important as a matter of 
business accommodation to the public. 

Now, looking at this matter ina business light, the Government now 
pays an annual rental of $584,609 for post-office accommodations; and 
the interest at 3 per cent. on the money required to erect post-office 
buildings in all these 1,433 cities would amount to only $532,000. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. To towns of what population do you con- 
template the provisions of this bill will apply? 

Mr, PETERS. The question is not regulated by the population, but 
by the gross receipts of the post-office. 

Mr. WHITE, of Indiana. But the population of these cities must 
be a basis on which you work. 

Mr. PETERS. No, sir; we do not work upon the basis of popula- 
tion. 

Mr. LIND. Asaruleatown in the North having a population in 
excess of 3,000 will have post-office receipts exceeding in gross the re- 
quirements of this bill. 

Mr. PETERS. Ido not yield any further. In reply to the gentle- 
man from Indiana [Mr. WHITE] I will say that in our preparation of 
bills on this question, and in the consideration of whatever bills have 
been passed by this House, we have proceeded, not upon the basis of 
population, but upon the basis of business done at the particular 
place—Government business of the Post-Office Department, Govern- 
ment business in the United States courts, Government business in the 
Land Department, ete. The basis of population is not a fair basis on 
which to proceed, because in many instances the gross receipts at the 
post-office in a town of small population will exceed the gross receipts 
of a town having twice the number of population, the population in 


the latter city being of a rural or resident character and not a business 
population. 

The Government, by making the investment proposed under the pro- 
visions of this bill, will save money. I confess I feel an interest 
this bill, because it is in line with a bill which I introduced in the 
Forty-ninth Congress. I believe I can say I have the honor of having 
introduced in this House the first bill indicating the general policy em- 
braced in the present measure. In doing so I was influenced by the 
fact that in a large number of rural towns the Government is now 
renting buildings insuflicient for the dispatch of the Government busi- 
ness, and there is nothing there in the shape of a building represent- 
ing the majesty of the Government. 

I knowit is said that the question of receipts in the large cities must 
contro], and control largely, this matter. But I beg leave to say that 


: | every rural hamlet in the United States contributes to the gross re- 


ceipts of the postal business in all the large cities. 

Take the city of New York, forinstance. Of course the gross receipts 
in the post-oflice at the city of New York are very large, but every ham- 
let within the wide borders of the United States contributes its share 
to those gross receipts. And the same is true with reference to the 
gross receipts of the post-offices at the city of Philadelphia, at the city 
of Chicago, and all the other great cities of the United States. The 
rural hamlets and towns, by the operation of their industrial pursuits 
and business employments, contribute to swell the receipts of the post- 
offices in the larger cities of the country. 

Wow, in all the large cities and towns of the country we have pro- 
vided large buildings, affording ample accommodation for the transac- 
tion of our postal business. ‘Those buildings are commensurate with 
the business which they are required to transact, and furnish the facili- 
ties which are required for the necessary and orderly dispatch of that 
business. Butin the small cities and towns throughout the country 
there is nothing provided except rented buildings, furnishing entirely 
inadequate accommodation in most instances. Itis not the proper way 
in which this great Government should transact its postal business, in 
which the citizens of all classes and all parts of the country are most 
deeply interested. 

It seems to me, therefore, Mr. Speaker, taking any view of the sub- 
ject you please, this bill is one which ought to pass. 

There is another point. It not only provides the needed accommo- 
dation for the transaction of the business of the country, but the 
erection of these public buildings will distribute throughout the coun- 
try, through all the avenues of trade, in the country where these pub- 
lic buildings are to be erected, the money which we appropriate for that 
purpose, thereby giving parapet fr to unemployed labor and stimu- 
lating industry in all parts of the country. There are now a great 
many unemployed laborers, and by passing this bill we will do some- 
thing in the distribution of this money among the people to give em- 
ployment to this unemployed labor, and at the same time we will 
stimulate the industries of the country in a way to produce only the 
very best results. [Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. BLOUNT. I ask, by unanimousconsent, that the debate on the 
pending bill be closed, as it will be taken up by clauses for amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ROGERS. Idesire to be heard briefly. S 

Mr. BLOUNT. Certainly, I will yield to the gentleman. How 
much time does he desire? 

Mr. ROGERS. Not more than fifteen minutes, and I may not even 
take that time. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I will yield to the gentleman for fifteen minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman who opened the dis- 
cussion spoke of this as an important measure. It is an important 
measure; it is widespead in its importance. 

It is well, when we are about to embark on a new sea of this charac- 
ter, to pause for a moment and take our bearings to see what our an- 
cestry and our fathers thought of the exercise of the power conferred 
upon this department. Judge Story, in his second volume on the Con- 
stitution of the United States, paragraph 1536, made use of this lan- 
guage: 

‘The heads of Departments are, in like manner, generally entitled to the a 
pointment of the clerks in their respective offices. But the great anomaly in 
the system is the enormous patronage of the Postmaster-General, who is in- 
vested with the sole and exclusive authority to appoint and remove all deputy 
postmasters ; and whose power and influence have thus, by slow degrees, ac- 
cumulated, until it is, perhaps, not too much to say that it rivals,if it does not 
exceed, in value and extent that of the President himself. How longa power, 
so vast and so accumulating, remain without any check on the part of any 
other branch of the Government, is a question for statesmen and not for jurists. 
But it can not be disguised that it will be idle to impose constitutional restraints 
ayon high executive appointments if this power, which pervades e village 
of the Republic, and exerts an irresistible, though silent, influence in the direct 
shape of office, orin the no less in form of lucrative contracts, be suffered to 
remain without scrutiny or rebuke. It furnishes no argument against the in- 
terposition of a check, which shall req the advice and consent of the Senate 
to ag Soper that the power has not hitherto been abused, 

In its own nature, the post-office establishment is susceptible of abuse to such 
an alarming degree; the whole correspondence of the country is so completely 
submitted to the fidelity and integrity of the agents who conduct it; and the 
means of it subservient to mere State policy are so abundant, that the 
only surprise is it has not already awakened the public jealousy and been 


laced under more It may be said, without the slightest dis- 
yaragement of any officer who has presided over it, that if ever the people are 
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to be corrupted, or their liberties are to be prostrated, this establishment will 
furnish the most facile means and be the earliest employed to accomplish such 
a purpose, 

I haye read this paragraph, Mr. Speaker, for the purpose of arrest- 
ing, if possible, the attention of this body. Let us look for a moment 
at the enormous power which this bill confers on the Post-Office De- 
partment, and in calling the attention to these provisions it is not my 
purpose in the slightest degree to reflect upon or detract from the in- 
tegrity, ability or good faith of the presiding officer over that Depart- 
ment. Men pass away and administrations pass away, but power once 
et into control of one of these Departments is rarely ever surren- 

ered, 

And the very indorsement placed upon the bill to-day is the recom- 
mendation of the ex-Postmaster-General. It comes with his indorse- 
ment; it comes here begging for additional money, begging for addi- 
tional power, to be placed absolutely under the control of that Execu- 
tive Department of the Government. 

Mr. SENEY. Is it under the control of the present Postmaster- 
General, or will it be under the control of his successor ? 

Mr. ROGERS. I would rather not be interrupted now. 

Looking at the first section, the very first movement we find is the 
creation of a new bureau for which there is no present necessity. Al- 
ready in the Treasury Department there is a bureau with an organiza- 
tion, with a superintendent, and with subordinate officials under him 
for this very purpose. There is an established corps already compe- 
tent and able to do the work, and you will permit me to say that with- 
out haying given careful and full investigation to the management of 
that officee at any time, I have always believed and yet believe that 
if there is one of all the bureaus of the Government that requires re- 
organization it is this one, and I say this without intending any re- 
flection at all upon the present presiding officer in charge, for I have 
had practically nothing to do with it since he has been atthe head of 
the bureau. 

That is the first thing we find in the bill—the organization of another 
great bureau, for which there is no necessity, with another head and a 
high salary, with a corps of subordinate salaried officials, with the crea- 
tion of an immense establishment of persons under it, and officials 
scattered all over the country, into every State, and into every Con- 
gressional district. That, sir, is the first step. Why not let the au- 
thority rest where it properly belongs, with the Architect of the Treas- 
ury? What is the necessity for sucha change as this bill contemplates? 
But the third section of the bill is still more objectionable, infinitely 
more so, in fact, than the first section. It provides— p 

That the Postmaster-General is authorized from time to time to construct, in 
his discretion, post-office buildings, ete. 

Let us pause here for a moment and examine what is pro by 
this section. ‘‘ Shall construct, in his discretion, post-office buildings,” 
Let us assume, sir, that some man not very scrupulous had found his 
way to the head of the Post-Office Department, and was himself a can- 
didate for the Presidency or for the Vice-Presidency of the Republic. 
Let us suppose his success in a pending election depended upon one 
district or two districts or depended upon one State or twoStates. Yet 
under that condition of things you have placed by the terms of this 
bill $2,000,000, if I recollect aright, at least you propose here to say 
that he shall exercise control over a vast sum of money, and put it in 
the hands of a man whose election may depend upon the expenditure 
of that money where it will do the most good. Is thata wise measure 
of legislation? With the warning of Judge Story before us, of the 
enormous powers of that great De’ ent already exercised, are we 
ready and willing to embark now in a scheme which is to place more 
millions of dollars in the control of one single Department and one 
single man at the head of the Department; place it in the hands of an 
officer who himself may be an aspirant to the highest or the second 
highest office within the gift of the people, with power in his discretion 
to construct public buildings wherever he pleases, keeping within the 
provisions of this law ? 

I say, sir, that the adoption and passage of this bills, anctioned as it 
is by the Department and indorsed by the Committee on the Post-Of- 
fice and Post-Roads, involves a danger to the Republic, a danger to 
the liberties of the people, a danger to fair elections, and to the just 
administration of the laws, and is pernicious in its effects upon good 
government in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I had not the remotest idea that this bill was to be 
considered to-day. I have taken no steps to investigate its full rat 
and have had no 5 apiece J to criticise its provisions. Weare ed 
upon to act on it morning in the morning hour without notice or 
opportunity to investigate or deliberate upon its provisions. I had de- 
termined, in the of what I conceived to be a high public duty, 
to invite the attention of the House of Representatives and of the 
country to the fact that we are embarking upon an entirely new field, 
that we are entering a field that involves the expenditure of millions 
upon millions of public money. 

Take my own district, for instance, situated far in the Southwest, 
and yet, familiar as I am with it, I could not tell you under the pro- 
visions of this bill what number of public buil are to be constructed 
in a single year under the operationoflaw. ‘Take some great State of 


the Union pending an election, and suppose it wasa close State, a doubt- 
ful State whose vote would decide a national election. Two millions 
of money are placed in the hands of the Postmaster-General. One hun- 
dred towns in that State receive the benefits of the bill and this money 
is expended absolutely under his discretion. He alone is to determine 
when, where, and how it shall be expended and what buildings are to 
beerected. Can it be possible that our Government, with this enor- 
mous power in the hands of one Department, already wielding more 
than times the power of any other Department of the Govern- 
ment, can place temptation of this character in the hands of any public 
official, tempting him to abuse a great public trust imposed in him by 
the people and corrupt a State or district, to overturn the will of the 
people in the exercise of the lawful power conferred upon him by the 
ngress of the United States? : 

Mr. Speaker, for one, cherishing the individual liberty of the citizen, 
cherishing the purity of the ballot-box, cherishing the great maxim 
handed down to us trom our great forefather, that “‘ eternal vigilance 
is the price of liberty,” cherishing the Constitution derived from our 
forefathers, I stand here to-day, if I stand alone, in this House to enter 
my solemn and earnest protest against the enactment of any such law 
as this. [Applause. ] 

I would keep the expenditure of the people’s money under the spe- 
cific direction of the people’s representatives. I would confide this 
enormous power to no single individual. I would ayoid the abuses 
and the scandals that are sure to follow. I would observe the teach- 
a, Pg the Divine Master, ‘‘ Lead us not into temptation.” 

r. BLOUNT. I now ask unanimous consent that the general de- 
bate be considered as closed, and that the bill be read by paragraphs 
for debate and amendment under the five-minnte rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
+“ a CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the first paragraph of the 

ill. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 
Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be in the Post-Office Department one archi- 
tect and superintendent of construction at a salary of $4,000 a year; one skilled 
draughtsman at a salary of $2,000 a year, and two skilled draughtsmen at a sal- 
ary of $1,800 a year each, to be eppomted by the Postmaster-General. 

Mr. ROGERS. I move to strike out the whole of the first section 
of the bill. I do not care to be heard in advocacy of the amendment. 
It is the section which organizes a new bureau in the Post-Office De- 

ent. 

Mr. PERKINS. Before the vote is taken I would like to ask the 
chairman of the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads why this 
may not be done by the present bureau; why the Architect of the 
Treasury may not prepare these plans and specifications, but leave 
the buildings under the control of the Postmaster-General after the 
specifications are prepared and accepted? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Inrelation to the buildings the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Postmaster-General are made 
a board to pass and approve them. ‘The result is that the action ot the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Postmaster-General has been merely 
pro forma, but they have been unable to control it, and the last Post- 
master-General endeavored to doso, but found his associates unwilling 
to do more than follow the former practice, and the objectis to put the 
matter in the hands of the officers in charge of this Department, with 
authority to control the erection of these rae 

Mr. HENDERSON, ofIowa. I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Georgia a question, if he will allow me. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Certainly. 

Mr. HENDERSON, ofIowa. Has the committee carefully examined 
the question asto the saving there would be, if any, to the Government 
if this policy were pursued, taking into account the rent of buildings 
which are hired from other persons to carry on the post-office business ? 

Mr. BLOUNT. I will ask my colleague [Mr. ERMENTROUT] to an- 
swer that question, as he has given that matter special attention. 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. I made an estimate of that. I found that at the 
present rentis not paid for all the ffices; but the saving between 
the rent of buildings and interest on the sum which would be invested 
in their erection as I made the calculation would be about something 
over $50,000. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. So that, in the long run, it would be 
economy to erect these buildings? 

Mr. ERMENTROUT. Unquestionably. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa, Are the committee unanimous in 
favor of this bill? : 

Mr. DINGLEY. I would like to ask the gentleman from Georgia 
a question. If the expense for this work should be placed upon the 
aie gathers Architect of the Treasury, would it not be nearly as great 
as by agin Liban control of the Post-Office Department? 

Mr. BLO It would be about the same. 


Mr. DINGLEY. There would be no increase of expenditure on that 


account, 
Mr. BLOUNT. The officers of the Treasury are not able to keep up 
with the work they now have. 
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Mr. BURROWS. I desire to ask my friend from Georgia a ques- 
tion. $ 

Mr. BLOUNT. I aska vote on this section. 

Mr. BURROWS. I see this bill provides for the construction simply 
of post-office buildings. 

Mr. BLOUNT. ‘That is what it provides for. 

Mr. BURROWS. Suppose in a place where one of these buildings 
is to be erected accommodation is required fora court or custom-house 
which are now provided for in one building. Are you to construct a 
separate building ? 

Mr. BLOUNT. By no means. It is in the discretion of the Post- 
master-General where these buildings shall be constructed, and he is 
restricted by certain provisions in the bill and by the appropriation. 

Mr. BURROWS. Suppose a case where there is a post-office, and 
where there is no court or custom house, then how are you to manage? 

Mr. BLOUNT. Under this bill nothing can be done but construct 
post-office buildings. The power, of course, will rest with Congress, 
as it does to-day, if it wants to make a building sufficient to accom- 
modate a court and for other purposes, to do so. 

The amendment of Mr. RoGerstostrike out the section was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. That the Postmaster-General shall cause to be prepared by the Arch!- 
tect of the Post-Office Department, with the assistance of the Supervising Arch 
tect of the Treasury, who is directed to furnish his counsel and aid theneto, & 
design for post-office buildings, which, before being adopted, shall be approved 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Postate enoi and the Secretary of 
the Interior; that such design and plans shall be so dev as to enable the 
construction of post-offices of such variable size as may be required at the Pres- 
identia! offices, so that additions or extensions to their capacity may be con- 
structed from time to time in the future without injury to the harmony of the 
design or the usefulness of the constructed portion; that such design and plans 
shall be of uniform general character and exterior ap nee, and, so far as 
may be most expedient for the service to be performedin them, of interior ar- 
rangement; and that all such buildings shall be constructed with a view to be- 
ing fire-proof. 

An amendment, recommended by the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads, inserting the words ‘‘ each of” in line 20, was read. 

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. Chairman, this is a very important section, 
and I see that the morning hour for the consideration of the bill has 
expired; so I hope it will go over to-day. 

Mr. FARQUHAR. I desire to offer an amendment, which I send 
to the desk and ask to have read, so that it may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The hour for the consideration of bills having 
expired, the committee will rise. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. SPRINGER having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. McCREARY, from the Commit- 
tee of the Whole, reported that they had had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 3319, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the following 
titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 9771) for the erection ofa public buildingat Ottumwa, 


Iowa; 

A bill (H. R. 8353) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and foot-passenger bridge across the Hillsborough River, at a point in 
the town of New Smyrna, in the county of Volusia and State of 
Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 5095) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Ocmulgee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 9086) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Coosa River, or bridges across the Oostenaula and Etowah Rivers, 
at or near Rome, Ga.; 

A bill (H. R. 3523) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, and to establish it as a post-road; 

A bill (H. R. 10053) making May 30 a holdiday in the District of 
Columbia; 

A bill (H. R. 7899) authorizing the construction of a bridge over the 
Tennessee River at or near Lamb’s Ferry, Alabama; 

A bill (S. 558) for the relief of certain settlers upon the school lands 
of Washington Territory; 

A bill iS fo granting a pension to James Hall; 

A bill (S. 888) granting a pension to Nancy A. Cutts; 

A bill (S. 2033) granting a pension to Joseph Wirth; 

A bill (S. 1051) toamend the act giving the approval and sanction of 
Congress to the route and termini of the Anacostia and Potomac River 
Railway in the District of Columbia; 

A bill (S. 1099) for the relief of the Church of the Ascension, in the 
District of Columbia; 

A bill 1650) for the relief of Maj. Gen. W. W. Averell; 

A bill (S. 1612) to provide for the closing of parts of two alleys in 
square 132, in the city of Washington, D. C., and for the relief of Charles 
Early and Corbin Warwick; 

A bill (S. 1709) to provide for the issue of patents to certain persons 
for donation claims under the act approved September 27, 1850, com- 
monly known as the donation law; 

A bill (8. 1727) to grant to the trustees of the German Lutheran 


Trinity Congregation of Washington, D. C., the right to sell a portion 
of their cemetery land; 
A bill (S. 1870) granting the use of certain Jands in Pierce County, 
ee Territory, to the city of Tacoma for the purposes of a pu 
te park; 
A bill (S. 2307) to correct the records of the District of Columbia 
relative to certain real estate therein; 
A bill (S. 2493) to perfect the quarantine service of the United States; 
A bill (S. 2845) granting to the corporate authorities of the city of 
Tuscaloosa, in the State of Alabama, all the right, title, and interest 


of the United States to fractional sections 22 and 15, lying south of the 


Black Warrior River, in township 21, and range 10 west; 

A bill (S. 3303) relating to ‘‘An act relating to postal crimes,” and 
amendatory of the statutes therein mentioned, approved June 18, 1888; 
an 

A bill (S. 3365) for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Chicago, Ill., to be used as an appraisers’ warehouse and other public 
purposes. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I ask unanimous consent on behalf of the Commit- 
tee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads that the House proceed with the 
consideration of the bill to provide for post-office buildings. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I very much dislike to object, but I 
want to examine this bill with reference to amendments, and I can 
not do it at this time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the purpose of re- 
suming the consideration of the bill to organize the Territory of Okla- 

homa. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. 


PROPOSED TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA, 


The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
for thè purpose of considering the bill the title of which the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 10614) to organize the Territory of Oklahoma, and for other pur- 


Mr. HOOKER. Mr. Chairman, the bill introduced by the Commit- 
tee on Territories for the purpose of organizing and establishing a ter- 
ritory to be known as the Territory of Oklahoma presents, in all prob- 
ability, the most singular instance of legislation upon the subject of 
creating Territories within the limits of the United States that has ever 
been presented to the considerstion of the Congressof the United States. 
The bill itself is vague, uncertain, and indefinite as to the area which 
it proposes to embrace within the contemplated Territory. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, it is a bald proposition to create a 
territory out of lands which the Government does not own, and with 
the fact conceded and established by the report of the committee that 
there is no population on it. The bill presents a singular aspect. It 
is unlike any other bill that has ever been presented for the crea- 
tion of a territory out of the public domain of the United States, It 
proposes to create a territory vast in extent, stretching over the great 
area of country which is embraced in the maps which the committee 
have submitted with the bill, although the Government of the 
United States does not possess a title to one foot of this land, with the 
exception of the very small strip knownas ‘‘ The Public Land Strip.” 

Therefore, sir, the boundaries of the Territory of Oklahoma as pro- 
posed by this bill include a vast area of country not owned by the 
Government of the United States, but belonging to other people. I 
have said that the bill itself is indefinite—indefinite in this, Mr. Chair- 
man, that it says it will except from the operation of this act creating 
the proposed Territory all lands thatmay be occupied and owned by 
Indians, unless with their consent. 

It proposes to embrace a vast region of country not now belonging to 
the Government of the United States; not territory out of which Con- 
gress has a right under its general power to create Territories, but a re- 
gion which, as I have said, does not belong to the Government of the 
United States at all. In other words, this is a proposition in violation 
of the solemn treaties of the Government from 1830, when the Danc- 
ing Rabbit Creek treaty was made with the Choctaws in Mississippi, 
down to 1866; in violation of the solemn provisions of all those treaties 
with the Indians; the treaty of 1830, of 1833, of 1835, of 1855, of 1866, 
which last treaty it will be remembered reaffirmed all the grants made 
in prior treaties to all the Indian tribes named therein. This, I say, 
is a bold proposition to take those Indian lands and create a Territory 
out of them in violation, not only of all these treaties, but, as I shall 
proceed to show when I come to read the patents, in absolute violation 
of the solemn patents given by the Government of the United States 
to the various civilized tribes. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. And in violation of the express stipu- 
lation that they never would erect Territories around that Indian coun- 


try. 
Mr. HOOKER. And, as my friend from New York suggests, in vio- 
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lation of the express stipulation contained in the early treaties and re- 
affirmed in the treaty of 1866 that at no time in the future would the 
Government of the United States create States or Territories surround- 
ing or adjoining the territory thus granted to the Indians. 

Mr. WARNER. Let me ask the gentleman, then, was it a violation 
of those treaties to create the Territory of Kansas and later the State 
of Kansas? Were those treaties violated when Kansas was admitted, 
and when Texas was admitted, and when Colorado was admitted ? 

Mr. HOOKER. I take it for granted that the gentleman from Mis- 
-souri [Mr. WARNER], who has already spoken on this subject, does not 
concede that those States were included, for if you will scan well his 
speech you will see that its main object was to show that if gentlemen 
had the power they would take all these grants from the Indians, in- 
cluding the lands held by the Creeks, the Chickasaws, the Choctaws, 
the Seminoles, and the Cherokees. And, Mr. Chairman, the bill of the 
Forty-ninth Congress, which was the parent of this one, was a bolder 
aie than this, because it expressly proposed to embrace all those 

ds. 

Mr. WARNER. I interrupted the gentleman with that question 
simply because the suggestion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BAKER] was that under the treaties we were bound never to create 
any States or Territories around any of the lands conceded to the In- 
dians, yet nevertheless the States I mentioned have been created. 

Mr. HOOKER. I think that probably was a violation of the trea- 
ties, but that is what the French call un fait accompli, and the gentle- 
man is a representative of one of those States and yet he is not satisfied. 

Mr. WARNER. If the gentleman will pardon me, I represent s 
State that was admitted before that time. 

Mr. HOOKER. You represent Missouri, but you are speaking for 

rsons who represent those States. 

Mr. WARNER. No; they speak for themselves. 

Mr. HOOKER. The fact can not be concealed that this attempt to 
create a Territory in this manner is in gross violation of every one of 
the treaties to which I have referred and of solemn patents executed 
by the Government in binding form conveying these titles in fee-sim- 
ple to the various semi-civilized tribes that I have mentioned. 

It can not be denied that the object of this bill is to take from these 
Indians and constitute into a Territory of the United States the very 
land which, by the most solemn form of conveyance known to the law, 
the patent of the Government, has been given to these Indians. In 
other words, the gentleman who represents this committee as its chair- 
man, and gentlemen who favor this proposition, notsatisfied with the vast 
and illimitable domain of the United States, so well referred to in the 
tablesubmitted by my friend from New York [Mr. BAKER] in his able 

of the other day; not satisfied with that, you are like the greedy 
Roman of whom Horace spoke, who, in the days of the decadence of 
the Roman Empire, not satisfied with his own vast possessions, said, 
“Me angulus placet mihi preter omnia’’—‘ That little corner of my 
neighbor’s land pleases me better than all my vast estates.’’ 

In this spirit gentlemensay, ‘‘ We want the lands which the Indians 
occupy; we need it; we intend to have it.’”? Though you have had the 
Army of the United States at the frontier for years and years excluding 
from Oklahoma the intruders upon thatterritory; though whileCaptain 
Payne was alive as the leader of the marauders, you had the Army of 
the Government stationed upon the frontier protecting that territory, 
under the policy not only of this Administration but of former admin- 
istrations, the whole power of the Government being invoked for that 
protection, you now propose absolutely, by the terms of the bill of the 
committee, to take from these Indians by law that territory the pos- 
session of which by them you have arrayed your whole Army to pro- 
tect. Nothing moreand nothing less than this isthe proposition. You 
deal with the Indians with a hand of steel, but you put on gloves of 
velvet. You talk about protecting and guarantying their rights; yet 
this bill can not become a law nor this proposed territory have an ex- 
istence except by an act of Punic faith of which I hope the Govern- 
ment of the United States will never be guilty toward the weak wards 
whom it has taken under its protection. 

Sir, the history of the world has pointed to the subjugation and par- 
tition of Poland as a national crime by the great powers that perpe- 
trated it, a crime which will stand as a blot upon the civilization of 
the age which witnessed that bold robbery and desolation of an entire 
people. Yet the partition of Poland was a venial offense in compari- 
son with that act of Punic faith which this bill proposes the Govern- 
ment of the United States shall commit in to these Indians. 
The Poles were allowed at least to die with arms in their hands, but 
here by solemn treaties with these Indians you-have given them this 
land; you have made ittheirs. When Jackson consummated the trea- 
ties with them he said to them, speaking to them in that beautiful 
figurative language which the Indian so well understands (for all his 
expressions are taken from objects of nature): “This land shall be 
yours as long as the grass grows and the water flows.” 

Are you going back on this solemn asseveration of your great Presi- 
pent, the iron-handed and iron-hearted Jackson? Are you going back 
on the solemn patents of your own Government? Are you going back 
on the solemn treaties which you have made with these people? Yes, 
if you pass this bill, you are. And I say that you are committing a 


robbery upon these people. While you are professing friendship for 
them, you are crushing them with a hand of iron as palpably as the 
four walls of the dungeon invented by despotism closed upon its victim 
by invisible springs until he was crushed to death. 

You have acquired from the Indians the vast empire out of which 
many of the Statesof this Union have been formed—aye, indeed, Mr. 
Chairman, have you not acquired this whole country from the Indian? 
For there was a time when they owned all this vast territory. They 
have conceded to youeverything. They have retreated before the tide 
of civilization from the eastern coast, and now they are met by the 
tide of civilization coming from the Pacific coast. You acquired from 
them all this vast empire, forming now thirty-eight States, each in 
its own magnificence supporting the grand entablature of the Union 
which spans the continent from ocean to ocean. 

You got it all from them. You got it by solemn treaty. You cre- 
ated States out of it. They gave it to us upon the most solemn con- 
ditions which the Government could make. It issaid when we litigate 
among ourselves, we white people, the man who can trace his title back 
to the patent of the Government has that basis for his right of posses- 
sion which is entitled to the greatest respect. Yet you propose now 
with these solemn treaties staring yoħ in the face, entered into by the 
Government with these Indians, and under your authority, you propose 
to take this land from these Indians and create a Territory out of it. 

¥on have driven them across the Mississippi River, they own no 
lands east of that river. You ceded this land west of the Mississippi 
to these Indians. You ceded it to them under the most sacred obliga- 
tions which could bind the conscience of man or nation, and yet now 
the proposition is made and offered here to make a Territory out of 
land to which the Government of the United States does not own the 
title to an acre, with the exception of No Man’s Land strip, which is 
but a very small part of it. 

What is this bill stripped of all extraneous matter? It is uncertain 
in its terms. It is bristling all over with exceptions in its application. 
It is bristling all over with provisos. It is so drawn as if it needed an 
apology for the terms in which the measure shapes itself. 

I wish to say to the committee, Mr. Chairman, that what I have al- 
ready stated isnot mere sentiment. It is not mere theory, but is the 
language of cold parchment to which the officers of this Government 
hayeaflixed their names, It is the land which belongs to these Indians 
by the title which they hold under the solemn obligations of treaty. 
It is not sentiment; it is simply justice that they should be protected 
in their rights. 

You talk about, and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] 
talks about these Indians blocking the highway of civilization. Civ- 
ilization—sir, what is civilization if it is not founded upon the ac- 
knowledgment of equity and justice? I would commend the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] and the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SPRINGER] if they want to apply the principle of civilization, 
to go back and read some of the first great principles which were en- 
graved by the great law-giver of the world upon tablets of stone. 

I would have them remember that the cardinal principle, the basis 
upon which civilization is built, is this sublime truth, ‘‘ You shall do 
unto others as you would have others do unto you.’’ You should deal 
in equity and justice. 

And I would commend to these gentlemen another one of those laws 
written by the great lawgiver in immutable letters upon tablets ofstone, 
spoken in language composed of but four words, and those monosyllabic, 
saying, ‘‘ Thou shalt not steal.” 

The robber who meets you with arms in his hands you may be able 
to confront, but the robber who comes stealthily in the form of law 
and undertakes to take away that which you hold by the title of the 
most solemn character can not appeal to any principle of civilization 
for justification, for, sir, all civilization must rest upon the great cardi- 
nal principles of the Christian religion, and be founded upon the eternal 
laws of truth and right which lie back of and behind all legislation. 

I appeal, therefore, to the sense of justice of the members of this 
Committee of the Whole to look at this matter as it is and to decide it 
upon the principle of right and justice. 

It is said this is mere sentiment. Now, I do not know, as I have al- 
ready stated, any sentiments more beautifully expressed as to the rela- 
tions subsisting between man and man and between man and his God 
than those which are embodied in the Ten Commandments. I do not 
know of any civilization that does not date back to those grand cardi- 
nal principles. 4 

Yes, sir, we are here now proposing to take away from these Indians 
a territory which we have ceded to them under the terms of a solemn 
treaty; which we have ceded to them for a valuable consideration; 
which we ceded to these Indians, Mr. Chairman, because they gave 
up under the stipulations of treaty all the territory which they held 
east of the Mississippi River, coupled with the condition that they 
should have title to these lands in the shape of patents from the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

Sir, if my honorable friend from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] holds a 
rood of land in that great State of his, the State of and has 
the patent of the Government of the United States for it, would he 
not, if I were to go over and assail his title, and take possession, say 
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to me, ‘‘Iam in my occupancy and possession of these lands by the 
solemn patent of the Government of the United States.’’ 

The Indians who are affected by the provisions of this bill, and whose 
lands are to be taken away the same asif they were your own, are the 
Indians who have received their lands under solemn treaty stipulations 
with the Government in exchange for other lands, and neither the Goy- 
ernment nor any other power has the right to dispossess them. 

I beg to call the attention of the committee very briefly to the six- 
teenth article of the treaty of 1866, which will show at once thatin that 
treaty the Government, referring to and embracing in it the regrants of 
everything that had been granted to the five semi-civilized tribes from 
1830 -up to that time, repeated the terms of the former treaties, and 
made an addition which in my judgment settles the whole question be- 
yond all controversy; and it was referred to in the able, exhaustive, un- 
answered, and unanswerable speech of my distinguished friend from 
Georgia [Mr. BARNES], who is one of the signers of the minority re- 
port. I am gratified, sir, I may be permitted to state, to know that 
there were members of the committee on both sides of the House who 
could not be induced to become parties to this attempt to rob the In- 
dians of the lands held by them under solemn treaties with the Govern- 
ment and by patents, 

That sixteenth article of the treaty of 1866 settles this question, in 
my judgment, beyond all possibility of dispute, and particularly with 
reference to that portion of the lands embraced in this map and known 
as the Cherokee Outlet, and also the Oklahoma lands. ‘This bill pro- 
ceeds npon the idea that with the exception or No Man’s Land, a small 
and insignificant strip of land, none of these lands are devoted to ag- 
riculture, and as there are no people occupying these lands these gen- 
tlemen want them for the homesteaders. 

Sir, I never knew a man who wanted to commit a wrong who was 
not able to find some excuse to offer for the act, and bring to its sup- 
port well-founded principles; and we have even heard the Scripture 
quoted in support of bad purposes. 

The prejudice of the homesteader is appealed to, and his right to take 

ion of the lands as a reason for this unwarranted action. But 
the homesteader of the United States does not possess now, norcan he, 
in my judgment, under the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, assume the right, under any action of this body, to proceed to 
these lands and make selections upon them and obtain a patent, when 
the lands have been, as in thiscase, patented to the Indians, Millions 
of acres of our lands are still open for homestead settlement in other 
portions of the country, but the argument here is made to induce sup- 
porters to the bill in the interest of the homesteaders. 

I deny it, sir. There is not an honest homesteader in the United 
States who has the right to go and select and locate upon a tract of 160 
acres of land who would want to see the Government of the United 
States so much dishonored as that he would be willing to go and take 
emai of lands which had by solemn treaty of the Government 

n set apart for the Indians in payment of lands taken from themin 
exchange. But that argument is insisted upon here, and one gentle- 
man from Missouri became quite eloquent in his appeal on behalf ot 
the homesteaders, and also that we should protect the Indians against 
the cattle syndicates and against these rich corporations. 

Allow me to say to the gentleman that on one occasion it was my for- 
tune to go into that Territory on one of my trips, when I happened to 
be at Muskogee when the Indians were assembled for their annual agri- 
cultural fair. And by the bye, as typical of the civilization and ad- 
vancement which has been made by these people in agriculture, although 
I have had occasion to attend agricultural fairs of many of the great 
States of the Union, I have nowhere seen anexhibition of the produc- 
tions of the earth—grain, cotton, and rice—and the handiwork of women 
more striking and more beautiful than that I witnessed at Muskogee, 
where on this occasion the five semi-civilized tribes had met for their 
annual fair. 

I may be permitted to say further, that it is not an illiterate, igno- 
rant, uneducated, unthrifty, and unwise population with whom we 
are dealing and whom the Government is asked to rob by this bill; 
but an educated, cultivated, intelligent, thrifty people. I heard there 
on that oceasion at Muskogee an agricultural address delivered by one 
member of the Cherokee tribes, a half-breed, whom I chance to know 
quite well, William P. Adair, and I have had the opportunity more 
than once to listen to the eloquent speeches and oratory at the agri- 
cultural fairs in the States of the Union, but I never heard an address 
on agricultural subjects grander in its theme, more lofty in its object, 
purer in its logic and rhetoric, and more accurate in its style than that 
delivered by William P. Adair on that occasion. 

Sir, these Indians have in good faith taken the lands occupied and 
owned by them. They settled upon them and cultivated them. It 
has been said, ‘‘ Why, we do not propose to do any wrong to the In- 
dians. We are going to establish a Territory, and after that Ter- 
ritory is ‘established’ we will ask the ‘consent of the Indians.” 
Why, Mr. Chairman, this proposition would be an insult to the intel- 
ligence of a white man, and it is equally an insult to the intelligent In- 
dians. You are going to organize a Territory out of his lands and then 
appeal to him to give his assent. You take ion of his property 
by force and then ask him to admit your right. You appeal to the 


Cherokees to break the very treaties that you have made with them. 
That is the proposition: to create a Territory and then to get the con- 
sent of the Indians. 

Now, I have said that the sixteenth article of this treaty of 1866, in 
my judgment, settles this question beyond all controversy, and if 
the committee will bear with me I will read it. It will be remem- 
bered that the sixteenth article of the treaty of 1866 dates back and 
embraces within it features of all the other treaties with these tribes 
back to the ‘‘Dancing Rabbit Creek” treaty of 1830, the treaty of 
1833, of 1835, and of 1855, and reaffirms every grant, privilege, and right 
ceded to these Indians. It is in the following language: 

The United States may settle friendly Indians in any part of the Cherokee 
country west of 96°, to be taken in a compact form in quantity not exceeding 
160 acres for each member of each of said tribes thus to be settled; the boun: 
of each of said districts to be distinctly marked, and the land conveyed in fee- 
simple to each of said tribes to be held in common or by their membersin sever- 
alty,as the United States eet decide, Aes 

Said lands thus disposed of to be paid for to the Cherokee Nation. 

Meaning, of course, the lands belonging to the Indians themselves. 
How could the Cherokees convey if they did not own? How could 
they dispose of the lands if they did not own them? Who was to:pe- 
tition for it? The Government of the United States? Oh, no. The 
Cherokees were to petition for it. They were the people who were to 
be paid for whatever lands other friendly Indians settled upon, and they 
were to be paid according to the contract made between the Cherokees 
and the other friendly Indians. 

The land thus disposed of was to be paid for to the Cherokees— 

At such price as may be on between said ps in interest, subject 
to the approval of the President; and if they should not agree, then the price 
to be fixed by the President. 

The Cherokee Nation to retain the right of possession of and jurisdiction over 
all of said country west of 96° of longitude until thus sold and ocenpied, after 
which their jurisdiction and right of possession to terminate forever as to each 
of said districts thus sold and occupied, 

Now, sir, it is clear from this that the Cherokee Nation were to make 
the sales to the other friendly Indians, and they were to be paid the 
purchase money. They were the vendors, and the friendly Indians 
who were to be settled on said lands were the vendees. They were to 
pay the consideration money and the Cherokees were to receive it. It 
was settled by the treaty between the Indians and the Government 
that this land was theirs, subject to their right to sell to other friendly 
Indians, and you will observe the language in this section is that the 
United States ‘‘may.’”? It is a permission granted. ‘‘The United 
States may settle friendly Indians.’’ There is no right to take the 
territory; no right to settle white people; no right to give an acre ot 
this land for any purpose whatever. 

Now, it is said by the gentleman from Missouriin his argument that 
he wants to protect the Indians from the syndicates and corporations 
pasturing there. What right, sir, has the Government of the United 
States to say how the Indians shall use these lands? We had one fear- 
ful instance of this dictation to the Indians. It was caused by one of 
these agents, who said to the Indians, ‘‘I want this land for agricult- 
ural purposes.” The Indians were pasturing their ponies there, and 
he said, ‘‘I want to plow up this land and grow corn and pumpkins 
and other things;’’ but the Indians said there was plenty of land 
elsewhere which he could use. It would be just as if 1 were to say to 
the gentleman from Missouri, ‘‘ There is plenty of land to homestead 
in this country.” They said, ‘‘ This is our land; all this land is ours, 
and we have a right to use it as we please. You can go over there,” 
pointing to other lands, ‘‘and break up and make agricultural fields of it 
if you please; but this is our land and we prefer to use it for pasturage.’’ 
The agent, in violation of the express wishes of the Indians, put his men 
to plowing the lands, and the result was, one of the party was shot at, 
but not wounded. This produced one of the most fearful wars we have 
had with the Indians, and resulted in the desolation of that entire 
family. Sir, there is no power in the Government of the United States 
or its agents, or the members of this committee, to say to the Indians, 
‘ You shall use that land we gave you for agriculture rather than for 
other purposes.’’ 

The Cherokee Nation owns the land known as ‘‘the Cherokee Out- 
let,” and no agent of the Government nor the Government itself can 
say how he shall use it. Are you to judge? Who gave you the right 
to say what the Indian shall do with what they paid for? You robbed 
him of an empire and gave him a corner in the Indian Territory, and 
now you want to rob him of that. 

Mr. WARNER. Does the gentleman hold that the Indians had legal 
authority to lease these lands ? 

Mr. HOOKER. ‘There is no question about that at all. 

Mr. WARNER. Then you and the Attorney-General disagree. 

Mr. HOOKER. Ihave my own views, and I hold that the Indians 
haye just as much right to lease their land as you have got the right 
to lease your farm in Missouri that the Government gave to the man 
from whom you derive your title to the patent there; and the Govern- 
ment has just as much power to go into Missouri and dictate to the gen- 
tleman what he shall do with his land or to my honorable friend from 
Tilinois as to what he shall do with his as to say to the Indians, “You 
shall not lease your lands for pasturage purposes.’’ 

Mr. WARNER. Two Attorney-Generals have decided that, and 
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the circuit court of the United States has decided that in the decision 
of Judge Brewer. 

Mr. HOOKER. I will come to that decision after awhile, and if I 
do not reach it in my time I will publish it in my remarks. 

When you make a solemn patent, whether you make it with Indians 
or with white people, you part with all right and title of possession. 
There is but one condition embraced in the treaty and stipulated in 
the patent upon the happening of which the Government of the United 
States is to reacquire an interest in theselands—only one. No Attorney- 
General, no member of Congress speaking by the book, can assert that 
there is a single condition coupled with the conveyance of these lands 
to the Indians, save and except one only, and that condition is that if 
the Indian should become extinct or should cease to occupy the lands, 
then the Government of the United States reacquires an interest in 
the lands. 

But the grant was an absolute grant in fee-simple, especially the 
grant to the Cherokees, and it has been so held by the courts of the 
United States. The courts have held, I say, that it was an absolute 
grant in fee-simple, and the Cherokee title, as was well said by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES], is firmer, stronger, more binding 
than that of any other tribe, though I hold that under the terms of the 
treaty and under the terms of the patents the other semi-civilized 
tribes hold their landsby an equally strong tenure. That article of the 
treaty has forever settled the question as to what was the character of 
the conveyance made. 

I hold one of the patents in my hand, and I shall embody it in my 
remarks, and I invoke the attention of every member of this commit- 
tee to its contents. Let us see how it reads. I will not read that por- 
tion of it which sets forth the boundaries of the land granted, but I will 
read certain portions which fix the nature of the grant. This patent 
begins: 

The United States of America, to all whom these presents shall come, greet- 
ing: Whereas by certain treaties, ete. 

It recites the various treaties with the Indians and the articles of 
those treaties upon which the grant is predicated, and reciting as one of 
the considerations of the grant the cession of the lands east of the Mis- 
sissippi River, and, following these recitals, the Government of the United 
States agrees to convey, ete., and the grant concludes in this way: 
‘Therefore, in execution of the agreement and stipulations contained 
in the said several treaties, the United States have given and granted 
and by these presents do give and grant unto the said Cherokee Nation 
the two tracts of land so surveyed and hereinbefore described contain- 
ing, in the whole, 14,374,135.14 acres’’—with remarkable particularity 
down to the very fraction of an acre do you write in this patent what 
you are giving to these Indians—‘‘ to have and to hold the same, with 
all the rights, privileges, and appurtenances thereunto belonging, to the 
said Cherokee Nation forever.” There is no limit, no restraint. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the gentleman permit a question ? 

Mr. HOOKER. I would rather not be interrupted. I understand 
the purport of the gentleman's argument, and I think I shall answer 
it before I get throngh. It will be seen, therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
that there could not have been a more unlimited form of grant, a more 
absolute form of grant, a more unrestricted and unconditional form of 
grant, than this, which is as old as the forms of conveyance that belong 
to that great nation from which we borrow alike our language and our 
laws, 

To proceed with the reading of this patent— 

‘To have and to hold the same, together with all the rights, privileges, and ap- 
purtenances thereunto belonging. 

Was it a right, privilege and, appurtenance thereunto belonging to 
lease the lands to lease them for ninety-nine years, or, if the owner 
desired, to lease them absolutely, or to sell them absolutely? Surely 
it will not be contended that any Attorney-General or any judge has 
ever so far forgotten the plain and simple provisions of the English 
language and the plain and simple impulses of common honesty as to 
say that a grant thus broad and liberal in its terms is coupled with 
restrictions by which the grantee may sell but can not lease, by which 
he may occupy for one purpose but can not occupy for another. 


To have and to hold the same, together with all'the rights, privileges, and ap- 
purtenances thereunto belonging, to the said Cherokee Nation, subject, how- 
ever, to the right of the United States— 


I call attention to the limitation— 


to permit other tribes of red men to get salt on the salt plains on the Western 
rairie referred to in the second article of the treaty of the 29th of December, 
835, which salt plains have been ascertained to be within the limits prescribed 
for the outlet agreed to be granted by said article. 


And, mark you, by numerous adjudications, by numerous decisions, 
and by the terms of the patent itself, what is called the Cherokee Outlet, 
which is embraced in this bill as a part of the proposed territory was 
conveyed inthe very same patent which conveyed the other lands to the 

Cherokee tribe of Indians— 


Referred to in the second article of the treaty of the 29th of December, 1835, 
been ascertained to be within the limits prescribed for 
ranted by said article, and subject, also, to all the other 
nited States, etc., to the extent and in the manner in 


which salt plains have 
the outlet agreed to be 
rights reserved in the 


which the said rights are so reserved, 


That refers to the reservation of the right to establish necessary mil- 


itary posts, etc. 

And subject, also, to the condition provided by the act of Congress of the 28th 
of May, 1830, referred to in the above-recited third article, and which condition 
is that the lands hereby granted shall revert to the United States if the said 
Cherokee Nation becomes extinct or abandon the same. 


With the exception, therefore, of the right to give to the other tribes 
settled on that land by consent of the Cherokees permission to use the 
salt lake which was found to be embraced in the survey, it is an un- 
conditional grant of these lands for any and all purposes for which the 
Cherokees might see fit to use them—as full an ownership as any citi- 
zen of the United States has of his land. The sole reservation was that 
if this nation of people should become extinct or should for any reason 
abandon these lands, they should revert to the United States, 

The other patents to all of the five semi-civilized tribes to whom 
these lands were granted by patent were couched in the same words. 
If you possess the power to take the Cherokee Outlet, why do you not 
possess the power to take the land of the Cherokee Nation itself? All 
the black part of that map you do not propose to include in this bill 
which my friend from Illinois has introduced—only the white part of 
that map is proposed to be included. The lands now belonging to the 
Cherokees, Choctaws, Creeks, Seminoles, and Chickasaws is represented 
in black on the map; yet the instrument which conveyed the land to 
these tribes, was precisely similar in terms to that which conveyed to 
the Cherokees what is known as the Outlet. 

It was essential that they should possess this outlet; and it is proba- 
ble that, sharpened as their wits were by experience of the manner in 
which they had lost lands east of the erie this tribe of Indians, 
by no means deficient in intelligence, said ‘‘ We will secure an outlet 
from this land.” At the time when that grant was made to them these 
Indians maintained themselves mainly by hunting; and it was neces- 
sary they should have this outlet. The Government conveyed it by 
solemn patent precisely as these other lands have been conveyed. The 
patent to the Choctaws, to the Creeks, and other tribes is in precisely 
similar form. What right then has the Government of the United 
States to take one acre of this land and constitute it a Territory? 

I wish now to refer to the terms of the treaty and to show by the inter- 
pretations which have been placed upon it that the Government of the 
United States designed to make an absolute conveyance of the title to 
this property. ‘The United States by the fifth article of the treaty of 
1830 covenanted and agreed— 

That the lands so ceded to the Cherokee Nation shall at no future time with- 
out their consent be included within the territorial limits or jurisdiction of any 
State or Territory. 

That is what was declared by solemn treaty—by solemn patent of the 
Government. Yet, now, by the report of the majority of the Commit- 
tee on Territories, and the bill which they have presented, you are 
asked to violate this plain, essential feature of the contract between 
the Government and the Cherokees. 

Mr. WARNER. ‘The gentleman will permit me to say that that re- 
fers to Article V of the treaty of 1825. > 

Mr. HOOKER. I understand that. 

Mr. WARNER. And if the gentleman turns to that he will find 
it includes only about forty-two sections of land, not one foot of which 
is included in this bill. 

Mr. HOOKER. Yes; and the gentleman ought to know better than 
to attempt to impress upon this House the idea that there was a single 
patent issued prior to 1825. They were all issued subsequently. 

Mr. WARNER. No one has been trying to mislead the House. I 
simply called the attention of the gentleman to the date of the treaty 
to which reference was made. 

Mr. HOOKER, I understand what the gentleman refers to. But 
there were no patents issued until after 1825. 

Mr. WARNER. I have not claimed to the contrary. 

Mr. HOOKER. I haye the date of every patent here. Here are the 
certificates of the Commissioner of the General Land Office in 1880: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., March 16, 1880, 

I, J. A. Williamson, Commissioner of the General Land Office, do hereby cer- 
tify that the annexed copy of a patent dated December 31, 1838, in favor of the 
bead Nation, is a true and literal exemplification from the records of this 
i TA CAOS whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name, and caused the 
seal of this office to be affixed, at the city of Washington, on the day and year 


above written. 
{SEAL.] J. A. WILLIAMSON, 
Commissioner of General Land Office. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
March 16, 1880, 

I, J. A. Williamson, Commissioner of the General Land Office, do hereby cer- 
tify that the annexed, from page 1 to 24, both inclusive, is a true and lit- 
eral exemplification, from the records of this office, of the original letter to the 
Secretary of the Interior, dated October 13, 1877, relative to lands in the Indian 
Territory claimed by the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad Company. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name and caused the 
seal of this office to be affixed at the city of Washington on the day and year 


above written, 
[SEAL] J. A. WILLIAMSON, 
Commissioner of General Land Office, 
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So that it will be observed that this patent to the Cherokees was 
after the date to which the gentleman refers. 
These lands having been surveyed, a patent was duly granted, bear- 

ing date December 31, 1838. 

Therefore in execution of the agreement and stipulations contained in the 
said several treaties, the United States have given and granted, and by these 

resents do give and grant, under the said Cherokee Nation, the two tracts of 
and so surveyed and hereinbefore described, containing in the whole 14,874,- 
135.14 acres: To have and to hold the same, together with all the rights, priv- 
jleges, and appurtenances thereunto belonging, to the said Cherokee Nation 
forever; subject, however, to the right of the United States to 
tribes of red men to get salt on the salt plain on the Western prairie, referred 
to in the second article of the treaty of the 29th of December, 1835, which 
salt plain has been ascertained to be within the limits prescribed for the 
outlet agreed to be granted by said article; and subject also to all the other 
rights reserved to the United States in and by the articles hereinbefore recited 
to the extent and in the manner in which the said rights are so reserved; an 
ro also to the condition provided by the act of Congress of the 28th of May, 
1 referred to in the aboye recited third article, and which condition is that 
the lands hereby granted shall revert to the United States if the said Cherokee 
Nation becomes extinct or abandons the same, 


That, I have said, is the only reservation. It is agrantas absolute, 
as unqualified, as free from misconstruction as any patent of the Gov- 
ernment to any man who now holds an acre of land granted trom the 
public domain, whatever may be the color of his skin. 

The United States guarantied to each tribe that they should hold 
their respective tracts by the same title and tenure as are provided for 
in treaties of 1832 and 1833, and agreeable to letters patent issued to 
Creek Nation August 11, 1852, and the guaranty was again renewed 
that no State or Territory should ever pass laws for the government of 
either of these tribes, and that no portion of either tract should ever 
be included within any Territory or State, nor shall either or any part 
of either ever be erected into a Territory, without the full and free con- 
sent of the legislative authority of the tribe owning the same. 

The guaranty, therefore, that these lands should be theirs, absolutely 
theirs, unqualifiedly theirs, discloses the intention of the Government, 
and that intention of the Government is further disclosed by the deci- 
sions of the courts supporting the rights and title on the part of these 
Indian tribes to the lands which they hold. 

Now, the whole of the Indian Territory was held by a fee-simple 
title from the United States, the Cherokees holding their lands by an 
absolute fee-simple title; the Creeks with the Seminoles aud the Choc- 
taws with the Chickasaws their respective districts by a qualified fee. 

The question arises, do they hold it there now? Nothing has hap- 
pened since to change the character of their title, and they hold it now 
as unqualifiedly as when it was first conferred upon them by the patent 
of the Government. 

Besides, the treaties of 1866 with these different tribes provide for a 
general amnesty for all past offenses, referring to the recent unpleasant- 
ness between the States in which some of them had been engaged, but 
which had been fully condoned on the part of the Government so far 
as any interest or rights were affected by it. 

It will be seen, therefore, whether you take the treaties themselves, 
or take the recitals of the patents, the intention of the Government by 
solemn stipulation was that no Territory should ever be created, that 
no State should be created within the borders of the lands held by these 
Indians without the consent of the Indians. Yet here it is proposed to 
occupy that land, and to create a Territory in violation of the rights 
of the Indians who settled there. You propose first to create the Ter- 
ritory and then to get the consent of these people. 

i nee sixteenth article of the treaty of 1866 with the Cherokees is as 
‘ollows: 


rmit other 


The Cherokee Nation to retain the right of possession of and jurisdiction over 
all of said coun west of 96° of longitude until thus sold and occupied, after 
which their ju ction and right of possession to terminate forever as to each 
of said districts thus sold and occupied. 

Jurisdiction over and right of possession in this land remains in the 
Cherokee Nation, and it so continues until the lands are disposed of 
in the manner mentioned in this article, and when so disposed of the 
United States can settle thereon none but friendly Indians, 

It appropriated on March 3, 1883 (22 Stats., 624), out of the funds 
due under appraisement for Cherokee lands west of the Arkansas River, 
the sum of $300,000. Now, this is what Congressdid. And for what 
was the appropriation made? The answer is found in the proviso an- 
nexed to theappropriation: ‘‘ Provided, That the Cherokee Nation shall 
execute conveyances, satisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior, to the 
United States in trust only for the benefitof the Pawnees, Poncas, Nez 
Perces, Otoes, Missourias, and Osages now occupying said tract, as they 
respectively occupy the same, before the payment of said sum of money.” 

Those who are seeking to open the lands to white settlement have 
called attention to the fact that under act of March 3, 1871, 16 Stat., 
566, it is no longer the policy of the Government to make treaties with 


the Indians. But this very act provides that it shall not be so con- 
strued as to invalidate or impair any existing treaty. They then as- 
serted that we had on the statute-books a statute prohibiting the set- 
tlement of any other Indian tribes on it; but when we examine the 
act—the act of February 13, 1879, 20 Stat., 313—we find the prohibi- 
tion applies only to the Apaches and other Indians of New Mexico. 

There is nothing, then, either to prevent faithful adherence to the 
treaties or to the continuation of the policy marked out by statesmen 
of a preceding generation, of making further settlements of Indians 
within this Territory. As late as 1870, Mr. Cox, then Secre of 
the Interior, in a document indorsed by President Grant, said: ‘‘The 
policy of preserving the Indian Territory as far as possible from intru- 
sion in any form has been hitherto regarded as firmly established in 
this country. * * * And in order to carry it out with any degree 
of success it is necessary to adhere to it as firmly as possible,” 

This bill proposes a departure from this policy. It proposes to take 
the land from these Indians and to create a Territory out of it. It 
proposes to do this in violation of the treaties and the patents to the 
land granted by the Government. 

What do you propose to do? You propose to use the power of the 
Government of the United States to create a Territory, where, under 
the treaty stipulations, you agreed that no Territory should be created 
without the consent of these Indians to whom the lands were granted. 
You propose to organize a Territory there in violation of the rights of 
these Indians, as the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] has stated 
in his report. 

The passage of a bill organizing a Territorial government, under such cir- 


cumstances, over a weak and defenseless people, with a condition xeguiring 
m the 


their assent before-the bill should become operative, would evince o; 

of a powerful Government like that of the United States such a predetermina- 
tion to create the proposed government as would deprive these people of all 
freedom of volition in the matter. It would be a miserable perversion of terms 
to call an assent thus obtained free and voluntary. 

But, sir, as has been well said by the gentleman from Georgia, the bill 
contains more than that. It proposes in plain terms to confiscate the 
lands of these Indians unless they consent to the organization of this 
Territory; and that is the substance of the bill in words. The Indians 
are to be deprived of property solemnly conveyed to them by patents 
and treaties whether they will or no. 

But again, sir, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Mr. Price, writes 
to the Indian agent, Mr, Tufts, on March 31, 1883, info him of 
the Secretary’s decision, and that on the previous day he had an 
interview with Chief Bushyhead, of the rokee Council, to consider 
the subject and report the result to this office. 

Chief Bushyhead replies on July 8, 1883, to a communication from 
the Commissioner of June 28, 1883, and inclosing a copy of an act passed 
at a special session in May, ‘authorizing him and directing him to exe- 
cute a lease to the Cherokee Strip Live Stock Association. This lease 
was executed in July. 

No objections appear ever to have been made by any Department of the Gov- 
ernment, although the lease was made, as is clearly seen, with its full knowledge, 

The Department had written to know what the council had agreed 
upon. 

The Department of the Interior, through Acting Secretary Joslyn, July 30, 
1884, thus announces the position of the Department (see page 165, Senate Ex. 
Doc. No. 17, Forty-eighth Congress, second session): “The ehoro neither 
re izes nor d ms leases from the Cherokee natio) authorities for 
grazing privileges. Parties oocupying under such leases are not included in 
the Department request for the removal of intruders.” 

That is, the occupation under such leases was not included under the 
Department’s request for removal. Hence the Department sanctioned 
the leases. If so, the Department will not interfere with them. 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask how much time I have remaining? 

Tha CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has two minutes of his time re- 
maining. 

Mr. BARNES. I would ask unanimous consent that the time ofthe 
gentleman be extended, the same privilege having been granted to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SPRINGER. How much time remains to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BAKER]? 

The CHAIRMAN. Eighteen minutes. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Ihave no objection to his taking that time. 

Mr. BARNES. I object to that. 

Mr. SPRINGER. How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. HOOKER. Ten or fifteen minutes only. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman pro- 
ceed for that length of time. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOOKER. In addition to what I have cited and the passages 
to which I have referred in the very able report of the minority of the 
committee from whom the bill comes, and whose substitute accompanies 
the report, I turn now for a moment to consider what view the Indians 
themselves have taken of this matter. They have presented it in the 
shape of a memorial submitted by the delegates of the Cherokee Na- 
tion in language probably more clear and forcible than I could myself 
present it. They puta very pertinent inquiry in that memorial: 


If the right of sale was given to them, to the affiliated tribes, and the price to 
be agreed upon between,.the Cherokees and the affiliated tribes was not satis- 


factory, then if they could not agree the President of the United States should 
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fix the price as an arbitrator between the two, claiming to have no power or 
authority save that granted by the terms of the treaty within whose powers he 
was restricted. 

They asked the question, ‘‘ Who it is to be sold by?’ By the Chero- 
kee Nation; and if it is to be sold by the Cherokee Nation, the Chero- 
kee Nation must own it. They say: 

Such is the view of Congress itself, as formally expressed in an act passed on 
March 3, 1883, You are referred to the deeds executed by the Cherokee Nation, 
under the authority and requirement of that act, to the Poncas, Pawnees, Nez 
Perces, Ottawas and Missourias, and Osages, now on file in the office of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, leaving about 6,000,000 acres of the original tract un- 


settled by and unsold to friendly Indians and stillinthe onand owner- 
ship and under the jurisdiction of the Cherokee Nation. 


Will my honorable friend from Illinois or the other gentlemen advo- 
cate the position that the Cherokee Nation has not power to sell any 
portion or every rood of these lands to the affiliated tribes? Under the 
treaties and under the patents they have the right to do this, and if 
they have that right what right have you to take it? 

Mr. WARNER. To whom have they the right to sell? 

Mr. HOOKER. To any friendly nation, coupled with no condition 
as to how they shall sell. They have the right to sell to any friendly 
tribes; and they have now six titles recorded in your Indian Office. 
They were not secretly made, but were openly made with the appro- 
bation of your Government. They are recorded titles, and they can 
convey anything. Do you mean to cheat not only the Cherokees but 
the poor friendly tribes to whom they sold these rights, in their anxiety 
to care for that people and every nation and people who had a kindred 
feeling? 

"There are some people who manifest a great deal of sympathy for the 
colored people of the South. They are very anxious for the welfare of 
the colored race. I admire very much the feeling which prompts it; 
and in reply to what has been said upon that subject I would say there 
are no people who have protected them with more energy and zeal than 
the people in the midst of whom they have been reared from infancy 
fo old age, and among whom they lived when slaves and since they 
have been free. 

Here you have special treaty stipulations with the Indians who have 
holdings of land from the Cherokees, and I would like you to extend 
something of the sympathies to these Indians you claim for the colored 

ple of the South when you undertake to dispose of their property. 

t is not only a proposition to take it from the Cherokees, to whom you 

granted it by solemn patent, but you propose to rob the semi-civilized 

tribes to whom they sold it. That is the view that these gentlemen 
take of this question, and I have given it an answer. 

No lawyer can deny the proposition that the Cherokees have the 
right to the land described in this Territorial bill, known as the Chero- 
kee Strip. They are exercising that right as thousands and millions 
of white people are exercising rights acquired by agreement with 
others. The Cherokees have, therefore, under the power acquired by 


their contracts with the United States, permitted certain persons to | ag 


lease these Jands at a rental of $100,000, and if they can get $200,000 
they have the right to make that arrangement. 

They have a patent to the land known as the Cherokee Strip, not a 
technical claim to a portion of the country authorized to be occupied, 
but they haye the fee-simple, not only a right under the treaties of 
1830-35, but actually patented to the Cherokee Nation by President 
Van Buren on the 31st of December, 1838. The Cherokees claim the 
right of possession, and say that this is land which was secured to them 
by these stipulations. 

I call the attention of the gentleman from Illinois and the gentle- 
man from Missouri to the language of this grant. There is no such 
thing as an Indian patent and a white man’s patent. It is the patent 
of the Government; the conveyance of the Government. It is an as- 
sertion of the Government’s authority, power, control, and ownership, 
absolutely unrestricted and unconditioned. And yet thatis what you 
propose to violate, and take this land for the purpose of creating a 
Territory, in violation of every provision under which the Indians oc- 
cupied it, and create a Territory of it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if you adopt the bill of my honorable friend 
from Illinois and the majority of this committee, what do you do? 
Have you the right, as the gentleman from Missouri in his speech 
indicated, that he looks not alone to the acquisition of the land now 
embraced in these territorial limits, but to the acquisition finally of 
all the land which the five semi-civilized tribes have ? 

Get your feet as a standing point upon what you call the Oklahoma 
land, and your greedy eyes will soon reach out to the land occupied by 
the five semi-civilized tribes. You will never be content until the ter- 
ritorial limits extend to those lands, and until the white people get in 
there and occupy them. The Government has been engaged in expel- 
ling intruders from this very Oklahoma Territory. Whyand by what 
authority did the Government do this? They did it in performance of 
solemn duty and right to secure these lands to these Indians, and under 
no circumstances could there be an occupancy of the land except by 
their assent or by their sale or lease. 

So that it will be observed, Mr. Chairman, that the Government of 
the United States, not only under this Administration, but under for- 
mer Administrations, has found itself bound to protect this very terri- 


tory which you now propose to make a white man’s territory by a form 
of legalized robbery. You would not allow the white man to go in 
and rob them for himself, but absolutely in violation of every right of 
the Indian and every obligation of the Government you propose in the 
form o law now to go in and take this land whether the Indians agree 
or no 

Now, sir, the gentleman talks about the Indian standing in the way 
of civilization. I would not like to belong to a civilization, however 
grand and great, which would do wrong and which would be the per- 
petrator of an outrage upon the weak and defenseless, whom you are 
accustomed to denominate as the wardsof the nation; for no one prin- 
ciple of law is held more sacred in any court of justice, outside of the 
rightsexisting between man and man, than the great principle by which 
a trustee is held to a rigid responsibility on account of his ward. 

And yet you propose to rob your wards under the form of law of that 
which is theirs, and theirs by the most solemn of treaty stipulations. 
That is what this bill does; nothing more and nothing less. 

I say I do not wish to belong to the most enlightened civilization of 
the nineteenth century if it proposed to do a wrong, and yet a greater 
wrong is here proposed than that which Great Britain has long admin- 
istered upon down-trodden Ireland in denying its people home rule. 

You have taken these people under your wing. You have conveyed 
to them these lands not as a gift but because they ceded what was far 
more valuable to you and what you absolutely needed for the white 
man’s occupancy east of the Mississippi, and now you to rob 
them of that grant in utter violation of your plighted fai , in viola- 
tion of the forms of law and of every principle of right and justice. 
Why, Mr. Chairman, a man who should present himself in court and 
say, ‘‘I deny my title,” would be told by the court, ‘‘Sir, you can not 
deny your title. The court will not permit you to do it.” 

Itisa great fundamental principle of law that no man shall be heard 
ina court of justice to deny a title which he has himself granted. He 
can not even be permitted to question the title of another man if de- 
rived from thesame source as his own. But gentlemen propose by this 
law to absolutely violate every compact and every treaty with the In- 
dians, and to take these lands away from them nolens volens. It is pro- 

to do this in violation of the solemn grant of the United States 
sal of their solemn agreement that no Territory should be erected 
ere, 

Sir, it has been said at some time by the men who have gone farthest 
in this matter that the civilization of the age would require that the 
sentiment should he engraved on the hearts of the American people that 
the best Indian is a dead Indian. You are faithful guardians of your 
wards, are you not, when under the pretense of advancement and civ- 
ilization you would absolutely rob your wards, and if you could not 
rob them while they were living you would be willing to kill them in 
order that you might, ghoul-like, rob them when they were dead! I 
trust that such a principle of civilization will never be asserted in this 


@, 

Itis a great thing to be a civilized people, to have men skilled in 
the arts, in science, in literature, in history. It is well to be a nation 
great in intellectual power as well as in domain and in material wealth. 
But, sir, the grandest nation of the Old World when it reached its sub- 
limest degree of dominance over the then known world—when Rome 
sat the crowned mistress of the world upon her seven hills, boasting 
that she was first in art, in science, and in literature and law, having 
violated the great principles of right and justice as to the vast domain 
which she had acquired, she fell from her high estate, giving rise to 
the saying of the great Latin poet: Roma ruat sua mola. 

Let that never be said of this great and glorious country of ours. I 
hope it never may be; but if our country is todo wrong with impunity, 
if it is to commit legalized robbery with the strong hand, if it is to vio- 
late every principle of human and divine law, then I do not know but 
what your boasted civilization may be merely the precursor of your 
downfall, as it has been the precursor of the downfall of every nation’ 
that has forgotten the law written by the hand of the Almighty on the 
immortal tablets, impressed by the hand of that magnificent law-giver 
of the world, whose form was chiseled from the insensate marble by the 
master hand of Michael Angelo, and stands to-day, in body as in mind, 
the most splendid specimen of humanity on the globe. 

If you do what this bill proposes, you do it in violation of those great 
laws both human and divine which every just and upright nation 
should respect, and respect with more strictness when dealing with a 
weaker people, especially a people who have confided in you and trusted 
you and given their fate into your hands. I implore this committee, 
therefore, to look at this bill as it is, and not to be deceived or to per- 
mit its actual purposes to be hidden by any protestations which may 
be made here that itis in the interest of the Indians. It means abso- 
lute confiscation. It means absolute denial of every right which you 
have granted to them. It means utter disregard of the obligations of 
your Tee treaties and the solemn patents of yourGovernment. [Ap- 

lause. 
P Mr. SYMES. I yield twenty minutes of my time to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. SrockDALE]. 

bii STOCKDALE withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 


1888. 


EXTENSION OF ANNUAL APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. SPRINGER. ‘The Committee on Appropriations desire to have 
a joint resolution passed extending the appropriations owing to the 
failure of some of the appropriation bills, and I move that the com- 
mittee now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. SPRINGER having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, having had un- 
der consideration the bill H. R. 10614, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

Mr. FORNEY. By direction of the Committee on Appropriations, 
I ask the immediate consideration of the following joint resolution 
which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows. 

A Joint resolution to continue the provisions of a joint resolution approved 


une 30, 1888, entitled “A joint resolution to provide temporarily for the ex- 
penditures of the Government,” 


Be it resolved, cte., That the provisions of a joint resolution entitled “A joint 
resolution to provide temporarily for the expenditures of the Government,” ap- 
roved June 30, 1888, be, and the same are hereby, extended and continued in 
ull force and effect to and including the 3lst day of August, 1888. 
Mr. FORNEY. Iam directed to present this by the Committee on 
-Appropriations. We find that the Navy, the Army, and the sundry civil 
bills are still in the Senate, and it will be necessary to make this pro- 
visio in order that the appropriations may be extended. c 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Ishall not object, but I desire to put on record 
my protest against the unusual, and I believe entirely unnecessary de- 
lay of the appropriation bills in the House in the first instance. 

Mr. FORNEY. Inreply to the gentleman I will say that the sundry 
civil bill has been before the Senate for over a month. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes, and it was before the House for six months. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution (H. Res. 206) was 
read a first and second time, and ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. FORNEY moved to reconsider the vote by which.the jeint res- 
olution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. . 

‘The latter motion was agreed to. 


PROPOSED TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA. 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 
; Mr. SYMES. Ireserve the balanceofmy time. [Cries of “Vote!” 
*Vote!?? 
Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman yield to mea portion of his 
time? 
Mr. SYMES. I yield a portion of my time to the gentleman from 
Kansas. 


Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, in the short time allotted to me I 
will not be able to enter into a general discussion of this bill, nor will I 
attempt to review the circumstances that exist in the territory that are 
affected by the provisions of this bill. Perhaps the conditions existing 
there have been brought to the attention of the committee by gentlemen 
who havespoken on thissubject; butas is well known toall who have had 
occasion to give the subject investigation and thought that great area of 
country furnishes to-day an asylum and resort for desperadoes and law- 
less characters, who flock there from all sectionsof the country. This 
great area of our common country is without law, order, or authority, 
or the representatives of law and order, and is a menace to the people 
who have located upon our public lands in the adjacent States and on 
the Public Land Strip which is provided for by the provisions of the 
bill; and in the name of these people, as well as in the name of the 
people of the West who are without homes, and in the name of the 
people who are looking to this territory as a place in which homes 
may be secured, we ask for the adoptipn of this proposed legislation. 
The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Hooker] denounced it as wrong, 
as violative of treaty obligations, and as an attempt to take from the 
Indians that which they possess, without right, and in violation of 
law; and yet almost the very first provision of the bill is that— 

Nothing in this act shall be construed to impair the rights of person or prop- 
erty, or to impair any patent to or right of occupancy of lands now ing 
to the Indians in said territory under the laws and treaties of the United States, 
executive order, or otherwise, or to include any territory occupied by any In- 
dian tribe for which title has been conveyed by patent or otherwise from the 
United States, or to which such tribe may be entitled by law, executive order, 
right of occupancy, or treaty, without the consent of said tribe, or any territory 
which by treaty or agreement with any Indian tribe is not, without the consent 
of said tribe, to be included within the territorial limits or jurisdiction of any 
State or Territory; but all such territory shall be excepted out of the bounda- 
ries and constitute no part of the Territory of Oklahoma until said tribe shall 
signify its assent to the President of the United States to be included in the said 
Territory of Oklahoma, except for judicial cree as provided herein, or to 
affect the authority of the Government of the United States to make any regu- 
lation or enact any law respecting such Indians, their lands, property, or other 
setts, which it would have been competent to make or enact if this act had 

That is the provision of the bill, and yet gentlemen stand here upon 
the floor of this House and denounce it as violative of the obligations 
of the Government to these people. It is said that we propose to take 
from them, by the strong arm of the Government, that which they pos- 
sess; that we propose to strike down our treaty obligations and take 
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from them, by force and without right, that which they lawfully own, 
and to give it to others, and yet the bill expressly provides that noth- 
ing of the kind shall be done. There has been no claim or argument 
advanced upon the floor of this House of that kind, and it is only idle, 
vehement declamation against the provisions of the bill to make such 
statements or accusations. Let the enemies of the proposed legislation 
tell us what Indians are sought to be wronged by the provisions of this 
bill; what is to be taken from them in violation of the rights they 

. Let them tell us who are to be despoiled; what tribe of In- 
dians, what band, what individual, and what land is to be taken from 
them in violation of treaty obligations and without fair compensation ? 

Mr. WEAVER. They do not mention any individual or specific 
case, 

Mr. PERKINS. Of course they do not, but as my friend from Iowa 
would suggest, they indulge in glittering generalities and deliver long 
homilies upon the wrongs of the ‘‘ poor red men.” 

The bill, in my judgment, is carefully guarded in its provisions, and 
recognizes the legal and equitable claims of the Indians. As was sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WARNER] in a speech 
made by him on this subject when the bill was last before the House 
for consideration, the people of the West really complain of the provis- 
ions of this bill. They complain that it does not go far enough—that 
it does not necessarily remove all barriers to the peaceful and lawful 
occupation of these lands, These people have waited long, and per- 
haps not at all times patiently, for this proposed legislation. They 
have seen these lands idle and not occupied or needed by the Indians. 
In fact, they have known that more than twenty years agosome of these 
lands were ceded to the Government of the United States for certain 
and specific purposes; that large sums of money were paid to the In- 
dians for such lands; that they are not now needed by the Government 
for the purposes mentioned in the treaties; that they are to-day, and 
bave been for years, largely occupied by cattle companies, under cattle 
leases, while settlers are excluded and driven from the lands. 

Knowing this and believingjthat without wrong to any one these 
lands could be opened to white settlement, those people for whom I 
speak ask, not as speculators, not as ‘‘ boomers,’’ notas ‘‘ lawless tres- 
passers,” but as honest, industrious settlers, and law-abiding Ameri- 
can citizens, that the barriers be removed and that they be permitted to 
occupy these lands under the public-land laws of the United States 
and appropriate legislation of Congress. ‘They do not ask that the In- 
dians be wronged or that they be driven ftom the lands they occupy, 
but they ask that these vacant and unoccupied acres be given to 
them under appropriate legislation, and that the Indians be fairly paid 
for any claim, legal or equitable, they may have to the lands thus 
opened to white settlement. 

As to the Public Land Strip, commonly called ‘‘ No Man’s Land,” 
it is not claimed by any one that the Indians have any claim or title 
thereto. It is now occupied by settlers, but without courts or consti- 


‚tuted authority. Pass this bill and it becomes a part of Oklahoma 


Territory, and the people will secure law and order for the protection 
of their persons and the opportunity of securing a title to their 
homes. . This, with Oklahoma, the Cherokee Strip, and other lands em- 
braced within the provisions of the bill, will give thenew territory more 
than 23,000,000 acres, an area larger than New Hampshire, Massa- 
chusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Jersey, and Delaware com- 
bined, and we ask that fair legislation may be enacted that will open 
up this great domain to honest, industrious, and intelligent settlement. 

Ihave not in the time given to me the opportunity of considering 
this important subject in detail as I would like, or to answer the criti- 
cisms of the enemies of the proposed legislation, but let us, as a practical 
body, legislating for a practical people, take a practical view of all 
these questions and do that which will secure justice and right, rather 
os oiam a sentiment which continues conditions hurtful and bane- 

nl to all. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas has expired. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose to receive a message from the Senate, 
Mr. CULBERSON in the chair. 

Am from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills of the following titles; in which con- 
currence was requested: 

A bill (S. 1873) increasing the rate of pension of W. A. Shappee; 

A bill tS 1766) granting a pension to Stephen Butler; 

A bill (S. 2050) granting a pension to Mrs. Bridget Hackett; 

A bill (S. 2321) granting a pension to John V. Hennessey; 

ill (S. 2490) granting a pension to Nicholas T. Lawrence; 
. 2514) granting a pension to Michael Shong; 
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. 2836) granting a pension to William E. Taylor; 
2858) granting a pension to William Church; 
. 2864) granting a pension to James B. Bray; 

icik granting a pension to George H. Johnson; 
2913) granting a pension to Mary Sturgess; 
2924) to increase the pension of Sterne H. Fowler; 


r 200) granting an increase of pension to Jacob Logan; 
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A bill (S. 2939) granting a pension to Margaret E. Adamson; 

A bill (S. 2951) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary Morrison Elliott; 

A bill (S. 1683) granting a pension to Mrs. Jane Flynn; 

A bill (S, 2977) granting a pension to Henrietta Brown; 

A bill (S. 3013) granting a pension to William Meyer; 

A bill (S. ees granting an increase of pension to John N. Bovee; 

A bill (S. 3030) granting a pension to Mary J. Foster; 

A. bill (S. 3035) granting a pension to William Shields; 

A bill e as granting an increase of pension to George W. Durfee; 

A bill (S. 3059) granting a pension to Rachel Dixon, mother of James 
Dixon, deceased; 

A bill (S. 3118) for the relief of Mathew O. Regan; 

A bill (S. 3130) granting a pension to Patrick Welch; 

A bill (S. 3137) granting a pension to Ruth Ames; 

A bill (S. 3141) granting an increase of pension to Jonas Doering; 

A bill (S. 3144) granting a pension to Nancy A. Hayes; 7 

A bill (S. 3145) for the relief of the heirs of John M. Powell, de- 
ceased; 
A bill © 3150) granting a pension to William Schoffer; 
A bill (S. 3157) granting a pension to Joseph S. Wilson; 
A bill (S. 3158 
A bill (S. 3166 
bu È 3175 


granting a pension to Nancy L. Huffman; 
granting a pension to William F. Pike; 
granting a pension to Mrs. Caroline Taylor; 
granting a pension to Christian Winkel; 
granting a pension to William T. Hutton; 
granting a pension to Abbie L. Ham; 
granting a pension to Mary Murphy; 
granting a pension to Scott S. Hawn; 
to increase the ion of Keyes P. Cool; 
granting a pension to Isaac A. Hawkins; 
granting a pension to Martha J. Cole; 

A bill (S. 3241) granting a pension to Esther A. Jackson; 

A bill (S. 3255) granting a pension to Mary E. Cotrill, widow of Hugh 
B. Cotrill; 
A bill eat granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen Hand; 


ill (S. 3186 
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A bill (8. 3266) granting a pension to Mrs. Adelaide H. Woodall; 

A bill (S. 3309) for the relief of Mrs, Elizabeth E. Groff; 

A bill (S. 3316) granting a pension to Jasper N. Warren; 

A bill (S. 3330) for the relief of William H. Thomas; and 

A bill is 3389) granting an increase of pension to Henry Frantz. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed a bill 
(H. R. 9910) with an amendment, with which concurrence was re- 
quested. 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment House bills of the following titles: 

A bill (H. R. 24) for the relief of Eliza Russell; 

A bill (H. R. 149) granting a pension to Rachel Barnes; 

A bill (H. R. 154) restoring to the pension-roll the name of Cynthia 
J. Coulton; ‘ 

A bill i R. 185) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Sailer; 

A bill (H. R. 185) granting a perfsion to Samuel F. C. Garrison; 

A bill (H. R. 486) granting a pension to Lydia Calhoun; 

A bill (H. R. 490) granting a pension to George W. Pitner; 

A bill (H. R. 621) granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Whaley; F 

A bill (H. R. 737) granting a pension to Joseph Peve; 

A. bill (H. R. 817) granting a pension to Mary Foster; 

A bill (H. R. 8881) granting a pension to Hiram R. Ellis; 

A bill (H. R. oa granting a pension to Mary Kelley; 

A bill (H. R. 965) granting a pension to George E. Wells; 

A bill (H. R. 2140) granting a pension to Eliza Smith; 

A bill (H. R. 2233) granting a pension to Bernard Carlin; 

A bill (H. R. 2531) granting a pension to Frederick W. Travis; 

A bill (H. R. 2776) granting a pension to William Jack; 

A bill (H. R. 3521) granting a pension to Emanuel Garcia; 

A bill (H. R. Soi for the relief of Mrs. Delilah Whipps; 

A bill er R. 3913) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Peterson; 

A bill (H. R. 3923) to place the name of Frederick Ronicke on the 
pension-roll; 

A bill (H. R. 4069) granting an increase of pension to Elnathan 
Meade; 

A bill (H. R. 4098) granting a pension to Eliza Trefren; 

A bill (H. R. pits granting a pension to William C. Tilly; 

A bill (H. R. 4785) granting a pension to Rosanna K. Griffin; 

A bill (H. R. 5383) granting a pension to George W. Flowers; 

A bill (H. R. 5443) granting a pension to Isaac N. Johnson; 

A bill (H. R. 5490) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Sinnott; 
H. R. 6193) for the relief of Edson Saxberry; 
A bill (H. R. 6220) granting a pension to John Taaffe; 

H. R. 6307) granting a pension to Sarah A. Corson; 

A bill (H. R. 6764) to grant a pension to Muck-a-pec-wak-keu-zah, 
or ‘‘John,’’ an Indian who aided in saving the lives of many white 
people in the Indian outbreak in Minnesota in the year 1862; 

A bill (H. R. 7093) granting an increase of pension to John A. Rolf; 

A bill (H. R. 7111) granting a pension to Caroline Pautel; 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 
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5 aa) for the relief of Mary Nevels; 


R. 
R. 7202) granting a pension to William C. Lord; 
R. 7253) granting a pension to the widow of Samuel Clary; 
i R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; 
bill R. 7624) tor the relief of Coburn D. Outten; 
R. 7713) granting a pension to James McIntyre; 
A bill (H. R. 8075) granting a pension to Ann M. Arnold, widow of 
John Arnold; 
A bill (H. R. 8150) for the relief of John H. Claus; 
A bill (H. R. 8256) granting a pension to George W. Croop; 
A bill (H. R. 8423) for the relief of William H. Porter; 
A bill ie R. 8428) granting a pension to James T. Bourland; 
A bill (H. R. 8460) to place the name of John J. Mitchell on the 


. 
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pension-roll; 


A bill (H. R. 8523) granting a pension to Susan F. Scott; 

A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to Sallie T. Ward, widow of 
the late W. T. Ward; 

A bill (H. R. 8677) granting a pension to Mary E. Farren; 

A bill MS R. 8761) granting a pension to Mrs. Anna Butterfield; 

A bill (H. R. 8794) granting a pension to Levi Little; 

A bill (H. R. 8953) granting a pension to Eliza Mathews; 

A bill (H. R. 8988) to increase the pension of Mrs. Minerva Eagle; 

A bill (H. R. 9029) for the relief of Marshall Burtrum; 

A bill (H. R. 9034) granting a pension to Lydia A. Heiny; 

A bill (H. R. 9119) granting a pension to George C. Chase; 

A bill (H. R. rere granting a pension to Mrs. Caroline G. Seyfforth; 

A bill (H. R. 9183) granting a pension to William P. Riddle; 

A biil (H. R. 9314) granting a pension to Mrs. Judith Deig; 

A bill (H. R. 9318) granting an increase of pension to Charles Jew- 


ett; 


A bill (H. R. 9344) granting a pension to James C. White; 
A bill (H. R. 9467) granting a pension to William M. Dicken; 
A bill (H. R. 9540) granting a pension to Martha J. Rushford, widow 


of John Rushford; 


A bill (H. R. 9595) granting a pension to David A. Yeaw; 

A bill (H. R. oe granting a pension to Malinda Hardin; 

A bill is R. 9731) granting a pension to William A. Humes; 

A bill (H. R. 9732) granting a pension to Sarah Riddle; 

A bill (H. R. 9733) granting a pension to Ralph P. Wilborn; 

A bill (H. R. 9808) granting an increase of pension to Rebecca Man- 


love; 


A bill (H. R. 9878) granting a pension to Moses T. Coffey; 

A bill (H. R. 9894) granting a pension to Myron Teachout; 

A bill (H. R. 020) granting a pension to Mrs. Maria Hulse; 

A bill (H. R. 9920) granting a pension to Daniel K. Harris; 

A bill CH. = 10244) granting a pension to Mrs. Betsy Lockwood; 
H. R. 10334) to grant a pension to Elizabeth O’Laughlin, 


a hil f 10318) granting a pension to Mary C. Davis; 
the helpless and invalid daughter of Dennis O’Laughlin, late a mem- 


ber of Company I, Ninth Minnesota Volunteer Infantry; and 


A bill (H. R. 10579) to place the name of Samuel Massey on the 
pension-roll. 

TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA. 

The committee resumed its session, Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

Mr. SYMES. I yield five minutesof my time to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE, of New York. In discussing this question I do so from 
the standpoint of the East. I desire to say that I think the best 
thought there is in favor of the common-sense treatment of the no- 
madic race of this country who are the wards of the nation. 

This bill undertakes to organize into a territory a large and valuable ~ 
tract of land which is now the home of outcasts and lawless people, 
and to give the benefits of law to those people and open up to civiliza- 
tion and the wealth which springs from well-directed industry this 
large and fertile region. If the bill involved bad faith towards any 
Indian tribe then I should be against it, because it is the duty of the 
strong to protect the weak. 

I have no sympathy with the idea that when a patent was granted 
for what is called the Cherokee Outlet under President Van Buren, the 
United States did not pass away their title to that land. The Govern- 
ment did pass away the title, but they passed it away to a contractin, 
power which had and has authority to re-cede those lands to the Uni 
States for a valuable consideration, Such action, I believe, was taken 
by the Cherokee Nation while Mr. Kirkwood was Secretary of the In- 
terior, and in that way those Indians placed themselves fairly and 
squarely in the attitude of a high contracting power demanding the 
specific performance of a contract which they then believed to be benefi- 
cialtothemselves. Such being the case, and this act going much further 
in their behalf than they asked, and as they are spoken of as ‘‘ the five 
civilized nations,” I believe they should be treated as a civilized peo- 
ple and as capable of selling back to this Government the lands to which 
they had acquired title under the grant made during the administra- 
tion of President Van Buren. 

In addition to this, the bill most carefully guards their rights and 
does not t this territory to be taken from them or from any of 


the other Indian tribes located upon these lands without a proper ces- 
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sion and consent on the part of the Indians. Now, as sensible people, 
dealing with this question as a business matter, what is it our duty to 
do? Shall we forever set apart these lands to be the home of the law- 
less, without government and without protection for honest toil, or 
shall we open them up, as we have done with all the other portions of 
this country that have been opened up, in the interests of civilization 
and for the real betterment of the Indians themselves if they will but 
accept the advantages which will be accorded to them by the civiliza- 
tion which we offer? I believe that it is the of true wisdom, the 
pat of the true humanitarian, to pass laws which shall organize these 

ds into a territory with a proper form of government and give to it 
the benefits of law and of civilization—all the benefits which accrue 
as the reward of civilized industry. [Applause. ] 

Mr. SYMES. I now yield five minutes to the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr, PEEL]. 

Mr. PEEL. Mr. Chairman, other éngagements have prevented me 
from hearing all the arguments that have been presented against this 
bill. In the few minutes allowed me I desire to call attention to the 
provisions of the bill which apply to the Oklahoma strip and the 
Cherokee Ontlet, because I am satisfied that many gentlemen in this 
House do not understand the true status of those lands, Under 
treaty the Government of the United States purchased from the 
Creek and Seminole Indians what is known as Oklahoma. The ces- 
sion of that land was made to the United States, and it is in the 
possession of the United States to-day. They purchased it for a 
specific el ete a nominal price. That purpose was to settle other 
friendly Indians and freedmen upon it, The Government long since 
determined that it would not put any more Indians upon that land, 
and now the question arises, what shall we do with it? 

The Indians have parted with possession, so they can not control it, 
and unless we carry out the contract specifically we can not control it, 
and it is lying there idle to-day. The Cherokee Outlet contains about 
6,000,000 acres, purchased for the same purpose, to be paid for as we 
utilize it for that specific purpose. Now, I defy any gentleman who is 
opposing this bill to find a single provision in it which proposes to take 
one foot or one inch of the Indian lands, either those that they hold 
an encumbered title to or those standing in the condition I have de- 
scribed, without their consent. If I understand this bill, it simply 
presents this proposition: That if the Indians will consent to it, the 
Government will take a perfect title to Oklahoma and the Cherokee 
Outlet at $1.25 per acre, but if the Indians do not consent, the trans- 
action can not be perfected. The 6,000,000 acres contained in the Cher- 
okee Outlet would bring at that price $7,500,000. Four per cent. in- 
terest on that would make $300,000 annually for those Indians, If 
they find that to be a better business transaction for them than to take 
the chance of leasing those lands for whatever they can get, why should 
they not to it? 

That is the true status of these lands. When the attention of the In- 
dians has been called to the liberal provisions of this bill, ifthey see proper 
to accept them, the measure will be perfected, and certainly no harm 
will be done to them. The other provisions of the bill, applying tothe 
five civilized tribes, willnot take effect over them without their consent. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The bill does not apply to them at all. 

Mr. PEEL. I am informed by the chairman of the committee that 
the bill does not apply to them. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The billof the last Congress did, but this does not. 

Mr. PEEL. Now, I know it is a very easy matter for gentlemen 
who live east of the Mississippi River, who know the Indian only from 
history, to imagine that every move towards civilization in the Indian 
country means robbery. Those who live in the West and come into 
daily contact with the Indians know from constant experience that it 
is as eh Seger? for their present status to remain as to stop the moon 
in its orbit. Itcan not be done. The question therefore presents it- 
self to every practical mind, what is it best to do? 

This must be treated as a plain, practical question. You propose in 
this bill to present to the Indians fairand liberal terms, If these terms 
be accepted the condition of the Indians will be benefited. The indi- 
vidual protection of the law will be placed over them, and the shot- 
gun government which now reigns in that country will be brought to 
anend. Why, sir, itis a fact well known to every man living near 
the Indian country, and the newspapers bring us all intelligence of it, 
that under the execution of the law, as we undertake to execute it in 
that country, murders and other grave crimes are constantly commit- 
ted. For offenses committed by them, Indians are hanged by the Fed- 
eral court at Fort Smith by the dozen; and unless a dozen be hanged 
at once the matter hardly attracts attention. I would like gentlemen 
east of the Mississippi to take home to themselves the question whether 
such a state of things as that is desirable in a civilized land—whether 
such a condition of society and an execution of the law, attended with 
such fatal results, is a state of affairs which should be perpetuated? 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. COBB. I would like to be heard on this question. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER] had 
eighteen minutes of his time remaining. I suppose there will be no 
omen to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Coss] occupying that 

e now. 


The CHAIRMAN, If there be no objection, the Chair will rı 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Cops] to occupy the eighteen min- 
utes belonging to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. COBB. Mr. Chairman, while I am decidedly opposed to this 
bill, I did not expect to enter into any argument upon it, and Ido not 
propose now to go into any extensive discussion of the questions whiclt 
have been thus far debated. It seems to me that in the eloquent, pa- 
thetic, poetical, and touching address of the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. StocKDALE], backed as it has been by the ment of my friend 
from Arkansas [Mr. PEEL], we have the ‘‘true inwardness”? of this 
whole measure; and it will be observed that however gentlemen may 
start out in the argument of this bill with the declared p of pre- 
senting the legal features of it, they soon branch off into a mn of 
the enormities which are being committed in this territory, and wind 
up by saying that because of these things this bill ought to pass, The 
effect of the whole argument, when reduced to its last analysis, is 
simply this—that the Indian has no right which the white man ig 
bound to respect. f 

Perhaps there are none of us who would notreadily agree that some- 
thing out to be done for the relief of the Western country, if indeed it 
be true thatthe outrages detailed here are being constantly committed 
there. But surely the wisdom of the American Congress can provide 
a measure which will accomplish all the p desired, which will 
secure the peace and protection which these people demand, in some 
other way than by the deliberate violation of solemn treaties. The 
effort is made here to show us that no treaty is violated, thatthe rights 
of these Indians are to be protected; but the merest scrutiny of the 
bill discloses the fact, whether it appears upon the face of its provis- 
ions or not, that the ultimate result intended to be accomplished, and 
which will be effected if the bill is to seize possession of this 
country, whether the Indians desire to part with it or not, and in utter 


disregard of any protest on their part, in utter disregard of the viola- 
tion of any of their existing rights. . 
Some obscurity is thrown over the legal of this question by 


gentlemen who are advocating the passage of this bill. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. PERKINS], who sits before me, spoke as though the 
Cherokee Nation had ceded to the Government of the United States 
the lands embraced in this territory of the Cherokee Strip. Why, Mr. 
Chairman, if you will look into the treaty stipulations between this 
people and the Government, entered into as late as 1866, you will find 
it to be true that not one acre of the Cherokee Strip was ever ceded by 
hese Chero kee people to the United States. 

The treaty does not cede an acre. It is only an agreement entered 
into between the Government and these people, that upon the happen- 
ing of a certain contingency certain portions of land will be Ib 
is an agreement to cede and not a cession itself. 

Let me read a portion of that treaty. l 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is conceded; that is not disputed. 

Mr. COBB. The | poner ee from Illinois [ Mr. SPRINGER] says that 
is not disputed, and yet the argument on the part of other gentle- 
men whoare not as well informed in reference to the law as the chair- 
man of the committee has proceeded upon the idea that this land was 
ceded by the Cherokees to the United States. The treaty only pro- 
vides that on the happening of a certain event, that is to say, when 
the Government of the United States desires to locate certain friendly 
Indians on this territory, then the Cherokees shall cede to the United 
States such lands as may be necessary for that purpose. 

The sixteenth article of the treaty of 1866 with the Cherokees is as 
follows: 


The United States may settle friendly Indians in any part of the Cherokee 
country west of 96°, to be taken in a compact form in quantity not exceedin; 
160 acres for each member of each of said tribes thus to be settled; the bouns 
aries of each of said districts to be Sacre yssen ap and the land conveyed in 
fee-simple to each of said tribes to be held in common or by their members in 
severalty, as the United States may decide. 

Said ds thus disposed of to paid for to the Cherokee Nation at such 


price as may be on between said parties in interest, subject to the ap- 
poe of the President; and if they should not agree, then the price to be fixed 
y the President. 


The Cherokee Nation to retain the right of possession of and jurisdiction over 
se said country west of 96° of longitude until thus sold and occupied, after 
w ase f 


And I will interpolate only ‘‘after which °™— 
their jurisdiction and right of possession to terminate forever as to cach of said 
districts thus sold and occupied. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the gentleman yield to me for a moment ? 

Mr. COBB. Certainly. 

Mr. WARNER. Thegentleman from Alabama is not unfamiliar with 
the law of 1872 under which commissioners were sent to this Territory 
in order to appraise the land. He is not unfamiliar with the demand 
made for the payment of the land or with the fact that these Indians 
were paid $600,000 as an entirety upon the presumption—— 

Mr. COBB. Is there any law directing this to be done? 

Mr. SYMES. There is. 

Mr. COBB. What law? 

Mr. SYMES. The act of 1872. 

Mr. COBB. Ishould like to know the provision of law to which 
reference is made. 


Mr. SYMES. Pardon me. It would take a long time to go over 
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the whole matter, but if the gentleman from Alabama will go with me 
to the Library I will take pleasure in pointing out to him when and 
where these lands were ceded by the Indians to the Government of the 
United States. 

Mr. COBB. How does it happen that the distinguished chairman of 
the committee on my left [Mr. SPRINGER] directly admits my state- 
ments to be true, that these lands were never ceded on the partof these 
Indians to the United States ? 

Mr. WARNER. The gentleman will pardon me. Let us get our 
statements correct. I said the law was passed in 1872 providing for 
the appraisement of this land subject to the approval of the President. 
This land was appraised at 49 and 47, and then a portion was raised by 
+ the President to 70 cents an acre, so that the Indians were paid $300,- 
000 in round numbers. Thereafter they complained the Government 
had located friendly Indians upon the western or least valuable portion 
of the land, and the Secretary of the Interior paid $300,000 for Jand on 
which no Indians had ever been located. The Indians then asked the 
Interior Department to pay them $3,000,000 for the entire land, accord- 
ing to the appraisement which had been made. 

Mr. COBB. Under what authority was the appraisement made ? 

Mr. SYMES. If the gentleman will on me, I wish to make a 
suggestion as to the statement which he attributes to the chairman of 
the committee. Will he yield for that purpose? 

Mr. COBB. Certainly. 

Mr. SYMES. As I understand the matter the chairman of the com- 
mittee has not taken the position this land was never agreed to be 
ceded by the Cherokee Indians tothe Government. If A contract to sell 
to B a tract of land and the agreement remains unexecuted with but a 
few things to be done before the title passes from the grantor to the 


tee—— 
or COBB (interrupting). 
treaty. 

Mr. SYMES. That is the case under the treaty and under the 
acts of Congress, and under the positions taken by the Indians them- 
selves by their agents and attorneys, and as was argued by them when 
they asked for pay for the lands in accordance with the wishes of the 
Indians. 

Mr. COBB. Now, I will accept the gentleman’s statement, and 
meet him face to face, and discuss it as a legal proposition. He says 
that under the treaty of 1866 there was a conveyance made to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States by these Indians. 

Mr. SYMES. No, I did not say there had been a conveyance made. 
I said that there was an agreement to cede the lands, and that the act 
of Congress was afterwards passed to carry out the treaty agreement 
for the cession. That is the position. They went on and made an 
agreement as to price, the President appraised the lands according to 
the actof Congress and the agreement with the Indians, and the Indians 
accepted that appraisement and then came here asking for their pay. 
And they contended before the committees of the Senate that the Gov- 
ernment had bought the lands; that it owned them and was in posses- 
sion, and if there had been a court of justice-—— 

Mr. COBB. Now, I have but a few minutes. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. It was a mere executory contract. 

Mr. COBB. I must decline to yield further; I understand the point. 

Mr. SYMES. I have taken a little advantage of the time of the 
gentleman, and as I have some of my own time remaining I desire to 
yield to him two minutes to compensate for what I have occupied. 

Mr. COBB. I may not need it. 

Let ussee now whatis the ent. Here was the solemn treaty of 
1866 between the Government of the United States and the Cherokee 
Nation of Indians. If there is any statute, law, or treaty, or contract 
of any kind doing away with or annulling the provisions of this treaty, 
the gentleman does not furnish it. Now, I stand upon the treaty stip- 
ulations, gnd I appeal to every lawyer in this House to say if my state- 
ment is not correct, that this treaty provides nothing in the world ex- 
cept an agreement to convey upon the happening of certain contingen- 


cies. 

Mr. SYMES. That was my position. But I will say that the con- 
tingency has happened. 

Mr. COBB. ‘Then you heed not have taken up so much of my time. 
The conditions upon which thisconveyance was to take place have never 
happened, and inasmuch as the conditions have never hap there 
has been no recession of the lands from the Cherokee Nation to the Gov- 


ernment of the United States. 
The sixteenth article of this treaty provides: 


The United States may settle friendly Indians in any part of the Cherokee 
country west of 96°, to be taken in a compact form in r oye not exceeding 
160 acres for each member of each of said tribes thus to ed; the bounda- 
ries of each of said districts to be ainoa marked, and the land conveyed in 
fee-simple to each of said tribes, to be in common or by their members in 
severalty, as the United States may decide. 

Said lands thus disposed of to be paid for to the Cherokee Nation at such price 
as may be agreed on between said parties in interest, subject to the approval of 
ah a and if they should not agree, then the price to be by the 

en’ 

‘The Cherokee Nation to retain the right of possession of and jurisdiction over 
all of said country west of 96° of longitude until thus sold and occupied, after 
which their jurisdiction and right of possession to terminate forever as to each 
of said cts thus sold and occupied. 


You mean that was the ease under the 


Now, this is in fall force to-day; and what does it mean? Not that 
this whole country was to be ceded by the Cherokees to the Govern- 
ment. There is no contemplation of such a thing, unless it should be 
needed by the Government to settle thereon the friendly tribes. But 
acre by acre, piece by piece, section after section, as might be needed 
to be occupied by the friendly tribes, the cession was to take place 
from the Indians to the Government of the United States, and all the 
remaining lands after these several acts of cession by the Cherokees 
were to remain in their possession and within their jurisdiction. Does 
this bill carry out thatidea? You now place on this law, plainly writ- 
ten as it is, a very different construction. Gentlemen talk of the In- 
dians having no right-over the lands. They talk about the cattlesyn- 
dicates coming in and renting the lands. Here is the law, to which I 
call your attention, giving them the right, and itisin foree to-day and 
has been since the treaty of 1886, and even before, because this treaty 
is but the reaffirmation of all ef the treaties of a similar character 
which preceded it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, is there no right invaded here when you propose 
to organize a Territory over this very land that is held, that is owned 
and possessed by these Indians, under your own treaty ? 

Mr. SYMES. Will the gentleman allow a question? 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SYMES. Does the gentleman not know that the bill under dis- 
cussion expressly provides that this Territorial government shall not be 
extended over this land until after the commission.provided for shall 
treat with the Indians in the usual way ? 

Mr. COBB. In the usual way; yes. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SYMES. Shall treat with the Indians to carry it into effect in 
the usual way. 

Mr. COBB. I say in the ‘‘usual way.” 

Mr.SYMES. Well, does the gentleman deny that? Is there any- 
thing in the bill providing for the extension of this territorial provis- 
ion over this land until the commission provided for has treated with 
the Indians? 

Mr. COBB. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. StrockDALE] in 
his eloquent remarks has told us what ‘‘ the usual way ”’ is. 

Mr. STRUBLE. The American way, of course. 

Mr. COBB. Yes; the American way, ‘‘the usual way,” the way of 
Daniel Boone and others mentioned by the gentleman from Mississippi. 
We all heard the gentleman’s speech. We have not had a more elo- 
quent display here this Congress. He told us all about the beautiful 
front of the Capitol, and what was there represented; he told us about 
the white man having his rifle in one hand and his ax in the other, 
driving the Indian before him, and he told us also about the God-given 
right of the ‘‘ pale-face’’ to go with his rifle and his ax wherever he 
chose, and that no Indian must stand in his way. That is what the , 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. SrocKDALE] told us, and that, ny 
friend, is ‘‘ the usual way.” [Laughter.] 

There is another part of this Territory that I want to refer to speci- 
fically, and that isOklahoma proper. Let uslook at that a little, and 
see about the title to it. That part of this Territory comes from the 
Creeks, and comes, I admit, under stipulations somewhat different 
from those that were made with the Cherokees, giving, perhaps, a little 
stronger title. I to that; but what are the facts in regard to the 
acquisition of that land? In the stipulations which were made be- 
tween the Creeks and the Government of the United States the Creeks 
said to this Government: ‘‘ We will cede to you this land at the nomi- 
nal price of 30 cents per acre.’ Now, Mr. Chairman, we have had some 
descriptions of that country here, and they have been rather glowing. 
These Western gentlemen, I know, believe that a man who lives on the 
east side of the Mississippi has not much sense anyhow [laughter], 
and when it comes to the Indian question they feel certain that his 
views are all ‘‘sentiment”’ and ‘‘ gush ” and ‘‘ nonsense.” 

Mr. PETERS. No. But we know that you unloaded your Indians 
onto.us. 

Mr. COBB. Unloaded them on the gentleman from Kansas! 
was there first, he or the Indians? [Laughter. ] 

[ Mr. tro ee Who was in your country first, you or the Indians? 

Mr. COBB. Did we unload the Indians on the gentleman, or did 
he unload himself on the Indians? [Laughter.] Sir, the fathers of 
the gentleman from Kansas, and all of our fathers, in days gone by 
wanted the lands which these red men had east of the Mississippi, and 
they said to them, ‘‘we want these lands; we will make a contract with 
you for them; but if you will not make a contract with us for the lands, 
we will take them under a contract made in the usual way.” [Laugh- 
ter.] Thatis about what they said, and what they did. 

Mr. WEAVER. Which do you indorse, your ancestors or the In- 
dians, Pe carpal 

Mr. COBB. I am talking about the rights of the Indians now, and 
I believe that ‘‘ the usual way” of dealing with them ought to stop. 

Mr. WARNER. That is the objection to this bill, that we do not go 
at this business in ‘‘ the usual way.” 

Mr. COBB. I hope this will not all come out of my time. 


Who 


Mr. PETERS. It is ‘‘the usual way”’ for it to come out of the gen- 
tleman’s time. [Laughter.] 
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The CHAIRMAN. It can not come out of the 
because his time has expired. [Renewed laughter. 

Mr. COBB. I should like to have about fifteen minutes more. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. COBE] be allowed fifteen minutes’ additional time. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

Mr. COBB. I did not expect, when I rose, to make a speech on this 
subject, but ‘‘the usual way” was put at me so forcibly that I have 
felt called upon to say a few words in reply. 

Mr. SYMES. I can well! believe that the gentleman did not ex- 
pect to argue this case, because if he had expected that he would have 
known the facts of the matter. £ 

Mr. COBB. Iam much obliged to the gentleman, 
treaty here, and I stand pretty squarely upon that. 

Mr. SYMES. That is what we have been carrying out for twenty- 
five years. 

Mr. COBB. ‘Thatis what I want you to continue to do. Istand by 
the treaty. Youdonot. Now, Mr. Chairman, we all remember that 
when we were at school the maps showed a vast. extent of country in 
the West which was described as the ** Great American Desert,” and we 
thought it was a vast arid region covered with sand-hills, something 
akin to the Great Sahara of Africa. That is what our people gener- 
ally thought that western country was, and they thought that if they 
got the Indians off there they would be rid of them; so they “‘un- 
loaded ” the Indians, not upon the people of Kansas, as the gentleman 
[Mr. Perens] says, but, as onr fathers thought, upon the sandy plains 
of the’great Western desert. I do not suppose that the Government of 
the United States intended to do quite as well by those Indians as they 
actually did. 

Not anticipating the early settlement of ourextreme Western coun- 
try, Oregon and Washington and California; not foreseeing that civili- 
zation would go there, and would come back across the continent to 
meet the civilization of the East, and thus inclose these Indian tribes 
between the two—not foreseeing these great results, they put into 
theirtreaties the provision that the Indians should have those lands as 
far west as the jurisdiction of the United States should extend, and 
ey provision was pnt into every treaty made with the Indians up to 

e last. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I have been diverted a little from the line of my 
argument. I wastalking about lands that were ceded from the Creeks 
to the Government of the United States. What are the circumstances 
in regard to that cession? I said just now that we had been enter- 
tained here to-day with a beautiful description of the fertility of this 
land, of its great value as an agricultural country, and the great indi- 
cations of future growth which it contained. Now, the Government of 
the United States paid 30 cents an acre for that land, and why was it 

- that the Indians sold it at that nominal price? 

These Indians are not fools; they are not savages; they are civilized 
Indians; they havea government of their own, with judicial, executive, 
and legislative departments. They are a self-governing people; they 
are civilized and know the value of a dollar. 

Now, they ceded this land for a purpose; and my contention is that 
the Government of the United States, by the terms of this contract, 
pledged itself that this Jand should be used for this purpose and this 
alone. Are we to keep our pledged faith or not? For the whole 
argument comes tothatatlast. If you take theargument of my friend 
from Mississippi [Mr. STOCKDALE], if you take the argument of my 
friend from Arkansas [Mr. PEEL], if you take the glowing periods of 
my eloquent friend from Kansas [ Mr. PETERS], who tells usabout this 
unloading business; if you take the assertions of my friend from Colo- 
rado [Mr. Srares], who tells us about making treaties ‘‘in the usual 
way;’’ if you take the assertions of these gentlemen in regard to this 
matter and follow them to their legitimate conclusion, the argument 
in regard to the plighted faith of the Government is ended; sucha little 
thing as the plighted faith of the Government is not to stand in the 
way of the advancing civilization of the white man! That is the argu- 
ment, and the whole of it. 

Now, in spite of the pledged faith of the Government in reference to 
this land thus taken from these Creeks, not purchased for its value, 
ceded by these Creeks in order that their friends and relatives should 
have a home, the purpose now is to divert this grant from the original 
purpose and to make use of it for the utter extinguishment of the peo- 
ple who made the cession. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not time to go into this question minutely. 
There are many things I might say, but gentlemen are impatient. The 
point I wish to impress upon this committee is that this bill can not 
become a law without violating the faith of the Government pledged 
to these Indians. Admitting everything that has been said as to the 
lawlessness prevailing in the region under consideration, admitting 
everything that is urged as to the necessity of a strong hand being used 
there for the purpose of protecting peaceful citizens, I say such consid- 
erations do not warrant the doing of an act of injustice, do not justify 
this great Government in violating its pledged faith; for there isa way 
in which protection can be secured without any objectionable meas- 


os a as kind. Therefore for one I protest against the passage of 
is bill. 


[Here the hammer fell.] s 


pronen time, 


I have got the 


Mr. SYMES. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Cannon]. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, in a former Congress I had occasion 
to submit, somewhat at lengih, my views touching this question. I 
can not now do more in five minutes than say that after a somewhat 
careful examination of this bill I shall very cheerfully vote for it, not _ 
only on account of the white man, but on account of the Indian as 
well. 

Lagree with the gentleman that our policy toward the Indian has 
been in the centuries past short-sighted and sometimes cruel. We are 
still in some instances continuing that policy; but the country is de- 
sirous of pursuing and is tending towards a better policy. I believe 
that it is the height of cruelty to keep the Indians together in the 
tribal relation. It isa barbarous relation. I believe that as we have 
to make contracts for ourselves and at the same time practically for the 
Indians, that statesmanship, that humanity dictates we should take 
the Indians and put them under a government of law. 

Heretofore it has been the policy of the Government to place the In- 
dians on reservations and prohibit the white man from going upon or 
settling on the reservation under severe penalty. The result has been 
that the great body of white men obey the law and the Indian is thereby 
cut off from the association and example of good white men, while the 
bad white man breaks the law, enters the reservation, and debauches 
the Indian. A 

More than this; it is our duty to extinguish the Indian title to the 
lands occupied by them, selling the lands to settlers or purchasing them 
for what they are worth, put the proceeds into the Treasury and use 
the interest_thereon for the benefit of the Indians, at the same time . 
assigning to each head of a family, under proper guards as to aliena- 
tion, lands in severalty, and let the white people in to settle with 
them—a hundred white families, if you please, more or less, to one 
Indian family. 

The white man takes his civilization with him, builds churches and 
schcol-houses and develops the country, and the Indian with such sur- 
roundings, protected by and amenable to law, will work out his own 
salvation. His trust fund will assist him at the beginning, at’ least 
will enable him to bear the burdens of government pending his de- 
velopment. 

We have for years been educating Indian children at Carlisle and 
other schools off the reservations. They make splendid progress, and 
when among white people work, and would make good citizens if they 
conid remain with the white people, but the moment they return to 
their respective tribes and fail of employment by the Government they 
drop back into barbarism. 

I am for this bill, because it ténds in the right direction. It places 
lawand government over ‘‘ No Man’s Land,” and places the machinery 
in motion that will place government and law over the greater portion 
of the Indian Territory, and to the benefit of both Indian and white 
man. 

But gentlemen say that we violate treaties. If that is a violation 
of treaty, then we have violated treaties from the very first day we set- 
tled on this continent. If we have violated treaties they have been 
violated from necessity, and we are subject to criticism, not for settling 
the country, but for permitting, yes, forcing the Indian to continue 
the tribal relation. We now have an opportunity to settle the Indian 
question by pursuing a policy that will destroy the tribal relation. 

Take the Great Sioux reservation. We violated the treaty in the 
same way. The title of the Indians to the lands in the Indian Terri- 
tory is no' higher than the title of the Siouxs to their reservation. 
Their rights are no more sacred. That magnificent extent of territory 
west of the Missouri River is a barrier in the way of civilization. We 
passed an act in the Houseand in the Senate authorizing a treaty with 
the Indians for the extinguishment of their title to the larger part of 
the Sioux reservation. It is for the benefit of the Indians as well as 
for the benefit of the white men that this should be done, and it will 
be done. It will tend to bring these Indians into closer contact with 
the better elements of our people instead of allowing them to remain 
under the evil influence of bad white men with whom they tome now 
chiefiy into contact. 

Mr. HOOKER. What about the patents which these Indians hold 
from the Government of the United States for these lanfs? 

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman from Mississippi lays great stress 
upon the fact that the Government of the United States, in pursuance 
of treaty, has made a patent for these lands tothe Indians. Now, when 
the gentleman talks about a piece of paper which he calls a patent, let 
me tell him that it is of no greater force or validity than the solemn 
act of legislation on the part of the Congress. [Applause.] Certainly 
there can be no higher title to land than the solemn grant of the Con- 
gress of the United States.. [Applause. ] 

Mr. RYAN. It is the highest possible title. 

Mr. CANNON. I wish to say further, that I wish every member of 
this Congress could go out and look at these lands and see the condi- 
tion of the Indians. I would like to have them informed of the facts 
just as they are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Just permit me asentence more. If this billis en- 


acted into law we enter upon a policy that will protect and benefit the 
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Indians, and at the same time benefit the white settler who desires a 
home. It will in the near futuredrive off from the Cherokee Outlet 
the cattle syndicates now there in defiance of law, and those permitted 
to remain in exclusive possession, while the individual who only wants 
a modest home is kept off at the point of Federal bayonets. It will 
remove the evil influence of these cattle syndicates that corrupt the 
Indian councils in procuring unlawful leases of Indian lands [ap 
plause], and are strong enough to stay the hand of the Executive in 
the enforcement of the law in their removal, strong enough to exercise 
great influence in opposition to any legislation that looks towards the 
settlement of any lands in the Indian Territory. [Applause.] 

Mr. SPRINGER. I desire, if possible, to come to some 
with the committee in regard to the general debate upon the bill. 

Mr. PAYSON. Whynotcloseitnow? [Criesof‘‘ Vote!” “Vote!”] 

Mr. SPRINGER. I am ready to vote, and hope we will be able to 
come to a vote at once on the different sections of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. What proposition does the gentleman make? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have no proposition to make except to vote upon 
the amendments now pending. 

Mr. PAYSON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. * The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PAYSON. Would it now be in order to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the bill by sections ? 
es CHAIRMAN. It will be in order when the general debate is 

Mr. PAYSON. Then I make that request. 

Mr. FINLEY. I object. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the committee now rise with a view 
to limiting debate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. DockEry reported that the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, having had under consideration the 
bill H. R. 10614, had come to no resolution thereon. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled a bill of the following title; 
when the Speaker signed the same, namely: 

A bill (H. R. 9859) making appropriations for the construction, re- 
pair, and perten of certain public works on rivers and harbors, 
and for other purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


A message from the President, by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secretaries, 
announced that the President had approved and signed on the 24th in- 
stant bills of the following titles: 

An act (H. R. 7749) to authorize the building of a bridge across the 
Mississippi River at Wabasha, Minn.; and 

An act (H. R. 9345) making appropriations for the service of the Post- 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889. 

The message also announced that the President on the 25th instant 
had approved and signed a bill and joint resolution of the following titles: 

An act (H. R. 5064) to construct a road to the national cemetery at 
Baton Rouge, La.; and ; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 195) electing managers of the National Home 
for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, to fill vacancies caused by the ex- 
piration of the terms of office of members of the present board of man- 
agers on the 21st day of April, 1888. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the Oklahoma bill; and pending that motion that all 
general debate be closed in one minute. I further ask unanimous con- 
sent that any gentlemen who desire to do so may be permitted to print 
remarks in the RECORD upon the bill. 

Mr. FINLEY, Mr. HOOKER, and others objected. 

Mr. HOOKER. I have no objection to gentlemen printing remarks 
if they desire to. 

Mr. SPRINGER.. Then I ask unanimous consent that gentlemen be 

itted to print on this bill. : 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

Mr. FINLEY. I have no objection to that. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER, I now move that all general debate upon the bill 
in Committee of the Whole be closed in one minute; and on that mo- 
tion I demand the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered, under the operation of which the 
motion of Mr. SPRINGER was agreed to. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the House resolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union to further con- 
sider the Oklahoma bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PROPOSED TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA, 


The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, Mr. Dockery in the chair. 


ent 


The CHAIRMAN. By order of the House, all general debate on 
this bill is limited to one minute. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I simply desire to occupy that time in stating 
that this bill will now be read by sections under the five-minute rule. 
The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARNES] has moved a substitute 
for the whole bill. If there be no objection, I would like to have a 
vote on the substitute now, as I understand the gentleman from In- 
diana desires if that be rejected, to offer anothersubstitute for the bill. 

Mr. PAYSON. I object to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. TheClerk will report the first section of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That all that part of the United States included within the 
following limits, except such portions thereof as are hereinafter expressly ex- 
empted from alge erene of this act, to wit: Bounded on the west by the Btate 
of Texas and the Territory of New Mexico; on the north by the State of Colo- 
rado and the State of Kansas; on the east by the reservation poopie by the 
Cherokee tribe of Indians east of the ninety-sixth meridian of west longitude, 
and by the Creek, Seminole, and Chickasaw reservations; and on the south by 


the Creek, Seminole, and Chickasaw reservations, and by the State of Texas, 


comprising what is known as the Public Land Strip, and all that of the In- 
dian Territory not actually occupied by the five civilized tribes, is created into 
a temporary government by the name of the Territory of Oklahoma: Provided, 
That nothing oe this act shall be ang Pre os impair mea Denis of person or 
roperty, or to impair any poo to or right of occupancy now pertain- 
ng to the Indians in said Territory under the laws and treaties of the United 
States, executive order, or otherwise, or to include any territory Kata nag by 
any Indian tribe for which title has been conveyed by patent or from 
the United States, or to which such tribe may be entitled by law, executive 
order, right of occupancy, or treaty, without the consent of said tribe, or any 
territory which by treaty or a; ment with any Indian tribe is not, without 
the consent of said tribe, to be included within the territorial limits or jurisdic- 
tion of any State or Territory; but all such territory shall be excepted out of 
the boundaries and constitute no pert of the Territory of Oklahoma until said 
tribe shall signify its assent to the ent of the United States to be included 
in the said Territory of Oklahoma, except for judicial pur as. provided 
herein, - mana the AGO of the Ror Seber T ef the os nan ey ete Leet 
any regulation or enact any law respecting such Indians, r pro; y, 
or other rights, which it would have been competent tomake or enact if this sc 
never 


Mr. BAKER, of New York. I move to amend the first section by 
inserting at the end of it what I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: - 


Provided, That nothing contained in this act relating to the boundaries of 
said Territory of Oklahoma shall be construed to affect the rights of persons 
or property now poratni to the Indians in said Territory, so long as such 

ights shali remain unextinguished by agreement between the United States 
and such Indians, or to include any partof the territory of the Indian Territory, 
without the consent of all the tri established by treaty or law within the 
same; but all such territory shall be excepted out of the boundaries and consti- 
tute no part of the Territory of Oklahoma until all of said tribes shall signify 
their assent to the President of the United States that it be included within said 
Territory, or to affect the authority of Congress to make any regulations re- 
specting such Indians, their lands, property, or other te, by agreement, law, 
or otherwise; but all such authority is directly rese: to Congress, The con- 
sent hereinbefore mentioned, when given by a tribe having an organized civil 
government, shall be given by the proper constituted authorities thereof, and 
where given by a tribe without such organized civil governmentshall be by the 
assent of not less than two-thirds of its male members over twenty-one years of 


age. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. This amendment is intended to make 
explicit that provision of the bill which it is claimed already exists in 
the act affecting these lands—that is, in regard to the consent to be ob- 
tained of the Indians before this act shall extend over the territory not 
now intended to be affected by the bill. 

It is for the purpose of requiring not only the consent of one tribe, 
but all of the tribes before the bill shall affect the lands outside of the 
present bounds of the territory now occupied by the five semi-civilized 
tribes or any one of them. It also provides for the manner in which 
that consent shall be obtained. 

Itseems tome that it isa proper provision to incorporate, for the reason 
that every one of the five tribes has a right and interest in and over 
the lands proposed ultimately to be affected by this bill. Hence it 
would be unjust to proceed under the bill, or to assert any authority 
for the extension of the Territorial jurisdiction or limits until the con- 
=< all the tribes will be first obtained in the manner explicitly 
sta 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that this amendment is 
to come in after line 37. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. It is an amendment to be added tothe 
first section. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the last line of the first section. 

Mr. STRUBLE. I desire to 7 this amendment. It is evident 
that if my friend from New York not heretofore signalized his op- 
position to this bill the reading of this amendment would indicate that 
opposition quite fairly. Now, unless I mistake the scope of the amend- 
ment it not only provides for the consent of the so-called civilized tri 
but it goes so far as to declare that the consent of every tribe loca 
within this territory shall be required before anything can be done 
under this bill. I think itis going too far. So far as the civilized 
Indians are concerned, I have no objection to it, but when the propo- 
sition to the extent this does, requiring the assent of two-thirds 
of all the Indians there, I insist that the result is too far reaching, and 
hope it will be voted down. 

. SPRINGER. I hope it will be voted down, for it will enable the 
Kiowas, of whom there are about eighty-nine, to prevent anything being 
done towards the purchase of the land. 

Mr. HOOKER. Itis very evidenf that there must be some method 
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provided by which the consent of these Indians shall be obtained, and 
I do not see why the suggestion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BAKER] should not apply to any of the various tribes who are asso- 
ciated on this land. But the gravamen of the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from New York is this: That it shall require assent by a two- 
thirds vote of the five semi-civilized tribes of Indians before this ter- 
ritorial government shall exist. They have theright, according to what 
the gentleman from Illinois says in his bill, to determine whether or 
not they will allow this territorial government to be created, and they 
certainly have that right under the authorities and under the patents. 

You can not create a territorial government first under this bill and 
then turn round and get the assent of the Indians. Itought to be had 
as a condition precedent. That isrequired by every principle of equity 
and justice. The proposition of the gentleman from New York is that 
that assent shall be obtained, not in any doubtful, vague, or uncertain 
way, but by a two-thirds vote of all the people interested in this mat- 
ter. If you were going to establish a government or any particular 
branch of the government you would not establish it against the wishes 
of the people there. Here you are taking the land, and you are estab- 
lishing a territorial government without the consent of the people who 
own it, who bought it, and who have the right to own it; and it ought 
to be required that their assent should be obtained in some manner 
known to law. 

Now, the proposition would be to appoint a commission to go out 
and get the assent of these Indians. We all know how that has worked 
in other matters where the question was as to whether they should be 
compelled to hold their land in severalty or whether they should hold 
itin common. Innumerousinstances where consent was required that 
consent was obtained ina very doubtful form. I say here and now that 
I do not think there is an intelligent Indian in the Choctaw, Cherokee, 
Creek, or Chickasaw Nation who would be willing to see their lands 
divided into severalty, and as an evidence of it the Interior Depart- 
ment and the Indian Bureau of the Interior Department never before 
attempted to apply that to any of the five civilized tribes, because 
it is known they have sense enough to reject it. You may impose 
it upon the barbarous tribes but would not attempt to propose it in 
your bill to these five semi-civilized tribes, because they understand 
their interests and are willing and prepared to guard them. Now, the 
proposition of the gentleman from New York is simply to give to these 
tribes the right to determine the question as to whether they should 
have a territory or not ; just what you would propose to give to any 
other country in which you proposed to establish a territory. You 
would not impose it upon them except by legal means; you would not 
create a territorial government without the assent of the people and 
establish it against their wishes. I therefore think the amendment of 
the gentleman from New York should be adopted. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Irise to oppose the amendment, but I only want 
to say that this clause in the bill was prepared under the precedent and 
with the conditions contained in all bills heretofore passed by Congress 
organizing Territories in which there were Indian reservations, and to 
that were added some clauses submitted to myself by a representative 
of the Indian Rights Association. This clause as it stands meets the 
approval of that association, who carefully considered and suggested 
it. The words ‘‘ under executive order and right of occupancy” were 
put in because the Wichitas are occupying a portion of this country by 
occupancy to which they have no title. Yet these people were so pro- 
vided for that they are not to be disturbed in their occupancy without 
their sanction. - This is a fair proposition; but if you adopt the proposi- 
tion of my friend from New York [Mr. BAKER] there can never be any 
consent given. I now ask for a vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will assume that the formal 
amendment is withdrawn, and the question is on the amendment of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. BAKER]. 

The question was put, and the Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. I call for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 34, noes70. So the amend- 
ment was rejected. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Add at the end of the first section the following: ‘‘ Provi That the Presi- 
dent of the United States is directed, when he deems e: ent, to negotiate 
with all uncivilized tribes in said Territory for the dissolution of their tribal re- 
IUS the holding of lands by them in severalty, and their ultimate citizen- 
ship. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I suggest to the gentleman that he withhold that 
amendment until we reach the section which provides for a commission 
to treat with the Indians. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. At the suggestion of the gentleman in charge of 
the bill, I will withhold the amendment for the present. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. That there shall be a governor, secretary, legislative assembly, su- 
preme court, attorney, and m: for said Territory, who shall be appointed 
and selected under the provisions of Title XXIII, chapter 1, of the Re’ Stat- 
utes of the United States, relating to the government of all the Territories. The 
provins of said title shall have the same force and effect in the Territory of 

klahoma as in other Territories of the United States: Provided, That the legis- 
lative assembly and de to the House of Representatives shall not be elected 
until the President l order: Provided further, That no person shall be en- 
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titled to vote at the first election, or to be elected to any office, who has not been 
a bona fide resident of said Territory for sixty days previous to said election: 
And providas further, That the council in said Territory shall consist of thirteen 
members, and the house of representatives shall consist of twenty-six meme 
bers, which may be increased to -nine. 


Mr. CUTCHEON. I move to amend the bill by striking out the 
second section. I make this motion for the purpose of saying that I 
am in full sympathy with the object of the committee, which is to open 
up the country of Oklahoma for settlement by white people; but it 
seems to me that in this bill they have gone at it wrong end foremost; 
they have got the wagon before the horse. They have organized, or 
propose to organize, a government where thereis no constituency to be 
governed, There is not to-day a white man within the entire bounds 
of the proposed Territory of Oklahoma who is there by authority ofany 
law. I know it will besaid by the chairman of the Committee on Ter- 
ritories that that is not true of the Public Land Strip, that there are from 
fifteen to twenty thousand people on the Public Land Strip who have 
gone in there, and, to use acommon expression, squatted upon that 
strip, and that they need local government. Ido not know but itis 
true that they need local government; but I know there is not a man 
there to-day who is there by authority of any law of the United States. 

There is no land lawin that country. Thesettlers can not take up le- 
gally an acre of land. There is notany valid local government over any 
single quarter-section of the Public Land Strip. There is not a white 
man legally upon any part of the territory over which it is proposed to 
erect a Territorial government, except the officials of the United States. 
Now it is proposed to organize a government, with a governor, a secre- 
tary, a Legislative Assembly, a supreme court, an attorney, a marshal, 
a Territorial Legislature with a senate and a house, when there is not 
aman there to be governed. Now, it seems to me that the proper 
mode of procedure is a very simple one. In the Forty-eighth Congress 
we authorized the President of the United States to appoint a commis- 
sion to go out and treat with these Indian tribes, to liquidate their 
claims, to adjust and extinguish them. When that has been done, and 
when we have some right to let white men go in there, it will be time 
enough to provide for a Territorial government. 

I have not much fault to find with the provisions of this bill, if we 
had a right to enact any such bill at this time. They seem to be reas- 
onable and equitable, but the trouble is that there is no constituency 
over which to erect this Territorial government, and beyond that,we 
have not acquired the territory. You can not acquire your territory 
until you have treated with the Indians, and that is not to be done all 
atonce. You may treat with one tribe and extinguish their title and 
take that within your territory, and then treat with another and ex- 
tinguish their title and take that into your territory, and this Territorial 
government is not to be extended over any tribe or any part of any 
tribe until they have consented to the provisions of this bill. Your 
territory, therefore, is one thing to-day and another thing to-morrow, 
one thing this week and another thing next week, one thing this year 
and a different thing next year. 

It is a territory at large, a territory in the clouds, a territory with- 
out fixed boundaries, a territory without a people, a territory with 
nothing but a government and government officers appointed by the 
President of the United States. Now, we do not want any such terri- 
tory as that. Let us get at this business right hand foremost. Letus 
first extinguish the rights of the Indians so that we may allow white 
people to go in there, and then let us give them a government as quickly 
as we can; but let us not havea governor‘and a marshal and a Legisla- 
ture until there is somebody there with proper authority of law to be 
governed. 

T do not care to insist upon my amendment, but it seems to me that 
it is a just and proper one, because we do not want a government and 
government officers until they have a constituency. 

Mr. PERKINS. Do you argue that the settlers who are upon what 
is known as the Public Land Strip are there in violation of law? 

Mr. CUTCHEON. They are there without any law. 

Mr. PERKINS. But they are not there in violation of law. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. They are there without authority of law. They 
have just as much right to settle down in the West Capitol park. 

Mr. RYAN. Ever since the public domain has been open to settle- 
ment settlements have gone on in advance. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. But they have not gone on until the land laws 
have extended over the territory so as to give them the means of ac- 
quiring lands. 

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. CurcHEON to 
strike out section 2, there were—ayes 34, noes 64. 

Mr. HOOKER. No quorum. . 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope the gentleman will not make that point. 

Mr. HOOKER. Iintend to make it at every stage of your bill. 

Tellers were ordered; and Mr. HOOKER and Mr. SPRINGER were ap- 
pointed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the proposition of the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. CutcHEon] to strike out section 2. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. To strike out the provision for a government 
where there is not anybody to be governed. 

The Committee of the Whole proceeded again to divide. 

Mr. CUTCHEON (during the count). Mr. Chairman, I offered this 
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amendment with no purpose to obstruct the bill. I hope the gentle- 
man from Mississippi will not press the point of ‘‘no quorum,” 

Mr. HOOKER. I decline to withdraw the point. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Does the gentleman from Michigan withdraw his 


amendment? 
With the leave of the Committee of the Whole 


Mr. CUTCHEON. 
I will do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks permission 
to withdraw his amendment. 

Mr. HOOKER, [I raise the question that he can not do it now. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman object to the withdrawal of 
the amendment? 

Mr. HOOKER. Ido. 

The committee having divided, the tellers reported—ayes 41, noes 
123. 
So the amendment of Mr. CurcHEON was rejected. 

~~ HOOKER. Isend to the desk an amendment which I desire to 
offer. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to section 2 the following: 

~ Provided further, That there shall be no yer ane of officers or o; 
tion of said territory until the assent of the Indians of the five civiliz 
of Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, Cherokees, and Semino 
all other Indians settled and residing on said lands.” 

Mr. HOOKER. Mr. Chairman, in order to test the sincerity of the 
chairman of the committee and other gentlemen who advocate this 
bill I have offered this proviso to the second section. ‘There are al- 
ready two provisos. As I had occasion to remark a few moments ago, 
the bill bristles with exceptions and provisos, which seek to strengthen 
the native weakness that the framers of the bill seem to have been con- 
scious existed in the very subject-matter of the bill itself. 

Gentlemen who have advocated this bill have declared that this is 
to be a Territorial government established over a people who are to give 
their own consent to it; they have conceded that by the treaties, as 
wellas by the patents issued by the United States, any Territorial 
government which may be established by Congress over any portion 
of the land thus ceded to the five semi-civilized tribes, and oceupied by 
their consent and agreement by other tribes affiliated with them, must 
be established with the consent of these tribes. 

Now, if gentlemen are sincere in these declarations and really mean 
to require the assent of the Indians before undertaking to establish a 
Territorial government over what has been properly described by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Curcrmon] as a territory without a 
boundary and without a people (the very land upon which the terri- 
tory is assumed to be established not belonging to the United States)— 
if gentlemen are in earnest and mean to be frank with the Indians, 
mean to deal with them with open hands, mean to say to them, ‘‘You 
have the right to object to the establishment of a Territorial govern- 
ment over any portion of this territory’’—this amendment under 
such circumstances can not be justly objected to. It simply recog- 
nizes the right of these Indians to declare their voice in this matter 
before you clothe the President of the United States with power to 
appoint a governor, a secretary, a legislative assembly, a supreme 
court, United States attorneys, and marshals for the territory. You 
should not undertake to establish the whole paraphernalia of a gov- 
ernment over a territory with these indefinite boundaries and then 
obtain the assent of the Indians afterward. 

Now; inasmuch as the Government of the United States covenanted 
in that most solemn form with these Indians there should be no ter- 
ritorial government established there except by their consent, is it not 
fair that consent should be obtained as a condition-precedent before 
any territorial government should be established? 

Why should you have a governor over a Territory covering land that 
does not belong to you and where the boundaries are not well defined, 
so that it would require the service of a corps of engineers to lay out 
the boundaries of the proposed territory before anything else could be 
done? Why is it necessary that the Government of the United States 
in violation of the treaty and without the consent of these Indians 
should set up a territorial government with all the paraphernalia of 
territorial officers? Why should these Indians have such an expense 
imposed upon them? Why should we do this thing in opposition to 
the consent and against the interest of the very people who are most 
interested in this question? 

There is no reason for it at all, unless the policy is to prevail here- 
after, that the Indian Territory is to be settled up by white people, and 
the Indians who now occupy it are to be deprived of their rights. I 
hope the House will consent to the adoption of the amendment I have 
offered, as it is merely equitable and just in its provisions, 

Mr. SPRINGER. The five civilized tribes are not in this bill at 
all, and their consent therefore is not necessary. 

Mr. HOOKER, They own the land. 

Mr. SPRINGER. No, the Cherokees do not own the land. 

Mr. HOOKER. They have an equitable interest init. [Cries of 
**Vote! A 

The C RMAN. The question recurs on Mr. Hooker’s amend- 


iza- 
tribes 
les, and the assent of 


» ment. 


The committee divided; and there were—ayes 19, noes 83. 
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Mr. HOOKER. No quorum. 
Mr. SPRINGER. I hope the gentleman will not obstruct the busi- 
ness. I hope he will allow us to have a vote on these amendments. 
Mr. HOOKER. ‘This is an important amendment. 
Mr. SPRINGER. It is an important amendment, but the House is 
against it. 
The CHAIRMAN appointed as tellers Mr. Hooker and Mr. 
SPRINGER. 
a committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 29, noes 
134. 
Ño the amendment was disagreed to, 
Section 2 was read, as follows: 


JULY 26, 


the 

gislative assembly and delegate to the House of Representatives shall not be 
elected until the President shall order: Provided further, That no person shall be 
entitled to vote at the first election, or to be elected to any office, who has not 
been a bona fide resident of said Territory for sixty days previous to said elec- 
tion; And provided further, That the council in said Territory shall consist of 
thirteen members, and the house of i phased shall consist of twenty-six 

o y- 4 


members, which may be increased t 2. 
Mr. CAREY. I move the following amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amend section 2, line 8, by inserting after the words ‘‘ United States” in said 
line the following words, “Provided, That all such officers appointed and se- 
lected for any Territory which has been organized for a period of five years or 
more shall hereafter be appointed and selected from the bona fide residents of 
the Territory wherein they aro to serve.” 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. SPRINGER having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message was received from the Senate by 
Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announcing the passage of the bill (H. R. 
10234) making appropriations for the support of the Army for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes, with amendments 
in which concurrence was requested. 


FORTIFICATION BILL. 


Mr. SAYERS. I ask by unanimous consent tosubmit areport from 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SPRINGER in the chair). If thera 
be no objection, the report will be received. 

Mr. SAYERS, from the Committee on Appropriations, reported a bill 
(H. R. 10998) making appropriations for fortifications and other works 
of defense, for the armament thereof, for the procurement of heavy ord- 
nance for trial and service, and for other purposes; which was reada 
first and second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 5 

Mr. RYAN. I reserve all points of order. 

ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I ask by unanimous consent to non-concurin 
the amendments of the Senate to the Army appropriation bill. 

Mr. SAYERS. Is it necessary to raise at this time any question in 
regard to any amendment proposed by the Senate to the Army appro- 
priation bill in order to obtain consideration upon points of order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has decided that it is not 
necessary to reserve points when the bill andamendments are referred 
to the Committee of the’Whole. , bf 

Mr. SAYERS. That is under the new rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes, under the new rule. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to non- 
concur in the amendments of the Senate to the Army appropriation bill, 
and agree to the conference asked by the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ilinois? 

Mr. SAYERS. Lobject. Let it go to the Committee on Military 


Affairs. 
Mr. TOWNSHEND. Does the gentleman move to concur? 
Mr. SAYERS. No; I want the committee to consider and act upon 


the amendments. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I ask that the bill be allowed to remain 
on the table. 

There was no objection. 

PROPOSED TERRITORY OF OKLAHOMA. 

The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the pending amendment on 
which the point of order is made. 

The amendment of Mr. CAREY was again read. 


Mr. SPRINGER. The point of order is that it is not germane. 

Mr. SYMES. It relates to other Territories not covered by this bill. 

Mr. CAREY. ‘This is an amendment to a provision where it is pro- 
posed to insert a section of the Revised Statutes. I believe that the 
amendment is germane to this bill. The committee that reported the 
bill saw fit to re-enact certain sections of the Revised Statutes. This 
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amendment relates simply to the sections of the Revised Statutes re- 
ferred to, and I believe is germane. If, however, the Chair holds that 
it is not, I then desire to offer a special amendment applicable to the 
Territory of Oklahoma after it has been organized for a period of five 


years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must hold that the point of order is 
well taken. 

Mr. CAREY. Then I offer a further amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend section 2, line 8, by inserting after the words “ United States:" 

I vagus Year all such officers appointed and selected for said Territory, 
after the said Territory has been organized for a period of five years, shall be 
appointed and selected from the bona fide residents therein.” 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have no objection to that. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Sections 3 and 4 of the bill were read, as follows: 

Sec. 3. That the Constitution and all laws of the United States which are not 


locally inapplicable sball have the same force and effect in said Territory 
rovided, That 


of 
klahoma as elsewhere in the United States: P} nothing in this 


act shall be construed to interfere with the local governments of any of the 
Indian tribes which may now be provided for by the laws and treaties of the 
United States, or which may exist in conformity thereto: And provided further, 
That the supreme court of the Territory shall have jurisdiction and shall em- 
brace all causes of action, crimes, and offenses arising within the limits of the 
Territory organized by this act; and all Jaws heretofore passed Seng aiae 
diction to United States courts within the limits of said Territory are hereby 
repealed; but cases now pending shall be prosecuted to their final disposition 
therein the same as if this act had not been passed. 

Sec. 4. That the section of country lying between the States of Kansas, Colo- 
rado, and Texas, known as the Public Land aein, is hereby declared to be a 
part of the public domain of tne United States, and shall be open to settlement 
under the operation of the homestead laws only, except as otherwise provided 
in this act: Provided, That the sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections of land in 
each township shall be reserved for school purposes. 

Mr. PAYSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment I send to the 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert after the word “only,” inline 5 of section 4, the words “ but the pro- 
visions of section No, 2301 of the Revised Statutes shall not apply to any entry 


of any of said land.” 

Mr. SPRINGER. IfI can, I will accept that. That, I believe, is 
the commutation clause. 

Mr. RYAN. I hope the gentleman will explain the amendment. 

Mr. PAYSON. Section 2301, to which the amendment refers, is what 
is known commonly as the commutation clause of the general home- 
stead law; and in order that I may be fully understood in reference to 
the amendment [send to the desk to have read an advertisement, which 
is marked, from a newspaper. 

Mr, RYAN. What does the amendment refer to specially ? 

Mr. PAYSON. That the commutation feature shall not apply to 
any lands under the operation of this section. 

Mr. RYAN. That is all right. 

Mr. PAYSON. Iask the Clerk to read what I have sent to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Cheap homes, McAllister & Scranage, locators of land in Neutral Strip, In- 
dian Territory. Can give youthe best situation and figureson land. Sce Capt. 
A.J. McAllister, on board Steamer Louise. Finest climate, best farms, purest 
water in the country. Titles clear and terms easy. McAllister & Scranage, 
Portsmouth, Ohio, 


Mr. SPRINGER. 
visions of section 8. 

Mr. PAYSON. In connection with what has been read I ought to 
say, as an apology to the House for giving the parties who have in- 
serted this advertisement the benefit of the notoriety it will have by 
an insertion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, that it will not perhaps 
be so conspicuous a pleasure to them when they read what I wish to 
say in reference to it. 

This being but a sample of hundreds of other advertisements of like 
character published in the Mississippi Valley and West, I wish to 
state that every man who publishes advertisements of that kind, or is 
cence in any way with them, is a thief and a robber—every one of 

em. 

It is an attempt on their part to secure from the honest people of the 
country under false prètenses their money to secure titles to public 
lands in the Neutral Strip and in that Territory if the bill becomes a 
law; and I desire particularly to call the attention of the members of 
this committee to the advertisement so that they may be careful tosee 
that every provision in the bill shall be thoroughly guarded, in order 
that not an acre of these Jands shall go to anybody except to the actual 
settlers, and in no other way. _[Applause. ] 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is right. 

Mr. STRUBLE. That is what the bill does further on, 

Mr. PAYSON. I think not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Ilinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have no objection to that. [Cries of ‘‘ Vote!’’] 

_Mr. PAYSON. Iask a vote. 

The amendment was adopted. 

Section 5 was read, as follows: 


There can be no commutation under the pro- 


Src. 5. That whenever the Creek and Seminole tribes of Indians shall signify 
their assent to the provisions of this section, in manner, to the co: ion 
provided for in this act, and the President has his proclamation fixing 
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ses time as provided herein, the unoccupied lands ceded to the United a 


pensation than that heretofore paid for said unoccupied lands. said commis- 
sion shall find that further sompaa should paid said Indians, they 
may, by negotiation with said Indians, fix the amount of ad com- 


pensation, not to exceed the sum of $1.25 per acre, less the cost of sale and the 

amounts heretofore paid said tribes in the purchase of said lands; and any ad- 

ditional sum agreed upon by said commission to be paid said tribes for said 

lands as provided herein’ shall be placed to the credit of said tribes in the Treas- 

ury of the United States. - 

4 Mr. PAYSON. I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
esk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lines 12 and 13 strike out the words “at the price of one dollar and twenty- 
five cents per acre ™ and insert ‘under the homestead laws, only except that 
section 2201 of the Revised Statutes shall not apply.” 

Mr. SPRINGER. Do I understand that there is to be nothing paid 
for the land, and that the Government will have to appropriate the 
money ? 

Mr. PAYSON. Precisely. 

I desire in this amendment to present this question to the committee. 
I do not understand that any explanation has yet been given why the 
Committee on Territories report a bill proposing to give settlers land 
which shall be acquired as public land, under the right as homesteaders 
and settlers, and require them to pay therefor $1.25 an acre. In my 
judgment itis a matter of the utmost indifference how public land may 
be acquired. It is enough that the Government own agricultural land, 
and the proposition I present to the committee is that all public lands 
which the United States haveshall be offered asa donation to actual set- 
tlers in good faith who will go and reside upon the land for five years. I 
suppose the argument will be advanced by the chairman of the committee 
that these lands being incumbered by some kind of Indian title which 
is undetermined by the lawyers, and a title which it may cost some- 
thing to extinguish, the homesteader shall be required to reimburse 
the Government for the outlay in securing this public land. That has 
never been the principle which applied to the disposition of public lands 
since the homestead law has been in existence. ~ 

When that vast territory in the Southwest was acquired under the 
treaty of Mexico we did not institute an inquiry as to how much 
it cost the Governrment of the United States in blood or treasure. 
It was enough that it was public land and that it was susceptible of 
cultivation; and no matter what it may have cost the Government when 
it became its property, it has been the settled policy of the Govern- 
ment of the United States to offer land as a donation to the actual set- 
tler who would brave the privations of frontier life and go out and 
make a home upon it; and soit ought to be in this case. Here are 
twenty-odd million acres of land upon all of which there is some claim 
by these Indians. We propose to acquire this land; but we should ac- 
quire itas liomes for the industrious people of this country who will 
go out and occupy it, and in my judgment the economic question 
whether it cost the Government 5 cents or $1.25 an acre ought not to 
be considered. 

Gentlemen must remember that whenever 160 acres of land is taken 
by a poor man who goes out there to make a home for himself and 
family, it causes him to pay into a Treasury that is now overburdened 
$200 of his hard earnings. This Government can afford to be generous 
to the agricultural settler who goes to the frontier and contributes to 
the wealth of the nation by building up a home for himself and those 
who come after him, and to do this independent of contingencies of 
what the Government shall secure to itself in the way of agricult- 
ural lands by legislation that the lands shall only be disposed of by the 
Government to those who are its beneficiaries. These are always the 
poor men who go upon the public lands and improve them. Thatthe 
Government shall be recompensed to the extent of the outlay which it 
has brought upon itself in securing these lands should not be the policy 
in ras that land. This land ought to be subject to the homestead 
law only. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I desire to oppose this amendment offered by my , 
coll e. The land under the provisions of this bill does not belong 
to the Government of the United States. The Government proposes 
by this bill to putchase it from the Indians, with their consent, and 
sell it to settlers under the homestead law for precisely the sum that 
it cost the Government, 

Mr. STRUBLE. Or may cost the United States, 

ti SPRINGER. Yes; or may cost the United States, not exceed- 
ing $1.25. 

Mr. PAYSON. When the Government undertakes to acquire these 
lands from the Indians it acquires them precisely in the same way in 
which it acquires other lands upon which there issome claim by a for- 
eign power, or where the Indian title is extinguished, as it has been 
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in dozens and dozens of cascs heretofore, by treaty stipulations or by 
actual purchase. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Do not take up all my time. 

Mr. PAYSON. Iam not taking up the gentieman’s time, except to 
ask him what difference there is in principle between this and, for in- 
stance, the Gadsden purchase from Mexico? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Iwilltellthegentleman. Whenthe Gadsden pur- 
chase was made it was a vast unoccupied desert region, as most of it is 
now, and it was acquired in pursuance of a treaty with a foreign gov- 
ernment at the close of a war as a means of indemnifying us, but the 
lands to which this bill relates are surrounded by settlements on every 
side except the west, and even on that side there are large settlements. 

The land has been made very valuable from the fact that it has been 
kept so long from settlement, and now the Government proposes to 
purchase it from the Indians at a price not exceeding $1.25 per acre, 
and to allow settlers to go upon it under the homestead law for pre- 
cisely the same price we are obliged to pay for it. That provision is 
just to the United States and just to the settlers; and I speak for the 
persons who propose to go into that Territory and settle it when I say 
that they do not ask this Government to buy it for them and give it 
to them, but that they are begging and imploring us to offer them an 
opportunity of purchasing it under the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. RYAN. I want to say to my friend that it has been the policy 
of the Government, where the Indian title has been extinguished by 
treaty, to open up the lands to settlement by requiring the settler to 
pay the Government for the benefit of the Indians the amount that was 
agreed by the negotiation to be paid. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That has been the general policy. 

Mr. RYAN. And in my State, which was perhaps more than one- 
half covered by Indian reservations, that was the policy. Take, for in- 
stance, the Osage Indian reservation. Ido not care to interrupt the 
gentleman from Illinois at too great length, but I wish to say that the 
Osage Indian reservation was a very large one, 50 miles wide and over 
300 miles in length, and the settlers upon that land were required to 
pay a dollar and a quarter an acre to the Indians or to the Government 
for the Indians. : 

Mr. SYMES. Not to the Indians. 

Mr. RYAN, ‘That does not matter. The principle is the same. 
The title of the Indians was extinguished in that way. 

Mr. WEAVER. ‘That was the rule that was followed in Iowa un- 
der the treaty with the Sac and Fox Indians. 

Mr. RYAN. I think that has been the rule as to nearly every In- 
dian reservation in the West. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I will say to my colleague [Mr. PAyson] thatit 
would cost $10,000,000 to buy these lands under the provision of this 
bill. 

Mr. PAYSON. Suppose it does. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the question presented by the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PASS] is not free from em- 
barrassment, and yet I do not think that the committee ought to hesi- 
tate as to the line of policy that ought to beadopted. This session we 
have passed two acts involving thesame question and touching thesame 
principle that arises here. One of those acts was in regard to lands 
which we proposed to obtain from the Sioux Indiaus in the Territory 
of Dakota. By that act we propose to acquire from the Sioux by proper 
cessions from them 11,000,000 acres of their land, and we propose to 
apply the homestead principle to that land, but to require the settler 
to pay, in installments, 50 cents per acre. 

Mr. RYAN. That is the price we pay the Indians. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Yes; that is just the amount to be paid to the In- 
dians. Later, when we negotiated with the Blackfeet and other In- 
dians in Montana, on the Upper Missouri, we acquired 17,000,000 acres, 
which they held partly under treaty and partly under an Executive 
order, and we provided that those lands should be disposed of under the 
homestead law. 

Mr. NELSON. And if the gentleman will permit me to make a 
statement, in addition to the Sioux billto which he refersand by which 
we acquire 11,000,000 acres of land, we have passed a bill relating to 
reservations among the Chippewa Indians in Minnesota, which land is 
to be di of to settlers at a dollar an acre. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is true, but thatisan exceptional case. That 
is a case where the lands are surrounded by settlements and are of value 
greatly above the average of homestead lands, The question presented 
here is simply whether in the present condition of our country, and in 
view of therapid growth of our population, and the importance of secur- 
ing land for the landless, the public Treasury shall bear the burden of 
paying the Indians for those lands and devote them to homes for our land- 
less people, or whether the people who settle upon the lands shall be 
required to pay $200 apiece for their homes? That is the question, 
and it is a question of political economy that may well arrest the at- 
tention of this committee. I think it is a great question. Any meas- 
ure that will enlarge the number of our freeholders is, I think, of high 
moment, 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. I would like to interrupt the gentle- 
man fro'n Indiana for one minute only. I have presented to this Honse 
and this committee resolutions and memorials of the Indian Rights 


Association of the State of Pennsylvania; and my only desire is that 

any bill which may be passed on this subject may not interfere in any 

bind with the distribution of the Indian lands in severalty to the In- 
ians. 

Mr. STRUBLE. This bill will not do that. 

Mr. HOLMAN. This measure has nothing to do with that. 

Mr. O’NEILL, of Pennsylvania. That is the only question which 
has troubled me in connection with this bill; and if there is no inter- 
ference with that policy, I am for the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. Chairman, my friend from Pennsylvania in- 
terrupts me with a matter which is entirely foreign to the question I 
was discussing. 

As I was saying, the question is whether the Government should, as 
has been our policy for years, extinguish the Indian title and permit 
the settlement of the land under the homestead laws, or the burden of 
purchasing these lands should fall on the landless people who are to 
occupy them. In the present state of the land laws, would it be wise 
policy for the Government to pay for the lands and then divide them 
up among persons who may settle upon them under the existing pro- 
visions? Should persons be permitted to enter these lands under the 
homestead law with the commutation clause in force? Į think not. 

Tam inclined to think in the present condition of our country itis better 
to extinguish the Indian title by payment from the national Treasury 
and secure the lands to actual and bona fide settlers—landless citizens— 
for homes. I believe this would be a measure of wealth to the nation 
and a measure of national security. It would be exactly in harmony 
with the principle of the homestead law. But in such case every 
security which law can provide should be resorted to to protect the 
land from the speculator. Nothing would justify the policy suggested 
except the far-reaching importance of securing independent freeholds 
for our people. 

In the first draught of the homestead law it was provided that the set- 
tler should pay 25 cents an acre, which was supposed to be about the 
cost of the land to the Government; but that principle was properly 
rejected. The tendency of the public mind has been all the time 
toward the conviction that this public wealth, this most valuable of 
our property, our public lands, should be so employed as to secure the 
greatest strength and stability to our Government by increasing the 
number of its freeholders. {Here the hammer fell.] I hope the 
amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I move that the committee rise. Before that 
question is put, I wish to say that I hope the friends of this bill will 
be here to-morrow. We are going to press it until it is n 

Mr. HOOKER. I hope the enemies of the bill will be here too. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I hope they will, and that they will not break a 
quorum. 

The motion of Mr. SPRINGER, that the committee rise, was agrecd to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. RoGERS having taken the 
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DoCKERY reported that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole on the state of the Union had had under considera- 
tion the bill (H. R. 10614) to provide for the organization of the Ter- 
ritory of Oklahoma, and for other purposes, and had come to no reso- 
lution thereon. 

LEAVE OE ABSENCE. r 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania, by unanimous consent, obtained in- 
definite leave of absence. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Kentucky, by unanimous consent, obtained leave 
to withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers 
in the case of James B. Evans filed during the Forty-eighth Congress. 

An then (the hour of 5 o'clock having arrived) the House, according 
to order, took a recess until 8 o’clock. 


EVENING SESSION. 
The recess having expired, the House (at 8 o’clock p. m.) was called 
to order by Mr. DocKERY, who directed the reading of the following 


communication: 
SPEAKER'S Room, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVTS, 
Washington, D. O., July 26, 1888, 
Sir: Hon. A. M. Dockery is designated to preside as Speaker pro ien:pore at 
the session of the House this evening. 
JOHN G. CARLISLE, Speaker. 
Hon. Jonny B. CLARK, 
Clerk House of Representatives. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the order under 
which the House assembles to-night. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That on July 26 the House take a recess ni 5 o'clock until 8 o'clock 
p. m., said session not to extend beyond 10 o'clock p, m., to be devoted exclu- 
sively to the consideration of bills reported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary to which there may be no objection. 


JURISDICTION OF UNITED STATES COURTS. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I call up for consideration the bill (S. 783) to 


correct the enrollment of an act approved March 3, 1887, entitled “An 
act to amend sections 1, 2, 3, and 10 of an act to determine the juris- 
diction of the circuit courts of the United States, and to regulate the 
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removal of causes from the State courts, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved March 3, 1875. 
The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 
Mr. LANHAM. I understand that thisis quite a lengthy bill, and is 
merely to correct certain errors in the enrollment of a bill heretofore 
. I therefore ask unanimous consent that the reading of the 
bill be dispensed with, and that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CUL- 
crea my colleague, be permitted to make an explanation of the 
i 


Mr. CULBERSON. It will be remembered, Mr. Speaker, that in 
the last session, and in the last days of the session, of the last Congress, 
a bill was passed to regulate the jurisdiction of the United States 
courts, and to regulate the removal of causes from the State courts to 
the Federal courts. The bill was passed in the last hours of the night 
before adjournment, and numerous errors crept into its enrollment, 
consisting mainly of the want of proper punctuation, and in one place 
the change of the word ‘‘or’’ for ‘‘if,’? and in other places mingling 
and commingling the sentences together. The Senate passed this bill 
now under consideration to correct these errors of enrollment. There is 
no change in the law whatever, and is simply to correct the errors in 
the enrollment of that bill. . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to dispensing with 
the reading of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and being read the third 
time by its title, was passed. 

Mr. CULBERSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
me passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


JURIES UNITED STATES COURTS. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (S. 64) to authorize the 
juries of the United States circuit and district courts to be used inter- 
changeably, and to provide for drawing talesmen, and yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr, EZRA B. TAYLOR]. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That the act of Congress approved June 30, 1879, chapter 52, 
section 2, be, and the same is hereby, sda so that whenever any circuit 
and district court of the United States shall be held at the same time and place 
they shall be authorized and required, if the business of the courts will permit, 
to use interchangeably the juries in either court drawn according to the pro- 
visions of said act. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. The object of this bill is so apparent, 
merely for convenience and economy in to the juries of the United 
States courts, that there is no need of delay or argument in support 


of it. 
The SPEAKER tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bal p 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, and being read the third time, was passed. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR moved to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


RECORDING COMMISSIONS, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (S. 143) to provide for 
the issuing and recording of certain commissions in the Department of 
Justice, and yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SENEY]. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter the commissions of all judicial officers, in- 
cluding marshals and attorneys of the United States, appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and all other commis- 
sions heretofore prepared at the Department of State upon the requisition of the 
Attorney-General,shall be made out and recorded in the Department of Justice, 
and shall be under the seal of said Department and countersigned by the At- 
torney-General, any laws to the contrary notwithstanding: Provided, That the 
said seal shall not be affixed to any such commission before the same shall have 
been signed by the President of the United States. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. What change does this bill make? 

Mr. SENEY. I think there is a report accompanying this bill, 
which will perhaps explain what the gentleman asks. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Let the report be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The Committee on the Judiciary , having considered the bill S. 143, recommend 
its passage. 

Mr. SENEY. I was under the impression that there was another 
report. I believe under existing law that the commissions of all offi- 
cers under the control of the Department of Justice, as well as the 
commissions of all other_officers of the Government are lodged with the 
State Department, and are there- preserved. The purpose of this bill 
is to take from the State Department the custody of all commissions 
belonging to the Department of Justice, so that the Department may 
keep the records itself, instead of being kept in the Department of 
State. 

There being no objection, the bill was ordered to a third reading; and 
it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. . 

Mr. SENEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 


parsed ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
BONDS OF UNITED STATES OFFICIALS, 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (S. 183) requiring notice 
of deficiency in accounts of principals to be given to sureties upon bonds 
of United States officials, and fixing a limitation of time within which 
suits shall be brought against said sureties upon said bonds, and yield 
to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter, whenever any deficiency shall be discovered 
in the accounts of any official of the United States, or of any officer disbursing 
or chargeable with public money, it shall be the duty of the accounting officers 
making such discovery to at once notify the head of the Department having 
control over the affairs of said officer of the nature and amount of said deficiency, 
and it shall be the immediate duty of said head of Department to at once nol 
all obligors upon the bond or bonds of such official of the nature of such d 
ciency and the amount thereof. Said notification shall be deemed sufficient if 
mailed at the post-office in the city of Washington, D. O., addressed to said sure- 
ties respectively, and directed to the respective post-offices where said obligors 
may ap ong if known; seein failure to Sig mail such notice shall not dis- 
charge the surety or sureties upon su m 

Sec. 2. That if upon the peti sera of the account of wy official of the United 
States, or of any o: r disbursing or chargeable with public money, by the ac- 
counting officers of the Treasury, it shall thereby appear that he is indebted to 
the United States, and suit therefor shall not be instituted within five years after 
such statement of said account, the sureties on his bond shall not be liable for 
such indebtedness, 

There being no objection, the bill was ordered to a third reading; 
and being read the third time, was > 

Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. ; 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
MARRIAGE BETWEEN WHITE MEN AND INDIAN WOMEN. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (S. 928) in relation to 
marriages between white men and Indian women, and yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That no white man, not otherwise a member of any tribe of 
Indians, who has married, or may hereafter marry, an Indian woman, member 
of any Indian tribe in the ‘United States or wed of its Territories, except the five 
civilized tribes in the Indian Territory, shall by such marriage hereafter ac- 
quire any right to any tribal property, privilege, or interest whatever to which 
any member of such tribe is entitled. 

Sec, 2. That every Indian woman, member of any such tribe of Indians, who 
has been or may hereafter be married to any citizen of the United States is 
hereby declared to become by such marriage a citizen of the United States, with 
all the rights, privileges, and immunities of any such citizen, being a married 
woman: Provlied, That nothing in this act contained shall impair or in any 
way affect the right or title of such married woman to any tribal property or 
any interest therein. 

Sec. 3. That whenever the marriage of any white man with any Indian woman, 
a member of any such tribe of Indians, is required or offered to be proved in any 
judicial proceeding, evidence of the admission of such fact by the party against 
whom the oeda is had, or evidence of general repute, or of cohabitation 
as married persons, or any other circumstantial or presumptive evidence from 
which the fact may be inferred, shall be competent, 

The report (by Mr. RoGERS) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on the Judi , having had under consideration Senate bill 
928, report the same back favorably with the following amendments: 

Strike out, in line 2 of section 1, the words “has married, or;” and strike 
out, in line 2 of section 2, the words “has been or.” 

The committee think the bill, with these amendments, will operate pros- 
pectively only, and is a wise measure, and asks its passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were adopted. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to inquire of the gentleman from 
Arkansas what is the overwhelming necessity for the passage of this 
bill, what constitutional power we have to pass it, and what great ben- 
efits to the country are to result therefrom ? 

Mr. ROGERS. This bill found its birth, I think, with the late Sec- 
retary of the Interior. It was recommended in the report of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to the last Congress. The subject was taken up 
by Mr. DAWES, who was a member of the committee sent by the Sen- 
ate to visit the various Indian tribes in the West with a view to pro- 
tecting the interests of all these tribes. Upon his return, amongst 
other things, he presented us this bill. 

It proceeds upon the theory that the worst element to be found among 
the Indian tribes is that class of white men who are willing to sacrifice 
everything like civilization for the purpose of getting beyond the law 
and gaining head-rights among the Indian tribes beyond the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts. Z 

Mr. Lamar stated—and I thought I had the report of the Secretary 
of the Interior in my desk, but I am unable to find it—that the De- 
partment of the Interior found more trouble in preserving peace, order, 
and quiet among the Indian tribes because of the presence of this dis- 
turbing element than from any other cause that could be mentioned in 
connection with the subject. 

I do not remember the exact purport of his observations upon that 
subject, but I think I have given them substantially. 

The object and purport of this bill, therefore, is that if these parties 
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intermarry, if a man wants to abandon civilization and going into that 
country and marrying a squaw to get a head-right, he shall not get it; 
but if he marries he makes the squaw a citizen of the United States 
also. We are making citizens of the United States instead of making 
Indians of our citizens. Ido not know any other reason that I could 
give beyond that. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. If this squaw marries a white person, does she 
become a citizen of the United States? 

Mr. ROGERS. He remains a citizen and she becomes a citizen of 
the United States. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Does the gentleman think that addition to our 
citizenship would be very desirable ? 

Mr. ROGERS. I think itis not highly desirable. In seven cases 
of ten where this class of people go into the Indian Territory, in- 
stead of elevating the Indians they do them harm. They come out of 
there ina year with feathers in their hats, with revolvers buckled round 
them, and a pair of Texas spurs, whooping and yelling whenever they 
can get drink. Ifa white and an Indian both want to marry, let them 
come back into a State and we will civilize both together. 

Mr. PARKER. Iwish to inquire of the gentleman havifg charge 
of this bill whether it is not a necessary result that the children of the 
marriage will be citizens of the United States? 

Mr. ROGERS. That is my understanding. 

Mr. PARKER. Therefore, if in the State where women have the 
right to vote, the squaw becomes a voter. Is that so? 

Mr. ROGERS. Ishould think so. That would be a very rare case; 
but I think it would be the case under this bill. 

Mr. PARKER. And also that these degenerate men, which my 
friend from Arkansas has described so graphically, will be citizens of 
the United States, while the Indian who has been so romantically de- 
scribed with wonderful physical capacity, would be civilized, but have 
only the rights of a barbarian, while the degenerate white and his de- 
generate progeny will become citizens of the United States. 

Mr. B. TAYLOR. Is not the object of this bill to prevent 
the marriage or miscegenation of these degenerate whites with the In- 
dian squaws? 

Mr. PARKER. That was one of the things I was going to ask. 

Mr. WEAVER. The effect of the bill is to encourage Indians to 
marry white men and become citizens of the United States. 

Mr. PARKER. Ihave been many times instructed with the advice 
and suggestions of the gentleman from Arkansas. Having a broad 
experience on the Indian border, I have received more information 
relative to this class of cases and legislation from him than from any 
other man. But it seems to me that this is at least subject to the 
query whether this bill does not go pretty far; and I would like the 
gentleman from Arkansas to state the result he expects to follow its 
enactment. 

Mr. ROGERS. I have said about all I cared to say on this subject. 
I think the tendency and effect will be to keep white men ont of the 
Indian Territory. ‘They are deterring the Government in its effort to 
civilize these people. ‘That is my judgment as to the best resultof it. 
I think the tendency will likewise be to prevent to avery large extent 
the intermarriage of these Indian women, because these men are not 
going to marry Indian women except for the purpose of obtaining a 
head-right. Many of them are fugitives from justice. Others are those 
who do not wish to pay their debts, and take their property there for 
the purpose of evading process of court. There are others who desire 
to marry these squaws in good faith; but let them come back to the 
confines of civilization, so that their offspring, if they have any, shall 
be raised up in Christian civilization, a higher civilization than there 
is among the tribes of Indians, These are the main benefits to be de- 
rived. It is nota bad measure. I think it involves a great deal of 
genuine philosophy in the treatment of the Indian tribes. I think it 
will be highly beneficial to keep that class of men out of the Indian 
Territory. The policy of the Government has been to keep them out, 
as they are intruders. 

This is simply in the line of our treaties to keep these people out of 
that country, and, in my judgment, they ought to be kept out. There 
is a class of persons who go there that are highly valuable. That is 
the class of industrious farmers who take their families into the Terri- 
tory and become tenants of these people. By them they are taught 
agriculture, stock-raising, and all the ways of civilized society, and 
they are a very great benefit; but the rough class, the fugitives from 
justice and criminals, have no business in the Indian country. Instead 
of having civilizing influence they havea discivilizing influence. For 
these reasons I think the bill is fraught with a great deal of philo- 
sophic wisdom. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentlemanhas answered one part of my in- 
quiry very fully. I should like him now to state what constitutional 
power we have to do this. 

Mr. ROGERS, That grows out of the constitutional power which 
gives Congress the right to make needful rules and regulations touch- 
ing the Indian tribes, and by virtue of our treaties we have always en- 
deavored to keep people from going in there for the purpose of living 
in the Territory and keep these people isolated from the outside world. 
It is true the law favors marriage. This simply says that they can 


marry; butif she does she must become acitizen, and that she must no 
longer remain in that country or a member of an Indian tribe. The 
marriage of a Choctaw Indian to a white makes the man a Choctaw, 
and he is decitizenized and becomesa citizen of that country; but even 
in doing that he is still subject and amenable to the Jaws of the United 
States, under this bill, so that he can not escape process of courts so far 
as the criminal Jaw is concerned by going into the Indian country, and 
if we shall extend the civil jurisdiction to that country, we shall still 
have him where a process of law will reach him without violating 
treaties with the Indians themselves. I ought to thank the gentleman 
from New York for the graceful compliment he paid me. But I did 
not claim to have any particular knowledge of the subject. 

Mr. ADAMS. Ishall be glad to renew in my own person that com- 
pliment to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS], for I admit 
that he is far more familiar with the subject of Indians and their rela- 
tions with white people than I can possibly be; but as I am a member 
of the committee that reported this bill, and am opposed toit, and shall 
vote against it, I wish briefly to state my reasons. 

4 The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas is entitled to the 
oor. 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois such time as 
he desires to occupy. 

Mr, ADAMS. ‘The ground on which this bill is urged is the ground 
last stated by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS], that for 
reasons of public policy it is desirable to discourage marriages between 
white men and Indian women. I do not believe that is sound public 
policy. In the first place, if we are to discourage such i for 
the moral welfare of the Indian woman, the answer is that the United 
States has nothing to do with that question; and if we are to discourage 
such marriages for the purpose of expediting the civilization of the In- 
dian tribes, then I say that the white man who goesinto the Indian nation 
and marries an Indian woman, however degraded he may be, is likely 
to be more an instrument of civilization than a full-blooded Indian. 

Mr. PETERS. Will the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ROGERS] 
yield to me for a few minutes? 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 

Mr. PETERS. One of the motives that induce a man to marry an 
Indian woman is that he may obtain certain rights under the tribe 
into which he marries, a head-right, for instance. That, I say, is one 
of the motives. Another motive—and this is the one which actuates 
the båser sort to intermarry with Indians—another motive is that he 
may become a part of the tribe, subject to the tribal law, and may 
thereby put himself outside of the civilized law, which he leaves when 
he marries into the tribe. - 

In other words, the man who goes into one of these tribes and mar- 
ries an fndian woman in nearly all cases becomes, as has been stated 
here, one of the worst and most degraded characters, even if he has not 
been such prior to the marriage; causes turmoil and disturbance in the 
tribe, and then, by reason of his superior education, or by reason of the 
fact that he is a white man, exercises his influence over the tribe to es- 
cape the punishment that ought to be visited upon him by the tribal 
law, knowing at the same time that he is not amenable to the laws of 
the United States. Now, one of the great objects of this bill is to con- 
tinue that man’s responsibility for any violation of United States law 
that he may commit, and to hold him to the same accountability under 
the law that he would have been held to prior to the marriage. 

Mr. ADAMS. Are not the children of such a marriage likely to be 
a little nearer to civilization—which we hope to be the ultimate out- 
come— than the children of a full-blood Indian marriage? 

Mr. PETERS. Thatdepends entirely upon the influences by which 
they are surrounded. I do not believe that the children ofsuch a mar- 
riage, by reason of the white blood that is in them, are in any manner 
superior to a full-blood Indian, so far as any tendency to civilization is 
concerned. It depends entirely on the associations and the influences 
that surround them whether they will be any better or nearer to civili- 
zation than full-blood Indian children. 

If they are left to grow up with the tribe and to be influenced by its 
eustoms, they are often in a certain sense greater enemies to civiliza- 
tion than full-blood Indians, That has been my observation in all 
these cases. Some of the worst characters in the Indian Territory to- 
day are the descendants of white men, who went in there and married 
Indian women. Some of the worst characters, the vilest outlaws, 
men who violate every law known to humanity as well as to Chris- 
tianity, are the children of white men who went among the In- 
dians and intermarried with them. I would rather trust my life or 
my property to-day in the hands of a full-blood Indian than trust it 
in the hands of a half-breed who has been raised in the midst of tho 
barbarous influences that surround many of those tribes. 

me WHEELER withholds his remarks for revision. See APPEN- 
DIX. 

The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading; and it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paea; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
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SCHOOL FARMS IN BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA. 


Mr, CULBERSON. LI call up the bill (H. R. 8053) to extend the 
toe for the redemption ofschool farms in Beaufort County, South Caro- 

na. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the time prescribed for the redemption of school farms 
in Beaufort County, South Carolina, the act entitled “An act to provide for 
the redemption and sale of the school- lands now held in Beaufort County, 
South Carolina, by the United States,” approved March 3, 1887, be, and the same 
is hereby, extended to one yeat from the passage of this act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? The Chair hears none. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
Mr. CASWELL moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paea ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
CRIMINAL JURISDICTION ON THE GREAT LAKES. 


Mr. CULBERSON. LI call up the bill (H. R. 10041) extending the 
criminal jurisdiction of the circuit and district courts to the Great 
Lakes and their connecting waters. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That the criminal jurisdiction of the circuit and district 
courts shall extend to all crimes and offenses now pi by law commit- 
ted upon the Great Lakes or any bay, river, strait, or other navi le waters 
connecting or connected with sald Lakes, on board of any vessel belonging in 
wholeor in part to the United States or any citizen thereof with like force and 
offect as if tlie same were committed upon the high séas: Provided, That this 
act shall not apply to rivers wholly within the United States. 

Sec. 2. The trial of all such crimes and offenses not committed within any 
eral = gs be in the district where the offender is found oxjnto which he is first 

J i. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CAPRA . I yield to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ADAMS]. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, this proposed legislation was suggested 
by an atrocious assault committed last October on an American steamer 
on the Canadian side of the Detroit River. It was discovered that 
there was no Federal statute to punish the offender. Legislation to 
meet the case was proposed by Judge Brown, of the eastern district of 
Michigan, and approved by the Attorney-General. Bills were intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CHIPMAN] and by the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Rocrers]. ‘This bill is a substitute for 
one of theirs. The matter is one of urgent importance along the Cana- 
dian border. As the law now stands there is no adequate protection 
to life and property on American vessels navigating the Great Lakes. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ADAMS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
pao and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


J. EDWIN PILCHER. 


Mr. CULBERSON. Icall up the bill (H. R. 10240) for the relief 
of J. Edwin Pilcher. This bill is in Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, I ask unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House be discharged from its further consideration 
s onde it be now considered in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas asks unan- 
imous consent that the Committee of the Whole House be discharged 
from the further consideration of this bill, and that it be considered 
in the House. ‘The Chair hears no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized 
and directed to pay to J, Edwin Pilcher, of Louisville, Ky., out of any money 

the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $905, it being the amount 
of one bond of $100 anil $805 in paper money of the Republic of Texas. This 
claim being ja proper one against the Texas indemnity fund, the balance of 
which fund having been heretofore covered in the Treasury of the United 
States, payment is hereby directed to be made out of the general funds of the 
Government. 

The amendment reported by the Committee on the Judiciary was 
read, as follows: . 

Strike out the following words at the close of the bill: 

s Erpe ey peia od proper one against the Texas indemnity fund, the balance 
of which fund having been heretofore covered in the Treasury of the United 

, payment is hereby directed to be made out of the general funds of the 
Government,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Does this bill provide for the surrender of these 
securities upon the payment of this claim? I fail to notice any such 
provision in the bill. 

Mr. CULBERSON. There is no provision in the bill for such sur- 
render; but I suppose that, of course, the Secretary of the Treasury 
when he pays off the claim will require the delivery of the securities. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Not necessarily, under the terms of this bill. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I suppose, Mr. Speaker, it is proper for me to 


state that in the early days of this session a bill was passed by the 
House and Senate and sent to the President, to pay Mr, Pilcher this 
amount of money out of what is known as the indemnity fund of 
Texas. Upon investigation the President ascertained that the indem- 
nity fund had been covered into the Treasury. In his veto of that bill 
he suggested that some provision had better be made for payment of 
this claim either upon a deficiency bill or by a bill carrying a general 
appropriation. The Committee on the Judiciary adopted the latter 
suggestion, and this bill is the result of it. 

I want to state there are now in the T: Department of the 
United States $60,000, the balance of this fund called the indemnity 
fund of Texas; originally it was $7,750,000. Texas deposited this 
money in the Treasury of the United States in order to indemnify the 
United States against the creditors of the Republic of Texas, who 
claimed the Governmentof the United States had madeitselfliable for the 
payment of these claims against the Republic of Texas in consequence 
of the annexation of that republic to the United States. All those 
debts have been paid, all that I know of or that anybody else knows 
of, except perhaps this one. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I have no objection to the bill if it be properly 
guarded. I suggest the following amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: ‘ 

Provided, That the said Pilcher shall first surrender said securities to tho Sec- 
retary of the Treasury. 

Mr. CULBERSON. 
ment. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I move the amendment. : 
Mr. BUCHANAN’s amendment wasagreed to; and the bill as amend 
was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, 

it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CARUTH moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. P 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


RUFUS LOWE AND C. M, LOFTIN. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I call up for consideration the bill (H. R. 10578) 
for the relief of Rufus Lowe and C. M. Loftin, 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Rufus Lowe and C. M. Loftin, sureties on the distil- 
lery warehouse bond of J. C. Hobbs, distiller, and against whom there is now 
pending a suit in the district court of the western district of North Carolina, at 
Charlotte, N. C., in behalf of the United States, against said sureties, be, and 
they are hereby, released from all liability as said sureties on account of the 
breach of said bond, as alleged in said suit now pending. 


Mr. CULBERSON. This bill is on the same Calendar—the Private 
Calendar—and I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of the 
Whole House be discharged from its further consideration and it be con- 
sidered at this time in the House. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CowLxs]. 

Mr. COWLES. Mr. Speaker, Ideem it to be altogether unnecessary 
to make any lengthy statement in support of this bill. It was unani- 
mously reported by the Judiciary Committee of the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, and has the unanimous report of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary at this session. This of itself should be suflicient to establish 
the justice of the claim in this House. The facts are somewhat prolix, 
but I will make a brief statement. 

These gentlemen were sureties on a distiller’s warehouse bond. Tho 
distiller suspended operations and the warehouse passed into the hands 
of a general storekeeper, the distiller having absconded. These sureties 
ascertaining it was not safe went to the collector and informed him of 
that fact, and asked that the whisky should be removed to a safe place 
of storage. They offered to remove it to the warehouse of a distillery 
in operation near by, but were refused permission todo this. The ware- 
house was entered and about two barrels of whisky was taken out. 

No one believes in that section of the country that these sureties were 
liable for any laches, and the fact is, they did all in their power to save 
the Government and themselves harmless. The district attorney of the 
United States who investigated the facts recommended the suit should 
be dismissed. The judge of the Federal court, from whom I received 
a letter this morning and who rendered the judgment, said in justice 
these parties ought not to be held liable, And I hope the bill will 


Pathe bill was ordered to be en and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

Mr. COWLES moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and alse moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

DANIEL W. PERKINS. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I call up for consideration the bill (H. I. 8846) 
‘for the relief of Daniel W. Perkins, and move, by unanimous consent, 
that the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar be 
discharged from its further consideration, and it be now taken up for 
consideration in the House. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 


I have no objection in the world to that amend- 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to Daniel W. Perkins, of East Saginaw, Mich., the 
sum of $915, being in full for his services rendered as substitute district attorney 
of the eastern district of Michigan from October 1, 1871, to June 30, 1875. 


The report (by Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8846) 
for the relief Daniel W. Perkins, submit the following report: 

This bill was favorably reported by the Committee on the Judiciary in Forty- 
seventh Congress, and as that report embodies the facts in the case, itis adopted 
as the report of this committee, and is as follows: 

“ This bill is for the relief of Daniel W. Perkins, of East Saginaw, Mich., who 
was appointed a substitute attorney under section 14 of the act of Congress of 
August 16, 1856, and acted as district attorney in cases before United States com- 
missioners in Saginaw County,in said State. His claim is for servicesrendered 
from October 1, 1871, to April, 1875. The claim of Mr. Perkins seems to your 
committee to be entirely justand reasonable. When Mr. Perkins presented his 
bill for said services he was told that the appropriations for the various years 
he had ‘served the United States were exhausted, and it could not be paid with- 
out an act of Congress authorizing the payment. ‘The act referred to fully au- 
thorized the appointment and employment of substitute attorneys, who are to 
receive the same fees as the district attorney. This law continued in force up 
to 1874, when the Revised Statutes were adopted, at which time this provision 
seems to have been dropped; but the omission was not discovered by the au- 
thorities in the Department until July, 1875, and notice was not given until 


Bi following. 

“The claimant, it seems by the printed report of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary of the Forty-fourth Congress—which was a favorable report,—furnished 
said Judiciary Committee a list of the cases he tried as such substitute attorney, 
and a full copy of his account, but the same is not now to be found; which ac- 
count, as appears from said report of the Judiciary Committee, was duly cer- 
tified to by the commissioners before whom the cases were pending when the 
services were performed; also the certificate of the First Comptroller of the 
Treasury, showing that the charges correspond with the cases rted, and 
t — the claimant nor any one else has ever been paid for the services 
rendered. 

“ The district attorney also appends his certificate to the same, as appears by 
said a tebe showing that he appointed Mr. Perkins as such substitute, and that 
he rendered said se for several years. 

“The claim of the memorialist amounts to the sum of $1,090, and appended to 
H as appears by said report of said Judiciary Committee, are the followi::g cer- 

cates: 


“ Usrrep STATES OF AMERICA, 
“ Washington, D.C.: 

“I, James R. Cook, late United States commissioner for the eastern district 
of Michigan, do hereby certify that the dates stated in the foregoing cascs as 
examinations had before me are correct and true, showing the time occupied 
in such examinations; that Daniel W. Perkins was the attorney, and the bogs 
attorney, who appeared for the United States Government and conducted suc 


examinations, 
“JAMES R. COOK, 
“ Late United States Commissioner, Eastern District of Michigan, 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, First COMPTROLLER’S OFFICE, 
“ July 10, 1876. 
“The records and files of this Department show that examinations were had 
in the cases s; fied in the foregoing statement of D. W. Perkins, substitute 
United States attorney, in said cases have been made by said attorney or his 


itute, D. W. Perkins, 
Sn R. W. TAYLER, Comptroller. 


“UNITED STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, 
“ For the Eastern District of Michigan : 

“I, A. B. Maynard, United States district attorney for the eastern district of 
Michigan, do hereby sony d that D. W. Perkins, of East Saginaw, Mich., has been 
my deputy at that place for a number of years; that none of the services of 
the said Perkins were ever audited with my services in any cases in which said 
Perkins appeared; that I have never been allowed or paid for any services 
which said Perkins has performed as such deputy district attorney; that al! 
pay which said Perkins received for his services as such deputy district at- 
torney has been allowed and audited by the First Auditor of the Treasury; and 
that the said Perkins should receive pay for such services as he has performed 
which do not ap; to have been audited by said First Auditor; that the cer- 
tificate of United States commissioner, before whom said Perkins performed 
said services, will show what these services were; that I haye been mally 

uainted with Mr. D. W. Perkins for many years, and know him to be reliable 
and truthful and trustworthy, and that he would not present any account for 
services which was not correct and true; that I personally know that he has 
not been paid for a number of years, but I can not give the exact date; that the 
fact of his not being paid grew out of the fact of Mr. Perkins not presenting his 
account till after the estimates for the years had been exhausted or closed. 


“Dated June 24, 1876. WA ORR SRD 
“Uniled States District Attorney for the Eastern District of Michigan. 


“Treasury DEPARTMENT, FIRST CoMPTROLLER's OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1876, 

“Sim: Your letter of the 2d instant to the First Auditor relative to a claim of 
Daniel W. Perkins has been referred to this office. By section 14, act of August 
16, 1856, district attorneys were authorized to employ substitutes, who were to 
receive the same fee as the district attorneys for the same services. Mr. Per- 
kins was so employed and so paid. His lastaccount settled atthis Department 
em services to the 30th day of September, 1871. In the revision of the 
statutes of the United States the authority to employ substitutes was rosie ea 

“It appears from the district attorney's statement that Mr. Perkins continued 
to act until April, 1875. I therefore presume that his claim is for compensation 
as substitute attorney from October 1, 1871, to April, 1875, which can not be paid 
at the Treasury for wantof authority. Hisaccount has probably been rendered 
to the Department of Justice, where it would properly po if itcould be allowed. 

“R. W. TAYLER, Comptroller. 

“ Hon. N. B. BRADLEY, 

“ House of Representatives. 

“Your committee, from this examination and from the above facts as found 
by the Judiciary Committee of the Forty-fourth Congress, and from the evi- 
dence attached to their report, come to the conclusion that there can be no 
doubt about the justice of the claim of the said Daniel W. Perkins, and that it 
should be paid; and therefore, without waiting for the filing of a new state- 
ment of his account, so lost, we report back the bill so refe: to said commit- 
tee and recommend that it pass,” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


Mr. EZRA B, TAYLOR moved to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


P. H. WINSTON. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (H. R. 4239) for the re- 
lief of P. H. Winston, and ask also in this case to discharge the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar from its further 
consideration, and consider it in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there be paid to Patrick H. Winston, of Lewiston, Nez 
Pereé County, Idaho Territory, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, the sum of $750, in full compensation for his legal services 
in defense of Tom Hill, a captain of the Indian police of the Nez Pereé agency, 
tried and acquitted in the first district court of Idaho Territory in the year 1886. 


There being no objection, the bill was ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paesi; and also moved thatthe motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. £ 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


JOHN W. MEARS. 


Mr. CULBERSON: I now call up the bill (H. R. 3235) to restore 
to John W. Mears a fine improperly imposed upon him. 

Mr. CASWELL, I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole House*on the Private Calendar be di from the fur- 
ther consideration of this bill, and that it be considered in the House. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the of the Treasury be, and he is, directed 
to pay to John W. Mears the sum of $200, being amount of a fine im poten 


posed upon and collected from hi , d which was t ed into 
po! m, an urn: 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. KERR. I would like to have the report read in that case sub- 
ject to the right of objection. 

The report (by Mr. CASWELL) was read, as follows: 

This bill passed the Senate in the AA Macca Congress. It was also consid- 
ered by the Committee on Claims of the House in that Congress and received a 
favorable report. That report sets forth the facts substantially as we find them, 
and we adopt and make it a part of our report and recommend that the bill do 
pass, 


sunset, and omitted to tell the crew, who were new men, to place the Tights i 
thinkin theanchor- 


as ag mers by Re Statutes, section 4233, Theschooner was without alight 
for ate hours in the early part of the night, and before the return of claimant 
on 


Whilst in this condition a small revenue-cutter (drawing 2 feet 6 inches of 
water), which had been detained in the bay above by the tide, by, and 
the schooner was reported for not having lights, and the fine of $200 provided 
by section 4234, Revised Statutes, was imposed aon claimant, and he was com- 

lied to pay the same, and it was covered intothe Treasury before he obtained 
Fadicial action in the premises. 

George Toy, the collector at gs py in a letter of October 27, 1884, to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, says, "I am satisfied it was not the intention of Mr. 
sharr s violate the law in the premises;” and he recommends that the fine bo 
remitted. 


Your committee are of opinion that the fine should have been remitted, and 
they therefore recommend that the bill (H. R. 5477) which they have had under 
consideration do pass, 

There being no objection, the hill was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time; and being engiv. -l, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. CULBERSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ANNULMENT OF CERTAIN LAND TITLES, TEXAS, 


Mr. CULBERSON. I now call up the bill (H. R. 1887) to annul 
certain titles to land acquired by judicial proceedings in the courts of 
the United States in Texas, and for other purposes. 

I ask that this bill, which is on the Calendar of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the’state of the Union, be considered in the House a3 
in Committee of the Whole. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Whereas on the llth day of December, 1873, the United States obtained judg- 
ment in the circuit court of the United States sitting at Tyler, Tex., in the 
western district of Texas, for $50,000, inst William T. Scott, William Umb- 


denstock, and others, sureties on the official bond of Davis B. Bonfoy, late col- 
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lector of internal revenue for the fourth district of Texas, cause 1037, and it appear- 
ing from the facts that on the trial of the cause the said sureties they 
were deprived of their defense by having, through mistake, presented their ac- 
counts and facts in favor of Davis B. Bonfoy, their principal, then deceased, to 
the wrong accounting officer at Washington, D. C., for his action thereon, and 
said accounts were returned by said officer to the United States attorney repre- 
senting the Government in the cause without any action thereon, which fact 
al oe not pane to defendants until they had announced themselyes ready for 
trial; an: 

Whereas facts su) uently discovered show that at the date of said judgment 
Davis B. Bonfoy, as coliector aforesaid, was not really indebted to the United 
States, which facts could not have been known at the time to the proper ac- 
counting officers of the re Department, for the reason that the moneys 
belonging to the United States in the hands of Bonfoy at the time of his death 
were taken charge of by. the military authorities of the United States then com- 
manding at Marshall, Tex. (the State being under military rule), and returned 
to and accounted for by said military authorities tothe War instead of the Treas- 
a” È ai none pany and 

ereas since said money so returned to the War Department has been taken 
up by the accounting officers of the Treasury Department in a readjustment of 
the accounts of the said Davis B. Bonfoy,as collector,and it appearing from 
said last adjustment, including the newly-discovered funds in the War Depart- 
ment, that at the time said judgment was obtained against said suretics Bonfoy 
really owed the Government nothing, but in fact had a balancedue him from 
the Government: Therefore, 
Be it enacted, etc., That the United States hereby relinquishes to the heirs or 
Jegal representatives of William T. Scott, late of Scottsville, Harrison County, 
Texas, all the right, title, and interest, real or pretended, of the United States 
in and to fifty-two sections of land, of 640 acres A aggregating 33,280 acres, 
lying and being situated in the counties of Tom Green, Mitchell, Concho, and 
tascosa, in the State of Texas, which said lands were bought in for the United 
States by Stillwell H. Russell, then United States marshal for the western dis- 
trict of Texas, at a public sale made by him, the said Stillwell H. Russell, United 
States 1, on the first Thursday in October, 1878, under and by virtue of an 
alias pluries execution dated Jane 10, 1878, issuing out of the circuit court of the 
United States on a judgment obtained by the United States in the circuit court 
of the United States sitting at Tyler, Tex., in the western judicial district ot 
Texas, on the llth day of December, 1873, against William T, Scott and others, 
as sureties on the bond of Davis B. Bonfoy, collector aforesaid, cause 1037, and 
levied on said lands on the 5th day of September, cant be by him, as such mar- 
shal, following the statute in such case made and provided, deeded to the United 
States in a deed bearing date December 9, 1878, and recorded in Tom Green 
County (the county of Mitchell being then a part of Tom Green County), in 
book C of deeds of said county, folios 128 to 138, inclusive; and thatall the right, 
title, and interest of the United States, real or pretended, to said Jands, be, and 
the same are hereby, as fully and thoroughly divested out of the United States 
as if no such judgment had ever been obtained; and the Solicitor of the United 
States Treasury is hereby authorized and directed to reconvey to the said heirs 
or legal representatives of the said William T. Scott all the right, title, and in- 
terest of the United States to said lands, as fully described in the aforesaid deed. 

Sec, 2. That the Treasurer of the United States be, and he is hereby, directed 
to refund to William T. Scott and William Umbdenstock, of Harrison County, 
‘Texas, sureties aforesaid, or to their heirs or legal representatives, the sum of 
$5,500, by them paid into the Treasury of the United tes on the 17th day of 
September, 1881, in compromise of said judgment; and said sum is hereby ap- 
propriated, out of any money in the United States Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, and made immediately available for said purpose. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. HOVEY. I object to the consideration of that bill. 

Mr. KERR. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR, I think if these gentlemen understood 
the nature of this bill there would be no objection to its consideration. 
Mr. KERR. I am not objecting, but only wish to ask a question. 

Mr. HOVEY. Iam objecting. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. This bill is to correct, as. far as can be cor- 
rected, a case in which there was more injustice, more crime, and more 
accident against the parties whose relief is sought than in any other 
bill that has ever been presented to this House. 

Mr. KERR. Is there authentic evidence before the committee that 
the bill recites the facts? 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. There is, and more than that. The bill 
recites the facts, but does not recite all of the facts of the case. It is 
the most wonderful case that has ever come to my knowledge since I 
have been a member of this House. 

Mr. PARKER. I hope the gentleman from Indiana will withhold 
his objection until an explanation can be made. 

Mr. HOVEY. Ihave read the report in this case and understand it. 

Mr. PARKER. Of course if the gentleman feels justified in his ob- 
jection without reading the report, it is in his power to prevent the 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. HOVEY. This was a judgment of $50,000 against the sureties 
in this case; the land was sold under the judgment, and they not only 
seek to get back the land, but also to have the sureties paid $5,000 in 
addition. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. After that judgment was obtained, it was 
found that this man who was supposed to be a defaulter, and who had 
been arrested and put in jailand died there, and his wife killed by the 
guard who was supposed to be protecting the money of the Government 
in her house, had deposited to the credit of the United States more 
money, and more was taken from him by force than the amount of the 
dudsmants That is why the claim of $5,000 is to be paid back. 

Mr. LANHAM. Isit not fully sustained by the evidence? 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Itis, unquestionably. 

Mr. HOVEY. I object to the consideration of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection being made, the bill will be 
withdrawn, under the order. 


CORPORATIONS AS SURETIES. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I call up the bill (H. R. 3380) to authorize cer- 


tain corporations to become surety in cases within the jurisdiction of 
Federal courts and Departments. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to have the bill read, subject to 
the right of objection. 

Mr. CULBERSON. This bill is on the House Calendar. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That whenever by the laws of the United States any person 
or corporation is required or permitted to make, execute, and give bond, stipu- 
Jation, or undertaking, with or without sureties, conditioned for the faithful 
performance of any trust, office, or ace’ É, or for the doing or not doing of 
anything in said bond, stipulation, or undertaking specified, any company in- 
corporated and organized under the laws of any State of the ted States and 
authorized to guaranty the fidelity of persons holding positions of public or 
private trust, and to execute or guaranty bonds and undertakings, may, upon 

roduction of evidence of solvency and credit satisfactory to any judge of any 

‘ederal court, or clerk thereof, district attorney, United States commissioner, 
head of a Department, collector of customs or revenue, or any other officer whois 
now or may he r be authorized by law or regulations to approve of the suf- 
ficiency of any such bond, stipulation, or undertaking, or of the sureties thereon, 
be accepted as sole and sufficient surety upon the bond, stipulation, or under- 
taking of any person or corporation required by the laws of the United States 
to make, execute, and give a stipulation, bond, or und: g. 


The committee recommend the adoption of the following amendment: 


Add to the bill the following proviso : 
~“ Provided, the proofs taken of the solvency of thesurety approved shall 
be attached to the bond and filed in the office where it is required to be kept.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Ishall not object to its consideration, but it 
seems to be a biil of doubtful utility, and I think some explanation why 
the United States shall make this departure should begiven. Ido not 
believe in killing bills by single objections, but certainly some reason 
for this innovation should be given. 

Mr. CASWELL. If the report was read it would satisfy the gentle- 


man. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The report is quite lengthy. 

Mr. CASWELL. I would like, then, to have the gentleman from 
Texas make a brief explanation of it. It is a bill full of merit. 

Mr. CULBERSON. This bill was reported to the House by the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. OATES], who is now necessarily absent. 
The bill, as I understand, was introduced into the House by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. BAKER], and also one by Mr. MORSE, of 
Massachusetts. 

I will yield the floor for five minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BAKER] to explain the bill. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Thesubject covered by the bill can be 
explained in a very few words. Under existing laws persons required 
to give bonds for the faithful performance of official duties give indi- 
vidual sureties. Under our State laws we have corporations organized 
according to law whose sole purpose is to guaranty the bonds of pub- 
lic officials. These corporations do this business now under the courts 
of the State. They are subject to frequent examination and careful in- 
vestigation. They are supervised in the State of New York by the in- 
surance department. The capital is required to be invested, and al- 
together they comprise far better security than can be had under any 
individual suretyship. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman from New York yield fora 
question? These corporations are creatures of State laws, and there 
is no Federal supervision extended over them. In what way can they 
be of use on official bonds? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. There is no difficulty about that at all. 
I desire to say that the whole subject has been treated in a report of 
the Postmaster-General, the Secretary of War, and the Paymaster- 
General of the Army, and they have urgently recommended that they 
be permitted to accept the surety of these corporations upon bonds in 
lieu of individual bonds. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. You refer to corporations organized expressly 
for the purpose of offering suretyships for so much percentage. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. They are doing business in the differ- 
ent States. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Does not the gentleman know that many of 
these companies have accepted liabilities ten times in excess of their 
assets ? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. The bill itself provides that the sol- 
vency of the companies taking the surety shall be attached to the bond 
and recorded in the office where it is required to be kept, and under 
State laws they are subject to frequent investigation, and a rigid ex- 
amination may be required to be made at any time. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. This might mean that the company is solvent 
itself and could provide for its debts, but does the solvency apply where 
an excess exists over their contingent liabilities? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. In regard to that, the experience of 
all those corporations that have existed for many years in Europe has 
been that men as arule are honest, and that the companies are watch- 
ing and looking after persons for whom they may be surety, and for 
the protection of the principal in every case. The committee, in order 
to investigate this subject, heard the recommendation of the Depart- 
mental officials, and in closing a long report say they ‘‘unanimously 
approve this bill with an amendment, and recommend its passage asa 
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valuable addition to existing legislation, and as tending to strengthen 
the Goyernment’s security at all forms o bonds a undertakings, as 
well as to largely decrease the expense in every Department, now in- 
separable from the investigations touching the solvency of individual 
sureties.” 

There would be no trouble with the corporation in guarantying the 
bond of an official. They have a fixed liability, with a responsible 
company always ready to respond; and it has come to be taken asa 
maxim that the safest and best means to relieve a surety upon a bond, 
or an official bond, or upon an undertaking of any character in a court 
or in a surrogate’s court is a bond provided by these guaranty compa- 


nies. 

Mr. CASWELL. Isit not true that these companies have the right 
to keep watch upon the principals, and to see that they perform their 
duties and are not liable to become defaulters? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. They do look after those for whom they 
are surety. 

Mr. KERR. Is there not this objection, that it gives aggregated 
capital power over their dependents? 

Mr. BAKER, o? New York. On the contrary, I happen to know that 
through the supervision of these companies in the State of New York 
in a number of cases defaulting officials and trustees have been appre- 
hended; and their system is such that they keep a constant watch over 
persons for whom they are surety. In many cases they protect the 
principal by the watchfulness they exercise as surety. 

Mr. CASWELL. Will the gentleman read the list of the States that 
have adopted this system? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Butmyobjectionis beyond that, and itisthis—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BAKER] has expired. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a statement. I 
am satisfied that this bill can not pass the House to-night—— 

Mr. CASWELL. Why not? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. Ifthe gentleman from Texas [Mr. CUL- 
BERSON] will permit me, I would like to read the names of the States 
that have adopted this rule. The committee say: 


We find that already the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Michigan, 
Ind Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri Georgia, Cali- 


fornia, n,and some others have passed such laws, and from the reports of 
judges and referees in certain cases we find that the suretyship of vations 


nized for that purpose has proved itself of inestimable valuc to litigants, 
officials, and the bar generally. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Does the gentleman know of any institution of 
this kind in any of the States over which the Federal laws have any 
sort of supervision? 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. There is no difficulty in enforcing a 
bond executed by a ty company in any State where such a cor- 
poration exists. By the law of New York, where we have such corpo- 
rations, they are subject to prosecution, and in no case has there been 
any trouble in enforcing their liability. 

Mr. CASWELL. ‘They assume the same general status as life-in- 
surance companies. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iam not speaking of that; I am speaking of 
power of supervision, power to make examination into their solvency 
and responsibility. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. There never has been any trouble at 
all in that respect. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. We shall be obliged to depend upon the State 
officers for that in every case. 

Mr. BAKER, of New York. There has never been any trouble about 
that. And then it will be observed that this bill is not obligatory; it 
is only permissive. 

Mr. PARKER. Ishould like to be heard for one minute on this bill. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I yield to the gentleman for one minute. 

Mr. PARKER. Iam in favor of this bill for two reasons: one is 
a reason that has been already sug , namely, that these com- 
panies assuming this responsibility always have vigilant and skilled 
agents to watch the principals to see that they are not following 
courses likely to result in default. The other reason I will state in 
answer to the suggestion of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. KERR], 
who thinks that these companies, as parties defendant, may have an 
interest to defend powerfully persons who are charged with defalca- 
tion. Iwish to say that the effect is just the other way, because 
when such a case comes before a jury they have not the sympathy that 
they would have for the man, for the wife of the man, for the children 
of the man who is defending. They treat the defendant as a corpora- 
tion and make it pay the damages, just as they would make a rail- 
road company or any other corporation pay. 

The amendment reported by the Committee on the Judiciary was 
agreed to. è 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. CULBERSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


TO ANNUL CERTAIN LAND TITLES, TEXAS. 


Mr. HOVEY. Mr. Speaker, at the earnest solicitation of my col- 
leagues from Ohio and Illinois I withdraw my objection to the consid- 
eration of House bill 1887, to annul certain titles to land acquired by 
judicial proceedings in the courts of the United States in Texas, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
sideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. A 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

Mr. KILGORE moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
ee and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


UNITED STATES COURTS, FLORIDA. 


Mr. CULBERSON. [I call up the bill (H. R. 8025) to amend an act 
entitled ‘‘An act to extend the jurisdiction of the district and circuit 
courts of the United States for the southern district of Florida,” ap- 
proved Feb 3, 1879. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This bill is reported from the Com- 
oe in on the Judiciary with an amendment, which the Clerk will 
read. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Add as section 2 of the bill the following: : 

“Serc, 2. That all process and recognizances issned from the clerk’s office of 
said circuit or district court shall be taken and considered as returnable to the 
term or terms hereby established in lieu of the term existing at the time such 
process was issued.” 

The amendment was a; to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 


time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. DAVIDSON, of Florida, moved to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


STERLING H. TUCKER AND OTHERS, 


Mr. CULBERSON. I call up the bill (H. R. 8674) for the relief of 
Sterling H. Tucker and others, and yield to the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This billisin Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar. In the absence of objection the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House will be discharged from its further consid- 
eration, and it will come before the House, subject to objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Sterl H. Tucker, William P, Grace, Elhanon J. 
Searle, Josiah H. Demby, Samuel Bard, and William G. Pennington, or their 
estates, be, and they and each of them are hereby, released from any and all 
liability as the sureties upon the official bond of James W. Demby, formerly pen- 
sion agent, the said release to take effect ri the payment of the 1 costs 
heretofore accrued in the prosecution of said claim by the United States: Pro- 
vided, That ail the rights and remedies of the Government on said bond as 
against said James W. Demby shall in no manner be affected hereby, but re- 
main in full force and effect in law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? 

Mr. KERR. 
of the ease. 

Mr. ROGERS. The report is not very long; but I believe I canstate 
the substance of it more quickly than it can be read. Mr. James W. 
Demby, the principal in the bond in this case, was appointed a pension 
agent at Little Rock, Ark., in 1868, and went out of office June 20, 
1870, a defaulter to the Government in the sum of about $14,000; that 
was the amount of judgment rendered against him. The Government 
remained quiet, brought no suit, gave the sureties no notice, took no 
steps of any description to collect this money, until April 30, 1886, six- 
teen years after Mr. Demby went out of office. When he went out ot 
office every surety on his bond was solvent and entirely capable of pay- 
ing the debt. 

Sterling H. Tucker, for instance, was the most prominent banker in 
the State, his paper being considered as good as bank notes. He is 
now a man of seventy years of age, and absolutely insolvent, working 
in the post-office at Little Rock as a clerk on a small salary. Samuel 
Bard, another of the sureties, is dead, having died insolvent. Mr, 
Searle I have lost sight of entirely. He was a supreme judge under 
reconstruction; some years ago I learned he was in St. Louis in ex- 
treme poverty; in recentyears I have never heard of him. Josiah H. 
Demby, the brother of the principal in the bond, is residing in the city 
of Pine Bluff. The only property he had, a single lot, was sold the 
other day for $100, to satisfy, so far as it went, this judgment. 

William P. Grace, the only one now remaining of the sureties who 
has a cent of property subject to execution, is a man seventy years of 
age, living in Pine Bluff; he has a small home, and I suppose ekes out 
an humble livelihood. 

When this matter was brought to my attention I applied to the So- 
licitor of the Treasury to ascertain the facts, and his reply is embraced 
in this- report. My fullest information, however, I obtained by ad- 


Is there further objection to the con- 


I would like to hear a statement of the circumstances 
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dressing a letter to the United States district attorney at Little Rock, 
who gives me the facts substantially as I have stated them. He closes 
his report by saying: 

The defalcation took place some fifteen or eighteen years ago, and if the mat- 
ter had been pressed then many of the sureties were entirely solvent who are 
now worth nothing. Tucker at that time was a banker here, and could have 
paid the whole amount without embarrassment; but now he has nothing, is 
working on a salary in the post-office at this place, and the other sureties 
were then, I understand, in a good financial condition. So, under the circum- 
stances, I think the relief should be granted. 

I have given the substantial points of this case. It is one which il- 
lustrates in the strongest manner the wisdom of the bill which we 
passed to-night requiring the Government to proceed an against 
parties who are with being defaulters, and providing that if 
suit be not instituted within five years after the person retires from of- 
fice the sureties shall be discharged. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of this bill? The Chair hears none. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing en , it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ROGERS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
posses ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 


The latter motion was agreed to. 


ALIEN OWNERSHIP OF LAND IN TERRITORIES. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I call up House bill No. 6832, and yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CASWELL]. I will state that this is 
the last bill which we propose to bring before the House this evening. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


A bill (H. R.6822) to amend chapter 340 of the laws of 1887, entitled “An act to 
peat ct the ownership of real estate in the Territories to American citizens, 


Be it enacted, elc., That section 3 of chapter 340, of the laws of 1887, approved 
March 3, 1887, be amended so as to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3. That no corporation other than those organized for the construction 
or operation of railways, canals, or turnpikes, shall acquire, hold, or own more 
than 5,000 acres of land in any of the Territories of the United States; and no 
railroad, canal, or turnpike corporation, shall hereafter acquire, hold, or own 
lands in any territory, other than as may be necessary for the pro; operation 
of its railroad, canal, or turnpike, except such lands as may have nted 


it by act of Fee Aeros But the prohibition of this section shall not affect the | 


title to any lands now lawfully held by any such corporation: Provided, That 
this section shall not apply to lands acquired, in good faith, by mercantile or. 
manufacturing corporations, organized under the laws of the United States, or 
the constitutions or laws of any State or Territory in the United States or the 
District of Columbia, upon foreclosure, execution, or judicial proceedings, or 
taken in payment of p: ing bona fide indebtedness due to such corpors- 
tions in the ordinary course of business." 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 


of this bill. 

Mr. FULLER. I object. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I move that the House adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 25 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rule private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: 

By Mr. DINGLEY: A bill (H. R. 10999) granting a pension to Will- 
iam H. Coffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DUBOIS: A bill (H. R. 11000) to authorize the leasing of 
the school and university lands in the Territory of Idaho, and for other 

urposes—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. MCKENNA: A bill (H. R. 11001) granting a pension to 
George W. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. McKINLEY: A bill (H. R. 11002) to remove the charge of 
desertion from the military record of Eli Haines—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11003) granting a pension to Edward Balmat— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS WILSON: A bill (H. R. 11004) granting a pension 
to Sarah A. Tryon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

By Mr. YODER: A bill (H. R. 11005) granting a pension to Ester 
Gaven—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


The following petitions and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. J. M. ALLEN: Petition to have the claim of Peter F. Archer, 
deceased, referred to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War 
Claims, 

By Mr. BLOUNT: Petition of heirs of H. J. Dickson, for reference cf 
their claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Petition of the Commercial Exchange of Phila- 
delphia, requesting prompt passage of Senate bill 285i—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BUNNELL: Petition for the relief of Mary Van Buskirk, 
widow of John B. Van Buskirk—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COWLES: Resolution asking that a day beset apart for con- 


sideration of bill relating to compensation of district attorneys, mar- 
shals, ete.—to the Committee on Rules. ema 

By Mr. CUTCHEON: Petition of citizens of Manistee County, Michi- 
gan, for amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, 

By Mr. GOFF: Petition of Mrs. Lavinia A. Patton and Miss Belle 
Hartley, for pensions—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the board of commissioners of Ohio County, West 
Virginia, for an appropriation for the repair of the national road re- 
cently damaged by the great flood in West Virginia—to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

By Mr. JACKSON: Petition of Council No. 48, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, of Beaver Falls, Pa., for the passage of Senate 
pilt 553, regulating immigration—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 

airs. 

By Mr. McCREARY: Petition of James H. Orr, for a pension—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOFFITT: Petition of Knights of Labor of Efienburgh, N. 
Y., in favor of H. R. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: Petition of citizens of Caswell County, North 
Carolina, for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law—to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CHARLES O’NEILL: Petition of citizens of Philadelphia, 
Pa., in favor of House bill No. 8716—to the Committee on Labor. 


The following petition, indorsing the per diem rated service-pension 
bill, based on the principle of paying all soldiers, sailors, and marines of 
the late war a monthly pension of 1 cent a day for each day they were 
in the service, was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: 

By Mr. GIFFORD: Of Joseph Elson and 28 others, soldiers of the 

! late war, of Spink County, Dakota. 


SENATE. 
FRIDAY, July 27, 1888. 


| Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


| The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a communica- 
| tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in response to a 
resolution of the 13th instant, reports of the Solicitor of the Treasury 
| and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, and of Mr. H. B. Little- 
: page, lately employed as an agent of the Treasury ent, in re- 
| gard to property of the United States, or to which the United States 
| have a valid claim, which is held in adverse possession against the 
United States; which, on motion of Mr. CALL, was, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented two petitions of citizens of 
Coos County, New Hampshire, praying for certain amendments to the 
interstate-commerce law; which were referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. PLATT presented a petition of citizens of Connecticut, praying 
for the passage of such legislation as will more effectually protect ag- 
riculture; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of citizens of Meriden, Conn., praying 
for certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


Mr. QUAY presented petitions of Southwark Council, No. 144, Phil- 


adelphia, Pa.,and of Sewickley Council, No. 170, Sewickley, Pa., Jun- 
ior Order of United American Mechanics, praying for the passage of 
Senate bill 553, to regulate and restrict immigration; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented petitions of ex-Union soldiers and sailors, citizens 
of Union City, Pa., and vicinity, of John C. Steiner and 24 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Wharton and 14 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of William H. Vantassel and 43 other ex-Union sol- 
diers and sailors, of H. W. Drips and 28 other ex-Union soldiers and 
sailors, of Theodore Hunt and 10 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors,of 
William Frasier and 23 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Samuel 
B. Kennedy and 27 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. H. Lasher 
and 30 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of William McElfresh and 
12 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Smith and 9 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of Amos Kuhl and 28 other ex-Union sol- 
diers and sailors, of J. D. McQuaide and 11 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of Jacob L. Grove and 17 other ex-Union soldiers and sail- 
ors, of John H. Anderson and 6 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
Henry Bain and 2 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of M. L. Carnahan 
and 5 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of John H. Park and 38 other 
ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Vachel Catlin and 31 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of Albert S. Borlin and 12 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of George H. Murphy and 28 other ex-Union soldiers and 
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sailors, of J. A. Pearce and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
C. L. Palmer and 8 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of C. P. Craver 
and 66 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. H. Murdock and 12 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of W. H. Swart and 18 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of William Anderson and 14 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of D. L. Crawford and 36 otherex-Unionsoldiers and 
sailors, of M. R. Haymaker and 15 other ex-Union soldiersand sailors, of 
Henry Campbell and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of H. C. 
Fishel and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Michael R. Meanor 
and 37 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Andrew Cook and 35 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Henry Stoble and 25 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, of Charles Wiley and 6 other ex-Union sol- 
diers and sailors, of C. G. Koechlin and 27 other ex-Union soldiers and 
sailors, of Samuel McCutchin and 20 other ex-Union soldiers and sail- 
ors, of W. D. Patterson and 17 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of 
William J. Woods and 44 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of N. N. 
Fullerton and 19 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Jesse A. Clem- 
ents and 8 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of John R. Henry and 7 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of William Behney and 10 other 
ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of J. W. Wilson and 6 other ex-Union 
soldiers and sailors, of Joseph P. Love and 15 other ex-Union soldiers 
and sailors, of John Lauffer and 5 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, 
of James Miller and 18 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of Simon 
Bitts and 37 other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, of P. C. King and 14 
other ex-Union soldiers and sailors, and M. S. Tarr and 14 other ex- 
Union soldiers and sailors, all of Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania, 
praying for the passage of the per diem rated service-pension bill; which 
were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. STOCKBRIDGE presented the petition of W. W. Smith and 
89 others, citizens of Manistee, Mich., praying for an amendment of 
the interstate-commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. VOORHEES presented a petition of citizens of Farmland, Ind., 
praying for the better protection of the Yellowstone National Park; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented the petition of Andrew Weiand, late private of 
Company A, Eleventh Regiment Indiana Infantry, praying for an in- 
crease of pension; which was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SPOONER presented the petition of S. A. H. McKim, executor 
of the estate of James Gill, praying that the Secretary of the Treasury 
be authorized and instructed to cancel a draft heretofore issued in the 
name of Joseph N. Gill for $159.77, and issue a new draft in its stead 
for a like sum, the discrepancy in the name having been occasioned by 
a clerical error; which was referred to the Committee on Claims. 


CAPITOL, NORTH O STREET AND SOUTH WASHINGTON RAILWAY. 


Mr. HARRIS. The Committee on the Districtof Columbia, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 10758) to amend the charter of the Capitol, 
North O Street and South Washington Railway Company, direct me to 
report the same back without amendment, and as it is an exceedingly 
short bill I will ask the unanimous consent of the Senate that it be 
now considered. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Let it be read for information. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read at length, sub- 
ject to objection. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Capitol, North O Street and South Washington Rail- 
way Company is hereby authorized to extend its tracks and run itscars thereon 
through and along the following-named streets: Beginning at Fourteenth and 
B streets southwest, east along B street southwest to Twelfth street southwest, 
to an intersection with its present line on said Twelfth street. 

Src. 2. That section 3 of the act entitled “An act to amend the charter of the 
Capitol, North O Street and South Washington Railway Company,” approved 
March 3, 1881, be, and the same is hereby, repealed. > 

Sec. 3. That unless said extension is completed and the cars run thereon 
within six months from the passage and approval of this act, the authority 
herein granted shall be void. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr.SHERMAN. What is the section repealed ? 

Mr. HARRIS. This extension simply connects the detached link de- 
scribed in the bill. 

Mr. SHERMAN. But what is the section repealed ? 

Mr. HARRIS.. The section repealed is the section which fixes a two- 
cent fare extra on that detached link. Itsimply makes that linka part 
of the general system. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, pro- 
ceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

DISTRICT POLICE-COURT JURY. 


Mr. FAULKNER. Iam instructed by the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to report with an amendment the bill (S. 3132) to 
provide for four police magistrates in the District of Columbia, to de- 
fine their powers and Y aware. to provide for trial by jury in the 
police court of the said District, and for other p ; andas the bill 
is simply for the purpose of providing a jury for the police court under 
the decision of the Supreme Court rendered in May last, I am instructed 
to ask unanimous consent that the bill be considered at this time. 


Is there objection to the present con- 


Thebill, I will state, has been drawn by the judges of the District and 
re ha by the Districtattorney, and carefully considered by the com- 


By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment reported by the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia was to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 


Section 1. That in all causes of which the police court of the District of Co- 
lumbia has original jurisdiction and in which, under the law, a person accused 
of an offense is entitled to a trial by jury, the said jury shall consist of twelve 
persons selected in conformity with the provisions and ents of the 
twenty-fourth chapter of the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Colum- 
bia, exceptin so far as the said provisions and requirements are modified, altered 
or amended by the provisions of this act: Provided, That the person cha: 
may waive his right to a trial by jury, which waiver shall be entered on the 
records of the court, and submit the trial of the cause to the judge of said police 
court, whose judgment therein shall have the same effect as if the cause had 
been tried by a jury. ea 

Sec. 2. That the names of those persons who may be selected to be drawn for 
jary service in the said police court,as herein provided, shall be put and kept 

n a box for that purpose, distinct and separate from that used for the names of 
persons selected to be drawn for joy service in the supreme court of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Such names shall be put in said box at such times as the 
public convenience and the necessities of the case may require; andshould said 
names be exhausted by drawing from said box at a time when said supreme 
court in general term is not in session, and the officers or persons to make lists 
of jurors are from any cause not in existence or capable of acting, the commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia shall act as such officers or persons for the 
time being, with respect to jurors for said police court; and at least twenty-six 
saaa <a be drawn at any given time for service on the jury at the said po- 

ce court. 

Sec. 3. That all jurors summoned to serve on a jury in the said police court 
shall serve for a term of one month, and shall receive as compensation for each 
day’s attendance the sum of $2, and for each half-day’s attendance the sum of $1, 
Any vacancies in the jury so called for service in the police court shall be filled 
by talesmen to be supplied as now provided by law in the case of vacancies in 
a jury for service in the supreme court of said District of Columbia. No person 
shall be eligible for service on a jury in said police court for more than one 
term in any period of twelve months; but service on said fury, shall not render 
any person so serving exempt, ineligibl or disqualified for service in the said 
sopromee court, except during the time of actual service on such juryin said po- 

ice cou 

Sec. 4. That the power to examine and commit, or hold to bail, in any offense 
cognizable in the supreme court of the said District, shall remain in the judge of 
the said police court, as is now provided by law 


k SEC. ane all laws or parts of laws inconsistent with the foregoing are here- 
y re $ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment, 


Mr. PLATT. I wish the Senator who reported the bill would make 
some explanation of the provisions of the amendment. 

Mr. FAULKNER. The bill simply provides for a jury in the po- 
lice court of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PLATT. In what kind of cases? 

Mr. FAULKNER. Under the existing law there is no provision for 
a jury in the police court of the District, and under the decision of the 
Supreme Court, made on the 14th of May, the court held that no case 
could be tried in the police court except those inferior misdemeanors 
for breaches of ordinances of the city, and similar offenses, as in other 
cases the Constitution guarantied to the accused a trial by jury. 

When that decision was rendered, of course it limited very greatly 
the jurisdiction of the police court by reason of the fact that it had no 
jury to try cases coming within the decision of the Supreme Court. 

The judge of that court, one of the judges of the supreme court of 
the District, and the district attorney prepared a bill and had it pre- 
sented in Congress and referred to the Committee on the District ot 
Columbia. The bill has been carefully examined, and all its provisions 
have been excluded in reference to the appointment of magistrates, 
which was provided for in that bill extending the criminal system, and 
only the provisions in reference to the jury retained. 

The provisions as to the drawing of a jury are the same as those which 
govern in to the drawing of juries for the supreme court; they 
are to be drawn under the provision of the law which governs the draw- 
ing of juries for that court. 

I will state to the Senator from Connecticut that this bill is regarded 
as exceedingly important in the interest of public justice, for the reason 
that the criminal court has now adjourned and will not have any jury 
before October, and unless this bill is passed any one charged with an 
offense governed by the decision of the Supreme Court will have to 
remain in jail until the first of October without trial, if it is impossible 
for him to give bail. For that reason the officers of the District are 
very anxious that it should be passed as promptly as possible. 

Mr. PLATT. In what sort of criminal cases does the police court 
have original jurisdiction ? 

Mr. FAULKNER. It has original jurisdiction by statute of petit 
larceny, of assault and battery, and of such inferior misdemeanors, and 
is the committing court for all felonies for the criminal court. 

Mr. PLATT. It does not include felonies? 

Mr. FAULKNER. No. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the . 
third time, and passed. 
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The title was amended so as to read: ‘‘ A bill to provide for trial by 
jury in the police court of the District of Columbia, and for other pur 
poses.’ 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

‘Mr. FARWELL. Iam directed by the Committee on the District of 
Columbia to report favorably, and to ask the consideration at this time 
of the bill (H. R. 9977) to authorize the Baltimore and Potomac Rail- 
road Company to extend a side track into square No. 1025, in the city 
of Washington. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Illinois asks that 
the bill may be now considered. It will be read at length for informa- 
tion. 

Mr. FRYE. I shall be obliged to object to its present consideration. 
. Mr. FARWELL, It will take buta moment. It will provoke no 


discussion. 

Mr. FRYE. Iam obliged to object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine objects, and 
the bill will be placed on the Calendar. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2590) granting a pension to George L. Sanders, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SAWYER (for Mr. Davis), from the Committee on Pensions, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3325) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Julia M. Edie, reported it without amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

Mr. PAYNE. Iam directed by a majority of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, to whom was referred the bill (S. 948) for the relief 
of James and William Crooks, of Canada, to report it without amend- 
ment, 

In the course of the morning I shall file a written report and the 
views of the minority. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Meanwhile the bili will be placed 
on the Calendar. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3054) to abolish the police court and 
office of justice of the peace in and for the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was postponed 
indefinitely. 

Mr. DANIEL, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom were referred amendments intended to be proposed to the 
sundry civil appropriation bill for a public building for post-office and 
other Government purposes, at Roanoke, Va., and for extension of the 
public building at Lynchburgh, Va., reported them favorably, and 
moret their reference to the Committee on Appropriations; which was 
ag to. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 7762) authorizing the restoration 
to the Reform School of boys who have been discharged on probation, 
and for other purposes, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was 

tponed indefinitely. 

Mr. PALMER, fróm the Committee on Commerce, to whom were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them each with an amendment: 

A bill (H. R. 8855) for the establishment of a light-ship with a steam 
fog-signal at Sandy Hook, New York Harbor; 

A bill (H. R. 1228) for establishing a light or lights and a fog-sig- 
nal at or near Ballast Point, entrance to San Diego Bay, California; 

A bill (H. R. 1239) to extend the jurisdiction of the Light-House 
Board to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, California; 

A bill (H. R. 10183) to establish a light-ship off Great Round Shoal, 
near Nantucket, Mass. ; 

A bill (H. R. 7604) for the establishment of a light-house and fog- 
signal at or near Gull Shoal, Pamlico Sound, North Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 8750) for the establishment of a light-house at or near 
Tangier Island, Chesapeake Bay; 

A bill (H. R. 7421) for establishing a light off Pamlico Point, North 
Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 5716) for establishing a light at the mouth of Otter 
Creek, Lake Champlain; 

A bill (H. R. 1641) for the erection of a light-house at or near a 
point about midway between Barnegat and Navesink lights, in the 
State of New Jersey; 

A bill (H. R. 1249) for establishing a light-house and fog-signal on 
Roe Island, Suisun Bay, California; and 

A bill (H. R. 1912) for the establishment of a light-house at the 
mouth of Great Wicomico River, Virginia; 

Mr. MANDERSON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9396) for the relief of General Will- 
iam F. Smith, reported it with amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. VOORHEES introduced a bill (S. 3383) granting 2 pension to 
Mary A. Potts, widow of Dr. Alfred Potts; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 3384) to purchase a painting of Abra- 


ham Lincoln; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on the Library. 3 

Mr. FAULKNER introduced a bill (S. 3385) to regulate the practice 
of pharmacy in the District of Columbia; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PALMER (by request) introduced a bill (S. 3386) providing 
that the fund held for the redemption of United States notes shall be 
composed of gold and silver, half in gold coin and gold bullion and 
half in silver bullion equal in value to the gold half; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. SPOONER introduced a bill (S. 3387) granting a pension to 
Charles S. Hamilton; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. FARWELL introduced a bill (S. 3388) granting a pension to 
Morgan Welsh; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 

Mr. DANIEL and Mr. GORMAN submitted amendments intended 
to be proposed by them, respectively, to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill; which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. - 


REPORT OF COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION. 


Mr. BLAIR submitted the following concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Printing: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That of the re- 
port of the Commissioner of Education for 1887-88 there be printed 6,000 copies 
for the use of the Senate, 12,000 copies for the use of the House, and 20,000 copies 
for distribution by the Commissioner. 


CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY. 

Mr. CULLOM. The resolution introduced by me two or three days 
ago in reference to the Canadian Pacific Railway was to be laid before 
the Senate this morning. The Senator from Maryland [Mr, GORMAN] 
wishes to have it lie over. The amendment which he has prepared to 
offer to the resolution he left by mistake at his rooms. 

Mr. GORMAN. I ask that the resolution may lie over until Mon- 


ay. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will lie over until Monday. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills: 

A bill (S. 64) to authorize the juries of the United States circuit and 
Tou courts to be used interchangeably, and to provide for drawing 

esmen; 

A bill is. 143) to provide for the issuing and recording of certain com- 


| missions in the Department of Justice; 


A bill (S. 183) requiring notice of deficiency in accounts of principals 
to be given to sureties upon bonds of United States officials, and fixi 
a limitation of time within which suits shall be brought against said 
sureties upon said bonds; and 

A bill (S. 783) to correct the enrollment of an act approved March 
3, 1887, entitled ‘‘An act to amend sections 1, 2, 3, and 10 of an act 
to determine the jurisdiction of the circuit courts of the United States, 
and to regulate the removal of causes from the State courts, and for 
other purposes, approved March 3, 1875.” 

The message further announced that the House had passed the bill 
(S. 928) in relation to marriage between white men and Indian women, 
with amendments; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had signed 
the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

A bill (H. R. 1312) to provide for a term of court at Quincy, Ill; 

A bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of July 1, 1862, en- 
titled ‘‘An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph 
line from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the 
Government the use of the same for postal, military, and other pur- 

” and also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory 
of said first-named act; 3 

A bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr. ; 3 

A bill (H. R. 3070) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River, in Montana; 

A bill (H. R. 3361) to provide for holding terms of the circuit and 
district courts of the United States for the districtof Kentucky at Owens- 
borough, in said district, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 7438) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway Company theright to construct and maintain a bridge 
across the Missouri River, near Winona, Emmons County, Dakota; 

A bill Ct R. 6602) for the relief of James O’Brien; 

A bill (H. R. 6699) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Water- 
town Railroad Company; 

A bill (H. R. 8355) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wagon, 
and foot-passenger bridge across the St. John’s River between De Lan 
Landing and Lake Monroe, in the State of Florida; : 
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A bill (H. R. 9420) authorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas and 
Northern Railway Company to construct and maintain bridges across 
Bayou Bartholomew, and across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sabine 
Rivers, in Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of bridges across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers; and 

A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 


other purposes, 
THE FISHERIES TREATY. 
Mr. FRYE. I move thatthe Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business with open doors. : 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. TheSenator from Maine moves that 
the Senate proceed in open executive session to the consideration of 
the fisheries treaty. 


Mr. BECK. Mr. President-—— 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is not debatable. Is 
there objection to the Senator from Kentucky proceeding? The Chair 


hears none. 

Mr. BECK. I beg pardon. I rose to object to the motion, if I can, 
and to say that the sundry civil appropriation bill has been pending 
for several days, and I understood the Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLI- 
SON] intended to call it up this morning. It isa bill of very great im- 
bebo There is a great deal of matter in it, and it will take, per- 

aps, two or three daysto dispose ofit. Nearly thirty days have gone 
now since the beginning of the fiscal year, and perhaps it will be nec- 
essary to extend the appropriations made by the last sundry civil ap- 
propriation act if the bill is not proceeded with at once. Ido not 
think anything else can be as urgent as that bill, and I hope the Sen- 
ate will proceed to its consideration. 

Mr. FRYE. I made the motion because the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. SAULSBURY] is very anxious to occupy the floor this morning. 
His family is sick, and he is liable to be called away at any moment. 

Mr. BECK. Oh, if that is thé object, it is all right. 

Mr. FRYE. I had arranged it practically with the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. BECK. That settles it. 

Mr. ALLISON. I will say that I feel the same urgency respecting 
the sundry civil appropriation bill that the Senator from Kentucky does, 
but the Senator from Delaware appealed to me saying that he would 
be perhaps obliged to go away. 

Mr. BECK. I did not know that. 

Mr. ALLISON. I will say to the Senator from Kentucky and to 
the Senate that immediately after the conclusion of the remarks of the 
Senator from Delaware I shall ask the Senate to consider the sundry 
civil appropriation bill. 

Mr. BECK. That is all right. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I feel bound to give notice that after the sundry 
civil appropriation bill is out of the way I shall insist on getting the 
treaty SRST of as soon as possible, and request Senators who desire 
to speak on the treaty to be ready to do so early next week. The rea- 
sons are manifest, and I shall feel it my duty to press the consideration 
of the treaty; and in my absence the Senator from Maine [Mr. Frye] 
will also press it. I hope that Senators will make their arrangements 
so as to close the debate at least by Wednesday next. 

Mr. FRYE. I beg pardon of the Senator from Ohio for making the 
motion to proceed to the consideration of the treaty this morning. I 
did not see him present when I made it, 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is all right. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Maine. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is now in open executive 
session. If there be no objection the reading of the Journal of the last 
open executive session will be dispensed with, The Executive Clerk 
will report the treaty by title. 

The EXecuTIvECLERK. A treaty, Executive M, between the United 
States and Great Britain concerning the interpretation of the conven- 
tion of October 20, 1818, signed at Washington, February 15, 1888. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. . President, before p ing to discuss the 
treaty under consideration I may be allowed to refer to a matter which 
has nothing to do with the merits of the treaty, but which it is neces- 
sary shall be placed right before the country. 
It is known by the published ings of the secret executive 
session relating to the treaty that the Democratic members of the Sen- 
ate voted against a motion made by the Senator from Massachusetts to 
consider the treaty in open executive session, and that the Republican 
side of this Chamber voted for that motion. ‘This fact has been made 
the basis for the assertion by the Republican press that the Democratic 
Senators so voted because they believed the treaty indefensible and 
desired to prevent a public exposure of its real character. Indeed, it 
has been intimated upon this floor that our opposition to a public dis- 


> 


cussion of the treaty proceeded from that cause. These statements 
may have prejudiced some persons against the treaty who know noth- 
ing of its merits, and will justify a brief statement of the facts relating 
to the consideration of the treaty in open executive session. Soon after 
this treaty was sent to the Senate the Senator from Virginia [Mr. RID- 
DLEBERGER] offered a resolution providing for the consideration of the 
treaty with open doors, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. That committee at the proper time took the resolution into 
consideration and reported it back adversely. "Whenit came up in this 
body the Senator from Massachusetts [ Mr. HOAR] made an able speech 
in opposition to an open discussion of the treaty and depicted in a most 
solemn manner the danger of discussing treaties with foreign powers 
in open executive session. He was followed by the Senator from Ver- 
mont in an equally able and elaborate argument on the same side, 
deprecating the injury which would be inflicted on the country by 
discussing in public treaties negotiated with foreign countries. Mr. 
HAWLEY, of Connecticut, ably presented the same view of the matter, 
and upon a yea-and-nay vote only three Senators voted for open dis- 
cussion. In less than forty-eight hours thereafter (I believe on the 
very next day) a Republican caucus was held, and it was determined 
by the caucus that the treaty should be considered with open doors. 
Then the humiliating sight was presented of every Republican Senator, 
with one exception (Mr. HALE, of Maine), coming into the Senate and 
voting for an open executive session, reversing their own action upon 
the Riddleberger resolution. No more humiliating sight was ever wit- 
nessed in the American Senate; Senators who had declared that the in- 
terest of the country in its foreign relations would be sacrificed by re- 
pealing or suspending the rule of the body which had existed from the 
foundation of the Government, requiring the consideration of treaties 
in secret session, at the mandate of a party caucus for a partisan pur- 
pose, deliberately bartering their expressed convictions and surrender- 
ing their opinions upon a matter of public duty in order to obtain a 
supposed party advantage. It is supposed that there is a class of voters 
in this country who are opposed to any treaty or other friendly rela- 
tions with Great Britain, and the public discussion of the pro’ 

treaty was decreed by a party caucus in order that appeals might be 
made to their prejudices which would influence their votes in the com- 
ing Presidential election. This side of the Chamber deprecates most 
sincerely the prostitution of the high function of the Senate as a part 
of the treaty-making power of the Government to partisan purposes, 
and regrets the evil consequences which may result to the country in 
the conduct of its foreign relations from the example which has been 
= in the consideration of this treaty by the Republican members of this 

ody. 

But, Mr. President, we have not opposed an open executive session 
from any apprehension that the treaty was indefensible, or that its 
public discussion would injure the Administration or the Democratic 
party. On the contrary, we believe a full understanding of the treaty 
will commend it to the favorable judgment of the country as a wise 
and just settlemtnt of a controversy which has threatened at times 
the harmony and peace of both countries. . 

If no supposed partisan interests had entered into the consideration 
of this treaty it wéuld doubtless have encountered hostile criticism 
andopposition. Almostevery important treaty entered into with Great 
Britain has been opposed by no inconsiderable number of the Amer- 
ican people, and too often without such consideration as was n 
to the formation of correct opinions upon the merits or value of the 
treaties themselves, } 

While the United States has at all times had greater reasons to 
maintain friendly relations with England than any other European 
country, there has seemed to be on the part of many less desire for 
amity and friendship with that Government than any other foreign 

ower, and less inclination to adjust amicably any matter in dispute 
tween the two Governments. 

The treaty of 1793 is, perhaps, the only treaty of much importance 
which this country has ever made with England that has not encoun- 
tered severe criticism and opposition. 

The sti le for independenceand the sacrifices and hardships which 
it entailed had pre the people of that day to accept a treaty which 
acknowledged their independence and established relations of amity 
and friendship with the government and people from which they had 
separated. I can recall no other treaty of any great importance nego- 
tiated between this country and England that has not met with oppo- 
sition from some portion of the American people, and for some reason 
there has seemed to be less desire to maintain kindly relations with that 
country than other European powers. 

The treaty of 1794, negotiated by Mr. Jay, at the time Chief-Justice 
of the United States, was denounced in every part of the country as a 
surrender of American rights and a betrayal of American interests, 
and after its approval by the Senate petitions and remonstrances were 
sent to the President imploring him not to exchange the ratification of 
the treaty. Meetings were held in numerous towns and cities and ad- 
dresses made by able and patriotic men in opposition to the treaty,and 
its details discussed in the press of that day in no temperate language. 
The negotiator, Mr. Jay, was denounced and traduced in unmeasured 
terms, and President Washington censured for his appointment and ac- 
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cused of assuming power not conferred upon him in negotiating a treaty 
without having previously submitted the instructions given to Mr. Jay 
to the Senate for its approval. z 

The treaty of 1814, which left unsettled some of the very questions 
for which the war of 1812 was supposed to have been declared, was also 
denounced for its failure to adjust some of the questions in dispute be- 
tween the two countries; questions which were considered to some ex- 
tent, but upon which no conclusion was reached, among others the 
question of our fishing rights as well as the questions of the right of 
search and the impressment of seamen, 

The treaties of 1818, 1854, and 1871, relating to the fisheries, have 
been productive of severe animadversion, especially by those engaged 
in fishing in the neighborhood of the Dominion and by persons repre- 
senting their interests. Judging from previous efforts at negotiation 
upon the subject of our fishing rights it is safe to say that no treaty 
can or will be found on that subject that will not be opposed and de- 
nounced by the New England fishermen and those representing their 
wishes. 

The treaty which settled our northwestern border, at one time a very 
threatening euestion, gave dissatisfaction to many at the time, and has 
since frequently been referred to as a surrender of territory that prop- 
erly belonged to this country. ‘The English people as firmly believed 
that the settlement then made deprived them of the San Juan Islands 
and other territorial rights belonging to them. So that it seems to be 
impossible to adjust any disputed question to the entire satisfaction of 
everybody concerned. To have insisted upon all that we claimed and 
to have rejected all overtures of compromise and refused to concede 
anything to the other party must have eventuated in a war as dam- 
aging to us as to Great Britain. The statesmen of that day in both 
countries had the good sense to prevent by mutual concessions a ca- 
lamity so dire as well as so unnecessary. 

I will refer to one other treaty with England which has been very 
severely and very unjustly criticised by many persons in this country, 
I refer to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, negotiated during the administra- 
tion of President Taylor. That treaty, after full discussion in the 
Senate, was ratified; but a misunderstanding having arisen in reference 
to some of its provisions, it has remained in a measure obsolete and 
inoperative. Owing to the different constructions put upon it by the 
two countries, the full benefit which it was intended to secure has not 
been realized; but it has not been without decided advantage to this 
country, especially in removing the assumed protectorate of England 
over what was known as the Mosquito Coast, whereby it has been made 
pomine to construct a canal from the Atlantic to the Pacific by the 

icaragua route, a matter deemed of great importance at the present 
time. I want to add, in justice to the American negotiator of that 
treaty, that in a memorable discussion on the subject in the Senate he 
demonstrated the correctness of his construction of its provisions and 
vindicated its value and importance to this country. 

I have referred to these treaties for the purpose of showing the im- 
possibility of negotiating any treaty with the English Government, 
however wise its provision or however advan us to this country, 
which will give entire satisfaction to the American people. There has 
always been, and probably always will be, hostility on the part of 
some persons to the friendly adjustment of any question in dispute 
between the two countries, and who would rather see the threatening 
visage of war than the bow of peace on the national horizon. 

The President and Secretary of State knew full well before entering 
into the negotiation upon the subject of this treaty the impossibility 
of any arrangement that would be acceptable to the New England 
fishing interest, however just or beneficial to them it might be, but they 
had a duty to perform to the country whose friendly relations with our 
neighbors on the north and with England were liable to be interrupted 
by longer continuance of a condition of affairs such as had existed since 
the termination of the fishery clause of the treaty of 1871. 

The contention about American fishing rights had existed for nearly 
seventy years and had on more than one occasion excited apprehensions 
of a serious character, which were only allayed by temporary expe- 
dients to berenewed upon the termination of the arrangements adopted. 

These temporary arrangements were terminated by our own Govern- 
ment upon proper notice, because they were unsatisfactory to our fisher- 
men and deemed prejudicial to theirinterest. No precedingadministra- 
tion had attempted or been able to secure a permanent settlement of 
the questions in dispute, and President Cleveland’s ini ionin- 
herited from those preceding it a controversy which ought to have been 
disposed of by Congress and the executive government many years ago. 

In fact, the settlement of the dispute had been rendered more diffi- 
cult by the delay in its settlement and by the temporary arrangements 
of 1854 and 1871. 

By the reciprocity treaty of 1854 the Canadian fishermen had been 
permitted to send their fish into our markets free of duty, and very 
naturally desired a continuation of that privilege and deemed its dis- 
continuance by the termination of the treaty a wrong and injustice to 
themselves. On the other hand, our fishermen under the operations of 
that treaty were unrestricted in their privileges and fishery rights in 
Canadian waters and free from all interference in provincial ports and 
harbors under Canadian and British statutes relating thereto. The 


advantages enjoyed both by the Canadian and Amencan fishermen 
under that treaty became to be regarded by both as natural rights of 
which they could not be properly dispossessed. . The treaty of 1871, 
securing the right of inshore fishing to our fishermen and an exemp- 
tion from the enforcement of Canadian regulations in provineial ports 
and harbors, has likewise impressed them with the belief that this dep- 
rivation of the privileges which they enjoyed under that treaty is un- 
just and cruel. The operation therefore of both the treaties of 1854 
and 1871 has been to instil into the minds of both the Canadian and 
American fishermen ideas of respective rights not secured to them 
under the provisions of the treaty of 1818, the basis ofall rights which 
either can claim. These views on the one side and the other have ren- 
dered the adjustment of the contention more difficult from year to 
year. This difficulty will continue and increase the longer a settle- 
ment is postponed. 

I have referred to this matter to remind the Senate of some of the 
embarrassments which had to be encountered by the American nego- 
tiators of this treaty—embarrassments which had been intensified by 
the failure of preceding administrations to settle as they ought to have 
done the questionsin dispute in reference to the rights of our fishermen 
under the treaty of 1818. 

In order to understand properly the grounds of the contention be- 
tween the two Governments it is necessary to look behind the treaty 
of 1818 to the fishing rights we enjoyed prior to that treaty. It is 
well known that England at the time these States were her colonies 
claimed and exercised exclusive jurisdiction over the waters adjacent 
to Canada and the other British provinces tothenorth. She had driven 
the French fishermen from the neighborhood, and practically controlled 
the fisheries in those waters many leagues from her provinces, and even 
from some of the banks, far out in the open sea. ‘The right of all na- 
tions to navigate and fish in the open sea was not as well understood 
and respected at that time as at the present, and the pretensions of Eng- 
land were for a time acquiesced in by other powers. 

As subjects of Great Britain our fishermen enjoyed the same liberty 
of fishing in all the waters claimed to be under the control of England 
as other subjects of that country, and continued to fish in those waters 
and along the shores of Canada and the other northern provinces with- 
out restriction or hinderance from any quarter-until the Revolution 
which eyetituated in the independence of this country. By the treaty 
of 1783 our former rightof fishing in British waters was acknowledged 
and continued, and hence until the war of 1812 American fishermen 
could take and cure fish on the coasts and in the bays and creeks of the 
British possessions at pleasure, and as freely and unrestricted as the in- 
habitants of the provinces themselves. 

It might be difficult to determine upon what principle this liberal 
concession was made, but it is most likely that it was because the fut- 
ure value of those rights was not at the time foreseen. 

We could not have claimed the privileges conceded as a right belong- 
ing to us under international law or national comity, and would not, 
I apprehend, have conceded such privileges to British subjects on our 
own shores and in waters lying wholly within our territorial limits. 
However, under that treaty we possessed and enjoyed the most ample 
fishing rights for more than a quarter of a century until they were in- 
terrupted by the warof 1812. England contended that that war abro- 
gated, as it had suspended, the treaty of 1783, so far as fishing rights 
were concerned, and refused longer to acknowledge our rights in that 
regard. The treaty of 1814 left the matter unsettled, which led to the 
convention of 1818. The first-article of the treaty agreed upon in Oc- 
tober of that year reads as follows: 

ARTICLE I. 


Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by the United 
States, for the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry, and cure fish on certain coasts, 
bays, harbors, and creeks of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America, it 
is agreed between the h contracting parties that the inhabitants of the said 
United States shall have forever, in common with the subjects of His Britannic 

esty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that part of the southern coast 
of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the Rameau Islands, on the 
western and northern coast of Newfoundland; from the said Cape Ray to the 
Quirpon Islands, on the shores of the Magdalen Islands, and also on the coasts, 
bays, harbors, and creeks, from Mount Joly, on the southern coast of Labrador, 
to and through the Straits of Belleisle, and thence northwardly indefinitely 
along the coast, without prejudice, however, to any of the exclusive rights of 
the Hudson Bay Company ; and that the American fishermen shall also have 
liberty forever to dry and cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors, and 
creeks of the southern part of the coast of Newfoundland, hereabove described, 
re of ~~ of Labrador; but so soon as the same, or any portion thereof, 


at such 


h 
so rtion so settled without previous agreement for such bears with 
ein 


nited States 


of the coasts, bays, creeks, or rs of His Britannie Majesty's dominions in 
America not included within the But they shall bo 
under restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their taking, drying, 
or curing fish therein, or in any other manner whatever abusing the privileges 
hereby reserved to them. 

It will be perceived that whatever rights of fishery we had hitherto 
enjoyed under the treaty of 1783 were renounced forever by the United 
States in the treaty of 1818, except such as were specifically reserved 
therein and confirmed to this country by the treaty of 1818. We 
therefore have now no other basis for any claim of right to fish in 
British or Canadian waters than the treaty of 1818, and the abroga- 
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tion of that treaty by this Government would exclude us from all fish- 
ing grounds within the territorial jurisdiction of the British provinces 
absolutely. I have heard it said in this debate that the abrogation of 
the treaty of 1818 would remit us back to the treaty of 1783, and re- 
store to us the rights we enjoyed under that treaty. I shall express 
no opinion upon the effect in that regard of the repeal of the treaty of 
1818 by the British Government. That would be the deprivation of 
rights secured to us by the surrender of other rights we or 
claimed under a former treaty, and might, perhaps, be justly held to 
restore the rights surrendered. But, sir, we could not claim that the 
voluntary relinguishment of our present privileges would restore such 
as we had formerly renounced. In the one case the contract would be 
broken by England, in the other by the United States, and the party 
in default might not justly take advantage of its own wrong. 

The language of the first article in the treaty of 1818 has been under- 
stood by the two governments very differently, and has led to a con- 
tention which at times has threatened to disturb the peace of the two 
countries, and which it has been heretofore impossible to adjust. It 
would be unfair to assume that the contention on the one side or the 
other found no support or justification in the language employed in the 
treaty of 1818, and however firm the conviction on the part of any one 
that the American construction of the treaty is right, it will not be 
denied that the British view of the matter has been maintained with no 
little ability, and a persistence that evinces the sincerity of that Gov- 
ernment in the position it has maintained so earnestly upon the sub- 
ject. 

It may be proper to state very briefly the character of the dispute be- 
tween the two governments in order the better to understand the pro- 
visions of the treaty under consideration. This may be unnecessary so 
far as Senators and others who have examined the correspondence be- 
tween the two governments on the subject are concerned, but many 
persons in the country who will read the debates upon this treaty have 
not had that opportunity, and are, perhaps, uninformed of the nature 
of the contention which the treaty is designed to settle. 

On the part of this Governmentit has been contended that American 
fishermen have the right under the treaty of 1818 to take fish, not 
only in the open sea 3 miles from the coast, but in the bays and 
other waters within the territorial jurisdiction of the British provinces 
outside of a 3-mile limit from land. It is further contended on the 
part of this Government that the English and provincial statutes or 
commercial regulations relating to fishing vessels, under which seizures 
and other interference with our fishing vessels have taken place, is 
in contravention of the true intent and meaning of that treaty. 

On the part of the British Government and her dependencies it is 
contended that we have no right under the treaty of 1818 to fish in 
any. bays or other waters within their territorial jurisdiction, nor 
nearer than 3 miles to such bays and waters, and that the statutes and 
commercial regulations of which we complain are authorized by that 
treaty and necessary for the protection of their own fishing interests, 
and that the seizures and other interference with our fishing vessels 
have been for the violations of their statutes enacted for the protec- 
tion of their own rights. 

It is not my purpose to state the grounds or arguments by which 
this contention has been supported, on the one side or the other. ‘That 
can be found in the spe correspondence between the two gov- 
ernments, and will found interesting and instructive to such as 
may examine that correspondence. It is, however, not necessary toa 
proper consideration of the pending treaty to recount the arguments 
urged in behalf of the views of the respective governments upon the 
matter so long in dispute, and which this treaty if ratified would for- 
ever settle, 

It is not necessary to consume much time in observations upon the 
merits of the proposed treaty. The advantages which it secures to 
American fishermen are plainly set forth in the views of the minority of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and have been ably presented in 
debate by others who have preceded me, and need no further elaboration. 
Every one at all familiar with the complaints of our fishermen at the 
restrictions and limitations imposed upon them will, upon an examina- 
tion of the treaty, find that it removes many of the causes of com- 
plaint and secures to them rights and privileges heretofore denied 
them and to which they were not entitled under the treaty of 1818; 
privileges which it has been heretofore contended were invaluable and 
the denial of which it was insisted disregarded that comity which 
should obtain among civilized nations and could only be refused by a 
violation of the dictates of humanity. These advantages have been 
secured by the proposed treaty to our fishermen without the surrender 
of any valuable privileges which they have heretofore enjoyed, and by 
this treaty they are placed in a position where they may pursue their 
calling free from annoyance or apprehension of molestation from any 
quarter. 

It defines clearly and distinctly the’ enlarged rights and privileges 
they may enjoy in the ports and harbors of the British provinces so 
that no misapprehension on that point can hereafter exist. The merit 
of this treaty is not to be judged by the recognized principles of inter- 
national Jaw or national comity or the claim of humanity, but by a 
comparison of the rights and privileges which it secures with those to 


which we are entitled under the treaty of 1818. If our fishing rights 
depended upon international law or national comity we should be ex- 
cluded absolutely from fishing in the bays and other waters lying within 
the territorial jurisdiction of the provinces, and also from the rights 
we now have of taking and curing fish and drying nets, etc., on the 
coasts of Labrador and parts of Newfoundland. We might perhaps be 
entitled under international law to greater commercial rights for our 
fishermen in the ports of the provinces than we now have under the 
treaty of 1818; but no one will contend that we could fish in the bays, 
creeks, 2nd other waters belonging to England and her dependencies. 
Whatever rights we now have must be found in the treaty of 1818 and 
compared with the privileges and rights therein secured; the proposed 
treaty is much more liberal and advantageous. 

The objections to the proposed treaty found in the report of the ma- 
jority of the committee are based largely upon supposed undefined rights 
to which we are entitled independent of the provisions of the treaty 
into which we entered in 1818. It may have been unfortunate that 
we entered into that treaty, but having made it, we must abide by it 
or seek release from its restrictions by treaty modification of its pro- 
visions. We can not justly claim any right for our fishermen which it 
does not secure, and if we are not satisfied with its restrictions and in- 
hibitions our remedy is to annul the treaty or obtain a modification 
of its provisions. It is folly to talk about rights outside of it or inde- 
pendent of it as is done in the report of the committee. Whatever 
tights we once had under the treaty of 1783 were given up and vol- 
untarily renounced for the rights and privileges conceded to us in the 
treaty of 1818. We can not now claim enlarged rights under national 
or international comity or the recognized laws of humanity. We have 
entered into the bond and must abide by it, however narrow and re- 
strictive its terms, or obtain some abatement of its conditions by treaty 
stipulations. 

If there was any certainty or even a reasonable hope that a more 
favorable arrangement with England and Canada could be made, it might 
justify a rejection of the proposed treaty; but no such expectation can 
be entertained. 

The concessions to our fishing vessels in the ports and harbors of the 
provinces contained in the pro’ treaty is a relaxation in their favor 
of the regulations applying to -the fishing vessels of all other nations. 
We sometimes hear it said that the Canadian and English statutes re- 
lating to fishing vessels are harsh and unfriendly regulations, enacted 
to hinder and perplex our fishermen; and there is no doubt that their 
enforcement has sometimes been not only harsh, but offensive and 
cruel; but the statutes themselves: apply with equal force to fishing 
vessels of all other nations as well as to those of the United States. 
Whatever relaxations of those statutes have been obtained in thistreaty 
for the fishing vessels of New England are exceptions in their favor. 
Many of the then statutes, both of Canada and the other provinces, as 
well as those of England, had been in existence for a long time, and 
although complaints had sometimes been made of the manner of their 
execution and the injury inflicted upon our fishing vessels under color 
of those laws, no relaxation of their rigid enforcement had been ob- 
tained by any previous administration; and now that modification ot 
their provisions has been secured in the proposed treaty which will 
prevent further injury to our fishing interests, they are declared to be 
trivial and of no value by the majority of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and other Senators who oppose the treaty, while they mag- 
nify the value of the bays and waters marked by delimitation, and 
in which we relinquish any claim of right to fish hereafter. . 

If the complaints of our fishermen for the last two years were nob 
groundless, which no one suspects, then the concessions made in this 
treaty are invaluable, and will prove, if the treaty is ratified, of singular 
advantage to our fishing interests. Great, however, as may be the 
value of the proposed treaty to those engaged in fishing, it measures 
but a very small part of its importance when we consider itina broader 
view as a settlement of a long-standing controversy which on several 
occasions has threatened the interruption of our friendly relations with 
England and her dependencies, and which, unless arranged, is liable to 
put in jeopardy the material interests and peaceof both countries. We 
can not disguise the fact that the harmonious relations of the two coun- 
tries, both anxious to maintain with each other the most cordial and 
friendly intercourse, is liable to be seriously disturbed by the injudi- 
cious action of those of their citizens engaged in the same occupation 
with mistaken ideas of their respective rights and interests. 

He who is willing to continue a condition of affairs which, by the 
remotest possibility, may endanger the peace of the country, or even 
suspend commercial intercourse for a time with England or her Ameri- 
can possessions, when such a calamity can be honorably prevented with- 
out the sacrifice of any valuable interest, is, to say the least, callous to 
the true interest of his country, not to say indifferent to the highest 
demands of patriotic duty. 

This treaty, while securing to us valuable rights and privileges here- 
tofore denied, and which no previous administration had been able to 
secure, gives up no undisputed right heretofore claimed or any privi- 
lege which can justly be ed as of the slightest value. The objec- 


tions to this treaty are captious and too insignificant to be interposed to 
prevent a settlement of a long-standing controversy which will be con- 


1888. 


tinued and aggravated by the rejection of the treaty, and the pretense 
that it secures no valuable rights to our fishermen is so absurd that it 
is surprising that Senators will venture to make such assertions, 

No one who has heard the complaints of our fishermen in the past, 
or read the protests of the present Secretary of State in his vigorous cor- 
respondence with the British minister against the wrongs inflicted upon 
them, and then impartially examines the provisions of the treaty which 
guaranties them exemption from such wrongs in the future, can fail to 
see the great value of this treaty to that class of our citizens as well as 
the security which it affords to the future peaceful relations of the two 
countries. The yalue of this treaty to us is well understood in England 
and Canada, and I present a brief summary of the concessions made to 
this Government in the treaty announced in debate upon it in the Do- 
minion Parliament by Mr. Ellis, a member of that body from New 
Brunswick, who declared himself in favor of the treaty because the 
concessions were right and proper to be made. 

THE FISHERIES TREATY. 
[From the Portland Advertiser.] 

In the course of the debate in the Canadian House of Commons on the fish- 
eries treaty, Mr, Ellis, of New Brunswick, enumerated the following list of con- 
cessions made by the Canadian Government in accepting the treaty : 

First. We have by that very act of making this treaty receded from the posi- 
tion maintained so long in practice, Canada and Great Britain could im 
their own pron! pier yr upon the meaning of the treaty of 1818, thus enlarg- 
ing the restrictions of that treaty. By doing this we have given the United 
States a precedent upon which to base new demands for the amelioration of the 
regulations sppisa to their fishing vessels should the need arise. 

Second. We have almost wholly abandoned the contention that fishing ves- 
pand as a class by themselves, and therefore not entitled to any commercial 
p m 

Thi We entirely and forever abandon the 3-mile headland theory. 

Fourth. We forever admit'the right of United States fishermen to navigate 
the Straits of Canso. 

Fifth. We no longer compel American fishing vessels to depart from our 
shores in easly fairs hours after val, 

Sixth. We relieve them from the obnoxious operations of customs regulations 
enforced against them as fishing vessels, and which were a aan severe, as 
the true intent of these laws was to regulate commercial trading only. 

Seventh. We free them from harbor, pilotage, and other dues, which are some- 
times inhospitably and often capriciously imposed upon them, even in cases 
where they sought shelter, dealing with them in these matters as commercial 
vessels, though denying them the rights of commercial vessels. 

Eighth. We have practically abandoned the course of ordering them to depart 
if supposed to be hovering within our waters; and also the plan of putting an 
ofticer on board of them as a mature of coyrse. 

Ninth. We permit them under certain circumstances to purchase bait, to“re- 
plenish outfits, to ship men, and to transfer cargoes. 

Tenth, We issue to them, free of charge, permits which enable them to pur- 
chase supplies in ports of entry, on all occasions, just as trading vessels, except 
that they may not do it for barter, and this applies both to the homeward voy- 
age and outward voyages. This section does not name bait, but there will be 
no difficulty whatever of purchasing bait under it. 

Eleventh. By the fourteenth article we abandon our previous contention that 
p ng within Canadian waters to fish is evidence of intention to actually fish 
h. eyr a waters, and we therefore recede from the position taken by 
the act oi o 

Twelfth, We have limited and defined and reduced the severe penalties im- 

by that act for violation of our exclusive rights of fishing. Forfeiture 
of the vessel is no longer a penalty except for fishing within Canadian waters, 
or preparing within these waters to fish therein. In all other cases $3 a ton is 
the highest fine which can be imposed. 

Thirteenth. We have provided a summary process of law for dealing with 

a or captured vessels, instead of the old and slow process of the admiralty 
court. 

Fourteenth. And lest the punishment of an infraction of the new treaty, or 
that of 1818, should seem to be unjust, and to prevent the danger of giving of- 
Ee to nih United States, the Government of da can reverse the judgment 
of the court. 

Continuing, Mr. Ellis explained that he did not object to these concessions. 


He was glad the Government had learned a wholesome lesson, The y an- 
noyances practiced upon the fishermen of the United States were impolitic, and 
might per defeat the treaty in the United States Senate. The spirit of the 


treaty should have been shown before, and he, for one, was in fayor of a repeal 
of all the restrictions of the treaty of 1815. 


By reference to the treaty it will be found that the advan ge- 
cured thereby to this country are not overestimated by Mr. Ellis, but 
that his statement of the concessions made to this Government is war- 
ranted by a fair and just examination of the provisions of the treaty. 
I shall not enter into a review of the various articles of the treaty, but 
content myself With the general statement that it secures to our fish- 
ermen valuable privileges heretofore denied them and exemption from 
the annoyances and interference of which they have heretofore com- 
plained without the deprivation of a single right enjoyed or claimed 
of any practical value whatever. 

Iwill now notiçe some of the objections raised to this treaty, and will 
first refer to one suggested in the reportof the majority of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. That report more than intimates that the 
President had no right to negotiate this treaty without first having ob- 
tained the advice and consent of the Senate as to the agents to be em- 
ployed and the instructions under which they weretoact. Thisis the 
second time the assertion has been directly or impliedly made by com- 
mittees of this body within the last three years that the Senate of the 
United States has a supervisory power over the performance of execu- 
tive guie Ig the President. It isan attempt to revive an obsolete 
idea exploded nearly a hundred years ago, and to assume for the Senate 

wers not conferred upon it or upon both Houses of Congress com- 

ined. We discussed this question, so far as it relates to the removal 
of executive officers, in the last Congress, and I shall not say anything 
upon that subject now; but the report of the majority of the committee 
advances a step further than was then claimed, and impliedly, at least, 
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denies to the President the right to select agents to negotiate a treaty 
without first obtaining the advice and consent of the Senate as to the 
persons selected and the instructions under which they shall act. 

This idea of senatorial supervision over the negotiation of treaties 
by the PreSident had some advocates in the early history of the coun- 
try, but had long since been abandoned, and has not been thought of 
for nearly a hundred years, until brought forward as one of the ob- 
jections to this treaty. Mr. Pinckney, of South Carolina, in a speech 
at Charleston in July, 1795, advanced the same idea as one of the 
objections to the treaty of 1794. President Washington had nominated 
Chief-Justice Jay as envoy extraordinary, etc., to England, who nego- 
tiated that treaty without the Senate’s having been informed of the 
instructions given him, which Mr. Pinckney thought ought to have 
been done. He advanced the same views which are suggested in the 
committee’s report in favor of the right of the Senate to superintend 
the negotiation of treaties. This view was not sustained by the judg- 
ment of the country at that time or by the Senate itself, and its fallacy 
was demonstrated by a logical and Incid argument of Mr. Hamilton, 
in reply to the speech of Mr. Pinckney (Second volume American 
Remembrancer, pages 106-8.) 

The speech then lays down this doctrine, in positive te: “that the Consti- 
tution gives no power to the President to commence a n vines UB pon without pre- 
viously submitting his intentions and instructions to the Senate, requiring their 
advice, and receiving theirassent;”’ and the words of the Constitution, “tomake 
treaties, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,” are the text for this 
strange commentary. 

The extent of the position is “that the President has no power to enter into 
any negotiation whatever without previously consulting the Senate and receiv- 
ing their opinion, advice, or assent, as well with respect to the necessity of such 
a negotiation as to the propriety of his instructions,” a position inconsistent 
with the very principles of our Constitution, as well as of every other among 
civilized nations; repugnant to the practice which has prevailed since the first 
operation of the present Government and to the practice which now prevails 
in France, where democratic principles are carried to the utmost extent; a i- 
tion which would reduce the ident from being the supreme executive of the 
Union to the mere organ and instrument of the ate. 

By the Constitution “the executive power is vested in the President of the 
United States.” Were there no limitation to this power, in relation to treaties, 
there would result to the Executive, as such, the power of making treaties. But 
the Constitution, in specifying the powers of the President, has wisely limited 
this power, and has eclared, after mentioning the various duties of the Presi- 
dent, some of which he may perform without the intervention of any other 
branch of the Government, that “he shall have power, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, to make treaties,” : 

This limitation of the executive power can not be further extended than the 
clear import of the terms; it can apply only to the making of treaties and not 
to the negotiations which precede them. The President may, therefore, of his 
own mere motion, commence or enter on any negotiation and give what in- 
strnetions he may think proper to his agents, but the negotiations when com- 
pleted can not constitute or make a treaty which shall be obligatory on the 
nation without the advice and consent of the Senate. 

The doctrine laid down in the speech is, that no negotiation can be 
commenced, no instruction can be given without the previous consul- 
tation and approbation of the Senate. He then goes on to test the 
soundness of that view, and concludes: 

We find, then, by the Constitution that the executive power is vested in the 
President, and I have advanced thatevery power ofan executive nature is inci- 
dent to the President where it results from the nature of the General Govern- 
ment, and is not limited and restricted by some speciab provision. The associa- 
tion of the Senate with the President in relation to this point is limited merely to 
the making treaties, which are then the supreme law of the land, and does not 
extend to the entering on or commencing negotiations which are not the law of 
the land, but mere instruments of writing, mere obligations in embryo which 
have no effect or validity, and do not become treaties until approved by the 
Senate. The difference between commencing a negotiation and making or 
concluding a treaty is too obvious to be questioned. The limitation, then, 
being confined to the making or concluding the treaty, all the other prepara- 
tory powers result to the Executive as such by virtue of the Constitution. 


So that this idea which has been revived in the report of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations that the Executive must first consult 
the Senate and lay before them not only the names of the agents whom 
he employs in the negotiations, but the instructions under which they 
act, has been examined heretofore and has not been thought of, as I 
before remarked, for nearly a hundred years until this committee in 
its wisdom brought it forward as an objection to this treaty. It must 
have been the supposed weakness of the objection to the proposed 
treaty on its merits that induced the majority of the committee in their 
report to inject into it a suggestion of usurpation.on the part of the 
President in presuming to exercise executive power in the negotiation 
of a treaty without the permission of the Senate. 

There is much more danger of usurpation of power on the part of the 
Senate, as is fully proved by the deliberate attempt of this body a short 
time ago to divest the President of the power of removing objectionable 
Federal officers, than there is that the President, who is liable to im- 
peachment by Congress, will attempt to assume authority in violation 
of constitutional provision. 

The complaint of the majority of the committee that the President 
had appointed commissioners to assist the Secretary of State in negoti- 
ating this treaty without consultation with the Senate, and that the 
negotiation had been concluded without the advice and consent of the 
Senate, will justly be regarded, not as a bold assertion of the power of 
this body over the exercise of executive functions by the President, 
but as a covert claim that the President has no right to enter upon 
the negotiation of a treaty upon any subject or with any government 
ar humbly asking the permission of the Senate of the United 

tates. 
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The Senate may volunteer its advice to the President in reference to 
the negotiation of treaties if it so desires, and he may or may not act 
upon such advice; or he may, if he desires, nsk the advice of the Sen- 
ate. But he is under noobligation todo so, and from the temper man- 
ifested by the majority of this body towards the present Executive he 
would degrade his high office to ask its advice upon any matter purely 
executive unless required to do so by the Constitution he has sworn to 
support. I should be glad to see at all times the observance of that 
courtesy, cordiality, and confidence which ought to exist between the 
executive department and the Senate, and as a member of this body 
would defend and maintain every just right which it can claim; but I 
hope the time will never come when the exercise of executive func- 
tions by the Chief Magistrate of this country shall depend upon the 
will and pleasure of a majority of this body. 

The country will estimate at its true value the intimations of the 
committee ‘‘ touching the usurpation of unconstitutional power’? by 
the President in the negotiations of this treaty, and will be more likely 
to attribute the suggestion to partisan motive than a desire to protect 
the country from Executive us tion. 

It is said that the treaty concedes the headland claim of the British 
Government and surrenders the right to fish within certain bays and 
waters marked by delimitations in the treaty. It is well known that 
England and Canada have always contended that by the terms of the 
treaty of 1818 we had no right to fish nearer than 3 miles of any of the 
bays and creeks within their territorial jurisdiction, and that whatever 
privileges we have enjoyed therein, except under the treaties of 1854 
and 1871, was of comity and not of right. That such a claim on their 
po found some support in the terms of that treaty can not be denied. 

ut without expressing any opinion upon the justice of this claim, and 
conceding for the sake of the argument that it was not well founded, 
it is sufficient to say that the concession, if any has been made, settles 
a long standing contention and eliminates from the controversy between 
the two Governments one of the questions in dispute, and which at 
times has threatened the peace of the two countries. 

If theprivilege alleged to have been surrendered had been one of some 
value and given upupon no other consideration than a desire to es- 
tablish perfect cordiality and prevent discord in the future, it-would 
find sufficient justification and excuse. But when we remember that 
the treaty yields no admitted right, but merely settles by compromise 
acontention of long standing, which has given trouble in the past and 
which, if it had ultimately been decided in our favor, of which there 
could be no reasonable expectation, would have proved of no value to 
our fishermen, whatever may be its value to the Canadian people, this 
provision of the treaty should commend it to the favor of the Senate, 

But the objectors to this provision of the treaty say that the head- 
land claim had virtually been abandoned by the British Government, 
and that if our negotiators had insisted with determination England 
would have renounced her pretensions in that regard. Nothing could 
be further from the truth. England has never abandoned her position 
on that point, and I venture nothing in saying that she never will 
abandon it and never can abandon it further than she has done in the 
proposed treaty and hold her provinces in allegiance to herself. 

Around these bays, lying wholly within the territorial limits and ju- 
risdiction of the provinces, are the homes and settlements of Canadian 
fishermen and others, who regard these waters as belonging exclusively 
to their governments and all intrusion therein by foreigners as an in- 
vasion of their justrights. Who will say that their exclusive claim to 
the use of these waters is not justified by the example of other nations, 
if not by the language of the treaty of 1818. 

Would our Government permit the fishermen of Canada or of any 
foreign power to enter the bays and other waters lying wholly within 
our limits and jurisdiction and fish therein under a claim of right or 
under national comity? Could foreign fishermen enter the Delaware 
Bay or the Chesapeake Bay, each as large as any of the bays marked by 
delimitations in the treaty, and pursue their avocation with impunity? 
Certainly not, No American Senator and no American citizen would 
be willing to see such a right conceded by their Government. Nor 
can our fishermen claim a right to enter and fish in the waters of the 
Dominion unless that right is secured by the treaty of 1818. When 
did England abandon her headland claim, as has been asserted by the 
objectors to this treaty? Whether it was well founded or not, it has 
been steadily maintained in every discussion upon the subject what- 
eyer relaxations of it may at times have taken place. 

I now propose to refer to a speech of Mr. Foster before the Halifax 
Commission in which he recognized the existence of that controversy 
about the headland question. On page 1589, volume 2, Documents 
and Proceedings of the Halifax Commission, Mr. Foster said: 

When I commenced the investigation of this question I su that it was 
` pee that an important question of international law would turn out to be 

nvolved in it, relative, of course, to the so-called headland question, which has 
been the subject of so shuch discussion between the two governments for along 
series of years; but the evidence that has been introduced renders this question 
not of the slightest importance, and inasmuch as it is a question which you are 
not empowered, except incidentally, to decide, a question eminently fae er? to 
be passen u; between the governments directly, I presume you will rejoice 
with me in finding that it is not practically before us, and that we need not 
trouble ourselves concerning it. 


If it had appeared in this cane that ibere- wis fishing carried on to any appre- 
ciable extent within the large bays, more than 6 miles wide at the headlands, 


and at a distance of more than 3 miles from the contour of the shores of those 
bays, the United States would have contended that their citizens, in common 
with all the rest of mankind, were entitled to fish in such great bodies of water 
as long as they kept themselves more than 3 miles from the shore. In short, 
they would have contended, as it has been contended, in the brief filed in this 
case, that where the bays are more than 6 miles in width from headland to head- 


land, they are to be treated in this 
open sea; but the evidence, as I said before, has elimina’ 
tho inquiry. 


So that Mr. Foster in the discussion hefore that commission recog- 
nized it as an existing question between the two Governments at that 
time, which was in 1876, I believe—that the headland question wasan 
existing question which had long been pending between the two Gov- 
ernments, and which he said was eminently proper to be and should 
be adjusted by the Governments and not by the Halifax Commission. 

Mr, Thompson, who represented the British case, when he came to 
make his argument referred to the language used by Mr. Foster; and 
I will read from his remarks in order to show that on the part of the 
British Government the claim of the headland theory still existed on 
their part: 1 


There was one matter which,if Imay use the expression of my learned friend, 
the agent of the United States, at one time appeared likely to loom up with 
very timportance. I refer to the headland question. I feel that I can con- 

ratu this commission tbat, for the purpose of their decision upon the sub- 

ect submitted to them, that question doesnot assumeany importance whatever 
n this inquiry. Buti wish to guard myself distinctly from assenting to the 
view presented by Mr, Foster when alluding to that subject. He rather ap- 
peared to assume that for practical purposes this headland question had been 
abandoned by Her Majesty's Government, and that the mode of conducting this 
inquiry on the part of the counsel for Her Majesty's Government showed such 
an abandonment. I beg to setmy learned friends on the other side right upon 
that matter. There has been noabandonment whatever. Itonly comes to this: 
that in this particular ror past the evidence has so shaped itself on either side 
that your excellency an your honors are not called upon to pronounce any 
opinion on the subject. There can be no doubt that under the terms of the 
treaty your excellency and honors are not empowered to pronounce any au- 
thoritative decision or effect any final settlement of that much-vexed question, 

Incidentally, no doubt, it might have fallen within your province to deter- 
mine whether the contention of the British or of the Amer! Government 
in reference to that question were the correct one; because had it been shown 
that large.catches had been made by the American fishermen within the bodies 
of great bays, such as Miramichi and Chaleurs, it would have become at once 
necessary to come to a decision as to whether we were entitled to be credited 
with those catches. But in fact no such evidence has been given. And that 
course was taken somewhat with the view of sparing you the trouble of inves- 
tigating that question, when the treaty did not empower you to effect a final 
decision of it. The learned counsel associated with me on behalf of Her 
Majesty's Government and myself shaped our evidence as much as possible 
with reference to the inshore fisheries, We concluded that if the American 
Government, who had put this matter prominently forward in their brief, in- 
tended to challenge a decision from this commission, Shey ouen to have given 
oan of large catches made by their vessels in those bays. They have not 

oneso, 

The evidence on our side has shown that to a very great extent the value of 
the fisheries is inshore; that undoubtedly very large catches could be made in 
the bodies of those bays, and thatthe fish frequent the body of the bays as well 
as the portion within 3 miles from the contour of the coast all around those 
bays; but we tendered evidence chiefly with relation to the fisheries within 3 
miles.of the shore, by no means intending to have it understood—in fact, we 
expressly disclaimed the intention of having it understood—that there were not 
in the bodies of those bays valuable fisheries. I can only say, however, that 
before this commission there is no evidence of that, and you may dismiss it, 
therefore, from your minds. When this headland question shall hereafter arise, 
if it should unfortunately arise, then I beg to say that the position laid down 
when the convention of 1818 was made has since been in no way departed 
from. My learned friends on the other side point to the Bay of Fundy. They 
say there isa bay which Great Britain contended came within the convention 
of 1818, and yet she was obliged, in consequence of the decision given by Mr, 
Bates in the case of the Washington in 1854, to recede from that position in ref- 
erence to that bay. I beg to say that Great Britain did not ie. 

It was stated on the other side that it was resadjudicata, I say itisnot. Itis 
wholly improbable that the Bay of Fundy will ever again become a matter of 
contest between the two nations; butthe fact in regard tothatcaseis that Great 
Britain gave the United States the right to doin that bay that which answered 
uite as well as if she abandonedherclaim, Sherelaxed any 
claim that she had by the convention of 1815, and that relaxation lias never been 
departed from, and in all human probability never will be departed from for all 
time tọ come. But it is relaxation, and nothing else. 


Mr. GRAY, Thatassertion was made by the British counsel in 1877. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Yes, sir; that assertion was made, as has been 
remarked by my colleague, by the British counsel representing the 
British Government before the Halifax Commission, in which he most 
distinctly affirmed the headland claim of the British Government; and 
yet it has been said in debate here that that claim has been abandoned 
or virtually abandoned, and our negotiators have been charged with 
not pressing our opposition to it with sufficient energy and vigor so as 
to obtain an acknowledgment of its abandonment in the treaty. 

But, sir, the British Government has never abandoned it, and I re- 
peat again that she never can abandon it further than she has in this 
treaty and hold her northern provinces in allegiance to herself. It is 
a vital question to the people of the northern provinces, and they will 
assert it and they will demand of Great Britain as her dependencies that 
she shall interpose to protect them, and this concession made in this 
treaty on that question, Mr. Ellis acknowledges in the debate to which 
I have referred, has been made as a practical abandonment of the head- 
land theory in this treaty, which was never done before. 

Mr. Trescot has been very oflficious in his strictures and censures 
upon this treaty, perhaps a little intensified because he was not em- 
ployed as one of the negotiators of the treaty. He, too, in that discus- 
sion before the i Commission recognized this treaty, and made 


respect, for fishing pu es, as parts of the 
all that matter from 


their purpose 


some statements which I do not agree with entirely; nevertheless he 
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acknowledged this headland theory to be an existing question between 
the two governments. On page 1639 of the same volume he said: 
Then, with regard to the character of the convention of 1818, I wish to put 
on record here my profound conviction that, by every rule of diplomatic inter- 
pretation and by every established p ent, the convention of 1818 was abro- 
ted by the trenty of 1854,and that when that treaty was ended, in 1866, the 
nited States and Great Britain were relegated to the treaty of 1783 as the regu- 
lator of their rights, That oe 1 will maintain whenever the proper 
time arrives. But certainly Iam not at liberty to take that ground here at all, 
and for this reason: that by the action of the two governments and by the for- 
mal incorporation, so to ak,of the treaty of 1818 in the treaty of 1871, that 
treaty is made the practical rule of decision in this case; consequently, we have 
noth ng to do with that, except to say this: that the treaty of 1818 depends for 
its validity and its existence upon the headland question; that the two stand or 
fall together; because the convention of 1818 was a relinquishment of certain 
rights upon certain conditions, and if those conditions are not understood in 
the same sense by the Lakes to the contract, the contract ends or is to be sub- 
mitted to arbitration. If,then, the treaty of 1871 should end, with nothing else 
to supply its place, it would be absolutely necessary either that the headland 
erro should be settled or the convention of 1818 should be considered as 

After giving his views upon that subject, that on the termination of 
the treaty of 1871 we were remitted back to the treaty of 1783, I deny 
that Mr. Trescot is a very reliable censor of this treaty. 

We had as well deal frankly with this matter. The headland con- 
tention had never been abandoned by Great Britain, but had been 
steadily insisted upon whenever it was deemed necessary to assert 
it. I do not say that the claim of England in that matter is right. I 
am only saying that she had steadily insisted upon it, and that the 
assertion that she had withdrawn from that contention is contradicted 
by the repeated declarations of her public men and diplomatic agents 
authorized to speak for her on the subject. For nearly seventy years 
she has denied our right to enter the bays and other waters over which 
her territorial jurisdiction extends {except by her permission, as under 
the treaties of 1854 and 1871), for the purpose of fishing or preparing 
to fish therein. This treaty settles that controversy, and if ratified 
will prevent any possibility of disagreement between the two countries 
hereafter on that subject. Is it not a matter of great importance to 
settle a dispute of long standing which at times has threatened to dis- 
turb the amicable relations between this country and England, and 
which remaining unsettled might put in peril not only the commer- 
cial interests but the peace of both countries? 

But it is said that in agreeing to the delimitations of bays fixed 
in the treaty and those to be determined by a joint commission our 
negotiators surrendered our right to fish in large bodies of water where 
we were clearly entitled to enter for that purpose. That is hardly a 
fair statement of the case. Our claim of right to fish in the bays 
marked by delimitations was a disputed claim as persistently denied 
by England and the provinces as asserted by our own Government. 
The treaty surrenders no admitted American rights, but simply agrees 
to an equitable and honorable compromise of a disputed question which 
seventy years of controversy had failed to settle. But admitting for 
the sake of theargument that the delimitations provided forin the treaty 
yield up a clear right of fishery in the waters so marked, may we not 
assert that the treaty secures much more valuable rights to our fisher- 
men than the privilege of fishing in the bays from which they are to 
be excluded by it? 

The tenth and eleventh articles of the treaty—to say nothing of 
other valuable rights secured to our fishing vessels—confer immunities 
and privileges heretofore deemed indispensable to our fishing fleet and 
the denial of which has been a subject of bitter complaint for many 
years. ‘These provisions of the treaty guaranty our fishermen from 
the annoyances and troubles to which they have heretofore been sub- 
jected and will prove, if the treaty is ratified, of inestimable value in 
the future prosecution oftheir business. The delimitations agreed upon 
in the treaty exclude us from no bays in which our right to fish was 
undisputed, and surrender no claim of right which has any practical 
value whatever. The statement, therefore, that the treaty surrenders 
any valuable right is fanciful and fallacious, and is contradicted not 
only by the sworn testimony of numerous persons engaged in the fish- 
ing business, but by the written report signed by mémbers of the Sen- 
ate who now urge this objection to the treaty. 

The objection made to the treaty founded on the allegation that it 
gives up any right of fishing anywhere does not discriminate between 
a disputed claim of right and a recognized and undisputed right. We 
claimed the right under the treaty of 1818 to fish in the bays and creeks 
of the provinces outside of 3 miles from the shores. England has never 
admitted this claim, but denied it absolutely and persistently, so that 
the treaty surrenders no admitted right, but simply agrees to a settle- 
ment ofa disputed claim which for seventy years has been strenuously 
resisted and denied by England and her dependencies. We have had 
able men at the head of the State Department who have discussed the 
headland question with English statesmen without obtaining from that 
Government the faintest intimation that our construction of the treaty 
of 1818 would ever be admitted. Did any of the distinguished men 
who for fifty years preceded the present Secretary of State—Mr. Web- 
ster, Mr. Seward, Mr. Fish, Mr. Blaine, Mr. Evarts, Mr. Frelinghuy- 
sen—some of whom discussed this question With British ministers and 
heads of their orelan offices, and all of whom had the question open be- 
fore them, obtain the slightest recognition of the justice of our claim to 
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fish in the bays over which the jurisdiction of the provinces extended ? 
The assertion, therefore, that the treaty surrenders a right to fish in 
British bays is not only a misconception but a misrepresentation of the 
facts in the case, and does great injustice not only to our negotiatorsof 
the treaty but to former Secretaries of State who have failed to have 
such right acknowledged. 

In saying, Mr. President, that this treaty surrenders no admitted 
right of fishery in British waters, but only compromises a disputed 
point, I do not wish to be understood as denying that our contention 
was just. I will not go even so far in that direction as Mr. Webster 
when he said: 

It would appear that by a strict and rigid construction of this article— 

Tn the treaty of 1818— 


fishing vessels of the United States are precluded from entering into the bays, 
etc, 


And that— 

It was undoubtedly an oversight in the convention of 1818 to make so large a 
concession to England. 

I go no further in saying that this treaty abandons no admitted right, 
but only agrees to settle a disputed claim, than Mr. Evarts went when, 
as Secretary of State, he characterized the contention as an— 
irreconcilable disputation as to the true intent covered by the somewhat èare- 
less and certainly incomplete text of the convention of 1818. 

I will not go so far as Mr. Edward Everett when, in his correspond- 
ence with Lord Aberdeen, May 25, 1844, after stating what our rights 
had been under the treaty of 1783 and then quoting the language of 
the treaty of 1818, he went on to remark: 

The existing doubt as to the construction of the provision arises from the fact 
that a broad arm of the sea runs up to the northeast, between the provinces of 
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. This arm of the sea, being commonly called 
the Bay of Fundy, though not in reality possessing all the characters usually 
implied by the term " bay,” has of late years been claimed by the provincial 
authorities of Nova Scotia to be included among “the coasts, bays, creeks, and 
harbors” forbidden to American fishermen, ‘ 

He denied that the Bay of Fundy was such a body of water as was 
included in those terms; and he went on to say: 

An examination of the map is sufficient to show the doubtful nature of this 
construction. It was notoriously the object of the article of the treaty in ques- 
tion to put an end to the difficulties which had grown out of the operations of 
the fishermen from the United States, along the coasts and upon the shores of 
the settled portions of the country; and, for that purpose, to remove their ves- 
sels to a distance not exceeding 3 miles from the same, In estimating this 
distance, the undersigned admits it to be the intent of the treaty, as it is itself 
reasonable, to have regard to the general line of the coast; and to consider its 
bays, creeks, and harbors—that is, the indentations usually so accounted—as in- 
cluded within that line. 

Ido not go so far as Mr. Edward Everett went in 1844, and yet I 
suppose the Senator from Colorado will think that I am, as he has char- 
acterized the action of others, taking the British or Canadian side or 
this case. Ido not care where the truth may lead, I shall follow that 
light to the very shades and abode of darkness rather than be untrue 
to my own convictions. But in this argument I am not attempting to 
defend the British construction. I am saying that I do not goas far as 
Mr. Edward Everett went in that line. Idonotgo asfaras Mr. Daniel 
Webster went. I go no further than the Senator from New York [ Mr. 
EvArts] went when he was Secretary of State. 

With these declarations of Mr. Webster and Mr. EVARTS on the 
official records of the country, am I not justified in saying that the 
allegation that the treaty surrenders a valuable right of fishery in 
British waters is unjust and untrue? It surrenders no admitted right, 
but simply settles by compromise a long disputed claim of a right to 
take fish in certain bays lying wholly within the territorial limit and 
jurisdiction of England and her North American possessions—a privi- 
lege, if undisputed, of no practical value to us, as must be admitted by 
every member of the Senate who has read the testimony of the fisher- 
men themselves taken before a committee of this body, as well as that 
presented by this Government before the Halifax Commission. The 
denunciation of this treaty on the allegation of a surrender of Ameri- 
can rights when no admitted right has been given up and no claim of 
right of any possible value has been abandoned, can find no justifica- 
tion or excuse in the mind of any man who wishes to form an honest 
judgment of the treaty. 

Let us now look at the testimony bearing on the value of fishing 
rights to American citizens in the waters from which they are to be 
excluded by this treaty. That question has been fully examined, and 
the evidence obtained under oath is in the possession of the Senate, so 
that no mistake can be made upon that question. 

On this point I shall cite, first, some of the evidence submitted by 
Mr. Dwight Foster, charged with the management of the American 
case before the Halifax Commission, in 1877. The testimony and state- 
ments of the Gloucester fishermen were presented before that commis- 
sion to prove what was the actual value of the fishing rights in the 
waters of the Gulf of St. Lawrence and those appurtenant thereto. I 
can not read all the testimony which was taken in that case; it is very 
voluminous, but I will read some of the testimony to show the general 
character of all the testimony given by the fishermen and the men en- 
gaged in the fishing business in Gloucester, showing that the fishing 
rights in those waters are of no value whatever to the American fisher- 
men at the present time. 
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Mr. Michael Walen, a fisherman, states: 


Most of our vessels are codfishing on the ocean banks and some of them are 
off our own shores mackereling. We send no vessels into the Bay of St. Law- 
rence this year. Our experience is that the mackerel fishery there is a failure. 
Last year we sent one vessel 150 tons with 20 men, andshe brought home as her 
season’s work 70 barrels of mackerel. As that fishery has been the last five 
years, to pursue it would be ruinous. Our vessels enter British waters only for 
supplies and bait, tor which we pay cash. 

Benjamin Maddocks & Co. say: 

We employed apart of our fleet in the Bay St. Lawrence fisheries during the 
years 1871-72-73, and found it to be a losing business, and since 1873 we have 
employed our vessels in the Grand Banks and Geo: and American shore fish- 
eries, with the exception of one trip to the Bay St. Lawrence in 1874, which did 
not pay one-half the expenses of the voyage, and we consider the Bay St. Law- 
rence fisheries entirely worthless to us, and have so considered them for the 
past four or five years, 

Mr. George Dennis and Mr. George Tucker say: 


Our vessels are mostly confined to ocean banks for fish. We do not take any 
fish in British waters. The Bay St. Lawrence fisheries have proved a failure 
in our experience. Vessels scnt there for the past five years have not paid their 
expenses, and to continue the business in that direction would prove ruinous, 

Mr. Samuel Haskel states: 


Have sent no vessels into the Bay of St. Lawrence the last two years, the 
bay fishing does not pay the expenses. The last years I had vessels there, in 
1873-4, they did not pay for their outfits. The mackerel are poor, worth one- 
third less than shore mackerel, it isa bad place to use a seine, a long time is 
required for a trip, and to pursue the bay fis her, and that alone, would fail any 
firm in Gloucester. lt is entirely and practically useless to us as a fishery. 

Not less than fifty different witnesses whom the Government of the 
United States produced before the Halifax Commission have testified 
in the same strain in reference to the value of those fishing rights. 

I might here refer to the statement of the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations of the Senate, after taking the testimony two years ago in Glou- 
cester, Provincetown, and Portland, Me., they came back to the Senate 
and by a written report, drawn by the chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, declared enphatiatly that those waters were not good fishing 
grounds. Perhaps | might as well read some portion of that report: 


From the investigations made by the committee during the last summer and 
fall, and as the result of the great mass of testimony taken by it and herewith 
returned, the committee believe it to be clear, beyond all dispute, that the right 
to fish within 3 miles of the Dominion shores is of no S aera y advantage what- 
eyer to American fishermen. The cod and halibut ng has been for many 
years almost entirely carried on at long distances from the shores, in the deep 
waters, on banks, etc.; and it is believed that were there absolute liberty for 
Americans to fish, without restriction or regulation of any kind, within 3 miles 
of the Dominion shores, no such fisherman would ever think of going there for 
the purpose of catching cod or halibut, 
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In view of all these facts, well known to wien Se body of the citizens of the 
United States engaged in eries and emb: g every variety of interest con- 
nected therewith, from the wholesale dealer, vessel-owner, and outfitter, to that 
portion of the crew who receive the smallest sbare of the venture, it must be 
considered as conclusively established that there would be no material value 
whatever in the t by the British Government to American fishermen of 
absolutely free ing; and in this conclusion it will be seen, by a reference to 
the testimony, that all these interests fully concur. 

I might cite the testimony of witnesses who were examined by a sub- 
committee of the Committee on Foreign Relations two years ago, and 
show from that testimony that, without almost a single exception, the 
general opinion was that the bay fishing, which is now esteemed by the 
oppaners of this treaty as being valuable, is of no practical advantage 
whatever. 

With this proof that the waters from which this treaty excludes 
American fishermen is entirely valucless for fishing purposes—waters 
into which ig tos has contended we had no right to enter by our own 
agreement in 1818—how can Senators declare that this treaty sur- 
renders any right or privilege of the least practical value to us, how 
can they justify a rejection of the treaty which secures valuable com- 
mercial privileges to our fishermen and guaranties the future peace of 
the country upon a pretense so fallacious, not to say so criminally in- 
different to the interest of the country ? 

But, Mr. President, this treaty is not to be passed upon in this Sen- 
ate upon its value to the country or the fishermen of New England. It 
is to be made an issue in the Presidential election. It is hoped that 
prejudices may be aroused against England and the Canadians in the 
minds of a class of yoters that can be made to tell against President 
Cleveland and the party of which he is the candidate. It was feared 
that the settlement of a long-standing controversy which Republican 
administrations had failed to adjust might commend the President and 

_ his administration still more strongly to the favor and confidence of the 
country, and partisan interests are supposed to require the rejection of 
any treaty which he might conclude with Great Britain on the subject. 
Long before this treaty was negotiated, and even before the negotiators 
had entered upon the consideration of the questions involved, the Pres- 
ident was assailed for consenting to attempt an honorable settlement by 
diplomacy. The public press was made the vehicle of assault, not only 
on the foreign plenipotentiaries, but also on the Secretary of State, in 
order to poison the public mind and prevent a fair consideration of the 
conclusions reached. 

The President could have made no settlement of the question which 
would have met the approval of a ats ak So the other side of this 
mat A few the more rena ese soen Pri might 

ve been willing, if party exigencies wo ve itted it, to agree 
toa settlement of the dispute, but the more active and daring party 


leaders, who saw in the success of the Republican party a greater boon 
than in the commercial prosperity and peace of the country, would have 
agreed to no settlement that would have deprived them of the oppor- 
tunity of appealing to the prejudices entertained by a class of voters 
against England. It is votes they want, not a settlement of the con- 


troversy, however honorable or beneficial. Had a Republican admin- 

istration negotiated this treaty every Republican Senator would have 

approved of it; and because it has been sent here by a Democratic Presi- 

gent, they have determined in party caucus to vote against its ratifica- 
on. 

The consideration of the treaty in open session was a mandate of a 
party caucus in order that their appeal to the prejudices of voters 
against England might have its full force and produce the effect de- 
sired. To accomplish # partisan purpose the rules of this body requir- 
ing the consideration of treaties to be with closed doors, which have 
been in force from the beginning of the Government, have been sus- 
pended by caucus arrangement, not because the interest of the Goy- 
ernment would be promoted thereby, but because it was supposed 
that party interests could be enhanced by a public tirade against a 
Democratic Administration for negotiating the treaty. 


To what base uses we may return, Horatio, 


The Senate of the United States made by the Constitution a part of 
the treaty-making power of the Government, under the mandate of a 
party caucus abdicates the high functions assigned it by the Constitu- 
tion, and debases and degrades its executive powers into a political 
machine to farther supposed party interests. Bear with me, my Re- 
publican friends, while I tell you in plain language that your action 
in reference to this treaty whether judged from the motives which 
prompt it, the circumstances surrounding it, or the consequences likely 
to result from it, is wholly indefensible, and merits, and should receive, 
the condemnation of your countrymen. ; 

For party purposes alone this treaty is to be rejected and the country 
remitted back to the long-standing contention which has been the 
source of so much disquietude and apprehension in the past, and may 
prove a more serious impediment to the friendly relations which it is 
our interest to preserve with England and our neighbors on the north. 

When you reject this treaty which proposes an honorable and friendly 
adjustment of the questions of which it treats, what do you propose? 
Can you hope to secure any better settlement by negotiation? You do 
not want any negotiation, and the report of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations which you will adopt in the passage of the resolution before 
the Senate virtually so declares, and impliedly at least censures the 
President for attempting a settlement of the dispute by negotiation. 
It is not likely that the President will proceed further by diplomacy, 
or that he could obtain better terms in any future effort in that direc- 
tion. 

What then will you do? There is but one other mode of peaceable 
settlement, and that is by arbitration. We have had some experience 
in the settlement of fishery questions in that mode, and I apprehend 
no member on the other side of this Chamber would vote for a resolu- 
tion authorizing the President to submit the matter in controversy to 
arbitration. In such a settlement the respective rights of the two gov- 
ernments would have to be determined by the construction placed by 
the arbitrators on the treaty of 1818. Neither the laws of nations nor 
the laws of humanity could be invoked in our behalf, but the plain 
language and intent of that unfortunate treaty would govern the de- 
cision to be made. 

One of the questions submitted under that treaty would be the head- 
land question. Does any one suppose that that question would be de- 
termined more favorably to us by arbitration than it is by this treaty ? 
For one I have no hesitation in saying that no rational expectation 
could be entertained of such a result. Neither inmy judgment would 
more liberal commercial privileges be accorded to our fishing vessels by 
arbitrators than are secured to them in the treaty before the Senate, 
without securing to Canada a full equivalent therefor in some form. 

If England should make the proposition tu submit the questions 
agreed upon in this treaty to arbitration, and the respective rights or 
the two Governments to be determined by the true intent and mean- 
ing of the treaty of 1818, I doubt whether there is a single member of 
the Senate on the other side of this Chamber that would be willing to 
accept the offer. Then, when this treaty is rejected, as it will be, for 
partisan considerations alone, what will be the result? The contention 
will remain unsettled, England and the provinces will maintain the 
position they have occupied in reference to our fishermen, and the same 
complaints will be heard against the enforcement of these statutes re- 
lating to foreign fishing vessels. 

The remedy proposed by the other side of this Chamber is retaliation. 
The President been authorized, in his discretion, to resort to that 
measure, and perhaps a power of that character could not have been 
conferred upon any one less likely to abuse it. Still it is a dangerous 
power to rest in the discretion of any man. Nothing less than the in- 
vestiture of the President with the power to adopt measures that may 
suspend commercial intercourse not only with Canada and the provinces 
but with England herself. Retaliation in any form is an unfriend] 
act, and when adopted may lead to consequences not anticipated. It 
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is well calculated to provoke resentment in those against whom it is 
directed, and they will be at liberty to oppose it with such measures 
as they may deem necessary. Is it likely that any act of retaliation on 
our part would not be met by some measure equally prejudicial and 
offensive to us? Where would these hostile and unfriendly measures 
stop? Would they not be likely to lead to serious interruption of our 
commercial relations not only with Canada but also with England, 
which would sooner or later be involved in any commercial war with 
her North American possessions? 

Suppose the President in the exercise of his discretion should issue 
a proclamation prohibiting the introduction of Canadian fish into this 
country, as is desired by the New England fishermen and Senators rep- 
resenting their interests, what would be the result? ‘The first effect 
would be to diminish largely the supply of fish food to the people of 
the country. This would be a serious matter to a large class of per- 
sons who from limited means are compelled to buy fish instead of 

_meats. There are hundreds and thousands of poor people in the land 
who are compelled to live on the cheapest food they can buy, and to 
limit the supply of fish in our markets would be a serious calamity to 
them. The second effect of such a measure would be to put up the 
price of fish and increase largely the profits of the fish trusts and specu- 
lJators at the expense of those who use fish as a necessity ora luxury. 
This is the result that is desired by many of those who want this treaty 
rejected and retaliation adopted. The fact is, that underlying this 
whole controversy is the effort of the fish syndicates and trusts of New 
England to obtain the prohibition of Canadian fish into this country, so 
that they may have a monopoly of the market and increase their 
profits on their business. If these should prove to be the only effects of 
retaliatory measures they would be too serious to justify retaliation if 
redress can be had in any other manner. 

But suppose retaliation should result in the suspension of commer- 
cial relations generally with Canada, a result not improbable if the 
first step is taken, would we not be greatly the loser by sch inter- 
ruption of commercial relations? Our exports to Canada are largely 
in excess of our imports from that country, and we need markets for 
our products of every kind. But are we sure that a resort to retalia- 
tory measures would stop with the prohibition of the importation of 
Canadian fish or the suspension of commercial relations with that 
country? Might itnot disturb our commercial relations with England 
and affect serionsly our markets for agricultural products in that guar- 
ter? England can not fail to become involved in any quarrel with 
Canada, and however much she might and doubtless would regret any 
disturbance of her present relations with this country she is so related 
to her North American provinces that their quarrels must become her 
own. I will not pursue this thought further, but leave it for the re- 
flection of those so anxious to see the President resort to retaliation 
instead of negotiation for the settlement of this dispute. 

But the President would not be justified in resorting to retaliation, 
notwithstanding you have conferred upon him in his discretion author- 
ity todoso. The President has sent here a message with the treaty 
laid before the Senate, in which he declares that in his belief— 

It sippe a satisfactory, practical, and final adjustment upon a basis honor- 
epa. just to both parties of the dificult and vexed questions to which it re- 

With that conviction resting on his mind, how can he consistently 
resort to measures of an unfriendly character when England is willing 
to settle the difficulties and offers to do so in a manner which he says 
is honorable and just to both parties? 

Sir, I do not hesitate to say that in my opinion it would bean abuse 
of the discretion reposed in the President if he were now to adopt any 
measure of retaliation with the offer of England open for acceptance 
to settle the questions embraced in the treaty in a manner honorable 
and just to this country. 

What would be the judgment of the nations of the earth if the Presi- 
dent, acting upon his own discretion, not under the compulsion of legis- 
lative requirement, should assume a hostile position toward England 
and her North American possessions with that declaration of his mes- 
sage upon the records of the country and known to the world? Con- 
gress can, if it desires, enact a law thatit will be the duty of the Presi- 
dent to execute; but the law which was passed at the last session sim- 
ply invested the President with discretionary authority to resort to 
retaliatory measures, but the exercise of the authority conferred rests 
in his own discretion; and while he believes that England is ready to 
accede to all our just demauds, he can not properly seek to enforce our 
rights by unfriendly and hostile acts of hisown motion. Let Congress, 
if it desires to try belligerent measures, assume the responsibility and 
enact a law the responsibility for the execution of which will rest upon 
Congress and not in the discretion of the President. Senators, if you 
want a suspension of commercial relations with Canada and England or 
war of any other kind, say so, but do not hide behind executive discre- 
tion and try to evade the respousibility for the consequences that may 
ensue. 

And now, Mr. President, let me say that in my opinion whenever a 
resort is had to retaliation, either by the President, acting upon hisown 
discretion under the authority already given him, or under the uncon- 
ditional requirement of law hereafter to be enacted, we will enter upon 


a commercial warfare as disastrous to us as we can make it to the Do- 
minion Government or England herself. Any people having a proper 

to their honor and the respect of the world, will not submit to 
unfriendly acts of retaliation for alleged injuries which they deny with- 
out meeting retaliatory measures with acts equally as unfriendly and 
hostile. Wehaveas great interests at stake as Canada or England, and 
any interruption of friendly commercial relations would tell as seriously 
upon this country as upon them. Let us not flatter ourselves that the 
whip is altogether in our own hands. They can doas well withoutour 
markets as we can do without theirs, and shall we rashly put in jeop- 
ardy our agricultural and other interests by a resort to a policy which 
may lead to consequences so disastrous? Our commerce with the Do- 
minion, already considerable, is steadily increasing. 

We export annually to the British possessions in North America prod- 
ucts to the value of from $40,010,000 to $50,000,000, and import there- 
from goods to the value of from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000. ‘This trade 
with Canada is greater than with any South American state, and larger 
than with most Europeancountries, Our trade with England is greater 
than with all Europe; beside, she furnishes the principal market for our 
snrplus products, especially agricultural products. We furnish 60 per 
cent. of her breadstufts; and but for the demand which she makes for 
our flour, wheat, corn, and meats, we should have no market for our 
surplus grain and other products, and farming lands would not be worth 
half their present value. Wecan not afford at the dictation of a few 
persons engaged in fishing in northern waters to put in jeopardy the 
great commercial and agriculturalinterests of the American people, even 
if the peace of the country should not be disturbed. 

The other side of this Chamber justify their opposition to this treaty 
upon the pretense that it would prove injurious to the fishermen of 
New England. Such an assumption is unwarranted by the provisions 
of the treaty, which if ratified would proveof great valuetothem. It 
furnishes, however, another illustration of the readiness of the Repub- 
lican party to sacrifice the public good in order to advance the interests 
of individuals and classes of men. Through every period of that par- 
ty’s history private interests have been fostered at the expense of the 
great body of the people of the country. It gave away a large portion 
of valuable public lands to corporations and associations of capitalists, 
and thereby prevented thousands of honest men from procuring from 
the Government cheap homes for themselves and their families. Its 
financial policy and legislation, when in the absolute control of the 
Government, was in the interest of monopolies and capitalists, and op- 
pressive to the poorer classes of the community—enriching the few at 
the expense of the many. 

It has maintained a system of excessive and burdensome taxation, 
imposed to meet the exigencies of the civil war, for more than twenty 
years after its termination, and which is yielding a large surplus be- 
yond the necessities of the Government, solely for the purpose of pro- 
tecting the manufacturing interests of the country and enabling them 
to extort hundreds of millions of dollars in excess of fair profits from 
the people of the country who are compelled to buy and consume their 
products. And now, when the Treasury is overflowing with a con- 
stantly increasing surplus of money needed in the business of the coun- 
try, and which must eventually, unless arrested, result in financial em- 
barrassment and disaster to individuals and general depression and 
paralysis to the business world, they are resisting a modification of the 
tariff taxation which is producing that result from a desire and pur- 
pose to render the great mass of the people tributary to the few. The 
opposition to this treaty on the other side of the Chamber, on the un- 
warranted allegation that it is detrimental to local and individual in- 
terests, furnishes further proof that the Republican party is ready and 
willing to sacrifice the public welfare, and even the peace of the coun- 
try, in order to promote the interests of a very small portion of the peo- 
ple of Maine and Massachusetts engaged in a laudable but private en- 
terprise. 

I appreciate as highly as gentlemen on the other side of this Cham- 
ber the character and services of the American fishermen, and would be 
as far from inflicting injury upon them. The men who put their money 
in the business are perhaps not better paid on their investments than 
those engaged in other occupations. Many of them, perhaps all, are 
worthy citizens, but they are not generally the men who brave the 
dangers of the deep and go out in vessels and dories to take the fish 
from the water. Many of the latter, who are relied upon to recruit 
our Navy in time of war by Senators who urge the rejection of this 
treaty, are not American citizens, but natives of the provinces, and 
who, in case of war between this country and England, would in all 
probability enlist in her navy and notin ours. I listened the other 
day to the eulogy of the Senator from Massachusetts [ Mr. HOAR] upon 
the prowess and bravery of the American fishermen in the wars of the 
past, and have no disposition to deny the value of their services, both 
in peace and war, but I apprehend that the past history of this country 
will reveal the fact that the glory of the American Navy has not been 
wholly due to New England fishermen; nor do I believe that the fu- 
ture greatness or safety of the Republic will depend entirely upon the 
valor or statesmanship of that section of the country. If Massachu- 
setts would remit or greatly abate her taxation upon the vessel prop- 
erty of her fishermen, and her Senators would unite in an effort to 
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modify the tariff upon the materials that enter into the construction 
of their fishing vessels, the owners of such vessels would realize greater 
profits from their investments, and be able to pay higher wages to the 
men who man them. 

It has been intimated in debate that this side of the Chamber and 
the Democratic party support this treaty and are willing to surrender 
American rights through timidity and fear of strife with England. I 
shall not deny, Mr. President, that the Democracy of the country be- 
lieve that its prosperity and the happiness of the American people will 
best be promoted by maintaining an honorable peace with all the 
nations of the earth, and would regret the necessity which would 
compel a resort to acts of hostility to maintain its honor or defend its 
rights. But I deny most emphatically that any Senator on this side of 
the Chamber or any member of the Democratic party, either in public 
or private life, is willing tosurrender the rights or is indifferent to the 
honor of his country from any cause whatever, or that this treaty makes 
any such surrender or abandons any just right. 

The insinuation that it is supported by any one from fear of England 
or any other power is unjust and untrue, and can neither impeach the 
patriotism of those who favor the treaty nor prove the bravery or courage 
of the men who oppose it. If the time should ever come when the 
rights of this country could only be maintained by the arbitrament of 
the sword, the men of all parties and all sectionsof this country would 
vie with each other in eagerness for the fray. I pitty, sir, the igno- 
ranceand despise the dishonesty that can attribute to any portion of the 
American people a willingness to surrender the justrights of their Gov- 
ernment through fear of any poweron earth. Such an argument is un- 
worthy of the Senate, and proves the want of valid objection to the treaty 
itself. 

Mr. President, I sincerely regret that a great public question affect- 
ing our foreign relations should have been made the subject of political 
discussion. It ought to be considered solely with reference to the honor 
and welfare of the country and not with reference to party interests. 
But the other side of this Chamber has deliberately and premeditatedly 
and by caucus arrangement made this treaty the occasion for partisan 
assault upon the Administration and the Democratic party. They 
have denounced the President for mcdaagr, Io to settle by diplomacy an 
irritating question in dispute between this country and England, and 
assailed with vulgar abuse the Secretary of State for the part he was 
compelled by his position to take in the negotiation. No more un- 
justifiable assault was ever made upon a high public official than has 
been made upon Mr. Bayard by his political enemies in this Chamber 
and in the Republican press of the country. He has been denounced 
as willing to surrender the honor and interests of his country or too 
weak and pusillanimous to maintain them. 

Sir, if a sense of justice to a high official who has given the best years 
of his life to the public service was insuflicient to restrain the unmerited 
vituperation which party malignity had heaped upon him in this de- 
bate, a decent respect for the truth should have done so. 

No man that has ever filled the office of Secretary of State has more 
earnestly labored to promote the interests and maintain the honor of 
his country in its relations with foreign countries, and but few that 
have occupied the position have manifested equal fidelity and ability in 
the discharge of the duties which it imposes. It may be that his suc- 
cess in securing an honorable adjustment in the pending treaty of a 
long-standing controversy which his Republican predecessors in office 
were unable to secure may, in at least, inspire the assaults upon 
his character and the treaty which he has negotiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Berry in the chair.) If there 
be no objection, the Senate will proceed to the consideration of legis- 
lative business. 

SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL, 

Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 10540) making appropriations for sundry civil 
expenses ôf the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30,1889, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

“Mr. ALLISON. I yield for routine business. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. T. O. TOWLES, 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following 
bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 3380) to authorize certain corporations to become surety 
in cases within the jurisdiction of Federal courts and Departments; 

A bill (H. R. 4239) for the relief of P. H. Winston; 

A bill (H. R. 8025) to amendan act entitled ‘‘ An act to extend the 
jurisdiction of the district and circuit courts of the United States for 
the southern district of Florida,’’ approved February 3, 1879; 

A bill (H. R. 8053) to extend the time for the redemption of school 
farms in Beaufort County, South Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 7643) to establish a United States land court, and to 
provide for a judicial investigation and settlement of private land 
claims in the Territory of New Mexico and in the State of Colorado; 

A bill a R. 8674) for the relief of Sterling H. Tucker and others; 

A bill (H. R. 8846) for the relief of Daniel W. Perkins; 3 


A bill (H. R. 10041) extending the criminal jurisdiction of the cir- 
cuit and district courts to the Great Lakes and their connecting waters; 

A bill (H. R. 10240) for the relief of J. Edwin Pilcher; and 

A bill (H. R. 10578) for the relief of Rufus Lowe and C. M. Loftin. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. SHERMAN. I present resolutions adopted by the conference of 
woolen manufacturers, wool-growers, and wool-dealers, held at Wash- 
ington, D. C., January 14, 1888, favoring the protection by tariff of the 
production and manufacture of wool. I move that the resolutions be 
printed in document form and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The motion was 7 

Mr. SABIN presented a petition of citizens of Goodhue County, Min- 
nesota, praying for the passage of certain amendments of the interstate 
commerce law; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate- 
Commerce. 

Mr. MITCHELL presented a petition of salmon-packers and other 
citizens of Portland, Oregon, praying for the repaymentin full ofduties 
paid on imported tin when made into cans and exported containing 
American products; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. PLUMB presented the petition of Norman Wiard, of Washing- 
ton, D. C., praying for the adoption of the armament projected by him 
and proposed for the coast-defense forts of the United States by the 
American Standard Ordnance Company of New York; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Coast Defenses, and ordered to be printed, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. EVARTS, from the Committee on the Library, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3379) in regard to a monumental column to com- 
memorate the battle of Princeton, and appropriating $30,000, reported 
it without amendment. 

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5494) for the relief of John T. Robeson, 
asked that the committee be discharged from the further consideration 
of the bill, and that it be referred to the Committee on Claims; which 
was to. 

Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3193) directing the commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to convey to William Brown a part of an 
alley in square 120, in the city of Washington, on certain conditions, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 


REPOSITORY FOR HISTORICAL MANUSCRIPTS, 


Mr. EVARTS. I present, from the Committee on the Library, a re- 
port relating to the expediency of establishing a repository for the cus- 
tody of historical papers and documents presented to or acquired by 
the Government. I have offered, by direction of that committee, an 
amendment to the sundry civil appropriation bill, and this report which 
is presented by the committee has the advantage of Mr. Spofford’s 
very accurate and carefal statement, and I ask that it may be printed 
in the RECORD, and also printed in document form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York asks 
that the report to which he refers be printed in the RECORD and be 
ae ag in document form. If there is no objection that order will be 
made. 

The report is as follows: 


Report as to the expediency of a repository or de ment of historical manu- 
scripts in the Congressional Library. 


The collection and preservation of historical records should be an object of 
national concern. In every country there are many scattered collections ot 
manuscripts valuable to historical inquirers, but comparatively inaccessible be- 
cause they are either in private hands or in the archives of societies local in 
character and not widely known. In some European nations public attention 
has long since been drawn to the importance of enlarging the national collec- 
tions of state papers and government archives by the addition of manuscripts in 
private hands, : 

Thus, in the archives of the French Government, and in the National Library 
at Paris, are preserved a great mass of personal memoirs, journals, records, 
mili and civil, and private letters of inestimable value as materials for his- 
tory. in Great Britain, so powerful has been the interest in this subject during 
the present generation, that a royal commission on historical manuscripts, 
created in 1869, bas made extensive though not exhaustive researches among 
the numerous e purata repositories of papers in that country, until there have 
been published as the results of their labor twelve folio volumes of reports, 
filled with detailed descriptions ofthe manuscript treasures existing through- 
out Great Britain. At the same time, the British parliament has for many years 
past expended large sums for the special purchase of manusoripts, besides the 
regular annual grant of $50,000 (£10,000) for printed books, and $12,000 (£2,400) for 
manuscripts devoted to the increase of that t national collection, the library 
of the British Museum, This is exclusive of large sums devoted to the publica- 
tion of historical manuscri calendars of state papers, etc. 

In the United States,while much zeal and energy baye long been manifested 
by Poms individuals and historical societies in the collection of manuscripts 
and autographs, little has yet been done by the General Government in this 
direction. The purchase by Congress, through successive appropriations, of 
the papers of Washington, Madison, Jefferson, Monroe, F ,and Rocham- 
beau represents all the notable acquisitions of manuscripts by our Government, 
although these are of inestimable value, The historical library of Peter Force, of 
Washington, however, purchased by Congress in 1867, brought with it a large 
assemblage of historical and military papers, journals, orderly books, letters, 
ete., of the period of the Revolution and later, which are chronologically ar- 
ranged, and present much material of great interest to historical inquirers. 
That this extensive collection of books, ian ane maps, and newspapers 
was saved through a wise and timely purchase by the Government from being 
dispersed in the on of numerous scattered collectors is matter of con- 
gratulation with all who appreciate the importance of enriching our national 
stores of material for historical research. 
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It becomes constantly more apparent that a wise and careful expenditure in 
the same direction is an aim worthy of the National Government. There is 
abundant evidence that much valuable material in American history has per- 
ished beyond recall into the hands of private owners, through the ravages of 
fire, of damp, of insects, and other destructive agencies, while much more has 
been lost or mutilated through the ignorance or want of appreciation of the 
possessors. There is of late years, with the growth of the historical spirit in 
our country, an active competition for autographs and manuscripts on the part 
of individuals, societies, and public libraries. And Great Britain has become 
an interested gatherer of American books, maps, and manuscripts, so that 
there isrisk of valuable original material being taken out of the country through 
buses oe own Government to secure it a place in the national archives 

mely action. 

Already apes he pe and mannaipis of the Revolutionary period are sought 
for by British collectors. There are in the United States many private collec- 
tions of manuscripts, like those of Mr. George Bancroft, unique in historical 
value, which should be made the permanent Government. 
Where are the papers, publie and private, left by the Presidents of the United 

since the time of Monroe? The manuscripts and letters of a multitude 
of other public officers, of the national or State governments, are scattered 


value. 


protection. _ 
BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. EVARTS introduced a bill (S. 3389) to erect a public building 
at Yonkers, N. Y.; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr, COCKRELL introduced a bill (S. 3390) to create the Lincoln 
land district in the Territory of New Mexico; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Publie Lands. 

AMENDMENT TO A BILL. 

Mr. MITCHELL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. ° 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

On motion of Mr. BLAIR, it was 

Ordered, That Esther G. Nally haye leave to withdraw the papers in her case 
from the files of the Senate. 

WHEAT-GROWING DISTRICTS OF OREGON AND WASHINGTON. 


Mr. MITCHELL submitted the following resolution; which was con- 
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of War be, and is hereby, directed to transmit to 
the Senate a recent report upon the wheat! wing districts of Oregon and 


Washington Territo re d by‘Second Lieut. Frank Green, Signal Corps 
under the direction of the Chief Signal Officer of the Army. é 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

A bill (H. R. 3380) to authorize certain corporations to become surety 
in cases within the jurisdiction of Federal courts and Departments; 

A bill (H. R. 4239) for the relief of P. H. Winston; 

A bill (H. R. 8025) to amend an act entitled ‘‘An act to extend the 
jurisdiction of the district and circuit courts of the United States for 
the southern district of Florida,” approved February 3, 1879; 

A bill (H. R. 8053) to extend the time for the redemption of school 
farms in Beaufort County, South Carolina; 

A bill (H. R. 8674) for the relief of Sterling H. Tucker and others; 

A bill (H. R. 8846) for the relief of Daniel W. Perkins; 

A bill (H. R. 10041) extending the criminal jurisdiction of the cir- 
cuit and district courts to the Great Lakes and their connecting waters; 

A bill (H. R. 10240) for the relief of J. Edwin Pilcher; and 

A bill (H. R. 10578) for the relief of Rufus Lowe and C. M. Loftin. 

The bill (H. R. 7643) to establish a United States land court and to 
provide for a judicial investigation and settlement of private land claims 
in the Territory of New Mexico and in the State of Colorado was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Private Land Claims. 

INDIAN MARRIAGES. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 928) in relation to mar- 
riage between white men and Indian women. 

The first amendment of the House of Representatives was, in section 
1, line 4, after the word ‘‘ who,” to strike out the words ‘‘ has married 
or;’’ so as to make the section read: 


That no white man, not otherwise a member of any tribe of Indians, who may 
hereafter ma: an Indian woman, member of any Indian tribe in the United 
States or any of its Territories, except the five civilized tribes in the Indian Ter- 
ritory, shall by such m: e hereafter eae any right to any tribal prop- 
read privilege, or interest whatever to which any member of such tribe is en- 


The next amendment of the House of Representatives was, in section 
2, line 2, after the word “who,” to strike out the words ‘‘ has been, 
or;’’ so as to make the section read: 

Sec, 2. That every Indian woman, member of any such tribe of Indians, who 


may hereafter be married to any citizen of the United States, is hereby declared 
to become by such marriage a citizen of the United States, with all the rights, 
privileges, and immunities of any such citizen, being a married woman: F 
vided, That nothing in this act contained shall impair or in any way affect the 
ngh or title of such married woman to any tribal property or any interest 
therein, 


Mr. DAWES. I move that the Senate concur in the amendments of 
the House of Representatives. 
The motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FEOM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had agreed to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9910) increasing the pension of William J. 
Headly. 

Terenas also announced that the House had passed the bill (S. 94) 
for the relief of Perez Dickinson, surviving partner of the late firm of 
Cowan & Dickinson, with an amendment; in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the House insisted upon its 
amendment to the bill (S. 1082) to authorize the issuance of patent to 
certain land in Arkansas, agreed to the conference asked by the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed 
Mr. HOLMAN, Mr. WHEELER, and Mr. Payson managers at the con- 
ference on its part. 

PEREZ DICKINSON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 94) for the relief of Perez 
Dickinson, surviving partner of the late firm of Cowan & Dickinson. 

Mr. FAULKNER. Imove that the Senate non-concur in the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives, and request a conference on the 

i ing votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. ; 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. FAULKNER, 
Mr. HOAR, and Mr. SPOONER were appointed. 


SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. ALLISON. I ask that the sundry civil appropriation bill be 
proceeded with. 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the 


bill (H. R. 10540) making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other 
purposes. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

Mr. ALLISON. Iask that the amendments of the Committee on 
Appropriations may be considered as the bill is read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Berry in the chair). If there be 
ay objection, thet course willbe pursued. The Secretary will read the 

ill. 

The reading of the bill was proceeded with. The first amendment 
reported from the Committee on Appropriations was, under the head 
of ‘‘ under the Treasury Department,” inthe appropriations for *‘ pub- 
lic buildings,” on page 2, after line 12, to insert: 

For court-house and ‘post-office at Bay City, Mich.: For purchase of site and 
commencement of building, $160,000. : 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, after line 18, to insert; 

For post-office at Bridgeport, Conn.: For purchase of site and completion of 
building, $150,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 4, before the word ‘‘ com- 
plete,” to insert ‘‘and breakwater;’’ and after ‘‘ complete,” to strike 
out “ten” and insert ‘‘fifteen;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For marine hospital at Chicago, Ill.: For approaches and breakwater com- 
plete, $15,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 6, before the word ‘ thou- 
sand,” to strike out ‘‘twenty”’ and insert ‘‘ twenty-eight; so as to 
make the clause read: 

For repairs of post-office and custom-house building, Chicago, Il., $28 000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, after line 8, to insert: 


For court-house and post-office, Des Moines, Iowa: To defray the expenses of 
paving alley adjoining court-house and post-oflice at Des Moines, Iowa, $514.42, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 14, after the word ‘‘limit,” 
to strike out ‘‘one hundred and forty ’’ and insert “two hundred;’’ 
and in line 15, after the word ‘‘dollars,”’ to insert: 


Provided, That said building may be located not less than 16 feet from any 
other building. 


So as to make the clause read: 


For court-house and post-office at Denver, Colo.: For continuation of build- 
ing under present limit, $200,000: Provided, That said building may be located 
not less than 16 feet from any other building. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 4, line 18, after the words ‘‘site 
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and,” to strike out ‘‘commencement”’ and insert ‘‘completion;’’ and 
in line 19, before the word ‘‘thousand,’’ to strike out ‘‘fifty’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘one hundred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For court-house and post-office at Greenville, S, C.: For purchase of site and 
completion of building, $100,000. 


‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 1, after the words ‘‘site 
and,” to strike out ‘‘commencement”’ and insert ‘‘completion;’’ and 
after the word ‘‘ building,”’ at the end of the line, to strike out ‘‘ thirty- 
seven thousand five hundred” and insert ‘‘seventy-five thousand;’’ so 
as to make the clause read: 


For court-house and post-office at Helena, Ark.: For purchase of siteand com- 
pletion of building, $75,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 4, after the words ‘‘site 
and,” to strike out ‘commencement’ and insert ‘‘completion,’” and 
in the same line, after the word ‘‘ building,”’ to strike out “‘ thirty ” 
and insert ‘‘sixty;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For post-office at Hoboken, N. J.: For purchase of site and completion of 
building, $60,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, after line 5, to insert: 

For post-office and custom-house at Jacksonville, Fla.: For completion of 
building under present limit, $80,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, after line 11, to insert: 


For post-office at Lincoln, Nebr.: For paving, curbing, ding, and setting 
stone stepsabout the fice site and public grounds, and repairing the fount- 
ain and walks on said grounds at Lincoln, Nebr., $10,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, line 18, after the words *‘ al- 
terations, and,” to strike out ‘‘so forth’’ and insert ‘‘ other necessary 
work;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For the United States Mint at Philadelphia, Pa.: For an additional story to, 
and enlarging the building, including vault, alterations, and other necessary 
work, $220, 000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, line 24, after the words “‘site 
and,” to strike out ‘‘ commencement’? and insert ‘‘completion;’’ and 
in the same line, after the word ‘‘ building,” to strike out ‘‘ thirty ” 
and insert ‘‘sixty;’’ so as to make the clause read: - 

For post-office at Portsmouth, Ohio: For purchase of site and completion of 
building, $60,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, after line 25, at the bottom of page 6, to 
insert: 

For custom-house at Portland, Oregon: For the purpose of reimbursing the 
city of Portland, Oregon, for money advanced out of its general fund in pay- 


ment of street improvements assessed to the United States on the custom-house 
block in that city, between March 1, 1859, and January 1, 1888, $1,271.82. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 8, to insert: 

For marine hospital at Portland, Mc.: For farnishing water supply, $2,000. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 20, to insert: 


For custom-house at St. Louis, Mo.: To ae A the expense of paving streets 
in front of the custom-house at St. Louis, Mo., $4,056. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8. line 1, after the word “‘ for,” 
to strike ont ‘‘continuation”’ and insert ‘‘completion;’’ and in line 
2, before the word *‘thousand,’’ to strike ont ‘‘seventy-five’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘one hundred and fifty;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For courl-house and post-office at Savannah, Ga.: For completion of building 
under present limit, $150,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, line 18, after the words “‘ site 
and,” tostrike out ‘‘ commencement ’’ and insert ‘‘ completion;’’ and in 
line 19, before the word ‘‘ thousand,” tostrike out ‘‘fifty ” and insert 
‘tone hundred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

For court-house and post-office at Springficld, Mo.: For purchase of site and 
completion of building, $100,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, line 24, after the words ‘‘site 
and,” to strike out “f commencement” and insert ‘‘ completion;’’ and 
in line 25, before the word “thousand,” to strike out “‘ fifty” and in- 
sert ‘‘one hundred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

For court-house and post-office at Texarkana, Ark.: For purchase of site and 
completion of building, $100,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. ` 

The next amendment was, on page 9, after line 4, to insert: 

For court-house and post-office, Utica, N. Y.: To defray the expense of paving 
the streets in front of the court-house and post-office at Utica, N. ia $3,435.60. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, line 10, after the word ‘‘build- 
ing,” to strike out ‘‘fifty’’ and insert ‘‘one hundred;’’ so as to make 
the clause read: 


For court-house and post-office at Vicksburg, Miss.: For purchase of site 
and commencement of building, $100,000, 


Mr. ALLISON. I move to strike out the word ‘‘ commencement’? 
in that clause and insert *‘ completion.’’ 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 9, after line 14, to insert: 
mae custom-house at Wheeling, W. Va.: For necessary repairs of building, $27,- 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was to strike out the clause from line 21, on 
page 9, to the end of line 2, on page 10, as follows: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury may authorize contracts to be made forthe 
whole or any portion of any of the foregoing public buildings and the post- 
office and custom-house at Jacksonville, Fla., and the court-house and post- 
office at Chattanooga, Tenn., within the limit of cost fixed by law as to each of 
said public buildings. 


Mr. BECK. I was about to ask the chairman to make a statement 
here, but I can do it myself in a minute. That clause was stricken out 
because in all cases where public buildings are to be erected for $100,- 
000 or less, instead of putting in a part of the appropriation, we in- 
serted the whole amount needed for completion, believing that the 
most economical way to erect a building of that magnitude is to give 
the money all at once. Then all the contracts can be made and the 
whole work done. Therefore we have so amended the bill; and while 
this increases the apparent amount appropriated by the bill, in my opin- 
ion it will conduce to an economy of at least 10 or perhaps 15 per cent. 
in the buildings to be erected. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 10, after the words ‘‘ Winder 
Building,” at the end of line 4, to insert ‘‘including employment 
of plumbers, carpenters, and painters, and materials for their use;’’ 
in line 6, after the word ‘‘use,’’ to strike out ‘‘one thousand” and 
insert ‘‘ eight thousand two hundred and sixty-five;”’ in line 7, after 
the word ‘‘dollars,’’ to insert *‘ for repairing, filling, and painting the 
east front of the Treasury building, $10,000;’’ in line 10, after the 
word ‘'rooms,’’ to strike out ‘‘two thousand four’’ and insert ‘‘ one 
thousand five;’’ in line 11, after the word ‘‘dollars,’’ tostrike out 
“repairs toroadway west of building, $300;’’ and in line 16, after the 
word ‘‘all,’’ to strike out ‘‘eight thousand five hundred and seventy ’’ 
and insert ‘‘twenty-four thousand six hundred and thirty-five;’’ so 
as to make the clause read: 
For Treasury building at Washington, D. ©.: For repairs to Treasury build- 
ing and Winder Building, including employment of | reese carpenters, and 
painters, and materials for their use, $3,265; for repairing, filling, and painting 
the east front of the Treasury building, $19,000; resetting and repairing loose 
tile flooring, $800; for flooring rooms, $1,500; lead calking for joints in the ap- 
roache3 on the north, south, and west, $350; reslating southwest pavilion roof, 
E1020; punting remainder of roof, $1,800; in all, $24,635, 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Light-houses, 
beacons, and fog-signals,’’ on page 11, after line 7, to insert: 
Crooked River light-station, Florida: For the erection of a light-house on 
the highland (mainland) to the westward of Crooked River, in Franklin County, 
orida, $40,000. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 11, to insert: 


St. Joseph’s Point light-station, Florida: For establishing a light-louse at 
or near St, Joseph's Point, Florida, $25,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 22, to insert: 


Crabtree Ledge Ly prerroertieg. Maine: For additional amount for completion 
of a light-house on Crabtree’s Ledge (so-called), between Bean Island and the 
mainland of Crabtree’s Neck, in Frencliman’s Bay, Maine, £13,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 2, to insert: 


Lubec Narrows light-station, Maine: For additional amount for completion 
of a light-house at or near Lubec Narrows, Maine, $12.000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 5, to insert: 


Deer Island light-house and fog-signal, Massachusetts: For additional amount 
for completion of a light-house and fog-signal at or near Deer Island, Boston 
Harbor, Massachusetts, $6,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 9, tu insert: 


Stonington Harbor, Connecticut: For the establishment of a light and fog- 
signal on the breakwater at the entrance to Stonington Harbor, Connecticut, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 12, to insert: 
Statue of Liberty, Bedloe’s Island, New York: For completing the pedestal 
and the approaches to the Statue of Liberty, Bedloe’s Island, New York Har- 
bor, $50,000. S 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 15, to insert: 


Cob Point Bar light-station, Maryland: For establishing a light-house at or 
near Cob Point Bar, Wicomico River, Maryland, $15,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 18, to insert: 
Holland’s Island Bar light-station, Maryland; For establishing a light-house 
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at ee eee Bar, near the entrance to Kedge’s Straits, Chesapeake Bay, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 12, after line 22, to insert: 


Bush's Bluff Shoal light-station, Virginia: For establishing a first-class light- 
ship with steam fog-si in duplicate, on or near Bush’s Bluff Shoal, entrance 
to Elizabeth River, Virginia, $40,000; and in addition thereto the unexpended 
balance of the Appropriation of $20,000 heretofore made for establishing a sd 
house at greet os nt is hereby made available and may be used for the establish- 
ment of a light-ship herein provided for. 


The amendment was agreed to. ; 
The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 4, to insert: 


Tangier Sound light-station, Virginia: For theestablishmentof a light-house 
my fog-signal to mark the lower entrance to Tangier Sound, Chesapeake Bay, 


The amendment was to. 

Mr. ALLISON, | After line 8, on page 13, I move to insert: 

Great Wicomico River light-station, Virginia: For the establishment of a 
light-house at the mouth of the Great Wicomico River, Chesapeake Bay, Vir- 
ginia, $25,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 13, line 9, after the word 
“for,” to strike out ‘‘ beginning the construction of” and insert “‘es- 
tablishing;’’ and in line 11, before the word ‘‘ thousand,” to strike out 
*‘ twenty-five’ and insert ‘‘ fifty;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

News light, Virginia: ishi light-h: t rt 
kewe Mae oa Vea ao E OS EA NEO 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, line 14, before the word 
“ thousand,” to strike out ‘“‘ ten ” and insert “ thirty;”’ so as to read: 


Oil-houses for light-stations: For establishing isolated houses at light-stations 
for the storage of mineral oil, $30,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 17, to insert: 

Cedar River Point light-station, Michi : For the establishment of a light- 
house at or near Cedar River Point, at onon of Cedar River, Green Bay, 
Michigan, $25,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 9 on page 14. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Should not the spelling of the word 
“sight,” in line 7, be changed? 

Mr. ALLISON. Ithink so. It should be “‘site.’’ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The change will be made, if there 
be no objection. The Chair is informed that the first word in line 8 
should also be changed from ‘‘Absecon’?’ to ‘‘Absecom.’’ Thatcan be 
verified hereafter, however. 

Mr. BECK. It is spelled that way in the report. 

Mr. ALLISON, I find that ‘‘Absecon”’ is the spelling in the Book 
of Estimates. So I suppose it is correct. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 14, after line 12, to insert: 


Point Loma light-station, California: For establishing the light station at 
Point Loma, California, in a situation lower down the cliff, $30,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 15, to insert: 


Ballast Point light-station, California: For establishing a light or 
LG > sete on or near Ballast Point, entrance to San Diego 
000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
‘The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 19, to insert: 


Papas River light-station, Oregon: For the purchase of a site and the con- 
struction of a first-order coast light-house on the headlands, near the mouth of 
the Umpqua River, Oregon, $80,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 23, to insert: 


Wharf at Astoria, Oregon: For the purchase of a site and the construction of 
asuilable wharf at Astoria, Oregon, for the use of the Light-House Establishment 
and of vessels belonging to the United States, $15,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, after line 2, to insert: 


Pier-lights: For the construction of pier-lights at Duluth, Lake Superior, 
Minn.; Kewaunee, Lake Michigan, Wis.; Charlotte harbor, Lake Ontario, New 
York; and Port Washington, Lake Michigan, Wis., $25,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, after line 7, to insert: 


Steam-tender for eleventh ty chine district: Forthe construction of a new 
steam-tender for the eleventh light-house district, $85,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, after line 10, to insert: 


Supply-steamer for the Atlantic and Gulf coasts: For an additional amount 
for the construction of a steamer forthe transportation of oil and other supplies 
to the light-houses on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts, $32,500, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Chief Clerk resumed the reading of the bill, and read as follows: 
LIFE-SAVING SERVICE. 
For salaries of superintendents for the life-saving stations, as follows: 
Mr. REAGAN. I see that provision is made here for salaries for 
nine superintendents for the life-saving stations at $1,500 apiece, and 
for five superintendents for life-saving and life-boat stations at $1,800 
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apiece, the aggregate amount being $20,800. I desire to inquire what 
reason there existed for appointing these superintendents? I see also 
that provision is made in lines 3 to 6, on page 17, ‘‘for salaries of 231 
keepers of life-saving and life-boat stations and of houses of refuge, 
$154,760,” making 249 additional employés of the Government. Ide- 
sire to ask what was the evidence before the committee of the necessity 
of these employés ? 

Mr. ALLISON. These appropriations are for the entire Life-Saving 
Service on our seacoast and on the lakes, and the appropriations are 
made in pursuance of statutes passed by Congress on the subject. 
These appropriations are for exactly the salaries fixed by law for these 
officers and employés. 

Mr. REAGAN. I see, beginning at line 7, on page 17, ‘‘for pay of 
crews of surfmen,” ete., and then the life-saving crews, life saving 
stations, and life-boat stations must be provided for elsewhere. Iam 
not raising any question as to making a necessary appropriation for the 
crews of surfmen at life-saving stations and at life-boat stations, but I 
do not see what necessity thereis for a superintendent and a keeper at 
every life-saving station. There is the crew with its apparatus for the 
duties it has to perform; and what can be the necessity for a superin- 
tendent of that crew? Why is not the leading man superintendent 
enough, and why can not the men take care of their own station? 
Why is there to be a keeper and a superintendent? 

Mr. ALLISON. Of course these questions are very pertinent. The 
Committee on Appropriations felt bound to make these appropriations 
as they have been provided for by law from time to time, and I have 
no doubt that all the appropriations are necessary. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I:can explain the matter to the Senator from 
Texas. Not only is this one of the most interesting, but it is one ot 
the most useful branches of the service of the Government. The super- 
intendents provided for here are superintendents of large sections ot 
country, and they are very valuable officers, skilled and experienced 
in that line of business. A superintendent may have under him twenty, 
thirty, forty, or fifty life-saving stations. The keepers are at the sta- 
tions. Only one man is kept at a station, and the crew generally are 
around near by. They could not afford to devote their whole time to 
this business for the compensation allowed, but they are employed 
upon an alarm being given, signals by light, etc. A keeper has charge 
of each station. A superintendent has charge of a large district. The 
bill itself shows that there is one superintendent for the coast of Maine 
and New Hampshire. That coast I suppose covers at least a thousand 
miles. 

Mr. FRYE. Three thousand miles. 

Mr. SHERMAN, How many life-saving stations are there on that 
coast? 

Mr. REAGAN. There are nine of them. 

Mr. SHERMAN. There are more than that. 

Mr. REAGAN. There are nine superintendents. 

Mr. SHERMAN, There are nine superintendents, but how many 
stations are there on the coast of Maine? Are there fifty ? 

Mr. FRYE. Ido not know how many; there area good many. It 
takes the superintendent all of his time. 

Mr. SHERMAN. ‘The superintendent goes from place to place and 
keeps up the drill and discipline. The salary is $1,500. It occupies 


lights and | the entire time and attention of the superintendent. The keeper has 


charge of the property of the life-saving station, He stays always in 
his place. He lives there, generally a kind of a hermit life ona lonely 
shore, while the men around, mostly fishermen, are within call. When 
he gives the alarm they rush to the station and then they save life and 
property. The statistics of this service are among the mostinterestin, 
in the operations of the Government. The enormoussayingof life and 
property is measured by millions. 

Mr. REAGAN. I know that the Life-Saving Service isa very inter- 
esting and important feature, and it ought to be encouraged; but we 
have undoubtedly gone into a great deal of extravagance in connection 
with it. Take the case of New Jersey, and I believe it is pretty much 
the same all the way up the New England coast, It seems that there 
is a life-saving station wherever there is an available piece of ground, 
There must be thirty or forty on the coast of New Jersey. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Every 5 or 6 miles there ought to be one along 
that coast. At night there are patrolmen who go along the whole 
coast. A patrolmen goes along the beach for 5 or 6 miles. That re- 
gion has to be traversed every night by patrolmen. If the Senator 
would just go and visit one of those places aud see the character of 
service done, especially if he should happen to be there during a storm, 
he would be satisfied as to the value of the service and the amount of 
labor performed. 

I visited several of these places officially at one time, and I found 
the amount of labor performed for very small pay to be enormous. 
The pay has been considerably increased since the time I had any con- 
trol over the matter; but at that time it was insignificant for a very 
severe and arduous service. Many a weary night in the midst of a 
storm these patrolmen traverse the whole coast. They do it on foot, 
carrying a lantern, if it is a dark night, or by moonlight, exposing 
themselves to rain and storm. 

Mr. REAGAN. Isuppose the Committee on Appropriations, as there 
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is a law in existence for these officers, felt it to be their duty to make 
the necessary appropriations for their support, and perhaps it was neces- 
sary, yet I was afraid that this was the creation, as we are doing in 
nearly all the departments of the service, of additional and unneces- 
sary officers, and that on account of the very peril which it is the object 
of the life-saving service to relieve against there has grown up a senti- 
mental extravagance that is unreasonable. I know this to be the case 
from haying investigated the subject from year to year, and it ought 
in some way or other to be arrested. Whatever is necessary, whatever 
is proper should be done; but for us from a mere sentiment of human- 
ity, without the necessity of a practical exertion of power, to be in- 
volving the Government in the expenditures we have done on this 
subject is going too far. 

Mr. ALLISON. This is almost the exact appropriation of last year. 
There is certainly no increase over the service of last year. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Itis fixed by law. 
x Mr. ALLISON. Every one of these superintendents is provided for 
y Jaw. 
Mr. BECK. the Senator will turn to the Revised Statutes, sec- 
mar 4244, 4245, 4246, and so on, he will find provision made for 
of them. 


Mr. REAGAN. For the stations? 

Rb oa BECK. For superintendents and keepers and crews of surf- 
ts. 

I can only add that from time to time we have had to investigate 
this matter, and if there is any branch of the public service that is car- 
ried on economically and carried on energetically, earning its money 
and every dollar of it, it is the Life-Saving Service. I went along the 
coast of North Carolina two or three years ago, going from Hatteras up 
and down nearly a hundred miles, and I have struggled from that time 
until now to have the surfmen and the life-boat and station keepers 
and superintendents provided for the way they ought to be, by having 
at each alternate sta 6 miles apart, a pair of strong mules kept for 
the purpose of carrying the surf-boats from point to point instead of 
making the men drag them the way they do now. But somehow we 
are so economical that we have not yet gotup tothatpoint. Allalon 
the stations on the New Jersey coast, and the North Carolina coast, an 
the New England coast, there ought at each alternate station to be kept 
at least one pair of mules to help those men drag the heavy surf-boats 
for miles. They would save dozens, perhaps hundreds of lives by that 
additional facility. ` 

Instead of being extravagant in this service we have absolutely not 
gone to the point that common humanity requiresus to go, for fear that 
somebody would say that we were giving too much. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I wish to say in connection with this service that 
it has been so wisely and economically and carefully managed that one 
man, Mr. Kimball, now probably fifty or sixty years of age, has always 
had charge of it from the beginning to this hour; and through every 
administration, in all the mutations of party life and the changes which 
have been made, he has been kept as a model officer. I do not believe 
that any administration would be courageous enough to remove him 
for any cause. Besides, there is no party politics in it in the slightest 
degree, nor could there be any, because the men employed are all labor- 
ing men, receiving thesmallest kind of compensation from the Govern- 
ment for the service rendered. 

I always like to bear testimony to the value and character of this 
service, because it was organized during my service in Congress. Mr. 
Cox, of New York, was one of the first to introduce the subject. It 
was begun by private charity on the coast of New Jersey, and after- 
wards taken up by Mr. Cox, a member of Congress. He organized 
the system to some extent and has taken a great deal of interest in it. 
He takes great pride init. Ihave also always from the beginning of 
the service to this time been very proud of the gradual growth and 

rity and excellence of the life-saving system, - 

Mr. REAGAN. Ishould not like to have it understood that I did 
not appreciate the importance of the Life-Saving Service. I should not 
like to have it understood that I was not willing to appropriate all 
the money necessary to give efficiency to that service. But I do de- 
sire to repeat my protest agafhst the expenditure of money*on mere 
sentimental ideas. Ofcourse Senators have their opinions and their 
convictions and they express them. I have mine and I express mine, 
and I express them, not at random, but because it has been my duty 
to investigate this subject from year to year. 

You may take the charts that have places upon them where these 
life-saving stations are, and it seems as if there is hardly room for any 
more, and that they are placed without reference to utility. It isso 
convenient for us to billet our friends upon the public wherever there 
is a chance to create an office that it seems to me some protest should 
be made against it. hee 

The Senator from Ohio suggested that there was no politics in the 
Life-Saving Service. Ir that, and I think any one who studies 

the action of Congress will recognize that there is hardly any politics in 
extravagance of appropriations. There seems to be no party but what 
tries to go ahead of all others in the extravagance of its appropria- 
tions. 


| 


Ane PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
ceed. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 5, on page 18. 

Mr. ALLISON. Icall the attention of the Senator from Texas to 
the fact that the appropriations this year are $20,000 less than they 
were last year for the Life-Saving Service. 

Mr. REAGAN. On the question of economy I desire to call atten- 
tion to lines 12, 13, and 14, on page 16: 

For one superintendent for the life-saving and life-boat stations on the coast 
of the Gulf of Mexico, $1,500. 

That is a line of coast of about 1,500 miles, I believe, of dangerous 
coast. If superintendents are necessary, no one superintendent can 
discharge the duties on that length of coast and on that dangerous 
coast from the Rio Grande around by the mouth of the Mississippi to 
the capes of Florida. 

Mr. ALLISON. Have another superintendent, then. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, in 
the appropriations for the ‘‘revenue-cutter service,” on page 18, line 
21, to increase the amount of the total appropriation ‘‘for expenses of 
revenue-cutter service” from $915,000 te $950,000. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 21, to insert: 

Construction of revenue steamer for southern eoast: For additional amount 
for construction of one revenue steamer for duty on the southern coast of the 
United States, $55,000, 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to amend the amendment by striking out 
“ $55,000"? and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘ $36,500.” Sixty thousand 
dollars was appropriated for this vessel last year, but the Department 
can not build a suitable vessel for less than the $60,000 and the amount 
which I propose to add. 

4 Mr. REAGAN. ‘Theestimate for that vessel is ninety-odd thousand 
ollars. 

Mr. ALLISON. Ninety-six thousand five hundred dollars, $60,000 
of which was appropriated last year. This is for the southern coast. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment to the amendment 
will be read, 

The CHIEF CLERK. In lines 24 and 25 of page 18, after ‘‘ United 
States,” it is proposed to strike out ‘‘ fifty-five thousand ” and insert 
‘thirty-six thousand five hundred;”’ so as to make the clause read: 

Construction of revenue steamer for southern coast: For additional amount 


for construction of one revenue steamer for duty on the southern coast of the 
United States, $36,500, 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ engray- 
ing and printing,” on page 19, line 17, after the words ‘‘ wages of,” to 
strike out ‘‘ not more than two hundred and twelve;”’ in line 20, after 
the words “‘ of,” to strike out ‘‘not more than two hundred;’’ 
in line 22, after the words ‘‘ wages of,” to strike out ‘‘not more than 
thirty-eight;’’ so as to read: 

o of plate-printers, jece-rates to ed by the 
Treasury, not to a tho. Arki usually derbies ouch E aoa So the 
wages of printers’ assistants, at $1.25 a day each, w employed, and for wages 
for royally for une of steam DESTA TAONE macuizen, 4906000, to be eepemin! 
ander the direction of tha Gerxetary of the Treasury, x si 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 20, line 2, at the end of the clause 
appropriating $398,000 for ‘‘ wages of plate-printers,’’ ete., to strike 
out the following proviso: 


Provided, That there shall not be an increase of the number of steam plate- 
printing machines in the Engraving and Printing Bureau. 


Mr. BLAIR. Mr. President, the amendment of the Committee on 
Appropriations raises the question which is involved in the controversy 
between the hand-press and the steam-press printing of the Govern- 
ment notes. Earlier in the session I introduced a resolution, which 
set forth at considerable length the views of those who are interested 
in hand-work and against the machine-work employed in this business, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance, and upon that reso- 
lution, which was of considerable length and went into the subject 
with much particularity, there has as yet been no report from the 
Committee on Finance. Iam not aware that there has been any in- 
vestigation; certainly there has not been a full investigation. On re- 
flection I know there has been either a partial investigation or repre- 
sentations have been made from the Superintendent of the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing to that committee; but in reply to his sugges- 
tions therehas been no opportunity of hearing, as I am informed by the 
parties interested. 

It is charged, and with certainly a great degree of proof in support 
of the charge, that the currency of the country is exceedingly depre- 
ciated since the employment of the steam-presses in the performance 
of the work, as compared with what it was in the earlier days when 
the work was done by hand-roller presses and by the hand engravers, 
so that the forging or counterfeiting of the paper money of the countty 


The reading of the bill will pro- 
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is now comparatively very Rasy, and it is carried on, in consequence of 
this deterioration of the character of the work, to a much greater ex- 
tent than formerly. New counterfeits are being put forth with greater 
and still greater rapidity. Ihave been informed (of course, not hay- 
ing the knowledge myself, but only as itis given to me, I think reli- 
ably, and I have observed it, too, in the public press) that since the 
reference of that resolution to the Committee on Finance several very 
dangerous counterfeits have appeared, and since the superintendent of 
the bureau justified the nature of the work which he is doing with 
his steam-presses to the committee there have been several, and nota- 
bly a one-dollar counterfeit, which is very difficult to detect, or rather 
a counterfeit which it is very easy to make by reason of the general 
imperfection of the work, and not easy to detect. It is not necessary 
to do very nice work in the way of forgery or counterfeiting to have it 
as the work of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing. 

This subject has been investigated by the House of Representatives, 
and a report, as I am informed, of the proper committee of the House, 
of which General WHEELER is the chairman, has been made, in which 
he maintains these ch as to the imperfect and exceedingly danger- 
ous nature of the work which is done at the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing, and attributes its faulty character to the employment of the 
steam-machine, that is, a patent machine, which is made use of there. 

Mr. VOORHEES. With the permission of the Senator from New 
Hampshire, who kindly yields for that purpose, I offer an amendment, 
and ask that it be printed and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be printed and lie on the 
table. 

Mr. VOORHEES. Let it be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed amendment will be 


read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

‘That the superintendent of the Life-Saving Service be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized to employ horses and mules for the transportation of life-saving surf- 
boats at such points as he may determine them to be necessary; and for the 
purpose of enabling him to do so the sum of $20,000 is hereby appropriated. 

Mr. VOORHEES. It is noted there that itis to be inserted after 
line 5, on page 18. It can be printed and offered to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BLAIR. As I was saying, I understand that the investigation 
by the House committee has resulted in a unanimous report against the 
further use of this sort of machinery in the printing of the Government 
currency; and the bill before us comes from the House with provisions 
which seem to indicate that there may be something in this assertion. 
The proviso at the end of this paragraph is: 

Provided, That there shall not be an increase of the number of steam plate- 
printing machines in the Engraving and Printing Bureau. : 

That is the language as it comes to us from the House, and earlier in 
the paragraph our committee have struck out the words, in line 17, 
“not more than two hundred and twelve;’’ also in the twentieth line 


the words ‘not more than two hundred,” and in the twenty-second | 


and twenty-third lines the words ‘‘not more than thirty-eight; all 
which provisions, before the amendments suggested by our own com- 
mittee and as the bill came from the House, were limitations upon the 
power of the superintendent to employ any larger number of ‘‘plate 
printers’’ or ‘‘printers’ assistants” or ‘‘printers’ assistants at steam- 

resses.’? The amendments reported by the committee, and which 
ee been adopted already by the Senate, strike out those limitations, 
so that at present the paragraph gives the superintendent unlimited 
authority to employ those who would be engaged in hand-work or work 
on the hand-roller presses, a sort of employment which did good work 
for the Government formerly. Our committee have perfected this par- 
agraph in the direction in which I think it ought to be perfected so as 
to leave the bureau, if it is to continue to be a bureau and to do the 
work of the Government, with unlimited power, except as limited by 
the amount of the appropriation, to have the work done in the old way. 
So there can be no obstruction interposed by the paragraph as the 
committee make it as to the efficiency of the bureau and the amount 
of work that if can perform. 

Now comes this proviso, which the House puts upon the paragragh: 

That there shall not be an increase of the number of steam plate-printing ma- 
chines in the Engraving and Printing Bureau. 

I desire to have that proviso retained, so that while it is still an un- 
settled question of fact, if it be an unsettled question of fact, whether 
the steam-press is deteriorating the work and robbing the country by 
the allowance of counterfeit notes and opening a way, nobody knows 
to what amount of difficulty in the transaction of our business and 
what loss to the country there may be in this direction, no more steam- 
presses shall be added to this bureau. 

I say that until it be determined by our own committee or the action 
of the Senate or some positive action of the other House, whether this 
process of deterioration is going on, there should be no increase of the 
number of machines thus employed. That is the proviso. If the 
proviso is retained, the amendments which the committee have made 
in the previous part of the paragraph having been adopted, there will 


be no increase of the steam manufacture by the Government until we 
know what we are about. 

Iam myself, without being an expert by any means, pretty thoroughly 
satisfied that the assertions of those who are interested in the hand- 
labor machines are not wholly of a selfish character. I believe they 
had performed better work, that the work in the earlier days was greatly 
superior to that which is now being palmed off upon the Government 
and the country, and there is no substantial, if there be on the whole 
any, saving of expense in the employment ofthese machines. Thatis 
the allegation of these people, and it is supported to a considerable ex- 
tent by what I believe to be disinterested evidence. 

I will in this connection send to the desk and have read an editorial, 
which I cut from the Weekly Mail and Express,.of New York City. It 
is an editorial, and it came to me in the usualand regular course of my 
reception of the paper, and so far as I know is an entirely truthful and 
not an interested editorial on the subject. I will ask the Secretary to 
read it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paper will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


(Weekly Mail and Express, July 25, 1883.] 
ABOLISH THE BUREAU OF ENGRAVING AND PRINTING. 


Before the session closes Congress ought to do something effectual for stop- 
ping the now altogether too flourishing business of counterfeiting national-bank 
notes. The first and most effectual step toward the achievement of this most 
desirable object would be the abolition of the now wre! y-m. Bureau 
of Engraving and Printing, which has become a scandal to the Government. 
When the engraving of the national-bank notes was given to private 
such as the American Bank Note Company, the work was so excellent suc 
cessful counterfeits were out of the question, The finest artistic talentin the 
country was ore and in their general appearance and perfection of de- 
tails the national-bank notes were beyond the reach of successful imitation by 
any skill that counterfeiters can engage. 

In those times the national-bank notes were accepted without special scru- 
tiny. It did not require expert skill or careful examination to tell the differ- 
ence between the genuine and the counterfeit notes. The genuine were as 
perfect works of art as wereever produced in their line. The counterfeits were 
SOPAN few and were readily detected. 

Why not return at once to the system that worked so admirably and that gave 
to the people a currency so perfect in its execution? 


Mr. BLAIR. That is not the accusation of the Knights of Labor; 
that is not the accusation of any labor organization. It does notcome 
from those who raise the question that exists between hand-labor and 
machinery, but it is from as oe rena a public journal as circulates in 
this country in its editorial columns. I sup that the representa- 
tions of the Knights of Labor may be PRESA ENR some suspicion on 
the part of some people, from the alleged fact that the hand labor is 
more expensive and more profitable to those employed, and, of course, 
more expensive to the Government; but this is controverted. It is 
intimated that there is that sort of arrangement between those who 
may be in the employment of the Government and those who are in 
control of these patented presses which in some way results in as great 
an expenditure in the actual printing of the notes under this system 
as under that of the hand-roller press. 

I ask the Secretary to read a letter which is addressed by the Knights 

! of Labor through their attorney to Hon. JOSEPH WHEELER, chairman 
| of the committee in the House of Representatives. 
The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Letter to the chairman of the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury De- 
partment of the House of Representatives, relative to comparative cost and 
excellence of steam and hand press plate printing. 

Wasutxerton, D. O., May 26, 1888, 

Sır: In response to your request I beg leave to submit the follo summary 
of reasons why plate-printing done on steam presses is inferior to the produc- 
tion of the hand press: 

Steam-press work is inferior to hand-press work : 

1, The steam press wipes out the fine lines entirely, and injures the fuller 
lines proportionately, and this destroys the whole effect of the engraving. 

2. It hardens the paper on side peouts to that on which it prints, and such 
hardening prevents even and effective dampening of paper to receive the sub- 
sequent hand-press impression. 

8. The steam-press impression is more available for counterfeiting by photo- 
graphic methods than the hand-press impression, for the light and shadows in 
aD hae A Seby impectaetah ed by the st is grea 

x © wastage by impe: sheets printed by the steam-press is vast! ter 
than by the hand-press, and this is a great, absolute joes and, in addition, is 
an evidence of the low degree of excellence in even the steam-press work ac- 


cepted. 
8. The introduction of the steam press has led to the adoption of a lower 
standard for the work accepted. Mr. Sullivan (present assistant ch directed 
acceptance of work done by steam-press that a child on the street would not 
object to; and the former superintendent of the bureau, Mr. Burrill, reported 
to Secretary Folger the existence of a lower standard of excellence as to steam- 
press work as compared with hand-press work. 

6. The steam-press prints comparatively damp or dry sheets with the same 
degree of speed, and in this respect can not exercise the discrimination con- 
stantly observed by the hand-press printer. 

7. It has not yet been demonstrated that steam-press work is cheaper than 
hand-press work. Mr. Graves’s recent letter to Congress ignores the following 
sources of expense in connection with steam.press work : 

a, The royalty paid for privilege of using a press—$500 for each press. 

b. The amount paid to master machinist in charge of steam press (Mr. Harley 
Pos amount paid for rebuilding a new press were neither included under hea 
ofrepairs. 

c. The greater wastage in steam press over hand press on account of imperfect 
sheets thrown out, 

To this might be added a fourth most important point: 

d. Mr. Graves,in estimating comparative performance of two presses, has 
placed it at4jtol. This ignores the fact that all the slow and difficult work is 


6908 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JULY 27, 


done by the hand vress and relatively swift work by the steam press, instead of 
estimating the performance of the two in doing the same class of work. This 
error in estimation is believed sufficient to reduce the proportion from 4} toa 
possible 3 to 1 and reduce saving to nothing. 

8. Mr. Graves's last report to Congress and letter in Book of Estimates show 
that he estimates the capacity of the two kinds of presses as 5 to1,and upon this 
basis anticipates a saving of (about) $149,000 per year from use of three steam 
presses, His last letter diminishes this estimated capacity to 4} and decreases 
anticipated saving by about $30,000. The other ignored points would about ex- 
tinguish the remainder of the $149,000, 

9, An element of fraud has entered into former measurements of comparative 

erformances of the two kinds of presses. Mr. Little was specially instructed 

y Mr. Milligan, a former press-room superintendent under the present assist- 
ant chief of the bureau, to so execute steam work as to secure results more fa- 
vorabie to it than are secured in the course of ordinary work. 

If Mr. Graves is called before your committee, I should be glad to be notified 
to be preson - 

have the honor to be, very respectfully, yours, 


. H. RALSTON, 
Allorney forthe Executive Board, Knights of Labor. 
1326 F street, northwest. 
Hon. JOSEPH WHEELER, 
Chairman Committee on Expenditures in the 
Department, House of Representatives. 


' Mr. BLAIR. ‘The committee of the Knights of Labor interested in 
this matter have called upon me several times in regard to it, and said 
that they had had no opportunity of being heard before our Committee 
on Finance since the lengthy statement, which is a document of con- 
siderable length—I have it here at hand somewhere—made by Mr. 
Graves, and they controvert the great part of what he states in the 
miscellaneous document containing his statement, which is forty-seven 
pages in length. They said they desired to be heard, but for some 
reason, either from lack of insistence or failure to understand the ways 
of getting around this Capitol, they had not been heard, and there has 
been no action by the committee. They have given me this paper, 
which they say they will be glad to substantiate by evidence, and I 
introduce it because it becomes pertinent by this amendment, because 
as the bill comes from the House it is designed to keep us from getting 
any deeper in this matter until we find out where we are, but which, 
if stricken out, will leave the superintendent in his animus at liberty 
to purchase and employ steam-presses to any extent he sees fit. They 
say: 

z HOW THE GOVERNMENT GET THE PRESSES. 

First. The cost for privilege of construction is $500, 

Second. The cost of patterns for the diferent presses is $400 for each size, and 
it is stipulated in agreement said patterns must be returned to owners when 
press is constructed. 

Third. ‘Twelve hundred and fifty dollars is paid for the construction of each 
press by the Government, 

Fourth. A royalty of $1 is paid on every 1,000 impressions printed on these 
presses while in use, 

Fifth. An employé of the bureau made all the improvement that is on said 
Leones and claimed he was forced to surrender his drawings and plans to the 
patentees. 


They have dwelt upon this with great explicitness, that the real use 
of these presses, so far as the Government is concerned, has been ac- 
complished by an employé of the Government, and thus these outside 
patentees are enabled, by means of the money of the Government itself 
paid to its own employé who has operated these presses, to obtain an 
advantage over the Government to the extent of the revenue they get 
from these presses, and we are invited to permit this process to go on 
indefinitely and without investigation. 


Sixth. Mr. Graves, in his testimony before Banking and Currency Committee, 
stated, “Among other things I have increased Mr. Harley’s pay recently, simply 
on account of his services,” (Page 84, stenographer's report. 

Seventh. The work done on these presses is inferior, and a lower standard has 
been adopted in the examination of steam-press work, (See Little’s testimony, 
Banking and Currency Committee, and page 17, Miscellaneons Document 131, 
Senate.) 

Mr. Graves has failed to show any saving in steam-presses. In computing 
his alle; saving he ignored the following important items: First, cost of priv- 
ilege o Aerian For $500; second, repairs of presses; third, spoilage of work; 
fourth, cost of patterns; fifth, Harley’s salary. 

We can show that the laboralone on one press getting reconstructed amounted 
to near $1,000. 

The late Colonel Irish says— 

I invite the attention of the Senate to this, for it is the judgment of 
Colonel Irish as to the relative meritof these two kinds of work. This 
is quoted from page 18 of Miscellaneous Document No, 131— 


“The bureau is fully equipped with hand-roller presses and need not make 
farther outlay in many years. It is obvious” he continued, “therefore, that to 
justify any of such presses ” (steam-presses), ‘‘ there must be a substan’ saving 
to the Government in the cost of operating the pover; resses as compared with 
the hand-presses. This would not be the case if very large sumsshould be paid 
for privileges and royalties to justify their use. The sums to be paid should be 
adjusted so as to make the cost of the work, including royalties and privileges, 
at least 50 per cent. cheaper than hand-presses,”’ 

We would also call your attention to the fact that no showing has been made 
in estimates or figures showing any greater saving than 18 per cent., and in this 
showing several items have not been considered that would even reduce this 
saving if such it be, (Ex. Doc. 1, part 4, Forty-ninth Congress, page 692.) Bids of 
Treasury Department, American Bank Note Company, and Franklyn Bank Note 
Company for printing of postage-stamps will show and carry out this statement 
above as to saving in cost between hand and steam. 

‘The above report also contains the following language, on page 690, speaking 
of the cost of printing: **The two previous contracts expressly stipulated that 
the printing should be done on hand-roller presses, the use of steam-presses 
under the contract immediately preceding the same, which was silent as to the 
mode of printing, having resulted in extremely unsatisfactory work.” 


I have also matter which they stated that they would desire tosubmit. 
They present the case pointedly and briefly, and yet it seems long, be- 


= 


cause there are many points stated that they desired to submit to the 
Committee on Finance, I ask that this little pamphlet, which is one of 
eight pages, be printed in the RECORD without troubling the Senate 


to listen to my reading it. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paper will be printed in the 


RECORD unless objection be made. 
The paper is as follows: 


Letter to the chairman of the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury De- 
ogy of the House of Representatives, in answer to a communication 
rom Mr, E. O, Graves, Chief of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, rela- 
a to comparative cost and excellence of steam and hand press plate-print- 
ng. 
Hon, JOSEPH WHEELER, 
Chairman of the Commitee on ne in the 
Treasury Department, House of Representatives: 


Siz: I leave to submit the following reply to report sent by Mr. E. O, 
Graves to the Senate Committee on Finance on May 9, 1888, which report has 
recently, I understand, been laid before your committee, 

Mr. Graves’s report as to the expediency of discontinuing steam-press work 
for plate-printing is designed to cover the two questions as to relative excel- 
lence of work and economy as compared with hand printing. Upon the ques- 
tion of excellence of work permit me to call your attention to the following 
features of Mr. Graves’s communication. About page 13 Mr. Graves says: 

“As to the comparative meritsof steam printing and hand printing, it may be 
cer eng Speaking in the widest sense, steam printing is not equal to hand 
printing. 

He then attempts to qualify this statement by applying it only to the black 
faces of notes, bonds, and drafts, and intimating that the same rule does not 
hold good in what he is pleased to regard as a lower grade of work, such as 
backs, ete. That this supposed qualification is in itself baseless he shows on 
the following page, when, in referring to the matter, he says: 

“If all of this work [greenbacks] could be done by hand by the most skillful 
and conscientious workmen, in the most careful manner, and under the most 
favorable conditions, there is no doubt that the printing by that process would 
best out the intention of the engraver,” etc. 

Isubmit that if Mr. Graves does not now have in his employment “ the most 
skillful and conscientious workmen,” wha will do their work “ in the most care- 
ful manner,” or if he does not ely them with “the most favorable condi- 
tions,” he owes a prompt and satisfactory explanation to Congress, and should 
not be allowed, without being held to the fullest accountability, to plead such 
wants in such a controversy as this. Should a private firm obtain a reputation 
for the finest work, and afterward, upon producing inferior work, strive to ex- 
plain its ‘deficiencies by suggesting “the actual conditions under which work 
must be done in a large establishment” (page 14), a reduction of business would 
soon attest the insufficiency of the excuse, 

But the report under consideration shows that, however much Mr, Graves’s 
conclusions may be affected by his love for the steam press, in his own heart he 
recognizes the correctness of the position taken by the Knights of Labor. About 
page 4, after referring to the present degradation of the work performed in his 

ureau upon the national-bank notes, contrasting the former beautiful plate- 

rinting of the Landing of Columbus, in black, surrounded bya green border of 
handsome and intricate design, with the present common brown print, with sur- 
face printing of a number in the center, he says of the latter: 

“It does not furnish the best security against counterfeiting, and is greatly 
inferior to the backs of the series of 1875, which it replaced. 1t would, in my 
opinion. be wise policy te restore the two plate printings of the old design,” 

We are content to accept Mr. Graves’s statement upon this point, and to ap- 
ply the same reasoning to the faces of the silver certificates, ete., which now re- 
ceive a single plate printing, together with a surface printing of the seal. We 
believe it is true of these notes, as well as of the backs of the national-bank 
notes, that the present method of production “does not furnish the best secur- 
ity against counterfeiting.” Mr. Graves shrinks from the conclusion of e 
2 (?) of this report (possibly on account of supposed added expense), yet logic- 
ally he must come to it. 

On page 2 of the report Mr. Graves very truly says that “the chief pur of 
the elaborate pore upon the public securities isto prevent counterfeiting,” 
and on page 3, refe: g to the former backs‘of the national-bank notes, he says, 
“the two printings (plate printings) and the quality of the work furnish excel- 
lent protection against counterfeiting.” He also explains why itis that plate 

rinting is superior to surface printing. Yet in spite of these opinions, so 

rankly expressed, the fact is, that instead of the three plate printings which 
make the face of the earlier United States currency a thing of beauty and a de- 
fiance to the arts of the counterfeiter, we now have a single plate printing with 
one surface printing, while the national-bank note backs have fallen from two 
beautiful pie printings of intricate designs to one plate printing and one sur- 
face printing, and the backs of the silver certificates now receive a single n 
plate printing, executed not in such manner that the “quality of the work fur- 
nishes excellent protection against counterfeiting,” but after such fashion that 
the champion of the steam presses confesses on page li, they “lack something 
of the fullness of color of the very best hand rope 

I need scarcely remind your committee that, as I haye heretofore explained, 
the want of * fullness of color” indicates that the finest lines have been utterly 
wi outand extinguished, and the remaining ones have not received their 
full effect, and the whole has been rendered therefore more easy of reproduction, 
as having less decidedly the protective characteristics of plate-printing. 

Before leaving the subject of comparative excellence of work, it may as worth 
while to refer to Mr. Graves’s remarks on 12 as to the garstamps. He 
admits that they “do not come up to quite the same standard of excellence as 
the other securities printed by this press.” The same fact has also been ad- 
mitted, as we are prepared to show, by Mr. Morgan, chief of the press room. 
But Mr, Graves is not deterred from the use of the steam-press on these stamps 
for this reason, as he immediately finds that “from the bag bem which they are 
issued and used (they) are not exposed to the same risk of being counterfeited 
as notes or bonds." 

Here is another plain intimation that superiority of eh gonacogrecs 7 is a protec- 
tion, coupled with a more than doubtful statement of fact as to liability tocoun- 
terfeiting. The records of the Secret Service show that numbers of counterfeit 
plates of revenue stamps are yearly taken and destroyed, 


HOMER LEE PRESS. 


In speaking of this press (page 4), the idea is conveyed that no plate-printer 
is needed for it. This is erroneous, A plate-printer is employed at $5 per day. 

Mr. Graves confesses the inferiority of the work done by this press, for he 
says ‘‘ the impressions produ have not the fullness and richness of 
color of the best hand-work.” Ihave already commented upon the meaning 
of an expression similar to this. Again, Mr. Graves inferentially admits that 
the production of this press is not tested by the same rigid rule as is applied to 
hand-work, for he says 5): 

“ It is not at all material that the printing should conform to the arbitrary 
a of hand-printing, so long as the essential element of security is net 


1888. 


Heye is a distinct recognition of a different standard for the work of this press 
from that used for hand-work, and I have already alluded to the existence of 
such different standard as to the Homer Lee press, as shown by the report of 
ex-Chief Burrill. 

To quote Mr, Burrill’s exact words : 

“ That this substitution [machine for hand pole has notaccomplished 
successful results is demonstrated by the fact that the quality of work doneupon 
it [the Lee press] in this bureau has not reached a PEET sufficiently high to 
be measured by that which governs all other work.” 

And he continues with much more to Jike effect. 


THE MILLIGAN PRESS, 


I need scarcely refer to the half-hearted commendations of this press quoted 
by Mr. Graves. I am not surprised to learn, knowing the conditions surround- 
ing the test, that a Treasury committee reported that “certain classes of work 
might be satisfactorily printed on the press with more economy and more ra- 
pi wy than by hand press,” or that another committee found that several classes 
of printing “* might be done on that press in a satisfactory manner and with con- 
siderable saving to the Government,” or that non-practical chiefs, such as Mr. 
Irish and Mr. Graves, should be imposed upon in matter. We have but to 
bear in mind the fact that in the competitions between the two presses special 
instructions have been quietly issued to the printers employed on the steam 
press to use methods not employed in the ordinary course of steam printing 
ane ae to produe O moos Serge gir press. 

r. Burri is quo! as reporting partment that Milligan press 
is * * * a hand-printing press, so faras the application of intelligence tothe 
polishing process is concerned, and its condition of work is and the standard of 
the ge of it and its examination are the same as for the hand presses.” 

While I do not wish to question the sincerity of Mr. Burrill in his belief as to 
the standard for examination of the work ofthis press, we are prepared to show 
again, as we have shown before, that the then and now assistant chief of the 
bureau directed acceptance of work done by steam press that a child on the 
street would not object to. 


COMPARATIVE ECONOMY, 


pe e ‘figures 
upon which he based a recent answer to a House resolution (see Doc, 210, 


thi 
estimated the cost per thousand im 


ieth Congress, first session) he ressions 
on the steam press at $6.28; on the hand press, $15.51; leaving a net gain by the 
use of the steam press of $9.23, instead of $4, for each dollar of ro pai 


Mr. Graves's figures somewhere lack the prime element of ageper A 
as before, wide of 
the mark. In Executive Document ager heal Aenbgenen ‘Congress,first sessi: 


Graves ever seems to haye bestowed upon s ee that the cost of printing 


in presenting such a statement as 
upon. Besides a manifest exagge! 
them has ignored the fact that after the passage of the bill 


suppose that 
Aik ponie imi 
Graves in comp: 


same manner. 

To replace the Homer Lee press by hand-presses he estimates would call for 
the employment of five additional plate printers and five assistants,and would 
increase the annual expense by $5,124. Inasmuch as Mr. Graves's est esti- 
mate has been‘that one press did the work of five printers,and as one printer with 
an assistant is already employed to take of this press, under no circum- 
stances could more than four additional men and four assistants be called for. 
But Mr. Graves's estimate of additional cost is also further erroneous for the 
same reasons that his estimates of comparative expense of the two presses is 


would uire the employment of at least seventy-three additional printers and 
thirty-eight additio: printers’ assistants, and add $95,465 to the annual cost of 
nta: g the bureau. 


ments, We see, therefore, that no reliance can be placed 


points of the communication we are considering need but a 
passing At the beginning of Mr. Graves’s administration two hundred 
and twenty-five plate- found employmentin the bureau. Now it con- 
tains but one hun and eighty-seyen. If we are told that this reduction is 
in consequence of the Con; ent restricting the number to one 
hundred and eighty-seven, we have to say that this restriction was made at 
Mr, Graves’s request, Our special reason for referring to the reduced number 
is to answer, as far as the fact goes, the allegation that the bureau is not large 
enough to contain the printers necessary to do the work by hand. The Goy- 
ernment already owns sufficient ground about the present bureau on which to 
place without inconvenience another building of the same size were the neces- 
sity for it to exist. But thereshould be no E pagesa of economy when the safety 
of the Government issues is the matter under consideration., Upon this point 
we can not do better than quote from the report of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency (H, R. No. 150, second session Forty-third grees cater 22 

“All these circumstances have satisfied the committee that methods of print- 
ing, numbering, sealing, and cot ap ig! the securities of the United States ought 
to be ado; which will approach the nearest to being absolutely secure against 
error and fraud, eyen if such methods should be much more expensive than 
others having less ties of protection.” 

a page 0) with to internal-revenue stamps: 

“While the individual citizen may have Se pan ttle interest in the 

. These suffer, and the honest 
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The views of the committee which signed the oregoing opinions were 
adopted by Can; and the legislation at that time recommended by them 
was enated into law. 

It may be that, as contended by Mr. Graves, a smaller per cent. of silver cer- 
tificates (printed on both steam and hand presses) have returned for redemption 
within a given time than was formerly the case with the United States legal- 
tenders. The explanation is twofold. First, the silver certificates were issued 
at a time when there was a of notes of the lower denominations, 
They met an immediate an Uranga Datos for change, and were therefore not 
readily presented for redemption. md, the silver certificates are printed 
upon paper of a much tougher fiber than that used for the legal-tenders, and 
se may therefore be expected to continue in circulation a longer time. 

either of these reasons at all affects the question of hand and steam print- 
ing. Our contention is simply that the printing of the back by steam calenders 
the face and renders it less suitable to receive su uent face impression, 
and that thereby the face impression is deteriorated. Upon this point I again 
refer to my ee A PRESE cpr i to Pion per be eat 

The condition of the postage-stamps on s steam-press may be satis- 
factory to the Post-Office Department. Ti can hardly be to any one who cares 
for excellence in governmental work. Weare pre toe: it to your com- 
mittee sheets of stamps purchased without selection and displaying the most 
striking variations in color and shading in the different parts of the sheet, in 
one ag rë fine lines being wi completely out and in its near neighbor 
the lines having been left so full of ink as to produce a " mashed” impression. 

SHALL THE CHIEF AND ASSISTANT CHIEF BE ENGRAVERS AND PRINTERS? 

I do not intend to poy to the allegations of alleged gone § Saino by 

Mr. Graves under this head. Inasmuch as they are not placed in comparison 


with results obtained by any man practically uainted with the business, they 
are absolutely not pe ent to the question under discussion, and may be dis- 
without farther remark. - 


No chief of the bureau has ever given so conspicuous an illustration of the 
need of a practical man in his place as has Mr. Graves, nor has he eyer exposed 
the need as completely as in the document we are now examining. 


re an 16 he says: 
n e there is no exact way of determining the exact Vei ie of pressure ap- 
plied to the paper by the impression-roller on either the d or the steam 
presses, there is no reason to believe that it is greater on one press than on the 
other., 


Any tyro in mechanics knows that the presses on either hand or steam press 
can be measured with the same precision that a barrel of flour can be weighed. 
No practical man would make the stupendous blunder of doubting this. In re- 
ply to this assertion of Mr. Graves, we offer, atany time opportunity is given us, 
to make complete tests of the relative and absolute pressure in the two presses. 

If the non-practical chief of the bureau denies the ability to measure pressure, 
he may well be pardoned the further error of employing steam presses upon 
work for which only hand presses are sufficient, 

(We take this occasion to again say that the ior pressure of the hand 
press can be testified to by scores of employés of the bureau, and that the un- 
equal stretching of the pab as a result of it can be shown most convincingly 
by both steam and han A rieg printers, as weli as by ga employed in ex- 
amining the sheets after they have been printed upon, Mr. Graves’s assertion to 
the contrary notwithstanding.) 

A P men have already cost the Government as chiefs of the bureau 
many thousands of dollars. The Government lost hundreds of thousands in 
experimenting with a hydraulic printing press, experiments directed by a non=- 
practical chief. Hundreds of thousands more were wasted by another non-prac- 
tical chief in an effort to size paper after printing. At the present time a third 
non-practical chief is spending about ,000 per annum as royalty for steam 
presses doing defective and inferior work, 

It is interesting to quote Mr. Graves’s opinion of a mechanic: 

“A plate printer is a mechanic, apprenticed to the trade at an ay, age, with- 
out any requirement of education or special inte nee, and spending all his 
working hours in a narrow mechanical routine. He has little taste or oppor- 
tunity for the requirement of general knowledge. It is im ible to conceive 
what qualification to manage a great and intricate bureau, in which perplexing 

uestions of the administration, of legal construction, and of departmental prac- 

ice are continually arising, and the chief officers of which must have frequent 
official intercourse with the high officers of the Government, would be fu ed 
by men skilled in performing the porely mechanical operations of plate print- 
ing. Such a craftsman might, indeed, free himself from the trammels of his 
trade, and turn to other pursuits which would qualify him for other things, but 
just to erns he should do so he would fall short of the ‘ practical’ working 
required. 

After reading this, one unconsciously calls to mind the fact that one Benjamin 
Franklin, brought up in a “ narrow, mechanical routine,” afterward became a 
successful mana; of printing offices, and even held “ intercourse with the high 
officials of the Government,” and from time to time hobnobbed with kings. 
William Orton, a printer, also freed “ himself from the trammels of his trade,” 
and became president of the Western Union Telegrenh Company. The Harper 
Brothers were also Kany printers,and became business ma: of possibly 
ocr model ae iscountry. Horace Greeley, s, a an wisest 
self as a pra’ newspaper r, was received upon terms of equa’ 
“high officials,” and even aenea, i to become a candidate for the Preaidenie, 
A former ter was but recently ed as a prominent candidate for the 
position of ef-Justice of the United States, and has been known to entertain 
on be ecg pe men holding higher positions than that of Chief of the Bureau. 


Members of your honorable committee in their own personsattest the stupend- 
ous ood of the assumptions in which Mr. Graves indulged when he penned 
the ph above quoted. 


paragra 
ButIneednot DAUR instances. Thereare to-day many members of learned 
professions who “ pull” plate printing presses under the direction of this man, 
who considers them not suitable to have intercourse with high officials. We 
need not fear that among such men as these we can not find many capable of 
filling with honor to themselyes and advantage tothe Government the position 
of Chief of the Bureau. 


Very respectfully, yours, { 
J. H. RALSTON, 

Attorney for the Executive Board, Knights of Labor. 
Now, Mr. President, so far as this amendment raises the question 
which of these two kinds of work be the better, I simply say that there 
is nothing to show that the steam-press work is superior. The ques- 
tion is raised whether it be notinferior. So far as I know, the balance 
of evidence is in that direction. ‘There is no evidence to show that 
there is any substantial saving in the matter of cost; and in the con: 
troversy onne so important a matter as the integrity of the curs 
rency of the United States, when the other House have found against 
this steam-press work, and have indicated their opinion in that direc- 
tion, I think Iam justified in asking that the committee recede from its 
amendment, and let the matter go until it can be still further investi- 

gated, and not increase the use of the steam-presses, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Iam obliged to differ with the committee on this 
matter. I do not believe that the best work can yet be possibly done 
by machinery—the best work in plate printing. T. are some things 
that can not be done by machinery. We see very respectable chro- 
mos, it is true, but nobody supposes that a first-class work of art, a 
painting, can be made by a machine. It requires the mind and the 
individual finger, hand, soul, and eye of the artist to do it. 

It is true of this work that it can not be conducted in chromo style, 
and one evidence of that is that the bureau does not print the face of 
bills by machinery, it prints the back, as that is supposed to be of less 
importance. Upon it there is usually only one tint, the green, and 
a little darker or a little lighter shade here and there is not of so much 
consequence. They have not yet had the audacity and disregard of 

„art to attempt to print by machinery such exquisite engravings as we 
still continue to have in the Treasury Department. ‘We have issued 
the handsomest paper moneyin the world. ‘There is nothing finer in 
the way of vignettes and portraits to be found, in my judgment, inart 
anywhere than can be found in our Federal money, and nobody has 
yet ventured to print by machine the admirably engraved faces of 
Martha Washington, and Hancock, and Hendricks, and Garfield that 
Iholdjn my hand. That is done by the delicate touch of the hand, 
which alone can perform the task perfectly, as I will explain in a few 
moments. 

These finely cut plates of steel are inked over by a hand-roller, and 
then they are rubbed over with soft cloth or other material to take off 
the surplusink. Where the cut of the plate is deeper, the ink is of 
course abundant, and much must be left there for a dark impression. 
Where the engraving is light and delicate less ink is required, but care 
must be taken not to wipe off too much. ‘The final wiping is done by 
ball of the hand, and with practice the true plate-printer becomes ex- 
quisitely correct with eye and hand. No machine is a substitute for 
the eye, the hand, the skill and training of the plate-printer. He 
leaves just the right quantity of ink in the fine trenches of the plate 
and none at all where none is needed. His hand goes with an inde- 
scribable delicacy over the beautiful vignette. Then the plate is put 
under the hand-press, where the hand of the trained artisan follows it, 
and there comes out an impression wonderful in clearness, fineness, and 
precision. 

Now a certain kind of beantiful work can be done by machinery. 
Take the back of one of these bills, and look at these extraordinary con- 
volutions of fine lines found there. That is done by a machine, and 
the hand could not do that with such fearful accuracy. The geometric 
lathe does it. 

But who would undertake to engrave with a machine the face of 
Madame Washington on the bill I hold inmy hand? No two lines are 
exactly alike in strength or direction. Only the live hand can give 
those inimitable touches, But that plate must be printed by hand as 
well as engraved by hand to do it justice. 

I think I am stating the simple truth, as every artisan of this field 
will tell you that you can not maintain the excellence of the work of 
the Government by this steam plate-printing. Even in so printing the 
back we find that the dampening and the stretching are irregular and 
the register is not perfect. You can often find that the printing of 
the two sides does not exactly coincide, and when the bills are cut you 
will find the width of margins varying, and in some cases even some 
of the impression cut off. 

I would stand by the House provision and not enlarge the number of 
these steam-presses, because they do not do as good work, and in these 
peculiarly delicate things they never will, in my judgment. It is not 
safe to say that anything will not be done in this mechanical and in- 
ventive age, but the machine is not master here yet. 

For an illustration see the type-setting business. Every publisher 
of books or newspapers has been these many, many years saying to in- 
ventors who claimed to have a perfect type-setting machine, ** Prove 
it; come along with your type-setter; we are waiting for it.” Every 
day a man comes along and says, ‘‘I have got it; I candoit—Eureka!”’ 
.“* Do it,” says the publisher; and yet they have not fully done it yet. 
The publisher says, ‘‘Show that you can do it, and then you are rich, 
abundantly rich. They do partof it; but they can not do it all. All 
the so-called “reading matter’? in the London Times for some years 
has been set up by machines, but in the variegated work of the adver- 
tisements the hand of the compositor is still necessary. In short, 
there is still room for individual character and skill; the machine is 
not everything. 

This is not an ordinary case of objecting to a labor-saving machine 
because it might dispense with workmen. By no means. There is 
no mechanic, certainly no intelligent American mechanic, who does 
not know that he is every day in danger of competition with an in- 
vention in some kinds of work. It is almost inevitable. 

While in this instance the plate-printers may have some prejudice 
against a machine because it reduces the number of employed artisans, 
I aoe that most decidedly they have the judgment of true artists on 
their side. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, the Committee on Appropriations 


FETS 


found, upon examining this paragraph respecting appropriations tor the 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing, two inconsistent provisions. One 
was that there should be a limited number of plate-printers required 
in the first place, and then that a certain number of these machines 
should be used—sixteen of them—the number now employed in the bu- 
reau. Of course the House, by the provision they inserted, indirectly, 
although not directly, provided that sixteen of these machines should 
beused. If these machines are what the Senator from Connecticut and 
the Senator from New Hampshire say they are, they ought to be taken 
out immediately. The committee had a delegation of the plate-print- 
ers before them and listened to their statements. They did say with 
great emphasis that the printing done by these steam-presses was not 
such printing as should be executed upon notes that are intended to 
circulate, and they wanted this proviso retained, I believe. 

Mr. BLAIR. Yes. 

Mr. ALLISON. On the other hand the Superintendent of this 
Bureau of Engravingand Printing wanted to buy more of the machines, 
and therefore he wanted us to cut down the number of plate-printers 
named in this paragraph. 

The Committee on Appropriations not being practical printers, not 
being skilled in engraving, and not having the time to go into a care- 
ful and elaborate consideration of so important a matter as the ques- 
tion of the currency and how it should be printed and executed, be- 
lieved that the wisest thing to do was to put this responsibility where 
it properly belonged, namely, with the Secretary of the Treasury. He 
is the responsible officer, having charge of the entire printing of the 
currency, and is it to be supposed for a moment that a Secretary of the 
Treasury, responsible for a thousand millions of paper money—because 
all our paper money is printed under his direction—will, when his at- 
tention is called to this question, allow for a single instant inferior 
work to be done there? ‘Therefore we felt that it was an injustice for 
us by legislation to undertake to limit and prescribe and control a re- 
sponsible Cabinet officer in the execution of a great trust which the 
law confides to him. 

Hence we said, we will leave this matter so that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, if he chooses, can put into the street these sixteen presses 
which itis alleged do notdo proper work, andemploy, asthe Senatorfrom 
Connecticut says he should employ, just so many hand plate-printers 
as will be necessary for the execution of this work, if it should be exe- 
cuted. So the committee, after looking the field all over, feeling its 
incompetency to decide so important a question as this is in the way 
we were compelled to decide it, and in the way the Senate will be 
compelled to decide it if it decides it one way or the other, because it 
is not in the nature of things that each Senator can have the informa- 
tion that the Senator from Connecticut and the Senator from New 
Hampshire have on this subject—so the committee said, ‘‘We will 
strike this all out and leave the Secretary of the Treasury to execute 
the trust which the law confides to him in a respectable way for the 
benefit of those who use this money and pass it from hand to hand.” 
That was the motive. So the Senator from Connecticut does not differ 
from the committee. The committee simply say that in a legislative 
way we can not run every bureau and every machine in this Govern- 
ment. 

I had the support of the Senator from New Hampshire in the first 
amendment to this paragraph, because he says that the number o: 
plate-printers should not be confined as the House confined it. Finding 
these two inconsistent provisions, one compelling the Bureau of En- 
graving and Prin to use these machines and the other simply say- 
ing that they shall buy no more of them, we struck out the proviso 
without expressing an opinion upon this question. If whatis here said 
be true, the Secretary of the Treasury is the proper officer to turn 
these presses into the street and yy such instrumentalities as will 
secure good work in the Bureau of Engraving and Printing. 

I think the Senator from Connecticut will admit that the Committee 
on Appropriations did wisely in not limiting the number of plate- 
printers. Now, if we shall not limit their number, why is it that we 
shall here in a legislative way direct the Secretary of the Treasury to 
saa rg Deae he has and not buy any more? That is all there is 
about i 

But I think justice to the Chief of the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing requires that I should send to the Secretary’s desk his Tetter 
upon this subject and have it read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INGRAYVING AND bie ahaa 
Sm: In reply to the inquiry made of me when I was last before your com- 
mittee, I have the honor to state that six additional steam-power plate-printing 
presses of the Mil could be used to advantage in this bureau in 
the printing of the publio securities, The introduction of this additional num- 
ber of presses would cause an annual saving of upwards of $23,000, and enable 
the bureau to accomplish its work in a er and with a less number of 
operatives than if the additional work were to be done by hand. The last twelve 
presses of this pattern introduced into this bureau have ghar entirely suc- 
. “All of the backs of the new silver certificates of the denominations 
of $1, $2, $5, and $10 have for many months been ted upon these presses ina 
manner which, in the opinion of the e: of this bureau.and of other ex- 
perts in bank-note printing, is fully to the best hand work,” 
of quality of the work it is only n: 


For ecessary to refer to the cer- 
cates themselves. In clearness, sharpness, and pacer + Oo im: ion, and 
all the qualities which tend to prevent successful co ting, are up to 
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the highest standard. The pees spoiled to the paper by the steam-presses 
is no greater than that applied by the hand-press, and does not stretch or injure 
the paper in the least, as careful measurement and testing have repeatedly 
shown. The record of issues and redemptions shows that the durability of this 
issue of certificates is greater than thatof any previous issue of notes. though 
these machines are known as ‘‘steam-presses”’ they retain all the advantages 
of the hand-printing process, Only the purely mechanical work, which requires 
power without special intelligence or skill, is done by machinery. The ink, 
pres, and materials are the same as those on the presses operated by 
nd, while the final polishing of the plate, which is the part of the work where 
intelligence and skill are brought into play, is done by hand precaeiy as on the 
hand presses, “The appicsnon of steam-power to plate-printing presses isin 
the line of the mechanical deyelopment which has long been taking place in 
ar other branch of industry, and especially in typographic and lithographie 
pi ng. 
“One or more steam-power plate-printing presses are in use in every large 
apne er establishmentin the country, and if this bureau isto hold its own 
n competition with them it must resort to the Iabor-saving devices which they 
employ.” It is hardly necessary that I should endeavor t refute the ancient 
fallacy which lies at the bottom of the opposition to these presses, that any de- 
vice which lessens the amount of labor required to produce a given result is an 
injury to the laboring man. If no further steam-presses are introduced it will 
be necessary to increase the force of plate-printers from one hundred and eighty- 
seven to two hundred and twelve. This increase will be necessary in order to 
enable the bureau to grant to the plate-printers the leaves of absence allowed 
by law and to do the work within the regular hours, If the six presses are in- 
troduced the work can be done with one hundred and ninety plate-printers, an 
increase of three over the present number. The introduction of the presses 
would, therefore, not work to the disadvantage of the printers now employed, 
but would simply obviate the goea of employing additional printers. 
For fuller information concerning the work of the steam-presses, I bave the 
honor to refer to a letter addressed by me to the Secretary of the Treasury May 
9, 1888, printed in Senate Miscellaneous Document No. 131, Fiftieth Congress, 


session, 
Respectfally, yours, 
E. O. GRAVES, 
Chief of Bureau. 
Hon: Wiit1aM B. ALLISON, 
Chairman Commillee on Appropriations, United Slates Senate, 


Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, the letter is interesting and it gives 
me pleasure to comment on some of its observations, Mr. Graves says 
if we are going to compete with engravers outside in cheapness we 
have got to use the labor-saving devices that they use. Now, outside 
companies do a great deal of cheap work, commercial work, railroad 
bonds and things of that kind, that will answer perfectly well if done 
by machinery, but some of the largest customers in New York City 
put into their contracts with the American Bank-Note Company the 
condition that the company shall not use machines, but that the work 
shall be done in the good old way, the only true and artistic way, by 
hand. 

You can not compete, of course, in the mere matter of cheapness, 
but in much ordinary commercial work the character of the work, 
whether it be a shade above or ashade below, is of minor consequence. 
The rough printing machine will answer, for the plates do not bear the 
exquisite lines and the fine artistic shading that we have always ex- 

ted to find in our paper money. 

Mr. ALLISON. They print all our revenue stamps in the bureau. 

Mr. HAWLEY. They print allour revenue stamps. A little stamp 
is one thing. That might be done by machinery possibly. It is just 
slapped upon some article of merchandise and then immediately ruined. 

Mr. Graves says that all the purely mechanical work in the operation 
is done by the machine, and there is an opportunity for the artistic 
hand tocomein. I will tell you just how much of that is done. 

The ink is run on by machinery, the plate is wiped automatically, 
and while the machine is still operating the swift hand of the skillful 
printer gets a hasty dab at the plate. If he gives just the requisite 
touchit isa happy accident. They can not avoid trying to get the hand 
finish. The plate-printer may long to get in just one more touch to 
perfect his plate, but it is gone. Some money is saved and some in- 
artistic work is done. 

If you are going to make mere cheapness the requisite, why use en- 
graved plates atall? Why not print the notes with a common prinț- 
ing press from electrotype plates? But we have found that the best 
protection against counterfeiting isin the best engraving and plate-print- 
ingdone in the world. Only the best work gives that protection, and 
though it appears to be the more costly, it is cheapest in the end. 

Mr. ALLISON. The statement so well made by the Senator from 
Connecticut was made more elaborately by the plate-printers before the 
committee, and I must say they convinced me of the general truth of 
the statement that it was impossible to make as perfect work for en- 
graving by machinery as by hand; but that does not answer the ques- 
tion. The responsibility is with the Secretary of the Treasury, and it 
e not for us to run that Department by legislation, I submit to the 

nator. J 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think it is sometimes necessary to legislate in 

to it. 

Mr. BLAIR. Upon justthat point I desire tosaya word. This bu- 
reau, of course, was created by legislation, and every year there has 
been more or less of legislation relative to its efficiency and to the man- 
ner in which its duties have been performed. I donot recollect aCon- 
gress in which this subject—not this particular point, but what they 
are doing at the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, the way in which 
they do it—has not been the subject of discussion in one or both 
branches of Congress, and we have always had jurisdiction of it, not- 
withstanding the existence of the Secretary of the Treasury. I pre- 


sume he has never undertaken to regulate his action save only as in 
accordance with the laws which have been made here on this subject, 
and it has so come to pass that under provisions of law they have in- 
troduced these machines. 

I can not recall the special reference to past appropriation bills, but 
T see the chairman is here, and I see a gentleman near him whose good 
memory undoubtedly will correct me if I am wrong in stating that this 
very subject-matter has been heretofore discussed in Congress and per- 
haps before the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. ALLISON. Discussed in this way, that last year for the first 
time we limited the number of plate-printers. 

Mr. BLAIR. .Very well. That was. in other words, a provision 
that more mechanics might be employed. 

Mr. ALLISON. ‘That the machines there should continue to be em- 
ployed. That was the restriction last year. 

Mr. BLAIR. It is a matter of no consequence to me what they did 
formerly. If the committee admit that Congress on their recommenda- 
tion did take supervision of this machine business, whether they en- 
larged it, whether they lessened it, or what they did to it, they did not 
admit by their action heretofore, and their precedents are against this 
claim, that they will now come forward and throw the whole responsi- 
bility upon the Secretary of the Treasury. He is a busy man, as well 
as are members of Congress, and it may be that he will be unable to 
make, or at all events it would seem from the opinion of the chairman 
of the committee that he has been unable to make those necessary in- 
vestigations, which have shown him that these machines are doing in- 
ferior work to the hand work, for, I take it, it will be granted by every- 
body that it is the quality of the work, almost utterly regardless of the 
expense, which we ought to legislate to secure, for there may be a sin- 
gle impression of a counterfeit that will cost the Government or the peo- 
ple of the country vastly more than the entire expense of running the 
bureau, even when it was all operated by hand machines and by hand 
work. 

It is the quality of the work which we are to secure, and the ques- 
tion here is one as to the quality of the work, and the chairman of 
the committee concedes, from the best information he can get, that the 
quality of work which the machines do is inferior. It seems to me 
that ought to cover the wholecase. Weought not to take this matter, 
which we have taken jurisdiction of in former Congresses, and turn it 
over to theSecretary of the Treasury. If he has had the jurisdiction, 
as undoubtedly he has of these things, he has failed in his duty, and 
it seems that Congress has failed in its duty also, for it is coming to be 
conceded that there is inferior work; and shall we permit it to go on 
and continue this failure? What assurance have we that the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury will do anything about this matter? Itis no 
new subject. It has been bruited in the newspapers of Washington 
and in controversies between labor organizations and those owning 
these patents, and it has become a matter of personal abuse to those 
who feel it to be their dnty to agitate the question on the floor of Con- 
gress. I have had the honor to find myself the object of a scurrilous 
attack in some of the papers simply because I offered that petition 
which went to the Committee on Finance early in the proceedings of 
this Congress, and which has never been acted upon at all. 

I do not know anything about this subject; Iam no expert; but they 
brought specimens of the work of these machines of comparatively a 
recent date, which the dullest eye could not fail to see were of vastly 
inferior workmanship even than the very earliest issues of the Govern- 
ment under the hand-press process. 

Mr. President, since there is no issue in this, nothing in fact except 
the question whether during the investigation which is now going on 
in the Senate, and which has been carefully made by actual inspection, 
the whole committee spending a day, as I am told, in the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing, the committee of the House, and looking into 
this whole matter by actual inspection and examining the machines 
themselves and carefully examining the machine work and the hand 
work—I say, after such an investigation as this, the only question is 
whether we shall increase the number of the machines, The House 
has undertaken to limit them, and it seems to me that we had better 
just let the House haye their own way and limit the number of ma- 
chines and not increase the evil. 

Mr. BECK. I do not know thatI havemuch toadd to what thechair- 
man of the committee has said, but the subcommittee of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, of which I was a member, investigated this sub- 
ject with all the care we could, and the conclusion we arrived at was 
that, if there was any faith to be placed in the statements of public 
officers, we had better not go into a controversy as far-reaching and as 
broad as this, for it may be on an unlimited scale on this particular 
item. 

The chairman of the committee has made a report, Senate report 
1814, and the statements made by all the gentlemen who opposed the 
machine work will be found on pages 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, and 56 of the 
report. 

Hearing so much in regard to it and so many conflicting views, we 
called upon Mr. Graves, who is the Superintendent of the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing, an old employé of this Government, who has 
been trusted for a long time and through several administrations, a 
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man upon whom the Secretary of the Treasury has a right to rely and 
upon whom the committee thought it had arightto rely, and he brought 
before us the work of the machines and the work done by hand, and 
he assured us that the opinion of the experts in his department agreed 
with his own, that the machine work was equal tothe hand work, and 
so far as J, asa member of the committee, was able to distinguish, I 
could not tell, though I do not pretend to be an expert, which was the 
better of the two. But Mr. Graves tells us that— 

All of the backs of the new silver certificates of the denominations of $1, $2, 
$5, and $10 have, for many months, been printed upon these presses in a man- 
ner which, in the opinion ot the experts of this bureau and of other experts in 
bank-note printing, is fully equal to the best hand work. 

He showed the work to the committee, and the head of the bureau 
backed by his experts averred that to be the fact. As one I can notsee 
any difference between the two kinds of work, no matter what the 
Senator from Connecticut or other gentlemen who are greater experts 
than Iam may be able to see. I thought he was the man that we 
ought to trust in regard to it, and therefore the committee struck out 
the limitation as to the number of men he might employ and the num- 
ber of presses he might use, and gave him the money that was needed 
to do his work and all the work. Sometimes, at some seasons of the 
year, he needs a great many more than he does at other times. There 
is not uniformity, of course, in his needs from day to day.’ 

I was very much impressed on hearing the statement made by the 
men who preferred the hand work and by the statement which Mr. 
Graves es here. Hesays: 

The application of steam-power to plate-printing presses is in the line of the 
mechanical development which has long been takin lace in every other 
branch of industry, and especially in typographic reed lithographic printing. 
One or more steam-power plate-printing presses are in use in every large plate- 
sian, } establishment in the country, and if this bureau is to hold its own in 
competition with them it must resort to the labor-saving devices which they 
employ. 

When I heard the editorial read from the newspaper sent up by the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. BLAIR] my mind ran back to the 
time when we had a controversy as to whether the Bureau of Engray- 
ing and Printing should be established at all, or whether the bank- 
note companies of New York should do such work for us, and they 
were bidding for it, and claimed that they could do it cheaper, and 
proof was gone into that other printing-press companies had received 
our work, and they had done it so cheaply that they had broken down 
the Government itself in doing its own work, and then they doubled 
and trebled and quadrupled their demands upon us until, after full 
discussion, we determined that it was better that the Government 
should control the printing of its own notes and its own securities and 
have its own work done by itself, and not be at the mercy of the bank- 
note companies in New York or Philadelphia or anywhere else, and 
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing has done the work ever since. 

Ihave no doubt of the fact that the pressof New York and the bank- 
note companies of New York would be glad to break us down again 
and get control of all our printing, and the editorial which has been 
read—no doubt an opinion honestly entertained—states that that is 
the better way. If, however, we are to continue to do this work for 
ourselves, we must do it in such a way as to show to the country that 
we are not wasting the money of owe Bees and therefore we must 
use the appliances that private establishments employ. 

Mr. Graves, I believe, has no political object in this matter. I think 
he isa Republican. I know he is a good officer and has been kept in 
for a long time under former administrations as well as this, and I as- 
sume therefore that he is not giving us information with any political 
bias, though I am not sure about his politics. He says: 

It is hardly necessary that I should endeavor to refute the ancient fallacy 
which lies at the bottom of the opposition to these presses, that any device 
which lessens the amount of labor required to produce a given result is an in- 
jury to the laboring man. 

When the gentlemen representing the plate-printers were before the 
committee, thesuggestion being made that the use of these presses would 
prevent the employment of as many men as were before employed, while 
getting twice the result with the same amount of money, I asked the 

uestion whether on the same principle we should not have to stop all 

e presses in the Government Printing Office, all the folding-machines 
that do the work so quickly and so well. We might as well destroy 
the reaper and the mower and the hay-rake, and go back to the sickle 
and the flail to get out our agricultural products, as to say we will ig- 
nore machinery simply because it is machinery. That will not be con- 
tended for by anybody, and I do not know thatit is contended for here. 
When the chief of the bureau tells us that he is getting the work done, 
in his opinion’ and in the opinion of his experts, as well as it can be 
done by the hand-press, and is getting it for half the money, and 
when we are secking to establish that we can do it as economically as 
the bank-note companies of New York, Philadelphia, or anywhere else, 
boy committee thought it was wise to give him an opportunity to carry 

t on. 

The chairman of the committee very well remarked that surely no 
Secretary of tlie Treasury with ordinary per soci would allow notes 
that would be easily counterfeited to go ont from under his jurisdic- 
tion of printing and taking care of affairs merely to save a little money. 
If this discussion shall have the effect of calling sharp attention to the 


subject and the steam-presses haye to go out, let them go. We hay 
not provided for any; we have not limited the bureau as to men; an 
if the investigation of the Secretary of the Treasury and the investi- 
gation of Mr. Graves and the investigation of the experts shall show 
that counterfeiting is promoted by the use of these presses, we have 
given them all the money they asked; we have given them the right to 
employ all the men they need; we have given them authority to take 
out the presses; and surely if counterfeiting is made easy by the use 
of any presses, twelve or sixteen presses can do as much damage as any 
other number, for they can print enough of that bad money which is 
provided for in the bill by the House to make the whole system 
vicious, 

If it is found to be vicious, we have done what we ought to have done, 
we have given Mr. Graves power to employ as many men as will do all 
the work, and take all the presses out. We do not propose to say, 
“You shall run ten, or twelve, or fifteen, or sixteen of these presses, 
doing inferior work, but you shall not increase the number.” There 
certainly is no propriety in such a provision. If there is a vice which 
makes it expedient that the machines shall not be used, they may be 
stopped altogether. If there is not, and the work is done as well, and 
done for half the money, why should we be putting restrictions upon the 
Secretary of the Treasury or upon the superintendent of the Bureau? 

That was the idea we had‘about it, and that is all, so far as I know, 
that the committee took into consideration. We did not p to 
settle this question, and while it is pending we thought we should 
neither limit the number of men nor the number of presses. That was 
done in the bill of the House both as to men and presses; but we left 
the question entirely open to be settled as future investigation might 
determine that it ought to be settled. When there was a doubtabout 
which was right, I thought, and the committee thought, that the super- 
intendent of the Bureau, upon whom the responsibility rests, with as 
strong a letter as this which has been read from the desk and a part of 
which I have read again, was the proper person to decide what was best 
to be done; and that was the consideration which controlled the action 
of the committee in coming to a determination. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I have no harsh or unfriendly crit- 
icism to make upon Mr. Graves. I think he is a capable and faithful 
man. Neither is this criticism addressed to the work in the interest of 
the outside bank-note companies, for I am a firm advocate of keeping 
that workin the hands of the Government and keepingit out of ruinous 
cheap competition. It is the duty of the Government to make sure of 
its being excellent. That is the reason why I supported the bureau as 
against the outside opposition some time ago. 
` The Senator says that the work of the machine is fully equal to 
hand work. Why is it, then, that they do not use these ines for 
the face of the money where the fine work is tobe done? They do 
not put the finest engraving through the machine press, I am told. 

Mr. BECK. I beg on; I meant to say what Mr. Graves said, 
that for portions of the work they did the machines were equal to hand 
work, but as the Senator from Connecticut very well remarked, there is 
a fine part of the work which always has been done, and so far as Mr. 
Graves advises us he expects it always will be done by hand, it being 
work of the general character which the Senator from Connecticut so 
well described as being necessary to be done by hand. The machines 
do not do all the work; they never have done it, and I suppose never 
will. That is the way I understand it; but Iam nota practical printer 
nor engraver and I know very little about it. I do not know the 
minuti, except that I am very sure Mr. Graves said that certain parts 
of the printing was done by hand, but that the portion he now has done 
by the presses is as well done as the work by hand. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I understand the Senator. The truth is that to 
those who advocate this press it does not make so much difference 
whether it is good work or not; it will be good enough, they think, for 
that part of the bills. There I differ with them, and I sone a careful 
examination of thirty or forty bills by the Senator hi , although 
he says he is not an expert, will satisfy him that the machine presses 
do not exhibit the best work. Mr. Graves says one or more of these 
presses is used by every outside company. Why only one or two? 
Because only second-class work can be intrusted to them. Isay the 
whole of our work ought to be the best that can be done. The Senator 
overestimates the saving,inmy judgment. That has been stated suffi- 
ciently in the memorial of the plate-printers themselves. 

Again—and it is all I shall say—it is not a question of saving $25,- 
000 or $50,000. It is a question of excellence, and indeed I think that 
a trial before a competent tribunal will demonstrate that we are right 
in stopping the increase of those presses. While I think nobody desires 
now to go to so radical a measure as throwing them away, yet my own 
private judgment is that they ought not to touch our paper money 
at all. à ; 

Mr. BLAIR. I have in my hand a card, a formal card, such as we 
use in the courtesies of life, which was passed to me by my coll e 
and I am informed that even this kind of printing is done onl by thé 
hand-press. The engraving is first done by the hand. We lave now 
acquired such skill in the use of machinery as yet that even the ordi: 
nary civil associations of life are allowed to be carried on oe the 
skill of the hand-press. The machine has not progressed so far as to 
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interfere with even our social customs as yet, and the really nice work 
is almost universally done by hand. ‘The printing of bonds, the print- 
ing of currency, all the work that has to be done with nicety at least, 
is still done by the hand. 

It was shown to my satisfaction in my interviews with those gentle- 
men that these new specimens of currency for circulation which the 
gentlemen of the Committee on Appropriations say look just exactly 
as well as the hand work are that kind of work which when done by 
machinery very soon fades and is eliminated from the surface of the 
bill. It does not endure, even withits apparent quality, for any great 
length of time, so that what might have been to the eye of any Sen- 
ator equally good work with the hand work in six months from this 
time or in one month from this time may show a greater deteriora- 
tion as compared with hand work. 

That being so, very soon this currency comes to be practically useless 
and very easily imitated by counterfeiters, for we know that their art 
does not extend simply to the preparation of the new note which goes 
out crisp and apparently fresh to the people, but they imitate the old 
and soiled note that has been in use for a considerable length of time. 
Thus when the currency printed by this machinery has been in use a 
short period, so as to come to have the dilapidated appearance which 
results from long use, the counterfeiter with his fresh currency, but 
subjected to a manipulation to give it the appearance of having been 
long in circulation, obtains advantages which he could not possibly 
obtain if the work had retained not only the fine but the durable marks 
of the hand engraver. 

But, it being conceded by everybody that high quality is the real 
and important thing to obtain, it is not a question between the intro- 
duction of machinery as against hand labor, because the machinery 
must perform a great deal more in the sametime and at agreat deal less 
expense. That is not the controversy at all, and Senators ought not 
to try, as Mr. Graves, the writer of this letter, the head of the bureau, 
does, to change the real issue, for we might well incur very great ex- 
pense in order that our currency should be free from the art of the 
counterfeiter. Everybody can see that quality is the only real thing 
to be obtained in the printing of our currency, and thus it is that an- 
other question is raised between the performance of our work by the 
Government and outside corporations and companies. 

I am not in favor of the abolition of the bureau by any means, The 
men who object to the use of machines still want the work to be done 
by the Government, but they desire it to be done by the hand; and 
thus all are interested. As they are performing the labor itself, and 
get compensation for it, they are interested, and the money men of the 
country are interested more than any others that the circulation itself 
should be as perfect or as nearly perfect as possible. 

The Senator from Kentucky says that the committee have not med- 
dled with the matter in this bill; that they have left it entirely to the 
discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury, or that they have under- 
taken to do so. But they have said nothing of the kind. They have 
made the appropriation. They have made general provisions as to the 
expenditure of the money; they have imposed some conditions; but 
they have done more than that. By striking ont this proviso which 
came to us from the House, and which is a limitation upon the num- 
ber of machines, they have done what in law is called the office of the 
negative pregnant. By striking it out they have affirmed full liberty 
to me om! or use just as many machines as the superintendent may see 
fit. That iswhat they have done. They have removed the limitation 
where one already existed; and so the Senator must admit that the 
committee place us in the attitude of authorizing the unlimited use of 
the machines against which complaint is made, 

But I do not wish to take up the time of the Senate. I have said 
all that I desire to say, and so far as I am concerned, I submit the 
question to the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
ment reported by the Committee on Appropriations to strike out the 
lines which have been read at the desk. 

Mr. BLAIR. The vote to strike-out is to sustain the committee ? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The vote ‘‘ay’’ is to agree with 
the committee, who reported the amendment to strike out. 

Mr. BLAIR. So those striking out will vote ‘‘no’’? 

Mr. CHANDLER. Let the amendment be stated. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the committee 
will be again read. 

The SECRETARY. On page 20, line 2, the committee report to strike 
out the following proviso: 

Provided, That there shall not be an increase of the number of steam plate- 
printing machines in the Engraving and Printing Bureau. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The vote in the affirmative strikes 
out wat has just been read. The vote in the negative retainsit. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment. [Putting the question. ] 
The ‘“‘noes’’ appear to have it. 

Mr, BECK. Let us have a division on that. 

Mr. HOAR. Let it go until the bill reaches the Senate. 

Mr. CULLOM. There is no quorum here. 

The PRESIDENT: pro tempore. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
ask for a division ? 
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The question recurs on the amend-. 
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Ido not ask for the yeas and nays. Let the Senate 


Mr. ALLISON. I hope that my friend from Kentucky will with- 
draw the demand for a division. 

The Senate proceeded to divide, and the ayes were 17-—— 

Mr. HARRIS. Do not the ‘‘ noes”’ give it up? 

Mr. CAMERON. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. ALLISON. I should be glad to adjust the matter between our 
friends, so that we can go on with the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
moves that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr, ALLISON. I hope that motion will not prevail. 

Mr. CAMERON. There is not a quorum here. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventeen Senators have voted in 
the affirmative. 

Mr. BECK. Before there is any announcement, for fear of the lack 
of a quorum, I will withdraw my call and letit go either way. 

Mr. BLAIR. The Senator can do that. $ 

Mr. BECK. There has been no announcement. I withdraw the 


call, and will let it be decided. 
The Chair will again call for a vote 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
by sound. 

Mr. BLAIR. Iam willing to accept the suggestion of the Senator 
from Kentucky that the vote be declared in the negative. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will again put the ques- 
tion. The question is on agreeing to the amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 20, line 7, after the words 
‘one hundred and,” to strike out ‘‘eighty-nine thousand’? and insert 
“t ninety-six thousand five hundred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

For engravers’, printers’, and other materials, except distinctive paper, and 
for miscellaneous expenses, $196,500,to be expended under the direction of the 
Secretary of the ury. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was in the appropriations for ‘‘light-house es- 
tablishment,’’ on page 21, line 8, after the words ‘‘ three hundred,” 
to insert ‘“‘ and twenty-five;’’ so as to read: 

Repairs of light-houses: Forrepairing, rebuilding, and improving light-houses 
and buildings; for improvements to grounds connected therewith; for estab- 
lishing and repairing pier-head lights; for iduminating apparatus and ma- 
chinery to replace that already in use, and for incidental expenses relating to 
these various objects, $325,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 19, after the words “‘ fog- 
signal keepers,” to strike out ‘‘ five hundred and eighty-five” and in- 
sert ‘‘six hundred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Salaries of keepers of light-houses: For salaries, fuel, rations, rent of quarters 
where necessary, and similar incidental snena of not exceeding one, thou- 
sand one hundred light-house and fog-signal keepers, $600,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 22, line 10, before the word ‘‘thou- 
sand,” tostrike out ‘‘three’’ andinsert ‘‘four;’’ so as to make the clause 
read: 

Fipune Board; ELIDA rowerte Gad: Bx DAAE on $0 CUAD, bad Rie 
the apprehension of those who damage light-house property, $4,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, line 2, to increase the amount 
of the appropriation for “‘ lighting of rivers ” from $235,000 to $250,000, 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘Coast and Geodetic 
Survey,” in the appropriations for “‘pay of office force,” on page 33, 
after line 6, to insert: 

For additional draughtsmen, at not exceeding $900 per annum each, $4,500, 

The amendment was agreed to. 3 

The next amendment was, on page 33, after line 18, to insert: 

For additional computers, at not exceeding $900 per annum each, $2,709, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 34, after line 10, to insert: 

For additional engravers, at not exceeding $900 per annum each, $2,700. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 38, line 3, to increase the total 
amount of the appropriation for ‘‘pay of office force” of Coast and 
Geodetic Survey from $124,605 to $134,505. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘* Miscellaneous objects 
under the Treasury Department,’’ on page 40, line 10, before the werd 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘twenty-five ° and insert ‘‘fifty;’’ soasto 
make the clause read: 

Punishment for violations ofinternal-revenue laws: Fordetectingand bring- 
ing to trial and punishment persons guilty of violating the internal-revenue 
laws, or conniving at the same, including payments for information and detec- 
tion of such violations, $50,000; and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue shall 


make a detailed statement to Congress once in each year as to how he has ex- 
pended this sum, and also a detailed statement of all miscellaneous expendi- 
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tures aa the Bureau of Internal Reyenue for which appropriation is made in 
this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 40, line 25, before the word 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ twenty-five ” and insért ‘‘fifty;’’ so as 
to read: 

Transportation of silver coin: For transportation of silver coin, including 
fractional silver coin, by registered mail or otherwise, $50,000; i 


Mr. ALLISON. That amendment may be disagreed to. 

The amendment was rejected. 

‘The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 41, after line 22, to insert: 

Olid copper cents at the mint at Philadelphia: Tocover the difference between 
the nominal] value of a stock of old copper cents and their value as metallic cop- 
per, in order to enable the mint at P elphia to Properly dispose of a stock 
of such coins unfit for recoinage or for the purpose of alloy, $1,500, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary to reimburse the Treasury for the loss on such coin. 


The amendment was agreed to. 5 

The next amendment was, on page 42, line 14, before the word 
t thousand,” to strike out ‘‘fifty’’ and insert ‘‘sixty;’’ so as to make 
the clause read: 


Distinctive paper for United States securities: For paper, including trans- 
portation, salaries of er, two counters, five watchmen, one laborer, and 
expenses of officer detailed from the Treasury as superintendent, $60,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, line 4, after the words “‘ new 
buildings,”’ to strike out ‘‘ exclusive of personal service except for work 
done by contract;’’ so as to read: . 

Furniture and repairs of furniture: For furniture and repairs of furniture, in- 
cluding carpets, for all public buildings under the control of the Treasury De- 
partment, including ine hospitals, and furniture, carpets, chandeliers, and 

fixtures for new buildings, $200,000. And all furniture now owned by the 
nited States in other buildings shall be used as far as practicable, whether it 
corresponds with the present regulation plans for furniture or not. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, line 9, at the end of the clause 
making appropriations for ‘‘farniture and repairs of furniture for public 
buildings under control of Treasury Department,’’ to add the follow- 
ing proviso: a 

Provided, 'That of the above sum not more than $10,000 may be expended for 
the personal services of laborers, mechanics, and draughtsmen, 


Mr. ALLISON. I would explain the reason for that amendment 
striking out and inserting. At line 4 the committee recommend strik- 
ing out the words ‘‘ exclusive of personal service except for work done 
by contract.’’? It is impossible for all the little work about these 
public buildings to be done by advertisement and contract. ‘Therefore 
we struck out those words and inserted the proviso, so that for any 
work of importance the officers would be required to advertise. 

The amendment was to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment was, 
on 44, line 18, before the words ‘* marine hospitals,” to insert 
*including;’’ and after the word ‘‘ hospitals,’’ in line 19, to strike out 
*‘included;’’ so as to read: 

Fuel, lights,and water for public buildings: For fuel, lights, water, electric- 
light plants, including r thereto, in such buildings as may be designated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury for electric-light wiring, and miscellaneous 
items required by the janitors and firemen in the proper care of the netdings, 
furniture, and heating ap) us, exclusive of personal services, for all public 
buildings, including ne hospitals, under the control of the Treasury De- 
partment, inclusive of new buildings, $625,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 45, after the word ‘‘ Department,” 
at the end of line 19, to strike out ‘‘three thousand five hundred”’ 
and insert ‘four thousand;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Plans for public buildings: For books, photographic materials, and in dupli- 
cating plans Po ins for all public buildings under control of the Treasury 
partment, $4,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenext amendment was, on page 46, line 13, before the word ‘‘ thou- 
sand,” to strike out ‘‘ twenty ” and insert ‘‘thirty;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

Compensation in lieu of moieties: For te or aE in lieu of moieties in 
certain cases er the customs-reyenue laws, 000. 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, on page 46, after line 18, to insert: 

Anchorage of vessels in port of New York: To enable the Secretary of the 

ry to carry into effect the provisions of “An act relating to the anchor- 
age of yessels in the port of New York,” approved March 16, 1888, $35,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. ` 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to insert, after line 7, on page 46: 


Investigating pay and bounty claims of Indian soldiers: For continuing the 
invest n of certain claims of Indian soldiers and their heirs for arrears of 
pay and bounty, $2,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ALLISON. On page 46, after line 23, I move to insert: 


ENFORCEMENT OF THE ALIEN CONTRACT-LABOR LAWS, 
For the purpose of carrying into effect the | uo pega of the alien contract- 


labor law approved February 26, 1885, as amended by the act approved Febru- 


ary 23, 1887, and to defray the expenses which the Secre of the Treasury is 

authorized to incur by the provisions of said last-named $50,000, or so much 

thereof as may be necessary, to be paid out of the * immigrant fund” provided 

or in the act approved August 2, 1882, entitled “An act to regulate immigra- 
on, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. Immediately after that I move to insert: 

Expenses of collecting reyenue from customs: To defray the expense of col- 
lecting the revenue from customs, being additional to the permanent appro- 
priation for this purpose, for the fiscal year 1899, ,000, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. I ask unanimous consent to make a correction in 
line 22, on page 46, by striking ont the word “March” and inserting 
the word ‘‘May;’’ so as to make the line read: 

Approved May 16, 1888. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CuLLom in the chair), The Chief 
Clerk will state the proposed amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 46, in line 22, itis proposed to amend 
by striking out the word ‘‘March”’ and inserting the word ‘‘May;’’ so 
as to read: 

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to carry into effect the provisions of 
“An act pening: to the anchorage of vessels in the port of New York," ap- 
proved May 16, 1888, $35,000, 

~The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 47, at the end of the clause 
appropriating $130,000 for ‘‘ propagation of food fishes,” to add the 
following proviso: 

Provided, That the building known as the Armory Building, Washington, D, 
C., is hereby transferred to the of the United States Commissioner of 
Fish and Fisheries for use as a hatching and distributing station and for offices. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 47, line 24, before the word ‘‘thou- ' 
sand,” to strike out ‘‘two’’ and insert ‘‘three;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

Rent of office United States Fish Commission: For rent of rooms in the city 
of Washington, $3,000. 

Mr. ALLISON. It will be observed that by the preceding proviso 
we transfer the Armory Building to the control of the Fish Commission. 
I have been told since this amendment was framed that in addition to 
the room there provided for hatching purposes there is also room 
enough for most of the offices of the commission. So I move to insert 
in the pending clause $2,500, instead of $3,000, so that the conference 
committee may have full control of those two paragraphs, and it may 
be posssible that we can dispense with the entire appropriation on lines 
24 and 25 of page 47. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The proposed amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 47, line 24, in lieu of the committee 
amendment providing ‘‘for rent of rooms in the city of Washington, 
$3,000,” it is proposed to insert “‘ for rent of rooms in the city of Wash- 
ington, $2,500.” 

‘The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 48, after line 5, to insert: 

Establishment of stations: For the construction of buildings, ponds, and ap- 


| pliances for a station for fish-culture at Neosho, Mo., $8,000. 


For maintenance of same, $5,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 48, line 11, after the word ‘‘ ves- 
sels,” to insert ‘‘and steam-Jaunches;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Maintenance of vessels: For the maintenance of the vessels and steam- 
launches of the United States Fish Commission, and for boats, ba stapes 
machinery, and other facilities required for use with the same, including sala- 
ries or compensation of all necessary civilian employes, $43,900, 

The amendment was agreed to. } 

Thenextamendment was, on page 48, line 22, after the words ‘‘South 
Atlantic,” to strike out ‘‘and;’’ in line 23, after the word ‘‘Gulf,”’ to 
insert ‘‘and Pacific; ” in line 25, after the word ‘‘inquiry,’”’ to insert 
‘including salaries or compensation and field expenses of scientific 
assistants, fishery experts, and other necessary employés, $20,000; ” 
and in line 2, page 49, to strike out the word ‘‘for;’’ so as to make the 
clause read: 

Inquiry respecting food fishes : For continuing the inquiry into the causes of 
the decrease of food fishes in the lakes, rivers, and coast waters of the United 
States, and for the study of the waters of the interior inthe interests of fish-cult- 
ure; for the study of the methods and relations of the fisheries, with a view to 
their improvement; for the exploration of the fishing grounds of the South At- 
lantic, Gulf, and Pacific coasts, with a view to the development of the commer 
cial fisheries; and for the preparation of reports relating to the inquiry, includ- 
ing salaries or compensation and ficld expenses of scientific assistants, fishery 
experts, and other necessary employés, $20,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 49, line 3, before the words ‘‘the 
collection,” to insert “Statistical inquiry: For; in line 9, after the 
word “compensation,” to strike ont ‘‘and field expenses of scientific 
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assistants, fishery experts, and other,” and insert ‘‘of all;’’? and in 


line 10, after the word “employés,” to strike out ‘‘fifteen’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘ ten;’? so as to make the clause read: 

Statistical inquiry: For the collection and compilation of the statistics of the 
fisheries of all portions of the United States, including B persona employed, capi- 
tal invested, and the quantity and value of the products, and for such general 
and miscellaneous expenditures as the Commissioner may find necessary in 
the prosecution of this work, including salaries or compensation of all neces- 
sary employés, $10,000. x 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 49, after line 19, to insert: 

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to pay Mrs. M: H.C. Baird, widow 
of the late Spencer F. Baird, $50,000, in full com on for the services and 
expenses of the said Spencer F, Baird during his administration of the office 
of Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, from February 25, 1871, to the time of 
his death, in August, 1887. 

Mr. BERRY. I would like to inquire of the Senator from Iowa how 
it is that, although Professor Baird was to receive no salary, this fall 
sum is now due for the entire time of his service? My recollection of 
the law is that the Fish Commission should be appointed from em- 
ployés of the Government and was to receive no additional salary. 
This appropriation of $50,000 is for the entire time that Professor Baird 
was in office, from 1871 to the date of his death. I would like to in- 
quire how this comes. 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator from Arkansas will take the report 
of the committee (Report No. 1814) and will turn to page 100 of that 
report, and read carefully the statement made there respecting the 
ervices of Professor Baird in this regard, and his relations tothe Gov- 
ernment as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, I think he. will 
be convinced that this is a just and proper appropriation for the emi- 
nent services of Professor Baird during the long period of his service as 
Chief of the Fish Commission. And in order to give Senators an op- 
portunity to make an examination of this testimony and statement, I 
will ask that this amendment may be passed over until the billis gone 
through with, or at Jeast until Senators may have an opportunity of 
examining the report. 

en ae ah OFFICER. That will-be agreed to if there be no 
objection. 

Mr. ALLISON. Some Senators suggest that the statement of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] on this subject be printed in 
the RecorpD. It is not a long statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair would suggest that that 
might be put in the RECORD to-morrow when the amendment is taken 


up. 

Mz ALLISON. I ask thatit may be put into the RECORD to appear 
to-morrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will beso ordered unless objection 


is made. 
‘The statement is as follows: 


Hon. GEORGE F, EDMUNDS appeared: 

Mr. BECK. To what part of the bill do you wish to call the attention of the 
committee? 

Mr. Epuunps. I propose that you shall insert an amendment to pay Mrs. 
Professor Baird $50,000 for the fifteen years and a half of unrequited service that 
Professor Baird did forthe United States; and this is my statement as a wit- 
ness, which I have condensed as much as possible to save your time: 

By the act of 9th February, 1871 (volume 16, page 594), Revised Statutes, sec- 
tion 4395, page 851, it was provided that— 

“ There shall be appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, from among the civil officers or employés of the Government, a 
Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, who shall be a person of proved scientific 
and practical uaintance with the fish of the coast, and who shall serve with- 
out additional Fs 

Section 4396. 


n 
* The Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries shall prosecute investigations and 
inquiries on the subject, with the view of ascertaining whether any and what 
diminution in the number of the food-fishes of the coast and the lakes of the 
United States has taken place, and, if so, to what causes the same is due; and 
also whether any and what protective, prohibitory, Or precautionary measures 
should be adopted in the premises, and shall report upon the same to Con- 


apparent from the language thn Aa tah wens DS ATOA T eae 
E t from the ge o e e was a porary affa; 
nder this act Professor Baird (who was then 


lary 
to make these Hohn agara, and he immediately entered upon the 
tion of his du! 


250) 
ron introduction of shad into the waters of the Pacific States, Gulf States. 


This enactment cha: 
that of mere scientific investigation into an extensive and most important ad- 
ministrative work, inyolving time, labor, and gaeun ane times greater 
than the inquiry to be made under the act first above mentioned into the causes 
of the decrease of food fishes, From 1872 down to the time of Professor Baird's 
death, in 1887, his work was continually increasing under the provisions of the 
acts of Con passed from year to year, enlarging the area of his labors in 
oe of the hatching of fish and their establishment in all the waters of the 
United States, as well as the shipment of eggs and young fish to other countries 
haying similar establishments, ete. 

And in addition to all this Professor Baird was required to take the responsi- 
bility of and provide for the exhibition of the fishery products, etc., of the United 
States at the Berlin International Exhibition, at the British International Ex- 
hibition, at the Philadelphia Centennial Exhibition, and at the New Orleans 
Exhibition, and he was also required to devote a great amount of time and 
labor in the preparation of statistics and furnishing facts for use on behalf of 
the United States before the Halifax Commission. And yet it was not until the 
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rovision was made for his havingany onsible and official as- 
sistant. In all this work, scientific and administrative, he made himself famil- 
iar with every detail and gaye many hours of nearly every day in each year to 
the personal m.: ment and supervision of it, to the great advancement not 
only of science and scientific knowledge, but to the successful development of 
the scheme of restocking the waters of the United States with fish, as provided 
for in the acts of Congress; and his management of the fishery exhibits of the 
United States at the various exhibitions referred to conferred the greatest honor 
upon his country. 

During all this period of more than fifteen years I was a near neighbor and 
intimate friend, and saw him and his work almost constantly from week to 
week, and so I can state from personal knowledge that in my deliberate opin- 
ion his work as Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries occupied not less than six 
hours on an average of every day of the whole period. During a la o 
this time he had his office at his house, occupying rooms set apart and devoted 
exclusively to these purposes, and he had the almost constant assistance of his 
danghter in the examination of the very voluminous correspondence, the writ- 
ing and revision of letters, and in all such incidental ways as that most compe- 
tent young lady was able to help her father; and a few years ago he enlai 
his house at an expense of many thousand dollars from the controlling motive 
of having more space for earrying on his Fish Commission work: 

From early morning until nearly noon he devoted himself to it at his house 
constantly. He would then goto the Smithsonian Institutionand spend several 
hours there in intense personal application and labor to his duties as assistant 
secretary and after the death of Professor Henry assecretary; and having fully 
[peed all his duties there would return to his house and devote most of 

is evenings, and often farinto the night again, to the work of the Fish Com- 
mission. I speak ofall these details during these long years from cree T- 
sonal knowledge of his course of life. He could almost never be pers to 
take aholiday, when year after year his family and his intimate friends who 
knew that he was overworking himself would remonstrate and beg him to 
leave some share of these great responsibilities and exacting labors in other 
hands. The result with him was what many of his friends feared would hap- 

n—he literally worked himself to death in most valuable and meritoriousand 

onorable service tothe United States, the largest part of which was never con- 

templated nor provided for when his office of scientific investigation was cre- 
ated without a salary. 

In such a case it appears to me that both the dignity and the justice of the 
United States uire that a suitable recognition of this unrequited laborshould 
be made to his widow, who has been for many years a great invalid, and who, 
with their daughter, is left in decidedly slender circumstances. 

Here ‘is a memorandum which I think was mostly made by Professor Baird 
himself about his work in the last year of his life, when he knew, and his fam- 
ily did not know, that he was going to die, which I will read. Iam certain, 
privately, that Professor Baird left this memorandum, except perhaps the last 
word or two of it, among his papers for his wife. I will add that I dictated the 
the paper, my own statement as a witness, without knowledge or recollection 
of the fact that such a memorandum as this existed. Then I cams up again and 
asked Mr, Cleaves to let me see the papers, and I found this, w I had en- 
tirely forgotten. 


“MEMORANDUM AS TO THE RELATIONSHIPS OF 8, F, BAIRD TO THE UNITED 
STATES FISH COMMISSION. 

“The commission was established in 1871, with myself as Commissioner, 
solely for the purpose of investigating the alleged decrease of the food fishes of 
the seacoast and lakes of the United States, and its causes and remedies. The 
service was only expected to occupy the summer months of one or at most two 
years, requiring comparatively little trouble and oes terme a and an appro- 
priation of $5,000 was made for the purpose the first year. The law expressly 
sipian as no additional compensation was to be paid tothe Commissioner 

or his work. 

*“ In 1872 the subject of fish-culture was added-to the work to be done by the 
commission; and an appropriation of $15,000 was made for continuing the in- 
quiry into the food fishes and meeting the cost of the new division. 

“Year by year the es Steere were increased, the scope of the work en- 
larkod. and the labors of the Commissioner amplified in proportion; until, in- 
elu i Per saperenrnepes for the fiscal year 1886, the sum amounted (in all) to 
over $2. „000. 

“The ave amount of time required of the Commissioner exclusively for 
the duties of the commission is not less than six hours a day, mostly in the early 
morning, and in the evening after the office work of the Smithsonian is com- 

eted. 

: “The commission is-organized on a business basis, corresponding to that of 
other bureaus of the Government, although more completely than most of them. 

“The correspondence of the commission is enormous; the letters received, 
and requiring the attention more or less direct of the Commissioner, amounting 
to at least 15, rannum, and as many more circulars and blanks. The let- 
ters written by the dictation of the Commissioner, or by his direction, and re- 
yiewed by him before signing, represent half that number, $ 

“Thedeath of Professor Henry, in 1878, and the succession of the present Com- 
missioner to the office of secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, so greatly in- 
creased his work as to make it necessary to give up all outside work which has 
enabled him to add to his private revenue. 

“ For a number of years all the officeaccommodations and conveniences re- 
quired by the commission were furnished gratuitously by the Commissioner in 
his private residence. From 1871 to 1875 one of the best rooms of his house on 
New York avenue was given up for the needs of the Commission, including office 
accommodation of the clerks. The increasing magnitude of the work made 
other additional space pane nrg e and the Commissioner built a large house on 
M: usetts avenue, sacar E or this purpose, arranging it entirely in the in- 
terest of the commission. hese accommodations included two basement 
rooms with iron safe, closet, and other necessities. This for atime answered 
all the purposes of the commission, but with the increasing growth it became 
inadequate, and an Sag pleco was obtained from Congress for renting a 
house next door to the Commissioner's residence, and connected with it by an 
iron door, allowing free access between the two buildings. 

“A few years later the accommodations again became insufficient, and the 
Commissioner extended his private residence for the purpose of obtaining an 
additional room. No rent was ever asked or received by the Commissioner for 
any of the quarters furnished by him. At present all the expenses of lighting, 
heating, etc., in the rooms of No, 1445 Massachusetts avenue are borne by the 
Commissioner. The rent paid by the Commissioner for his house on New York 
avenue was $55 per month, and the house was quite sufficient for his own needs. 
The cost of the building on Massachusetts avenue has been not less than $30,000, 
plus the taxes and insurance and extra’expense of maintaining so large an es- 
tablishment, ey aie rere! the increased cost to him of hardly less than $1,500 
for continuing for fifteen years to act as the unpaid servant of the Government 
in connection with Fish Commission work. 

“ The alternation of the headquarters of the Fish Commission office for three 
or four months in the summer from Washington to some point on the seacoast 
from which investigations could be prosecuted made it necessary for the Com- 
missioner to take his family with him, involving much additional expense in 
senger fares, board, etc. necessity of spending the summerin small fishing 
villages along coast has also involved more or less inconvenience and al- 
most privation, 


year 1883 that 


= 


“The construction of the Commissioner's residence on Massachusetts avenue 
was made in Ae at the expense of Mrs. Baird’s share of her father’s property. 
| and in part of the moneys earned by hisown editorial work. If his money had 
not been invested in this manner it would have been invested otherwise so as 
to have produced a corresponding income, the house on New York avenue being 
amply sutticient for his needs. It may be safely said, therefore, that a from 
any question of compensation for services rendered, the many questions con- 
nected with the accommodations for the commission and the loss of interest on 
the investment, the Commissioner has been a loser tothe amountof from $1,800 
v to $2,000a year, this independent of the expenses of furnishing gas and coal, 
unreturned cost of the summer work, ete. 

**Since the completion of the buildings at Wood's Holl for the accommoda- 
tion of the work of the commission the Commissioner has paid all expenses of 
board of visitors to the commission; this sum in 1885 (including the board of 
his own family and that of visitors to the station) amounting to over $300. It 
may here be distinctly and emphatically stated that all the subsistence of visit- 
ors to the Commission has been id from the commissioner's private funds, 
» “In conclusion, attention ma: called to the fact that the Commissioner re- 
ceives his entire pay from the thsonian Institution, which is not a Govern- 
ment establishment, and that ponsoguenky the Government does not make one 
cent of compensation to him either for his work as United States Fish Com- 
missioner or as director of the National Museum. There is and has been noth- 
ing to prevent his receiving pay as Commissioner even under the law of pro- 
hibition of double salaries. : 


— 


“It may also be stated that on several occasions when it was proposed topey 
| him a salary he declined to entertain the proposition, on the und that it 
might impair his usefulness as Commissioner by the impression he derived 


benefit from appropriations made for its maintenance. 
“The fact may be well em that the clause providing for non-com- 
tion of the Commissioner wasinserted at the uest of the Commissioner, 
J ut that the increase in the duties and responsibilities was made by Congress 
at the suggestion of an outside association and not at that of the Commissioner. 
“ADDITIONAL MEMORANDA IN REGARD TO THE RELATIONSHIPS OF 8, F, BAIRD 
TO THE UNITED STATES FISH COMMISSION, 


“The act establishing the United States Fish Commission provided that the 
Commissioner should serve without additional silary. From the time of the 
appointment of the present Commissioner to the secretaryship of the Smith- 
sonian Institution he has received no salary whatever from the Government; 
and therefore any compensation for the service would technically not be addi- 
tional to anything already received. In view of this fact Mr. EDMUNDS pro- 

Vv posed to ask for a specific appropriation to pay a salary, but the Commissioner 
discountenanced the movement, on the ground that it would take away from 
that disinterestedness and freedom of action in requesting appropriations which 
were desirable under the circumstances. 

“ Some years ago the Commissioner, feeling the burden of furnishing quarters 
to the commission, asked for an appropriation to pay for the renting of rooms 
or a building outside; but Mr. HoLMAN, who was then chairman of the Appro- 

/ priatious Committee, declined to entertain the proposition, as he was opposed 
to anything ‘ that looked like fastening an additional bureau upon the Govern- 
ment,’ 

“It will of course be understood thatthe expense of keeping up a house large 
enough to furnish a number of rooms for the service of the fish Commission, 
in addition to the needs of his own family, will be much greater than that of an 
ordinary private residence. The house contains twenty rooms, of which three 
are in constant use by the commission. The expense of lighting and heating 
a house of this magnitude amounts to about $600 per annum.” 

Mr. Haute. Why did we not take this matter in hand years ago and give Pro- 
fessor Baird a salary? 

Mr. Epmunps. I proposed it to Professor Baird (and that is what his daughter 
or somebody must have referred to in making the end of that memorandum 
after he died), and Professor Baird said, ‘‘ No; mgress will do whatever they 
think is proper for me in the end, and I do not want to have anybody say, as 
v” this thing is expanding all the time, that Iam nagging around Congress to get 
something for myself; Iam willing to trust the future for all that sort of thing 
when my work is done.” That was the reply he made to me, I talked with 
Mr. RANDALL about it once, and Mr, RANDALL said it ought to be done, but the 
professor was so reluctant to bring himself in that under the circumstances 
we never did anything. I introduced a bill, and I want to turn that bill intoan 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. You want to have whatever we do put on this bill? 

Mr. Epmunps. Yes; that is exactly what I want, and itis perfectly suitable 
and proper if it is right to do it all, because it is not a private claim, but isa mis- 
cellaneous donation that under the circumstances it is proper for Congress to 
make, if you think so, 

Mr. HALE. How much is the amount? 

Mr, EDMUNDS. thousand dollars, which is just about $1,500 a year, in- 
cluding the rent of all the rooms; and, according to the rates you are paying for 
other rents, if they had been hired by the United States you would have paid 


— 


the bill to an amendment, so as to read: 

“To enable the Secre of the Treasury to pay to Mrs. Mary H.C. Baird, 
widow of the late Spencer F. Baird, the sum of $50,000, full compensation for the 
services and expenses of the said Spencer F. Baird during his administration of 
the office of Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, from February 25, 1871, to the 
time of his death, in August, 1887.” 

That is the amendment I desire to have made. 

Mr. Beck. You have Professor Langley’s letter? 

Mr. Epmunps. I have a copy of it here. 

The CHAIRMAN. We had better put that in the record. 

Mr. Beck. I think so. It is a very full statement, 

Mr. Epuunps. It is an exact copy. 

The letter is as follows: 


“SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION, Washington, D. C., February 4, 1888. 


“My DEAR Sir: I have before me your letter asking for information in zeperd 
to the public services of the late Professor Spencer F. Baird. It would have 
given me much pleasure to prepare a fuller statement than that which I now 
send you, but I have here done what the time allowed. 

* Professor Baird was appointed t secre of the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution July 5, 1850, and on October 3, at the age of twenty-seven, he entered 
upon his life-work in connection with that foundation for ‘the increase and dif- 
fusion of knowledge among men,’ In May, 1878, after the death of Professor 
Henry, he was, by the unan us vote of the regents of the institution, elected 
secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, a position which he held until his 
death, August 19, 1887. 

“He was for thirty-seven years continuously in the scientific service of the 
Government, In connection with his duties as an officer of the Smithsonian 
Institution, his principal work was the development and care of the National 
Museum of the United States, which, under his wise administration, hasalways 
been an important element in the scientific and educational progress of this 
country, its scale of epee becoming each _ greater and more highly 
appreciated both in this country and abroad. e was also lly instrn- 
mental in organizing the system of international exchanges of publications, 

* which was always under his direct charge, and which has been one of the most 
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important agencies in the development of the public libraries of the United ~~ 
States, particularly in the departments of pure and applied science. He was, 
furthermore, during his entire official career, directly dr indirectly concerned in 
the organization and administratton of the scientific work of the numerous ex- 
a and surveys sent out under Government auspices, from the time of the 
ilkes exploring expedition until his death. The reports upon the natural his- 
tory of the Pacific Railroad survey, Mexican emg rey Meco ved aad many of the 
other surveys of the West were prepared under his tion, and the two vol- 
umes of the report of the Pacific survey devoted to mammals and birds 
were written by him, and are still standard works of reference. In addition to 
these reports he was the author of several hundred important paps upon the 
ry and natural resources of the United States. In 1876 he wasa 
member of the board on behalf of the United States Executive Departments 
at the International Exhibition of 1876, and the collections prepared under his 
direction were acknowledged to be among the most instructive and impressive 
exhibited on that occasion. 

“I have thus briefly alluded to these labors to show that his position as an 
officer of the Smithsonian Institution was not a sinecure, but that he devoted 
to it, to the Museum, and to other allied Government interests the full time 
and labors of an exceptionally active and conscientious official, In spite of 
this, and in addition to it, his most important work, from an administrative 
and economic stand-point, and certainly the most self-sacrificing work of his 
life, was n at the time of the organization of the United States Commission 
of Fish and Fisheries in 1871, when Professor was appointed Commis- 
sioner, an office which he held in addition toall Sis preveding: and to the duties 
of which he gave himself uninterruptedly durin, remainder of his life. I 
mean to say that he served continuously in both capacities, doing, not figurà- 
tively, but acca more than the work of two active men, in er todo this 
working ordinarily and constantly over twelve or fourteen hours a day,on 
Sundays as well as week days. 

“Di the sixteen years in which he was constantly at his post he never de- 

msibilities to another, except during the five months preceding 
There can be no doubt that his death was haste: many years, not 
by his independent r labors as an officer of the Smithsonian, but by the 
labor, anxieties, and responsibilities of his peculiar position as Fish Commis- 
sioner, which became more burdensome each year with the expansion of his 
work.* After this, it is saying little to add that out of his slender private means 
he gave the equivalent of at least $1,500 per annum, for sixteen years, to the 
Commission, in the form of uncharged house and office rent, 

“As Commissioner of Fisheries he rendered a twofold service. Thescientific 
work, which was considered by him to be of the utmost value as a foundation 
for the practical work which was to follow, has been exceedingly extensive and 
important, and the achievements of the United States Government in this di- 
rection are recognized throughout the world as evidence of its enlightened and 
liberal attitude toward scientificresearch. Fifteen years ago less was knownin 
this country of the natural history of our waters than perhaps in any other civil- 
ized country ofthe world. In 1887, however, it was generally conceded by foreign 
naturalists that the United States was further advanced than any other country 
in this department of science. The scientific work of the commission has 
always been conducted with reference to definite and practical results, and the 
economic side of the work of the Fish Commission is comparatively in a still 
more advanced condition. 

* It seems scarcely necessary todwell upon the results in fish culture attained 
by the commission under Professor Baird's direction. You are thoroughly fa- 
miliar with the manner in which certain fisheries, such as the shad ery of 
the Atlantic coast, the salmon fishery of the Pacific coast, and the white fishery 
of the Great Lakes, have been saved from destruction; how the Asiatic carp 
has been planted in the 20,000 or more ponds and lakes in almost every town- 
ship in the United States; how the shah tahery has been established in unfa- “ 
miliar waters, such as the Ohio River and Pacific Ocean; and in addition to 
= now many other steps of great magnitude have been made in the art of 

-culture. 

“Idare not attempt to estimate the practical value of the work of the com- 
mission to the country, but can notdoubt that itamounts to very many millions 
of dollars. I pene you are familiar with Mr. Goode’s* Review of what has 
been accomplished by the Fish Commission in fish culture and imthe investiga- 
tion of American fisheries ;* but I venture 'o send herewith a copy of this pam- 
phiet, and to direct your special attention to pages 26 to 34, in which are quoted 
numerous commendations of the Fish Commission from the principal author- 
ities of Great Britain, Norway, Holland, Germany, Belgium, France, and other 
Euro nations. Professor Huxley, in an address at the London Fisheries 
Exhibition, said that he did not think ‘that any nation at the present time had 
comprehended the question of dealing with in so thorough, excellent, and 
scientific a spirit as that of the United States;’ while M. Raveret-Wattel, the 

rincipal French authority on this subject, states that ‘to this day pisciculture 
has nowhere produced results which can be compared with those obtained in 
the United States.” No one can question that sa, na ag cellence ofthe work 
of our Goyernment has been directly or indi. y due to the presence of Pro- 
fessor Baird at the head of the commission. He had no rivals, and during his 
administration no word of criticism was ever uttered by competent ns. 

“All this, it may well be remembered, was accomplished while filling effect- 
ively the distinct duties of an officer of the Smithsonian Institution, for which 
alone he was paid. And it may be added that during the first half of his term 
of service as Commissioner, and while he was nt secretary of the Smith- 
sonian, his entire salary was less than that received by several of his assistants 
during the last few years. 

“In reference to the possible precedent of the action of Congress in the case 
of the late Professor Henry, I would state that a communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasu:y was received by the House of Representatives June 4, 
1878, and by the Senate June 5, 1878, recommending an SDpropes on of $590 for 
each year during which the late Professor Henry was employed as a member 
of the Light-House Board for the benefit of his family. On June 20,1578,an 
act was ‘to pay to the legal representatives of the late Joseph Henry, ” 
for services rendered ny him as member and president of the Light-House 
Board, $11,000.’ (Second session Forty-fifth Congress, page 214.) 

“In the absence of time for a fuller statement, let me ask your attention to 
the few words in which the benefits to his country of Professor Baird's labors 
were described by a recent most competent biographer : 

“ ‘The Fish Commission was an agency of research; but it was more. He 
made it an agency by which science is applied to the relief of the wants of man- 
kind; by whicha cheap, nutritious, healthful, and luxurious food is to be given 
to the millions of men. He aftirmed that for the production of food an acre of 
water was more than equal to 10 acres of land, thus giving to the floomy doc- 
trine of Malthus its ultimate refutation, and clearing away the veil of despair 
from the horizon of the poor; for when the sea shall serve man with all the food 
that can be gathered from its broad expanse, the land will not contain the mill- 


ions whom it is thus possible to supply. 
“ Professor Baird’s services as Commissioner were entirely unremuner- 
ated.. When he knew he was dying, looking to the position of his family and 


the slender provision that the sacrifice of all ag AE 4 for private gain had 
left, he only told them that he could not but think that Congress, in view of 


*It is, at the same time, but pore to say that this expansion was deprecated 
rather recommended by him, and was the result of the interest exhibited 
by the public at large in the advancement of the work of fish culture, 
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these sixteen years of unrequited service to his country, might be trusted to see 
that justice was done. 
“Tam, sir, yours, very respectfully, 


“The Hon. James B, BECK, U. 8. Senate.” 


Me CAMERON, I move that the Senate adjourn. Ibis after 5 

ock. 

Meri ALLISON. I hope the Senator will let us go on a little fur- 
er. 

Mr. CAMERON. We have done a good deal already on this bill. 

Mr. ALLISON. I hope the Senator will withdraw his motion. 

Mr. CAMERON. I will not withdraw it. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then I hope the motion will not be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER put the question and declared that the 
yeas appeared to prevail. 

Mr. ALLISON. Let us have the yeas and nays. - 

The yeas and nays were ordered and taken. 

Mr. SPOONER. I wish to announce that the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Davis] is absent, and will remain away from the Senate for 
about a fortnight. I desire that the ground of his absence may appear 
in the RECORD, and therefore I will state for him that the illness of 
his mother has necessitated his return to his home. He is paired with 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. TURPIE]. In order that it may be 
unnecessary hereafter to announce his pair, I make the announcement 
now. 

Mr. COCKRELL. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
Vest] has been called home by the illness of his wife, and may not re- 
turn for some days. He is paired on all political questions with the 
Senator from Kansas [ Mr. ee 

Mr. HAWLEY. My colleague [Mr. PLATT] has been called home 
to Connecticut. He is paired with the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
MCPHERSON]. 

Mr. MANDERSON. My colleague [Mr. PADDOCK] is paired with 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Eustis]. 

Mr. BROWN (after having voted in the affirmative). Iam paired 
on all fgg questions with the Senator from Oregon [Mr. DOLPH]. 
If this is a party question, I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ALLISON. Itis nota y question. 

Mr. BROWN. Then I will let my vote stand, 

Mr. HARRIS. Iam paired with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
MORRILL] upon political questions. 

Mr. FRYE. This is not a political question. 

Mr. HARRIS. Then I vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. ALDRICH. My spe as CHACE] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. COLQUITT 

The result was announced—yeas 10, nays 28; as follows: 


“S. P. LANGLEY. 


YEAS—10. 
Bate, Cockrell, Gray, Voorhees, 
Brown, ke, Harris, 
Cameron, George, Reagan, 
NA YS—23, 
Aldrich, Chandler, Hoar, Ransom, 
Allison, Cullom, Ingalls, Sabin, 
Beck, Daniel, Manderson, Saulsbury, 
aoe A Farwell, Mitchell, Spooner, 
B burn, Frye, Morgan, Stewart, 
Blair, Hamptor, Palmer, Stockbridge, 
Call, Hawley, Pasco, Walthall. 
ABSENT—33. . 
Blodgett, Evarts, McPherson, Sherman, 
wen, Faulkner, Morrill, Stanford, 
Butler, Gibson, Paddock, Teller, 
ce, Gorman, Payne, Turpie, 
Colquitt, Hale, latt, Vance, 

v Hearst, Plumb, Vest, 
Dawes, Hiscock, Pugh, Wilson of Iowa, 
Dolph, Jones of Arkansas, Quay. Wilson of Md. 
Edmun Jones of Nevada, Riddleberger, 

Eustis, Kenna, Sawyer, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is not a quorum voting. 
Mr. ALLISON. Let us have a call of the Senate. 
The roll wascalled and the following Senators answered to their names: 


Aldrich. Cameron, Sapon Ransom, 

Allison, Chandler, Harris, = 

Bate, Cockrell, Hawley, Sabin. 

ee — Fonts Soulsbury, 
om, n pooner, 

Black barn: Daniel Manderson, Stewart 

ra Farwell, Mitchell, Stockbridge, 
Bowen, Frye, Morgan, Voorhees, 
Brown, ý Palmer, Walthall. 
Gray, Pasco, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. There isa quorum present, thirty- 
ener pee tae having answered to their names. ‘The roll will be again 

Mr. HARRIS. On what question is the roll to be called now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the question of adjournment. 
Pres ALLISON. We do not want a quorum to decide a motion to 

journ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being a quorum present now, 
the question recurs on the motion to adjourn. 


Mr. HOAR. It does not require a quorum on a motion to adjourn. 
The fact that a call of the Senate disclosed the presence of a quorum 
would render it unnecessary to call the roll again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was at first the impression of the 
Chair that the vote would have to be taken again. On reflection the 
Chair thinks the motion to adjourn has been decided in the negative. 

Mr. ALLISON. If Senators will allow me now to go on until we 
finish the reading of the matter relating to the Library, I will then 
make a motion to adjourn. Meantime I move that when the Senate 
adjourn to-day it be to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow. 

The motion was to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 50, after line 12, to insert: 

UNDER THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


International boundary survey, United States and Mexico: To enable the 
President to execute and complete the engagements of the convention of July 
29, en between the United States of America and the United States of Mexico, 

roviding for an international boundary survey to relocate the existing frontier 
fine between the two countries west of the Rio Grande, $100,000, or so much 
thereof as may be n for the said survey and relocation of the monu- 
ments, to be performed by officers of the Army under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of War: Provided, That all records, maps, field-notes, and computations in 
connection with said survey shall be deposited in the Department of State as an 
international record; and the money hereby appropriated, or só much thereof 
as inay be needed, and also the money Po creer for the same put by 
the sundry civil act approved March 3, 1885, shall be disbursed and paid by the 
Secretary of State, on the requisitions of the Secretary of War, from time to time 
as it may be required» 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to page 52, line 19. 

Mr. HOAR. Let me ask my friend from Iowa to allow me to move 
at this point an amendment which I am sure will meet with the ap- 
proval of every member of the Senate: 

To enable the Architect of the Capitol to protect the paintin 
by suitable railing or netting, $500, or so much thereof as may 

Mr. Clark, the architect, thinks that will be enough. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator please send 
amendment to the desk ? 

Mr. HOAR. It has been taken down by the reporter, 

Mr. ALLISON. TheSenatorsays that that amendment was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. I do not know about that. 

Mr. HOAR. Isent that amendment to your committee. 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator will leave it over till to-morrow 
morning I shall be certain to get it in before we get through. In that 
way we shall have the exact phraseology. 

Mr. HOAR. Very well. Those paintings, I will say, are regarded, 
some of them, especially Trumbull’s great painting of the Declara- 
tion of Independence, as the most valuable works of artin this country. 
Certainly the painting of the Declaration of Independence is valuable, 
not only as a masterpiece of American art, but also on account of the 
very great pains which were taken by Colonel Trumbull, the artist, to 
get authentic and accurate portraits. There are portraits of several 
eminent persons in the painting, which are found nowhere else, and it 
is exposed now to the touch of every passer-by, and liable to be injured 
by the careless handling of a cane or umbrella. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reading will proceed. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of ‘‘ Under the De- 
partment of the Interior,” on page 52, after line 22, to insert: 

For the purchase by the Secretary of the Interior of that part of lot 11, in 
square 683, situated in the city of Washington, in the District of ae as 

ying 


in the rotunda 
necessary, 


his 


laid out and recorded in the original plat ofthe city and District aforesaid. 
directly north of the Senate stables, and contain 6,087 Pow ymin feet, EJ 087, 
upon proof of a perfect title and the execution to the Uni States of a deed 
good and suflicient in law and in form approved by the Attorney-General; said 
ground to be used in connection with the Senate stables. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The nextamendment was, on page 53, line 9, after the words ‘‘ Build- 
ing for the Library of Congress,’’ to strike out: 


That the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds of the Senato and 
House of Representatives, acting conjointly, shall, within thirty days after the 
passage of this act, invite from eminent architects, not exceeding five in number, 
designs and general specifications for a building for the Library of Congress, to 
be erected on thesite purchased for that pu in thecity of Washington, the 
cost of building not to exceed $3,000,000; and the sum of $10,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to be expended under the direction of the above-named committee, to 

y for the said designs and general specifications. That said committee shall 
jointly report to Congress its action in the premises on or before the 20th day of 
mber, 1888. That the work now in progress on the building for the Library 
of Congress shall be suspended and the commission authorized by act of Con- 
gress approved April 15, 1886, be, and the same is hereby, dissolved. That the 
roperty purchased for a site for the Library of Congress, including the build- 
ngs inne PTSS with all plans, records, and other property of the United 
States conn with the building for said Lib of Congress be, and the 
same is hereby,transferred to the care and custody of the Interior Department, 
the expenses of such care and been i shall be paid out of any money already 
appropriated for the construction of the building for the Library of Congress. 


And insert in lieu thereof: 


For continuing the construction of the building for the Library of Congress, 
including the compensation of all persons employed in connection therewith, 
as follows: Architect, assistant architects, engineer and superintendent of con- 
struction, and skilled dravghtsmen, civil engineers, and such other services as 
the Chief of Engineers of the Army may deem necessary for the prosecution of 
the work, and shall specially order, together with such mechanics and laborers 
as may be necessary to carry into effect the appropriation herein made for con- 
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struction of said Library building, and to be paid from such appropriation, for 
the construction of the western front of the building and reading-room, and the 
book repositories connected therewith, as shown by sketch termed “ Plan No. 
1,” on file in the office of the Lil of Congress, $1,000,000. This appropria- 
tion and all appropriations made and all sums available from aporo 
priations heretofore made for this paoa shall be expended under the direc- 
tion and supervision of the Chief of Engineers of the Army, who shall have the 
control and management of all of said work and the employment of all persons 
connected therewith. This appropriation shall be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Interior as provided by act authorizing construction of said building, ap- 
proved April 15,1886. Andall contracts for the construction of said building, or 
any part Pie shall be made by the Chief of Engineers of the Army, and the 
commission provided for by act entitled “ An act authorizing the construction 
of a building for the accommodation of the Congressional Library,” approved 
April 15, 1886, is hereby abolished, and the duties of said commission under said 
act are hereby devolved upon the Chief of Engineers of the Army, and here- 
after, until otherwise ordered by Congress, no work shall be done in the con- 
struction of said Library, except such asis contemplated in the sketch or “Plan 
No. 1,” herein referred to, and all contracts for work or materials outside of the 
space covered by said plan are hereby rescinded, AJl sketches, plans, and com- 
putations heretofore made or hereafter made ting said Library building, 
or any part of the same, shall be the property of the United States, 


Mr. BECK. Can we not getin atthis point an amendment the com- 
mittee has on? 
Mr. ALLISON. The clerk of the committee has just taken it away. 


Mr. HARRIS. Do you refer to the amendment reported here? 

Mr. ALLISON. No; itis an immaterial amendment, I will say to 
the Senator from Tennessee. It isan amendment authorizing the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to make any settlement or adjustment with con- 
tractors who may have contracted for matters in connection with the 
buildings. j 

Mr. HARRIS. ‘To settle matters of the past? 

Mr. ALLISON. Yes. Now, Mr. President, I move, according to 
promise, that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 29 minutes p. m.) 
Lew ree adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, July 28, 1838, at 11 
o a. m, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, July 27, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, EASTPORT, ME. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a letter from the Secretary of 
the Treasury, transmitting a communication from the Supervising 
Architect in relation to the site of the proposed public building at 
Eastport, Me.; which was referred to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

WILLIAM J. HEADY. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendment of the 

Senate to the bill (H. R. 9910) increasing the pension of William J. 


Heady. 

The SPEAKER. This is simply a correction in the orthography of 
the name of the beneficiary of the bill, and if there be no objection 
the amendment will be concurred in. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


AEMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 10234) making appropriations for the support 
of the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other pur- 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. I ask unanimous consent that the House non- 
concur in the amendments of the Senate, and that a conference be 
asked between the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. SAYERS. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The bill will be referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs; and if there be no objection the Senate amendments will 
be ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ROGERS. I hope that will be done. 

Mr: TOWNSHEND. Ido not think it is necessary, because they 
have already appeared in the RECORD, and they are so few in number 
tbat it is not necessary to go to the expense of having them printed. 

Mr. SAYERS. Do I understand the gentleman to say that the 
an = rinted fons RECORD 2 

T. ey have been printed in the ings of 
the Senate, all of them, z poia 
es SAYERS. I ask that they be printed in the preeedings of the 

ouse. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. [I object to the printing. Itis an entirely un- 
necessary expenditure of the public money. 

Mr. ROGERS. Does this require unanimous consent? 

The SPEAKER. It does, or a resolution of the House. 

Mr. ROGERS. A resolution, or a motion ? , 

The SPEAKER. Amotion; but that of course would require unan- 
imous consent. A resolution can be submitted, however, and prop- 
erly referred. 


The Chair will state that bills introduced in the House and reported 
from the committees of the House are printed, as a matter of course, 
under the rules. But bills of the Senate and Senate amendments to 
House bills are not printed unless specially ordered by the House, 

Mr. ROGERS. If I may be heard for a moment, I would like to 
state that we have not of course been able to keep the run of the Sen- 
ate amendments. Certain amendments have been embodied in this 
bill involving apparently large expenditures of the public money. I 
do not think that when the House comes to consider bills of that char- 
acter, we should undertake the task of legislation, involving such large 
sums of the public money, without having the printed amendments be- 
fore us for inspection. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. In reply to what has been stated I will say 
simply this: that on the first day of next month there will be no funds 
on hand to pay the Army. It is necessary that this bill should he dis- 
ed of as soon as possible in order that means may be furnished to 
pay the Army. 

Mr. ROGERS. We passed a joint resolution for that purpose yester- 


day. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The resolution that was passed has noi yet 
been acted upon in the Senate. The Senate has passed the Army bill 
and sent it to the House with a few amendments, which we can dispose 
of ina very short time. There is no need for the passage of the reso- 
lution if we act promptly upon this bill, and the only request I make of 
the House is, and I am satisfied the House ought to be willing to grantit, 
that all these amendments shall be non-concurred in and let an exam- 
ination of what is proposed by the Senate take place in the conference 
committee. There they can be disposed ofitem by item. There is no 
necessity whatever for having this bill printed with the amendments 
of the Senate simply to consider the few amendments which have been 
appended to it. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made to non-concurring, and objec- 
tion is made to printing the amendments. The bill will be referred 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. k l 
GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, ELEVATOR, AND RAILWAY COMPANY. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2252) to incor- 
porate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator, and Railway Company of 
the District of Columbia, with House amendments disagreed to by the 
Senate, and a conference asked with the House on the disagreeing votes 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. This bill has reached a condition where itis privi- 
leged; and, if there be no objection, the House will agree to the con- 
ference asked, and the Chair will appoint the conferees during the day. 

Mr. BREWER. I hope that will be done. 

There was no objection. 


ISSUANCE OF PATENTS, ARKANSAS, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 1082) to au- 
thorize the issuance of patents to certain lands in Arkansas, with House 
amendments disagreed to by the Senate, and a conference asked thereon. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is in the same condition asthe preceding 
bill; and if there be no objection the House will insist upon its amend- 
ments and agree to the conference asked thereon. 

Mr. ROGERS. I hope there will be no objectiou to that course. 

The SPEAKER announced as the conferees on the said bill, Mr. 
HOLMAN, Mr. WHEELER, and Mr. Payson. 


BRIGHTWOOD RAILWAY COMPANY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2742) to in- 
corporate the Brightwood Railway Company of the District of Colum- 
bia, with House amendments disagreed to by the Senate. 

Mr. BREWER. I ask that the House insist upon its amendments, 
and a to the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. That is a privileged motion. 

The motion was adopted. 

REFERENCE OF SENATE BILLS. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House Senate bills; which were 
read twice, and referred as follows: 

The bill (S. 1873) increasing the rate of pension of W. A. Shappee— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

The bill (S. 1766) granting a pension to Stephen Butler—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2050) granting a pension to Mrs. Bridget Hackett—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2321) granting a pension to John V. Hennessey—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2490) granting a pension to Nicholas T. Lawrence—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2514) granting a pension to Michael Shong—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2626) granting a pension to Catlena Lyman—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2803) granting an increase of pension to Jacob Logan-— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2836) granting a pension to William E. Taylor—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
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The bill (S. 2858) granting a pension to William Church—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

The bill (S. 2864) granting a pension to James B. Bray—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2887) granting a pension to George H. Johnson—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2913) granting a pension to Mary Sturgess—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2924) to increase the pension of Sterne H. Fowler—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2939) granting a pension to Margaret E. Adamson—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2951) granting a pension to Mrs. Mary Morrison Elli- 
ott—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 1683) granting a pension to Mrs. Jane Flynn—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2977) granting a pension to Henrietta Brown—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3013) granting a pension to William Meyer—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3018) granting an increase of pension to John N. Bovee— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3030) granting a pension to Mary J. Foster—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3035) granting a pension to William Shields—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3052) granting an increase of pension to George W. Dur- 
fee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3059) granting a pension to Rachel Dixon, mother of 
James Dixon, deceased—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3118) for the relief of Matthew O. Reagan—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3130) granting a pension to Patrick Welch—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3137) granting a pension to Ruth Ames—to the Commit- 
tce on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3141) granting an increase of pension to Jonas Doering— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3144) granting a pension to Nancy A. Hayes—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3145) for the relief of the heirs of John M. Powell, de- 
ceased—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3150) granting a pension to William Schoffer—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3157) granting a pension to Joseph S. Wilson—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3158) granting a pension to Nancy L. Huffman—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

The bill (S. 3166) granting a pension to William F. Pike—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3175) granting a pension to Mrs. Caroline Taylor—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3186) granting a pension to Christian Winkel—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (3. 3189) granting a pension to William T. Hutton—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3197) granting a pension to Abbie L. Ham—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3198) granting a pension to Mary Murphy—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3200) granting a pension to Scott S. Hawn—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3219) to increase the pension of Keyes P. Cool—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3221) granting a pension to Isaac A. Hawkins—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3230) granting a pension to Martha J. Cole—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3241) ting a pension to Esther A. Jackson—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3255) granting a pension to Mary E. Cotrill, widow of 
Hugh E. Cotrill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3264) granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen Hand—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3266) granting a pension to Mrs. Adelaide H. Woodall— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

The bill (S. 3309) for the uer of Mrs. Elizabeth E. Grofi—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensi: 

The bill (S. 3316) aunties: pension to Jasper N. Warren—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S, 3330) for the reliefof William H. Thomas—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 3369) granting an increase of pension to Henry Frantz— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

The bill (S. 2197) empow and directing the Commissioner of 
Navigation to register and enroll as American vessels certain sailing 


vessels of foreign construction, repaired in the port of Cleveland, Ohio, 
and named the Josephine and M. C. Upper, respectively—to the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 


MATTIE S. WHITNEY, 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 2185) to carry 
out the findings of the Court of Claims in the case of Mattie S. Whit- 
ney, as administratrix of Franklin 8. Whitney, deceased, heretofore 
referred to said court; which was read twice. 

Mr. HOOKER. I ask unanimous consent to take up and pass the bill 
now. Ithas been reported from the Court of Claims, and has also 

the Senate. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Let the bill be read. 

The bill was read for information. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the report will be read. 

The SPEAKER. This is a Senate bill, and there is no report with 
it, as it has just reached the House. 

Mr. HOOKER. Idonotthink there isa report from the House com- 
mittee on this subject, but it is a bill that has long been under consid- 
eration by the Court of Claims, and it has been decided favorably by 
that court and decided upon by the Senate committee and the Senate. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Thereisa report from the Committee on War Claims 
of the House on that bill. 

The report was read for information. 

Mr. BURROWS was recognized. 

Mr. HOOKER. I hope the gentleman from Michigan will not ob- 
ject to the consideration of thisbill. Itisamatter which has long been 
under consideration, and has now been cut down from $84,000. 

Mr. BURROWS. I had simply addressed the Chair. I desire to 
say to the gentleman from Mississippi that I do not object to the con- 
sideration of this matter, but I wish to advise the gentleman from Il- 
a [Mr. SPRINGER] that it will take a considerable time to dispose 
of it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Then we shall have a quorum upon it. 

Mr. BURROWS. Itis a very important case, and I do not think 
the House should pass upon it until it shall have full time for discus- 


sion. 
Mr. SPRINGER. I shall object. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


By unanimous consent, leaves of absence were granted as follows: 
To Mr. Rusk, until Monday next, on account of important business, 
To Mr. GALLINGER, for ten days, on account of important business. 


LEAVE TO PRINT, 


Mr. DINGLEY. I ask for leave to print in the RECORD some re- 
marks on the bill (H. R. 9051) which the House on Saturday. 

TheSPEAKER. ‘The Chair willstate to the gentleman from Maine 
that general consent has been given to print remarks on that bill, and 
the Chair is of opinion that that leave extends to the end of the ses- 
sion. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled bills, reported that 
the committee had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the 
House of the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

A bill (H. R. 1312) to provide for a term of court at Quincy, Ill. ;- 

A bill (H. R. 1426) supplementary to the act of July 1, 1862, entitled 
“An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph line from 
the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the Govern- 
ment the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes,” and’ 
also of the act of July 2, 1864, and other acts amendatory of said first- 
named act; 

A bill (H. R. 2625) authorizing the erection of a bridge across the 
Missouri River at Ponca, Nebr. ; 

A bill (H. R. 3070) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River in Montana; 

A bill (H. R. 3361) to provide for holding terms of the circuit and 
district courts of the United States for the district of Kentucky at 
Owensborough, in said district, and for other purposes; 

A bill iF R. 6602) for the relief of James Obrien; 

A bill (H. R. 6699) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at Forest City, Dak., by the Forest City and Water- 
town Railroad Company; 

A bill (H. R. 7438) granting to the Aberdeen, Bismarck and North- 
western Railway Company the right to construct and maintain a bridge 
across the Missouri River near Winona, Emmons County, Dakota; 

A bill (H. R. 8355) to authorize the construction of a railroad, wago 
and foot-passenger bridge across the St. John’s River, between De land 
Landing and Lake Monroe, in the State of Florida; 

A bill (H. R. 9420) authorizing the Houston, Central Arkansas and 
Northern Railway Company to construct and maintain bridges across 
Bayou Bartholomew, and across Ouachita, Red, Little, and Sabine 
Rivers, in Louisiana; 

A bill (H. R. 10524) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River, in the State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10527) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Alabama River; 
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A bill (H. R. 10347) authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near the city of Plattsmouth, Nebr., and for 
- other purposes; an 
A bill (H. R. 10538) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. MATSON. I ask that by unanimous consent the order for the 
Friday evening session’ for the consideration of pension bills on the 
Private Calendar be so modified that general pension bills may also be 
considered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks that by unan- 
imous consent the order for the Friday evening session be so modified 
that general pension bills may be considered at the same time. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. FINLEY. I object. 

Mr. PARKER. I ask unanimous consent that the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from the 
further consideration of the bill (H. R. 5059) to provide for the erection 
of a public building in the.city of Watertown, N; Y. 

Mr. STRUBLE. Irise to a question of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STRUBLE. There is so much confusion on the floor of the 
House that members can not understand what business is being trans- 
acted. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair is endeavoring to get order in the House. 
The Clerk will report the title of the bill, after which the Chair will 
ask for objection. 

The Clerk read the title, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 5059) to provide for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Watertown, in the State of New York; with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOVEY. I object. 

Mr. CHIPMAN, I demand the regular order. 

The SPEAKER, The special order this morning is the considera- 
tion—— 

Mr. McCREARY. Isend up a resolution to the Clerk’s desk, and 
desire to have it read and considered at the present time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CHIPMAN] 
has demanded the lar order. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. I withdraw the demand for the regular order for 
the purpose of permitting this resolution to be considered. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That Tuesday, July 31, immediately after the reading of the Jour- 


nal, be set a; for the consideration of business reported from the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unanimous 


consent for the consideration of the resolution just read. 

Mr. BURROWS. I have no objection to the consideration of the 
resolution if the gentleman from Kentucky will modify it so as to des- 
ignate two days for the consideration of reports from the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

x Mr. WILKINS. I moveto refer the resolution to the Committee on 
ules, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reference of the resolu- 
tion to the Committee on Rules? The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered, 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. What is the regular order? 

Mr. BURROWS. Do I understand the gentleman from Kentucky 
refuses to modify his resolution in the manner I suggested ? 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Kentucky made no response, 
and two or three gentlemen demand the order. 

Mr. FINLEY. I withdraw my objection to the consideration of the 
resolution offered by the reyes from Indiana [Mr. Matson]. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. t us have the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The special order for this morning is the consider- 
ation of the bill (H. R. 9387) for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer, upon 
which the previous question has been ordered and an agreement made 
that there shall be fifteen minutes’ debate on each side, 

‘ Mr. TOWNSHEND. Does that take precedence of the morning 
our? 
EMANUEL H. CUSTER. 


The SPEAKER, It is the special order of the House, and comes im- 
“erro after the reading of the Journal. The Clerk will read the 
ill. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be il enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Emanuel H. Cus- 
ter, dependent father of Thomas W. Custer, who was a captain in Company C, 
Seventh United States Cavalry, subject to the provisions and limitations of pen- 
sion laws, and pay to him a pension of $50 a month in lieu of the pension he is 
now receiving. : 

The SPEAKER. Under the order thirty minutes are allowed for 
debate; fifteen minutes in support of the bill and fifteen minutes in 


opposition to it. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, is it in order to raise the question of 
consideration upon that bill? 

The SPEAKER. Itis. It is always in the power of the House to 
determine whether it will or will not consider a proposition. 

Mr. LANHAM. I desire to raise the question of consideration, in 
order that I may move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I rise to a question of order. It is not in order 
to move to go into Committee of the Whole until after the hour for the 
call of committees for reports. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 

ME SPRINGER. Then the question of consideration could not be 
ra —— 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can raise the question of consid- 
eration for any reason. The Chair never states the reason for which a 
gentleman raises the question. The reason is no part of the motion, 
‘The question is, Will the House now proceed to consider this bill? 

The question was taken; and the Speaker deciared that the ayes 
seemed to have it. 

A division was called for. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I understand that there is only one 
of these bills to be presented. I thought this one was to be succeeded 
by several others, but as there is only one I will not raise the question 
of consideration against it. . 

The SPEAKER, The bill is before the House. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill which is now before the 
House for consideration is a bill to increase the pension of Emanuel 
H. Custer. I do not care ‘to say anything more at present, but will 
reserve my time; and I now ask for a vote, unless some gentleman de- 
sires to be heard in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I hope the bill and report will be read. 

The SPEAKER. The bill has been read. The Clerk will read the 
report. 

The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
9387) for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer, submit the following report: 

Emanuel H. is the father of General Geo: Custer, and of Thomas 
Custer, late of the Seventh United States Cavalry, both of whom, as well as 
three sons-in-law of Mr. Custer, were killed in the battle of Big Horn. 

He isa man of more than eighty of age and in very reduced 
stances, The committee do not feel that it is n to recount the gross 
services of the Custer family Gare the war of the rebellion in the armies or 
the Union. Braver and better soldiers never served. 

Mr. Custer is now tees of all support. Those who would have cared for 


his old age have given ives for their country. 
Your committee recommend the passage of the bill. á 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CHIPMAN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
ped; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
I move to dispense with the morning hohr for the 


circum- 


Mr. LANHAM. 
call of committees. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think the committees had better be called. 

TheSPEAKER. The motionofthegentleman from Texas [ Mr. LAN- 
HAM] is in order, but it requires a vote of two-thirds. 

The question was taken, and the motion was not agreed to—two-thirds 
not having voted in favor thereof. 

The SPEAKER. The committees will now be called for reports on 
private bills and resolutions. 

REVOCATION OF WITHDRAWAL OF LANDS. 

Mr. HOLMAN, from the Committee on the Public Lands, reported 
back the bill H. R. 11006 which, on motion of Mr. HOLMAN, was or- 
genes to be printed and recommitted to the Committee on the Public 

nds. 

ARVAH HOPKINS. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 
ported back with a favorable recommendation the bill (H. R. 3463) to 
provide for the payment to the legal representatives of Arvah Hopkins 
of the rent of certain property in Tallahassee, Fla., for the use of the 
Army; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

H. S. SAUNDERS. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back with a favorable recommendation the bill (H. R. 5767) 
for the relief of Harry S. Saunders; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

JAMES MILLER. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back with a favorable recommendation the bill (H. R. 2379} 
for the relief of James Miller, of Bourbon County, Kentucky; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
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CATHOLIC CHURCH, MACON CITY, MO. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported the bill (H. R. 11007) for the relief of the Catholic Church at 
Macon City, Mo. } Which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

JOHN BAUGHMAN. 


Mr, STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back with a favorable recommendation the bill (H. R. 9872) 
for the relief of John Baughman; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accom- 
panying report, ordered to be printed. 


ESTATE OF THOMAS NILES, DECEASED, 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, also, from the Committee on War Claims, 
reported back with a favorable recommendation the bill (S. 878) for the 
relief of the estate of Thomas Niles, deceased; which was referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with 
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 


MATTIE 8. WHITNEY. 


Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, in the excitement of the moment I 
objected a while ago to the consideration of a bill (S. 2185) called up 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Hooker]. I desire to with- 
draw my objection. 

Mr. HOOKER. I now call up the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The bill can not be called up at this time. The 
tegular order has been demanded and insisted upon by several gentle- 
men; but, if there be no objection, the Chair will withhold the bill 
and lay it before the House at another time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. To-morrow morning. 

Mr. HOOKER. Yes; to-morrow morning. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I do not understand that that gives unan- 
imous consent. 

The SPEAKER. Simply unanimous consent to the withholding of 
the bill. The Chair will ize the gentleman to object if he de- 
sires. The request was that the Chair should withhold the bill for the 
present. 

Mr. REED. Then if it is to be brought up at any other time, unan- 
imous consent will have to be obtained? 

The SPEAKER. Ofcourse. The bill will be presented again just 
as if it had never been presented to the House. 


MILITARY APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. The Committee on Military Affairs have di- 
rected me to report back the Army appropriation bill with the Senate 
amendments. 

Mr. SAYERS. I desire to be informed by the Chair whether it is 
proper at this time to reserve points of order upon those amendments. 

The SPEAKER. It is; and the bill must go to the Committee of 
the Whole on the state of the Union, except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. SAYERS. I reserve all points of order. 

Mr. ROGERS. I want the bill to go to the Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The bill, except by unanimous consent, must go 
to the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, and will be 
on the Calendar of that committee. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Will the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. RoG- 
ERS] wait until the title of the bill is read? 

Mr. ROGERS. ‘The gentleman from Arkansas” will govern himself 
as he pleases. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I object to the gentleman making any motion 
at this time, before the title of the bill has beea read. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman has made no motion; no motion 
is required. The rules govern the disposition of the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. [thought the gentleman moved to send the 
bill to the Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The rules of the House send the bill to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union. The title of the bill 
will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 10234) making appropriations for the support of the Army for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER. This bill, with the amendments of the Senate, will 
be referred to the Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union, 
and, under the rules, will be printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I now move that the House resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 

The SPEAKER. That motion is not in order until the House has 
dispensed with private business. This day is set apart for the consid- 
eration of private bills unless that order be dispensed with by a vote of 
the House. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I move, then, to dispense with the considera- 
tion of private business for to-day. 

The SPEAKER (having put the question on the motion of Mr. 
TOWNSHEND). The noes appear to have it. 


Mr. TOWNSHEND. [I call for a division. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If this motion should be voted down, Mr. 
Speaker, will it be in order ata subsequent part of the day to make a 
similar motion? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not understand the gentleman. 
The House will come to order. 

Mr. SPRINGER. As I understand, this motion is made for the 
purpose of enabling the Committee on Military Affairs to have the 
Army appropriation bill considered in Committee of the Whole. If 
this motion should be voted down, would it be in order to renew the 
motion with a view to the consideration of other business? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair supposes it would be in order during 
the remainder of the time the House is in session to-day, to move to 
dispense with private, business. 

The question being again taken on the motion of Mr. TOWNSHEND 
to dispense with the consideration of private business for to-day, there 
were—ayes 33, noes 69. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Icall for the yeas and nays, and will state that 
my object in making this motion is to have the Army appropriation bill 
considered in Committee of the Whole. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered, only 15 voting in favor thereof; 
so the motion of Mr. TOWNSHEND was disagreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now recurs upon the motion of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole House for the consideration of business 
on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SPINOLA. In the event of the motion of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] prevailing, would the Army appropriation 
bill—— 

TheSPEAKER. The motion has not prevailed; the House has voted 
it down. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I only wanted to know whether the Army appro- 
priation bill would be taken up in case the motion of the gentleman 
from Illinois prevailed. 

The SPEA The motion of the gentleman from Illinois was 
simply to di with the consideration of private business for to-day. 
Whether the Army bill would be taken up or not is another matter. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. As the House seems desirous to go on with 
private business, I presume it is uselessto press further at this time the 
consideration of the Army appropriation bill. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If the House should now refuse to go into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar, would it be in 
order to move to go into Committee of the Whole on the state of the 
Union for the purpose of considering the Oklahoma bill ? 

The SPEAKER. It would not; the motion as the gentleman states 
it would not be in order at any time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Would not the motion to go into Committee of 
the Whole generally, with the view of taking up the Oklahoma bill, be 
in order? 

The SPEAKER. It would; but a motion to go into Committee of 
the Whole for the consideration of appropriation bills would have pre- 
cedence. 

The motion of Mr. LANHAM was agreed to—ayes 78, noes 30. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, Mr. Dockery in the chair. > 
Gare CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the first billon the Private 

endar. 

Mr. LANHAM. If I can have attention, I would like to make a 
brief statement. I wish to ask unanimous consent that we may now 
proceed with the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar which 
have been reported from the Committee on Claims, and to the consid- 
eration of which there may be no objection. 

Mr. NELSON. I object, if the request is limited to bills reported 
by the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. LANHAM. If the order I have suggested could be adopted it 
would accommodate a vast number of members. As is well known, 
a number of reports from the Committee on War Claims are at the 
head of the Calendar. Those claims have provoked, and doubtless will 
continue to provoke, a great deal of discussion; so that if we proceed 
regularly with the Calendar no practical result may be accomplished 
so far as legislation is concerned. 

Mr. NELSON. Will the gentleman modify his motion so as to con- 
sider all bills unobjected to except bills reported from the Committee 
on War Claims? 

Mr. LANHAM. I simply asked consent of the Committee of the 
Whole that we take up in regular order bills reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims to the consideration of which there may be no objec- 
tion. I believe if this order can be agreed to we shall be able to pass 
a great many unobjectionable bills. 

Mr. NELSON. I object, unless the gentleman will modify his mo- 
tion so as to include all bills on the Private Calendar except those re- 
ported from the Committee on War Claims. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], 
as the Chair understands, asks consent to modify the request of the 
gentleman from Texas, so that the Committee of the Whole may pro- 
ceed with the consideration in regular order of all bills on the Private 
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Calendar to which there is no objection, except bills reported by the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Several members objected. 

Mr. HEARD. I object to that modification for this reason—— 
[Cries of ‘‘ Regular order!’’] I object to any discrimination inst 
or in favor of the business of any particular committee. I think bills 
reported from the various committees of the House should be considered 
in their order, regardless of the committee from which they may come. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] is 
entitled to the floor, and he will proceed. 

Mr. NELSON. I wish to say something in which, perhaps, the gen- 
tleman from Texas will be interested. 

Mr. LANHAM. What is it? 

Mr. NELSON. Now, in consideration of my desire to continue to 
be a good-natured man, I will withdraw my objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HEARD. I object to the exception of any claim upon any cal- 
endar, for one objection will carry over any ¢laim, so that our time need 
not be wasted. 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 


SAMUEL NOBLE. 


The CHAIRMAN. ‘The regular order is demanded, and the com- 
mittee will proceed to the consideration of the unfinished business, 
which is the bill (H. R. 53) for the relief of Samuel Noble. At the 
time the committee rose a motion was pending that the bill be laid 
aside with the recommendation that the enacting clause be stricken out. 
On that motion the point of no quorum was made. 

Mr. FORNEY. 1 ask, by unanimous consent, that the further con- 
sideration of that bill be postponed and allowed to retain its place upon 
the Calendar, in view of the fact that my colleague [Mr. OATES] is 
not present in the city, but absent in attendance on the Immigration 
Committee in the city of New York. 

Mr. KELLEY. To what period does the gentleman propose to post- 
pone the further consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FORNEY. Until my colleague returns front New York. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 


PEREZ DICKINSON. 


The CHAIRMAN. The committee now resumes the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9872). for the relief of Perez Dickinson, surviving 

er of Cowan & Dickinson. 

Mr. HOUK. That bill has been discussed already. 
stitute the Senate bill for the House bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. That has been done already. 

Mr. LANHAM. That bill has already been partially considered in 
the Committee of the Whole House, and there being no objection, I 
move that the Senate bill 94 be laid aside to be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is informed that there was an amend- 
ment moved by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN] to the 
Senate bill. If there be no objection House bill 9872 (Forty-ninth 
Congress, first session) for the relief of Perez Dickinson, surviving 

tner of the late firm of Cowan & Dickinson, and House bill 6346 

Fiftieth Congress, first session) for the relief of Perez Dickinson, sur- 

viving partner of Cowan & Dickinson, will be reported to the House 
with the recommendation that they be laid on the table. 

The was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The title of the Senate bill will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 94) for the relief of Perez Dickinson, surviving partner of the late 
firm of Cowan & Dickinson. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is informed there is an amendment 
pending, moved by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HoLMAN], which 
will be read by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Add to the end of the bill: “ however, That before said money shall 


Provided, 
be paid it shall be pone to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Treasury 
that proceeds of said cotton to the amount aboye named were covered into the 


I move to sub- 


Treasury or accounted for the proper officer; but the sum paid to said Perez 
Diek inson shall not ex the sum so paid into the Treasury or accounted 
lor," 


Mr. HOUK. Was not that amendment voted down? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chairisdesirous of understanding the status 
of this bill. There seems to be some question as to whether this 
amendment was adopted or rejected. 

4 Mr. HOUK. The Senate bill was taken up in lieu of the House 
ills, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Senate bill is now considered as pending 
before the committee, the House bills having been laid aside to be re- 
ported = the House with the recommendation that they do lie upon 
the table. 

Mr. HOUK. The amendment was voted down, as I understand. 

The CHAIRMAN. No; the Chair is advised by the Clerk that the 
amendment is ding. 

Mr. HOUK. I want to say one word. If this claim is not to be 
paid, then the United States ought to give notice that it does not in- 


tend to pay anybody. Of course, the adoption of the pending amend- 
ment is simply to avoid the payment of the claim, and Iask gentlemen 
to vote it down. 

Mr. WARNER. Why? 

Mr. HOUK. Because this claim ought to be paid. Itisajustclaim. 
It has been favorably reported from the Court of Claims. If this House 
is not going to pay claims of a just character, it ought to say so, and 
we ought to understand the matter from the beginning. If we do not 
pay such just claims, then I am in favor of going into the wholesale 
repudiation and stop the payment of bonds and everything else, for one 
is founded in justice and fair dealing just as much as the other is. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I am notable to recall the features ot 
this case, and I hope the gentleman will state just exactly what they 
are. 

Mr. HOUK. When General Longstreet besieged Knoxville, General 
Burnside received a certain number of bales of cotton for use in the de- 
fense of that city, They were promised to be returned, but they never 
were returned to the owner. General Burnside testified to that fact, 
and all the line of officials have testified in the same way. The Court 
of Claims found the facts as alleged. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. What is the amount of the claim? 

Mr. HOUK. Ninety-six thousand dollars, a big sum; but he is en- 
titled to it. He is a brave man, who accepted a decree of banishment 
from his home when threatened with an order to send him through the 
lines. In response to the Confederate judge he said he had come to 
East Tennessee when a young man; he had made his money there; 
had buried his wife and only child there; but he would abandon all, 
even the graves of his kindred, rather than take an oath in opposition 
to his country, rather than take an oath to support the Southern Con- 
federacy; and if the Republicans upon this floor are going to repudiate 
the just debts of the Government to such men it is about time we 
should know it. 

Mr. WARNER. As I recollect, this cotton was taken for the pur- 
pose of constructing breastworks. 

Mr. HOUK. Yes, sir; the gentleman is correct; for the purpose of 
constructing breastworks at Fort Saunders and other places in the de- 
fense of the city. The cotton, which saved the city and the Army of 
the United States, was never returned to the owner. 

Mr. WARNER. As I remember, a part of it was also used for our 
sick and wounded soldiers in the hospitals. 

Mr. HOUK. Yes, sir; part of it was used in the deaf and dumb 
asylum building, which was]then used as a hospital, in making beds 
for the wounded, the sick, and dying soldiers of the Union. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I understand the Court of Claims 
have examined this case. 

Mr. HOUK, They have; and they found the facts, the amount, the 
loyalty, and everything in fayor of the claimant. 

Mr. KELLEY. Who is the “Mr. Burnside” of whom you speak? 

Mr. HOUK. I refer to General A. E. Burnside. 

Mr. KELLEY. ‘Then why do not you speak of ‘‘ General’? Burn- 
side, so we may understand who you mean? 

Mr. HOUK. I supposed that everybody knew that General Burn- 
side was in command of Knoxville when Longstreet laid siege te that 
city. 

Mr, KELLEY. Yes; but I did not know but that you meant some 
claimant to the cotton. 

Mr. HOUK. No; I refer to General Burnside. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee will vote down the amendment. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Task that this amendment be again reported. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Iwish to inquire what is the amount named in the 
bill? Ihave forgotten the exact sum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amount. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The Senate bill proposes $96,192. The amendment proposed is to strike out 
that sum and insert $66,883.50, 

Mr. HOLMAN, It seems tome, Mr. Chairman, upon the facts cited 
in the report, and which came to light during the progress of the dis- 
cussion on the bill, that it would be entirely proper to pay this claim- 
ant the sum of money which was actually turned into the Government 
Treasury by reason of the taking possession on the part of the Gov- 
ernment of the property in question. That, I think, is all right and 
ought to be paid. Whatever sum was realized from the sale of the cot- 
ton belonging to the party should be paid. His loyalty is established, 
I think, beyond question, 

Mr. WARNER. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a ques- 
tion ? F 

Mr. HOLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. WARNER. When this case was up some time ago I took part 
in the discussion of it and have some recollection of the facts. I would 
like to ask the gentleman, however, if it is not true that the amend- 
ment he suggests, if adopted, would have the effect of paying thisclaim- 
antnothing whatever? I wish to ask a further question: If this cotton, 
or a part of itat least, was not taken down to the railway adjoining the 
depot and there some children playing around set fire to the cotton 
and destroyed it? 


1888. 


Mr. HOLMAN. That applied to but a portion of it, I think you 
will find that it was finally traced into the Treasury. 

Up to this time it has not been our policy to pay for property de- 
stroyed as an incident to military operations during the war. Indeed, 
in the general bill referring claims of this character to the Court of 
Claims for a finding and report we have carefully provided that inci- 
dents of war, spoliations by the Army or Navy, and property destroyed 
in the necessary progress of the war shall not be subject even to exam- 
ination. Jurisdiction is not. conferred upon the court to inquire into 
the facts in such cases. It seems to me that the destruction of prop- 
erty incident to war can not be well provided for; and that if we go to 
the extent of providing payment to this claimant for the amount of 
his property actually turned into the Treasury we are doing all that 
justice requires. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. I move to strike out the last word. 

I know something about the history of this case from the fact that 
I was at Knoxville myself at the time mentioned, and I have examined 
this claim with a good deal of care as a member of the Committee on 
War Claims. My understanding of the facts are that this cotton was 
taken to build fortifications at the city of Knoxville, Tenn., and as the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Houk] well says, its use for that pur- 
pose doubtless saved the city from capture. After the Government 
was through with the cotton the owners demanded ion of it and 
that it should be turned back again. Had the Government done 
that it would have ended the liability of the Government. But as a 
matter of fact the officers in charge at that point refused to return the 
property to the claimant, but sought to convert it to the use of the Gov- 
ernment. Afterwards it was destroyed by fire. 

Mr. HOUK. A part of it was destroyed by fire and a portion of it 
was used in the hospitals at Knoxville. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, of Indiana. Yes; part of it was destroyed by fire 
and part used as the gentleman from Tennessee suggests. When the 
Government refused to turn the property back after they got through 
using it for the purpose to which it was originally applied, and for which 
it was taken, it became liable under every principle of equity and jus- 
tice for the value of the cotton sotaken; and particularly so when the 
amount found due, as in this case, is to be paid to a confessedly loyal 
citizen, to a man who suffered banishment for his loyalty to the Gov- 
ernment rather than take the oath of allegiance to the Confederacy. 

Now, I understand the amendment of the gentleman from Indiana 
proposes to cut out and to exclude from payment all of the cotton the 
proceeds of which do not appear to have been turned into the Treasury. 
It would exclude the paymentof every dollar of the Government’s lia- 
bility, unless it is found that the money was actually turned into the 
Treasury. I claim, sir, that the man who owned that cotton is in no 
manner responsible for the action of the officers, whether they turned 
the money into the Treasury or used it in any other way. I claim 
that after having taken possession of his property, if they failed to do 
their duty and failed to account to the Treasury for the property that 
he lost, that under all of the principles of equity and justice the Gov- 
ernment should come to his relief and pay for his losses. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from Indiana has 
said, I can also say that I was myself present at the siege of Knoxville, 
and I know all about this case, and, as my colleague [Mr. Houx] has 
so well said, if this claim is not paid no claim ever ought to be paid. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, what are the facts? This cotton was taken 
from a citizen who was as loyal as Abe Lincoln, who suffered banish- 
ment, as my colleague has said, rather than take the oath to the Con- 
federacy. When the siege was raised and Longstreet retreated he went 
and asked that the cotton be returned to him. It had served the pur- 
pose for which it was taken. They said, ‘‘Oh, no, we will take it and 
ship it to Louisville, and when the proceeds reach the Treasury Depart- 
ment you can have them.’’ 

What became of that cotton? ' Here is the report of the War Claims 
Committee of the Senate upon it: 

The cotton was taken by General Burnside November 25, 1863, but the order 
of General Schofield to gather it up from the fortifications was not issued until 
February 26, 1864. Nearly four months elapsed from the first taking before this 
order was fully executed. The waste in the meanwhile was found to be large. 
Of the 313 bales originally taken from all the citizens, only 218 bales were saved. 
What became of the % bales of deficiency does not definitely appear. Some 
Dad been taken by the soldiers to fill their bunks; some used to calk pontons; 
some lost by pillages and much worn out and used up in the works, 

Of the 218 bales recovered, 40 were used by the medical department, 158 stored 
by the quartermaster near the railroad depot, awaiting shipment, were acci- 
dentally set on fire by boys playing in its vicinity, and all; with the exception 
of about 20 bales, consumed. Twenty bales were shipped to the chief quarter- 
master at Louisville. What became of the other 20 bales does not appear, 

Now, that is what became of that cotton. Here was a loyal citizen 
whose pro was taken to save the Government, ad when he asked 
that it be returned they refused. It is said that the proceeds of per- 
haps 20 bales have reached the Department, and if this amend- 
ment is adopted and they could prove that 20 bales had reaced there, 
that is all this citizen will get for his cotton. Is it right, is it just, is 
it honest? I can not see upon what ground any gentleman on this 
floor would think it just, right, or even honest to take this property 
and use it without paying for it under these circumstances. Here is 
General Burnside’s statement, here is his receipt for the cotton taken. 
I can say that there never has been a claim before the Congress of the 
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United States that had merit superior to thisclaim. Thereisno doubt, 
there is no controversy, there is no uncertainty. Every allegation— 
his loyalty, his property, everything—is proven beyond a single ques- 
tion, and why this claim should be turned away without being paid I 
can not see. 

Mr. HOUK. And only the amount the cotton would sell for at that 
time. 

Mr. BUTLER. Here is the report by the commissioner appointed by 
the commander-in-chief to ascertain fully the amount, and every other 
fact, and they are all set forth here in this report, so that there can be 
no controversy or any doubtatallon the partofthis House. Mr. Dick- 
inson was a loyal man, and suffered banishment more than twenty 
years ago for his loyalty, and yet the Government refuses to pay him 
for his property. I certainly believe that this bill ought to be passed 
and that this claimant should be paid for that property taken. 

Mr. LYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to makea parliamentary inquiry. 
I desire to understand fully what thisamendment is. Do I understand 
that it reduces the amount to $60,000? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That has been adopted. 

Mr. LYMAN. Then the bill ought to pass as it is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection, the formal 
amendment will be withdrawn. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. Iwill renew it. Ido not know anything about 
Mr. Dickinson, the claimant in the case, but Ido happen to know 
something about this cotton. At the time this cotton was used in the 
defense of Knoxville I happened to command a Michigan regiment in 
the works, I remember very well that this cotton was brought up to 
the works, and we crowned the parapets of all the principal works 
around the city, and especially Fort Saunders, which was the key to the 
position, with these cotton bales. I know the work we did with that 
cotton, and I know it very materially contributed to the saving of East 
Tennessee to the Union and to the shortening of the war. General 
Burnside, with the Ninth and Twenty-third Army Corps, had marched 
into East Tennessee through Cumberland Gap, and he had seated him- 
self upon that vital connection between Tennessee and Virginia, the 
railroad connecting those two States. We had divided the Confederacy. 
We had cut off the head at Richmond from the body in the Southwest, 
and it was absolutely necessary that the East Tennessee railroad 
should be recovered, as it was the only railroad they had except that 
east of the mountains. General Longstreet was detached from the 
main army at Chattanooga and with fourteen or fifteen thousand men 
sent to try and get us off the railroad. We fell back into Knoxville 
and threw up hasty works. Somebody’s cotton bales were brought 
from somewhere, and with them we crowned the parapets of all the 
principal works; and when the assault came, on the 29th of November, 
1863, our little band, comparatively speaking, behind these cotton bales, 
drove back Longstreet’s veterans that had swept away Sickles at Get- 
tysburgh in the July before. And I want to say to the gentlemen of 
this House that if these were Mr. Dickinson’s bales, that Mr. Dickin- 
son’s cotton bales had a great deal to do with the salvation of Knox- 
ville and the whole of East Tennessee. They did good service there. 
A good many of’them were knocked to pieces with shot and shel] there 
in that assault on the morning of the 29th of November, a many 
of them, to my personal knowledge, were left blood-stained there that 
morning, and if those were the cotton bales of this claimant, as I am 
assured by the gentleman from Tennessee, Colonel HOUK, they were—— 

Mr. HOUK. They have been thoroughly identified. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. If those were the cotton bales of this claimant, 
then the United States of America could well afford to pay a million 
dollars for them and not pay more than they were worth to the Gov- 
ernment of this Union on that occasion. [Applause.] I hope this bill 
will be passed. 

Mr. LANHAM. I trust we shall now have a vote upon this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be regarded as withdrawn, and the question will be taken 
on the motion of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN]. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman declared that the noes 
seemed to have it. 

Mr. HOLMAN. [ask for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 8, noes 80. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Inasmuch as the opinion of the House seems to be 
so strongly in favor of this measure, I will not make the point of no 
quorum, but otherwise I would do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Shall this bill be laid aside to 
be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass? 

Mr. LANHAM. Irise toa parliamentary inquiry. When this bill 
was last under consideration I offered an amendment reducing the 
amount. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. That amendment has been adopted. 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HOUK. Mr. Chairman, we have hed a great deal of trouble 
with this Perez Dickinson claim, and I now move that the committee 
rise and report the bill to the House, in order that we may pass it and 
be done with it. [Laughter.] 
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Mr. LANHAM. I hope the gentleman will not insist on that mo- 
tion. We will endeavor to have the committee rise in ample time for 
the passage of these bills. 

TheCHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Houx] 
insist on his motion? ` 

Mr. HOUK. Notif there is objection; but I think that would be 
a proper and legitimate way to dispose of this case at this time. 

: Mr. LANHAM. Iwill make no objection to the gentleman’s mo- 
on. 

Mr. HOUK. Then I move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. DOCKERY, from the Committee of the Whole, reported 
that they had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 9872) for the re- 
lief of Perez Dickinson, and had directed him to report it back with 
the recommendation that it be Jaid on the table; also that the com- 
mittee had substituted for the House bill a bill (S. 94) for the relief 
of Perez Dickinson, and had directed him to report it to the House 
with the recommendation that it do with an amendment. 

The besten reported from the Committee of the Whole was 


The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of this bill. 

Mr. HOLMAN. On that I call for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 71, noes 7. 

Mr. McSHANE. No quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The point is made that no quorum has voted. 
The Chair will appoint the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Houx] 
and the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. McSHANE] to act as tellers. 

Mr. MCSHANE. I withdraw the point of no quorum. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HOUK moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
rema ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table, 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The House bill (H. R. 9872) was laid on the table. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. LANHAM. I now move that the Houseresolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole House for the further consideration of bills upon 
the Private Calendar, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
and Mr. DOCKERY resumed the chair, 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the Whole 
upon the Private Calendar. The Clerk will report the first bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: x 
A bill (H. R. 7800) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Margaret T. Higgins. 


Beit elc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and di to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to John De Bree, executor of Margaret T. Higgins, the sum of $3,- 
256.66, the same being in full for and final d of the claim examined, in- 
vestigated, and reported favorably by the Court of Claims of the United States 
ae ae rovisions of the act of Congress approved March 3, 1883, commonly 

e Bowman 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying this bill aside to be | 


reported to the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I suggest that the report be read. 

The report (by Mr. STONE, of Kentucky) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H.R. 7800) for 
the relief of John De Bree, executor of Margaret T. Higgins, beg leave to report 

follows: 
«The bill provides for the payment of $3,236.66 for the use of a certain ware- 
house and wharf, belonging to Mrs. Higgins, in the city of Norfolk, Va. This 
claim was transmitted to the Court of Claims by the Committee on War Claims 
of the Forty-eighth Congress under the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
to afford assistance and relief to Congress and the Executive Departments in 
the investigation of claims and demands against the Government,” approved 
March 3, 1883. 


The said claim was returned by the Court of Claims to the Committee on War 
Claims of the Forty-ninth Con with findings of fact by the court, which 
show among other things that the claimant was loyal, that her warehouseand 
wharf after the occupation of the city of Norfolk by the Federal forces in 1862 
were seized by Capt. Edwin Ludlow, assistant quartermaster United States 
Army, as a military necessity, were i for two years, eight months, and 

* eleven days, and $1,200 a year would be a fair compensation for the prem- 


ises. In accordance with the findings of fact by the Court of Claims the Com- 


mittee on War Claims of the Forty-ninth Congress reported House bill No. 10798, 
providing for the payment of the amount found to be due, to wit, $3,236.66, 

Your committee therefore report back the bill which has been referred to 
them and recommend its passage. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the bill (H. R. 1798, 
Forty-ninth Congress) will be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it lie on the table. : 

There was no objection. 

WILLIAM J. POITEVENT. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 26) 

for the relief of William J. Poitevent. 


The bill was read. 
Mr, LANHAM, Unless the consideration of this bill is called for 


by some gentleman, I ask that it be passed over informally, retaining 
its place on the Calendar. 
The CHAIRMAN. In the absence of objection that order will be 


made. The Chair hears no objection. 
HIRAM JOHNSON AND OTHERS. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 1028) 
for the relief of Hiram Johnson and others. 

Mr. LANHAM. I make the same request in regard to this bill that 
I made in regard to the one last read. 

Mr. ENLOE. I ask for the consideration of this bill. 

: The bill was read. _ As amended by the Committee on War Claims, 
it is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Parn of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any moneys in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, the respective sums of money as hereinafter provided, to 
= nee persons named herein, or to their heirs or legal representatives, 

wit: 

To H. Johnson, $659.86, 

‘To Stephen M. Johnson, $659.86. 

To D. J. Franklin, $130.48, 

To Josiah Franklin, $156.60. 

To Nat Buckley, $261.20. 

To John Tull, $313.49. 

To Elias Bray, $391.92. 

To Dr. G. Johnson, $156.60, 

To Harrison Trice. 1.20, 

To Jeremiah Crook, sr., $522.41. 

To Willis Arnold, $5,213.89. 

To Arch McCorkle, $391.92, 

To G. L. Ross, $1,306.91. 

To S. L. Ross, $1,306.91. 

To John M. Hart, $522.41. 

To William A. Brummer, $801.69, 

To John D. Smith, $261.20. 

To A. B. Crook, $261.20. 

To Daniel McCollum, $261.20, 

To Jeff Jones, $130.48, 

To Thomas McGill, $156.61. 

To James Ledbetter, $156.61. 

To William Ozier, $522.41. 

To Elijah Bond, $261.20. 

To John L. Cawthon, $522.41. 

To William Hall, $522.41. 

To Carroll Beaver, $522.41. 

To John West, $659.86. 

To James Clifford, $261.20, 

To O. F. Hendrix, $784.04. 

To Frank Cawthon, $313.49. 

To James Cawthon, $130.49, 

To 8. E. Grider, $130.49. 

To Silas Grider, $139.49. 

To John Robinson, $210.34. 

To Hugh Lys eo $200.25. 

To John G, Smith, $79.96. 

To Caleb McKnight, $200.25. 

To James Thomas, $200.25. 

To William P. Walker, $120.06, 

To A. S. Rogers, $341.55. 

To Tison G. Maness, $561.02. 

To William H. Bond, $120.06. 

To F. M. Ballard, $210.04. 

‘To Stephen Messengill, $120.06. 

To William Swink, „80. 

To Keton M, Jones. $361.15. In all, $22,271.26. 


Theamendments reported by the Committee on War Claims changing 
the amounts in various cases, so as to pay to the claimants the amounts 
as given in the foregoing bill, were read: 

Mr. ENLOE. Ifthe reading of the reportis desired by any one, I 
| would be glad to have it read now. 

Mr. ROWELL, I desire to make some remarks on this bill. The 
report can be read afterward, unless the gentleman from Tennessee [ Mr. 
ENLOE] wants to proceed with his remarks now. 

Mr. ENLOE. I will wait until the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROWELL] has spoken. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. 
words on this subject. 

Mr. ENLOE. How much time do gentlemen on the other side de- 
sire to occupy ? 

Mr. ROWELL. I shall not want much time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ROWELL] for one hour. 

Mr. ROWELL. Mr. Chairman, this bill marks a new departure in 
the way of paying war claims. Colonel Haynie, when commanding at 
Henderson, West Tenn adopted as a method of preventing injury 
to the property of the United States and of citizens, the making of 
assessments, when injury was done, upon the rebel citizens thereabout, 
and collecting those assessments to the full amount of the injury. 
This was a policy adopted by different commanders in West Tennessce. 
Some required cttizens in neighborhoods where guerrillas were in the 
habit of doing damage, to give bonds of indemnity against any such 
damage; others adopted the policy of assessment upon the active rebel 
sympathizers in the vicinity. to the extent of some $26,000 
was done in the neighborhood of Henderson; and Colonel Haynie as- 
sessed and collected that sum of money, appointing a commission to 
find out the total amount of damage, the ability of persons to pay, and 
the character of the people upon whom assessments were made. 

That sum of money was collected. Some $5,000 of it was for dam- 
age to United States property, and about $20,000 for damage to indi- 


I would like a chance to say a few 
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vidual p . The money was covered into the Treasury of the 
United States. Every cent of it was assessed according to the laws of 
war, according to the rights of the people of the United States, and 
against men actively in sympathy with or aiding the cause of the 
enemy. 

Subsequently—and here is a strange remissness on the part of the 
Committee on War Claims—subsequently, by act of Congress, between 
$9,000 and $10,000 of this money was paid out of the Treasury to cer- 
tain parties whose had been destroyed, leaving, besides the 
$5,000 going to the United States, $10,000 or $12,000 of that money 
remaining in the Treasury. ‘That fact has not been stated in this re- 
port. The Committee on WarClaims, in bringing in their report, have 
neglected to inform this House that by the deliberate act of Congress 
nearly $10,000 of this money has already been paid to parties for whose 
benefit it was assessed, and is nownot in the Treasury. But the com- 
mittee has reported a bill not simply to pay the balance of the money 
remaining in the Treasury, but to pay to these men who were engaged 
in hostilities against the United States, or who were in sympathy with 
those who were so engaged, not alone the money remaining, but all the 
money that was collected, except the $5,000 collected for the benefit of 
the United States. 

In the Forty-eighth Congress the Committee on War Claims, by a 
unanimous vote, reported in favor of repaying the remaining money to 
the parties for whose benefit it was assessed, and by an equally unani- 
mous vote reported against a bill of this character except that it was 
then only proposed to pay the balance of money remaining in the 
Treasury. 

Now, what is this bill? It is a bill to reverse the action of the au- 
thorities of the United States in command. It is a bill to pay back to 
rebel sympathizers something taken by lawful authority from them 
in pursuance of the business which they had in hand to overthrow the 
rebellion. 

Now, if this money is to be paid back there is no single item of 
damage arising out of the war and incurred for the purpose of putting 
down the rebellion that ought not also to be paid back. Nota single 
item. Wherever a marching army levied contributions, wherever a 
marching army camped, wherever a marching army seized upon prop- 
erty contraband of war there ought to be payment made to the owners 
thereof in principle if this money ought to be paid back. 

Asa member of the committee in the Forty-eighth Congress, over 
which Judge Geddes presided, I joined in the report in favor of paying 
this money to the parties injured and for whom it was assessed. I had 
some personal experience myself in this section of country in adopting 
a different plan for the purpose of saving the railroad bridges from de- 
struction by guerrilla bands, whereby prominent people in the neigh- 
borhood were put under bond. But inthis case the damages were as- 
sessed and collected. The only mistake made by the military authori- 
ties was in not paying it to the parties injured and for whose benefit 
the money was collected. It was covered into the Treasury of the 
United States and there was no way of getting it out except by legis- 
lation of Congress. 

Here is a proposition, Mr. Chairman, to reverse the action of former 
Congresses. Here is a proposition to pay money collected in further- 
ance of the purpose of the Union Army in order to compensate Union 
men for injuries done to them. Here is a proposition to pay back this 
money so collected and assessed, because of injury done by these guer- 
rilla bands, and collected and assessed in pursuance of war authority. 

I want this House and country to know, before they vote this money 
out of the Treasury of the United States, that they are voting in fact to 
pay every war claim which may be presented tothe House. ‘The collec- 
tion of this money stands on higher authority than the seizure of sup- 
plies. It was done deliberately; it was done after the appointment ot 
a commission; it was done in pursuance of authority recognized by all 
nationalities engaged in war; it was done as a war measure; it was 
done by the Union forces for the purpose of putting down the rebellion; 
it was done to protect from depredation this section of country where 
there was no rebel army, and where nobody entered except in pursu- 
ance of a raid or by the boys coming home from the South in the guise 
of citizens getting ther, and while getting ready to go back to the 
army rushing into a town and committing depredations. It was made 
necessary to assess these damages for the purpose of guarding property 
from attack in this section of country, so that the troops might go to 
the front. It was an effectiveremedy. It ended that sort of raiding. 
It relieved the soldiers from that duty and enabled them to be put 
upon active duty at the front. 

Now, in the Fiftieth Congress we are asked to overturn that action. 
We are asked to declare that the action of the Army in pursuance of 
its legitimate purpose is to be reversed, and these people are to be 
com ted for the moneys they were compelled to pay as a penalty 
for the injury they inflicted upon the property of Union people. For 
one I protest. If this policy is to be adopted then I say we ought to 
pay everybody. Let down the gates, unlock the Treasury, pay for 
every bale of cotton, pay for every ear of corn, aye, let us go further 
and pay for every liberated slave, for the rent of every church and 
school-house occupied by a passing army; pay for every claim and all 
the claims which may be set up by those who were in the armies in 


rebellion against the country, because there is no difference between 
one and the other. 

I do not care to pursue the matter further, and will yield the floor 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. THOMAS]. 


Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, the facts as I under- 
stand them, and as they are set out in this report, are not disputed. 
At the time mentioned in the report, during the earlier period of the 
war, there was a raid made upon the town of Henderson by some young 
men, as I understand it, belonging to families who sympathized with 
the rebellion—— 

Mr. PAYSON. Will the gentleman mention in what State this was? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. In East Tennessee. k 

Mr. WASHINGTON. West Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Yes, West Tennessee. The property 
of the Government, consisting of cotton and military stores to the ex- 
tent of between five and six thousand dollars, was destroyed in this 
raid, as well as the property of certain loyal citizens selected by the 
raiders, which amounted, together with the amount of what the Gov- 
ernment lost, to $26,751.36. 

General Haynie, in command of the troops of that neighborhood, ap- 
pointed a commission and authorized the commission to assess upon 
the disloyal inhabitants of that neighborhood, who were supposed to 
be implicated in this raid, an amount equal to the value of their prop- 
erty to cover the amount thus destroyed, which assessment was made 
and was confirmed by General Sullivan, in command of that depart- 
ment. The money so assessed was collected and paid over into the 
hands of General Sullivan, and afterwards it was paid by him into the 
Treasury of the United States. 

Now, sir, this report of the committee admits the authority of Gen- 
eral Haynie and of General Sullivan to make the assessment. They 
admit that it was made in accordance with the laws of war, and that 
it was a valid legal charge upon the property of the enemies of the 
country in that neighborhood; and the excuse now presented is that 
General Grant, then in command of the armies of the United States in 
the West, directed that this money should go back to the men from 
whom it was taken. There is a dispute in connection with that alle- 
gation of fact. Iadmit, if it was so, that this money ought to be paid 
back, in accordance with the report of the committee. But, sir, we have 
here the report of the Committee on War Claims of the Forty-eighth 
Congress, to which I desire to direct your attention. That committee 
had all the papers before them, and the chairman of the committee, the 
majority of the committee being Democrats, has put upon the record 
what they then found, and I take it that it is entitled to some consid- 
eration. Mr, Geddes, the chairman of the committee, says: 

If the facts stated were actually established by the papers on file and the testi- 
mony before the present committee— 

That is, that General Grant had made this order— 


it would most likely concur with the reasoning and conclusions of its prede- 

cessor. But this committee do not find these facts established by the testimony 

presented for their consideration. On the contrary, there is eee in the pres- 

ent record to authorize the assumption that “the levyin and collecting these 

a was supposed to be under and in execution of an order of General 
rant.” 


On the contrary, it was under an order of General Haynie, sanctioned 
by General Sullivan. The papers filed did not show that General Grant 
ever issued an order having special and direct reference to these several 
proceedings in that he desired this money should be turned over to the 
parties from whom it was taken. The testimony shows that the pro- 
ceeding originated with General Haynie. 

It is true the superior officers of Haynie and Sullivan could have revoked or 
countermanded their orders; but this was not done, as assumed in the reports 


heretofore made on this claim. 
And soit is assumed in the report now before us. And now the chair- 


man of the committee making this report proceeds to show this fact, 
which is not contained in the report of the committee now before us. 
Probably, Mr. Chairman, it is not so contained because they did not 
have the papers; but they ought to have taken for granted somethin 
that was put into the report of the prior committee of the Forty-eigh 
Congress and called the attention of the House to it. They could have 
referred to it in some way and given us an opportunity of gathering the 
facts in the case. This report proceeds: 


It will be remembered that on the 23d of January, 1863, he (General Grant) di- 
rected this money to be accounted to the Provost-Marshal-General, and we find 
a letter on file in the case of Willis N, Arnold, now before this committee— 


That is another case— 


and whose billis being considered in conjunction with the present bill for 
the relief of Hiram Johnson and others. This letter bears date “ Washin, ve 
D. C., June 26, 1866,” and was written by General Adam Badeau, then on 
eral Grant's staff. It was ata period much nearer the time these eee ro 
ceedings were had, and must be taken as a correct interpretation of the whole 
a IÀ on the part of General Grant and his subordinates. Itisin seo’ to 
illis N. Arnold, who had called on him for aid in his case, which is now before 
Congress, The full text of that letter is as follows: 

“In reply to your communication of June 11, addressed to Lieutenant-Gen- 
eral Grant, an uesting that you, as a loyal citizen, might be remunerated 
for losses sustained by you at the burning of Henderson, Tenn., General Grant 
directs me to inform you that an assessment was made by General Sullivan, by 
his orders, upon the PISS of disloyal citizens for the purpose of remuner- 
ating the sufferers at Henderson, and that since General Sullivan has been 
mustered out of theservice he has informed General Grant that a certain amount 
of such assessment remains in hands. 
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“ Genera! Grant advised General Sullivan to turn over the said sum to the au- 
thorities, so that it might be devoted to the uses for which it was collected.” 


Now, in 1866, General Grant, through his aide, certifies that this 
money was in the Treasury for the benefit of the loyal men for whom 
it was assessed, and this was directly at variance with the assertion 
that an order was made by him that itshould be paid back to the reb- 
els against whom it was assessed. No such order can be produced. It 
is the mere hearsay of a gentleman by the name of William S. Hillyer, 
who writes a letter in 1872 stating his impression from memory, in 
which he exonerates himself, and it is cited in this report that this fact 
had a great deal to do with the character of the report. 

Now, sir, of this money thus seized and put into the Treasury a por- 
tion of it has already been devoted by Congress to the payment of those 
loyal men for whom it was assessed. On March 3, 1875, $9,606.36 
were allowed to be paid to Mr. Aldridge, one of the men whose prop- 
erty was taken, and it leaves $12,665 in the Treasury out of which to 
pay, as this bill provides when amended, $22,271.65. 

Now, sir, there is another significant fact in relation to this last ap- 
propriation. General Grant was President of the United States at the 
time this last bill passed appropriating nearly $10,000 out of this 
fund to these loyal claimants from whom it had been taken. General 
Grant signed and approved the bill. I submit to any gentleman 
whether if General Grant had given an order that this money should 
be paid back to those from whom it was assessed, he would have ap- 
proved a bill from Congress appropriating part of the fund to the par- 
ticular purpose for which it was assessed. There is no claim that 
these men were loyal; there is no claim in this report that they were 
not implicated in this raid; there is no claim in this report that the 
assessment was not just and equal upon them. We claim that it was 
no more than should have been assessed under the circumstances. The 
report of the committee admits that it was made in accordance with 
the laws of war, and there is no claim that it was illegal. 

The only claim is that now the war is over and this money is in the 
Treasury, which is not entirely true, and it ought to be paid back. 
As the gentleman from Illinois stated—and its influence upon my mind 
determined me absolutely on this case—if you now can go back and 
pay claims of this kind there is no excuse for not paying any claim that 
may be bronght in for damages in consequence of the war for millions 
and hundreds and thousands of millions of dollars, I was going to say, 
for property destroyed, taken, and used during the war. This is only 
another way of taking the property, which was done in order to pre- 
vent a greater destruction of property and to prevent the use of the 
Army in guarding property when they were needed for fighting in the 
field. 

Why, sir, it seems to me astonishing that a committee of this House 
can recommend the payment of a claim of this kind and refuse to rec- 
ommend the payment for the taking of cotton and the destruction of 
buildings, the trampling down of fields and the destruction of fences, 
or any other destruction caused by war. This, and every other com- 
mittee of this House, has always refused to pay any such claims. 

With these remarks, Mr. Chairman, I leave the question with the 
House, confident that it understands our side of the case. 

Mr. ENLOE. Mr. Chairman, I regret that it is necessary for me to 
enter into a discussion of this case, but in view of the statements 
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin and the gentleman from Illi- 
nois it is due to the people I represent, who are interested in this meas- 
ure, that I should make a brief statement as to the matter it embraces 
and the ground upon which this claim rests. I will say in the first 
place that this bill has been reported favorably by five different com- 
mittees in Congress. It was reported three times favorably in the 
House, and it has been favorably reported twice in the Senate, and the 
present report which was made by the Committee on War Claims was 
made by General Bragg, of Wisconsin, when he was chairman of the 
Committee on War Claims of this House; and every gentleman ac- 
quainted with his high character as a legislator knows that he was a 
man who looked very carefully into these claims and did so more thor- 
oughly, not only as a matter of exact justice to the Government but to 
the claimants, than any man who ever presided over the Committee on 

War Claims. 

These various reports were made unanimously by the different com- 
mittees that have considered this bill, and this bill has passed both the 
Senate and the House, but never both at the same session of Congress, 
In the Forty-sixth Congress there was only one vote against it in the 

- House. It passed the Senate less the amount of the claim of Arledge 
and Patterson. 

Mr. KERR. Did it pass with the $22,000 provision? 

Mr. ENLOE. As I before stated, it passed the House in the Forty- 
sixth Congress in its present form, with but one dissenting voice, upon 
the report which was made originally by General Bragg, of Wisconsin, 
who was at that time chairman of the Committee on War Claims; and 
that report was unanimously adopted by the Senate committee, and it 
is the same report made by the Committee on War Claims on the pres- 
ent bill. The claim originated from a raid made by a detachment of 
Confederate troops under Col. N. N. Cox, a regular officer in the Con- 
federate army, on the Federal post at Henderson, Tenn., on the 25th 
day of November, 1862. This battalion of Confederate troops from 


Middle Tennessee crossed the Tennessee River, 60 miles away, the 
evening of the 24th of November, and rode all night, reaching Hender- 
son and making the attack early the morning of the 25th. 

They surprised and captured the post, destroyed the depot, the camp 
equippage of the troops, the water tank of the railway company, and 
a quantity of cotton, the property of private citizens, which had been 
seized by the Federal troops and used for making breastworks, Tho 
amount of the damage to the Government was assessed at $5,080. 

This raid was a surprise to the people of Henderson and vicinity, and 
to the parties named in this bill, as great as it was to the troops who 
were captured. These claimants had no more knowledge that such 
a raid was contemplated than did the commanding officerat Henderson. 

I think the proof on file in the case will fully justify me in this state- 
ment. Theimmediate commanding officer, Col. I. N. Haynie, appointed 
a board to assess the value of the property destroyed, and under the 
direction of his superior commanding officer, General J. C. Sullivan, 
he levied an assessment upon the citizens named in this bill amounting 
to $27,351.36. There has been much controversy over the object of 
this assessment, but the sworn testimony of General Sullivan sets at 
rest all legitimate question about that. 

Colonel Haynie scems to have had the idea that the money was col- 
lected to reimburse the Government for losses sustained, and to pay 
the citizens who claimed to be the owners of the cotton destroyed; but 
General Sullivan swears that the money was collected and held as in- 
demnity against future injuries by similar raids, and it was levied upon 
leading citizens who it was supposed might have influence in helping 
to maintain peace and order in thatsection; and that the money ought 
to be returned to those who paid it. 

Now, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROWELL] was in that section 
during the period this occurred, and states that he placed the citizens 
under bond, and if anything of that kind occurred he collected the 
penalty. That was one method of doing it, and this assessment was 
another. The difference between his method and that of General Sul- 
livan was that he held the money indemnity, while the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr, ROWELL] held indemnity bonds. 

The reason why this money was not returned to these claimants as 
contemplated by General Sullivan was that General Sullivan was trans- 
ferred from that command, and by order of General Grant the money 
was paid over to Colonel Hillyer, the provost marshal-general at Jack- 
son, Tenn., and finally found its way into the United States Treasury. 
When the private citizens who tried to establish a claim on this fund 
for cotton destroyed, on the line of argument pursued by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin and the gentleman from Illinois, General Meigs, 
the Quartermaster-General, made a statement that “‘the money col- 
lected exceeded the amount which General Grant had intended to have 
collected, and that General Grant refused to permit it to be applied to 
the payment of private losses and damages.” 

Here we have the statement of this distinguished officer, made with 
a full knowledge of all the facts, in direct corroboration of the state- 
ment of General Sullivan, clearly showing that this money does not 
belong to anybody except the unoffending and peaceable citizens who 
paid it to the Government officers. In a letter to the Secretary of 
War, dated Quartermaster-General’s Office, Washington, D. C., De- 
cember 2, 1871, General Meigs, after reciting the circumstances at- 
tending the collection of this money, uses the following lan to 
which I invite the especial attention of every fair-minded member of 
this House. He says: 


General Grant, then commanding, ordered a war levy et neighboring 
rebels, and the full value of the United States property and of the cotton (private 
property) destroyed appears to have been collected. Colonel Hillyer states that 
the money thus collected exceeded the amount which General Grant had in- 
tended to have collected, and that General Grant refused to permit it to be ap- 
plied to the payment of private losses and damages. 

Part of the contribution or levy appears to have gone into the military rail- 
mosa ae ana S being that which represents the value of public property de- 

roy 

Part of the remainder, namely, $30,000, went into the hands of the quarter- 
master, Col. C. A. Reynolds, as a from his accounts on file at the Treasury. 

In settling the accounts of officers of this department, military collections, 
levies, rents of abandoned or captured Daikin op are, if their proceeds have 
been used in the operations of the Quarte s Department, charged against 
the regular appro) tion of the Quartermaster’s Department, and the amount 
~ one in the by transfer warrant to the credit of these irregular 


unds. 
While it was within the military authority and power of a generalin the field 
to levy and collect money as fines; and while he might have paid the Famer ened 
to those who had been injured by the oeny, it appears that General Grant re- 
fused to do this, and I know of no law by w. ich any officer of the United States 
can now take this money from the Treasury and apply it to the payment of 
these losses and damages. 

I am of opinion that the parties have no claim in law, and no officer, so far as 
I know, has power to relieve them, 


Is it not remarkable that at this day we find gentlemen here in this 
House resisting the payment of this money to the people to whom it 
honestly belongs on the flimsy pretext that it belongs to the men who 
claimed to be the owners of the cotton seized by the Federal troops 
and used for breastworks, which was destroyed in battle, and making 
this assertion in the face of General Meigs’s declaration that they have 
no claim in law? 

Mr. ROWELL. Werethey not claiming it outof the Treasury with- 


out any act of Congress? > 
Mr. ENLOE. Yes; and the Quartermaster-General decided that 
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they bal. no claim in law, no legal right to make any such claim on 
this fun 

Mr. ROWELL. Yes; he đecided that, having been covered into the 
Treasury, the only way it could be taken out was by an act of Con- 


Mr. ENLOE. Hedid not say anything about that; but he said that 
it could not be applied to the payment of damages to private property 
because it was not collected for that purpose, and that General Grant 
so stated. More than that, we have the statement of the commanding 
officer himself, General Sullivan, that his purpose was not to take this 
money and turn it into the , but to hold it as indemnity, just 
as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROWELL] took bonds and held them 
as indemnity. 

He did not collect those bonds, and General Sullivan intended, not 
that this money should be turned into the Treasury, but that itshould 
be returned to the parties who paidit. Anotherpoint. He states that 
the damages sustained amounted to $27,000. The amount assessed 
was $27,000, and something over, but that damage was in a large meas- 
ure the destruction of the property of individuals, which was destroyed 
in the course of the conflict between the two contending forces. The 
Government loss was only $5,080, as found by the board of assessors 

pointed at the time to ascertain the amount of the damages. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Does the order indicate the purpose for which 
the money was taken? 

Mr. ENLOE. ‘The terms of the order, as stated by the commanding 
officer, were that it was taken for the purpose of reimbursing the Gov- 
ernment and reimbursing these citizens; but the superior officer, Gen- 
eral Sullivan, and his superior officer, General Grant, decided that it 
was not collected for that purpose, and turned it into the Treasury, re- 
fusing to pay it to these parties. 

More than that. I want to state that there is testimony, abundant 
testimony, to show that these gentlemen who are making these claims 
did not have any vestige of right to make a claim upon the Govern- 
ment or apon this fund for property destroyed, and that they never. 
had at any time in their lives such an amount of money as they claim 
to have had invested in cotton at that time. 

I have here the statement of Col. Fielding Hurst, the commander of 
a regiment of Federal troops that was raised in that country. He knew 
these people; he lived among them and practiced law among them; and 
he says that they were not in any wise concerned in this raid, and were 
not in any way responsible for the destruction of this property, and 

there was no reason why this assessment should be levied upon 
them, except the mere fact that they lived in the vicinify where the 
damage was done. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. THOMAS] 
sought to leave the impression that these men were concerned in that 
raid, or that their sons were concerned in it, that they organized or were 
instrumental in organizing the force that captured this property and 
destroyed it; but I say there is not a particle of evidence to sustain that 
statement. 

I deny the allegation in toto, and challenge the proof; and I say that 
the proof shows that these were peaceable, law-abiding citizens under 
the jurisdiction of this Government, because the jurisdiction of the Fed- 
eral Government was at that time full, ample, and complete in that por- 
tion of Tennessee, and these people were as much entitled to protection 
in their property rights as if they had lived north of the Ohio River. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. I have not been able to get a copy or 
the report, and I do not know that I understand the position of this 
claim. As I understand, under orders of the commanding officers at 
the point indicated parties who had been connected with raids or who 
were identified with treason at that point were fined. Was thatthe 
situation? 

Mr. ENLOE. No, sir; the fact is this—— 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Who were fined, and what for? 

Mr. ENLOE. ‘These citizens who lived in the vicinity of Hender- 
son were fined for the reason that they lived in that vicinity. 

Mr. ROWELL. Is that true, or is it not rather true that they were 
fined because they were active sympathizers with the Confederacy ? 

Mr. ENLOE. Of course almost every man in that country was in 
a certain sense a sympathizer with the Confederacy when the mass ot 
the people there were engaged on that side of the conflict. But they 
were not active participants in the struggle in any way, and were not 
responsible for this raid which was made at Henderson. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. The assessments, then, were for the 
pu of making the citizens join together to prevent raids ? 

rt, ENLOE. For the purpose of making them use whatever influ- 
ence they might have upon the regularly constituted authorities of the 
Confederacy to prevent further raids. 

- Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa, And the parties who were fined or 
a. for this purpose are now applicants for the restoration of the 
money 

Mr..ENLOE. They are applicants for the restoration of the money 
aen bursing the Government for every dollar of loss which it sus- 

ned. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Whatamount isembraced in the bill ? 

Mr. ENLOE. Twenty-two thousand two hundred and seventy-one 
dollars and seyenty-six cents. 


Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. The gentleman will permit me to 


say—he will not dispute the statement, I suppose—that alittle less 
than $10,000 has already been appropriated by Congress out of this 
money to a portion of these people for whose benefit it was assessed. 

Mr. ENLOE. Now, in to that I want to make a statement, 
Aldridge and Patterson, two parties who claimed that they had sus- 
tained losses by the raid, that their cotton was destroyed, wanted the 
Government to stand in the attitude of insurer of their cotton against 
destruction by the Army. They came here to Congress making a claim 
upon this fund; and Congress did pass an act appropriating out of the 
Treasury (the act, I believe, does not recite that the appropriation is 
made out of this specific fiund) about $7,000. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Nine thousand six hundred dollars, 

Mr. ENLOE. No, sir; $7,795.08 was the amount actually paid to 
Aldridge and Patterson. 

Mr. ROWELL. What amount does the bill cover? 

Mr. ENLOE. Nine thousand six hundred and six dollars, 

Mr. ROWELL. How came the deduction tobe made? Was it not 
on account of some claim that the Government had against them? 

Mr. ENLOE. I do not know. 

Mr. ROWELL. Is not that true? 

Mr. ENLOE. I do not know that it is. 

Mr. ROWELL. The appropriation was $9,600, the exact amount 
of the assessment by Colonel Haynie’s commission. Is not that true? 

Mr. ENLOE. Iam notaware that thatis exactly correct. The ex- 
act amount appropriated was $9,606. But I will say this: If Con- 
gress decided that a portion of this fund belonged to those parties, it 
so decided in violation of the construction of that order placed upon it 
by General Grant and General Sullivan, and in violation of the rights 
of the parties to whom the remainder of this fand honestly belongs 
after paying the Goverament the loss it sustained by the raid. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Are there contending interests in re- 
gard to this money ? 

Mr. ENLOE, ‘There is one gentleman who has been making a claim 
here; I do not know whether he has presented his claim during this 
Congress or not, but he heretofore presented a claim. I suppose he 
has abandoned it because he was discredited by the testimony of Col. 
Fielding Hurst, who commanded the Federal troops raised in that coun- 
try, and who said that he never was the owner of as much as 10 bales 
of cotton at any one time during the war. 

Mr. ROWELL. When did he say that? Where is the evidence? 

Mr. ENLOE. I will furnish the gentleman the evidence. I will, 
if it is desired, read the statement that Colonel Hurst made in regard 
to this matter. ¢ 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Is there any report or order designating the per- 
sons whose property was destroyed and for whose benefit the assessment 
was claimed to be made? 

Mr. ENLOE. Yes, sir; the list of names is set out in the proof on 
file in the case, and the amount paid by each one. This bill simply 
proposes to pay back to them, pro rata, the amount collected from them. 

Mr. HENDERSON, of Iowa. Is the original order, under which 
the assessment was made, very lengthy ? not, I would be glad to 
have my friend read it so that we may know the basis of this matter. 

Mr. ROWELL. The commission found the name of each person 
who suffered damage, and the exact amount of the damage. 

Mr. ENLOE. Here is a list of the names; and here is a copy of the 
receipts. I will publish with my remarks, if gentlemen desire it, a 
statement showing how this order read, and the number of parties em- 
braced init. But that is all set forth in the evidence, and it would 
unnecessarily encumber the record. I have not time to go into that 
further at this time. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Was this inquiry into the amount of the dam- 
age, and who sustained it, made prior to the order of assessment? 

Mr. ENLOE. Thisboard that made the investigation as to the losses 
sustained acted under Colonel Haynie’s order. As I hayestated, Colonel 
Haynie had the board make an assessment of the amount of damages 
sustained, and to report by whom sustained. 

Mr, CATCHINGS. ‘Then this assessment was made to cover the 
amount embraced in the prior report? 

Mr. ENLOE. It was made to cover the full amount of the value of 
all property destroyed, though as General Meigs has said, the assess- 
moiy in excess of the amount contemplated by General Grant or 

order. 

Mr. ROWELL. That is notall. The full amount was notin the 
first instance collected, and a second assessment was made, 

Mr. ENLOE. And General Grant and General Sullivan, who were 
the commanding officers, decided that the order did not contemplate 
the payment of private parties for property destroyed. 

Mr. ROWELL. When did they so decide? 

Mr. ENLOE. Upon the application of Aldridge and Patterson for 
a part of this fund General Grant so decided, and General Meigs stated 
that the money could not be paid to them. 

Mr. ROWELL. Simply because it had been turned into the Treas- 
ury of the United States. 

Mr. ENLOE. This was not stated as the reason. More than that, 
it seems to me that if the commanding officer did not understand his 
own order, it is a very late day for gentlemen to come here to put a 
new interpretation upon it. 
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Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Can you find in the War Department 
or elsewhere any order signed by General Grant to that effect ? 

Mr. ENLOE. No, sir; but I find that Colonel Hillyer and General 
Sullivan and General Meigs make the statement, that this was the con- 
struction that General Grant placed upon his order. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. One other question, and I will not 
trouble the gentleman further. Is it not a fact that General Badeau 
stated in 1866 that General Grant did not construe the order, but said 
the money should go to the payment of these men for whose benefit it 
had been assessed ? 

Mr. ENLOE. That wasa mere voluntary statement of General Ba- 
deau as toa matter upon which General Grant had previously spoken 
himself, and those associated with General Grant at the time of the oc- 
currence discredit the authority of General Badeau to speak for Gen- 
eral Grant. They placed upon the order at the time the construction I 
have stated. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. No, sir—— 

Mr. ENLOE. I decline to be interrupted further. 

I want to say that those citizens, the claimants in this bill, were 
not engaged in any way in promoting the rebellion at the time this 
transaction occurred. A great many of them were not even connected 
by relationship with the army in any way. They simply happened 
to reside in that portion of the country, and to have some property ; 
and on account of their residence in that vicinity the assessment was 
levied. I suppose if the matter had occurred in any other neighbor- 
hood the citizensof that neighborhood would have been treated in ex- 
actly the same way. These people have been faithful, law-abiding, 
loyal citizens from the time that the army went into that country. 
They have renewed their allegiance to the Government, and were at 
that time, and have been from that time, loyal to the Government. 
They have been looking forward to the paymeng of this claim. They 
believe it is right and just. $ 

There is nọ man in my section of country, Democrat, Republican, 
white man or black man, who does not believe that the Government 
has done a great wrong to these people in withholding this money. If 
my district had been represented in this Congress by a Republican in- 
stead of a Democrat, my competitor in the canvass, occupying on this 
question exactly the same ground that I do, he would have been here 
advocating this measure, because it is recognized as asimple act of jus- 
tice. i 

I do not think it right at this late day for gentlemen to undertake to 
prevent the payment of a just claim by appealing to war prejudice. I 
do not think it right in any citizen, I do not care whether he be a 
Democrat or a Republican, to come before Congress or to go before the 
country and undertake to obstruct the passage of a just claim by ap- 
pealing to the prejudices of the war. 

In behalf of those people, I want to say that most of them are broken 
up, so far as worldly circumstances are concerned. Some of them are 
almost in absolute poverty; and this small sum of money which the 
Government wrongfully withholds from them, if it were paid over to 
them, would be of great help to them in their necessities. I hope, 
Mr. Chairman, the bill will be passed. [Cries of ‘* Vote!’’] 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I should like my friend from Ten- 
nessee to answer me this question: Wherein this in principle differs 
fromthe order of the President of the United States emancipating the 
slaves, or from any other act in aid of putting down the rebellion? 

Mr. ENLOE. I wish to state to the gentleman from Minnesota that 
that is an entirely different matter. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. In principle wherein does it differ? 

Mr. ENLOE. In principle it differs in this respect. This assess- 
ment was not levied for the purpose of punishing these citizens. It 
was not levied for the purpose of putting money into the Treasury of 
the United States. It was levied for a specific purpose. What was 
that purpose? It was not levied entirely for the purpose of paying 
losses sustained by the Government, but mainly for the purpose of 
holding it as an indemnity in order to prevent, as he states, Confeder- 
ate troops in the future from making raids into that country. 

As I stated awhile ago to the gentleman from Illinois, General Sul- 
livan took this money and kept it for the purpose which I have stated, 
intending all the time that it should be returned to these citizens. 
It is now proposed in accordance with that intention on the part of 
General Sullivan to return this money to the parties to whom it be- 
longs. 

Mr, LANHAM obtained the floor. 

Mr. ROWELL. I desire to make a statement. 

Mr. LANHAM. How long does the gentleman desire? 

Mr. ROWELL. I will not occupy longer than five or ten minutes. 

Mr. LANHAM. My desire is to get through with the discussion of 
this bill so we may get to some other business upon the Calendar.” 

Mr. ROWELL. I will not occupy the floor but for ten or fifteen 
minvies at the furthest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed. 

Mr. ROWELL. It would seem, Mr. Chairman, from the argument 
which has been made to-day that we are not to be permitted to resist 
the application for the payment of the damages and ravages of war 
without being accused of a desire to stir up the animosities which had 


their birth in that rebellion. Of course if we pass this bill then we 
might as well pass a general bill at once in the interest of harmony and 
good will and peace, and shaking hands across the bloody chasm, in 
order to indemnify the whole South for the past. 

Now, I do not oppose this bill as a partisan. I oppose it with inti- 
mate, personal knowledge of the relations between the Army and the 
citizens of West Tennessee at the time this assessment was made. 
This assessment, we are told by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
ENLOE], was made according to the testimony of General Sullivan, taken 
years after the war had closed, as to his secret intention, given when 
the war was all over, that the money was to be returned to the parties 
from whom it was taken. Now, this order was issued by Colonel Hay- 
nie, commander of the post, in pursuance of a liberty given in general 
army orders. It was definite and specific. It was for the purpose of 
indemnifying the United States and individual sufferers. It was an 
effective order, just the same as when bonds were required to be given 
by neighboring prominent residents, which I carried out in Jackson, 
was an effective method of preventing raids and damages being done 
the property of private citizens. ` 

This order was issued for that purpose. This method was taken. 
Either or both methods proved effective in accomplishing the purpose. 
This order ended the raids within 60 miles. It prevented a continu- 
ance of like damages occurring in West Tennessee on the part of men 
in citizens’ clothes, giving out they had abandoned the cause, and who, 
when they got together and were ready to go back to the army, rushed 
into the towns and destroyed the property of the citizens. 

Ido not know this particular damage at Henderson was of that kind, 
but we know that within 50 miles these raids were being made and 
property was being destroyed. It wasata time when the Union Army 
had absolute control of West Tennessee. There was noo: ized rebel 
army nearit. The railroads were being operated and business was be- 
ing carried on when this damage was done. 

Colonel Haynie assessed the damage. Whatfor? Toreimburse the 
United States and to reimburse the individuals who were injured in 
their property. He called a military commission, and that commis- 
sion sat to ascertain the ownership of the property which had been de- 
stroyed and the value of that property and the value of the United 
States property which had been destroyed. The sons of these rebel 
sympathizers were in the army. The assessment was made. When 
it was collected some of the parties got out of the way and went South, 
so that the money assessed on them could not be collected. A reas- 
sessment was then made and the money was collected and turned over 
to the proper officers of the United States Army, who placed it in the 
Treasury of the United States. Everybody knows when it got into 
the Treasury of the United States it could not be gotten out except by 
an appropriation, and that is all there is of the matter. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Will the gentleman allow me a question? 

Mr. ROWELL. Certainly. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I merely want the gentleman to throw light 
upon this point, and I ask him for information. You say this money 
was turned into the Treasury by these officers who collected it? 

Mr. ROWELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Now, if they hada right to assess and collect 
this money upon innocent parties for the purpose of reimbursing those 
whose property, in the amounts stated, they alleged had been de- 
stroyed, then had they not an equal right to reimburse with the money 
so assessed and collected the persons for whose benefit it was collected, 
instead of placing it in the Treasury ? 

Mr. ROWELL. No, I think not. Ordinarily quartermasters in the 
Army receiving funds in this way and who are obliged to account for 
them would be very likely to turn them over in the first instance to 
the Treasury of the United States in order to get credits, because they 
had no authority to disburse money except in pursuance of law; and 
there would be no return of what he did with the money, or any vouch- 
ers for it, unless it passed through the regular channels. Colonel 
Haynie went out of command; General Sullivan went out of com- 
mand; and the regulations of war required that this money should be 
paid out in accordance with the appropriations fixed by law. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Permit me to interrupt again, simply for the 

urpose of getting information from the gentleman. These parties who 
ost their property made application to Colonel Haynie for relief, and 
he levied an assessment upon innocent persons to make good the dam- 


Mr. ROWELL. There is a difference of opinion on that point. I 
say ‘‘guilty’’ parties. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Well, assume that they were guilty parti 
then. It was not charged that they were the parties who destroy 
the property. But assume that they were guilty parties in the sense 
that the gentleman means. That levy was made on the property of 
men who were accounted as rebel sympathizers by Colonel Haynie for 
the purpose of reimbursing loyal parties whose property was alleged 
to have been destroyed. Now, I ask this question: If he had the right 
to levy an assessment on all disloyal persons living in that neighbor- 
hood for the purpose of reimbursing those who had lost their property, 
or to compensate for property that had been destroyed, how would he 
have violated any law if he had carried out the purpose of his order of 
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assessment to its legitimate conclusion and reimbursed the parties who 
alleged that their property had been destroyed to the amount of the 
assessment? 

Mr. ROWELL. If the money had come into Colonel Haynie’s hands 
Iam ready to venture any prediction that it would have been so paid. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Well, take his officers acting under his or- 
ders. It went into their hands. 

Mr. ROWELL. But he was the commanding officer and not the 
disbursing officer, and the money did not come into his hands. 

There is no particle of evidence in the world that General Grant did 
not understand that the money was to go to the parties for whose benefit 
it was to be assessed. 

Mr. CATCHINGS. Why has not the money been paid to these peo- 

le? 

Mr. ROWELL. It gotinto the Treasury, and subsequently a bill 
cameinto the House for the benefit of one of the parties for whose benefit 
the assessment was made, and the sum of $9,600 was claimed by him. 
The bill promptly passed, and was signed by General Grant, and the 
money paid over, less some small amount that I believe the Govern- 
ment had as a counter claim against him. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. In other words, this money was paid 
in pursuance of the purpose for which it was originally taken? 

Mr. ROWELL. Yes, it went to one of those persons for damages to 
his property. 

Subsequently these parties came to the Forty-fifth Congress or the 
Forty-sixth Congress and a report was made in favor of paying them 
them back. In the Forty-eighth Congress there was a report in favor 
of paying $12,000, the remainder on hand, to these parties, and against 
paying the persons for whom the present bill was framed. But here 
comes in a report now that carefully avoids saying a word about the 
fact that $9,600 of the original assessment had been already paid out 
of the Treasury to one of the parties for whose benefit it was levied. 

I was a member of the Committee on War Claims of the Forty-eighth 
Congress and thoroughly investigated the matter, the committee of 
that Congress reporting unanimously against the present bill and in 
favor of paying the $12,000 to the parties for whose benefit it was levied. 

Now, it isa simple question of inference that General Sullivan was 
afterwards induced to say that in his secret thought he had a different 
intention from what the written order meant in making that assess- 
ment. It was an effective order-—— 

Mr. ENLOE. Will the gentleman permit an interruption ? 

Mr. ROWELL. Certainly. 

Mr, ENLOE. I want to interrupt the gentleman for a moment to 
make a statement in regard to the character of the claimants to whom 
he refers, and the character of the citizens upon whose property the 
assessments were levied. I want to introduce in this connection, as a 
witness, Col, Fielding Hurst, who raised a Federal regiment in Ten- 
nessee and served in the Army. He says: 

I have been familiarly uainted with the claimants for more than forty 

ears, and I know them to be honorable, just, and good men, who were at home 

n the peaceful pursuits of life when the assessments and collections were made. 
I know of no gentleman whose character for goodness is better than that of 
the claimants. 

Further he says: 

I think they are as justly entitled to that money as I am to reap the reward of 
my daily labor. 

I especially call the attention of the committee and of the gentleman 
from Illinois to the statement of Colonel Hurst with reference to Willis 
N. Ariold, who made some claim before the Forty-eighth Congress. He 
SAYS: 

Again, as to Willis N. Arnold, who interposed some objection to the relief 
sought by the claimants, and setting up some sort of claim to the money as hav- 
ing collected for his benefit. I must say that Mr. Arnold was a very poor 
man at the commencement of the war in 1861. He certainly had no money to 
pay for cotton or to enter into any other speculation upon. He was esteemed 
a villain and an outlaw before the war, and he was in our county jail for pros- 
re pes false claims against the Government before the war. I think he begged 
and paid out some two years before the war commenced, and was living on a 
poor and very small farm in Henderson County, adjoining this. As to his loy- 
alty, it was manifest as being what I call a “camp follower” anda thief, who 
ran the blockade and dealt in cotton and Confederate money in a small way. 

That is the character of the man who comes and makes a claim in 
his own behalf, trying to defeat the just payment of citizens that 
Colonel Hurst, the Federal commander in that country, speaks of in 
such high terms, and surely if any one had prejudice against them he 
would have, but he says they were at home engaged in pur- 
suits and they are entitled to this money. 

Mr. ROWELL. I do not know of any reason in the world why a 
liar is not entitled to make his claim, or that an honest man is en- 
titled to deny it to him. I do not know who Arnold was, but I do 
know Colonel Hurst. A man in Mississippi was reported to be not 
only a rebel, but that he never owned a dollar in the world, and yet 
the man owned a large plantation, was a pensioner of the Government, 
and a loyal man, and Colonel Hurst wrote and said all sorts of hard 
things about him, but subsequently wrote that he had the names 
mixed, and had got the wrong man. 

Mr. ENLOE. Iam not here to defend the character of Colonel Hurst, 
but his character stands before the people of that country a great deal 
better than Mr, Arnold’s, whose testimony is im ed. 

Mr, ROWELL. I have made no attack upon Colonel Hurst. I ad- 
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mire the courage of the man and his loyalty in maintaining his convic- 
tions in the midst of rebels. I was only saying that he was a man of 
haste, a man who sometimes said things hastily, and he was used to 
say very saucy things againsta man when he thought he had occasion. 

Mr. ENLOE. If you had known Colonel Hurst as well as those liv- 
ing in that country you would not doubt his loyalty or his veracity. 
Colonel Hurst’s word, as far as that is concerned, should be taken as 
against Arnold. I say that Colonel Hurst made a mistake in the in- 
stance mentioned. 

Mr. ROWELL, I repeat again that I have not attacked Colonel 
Hurst. I admire him more than those gentlemen who are now seek- 
ing to get this money from the Government. He did fight bravely for 
the Union, and he was not afraid to maintain his sentiments in the 
midst of rebels. I only said that he was liable to make mistakes. 

You say this man is loyal, having a just claim against the Govern- 
ment. Does it operate against him because heisaliar? You say that 
these men are not rebel sympathizers, so found by the military officers 
in command there. And this man Arnold had cotton and other prop- 
erty destroyed, so far as has been found by the military commission. 

Mr. ENLOE. Upon his own testimony. 

Mr. ROWELL. They found the fact; I do not know upon whose 
testimony. 

Mr. ENLOE. I want to say to the gentleman, as far as that is con- 
cerned, that Colonel Hurst did not make this as a hastystatement, but 
made it under oath. That is his sworn testimony. 

Mr. ROWELL. Of course it is. 

Mr. ENLOE. He did not make it hastily. 

Mr. ROWELL. Did it make any difference because these men are 
good men? Why, the rebel army was full of good men. What I say 
is that these men were giving aid and comfort and sympathy to the 
enemies of the United States. Does that make any difference in the 
character of this claim? I say that you have undertaken to change the 
es upon character, when the issue has been upon the principles of 

aw. 

Mr. ENLOE. Isay that the gentleman is not as good a witness to 
men’s character in that country as the officer commanding the Federal 
forces there at that time. 

Mr. ROWELL. But he did not command a regiment around Hen- 
derson. Colonel Hainey, of Illinois, whom I loved in his life-time, was 
in command there. No betteror braver soldier ever marched to a field 
of battle from my State than Colonel Haynie. These facts were found 
by the commission, and the question is not whether good men should be 
paid, but whether we shall repay money collected in pursuance of an 
order legally issued in pursuance of the policy used in the suppression 
of the rebellion, and in pursuance of the war power conceded by all 
nations. This money was collected to reimburse parties for damage 
done in order that that sort of damage might cease. It was a most ef- 
fective remedy, and it is a question whether or not at this late day the 
Congress of the United States is going to restore that money so col- 
lected. The men who were under bonds in West Tennessee were made 
liable if future raids were made, and their money would have been col- 
lected, notin acourt, but by military authority in pursuance of military 
right, and that money, had it been collected, would have heen liable to 
be paid back just the same as this is. 

The Union Army pursued another policy. They determined to live 
off the country in verti of their movements for the purpose of more 
quickly and more certainly suppressing the rebellion, and we are now 
to pay the enemies of the country for the provisions seized, the horses, 
mules, and cotton seized in pursuance of that policy, when the people 
from whom they were taken were giving aid and comfort to the enemy! 
I declare my belief that there never has been a claim before Congress 
so far reaching in its effects as a precedent as this one, and I shall op- 


pose it. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I want to occupy only a few minutes; 
not to make an argument, but to read one or two things that may be 
found in the laws of the United States and in the records of Congress. 
An act of Congress approved March 3, 1875, provides as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, authorized and required, 
out ofany money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pay to John 
Aldridge, of McNairy County, Tennessee, such su: not exceeding $9,605, as the 

tary may deem reasonable, from money paid into.the Treasury of the 
United States by virtue of an assessment made upon the disloyal citizensof and 
around Henderson Station, Tenn., to make repayment for the destruction of 
cotton, the Lae ered of said Aldridge; the sum paid to be c; d to the account 
of captured and abandoned property. 

That shows that $9,600 of this money has been already appropriated 
to the purpose for which it was assessed. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, a Democratic committee of the Forty-eighth 
Congress examined all the facts in this case, and made a report, from 
which I will read. A letter was written by one Arnold to General 
Grant, and it was answered by General Grant through General Badeau, 
then a member of his staff. 

But let me say right here that there is not extant an order of Gen- 
eral Grant, or of any aid of his, or of any competent authority, stating 
that this money was to be repaid to the persons from whom it was as- 
sessed. General Grant, through General Badeau, wrote to Arnold in 
1866 as follows: 


In reply to your communication of June 11, addressed to Lieutenant-General 
Grant, and requesting that you as a loyal citizen might be remunerated for 
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losses sustained by you at the burning of Henderson, Tenn., General Grant di- 
Liseadces oon tne property of distoral oltisecs fur the DEDOS of resurnerwting 
the sufferess ak Senden and that since General Sullivan has been mnetered 
out of the service he has informed General Grant that a certainamount of such 
assessment remains in his hands. 

General Grant advised General Sullivan to turn over the said sum to the au- 
thorities, so that it might be devoted to the uses for which it was collected, 

The committee therefore find that the record clearly establishes the fact that 
loyal citizens were molested, that their property, was destroyed, that its value 
was adjudged by a proper military commission, that assessments were madeon 
disloyal persons to reimburse their loss, that the money was collected, thatit was 
turned into the to be devoted to the uses for which it was collected, 
and that the said money is now in the Treasury, less the amount payable to 
Aldridge, and that there is no legal or equitable right in the claimants mentioned 
in the bil [this bill] to any part of said fund; but that, having been assessed 
and collected for a special purpose, it should be devoted to that use or held in 
the Treasury as an indemnity to the United States, 

Now, sir, it is inconceivable to me thet a unanimous report of a 
Democratic committee denying that General Grant ever made any such 
order as is alleged here can be a mistake, andif it is notamistake these 
men certainly have no claim. 

Mr. LANHAM. In the interest ot other business on the Calendar, 
I ask unanimous consent that debate be now closed on this bill. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I want to occupy a few minutes. 

Mr. LANHAM. Then, I ask unanimous consent that all debate on 
this bill be limited to five minutes. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I can not agree to that, but I do not 
think I shall occupy over ten minutes. 

Mr. LANHAM. Say ten minutes, then. 

Mr. BURROWS. Let the gentleman from Minnesota have fifteen 
minutes, 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. I do not think I shall take over ten 
minutes, and I may not occupy more than five minutes. 

Mr. ENLOE. How much time have I remaining, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Tennessee has thirty-five 
minutes. 

Mr. ENLOE. Then I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr: 
WILsoN ]| ten minutes of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [ Mr. LANHAM] asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this bill be limited to ten minutes, 

Mr. ENLOE. I want to reserve the balance of my time. Iam willing 
to agree to a limitation, but I do not want to give all the time to the 
other side. They have had an hour and I have had only twenty-five 
minutes. I want to reserve fifteen minutes of my time, and let the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. WILSON] take fifteen minutes, 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, if I felt there was a 
legal basis for this claim, and that it would not establish a ent 
that would be dangerous, I might vote forit, ButI think its allowance 
would bea precedent both dangerous and far-reaching. I therefore 
deem it my duty to oppose it, and I wish to state in the briefest man- 
ner the grounds of my opposition. 

As I understand it, there is one principle of law which has been set- 
tled beyond all question, to wit: ‘That it is within the competency of 
ami commander, by way of reprisal for something that has been 
done, for the purpose of preventing predatory incursions in the future, 
or for any like reason, to make an order such as was made in this case, 
levying contributions on -the people of a hostile community. This is 
well settled and affirmed by all writers on the laws of war. 

That this was the nature of that order is $#oved by the language of 
the order itself. It isin language so clear that its meaning is unmis- 
takable. 

It is ‘said by my friend from Tennessee [Mr. ENLOE] that General 
Grant declared that he did not give to that order this meaning. But 
on the other hand it is affirmed, and seems to be proven by the testi- 
mony of a man elose to General Grant, General Badeau, that General 
Grant did not mean to say any such thing as it is affirmed he said; but 
on the contrary, that he meant just exactly what this order says. 
Therefore the evidence is in equilibrio at least, and we must take the 
order as it stands, giving fall force to its 

The question is, therefore, when an order such as this is made and 
the money is collected on what principle shall the Government be re- 
quired to pay it back? Iasked my friend from Tennessee to tell me 
wherein this principle is different from the order or proclamation issued 
by President Lincoln emancipating the slaves? Was each not issued 
for the purpose of weakening the enemy and of putting down the re- 
bellion? ‘To that question the gentleman undertook to make an an- 
swer, which, however, to my mind, is not satisfactory. Each was, I 
think, a legitimate exercise of the war power. 

I think they stand, Mr. Chairman, upon the same legal proposition, 

namely, that the commanding general has the right to make such order 
and todosuch acts as will weaken or destroy his adversary or strengthen 
himself. This is the law of war. In times of war the laws made for 
our guidance or government in times of peace are silent, In war the 
protection of the people—the defense of the Government against its 
enemies—is the supreme law. 
If we admit liability in a case like this, we shall make a precedent, 
Mr. i that will rise to torment us in the future. Such a 
precedent is not to be tolerated and can not be justified either upon 
grounds of public policy or upon any legal principle. 


These are the grounds of my opposition to this bill, and for these 
reasons I wish to say that I shall vete against not only this bill, but 
all bills of a like nature, as I stated a few days ago on the discussion 
of a bill to pay for cotton used by the Union Army for breastworks at 
Nashville. I stated in that case that there was no legal liability on 
the part of the Government, and that I thought due regard to public 
policy dictated that we should not by our action in Congress create or 
acknowledge any such liability. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Is there nota great difference between the 
return of an assessment of money like this and the destruction of pri- 
vate property for war purposes? 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. They bothstand on precisely the same 
principle—an exercise of the war power. If there isany difference it is 
a difference in circumstances and not in principle. 

We must look at the principle that underlies these cases and not at 
minute and unimportant differences that do not affect the principle. 
The same rule and reason that would tolerate the using of cotton as a 
defense or breastwork would tolerate its destruction if necessary, and 
would sanction that which was done in this case. They stand upon 
the same reason that sanctions the destruction of property to prevent 
the spread of a conflagration, the publie safety, as I have said, being in 
all such cases the supreme law. 

In this case the facts are that in 1862 a party of rebels made a raid 
upon a small force of Union troops stationed at Henderson, Tenn. The 
raiding party captured the Union troo th their arms and camp 
equipages, burned a quantity of cotton belonging to the United States 
and to private individuals, and also destroyed the depot buildings and 
water-tanks of the railroad company. Thereupon Colonel Haynie, the 
commandant of the Union forces at the post of Bethel, Tenn., appointed 
a board of officers to investigate the losses and appraise the damages, 
with a view to assessment by way of reprisal upon the rebel sym 
thizers about Henderson. The board so appointed assessed the value 
of the property destroyed at $26,751.36. 

Upon this report Colonel Haynie ordered the assessment of the 
amount to be levied upon the rebel sympathizers in and above Hender- 
son; and the sum was collected of them. All this, as I have above 
said, the military commandant had a right to do according to the laws 
of war, either by way of punishing the enemy for what they had done 
or of strengthening himself by deterring them from such depredations 
in the future. 

Mr. ENLOE. I now yield ten minutes to my colleague from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. PEDERI: 

Mr. BUTLER. . Chairman, I am the last man in the world who 
wants a claim to be paid toanybody who was disloyal; and if I thought 
the property of the people of my State had been taken under authority 
of any law, and rightfully taken, I would be the last man to vote to 
reimburse them or turn the fund back to them after it had been taken. 

I do not think that the rebels of my State were any worse than the 
rebels of any other State. I know they were bad enough, and God 
knows they were; but because some fool rebel down in Middle Ten- 
nessee, with a handful of sympathizers, thought he could conquer the 
great Union Army and establish the Southern Confederacy by making 
this raid on the town of Henderson and burning up the property of 
some loyal men down there, some cotton and mili supplies, is no 
just reason why the peaceable pone of that locality who weré rebel 
sympathi and with whom I differed as widely as with any people 
in the world, should have an assessment made upon their property to 
the extent of $26,000 for the purpose of reimbursing men claiming to 
be loyal and Union people for property that was destroyed. 

Now, by virtue of what authority was that assessment upon their 
property made? The commanding general had no right to assess the 
rebels of the country for so much money to pay for property that some 
raider had destroyed of a Union man. Congress had passed no statute 
to confiscate the property of rebels in any one of the States or in our 
State. It was an act of confiscation that was unauthorized either by 
the Commander-in-Chief of the Army or under any law. It was a tort, 
a wrong that can not be justified by an appeal to any law in this coun- 
try; and if that money is in the Treasury, as it is, beyond all ques- 
tion, but ought to have been paid out, as my colleague suggested in 
his question to the gentleman from Illinois, to the parties who claimed 
it, or their representatives, their receipts would have been as good 
vouchers in the hands of the quartermaster as the receipts from the 
Treasury Department after he had turned it in there. 

But, I repeat, it went into the Treasury without any authority of 
law. It is there to-day, and who has a better claim or right to it than 
the people who paid it under this unlawful and forced assessment, un- 
authorized either by the military commander or by any act of Congress? 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. BUTLER. Most assuredly. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Does the gentleman say it was an un- 
lawfal and unauthorized assessment? 

Mr. BUTLER. I do. 

Mr. ‘THOMAS, of Wisconsin. You differ from the committee who 
make the report in that respect. 

Mr. BUTLER, That may be, but I think not. 


1888. 


Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. If the gentleman will permit me, I 
will read an extract from the report: 

The right of the military commandant in time of war to order and enforce 
asscasments— 

Mr. BUTLER. Ido not care if a dozen committees said it. I can 
not yield to the gentleman, for I do not propose to occupy but a short 
time. No military commander has any right, in the absence of the law, 
to make an assessment upon the citizens of the country for anything 
outside of the mere question of supplies to sustain and support the 
Army, or for transportation to transport the Army, but not for the purpose 
of reimbursing citizens for damages done to their property. That isa 
legal question with which the military commandant has nothing to do. 
It is a question for the civil authorities. Why, General Grant did not 
recognize this authority claimed by Colonel Haynie, according to the 
report of the committee. He ignored it; and because he was the mil- 
itary commander in command at the pace where these stores and sup- 
plies were destroyed would that give him authority to sit in judgment 
hee the people and say: ‘‘ Now, I will take thestatement of these men 
who said their property was destroyed. I willask themhow much was 
destroyed; what was the value of their peoperty. I will be governed 
entirely by what they say. That is sufficient evidence for me.’’ 

Why, one of these people, a man named Willis Arnold, says it is 
$6,000 or $9,000. Colonel Hurst, whom I knew as wellas I knewany 
man in the world, served with him in the Legislature, served with him 
in the Army side by side, says he was absolutely unworthy of belief. 
That is the character of argument and the character of testimony on 
which a demand is based to refuse payment of these moneys illegally 
extorted from the people there. 

If it was right to make an assessment upon the people of West Ten- 
nessee it would have been ap to make an assessment upon the people 
all through the country. hereis the law that authorized such a pro- 
ceeding? Why, there were thousands of casesin all parts of the South- 
ern States where the commanders would have hesitated a long time be- 
fore taking the statements of Tom, Dick, or Harry as to their losses and 
assess it upon the people of the country for the purpose of reimbursing 
such losses. Some of them were unable to meet the assessments in the 
case at Henderson, and those who were able were forced to make up the 
difference. Another commander came along and forced them to make 
itup. Where would it stop if you admit such authority? 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know of any better way to reduce the ‘‘sur- 
plus” than to pay it back honestly to the people to whom it belongs. 
It seems to me itis better to do that than to take it away from the 
people by crippling the industries of the country and making beggars 
of them all. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Do you think it better to do that—to 
lower taxation? Better pay it than lower the taxes? 2 

Mr. BUTLER. Better pay it than lower the taxes, and lower the 
wages, and destroy the industries of this country. You had better take 
this money out of the Treasury and give it to the rebels. Ihad rather 
see that they had it than to see that such claims as this should not be 

id. 

Mr. HOVEY. I think we had better give it to loyal men. 

Mr. BUTLER. Pay every loyal claim, pay every one of them, for 
all the damage they sustained. I will go as far as the farthest, and no 
man on this floor is more ultra than Iam in protecting the Government 
from unjust claims, but do not go and collect money without authority 
of law. According to this testimony these parties were at home at- 
tending to their own business. They might have sympathies for the 
rebellion, thongh it was a mistaken judgment. Will you go through 
the country and take the money of men in this way and keep it in the 
Treasury when if should be returned? 

Mr. ENLOE. I want to call the attention of this House to a report 
made in both branches of Congress by the Committee on War Claims. 
It covers the whole question. The gentleman from Minnesota seems to 
have some legal difficulty in the matter. In the Forty-sixth Congress, 
in a report on this claim in the Senate, the law is stated as follows: 

This committee have maintained and still adhere to the doctrine that no na- 
tion is liable for the willful torts of its soldicry. 

But was this assessment a tort within the meaning of such well-established 
doctrine? It issubmitted that this wrong is clearly without the rule because 
this assessment was collected by an officer of high rank, commanding amilitary 
district, in the execution of an office giving him colorable authority, to say the 
least, to do the act he did; and that act was ratified by the gene command- 
ing, impliedly at least, by not ordering restitution where the excessive assess- 
ment came to his knowledge. 

But if the apaga y on this point may be deemed questionable, there is upon 
the facts another and complete answer to the application of this principle. Phe 
proof shows to an absolute certainty that of the money so collected, $23,325.16 
was applied by the United States to its use, knowing the source from whence it 
was ved, and the remainder of the sum, $4,026, by all reasonable presump- 
tion, was likewise applied to the use of the Government. And the committee 
is so constrained to hold, as a contrary conclusion would compel us to impeach 
the integrity ot a nt officer who fell before Vicksburgh without a stain upon 
his citizen or soldier life. 

The law of the case, then, may be stated to be that if the officers, its of 
the Government, committed a tort originally, it was approved by the en ae k 
the Government, when it knowingly accepted the benefits of the tortuous act, 
And no proceedings by way of confiscation or condemnation have ever been 
had to divest the persons so assessed of their right in the surplus fund, 

Hence your committee are constrained to hold that the claims of the peti- 
tioners to the amount collected of them ( ) in excess of the require- 


ments of General Grant is valid, and that the Government ought in right to re- 
fund the same, and report herewith a bill redistributing the same to the persons 
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who paid the same ratably, in proportion to the sums originally paid by each of 
them respectively, and recommend its passage. 


And now, sir, there is a provision in the Constitution which, it seems 
to me, ought to have protected and did protect these citizens at that 
time under the jurisdiction of the Federal Government. These men 
had no doubt taken the oath to support the Federal Government, and 
if they were keeping that oath it entitled them to protection in their 
property under that provision of the Constitution which says no per- 
son shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use without just 
compensation. 

Now, as to the purpose of taking this property, I want to read the 
sworn testimony of General Sullivan in the case. He was the com- 
manding officer and the man who had this assessment made. Here is 
his testimony in fall: 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
City and County of San Francisco, $3: 

Jeremiah C, Sullivan, being duly sworn, deposes and says as follows, to wit: 

Tam the General J. C. Sullivan who was in command of the Department of 
West Tennessee when Special Order No. 15, December 12, 1862, was issued, I 
believed that by issuing that order guerrilla raids upon my depots and outposts 
would be checked. During the command of my predecessor great annoyance 
had been caused by such raids. Upon investigation I found that such raids 
were made by young men who, leaving the rebel army on furlough, would 
visit their homes within my lines. After they had recruited their health and 
horses, gathering at some selected point, they would make a dash on some 
patposi or depot, and securing the iland destroying the property, gallop off 
tothearmy. An attack of this kind was made shortly after I took command. 
I ana not have force enough to establish a guard in each town or at each tross- 
road. 

I reasoned that the best way to check these raids was as far as possible to 
make the parents or prominent people near where these raids took place re- 
sponsible for the good behavior of these young men when they came home, I 

id not believe that I could secure my object by imprisoning the parties referred 
to, knowing that the separation from their families and friends would embitter 
feelings I was anxious to allay, but I knew the loye of money was all-powerful 
in the human breast, and that if I exacted such a penalty I would have ever 
present with them a powerful monitor to warn them nst such future at- 
tacks. On or about the 25th day of November, 1562, a raid was made upon the 
post of Henderson, Tenn., resulting in the destruction of a la: amount of 
property then at said post. Upon the report of the attack at headquarters I is- 
sued Order No. 15, a copy of which I have no doubt is on file among the papers 
ee claimants, who to be reimbursed the money paid by them under that 
order, 

Owing to the fact that all my books and papers relating to my military trans- 
actions are now in the East, and to the lapso of time, it is impossible for me to 
give a statement in detail of the result of Order No.15. I canionly say, in agen- 
eral way, that I sent for a number of the leading and substantial citizens of 
the surrounding country, and having inquired into the standing and circum- 
stances of each, I levied assessments upon a large number of such persons in 
proportion to the standing and ability of each and gave them the o m cither 
to pay the respective amounts or go to Alton, with the distinet tandin: 
between those persons and my: that the money so collected was to be hel 
as security for the peaceful conduct of their neighborh and that if no more 
raids occu! the money was to be returned to them, A number of the 
persons thus assessed consented to pay, and did in fact pay the amounts as- 
sessed upon them, 

After so great a lapse of time, and in the absence of my books and papers, L 
can not from memory give the names of the persons who paid the assessments, 
nor the amount paid by any of them. 1 know, however, that many thonsands 
of dollars were collected, a careful and accurate record of which was made and 
preserved, and all the money so paid was then, to the best of my recollection, 
sent by me to the United States subtreasury at St. Louis and placed on deposit 
under such circumstances, to the best of my recollection, as would have enabled 
me to withdraw it and refund it to the parties at the proper time, but in the 
spring of 1853 I was relieved of the command of the Department of West Ten- 
nessee and was placed on General Grant's staff. 

Order No. 15 was not oe against parties who had been tried and con- 
victed of complicity in the raid, but as against those whom I believed could con- 
trol and discourage future raids; such partiesasI believed to be influential and 
were interested in keeping the eet quiet were selected and made to put 
up a money security, the amount upon their ability in proportion to the 
loss sustained. 

It was not intended that such money so collected should be used in any way 
to reimburse any person or individual who claimed a loss by such raid. That 
would have been insuring cotton buyers against war risks. 

What I was trying to do was to preserve quiet in my department, using as few 
troops as possible. I did not believe thatthe parties from whom I collected this 
money participated in the raid. I issued order No. 15 to prevent further raids 
by compelling the co-operation of these parties with me in my endeavor to do 
so. My order wasa perfect success. In my opinion, the relief asked for should 
be granted, as this money was simply a bond for good behaviorand compulsory 
assistance in helping me maintain order and quiet. 

Cotton purchasers were not looked upon with favor in General Grant's com- 
mand, and no officer would have dared make innocent parties pay their claims. 
I most positively state that it was in no manner intended by me to pay or adjust 


any such claims. 
JEREMIAH ©, SULLIVAN, 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3d — of March, 1584. 
[smax.] JOHN E. HARVILL, Notary Public. 


Now, it seems to me that he states the question so that no fair- 
minded man can vote against this bill, and I ask that it be laid aside 
to be reported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment reported by 
the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on laying the bill aside as 
amended, to be reported to the House with a recommendation that it 
do pass. 

The question was put; and the Chairman announced that the noes 
seemed to have it. i 

Mr. ENLOE. Division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 35, noes 45. 

Mr. ENLOE. I demand tellers. ; 
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The question was put on ordering tellers; but not a sufficient num- 
ber voting in favor thereof, tellers were refused. 

Mr. ENLOE. No quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair will appoint as tellers the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. ENLOE] and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROWELL]. 

Mr. LANHAM. I donot think there is a quorum in the House, and 
I would prefer that the bill be withdrawn and let the business pro- 


Mr. ENLOE. As it is evident that there is not a quorum present in 
the House, I am perfectly willing that it should be passed over and 
retain its place on the Calendar. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the bill will be passed 
over and retain its place on the Calendar, 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

WILLIAM E. WOODBRIDGE. 


The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the next bill. 
The Clerk reported the title of the next bill, as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 27) vesting the Court of Claims of the United States with juris- 
diction to determine the rights of William E. Woodbridge to certain letters pat- 
ent for a metallic sabot, and to render judgment in his favor for the uso of the 
same by the Government during the war of 1861. 7 


Mr. LANHAM. Task unanimous consent that it be passed over and 
retain its place on the Calendar. 
There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


WILLIAM D. WILSON, 


The next business on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. CATCHINGS) was the bill (H. R. 838) for the relief 
of William D. Wilson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be ít enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay. out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to William D. Wilson, of Vicksburg, Miss., the sum of $1,200, the 
same to be in fall compensation for rent and occupation of a brick building in 
Vicksburg. Miss., under express contract with the said William D. Wilson by 
the United States Army, during a part of the years 1864 and 1865, 

Mr. CATCHINGS. _I desire to offer the amendment to the bill which 
I send up to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend the title by inserting, after the word “of,” the words “heirs of;” and 
in line 6, after the word “‘to,”’ insert the words “ heirs of.” 

The amendment was agreed to; and the bill as amended was ordered 
to be laid aside to be reported to the House with the recommendatiou 
that it do pass. 

LUKE REILLY. 


The bill (H. R. 847) for the relief of Luke Reilly was passed over 
informally, retaining its place on the Calendar. 


LUCIUS J. SEALS. 


The bill (H. R. 5515) for the relief of Lucius J. Seals was passed 
over informally, retaining its place on the Calendar. 


J. H. WEEKS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up for considera- 
tion by Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky) was the bill (H. R. 5516) 
for the relief of J. H. Weeks. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to py to John H. Weeks, of Fayette County, Kentucky, 
out of any money in the Treasury not fiche Aor ae ear the sum of $2,830, 
being the value of quartermaster's stores taken from said John H. Weeks by 
the United States forces during the late war and appropriated to their use, as 
found by the Court of Claims, 


Mr. BURROWS. Let the report be read. 
The report (by Mr. STONE, of Kentucky) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the findings of the 
Court of Claims in the case of John H, Weeks, report as follows: 

That the Committee on War Claims of the Forty-cighth Congress, not being 
clearly and fully advised of all the facts in the case referred it to the Court of 
Claims for a finding of facts under the provisions of an act entitled “An act to 
afford assistance and relief to Congress and the Executive Departments in the 
investigation of claimsand demandsagainst the Government,” approved March 


3, 1883. 
Said claim has been returned to the Committee on War Claims by the Court 
of Claims with the following finding of facts: 


“[Courtof Claims. (Congressionalcase No.103.) John H. Weeks vs, The United 
States, findings of fact. Filed January 17, 1887.) 

“The claim in the above-entitled suit, having been transmitted to this court 
by the Committee ou War Claims of the House of Representatives on the 2d of 
May, 1884, and the Aor nara having appeared for the defendants, and 
the suit having been brought to a hearing on the lith day of January, 1887, the 
court upon the proofs and evidence, after hearing Charles F. Benjamin, esq., of 
J. May, esq., of counsel for the defendants, 


counsel for the claimant, and H, 
finds the following facts: 

“I, The claimant, John H. Weeks and his partner Robert A, Long, during 
the period of the war were loyal to the Government of the United States. 

“II, During the war the said parties were purtners in the livery and feed- 
stable business in the town of Georgetown, Scott County, Kentucky. In the 
dao 1862, 1863, and 1864, the provost-marshal of Scott County had a num- 

r of horses and mules fed at the stable of said parties, said horses ongin; 
to the Government of the United States, and were in the custody and contro 
of said marshal for the purpose of being fed and prepared for ive service after 
being rendered unfit for use by excessivelabor. During said time the said 
parties kept and fed horses of Company a Eighteenth Kentucky Infantry, 


mounted; also Captain Parker's company of the Twelfth Kentucky Cavalry; 
also Captain Chorn’s company of the same regiment, The said parties were 
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assured by said provost-marshal that the Government would pay them for feed- 
ing the horses of said commands and the horses kept by said marshal. They 
never received any pay for the same, so far as the proof indicates, 

*“ The said parties dissolved partnership after the war, and the said Long as- 
signed to the said Weeks all his interest in the claim against the United States, 
aud does not now, as against said Weeks, own any interest in this claim. Com- 
mencing in July, i862, and ending in the early part of 1864, the said parties kept 
at their stables at said place horses and mules, furnishing stabling and feed for 
the same; the feed furnished and care of the same were reasonably worth the 
sum of $2,880 (twenty-eight hundred and eighty dollars), 


“By the Court. 
of record. Test: 


“A true transeri 
“This 3d day of February, A. D. 1887. 


“ [SEAL “JOHN RANDOLPH, 


“ Assistant Clerk, Court of Claims.” 
Your committee, therefore, recommend the payment of the amount found 
due Mr. Weeks by said Court of Claims, and report herewith a bill for his relief 
and recommend its passage, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying this bill aside to be 
reported to the Honse with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I would like to know how much the com- 
mittee know about the proofs in this case, either as to the loyalt of 
the claimant or as to the justice of the claim itself. Nobody has said 
a word aboutit. If the claim ought to be paid, we will pay it, but let 
us not pass the bill in this way without any explanation. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. What has just been read is 
the finding of the judges of the Court of Claims. ; 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. I will ask the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. BRECKINRIDGE] whether he knows these parties personally. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Ido,very well. Ihave known 
them thirty years. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. And thestatement that they were loyal 
during the war is true? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. As to one of them, I think 
he was part of the time a member of the home guard. As to the other, 
he was an elderly man, and both of them were always known as Union 
men, members of the Union party. z 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


REV. WILLIAM GREGSTON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up for considera- 
tion by Mr. STONE, of Kentucky) was the bill (H. R. 10481) for the 
relief of Rev. William Gregston. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay Rev. William Gregston, of Caldwell County, 
tucky, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum 
of $150, being for a horse taken from him by the Army of the nited States dur- 
ing the late war. 

Mr. BREWER. Let us have the report read. 

The report (by Mr. STONE, of Kentucky) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whoin was referred the bill (H. R. 7571) for 
the relief of Rev. William Gregston, report as follows: 

The claim is for a horse taken from the claimant by the Army of the United 
States during the late war. 

The proof filed in support of the claim shows that United States troops took 
from the claimant in 1864 one sorrel horse, of the value of $150, and that he has 
not been paid for it. The claimant was a loyal citizen, 

Your committee report herewith a substitute for the bill and recommend its 
passage, 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


NORFOLK COUNTY FERRY COMPANY, VIRGINIA, 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up for considera- 
tion by Mr. BOWDEN) was the bill (H. R. 5517) for the relief of the Nor- 
folk County Ferry Company. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to pay to the Norfolk County ferry committee, of Nor- 
folk, Va., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $42,300, that being the amount collected by the Quartermaster’s De- 
partment of the United States Army as tolls and ferriages for the transporta- 
tion of civilians, their animals, and freights, for three years and eleven months, 


excepting eight days, beyond the current expenses and repairs of said ferry as 
found by the Court of Claims. = z 


A MEMBER. Let the report be read. 

Mr. BOWDEN. The report is quite long, and if the House will ac- 
cept a statement I can in two minutes explain the facts in this case. 

Mr. WHEELER, I think that will be much better than reading 
the report. 
Mr. BOWDEN. The facts are that during the war the military au- 
thorities took possession of the ferry line plying between the cities of 
Norfolk and Portsmouth. It was operated under military control, 
civilians being employed in running it. The Government transported 
all its troops, munitions of war, etc.,free, but, after paying all expenses, 
there was a net profit during the time the Government had the occu- 
pancy of the ferry of some $40,000 and odd, which was turned over to 
the United States Treasury. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. What do you mean by ‘‘net profit?” 

Mr. BOWDEN. After paying all the running expenses there was 
that profit left. ` 

Mr. CHEADLE. From whom was this money received ? 

Mr. BOWDEN. From civilians, for the transportation of their per- 
sons and property. The Government got all its ferriage free of charge. 
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This bill does not take a dollar of United States money out of the 
Treasury. lt merely returns the profit obtained by the Government, 
after paying the expenses of running the ferry. Another feature of the 
case is that this ferry belongs to the corporation of the city of Ports- 
mouth and the county of Norfolk, and these funds will go to the sup- 
port of the free schools of Norfolk County. - 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Do I understand that the Govern- 
ment ran this ferry, and collected toll? 

Mr. BOWDEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Collected toll of whom ? 

Mr. BOWDEN. Of civiliansand everybody, exceptthe Government, 
who used the ferry. The Government did all its business free, but it 
derived this amount of profit in the aggregate from other business. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Has the case ever been to the Court 
of Claims? 

Mr. BOWDEN. Yes; it has been to the Court of Claims and the 
cofirt have determined the amount. 

Mr. BURROWS. . I do not know but that this claim is all right; 
probably it is; but I have had placed in my hands a communication in 
regard to it from the Quartermaster-General that I think had better be 
read. It gives a history of the matter, and I do not know but it estab- 
lishes the claim, as I have not examined it fully, but I ask thatit be read. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the communication, as follows: 

CHIEF QUARTERMASTER’S Pon BEATES, OF VIRGINIA, 
ichmond, Va., December 29, 1865. 

GENERAL: I have the honor to state that the ferry between Norfolk and Ports- 
mouth, Va., known as the Norfolk County Fe: has been run by the United 
States since the occupation of those cities by our forces in May, 1862, its use being 
necessary for Government p: during that time, and the property being 
abandoned by reason of the inability of the corporation to keep it in operation. 
It was first run under the direction of Capt. T. A. P. Champlin, commissary sub- 
sistence and acting assistant quartermaster, next under Capt. Edwin Ludlow, 
assistant quartermaster, then by Capt. H. E. Goodwin, assistant quartermaster, 
to the Ist of February, 1864, up to which time I am informed the employés were 
paid from the proceeds of the ferry. Captain G 
of February, 1864, by Capt. Nelson Plato, assistant quartermaster, who took up 
the employés on his ee of persons, etc., and credited the amount received 


on his account current. 

Major Plato was relieved from duty at Norfolk in October, 1864, by Capt. A. 
P. Blunt, assistant quartermaster, and I am unable to procure any record of the 
expenses incurred or the amount received from the ferry during Major Plato’s 
period of service there. E 

The amount of cash received from the time Captain Blunt took charge (Octo- 
ber 1, 1864) up to the 15th of November, 1865, was $28,207.66; the amount of Goy- 
ernment ferr during that period is estimated at about $30,000; making a 
gross receipt of $58,207.66. 

The expenses of running the ferry for the same period, including wages of 
aor: cost of repairs, and -supplies, is $73,544.35, leaving a deficiency of 


‘The ferry was ordered turned over to the ae gg cerig in the spring of 1865 by 
General Graham, then commanding at Nerfolk, but they expressed their in- 
ability to take arc of it, and it is still held by the Government, in conse- 
quence of this ity on the pan of the corporation. 

The corporation has now applied to have the ferry turned over and to leave all 
differences to be hereafter adjusted, which means, as I am unofficially informed, 
that it is the intention of the corporation to bring a claim against e Govern- 
ment for the use of the ferry property while in possession of the Government. 

The nses and earnings of the ferry property for the week commencing 
on the and ending on the l4th instant are as follows: 

Receipts from private sources ................cseeseceeeee -= 
Estimated value of Government service..... .... aie 


Total. 
Cost of running the ferry for the week............... 


357. 00 
The boats are, with one exce! ante ne and are continually getting out of re- 


y a stipu- 
lation providing against the against the 
Government for its use or to 


Your instructions are 


A true copy. 

Maj. Gen. M.-C. Mer Colonel wad Chiat norte cntilee 
5 n. M,C. GS, ai e 
Quartermaster-General U. 8, A., Washington, D. C. 


QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1866. 

Srr: I have the honor to transmit herewith letters of Col. W. L. James, chief 
quartermaster, Department of Virginia, and Capt. R. G. Staples, assistant 

uartermaster, relative to the Norfolk County ferry, between Norfolk and 

ortsmouth, Va. i 

This ferry has been run at Government expense since May, 1862, the corpora- 
tion being unable to operate it. ` 

The corporation now uests to have the ferry returned to them. Colonel 
James reports the boats be! onging to it as old and continually getting out of re- 
pair, which keeps the ferry indebted to the Government, 

In view of these facts, I respectfully recommend that authority be given this 
department to return the ferry to the company, providing the corporation and 


county make an ent to bring no claim against the United States relating 
to a iee of bere FAN X 
am, very res , your o! ent servan 
s ded M. C. MEIGS, 


Quartermaster-General, Brevet Major-General United States Army. 


Hon. E. M. STANTON 
Secretary of War, Washington, D. O. 


[Special Orders No. 26,—Extract.] 
HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, 
Richmond, Va., January 31, 1866. 
s . . . La . - 
2. The ferry between Norfolk and Portsmouth, now in possession of the mili- 


oodwin was relieved on the lst | 


tary authorities, is hereby ordered to be turned over to its owners, the county 
of Norfolk and the city of Portsmouth, provided, however, that all persons in 
the military service of the United States shall be all »wed to cross upon the same 


ofc s 
By command of Major-General T 5 
y j erry, ae 


ED. W. > 
Assistant Adjutant-General. 


WM. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief Quartermaster. 


A true copy. 


Colonel James, 


[Special Orders No. 31—Extract.] 
HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, 
g V Richmond, Va; February 6, 1866. 


+ . 

2. P ph 2, of Special Orders No. 26, C. S., from these headquarters, order- 
ing that the erry between Norfolk and Portsmouth be turned over to the owners 
of the same, is so far modified as to direct that all animals, vehicles, and material 
belonging to the military service of the United States be permitted to cross the 
same free of tr pe oT 


By command of Major-General Terry. 
À ED. W. SMITH, 
Assistant_Adjutant-General. 
A true copy. 
WM. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief * 


We 


: GEO. D. WISE, 
Brevet Brigadier-General and Quartermaster. 
By order Quartermaster-General. 
Col. WILLIAM L. JAMES, 
Chief Quartermaster, Richmond, Va. 
CHIEF QUARTERMASTER’S OFFI DEPARTMENT VIRGINIA, 
Richmond, Va., February 12, 


eral commanding, on 


this subject, and ee that such an agreement as fs within extended shall 


be em in papers turning over the ferry property in addition to the 
pinnaa of the special order issued from department headquarters rela! 
thereto. 
WM. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief Quartermaster. 
The within is a true copy of the letter, etc. 
WM. L. JAMES, 
Chief Quartermaster, 


[By telegraph from Fort Monroe, 1866.] 
UNITED STATES MILITARY TELEGRAPH, February 16, 1866, 
To Colonel JAMES: 
The Norfolk County Ferry was turned over to the representatives, February 


I have shown Mr. Larett your communication received last evening. 


He call the committee together and will report their action as soon as 
possible. 
A. P. BLUNT, 
Brevet Colonel and Assistant Quartermaster, 
A true copy. 
W. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief Quartermaster, 


[By telegraph from Fort Monroe, 1866.] 
UNITED STATES MILITARY TELEGRAPH, February 17, 1866. 
To Colonel JAMES, Chief Quarlermaster : 
The Norfolk County Ferry committee refused to accept the proposition of 
Quartermaster-General, What shall be done? 
A. P. BLUNT, 
Brevet Colonel and Assistant Quartermaster, 


W. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief Quartermaster, 


CHIEF QUARTERMASTER’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, 
Richmond, Va., February 17, 1856. 

GENERAL: I have the honor to state that on the 13th instant the Norfolk 
County ferry was turned over to its corporation, in accordance with the order 
of the major-general commanding. 
On the samé day a leiter was received by me from the Quartermaster-General, 
in reply to my letter of the 29th of November last, directing the ferry to be 
turned over to its owners on their agreeing to bring no claim against the Gov- 
ernment for its use by the military authorities. 
I consulted the major-general commanding on the subject, who directed me 
to telegraph Colonel Blunt at Fort Monroe to insert the agreement in the papers 
turning over the ferry, but the telegraph was not in working order that day 
and I transmitted the instructions by mail. 
Colonel Blunt did not receive them in time, and the ferry company refuse to 
comply with his request to sign such an agreement. 

I would tlrerefore respectfully request that an order be issued placing the 
ferry again under the control of the military authorities unless the company 
shall agree to the arrangements ordered by the Quartermaster-Gencral. 

I have the honor to be, general, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
WM. L. JAMES, 
Colonel and Chief aster, 


WM. L. JAMES, 
rtermaster, 


Colonel and Chief Qua 
Bvt. Brig. Gen. E. W. SxITH, 
Assistant Adjutant General, Department Virginia. 


{Special Orders No. 39—Extract.] 


HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, 
i! Richmond, Va., February L7, 1866, 
w * x 


. 
ferry between Norfolk and Portsmouth having re- 


A true copy. 


A true copy. 


> + 
3. The proprietors of the 
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fused to accept the conditions prescribed by the Quartermaster-General upon 
which the ferry was to be turned over to ihe per Special Orders No. 26, para: 


graph 2, current series, from these headquarters, directing said ferry to be nai 


over to the proprietors of the same is hereby revoked, and the Quartermaster’s 
Department will ee ee and control of the same. 
eral 


command of Majo: Terry. 
ED. W. SMITH, 
Assistant Adjulant-General. 
A true copy. 
Colonel and Vat pin rN ans A 
Colonel JAMES, 
Chief Quartermaster, 
Wasurnartos, D. C., 27 March, 1866. 
een atthe Pw erg ena of Norfolk and Portsmouth, Va., by the 
ests’ Py the ferry—Norfolk County Ferry—was en 
of by the mili owas held since that day by them. 
The Norfolk County erry is a franchiso or | ay to the county of Norfolk. 
The county had it for a number of years. annual income, about ten 


common school, 


military have 
received all profits from the day “ its eed enema py 


The county is now organized. uested a surrender of the ferry. ee 
military hitherto ares egy Bi dorms erry shall be turned over tothe pro 
civil authorities said authorities shall enter into bond conditioned that | the 


Government of the 


The county court, to w. prea Adin of said fe is by law commit- 
ted, have refused to receive back the ferry upon such d ferry fod the Feary 
I refer the Nery eo to your judgment, and have the honor to be, Mr. A 
your very obed 
LEOPOLD C. P. COWP! 
. Lieutenant-Governor of Virginia. 
Hon., E. M. STANTON, 
Becretary of War. 
ndorsements:) Virginia. Washi D. C., March 27, 1886, Leopold O. P. 
eia lieutenan! » Refers er decision of the Secre! of War case 
of the Norfolk County ferry, held by the military forces of the nited States 
since the Ea Norfolk, in May, 1862. 


Res; ully returned to the Secre of War, with 
Peery: my, WIR POR. NICHOLS, 
Assisiant Adjutant- 


ApsUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, April 18, 1866. 

Respectfully referred to Gen. A. H. Terry, commanding Department of 
Virginia, for report. May; 
E. D. TOWNSEND, 


Adjutant-General. 
ADJUTANT-GENERAL’s OFFICE, March 31, 1866. 
HEADQUARTERS cine terns“ or VIRGINIA, 
‘ichmond, Va., April 3, ises. 
Respectfully referred to Col. William L. as A sia for re- 


port. 
By command of or-General Terry, 
z my “ih ED. W. SMITH, 
Assistant Adjutant-General, 
CHIEF QUARTERMASTER’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF V. 
Richmond, Va., “April 6. 1366, 


seal Senn his, ely and attention invited to inclosed copies of 
ence mg irs 
The ferry was Sees coos ion of by the Quartermaster’s Department, 
in Sere ers, No. 39, Current Series, from pram sone 
departmen consequence of the uga! 
of the portant s comply w Lag are the stipulations contained in the letter from 
the Quartermaster-Gencral’s Office of the 10th of Febr es 
Colonel and Chief r iarr A 


HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, 
Fa., April 9, 1806, 
Respectfully returned to the sais utant-General of the Army, and attention in- 
ee to the indorsement of Se K illiam L, anae; chief quartermaster of this 
epartment an josed copies of correspondence. 
p JNO. W. TURNER, 
Brevet Major-General Commanding. 


Referred to the Quartermaster-General for report. 


By order of the Secretary of War. 
THOMAS T. ECKERT, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of War. 
War DEPARTMENT, April 20, 1866. 


HEADQUARTERS MILITARY DIVISION OF THE ATLANTIC, 
Philadelphia, April 13, 1866. 
Respectfully returned to the Adjutant-General of the Army. ` 
The papers containing the decision of the epee fae the Paay of War in 
this case were received at these quarters, and referred to the commanding 
officer, Department of Virginia, on the same day, 
GEO. G. MEADE, 


Major-General Commanding. 


QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, i 1866. 
: I haye the honor to return herewith the papers in the case of the Nor- 


tet F Company which have been referred to this office for report. 
I woul respectfully invite attention to the report made by the Quartermas- 
ter-General 1866 (copy of which is inclosed), in w) I recommend 


as the best solution bd the present difficulty that the boats and docks and other 
appurtenances or pi rty belonging to the ferry company, whether repaired 
or not by the United g tates for the use of the ferry, be turned over to the own- 
ers without insisting ig upon their signing a release ‘of the right to make claims. 


Should the ferry peny Porson further claims >e United States, 
the Department t has the the right to zee them if considered 
I therefore in recommend that the boats, docks, and PAra property be- 


Jonging to this company be returned to the owners. 
I am, very res; y, your obedient servant, 
CHARLES THOMAS, 
Acting Quariermaster-General U, S. Army, Brevet Major-General, 


Hon. E. M. STANTON, 
Secretary of War, 


OTATTE RAES S OFFICE, 
'ashington, D. C., Mach 31, 1866. 
Sm: x; have the honor to return the papers a the case of the Norfolk Ferry 


Compan: 

It sore that the company declined to conform to the conditions upon which 
the restoration of the heey ohn ordered, namely, that the company should make 
no claim for the jeg of their pro; 


perty. 

There appears to haye been era arap of orders coming through diferent 
channels, which it isnot necessary h orecite. I recommend, as best solu- 
tion of the present difficulty, that the b feats and docks and other appurtenances 

r property belonging to the ferry company, whether repaired or not by the 
United States for the use of the ferry, be turned over to a owners without in- 
berien pon their peude a release of the right to make 

e Uni fed States can refuse to allow any unjust claim v presented, and if the 
Babek insists upon ked ns and ae ihh present the claims, it is not to 
the interest of the United a the ferry any longer for purpose 
of compelling or induci eee beg execute any such release, The collection 
of information as to previous action has oe some time, and the papers, in the 
multiplicity of business, have, I regret to say, laid on my table for poses rere 
without being bro t to my notice. has caused the delay in making 
Pee Teen: Vay EA your actions weve 

am, ve: ally, your o! ent servant, > 

i Zi M. C. MEIGS, 


3 Quartermaster-General, Brevet Major-General. 
Hon. E. M. STANTON, 
Secretary of War. 


WASHINGTON, March 20, 1872. 
To introduce A. B. Magruder, esq.. of Baltimore, to the.Quartermaster-Gen- 
eral. 
W. M. DUNN. 
MarcuH 20, 1872, 


Aiea in the W; or some department or bureau thereo! 
HUG: R&P 
Jor Claimant. 
MARCH 20, 1872. 
The War Ent gpl will deliver the papers called for in the above order to 
A.B, Magruder, ” 
JAMES G. HOLLADAY. 
ý QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, February 17, 1888, 
True copies. 


Sarpi GILLIss. 

Mr. BURROWS (interrupting the reading). This document is very 
lengthy. I ask unanimous consent that it be printed in the RECORD, 
and the case passed over for the present, so th^ members may exam- 
ine it. I have not examined the matter carefully myself. By this ar- 
rangement this claim will not delay other business, 

Mr. BOWDEN. I think I shall have to object to that proposition. 

Mr. BURROWS. It may take nearly an hour to read this docu- 
ment. Let it be printed in full in the RECORD and the case go over. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Thisseems to meso plain a case that I hope it will 
not be passed over. 

Mr. BURROWS. I have made the suggestion so as not to interfere 
with other business. 

Mr. BOWDEN. The facts of this case have been determined by the 
Court of Claims. 

Mr. BURROWS. I ask that this case be over and that the 
report from the War Department be published in the RECORD, so that 
members may examine it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unanimous 
consent that this bill be passed over informally, retaining its place on 
the Calendar, and that the report of the War Department be printed 
in the RECORD. Is there objection? 

Mr. BOWDEN. I feel constrained to object. I do not believe 
there is a more meritorious claim on this Calendar. This bill, as I 
have said, does not take from the Treasury any money properly be- 
longing to the United States; and the amount w may be paid un- 
der the bill is to go to the support of free schools. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Let this report be read 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BOWDEN] 
objects to the request; the reading of the report from the War Depart- 
ment will continue. 

Mr. BREWER. So far as this report has been read, it shows an en- 
tirely different state of facts from what some of us understood upon the 
statement of the gentleman from Virginia. 

The Clerk resumed the reading of the document. 

Mr. BOWDEN (before the reading wasconcluded). I withdraw my 
ni to the proposition of the gentleman from Michigan [ Mr. Bur- 


ws]. 

m The CHAIRMAN. Is there further objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. CHEADLE. I object. I want to hear the remainder of this 
report read. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hope I may be allowed a word. If the ge 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. CHEADLE] desires to o; oe this billat this 
time, the reading of this document is right enough; but if he proposes 
to oppose it at some later time, why not have this Teport printed and 
the bill go over, so that we may now proceed with other business? 


1888. 


Mr. BURROWS. That was the object of my suggestion, that we 
might go on with other business. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I withdraw the objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan that this report from the War Department 
be printed in the RECORD, and that the bill be laid aside informally, 
retaining its place on the Calendar? The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. BOWDEN. Iask unanimous consent that the report of the com- 
mittee be also printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the report of the com- 
mittee will be printed in the RECORD in connection with the report 
anes the War Department. ‘The Chair hears no objection, and it is so 


The report is as follows: z 


on War 
[Court of Claims. December term, 1887. Congressional case No. 61. The Nor- 
folk County Ferry Committee vs. The United States. Findings of fact and 

opinion filed December 19, 1887.] 

The claim in the above-entitled case having been transmitted to this court by 
the Committee on War Claims of the House of Representatives on the 2lst day 
of March, 1884, and the Attorney-General, by his assistant, Louis Cochrane, esq., 
having appeared for the defendants, and the suit having been brought to a hear- 
ing on the ldth day of December, 1837, the court, opon the evidence and after 

Messrs. Goode and Neely for claimant, and the said assistant for the 
United States, finds the facts as follows : 
I. 

Prior to the Ist day of March, 1858, the town of Portsmouth constituted apart 
of the county of Norfolk, in the State of Virginia, which county was legally 
seized and possessed of a ferry and ferry property, consisting of three steam 
ferry-boats, a wharf, and buildings, in the town of Portsmo' 

Te 

The said ferry was run between the city of Norfolk, town of Portsmouth, and 
Washington Point, and was a source of revenue to the said county of Norfolk, 
the proceeds being dedicated to the payment of its public debt, to the support of 
its free schools, and the maintenance of its public roads and bridges. 


should continue to run as then bri ca y law, and should be the joint and 


Iv. 

Soon after the organization of the said city of Portsmouth, in 1858, under said 
charter, a committee, called the Ni lk County Ferry Committee, composed of 
six persons, appointed jointly by court of said county and the council of 
said city, as provided by law, was formed, by which said ferry was continued 
to be run until the 14th day of May, 1862. 


v: 
On the láth ee ee AR ana said ferry property, consisting of three steam 
p: 


ferry-boats, wharves, ngs, and other y incident and Sopu anas 
tosaid ferry, was seized by the r eair aig pait Er of the United States 
for the transportation of troops, supplies, and munitions of war, 


vi. 

Said ferry property, being so seized, was held continuously by said Qarter- 
master’s an SAPS for the use of the Government of the United States, 
from the said I4th day of May, 1862, until the 21st day of April, 1866, with the ex- 
ception of eight days, during which it had been surrendered to its owners. 

VIL. 

On the said 2ist day of ey we said property was surrendered definitely and 
unconditionally to the said ferry committee. 

vin. 


ent, in to the use of said ferry for the benefit of the Government 
t ng its troops, supplies, and munitions of war, used the same for 
transportion of civilians, animals and freights, and charged and collected 


Q 
said ferry and its incident popet; retained possession of the same for nearly 
me it was used to transport troops, supplies, and mu- 


sengers not belonging to or connected with the Army. During the saidtime the 
officers of the Army had complete control of said ferry, and charged and col- 
lected fare from persons not connected with the Government. The claim now 
made by the petitioner is to recover from the United States the amount col- 
lected from the general public for the transportation of property and persons 
not connected Hares op 

It is insisted by the counsel for the Government that this court has no juris- 
diction to report the facts to Congress use of the exclusion contained in the 
second clause of the third section of said act, which is as follows: 
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“Nor shall the said court have jurisdiction of any claim against the United 
States which is now barred by viriue of the provisions of any law of the United 


It is contended, that for the money collected from private persons, an action 
could have been maintained in this court, under its general jurisdiction, for 
money had and received, and that the limitation of six years applies to such 
eause of action. f 

If it be true, that the claimant had a remedy in the general jurisdiction of this 
court, then we are prevented from entertaining jurisdiction in this proceeding, 
and the petition should be dismissed. 

The counsel for the petitioner argues that the act upon the part of the officers 
of the United States constituted in law an appropriation of property upon the 
parets the Government within the meaning of the first section of the act of 

uly 4, 1864 (13 Statutes at Large, 381), and that by the express provisions of that 
law the Court of Claims was forbidden to entertain jurisdiction of a claim orig- 
inating in an appropriation of property taken by the Army and Navy. 

The term “appropriation” ordinarily means a taking for the use of the per- 
sons taking the property, to be used by such person to the exclusion of all per- 
sons, and especially the owner; but it is sought in this case to distinguish be- 
tween the absolute property and the proceeds of such property arising from 
the tolls paid to the Government by persons using the ferry during the occupa- 
tion of the Government. 

The statute of July, 1864, provides.against the bringing of a suit in the Court 
of Claims founded upon any demand “ fgg out of the destruction or appro- 
priation” of property by the Army and the Navy during the war. The collec- 
tion of tolls was incident to the use and appropriation of the Government and 
can not be disti from the property itself. 

The term Oe ” is of the broadest import, It includes all taking 
and use of property by the Army and Navy in the course of the war not author- 
izea by contract with the Government. 

The use may be permanent or temporary, and it may result in the destruc- 
tion or mere injury to the property. 

If the right to the property or to its use is not obtained by valid contract 
with the Government the taking or use of it is an a within the 
meaning of the act of Congress. (Filor’s case, 9 Wall., U.S. R., 45.) ton 

Upon the question of the petitioner's right to sue under the general jurisdic- 
tion of this court, it has been held: 

Where a quartermaster in Memphis, during the war of the rebellion, orders 
a clerk to procure a building for the Pay Department, and the clerk, without 
authority, promises the owner a e rent, who thereupon consents to 
the possession being taken by the Government, the promise does not bind the 
Prarastas and the aoha notconstitute a renting; but it is deemed to be mil- 

tary occupancy and appropriation. 

“The Court of Claims has not jurisdiction of a case for the oceupation of a 
building in Memphis by military authority during the rebellion, there being no 
valid lease. Such an occupancy is an appropriation of within the 
meaning of the act of July 4, 1864.” (13 Stat. L., 881; 3 C. 3 8 ae 

The first section of the act of 1864 naps gp Dyer! the jurisdiction of this court, 
without affecting otherwise the right of the petitioner. Tle jurisdiction thus 
denied was as to the general jurisdiction of the court to entertain claims and 
pass upon the legal rights of parties by a judicial finding in the form of a judg- 


ment, 
The act under which the petition is filed is an enlargement of the jurisdiction 
in the finding of facts, to assist Congress in the determination of against 
the Government. 

The act of July 4, 1864, does not bar the right of the claimant, under the act 
of March 3, 1883, to have a finding of facts upon which to predicate an soe 
tion to Congress for such redress as may seem equitable under all the = 
stances to award the petitioner. 

In accordance with these views we have made a finding of facts from the evi- 
dence in the case, 


Fe sake ‘tite Sth Gay f De ber, 1887. 
ue copy. o cember, 3 
[seaL.] 2 JOHN RANDOLPH. 


Assistant Clerk Court of Claims. 
Your committee therefore recommend the payment of the amount due the 
Norfolk County Ferry Committee by the said Court of Claims, and report here- 
with the accompanying bill, and recommend its passage. 


[In the Court of Claims.—No. 61.—Congressional case.) 


THE NORFOLK COUNTY FERRY COMMITTEE VS. THE UNITED STATES, 
Petition.—Filed June 5, 1884,—J. R. 
To the honorable Judges of the Court of Claims: 

see petition of the Norfolk County Ferry Committee respectfully shows to 
your honors: 

1. That prior to the Ist day of March, 1858, the town of Portsmouth consti- 
tuted a part of the county of Norfolk, in the State of Virginia, which county was 
legally seized and possessed of a ferry and ferry property, consisting of three 
steam ferry-boats, a valuable wharf and buildings in the city of Norfolk, anda 
valuable wharf and buildings in the town of Portsmouth. 

2. That the said ferry was run between the city of Norfolk, town of Ports- 
mouth and Washington Point, and was a source of great revenue to the said 
county of Norfolk, whereby it was enabled to keep its roads and bridges in re- 
pair, mect its public debt, and sustain its free schools established for the benefit 
of the children. 

3. That on the Ist day of March, 1858, the said town of Portsmouth was, by an 
act of the General Assembly of Virginia, chartered as a city, with separate juris- 
diction from the said county of Norfolk, and by an act of the 2ist of March 
1858, supplemental to the former act, provision was made for the dis: tion of 
the common oy rely of the county of Norfolk and city of Portsmouth, whereb; 
it was provided that the ferries which now ply between the said city of Norfolic 
and the city of Portsmouth and Washington Point, known as the Norfolk 
County Ferry, shall continue to be run as now provided by law, and shall be 
the joint and equal property of said county of Norfolk and city of Portsmouth 
and shall be regulated by a committee of six, three of whom shall be appointed 
by the court of said county and three by the council of said city. 

4. That soon after the organization of the said city of Portsmouth in 1858, under 
said charter, a ferry committee, called the Norfolk County Ferry Committee, 
composed of six persons a inted jointly by the court of said county and the 
council ot said city as provided by law, was formed, and by which the said ferry 
was cont’; ued to be run until the Ith day of May, 1862, when it was seized by 
the Quartermaster’s Department of the United States for the transportation of 
troops, supplies, and munitions of war, and, together with the three steam ferry- 

oats, wharves, buildings, and property aforesaid, was held and occupied con- 

tinuously by the said Quartermaster’s Department for the use of the United 
States from the said 14th day of May,1562, to the 21st day of April, 1866 (with the 
bari “ey of eight days), when it was restored to the said ferry committee. 

5. That during the whole of the said period the said Quartermaster’s Depart- 


ment continued to charge and collect tolls and ferriages on all civilians, their 
animals, vehicles, and freights, and has never accounted with the said commit- 
tee, county, or city for any part of the moneys so received. 

6. That before the month of October, 1857, since which time the receipts of the 
said ferry can not accurately be ascertained, the receipts from the same wero 
annually for several years about £25,000, and that during the use and oceu pa 
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tion thereot by the said Quartermaster’s Department, owing to the greatly in- 
creased travel resulting from Norfolk City being occupied as mili head- 
quarters, the great influx of population, and other causes, the receipts from all 
recep get of officers, soldiers, and Government transportation, were 
greatly increased. . 

7. That they have no means of knowing what the actual revenuesof said ferry 
amounted to during the ter part of the time it was run by the said Quar- 
termaster's Department, but have ascertained from Theophilus H. Rogers, who 
was cither superintendent of said ferry or toll-gatherer thereof under appoint- 
ment of the said Quartermaster’s Department during the whole time of said 
use and occupation, that he kept an accurate account of the receipts of said 
ferry from the Ist of April, 1864, to the Ist of January, 1865, and that the same 
at 2} cents a passenger amounted to the sum of $19,383.82 for the said nine months. 

8, That from that time to the 10th day of July, 1565, when the charges were 
the same, he did not keepan account of the receipts of said ferry in consequence 
of a different mode of settlement having been adopted by the said Quarter- 
master’s Department, but he is confident that the daily receipts for the inter- 
vening period rather exceeded than fell short of those between the Ist day of 
April, 1864, and the Ist day of January, 1865; that on the 10th of July, 1865, 
the toll on gameng was increased from 2} to 5 cents, and from that time to 
the surrender of the ferry on the 2ist of April, 1866, the daily receipts of said 
ferry reached, asthe vouchers of the Quartermaster's Seeing will show, 
the sum of $110, which would give as the annual receipts the sum of $40,150, 

9. That from the sworn statement of Joseph H. Porter, who was appointed 
superintendent of the ferry upon its surrender on the 21st of April, 1866, it ap- 
pne that the daily receipts of said ferry from the day of its restoration have 

m on an average the sum of $135.64, which would give the sum of $49,508 as 
the annual receipts of said ferry. All of which goes to show that the receipts 
men rig period of its occupation by the Quartermaster’s Department must 
have nat least as much as the ordinary receipts were before the said seiz- 
ure and occupation, to wit, the sum of $25,000 per annum, and would amount 
during said use and occu: ion, to wit, from the l4th of May, 1862, to the 21st of 
April, 1866 eer hoe ays), being three years and eleyen months, to the ag- 
gregate sum of $97,916. 

10, That the enjoyment by the Government of the use and occupation of said 
ferry for the transportation of troops, supplies, and munitions of war for the 
period aforesaid was worth to the Government at least the expense of running 
said ferry, and that the county of Norfolk and city of Portsmouth are justly 
entitled to receive from the United States all the moneysarising from tolls upon 

ngers, vehicles, animals, and freights collected by said Quartermaster’s 
partment from civilians and others than those in the employ en of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States as moneys had and received by the Government 
for the useand benefit of the said county of Norfolk and and city of Portsmouth. 

11. That they are also entitled to receive damages for the impaired condition 
of said ferry and ferry by eae owing to the dilapidated state they were per- 
mitted to frill into during the said use‘ and occupation ilip said Quartermas- 
ter’s Department, which damages are estimated at $10,000. 

12. That an overwhelming majority of the people of said county and city were 
loyal to the Government and op; to secession and disunion; that shortly 
after the Federal occupation, at the first State clection occurring thereafter, the 
said county and city were reorganized as a part of the loyal State of Virginia, 
and have ever since been represented in the restored government of Virginia; 
that besides sending representatives to the Alexandria convention which abol- 
ished slavery bt es ae by constitutional amendment, and gave the assent of 
Virginia to the ion of West Virginia as a new State, the county of Norfolk 
furnished the president of that body; that the said county and city were, by the 
President's p ion under acts of Congress, excepted from emancipation 
and other provisions applying to disloyal States and parts of States, and that 
from and after the Sth day of May, 1862, the said county of Norfolk and city of 
Portsmouth ceased to be in law and were not in fact the seat of war. 

13. Your petitioners further show that this case has been referred to this hon- 
orable court for a determination of the facts therein by the Committee on War 
Claims of the House of Representatives under the act of Congress approved 
March 3, 1883, and f peered petitioners pray that this honorable court will so ex- 
amine this case and such report make as the facts herein may warrant, and for 
all other proper relief in the premises. 


14. Your petitioners further show that they have been duly appointed a ferry 
committee by the county of Norfolk and the city of Portsmouth; that they are 
residents respectively of said county and city, and that James G. Holladay, of 
the city of Portsmouth, has been appointed their gga A for the prosecution 
of this claim. J. W. NICHOLAS. 

THOMAS J. NOTTINGHAM. 
JAMES T. DUKE. 


©. S. SHERWOOD. 
JOS. F. WEAVER. 
E. C. BROOKS. 
STATE OF VIRGINIA, 
County of Norfolk, to wit: 

This day personally appeared before me, Alyah H. Martin, clerk of the county 
court of Norfolk County and ex-officio clerk of the board of supervisors of said 
county, Joseph T. Duke, Thomas J. Nottingham, James W. Nichols, E. C. 
Brooks, C. S. Sherwood, and Joseph Weaver, the joint committee for the man- 
agement of the Norfolk County ferries on the part of the city of Portsmouth 
and the county of Norfolk, who severally made oath in due form of law that the 
allegations and statements contained in the petition hereto annexed are true 
and correct to the best of their knowledge, information, and belief; and I do 
further certify that the said Joseph T, Duke, Thomas J. Nottingham, and James 
W. Nichols are the members of said joint committee for the management of the 
Norfolk County ferries on the part of Norfolk County, they having been duly 
elected or appointed as such by the board of supervisors of said county, as will 
appear by a certified extract from the proceedings of said board hereto annexed, 
and have duly qualified as members of said committee. 

Given under my hand and the seal of said court and of said board of super- 
visors this 29th day of May, 1884. 

ALVAH H. MARTIN, 


SEAL. 

[ ] Clerk of the County Court of Norfolk County and ex officio Clerk of 

the Board of Supervisors of said county. 
STATE oF VIRGINIA, County of Norfolk, to wit: 

I, Edward Spalding, Judge of the county court of said county, State aforesaid, 
do certify that Alvah H. Martin, who hath given the Treaa certificate, is 
clerk of said court and ex oficio clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, 
and that his said attestation is in due form. 

Given under my hand this 20th day of May, A. D. 1884. 

[sean] EDWARD SPALDING, 

Judge of the County Court of Norfolk County. 
STATE OF VIRGINIA, County of Norfolk, to wit: 

I, Alvah H. Martin, clerk of the county court of the said county of Norfolk 
and State of Virginia,do hereby certify that Hon. Edward Spaiding, whose 
genuine signature appears to the certificate above, is the only judge of the said 
oe court, and that all his official acts as such are entitled to full faith and 


In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
said court, at my office, this 20th day of May, A. D. 1884. 
[SEAL.] ALVAH H. MARTIN, Clerk. 


STATE OF VIRGINIA, County of Norfolk, to wit: 

I, Alvah H. Martin, clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, aooi 
that Messrs. Joseph T. Duke, James W. Nicholas, and Thomas J. Notting 
have been duly elected by said board as members on the part of Norfolk 
County of the joint committee for the management of the Norfolk County and 
Portsmouth Ferries, and that they are now serving as such members, 

Given under my hand this 2%h day of May, 1884. 

ALVAH H. MARTIN, Clerk. 


Ata regular meeting of the council of the city of Portsmouth, Va., held March 
4, 1884, the following gentlemen were el to represent the city of Ports- 
mouth on the joint committee for the management of the Norfolk County Fer- 


ries: Messrs. O. S. Sherwood, Joseph F. Weaver, and E. O. Brooks. 
sa] E. THOMPSON, JR., C.C. 
copy. 


JOHN H. JONES AND THOMAS D. HARRIS. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 37) for 
the relief of John H. Jones and Thomas D. Harris. 

Mr. LANHAM. I ask unanimous consent that this bill be passed 
over informally, retaining its place on the Calendar. . 

There being no objection, it was so ordered. 

WILLIAM E. WOODBRIDGE. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. House bill No. 27, a bill which proposes simply 
to refer a case to the Court of Claims and which makes no appropria- 
tion, was passed over awhile ago informally. I ask unanimous consent 
that we now return to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi [Mr. SrockDALE]? The Chair hears none. The 
title of the bill will be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bil) (H. R. 27) vesting the Court of Claims of the United States with jurisdic- 
tion to determine the rightsof William E. Woodbridge to certain letters patent 
for a metallic sabot, and to render judgment in his favor for the use of the same 
by the Government during the war of 1851. 


The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, this bill will be laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it 


pass. 

Mr. HOLMAN. What is the proposition? 

Mr, STOCKDALE, This bill simply proposes to refer a case to the 
Court of Claims, 

Mr. HOLMAN. Under the Bowman act? ° 

Mr. STOCKDALE. The only difficulty is that the case is barred 
by the statute of limitations; that is all. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If this bill removes the bar of the statute of 
limitations, that is an important matter; and the bill ought to be con- 
sidered before we it. : 

Mr. HOLMAN. I understood the bill was simply to refer a case, 
under the Bowman act, for a report of the facts to Congress, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., Thatthe claim of William E. Woodbridge, for compensation 

for the use ot his invention relating to Lt Cre for rifled cannon, for which 

letters patent were ordered to issue March 25,'1852, by the United States Govern- 

ment be, and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims of the United 

States, which court is hereby vested with jurisdiction in the premises, and whose 

duty it shall be to hear and determine, according to its usual rules of pro- 
ure— 

First. Whether the said Woodbridge was the first and original inventor of the 
said invention, and entitled to a patent therefor, 

Second. To what extent the said invention has been used by the United States 
Government, and what amount of compensation, if any.the said Woodbri 
ought to receive in equity and justice from the United States Government for 
the past use of said invention. And in considering and determining the com- 
pees to be made, if any, the said court shall, if it find that the said Wood- 

ridge was the first and original inventor of said invention, and entitled toa 
patent at the time of its order to issue, namely, March 25, IN p and be 
gases in all respects as though the aforesaid letters patent had been actually 

ued for the term of seventeen years from the date of the aforesaid order to 
issue; the court to render judgment, irrespective of lapse of time, in favor of the 
claimant, with the same effect as judgments generally of said court. 


Mr. HOLMAN. I think the report in this case had better be read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The report is eight closely printed pages. 

Mr. McCREARY. I move that it be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That would not be of any utility in determining 
at this moment the merits of this bill. As will be observed, it removes 
the bar of the statute of limitations, and also provides a method of pro- 
cedure on the part of the court in rendering judgment; and that judg- 
ment, of course, is to be final. It is nota case where reference is made 
to the Court of Claims for the mere purpose of having facts ascertained 
and reported to Congress. This bill proposes to confer upon the court 
jurisdiction to hearand determine the case, waiving the statute of limit- 
ations, and it also directs a basis on which the investigation shall pro- 
ceed. Sothatit seems to meit is important we should hear the report. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. I shall not insist on detaining the committee 
with this bill if the report is to be read. I desire to make a brief state- 
ment, and then if my friend from Indiana [Mr. HoLMAN] insists upon 
his objection I will withdraw my proposition. The only point in this 
case, as appears in the report, is whether this invention was the prop- 
erty of this claimant—a gentleman, I believe, from Massachusetts, 
though I have only met him casually—and if the invention was this 
gentleman’s property, whether the Government used it, and if the Gov- 
ernment did use it, to what extent? That is all there is in this long 


report. 
Mr. HOLMAN. I have no objection to a bill covering those points, 


but this bill goes beyond that. 
Mr. STOCKDALE. There was a patent allowed to this claimantin 


1888. 
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the Patent Office in 1852, and it was deposited in the secret archives of 
the Government subject to his order. 

Mr, ANDERSON, of Kansas. What year was the patent issued? 

Mr.STOCKDALE. It was allowed in 1852, and placed in the secret 
archives of the Patent Office, to be issued upon his call. He never 
called for it until 1861. In the mean time the Government had issued 
a circular containing printed rules, one of which was that patents should 
not lie in the secret archives for a longer period than six months. Dr. 
Woodbridge claims that he had no notice of this circular, and that 
when he called for his patent the Patent Office refused to give it to 
him, the Commissioner giving as a reason, and the only reason, the ex- 
istence of these rules. He now asks that the statute of limitations be 
remoyed, so that he can have standing inthe Court of Claims to try his 


cause, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, Six months’ bar? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Yes; he asks that the six months’ bar of the 
statute of limitation be removed, so that he may go into the Court of 
Claims and have that court ascertain whether he has the right to the 
patent or not, as to whether he was or was not the inventor; and if so, 
that that court shall so render judgment. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. What is the amount of the claim? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. No estimate has been made as to the amount 
of money involved in the claim. Itis alleged that the Government used 
this man’s invention, but to what extent not yet been determined; 
eer is for the court, and this bill is to take the claimant into court for 

t 

This patent was for a sabot to a projectile, and there was no use for 
it to any greatextent until war was about to be inaùgurated.. The pat- 
ent was issued, but allowed left in the secret archives of the Govern- 
ment, as I have already stated, subject to be issued at any moment on 
the order of Mr. Woodbridge. He had done all that he was required 
todo. TheGovernment had done all it could do, and had ordered the 
patent to issue whenever called for. When the war was inaugurated 
and there was a demand for such things, it is claimed that the Govern- 
ment did use this patent. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. This isa claim against the Govern- 
ment—for what? 

Mr. STOCKDALE, In the first place the claim is to secure the pa- 
tent for this invention which was allowed to this claimant but has been 
withheld from him; and in the second place it covers the use by the 
Government of this gentleman’s invention during the war. If the 
Government did use his invention it should pay him for it. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Has this claim been brought before any previous 
Congress ? , 

Mr. STOCKDALE, I believe the claimant tried to get Congress to 
appropriate money for the purpose of making an experiment of this 
projectile, but Congress declined to do so. The patent has been with- 
held from the claimant, and since then nothing has been done, or I 
have no information in reference to anything being done. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Were any of these projectiles used in 
the Southern army? : 

Mr. STOCKDALE. So far as we were concerned they came to us 
from the wrong end of the cannon. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. What is the estimate of the amount 
of this claim? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Iam not able to give any estimate. That is 
one of the matters that we propose to refer to the Court of Claims. 
If the Government used this patent, in the first place that is to be as- 
certained, and, if so, to what extent it was used, and the compensation 
is to be made upon that basis, 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Does the claim exceed $5? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Oh, yes; multiplied many times. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Does it amount to $5,000,000? 

Mr.STOCKDALE. No, nothing like that much, but I can not speak 
definitely. It can not bea very large sum, and the bill is intended 
only to render justice to this man. 

- Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. What is the patent for? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Itis for a sabot to a projectile. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. What is the object of it? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. The object of it is to give greater effect to the 
explosive force of the powder. The sabot is made with grooves that 
fit the rifles of the gun, with an aperture in the center, and rests on 
the charge of powder or cartridge. When the projectile is driven into 
the gun, the rear end, being conical, inserts itself into the aperture of 
the sabot, and when the cartridge explodes it drives the sabot against 
the projectile, and the sabot, turning with the twist of the rifle-grooves, 
fills the grooves so that the explosive gases can not escape through 
them, thus utilizing all the force without losing anything by forcing 
the projectile to fill the grooves, causing friction, and at the same time 
the sabot gives a rotary motion to the projectile. ‘These drawings show 
its action. 

Mr. BREWER. Is there anything in the report giving information 
from the Patent Office in respect to this matter ? 

Mr. STOCKDALE, There is no information from the Patent Office 
except this: That the patent was issued in 1852, and that it was de- 
posited in the secret archives of the Government, and that Dr. Wood- 
bridge was notified it was there and subject to his order and would be 


kept there until he called for it. When he did call for it in conse- 
quence of the circular to which I have referred, it.was withheld from 
him. 


Whether any of these projectiles were used during the war is one of 
the facts to be determined by the Court of Claims. Dr. Woodbridge 
alleges they were used. : 

. ANDERSON, of Kansas. If they were used would not the pre- 
sumption be this claimant would have brought suit to recover dam- 
ages from the Government? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. No, not necessarily. But these facts are all to 
be determined by the Court of Claims, and certainly there can be no 
objection on the part of gentlemen to a bill for that purpose. 

a ALLEN, of Michigan. I wish to offer an amendment to this 
bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Said court shall also ascertain further whether said projectile was used by the 
Confederate army with the consent of the inventor, and whether he received any 
compensation therefor. 


Mr. STOCKDALE. I have no objection to that. He is from Mas- 
sachusetts, I believe; and I do not suppose he was down there giving it 
to the Confederates. y 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. You can not always tell about these 
Massachusetts men. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Ina case like this, standing so long, it seems to 
me that Congress should be of all the facts before legislating 
further. I therefore submit what I send to the desk as a substitute 
for the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Michigan will be considered as adopted. 

There was no objection. 

R Mr. HOLMAN. I now ask for the reading of the proposed substi- 
ute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, and insert : 

“That the claim of William E. Woodbridge for com on for the use of 
his invention relating to projectiles for cannon, for which letters patent 
were ordered to issue March 25, 1852, by the United States Government, be, and 
the same is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims of the United States, which 
court shall inquire into the facts of said claim under existing law and report to 
Congress all facts found without reference to the statute of limitation.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the substitute 
which has just been read. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I wish to ask a question, as I have not had an op- 
portunity to read the report, and it has not been read from the desk. 
Was not a patent refused in this case by the Commissioner of Patents? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. No, sir; it was ordered to be issued and papers 
were all made out, and we have in the poos that Dr. Woodbridge was 
notified at his home in Massachusetts, I think it was, of the fact that 
the patent had been allowed and that at his request it would be held 
in the secret archives of the office subject to his directions as to the time 
of issuance. 

Mr. BLOUNT. What is the ‘‘decision’’ referred to here in the re- 
port? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. To what decision do you refer? 

Mr. BLOUNT. I quote from the report: 


I must object to any disturbance of the decision of Commissioner Eubank, as 
announced in his letter of April 15, 1852, such action being contrary to the rule 


of the office, which declares that a decision deliberately made and approved by 


one Commissioner shall not be disturbed by his successor. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. That decision refers to the fact that after the 
issuance of the patent and the placing of it in the secret archives of 
the Patent Office the circular of 1854 was issued with reference to al- 
lowing patents to remain there in the secret archives for a period not 
longer than six months. Dr. Woodbridge, not being notified of that 
fact, claimed that he was entitled to have the patent issued. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Did the Commissioner of Patents decide otherwise? 

Mr. STOCKDALE,. Yes, sir; he decided otherwise by reason of the 
issuance of that circular. Not that the patent was not good, but be- 
cause of this circular. He held that the circular hayfħg been issued, 
and the patent not taken out within the time fixed by the circular, it 
operated as a bar. 

Mr. HOLMAN, I think we ought to waive that. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. And the Commissioner of Patents would not 
set aside a decision of a former Commissioner. You will notice, how- 
ever, that the decision is not upon the merits of the case at all, but had 

solely to the question of practice in the office as to the length 
of time these patents could remain in the secret archives. The de- 
cision does not claim to be on the merits, but that he regarded it as 
res adjudicata, if I may use the term; that the present Commissioner 
could not go back and reverse a decision of a former one. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the substitute 
proposed by the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. I wish to be heard on the substitute. That 
just destroys the whole effect of this bill. The substitute provides 
simply to go there and ascertain facts regardless of the statute of lim- 
itations. 

Mr. HOLMAN. That is waived. . 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Isay regardless of the statute. There is noth- 
ing in the world in the substitute to show what facts we want to as- 
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certain. ‘‘Ascertain all the facts.” All what facts? It just simply 
wipes out the bill and puts into its place nothing. A certain formu- 
lated state of facfs should be ascertained if it goes to the Court of 
Claims, we think. The court ought to decide‘something. It might 
decide that it had been issued and put in the secret archives of the 
Patent Office, and that this decision was made about which the gentle- 
man from Georgia inquired. There is no basis of fact upon which the 
Court of Claims could find anything. We know now all the facts that 
would be divulged by such an inquiry. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Are not most of the facts of reeord anyway ? 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Everything is of record except the single fact, 
how much, if any, the Government used the patent, or if it used it at 
all. Now, I say if that be trune, as stated in this record evidence, that 
the Government of the United States was simply a bailee, and had no 
more right to use the property of Dr. Woodbridge than I had, but did 
use it; then if it did use the patents of this man in its efforts to sup- 
press the Confederate war, as a gentleman over the way said awhile 
ago, the Government ought to pay for the brains of the men that it 
used to furnish material by which they could accomplish their great 


I hope the substitute will be rejected. 

Mr. WILSON, of Minnesota. Is it shown that he forfeited the 

tent? 
er STOCKDALE. That is for the court to decide. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I wish to say a word in answer to my friend from 
Mississippi. The substitute proposes to accomplish everything that I 
think could be fairly asked in a case like this, In other words, it 
waives the statute of limitations and permits the Court of Claims to 
make inquiry in the question presented and report to Congress upon 
the facts. 

My friend from Mississippi says the substitute accomplishes nothing. 
Let us see. The claimant urges that he was entitled to his patent; 
that it was issued but not delivered, and that his discovery was used 
by the Government. Te alleges that it was valuable, and that he is 
entitled to a given sum for the use of the patent by the United States 
during the late war. 

These are all matters to be inquired into and reported upon to the 

House, waiving, as I have said, all rights under the statute of limita- 
tions. I think in a case like this, where the mere fact of the issuance 
of the patent is involved in a technical question of office practice, that 
that point might well be waived, and also that any bar of the statute 
of limitations ought to be removed. I am perfectly willing to do that, 
and think it ought to be removed, but I am not willing to go beyond 
it. Let us learn the facts before we attempt to legislate upon the sub- 
ject. : 
: Mr. STOCKDALE. Let me ask of the gentleman from Indiana, if 
we ascertain the facts before we go to the Court of Claims, what use is 
there to go to the Court of Claims? The gentleman wants to furnish 
a judgment for the Court of Claims. 

Mr. HOLMAN. We will furnish our own judgment when the facts 
are ascertained. The gentleman wishes to give to the Court of Claims 
final jurisdiction of claims of this kind, and I do not think it ought to 
be done after this long lapse of time. I request that the substitute be 
again reported. 

The substitute was again reported. i 

The question was taken on the adoption of the substitute; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. STOCKDALE. Let us have a division. 

The House divided; and pending the announcement of the result of 
the count, 

Mr. STOCKDALE said: I ask by unanimous consent to pass the bill 
over and that it shall retain its place on the Calendar. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I think the substitute ought to be adopted. 

Mr. BREWER. If the bill be withdrawn with the expectation of 
calling it up again the report should be printed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the bill being withdrawn 
and retaining @ts place on the Calendar? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

JOHN FARLEY. 

The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. McCREARY) was the bill (H. R. 341) for the relief 
of John Farley. 

The bill was read, as follows: . 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby author- 
ized and direct-d to pay to John Farley, of Madison County, Kentucky, the 
sum of $118.28,which shall be in full of tbe amount due him for commissary stp- 
plies furnished the Army of the United States in 1862, 

Mr. McCREARY. I ask for the consideration of that bill. 

Mr. BREWER. Let the report be read. 

Mr. McCREARY. I will make a statement of thé facts. 

Mr. BREWER. I withdraw my request that the report be read, and 
will be satisfied with the statement of the facts by the gentleman from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. McCREARY. Mr. Chairman, John Farley is a citizenof Rich- 
mond, Ky. He wasagrocery merchant in 1862, and is a grocery mer- 
chant now. This claim is for $118.28 for commissary stores furnished 
the Sixty-sixth Indiana and Ninety-fifth Ohio Regiments Volunteers in 


1862, These supplies consisted of sugar, flour,coffee, and other thin 
His claim was presented to the Commissary-General, butat that time 
did not know where the commissary of the Sixty-sixth Indiana Regiment 
resided. Subsequently, however, he ascertained where Captain Hay 
resided, and there is now filed in the papers of the case the affidavit of 
Captain Hay showing that these articles were obtained for the use of 
the two regiments referred to; that they were needed and that they 
were used by the soldiers of those two regiments. 

The loyalty of John Farley is proven by Captain Hayand by a num- 
ber of very good citizens, and I hope the bill will pass. 
* The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


LUCINDA M’GUIRE. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. PHELAN) was the bill, (H. R. 5871) for the relief of 
Lucinda McGuire. 

Mr. PHELAN, I ask consideration of this bill, and that Senate bill 
102 be substituted and the bill H. R. 5871 be laid on the table. 

There was no objection, and the Senate bill was substituted for the 
House bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, 
directed to pay to Lucinda McGuire, of Memphis, Tenn., out of any money 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $10,260, in full compensa- 
tion for the use of her premises Nos. 195 and 197 Main street, in the city of 
Memphis, Tenn., from March 24, 1863, until June 1, 1865. 


The report (by Mr. FAULKNER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on’ Claims, to whom were referred the bills (S. 77 and S. 102) 
= ae relief Sgi Lucinda McGuire, having considered the same, submit the fol- 

owing $ 

This bi pk has so frequently been brought to the attention of both the Senate 
and House of resentatives, and the reports to Congress, made by the Com- 
mittee on War Claims to the House, so conflicting, that it seems pi r the facts 
on which the claim rests and the objection to its allowance should be stated, 
that the questions involved may be fairly and judicially passed upon. 

Lucinda MeGuire was the only child of Wi) Lawrence, who died intes- 
tate in 1854. Subsequent to his death the county court of Shelby County, Tennes- 
see, appointed a commissioner with power to invest $12,000 in real estate forthe 
use and benefit of hisheir. Under this authority two business tenements, sit- 
uate in the city of Memphis, were purchased. Fire having destroyed the im- 
provements on these lots, there were afterwards erected on the same property 
two buildings which were known as the Webster Block. The claim of the pe- 
titioner for rent has reference to the property above described. Itis asfollows: 


The United States to Lucinda McGuire, Dr. 
For rent of two rooms in premises 1% and 197 Main street, Memphis, 


Tenn., irom January 25, 1863, to March 24, 1863, at $25 month...... $93. 34 
For rent of entire premises from March 24, 1883, to 

17,456. 66 
5,000, 00 
22,565.00 

Less amount paid on account by R. E. Clary, deputy quartermaster- 
general, United States Army... ,....-..sceesssseessenenisreessencsenntecessastoessssaneds 1,526.78 
21, 038, 22 


The evidence is full and satisfactory that the two small rooms on the second 
floor (mentioned in the first item of the account) were occupied between the 
dates charged by the “ patrol and provost guard" of the Army. The possession 
taken of these rooms by the Government, and the use for which they were ap- 
propriated, negatives oP implied promise upon the part of the Government 
that rent would be paid for their oceupaney. It was simply one of the incidents 
of the war, and presents no legal or equitable ground asthe basis of an appeal to 
the justice of the Government. Your committee would therefore recommend 
that so much of said claim be disallowed. 

The evidence to sustain the third item of the account, to wit, $5,000, “ for dam- 
ages and injury done said property,” is unsatisfactory and insufficient to sup- 
port the claim, without suggesting other objections to its allowance, which ap- 
par = Lesa It is, therefore, further recommended that this item be also 
disallowed. 

The fact that the two properties above described belonging to the petitioner 
were used and occupied by the Government for the purposes of a hospital be- 
tween the dates charged in the account, is fully and sat torily shown by the 
record, and the only questions for the consideration under the facts proven 


are— 

1. Should the Government pay to the owner of the property a fair and reason- 
able rent for its use and occupation as a hospital? and if ao, 

2. What, under the evidence, would be a proper allowance? 

The {acta developed by the testimony bearing on this question ase: 2 

On the 2ith of Mareh, 1863, H. D. Connell, who was then occupying said 
property, received the following note from the “rental agent ™ of the Govern- 
ment: 

“Sir: You will deliver to the bearer the keys to the houses in the Wobster 
Block, now in your possession. 

“RENTAL OFFICE, March 24, 1863. 

“G. W. VAUGHN, Renta! Agent, 

“TT. D. CONNELL.” 

The records of the bureau of the Quartermaster-General for September 14, 1863 
show that A. R. Eddy, “assistant quartermaster and rental officer,” returned 
this is aod asin the occupation of the Government, and that it was heing used 
as a hospital. 

On the dist of October, 1564, L. S. Leonard, at that time “rental agent,” in re- 
ply toan inquiry of Col. R. E. Clary, deputy quartermaster-general, said : 

“I have the honor to report that Miss Lawrence has never filed any applica- 
tion in this office in regard to her title to this property.” 

From this letter the inference is reasonable and fair thatsome one was urging 
that the interests of this lady should be protected, and this inference is strength- 
ened by the facts shown by the testimony, that within a few days after this 
date, at the November term of the county court of Shelby County, J. G. Lons- 
dale was appointed her guardian. 

When the Government took Fea a te of this property the owner was only 
fourteen years of age, and, so far as the evidence discloses, there was no one 
authorized to represent her with whom a valid and binding contract for its 
rental could have been made. 

After theappointment of Mr. Lonsdale as her guardian, eighteen monthsafter 
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ion had been taken by the Government, we find from the records of the 
uartermaster-Gencral's Bureau that the interests of this minor were 
by him, and that from the 18th of February, 1555, until the 31st day of May, 1565, 
he was paid the sum of $450 per month for the rent of said buildings. 
en: June tO Bey addressed the following letter to the guardian of 
“DEPUTY QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
“Memphis, Tenn., June 1, 1865. 


“Sre: The two buildings in the Webster Block, heretofore rented from you 
for military pupas being no longer required, the rent for which will cease 
oF ne eapestilly, your obediént servant 

+: ully, your o! ent seryant, 
: “R. E. OLARY, 


s uly Quartermaster-Gencral. 
“J. G. LOSSDALE, Esq., Memphis, Tenn.” PNN | 


This claim was presented to the Third Auditor for audit, and on March 6, 1574, 
ae Sa age upon the grounds that no contract, either expressed or implied, 
roven. 


* It is clear that because of | the nonage of the claimant she could not have been 
ualified on account of disloyalty, and, in fact, there is no evidence tending 
her in that regard, and 


the occupancy had been by agreement of par- 

es, or if for any other reason the case was one which the accounting officers 

are empo to settle, I see no reason why, in justice and equity, claim- 

ant should not receive the reasonable rental value of the premises during the 

unpaid portion of the time the premises were occupied. But because it was not 

proren that the premises were occupied in pursuance of a contract, I am satis- 
ed I have no official authority to determine what amount should be paid.” 

The Comptroller in his opinion recognizes the fact that the evidence discloses 
that there was no one who could legally have entered into a contract on behalf 
of the claimant for the rental of the said premises, and suggests this as the 
probable explanation why such a contract was not made at the time possession 
was taken by the Government, 

The Department could grant to the petitioner no relief unless the claim had 
clearly been brought by the evidence within the provision of the statutes con- 
ferring upon the ee. jurisdiction of the subject, which, in this case, 
could only have been done by the introduction of sati: f that at the 
time ion was taken by the Government a contract ent into 
for the rental of the property between the parties. This proof could not have 
been furnished as the owner was not sui juris, and no guardian had been a) 
pointed to protect her interest. Relief can, therefore, be given to her y 
through the action of Congress, and in the opinion of the committee she is en- 
titled to a fair and reasonable rent for the use of her property. 

2. What, under the evidence, would bea just compensation to the petitioner 
for the use and occupancy of the said property? Not $8,000 a year, as ed 
inthe eet — filed, although the property rented for that sum prior to and sub- 
sequen @ war. 

in the opinion of the committee, the amount fixed by the agreement of the 
parties, after the appointment of a ian for the claimant, to wit, $450 per 
month for the two buildings, or $5,400 per year, seems to be true measure 
of compensation, as evidenced by the payment by the Government and the re- 
ceipt from the guardian. Under this view the account with the Government 
should be stated as follows: 


The United Slates to Lucinda McGuire, Dr. 


To rent of both properties from the 24th of March, 1863, to May 81, 
1865 (two Apsara months, and six days), at $450 per month......... $11,790.00 
Less amount paid on account of rent by the agentofthe Government., 1.526. 78 


Balance duc claimant ..:sss.s<:sisessscnsssssas AREER OM toa ue Rete 10, 263, 22 


Your committee report Senate bill 102 favorably, and recommend its passage; 
and further recommend that Senate bill 77 be indefinitely postponed. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the House bill will be 
ete to the House with the recommendation that it lie on the 
table. 


There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


MARTHA L. RUSSELL AND OTHERS, 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 565) for 
the relief of Martha L. Russell, Mary A. Howse, and Lula H. Howse. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. The gentleman who is interested in this 
bill, but who is not present at this time, wants it considered. The 
title should be corrected, as Martha L. Russell is dead. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


printed to pay to Martha L. Russel 


$10,975, being the amount allowed by the Quartermaster-General for quarter- 
master's stores taken and used by the Army. 

Sec. 2, That the said payment of $10,975 shall be 2 full and complete settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States, of eyery kind and „arising 
oar of a appropriation and use by the Army of supplies or stores from said 

mani 


Mr. BREWER. I demand the reading of the report. 
The report (by Mr. STONE, of Kentucky) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 565) for 
the relief of the heirs of John C, Howse, , submit the following report: 

This case was considered by the Committee on War Claims of the Forty-ninth 
Congress, whose report is as follows: 


[House report No, 2516, Forty-ninth Congress, first session.] 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4292) 
for the relief of the heirs of John C. Howse, deceased, submit the following re- 


rt: 
Phe claim presented embraces items for quartermaster’s stores stated at 
$20,197; for commissary supplies, $3,645; total, $23,842. 

The claims were presented, under the act of July 4, 1864, to the Quartermaster- 
General, United States Army, and to the Commi -General of Subsistence, 
United States Army.: That portion of the claim embracing subsistence supplies 
was considered by the Commissary-General of Subsistence July 23, 1868, and re- 

ected because, as was decided by the Commissary-General, ‘it was a case re- 
quiring special or further legislation for its settlement.”” 

That part of the claim embracing quartermaster’s stores was considered by 


the Pa cae April 16, 1867, and the following decision was ren- 


QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., April 16, 1867. 


under General Crittenden, which was encamped her pi 
poenang; Tenn., during the battle of Stone River, on or about December 


sell, assistant surgeon Second Kentucky Volunteer (now the husband 

Care ek Cin a E AEE ONAT ont OA T. TE EAN canes 
> u n an z ul, 

of subsistence, | ther with the testimony of other is 


comman 
It is stated in evidence, in explanation of the reason why receipts were not 
issued, that the proper officers were not accessible to claimant, who was then a 
widow, and that the sudden movement of the troops precluded the possibility 
of their being obtained. 
Affidavits of citizens of the vicinity, certified to be credible, are also presonted 
in Pte! of the loyalty of claimant and the justice of her claim. 
he case was by this office, February 21, 1867, to Byt. Brig. 
Thomas Swords, assistant quartermaster-general, for special investi 
report as to the merits of the charges for the quartermaster stores mentioned. 
pt. E. B. Kirk, assistant q United States Army, as is 
shown by indorsement of General Swords, was detailed to to Murfrees- 
borough and make a special and thorough investigation of all the facts in the 
case. His report has been forwarded, and isas follows: 


“OFFICE ASSISTANT QUARTERMASTER, 
“Nashville, Tenn., Murch 31, 1867. 


= on See i aos to Brigadier-General Swords, assistant quartermaster- 
neral. 


ge 
AE m a full personal investigation of the inclosed claim of Mrs, Russell, I 
have the hanot to report that the esuamands i within did actually oc- 
Le ings geetgeucr rae stated, and from all the evidence I have been able to 
obtain it is my inion that all the property for which this claim is made was 
taken by the United States Army. 3 

“I find that about 1,060 cords of wood mentioned within were fence-rails, 
being some 80,000 in number; twenty-six log cabins torn down and burned 
would average five cords bmiidjog; the ce of the wood was in the tree, 
and was not worth over È ad cord. Corn was not worth over 75 cents per 
bushel at that time, The prices charged for the horses, mules, and fodder are 
considered reasonable and just. : ? 

“I would respectfully recommend that this claim be allowed on the basis of 
this indorsement. ig ds; i 


. KIRK, 
“Assistant Quartermaster, U. S. A.” 


I respectfully recommend the following allowance for such of the items as 
are properly chargeable to this department: 
ot ~~ Jensboosactace .esousecosansese Dki T29 


s 


Amounting tO........0ccseeesrereseeeess eveeee .. 10,975 


The remainder of the charges for wood contained in the cabin is recom- 
mended for disapproval, the destruction of these buildings being regarded ns 
depredations on the part of the troops. 

I have the honor to remain, sir, your obedient servant, t 
D. H. RUCKER, 
Acting Quartermaster-General, Brt. Maj. Gen., U. 8. A. 
Hon. EDWIN M. STANTON, 
Secretary of War, Washington, D. C. 


The act of July 4, 1864, required that the findings of the Quartermaster-General 
should be reported to the Third Auditor of the rma Sb ee Pe some unac- 
countable error the decision in this case was dto n M. Stanton, then 

the Secretary of War to the Quarter- 


Poraa of War, Thecase wasreturned 
mai eneral, and, ponding further action, communications were received 
impeaching the loyaity of mants. The case remained suspended until De- 
cember 3, 1880, when it was again considered by the Quartermaster-General and 
rejected, because, as was decided by the then Quartermaster-General, he was 
unable to certify that he was convinced of the loyalty of claimant, 

The claimants in the case are the heirs of John C. Howse, deceased, who died 
in 185, They are his widow and three children, girls, the oldest of whom was, 
at the time this property was taken, eleven years of age. 

Your committee have therefore examined carefully into the loyalty of the 


widow. 

If the claim had been reported to the Third Auditor of the Treasury, as the 
act of July 4, 1864, directed, it would undoubtedly haye been paid, as allowed 
by the Quartermaster-General, at $10,975, in 1867, but the error of the Quarter- 
master-General caused the delay. Inasmuch as the claim was ully ex- 
amined by the Quartermaster’s Ps henge and allowed by the Quartermaster-Gen- 
eral in 1867, and asthe evidence fully justifies the decision then made, your com- 
mittee have carefully examined the question of loyalty, which was the ground 
upon which the Quartermaster-General rejected the case in 1880. 

Three of the claimants were minors (girls). Their loyalty will not be ques- 
tioned. The widow was remarried in 1865, during the month of January, to 
Leonidas Russell, who was an officer in the Union Army. 

Upon the question of loyalty the papers disclose the following oficial orders : 


HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES FORCES, 
Murfreesborough, Tenn., August 18, 1861. 
Mrs. Howse having applied to these headquarters for the protection of a safe- 
guard, having satisfied me of her loyalty to the United States, such protection is 
hereby given her, All in the employ of the. United States are warned 
at their peril not to take or molest the property or things or disturb the quiet of 


her household. 
W.B. HAZEN, 
Colonel, Commanding at Murfreesborough. 
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MEDICAL DIRECTOR'S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE CUMBERLAND, 
` Headquarters, March 4,1963. 

Sır: The general commanding directs that rations are to be issued to Mrs, 
Howse and servants. She is to pay for them if practicable; if not, the rations 
are nevertheless to be issued. 

By order of the medical director; Department of the Cumberland. 

JAMES F. WEIDS, A.S., U.S. A., 
Assistant Medical Director, Department of the Cumberiand. 

It seems remarkable to your committee that in view of the foregoing orders 
issued about the time her property was taken, and in face of a large number of 
affidavits of Army officers, any question could be raised as to the loyalty of Mrs. 
Howse (now Mrs. Russell), Your committee are satisfied, after a ca exam- 
ination of the evidence, that the only testimony impeaching Mrs. Howse’s loy- 
alty emanated from personal enemies of her second husband, Dr. Leonidas 
Russell, who occupies a prominent part in the politics of Rutherford County, 
Tennessee; and upon this question an agent of the Quartermaster-General, 
specially detailed to investigate the facts, reported under date of July 2, 1880: 

“Against her loyalty are certain charges, made against the conduct of her 
second husband since the war, by men who had very emphatically sworn to her 
loyalty as a matter of personal knowledge. 

$ $ $ * * $ * 

* But it is opposed by an overwhelming mass of contrary testimony, much of 
it from persons equally entitled to credence and having a longer acquaintance, 
and claimant would seem to be entitled to the benefit of the great preponder- 
ance of the testimony in her favor. 

“She is entitled to the benefit of testimony in her favor, which greatly pre- 
ponderates, and I report her loyal.” 

Your committee are satisfied, after a careful examination of the evidence, that 
Mrs. Howse (now Mrs, Russell) was loyal to the Government of the United 
States, and this a: to be the only point questioned by the Quartermaster- 
General in his di on of 1880, 

The claims presented are for $23,842. The claimants now propose to accept 
$10,975, the amount allowed by the Quartermaster-General in 1867, as a full set- 
tlement of all claims and demands against the United States, because, owing to 
the long lapse of time since the claim originated, as well as the unsettled con- 
dition of the country at that time, it will now be extremely difficult, if not im- 
powie; to secure competent testimony to establish the claim in the Court of 

laims; and claimants contend that the report of Captain Kirk was made after 
& personal examination by him very shortly after the property was taken, that 
the action of the Quartermaster-General in 1867 wasin accordance with law,and 
the sum allowed should be paid. 

We are clearly of opinion that payment should be made for the property 
taken, and think, under all the circumstances, that the amount allowed by the 
Quartermaster-General should be, as is proposed by claimants, accepted by all 
parties as final; and we therefore recommend that the bill do pass. 

Your committee, after due consideration, fully concur with the conclusions 
reached in the foregoing report. The property charged for consists of stores 
and supplies taken and u: by the United States Army at a time when such 
necessary articles could not be furnished by the Government, and compensa- 
tion should be made therefor. The settlement of the sponte 9 the Quartermaster- 
Sepen Ps 1867 should be held as conclusive, and we fore recommend that 
the o pass, 


Mr. CHEADLE. I move to strike out the name of Mary L. Rus- 
sell, in line 5, section 1. Mary L. Russell was the widow, but she is 
now dead. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. I have no doubt it is perfectly just 
and reasonable, providing the circumstances are such that this kind of 
claims should be paid. Í dissented from the majority of the commit- 
tee, but made no minority report. At the time the property was 
taken war was flagrant at and near Stone River, and the question is 
whether we ought to allow claims of this kind under the circumstances 
ornot. The claimant in this case was loyal, and I submit to the 
House whether it is not the duty of every citizen who happens to be 
in the neighborhood of a battle to contribute of their means for the 
support of the Army. That is a question which causes me to have a 
great deal of doubtaboutsuch claims. If this bill is passed it will be 
an announcement that this is the standard for such claims. 

Mr. CHEADLE. I desire to call the attention of the committee to 
the fact that the evidence before the Quartermaster’s Department finds 
the loss of these parties to exceed $23,000. 

Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin. Permit me to say that I am of the 
opinion that the claim is perfectly just as to the amount, 

Mr. CHEADLE. The Quartermaster’s report favored the demand 
of $10,795, and the heirs are willing to accept as payment in full of 
their claim $10,975 instead of the $23,000; and there is no question as 
to the loyalty of the claimant. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan, Why has this claim not gone to the 
Court of Claims? 

Mr. CHEADLE. It was allowed in 1867 by the Quartermaster’s 
Department. It has been reported to Congress and has passed one 
House three times, and the other two or three times, and has failed 
simply by reason that it could not be reached for consideration in both 
Houses in the same Congress. 

Mr. ALLEN, of Michigan. Has it ever been in the Court of Claims? 

Mr. CHEADLE. I do not think it has. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HOLMAN. I will remind my colleague [Mr. CHEADLE] that 
these 4th of July claims amount in the aggregate to something like 
$64,000,000. There are a great many of them in our own State as 
well as along the border. The law of the 4th of July, 1864, applied 
only to the loyal States and to Tennessee and West Virginia, and the 
claims filed under the law with the Quartermaster-General amounted 
to over $64,000,000. Those claims have been in progress of settlement 
for over twenty years, and have been paid at the rate of about $300 a 
year, the accounting officers of the Treasury reporting to us at the com- 


mencement of each Congress the amount of claims allowed during the 
preceding year. A very large number of these claims were rejected on 
the ground that the Quartermaster-General could not certify to the 
loyalty of the claimants, and a much larger number of them were very 
materially reduced. -We have now reached a point where these claims 
are substantially disposed of. A few hundred thousand dollars more 
and perhaps two years more of work with a very reduced force will 
goe cai up and bring to an end the business under the 4th of 
uly law. 

These claimants, all of them, have had their dayin court. Iam the 
more familiar with this question because a large number of these 
claims arose in my own Congressional district. Wherever the Morgan 
raiders went through Indiana Hobson’s pursuit resulted in a large 
number of claims, because he impressed into the service mules, horses, 
wagons, and everything that was necessary for the supply of a moving 
army. These “4th of July claims,” I say, have been substantially 
adjusted. The facilities for investigating them wete better than could 
be afforded by a court of justice, for the reason that the Quartermaster- 
General sent out men tho in each case made an examination upon the 
ground—men, I presume, of proper capacity for such duties, who were 
paid very handsome salaries, with an udditional allowance for expenses. 
Up to within a short period it has been thought that the claims de- 
cided by the Quartermaster-General ought to be allowed to rest, that 
they had had their day in court; and after this case has been decided 
by an unusually competent Quartermaster-General—because the man 
who held that position in 1880 was a man of acknowledged ability and 
experience—and when he has found himself unable to certify to the 
loyalty of the claimant, does my colleague think it is safe to reopen 
this case, to begin reopening these claims and reversing the decisions 
of the tribunal to which they were authorized by law to appeal ? 

If some of these claimants here and there are to come in and have 
their claims considered in Congress and have the decisions of the Quar- 
termaster-General reversed, we might just as well take up the whole 
body of these rejected Fourth of July claims, which exceed in amount 
$30,000,000. 

Mr, CHEADLE. But the amount claimed in this bill is the amount 
which was allowed by the Quartermaster-General. The difficulty in 
this case was that in 1880 a question was raised as to the loyalty of the 
second husband. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Certainly. I am not raising any question here 
upon the ground that this claim is not properly made up, or upon the 
ground that it arose at the seat of war. The point I am making is, 
simply, that after the facts were ascertained and the Quartermaster- 
General had decided the case in the first instance, before final action 
was taken by the accounting officers of the Treasury, it came to the 
knowledge of the then Quartermaster-General that there was doubt 
about the loyalty of the claimant,and he had the question inquired into 
and it was decided adversely. Now, I ask my colleague again: Can 
we afford to take up these cases one by one and reverse the Quarter- 
master-General’s decisions? Ifso, there are claims amounting to hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars in our own State which have not been ex- 
amined, and those have a right to demand a hearing here as well asthe 
great body of claims, amounting to over $30,000,000, which have been 
heard and rejected since 1864. 

Mr. CHEADLE. My colleague is aware that subsequent to the find- 
ing of the Quartermaster-General the Department became thoroughly 
satisfied upon the question of loyalty. 

Mr, HOLMAN, If that was the case, why was not this claim paid 
in the ordinary way ? 

Mr. CHEADLE. I can not tell you that, butif you read the report 
you will see that I am right. 

Mr. HOLMAN. The gentleman must labor under a misapprehen- 
sion on that point, because at the commencement of each Congress the 
Quartermaster-General certifies to us the claims that have been allowed 
during the preceding year, and they are embodied ina single billcalled 
the 4th of July bill. Therefore there must be some mistake, be- 
cause under the law, if the gentleman’s statement were correct, this 
claim would have come here with theother claims, would have gone 
into the 4th of July bill, and would have passed as a matter of course. 
The last finding I have seen in these papers is that of 1880 upon the 
re-examination of the case when the question of loyalty was raised. 
But I merely rose to call the attention of my colleague to the danger 
of reopening up these claims. 

Mr. CHEADLE. The question raised was as to the loyalty of the 
second husband of the claimant. Upon investigation it was ascertained 
that, instead of being disloyal, he was for four years an assistant sur- 
geon in the Union Army. The first husband died four years before 
the war commenced, As the record shows, it has been proved to the 
satisfaction of the commanding officers that this widow was a loyal 
woman, and the question of loyalty can not be raised as to the minor 
hei 


eirs. : 
Mr, HOLMAN. If there is any report made by the Quartermaster- 
General since 1880, when he said he could not certify as to the loyalty 
of the claimant, I should be glad to hear it. 
Mr. CHEADLE, I ask the Clerk to read the latter part of the fnd- 
ing of the committee on that subject. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Your committee are satisfied, after a careful examination of the evidence, 
that the only testimony impeaching Mrs. Howse’s loyalty emanated from per- 
sonal enemies of her second husband, Dr. Leonidas Russell, who occupies a 
prominent part in the gar of Rutherford County, Tennessee, and upon this 
question an agent of the Quartermaster-General, specially detailed to investi- 
gate the facts, reported under date of July 2, 1880: 

Bg oer wy her oreng ate certain charges made against the conduct of her sec- 
ond husband since the war by men who had very emphatically sworn to her 
loyalty as a matter of personal knowledge. 

. s * © : . m 

“But it is opposed by an overwhelming mass of contrary testimony, much of 
it from persons equally entitled to credence and having a longer acquaintance, 
and claimant would seem to be entitled to the benefit of the great preponder- 
ance of the testimony in her favor. 

“She is entitled to the benefit of testimony in her favor, which greatly pre- 
ponderates, and I report her loyal.” 

Your committee are satisfied, after a careful examination of the evidence, that 
Mrs, Howse (now Mrs. Russell) was loyal to the Government of the United 
States, and this appears to be the only point questioned by the Quartermaster- 
General in his decision of 1850. 


Mr. CHEADLE. The special agent appointed to make investigation 
reports that she is loyal. 
Mr. HOLMAN. But the Quartermaster-General does not; that is 
the trouble, 
Mr. CHEADLE. I ask the Clerk to read another paragraph which 
I have indicated in the report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
HEADQUARTERS UsiTep STATES Forces, 
Murfreesborough, Tenn., August 18, 1862. 
Mrs, Howse having applied to these headquarters for the protection of a safe- 
frard, having satisfied me of her loyalty to the United States, such protection 
hereby given her. All personsin the employ of the United States are warned 
at their peril not to take or molest the property or things or disturb the quiet 
of her household, 
B. HAZEN, 


Ww. 
Colonel, Commanding at Murfreesborough. 
The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the rec- 
ommendation that it do pass. 


C. M. STINSON. 


Mr. GEAR. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 3595) for the relief of C. M. Stinson. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be t! enacted, etc., That the sum of $109 be, and is hereby, appropriated, out of 
any moneys in the United States Treasury not otherwise Spree riated, for the 
payment to O, M. Stinson, late asergeant of Company A, One hundred and seyen- 
teenth Regiment of Ohio Volunteer Infantry, in full compensation for expenses 
for board, livery hire, railway fare, and other necessary expenses incurred by 
him while in command ofa = on detail service for the arrest of deserters, 
ns shown by the records of the War Department. 


There being no objection, the Committee of the Whole proceeded to 
the consideration of the bill; which was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do 

Mr. LANHAM. I now move that the committee rise. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I would like to ask unanimous consent 
to have one more bill considered before the committee rises. 

Mr. LANHAM. I withdraw my motion. 


J. H. BUGG AND OTHERS, 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 10401) for the relief of J. H. Bugg and 
others. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, nu- 
thorized and directed to pay J. H. Bugg, late captain Company B, Seventeenth 
Kentucky Cavalry, the pay and emoluments of a captain of cavalry from Oc- 
tober 23, 1864, to April 25, 1865, and to J. T. Guess the pay and emoluments of 
a first lieutenant of cavalry from October 23, 1861, to April 25, 1865, and to Nathan 
Fralick the pay and emoluments of a second lieutenant ofcavalry from October 
23, rete bo April 25, 1865, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propri A 


There being no objection, the Committee of the Whole proceeded to 
the consideration of the bill; which was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

PILOT AND CREW OF STEAMER PLANTER. 


Mr. CANNON. _I desire consent to call up the bill (H. R. 3580) for 
the relief of the pilot and crew of the steamer Planter. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized to ap int a board of competent officers of the Navy whose duty it 
shall be to make a reappraisement of the steam transport-boat Planter, taken 
during the late rebellion by Robert Smalls from the harborof Charleston, 8. O., 
and of all the arms, ordnance, ordnance stores, munitions, tackle, and other 

ro y on board of said transport-boat at the time of her delivery to the 
F eral authorities by the said Robert Smalls; and when the full value of said 
Laie por tones the arms, munitions, tackle, and other mopy shall be ascer- 
tained, estimating said values by the worth of the property at the time of capt- 
ure as afo N cause an apportionment of such value so ascertained to 
be made between Robert Smalls and his associates on said transport-boat at the 
time of her capture and delivery to the Federal authorities;in the manner here- 
inafter provided ie by this act, deducting only the amount or amounts paid to 
se = Smalis and said associates under the act of Congress approved May 

Sec. 2. That the Sprong referred to in the first section of this act shall 
be made as follows: One-third full amount of the value of the said transport- 
boat Planter, the arms, ordnance, ordnance stores, tackle, and other property, at 
the time of her capture and delivery to the Federal authorities, shall be awarded 
to the said Robert Smalls, and the balance shall be equally divided between his 
said associates or their heirs at law. 


Sec, 3. That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and directed 
to pay to Robert Smallsand his apoien or their ħeirs at law as aforesaid, out 
ofany money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum which may 
be by the said boardof officers hereby authorized apportioned to each of them 
under the provisions of this act, 

Mr. DIBBLE (during the reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. CANNON. Let the bill be read through. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON ] asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of this bill. Is there 
objection ? 

Mr. DIBBLE. I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I move that the committee rise. 

Mr. CANNON. I hope there will be no objection to the bill which 
has just been read. I think it can be considered in a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. DIB- 
BLE] has objected. 

Mr. CANNON. I appeal to the gentleman toallow the Committee 
of the Whole to consider the case.* It is a unanimous report. 

Mr. DIBBLE. There are circumstances connected with this case 
which lead me to object, because I do not believe it is a just claim 
against the Government. i 

Mr. CANNON. Then if that can be shown upon discussion let us 
defeat it. I believe that this bill is a long-delayed act of justice to a 
patriotic and brave man, although he is clothed in a black skin. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. LANHAM, that the 
committee rise, it was not agreed to; there being—ayes 33, noes 47. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. CANNON. I call for the regular order. 

A MEMBER (to Mr. CANNON). Do not do that, 

Mr. CANNON. Yes, I will do it. We will reach in two or three 
minutes the bill that I desire to have considered. 

JAMES 8. CLARKE & CO. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 3500) 
for the relief of James S. Clarke & Co. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. . I ask unanimous consent that this bill 
be over informally, retaining its place on the Calendar, 

The CHAIRMAN. In the absence of objection that order will be 
made. 


ALFRED H. THOMAS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 1067) 
for the relief of Alfred H. Thomas, deceased. 

Mr. LANHAM. I ask that this bill be passed over informally, re-. 
taining its place on the Calendar. 

Mr. DIBBLE. I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. I again move that the committee rise. The com- 
mittee has been continuously in session now for four hours. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] 
moves that the committee rise. 

Mr. CANNON. I hope not. 

The motion of Mr. LANHAM was not agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending bill. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent—— 

Mr. CANNON and others. Regular order! 

Mr. NELSON. I do not think any objection will be made to my 
proposition. 

Mr. CANNON. I shall have to call for the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the pending bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and is bereby, authorized and - 
directed to amend the records in the War Department of the United States to 
show the name of Alfred H. Thomas duly enlisted and mustered into Company 
D, Seventh Regiment Tennessee Cavalry Volunteers, on the lst day of February, 
1864, for three years’ service; taken prisoner at Union City, Tenn., on the 24th 
day of March, 1864; and died a prisoner of war, while in the service of the United 
States, at Savannah, Ga.,on the lst day of December, 1864. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying this bill aside to be 
reported to the House with a favorable recommendation, 

Mr. DIBBLE. I call for the reading of the report. 

The report (by Mr. THOMAS, of Wisconsin) was read, as follows : 

The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1067) for 
the relief of Alfred H. Thomas, respectfully report as follows: 

The facts out of which this claim for relief ar: will be found stated in House 
Report No. 190 of the Committee on Military Affairs of the Forty-seventh Con- 
gress, a copy of which is hereto annexed for information. 

Your committee adopt the said report as their own, and report back the bill 
and recommend its passage. 


[House Report No. 19, Forty-seventh Congress, first session.) 


The Committee on Mili Affairs, to whom was referred a bill to amend 
the war record of 


ber, 1 at Savan. 

affidavits of two officers and several enlisted men of his rı 
STONE San foe tee KOTOL Saket, Baa Hee, DASSAKS ok Hae: 
meu 


6942 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 27, 


The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, this bill will be laid 
aside to be reported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. DIBBLE obtained the floor. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, it is manifest we are going to do 
nothing more in Committee of the Whole this afternoon. We have 
already passed a number of bills, and I do think the best thing we can 
dois to rise. Ido not believe we can reach the bill which the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] desires to reach. 

Mr. CANNON. Let me make a suggestion which I think will be 
satisfactory. Let the report be printed in the RECORD. I understand 

-it is exhausted. Then let the bill go over till the next private-bill 
day. 

Ar. DIBBLE. Ihave no objection to that, but there is plenty of 
evidence in addition to that report, and I think it would be as well to 

int that evidence with the report of the committee. Let them both 

printed at the same time; and that agreement cam be made when the 
bill is called up. Iask the gentleman from Illinois to have that evi- 
dence printed. í . 

Mr. CANNON. I only ask to have printed what is of record, and 
that is the report of the committee. 

Mr. LANHAM. Iwill state in the hearing of the gentleman from 
Illinois that it will be absolutely impossible to reach the bill this after- 
noon. It is three below the one we have been considering. ‘There are 
a number of bills to be reported to the House for passage, and they 
ought to be taken up and passed. So far as printing the report is con- 
cerned I have no objection to it. Letit go into the RECORD. 

Mr. CANNON. If that can be done, Ido not object to the comiaittee 


rising. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the printing of the report 
of the committee in the RECORD ? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The report (by Mr. BROWER) from the Committee on War Claims 
is as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 3580) for 
the relief of the pilot and crew of the steamer Planter, as follows: 

The facts out of which this claim for relief arises will be found stated in House 
Report No. 3595, of the Committee on War Claims of the Forty-ninth Congress, 
a copy of which is hereto appended and made a part of this report. 

Your committee adopt the said report as their own, and report back the bill 
and recommend its passage. 


[House Report No. 3595, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 


The facts on which this claim is based were investigated by the Committee on 
Naval Affairs of the Forty-seventh Congress, and were as follows, as embodied 
in the report of that committee (No. 1887, second session of Forty-seventh Con- 


gress): 

‘This claim is rested upoh the very valuable services rendered by Robert 
Smalls to the country during the late war. The record of these has been very 
carefully investigated, and portions of it are appended, as exhibits to this re- 
port. They show a neon iy of co well Berend intelligence and patri- 
otism, of which the nation may well be proud, but which for twenty years has 
Sey yny unrecognized by it, The following is a succinct statement and 
outline em: 


was taken by Robert 
at which she was lying, carri: 
to one of the y 
“On the day previous, May 12, the Planter, which had for two weeks been en- 
wing, from Cole’s Island to James Island, returned to Charles- 

the officers went ashore and slept in the city, leaving on 


was virtually the pilot of the boat, although 
Decause as that Ls fia 


+. crew, Smalls found that the 


in the harbor. Failure and detection would have been certain death. Fearful 
was the venture, but it was made. The daring resolution had been formed, 
and under command of Ro alls was n was put 


“All these were taken on board, and then, at 3.25 a. m., May 13, the Planter 
started on Jar pannus adventure, ring nine men, five women, and three 
ter'’s steam-whistle blew the usual 


tion, 
Morris 


board, goin, 
it,” and tt 


the 
to the Augusta, the flag-ship off the bar, under the command of Captain Par- 


rott, by whom the Planter, with Smalls and her crew, was sent to Port Royal, 
to Rear-Admiral Du Pont, then in command of the Southern squadron. 

“Captain Parrott's official letter to Flag-Officcr Du Pont and Admiral Du 
Pont’s letter to the Secretary of the Navy are apparens bereto. 

“Captain was soon afterwards ordered to Edisto, to join the gunboat 
Cr er, Captain Rhind. He then proceeded in the Crusader, piloting her and 
followed by the Planter, to Simmons's Bluff, on Wadmalaw Sound, where a 
sharp battle was fought between these boats and a Confederate light battery and 
someinfantry. The Confederates were driven outof their works, and the troops 
on the Planter landed and captured all the tents and provisions of the enemy. 
This oceurred some time in June, 1862. : 

“Captain Smalls continued to act as pilot on board the Planter and the Cru- 
sader and as blockading pilot between Charleston and Beaufort. He made re- 
peated trips up and along the rivers near the coast, pointing out and removing 
the torpedoes which he himself had assisted in sinking and putting in position. 
During these trips he was presentin several fightsat Adams's Run, on the Dawho 
River, where the Planter was hotly and severely fired upon; also at Rockville, 
John's Island, and other places, Afterwards he was ordered back to Port Royal, 
whence he piloted the fleet up Broad River to Pocotaligo, where a very severe 
battle ensued. Captain Smalls was the pilot on the monitor Keokuk, Captain 
Ryan, in the memorable attack on Fort Sumter, on the afternoon of the 7th of 
April, 1863. In this attack the Keokuk was struck ninety-six times, nincteen 
shots passing through her. She retired from the engagement only to sink on 
the next morning near Light-House Inlet. Captain Smalls left her just beforo 
she went down, and was taken with the remainder of the crew on board of the 
Ironsides. The next day the fleet returned to Hilton Head, 

“When General Gillmore took command Smalls became pilot in the quarter- 
master’s departmentin the expedition on Morris Island. He was then stationed 
as pilot of the Stono, where he remained until the United States troops took 

ion of the south end of Morris Island, when he was put in charge of 
vight-House Inlet as pilot. Upon one occasion, in December, 1563, while the 
Planter, then under Captain Nickerson, was sailing through Folly Island Creek, 
the Confederate batteries at Secessionville opened a very hot fire upon her. 
Captain Nickerson became demoralized and left the pilot-house and secured 
himself in the coal bunker. 

Smalls was on the deck, and finding that the captain had deserted his post 
entered the popan took command of the boat, and carried her safely out 
of reach of the guns. For this conduct he was promoted by order of General 
Gillmore, commanding the Department of the South, to the rank of captain, 
and was ordered to act as captain of the Planter, which was used as a supply- 
boat along the coast until the end of the war. In September, 1866, he carried 
his boat to Baltimore, where she was put out of commission and sold. 

Besides the daring enterprise of Captain Smalls in bringing out the Planter, 
his gallant conduct in rescuing her a second time, for which he was made ca 
tain of her, and his invaluable services to the Army and my = a piot n 

ut also whero 


aenn ery value of Captain Smalls’s services to the country, The Planter, 
on the 13) 


time of 
Pianter was taken by the Government ata valuation of $9,000, one-ha 
was paid to the captain and crew, the captain receiving one-third of one-half, or 


$1,500, 

Upon what princi pe the Government claimed one-half of thiscapture can not 
be divined, nor yet how this disposition could have been made of her without 
any judicial proceeding. That $9,000 was an absurdly low valuation for the 
Planter is abundantly shown by facts stated in tho affidavits of Charles H. 
Campbell and E. M. Baldwin, which are appended. In addition thereto their 
sworn average valuation of the Planter was $67,500. The report of Montgomery 
Sicard, commander and inspector of ordnance, to Commodore Patterson, navy- 
yard commandant, shows that the cargo of the Planter,as raw material, was 
worth $3,043.05; that at the ante-bellum prices it was worth $7,163.35, and at war 

rices $10,290.60. For this cargo the Government has never paid one dollar. It 

a severe comment on the justice as well as the boasted gencrosity of the Gov- 
ernment that, whilst it had received $60,000 to $70,000 worth of property atthe 
hands of Captain Smalls, it has paid him the trifling amount of $1,500, and for 
twenty years his gallant daring and distinguished and valuable services which 
he has rendered to the country have been wholly unrecognized. 


Report of Flag-Cficer Du Pont. 
Fuac-Snip WABASH, 
Port Royal Harbor, South Carotina, May 14, 1862. 

Sır: I inclose a copy of a report from Commander E. G. Parrott, brought here 
last aight by the late rebel steam-tug Planter, in charge of an officer and crew 
from the Augusta. She was the armed dispatch and transportation steamer 
attached to the engineer department at Charleston, under Brigadier-General 
Ripley, whose barge, a short time since, was brought out to the blockading fleet 
by several contrabands. x 

The bringing out of this steamer, under all the circumstances, would hare 
done credit to any one. At4o’clock in the morning, in the absence of the cap- 
tain, who was on shore, she left her wharf close to the government office and 
headquarters, with Palmetto and Confederate flags flyinz, passed the successive 
forts, saluting as usual by blowing her steam-whistle. After getting beyond the 
range of the last gun she quickly hauled down tho rebel flag and hoisted a 
white one. 

The Onward was the inside ship of the blockading fleet in tho main channel, 
and was preparing to fire when her commander made out the white fag. The 
armament of the steamer >a Leaf. aagal, or pivot, and a fine 2i-pounder how- 
itzer. She has, besides, on her deck four other guns, one 7-incli rifled, which 
were to have been taken the morning of the escape to the new fort on the mid- 
die ground. One of the four belonged to Fort Sumter and had been strack, in 
the rebel attack on the fort, on the muzzle. Robert, the intelligent slave and 

ilot of the boat who performed this bold feat so skillully, informed me of this 

. presuming that it would be a matter of interest to us to have possession of 
this gun. This man, Robert Smalls, is superior to any who have come to our 
lines, intelligent as many of them have been. His information has been most 
interesting and portions of it of the utmost importance. 

The steamer is quite an acquisition to the squadron by her good machinory 
and very light di t. The officer in charge brought her through St. Helena 


Sound and =f the d passage down Beaufort River, arriving here at 10 
o’clock last night. 

On board the steamer when she left Charleston were cight men, fire women, 
and three children, 


I shall continue toemploy Robert asa pilot on board the Planter forthe inland 
waters, with which he appears to be very familiar. Ido not know whether, in 
the views of the Government, the vessel will be considered a prize; but, if so, 
I partimen! 


ly submit to the De t the claims of this man Robert and his 
Very respectful) bedient servant, 
, your ol ent se n 
Hi aie S. F. DU PONT, 
Flag Oficer, Commanding, ete, 


Hon, GIDEON WELLES, 
Secretary of the Navy, Washington, D. C. 
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UNITED STATES STEAM-SHIP AUGUSTA, 
oF , May 13, 1862. 


Sim: I have the honor to inform you that the rebel armed steamer Planter 
was brought out to us this morning from Charleston by eight contrabands, and 


delivered up tothe squadron. Five colored womenand three children are also 
on board. She carried one 32-pounder and one 24-pounder howitzer, and has 
also on board four large guns, which she was engaged in transporting. 

I send her to Port Royal at once, in order to take advantage of the present 
good weather. Isend nope nga ry ein of the 12th, and the very intelligent 
Kasr ae who was in charge give you the information which he has 

‘ought off. 

I have the honor to request that you will send back, as soòn as convenient, 
the officer and crew sent on board. 

Lam, respectfully, ete., your obedient servant, 
$ E. G. PARROTT, 
r Commander, and Senior Oficcr present, 
Flag-Officer S. F. Du Pont, 
Commanding South Allantic Blockading Squadron. 


War DEPARTMENT, QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., January 3, 1883. 


Sm: Your communication of the 26th ultimo, in relation to your services on 
the steamer Planter during the rebellion, and req copies of any letters 
from General Gillmore other officers on the subject, been received. 

The records of this office show that the name of Robert Smalls is reported by 
Lieut. Col. J. J. Elwell, Hilton Head, S. C., as a pilot, at $50 per month, from 
March 1, 1863, to September 30, 1863; and from October 1, 1863, to November 20, 


1863, at $75 per month. 

He was then transferred to Capt. J. L. Kelly, assistant quartermaster, Novem- 
ber 20, of Saher he was reported as pilot from November 21 to November 
30, 1863. e is reported by that officer in same capacity from December 1, 1863, 


, 
until February 29, 1864, at $150 per month, 

The name of Robert Smalls is then soportea by Captain Kelly as captain of 
the steamer Planter, at $150 per month, from March 1, 1864, until May 15, 1864, 
when transferred to the quartermaster in Philadelphia. 

He is reported by Capts. O. D. Schmidt, G. R. Orme, W. W. Van, Ness, and 
John I. Jennings, assistant quartermasters at Philadelphia, as captain of the 
Planter, at $150 per month from June 29, 1864, to December 16, 1864, when trans- 
ferred to Capt. J. L. Kelly. assistant quartermaster, Hilton{Head, S. C,, by whom 
he is reported to January 31, 1865. 

From February 1, 1865, he is reported as a ‘‘ contractor, victualing and man- 
ning the steamer Planter.” z 

I respectfully inclose herewith a copy of a letter, dated September 10, 1862, 
from Capt. J. J. Elwell; chief quartermaster, Department of the South, in re- 
lation to the capture of the steamer Planter, which is the only one found on file 
in this office on the subject. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
ALEX. J. PERRY, 


Depuly Quartermaster-General, U. 8. A., 
Acting Quartermaster-General. 
Hon. ROBERT SMALLS, , 
Me of Congress, Washington, D. C. 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF QUARTERMASTER, 
Hilton Head, 8. C., September 10, 1862. 


* GENERAL: I have this day taken a transfer of the small steamer Planter, of 
the Navy. This isthe Confederate steamer which Robert Smalls, a contraband, 
brought out of Charleston on the 13th of May last. The Navy Department, 
through Rear-Admiral Du Pont, transfers her, and I receipt for her just as she 
was received from Charleston, Her machinery is not in very good order, and 
will require some repairs, ete.; but this I can have done here. She will be of 
much service to us, as we have comparatively no vessels of light draught. I 
shall have her employed at Fort Pulaski, where I am obliged to keep a steamer. 


Exhibit of the estimated values of certain ordnance and ordnance stores on 
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Please find inclosed a copy of the letter of Rear-Admiral Du Pont to General 
Branman in regard to the matter. 
I am, general, very respectfully, your most obedient ets 
Captain and Assistant Quartermaster. 
J. G. CHANDLER. 


Deputy Quartermaster-General, U. 8. A. 


Personally appeared before me Charles H. Campbell, of the city, county, and 
State of oe York, who, being by me duly sworn according to law, deposesand 
says as follows: 

hat during the year 1862, and from that time up to and including the year 
1866, he was doing service in the Department of the South, headquarters at Hil- 
ton Head, S. C.; that he knows Hon. Robert Smalls, of Beaufort, 8. C.; that 
he was present when the steamer Planter, of the city of Charleston, came 
into Hilton Head on or about the 15th of May, 1862; that he went on board the 
Planter and made a personal examination of her condition, and found she was 
built of live-oak and red cedar, and 2 first-class coastwise steamer, well furnished 
and complete in every respect; that he was, and is, well acquainted with the 
value of steamers, and has been engaged in the business of steam-boating, both 
as captain and owner, for the last fifteen years; that the steamer Planter was 
tully worth, at the time she came into Hilton Head, the sum of $60,000 in cash 
for the boat alone; that the United States Government was paying at thattime 
for steamers of her class $400 per day under a charter-party agreement with the 
chief quartermaster at that place, the Government finding both wood and coal; 
that he chartered to the United States Government at or about that time the 
steamer George Washington for $350 per day,which was only about half the 
size of the Planter and not more than half her value; that he executed seven 
charters for steamers with the Government, and also had a valuation set on them 
in case of loss; and the above statement is made in accordance with the prices 

aid by the Government at Hilton Head and elsewhere during the time the 

Planter was in the service; that at the close of the war, ana while the Planter 
was laying up in Charleston and in a very bad condition from the nature of her 

t services, I was commissioned by her former owner, Captain Fe „to 
purchase the Planter from the Government for the sum of $25,000, which sum I 
did offer, an | the same was refused on the part of the Government of the United 
States; that the steamer Planter was an extra strong-built boat; her frame was 
live-onk and red cedar, and built as strong as possible; she was built expressly 
for the coast*vise trade, and she is running out of the city of Charleston to-day 
and is considered by steam-boat men one of the strongest and best built steam- 


boats in the South. ‘ 
CHAS. H. CAMPBELL, 
Subscribed and sworn to before me the 23d day of March, 1876. 
[OFFICIAL SEAL. JAS, A. TAIT, Notary Publie. 
Personally appeared before me,a notary public, E. M. Baldwin, of the city of 
Washington, D. C., who was by me duly sworn according to law, deposes and 


says: 

That during the year A. D. 1862 and afterwards was doing service for the Navy 
Department at Hilton Head, 8.C.,in the South Atlantic blockading squadron; 
that he was captain of the steam-tug Mercury, and was one of the first persons 
that boarded the Planter at Hilton Head on the 15th day of May, A. D. 1862. 

That he has been for years, and is now, engaged in the steam-boat business 
as an officerand owner, and ‘s familiar with the prices paid for charters by the 

uartermaster at Hilton Head, and the value of steam-boats generally at that 
lime and since; that he examined the Planter when she came into said harbor 
at Hilton Head, and found ber a first-class steam-boat, built of live-oak and red 
cedar. and her outfit and findings complete in every particnlar; that she could 
have been readily sold at the time she arrived at Hilton Head for $75,000 in cash 
for the steam-beat alone, or could have been chartered to the Government for 
$400 per day, which at that rate would have paid the purchase money at the 
price aforesaid in less than one year, and would have left a large surplus to the 
purchaser; that she was considered by both the officers of the Army and Navy, 
on account of her light draught and great strength, by far the best steamer for 
that coast serviee in the Department of the South, 

E. M. BALDWIN. 


Sworn tobefore me and subscribed by him in my presence this 25th day of 
March, A. D. 1886. 
[OFFICIAL SEAL.] JAS. A. TAIT, Notary Public, 


steamer Planter, which came out of Charleston, S. C., to the United States block- 


board the rebel 
ading jlect on the 15th day of May, 1862. 


Articles of ordnance and ordnance stores on the guns a 
board | 


| Estimated under the supposition that 
md projectiles of value 
to the United States only as old 


Estimated supposing that all the ar- 
ticles are valued at prices paid be- 


Estimated supposing that all the ar- 
fore the war, except the Brooks 


ticles are valued by the United 


the Planter. material, the pees consid- rifle and its projectiles, which are States at war prices. 
ered as useful for saluting. given at war prices. | . 
$ i 
| At 3 cent per pound.... $54.00 | At 5.6 cents per pound........ .20 | At 10 cents per pound........ -| $729.00 
! At? cent per pound 24.75 | At 5.6 cents per pound.. .00 | At 9 cents per pound.. > 297.00 
At ł cent per pound... 11.07 | At 5.6 cents per pound. „t6 | At 9 cents per pound.. 132. 84 
.| At Ẹł cent per pound 138.60 | At 5.6 cents per pound. .4+| At 11 cents perpound. 2, 032. 80 
At ł cent per pound .. 78.75 | At 12 cents per pound. , 200.00 At l2centsper pound . 1,260.00 
-| Atl} cents per pound.......| 113.00 | At 66 cents each..... 132.00 | At $1 cach....... 200. 00 
.| At 12 cents per pound........ 170.62 | At 83 cents each.. 124.50 | At $1.25 each 157.50 
.| At 1} cents per pound......... 78.75 | At $1.80 each. 350.00 At $2.50 each 502, 00 
.| At 1} cents per pound..,...... 29. At $1.40 each. 140.00 | At $2 eae 200, 00 
200 7-inch rife shell, loaded and fused.. | Atl? cents per potind.........) 315.00 | At 6$ each...... 1, 200.60 | At $6 eac! 1, 200, 00 
150 8-inch rifle shell, loaded and fused............. At 1} cents per pound ........| 131.00 | At $2.33 each .... 349.50 | At $3.59 ea 508, 00 
400 Spouses charges, 8 pounds each, 3, At 22 cents per pound......... 704.00 | At 15 cents per po 576.00 | At 30 cents per po 960.00 
un z 
100 2t pounder charges, 2 pounds each, 200 | At 22 cents per pound......... 44.00 | At 18 cents per pound... ..... 26.00 | At 30 cents per pound.. 60.00 
junds, 
200 7-inch rifle charges, 10 pounds each, 2,000 | At 22 cents per pound ........ 440.00 | At 18 cents per pound .. 360.00 | At 30 cents per pound .. | 000. 00 
un 
200 -inch colambiad charges, 10poundseach, | At 22 cents per pound ... €60.C0 | At 18 cents per pound .. 549.00 | At 50 cents per pound 900. 00 
,000 poun ; 
1 32-pounder carriage, army pattern At 22 cents per pound 40.80 | At 13 cents per pound 330.00 500.00 
1 -pounder carriage, army pattern., At 22 cents per pound 10,00 20.00 20. 00 
FOODS  Seccccss A ENS | 10,290.60 


The committee now recommend that the bill be amended by substituting 


therefor the following, and that, as so amended, the bill do pass: 

“Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized toappoint a board of competent officers of the Navy whose duty it shall 
beto make a hese agree of the steam transport-boat Planter, taken durin; 
the late rebellion by Robert Smalls from the harbor of Charleston, S. C., and o; 
all the arms, ordnance, ordnance stores, munition, tackle, and other property 


on board of said transport-boat at the time of her delivery to the Federal au- 
thorities by the said Robert Smalls; aud when the full value of said transport- 
boat, the arms, munitions, tackle, and other property shall be ascertained, esti- 
mating said values by the worth of the property at the time of capture as afore- 
said, shall cause an apportionment of such value so ascertained to be made 
between Robert Smalls and his associates on said transport-boat at the time of 
her capture and delivery to the Federal authorities, in the manner hereinafter 
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proviasa for by this act, deducting only the amount or amounts paid to thesaid 
malls and his said associates under the act of Congress approved May 30, 1862. 

BEC. 2. That the apportionment referred to in the first section of this act shall 
be made as follows: One-third of the full amount of the value of the said trans- 
port-boat Planter, the arms, ordnance, ordnance stores, tackle, and otħer prop- 
erty, at the time of her capture and delivery to the Federal muthoritins, shall be 
awarded to the said Robert Smalls, and the balance shall be equally divided be- 
tween his said tes or their heirs at law. 

Sec, 3. That the Secretary of the Treasury is rl aap raar ae and directed 
to pay to Robert Smalls and his associates, or their heirs at law as aforesaid, 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum which 
may be by the said board of officers hereby authorized apportioned to each of 
them under the provision of this act. 


Mr. ENLOE. The report in the case of Hiram Johnson and others, 
which is exhausted, ought also to be printed in the RECORD, and I make 
that request. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The report (by Mr. PENINGTON), from the Committee on War Claims, 
is as follows: 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1028) 
for the relief of Hiram Johnson and others, Ten poro report as follows: 

The facts out of which this claim for relief arises will be found stated in 
House Report of the Committee on War Claims, No. 1345, second session, Forty- 
sixth Congress, and are in substance as follows: 


[House Report No, 1345, Forty-ninth Congress, second session.] 


The Committee on War Claims, to whom was referred the petition of Hiram 
Johnson and others for relief, submit the followin rt: 

The facts out of which this claim for relief a: will be found stated in 
House report of the Committee on Military Affairs, No. 184, second session, 
Forty-fourth Congress, and in reports from the Secretary of War, with corre- 
pee attached, on file with the papers in the case, and are in substance as 

‘follows: 


their arms and camp equi 
United States and to priva! 
and water-tank greg, iy ted the railway corporation. 
Thereupon, on the , the commandant of the 
Union forces at the post of hel, Tenn. (Col. J. N. Haynie, Fortieth Regiment 
Tilinois Volunteers), appointed a board of officers to investigate the losses sus- 
tained and appraise the damages suffered from the raid, with a view to an as- 
sessment, by way of reprisal, upon veel ena emia and about Henderson. 
The board so appointed assessed the ue of the property capturéd and de- 
stroyed as follows: 
Cotton burned belonging to the United States, 
Arms and camp equipage belonging to the United States... 


Total belonging to the United States 
Cotton belonging to private persons, 
Railway property 


Grand total... . 26,751.36 


Upon this report being made, Colonel Haynie ordered an assessment of this 
amount to be levied upon the rebel sympathizers in and about Henderson, which 
action was approved at the headquarters of the district of Jackson, in the De- 
partment of Tennessee, Brigadier-General Sullivan commanding, on the 12th 
day of December, 1862; and an order bearing date on that day was issued from 
said last-named headquarters directing the collection of the tax. 

Colonel Haynie proceeded in the execution of the order, and collected of the 
said assessment the sum $23,325.16, leaving a deficit of $3,426.20 not collected, by 
reason of the absence of the against whom the same wasassessed. And 
thereafter, but at what pi date does not appear. Col. W. W. Sanford, Forty- 
eighth Illinois Volunteer Infantry, commanding post at Bethel, made an addi- 
tional and supplemental assessment for $4,326.20, to make up such deficit; and 
of this amount there was collected $4,026.20, making the total amount collected 
to repair losses and sustained by said raid $27,351.36; all of which sum 
was paid by the persons now asking relief by this petition. 

The right of the military commandant, in time of war, to order and enforce 
assessments upon hostile communities by way of re; 1, and to prevent the 
giving information and encouragement to enemies outside his lines by enemy 
S thizers within his lines, is well settled and affirmed by all writers upon 
the tows of war, and is a most salu! check upon pesano incursions, by 
aeie * vies hs pae of those who co: t the damage the brunt of the in- 

ury suffered. 

; At the time of the appraisal of the damages and of the levying and collecting 
these assessments it was sup to be under and in execution of an order of 
General Grant, then commanding the troops in that yp Eeee But it appears 
from the papers filed that General Grant disavowed the construction put upon 
his general orders ny Ane local officers, and declared the purpose and intent of 
his general order to be that reprisal should be made is Baie of levy and assess- 
ment in case of raids within our lines like the one at Henderson only to repay 
such losses as the Government — sustain in its property thereby, and he 
refused to recognize the right of private claimants to reimbursement by such 
levy and assessment; and on the 23d day of January, 1863, ordered the es 
of eee and collection to be turned over to the Provost-Marshal- 
Gene’ 

-And it appears by the papers filed that his action in denying the right of pri- 
vate claimants to reimbursement for losses sustained by the raid out of this 
fund was approved by the Secretary of War,on the report e thereon by 
General M. C. Meigs. which report maintains the law to be that the power ex- 
isted to levy and collect an assessment to pay private losses in the discretion of 
the general commanding; but as against such general's construction of his 
own order and purpose no right whatever could accrue tos private claimant 
for reimbursement, 


The logical sequence from these facts, and this declaration and construction 
by General Grant of his orders, seems to be that the subordina: in the exe- 
cution of the orders of the commanding general, should have e an assess- 


ment only for the losses sustained by the Government, namely : 


For cotton burned belonging to the United States....... $1,900 
Arms and camp equipage belonging to the United Sta . 8,180 
5,080 


Had the Government rebuilt or repaired the pe bers to the railway property, 
as an essential for their use of it, that also should be included as a proper item 
for assessment; but the evidence shows that the railway company repaired their 
injuries at their own expense. 

ucting this amount, for which the assessment was authorized, from the 
total amount collected, there remains a balance of $22,271.26 taken from the pe- 


titioners under a misconstruction of the order of the commanding general as 
certified to by his own action and the evidence of an officer of his staff. 

This committee have maintained, and still adhere to the doctrine, that no na- 
tion is liable for the willful torts of its soldiery. 

But was this assessment a tort within the meaning of such well-established 
doctrine? It is submitted that this wrong is clearly without the rule, because 
this assessment was collected by an officer of high rank, commanding a mili- 
tary district, in the execution of an office giving him _ colorable authority, to 
say the least, to do the act he did; and that act was ratified by the general com- 
manding, impliedly at least, by not ordering restitution where the excessive 
assessment came to his knowledge. 

But if the reasoning on this point may be deemed questionable, there is u 
the facts another and complete answer to the application of this principle. The 
proof shows to an absolute certainty that of the money so collected $o3'395.16 
was applied by the United States to its use, koopiaga source from whence it 
was derived, and the remainder of the sum, $4,026, by all reasonable presump- 
tion, was likewise applied to the use of the Government. And the committee 
is so constrained to hold, as a cont conclusion would compel us to impeach 
the integrity of a gallant officer, who fell before Vicksburg without a stain upon 
his citizen or soldier life. 

The law of the case, then, may be stated to be, that if the officers, agents of 
the Government, committed a tort originally, it was approved by the principal, 
the Government, when it knowingly accepted the benefits of the tortious acts. 
And no p gs by way of confiscation or condemnation have ever been 
had to divest the persons so assessed of their right in the surplus fund. 

Hence your committee are constrained to hold that the claims of the petition- 
ers to the amount collected of them ($22,271.26) in excess of the uirements of 
General Grant is valid, and that the Government ought in right to refund the 
same; and report herewith a bill redistributing the same to the penans who 
paid the same ratably, in proportion to the sums originally paid by each of 
them respectively, and recommend its passage. 

Your committee adopt the said report as their own, and report back the bill 
and = mmend its passage with amendments to make the bill conform to the 
repo 

Mr. LANHAM moved that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. McCreary haying taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House had-had the Private Calendar under consid- 
eration, and had directed him to report back sundry bills with various 
recommendations. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. LANHAM. I desire to submit a request in behalf of gentle- 
men of the House. I have not the slightest interest in it on my own 
account. I have not a single bill on the Calendar, but there are other 
gentlemen who have. I ask that Monday next there be an evening ses- 
sion, the House to take a recess from 5 o’clock p. m. to 80’clock p. m., 
the evening session to be devoted to the consideration of bills reported 
from the Committee on Claims to which no objection shall be made. 

Mr, STONE, of Kentucky. The Committee on Claims has had an 
evening session, at which some bills were passed. Something was ac- 
complished; but at the evening session for the Committee on War 
Claims but little was done. Therefore with the request let there be 
coupled reports also from the Committee on War Claims, ; 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It has been frequently decided that 
you can not unite such motions, but the Chair will put the request to 
the House. 

Mr. ROGERS. Let the session be limited to 10 o’clock. 

Mr. LANHAM. Say 11. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Let it be included also that at that session it 
shall be in order to call up bills from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs for the construction of roads to national cemeteries and for the 
right of way through military reservations. 

Mr. MORGAN. Limit the bills to $5,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The request of the gentleman from 
Texas can not be amended. Is there objection to the request for an 
evening session on behalf of the Committee on Claims on Monday 


next? 

Mr. BURROWS. Ihave conferred with gentlemen on this side of 
the House, and there will be no objection if the gentleman will modify 
his motion so as to include reports from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 

Mr. LANHAM. I can not yield to that. 

Mr. BURROWS. Then I must object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection ? 

Mr. BURROWS. Yes; I object. 


JOHN DE BREE, EXECUTOR. 


The bill (H. R. 7800) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Mar- 
garet T. Higgins, reported from the Committee of the Whole without 
amendment, was considered and ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. BOWDEN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be Jaid on tho 
table, 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The bill H. R. 10798 of the same title was ordered to be laid on the . 
table. 

WILLIAM D. WILSON. 


The bill (H. R. 828) for the relief of William D. Wilson, reported 
from the Committee of the Whole with amendments, was considered, 
the amendments adopted, and the bill as amended ordered to be en- 
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grossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and d. 
The title of the bill was amended to conform. 
MARTHA L. RUSSELL AND OTHERS. 


The bill (H. R. 565) for the relief of Martha L. Russell, Mary A. 
House, and Lulu H. House, reported from the Committee of the Whole 
with amendments, was considered, the amendments adopted, and the 
bill as amended ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being en , it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr.C DLE. Imovetoamend the title by striking out the name 
" Martha L. Russell.” 

The amendment was adopted. 


BILLS PASSED. 


The following House bills, reported from the Committee of the Whole 
without amendments, were considered, ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time; and being engrossed,they were accordingly read the 
third time, and , namely: 

A bill (H. R. 5516) for the relief of John H. Weeks; 

A bill ir R. 10481) for the relief of Rev. William Gregston; and 

A bill (H.R. 341) for the relief of John Farley. 

LUCINDA M’GUIRE. 

The bill (S. 102) for the relief of Lucinda McGuire, reported from 
the Committee of the Whole with favorable recommendation, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The bill H. R. 5871, for the relief of Lucinda McGuire, was ordered 
to be laid on the table. 

C. M. STINSON, 


The bill (H. R. 3595) for the relief of C. M. Stinson, reported from 
the Committee of the Whole with favorable recommendation, was con- 
sidered, ordered to be en and read a third time; and being en- 
grossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed; there being 
on a division—ayes 69, noes 0. 

J. H. BUGG AND OTHERS. 


The bill (H. R. 10401) for the relief of J. H. Bugg and others, re- 
ported from the Committee of the Whole with favorable recommenda- 
tion, was considered, ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LANHAM moved to reconsider the several votes taken; and also 
moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore announced the appointment of conferees 
as follows, namely: 

On the bill (S. 2252) to incorporate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Ele- 
vator, and Railway Company, Mr. COMPTON, Mr. HEARD, and Mr. 
ROWELL; and 

On the bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Railway Com- 
pany of the District of Columbia, Mr. HEARD, Mr. COMPTON, and Mr. 
BREWER. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. CRAIN. I ask unanimous consent to discharge the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union from the further consid- 
eration of the bill which I send to the desk. > 

Mr. O'NEILL, of Pennsylvania. I desire to submit a privileged re- 

rt. 

Mr. BOWDEN. I rise to a parliamentary inguiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state i. 

Mr. BOWDEN. At the present session, on the 14th of this month, 
the bill for the relief of James Caler was laid aside with a favorable 
report, and upon the report of the committee being made to the House 
a demand was made for the reading of the engrossed bill. I find that 
bill has been brought forward on the Calendar under the head of ‘‘ bills 
reported from the Private Calendar undisposed of.’ It is the only bill 
on the Calendar without any special order, and I ask if it is not now 
entitled to precedence? 

The SPEAKER pro On what ground? 

Mr. BOWDEN. On the ground that it is unfinished business on the 
Private Calendar on a fayorable report from the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman make that point? 

Mr. BOWDEN. I will withdraw the inquiry for the present and 
will call up the bill at another time. 


PREPARATION OF INDEX, CALENDARS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Mr. FLOOD. I desire to submit a privileged report from the Com- 
mittee on Accounts. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Clerk of the House be directed to pay to Samuel D. Craig, 
out of the contingent fund of the House, the sum of , in full compensation 
for preparing an index of the Calendars of the House for the first session of the 
Fiftieth Congress, 


The Committee on Accounts, to whom was referred the resolution poranny 
for the payment out of the contingent fund of the House to Samuel D. Craig 
the sum of $600 for extra services reparation of the Calendars, havin 
considered the same, a that, in the ju: ent of your committee, the amoun: 
asked is very reasonable. The extra work on the Calendars is 40 per cent, at 


XIX—435 


least in excess of any previous session, and there has been added an index (pre 

pared by Mr. Craig) which has been of t benefit to the members as well as 

the public at large. The compilation of this index alone is well worth the sum 

asked, and the committee would recommend the passage of the resolution if 

the same were a legal charge upon the contingent fund; but as it is not, your 

rere therefore report the following substitute and recommend its adop- 
on: 

Resolved, That there be paid to Samuel D, Craig the sum of $600 for extra sery- 
ices in connection with the preparation of the endars and indexing the same 
for the first session of the Fiftieth Congress, and that the Committee on A poe 
priations be directed to provide for the payment of said sum in the bill (H. R. 
10896) making appropriations to supply deficiencies in the appropria tions for 
tho l year ending June 30, 1883, and prior years, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
substitute proposed by the Committee on Accounts. 

The substitute was adopted. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. McCook, its Secretary, announced 
that the Senate had agreed to amendments of the House of Represent- 
atives to Senate bills of the following titles: 

A bill (S. 196) to cancel certain reservations of lands on account of 
live-oak in the Southwestern land district of the State of Louisiana; 

A bill (S. 928) in relation to marriage between white men and In- 
dian women; and 

A bill (S. 1782) to authorize the leasing of the school and university 


lands in‘the Territory of Wyoming, and for other purpose 
The message also announced that the Senate passed without 


amendmentthe bill (H. R. 10758) ‘‘ to amend the charter of the Capitol, 
North O Street and South Washington Railway Company.” 

The message further announced that the Senate had passed a bill (S. 
3132) ‘‘ to provide for trial by jury in the police court of the District 
of Columbia, and forother purposes;’’ in which concurrence of the House 
was requested. 

BRAZOS RIVER. 


Mr. CRAIN. Iask that by unanimous consent the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from further con- 
sideration of the bill which I send to the Clerk’s desk, and that the 
same be considered in the House. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 10165) for improving the mouth of the Brazos River, Texas. 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Brazos River Channel and Dock Company, a cor- 
poration organ under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Texas, be, 
and are hereby, authorized, on the conditions hereinafter mentioned, to con- 
struct, own, and operate such permanent and sufficient jetties and such auxiliary 
works as are necessary to create and permanently maintain, as hereinafter set 
forth, a navigable channel at the mouth of the j Roca River, Texas, between 
said river and the Gulf of Mexico, and so far into the mainland and between 
the banks of the said Brazos River as may be necessary to reach a place that will 
afford security from storms, swells, cyclones, and tidal waves, for the purposes 
of furnishing the vessels and boats ada) the purposes facilitie for nav 
tion in and along the entire length of said channel, charging and collecting 
such toll therefor as may be prescribed by the regulations that may be made by 
the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States in conformity with the laws 
of the United States; and for that purpose they may construct, in the river, and 
likewise in the Gulfof Mexico, such walls, jetties, dikes, levees, and other struct- 
ures, and employ such boats, rafts, and appliances as they may, in the prose- 
evtion of said work, deem necessary: Provided, That no such structures or 
means employed shall hinder, delay, or materially interfere with the free navi- 
gation in said river or between said river and the Gulf of Mexico; and,to pro- 
tect their said works, they may build and maintain such levees or embankments 
ns may be necessary to secure their permanency along the banksof said Brazos 
River; and said Brazos River Channel and Dock Company shall hold the United 
States harmless from any damages that may accrue to any person or persons by 
over flow or otherwise caused by the construction of said walls, jetties, dikes, le- 
vees,and other works constructed by said com: : Provided further, That un- 
Jess the construction of the proposed work shall be substantially commenced in 
one year from date of the a ake of this act, and prosecuted with due dili- 
gence, the provisions contained herein in relation to the said improyement 
shall be null ‘and void; and unless the said Brazos River Channel and Dock 
Company shall secure a navigable depth of 12 feet of water from a po`nt in the 
river so far as may be necessary to reach a place that will afford security from 
storms, s.vel s, cyclones, and tidal waves, above its mouth and extending from 
said point to a depth of 12 feet in the Gulf of Mexico,outside of the present bar, 
within three years after the date of the a»proval of this act, Congres: may re- 
vok: the privileges herein granted in relat.on to said improvement. And Con- 
gress may revoke the provisions herein granted in relation to said improve- 
ment, unless the said Brazos River Channel and Dock Comp ny chall, after te 
curing 12 feet of water, secure anadditional depth of not less than 2 feet during 
each succeeding year thereafter, until 18 feet shall have been secured; sn! in 
case said Brazos River Channel and Dock Company shall fail to comply with 
tie foregoing conditionsas tode of water and time, for any period of twelve 
months in excess of the time fixed, as aforesaid, then the privileges herein 
granted in relation to raid improvements shall absolutely tecome null and 
void without action by Congress. 

Sec. 2. That the works of improvement in the said Brazos River, from the 
mouth of said river to the point described in section 1 of this act, shall consist 
of the construction of dikes, bob pear a levees, embankments, and Arelia or 
other means which may be considered by said Brazos River Channel and Dock 
Company necessary for obtaining a depth of 18 feet of water between the mouth 
of said river and said point described in section 1 of this act; and that the said 
Brazos River Channel and Dock Company may, if they shall decide it best for 
the interests of navigation, change the course of said river at the sharp bend in 
said river between the mouth of said river and the said point described in seo- 
tion 1 of this act, but in making such change the channel shall be made of suffi- 
cient depth and width to receive the volume of said river without disturbance 
of its regimen. 

Sec. 3. That if at any time during the construction of said jetties and aux- 
iliary works, or after said jetties and auxiliary works shall have been com- 
pleted, and said channel of 18 feet in depth has been obtained, the United States 
shall have the right to pay the said Brazos River Channel and Dock Company 
the value of their jetties and other works construcied under and by the aus 
thority granted to said company by the State of Texas as wellas by the authority 


6946 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JULY 27, 


of this act, and on such payment being made by the United States all right to said 
franchises and works on the part of said Brazos River Channel and Dock Com- 
pany shall cease. 

Sec. 4. That any person maliciously or intentionally injuring said works or 
interfering with the construction thereof shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor, and mae tried for such offense before the district court of the United 
States for the district wherein such offense may be committed, and if found 
guilty he shall be liable to a fine not exceeding $1,000 or to imprisonment not 
more than two years,or both fine and imprisonment as aforesaid for each of- 
fense. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. I would like to ask the gentleman from Texas 
from what committee that bill emanates? 

Mr. CRAIN. It comes from the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 
It is the same as that which passed the Senate. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. I wish to offer an amendment, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I would like to hear a statement in 
regard to the bill. 


Mr. CRAIN. The bill givespower for the improvementof the mouth 
of the Brazos River. The Government has abandoned work on that 
river, and has refused to carry on works there. The Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors have not reported any appropriation, and the people of 
that country have organized a company for the pu of doing the 
work themselyes. They simply ask permission of gress to do so, 


and they ask for no appropriation whatever. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. How wide is the river? 

Mr. CRAIN. It varies in width. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. ‘There is one provision in this bill which is ob- 
jectionable. It makes it a penal offense under the laws of the United 
States to interfere with the property of a State corporation. 

Mr. CRAIN. Iam willing to have that stricken out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? ‘The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CRAIN. I move to strike out that section which makes it a 
penal offense to interfere with the property of a State corporation. 

The Clerk read the section, as follows: 


Sec. 4. That any person maliciously or intentionally injuring said works or 
intertering with the construction thereof shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor, and may be tried forsuch offense before the district court of the United 
States for the district wherein such offense may be committed, and if found 


guilty he shall be le to afine not exceeding $1,000 or to imprisonment not 
more than two or both fine and imprisonment as afi for each 
offense, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. I move to amend the third section by making 
it read ‘‘ before or after it reaches the depth of 18 feet.” The reason 
why I make this amendment is that as the section reads, as I under- 
stand it, the Government can not take the improvements until a depth 
of 18 feet has been obtained. You may be able to get a depth of 17 
feet and not a depth of 18 feet, and that would preclude the Govern- 
ment taking the improvement. 

Mr. CRAIN. Iam perfectly willing it should goin that way, and 
I move that the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania be 
adopted. . 

e SPEAKER pro tempore. TheClerk will report the amendment. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. I will withdraw my amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I move to insert an additional sec- 
tion, that Congress may at any time alter, amend, or repeal this act. 

The amendment was agreed to; and the billas amended was ordered 
to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CRAIN moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


MARINE HOSPITAL AT EVANSVILLE, IND. 


Mr. HOVEY. Iask, by unanimous consent, the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1321) for the erection of a marine hos- 
pital at Evansville, Ind. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Bott enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury 
thorized and directed to a 


eand 
approved com- 
, the sum of 000; pu un ‘or 
erection of the building which will furnish sufficient accommodations for 
not exceed in cost the balance of the sum herein 
and paid for and approved b 
of the Treasury: That no money fons acc mea for th 
be available until a valid title to the site for building shall be 
in the United States, nor until the State of Indiana shall have ceded to 
ted States exclusive jurisdiction over the same, during the time the 
United States shall be or remain the owner thereof, for all except of 
the criminal laws of said State and the service of civil process Ekerin 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the consideration of the 
bill just read? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 
e bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being 
engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


Mr. HOVEY moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
paned; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
e 
The latter motion was agreed to. 


DR. JOHN B. READ. 


Mr. BANKHEAD. Iask unanimous consent to have considered at 
this time the bill (H. R. 10633) for the relief of Dr. John B. Read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, elc., That the sum of $17,000 be, and the same is hereby, appro- 


pa out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise app: 


ropriated, to pay 
r. John B. Read, his compensation as royalty on all rifle projectiles with iron 
sabots furnished Py, 4 


R. P. Parrott to the United States during the war of 1861 to 
1865; said sum of 317,000 to be received by said John B. Read as royalty upon 
ei such projectiles so furnished to the United States, and in full satisfaction of 


The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the present con- 

sideration of this bill? 
Mr. HOLMAN. Let the report be read. 
The report (by Mr. SIMMONS) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (If. R. 10491) forthe 
relief of John B. Read, submit the following report: 

In the year 1856, when rifled ordnance of large caliber did not exist in the 
United States or in any country, Dr. John B. Read secured a patent, dated Oc- 
tober 28, 1856, for an elongated rifle projectile, with a wrought-iron cup or sabot 
atthe base, for expansion into rifle ves, so as to secure rotation. Early 
in the same yenr he had experimented, at Fortress Monroe, with a two-grooved 
24-pounder rifle gun, with such favorable results as to secure a contract with 
the Secretary of War that, on condition of his assigning the free use forever of 
such projectiles to the United States, he should receive such compensation, in 
case of adoption, asa board of Army ofilcers, to be appointed for the purpose, 
might decide to be just, A joint resolution was passed the present session of 
Congress, authorizing the Secretary-of War to appoint such a board; which, 
after careful investigation of the case, made its report to the Secretary of War, 
and was by him transmitted to Congress on the 4th instant. 

These oe were extensively uscd at the outset of the war, and were 
furnished the United States by R. P, Parrott from West Point Foundry, with 
iron sabots, according to Dr, Read's patent. 

The board of officers decided that Dr. Read “has a just claim for a reasonable 
royalty upon those projectiles furnished to the United States by R. P. Parrott, 
which were covered by his (Read’s) patent of October 28, 1556; and that the sum 
of $17,000 is the pro; amount to be paid by the United States to Dr. Read, in 
fall satisfaction of his claim.” 

Your committee therefore recommend that the substitute for the original bill 
herewith submitted do pass. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. If I recollect rightly that bill was up this after- 
noon, and the gentleman from Indiana, who I believe is not present now, 
made some objection to it and offered a substitute. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Itis the substitute that has just been read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. HOLMAN, I wish to inquire whether or not this gentleman, 
Dr. Read, was not in the employ of the Government at the time he 
made this invention? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think not. 

Mr. FORNEY. No. 

Mr. HOLMAN. Who makes the report? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is made by a board of Army officers ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of War. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con? 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. WICKHAM. I object. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. How much money does the substitute carry ? 

Mr. HOUK. Seventeen thousand dollars. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. The Secretary of War recommends the pay- 
ment of the claim. 

Mr. BURROWS. When did the claim arise? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In 1856, 


BUSINESS FROM COMMITTEE ON WAR CLAIMS. 


Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent that next 
Wednesday be set apart for the consideration of bills reported from the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Mr. WEAVER. Not to interfere with appropriation bills or the 
Oklahoma bill. 

Mr. BURROWS. What is the request? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
STONE] asks unanimous consent that next Wednesday be set apart 
for the consideration of bills reported from the Committee on War 


Claims. 

Mr. BURROWS. ‘There are several committees that want to have 
an opportunity for a hearing, and if the Committee on Rules will re- 
port a resolution covering them they can all be accommodated; but it 
is not fair to single out one committee and give it an advan tage in this 


way. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. The reason I make this request is that 
the night we had assigned to us was frittered away. 

Mr. BURROWS. Yes; but the Committee on Rules can report at 
any moment, k 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The hourof 5 o’clock p. m. having ar- 
rived, the House takes a recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


1888. 
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EVENING SESSION, 

The recess having expired, the House reassembled at 8 p. m, The 
House was called to order by Mr. ANDERSON, of Illinois, as Speaker 
pro tempore, who directed the reading of the following communication: 

SPRAKER’sS Room, House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 27, 1888. 
f -G A. 
E ran pp ra 
Hon, Jons B. OLARK, ý 3 
Clerk House of Representatives. 

Mr. MATSON. I move that the House now resolve itself into Com- 
_— of the Whole for the consideration of bills under the special 
order. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. Dockery in the chair. 

Mr. MATSON. I ask unanimous consent that the call of the Cal- 
endar may begin where we left off last Friday night, with the reserva- 
tion as to bills which may have been over that if any gentle- 
saa gh ITN desires to call up any such bill he be allowed to do so first, 
and that in calling the Calendar billsthe consideration of which is not 
asked by any gentleman present shall be passed over. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

JOHN BUSH. 


Mr. LIND. Iask unanimous consent to take up a Senate bill (S. 
2124) granting a pension to John Bush. ‘The claimant is ninety years 
old, and is not likely to live more thansixmonthslonger. The bill was 
not reported until this week, and unless I can have it considered at 
this time I doubt whether the allowance of the pension will be of any 
service. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, in view of the statement he has made? 

Mr. MATSON. I have a case myself in which the claimantis blind 
and in the poor-house, and I would like very well to have that bill 
called up out of its order. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Those are both meritorious cases, and I suggest 
that they both be considered. 

Mr. LIND. I have not asked anything of this kind before. 

Mr. STRUBLE. The bill of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Linp] is a Senate bill, so that if he can have unanimous consent the 
legislation can be completed to-night. 

Mr. CARUTH. I have the most meritorious case on the Calendar. 
[Laughter. ] 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to- the request of the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. LIND]? 

Mr. MATSON. I shall not object, though I do not think we ought 
to depart from the order. 

Mr. LIND. It is a very short case. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I also have avery meritorious bill. 

Mr. LAFFOON. So have I. 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Ihave one, too. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LIND. I understand that the Clerk not the bill at hand, 
so I suggest that another case be taken up until my bill can be pro- 
cured. 

Mr. MATSON. Regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The regular order is called for. 
report the first bill. 


[Langhter. ] 


The Clerk will 


JAMES W. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2449) granting a pension to James W. Bowman. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James W. Bowman, late a corporal 
in Company O, Seventh Regiment Tennessee Volunteers, 


Mr. MATSON. Let the report be read. 
The report (by Mr. Matson) was read, as follows: 


‘The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2449) 

granting a pension to James W. having examined the papers, concur 

the Senate Aeae See attached, adopt the report as their own, and recom- 
mend the passage of the bill. 


BOWMAN. 


SENATE REPORT, 


The petitioner was a corporal in Com: 
Infantry, oe wes of the rebellion. 


sion is founded upon 
have been 


federate scouts or He was 
treated for the wound, and so far recovered that he returned to camp for duty 
some weeks afterward, but he never wholly recovered from the effects of the 
wound, part of the shot remaining yet in his back where he was struck. 

The examining board rate him at one-half disabled for the performance of 


manual labor. The objection made to the claim is that the wound was not re- 
ceived while the soldier was in service in the line of duty. The soldier had not 
deserted; did not quit his command without leave; was retu to it when 
shot. If he had left the company without poso or, having ined per- 
mission, had gone elsewhere than to visit his father, or had overstaid his leave 
been injured, under any of these circumstances we should be inclined 
to reject the claim: but the permission to visit his father we do not think was 
unreasonable, nor that the soldier was to blame either for asking therefor or for 
using it when ted. When he left the reg. bees rarily with leave of ab- 
sence, in good faith for that papos we do not think he was in any sense a de- 
serter or out of the line of his duty. 

The committee think the claim well founded,and recommend the passage of 
the bill herewith reported, granting a pension to the petitioner, to take effect 
from the passage of the act. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with a recommendation that it do pass. 


NATHANIEL FRANCIS. 


Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. Chairman, the bill (H. R. 9795) granting a 
pension to Nathaniel Francis has been passed over on the Calendar and 
I wish to call it up at this time. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and 
directed to cause to be placed on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Nathaniel Francis, late a private 
in Company D, Forty-eighth Indiana Volunteer Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. Matson) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
cis to the pension-rolls, have considered the same 


9795) to restore Nathaniel Fran 
and now report: 

The claimant was granted pl gies March 3, 1875, from December 19, 1574, at 
$18 per month for disease of the eyes, and was dropped, on special investiga- 
Hops cece ld 15, 1830, on the ground that the disease of eyes existed prior to 
enlistment. 

‘Lhe remaining history of this case is aboutas follows: Nathaniel Francis was 
enrolled asa private in Company D, Forty-eighth Indiana ment, January 
27, 1862, and was mustered ont with Gotnchinens Feb: 1, , having served 
the full three years of his enlistment, In a letter to claimant’s attorney, July 
16, 1880, Actiig Commissioner Clark says, on special examination : 

“The witnesses in gaen state that he was a man of intemperate habits be- 
fore he enlisted, and t as a consequence he had diseased eyes, * * è That 
the case can not be receded from until it has been satisfactorily established that 
Francis was a temperate and sober man, and had no disease of the eyes prior 
to his enlistment.’ ` 

The committee are of the opinion that the only question to be considered is 
as to whether said d of the eyes existed prior to and at the time of enlist- 
ment, and, if it did not, was it incurred in the Army and in line of duty. The 
evidence produced on the examination established the fact that he was free from 
said disab: at enlistment, and that it was incurred in line of duty as stated, 
for the reason that he was granted a pension at $18 per month on the evidence sub- 
mitted, whioh was very full and complete. The evidence taken in special ex- 
amination for nis somewhat conflicting, but it seems tothe committee 
that the ego is largely in favor of the claimant. 

General B. Hascall, n, Ind., who knew claimant several years 
poora eens says he never noticed anything the matter with his eyes 
particularly. 

John P. Truax says he has known him from his childhood and never noticed 
his eyes to ap; sore or inflamed before enlistment. 

Phillip Go 
him an 


As to prior soundness, the following resident a PSAS of the claimant tes- 
tify that they knew him at the time and prior to h 


citizens, including professional and busin: 
ant for many years, ition that he be reinstai 

In addition to the foregoing a 
by Special Examiner Paul E. 
made with a view of establishing the allegation that the claimant was affected 
with sore eyes prior to enlistment, and not for the purpose of ascertaining the 
facts. He procured the evidence of several witnesses who were evidently prej- 
udiced nst the claimant, and he then adds: 

“T submit the affidavits of several reliable persons, showi 
of the pensioner’s disability, and that it was due to excessin life. I talked with 
and heard of others who knew the same facts, but I did not consider it neces- 
sary or advisable to further accumulate the proof.” 

The evidence he procured was almost entirely ex parte, and there is little 
doubt that his entire investigation was made with refi g his 


i ference to establishin, 
theory of the case. The claimant was not present at this examination. 

Afters epost on examination of the voluminous evidence in this case the 
committee areo) 


prior existence 


We recommend that the title of the bill be amended to read as follows: “A 
bill to restore Nathaniel Francis to the pension-rolls."’ Also, in line 4, strike 
out the word “placed” and insert “‘ reinstated ;” and when soamended we rec- 
ommend the passage of the bill. 
The amendments recommended by the committee were agreed to. 
There being no objection the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 3 


JOHN BUSH, 


The CHAIRMAN. The bill which the gentleman from Minnesota 
Dae ica | obtained leave to have considered is now at the desk and 
sa ‘ 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S, 2124) granting a pension to John Bush. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John Bush, late a soldier in 
e ast D, First United States Infantry, and pay him at the rate of $12 per 
mon 


Mr. MATSON. How does this bill come up? 
Mr. LIND. This is the bill for the consideration of which I obtained 
unanimous consent, but the bill was not here at the moment. 
Mr. MATSON. The regular order was demanded, I understood 
the gentleman to say that his case was that of an old woman. 
Mr. LIND. No, I said an old man—ninety years of age—which is 
the fact, as will appear by the report, 
The report (by Mr. BLISS) was read, as follows: 
The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2124) granting 
a pension to John Busb, have considered the same, and report as follows: 
This bill falls within the provisions of the general bill for pensioning the sur- 
vivors of the Indian wars 1832 to 1842, favorably reported by this commit- 
tee at the present session. 
The committee recommend that this bill do pass, and they adopt the state- 
ment of facts in the report of the Senate committee as part of this report, as 


follows: 
[Senate Report No. 555, Fiftieth Congress, first session.) 

The Committee on Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2124) granting 

a pension to John Bush, have examined the same, and report; 
is claimant enlisted at Baton Rouge, La., on the 16th day of June, 1825, in 

the First Regiment United States Infantry. He served ten years in Company 
D of said regiment, commanded by Col. Taylor, and was discharged 
at Fort Snelling in June, 1835. He served with his regiment at Fort Crawford, 
Wis., during the Black Hawk war. He is now ninety years old, isin very feeble 
health from the infirmities of age, and himself and wife are and have been for 
years entirely dependent upon charity for their support. Mr. Bush has been 
a worthy citizen of Minnesota for over fifty years. 

In view of the long service rendered by this old soldier, his extreme age and 
helpless and dependent condition, your committee report back the bill witha 
recommendation that it do pass. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


MARTHA F, LEE. 


Mr. LANHAM. Iask unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. MATSON. I would like to know any reason for giving prefer- 
ence to this bill. 

Mr. PERKINS. Unless this is to be the order of the evening, I 
think I must object. I have been here six Friday nights in succession 
trying to get recognition or to have my bill reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. LANHAM]? The Chair hears none. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9704) granting a pension to Martha F. Lee. 

Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll stay iy to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension law, the name of Martha F. Lee, widow of William 
F. Lee, late a private in Capt. Isaac S. Vincent’s company of Georgia Volun- 
teers, and to pay her a pension from and after the of this act, and also 

pay to her the pension that accrued to the deceased soldier during the period 
fis name was stricken from the roll of pensioners. 

Fhe amendment reported by the committee was read, as follows: 


At the end of the bill strike out the words “and also pay her the pension that 
nccrucd to the deceased soldier during the period that his name was stricken 
from the roll of pensioners.” 


The report (by Mr. Biiss) was read, as follows: 


William F Lee. the claimant's late husband, served in Captain Vincent's com- 
pany, Georgia Volunteers, for Cherokee removal, from May 14 to June 26, 1833. 
He was pengioned December 7, 1859, for rheumatism, was sore under the 
act of February 4, 1862, for disloyalty, and restored from March 9, 1878, under 
the act of Congress approved that date. 

Iis death, May 13, 1885, was due to the disease for which he was pensioned. 
His widow's poo claim, however, was rejected by the Pension Bureau on 
the ground that there existed no general law under which pension could be 
granted to the widow of a soldier whose death was due to causes originating 
during a period of peace prior to March 4, 1861. 

The Cherokee remoyal under which this soldier served is not recognized as 
a war by the Pension Bureau. 

In several similar cases the honorable Commissioner of Pensions has recom- 
mended relief by special act. 

Moreover, this case falls within the scope of the bill to pension the survivors 
of the various Indian wees, reported by this committee and now on the Calen- 
dar of the House for consideration and action. 

Your committee recommend that the bill do 
striking out all after the word “act,” in line 9, an 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

BENJAMIN A. BURTRAM. 

The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
Matson) was the bill (S. 1762) granting a pension to Benjamin A. 
Burtram. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


amended, however, by 
all of lines 10 and 11. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby 
authorizedand directed to pasao on the pension-roll, subject to the pro msand 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Benjamin A. Burtram. 


The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: 


The committee, after a careful examination of the papers in this case, find that 
the facts set forth in the Senate report contain the essential features of the case, 
and we therefore adopt the same and recommend the of the bill, 

“ The claimant was a private in Company A. Ninth ent Kentucky Vol- 
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unteer Infantry, 
claim is founded upon hernia and sciatic disease of left hip and side, incurred 
during his military service. 

“The testimony shows that he was, and had been, prior to his enlistment and 


service in the Army, a sound, strong, healthy man, capable of doing all the ordi- 
nary labor in his vocation, that of er. The medical and non-medical testi- 
mony of distinguished witnesses on file abundantly shows tbat he is now labor- 
ing under the two diseases above named, and that the hernia, which is large and 
painful when reduced, disables him from the performance of manual labor al- 
most totally. That is his present condition. 

“It 1s objected to the claim that although his record shows hospital treatment, 
it is not stated therein that he was treated for the diseases specified above, nor 
is it shown for what he was treated. e think, however, that the evidence of 
his comrades on file is sufficient to supply the deficiency of the record in this 


respect. 

“Two of his comrades, Marsh'‘and Bertram, testify positively that they were 
present when the hernia and rupture occurred, and particularly describe the 
place, time, and occasion of its occurrence as being in camp at Columbia, Ky., 
while the soldier was engaged in lifting and unloading for removal arms in 
boxes under orders of those in command, They describe with the same par- 
ticularity the attack of sciatic pains in side and hip. 

“ His near neighbors swear when he returned from the Army after his 
discharge he was suffering from rupture; that they saw it and knew of it from 
working with him. 

“We are of the opinion that the claim is well founded, and recommend the 
passage of the bill.’ 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


CATHARINE M’QUADE. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. MAT- 
SON) was the bill (S. 2448) granting a pension to Catharine McQuade. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pensien-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Catharine McQuade, widow of 


oe congi McQuade, late a private in Company F, Sixty-ninth New York Volun- 
eers. 
The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: : 


The Senate Committee on Pensions have made the following report, which 
contains all the essential points in the case, and believing the case to be meri- 
torious we adopt the same and recommend the passage of the bill: 

“The applicant is the widow of Thomas McQuade, who was a private in Com- 
pany F in Sixty-ninth Regiment of New York Volunteer Infantry, in the war 
of the rebellion. The husband died at New York City on November 6, 1887, and 
was at the time of his death a pensioner. The pension had been granted to 
him on account of disability incurred by amputation of the left leg, made nec- 
essary by an injury received in the service while in the line of his duty, His 
death, according to the testimony of Dr. , areputable practitioner of 
medicine, was occasioned by Bright's disease of the kidneys, from which he had 
suffered for about five months, and by erysipelas of the right leg. The erysip- 
elas of the right leg is shown to have n induced by the stress and weight of 
the body being thrown wholly upon the one leg, the stump of the other, by 
reason of abrasion, being too tive to bear any of the weight of the soldier's 


po The soldier was a very heavy man, and in his business up a great 
deal of the time. 

* We are not curious, perhaps not competent, to inquire what part was due 
to Bright's disease, what to erysipelas, in the mortal attack which caused the 


soldier'sdeath. We think it is most probable that erysipelas was the exciting 
acute cause of his death. 

“We are convinced that the soldier's death was caused, at least indirectly, by 
the injury first received in the service, and therefore report a bill to grant the 
petitioner a pension from the time of the passage thereof.” 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
JAMES WHITE. 
The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
MATSON) was the bill (S. 2520) granting a pension to James White. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisionsand 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James White, late a fifer in Com- 
pany K, Second Regiment Iowa Volunteers, at the rate of $4 a month, 

The report (by Mr. MATSON) was read, as follows: 

Having carefully examined the papani in the case the committee recommend 
favorable action on the part of the House, and adopt the Senate report, as fol- 
lows: - 

“That the petitloner enlisted in May, 1861, as a fifer in Com 
Second Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, in which he serv 
1862, when, being honorably d 


ny K, in the 
until August, 
„he afterwards enlisted as bugler in the 
Seventh ent Iowa Cavalry, serving from March, 1863, until May, 1866, 
whence, be honorably discharged, he again, on the 7th day of December, 
1866, enlisted for five years in the regular Army of the United States, and served 
until April 20, 1869, in ore vey H, Fifth Regiment United States Cavalry, at 
which date was honorably discharged, upon surgeon’s certificate of dis- 
ability. 
a That at the time of his last discharge he was suffering from rheumatism and 
disease of the gyes. He was placed upon the pension list and was paid a pension for 
disability incurred by reason of his military service under certificate No, 128756, 
from 1867 to 1874, at which last date he was dropped from the roll upon the ground 
of no present disability at that time, as reported by an examining surgeon. 
Whatever may have been the fact then we think it very clear that the disability 
exists now, and, judging from the age and general physical condition of the 
claimant as shown br the evidence, will continue to be permanent, 

“Dr. P,G. Rockwell, examining surgeon, under date of April 12, 1883, testifies 
that the claimant was suffering from enlargement of joints, general debility, 
and muscular w occasioned by rheumatism. Under date of June 4, 1887, 
E. C. Goodrich, another examining surgeon, certifies that he is suffering from 
diseuse of the eyes rated at one-quarter, and rheumatism rated at one-quarter, 
making one- disability. Dr. Amory Coffin, under date of February, 1583, 
swears that he is suffering from same diseases above and rates his disability 
at one- A 

“His neighbors, James Anderson, T. A. Givens, W. H. Harbers, and Henry 
Hahn, to ən uaintance with him for twelve years; that he suffers 
from rheumatism and disease of the eyes so as to be partially disabled from the 

formance of manual labor, Their evidence covers a period extending 

‘ebruary, 1883, to July, 1887. 


1888. 
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“We are of the opinion thatthe Spoon ought to be restored to the roll, and 
that at the rate of M per month, and do report and recommend the passage of a 
bill herewith returned for that purpose.” 


The bill was Jaid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


MARY CURTIN. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up by Mr. 
Matson) was the bill (S. 2653) granting a pension to Mary Curtin. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary Curtin, widow of Timothy 
Curtin, late of Company I, Forty-eighth Massachusetts Volunteers. 


` The report (by Mr. Matson) was read, as follows: 


The committee, after considering this case, recommend the passage of the 
bill, and adopt the Senate report, as follows: 

“That the claimant is the widow of Timothy Curtin, who was a sergeant in 
Company J; beach gs ba Regiment husetts Volunteer Infantry. Heen- 
listed at a time not shown; was discharged September 3, 1863. Thesoldier was 
a pensioner at the time of his death by reason of gunshot wound in right arm, 
received at battle of Port Hudson, at the rate of $16 per month. He died at 

‘on, Mass., September 17, 1880. His death is ed as of pneumonia. 

“The physician in attendance at last illness says that his disease was consump- 
tion; that he would have died in a few weeks from this latter disease; thatthe 
attack from pneumonia only hastened death. The claimant and her neighbors 
testify that the soldier upon his return home, immediately after his d rge, 
was greatly broken in health; that he had an incessant hacking cough and was 
thoroughly disabled for work ; that this wound remained, almost constantly, 
an open sore; that when suppuration ceased the cough became worse, and that 
the waste from the wound weakened the system so as to prevent a cure of the 
cough: that this was his condition continuously until he died. 

** Medical testimony supports this view, and although the claim was rejected by 
the Pension Office, yet we think it is shown sufficiently that the wound and its 
consequent results were the causes of the husband's death. We therefore re- 
port herewith a bill for the relief of the petitionerand recommend its passage.” 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


MRS. MARGARET LONGSHAW. 


Mr. WHEELER. I desire to call up a bill which has been passed 
over; it is on page 53 of the Calendar—the bill (H. R. 9557) for the re- 
lief of Mrs. Margaret Longshaw, dependent mother of William Long- 
shaw, late assistant surgeon, United States Navy. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place the name of Mrs. Margaret Longshaw, dependent 
mother of the late Asst. Surg. William Longshaw, United States Navy, upon 
the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
9557) for the relief of Mrs. Margaret pons epi have had the same under con- 
sideration, and find that the beneficiary of the bill is the mother of the deceased 
Asst. Surg. William Longshaw, United States Navy, who achieved during the 
late war a most enviable name and reputation; that he received the thanks of 
his commanding officers and of the Navy re pope that, in the language 
of Admiral Porter, ‘after adding to his record of gallant and meritorious con- 
duct a rahe killed, close up under the glacis, in the assault of Fort Fisher, Jan- 
ua i X : 

That this officer left neither widow nor child; that during his service he con- 
tributed largely of his pay to the aid and maintenance of his mother and father, 
and to the education of a younger brother, 

That bee Ang a small and utterly inadequate income contributed by her hus- 
band during his lifetime and a small and utterly insufficent income left her at 
ae Py ng the mother of the deceased officer has no one legally bound to sup- 
port her. 

That the mother is now advanced in years, very feeble and infirm, and re- 
quires the constant attention of another, 

That she filed her claim as a dependent mother before the Pension Bureau 
prior to June 30, 1880, and from the history of the case, record and parol eyi- 
dence, we believe the claim to be meritorious and that its passage would be a 
simple act of justice. 

Your committee therefore report back the bill (H. R. 9557) with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. è 


MARGARET GALLAGHER. 


Mr. MOFFITT. I ask now to call up the bill (S. 5) granting a pen- 
sion to Mrs. Margaret Gallagher; on page 57 of the Calendar. 
` The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mrs. Margaret Gallagher, widow 
of Edward Gallagher, late private Company K, Forty-second Regiment New 
York Volunteers, 


The report (by Mr. FRENCH) was read, as follows: 


The facts in the case are set forth in the report of the Senate Committee on 
Pensions, which is as follows: 

“Concerning this claim the Commissioner of Pensions writes to the chairman 
of this committee as follows: 

“ * The soldier was pensioned for gunshot wound, causing amputation of right 
arm above the elbow. The record of death and the affidavit of attendin, phy- 
sician show that he died twenty years afterwards of paralysis. The widow’s 
claim was Ey kore March 23, 1883, for the reason that the disease of which the 
soldier died ralysis) did not result from any injury received or d con- 
tracted in the service. The medical referee of this Bureau says: ‘ A gunshot 
wound followed by amputation can not be accepted as the cause of death occur- 
ing twenty years after,”’’ 

“The petitioner states that she is a cripple by reason of rheumatism in the 
legs and that she is vay destitute, It appears from the Pension Office records 
that she married the soldier, Edward G: her, November 13, 1862, Gallagher 
died August 6, 1881. 


“Dr. Robert A. Joyce deposes, September 23, 1881, that he attended him in 


February, 1881. He was then suffering from extreme weakness from hemi- 
plegia; next examined him on August 5, and found him suffering from para- 
plegia, which caused his death on the following day; believes the remote cause 
of said ysis to be the shock from a wound received at the battle of Ball's 
Bluff, which wound necessitated the amputation of his arm immediately below 
the shoulder-joint. 

“Hugh J. apoyo gree Apn 25,1884, that Gallagher was a strong, healthy 
man when he enl ; that deponent was called in to see him after his return 
in 1861, and found him suffering acutely; summoned Dr. Leonard K. Sheldon, 
who since died, who pronounced his illness a bad case of fever and agueand 
diarrhea; knows that he was subject to these spells up to the time of his death, 
having on several occasions helped him home when attacked leg them on the 
street; his gait was very unsteady, that of a man much enfeebled by sickness. 

“Drs. W. E. Richards and C. P. Grove jointly depose, A 22,1884, that they 
treated Gallagher professionally from March 2, 1881, to June 1881, seeing 
him once each day; that the remote causes of his death were a fall of about 80 
feet, caused by a volley that shot off his right arm above the elbow, at the 
same time precipitating him from the top of the bluff (battle of Ball's Bluff) 
into the Potomac River; total neglect to dress his wound for twenty-four 
hours, and almost total prostration resulting from loss df blood. All these con- 
spi to create an inflammatory process in the posterior column of the spinal 
cord, which finally assumed the form of sclerosis. There was numbness in the 
feet, left leg, and trunk up to the waist line; insensibility to puncture made 
with a pointed instrument. This condition extended through the left arm and 
third and fourth fingers. Other indications of ysis are stated with con- 
gees ae and there isno doubt that the ediate cause of his death 
was paralys : 

ALENADA has been furnished with an additional affidavit of Dr. Grove, 
dated February 10,1888, who attended the deceased in his last sickness, which 
tends to show that the fatal disease was induced by the wound and the fall 
which the claimant received at Ball's Bluff; that it had affected him for years 
before his death, and was evareners in ite character, s 

“The of the bill is recommended.” 

Your committee are of opinion that the case is meritorious, and therefore re- 
turn the bill with the recommendation that it do pass. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


CATHARINE BUSEY. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked by Mr. CARUTH) was the bill (H. R. 333) 
granting a pension to Catharine Busey. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Catharine Busey, 
subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting a pension to Catharine Bus- 
sey.” 

The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 


Frederick Bussey enlisted in the Army ofthe United States asa private in Com- 
pany K, Fifth Kentucky Infantry, on the 9th of September, A. D. 1861, and was 
mustered out at Louisville, Ky., mber 9, 1864. 

While in the service it is claimed that Bussey suffered a sun-stroke, and there 
is a good deal of proof going to establish this fact. He, however, s uently 
served, and when finally disc returned home to his family. ‘ore the 
war his health had been good, his mind sound, and his family history good. 
He had never been known to exhibit the slightest sign of insanity. Shortly, 
however, after his discharge he showed evidences of mental trouble. He 
would wander away from home, and when found be unable to account for his 
morements. 

On two occasions, while suffering from this trouble, he was found wandering 
aimlessly about and was arrested and taken to the station-house for safe keep- 
ing. These attacks became more frequent. He was unable to support his fam- 
ily; worked very irregularly, One day, without a word to his fellow workmen 
or to his wife or children, he left the shop in which he had been workinga short 
time, and after being gone a week or more, without his family or friends know- 
ing anything of his whereabouts, he was found dead on a rail track near 
Franklin, Ind. He had been run over and killed by a passing train. 

Mrs, Bussey’s application for a pension was rejected on the ground that her 
husband's death was not occasioned by disease contracted in the service. It is 
plain that the sun-stroke would, as it does in many cases, have a tendency to 

roduce insanity. Doubtless the insanity of Frederick Bussey lead to his death. 
Should not the doubt be resolved in favor of the widow, who was deprived of 
assistance in caring for and raising her children on account of the disease and 
death of her husband? As the death may be fairly attributed to the insanity 
produced by a sun-stroke received in the service during the war, your com- 
mittee think that this widow, who is poor and needy, should be pensioned. 

Your committee propose to amend the bill by correcting the name “ Busey" 
in the title and where it appears in the bill to Bussey, and by adding, after the 
name in line five, the words “widow of Frederick Bussey, late a private in 
Nera nae & K, Fifth Kentucky Infantry,” and recommend, when so amended, 
that the bill do pass. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed to, and 
the bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


ELIZABETH A. SOUTH. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked by Mr. FINLEY) was the bill (H. R. 6848) for 
the relief of Elizabeth A. South. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place upon the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws of the United States, the name of Elizabeth 
A. South, the widow of John B. Wells, late private in Company B, Twenty- 
first Kentucky Volunteers in the late civil war, and be paid a pe: m as though 
she had not again married. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 


John B. Wells, the first husband of Elizabeth A. South, was enrolled on the 
lst day of November, 1861, in Company B, Twenty-first Regiment of Kentucky 
Volunteers. He was killed in action near Murfreesborough, Tenn., January 2, 
1863. Elizabeth A. South, then Elizabeth A, Wells, made application for pen- 
sion, and was placed upon the rolls as the widow of said John B. Wells. After- 
wards she was united in marriage toSamucl South, with whom she lived several 
years, At the date of said marriage her pension ceased. At the time of her 
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mariage with South, as appears from several affidavits on file, she wasin “ easy 


ted drunkard,” and squandered 
she now lives. shecould 


umstances, she 
now asks to be -roll as the widow of John B, Wells. 
Having given the matter pice agate s consideration, the committee are of the opinion 
that the relief asked for ought to be granted. 
ae therefore submit a favorable report, and recommend the passage of the 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
SAMUEL PIERCY. 


The next pension business on the Private,Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked by Mr. FINLEY) was the bill (H. R. 3710) 
granting a pension $o Samuel Piercy. 

‘The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to all me provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel Piercy, who served in 
Company E, Ninth Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, in the Inte civil war. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read; as follows: 


From the proof on file in the Pension Office and affidavits before the com- 
mittee Samuel Piercy wasenlisted as aS rikten in Company E, Ninth Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry, on the 4th day of ber, 1861, at Camp Jo Underwood, in 
Barren County, Kentucky; that on vibe 21th October, 1961, while on duty, he was 
captured by a Tennessee regiment of Confederate ca and carried toBowling 
Green, Ky., where he contracted measles; that w is recovery he was re- 
moved to Nashville, Tenn.,; that in consequence of his not having fully recov- 
ered mon measles and from exposure, he had a relapse; he was taken from 
Nashville to Sal: N.©.,and from there to New Berne, N.C., and from 
thence rey Washington N. C., where he was paroled and sent to New York, and 
from thence home in June, 1862, and that he did not afterward join his regiment 
and was never discharged from the service. 

He filed his claim for a pension mber, 1883, and the same was rejected 
September, 1887, “ upon the ground Jectand a rent inability ot claim- 
ant to furnish his correct service or ce: of harge.” The claimant 
shows by his own statement the hardships he endured while a prisoner, and 
the fact that when he came home after exchange he was unable to again re- 
join his ent on account of his ill health. "This is sustained by the testi- 


mony of iel J. Street pag Samuel C, Sloot, both of whom belonged to the 

com: t, and acted as second lieutenants in said company and 

regim and who are certified to be men of reputation for truth and veracity. 

ang B] from personal knowledge of the facts. Claimant is not reported as a 
jese: 


He seems to be an illiterate, ignorant man, and has depended upon Suoni to 
prepare his case, n the opinion of the committee, has been to his preju- 
dice, and b; Aerea of Which his claim for pension was rejected; for it n yr ee 
dent from poet before your committee that he contracted disease 
serviceandin rine aie and which Leg macy ty to the present, and by hick 


The bill was ordered to be laid aside to be reported to the House with 

the recommendation that it do pass. 
ALBERT 0. ROBB. 

The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the consideration 
of which was asked by Mr, THOMAS, of Kentucky) was the bill (H. 
R. 9399) g a pension to Albert O. Robb. 

The bi STi, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the erases of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the roll, Mig to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension Jaws, the name of Albert O. Robb, red sbeis a private 
in Company K, Twenty-tħird ment of Kentucky Volunteers, 


The oa Leg Mr. HUNTER) was nie as follows: 


nsion, No. AETA his claim eae rejected 


Fee He applied for a 
Nove eve Bid on the ground that the alleged disability of feet existed 
prior to ihes sidie s enlistment. 

The bb in Tennessee, after a forced march from Lebanon 
to Murfreesborough; thence to sight * Nashville, Tenn., thence back to near 
Lebanon, and on to Murfreesborou vering about two ‘days in the spring of 
1862, he eet pel re ankles anda swelling’of the joints 


noticed a severe T ge er maa in 
of the feet; wasin the hosp urfreesborough suffering with i matory 
rheumatism in the feet; remained there two or three weeks and was treated by 
the su ns of the regiment; got better fates marched with the regiment to 
Louisville, when General Buell was after camped between the canal 
and river, when he got worse again, and ata Buell f followed Bragg to Perry- 
ville he was not able to march and was sent by Captain Mavity to Park Bar- 
racks, at t RENEE rR quartered in a tent and treated by the surgeon, Dr. 
Goldsmith, who is dead; remained there till discharged June 7, 1863, 
Mr. F. M. Kell says that— 


“He knew Robb from 1855 to 1860, and met after the war. He worked with 
then seemed 


the years 1858, 1859, and 1860, and that time a stout, 
able-bodied, healthy man, and had rap aratok been bt pn and healthy from the 
time affiant ‘frst kuew him up to the spring of 1861, eo last timeaffiant saw him 
before he enlisted in the os After he enlisted the affiant did notsee him 
except once until after the close of the war, when he again came to live with 
affiant icp ceed ine nanometer pel aan En ORAS 


Jame and com- 

plained very much of rheumatism in feet, legs, and hips, and his feet and toes 

at that time and during the time he do me between 1865and 1870 had the 

appearance of being badly he toes and leaders of his feet were badly 
contracted. During 


diseased. 
the time he (Robb) was in Park Barracks, at Louisville, 


this aMflant visited said barracks and saw the applicant there and he was then 
very lame, apparently in bad health, and suffering from cold and arora 
He knows that said applicant was a sound, healthy man up tothe sj spring of 
and that he has been a oppi and diseased since the first time th: apt saw 
him after his return from the Army, and that he isnow a cripple, unsound, and 
unable to perform manual labor for support.” 
4 a Parker, private, Company K, Twenty-third Kentucky, says in an afi- 
av 

“ First knew claimant at enlistment, at which time'he seemed to be in good 
health; was able to do duty at first; marched through Kentucky without mak- 
ing complaint; but in winter of 1862, while in Tennessee, he gave out in his 


feet; his feet swelled up; had bumps on them so that he co not and 
was disc fo 
Tho United States examining board at Bowling Green, Ky., made an official 


examination of claimant on the 27th day of January, 1868, an Stated as follows; 
“Both feet are tender and | ents drawn so as to sans most of the weight 
of body upon the outer side of fect when walking or standing; toes are 
contracted and articulations enlarged; heart sounds normal; ungs, liver, 
spleen, ot ores no other evidence of rheumatism present,” 
m all proof in the application for pension the committee is of opinion 
as on = a Shesitorions case, and they therefore recommend the passage of 
e 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


CHARLES S. BAKER. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (the considera- 
tion of which was asked by Mr. LAIDLAW) was the bill (H. R. 9792) 
to increase the pension of Charles S. Baker. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is-hereby, anthor- 
ized and directed to inerease the sion of Charles S. Baker, late a private of 
Company B, Seventy-second Ti apaa New York State Volunteers, to $72 per 
month in lien of the pension now received by him. 


The report (by Mr. SAWYER) was read, as follows: 


The beneficiary above named was a private in Company B, Seventy-second 
Regiment New York Volunteers, mustered into the service June 20, 1861, and 
was disc September 6, 1562, for disability. He was pensioned at rate of 
$4 per month from the date of his’ discharge to May 24, 1878, and since best his 
pension has been increased from time to time as h disability increased, till his 

range was raised to $3) per month arae June 23, 1886, for piles, disease of the 

and resulting disease of the h 
oT o claimant was examined by a nee of ph: gene png Pension pee 


nsion; his 
of the 
has grown 


disease of the lungs, an disease 
heart; as has not Pred cos! since he was cxamined as Sais 


to have the 
ce of an the circulation ; i$ 
and while it can not be said that he ee amprente attention of another pe: 


fe re has tock in cooatdecing the aii n of this poor, unfortunate, suffering 
soldier. 


The evidence shows that he ean live but a short time at the best, and that his 
afflictions and sufferings will increase as the weeks go by. The committee be- 
lieve that this is a case ye Congress in granting special relief, and there- 
fore recommend that the bill do pass, withan amendmentstriking out the words 
4 seventy-two,” in the sixth line, and inserting in lieu thereof the words “ forty- 

ve.” . 


The amendment recommended by the committee was adopted. 
The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass, 


RUSSEL L. DOANE. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. WHITING, of Michigan) was the bill (H. R. 2507) 
granting a pension to Russel L. Doane, of Peck, Sanilac County, 
Michigan 

The ¢ bill is as follows: 

Be it enacted, cic., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place f ira ea the nara sie the name of Russel L, 
Doane, of Peck, Sanilac County, 

The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) is as follows: 


Russel L. Doane is the father of Dempster Doane, second lieutenant in Com- 
pany D. Thirty-fifth Regiment of New York Volun who died on the 22d 
day of September, 1881, at Peck, in Sanilae gunn Michigan, and who, up to 
the time of his death, 2 SUD rted e claimant, who is now over eighty years of 

incapable of manua r, and destitute of the means of support 

While there is no doubt that Congress will provide by general legislation for 

eases of this kind, the advanced age of the claimant di that he be re- 
lieved now, if he is to be relieved at atall during his lifetime. 

Your ee recommend that the bill do ge with the following amend- 
ment, namel after the word “Michigan,” in the last line, the words 
“de ent erof the late Dempster Doane, lateof Company D, Thirty-fifth 

ent New York Volunteers.’ 


The amendment recommended by the committee was a to. 
The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


ELLEN J. SNEDAKER. 


The next business on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. CHIP3tAN) was the bill (S. 2313) granting a pension to 
Ellen J. Snedaker. 

as bill is as follows: 


it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, en 
eiae and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6951 


limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ellen J. Snedaker, the dependent 
mother of James W, Snedaker, late second lieutenant of Company D, One 
hundred and eleventh Regiment New York State Volunteers, and of Albert I, 
Snedakgr, late a private in the same company and regiment. 


The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) is as follows: 


Ellen J. Snedaker was the mother of two sons, both of whom died in the serv- 
ice of the country, the elder on the battle-field, the younger asa prisoner of war 
at Andersonville, She and her husband are very old, and in destitute circum- 
stances, but when their sons entered the service were prosperous and in no 
sense dependent on them for support. Misfortune has overtaken them with 
age, and the husband is afflicted with mental weakn which renders him un- 
fit to perform eyen the labor which his advanced age might be capableof. He, 
after the war, recovered and bore to his home the bodies of his boys. 

Mrs, Snedaker makes claim because of the mental condition of her husband. 
The Commissioner of Pensions properly decided against her because she could 
not show dependence on her sons, or either of them, at the time of death. 

The committee think that there ought to be a presumption that the boys 
would care for their nts, 

They recommend the passage of the bill. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


WILLIAM WALLACE YOUNG. 


The next business on the Calendar, the (consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. CHIPMAN) was the bill (S. 1575) granting an increase of 
pension to William Wallace Young. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to increase, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
the pension laws, the pension of William Wallace Young, late a private in Com- 
pany B, One hundred and twenty-first New York Volunteers, to the rate of £30 
per mon 


The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) is as follows: 


“His capture and imprisonment are shown by the war records, and in the 
same report his disability is thus described by the surgeon: ‘ Debility, induced 


a Sage to perform manual labor; that his condition is not only helpless, but 
pi e. 
“There is a mass of convincing testimony in substantiation of his claim for 
increase, a careful examination of which convinces the committee that his pen- 
aon is too low. The bill is reported favorably, with a recommendation that it 
o pass. . 
The claimant seems to need an attendant, and the amount proposed by the 
bill is barely sufficient to give him proper attention. 
We recommend that the bill do pass, 


- The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
ERNST HEIN. 


The next business on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. CHIPMAN) was the bill (S. 2413) granting an increase of 
pension to Ernst Hein. 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and dir. cted to place on the pensicn-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ernst Hein, late a private in Com- 
pany H, Eighteenth Massachusetts Volunteers, at such arate and increase over 
and in addition to the pension now received by him as he may be entitled by 
reason of gunshot wound in the index finger of the left hand. 


The report (by Mr. CHIPMAN) was read as follows: 


The committce adopt the Senate report hereto appended and recommend 
that the bill do pass. ite 


Claimant enlisted in Company H, Eighteenth Massachusetts Volunteer In- 
fantry, August 20, 1861, and was discharged September 7, 1863, on account of 
atrophy of left arm, contracted since enlistment; re-enlisted in Company ©, 
Thirteenth Veteran e Corps, June 18, 1864,and was discharged Novem- 
ber 13, 1865. By act of Congress approved June 1, 1880. he is now drawing a 
a of $10 per month on account of paralysis of left arm and disease of 

m: 


Claim for pension on account of wound of index finger of left hand was re- 
jected June 17,1885, on the ground that there is no record of the alleged wound 
on file at the War Department, and claimant is unable to furnish satisfactory 
rasan ayia the incurrence of the same in the service and in the line of 

m ry duty. 

The testimony in the claim is as follows: In his declaration filed June 2, 1876, 
claimant states that his left hand was crippled in the service May 2,18 3 In 
affidavit filed March 18, 1884, claimant states that he was wounded in left index 
finger at the battle of seven days’ fight before Richmond, Va., June or July, 
1862, In affidavit filed October 17, 1884, claimant states that he was absent from 
his company on provost duty at the time he received the wound, and none of 
the commissioned officers of his regiment were present at the time, and that 
consequently he can furnish the testimony of no officer, with the exception of 
Surgeon W. Holbrook, who dressed his wound; nor can he furnish the testi- 
mony of any of the comrades of his regiment, for the reason that none of them 
were present with him, 


W. Holbrook, surgeon, Eighteenth Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, in affi- 
davit filed July 27, 1883, testifies that he dressed the wounds of the forefinger of 
the left hand of claimant at the first baitle before Richmond, Va., June or July, 
1862, and that claimant had been taken out of his regiment and placed on pro- 
vost guard; that claimant was not sent to any hospital, but was excused from 
duty for about three weeks. 

Tn affidavit filed November 26, 1884, W. Smith, a sergeant of Company 
H, Eighteenth Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, testifies that claimant was 
detailed on provos ard duty, and sent tothe rear of the Army to keep up 
stragglers, and that he was not wounded in his index finger when he left the 
regiment, but that after the lapse of a few days, when he returned to the regi- 
ment, he was wounded in the upper knuckle of his left index finger, and aMant 
was informed that the said claimant received his wound in the battle before 
Richmond, Va. 

In affidavit filed November 26, 1884, Charles H. Drew, captain of Company H, 
Eighteenth Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, testifies that in J ary regen ey om 
ant was a sound man and a faithful soldier; but subsequently it d that 
claimant was wounded in the left index finger; that he has no personal knowl- 
edge that such was the case, but believes the statement of claimant. 

In affidavit filed June 2, 1876, Dr. William Russell, of Oneida County, New 
York, testifies that he finds upon examination that there has been a fracture of 
the metacarpal bone of the forefinger of the left hand, involving the joint; 
that there is now a false joint with considerable deformity; that he has been 
TRAG with claimant since 1866, und has personal knowledge of his dis- 

ilities, 

The board of United States examining surgeons, at Utica, N. Y., rate claimant 
one-fourth for wgund of index finger of left hand. 

Favorable action is warranted by the facts in the case, and your committee, 
therefore, recommend the passage of the bill. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 
JOHN D. JONES. 


The next busincss on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. PERKINS) was the bill (H, R. 775) granting an increase 
of pension to John D. Jones. : 

The bill is as follows: 


Be it cnteled, cto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of John D. Jones, 
late a private in Company G, Seventh Kansas Cavalry, and pay him a pension 
of $40 per month. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was reid, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. RB. 775) 
granting an increase of pension to John D. Jones, submit the following report: 
The claimant in this case is suffering from lung difficulty, is totally deaf in the 
right ear, and is nearly blind. His eye-sight is so impaired that itis im ble 
for him to work, or to do anything to earn a support for himself and those de- 
pendens upon him. He wasa member of Company G, of the Seventh Kansas 
nfantry Volunteers, and for his disabilities contracted in the military service 
is drawing a pension of $10 per month, This pension is on account of lung dif- 
ficulty and total deafness of the right ear, he receiving nothing in consequence 
of the loss of his eye-sight. He has drawn pension since January 12, 1883, but 
has only been allowed his present rate since November 15, 1887. 

The claimant is a poor man and hass dependent mother to care for, the widow 
of an old soldier, as well as his own family, and in consequence of his infirm- 
ities is the subject of private and public charity. In 1882 he was loyed asa 
day laborer in a coal-mine and was engaged with other workmen in blasting 
the eap-rock. The fuse was fired and the rock exploded, and the burnt powder 
and broken pieces of stone were thrown into the face and eyes of the claimant 
so as to seriously burn and injure him and to destroy almost totally his power , 
of sight. At present it is said he can distinguish between daylight and night, 
and can wander about his home without a guide, but he can not see to do any 
work. The workmen who were en with him in blasting rock escaped 
without injury, but the claimant did not hear the burning of the fase and had 
no notice of the explosion, and thus received his serious injury, Workmen 
employed with him make their affidavits, in which they state that had it not 
been for the defective hearing of the claimant he could have heard the burning 
of the fuse, and would have had notice of the pending explosion and could have 
protected himself. 

The claimant swears that he did not hear the fuse when burning, and while 
it is thus shown that the explosion was the direct and immediate cause of the 
injuries which resulted in the destruction of claimant's eyes, yet we believe it 
is logical and consistent to believe that had it not been for his defective hear- 
ing, which resulted from his army service, he could and would have protected 
himself from this serious misfortune. The officers of the county where the 
claimant resides and many ot the leading citizens, knowing the circumstances, 
ask in justice that his pension shall be increased. In view of the evidence and 
all the circumstances your committee believe that the claimant should be 
granted a pension for t disability, and hence recommend that the bill be 
amended so as to strike out the word “forty,” in the sixth line of the bill, and 
insert the word “thirty,” and after the word ‘‘month,”’ in the seventh line, add 
"in lien of the pension he is now receiving,” and with these amendments they 
recommend the passage of the bill. 


During the reading of the report, 

Mr. STRUBLE said: I ask unanimous consent to dispense with the 
farther reading of the report. Enough has been read to establish this 
case beyond question. 

Mr. LANE. Let the remainder of the report be read. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the report, as above. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were adopted. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


MRS. NANCY E. SPENCER. 


The next business on the Calendar (the consideration of which was 
asked by Mr. PERKINS) was the bill (H. R. 783) granting a pension to 
Mrs. Nancy E. Spencer. 

The bill is as tollows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place upon the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Nancy E, Spencer, widow of 
Sarak L. Spencer, late of Company H, Forty-seventh Regiment Iowa Infantry 

olunteers, 
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The report (by Mr. MORRILL) is as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R.783) 
granting a pension to Mrs, Nancy E. Spencer, submit the following report: 

The claimant in this case is the widow of Charles L. Spencer, late a private in 
Company H, Forty-seventh Regiment Iowa Infantry Volunteers. 

The soldier enlisted May 9, 1864, and was discharged September 28, 1864, and 
died on the 14th day of April, 1836. On the Ist day of March, 1885, the soldier 
made his rps Pa for a pension, alleging as his disability diarrhea and en- 
largement of the liver and spleen. The claim was prosecuted to a successful 
termination, and on the 29th of September, 1887, he was pensioned for diarrhea 


and disease of liver and spleen. This, however, was not until after the soldier 
was dead, and the pension ceased at his death, April 14. 1885. 


The claimant presented her claim for widow's pension on the 25th of October 
1886, which was rejected on the ground that the disease of which the soldier 
died was not due to disease contracted in the service. In this we think the Pen- 
sion Office wasin error. Dr, W. W.Woodmir, who wasthe attending physician, 
testifies that Mr. Spencer died of pneumonia and chronicdiarrhea, and Dr. John 
T. Davis says, in an affidavit filed, that he saw Mr. Spencer during his last ill- 
ness and was called in as a consulting physician, and found him much emaci- 
ated from chronic diarrhea and suffering at the time frm pneumonia, from 
which he died, 

Why this evidence is not accepted as satisfactory by the Pension Office your 
committee does not understand, These physicians are reputable gentlemen, 
and Dr. Woodring is a member of the board of United States examining sur- 
geons at Independence, Kans., appointed by this Administration, and stands 
well as a physician and gentleman. : 

There is also much other evidence filed, all tending to prove that Mr. Hi ony en 
death was caused by his army ailment as well perhaps as by pneumonia, One 
W.H.H. Price, who is vouched for to your committee as a most honorable and 
reliable man, says, in an affidavit, that— e 

“He was intimately acquainted with Charles L. Spencer during his lifetime, 
from about November, 1854, to the time of his death, and for something near two 
years of said period saw said Charles L. Spencer almost every day, and that from 
the beginning of said acquaintance he complained of chronic diarrhea, liver, 
and spleen troubles, resulting from exposure while in the Army as a soldier in 
the military service of the United States, and for which above-named ana A 
said soldier was pensioned, Afliant knows that the said soldier was very muc! 
reduced in strength and flesh during the entire period of afiant’s acquaintance 
with him by reason of chronic diarrhea and liver trouble, as alleged by him, 
and his system finally became so impregnated with disease as to produce a can- 
cerous affection, which was finally reduced and almost entirely eradicated some 
time per to his death, y 

“Affiant visited deceased just prior to his death, and from the general ap- 

rance of the patient and the odor in the room just preceding his death he 
as every reason to believe that chronic diarrhea was the real cause of his 
death. Affiant derives his knowledge, first, from the fact of his intimate ac- 
quaintance with deceased; second, from experience by reason of having been 
an acting hospital steward in the Army and a thorough acquaintance with dis- 
eases to which this man’s seemed so closely allied; third, from taking an in- 
terest in the case and watching the eis sera of the disease for a long period; 
and he believes that soldier died from chronic diarrhea, combined with liver 
trouble, contracted in the military service of the United tes.” 

Samuel N, West, another responsible witness, makes an afidavit much like 
Mr. Price’s, and in it he makes the following statement: 

“The condition of the body (after death) was such that it was almost im 
sible to prepare the body properly, from the fact that his chronic diarrhea had 
made such rapid decay of the body that the odor was almost unbearable, even 
after using all the deodorizers possible to obtain.” 

Mr, Spencer left his family poor, and the claimant, with those children under 
sixteen years of age, is without means of su) ; and it is the judgment ot 
your committee that the bill for the relief of poor widow should pass, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

EDWIN E. CHASE. 

The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. FuUNsTON) was the bill (S. 2571) granting a 
pension to Edwin E. Chase. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be il enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edwin E. Chase, late of Company 
B, Third Regiment Massachusetts Cavalry. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S, 2571) 
granting a pension to Edwin E. submit the following report: 

The report of the Senate Committee on Pensions is hereby adopted, and the 
passage of the bill recommended. 


[Senate Report No. 1096, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 


The claimant under the bill enlisted in Company B, Third Massachusetts Cav- 
alry, in August, 1862; was thrown from horse while carrying a dispatch as or- 
derly on the march from Barré’s Landing, Louisiana, in May, 1863, causing an 
injury which resulted in rupture of the right side; was taken to hospital at 
Brashear City, La., May 29, 1863, and transferred to Barracks General Hospital 
New Orleans, June 12, 1863; was furloughed from there February 9, 1864, an 
“sent North to save life,” as certified by surgeon, who also certifies that the 
“soldier has done no duty for a year;” that “disease is still persistent—is un- 
fit for Invalid Corps.” m which claimant was disch: 

An application for pension was filed November 15, 1880, but being unable to 
furnish the evidence required by the Pension Bureau, the claim was rejected 
September 13,1883. This inability to procure testimony was due partly to death 
of officers and partly to the fact that his injury occurred while separated from 
his regiment on detached duty, and that he was taken directly to hospital, not 
joining his regiment for duty thereafter while he remained in service. There 
is, however, evidence of his soundness before enlistment; of his presence in 
active duty until the date of injury; of his confinement in hospital and on fur- 
lough until discharge, and of his affliction with hernia after d 
continuance to the present. 

Included in this testimony is the certification of his disability by fifteen citi- 
zensof claimant’s home, and the following letter addre: to the Commissioner 
of Pensions by Dr. Albert H. Blanchard, late surgeon of the claimant's regiment, 
a voluntary tribute of justice to an unfortunate soldier: 

SHERBORN, MIDDLESEX COUNTY, MASSACHUSETTS, 
October 16, 1883. 

Sır: Having been informed that the claim (No. —) of Edwin E. Chase, Com- 
peny B, Third M. usetts Cavalry, has been rejected for want of sufficient 
evidence, I would respectfully represent that Mr. Chase is one of those unfortu- 
pate persons who, deserving a pension, are unable, from the circumstances in 


and ii 


which they are placed, to prove their claim. The fact that the records of the 
War Department fail to show the nature of his disability is by no means conclu- 
sive proof that he*was not disabled. 

I know from personal observation and inspection of said Chase, in August, 
1863, that he was reduced to the lowest ebb of life by malarial or intermittent 
fever while at barracks hospital, New Orleans, and it would be very natural that 
only that disease should be recorded, especially as his zighe inguinal hernia was 
then only imperfectly developed and he did not himself fully know the nature 
of it, having only a serious weakness in that region, to which he did notcall the 
attention of the beri! See I know that the fever was incurred in the line of his 
duty in the United States service, and I firmly believe that the hernia was also 
incu by the violence he sustained when thrown from his horse while on the 
march from Barré’s Landing, Louisiana, in May, 1863, Col. T, E. Chickering 
and others who could have proved his claim are dead. He was separated from 
his comrades by being left in hospital in an insensible condition (from the fall 
from horse) while the iment marched on; and these are some of the reasons 
why he can not furnish the required evidence. 

Some members ofthe regiment belonging to his own and other com 
well remember his prostrated condition and how narrowly he esca from 
death, and they are men of good repute and have so testified tome, That his 
hernia was also a result of the accident and the extreme debility accompanying 
the fever, I am fully satisfied, and I would respectfully urge a reconsideration 
of his case as that of a needy.and deserving man, 

I write this only from an interest in his welfare, and from no pecuniary consid- 
eration whatever. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
ALBERT H. BLANCHARD, M. D., 
Late Surgeon Third Massachusetts Caralry. 
The COMMISSIONER OF PENSIONS, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


EMELINE ANDERSON. 


The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas) was the bill (S. 2366) grant- 
ing a pension to Mrs. Emeline Anderson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mrs. Emeline Anderson, widow 
ct Jeff Anderson, late private in Company K, First Regiment Minnesota Cav- 
alry. 

The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2366) 
granting a pension to Mrs. Emeline Anderson, submit the following report: 

The facts in this case are fully and clearly set forth in the accompanying re- 
port of the Senate Committec on Pensions, which is adopted, and the passage of 
the bill recommended. 


nies 


[Senate Report No. 1015, Fiftieth Congress, first session.) 


The husband of claimant under the bill was late a private in Company K, 
First Regiment Minnesota Cavalry, which was a prey for and employed in 
the campaign against the Sioux Indians in 1862-63, and while in such service 
contracted asthma and heart disease, under circumstances which are detailed 
in the affidavit of John Emerson, a comrade, as follows: 

“I was well acquainted with said Jeff. Anderson previous to enlistment, and 
enlisted at the same time, about November 1, 1862, and apen omar the same quar- 
ters with him at St. Peter and Kasota, Minn., until the following spring, and 
was with him on Samuel Sibley’s Indian expedition in the summer of 1853, and 
was Snsbareed with him at Fort Snelling, Minn., November 28, 1853, and after- 
wards been living in the same settlement until he died, September 27, 1879, I 
further testify, from personal knowledge, that said Anderson tracted a se- 
vere cold in the fall after enlistment at St. Peter, Minn., on accSunt of being 
obliged to do duty, exposed to the severe cold weather, without sufficient blan- 
kets and clothing, 

“That said Anderson and myself enlisted with the expectation to receive Gov- 
ernment clothing when we arrived at St, Peter, but got only one blanket for 
each man, and received no clothing till towards spring, and we were obliged 
to live in a very cold building, and perform duty in very cold weather, without 
cep under to keep off the cold. That said Ander- 
son was taken with a very severe cold, which resulted in asthma, and after- 
wards his heart became affected, and I remember he was doctored for these dis- 
eases while we were in the Army. I knew said Anderson well after discharge, 
and know the asthma troubled him more and more every year, so that the last 
ten or twelve years he lived he was unable to perform any labor of any kind 
whatsoever, and he was never free from heart trouble after discharge until he 
died, to my personal knowledge. I was not present when he died, but learned 
he died very suddenly. I further testify that Anderson was a very temperate 
man during all the time I knew him.” 

Dr. Rhodes, assistant surgeon of soldier's regiment, who, after death of sur- 
geon in July, 1863, had charge of all the sick, testifies : 

“I remember claimant was a Scandinavian and was troubled with asthma 
and heart disturbance, the latter apparently functional at that time. He often 
reported atsick call for treatment, and my memory of his case was distinct, as 
there was unusual congestive action about his lungs and heart in what appeared 
to be a recent case. r treating him for some weeks without much improve- 
ment in his general symptoms, we were separated by order and I saw him no 
more. 

* Dr. Foster, a practicing physician of thirty years, knew soldier before en- 
listment, and knew him as a stout, hearty man. He treated him immediately 
after his discharge in 1863 and in the following year for asthma, which resulted 
in heart disease, and with which he was badly afflicted, and this, in deponent’s 
opinion, was the direct cause of his death. 

“Knute Johnson lived near soldier before enlistment and after discharge; 
knew him to be a strong, healthy man before, and that he suffered with asthma 
after discharge in 1863 to death in 1879; knows that he was treated for asthma 
by Drs. Winch and Story, both dead. Understood him to baye died of heart 
trouble brought on by asthma, 

“No more specific or official testimony was furnished by claimant, cither of 
sickness in service or immediate cause of death, because the Adjutant-General’s 


sufficient clothes to wear or 


Office reports * mental hospital records not on file’ covering service, and the 
sparsely settled district of Minnesota in which soldier died rendered the at- 
tendance of a physician during last illness and a coroner's inquest after death 


impracticable. ut, lacking evidence of the highest grade, the available testi- 
mony is direct, plain, and conclusive, and justifies the committee in a favorable 


"eR The bill is recommended for passage.” 
The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


. 


1888. 


ELVIRA M. 


The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. RUSSELL, of Connecticut) was the bill (S. 
2830) granting an increase of pension to Elvira M. Dorman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the asin f of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Elvira M. Dorman, minor 
child of James Dorman, late of Company A, First Kansas Cavalry, and pay her 
at the rate of $14 per month, in lieu of that which she is now receiving. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2830) 
granting an increase of pension to Elvira M. Dorman, submit the following re- 


DORMAN. 


rt: 
The report of the Senate committee sets forth the facts in this case. The ue 
cial act under which claimant is now receiving a pension fixed the rate at $10 
r month, the rate to which she would have n entitled under the general 
aw. Since the approval of said act a general law has been enacted granting 
widows a pension of $12 per month instead of $8. Had not the special act re- 
ferred to fixed the amount at $10 per month the Pension Office could now allow 
the claimant the amount asked for in this bill. 
Your committee recommend the passage of the bill. 


[Senate report No. 1178, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 

James Dorman, the father of Elvira M. Dorman, enlisted in Company A, 
First Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, May 30, 1861, and was mustered out of the 
service June 16, 1864. He contracted hernia in the service, and died February 
12, 1879, of what was supposed to be valvular disease of the heart. 

A pees of $10 per month was granted to Elvira M. Dorman, the only minor 
child of the late soldier, by a special aet of Congress, taking effect May 9, 1886. 
The petitioner asks thatthe pansion be increased to $14 per month, on the ground 
that the soldier's widow is debarred of pension by reason of her second mar- 
riage, and that under existing laws the minor child is entitled to the full pension 
of $12 per month, which the widow would have received, and $2 per month, in 
addition thereto, for the said minor child. 

lt seems but just that the minor child of the soldier should be pensioned at the 
same rate as the minor children of other soldiers of similar rank. 

Your committee therefore report a bill, and recommend the passage of the 
fame. 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 4 


ELIZA M. SCANDLIN, 


The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of 
which was asked by Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas) was the bill (S. 2779) 
granting a pension to Eliza M. Scandlin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject tothe provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eliza M. Scandlin, widow of Will- 
iam G. Seandlin, late a chaplain in the Fifteenth Regiment, Massachusetts Vol- 
unteer Militia, at the rate of $12 a month. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S, 2779) 
granting a pension to Eliza M, Scandlin, submit the following report: 

The facts in this case are fully set forth in the report of the Committee on Per- 
sions of the Senate, which is adopted, and the passage of the bill recommended, 


{Senate Report No. 1130, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 

This claimant is the widow of Rey, William G. Scandlin, who, after resign- 
ing the pastorate of his church, enlisted as chaplain of the Fifteenth Regiment 
Massachusetis Volunteers, He served faithfully in that capacity for the period 
of one year, and during that time, by his activity on the battle-fields, earned 
the title of the “fighting chaplain of the old Fifteenth,” which title clung to 
him throughout his service and afterwards. At the end of the period mentioned 
he was discharged on account of sickness, but after a few weeks’ rest he vol- 
unteered his services to the United States Sanitary Commission, which offer 
was at once accepted, and he was immediately assigned to work at the front. 

While in the discharge of such duty he was captured on the 5th of July, 1863, 
after the battle of Gettysburgh, while caring for the wounded, and was for three 
months held a prisoner of war, being confined at Libby Prison and Castle 
Thunder. During this imprisonment, on account of the hardships he was sub- 
jected to, and as the result of his ill-health, occasioned by his former service, he 
contracted diseases from which he suffered all his after life, and which were 
al primary cause of his death, which occurred at Grafton, Mass., March 17, 

71. 7 
His widow, Eliza M. Scandlin, now asks relief on the te grounds. She is 
in necessitous circumstances, and, as shown by the following certificate of her 
physician, has been suffering from paralysis for eleven years past. 

Your committee deem this widow an exceptionally worthy object of special 
legislation, and recommend the passage of the bill reported herewith, 


The undersigned, Thomas T. Griggs, having been a practicing payman in 
Grafton, Mass,, more than thirty-six years, hereby certifies that he has been 
acquainted with Mrs. Scandlin, widow of the late Rev. William G. Scandlin, 
who was a chaplain in the late war; that he was her physician at the time she 
was seized with paralysis, in January, 1876, and has been cognizant of her con- 
dition up to the present time; that she has continued in a helpless condition, 
being unable to converse or take care of herself, requiring an attendant for more 
than eleven years, and that there is no probability that any improvement will 


ever occur in her case. 
THOMAS T. GRIGGS, M. D. 
GRAFTON, Mass., February 15, 1887. 
GRAFTON, July 26, 1887. 
WORCESTER, 83: 
* Then personally appeared the above-named ThomasT. Gri and mad th 
that the above statement, by him subscribed, is true. ints SEROR 
7 ALDEN A. HOWE, 
Justice of the Peace, 


W. I. SCANDLIN: 


DEAR SIR: I am pleased to inform you that I recognize the diseaseand death 
of your father, Rey, W. G. Scandlin, to have been occasioned primarily by his ex- 
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posure while in the line of his duty, and the malarial influences to which he 
was unavoidably ex „and that he was a frequent patient of mine Soring 
the time existing from the period of his discharge from the service to the peri: 
of his death. I shall do all in power to aid in the prosecution of a claim to 
secure pension for your mother, 
Yours, truly, 
J. N. BATES, M. D. 
WORCESTER, March 9, 1890. 

A sketch of the history, plan of organization, and operations of the United States 
Sanitary Commission, by Lewis H. Steiner, M. D., late chief inspector United 
States Sanitary Commission, Army of Potomac, 


[Pamphlet, 8°, pages 14; page 12.] 
[Read before the Maryland Historical Society, February 1, 1866.] 
PHILADELPHIA, 1886. 


It is pleasant to know that the medical officers of the insurgents at different 
times declared their grateful feelings for the supplies of the sanit commis- 
sion. One communication from them, witeeooat to the commander-in-chief of 
the insurgents, may properly be presented here. It was occasioned by the 
capture by the insurgents of several of the officers of the commission, who were 
traveling, in July, 1863, under orders from the writer, with supplies for the hos- 

itals on Maryland Heights and for the wounded in the battle which took place 

tween the forces of Lee and Meade. 

These officers were seized, their stores destroyed by their captors, and they 
themselves forced to undergo the horrorsof imprisonment in the notorious 
Libby Prison. Ten medical officers voluntarily prepared the following paper, 
asking for the instant release of these gentlemen : 

“The undersigned, surgeons of the Confederate army, in c of the sey- 
eral hospitals now within the Union linesat and about Gettysburgh, beg leave to 
testify to our general-in-chief in favor of the United States Sanitary Commission 
as a most praiseworthy and charitable institution. 

“Through its kind provisions our hospitals are supplied with many comforts 
which are of inestimable value to our suffering and wounded men, 

“ While the promptness with which their agents follow on the heels of battle 
enables them to dispense an immense amount of relief to the unfortunate sick 
and wounded soldiers on either side, it also necessarily exposes them to any re- 
verse of fortune which may oblige them to ask protection from the successful 


rty. 
PA Bhus, during the late battle at Gettysburgh, four of the agents of the san- 
itary commission, with their supply wagons, are said to haye fallen into our 
hands, and, as we learn, are detained as prisoners, 

“The namesof the men areas follows, namely, Dr. Alexander McDonald, Rev, 
William G. Scandlin, Leonard Brink, Alfred Brengle, and negro boy Moses. 

“We respectfully submit that as the above-named men were taken without 
armsand while in the employ of their charitable offices as almoners of the sani- 
tary commission to the wounded soldiers of either party, they be rel from 
apt pan and permitted to return to their work of benevolence and good-will 
toall. 

“ Respectfully submitted by yours, etc.” 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. . 


ALLEN BLETHEN. 


The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. MORRILL) was the bill (S. 2700) granting increase 
of pension to Allen Blethen. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Allen Blethen, late of Company H, 


One hundred and twenty-fourth Ohio Volunteers, and pay him at the rate of $24 
per month, in lieu of that which he is now receiving. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2700) 
granting an increase of pension to Allen Blethen, submit the following report: 

The report of the Committee on Pensions of the Senate is herewith adopted 
and the passage of the bill recommended. 


[Senate Report No. 1171, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 

Allen Blethen, late of Company H, One hundred and twenty-fourth Ohio Vol- 
unteers, during a four years’ service contracted chronic diarrhea and epileptic 
form of spasms, which have resulted in nervous prostration and general debil- 
iiy, until the partial disability from which he has suffered since the war has, 
within the past few years, become total, and he is now physically and mentally 
incompetent for self-support. The claimant is now in receipt of a pension of 
M a month on account of chronic diarrhea, but the greater disability from 
which he suffers is not recognized. 

The committee are satisfied, from a careful examination of all the statements 
and testimony in the pension records and other evidence outside thereof, that 
the dread disease which has at last fastened itself upon the claimant is due toa 
partial sunstroke, or fit of epilepsy, occurring in battle, from which he for the 
time recovered, but which, in complication with other disorders, has made him 
a confirmed epileptic. He is the eldest of four brothers, of whom the three who 
were of proper age entered the service—one to die in hospital, another to suffer 
from severe wounds, and the eldest degenerating by degrees into epilepsy, to 
become a charge upon the generous bounty of the fourth, who, fortunately for 
the claimant, lacked the years and strength to venture into war. 

Believing the claimant's disabilities to be fairly chargeable to his army ser- 
vice, the committee report favorably upon the bill and recommend it for passage, 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask that the order be changed, and that each 
member present be permitted to call up a bill. 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

Mr. STRUBLE. I hope that will be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is demanded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. My reason for making that proposition was that 
there are many members who come here and sit night after night and 
yet do not get their bills considered, and others remain at home de- 
pending upon the committee to call up their cases. That works in- 
justice to other gentlemen and to some members of the committee who 
stay here regularly and attend to the business while others are absent. 


‘ 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will call the attention of the gentle- 
man to the fact that the regular order is demanded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We can have the other way just as well and pass 
enough pension bills. I can say that I am disinterested in the matter, 
as I have not a bill on the Calendar. 


If. H. RUSSELL. 


The next pension bill on the Private Calendar (consideration of which 
was asked by Mr. Funston) was the bill (S. 2909) granting a pension 
to H. H. Russell. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be tt eic., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of H, H. Russell, late of Company E, 
Seventy-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S, 2609) 
granting a pension to H. H. Russell, submit the following report : 

The report of the Senate Committee on Pensions sets forth fully the facts in 
this case and is hereby adopted, with the recommendation that the bill pass. 


[Senate Report No. 986, Fiftieth Congress, first session.] 


Hiram H, Russell enlisted in Company E, Seventy-fifth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteers, November 20, 1861, was promoted to sergeant of his company, and was 
from the service of the United States August 28. 1862. He subse- 
mee d served as assistant surgeon of the One hund: and thirty-eighth Ohio 
olunteers from June 11, 1864, to September 1, 1864, and from April 7, 1865, to 
June 12, 1865, he served as assistant surgeon of the One hundred and first Ohio 
Volunteers. It pense from the papers in the case that the claimant has made 
two applications for pension ; in the first, filed March 30, 1872, he alleges that he 
was on the ground that he had the chronic diarrhea, and that he was 
a gunshot wound about June 10, 1862. Jn his second declaration, 
„1377, he claims pension “for disease of bladder, from exposure 
in West inia, in March, 1862." 

The Commissioner of Pensions, June 30,1884, rejected the claim, after a thor- 
ough special examination, on the ground “ that the disease of bladder for which 
pension is claimed existed prior to enlistment.” 

The certificate of disability on which the soldier was discharged is as follows: 


af hat I have carefully examined the said Hiram H. Russell, of Captain 
James D. Foster’s company, and find him incapable bool pelagic the duties of 
s soldier because of chronic i ion of the bladder of two years’ stand- 
ing. I further declare my belief that said soldier will not again be able to re- 


sume his duties. 
“S. LOVING, Surgeon." 


“Discharged this 28th day of August, 1862, at Columbus, Ohio. Ronan 
SSA. OD, 
Is “ Caplain Fifteenth U. 8. Infantry, Commanding the Post.” 
In support of his claim the claimant has produced the following testimony: 
Dr. Charles L. Wilson, assistant surgeon, testifies to prior soundness. Claim- 
ant was a student in his office prior to enlistment, and affiant was his father’s 
opr ee be Sag ma 
J. D. Foster swears that claimant, in the spring of 1862, contracted disease 
of bladder, so as to disable him from duty for some time. 
Dr. McFarland testifies to treating claimant since 1967 for disease of bladder. 
The claimant (who by the way is a regular practicing physician) swears to 
treating himself until 1867. 
Cyrus Russell testifies to claimant's returning home from the Army sick, 
William G. Russell swears that in June, 1862, claimant was sent home on fur- 
lough to enable him to recover from cystitis, contracted by him while in the 
service; that he was treated by Dr. Day while athome, but failed to recover and 


was fi y eee. 

Surg. Charles L. Wilson swears that in West Virginia in 1862, early part, 
claimant, after severe exposureand marching, suffered from deranged digestive 
ee and also had chronie inflammation of the bladder. 

‘he examining surgeon at Centralia, Ill., rates him at one-fourth total, and the 
examining surgeon at Kansas City, Mo., under date of May 11, 1881, makes same 
The Pension Office concluded to have the case ly examined,and 

Mr. A. Downing, 


J. F. Vinal, specia 
A. Wy. 


H. C. Laforee, special examiner, thinks th: 
mends further examination. 

E. F. Johnson, examiner, concludes his report by saying: 

“I believe the r to enlistment; that the disabilit 
lineof duty, and when the evidence is 
admitted.” 


twas sound 


The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


NATHAN B. RARICK. 


The cone es a onthe he malt E (called up for con- 
sideration by Mr. PERKINS) was the bill (S. 2578) granting a pension 
to Nathan D. Rarick. = 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior 
rected to place upon the pension-ro! 


of the pension laws, the name of Na 
F, Thirty-ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 


and he is hereby, di- 
subject to the pre ions and limitations 
ck, late a private of Company 

Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2578) 
granting a pension to Nathan B. Rarick, submit the following report: 

The report of the Committee on Pensions of the Senate is hereby submitted, 
setting forth the facts in this case, and the passage of the bill is recommended. 


SENATE REPORT, 
Nathan B. Rarick, the claimant under this bill, enlisted August 21, 1861, and 


was d August5, 1863. He wasa private in Company F, Thirty-ninth 

Regiment Illinois Volunteers, On January 20, 1864, he made application for 

pension, alleging in his declaration that, “at Folly Island, South 

15, 1863, he contracted a fever, which resulted in spinal irritation.” The claim 

was rejected April 5, 1882, on the ground “that the er, sad disabil md is not 

traceable to his military service and his declared inability to furnish better 
roof. The claimant subsequently filed an affidavit (March 8, 1882), in which 

: e states that “his disability was not developed so as to be recognized in serv- 
ce.” 

The War Department reports ‘‘no record” of the alleged disability. 

It appears from an examination of the papers that the claimant was discharged 
from the service, on a surgeon's certificate of disability, “ because of general de- 
bility, overage, and periodical attacks of diarrhea.” 

The testimony showing prior sou ess is as follows: 

R. L. Whitney “worked with him before service; was then and had been 
throughout acquaintance with him strong and robust.” 

T, R. Heald swears he was “ y free from spinal irritation.” 

Orrin L. Mann swears "claimant was able-bodied and in good health.” 

Capt. Amasa Kennicorta swears “that in the service claimant was always 
able for duty between August; 1951, and August, 1862,” which is corroborated 
also by Lieutenant Mann, who swears “he was discharged for disability.” 

After his discharge, R. L, Whitney swears that he came home feeble and dis- 
qualified for manual labor. When first metafterd e claimant was under 
medical treatment. The physician (now dead) told aMfantthat claimant's death 
was caused by overexertion and exposure. 

T. R. Heald swears to an intimate acqnaintance with claimant from discharge 
to October 31, 1881, and has “personal knowledge that he was suffering with 
some spinal affection at date of return from service and has been ever since.” 

The claimant swears that all the physicians who treated him for his disability 
are dead except Dr. Goucher, who is now mentally incapacitated as well as 
physically, and therefore unable to testify; that his disability was only devel- 
oped as spinal disease after discharge, and that his neighbors know nothing of 
his case only as he has told them, 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


WILLIAM B. STOKES. 


Mr. HOUK. I want this House to hear me for half a minute. 

Several MEMBERS. Regular order. 

Mr. HOUK. I want to call up a bill for the benefit of an old ex- 
member of this body, a man who was here for ten years. He was a 
colonel in the Federal Army, and he is now lying at the point of death 
in poverty and distress. I mean Col. William B. Stokes, of Ten- 
nessee. I ask unanimous consent that this bill be taken up and passed 
at this time. It will not be reached on the Calendar, and as the old 
man is in poor circumstances and on the verge of the grave, I hope no 
objection will be made. 


lina, April 


HENRY CROTSLEY. 


Mr. LANE. I cail up House bill 8617, granting a pension to Henry 
Crotsley, which has been heretofore passed over. 
The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place upon the pension-rolls, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry Crotsley, late private of 
Company H, Fifteenth Regiment New Jersey Volunteers, 

The report (by Mr. Prpcock) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8617) 
on to Henry Crotsley, have had the same under consideration, 


By medical and other evidence it is clearly shown that tlaimant was free from 
rheumatism at the date of hisenlistment. At the time of the incurrence of the 
ponte & during General Burnside’s famous “‘mud march,” the soldier was 
ond ed duty as brigade teamster, and continued on this duty nearly his 
entire term of service. For this reason itis difficult for him to obtain the eyi- 
dence required by e Pension Office. He states that he was treated at inter- 
vals by Surgeons Sharp and Bolbey, but they being dead he can not procure 


evidence of such treatment. 
It is also shown by competent testimony that claimant suffered from rheu- 


Medical exami: 
The 


The committee therefore report favorably on the accompanying bill, and ask 
that it do pass, 

There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


ANDREW MUCKLIN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up for considera- 
tion by Mr. Prpcock) was the bill (H. R. 5232) granting a pension to 
Andrew Mucklin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Beit enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension law, the name of Andrew Mucklin, late of Battery 
C, Fifth Regiment United States Artillery. 
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The report (by Mr. Pripcock) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
5232) granting a —- to Andrew Mucklin, have had the same under consid- 
eration, and beg leave to submijt the followin; rag $ 

Mucklin served as s private in Company O Fin United States Artillery, from 
January 22, 1862, to January 22, 1865. He alleges that in action at Bull Run, 
August 30, 1862, he was wounded in rightlegandabdomen. The claim has been 
rejected because the evidence is not deemed sufficient to show incurrence of 
wound of leg in service, and medical examination fails to show any disability 
from wound of abdomen. 5 

The record of the War Department shows that soldier was under treatment 
for gunshot wound shortly after the aforesaid battle, and remained under treat- 
ment for three months. He was subsequently treated for disability, and still 
Jater for rheumatism. The record, however, does not locate the wound for 
which treated. 

‘The claim has been specially examined, and while it is true that the few avail- 
able comrades are not positive as to the nature of the wound received, they seem 
to recollect of an injury of that character in the service, but differ as to the loca- 
tion of the same, 

Joseph Hunsburger, shown by the et examiner to be a credible witness, 
testifies that while in Washington in the winter of 1863, looking after his son, he 
found claimant at a Georgetown hospital, who was then walking lame and 
showed affiant the wound of leg. 

Robert J. Reimen likewise testifies to haying seen the soldier in Mount Pleas- 
ant ca ge about December, 1862, and that he was then suffering from a 
wound, ` 

It is further shown that for three years or more after claimant was 
treated for the wound by Dr. Klinefelter, now deceased, and he was com- 
pelled to walk with a cane. 

Medical examinations show gunshot wound of right leg, middle third, en- 
trance just outside of tibia, course back ward, and lodged near posterior of tibia; 
small splinter of tibia removed, tenderness and slight atrophy of muscles. _ 

Upon a careful examination of all the evidence, your committee are of opin- 
jon that evidence furnished, taken in connection with the record of the War 
Department and the finding of the examination by the surgeons of the Pension 

„ Shows beyond any reasonable doubt that claimant was wounded in 
the leg as alleged, and that he has been and is now disabled therefrom, not- 
withstanding the n ive character of some of the testimony taken by the 
special examiner, and therefore report favorably on the accompanying bill, and 
ask that it do pass. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


JOHN LEARY. 


The next business on the Private Calendar (called up for considera- 
tion by Mr. MORRILL) was the bill (S. 1076) granting a pension to the 
widow of John Leary. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of the widow of 
John , Jate a first sant in Battery F, Third Artillery, United States 
Army, in the warof the ion, and pay her at the rate of $20 per month from 
and after the passage of this act. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1076) 
granting a to the widow of John Leary, deceased, have had the same 
under a deration and adopt as its own the Senate favorable report hereto 

“That the claimant, Hanna Leo, widow of John Leary before her second mar- 
riage, was, at the time of the death of her first husband, the wife of John Leary, 
Peasy te late a private or sergeant, rated as “in general service of the United 
States Army.’ 

“The pint § John Leary enlisted on the 26th day of July, 1854, and was dis- 

July 26, 1859, by expiry of term of service. He re-enlisted August 26, 
1859, and was assigned to Battery F, Third Artillery; served in the war of the 
rebellion; was slightly wounded at battle of Malvern Hill, July 1, 1862; was 
discharged for disability March 25, 1863, at Baltimore, Md. He again enlisted 
in the eral service in the Adjutant-General’s Office in Washington, April 7, 
1863, whence he was April 1, 1864. He wasin the service in all about 


ten years. 

“The soldier died on December 8, 1872. He left surviving him the claimant, 
as widow, and four children. All of these except one are now over pensionable 
age. Their claim for pension was rejected. The widow a 
man by the name of Leo, who has since died, leaving her for the second time 
a widow. Neither husband was a man of any means. She now claims a pen- 
sion for the service and death of her first husband. . the soldier, died in 
fy Ery: December §, 1872, of pneumonia, as it is ied. 

“We find that during his military service he was treated for rheumatism, for 
incised wound, for diarrhea, for ambustio, for chronic articular rheumatism. 
Medical and other testimony shows that at the time of his discharge and after- 
ward he was mpegs ere lung troubles, appeared consumptive, was treated for 
the same, and we think it most probable that he died from the effects and re- 
sults of disease incurred while in the service. 

“The widow is now over forty years old, very poor, dependent upon her 
ox labor for su; 

“We recommend the passage of the bill.” 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 
LUCY A. JORDAN. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up for con- 
sideration by Mr. MORRILL) was the bill (H. R. 9463) granting apen- 
sion to Lucy A. Jordan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll the name of Lucy A. Jordan, 
widow of James W. Jordan, late cab geen rag! Dae Fourth New Hampshire Vol- 
unteers, subject to the provisions and tations of the pension laws. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9463) 
granting a pension to Lucy A. Jordan, have had the same under consideration, 
and beg leave to submit the following report: 

The beneficiary named in the bill was married to James W. Jordan, late pri- 
vate of Company O, Fifth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteers, February 18, 
1866. Jordan died of phthisis pulmonalis June 30, 1887, being at that date a pen- 
sioner for said disease at the rate of $16 per month. 


Itappears that after his death it came to the knowledge of the widow that the 
soldier was previously married, in April, 1863; that he lived with his former 
wife for about three months, when she deserted him and again married. As 
the claimant can not prove that the soldier obtained a divorce from the first wife 
before her marriage with him she hasno legal status before the Pension Bureau, 

She innocently entered into marriage relation with the soldier, lived with 
him, performing her wifely duties and believing herself to be his legal wife for 
over twenty-one years, becoming in the mean time the mother of four children 
by him, the youngest yet under eleven years of age; and inasmuch as she is 
not entitled to pension under the general law, and Congress hasin similar cases 
granted relief to this unfortunate class of claimants, your committee are of 
opinion that like relief should be extended to this claimant, and therefore re- 
port favorably on the accompanying bill, and ask that it do pass, amended, how- 
ore. ao out the word “ fourth,” in line 6, and insert therein instead the 
word * AY 


The amendment recommended by the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was laid aside to be reported to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 


MES, HELEN B. BROWN. 


The next Ls agg business on the Private Calendar (called up for con- 
sideration by Mr. DINGLEY) was the bill (H. R. 9697) granting a pen- 
sion to Mra. Helen B. Brown. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and hereby is, author- 
ized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the pension laws, the 
name of Mrs. Helen B. Brown, widow of George H. Brown, d late a 
private of Company B, First Maine Cavalry Volunteers. 


The report (by Mr. GALLINGER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 9697) 
granting aponmon to Mrs. Helen B. Brown, having considered the same, report 
as follows: 

Claimant is the widow of George H. Brown, latea private inCompany B, First 
Maine Cavalry Volunteers. Soldier enlisted December 29, 1863, and was dis- 
charged for disability May 26, 1865. During his army service he suffered from 
an alleged inj to the back from a fall from his horse, eausing kidney and 
heart trouble, and was also severally wounded at the battle of Spottsylvania, for 
which he was pensioned. The papers on file show that soldier was never strong 
alter di from the Army, and that he died January 10, 1887. The widow 
ied a dee Se Pee which was finally submitted for special examination 
at Augusta, Me. 

The testimony taken by the special examiner was all favorable to the claim- 
ant, except that of the surgeons of the general hospita? of Portland, Me. It ap- 
pears that in July, 1886, soldier received a severe injury, for which he was 
treated at said hospital in November of that year. The ms who attended 


conscient 
rb rar os bara egies made a full zepo ca anaa calling attention to the 
t e hospi surgeons y loo! upon the case as one of 
without apparently considering se ndin and sated 
thereto, closes in these words: 

“In equity, if not in law, I think the'widowhas s just claim. * * è Soldier 
was a man of exemp! habits, which may in part account for him surprising 
the local physicians by rallying almost from death’s door before he received the 
accident which was the final complication in his disabilities. © * * I believe 
the claim ismeritorious. I respectfully recommend fartherexamination of Dr. 
Galen J. Tribon, of Washington, Me., now temporarily in New York City,” 

The examination of Dr. Tribon was attended to, and in due time the exam- 
iner further reported as follows: 


of a good soldier, report the bill 
There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


PATRICK FRAWLEY. 


Mr. CARUTH. On page 68 of the Calendar there is a bill that has 
been passed over which I desire to call up. It is the bill (S. 2656) 
granting a pension to the widow and minor children of Patrick Frawley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it ena elc., That the of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and to place — pension-roll the names of the widow 
and minor children of Patrick wiley, late a private in Company C, Tenth 
Regiment Ohio Volunteers, subject to the limitations and restrictions of the 

ws. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 

‘The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2656) 
granting a pension to the widow and minor children of Patrick Frawley, have 
had the same under consideration, and adopt the Senate favorable report as 
their own, and which report is as follows: 

“That the claimantsare the widow and children of Patrick Frawley, deceased, 
late a private in Company C, Tenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, in the 


war of 1861. 
“The soldier enlisted September 23, 1863, and evens until February 11, 1564, 


when he was upon account of disability 


“The soldier was a pensioner at the time of his death, at the rate of $10 per 
month, upon account of his said wound. His personal ‘tances testify 
that up to and at the time of his enlistment he was a stout, hardy, robust man ; 
that at the time of his return from the service he was suffering from his wound, 
cough, which was induced by waste of the sys- 


and soon after from a hacking 
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tem from the wound, which never healed—remained a running sore until his 
death ; that he could not work at his trade, that of a glass-blower, being weak, 
and unable to do anything but very light work. 

“The medical testimony is to the same effect, and his condition grew worse 
until he died. The physician in his last illness testifies that his wound was still 
discharging pus; that the cough and consumption of his latter life were due to 
the incurable condition of the wound, the virus of which had permeated the 
whole system. 

“The widow is in very necessitous circumstances, withont means or expecta- 
tion of says eoa, believing that the wound was certainly the cause of the sub- 
sequent d and death of the soldier, your committee recommend the pas- 
sage of the bill.” 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 


LYDIA HAWKINS, 


Mr. CARUTH. I desire to call up also the next bill on the Calen- 
dar, heretofore passed over, the bill (S. 2655) granting a pension to Lydia 
Hawkins. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name Lydia Hawkins, widow of Richard 
Haw , late private in Company D, Fifty-seyenth Regiment of Ohio Volun- 
teers. 


The report (by Mr. HUNTER) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2655) 
granting a pension to Lydis Hawkins, have had the same under consideration, 
and adopt the Senate favorable report as follows: 

“The claimant is the widow of Richard Hawkins, deceased, late a corporal in 
Company D, Fifty-seventh Regimont of Ohio Volunteer Infantry, in the war of 


1861. 

“The soldier enlisted December 1, 1851, and served until July 29, 1863, when 
he was discharged as not fit for service, and unable for duty even upon the In- 
valid Corps, He died at his home in Cincinnati, August 20, 1866. 

“The claim was rejected by the Pension Bureau upon the ground that his 
mortal illness was not due to his military service. The testimony of his neigh- 
bors bes that he was a sound, healthy man before and at the time of his enlist- 
men 

“The testimony of Lieutenant Banks and others, his comrades, shows that 
in April, 1862, he was attacked with what afterwards proved to be chronic diar- 
rhea; that he was sent to the hospital for treatment thereof; that although he 
returned to duty, he never recovered; that he at last grew worse, and being 
always unwell, was discharged for disability. 

“ His neighbors testify that upon his return he was in bad health, taking medi- 
cine all the time, unable to work, thin and emaciated ; was suffering from some- 
thing like flax or disease of the bowels. Dr. Green,the physician in his last 
illness, swears that from 1865—July of that vent tes TS | him once every four 
or six woeks untl he died, for chronic diarrhea ; that he died of Asiatic cholera, 
superindu by the diarrhea, from which he had suffered a ‘long time pie- 
vious to his death.’ 

~ Your committee think the disease incurred in the service was the cause of 
the soldier's death, and therefore recommend the passage of the bill.” 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. + 


MRS. CATHARINE REED. 


The next pension business on the Private Calendar (called up for 
consideration by Mr. WICKHAM) was the bill (H. R. 7717) granting a 
pension to Mrs. Catharine Reed. 

The bill was read, as follows: ‘ 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to place on the pension-roll, subject to the peoviiaen 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Catharine Reed, widow 
of Eben P, 8. Reed, late of Company D, One hundred and second Regiment of 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry. 


The report (by Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio) was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to whom was referred House bill 7717, 
beg leave to submit the following report: 

Mrs. Catharine is the widow of Eben P. S. Reed, late a private in Com- 
pany D, of the One hundred and second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry. He 
was pensioned on or about August 18, 1879, at one-half ($4) per month for left 
inguinal hernia, and at one-quarter ($2) per month tav tuny disease from De- 
ao 27 306s, to March 23, 1878, and thereafter at on ($4), or aggregat- 

ing $8 tot 

On the 23d of November, 1880, the soldier received an injury from a piece of 
board thrown from a lar saw running in a factory where he was employed, 
causing a flesh wound some 4 inches in length in the right groin, of which he 
died on the afternoon of the 25th of the same month. 

The widow apotes for a pension on the 7th day of February following, al- 
leging that her husband died from the vitiated and weakened condition of his 
physical system, the result of his army exposure and lung disease. Her claim 
was rej November 15, on the ground that the immediate death cause— 
the injury caused by a board thrown from a buzz saw—did not originate in the 
service, nor was it a sequela of his pensionable disabilities. On appeal the case 
was referred to a medical examiner, who made the following recommendation : 

“The evidence in this case shows that soldier while wor! in a saw-mill 
received a wound in the right groin. Erysipelas ap in the wound, and 
two days later the soldier died. While the chance of recovery might have been 
better claimant been in ect health when injury was received, the 
wound must be considered at least an important factor in death cause, and it 
is not Mongka that the office would be warranted in accepting death as the re- 
sult of disabilities for which pensioned.”’ 

To which the medical referee added the followiug opinion: 
whee cause due to the injury and results thereof; not to pensioned disa- 

es, 


Dr. George Mitchell, in an afidavit dated February 3, 1881, says: 

“I was assistant surgeon of the One hundred and second Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry and knew Eben P.S. Reed, a Parne of Company D, of said 
Zogiani; who was ruptured while in line of duty, and afterward was taken 
sick with pneumonia and a low form of fever, and that he was discharged the 
service on account of disability, I was mustered out of service with the regi- 
ment in July, 1865, and since then have been his medical adviser the major part 
of the time; and I declare further that to the best of my knowledge and belief 
he has never fully and perfectly recovered from the effects of the sickness he 
had in the Army, and that his system has been vitiated and weakened by the 
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same to such an extent that he was unable to withstand the effect of a severe 
injury or disease, as another person would who had a healthy system. 

“I also declare that on the 23d of November, 1880, the said Eben P.S. Reed 
was struck in the right groin by a small board that was thrown from a buzz- 
saw, making a flesh wound of some 4 inches, andsoon after was dressed by Dr, 
A.V. Patterson, who, so far as the wound was concerned, ex d a speedy 
recovery, not considering the wound one ofa serious nature. I saw himonthe 


-24th about twenty-four hours after the reception of the wound, and erysipelas 


had then My den sea I visited him again on the 25th with Dr. Patterson, and 
despite all exertions we could make he sank rapidly and died that afternoon. 
The vitiated and weakened condition of his physical system, the result of army 
exposure and disease, in my judgment, invited the erysipelatous inflammation 
which he was unable to endure.” 

Dr. A. V. Patterson, in an afidavit filed on the 4th day of February, 1581, 


says: 

“On the afternoon of Noyember 23, 1889, I was requested to visit the said 
Eben P, 8. Reed, in consequence of an injury he had sustained from a board 
thrown from a circular saw running in the works of the Mansfield Lumber and 
Building Company, at which he was employed. I found a cut through the in- 
tegument of about 3 inches in length, in the right in. No considerable con- 
tusing beneath was apparent; no shock. Seemed cheerful, though suffering 
some pain. I approximated the lips of the wound with a few interrupted sut- 
ue and Sigel him home, His family physician, Dr, George Mitchell, saw him 
on the next day. 

s him again on the 25th. An erysipelatous condition had rapidly devel- 
oped. He died in a few hours after, on the afternoon of the 25th of November, 
1890. I examined his lungs at this last visit, and found them fast filling up. I 
have no doubt the disabilities incurred during his service in the United States 
Volunteer Army, and for which he was pensioned, rendered him an easy victim 
to the iniury which was the immediate cause of his death.” 

It will be observed that while the medical examiner says that “it is not 
thought that the office would be warranted in accepting death as a result of dis- 
abilities for which pensioned,” he substantially admits that * the chance for re- 
covery might have been better had soldier been in perfect health when injury 
was received.” It will be noticed, also, that he only claims that the wound con- 
tributed to the death, and not that it was the sole cause of the death. This ap- 
pears in the use by him of the following language: 

“The wound must be considered at least an important factor in death cause.” 

He seems to proceed upen the theory that if the disability for which the sol- 
dier was pensioned only contributed to the death, and was not the sole cause of 
it, the gosos ought not to be granted. This may be a safe rule for the Pen- 
sion Office toadopt, but it does not seem to us to'be the one that Congress should 
act upon. It seems to your committee that if the disability incurred in the 
service contributed materially to the death, it should be co ered as the cause 
of the death, so far at least as the ganting of pensions is concerned. A very 
apt illustration of this principle is found in the common law rule that a person 
contributing directly by his negligence to an injury to another is liable sever- 
ally to that other, notwithstanding the contribution to the injury by some other 
person or some other course. 

Not only does the medical examiner substantially admit that the pensioned 
disability contributed or might have contributed to the fatal result; but it will 
be observed that the two doctors who knew the soldier and his physical condi- 
tion before he received the wound, and who were in attendance upon him, sub- 
stantially, all the time from his receiving the wound to his death, concur in the 
opalin that the soldier's system has n “vitiated and weakened” by the 
sickness he had in the Army “to such an extent that he was unable to with- 
stand the effect of a severe injury or disease, as another person would who had 
a healthy system,” and that “the vitiated and weakened condition of his physi- 
cal system, the result of army ex re and disease, invited the erysi| us 
inflammation which he was unable to endure.” 

There is no claim by the examiner nor by the referee that the pensioned dis- 
pote acter not have resulted pathologically in such “ vitiated and weakened 
condition. 

In the light of the evidence in this case, your committee are clearly of the 
opinion that a pension should be granted to this widow, who is very poor and 
needy, and they do therefore recommend the passage of the accompanying bill. 


There being no objection, the bill was laid aside to be reported to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with the recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I move that the committee rise and report to 
the House the bills acted on this evening. 

The motion was agreed to; there being—ayes 17, noes 8. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. ANDERSON, of Illinois, hav- 
ing resumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DocKERY reported 
that the Committee of the Whole House, having had under considera- 
tion the Private Calendar, had directed him to report sundry bills with 
various recommendations. 


HOUSE BILLS PASSED. 


House bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of 
the Whole House without amendment, were severally ordered to be en- 
grossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, they were accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed: 

A bill (H. R. 9557) for the relief of Mrs. Margaret Longshaw, de- 
pendent mother of William Longshaw, late assistant surgeon United 
States Navy; 

A bill (H, R. 6848) for the relief of Elizabeth A. South; 

A bill (H. R. 3710) granting a pension to Samuel Piercy; 

A bill (H. R. 9399) granting a pension to Albert O. Robb; 

A bill (H. R. 783) granting a pension to Mrs. Nancy E. Spencer; 

A bill (E R. a granting a pension to Henry Crotsley; 

A bill (H. R. 5232) granting a pension to Andrew Mucklin; 

A bill (H. R. 9697) granting a pension to Mrs. Ellen B. Brown; and 

A bill (H. R. 7717) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Reed. 

House bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of 
the Whole House with amendments, were severally taken up, the amend- 
ments concurred in, the bills as amended ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time; and being engrossed, they were accordingly read 
the third time, and passed: 

A bill (H, R. 9704) granting a pension to Martha F. Lee; 

A bill (H. R. 9792) vo increase the pension of Charles S. Baker; 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


6957 


A bill (H. R. 2507) granting a pension to Russel L. Doane, of Peck, 
Salinac County, Michigan; 

A bill (H. R. 775) granting an increase of pension to John D. Jones; 

A bill (H. R. 9463) granting a pension to Lucy A. Jordan; 

A bill (H. R, 9795) granting a pension to Nathaniel Francis (title 
amended so as to read: *‘ A bill to restore Nathaniel Francis to the pen- 
sion-roll;’’) and 

A bill (H. R. 333) granting a pension to Catharine Busey (title 
amended by striking out ‘‘ Busey ’’ and inserting ‘‘ Bussey.’’) 


SENATE BILLS PASSED, 


Senate bills of the following titles, reported from the Committee of 
the Whole House without amendment, were severally ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed: 

A bill (S. 2449) granting a pension to James W. Bowman; 

A bill (S. 2124) granting a pension to John Bush; 

A bill (8. 1762) granting a pension to Benjamin A. Burtram; 

A bill (S. 2448) granting a pension to Catharine McQuade; 

A bill (S. 2520) granting a pension to James White; 

A bill (S. 2653) granting a pension to Mary Curtin; 

A bill (S. 5) granting a pension to Mrs. Margaret Gallagher; 

A bill (S. 2313) granting a pension to Ellen J. Snedaker; 

A bill (S. 1575) granting an increase of pension to William Wallace 
Young; i 

A bill (S. 

A bill (S. 

A bill (S. 

A bill (S. 

A bill (S. 

A bill (S. 


2413) granting an increase of pension to Ernst Hein; 
2571) granting a pension to Edwin E. Chase; 

2366) granting a pension to Mrs. Emeline Anderson; 
ore granting an increase of pension to Elvira M. Dorman; 
2779) granting a pension to Eliza M. Scandlin; 

2700) granting an increase of pension to Allen Glethen; 

A bill (S. paced granting a pension to H. H. Russell; . 

A bill (S. 2578) granting a pension to Nathan B. Rarick; 

aR (5. 1076) granting a pension to the widow of John Leary, de- 
ceased; 

A bill (S. 2656) granting a pension to the widow and minor children 
of Patrick Frawley; and 

A bill (S. 2655) granting a pension to Lydia Hawkins. 

Mr. MATSON moved to reconsider the several votes by which the bills 
reported from the Committee of the Whole House were ; and 
also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. MATSON. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was put to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The noes seem to have it. 

Mr. MATSON. Iask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 5, noes 24. 

So the House refused to adjourn. 

Mr. LAWLER. I desire to make a proposition. 

Mr. MATSON. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. CHEADLE. Irise to ask, by unanimous consent, that mem- 
bers present who have not had bills considered to-night shall have the 
privilege, by unanimous consent, each one of calling up a bill for con- 
sideration. 

‘Mr. MATSON. I demand the regular order, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The demand for the regular order cuts 
off all requests for unanimous consent. 

Mr. MATSON. I move that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WASHINGTON, Imove, by unanimous consent, that the House 
aryrog st e Committee of the Whole from the further consideration 
of the bill—— 

Mr. MATSON. I demand the regular order of business, which cuts 
off all requests for unanimous consent, I insist upon my motion that 
the House resolve itself into committee for further consideration of the 
special order. 

Mr. LAWLER. I demand a division on that motion. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 22, noes 4. 

So the motion was to. k 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House, Mr. DOCKERY in the chair. ‘ 

The Clerk proceeded to call the Calendar. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. A number of gentlemen have come herenight 
after night to assist others in getting through pension bills, but so far 
have had themselves no recognition whatever. In behalf of these 
gentlemen I ask they be allowed the courtesy of recognition by unan- 
imous consent. > 

Mr. MATSON. I demand the regular order of business. 


ALMERON J. PATCHIN, 


Thenext business on the Private Calendar (the consideration of which 
was requested by Mr. PERKINS) was the bill (H. R. 8912) granting 
si increase of pension to Almeron J. Patchin; which was read, as fol- 

ows: 

B by x 
Fe yan ere ge po gyri 


late of Company E, Twentieth Regiment Ohio Infantry Volunteers, and to pay 
him a pension of $50 per month, in lieu of the pension he is now receiving. 

The report (by Mr. MORRILL) was read, as follows: 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
gd granting an increase of pension to Almeron J. Patchin, submit the follow- 
ng report: 

Enis soldier is now receiving a pension of $30 per month for gunshot wound 
in right arm, received July 27, 1864,in front of Atlanta. The wound was a se- 
vere one, and necessitated the resection of 3} inches of the humerus, rendering 
the arm and hand useless, 

Dr. N.S. Newlan, in describing the wound in a recent affidavit, sg GN, 

“There is and has been no bone found in the humerus where the ball passed 
through. The upper end of the lower fragment of humerus is rough and cut- 
ting, at times coming through to the surface, causing chills and epilepsy and a 
loss of mind partially, and rendering an attendant constantly necessary to pre- 
vent injury to himself in the fits.” . 

Thenct of August, 1886, while it increases the pension for loss of arm at shoul- 
der-joint, made no provision for equivalent disabllity, and the Pension Office 
can therefore afford. no relief unless it can be shown that the epilepsy is the re- 
sult of the wound, and that the regular aid and attendance of another is re- 
quired. It is evident that the results of the wound are equal if not worse than 
a healthy amputation at the shoulder would be. 

Your committee therefore recommend the of the bill with an amend- 
ment striking out “fifty,” in line 7, and inserting *‘ forty-five.” 


Mr. WASHINGTON. I object to the passage of that bill. This 
man can apply under the general law at the Pension Office. 

Mr. PERKINS. No, the gentleman is mistaken; he can not. 

Mr. MORRILL. It is a peculiar case and one which often arises, as 
members of the committee well know, where the injury is worse than 
amputation at the elbow-joint. The wound necessitated the resection 
of 3} inchesof the humerus, rendering the arm and hand useless, He 
does not come under the general law. The old law made provision for 
equivalent disability, but the act of August, 1886, unfortunately does 
not. He therefore can not apply to the Pension Office, but is compelled 
to come to Congress. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I withdraw my objection. 

The amendment was a to; and the bill as amended was laid 
aside to be reported to the House with the recommendation that it do 


Mr. LAWLER moyed that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. ANDERSON, of Illinois, hav- 

ing taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. DOCKERY reported 
that the Committee of the Whole House had had under consideration 
the Private Calendar under the special order, and particularly the bill 
(H. R. 8912) granting an increase of pension to Almeron J. Patchin, 
and had directed him to report the same back to the House with an 
amendment, and with the recommendation that the bill as amended 
be passed. 
The bill (H. R. 8912) granting an increase of pension to Almeron J. 
Patchin was taken up, the amendment of the Committee of the Whole 
agreed to, and the bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. PERKINS moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
peers and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. s 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The hour of 10.30 o’clock p. m. having arrived, in accordance with 
the previous order, the House adjourned. 


PRIVATE BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED. 


Under the rules private bills of the following titles were introduced 
and referred as indicated below: . 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: A joint resolution (H. Res. 207) authorizing 
the Secretary of War to cause a report to be made of the practicability 
and necessity of a winter bridge across the Detroit River—to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. J. A. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 11008) granting a pension 
to John Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11009) granting a pension to James Calnon—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11010) to restore to the pension-roll the name of 
Almon R. Blodgett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. W. C. P. BRECKINRIDGE: A bill (H. R. 11011) for the 
relief of Samuel S. Haynes—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CHEADLE: A bill (H. R. 11012) granting a pension to Will- 
iam A. Dennis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHIPMAN: A bill (H. R. 11013) for the relief of Sarah E. 
Bodle, widow of Charles W. Bodle, decezsed—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER: A bill (H. R. 11014) granting a pension to Jesse 
Lovell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GEAR: A bill (H. R. 11015) granting a pension to Mathew 
Edmondson—to the Committee on Pensions, ` 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11016) granting a pension to Louisa Neal—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. ) 

By Mr. McCULLOGH: A bill (H. R. 11017 nting a pension to 
John Adams. : menaa 

By Mr. NELSON: A bill (H. R. 11018) for the relief of L. H. Berge 
to the Committee on War Claims. 
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By Mr. POST: A bill (H. R. 11019) granting a pension to Bridget 
Lynch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11020) granting a pension to Amos Baccus—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROCKWELL: A bill (H. R. 11021) to increase the pension 
of Charles Hahneman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHIVELY: A bill (H. R. 11022) granting a pension to Ben- 
jamin F. Bevier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE, of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 11023) authorizing the 
Secretary of War to place the name of John H. Young on the roll of 
Company C, Eighteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteers—to the Com- 
mittee on Military A fairs. 

By Mr. YODER: A bill (H. R. 11024) to place the nameof Mary B. 
Mider, widow of Michael Mider, on the pension-roll—to the Commit- 
tee or. Invalid Pensions. 


: PETITIONS, ETC. 

The following petitions and papers were Jaid on the Clerk’s desk, 
under the rule, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS: Petition of business men of Washington, D. C., 
for printing 10,000 copies of the argument of John Pope Hodnett—to 
the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. J. M. ALLEN: Petition of P. N. Shields, of Matilda Reid, 
and of Mrs. M. L. Kennon and Joby Bonsall, heirs of John H. Joby, 
of Mississippi, for reference of their claims to the Court of Claims—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BRYCE: Petition of John Reeson for relief—to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

By Mr. BURNES: Memorial of Messrs. Austin, Darby, and others, 
of St. Joseph, Mo., regarding duties upon certain imported commod- 
ities—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CARUTH: Papers to accompany bill No. 10688, to pension 
John K. F to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. DE LANO: Petition of James W. Glover, of Oxford, N. Y., 
for relief—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. MCRAE: Petition of Hon. W. D. Leiper and 40 others, citi- 
zens of Hot Springs County, Arkansas, and of Thomas B. Green and 
others, citizens of Ouachita, Ark., for amendments to the interstate- 
commerce law—to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. ROCKWELL: Petition of Charles Hahneman, Company C, 
Forty-first New York Volunteers, for increase of pension—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STOCKDALE: Petition of executor of Martha W. Dunbar, 
of Adams County, Mississippi, for reference of his claim to the Court 
of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims. 


The following petition foran increase of compensation of fourth-class 
tmasters was referred to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 


oads: 
By Mr. J. M. ALLEN: Of citizens of Dry Run, Miss. 


SENATE. 
SATURDAY, July 28, 1888. 


The Senate met at Hoa x - = DD 
Prayer by the Chaplai . J. G. BUTLER, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I have had placed a ee for 
tion to the Senate by the secretary of the Pennsylvania Auxiliary of 
the American Peace Society, a memorial for such legislation as 
will lead to the establishment of asystem of arbitration, especially be- 
tween this country and Great Britain, for thesettlement of all disputes 
without a resort to war. 

We have heard so much of late about the propriety of practicing the 
old maxim, “‘in peace prepare for war,” that this seems a fitting state- 
ment of a different practice, in peace prepare for its perpetuation. 

The case is so well stated and the signers are of such a character that 
I desire to have the memorial with the names printed in the RECORD. 
It is si by a committee of five appointed by the governor of Penn- 
sylvania, a committee representing the Pennsylvania Auxiliary of the 
American Peace Society, by three ex-governors of the State of Penn- 
sylvania, and numerous other citizens prominent in the business affairs 
of the country. 

I ask that the memorial may be printed in the RECORD and referred 
o the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. HOAR. May TI inguire what the purport of the memorial is? 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. It is in favor of establishing a system of 
arbitration between the United States and Great Britain for the settle- 
ment of disputes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator desire to have the 
names also printed in the RECORD? G 


Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. The names also. 

_ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection, and 
it is so ordered. 

The memorial was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States: 

The undersigned citizens of P Ivania have been appointed, five of them 
by the governor of the State and five by the Pennsylvania ch of the Ameri- 
can Peace Society, for the purpose of endeavoring to further the adoption by the 
United States Government of the proposition emanating from over one-third pf 
the members of the British House of Commons, for the permanent abandon- 
ment of war as a means of settling differences between the two countries, 

We need not recount the arguments which have already been addressed to 
you from different quarters in favor of this measure; nor the evidences, de- 
rived from scores of successful experiments, and covering half a century, that 
war can be prevented by arbitration, whenever a nation is just in its intentions, 

In more t half of these cases the United States has been one of the es 
and has set a noble example to the rest of the world, which is moro and more 
persroetes and followed as the years pass by. It is eminently fitting that this 
industrial, commercial, and professedly Christian country should be the pioneer 
in this movement, so nore), fase nineteenth century and so consonant with 
the teachings of the Prince of Peace; and in our opinion it is more approprinte 
that she should take the initiative in the present forward stev in favor of a per- 
manent treaty of arbitration than that any other nation should. 

It has been urged by way of objection that there is no necessity for this be- 
tween the United States and the United Kingdom. But’ two disastrous wars 
have occurred between those nations since the middle of the last century, and 
there have been at least two narrow escapes from war between them within 
» ee a Aier rhag rofacentury. It is also significant these were both averted 

y ar ion. Y 

The fact, however, that there is Jess likelihood of war between them than be- 
tween other nations affords the very reason why the present attempt can be 
made with reasonable hope of success, 

It would be most ungracious, and would present the appearance of unfriend- 
liness on the part ot this gren if a proposition so commendable on general 
gro advocated by so derable a portion of the British Parliament, a 
number of whom crossed the ocean as a deputation for the express purpose of 
p it, should be treated with the discourtesy, either of silence or rejec- 
tion, by a nation between whom and their own exist the strongest ties of kin- 
ship and commerce, ` 

We can not conceive that any sane man would prefer war, with all itstrain of 
losses, woes, and death, and its unspeakable demoralizations, to a pacific solu- 
tion of any difficulty that may arise, which would allow the happiness of a great 


people to remain uninterrupted, the course of commerce to flow on in its accus- 
tomed els, and wealth and population to increase, by wanton 
waste and destruction. 


For these reasons, fortified by the experience OTe one and enforced by our 
ps ag of the future prosperity of this country, we ially support the propo: 
on of the British deputation and entreat Congress to pass a joint resolution 
instructing our Government to negotiate with the Government of Great Britain 
a treaty providing for the settling by arbitration of all differences whatever be- 
tween the two countries which fail to reach a satisfactory solution through the 
ordin. channels of Spiona to the end that all disastrous effusion of blood 
by war between these kindred nations shall hereafter forever be avoided. 


pointed by the rnor of 

Pennsylvania; Philip O. Garret: Dana Boardman, Rich- 
P. Stevenson, W. F. Sadler, per order committee 

appointed by the Pennsylvania A: ofthe American Peace 
Society. I am in sympathy with the movement above re- 
ferred to: James A. Beaver. We cordially unite in the fo ing 
petition: Jas. Pollock, J. F. Hartranft, Henry M, Hoyt, ex- 
governorsof Pennsylvania; Edwin H. Fitler, mayor of Philadel- 
phia; Daniel M. Fox, W.S. Stokley, Samuel G. 


er, publie works; 
troller; Henry Clay, receiver of taxes; Frank F. Bell, city treas- 
raham, district 


urer; Geo: S, G $ attorney; O. H. Krumbahar, 
high sheriff; B. B. Comegys, dent Philadelphia Na- 
tional Bank, 4205 Walnut 


street, ; Geo. H. Stuart, 

resident Merchants’ National Bank; George Philler, president 

rst National a i D. Saied, a mys 
; Lindley P mnsylvania Annuity an 

Insurance Company; T. L. Erringer, president apea ker 

Trust and Safe Company; Sam R. Singley, president 


Provident Life and Trust Company; 8. A. Caldw: 
Deposit Go: 


Com; F: 

& Co.; B. K. Jamison, banker ; 
Handy); E. 0., Knirht; Ed- 

$ cis B. es, 
; Wiliam W. Justice, Bateman & 
|, Tatum & Co.); William Waterall 
Co.); -J, O. Strawbridge (Strawbridge & 


Clothier); Geo. D. M + vice president Market Street 
Bank; Seek Baily Goel S Bany £ Co). 
PHILADELPHIA, June 30, 1888. 


Mr. FARWELL presented the petition of Joseph D. Tate, of Eureka 
Springs, Ark., praying that his pension may be increased to $100 per 
month; which was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Mines and Mining, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 1216) for the investigation of the mining- 
débris question in the State of California, reported it with an amend- 
ment, and submitted a report thereon. 

` Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, from the Committee on Education and Labor, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8665) to create boards of arbitra- 
tion or commission for settling controversies and differences between 

i corporations and other common carriers engaged in interstate 
and Territorial transportation of property or passengers and their em- 
ployés, reported it without amendment. 
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GROUNDS OF WALLACH SCHOOL LOT. 
Mr. BLAIR submitted the following resolution; which was consid- 
ered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 
Resolved, That the commissioners of the Distriot of Columbia be requested to 
communicate to the Senate whether they contemplate diverting part of the 


grounds of the Wallach School lot to other than school purposes; and, if so, by 
what authority, for what purposes, and the reasons therefor. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The PRESIDENT protempore. If there be no further morning busi- 
ness the Senate resumes the consideration of the Calendar under Rule 
VIII. The Chief Clerk will report the first order of business on the 
Calendar. 

The Carer CLERK. Order of Business 1518, a bill (S. 1770) granting 
pensions to soldiers and sailors confined in Confederate prisons. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to proceed to the consideration of the sun- 
dry civil appropriation bill—House bill 10540. $ 

r. WILSON, of Iowa. Iask my colleague to yield to me a moment 
to secure the consideration of a private bill. I think it will take but 
a moment to dispose of it, 

Mr. ALLISON. I will do so. 

GEORGE M, OCHILTREE. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. Iask the Senate to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 4659) for the relief of George M. Ochiltree. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Military Affairs with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he hereby is, authorized and di- 
rected, ont of any money in the Treasury not othe: e appropriated, to pay 
to George M. Ochiltree, late provost-marshal in the counties of Scotland, Clarke, 
Knox, and Lewis, in the State of Missouri, the sum of $1,066.45, in full compen- 
sation and satisfaction for his services as such provost-marshal from January 
1, 1862, to November 1, 1862. 6 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the amendment 
was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I movethat a conference berequested with 
the ]!ouse of Representatives on the bill and amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. bd 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authorized to 
appoint the cohferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. 
MANDERSON, and Mr. COCKRELL were appointed. 


CAROLINE T. COCKLE. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 'The Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLI- 
SON] moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of House bill 
10540. 

Mr. CULLOM. LI ask the Senator from Iowa, before that motion is 
put, to yield to me to have House bill 736 passed. It will not be de- 
bated. It is a bill which was reported from the Committee on Post- 
Offices and Post-Roads, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. ALLISON. I yield if it takes but little time, but I reserve the 
right to object if the bill leads to debate, 

Mr. CULLOM. If it leads to debate I will withdraw it. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T. 
Cockle. It proposes to pay $199.80 to Caroline T. Cockle, executrix 
of Washington Cockle, late postmaster at Peoria, T11., for money ex- 
pended for lighting the Peoria post-office during the fiscal year 1884. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CEMETERY AT CENTRAL CITY, COLO. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa moves that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of House bill 10540. 

Mr. TELLER. I ask the Senator from Iowa if he will yield, that 
I may call up a little bill which will take no time. 

Mr. ALLISON. I have promised to yield to the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr, TELLER] and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. HAMP- 
“yon], and when thatis done I shall ask theSenate to proceed with the 
consideration of the sundry civil appropriation bill. 

Mr. TELLER. Iask that the Senate bill 3305, Order of Busiuess 
1838, may be taken up. It is a local bill and will create no debate. 

Mr. PALMER. I wish to ask the favor of the Senator from Iowa to 
include me in that category. I have a local bill. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Does the Senator from Iowa include 
the Senator from Michigan in the category? 

Mr. ALLISON. I will do so. 

Mr. STEWART. Iask the Senator from Iowa to include me. If 
the bill I wish tocall up takes ‘a minute and a half I shall withdrawit. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Does the Senator from Iowa include 
the Senator from Nevada in the category ? , 

Mr. ALLISON. I should like to be as accommodating as possible, 
especially as there isa thin Senate. I will yield to the Senator from 
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Nevada and those Senators who have bills that will take no time, re- 
serving to myself the right to object always. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
TELUR] asks that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Senate 

ill 3305. 

Mr. HOAR. Idesire to give notice that after the bills of the gentle- 
men who have been named and of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
SPOONER], who rose at the same time, are disposed of, I shall object. 
I did not vote to come here at 11 o’clock for categories. 

Mr. ALLISON. I thank the Senator for giving notice that he will 
object. I wanted to do that myself. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3305) setting apart a tract of land to 
be used as a cemetery by the Independent Order of Odd Fellows, of 
Central City, Colo. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Public Lands with an 
amendment, in section 2, line 5, after the word ‘‘ Provided” to strike 
out the words: 


That nothing contained in this grant shall be soconstrued as both stir future 
applications for the extension of lode claims within the confines of the cemetery 
and claiming the mineral found there; all min‘ 


ing operations within the bounds 
of the land here set apart to the Independent Order of Odd Fellows for cemetery 
to be conducted beneath 


purposes e surface and so as in no way to disturb 
the graves of the dead buried there or to mar the surface of the ground. 


And in lieu thereot to insert: 


That nothing herein shall be construed to interfere with, yy ag destroy 
any property rights now owned or held within the boundaries of premises 
herein described; and if said land shall cease to be used for cemetery purposes, 
it shall revert to the Government of the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and theamendment 
was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

RENT OF CITADEL ACADEMY, SOUTH CAROLINA, _ 

Mr. HAMPTON. Mr. President—— ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Chair understand the Sen- 
ator from Iowa to yield next to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. ALLISON. Ido. 

Mr. HAMPTON. I wish to call up the joint resolution (S. R. 100) 
providing for the adjustment of the amount due to the State of South 
Carolina for the rent of the Citadel Academy. I will state that the 
titleshould be changed, for the Committee on Military Affairs amended 
the joint resolution so as to provide that the Secretary of War shall 
not adjust but investigate and report the amount due, etc. ‘The joint 
resolution as amended is unanimously reported by the Military Com- 
mittee. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the joint resolution (S. R. 100) providing for the 
adjustment of the amount due to the State of South Carolina for the 
rent of the Citadel Academy. 

The joint resolution was reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, in line 4, after the words ‘* directed to,” 
to strike out “‘adjust’’ and insert “investigate and report;’’ so as to 
make the joint resolution read: 


That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to in- 
vestigate and report the amount due to the State of South Carolina for rent of 
the Citadel at Charleston, 8. C., A 
gi bp sum equitably due to the State h 
fire of the west wing of the said building while in the occupati: 

States, and the a tion by the United States of the bricks of the said 
te we other Government uses; and that he report such adjustment, when 
made, 


Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. ‘The Senator from South Carolina was kind enough 
to send me a copy of the joint resolution. I think in line 13 the words 

“such adjustment, when made” should be stricken out and the words 
“the result of such investigation ™ inserted; so as to read: 

And that he report the result of such investigation to Congress, 

Mr. HAMPTON. I accept that amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. > 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 13, after the word “ report,’ it is pro- 
posed to strike out ‘‘such adjustment, when made” and insert ‘‘ the 
result of such investigation; ’’ so as to read: 

And that he report the result of such investigation to Congress. 

Theamendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read; “ʻA joint resolution directing 
the Secretary of War to investigate and report the amount due to the 
State of South Carolina for the rent of the Citadel Academy.” 

PUBLIC BUILDING AT MUSKEGON, MICH, 


Mr. PALMER. I ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration of 


the bill (S. 1981) to provide for the erection ofa public building for the 
use of the post-office and other Government offices at the city of Mus- 


kegon, in the State of Michigan. 
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By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
SURETIES OF ASHER R. EDDY. 


Mr. STEWART. Iaskthe Senate to proceed to the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late 
lieutenant-colonel and quartermaster-general United States Army, de- 
ceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official 
bond. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to release the estate of the 
late Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant-colonel and deputy quartermaster- 
general United States Army, deceased, and George W. Gibbs and R. 
L. Ogden, sureties of the late Asher R. Eddy on his official bond to the 
United States bearing date September 5, 1872, from any liability that 
may have accrued in the office of lieutenant-colonel and deputy quar- 
termaster-general United States Army during his term of service. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I should like to hear some explanation of the 
reasons why these parties should be released. I recognize the fact that 
there are certain circumstances which would justify the release of 
sureties from the obligations upon which they have entered, but with- 
out some explanation of it I certainly do not know how to vote on a 
proposition of that kind. 

Mr. STEWART. There was a court of inquiry which exonerated 
Colonel Eddy. The rmaster-General has recommended the 
passage of the bill in a letter to both Houses. The Committee on 
Military Affairs unanimously reported the Senate bill. This is a 
House bill, and it was a unanimous report in the House. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. STEWART. I move to indefinitely postpone the bill (S. 2680) 
releasing the estateof Asher R. Eddy, late lieutenant-colonel and quar- 
termaster-general United States Army, deceased, and George W. Gibbs 
and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official bond. 

The motion was agreed to. 

BALTIMORE AND POTOMAC RAILROAD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa moves that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of House bill 10540. 

Mr. FARWELL. I ask unanimous consent to have the bill (H. R. 
9977) to authorize the Baltimore and Potomac Railroad Company to 
extend a side track into square 1025, in the city of Washington, con- 
sidered at this time. 

Mr. HOAR. You are not in the category. 

Mr. FARWELL. I am trying to get in the category. 

Mr. ALLISON. I am afraid that bill will take too much time. 

Mr. FARWELL. It will take butaminute. Nobody objects toit. 
It simply allows the Baltimoreand Potomac Railroad Company to make 
a side track beyond the navy-yard. Everybody is in favor of it. 

Mr. HOAR. Is it in a park? 

Mr. FARWELL. No; it is down near the havy-yard. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. DAWES. Iobject. . 

Mr. SAULSBURY. I do not like this idea of occupying the public 
squares by the railroad companies that come into this city. I know 
nothing about this bill, but I know that it isa very objectionable thing 
todo. We have public squares here occupied by railroads, as the great 
Mallisoceupied by the Pennsylvania Railroad. Idonot knowanything 
about the merits of this particular case. 

Mr. FARWELL. The bill is unanimously reported. 

Mr. DAWES. LIobjected. I donot know that the Chair heard me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not hear the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. DAWES. I objected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
objects to the present consideration of the bill. 

COLORED INDUSTRIAL EXPOSITION. 

Mr. PALMER. Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me while 1 
give a notice that will take about ten seconds? I give notice that on 
Tuesday morning next, immediately after the close of the morning 
business, I shall call up the bill (S. 1156) to encourage the holding of 
a national industrial exposition of the arts, mechanics, and products of 
the colored race throughout the United States of America, to be held 
in the years 1888 and 1889. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had passed the following bills; in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 341) for the relief of John Farley; 

A bill R. a for the relief of Mary A. Howse and Lula H, 


Howse; 
ting a pension to Mrs. Nancy E. Spencer; 


A bill (H. R. 783 
ill (H. R. 828) for the relief of the heirs of William D, Wilson; 
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seats es R. 1321) for the erection of a marine hospital at Evans- 
e, Ind.; . 

A bill (H. R. 1887) to annul certain titles to land acquired by judi- 
cial proceedings in the courts of the United States in Texas, and for 
other p 3 

A bill W. R. 3235) to restore to John W. Means a fine improperly 
imposed on him; 

A bill (H. R. 3595) for the relief of C. M. Stinson; 

A bill (H. R. ah granting a pension to Samuel Piercy; 

A bill (H. R. 5232) granting a pension to Andrew Mucklin; 

A bill (H. R. 5516) for the relief of John H. Weeks; 

A bill (H. R. 6848) for the relief of Elizabeth A. South; 

A bill (H. R. 7800) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Mar- 
garet T. Higgins; 

A bill (H. R. 8617) granting a pension to Henry Crotsley; 

- ve val (H. R. 8912) granting an increase of pension to Almeron J. 
atchin; 

A bill (H. R. pooh for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer; 

A bill (H. R. 9399 ting a pension to Albert O. Robb; 

A bill (H. R. 9557) for the relief of Mrs. Margaret Longshaw, de- 
pendent mother of William Longshaw, late assistant surgeon United 
States Navy; 
= A bill (H. R. 10165) for improving the mouth of the Brazos River, 

'exas; 

K kn aa R. 10401) for the relief of J. H. Bugg and others; and 


bills 


. 2124) granting a pension to John Bush; 

. 2313) granting a pension to Ellen J. Snedaker; 

. 2366) granting a pension to Mrs. Emeline Anderson; 
. 2413) granting an increase of pension to Ernst Hein; 
. 2448) granting a pension to Catharine McQuade; 

S. 2449) grantifig a pension to James W. Bowman; 

A bill fS 2520) granting a pensi to James White; 

A bill (8. olen granting a pension to Edwin E. Chase; 

A bill (S. 2578) granting a pension to Nathan B. Rarick; 

A bill (S. 2609) granting a pension to H. H. Russell; 

A bill (S. 2653) granting a pension to Mary Curtin; 

A bill (S. 2655) granting a pension to Lydia Hawkins; 

A bill (S. 2656) granting a pension to the widow and minor children 
of Patrick Frawley; 

A bill (S. 2700) granting increase of pension to Allen Blethen; 

A bill (S. 2779) granting a pe-=i-n to Eliza M. Scandlin; and 

A bill (S. 2830) granting increase of pension to Elvira M. Dorman, 

The message further announced that the House insisted upon its 
amendments to the bill (S. 2742) to incorporate the Brightwood Rail- 
way Company of the District of Columbia, agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and had appointed Mr. HEARD, Mr. COMPTON, and Mr. BREWER man- 
agers at the conference on its part. 

The message also announced that the House insisted upon its amend- 
ments to the bill (S. 2252) to inco ~x tate the Georgetown Barge, Dock, 
Elevator and Railway Company, agreed to theconference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had ap- 
pointed Mr. Compton, Mr. HEARD, and Mr. ROWELL managers at the 
conference on its part. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon signed by 
the President pro tempore: 

A bill (H. R. 1338) to extend the leave of absence of employés in 
the Government Printing Office to thirty days per annum; 

A bill (H. R. 1477) to subdivide the western judicial district of Lou- 


. zi granting a pension to Benjamin A. Burtram; 


isiana; 

A bill (H. R. 1648) providing for the holding of the United States 
courts in the city of Newark, N. J.; 

A bill (H. R. 1705) to provide for the erection of a publie building at 
Statesville, N. C.; - 

A bill (H. R. 7111) grantinga pension to Caroline Pautel; 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 

A bill (H. R. 7162) for the relief of Mary Nevels; « 

A bill (H. R. 7202) granting a pension to William C. Lord; 

A bill (H. R. 7253) granting a pension to the widow of Samuel Clary; 

A bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; 

A bill (H. R. 7624) for the relief of Coburn D. Outten; 

A bill (H. R. 7713) granting a ion to James McIntyre; 

A bill (H. R. 8159) for the relief of John H. Claus; 
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granting a pension to George W. Croop; 
A bill (H. R. 8423) for the relief of William H. Porter; 


A bill (H. R. 8256) 


A bill (H. R. 9878) granting a pension to Moses T. Coffey; 

A bill (H. R. 9894) granting a pension to Myron Teachout; 

A bill (H. R. 9911) granting a pension to Mrs. Maria Hulse; 

A bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for two additional associate justices 
of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes; 

A bill (H. R. 10128) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a railroad bridge by the Birmingham, Atlantic and Air-line Rail- 
road and Banking and Navigation Company across the Oconee River, 
in Laurens County, State of Georgia; and 

A bill (H. R. 10579) to place the name of Samuel Massey on the 
pension-roll, i 

SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the con- 
sideration of House bill 10540 will be resumed. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 10540) making appropriations for sundry civil ex- 
penses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and 
tor other pu the pending question being on the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee on Appropriations, on page 53, line 9, after 
the words ‘‘ Building for the Library of Congress,” to strike out: 


That the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, acting conjointly, shall, within thirty days after the 
passage of this act, invite from eminent architects, not exceeding five in number, 
designs and general specifications for a building forthe iri A of Congress, to 
be erected on the site purchased for that purpose in thecity of Washington, the 
cost of building not to exceed $3,000,000; and the sum of $10,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to be expended under the direction of the above-named committee, to 

y for the said designs and general specifications. That said committee shall 
jointly report to Congress its action in the premises on or before the 20th day of 
ecember, 1888. That the work now in progress on the building forthe Library 
of Congress shall be suspended, and the commission authori. by act of Con- 
gress approved April 15, 1885, be, and the same is hereby, dissolved. That the 
propo y purchased for a site for the Lib of Congress, including the build- 
ngs thereon, together with all lana reoGr desi other posae of the United 
States connected with the building for said Library of Congress be, and the 
same is hereby, transferred to the’care and custody of the Interior Department, 
the expenses ofsuch care and custody shall be paid out of any money already 
appropriated for the construction of building for the Library of Congress. 


And in lieu thereof insert: 


For continuing the construction of the building for the Library of Congress, 
including the compensation of all persons employed in connection therewith, 
as follows: Architect, assistant architects, engineer and superintendent of con- 
struction, and skilled draughtsmen, civil engineers, and such other services as 
the Chief of Engineers of the Army may deem necessary for the prosecution of 
the work, and shall specially order, together with such mechanics and laborers 
as may be pacana to into effect the appropriation herein madè for con- 
struction of said Library building, and to be paid from such appropriation, for 
the construction of the western front of the building and reading-room, and the 
book re tories connected therewith, as shown by sketch termed *‘ Plan No. 
1,” on file in the office of the Librarian of Congress, $1,000,000, This appropria- 
tion and all appropriations hereafter made and all sums available from appro- 
priations heretofore made for this purpose shall be expended under the direc- 
tion and ie pobinaen of the Chief of Engineers of the Army, who sball have the 
control and management of all of said work and the employment of all persons 
connected therewith. This appropriation shall be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Interior as provided by act authorizing construction of said building, ap- 
proved April 15,1886. And all contracts for the construction of said building, or 
any part thereof, shall be made by the Chief of Engincers of the Army, and the 
commission provided for by act entitled “An act eotcpekc gy the construction 
of a building for the accommodation of the Congressional Library,” approved 
April 15, 1886, is hereby abolished, and the duties of said commission undersaid 
act are hereby devolved upon the Chief of Engineers of the Army, and here- 
after, until otherwise ordered by Congress, no work shall be done in the con- 
struction of said Library, except such asis contemplated in the sketch or “ Plan 
No. 1,” herein referred to, and all contracts for work or outside of the 
space covered by said plans are hereby rescinded. All sketches, plans, and 
computations heretofore made or hereafter made respecting said Library build- 
ing, or any part of the same, shall be the property of the United States. 

Mr. ALLISON. On page 55, in line 22 of the proposed amendment, 
after the word ‘‘rescinded,’’ I move to insert: 

And all loss or Sones occasioned thereby or arising under said contracts 
may be adjusted and paid by the Secretary of the Interior out of the sums here- 
tofore or hereby appropriated. 

Mr. BERRY. I ask the Senator from Iowa to return to the amend- 
ment passed over yesterday evening in regard to the appropriation for 
Mrs? Baird. I wish to submit a few remarks upon the subject, and I 
should prefer to do so this morning, if the Senate will return to that 
amendment, which was passed over by unanimous consent. 

Mr. ALLISON. I promised one or two Senators not to have that 
amendment considered until later in the day. Ofcourseif the Senator 
from Arkansas desires to submit remarks upon the subject he can do 
so at any stage of the bill. 

Mr. BERRY. Ifit does not suit the Senator now, will he return to 
it later? Does the Senator propose not to return to it to-day ? 

Mr. ALLISON. I say that I promised some other Senators who de- 
sire to be present and could not be present this morning that I should 
not go back to the amendment respecting Professor Baird until later in 
the day; but if the Senator desires to submit remarks on that subject, 
he can do so at any stage or at any time. 

Mr. BERRY. It willsuit me atany time to-day. If it bereturned 
to during the day, that will be convenient to me, butit would not be 
convenient to it over to a subsequent day. 

Mr. PLUMB. The amendment now proposed by the Senator from 
Iowa to the amendment of the Committee on Appropriations, as I un- 
derstand it, seems to clothe the Secretary of the Interior with rather 
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an unusual power, allowing him to do what I think no other head of 
a Department has ever been authorized to do, and that is to adjust and 
allow claims for damages on account of all violations of contracts, 
It seems to me that there is no reason why this particular work should 
be made an exception to the general rule, and in a matter of that kind 
the claimant should come to Congress, or, as is suggested, he should go 
to the Court of Claims. 

Mr, ALLISON. I will say resptcting this amendment that so far 
as I know, and I think I know about it, there is but one contract that 
can be affected by this provision. That is the contract for the founda- 
tion, which is interpreted to be rather a hard contract for the contractor. 
The object of this amendment was to enable the Secretary of the In- 
terior to make immediate settlement witb him. If any Senator ob- 
jects to it, I shall withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. PLUMB. Ishall not further object to it. A 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa to the amendment of 
the committee. 

Mr. TELLER. Let the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be again read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 52, line 22,in the proposed amend- 
ment of the Committee on Appropriations, after the word ‘‘ rescinded,’’ 
insert: 

And all loss or damage occasioned thereby or arising under said contracts 


may be adjusted and paid by the Secretary of the Interior out of the sums here- 
tofore or hereby appropriated: 


So as to read: 


And hereafter, until otherwise ordered by Congress, no work shall be done in 
the construction of said Library, except such as is contemplated in the sketch 
or “ Plan No.1,” herein referred to, and all contracts for work or materials out- 
side of the space covered by said plan are hereby rescinded; and all loss or dam- 
age occasioned thereby or arising under said contracts may be adjusted and 
real Pro Secretary of the Interior out of the sums heretofore or hereby ap- 
prop! 


Mr. DAWES. The only objection there can be to that is that both 
parties, if they resort to that method, will be precluded from depart- 
ing from the result, whatever it may be. Both sides put themselves 


in the power of the Secretary of the Interior. I donot apprehend there 
will be any trouble about it. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 


amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa to the amendment of 
the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Committee on Appropriations as amended. 

Mr. PLUMB. Ishould like to ask a question of the Senator in 
charge of the bill. Isee that the amendment of the committee pro- 
poses to contract to a very large extent the proposed area of the build- 
ing, leaving the construction at present provided for much less in size 
than was originally contemplated. I should like to ask him to make 
a statement generally of what the building will be when completed, 
according to the scheme of the committee; what its capacity will be; 
how soon it will be completed; how much money it will take, and so 
on, and I may have a further question to ask when I have heard what 
he has to say on those points. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Committee on Appropriations, as the Senator 
from Kansas very well knows, had great difficulty with this question. 
The plan contemplated by the amendments suggested is a plan which 
will construct what is known as the west front of the building, and 
will also construct a building for the use of the library in the center of 
the area now belonging to the United States, known as the Library 

uare. 
oe have here a sketch drawing of the ground plan of the building, as 
it is proposed to be constructed by this amendment. The original plan 
of construction contemplated the completion of the entire building, 
which would of course cover the entire square. Ican not give the Sen- 
ator from Kansas a reasonable estimate of what the cost of the entire 
building would be, nor have I discovered any person who has knowl- 
edge upon that subject. If the building is constructed in accordance 
with the plan presented by the architect, and covering the entire foun- 
dation proposed, I think it is safe to say that the construction of the 
building would cost $10,000,000. 

The testimony taken by the committee on this subject discloses the 
fact that the portion of the building which the amendment proposes to 
construct will be ample for the purposes of the library for fifteen or 
twenty years. That is the estimate of Mr. Spofford and of those who 
are familiar with the matter. So the committee thought it wise to re- 
strict theappropriations heretofore made and theappropriationsinvolved 
in the bill to the construction of this portion of the contemplated build- 


in 

Or course any statement as to the cost of this particular portion of the 
building would be only an estimate. The west front of the building 
will be three stories with a sub-basement. There will be a sub-base- 
ment, a basement story, and two stories above the basement. The 
basement story is 14 feet in height. The next story, which is thestory 
upon which the library will be placed, is 22 feet high. The third story 
is 36 feet in height. The library itself will be in the center of that 
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area or space, and is to be seven stories in height—thatis to say, there 
will be seven stories to be filled with books. 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Ishonld like to ask the Senator to what use 
the remainder of that structure will be put that is not to be used for 
the purposes of the Library. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator refers to the particular structure I am 
describing? 

Mr. SAULSBURY. Yes; that particular structure. 

Mr. ALLISON. The sub-hasement, I suppose, will be used for coal, 
perhaps for heating and ventilating machinery, ete. The basement 
story will be largely used for what is called a working room, where the 
books will be unfolded and arranged to be placed in the Library. This 
west front [indicating] is to be used for the offices of the Librarian. 
The great center portion of that front will be used for a stairway or 
entrance to the Libraryitself. Itis proposed, I believe, to use the third 
story of this wing [indicating] for the purpose of exhibiting such pict- 
ures, photographs, illustrations, maps, , ete., as are in the 
session or will become the property of the Government. I think that 
is the use contemplated to be made of the building as it is proposed to 
be constructed. 

My own impression is that the building which we propose to build 
will when constructed cost between four and five million dollars. Of 
course it can be built for two and a half million dollars, or perhaps 
$3,000,000, depending upon the material used; but if proper material 
is used I think it will cost $4,000,000 before it is finally completed. 

Mr. PLUMB. The matter of space for pictures, and so on, of which 
the Senator has spoken is something which attracted my attention and 
to which I wish to call the attention of the Senate specially. As an 
introduction I will ask to have read an account of the historical por- 
trait group, written by the painter, on which I shall predicate some 
remarks in regard to the size of the building and its adaptability to the 


purposes for which it was designed. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paper will be read. 
The Secretary read as follows: 


THE PROMOTERS OF THE NEW LIBRARY BUILDING. 


An historical portrait group, by A, G. Heaton, the painter of the picture, “The 
Recall of Columbus,” in the Senate wing of the United States Capitol. 


ill was passed, together with the 
brarian and Architect. It was, however, deemed only just to so a ent the 

officers of the and House, 
the building commission, and a few members yet in Congress (and at hand for 
sittings) whose zeal in former years had paved the way for the great result 


In the group, therefore, its partici ts are arranged with especial regard to 

their official man past activity in'the Seale commemorated, and, as far as conven- 
. ient, according to committee appointment. 

The eer Vermont Senator, the Hon. J, S, MORRILL, the first prominent 
advocate of the needs of the National Library, sits in the immediate foreground, 
to the left of the oe Addressing him from the center of the group is seen 

tor DANIEL W. Voonnesrs, of Indiana, who was, in 1881, appoin to the 

cha’ of the newly formed Joint Select Committee on Additional Ac- 
commodations for the Li , and who became thenceforth such an earnest 
demands as to be sustained by both political 


parties in 

two remaining members of the select committee, Senat 
sox, of Louisiana, and Senator M. O. BUTLER, of South Carol! gentlemen 
whose culture has prompted earnest work for the Library’s growing require- 


ments. ` 

Not less active in this cause during many years was Senator G., F. Hoan, of 
Massachusetts, who, during the session when the bill was passed, was a mem- 
ber of the Senate standing "Joint Committee on the Library,” of which Sena- 
tor William Sewell, of New Jersey, was chairman, The latter stands beyond 
Senator MORRILL, and the former is at the side of Senator VOORHEES, who was 
also on the standing committee. 

In the center of picture are seen Senator JORN SHERMAN, of Ohio, and 
Hon. J. G. CARLISLE, of Kentucky, the Presiding Officers of Congress when the 
bill was The distinguished Senator has also the honor of long and act- 
ive identification with the cause which reached a triumphant vote before him. 
Addressing him, is represented another -prominent friend of the Library in the 
Senate, the Hon. Thomas F. Bayard, cf — «aware, now aryof State. Back 
of Senator BUTLER will be noticed Judie George W. Geddes, of Ohio, who 

Library faithfully on many House committees prior to the passage 
ofthe bill. With this exception, the members of the House are on the right side 
of the picture, to which we now turn. ‘ 

Hon. O. R. Sin leton, roe terre ae as chairman ofthe standing “ Joint Library 
Committee” of House during the session of 1885-'86, especially represents this 
body and, at the page of the bill, made a forcible and eloquent ument in 
its favor. He is depicted looking at plans of the new Li building which 
the talented a Mr. J. L. Smithmeyer, places upon the . These plans 

the ordeal of two or three competitions open to the architects of the 
world, and their triumph was assured by a critical sy of leading European 
librarii ecting rps Leaning 


exaction, and who have tho best thanks of the artist for valuable time given and 
their polite consideration both of the difficulties of such a group and honor- 
ing and equitable intention which prompted it, 5 

Near Mr. Singleton are seen two chairmen of former committees, Hon, S. S. 


Cox, of New York, the distinguished debater, author, and diplomatist, and 
Hon. W. W. Rice, of Massachusetts, who was during many sessions very active 
in promoting the interests of the Libra: 

e now reach the building commission. Secretary L. Q. C. Lamar, of Mis- 
sissippi, who des over its deliberations with the attention of a cultured 
mind, sits at the head of the table, at which the vigilant Supervising Architect 
of the Capitol, Mr. Edward Clark, is also placed. On the nearer side in the 
foreground is the third member of the commission, the Librarian of Congress, 
Mr. A. R. Spofford, who for many years has plead for an edifice worthy of the 
tens of thousands of ever-accumulating volumes, which are better stored in his 
memory than in their present location. 

This completes the grouprepresented, Ceriainother gentlemen might worth- 
ily have been added had their presence in the last Congress made sittings pos- 
sible, but the assembly G ra grew to the limits of artistic disposition, and 
further crowding would have been impracticable. 

The picture is one of the most ambitious ponet groups in the history of 
American art, if, indeed, there exists another in which are assembled so many 
life-sized and life-studied. portraits of prominent men. The likenesses are, of 
course, generally best in proportion to the number of sittings granted, but have 
all been voluntarily pronounced good, and many excellent, by Senator SHER- 
MAN and Speaker CARLISLE, whose long public life and experience in the chair 
qualify them to speak with the highest judgment, while every head hasat times 
been selected as ‘among the best” by different visitors to the artist's studio, 

Thus, eighteen men of wide celebrity have been perpetuated in this commem- 
orative and historic work,and, perchance, years hence, when many interests of 
present importance are forgotten, their in t appreciation of the highest 
good of national education which the Library represents will be esteemed the 
greatest of the many honorable achievements of their public life. 

The picture is on view daily at the studio of Mr, Heaton, No. 1618 Seventeenth 
street northwest, from 9.30 to 12 a, m., and on Monday and Friday from 2 to 
6 in the afternoon, 

The large red herdics passing by the ya i and runningalong Pennsylvania 
avenue turn at Sixteenth and Q streets, within a square of the studio and dwell- 
ing of the artist on Seventeenth above Q, west side. 

Mr. PLUMB. Mr. President, I do not know that that last part 
should have been read, because it may excite such a rush cf the popu- 
lation of this city to the artist’s studio by reason of the specific attrac- 
tions given there as to the street-car lines and so on to be made use of 
for that purpose. But Mr. President, the purpose that I had in view 
was to call attention to the fact that after all the elaborate preparation 
that had been made, after all the distinguished persons named had 
given sittings to the artist to enable him to properly prepare their count- 
erfeit presentments, there was not still canvass enough to get them all 
in, and it isintimated in the circular that one of the prominent gen- 
tlemen who had communicated with this artist could not be inserted. 
It is true that is veiled under a rather thin statement that he wanted 
a more prominent position than he was entitled to, which somewhat 
reminds me of the story of the youngster who was looking at a picture 
of Daniel in the lion’s den. His mother called his attention to the 
great danger that the people were in who were in that den, and the 
has DEE noticing the lions and that one of them was somewhat dis- 
tant from the qeperre scene had all his sympathy aroused for the 
small lion, and he said if he did not hurry up the lion would not get 
anything to eat. And so my sympathy in regard to this matter is all 
aroused in favor of this ambitious member of the House of Representa- 
tives who has been omitted, and who, unless something is specially 
done in his behalf, is not likely to get into this picture. And after the 
artist has covered his canvass and has not got all thesesubjectson itssur- 
face, here comes the Committee on Appropriations and ruthlessly cuts 
down the appropriation and diminishes the size of the building so that 
with the structure as proposed the picture can not get in. 

Now, what I want is to have the building made large enough to take 
in the picture, and then I want the picture made large enough to take in 
all these distinguished people on its surface. 

I could not forego the opportunity to bring this matter to the atten- 
tion of the Senate, in order that the historic, and geographical, and 
personal propriety of the situation might be observed in the various 
steps of this tremendous haga yeep | of providing a Library with its 
inevitable concomitant of a picture of somebody for the American peo- 
pe I hope that now or atsome future time the plan of so enlarging the 

ibrary building, not only to take in the picture ás it now is, but as it 
ought to be, evidently, from the statements or demands made by the 
artist himself, will be seriously taken into account. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Committee on Appropriations to strike owt and 
insert. 


The amendment was agréed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, in the clauses making appropria- 
tions for “‘ fire-proof building for the Pension Office,” on page 56, line 
7, before the word ‘‘ thousand,” to strike out *‘ six’? and insert ‘‘four;”’ 
so as to make the clause read: 

For one elevator in the Pension Building, $4,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 56, after line 8, to insert: 

For the penne end ne in position of two boiler-iron wator-tanks, with 
necessary pipe connections from pumps, $3,000. = 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 56, after line 11, to insert: 

For the improvement of the sewerage of building, $500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 56, line 21, after the word *‘ oc- 
cupied,’’ to insert ‘‘and in such space there shall be set apart and ar- 
ranged to the satisfaction of the Architect of the Capitol a compart- 
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ment, or compartments, for the accommodation of the post-offices of 
the Senate and House of Representatives;’’ and on page 57, line 2, after 
the word ‘‘thousand,’’ to insert ‘‘five hundred; soas to make the 
elause read: 

That the Postmaster-General be, and is hereby, granted authority to remove 
the Washington City post-office to the center of the court of the Pension Build- 
ing in said city, and use such portion of said court as is hereafter specified for 


the principal post-office of said city, until further action by Con + Provided, 
That only a space of 290 feet in aeebeh 90 feet in width of sald court shall be 


faction of the Architect of the Capitol a compartment, or com eee ers the 

of the Senate and House of Representatives; 
and to defray the expense of such removal and for fitting up and furnishing the 
said post-office there is hereby appropriated $5,500, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary: Provided further, That so much of the act roved March 3, 1887, as 
requires the removal of the General Land Office to said Pension Building be, and 
the same is hereby, repealed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The first word in line 6, page 59, of 
the bill is improperly spelled ‘‘mountaneous;’’ it should be ‘*mountain- 
ous.’ The necessary change will be made by the Secretary if there be 
no objection. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of ‘‘ United States 
Geological Survey,” in the clauses making appropriations ‘‘ for gen- 
eral expenses of the Geological Survey,” on page 63, line 9, after the 
word ‘‘ therewith,” to strike out ‘eight’? and insert ‘‘ ten;’? so as to 
make the clause read: 

For the preparation of the report on the mineral resources of the United 
States, including the pay of temporary employés, and all necessary expenses 
connected therewith, $10,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 63, line 14, after the words “‘ four 
hundred,” to insert ‘‘ and two;’’ so as to read: 

For the purchase of necessary books for the Li 
the transmission of public documents through the 
$5,000; in all, $402,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenextamendment was, on page 63, line 16, after the word ‘‘ pumps,” 
to insert the word ‘“‘and;” and in line 17, after the word “piping,” to 
strike out ‘‘and so forth;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


Pe and tpprovemins of ee ee Ark.: For providing a Shea 
of reservoirs, pumps, and piping, and for other purposes necessary to the col- 
lection and economical distribution of the hot wien: $31,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Governmental 
Hospital for the Insane,” on page 64, after line 16, to insert: 

For an infirmary building for the sick, $30,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 13, page 65. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to strike out ‘‘two’’ and insert “four” on 
line 12, page 65; so as to make the clause read: 


To enable the Secretary of the Interior to provide for the education of feeble- 
minded children belonging to the District of Columbia, as provided for in the 
act approved June 16, 1880, $4,500. 

to 


The amendment was 
The reading of the bill was resumed. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, in 
oy sok ice for ‘Howard University,” on page 65, after line 19, 
insert: 
For tools, materials, and wages of instructors for industrial department, $1,500, 
The amendment was agreed to. 


‘The next amendment was, on page 66, line 2, before the word ‘‘edu- 
cation,” to insert ‘‘industrial;’’ and in line 4, before the word ‘‘ thou- 
sand,” to strike out ‘‘twenty-five’’ and insert “‘fifty;’? so as to make 
the clause read: 

Education in Alaska: 

For the industrial education of the children of school age in the Territory of 
Alaska, without reference to race, $50,000. 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Freedmen’s 
Hospital and Asylum,” on page 66, line 17, before the word ‘‘thousand,”? 
to pako out ‘ten’? and insert “eleven; so as to make the clause 
read: 

For fuel and light, clothing, bedding, forage, transportation, medicines and 
medical supplies, repairs and furniture, and other absolutely necessary ex- 
penses, $11, 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 66, line 22, before the word 
“thousand,” to strike out “‘fifty’? and insert ‘‘fifty-one;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 

In all, $51,875. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 67, after line 8, to insert: 


Indian affairs: 

To reimburse the Board of Home Missions of the Presbyterian Church for 
buildings and other improvements made by said board on landat Albuquerque, 
New Mexico, donated to the Government for Indian school purposes, 30213 
this sum being the ap raised valne of said improvements as agresa upon bya 
representative of sai: boast and a special agent of the Indian Bureau, 


The amendment was agreed to. 


„and the ent for 
Sith onia NEE peera 


The next amendment was, on page 67, after line 17, to insert: 


Western Miami Indians: For the payment per capita to the Western Miami 
Indians from the funds to their credit in the Treasury of the United States $25,000; 


to Thomas F. Ri m for 


and for the P padrons out ot the funds aforesaid E Fe Washioute 
ians ashin, nD, 


striking out ‘‘ Richardson’? and 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, at the top of page 68, to insert : 

Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw Indians: Eao wy bug ni capita 
to the Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw Indians from the funds to their 
credit in the Treasury of the United States, $30,000; and for the payment out of 
the funds aforesaid to John Wadsworth for services and expenses as delegate 
representing said Indians in Washington, $1,000; in all, $31,000. 

Mr. PLUMB. I move to amend that amendment by striking out, 
in lines 3and 4, the words “‘ from the funds to their credit in the Treas- 
ury of the United States,” and also, in line 5, the words ‘‘out of the 
funds aforesaid;’’ so as to read: 


For the payment capita to the Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw 
Indians, 20000; saa toe Gia payment to John Wadsworth for services and 
sien as delegate representing said Indians in Washington, $1,000; in all, 


And I move, also, to make the sums “‘ forty thousand ” and ‘‘ forty- 
one thousand,” instead of ‘‘ thirty ” and ‘‘ thirty-one thousand,’’ re- 
spectively, and to add at the close of the paragraph: 

To be charged to said Indians on the books of the Treasury. 

The necessity for that grows out of the fact that the money is not 
there. The Government invested the funds of these Indians many 
years ago in bonds of certain Southern States which have since de- 
faulted and have remained in default. The Government, of course, 
reeogniaing its obligation to pay the Indians whatever resulted from 
the failure of the trustee to do its duty, has continued to pay interest 
on the bonds, thus, of course, recognizing the title of the Indians to 
receive the face value of the bonds from the Treasury. It can not, 
however, be appropriated as money actually on hand to their credit in 
the 3 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. / 

me CHIEF CLERK. Itis proposed to amend the amendment so as 
to Š 


For the payment ca) to the Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw 
penises te delegate representing anid Tndisns in Washington, $1,000; im all 81,2 
too, to be charged to said Indians on the books of the Treasury.. spies 

Mr. REAGAN. Is it intended to change this amendment so as to 
charge this amount to the Treasury and not charge it to the fund to 
the credit of the Indians? 

Mr. PLUMB. No, ‘‘to be charged to said Indians on the books of 
the Treasury.” There is no money there actually belonging to them. 
The bonds are there which the Government purchased for them, and 
which the Government has recognized for the last twenty-five years 
its liability to respond for to the Indians, and has been paying the in- 
terest on them at all times. Now it is designed to settle up as speed- 
ily as possible the affairs of the Government and these Indians by pay- 
ing to them per capita whatis practically theirs, although itis not money 
to their t in the Treasury. 

Mr. REAGAN. And when we make this appropriation still these 
bonds stand to the credit of the Indians, and the bondsare not reduced 
by the payment. 

Mr. PLUMB. They are credited on the books of the Treasury with 
so many securities on hand, but they are not money. ‘Therefore the 
money has actually to be paid out of the Treasury of the United States, 


but will be charged the credit of the Indians. 
Mr. REAGAN. Why not let the amendment state ‘‘to be charged 
against said fund ??? 


Mr. PLUMB. Very well. Make it read “‘ to said Indians 
on the books of the Treasury,” or if the Senator will suggest any other 
amendment that will accomplish it, I will accept it. 

Mr. REAGAN. Surely we do not need to make a gift of this amount 
independently of what the Governmentowes. The amendment ought 
to show that the amount is to be charged against what stands to their 


credit. 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator from Texas will allow me, I think 
I can suggest a solution of this question. Let us make the amend- 
ment read: 


The bonds representing the amount paid shall become the pro; of the 
United States. wots ed 


Mr. REAGAN. That is right. 

Mr. ALLISON, Then we shall have these bonds. 

Mr. PLUMB. Put in something to make sure that the title is in 
the United States. 

Mr. ALLISON. That would be included in the language: 


That the bonds id shall thi 
ace representing the amount pai become the property of 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is it proposed to be in addition to 
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the amendment pending or in lieu of this provision? The whole 
clause will be read from the beginning. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw Indians: For the payment per 
capita to the Kaskaskia, Wea, Peoria, and Piankeshaw Indians, $40,000; and 
for the payment to John Wadsworth for services and e: as delegate rep- 
resenting said Indians in Washington, $1,000; in all, $11,000, to be to 
said Indians on the books of the , and the bonds representing the 
amount paid shall become the property of the United States, 

Mr. ALLISON. That will do. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question will be put on the 
amendment as last read. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. $ 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 
page 68, after line 8, to insert: 

Census of the State of Florida: 

To pay to the State of Florida the expenses of taking the census of said State 
in pursuance of the “Act to provide for taking the tenth and subsequent cen- 
suses,”’ approved March 8, 1879, $9,326.21. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘Under the Smith- 
sonian Institution,” on page 68, line 20, to strike out ‘‘fifteen’’ and 
insert ‘‘ twenty;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

International exchanges: For expenses of the system of international ex- 
changes between the United States and foreign countries, under the direction 
of the Smithsonian Institution, including salaries or compensation of all neces- 
sary employés, $20, 000. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. REAGAN. Will the chairman of the committee state the items 
which make up this $20,000? 

Mr. ALLISON. I can notstate them in detail. There are of course 
a great number of items. The Smithsonian Institution has of 
the entire exchange of our public documents for the public documents 
of other countries. Of course this includes all services in connection 
with the exchanges. 

Mr. REAGAN. What I was trying to get at was what part of this 
sppropriahon would be for salaries and what part would be for the ex- 
change of public documents and books. 

Mr. ALLISON. I have a memorandum here which; discloses the 
way this money is to be spent. 

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES, 
O t established by act of Co: approved March 2, 1867, and sub- 
me an plain Pity copes of Oo e polos pute dave 
of Committee on Library for international exchange. 

Uniform system agreed upon at international phical conference, Paris, 
1875,and modified by conferences for this partic E purpose at Brussels in 1880, 
1883, and 1886. Treaty now before Senate is result of these conferences. There 
is now no completed treaty ob! ion. England, Germany, and France have 
declined to ratify the treaty, and were not represented at the last conference. 

The Smithsonian is not concerned with the system oth than as the agent 
pec the aero but has paid a material part of the cost annually from its 

vate s 
sé ‘As the ‘office is now organized, the annual expenditure is at the following 
rates: 


Pay-rolls, $965 per Month 4... ..2..0000sseasesese sooseeestveossnssssensseses seeewssenssecse $11, 580. 00 
Foreign agents aoa 500. 
Boxes, freight, etc. (estimated)..........00» 


This means “slow” freight, and for the most gratuitous on the ocean. 
The average time for transmission of a caret to Western Europe is now thirty- 
six days. Byordinary fast freight it could be reduced tosixteen days. Extraor- 
dinary delays occur frequently because of the fact that the freight is carried 
gratuituo’ fet Boxes ship) from Rome, for regen, eH December 
held in Napies three months by the steam-ship line use its steamer space 
was all filled by paying freight. The same thing has occurred frequently on 
this side of the ocean. 

As at present organized the Smithsonian sends out about one-third of the 
United States Government publications, and receives from foreign governments 
Jess than one-tenth of their official publications. Very much is thus lost which 
is of great interest and value to our Government offices, 

Many of the Executive Departments which wish to use the exchange system 
are obliged to adopt other measures, at considerably increased cost. Some of 
them have special appropriations to defray part of cost of special transmis- 
sions by the Smithsonian. 

The sum estimated for, $27,050, is the result of careful calculation, based upon 
a comparison of the details of the business for several dpe back. Itis the sec- 
retary’s opinion that it will far more than repay itself by an increased efficiency 
in the service, and by the number of valuable works which it will bring to Con- 
gress and the Executive Departments of the Government. 

(Instance Hydrographic Office. Nautical Almanac, Naval Observatory, and Sig- 
nal Office; also Bureaus of Education and of Statistics.) 


The committee under this statement and a letter from the secretary 
of the Smithsonian Institution increased the amount in the bill $5,000 
and did not allow them the $27,000 they asked for. 

Mr. REAGAN. Ithinka criticism of the terms of this item is proper. 


The language is: 

: For expenses of the system of international ex- 
changes between the United States and foreign countries, under direction of 
the Smithsonian Institution, including salaries or compensation of all necessary 
employés, $20,000. 

It seems to me, if it is necessary that the Government should make 
iations at all for this purpose, that what they are made for 

be specified, and not broughtin in alumpin this way. For in- 
stance, if there is a secretary provided for at $6,000 it ought to be so 


stated. If there is an assistant secretary at $5,000 the clause ought to 


say so. 

Mr. ALLISON. I will say to the Senator from Texas that I believe 
there is no person employed in this work who receives a salary greater 
than $960. The entire exchange system involves the er to the 
Library of Congress of all the books obtained from abroad. 

Mr, REAGAN. I dislike to be causing delay and perhaps annoy- 
ance to the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, but when 
he says no person receives more than $960 let me ask if that state- 
ment is meant to embrace the secretary of the association? 

Mr. ALLISON. The secretary of the Smithsonian Institution ? 

Mr. REAGAN. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. ALLISON. Oh, no; the secretary is not paid out of this appro- 
paton: Some years ago Con directed that the exchanges of 

ks with foreign countries should be under the direction of the sec- 
retary of the Smithsonian Institution. Now, it is but fair that the 
Government of the United States should be at the expense, whatever 
it may be. Of course those exchanges require more or less clerical 
service, correspondence, etc., and also require that a careful statement 
shall be made there and an account kept of all the books that are trans- 
mitted or are transferred to the Library of Congress, and it is for this 
service that this appropriation is made. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment has been agreed to. 
The reading of the bill will proceed. 

Mr. ALLISON. I offer the following’amendment, to come in after 
line 14 on page 68: 

Civil Service Commission: For expenses of examinations held elsewhere than 
at Washington, including rent of rooms and furniture and reasonable fees to 


janitors, $250, and of sum be available to pay expenses incurred 
in the fiscal years 1887 and 1838, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
. The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on line 1, page 69, to strike out: 

Under the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution as Director of the National 
Museum, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 69, line 3, before the word ‘‘ heat- 
ing,” to insert ‘‘ National Museum;’’ so as to read: 

National Museum, heating and lighting: For pe of heating, lighting, and 
electrical and telephonic service for the National Museum, $12,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. ; 

The next amendment was, on page 69, line 10, after the word ‘‘ em- 
ployés,”’ to strike ont ‘‘and for the care and custody of the so-called 
Armory building; and in line 12, before the word ‘‘thousand,’’ to 
strike out ‘‘ twenty’ and insert ‘‘ twenty-five;’’ so as to make the clause 
read: 

Preservation of collections of the National Museum: For the preservation, 
exhibition, and increase of the collections from the surveying and exploring 


expeditions of the Government and from other sources, including salaries or 
compensation of all necessary employés, $125,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS. ‘ 

Mr. ALLISON. I should like at this time to interrupt the consid- 
eration of the bill in order that I may report from the Committee on 
Appropriations a joint resolution (H. Res. 206) to continue the provis- 
ions of a joint resolution approved June 30, 1888, entitled ‘‘ Joint 
resolution to provide temporarily for the expenditures of the Govern- 
ment.” I report it without amendmen‘ and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be considered now. 

By unanimous consent the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the jointr. .. tion. It extends and continues 
in force the provisions of the joint resolutiun ‘‘to provide temporarily 
for the expenditures of the Government,’’ approved June 30, 1888, to 
and including the 31st day of August, 1888. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senave withoutamendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION ILL. 

The Senate, asin Committee of the Whole ,resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 10540) making appropriations for sundry civil expenses 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, and for 
other purposes. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, unde. he head of “Under the War 
Department,” in the appropriations “for the Rock Island arsenal,” on 
page 71, after line 3, to insert: 

For new hospital building, to be built of brick, $34,744. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 72, after line 14, to insert: 

For repairs of dikes and embankments of the water-power pool, and for 
dredging and scourivg out mud in said pool, $25,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 72, after line 17, to insert: 


Kennebec arsenal, Maine: For repairs to walks, grounds, sewers, drains, and 
for new and necessary sewers and drains, $2,000. 

For introducing city water and for necessary charges and repairs in plumbing 
work, $2,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 73, line 10, before the word 
“powder depot,” to strike out “‘Peccatina’’ and insert ‘‘ Piccatiny; ”’ 
so as to read: 

Pere powder depot, Dover, N. J.: For completing magazine No. 5, 


Mr. ALLISON. I wish to modify that amendment by what T send 
to the desk. I think the paragraph as it stands had better be struck 
out and what I send up inserted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa will be stated. Nive 

The SECRETARY. After the word ‘‘ New Jersey,” in line 11, on 
page 73, it is proposed to strike out: 

For completing magazine No. 5, $20,000. 

And insert: 

Forcompleting magazines Nos. 4 and 5, and repairing magazine No. 1, $40,000, 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was to. we 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 
page 73, after line 15, to insert: 

New York arsenal, Governor's Island, New York: For erection of one frame 
building for use as officers’ quarters, $7,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. : : 

The next amendment was, on page 73, after line 18, to insert: 

Watertown arsenal, Watertown, Mass.: For providing a system of sewerage 
and for necessary expenses of improving the sanitary condition of said arsenal, 

ly 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 78, after the word “‘law,’’ at the 
end of line 24, to insert ‘‘insertion of memorial tablets presented for 
that purpose in the interior walls of the monument;’’ and after the 
word ‘‘monument,’’ at the end of line 2, on page 79, to strike out 
«twenty-six thousand ” and insert ‘‘ twenty-seven thousand five hun- 
dred;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Washington Monument: For the completion of the Washington Monument, 
namely: For earth-filling and grading around the monument, in accordance 
with existing law; insertion of memorial tablets presented for that purpose in 
the interior walls of the monument; office expenses.and every purpose connected 
with the completion of the monument, $27,500, to be expended under the direc- 
tion of the Secretary of War. 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The next amendment was, on page 79, after line 5, to insert. 

For the care and the maintenance of the Washington Monument and the op- 
eration of the elevator and m inery connected therewith, namely: For one 
custodian, at $100 per month; one steam engineer, at $3) per month; one 
assistant steam engineer, at $60 per month; one fireman, at $50 per month; one 
assistant fireman, at $45 per month; one conductor of car, at $75 per month; one 
attendant on floor, at $45 per month; one attendant on top, at $45 per month; 
three night and day watchmen, at $60 each per month; 350 tons of coal, at $5 
per ton; oil, waste, pesking, and repairs to engine and boiler, $500; contin- 
gencies, $90; in all, $10,500, to be expended under the direction of the Secretary 
of War, who is hereby and hereafter charged with the custody, care, and pro- 
tection of the monument., 

And the joint commission created by the act of August 2, 1876, for the com- 

letion of the Washington Monument, having completed the work intrusted to 
R is, at its own request, dissolved, and the unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions for this work, as well asthe amount herein appropriated, shall be expended 
under the direction of the Secretary of War; and the Washington National 
Monument Society is hereby continued with the same powers as provided in 
the act of August 2, 1876, creating the joint commission aforesaid; and the Sec- 
retary of War is hereby directed to set apart aroom for the deposit of the arch- 
ives of the Washington National Monument Society (as also for the records of 
the joint commission, dissolved) and for the continuous use of said society in 
the buildin now being erected by the said society with fundscollected by it for 
its use and for the public comfort. 

Mr. ALLISON. In lines 16 and 17 of the amendment I move to 
strike out ‘‘350 tons of,” before the word ‘ coal;’’ and after ‘‘coal’’ 
to strike out ‘‘at $5 per ton,” and then insert ‘‘$1,750;”’ so as to read: 

Coal, $1,750. ` 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment as amended, 
Mr. REAGAN. It seems to me for a beginning this is pretty steep 


and I want to call the attention of the Senate to it. This is— 

For the care and maintenance of the Washington Monument and the opera- 
tion of the elevator and machinery connected therewith. 

That is, after making the necessary appropriations for all the work 
around the monument— 

For one custodian, at $109 per month; one steam engineer, at $80 per month ; 
one assistant steam engineer, at $60 per month; one fireman, at $50 per month; 
one assistant fireman, at $45 per month; one conductor of car, at $75 per month; 
one attendant on floor, at $45 per month; one attendant on top, at 45 per 
month; three night and day watchmen, at $60 each per month— 

And then seventeen hundred and odd dollars for coal. 

It seems to me that this is a department created for the purpose of 
running the elevator in the monument. What use can there be fora 
custodian when there is an engineer there who can do all the business 
that is necessary ? Why not make him the custodian? Then there 
is an assistant engineer, If the engineer gets $80 a month to go there 
and attend as an engineer he can do the duty, and he does not need an 
assistant. Then ‘‘one fireman”’ is provided for. That may be neces- 
sary, but what is the use of ‘‘one assistant fireman?” Then ‘‘one 
conductor of car.” Possibly that may be necessary; but what then is 


the use of ‘‘one attendant on floor at $45 per month,” and ‘‘one at- 
tendant on top at $45 per month?’ And what is the use of ‘‘three 
night and day watchmen?’ It seems to me that this is a species of 
reckless extravagance and forgetfulness, that a very large portion of the 
American people are to-day discontented, murmuring, and grumbling 
at the reckless extravagance of the Congress of the United States. . I 
shall therefore move to strike out ‘‘one assistant steam engineer, at 
$60 per month.’ Let the Secretary note my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Texas moves an 
amendment to strike out, in lines 10 and 11: 

One assistant steam engineer at $60 per month, 

Mr. REAGAN. Then I move to strike out, in lines 11 and 12, ‘‘one 
assistant fireman, at $45 per month;’’ in lines 13, 14, and 15, ‘‘one 
attendant on floor, at $45 per month; one attendant on top, at $45 per 
month; three night and day watchmen, at $60 each per month.” If 
this amendment shall be adopted it will leave the custodian there, and 
I do not know what use there is for him, because the engineer can be 
custodian just as well as to have a separate officer act as custodian. 
It will leave one engineer; it will leave a fireman, and that is suffi- 
cient; and it will leave the conductor. It seems to me that would do 
for a beginning, and I trust the amendment I offer will be adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, the Chair 
will submit these various propositions as one amendment. 

Mr. BECK. It is better to have them all go together, and the best 
thing to do would be for the Senator from Texas to stop the work alto- 
gether, to just move to strike out the whole paragraph and not allow 
anybody to go to the top of the monument at all. Thatis the meaning 
of his amendments. : 

We have a whole square of ground there on which we have spent a 
large amount of money for the purpose of improving it. We have 
planted it in trees and flower beds, and made it look something like 
decent, I suppose, and unless there is some custodian to take charge 
of that it will be at the mercy of everybody. We have a number of 
little squares around Washington not one-fourth or one-tenth the size 
of the monument grounds, and they have custodians, and I suppose 
they are needed in the parks and reservations about here. Some care 
must be taken of the property we have. I believe the Senator is will- 
ing to allow us to have a custodian over the grounds. 

Now, we have by law eight hours established as a day’s work. Men 
in the Government service work eight hours a day, but the people 
of the United States who come here and propose to go to the top of 
the monument do not confine themselves to the eight hours. They 
come at any hour. They may be coming perhaps during sixteen hours 
of the day. Ido not know how itis with other people, but I know those 
who come from my part of the country are after me day after day, aud 
sometimes dozens of them in a day, to get permits to go to the top of 
the monument. If you are going to have the elevator run at all, you 
want an engineer and you want an assistant engineer, and you want a 
conductor and an assistant conductor, for one set of men can not be 
there at all hours of the day, when the people of the United States see 
fit to come. 

They come in excursions, sometimes early in the morning and some 
at late hours in the evening. They only have twenty-four hours here, 
perhaps, and have no time to wait. They ought to be accommodated 
by being allowed to go to the top of the monument whenever they 
come, or else they ought not to be permitted to go to the monument 
at all; and if we have not somebody as an assistant at the top—or 
course it would not happen to Texas people, for they are accustomed 
to great elevations—but if people are allowed to go to the top of that 
monument without somebody in charge of it, it seems to me things 
might happen which would be serious. 

We have provided in the amendment for a man who is to stay on 
the floor. People come on these excursions sometimes to the number 
of five or six hundred and sometimes tothenumber of thousands, Our 
galleries were full of them yesterday, and they are coming here at all 
times and all hours. Our committee made this provision, and there 
is not an unnecessary man provided for in it, so far asI know, in order 
to conduct this thing properly. 

It is, then, a question whether we are to have an elevator there or 
not and to have the monument and the grounds properly attended to, 
so as to prevent injury to the property. Memorial stones sent by 
States and societies have been cut and chipped off and mutilated and 
carried away by people as mementoes until almost half of them are 
gone, and there will not be a single stone left unless we make proper 
provision for the care of the monument. 

I believe this provision ought to be retained just as it is or that it 
should be entirely stricken out. If it is the sense of the Senate that 
there shall be no care taken of the grounds and no elevator there and 
no arrangements whereby people can be cared for when they go to the 
top of the monument, and no regulation aboutit, you had better strike 
it out altogether. That is all I care to say about it. 

Mr. REAGAN. I did not move to strike out the provision for the 
custodian, but suggested that the engineer might perform the duties 
of custodian. I had reference especially to the monument. Perhaps 
the suggestion which the Senator makes about a custodian to look after 
the grounds may be proper. So I will withdraw what I said as to that. 
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Mr. BECK. A watchman will be needed in those grounds to take | this estimate, and I think the Senate ought not to do so. ‘Either we 


care of them. 

Mr. REAGAN. I will modify the amendment so as to leave one 
watchman instead of three. 

TheSenatorsays that we shall need an assistant engineer and an assist- 
ant conductor because people come atall timesof theday. What guar- 
anty, I ask, can they have that at all times of the day they can go in 
the elevator if we pass this appropriation in the form in which it is 
placed? Here are the Botanical Gardens, a place certainly of more 
general interest to everybody than the monument, and no person can 
enter there before 9 o’clock in the morning nor after about 3 o’clock in 
the afternoon. During the very portions of the day, the cool of the aft- 
ernoon, when citizens, members of Congress, and others desire to visit 
those grounds, they are closed against them, May we not expect this 
to be carried on in the same way? When these gentlemen get their 
appointments and their salaries fixed by law, they will perhaps attend 
to their own comfort and convenience like other officials about this city, 
and neglect the interest and wishes of the public. 

What is the necessity for a man on the floor and a man at the top of 
the monument when we have an i ? The monument will be 
closed up at hours when the public will not be there, and nobody can 
go in unless the officials are there. When the engineer is placed at 
his position there what is the use of a man upon the floor beside him? 
He can tell the people to come into the car; he opens it; he receives 
them; he takes them up. And what is the use of a man at the top? 
Can he not let them walk onto the platform up there as well as have 
another man to stand there and invite them to do so? 

Mr. BECK. The Senator evidently has not been on the ground. 
The engine-house is 200 yards from the monument, built there, and 
an engine is in it now, and how is the engineer to look after and at- 
tend to the crowd from that engine-house? 

Mr. REAGAN. Iam talkingabouttheconductor. When the con- 
ductor is there, it is not necessary to have another man to invite per- 
sons into the car. The conductor can open the door and let them in, 
and when he has got as many as he wants, or when the persons are 
ready to go up he can carry them up, and when they get up it is not 
necessary to have another man stand there and invite them to get out 
of the car. They have gone there to get out, and they get out of their 
own accord, and when they wish to go down they can simply say that 
to the conductor by signal or by word. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that we have reached a point in 
the multiplication of officers that is beyond endurance. There is no 
Department of the Government, there is no branch of the service in 
which we do not continually multiply offices and increase salaries. 
Shall we never have an end of it? - we never stop making use- 
less sinecures for the p of loading the tax-payers with more and 
more burden of debt, poverty, and mortgages ? 

I modify the amendment, so as to let the whole be voted upon, by 
striking out ‘‘one assistant steam engineer, at $60 per month; one as- 
sistant fireman, at $45 per month; one attendant on floor, at $45 per 
month; one attendant on top, at $45 per month;’’ and in line 15, by 
striking out the word “* three,’’ before the words ‘‘night and day watch- 
men,” and insert “‘ one.’? 

Mr. ALLISON. Isympathize with the Senator from Texas in his 
statement of the recent tendency to increase offices and the compensa- 
tion of officials, and I am glad to hear him give his party a little moni- 
+ tion in that direction which I think will be healthfal and wise. 

This particular appropriation I think scarcely comes under the cate- 
gory suggested by the Senator from Texas. Here is the Washington 
Monument with machinery already provided for with a view to the 
running of an elevator. It is a question whether or not the Govern- 
ment should maintain such an elevator at the monument. If it does 
maintain an elevator, it is for the purpose of enabling people to go up 
and take a general view of the situation, whatever itmay be. If they 
go up, they will come down sooner or later. 

There can be no question, if we encourage people to make this dan- 
gerous ascent, that we should provide every facility for them. Now, 
the Senator from Texas seems to think that there is no use for an ad- 
ditional fireman or an assistant fireman. Suppose something should 
occur to the fireman who happens to be at the engine for the moment, 
and no assistant there; or suppose the engineer should be suddenly 
disabled by the blowing up of a boiler, or what not, should there not 
be a sufficient number of employés there at all times to make it per- 
fectly safe for the people whom we induce to go up and down? 

Mr. REAGAN. If the Senator will allow me, does he suppose that 
the assistant will remain there all the time if he is appointed ? 

Mr. ALLISON. Iam notdiscussing that point just at this moment. 
Probably he would be absent occasionally, But here is a careful esti- 
mate by the Army engineer, Colonel Wilson, having charge of the 
public buildings and grounds, and recommended by the commission 
who has had charge of the construction of this monument, one of the 
members of the commission being Grover Cleveland, President of the 
United States. This estimate is submitted to us by the proper officer 
as a necessary provision for the purpose of running this elevator, and 
although the Senator from Texas has great knowledge of this class of 
subjects, I would not venture myself to undertake to interfere with 


should strike out this paragraph entirely or we should make ample 
provision for the conduct of the elevator. 

Mr. BECK. My recollection is that Colonel Wilson came before us 
and stated in detail each item of the estimate, and said he could not 
run the monument without the amount asked for. Is not that the 
case, I inquire of the chairman? 

Mr. ALLISON. -He stated that the estimate made here was neces- 
sary for the conduct of that work, and gave every item in detail. 

Mr. BECK. Did he not come before us in person and state that? 

Mr. ALLISON. Iam not clear that he was before the committee; 
he was certainly before the subcommittee. 

Mr. BECK. I think so. I meant the subcommittee. We should 
either strike out the entire provision or make the appropriation as it 
was estimated for. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Texas, to strike ont certain provisions which have 
been stated. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. REAGAN. I now move to strike out all from line 6 to line 22, 
inclusive, which takes out the entire appropriation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, ‘That can be reached by a negative 
vote on the proposition, the proposition being to amend the bill by insert- 


ment, I desire to say that the Government and the people of the United 
States have appropriately through patriotic and most worthy motives 
built that monumentto commemorate the memory ofour first and great- 
est man. Thatisallright. ThatIapprove. Now, we propose to add 
to it and to commence with an expenditure of $10,500 a year, not to 
build a monument in honor of W: but to provide a means of 
pleasure for visitors to the city of W: gton. Is it the business of 
Congress to pa pas by tens of thousands of dollars to minister to 
the pleasure of people who pass through here? On what authority, on 
what principle can such an app’ tion as this be made ? 

The monument has been built; it is completed. We have done what 
we could in that way to honor the father of the country. Now we pro- 
pose to hang on to this an appropriation of $10,500 a year for the pleas- 
ure of visitors to the city of Washi If gentlemen will not accept 
a reasonable amount (and I doubt whether any amount ought to 
appropriated), I trust the Senate will not agree to the amendment pro- 
posed by the committee, which is to appropriate $10,500 as a pleasure 
fund for visitors to Washington. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Committee on Appropriations. 

The amendment was to. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I ask the Senator from Iowa to yield to me that 
I may offer two amendments intended to be pro to this bill for 
reference to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds without 
being printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendments will be received 
and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds with- 
out printing. 

Mr. BLAIR. Iask leave to submit an amendment to be referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, reported by direction of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment by the 
Senator from New Hampshire will be received and referred to the Com- 
mittee on A tions. 

The reading of the bill wasresumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, in the appropriations for ‘‘ Building 
for Army Medical Museum and Library,” on page 80, after line 17, to 
insert: 


For cases, shelving, and appliances for new anatomical and biological labor- 
atories, $850. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 80, after line 19, to insert: 

Foradditional cases for the museum hall, $775. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 80, after line 21, to insert: 


For laying asphalt pavement in the yard between the center building and the 
wings of the north side, $1,350. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 80, after line 24, to insert: 

Old Museum building and annex: For additional amount for the completion 
of needed repairs and improvements on the old museum building and annexon 
Tenth street, between EandF, Dom oonapias Dy inetto and pension division 
of the Surgeon-General’s Office, as follows: complete plumbing, including 
the purchase of a supply tank, pump, and gas-engine, $2,250, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Military . on 
page 81, line 16, after the words “‘ two hundred,” to strike out “and 
fifty; ’’ so as to make the clause read: 

For the construction of buildings at and the enlargement of such military 
posts as, in the judgment of the Secretary of War, may be necessary, $200,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 81, line 19, before the word 
‘*hundred,’’ to strike out ‘‘one’’ and insert ‘‘two;’? so as to make 
the clause read: 

Cavalry and artillery school, Fort Riley, Kans,: For continuing the work of 
buildings for the cavalry and artillery school, $200,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 81, after line 19, to insert: 


Military post at Denver, Colo.: For continuing the work of constructing nec- 
essary buildings, $100,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
‘The next amendment was, on page 81, after line 22, to insert: 


Military post at Fort Robinson, Nebr.: Forcompleting the work of construct- 
ing necessary buildings, $50,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
Bian nextamendment was, after line 25, at the bottom of page 81, to 
rt: 


Military post at Fort Niobrara, Nebr.: For completing the work of construct- 
ing necessary buildings, $50,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next 2zmendment was, on page 82, after line 3, to insert: 

Fort Mzxue military reservation, Dakota: For the purchase of certain land 
adjoining the military reservation of Fort Meade, Dak., known as the McMil- 
Jan addition, for the purpose of obtaining a water supply for the post, $5,000: 
arenes. Deb ng a poll g and sufficient title to the property can be vested in the 

n es, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 82, after line 9, to insert: 


Fort Thornburgh military reservation, Utah: For ent for private prop- 
erty taken by the Government in extension of the mili reservation at Fort 
Zaoa Utah, under the order of the commander of the post of April 5, 
1882, and the President's order of May 13, 1882, being the amount awarded by a 


board of officers June 10, L as per their report approved by the War Depart- 
ment, $3,437. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 83, line 9, before the word ‘‘ thou- 
sand,” tostrike out “twenty ” and insert ‘‘thirty;’’ so as to make 
the clause read: 

Protection and improvement of the Yellowstone National Park: For the con- 
struction and improvement of suitable roads and bridges within the park, under 
Secretary o 


the supervision and direction of an engineer officer detailed by the 
War for that purpose, $30,000. iz 
to. 


The amendment was e 

Mr. ALLISON. On page 83, line 12, after the word ‘‘employés,”’ 
I Pipi to insert the words ‘‘ after September 1, 1888, at annual salaries 
8 
Pi cor stad pro tempore. The amendment will be stated from 

e des 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 83, line 12, after the word ‘‘ employés,” 
it is proposed to insert: 

After September 1, 1888, at annual salaries stated. 

So as to make the clause read: 

For the following civilian employés after September 1, 1888, at annual salaries 
stated, in the office Chief Signal Officer, namely. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then a comma. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This amendment will be agreed to, 
if there be no objection. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 15, on page 84. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 14, on page 84, I move to reduce the total 
of the appropriation for civilian employés in the office of the Chief 
Signal Officer from $114,500 to $95,416.67. 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of ‘Signal Service,” 
in the clause making appropriations for ‘‘Civilian employés in the 
office Chief Signal Officer,” in line 19, on page 84, after the word 
“office,” to insert ‘“‘employment;’’ so as to make the proviso read: 

ided, t an: forming duty in ity, 4 z 
orcthermize, in the oltice of the Chief Signal Oflect nt the ¢ eof the passa 
of this act, who has heretofore been paid as an enlisted man in the Signal pied os 
and whose office, employment, or place is specifically provided for herein, under 
the direction of the Bosretary of War, may be continued in such office, clerk- 
ship, or employment without a new appointment thereto. 

Mr. ALLISON. After the word “thereto,” in line 22, at the end of 
the proviso, I move to insert ‘‘ after September 1, 1883,” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of ‘* Observation and 
Report of Storms,” on page 86, line 2, before the word ‘‘ thousand,”’ 
to strike out ‘‘ forty ’’ and insert ‘‘forty-five;’’ soas to make the clause 
read: 

For rent, hire of civilian employés, furniture, light, stationery, ice, stovesand 
fixtures, repairs, rent of telephones, text-books, lumber, and other expenses of 
offices maintained as stations of observation outside of Washington, D, O., 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenextamendment was, on page 86, line 21, after the words ‘‘ twenty- 
three thousand,’’ to insert ‘‘ seven hundred;’’ and in line 22, after the 
word ‘‘dollars,’’ to insert: 


And of this amount not exceeding $700 may be used for the rental of such 


cable and land wires as may, in the opinion of the Chief Si Officer, be nec- 
enat ag secure connection between the Point Reyes military telegraph line 
and signal office in San Francisco, Cal. 

So as to make the clause read: 

For maintenance and repair of military and seacoast telegraph line, includ- 
ing rent of offices, es of civilian operators and. repairmen, lights, stoves 
and fixtures, supplies, and general repairs, $23,700; and of this amount not ex- 
ceeding $700 may be used for the rental of such cable and land as may,in 
the opinion of the Chief Signal Officer, be necessary to secure connection be- 
tween hey oint Reyes military telegraph line and the signal office in San Fran- 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 12, on page 87. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 12, on page 87, after the word “discharge,” 
I move to insert ‘‘to men now in the service;’’ and in the same line to 
strike out ‘‘$125,000" and insert ‘‘$141,516.82;’’ so as to read: 

For pay of one brigadier-general and fourteen second lieutenants, mounted, 
$26,500; for lon pg pay to officers of the Signal Corps, to be paid with current 
monthly pay, Si 75; for pay of not exceeding one hund. and twenty-five 
sergeants, twenty corporals, and one hundred and seventy-five privates, includ- 
ing payment due on harge to men now in the service, $141,516.82. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 17, on page 87. 

Mr, ALLISON. After the word ‘‘ dollars,” in line 17, on page 87, 
I move to strike out the proviso in the following words: 

Provided, That in disbursing this amount the maximum sum to be allowed 
and paid to an shall be 4 cents per mile, distance to be commuted over 
the shortest usually traveled routes, and, in addition thereto, upon the officer's 
certificate that it was not practicable to obtain transportation from the Quarter- 
master’s Department, the cost of pees peepee actually paid by the officer over 
said route or routes, exclusive of sleeping or parlor car fare and transfers. 

And to insert as an additional proviso in lieu thereof: 

Provided further, That this amount shall be disbursed under the same limita- 
tions prescribed for payment of mileage to officers in the act making appropri- 
ations for the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1359. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. After the words ‘‘And provided further,” at the 
top of 88, I move to strike out all down to and including the word 
‘railroad’? in line 6, in the following words: 

‘That when any officer so traveling shall travel in whole or in parton any rail- 


f | road on which the troops and tay, gio of the United States are entitled to be 


transported free of charge, he shall be allowed for himself only 4 cents per mile 
asa par panera fund for every mile necessarily traveled over any such last- 
name: 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair). The 
Clerks suggest that the words “And provided further”? should also be 
stricken out. 

Mr. rs ates . They should go out. 

The P. IDING OFFICER. ‘The amendment will be so modified, 
and the question is on agreeing to the same as modified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 10, on page 88. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 9, I move to strike out ‘' $163,527” and to 
insert ‘‘ $180,043,82;’’ so as to read: 

For commutation of quarters to commissioned officers at places where there 
are no public quarters, $1,752; in all, $180,043.82. 

I will say that all these amendments are made in view of the fact 
that there has been a postponement of the passage of this bill and nec- 
essarily a postponement of the time when these military officers and 
privates will be transferred into civilians, so that these changes in the 
amounts must be made for that reason. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 9, on page 89. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 2, on page 89, after the word ‘‘ exceeding,’’ 
I move to insert a comma, and after the comma the words “‘ after Sep- 
tember 1, 1888,” and a comma; and in line 8 I move to strike out 
$98,550"? and insert ‘'$105,562.80;’’ so as to make the paragraph 
read: 


For commutation of rations of not exceeding, after September 1, 1883, three 
hundred and twenty Signal Service enlisted men of the Si 1 Corps, and for 
sales of subsistence stores to officérs and enlisted men of said corps, as author- 
ized by section 1144 of the Revised Statutes, and paragraph 2199 of the Army 
Regulations, 1881, $105,562.80. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CULLOM. With the permission of the Senator from Iowa I 
submit an amendment intended to be proposed to the pending bill, 
and move that it be referred to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, 

The motion was agreed to. ` 

Mr. CULLOM. ‘The amendment need not be printed. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 23, on page 89. 

Mr. ALLISON. Inline 20, on page 89, after the word ‘‘ exceeding ”’ 
I move to insert a comma and the words ‘‘after September 1, 18398,” 
and another comma, and in line 22 to strike out ‘*$32,500” and in- 
sert ‘‘ $34,540; so as to read: 

Commutation of fuel: For commutation of fuel for not exceeding, after Sep- 
tember 1, 1888, three hundred and twenty enlisted men of the Signal Corps on 
or the office of the Chief Signal Officer and at signal stations throughout 
the United States, $34,540, 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The reading of the bill was continued to line 9, on page 92. 
Mr. ALLISON. After the word ‘‘ exceeding’ inline 5, on page 92, 
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I move to insert a comma and ‘‘after September 1, 1888,” another 
comnia, and in line 8 to strike out ‘$51,960 and insert ‘‘ $56,484;”” 
s0 as to read: 


For commutation of quarters to not exceeding, after September 1, 1888, three 
hundred and twenty enlisted men of the Signal Co: on dut ae oa fa 
nit tates, 


Da a Signal Officer, and at signal stations throughout the 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 92, line 23, before the word 
‘*head-stone,’’ to strike out ‘‘finishing’’ and insert ‘‘ furnishing;’’ so 
as to make the clause read: 

Head-stones for graves of soldiers: For continuing the work of furnishing 
head-stones for unmarked graves of Union soldiers, sailors, and marines in na- 
tional, post, city,town.and village cemeteries, naval cemeteries at nay -yards 
and stations ofthe United States, and other burial places under the acts o 
3, 1873, and February 3,1879, $85, 000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 93, line 5, before the words ‘‘ of 
roadways,” to strike out ‘‘ Maintenance ” and insert ‘‘ Repairs;’’ in 
line 6, after the word ‘‘ For,” to strike out ‘“‘ maintaining ” and insert 
‘*repairing;’’ and in line 8, after the word ‘‘Congress,’’ to strike out 
“ ten thousand ’? and insert ‘‘ twelve thousand five hundred;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 

Repairs of roadways to national cemeteries: For repairing the roadways to 
national cemeteries which haye been constructed by special authority of Con- 
gress, $12,500, 

The amendment was to. 

The next amendment was, on page 93, after line 21, to insert: 

Soldiers’ monument at Mound City, Kans.: To enable the Secretary of War 
to collect the bodies of Union soldiers buried in towns adjacent to Mound City, 
Kans., and to reinter the same in the cemetery near Mound City, and to erect 
therein a suitable monument, $2,500, 

Mr. PLUMB. I move to amend the amendment by inserting the 
word ‘‘military’’ before the word ‘‘cemetery,’’ in line 1, on page 95; 
so as to read: 

In the military cemetery near Mound City. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 9, on page 94. 

Mr. ALLISON. After the word ‘‘cemetery,’’ in line 5, on page 94, 
I move to insert ‘‘or in cemeteries in the District of Columbia;’’ in 
line 6, to strike out ‘‘$800’’ and insert ‘‘$1,000;’’ and in line 8, to 
strike out *‘$40” and insert ‘‘ $50;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Burial of indigent soldiers: For expenses of burying in the Arlington National 
Cemetery or in cemeteries in the District of Columbia indigent ex-Union sol- 
diers who die in the District of Columbia, $1,000. Said sum to be disbursed by 
the Secretary of War, ata cost not exceeding $50 for such burial expenses in 
each case, exclusive of cost of grave. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
-Committee on Appropriations was, on page 95, line 15, after the name 
“ Garfield,” to insert ‘‘memorial;’’ in line 16, after the words ** treat- 
ment to,” to strike out ‘‘ transient; ’’ and in line 17, before the word 
“ thousand,” to strike out “‘ten’’ and insert ‘‘fifteen;’? so as to make 
the clause read: 

Garfield Memorial Hospital: For maintenance, to enable it to provide medi- 
cal and surgical treatment to persons unable to pay therefor, $15,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 96, line:7, to add to the clause 
appropriating $36,000 ‘‘for continuing the publication of the Official 
Records of the War of Rebellion, and printing and binding, under direc- 
tion of the Secretary of War, of a compilation of the official records, 
Union and Confederate,’’ the following proviso: 

Provided, That hereafter, before publication of any volume of said records, 
the manuscript copy shall be submitted to the Secretary of War, and revised 
by him, or by a committee to be selected by him for that purpose, and shali 
not be publis until he shall certify that it only contains the contemporaneous 
official records of the war of the rebellion, as provided for by the “act making 
appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Goy- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1887, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved July 31, 1886, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 96, after line 17, to insert: 

Wagon-road in Colorado: To enable theSecretary of War to construct a wagon- 

- road from the boundary of Pike's Peak military reservation to the signal sta- 
tion on Pike's Peak, in the State of Colorado, $10,000, or so much thereof as may 
be necessary. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Thenext amendment was, in the appropriations for the ‘‘United States 
military prison at Fort Leavenworth,” on page 97, after line 11, to in- 
sert: 


For an electric plant, three hundred lights, $3,500. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 99, after line 11, to insert: 


For construction of an ice-house for storage of ice required for preservation 
of food, $2,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The nextamendment was, on page 99, line 19, before the word ‘‘thou- 


courts in cases 


sand ” to strike ont ‘‘eighty-nine”’ and insert ‘‘ ninety-five; ’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 


For repair of officers’ and non-commissioned officers’ quarters, the hospital, 
the chapel, the offices,and all prison buildings and shops,including civilian 
labor thereon, which can not be done by prisoners, $5,000; in all, $95,300. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of “National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers,” on page 107, after the word ‘‘ mainte- 
nance,” in line 12, to strike out ‘‘of 600 members, at $150 per an- 
num each;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

At the Pacific Branch: For maintenance $90,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 107, after line 14, to insert: 
ona additional buildings required at the Pacific Branch, $100,000; in all, $190,- 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 107 after line 17, to insert: 
Botosani barracks at the Northwestern, Southern,and Western Branches, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 107, line 22, after the word “‘ all,” 
to strike out ‘* one million nine hundred and eighty-seven ” and insert 
s$ ekg million one hundred and eighty-eight;”’ soas to make the clause 
read: ` 

For out-door relief and incidental expenses, $28,650; in all, $2,188,944.66. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the same clause, on page 108, line 3, 
after the words ‘‘made for,’’ to insert ‘‘the maintenance;’’ so as to 
read: 

And hereafter the provisions of section 3690 and 3691 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States shall apply to all appropriations made for the maintenance 
of the Natioual Home for D. led Volunteer Soldiers, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 23, on page 108, 

Mr, ALLISON. After line 23, on page 108, I move to insert: 

Utsh penitentiary: For additional wing to prison, one hundred and twenty 
cells, with hospital, female prison, and chapel attached, for stockade entrance, 
to consist of offices, warden’s residence, guard-quarters, dining-rooms, and arm- 
ory, for wall with sentry boxes to inclose about two acres of land, and for purchase 
of water-right and 20 acres of land, the cost of said water-right and land not to 
exceed $5,000, $100,000. 

The amendment was to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, under the head of ‘‘The Depart- 
ment of Justice,” on page 109, line 19, after the word ‘‘ penitentiary,” 
to insert: 

And for the pay of official sten 

in which the United 
$6 per day for reporting, and not exceeding 10 cents 
transcribed at the request of the court. 

So as to make the clause read: 


Expenses of Territorial courtsin Utah Territory: For defraying the contingent 
expenses of the courts, including fees of the United States dist ct attorney and 
his assistants, the fees and per diems of the United States commissioners and 
clerks of the court, and the fees, per diems, and traveling expenses of the United 
States marshals for the Territory of Utah, with the expenses of summoning 
jurors, subpcenaing witnesses, of arresting, ing, and bee tpt prison- 
ers, of hiring and feeding rds, and of cg de and caring for the peniten- 
tiary, and for the pay of official stenographers employed under the direction of 
the courts in cases in which the United States is a party, at a rate of not exceed- 
in « $6 per day for reporting, and not exceeding 10 cents for each one hundred 
words transcribed at the uest of the court, tobe paid under the direction and 
ue of the Attorney-General, upon accounts duly verified and certified, 


phers employed under direction of the 
es is a party, ata rate of not exceeding 
for each one hundred words 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 110, line6, after ‘‘ United States,” 
to strike out “and the District of Columbia;’’ in line 8, after the word 
* Claims,” to strike out ‘‘including defense in the French spoliation 
claims;” andin line 10, before the word ‘* thousand,” to strike out 
“* fifteen ’’ and insert ‘‘ twelve;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

Defending suits in claims against the United States: For defraying the neces- 
sary expenses incurred in the exaniination of witnesses and procuring of eyi- 
dence in the matter of claims against the United States and in defending suits 
in the Court of Claims, to be expended under the direction of the Attorney-Gen- 
era), $12,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 110, after line 10, to insert: 

Defense in French spoliation claims: To enable the Attorney-General to 
make proper defense for the United States in the matter of French spoliation 
claims, to be expended in his discretion, $5,000. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘Judicial,”’ on page 111, 
after the word “Alaska,” at the end of line 22, to insert ‘‘of jurors 
and witnesses;’? so as to make the clause read: 

Expenses of the United States courts: For defraying the apone of the 
Supreme Court; of the circuit and district courts of the United States; of the 
supreme court of the District of Columbia; of the district court of Alaska 3 of 
jurors and witnesses; of suits and preparation for suits in which the United 
States isinterested; of the prosecution of offenses committed against the United 
States; of the safe-kceping of prisoners; and in the enforcement ofthe laws of 
the United States and of the enforcement of the provisions of Title XX VI of 


the Revised Statutes, or any acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto ; 
specifically the expenses under the following appropriations, namely, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 112, after the words ‘‘ Revised 
Statutes,” in line 13, to strike out the following additional proviso: 

Povided, further, That the accounting officers of the Treasury shall audit, ad- 
just, and settle the accounts of marshals and their deputies within sixty days 
next after the same are presented for allowance ; 

So as to make the clause read: 

For payment of the fees and expenses of United States marshals and deputies, 
$675,000: Provided, That not exceeding $300,000 of this appropriation may be ad- 
vanced to marshals to be accounted for in the usual way, the residue to remain 
in the Treasury to be used, if at all, only in the payment of the accounts of mar- 
shals in the manner provided in section 856, Revised Statutes. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 112, line 20, before the word 
“thousand,” to strike out ‘‘twenty-five’’ and insert ‘‘forty;’’ soas to 
make the clause read: 

For payment of United States district attorneys, the same being for payment 
of the regular fees provided by law for official services, $240,000. 

Mr. ALLISON. Upon further examination the committee recom- 
mend, in line 20, on page 112, to insert ‘‘$230,000’’ instead of ‘‘$240,- 
000.’ I move that amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 112, line 25, before the 
word ‘‘thousand,’’ to strike out ‘‘three’? and insert ‘‘five;’’ so as to 
make the clause read: 


For payment of district attorneys, the same being for payment of such special 
compensation as may be fixed by the Attorney-General forservices not covered 
by salary or fees, $5,290. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to amend the amendment by making the 
sum $15,000. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 
page 113, line 3, before the word “thousand,” to strike out ‘‘ five ”’ 
and insert ‘‘ ten; ” so as to make the clause read: 

For payment of regular assistants to United States district attorneys, who are 
appointed by the Attorney-Generalat a fixed annual compensation, $110,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 113, line 7, before the word 
t: thousand,’’ to strike out ‘‘ten’’ and insert ‘‘ fifteen; ” so as to make 
the clause read: 

ied gad of assistants to United States district attorneys who are em- 
ployed by the Attorney-General to aid district attorneysin special cases, $15,000. 

Mr. ALLISON. I moveto amend the amendment so as to make the 
sum $40,000. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 113, line 16, after the words 
“has been,” to strike out ‘‘commenced upon a sworn complaint set- 
ting forth the facts constituting the offense and alleging them to be 
within the personal knowledge of the affiant, or upon sworn complaint 
by a collector or deputy collector of internal revenue or revenue agent, 
setting forth the facts upon information and belief and;” and in line 
22, after the words ‘‘arrest by,” to strike out ‘‘a circuit or district 
- judge or;’’ so as to make the clause read: 


For fees of United States commissioners, and justices of the peace acting as 
United States commissioners, $100,000. And no partof any money appropriated 
by this act shall be used to pay any fees to United States commissioners, mar- 
shals, or clerks for any warrant issued or arrest made, or other fees in prosecu- 
tions under the internal-revenue laws, unless the prosecution has been approved 
either before or after such arrest by the attorney of the United States in the dis- 
reba ip ae the offense is alleged to have been committed or the prosecution is 

y indictment, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. Inconnection with the changes proposed in the para- 
graphs on pages 112 and 113 I ask that there may be inserted in the 
RECORD a letter from the Acting Attorney-General. It is not neces- 
sary to read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The letter will be inserted in the REC- 
ORD, unless there be objection. 

The letter is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT or JUSTICE, Washington, July 25,1888. 

Sin: I respectfully submit for consideration the following amendments tothe 
sundry civil bill, H. R. 10540, now before the Senate : 

I suggest that the clauses embraced in the bill on page 112, from lines 18 to 25 
inclusive, be stricken out, and the following be substituted instead : 

“ For payment of United States district attorneys, including payments to dis- 
trict attorneys for services not covered by salaries or fees,employed by the 
re yt of Justice under section 3, page 10°, volume 16, Statutes at Large, 


This substitution neither increases nor diminishes the amount fixed by the 
report of the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, but enables the Dc- 
partment to use the fund ra Say Se both for the regular fees of United States 
attorneys in cases in which the United States is a party of record and the fees 
which accrue in cases in which the United States is not a formal party. The 
number of cases in the latter class is quite numerous. Belonging to this class 
are suits brought against officers of the United States for official action, or for 
public property in their possession, or for infringements of patents by them 


while in the disc’ of their duties,and on other similar grounds. During 
the fiscal year of L including cases arising under the Chinese restriction act, 
the number of cases closely approximates 3,500, As the bill now stands there 
would be but $5,000 serviceable for all of this class of cases, which would be en- 
tirely inadequate. The number of cases falling under the regular fee bill, 
and those which do not, are both variable quantities. Both alike demand at- 
tention. Hence the rigid apportionment as fixed by the bill must result ina 
balance in the amount fixed for one class, and a deficiency as to theother. The 
whole appropriation is adequate for the whole service, but how much will be nec- 
essary for each part of the divided whole can not with reasonable certainty be 
determined in advance. 

On page 113 of the bill as reported in the Senate, included in lines 5, 6, and 7, 


“ For payment of assistants to United States district attorneys who are em- 
ployed by the Attorney-General toaid district attorneysin special a $15,000.” 

The amount of $15,000, as stated in this clause, is EE ne and I respect- 
fully suggest that the amount be increased to $40,000. This increased amount 
is rendered necessary by the extraordinary increase of service that is thrown 
upon the Department of a character giving rise to new and difficult questions 
and litigation involving large amounts and values. The sources of increase of 
these suits are various, among them an increased interest in the public land 
and trespasses alleged to have been commited upon them, During the calendar 
hand of 1887, upon oe ges received from the Department of the Interior, five 
hundred and ninety-four criminal prosecutions have been instituted and three 
hundred and thirty-six civil suits brought for the value of timber cut. The civil 
suits involve $2,409,164.25. Some of these suits are brought against wealthyand 
influential corporations, and are determinedly contested. Another source of 
the increase of service is found in various recent acts of Congress. As an illus- 
tration, the following acts, passed in 1887, are referred to: r 

The act of February 4, 1887 (24 U.S. Stats., 385), to regulate commerce, vide six- 


‘teenth section. 


The act of the 23d of February, 1887 (24 U.S. Stats , 409), prohibiting the impor- 
ta'ion of opium. $ 

Ths act of the 2d of March, 1887 (24 U. S. Stats., 464), extending the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States district courts over crimes against the Indian police. 

The act of the 3d of March, 1887 (24 U.S. Stats., 505), giving jurisdiction to cir- 
cuit courts of the United States over suits against the Government. 

The act of the 8d of March, 1887 (24 U.S. Stats., 685), the “‘anti-polygamy act,” 
with provision for forfeiting the property of the Church of Jesus Christ of Lat- 
ter-Day Saints and the Perpetual Em ting Fund Company. 

Ths act of the 3d of March, 1887 (24 U.S. Stats., 556), for the adjustment of land 
grants made by Congress; for the forfeiture of unearned lands, and for the can- 
cellation of patents unlawfully granted to railroads. 

In addition to these acts others of earlier date, within the past three years, 
add greatly to the work of the Department. Many new questions, involvin; 
large amounts and important principles, are required to be disposed of. Th: 
the interests of the Government ner be fully cared for, it is necessary in many 
eases to employ special counsel, well qualified to assist the United States attor- 
ney. A very considerable amount of the litigation under some of the actsarises 
in the Territories. In these, from two to six courts may be, and often are, sit- 
ting at the same time at widely distant points. A single United States attorney 
or an attorney with but one assistant, must care for the business in all these 
several courts. Government business may arise in one or two or all of tie dis- 
tricts at the same time. Special assistants, in case the services of the United 
States attorney are called forin more than one or two districts at the same time, 
are appointed for one term of the court, or for one case, as the emergency ma 
demand, These must be paid forout of the special fund asked to be roras: 

These eeens, pornas; are sufticient to illustrate the necessity for the 
amount ed for. The illustration is by no means exhaustive. 

On page 114, lines 14, 15, and 16, I su, the propriety of striking out the 
words “ not exceeding three bailiffs and one crier in each court, except-in the 
southern district of New York;” so that the enactment may read: 

“ For pay of bailiffs and criers; of expenses, etc.” 

The law now fixes a maximum of five bailiffs. Since the bill has been under 
consideration in the House of Representatives this clause has attracted the at- 
tention of some courts and court officers, and, so far as heard from, is earnestly 
disapproved. While in some of the courts three bailiffs may be sufficient, in 
many of them such a limitation will greatly delay businees; the expenses of 
the Government will be increased, and the efficient discharge of the public busi- 
ness diminished. 

I submit the above suggestions with the sincere hope that they may meet the 
sppiowai of on and such relief be afforded as shall be deemed proper. 

ery ally, 
eae G. A. JENKS, 


Acting Aliorney-General. 
Hon. WILLIAM B. ALLISON, 
Chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 


The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 114, line 8, after the word 
“dollars,” to strike out the following proviso: 

Provided, That the accounting officers of the Treasury shall audit, ation 


settle the accounts of jailors for the SEA of United States prisoners within 
sixty days after the same are presented for allowance, 


So as to make the clause read: 

For support of United States prisoners, including necessary clothing and med- 
ical aid, and transportation to place of conviction, and including support of 
prisoners becoming insane during imprisonment and continuing insane after 
expiration of sentence, who have no friendsto whom they can be sent,'$300,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 21, on page 114. 

Mr. ALLISON. ` After the word ‘‘criers,’’ in line 14, on page 114, 
I move to strike out ‘‘ not exceeding three bailiffs and one crierin each 
court, except in the southern district of New York;’’ so as to read: 

For pay of bailiffs and criers; of expenses of district judges directed to hold 
court outside of their districts; of meals for jurors in United States cases when 
ordered by court; of compensation for jury commissioners, $5 per day, not ex- 
ceeding three days for any one term of court, $135,600. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. In connection with that amendment I desire to 
have inserted in the RECORD a letter from the acting Attorney-General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The letter will be inserted in the 
RECORD, if there be no objection. 

The letter is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, Washington, July 18, 1888, 


Sır: Herewith I inclose copies of letters of the 13th instant to United States 
Senator W. HAMPTON from Judge Simontou, of the district court of South Caro- 
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lina, and United States Attorney Youmans, of the same in relation to 
the nuniber of bailiffs which is needed for the proper administration of the 
courts. These letters are among many from different sources to the same pur- 
pai that the pro; limitation of bailiffs to three in number, as provided for 

the sundry civil bill for the fiscal year 1889 by the House of Representatives, 
is inadequate to the service of the courts. I therefore would respectfully insist 
that ion 715 of the Revised Statutes, which provides for five bailiffs, be 
the authority for the employment of these officers for the coming fiscal year. I 
‘would make no exception of any. Five should be authorized, if the 
judges decide that five are needed, they being better qualified to know the 
necessities of such employment than other persons, 

Very respectfully, 


alea LUAR 
eli: ttor eneral, 
Hon. W. B. ALLISON, seg i 

Chairman Commitlec on Appropriations, United States Senate. 


USITED STATES COURTS FOR SOUTH CAROLINA, 
» 8. C., July 13, 1888. 

My DEAR GENERAL: The sundry civil bill as it passed the House limits the 
number of bailiffs attending the courts of the United States everywhere but in 
the southern district of New York to three. Heretofore the number has been 
five. We can not gat along with three only in our courts in this State. Our 
v large, much larger than in other districts with per- 

hapsthree exceptions, When our courtsmeet we have out frequently the nd 
jury and two petit juries at the eame time. If we have only three bailiffs in 
cases like this we would have no bailiff waiting on the court or to send for pris- 
oners, The court-room is er fall of witnesses and defendants attending 
court, and the presence of a bailiff is indispensable to preserve order. Will you 
try and get in an amendment restoring the law as it stands in section 715 of Re- 
vised or in all events leaving it to the Attorney-General on proper 
application to allow additional bailiffs for terms of court when juries are attend- 


Yours, very truly, 
CHARLES H. SIMONTON, 
United Slates J hb 
Hon, WADE HAMPTON, 
Uniled States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 


CoLusBTIA, 8. O., July 13, 1883. 
My Dean S: By this mail there goes to you a letter from Judge Simonton 
regard to the number of bailiffs necessary in the courts of the United States 
for the district of South Carolina. I indorse every word of it, and would in ad- 
dition say that the bert nen dispatch with which Judge Simonton gets 
h with the work before the courts makes the necessity of five bailiffs in 
his district courts most t. If you could add South Carolina after New 
York, putting it in the cts excepted, it would accomplish every purpose. 
I would not write this letter if I did not honestly think, after some experience, 
that it is in the interest, not only of a proper administration of justice, but also 
in the ho of economy for the Government. 
ery truly, yours, ‘ 
LEROY F. YOUMANS, 
United States Attorney. 
Hon. WADE HAMPTON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, on 


page 115, under the head of ‘* Under legislative,” after line 15, to in- 


Senate : 

T ble the Secreta: f the Senate to the persons who ed il 
Bedr pane p poor il ~ ng the pa Sg end TAAL he pinea pse 
Journals of, the Senate from Febru: 28, 1829, to March under Senate 
resolution of June 28, 1886, $10,000, ch sum may be expended as additional 
pay or com: to any officer or employé of the United States. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 21, on page 116. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move to insert after lino 7, on page 116: 

Robert Lowry, $2,000. 

So as to read: 


House of Representatives: 
For allowance to the following contestants and contestees in full of expenses 
incurred by them in contested-election cases: 


J.B.M , $701. 
G. H. Thebe . 
J.B. White, Se doo. 
Robert Lowry, $2,000. 
There wasan omission in making up the House statements. The 
item was sent to us by the House Committee on Elections. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ALLISON. After line 21, on page 116, I move to insert: 
Hereafter no payment shall be made from the contingent fund of the Senate 
sanctioned by the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 


penses of the Senate, or from the contingent fund of the House of Representa- 
tives unless sanctioned by the Committee on Accounts of the House of Repre- 


sentatives. And posas made upon vouchers pana by the tive 
committees shall be deemed, held, and taken, and are hereby declared, to be con- 
clusive upon all the Departments and officers of the Government. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 116, after line 21, to in- 
sert: 

Miscellaneous objects under legislative : 
Works of art: For the purchase of works of art, and the necessary cleaning 
and repairing thereof, under the direction of the Joint Committee on the Li- 
brary, $10,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 117, after line 2, to insert: 


Index to Congressional documents: To pay for the work done in ees 
and completing the Document index of the Forty-seventh, Forty-eight y am 
Forty-ninth Congresses by Alonzo W. Church, $3,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head of ‘‘ Public Printing and 
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Binding,” on page 117, line 19, after the word ‘‘ million,” to strike 
out ‘and forty-seven” and insert ‘‘ two hundred and one;’’ and in line 
21, after the word ‘‘ binding,” tostrike out ‘‘shall’’ and insert ‘‘may;’’ 
so as to make the clause read: 

For the public printing, for the pub‘i¢ binding and for paper for the public 
printing, including the cost of printing the debates and proceedings of Congress 

n the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and for lithographing, mapping, and engraving 
for both Houses of Congress, the Supreme Court of the United States, the su- 
preme court of the District of Columbia, the Court of Claims, the Library of 
Congress, the Executive Office, and the Departments including salaries or 
compensation of all necessary clerks and employés, for labor (by the dy, piece, 
or contract), and for all the necessary materials which may be needed in the 
prosecution of the work, $2,201,000; and from the said sum hereby appropriated 
printing and binding may be done by the Public Printer to the amounts fol- 

owing, respectively, namely. 

Mr. ALLISON. I may want to change that later on, and I ask that 
it and the following amendment be passed over for the present. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be passed 
over. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, on page 117, line 24, after the word 
‘*debates,”’ to strike oat ‘‘eight hundred and two”’ and insert ‘‘nine 
hundred and fifty-two;’’ so as to read: z 

For printing and binding for Congress, including the proceedings and de- 
bates, 000. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempere. Does the Senator from Iowa desire 
to have this amendment passed over? 

Mr. ALLISON. I ask that it be passed over also. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be passed over. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 10, on 119. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line5, on page 119, I move to strike out ‘‘ $350,- 
000” and insert “‘$340,000;’? so as to read: 

For the Interior Department, including the Civil Servico Commission, $340,- 
000, including not exceeding $10,000 for rebinding tract-books for the General 
Land Office. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. After the words ‘“‘General Land Office,’’ in line 7, 
on page 119, I move to strike out the words: 

And not exceeding $10,000 for printing labels and blanks for the use of the 
National Museum and for the ** bulletins’? and annual volumes of the “ Pro- 
ceedings” of the Museum. 

And to insert as a separate paragraph: i 

For the National Museum: For printing labels and blanks, and for the " bul. 
letins” and annual volumes of the “ Proceedings” of the Museum, $10,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. - 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 11, on page 119, after the word ‘‘ Survey,” 
I move to insert ‘‘ there shall be;’’ so as to read: 

For the United States Geological Survey there shall be as follows: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 24, on page 119. 

Mr. ALLISON. Inline 23, on page 119, I move tostrike out ‘‘$18,- 
000” and insert ‘‘$30,000;’’ so as to read: 

For the Agricultural Department, $30,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, in the appropriations for printing 
and binding for the Executive Departments, on page 119, after line 24, 
to insert: ` 

For the Department of Labor, $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 21, on page 120. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I call the attention of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations to the fact that since this bill was draughted 
and the provision just read inserted by the House both Houses of Con- 
gress have passed a law granting thirty days’ leave of absence with pay 
to the employés of the Government Printing Office instead of fifteen 
days. I submit to him that a change should be made striking out the 
word “fifteen” in the sixteenth line, on page 120, and inserting 
“thirty. 

Mr. HOAR. Has that bill been approved and become a law ? 

Mr. MANDERSON. It isin the hands of the President now and 
will become a law probably within a few days. 

Mr. HOAR. The President is not in the city. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I do not know where the approving power is 
just at this moment, but the bill has both Houses of Congress 
and is now in the hands of the President. 

Mr. ALLISON. In line 16, before the word ‘‘days,’’ I move to 
strike out “‘ fifteen’? and insert ‘ thirty;’’ in line 17, I move to strike 
out ‘‘ $95,000’? and insert ‘*$190,000;’’ and in line 21, to strike ont 
“$110,000” and insert ‘‘$205,000;’’ so as to make the clause read: 

To enable the Public Printer to comply with the provisions of the law grant- 
ing thirty days’ annual leave to the employés of the Government Printing Of- 
fice, $190,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary; to pay pro rata leaves of 
absence to employés who resign or are discharged (decision of the First Comp- 
troller); $15,000; in all, $205,000, 

That covers, I believe, the suggestion of the Senator from Nebraska. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLISON. I now ask the Senate to return to page 117. Ide- 
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sire to have the amendment in line 19, on page 117, agreed to, increas- 
ing the appropriation from $2,047,000 to $2,201,000. What.has be- 
come of the amendment, in line 21, striking out “‘shall’’ and inserting 


‘Smay?’? Was that passed over? 
That amendment was also passed 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
over. 

Mr. ALLISON. I wish to have the amendments on page 117 agreed 
to as reported from the Committee on Appropriations. 

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. In line 19, after the word “ million,’’ the com- 
mittee report to strike out ‘‘ and forty-seven’? and insert ‘‘two-hun- 
dred and one;” and in line 21, after the word “binding,” tostrike out 
"shall ” and insert ‘‘may;’’ so as to read: 


For the public printing, for the public binding and for paper forthe public 
Printing, including the cost of printing the debates and proceedings of Congress 
n the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and for lithographing, mapping, and engraving 
for both Houses of Con, s, the Supreme Court of the nited States, the su- 
preme court of the District of Columbia, the Court of Claims, the Library of Con- 
gress, the Executive Office, and the Departments, cag manag, | salaries or compen- 
sation, of all necessary clerks and employés, for labor (oy the day, piece, or 
contract), and for all the necessary materials which may be needed in the Pe 
ecution of the work, $2,201,000; and from the said sum hereby appropriated 
been and binding may be done by the Public Printer to the amounts follow- 
g, respectively, namely: 


The amendment was to. 

Mr. ALLISON. I desire, also, to have the next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations, in line 24, on page 117, which was 
passed over, agreed to. 

The amendment was in line 24, on 117, after the word ‘‘de- 
bates,” to strike out ‘‘ eight hundred and two’’ and insert ‘‘nine hun- 
dred and fifty-two;’’ so as to read: 


For fein and binding for Congress, including the proceedings and de- 
bates, „000. > 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed at line 21, on page 120. The 
next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, to insert as 
a new section: 


580.2. That in order to provide additional accommodations for the Post-Office 
Department and other Departments of the Governmeut, including accommoda- 
tions for the city post-office, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, and the Secretary of the Interior, acting as a board, be, and they are here- 
by, empowered and instructed to acquire, as hereinafter provided, the several 
paroa of real estate embodied in square number 406 of the city of Washington, 

unded by F street on the north, E street on the south, Eighth street on the 
east, and Ninth street on the west; and forthe porpose of acquiring said square, 
or any part thereof, a sum sufficient to pay the cost thereof is hereby appro- 

riated; and when said property shall be acquired said board may direct that 
Cighth street between E and F street northwest shall be closed and used for the 
afor d purposes, 

That for the purpose of acquiring said real estate the said board may purchase 
the same, or any part thereof, from the owner or owners; and if the said board 
shall be unable so to purchase the same, or any or thereof, at a price 
that, in their opinion, is reasonable, they may, by petition in writing, apply to 
the supreme court of the District of Columbia, in general term, a forth a 
description of the property they have been unable to purchase, and which they 
desire to obtain for the public purposes aforesaid, with the names of the owners 
or claimants of the title thereto, and of any incumbrances thereon, so far as 
the same may be known to them, and paving. that the court will cause the same 
to be condemned and hg ba pera to the public use. 

Thereupon the court Il cause public notice to be 

by a publication three weeks successively in two daily newspapers published 
in the city of Washington, stating the su ce of application and notify- 
all persons having any interest or claim in or to the property so mentioned 
to appear before said court on a day named and become parties to the proceed- 
ing, which publication, so made as aforesaid, shall be deemed due notice to all 
persons having any interest in or claim to such roa. And thereupon said 
court shall appoint five disinterested residents of the District of Columbia to be 
appraisers of the value of such property and pieces of property respectively. 
e said appraisers shall be sworn to a just and impartial performance of their 
duty; and said appraisers having been so appointed shall give notice to all per- 
gons interested in or having claims to any of such property of a time and Nes 
of hearing, by publication in two daily newspapers published in the city of 
Washington for six successive days, and thereupon the said appraisers shall pro- 
ceed to view the said on eqetty parcels of poe and hearthe representatives 
ofthe United States and thesaid persons in interest and claimants,and shall there- 
upon estimate and appraise the true and just value of such pieces of property, 
respectively, and repert their findings thereon to the court. Upon the fling of 
such report, the S poar may hear the representatives of the United States and 
any parties in interest or claimants and proceed to confirm, modify, orsetaside 
such report and appoint new sppr as shall appear to said court to be just, 
and e such further orders in the premises as shall effectuate the purposes of 
thisappropriation. And when any such reportshall have been finally confirmed 
by said court, the United States shall, upon the payment of the sums awarded 
by said court as the proper and just price thereof, to the parties found by said 
court to be entitled thereto, be med, seized, and possessed of said property 
for the pol Beg herein mentioned. If it shall appear to said court that any 
person having an interest in or any claim to any such parcel of such property 
can not be found or is unknown, or is an pone i or an idiot, or b a mar- 
ried woman or an infant, or is under any disability, tho said court may appoint 
guardians and trustees for such persons and make all such orders in the prem- 
ises as shall be just for the protection ofall rights, and may order that the sum 
of money to be paid in respect of any such parcel of property shall be paid into 
the Treasury of the Uni States to the credit of such person so interested in 
or having a claim upon such property, in trust for the person legally entitled 
thereto. Any such sum of money so deposited in pursuance of the last preced- 
ing paragraph may be paid out of the Treasury at any time upon the orderof 
said court to AaS Mee deemed by the court entitled thereto upon the proper 

; appien to said court for such purpose. And in respect of any such sums 
of money so deposited the said court shall have all the powers of a court of 
equity in the administration of trust funds, 


Mr. MANDERSON. Iam sorry that the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations is not present at this moment, i 


ven of such application 


The pending amendment is one of three amendments proposed by the 
committee to the bill of the same general character, providing for the 
condemnation of land for the purposes of a post-office building in the 
District of Columbia, for an extension to the Public Printing Office, 
and for land for a public park or zoological garden. The same legal 
machinery seems to be necessary for these three purposes, If the par- 
ties charged with the obtaining of this land are unable to purchase the 
land, then rather complicated legal proceedings must follow. There 
must be an appeal to the supreme court of the District of Columbia, 
the proper proceedings by way of petition, and the appointment of com- 
missioners to appraise the value. There must be acareful guarding of 
the interests of minor heirs and non-resident I-nd owners. 

This will necessarily require the attention of some skilled and trained 
lawyer. I know of no provision in the general law by which the of- 
ficers of the Government charged with the performance of this duty can 
call upon any of the legal officers of the Government to act on behalf 
of the committees of Congress, and yet there is no provision in this bill 
that would permit the employment of counsel outside of the legal offi- 
cials of the Government. I think even as to the district attorney of 
the District of Columbia there would need to be some authorization in 
the law that would permit these boards to obtain his services for the 
purpose of examination, 

Mr. DAWES. Isuppose it would be no part of the duties of the 
district attorney of the District of Columbia to attend to this business, 
for his duty is confined to the prosecution of crimes. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I understand that he is really the prosecuting 
attorney of the District. 

Mr. DAWES. This proceeding is an exact transcript of that which 
was adopted when proceedings for condemnation of the land for the 
Library building were enacted, and also the same ings on sev- 
eral other occasions in this District when lands have taken for pub- 
lic purposes, for instance the land taken for public ground onsPennsyl- 
vania avenue, near the Capitol. At that time this method of condem- 
nation underwent a very close scrutiny by the ablest lawyers in the 
Senate, and there was a good deal of discussion whether the mode then 
adopted was not only sufficient but within the power of the Govern- 
ment without a jury trial to take theland. Whentheland was taken 
for the Library building the Interior Department relied for legal as- 
sistance upon the Assistant Attorney-General, whose duty it is to at- 
tend to the legal business of theInterior Department. Following that 
example, I suppose that the Assistant Attorney-General, whose duties 
pertain to the administration of the Post-Office Department, would take 
care of the matter immediately before the Senate. 

Mr. MANDERSON. That may be as to the acquiring of the land 
for the uses of the local post-office, but take the case of the acquiring 
of land for the use of the Public Prin Office. The Public Printer, 
known formerly as the Congressional Printer, is not attached to or a 
part of any of the Executive Departments of the Government. Heis 
under the control of Co There is no legal officer, no solicitor, 
who is subject to his call or demand or of the committees of Congress 
connected with the subject. 

Mr. HOAR. Allow me to make a suggestion. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. HOAR. Suppose at the end of these three amendments we add 
these words: 


Thatthe ip eigen Air aera shall designate such of his assistants as he shall see 
fit to attend to of these matters. 


Mr. ALLISON. For what purpose? p. 

Mr. MANDERSON. To take proceedings in condemnation. 

Mr. HOAR. In representing the United States. 

Mr. ALLISON. In the courts? 

Mr. MANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ALLISON. If that is not the law now it certainly should be. 
I have no doubt it is now the law. 

Mr. HOAR. I dare say itis; but it will not do any harm to add it. 

Mr. BECK. We submitted all these provisions to the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary [Mr. EDMUNDS] and the Senator from 
Missouri | Mr. Vest], who took charge of the matter on behalf of the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, and after a great deal 
of consultation between them and careful examination they reported 
that this clause contained every requisite provision. I supposed the 
Attorney-General or some judicial officer was required to do this; but 
in order to be very sure the committee thought it better to have the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee and the gentleman in charge of 
such matters in the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds ex- 
amine it carefully. 

Mr. HARRIS. I should like to hear what is going on over on the 
other side of the Chamber. 

Mr. MANDERSON. As to the condemnation or acquiring of the 
land for post-office purposes, the officer of the Attorney-General’s Office 
who does legal duty for the Post-Office Department might act in that 
capacity; but in acquiring land for the Government Printing Office I 
should be at a loss to know what officer should attend to it. 

Mr. DAWES. For the sake of uniformity it would be well to adopt 
such an amendment as my colleague su so that the Attorney- 
General should have the supervising care of the whole matter. 
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Mr. MANDERSON. That would bewell. It would relieve us from | 


embarrassment, 

Mr. ALLISON. What is the amendment proposed? 

Mr. DAWES. My colleague is preparing an amendment. 

Mr. HOAR. This is written very hastily, but I think it will per- 
haps be satisfactory. 

It shall be the duty of the Attorney-General of the United States to designate 
such of his assistants— 

Different assistants for different cases— 


as may be necessary, who, under hisdirection, shall represent the United States 
at any hearing required in this section, and give such advice or assistance as 
may be necessary to the several commissions herein provided for. 


Mr. ALLISON. That will certainly cover the case. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Theamendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to add: 


It shall be the duty of the Attorney-General of the United States to desig- 
nate such of his assistants as may be necessary, who, under his direction, shall 


represent the United States at any hearing required in this section, and give 


such advice or assistance as may be necessary to the several commissions 


herein provided for, 

Mr. MANDERSON. I suggest to the Senator from Massachusetts 
to substitute ‘‘in any proceeding ” instead of the words ‘“‘ at any hear- 
in ” 

itr, HOAR. That will do just as well, I will accept that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The proposed modification as ac- 
cepted will be reported. 

_ The SECRETARY. It is proposed to amend the amendment offered, 
to come in at the end of section 2, by striking out the word ‘“‘ hearing” 
and inserting ‘‘ proceeding;’’ so as to read ‘‘ at any proceeding,” etc. 
% ‘t In any proceeding.” 

Mr. VOORHEES. Isitinorder to offer an amendment to that amend- 
ment? * 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless the Senator from Iowa for 
the committee accepts the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Massachusetts, another amendment can not be received at this time. 

Mr. HOAR. Let the Senator’s amendment be read for information. 

Mr. VOORHEES. I will stateto the Senator from Massachusetts 
what Idesire toattach. It comes very properly at the end of his amend- 
ment, and I think he will accept it. It is the provision of the bill 
passed providing for the purchase of the Library grounds, and reads as 
follows: 

And provided further, 
for the purchase of said land or any part thereo’ 
said Library building— 

Those words, of course, could be left out— 
until the legal opinion of the Attorney-General shall be had in favor of the va- 
lidity of the title to said land. 

Mr. HOAR. That does not touch my amendment at all, which is 
simply providing for the appearance of an assistant attorney-general. 
Let my amendment be acted on, and the Senator’s amendment will 
then be in order. : 

Mr. VOORHEES. Very well. 

Mr. ALLISON. I will say to the Senator from Indiana that that is 
the law now as applied to the matter. That is a general statute. 

Mr. VOORHEES. I believe that is true. 

Mr. ALLISON. And it would apply to this provision. 

Mr. VOORHEES. Iwithdraw my suggestion. I readit fora double 
purpose. I desired fo show the very great care exercised when we con- 
demned the ground for the Library, and very great care was taken. I 
will inquire, as much for my own benefit as for the benefit of the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. HARRIS], who inquired as to it from his seat, 
“t What is the ground that is proposed to be taken? Is it the ground 
west of the present Post-Office Department building?”’ 

Mr. ALLISON. Thatistheground. Itis thesquare between Eighth 
and Ninth and E and F streets. 

Mr. HARRIS. Itis for the Post-Office Department and the city post- 


office? + 

Mr. ALLISON. Itis for everything that the Government may need 
in that direction. We certainly need a building for the purposes of 
the Post-Office Department and for the city post-office, and also for 
many of the bureaus of the Interior Department. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the Senator 
from Massachusetts desires to have his amendment come in at the end 
and have it apply to all these provisions, If there be no objection, 
section 2 will be agreed to, ‘The Secretary will proceed with the read- 
ing of the bill. 

Mr. HOAR. Let it come in after the sections are read. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was, to insert as section 3: 

Sec. 3. That in order to provide additional accommodations for the Govern- 
ment Printing Office, the chairman of the Senate Committee on Printing, the 
chairman of the House Committee on Printing, the Architect of the Capitol Ex- 
tension, and the Public Printer, acting as a board, be, and they are hereby, em- 
powered and instructed to acquire, as hereinafter provided, the several parcels 
of real estate embodied in square No. 624 of the city of Washington, lying east of 
a 20-foot alley running from G street to H street, and bounded by H street on 
the north, G street on the south, North Capitol street on the east, and said 
named 20-foot alley on the west; said parcels being divided east and west by 


That no money hereby appropriated shall be expended 
24 e ok br the erection thereon of 


Jackson alley, and intersected in part by a 14-foot alley ramming from G street 
to Jackson alley, said real eState nowin part being occupied by the Govern- 
ment Printing Office. And for the purpose of ng said square, or any ber 
thereof,a sum sufficient to pay the cost thereof is hereby appropriated. a 
when said real estate shall acquired said board may direct that the 14-foot 
alley running from G street to Jackson alley shall be closed and used for the 
aforesaid purposes. 

That for the purpose of sy said real estate the said board may purchase 
the same, or any part thereof, from the owner or owners; and if the said board 
shall be unable so to purchase the same, or any or parts thereof, at a price 
that, in their opinion, is reasonable, they may e proceedings for the condem- 
nation thereof in the manner provided for in section 2 of this act, 


Mr. HOAR. I would like to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations whether the members of this board are civil officers? 
They have the power of condemning land and the duty of acquiring 
land. If they are civil officers it is not competent by law to make Sen- 
ators and Representatives members of the board; and I confess (though 
I do not desire to interfere with this matter so far as it has been 
thoroughly considered) that I do not myself very much like the habit, 
if it has ever become a habit, to have Senators associated with other 
public officers in duties which are in their nature executive. Ido not 
think it is quite in conformity with the relations the legislative de- 
partment ought to maintain toward the rest of the Government. 

Mr. ALLISON. I quite agree with the Senator from Massachusetts, 
and therefore I think the best way probably is that the chairman of 
of theSenate Committee on Printing and the chairman of the House 
Committee on Printing should act together. I therefore suggest to 
strike out all the restand leave the two chairmen of the Committees on 
Printing to examine the plan submitted. Unless the Senator from 
Nebraska has some objection I will make that modification. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I certainly have no objection, although as the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Printing I would be very glad 
to be excused from the performance of this duty and let the executive 
officers attend to it. I am not so particular, Mr. President, as to how 
the result may be accomplished as that it may be accomplished. The 
necessity for the enlargement of the Public Printing Office is one that 
is very great. The present building is crowded beyond its capacity, 
and it is notorious that it is unsafe for the purposes for which it was 
constructed. Great care must be exercised in placing within it new 
and improved machinery and in the storage of the property of the 
Government that there should not be great loss of life because of the 
insecurity of the building. 

The Committee on Printing have frequently urged, and the Public 
Printer has heretofore urged, the necessity for more space and that the 
present building should be finally replaced by a structure that should 
be more solid and should be substantially fire-proof. As it is we feel 
a constant sense of fear that there may be some terrible disaster or 
tragedy resulting from the present condition of the building. 

So far as the board is concerned, I care not how it may be constituted. 
I can see the force of the objection made by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Hoar]; yet I would like very much if, in addition to 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Printing and the chairman 
of the House Committee on Printing, there could be some third officer 
so as to make a board of threes 

Mr. HOAR. The question then remains whether this is an executive 
office. Here is a duty imposed upon these gentlemen in their official 
capacity as members of the Senate by statute, and their judgment is 
to be an essential preliminary fact to the divesting of property from in- 
dividuals and vesting it in the Government; and it does seem to me, 
with great deference, that it is a question whether we have the right 
to do so. We have authorized the chairmen of committees of this body 
to select architects or artists for some public work; for instance, the 
chairman of the Committee on the Library, two or three times. I 
should think that it would be better policy to leave out the two com- 
mittees, or the chairmen of those committees altogether, under the Con- 
stitution. 

Mr. EVARTS. Mr. President, the clause of the Constitution is very 
determinate, as it seems to me, and has its operation upon the mem- 
bers of the two Houses: 


And no person Beating auy office under the United States shall be a member 
of either House during his continuance in office. 


So, e converso, no Senator or Representative can take an office with- 
out vacating his place in the Senate or House. Now, it would be 
hardly worth while for this Senator and this Member of the House of 
Representatives to lose his place in Con under the Constitution by 
undertaking to do this work which would be an office; nor is it worth 
while, as it seems to me, to be at all disposed to draw a line between 
a function and an office, to say that it is not an office, but is a function, 
when the description really attributes to it what belongs to executive 
functions. 

I understand this board is really vested with the business in law of 
proceeding to condemn property. 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not hear the Senator from New York distinctly. 
Does he hold that the imposition of this duty upon the chairman of 
the Committee on Printing is the creation of an office? 

Mr. EVARTS. The point I suggest, if the Senator will appreciate 
it, is that this is in the nature of an official act. It is a board made up 
of persons having official authority to proceed to condemn property. 
It is not the mere act of advice of a Senator in regard to a casual opera- 
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tion, such as approving a picture or a piece of art that is presented. 
That can hardly be called an office or an executive act in the least. 
Mr. HARRIS. It is something outside of legislative duties, as I 
understand the Senator. 
Mr. EVARTS. No, not necessarily outside of the legislative duty, 


because it is a part of the action of Congress under the statutes. In 
the case that I have supposed it is a part of the action of Congress in 
proceeding to do what it as a Congress is entitled to do, and in that 
way in the Committee on the Library or in any other proper deposi- 
tory the discretion is authorized, on its spproval, to execute a law 
which has been passed or is to be passed. e difficulty here seems 
to be that it rather leaves to an argumentative discrimination as to 
whether this is an office, when really itis a function that is of aserious 
and definite and responsible character in an executive function. Ido 
not like to see questions raised as to whether members of Co: are 
or are not en in an executive function as distinguished from hold- 
ing an office which the Constitution has prohibited. 

Mr. MANDERSON. Mr. President, I think, in the face of these sug- 
gestions, which I confess strike me most forcibly, and in view of the 
further fact that the chairman of the Senate Committee on Printing 
would be very glad not to perform this duty, it would be well for the 
Committee on Appropriations to consider the wisdom of an amendment 
making this board to consist of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Ar- 
chitect of the Capitol Extension, and the Public Printer. I say ‘‘the 
Secretary of the Treasury ” for the reason that that high official seems 


to come in more direct contact with the Public Printer than any other R 


of the officers of the Cabinet, and I think perhaps there is not so much 
for him to do in the way of duties of that character as the Secretary of 
the Interior, 

Mr. ALLISON. I think it would be better to provide that the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Public 
Printer should constitute the board. Then we shall have two respon- 
sible Cabinet officers, 

Mr. MANDERSON. Isee no possible objection to that, unless my 
colleagues of the Printing Committee do. 

Mr. HARRIS. You wish to retain the Architect of the Capitol, I 


sup) ? 

Mr. ALLISON . I would take the Cabinet officers. I have no ob- 
jection at all to the Architect of the Capitol, but I think three enough. 
If, however, the Senator prefers, I willsay ‘‘the Architect of the Cap- 
itol Extension ” instead of ‘‘the Public Printer.” 

Mr. BECK. That is better. 

Mr. HARRIS. Very well, retain him. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then I move to strike out, in line 14, all after the 
word “‘ office,’’ down to and including the words ‘‘ Public Printer,” in 
line 17, and to insert in lieu thereof: 

e Secret; of the T: 
ibe ne a AA TTi the Secretary of the Interior, and the Archi- 

Mr. HOAR. May I ask the Senator from Iowa what the correct de- 
scription of this officer is? I see it is the “‘Architect of the Capitol Ex- 
tension.” He is commonly called the ‘‘Architect of the Capitol.” 

Mr. ALLISON. ‘Architect of the Capitol Extension ” is his designa- 
tion. 

Mr. MANDERSON. I see no possible objection to that amendment. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then I move that as an amendment to the amend- 
ment of the committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. n 

The CHIEF CLERK. In section 3, page 124, lines 14, 15, and 16, it 
is proposed to strike out ‘‘ chairman of the Senate Committee on Print- 
ing, the chairman of the House Committee on Printing;’’ and in line 
17, to strike out the words ‘‘and the Public Printer;’’ and change the 
clause so as to read: 

That in order to provide additional accommodations for the Government 
Printing Office, the retary of the Treasury, the Secretary of the Interior, and 
the Architect of the Capitol Extension, acting asa board, be, and they are here- 
by, empowered, ete, 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I wish to say just one word about that matter be- 
fore it passes from the Senate. y colleague upon the Committee on 
Printing [Mr. MANDERSON] referred to the fact that property of great 
value was exposed to fire. We had an estimate made three years ago 
that there is about $1,000,000 of destructible personal property there 
exposed in a building not well constructed, a building rather unusually 
exposed to fire. I wish to put in the RECORD here that about that 
time, three years ago, Congress put in a bill—I think in the sundry 
civil bill—a provision giving $7,000, or about that, that the Public 
Printer should put into that building automatic fire-apparatus, for there 
are several patents in general use by manufacturers in the country and 
there are several eas are Apper oT manufacturers and mutual in- 
surance companies, where pipes run through a building with sprinklers 
every 30 feet, held by an alloy fusible at one hundred and thirty or one 
hundred and forty degrees, which alloy, upon being heated by the fire, 
breaking out, lets the sprinkler loose, and extinguishes the fire. I think 
there have been probably two hundred fires in New England factories, 


and I do not think the damage from the whole of them will amount to 
more than $20,000 or $30,000 in the aggregate. The Public Printer 
has used his discretion to put these pipes up only partially. I felt the 


whole time as if he had virtually disobeyed the action of Congress. I 


am not sure whether the language of absolute direction was used or 
not; I can not say positively; but it was the intention of the Commit- 
tee on Printing that he should consider it a direction. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reading of the bill will proceed. 
The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations was to insert as section 4: 


Sec 4, For the establishment of a zoological park in the District of Columbia, 
$200,000, to be expended under and in accordance with the provisions following, 


that is to say: 

That in order to establish a zoological park in the District of Columbia, for 
the advancement of science and the instruction and recreation of the people, a 
commission shall be constituted, composed of three persons, namely, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, the president of the board of commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, which shall 
peseone and designated as the commission for the establishment of a zoolog- 

park. 

That the said commission is hereby authorized and directed to make an in- 
spection of the country along Rock Creek, beginning at the point on that creek 
where the Woodley road crosses said creek, and extending upward along its 
course to where said creek is crossed by the Klingle road, and to select from that 
district of country such a tract of land, of not less than 100 acres, which shail 
include a section of the creek, as said commission shall deem to be suitable and 
appropriate for a zoological park. 

‘hat the said commission shall cause to be made a careful map of said zoo- 
logical park, showing the location, quantity, and character of each parcel of 
vate property to be taken for such pu „ With the names of the 

ve owners inscribed thereon, and the said map shall be filed and recorded _ 
in the public records of the District of Columbia; and from and after that date 
the several tracts and parcels of Jand embraced in such zoological park shall be 
held as condemned for public uses, subject to the payment of justcompensation, 
to be determined by the said commission and approved by the President of the 
United States, provided that such compensation be accepted by the owner or 
owners of the several parcels of land. 

That if the said commission shall be unable to purchase any portion of the 
land so selected and condemned within gore beg i after such condemnation, 
by agreement with the respective owners, at the price approved by the Presi- 
dent of the United States, it shall, at the iration of such period of 
days, make application to the supreme court of the District of Columbia, by 
tion, ata i or special term, for an assessment of the value of such land, and 


be ascertai 

the recorded mopot the park; and the said court is Force i authorized and re- 
quired, upon such a) 
pants of the land an 
and condemned by appointing three commissioners to appraise the value or 
values thereof, and to return the appraisement to the court; and when the yal- 
ues of such land are thus ascertained, said values shall be paid to the owner or 
owners, and the United States shall be deemed to havea valid title to said lands, 

That when the said commission shall haye obtained the land for a zoological 
park, as herein provided, it shall have power to lay out the same as a park and 
to erect such palaik or buildi: thereon as may be necessary for the scien- 
eon 6 to which the park is and proper for the custody, care, and 
exhibition of a collection of animals, 


shall be made, the duties 
of said commission shall cease and its existence terminate. 

That when said commission shall tender to the Regents of the Smithsonion 
Institution the care and custody of the zoological park provided for in this sec- 
tion, the its of the Smithsonian Institution are hereby authorized to assume 
the care and custody of the same; and the said Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution are hereby authorized to make such rules and regulations for the 
management of the park, and of the property, appurtenances, and collections of 
the psa an they may deem necessary and wise to secure the use of the same 
for advancement of science and the instruction and recreation of the ple. 

That the said commission is hereby authorized to call upon the Superintend- 
ent of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, or the Director of the Geological Survey, 
to make such surveys as may be necessary to carry into effect the provisions of 
this section; and the said officers are hereby authorized and required to make 
such surveys under the direction of said commission. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment that was passed 
over will now be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the amendment reported by the C>mm-tt2e on 
Appropriations, on page 49, after line 19, to insert: 

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to pay Mrs. Mary H. C. Baird, widow 
of the late Spencer F. Baird, $50,000, in full compensation for the services and 
expenses of the said Spencer F. Baird during his administration of the office of 
Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, from February 25, 1871, to the time of his 
death, in August, 1887. A 

Mr. BERRY. When the amendment now under consideration was 
reached yesterday I asked the Senator from Iowa [Mr. ALLISON] to 
state why the salary of Professor Baird had not been previously paid. 
He referred me to the report of the committee, and especially to a 
statement made by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS]. I 
bave carefully examined that statement, and find the facts to be about 
as follows: In February, 1871, there was an act of Congress passed pro- 
viding that the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, should appoint from the civil officers or employés of the Gov- 
ernment a Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, and it was especially and 
particularly provided in the act that he should receive no additional 
salary. It is stated in the report that Professor Baird at that time was 
assistant secretary of the Smithsonian Institution. He was appointed 
as such commissioner. 

It is stated in this report that he was not an officer or employé of the 
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Government at the time of this appointment, and, therefore, that the 
question of a double salary, which is prohibited by the statute, could 
not apply. If he was not an officer or an employé of the Government, 
then he was appointed contrary to the provisions of the act of Con- 
gress, because the act specially provided that the commissioner should 
be a civil officer or employé of the Government. It is stated in there- 
port also that subsequently to that time additional duties were imposed 
upon the Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, and it is stated and I 
admit that Professor Baird performed the duties successfully and well 
for the period of about fifteen and a half years. 

At no time during his life did he ever apply foranysalary for acting 
as Fish Commissioner. It is further stated in the report that he oc- 
cupied and used two rooms in his private dwelling as an office for the 

of discharging the duties pegtaining to this commission; and 
it is also stated that a reasonable rental for those rooms, or rather, if 
they were paid for as the Government usually pays for renting prop- 
erty ia this city, they would have been worth probably $1,500 a year. 

‘The Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS] says that this is nota 
private claim. I submit, Mr. President, that if Professor Baird had a 
claim against the Government for rent paid for the Government, then 
it should be presented as a claim, and it ought to go to the Committee 
on Claims, and there be reported to the Senate and take the usual 
course of any other claim. 

Mr. HARRIS. I wish to ask the Senator from Arkansas if his in- 
vestigation has enabled him to inform the Senate what salary Professor 

-Baird received as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution; andifhe is 
not able to answer, then I should be glad to have the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations or some other Senator give that informa- 
tion. 

Mr. BERRY. I am able to answer that. He received a salary of 
$6,000 per annum as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution; that was 
the sum he received in that capacity from the time of his appointment 
in 1878 until his death in 1887. ae 

As I was stating, if this isa claim against the Government, either 
for salary or for house rent, then it ought to take the usual course of 
claims and ought not to be placed on this sundry civil bill. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont, however, in hisstatementsays that it is not a claim; 
he says that it is ‘‘a miscellaneous donation; ”’ and because it is a mis- 
cellaneous donation, Mr. President, Iam opposed toit. If the Gov- 
ernment is indebted to Professor Baird, then the Government ought to 
pay whatever it owes him; but if this is a donation, miscellaneous or 
otherwise, as stated by the Senator from Vermont, then I submit that 
we have no right to make it. 

The money in the Treasury of the United States comes from taxes 
collected from the people. The money is collected for public purposes, 
not for private p It is collected by authority of the Constitu- 
tion, which authorizes it to be collected to pay public debts, to provide 
for the common defense and the general welfare, and if it is to be treated 
as a fund which belongs simply to members of Congress to donate to 
whomsoever they may think worthy and deserving, then it simply be- 
comes a question as to what persons can bring the most influence to 
bear on these two Houses in order to receive that donation. 

1f the Senator from Vermont is correct when he says this is a dona- 
tion, then has no right to donate the money. If it is a pri- 
vate claim or debt, then it has no business upon this appropriation bill. 

I submit, furthermore, that when the law exp: provided that 
no salary should be paid, when for fifteen years Professor Baird made 
no claim for salary, it can be nothing else than an absolute donation 
or gift to Professor Baird’s widow. If he was not willing to perform 
those duties without salary, if it was intended that eventually the Gov- 
ernment should be called upon to pay a salary, then it ought to have 
been stated in the act of Congress under which he was appointed, and 

| we ought not to have been misled by saying that no salary should be 
paid and now come in with a claim of $50,000 as salary. 

If it is true that he was not an officer of the Government, if he was 
not an employé of the Government, then he was appointed in direct 
contradiction to and in the face of the statute which provided for this 

„appointment. If he was such officer, then he was receiving a salary 
of $6,000 a year, and I care not whether it was paid by the Govern- 
ment or paid by the Smithsonian Institution. There is a general 
statute which says that no officer employed by the Government shall 
be paid a double salary; and in either case this can not be paid. 

I have no donbt Professor Baird performed the duties attending the 
position which he held with great fidelity; I have no doubt his widow 
is a worthy lady; but I insist if he has no claim, if we do not owe him 
this money, Congress has no right to make an appropriation to give her 


this m > 
Another thing: If this is a donation or gift, why shallit be put upon 
the sundry civil bill, a general appropriation bill? It may be held, and 


the President of the United States may conclude, that Congress has no 
right to donate the public money; he may take that view of it, that his 
oath of office and the Constitution of the United States require not to 
sign a bill which isa mere gift, as the Senator from Vermontsays this is. 
If that be true, then you propose to put upon ageneral appropriation 
bill and force him either to approve that which hisconscience not 
approve, or to veto one of the general appropriation bills of this session 


of Congress. That, it seems to me, ought to be a sufficient objection 
to putting it upon this appropriation bill. If there is a just and valid 
claim either for rent or for salary letit go to the Committee on Claims 
and let it take its chances with every other claim that comes before 
this body, and not seek upon this general appropriation bill to give 
$50,000 of the money which we have no right to give, which does not 
belong to us, which the Constitution does not authorize us to give. It 
we do not owe the money then it is simply a gift and can be nothing 
more and nothing less. y 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs upon agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Committee on Appropriations. Is 
the Senate ready for the question ? 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I knew Professor Baird very well 
during his lifetime and respected him very greatly, and I take it that 
no one knew him but did respect him and respects his memory; andin 
what I shall say I shall bear in mind the great value of his services and 
his worth as a citizen and as a man. 

This amendment proposes to give his widow $50,000 in consideration 
of services rendered by Professor Baird to the Government. The ques- 
tion is raised whether he was an officer of the Government of the United 
States in his capacity as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution. By 
the act of Congress of 1846 for the organization of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution, it is provided that a Secretary shall be appointed. It does 
not specify what his compensation shall be, and I understand that his 
openan has been paid ont of the fund arising from the interest 
on the donation given by Mr. Smithson. So, while he was not com- 
pensated out of the public Treasury, he was appointed under an act of 
Congress. I do not know whether that would preclude his right to re- 
ceive an additional salary or not, and it is not material, ia the view I 
take of the question, whether it would or not. 

In Europe, under Great Britain, Germany, and other governments, 
we find large appropriations made for individuals out of the public 
treasury. The amounts paid annually out of the public treasury of 
Great Britain to the royal family go up into millions, because it is the~ 
policy of that country to maintain royalty and to maintain an aristoc- 
racy. this country it has not until lately been any part of our 
policy. We aregradually drifting into the policy of creating an aristoc- 
racy pi rasa out of the Treasury, who renderno service and who are 
paid at expenseof other people. Idonot wish to see this go further 
than it has-already gone if it can be arrested. I do not think there is 
any hope of arresting it, for the tendency for a good many years past 
has been not only to build up a central republic, but to build up with 
it by class legislation an aristocracy. Any person watching the opera- 
tions of the Government can not fail to see that this is the drift of the 
Government, to centralism and to an aristocracy, besides general privi- 
leged classes. 

Professor Baird was not a very great sufferer. From 1878 to 1887, a 
period of nine years and three months, he was receiving a salary of 
$6,000 a year, aggregating $55,500, that he received during that period 
as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution. Previous to 1878 he re- 
ceived a salary of $2,500 a year as assistant secretary. 

If it is thought that his services as Fish Commissioner merit addi- 
tional compensation to that which he received for the services which 
he rendered as Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, I would not 
object to a reasonable appropriation, if it can be lawfully made; but 
when it comes toadding $3,333 extra compensation annually for fifteen 
successive y making $50,000 more to his compensation, it seems 
to me that it is going too far. Thatis what it would be; $3,333 a year 
for fifteen years in order to get $50,000 after his having received $55,500 
during that same period. Unless the committee sees proper to modify 
and to reduce this amount to a reasonable compensation I shall vote 
against its adoption; and while I do not wish to raise a question of or- 
der upon this amendment unless they do so, I shail raise a question of 
order under Rule XVI, which provides: 

And no amendments shall be received to any general appropriation bill, the 
effect of which will be to increase an appropriation al y contained in the 
bill, or to add a new item of appropriation, unless it be made to carry ont the 
provisions of some existing law, or treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution pre- 
viously passed by the Senate during that session; or unless the same be moyed 
by direction of a standing or select commitiee of the Senate, or proposed in_ 
pursuance of an estimate of the head of some one of the Departments, 

This amendment does not come under the authority of eitherof those 
provisions. I take it that being reported by the Committee on Appro- 
priations is not a compliance with the meaning and purpose of that 
part of the rule which says: i 

All amendments to general oy ace digress bills moved by direction of a stand- 
ing or select committee of the Senate, proposing to increase an appropriation 
already contained in the bill, or to add new items of a banin nai shali, at 
least one day before they are considered, be referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, and when actually pro) to the bill, no amendment proposing 
toincrease the amount stated in amendment shall be received. 

This evidently shows that the rule means that some other committee 
shall recommend it to the Committee on A: priations; but if that 
view were not sustainable, then under the fourth clause I think the. 
amendment would clearly not be allowable, which clause provides that: 

4. No amendment, the object of which is to provide for a private claim, shall 


be received to any appropriation bill, unless it be to carry out the pro- 
Homer gine TAES treaty stipulation, which shall be cited on the 
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This is purely a private claim in the nature of a relief bill, and, as 
suggested by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Berry], a donation by 
the Government. It has not been estimated for by any Department 
that I am aware of. It does not arise under any law or under any 
treaty, and is not therefore receivable. 

I said that I did not propose to ask the President of the Senate to rule 
upon the point of order unless the committee refuse to make a reduc- 
tionsoastomake 4 reasonable allowance to the widow of Professor Baird 
for the services he rendered as Fish Commissioner. If they will put the 
sum at $10,000, or even at $15,000, I will not oppose it if there is au- 
thority for the passage of such a bill, as to which question I hardly feel 
prepared to determine now, because I do not know whether his being 
appointed under an act of Congress and compensated out of the Smith- 
sonian fund would constitute him an officer of the Government receiv- 
ing salary so as to preclude the payment of another salary. As Ihave 
doubt on that subject, and as I know that Professor Baird rendered most 
valuable services to the Government while he was receivinga large salary 
PRO other seryices, still I will not object to voting $10,000 or $15,000 to 

widow. 

Mr. CULLOM. Iam inclined to think myself that the sum speci- 
fied in the committee’s amendment is too large. I appreciate the serv- 
ices of Professor Baird to this country and to the world very greatly, 
but it seems to me that the sum of $50,000 is too much money, and I 
should be inclined to propose an amendment to the amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations reducing the amount to $25,000. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I suppose there is no Senator on this 
floor who did not appreciate very highly the ability, the patriotism, 
and the public services of Professor Baird. It does not matter, how- 
ever, to me how the question may be decided as to whether he was or 
was not technically an officer of the Government. It is certainly true 
that he accepted a public service. He accepted it on terms satisfactory 
to himself. He rendered the service in a way eminently satisfactory 
= the country, and he received the salary for which he agreed to ren- 

rit. 

After his death, to appeal to the sympathies of the two Houses of 
Congress to donate to his widow or to his estate the sum of $50,000, 
or $25,000 as d bythe Senator from Illinois, or any other sum, 
isa precedent to which I do not intend to commit myself. Itis wrong 
in principle. Itisa precedent that will return to haunt us for every 
day and every year that we may continue here. I shall vote against 
the amendment in any form it may be nted. 

Mr. CALL. Mr. President, I take it thatit will not be disputed 
that every act of legislation to be justifed must be based upon some 
public policy, or it must be in the line of some wise and reasonable 

paniis poles Sup; we examine the proposition of the Senator 
from Tennessee, ana th the Senator from Texas, and the Senator from 
Arkansas in the light of this truth. What is the proposition, and 
what is the public policy which they avow upon this floor as the foun- 
dation of their action here? 

It is to discourage all devotion to the public service, superior merit, 
and disinterestedness. A man may serve the country faithfully, he 
may be a great public benefactor, as Professor Baird was; he may give 
his services tothe Government and the people as a benefactor, and those 
` services are not to be measured by the gratitude of the people and the 
value to the world and to his country, but by the idea that he did not 
drive a hard bargain with the Government; that he was disinterested 
in his devotion to the public service; that, like Shylock the Jew, he 
must make a contract and take the pound literally, and take it as his 


y. 

Pain, President, governments are not based upon the idea of contract- 
ing for services. They act with the power of the law and of command, 
and they compensate according to the service rendered. There is no 
other correct principle upon which to found our action. 

The public policy of every government must be to encourage eminent 
virtue, eminentability. And howencourageit? By refusing to reward 
it? By saying that this man’s wife shall be left in comparative desti- 
tution after he devoted his life and gave the service of his house to the 
Government, giving to the Government the offices in which these duties 
were performed for fifteen years, which is in itself, I am told, very 
nearly worth, at the price the Government is paying rent in this city, 
the amount J to be given to this man, who devoted himself to 
what? ‘To enlarging the field of subsistence, the food supply of man- 

‘kind. He gave his nights and his days, and it is said lost his life at 
ric igapes batch early age from the severity and continuousness of his 
abor. 

Because he refused to receive compensation and gave this service 
voluntarily we are told that the public policy and safe precedent for- 
bid that we should be generous and liberal to those whom he has left 
behind; that is, that we shall say to everybody: Our public policy is 
to discourage and to censure and to punish the man who exhibits 
superior capacity, superior morality, deyotion, and disinterestedness 
in the country’s service. 

Mr, President, there never was and there never will be a govern- 
ment, and there ought not to 5 a government, that is based upon 
such princi and such a polic 

Mr. CULLOM. I move, in line 22, to strike out the word ‘‘fifty,”’ 


before “ thousand,” and to insert ‘‘twenty-five,” if the amendment 
is in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., Theamendment of the Senator from 
ogra tg the amendment of the Committee on Appropriations will 
be sta’ 

Mr. CULLOM. I ask the chairman of the committee whether he 
will not accept the amendment I propose? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 49, line 22, in the amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations, it is proposed to strike out ‘‘fifty ” and 
insert paara ;? so as to read *‘ $25,000,” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois to the amendment of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. ALLISON. If it is the general sense of the Senate that thesum 
of $50,000 is too large, I shall yield, of course, to that judgment. I 
shall be glad if the sense of the Senate will be that some sum is equita- 
bly and fairly due to the widow of Professor Baird. He certainly per- 
formed very eminent service, and I do not think that he was, in the 
sense stated by the Senator from Tennessee and others, an employé of 
the Government. Hereceived his compensation from and his services 
were rendered for an institution founded by a person not a citizen of 
our own country. 

His salary was paid from the Smithsonian fund and was not appro- 
priated from the Treasury. He devoted the years of his life from 1871 
largely to this service, and, as has been stated by the Senator from Flor- 
ida, he not only did that, but contributed what others would have 

a considerable sum for annually, namely, the place where the 
work of the Fish Commission was done. I think Professor Baird’s 
services deserve some recognition at the hands of Congress. 

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator from Iowa allow me to ask him if 
pe heres that the Government owes to the estate of Professor Baird a 
debt? 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Government could be sued as a citizen could 
be sued in the courts, it is probable that Professor Baird’s representa- 
tives could not recover from the Government for the service, because 
he never made any charge for the service or pretended to do so. 

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator allow me to ask him if he does not 
recognize the amendment as proposing to take out of the Treasury and 
donate in the form of a gift in recognition of distinguished services 
the-amount of money pro to be appropriated ? 

Mr. ALLISON. Practically that is just what it does. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is what I know. 

Mr. ALLISON. It proposes to give asum of money for distinguished 
services rendered to our Government and to our people and to mankind 
without compensation. Somebody has said that he is a public bene- 
factor who makes two blades of grass grow where one grew before. Pro- 
fessor Baird made thousands of fish grow where only one grew before, 
and he rendered in that scientific work of his a service, not only to our 
own country, but to every country on the globe, which deserves the rec- 
ognition of some government, and I think it is a small recognition to 
give him the sum proposed by the report of the Senate Committee on 
Ap ns. 
Mr. HARRIS. If the Senator will allow me to ask him one other 
question, I will promise toask no more. I amcharmed with the frank- 
ness of the answers of the Senator. My question is this, and it isa 
pretty broad one: Does the Senator from Iowa hold that we have the 
constitutional power to levy and collect taxes and donate the money 
so collected to any object that we may think meritorious? 

Mr. ALLISON. The constitutional question I prefer not to argue 
iust now. I could cite numerous precedents where we have done a 
great many things in that direction. 

Mr. HARRIS. I have no respect for those. I want the opinion of 
the Senator from Iowa as to the constitutional question. 

Mr. STEWART Ishould like in this connection to ask the Senator 
from Tennessee a question. 

Mr. HARRIS. Iam very ready to answer any question the Senator 
from Nevada desires to ask me. 

Mr. STEWART. Does not the Senator think that the Government 
of the United States is under the same moral obligation to pay for bene- 
ficial services rendered that an individual would be where the services 
were rendered without a contract, or where for some technical reason 
no recovery could be had ? 

Mr. HARRIS. I commenced my inquiry by asking if the Govern- 
ment owed a debt, and that certainly meant whether by express or im- 
plied contract. The answer was that it did not. The second answer 
was that this was a donation. The Senator can deal with that ques- 
tion as he pleases. If the Government owes a debt, no matter whether 

by express or implied contract, no Senator would go further in the di- 
rection of paying it than I would; but I am not here to make donations. 

Mr. STEWART. Ifthe Senator means bya debt only such matter 
as can be collected in a court, then we had better abolish the Commit- 
tee on Claims and all other committees which are here daily considering 
equitable claims, claims which appeal to the conscience of the Govern- 
ment where services have been rendered and the party has not been 
compensated. I understand that Congress has regarded itself from 
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time immemorial asa kind of court of chancery to consider claims 
against the Government which could not be som Ptr which the Goy- 
ernment does not regard as legal obligations, and Congress will not del- 
egate to any tribunal the power to enforce them, but it has been in 
the habit during all the time it has been constituted to consider claims 
of an equitable character. Itseems to me that when a man volun- 
tarily, without compensation, renders services of the great value that 
this man did, to say that he should not be compensated, that it did not 
raise an equitable obligation which Congress should consider, is to re- 
pudiate all considerations of equitable claims in Congress. 

It seems to me that the services in this case were meritorious accord- 
ing to any idea I can conceive of, and that they were vastly more valu- 
able than $50,000. They were rendered through years of diligent 
service by an eminent man who was not in the habit of driving hard 
bargains, but who was devoted to his country, and who developed a 
great industry. The Governmentand the people have had the advan- 
tage of his services. It appears to me that the Government would be 
very unmindful of its duties and obligations to its citizens if it would 
not reward such services as these. 

Mr. BLAIR. Ishould like to ask the Senator from Tennessee a 
question. I ask him where he finds the constitutional power for the 
Government to pay the expenses of burying a dead Senator who dies at 
home in vacation ? 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not know that I can find that at all; I find a 
thousand things done that I regret to see. The records bristle with 
unconstitutional usurpations of power. I regret that it is so. 

Mr. BLAIR. Does the Senator think that an assumption of uncon- 
stitutional power? 

Mr. HARRIS, I am not prepared to say that I do or that I do not, 
because I have not looked narrowly to that question; but does the 
Senator from New Hampshire hold this to be a debt to Professor 
Baird ? 

Mr. BLAIR. I do not know the circumstances of the case. 

Mr. HARRIS. I mappar not, 

Mr. BLAIR. I have been present only a few moments during the 
discussion; but from what I know of Professor Baird and his work I 
think we should give $25,000 if there is any want on the part of his 
family, and I would give it in the same way that I think it is essen- 
tial that the Government of the United States shall be empowered to 
do a decent and fair thing, exactly as much soas an individual citizen. 

Mr. SPOONER. I ask leave to submit an amendment which I in- 
tend to offer to the pending bill, the amendment providing for the erec- 
tion of a public building at Canton, Ohio. I move that it be referred, 
without printing, to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. Isubmit an amendment to the pending bill for the 
erection of a public building at Atchison, Kans., which I move be re- 
ferred, without printing, to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. I submit also an amendment to the pending bill 
for the erection of a public building at Staunton, Va., which I move 
be referred, without printing, to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, the case is exactly this: A citizen of a 
foreign country made a munificent donation to the people of the United 
States for the advancement of science, and a distinguished man whose 
life had been devoted to natural science was appointed to administer 
that fund, and was paid for it. He gave one man’s full work, in the 
prime of life, when he was at his best in body and intellect. He re- 
ceived from that fund a moderate salary, a salary Sameer a tenth 
part of what he could have commanded by giving his scientific attain- 
ments to the service of manufacturing or railroad or other business in- 
terests. He was one of the great men of his day. Being paid for his 
services to science not by a salary but by simply having rendered them, 
that account was made up. But in addition to one man’s work he did 
voluntarily and without compensation in the service of this people the 
fall work of two men more. He originated, o i administered 
the great National Museum, and he rendered in that aservice which as 
business men pay business agents would not have been half compen- 
sated by any salary like that which he was receiving as Secretary of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

In addition to that he originated and executed experiments and sci- 
entific work, the result of which by the common consent of all men 
conversant with the subject is to be that it will be much easier not 
only to supply the present generation of Americans with heal 
abundant, and cheap food, but he has shown us how to support an 
feed the hundreds of millions who are to come to this continent from 
all parts of the world and whoare to be born here for generations upon 

erations tocome. That wasa gratuity. That was the greatest 
tion, with very few exceptions if with any exception, which 
God has given it to any human being in our day to render to his kind. 

I wish I could have the attention of the Senate for a moment. I 

think J have something to say which is worth while for my honorable 


friends to hear, if they will do me the great favor to listen. I say that 
this man in devising and executing successfully these experiments has 
not only furnished our generation with a cheap and abundant food, but 
has made it possible hereafter, in all probability, unless the judgment 
of scientific men is mistaken, to feed amply and cheaply the hundreds 
upon hundreds of millions who are to people this continent in no re- 
mote future, 

In rendering that benefit to us and tofuture time this man sacrificed 
his life. After a full day’s work in his other office he devoted, with- 
out vacation, without rest, without pause, spring, summer, autumn, 
and winter, the year through, every hour, every minute, every second 
which he could snatch from his sleep, In rendering that service the 
strong, vigorous brain and body broke down. Professor Baird gave his 
life in rendering this service to mankind in the very prime and glory of 
his great intellect and his great physical frame just as certainly as any 
soldier ever gave his life on the field of battle. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that the American people have such 
a constitution of government that there is nobody authorized so far to 
express the gratitude of the American people for that illustrious serv- 
ice as to make a decent provision for the widow that shall not come 
from private charity. If the American Congress can not do this thing 
the result is it can not be done on this continent. If the authority is 
not vested in these Chambers it is not vested anywhere. 

This was not a service to the State of Tennessee or to the State of 
Massachusetts; it was a service to the United States of America; and 
we have the same constitutional right to see that when this man gave 
his life for us in this way without asking terms, without demanding 
compensation, without thinking of pay, that at least there shall be 
some little pittance which shall save his wife and his daughter from 
the almshouse. 

I want to know if on the narrowest construction of the terms it is 
not for the general welfare to have it understood and to have a policy 
adopted that when men do these things they shall be compensated. 
When these things are done in other governments the man is raised to 
the peerage, vast tracts of land and vast funds are provided from the 
public treasury, and the family goes down for a thousand years, it goes 
down until it is extinct, honored and respected and raised above the 
rest of its fellow-citizens for the single-service. Can we not do for the 
widow of Professor Baird a thousandth part as much as England has 
been doing for ten centuries for the race of some Norman robber who 
came over the sea with William the Conqueror? 

It is for the general welfare that when men are sacrificing themselves 
in such services to this country they should at least know that the 
country has a power and a disposition which will not let their widows 
and their children go to the poorhouse. 

We have done it a hundred times. A man in the Treasury a few 
years ago, after doing his duty as a clerk at asalary of $1,200 or $1,500 
a year, devised some salary tables, which he worked on‘at night, and 
saved to the people who had to pay the vast number of salaries which 
are paid the labor of calculating in each one the fraction of a quarter, 
the fraction of a month, and the income tax, and all the deductions. 
We sent to the Court of Claims by the authority of this body last year 
that case, and the Senate passed for that little paltry year’s service a 
bill within three or four weeks giving to that man $1,200 or $1,500, I 
do not remember exactly how much; the chairman of the Committee on 
Claims knows what compensation was given for that service. 

Is it possible that we have a Constitution which has banished from 
this whole American continent, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, and 
from Canada to the Gulf, the power to be exercised anywhere of show- 
ing our gratitude to a national benefactor? Is the one supreme lux- 
ury which is given to the human soui, the luxury of gratitude, denied 
by our Constitution to this great American people? The Senator from 
Tennessee may believe it; I do not. 

Would not the Senator from Tennessee vote for a monument to the . 
memory of Professor Baird? Has he not voted for a hundred monu- 
ments to great soldiers and sailors of the war of the Revolution and of 
the later war? 

5 eee He allowed the Senator from Massachusetts to vote 
or ti s 

Mr. HOAR. Who would like to see the monument to Professor 
Baird with the inscription of this splendid and magnificent service, 
paid for by the Congress of the United States, and then have it written _ 
on its reverse: ‘‘N. B. His wife and children died in the poor-house 
because the Senator from Tennessee did not think it constitutional to 
give them $25,000 ?”” 

Mr. EVARTS. Mr. President, I can not allow this item to pass 
without some notice from me. I certainly can not think that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee supposes that there is not lodged in the two Houses 
of Congress the power of disposing of money in the Treasury as the two 
Houses shall regard useful to the public interest. No court, if there 
were courts with strict authority to keep us within our duties, could 
say that an effort by a nation to recognize and compensate services of 
a citizen was ultra vires for the nation that had power to apply money 
to the public welfare. If the public welfare can be consulted in ad- 
vance for what it will gain for public welfare, it can examine for itself 
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after the service has been performed, seeing whether it was not for the 
public welfare, and whether it is not for the public welfare that such 
services should be rewarded. 

It is thereforea figure of speech to say that to a nation a debt is nota 
debt because it is one of gratitude, of duty, and of encouragement in 
the future as well as reward in the past, and that a debt of a nation is to 
be measured on a book-account debt and on proof in a piepoudre court. 

Mr. President, I want to look at the situation relieved from every- 
thing but the most distinct and direct examination of tke attitude of 
the family of Professor Baird to this nation upon what none dispute 
about as the facts of the situation. Professor Baird, it seems, notwith- 
standing great occupations and valuable and brilliant services to science 
and the world, was so in love with this industry that if he did not 
invent it he raised it from the condition of an amusement to that of 
the feeding of a nation. He would not let it go because he would serve 
his family, his name, his patriotism, and the welfare of this country. 
He knew, we knew, we now know, that if these years of service had 
been relinquished by Professor Baird there was nobody who would 
carry on with the same yolume and the same rapidity the development 
of this affair ashe did. When he has died, in the strength of his man- 
hood, entitled to calculate upon as long alife and as enduring a health 
as any man who ever undertook the trust and services of life, when 
it is over and ends at the zenith, it is discovered that besides these 
double services the compensation received has every dollar of it been 
consumed in the support of himself and his wife and his ter. In 
looking back at the record of the service, it is discovered that it had 
passed sub silentio, without the observation of this people or of Con- 
gress, that all this had been done by him without stipulating for pay- 
ment or exacting compensation; and now it is said that when looking 
at the past we see that though these services might be done by the 
strong man in his life and his confidence in its endurance, in the actual 
situation of his death it has all been done at the expense of his wife 
and his daughter. f 

The nation looking at that can notsay, ‘‘ We might have accepted it 
from you, we might have endured it without being too careful of our 
own duties toward you;’’ but when we find at the end all that we are 
asked to do is to do afterward what would have been just to havedone 
at the time, how are we to di that obligation and upon what 
direct proposition or consideration on both sides? Read the simple 
clause of the amendment of the committee in the bill: 


To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to pay Mrs. Mary H. C, Baird, widow 
of the late Spencer F., Baird, $50,000, in full compensation for the services and 
expenses of the said Spencer F, Baird during his administration of the office of 
Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, from February 25, 1871, to the time of his 
death, in August, 1887, 


Supposing I will not say a munificent but a just employer, finding 
that his salaries had been punctually paid in the lifetime of his em- 
ployé, had found in the calculation of opportunities of future provis- 
ion for those dependent on him that he had been cut off, and it had 
been the habit to give extraordinary value to this employer’s adminis- 
tration in his affairs, could he not without seeming to defraud any 
rightful claims upon him say, ‘‘I will now reckon up what is proper 
to be paid, not as a gift, not as a gratuity, not as a bounty, but in my 
own calculation of what I will have measured as a just satisfaction of 
these long enumerated and uncompensated services? ” 

It is thus, then, Mr. President, that we are absolutely free from any 
pretension that we have not the power under the Constitution of esti- 
mating services to the public welfare and fixing their compensation. 

I must think, then, there is nothing left for us but to say, “As this 
was not done in advance and has passed long without recognition as 
needing compensation, it should be done now.’ It istoo late, they say, 
for us, because there is no such relation of stipulation and obligation 
as to permit us to measure and compensate as we now see to be just. 

Mr.CULLOM. Mr. President, I do not believe there is any Senator 
on this floor who appreciates more highly the very distinguished work 
of Professor Baird than I do. It so happened, by the favor of the Pre- 
siding Officer of the Senate, that I was thrown with him in connection 
with the administration of the affairs of the Smithsonian Institute, and 
thereby came to know more of his life and services than perhaps I should 
have been able to learn otherwise. I am ready to admit that when we 
come to attempt to make an estimate of what Professor Baird’s serv- 
ices to the world and to this country especially have been we can not 
do so in dollars and cents. 

When I offered the amendment a few minutes ago to reduce the ap- 
propriation from $50,000 to $25,000 I did it feeling that we should 
probably fail todo anything toward recognizing that great service, and 
for Mrs. Baird and the daughter, unless a smaller amount should be 
agreed upon than that which was proposed to be inserted in the bill by 
the Committee on Appropriations. Hence it was that I offered the 
amendment. I am ready to say now that so far as I am personally con- 
cerned I shall have no hesitation in voting for $50,000. 

I believe that we have the power, in the first place, to do whatever 
in the judgment of the Congress of the United States is right to be 
done in the way of voting money to the widow and family of the late 
Professor Baird. I have no compunctions or doubts in my mind upon 
that question. But I am desirous that some appropriation shall be re- 
tained in the bill for the family of Professor Baird. 


X1LX—437 


It was with the 


feeling that there was doubt whether the provision as it was reported 
by the committee could be retained that I moved the amendment I 
did. Iam willing now, if it is permitted by the Senate, to withdraw 
the amendment which I offered, and allow a vote to be taken upon the 
original amount before any amendment is offered, unless some other 
Senator shall see p r to offer one. 

Mr. REAGAN. I wish the Senator would not withdraw the amend- 
ment, for I do not want to make the point of order and I can not con- 
sent to an appropriation of $50,000. A 

Mr. CULLOM. The Senator from Texas indicated that he desired 
to make a point of order. Iam not prepared to say whether the Pres- 
ident of the Senate would sustain the point of order. It was on ac- 
count of the suggestion made by the Senator from Texas as well as the 
suggestion indicated by him that he would not make the point of order 
if a smaller amount was proposed that I came to the conclusion that 
it was best, all things considered, to move asI did to amend the amend- 
ment reported by the committee. As it is probable that some other 
Senator will renew it if I should withdraw it, it may be as well that 
I should let it stand and let the Senate vote on it. Ido not therefore 
withdraw my amendment. : 

Mr. DAWES. Mr. President, there is one view of the case which I 
feel ought not to be lost sight of by the Senate when they come to vote 
upon this question. 

The connection of Professor Baird with this matter dates earlier than 
the statute of 1871. Before there was any such office or any duties 
imposed upon any one with reference to this matter Professor Baird 
volunteered his services and came, as the Senator from Kentucky 
knows, to the Committee on Appropriations of the House and stated to 
them what his ideas were and what he thought was a possibility. He 
stated that if the Committee on Appropriations of the House would 
give him $5,000 he would devote his time without cost to the Govern- 
ment in experimenting to such an extent as to demonstrate the possi- 
bility of accomplishing something of value to the people of this coun- 
try in the line of producing food fish, and $5,000 two years before the 
date of the law, when there was no law regulating it, was appropriated 
for that purpose. 

When Professor Baird had demonstrated freely to his own satisfac- 
tion and everybody else’s what he could do, he drew the statute, and 
that it might not appear that he was seeking a place of gain or profit 
to himself, but that it was solely in the interest of the poor people of 
this country, he said, ‘‘I do not ask anything for this work; Iam will- 
ing to devote all the time I have left from my duties at the Smithsonian 
Institution to the work.’’? Then the law was adopted. 

He created an institution; he created the law governing it; and un- 
der it from $5,000 a year we have imposed upon the officer created by 
that law the disbursement of more than $100,000 a year. From one 
single station for hatching fish close by him here at the Smithsonian 
Institution he has been required by appropriations from time to time 
and by the duties of an office voluntarily taken upon him to establish 
stations all over the country, first, in the Lakes, then on the Pacific 
coast, down on the shores of Massachusetts and Maine, and down on 
the Southern waters. Everywhere where it was possible to make the 
experiment useful and demonstrate its possibility, the services ot 
Professor Baird were required in the discharge of duties that he never 
could possibly have contemplated when he tendered his services. _ 

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator from Massachusetts allow me? I 
believe the Senator from Massachusetts has been in one or the other of 
the Houses of Congress for the last eighteen or twenty years. If the 
Senator from Massachusetts regarded this service as meriting a higher 
degree of compensation than was being allowed and paid to that very 
distinguished and able official or person, whichever he may have been, 
why did not the Senator see that he was paid to the extent that his 
services merited? 

Mr. DAWES. That is not an inquiry, it seems to me, becoming the 
Senator from Tennessee to make of me. I am showing what Profess- 
or Baird voluntarily took upon himself, and what we in addition, 
and beyond any possibility of a conception on his part, put upon him, 
and that without murmur or complaint or reference to the fact that 
the statute required it should be done for nothing, he willingly took 
the new burdens we imposed upon him until the end, seventeen years 
after it had grown up into an institution that no man could be pro- 
cured to discharge the duties of for any such sum as we found it nec- 
essary after he died to affix to an office created to do just what he had 
been doing voluntarily, without requirement from anybody, for noth- 
ing. When he died the President found it impossible to procure any 
man under the description Here from among the civil officers of the 
Government to discharge these duties. He tried the experiment of a 
distinguished officer of the Department, and he declined. 
He tried others, and they would not undertake the work. It was 
found necessary to seek an employé of the Smithsonian Institution to 
discharge these duties until an act could be passed Congress creating 
an office with a salary of $5,000 a year to do that which Professor 
Baird had done for nothing. 

Now, because of the suggestion that it is quite within our province 
and our duty to compensate for the services of this office, is raised this 
queer constitutional question. As has been so forcibly said by my 
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colleague and the Senator from New York, we have been doing it 
daily. It occurs to me that we at one time took out of the Treasury a 
. large sum and paid it to Professor Morton for the value, not only to 

the United States, but to mankind, of a discovery which he had made. 
Every day in a smaller way it is done. I believe in the legislative, 
executive, and judicial appropriation bill just passed there wasa small 
appropriation which involved all this. A clerk in the Interior Depart- 
ment, a valuable clerk there, was sent by the Interior Department upon 
responsible duties in the far West, and there was no law by which he 
could draw anything but his meager salary in the Interior ent. 

Without ah ges Sarees anybody there deh res into the legi ee a- 

iation bill what the committee t t was a proper and a fai 

fdditional com: tion to him for the increased duties and burdens 
imposed upon hi He had to disburse about $15,000. Professor 
Baird had to disburse and become personally responsible for $100,000 
year after year for many years. Yet we can not find it in our power 
or in our disposition, one or the other, to recognize the value of serv- 
ices imposed upon a willing and enthusiastic servant of the people by 
the Congress of the United States, and we are unwilling to make fair 
and decent compensation to his representatives! 

Mr. SPOONER. I offer two amendments to the pending bill and 
move that they be referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. President, I should very much prefer that no 
case of this kind should come up for consideration, and except for the 
extraordinary circumstances surrounding it I would not be in favor of 
making an appropriation of this character. But unfortunately, and I 
think it is unfortunate, the imony of Congress in providing proper 
compensation for the valuable officers of this Gevernment is almost a 
crime, There has not been asession I think since Ihave had the honor 
of a seat upon this floor when some case has not been presented where 
such injustice has been done the individual that provision was made 
for extra com tion for some officer of the Government. 

There is no case that has ever been brought to my attention where 
the equities were so strong as in this case. As has been well said by 
other Senators, the services of Professor Baird excelled those of any 
other man in this generation. Not only did he perform the extra du- 
ties, as stated by the Senators from Massachusetts and New York, but 
I have the very best reason for believing that his own private prop- 
erty, the use of his own dwelling, was freely given to the Government 
in order that the great work he had in hand might go on. 

In this very bill, and in every appropriation bill, I think, since I 
have been a member of the Senate, you have made provision for your 
officers who have performed not half the duty, tomy best belief, and I 
say this with a full knowledge of the careful consideration which the 
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations gives to every item of 
this character. If there is any criticism on him and the members of 
the committee it is that they are too close, too parsimonious. In the 
very bill under consideration we have appropriated several thousand 
dollars for officers of our own body, men who have performed extraor- 
dinary duties and who are entitled to compensation. We required 
two or three of the most efficient clerks that we have in this body to 
give their time out of office hours to make an index and compile the 
records of the executive sessions from 1829 to the end of the Fortieth 

and it would have been cruel not to have compensated them 
for that work, Others who have compiled indices and papers for the 
Senate have been paidforit. Their compensation has not beenso great 
in the aggregate as the amount proposed to be given in this case, but 
it has been equally as great, and indeed greater, when you compare the 
service that was rendered. 

Therefore, Mr. President, in the committee and here I take great 
pleasure in saying that in my best judgment this is a proper appropria- 
tion to be made, and I shall vote for it with great pleasure. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, I agreed to this appropriation in the 
committee very cheerfully. I did so, perhaps, because I was as famil- 
iar with the great work performed by Professor Baird from the begin- 
ning as most men. When Congress first began to investigate the ques- 
tions as to the cause of the decrease of food-fishes in this country it was 
an experiment; a small appropriation was made, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. DAWES] very well said, to see what could be done. 

Professor Baird was an employé of the Smithsonian Institution, draw- 
ing from it the only salary he received, it being a scientific institution, 
established by Mr. Smithson for the purpose of diffusing knowledge 
among men. We knew that Professor Baird was the best man to do 
the work, and he was willing to help us develop it and see what could 
be done in that direction, and he did it ch y. 

Two years Congress passed a law largely extending his 
duties, labórs, and responsibilities. The spona was progressing 
satisfactorily; nobody could do the work but Professor Baird. Congress 
was anxiously looking to see the development, often without making the 

appropriations tocarryiton. In fact,it grew up as many things 

ve done, as the Signal Service grew up, and as very many of the 

. t institutions here have grown into great importance from small 
Fenit from experiments to established facts, so the Fish Commis- 
slon a ke progressing until it became one of the great institutions of 

e country. 


While many leading men in both Houses were doubting whether it 
would be a success, Professor Baird was entirely confident that it would 
be, and he went on developing by his experiments that it would be, 
proving it by results year by year, until it became assured. 

In the mean time I know, as the Senator from Massachusetts knows, 
for I visited his house time and again when we were working together 
in the House of Representatives, that Professor Baird was living in a 
plain house on New York Avenue, plenty big enough for him and his 
family, for it was a small one and an unpretentious one, but he carried 
the clerks of the Fish Commission, our employés for whom we were 
bound to provide, to his own house, furnished them with work rooms 
for nothing, and when the work increased so that it could not bedone 
there, using, as his statement and that of Senator EDMUNDS shows, in 
large part the money which belonged to his wife, inherited from her 
father, he built a house on Massachusetts Avenue, and used the base- 
ment and other rooms: of that building for our employés to do our 
work, not only charging no rent, but farnishing fuel, lights, and every- 
thing needed to carry iton. Afterwards, at an expense of thousands 
of dollars, which he had no sort of need to expend on his own account 
or for the comfort of his family, he added to his house for the p 
of better and more effectually carrying on the work of the Fish Com- 
mission. In short, he actually spent for the Government, if only 
moderate rent and actual costs, without interest, isallowed, more than 
aay ave amount now proposed to be restored to his family in this 

ill. 

I need not tell Senators what Professor Baird did. They know it. 
The country knows it. I remember his coming to the Appropriations 
Committee-room one day after he had proved how most of the different 
varieties of fish could be hatched and where they could be most ad- 
vantageously distributed, with a new discovery of which he was very 
proud—one of the best of our food fishes they had never before been able 
to produce by artificial means. It was the Chesapeake or North Carolina 
rock bass. Many experiments had been failures because of not know- 
ing exactly how to rock its cradle. He had finally had it worked ont 
and brought in a glass case, which he carried with great care, to the 
Committee on Appropriations a lot of young rock which he was de- 
veloping. The development of that fish alone artificially was worth 
millions to this country. So it was with other varieties—with. the 
white fish of the lakes and the salmon, the tront and the carp, which 
are now circulated all over the country. Al that work was developed 
under him. He carried on experiments along the New England coast 
for years to increase the supply of cod-fish. When he had established 
the commission on that coast and men went to visit the works and he 
sought to induce gentlemen to visit them and take interest in the work 
he entertained them all at his own expense when they wentthere. The 
Government never paid a dollar of the expenses of anybody who went 
to the works under his charge in order to get information. 

Mr. President, I repeat that he in the rent of his house at 
a fair rental, in furnishing rooms to our clerks, in fuel, in lights, in en- 
tertaining men to educate them in the great public work he was doing 
and taking them tothe different establishments of the Fish Commission, 
all of which he paid himself, more than the $50,000 which it is now 
proposed shall be given to his widow and daughter. 

Mr. DAWES. I wish the Senator from Kentucky would tell the 
Senate what Professor Baird said on the very clause in the bill that 
his services should be without compensation. A 

Mr. BECK. The Senator from Massachusetts knows about that as 
well as I do. 

Mr. DAWES. I presume the Senator remembers that when the bill 
was drawn, after thetwo years’ experiments, and there were persons in 
the House of Representatives opposing it and saying that it was a job, 
he said that in order to have it clear before the world that he would 
promote no job, we might put into the bill that he should not have 
any com ion. 

Mr. BECK. Certainly; I remember that well. 

Mr. DAWES. He was prompted to do that in order to have the 
world understand that he was promoting no job. 

Mr. BECK. I meant to say in addition, that when Congress did 
not have faith enough in the work of the commission even to furnish 
room for our own clerks to work in, he took them to his own house 
and provided means forthem. . = 

Mr. CULLOM. Will the Senator from Kentucky yield tome? In 
the light of the information which has been given and the disposition 
Isee manifested on the part of the Senate to support the original amend- 
ment reported by the Committee on Appropriations, I desire to with- 
draw the amendment I offered. 

Mr. BECK. Iamvery glad ofit. The sum ought to be $50,000. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Theamendment of the Senator from 
Illinois to the amendment of the Committee on Appropriationsis with- 
drawn. 

Mr. REAGAN. I offer a substitute for the amendment of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senator from Kentucky is cn- 
titled to the floor. Does he vield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. BECK. Certainly; I have no object or purpose except to tell 
what I know and give my reasons for voting as I propose to do, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by the 
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Senator from Texas to the amendment of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

For rent-of house of the late Spencer F, Baird for the United States Fish Com- 
mission,and for his services as ted States Fish Commissioner from 1871 to 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, another thing I might add as an in- 
stance. The Senator from Massachusetts |[Mr. Dawes] very well 
knows that until Professor Baird took charge of the Fish Commission 
work and amplified it, and spent every hour that any man could very 
well spend at labor, up to that time he was writing, as he had the 
right to do, for scientific magazines and works all over the world, and 
was izing large sums of money to eke out the salary that was paid 
him by the Smithsonian Institution. 

When he took up this work and found thatits success dependedon his 
exertions he devoted all his time to it, and all that source of income 
was cut off from him and his family, and he was unable to earn a dol- 
lar because of the immense labor he was performing in the Fish Com- 
mission, added to his Smithsonian work, and I doubt if he ever after- 
wards earned anything for himself, which he was well able to do by 
the use of his pen orby hisscientific researches that would have brought 
him in large sums of money from that source. 

Mr. HARRIS. What-was his salary? 

Mr. BECK, Six thousand dollars. He has never drawn a dollar 
from the United States—not a penny—in all these years, and he-could 
have made $6,000 more a year with his ability by the use of his pen 
otherwise than in the employment of the Smithsonian Institution and 
not Jost an hour nor a minute from the work of the Smithsonian but 
for the work he was doing for us. 

Mr, GEORGE. Can the Senator state about the condition of his 
family at present? 

Mr. BECK, I am not accurately informed as to the circumstances 
of his family, but I understand from the Senator from Vermont [ Mr. 


r EDMUNDS] that they have an income of about $1,200 or $1,500 a year. 


es that is the statement of Senator EDMUNDS, but I do not know 
ut it y. 

Mr. HARRIS. If I understand the Senator from Kentucky, the 
Senator from Maryland, the Senator from Massachusetts, and the Sen- 
ator from New York, they all claim and make statements that amount 
to the establishment of a debt against the Government for rent and the 
services of Professor Baird. Now, if the Government owes to the es- 
tate of Professor Baird one dollar or fifty thousand dollars or one hun- 
dred thousand dollars, it cught to be paid. No one appreciates the 
distinguished services of that very distinguished and eminent man more 
than I; but the thing that I protested against and now protest against 
is levying and collecting taxes and donating the money to the estate 
of Professor Baird or any other human being; and I simply desired to 
know if I understood the Senator from Kentucky and other Senators 
correctly, Whatever we owe we ought to pay, and nobody is more 
ready to pay than I am, but I am not here to make donations. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. President, I do not believe that the estate of Pro- 
fessor Baird has any claim that it could go into court and collect by 
law, but I believe that we morally and equitably owe every dollar of 
this money to Professor Baird and his family just as much as any debt 
that we owe for labor honestly done and for accommodations for our 
employés in our service fairly furnished. I consider it as just an obli- 
gation as was ever paid out of the Treasury. 

I do not care about stating what we have done in many other re- 
gards, what we have given to generals and their widows and their 
families, for I do not desire to make any contrasts of that sort; but I 
repeat that, while I do not believe the estate could collect it in the 
Court of Claims, it is an honest debt, and I shall vote for it cheerfully, 
and I believe my people will cheerfully consent to be taxed to pay it, 
because I insist that we owe this debt morally and equitably, if not 
legally, as much so as any debt ever due by the Government. The 
very fact that we are not forced to pay it adds, I think, to the reputa- 
of the United States for doing justice when the facts are laid be- 

fore 

I remember the pride we all took in the great expositions that were 
held abroad, when Professor Baird arranged all our exhibits to be sent, 
making a contrast between the pregress made by our people and the 
people of other nations. Even the fishermen of Sweden and Norway, 
who were thought to be ahead of all the world, were astonished at the 
development we had made in thatdirection. Professor Langley wrote 
me a letter, which I filed with the committee, in which he said: 

I dare not attempt to estimate the practical valne of the work of the commis- 
sion to the country, but can not doubt that it amounts to very many millionsof 
dollars. I presume you are familiar with Mr, Goode's “Review of what has 
been accomplished y Bai Fish Commission in fish culture and in the investi- 
gation of American fisheries; ™ but I venture to send herewith a copy of this 
pamphlet, and to direct your special attention to o pmpes 26 to 34, in which are 
quoted numerous commendations of the Fish Co: on from the principal 
authorities of Great Britain, Norway, Holland, Germany, Belgium, France, and 
other European nations, r Huxley,in an address at the London Fish- 
eries Exhibition, said that he did not think “that nation at the present 


time had comprehended the question of dealing with in so tho th, excel- 
lent, and scieutifio a epirit ns that of the United States, Migrate 


Until Professor Baird took hold of it we had done nothing worth 


mentioning in that direction; we did not even know our own resources; 
we had taken no steps to develop them; and yet in a fewyears the en- 
ergetic, intelligent action of this single man, one of the few scientific 
men I ever saw who could do all he talked about, who knew how to 
show others how to do it, who knew how to pull off his coat and do it 
himself, until he impressed the world with his great efficiency and the 
greatness of this people in a great enterprise that all the world was 
struggling to carry on. 
Professor Langley goes on to say: 

While M. Raveret-Wattel, the principal French authority on this subject, states 
that “to this day pisciculture has nowhere produced results which can be com- 
pared with those obtained in the United States.” Noone can question that the 
peculiar excellence of the work of our Government has been directly or indi» 
rectly due to the presence of Professor Baird at the head of the commission. He 
had no rivals, and during his administration no word of criticism was ever ut- 
tered by competent persons. 

All this, it may well be remembered, was accomplished while filling effect- 
ively the distinct duties of an officer of the Smithsonian Institution, for which 
alone he was paid. And it may be added that during the first half of his term 
of as commissioner,and while he was tant secretary of the Smith- 
sonian, his entire salary was less than that received by several of his assistants 
during the last few years, 

In this same letter he shows how Professor Henry was employed as 
a member of the Light-House Board, and how recognized the 
value of the work done by him. In relation to that he says: 


In reference to the possible precedent of the action of Co: in the case of 
tho late Professor Henry, I would state that a communication from the Secre- 
i of the Treasury wasreceived by the House of Representatives June 4,1878, 
and by the Senate June 5, 1878, recommending an appropriation of $500 for each 

ar during which the late Professor He 


was employed as a member of the 
ght-House Board, for the benefit of his family. On June 20,1878,an act was 


d “to pay to the legal representatives of the late Joseph ‘Henry, for serv- 
ces rendered by him as member and president of the Light-House Board, 
$11,000." (Second session Forty-fifth Congress, page 214.) 

These payments were made and purposely made in recognition of the 
eminent services of that distinguished gentleman. was under 
no legal obligation, if you please, to Professor Henry, but for the benefit 
he had done the country, which was well known, Congress paid for 
his services as a debt, not a legal but a moral and equitable one, and 
$11,000 was therefore given, or paid—call it what you like—to Profess- 
or Henry, together with $500 a year while he was a member of the 
Light-House Board. I havenot time'to state even half of what I know 
in to the great services rendered to the people of the United 
States by Professor Baird, though it would perhaps be p to do so. 
From my knowledge of him and his work I could tell of hundreds of 
things of immense benefit to the country which he did that no amount 
of money can repay. 

He madea practical survey of the bottom of the ocean from the coast 
of New England to the bank of the Gulf Stream. He took great inter- 
est in establishing many of the scientific things, such as the electric 
sounding bell, or whateveritis called. Whatever hedid he threw open 
for the benefitof the world. I never heard of his securing a patent for 
anything; and I have no more doubt than that Iam standing on this 
floor that but for his determination to make this great work a success, 
but forthe overwork he did, he would have been a living man to-day. 
I believe he killed himself by overwork and overzeal in the service of the 
United States, and left his wife and daughter dependent, measurably 
at least, instead of being supported by him in affluence as they would 
have been, for his own wants were few and his tastes simple, but for 
the fact that he was the victim of overwork in the publicinterest. That 
adds very largely, in my mind, to our obligation, and that is one of the 
reasons why I propose to vote for the full amount asked for in this 
amendment. $ 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. President— 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from Arkansas yield to meto re- 
port some amendments from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds intended to be proposed to the pending bill? 

Mr. BERRY. I yield for that purpose, 

Mr. SPOONER. Iam instructed by the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, to whom were referred the following amendments, 
intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill, to re- 
port them favorably: 

An amendment for the construction of a public building at Dover, 
N. Hs 

AD amendment for the construction of a public building at Nashua, 
NA s 
A: a amendment for the construction of a public building at Canton, 

0; 
1 amendment for the erection of a public building at Sterling, 

Pa, 

T An amendment for the erection of a public building at Atchison, 
ans. ; : 
An amendment for the erection of a public building at Pueblo, 
Colo.; and 
An amendment for the erection of a public building at Emporia, 


I move that they be referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BERRY. I wish to submit a few remarks in response to those 
made by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Beck]. ‘The Senator has 
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raised the point that this is not a donation, but that it is a private 
claim against the Government of the United States. The Senator 
from Kentucky is a member of the Committee on Appropriations. 
That committee have made a report, and they have adopted as their 
report the statement made by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Ep- 
MuNDs] as to the character of this claim, and I wish to read to the 
Senate the opinion of the Senator from Vermont, which the committee 
of which the Senator from Kentucky isa member have adopted and 
made to the Senate. 
In mse to the question by the chairman of the committee, ‘‘ You 
want to have whatever we do put on this bill,” Mr. EDMUNDS said: 
Yes; that is exactly what I want, and it is pereo suitable and proper, if it 
is right to do it at all, because itis not a private claim, but is a miscellaneous 
oe that under the circumstances it is proper for Congress to make, if you 

Now, Mr. President, if this isa claim for house rent, and if it is a 
claim for salary which can be enforced against the Governmeut of the 
United States, the Senator from Kentucky well knows that it has no 
place upon this general appropriation bill. The rule read by the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN] absolutely prohibits the attaching of 
any private claim to a general appropriation bill. No claim that this 
was a legal obligation upon the part of the Government, or that it was 
a debt, was ever made until it came here to-day, and now, when the 
committee find that it can not be sustained as a donation, they shift 
the premises and say that it is a private claim for services rendered 
and house rent furnished. If we owe to Professor Baird anything for 
house rent, then I agree with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. HAR- 
RIS] that we should pay it, and I will cheerfully vote for it; but, Mr. 
President, when it comes to say that the Congress of the United States, 
as was said by the Senator from Florida [Mr. CALL], can take from 
the Treasury of the United States $50,000, or any other sum of money, 
and donate it to any m whom a majority of members may think 
most worthy, then I say that is a proposition to which I can not and 
will not yield my consent, 

This is money collected from the people by taxation; it is collected 
for public purposes, and, however pleasant it may be to donate money 
to individuals, I conceive that we have no right to donate other peo- 
ple’s money, however sympathetic and generous we may feel. If, how- 
ever, it is a claim, let it come in the regular way; let it be proved how 
much the house rent was, and I shall be ready to vote for it, as I will 
vote for the payment of any other debt that the Government owes. 

But the Senator from Kentucky appeals to our sympathies by saying 
that this lady’s income is only $1,200 or $1,500 a year, and, therefore, 
the Government of the United States should add to it, although it was 
expressly provided in the law under which Professor Baird’served that 
he should not receive any additional compensation to the $6,000 he re- 
ceived as secretary of the Smithsonian Institution. There are widows 
all over this land of ours whose income is not more than $125 a year, 
widows of men, too, who rendered service to the Government and of- 
fered all they had and gave their lives to the country, who are receiv- 
ing certainly not more than $250 a year. 

If we are going into the private donation business, if we are going 
to take the people’s money and give it to whomsoever we please, if that 
be true, it simply comes down to a question as to what persons can se- 
cure the good will of the greatest number of Senators and members of 
Congress, in order to take not only the money now in the Treasury of 
the United States, but all that can be placed there under any system 
of taxation that can be devised. 

The Senator from Vermont has said that it was a donation, nota 

rivate claim; and if it be not a donation it has no place upon this bill. 
Ffor one will not vote for the $50,000, nor will I vote for the $25,000 
in the amendment offered by the Senator from Texas. If we havea 
right to donate one dollar, then the rightis unlimited, and we will soon 
find that the demands will be such that our generosity will only be 
limited by the capacity of the people to pay taxes. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I desire to say a few words in ref- 
erence to the amendment which I have presented; but before Ido that 
I wish to state that in the remarks I made at the opening of this dis- 
cussion I referred to the question as to whether we could pay this 
money to Professor Baird’s widow on account of his having been an 
officer of the Government and having received compensation for another 
service. 

I have thought more of that. While he was appointed secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution under authority of an act of Congress, he 
received his compensation from the fund donated by Mr. Smithson for 
that Institution, and I take it thatit would be held to be in the nature 
of any other corporation that might be created under an act of Congress 
and the employés of which were paid by the corporation and not by the 
Government, and would not on that account give rise to the question 
as to whether he could be compensated for his services as Fish Commis- 
sioner in view of the fact that he had received this compensation as 
secretary of the Smithsonian Institution. So I dismiss that branch ot 
the subject. 

As stated by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Berry], the Senator 
from Vermont [ Mr. EDMUNDS] before the Committee on Appropria- 
tions suggested that this wasin thenature of a miscellaneous donation, 


and that idea seems to have been assented to, perhaps without a very 
full consideration of the subject, by the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations. If itis a donation simply, I donot see how we 
have a right to appropriate money asa donation. The Senator from 
Arkansas will see clearly the distinction between the amendment which 
I have presented and the clause rted by the committee. Let the 
Secretary read the amendment which I have presented. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair). The 
Secretary will report the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In lieu of the proposed amendment it is now 
proposed to insert: 

For the rent of the house of the late Spencer F. Baird for the use of the United 
States Fish Commission, and for his services as United States Fish Commis- 
sioner from 187] to 1886, $25,000. 

Mr. REAGAN. That places the compensation on the ground that 
it had been earned. It has been stated by all those who are familiar 


with the transactions of Professor Baird that he furnished rooms in his ,~ 


house and enlarged his house for the purpose of furnishing rooms for 
the use of the Fish Commission, for which he was never compensated 
by the Government, and he also rendered very important services as 
Fish Commissioner for which he was not compensated. 

Ihave no objection, as I stated in the outset, to a proper and rea- 
sonable compensation for the services and the use of the property of 
Professor Baird. I do object to the $50,000 which it is proposed to 
give; and when I do that I call attention to the fact which T presented 
before, that during the last nine years and three months of his service 
as Fish Commissioner he received $55,500 as his compensation as sec- 
retary of the Smithsonian Institution. 

Now, then, receiving this large amount, though it did not come from 
the Government, he was acting under the authority of an act of Con- 
gress, and at least it shows that he was not uncer the necessity of being 
entirely compensated and it shows how he could consent to perform 
the important services he performed for the Government without com- 
pensation. 

We manage here whenever a claim of somebody is presented to work 
up a great deal of sympathy and to value thatsympathy by the amount 
we can appropriate out of the Federal Treasury. Has it occurred to 
Senators that $50,000 would give $100 apiece to five hundred poor fami- 
lies and make them feel happy? Is there no sympathy for those five 
hundred poor families that work from the rising to the setting of the 
sun, toiling to make a living? Have we forgotten here the millions of 
dollars we are collecting as taxes for the purpose of furnishing the 
fands we appropriate for the use of the Government and for the use of 
private persons, to a large extent? 

I know, sir, and I am sorry to know it, that he who speaks as I now 
speak is, if not regarded as a crank, regarded as a very impracticable man 
in the Senate of the United States; but I can not help it. My way of 
looking at it is that I do notrepresent those who seek to plunder the 
Treasury of the United States, but I represent those who pay the taxes 
which support the Government and which ought to be employed in 
the legitimate support of the Government and the fulfilling of the 
obligations of the Government; and I desire to balance my sympathies 
between the claimants and the people who toil for the money that they 
obtain, and I expressed the other day the hope—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. REAGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. GEORGE. What proportion of the people of Texas do not have 
$1,200 per annum income from property, leaving out their own indi- 
vidual exertions? 

Mr. REAGAN. Idonot suppose thereis one in a hundred who has 
an income of $1,200. I doubt if there is one in a thousand. 

Mr. GEORGE. Independent of their own individual exertions? 

Mr. REAGAN. Independently of their own exertions, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the question which the Senator from Mississippi asks causes me 
to look back to the people whom I in part represent upon this floor, 
and the condition of the people of other States represented upon this 
floor where there are thousands and tens of thousands of toilers that 
can not make enough by hard labor under the existing condition of 
things to support their families in decency, and to call attention to the 
fact that the farmers of this country, once an independent and a happy 
class, are year by year becoming impoverished, year by year encumb- 
ering their little farms by mortgages, year by year unable to meet their 
liabilities, and it will not be long, under the existing condition of 
things, till their homes will be swept from under them, and they will 
become be or tramps. 

Mr. BLAIR. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. REAGAN. I will. 

Mr. BLAIR. Does the Senator in this description of the farmers 
mean to be understood as stating that it is the condition of the farming 
population of Texas? 

Mr. REAGAN. I mean to say that that is the condition of the farm- 
ing population throughout the United States. 

r. BLAIR. Of course, then, in Texas. 

Mr. REAGAN. I mean to say that by class legislation and by the 
transfer of the wealth of this country by law from the many to the 
few farming has become a degraded occupation, and that the young 
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men of this country will no longer pursue the occupation of farming 
if they can get into the humblest employment in towns that does not 
involve agricultural labor. That is what I mean to say; and if the 
Senator will go among the people in the farming States he can every 
day of his life verify the truth of what Iam saying. It is that class, 
and it is a class once happy, once loving and respecting their Govern- 
ment, but who are now discontented and murmuring and making or- 
ganizations such as grangers’ alliances, union labor parties, Knights 
of Labor, making up organizations to protect themselves against the 
aggressions of the money power and those who are pressing class legis- 
lation. That is the kind of people to whom I am referring. 

The policy of Congress ought not to be to add to the discontent of the 
people, but it ought to be to pursue a course which shall make them 
feel that they have the protection of the Governmentin common with 
all others, and that no others are being given advantages by law of which 
they are deprived. They ought to be allowed to learn that this Gov- 
ernment is not to be run in the interest of millionaires, in the interest 
of aggregated capital, either individual or corporate, in the interest of 
those who are piling up their hundreds of millions while discontent 
pervades the whole working masses of this country, while want and 
wretchedness are spreading their dark wings over the toiling people of 
this country. We may hide it from ourselves, but we can not hide it 
from them. We may think men are ignorant and that they do not 
know what we are doing, but if we think so we are mistaken. They 
know what Congress is doing; they know the acts of extravagance we 
are guilty of; they know whether we act so as to promote the general 

welfare or whether we act so as to promote the interests of particular 
individuals at the expense of the great mass of the people. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr, REAGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. GEORGE. The modern way of promoting the general welfare, 
I believe, is to take the money from the people at large and give it to 
a few. 

Mr. REAGAN. That is the effect of the policy which has prevailed 
for a great many years past. : 

Mr, BLAIR, Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question? 

Mr. REAGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BLAIR. When a little while ago it was poma to take $79,- 
000,000 and spread it among the poor people of this country and the 
children of this country was that an effort to take the money of the 
many and give it to a few? 

Mr. REAGAN. ‘“‘Still harping on my daughter.” 

Mr. BLAIR. And will the Senator bear in mind his own speeches 
about the enormous wealth and growing prosperity of the people of 
Texas which he made upon the education bill? 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I made no statements about the 
enormous wealth of the people of Texas. The idea of making the 
people mendicants is the thing that I am resisting. The idea that the 
whole American people shall be made beggars from the Federal Treas- 
ury, debased and deprived of their manhood and patriotism, is a thing 
that Iam resisting. That educational bill simply made States come 
hat in hand to a school commissioner to make reports and to ask privi- 
leges. It took away from the States and from the people the feeling 
of manhood and of independence by which they pro to educate 
nee own children, But Ido not propose to go into the educational 
bi 


Mr. BLAIR. I was going to suggest to the Senator that I would 
turn him over to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. GEORGE] so far as 
that part of it is concerned. 

Mr. REAGAN. We will settle that in our own way. I think per- 
haps the Senator from New Hampshire will learn something before that 
bill comes up again. 

Mr. BLAIR. I hope the people: of Texas will, and there may be 
somebody here to advocate it. 

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, in submitting the amendment which 
I presented I had two objects; one was to reduce the amount of this ap- 
propriation, and the other to place it upon a basis upon which we can 
justify our action; that is, as compensation for rent and services. If 
that is not done—of course I can not speak or think for other Senators— 
I do not see where the authority is to come from to make a ‘‘ miscel- 
laneous donation;’’ that is what it was called before the committee, 
and what I understand it is called by the committee here in the Sen- 
ate—a ‘‘ miscellaneous donation.’’ 

I agree with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. HARRIS] that we have 
no power to make miscellaneous donations of $50,000 nor of 50 cents 
We have the right, I think, to compensate for services where we be- 
lieve those services have been rendered and have been valuable. I 
agree with Senators that Professor Baird in his life time and his family 
since his death could not be paid in dollars and cents for the services 
he rendered his country. 

While I believe that, I do not wish to excite popular indignation by 
giving an unreasonable amount in view of the fact that in the last nine 
years and three months of his service he was the recipient of $55,500. 
This $50,000 which we propose in our sympathy to give to this partic- 
ular lady, as worthy of it as any other lady no doubt, would make 
happy five hundred families of poor people if it could be given to them 
in hundred dollar sums; and I have thought always, if this Govern- 


ment is to be converted simply into a charitable, eleemosynary institu- 
tion, that we ought to exercise good judgment and Christain charity 
in selecting the objects of our charity, and we ought to begin with the 
poor and unfortunate. 

Mr. President, I hope that my amendment will be adopted in lieu 
of the original proposition of the Committee on Appropriations. But 
I can not say I will then support it. 

Mr. STEWART. Iam constrained to say a word. I deprecate as 
much as the Senator from Texas any laws that have a tendency to 
take the money from the masses and give it to the few, and I have ex- 
pressed myself pretty distinctly on that subject on various occasions 
during the present session; but I think that his speech was particularly 
ill-timed as applied to the present case. 

There is no man who has lived in this country who has done as much 
as Professor Baird for the poor, for the laboring men. I have traveled 
over a large portion of the United States, and at almost every railroad 
station now you will find a kind of fish that is not common to that sec- 
tion, that has been cultivated by reason of developing this industry by 
Professor Baird. Away up in Oregon, on Puget Sound, in San Fran- 
cisco we have as fine shad as you have anywhere, and all over the 
country the poor people, who avail themselves of this food as much as 
any other, have had it brought home to their doors. There has been 
more food placed withifi the reach of the poor by this man’s exertion 
than by those of any other man. He has distributed wealth and food 
among the masses, and, by the statement the Senator from Kentucky 
and other Senators who are familiar with what he did, we are only 
giving to his family a reasonable compensation, a small compensation, 
for this great service he rendered, and there is no poor man who has 
had fish brought home to him who will complain of the compensation 
that is given to Professor Baird for this great good. 

So I do not think the speech of the Senator from Texas applies to this 
case. He may getsundry cases to which it does apply, but it does not 
apply here. This is the case of a man who has fed the poor during his 
lifetime, and has provided means for feeding them during the ages, 
bringing a kind of food that is cheap to their doors. There is hardly 
a stream of any importance in America that is not now stocked with 
fish, and you find it on the tables of the poor and the rich everywhere. 
He has provided a great industry, more important than any other man 
has done in the United States, and by his sacrifice according to the tes- 
timony here. I repeat, he gave up his own house to it, gave up every- 
thing and left his family poor. 

I think the poor will sympathize with them, and will be willing to 
reward any man who will do a tenth part of this. The masses of the 
people I say would vote ten times this amount to any man who will 
confer a tenth of this benefit on them. And I am glad that the people 
do watch what is being done here. I want them towatch this act. I 
want the people to know that Congress has been just in this respect, 
and has appreciated the great blessing that has been conferred upon 
them by the efforts and the genius of this man. 

Mr. CALL, I do not propose to detain the Senate, but Iam not con- 
tent to give my vote on this amendment without one or two state- 
ments. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BERRY] said that the Senator from 
Florida had stated that we had the power to make a donation of any 
amount that we pleased. Idid make that remark to the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. HARRIS]. Idid not, however, say that we could right- 
fully exercise the power to make a gift without some object—some 
sound public policy to sustain it. 

I apprehend there is not a Senator on this floor who does not ac- 
knowledge that Congress has the power. Whether it is rightfully exer- 
cised or not is another question. But who is to prevent? If the two 
Houses of Congress make the appropriation the money must be paid. 
Ts not that power,I ask the Senator from Arkansas, whether it is right- 
fully exercised or not, if the Constitution of the United States has not 
referred it to the sovereign judgment of Senators who represent the 
States and the people’s Representatives, not for one Congress but for 
every recurring Congress,to decide when and how and for what purpose 
the money in the Treasury shall be appropriated? ‘To Congress alone, 
with the President, is committed the power and duty of deciding 
whether or not an appropriation of money is within the limitations of 
the Constitution. 

Now, I say that this Government can make noappropriation of money 
which is not a gilt or grant. It does not operate by contract. Who 
ever heard of the Government saying you shall or shall not do this 
unless you agree to it? Why, look at your Constitution here. Con- 
gress shall have power to do this, Congress shall have power to do the 
other, not by consent. What is power? Power is mandatory. It 
commands, and when Con says, ‘‘Be it enacted that so much 
money shall be paid as the salary of ‘an office,’’ it does not say it shall 
be paid if the incumbent agrees it shall be done. 

It does not say that certain public functions or duties shall be per- 
formed ifsome particular person shall contract or agree to perform them, 
and that the Government then agrees to pay him so much; but it de- 
clares that the duties or function shall be performed, and that a certain 
sum of money shall be paid. It punishes the failure to obey this com- 
mand, and requires in all cases obedience, and not consent. 

It says if you accept of this office we command that you perform 
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these duties attached to it; we command that a certain designated ofi- 
cer shall pay this money. ‘There is no place for contracts in the oper- 
ations of government, and it is so everywhere. Itis sov- 
ereign power, not consent, not agreement, but the exercise of attributes. 

Now, the Senator from Tennessee says if we owe a debt we must pay 
it. The Government owes no debts in the sense in which he uses the 
word; that is, arising from contract, from agreement. Bondsaresimple 
declarations that the Government of the United States will pay so and 
g0; and the fact that all appropriations of money must be made by or 
subject to the consent of each succeeding Congress every two years 
forbids the idea or obligation of a contract and makes the continuance 
a re-enactment of an appropriation dependent on the public faith and 
the sound policy of maintaining it, 

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not a contract? 

Mr. CALL. No; nota contract in the sense that it arises from con- 
sent and agreement. A debtisan obligation. It may be by contract, 
it may be by virtue of some other consideration ex debito justitiz, as 
the obligation of justice, the result of law; but it is not a mere matter 
of agreement between two persons, and does not derive its obligation 
from an agreement between the Government and a person, but from 
the higher idea that the public faith is by law pledged or commended 
to be used for some public p 

The Government owes what? The Government owes protection and 
the proper exercise of the powers conferred uponit. It owes the cre- 
ation of a sound policy in the exercise of those attributes of power 
which, by the Constitution, are vested in it. The Governmentis the 
people, all the people, not a part, requiring with power, not consent, 
policies, public ee affecting the whole people and generations 
of people, to be declared and carried into effect, and each specific act 
required to be done or forbidden to be done must be in the line of 
and a part of some public policy. 

Now, the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN] undertakes to repre- 
sent the people, and he does not allow any other Senator who does not 
agree with him to do so. He asks why not give this money, $100 
apiece, to so many people? Why does not the Senator from Texas 
give his salary, so much money, $100 apiece, to the people to do this 
charity? He will say because the Government commands it to be 
paid to him, and for what? Forservices rendered. Suppose Professor 
Baird has rendered greater service than he or I, or any other Senator; 
suppose he has rendered to these poor people in this whole country, to 
each one of the poor people for generations, services a thousand times 

ter than the Senator or I, or all other Senators or Members of 

gress, and he rises here to say, ‘I will take the $5,000, I will not 
give it to the people, but I will not compensate the man who rendered 
the far greater service. ”? 

I am the friend of the poor, Irepresent them; I represent the op- 

ressed, the farmer; but I will keep my $5,000; I will vote this to myself, 
but I will not vote anything to the man who has fed all these starving 
millions. This is no debt of the people, because he did not make a con- 
tract with the people to doit. He has doneaservice which I have not 
done, but I have a right to the money, service or no service, because it 
is a contract. 

Mr. HARRIS. Iam tempted to ask the Senator from Florida, if he 
will allow me—and yet I know how he will answer before I ask the 
question, for he utterly repudiates the idea of contract between the 
Government and employés, in which I totally with him—but 
I want to ask him this question: Does he hold that he as a Senator, 
that a majority of the Senate and a majority of the House of Repre- 
sentatives can levy, collect, and appropriate the money to any chari- 
table object that they may think charitable and deserving as a donation ? 

Mr. CALL. I will ask the Senator to answer me this question—— 

Mr. HARRIS. I would rather you would answer my question and 
then I will answer any question you please to propound to me, 

Mr. CALL. But if the Senator will answer my question he will re- 
fute his own statement and answer his own question himself. I ask 
him if it is true or untrue thatan act passed by a majority of this body 
and by a majority of the other House of Congress and signed by the 
President appropriating money to any object whatever is the law of 
this land or is it not, and are or are not all persons and powers required 
to obey it? 

Mr. HARRIS. Whether the act be within the limits of constitu- 
tional delegated power or not, I suppose it would get the money out of 
the Treasury, and I suppose if a thief were to break into the Treasury 
and get the money out he would have the money all the same. But I 
ask the Senator from Florida a question that involves his construction 
of the constitutional powers of Congress and not what may bave been 
done or what possibly may be done in the future. 

Mr. CALL. The rightful exercise ot power and power itself are dif- 
ferent things. Every use of money by Government is a grant, and the 
Senator’s statement is no answer to the argument. The use of public 
money may or may not be a charity. 

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator dodges the question I asked. 

Mr. CALL. TheSenatorfrom Tennessee dodges the conclusion, but I 
do not. When the Senator from Tennessee says that an act of Congress 
pen by a majority of each of the two Houses and approved by the 

resident is the same as a thief breaking into the Treasury and taking 
the money out, then there is no argument about it. 


In the one case the people’s representatives, appointed by the Consti- 
tution to decide what is a propsr use of the public money, decide and 
perform the constitutional duty assigned to them, and not to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee, and he says this if it does not agree with his 
opinion is being a thief. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, right here I want to put on record 
an extract from an old-fashioned and now almost forgotten paper. It 
= the eighth section of the first article of the Constitution of the United 

tates: 

The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and 
excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense and general wel- 
fare of the United States. 

Mr. CALL. The Senator from Tennessee and all others who main- 
tain his argument do not allow the words ‘‘Congress of the United 
States’? to have any meaning. 

Now, Mr. President, this is a matter of argument, and it has been 
argued a hundred times; but every time Congress exercises this power, 
if it does not suit a Senator’s fancy, like the Senator from Tennessee or 
the Senator from Texas, thissame question is raised. I remémber some 
years ago the Senator from Tennessee thought that charity and the gen- 
eral welfare required an ice-ship to be built to freeze out the yellow 
fever that had been decimating and destroying Memphis, and if I rec- 
ollect aright, there was some amount, over a hundred thousand dollars, 
I think, for this charity donated, granted, appropriated out of the Treas- 
ury of the United States. 

As to the money that Congress appropriates in the forms of the Con- 
stitution, the argument is that the Constitution is an assemblage of 
powers, not of ideas but of powers; that is an instance; and the Sena- 
tor’s vote can not dodge, but answers his question. It is true there 
are declaratory phrases in the.Constitution which say the powers ought 
to be exercised so and so, but the power is distinct from the direction; 
the power is given to the two Houses, to the people through their rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr. President, that is what I said, and I say the fathers who made 
the Constitution, when they gave to the people the power to send rep- 
resentatives here every two years and the people asStates to send them 
to this body every six years, knew what they were doing, knew that 
responsibility to them was the sole preservation of the Government. 

But, Mr. President, whence come these ideas of the Senator from 
Texas? They have no foundation in reason; they are not in behalf of 
the people. 

They are oppressive of the people. They are destructive of these 
starving millions, for whom the inventions of science and the devices 
of philanthropists discovered food products; and wise public policies, 
instead of starving, give life and energy and comfort. The Senator’s 
ideas, however well intended, are in this instance the support of mo- 
nopoly and oppression to the great mass of the people. the iron 
hand of power on the friends of the poor, like Professor Baird, refuse 
them all compensation, and say the rich alone shall labor for the people, 
and what will become of us? The policies of the Senator from Texas 
would destroy the inventions and the virtue of the age, would de- 
stroy philanthropy, would punish devotion to the toiling millions, in- 
stead of encouraging those who in the providence of the Almighty are 
permitted to be great benefactors. It is a wise public policy that 
gives life to these things, and not the pitiful sum of a peed Sry dollars 
here and there. 

Mr. President, that is my reply. The people want knowledge and 
comfort. They want philanthropists. . They want the benefaction of 
wise public policies which reach to every poor man’s cabin and clothe 
his naked children and feed the starving millions. And among these 
benefactors Professor Baird was first and foremost in furnishing food 
to the millions that are to come here. 

Let us in the people’s name and with the people’s money reward 
him who gave his money, his labor, his life, with true devotion tothe 
people—of this and future generations—and let us not in the interest 
of monopoly and ay. refuse to reward devotion tothe people—on 
ee ground of injury to the people to reward a man for his devas to 

em. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, I think we have now reached a point 
where we understand this matter, and I am willing to go as far as I can 
in aid of my friend from Texas so as to put this upon the tight ground. 
Therefore I will move, in line 1, page 50, after the word ‘‘ Fisheries,’’ 
to insert ‘including rent of rooms for the use of said commission.” 
Although I think I could make > long speech on this amendment, I 
will not occupy time. If we can have a vote upon it and then upon 
the main amendment shall gratify Senators by moving an adjourn- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair), The 
amendment will bestated forthe information of theSenate. The Chair 
is of the impression that it is not now in order, there being now an 
amendment to an amendment pending. 

The SECRETARY. After the word “ Fisheries,” in line 1, page 50, it 
is proposed to insert: 

Including rent of rooms for the use of said commission. 

Mr. BLAIR. How will the whole clause read ? 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator from Texas moved to strike out tho 
paragraph and insert another paragraph. I think I canamend it first. 
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~ The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unanimous consent the amend- 
ment will be considered as perfecting the text. It will be againstated. 
sate SECRETARY. It is proposed to amend so as to make the clause 


To enable the Secre Treasury Mary H. C. Baird, 
of the late Rai E Bele, $50,008 in oy enone ae poe pe 
expenses of the said Spencer F, Baird during his administration of the office of 
Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, including rent of rooms for the use of said 
commission, from February 25, 1871, to the time of his death, in August, 1887. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is cn the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Iowa to the amendment of the committee. 

‘The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas now 
insist on his amendment ? 

Mr. REAGAN. Yes, sir. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be reported. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike out the amendment of the 
committee from line 20, on page 49, down to and including line 3, on 
page 50, and in lieu thereof to insert: 

For the rent of the house of the late S 
Tish Commission, and for his services as 
1871 to 1836, $25,000, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Texas to the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. BERRY. I ask for the yeas and nays on the adoption of the 
amendment proposed by the committee. : 

PM ood za and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to call 
eroll. 

Mr. CULLOM (when the name of Mr. CHACE was called). The 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHACE] is paired with the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. COLQUITT]. 

Mr. REAGAN (when the name of Mr. COKE was called). My col- 
league [Mr. COKE] is paired on political questions with the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER], and instructs me to say that he would 
vote against this amendment if he were present. 

Mr. HARRIS. He requested me to state that he was called away 
necessarily to one of the Departments, and therefore would not be 
here and would vote, if present, as his colleague has stated. 

Mr. MITCHELL (when Mr. DoLPH’s name was called). My col- 
league [Mr. DOLPH] is detained from the Senate by illness in his fam- 
ily. He ispaired with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Brown]. Ido 
not know how either would vote on this question. 

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I have a general pai 
with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]. I do not know how 
he would yote on this proposition, and I therefore withhold my vote, 
but if he were present I should vote ‘‘nay.” 

Mr. KENNA (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SABIN], but I do not regard this as a po- 
litical question, and I therefore vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. MANDERSON (when his name was called). Iam paired with 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN]. If he were present, 
I should vote ‘‘yea.”’ e 

Mr. CALL (when the name of Mr. Pasco wascalled). Mycolleague 
[Mr. Pasco] is paired with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. FARWELL]. 

Mr. PAYNE (when his name wascalled). If this weres ques- 
tion I should consider myself paired with my colleague [Mr. SHER- 
MAN], but as it is not, I will vote. If my colleague were here he 
would vote as I do. I vote ‘'yea.’’ 

Mr. PLUMB (when his name was called). Iam paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Vest], but on the suggestion of his col- 
seine [Mr. COCKRELL] on this matter I will vote *‘nay.’’ 

. PUGH (when his name was called). I am paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. EDMUNDS]. If he were present, I should 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. TELLER (when his name was called). Iam paired with the 
senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CoKE], who if present would vote 
“nay,” and I would vote ‘‘ yea.” 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa, (when his name was called). I have agen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. WILSON], but before 
leaving the Chamber this afternoon he informed me that on this bill 

‘I might vote on all questions. I therefore vote ‘‘ yea.” 

The roll-call was concluded. = 

Mr. HAWLEY. My colleague [Mr. PLATT] is paired with the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey [Mr. McPuerson]. My colleague would vote 

**yea,’? if present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON). The occupant of 
the chair being informed that the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACK- 
BURN] if present would vote ‘‘ yea,” will vote ‘‘ yea ’’ upon this ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MORGAN (after having voted in the negative). A pair has 
been arranged between the Senator from Maryland [Mr. GORMAN] and 
myself. I therefore withdraw my vote. 

Mr. HOAR. I think the Senator will not feel obliged to withdraw 
his vote. There is a very large majority for the amendment, but no 


cer F. Baird for the United States 
nited States Fish Commissioner from 


quorum as yet. The vote of the Senator will make no difference in 
the result. 

Mr. MORGAN. I will recall my withdrawal and allow my vote te 
stand. 

Mr. HARRIS. Notwithstanding my pair, if I record my vote it will 
not change the result, aud I will therefore take the liberty of voting 
t nay.” 

Mr. TELLER. I understand my vote will not change the result 
except to make a quorum, and, after consulting some Senators who 
are opposed to this measure, I will vote ‘* yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 11; as follows: 


YEAS—29. 
Aldrich, Dawes, Kenna, Spooner, 
Allison, Evarts, Manderson, Stewart, 
Beck, Frye, Mitchell, Stockbridzgo, 
Blair, Hampton. Palmer, Teller, y 
Bowen, Hawley, Payne, Wilson of Iowa; 
è Hearst, Ransom, 
Cullom, Hiscock, Riddleberger, 
Daniel, Hoar, Sawyer, 
NAYS—11L 
Bate, Cockrell, Jones of Arkansas, Reagan. 
Berry, George, Morgan, Walthal 
Chandler, Harris, Plumb, 
ABSENT—38. 
Blackburn, Dolph, Ingalls, Sabin, 
Blodgett, Edmunds, Jones of Nevada, Saulsbury, 
Brown, E McPherson, Sherman, 
Butler, Farwell, Morrill, Stanford, 
Cameron, Faulkner, Paddock, Turpie, 
Chace, Gibson, 4 Vance, 
Coke, rman, Platt, Vest, 
Colquitt, Gray, Pugh, Voorhees, 
Da le, Quay, Wilson of Md, 


So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr, PLUMB. Ioffer an amendment to be inserted on page 52, line 19. 


a 


—_ 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does this come from the Committee _ 


on Appropriations ? 

Mr. PLUMB. Itdoes not. The committee amendments have been 
disposed of. 

Mr. ALLISON. I will say that the Senator from Kansas expects to 
be absent on Monday from the Chamber, and I thought he should be 
allowed the opportunity of offering this amendment in advance of one 


or two committee amendments that I desire to offer on Monday morn- 


ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Theamendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Kansas will be read. 

The SECRETARY. On page 52, after line 19, it is proposed to add: 

For the erection of four reservoirs in the corridors of the Capitol building for 
the purpose of supplying drinking water to the public, $1,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. CLARK, its 
Clerk, announced that the House had the following bills and 
joint resolutions; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (H. R. 333) granting a pension to Catharine Bussey; 

A bill (H. R. 775) granting an increase of pension to John D. Jones; 

A bill (H. R. 2507) granting a pension to Russel L. Doane, of Peck, 
Sanilac County, Michigan; 

A bill (H. R. 7717) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Reed; 

A bill (H. R. 9463) granting a pension to Lucy A. Jordan; 

A bill (H. R. 9704) granting a pension to Martha F. Lee; f 

A bill (H. R. 9697) granting a pension to Mrs. Helen B. Brown; 

A bill (H. R. 9792) to increase the pension of Charles 8. Baker; 

A bill (H. R. 9795) to restore Nathaniel Francis to the pension-roll; 

A bill (H. R. 5059) to provide for the erection of a public building 
in the city of Watertown, in the State of New York; 

A bill (H. R. 10934) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
township maps or plats on hand in his office; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 25) to print 4,000 copies of the report of 
Naval Constructor Philip Hitchborn on European dock-yards; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 58) providing for the printing of 4,500 
copies of Finley’s storm-track charts of the North Atlantic Ocean; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 101) providing for the printing of decisions 
of the Department of the Interior regarding public lands and pensions, 
for-sale; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 142) authorizing the printing of commit- 
tee reports. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the following 
joint resolutions: 

Joint résolution (S. R. 17) to print additional copies of the United 
States map of the edition of 1886, prepared by the Commissioner of 
Public Lands; 

Joint resolution (S. R. 77) providing for a duplicate of the compila- 
tion of the reports of the Senate and House of Representatives from 
1815 to 1887; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 99) providing for the printing of the portion 
of the annual report of the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics on com- 
merce and navigation for the year ending June 30, 1887, entitled *‘An- 
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nual report of the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics in regard to im- 
ported merchandise entered for consumption in the United States, with 
amounts of duty and rates of duty collected.” 

The message further announced that the House had passed the fol- 
lowing concurrent resolutions of the Senate: 

A resolution to print the eighth and ninth annual reports of the 
Director of the Bureau of Ethnology; 

A resolution to print the matter furnished by the Bureau of Eth- 
nology relating to the North American Indians; 5 

A resolution to authorize the printing of the report of the Newburgh 
(N. Y.) Centennial celebration; 

A resolution to authorize the printing of additional copies of the 
eighth and ninth annual reports of the Director of the United States 
Geological Survey; 

A resolution to authorize the printing of the report of the National 
Academy of Sciences for the year 1887; and 

A resolution to print extra copies of the special report of the Bureau 
of Statistics upon wool and the manufactures of wool. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a concurrent 
resolution for the printing of 39,000 copies, in cloth binding, of the third 
annual report of the Commissioner of Labor; in which the concurrence 
of the Senate was requested. 

The message further announced that the House had the fol- 
lowing bill and joint resolution with amendments; in whichit requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

A bill (8. 907) to provide for the erection of a public building at 
Charlotte, N. C.; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 27) providing for the printing of a supple- 
ment to Wharton’s Digest of International Law. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. PAYNE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, submitted 
a report to accompany the bill (S. 948) for the relief of James and Will- 
iam Crooks, of Canada, heretofore reported by him. 

Mr. MORGAN submitted the views of a minority of the Committec 
on Foreign Relations on the bill (S. 948) for the relief of James and 
William Crooks, of Canada, heretofore reported. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8592) for the erection of a public 
building at Jackson, Mich., reported it with an amendment. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill (S. 
2535) for the erection of a public building at Wilkes Barre, Pa., re- 
ported it without amendment. 

Mr. DANIEL, from the Committce on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
to whom was referred an amendment intended to be proposed to the 
sundry civil appropriation bill, reported it favorably, and moved its 
reference to the Committee on Appropriations; which was agreed to. 

Mr. MANDERSON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3226) granting the Leavenworth Rapid Transit 
Railway Company the right to construct and operate its railroad through 
a portion of the military reservation at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., re- 
ported it with amendments and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 589) to amend section 685 of the Re- 
vised Statutes relating to the District of Columbia, reported adversely 
thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 1107) to regulate the subdivision of land within the District of 
Columbia reported adversely thereon, with a recommendation that the 
bill be postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. HARRIS. I ask the Senator, is that the bill that provides for 
the preservation of the present system of streets and avenuesor the ex- 
tension of streets and avenues? 

Mr. SPOONER. There were several bills before the committee on 
that subject. This is one, I believe. 

Mr. HARRIS. If that be the bill I should prefer its going on the 
Calendar. 

Mr. SPOONER. Let it go on the Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be placed on the Cal- 
endar with the adverse report of the committee. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 2912) providing for the appointment 
of police matrons for the District of Columbia, defining their duties, 
and for other purposes, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was 
postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. SPOONER. Iam instructed by the same committee, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3089) making May 30a holiday in the District 
of Columbia, to report it adversely, with a recommendation that it be 
indefinitely postponed. I desire to say as to this bill that a similar bill 
has already passed, a House bill, and therefore this is unnecessary. 

The bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. SPOONER. Iam also instructed by the same committee, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 3004) to prevent any person or persons 
in the cities of Washington and Georgetown from making books and 
pools on the result of trotting or running races or boat races and con- 


tests of any kind in the District of Columbia, to report it adversely 
with the recommendation that it be indefinitely postponed. That is 
a Senate bill and the recommendation and report is because of the pas- 
sage by the Senate of the House bill covering the same subject. 

The bill was postponed indefinitely. 

JACKSON (MISS.) MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS. 

Mr. WILSON, of Iowa. I ask permission to make a report consist- 
ing of testimony taken by the Judiciary Committee in the matter of 
the investigation into the election in Jackson, Miss. I have just re- 
ceived it from the Public Printer and could not present it at an earlier 
day. I present it now to be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be printed in connection with 
the report of the committee. 

j RECOMMITTAL OF A BILL. 


Mr. CULLOM. I move that the vote by which the bill (S. 1921) 
granting a pension to Robert Davis, reported by the Committee on 
Pensions adversely, was indefinitely postponed be reconsidered and 
that it be recommitted to the committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The vote by which the bill was in- 
definitely postponed will be reconsidered, if there be no objection, and 
the bill recommitted to the Committee on Pensions. 


SUPPLEMENT TO WHARTON’S DIGEST. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendments 
of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution (S. R..27) pro- 
viding for the printing of a supplement to Wharton’s Digest of Inter- 
national Law, which were, in line 9, to strike out ‘‘one” and insert 
“two;’? and in line 10, to strike out “‘two’’ and to insert ‘‘four.’’ 

Mr. MANDERSON. I move that the Senate concur. 

Mr. HOAR. What are those amendments? 

Mr. MANDERSON. Simply increasing the number, which was a 
thousand for the Senate and two thousand for the House. 

Mr. ALLISON. Does this involve any compensation to Mr. Whar- 
ton? 

Mr. MANDERSON. None. 2 

Mr. ALLISON. If he is to receive extra compensation, being an 
officer of the Government, he would come within the rule of the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. HARRIS]. 

Mr. MANDERSON. He has received no compensation for this. 

The motion to concur was agreed to. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT CHARLOTTE, N. C. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 907) to provide for the 
erection of a public building at Charlotte, N. C.; which was read. 

Mr. RANSOM. My colleague [Mr. VANCE] is necessarily absent, 
and at his special request and instruction, and, of course, with the con- 
currence of my own judgment, I ask the Senate to non-concurin the 
amendment of the House of Representatives, and ask for a conference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North Carolina 
moves that the Senate disagree to the amendment made by the House 
of Representatives and ask for a conference with the House thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the President pro tempore was authcrized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. Spooner, Mr. 
KANSOM, and Mr. Pasco were appointed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills, received from the House of Representatives, were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (H. R. 333) granting a pension to Catharine Bussey; 

A bill (H. R. 775) granting a pension to John D. Jones; 

A bill (H. R. 783) granting a pension to Mrs. Nancy E. Spencer; 

A bill (H. R. 2507) granting a pension to Russel L. Doane, of Peck, 
Sanilac County, Michigan; 

A bill (H. R. 3710) granting a pension to Samuel Piercy; 

A bill (H. R. rors granting a pension to Andrew Mucklin; 


A bill (H. R. 6848) for the relief of Elizabeth A. South; 

A bill (H. R. 7717) granting a pension to Mrs. Catharine Reed; 

A bill (H. R. 8617) granting a pension to Henry Crotsley; 

A bill (H. R. 8912) granting an increase of pension to Almeron J. 
Patchin; 

A bill (H. R. 9387) for the relief of Emanuel H. Custer; 

A bill (H. R. 9399) granting a pension to Albert O. Robb; 


A bill (H. R. 9463) granting a pension to Lucy A. Jordan; 

A bill (H. R. 9704) granting a pension to Martha F. Lee; ` 

A bill (H. R. 9557) for the relief of Mrs. Margaret Longshaw, depend- 
ent mother of William Longshaw, late assistant surgeon United States 
Navy; 

bill (H. R. 9697) granting a pension to Mrs. Helen B. Brown; 

A bill (H. R. 9792) to increase the pension of Charles S. Baker; and 

A bill (H. R. 9795) to restore Nathaniel Francis to the pension-roll. 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Claims: 
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A bill (H. R. a for the relief of John Farley; 
Sie bill (H. R. 565) for the relief of Mary A, Howse and Lula H. 
owse; : 
A bill (H. R. 828) for the relief of William D. Wilson; 
A bill (H. R.5516) for the relief of John H. Weeks; 
A bill (H. R. 7800) for the relief of John De Bree, executor of Mar- 
ı garet T. Higgins; and 
A bill (H. R. 10481) for the relief of Rev. William Gregston. 
The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 
A bill ie R. 3595) for the relief of C. M. Stinson; and 
A bill (H. R. 10401) for the relief of J. H. Bugg and others. 

The following bill and joint resolutions were severally read twice by 
their titles, and referred to the Committee on Printing: 
| A bill (H. R. 10934) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
:sell township maps or plats on hand in his office; 

! Joint resolution (H. Res. 25) to print 4,000 copies of the report of 
Naval Constructor Philip Hichborn on European dock-yards; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 58) providing for the printing of 4,500 
copies of Finley’s storm-track charts of the North Atlantic Ocean; 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 101) providing for the printing of decis- 
ions of the Department of the Interior regarding public lands and pen- 
sions, for sale; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 142) authorizing the printing of commit- 
tee reports. 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pablic Buildings and Grounds: 

A bill (H. R. 1321) for the erection of a marine hospital at Evans- 
ville, Ind.; and 

A bill (H. R. 5059) to provide for the erection of a public building 
in the city of Watertown, in the State of New York. 

' The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

A bill (H. R. 1887) to annul certain titles to land acquired by ju- 
dicial proceedings in the courts of the United States in Texas, and for 
other p jan 

A bill GI R. 3235) to restore to John Mears a fine improperly im- 
posed on him. 
COMMISSIONER OF LABOR’S REPORT. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the following 


concurrent resolution of the House of Representatives; which was re- | 


ferred to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed 39,000 copies, in cloth binding, of the third annual report’of the Commis- 
sioner of Labor; 26,000 copies for the use of members of the House of Represent- 
atives and 13,000 copies for the use of members of the Senate. 

Sec, 2. That the sum of $25,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary to de- 
fray the cost of the publication of said report, is hereby appropriated out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 

BILL INTRODUCED. 

Mr. CALL introduced a bill (S. 3391) granting the right of way to 
the Pensacola and Memphis Railroad Company over and through the 
public lands of the United States in the States of Florida, Alabama, 
Mississippi, and Tennessee, aud granting the right of way to said rail- 
road company over and through the United States naval and military 
reservations near Pensacola, in the State of Florida; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Railroads, 


ISSUE OF LAND PATENT IN ARKANSAS. 


Mr. BERRY submitted the following report: 
The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the bill (S. 1082) to authorize the issuance of 
ent to certain land in Arkansas, having met, after full and free conference 
A hs agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses aş 
ollows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the House 
and agree to the same with an amendmentasfollows: In lieu of the matter pro- 
posed to be inserted by said House amendment insert the following: 

Provided, That nothing herein contained shall prejudice adverse rights oc- 
curring prior to the 4th of March, 1861, the date of the location of said warrant, 
and that, should conflicting claims be presented, the rights of the 
shall be saonica by the Department as in other cases, 

And the House agree to the same, 

H. M. TELLER, 


JAMES H. BERRY, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
WM. S. HOLMAN, >` 
JOS. WHEELER, 
L. E. PAYSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
The report was concurred in. 
PRINTING OF AMENDMENTS. 

Mr. ALLISON. Idesire to make a suggestion in connection with 
the amendments offered to-day to the sundry civil bill. I notice that 
a great many Senators who offered amendments proposed that they be 
not printed. As we are soon to adjourn until Monday I think there 
will be time to print all those amendments and have them accessible 
to Senators on Monday morning; and, therefore, I hope all the amend- 
ments will be printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MANDERSON in the chair). Un- 
less there be objection, the order by which the amendments were not 


printed will be rescinded and all the amendments will be ordered to 
be printed, 

Mr. MITCHELL. I offer an amendment to the sundry civil billand 
move that it be referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds and printed. 

The motion was to. ` 

Mr. RANSOM. I desire to offer an amendment to the sundry civil 
bill and move its reference to the Committee on Appropriations and 
that it be printed. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 40 minutes p. m.) 
the Senate adjourned until Monday, July 30, 1888, at 12 o’clock m, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
SATURDAY, July 28, 1888. 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
W. H. MILBURN, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, ALLENTOWN, PA. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (S. 3381) for the erec- 
tion of a public building at Allentown, Pa.; which was read twice. 

Mr. SOWDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that that 
bill be presently considered in the House. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Ifthe Speaker has concluded the formal bus- 
iness of the morning, I desire to call up the regular order, fixing two 
hours after the reading of the Journal to-day for the consideration of 
measures reported from the Committee on Printing. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chairwill withhold the bill to which the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania refers for the present, if there be no objec- 
tion. 

There was no objection. 

TRIAL BY JURY, POLICE COURT, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (S. 3132) to pro- 
vide fer trial by jury in the police court of the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes; which was read twice, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 
To Mr. McCormick, until Tuesday next, on account of important 
business. 
To Mr. KELLEY, for two weeks, beginning on Monday next. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. DAVIDSON] 
asks, in reference to the bill (H. R. 10968) for the donation of Fort 
Brooke military reservation, at Tampa, Fla., for free schools and other 
purposes, that the Committee on Military Affairs be di ed from 
its further consideration and that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. If there be no objection, that order will be made, 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 


RECOMMITTAL OF A BILL, 


On motion of Mr. PEEL, by unanimous consent, the bill (H. R. 6707) 
to grant to the Rio Grande Pacific Railway Company the right of way 
through the Uncompahgre and Uintah reservations, in the Territory of 
Utah, and for other purposes, was taken from the Calendar of the 
Committee of the Whole House and recommitted to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. FISHER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found duly enrolled bills of the following titles; 
when the Speaker signed the same, namely: 

A bill (H. R. 1338) to extend the leave of absence of employés in 
the Government Printing Office to thirty days per annum; 

A bill (H. R. 1477) to subdivide the western judicial district of Lou- 
isiana; 

A bill (H. R. 1648) providing for the holding of United States courts 
in the city of Newark, N. J.; i 

A ill TH R. 1705) to provide for the erection of a public building 
at Statesville, N. C.; 

A bill (H. R. an granting a pension to Mrs. Caroline Pautel; 

A bill (H. R. 7160) granting an increase of pension to A. W. Rose; 

A bill (H. R. Lied tor the relief of Mary Nevels; 

A bill (H. R. 7202) granting a pension to William C. Lord; 

A bill |(H. R. 7253) granting a pension to the widow of Samuel 
Clary; ; 

A bill (H. R. 7510) granting a pension to Stephen A. Seavey; 
A bill (H. R. 7624) for the relief of Coburn D. Outten; 

A bill (H. R. 7713) granting a pension to James McIntyre; 
A bill (H. R. 8150) for the relief of John H. Claus; 
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bill (H. R. 8256) granting a pension to George W. Croop; 
bi R. 8423) for the relief of William H. Porter; 
b . R. 9878) granting a pension to Moses T. Coffey; 
a 

. R. 


9894) granting a pension to Myron Teachout; 
$911) granting a pension to Mrs. Maria Hulse; 
bill (H. R. 10128) to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a railroad bridge by the Birmingham, Atlantic and Air Line Rail- 
road and Banking and Navigation Company across the Oconee River, 
in Laurens County, State of Georgia; 

A bill (H. R. 10573) to provide for two additional associate justices 
of the supreme court of Dakota, and for other purposes; and 

A bill (H. R. 10579) to place the name of Samuel Massey on the pen- 
¢ion-roll. 

FILING OF REPORTS. - 

Mr. CHIPMAN. Iask unanimous consent that gentlemen having 
reports from committees to make may be permitted to hand them in at 
the Clerk’s desk for proper reference. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, that order will be made. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The following reports were filed by being handed in at the Clerk’s 
desk: 

SALE OF LITERARY MATTER ON TRAINS, ETC. 

Mr. PHELAN, from the Committee on Commerce, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H. R. 10829) to prevent discrimination in 
the selling of literary matter, newspapers, journals, periodicals, and 
magazines on railway trains, in railway stations, on steam-ships, and 
on steam-ship docks; which was referred to the House Calendar, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

REGULATION OF COMMERCE, 

Mr. CLAKDY, from the Committee on Commerce, rted back with 
amendments the bill (S. 2851) toamend an act entitled ‘‘An act to reg- 
ulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887;. which was referred to 
the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

G. DWIGHT HAMILTON. 

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky, from the Committee on War Claims, re- 

rted back favorably the bill (H. R. 10942) for the relief of G. Dwight 
Hamilton; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered 
to be printed. 

JAMES PACE. 

Mr. LAIRD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 3832) for the relief of James Pace; which was 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Calen- 
dar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

ELIZABETH L. NOTT. 

Mr. FRENCH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 3167) granting a pension to Elizabeth L. 
Nott; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 


printed, 
JOHN T. HOOPER. 


Mr. MORRILL, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 10639) granting a pension to John T. 
Hooper; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

ELEANOR B. GOODFELLOW. 

Mr. MORRILL also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 1958) granting an increase of pension 
to Eleanor B. Goodfellow; which was referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. 

MARGARET MALLOY. 

Mr, CHIPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 7320) for the relief of Margaret Malloy; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private 
Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MRS. SOPHIA VOGELSANG. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10661) granting a pension to Mrs. 
Sophia Vogelsang; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

VICTORIA MAY. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10944) granting a pension to Vic- 
toria May; which was referred to the Committee of the WW hole House on 
the = Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 

inted. 
Si CHRISTIAN KUNZIE. 

Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 


porsa back favorably the bill (H. R. 9385) for the relief of Christian 

unzie; which was referred tothe Committee of the Whole House on 

Ta iat Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
printed. 


H. H. HELPER. 


Mr. CHIPMAN also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 
ported back favorably the bill (S. 2724) for the relief of H. H. Helper; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. : 

JOHN W. CLARK. 

Mr. PIDCOCK, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9994) granting a pension to Jobn W. 
Clark; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole Honse on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

GEORGE W. TETER. 

Mr. LANE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 4190) granting a pension to George W. Teter; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate SS pemul and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed. 

. FRANCIS DE FREITAS. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 2061) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis De Freitas; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

A. M. BENJAMIN, 


Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 5937) for the relief of A. M. Ben- 
jamin; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

ELIZA N. AIKEN. 

Mr. LANE also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back with amendment the bill (H. R. 10856) for a ion for Eliza N. 
Aiken; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

í JAMES T. HAYNES, 

Mr. LAIDLAW, from the Committee on Claims, reported back fa- 
vorably the bill (H. R. 2966) authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury of the United States to refund certain duties paid by James T, 
Haynes; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole Honse on 
the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 
be printed. 

AMERICAN HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION, 

Mr. DAVIDSON, of Alabama, from the Committee on the Library, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10323) to incorporate the Amer- 
ican Historical Association; which was referred to the House Calendar, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MONUMENT TO MOTHER OF WASHINGTON. 


Mr. O’NEILL, of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on the Library, 
reported back favorably the bill (S. 1211) forthe completion of the monu- 
ment to Mary the mother of Washington, at Fredericksburgh, Va. ; which 
was referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompanying re- 
port, ordered to be printed. 

MONUMENT TO MAJ. GEN. HENRY KNOX. 


Mr. O’NEILL, of Pennsylvania, also, from the Committee on the 
Library, reported back favorably the bill (S. 449) for the erection of a 
monument to the memory of Maj. Gen. Henry Knox, at Thomaston, 
Me.; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state Srt the Union, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
prin 


JOHN WALLACE. 

Mr. SAWYER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, reported 
back favorably the bill (H. R. 9759) granting a pension to John Wallace; 
which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Pri- 
vate Calendar, and, with theaccompanyingreport, ordered to be printed. 

SAMUEL J. WRIGHT. 

Mr. SAWYER also, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, re- 

~— back favorably the bill (H. R. 10647) granting a pension to Samuel 
. Wright; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to 


be printed. 
VESSELS JOSEPHINE AND M, C. UPPER. 


Mr. DUNN, from the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
reported back favorably the bill (S. 2197) empowering and directing 
the Commissioner of Navigation to register and enroll as American ves- 
sels certain sailing vessels of foreign construction repaired in the port of 
Cleveland, Ohio, and named Josephine and M. C. Upper; which was 
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referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 
DAVID SAMPLE, í 

Mr. GEAR, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported back 
favorably the bill (H. R. 7117) for the relief of David Sample; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

MARIA BLACK. 

Mr. BROWER, from the Committee on War Claims, reported back 
with amendment the bill (H.R,5330) for therelief of Maria Black; which 
was referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the Private Cal- 
endar, and, with the accompanying report, ordered to be printed. 

ANN L. IRWIN. 

Mr, THOMPSON, of Ohio, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10418) granting a pension to 
Ann L. Irwin; which was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying report, 
ordered to be printed. 

JOHN DAUPER. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Ohio, also, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, reported back favorably the bill (H. R. 10342) granting a 
porn to John Dauper; which was referred to the Committee of the 

ole House on the Private Calendar, and, with the accompanying 
report, ordered to be printed. s 
NATIONAL ROAD, WEST VIRGINIA. 


Mr. GOFF, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 11025) 
makingappropriations for repairing the National Road in West Virginia; 
which was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

TOLLS ON CANADIAN VESSELS. 

Mr. DINGLEY, by unanimous consent, introduced a bill (H. R. 
11026) providing for tolls on Canadian vessels passing through the St. 
Mary’s and St. Clair Flats Canals in case of discrimination on Canadian 
canals against vessels or ports of the United States; which was read a 
first and second time, referred to the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, and ordered to be printed. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS. 

The SPEAKER. Ifthere be no objection, all gentlemen having bills 
to introduce will be permitted to send them to the Clerk’s desk for 
proper reference under the rule. 

There was no objection. 

LARD AND COMPOUND LARD. 

Mr. CONGER. I ask unanimous consent to file a report—— 

The SPEAKER. Consent has just been given to all gentlemen hay- 
ing reports to file them with the Clerk. 


Mr. CONGER. I know; but I wish to ask unanimous consent in 


this case that the views of the minority may also be presented hereafter 
and filed with the report of the committee. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, that will be done, and the gen- 
tleman will send the report to the desk. 

Mr. CONGER, from the Committee on Agriculture, reported as a sub- 
stitute for the bill (H. R. 6138) to regulate the manufacture and sale 
of counterfeit or compounded lard a bill (H. R. 11027) defining ‘‘ lard,” 
also imposing a tax upon and regulating the manufacture, sale, impor- 
tation, and exportation of compound lard; which was read a first and 
second time, referred to the House Calendar, and, with the accompany- 
ing report, ordered to be printed. 

The minority of the committee were authorized to file their views to 
accompany the report on said bill. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

The SPEAKER. By order of the House, immediately after the read- 
ing of the Journal to-day, two hours are set apart for the consideration 
of measures reported from the Committee on Printing, 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the first report on the Union Calen- 
dar, No. 206, for present consideration. 

The SPEAKER. These reports are all in Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I ask unanimous consent to di the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union from the fur- 
ther consideration of these reports, and consider them in the House. 

Mr. BREWER. Let each report be taken separately. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF COMMISSIONER OF LABOR. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the first report on the Calendar, re- 
port No. 206, providing for printing the third annual report of the Com- 
missioner of Labor. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman from New Jersey any objection 
to discharging the Calendar and considering this in the House as in 
committee? 

Mr. BREWER. I have not. 

The SPEAKER. That order will be made, without further objec- 
tion; and the Clerk will read the report. 


The report (by Mr. RICHARDSON) was read, as follows: 


The committee have considered House resolution 77, Fp Sanger resolution 
for printing the annual report of the Commissioner of r (the third an- 
n rt). The committee direct me to report a substitute for the original 
Fomsiution, y which the resolution will be changed from a joint toa concurrent 
one. 

The concurrent resolution is herewith submitted, with the recommendation 
that it do pass, and that the joint resolution iie on the table. The blank in the 
resolution will be filled by inserting $25,000. The estimated costof printing and 
binding in cloth this report will be about as follows: 


First 1,000 copies...........ssorerereroeeservenscsvensssersonnsee ven 650 
Each additional 1,000......... ~» Pf RSE BT >) 


Thus it will be seen it will require for the printing of the 39,000 copies about 


The second annual report of the Commissioner contained about 612 pages, 
while it is estimated that the third annual report will contain about 900 pages, 
hence the increase in cost of printing same. 

by the House of Re; (tie Senats concurring), That there be 
printed 39,000 copies in cloth binding of the third annual report of the Commis- 
sioner of Labor; 26,000 copies for the use of members of the House of Represent- 
atives and 13,000 copies fur the use of members of the Senate. 

Seo. 2. That the sum of $25,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary tode- 
fray the cost of the publication of said report, is hereby appropriated out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 

The SPEAKER. ‘The question is on agreeing to the substitute. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to ask the gentleman from Ten- 

)nessee, in charge of this measure, how this number compares with the 
editions previously ordered. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Itis the same, I am informed. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I was hoping that the committee would report 
an additional number. This is a valuable report, and it is called for 
very frequently. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Itis a very large edition and quite a costly 
work. I think the number will be sufficient. 

Mr. BUCHANAN, ‘This is a large country also. 

Mr. CANNON. Iam gratified to see that this bill carries an appro- 
priation for that work, because there has been trouble about the ap- 
propriations for the public printing. The Public Printer a year or two 
ago stated that he could run the office for $2,000,000, a saving of five 
or six hundred thousand dollars. It hasbeendone; and there has been 
more or less friction between the Appropriations Committee and the 
Public Printer. He has been anxious to preserve consistency on the 
one hand, the Committee on Appropriations to hold him up to his procla- 
mations on the other. Iam, therefore, glad to know that the measure 
carries an appropriation with it, as itshows thatthe Public Printer finds 
it necessary to have such an appropriation and it preserves the consist- 

| ic sa aa apeo pr aens Coma en. 
r. RICHAR é o not think it necessary to to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, and demand the previous PT 5i y 
The previous question was ordered, and under the operation thereof 
the substitute was adopted and the resolution as amended was ordered 
| to be engrossed and read a third time;and being engrossed, it was ac- 
| cordingly read the third time, and 
Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


REPORT OF SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION. 


The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. RICHARDSON) was the concurrent resolution to authorize th» 
publication of the Smithsonian report for the years 1886 and 1837. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved by the House of Representatives ose! Senate concurring), That there ln. 
printed of the report of the Smithsonian tution and National Museum for 
the year ending June 30, 1886-87, in two octavo volumes for each year, 16,000 
copies of each, of which 3,000 copies shall be for the use of the Senate; 6,000 for 
the use of the House of Representatives, and 7,000 copies for the use of tho 
Smithsonian Institution. 


RSE seo That is the usual form and for the usnal 
number, 

The resolution was agreed to. 

The resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a third timy, 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider Aù 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


EUROPEAN DOCK-YARDS, 


The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. RICHARDSON) was the resolution (H. Res. 25) to print 4,000 
copies of the repurt of Naval Constructor Philip Hichborn, on European 
dock-yards. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unanimous 
i consent to discharge the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
| of the Union from the further consideration of this resolution, and that 
| it be now considered in the House. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] ‘Tho Chair hears none. 
The resolution was read, as follows: 


Eesolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress That there be printed, in meets form, all to Barr bey: 
bound in leather, at the Government Printing Office, 4,000 additional copies of 


~ 
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the report of Naval Construetor Philip Hichborn, United States Navy, on Eu- 
ropean dock-yards, details, fittings, and Saimen of foreign vessels, torpedo- 
boats, ship-yard appliances, tools. etc., of which additional number 2,000 copies 
shall be for the use of the House, 1,000 copies for the use of the Senate, 1,000 cop- 
ies to be delivered to and distributed by the Secretary of the Navy for general 
information, 

The resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


FINLEY’S STORM-TRACK CHARTS. 


The next buisness on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. RICHARDSON) was the joint resolution (H. Res. 58) for the print- 
ing of 4,500 copies of Finley’s storm-track charts of the North Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved, stc., That 4,500 copies, with the necessary charts, be printed of the 

per entitled “Storm-Track Charts of the North Atlantic Ocean,” by Lieut. 
ohn P. Finley, Signal Corps, United States Army, dssistant; 1,300 copies for 
the use of the Senate, 2,000 copies for the use of the House of Representatives, 
and 1,200 copies to be distributed by the Signal Service to co-operating observ- 
ers of the megehant marine and to scientific institutions in this country and Ru- 


rope, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARD- 
sox] asks unanimous consent to discharge the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union from the further consideration of the 
resolution just read, and to consider it in the House. If there be no 
objection, it will be so ordered. The Chair hears none. 

‘The resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the res- 
olution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
taid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


INDEX OF SOUTHERN CLAIMS, 


The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. RICHARDSON) was the concurrent resolution to print 4,000 
copies of the index to Southern claims. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved by the House of wes (the Senate concurring therein), That there 
be printed 4,000 copies of the index to Southern claims and claims referred to 
the Court of Cla:ms under the Bowman act, recently framed under direction of 
the Clerk of the House. 


Mr. RICHARDSON, I ask that that be laid asidefinformally. 
It was so ordered. 
MAP OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 
by Mr. RICHARDSON) was the joint resolution (S. R. 17) to print ad- 
ditional copies of the United States map, of the edition of 1886, prepared 
by the Commissioner of the General Land Office. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from 
the further consideration of the resolution, and that it be now consid- 
cred in the House. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

, and he is hereby, authori 
ach died Tas HA OEE ary 7600 conten of the United States prego 
red by the General Land Office, of the edition of 1866, at a rate not exceed- 
ng $1.33 each; 2,000 copies of which shall be for the use of the Senate, 4,000 
copies for the use of the House of Lp na wee | 


and 500 copies for the use of 
the Commissioner of the General Land Office; 


that 1,000 copies be printed 
and mounted to be sold, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior, at 
$1.50 each; and the sum of $10,125, or so much thereof as aey be necessary, 
is hereby appropriated for that purpose out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the proceeds of all sales to be turned into the Treasury. 


The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading;. and it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

DECISION OF DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR. 

The next business on the Calendar (consideration of which was asked 

by Mr. RricHARpDSON) was the House resolution (H. Res. 101) provid- 
ing for the printing of decisions of the Department of the Interior re- 
garding public lands and pensions, for sale. 
. The SPEAKER. Thegentleman from Tennessee asks that the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged 
from the further consideration of the resolution, and that it now be 
considered in the House. 

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman allow a question? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Certainly. 

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman so amend his resolution as to 
provide that the Secretary of the Interior be instructed to deliver at 
least one copy to each Member and Senator of the present Congress ? 
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Mr. RICHARDSON. I see no objection to it. I can not accept for 
the committee; but I do not object to the amendment. 

ee CANNON, It appears to me that the amendment ought to be 
made. 

“Mr. RICHARDSON. I have no objection to it as far as I am con- 
cerned. The resolution is to authorize the printing of the decisions of 
the Secretary of the Interior upon the subjects of pension and land 
cases for sale. The Government would not be put to any expense in 
the matter, as the work is to be sold, and it would be a very great ac- 
commodation to parties interested in the land question and ion 
matters to have these decisions properly compiled and put in a shape 
that they may have access to them. 

Mr. ROGERS. I will ask whether or not the resolution that we 
have here contemplates not only printing the current volumes, but 
future volumes as well? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. This resolution only contemplates reprinting 
those already in existence; but does not contemplate the printing ot 
future yolumes. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think if we bad permanent legislation it would 
save trouble hereafter. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Do I understand the proceeds of the 
sales will reimburse the Government for the expense ? 

Mr. WEAVER. It would probably do so if we did not deliver one 
to each Member and Senator. 

Mr. RICHARDSON, If 325 be added for the membersof the House 
and 76 for the Senate it would make some difference, unless the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, as I think he will be authorized in doing, would 
charge private persons something more for these volumes, in which 
case the Government would be fully indemnified. 

Mr. CANNON. I will offer the amendment I have suggested. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 


Add to the resolution: 

“That one copy of such decisions shall be delivered, without cost, to each 
member of the present Congress, and such additional number of copies shall 
be published,” 


Mr. RICHARDSON. 
tion of the resolution. 

‘The amendment was agreed to, and the resolution as amended was 
ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and being engrossed, it 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution was ; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is assuming in each case that there is 
no objection to discharging the Committee of the Whole from the con- 
rrr Ma of these reports, and will continue to do so unless objection 
is made, 
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I demand the previous question on the adop- 


REPORT ON THE PANAMA CANAL, 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I now call up the concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the printing of the report of Lieutenant Rogers on the Pan- 
ama Canal. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the House g Representatives (the Senate concurring), That there be 
rinted and bound in cloth at the Government Printing Office, and including 
Hlustrations and maps, 3,000 copies of the report of Lieut. Charles O. Rogers, 

United States Navy, on the Panama Canal; of which number 1,000 copies shall 
be for the use of the House, 500 copies for the use of the Senate, and 1,500 copies 
to be distributed by the Secretary of the Navy. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moyed to reconsider the vote by which the con- 
current resolution was agreed to; and also moved that the motion to 
| reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 
REPORT OF ACADEMY OF SCIENCES. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the Senate concurrent resolution to 
provide for the printing of the report of the Academy of Sciences. 

The concurrent resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That the report 
of the National Academy of Sciences for the year 1887, with its appendices, be 
printed in the usual octavoform, but that the accompanying memoirs be printed 
in the usual quarto form; and that 1,000 copiesof the report and memoirs be 
printed for the use of the Senate, 2,000 copies for the use of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and 1,500 copies for the pooerantat f of Sciences; and, to complete the 
quota of volumes hitherto annually assigned to the academy, 1,500 copies of the 
memoirs of 1886. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the con- 
current resolution was agreed to; and also moved that the motion to 
reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

PRINTING OF COMMITTEE REPORTS. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up House joint resolution (H. Res. 142) 
authorizing the printing of committee reports. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Uniled States of Amerie t 
in Congress assembled, That the reports of committees, the evidence and papers 
submitted therewith, or any part thereof, printed by order of Congress, may bo 


ene 
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reprinted at the Public Printing Office, at the instance of Senators, Representa- 


tives, and Delegates in Congress, upon payment in advance to the Public Printer 
of the cost thereof with 10 per cent. added, the same as if originally printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL REconp, 

_ The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


REPORT OF BUREAU OF STATISTICS ON WOOL. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the Senate joint resolution (S. R. 9) 
to authorize the printing of the report of the Chief of the Bureau 
of Statistics of the Treasury Department on wool. 

The joint resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved, «te., That there be printed 17,000 copies of the recent special report 
of the Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, Treasury Department, upon wool and 
the nranufactures of wool, as follows: Ten thousand copies for the use of the 
members of the House of Representatives, 5,000 for the use of the members of 
the Senate, and 2,000 for the use of the Bureau of Statistics, Treasury Depart- 
ment, 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Earlier in this session a resolution was passed 
by the House providing for the printing of 14,000 copies of this report. 
The Senate resolution provides for 17,000. The additional cost in- 
curred by this increase of the number is only about $40, and the com- 
mittee recommend that the House agree to the Senate resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading; and it was ac- 
cordingly read the third time, and $ 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the teble. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


REPORT ON INSECTS AFFECTING THE ORANGE. 


Mr, RICHARDSON, I call up the House concurrent resolution to 
authorize the printing of a second edition of the special report of the 
Department of Agriculture on insects affecting the orange. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That a second 
edition of the special report of the Department of Agriculture on insects affect- 
ing the orange be printed, and that 20,000 additional copies be printed, of which 
10,000 shall be for the use of members of the House in whose districts the orange 
is grown, 5,000 for the use of Senators in whose States the orange is grown, and 
5,000 for the use of the Department of Agriculture. 

‘The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the con- 
current resolution was agreed to; and also moved that the motion to 
reconsider be laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


WHARTON’S DIGEST OF INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


Mr. RICHARDSON, I call up the joint resolution of the Senate to 
provide for the printing of a supplement to Wharton’s Digest of Inter- 
national Law. 

The joint resolution (S. R. 27) was read, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That there be printed, under the editorial charge of Francis 
Wharton, the usual number of copies of a supplement to the Digest of Interna- 
tional Law, printed under joint resolution of July 28, 1886, and under the same 
conditions and limitations as are imposed in said resolution, such supplement 
containing the diplomatic correspondence of the American Revolution, with 
historical and legal notes; and that there be printed, in addition to said usual 
number, 1,000 copies for the use of the Senate, 2,000 copies for the use of the 
ys of Representatives, and 1,000 copies for the use of the Department of 

Mr. SPINOLA, I move to amend so as to provide that 5,000 copies 
shall be printed for the use of the House. That will be a very val- 
uable work, and as I had occasion lately to express some opinions in 
regard to matters connected with the Revolutionary war, I make this 
motion. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I want to call the attention of the gentleman 
to a difficulty connected with his amendment. The uniform rule is to 
print half as many copies for the use of the Senate as are printed for 
the use of the House, so that if we increase the number for the use of 
the House that will necessitate a corresponding increase in the number 
printed for the use of the Senate. Otherwise the Senate will probably 
not agree to the proposition. 

Mr. SPINOLA. I will modify my amendment so as to meet that 


point. 
The amendment as modified was read, as follows: 


In line 11 strike out “one” and insert “two;" and in the same line strike 
out “two” and insert “‘four;” so as to provide for “four thousand for the use 
of the House and two thousand for the use of the Senate.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution as amended was ordered to a third reading; and 
it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


COMPILATION OF CONGRESSIONAL REPORTS, 


Mr, RICHARDSON. Icall up the joint resolution (S. R. 77) pro- 
viding for a duplicate of the compilation of the reports of the Senate 
and House of Representatives from 1815 to 1887. . 

The joint resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives, etc., That the Joint Com- 
mittee on Public Printing be, and are hereby, authorized to provide a duplicate 
of the compilation of the reports of the committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives from 1815 to 1887, provided for in public resolution No. 24, first 
session Forty-ninth Congress, approved July 29, 1886, and further provided for 
in concurrent resolution of March 3, 1887. 

And the sum of $4,000, orso much thereof as may be found necéssary, is hereby 
appropriated for the preparation of said work. And the further sum of $1,477 
is havens appropriated to cover a deficiency in the cost of the original compi- 
lation, made necessary by concurrent resolution of March 3, 1887, which sum 
may be paid by the Secretary of the Rigen! upon the order of the chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Printing, as additional pay or compensation, to any 
officer or employé of the United States. 

The Public Printer is hereby authorized and directed to bind said duplicate 
of the compilation of the reports without delay. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading, was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 


The latter motion was agreed to. 
REPORT ON WHITE SCALE AND OTHER INSECTS. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the House concurrent resolution to 
print special report on white scale and other insects: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, February 6, 1888, 

Mr. Fevron submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture: 

* Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That a special 
report on the white scale and other scale-insects affecting the orange and other 
fruit trecs in California be peg and that 50,000 additional copies be printed, 
of which 25,000 copies shall be for the use of members of the House in whose 
districts the orange is grown, 12,500 for the use of Senators in whose States the 
orange is grown, and 12,500 for the use of the Department of Agriculture.” 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ARCTIC CRUISE OF THE STEAMER CORWIN, 1884 AND 1555. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the concurrent resolutions of the 
House to print copies of the reports of Captain Healy upon the cruise 
of the reyenue-steamer Corwin, 

The Clerk read as follows : 

IS THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, March 26, 1888. 
Bo wisee submitted the following; which was referred to the Committee on 
rinting : 

g Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed at the Government Printing Office 5,000 copies of the report of Capt. M, 
A. Healy, United States revenue marine, upon the cruise of the revenue- 
steamer Corwin, in the Arctic Ocean in the year 1884, and its accompanying 
documents and illustrations, of which 1,000 shall be for the use of the Senate, 
2,000 for the use of the House of Representatives, and 2,000 copies for the use of 
the Treasury Department.” 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

IN THE HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
March 26, 1888. 
Mr. Reep submitted the following; which was referred to the Commiltee on 


Printing: 
“Resolved by the House of Senate concurring), That there be 


oom sbrreney por (the 

printed, at the Government Printing Office, 5,000 copies of the report of Capt. M. 
A. Healy, United States Revenue Marine, upon the cruise of the revenue steamer 
Corwin in the Arctic Ocean in the year 1885, and its accompanying documents 
and illustrations, of which 1,000 shall be for the use of the Beneto. 2,000 for the 
use of the House of Representatives, and 2,000 copies for the use of the Treasury 
Department.” 

The resolution was adopted. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to, 

REPORT ON IMPORTED MERCHANDISE, ETC. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the joint resolution (S. R. 99) pro- 
viding for the printing of the portion of the annual report of the Chief 
of the Burean of Statistics on Commerce and Navigation for the year 
ending June 30, 1887, entitled ‘‘Annual report of the Chief of the Bu- 
reau of Statistics in regard to imported merchandise entered for con- 
sumption in the United States, with amounts of duty and rates of duty 
collected.” 

The joint resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved, eto., That there be printed 20,000 copies of the report of the Chief of 


the Bureau of Statistics in regard to imported merchandi. for con- 


ndise eni 
sumption in the United with rates of duty and amounts of duty collect 
for fiscal year 1887; 13, ed p 


for the use of the members of the House of Rep- 
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resentatives; 6,000 for the use of members of the Senate, and 1.000 for the use of 
Departmen’ 


kia Buceta of Statistics of the saiaga A n he ma a $1,500, or so 

on 
in the ‘Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to defray the oot of the publics. 
` tion of said report. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading; was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

NEWBURGH, N. Y., CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the concurrent resolution of the Sen- 
ate authorizing the printing of the report of the Newburgh, N. Y., cen- 
tennial celebration. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved by the Sonate (the House of Representatives concurring), That the report 
of the Joint Select Committee of Congress on the agori oe N. Y., monument 
and centennial celebration of 1883, submitted on the 26th of June, 1886, be printed, 
and that 4,500 copies be printed and bound in cloth, of which 1,000 l be for 
the use of the Senate, 2,000 for the use of the House, and 1,500 for the use of the 
Joint Select Committee. 

The resolution was adopted. : 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the res- 
olution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed ‘to. 


REPORTS OF GEOLOGICAL SURVEY. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Icallupthe concurrentresolution of the Senate 
to authorize the printing of additional copies of the eighth and ninth 
annual reports of the Director of the United States Geological Survey. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the Hi f Representatives concurring herein), That th: 
Se ri ated a the GorensensPiaing Office, in addition to the ear i already. 

ob oe by law, 15,500 copies of the “a and ninth annual reports of the Di- 
rector of the United States Geological Survey, uniform with the preceding vol- 
umes of the series, of which 3,500 of each shall be for the use of the Senate, 7,000 
for the use of the House of Representatives, and 5,000 for distribution by the 
Geol Survey. 

The resolution was adopted. : 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 
lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

REPORTS OF BUREAU OF ETHNOLOGY. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. I call up the concurrent resolution of the Sen- 
ate to provide for the printing of the eighth and ninth annual reports 
of the Director of the Bureau of Ethnology. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Reprecentattocs concurring), That there be 
printed at the Government Printing Office 15,500 copies each of the eighth and 
Ethn 4 accom- 


ninth annual ‘reports of the Director of the Bureau of 

panying papers and illustrations, and uniform with the volumes of 

the series, of which 8,500 shall be for the use of the Senate, 7,000 for the use of 
Representatives, and 5,000 for distribution by the 


the House of Bureau of Eth- 
nology. 

The resolution was adopted. : 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the reso- 


lution was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 
The latter motion was agreed to. 
RESEARCHES RELATING TO NORTH AMERICAN INDIANS, 


Mr. RICHARDSON. In this connection, I desire to call up a Sen- 
ate concurrent resolution which I hold in my hand, to authorize the 
printing of matter furnished by the Bureau of Ethnology, to 
researches.and discoveries connected with the study of the North Ameri- 
can Indians. ‘This resolution is not on the Calendar, but itis in direct 
line with the publication anthorized by the resolution last acted on. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved by ‘the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That there be 

rinted at the Government Printing Office 6,000 copies of any matter furnished 
ts the Bureau of Ethnology relating to researches and discoveries connected 
with the study of the North American Indians; the same to be issued in 


and the whole to form an annual volume of bulletins; 1,000 of which shall be for 
the use of the Senate, 2,000 for the use of the House of Representatives, and 3,000 
for distribution by the Bureau of Ethnology. 

' ‘The resolution was adopted. 


Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsider the vote by which the resolu- 
tion was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I ask unanimousconsent that jointresolution 
(H. Res. 50) relating to this subject be laid on the table. 

There being no objection, it was ordered accordingly. 

SALE OF TOWNSHIP MAPS. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Inow call up from the House Calendar the bill 
(H. R. 4945) authorizing the Commissioner of Public Lands to furnish 
citizens maps at cost; and also the bill (H. R. 10934) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to sell township maps or plats remaining on 


hand in his office, which has been reported by the committee in the 
nature of a substitute therefor. 

The SPEAKER. The original bill (H. R. 4945) will be laid upon 
the table if there be no objection. 

There was no objection, and it was ordered accordingly. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will nowread the bill (H. R. 10934) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to sell township maps or plats 
remaining on hand in his office, which has been reported by the com- 
mittee in the nature of a substitute for the bill laid upon the table. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That from and after the of this act, the Secretary of 
the Interior, through the Commissioner of the Public Lands, be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to sell the photolithographic township plats or maps of the States 
and Territories now remaining on hand in that Department to citizens of the 
United States at the following prices: Authenticated copies, at 50cents per ; 
unauthenticated copies, at 25 cents per copy. The proceeds of said sale shall be 
covered into the Treasury of the United States by the Scoretary of the Interior. 


Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Let meinquire of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. RICHARDSON] whether the price named in this bill 
for these maps and plats is not too high ? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. A letter from the Commissioner of the Gen- 
eral Land Office shows there are 610,000 of these maps or plats remain- 
ing in thatoffice. The law directs them to be sold at $3 a copy. The 
Commissioner recommended that the authenticated copies be sold at 
$1.50, and the unauthenticated copies at 50 cents, stating, however, that 
they cost about 25 cents each. The mode of authentication is simply 
to affix a stamp to the map or plat. It is without cost except the time 
it takes to affix the same. The committee thonght it would be well 
to recommend that the maps or plats be sold at a low Sige and in the 
bill it is provided they shall be sold at a low price. It will save the 
wt cae all that it has paid ont in the publication of these maps 
or plats. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. I understand the gentleman to say 
that these maps or plats are on hand now. 

Mr. RIC N. That is true. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. And that they cost about 25 cents 
apiece. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. And that the process of anthentica- 
tion is simply to affix a stamp to them. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Then why not sell them to the people 
at cost? Why attempt to make money out of them? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. ‘They are only sold at 25 cents without au- 
thentication. Some man has to be employed to affix the stamp to those 
which are authenticated. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. He is employed now. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. If he were not engaged in affixing the stamp 
on these maps or plats he would be engaged in the discharge of some 
other duty. The committee thought this additional price would cover 
the whole expense. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas, What is the objection to selling them 
all at 25 cents apiece? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Twenty-five cents additional covers the cost 
to the Government. Ifa man wants an authenticated copy let him 
pay the additional price. 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. To be sure it is not much, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and be- 
ing engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

Mr. RICHARDSON moved to reconsitier the vote by which the bill 
ee and alsomoved that the motion te reconsider be laid onthe 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF TARIFF. 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Iam directed by the Committee on Printing 
to report back the following rccolution, with a substitute therefor. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Jury z5, 1883, 
S f Ke: „submitted thi ; 
ii — wert ey: sas is ng e following resolution; which 
ae That 100,000 copies of a wn pect es statement emibodying the 
Pongo! tariff law (act of March 3, 1883) with proposed amendments of ir. R. 
1 (Mills bill), to be prepared by the Committee on Ways and Means, be printed 
for use ofthe House.” - 
Attest: 
JOHN B.. CLARK, Clerk, 
The committee find that to print 100,000 additional copies will cost 
$2,638.75, and therefore have recommended that the House resolution 
lie on the table, and report asa substitute therefor a concurrent reso- 
lution. 
The original resolution was laid on the table, 
The SPEAKER. The concurrent resolution will be read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Hi ‘ives (lhe Senate 5 t 
copies of s a brief siaiemont embodyin koying tho pee ant tarif Jawy face of March 3, 
roposed amen en: . s 
OAOE G Wayeund Enee par medei y iar papae lee 
Mr. CANNON. I would be glad if the gentleman in charge of the 


resolution would offer or accept as an amendment so it will provide for 
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a statement of the Mills bill as it was originally reported to the Com- 
mittee of Ways and Means for consideration, or as originally reported 
to the House and as amended in Committee of the Whole as compared 
with the present law. I would be glad asa matter of convenience if 
such an amendment could be adopted. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I wish to say in reply to the gentleman from 
Illinois that the resolution contemplates that this statement shall be 
prepared under the Committee of Ways and Means, and that commit- 
tee will have the power to insert all the facts covered by the proposed 
substitute. 

Mr. CANNON. I desire for the convenience of the members of the 
House that the resolution may also include a comparative statement of 
the Mills bill as it was originally reported, and as it was amended by 
the Committee of the Whole. i 

Mr. RICHARDSON. The committee can prepare this in such form 
as they may deem proper. They can do what the gentleman suggests 
under the resolution, 

Mr. PAYSON. But will they do it? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. ` The resolution gives the Committee on Ways 
and Means the power to affix to the publication authorized such data 
as they may deem necessary. I think it gives them ample power, and 
I move the previous question upon the adoption of the report. 

Mr. CANNON. Lhope the gentleman will allow me a moment, I 
want to suggest an amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKEN, They have the power, but will they exercise it? 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. The gentleman from Illinois was pre- 
paring an amendment, and I hope the previous question will not be 
demanded until he completes it. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. TI will not insist upon the previous question 
for the moment, but we have given the committee all the power that 
is necessary. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. They have the power to doa good many things 
that they have not done. : 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. I would suggest to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois and other gentlemen on that side of the House 
the propriety of not seeking to make a mere miatter of detail of that 
kind mandatory upon the committee. It may not be desired in the 
opinion of the Republican members of the committee. I think it can 
he safely said that if such a compilation is not too cumbersome to serve 
the practical purposes the members of the committee have in view, 
there will be no opposition so far as the Democratic members are con- 
cerned. And I think ourcolleagues on the other side of the House on 
that committee are doubtless entirely satisfied that they and ourselves 
would have no pee of difficulty in coming to an agreement that 
would be entirely satisfactory, I apprehend, to all, and would accom- 
plish what is desired by gentlemen. 

Mr. PAYSON. But what is the objection to haying inserted in this 
resolution a direction to the committee to prepare this compilation in 
the form suggested, and save any question? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. Because if it should prove to 
be a complicated way of dealing with the question, or make the pub- 
lication proposed too cumbersome and bulky to be of any practical 
service, I apprehend that it would be much better to it the mem- 
bers of the Committee on Ways and Means from both sides of the House 
to determine the advisability of it—not make it directory, but give 
them the discretion. 

Mr. PAYSON. But we have already a publication from the com- 
mittee showing the amendments in the Committee of the Whole and 
the action taken upon them in the House, and this publication would 
be practically a duplication of that document. There is no complica- 
tion, I apprehend, in preparing it, in view of what has already been 
done in that direction. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. But the proposition submitted 
* to the House gives the committee very general power in the premises 
in regard to the preparation of the paper. That power embraces that 
proposition if the committee deem it desirable. The only question 
now is whether or not it would serve the p of both sides of the 
House. For my part I am not able to tell, without a much more care- 
ful examination of the subject, whether or not it would make too cum- 
bersome and bulky a document to be of practical utility. 

But one thing is certain, that if the Republican members of the 
committee desire it, the Democratic members of the committee would 
cheerfully concur in preparing the paper in that shape. What I claim 
is, however, that the committee should have discretion to consider the 
matter and have a chance to talk it over amongst ourselves. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think that ought to be satisfactory. 

Mr. DOCKERY. That is right. 

Mr. CANNON. With one statement, I will not pursue the subject 
further. I think this document should have inserted in it the addi- 
tional words, ‘‘the bill as originally considered by the Committee on 
Ways and Means and with the proposed amendments in the House,” 
to be p by the committee and printed for the use of the House. 
It would involve, of course, a little additional figuring; but I think I 
am content now with the statement of the gentleman from Arkansas 
that if the Republican members of the Committee on Ways and Means 
require it, the request shall be granted. 
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Mr. REED. I think they would be inclined to grant it, inasmuch 
as they have not been able to grant us anything else before. [Laugh- 
ter. - 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas. We certainly have been able 
and willing to grant everything that was right and proper in the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I call for the question. 

The report was adopted. 

Mr. RICHARDSON moyed to reconsider the vote by which the re- 
port was adopted; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The SPEAKER. If the committee have no further business—— 

Mr. RICHARDSON. That is ali. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I demand the regular order. 

Mr. PARKER. I ask to be recognized for a moment. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The regular order has been demanded. 

Mr. PARKER, Ihope thechairman of the committee, if he has con- 
cluded his business, will allow me a moment. 

The SPEAKER. But the regular order is demanded by the gentle- 
man from Dlinois or the gentleman from Georgia in front of the Chair. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I did not demand it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I did. 

Mr. PARKER. On yesterday and the day before, bills were pre- 
sented by myself and by Mr. ROWLAND, of North Carolina, which were 
objected to by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Hovey]. Iam au- 
thorized to withdraw the objection —— 

The SPEAKER. But the gentleman from Illinois demands the reg- 
ular order. Of course the Chair has no discretion but to proceed with 
the regular order when the demand is made by any member. 

Mr. PARKER. I trust the gentleman from Illinois will withdraw 
the demand fora minute. The bill to which I refer has been read. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If we allow recognition on one side it will be 
necessary also on the other. There are several appropriations to be 
considered, I understand, and the Committee on the Post-Office and . 
Post-Roads have an hour this morning for their bill. After the hour 
has been exhausted I will consider the question of the withdrawal of 
the demand. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from Illinois declines to withdraw 
the demand. À 

The first business is the call of committees for reports. S 

Mr. BLOUNT. I understood that members had the right to file ro- 


orts. 
p The SPEAKER. They have; but the honr for the call of committees 
has not been di with, 

Mr. BLOUNT. Then I ask unanimous consent to dispense with the 
morning hour for the call of committees. 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The hour for the consideration of bills begins at 
12.23. 

POST-OFFICE BUILDINGS. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I move that the House resolve itself into Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the purpose of further 
considering the bill for post-office buildings, and before that is sub- 
mitted I desire to make a request that by unanimous consent, if the 
hour shall be consumed before the bill is disposed of, consideration may 
be permitted to go on notwithstanding. I think we will get through 
within an hour.’ ; 

Mr. SPRINGER. Icannotallowthat. If you can statewhatlimit 
you would go to I might not object. 

Mr. BLOUNT. I think we will save time by not limiting the time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I withdraw my objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. I shall object for the present, and will consider 
whether I shall make the objection at the end of the hour. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, Mr. McCrEAry in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill the title of 
which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (EL R. 3319) to provide post-office buildings. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending question is on the amendment pro- 
posed by the committee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 2, section 3, after the words “ receipts for,” insert the words “‘each of,” 

The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS. I desire to offer the amendment which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all of section 3, down to and including the word “Congress,” in 
line 8, and insert the following: 

“ That the Postmaster-General, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall constitute a board whose duty it shall be to determine at 


what places and at what cost fice buildings shall be constructed under 
the provisions of this act; and no building be constructed at any place 
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without the consent of two members of said board, which consent and the cost 
of the proposed building shall be reduced to writing by the board, signed and 
filed in the office of the architect and superintendent of construction, and be- 
come a permanent record of his office, but no plan shall be selec by said 
board-at which the gross receipts of the post-office for five years preceding shall 
have been less t the sum of $3,000 in every said year. When the place 
has been thus designated for a public building, then, and not before, the Post- 
master-General is hereby authorized and directed to construct a post-office 
building in accordance with the general design and plans go to be prepared as 
aforesaid, but no contract shall be made or building begun the cost of the com- 
pletion of which is in excess of the appropriation previously made by Congress.” 


Mr. ROGERS. I should be uncandid if Idid not say this morning 
as I did yesterday, that Iam unalterably opposed to the passage of this 
bill. Ihave, however, in this amendment sought in the utmost good 
faith to avoid as far as may be the most obnoxious feature of the bill. 
I will state in the beginning that if General Washington were living, 
I would not consent to confer the power upon him of expending this 
amount of money under his sole discretion. I have, therefore, instead 
of leaving that power with the Postmaster-General, substituted for it 
a board composed of the Secretary of the Interior, the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, and the Secretary of the Treasury, and it shall be their duty to 
determine where and at what cost such buildingsshall be constructed; 
and in addition to that these facts must be reduced to writing and filed 
with the Architect of the Treasury as a permanent record. 

This, therefore, is a division of the responsibility which would now 
fall upon the Postmaster-General. It will avoid giving to one single 
individual the control of the expenditure of two, three, five, or ten 
millions of dollars and the location of these buildings in one section, 
in one State, or in one district. It vests the responsibility upon three 
members of the Cabinet of the United States. It tends to avoid that 
scandal and that abuse which must fall upon any Administration which 
has to execute this law under a single officer of the Government. 

I submit, therefore, that this provision is an improvement upon the 
bill itself, and avoids the evil consequences and the abuses to which I 
have referred. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look for a moment at its operation. In the 
first place, if this bill should pass and become a law, it does not relieve 
the Congress of the United States from the passage of bills of this char- 
acter at all. This bill does not contemplate the construction of that 
class of buildings which provides accommodation for post-offices and 
courts and custom-houses and buildings of thatcharacter. So that when 
this bill has been crystallized into law the very objectionable means 
which are now used tosecure the of similar bills will come right 
back to us, and we shall have to deal with the subject as before. In 
the second place, it is obnoxious in its operation upon the House. Im- 
agine, if you please, members of Congress throughout the country with 
six, eight, or ten, and in one State with as many as one hundred and 
forty places at which buildings could be constructed under this law, 
coming before the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads and insist- 
ing upon the construction of these buildings. What an enormous and 
powerful influence is brought to bear on that committee; and, more- 
over, when it comes into the House, like the river and harbor bill, every 
change proposed will be met with opposition, and this Congress will 
find itself unable to change the cost of a single one of these buildings 
throughout the whole country or to correct any errors the committee 
may have committed. 

But, Mr. Chairman, that isnot the most objectionable feature. This 
measure would place the expenditure of three, five, or ten millions of 
dollars under the control of a single officer of the Government. When 
this condition of things shall be presented, imagine, if you can, the sit- 
uation of the Postmaster-General, besieged, as he will inevitably be, 
by three hundred and twenty-five Representatives of the people, beg- 
ging and imploring for these buildings. What attitude will these Rep- 
resentatives occupy ? Their manhood and independence emasculated; 
besieged on the one side by the demands of their constituents, and on 
the other brought face to face with the Postmaster-General, who holds 
the power confided to them by the people, and which they had sur- 
rendered, ay, voluntarily granted to him, they do indeed occupy a hu- 
miliating position. We shall be brought down with our mouths in 
the very dust, at the feet of the executive department of the Govern- 
ment, held in terrorism by it in order to get that to which we may be 
justly entitled. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Ihave no objection to this instance, but it can 
not be repeated very often, because our time is limited. 

Mr. ROGERS, Mr. Chairman, there is no trouble about my getting 
all the time I require, and I do not propose to be obstructive. I am 
discussing this matter from a purely business, and, I hope, a patriotic 
standpoint, and I am not going to consume any time unnecessarily. 

Now, what will be the result when this distribution comes to be 
made by the Postmaster-General? That member of Congress who is 
most sycophantic and most obsequious, that Representative who will 
most assist in carrying out his wishes, that Representative who has not 
the courage to stand up and criticise the Department if it shall have 
done wrong, that man who most readily does the bidding of the De- 
cero who comes to its terms and aids in the accomplishment of 

ts purposes, that man will most likely get his building, while the man 
who refuses to betray his trust and exercises the rightsof an American 
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Representative upon this floor will be given the cold shoulder and 
turned away from the doors of the Department. That is the attitude . 
in which we place ourselves by this bill. 

In other words, we betray the trust which the people have confided 
to us and put it into the hands of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. The people sent us here as their representatives; they put the 
power in our hands to locate these buildings, to say where they shall 
be constructed and at what cost they shall be constructed, to regulate 
and control the whole matter; but this bill proposes that we shall gur- 
render that power, that we shall betray that trust, by conferring the 
power upon the executive branch of the Government, and shall in that 
way neutralize and destroy the legislative courage and independence 
which are absolutely necessary to the proper discharge of our public 
duties in the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, there is another matter in connection with this bill 
towhich I want to invite attention—that is, the manner in which such 
a law would operate. Let every man who feels an interest in repre- 
senting his own district consider for a moment the effect of this meas- 
ure. Hastily I have contrasted the practical operation of the bill in 
different States and different sections of the country. The figures are 
not absolutely correct, but approximately so. I find that the thirteen 
Svuthern States—Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
‘Texas, Virginia, including West Virginia—would be entitled to one 
hundred and eighty-six buildings under the operation of this bill. I 
find that the States of New York and Massachusetts alone would be 
entitled to two hundred and thirty-four buildings, an excess of forty- 
eight over and above the number to which the whole thirteen States I 
have named would be entitled. I find that California, Colorado, Ne- 
braska, Nevada, Oregon, and the Territories of Idaho, Montana, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming would get one hundred and twenty-three 
buildings under the operation of this bill, while the two States of Ohio 
and Pennsylvania would gettwo hundred and seven, an excess of eighty- 
four over the Pacific Slope and the other States and Territories I haye 
justnamed. I findthat the little State of New Jersey, which you could 
almost cover with a saddle-blanket, would get fifty-three buildings un- 
der the operation of this law. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. That is because she has the people and the 
business to require them. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I am not in the habit of interrupt- 
ing gentlemen without their consent, and I trust that I may be al- 
lowed to occupy my five minutes without interruption. New Jersey, 
Isay, would get fifty-three buildings under the operation of this bill, 
while the great State of Texas, an empire within itself, would get 
only thirty-six, and the State of Georgia only about ten. 

Now, let us look for a moment at the cost of these buildings in dif- 
ferent sections of the country. Under the operation of this bill Ar- 
kansas would get four buildings at $20,000 each, making $80,000; 
New York would get one hundred buildings at $25,000 rom 8 making 
$2,500,000; Georgia would get ten buildings at $20,000 each, making 
$200,000; Texas would get thirty-six buildings at $25,000 each, mak- 
ing $900,000, and New Jersey would get fifty-three buildings at $25,- 
000 each, making $1,325,000; Kentucky would get twenty-two build- 
ings at $25,000, making $550,000, while Pennsylvania would get one 
hundred and twelve buildings at $25,000 each, making $2,800,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I might have pursued this examination and this con- 
trast at greater length, to show the unjust and inequitable operation 
ofthis proposed law; but even if it were fair and just in its operation, 
of inevitable necessity its tendency must be toward abuses, toward 
the corruption of the executive department, toward the corruption of 
Congress, toward partiality in the distribution of public benefits be- 
tween different States and sections of the country. Its operation must 
be to destroy the independence of members of Congress and to render 
the legislative branch of the Government subservient to the executive 
branch, For all these reasons, sir, I protest that we should not enter 
upon any such legislation as this. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Let us have a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. CUTCHEON. I want to saya few words in regard to this bill, 
but I shall not occupy much time. It seems to me that the bill at- 
tempts either too little or too much. The first thing that strikes one 
about it is that although it is a bill which relates exclusively to pub- 
lic buildings, it emanates from the Post-Office Committee. Ithappened 
that on the same day on which this bill was introduced I also intro- 
duced a billof a similar character relating to a system of public build- 
ings, which went to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
and has not yet been reported. 

As long ago, Mr. Chairman, as in the Forty-eighth Congress I advo- 
cated the adoption of a general system for the construction of public 
buildings upon some common and defined basis. 

The present system, or want of system, is exceedingly unsatisfactory. 
There is now no limit of population or business upon arrival at which 
a town or city may claim this t public convenience. The result 
is a very unequal and inequitable distribution of governmental favor 
in the form of public buildings. Large and important cities having a 
population of 50,000 or more are left without such public conveniences 
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and evidences of governmental enterprise, while towns of a few thousand 
inhabitants are decorated with massive piles as monuments to the zeal 
or popularity of some Senator or Congressman. 

This inequality ought not longer to continue. The construction of 
a public building ought not to depend upon a member “‘ catching the 
Speaker’s eye,” and getting unanimous consent of the House, but it 
should depend upon some certain and well-known and recognized stand- 
ard of public want and governmental convenience. I know of no better 
basis than population. 

When a town has reached a population of 5,000 people it is reason- 
ably certain that at least a post-office will always be needed at that 
point for the transaction of the business of the United States. 

I know of no law of economy or of common sense which should in- 
duce individuals and corporations to transact their business in their 
own buildings that is not equally applicable to the Government. In 
nine cases out of ten the buildings rented by the Government are ill 
adapted to the use designed, are uneconomical and unbecoming for the 
occupancy of a great Government. We have no excuse for continuing 
this unreasonable and extravagant and unbecoming system. I am 
therefore in favor of the main feature of the bill; that is, of providing 
buildings upon a uniform and easily ascertained basis; of having them 
business structures instead of monumental piles; of having them erected 
with express reference to their use, and not with reference to the am- 
bitious desire of some local statesman. 

But it seems to me that while we are providing for the erection of 
eerie buildings we ought to provide not for post-offices alone, but for 

uildings for all the different Executive Departments of the Govern- 
ment. There are three departments for the transaction of whose busi- 
ness public buildings are principally required, chiefly the Post-Office 
Department; secondly, the Treasury Department in its business of col- 
lecting customs and internal revenue; and next the Interior Depart- 
ment in connection with its land, Indian, pension, and other business. 
A bill which contemplates the erection of public buildings throughout 
the United States ought to ponde for the erection of all needed pub- 
lic buildings; and instead of confiding this vast interest to the hands 
of a single Cabinet officer, it should be intrusted to a board of at least 
three. And in the bill which I had the honor to introduce, and which 
I will ask to print as part of my remarks, I have provided for such a 


It isa fact known, I presume, to most of the members of the House, 
that at the present time, under the existing law, the three officers named 
in my bill as members of this proposed board—the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Postmaster-General— 
constitute a board whose duty it is to approve the plans and specifica- 
tions for every public building which is proposed, by the action of Con- 
gress, to be erected. If Icould have my way, I would make the heads 
of these three Executive Departments a board of public buildings, who 
should provide plans and specifications and determine the cost for every 

ublic building to be erected in cities of less than 100,000 inhabitants. 

would provide by act of Congress a limitation upon the cost—a max- 
imum and minimum—within which the board should have power to 
act. I would have the cost of these public buildings based, not simply 
upon the postal receipts in each community, but upon the population. 
It is to be presumed that the postal receipts bear an approximate re- 
lation to the pomiation as well as the business of the community. 

In my bill I have provided as to all cities having a population of not less 
than 5,000 and not exceeding 100,000 (and in all cities whose popula- 
tion exceeded 100,000 I would leave Congress fix the limit) that the 
board of publie buildings should fix the cost between the maximum 
and the minimum, the cost, in dollars, not to be less than double the 
minimum of population, nor more than double the maximum of popu- 
lation; for instance, in cities having between 5,000 and 10,000 inhabit- 
ants the cost shall not be less than $10,000 nor more than $20,000; in 
cities having between 10,000 and 20,000 population the cost shall not 
be less than $20,000, nor more than $40,000; and soon. With this 
elastic provision, I would leave it to this board of public buildings, 
composed of these three heads of the great Departments, to decide 
when, where, and how all these public buildings should be erected, 
and their cost. 

Without detaining the committee further, I submit as part of my 
remarks the bill introduced by myself, to which I have alluded: 


A bill (H. R.3384) to create the board of public buildings and to provide for the 
erection of public buildings in cities of less 100,000 bitants. 

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and the Postmaster-General shall constitute a board of 
public buildings, with the powers and duties hereinafter defined. 

Src. 2, That whenever any town or city in any State shall have attained a 
population of not less than 5,000 and not more than 100,000, according to the 
then last census of the United Seer and shall apply through its municipal 
government to the board of public buildings for the erection of a public build- 
ing in such town or city, for the use of the United States post-oflice and other 
United States officials located in such town or; city, and shall tender to the 
United States a suitable site for such building, free of cost to the United States, 
it shall thereupon be the duty of the board of public buildings, without unnec- 
essary delay, to proceed to procure plans and ifications for, and to cause to 
be erected on such site, a snitable and commodious publie building for the use 
= such United Sten States apron ee such oe oruca aeara in said 

wn or city: S wn or ve not a public build- 
ing for such purposes owned by the United States. fiia 


XIX——438 


Src. 3. That the entire cost of such building, including by dg a oom shall be, 
in the discretion of said board of public buildings, within the following limits, 
to wit: 

In towns or cities having a gounen of 5,000 and not more than 10,000, the 
cost shall be notlessthan ten thousand dollars, nor more than twenty thousand, 
In towns or cities having a population of 10,000 and not more than 20,000, the 
cost shall be not lessthan twenty thousand and not more than forty thousand 
dollars. In cities having a population of 20,000 and not more than 40,000, said 
cost shall be not less than forty thousand, nor more than one hundred thou- 
sand dollars, In cities having a popueton of 40,000 arid less than 100,000, said 
cost shall be not less than eighty thousand and not more than two hundred 
thousand dollars, 

Sec. 4. That all work upon such buildings shall be prosecuted under the gen- 
eral direction of the said board of public buildings, and under the supervision, 
as to plans, specifications, and details, of the Supervising Architect of the Treas- 
ury Department, to be approved by said board. 

Sec. 5. That all sites for public buildings under this act shall be of such size as 


to leave the building, when erected, unexposed to fire from adjacent buildings - 


by an open space of not less than 40 feet, including streets and alleys,and no 
money shall be expended pn such site by the board of public buildings until a 
valid title to peal eo shall have been vested in the United States; nor until the 
State within which said site shall be situated shall have ceded to the United States 
exclusive jurisdiction over the same during the time the United States shall re- 
main the owner thereof, for all purposes except the administration of the crim- 
inal laws of the State, and the service of the civil process therein. 

Sec, 6. That such public buildings shall be constructed in a plain, substantial, 
and durable manner, and of such material as the board of public buildings ma: 
direct, with express reference to the use to be made thereof; and no plan sha! 
be accepted or adopted that can not be fully completed within the Šmits pre- 
scribed in section 3 of this act, 

Sec. 7. That the board of public buildings shall report to Congress, at the be- 
ginning of each session thereof, a list of all towns and cities that have applied 
for public buildings under this act, classified by population and S) ; those 
that have fully complied with the requirements of this act and of the said board 
in regard to site; the limit of cost for such building fixed by the board; the 
amount of money expended upon each during the year under this act; an 
estimate of the amount uired for the next fiscal year for the carrying out of 
the purposes of this act, which estimates shall be incorporated in the Book of 
Estimates submitted to Congress. 


The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. ROGERS, it was 
rejected, there being—ayes 28, noes 61. 

Mr. CANNON. I move to amend by striking out in line 18, section 
3, the words ‘‘ twenty-five ” and inserting ‘‘ ten.” ` 

Mr, Chairman, I wish to occupy a few moments in stating the objec- 
tions which I have to this section of the bill without amendment, as 
well as the next section. I shall offer amendments step by step, and 
I would like to discuss them now together for a short time, The bill 
in its present form provides that where the gross receipts of the Post- 
Office Department at any place do not exceed $25,000, the cost of the 
building shall be not more than $20,000; and where they do notexceed 
$20,000, the cost shall not exceed $15,000. Yet, in any case where 
the receipts are over $3,000, the cost of the building may be $15,000. 

Then there is another provision in a subsequent part of the bill which 
restricts the cost of the site to $5,000. Now, let us see the effect of 
these provisions of the bill. In a free-delivery city where the gross re- 
ceipts are $10,000—and in every city of that kind there is very great 
propriety, I apprehend, in the main, in having a building owned by the 
Government—in every free-delivery city where the gross receipts are 
$10,000 or $15,000 or $20,000, all that can be expended for a building 
is $15,000, in addition to $5,000 for the site. Take another city where 
the gross receipts are $3,000, and where there is no free deli . You 
can there spend exactly the same amount—$15,000 for the buil and 
$5,000 for the site. What, then, would be the result under a bill of 
this kind? Iwill illustrate by a reference to my own district, and - 
tlemen can in their own minds make the application to their ts. 
My own town of Danville has a population of 15,000, is a free-delivery 
city, and receipts $17,000 gross revenue. All that you could d 
there for a public building would be $15,000 for the building and $5,000 
for the site. Now, you can not purchase in my town 150 feet front in 
the business portion of the town—and there is where a public building 
must be erected in order to accommodate the people—for less than $40,- 
009. You must have 150 feet front, 50 feet for the building, and then 
it is required that there shall be 50 feet space all around the building. 
So that under this bill Danville is cut out. 

Now go to my next town, Champaign,.a very flourishing city, and 
the same thing is found exactly. You can not buy a site of 150 feet 
front for less than $15,000 to $25,000. Goto Mattoon, and the same 
state prevails. Go to Charleston; you can not buy a site for $5,000, 
where the building ought to be located. Go to Paris, and you can not 
buy it for that amount of money. So that if the bill passes you will 
find the inconsiderable towns with three thousand revenue or little 
over may purchase the ground for $5,000, and get the building for $15,- 
000, and you are subjected to the just criticism that where the public 
business requires the buildings most you can not get them under the 
provisions of your bill. Now, my amendment which is offered, and I 
propose to follow it with others, provides that in all cities with $10,- 
090 gross revenue, the building shall not exceed $25,000. 

In cities under $10,000 gross revenue it shall not exceed $15,000, 
and between these limits, $15,000 and less, or $25,000 and less, accord- 
ing to the discretion of the Postmaster-General, as the law provides. 
If this amendment was adopted, mine, and the other in the same line, 
it would make the bill better, in my opinion, in every respect. 

Later on, in the next section, I shall offer another amendment raising 
the limit for the purchase of the site. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 
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Mr. CANNON. Iask a few minutes longer. 
“Mr. BLOUNT. I must object. 

Mr. CANNON. I think we will proceed more rapidly with the bill 
if I am allowed five minutes additional time. 

Mr. BLOUNT. If the time is to be taken up in this way it will de- 
feat the bill. Ifgentlemen want to defeat the bill they can do itopenly. 
I insist on the regular order. 

Mr. CANNON. I withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. CANNON. Lnowrenewit. ` 

Mr. KERR. I raise the question of order upon that. 

Mr. MILLIKEN. Can it be done? 

Mr. CANNON. It hasbeen done. Butif the pointof order is made 
I would like to be heard upon that. If gentlemen want to “ fritter 
away the time,” that is avery good plan. Gentlemen seem to assume 
that in trying to perfect the bill I am seeking to defeatit, while if you 
will properly amend it I will support it: 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will read an extract from the rule: 


Neither an amendment, nor an amendment to an amendment, shall be with- 
drawn by the mover thereof, unless by unanimous consent, 


Mr. BLOUNT. ‘Then I object. 

Mr. CANNON. But I have just had consent. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will submit the request to the House. 
Is there objection to withdrawing the amendment? 

Mr. BLOUNT. I object. 

Mr. CANNON. ‘Then I move to strike out the last word. 

Now, I have stated my objections to this section, and I shall insist 
upon those objections and seek to have the bill properly amended. 

I wish to be heard for a few moments in this connection in regard 
to the next section; and I will read the section and call attention to 
the point. It provides— 


That for the purpose of procuring such ground the Postmaster-General in his 
discretion is authorized to accept donations or grants thereof by the munici- 
pality in which such post-office is situated or by private owners; and to scoops 
contributions to the purchase of ground or in aid of construction; and that in 
selecting places in which to construct such buildings preference shall be given 
to such p! as may provide such necessary ground to the satisfaction of the 
Postmaster-General; and the Postmaster-General is also authorized, in his dis- 
cretion, when necessary, to purchase any such lot or piece of ground ata price 
not to exceed in any one case $5,000; and, when necessary, to cause the same to 
be condemned under the laws of the State where such ground may be. 


What does it do? It limits the cost of a site to $5,000. It cuts off 
every city in the United States, I say, that needs these buildings most. 
But in addition to that, it authorizes this magnificent Federal Govern- 
ment of ours, through its Cabinet officer, to go into every considerable 
and inconsiderable city in the United States and open up competition 
between real-estate owners and local jealousies and rival interests of 
every part of their little city or town to set them to bidding for and 
individuals to making donations to this great Government to secure a 
site for a public building. Real-estate speculators are to make dona- 
tions of sites in this part or that part or the other part without refer- 
ence to the convenience of the populace. I want to say that I think 
that provision in the bill is but little short of a misdemeanor, if it is to 
be enacted into law. 

For one I am not willing now or hereafter to go into the ‘‘ Cheap 
John ” auction business on the partof this Government. We need the 
buildings or we do not need them. If we need them for the ordinary 
transaction of the business of the country, go and purchase asite in the 
proper location. The United States is not a pauper or a Cheap John 
manipulator of real estate, that it must go into the market in every 
town and seek individual or corporate donations in whole or in part to 
purchase the ground on which to erect the buildings it needs. 

Mr. MACDONALD. It has always done it, though. : 

Mr. CANNON. If it has always done it, then I am in favor of stop- 
ping that action, right here and now, and when we reach that section 
I shall move to strike it ont, and then move to increase the cost of the 
site or the limit in the discretion of the Postmaster-General to $40,000; 
so that we can have buildings where they ought to be, as well as per- 
haps occasionally where they could wait a few years before getting 
them. Gentlemen may say this increases the discretion of the Post- 
master-General. Doesit? Then it may be wrong to give him any dis- 
cretion at all. If yougive hima discretion atall, you should give him 
such a discretion that you can work out the legitimate good results of 
your act; and if you do not, then I am against that act. 

Now, having said this much in presenting my objections to these two 
sections, so far as I am concerned, I am ready for a vote. 

Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I believe this bill is im- 
practicable in its nature altogether, and for that reason I favor every 
amendment making it more likely to fail and oppose any which may 
seek to improve it, because it is not, in my judgment, improvable. It 
is utterly impossible to erect public buildings in a satisfactory way un- 
der the provisions of the bill or by any amendment that changes it from 
receipts, as a basis, to Pasa say i You limit the cost to the present con- 
dition of things in the location, and largely in a very few years the 
community has outgrown the whole present system, and the buildings 
are useless or worse. Now, in my town, which was quite a village 
when Chicago was not known, we have this condition of things. It 
still is only a village, and never will be much more. 
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Now, sir, to take the receipts of that village, of over $10,000, and 
erecta building necessary for the post-office at that place, under the idea 
of this bill, would be wise and pradent. It has not a great growth in 
its future, but to apply it to a town liable to double in ten years and 
quadruple in twenty-five years is utterly absurd; and, Mr. Chairman, 
there is no way of erecting these public buildings but to apply the 
wisdom that is in the House to any specific case as it comes, looking 
forward to any increase in the population and business of that town. 
You can not make it fit any city like ready-made clothing. You can 
wti pass this bill as it is now and do anything but an act of great un- 
wisdom. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois withdraw the 
pro forma amendment? 

Mr. CANNON., I withdraw the proforma amendment. I ask to 
have my substantial amendment read. 

The amendment was again reported. 

The question was put, and the Chairannounced thatthe noes seemed 
to have it. 

Mr. CANNON. Division. 

‘The House divided; and there were—yeas 27, noes 54, 

Mr. CANNON. I make the point that no quorum has voted, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair willappoint as tellers the gentleman 
Si woe [Mr. CANNON] and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 

LOUNT]. 

Mr. CANNON. As far as I am concerned, I will withdraw the point 
of no quorum at this point, and will offer the amendment I send up to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. On this question the yeas are 38, noes 67. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

i ng CANNON. I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk’s 
esk. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by striking ont the word “twenty-five,” in line 18, section 3, the word 
“twenty,” in line 19, and the words commencing with “and,” in line J9, and 
ending with “dollars,” in line 22, and inserting the word “ten’’ before “‘ thou- 
sand,” in line 18, and the word “fifteen” before “ thousand,” in line 19, 

Mr. CANNON. I will state the effect of this amendment, and I 
hope gentlemen will give me their attention while I do so. This 
amendment authorizes the construction of buildings in all cities where 
the gross revenues are $10,000 for the two years past, at notexceeding 
$25,000 cost, and to cities between $3,000 and $10,000 of gross receipts 
at not exceeding $15,000 cost, both under the discretion of the Post- 
master-General within these limits. 

The proposition amounts to this: that it increases the cost in all cities 
yielding a gross revenue between ten and thirty-five thousand dollars 
from fifteen to twenty-five thousand dollars. Now, then, I wanttosay 
that in all cities substantially where you have $10,000 of gross receipts 
you have got free delivery, and they are growing, important cities, 
where you want plenty room, and if you are to have a building there 
at all the Postmaster-General ought to have the discretion to make it 
at a cost of $25,000. He has no discretion over $15,000 as you propose; 
but I propose to raise that discretion from fifteen to twenty thousand 
dollars. I think it is a wise amendment, and I think it ought to be 
passed. I think gentlemen can now know what the amendment is 
that they are invited to vote upon, and I ask my friend from Georgia 
in the interest of this bill to accept thisamendment. [Cries of ‘‘Vote!’’ 
“Vote! 

Mr. BLOUNT. Ido not desire to take any time at all more than is 
necessary. I think the billis an economic one. I have refrained from 
debating it and shall continue to refrain. The gentleman has already 
informed me that unless he can get thatamendment adopted he would 
not consent to an éxtension of the time, or that the bill should pass. I 
hope that the bill as reported by the committee will'substantially be 
adopted. - [Cries of “Vote!” ‘‘ Vote!?’] 

The question was put, and the Chair anneunced that the noes seemed 
to have it. 

Mr. CANNON. Division. 

The committee divided; and there were—aycs 51, noes 56. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point that there is no 
quorum and we must have tellers. [To Mr. BLount:] Lhope you will 
accept my amendment. 

Mr. BLOUNT. Of course the gentleman hopes we will accept it, 
and he announces if we do not the bill shall not pass. 

The Chair appointed Mr. CANNON and Mr. BLOUNT as tellers, 

The tellers took their places and proceeded with the count. 

Pending the count, 

Mr. BLOUNT. I think the hour has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois withdraw the 
point of no quorum ? 

Mr. CANNON, I desire on this proposition, on the merits, and as 
a friend of the bill, to have at least a quorum vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois withdraw his 
demand for a quorum ? 

Mr. CANNON. Why, Mr. Chairman, I can not. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The hour for the consideration of bills has ex- 
pired, and the committee will rise. 


1888. 
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The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having resumed 
the chair, Mr. McCreary, from the Committee of the Whole House 
on thestate of the Union, reported that they had had under consideration 
a bill (H. R. 3319) to provide for post-office buildings and had come to 
no resolution thereon. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, WATERTOWN, N. Y. 


Mr. PARKER, Inow ask unanimous consent to call up the bill pro- 
viding for a public building at Watertown, N. Y. The gentleman who 
objected, having withdrawn his objection and the bill having been read 
this morning, I now ask that it be passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Let the report be read, sub- 
ject to the right to object. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, to whom was referred the 
bill (H. R. 5059) to provide for the erection of a public building in the city of 
Watertown, in the State of New York, having had the same under considera- 
tion, respectfully report: 

Watertown isa large manufacturing center, and the leading city in Northern 
New York. It has a population of about eT: and is the ce center for 
some 25,000 people. There are employed in the post-office ariora prvou; 
including clerks of post-office and money-order department, letter-ca: and 


special-delivery messenger. The receipts of the office for the fiscal re 
ending June 30, 1887, amounted to $24,232.15, With a net revenue of $11,304. 
The committee are of opinion that a site can be p and a building 


urchased 
erected that will meet the present and reasonable prospective needs of the pub- 
lic service at Watertown for the sum of $75,000. 

The committee therefore recommend that the bill be amended by inserting, 
in line 4, after the word * p: ** the words “acquire by condemnation or 
otherwise p. rovide;* also in lines 11 and 12 strike oat the words *‘ one hundred 
and twenty" and insert the words {Seventy-five ; ” and in line 21 strike out the 
word * ‘fifty, ” and insert the word " forty; and in line 1, section 2, strike out 

@ the words “one hundred and twenty” ‘and insert the words “ seventy-five ;"’ 
and when so amended that the bill do pass. 


The SPEAKER, _ Is thereobjection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PARKER] that the bill be now considered? 

Mr. WISE. Is there any United States court held in that city? 

Mr. PARKER. Thestatute provides that the district court may be 
held there upon the direction of the judges. 

Mr. WISE. But is there a court held there now ? 

Mr. PARKER. There is not; but the statute provides that courts 
may be held there upon the direction of the judges. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. Is it understood that the 
arr aa in charge of the bill accepts the amendments of the com- 
mittee 

Mr. PARKER. Itis. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. And that the bill as it is pro- 
posed to be passed will not appropriate more than $75,000? 

ma PARKER. That amendment is accepted. 

The amendments recommended by the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds were to. 

The bill as assailed wan ordered to: bees and read a third 
time; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Mr. PARKER moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill as 
amended was passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, CHARLOTTE, N. C. 


Mr. ROWLAND. I ask unanimous consert to call up the bill (S. 
907) to provide for the erection of a public building at Charlotte, N. c. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


That the sum of $175,000 be, and the same is hereby, appropriated, out of any 

aeons in thé Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the purpose of pur- 
ing or acquiring by condemnation p: ings or otherwise, a site, and of 

erecting thereon a United States court-house and post-office in the city of Char- 
lotte, N. C., to be expended under the direction of the Supervising tect of 
the ‘Treasury Department. The site, and building thereon, when completed 
upon plans and specifications to be previously made and approved by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, shall not exceed in cost the —_ of $175,000; and no pian 
for said building s! Ibe approved by the Secretary of the Treasury involving 
an expenditure exceeding said sum of oer 000 for we building; and the site 
shali leave the building unexposed to danger from fire eena an aes space of a 
least 40 feet, including streets and alleys. yes that no it building nhai 
this purpose shall be available until a valid title to the mon to ee a 
be vested in the United § nor until the State of North Caro’ 
ceded to the United States exclusive jurisdiction over the same, e pehoar oye tine 
the United States shall be or remain the owner thereof, for all purposes except 
the administration of the criminal laws of said State and the service of civil 
tary of the Treasury, if in his judgment the public 
nterest will be better subserved, may direct the location of said building on the 
ground belonging to the United States situated in said city any part of which is 
now occu United States mint. 

Sec. 2. Dae this act shall take effect from and after its passage. 


Mr. ROWLAND. The House committee has reported a substitute 
for the Senate bill, cutting down the appropriation from $175,000 to 
$85,000. I ask that the House substitute for the Senate bill be read. 

The substitute recommended by the committee was read, as follows: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected to cause to be erected on a lot in the city of Charlotte, N. C., known as 
the Mint is th Arep belonging to the Government, a substantial and commodious 
building, vaults, for the use accommodation of the United 
States bonis yey) district courts, post-office, revenue office, and for other Gov- 
ernment uses at Charlotte, N. C. 


Phe building on said site, when completed 
upon plans and specifications to be previously ved 


and appro the Sec- 


of shall not exceed in cost the sum of $85,000; and no plan 
How said building shall be deg so by the Secretary of the Sees involving 


aay to be vested in the United States, nor until the State of North, Caroline 
ll cede to the United States exclusive m over the same, during the 
ao the United States shall be or re n the owner thereof, for all sua Poe) 
stim 2 the administration of the criminal laws of said State and the se 


vil process therein. 
Mr. STRUBLE. Are there any United States courts held at that 
lace? 
Mr. ROWLAND. Yes, sir; circuit and district courts. 
Mr. BURROWS. The amount is seers by the House bill, I un- 
derstand, to $85,000 
Mr. ROWLAND. Yes; $85,000 
Mr. BURROWS. What is the population of the city ? 
Mr. ROWLAND. About 15,000. 
Mr. HEARD. As I understand it, the Senate bill appropriated 
$175,000, and the House committee recommended cutting it down to 


„000. 

Mr. ROWLAND. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman 
from North Carolina that this bill be considered at this time? 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Speaker, I have not objected to any bill—— 

Mr. ANDERSON, of Kansas. Then do not do it now. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I do not propose to object now; but I do be- 
lieve that this is not the way in which we should allow unanimous con- 
sents. If the resolution which I introduced, and which has been re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules, were reported back hereand agreed 
to, every member of this House would stand upon an equal footing 
and every one would have a chance to have his bills passed. I think 
that in order to relieve the Speaker and gentlemen who act tempora- 
rily as Speaker, and in justice to the members of this House, we should 
ais a resolution similar to the one I introduced, which would permit 
every member of the House to ask unanimous consent to have a bill 
passed, and provide that no man should have the privilege of asking 
unanimous consent twice until every other member of the House pres- 
ent should have had an opportunity. 

Several MEMBERS. That is right. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the question ison agree- 
ing to the substitute. 

The substitute was agreed to. 

The Senate bill as amended was ordered toa third reading; and it 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ROWLAND moved to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed; and also moved that the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. BURNES. I move that the House nowresolve itself into Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the purpose of con- 
sidering general appropriation bills. 

Mr. TOW NSHEND. I desire to raise the question of consideration 
upon ong proposition of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BURNES]. 

The SPEAKER. No question of consideration can be raised against 
that motion. The House can refuse to agree to it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Speaker, I know that my friend from 
Missouri is a fair man and is desirous to expedite the public business. 
Now, in the interest of the public business, I ask that we may have 
some understanding as to the purpose min which the House is to go 
into Committee of the Whole. There isin Committee of the Whole 
the Army appropriation bill with the amendments of the Senate; there 
is also in Committee of the Whole the general deficiency bill. "Now, 
it is of great importance that the Army appropriation bill should be- 
come a law before the Ist’of next month. I havea letter from the 

of War stating that this is of the utmost importance in order 
that a very large number of accounts may at that time be paid out of 
the moneys appropriated. 

We passed the other day a resolution extending for an additional 
month the appropriations for the War Department. That resolution is 
in the Senate unacted on; and the reason given there for non-action is 
that the Senate has passed the Army bill with amendments, and that 
we should take up those amendmentsand act upon them. The Senate 
is right in that position. Nothing is required to be done on the Army 
appropriation bill by the House except to dispose of the Senate amend- 
ments; and I hope the House will allow this very important bill to be 
taken up andtheamendmentsdisposed of. ‘TheCommittgeon Military 
Affairs has authorized me to ask non-concurrence in all the amend- 
ments; and it would take, perhaps, but five minutes to dispose of those 
amendments. ‘Therefore I trust we may have without delay an oppor- 
tunity to take up the Army bill, dispose of the Senate amendments, 
and return the bill to the Senate. 

I will add that there is no emergency in regard to the passage of the 
general deficiency bill. It may without inconvenience be passed in a 
week or two as well as to-day. But there is going to be great incon- 
venience and embarrassment in connection with the Army by delay ın 
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= 
passing the Army appropriation bill, inasmuch as it provides th 
money necessary to settle the accounts of the Army on the Ist of An- 
t 


er The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. TOWNSHEND] that the motion made by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BURNES] is precisely the same motion which the gentle- 
man himself would have to make to accomplish his object; that is that 
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of general appropriation bills. The 
question as to the preference of one of those bills over the other would 
present itself when the first of the bills was reached in Committee 
of the Whole. If a proposition should then be made and objected to 
that the bill be passed over, the Committee of the Whole would rise and 
the House would be called on to decide the question. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then I will renew my request at the proper 
point in Committee of the Whole. 

The question being taken on the motion of Mr. BuRNES that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of general appropriation bills, the motion 
was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the Whole, 
Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of general appropriation bills. 
The Clerk will read the title of the first bill in order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 10896) making any riagioneate ny to suppl 
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1888, an: 
other purposes. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I object to the consideration of this bill, and 
Iask my friend from Missouri to allow us to dispose of the Senate 
amendments to the Army appropriation bill. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The rule requires that if the gentleman ob- 
jects to the consideration of the bill, he should ask that it be passed 
over. : 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I make that motion, in order that we may 
reach the Army appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to passing over the bill the 
title of which has been read ? 

Mr. SAYERS. I object. 

‘The CHAIRMAN, Objection being made, the committee, under the 
rules, must rise and report the objection to the House. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the § er having resumed 
the chair, Mr. SPRINGER reported that the Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union having reached in the course of its business 
the bill (H. R. 10896) making appropriations to supply deficiertcies in 
the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1888, and for 
prior years, and for other purposes, the propon was made and ob- 
jected to that the bill be passed over; whereupon the committee rose 
in order that the objection might be reported to the House for its de- 
cision. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will the House direct the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union to pass over this bill? 

Mr. SAYERS. Mr. Speaker—— 

The SPEAKER. This is a question concerning the order of busi- 
ness, and is not debatable. 

The question being taken, there were—ayes 60, noes 51. 

Mr. BURNES. No quorum haying voted, I call for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Mr. BuRNES and Mr. TOWNSHEND were 
appointed. 

The House again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 66, noes 85. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND (before the result was announced). Mr. Speaker, 
my judgment is that it is the duty of the American Congress to dis- 
pose of the Army appropriation bill before the 1st day of August. 
This other bill could stand over for a month without detriment to the 
Government. But I am not here as an obstructionist to legislation; 
and as a majority of the House has concluded it to be best to let the 
War Department and the Army be embarrassed I shall not make any 
farther resistance, 

Mr. SAYERS. I wish to say a word in reply to the remarks just 
made by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. TOWNSHEND]. The Army 
bill was passed in this House on the 16th of June; it remained in the 
Senate until the 26th of July, when it came back with amendments 
which do not come within the rules of this House as proper to be placed 
on this bill. All that the advocates of the postponement of the present 
consideration of the Army bill ask is that the House shall be thoroughly 
informed as,to the nature of these amendments before acting upon 
them. A resolution has already passed the House and is now pending 
in the Senate extending the appropriations of the last year for thirty 
days longer. [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order !’’] 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. In reply to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 


SayvErs]— 
regular order is demanded. 


deficiencies in the appro- 
for prior years, and for 


The SPEAKER. The 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. But, Mr. Speaker, fair play demands—— 

The SPEAKER. The fs weg pe from Texas [Mr. SAYERS] made 
his statement in reply to that of the gentleman from Illinois. 
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Mr. TOWNSHEND. But the gentleman has developed a new mat- 
ter—— 

The SPEAKER. The Chair of course would be glad to recognize 
the gentleman from Illinois if the regular order were not demanded. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Iam asking to say only one word. 

The SPEAKER. But the Chair has no discretion when the regular 
order is demanded. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Who demands the regular order? 

Mr. PAYSON. I desire tomakeaninquiry. Does the record show 
that for any disaster which may occur to the War Department or the 
Army my colleague [Mr. TowNSHEND] will be free from responsi- 
bility? If it does, then I think the regular order may proceed. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. If any disaster happens to the Army by rea~ 
son of the failure of this bill the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Pay- 
SON] may regard himself as one of those who will be responsible. 

The SPEAKER. The noes have it, and the House refuses to lay the 
bill aside. 

The committee resumed its session, Mr. SPRINGER in the chair. 

GENERAL DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The CHAIRMAN. By a vote of the House the general deficienc 
bill has been ordered to be taken up for consideration, and the Cler 
will report the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R.1 mi 
seiaslons fox ha fiacal VOAS GLIRO dane Mh Gem ane PEDAS voce tet oe 
other purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed to read the bill the firste 
time for information. 

Mr. LONG. I suggest to the gentleman in charge of the bill that 
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

oe BURNES. I move that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. BURNES. Mr. Chairman, I desire at this time, for the satisfac- 
tion of members of the committee, to make a statement with regard to 
the future management of the bill. It has been agreed, after consul- 
tation with a number of gentlemen on both sides, we shall proceed to- 
day with that portion of the bill preceding the final section, and if we 
reach that section to-day then we shall rise and allow that matter to 
go over until Monday, or in case it is not reached to-day, that as soon as 
the preceding sections of the bill have been disposed of we shall then 
proceed to the consideration of the last section relating to the French 
spoliation claims. 

It is also agreed, Mr. Chairman, that the general waiver of debate at 
this time shall not cover that final section, but that a certain time shall 
be allowed, agreeable to the two sides of the House, for debate on those 
spoliation claims. I appeal to gentlemen on the other side, and espe- 
cially to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lone], my colleague 
on the committee, as it is likely the thermometer may run up to 160° 
in the shade, the time for debate shall be as limited as ible. Four 
and a half hours have been suggested, but I ask my friend whether it 
can not be limited to three hours. 

Mr. LONG. After consultation with the friends of these spoliation 
claims it has been determined that three hours will not be a sufficient 
time. Four and a half hours on each side is about as little time as they 
can get along with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having taken the 
chair, a message was received from the Senate by Mr. McCook, its 
Secretary, announcing the passage of bills and joint resolution of the 
following titles; in which concurrence was requested: 

A bill (S. 1981) to pos for the erection of a public building for 
the use of the ce and other Government offices at the city of 
M n, in the State of Michigan; 

A bill (S. 3305) setting apart a tract of land to be used as a cemetery 
by the Independent Order of Odd Fellows of Central City, Colo.; and 

Joint resolution (S. R. 100) providing for the adjustmentof the amount 
due to the State of South Carolina for the rent of the Citadel Academy. 

It further announced the passage of the bill (H. R. 4659) for the re- 
lief of George M. Ochiltree with an amendment, together with a re- 
quest for a conference with the House on thesaid bill and amendment, 
and that the Senate had appointed as its managers of said conference 
Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. MANDERSON, and Mr. CocKRELL. 

It further announced disagreement to the amendment of the House 
to the bill (S. 94) for the relief of Perez Dickinson, surviving partner 
of the late firm of Cowan & Dickinson, and asked for a conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed 
Mr. FAULKNER, Mr. HOAR, and Mr. Spooner as the managers of said 
conference on its 

It further announced the passage of bills and joint resolution of the 
following titles: 

A bill (H. R. 9298) releasing the estate of Asher R. Eddy, late lien< 
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tenant-colonel and Quartermaster-General, United States Army, de- 
coe and George W. Gibbs, and R. L. Ogden, sureties on his official 

nd; 

A bill (H. R. 736) for the relief of Caroline T, Cockle; and 

Joint resolution (H. Res. 206) to continue the provisions of a joint 
resolution approved June 30, 1888, entitled ‘‘ Joint resolution to pro- 
vide temporarily for the expenditures of the Government.” 


GENERAL DEFICIENCY BILL. 


The Committee of the Whole resumed its session. 

Mr. DIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, having introduced at the beginning 
of this session the resolution under which the French spoliation claims 
have been incorporated in this bill, under instructions of the House, 
and having been requested by my friend from Missouri [Mr. BURNES], 
who has charge of the bill, to make some inquiry as to the amount of 
time that would be desired by those wishing to speak in favor of these 
claims, I do not think that four hours from my information will give 
reasonable time for the debate. I had stated to my friend that four 
and a half hours was the least time in my judgment that would be re- 
quired, and since that time I have heard of one or two others who wish 
to speak upon the bill in addition to those with whom I had already 

ken. 7 

I really think that five hours, so far as those in favor of the bill may 
be concerned, is quite a reasonable limit, but as I suggested four and 
a half hours in the first instance I would like my friend from Missouri 
to concede at least that much time. 

Mr. LONG. How much time do gentlemen think will be required 
in opposition to the claims? 

Mr. BURNES. As a matter of course the opponents of the claims 
will demand the same time that is fixed for your side, but are entirely 
willing to be governed by the time you may fix. If four hours and a 
half is insisted upon of course I will yield my views in regard to the 
matter. 

Mr. LONG. I think, under the circumstances, as so many have ex- 
pressed a desire to be heard, one gentleman having justspoken to me, 
that that is the very least time possible. 

Mr. BURNES. Then the understanding will be, when we reach that 
provision of the bill in regard to the French spoliation claims, that there 
will be a general debate not exceeding four hours and a half on each 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the agreement suggested 
by the gentleman from Missouri ? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the agree- 
ment as to the debate upon those claims. 

Mr. LONG. When they are reached. 

Mr. CANNON. When they are reached. I think it a very proper 
agreement. I do not desire to consume much time myself in the gen- 
eral debate at the commencement, but I should like to be permitted 
to take the floor in my own right, and will probably not consume ex- 
ceeding a half hour, if that much, in the general debate and aliunde of 
the spoliation claims. 

Mr. LONG. Let us fix this other question first. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Mr. Chairman, if four and a half hours is to 
be aliowed for general debate upon one section of this bill, we will 
consume two days of debate upon the one section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The requestis thatall general debate be confined 
to the last section of the bill. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I understand that; but there are eighty-six 
pages here of this bill, and I do not remember the number of sections, 
but they are quite numerous, If two days’ general debate is to be de- 
voted to the consideration of one section, it is likely that the bill will 
occupy not less than ten days. 

Mr. LONG. Oh, no. 

Mr. RYAN. ‘Three days at the outside. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. I shall protest against any such improvident 
waste of the time of the House at this stage of the session. I insist 
that the House shall proceed in its regular way and order, and if we 
find it necessary hereafter to limit debate on any section of the bill we 
can doit. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will first submit the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri to the House, so that there may be no mis- 
understanding aboutit. The gentleman from Missouri requests that 
all general debate on this bill be confined to the spoliation claims em- 
bodied in the fourth section of the bill when it is reached, and that 
the general debate on the fourth section be limited to a period not ex- 
ceeding four and a half hours on each side. Is there objection? 

Mr. CANNON. With one modification, I have no objection. 

Mr. LONG. We will concede that. 

Mr. CANNON. Yes, but the unanimous consent here asked includes 
all o general debate, and will exclude any such arrangement as I 
wish. 

Mr. BURNES. We will have a different understanding as to that. 
Let the present point be settled first. 

Mr. CANNON. Well, let this be included in your request. 

Me TOWNSHEND. Does my colleague insist on general debate 
now 


Mr. CANNON. I want to be recognized in my own right, but with- 
out reference to the spoliation claims. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Then there will be further time taken up in 
the general debate. 

Mr. CANNON. I want to be recognized for one hour, but,as I have 
said, may not occupy all of that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOOKER. I have no desire to interfere with any arrangement 
made by the gentleman who reports the bill with gentlemen on the 
other side in reference’ to the time to be devoted to the discussion of 
the French spoliation claims; but I think, with the gentleman from 
Illinois, that if this bill is to be presented to the House for considera- 
tion now there ought to be general debate upon the other provisions 
to such an extent as members may feel necessary, and also to enable 
the members of the committee to explain the objects of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will submit the modification suggested 
by the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CANNON. I shall only desire to be recognized for the hour. 

The CHAIRMAN. The first request is that the gentleman from Illi- 
nois be permitted to address the committee for a period of one hour on 
this bill, and thereafter that general debate shall not take place until 
the fourth section of the bill is reached, whereupon not exceeding four 
and a half hours on each side on that question shall be allowed. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I will not object provided that 
when the provision relating to the appropriations for deficiencies in the 
Department of Justice is reached I can control twenty minutes. 

Mr. LONG. Perhaps the gentleman from Illinois will yield that 
time out of his hour. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I think too much time is asked, and I will ob- 


ject. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman from Illinois says that he will 


yield to me whatever time I may desire, and I withdraw my objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further objection? 

Mr. ROGERS. I would like the gentleman from Missouri, in case 
I should desire it, to permit me to be heard briefly on that portion of 
the bill relating to the Department of Justice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state, when that is reached, as 
there is a disposition on the part of the committee to allow reasonable 
time, the Chair will assist to whatever extent it can to enable the gen- 
tleman to be heard on that part of the bill. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I understand the proposition of the Chair to 
be to give the gentleman from Illinois one hour, and then four and a 
half hours on each side on the spoliation claims when that provision 
is reached ? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the request. 

Mr. MACDONALD, Then I object. 

Mr. BURNES. As a matter of course we can proceed with the gen- 
eral debate without unanimous consent, and it was in the interest of 
economy of time that I sought to have this agreement perfected now. 
The gentleman will understand that we can proceed with the general 
debate without limit, so that it will take more time, and this was an 
economy of time. If the gentleman insists upon his objection we will 
proceed without limit. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Is it an economy of time to give gentlemen 
one houron one point, and then give an additional four and a half hours? 
Tam perfectly willing to concede to the gentleman from Illinois to have 
the time he wishes, but I object to it being coupled with the other prop- 
osition. 

Mr. BURNES. It is not coupled with the other proposition. 

Mr. MACDONALD. The Chair so stated. 

TheCHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the proposition. The propo- 
sition is that the gentleman from Illinois on the left be now permitted 
to occupy one hour in general debate on the general provisions of this 
bill, after which the committee will proceed to consider the bill under 
the five-minute rule, until section 4, relating to the French spoliation 
claims, is reached, whereupon general debate will be resumed, and under 
the understanding four and a half hours of general debate on that sec- 
tion will be allowed on each side. Is there objection? ‘The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. The Chair has not waited for a response. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I do not object. 

Mr. TOWNSHEND. Ido. These French spoliation claims have 
heen discussed now for nearly one hundred years; they were discussed 
last January for hours and hours, and it does seem to me a waste of 
time to give nine hours to the discussion of a proposition which has 
been discussed so many hours already, and I object to that waste of 
time. 

Mr. BURNES. We will proceed then to the consideration of the 
bill under general debate, and as I have nothing to offer in the way of 
general debate in regard to a bill that simply means dollars and cents 
in pursuance of law, I will yield thirty minutes to my friend from 
Washington Territory, who will doubtless edify the House. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Kentucky. If it does not interrupt the 
gentleman, do I understand that an agreement about general debate 
is made and general debate on the French spoliation claims will take 
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pto in the general debate instead of waiting until that section shall 
ve been read? 

Mr. BURNES. Assoon as the House shall have settled down to de- 
bate I have no doubt we will be able to make a satisfactory arrange- 
ment for the order debate shall take. 

Mr. VOORHEES. Mr. Chairman, I avail myself of the kindly 
courtesy of the gentleman from Missouri to present to this House some 
vital considerations which imperatively demand the immediate admis- 
sion of the Territory of Washington into the Union as the State of 
Washington. I regret that the tardiness of this House in proceeding 
to the consideration of a measure so important as,this should foree me 
to present upon an appropriation bill the facts which the importance 
of the subject require that I shall present. 

Mr. Chairman, amongst the many topics of legislation which demand 
the attention of Congress there are none which so comprehensively 
embody all the elements of a broad and enlightened statesmanship as 
that which contemplates the investiture of American citizens with the 
blessings of constitutional government. Animated by such a belief I 
a upon this ee behalf one tot than two hundred thousand 

franchised citizens of this Republic, to impress, so far as I may, upon 
the members of this body the gross injustice of further delay in cloth- 
ing this with that right which the fathers wrested from King 
George upon the bloody fields of the Revolution; the rightto be freed 
from the odious and monstrous imposition of taxation without repre- 
sentation; the right to live under a constitution, enjoying all the privi- 
leges and immunities consequent upon such a condi 

For many years the superb commonwealth which has honored me 
with a seat upon this floor has been demanding that place in this 
Union to which her varied and unrivaled resources and the citizenship 
of her inhabitants entitle her, and for many years her demands have 
fallen on dull ears. The inanimate attitude of Congress in connection 
with this mighty question has presented a painful analogy to that of 
the fathers of Massachusetts Bay, who in early times solemnly deter- 
mined that populations were never destined to become very dense west 
of Newton, a suburb of Boston,and that of the founders of Lynn, who 
having diligently pushed theirexplorations a distance of 10 or 15 miles, 
gravely doubted whether the country tothe westward would ever be 
good for anything. A remnant of the dense ignorance of that day and 
tion, of the marvelous and incalculable possibilities of the trans- 

ippi, has seemingly animated the minds of legislators hereto- 
fore in inducing a policy of non-action in extending the kindly and 
se hand of constitutional government to these mighty commu- 
nities. 

The wise and unerring statesmanship which animated Thomas Jef- 
ferson when he, in 1803, laid the foundation for the vast empires which 
are now to be found in the trans-Mississippi, did not contemplate the 
erection of dependencies or outlying provinces, and yet for years, with 
every prerequisite for admission into the Union amply met, a condition 
of disfranchisement continues to exist, 

By the act of March 3, 1853, that portion of the territory which was 
bequeathed to the American people by the enduring wisdom of Thomas 
Jefferson lying between the 45° 32/ and 49° north latitude and 
the meridians of 117° and 124° 8’ longitude west from Greenwich, was 
clothed with a power of territorial government under the immortal 
name of Washington. 

The Cascade range of mountains, a continuation of the Sierra Nevada, 
traverses the Territory from north to south, dividing it into two dis- 
tinct geographical divisions. 

In every essential prerequisite to statehood the Territory of Wash- 
ington stands the peer of the proudest State in the American Union. 
While as yet her wonderful resources are in a comparatively meager 
state of development she only awaits that condition of stability and cer- 
tainty which attends upon a State government to astonish the world 
with the variety and richness of her products and the enterprise and 
patriotism of her citizens, 

Mr. SYMES. Will the gentleman from Washington Territory yield 
to a question ? 

Mr. VOORHEES. Certainly. 

Mr. SYMES. Does the gentleman not know that the five members 
of the Territorial Committee belonging to the Republican party have 
actively urged upon the committee and the House the admission of 
Washington Territory both in the Forty-ninth and in this Congress? 

Mr. VOORHEES. I willstate tothe gentleman from Colorado that 
Iam discussing this question, presenting, as it does, the question of 
enfranchisement for American citizens, as an American citizen, and not 
solely asa Democrat. Iam in favor of the admission of every Territory 
intothe Union, regardless of its political predilections, whether Demo- 
craticor Republican, 

The question of American citizenship is too large, too exalted, and 
too greatito be circumscribed by political considerationsin my judgment. 
The Democratic members of the Territorial Committee have reported 
in favor of the admission of the Territories of Washington, Montana, 
New Mexico, and Dakota into the Union as States, and I do not know 
where the objection is to the consideration of the measure, whether 
upon the one side or the other. 

Mr. SYMES. There is no objection to considering it; but Iask the 


gentleman if he does not know from his experience before that commit- 
tee, when urging the admission of the Territoryof Washington that he 
is now elaborating on by his oratory, that the Republican members 
of the committee urged the re and the admission and have 
urged that the committee should call the bill up in the House, both in 
the Forty-ninth and Fiftieth Congresses ? 

Mr. VOORHEES. I will say, so far as the Territory of Washington 
is concerned, that every Democratic member, as well as the five Repub- 
lican members, urged the admission of the Territory. Idecline to yield 
any further. 

Mr. SYMES. Does not the gentleman know that the Democratic 
members tied it up with other Territories in an omnibus bill ? 

Mr. VOORHEES. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be taken in this 
way from the line in which I havé seen fit to present this question, 
and the gentleman can make any political capital out of it in his own 
time if he chooses, if there is any such capital to be made. I have but 
thirty minutes, and consequently have no time in which to indulge in 
a colloquy with my friend from Colorado, 

When the uncertainties of a Territorial government shall have given 
place toa government distinctively by the people, outside capital, which 
only seeks an investment in favored quarters, will be a giantin the de- 
velopment of our unequaled resources, and that degree of enterprise 
and patriotism will exist which has its growth in the loyal pride of 
American citizenship. 

Amidst the many natural advantages upon which the pre-eminence 
of the Territory is based, its maritime character takes a commanding 
place. Nature has touched the western portion of the Territory with 
a generous hand and has lavishly endowed it with all the requirements 
demanded by great maritime interests. Admiral Charles Wilkes thus 
emphasizes the maritime characteristics of Puget Sonnd: 

Nothing can the beauty of these watersand their safety. Not ashoal 
exists within the ts of Juan de Fuca, Admiralty Bay, or Hood’s Canal that 
can in any way interrupt their navigation by a 74-gun ship. I venture nothing 
in saying that there is no country in the world that possesses waters equal to 
these; they cover an area of about 2,000 square miles; the shoresof all its inlets 
and bays are remarkably bold, so much so that a ship’s side would strike the 
shore before her keel would touch the ground, 

The country by which these waters are surrounded is remarkably salubrious 
and affords every advantage for the accommodation of a vast commercial and 
military marine, with convenience for docks, a great many sites for towns 
and cities, at all times well supplied with water, and capable of being well pro- 
oe pa everything by the surrounding country, which is well adapted for 
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re Straits of Juan de Fuca are 95 miles in length, and have anaverage width 
of 11 miles. At the entrance (8 miles in width) no danger exists, and it may be 
safely navigated throughout. 

No part of the affords finer inlands, sounds, or a greater number of 
harbors than are found within the Straits of Juan de Fuca, of receiving 
the la class of vessels and withont a danger in them t is not visible. 
From the rise and fall of the tide (18 feet) every facility is afforded for the erection 
of works for a great e nation. 

The country also affords us many sites for water-power as any other. 

The gigantic lumber, coal, agricultural, and other interests are of 
such proportions that in 1887 the number of American steam-vessels 
engaged in the foreign trade, which was 674 entering and clearing in 
the Puget Sound customs district, exceeded that of any other district 
in the United States, New York standing second with 488 vessels; and 
the tonnage of such vessels, representing 532,748 tons, was only ex- 
ceeded by New York, where the tonnage was 764,551. During that 
year in the aggregate number of American and foreign steam-vessels 

in the foreign trade, at 1,312, this district stood second only to 
New York, and in the aggregate tonnage of such vessels the district was 
seventh in importance. In the aggregate number of entrances and 
clearances of American and foreign vessels, steam and sail, the district 
was fifth in the United States, with 881 vessels, and in the aggregate 
tonnage of such vessels it was seventh. In the fiscal year of 1886 the 
collections of this district were $79,000, while such collections for the 
fiscal year of 1887 will not fall far short of $300,000. 

It is estimated that the export trade of Puget Sound in coal, lumber, 
wheat, and other products amounts to $10,000,000 annually. Even 
under territorial conditions her fishing, lumbering, mining, and manu- 
facturing industries present a phenomenal degree of development. Her 
trade with China and Japan and the islands of the Pacific gives abun- 
dant promise of an overwhelming contribution in the near future to her 
maritime greatness. Already this trade is being largely developed 
by the ocean lines of steam-ships already in operation, and by the line 
of tea ships which during a considerable period has been successfully 
operated. 

Mapes Sound has been aptly termed the ‘‘ Mediterranean of the Pa- 
cific,” and even in the infancy of the development of that region it is 
a giant rival of its Italian namesake. Washington Territory has 1,984 
miles of coast line, which includes that portion of the Territory washed 
by the Pacific Ocean, extending from the Straits of Fuca on the north 
to the Columbia River on the south. 

Aside from the rapidly increasing commercial importance of our mar- 
itime position, the American people are confronted by very grave and 
weighty political considerations involved therein. Washington is the 
only Territory in the United States to-day with an ocean frontage, and 

uestions of the gravest national concern must induce the conviction 

tit is perilous to longer delay the establishment there of a settled 
and certain condition of government. Senator MORGAN, in his most 


1888. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


admirable, able, and statesmanlike speech upon the admission of Wash- 
ington Territory, in the first session of the Forty-ninth Congress, thus 
forcibly presented this thought: 
Considered in a political view, there could be nothing more important to the 
welfare of the people of the whole Union than to have a State established at 


that angle of our Northwestern one side of which is washed by the 
Pacific and the other by Straits of Fuca. I may deseribe it as a politi- 
cal buttress standing out there partly in the sea, op; directly to the power 


and enterprise of the greatest rival that we have in the world: le of our 
own kith and kindred, whose power and enterprise we certainly ought to learn 
to estimate if we have not done it yet—the British people. 

Vicvoria, the capital of the province of British Columbia, is but 30 
miles distant from Port Townsend, the port of entry of the Puget Sound 
customs district, and at-this point the British Government has estab- 
lished one of its foremost naval stations, and has expended more than 
a million dollars in publie works. Our location wit: reference to this 
enterprising and aggressive foreign power should be sufficient, of itself, 
to successfully invoke the favorable consideration, by the American 
Congress, of our appeal for constitutional government. 

Ship-building promises to become, in the near future, one of Wash- 
ington’s greatest industries. A French expert, referring to the timber 
of this region for ship-building purposes, says: 

The ipal quality of their woods is a flexibility and tenacity of fiber rarely 
met with in trees so aged. They may be bent and twisted several times in con- 
trary ns without breaking. The masts and spars are wood rare and 
exceptional for dimensions and superior qualities, strength, lightness, absence 
of knots, and other grave vices. 

From July 1, 1886, to September 30, 1887, there were built in the 
district of Puget Sound twelve steam vessels with a gross tonnage of 
1,002. 43 and seventeen sailing vessels with a gross tonnage of 4,464.31. 

The lumber supply of Western Washington is practically inexhausti- 
ble. It embraces yellow and red fir, white and red cedar, spruce, larch, 
white pine, white fir, hemlock, yellow pine, tamarack, alder and maple, 
ash and oak, cherry and laurel, and cottonwood. The heaviest ex- 
port is in the yellow and red fir, commonly designated as ‘‘ Oregon 
pine. 

In exceptional cases these trees reach 12 feetin diameter and 300 
feet in height, but the saw logs, ordinarily used in the manufacture ot 
commercial lumber, range from 24 to 60 inches in diameter. By the 
best statistics obtainable it appears that during a year of two hundred 
and sixty working days the saw-mills of Washington Territory have a 
capacity for the manufacture of 645,440,000 superficial feet of lumber. 
In all the operations which lead up to this result, from the logging 
camp to the lumber yard, it is estimated that the employment of at 
least two men for every 1,000 feet of lumber is necessary, Upon this 
basis this industry alone gives employment to 4,964men. As convey- 
ing some idea of the character of the foreign trade in lumber from this 
Territory, the following statistics are valuable: 


Destination, number, and amount of foreign lumber cargoes for the year 


1886. 
Feet. | Feet. 

zza | 1.210,00 
4, 720, 282 473,109 
4,818, 111 551, 493 
2, 404, 562 814,000 
2, 794, 460 837,817 
2, 402, 666 697, 305 
1, 204, 494 423, 862 
2, 192, 558 
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During that year the shipments coastwise amounted to 200,000,000 
feet, and to American Atlantic ports 3,076,432 feet, representing a total 
of shipments during the year of 306,178,673 feet. 

From the very great importance of the coal industry of Washington 
Territory it has frequently been called the “‘ Pennsylvania of the Pa- 
cific Northwest.’? The mines are confined to the central and western 

rtions of the Territory. The great bulk of the coal found in the 

erritory is bituminous. During the year ending June 30, 1877, there 
were shipped from the Territory 525,705.15 tons. So far as ascertain- 
able, it appears that the total output of coal in the Territory to June 
30, 1887, was as follows: 


The approximate acreage of coal lands in Washington Territory by 
counties is as follows: i 
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In addition to the coal product of the Territory, gold, silver, copper, 
cinnabar, lead, marble, limestone, and sandstone abound. 

While Western Washington is principally noted for its superb nat- 
ural advantages, its inexhaustible lumber supply, its coal and other 
mineral wealth, Eastern Washington is especially adapted to agricult- 
ural pursuits, although very valuable deposits of the precious metals 
have recently been discovered there. While the agricultural possibili- 
ties of Western Washington are by no means insignificant, they are by 
no means equal to those of the eastern portion of the Territory. In 
the year 1879, according to the United States census returns, Washing- 
ton Territory led every State in the Union in the yield per acre of 
wheat, oats, barley, buckwheat, hops, and potatoes, and was only ex- 
celled in the production of rye by Oregon, Minnesota, Iowa, Ilinois, 
and California. Corn is nowhere a staple in the Territory. 

Eastern Washington is known to be one of the great wheat-produc- 
ing regions of the world. In the county of Whitman, in which I re- 
side, it is not unusual for the average yield of wheat per acre to range 
from thirty to forty bushels. It is very difficult to obtain authentic 
statistics upon this subject, but it is a well-known fact that every year 
shows a heavy increase in the cultivated acreage in the Territory. The 
county assessor of Walla Walla County reported last year an increase 
of 56,000 acres of cultivated land as against the year preceding, and 
authenticated statistics would no doubt show a corresponding increase 
in other counties in the Territory. 

Stock raising is carried on to a considerable extent in various por- 
tions of the Territory. 

It appears from the of the superintendent of public instruc- 
tions that there were in the Territory last year 863 school-houses, with 
990 school districts, of which 835 districts were maintaining schools, 
in which there were employed 1,231 school-teachers, with an enroll- 
ment of 29,902 pupils, the average daily attendance being 21,604. In 
addition there is at Seattle a Territorial university, with an attendance 
of 150 students and a faculty of 5 professors, and a large number of 
academies and colleges throughout the Territory. There is a school 
for the deaf and dumb located at Vancouver, and a new insane asylum 
has recently been builtat Steilacoom in Western Washington, at a cost 
of $100,000, and the Iast Legislature provided for the erection of an 
asylum for the insane at Medical Lake, in Eastern Washington. A 
new penitentiary has recently been erected at Walla Walla, at a cost 
of $60,000. 

In October of last year there were in the Territory eighteen national 
banks with a capitalization of $1,430,000, and five banks incorporated 
under the Territorial laws with a capitalization of $355,000, making 
the total capitalization of the banksin the Territory $1,785,000, There 
pea in addition, a large number of private banking institutions in the 

‘erritory. 

The fish industry in the Territory farnishes a very decided element 
of wealth. The principal fish found in the waters of the Territory are 
the salmon, halibut, true cod, green or cultus cod, sturgeon, ete. Oys- 
ters, clams, etc., are very abundant. It is claimed that on the Colum- 
bia River alone the operations of the salmon industry requires the em- 
ployment of six thousand men fand the investment of a capital of 
$2,000,000. Since the beginning of the salmon canning industry in 
1866 the value of salmon canned has amounted to nearly $46,000,000, 
as will be seen from the following statistics: 
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Year. Pack. | Value. Year. Pack. Value. 
| 
$64,000 | 480,000 | $2,640,000 
288, 000 530,000 2, 650, 000 
392, 000 550, 000 2, 475, 000 
1, 350, 000 541, 300 2, 600, 000 
1, 800, 000 629, 100 3, 147, 000 
2, 100, 000 620, 000 2, 945, 000 
2,325, 000 553, 800 2, 500, 000 
2, 250, 000 | 448, 500 2, 135, 000 
2, 625, 000 356, 000 2,124,000 
| 2, 250, 000 
| 2,475,000 | 
2, 490, 000 || FORT. nase SAR 45,862, 000 
| 2,300, 000 | | 


There are nearly two hundred and fifty churchesin the Territory. 
The climate of the Territory is one of the healthiestin the world. The 
mean temperature in Eastern Washington is about 73° in summer and 
34° in winter, while in Western Washington it is about 63° in summer 
and 39° in winter, there being a difference of about 10° in the mean 
temperature of the two sections. 
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The entire death rate in the Territory is less than that of any State 
in the Union, the District of Columbia, England and Wales, Denmark, 
Sweden, Austria, Hungary, German Empire, Prussia, the Netherlands, 
France, Spain, or Italy. 

The assessed value of all property returned by the several counties 
in 1887 for purposes of taxation were $61,562,739, and the total tax 
levy was $1,239,938.41. It must be noted in this connection that no 
part of the vast landed estate of the Northern Pacific Railroad Com- 
Pay in the Territory is included within this valuation. 

his arises from the fact that this company succeeded in having 
placed upon the statutes of the Territory a most shameless and nefari- 
ous law providing for the payment into the Territorial treasury of 2 
per cent. of its gross earnings in lieu of taxes upon all its property in- 
terests of whatsoever character or description. In the face of this law 
it was impossible to list this property for taxation on the same basis as 
the property of the individual. It is not unlikely that this valuation 
would have been increased from 50 to 100 per cent. had not the statute- 
books of the Territory been disgraced by this iniquitous exemption. 
This piratical law has recently been repealed, and our property valua- 
tion will be correspondingly increased. The total value of taxable 
property assessed in 1885, under the same conditions as existed with 
reference to Sone in 1887, was $50,484,437. It appears, there- 
fore, that during the two years between 1885 and 1887 there was a net 
increase in the value of taxable property of $11,078,302. 

These statistics overwhelmingly demonstrate that Washington Ter- 
ritory is behind no State in the Union in the fertility of her soil, the 
grandeur of her natural advantages, the salubrity and healthfulness of 
her climate, the richness and varied character of her products, and the 
stability of her citizenship. . 

By the most conservative estimate the population is very much more 
than sufficient to warrant the favorable consideration of the Territory’s 
demand for statehood. 

In 1880, by the Government census, there was a population in the 
Territory of 75,116, This population had accumulated in the absence 
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cific terminus of the Canadian Pacific is but a very short distance to 
the north of the Territory. While it is difficult to estimate with any 
degree of mathematical certainty the effect of these increased transpor- 
tation facilities upon the immigration of the Territory, it is not difficult 
to conclude that it has been very great. 

In 1880 the total vote in the Territory was 15,823. With the popu- 
lation at 75,116 the figures indicate a ratio of population to vote of 4.7. 
In 1882 the total vote was 19,498, showing an increase in the voting 
population in the two years of 23.67 per cent. At the ratio of 4.7 this 
would indicate a population of 91,640 in 1882, an increase in two years 
of 22.55 cent. In 1884 the total vote cast in the Territory was 
41,842. During the period between 1882 and 1884 the right of suffrage 
had been extended to women by the Territoriallaws. In that election 
there were polled by women 8,368 votes, and in order to preserve the ratio 
of population to vote, under the rule established in 1880, when woman 
suffrage did not prevail, it becomes necessary to deduct from the above 
thefemale vote. This done the total male vote, on the 4th day of Novem- 
ber, 1884, was 33,474. With the ratio stillat 4.7, this vote represented a 
population of 157,328, indicating an increase in two years of 71.68 per 
cent. In 1886 the total vote in the Territory was 47,230. Deducting 
from this the female vote, placing itat the figures of 1884, and the total 
male voting population was 38,862. At the ratio of 4.7, the population 
in November, 1886, was 182,650. Since that time the increase in popu- 
lation has been greater than ever before, and it requires no effort of the 
imagination to conclude that the population of Washington Territory, 
at this time, very largely exceeds 200,000. By a Territorial census, in 
the spring of 1837, which is recognized everywhere as exceptionally in- 
complete and inaccurate, it appears that there was a popelatice in the 
Territory, at that time, of 142,391, This census was taken by the 
county assessors throughout the Territory, under a law which provided 
no penalties whatever for non-compliance with its provisions. 

The conditions as to a gravee. under which each of the last twenty- 
five States were admitted into the Union will amply appear from the 
table which follows. This table very clearly establishes the fact that 


of any transcontinental railway facilities. Since that time we have | Washington is far better equipped as regards her population than were 
been connected with the East by the Northern Pacific and the Union | the great majority of the States which have preceded her at the date of 
Pacific; with San Francisco by the Oregon and California, and the Pa- į their admission. 
. o 
a > 3 
2 SB Rate per 
J 22 Population by previous census, Population when admitted, {Population} ent. of 
s nA by follow-| ‘merease 
$ State, E od ing. cen-| “°F ing 
< 2og es de decade 
© RA of ad- 
SE $ mission, 
g Free. Slave, Total. 
WY ere TA ERA a E A A I E A, 1791 33, 000 $5, 425 85,425 154, 446 80 
Kentucky.. .| 1792 33, 000 73,677 73, 677 220, 200 
Tennessee. 1796 33, 000 35, 691 *67, 000 105, 602 195 
Ohio....... 1802 33,000 , 365 45, 365 230, 760 408 
Louisian: 1812 35,000 76, 566 76, 556 152, 100 
Indiana. es > be 24,520 63, 897 a 178 500 
Mississi s 1 
AAA. 1819 35, 000 Sr 75,512 { 127, 901 } 403 
Allinois 1818 35, 000 12, 282 34, 620 55, 162 350 
Maine. 1820 35, 000 228, 705 298, 269 399, 445 33 
Missouri -| 1821 40, 000 66, 557 66, 557 140, 455 11 
Arkansas | 1836 47,700 30, 383 52,240 97,574 221 
Michigan... „| 1887 47,700 81, 639 *65, 000 212, 267 570 
Florida... 1845 70, 680 54,477 *64, 000 87, 445 60 
Texas. 1845 PrE A PRIES S e eer shai ad #143, 000 DNS OA syen 
Iowa.. 1846 70, 680 43,112 78,819 192, 214 315 
Wiscor 1848 70, 680 30, 945 *130, 000 305, 391 886 
California.. 1850 93, 423 92,597 92,597 379, 904 310 
Minnesota 1858 93, 423 6,077 #120, 000 172, 023 2,730 
Oregon . „| 1859 93, 423 13, 294 *50, 000 52, 465 204 
Kansas 1361 127, 381 107, 206 107, 208 254, 399 240 
West Vi 1863 127, 381 ODT P #350, 000 GAS DIE Noosseusctices 
Nevada... 1864 127, 381 6,857 #40,000 | 42, 491 520 
Fr PREM BEELER EIA WEP Me ee ace | 1867 127, 381 28, S41 #100, 000 993 322 
CONRAD aks ican TOE E ESS wae) 1876 131,425 39, 864 +100, 000 194, 640 388 


Maine was the oftspring of Massachusetts, and. West Virginia was 
wrested from the Old Dominion. New York held the colonial custody 
of Vermont, Virginia of Kentucky, and they were admitted into the 
Union with the consent of the mother States. Texas an in- 
dependent organization before her annexation to the United States. 
The other twenty were carved from the Territories of the United States 
by Congress. Of these only four, according to the census preceding 
their admission into the Union, possessed population reaching the rep- 
resentative unit of that census, namely, Tennessee, Ohio, Missouri, and 
Louisiana. 

As early as 1878 the people of Washington Territory, imbued with 
an earnest desire for American citizenship, adopted a constitution by 
a most pronounced and overwhelming majority. From that time to 
the present they have been earnestly protesting against eres er disfran- 
chisement, and urgently appealing to Congress for those rights of citi- 


zenship which the Constitution guaranties to all save to those disfran- 
chised for offenses against the laws. They have been diligently repre- 
senting to Congress that every consideration of public policy, of popu- 
lar right, of population, of the intelligence, loyalty, and patriotism of 
the people, and of justice and equality demands the erection of this 
superb Territory into a free and independent Commonwealth. They 
have been insisting that withir this great question is involved the per- 
petuation of popular government in this country. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as to the efforts made in the early part of my 
speech by gentlemen on the other side to make it appear that the 
Democratic party on this floor is responsible for the delay in the con- 
sideration of this very important question, I have not the time to go 
into details; but I stand here ready to say, and toassume the responsi- 
bility of saying, that if the Democratic party in the past has been, or 
if it is now or sball be hereafter, responsible for depriving the people 
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whom I represent of the privileges of living under a constitutional 
form of government, I will just as quickly denounce the Democratic 
party for that attitude as I would denounce the Republican party for 
such an indefensible position. 

Confronted by the majestic presence of American citizenship mere 
political considerations grow mean and small. I address myself to this 
great question to-day, not as a Democrat, but as an American citizen. 
I care not what the future political complexion of the Territory may 
be, the citizenship of its inhabitants can-not become less sacred, be the 
administration Democratic or Republican. American citizenship pre- 
sents too exalted a question to be circumscribed by political considera- 
tions, and I shall always protest against the utilization of such a ques- 
tion for the perpetuation of party supremacy or for the achievement of 
as party advantage. It is a question of statesmanship and not of 
polities, 

With an earnestness and a zeal born of the wrongs to which the peo- 
ple I represent have been subjected by the laggard disposition of 
Congress in connection with this great question I raise my voice, here 
and now, demanding the recognition to which these people, as Amer- 
ican citizens, are entitled. With every condition which has heretofore 
been exacted as precedent to the admission of new States more than 
complied with, the genius of our institutions, the good faith of the Gov- 
ernment, and the inalienable rights of the people of Washington im- 
peratively demand that there shall be no further delay in clothing that 
a resourceful empire with full powers of sovereignty. [Ap- 
plause. 

[During the delivery of the above remarks the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. CHEADLE, I ask that the time of the gentleman be extendea 
so that he may complete his remarks, 

There was no objection, and Mr. VOORHEES resumed and concluded 
his remarks, as above. 

Mr. CANNON, I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. Symes]. 

Mr. SYMES. Mr. Chairman, I most heartily agree with the position 
taken by the gentleman from Washington Territory [Mr. VooRHEES] 
in urging the admission of that Territory into the Union. I fully agree 
with him in his criticism of a Territorial government as being unfit for 
a free people after they have reached that stage of progress which en- 
titles them to be admitted under the precedents for the admission of 
States into the American Union. I say, sir, from practical experience 
that a Territorial government is'a condition of Territorial vassalage. I 
say thata Territorial government is worse government for a people after 
they have reached a point of progress which entities them to admission 
than the government of a colony of the British Empire. Therefore it 
is, sir, that ever since I became a member of the Committee on Terri- 
tories in the Forty-ninth Congress I have urged that a separate bill 
should be reported for the admission of Washington Territory. 

I have urged also that a separate bill should be reported for the ad- 
mission of Montana Territory, a Territory I lived infor some years, and 
which has, equally with Washington Territory, all the elements of 
manhood and of citizenship, all the elements of material wealth, ma- 
terial growth, and material and political progress, which will make 
her an honored sister in the American Union. And, sir, as I have 
already said, every one of the five Republicans on that committee dur- 
ing the Forty-ninth Congress urged that such bills should be reported, 
and that measures should be taken to bring them before the House for 
passage. We could not secure the reporting of those bills which were 
urged by the Delegates from those Territories for their admission into 
the Union until too late to pass them; but towards the latter part of 
the Forty-ninth Congress, after months of delay, there was a bill re- 
ported here for the admission of Dakota as a whole. It was known 
that was a question that should be dealt with separately. ; 

It was known that the people of Dakota were divided upon that 
question and would not consent to come into the Union as one State, 
that they demanded action on the Senate bill admitting Southern Da- 
kota as a State and organizing Northern Dakota asa Territory. The 
Fiftieth Congress came around and we found ourselves upon the same 
committee, and what course was pursued? A bill was introduced for 
the admission of Washington Territory; a bill was introduced for the 
admission of Montana Territory, the Delegates of those Territories 
urged that those bills should be reported and passed. 

Every one of the five Republicans upon the committee urged that 
they shouid be reported, and that the committee should insist upon 
having days assigned for their consideration. What was the result? 
We were overruled in that committee, and the result was that after 
months of controversy a bill was reported which may be called an 
‘omnibus ” bill for the admission of Montana and for the admission 
of Dakota, and for the admission of Washington Territory, and for the 
admission of New Mexico—a bill which it was known, in view of the 
complicated questions that would arise over the admission of Dakota 
as a whole probably could not be passed at this session. New Mexico 
was incorporated in that bill, although it was known to the commit- 
tee and to this House that neither her Delegate who sits yonder [Mr. 
JosePH], nor her governor, Mr. Ross, who was here urging measures 


in the interest of that Territory, had ever asked for her admission. No 
bill for the admission of New Mexico was introduced. Her people did 
not ask for admission or her Delegate ask for admission or her governor 
ask for admission. but a paragraph was incorporated in this omnibus 
bill providing for the admission of New Mexico also. 

I say to my friend from Washington Territory [Mr. VOORHEES], it 
you have a little influence on the Democratic side of this House, if you 
will influence about eight or ten of your Democratic friends to help you 
out of this condition of Territorial yassalage which you now describe to 
us, you can get up a bill here to-morrow forthe admission of Washing- 
ton Territory, a bill for the admission of Montana Territory, a bill for 
the admission of Southern Dakota, and for the organization of Northern 
Dakota into such a Territory as will become a State at the next session 
of Congress. [Applause on the Republicanside.] Washington Terri- 
tory can be admitted within forty-eight hours if you can influence the 
leading Democratic members of this House. Nota Republican on this 
side, not a Republican on the committee will do anything but urge, as 
they have all done for the last three years, the admission of that great 
and prosperous Territory into the Union. 

There is not a Republican on that committee, not a Republican in 
this House, who will not aid in admitting that great Territory of 
Montana into this Union, with all her varied material resources and 
with a people as well fitted for home government as ever existed upon 
the face of the earth. They will aid in the admission of Washington 
Territory and the admission of South and North Dakota, and of any 
Territory fitted for admission, when the people ask for it. 

But, sir, it is the policy of the Democratic party in the Forty-ninth 
and Fiftieth Congresses that has wrongfully sa these great Terri- 
tories out of the Union. [Applause on the Kepublican side. ] 

[Here the hammer fell. ] 

Mr. CANNON. I yield thirty minutes, or as much time as he may 
desire, to my colleague [Mr. Payson]. 

Mr. PAYSON. Mr. Chairman, the Democratic party at its late 
national convention at St. Louis, in what it was pleased to call its plat- 
form of principles which it professes this year, speaking of itself, used 
the following language: 

It— ; 


The Democratic party— 


has reversed the niet ag and unwise policy of the Republican party touch- 
ing the public domain and has reclaimed from corporations and syndicates, alien 
and domestic, and restored to the people nearly 100,000,000 of acres of yaluable 
land to be sacredly held as homesteads for our citizens, 


During the past few years it has been the usual custom, so much so 
that it has become habitual, for many of the Democratic State conven- 
tions to adopt the same idea, and in substance to resolve that the Re- 
publican party should be denounced for all past profligate prodigality 
in granting public lands in aid of railway enterprises, and the Demo- 
cratic party credited with and complimented for the change in the 
policy of the Government as to such aid and for the restoration to the 
public domain of over 50,000,000 acres of the public lands so improvi- 
dently granted in pursuance of such vicious policy alleged to be Repub- 
lican. 

And the same idea is being, from time to time, expressed by Demo- 
crats, in public life, in political campaigns, and elsewhere, so generally, 
that by reason of its vehement and apparently honest utterance, very 
many of our people believe that the policy of making grants of public 
lands to, or for the benefit of, railway companies was a Republican pol- 
icy, and that whatever of blame or discredit, if any, attaches to such 
policy, in the light of subsequent experience, the Republican party 
should be charged with it; and further, that whatever credit attaches 
to the efforts which have resulted in restoring the large area of lands 
which have been reclaimed by the forfeiture acts which have passed 
Congress in recent years, the Democratic party and its membership is 
entitled to the sole credit for such action. 

Mr. Chairman, these charges and claim for credit which I have just 
referred to are utterly deceptive, and must be made without even the 
most casual examination of the record, and in utter disregard of well- 
known facts of recent history. My committee assignment has caused 
me to become somewhat familiar with this matter, and I Venture, be- 
cause of the importance of the subject and the prevalence of so much 
ignorance as to it, where knowledge might well be presumed, to sub- 
mit some observations upon the situation. 

Mr. Chairman, the policy—and I emphasize the word, and desire it to 
be understood in its fullest sense—the policy, the method of legislative 
provision for dealing with the question of giving the public lands 
in aid of building railroads, and which became a settled method of ad- 
ministration for years after, was initiated in 1850 by the passage of the 
bill making a grant in aid of the Illinois Central Railroad of 2,595,053 
acres of the public lands. 

There had been prior to this time some small grants made to Ohio, 
Indiana and Illinois (and small aid to a canal in the then Territory of 
Wisconsin) for wagon-roads and canals, as will appear by this table, 
which I will insert, and which includes every grant of public lands 
made by Congress in aid of railroads, canals, wagon-roads, ete. 
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Statement showing land grants made b» Congress to aid in the construction of railroads and wagon-roads and canals, and to aid in river improvement 
prior and subsequent to March 4, 1861. 


[Compiled from the official records of the General Land Office.] 
FIEST.—TO AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF RAILROADS. 


Area 
Date Estimated | certified or 
Names of companies. State. Mile limits. of granting | area of entire | patented up 
ie to June 30, 
1888, 
Grants to States prior to March 4, 1861. Acres. Acres. 
Tllinois Central ..... 2, 595, 053. 00 2, 595, 053.00 
Mobile and Ohio 1, 004, 640. 00 737, 130.29 
AR 230, 400, 00 419, 528, 44 
Hannibal ana St. Joseph .. 781, 944, 00 186, 34 
Pacific (Southwest branch)... Sioa 1,161, 235. 07 1,164, 164. 51 
Cairo and Fulton 1,178, 411, 05 1,178, 411.05 i 
Little Rock and Fort Smith, 550, 584, 09 550, 534. 09 ti 
Memphis and Little Rock... 438, 646,00 127, 238.00 N 
z a and Missouri River 948, 643. 66 388, 934. 08 \ 
: ppi and Missouri [Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific) 1,261, 181. 00 607, 461. 68 
Towa Central Air Line [Cedar Rapids and Missouri River]... 1,298, 739. 00 1,082, 363. 28 - 
Dubuque and Pacific .............ccescessesersereressessancnpeeaseeeses 1, 226, 163, 00 1, 155, 956. 54 
SS eu a Atlanticand Gulf | piegon and Florida). 1,568, 729. 07 1,304, 968. 70 
Florida, now Atlantic, Gulf and West India Transit. 290, 183. 28 290, 183, 28 
Alabama and Florida.,.....ccccccsseeceesscceernee 165, 688. 00 165, 688, 00 
DOs ea tea tcenneanepen 419, 520. 00 394, 522. 99 
Tennessee and Coosa.. 182, 480. 00 67,784. 96 
Coosa and Cha: a 144, 000,00 }.00:sasassscosecrsase 
‘Wills Valley and 897, 920.00 649, 676, 98 
Mobile and Girard,......c0...scocsesseesseserssenes 840, 880. 00 504, 145. 86 
Tennessee and Alabama Central [South 576, 000. 00 438; 905. 99 
Alabama and Tennessee Rivers |Selma, Rome and Dalton). 481, 920.00 457,215. 37 
Bay de Noquet ana Marquette [now Marquette, Houghto: 128, 000. 00 128, 000.00 
Marquette and Ontonagon . 331,509. 15 262, 446,78 
Ontonagon State Line Brulé 217,916.95 |... he 
oe and State Line, afterwards known as the Chicago, St. Paul and Fond du 360, 000. 00 00 
Lae [Chicago and Northwestern], 
Amboy, Lansing and Traverse Bay. 1,052, 469. 19 743, 009. 36 
Grand Rapids and Indiana ..... 852, 960. 12 852, 960. 12 
Detroit and Milwaukee...... + 355, 420,19 30, 998, 75 
Port Huron and ape yg 312, 384. 00 6, 468, 68 
586, 828. 72 512, 337. 03 
3, 550, 00 1,115, 38 
230, 546. 88 228, 661. 43 
enaepnoveds [esenes 297, 654.32 296, 654. 32 
St. Gon and Lake Superior, now Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha: 
BE AEis NEMA cccscascs rE E A A LE EE E E A T A eoteaduaneny N OR e 495, 047. 24 495, 047, 24 
319, 962. 89 319, 962. 89 
565, 575. 76 545, 575.76 
610, 880. 00 353, 212. 68 
967, 840.00 51, 452.03 
404, 800, 00 198, 028, 41 
652, 800. 00 |. <erenrssessecse serene 
‘749, 183, 37 750, 627. 68 
Minnesota and Pacific {St. Paul, Minneapolis and Man Re 885, 000. 00 388, 223. 09 
Southern Minnesota and Minnesota Valley [St. Paul and Sioux: 606, 000, 00 688, 133. 11 
Minneapolis and Cedar Valley [Minnesota Central} 886, 041. 80 107, 823. 97 
Winona and St. Peter.. 846, 000, 00 1,006, 072. 39 
Southern Minnesota. 59, 619. 45 59, 619, 45 
Total to States prior to March 4,1861, to aid 47 railroads. 470, 920.25 | 23,105, 467.98 


Granls to States made subsequent to March 4, 1861. 


Leavenworth, Lawrence and Galveston AEE 800, 000. 00 69, 104, 95 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fé 3,000,000.00 | 2,934,522. 86 
Union Southern Branch, afterwards the Missouri, Kansas and Texas. 1, 520, 000. 00 712, 895.18 
St. Joseph Denver City ..........000ereee« y samen: 3, 700, 000, 00 462, 573.24 
s Superior, Wisconsin Oonitrai... 1, 800, 000. 00 785, 190. 68 

624, 843. 21 478, 321, 03 

291, 799. 26 287, 644. 64 

Bra 144, 399. 51 142, 692, 24 

Lake Superior and Mississippi, now St. 920, 000, 00 828, 581. 00 
Sioux City and St. Paul .. 524, 800. 00 381, 852. 88 
McGregor Western........ 1,536, 000. 00 324, 014,07 
Grand ids and Indiana.. 852, 960. 00 852, 960. 12 
Southern Minnesota and Mi 404, 000. 00 458, 755, 41 


Bay de Noquet and Marquette [Marquette, 
Marquette and Ontonagon (Marquette, Houghton and Ontomagon |. te 


i 
: 
H 


006.10 164, 964. 52 

Peninsula [Chicago and Northwestern]. (See Marquette and State line) 240, 000. 00 207,130. 4.. 

Minnesota and Pacific, afterwards St. Paul and Pacific... 590, 000. 00 258, 815. 39 | 
DO sessaossessisae cccosocesecscvannccecasces non sossensenacesecsesecoese sass. 499, 455. 58 500, 418. 45 
Minneapolis and sy Dates’ {Minnesota Central]... 257, 361.20 71, 882. 65 

Winona and St. Pete: 564, 000.00 670, 714, 92 | 
Southern Minnesota. 785,000, 00 454, 562. 38 
Hastings, Minnesota and Red River of the North, now Hastings and Dakota..... 550, 000. 00 312, 770.77 
Total to aid 23 railroads......... seess 17, 775, 624. 86 360, 367.57 


| 


Grants directly to corporations made subsequent to March 4, 1861. 


eG PTT, BOSE SPECHT Re LA EE O SPP Rs ICE enh A TIATED EEIN sr | July 1, 1862 2, 616, 258, 08 
Leavenworth, Pawnee and Western 


Denver Pacific. 164, 721.51 
Kansas Pacific. ; 714.02 
Central Pacific and Western.........cccciecseceeeeasscneseanenesen oo fai 
Hannibal and St. Joseph [Union Pacific, Central Penek , 250. 08 
Sioux City and Pacifice.. 1, 398. 23 | 
Burlington and Missouri River... 290.77 
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VIRST.—TO AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF RAILROADS—continued, 


Area 
Date Estimated certified or 
Names of companies. State. Mile limits. of granting area ofentire| patented up 
> grant. to sh ane 30, 


Grants directly to corporations made subsequent to March 4,1861—Continued. 


Acres. 

47, 000, 000. 00 

3,500, 000. 00 

3,500, 000. 00 

42! 000, 000. 00 

9,520, 000, 00 3 

j? 1, 200, 000. 00 

\ 3,520, 000. 00 

; AO 3, 800, 000. 00 
/ | 30,80, 40, and 80.) 18! 000,000.00 |. 
and 2...........| Mar. 2,1867| 320,000.00 |. 

i PER T AI N A A REAU N se rec NAE [vn 163,643, 944 83 

| 


Route of road. State. Mile limits. 


— Grants for wagon-roads prior to March 4, 1861. 


‘Total grants prior to 1861, ciccs.ssc0sss cossecnensseacecetson casas broces orooro sorado sonasever sscaseuss chase e PREA BEE AN po Ni 


Grants Jor wagon-roads subsequent to March 4, 1861. 
cites tend Wilkins, Copper Harbor, Mich., to Green Bay, Wis. 


From Saginaw to the Straits of Mackinaw.. 
From Grand Rapids to the Straits of Macki 


From Wausau to Lake Superior................... a ` 
< sae Eugene City, Oregon, to the eastern bou July 2,1864 f 
m Corva to Roc yng Dey menagerie, wing Pye oor ‘Witt rs a do... secsseuses=sessees! Sore eter BE SSS 
From 4 eastern boundary o: e ame ey and i... VOTER C EEIE A ATA 49. 
{Cascade + fern Aoi 
-| Feb. 25,1867 126, 910. 23 
.| May 3,1869 104, 000. 01 
Total grants subsequent to 1961..............004cssesessccosnoncceres cer seenteonsess cessnecoreearseses oR Pe ht bd bukaaxsasevsndebevastongal E benetece aeisi 1, 782, 730. 74 = 
CROTALITO isaac cos R cede gas>aneadeusccbids EAI OIT LEN EE ee REA EEA MARSS poroms onsen 2, 034, 084.52 


THIRD,—LAND GRANTS MADE BY CONGRESS TO STATES IN AID OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF CANALS, 


Datcofgrant.) Object of grant. 
| : Grants prior to March 4, 1861. 
Mar. 2, 1827 | "ete, in opening a canal to unite at navigable points the waters of the Wabash River with those of Lake | State of Indiana...... eee 
May 99,1830 ese PAREN EE NN a 
Feb. 27,184 Same as above, but relating to that of canal between 
Aug. 29,1842 | In aid of that part of canal co hy ace oie 
Mar. 3,18345 


To aid in extending and completing the Wabash and Eri Cai 
cnipenen ag 
May 9,1848 | For 
Mar. 1827 


May 24, 1828 | n the construction of cana’ 
June 18, 1838 To aid in opening a canal to unite the waters of Lake Michigan at Milwaukee with those of Rock River, 
poen the point of intersection with said river of the line dividing townships 7 and 8 and the Lake 
oshkonong. 
Aug. 26, 1852 | To aid in construction of a ship-canal around the falls of the St. Mary's River........,..0sessecsesssersernssrseeessenrenee| State of Michigan............ 749, 983.06 


State 3 e 
Territory of Wisconsin... 138, 995. 99 


Total grants prior to 1851...... Be EH Pant ED 


Fe NAMES OSI fe OT eae Seg eae ee et 
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Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads and wagon-roads and canals, etc.—Continued. - 
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THIRD.—LAND GRANTS MADE BY CONGRESS TO STATES IN AID OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF CANALS—continued. 


Number of 


acres certi- 
Date of grant. Object of grant. Grantee, fied. under 
grant. 
Grants subsequent to March 4, 1861. 
Mar. 3, 1865 | To aid in construction of breakwater and harbor and ship-canal through any public lands upon the neck | State of Michigan............ 
and amet of ae known as “The Portage.” 899, 992. 40 
nly 3, 1866 |... ID crac EE A O A AERE E E E E EDA nakésesasdeptars N E PAREN E E A T, E, T tudes dines booth teats 
Apr. 10, 1866 | To as in construction of breakwater and harbor and ship-canal to connect the waters of Green Bay with | State of Wisconsin... 199, 630. 98 
OSe O! e Michigan. 
July 3, 1866 | Mike Sag os agape a of a ship-canal to connect the waters of Lake Superior with the lake known as | State of Michigan... 100, 011. 67 
e 
E MUO UNOS Bid TAGE ses E ORTAR E A E EAE EE IO PALIAR S EEREN I EA OIA RANEE lex vusecstbecees: PN SASE obeete 
Grand total..........:ecssseee adado pasis E RAAE E IAN A IA EASA EAN ET PE ESERE EE T E A OOA ES EEN 1 


FOURTH.—LAND GRANTS MADE BY CONGRESS TO STATES IN AID OF RIVER IMPROVEMENT. 


Grants prior to March 4, 1861, 


May 23,1828 | To aid in the improvement of the Tennessee River, State of Alabama, €t0..........sc:cccessceesseressanseeseneeneeeseaeee State of Alabama ............ 400, 016, 19 
Aug. 8,1846 | To aid in improving the Fox and Wisconsin Rivers, in Wisconsin, and constructing canal to unite said 
rivers, ete. Territory of Wisconsin .., 683, 802, 43 
a+} Btate of Towa .......cecsseree 322, 392.18 
Total grants prior to 1861........ PETEA N AST A E ELA Tr AA re EN esaeses|eseessesaspevsooso esses sesessesessosossees] 1, 406,210, 80 
= 
Grants subsequent to March 4, 1861. 
July 12,1862 | Extended grant above Raccoon Fork, for improvement of the river, and the construction of a railroad | State of Iowa ....... KORTAS 569, 382. 28 
along the river bank. 
Total grants subsequent to 1861..........ccserssreees a vesees petersvsnetese: seaeveeseresees seneesenecessreesers eaeeeeee tevaceeen senves oes, aso] ecdedsseuesasssesonsen eevee eters sooeven 0 569, 352, 28 
CCA emacs e E A EE A A E ma irer k A E EEA meee | Mert a an EAE aS | 1, 975, 593. 08 


Recapituation of land grants made by Congress to States and corporations for railroads and wagon-road purposes prior and subsequent to March 4, 1861, 


Acreage certi- 
Grants, Acreage granted. fied or pat- 
ented, 
Prior to March 4, 1861, 
Grants for railroad purposes, 80, 470, 920. 25 23, 105, 467. 98 
Grants for wagon-road purposes .. 251, 353. 78 1, 353. 78 
Grants for canal purposes..........e00.. 901, 189. 74 3, 901, 189. 74 
Grants for river-improvement purposes 1, 406, 210. 80 1, 406, 210. 80 
BORD AN TS sapik bonoa ssensenennensanasensnyeasenueetecsoneaueranesnecnassen neenenanen debuscupben babs EISEAN A} PEENE saa Saar 36, 029, 674. 57 |_ 2B, GOA, Ss. 30 
Subsequent to March 4, 1861, 
TO STATES, 


seeeeee 


Grants for railroad purposes . 
Grants for wagon-road purpo: 
Grants for canal purposes. 
Grants for river-improvement purposes .... 


oo 


DIRECTLY TO CORPORATIONS. 
Grants for railroad PUrpOSes...........-ressccseosssrescesseeee senseeere scene -soscas ee ANTS Re PRR IREO PER Er ainni EN werent a ebsectenccenecnes: 


Total of all grants made subsequent to March 4, 1861 .....ssees:sses0ee0s cae P AAPEA NE ceed ess I 


Then came the grants made in 1856 and 1857 to Iowa, Florida, Ala- 
bama, Michigan, Wisconsin, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Minnesota. 
A recurrence to the Globe at the Sates of the of any of these 


Mr. Chairman, the Illinois Central grant was the first made to aid a 
railroad company and to present to Congress the question of the policy 
of aiding railroad enterprises by donations of the public lands. 


This was in 1850, in a Democratic Congress, and all constitutional 
questions were debated by the great men then in public life; on itSen- 
ator Douglas laid the foundation of his great fame. The bill passed 
the Senate, the following Democrats voting yea: Messrs. Atchison, Bad- 
ger, Bell, Benton, Borland, Bright, Cass, Corwin, Davis of Mississippi, 
Dodge of Wisconsin, Dodge of Iowa, Douglas, Downs, Foote of Missis- 
sippi, Houston, Jones, King, Mangum, Morton, Sebastian, Seward, 
Shields, and Smith—26. 

Nays—Messrs. Bradbury, Butler, Chase, Clark, Dawson, Dayton, 
Hunter, Miller, Norris, Phelps, Pratt, Turney, Wales, and Yulee—14. 

In the House of Representatives the bill passed by 101 to 75, and the 
policy became settled by the approval of the bill by the President. 

The next actof this character was that of June 10, 1852, to the State 
of Missouri, in aid of the Hannibal and St. Jo road and the South- 
west Pacific, aggregating nearly 2,000,000 acres, followed ph the rast, Seth 
to Arkansas of February 9, 1853, "in aid of the Cairo and Ful 
road, and involving more than a million acres. 


acts will disclose fully and conclusively two things: first, that this 
question of policy was definitely settled, and by a Democratic Con- 
gress, that it was the proper and politic thing to do for Congress to aid 
in the construction of railroads by grants, donations of the public lands; 
and, second, that no party questions were considered by those in Con- 
gress as involved; but the measures, all of them, had the support of gen- 
tlemen of all parties, and their votes were controlled onl y by the ques- 
tions of expediency and fairness in each particular case. 

The great Alabama grant passed the Senate without a division; and 
the great grant to Florida passed the Senate the same way, under the 
charge of Senator Yulee, who voted against Douglas’s Illinois Central 
bill in 1850. 

In the House, on the debate on this bill, Mr, Bennett, of New York, 
having the bill in charge, said: 

This bill, with others like it, comes from the Committee on Public Lands, fa- 


vyorably and, with one single exception, unanimously reported. 
Congress has adopted the principle of giving lands to the new States for rai? 


1888. 


road purposes, and on what principle can lands be given to Illinois, Missouri, 
and Arkansas, and other States, and be refused to Florida, etc. ? 


The bill passed the House by an overwhelming majority. 

As will be seen by the table, there were grants made in aid of forty- 
seven railroads by Congress before the Republican party came into 
power in 1861, 

It has been repeatedly stated, iterated and reiterated, in this House 
and in the country, that whatever practice obtained while the Democ- 
racy was in power, of making grants to States direct, an entirely new 
policy was adopted by the Republicans. The gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. STONE], in alate prepared and elaborate speech, said on that 
question: 


When the Republican party ascended into power and took control of public 
affairs in 1861 an entirely new policy concerning the disposition of our public 
lands was inaugurated, 


The same statement has been repeatedly made by gentlemen on the 
other side of the House, 

It is untruein fact. By consulting the table I have referred to you 
will see that the policy of making grants to States was continued, with 
the exception of the trans-continental routes, which I shall presently 
notice, and which were regarded as exceptional and required a differ- 
ent policy, as I shall show later. 

I take but a single moment, sir, to notice the point made so vehe- 
mently on the other side, that in the earlier days the grants were made 
to the States and not to the corporations direct. 

It is the merest, simplest of pretenses to assume that that makes the 
least difference in principle. ‘The State took these grants always sim- 
ply as a trustee, and were bound to convey as the railroad progressed; 
indeed, often did convey the land to the company before the road was 
built. In effect always it was a grant of land by Congress to aid in 
the construction of a railroad from points always named, and intended 
as a donation for that purpose, So there is no difference between the one 
practice and the other except the form in which the grant was made, 
and I hope we have heard the last of this claim. 

Recurring, then, to the policy and practice of Congress, the table will 
show that subsequent to March 4, 1861, when the Republicans came 
into power, grants were made to States, as before, to aid twenty-three 
railroads, and the records show that in every case the bills respectively 
were supported and voted for by leading Democrats and opposed by 
leading Republicans, they dividing not on political but economical 
lines. 

Icome now, Mr. Chairman, to the grants to corporations direct, about 
which so much has been said in criticism recently. 

First. Every one of these grants is to one or part of one of the great 
trans-continental lines of railroad. 

I have said these were exceptional cases and required a different pol- 


cy. 

Ta 1862 there was a public demand, a belief in the u: t necessity 
of the construction of some line of railroad to the Pacific Ocean, and 
from the necessity of the case, because several States and Territories 
must be crossed, because the line must be continuous and under har- 
monious management, because no corporations existed to carry out the 
needed work if it was to be done, Congress was compelled to take the 
course of creating the corporation and give to it the aid direct without 
State or Territorial control or interference. The plan was to be a na- 
tional one, and the national authorities alone looked after the disposi- 
tion of national bounty and the performance of imposed conditions, and 
very properly so, as all will admit, if the work was to be done as a na- 
tional enterprise at all. It was a necessity. 

Repeating, then, that all these direct grants were severally to one or 
part of one of the trans-continental lines of road, I call attention tomy 
table. The first road in it is the Union Pacific. ‘The Denver Pacific 
and the Kansas Pacific are both parts of that system and provided for in 
the original act of 1862. The Central Pacific and Western completes 
that line to San Francisco and was provided for in the original act. 
The Hannibal and St. Joseph (Union Branch, Central Pacific) was pro- 
vided for by section 13 of the Union Pacific act of 1862; and the Sioux 
City and Pacific was provided for by section 14 of the Union Pacific act 
of 1862 and section 17 of the amendatory act of the Union Pacific Rail- 
road of 1864. ° 

The Burlington and Missouri River Railroad in the table was pro- 
vided for in section 18 of the amendatory Union Pacific act of 1864. 

The California and Oregon and Oregon and California make the line 
from Portland, south to connect, the Northern Pacific and the Cen- 
tral Pacific, Portland to San Francisco. 

The Atlanticand Pacific is the route along the thirty-fifth parallel, to 
the Pacific Ocean, and the Southern Pacific, first noticed, was a line to 
connect the Atlantic and Pacific from the Needles on the Colorado 
River with San Francisco. ee 

The next, the Oregon Central, was to connect Portland, the western 
terminus of the Northern Pacific, with Astoria, at the mouth of the 
Columbia River, on the Pacific Ocean. 

The Southern Pacific, the New Orleans, Baton Rouge and Vicksburg, 
and the Texas Pacific, constitute the southern or thirty-second par- 
ullel route from New Orleans to the Pacific Ocean, at San Diego, with 
a branch from Yuma to San Francisco. 
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The Stockton and Copperopolis is a short branch of and part of the 
Central Pacific system, 

These constitute the corporations directly aided, and, if any blame 
attaches, which I do not discuss now, the charge that the Republican 
party is to be distinctively blamed for aid to them is as falsein fact as 
foolish in utterance. 

Take first, Mr. Chairman, the Union Pacific case; and understand me. 
I am not arguing the merits or demerits of the schemes. I am giving, 
and as I believe for the first time, a conn , unparti dispassion- 
ate statement of fact, and proving that partisan politics have never 
been regarded as a factor in these matters, and therefore the preten- 
sions of Democratic partisans either to credit to themselves or discredit 
to us are utterly without foundation; absolutely so. Take, I repeat, 
the Union Pacific grant. It is a matter of the clearest, best-remem- 
bered history of the early period of the civil war, that the greatest 
anxiety was felt as to the position of our Pacific coast possessions’ to- 
ward the Union. There was a strong secession feeling in California, 
und it was felt, and firmly believed in the North, that outside of the 
usual arguments in favor of railroad connection with the Pacific, these 
States, especially California, could only safely be kept in the Union by 
the building of a transcontinental line of railroad. 

I need not go over the details of this history; we all know itas well 
as we know current history of the year. The grant of 1862 was made 
liberal in lands and in privileges, as was thought, to enlist capital in 
its building. There was no question of politics in it beyond the ques- 
tion of probability of its effect on the preservation of the Union, as I 
have said. 

The bill passed the Senate on June 20, 1862, by a vote of 35 to 5, such 
Democrats as Cowan, Davis, Kennedy, Lane of Indiana, Latham, Mc- 
Dougal, Nesmith, Rice, Stark, Willey, and Wilson of Missouri, vot- 
ing ay, and only 5 against, namely, Howe, King, and Wilkinson, Re- 
publicans, and Pierce and Wright, Democrats, 

Mr. Chairman, does that vote show party politics or that the question 
was partisan? It is the weakest of foolishness, 

In the House the bill was similarly treated. Of the Democrats who 
voted for the bill were Messrs, Allen, Biddle, Brown, Clements, Cor- 
ning, Delaplaine, Edgerton, Haight, Hall, Leary, Menzies, Noell, 
Perry. Price, Rollins of Missouri, Steele, Ward, and Webster; while 
of Republicans against it were Babbitt, Baker, Blair, Brown, Buflin- 
ton, Chamberlin, Cobb, F. A. Conkling, Diven, Dunn, Harregon, Kel- 
logg, Lovejoy of Illinois, McKnight, Justin 8. Morrill, Morris, Pike, 
A. G. Porter of Indiana, Shanks, Sheffield, Thomas, Wardsworth, 
Walton, A. 8. White, Woodruff. 

Does this look like a party vote or the question a party measure? 
No, sir; the list is the answer. But the enterprise, liberally as it was 
thought to be endowed, did not progress, and to be very brief Congress 
again acted; and by the amendatory act of 1864 vastly more liberal 
terms were offered to secure the road; the right-of-way privilege was 
enlarged; the grant of land was doubled; the company was given all 
coal and iron in its lands theretofore reserved; all timber theretofore 
reserved was given to the company; time of commencing was extended; 
more liberal terms as to building conceded; a partial issue of bonds on 
uncompleted road was now permitted. 

And mark, this: it was also provided that the first-mortgage bonds 
of the company should have a lien prior to that of the Government, 
which before was paramount, and other advantages not before conceded. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, this bill, so extraordinarily liberal, the most so of 
any ever proposed in this nation, was vigorously supported by leading 
Democrats, not from party, but patriotic impulses, and among them 
Messrs. Baldwin, Brooks of New York, Coffroth, English of Connecti- 
cut, Kalbfleisch of New York, Julian, Knox of Missouri, Morrison of 
Illinois, Meyers, Odell of New York, Ross of Indiana, £ B. Steele, 
W. G. Steele, and Sweat. 

I need not do more than to refresh the recollection of gentlemen by 
calling attention to the vigorous language of Mr. Morrison, of Illinois, 
in the Forty-ninth Congress, addressed to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HOLMAN] especially, in which Mr. Morrison defended and justi- 
fied his act and vote, and those of his Democratic associates who sup- 
ported the Union Pacific bill of 1864, 

Mr. Morrison. The Union Pacific Railroad, or system of railroads, owes the 


United States most of a hundred millons of dollars, counting in the sixty-four 
millions of bonds guarantied, which to all appearances we shall be compelled 


to pay. 

In the discussion much has been said of the bad bargain and alleged bad faith 
of the legislation of 1864 on this subject. Well, sir, viewed from this standpoint, 
it was a or bard bargain. If my colleague [Mr. SPRINGER] and the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] had been here then and as wise as they are now, 
twenty-two years later, they probably would not have been parties to its ratifi- 
cation, [Laughter.] They talk as if they believe we had ba away a first- 
mortgage lien upon a rai Why, sir, in 1862 a grant had been made to cer- 
tain parties; hers to any parties or anybody who would build a railroad to 
California and tie it fast ontothe Union. Nobody under that legislation put a 
spade in the ground or built any road. Two years rward, and after we had 
tried in vain to obtain the building of the road under the first grant, it became 
ap] t to all that the capital of the country would not take the risk of the 
crlexpries, It substantially declared the capital of the country will not stand 
second; if you, the representatives of the people, want the railroad built the 
Government must take the second place and the first risk. 

I remember, as the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN] does. 


some of the 


occurrences of the occasion, The gentlemen charged with legislation then (the 
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or took to themselves the control of legislation affecting the uet of the war. 
They said from the other side, this grant has been made and offered to the cap- 
ital of the country and is yet unaccepted. Nobody will under this offer build a 
road to the Pacific Ocean. 

I think if any one will take the trouble to inspect the House Journal it will 
be found that many members were in doubt as to their votes and more declined 
to vote than vyo for the law now criticised. The gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Hormax]—no; I vote ay. I was just outof the Army,a Union man, and he 
professed to be terj and I believe was, Then, as now, in California there 
was a bright, intelligent people, largely Southern men, with big brains and big 
hearts, w sympathies and aspirations were with the South, and they de- 
sired to cast their fortunes with the South also. Men of the North wanted to tic 
them onto the North. Half way between us and California were a people alien 
to us in religion, and in everything unfriendly. The question was ted, 
or believed to be nted, here, will we tie the people of California on with 
iron bands and bring them near to us, or take the risk, by refusing to do so, of 
Sonis them to unite with the South, as many of their leading men desired to 


I agreed with those who wanted to bring them near to us by enabling us to 
near to them, and, as I remember, after some effort to get it amended, voted 
or it, and, as I always do, assume whatever responsibility belongsto me. [Ap- 
plause.] At that time it appeared to me to be the right thing to do,and none 
of the wise critics of to-day know that it was not the right thing todo. Nearly 
all, í think all, my anti-war colleagues voted against the bill or did not vote at 
all. And attlat time, while I believed I was tying on California (for the Pacific 
road bill was then a war measure), many of those who now regard that legisla- 
tion as a betrayal of people's interests were eras 3 about the bush and very 
faces gers on ores Age FA Capea of i time. ith lights mse us togay 
a very easy of gran great corporations. © grant was 
an invitation to the capital of the country, an invitation to invest in what was 
believed to be a most 2 us jae sr E apan A never to be undertaken 
by anybody, but of great national interest, e gentleman from Indiana or my 
colleague or the gentleman from Iowa was at liberty to invest in it, 

I think if the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEAVER] had been here he might 
have voted as I did, perhaps not. The best men in the country voted against it, 
and some did not vote at all. The two distinguished gentlemen from Pennsyl- 
vania [Messrs. KELLEY and RANDALL] were members at the time, but did not 


vote, 

Mr. Hexprrsox, of Iowa. Mr. Julian and Mr. English voted for it. 

Mr. MorrIsox. Several of my coll: es from Illinois did not vote, but I did. 

Mr, Ovurnwatts, May I ask the gentleman a question ? 

Mr. Morrison, Yes, sir. 

Mr, OUTHWAITE. My question is, whether it is not the fact that for years pre- 
ceding that date the ernment been paying $7,200,000 for transportation 
from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and whether that has not been 
reduced more than one-half by the building of this road? 

Mr. Morrison. The gentleman is most likely correct, but I do not know the 
facts. In fact, I did not then count things by dollars [laughter] so much as in 


years. 
Mr. HOLMAN. If the time has note I wish to ask my friend a question, 
The SPEAKER tempore. The gentleman from Illinois has one minute left. 


Mr. HOLMAN. atthe time the acts passed in 1864, had there not been a care- 
ful su made of the route over which the road was to run from the Pacific 
Ocean to Mississippi River? Had not the character of the country become 
to be better known, and was it not understood that the undertaking would not 
be so extraordinary or perilous as in former years it had been apposed to be? 
And did not these facts which I have here mentioned come to light soon after 
the passage of the act? 

Mr. Morrow, Possibly, butthat did not afford us any light when the act was 
passed and when nothing was known here of any survey. The question was 
presented: "Gentlemen will you build this railroad to the Pacific? Will you 
take the risk, or will you leave it unbuilt?”™ That was all the light we had. 

Mr. Hontmayn. The corporation had been formed? 

Mr. Morrison. Yes; corporators were in the act of 1862, and there was, I think, 
an organization, a paper organization; no road; and I have heard and believe 
that whatever survey was made was not by the corporation or men who after- 
ward built the road, 

More than that, sir, Mr. Buchanan, while a candidate for the Presi- 
dency in 1856, indorsed the plan of Government aid to Pacific rail- 
roads, and after his election more than once officially indorsed the 
giving such aid in grants of public land, and the Democratic platforms 
of 1860 both favored aid to transcontinental routes. 

This, sir, clearly disposes of this silly talk of distinctive party re- 
sponsibility as to that project, which question, alone, Iam now dis- 


I come next to the Northern Pacific Railroad. 

I pass over the earlier attempts to secure aid to the plan, and its sup- 
port by Republicans and Democrats mi usly, and 
once the bill which passed, making the grant; it passed May 31, 1864, 
in the House, by a vote of 74 to 20, supported and voted for by the 
following Democrats: Allen of Ilinois, Baldwin of Missouri, Boyd, 
Coffroth, Eden of Illinois, Eldridge of Wisconsin, Heall, King, Knapp, 
Lazier, McAllister, Nelson, Noble, Odell, Prayn, J. B. Steele, W. G. 
Steele, Sweat, VOORHEES of Indiana, and Ward. s 

Of Republicans who voted against the bill were Messrs. Alley of Mas- 
sachusetts, Baxter, Eckley, Elliott, R. E. Fenton, Hulburt, Ingersoll, 
Littlejohn, Morrill, Orth, Pike, Pomeroy, Schenck, Scofield, Spalding 
of Ohio, Tracey, E. B. Washburne, Wardsworth, and Wilson, of Iowa. 

Does this look like party voting? 

In the Senate the bill passed without a division and with no opposi- 
tion; some amendments proposing lateral lines were opposed, but the 
main proposition had not a vote against it, and was supported by gen- 
tlemen of sainted memory in the Democratic party, such as the late 
Vice-President, Mr. Hendricks, whose party fealty was never doubted, 
to my knowledge. [Laughter.] 

I read a few sentences from what he said from the Globe of June 27, 
1864, page 3291: ‘ 


are comparatively 
without value to the Government. No person acquainted with the condition of 
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take up at- 
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that section of the country supposes that there can be very extensive settlements 
until the Government encourage those settlements by the construction of 
some work like this. 


tives by amendments pro ing works that are comparatively local. I haye 
fav & grant of lan 
I was in favor of a grant of lands to aid the road from St. Pa 


Mr. Hexpricks. The Winona and St. Peter road. 

Mr, Ramsey, It is intended to carry it West, 

Mr. Hexpricks, The Winona road runs from Winona westward to St. Peter 
or to Man! , on the Minnesota River, and thus westward with a view of 
reaching the western boundary of the State of Minnesota—a road that does not 
and can not touch the Pacific Railroad at all. The other road perhaps ma 
touch the Pacific Railroad at some point away to the northwest, but there is 
not much probability of a road ever being constructed so far north as that which 
shall intersect with the proposed road Lake Superior to P: k 
But, sir, without reference to the merits of the local railroads in the State of 
Minnesota, I suggest to the Senate that it is not proper to burden a great na- 
riper <a with amendments such as aro proposed by the Senator from 

eso 


And again, in speaking of the extending of the privileges to the Union 
Pacific road, Mr. Hendricks said, and his remarks will be found on 
page 3256 of the Globe: 


I desire to vote for any proposition that will secure a more favorable route for 
this great work. 


And I have yet to find a railroad grant acted on by Congress while 
Mr. Hendricks was in it that he opposed on principle. I do not believe 
there was one. 

The Atlantic and Pacific grant passed thesame way, There was not 
a vote against it in the Senate; it passed without a division; in the 
House many leading Democrats supported it and some leading Repub- 
licans opposed it; all acting on the ground of policy instead of party 
or politics. 

Last, Icome to the Texas Pacifiesystem. After full debate, it 
the Senate without a division—not a Democrat voting against it. In 
the House the vote was taken first February 21, 1871, amending the 
Senate bill, and it going to a conference committee, the bill as reported 
passed March 3, 1871, by a vote of 125 to 64, receiving the following 
Democratic support and vote: Messrs. Archer, Axtell, Beck of Ken- 
tucky, Bethune, Booker, Buck, Connor, Corker, Dockery, Dox, Duke, 
Hambleton, Hamill, Hamilton, Heflin, Johnson, Jones, Manning, Mc- 
Kenzie, John Morrisey, Mun; Meyers, W. W. Caine, Schumaker, 
Shober, J. S. Smith, Strader, Swann, Trimble of Kentucky, Wallace, 
Wilson, and Young—33. 

Do gentlemen still insist or will any say that this was a party vote 
or indicated a partisan measure? 

Mr. Chairman, the conclusion of this matter of the making of these 
original grants may be summed up in a single sentence: On a review 
of the record, no man can honestly say that any party capital can be 
made out of it, and therefore it should not be attempted. [Applause. ] 

I come now, sir, to the matter of the action of Congress in declaring 
forfeitures of unearned lands—forfeitures incurred because of the fail- 
ure of the aided roads to complete them as provided. 

I shall fully of what had been done, in detail, because the 
Democratic party in its late national convention, as well as in very 
many of the State conventions in recent years, has arrogated to itself 
and its membership the credit of initiating, maturing, and passing the 
bills by which these lands were reclaimed. 

It is very seldom, sir, that I make reference to matters here from a 
partisan standpoint. 

1 have found ample work since I have been in public life to occupy 
my time in the performance of public duty for the public good entirely 
disconnected from partisan politics; work in because it was 
for the general welfare and the interest of the whole people. Nothing 
of a distinctive party character at the tariff has engaged the at- 
tention of Congress since I have been here, and my committee assign- 
ments and its work have so occupied my time that I have taken no act- 
ive part in tariff matters; and so engaged I find it impossible to appre- 
ciate the eagerness with which some gentlemen rush almost invaria- 
bly into political debate upon nearly everything presented here. 

Lack of knowl of fact seems to be no obstacle but rather an in- 
centive to lengthy di on, and what is wanting in knowledge ap- 
pears to be supplied by vehemence in denunciation of the Republican 
party and its alleged methods. [Laughter and applause on the Re- 
publican side. ] 

Sir, on the question of these forfeitures there has never been a sug- 
gestion of fact tending to give them a partisan aspect. 


> 


1888 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, 


1007 


The policy of making these grants came to an end when the great 
overland routes were secured. Experience showed that there was no 
further necessity for the continuance of it, and it ended. The aid was 
liberal in all cases, extravagant in many; but voted, I have never 
doubted, in sincerity and good faith by those who were actors. 

But with the changed condition as to settlement, value of land, in- 
vestment of private capital in railroad enterprises where needed, the 
Congress ceased giving aid and addressed itself to enforcing its con- 
tracts with the railroads and insisting upon the forfeitures named in 
cases of non-performance. 

I speak upon this branch of the subject with some hesitancy and 
embarrassment, because of the necessity of referring to myself and my 
own action; but I hope that I may be fully understood that what Isay 
is not because of any vanity as to the part I have taken on the sub- 
ject. But I do confess to a feeling of satisfaction with the perform: 
ance of my public duty in this behalf. 

I have been connected with the matter of these forfeitures from the 
beginning, and speak with confidence as to details. 

‘This table shows what and all that has been done by Congress to date, 
and is the work referred to in the Demoeratie conventions as land re- 
claimed by forfeiture acts. 


Congressional action on land-grant forfeiture bills. 


Name of railroad, 


Congress, | Acres, 


Next was the Iron Mountain of Missouri. I introduced the bill. A 
Senate bill identical with it I reported, and it passed the House 
under my charge and there was nota vote against it, and every Re- 
publican voted for it. 

Next in the table is the great Atlantic and Pacific forfeiture, involv- 
ing nearly 24,000,000 acres, 

In the Forty-eighth Con December 10, 1883, I introduced a bill 
to forfeit this grant; the bill was No. 187; it was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and subsequently to the Committee on the 
Public Lands, of which committee I was made a member; no action 
was taken on the bill till March 6, 1884, when, on my motion, the bill 
was made a special order for March 7, 1884. 

On that day the bill was called up and I offered a substitute for it, 
moved the adoption of the substitute and that Mr. Cobb, the chairman, 
report the same to the House for passage; this was carried. 

The substitute bill was reported to the House; it was No. 7162; passed 
the House withouta division; was amended in the Senate; a conference 
committee was appointed; and the bill died in conference. 

. _ In theForty-ninth Congress I introduced the same bill, which passed, 
the first that was introduced on the subject, and it was referred to the 
Committee on the Public Lands; later Mr. Cobb introduced the same 
bill and it was similarly referred. $ 

In the committee Mr. Cobb was directed to report the bill which 
passed the House in the Forty-eighth Congress, and this was done. Un- 
der Mr. Cobb’s charge the bill, based on No. 187 of the Forty-eighth 
Congress, passed and became a law. 

The last bill in the table is the one covering the several roads in the 


ooo | South. I introduced the bill, No. 392, December 21, 1885. It was per- 


Atlantic and Pacific....... 

JOOS BOA ROMO... .csicscies ccccssvascscscesevssoos sevens |osedeseosene 4 
Mobile and New Orlean: 
Elyton and Beard’s Bluff 
Memphis and Charlesto: 
Savannah and Albany ...... 
New Orleans and State Line. 
Iron Mountain of Arkansas.. 


50, 482, 240 


* Estimated. 


To this should be added the New Orleans Pacific ease in the Forty- 
ninth Congress,a bill making a partial forfeiture of unearned lands anda 
confirmation of title to all earned lands, which confirmation was made 
on the recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Lamar. 
This passed July 24, 1886, and was called up for passage by Mr. Cobb, 
chairman of the committee. These cover all forfeitures which have 
passed Congress and become laws since the agitation began in the Forty- 
seventh Congress. 

The first forfeiture bill reported was in the Forty-seventh Congress, 
the Ontonagon and Brulé River Railroad, in Michigan, to quiet the 
title of settlers, reported by Mr. EZRA B. TAYLOR, of Ohio. This was 
followed by the general bill covering the Southern roads named in the 
table above and about 7,000,000 acres of land reported by Mr. REED, 
of Maine, for passage. Nextcame the Northern Pacific case, in which 
for the first goed premna the qoemion oa Y yhet to Dn lands 
] o; ite constructed and aecep President, but con- 
ing rea a : 


The majority of the committee held against the power ; the minority 
held the other way, and I prepared its report, 

: Next came the Texas and Pacific forfeiture, which was favorably re- 
ported by Mr. REED, of Maine, August 3, 1882 (Report No. 1803). 

| These were all that were reported on in the Forty-seventh Congress. 
Nothing was done in the way of action by the House, as under the 
rules then in force they could not be reached for consideration. 

| In the Forty-eighth Congress three of the bills passed. The 
Central bill I introduced, reported from the committee, and it 

the House in my charge. It was amended in the Senate and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in, Mr. Cobb, of Indiana, presenting the 
\econference report, and on the passage of the bill not a vote was cast 
against it; every Republican voted for it. 

Mr. DUNN. Did the Democrats vote against it? 
| Mr. PAYSON. No, sir; Democrats as well as Republicans voted for 
it. I will say to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Dunn] that I am 
endeavoring to prove from the record that the Republican party and 
its membership have had something to do with securing results for which 
lso much credit is claimed for the Democracy by gentlemen on the 
other side; and I do not intimate, as will appear in what I have yet to 
say (for I shall assert it in express terms), that gentlemen on the other 
side are entitled to any less eredit; the gentleman himself to no mean 
share, for I am glad to indorse him and his work inthis line. I hope I 
may be understood. 

The Texas Pacific bill I introduced, reported from the committee, 
the only speech on the bill I made, and it passed the House, the yeas 
and nays being called by a unanimous vote with one exception, Mr. 
Barr, of Pennsylvania, and his vote, as I know, was so cast as a joke, 

‘he laughingly remarking that so important a bill ought to have a little 
opposition. [Laughter. ] 


fected in the committee. Mr. Cobb reported it on my motion, and it 
passed under his charge without any opposition except a pr as to 
the Gulf and Ship Island road, not necessary to be noticed. These, 
sir, cover all the forfeitures named in the table, and are the ones over 
which the Democratic party is pluming itself, and taking to itself and 
its membership all the credit for this Congressional action, and in this 
connection I again call attention to the fact that with the single ex- 
ception of a jocular vote not a Republican vote was cast against any 
one of them, and that except as to some details of amendment, such 
as the Gulf and Ship Island exception, the votes were always unani- 
mous. [Prolonged applause on the Republican side. ] 

This statement, I hope, will set at rest this exaggerated, unjust as- 
sertion of credit for action by the Democratic party. 

But I wish to state, and be fully understood as desiring that full credit 
shall be given to the members of the Public Lands Committee in all 
these years for the work they did in connection with myself in working 
up the legislation, and especially to the former chairman, Mr, Cobb, 
than whom, in this work, I have never known a more earnest, indus- 
trious, patriotic Representative. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HOLMAN] has been earnest inthe 
work, and he and others have had general bills pending for years on 
the subject, and many other gentlemen, among them the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. DUNN]. All are entitled to credit. But my 
precise point here is that there are Republicans who ought to be no- 
ticed as to what has been done. 

Ishould be glad to be noticed, and have others on this side credited. 

I suppose by reason of my being younger and having given all these 
matters great attention in the Forty-seventh Congress, and being will- 
ing to do a larger share of the work, and the rest being willing I should, 
the greater burden came to me; and I only state it as I would any other 
fact, not boasting of any performance of duty beyond or over my com- 
mittee associutes, but that justice may be done us all. 

Because, Mr. Chairman, this Isay: that what I did in all these mat- 
ters was done not as a Republican, but as a Representative, for the good 
of the whole people and with never a thought as to party; and so it 
was, I fully believe, with all my committee associates. It has been 
done in an effort to fully rm duty, to earn and deserve that which 
I prize most of all in public life, and which I believe I have, the con- 
fidence, respect, and esteem of that constituency which has so long hon- 
ored me, a tribute from them meriting my best services, and which I 
can not hope to fully deserve. [Great applause. ] 

Mr, PETERS (when the hammer fell during the delivery of the fore- 
going remarks) said: I ask that the time of the gentleman from Nli- 
nois be extended. . 

Mr. PAYSON. Ishall not require more than five or ten minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois be permitted to conclude his remarks? The Chair hears 
no objection. 

Mr. PAYSON resumed and coneluded his speech as already given. 

Mr. ROGERS. It was my understanding that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. CANNON] would occupy the floor at this time; but I am 
ready to go on if he is not. > " 

Mr. CANNON. I had an hour, but as my colleague [Mr. PAYSON | 
had something to say to the House I yielded my time to him. 

Mr. ROG - was temporarily absent from the Hall a few mo- 
ments and did not observe that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PAY- 
SoN] obtained the floor from his colleague [Mr. CANNON]. 

I wish to invite the attention of the House toa few observations re- 
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lating to the subject-matter of the bill. I have no disposition to fol- 
low the remarks which have been made by other gentlemen, because 
they relate to subjects on which I had not expected to speak at this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, during my temporary absence from the House for 
about a week during the last month the sundry civil bill was passed. 
During the consideration of that bill in Committee of the Whole quite 
a discussion took place in relation to the employment of special attor- 
neys by the Department of Justice, and the appropriation asked for by 
the Department was not indorsed by the Committee on Appropriations 
or granted by the Committee of the Whole. A fewdays ago my friend 
from Alabama [Mr. OATES], who had given some attention to that sub- 
ject, placed in my hands (as he was called away to New York by an 
appointment upon a committee of investigation) a statement of what 
the Department of Justice desires with reference to an appropriation 
for the employment of special counsel, and to that subject I wish briefly 
at this time to invite attention. 

It appears from consultation with some members of the committee 
that the purposes for which the appropriation was asked by the Dex 

ment of Justice were not sufficiently explained, and I have reason 
to believe that by placing the facts before the Committee of the Whole 
at this time an amendment may be accepted which will meet the re- 
quirements of the Department of Justice for the proper discharge of 
the duties imposed upon it by Congress. 

It is right I should say that I have not investigated at all in regard 
to the explanations made by the Department in its estimates or before 
the Appropriations Committee. I assume that the committee has not 
underst the absolute necessity for these appropriations, and I do 
not concern myself at all with the question whether the matters have 
been properly explained or not. 

My object at present is to lay before the Congress and before the 
country, if I can, the absolute necessity of an adequate appropriation to 
enable the Department of Justice to employ counsel so that it may 
carry out the duties imposed upon it by law. 

I hold in my hand a statement prepared by the Department of Jus- 
tice, I suppose, under the direction of the Acting Attorney-General, 
Mr. Jenks, which presents to the country and presents to Congress the 
enormous accumulation of work which has fallen on that Department, 
and I will say from a general knowledge of the affairs of that Depart- 
ment that it will become, if not so now, at an early day absolutely 
necessary to reorganize that Department. It is the only one in the 
whole Government which has not grown in the number of its appoint- 
ments as the country has grown and developed. 

Allow me for a moment to rehearse the increased duties placed upon 
it during the last year, 1887. 

First came the act of February 4, 1887, page 385, to regulate com- 
merce. Section 16 requires the district attorney, under the direction 
of the Attorney-General, to prosecute in cases of violation of act or 
refusal to obey the orders of the interstate commission. This is en- 
tirely a new field of litigation imposed upon the Department of Justice. 

Then came the act of February 23, 1887, page 409, prohibiting the 
importation of opium. This also opens a considerable field of litigation 
for the officers of the Department. 

The act of March 2, 1837, page 464, gives the United States district 
courts jurisdiction over crimes against the Indian police. I regard 
that as one of the most important measures which has passed Congress 
during my service in Congress in relation to the preservation of the 

and order of the Indian Territory and among the Indian tribes. 

The act of March 3, 1887, page 505, gives district and circuit courts 
of the United States concurrent jurisdiction with the Court of Claims 
over suits against the Government. 

Suits heretofore ordinarily prosecuted before the Court of Claims 
against the Government are now brought in the several district courts 
of the United States, and this is an additional burden on the district 
attorneys throughout the country. Of course cases occur occasionally 
in all the States, and must continue to occur so long as thé law is in 
force, of great importance. ` And in cases of that character, and ic- 
ularly in some courts already overcrowded and overworked with pub- 
lic business, and with counsel on the opposite side among the most 
distinguished lawyers throughout the country, it will become neces- 
sary for the poper prosecution of these cases that the district attorney 


shall have thé assistance of able counsel. 
Then comes the act of March 3, 1887, 635 (anti-polygamy act), 
making certain provisions in relation to the Perpetual Emigrating Fund 


Company, and the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, and 
making it the duty of the Attorney-General “‘to cause such proceedings 
to be taken in the supreme court of Utah Territory as shall be proper 
to execute its provisions,” which include the annulment of the char- 
ters and forfeiture of a large amount of property. 

Any one who will take for a moment a cursory glance of the state 
of things in Utah will see that no ordinary district attorney will be 
able to carry on the direct duties of his office and conduct also this 
litigation involying millions and millions of dollars without the as- 
sistance of the best counsel in the country. Hence the necessity that 
there should be an appropriation adequate to the employment of coun- 
sel of that character. 


Then the act of March 3, 1887, page 488 (railroad commission) au- 
thorizes an investigation of the books, accounts, and methods of rail- 
roads which have received aid from the United States, and for other 
purposes. 
United States courts to punish contumacy or refusal to obey a sub- 
prena issued to any person. 

Here is another field of litigation, of the widest expanse, highly im- 
portant to the Government of the United States, involving perhaps 
hundreds of millions of money, which the Department of Justice is 
required to carry on without increased compensation for the increased 
duties imposed upon it. 

Then comes the act of March 3, 1887 (page 556), to provide for the 
adjustment of land grants made by Congress toaid in the construction 
of railroads, and for the forfeiture of unearned lands, and for other pur- 


The note to this statement says: 

Memorandum: A great deal of very important law business growing out of 
this act has already been imposed upon the Department of Justice. 

I ought to stop just here, Mr. Chairman, to say that this duty is im- 
posed by law first upon the Interior Department, which examines into the 
question and determines whether or not any steps should be taken by 
the Department of Justice, and its recommendations are placed in the 
hands of the Attorney-General. He is either, on receipt of them, to 
disregard the action of the Interior Department absolutely, and refuse 
to bring the suits, or to take their judgment, if it meets with his view, 
and institute proceedings in each case and carry them on in the courts 
to a proper termination. Thequestions that have originated under this 
act of Congress have involved thousands of acres of the public domain, 
and any one will know who is at all familiar with the proceedings of 
the courts that the district attorney, who must keep up with thecur- 
rent business of the court, can not go into the details of cases of that 
character which involve an immense amount of work, and properly 
pre them and try without the assistance of able counsel. 

hen there is the act of July 10, 1886, page 143, to provide for the 
taxation of railroad-grant lands, and for other purposes; and the person 
who has prepared this paper cites me, under the title “ suits to vacate 
land titles,” to the report of the Attorney-General, embodied in Senate 
Executive Document No. 169, Fiftieth Congress, first session, where 
information in regard to this class of suits may be found. These cases 
perhaps, in addition to what I have already cited, constitute the most 
extensive and numerous class of litigation, as well as doubtless the 
most important that have been devolved upon the Department of Jus- 
tice for the last few years. 

Again, we have the timber trespass suits. 

In the calendar year of 1887 alone five hundred and ninety-four 
criminal prosecutions were instituted atthe request of the Department 
of the Interior, and three hundred and thirty-six civil suits for the value 
of the timber were brought, involving $2,409,162.25. Here, then, are 
a thousand suits, in round numbers, under this single solitary act, 
which have been devolved upon the Department by reason of depre- 
dations upon our timber lands, and have been brought mainly under 
the direction of the Interior Department. 

The compiler of this paper says further: 

In addition to these there are pending civil suits against the Northern Pacific 
Railroad Com ny the Montana Improvement Company, and others, in the 
Territories of Washington, Idaho, and Montana, for $2,000,000, value of timber 
unlawfully cut and removed from the public domain. Also, against the Sierra 
Lumber Company, in Northern California, for an equal amount, and numerous 
other suits in the different landed States and Territories, aggregating, with those 
referred to above, in the neighborhood of seven or eight millions of dollars, 

In all these cases the Government is op by numerous and able counsel, 
whose fees and retainers amount to hun of thousands of dollars, 

Now, I need not say that in all these cases it is absolutely essential, 
in order to preserve the interests of the Government, that the district 
attorneys should have the assistance of competent persons, and ade- 
quate assistance, and thatit should be of that character commensurate 
with the importance of the business. The interests of the Govern- 
ment are at stake, and it would be poor economy in cases involving 
such important issues to deny the aid of able counsel. 

It is said in addition that— 

In the Territories there are from four to six district courts. The United States 
district attorney has frequently important cases in all of them, and business 


sometimes requires attention at two opposite, widely-separated courts at the 
same time. 


Within the last week we passed through this House without a dis- 
senting voice a bill to provide payment forspecial counsel employed by 
the Attorney-General for defending an Indian policemen who was 
charged with the commission of murder, one of the most peculiar and 
extraordinary cases that has ever come to my knowledge; a man who 
did not English at all, who had become imbued with the idea 
that the district attorney was his enemy, and refused to communicate 
with him, or talk with him, or counsel with him, or have anythin 
whatever to do with him, who refused to take food for fear he would 
be poisoned; and in addition to that, at the very time when the district 
attorney’s services were most important and most desired to defend this 
man, the duties of the district attorney called him to a court ata far 
distant point from where the man was to be tried. Under these cir- 
cumstances the Attorney-General employed counsel, as under the law he 


